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\ ABSTRACT

rd

This report present results‘of the evaluation of Austin Independent
School District's 1974-75 Title I program for providing suppleméptal

support services were provided to students in sixteen elementary scbdols.
Twelve of these schools comprised & componeat in which iastruction was .
provided through reading laboragories; the other. four schools were ? -
iovolved in & classrpom-based program in which sPecial assistance was

provided to teachers in regular classrooms; a third program component’

was a special program designed to improVe the vocabulary and general

language skills pf children in. neighbc*hdbds served by four Tigle I schools.

Major cognitive oblectives for the,program(-.e., izproved reading - oo
achievement) were achieved ia both elementary componentsg for kindergarten,
second, third,-and fourth grade students, but not for first grade

students. Although the conclusion oust remain tentative until loag-

range studies of achievemeat ga'ins can be comnleted it does appear _

that over the short range observed this year, both ke reading lab

and the classroom based prograns were effective at improviag reading
achievemeng. The pre-school program appeared to be affected dy

izplementation problems such that objectives were clearly ¢et at .
two schoole, but not at the other £wo. _
L
Levels of attainment of program objectives in non-cognitive areas .

were =mixed. Self cqncepts of xinderga tea students improved sllghtlj,
those of fourth grdde. students were higher this year-than ther were
last year, bat self concept test scores of third grade studersts did
not change significaatly from last year to tnis year. Attitudes toward
school sgewed 30 signifigant merovement during .the school year,
Attendance ratew were higher during the Spring of this year thaa they
had been during the same period .last year, but this change may be due
towa lower incidence of late-winter illness and/or a district program
to improve attendance. Teachers' ?erceptions of appropriateness of -
instructipnal materials and parent support for the learning endeavors

of Title I students did not improve from Spring, 1974 to Spriag, 1975.

Although evidence of effectivengss of ghe Title I program is not yet
conclusive, there were no strong negative indications that the present
reading progréms are not working. It is hoped that studies of achieve-
ment gains of Title I students over periods greatér than one year ‘will
provide clearer indications of the effects of the program. .

ar
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'DECIS10§ QUESTIONS = - ' ' oS

IRTRODUCTION '

- . In proper cofext, decision questiors are formulated by system apd pro-
gram staff, with techpical assistance %rom evaluation staff, during the’
process of planning the implementation of a program. Evaluation serves
the decision-making prodess by providing information relating to these
decision questions and making recommendations concerning continuation,
. expansion, or modification of the program. Ultimate responsibility .for
. . making the decisions rests with the particular system and program staff - -

members charged with this responsibflity, v N )

., | The process of formulating and answering decision questions for the AISD

) ' Title I Program during the 1974-75 school year was circumscribed by the

fact that approval from thé Texas Education Agency for Title I funding

.of an evaluation uait was hot obtaided until the 8school year had started.
Adding to this original delay the time necessary for {nterviewing ap-
plicants for the positidn of Project Evaluator and the time necegsary
* for the person selected to assemb¥e his support staff,the Title I evaluation

unit was not operational until the beginning of November. Due to this
late start, the 1974-75 Title I evaluation was performed without the
benefit of a comprehensive, formal evaluation design in which decision
quegtions would have been spelled out. .Thus the decision questions pre~
sented here are after-the-fact, and probably do not reflect the full
range of questions which need to be answered. However, ever ttiough .
the information obtained was less than what would have been obtained
with a full year of local evaluation, much information was obtained <
relating to some major decision questioast These decision questioas
and recommendations concerning them aye presented in the following
. gection.

s

A. SYSTEM-LEVEL QUESTIONS . . -
1. Should the reading 1ab approath to remediation of Title I students’
reading deficits be continued as presently implemented, modified,
or discontinued? ! * .

RECOMMENDATION: , .

The reading lab appfoach to remediation of veading deficits
* should be continued without major modification. ’

BASTS FOR RECOMMENDATION: . B "

f

Yith the exception of first grade, reading objectives for all
grades were met or exceeded. In many cases, gains for Title I
gtudents approached or exceeded one month per month of instruction.

" Pending studies of long-term (one schdol year or'more) gains of
. Title I students, it appears on the basis of what is known now,
xf? that the lab approach is successful at improving the reading skills
) of Title I students. : : . , :

« . L 27
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2. Should the.Comnunicatioﬁ Skills approach to remediation of Title’
I students' reading.deficits be continued as preséatly implemented,
 modified, or discontinued?

v - . ’ -
. . . .
t . ot
N _RECOMENDATION / _ ,
* . The Communication Skills approach to remediation of reading,
_zb' deficits should be. gontinued without major modification.
LY . . s .

i .

BASIS' FOR RECOMMENDATION

With the exception of first grade, reading objectives for all
‘grades were met or exceeded. Average gains for students in this
component tended to be about equal to those obtained by students
in the reading’lab component. Classroom pbservations comparing
Communication Skills classrooms with regular classrooms in the
other Title I schools showed sigaificant and consistent diiferenceg
in both teacher ghd student behaviors ‘favoring the Communi- -
cation Skiils classes. - Students in Communication Skills class-
rdoms were less often inattentive and off task and were more

often on task than students in clagsrooms in the other.Jigle I
schools. Teathers in Communication Skills clasirooms. spent

more time with individual students and maintained a more positive
emotiongl\climaté‘than teachers in the other Title I schbols.

. ] .
3. Should the Happy Talk pyogram for ipproving langpage development
of pre-school children in Title I areas be continued, modified, '

or discontinued?

RECOMMENDATION

.
. I3

If the AISD.%itle I program decides to implement pre-school = ’
during the 1975-76 school year, Happy Talk should be one of che/alternggtve
programs used, This recommendation is made with the stipulatjon -
that pre-program and in-service fraining for the project staff be
done more intensively than was the case this year, and that pro-
ject implementation be monitored througl spot visits~of the project
’ coordinator and/or evaluation staff to the homes of participating
children. -

B, PROGRAM LEVEL QUESTION§

1. Should the Title I program meet additional or different needs.from -

those now being served? .,
y

RECOMMENDATIOR

-

Strong consideration should be given to,meeting additienal needs
in at least three areas: (1) Pre-school education for Title I °
children; (2) elementary gra@e,mathémaﬁics; and (3) expansion, of
the Title I program into eligible schools which are not currently

' , receiving Title I services, .
' . . \




BASTS FOR~8ECOWDATION Ly

. Pre- school programs are consistently identified by parents
and school staff as high priority concerns. " In a survey '
conducted in June, 1975, principals of ‘Title I,schools ragked
pRe-school programs as the highest need, priority. Mathematics
programs for elementary grade students: also are, consistentiy .
identified as high priority-needs, ranking' just behind pre-
scheol and’ elementary reading programs. :

o
4,

Expansion of the pregramsinto.other.schoolg should be congidered
since there are schools presently not receiving Title I services
in which student achievement levels are lower than those in-
.gome- schools presently receiving Title'l aervices

Should ‘the manner in which Title I Aides are used be modified?.

RECOMMENDATION

Aides should receive more in-gervice training; if aides need
to be assigned “to more than one teacher, they should be as--
signed to teachers at the game grade level, rather than to
teachers at different grade levels

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The need for more in-service training for aides was identified
both by the principals of Title I schools and by the aides
themselves. |, .

r

»

In general, aides indicated a preference ‘for assignment to a

single teacher. Those who had been assigned to teachers at

different grade levels indicated preferences for eesignments
, to teachers at the same level.
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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION S
, - ' . S . ' . »
The ESEA Title I Program in the Austin Independent School District
is a continuing’ program supported by funds from the Department fof
- X Health, Education, and Welfare -through thg U.S." Office of Education
. under the Elementary and Secondary Educatfon.Act. Activities for the
1974-75 school year were funded at a level of $1,061,000 for the regular .
3 approp¥iation,”plus $105,000 unspent funds carried over from previous
years,, for a total of $1,166,000 available for supporting programfoperation.
The purpose of ZSEA Title I is to provide for the special edacational
néeds_of educationally disadvantaged children in school attendance areas
having high concentrations of children from low-income families. Title
I programs are designed to be part of an overall compensatory education
program involving the use of resources from a number of programs and,
agencies, and are expressly intended to provide supplemental assistance
over and above .the regular school program. . .

Participation of schools in-the Title I program is determined on the
joint basis of economic and educational deprivation. In the sprifg of
each year, the principal at each elementary apd secondary school in AISD "
. is responsible for completing an economic survey of families which have ‘
. ' ' children in his sthool, reporting the percentage of "families which meet
s the low-income criteria. When these surveys are completed, the staff
. of the AISD Department of Deyelopment Programs compiles the results, rank- "
- ing schools from the highest.«to thé -lowest percentage of economic de- .
privation and calculating the district average of percent economic deprivation.
Any school which has a pércentage of economic deprivation which is higher '(
than the district average is eligible to receive Title I services. Schools «
which have a loYer concentration of low-income families than the district
average are not eligible and cannot receive Title T services.

Within the subgroup of schools which meet the etonomic criteria for Title
« I eligibility, it is not necessary that all eligible schools be served;

. in fact, federal guidelines for Title I programs are very clear that Title
I services are to be concentrated in those areas with 'the greatest’ educa-
tional need, rather than spread thinly among all eligible schools. Thus
the selection of the actual schools to be served from among those eligible
is determined on the basis of educational need cériteria. Each'of the
eligible campuses completes an educational survey, reporting the number of .
students at each grade level who meet the edugational need criteria, (usdally,
reading one er more years below grade level)., This information, along ‘
- with standardized test results and other available information, is used to

determine the actual campuses apnd grade levels which can be served with

the funds that are available. ' Co o '

.
~

Once the actual schools and grade levels to be served have been sélected,
the participation JF individaal students in the Title I program is determined
on the basis of the student's meeting the individual eligibiljty requirement
establighed for his grade level, and the availability of services on the campus.

