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Introduction 

This report presents program descriptions of Compensatory 

Education Projects at ten institutions of the Youth Authority. 

Included, also, is an evaluative account of the program impact 
:\ 

within ten institutions during the program\year 1977-78. It is 

hoped that the contents of this annual report will be helpful to a 

variety of readers. 

The educational program managers and teachers in each institution 

will find feedback information relative to performance of students 

in various components. This should assist in determining dis-

parities, if any, between impact objectives p1anned for and actual 

performance outcomes in order to affect program improvements for 

maximum benefit to students. 

The description of plans and analyses of evaluative data of various 

components at the ten institutions, along with staff opinions 

relative to the etiology and challenges of academic retardation 

among CYA youth, should help staff at individual institutions have 

a more comprehensive view of the compensatory education effort in 

the Youth Authority. It is hoped that the understanding thus 

derived will contribute further to the quality of program planning 

and implementation. 

The ESEA Title I central office staff should find the report helpful 

as a reference resource to deal with concerns and issues telative to 
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the program in various institutions. The technical assistance 

capabilities can be specifically designed, in light of the needs, 

when supported by evidence in the report. 

As a vehicle for dissemination of information relative to the ESEA 

Title I effort of the California Youth Authority, the report should 

serve the interests of a wide variety of readers throughout the 

nation. The readers are encouraged to ask for additional infor­

mation since the scop~ of this report is not designed to deal with 

all aspects in an exhaustive manner. 

It is generally recognized by the educational staff that the target 

populations have unique characteristics at each of the ten institu­

tions. This reality, along with the varying manner of delivery of 

educational services to the youth, rule out comparisons of students ' 

performance across the ten institutions. With a view to summarizing 

data relative to evaluation, a number of tables are included in the 

report. However, where appropriate, the names of institutions have 

been excluded because of lack of direct comparability between 

programs. 

The report is organized in chapters to facilitate easier reference 

in light of the varying interests of the readers. In Chapter I and 

Chapter V, the reader will find the report abstract and significance 

of compensatory education respectively. In Chapters II and III, in­

formation on program description and evaluation is provided. Chapter 

IV deals with legal compliance procedures, evaluation procedures, 
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and tec~ntca1 assistance undertakings of t~e central office staff. 

Tke report ends wit~ conclusions and recommendations with the hope 

t~at t~e compensatory education effort within the Youth Authority 

will not only maintain its eXisting meritorious performance, but 

augment t~e quality of delivery of services to the youth. 

vii 



Chapter I 

ABSTRACT 

A total of $1,448,480 was budgeted to carry out the ESEA Title I 

effort during the 1977-78 program year. The number of students 

participating in the reading, language, math, multicultural, and 

career awareness components were 970, 718, 1050, 1050, and 217 

respectively. 

All participants in the ESEA Title I projects were non-high school 

graduates and under 21 years of age. The participants shared similar 

demographic and delinquent/criminal characteristics with the Youth 

Authority's overall ward population. Each project site attempted to 

serve the neediest of the needy students. All participants received 

state-funded instruction in order to qualify for supplemental 

assistance. 

The selection criteria for participation, within the constraints of 

the legal mandates, varied from institution to institution. The 

number of students served at different institutions varied in light 

of the program capabilities at each of the ten projects. With the 

exception of Southern Reception Center-Clinic, all institutions 

delivered more than 15 hours per week of state-funded instruction. 

to each of the Title I participants. There was considerable 

variation in the average age of students at the ten institutions. 

The individualized mode of instruction has been heavily emphasized 

to all institutions. 
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A variety of reasons were offered by the school staff in e~p1ain­

ing the prevalence of educational retardation among Youth 

Authority wards. Only a feW' of tfte etiological factors could be 

managed within the scope of compensatory education. 

The various ethnic groups served by the Compensatory Education 

Program presented more similarities than differences on factors 

considered relevant in characterizing a student population. The 

pretest scores and duration of program participation are the two 

variables upon which ethnic groups differ in the reading and math 

components; The average pretest level of White students was 

clearly higher than the Spanish-Surnamed and Black students. The 

average duration of time in program participation was clearly more 

for the Black and Spanish-Surnamed students as compared to the 

White students. 

The matched pre-post results of 966 students show that in reading, 

the grade level growth per month rate was . 14. In language, the 

growth per month rate was . 1 1 for 419 students, and in math, the 

growth per month rate was . 16 for 951 students. The average per-

formance of ESEA Title I students was in excess of a month per 

month growth rate. 1 

lYout~ Aut~ority wards are enrolled in Title I, ESEA programs 
for differing time periods, depending on t~eir educational 
needs and 1engt~ of commitment. The average grade level gain 
per month is the sum of students gains divided by the total 
number of months in program divided by the number of students . 
. 11 grade levels per month is the same as 1.1 months of growt~ 
per month of program participation. 
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Out of tne four factors (age, months tn program, pretest level, 

and ethnfcfty) studied in this report, only two, i.e., pretest 

scores and number of months in program related significantly 

with the growth factor. Both of these variables show a strong 

negative relationship to the growth rates for both reading 

comprehension and math fundamentals. The strong negative 

relationships signify that the lower the pretest scores and the 

lesser the time of program participation, the higher will be 

the achievement growth rates. 

The overall average gain per month scores for both reading com­

prehension and math fundamentals were similar for all ethnic 

groups when pretest scores and duration of program participatio~ 

were held constant. Any observed differences were not statistically 

significant. When performance of different ethnic groups was com­

pared in light of the three pretest ranges -- 1.0-3.0; 3.1-5.0; 

5.1 +, it was found that the average growth per month rates were 

varied and many of these showed statistically significant dif­

ferences in the areas of reading comprehension and math 

fundamentals. Although the average growth rates showed a general 

trend in favor of the White students relative to the three pre-

test ranges, yet there was an interesting, though not readily 

visible aspect of these growth rates. Three-fourths of the White 

students achieved in the range of lowest growth rates for both 

reading and math, whereas only fifty percent of the Black students 

belonged in this category. 
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Age of students, as a variable, dtd not show a relationshtp of 

significance with the growt~ per mont~ rates tn reading compre­

hension and math fundamentals. It dtd not make any difference 

in gain per month scores whether the students were a few years 

older or younger than the average age for their own ethnic group. 

The averages for achievement gains, assessed through the various 

subtests of the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE), range 

between satisfactory and excellent. The aggregate data from all 

institutions for all subtests in reading, math and language show 

better than month per month gains. Each of the ten institutions 

had a multicultural education component. The analysis of the 

year-end pre-post matched data (collected on the Multi-Ethnic 

Intergroup Awareness Questionnaire) showed improvement trends on 

all three dimensions measured by the questionnaire. 

The staff training experiences at the ten institutions were in 

one or more of the 16 training areas. The staff members receiving 

training includad project supervisors, teachers, teaching 

assistants, clericals, and psychologists. 

The supplemental contribution of ESEA Title I effort within the 

Youth Authority Education Program helped the stUdents achieve 

academic growth unprecedented in their earlier pubtc school 

educational experiences. Additionally, most of the ESEA Title I 

projects aimed at and accomplished functional literacy for the 
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participants in t~e areas of reading, la~guage and math. If 

facility in t~e use of words and figures ts relevant for parolees 

in t~e present day American society, the contributton of com­

pensatory education is significant. Tne multicultural education 

effort has shown that the ethnic pride and prejudice related to 

the concepts of ethnicity and sex in the experiences of the youth 

underwent changes signtfying improvement trends towards intergroup 

maturity. Inasmuch as a repertoire of healthy and mature atti­

tudes enriches the personal and interpersonal lives of youth, the 

compensatory education program seems to have made a significant 

contribution to one dimension of that repertoire. 

In the concluding part of this report, several specific recom­

mendations have been offered for consideration by the program 

managers and teaching staff. The thrust of these recommendations 

is toward the importance of clearly stating the desired perfor­

mance expectancies for students; providing for the appropriate 

educational experiences; utilizing appropriate evaluative measures; 

and collecting the evaluation data in the ~ost judicious manner 

possible. 
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Chapter II 
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Project Budget and Students Served 

The total budget for tne 1977-78 Fiscal Year was $1,448,480 out 

of which $191,844 was the central office budget with $1,256,156 

allocated to the ten institutions for delivery of services to 

students. The following table shows the number of students 

served at each institution and the dollar amounts budgeted. 

TABLE 1 
Dollar Amounts Utilized and Students Served in 

the ESEA Title I Program by Institution for 1977-78 F.Y. 

Dollar Amounts Number of Students Served* 
Institutions Budgeted For 

All Components Multi-
Reading Language Math cultural Career 

Education Awareness 

O. H. Close $ 181,675 135 86 250 255 

Karl Holton 150,132 98 49 147 34 

DeWitt Nelson 126,210 70 70 70 70 

Fred C. Nelles 136,170 144 72 72 200 

Preston 158,312 122 ** 131 All Partie 
tnnnts 

El Paso de Robles 37,654 110 ** llO 110 

Ventura 177,212 61 17 52 All Particf-
illants 

Youth Training School 244,598 120 264 108 200 

N.R.C.C. 13,463 60 ** 60 10 

S.R.C.C. 30,730 50 ** 50 50 

TOTALS $1,256,156 970 718 1050 

*The students in each component are not necessarily aD unduplicated 
count. Many of the same students are likely to have been served in 
different components. All ESEA Title I participants received instruc­
tion in Don-federally funded classes. 

**The reading and language componenta were combined at theae schools. 

7 
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It should be noted that all ten institutions served students in 

reading, language, matn and multicultural education components. 

Only two schools, namely Ventura Scnool and Youth Training School, 

had an additional instructtonal component of career awareness. 

The reasons for the unequal dollar amounts per student served in 

different institutions are rooted in the evolution of the Com-

pensatory Education Program in the Youth Authority. During the 

earliest phase, funds were allocated on the basis of needs of 

individual institutional projects. This process eventually 

resulted in large differences in dollar amounts utilized by the 

ten institutions. During the second phase, funds became progres­

sively scarce due to the effects of inflation on the fixed nature 

of federal grant monies. The allocated dollar amounts to the 

ten institutions have remained identical for each program year 

during this second phase. In the third phase commencing during 

the 1979-80 Fiscal Year, funds are earmarked for each institution 

on the basis of the number of students which meet the YA eligibility 

criterion for participation in the ESEA Title I Program. An 

important aspect of the third phase is that students in the 

lowest quartile of achievement will be served on the basis of top 

priority in each institution. 

Characteri'stfcs of the ESEA Title I Participants 

All participants in the ESEA Title I projects were non-high school 

graduates and under 21 years of age in conformity with the federal 

guidelines. The students shared the characteristics with the 

Youth Authority ward population as describe~ in Table 2. 

