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INTRODUCTION

Histerical Overview

Highly significant developments in the evaluation of education
are taking place across the nation. The agenda of educational con-
ferences, action by state legislatures, the Congress and local boards
of education, trends in government at all levels, and educationzl
literature indicate definable trends. Several of the new directions

re closely related to eachother, although each may be considered an
independent dimension in itself. All require some major reconsidera-
tion of the evalvation procedures used in measurement of educational
achievement.

The first major trend is the cost-benefit theory of allocating
resources. This concept gained its impetus in the U. S. Defense
Department and has spread rapidly across federal agencies, and state
and local government. It is expressed generally within the larger
concept of program planning and budgeting systems (PPBS). Values
also are essential in educational planning; this concept (PPBS) may
be extended to visualize a cost-benefit-value structure for a more
effective allocation of resources., Benefit, of course, implies
meaningful evaluation of program achievement.

Such a meaningful evaiuation must be made in terms of accomplish-
ing agreed-upon objectives. Recently, Mager and others have contributed
significantly to the research and literature regarding the development
of measurable and observable performance objectives for educational
behaviors. The trend to define objectives better is clear.

The practice of individualized instruction is gradually taking
form in education; it has been a verbalized objective but seldom has
been translated into action. Identifying individual needs and progress
depends upon evaluation.

Industry is rapidly developing packages of individual learning
materials, including sophisticated technology for the educational
market it anticipates. An unfortunate correlary of this trend is
the potential that such packages have for "de-humanizing" the educa-
tional process, principally because such packages relate almost
exclusively to the dissemination and feedback of explicit information
without the development of real meaning for students.

A further related and significant development in education is
the use of electronic data processing for the storage and retrieval
of information. One dimension of this development is its general
administrative use which includes many school business procedures,
attendance and enrollment information, projections for planning,
personnel information and almost unlimited supplementary processes
to facilitate effective management. A second dimension is computer-
assisted instruction which in some school systems is already beyond
the theoretical stage.
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School personnel are relatively unfamiliar with many of
these potent new directions or deveiopments in education. Industry,
legislators, systems analysts and researchers are on the eutting
edge” and the uninfermed educator could very well be pushed into a
state of confusion as new types of demands pass his level of under-
standing.

Platitudes to the effect that we camnot evaluaie such an
abstruse process as educational accomplishment will no longer suffice.
The activity of the California Legislature in regard to state testing
programs is abundant evidence alone that the product of the scheols
will be subject to increasingly severe Judgment, particularly in the
face of rising school costs and pressures for tax relief. Evaluation
of achievement will be a factor in the determination of state supported
programs. The first material assessment of education has been planned
and is rapidly being initiated.

Optimum Analysis

In the ideal educational structure of the very near future
school programs and activities will be designed to meet specific
stated objectives expressed as observable performance behaviors,
each having a clear method of evaluation. Varied student needs
will be expressed through appropriate objectives. Alternate programs
or activities to accomplish any objective will be tested both in
terms of cost and effectiveness (achievement). Comparative values
will be stated for these objectives and for alternate objectives
to allow a realistic system for the establishment of priorities.

Operating in this fashion, any program will have to meet

- standards of cost-benefit-value to Justify its maintemance in the

total educational program; proposed innovations would have to pass
this test in a pilot phase.

Evaluation will be organized to accommodate the complex social
economic and psychological variables of teacher performance, methodol-
ogy, student background, interests and aptitudes, resources and their
utilization within each program.

These are goals toward which planning, research, development
and evaluation programs in education are now working; few if any
school districts, to our knowledge, have an assessment design which
approaches this ideal. -
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to develop an achievement
analysis model, and to amalyze achievement of students in the Fresno
City Schools with reference to potential causal factors influencing
achievement.

Procedure

The Project staff researched testing and other data assumed
to reflect student achievement. Ths first area of general analysis
was comprised of comparisons amosig the various achievement and
aptitude data available from state and local testing programs. The
second general analysis involved vertinent socio-cultural-economic
factors and staffing-resource-program components compared with
factors of achievement.

It was fully recognized by the staff that some comparisons
could prove fruitless and others might imply unwarranted conclusions .
to which undue and even damaging attention might be paid. This was
a risk we feit was justified in the attempt to develop some model
for analysis of achievement which would both reveal cirrent educational
needs and inspire better analytical models.

We hope the report is read in that spirit and that it may

engender positive reaction toward improving the technique for the
benefit of the district and its students.

Limitations.

The basic measures of achievement available are existing state
and local tests., These have two major limitations in that, first,
achievement tests are not available or are generaglly not used in
all areas of the school curriculur. Second, in areas where achieve-
ment tests are available and used, they generally fail to provide any
measures for affective learming, a matter of considerable concern in
terms of educational objectives. In spite of these limitations, however,
tests continue to be used extensively as an evaluative mechanism of
school achievement. In recent years the California Legislature has
increased this emphasis by mandating certain achievement tests to be
administered universally throughout the state with the results to be
reported and published. Academic aptitude tests are similarily mandated,
and, while reported and published, are often not considered when
comparing districts. A more accurate comparison might be a regression
analysis, adjusting achievement test results in relation to ability
factors prior to reporting and publication.

Recently, recognition has been given to other achievement test
data adjustment factors such as socio-economic status (SES)
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in the belief that low SES is probably a significant impedance factor
on achievement. Mechanics for an2lyzing this influence on achieve-
ment are still being developed; tests now employed still bear the
stigma of culture bias.

Delimitations

In order to secure additional information the school district
has administered other examinations in zddition to state-mandated
achlevement and abillity tests. Such district tests were generally
reyorted on a school-by-3chool basis; data from the state-mandated
tests were usually available only as included within district-wide
achievement distributions. In some iustances, considerable effort
was ¥zquired to convert siate-mandated test data into schocl-by-
gchool information. Meaningful school~by=school analyses could
only be made for the few district tests which had data available.

Comparisor: of achievement data with other school districts
in California would require seiection of comparable districts and
availablility of identical test data in zuch districts. Substan~
tial variation exists in terms of school district comparability.
For example, similar size districts in California vary widely in
the socio-economic composition of students and in expenditure per
pupil for education. Such comparisons were thus not possible.