’ . i, p
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- In keeping with the intent of concentrating services on thoge with the

" ~ greatest need, it is -apt necessary that all eligible ChlldIEO on-a given

campus receive Title I gervices. Rather, priority 1is given to “those
students with the greatest educatjonal need, e.g., those whose reading
levels are two or more years below grade level are served before those
whose reading levels are one tof two years below grade level. There\are no, .
economfc criteria for eligibility of individual studeats. That is,. .
child in’a Title ] school who is reading one or mgre years below grade

level may receive Tiele 1 se€rvices, regardless of whether h1s family s
income is $2, 000 a year or $20 000 a year. "o -
The actual Title I program as implemented during the 197& 75 school year was,

built around three basic componerits,  each addressing the basic need of '/ ) |
improving the basic communication skills of ¥itle.I students. Descriptlons

“ 1

of these component® are presented below. . o . .~ .
. i » _ . . / : o
AN . ' .:. B \'; . o ) -
CGMPONENT I, COORDINATION FOR,PDRE EEFEC?iVE LEARNING OF LANGUAGE SKILLS.: . ’
. ﬁ . ".
This component actually consisted of three dastinct aspects (1) A o -
kindergarten program; (2) a reading'program for first thrpugh fourth . ’ .

g¥ade students; and (3) a support serVices program. These -programs were

run in 12 ®f the 16 schools which were serVed by Title I this year. Ihe

schools involved in this component and the grades served are indicated ..

in Table 1. - . P . N

Description of Specific Programs ) _ ' T

Kindergarten. The kindergarten.program emphasized two majqr. areas: Oral' L 7
language development and basic ‘concepts development. Instructional . ) "S;
concentration for oral language development was provided through the use

of Title I Instructional Aides who assisted classroom teachers through.  *

individual and small group instruction with special materials designed

to enhance the acquisition of oral language. Stress on development of

basic concepts considered.necessary for successful achievement in tie first

years qf school was.also prov1ded through individual or small group activities
involving 1dent1fied Title I children. ‘ . ..

-

4

Reading Program. The reading program in this component centered around a -
variety of lab-type apprdaches designed to provide ‘diagnosis of specific
reading problems design appropriate learning experiences, and evaluate

student progress at regular intervals. Childfen were scheduled into the -
reading labs in small or large groups according to individual needs and

school .or personnel limitations. . The' Learning Teacher Coordinator in

charge "of the lab was assigned the responsipility of diagnosing problems °
and developing individual plans for ‘each student as well as providing direct Ty
instructional services, In many of the reading labs there were also specia1
reading teachers anY resource aides who provided direct .reading instruction.
As students in the lab ﬂeedad less assistance, they were returned, to the *
regular classroom with continuous follow- up ‘services provided by the
Ledrning Teacher Coordinator td ingure that the individual'plans were
implemented . L. e -

. . « v
: AN
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N < " Table 1 . ' ‘ S
. " % o S |
. Schools, Grades, and Numbers of Studants Séryed in ‘ " .
¢ .Coordination for More Effective Learning of Language 8kills . L
' - s . Component . - <) : T
- > ,' . . ) ' . - .o L4 .
s ) Nomber of Students Served By [fGrade . e N
‘ Grade ¢ . . 1. ' - Spec. Total |° - .
-_Scheol ‘Served- K .1 2) 31 4 |Gngraded Ed, Served }: .7 °
[ A " , P : N .

“lAllison K-4 446 1159 t123)108l116 1 7550 ’
Becker K-3 53-1 55| 96} 86 10 300 | -
Campbell K-4 69 ] 51l 73l ead 66 325, 1,
Govalle Ky 84. 1101 | s8l103 346
Maplewood - | K-3 184 184~

. —7 3 : . .
! * ‘ . - -
tre X3 12 8 | 14} 16f - 50 .o
Metd R4 {76 | 67] sel o3| 04 418
. ' . . i R
Noxman - R-3 23. L 48| 36] V44 © 151
"loak Sp‘i'lings K-3 63 \‘74. 89 102§ - > 329 .
‘ . C~— - . - ) :
Palm . K-4 48. 1421 69 711 60 290, °

' « '/. . R v\ . - :
Rosewood 4 . 1 53 N 53
% ’ A B )

Sims K-4 17 51 498y 458 31 193~
—= : —
TOTAL 490 56 1 699 230} 420 184 10 3199‘
] - ‘ . 1
v ) ’
< ’ ’ oo g
4 N . N . ‘
Ve [} T “ o * « ," ' l
- . -}»'2 ) . v’ ]
. .‘ ' M
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! The actual remédial and corrective sys!sems employed in-the reading) bs
varied cb"asiderably from schaol ta school. Some labs usgd highly

structured commercially available, programs involving reading machines, Y
others relied on structured printed material; still' others used , e o~
prograns that were “developed locally by Title I gnd regular school staff. Ct o T
More detailed descriptiod of the reaaing labs may’ be« found Hn Appendix H. , -

®
-

. H
. R B - - !
)4 B , ‘I . . x < o~ - .

Support Servj_.+es. Guidance Coune/],ors and -Community ’Representatives .were .

employed to provide aypport Services td this instructional component., ¢+« ' ' -

Coungelors worked through a framework of five basic funcEions designed . v,

" to assisf Title I students in the development of skills nepessarya?’ A S
i

adequate functioning in'the sodial, edugatignal ,. and vogatidnal d ns:-
"(1) counseling; (2) consultation; (3)’ coordi‘nat?ion, (4) communicatiofi; ..
and gS) curriculum The spepi ic'achvities per formed by counselors-varied

from campus to campus, wi deg;:ees of' involve;nent wit:h ,students, ’ P
parents, and schqol sta " e . ?’

‘3 ' e - . : -
"Eonzzmnity Representatives’ acted as a liaison between home and s’chool With T
a&Sistance from the couhselos, Co;mnunity Representat iwes “worked with_pa;en’ts

of Title I children 44 an effort tor enhance parentcpartivcipation in and

-

- -
P ’
' .’ PR -

-

The pattern of Title I staffi-ng for the component and, the estimated cost
are p;:esented in Tdbles Z and 3. The categorigs for cogts presented in
Table 3 gy be explained 4s follows:

2
-

L

Teachers - Learning Teacher ‘Coordinators an’Special Reading Tea ers
Instruc%nal Related Personnel = Supervisor of Learni Cowdina ors,
) Supervisor of Instructionsl Aides, Evaluatiod Star’; and o
Instructional AdministratiVe Clerks .

X .
PR . . -

InStructional Xides - Self explanarpry L "‘ o
£ . . .
Pupil Service Personnel % = Counselors, Co:mmnity Representativ.es, !
o .Supey v1sor o Counselors Comminity Representatives. J : .
'Materials Equipment, Supplies - Consumhle/Non consumable supplies, ' .
. ' audio-visual equipment books, etc. . ’
’ : . . . . L) . . ’ .
: Staff Development - Consultant fees for conducting pre- s,ervi’ce and in- ©Q
L serviée workshopa. ~r N - A -

- 'Hiﬁcellaneous - P nting, trabel telephones, etc. : N o

(I v LR
.

- ) ~— . | L .
.




-Table .2

2

1rt8 I Staffing Pattern for Coordimation for More zgéeccive Learning of Language Skills '

. » < S ‘ )
‘ Lo R §L - . Total Total
. Learning Reading Imstructiona Guidance Community &1, Instructiotal 1/ . Suppbrt.
School*’ ordinator # Teacher Aide Counselors | Representativeg Staff Staff
. J * ' Tt "
_— 4 , .
_1Al1ison . 1 - NfFs 5 1 . 1 © . 8- 2
- . . . » . - B . ’
Becker 1A 2 o 3 ’ 1. 1. 6 3
Campbeill i '12 4 1 1 ¢ 7 . Jl 2 .
lcovalle .. 1 2. .4 4 0 1 T 7. L
L 8 - . DI R~ B N
Mapd ewood ° o1 - 0 | 1 1 . 1 2 2
. e, . s , i
¢« |Mathews: 1 0 1 0. 0 . 2 0
Y - 7 : : :
Metz E, .2 T3 7 0 1 6 1
f /7
Norman»'-. 1 | 0 . 0 1 1 ) 1 . 2
: '. / . - » v . . - - , -
Oak Sprdngs ‘1 -l 2 3 1 1 6 o '2
Palm | 2 2 1 1 5, . 2
| : g T o v + b
Rogewood Y - dy Q- Ou d 0 1 ) 0
a . I I
. lsims - 1 0" 1. 7 REE! 1 2~ 2
N “S — - —
Téral 1 15 27 8 10 53 .18
= PP 7 " I J - =Y P
i\ .t : . 9
" . - ~ v
. Ot;hgr staff for t‘his componenﬁ"include
1 Supervisor of Learning Coordinator (75% of time) ’ P
1 Supervisor of ‘Instructional Aides
’ 1 Supetvisor of Counselors and Community Representi,ativee (75% of time) '
) 3% Instructional Administrative Clerks
. ' ‘
</
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PR o “Table 3. .
-t ’ ' - Estimated Cost of Coordipation .for More Effective .
- ¥ Learaning of Language sKills, Gomponent C P
E .‘4 % ",, N . N 3 5 ’ o ‘ ¢
-+t ¢ &~ . - ',
§ . S S
g : Title I Fumds . T Other Funds Total -
oo Tvee of Expenditure | g rended {Encusbered) .| Expended {Encumbersd) T

Funds

»

VNI INNNNN

}//J////jLLL‘

NSNS

Salaries / / / [/ [ /]

‘.

1 o " Teachers 4 296,652.04 s , / £296,653.04
- ht A - . . - . . R . . . v . ‘;) - “.
.‘Instructional . ¥ - .
(‘ - Related Personnel 59,590.46 o 59,590.4'
T . -
" Instructional - . - et
Aides . " 119,956.16 J 119,956,16
i ’Pu ii Services
o getsoﬁnel 167,217.56 (- “167,417.56 &
< é - “ i - ry
= }iateha}s ipdent .
e | _and Suér%?;sp‘ ' 179,665.35 79,665.35
Staff Development 3.321.50 ) ""3,321,50
x,‘ his@lé;]eous 18,770..66‘ ' )
- | Total Furds Expended ! o . ‘
LEnmmbered) - $ 745,173.73. s 745,173.73 -
AN 3o
TR COmputatlon of Cost of -Subcompon%t .
. ‘ * + Per Participant -
e | p—
. - Total Cost ‘ ~
- ‘ (A1 Funds) = Cost Per Participant
. . Total Partitipants \ . ' ;
.=, I Total Col..(e) $745,173.73 . : o
o - LT w$239.53 .
. - v ; .
e Total Col. (a) _. 3111° AN
, . ‘ -
| r — T
. - .= N . - H. . -~ ’
. ‘. - ?\yv ’ ] \/1\’ -
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. coupomf II. COMMUNICATION SRALLS " o
. i Like the Cootdination for More Effective Learnipg component, this component_
- cag be thought of as comsisting of three distinct aspects: (1) A( kinder-

garten program; (2) a first tHrough fourth grade reading program; 3)~

& support services program. ‘En pddition to regular Title I’ funding, the

four schools involved in this cobponent received Mpdel Cities funds which
. were used ta-pay salaries of additiomal Instructional ‘Aides. The schools
e 1nvolved in this component agd the grades served are indicated in Table 4,

-

.« " .' gb ’
* - . ) . 'f

ﬁ"
Description of Specific Prgigams -

Ae » ) ] o ~ ~ N .
. . ‘Rindergarten. Like the kig rgasten program in the Coordination for More
‘ . . . BEffective Learuing componen¥, the Communxcation,Skill& kindergarten program
- ’ used Instructionil Aides td assxst regular teachers in the enhtancement of
* oral language development _and basic skills acquisitiom. In addition, -
atteﬁtion was given to listéning comprehension, visual discrimination;
L ) and prevriting skills through .the use of assessment insxruments developed

by the Educational Testing Service. ) . ///’

1 * ~ ) - H

L Reading Program. The first tnrough fourth' grade reading program in Com-
: ’ munication $kills was classroom, rather” tham reading lab, based. Based
" on the philogophy that every teacher is a reading teacher, the Comminication
Skills Program provided training to teachers and aides, as well as assistance
< ] from the Learning Coordlnatorﬁ;h planning.classioom management strategies,
- developing classroom environmeqts copducive to learning, and using alls’
. sub§ect areas as content vehicles for the teaching of reading.