8 \ 
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TABLE 2 

Background Characteristics of 
Youth Authority Wards, 1977-78a 

Median Age .......................... " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 years 

Violent Type of Offense..................................... 41% 

Court of Commitment: 
Juvenile.. ................ ................ ........ 56% 

Adult............................................. 44% 

Family Members with Criminal Records......................... 50% 

Siblings with Criminal Records............................... 33% 

In Job Market but Unemployed................................. 44% 

Broken Homes ...................................................... " • ~ .. • .. .. 60% 

Families on Public Assistance................................ 39% 

School Dropout............................................... 45% 

Ethnicity: 
White........................................... 39% 

Spanish Speaking/Surname........................ 26% 

B 1 a ck.. .. . .. .. ............................ ~ .. e ~ • .. .. • .. .. .. .. .. • • .. • • • • 32% 

Other b ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••..••••.•.•. 3% 

Neighborhood: 
Highly Delinquent............................... 33% 

Moderately Delinquent........................... 39% 

Minimally Delinquent.................... .•...... 22% 

Non-Delinquent.................................. 6% 

aThis information has been taken from the Youth Authoritv 
publication, "A Comparison of Admission Characteristics· of 
Youth Authority ~-1ards, 1977-78" developed by George Davis ,U.g. 

b The term !lOther" students used throughout this report refers 
to students whose ethnicity is not White, Spanish Speaking/ 
Surnamed, or Black. 
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Table 3 provides additional information on ESEA Title I partici­

pants in the com~onents of reading, language and mathematics at 

each institution. As the average pretest levels indicate, the 

students posed real challenges to the staff in overcoming academic 

retardation. The extent of success achieved through staff efforts 

to deal with this challenge is discussed under Chapter III of this 

report. 

Institutions 

o. H. Close 

Karl Holton 

DeWitt Nelson 

Fred C. Nelles 

Preston 

El Paso de Robles 

Ventura 

TABLE 3 

Average Pretest Scores of ESEA Title I Students 
By Component and By Institution - F.Y. 1977-78 

Ave r..!!.,g e Pretest Scores 
READING I LANGUAGE 

Vocabu- Compre- Spelling English Fundn-
larv hens.ion Mechanics mentals -. 

4.9 4.8 5.7 5.6 5.7 

5.6 5.5 6.5 6.4 5.7 

4.7 4.7 6.2 5.8 5.6 

4.6 4.7 6.6 6.3 4.8 

5.7 5.6 5.3 5.5 6.0 

4.7 4.6 4.6 4.5 5.4 
.. ,,:, ..... 

5.6 5.6 7.4 7.0 7.0 

Youth Training Sch.ool 4.0 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.7 

N.R.C.C. 6.4 6.0 6.3 6.0 5.6 

S.R.C.C. 4.5 4.4 3.1 .4.2 4.9 

Summary Descrititi~ns of Program Components 

HATH 

I Reasonings 

5.8 

5.7 

5.5 

4.6 

6.0 

5.3 

7.4 
-

4.4 

5.8 

4.8 

The descriptions presented here have been derived from the data 

tables on various components. included under Appendix A on pages 

71-75. 
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Reading Component 

1. T~e selection criteria for stud~ntsl participation in the 

Title I classrooms varied from institution to institution. 

The cut-off point of 8.0 grade level in reading achievement 

at Preston School is the highest of all institutions. The 

emphasis, however, across all institutions has been to de­

liver Title I services to the comparatively more needy 

students. 

2. The Fred C. Nelles School served the highe~t number of 

students in the reading component. The pr6gram capabili­

ties at each of the ten projects dictated the number of 

students served. Three ranges of number of students 

served are identified, i.e., 30-60; 70-103; 110-144. Each 

range includes several institutions. 

3. The number of hours of instruction per week ranged from 

one to six hours; and excluding Southern Reception Center­

Clinic, all institutions delivered more than an average 

15 hours per week of instruction per student to the ESEA 

Title I participants in the state-funded classrooms. 

4. All institutions aimed at improving the post-test scores 

of participants to a level of functional literacy or better. 

5. T~e average age of students served across all institutions 

ranged from 16.0 years at Fred C. Nelles School to 19.6 

years at the DeWitt Nelson Training Center. 

11 



6. Individualized instruction, in one form or anot~er, has 

been t~e mode of instruction at all institutions. Low 

student-staff ratios seem to ~ave facilitated the use of 

th.fs method. 

Language Development 

1. The selection criteria for participation in this component 

and the number of students served varied from institution 

to institution. 

2. The number of hours of instruction per week ranged from 

two to ten hours. Excluding the Karl Holton School, all 

institutions delivered more than fifteen hours of instruc­

tion per week to the ESEA Title I participants in the 

state-funded classrooms. 

3. All institutions with language components in their pro­

grams aimed at a reading comprehension score of B.O grade 

level or better. 

4. The age range of students served varied between 16.5 years 

at Fred C. Nelles School and O. H. Close School, and 19.6 

years at the DeWitt Nelson Training Center. 

5. Individualized mode of instruction was utilized by even 

those schools which had unfavorable staff-student ratios 

s u C h as 1: 1 2 a t Fred C. Nell e s S c h.o 0 1 an d 1: 1 4 a t the 

Youth Training School. 

12 



Math Component 

1. The math achievement level u~ed as a cut-off point above 

wh.ich students were not eligible for participation in the 

ESEA Title r Program was not uniform across institutions. 

2. The O. H. Close School served t~.e hi'ghest number of students 

under this component. In five institutions, math students 

were instructed in such a way that one group received 

instruction more hours per week than the second group. 

3. All institutions, with the exception of Karl Holton School 

and S. R. C. C., provi ded more th an an average of 15 hours per 

week of instruction per student in state-funded classes. 

4. The average age of participating students ranged between 

16.5 years at Fred C. Nelles School and O. H. Close School, 

and 19.6 years at DeWitt Nelson Training Center. 

5. The staff-pupil ratio varied greatly with 1:2 at the E1 

Paso de Robles School and 1 :12 at Fred C. Nelles School. 

6. Individualized instruction was the preferred mode of the 

delivery of instructional services at all institutions. 

Multicultural Education 

1. The students served under the reading, language or math 

component in compensatory education classes were eligible 

for participation in the multicultural educatfon component 

at all institutions. 

13 



3. The number of hours of instruction per week ranged from one 

to ten hours. 

4. The staff-student ratios varied from institution to institu-

tion, and in most cases, there were comparatively more 

students per staff in this component than either of the 

reading, language, and math components. 

5. The modes of instruction in most cases have been audio­

visual and/or inquiry-discussion. 

Etiology of Educational Retardation of 
Title I Students 

The 1977-78 grant application format asked for the reason why 

students' educational performance was below levels ~xpected for 

their age when they enter the Youth Authority Education Program. 

A variety of explanations were offered by staff at the ten insti­

tutions. The ooinions have been consolidated and are presented 

below under each component. Many of the explanations that account 

for educational retardation among the ESEA Title I participants, 

overlap across various components. It is hoped that the lists of 

opinions presented will be useful in understanding the educational 

background of the participants. A comprehensive understanding of 

the profile of students' characteristics puts staff at an advantage 

to provide needed educational experiences to their students. 

The staff opinions accounting for the educational retardation of 

the incarcerated youth are categorized as follows: 
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Reading 

Family Experience 

1. Socially, emotionally and educationally deprived home 

environments. 

2. Broken homes. 

3. A language other than English spoken at home. 

4. Criminal or delinquent family history of many youth. 

5. Chaotic family situations. 

school Experience 

1. Irregular school attendance. 

2. Lack of motivation and lack of incentive for academic progress. 

3. Inadequate methodology. 

4. Inappropriate diagnosis and/or prescription. 

5. Cummulative educational deficit. 

6. Hatred of school and others. 

7. Truancy. 

8. Below standard educational materials. 

9. Below standard physical environment of schools. 

10. Dropout. 

11. Frequent change of schools. 

12. Early failure in overcrowded classrooms. 

13. Discipline problems in the classroom. 
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Physiological/Personality 

1. Learning disabilities including aphasia, dyslexia, reversals, 

lateral disorders, etc. 

2. Poor self-image. 

3. Poor ego state. 

4. Aggressiveness against others. 

5. Prior delinquent and crimill~l history. 

6. Neurological or emotional impediments to learning. 

7. Uncorrected hearing or vision disabilities. 

8. Arrested level of maturation and/or skill development. 

9. Lack of readiness to learn. 

10. Poor self-concept. 

11. Drug abuse. 

General Environment 

1. Negative peer group association. 

2. Inappropriate identification models for academic achievement. 

3. Lack of environmental stimuli during formative years. 

4. Lack of educational opportunity due to migrant labor 

conditions. 

5. Lack of concentrated effort to assist youth. 

6, Delinquent neighborhood. 
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Language 

The staff has mentioned all opinions expressed under the Reading 

Component as well as the following: 

1. Lack of written communication skills. 

2. Lack of specific training in written communication skills. 

3. Inadequate attention to individual needs. 

Math 

The staff expressed the same opinions as under the Reading Component 

in addition to the following: 

1. Neglect to use math skills in daily life. 

2. Lack of basic math skills. 

3. Insufficient experience in practical application of math 

skills to daily tasks. 

4. Limited relationship of arithmetic process to daily life. 

5. Insufficiently developed perceptual, relational and verbal 

abilities. 

6. Lack of parental concern. 

Multicultural Education 

Family Experience 

1. Broken homes. 

2. Inadequate family income. 

3. Criminal/delinquent family history. 
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School Experience 

1. Lack of value clarification experiences within multicultural 

situations. 

2. Dropout from school. 

3. Lack of knowledge of the contributions, involvement, and 

history of the various cultural and ethnic groups and women. 

4. Lack of knowledge of cultural trends and developments, such 

as civil rights, integration, etc. 

5. Lack of information about other cultural groups and their 

heritage. 

Personality 

1. Insufficient knowledge about the characteristics of ot~er 

ethnic groups results in lack of respect, and leads to 

derogatlon-of-others. 

2. Prior delinquent/criminal records. 

3. Lack of positive self-concept characteristicsof delinquent 

children may contribute to negative view of others. 

General Environment 

1. Lack of crosscultura1 interaction. 

2. Lack of guided educational and social interaction due to 

segregated classes, schools, housing, etc. 
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3. Lack of exposure and experiences with members of different 

cultural ethnic groups. 

4. Neighborhood population patterns rule out exposure to members 

of other ethnic and cultural groups. 

5. Plethora of problems which impede the development of humanis­

tic values and attitudes. 

6. Delinquent neighborhoods. 

7. Appropriate identification models not available. 

8. Inaccurate historical, cultural, racial, and socioeconomic 

ideas about practices and styles of different people. 

9. Males and females socialized to believe that women are not 

equal to men. 

Institutional Experience 

1. Institutional peer pressures to belong to ethnic groupings. 

Career Awareness 

Family Experience 

1. Low socioeconomic status. 

2. Broken homes. 
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School Eyperience 

1. Lack of success in school. 

2. Below standard vocational training programs. 

3. Below standard physical environment of schools. 

4. Truancy. 

5. Dropout from school. 

6. Inadequate career counseling and testing; career options 

remain unconsidered and unexplored. 

Personality 

1. Poor self-image. 

2. History of institutional living. 

3. Limited or no previous occupational experiences. 

4. Lack of knowledge about relationship of math and language 

to career. 

General Environment 

1. Poor models for identification. 

2. Inadequate exposure to career concepts in homes, communities, 

and schools. 

3. Inadequate opportunities to develop and practice decision 

making skills. 
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4. Inadequate opportunities to discuss prerequisites to certain 

careers. 

5. Inadequate counseling regarding self-assessment and establish­

ment of realistic educational and career goals. 