State norms for each state-mandated test are available, but
national norms are not. Publisher norms zould have been substituted
for national norms but were not since most publisher norms depend
upon an inadequate sample.

Other data within the district were availabie for analysis of
potential causal factors related to achievement. The use of such
data, however, required some generalization, For example, a factor
such as low socio-economic status or minority student body population
had to be assumed to be constant across all grade levels of a given
school. Such delimitations are important in interpreting findings of
the study.
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PART T: TESTDNG PROGRAM DATA ATALYSTIS

State Mandated Tests

The State of CGalifornia reguires that all children in nredetermined
grades be given certain aptitude and achievement tests at a specified
time during the school year. Reporis on testing results are required
by the State, and have been released by State officials in spite of
strong opposition by various educational organizations and others.
Indications are that such testing program results will conitimue to be
published with the probability that factors pertaining to the ecornomic
level of each school sysitem will be relieased at the same time,

District Tests

The Fresne City Unified School District, each year, tests
additionzl grades in both achievement and aptitude to broaden the
base of information available to teachers, curriculum and guidance
personnel, and school administration.

District Testing Program

Table I partrays the district testing program used for all children
in given grades. Test name and form, type of information provided,
and whether required by State or district is given for each test.
Additionali tests used in certain schools or for evaluation of special
programs are not listed zs part of the district testing program.

Availability of Data

State-mandated test data were compiled for the district and
reported, as required, both to the State and to the district
Board of Education. Data was available to Project Design only
for the district as a whole. Reports to the schools provided
individual pupil data, conseguently mean scores for state-mendated
tests by individual school were not readily available. Project
staff obtained school mean scores by a study of IBM reports
available in part in the guidance department office and in part
in the program evaluation office. Mean school scores for most
district required tests were more accessible in these offices,
although in one case only the medians were available rather than
mean average scores. All data within this report refer +to tests
administered in Cctober, 1967. Data from additional tests administered
in May, 1968 were not available at the time of the study.
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: Table I

DISTRICT TESTING PROGRAM

| I
‘3 Mandated i
4 By Grade ; Test Provides
4 , ;
E - . ; - - - - - -
: District | X Lee-Clark Eeading Rezdiness e Jing Readiness
3 District X i Calif. Test Hental Maturiiy Academic Apiiinde :
2 ! Level O A
; State 1 Stanford Reading Test, Heading Achievement
Primary I, Form W
3 State 2 ! Stanford Reading Test, Reading Achievement
i - J
3 . Primary i1, Form W
‘ District 3 ' California Test Mental Maturity Academic Aptitude
3 : Primary
_ State 3 : Stanford Reading Test, Primary IT, Reading Achievement
1 ; Form X -
3 State 6 2 Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test, Academic Aptitude
> Multi-Level Edition, Form I, Level D .
3 State 6 Stanford Achievement, Partial Battery|Battery Achievement
E Intermediate II, Form W
4 District 8 California Test Mental Maturity Academic Aptitude
3 Junior High Level
3 District 8 Gzlifornia Achievement Test Battery Achievement
E Complete Battery, Junior High
Level, Form W
District 9 Differential Aptitude Test Diffeventinl Apthitude
1 District 9 Kuder Preference Record CH Occupational Interest
3 amd Preference
3 State 10 Lorgze-Thorndike Intelligence Academic Aptitude
Multi-Level Edition, Form I, lLevel G
5 State 10 Test of Academic Progress, Reading, |Reading ichievement
: Form I
District | 11 Presno Mathematics Test Arithmetic Achievement
i )
i i

-




Test Factors

Most of the tests used in the district testing program are
battery tests. Achievement tests usually measure severzl discrete
tyves of achievement; aptitude tests vrovided measures of both
verbal and non-verbal student potential. For purposes of this analysis,
available test data were separated into the discrete factors of aptitude
or achievement as they nad been measured and tabulated.

Available Test Factors by Grade

Table IT 1ists by grade level the test factors for which data
were available. It should be noted that testing at the senior
high school level comprises measures of entering 10th grade students
only, and as 2 result provides a much less comprehensive program than
at the elementary and junior high levels.

Test Factors Used

Table IIT identifies test factors which were used in the study.
Ten factors pertain to the elementary level, (#1-#10) eight (#11-#18)
to the junior high level, and three (#19-#21) to the senior high
level. These factor numbers are used throughout the report.

School Mean Raw Scores by Test Facteors

Raw mean test scores for each test factor for every elementary,
Junior high, and senior high school are provided in Tables IV, V, and
VI, respectively.
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Table IT

AVATLABLE TEST FACTORS BY GRADE

Elementary  phanior|Senior
High | High
3 6 8 10
Reading Achievement 1 19
Aptitude 1
Reading Achievement, Vocabulary 2 17
Reading Achievement, Comprehension 3 18
English Achievement, Spelling h b -
English Achievement, Language 5
Math Achievement, Commubtation 6 *
¥ath Achievement, Concepts 7 - ’ -
Yiath Achievement, Anplication * 8
Aptitude, Verbal r 9 11 20
Antitude, Hon-Verhal " 10 121 21
English Achievement, Mechanics 13
Math Achievement, Reasoning 15
Math Achievement, Fundamentals 16
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Table IIT
: TEST FACTORS USED
: £
: o~
258 o
= ~~ ] —~
2 = 5 Q O o
= o O
& 5| 9 s b=
e O ) 23 20 qi" s = i" o
2% : oo | i oo -
B 3 . E3) D ot “ e i 5% %
3 99 Title of Test 2| B8l 2 51 g5 @
Y 4 P S =i =~ G
z . o < O i L o .
o0 . 5 £ 9= A
. wog S| SE| 2212 & S 55
3 2 £ & G 3 g o =
9 <t (&) Q- P e =~ ; Bl oA
——— o - e ! - s
= -7 !
Z } s . - o ~ - -
¢ Californiz Test of Mental Maturity 3 2/07¢ - T, - -
1 aca iemic Apbibule
Stanford Achievement Partizl Battery & 1 10/607 Wihol 2.0 2.7 |-
: Intermediate IT, Form W
i deadiay Achievement, Word i ne
3 deading Achievement, Paragraph A1
] i Zngiish hchievement, Spelling 7
° ¥nglish ﬁ.(,‘.._evemr,nu, Language ! 1"{
: & ¥ath Achievement, Computation ' ik
3 i
Z 7 Yatn Achiovement, Concepts oy '
8 Math Achievement, Application Y
T Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test 5 1 10/56 Wgsl 9 99 .7 39
3 -1 Hulbi-Level Bdition, Form 1 - Level D
3 9 ieademic dplitude, Verbal 10/67 h239l 92
i 10 © Academic Aptitude, Non-Verbal F10/67 L2391 153
E | -
3 i .
; California Test of lMental Maturity 3] 10/67 177 - _ 11
11 -aca-lemlc Aptitude, Verbal :
12 Academic Aptitude, Non-Verbal
’; ;
2 California Achievement Complete Battery |8 | 10/67 | 77| - P -
; High Level - Form 'w' |
3 fnplish Achievement, Mech.of fnglish 3 50
3 ik gnzliish Achi favemen'o , Spelling i 17
: 15 Math Ac }1Pvement, Reasoning i 79
16 Math Achievement, Fundamential i ¢
17 Zeading Ac nlevemenu, Vocabulary , ; Y
18 leading Achievement, Comprehension i W7
Test of Academic Progress/Reading 10| 10/66 39201 32.6 | 32.C -
19 Reading Achievement
Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test 10| 10/66 39021 99.h i 100.9 -
; ulti-Level Bdition, Form 1 - Level G
20 Academic Aptitude, Verbal
. .. §
21 Academic Aptitude, Non-Verbal |
o ] .
3 N o L 1 i
-9