- . -~ 3

=73 : \ ‘ ‘ .

»

Support Services. The support service aspect of the Communiéation Skills

component was essentially the same as that' for the Coordination for More
Effective Learning Component, “Guidance Counselors and Comzunity Repre-

) sentatives worked to improve social skills of Title 1 gtudents and to

- 'gig'”enhance the -relationship between home and-school.
Ve

The pattern of Title I staffing and the estimated cost for this component

. are reported in Tables 5 and 6 The categories for costs in Table 6 are

' th#® same as thoge in Table 3. - - .

e *

' 3

» ' / /
COHPOHENT III " HAPPY TALK

; \,Ihe Happy Talk component was closely related to the Communication Skills

> Program, in that it served children from the same four schoél neighbor-

* hoods, and shared project coordinators, Community Representatives, and

Model Cities funds. The number of childrqn served in this componenb is .
;eported in Table 7. - ¢

Q . B :‘ 1ﬁ7
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) /. . Table &4 ] ’ e
} L e ’ "
. Schools, Grades, and Kumbgr” of Students
: Served in Communication Skills Component (\
/ «
T Grade i . ‘Spec, | Total
School Served K 112 3 4 Ungraded Bd. Served °
Plackshear | -4 | 40| 70 174 | 58| 68 °| - ' 310
1.- -~ ’ . ’ T. ‘
Brooke -R-4 47 1771 162 1-58 | 74. 309
Ortega R-4 6o | st lea | a2l 51 | 241 '
. W] .
zavala « 1 258 | 258 -
TOTAL ’ 124 .. 13‘5 200] 158 |193 258. 1118
. Q 1
& ' _ , .
- . .?g ":”
. N 4
. Y} *’TJ .
- ) . /S * ‘
B ) 1
1%
' ° . ]
. ) ‘ '
d )
- . . . . 15 ' v
B . * 12 - o . e
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’ . . ) Table 5 ' ‘
) Titl‘e I Staffing Pattern for Coor#ination for . .
Commumication Skills Component 1
' . . v'ro:agl |- Total )
“l Learning Reading . | Instructional | Guidance Community Instructional Support
School - Coordination .I'eacher Aides Counselors Reg::esentatives‘ Staff Staff
B};ckshear ! 0 5 C3 1 ) © 6 2
Brooke 1 0 4 . 1 1 5 2
ortega 1 0 & 1 1 5 2 :
" Zavé.la 1 .0 5 1 1 i . 6 2
" lzoTaL ‘4 ‘o 18 4 e’ . | .2 8 ]

otipr Staff for this component include:

1 Communication Skills Supervisor (75% of time)
1 Supervisotr of Learning Coordinator {25% of time) -
ommunity Representatives (25%.of time) °

1 Supervisor of Counselors and C

‘A% Instructional Administrative Cierks

Al
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) Table 6 = * - ®
) i M . M v
‘ . Communication 8kills * -~ .
$ o
Title I Funds Other Funds- Total

Type of E"Pe“d'iﬁm"e Experded (Encumbered) | Expended (Encumbered) | = Finds
Salaries / [/ [/ /Al /v S oSSyl by Sy SRS

Teachers $ 44,810.54 $ ) 5 44,810.54
Instructional = - \ . . BN .o ;o .
Related Personnel 29,028.78 : ' 29,028.78
Instructional . )
Aides - 70,617,35 . 49,000,00 - - 119,617.35.
S 0 . - ¥
~ Pupil Services . T )
Persormel 74,582.95 : 3, . 74,582.95
[ . ! ’
Materials, Equipment - ‘ - ¢ P
ard Su;o%esw " 22,111.15 L : . 22,111,15
Staff Development ' 628.00 ~ - K ’ 628,00
; L 3 - )

Miscellaneous 6:639.74 - 4 | 6,639,74
Total Fwds Expended ' L § o
(Encurbered) ! 4 248,418,51 s 49,000.00 5297,418,51

! Comuuta’cion of Cost of S nent ) ‘
Per Particivant Lt
~L }‘mlrﬁﬁzj = Cost Per Partigipant
, Total Participants 7 s ) ' /
’ Total Col. (e) $_297,418.51 o
= : = $ 260.21 h
Total Col. (a) 1143 ‘
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Eappy Talk :Ls designed to help parents of pre-school children (age 2 to 4)
work with their children to improve their language acquisition. The

Community Representatives from each of the faur schools, working with ~"

. approximately 20 families each, made weekly visits to the Homes of parti-

cipating children. On eagh vxsit the Commugity Representatiyes would
bring a toy and/or books to Be left in the Home, and would demonstrate
to the parent how the parent could use the toy or books in instructive
‘play with the child. Training \for the Community Representatives was

. provided by the Supervisor of Happy Talk at the beginning of the program

and during weekly meetings held throughout the course of the program.
x ¢ . .

The staffing pattern and the estimated costs for this component are

presented in Tables 8 and 9. ’




) Table 7
A~ Number of Children Served in Happy Talk Component
~ eNumber of Y
g , School _ Students -
' . ﬁl_acksheér o : 20 o
N . i " IBrooke 19 - - ) .
. : ) Ortega ' - . _- 20 .
** |zavala b 19 ‘
fot;% ' ;- : ,78' = )
. : i .
. { ’ ‘
Tal;le 8. o

Title I Staffing Pattern for Hapgy Talk Component

1

ot . - Community -
Schools Representative
« . Blackshear ’ 1’ (% "time)
‘o Brooke: 1 (5 time) . o
‘ . . Ortega .- 1 (5 time) T
N . Zavala 1 (5 time) , ,:
T ) . l Total 4 -

v

Other staff fot this component include: N

- 1 Superviaor of Happy Talk_(25% Qf time)
.- . ¥. Instrnctional Administrative Clerk (25% of CLme)

,-' - 1623

’

L3



Table '9

Happy Talk ,- & " | X
. ‘ . : : "v . - A ’ * -
Y . Titlg,I Punds Other Funds, _ Total
- . Type of Expenditure |p . jq4 ncumbered) | Expended (Encumbered) |, Punds - 1}
Sataries / /1 /4 LI AL 1Tl l ik S0l ks SN
- ; B . . 3 - M . - "
! Teachers $ ploo. | R .- I Y 18 0,00
7 : : ) ) p T
" Instruectional - - . . < ' . .
Related Personnel | . 2,405.01 4 . " 5,405,01 .
" .Instructional ’ ) o R .
Aides 158, 39 1 .. : 158.00
Pupil SeTvices ) R, - \
Personnel . 9,018.%2 . . 9,018.42
[ . ' -1, . - . L. [ A B
Materials, £qui,pment, . L . - g
" and Suoflies 385.50. 10,000.00 10,385.50
i Staff Development 6250 ol . - 62,50
Miscellaneous .- '8&2.75,‘ T ' s , 842.75
-" | TotaY/Funds Experded : N 1 ‘
. (Ehcumbered) $15,872.18 s 10,000.60 . $ 25,872.18
N ot ) : : .
Computation of Cost ‘of Subcomponent
R Per Participant :
Total Cost - ' - -
‘ (A1) Funds) = Cost Per rarticipant, S
R Total Participants ‘ '
. Total Ced. (e) $_25,872.18" . P
. , = $ 331,69 _ "
. — . \y— .
- .|  Total Col. (a) 78 - . )




BVALUATIOH D‘ESJCRIPTION " e ‘

For reasops" discussed above in the Decisiod Questions section the
1974<75 evaluation of the Title I program was not performed within®

the frameworkesof a comiprehensivesevaluation design based on the AISD'
CIPO evaluation model. ‘Since the Title I program was well undef way"
before the evalvation staff could become operational, the 'specific ~
ipmput and prdcess objectives fqr 'the program' could not be formulated.
Outcomeé objectives for the program, although they had been established
“ prior to the start.of schoo} by Title I administrative staff, were no
onger appropriate by the time the evaluation staff was hired because .
of changes “in the achievement testing schedule and becange some of the
objectives referred to instrum%nts which were to have been_developed
by the’ evaluqtion staff. Thus !these outcome objectives were . rewritten
by the Project Evaluater to reflect the necessary chapges while still
.preserving the .original intent. Becauge of sffe constraints imposed
by limited time and rescurces, priority was”assigned to.collecting and,
analyzing data. relating to the cutcome objectives, while.documenting
{nputs and processes through systematic observations and questionnaires
in order . to establish baseline information for the following year's

