
ED 130 243

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
REPORT. NO
PUB DATE
CONTRACT
NOTE

DOCUMENT RESUME

CS 002 988

Armor, David; And Others
Analysis of the School Preferred Reading Program in
Selected Los Angeles Minority Schools.
Rand Corp., Santa Monica, Calif.
Los Angeles Unified School District, Calif.
R-2007-1AUSD
Aug-76
LAUSD-764136
85p.

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.8.3 HC-$4.67 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS Elementary Education; Evaluation Criteria; Mexican

Americans; Negro Students; *Program Evaluation;
*Reading Achievement; Reading Research; School_
Environment; *Success Factors; Urban Education

IDENTIFIERS los Angeles California Unified School District;
*School Preferred Reading Program

ABSTRACT
In 20 elementary schools participating in the Los

Angeles School Preferred Reading Program, gains'in reading
achievement were examined"in order to identify school and classroom
policies that were most successful in raising reaaing scores of
inner-city.children. All schools sampled displayed large or
consistent gains for sixth-grade reading achievement, had
predominantly minority-group student bodies, and were located in
low-income neighborhoods. Data on schoOl and classroom practices were
gathered by interview and questionnaire from principals, reading '-

specialists, and classroom teaahers in the,,target schools. Background
and demographic information and reading test scores for grades three
through six were,recorded for members of the sixth-grade classes of
1974 and 1975 from their junior high school records. Background
factors and reading test scores in earlier grades were found to
account for the largest part of the variation in sixth-grade
achievement, but variables reflecting particular sehool experiences
'also had signilicant influence..These factors are deScribed and
illustrated in the report. Overall, the results are interpreted as
supporting the continuation of the School Preferred Reading Program.
(Author/AA)

**********************************************************************1=
Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished

* .materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *

* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *

* of the microfiche and hardcopy, reproductions ERIC makes available *

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction service (EDRS). EDRS is not
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
***********************************************************************



Ala

4.

D

A

0 I

0

PREPARED FOR THE LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTOICT

DAVID ARMOR, PATRICIA CONRY-OSEGUERA,
MILLICENT COX,NICELMA KING, LORRAINE McDONNELL,

,ANTHONY PASCAL, EDWARD PAULY, GAIL ZELLMAN

WITH CONTRIBUTIONS BY
GERALD-SUMNER AND

VELMA MONTOYA THOMPSON

R-2007-LA USD
AUGUST 1976

.=,



The research described in this report was sponsored 15y the Los Angeles
Unified School District under Contract No. 761136. Reports of The
Rand Corporation do not necessarily reflect the opinions or policies
of the sponsors of Rand research.

Published by The Rand Corporation



ANALYSIS OF THE SCHOOL PREFERRED
READING PROGRAM IN SELECTED

LOS ANGELES MINORITY SCHOOLS
PREPARED FOR THE LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

DAVID ARMOR, PATRICIA CONRY-OSEGUERA,
MIWCENT COX, NICELMA KING, LORRAINE McDONNELL,

ANTHONY PASCAL, EDWARD PAULY, GAIL ZELLMAN

WITH CONTRIBUTIONS BY -
GERALD SUMNER AND

VELMA MONTOYA THOMPSON

-AUGUST 1976

R-2007-LAUSD

Mandl
SANTA MONICA, CA. 90406

4



PREFACE

The Board of' Education of' the Los Angeles Unified School District voted in
mid-1975 to contract with an outside group to study gains in 6th grade reading
achievement in.selected elerrientary schools with predominantly minority popula-
tions. The impetus for the study was the installation of'the School PreferredReading
Program in 1972., In January 1976 the board awarded a contract to Rand, calling
for an analysis of the program's effects on reading progress fbr Black and Mexican
AmeriCan students.
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SUMMARY

Increasing students' reading achievement, particularly among minority stu-
dents, has long been a central concern of the Los Angeles Unified School District.
To further that goal, the LAUSD instituted its School Preferred Redding Program

, in 1972. In 1975, it contracted with The Rand Corporation to conduct 'the present
study, whose purpose is to identify theThaciol ar) classroom policies and other
factors that have been most successful in raising the reading scores of' inner-city
children.

We selected a sample of 20 elementary schools for analysis. All displaed large
or consistent gainstin percentile points on national norms) for the 6th grade on the
CTBS reading- examination between 1972 and 1975, had predominantly minonty-
group student bodies (about half' were mostly Mexican American, the other half'
mostly Black), were located in low-income neighborhoods, and had 1975 enrollments
of' at least 400' students. f)

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

Background and demographic information, and reading test scores (from grades
3 through 6), were recorded for individual members of the 6th grade classes of 1974
and 1975 in 32 district junior high schools. The students' 6th grade classroom and
school experiences, as identified in the eleMentary school data collection, were
linked to their test scores and background inf'ormation to construct a longitudinal
file. Students for whom it proved possible to collect such data were found to be amply
representative of students who graduated from the 20 schools in the sample in 1974
and 1975. Our analyses were conducted on these longitudinal files, not on compari-
sons .of scores of successive bth grade classes in a given schoolthe method the
district typically uses to measure reading progress. The latter can easily be distorted
by changes in student bndy characteristics from one year to the next. Although the
schools in our Sample gained apprec:ably in reading achievement between 1974 and

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

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

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

rooms was thrown into doubt by interview reports of test exposure. These reports
were matched by patterns of unusually high gains for large fractions of students in
these same classrooms (a total Of six out of 78). The data from these classrooms were
excluded from the analysis. In four additional classrooms, gains were as large and
as concentrated, but we received no field reports of excessive test preparation. We
performed our analysis with these four classrooms included, and then repeated it
after deleting them, to measure the sensitivity of our results to varying judgments
astth the extent of test exposure.
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Background factors (such as socioeconomic status. health. ethnicity. and attend-
ance) and reading test scores in earlier grades were found to accoriii"-tn fbr the largest
part of the variation iii 6th grade reading scores for the children in our sample. For
both Black and Mexican American children, however, other variables reflecting
_particular-schDol. and cta-ssroom experiences -also had -a-Significant -influence. In
contrast to some previous research. we fbund that the school. the .teacher., and
combinations of schoolyand teacher did make a difference in explaining measured
reading proficiency. We'also found that principals in both ethnic subsamples,were
able, with surprising accuraCy, to identify and rank teachers in their schaols:by_the
teachers' ability to bring about reading progress (as measured by data on individual
student gains, which were not available to the principals when they assessed the
teachers).

In analyzing specific factors associated with observed gains in reading perfor-
Mance. we obtained strong results only fur the sample of Black students. For them,
the following factors were Significant:

Teacher training in the use of' a r i aty of' materials keyed to individual
student needs
Teachers who felt efficacious
Maintenance of' orderly classrooms
High levels of' parent-teacher contact

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

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

We also conducted a supplementary studylargely subjective, because ollimit-
ed resources-'-of community involvement in the schools. We concluded that, in
Black neighborhoods, the more vigorous were the schools' efforts to involve parents
and community in school decisionmaking, the better did 6th grade students in those
schools fare in reading attainment. -

Factors not associated statistically with the reading gains of Black children
included specific reading program or system, reading strategy (e.g., phonics versus
comprehension), and such teacher attributes as ethnicity, experience, and type of
education.

Our inability to identify specific factors associated with the reading gains- of
Mexican American studentswhich in fact were almost identical overall to the
gains registered by Black studentswas probably due to failure to include or accu-
rately measure some key variables.- For example, we had no data on variations in.
English fluency across the,sample of' Mexican American children.

Our findings support the continuation of the LAUSD's School Preferred 'Reading
Program, which features school autonomy and teacher flexibility. Because princi-
pals seem able to identify effective practices. becaue teachers need the freedom to
adapt and the training for individualization, and because no prefabricated reading
system or strategy can provide a "quick fix" to the complex problem of reading
instruction, a good measure of deciSionmaking authoray at the local school level
seems, warranted.
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Chapter 1

, INTRODUCTION

The impetus ffir t4 study arose as the Los Angeles Unified School District
(LAUSDrwas about tti complete its third year under the School Preferred Reading
Program. The prograin concentrated on elementary students who were scoring at
the 25th percentile or lower on standardized reading tests. it featured determination
of' goals and approaches by individual schools, and it set minimum, quantitative
objectives for reading gains ht the 3d and 6th, grade le'vels. The first year or the
program. 1972-73, emphasized diagnosis and Program' design; the following two
years incorporated the devised reforms into ongoing school operations.

The purpose of the study was to identify those aspects of school reading pro-
grams- that were associated with substantial and consistent gains ih standardized
reading test scores among minority children.

The terms of the contract awarCi to Rand specified that the outcomes in reading
achievement were to be. gauged in terms of' scores on standardized tests. Many
analysts of' the educational processincluding some members of the Rand study
teamhave expressed doubts about the accuracy of' Rich tests as indicators of
students' educational progress, particularly for students from minqrity backgrounds.
BecAuse test spores are recognized and accepted many others, however, we felt

r. -it pportant and worthwhile to try to discover classroom apProaches and
which,-school policies were associated with inc:.f.5:1ses in such scores.

As part of this effort we sought to determine whether the observed gains were
valiiiand reliable, to identifY school and program characteristics that accounted for
the Nialid gains, and to provide advice on the applicability of successful programs to
other schools and to future school operations.

Rand conceived this.task as.the identification of' school and district policies that
hold the most promise fbr improving reading 'achievement in minority schdols.
Therefore, the study does not focus on the teacher-student interactions thaPare
often the baisis for."process" analyses of education, such as how -directive teachers
are, how olipy their 'presentations are,,how..frequently they ask questions,' or how
they _reward students .ffir goOd work. Instead, our analysis concentrates on 'how
policy variablesfor example, the content of schools' reading progfams, the ways
the programs are implemented, and support. from principalsare. associated ,with
gains and losses in achievement test scores. These kinds olvariables are only a part
of what matters in the schooling process. but we believe they represent, the bulk of
the factors that can be directly measured and influenCed bypeciple inVolved in school
policy decisions: administrators,, reacher groups, and parents. Consequently, our
policy analysis seeks to identify those reading programs and school and classroom
environmental factors that can be most readily altered to improve students' reading
skills.

1
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RESEARCH APPROACH

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

To determine which reading approach or other educdtional factors are r:e1rably
related to reading gains, we considered a large number of hypothetical factorSsand
asseSsed each one's likely influence on reading achievement..For us to do so, the
schools in our, sample had to vary in reading outcomes. Fortunately, they
Otherwiseif all the schools had scored about the samethere would be no way of'
judging the relative success of' the different approaches to reading adopted by in-
dividual schbols and teachers.

CONDUCT OF THE STUDY

Our first task was to select the 20 elementary schools that would constitute our
sample. This selection was performed in conjunCtion with EAUSD staff' and with the
assistance acorn mun ity groups. The schools chosen had to demonstrate: substantial
or crsistent test score gains across 6th grade classes between Spring 1972 and Fall
1975;' enrollment ()fat least 400 students, with minority children making up at least
80 percent Of the student body by,Fall 1975; a balanced distribution among schools
with predominantly 'Black and predominantly Mexican American enrollments; and
a ranking in the lowest,.200 (out of 436 total) on Title 1 criteria (whicliare ba4ed
essentially on the socioeconomic status of students). Appendix A describes those
criteria in more detail, and lists the names ofthe 20 schools and their characteristics
as compared with other schools in the system.

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

Test score data on individual students in the 6th grade classes of'1974 and 1975
from the 20 sample schools, and other infbrmation on the students' ethnic and
tinnily background, health problems, and elementary school attendance patterns,
were ccillected in the 32 junior high schools where the student cumulative records

' A substantial gain was defined as an increase unit prmentile points on the national norms
Mr the McCrawdlill.Compreltensive Test or Basic Skills (Form Q2r, a consistent gain meant that no
single year's ilwrease exceeded two-thirds of the total gain.

Black and Mexican American students, that is. The s,.mple schools haye a lower proprtion of
Asian and Native Anu'rican students than does the system es 1 whole

I g3



are now located. Thus we were able to retrieve infbrmation on reading scores fbr
grades 3 t hrough 5 !Or t hese same students. making it possible to study their reading,
progress over time. which we believed necessary for reasons discussed earlier. -No
student mimes have been retained in Our files. Students were traced to their t radi-
tional receiving junior highs and also to schools they attended through the Perrn its
with Transportation program.

We were able to collect longitudinal data data Ibrindividual students over
a fbur-year period) fbr 74 percent of the graduating class or 1974 and 81' percent of'
the graduating class of'1975. For none or the 20 schbols did we find data on less than
68 percent ot tlw students. 13y comparing t he mean raw score (CTBS-Q2) fbr ull
test-takers in the 20 schools with the same figure fbr all student:4 fbr whom cumula-
tive recork were located. we were ;ible to ascertain that our complete data sample
was Ii u..h lv representative or the student population of' test-takers in each or the 20
schools. Data col k)ct ion procedun's. response rates, and the possibility orsample bias
arc) discussed in detail in App. A.

Infbrmat ion on school atmosphere. management and administration, teacher
characteristics, and approaches to reading instruction were collected by means or
personal interviews or s(dkidministered questionnaires among the facility and ad-
ministrators of' the 20 ekmientary schook. In three br the schook. intensive case..
studies were conducted that permitted us to characterize differences ih reading
programs and to investigate how school settings affect read.ing instruction. This
infiarmat ion cont ributed to the construct ion or quest ion naires adminstered in :Lill the

schook to teachers, principals. and reading coordinators, or their equivalents. The
survey data were then transfOrmed into quantitative factors designed to describe
teacher characteristics. classrooin approaclws to reading, implementation met hpds,
classroom at mosphere. emphasis on test-taking skills. 'training received. teacher's
use or resources. 1.ind parent contacts. At the school level we attempted to measure
principals' support and implementation act ivit les. use or management systerns, and
the accuracy with which principals are able to identiry faculty who are effective

reading teachers.
Chapter 2 uses the data collected to perfbrm an analysis or the reliability and

validity or observNi reading scores. our first analytical task. Chapter 2 also presents'
the model we employed to examine the reliability or test scores told conceptualize
valid gains. and we comment on the possible ethicts or "test emphasis" in some
classrooms on the Validity or test score results.

Chapter 3 treats the influence or school. classroom, and programmatic factors
on reading achievement. the subject orour second analp ic task. We identiry factors
that our analysis indicates did in fact influence reading achivement, such as stu-
dent body cotiiposit ion, program and implementation factors at the school and class.
room level'. and the activities or teachers and parents. Quantitative findings on the
influence of' each factor on reading achievement are discussed.

Chapter 4 summarizes several or the positive factors fbund in our statistical
analysis 4md illustrates what they look like in practice, the intent being to lend aid
to princiimk and teachers seeking to improve their oWn schools' reading programs.

Chapter 5 covers the results ()f out. interviews with parent and MIMI= ity group
menihers, our Anal analytic task. It treats our assissment of' t hi: degree to which
parents and community.representatives were involved in school affairs, their roles

in school decisionmaking, and their possible relationship to reading progress.



4

Chapter 6 presents our 6Cmclusions and recommendations. We summarize ouf
findings and comment on theicapplicability to future programs in the 20 schools and
to:other schools in the LAUSD. Since we analyzed data from a nonrandom sample
olschools, the generalizations from our findings arenot unambiguously applicable
to the population from which this sample was deriyed; it is,at-least possible that the
schools in our sample share some characteristics that sy'stematically differentiate
them from all other LAUSD Schook or even from the population of LAUSD minority
schools. Since we. the LAUSD, and the public are interested in the generalization
'of lessons learned in this study to other schools and other times: the reader is
cautioned that our policy recommendations contain a substantial judgmental com-
ponent. Our judgments are based on our experience with other' schools and other
school systems, the knowledge of practitioners, participants, and observers we
talked with, our understanding of current district practices. and our acquaintance
with the process of implementing educational innovations.

CI



Chapter 2

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF READING GAINS

All 20 school's show varying gains in 6th grade reading achievement from 1972
to 1975, 'some of* them. dramatic. While our ultimate goal is to identiry school,
classroom, and reading program ffictors that may be responsible lor these gains,
several.. preliminary issues must be settled berore this substantive analysis can
proceed. First, we must establish whether the tests used by the district are relidble
for these predominantly minority schools, as compared with the reliability 'stan-
dards rePorted by the test publishers. Second, we must determine whether the gains
are valid: that is to say, whether they reflect real gains in achievement by students
who have experienced the reading programs in these schools. Finally, if' any gains
are fbund to be unreliable orinValid, we must develop a procedUre fbr identilying
reliable and valid gains to be used in the subsequent investigation or school and
classroOm (*actors.

In addressing these issues, we will use data:from both the student cupulative
records ond the teacher surveys. Data aVailable from student cumulative records
include results lor several different reading achievement tests and subtests oVer the
three years since the reading program began,..some of* which were adminiStered
concurrently. These data can be used to explorea number orreliability and validity
problenis, inclUding the true gains fbr groups orstudents over time. In addition, the
teacher surveys included an 'open-ended question .concerning the teachers' own
opinions about the Validity or gains shown by their schools. Their answers were
userul lor judging that validity.

RELIABILITY

All standardized test scores contain some amount orunsysteMatic, random error
that is unrelated to a *student's true ability.Test reliability assesses the degree of'

random error roUnd in a given test instrument; it is measured by reliability coeffi-
cients whose values range on a scale from 0 to 1.-Generally speaking, a test is
considered reliable if' its reliability coefficients equal or exceed 0,90. A test with a
,reliability much below.0.90 contains a fhirly high.degree orrandom error;and may
be deemed unsuitable For investigating the causes or reading gains.

To be sure, the standardized tests selected by the LAUSD and the State or.
CalifOrnia have demonstrable reliability coefficients exceeding 0,90, and in fact the
reading tests most widely used in the districtthe Comprehensive Test or Hasic
Skills (CTBS), forms H, Q, and Sall have reliabilities or 0.95 or above. However,
the basis ror these published reliabilities consists of' national norming studies that
-use predominantly white or Anglo populations; separate coefficients fbr minority
populations are seldom available. Given the frequent concern that -tests fbr Anglo
populations may not be reliable for minority pOpulat ions, it is prudent to establish
reliability levels lor our specific sample or predominantly Black and Mexican Ameri-
can schbols.