WALy

T I Raeabon

A —

Table IV
BLerfsTaRY SCHOOL M&ad RAW SCOR=S BY TwS5T FACTORS

1= e 2 3 I c 6 7 ! 9 o

13 lems i 97 15 23 21 47 G i1 12 e 97
Ayneswe th| F 92 ih 22 19 62 1o 9 11 BA 90
AT 101 110 25 35 29 €9 14 17 MGy 119
i ey A1 112 21 33 29 & 16 M 1n e 106
Hnllard 7° 117 %4 36 29 8¢ 15 1721 w7 i
Borrowshs | 11h 107 21 31 27 76 13 13 16 Q7 100
C2lua 35 oh 16 23 21 66 11 1¢ 12 88 92
Carver 49 g8 1k 21 20 61 9 o 11 85 88
Centenn®al} 127 11l 2;5 35 31 oo 1g 16 19 163 178
Colvsbi v5 g 12 22 23 63 10 ¢ 10 s 89
Jailey 96 1170 26 36 30 8, 15 15 19 1ch 106
Nel Mar 77 110 26 37 31 85 1¢ 17 26 106 168
sasterhy | 133 M3 26 37 30 gy 15 17 - 20 196 110
#Merson 27 37 19 21 17 69 10 9 10 £ 91
Bpricson o0 108 23 3h 29 83 1 1) i 10t 103
Juing 168 110 22 31 26 78 12 13 7 1000 10}
F.garden He 9N 10 13 16 60 7 12 11 S92
Franklin | 108 89 19 19 56 9 9 ¢ & 83
Fremont 5l 103 23 31 27 2l 13 15 19 106 109
Gibson 12k 113 29 W 35 92 21 19 2k 111 118
Heaton 63 109 23 30 27 78 1l 13 16 100 100
Hovland 152 107 22 31 20 78 14 1) 17 1 108
o 90 110 73 ah 28 1 1} 14 - FATAN N o't}
Jrekson ) 9 19 6 2l 12 13 12 15 LU
JoCfaraon | 96 1€ 51 19 60 11 ) 11 BhH 90
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Table IV (Cont!d)

§: 1% 2 3 L 5 A 7 f 2 10
, : ; ; : ; : ' ; ! z

Kirk f 54 90 ‘ 13 20 19 59 o 9 103 8y, 8%
Kratt L6 ? 110 23 3 25 76 il 13 16 16t 10y
Lafzyette | 63 ; 199 22 3L 29 82 16 5 20 102 105
T one x i3 . 98 18 29 25 73 13 12 15 95 99
incoln | Tk 5 89 16 22 2 65 12 10 13 o¢ 93
Lowell : sk %5 16 2 20 69 11 11 12 e g
#alloch j L9 §§1o7 27 b 35 89 17 18 23 1i0 113 §
#lanchester g 85 22111 26 38 32 86 16 17 21 108 114 :
Mayfair | 68 107 21 30 26 75 12 12 16 99 o3 1
Moir P17 55103 20 28 26 13 i 13 16 97 100 }
Norsemen | 96 1108 23 32 26 77 13 ik 17 99 103
Powers 57 f§112 25 3 3¢ 85 17 16 20 103 108
Pyle " 109 '§111 26 36 30 83 15 15 19 106 107 f
Robinson . 89 110 2l 36 31 85 16 16 20 104 105 %
Roeding f 73 55111 2l 3L 28 8 16 15 18 10 106
Rowell % 87 ?é1oo 17 25 23 67 12 11 13 91 99
Scandinaviang 90 5'113 2 32 27 83 13 15 18 103 109
Tielman é — g 90 27 21 - - - - - - -
Thomas : 155 5109 26 35 32 86 1 16 19 105 113 ,
Turner | 58 111 21 3. 2 78 1L b 18 102 106 %
Viking -7 35107 23 33 29 8 13 14 16 100 103 ;
Vinland j 103 ?111 23 33 27 17 13 14 16 102 10} 3
Webster .' 75 ; 9% 15 21 20 63 10 11 87T 90 5
#i1son 130 106 20 29 25 71 10 13 16 96 101
Winchell ? 103 f1oo 20 21 25 M 13 1115 95 100
Wishon S5 {105 25 36 30 86 19 16 20 100 106
Wolters f 13 "111 26 37 30 86 15 16 21 107 111
% Factor #1 are median séores; nean _scores not availahle, —

?%8?2%5* h239 105 22 31 27 77 1h il 17 ) 103

State 1966-67 - - - -~ - - - - Total I.4. 99.7
Publisher - - - - - - - - To.al T.9. 99.0
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Table V

SCHOOL MEAN R&W SCORES BY TEST FACTORS

11

el
i

pnt

i2

13 1

——g——

Adrlams
Ahwvahnoze

Cooper

Irwin

(2dison 9ta)
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Table VI ¢

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL MEAN RAW SCORES BY TEST FACTORS

W= 19 20 21

Bullard  L69 37° 105 109

Edison 226 18 82 87

Fresno 798 33 100 10k

Hoover 3nh 37 10 - . 108

McLane 95 33 101 105

Roosevelt 852 29 93 97

Dist, 3,993 31.99 97.70 101.76

67 -~ 68

Disto .