6. Inadequate instruction or practice in developing job survival 

skills. 
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ESEA Title I Program Objectives, Measured by TABE by Component and 
Institution, 1977-78 Fiscal Year 

Institution 

fl. H. Close 

Karl Holton 

Readinll: 

1. Thosl~ f1tllr\ents re;Jrlin,p, 
below 6.5 will achieve an 
averar,e r,ain of .15 grade 
levels per month in compre­
hension and vocabulary as 
measured by a standarized 
test, TAnL, level M. 

2. Thone students testinr; 
he tween 6.5 ilnd !l.S on the 
reading section of the TAR~ 
(levels n,M) test will show 
an avera~e gain of .11 grade 
levels per month in vocabu­
lary and comprehension as 
measured by this standarized 
test. 

The mean r.ain in reading 
comprehension for students 
scorinp, 6.5 and below as 
measured by the TABE will 
equal or exceed two and one­
half months for each month 
of participation in the 
program. 

Program Objectives 

Language 

Those students testing bet­
ween 6.5 and 8.5 on the read­
ing section of the TA8~ 
(levels D,M) will show an 
averap,e gain of .15 grade 
levels per month on the lan­
guage section of the TARE in 
mechanics of Enr.lish and spel 
linp, an measured by this stan 
dilT'izec\ test ••• 

Each student will raise his 
mechanics of English score 
1.5 months per mOn'l:'h of par­
ticipation in the tearning 
Resource Center. 

Math 

Those students testing be­
low 7.5 will gain an aver· 
age of 2.0 months in arith­
metic fundamentals and 1.5 
reasoning as measured by 
the TABE test. 

Achievement by participa­
tion in both Arithmetic 
Rea~oninr, and Arithmetic 
Fundamentals as measured 
by pre-post administration 
of the arithmetic section 
of the TABE. 
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Institution 

De'H tt Nelson 

Readin~ 

Tar~et population (1-6 ~rade 
reading level) will demon­
strate .15 months Rain in 
re<ld.inp. vocabuli1ry and com­
prehension as measured by 

I 
TAne for each month of pro­
gram participation. 

Program Objectives 

Language lolath 

im- Target population(l-(i p,l·ade 
level) will demonstrate .15 
months p,ain in math skills 
as measured by TARE partici-

Students will demonstrate 
provemcnt by .15 in the 
capitalization, punctuation, 
and expression sections of 
the TAHE. patlon. 

--------1----------------+---------------'" --+----------------1 

Preston 
Students will have a growth 
of .11 p,rade level per month 
as measured hy the TABE test 
.in readin~ vocahu!ary and 
comprehension. 

Part'icipants in the I~SEA lan­
Kua~e program will demon­
strate a r,rowth rate of .11 
grade level per month as 
measured by the TAnE test as 
a result of instruction in 
spellinp; and mechanics of 
r:nglish. 

Participants .in the r.SEA, a 
math pro~ram will have a 
~rowth rate of .11 Brade 
level or better as measured 
hy the TADE teGt hy damon­
Gtrati.ng an unucI'Gtanc1ing of 
the nllmber system and an 
ability to compute accurate­
ly and apply problem solvinR 
techniques. 

-.-------------.r----------------------4---------------------~,--------------------------

Fred C. Nelles Reading lah participants wil, 
gain .11 grade level per 
month of participation as 
measured by the TAB!: Reaclinp; 
Vocabulary and Reading Com­
pre hens ion sllbtes t. 

Participants will show a r,ain 
of .11 per month of partici­
'pation .in Lanr.;uar.;e AI'tSI CiS 

determined by uRing the TAnr. 
mechanics of r.n~lish/SpellinR 
subtests. 

Participants will nain .11 
erade level p~r month of 
participation as measured by 
the TADE Arithmetic Reason­
ing and Arithmetic Funda­
mentals f,~\!)tes ts. 

----·--------+------,---------------------r-------------------------~--------------------------·~I 
F.l Paso 

De Robles 
Participants will show, 
through pre and post TAnE, 
an average minimum growth of 
.11 for every month in the 
program. 

Participants will show, 
through pre and post TABE, an 
average minimum growth of .11 
for every month in the pro­
p;ram. 

Participants will show 
through pre and post TABE 
an average minimum growth of 
.11 for every month in the 
program. 

___ __ . ____ , __ ~ ____________________ _L ____________________ ~------______________ __ 



InRtitution 

Ventura 

Youth Training 
School 

Program Objectives 

~O_-----'--~R-e-a-d"~i~n---g------------------O--"7L-n-nO-lg-u--a--gc----------------------~TMra-t~lrl----------. 

1. Increase their (partici­
pants) rf!ilc\.tnf', vocabulary 
and comprehension scores an 
averar,e of at least .12 a 
month for each month's pilr­
ticipation as mCilsurecl by 
the 'rAIlE. 
2. Participants who ar~ 
initially more competent in 

" 

a non-Cn~lish lan~ua8e will 
increase their reading 
scores an avera~e of at 
least .10 monthly for each 
month's participation, as 
measured hy '('AilE. 

1. As a result of partici­
patinr, in the IMTS lanr,uar,e 
activity students will in­
crease their Mechanics of 
EnAlish and SpellinR scores 
an averaBe of at least .12 
grade levels a month for 
each month's participation 
as measured by the TABE. 

All participants will naln an 
averaRC of at le~st one month 
in language sk1lls for every 
month of participation in the 
lanp,uav,e development compo­
nent as measured by the TAI3E. 

As it result of participating 
in the IMTS math activity 
students will increase their 
math fundamentals and math 
reasoninp, scores an average 
of at least .12 a month for 
each month's participation, 
as measured by TABE. 

The target population will 
Rain an average of more than 
one month gain in readinr, 
vocabulary and comprehension 
for each month of participa­
tion in the reading program 
as meafiured by TABE. 

Students, on the average, 
will Hain at least one month 
of achievement for each 
month of attendance in math 
reasonlnr. and fundamentals 
as measured hy pre and post 
administration of the TARC. 

-------:--il-c:,;_ 
Ry June 30, 1978 the stu-By ,June 30, 1978 the parti- l3y ,June 30, 1978 the par'tl­

cipants will have Ra1ned 1.5 clpants will have ~ained 1.5 
months p,rowth in total read- months p,rowth in total lan­
lnr; score for each month of r,Uilgfl skil.ls for each month 
partic1pation as measured hy of partic1piltion as meilsured 
the Re CI eli n f1, Suhtests of the by the t.'iIll',Ullp,C SuhtcGts of 

_______ -+...;T .... A-'.I3.;:;;.r:;..:,.. ___________ . __ -i_.:;t.;..;.h.::,.c TAIlE. 

dents will have qained 1.5 
months growth in total arith 
metie frr each month of pal'"; 
tic1pation as measured by 
the Arithmetic !1ubtest::> of 
the TAIIE. 

f. SRCC 70% of the partic1pants will 
make one month's I'.rowth In 
readinr; for each month's ac­
tual participation in the 
lan~ua~e development/readin~ 
prop,ram with twenty perIods 
of actual part.lcipation con­
sIdered one month. 

70% of the pilrticipants will 
make one month's p,rowth in 
.lanr,uage developrnen t fot' cad 
month's actual participation 
in the lan~uar;e development/ 
reacHnp; program ~d.th twenty 
per'iods of actual pal't:icipa­
tion considered one month. 

70% of the participants will 
make one month's Bl'owth in 
mathematics for each month's 
actual pavticipation in the 
mathematics program with 
twenty periods of participa­
tion considered one month. 

,----------'-------___ ----_0 __ '--_".-------------------'-------------, ___ I 
* The Reading and Lanr,uage Components at NRCC and SRCC are combined. 



Similarities and Differences Among Ethnic Groups Within 
the ESEA Title I Target Population 

The relationship of age, pretest level, and length of program 

participation to the ethnic backgrounds of participating students 

in the ESEA Program has been examined in several prior Youth 

Authority reports. To further objectify the relationship of 

ethnicity and these specified factors, the available matched pre­

post data for Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals for the 

1977-78 program year was analyzed. The data is presented in 

Table 4. There were 277 White; 234 Spanish-Surnamed; 412 Black; 

and 43 "Other" students in the Reading Comprehension component for 

whom matched pre-post data was available. In the case of Math 

Fundamentals component, similar data was available for 330 White; 

222 Spanish-Surnamed; 341 Slack; and 57 "Other" students. The 

analysis resulted in the findings enumerated below: 

Reading Comprehension 

1. The average ages of White, Black, Spanish-Surnamed and 

"Other" students were very similar. 

2. The average pretest levels of White and "Other" students 

were higher th.an th.e Spanish.-Sur.n,am~d, and B-lack s.tudents. 

These differences are statistically significant. 

3. The average duration of time in program participation 

(months in program) was statistically signfficantly more 

for the Slack and Spanish-Surnamed stUdents compared to 

the White and "Other" stUdents. 
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TABLE 4 

Statistically Significant Differences Among Ethnic Groups On 
S~lected Factors Relative to Reading Comprehension and Hath Fundamentals 

Subtest~ of the TABE, 1977-78 F.Y. Matched Pre-Post Data a 

Ethnic GrouEs Level 
Component Factors White Sp.-Sur. [ Black Other of Con- Total.s 

fidence - Average Pretest 
Scores 5.9 5.1 4.8 5.9 P <1.001 5.2 

Reading - ~ ... , (277) (234) (412) (43) (966) 
Average Honths 

Comprehension in Program 7.2 7.7 8.2 5.8 P<:.OOl 7.5 
Na (277) (234) (H2) (43) (966) 

Average 
Age 17.1 17.0 17.0 16.7 " l'7 . a 

N" , (276) (234) (H2) (43) (965) 
Average Pretest 

Scores 6.1 5.4 5.4 6.3 P<I.OOl 5.7 
Math N" (331) (222) (341 ) (57) (951) 

Average Months 
Fundamentals in Program 7.4 7.5 8.0 6.1 Pc:: .05 7.4 

N= (331) (222) (341) (57) J9S1) 
Average 

Age 17.1 17.1 17.2 16.9 ~ 17.1 
N- (330) (222) (341.) "55) ~948~ 

a 
The findings presented are derived from a Data Text Computer 
Program using analys~s of variance techniques. 

b The numbers used in the analysis are slightly different due 
to blanks for some factors. 

Math Fundamentals 

1. The average ages of White, Black, Spanish-Surnamed and 

" a the r " stu den t s \'1 ere ve r y s i mil a r . 

2. The average pretest levels of it/hite and "Other" students 

were statistically significantly ~igher than the Spanish­

Surnamed and Black students. 

3. The average duration of time in program participation was 

statistically significantly more for the Black students as 

compared to White, Spanish-Surnamed and "Otner" students. 
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The data was further analyzed to see if t~e age and pretest scores 

of students of different ethnic groups were related to the duration 

of program participation. The re1ations~ip of age to pretest 

scores was also studied for all etnnic groups. These relationships 

are shown in Table 5. The results of the analysis are given below: 

Re.~ding Comprehension 

1. The age of students was not related to how long they will 

participate in the component. This held true for all 

ethnic groups. 

2. The pretest scores of students showed no relationship to 

the duration of program participation across all ethnic 

groups. 

3. The pretest scores of the Spanish-Surnamed, Black and 

"Other" students were not related to age:. However, the 

pretest scores of White students were related negatively 

with age meaning that older White students tended to have 

10w~r pretest scores and the younger White students tended 

to have higher pretest scores. 