5
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Using data derived from student cumulative records, we can investig te.two
specific types of reliability. First, internal consistenCy reliability can be esta3lished
by using the correlation between the verbal and ,..omprehension subtests aailable
from the CTBS form Q2 administered to district 6th Aers in the Sprir.g of 1975..
Second, we have a rare opportunity toassess parallel form reliability for the CTBS
.form Q2 and form S2, both of whiCh were administered to all distriA schools during
the Spring of 1975. Both typeS of reliability can be'calculated fbr eih school in our
sample and compared with similar coefficients based on norming data published by
the test developers (see CTBS, 1970, 1974).

Internal Consistency Reliability

Internal consistency reliability is usually estimated by using all individual test
items and applyinga formula such as KR-20 (Guilford, 1954). By such a procedure
the CTBS publisher reports reliabilities of 0.95 for the Q2 and R2 reading tests and
0.96 for the S2. Unfortunately, individual item scores are riot available for the
district data, so we ,Must adopt another method. Since t.he CTBS reading test. is
composed of two subtests, vocabularyand reading comprehengion, both of whose
scores .aretavailable from the cumulative record, an alternative method is to apply
the Spearman-Brown formula to the subtest correlatiOn (Guilford, 1954). The Spear-
man-Brown formula gives the reliability for a test as p = 201+ r), where r is the
correlation between any two subtest scores whose sum constitutes the total test
-Core. The subtest correlatiOn reported by thelest publisher is 0.82 for the CTBS Q2

given_to 6th graders, which yields a Spearrnan-Brown reliability of 0.90 far the total
test

Table 2.1 lists the subtest correlations for each of the 20 schools; correlation for
the total sample is 0.80 with an associated reliability of 0.89, which' is nearly identi-
cal to the test norm. Further:, the correlations and reliabilities for each school Cluster
fairly tightly around this value. Given a population correlation of 0.82, correlations
computed from sample sizes around 80 (a conservative average for these schools)
yields a 90 percent confidence interval between 0.75 and 0.87, which means that we
would expect. 90 penpnt of the sample values to fall in this 'range over repeated
samplings. Indeed, We see that the correlations for all but two schools, or 90 percent'.
of the sample, fall within this range. The two exceptions are Eastman with a correla-
tion of 0.74, and Ascot with a correlationrof 0.71. In general, the levels of internal
consistency reliability are high and conipare favorably with the results frOm test
norms.

Parallel Form Reliability

Another method for estimating reliability relies on the existence of parallel
forms, which in this case means reading tests that cover identical subject areas but
whose individual item content Ciiffers. The-correlation betWeen two parallel forms
is.the reliability of either form. Forms:11 and Q ..of the CTBS reading test were
designed as parallel forms. Form S is a newer ver`sion and is not,strictly a parallel
form for Q r R, since it covers some slightly different content. Nonetheless, test
norms show a correlation of 0.93 between S -and Q reading at 6th grade, which
actually exceeds the parallel form correlation of 0.89 between R and Q.

In the Spring of 1975 all district 6th grades were given both the Q2 and the S2
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Table 2.1

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES FOR 6TH GRADERS

TAKINd THE CTBS Q2 IN 1975

School .

(1orrelat ion Between
Vocabulary and

Comprehension Sulitests (N)

Alta Loma 0.80
Angeles Mesa 0.77
Ascot 0.71
Dacotah 0.82
Eastman 0.7-1
Ford 0,75
Ilarrison 0,80

0,78
Manhat tan 0,76
Miller 0.80
118th Street 0,87
112th Street 0.87
fcacoima 0,78
Rosemont 0,81
Rowan 0,79
McKinley 0,75
Sierra fiiirk- 0,8:3
10th Street 0.80
28th Street
Vermont 0,83

Total sample :0,80

Test norms 0.82

0,89 (80)
0,87
0.83
0.90 (07)
0,.85 (110)
0.80 (62)
0.92 (52)

0.87 . (-11 )

0.86 (78)
0.92 (7.1)
0.93 (62)

0.55 0-06)
0.90 ,/z(S7)
0,88 7 (28)
0,S6 (39)
0.9.1"/ (129)

A69 (61)
(86)

0.91 (0.1)

0.89. (1.1.10)

0.90h

aErom the Spearman-Brown formula'? = 2r/i l+r), where r is the
subtest cot:elation.

bThe internal consistency coefficient given by the publisher. based
on all individual test items, is 0,95 (using KR 20),.

,reading tests, the scores for which are available in the cumulative records. Table 2.2
shows the correlation between the Q2 and S2 reading scores for students who took
both tests (which includes about 90 percent of' our total sample). For the sample as
a whole the Q2-S2 correlation is 0.90, which compares favorably with the norm value
of' 0.93. Again, the reliabikties for individual schools are high, although a number
of' khools fall outside the 90 percent confidence.interval of' 0.89 to 0.95 (assuming
an average sample size of' about 65 students). Nonetheles, all of these correlations
but one (Manhattan's 0.82) establish a high degree ,olschool-level reliability For both
the S2 and Q2 versior of' the CTBS reading tests.

Summary

These results offer solid evidence that the reading tests used by the district in
these minority schools 'meet the reliability standards determined by thetest publish-

, er in its national norming studies. Not only are the reliabilities high, nearing or
.4

exceeding 0.90, but two different methods of' determining .reliability yield neatly
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Table 2.2

PARALLEL FORM RELIABILITY ;FOR 6TH GRADERS

TAKING THE CTBS Q2 AND S2 READING TF.S1r

'IN 1975

31

School

Correlation
Between

Q2 and 82
Reading Scores (N)

Alta Loma
Angeles Mesa
Ascot
Dacotah

0.88
0.86
0.91
0.89

(63),
(72)
(78)
(6.1)

Eastman 0.88 (110)
Ford 0.9.2 (53)
flarrison 0.90 (50)

0.99 (-1.1)
Manhattan 0,82 (72)
Miller 0.86 (70)
118th Street (a) (a)
112th Street 0.91 (.19)
Pacoima 0.93 (97)
Rosemont 0.89 (86)

'Rowan 0.9-1 (20)
Niel:in ley 1,0.92 (20)
Sierra Park 0.90 (12G)
10th Street 0.87 (58)

.'28th Street . 0.88 (80)
Vermont 0.92 4, (55)

Totals1.3111;le 0.90 (1272)
Test norms 0.93

NOTE: _The.S and Q are not strictly parallel, but
the norm correlation for S and Q resembles the
parallel form correlation for R and Q.

aData for form S is not avAilable in our,Sile,

identical results: Even more important, high reliabilities are also shown on a school-
by-school basis.

In concluding that the tests are reliable, howevertfwe ar* not yet claiming that
the test results in these 20 schools reflect true reading kains. Reliability coefficienth
assess random, unsystematic errors or inaccuracies, but poi systematje biases. In
other words, reliability, coefficients reflect the consistency of results, not necessarily
their truthfulaeSs. The presence or degree of systematic bias is determined by a
validity analysis.

VALIDITY OF GAINS

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

9
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real gains in reading achievement by the students in these schools. We do not
attempt to assess the validity of the standardized tests themselves: such investiga-
tion is outside the scope dour study:-Rather. we ussume that the CTBS reading test,
properly adMinistered and scored. is a valid measure or English reading skills For
the-purpose ot comparing one minority student (or school with another.

Even with this assumption, however, there are still two sources of potential
invalidity ror reading gains. First, although it is true that all schools in our sample
show increasing 6th grade scores from 1972 to 1975, these apparent increases derive
from comparing different groups of studentsthat is. different 6th grades from one
year to the next. Such gains owe partly to di fli.rences in the ability and composition
of the sukessive 6th grade groups. For example, the 1975 6th graders at a school
may have scored higher than the 1974 6th graders merely because they were higher-
achieving students to start with. o assess true change, we must com pa rert he perfor-
mance of the same group of students between, say, 1974 and 1975 as-they passed
through the 5th and 6th grades.' ,

A second possible source of bias is test exposure. It is a 'fundamental assumption
of standardized achievement testing that students are not exposed beforehand to the
test or to specific test content. The justifiable.desire to familiarize minority children-
with standardized testing procedures has led to special test preparation exercises,
including use ofpractice- tests siMilar in formatbut not contentto the CTBS.
Such exercises are both legitimate and often necessary. However, any exposure of
students to the official test or to a word list taken from the specific CTBS form Would
invalidate all or part a the test results. Any resulting gains syould be real in the
sense that Scores would change, and t hey might alsb.be reliable (irexposure occurred
For both parts ()la test or lor both parallel Corms). But 'such gains wbuld be invalid
since in all .likelihood they would consist mpstly of temporary changes induced by
lenowledge of the correct answers rather thRn an increase in reading skills: When
test exPosure occurs, the gains in reading sCores are likely to be both sudden and
very large. Since we observed such gains at certain schools,.We undertook a separate,
analysis to assess this potential source of invalidhy on a classroom-by-classroom

'basis.

Change in Reading Achievement

.The first issue our validity analysis must settle is wh,ether gains in 6th grade
reading scores reflecttimproved reading ability. To do so we must compare test -.,.!ores

.ror a given cohort of students as it progresses through the elementary-gradesror
example, their scores from grades 3 through 6 fOr the 6th grade class of 1975,
retrieved from the cumulative record. Students from the 6th grade claSs or 1975 who
remained in a Title I school from 1972 to 1975 had a Gth grade Q2 reading score in
the Spring or 19.75, a 5th grade R2 score in 1974, a 4th grade R2 score in 1973, and
a 3d grade score rrom the Cooperative Primary test in 1972. Since the R and Q are
'parallel rorms normed in the same year, we can use them to assess changes in the
same cohort cr group of students From grade 4 to 6. It is more difficult to assess
change rrom grade 3 because the Cooperative Primary is not parallel to the CTBS
series, so test diGrences may not be valid indications of change.

BefOre turning to an empirical analySis of reading gains, we must raise a practi-
cal problem regarding the nwaning or change oh a standardized reading test such
as the CTBS. Basically, there are two ways to assess change. First, gains in reading

z u



knowledge can be assessed by comparing the rpw scores fi-om one year to another
on the same form (or equivalent forms) of a given test. Obviously, such raw gain
scores have meaning only for a particlar test, since tests vary in numbers of ques-
tions, time instructio`ns, content, and so forth. But from a policy standpoint, a more
important limitation is :that raw gains do not tell us whether a program affects
reading ability over and above what would be expected from typical students in any
school. The reason is that nearly all schoolchildren show raw gains in reading from
year to year, regardless of their school or program. Consequentiy, we must use some
type:of standardized score to determine whether a special program has affected
minority reading skills beyond what would be expected of average children without
the program. ,

The second way to assess change is to make c'omirarisons between standardized
scores such as percentiles. A percentile scorethe measure used most widely by the
district and the staterelates a student's.standing to a national norm. For examPle,
a student scoring at the 50th percentile has a,raw score in the middle of the distribu-
tion, With half the students in the national norming sample scoring higher and half
scoring lower. To remain at the 50th percentile in succeeding grades, a student has
to gain about 10 raw score points a year, since the national norming sample for the
CTBS shows this amount of gain in successive grade levels. Qne difficulty in inter-
preting percentile scores, then, is that equal percentile scores mask absolute gains

in reading skills. A further problem with percentile scores for this study is that the
national norm is determined by a predominantly Anglo population, and it is general-
ly known that, nationally, minority populationS score lower on standardized tests
than Anglo populations. It miht be fairly argued that the ,minority students' in
'these schools should be compared with a national norm for minoritie,i, unfortunate-
ly, separate norms for Anglo and minority populations are seldom'available from
test publishers.

To counteract these various difficulties we present our change analysis in both
raW score and percentile score forms.

Total Sample Change. Table 2.3 shows the change in reading achievement
from grade 3 to 6 for our sample of 1975 6th graders. The change for the total cohort
appears in the top hairbf the table, using all students with at least one reported score
in a given grade level, while the bottom half shows the change for a longitudinal
sample of those students who have reported test scores in all fbur grades.

The essential point to be seen from Table 2,3 is that while all the schools in our
sample show successive gains in average 6th grade percentile scores from 1972 to..
1975, the 'same cohort of students shows a slightly declining trend in percentile
scores from grade 4 to 6. In other words, for the sample as a whole, successive 6th
grade percentile changes should not be used to conclude that a given group of
students actually improved in reading achievement percentiles over this period.

Table 2.3 also ill'asqates the problem of comparing the Cooperative Primary
with the CTSS.,Note thatanNincrease from the 23d percentile in the 3d grade to the
31st percentile in the 4th grade is contradicted by the slight declining trend froin
the 4th to the 6th grade. Since it Makes little sense that the reading program should
have a positive effect in the first yeat-,but not in later years, it is more likely that
Cooperative Primary scores are not directly comparable to the CTBS series.

We ernpha.sizc that the declining percentiles in Table 2.3 do not mean that
tudents are not learning to read hetter. On the'contrary, changes in the raw score

21.
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Table 2.3

COHORT AND LONGITUDINAI: CHANGES IN READING
SCORES FOR THE TOTAL SAMPLE

Cohort

1972:
(Ara& :1

Coop Primary

1973:
Grade .1

CTI35 R 2a

197.1:
Grade 5
('I'BS1 R2

1975:
Grade G
("FRS Q2

('ohort of all
1975 Gth gradcrs

Percentile 23'; 31'; 9 5 ' .; 26";
Haw mean b '29,_5 29.7 35.0 5.1,3

113011 . *11'257) 11207) (1502)

..Longitudinal panel
Percentile 05'; 33"; . 30'; 29'';

:, Raw mean 29.7 :10.3 . 39.9 55.7

IN 1' . ( 759)

.IRV mean eNcludes Manhattan, Rosemont. and Sierra Park--which gave the
Q2 in 1973hut the (wrcyntile includes all t he schools.

l'he maNimum reading score is 55,

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

Not all students in the 1975 6th'grade cohort took all the tests since 3d grade;
that is the reason the number _of cases differs from year to year in the third row of
Table 2.3. Since we want to compare the same group of students over time, the
bottom two rows of' Table 2.3 show test results from a "longitud,ing panel" of those
students who have taken all the tests. Even though.this panel is much smaller than
the 1975 cohort (759 versus 1502) there is nO significant bias. The panel nas slightly
higher,ability than the entire cohortabout 2 percentile pointsbut the trend of
decreasing percentile scores remains nearly -identical.

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

schools (so their names are nbt in alphabetical order)and have arbitrarily assigned
letters in place of names. .

Although the 20 schools were chosen because of' percentile gains in successive
6th grade reading scores, the change arialysi;; reveals that, for most schools, the 1975

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

-9'
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Table,2.4

CHANGE°IN READING ACHIEVEMENT HY SCHOOL

Percent( le Scores Ita.w Score NIvans
Net

School C1rad 1 Grade 5 Gracle. 'Change Grady la Grade 5 Grade 0 (N)
A i15 :30 ;30 5 :19

:331)

57 (92)
--.,

13 oo IS 2:1 +1 24 ( 52 (40)
C :to :32

272:1))

0 29 -12 53 ( 12)

(((( .15233 Ili ))))

D 20 0 '7 oo .19
E 29 oo 28 31 70

591... 50 -I I 32
+30

Is 12 18
(.1

: 313 (25)

29 23 12 °;,32 10 50

::2,31 '.)31

11 :30 12 0 i 1 1 57 (50)
I ).) 8 29

113 (231

.)/ , 51 (48)
,1 :31 V 32 58

((((( 5:',213; .2:1(I3:::

K 28 20 15 13 28 -13
I. ',5

30
18 31 +0 20 58

NI 20 20 1 29 :17 54
N 29 :10 os

1 28 11 50

1 (751 (51: 3:1

0 :11 ( 0) 25 Hi 37 ( 0) 52
:30P .13 :38 -7 ;17 17 01

Q - 29 10 :32 +3 08 Iti 58
It :19 1 0 7 52 +13 42 -18 67
S 32 :32 :30 - o 30 12 57 (:39)

30'I' . 20 :31 +.1 oT 12 57 (12)

Tohl :13, 30 29 :30 -10 50

"SchOols A. 0, and It have l'orm Q2 scores in grade 4: all otliersxe 1:2.
hNo 5(1.1 Lvilde scores availably,

gains ar'e slight and the pattern is not..consis,tent over the three years. Large gains
are shown by school Q from grade 4 to.-5, while schools E, L, and R show large.gains
from grade 5 to 6. Clearly, comparing different groups of* students in the same grade
from one year to another does not constitute an assessment of the actual change or
improvement ekperienced by the same group of' students over time.

Another factor that may explain part of the difference between Table 2.4 scores
and successive 6th 'grade scores is that the district used median percentile scOres,
while we assigned a percentile ranking to the raw mean for a given school. The
difficulty with median percentile scores is theY do not refliCt changes in scores below
or above the Median value. Our analysis of' the distribution of* raw scores on a
school-by-school basis showed that, indeed., there were many shifts of* raw scores
(either,upward or downward) ftom one year to another that occurred entirely below
(and sometimes entirely above) the median for both years. As a consequence the
median might remain constant from year toyear, or even increase slightly, in spite
ofserious decline;s in scores below the median. tt is our conclusion that a comparison
of raw score means, when converted to percentiles, more accurately summarizes the
total chapge over time than do median percentile scores. ,

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

r."
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since the average student (at these levels) who takes the CTBS shows a gain or 12
raw points from grade 4 to 5 and 18 raw points from grade 5 to 6, most schools show
net declines in the' ir-percentile scores.

While the change zmalysis shows declines in achievement percentiles for most
schook, it is still possible that successive 6th grade changes are good relatitv indica-

,. tors ol the niost et fective or least effective schobls. This can be tested by comparing
the ranking olschools according to suecessive 6th grade. percent i le changes (see App.
Ai with a ranking based on Table 2.4. The rank order correlation is 0.65 For all 20
schools, which confirms a fairly goodalthough by no means perfectrelationship
between suc- .4sivo 6th grade change and actual longitudinal change. But when we
exclude thr ;chools whose scores might be invalid For reasons given in thei next
section, tilt- rdpk order correlation drops to 0.51. Clearly, although 6th grade differ
ences from year to year are somewhat indicative ()Factual improvement: this validi-
ty correlation is not high enough to warrant substitution'ol successiw 6th grade
change For nwasures oF actual change. In particular, For our analysis of' the.effects
of reading program factors, we will want to use actual longitudinal changes in
reading achievement as our main criterion.