66 - 671 3,920 32.6 99k

State . 1.
- 2.0 100.9 Non-weighted average of verbal

66 - 67 : ’ and nongvetr"bal (factors /20 and #21)

13~
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Elementary School Achievement Ranks

Table VII reports achievement data from test factors 2 through 8
in the elementary schools. MNean raw scores for reading fachtors 2
and 3 vere combined for each elementary school. Thae 51 schools were
then assigned rank according to this combined reading index. The
highest achieving school in reading was indicated as rank number 1.
Two or more schools with egual total reading indexes were assigned the
average of the ranks they represented. For example, two schools which
had equal indexes for rank L would each recieve rank mmber }i.5, {the
average of rank mmbers lj and 5). The next high index would then
receive rank number 6. Should three schools tie for rank number L
each would be placed at rank number 5 (the average for ranks !, 5 and 6),
with the next school given rank mmber 7.

English achievement was alsc available as two factors (I and 5.
Again, school mean raw scores were summed and renks were assigzned each
school according to this index of English achievement. The three
mathematics factors (6, 7 and 8) were treated in the same vay, providing
a ranking of schools according to mathematics achievement.

The next double column in Table VII represents total achievement.
First, all achievement factors (2 through 8) were simmed. The schools
were then ranked according to this index of total achievement.

The range of school rank variation among the three subject achieve-
ment ranks (reading, English, mathematics) is reported in the next columm.
The final (triple) column of Table VII indicates deviation in
school rank between each of the three subject areas and the total

achievement rank.

Bullard Elementary School may be used as an example to interpret
Table VII, It was found that the total of two reading scores nroduced
an index of 60 points, equal to 13.5 rank among the elementary schools.
This same rank was shared by Baird, Centennial and Robinson Schools,
each receiving 13.5 as the average of ranks 12, 13, 1k and 15, In English,
the combined index for Bullard was 11k, placing this school in rank
11.5. The Bullard mathematics index of 5l matched Manchester school,
resulting in rank number L.5 for each. When all achievement scores were
added, Bullard attained an index of 228 which placed this school in
ravk 9 for overall achievement,

Subject achievement school rarks at Bullard varied from a low of
13.5 in reading to a nigh of rank L.5 in mathematics, a difference or
range of 9 ranks as noted in the next colwm. Relating each subject rank
rTor the school to its total achievement rank, it may be noted that
Bullard was =l.5 in reading achievement, =2.5 in English achievement and
+l1,5 in mathematics.

In most cases (113 of 153) the total achievement rank is within 2.5
ranks of the achievement in specific subject areas. I% may be of interest
to note the range of ranks indicated. This range of achievement rsnks
varies from 0 at Gibson, Malloch and Rowell to 12 at Thomas which ranks
3.5 in English achievement but 15.5 in mathematics.

1




Table VIT

EIEMENTARY SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT RAWKS

READLIG | ENGLISH TATH TOTAL, SUBJECT RAVK

ACHTEV. (R) [ACHIEV.(E) |ACHIEV.(1) |:CHIZVEMENT [RANCE| DIFFERENCE FRCH

Test Test Test Sum of CF | TOTAL SCHOOL
| Pactors Factors Factors |Factars (ColdaGHTY.,  ACHIZVEMENT

2+3 [Rank };+5' Ranx [6+7+8 [Rank [1+2+3)Rank Rawxs| @) 1 B [

Addanms 38 |b5.5 | 88 [io 33 | W1.51159 | k1.5 5.5 |-heo0 | 1.5 | -
Aynesviorth 36 h2.5 | 79 b7 30 [ k7 1 1h5 | L7.5] b5 | 5.0 | 0.5 | 0.5
Baird 60 |13.5 | 112 115 - | 53 | 6.5{225 | 13.5}18.5 | - |-1.5 ] 7.0
Birney Sk o5 109 1205 | 16 122 |209 {21 | b5 {-h0 | 0.5 |=1.0
Bullard 60 113.5 | 11k (11,5 | sk | L5228 | 9 |9 [-h.5 [-2.5] k.3
Burroughs 52 |31 103 {29,5 | L2 | 315|197 | 31 2 - { 1.5 {-0.5
Calwz 39 ko 87 .5 | 33 { W.5) 159 | W15 1.5 | 1.5 ] - -
Carver 35 |h7 81 {}s 26 | b9 1 1g i h7.5l 2 0.5 | 2.5 |-1.5
Centennial €0 113.5 | 116 | 7 50 |13 j226 i 12 ;6.5 |-1.5 | g.0 |-1.0
Columbia 34 {8 86 L3 30 |47 Jaso | By 15 j-hoo | 1.0 [-3.,0
Dailey 62 | 7.5 | 11 |11.5 | L9 | 15.5{ 225 | 13.5{ 8 6.0 { 2.0 1-2.0
Del Mar 63 | 5 116 | 7 52 112 | 231 | 5.5{7 0.5 |-1.5 |-6.5
Easterby 63 | 5 112 |15 52 { 12 }227 |11 o 6.0 |-}.0 |=1.0
Emerson 36 2.5 | 79 L7 31 | bho5S| 146 | b5.5¢ L5 | 3.0 |{~1.5 | 1.0
Ericson 57 [i7.5 | 112 |15 o 22 1215 118 |7 0.5 | 3.0 |~k.O
Bwing 53 |28.5 | 10k |27 L2 | 3151192 | 29 [ L.5 | 0.5 | 2.0 |~2.5
Figarden 23 {51 76 |50 30 | L7 129 | 51 L - 1.0 | 1.0
 |Franklin 33 |h9.5 | 75 |54 27 | 51 | 135 | 50 { 1.5 | 0.5 [<1.0 |~1.0
Fremont 5L |25 107 |23 L7 | 18.5] 208 | 22.5| 6.5 |-2.5 |-0.5 | L.G
Gibson 70 |1 127 | 1 6l 1 261 1 0 - - r
Heaton 53 [28.5 | 105 |25 b3 | 28,51 201 | 28 | 2.5 |-0.5 3.0' ~0.5
Holland 53 [28.5 | 106 {2 L6 | 22 | 205 | 2L.5] 6.5 {~h.0 | 0.5 | 2.8
Homan 57 |17.5 } 129 [20.5 | 47 | 18.5} 213 | 19 |3 1.5 1.5 | 0.5
Jackson L7 |36 96 135,5 | Lo | 3 |182 {36 {2 -~ 0.5 | 2.0