Math Fundamentals 

1. The age of students was not related to how long they will 

participate in the component. T~ts ~e1d true for all 

ethnic groups. 
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TABLE 5 

Statistically Significant Relationships to Ethnicity 
Between Pai~s of Selected Factors Relative to 

Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals 
1977-78 F.Y. Matched Pre-Post Data 

t n~c E h . Groups 
Components Pai::'~r1 ~:';:;tors \.Jh i t e Sp.-Sur. Black Other 

Age & Man ths' 
Reading in Program 

Age & Pretest 
Comprehension Scores 

I Pretest,Scores & 
Honths in Program 

Age & Months 
}1a th in Program 

Age & Pretest 
Fundamentals Scores 

Pretest Scores & 
Honths in Program 

o = no relationship 
- = negative relationship 
+ = positive relationship 

0 " " - 0 0 
P<:.Ol 

0 0 0 

0 0 9) 

" + 
P <:.001 

0 

" 0 0 

2. The pretest scores of students showed no relationship 

to the duration of program participation across all 

nthnic groups. 

0 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

3. The pretest scores of White,. Black and IIOtherll students 

were not related to age. However, the pretest scores of 

Spanish-Surnamed Students related positively with age 

meaning tnat younger Spanish-Surnamed students tended to 

have lower pretest scores and older students tended to 

have higher pretest scores. 
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Chapter III 

PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Evaluation Ff'ndlnBs on 'Accomp1fshments 
of Achlevement bjectlves, 1977-78 

The growth per month rates of ESEA Title I students are available 

on all subtests of the standardized Test of Adult Basic Education 

(TABE). In this report, however, discussion is limited to only 

three sUbtests: Reading Comprehension; English Mechanics (a 

language subtest); and Math Fundamentals. The results presented 

in Table 6 are based on the matched pre-post data collected 

throughout the 1977-78 fiscal year. 

Before discussing the grade level gain per month figures (noted in 

Table 6) in light of the frequencies with which objectives were 

met/exceeded at the ten institutions, a few observations are in 

order relative to the aggregate performance of ESEA Title I stu­

dents. The matched pre-post results of 966 reading students show 

a growth per month rate of .14 grade levels in reading comprehension. 

In language, the growth per month rate is .11 grade levels for 552 

students, and in math, the gain per month is .16 grade levels for 

951 students. The average performance of ESEA Title I students 

on all three subtests is in excess of the month per month growth 

rate. Table 6 also shows differences in growth rates within and 

among institutions relative to t~e three academic areas. A brief 

narrative is provided below for an overview. 
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TABLE 6 
Pleuned and Actual Grade Level Gains Per Month 

Averages ill Readin[l Compreher.sion, English Mechanics 
and Math Fundamentals by Institution, 

1977-78 F.Y. Matched Pre-Post Data 

._-.. 
Reacling Camp l' ch en s j.on I English -Mechanics Hath Fundamentals 

Institutions ~'linn oer Month a CHins oer Honth Gains Eer Month 

------ Plannt>d Act!Jal P1<1nn~d Actual Planned Ac t \1i1 1 -I 

1 .14 .13 (251)b .15 .11 (94) .20 .19 (255 
.. 

2 .25 .19 (163) .15 .12 (71 ) .15 .19 (204 

3 .15 .08 (34) .15 .15 (10) .15 ,J.4 (39 ) 

4 .11 .11 (03) .11 .07 (82) .11 .12 (125 

5 .11 .13 (125) .1'1 .14 (32 ) .11 .09 (78) 
.. 

6 .11 .15 (101) .11 .14 (4 1, ) .11 .12 (67) 

7 .12 .21 (73) .12 .17 (19~2 .2J "') 

8 .11 .12 (79 ) I .11 .10 (~-~) . 1-1---:;~'<:-;;-' 
"--

9 .15 .17 (29) .15 .16 (Ie) . 15 . lS (35) 

---- ._. . .-
10 .11 .05 (8) .. 11 -.06 (6) .ll .03 ( 8) -_._-_ .. - f-- --- --.----

I 
.. --. .--- . ... ----

Totals .11 c .14 (9 (i6) .llc .11 (419) I .11 C 1 - (951 .~o 

- .-- ! -
Ll 

The crol/th per month rate is the sum Df the students' grade level gain 
per month divided by the number of students. 

b 
Numbers in parentllcses indicate the number of students for whom pre and 
post test data is available. 

c The minimum gro~th rate requir~d in Title It ESEA projects. 

Reading Comprehension 

Five institutions exceeded their planned objectives. Three insti­

tutions fell short of planned performance, and two institutions 

reported equivalent performance to the planned objective. 

Englisn Mechanics 

Four institutions exceeded their planned objectives. Five ;nst;-
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tutions fell short of planned performance; one showed equivalence 

between the planned and actual outcomes. 

Math Fundamentals 

Five institutions exceeded their planned objectives; four institu­

tions fell short of planned performance, and one institution 

achieved a growth rate as planned. 

The differe~ces in growth rates within institutions and across 

institutions (discussed in the next section) prevail as a result 

of complex factors affecting achievement. 

Achievement Gains for ESEA Title I Students 
Discussed in Liqht of Selected Variables 

In this section an overview of the findings on achievement gains 

by Compensatory Education students is presented followed by a 

discussion of the specific findings relative to grade level growth 

per month in the Reading Comprehension, and Math Fundamentals sub­

tests of TABE. Four variables, namely ethnicity, length of program 

participat'ion, age of students, and pretest scores are discussed 

in relationship to the grade level gain per month of program 

participants. 

OVERVIEW 

Matched pre-post achievement data for Reading Comprehension and 

Math Fundamentals were used in the analysis of the data that 

follows. No significant relationship was found between the gain 
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per month rates of students and their ages, nor the ethnicity of 

the students for the aggregate 1977-78 data. 

The variables of pretest scores and length of program participation 

showed a strong negative relationship to the growth per month rates 

of White, Black and Spanish-Surnamed students on Reading Compre­

hension and Math Fundamentals. The presence of these strong 

relationships means that the students with lower pretest scores 

made higher gains as compared to students with higher pretest 

scores. Furthermore, the students who remained in the program for 

a longer period of time made lower monthly rates of gain as com­

pared to those students who were in the Reading or Math programs 

for shorter durations of time. 

The II a the r II stu den t SIp ret est s cor e sal s 0 s h 0 \'/ e d a s t ron g neg a t i ve 

correlation with their gain per month scores. However, the months 

in program of these IIOther" students did not show a significant 

relationship to the growth per month rates. 

Table 7 presents the relationship described above. 

TABLE 7 
Relationships Between Selected Variables 

and Average Gains per Honth for Reading 
Comprehension and Hath Fundamentals 

1977-78 F.Y. 

Do.AI n' Cn,..,~r.h"n".ion 

Relat'Lonship to 
H~th Fundnm.nt~lg 

Relationship to 
Selected A 'P""O "., pr ,",0 v "!fo,d r ., ""Qr,~. ",I ""~" ..,. E~hnlc.l..t. 

Variables Totals ~hlte SD.-Sur. Black Other totals White St..-SUf. B t" c k Oth~r 

Age " il il " " II il " 11 11 

Honths in - - - " - - - - " Prollfam PLo. no 1 (PL.OOl) (p.:",otJ P'::.Ot po:, a 5 Po::. 001 P':.Ol P4. 00 1 
Pretest -

(P,(,;Ol) ·(p<.OOl) - - (r~.OOl\ (p,:,OOtl. 
-

Le'le 1 P '. 00 1 (P.o. not) P~. a 5 P':,OOI ~P<.OOtL P<.Ol 

a No relationship 
- NegatLve relntionshlp 
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DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC FINDINGS 

.. 
1. Age of Students and Thetr Gafn Per Month Rates by Pretest 

Score Ranges 

It has been noted in the overview that the variable of age 

showed no relationship with the grade level gains per month 

of students when the data was studied without sub-grouping 

them into age and pretest score ranges. However, when the 

data are grouped as shown in Table 8, some interesting obser-

vations can be made. 

TABLE 8 

Average Growth Per Month in Reading 
Comprehension and Math Fundamentals 

by Age and Pretest Ranges, All Institutions 
1977-78, F.Y. Matched Pre-Post Data 

Average Gain Per Mont~ 
b~ A8e Ranges 

TABE Pretest Over 
Subtests Ranges 13-15 16-18 18 Totals 

.10 .21 .21 .20 
Reading 1.0-3.0 (7) a (55) (16) (78) 

.19 .18 .15 .18 
Comprehension 3.1-5.0 (45) (217) (67) (329) 

.10 .13 .11 .12 
5.1 + (84) (387)(86) (557) 

.13 .15 .14 .14 
Totals (136) ( 659) (169) ( 9642 

.39 .44 .53 .45 
Math 1.0-3.0 (5J (17) (7) (29) 

.18 .21 .14 .20 
Fundamentals 3.1-5.0 (42) ( 211) (45) <l..W.. 

.12 .12 .17 .13 
5.1 + (57) ~4312 (l30~ ~620~ 

.16 
,.. 

.16 .17 .16 
Totals (04) (659) (182 ) (947 ) 

aNumbers in parentheses indicate the number of 
students for whom pre-post test data is available. 
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a. No uniform trend in gain per month rates was discerntb1e 
in relation to increments in pretest scores or age in the 
case of Reading Comprehension. 

b. A diminishing trend in gain per month rates was discern­
ible in relation to increments in pretest scores in the 
case of Math Fundamentals. 

c. No uniform trend in gain per month rates was discernible 
in relation to increments in age in the case of Math 
Fundamentals. 

d. Average monthly gains in Math Fundamentals were higher 
than a month per month gain for all age levels and 
pretest ranges. 

e. The students in the group with 1.0-3.0 pretest scores and 
13-15 years of age, as well as the students in the group 
with 5.1 + pretest scores and 13-15 years of age, made an 
average monthly growth of less than a month per month in 
Reading Comprehension. 