Test Exposure

Wit.^ found that a number olclassrooms showed unusually large gains in average
reading levels from grade 5 to 6. In an analysis olindividual schools and classrooms,
we round that some studentsand sometimes an entire c4issroomgained over 50
percentile points. Such changes are possible For individtial. students over an ex-,
tended period, but it is exceedingly rare Cor special reading programs to caase such
large:shifts For large numbers of:students in a one-year period. Therefbre, when the
distribution of these unusual gains tends to cluster in certaia schools, or, more
impoNant, in certain classrooms, the Possibility of' prior test exposure"teaching
the test"must be explored.

Most teachers familiar with sUmdardized testing procedures recognize that test
exposure invalidates test-scores. Sometimes, however, the incentives to engage in
overzealous test preparation may be so strong as to lead to test exposure. A number
of' teachers surveyed said they felt administration or principal pressure to raise test
scores at their school. Moreover, many teachers are sensitive to the problems or
metkiuring the ability level olminority.children on standardized tests. When asked
whether test scores accurately reflected their students'ability level, 20 out 81 orour
sample teachers reported thdt scores-presented a, worse picture than really existed
because of' problems in test-taking. As a result of' these concerns, most schools have
initiated special tests or prdgrams For improving children's effectiveness in taking
standardized tests:such d's creating a test awareness center in the classroom, in-
structing students in test-taking skills, providing practice with multiple choice tests,
and orienting one's own tests to expose children to the mechanics oftandardized
tests. All,these activities are entirely legitimate, appropriate, and often necessary.

But an emphasis on test-preparation that extends to drilling children on actual
test questions, teaching the vocabulary words on the test, or expoSing children to test
materials prior to test day introduces a serious bias and invalidates test scoref,. OF
course, not all test exposure is intentional; it may occur inadvertently iia teaci ;r's
Vocabulary list-fOr drill chances to have a high concentration of* words From the
various CTBS reading test fOrms. UnfOrtunately. we have evidence of' intentional
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t
test exposure in a few bfour classrjOrns. Although it applies to only a small minority
of the teachers in the study, their classrooms must be eliminated from the sample
before we can proceed with an analysis of factors associated with valid reading gains.

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

Second, several other schools with high average gains Showed a concentration .

and patterning of changes similar to those where exposure was claimed directly.
These schools are characterized by an unevendistribution of éhange both w.ithin and
between classrooms, frequently yielding a bimodal distribution wherein one group
shows little or no change and another group shows extreme change. Although these
changes cannot be' definitely attributed to test exposure, the fact .that exposure
occurred in some hi0-gaining classrooms prompts us to raise questions about the
validity dreading gains for all classrooms showing a high concentration of unusual-
ly high-gaining students.

Table 2.5 shows the uneven distribution and concentration of high-gaining stu-
dents. A higii-gainer is defined as a student gaining more than 3 deciles (or about
30 percentile points) in reading between grades 5 and 6. At the school level we note
that the 143 high-gaining'students are concentrated in five schoolsB, E, L, R, and
T, with percentages of' 27, 73, 54, 36, and 17, respectively. The remaining schools
have between 0 and 6 percent of these high-gainers. Moreimportant, the right-hand .

portion of the table shows an uneven distribution of' these students within the
schools. In schools B And T, for example, which have lower proportions of' high-
gainers than the other three, most are concentrated within 3 of' the 8 classrooms.
Altogether, 10 out of' 78 classrooms have more than 30 percent of' their students
-showing gains, exceeding 3 deciles during the 6th grade.

Of those 10 classmioms, 6 were in schools where claims of' test exposure were
documented in the teacher survey. "For the remaining 4 classrooms we have no
definitive proof of' test exposure, although we ,did gather certain other indirect
evidence in addition to the observed concentration of' unusuallY high-gainers. First,
for three out of' the four teachers who were present in the district during the
previous schodyear, we f'ound that none of' their 6th grade students gained more
than 30 percentile points during the 1973-74 school year; in fact, two classes showed
a net decline in, achievement percentiles (the other showed a slight increase of 3,
percentile points). Thus, their large classroom gains in 1974-75 were inconsistent
with their classroom gains the year bef'ore. Second, in one of' these classrooms we
found that two-thirds of the high-gainers had vocabulary gains exceeding 50 percen-
tile points with"only a few showing comparable gains in comprehension. It is possi-
ble, then, that their 6th grade vocabulary gains may be spurious, possibly because
of' test preparation practice on.a word list taken in part from CTBS reading:tests.
Finally, three of' these classrooms sent students to :junior highs that administered
7th grade tests in the spring of' 1976. Unfortunately, since tests are given only to
randomly selected students.in each class, only. 34the 23 high gaining students' had
7th grade reading test scores. But all 3 of theSe studenfs showed precipitous drops
in reading percentiles from grade 6 to 7 that matched their dramatic rise from grade,

to 6 (20% to 79% to 7%; 29% to 72% to 21%; and 11% to 69c; to 19c; ). The only

O.
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Table 2.5

NUMBER AZT/CONCENTRATION OF STUDENTS GAINING OVER

THREE DMUS DURING. THE 6TH GRADE

ScItoo1

Nurnbiq of
Big Iv-Gaining

Students
'7 of Total,:
':nrollment

Numbcr of Classrborns11avng
lndic.a.ted P-ercentage or High-Gainers '

None 1-15`.:; 15-30'7 Over :30';

A 1 -1 1
11

B '1.1 27 )

0 (3

D
.0

1
o

.1

E ;36 7;1.
1: 2 3.

(3 :1'. 9

11 0 0 1

1
9 3 3 1

,1 o 4 ;3 1
.-

1- 0 . 0 4

L :37. 5I
M 0 0
N o 6 1

0

Oa _ . _ ._

P .3

Q :3

.......
. 1

o 7- 1 -

'1 9" 17 '2. 1

1.1:3 51 16 10

a _No- oth grade scores.

credible explanation for such extraordinary shifts for these three students is that
test ekpo§ure inflated (and hence invalidated) their 6th grade scores.

We conclude, therefore, that 6 of these 10 classroom§ with high proportions of
unusua)ly 'high-gaining students almost certainly I.Tave invalid gains due to test
exposure. In another 4 cla'ssrooms, the statistical patterns and inconsistency over
three school years raise the distinct pOssibility of test exposure, although we have
no conclusive proof that it occurred. Vhile the proportion of classrooms where.

,exposure may have ocCurred is small,' ri.inging from 8 percent lo at most. 13, our
-Analysis must nonetheless take into accounr these possible sources of invalia gains,

PROCEDURES FOR HANDLING INVALID GAINS

A meaningful assessment of characteristics of effective reading programs re-
quires a reliable and valid criterion for reading gains. While we have shown that 1/4

the reiliability'of the CTBS reading test is adequate, two problem§ hamper a Correc-
tion for the possibility of invalid gains in 6th grade readi0 scores: (I) In 4 or the
10 classrooms in which unusually large gains occurred, we have no teacher reports
of test exposure to confirm the statistical evidence. (2) Even teachers whose overzeal-

:.
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0
ous preparation exercises led to test exposure may also have used highly effective
approacheS to reading instruction. That is, the reading test results may be a mixture
of exposure effects and educational Oects. In fhct, our analysis of.the characteristics
of those teachers whose students registered unusually large gains reveais that some
of th'e teachers.also scored °high on various classroom variables we measured. It is
possible, then,.that porrectiori for invalid gains tends to exclude unusually good
teachers as well.

.. .

Faced with thiS dilemma, we have followed a procedure designed to reveal the
power of school and classroom fhctors.as a function of one's belief aboutt he true i-ole
of test exposure in producing measured gains. The procedure is as follows. We first.

measure the effeo of the various fhctors, under -the assumption that all gains were
vAd.,Next, we kclude the results for the six classrooms where.exposure reportedly
occurred. Lastlywe exclude reslilts for al m'0 classroos including the four' Withic.....i.ei

unusually large and intonsistent gains/. s pointed out in Chap. 3, the power of the
school and classroom factórs in E.:,..A.ii-Siiiing measured gains declines aS more groups
of st udents are deleted. The,r6ner's acceptahce of our list of successful educational

_

pracft.os must therefbre depend on the reader's belief about tlié extent of test
eNtire and how many of these classrooms produced invalid gains.
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Ch,apter 3 .

'INFLUENCE OF SCHOOL AND CLAgSROOM FACTORS ON
-READING ACHIEVEMENi

\. .

School policy decisions that attempt to improve students reading achievement
are based,on policyZkers' beliefs about how reading can be most effectively taught.
This chapter analyies the experiences ()CO& 20 sample schools to icOttify the-most
successful school and clasSroom- factorS in raising- students' reading levels. It is

intended to contribute to policymakers infOrmation regarding effective instruc-
!AiOnal policies.

. We attempt to answer two questions: First, what decision levels are.most closely
associated 'with increases in.students' reaLi i ng scoresdist rict level schoollevel or
classroom level? This might be called the management question.- since if' district
management policies are to be effective. staff' members who actually have -policy
leverage- lin that their decisions can affect reading achievement ) should also have
the responsibility and the authority to use it. Our analysis of the management
questionconcludes that much of' a child's reading achievement depends on the
particular sch.00l and classroom he or she attends.

. The second question can be called the -.school allocation question:: because it
deals with hmc each schodl allocates its resources and staffenergies among the rnan:si
policies that may'influence reading achieVeMent. This question'can be stated as
fbllows: What combinations olcUrricUlum. program iMplementation strategies, and
classroom atmosphere will promote the greatest reading achievement? It is appar-
ent that principals and teachers in the dlst -are'arready considering this question.'
Our analysis of' the school tdlocation question is intended to- provide additional
infbrmation that principals and their staff members Will find useful in the difficult
choices they have to make. We haVe-also analyzedon of Whether princip.als
have enough.accurate information about instrudion -in.eac assroorn to identif
strengths and weaknesses in their schools'instructional programs.

We conducted parallel analyses for Black and Mvican Americas students,
because of' the poSsibility that .schonl and classroom experiences affect.these two
.gfoups in different ways. By undertaking parallel studjes of the effect oxf school and
classroom factors on the reading achievement of: Black and. Mexican AmeriCan
students, we take into account"the likelihbod that the effectivAess ofschoo'l factors
depends on the specific needs of' students. and on the sch'ools' ability to deal with
these needs.

To correct for the problems with the validity of' the district's test scores raised
by test exposure, we checked our results by comparing them for different sets of
assumptions about the scores' validity. A fkv DV our resuf ts are sensitive to these
assumptions, and the effect of differing validity assUmpt ions will be discussed.
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THE MANAGEMENT QUESTION: WHICH POLICIES AFFECT
READING ACHIEVEMENT?

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

,of inner-city, childi'en is,obviougly of great iMportance to policymakers. Since the
district will doubtlessly wisbto allocate authority.and responsibility commensurate
with staffcapacities to influence reading outcomes, we begin this chapter by examin-
ing whether reading results in our 20 schools Were due to policies at the district,
school, or classroom leVels, or fo individual and !'background" factors beyond the
reaCh of school -policies.

The analysis was conducted fbr slightly more than one thousand students who
were in the 1974-75 6th grade class in our 20 schools. (See App. A.) We analyzed the
increase in reading achievement that occurred over the 6th grade year, using data
from those students who took reading tests at the end-of the 5th grade and again
at the end of the 6th, who were enrolied in regular classrooms, and for whom 6th-
grade attendance data were available. We 8tudied this group for two reasons. First,
it yi-g,possible to collect data for them (primarily test scores:student-background
meastwes, and clasSroom-httributes). Second, t he 1974-75 school year was the second
operational year of' the School Preferred Reading Program and therefore offered a
fairer test of' it:- influence on reading than did the preyious year.

As ChaP. 2 amply demonstrateS, students' reading achievement in our sample
laries widely. Overall reading ability increased at all 20 schoolssubstantially at
§ome saiools. very little at others (see Table 2.4), It can be inferred that school
district policies produced an environment in which substantial increases in reading
achievement were possible, but those policies produced restia that were far from
uniformnot a surprising outcome for a large school district,' This wide diversity
in reading achievement suggests that one needs to 'examine differences among.
schools and classrooms to answer the management question.

Our study considered three additiona; parts of the Management question:

1. How important to a student's achievement is,the particular school he or
she attended, compared with other schools?

2. How important is the particular classroom to which he or she was assigned,
compared with other classroOms?

3. How important is the'student's particular classroom' within a given school,
compared with other classrooms in that school?2

EaCh of these questions cOnsiders one particular way in which the- child's school
might affect his or her aChievement. It is apparent thaLany and all school effects

-

' It was teChnically impossible fbr us to determine the influence of district-wide policies on reading
achievement. This is because w6 did not compare Los Angeles with other school districts on that basis.
The amount of diversity AT found, howe'ver. clearly confutes the hypothesis that district pohcies uniform-
ly dominated reading outcomes. District policies may be a nec('ssary condition for reading gains, but they
are not sufficient to explain the diverse gains that were recorded.

These questions were exa ned by testing a "'baseline" hypothesis that a child's school and classroom
do not explain differences in learning, and comparing it with the hypothesis that theY have uniqUe and
identifiable.effects on learning. (Table 3.1 presents results or these comparisons for Black and Mexican
American children) This analytical tech nicfue was first used to analyze students' school achievement in
the research of Eric Hanushek (1970) and Richard .1. Murnane (1975). We have relied on their work in
the design and presentation of.this section of our analysis.

2 I)
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are contingent on the capabilities and problems that each child brings to school:
priorknowledge and skills, good or poor health7strong or weak motivation and
interest, and the wide variety of' Rimily, peer, and community expeiiences that
shape a child's life and orientation to school. 'The question we ask is: Given the,
I .nnited time and techniques that the schools can use to help children learn, to what-
extent is children's reading achievement att'ributable to school and classroom fac .

tors, rather than to the important nonschool fhOtors that have shaPed students'
'educational perfbrmance before they,even enter the classroom?

We know that Policie's affecting reading inStruction vary among schools, and
that within schools, teachers have different 'approaches to reading instruction.. II
particular school and classroom policies and approaches have varying effectiveness,
the 6th grade reading scores of students with identical initial achievement levels
and background characteristics, but with different school and classroom experaMces.
will differ ,in proportion to the influence of' those, experiences. The multivariate
analysis we conducted permitted us to me;tsure the strength ofschool and classroom
factors, while holding constant the effects of' a .student's sex, attendance at school,
family background, ethnicity, and 5th grade reoding achievement. (See Table 3.1.
The table displays statistical.tests of the size Of' the effects ofschool and, classroom
('actors on reading, holding constant the effectS ora student's background and initial
achievement.) , . ..

As mentioned, we conducted parallel analyses for Black and Mexican American
Children. (All of the analyses reported in this chapter were likewise disaggregated
('or these two ethnic groups.) We did so because the structure of the analytic model
may differ for children or different- ethnicities. For example, we found that the two ,

groups differed in the amount of variation in 6th grade, reading achievement that
was attributable to factors other than 6th grade'school and classroom inputs, Such
individual and background variables accounted for 57 percentOf th&variation for
Black children and 64 percenl for Mexican American children (see Table 3.1).

Such differepceS necessarily imply that school and claSsroom factors variously
:-affect students with .different backgrounds. Ih this situation (which may be due to

uneven measarement accuracy\for different groups, as well as actual learning differi
ences) separate analysis was t.i.e most prtident course.'

'We foUnd that botfischool and classroom factors significantly affected the read-
ing achievement aboth Black ; nd Mexican American 6th graders. This finding was
not sensitive to whether some, a I, or nbne of the cla§srooms where tost exposure was

"'Discussion of the effect ofethnic dii brences on model specification for education production function
studies such as this one(' may be fOurid in Hanushek 11970) and Boardman (1975).

The educational literature on the le rning patterns of Mexican American students discusses several
issues relevant to our findings here. Fir. t oral!, the language abilities of Spanish-speaking children .vary
all along tne continuum of Spanish-English bilingualism and various specific cultural and subcultural
backgrounds. P. A. Zirkel, "Spanish-Speaking Students and Standardized Tests,': Urban Review, Vol. 5.
No. 6. June 1972. pp. 32-40.) It thereforci may be necessary to disaggregate a Mexican American sample __--
such as,ours into sMaller subgroups based on English language ability, language spoken_in-the-hon
before it is possible to determine precisely what fhctors contribute-to-improkreEreading achievement for
these students.

A second point is_that-(,ur-defd-Wt-ITariable ---i- Es --1---ased ----on tests that measure reading achievement
. . .

in-English-. not reading achievement per se. A number of researchers have administered standardized
reading achievemynt tests in both the original English fbrms and a Spanish translation to Spanish-
speaking students 'apd have found that the students scored higher on the Spanish version. This difference
was strongest on sub ests dealing with word meaning. (See ibid. Ibr a summary or these studies.) Other
researchers contend t at standard-EngliSh to standard-Spanish translations are not enotigh to produce
equivalent achievement tests. One must also be- aWare of cultural boundaries that restrict meaning
within a language.
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Table 3.1

HYPOTHESIS TESTS FOR SCHOOL ANIt.CLASSROOM EFFECTS

Nlexican-Amcrican
Black Children Children

111 I The school a child attends is sig- 1:( 1 3.1E5;31) .2F(9,127) = 10,6(3
nificantly related to achievement,
(Compar ison of Eqs. 1 :Ind 2)

p <0,0003p <0,00001

issigned is significantly related to
1'27.,-110) 7.75,/ (111) The classroom to which a child .is

1:

p .(0;0000achievement..
(Comparison of Eqs, 1 and :3)

'Phe particular classroom wit hM a
pariieular school to wilich a child
is assigned is Significantly related -
to achievement.
(('omparison of Eqs, 2 and :3)

Probability values ( p values) show the woliability or incorrectly -rejecting the null hypothesis that
11 II-2' or 11 3 '

is false respectively, for the samples of and Mexican American children.1'

111 :3) 1.1.318.1191 54.1

p <0.0001

(31_ .505)
=

p <0.0000:3

1: . - = 4) 01(26.:319)
ps<0.001

Equation 1. Regression of Gth grade score
on 5t11 grade score, sex, attendance, health

'problems, family status, fzither's occupation,
mother's occupation, iige, and whether addi-
tional services were received under remedial
reading:or gifted program.