Table VII (conbtimmed)

®) (B) (1) TOTAL,  |RANGE | TOTAL SCHOOL

2+3 |Rank | 4#5 | Rank |6+7+0 | Rank [1+2+3|Rank [RANES [ (R) | (8) | ()
Jefferson 36 |1i2.5 | 79 | b7 31 | k5| 16 | k5.5 h.5 | 3.0 |-1.5 ] 1.0
Hrk 33 k9.5 ] T8 | L9 28 {50 {132 | k9 |1 {-0.5]|-1.0} =~
fratt ok {25 101 |31.5 | L3 | 28.5]198 | 30 | 6.5 | 5.0 |-1.5] 1.5
Lai'ayebte 56 {20.5 { 111 |17 51 |12 | 218 | 16 | 7.5 1 =h5 1-1.01] LeO
Lane L7 {36 98 | 3h Lo |3 [185 | 3h | 2 206 - | -
Lincoin 38 {45.5 ] 87 |W1.5 | 35 {39 |160 | ko } 6.5 | 5.5 1-1.5] 1.0
Towell ho |39 89 |39 3y | ko 1621 29 | 1 - ~ i-1.0
Iialloch 681} 2 2L | 2 58 2 250 2 0 - - -
ifanchester 6l | 3 118 | 3.5 | Sk | k51236 | 3 | 1.5 - |~0.5 |-1.5
¥ayfair 51 |32 101 {31.5 | ko |3 (192 132 | 2 - | 0.5 |=2.0
Ymir L8 |3l 99 {33 b3 | 28.51190 | 33 | 5.5 | =1.0| = | l.5
Horseman 55 123 103 (29.5 | Lk |26 1202 | 27 | 6.5 | h.0 |=2,51} 1,0
Povers 61 |10 115 {10 E3 | 651220 | 7 | 3¢5 | =3.0 {~3.0 | G.5
Pyle 62 | 7.5 | 113 |13 ho 15,5122, y 15 | 8 7.5 1 2.0 |-0.5
Robinson 60 {13.5 | 116 | 7 52 | 9.51228 | 9 | 6.5 | k.5 | 2.0 5
Roeding 58 116 109 |20.5 | Ly 115.51216 {17 | & 160 | =3.5 | 1.5
Rovell L2 {38 90 |38 36 |38 1683 | 38 0 - - -
Scandinavian | 56 {20.5 | 110 |18 W6 {22 1212 {26 |k ~0.5 | 2.0 |{=2.0
Tielman \ he 13k - - - - - - - - - -
Thomas 61 110 118 | 3.5 | h9 [15.5 228//2,--1'2"'_ ~1.0 | 5.5 [=6.5
Turner 53 {28.5 | 10L {27 b6 |22 1203 |26 | 6.5 | =2.5 [~1.0 | LG
Viking 56 126,5 | 109 {20.5 | 43 |28.5]208 | 22.5] 8 2.0 | 2.0 |~6.0
Vinland 56 [20.5 | 10L |27 s |25 1205 | 245} 6.5 | L0 {~2.5 |~0.5
ilebster 3¢ (2.5 83 (Ll 32 |43 151 | I3 1.5 1 0.5 1-1.0 | -
Wilson Lo |33 96 135.5 | 39 |236.5{18h | 35 3.5 2.0 |=0.5 |=1.5
Yinchel1l L7 |26 96 135.5 | 39 [36.51182 |37 | 1.5 | 1.0| 1.5 | 0.5
#ishon 61 |10 116 | 7 55 3 232 il 7 ~6,0 [=3.0 | 7.0
tfolters 63 |5 116 | 7 52 | 9.5 (231 5.5l a5 | 0.5 [=1e5 [=haO




Geographical Distribution of Achievement Ranks

Total school achievement ranks were analyzed in terms of
gecgraphical distribution. The 51 elementary schools for which data
was available (Tielman omitbed) are divided imbo three grouns of 17
schools each. Figure I shows the location of schools ranking 1
through 17 in total achievement, Figure II shows those schools ranking
18 through 3, and Figure IIT shows schools ranking 35 through 51.

Tt may be observed in Figure I that ton ranking schools are fairly
well clustered in the north while Figure III illustrates the

grouping of low ranking schools in the cembral city and western sectors
of The district.

When wide variation from total achievemeni exisis in subject
achievement (over three ranks) it is most apt to cccur in reading,
19 times; and least ant to cccur in Engllsn, 8 times.

fieographical Distribution of Schools With 3 or More Subject Ranks
Deviation from Total Achievement Rank.

Figure IV shows the location of schools having a range of 3 or
more subject ranks from total achievement rank, and identified subject
areas with high variation. Schools numbered 5, 10, 12, 19, and 27
are ex2mples which are high in one achievement area and low in another
as compared to their total achievement rank. There does not appear to
be a fixed pattern throughout the district for schools with either
high or low subject achievement rank compared to total achievement rank.