2. Ethnicity of Students and Their Gain Per Month Rates by Pretest 
Score Ranges 

It has been pointed out earlier in the overview that the vari­

able of ethnicity showed no relationship with the gain per 

month rates of students when the data was studied in aggre­

gate. However, whe~ the data is viewed by pretest score 

ranges (Table 9), there are notable differences between ethnic 

groups in both Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals. 

a. A uniform trend in average growth per month rates is 
discernible favoring the lower pretest ranges for the 
White, Spanish-Surnamed, Black. and "Other" students. 
This finding of a negative relationship between pretest 
scores and gatn per month rates has been discussed in 
the overview on pages 31-32. 

b. All students, except the 189 Black stUdents in the 5.1 + 
pretest range of the Reading Comprehension, made an 
average gain of more than one month per month. All 
stUdents, except the 47 "Other" students in the 5.1 + 
pretest range of the Math Fundamentals, made an average 
gain of more than one month per month in program. 
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TABLE 9 

Average Growth Per Mont~ in Reading 
Comprehension and ~at~ Fundamentals 

by Ethnicity and Pretest Ranges, All Institutions 
1977-713 F.Y., Hatched Pre-Post Data 

,. 
Average Gain Per Month 

by Ethnic Grou~s 
TABE Pretest 

Subtests Ranges t~hi t e S~.-Sut'. Black Other 
.21 .32 .16 .38 

1.0-3.0 _( 8J a (13) J551 J2) 
Reading .23 .16 .15 .21 

3.1-5.0 (64) (88) (168) (10) 
Comprehension .14 .12 .10 .13 

5.1 + (203~ (134) (189~ (31 ) 
.16 .15 .13 .16 

Total!; (27S) (23S) (412) (43) 
, , 

.41 .55 .37 .64 
1.0-3,,0 _( 7) (10) (11~ _(J.} 

Nath .30 .16 .16 .24 
3.1-5.0 (72) (82) (J35 ) (92 

Fundamentals .15 .13 .11 .09 
5.1 + (251) (130) (195 ) (4 n 

.19 .16 .14 .13 
Total:; (:330) P2~~ PL.l) ( ,) ~' ; 

Totals 
.20 
(78) 
.18 
(33°1 
.12 
(SSn 
.14 
(965) 
.45 
P9) 
.20 
(29 82 
.13 
(623) 
.16 
• I. _ r. \ 
~. -~ 

aNumbers in parentheses indicate the number of students for 
whom pre-post test data is available. 

c. Although the average growth rates shown in Table 9 for 
Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals indicate a 
general trend towards higher gains for White students, 
there is a not readily visible higher grade level growth 
rate for the Black students. If we designate the growth 
rates connected with the pretest ranges of 1.0-3.0; 
3.1-5.0; and 5.1 + as high, middle and low growth le,vels 
respectively, we can determine the relative percent 
figures at these growtn levels for eacn ethnic group. 
Table 10 provides the percentages of students connected 
with three levels of growth rates of all parttcipating 
students. Seventy-four percent (74%) of tne White stu­
dents were at the lowest, growtn level in Reading 
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Ethnic 
Grou3) 

White 

TABLE 10 

Percentages of Students by Ethnic Groups 
at High, Middle, Low Gro~th Rates 

for Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals, 
1977-78 F.Y. 

Readin~ Comorehen~ Hath Fundam(!ntais 
No. of Percentage of Students :fo. of Percentage of Students 

Students bv Growth Rolte Students by Growth R:l te 
High Middle Low High Hiddle Low 

275 3 23 74 330 2 22 76 

Sp.-5ur. 235 6 37 57 222 5 37 58 

Black 

"Other" 

412 13 41 46 341 3 40 57 

43 5 23 72 57 2 16 82 

Comprehension, and 76% of the White students were at the 
lowest growth level in Math Fundamentals. Compared to 
these figures, 46% of the Black students had the lowest 
level growth rates in Reading Comprehension, and 57% of 
the Blac~ students had the lowest level growth rates in 
Math Fundamentals. 

3'. Pre t est S cor e s 0 f Stu den t san d The i r G a i n Per M 0 nth Rat e s 

The average gain per month rates in Reading Comprehension 

and Math Fundamentals for the total matched pre-post data 

are.15 and .16 respectively. Table 11 shows differences 

in gain per month averages for both Reading Comprehension 

and Math Fundamentals when the averages are compared to 

the three ranges of pretest scores -- 1.0-3.0; 3.1-5.0; 

5.1 +. The diminishing growth rates connected to the in­

creasing pretest levels are only a confirmation Qf the 

finding discussed above--that the pretest scores are 

negatively correlated with the growth rates. 
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Pretest 
Ranges 

1.0-3.0 

3.1-5.0 

5.1 + 

Totals 

TABLE 17 

Percentages of Students by Pretest Ranges and 
Average Growth Per Month in Reading 
Comprehension and Math Fundamentals 

1977-78 F.Y. Matched Pre-Post Data 

Reading Comprehension Math Fundamentals 
Percentage Average Percentage Average 

of Students Growth Rate of Students Growth Rate 

8 (78) a .20 3 ( 29) .45 

34 (330) .18 31 (298) .20 

58 (557) .12 66 (623) .13 

100 (965 ) .14 100 (950) .16 

aNumbers in parentheses indicate the number of students 
for whom data is available. 

Although the association of lower pretest scores with higher 

growth per month scores is partially explainable by such 

statistical phenomenon as the regression toward the mean, 

there may be several other factors in operation in the 

achievement improvement of compensatory education youth. 

Some of these factors could be: 

a. The staff more effectively motivates the students who 
score lower on pretests. 

b. The staff provides better diagnostic and prescriptive 
services to lower pretesters. 

c. The staff concentrate more effort toward improving the 
performance of lower pretesters. 

d. Lower pretesters are intrins{cally more inclined toward 
"catching up" than higher pretesters in the institutional 
setting. 
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e. The content at lower level of difficulty is easier to 
learn than the content at ~igher levels. 

For both Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals, the 

highest percent of students ;s at the 5.1 + pretest level and 

the lowest percent of students is at the 1.0-3.0 pretest level 

as shown in Table 11. The percentages of students at these 

levels in the ten institutfons, however, do not correlate with 

the above finding which is based on the aggregate data from 

all institutions. As shown in Table 12, some school programs 

have higher percent of students in the 5.1 + pretest level. 

TASLE 12 

Ranked Institutional Growth Per Month Rates in Reading 
Comprehension and Math Fundamentals Displayed 
by Percentages of Students in Pretest Ranges 

! Readin~ Comprehension Hath Fundamentals 
Gain Per 1 - 5.0 i5 . 1 + Gain Per 1 - 5.0 5.1 + 

Month % OJ Month % % I. 

t 

Individual .21 26 74 .23 5 95 

rMt,titutiona1 .19 34 66 .19 34 66 

Growth .17 49 51 .19 30 70 

Rates .17 21 79 .15 23 77 

.15 54 J.46 .15 64 36 

.13 49 51 .14 46 54 

.12 71 29 .12 35 65 

.11 45 55 .12 26 74 

.08 71 29 .09 62 39 

.05 75 2S .03 63 37 
TOTALS .15 42 58 .16 34 66 
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Contrary to the expectation that the school with a higher 

percentage of students in the 5.1 + pretest level will make 

lower gains, several such schools have shown higher gains in 

Reading Comprehension as well as Math Fundamentals (Table 12). 

The explanation of t~is phenomenon lies partially in the 

factor of months of program participation which is negatively 

related to the gain per month rates in a statistically 

significant manner. Schools showing higher gains per month 

rates tend to have higher percentages of students programmed 

for shorter dUrations of time. (See Table 14.) 

4. Length of Participation in Program by ESEA Students and Gain 
Per Month Rates 

The average gain per month in Reading Comprehension and Math 

Fundamentals for the total matched pre-post data are. 15 and 

.16 respectivelY. Table 13 shows differences in gain per 

month averages for Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals 

when the averages are compared on the three ranges of months 

of program participation -- 3-5, 6-8, 9 +. The diminishing 

growth rates connected with the increasing length of program 

are only a confirmation of the finding discussed on page 32 

that the length of program participation is negatively corre­

lated with the growth rates. The following conclusions are 

based upon the data provided in Table 13 and apply to both 

the Reading Comprehension and Math Fundamentals subtests of 

the TABE: 
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TABLE 13 

Average Growth Per Month in Reading Comprehension 
and Math Fundamentals by Length of 

TABE 

Program Participation and Pretest Ranges 
Matched Pre-Post Data, 1977-78 F.Y. 

Pretest Length of Program 
Score Participation in Ranges 

Subtests Ranges ~Months~ 
3-5 6-8 9 or more 

Reading 1.0 - 3.0 .25 (31) a .22 (24) .09 (22) 

Comprehension 3.1 - 5.0 .23 (134) .17 (101) .10 (95) 

5.1 + .14 (284) .11 (148) .09 (124) 

Totals .17 (449) .14 (273) .09 (241) 

1.0 - 3.0 .57 (14) I .40 ( 9 ) .25 ( 6 ) 
Math 

3.1 - 5.0 .28 (122) .19 (93) .09 (82) 
Fundamentals 

5.1 + .17 (309) I .10 (169) .09 (145) 
j <. 

Totals .21 (445) 1. 14 (271) .09 (233) 

aNumbers in parentheses indicrte the number of students for 
whom pre and post test data is available. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

The highest growth rates are found in the 3-5 
months length of participation range. 

The lowest growth rates are found in the 9 + 
months lengt~ of participation range. 

Contrasting t~e growth rates of the total number of 
students in the 3-5, 6-8 and 9 + months length of 
participation ranges, the only range in which students 
did not achieve a month per month growth rate is the 
9 + months range. 

The majority of students partfcipated in program for less 
than 9 months -- 75% and 76% respectively in Reading and 
Math. 
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TABLE 14 

Ranked Institutional Growth Per Month Rates 
in Reading Comprehension and Matb Fundamentals 
Displayed by Percentages of Students in Program 

3-8 and 9 or More Months 

Reading Comnrehension Math Fundamentals 
Gain per Gain per 

Month 3-8 Honths 9+ Months Month 3-8 Months 9+ 
% % % 

.21 80 20 .23 85 

.19 77 23 .19 78 

Months 
% 

15 

22 

Individual .17 73 27 .19 76 24 

Ins ti t.utiona1 .17 70 22 .15 91 9 

'Growth 

Rates 

Totals 

.15 74 26 .15 69 31 

.13 78 22 .14 76 24 

~12 84 16 .12 80 20 

.11 59 41 .12 65 35 

.08 68 32. .09 65 35 

.05 38 I 63 , . () 3 38 62 

.15 75 25 .16 75 25 

The percentages of students in Reading and Math for durations 

in excess of 8 months show considerable variation across the 

ten institutions as presented in Table 14. Table 14 also pro­

vides the variation in growth rates which is in part related 

to the variation in length of program participation at the 

ten institutions. 

Ninety-three students were assigned to the Reading Component 

for durations of 13 or more months. One-third of these stu-

dents performed at or above a month per month growth rate, 
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TABLE 15 

Institutional Monthly Growth Rates in Reading Comprehension 
and Math Fundamentals for Students Participating 

1n Program 13+ Months Who Achieved Below a Month Per Month Gain 
FoYo 1977-78. Matched Pre-Post Data 

Readin~ Comprehension Hath Fundut:',entals 
Institutions Noo of Average Mo. Average No. or Average Mo. Average 

Students in Pro!:!ram G.P.M. Students in Program G. P.M. 

F. C. Nelles 8 17 006 8 16 004 

O. H. Close 15 20 -.01 15 22 .00 

E1 Paso de Robles 7 22 -.01 7 22 .03 

it. Holton 7 17 .04 11 18 .06 

DeWitt Nelson 4 21 .03 2 25 .01 

Preston 16 16 .04 13 17 .00 

Y.T.So 3 17 006 0 -- --
Ventura 2 19 001 " -- --
N.R.CoCo 0 -- -- 1 14 004 

soaococo " -- -- I 19 .00 

TOTALS 62 19 002 58 19 002 

with an average growth per month of .16 in Reading 

Comprehension. These students had an average program 

participation of 16 months. The 62 students who did not 

achieve a month per month growth rate were in program an 

average of 19 months and made a virtually zero growth rate 

(.02) . (See Table 15.) 