Equation 2. Same as Eq. 1-, adding dichot-
omous variables l'otschool attended by
each child.

-.1..:quat ion :3. Same as Eq. 1, addingdichot-
°mous variableii' for classroom attended by
each child.

R2 for Black
Children

R- for Mexican
An1erican (hildren

0.57 0.6.1

0.65 0.67

0.71 0,71

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

suspected were excluded. Growth in reading achievement depended_ on_the school
and classroom to which the child was assigned.-Stated-differently, if' One wants to
predict as.hild'g-achieverne-nt at the end of' a school year, and one already knows the
child's achievement level at the beginning of' the year and has data on the child's
background, it is still extremely important to know which school and classroom.the

-chiid -attended..We may infer that the reaSon for these significant school and class-
room effects is that different "inputs"school policies and classroom experiences
were received by children, depending on the schools and classrooms they were
enrolled in. We'rnay also inCer that these different policies and experiences are very
important in determining each child's reading achievement, even after taking ac-
count 'ofthe many strong nonschool factors that obviously affect student's learning.
This finding confutes the conclusion ofseveral cross-sectional studies, including the
Coleman Report, that school differences are only slightly related to achievement

31
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once background variables have been taken into account. (See Mosteller and Moyni-
'han, 1972, pp. 15-16, 19-22.)

The answer to the management question, then, seems to be that both individual
schools and individual classrooms are affecting students' reading achievement lev-
els. ('ertain schools and classrooMs in our sample produce students whose reading
achievement is higher than that orstudents elsewhere who'started with similar 5th
grade scores and backgrounds. This finding is consistent with t he district's policy or
goal-setting fbr reading at the individual school level, and with granting substantial
responsibility, authority, and some_resources to schools as they work to carry out-
their programs:Because schools in the district are clearly diverse, it.makes sense
to Permit them substantial autonomy in managing;their affairs; this policy is consis-
tent with our findings on the orschools and teachers to pursue policies that
produce reading gains lor their students.'

Such diversity points up the impossibility orformulating a:quick fix- policy to
promote equal reading gains in all or the dislrict's classrooms. (Our analysis or the
factors that produced improved reading achievement also suggests that no massive
programs or single strategies can raise reading scores all at once.) However, it may
be poSsible to improve reading on .a schbol-by-school and classroom-by-classroom
basis.

The finding that the classroom to whg a child is assigned is ,a significant
predictor of his or her progress during the .school year permits ah analysis of' in-
dividual teachers' contributions to students' learning gains.lifthere had turned out
to be no differences among classrooms with respect to students' gains, then it would
not be possible to compare teachers' classroom reading aCtivities to see which are
most effective, as we shall do in the next section.) OUr findings regarding the man-,
agement question, then, are that classroom outcomes are diverse and that classroom
policies are i"mportant contributions to reading achievement. The next section dis-
cusses the nattire and magnitude of' these contributions.

THE SCHOOL ALLOCATION QUESTION: HOW SHOULD ,
RESOURCES AND ENERGIES BE ALLOCATED?

The success of the reading program critically depends upon discovering how tb
use the limited supply of school resources and staff energies in a school to the
greatest positive effect. Since principals and school staff' members must constantly
choose among many policies fbr enhancing reading achievement, we examined the
relationship orreading to a number drsuch policies. We fbcused on school "inputs"
the things that may affect reading growth-7that are actually under the control or
the individual school, its teachers, and its community. We will discuss fbur such
categories of' reading inputs:

' If' we had lbund that a child's schonl and classroom did not contribute to determining his or her
reading achievement, we would have concluded that thew was no basis Ibr allocating the responsibility
and authority for reading programs to the schools. The flict that our finding is that schwils and classrooms
do matter is consistent with allocating responsibility co the'schools, but it is riot sulficient evidvnev that
this should he done. 'Phis is because w couki not i nvest igate the effects. if any. of' vtirying the dist rict 's
policies regarding school authority and responsibihty, sinw these imlicies did not vary in our sample. In
pnrticular, we did not consider the efrects of policies that could hold individual schools accountahle fbr
students' gains, if' the schools were to be given additional authority over their programs.

3 2
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The teacher attributes that shape the instrustional process,
The classroom setting in which reading is taught,
The curricular and instructional methods used, and
The tmplementatton-of pi ograms for reading instruction.

We conducted our analysis for slightly less than 400 Black students who were
6th graders in 1974-75. We analyzed the increase in reading achievement that
occurred during the 6th grade, using data on students who took reading tests at the
end of the 5th and again at the end of' the 6th grade. and who were enrolled in
classrooms whose teachers completed a lengthy questionnaire that probed ap-
proaches to reading instruction, attitudes, and Other attributes. The questionnaires
allow us to examine in detail which classroom factors produced reading gains; our
results depend dirgctly on the cooperation of .81 teachers who took the time to
answer our questions. (Two teachers did not complete the questionnaire. Because we
lacked information about their classroom practices, it was necessary to exclude their
students from our analysis.)

We conducted equally extensive analyses. for Mexican American students, but
were unable to uncover statistically significant relationships between their achieve-
ment and the school inputs we measured. Since we know that school and classroom
differences are important determinants of their reading achievement, we conclude
that we were unable to discover what policies account for their learning. This may
be due to poor measurement, erroneous model specification, or insufficient informa-
tion (perhaps on students' English fluency).

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

The schcol and classroom variables that we measured reflect four kinds of
educational "inputs" to student reading achievement: teacher attributes, the class-
room setting, instructional methods, and the implementation of the reading pro-
gram. '

We investigated the effects of variables related to each of these factors on 6th
grade reading achievement, after controlling ('or the effects of prior achievement and
student background. Since prior achievement and student background obviously-

/
' The 'influence of various groups or school and classroom factors on students' reading achievement

was estimated using a multiple regression analysis. The dependent variable in the regression-equation
was a student's 6th grade reading score: independent variables were the student's initial achievement
(5t+i grade score), control variables (the student's attendance, sex, age, health, family background, and
/the supplementary nonclassroom services received), and the school and classroom factors. The existence
of' substantial multicollinearity (i.e., complex patterns of correlations among independent variables) in
the data led us to eva?.uate carefully which of' our measured variables reflected the same underlying
conceptul variables, to identify representativerneasures of these underlying phenomena, and sometimes
to create new measures by combining responses to two questionnaire items (by multiplication or by linear
combination). These efforts were guided by our categorization' of school inputs into teacher attributes,
classroom setting, instructional methods, and program implemntation. We attempted to select meaning-
ful and representative variables from categories, within each of which we anticipated considerable
multicollinearity. When we encountered high collinearity between variables in different categories, we
investigated the theoretical and empirical Teasons for the collinearity and based our decision on those
reasons.
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account fbr most of-the variation in school achievement isee App. Bi, we are interest-
ed in the incremental contribution of school and classroom inputs to students'
reading gains. .

We now turn to a discussion of the effects that we found to be significant con-
tributors to reading achievement, beyond the effects of prior achievement and stu-
dent background. Table 3.2 presents the statistical 'relationships between reading
aChievement and the school inputs we identified as important." (A.detailed descrip-

.

tion of the variables that were entered into the multiple regression an-alysis can be
fbund in App. C.)

Teacher Attributes

We analyzed two groups or teacher attributes: background characteristics and
predispositions. We collected data on several background characteristics: the teach-
er's race and ethnicity, college attended, undergraduate major; whether any gradu-
ate-training was received, amount of college instruction in reading, and teaching
experience. We fbund no evidence of a relationship between any of these character-
istics and students' reading achievement. Three explanations are possible. First,
teachers' decisions about reading instruction, and their teaching skills, may be
unrelated to backgroundcharacteristics. Second, it is possible that a teacher's back-
ground influences reading, but in an interactive fashion; fb example, a teacher's
undergraduate major in English might raise reading achievement only if the teach-
er used literature and creative writing as part of the curricultim. Since we did not
analyze any of the possible interactive effects of teacher background, we could not
detect any such influences, even if they existed:Third, we know that teacher char-
acteristics come in clusters; for example, many of the teachers who graduated from
California State University at Los Angeles also majored in acaderriic subjects, rather
than in education. As a result of this clustering, it is not possible statistically to
identify separate effects of the different characteristics ,. even if those effects exist.
(There may well be effects of teaCher background.chai-acteristics on student out-
comes that we did not measurefor example; students' sell-concept. We restricted
our analysis to the influence of school factorS on readini achievement.)

We also measured one aspect of teachers' individual attitudesloward teaching
in minority schools: their sense of efficacy in dealing with Minority students.

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

" Table 3.2 presents regression coefficients and tstatistics. Regression coefficients measure the in-
crease in the dependent variable (6th grade score, measured on a'100-point test( produced by a one-unit
increase in each independent variab!,, (the school i nputs I. The t-statistics measure statist ical sign ificv nce.
which we have coded with asterisks.

' The stanClard discussion of efficacy, on which .we based our instruments; is .1. B. Ratter (19661.
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Table 3.2

FACTORS PRODUCING IMPROVED READING FOR BLACK CHILDREN

Factor tstat. Mean S.D.

TEACHER A',I7R [BUTES

Sense or efficacy 0,31 2.51** 17,1 6.6

CLASSROOM SETTING

Disruptions 1,75 -3.21***
Number or parent visits 0.05, 1.72** 30.9 30.9

PROGRAM CONTENT

Variety or materials, with amount
of toining (linear combination)

0.65 1.81** 2.8 2.1

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES

Teacher adaptation or program OJ 1 1.39* 19,5 9.6
'Teacher-to-teacher consultatit.ms 0.66 1.-11* 5.0 1.6

Unconstrained R2 = .561
N = 356

NOTE: Table based on regression analysis o16th grade CTBS-Q2 raw reading
seore on 5th grade CTBS-R2 raw reading score sex, attendance. health problems.
family status, father's occupation, mother's occupation, age, whether additional
services were received under remedial reading or gifted programs, and the variables
displayed above. Uncon,Arained R2 is based on the equation-with background
variables only, excluding those displayed above.

Statistical confidence levels- for t-statistics:

p <0,10
p <0,05

***p <0,01

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

The data do not enable us to determine whether it is possible to raise teachers'
feelings of classroom efficacy by providing more training, support, or supprvision for
those who wish it. It is possible that an improvement in teachers' morale and
commitment could be produced by school policies that support teachers and help
them solve their classroom problems, and tliat their sense of efficacy might improve
as-a resuit. (Another possibility is that the teachers with lower feelings of efficacy
are factually describing a. problem in the way they teach that is not subject to
improvement without, for example, a change in the kind_of school or classroom to
which they are assigned, or some other substantial change in the nature of their
work.)
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Teachers can affect students reading gains in many other ways: the variables
we have just discussed refer only to their predispositions and background attributes.
Other aspects of teachers' °inputs to student achievementsuch as their teaching
skills, classroom management. and expertise in individualizationare discUssed
under other headings. though they cl ,y are important parts of teachers...influence
on children. :

Classroom Setting

BecaUse classrooms are highly diverse and complex Social and instructional
environments, we attempted_ to analyze the effect or the classrobm setting on stu-
dents' reading progress. We asked teachers to tell us about several:aspects or last
year's classroom setting: the level of disruption (fights, vandalism) in each class-
room, the number or parents who visiteo the classroom. and the number or home
visits made by each teacher. (We regard the latter two measures as classroom setting
indicators because they. characterize the classroom situation in which a strong
relationship of home and school experiences is made apparent to children.) Ailer
taking account ora Student's initial achievement (the 5th grade score), background,
and attendance, we found (ndt surprisingln,that the greater was classroom disruP-
tion, the smaller was the growth in reading achievement. Disruption may .be caused
by only a few students, but it affects the whole classroom. Valuable instructional
time Is lost as teachers strive to restore order and resolve discipline problems. To
the extent that school policies and resources can be used to help teachers prevent
disruption and establish a climate ororderly and productive learning, the imProved
classroom setting can be expected to increase reading achievement.

Greater numbers. of parent visits to the_classroom also were assOciated -with
higher levels orreadingprogress.8 For our sample or 6th grade teachers, the median
number of Visiting parents vas 15 (the median number of home visitS was two). We
speculate that the relationship between parent visits and reading achievement
reflects teachers' varying succeSs in drawing parents into the educational process.
We examined whether the individual students whose parents met with the teacher
had improved reading scores.: they did not. Parents visiting in classrooms apparently
affect students as a group; this finding contributes to our belief that parent visits
reflect the dtmosphere of a classroom.

11 the foregoing.speculations are accurate, a policy that strongly encouraged
parent visits Might not necessarily produce increased readinachievement. This is
because the number or visits may be simply an indicator oNcedain teachers'
capabilities for enhancing student motivation and work habits by itivolvingparents.

so, merely mandating the use of visitation would not automatically, raise.other
teachers' capabilities to affect these processes. However, it is clear that\classrooms
that were visited by parentsreceived a benefit in readingachievement that.applied
to all of its students.

" Because parent visits and teachers...home visits were highly c.orri,tted. r Wilt, and appear to
measure the same kind or classroom atMosphere. we concentrated ou(qinintitative imalysis on parent
visits.

_
, .

_

36
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Curricula and Instructional Methods: Substance of the Reading
Program

A teacher's reading program may affect achievement fbr two reasOns: because
or its specific content and approaches, or because or the way it is applied by an
individual teachers Without direct observation of each teacher's combination of
teaching methods, techniques for reading instruction, grotiping practices, and use
or materials, onlY summary measures or teachers' instructional activities can be
gathered. The enormous diversity, of pedagogical approaches being used in our 20
schools further complicates any. statistical analysis, based on a restricted nUmber of
teachers. While recognizing these serious limitations, we collected data on several
aspects of each teacher's reading curriculum and instructiorial.methods.

Our data enabled us to consjder the effect on reading instruction of the fbllowing
curriculum elements:

Techniques for reading instr uction (individual diagnosis, word-attack, com-
prehension, and supplementary reading method's," as well as the amount
or time spent on reading instruction),
Nontraditional teaching techniques (team-teaching an,d open Classroom
approaches'" that deviate from traditional classroom methods), and
Teachers' use of a variety of materials fbr different students at the same
time.

In general, the curriculum measures that we investigated were not systemati-
cally related to better or worse levels of reading achievement. The absence of sign ifi-
cant statistical relationships probably means that the curricula were used jn some
effective ways and some ineffective ways, and that on balance there was no predict-
able effect due to a teacher's merely having used a particular curriculum or tech-
nique. An important exception to this general conclusion is our 'finding that teach-
ers' use or a variety of materials was strongly reiated to increased reading achieve-
ment. This finding relates to the way 'teachers actually apply a teaching teChnique,
rather than to particular characteristics of a technique or approach.

Because there is a great deal of variation in the ways that any particular reading
curriculum can be carried out in classrooms, we attempted to formulate a measure
of the actual behavior of teachers in relation to the most frequently emphasized
instructional approach to reading, that of individualized and diagnostic instruction.
We asked teachers how much their school's reading program had actually affected
their "use of a greater variety of materials for different children at any one time."
Our case studies provided evidence that this behavioral measure reflected an impor-
tant area of reading instruction: the extent to which teachers deal effectively with
the complex and difficult operations required for individualization. Our finding that

Individual diagnosis techniques emphasize the specific, highly disaggregated skill weaknesses ttiat
each chilthhas as he or she.progresses. Word-attack techniques are aimed at improvinga child's ability
to decode lor "sound Out") unforniliar words, usually emphasizing phonics. Supplementary reading
techniques emphasize comprehension through spelling, study skills, and the teaching dreading in other.
subjects, such as social studies. ComPrehension strategies use story,reading and oral reading to increase
students understanding of what they read.

I" Team-teaching is a technique in which two or more teachers share the responsibility for their
classes, with each teacher teaching certain subjects to all of the students. Open classroom approaches
involve more child-centered. independent-study tasks than the "teacher-centered" traditional classroom
in which teacher assignments and the lecture method predominate.
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a teacher's i/se of a greater variety of materials was positively related to reading
achievement supports the interpretation that an individualized curriculum (when
thoroughly put into practice) produces higher achievement. The likely importance
ofeffectively implementing such a reading program led.us to inspect the relationship
olvaried materiali3usage to the aMount oftraining received by teachers; in addition,
their correlation is substantial, perhaps because,it takes new ideas and skills for
teaChers to effectively. use diverse materials simultaneously. When we combined the
effects olvaried materials usageand teac her. training (to reflect theinterdependerice
and the frequent joint occurrence of these two classroom inputs), we found a very
large and significant relationship with reading achievement. (See Table 372.)

The numerous-specific curriculum measures for which we did not ideatily signifi-
cant relationships to reading outcomes included the following:

1. Various techniques ,tn- reading instruction,. For the four ma1or clusters of
reading strategies we investig'ated (individual diagnosis, word-attack, compreh:sn-
sion, and supplement'ary reading), our general finding is that the use olany particu-
lnr approach seems not to be associated with higher or lower progress-in reading.
(Our measure of individual diagnostic techniques was mach less strongly related to
reading achievement than was the use of varied materials, .despite their conceptual
similarity. We hypothesize that variety of materials is a more -behavioral" measure
of actual individualization, as compared with teachers'. reports of whether so:called

individualized techniques are in use.)
2. Nontraditional teaching techniques. We did hot discover a significant rela-

tionship between either: team-teaching or open classroO'in approaChes and students'
reading achievement. In other words, some students benefited from these teaching
techniques and others did .nol; on balance, no sYstematic effect on reading achieve-
ment was ptoduced.

It would be incorreet to conclude that these techniques are not useful. With the
exception of the extent to which varied materials are used for different students,

,c which proved to be a strong and effective strategy, we would conclude that there is
a great deal of Variation in the effectiveness with which various reading programs
have been used in our sample classrooms.

We-also found no significant relationship .between achievement and timespent
on reading instruction. (Reading time perday ranged from 45 minutes to two hours.)
We would suggest an interpretationolthis finding parallel to our explanation of the
effect.of reading strategies: we. do not know that more instruction does not help, but ,/
we do believe that there is great variation in how effectively instructional time is7
spent. The implication is that administrators and teachers should concentraton
policies fOr enhancing the quality of reading :instruction, rather than mante an

increase in its quantity. It,appears that the quality of a reading..program is not
necessarily determined by its content or its quantity (within limits). Instead,,quality
seems to depend on how well the school's reading programwhatever it isis
adapted to the needs and capabilities of each teacher and classroom. This link
between a reading program and Student achievement can be good or bad, effective
or ineffective, for'a wide variety of specific reading programs.