ébaluation An oveeyiew of the' outcome objectives and evaluation pro-.
cedures for eqch of three components is presented in Tables 10 11
and 12, . .y .
r ',," N . Lt . . €
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Lo . y - Dats Collecﬁion and Analyais Overvigw L~ . ‘ . -
. 3 S , . cOordL;:atlon for Hore Effective Learaing of =S !
i language Skiﬁs ~ ST . .
* 4 . Table 10 ' ) N ’}\_. - T [y s
: \,‘ . : Times and Hef:hpds et h %, ' - . Persen
. - -~ of Pergons.Responsiple Analysis Respensible
’ Instriment patadbollection ' for Cnlleat{an Techniques for Analviis
(1) JAn average gain of .7 California Achievement, Pre-test - Oct., 1974 . Evaluators o Distriburion ’ Evaluators
.- =onth grade equivalent Test® (Vocabulary Subtest) . . ~ . . ’ . Statlstics . |
& per conth of instruc- o . Post-teat - Feb,,.1975 v . c ., . .
. “tion in basic knowledge| ™~ . N ’ \ . u , ) ‘.. < ' Ak
« -of vocabulgry by 2-4 ’ ° . L. ., . ) . agj
B grade students . - ~ . . 4 . ’ « -7 3
~ \—% ot ’ L ' . o ’ : ~ JI
To-() e Firs: grade a:udenta California Achievement SLagle ;dainut:ation, Apru Evaluators’ Distribution Evaluators
will demonstrate Test (Vocabulary Subtest)] 1975 - T ) . R e . Statistics
e . - basic knowledge of g . . er . 2 o0 - . . : )
- vocabulary by scor- | « - . ( . . “ oo
ing an average grade| - Tt T ’ v o " ; s
' equivalent withia - \E . - . ) "
.. one conth of that N ) . 4~ .
. i . expected for student A <, . . - ; 7 B L ..
¥ - in eighth month of . . . ) . . ’ -t
. first grade., - - . . =~ - : .
b2 |- Lt . .
* "‘ (2) An average gain of .7 iforn{g Achieveoent | Pre-test - Oct., 1974 Evaluators — Distribution = Evalgtors
J . conth grade equivaleat est (Comrehension 4 ) i ) 1 L Statistics . .
- per oconth -of instruc- | Subtest) ° | -'Post-test - Peb., 1975 . . ’
'ﬂ‘tion in word and sen~ - . e . . , ¢ T )
J tence cocprehension in e~ . : . g .0 . ‘ L
reading by 2-4 grade » . o . LIe
lmdenn : ) ‘ ) s -, ' =5
* - g B \ o,
{2) a. Pirst grade:students |California Achievement Siangle administration; April Evaluatbrs ’ . -
* . will déoonstrate Test (Cocpreheasion . 1975 - ! Ap . : - ..g:::ﬁ‘::::on . | (Evalvatars P
£ word and~gentence, |Subtest) #¥ o . S \ . O .
. . comprehension ia | " L S A EE ) ~ Lot
© T 7, reading by scoring, . \ o . : 2T -
. average grade equiva- - . . . “ =, < .
> * lent withia one oontq . - L. 4 . . -~ . . .
. of that expected . RN a - N ’ .
. for studeats i{a . ' . . &
. . eighth eonth Of . k\ R . * B . . : [N )
. ﬂ.n: gudc. 4 ‘ — . e . . -
v . - # y . . &
. ) A i . : » . e "

e
bl a N - ‘ b
- - ~,
- . ’ ~ N . > . , 5" . \ . N
P . -
31 . ‘ .
B - . ¢ . , ~
l: lC - * > T ' : *
[y . ’ . LR . , - . .
ﬁ— . L . . . .

o #
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JU) * ] -, - . - 2 . / b
g,’ . ‘% i Times and Methods - ., .y, Person )
- . ~ L4 . . .
) . , . of - . Persond Respossible p Aoalysis - Respensible ~
Zr.  Objective . Insthument - Data Collection gl for Collection Techriques for Anilviis
3 : D el T
- &Y -{3F An average. 6 points Boehz Test.of Bksic Pre-test - Sept., 1974 Evaluators T-Test Correlated Evaluatoys :
< % . gain in cosprehension | Concept - . . cbservations L ( . .
-5t of basic concepts by Post-test - Jan., 1975 ... = ’ SR
4 Kindergarten studeats - - . ) el
- (4) a. Significaat incréase | Plers-Harris Self-Concept] Pre-test - Bov., 184 ' Evaluatora Distribleiéa - | - Evaluators -
in self-concept by Scale . o . Statistics .
. students £n third . i Post-test - . Analysis of Variazace »
S . and fourth gradiés v . . : : . ” ]
"{ - ° . [ - ..
(&) b, Signiffcant irprove- Sghool Seatiment Index Prectest - Hov., 1974 Evaluators . Discribucion S Evaluators *
- . oeht in actitudes* | T | ‘- - . Statistics ‘ L
towvadd schoal 1n » Post-test - April, 1975 L Analysts. of Variance |- )
third amd Foumth , . 1. . .
 Beates . . : : ' k. /.
(4) e. S& cant increase | Prizary Self Tontept Pre-test’'- Hov., 1974 Evalustor Groups X Trials Evalua i
ia selflconcept by | Test . . . ' Acalysis of Variance s
Kindergarten studen . Post-test - April, 1975 . ’ N
. ) ) . .
) g 15) 3:30 ins::g;:l:ii;‘ Teacner Questionnaire April - May, 1975 ) . Evaluator One-tailed T-test < Evaluator .
= et ' ’ . + .o
xﬁate £8r taeir .. * .l - -
tructional level to ‘
" . & greater extent in - ’ .
Spring, 1975, thpa ig : - J . s
, Spring, 1974. » - ) L L | .
N » . - L . - .o
© (&) sig T . . . A B
(6) a;zz:i::ngogc::;;:r:q Teacher Questionnaire . April - May, 1975 %v'alu.ntor .| One-tailed T-test ' | Evaluator
*  of learnicg endeavors of - . . - 1. . ] _ -
. o dclei stfdeats. - . 3 L 1 . A
“ .(D) 1% fncrease in attea- | Disfrict Acrendance | | 4th'& Sth six-veeks period ' ] .
; . dance rates {n ac least | Report ] perioct Evaluator Computacion of meas -} . -Evalustor
9 60% of ‘Title 1 schools. ) {{ % of ateendance
. N . - . , - ¥
o — | : . 4
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Cmniu‘lian Skills
Table n,

G Lata Collectiqn and 4oalysis Overview

P
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. grade. students

*.

- (1) _ a. First grade students

- + will desonstrate

- basic kpouledge of
vocabulary by scor-
ing an average grade
equivaleat within
one oonth of that

, expected for students
in eighth conth of
firss grade.

(2) An average gain ot .7
1-: conth grade equiv leat
. per month of {nas

. tioa 4n vord sen-

tence compreheasion ‘in
reading by 2-4 grade
- students

*(2} &.(First grads studeats
will demonstrate
word and sentence

. - coz=prehension in

w« average grade equiva-
lent within oae moath
of that expected

- for ftudeats in
- eighth month of
, first gtade, -

§ reading by scorisg -} '

.

Talifornid Achieveseat
Test (Vocabulary Subteit)

)\.
oL

Californts Achievesent
Test (Cosprehension
Subtest)

o

Celifornis Achievesent
Test (Co:ept‘ehenuon
Subtest) .

b

Single u:u;fs:&uoa, Apr.ﬂ.

1975

~ .

Pre-test - Oct.; 1974

‘Post-test - Feb,, 1975 -

SLnglo a.dainiscution, Apru
1975

Evaluators

Evaluators

Evalustors

e

¥ 4
. Distriboticn
Statistics

Distributioa
Statistics

~w
A)

oo

Distribution
Statistics

‘Tioes and Methods . * e . = o "\ Persen -
g . . of Persons Responsible - Respensible
. mﬁtc:in Dats Gollection for Colleer{on - for Analesis
- - ’ * - 1 - »
‘(1) “An tveuge gala of .7 Califo {evesent Pre-test - Oct., 1974 Evaluators Distribution Zvaluators
~foath grade equivaleat | Test (¥ Subtest) . . Statistics . » .

. per sonth of iostruc- Post-test - Feb,, 1975 - - '

tion in basic knovledge v ‘ !

of vocabulary by 2-4 ’ N . : g

¥

Evalutors

B 3

-

- I

o~
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(3) An average % points Boehz Test of Basic . Pre-test - Sept., 1974 .~ Evaluators:_ > T-Test Correlatsd Evaleators
¢+ gain Ynscosjrenensfon | Concept : i - ) observations - ¢ .
i;j; . of basic concepts.by | . Post-test - Jad., 1975 » . P
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- _third and fourth N * , ‘ . .
z.nd“ . N 5 . '
(&) <. Signifir.an: inctease | Prizary Self c}mcq: Pre-test - Bov., 1974 1 Evalustor Groups.X Trials Zvaluators
- 4o se}f-concept by | Test . oot . f Analysis of Variance
- ﬁ . Kindergartea studen . _Post-test - April, 1975 _ * . - g
- {5) ] inishifican: incrézse Teacher Q&»estiom.fite .A?i'il.- 1‘4)',‘1975 ' Evaluator . Qoe tailed T-test Evaloator
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2 . . iable 12 £ ».
- . Data Collectioa end Analysis Overview
Y \
. . Bappy Talk ’
" - . ’ Tizes and Methods - Perscn
- of, * Persons Responsible Analysis Respeasible
Objective Instru=éag Dara “ol'ecti{on for Collectinn Techniques for Analvsis

(1)‘ Tidle I studeats, aged

; 2-4, will dexonstrate sz

. increased koowledge of
vocabulary
(2) Title I studédts, aged
2-4,wil]l dezoastr.
= 7 increased coantrol -
- syntax

(3) Title I students, zged
v 2-4, will dexonstrate an
.t increased knowledge of
basic coancepts

Parenrs' ratinhge of the
tine gpent rexding and
playing with their

children will show an in-
crease of 201

B C))

€e

1 (5) Pareatal svppon (for ti.d
: learning objectives of
. Project Happy Talk) will
dexonstrete & 107 in-
provenedt

ERIC .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

?.eabod;' Picture Voca-
bulary Z2est

Fvid
4
P
»

Educatioulmstlrg

Service Circus Test

AISS Kindergartewn
Screening Test .

-

Pareat Q..u»?n{

Jarear Juestioawnalire

"Wf

..

* . .
Individ.all, ad=irigtered Pre-
test Xovexber, 1974
Post-test May, 1975

"Imdivid.all; adcinistered
Pre-test Novezber, 1974
Post-test May, 1975

lodividually adminfstered
Pre-test Novecher, 1974 -
Post-test May, 1975 /

2re-test Novexmber, 1974
?ost-tu‘; Yay, 1975

-

Fre-test Rovesder, 1974
Pogt-test Kay, 1975

:

Supervisor of Happy Talk

Supervisor of Happy Talk

Supervisor of Happy Talk

-

-
-

Supervisor of Happy Talk

z

Supervisor of Happy Ialk

i

Correlated observa-
tions t-test

t
Correlated observa-
tioas t-test

Correlated observa-
tions t-test

Correlated observa-
ticyu t-test

Correlated observas -
tioas t-test

Project Zvaluator

[4

Project Evaluator

L4

Ptoju;t Evaluator

Pro j;a Evaluator

\\

Project Evhutor
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. \ CONTEXT DESCRIPTION .-
C AP S
The contexXt is defined in the“AISD's evaluation model'ns that'portiod’
of the program .situdtion over which'sg prograw has no control. The ) - 3

context of the ESEA Title I Project is described here so that all data,
conclusions, and recomméndations which follow may be considered in re- .

., lation to all the non-project variables existing simuitaneously with

project influences,

Demographic Data N

“Table 13 presents the general demographic data for the 16 Title 1 toe -
- schools. All schools are below district averages for mean family incomé

and gbove district averages for percentage of minority group studeats
enrolled (with the exception of Mathews Elementary School). \ )
(0~ — T

Achievement Data .