Eighty=three students participated in the Math program in 

excess of 12 months. Again, 30 percent of these students 

achieved at or above the month per mon~h growth rate; the 
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average duration in program was 16 months with an average 

growth rate of .17 in the Math. Fundamentals. The remaining 

70 percent made a near zero growth rate of .02 and were in 

the Math program an average of 19 months. Table 15 displays 

the number of students, average months in program, and 

average gain per month rates for these students who performed 

below the month per month growth rate in reading and math. 

The "zero-growth group" in reading and math was further 

analyzed by the ethnicity of the students. White, Spanish­

Surnamed and Black students constitute 25, 24, and 51 percent 

respectively of the group of long-term students (who made 

below the month per month gain) in Reading, and 35, 21 and 44 

percent respectively in Math. The ethnicity of the students 

on which the total achievement data (matched) was based was, 

in the case of Reading, 29, 24, and 43 percent White, Spanish­

Surnamed and Black; and 35, 23, and 36 percent respectively 

in Math. The previous discussion on ethnicity and growth 

rates indicated that Black students (in certain pretest 

ranges) had lower growth rates than their counterparts. The 

disproportionate percentage of Black students in the "zero 

growth group," who were held in program in excess of 13 

months is an important factor in these growth rate discrepancies. 
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~J!Dima'r,Y of Fi'ndin'gsonAch.ievementGains 

The preceding discussion has provided th.e opportunity to review 

the impact of four selected factors (age, ethnicity, pretest score, 

and length of program participation) on achievement gains. 

The age and ethnicity of the Compensatory Education students did 

not show statistically significant correlations with their 

achievement gains. It was discovered, however, that the youngest 

student who pretest very low or very high in Reading (in relation 

to their counterparts in the institutions) made smaller gains--a 

month for each month growth rate. The high pretesting (above 5.1) 

Black students also achieved less than the planned gain per month 

in the Reading program. In ~he Math Component, the high pre­

testing "Other" students made an average growth of less than .11 

gain per month. All other students achieved at this level or 

above in Math Fundamentals. 

The students in program for more than nine months did not 

achieve the required ave~age growth rate of .11 gain per month. 

There were students in the program for more than nine months who 

made gains well over the. 11 minimum growth. rate requirement. 

However, there were many students, in both Reading and Math, who 

had virtually a zero growth rate. 

Prior investigations have pointed to th.e relevance of pretest 

and length of program to grade level gains. It was the intent 
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of tnis section to go beyond tnese overall findtngs to locate 

specifics wnicn could lend themselves to appropr1ate recommendations 

for program planners and classroom teachers. Recommendations 

are submitted in Cnapter VI. 

Evaluation Findings on the Career Awareness Component 

Ventura School and the Youth Training School implemented a Career 

Awareness component during the 1977-78 Fiscal Year. The instruc­

tion concentrated on increasing career information and assessing 

the interests, abilities, and values of participants to motivate 

them to greater involvement in the acquisition of basic academic 

skills. There were 337 participants enrolled in the program at 

Ventura School and 130 at Y.T.S. 

The impact of these career awareness activities has been partially 

measured by the use of career attitude questionnaires. Although 

student awareness of careers and their own personal interests 

have improved, staff members feel that the most remedial students 

who have the greatest needs in this area are the most difficult 

to reach with the traditional career awareness curriculum. At 

one school, ':he project coordinator indicated preference for an 

instructional process that emphasizes a values clarification 

approach. 
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Evaluation Findings on the 
MultitulturalEducation Component 

The Multicultural Education component is a requirement in the ESEA, 

Title I Program in California. The State Department of Education 

regards this component as a way to assist students in understanding 

and appreciating differing cultural and ethnic styles, and in 

developing mature views about their own ethnicity. 

This component addresses a difficult area of learning and all 

individuals who made efforts to help students interact more effec­

tively deserve praise. The multicultural curriculum content and 

instructional methodology is still in developmental stages in the 

ESEA, Title I Program. The positive contribution the component 

makes toward students' growth has nevertheless been established by 

both the subjective impressions of program reviewers as well as by 

objective data. 

In order to assist staff in assessing the attitudes of Youth 

Authority students and in developing curriculum to modify negative 

attitudes, a Multiethnic-Intergroup Awareness Questionnaire was 

developed. 2 This questionnaire uses specific, concrete, familiar 

concepts and allows the student to judge whether Whites, Blacks 

Chicanos, and Women make good neighbors, teachers, mayors, etc. 

2 
See Appendix D. 
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Interpretation of responses produces measures of et~nic pride 

(perception of one's own et~nic group), of et~nocentrism (feelings 

of superiority about one's own ethnicity, with varying degrees 

of negativism regarding ot~er ethnic groups), and of inter-ethnic 

prejudice. 

A number of institutions used the Multi-Ethnic Intergroup AWareness 

Questionnaire on a pre-post basis in 1977-78 to measure the impact 

of multicultural instruction on the students. A total of 305 

matched pre-post qUestionnaires were returned to the central office. 

Out of these, there were 111 White, 117 Black, and 77 Chicano 

respondents. The data was analyzed in a variety of ways to shed 

light on the pre-post changes. Tables 16-18 describe the results 

of this analysis. 

The overall changes in ethnic pride were not dramatic, although 

in six schools there were sizeable changes. The percentage of 

students who responded in a less ethnocentric manner was more 

remarkab1e--one-third of the students answered the questionnaire 

items with non-ethnocentric responses at pretest time~ almost one­

half had non-ethnocentric responses at the time of the post-test 

(Table 16). When this data is viewed by ethnic groups (Table 17), 

the group that made the notable c~ange in ethnic pride were the 

Black students. These students also ~ad the most desirable re­

sponses on the pretest. T~e Black student group made good gains 

in non-ethnocentric attitudes as did the Chicano student group. 

The White student group made some improvements in this area. 
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TABLE 16 

Changes in Ethnic Pride Illld Ethnocentri~m 
of Participants in the Multicultural Education 

Component by Instit~tion. 1977-78 

Percentage of Students Parcent3.ga of Stuullnts 
Institutions with. Balanced with. Non 

Ethnic Pride Ethnocentric Atti.tudes 
Pre Post I Pre- P os t 

O. R. Close (64-)a I 59 59 42 42 -
It. l101eon (16) 50 63 31 37 

DeWit: ~e1son (14) I 71 79 21 43 
-- . 

Pres COil (l.. 9) 58 55 27 47 

F. C. N0911as (77) 68 74 23 51 

El !'aso de Robles ( 13) 

I 
46 62 38 38 

'i7entur3. ( 2:3) 79 68 54 57 I 

----

. 

-

- -Y.r.s. (1.3) 40 67 20 40 

N.R.C.C. (29) 72 86 I 41 45 --
67 33 46 _______ ....l-_______ -L_--.:=--____ .. _ TOTALS (03) 63 

a~u~ber of stude~ts ~~th matched pre-post questionnaires. 

TABLE 17 

Changes in Attitudes by Ethnic Groups 
on Ethnic Pride and Ethnocentrism 

Total Pre-Post Matched Data, 1977-78 

-. -
Ethnic. Group Percent ot Students Percent of Students 

of with Balanced with Non-
Res t) 0 n din g Stu d' e n t s E't'hni c Pride Ethnocentric Attitudes 

Pre Post Pre Post 

Whlte (111)3 66 67 42 48 

Black (117) 73 84 41 57 
" .-

Chicano (77) 52 54 18 36 

Totals (305 ) 63 67 33 46 

aNumber of students with matched pre-post questionnaires. 
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Table 18 shows the changes in attitudes towards specific ethnic 

groups. Black and Chicano students moved to notably more unprej­

udiced position towards Whites; Chicanos to better attitudes 

towards Blacks; Whites and Blacks to better attitudes towards 

Chicanos. The pretest data for White and Black students shows 

little prejudice towards women and the change was to an even more 

positive position. 

This data indicates progress in the area of multicultural­

intergroup education, and is even more impressive when viewed from 

the perspective that ethnic perceptions are not easily changed in 

an incarcerated population which tends to insularize and polarize 

itself into groups along ethnic lines. 

Ethnic Group 
of Responding 

Students 

White (111)a 

Black ( 117) 

Chicapo (77) 

TABLE 18 

Changes in Inter-Ethnic Intergroup Prejudice 
by Ethnic Group 

Total Pre-Post Matched Data, 1977-78 

Percent of Students Unorejudiced 
Towards Whites I To~ards Blacks jTowards Chicanos 

Pre P03t ,- r e Post Fru ?ost 

47 50 52 64 

58 70 48 61 

32 42 27 40 

aNumber of students with matched pre-post questionnaires. 
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~~--~-------------___ , .. ,; 
Evaluation Findinas on Staff Develooment 

Staff members from the ten instttutions participated in a variety 

of training experiences during 1977~78 Ftscal Year. The reported 

training is displayed in Table 19. The four training areas most 

TASLE 79 

Numb.r and Percent of Staff Train1n~ hy Training Area 

Staff Receiving Training 
Training Area Total 

Proiect Teachinp; Sc~ool 
Coordinator Teacher!: Aide!: Psvch. Clerical 

~onf~r~nr.~ r~lated 
Pl '\ N \ N \ N \ II \ N \ 

to: 
Redding 17 6 9 8 7 8 1 3 

1Iolth 7 3 3 3 3 1+ 1 .3 

t.an~uap'e B 3 J 3 5 5 
'.'-~6 'luI t ieul turoll 16 5 22 19 16 11+ 15 5 13 3 16 

C.1rp.er Awarenf!ss 7 2 ~ 3 2 2 1 3 

Conferences on: 

Learninp, Disabilities 33 11 ~ 17 11 9 9 10 6 16 3 16 

Testinr, ~ f.VnlUoltion 2 1 1 1 1 5 

Clacsroom M~nace~ant 13 It 5 It 7 9 1 3 

Institutional/Ward 
Mana~ement 35 12 2 9 18 15 ~1 12 3 8 1 5 

~enQral Education Conferences 2~ 8 10 8 ~o 11 3 8 1 5 

Program Visitations 10 3 5 It It It 1 :) 

~-ther Trainin~: 

Inservice 1+1 11+ 2 9 22 18 6 7 ~ 11 7 37 

Personal Development 15 5 3 8 8 9 2 1+ 2 11 

Orientation to ESEA 
Guidelines 12 1+ 5 4 It 1+ 2 1+ 1 5 

F.SEA. Ti Ue r aopl1cation 
;(orkshop 19 7 II) 43 2 2 7 111 

Clerical Trainin~ 1 1 11 3 

Total Training Experience 290 100 23 100 ll9 100 91 100 38 100 19 100 
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frequently cited were multicultural, inservice training, institu­

tional and ward management, and learning disabilities. Table 19 

shows staff in differing classifications and the percentage of 

training received. 

Participating staff recommended that staff development should also 

include training in student motivation and additional emphasis on 

visitations to other Youth Authority school programs. 

It has been reported by the project supervisors at the ten institu­

tions that the participating staff routinely provided feedback on 

their impressions of the training to the suoervisors. No objective 

data on staff perceptions of the training was provided to the central 

office enabling institutional or program wide conclusions on the 

effectiveness of training. 

Several schools gathered data by the Classroom Assessment Inventory 3 

to provide information on the perception of students as they eval­

uated their teachers on several dimensions. This useful 

information, however, cannot be directly related to the effective­

ness of the training experiences of the staff because of the lack 

of pretraining and post-training data on students' perceptions of 

tneir teachers. The inventory will continue to be used to provide 

feedback to teachers and administrators on the response of students 

to classroom management, motivational climate, and student 

attitudes towards the instructional setting. 