Implementation of Reading Programs

We investigated the ways in which the 20 schools implemented their reading
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programs. By implementation we mean the policies and activities that affected how
easily, how flexibly, and how thoroughly the reading program was carried out by
teachers in each :;,-chool (as opposed to the specific instructional content of the read-
ing. program). We studied implementation because educational programs are not
.self-propellinpthey do not automatically begin to function in every situation just /
as their designer -nttended they Should. Instead, each teacher must find practical
ways to carry out thYreading program, thki'ng into account his or her strengths and
weaknesses..students' capabilities, interests and motivations, and the sUpport and
facilities made available by the school. The various ways in which the' new reading
programs were installed--with or without the Use of training, for instancevaried
greatly for the teachers and schools in our sample. We found that implementation
decisions do affect the ,level of' achievement ,produced by reading kograms.

The role of:teachers in implementing a reading program can be either large or
small, for any particular kind of reading. program. In examining the influenceof the
teacher's role in implementation, on improvement in reading, We collected informa-
tion on whether teachers were encOuraged to conform to a predetermined program
orasked to contribute their own. ideas. Students' reading achievement was reduced
where teach rs felt that their reading instruction was expected to conform closely
to the schoo 's reading program guidelines.

Conyers 137, the more that teachers were encouraged to adapt or modify the
reading pro, ram on an individual classroom basis, the more their students increased
in reading chievement. These effects of teachers' flexibility in program implemen-
tation wer quite strong. Because these two measures appear to capture a single
dimension of' teaeher flexibility in ipplementation, and since they were highly
correlated we combined them by multiplication ibto a-single measure, wIli/ch is
strongly a d significantly related to improved reading: the More flexibility; the
greater th reading achievement. See Table 3.2. (Of' course, there is a limit to this
finding: w ien teachers are completely independent in deciding how to teach reading,
then ther is no school-wide program, and'school poliCies are irrelevant to classroom
outcomes )

Beca se the teaching of' reading is a.. difficult and complex task, many of the
schools u ed some of their discretionary budget to provide training and resource staff
to aSsist eachérs in putting the reading prograni into action. We analyzed the effects
of' several of' these "implementation strategies," which attempt .to. increase the
effectiveness of' the readibg program by helping teachers to get the most out of
whatever reading.system has beeR chosen. We found that additional training con-
tributed to effective implementation of' reading programs; ,ag we discussed earlier,
we combined our measure of training with the measure of teachers', use of varied
materials, in order to sharpen the effeot of' that aspect' of curriculUrn on reading
outcomes. We also _found that teachers' informal consultations with other teachers
about the. reading program produced significant advances in their students' rea'ding;
in a sense, teachers are an expert resource for their colleagues, and the v'Alue of their
experienCes f'or other teacherS' trying to imDlement the'reading program can be quite
high. The_relationship of teacher-to-teacher" consultations to increased reading
achievement was strong and Statislicay significant, The implication of this. findinw
is that. implement'ation problems Gan. be solved by, staff members in each school.

While our fese'arch ditrcot investigate the cOsts of' any of these strategies for
implementing new reading programs (and so cannot jullge their cost-effectiveness),
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we. were 'able to document the substantial positive influexce.on readirfg that is due
tö'training and teacher-to--teacher consultation. Since these approaches can be use.d
with any reading program, th. ey .may present dpportunities fbr school officials to
assist teachers'qn implementing a wide range of instructional methods for reading.
Our findings regarding the implementation of reading programs reinfbrce the idea
that how a prograM is carried out may well be more iniportant than its partial*

...tchniOues lind methods.'
While the school inputs we have fbund to be related to reading achievement are

significant predictors dreading improvement, tHeir ihterpretation depends to some--
extent on our assumptions about the ;alidity a the district's test scores that we
analyzed. To-show the extent to which the findings are sensitive to our corrections
for possible invalidity of test scores. Table 3.3 presents separate analyses for three
groups. of' Black students. First, we performed the analysis of effective reading
Castors For all of the 13.lack students in our sample. Second, we obtained results for
the sample excluding students in the six classrooms N7vhere our field researcrh indi-
cated _test exposure almost,certainly occurrecliThis is the sampte corrected for
probabletest ex-posure that we used as the basis for the analysis discussed above.)
Third. we further ex6uded all students in the four classrooms where alarge propor-
tion of students made very large gains. (We had done additional fieldwork in an
attempt to !ocate evidence of test exposure in each of the high-gain classrooms, but
obtained no additional independent reports of test exposure) As to be expected, our
results are sensitive to which groups of students are included and which ate ex-
cluded; we conducted three gnalyses to enable us to evaluate the irpplications of

Table 33-

COMPARISON OF REGRESSION RESULTS, WITH 'CORRECTION

FOR POSSIBLE TEST EXPOSURE °

Factor

All
Black

Student:4

,"Exposed"
Students ..
Excluded .-

"Exposed'. and
High-Gain ,

Groups Excluded.

Coer t -St at Coe'. !-St at- Goer- t-St-at

-'.bisrupttons -2.02 -3,6 -1,75 3,2 0,::-;5 l .6
Niimber or parent visits 0.01 0.3 10,95 1.7 0.004 0,1
Sense pi effix;wy 0.81 2,S. 0.31 '2,5 0.37 ;1.3
Variety of materials, with f

amoutit a training 0,95 2.6,, 0,65 1.:.:', _ 0.66 1,9
Teaclwr a'dalnat ion or pmgram 0,15 1.9 - 0.11 1.-: -0.001 -0.01
Tracher-to-teachor consultations 0.89 19 0,66 1,1 s. 0.19 0:-1

It 2 0.67 0.70 0.76
Unconstrained R 0,55 0.58 0,73
N 373 356 :'61

NOTE: 'Fable is based on regression-anali,.ses of 6th grath. UT13S-Q..2. raw reading score'
on 5th grade GTBSR2 ra.w reading score. sex. al teildance..hcalt h 'problems. family Status,
lather's occupation, mother's occupation. age. whether additional servires were receiad
untler remedial reading or girrid programs. and th,', variables displayed above, Uncon-
sb-ained R2 is based on the equation with background variables only, excltiding tliose
dis.played above. .
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',Table :IA_

AVERAGE AND SIMULATED READING OCORES FOR' BLACK CHILDREN..

FOR ALTFIUXATE ASSUMPTIONS ON TEST VAUDITY

4

Heading Score.
5th gode

Sample Excluding

Classes
with Verified

Test Exposure

All
with Very

High Gains

Average_raW score 35.8 37.6
Average gain 15.S 1 3-.1

6th grade
Averagi raw score T.1.6 51.0
Hypothetical increase

from effective factors 12.6 7.1

Hypothetical 6th grade raw
score with effective factors 61.2 58.4

NOTE: Scores are based on s:ouples tfr Bltivk childnn for whom
complete dat a. were available. "Classes..with verified test exposure" are
those six Masses for which there was field evidence of test ex posurt%
"All classewith very high gains" comprise four more classes for which
there was some statistical evidence th'at the district's wading scores may
not have been valid. Ilypotlwtical scores were computNI using regres
Sion coefficients in Table :3.3. Data on "effective factors" are tlw high-
est valnes on the school inputs that oecurred in our sample,

the inputs that are associated with reading achievement. Another approach to the
questien of how to improve minority students' reading instruction is to investigate
whether adequate and accurate infbrmatipn is avinlable to administrators at in-
dividual schook, so that they can act to identify and correct instructional weak-
nesses, and can support the strengths of the instructional program. The complexity
and extremely kirge size of' the LAUSD make it unproductive tbr many important
iducational decisions to be made centrally. (Our findings regarding teachers' flexibil-
ity in im)lementing the reading program cast doubt on the wisdom ofsuch a policy,
even it' it were possible. In (het, the district's School Preferred Reading Prr ',ram
clearly emphasizes the need fbr individual schools to have substantial autonomy in
phinning their ceading programs.) Therefbre, we have attempted to discover
whether principals possess sufficient information to judge the effectiveness of each
of their teachers,"

'We asked ,Principals to describe the perfbrmance of' their 6th grade teachers on
several dimen;;ions of classroom style and effectiveness in reading instruction. Their
responses represent what they believe to be the strengths and weaknesses of' each
oftheir teachers, These descriptions, taken as a group, were strongly correlated with
the reading achievement of' students in each teacher's classroom. Because it was

This analytical approach was first used in Richard .1. Murnarw's study, The Impart Srhool
nesources (al. the Leandro; of Inner City Children, Ballinger Publishing Company, Cambridge, Milstin

19M.
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diffiCult to identify which dimension best reflected the actual gains made in a teach-
er's chassroom (because of intercorrblations among the assessments), however, we
combined the multiple measures into a single summary of the principal's assess-
ment of each teacher. The 'data indicate that the sum of the principal's descriptions
of each teacher was a very good predictor of' students' reading achievement. (See
Table 3.5); note that this analysis finds that principals' assessMents, both positive
and negatjve, are accurate predictors of reading outcomesnot that principals' as-
sessments prodiwe certain outcomes.)

rlearly, then, principals have the information and the analytic.capacity to
identify their teachers' instructional strengths as well as the problems facing them.
Whether or not they have the time: resources, and desire to act on that knowledge,
we cannot say. Yet one implication ofthis finding is that principals may have enough
information to make poicy decisions at the school level.

We found principals' assessments to be good predictors of student reading out-
comes for both Black, and.Mexican American students.(See Table 3.5.) Depite our
inability-to identify statistical ly'significant relationships between specific classroom
inputs and the reading achievement of Mexican American children, it is ckar that
the principals of schools serving these children are able to identify effective and
ineffective classrooms, based on their observation of' each teacher.

Answers to the School Allocation Question

This analysis has attempted to illuminate the central allocation problem con-
fronting school staff: How can the school's finite supply of resources and staff energy
be mof4t effectively used to increase reading achievement? We found school factors
that are strongly related o reading achievement, as well as numerous factors that
show no relationship to achievement. We regard these findings as offering sugges-
tions for educational policy decisions.

Teachers matter for reading: their sense of efficacy in teaching miluirity children
contributes to r.eadiv achievement. This finding is important both for teachers
whose investment of .energy and commitment in the educational process is too
frequently underemphasizedand for school officials who may be able to support
the morale and commitment of teachers.

Classroom atrnosphere affects the reading Afains of all of the students in a class.
Our measurements ofthe classroom setting are not subtle, but they confirm that the
background forlearning can affect teachers' and students' productivity. Classes with
high levels of disruption had diminished reading achievement; classrooms with
frequent parent visitors had increased reading achievement. These measures of the
setting created by the school and the teacher, and probably other aspects of' the
classroom setting whose effects we did not measure, are significant determinants of'
reading improvement, lf there are barriers to the improvement of classroom setting
that are remediable by using school ,resources and staff energies, then principals
may be in a position to produce a reading "payoff" by removing the barriers.

InstrIwtioral programs can contrthute to reading success, though merely intro-
ducinig a new reading sy.stem will not necessarily affect achievemetit. Reading Cur-
riculli do not, by themselves, determine a program's success or failure, Achievement.
varies widely among classrooms t hat have very similar curricula and wading strate-
gies. This may imply that any of the reading programs we studied can be effective

4 .3
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Table 3.5

PRINCIPALS' ASSESSMENTS AS PREDICTORS OF

READING ACHIEVEMENT

Itvm
Black

Stodents

Mexican
American
Students

Coefficient of priucipals' assessments sum
t-statistic

0.22
3.21

0.10
1,90

Confidence level for t!statistic p < 0.001 P < 0,05
Mean, standard deviation 39.7, 8.8 11.0,
112 of eqoation 0.586 0.665
Number of cases 500

NOTES: Table is based on regression analysis of 6.th grade- CTBS-Q2
raw reading score On 5th grade CTBS-Q2 raw reading score, sex, atten-
dance, health problems, family status, father's occupation, mother's
occupation, age, whether additional services'were received under reme-
dial reading or gifted programs, and the sum of principals' assessments
of each child's classroom teacher.

The principals' assessment sum includes the following components,
each measured on a quitntitative scale:.

--Maintaining consistent and reasonable control and discipline in the
classroom;

Planning and execoting lessons and other classroom activities crea-
tively and thoroughly;
Creating an atmosphere of excitement and eagerness to learn ("turns
kids on");
Implementing the reading program as it was laid out, according to
guidelines and on schedule;
Effectively using a management system to monitor students' acqui-
sition of reading skilLs;

Individualizing reading instruction to addrem the needs of each
learner (e.g., effective use of flexible grouping);
Effectively combining comprehension and skills instruction to.create
a balanced reading curriculum;

Helping students to develop skills necessary for good performance on
4andardized tests;

Developing effective-learning centers in reading and other content
areas.

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

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

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

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

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter has dealt with two issues:

The management question of' the extent to which district-, school-, and
classroom-level decisions have differential effects on reading achievement,
and
The school allocation question of how a schbol's limited resources and
energies can be allocated to produce improved reading.

In our analysis of' the 'management question, we examined whether or not a
student's school and classroom had an .impact on his or her 6th grade reading
achievement. We found that individual schools and classrooms are highly signifi-
cantly related to students' reading'achievement, for both Black and Mexican Ameri-
can children. In our Study of' the school allocation question, we analyzed the effects
of' a wide variety of factors on achievement. Most of' the specific attributes and
programmatic factors had little effect on reading, providing evidence that classroom-
level implementationrather than any technical solutionis the central factor in
6th graders' reading progress. Moreover, we were able to identify some particular
school and classroom factors that have substantial power to influence reading
achievement for Black students. Despite our efforts to identify such factors for
Mexican American students, our analysis was confounded by the effects of' un-
measured variables (and perhaps by variation in the level of English fluency across
Mexican American children.) Finally, we found that principals possess accurate
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information about the relative strengths and weaknesses or their teachers in read-
ing instructioncfor both Black and,Mexican American aludents.

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

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

IN PRACTICE

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

SCHOOL-LEVEL POLICIES AND CHARACTERISTICS

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

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

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

' Becaust nu le of the classrooms Or schools we observed embodied r.11 the l'actors discus see. ir this
chapter. we do not know empirically what the effects or all these variables would be if they were ..:sed
simultaneously,Ilit were practical to implement all of them. however. there is no reason to believe they
would exert anything other than a positive effect on reading achievement.
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try to encourage greater professionalism and classroorn'-level innovation in the way
they allocate extra materials and resources to individual classroomsgiving a pro-
portionately larger share-to teachers who wish to implement new approaches. Other
principals haye used a faculty newsletter to discuss new and effective techniques
that particular teachers are trying, thereby highlighting innovative approaches and
reinforcing teacher initiative.

Those principals who were most effective in maintaining a school environment
supportive of' teacher efforts visited individual classrooms often (perhaps once a
week) and went there with a specific purpose in mind. For example, they might
observe whether learning centers had been established or whether students had
been given clear guidelines for working independently. On some visits, the principal
was accompanied by the reading coordinator or a reading resource teacher. In any
event, the principal would try to coordinate his or her perceptions of' teacher needs
and teacher requests for additional material or assistance with the reading special-
ists. The teachers therefore knew.there was administrative concern with and inter-
est in what went on in the classroom. These visits also provided information to
principals about the kinds of support .that would be most useful to particular teach-
ers. Our analysis indicated the importance of classroom visits by parents. Here again
principals can take constructive action. They can encourage parental and commun-
ity involvement, and with the right kind of programs can be instrumental in actual-
ly bringing parentS into the school. Principals at.several schools we visited have
stimulated parental involvemnt in the school by establishing extensive activity
programs and by encouraging teachers to seek the inVolvement of' their students'
parents. School choirS and other extracurricular activities have been started for the
students, and a full program of events has been Organized to involve parents, includ-
ing mother-daughter teas and parental participation in school-sponsored athletic
events, such as bowling nights and baseball games. All such activities are designed
to bring parents to the school in an informal and unthreatening way. Principals and
teachers at schools that have used such techniques have found that parental partici-
pation in nonacademic events has often expanded into an interest in the school's
academic program. (The effectiveness of' these approaches is further explored in
Chap. 5, from the perspective of parents.)

Other payoffs from these activity programs can also affect reading achievement.
A well-rounded program of extracurricular activities often motivates more children
to come to school regularly (and thus to reading classes). Principals believe that
these programs raise teacher morale. Teachers see that parents are interested in fte
school, sometimes to the point of paying attention to the maintenance and cleanli-
ness of the school physical plant. Activity programs to involve parents may appear
to be related only indirectly to reading achievement, but they affect such factors as
parental classroom visits and teacher morale, which affect reading achievement
more directly.

CLASSROOM ATMOSPHERE AND TEACHER ATTRIBUTES

Teacher attributes and general classroom atmosphere are important to reading
achievement. As indicated earlier, 1,-,wever, teacher attitudes are more significant
than their background characteristics. The most effective reading teachers had a
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strong sense of personal efficacy in teaching minority children; they believed they
could "get through" even to children with shaky motivation or home background.

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

Another factor found to contribute to improved reading achievernent was teach-
er visitS with parents (either in the classroom or at ,the students' homes). Most
teachers who worked to maximize the number of these visits believed they served
two purposes. First of all, by meeting with parents, teachers were able to get a better
idea of what made their students "tick"see the relationship between classroom
behavior and the students' life outside school. Secondly, these teachers believed that
classroom discipline was less of a problem if students knew the teacher was in
contact with their parents and that classr000m discipline would be reinfbrced in the
home. This reinforcement, however, was not confined to disciplinary matters; for
example, one teacher used ietters to parents and an extraordinary number of home
,visits to encourage parents to read with their children. By the end of the school year,
one-third of the parents of this teacher's :ii.udents were reading regularly with th'eir
children.

C As these examples illustrate, the successful teachz.rs were willing to expend
considerable efrort, and the results showed up in the classroon'i atmosphere they
created. Their classrooms were well organized and suffered few disruptions Stu-
dents knew what was expected or them, and knew the purpose of each instruct nal
unit. Above all, these teachers were able to challenge and motivate their stude ts
by achieving a balance between positive reinfbrcement and strict discipline.