-

Student achievemeat tevels for.1974-75 Title I ProjECf'ele" -
mentary schools were below the expected achievement level as illustrated o
by the following data . , = ’
1, Pifty-four percent of first grade students in Title I "schools )
had scores which were below the 50th percentile on the
Metropolitan Readiness Test, administered in.October, 1974.

2, Seventy -nine percent of second grade students in Tifle I schools
had scores on the California Achievement Test, Level 2, Form ' '
A, administered in February, L1974, which were below the expected
grade equivalent' of 2.6,

3. Seventy-two perceat of second grade students in Title I achools had (’L
-scores on the Californi4 Achievemeat Test, Level 2, Porm A, ad- B
ministered in Pebruary, 1975 which were below the expected grade
equivalent of 2.6. .

4, Egghty-five perZ;nt of fourth grade students in Title I schools
» + bhad scores on the Caqlifornia Achievement Tést, Level 3, Form A, . .
administered in Fehepary, 1974, which were below.the expectéd ' :

gradeyjpuivalent of 4.6, oo — o N

5. Eighty-fayr, percent of fourth grade students in Title I %chools

.. - had scores on the California Kchievement Test, Level 3, Fotm A,
adiinistered in February, 1975, which were below the ‘expected »
grade equivalent of 4,6, s, :
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" The ethnic

‘

composition éf the profess?onal staff in each Title 1 séhgol;

is presented in Table 14. Generally, these faculties consist of a . S

larger percentage of minority group members than the district as a whole,

Ther- percentage of .minority group faculty members is, however, 'generally o

lower than the percentage of mindrity group students in Title I, schools. T
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7 Table 13  Enrollment 1974-75 (October, 1974)- ) .
¢ e |
DR .« - = co L % Economic - g
School gnrbllméﬁt Mex.-Amer. Black Other Deprivation .
aatton @-8). 615 ,81% 15z e | 85.58 |
Becker (K-3) 470 ° | 691 12% ."zoz 9.6 | ‘
"'Black'sl}ear ®4) | 519 37 977 R 90.37 'j
Brocke (R-4) -4 384 99% .3 1% " 86,98 o
Campbell (R-4) 425 2% o1z | o 88.44
Govalle (E-3) 450 . 75% 217 4% 01,68
Maplewood (R-3) 257 152 - 772 8z | . .s4.83 L
IMathews ®-3) | 177 ‘ 231 82 | 69 67.32 | o
Hetz ®-5) g 463 . 98% - _ 1 12 89,64 '
Norman (K-3) 208 0 - . 100% 0 90.03 -
0ak Springs (K-3) 371 102 sgx | 117 92.63 °
Ortega b{'-a) 404° “ ' 392 §7z', 1 4z 91, 3%
Palm (k-h) o 982 o] 22 7 5601 .
Bogewood (4) 76 3% _on _'o 93.84
Sims '('K-A)'"I///_ 397 9% __ 91% 0 88.58 -
| zavala (Nongraded) "z;'zn_ ' ox . . 72 3% 92,39 ‘
District 30660 247 16z | ez |
; ' : |
. S ' ' 5 }
- . . , i |
. | -
38 ‘ v :
. * 26 - .




" - Table 14  Ethnic Composition of Faculties (April, 1975) o

q- .
. -- . \
C -~ Total Number
-School Mex,~Amar, "Black Other of Teachers |
Allison 177 197 - [ &2 A
Becker 167 7 24% 607 /%3“"/ .

Blackshegr

382

622

\.»‘

-

29

Brooke

127

527

25°

-

677

Campbell 0 332 33
Govalle 29% 187 521 8
Maplewood "5 237 77§ 2

| 90 28% 732 i K U/

Mathews

Metz

347

172

49

35

No;-man

3%

42%

- 537

19

Oak Springs

442

' 57%

23

Ortega




OUTCOME OBJECTIVES . .°= - i

e
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——— n—

»

» - . - - /
The following pages briefly outline the stated objectives of the 1974- .
75 ESEA Title I Project, ' These objectives are stated separately for
the schools in the Coordination for More Effective Learning of Language °
Skills program, -in the Commnication Skills program, and in the Happy
Talk- program. ’ A .

»

>?or h individual objective, there is & defailed statement of that-

. E;jective, a statementsof the level of attainment for that objective,

d an overview'of the evidence relating to the level of attainment. P

THe reader /is referred to the 'appropriate Appendiges which include
%ore technical reporting of the data.collected corresponding to
each objective. - ' .

~
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OBJECTIVES OF COORDINATION FOR MORE |
EFFECTIVE LRARNING OF LANGUAGE sg@,z.s COMPONENT
- 2 “ ‘

"V COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES :

PR . d . . R . . ‘m

1. IMPROVED ,mm.zmrﬁ?" BASIC CONCEPTS ' . .
- . B i . ( ' — | 1 , @ :‘ . -

PO ,

‘ eI Kindergarten studen'tp will: demonstrate & ‘comprehension
of basjc concepts by scoring an aversge 6 'points gain between
pre-ppst-test administrations of the Boehm Test of Basic Con-
a * ¢

‘cepts. | .

-

'LEVEL OF ATTATRMENT: Achieved

" EVIDEXNCE: S : '
ot . ‘ ES
The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was administered to Title I
Kindergarten children'as a pre-test in September, 1974, and

C as a post-test in January, 1975. The average scores were 27.2f
n

] and 337, crespectively. < Thus, the average gain(of .65 points

the fgur months of instruction between the two tests slightly’
exceeds the level specified in the outcome objective. .
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MDVEDWEOFWCABUMRY < T

' . Eligitte Title I students in flrst grade who are served by, .
 the Title I instructional program will demonstrate a basic

ST T . “knowledge of vocabulary by scoring an ayverage gra.de equivalent
e within one month ‘of that expected for students in the eighth
e month of £irst grade as measured by a single administration
B .. of the California Achievement Tes ocabulary Subt,r,st) in
JENCE ’ April, 1975.

. ‘ w

B Eligible 'Bitle I students in. -ﬁ , third, and fo&tb grades

T whg are served’by the Title I tructional program will de- - .7
) / monatrate a basic knowledge of vocabulary by scoring an average

' of .7 month grade equivalent g&in per month of instruction, -

- , . f’\' as medsured by pré and post test administrations of the Galifornia

: . evement Test (Vocabulary Subtest).

-

"LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: (First Grade) Not Achieved

¢ .

. The Califomia Achievement Test, Level 1,/ Fom A, was ?dm.inis-
’ ~t:’io Title I first grade students in April, 1975.
0

a grade equivalent score for students in this codiponent
9, less than the level of 1.7 grade equivalents which
, was+specified in the ottcome ob;ective'.

B,, LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT; (Second Grade) Achieved
. EVIDENCE: . ) *

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to .
second grade Title I children as a pre-test in October, 1974,
and as a post-test in February, 1975. The average grade-
¥ : equivalent scores in Reading Vocabulary for these children
. were, respectively, 1,17 and 1.74. The average gain of .57(
grade equivdlents in the four months of instruction between
the two tests reppesents a galn of 1.4 grade equivalents per
month of instruction, thus. exceeding the level spegified in

:% o *  the outcbme objective. )
- C. LEVEL OF Ammr: (Third Grade) Achieved
. The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to
. the third grade Title I children as a pre-test in October,
4 = 1974, and as a post-test in Apri1;—1}975-—The average grade

equivalent scores in Reading Vocabulary for these children were,
. respectively, 1,92 and .2.50. The average gain. of .58 grade
o, .equivalents in the six months of instruction betteén, the two
. tests‘vepresents a gain of .97 grade equivalents per month of
instruction, thus exceeding the level specified in the out-
ot come -objective. ’ .

-~

-
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*

’

D, LEVEL OF ATTATNMENT: * (Pourfh Grade) Achieved, S
’ -~ .

TMPROVED READING COMPREHENSION . ‘

- October, 1974, and as a post-test in February; 1975,

- &

z

The California Achievement Test, Level 3 was administ:ered»é:_ )
Title I fourth grade children as a pre-test in October, 1974
.arid as a post~test -in Pebruary, 1975. The average grade
equivalent scores in Redding Vocabulary for these children
were, respectively, 2.10 and 2.68. The average galn of ..58 )
grade equivalents in the four monthsrof instruction between .
" the two tests represents a gain of 1.45 grade equivalents per
month of instruction, thus exceeding the level specified in
the outcome objective, : . : .

p—

Eligible Title I students in f£irst grad: who are served by
the Title I in¥fructional program will demonstrate a compfe-
hension of words and sentencgs in reading by scoring an -
‘average grade egiiivalent within one month of that expetted
for student: in\the eighth month of firstd.grade, as measured
by a singli administration of ithe California Achievement Test
(Comp on Subtest), in Apxtl, 1975. ’
- 1

Bligible Title I students in second, third, and fourth grades . =~ -
Inﬁo are served by the Title I instructional program will de-
‘monstrate a comprehension of words and sentencdes in reading

by scoring an average of .7 month grade eﬁuivalen't ‘gain per
month of instruction, as measured by pre and post test ad-
"ministrations of the Califoraia Achievement Test (Comprehension
Subtest). . T o,

»

»

t -
.

A.” LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: (First Grade) Not Achieved

EVIDENCE: . -~ . -
The California Achievement Test, Level 1 Form A, was admipistered
to the Title I first grade students in April, 1975. The “average
grade equivalent score for students in this component was 1.3I,
less than the level of 1.7 grade equivalents which was specified
if the outcome objective, - .2

B. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: (Sécbrnd Geade) Achieved =

The CalifoFnia Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to
the.Title I children in the secodd grade as a pre-test in
The,
average grade equivalent scores in Reading Comprehension
for these children were 1.47 and®1,86, respectively. ' The
ayerage gain of .39 grade equivalents in four months of
i.nstruct:()ou' between the two tests represents a gain of

.98 grade equivalents per month of instruction, thus ex-

~  ceeding the level specified in the outcome objective.