Elementary Academic Aptitude

In Table VIII mean raw scores by school for academic aptitude
factors 1, 9 and 10 have been combined to form school aptitude
indexes. Schools were then ranked according to aptitude indexes in
the same manner as was done for achievement. The 'botal achievement
rank of each school (Table VIT) is next displayed, Finally, Table
VITT shows the variation in achievement rank as compared with aptitude
rank for each elementary school. Schools with achievement rank exceed-
ing antitude rank have a positive rank differences schools with lower
achievement than aptitude rank have a negative rank difference. For
example, the three mean test scores represented by factors 1, 9 and 10
were combined for Robinson School to produce an index of 31 9. Compared
to the total academic aptitude indexes for other schools Robinson
was ranked 16th, or was the sixteenth highest school in potential
for achievement in terms of the measures emmloyed. Achievement rank
at Robinson School, as reported in Table VII, was rank 9. Thus,
gtudents at this school, according to the data available for those
tested, sppear to exceed their po*enﬁal by 7 school raniss. Tne jast
colum permits similar examination of the achievemeni of each school
in relation to its academic aptitude.

-17-




Figure 1

Elementary School
Total Achievement

Ranks 1 = 17

1 Gibson 9 Robinson

2 Maliloch 9 Bullard

3 Manchester 9 Thomas

4 Wishon 11 Easterby
5.5 Del Mar 12 Centennial
5.5 Wolters 13.5 Baird

7 Powers 13.5 Daily

15 Pyle
16 Lafayette
17 Roeding

18-
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Figure II : ¢
Elementary School o . ; r:
Total Achievement * i
Ranks 18 -~ 34 r '_.J
18 Ericson 24.5 Vinland 32 Mayfair
19 Hcman © 26 Turner 33 Muir
20 Scandinavian 27 Norseman 34 Lane
21 Birney 28 Heaton '
22,5 Fremont 29 Ewing )
22,5 Viking 30 Xratt
24,45 Holland 31 Burroughs




Figure III

Elementary School
Total BAchievement
Ranks 35 ~ 51

35 Wilson
36 Jackson
37 Winchell
38 Rowell
39 Lowell

40 Lincoln
£1.5 Addams

" 41.5 Calwa

43 Webster

4/, Columbia
45.5 Emerson
45.5 Jefferson
47.5 Aynesworth

Pg Y
47.5 Carver

49 Kirk
50 Franklin
51 Figarden




Figure IV

Elementary Schools
Yith High Subject Rank

Deviaticn From Total r o '
Achievement. L/ 2.4
- School Area of Achievement !
: i Ad = 10 -
¥ Z;gzzsorth g::.gizg +1,§ School Area of Acnhievement
3. Baird Vath  +7 18 Kratt Reading ¥5
/. Birney Reading -4 19 lafayette Reading -4.5
5. Bullard Reading ~4.5 Math +4
Math t445 20 Linecoln Reading -5.5
6 Centennial -English +5 21 Wuir Math +4.5
7 Columbia Reading -4 22 Norseman Reading +4
& Dailey Reading +6 23 Powers Reading -3
9 Del Mar Math ~-6e5° English -3
16 Easterby Reading +6 2/, Pyle Reading +7.5
English -4 25 Robinson Reading -4.5
11 Emerson Reading +3 26 Roeding English -3.5
12 Ericson English +3 27 Thomas English +5.5
Math A Math -6.5
13 Figarden Math */, 28 Turner Math +4,
14 Fremont Math 4 29 Viking Math -6
15 Heaton English +3 30 Vinland Reading +4
16 Holland Reading 4 31 Wishon Reading -6
17 Jefferson Reading +3 32 Wolters Math -4




Table VIIT

pLEFENTARY SCHOOL ACADEIIC APTITUDE
RANK TN FHESNC COMPARED TO ACHIEVEMENT

TOTAL ACADEMIC TOTAL, ACHILVEMENT APTITUDE
APTTTUDE RANK ACHIEVEMENT
RANK DIFFERENCE
Test Factors
1 +9+10 Rank Table VII
Addams 280 38 L1.5 -2.5
Aynesvorth 268 16 k7.5 -1.5 '
Baird 325 9 13.5 ~b.5 I
Birney 273 )3 21 +22 i
Bullard 335 2 - 9 -7
Burroughs 30 29.5 31 -1.5
Calwa 275 10 hi.5 ~1.5 5
Carver 261 h9.5 7.5 -1.5 g
Centennial 325 9 12 -3 “
Columbia 273 L3 Ly -1
Dailey 320 1l 13.5 + .5
Del Har 291 35.5 5.5 +30
Easterby 329 5.5 11 =5.5
Emerson 263 148 5.5 +2.5 %
Iricson 312 25 18 +7 2
Ewing 31k 22 29 -7
Figarden 267 L7 51 =l 5
Franklin 256 51 50 +1 %
Fremont 317 19.5 22.5 -3
Gibson 342 1 1 0
Heaton 309 28 28 0
Holland 313 23.5 2.5 -’1
Homan 318 18 19 -1
Jackson 291 35.5 36 - .5

Pl




T<ble VITT (Sontta)
LOTAY. ACALWMIC TOTAL L07TTRYTIENT ATPTITON,
APTTTODE TATK ACHT=TRITT
! R ANK DIFTEALNCY
defferson 272 Iy © Lh5.5 -1
Kirk 261 19.5 L9 +.,5
Kratt 316 21 36 -9
Lo favette 319 16 16 C
Tane 292 3l 3l 0
Lincoln 272 .6 Lo +.5
Lowell 279 39 39 0
Malioch 33¢C h 2 +2
Manchester 333 3 3 0
Mayfair 30L 29.5 32 -2.5
Muir 300 32 33 -1
Norseman 310 26.5 27 -5
Powers 323 12 7 +5
Pyle 32k 11 15 -l
Robinson 319 i6 9 +7
Roeding 321 i3 17 ~h
Rowell. 283 37 38 -1
Scandinavian 325 9 20 -11
Tielman - - - -
Thomas 327 7 9 -2
Turner 319 16 26 -10
Viking 310 26.5 22,5 +]
Vinland 317 19.5 2.5 -5
Hebster 273 L3 L3 0
Wilson 303 31 35 -l
Winchell 295 33 37 =l
Wi shon 313 2305 l +19.5
Wolters 329 5.5 5.5 0




Geographical Distribution Analysis of Achievement Aptitude Ranks

As with total achievement ranks, a series oF figures were drawn
to display total academic aptitude rank geographically for the district.
Figure V shows the location of schools ranking 1 through 17 in academic
aptitude, Figure VI those ranking 18 through 3k, and Figure VIT those
ranking 35 through 51. It may be noted by comparing these figures with
Figures I, II and IIT that academic aptitude and total achievement
appear to be highly correlated.