READING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Another set of significant variables were relnted to program implementation.
One importailt factor was the use or school resources for teacher in-service training.
The schools in our sample varicd in the amount and kind of stair in-service they
provided. One school, however, devised a plan that provided consistent, ongoing staff
development in a fairly inexpensive way. The school hired a physical education
coach who works with all classes at each grade-level for one period a day. During

4
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this time, the teachers at 4_given grade-level attend staff development sessions
conducted by the school's math and reading coor-dinators. These;sessions are orient-
ed to topics and problems that the teachers themselves raise. This type of staff
in-service has the advantage of providing regular and practical staff development as
well as physical education instruction for students, all at a relaively low cost. (Of
course:we found that other programs of staff development also had positive effects
on student achievement.)

Another aspect of program implementation is the extent of interaction among
classroom teachers. We found that teachers' informal consultations with other
t...-qichers about the reading program produced significant adVances in students'
reading achievement. At some schools this consultation is done on a reguIar basis
and on the teachers' own initiative. At one school, for example, the 6th grade
teachers agreed to meet during their lunch hour throughout.the first year of the
school's Preferred Reading Program. They discussed common problems and ex-.
changed ideas about the modificatIon and adaption of' reading program materials.
At other schools, interaction among faculty members was built into the schools'
in-service program. For example, one set of eleinentary schools that feed into the
same junior high school take turns presenting a classroom demonstration of their
reading program, followed by a workshop two weeks later. At least one teacher from
each school in the complex attends and then reports back to his or her school. This
type or program allows teachers to see how reading instruction is conducted in other
schools and, at the same time, facilitates teacher interaction both with a given school
and across a number of schools.

Our research also indicates that the more teachers are encouraged to adapt or
modify the reading program, the greater is the increase in their students' reading
achievement. Teachers modified their schools' reading programs in a variety of
ways. For example, a number Of teachers prepared written exercises to correspond
to a reading program's oral drills, while others used supplementary books and
magazines to apply reading lessons in ways relevant to student experience and
interest. One aspect of program adaption that several teachers considered important
was their effort to get interesting books into the students' homes. Although there
was always the chance that some books might not be returned to the school, these
teachers believed the .payoff from students reading at home. either atone or with
their Parents, was well worth any lost books.

Our study concluded that, at least with regard to the schools in our sample, no
prepackaged reading program or technology will automatically produce effective
results. The significant factor is the manner in which individual schools and teach-
ers adapt a particular prograM to their students' needs. We did find, however, that
individualized and diagnostic instruction as a classroom behavior positively affects
readirig achievement. But again, individualized instruction is a useful technique
only to the extent that teachers understand the underlying basis of indivklualization
and actually carry it out effectively. For example, we observed several classrooms
using DRP (Development Reading Program), a _program designed as individualized
instruction. In some of these classrooms, however, the teachers essentially did no
more than go through the motions, dispensing a variety of materials and supposedly
dividing students into skill-level groupings; it was clear that these teachers did not
understand the rationale of theyrogram and were not making adequate distinctions
aniong the skill-levels of their students. On the other hand, we observed other

5u
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classrooms where the reading program was primarily oriented toward basal readers,
but the teachers were aware of differences among their students, devised individual-
ized materials, and could target their instruction to specific skill-level groupings.

CONCLUSIONS

As noted elsewhere in ,this report, neither prepackaged reading techniques nor
\specific teacher background characteristics were amonwthe factors found to contrib-

lite to improved reading achievement. Instead, we found that policies enhancing the
i4lementation of whE,tever'reading program the school had selected were effective.
in ?aising students' reading scores. The examples presented in this chapter show
that :kciividual principals and teachers can approach the ask of reading instruction
in a vaety of ways. No school or elassroom maximized all the factors that contrib-
ute to retAting achievement, but the schools and classrooms discussed in this chapter
effectivelyed some of those factors to enhance their reading programs. In spite
of the.diversit olapproaches and techniques we observed, however, one generaliza-
tion can be made about the elements of a successful.reading program: in practice,
these factors ret a belief on the part of principals and teachers that children can
be taught to read. regardless ot motivation or background, and that reading instruc-
tion can be oriented to the needs of individual students.



Chapter 5

PARENT AND CAI.MUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN THE
SCHOOLS

The past ten years have witnessed increasing parent and community involve-
ment in the schools. Community involvement is seen both as an end in itself', and
as a way to affect educational outcomes. Most studies have concentrated on the
fornier view; to date, no studies have demonstrated that community inVolvement of'
a certain kind over a prescribed time period affects educational outcomes. Problems
encountered in obtaining comparable experimental .and control populations, in
measuring participation, and in specifying educational outcomes make such studies
difficult. As a result, we are left with case-study informatiOn that leads us to believe
that community involvement in a school is important without knowing exactly how-
it is important.

In thiS small st.bstudy,with its limited resources, we could not hope. to .go much
beyond previous work in, demonstrating the effects of parent and community in-
volvement on educational outcomesin this case, reading achievement.

Nevertheless, we believed we could obtain a more complete picture or our 20
schools if we analyzed some infbrmation about their communities. We therefbre
conducted a series ofabout 40 interviews, with parents, community residents, agency
personnel, and community organization people, collecting information about the
role, function, and perceived effectiveness of'parents and community members with-
in the schools.'

METHODS

A largely open-ended irae,-view schedule was designed to assess.t},e involvement
and influence of parents arid ,limmunity groups with the schools, -with -particular

- . _ -

emphasis on reading; and to determine the extent of openness of the school to the
community, including activities undertaken by the school to encourage parent and
omrnunity participation. We strove to make the instrument consistent with corn-
munit3 -nncerns. The instrument was reviewed by community members with
experience in program evaluation, who assured the research tearn that it was both
comprehensive and sensitive to community variables.

Interviews were limited to a random subsample of ten schoOls from the original
sam; le: five each from the Mexican American and Black communities. The schools
sek ted reflected the spectrum of socioeconomic conditions to be found in those
coummunities. Interviews were conducted by study team members who were ethni-
cally Idcmtified with the respective minority communities included in the study.

' Conimit tee, made up or representatives or each of the ethnic education commissions,
advised the re;...arch team. This committee consisted of Mrs Ruby Aguilar, Mexican American Education
Coimaisskm: Mr. Walter Jones, Black Education Commission: Ms. Ann Mikol, American lpdian EdUca-
tion Commission, cnd M r. Na ncy Oda, Asian American Education Commission.
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Respondents were sought from among parents' groups (both those organized
within the scheol and those outside), community groups who come in contact with
the schools, anti individual parents and commupity Members known to be active in
the schools or in school-related .issues. In general, three respondents were inter-
viewed from each school and:several others from the community at large. Those
interviewed included educational aides, student voiunteers, members of community
agencies, and district personnel who worked With the schools through the various
area offices.2

.
-Al

LEVEL OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The interview data revealed a pattern of active school solicitation of parent and
community involvement. However, certain kinds of' parent/community efforts ap-
peared to be, much more effective than others. Large school-to-school differences
were fbund in the arntrint of participation by community and parents. These differ-
ences were consistent wi0 the extent to which the salool structured its relationship
with pai4nts and .cotninity to integrate thein into the school and its activities..The
level of involvement did nOt vary as a simple function of neighborhood stability and

------ income level. One of the schools with a lower degree of' participation and school/
community integration was in a visibly stable neighborhood of single4amily homes,
while one of the schools with a higher participation and integration le'vel was in a

, neighborhood which was rapidly changing, and in which there were many multiple
unit dwellings, generally crowded housing conditions, and high levels of' transiency.
It may be m'Ore difficult to obtain parent involvement in more transient communi-
ties, but the key to such involvement appears to be the leadership both of' school
administrators and of' conce.rned community residents.

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

The upper row of Tdble t.1 represents the various policy stances taken by the
schools relative to community inVolvement..Listed directly .below them are exam- '
ples of activities schools may initiate to carry out those policies.

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

' Attempts were rnade to iden dry a spectrum or opinion in the schools. However, this was not always
possible because or the problems presented by respondent identification and selection. Those identified
by the school as active are most likely to be proponents. Dissicknts, in general, are either not identified
or no longer involved with the schools. This raises questions or response bias, which are common to many
research eltbrts that attempt to determine "community" attitudes' vis-a-vis some subject. lt is also
important to recognim that our analysis is based on a small sample or interviews at each school.,

'1 The continuum represents only a convenient way to discuss the s( hoots. Since schools upon which
the continuum was based were t,hen ranked i n terms or the continuum, it shouiti not be considered a test
or validution of' the approach..
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ning of a broader approach to outreach; these schools provided programs and ser-
vices fbr community people as well as parents. Additionally, the school may begin
to have visibility in the neighborhood at community functions not directly related
to the educational program. Columns 4 and 5 represent still higher levels of outreach
and involvement,.to the point that the school makes space available I o parents and
community people. The provision &space. appears to foster a feeling of "belonging"
among parents and community.'

The school's in our subsample were found on all points of this continuuni. Alm'ost

all the schools had some very active parentsbut the num6ers of parents and
conimunity individuals those parents could in turn moyize ortlelegate responsibil-
ity to were much smaller at the schools with a loWei-igree of community involve-
pent than at other khools.
I Issues. and patterns of involvement varied between the Black and Meximn
American subsamples. Different interviewers rated the schools within each subsam-
ple; therefore, these findings will be presented sepatately.

I THE BLACK COMMUNITY

Schools

Parents at schools that exhibited low school/community involvement tended to .

be proud of the school, and expressed fewer concerns about both their own tole in
school decisionmaking and the competence of the school's Etat!' than was the case at
the higher-involvement schools. Characteristically, they spoke of their schools as
making certain things available to parents, and tended to rely heavily on the school
administration for direction. Community involvement at these schools can best he
characterized as passive. The schools' relionship to the Parent Advisory Councils
and P.T.A. was supportive and open, but these parents tended to see themselves

This provision of space (as in categories 4 and 5 on the Kai-) 4; modified in our ratings to take into
consideration the contingencies of dill'eri ng amounts ol'available space among schools. Thus, this category
was defirwd as actual space allotted or parents' and community members' perceptions offreedom to move
about in the space or the school.

or
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to be seen by. t he school as tangential to school decisions and activities. Parents ,:ere
not generally included in school decisionmaking councils.

Column 3 in Ta represents'a midpoint of school/community integratioG.
Schools at thiyPnt tçd higher in the Black communit:es tended to have parents
who had beer act i .e and involved with the school for long periods of timesav, over
four years. ';-lhes(. parents are knowledgeabte about 'the progress of the school..and
the y. are notably able to mobilize others. Although only a few parents may attend
any given Advisory Council meeting, they know how to mobilize corlmunity interest
when an important issue arises. Parents in these schools have begun to articulate
tlieir strategies for getting wkat they want for the school from the 13(:ard of Educa-
tion. The column 3 school in the Black community sponsored a pregram of commun-
ity events, and several parents were intent on bringing other community groups into
contact with the schools.,

In the schools related to columns 4 and 5 in the Black community subsample,
parents were in and around the building fairly continuously. They. were included on
planning and monitoring committees for all school events and activities, not merely
those involving compensatory programs or auxiliary services. Although the parents
at one school did not have their ori room, theY were familiar enough with the
school's physical plan to be able to find a room in khich Lhey could talk with our
interviewers in privacy. Attendance at the average Advisory Council meeting was
highabout 40 (compared with al:Out 15 at column 1 and 2 schools).

In the Black community school..with the most parert1c[,mmunity integration,
parents were organized even before the school was estaiili,hed. They-were involved
from its inception and influenced both the naming ()Utile -.ol and the naming of'
the Child Care Center. Children's Centers in the Los Angeles Unified School District
generally assume the names of the schools at which they are located, but in this case,
the-community residents strongly felt it should have its own name. This school is
distinguished in other ways as well. Classes in sewing, millir.ry design, and typing
are offered to community eesidents, and the parents have a conference room avail-
able to them at all times. The Parent .Advisory Council has .;hcommittces that
monitor such disparate\subjects as curriculum, employmen. ot school staff, and
physical plant maintenapce. -Attendance at tLesParent Advisory Council meetings
was reported to average 4round 50.

Types of Parent and Community Involvement in the Black
Communities

Nonparents appear to be involved significantly only in the schools scoring mod-
erate and high in community integration. In the most highly integrated schools
(columns 4 and 5),.th'ere appears to be substantial involvement by students of' local
uniersities, as well as active invol vement by nonparent neighborhood residents. In
both schools there is a senior citizens group of volunteers, and in all three an open
environment for volunteer act;vities.

Involvement with reading was generally low in all schools. In most cases, the
stairselected the reading Program and sought approval of the Advisory Council. In
some s.chools pai-ents were asked to approve a fait accornpli while in others alterna-
tive programs were presented but the prior preference or selection of teachers was
made clear. In only one school, the one ranking highest in community integration,
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did it ;Appezu that th, .-ents were objectiyely educated as to the merits and draw-
backs of each progran allowed to make their own informed decision. Teachers
participated in this n .-. so the two groups were essentially acting as equals in
the decisionmal...

THE MEXICAN I tt.:RICAN COMMUNITY

Schools

The two schools in the Mexican American subsample at the lowest level (column
I) of school/community integration attempted to interest parents by sending home
notes ( neouraging the parents (.:1 vHt the schools, but did not suggest specific roles
for the parents. There was no school-wide policy on the role of' parents in the
classrooms; it Ivas left up to the parent to diseover whether a particular classroom
teacher was receptive to his or her presence. As in the Black schools with low levels
of community/school integration, parent participation was characterized by low
levels of awareness of' possible parent roles and school issues. Attendance at parent
meetings was low. and the few active parents in the school seemed at a loss as to
how to interest more parents. In one school. respondents felt the school was doing
all it could to involve parents; in the other school there was a strong feeling that
the school could be doing more. Neither ofthese schools enjoyed any significant level
of' involvement by community groups.

Three of' the five schools in the Mexican American subsample were relatively
high in school/community integration (columns 3, 4 and 5, respectively). In these
schools there was active participation by community agencies and groups and in-
creased visibility of parents at the school. These schools provided services of a
nonschool-related nature aimed at community concerns: workshops on immigration,
legal services, and welfare right)s, among others. These workshops brought in mem-
bers of the community at large And created an image of the school as a community
resource center. Two of these schools prOvided physical space for parents and parent
projects. These parents' rooms functioned as an integrative mechanism, actively
involving those who might otherwe be reluctant to participate because they did not
view such participation as appropriate,-or because of embarrassment at not speak-

\
ing English. The existence of' on,giong_projects that used the special skills of the
parents helped them to define their roles id the school. -

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

While certain issues and cultural characteristics may bring together members
of the Mexican American community, these same factors, if neglected, may create
barriers to successful school-community relations. One example is language, often
an obstacle in the school/community relationship. Many monolingual Spanish-
speakfrig parents are active and make up a Significant number of the parents on
Parent Advisory Councils, yet they may not make informed decisions. Meetings are
conducted in English and often are not translated because parents may be embar-
rassed to admit that they do not Understand English. Or, translation may only
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outline the proceedings, and parents may not trust the translator. This problem is
so pervasive that the level of awareness of monoli.ngual Spanish-speaking parents
can often be used as a gauge of the overall parent awareness in these schools. If'
monolingual ,ipanish-speakiag parents are well apprised of thc issues- in their
schoolS, it is likely that the school is making a sincere effort to communicate with
the community and respond I., its needs.

Types of Parent and Community Involvement in
the Mexican American Communities

In the Mexican American schools, parents were involved as teacher helpers,
classroom aides, and noon aides, -id worked on special projects. In all of the schools,
there was some paid parent training' tied to government sponsored educational
programs, which drew some parents into the school. They also participated by sitting
on the Parent Advisory Council, P.T.A., or various special programs' councils (e.g.,
Follow Through, Early Childhood Education). In one school, parents were invited,to
give workshops or classes on special skills they possessed. They'sometimes func-
tioned as representatives of the school at city-wide and district-wide meetings. In the
schc:ols with the highest levels of' community integration, parentg participated by
availing themselves of services Provided by the school.

The inVolvement of nonparent, community-based groups in the schools was an
important discriminator between_schools with lower and higher levels of integra-
tion. In the East Los Angeles area, community, high school, and university-affiliated
groups have played a significant role in the schools. One organization,based in the
East Los Angeles area has been respOnsible for training communify members in
techniques for organizing parents in schools. Four of the five schools in the Mexican.
American subsample were recipients of the services of this organization. The schools
that had parent workshops sponsored by the organization were those that ranked
at the higher levels of' community/school integration.

An organization affiliated with a local university had presented weekly pro-
grams aimed at ethnic identity and personal growth in several of' the 6th krade
classrooms in the three mast highly integrated schools in the sample.

.While it is difficUlt to state whether high levels ofschool/community integratiOn
caused a school to have significant participation community groups, or whether\
the higher levels of community participation was a cause of' a strengthened school/ \
community relationship, it is important to note that the two factors correlated. The
existence of nonparent, community-based groups in the schools was an important
discriminator betAen low (column 1) and higher (column 3 and above) schools.

FACTORS IMPORTANT IN SCHOOL COMMUNITY
RELATIONS

High levels of' parent and community activity did not necessarily mean that
parents were effective in setting and achieving goals. Those schools with low levels
of school/cornmunity integration were characterized by few, if any, demands by the
community. However, even in some schools with relatively high community involve-
ment and activity, parents could not remember actually having made a demand on

5I
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the school, and there was relatively little awareness of how to go about making
changes or expressing demands. In the schools where persons were most able to
point to parent-initiated or community-initiated accomplishments, the respondents
more readily related minor dissatisfhctions and had a.sense that they could create
a climate of' productive tension until they got what they wanted. There was a great
deal or awareness in these schools (basically, 4 and 5 on the scale) or the administra-
tive hierarchy, all the way up to the Board of Education. Several or the parents in
these communities had dealt w. I; school administrators at vatious levels in order
to gain satisfaction on an issue ot concern to the community. High parent/commun-
ity efficacy in all the schools surveyed was characterized by a high levci of aw .,reness
of ch.ielicommunity issues, familiarity with met hods for obtaining satisfaction that
tralscended the immediate school setting, ar z ability to generate productive
tension within the school in order to ensure thil, parent/community concerns were
acted upon. In schools where parent efficacy appeared to be low, tensions were
played down and parents exhibited relatively little awareness or alternatives for
effbcting change.