-
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¢, LEVEL OF ATTATNMENT: (Third Grade) Achieved -

— . The Galifarnia Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered © =~ -

R S '» ‘to the Title I children in the third gra&e as a pre-tiest in L
Y 0 " October, 1974, and as a post-~test in“April, 1975, The average |
N L gain’ of .62 grade equivalents in the six months of instruction
5. L 4+ .+ between the to testsjrepresents-a gain of 1.03 grade equiva-
RO " lents per month of truction, thus exceeding the level

- .- . 3 dpecified in the out:c‘on?e\_c_:bjective:

T’

~

”

R D. LEVEL OF ATTATNMENT: (Pourth Grade) Achieved - -

. . .- _.  Level 3 of the California Achievement Test was adminis tered
T .to Title I children in the fourth grade as a pre-test in .October,
o 1974, and as a post-test in February, 1975. : The average gygde
- ‘ ] equivalent scores in Reading Comprehension for these childrén &= ° .
s were, respectively, 2.68 and 2.99. The average gain of .31 '
. grade equivalents in the four monthg of instruction between : >
) . the two tests represeats a gaid of ;78‘ grdde ‘equivalents, per
- - ) month of instruction, thuys exceeding the level specified in
) . the outcome objective. . . ' ' ’

. \
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11,  AFPECTIVE OBJECTIVES
1. IMPROVED SELF-CONCEPT - ‘ o Coee

‘ . Title I eligible students in kindergarten will demonstrate
Ve improved self concepts, 48 indicdted by a gbatistically
'8ign.§ficant gain for a random sample of students from Fall . ) ,

o ‘ - 1974 to Spring 1975 administrations of the Primary Self
- . : )

Copcept Test. . . SR
witle-I eligible students in third and foprth grades will demon-
strate improved self concepts as indicate, by statistically.
gignificantly higher mean scores on the Pier-Harris Self:Gon-
' cept Scale for random sample of students tested in Spring,

1975 than for students in the same grade tested in Spring 1974.

~

-—r—
o ——

A, LEVEL'OF ATTAINMENT (KINDERGARTEN): ACHIEVED ’ o ‘

EVIDENCE: L . | .

. ¥ . + . ‘\ ‘\ - -
The Primary Self Concept Test was &dministeied to a random
' samplg df kindergarten students in October, 1974, dnd in
April, 1975. Average scores for the pre-and post-test were,

. / respectively, 11.22 and 11,87 out of a total possible 18 ’
* o - ! points. Theé pre-post difference did not quite attain the .. 0% b
e - K level’ of statistical{significance (P = 3.68 with 1 and 39 df, ’
" -2 p<06), but gains on two of the three subscales (Personal-

. L - " Self Domdin and Intellectual-Self Domain) were significant
: : . ¢+ beyond the .05 level. ) .

i
R
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C. LEVEL OF AT'IZA.IHHENT (FOURTHE grade): ACHIEVED

.
Ve
N

B. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (THIRD GRADE):" NOT ACHIEVED-
' B, e
- EVIDENCE: )

-

The Piers-Harris Self Concept Scale was administered to a (L
randomly selected sample of approximately one half the pop-
ulation of TitIe I third grade students as a pre-test in - .
November, .1974, and-ag a post-test in April, 1975. The,
analysis reported here used only the post-test data. A
"-correlated observations t-test wds performed on school means
of Title I students in April, 1975, versus school means of
Title I students in the third grade in April, 1974. The
difference between the 1974 average of 55.07 and the 1975
average of 56,70 was not statistically significant (t = 1,11,
df = 14, p> 10).

.

v

A simila'r analysis was performed for fourth grade stodents.

The-differeace between the 1974 ave of 54016 and the 1975

average of 57., was statistically s ficant (t = 3,87,

df = 9, p<.0 o

Note: since the guidance coaponenc, to which this objective is
addressed, was actually the same ‘for both the Coordination

g fbf More Effective Learning and the Communication Skills

components, the data for a11 16 -schools wexre pooled for
‘this analysis.

S

IMPROVED ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOL N

Title I eligible students in third and fourth grades will -
demonstrate improved attitudes toward school, as indicated
by a statistically significant gain for a' random sample of ,
students from Pall 1974 to Spring 1975 administrations of
the School. Seatiment Indn}

MWL?Anmmmm‘ qffif//
EVIDENCE: :

&

- -

The School Sentiment Index was administered to identified Title
I students in the third and fourth grades as a pre-test in
November, 1974, and as a post-test in April, 1975, Average
total scores for students in this camponent were 25.6 and 24.8,
respectively, out of a total possible 37 points., A groups by

_ trial analysis of variance based on class means revealed that °
the appareat loss was not statistically significant (F = 3.37
with 1 and 74 d£, p» .07).

[LY

N




: IRCREASED.AETEHDARGB RATES

-~

Title T students, in at least 60% of the Title I schools, will
demonstrate a 1% increase in attendance rate in Spring 1975
over that of Spring, 1974.

- L4

LEVEL ‘OF ATTATNMENT: ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE:  _ - .
During the fourth six weeks period of 1974-75, attendance rates
were at least one percent higher than in the correspondins
period of '1973-74 in-all 12 (100%) of the gchools in this
subcomponent ; during the fifth six weeks 'period of 1974-75,
attendance rates were at least one percent higher than in =
the corresponding period of 1973-74 in 8 of the 12 (677.) -
schools involved in this subcomponent.

APPROPRIATENESS OF INSTRUCTLONAL MATERIALS -

(

 Title I students will study in materials apprdpriate for

their instructional level to a greater extent in.Spring,
1975 than in Spring, 1974, asfindicated by a statigtically
significant increase in ratings by classroom teachers from
Spring 1974 to Spring 1975,

wamosammnmmn 'mramummp L)

EVIDExcE: ot

Evidence relating to this objective is weak due to very low
(10%) refurn rate on the questionnaires which were sent to
teachers in May, 1975. For those who did complete the ques-
tionnaire, the average rating on ghe statement "The materials
in which the Title I students in my classroom study are ap-
propriate to their needs" was 3.45 (where 1 = Strongly Disagree
and 5 = Strongly Disagree) in contrast to an average of 3.38-
for teachers asBed the dame question on the Spring, 1974
Questionnaire. A t-test on the difference between Spring,
1975 and Spring, 1974 revealed no significant difference

(t = .92, df = 139, p3.10). ,




- - I s -
- .

The extent to which Title I atudents are supported in their -

. -+ learning endeavors by_ persons in their home will dmnstra;e ' s
s a statisticaily s t improvesient, as indicated by a :
R gain {n teachers' T2 from Spring 1974 to Spring 1975 and

SEEI by number of vol ed hlurs recorded- each week on the Com~
] i wmity Representatives report. ’

— . - -

LEVEL OF AZTADDMENT: NOT ACHIEVED : -

EVIDERCE: . .

Por the reason stated izmediate]y above, evidénce relating
to this gbjective is also very . The average rating
. on the statement "Home support for the learning endeavors.
) of:beﬁmIitudenuintyulamisverystmng"
: - 2.26, in contrast to an sverage rating of 2.47 for Spring,
¢ 197%. “A z-test on the difference between Spring, 1975 and
] : Spring, 1974, revealed that the 1975 ratinss were actually
iower than the 1974 ratings (= -3.58, df = 140, p<0§e

I

OBJECTIVES POR COMMUNICATION \SKILLS COMPONERT - T

I. COGHITIVE OBJECTIVES - ' _
3 - ] -

i,‘ 1. TIMPROVED KNOWLEDGE OF BASIC COKCEPTS

~ _ Title I Kindergarten students will demonstxzate a cosprehénsion o

- of basic concepts by scoring ‘an average of 6 points gain between |

= - pre-post test administrations of the Beehm Test pf Basic Con~ -
cepts, _ E

s [ 4

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE: -
The Boehm Test of Basic Concepts was administered to T:{.tle I
kindergartén students as a pre-test in Septubet, 1974, and
as a post-test in January, 1975. The average scores were
23.1 and 33.4, respectively. .Thus, the average gain of

10.3 in the four months of instruction between the twu tests
considerably exceeds the level specified in the ontcoae
objective.




24 MROYE_DREMEDGEOFVOCABULAKY . :

- ’ ~.
Eligible Title-I students in first grade whp are served by

* the Title I instructional pro?m will demonstrate a basic'
knowledge of vocabulary by« scdring an average grade eduivalent
within one month_of that expected for students in the eighth
month of first grade, as measured by a single administration
of the California Achievement Test (Vocabulary Subtest).

. 4

Eligible Title I students in second, third, and fourth grades
who are served by the Tifle I instructional program will de-
monstrate a basic knowledge of vocabilary by scoring.an avevege
of .7 month grade equivalent gain per month of instruction, as
measured by pre and post test administrations of the California
Achievement Test (Vocabulary Subtest). - o

A. LEVEL OF ATTADNMENT .(FIRST GRADE): NOT ACHIEVED

—

EVIDENCE: . ...

’Qze California Achievement Test, Level 1, Form A, was ad-
ministered to Title I first.grade students in April, 1975.
The average grade equivalent gcores for studeants in this
component was 1,40, less than the level of 1.7. grade
equivalents which was spjcified in the outcome objective.’

LEVEL OF ATTADNMENT (SECOND GRADE): ACHIEVED .

EVIDENCE: " . ¢
%, California Achievemert Test, Level 2 was administered -to
%/zntified Title I children in the second grade as a pre-test
ig, October, 1974, and as a posEstest in Pebruary, 1975. The

average grade equivalent scores in Reading Vocabulary for *
these children were 1.27 and 1.81; respectively. The average
gain of .54 grade equivalents in the, four months of instruction
between the two tests represents a gaih of 1,35 grade equiva-
"lents per month of instruction, thus exceeding the level

‘Ypecﬁﬁed in the outcome objectd ve. - "

A

- 3




BE \ . LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (THIED GRADE): AGEIEVED.
\ T EVIDENCE! . :

o

: The California Achievemend Test, Level 3 was administered to
T ) idenitified Title I children in the ‘fourth grade as a pre-test
e ; in October, 1974, and_as post-test in February,-1975. "The. .
°  average grade equivalent scores in Reading Vocsbulary for ‘thése

- children were 2,23 and 2.64, respectively. The average gain -
. - , of .51 grade equivalents in the four months of instruction, ",
L .. . betweers the two tests represents a gain of 1.03 grade -

o . equivalents per month of instruction, thus exceeding the level
B . "specified in the outcone objective. . '

’ ~ ~

Sl T . mEvEL oF ATTATHMENT (FOURTH GRADE): ACHIEVED

= : . EVIDEHCE: .

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to  ©

identified Title I children’ in\the third grade as a pre-test

in October, 1974, and as a posf-tést in April, 1975. The

) : average grade equivalent scores in Reading Vocabulary for these

- ¢hildren were 2.0l and 2.54, réspectively. The average gain -
. of .57 grade equivalents in the six mofiths of instruction

. between the two tests represents a gain of .88 grade
- equivalents per month of instruction, thus exceeding the level
specified in the outcome ot}jective. ‘ : -

~

3. IMPROVED READING COMPREHERSIOH

¥
-

~ Eligible Title I students in first grade who are served by the Titlg I
instructional program will demonstrate a comprehension of words and
: ” gentences in reading by scoring an average grade equivalent within'
one month of that expected for students in the eighth month of first
grade, as measured by a single administration of the California .
f Achievesent Test (Comprehension Subtest) in April, 1975,

v

"Eligible Title I students in second, third, and fourth grades who ¢
are served by the Title I instructional program will demonstrate a
$ comprehension .of words and sentences in reading by seoring an average -
-  of .7 month grade equivalent gain per month of instruction, as measured
. by pre and post test adminstrations of the California Achievement Test
(Comprehension Subtest). y .

v - .
“ . )

~ -
’ - [




6.