Further analysis was made of the relationship of achievement to
aptitude by separating schools into groups which apoeared to
overachieve, normally achieve, or underachieve. Figure VITI illustrates
schools in which achievement was two or more ranks above aptitude.
Figure IX illustrates those schools in which achievement is within 1.5
ranks of aptitude; and Figure X those schocls where achievement fell
two or more ranks below aptitude. This analysis tends to indicate
that some schools with comparatively high ranks of both aptitude
and achievement (Bzird or Hasterby) are achieving below their apparent
aptitudes, while other schools like ILincoln and Kirk, having both low
aptitude and achievement ranks appear to be overachieving. Host
schools, show a close relationship between aptitude and achievement.
HMost dramatic deviants, however, were Del ¥ar, Birney anc¢ Wishon which
are, respectively, demonstrating achievement rank over aptitude rank
of 30’ 22 and 19050

Junior High School Achievement Rank

Table IX presents data on achievement as measured by test factors
13 through 18 in the junior high schools. Achievement for the areas
of Engiish, math and reading are given separately in the first three
colums. An achievement index for each school was next determined by
combining the three individual achievement scores into the next column.
In addition to the test factors taken from Table V, each columm shows
the rank of that junior high school on a scale of 1 through 1.

Junior High School Academic Aptitude Rank Compared to Achievement .

Table X indicates the academic aptitude for each junior high
school by combining test factors 11 and 12 from Table V. The academic
aptitude for each junior high school is then ranked from 1 through 1l.
The total achievement for each junior high school as determined in
Table IX is repeated in the next column. This makes it possible to
examine each school's total achievement in terms of the schools
indicated academic aptitude. This comparison is made in the final,
colunn where the rank of total achievement in terms of the schools
indicated academic aptitude. This comparison is made in the final
colur 1 vhere the rank of total achievement is subtracted from the
rank of total academic aptitude giving the number of ranks above
cr below what a school could be expected to achieve because of its
tested academic aptitude.

=2~




Figure V

Elementary Schools
Total Academic Aptitude

Ranks 7 = 17
1 Gibson 9 Baird 16 Lafayette
2 Bullard 9 Centénnial 16 Robinson
3 Manchester 9 Scandinavian 16 Turner
4 Malloch 11 Pyle

5.5 Easterby 12 Powers

5.5 Wolters - 13 Roeding
7 Thomas 14 Daily




Figure VI

Elementary Schools
Total Academic Aptitude
Ranks 18 = 34

18 Homan
12.5 Fremont
19.5 Vinlznd

21 Kratt

22 Ewing
23,5 Holland
23.5 Wishon

25 Ericson
26,5 Norseman
26.5 Viking

28 Heaton
29.5 Burroughs
29.5 Mayfair

31 Wilson

N

32 Muir
33 Winchell
3/ lane




Figure VII

Elementary Schools
Total Academic Aptitude

Ranks 35 = 51
35,5 Del Mar 43 Columbia 49.5 Carver
35.5 Jackson 43 Webster 49.5 Kirk
37 Rowell Ll e5 Jefferson £1 Franklin
38 Addams 4l o5 Lincoln
39 Lowell 46 Aynesworth
40 Caiwa 47 Figarden
43 Birney 48 Emerson




Figure V1II

Elementary Schools

With Total Achievement Rank
2 or More Above Total
Aptitude Rank

30 Del Mar
22 Birney
19.5 Wishon
7 Ericson
7 Robinson
5 Powers

+

+4
+
+4
+4
+

2‘?

5 Lincoln
4 Viking
5 Emerson
2 Malloch
2 Carver

4'0
2

28~
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4 Total Aptitude Rank H
3 < : ARRARRERE
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: + o5 Dailey Heaton ~ o5 Norseman -~ 1 Rowell
+ o5 Kirk : ILafayette -~ 1 Columbia % 1.5 Aynesworth
Iane -~ 1 Holland - 1.5 Burroughs
Lowell -~ 1 Homan ~ 1.5 Calwa
Manchester
Webster
Wolters
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Figure X

Elementary Schools

With Total Achievement Rank
2 or More hLanks Below

Total Academic Aptitude

: - 2 Thomas - 4 Pyle

2 . = 2.5 Mayfair - 4 Roeding
- 3 Centennial - 4 Wilson

1 -~ 3 Fremont - 4, Winchelli
¢ ~ 3.5 Addams - 4¢5 Baird

3 - 4 Figarden - 5 Vinland

505 Easterby
7 Bullard
7 Ewing
9 Kratt
10 Turner
11 Scandinavian
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Table IX

JUNICR HIGH SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT RANK

School English Math Reading Total

Achiev, Achiev, Achiev, Achiev.

) ] [7) [5) 7]

P ¢ 4 o R ¥

O «— o\ [e Moo O O

PR - PP—] & iSO — 'é’ - .;t.; .3 .sé

(nJﬁ 32} § ) 8{{3\ ﬁ., o 2,& < Soa :u

= — o~ ey — ~ B o o~ (/NI = 0©
Addams 81.19 111§ 59.76} i2 § 80.81| 11 221,76 | 11
Ahwahnee 95.2 | 2 75.16% 7 § 9Lh.37} 6 264,71} 6
Cooner 85.75| ¢ 3 71.531 9 §86.c6] 9} 2h3.3L} 9
Pt. Miller 90.59| 8 § 7h.95! 8 §86.22} 8 } 251.76} 8
Hamilton 91.15} 5 | 81.99} 5 §J9h.k8| 5 § 267.62} 5
Trwin 64,57 |1k § 53.115 1L E 6C.261 1 § 177.94} 1L
Kings Canyon § 90.7L| 6.5} 80.27| 6 §92.98| 7 § 263.95| 7
Seoquoia 75.16 | 13 61.471 11 § 72.26} 13 208.89 | 12
Sierra 9h.60] 3 8hiO0t 2 $95.15| 3 27h.15}1 2
Tenaya 97.84 1 1 { 86.h13 1 %10L.38} 1 288.63 1| 1
Tioga 90.7h | 6.5 82.571 L §95.k8| 2 § 268.79| L
Washingbon 75.21 112 § 59,021 13 § 73.32] 12 § 207.56| 13 |
Wawona 92.71 41 L 82,681 3 § 9h4.90} L 270.29{ 3 i
Yosemite 84,76 | 10 70.34{ 10 § 81.82| 10 236.92 | 10
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Table X