The role or the principal was repeatedly stressed as,important in establishing
a climate for school/community relations. In two schools, the principal's leadership
was cited as the impetus fbr community representation on school 'committees, in-
cluding employment screening and the selection or the reading program to be used.
In these schools, the principal took an active stance not only in involving the
parents, but in educating them so that they could make informed choices. As a
result, parents backed the principal to the hilt, even to the extent or going to the
Board or Education to push fbr the favorable resolution of issues perceived to affect
the interest of the school. In the schools characterized by active principal/commun-
ity relations, parents appeared to regard the school as theirs,.largely open to their
input, and education was seen as the joint responsibility of the parents and school
staff. In the schools with less active principal/community relations, there had been
one or More changes of principal in recent years, and it was sometimes the case that
the new principal was struggling to transfohn relative apathy into community
involvementor had difficulty in maintaining a previously established high level or
commitment.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND READING GAINS

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

RANK ORDERING ON LEVEL OF COMMUNITY

INVOLVEMENT. AND READING GAINS"

Black
Community Subsample

Mexican American
Community Subsample

Community Reading
School Involvement') Score Gain

Community Reading
School Involvement Score Gain

5 +5
(el

3 -3
2

-1 1

5
F 1 -IS

3
-d1,;) -5

-6

aCrades -I to 6 mean percentile gains.
b.rile highest rank is 5.
etjain scores at this school Were judged invalid lipeat'ise..r test exposure

problenls. Since this school was7eliminated from the analysis in Chap. 2,
We have eliminated the gain score from thiA lowyvvr. the pattern
of conlnlunity variables for this school Was consistent With the findits for
other schools in the Black stMsample.

d.fled ranking.

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

On the basis of the data we collected and our experience in related research, we
can speculate on some possible reasons for the apparent relationship between parent
and community involvement and student readinggains in the Black sample, and the
lack of such a relationship in the Mexican American sample. We noted earlier that
level-a-parenttcommunity activity-cannot be equated-with-efficacy in influencing
reading achievement. This is particularly so in Mexican American communities.
Language (and other factors) may be creating barriers to parent/community effec-
tiVeness;.we may well be observing parallel processes in the classroom and commu\n-
ity. In addition, the immediate needs of the community may at times be more salient
than the specific concerns of' classroom instruction. Outreach programs that offer
services may increase the level ofschool/community integration and benefit partici-
pants without stronglY,affecting educational programs or outcomes.

Outreach programs in, the Black communities that provide services are less
likely to be the initial attraction fbr parent involvement in the schools. Such pro-
grams increase the level of school/community integration and help to meet com-
munity needs and concerns but are more likely to inClude an educational orienta-
tion.
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We say little about causality, ofcourse. At the same time, the pattern of' findings
presents some implications for policy. It appears that in Black communities, level
of involvement in the schools may be related to reading gains. No such relationship
was found in the Mexican American communities. The mixed pattern of effect in our
sample of Mexican American schools suggests the 'possibility of more complex rela-
tionships that are obscured by the presence of' variables we did no) measure. It is
the judgment of the interviewers that if corinnunity needs and protl-esses were better
understood, a relationship between level of involvement and gains might be found
in Mexican American as well as Black communities. We believe that parent-com-
munity involvement should continue to be strongly encouraged in both communities
and that further efforts to clarify the relationships in the Mexican American com-
munity should be considered.
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSIONS

OVERALL ASSESSMENT

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

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

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

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

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Reliability of Test Results

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

Validity of Test Results
t.

Our analysis of test validity is relevant both to the interpretation of our findings
on effective school Policies and to the district's methods of assessing school-by-school
changes in reading achievement. Our first point concerns the way that reading gains
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are measured. The current policy is to report cross-sectional change, that is, to
compare different groups of' students from one year to the next. But year-to-year
differences can be largely due to differences in the ability and composition ofsucces-
sive groups of students and therefore are not a truly valid measure ofimprovernent.
To test this, we compared changes in successive 6th grade median scores (the dis-
trict's measure) with changes in individual children's scores over Jme, and f'ound
only a moderate rank order correlation. To assess true change, we must compare the
performance' of' the same group of' students between, say, 1974 and 1975 as they
passed through the 5th and 6th grades. For that reason, we recommend that the
district consider the use of' longitudinal cohort analysis like the one performed for
this study. This involves collecting and reporting data on the progress of' individual
students over time, rather than grade level data on successive cohorts.

Our second set of' comments concerns test preparation. Used appropriately, test
preparation enhances the validity of test scores and allows meaningful cross-school
and cross-classroom comparisons. However, overzealous test preparation can pro-
duce invalid scores and mask failures to educate. Our findings indicate that the level
and range of' test prepat-ation activity varied widely. Many teachers reported consid-
erable pressure to show test score gains, and few saw much utility in test scores as
indicators of students' performance. This combination creates an environment that
is ripe f'or ov:...'zealous preparation. Exposure of children to tests or at least intensive
drilling on material likely to be covered on upcoming tests canand we believe
sometimes didoccur in a few classrooms. We emphasize, however, that for about
90 percent of the teachers we surveyed no such questions as to the validity of'
measured gains are warranted.

Effect of School and Classroom Factors on Reading Achievement

Students who had smilar backgrounds and prior achievement levels, but who
difiermt school arid classroom experiences, achieved djerent rates of reading

ptress. That is, some schools and some classrooms within a school contributed
more to their student's achievement than did others. This result held for Lth
Mexican American and Black children, and did not change when we excluded test
outcome data that may have been spurious as a result of test exposure.

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

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

As we discuss below, there are no fixed programs or single strategies that can
raise reading scores all at once. But it does appear that reading instruction can be
improved on a school-by:school and classroom-by-classroom basis when individual
programs are careftlly planned, adapted to local circumstances, and implemented
effectively.

6 2
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Factors Affecting Reading Achievement for Black Children

On the basis of our analysis we conclude that three broad categories of factors
produce improved reading achievement for Block children" program content, im-
plementation strategies., and cla.ssroorn atmosphere. These,relationships were strong,
and remained consistent even when we :=:xcluded teSi scores fbr classrooms where
there was strong evidence of prior test exposure. When we further excluded test
scores for additional classrooms showing unusuaily large gains, some or the associa-
tions we report here became weaFer. Confidence in the soundness ()four results must
.therefore be tempered by the reader's judgment about how. much test exposure
actually occurred. We believe that the middle-ground position we used in generating
the results we report here is at least reasonable.

We fbund that reading achievement improved when the reading. program used
varied materials for different students at the same time. Other more novel ap-'
proaches to instruction, such as open classrooms and team teaching, were not consis-
tently related to measured gains on standardized reading tests. Our analysis ofother
program content measures also supported the conclusion that reading curricula do
not, by themselres, determine the success or failure of a school's woding program. In
fact, there is wide variation in average student progress among classrooms that have
very similar curricula and reading strategies. This may imply that any of the
reading programs we studied can be effective depending on how well it is implement-
ed and tabghL Principals may wish to cOnsider whether aa effective program or
individualizationsuch as the one measured.by our "use of varied materials" ques-
tioncan be appropriately used in their schools, as well as the question of' how such
a program could be iraplemented. Additionalleacher training, and visits by resource
staff' to individual classrooms to observe and suggest activities that will strengthen
teachers use of individuaiized techniques, may be °useful in pursuing this goal.

We ibund that program implementation affects reading achievement across a
range of instructional methods and school settings. The implementation strategies
chosen by a school to support its reading program are crucial: because how a reading
program is carried Out strongly affects how much students learn. The importance
of implementatiorestrategies is very great even after taki iiI4! into account the impact
acurriculum, classroom setting, and teacher attributes. Successful implementation
strategies in our sample included adequate teacher training (especially with respect
to the use orvaried materials), a high level of informal consultation among staff, and
freedom on the part of teachers to make modifications in the reading program that
increase its .pertinence to the practical situations they encounter in:their class-

-gerraral-,-the mole-active was the role of teachers in implementing the---
reading program. the more ;reading achievethent- irnproved.

Classroom atmosphere factors that affected reathng included an absence of dis-
ruption, frequent contact between teachers and parents, and a feeling of efficacy on
the part of teachers. Ow- measurements of the classroom setting are not subtle, but
they confirm the hypothesis that the background for learning can'affect teachers'
and students' productivity. Moreover, we fbund that teachers matter fbr reading:
their sense of being able to "get through" to students, their commitment and morale,
help to determine how much children learn. We were surprised to find little br no
association between teachers' background attributes and reading progress in their
classrooms. Years of' experience, ethnicity, college major, or place where the under--
graduate degree was obtained appeared to have little influence.
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Policies that strengthen teachers' commitment and provide them with the skills
and resources necessary For them to perForm well in difficult circumstances may
contribute to improved classroom settings, and thus to improved reading achieve-

ts,ment.
As an ill::stration of the quantitative importance of-the various spectfic factors

that we have iclentified as important. we estimate that,exposing the average student
in (nir sample to ull of the approaelies found to be effective would have resulted in
a 10-to 20 point percentile gain for tha.t student ,Over,the course of t1e-6th grade,
instead of the decline of 3 percentile p.oints that actually occurred.

As we stated earlier, our analis demonstrated that principals' assessments of*
teachers accurately predict how mu h stodentS will gain in reading..While it is
likely that parents and teachers also ave valuable infbrmation about sciwol prob-
lems, the principal has a unalue opportunity to observe the whole situation at hi.s
or her schoolaiand to act 1.: ,:nprove it. Principals can exercise their leadership in
a number ol ways that may help produce readinggains, by observing teachers and
making specific recommendations For change. Principals can fhtilitate successful
program implementation by working to provide adequate training for 'teachers, and
they can encourage teachers to consult with each other and to modily their pro-
grams to meet their_ students' needs more Fully. .

For the predominantly Black schools in our sample, high levels of' parent and
community involvement appeared to be asSociated with better reading outcomes.
Although our study of this relationship was constrained by resource limitations, and
althoUgh .no similar finding was derived for Mexican American schools, we suggest
that the current district policy is sound in encouraging schools to involve the com-
munity in the educational process.

In summing up our substantive findings, it is important to emphasize that no
single school or classroom factor. taken by it.sell is likely to produce large 1r:creases
in reading achievement. We Found many school..and 61assroom factors that were
strongly related to reading perthrmance, but no one factof or small group of Factors
dominated our findings. We believe this is to be expected. Reading inst ruction is far..
too complex to allow for simple policies oe "quick fixes."

Our findings suggest that continuation of' the district's policy or school-level
goal-setting for reading, and delegation olauthority to schdols and teachers to make
program planning and implementation decisions, is appropriate for the sample of
selected schools.

APPLICABILITY OF THE FINDINGS TO OTHER SCHOOLS
AND FUTURE POLICISI4

In considering the degree to which our findings may be applicable to other
educational settings, we must repeat the caveats we have stressed' in this report: we
worked with a nonrandom sample of' predominantly Black and Mexican American
schools in Los Angeles, and studied intensively only what occurred in the 6th grade
in those schools. Consequently, generalizations to other minority schools, to.
predominantly Anglo schools, Co other diSiricts, and to other grade levels can be only
suggestive.

With those caveats in mind, we offer the Following policies as general guidelines:

6 i
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Because our analysis illuminated the importance olparticular schools and
classrooms within schools f'or reading progress, a good measure of' local
school autonomy seems warranted, particularly in large districts. This
suggestion is bolstered by the confbrmity ()four results to previous research
in the field and by our finding that principals we queried have accurate
knowledge of' their teachers' relative effectiveness in the classroom.
Though the specific f'actors we identified as efficacious were associated only
with reading gains fbr Black students, they too are confirmed by other,
research on both majority and minority schools. Teacher flexibility, in-

. dividualized approaches, teacher-to-teacher consultation, training and
morale enhancement for teachers, and involvement of' parents and com-
munity members in the educational process all appear to have payoff's
and all point again toward the desirability olschool-level decisionmaking.
Theref'ore, the national trend wepbserve toward central direction in school
districts may not be very prodiktive, at least for large, complex school
systems.

To the extent permitted by local resources, school district research staff should
attempt to replicate and extendlthe findings of this limited study, and should pursue
issues that we were unable to resolve adequately. These include: the utility of'
standardized tests f'or gauging reading achievement, the relevance of national norm
criteria to minority children, the consequences of' the growing emphasis on test
scores as measures olsuccess, and the factors associated with true reading achieve-
ment fbr students f'rom non-English-speaking backgrounds. Further research olthis
kind is likely to 1.ovide useful information for policy decisions.



Appendix A

SAMPLE DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

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

SELECTION OF THE SAMPLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Criteria Used

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

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

To further define an appropriate population, Rand added two morP .riteria.
Some schools are extremely small (for example, Solana, with only one or two class-
rooms at each grade level; the school-size criterion was formulated to ensure a
sufficient sample of students from each school so that we could measure variation
in school-determineci aspects of the reading program. In addition, a few predomi-
nantly minority schools serve populations of relatively high socioeconomic status
(('or example, Windsor Hills). Because children there were expected to outperform
minority children elsewhere, we added a criterion for socioeconomic status.

To quantify_these criteria, we used the following definitions:

Substantial Gains: An increase in the 6th grade class total reading test score
median (national norm percentiie for the school) of 15 or more percentile points from
Fall 1972 to Spring 1975: Schools with substantial gains were not required to have
consisTent gains.

Corisistent Gains: No gain in any one intermediate year greater than two-thirds
of the total gain, Fall 1972 to Spring 1975.

Minority Enrollment: At least 6Q percent nonwhite enrollment, Fall 1972, and
at least 80 percent nonwhite enrollment, Fall 1974. (Nonwhite enrollment includes
Black, Mexican American, Native American, Asian American, Filipino, and other.)
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No school was to be selected that derived more than one-half its minority enrollment
from the Asian American population. (This limitation was included because-Asian
Americans normally have higher achievement levels.)

School Size: Enrollment of at least 400.
Socioecorunvic Status: Title I rank of200 or lower. Of the ':.istrict's 436 elemen-

tary schools, ranks 1 to 200.represent the. "most disadvanta schools. The Title
I rank is based on AFDC (Aid to Families wkth Dependent Children), free lunch
program participation, the distribution of' family income in the 1970 Census of
Population, and the distribution of assessed values for single-family residential
pro)ert ies.

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

Comparison of the Sample Schools with All LAUSD Schools

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

Although the sample schoOls were constrained by study objectives to have at'
least 80 percent minority enrollment, the ratio between Black and Mexican Amer--
can.students in the sample is the same as their ratio in the distriCt. Asian American
and Native American students, however, are not represented in the sample in
proportion to their ethnic distribution in the school district. The two schools with
the highest proportions of Asian Americans were excluded from the saMple. Caste-
lar was excluded because its enrollment was more than 50 percent Asian American;
Coliseum Street, which has an Asian American enrol:ment (4'46 percent, was ex-
cluded because its Title I rank was greater than 200. The two schools with the largest
shares of Native, Americ-ans (Park and Woodlawn) have more than 20 percent non-
minority enrollments.

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

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

Sample schools were lower in socioeconomic status than the mean fbr the dis-
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Table A.2

COMPARISON OF SAMPLE SCHOOLS WITH ALL LAUSD SCHOOLS

Characteristic All Schools Sample Schools

AFDC Rank, 1974
Range
Mean

Ethnic Distritnition,
Fall 1974 (%)

1-436
218

11-159
75

Black 24.8 41.7
Mexican American 31.8 53.1
Asian American 4.9 2,7
Native American 0.3 0.1
Other :38.2 2.4

Reading test scores,
CTBS-Q2, Grade 611

1972 33 15
1973 :33 18
1974 38 oo
1975 38 31
Gain, 1972-75 5 16

Enrollment, fall 1974
Range 146-1641 591-1462
Mean 7:36 1030

"Median national norm percentile for the district, mean of the
median national norm percentiles Ibr the sample schools. A med-
ian is published for the entire district and for each school for each
year. Without the raw data, it is impossible to constructtmlians
for groups of schools; therefore, the mean or the medians for the
sample schools is used.

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

Comparison with Minority Schools in the LAUSD

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

The sample schools were larger on the average than the typical minority school
in the district, and had slightly more Mexican American and fewer Black, Asian,
and other et hrlic students enrolled than the average minority school. The sample
schools had i lightly lower Title I rank than the average minority school in the
district, This means that sample schools were slightly lower in socioeconomic status
than the average minority school.

6 1j
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-Table A.3

COMPARISON OF SAMPLE SCHOOLS WITH ALL
80-PERCENT MINORITY SCHOOLS IN THE LAUSD

All 80-Percent
Characteristic Minority Schools Sample Schools

AFDC Rank (1-97.1) .

Range 1-396 11-159
Mean 100 . 75

Ethnic Distribution,

Black . 50.7 .11.")
Fall 197-1 ()

Mexican American , 41,9 53.1
Asian American . 3.9 2.7
Native American 0,1 0.1
Other 3,-1 2.1

;
,

Reauing Test Scores, '

CTBS-Q2, Grade Ga
1972
.1973
197-1
1975
Gain, 1972-1975

Enrollment, Fall 197-1
Range
Mean

IS
19 18
93 9 9

28 /31
10 t 16

146-1641 5,1-1462

851 1030

aMean of school median national norm percen ile. A median is
published each year foil the district as a whole am for each school
in the district. Withot4 the raw data, it is impossible to contruct
medians for groups of tichools; therefore, the mear of the school
medians is used,

DATA COLLECTION

Student Cumulative Records

To collect" historical data on the 1974 and 1975 graduate of' the 20 schools, it1
was necessary to locate their elementary cumulative record fol ers at the students'
current junior high schools. At the completion of' 6th grade, th elementary school
records are kent to the junior high school where the student is ex ected to enroll tbe
following y r. If the student does not, tl records may be retur4ed to the elemeb-
tory school, or sent to another junior high school that requests tfie records, or filed
in an inactive file. Records are sent to other Califorr ia school distri6ts when request-
ed by the receiving schools for trar 11,ferr;rig students.