'EVIDENCE:

LEVEL OF ATTADRMENT (FIRST GRADE): NOT ACHIEVED
EVIDENCE: . v ‘
The ba}.ifo'n;ia Achievement Test, Level 1, Form A, was ad-
fiinistered-to Title I first grag:é;tudents in April, 1975.
The average grade equivalent sc for students in this
component was-1.53, less than the level of 1,7 grade ‘
equivalents which was specified in the. outcole %&ctive.

LEVEL OF ATTADMENT (SECOND GRADE): _ACHIEVED

The Galifornia Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to - /

secnd grade Title I children as a pre-test fn October, 1974,
and as a post-test in Pebruary, 1975. The average grade )
equivalent scores in Reading Comprehension for these children
were, respectively, 1.61 and 2,08, The average gain of .47
grade equivalents in the four months of instruction between
the two tests represents a gain of 1,18 grade equivalénts per
month of instruction, thus exceeding the level specified in
the outcome objective, .

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (THIRD GRADE): ACHIEVED

EVIDENCE: P

’
. L

The California Achievement Test, Level 2 was administered to

4

Title I children in the third grade as a pre-test in Oc¢tober, -

1974, and as a post-test in April, 1975. The average grade

equivalent scores in Reading Comprehension for these children

were, respectively, 2.16 and 2,84, The average gain pf’.68
grade equivalents in the six months of instruction between
the two tests represents a gain of 1,13 grade equivdlents per-
month of instruction, thus exceeding the level spe¢ified in
the outcome objective, "
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77t 0 D, LEVEL OF ATTATIMENT: (FOURTH GRADE): ACHIEVED . .
el . 7 pvomee: '
) . “~«- The California Achievement Test, Level 3 was administered. to-
-2 . o~ E fourth grade Title I children as a pre-test in October, 1974, .
oo~ . and as. a post-test in Feb e 1975, The average grade '

. . equivalent scores in Reading Cofjprehension for these children .
s - - were, respectively, 2,81 and 3.16. The average gain of 35~
L - grade equitfalents in the four months of instruction between
-2 ' S the tests represents a gain of .88 grade equivalents per )
- : month of instruction, thus exceeding the level specified in
the outcome objective. )

AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES - . .

- 1. IMPROVED, SELP-CONCEPT o RS
" Title I eligible students in kindergarten will demonstrate ' .
2 , . improved self concepts, as indicated by 2 statistically .
k h significant gain for a random sample of students from Pall
- . " 1974 to Spring 1975 administrations of the Primary Self
‘... Concept Test. ’ : . -
S Title I eligible studeats in third and fourth grades will de-

. monstrate improved self concepts as indicated by statistically
significant higher mean scorss on the Piers-Harris Self|Con- .
cept Scale for a random sample of students tested in Spping
1975, than far students in the same grade ted in Spring -

Lowne, & —

A. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT (KINDERGARTEN): ACHIEVED

. : The test was administered to'a‘random sample of kindergarten
students in October, 1974, and in April,’ 1975. Average scores
for the pre-and post-tests were respectively, 11.22 and 11.87
out of a total possible 18 points. The pre-post difference:
did not_quite attain the ..05 level of statistical significance
(F =.3.68 with 1 and 39 df, p>.06), but gains on two of the
t three subscales (Personal-Self Domain and Intellectual Domain)
. were significant beyond the .05 level.

» ¢
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“ B. LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT(THIRD GRADE): NOT ACHIEVED .

»
.

EVIDENCE:
| 4 ; P ) =

The Piers-Harris Self Concept-Scale was administered to a

randomly selected sample of approximately one half the pdp-

ulation of Title I third grade students as a pre-test in November,

1974, and as a post-test in April,1975. The-analysis reported
here used only the post=test data. A correlated observations ~
t-test was performed on school means of Title I students in -
April,1975, versus school means of Title I students in the
third grade in Apri#l,1974. The difference between the 1974
average of 55.07 and the 1975 average of 56,70 was not
atatistically signifiégFt (tﬂl 11, df514 p:>.10) -~

C. LEVEL OF ATTAINHENT(FOURTH GRADE) AGHIBVED
EVIDENCE:

A gimilar analysis was performed for fourth grade students. N
The difference between the 1974 average of 54.16 and the 1975
-average of 57.04 was statistically significant (t=3.87,

df= 9, p<.01). .

. Note: gince the guidance component, to which this objective 1is
addressed, was actually the same for both the Coordination
for More Effective Learning and the Communication Skills
components, the data for all 16 schools were pooled for

this analysis.
: X o\

) ¥

IMPROVED ATTITUDES TOWARD scaoor.'

Title I eligible students in third grade and fourth grade, = *

demonstrate improved attitudes toward school, as indicated
by\a statistically significant gain for a random sample of
students from Fall 1974 to Spring 1975 administrations of the
. School Sentiment Index.

~  LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: NOT ACHIEVED
, . . X -
N gvomece: - . -

The School Sentiment Index was adminibtered as a pre-test
in Hovember, 1974, and as post-test in April, 1975 to third
and ' fourth grade Title 1 students, Average total scores
for students in this component were 26,6, respectively,

~  out of a total possible 37 pdints. A groups by trials
analysis of variance based on class means revealed that there
was no statistically significant difference between the pre-
‘and post-test averages (F =2.43, with 1 and 27 df, p>:10).

‘
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. a statistically significant improvement; as indicated by a
- -gain in teachers® ratings from Spring ‘1974 to Spring 1975 and -

IHPRDVED‘HOHE SUPRORT I .

_'Ihe a:tent to which Title I students are supported in their
learning. endeavors by persons in their homes will demonstrate

by number of volun'ceersd hours recorded each week on the Com~ N
munity Representatives "report. , - o v

LEVEL OF ATIAMT‘ ACHIEVKD

. BVIDERCE‘- , SR o S

Evidence relating to this objective 18 weak due to a wvery dow .

§ (L0%) rate of return on the questionngires which were -sent to
“teachers in May, 1975. For those who did complete the ques-
tionnaire, the average rating on the statement “Home support
£or the learning endeavors of the Title I' students in may
classroom {8 very stong.”, was 2.24 (vhere 1 » Completely
Disagree and 5 = Completely Agree) ig contrast to an average
of 2.47 for Spring, 1974. A t-test on the difference between
the Spring, 1975 and the Spring, 1974 ratings revealed that
the 1975 ratings were actually lower than the 1974 ratings
(t = -3 58, df = 140, p<05) .

OBJECTIVES FOR HAPPY TALK COMPONENT
TKCREASED VOCABULARY

Title /I students, aged 2-4, will denonstrate an increased know-
. ledge of vocabulary as measured by the Peabody Picture Voca-
bulary Test.

A

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: NOT ACHIEVED ¢
EVIDENCE:

¥
‘The Peabody Picture Voca.bulary Test was administered to all
pre-school participants prior to the beginning of the program

' in November, 1974, and the end of the program in May, 1975.
For the 54 children who had valid scores on both pre-and post

.~ tests, the average IQ scores were respectively, 74.7 and 78.6.

A t-test for correlated obgervations indicated that this gain
was not statistically significant (t = 1,47, df = 53, p>.10).
However, separate t-tests for children form each of the four
school neighborhoods indicated significant gains for two .
/\ groups and bo significant change for the ofher two. Thas,

the objective was achieved for children from two of the
neighborhoods, but not for children from the other two  _.
neighborhoods. -, ) ~

—_— ]
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Tit:]:e I 3tudents, &ged 2-4, will demenstrate an increased con-

trol of syntax Erom pre to post is measured y‘ETS Oral La.nguage
Broduct:ion Test. :

RN S . * . .

< - LY
. ’

Cooot 0 OF ATTATOENT: AcaIEVED - R

S . L.
T e - - - —
N R v -
EVEJE&CE. Yo

RV Yo 'L‘he Educational <Test1ng Service Circus Test wag administered
C to all pre-school participants grior to the ‘begtining of the .~
s program in November,- 1974, and at the end of the program in.

: -7 ‘May, 1975. The pre-test was genetally too ‘difficult for **
S L ~ v most of the younger children, as indicated by a lack of- —
’ - . scorable test protocols.from 49 of 78 (63%) children’tested.

s . For the 29 children who had valid scores on both pre-azd post
- ©  tests, the average scores on Part II of the~test were 15.0 |
, . ) 35.0,. respectively. A t-test for cqrrelated observations
- " 7 indicated that this gain was statistically significant (t = 6. 85

S = 4f = 28, p<O0l). Although separate t-tests did reveal that
) -~ galds were significant at all four schools, differences'among
s, —- . schools were subgtantial,. and in the same order as for the Peabody
- - " - Picture Vocabulary Test. .
: ; ’ *
- 3. "INCREASED KNOWLEDGE OF BASIC CORCEPIS

Pitle I students, aged 2-4, will demnstrate an increased
2 - - knawledge ‘of basic concepts by scoring a 10% gain on a pre-
post test administration of the Kindergarten Screening Test.

' LEVEL OF ATTADNMENT: ACHIEVED

EVIDERCE:
v ’ ' : - . o .
, Evidence relating to this objective is limited, since only the
= postrtest scores are available, Using normative data available
T from the standardization study of pre-school children for this
instrument, which was conducted in May, 1974, it was found that
the average score of 14.4 for Mexicsn-American children in
- Happy, Talk was signifjcantly higher than the average of 11,7
for Mexican-American children in the normative sample (t s 12,51,
df #-313,<p<01), while the-average of 12,7 for Black children
. 'in'Happy Talk was not significantly different from the average
t. + of 13.5 for Black children in the normative- sample (t = 1,62,
df = 49, ?.05) *In light of the fact that-the Happy Talk
" .7 4 group includes many children who are less ‘than folir yedrs old,
’ , while the normasive sample included only children who woyld
' be enteridg kindérgarten in the fall, it does appear that
. performance of the Happy Talk participants is higher than whac
fo. 'would normally be expected’- N ..
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3 INCREASED PARENT TIME WITH CHILDREN . ‘ﬂ h .
C co . . — . - 13 . » «
R -y " . 2 . ' . e *
- -7 "=« - parents' ratings of the time spént reading and playing with ] h

their childrex will show an increase from pre to post by 20% ’ .
as measured by a Parent Survey. % -, - ' .
MO ‘ < ot : . ’ . [

& e : .
L . JEVEL OF ATTATNMENT: -DATA NOT AVAILABLE . .
;.- A supplemental report will be submitted as’ soon Cw s

= as all Parent Questionnaires have been returned: . . . :

- -
-
- - ¥ *
. . -
R =

- ‘ - W 4. ~ ]
5, INCREASED PARENT SUPPORT OR LEARNING OBJECTIVES t 3 ‘
" ;’ - ’- " :

e cN o a -

Parental .support (for the learning objectives of Project iappy

_Talk), will demodstrate & lO%imp;ové}ient from Fall of 1974 to .