3 
See Appendix E. 
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Chapter IV 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION: CONCERNS AND ACTIVITIES 

Project Funding 

The funding level of Title I, ESEA for Youth Authority school 

programs has remained the same for several years although 

inflationary costs for personnel and operating expenses have been 

increasing. Further, changes in school population have affected 

the number of eligible students in indiviJI.al schools resulting in 

inequities in existing disbursement of Title I, ESEA monies. State 

support programs have been modified in some instances. All of 

these factors have resulted in the need to look at alternative 

funding methods which will allocate funds for supplementary program 

on the basis of current conditions. 

Management has been focusing on plans which take into consideration 

the number of eligible students in each school IS population and 

which will maximize the use of resources for the most educationally 

disadvantaged students. 

Legal Compliance Monitoring 

The legal structure within which ESEA Title I programs must function 

for delivery of supplementary services to the Statels education 

effort within the Youth Authority is diligently explained and 
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monitored by the central office ESEA Title I administrators. Each 

institution complies with the regulations on an ongoing basis. 

Appendix B to this report contains a checklist used for monitoring 

purposes. Any irregularities exposed by the monitoring visits are 

modified according to the' est~blts~ed legal compliance standards. 

Evaluation Monitoring 

• 
Like the previous years, each institutional Compensatory Education 

Program specified the evaluation plans for each component during 

the 1977-78 program year. A monitoring form (Appendix C) was used 

by the central office evaluation staff to ensure that evaluation 

of program components took place as planned. The monitoring infor­

mation that became available served not only the purpose of an 

accountability tool, but also as an aid in registering concerns 

and difficulties when planned components were translated into 

practice. Written feedback and recommendations were provided to 

each school to sustain or correct certain procedures to best 

achieve the evaluation standards. 

Technical Assistance 

Besides monitoring for legal and evaluation purposes, the central 

office staff provided ongoing technical assistance throughout the 

program year. The development of local applications for grants is 

a complex proces~ for which assistance is provided. The evaluation 
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data on program components flowed into the central office from the 

field on a continuous basis. T~is data was transformed into meaning­

ful and concise formats, i;;.:.d shared wit~ the relevant institutional 

staff as ongoing feedback on component performance. ]he_jnterpre­

tation of evaluative data for the benefit of program implementers 

was an integral part of the technical assistance in the area of 

evaluation. 

The component of multicultural education at all institutions 

received special attention from the central office Ethnic Studies 

Specialists throughout the project year. The efforts of these 

specialists, the teaching staff and the evaluation staff, aided by 

the support of administrators, both central office and institutional, 

brought more clarity and structure into this area of instruction. 
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Chapter V 

SIGNIFICANCE Of COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 
IN THE YOUTH AUTHORITY 

The mandate to serve th.e "neediest of the needy" delinquents in 

Youth Authority is a cnallenge to teaching staff and program super­

visors. The improvement of reading and math skills of those students 

who have poor study habits and skills, and function at grade levels 

considerably below age-grade expectancies requires careful planning, 

various methodologies, and dedication~ 

The analysis of data relative to the program impact shows, neverthe­

less, that student average gains, assessed through the various sub­

tests of the Test for Adult Basic Education (TABE), range from 

satisfactory to excellent. The aggregate data yielded the results 

shown in Table 20. All subtests sh.ow better th.an mont~ per month gains. 

These data attest to the fact that the supplemental contribution 

of ESEA Title I effort within the Youth Authority Education Program 

is helping the students achieve academic growth unprecedented in 

their earlier public school educational experiences. Additionally, 

most of the ESEA Title I projects have aimed at and accomplished 

functional literacy for many participants in the areas of reading, 

language, and math. 
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TABLE 20 

Average Gain Per Month Scores on Subtests of TABE 
F.Y. 1977-78 Aggregate, Matched pre-Post Data 

Subtest No. of Gain Per 
Students Month 

Vo cabu1ary . 969 .11 

Comprehension 966 .14 
_. 

English Mechanics 419 .11 

Spelling 547 .12 

Reasoning 953 .15 
(Math) 

Fundamentals 951 .16 
(Math) 

During the 1977-78 year, each school's ESEA Title I Program in­

cluded a multicultural/intergroup education component. The focus 

of this component is to impart factual information and knowledge 

as well as provide activities aimed at modifying attitudes in this 

critical area of intergroup relations. Attitudes of students re­

lative to ethnicity and women show trends toward improvement as a 

result of multicultural/intergroup instruction. Inasmuch as a 

repertoire of healthy and mature attitudes enriches the personal 

and interpersonal lives of youth, Compensatory Educatton has made 

a significant contribution to one dimension of that repertoire. 
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Chapter VI 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In this chapter, only those findings will be gfV30 that signify the 

need for a recommendation. Therefore, many noteworthy observations 

are omitted and the reader is asked to refer to the appropriate 

chapters of this report if interested in additional information. 

Although the conclusions are based on the 1977-78 data, recommenda­

tions are applicable to subsequent program years. 

Institutional Achievement Objectives 

Conclusion #1.0 

Three schools met all their stated objectives for the reading, 

language and math components. Other schools met or exceeded their 

objectives in one or two of the components. 

Recommendation #1.0 

Schools that state achievement objectives above the minimum require­

ment of more than a month's grade level gain per month in program 

and do not meet those stated objectives should consider more 

realistic and conservative objectives. 

Recommendation #1.1 

Those schools that greatly exceeded their stated objectives should 

consider raising the level of expected outcomes. Optimum staff 

effort results when the expectation is neither too low nor too high. 
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Recommendation 11.2 

Those programs that did not meet the minimum level of .11 grade 

levels gain per mont~ s~ou1d be reviewed in terms of the diagnostic­

prescriptive process, instructional methodology, program activities, 

staff-student ratios and the supplementary nature of the Title I 

component. Staff training should be arranged in areas found to be 

inadequate. 

Age and Grade Level Growth Rates 

Conclusions #2.0 

Although the variable of age showed no relationship with gain per 

month rates (aggregate data), the youngest students (age 13-15) 

with pretest scores of 1.0-3.0 and 5.1+ were the only group which 

did not achieve an average gain of .11 in Reading Comprehension. 

Their gain scores in reading were not severely depressed, and the 

differential is small; attention is drawn to these groups since 

they did not meet the minimum requirement. 

Recommendation #2.0 

The youngest students in the reading program who pretest at the 

1.0-3.0 and 5.1+ levels should be closely monitored in their 

program progress. 
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Ethnicity and Growth Rates 

Conclusion #3.0 

All students, except the 189 Black students in the 5.1+ pretest 

range, achieved an average gain of more than one month in Reading 

Comprehension. Forty-seven (47) "Otherll students in the 5.1+ 

pretest range were the only participants achieving an average of 

less than a month per month growth rate in Math Fundamentals. 

Recommendation #3.0 

Although these findings reflect other factors than ethnicity, the 

learning problems of each individual student should be addressed 

and individual program adjustments made on an ongoing basis. 

Pretest Scores and Growth Rates 

Conclusion #4.0 

Pretest scores are negatively correlated with growth rates. 

Recommendation #4.0 

Reading and Math objectives should be stated differentially for 

pretest ranges of students. The data indicates a practical divi­

sion at the 1.0-5.0 and 5.1 plus levels. 

The expected outcomes would be more realistic and provide more 

appropriate feedback to teaching staff. Success or failure to 

achieve program objectives could be weighed in the light of the 

average pretest level of a particular classroom and assessment 
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could focus on the capability of program activities to meet the 

needs of students at different pretest levels. 

Length of Program Participation and Growth Rates 

Conclusion #5.0 

Students who were in program in excess of twelve months did not 

achieve the required average grade level growth rate of .11 months 

per months in program. One-third (31 in reading, 25 in math) of 

these students achieved above the month per month growth rate (.16 

and .17, respectively in reading and math) and had an average pro­

gram participation of 16 months. The remaining two-thirds of the 

long-term students averaged 19 months in program and made a virtually 

zero growth rate (.02 per month of participation). 

Recommendation #5.0 

Those students needing remedial instruction, who are retained in 

program for lengths of time in excess of twelve months, should be 

monitored for progress on an ongoing and individual basis. The 

causes of lack of progress should be determined by the careful judg­

ment of the school psychologist and teachers. If in their judgment, 

the student can no longer profit from the supplementary services 

of Title I, he/she should be removed from participation in a 

specific component area on a temporary or even permanent basis. 
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Career Awareness 

Conc1u,sion #6.0 

Some remedial students in Career.Awarenes~ programs ~ave difficulty 

with the traditional career awareness in~tructiona1 approaches be­

cause of t~eir limited motivation to consider their future careers. 

Recommendation #6.0 

In order that remedial studeNts participating in career awareness 

activities be given the opportunity to improve their knowledge and 

attitudes towards the world of work and be motivated to explore 

their own personal occupational interests, new approaches should 

be explored. Elemental to motivation to consider the future as 

well as the "here and nowl! is the clarification of one's values. 

Among those students who are at the remedi::\l level, there are 

students who can conceptualize quite well about their values and 

their futures. These students should be used to assist their less 

able peers in individual and group sessions. 

Multicultural/Intergroup Instructions 

Conclusion #7.0 

Participant perception of their own and other ethnic groups and 

women improved as measured by the pre-post administration of the 

Mu1tiethnic Intergroup Awareness Questionnaire. These positive 

trends are based on aggregated institutional data. The limited 

number of matched pre-post questionnaires provided by some programs 

make individual institutional assessment spurious. 
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Recommendation #7.0 

The reliability of evaluation depends upon the quali'ty and quantity 

of data upon which findings are based. Special efforts should be 

made to ensure more matched pre-post data from institutional 

programs. 

Recommendation #7.1 

Positive changes in ethnic and intergroup perceptions are predi­

cated upon a relevant, planned and balanced curriculum which is 

presented to students in an organized, meaningful manner. Each 

institution should review the ESEA supplementary activities of 

the Multicultural component to assure that they are at the level 

of sophistication of the other Compensatory Education components. 

Staff Development 

Conclusion #8.0 

Although staff members routinely provide feedback on their training 

experiences to local project supervisors, no objective data is 

available on staff perceptions of training. 

Recommendation #8.0 

Staff training experiences should have positive impact on program, 

on students, and, of course, on the staff members themselves. 

The perceptions of students can be measured by such instruments 

as the Classroom Assessment Inventory II. If an appropriately 

designed needs assessment instrument is used annually (at the 
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time t~at t~e staff development component is being planned), this 

would indicate changes in staff needs and assist in determining 

effectiveness of training received during t~e fiscal year. 
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Name of Institution: 

Approved Components: 
Reading 
Language Dev. 
Math 
Multicultural 

Appelldix B 

ESEA, TITLE I LEGAL COMPLIANCE 
MONITORING CHECKLIST 

Date: 

Career Education 
Staff Development 

(Check appropriate 
monitoring period) 

Bi-Monthly 
Quarterly 
Annual 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------~-----------------
I. STATE EFFORT 

A. Is there visible State effort for each eomponent? 
(If yes, describe by component) 

B. Are all Title I services completely supplementary? 

COMMENTS: 

II. NEEDS ASSESSMENT 

A. Is the Needs Assessment current and adequate? 

COMMENTS: 

III. ESEA. T!TLE I ELIGIBLES AND PARTICIPANTS 

Number of eligibles in population 
Number of ESEA. Title I participants 

A. Are all eligibles ranked? 
B. Is the record of ESEA eligibles current? 
C. Is the record of ESEA participants current? 
D. Obtain a rost~r of all individuals participating 

in an ESEA activity: 

1. Are all of the individuals eligible? 
2. Are all of the individuals on the participant 

roster? 
3. Do all of the individuals meet the selection 

criteria specified in the application? 