To identify the junior high schools that the graduates of' our 2, schools would
be expected to attend, we used the COntributing Schools Report (prepared each fall
by the Maps and Boundaries Section, Educational Housing Branch, S hool Building
Planning Division) and the Permits with Transportation (PWT) Statis ical Informa-
tion Report (prepared by the Permits with Transportation Office). The ontributing
Schools, Report identifies the elementary schdols that contribute to eac1 junior high

ii

\
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school. The junior 11., scho Is identified as receiving schools for our 20 schools are
listed in Table A.4. Most of these schools are sending schools in the Permits with
Transportation Program (PWT); that is, some of' their students are transferred to
other junior high schools. (Table A.5.is a list of'the receiving PWT junior high schools
for each sending junior high school in Table A.4.) The Permits with Transportation
Program was designed to relieve rowding i, inner city schools and to meet earth-
quake safety standards by transferring students by bus to less crowded, new schools.

The junior high schools. listed in the Contributing Schools Report were reviewed
to ensure that a substantial proportion of' each graduating class could be expected
to be fbund. After data collection activities were conducted at each junior high
school, the number of' records found from each elementary school was compared
with the number expected. If the number of records found was significantly less than
expected, the PWT sChools fbr that junior high school were checked and added to
the data collection schedule if' the school had enrolled a reasonable number of'
students f'rom the elementary school in question. This process continued throughout
the Period of' data collection activity to ensure that an adequate number of' cases
f'rom each school were located. Table A.6 lists 6th grade sizes and numbers of cases
fbr the 20 iple schools.

We identified 37 receiving junior high schools where graduates of' the 20sample
schools were expected to matriculate. We collected data ai 32 of these schools,

Table A.4

RECEIVING JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS FOR

SAMPLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

School Name School Name

.Adams ' ughesil'e
Audubon
Belvedere NlacIay
Berendo N1:11111

Bethune M;Irlitham
Burhanka Nlount Vernon
Burrou I)ghs Muir
Carver Nightingale
Clay c
I)r Pacoima
Edison Pasteur
El Sereno Portolo.c
Foshay Reverec
Fultona'e San Fernando
Gager Sepulveda'''.
Gompers Stevenson
(Ir
Hark. Wehstei
Hollenheck

aReceiying junior high school, class of 1975
only.

b Receiving. junior high school, class uf I 97il
only.

eNot -ending school in he PINT program.
d Both minding and receiving school in PW'r

program.

. rjL



61

Table A.5

"PERMITS WITH TRANSPORTATION" JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS, 1975

Sending
School

Receiving
School

No. of
Pupik

Sending
School

Receiving
School

No. 01
Pupils

Adams

.Audubon

13elvedere

Berendo

Bethune

Burbank

Burroughs

Carver

Clay

Fulton
llolmes
Revere

Bancrort
Columbus
Emerso n
Henry
Iolmes

I I uglws
Nladison
Millikan
Nobel
Palms
Revere
Sutter

Port ola

I3ancroft
fIolmes
Iughes

Reed
Sequoia

Emerson
Fulton
Holmes
Hughes
Madison
Nobel
Pa r k ma n
Sepulveda
Sequoia

Millikan

Bancroft
Emerson
Madison
Palms
Revere

Bancroft
Columbus
Emerson
Fulton
lenry

Madison
Revere
Sepulveda

Carnegie
Fmerson
Fleming

1

9

9

:3

.10

:3

86
:3

:37

115
1.1

(i

:3

9

I .1

6

16

12

:3

29
1:3

1.1

1
9

Drew

El Sereno.

Foshay

Gompers

Grail h

Fulton
Holmes
Ilughes
Nladison
No rt hridge
Par k ma n
Porter
Revere
.Sepulveda
S:.quoia
Sutter
Van Nuys .

White
Wright

Madison
Mulholland
Park man

evere

Bancroft.
Emerson
Madison
Millikan
Mulholland
Park man
Revere

Milli kan,
Portola

Carnegie
Columbus
Emerson
Henry
lolmos

Hughes
Madison
Milli kan
Nobel
Northridge
Porter

evere
Sequoia

Dana
Emerson
Fleming
Madison
Revere
Sepulvedu
White

Port ola

. _

15

'

ii

[-

/

:3

.1

:3

5

:3

5

9

5

21

9

9
9
9

:36
9

9

I

1

1.1

70

7 2
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Table A.5 (CONTINUED)

Sending Receiving No. or
School School Pupils

Harte Carnegie 17
Fleming 17
Fulton 109
Holmes 5
Hughes
Madison 11
Mulholland 81
Northridge 6-1

Parkman S 1

Reed 1

Revere
Sepulveda 99
Sequoia
Van Nuys 16
White 58
Wright 9

Hollenheck Portola 6

King Millikan 17

Maclay Portola 1

Van Nuys 16

Mann Carnegie 1

Emerson 21
FMton 1

Henry 1

I Iolnws 121
I ughes 131
Nladison 53
Millikan 1

Mulholland 1

Nobel 117
Northridge
Parkman 9
Porter 1

Revere 29
Sepulveda 9

Sequoia 3
Sutter 10-1

Wright 2.1

Mark ham Carnegie 1

Emerson 0

Fleming 1

Fulton 1

Holmes 2
Mulholland
Revere 9

White 1

Mt. Vernon Bancroft 1

Sending Receiving 'No. or
School School Pupils

Carnegie o

Emerson 09

Frost 39
Ilenry .16

HolMes
Madison

21.

Nobel .1
Palms 20
Porter 3
Reed
Revere 33
Sequoia

Muir Bancroft 1

Emerson 15
Henry' 1

lolnws 12
Ilughes 1

Le Conte' 15
Madison 16
Mulholland 9

Nobel
Palms
Reed
Revere
Sepulveda 11

Sutter
Van Nuys
Wright

Nightingale Millikan

Pacoima Portola

Pasteur Ban cro f t 26
Carnegie
Columbus 1

Emerson- 22
Henry 5

Palms 36
Porter
Revere 36
Sepulveda

San cernando Portola 1

Stevenson Portola .1

121
Re,.d

Webster Palms

7
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Table A.6

SIZE OF 6TH GRADE BY SCHOOL AND CASES IN STUDY,

CLASSES OF 1974 AND 1975

1974 1975

School
Size of

6th Grade Cases
'1, of
Class

Size of
6th Grade Cases

% of
Class

Alta Loma 125 89 66 110 88 80
Angeles Mesn 152 10,1 GS 117 89 76
Ascot Avenue 114 90 79 '103 93 90
llacotah Street 113 80 71 98 76 78
Eastman Avenue 176 I46 83 171 152 89
Ford Boulevard 153 109 71 99 75 76
Harrison 86 66 77 74 6.5 88
Hillside 72 58 SO 77 61 79
Manhattan Place 148 92 62 16.4 119 79
McKinley Avenue 115 95 83 106 7 9 68
Miller 153 113 7-1 114 88 77
118th Street 93 60 64 90 71 79
112th Street 109 76 70 89 71 80
Pacoima 189 121 G. 183 15.1 34
Ros,emont Avenue 144 88 GI 121 103 85
Rowan Avenue 162 146 90 ' 179 146 89
Sierra Par); 157 141 90 163 145 89
10th. Street 146 116 79 138 125 90
28th Street 133 93 70. 122 95 78
Vermont Avenue 126 .110 87 124 102 82

Total 2666 2666 74 2.142 1990 81

including 4 that received students in the PWT program. The aim was to find records

for at least 80 percent of each graduating class. Initially, 27 schools were scheduled
for data colleCtion; 5 more were scheduled to increase the proportion of records
f6und from, the 20 sample schools. Table A.7 describes the kinds of information
collected in the 20 schools; Table A.8 and A.9 present the number of records located

at the junior high schools for the Classes of 1974 and 1975.
The data items recorded on prepared coding forms from the cumulative record

files located in the junior high schools were:

Elementary school attended
Student's name (for coding verification; student identification by name has

not been retained in our data files)
Sex
Ethnic background (as determined from name, birthplace, parent's photo,
and language spoken in the home)
Presence of parents in the home (from libting of guardians, step-parents,
comparison of student's and parents' names and person responsible).

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

3d grade reading test score (Stanford or Cooperative Primary)
4th grade Spring reading test Score (CTBS-Q2 or R2)

7,1
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Table A.7

'DESCRIPTIONS OF DATA COLLECTED IN THE 20 ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Information Source.of Information Examples

School Data Sheet Principal/Office Manager Enr()Ilment, turnover, specialists,
aides

Principal interview Principal Activities to support program im-
plementation; teacher reactions to
program: community involvement;
reasons for reiiding gains; problems
encountered in imOlementation

Principal assessment Principal Use or management system; combining
of teacher skills teaching of skills and comprehension;

'maintaining reasonable discipline
Reading Coordinator Reading Coordinator Components or reading program:.
interview or equivalent successful instructional techniques;

community involvement: problems
encountered in implementation

Methods of reading instruction;
emphasis on test-taking skills:
training received; resources,

.aities, parent involvement; support.
from staff, specialists, principal;
pmblems enrountere,d; results or
reading program

Checklist ror 6th graders 6th grade teachers, Special services received; parent.
197-1-75 contact; motivat ion

Teacher questionnaire 6th grade teachers,
197.1-75

5th grade Spring reading test score ICTBS-Q2 or R2)
6th grade Spring reading test score (CTBS-Q2)
6th gi-ade Spring math test score (CTBS-Q2) (Class of 1975 only)
6th grade Spring reading test score (CTBS-52) (Class of' 1975 only)
Date'olContinuou's enrollnient in sample school
6th'grade teacher's name
Days absent, 4th, 5th: and 6th.grade
Names of. two 6th grade'reading textbooks (Class of 1975 only'
Number of reading textbooks listed (Class of 1975 only)

Information on the junior high school cumulajve record fblders was used only
where photograp' were needed for ethnic identification or f'or clar'ificauon of infbr-
mation on the -lementary folder.

Two teams of' specially -trained coders recorded the information. They worked
at the junior high schools under arrangements made with the Orincipal,head coun-
selor, and cre 'It Jerk. The crs seri. ,:111:1 the 7th and 8th grade files for records
of graduates of' any one of' the 20 scho)1,4. Because the,junior high schools organize
their cumulative record files in variow ways, the teants checked anytpecial files
(Title I, Mentall! Gifted Minors, EngliAL as, a Second Ltnguage, Educable Mentally
Retarded) and inactive files so ,& to locate all. tvpes of' students from each of' they
sample schools.
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Test scoe datTfor the ClasS of 1975 from thesampleso-hools-we-re_also-ohtained
for 4th, 5th,.,,and 6th grades .using computer-printed test scores fbr students by
school. To acqUire information on the 6th grade test results for each school, and to
compute chankes for each schoot it was,necessary to do a han4 match of the comput-
er, records with\ the information coded from the cumulative records. (Test scores for
each grade wer'e not on the cumulatiye record files for each year for each school.)
For grades '21 and 5, these printouts were obtained from the Title I Research and
Eval,uation Offic, and for grade 6 from the Re Search -and Evaluation Office of the
District. These Pr' ntouts werematched by name and birthdate to information col-
lected on the cuin lative record coding,form. The name was not included in any
computerized recor s created at Rand, so this matching was carried out by clerks
on the individual re ords. Added to the hasic data records were 540 grade 4 scores,
399 grade 5 scores, tind 205 grade 6 Scores.

\--Regre-sentativeness pi , the Sample

To ascertain whet 1\ er the sample of students for whom we found cumulative
records ig representativ of all students Who took the 6th grade reading test (CTBS-
Q2), we made a cornpar Son of test results for the graduating Class of 1975. This
comparison was mfide p ssible by hand-matcjiing the 6th grade computer printout
or the CTBS-Q2 re:1;ults tO the data recorded from the cumulative record folders, to
ensure there was cornplet information on the 6th grade scores.

The sample of the Cla of 1975 inCluded 76 percent of all test-takers in the 20
schools, The mean raw score on the CTBS-Q2 was 54 for both the .inple and all
test-takers. At the school leyel, nine dale schools had exact,# the softie mean raw
score in the sample and for 'all test-takers. In eight schools ilie difference was only
1 between the mean raw scOres of the sample and all testItakers. In two schools

1iDacotah Street .and Pacoirrivi) the difference in mean raw scores was 2, and in one
school (118th. Street ) the difference was 3. Thus we have strong evidence that the

-students for whom,# was possible to build longitudinal records of test-score results
constituted a representative &role of all test-takers in the student population.

Collection of Data or. School and Classroom Factors

We conducted two kinds br ludjes in our 20 schools. We wanted, first, to get a
lull picture dhow reading programs fit into the larger world of the school. Second,
we wanted to Conduct a comprehensive survey dreading instruction at each of the
schools. We began by..studying three schools in detail, to ascertain the kinds of'
differences among reading prograins that should merit our attention in all of the
sample schopls. We alse tried to discover how schoolgact as the setting for a reading
programfor example, how special progrilms such as Title I affect reading, how a
new math curriculum might consume more teacher time and thereforeaffect read-
ing, or how the school's plannirig and problem-solving procedures are aPplied to the
reading program. We accomplished thisb:. m,,,ans of personal interviewS with school
people.

The other phase dour work in the 20 schools :argely consisted oftheadministra-
tion of a series Of questionnaires, Using the information and underStanding we
gained in the three detailed studies, we constructed a group of interview forms and
questionnaires to enable us to gather quantifiable information that would be compa-
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rable across all the schools in our sample. We interviewed several staff members at
tach school, because we believe that people with different roles in the reading
programteachers as compared with principals, for instancehave different in-
sights into how it worked.

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

8 i



Appendix B.
<

SIXTH GRADE READING ACHIEVEMENT AS A FUNCTION
OF INITIAL ACHIEVEMENT AND BACKGROUND

./

Variable

Fifth ,grade score 1=

Malt.

Days.absent

Health- factors cited .

Family: mother, father
mOther only-
garcftans

Father: professional..technical
whiR '
craft worker
oiper-a ti ve

laborer
service.worker
ocguipatioiri blank

Mother: white collnr
service worker
operative
housewil:v
occupatioh blank

Age in Months

Remedial reading pullout

(_rifted program pullout

Constant

9

N umber of observationg

.si

Black
Children

Nlexican
American
ehiftlren

.71 (15.32)

(--, .51)

-.19 1-2;98)

-.711'( 21.901°5'.

1.56)

.03 (9 .91)

2.9S ( 1.85)

(- .18) -1165 ( .111

,4 3,( .11)
:2.87 ( .613) .26 (

-5.78 ( I.:38) 1.39)
-7.83 (- 2-.07) ,32 . 1 in

1,9.26 (-2.9.1) .01 ( .01)
6.69 (-- 2.12) 1.p ( .73j

-5.8-1 (-1.78) ( .11)
-1.8.1 1.67) .33 ( .18)

( -.61) 3.05 (
1,).7 ( 1.15) 1.92 ( .(f6)

1.66 ( .40) 3.7.1 (. 1.58)
-1.06 ( -..11 ( .21)

( -1.60 ( 7-.73)

.31 ( 2.2.1) . 1 (

10.21 ( 3.13 ( 1.85)

2.08 ( .58) 1.61 ( 1,03)

( 361 ) 3.( 2)

.581 .675

356 c3C1-
._

NOTES: Entries ae rtgression coefficients, With t-statistics in parentheses.
Excludes observations obtabied from classrooms in which test eXposure was

reported or indicated by field resCarch.
Because of the varying quali,ty of some of the background data, afid because

of the substantial niulticollinearity in the saMple: it iF unwise to intkpret,the
size and direction of individual coeffickmis. These iegression .:quations are
simply designed to control for as much of-the pre-6th-grade background of each
child as possible; no further inference is intended.

,S2
7 1

=1"

V
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Appendix C I

VARIABLES IN REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF READING
ACHIEVEMENT FOR BLACK CHILDREN

I. BACKGROUND VARIABLES

6m GRADE SCORE. Raw score on CTBS-Q2, given May 1975..
5m GRADS SCORE. Raw score on CTBS-R2, given May 1974.
SEX. Durnmy variable ior male student.
ATTENDANCE. Days absent during 1974-75.
HEALTH PROBLEMS. Dummy variable for whether any "significant health factors"

were noted on child's record.
FAMILY STATUS. Dummy variables for mother and father present; mother only

present: gu.,.rdians present, from child's record.
FATHER'S OCCUPATION. Dummy variables fbr selected occupations: professional, tech-

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

MOTHER'S OCCUPATION. Dummy variables fbr selected occupations: white-collar
-worker; operative; service worker;. housewife; mother's occupation missing.

AGE. Age in months.
REMEDIAL READING. Dummy variable f'or Arhether child was "pulled out" of regular

classroom fbr supplementary inctructiOn in readingby a teacher other than the
regular teacher.

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

II. 'fLASSROOM VARIABLES (REPRODUCED FROM THE
TEAt-HER QUESTIONNAIRE)

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

Never 1

Once or twice 9

:3-5 times 3

6-1q times .1

Morelthan 10 times 5

NUMBER OF PARENT VISITS. About how many of your students' parents came into the
classroom fbr a visit last year?

SENSE OF EFFICACY. Product of:

Please indicate whether yOu agree or disagree with each of the following
statements about this district, this school, and about teaching.
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Neither
Strongly Agree Nor

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
Strongly
Disirgree

When it comes right down to.it,
a teacher really can't do n'tuch
most or a student's motivation
iincl performance depends on his
or her home environment

If 1 try really hard. I can get through
to (Well the most difficult or un-
motivated st udents

1

5

VARIETY OF MATEE,AL...; WITH AMOUNT OF TRAINING. Linear combination oL

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

Your use of a greater variety or materials for different children at any one tinw:

6

Great impact

1

No impact

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

Nc ne 1

6 or fewer hours (comider G hours
one work (lay)

7 to 18 hours (consnler 18 hours
three work (jays) . 3

19 to. 30 hours (consider 30 hours
one work week) ,

More than 30 hours 5

) .

TEACHER ADAPTATION OF PROGRAM. Product of:

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

7 6 .1 3 9
11

1 1 1

To a great extent Not. at all

8
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Please indicate whether >."ou agree. or disagree with each of' the ffillowing
statments about this district, this school, and about teaching.

StronOy
ALtrev A

'teacher's reading instructions
was expectod tO wrorm closely
to the school's reading Program
guidelines: making ons own
modifications in reading instruc-
titm was dkcouraged

Neither
gree Nor
l)isagree Disagree

Strongly
l)isagree

TEACHER-TO-TEACHER CONSMI'ATIONS.

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

7 1 2 1

:\ great deal Not at all
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