B Spring of 1975 as determined by a Parent Survey. \ ' @ -

o+ » " LEVEL OF ATTATNMENT: DATA NOT AVAILABLE

e . . " K supplemental report will be submittpd as soon o ' ) ’
jonnaires haye been returned, L .

' “»y - as all Parent Quest
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OVERVIEW OF OBJECTIVES

A s, - - .
COMPONENT: COORDINAPION FOR MORE EFFECTIVE LEARNING OF LANGIAGE SKILLS

'y ' OBJECTIVES | ' ~ .- ACHTEVEMERT ‘

i s

mmmnmczotmszccoaclms <
IMPROVED KHOWLEDGE: OF VOCABULARY (FIRST ) o
, -
. TMPROVED KNOWLEDGE osvoczam (szcom ) .
o :mmmorwm(mmm{/

* . IMPROVED KNOWLEDGE os' VOCABULARY (FOURTH GRADE)
mxom mnmc.cowazmsma (FIRST GRADE) . °
. TMPROVED -READING comsm (sscom) GRADE) oL
mnom READING comazmsmn (mnn GRADE)
maovzn READING coupxxmszon (mﬁm GRADE)

1488 %’a 1858

’mnom sgx.r-coucm (xnmzam)

" IMPROVED s_éx.g—cqucéyi* (THIRD GRADE) %0
maovzn SELF-CONCEPT (POURTH GRADE) ¥ 1 YES
THCREASED ATTENDANCE BATES ' YES

# . MORE APPROPRIATE INSTRUCTIOMAL MATERIALS w0
‘ 50

+ | ¢ Lo S

‘cnmz_ng&uzsurmmr&’ir.épmc “ I -
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Ry . . -
" COMPONENT: COMMUNICATION SKILLS - s
Y onmermy N \
S ’ — : ‘ 5.
-~ - TMIROVED KHOWLEDGE OF BASIC CONCEPTS RS i i ot
~ -TMPROVED ENOWLEDCE OF VOCABULARY ‘(FIEST CRADE) - ®o " T
: ' - IMPROVED KWOWLEDGE OF VOCABULARY (SECOHD GRADE) s ®
- THPROVED mom.gng OF VOCABULARY (THIBD GRADE) . YEBS — L]
' TMPROVED KNOWLEDGE OF VOCABULARY (POURTH GRADE) YeS ’
. IMPROVED READING omazpmsma (rrzsT GRATE) w
. THPROVED READING COMPREHENSION KD ‘GRADE) 2 o
* TMPROVED READTNG COMPREWENSION" ( \msa—/ ES -
| YES,
mmvzn ATTITUDE TOWARD SCEOOL j _ RO . '
cmnmaouz SUPPORT FOR LEARNTNG . T m ,
COMPOREITT: _ BAPFY TALX 7,
¢+ TNCRPASED VOCABULARY . o g
THCREASED CONTROL OF SYNTAX . . s’ '
. -IHCREASED RHOWLEDGE or BASIC CONCEPTS YES . -
THCREASED PARENT TIE . ' . DATA HOT AVATLABLE °

Qo ‘msm ‘PARENT SUPPORT

DATAﬁOT.AVAILABLE T
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; g_premiselof the AISD CIPO evaluation model is that there exist
critical relationships among program context, inputs, processes,'and
outcomes such that the degree of*attaimment of outcome objectives iz in .

- ~large measure predictable from the context and the degree of implementa-

,tipn'of inputg amd processes. The relatiofiships are not perfect, to be
7 sure. Often a ge:'?wel_l implemented prograg will not achieve the degired
outcomes, and occadionally a program %ill achieve its outcome objectives
with little or o evidence that the program actually existed. Konetheless, .

~the search for, 'and the validation of, fnterrelationships, among program A .

g variables is one of the aspects of evalfiation which has great potemtial -

ol ~ for findipg out why programs™dg or do not work and for suggesting modifi-

cations leading to their improvement. : !

’
A .

- i e ) - 4( . ‘
— Presented in this chapter are results of studies of ingéz:glationships
- ) whi;p have been completed to date. The search for interrelaE}qnships
* 18 a continuing,one, involving not just data collected during oﬁé'project'
year, but imcluding multi-year investigations of program characteristics
vhich lead to successful performance. = oo
LR ¥ o

P >

Relationships Between Achievement and Inputs

- The first ares of invéstigation involves the trelationships among
certain school-level variables .and average student gains in reading 2
> = achievement. In order to do this it was necessary to define some
. " single measure of reading gain such that one measure would reasonably
T - describe the gain for students in a given school. " The measure to be
-~ used here i# the averdge grade equivalent.gain of Title I students on
.. thé CAT Reading Total scale across second and third grades. First -_—
- grade achievement was not used because there was no pre-test against
.~ % which to measure gdins of students; fourth grade achievement was not |
AT -used because Title I did not ve fourth gtade in all schools, so . ™
that fourth grade achievemen:53§fn were not available for all schools.
The gainb‘vyre averaged across the two grade levels in-the 15 schools
. which served second and third grades in order to provide a single measure -
’ which might be more reflective of effects of the,prggram at & given .
school than would gains for efther grade separately. a:?
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The inpu? variables used are thé average Title I per p;lpil expenditure

for each school and the ratio of Title I students to Title I instructional
personnel: of éach campus. The per pupil expenditure is based . on
actual costs directly traceable to each school and does not inclug e
costs of,program administxation or evaluatiod. The ratio of . studdhits
to instrfictional adults is based on the number of students served and
the total oumber of Title I instructional staff, including Learaing )
Coordinators, Reading Teachers, and Instructional Aides, but not” Guidance
Counselors and Community Representatives. The actual data are presented

* in Table 15. e : ;

_The analysis consisted of computing Spearman rank correlation coefficients’
for each of the variables withl\each of the other variables. This
statistic proviges an indication of the extent to which two variables

are related. Like the more comuonly used Pearaon Product-Moment
coefficient, the Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient has g possible .
range of -1.00 to +1.00, with zero indicating no relationship and values
approaching +1.00 and -1.00 indicating strong positive and negative
relationships, respectively. The Spearman Coefficient was used in this
case because of the extreme values of both achievement . gain and per
pupil -expenditure which occurredgat HMath School. The Pearson .
.coefficient in this case would Bave resultdd ioc a somewhat inflated
estimate of the degree of relationship. L

The ranks of the different schools on these differeat variab]_.és,' and *
the rank correlation coefficients are reported in Table 16

- As indicated in Table 16, there are significant positive relationships »
between the ackievemeat gain measure and the two input measures for
these . fifteen schools. That .is, with more momey spedt per studeat, °

_and with more instructional staff available per student, there were
increasing achievemeat gains. Some caution must be, exercis hcmevér,
sisce correlation does not necessarily mean causation. It is worthy of

e, however, that there is a relationship between money spént in
hool and achievement gains of the students ser¥ed. -

hips Between Outcomes and Processe.

An area that may prove to be one of the most fruitful areas of in-
vestigation.is that of the effects of classroom processes on students.
Some limitedBtudies in this ared have been completed. A largér study
of relationships between classroom ptocess and achlevement could not
be' completed due to delays in processing the spring test scoxes.

One atudy which has been completed iavolved obtaining correlations of
the Systematic ‘Classroom Observation Scale scores from Title I kinder-
 garten classrooms with pre and gost-test” scores on the Boehm Test of
dBasic Concepts and the Primary Self-Concept Test. Unfortuna
Ponificant relationships between the observation and the outc
sures were found. The failure to find significant relationships may'be -
due té a very small sample size. Complete observatifn and oytcome data.
were availgble for only 30 kindergarten ¢}assrooms.’ eovet,*the time

at which ﬁ:?ﬂfituuures were taken may h;v;

.
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Table

Average CAT Reading Total .Scote Cainf for Second\and Third
Grades, Average Per Pupil Expenditures;
Ratio of Students to Title I Instructional S

On Fifteen Campuses

N

no second or third grade.

. - @ ) )
' _ Average Ratio of Students
: , Average Per Pupil to Instructionsl
- School Gain _Expenditures Staff
Blackshear .52 $201 - 54/1
Brooke .65 1197 51/1
Ortega 12 214 53/1 ‘ '
Zavala .76 393 55/1
Allison 1. .57 192 4 56]3-
Becker .56 208 - -| 56/1 '
- —
Campbell .17 212 51/1
lovalle  “| .65 1 203 -~ 63/4
Maplewood _ .61 ~ 204 111/1
Mathews 1.18 . 373 26/1
Metz .58 180 . 68/1 ‘ -
Hormaa .64° 144[, 229/1
0ak Spriogs .67 283 46/1
Pa.]?m .74 + 229 ' e 59/1
Sims .55 132 155/1
I_iote: Rosewood School does not appear in this table becme it has

€




: T;.ble 16 - ' .

-~

Ra:nks and Correlations Among Rsnk.s of Schools on Average Rea.ding Gain,
’ Per Pupil Expenditure, and Student to Staff Ratio

R Ratio of e
. c Students to o
ct- - Average Per Pupil .JInstructionsl -
School Gain Expenditure Staff
Blackshear 15 9 5
Brooke - 7 10 9
Oortega 5 " 5 4 ]
Zavala ] 3 11 6
Allison 12 12 ¥ 7.5 !
Becker 13 4 . 7.5
Campbell | 2 I 6 3
Govalle 8 8 11
a-!aplewoqd 10 7 13
t‘hews 1 i 1 3 ‘
Metz ’ .11 13 ’ 12
Horman 9 14 15
Oak Spriags 6 2 . 2.
TPaln 4 3 _ 10 0~
Sins 14 15 - IR ‘

Corredation of gain with expenditure = ,53%
Correlation of gain with Student/Staff Ratio s*“?l*
Correlation of Expenditure with Student/Staff Ratio =

. *p&£.05
**p.< .01

.

60

. 68%*
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the Boehm 'was given in January, before observations

of. cluisrqdms had ‘started. Thus the criterion varisble actually

y ediction varisbles in this case. Although it is hoped

" that furthe Puiy I3, reveal some relationships between kindergarten-
students outcomes, there is nothing significant

‘The post>tegt on

- clasksTpom. pr
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