CO~I~IENTS : 
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IV. EQUIPMENT AND PROPERTY 

A. Has an equipment utilization system been 
established which includes: 

1. A complete list of all Title I equipment, 
showing date of acquisition, cost, location? 

2. Any changes in the bafore-the-fact schedule of 
d~ily assignment to Title I activities? 

3. Is an annual inventory of equipment on file 
showing location, acquisition date and cost, 
plus copies of documents verifying items that 
have been purchased, surveyed or otherwise 
removed from the inventory during the past 
year, and submitted to the supervisor of 
Compensatory Education each March? 

B. Are all items purchased with Title I funds, except 
supplies, included in the inventory? 

C. Are justifications and documents for Title I equip­
ment purchases in compliance with State regulations 
and ESEA guidelines? 

D. Identify 1/4 of all ESEA property and check loca­
tion, labeling, usage, and condition. 

(Check different items each monitoring period) 

1. Are the items all located? 

2. Are the i.tems all labeled? 

3. Are all items used only by ESEA participants 
and/or ESEA staff? 

List items used by non-ESEA participants and 
non-ESEA staff. 

4. Are all items properly maintained? 

E. Identify all new property and equipment received 
during the last two months. 

L Can all items be located? 

2. Are all items labeled with date of purchase? 
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Yes No 



v. 

E. (Continued) 

G. 

3. Are all items to be used only by ESEA 
staff/wards? 

4. Are all items in operating condition? 

Identify all items dropped from the ESEA inventory 
in the last two months. 

1. Number of items dropped from inventory 

Item Reason 

List: 

FISCAL MANAGEMENT 

Title I funds budgeted for each component. (Enter 
amounts at the start of the program year and only report 
changes in funding during the year.) 

Language Development 
Reading 
Mathematics 
Staff Development 
Multicultural Education 
Bilingual Education 
Educational Development 

Title I cost per participant 

A. Is there proper documentation of all Title I 
expenditures? 

1. Approved training plans 
2. Travel expense claims? 
3. Purchase Orders? 

B. Is budget information received on a regular basis? 

C. Has there been an increase or reduction in the 
number of State-funded education positions: 

If yes, identify: 

D. Has there been an increase or decrease in the State 
education operating budget? 

If yes, identify: 

79 

Yes No 

Number 

Changed Unchan e 

Yes No 



VI. PERSONNEL 

A. 

B. 

Are all authorized ESEA, Title I positions filled? 

Are there current duty statements for all ESEA, 
Title I personnel? 

VII. TRAINING, ORIENTATION & ADVISORY COMMITTEES 

A. Have any new ESEA staff been added during the last 
two months? How many? 

B. If yes, have they received orientation on laws, 
guidelines, regulations and branch policy relating 
to ESEA, Title I? 

If not, why not? 

C. Interview new staff members; does their knowledge 
(B above) appear adequate? 

D. Have any training activities been provided for 
ESEA staff during the last two months? 

E. Has any ESEA-funded training been conducted during 
the last two months? 

F. If yes, were any non-ESEA staff included in the 
training? 

G. If yes, could the training have been provided with 
less cost if non-ESEA staff had not been involved? 

H. Was the training activity included in an approved 
training plan? 

1. Describe follow-up or other extension 

I. Has the ESEA Advisory Committee met during the 
last quarter? 

If not, why not? 

1. Was a fiscal officer in attendance? 
Are minutes of the meeting available? 

VIII. BUILDING MODIFICATIONS OR CONSTRUCTION 

A. Are there plans for ESEA, Title I construction 
or building modification this year? 

B. Is construction or modification underway? 

C. I f "A" or "B" is yes, have there been proper 
approvals? 
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Yes No 



IX. PROJECT DESIGN 

A. Has there been a change in program activities as 
described in the application 

B. If "A" is yes, are there approved amendments or 
revisions? 

X. ESEA STAFF TIME 

A. Has Form YA 5.200 been filled out on all ESEA 
employees? 

B. Are all forms complete? 

C. Do all of the forms for fully funded ESEA employees 
show work only on ESEA? j 

D. Do all of the forms for fractionally funded ESEA 
staff show that they are spending an appropriate 
amount of time on ESEA? 

E. Are Forms,YA 5.200 filed for permanent reference? 

F. Has copy of last monthly time report been sent to 
the supervisor of Compensatory Education Program? 

G. Interview two ESEA staff members (different staff 
each time) 

1. Are there any tasks that either has performed 
under ESEA in the last' month which they feel 
may not be ESEA responsibilities? 

If yes, list: 

2. Are there any tasks that either has performed 
under ESEA in the last month which you feel may 
not be ESEA responsibility? 

If yes, list: 

Signature of Monitor 
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Appendix C 
PROGRAM EVALUATION REVIEW RECORD 

School Monitor 

Component(s) Date 

1. Measurement Instrument OR Technique Used: 

2. Administration of Measurement Instrument (or Technique). 

a) Who administers? Pre 

Post 

b) When last administered? 

c) Who took the test or questionnaire? 

d) Any difficulties with the administration of the question­
naire (test administrator's problems, student problems)? 
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3. Adequacy of measurement used. 

a) Properly measures objectives? Yes No 

If "No,"·explain: 

b) Allows for adequate identification of student, e.g., pre-
post, date, name, ethnicity, class? Yes No 

If "No," explain: 

c) S~ggestions for improvement of measurement: 

4. Data analysis. 

a) Who analyzes data? 

b) Is analysis adequate? 

c) Is information used for formative assessment? 

d) Suggestions for improvement of analysi~: 
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S. Suggested action. 

a) Person responsible: 

b) Action to be taken: 

c) Completion date: 

6. Summary or additional remarks. 

------------------------------------------------~-----------------

120277 
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Appendix D 

Porm A 

MUl.TI-1!11INIC INTllRGIIOllfl A'~AIU:NBSS QlIHSTIONNAlItll 
ANSlI'llIt SlIl1IlT 

VA.: Sex: Mulu 

Age: Pemul" 
Today's 

Ilate: 

Whito Dlock 

Somo Few None All .Iost Som" Fel~ None All 

Sarno Ilew None All ~Iost So IDe lI!:w Nono All 

50010 FOI~ None All ~Iost SOlDO Few Ilono All 

SOIPO flow NI)n8 All ~1.,1t SOlO" 1'0101 Non" All 

SOlDO Fel~ None All Most Some Few Nono All 

Some Few None All ~I{)st Sarno FIlI~ NOllo All 

Some FOI~ None All ~Iost 5011111 Fel~ NUIiIl All 

Some Few NOlie All ~Iost Some l'e.J None All 

Some FOI~ None All ~Iost Some I:ew None All 

SnJl)ENTS: 110 NOT WRIT!: IN 1111S SI',\(:I: 
(Ire [J 
I'ost 0 

5"'1001 --
-- l!SF.A Purticlpllnt IJ Non-IlSEA 0 

I .11.' : 
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Most Sumo llew NOlie All ~Iost Snmo Ilew NOllo 

~Iust Somo FOI~ Nono All ~Iost Some !lIlW NOIIIl 

n.wC S.11Ii1i Fow NOllo All .Iuu /i,lmo I'ol~ Non" 

~Iost Some Few NUIIIl All Most Some Few NUllO 

~llIst Sumo Few N,11I1l All .Iost Sarno Pew NOllo 

I-IIISt Sarno Few Nono All Most Some I:ew Nono 

.Iost Some (lew None All ~lo5t SOllllt Few None 

M"st Sam" (lew Nono All Most Some Ilew None 
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For. A 
MULTI·l!nINIC 1tn'IlRGROIIP AWAUENIl5S QUI!5TIONNAIIIIl 1.0.' 
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------.~ ......... -- ---_ .. 
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Il. Aro handsome/boout 1 ful. All ~Iost 50180 Few None All ~Iost Somo Pew NOllo All ~Iost SOIlO Pew NOlie All Most SOlDO Few NOlie 
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athlll;: IIroul)s. 

, 

Ih. Can ho c()ullted ullllll. All ~Iost Sarno Pew Nono All Host Soma few None All ~Io:lt SOIRO Pow None All Most Some Faw Nonll 

17. \'I:mt 5111nothlnll for not III 1111 • All ~Iost Sarno Few Nono All ~Iost Some PIIW NOIIII All .105t SOIllO Fuw Nonll All Most SODle Fow Nono 

18_ Arll honest. All ~Iost Some Pew None All Most SOlie Pow NOlie All No~t SOIDe Few NOllo All Most SOIliIl Fell Nono ---- -
110 NOT WUIT': Pr:LOI~ TIllS LlNIl 
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School 

Class 

Date 

Ethnic Group 

Appendix E 
How Long in Class 
Teaching 
Staff 

CLASSROOM ASSESSMENT INVENTORY II 

We would like to find out how you foal about this class. The 
answers you give might help improve your Youth Authority education. 

Please answer the following questions about this class only. 

Please check (or mark) the most correct answer. 

Most1.y Mostly I 
I Asree Don't Agree 

In this class, the teaching staff ..• I 2 

1. encourage me to do my best. · · · · D CJ Col 

2. really help me leal'n. · · · · CJ CJ Col 

3. don't make classwork interesting. D 0 Col 

~ . help me feel better about my ethnic 
gl'oup and/or culture. · · · · · · · 0 D Col 

5. are willing to admit t~~cir mistakes. 0 D Col 

6. arc not fair. . . . · · · · · · D 0 Col 

7. make sure I understand my classwork. C1 0 Col 

8. want me to sa)' what I think. · · · · CJ 0 Col 

9. get too upset about too r.lany things. CJ 0 Col 

10. treat me like I am not important. 0 0 Col 

11. don't teach me man)' things 1 can use 
when I leave here. · · · · 0 0 Col 

12. help me to think for myself. · · · · '0 0 Col 

13. try to undcrstnnd the students in 
this class. . . . . · · · 0 0 Col 
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(6) 

(7) 

(S) 
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' .. 

CLASSROOM ASSESSMENT INVENTORY II (Continued) 

In this class" the teaching staff ... 

14. really know a lot about this subject. 

15. test tis about things which arc not 
taught in this class. 

16. like us to talk about what we are 
studying. . . 

17. give me a lot of boring classwork. 

18. say nice things when I do good work. 

19. help me feel bettc-r about myself. 

20. let students fool around too much 
instead of getting much done " 

21. make my classwork seem important. . 

22. Because of thi:: class, I have been 
reading more than I usually do. 

23. If I had my choice, I wouldn't come 
to this class at all. . ... 

Thank you for your help 

082677 
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o Col (22) 

CJ Col (23) 

BLANK Col (24-7 
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