he [S7aVa) ACA NPT A*nm Y v
JINT0OR HIGYU SCHOOL ACADEMIC APTITUDR
e
— =

RANK COMPARED TC ACHIEVEMENT

-~ e ———————— = m———— ——— = e —— —

TOTAL | TOTAL APEITUDS
ACATEMIC APTITUDE 3 ACHTEY. LCHIEVEMENT
| I e | (e | 2 o
3 tddams 188,03 i1 11 D
ihwahnee 212.26 2 5 -l
Cooper 200.12 9 9 G
3 Fb. #iller 205 .25 8 8 o
Hamilton 210,96 r 3 g -2
Truin 171.19 1h 1 - o |
%ings Canjon 207 .9 5 7 -2 i
Sequoia 185,75 | 12 12 0 i
Sierra 207 .89 5 2 +ly ;
] Tenaya 216 .91 i1 1 ¢ §
"- Tiog2 203.13 ; Iy ' i 0 }
Washington 181150 i3 13 0 f
Lawonz. 207 .08 7 3 +y ,
E Tosenite 192,56 10 10 o %




Geographical Distribution of Achievement and Aptitude Rankings

An additional illustration of the achievement ranks is made by
geographical distribution. Figure XI loecates each junior high in the
district and indicates its achievement rank., Aptitude ranks are
llustrated by geographical distribution in Figure XTI,

An analiysis of the achievement commared to aptitude was made
in Figure XTII by identifying those schools where the achievement rank

Was greater or less than the aptitude rank.
[=, -~

Senior High School Achievement and Aptitude

Table XI gives the aptitude and achievement results from the
testing of the 10th grade in the senior high schools. The tobal
antitude was deternined by adding the verbal and non-verbal antitude
scores of the first two columns. Thes high schools were then ranked
on a scale of 1 through 6. The only achievement score available for
this study was the one for reading., Reading achievement is compared
with total aptitude in the final column. In each case, the school's
indicated achicvement is within a 0.5 rank of the indicated antitude.

The effect of the high school program on student achievement can
in no way be indicated from the data in Table XT. The test facbors
used at this level (19 ~ 27) are administered at the veginning of the
tenth grade before the student has participated in a high school.
program. There is only one other achievement test given in high
school (see Table I) ané that is for the sole use of determining
remedial mathematics placement in grade twelwe. - Other than this testh,
there is no evaluation of the high school educational program in terms
of standardized testing.

Data in this table camnot be interpreted as an indication of
the on-going programs in the feeder junior high schools since Junior
high school attendance boundaries are not necessarily congruent with
those of the high schools, A4 school may be wholly within a high
school attendance area, whereas another school, may ve divided inte

four areas as is illustrated in Figure XTIV, Other complicating factors

are vhe further mixing of student populations at this level due to
the closing of certain schools, e.g. Longfeliow, and the nresent
district rolicy of open enrollment.
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Junior High School
Total Achievement Ranks

H
Rank 1 to 4 Rank 5 to 10 Rank 11 to 14
1 Tenaya % Hamilton 11 Addams
2 Sierra 6 Ahwshnee 12 Sequoia
3 Wawona 7 Kings Canyon 13 Washington
4 Tioga & Fort Miller 14 Irwin

) 9 Cooper
10 Yosemite

The unidentified distriet is Longfellow. Students from this distriet
are attending several "different schools due to the closing of Longfellow.
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Figure XII Oy s
Junior High School
Total Academic Aptitude Rank
4
Rank 1 to 4 Rank 5 to 10 Rank 11 to 14
1 Tenays 5 Kings Canyon 11  Addams
2 Ahwahnee 6 Sierra 12 Sequoia
3 Hamilton 7 Wawona ' 13 Washington
. Tioga 8 Fort Miller 14 Irwin
9 Cooper
10 Yosemite

The unidentified distriet is Longfellow, Students from this district
are attending several different schools due to the ciosing of Longfellow.




Figure XIII
L
Jupior High Schools ’
Total Achievement Rank
' Sompared to Total !
3 ~ Academic Ability Rank
4+ 4 Sierra Addams
+ 4 Wawona _ Cooper
~ Fort Miller
£ Irwin
Achievement Sequoie
Above Aptitude Achievement Tenaya
: Same As Tioga
: Aptitude Washington
Yosemite
- 2 Hamilton
- 2 Kings Canyon
-~ 4 Ahwahnee

Achievement
Below Aptitude .




Table XI

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

ACHIEVEMENT AND APTITUDE

GRADE 10
APTITUDE
VERBAL NON-VERBAL TOTAL READING ACHIEVE,
APTITUDE APTITODE APTITUDE ACHIEVE., RANX _DIFF,
Test Test Test Test
Factor Factor Factor Factor
20 |{Rank 21 Rank { 20 + 21|Rank| 19 |Rank
Bullard 105 1 109 1 21 1 37 1.5 o5
Edison 82 6 87 6 169 6 18 |6 0
Fresno 100 L 10k 3 20} L 33 |3.5 +,
Hoover 104 2 108 2 212 2 37 1.5 +.5
McLane 101 3 105 s 206 3 33 3.5 -5
Roosevelt 95 5 97 5 192 4 29 |5 0
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Figure XIV

Junior High School
Senior High School
Attendance Areas
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Senior High School Attendance Ares

Junior High School Attendance Area

////’ Junior High Schools Placing
Students In More Than One

Senior High School )

////’ A Fort Miller to Bullard, Fresno, Hoover and Mclane
B Washington to Fresno, Mclane, and Roosevelt

C Yosemite to Mclane and Roosevelt

D Kings Canyon to Mclane and Roosevelt




PART TT: ANALYSIS OF RELATIONSHIP OF SELECTED
POTEATTAL CAUSAL VARIABLES TO ACHIEVEMENT

Part I of this report analyzed the existing standardized
test data and indicated achievemen: and aptitude patterns within
individual scheols, among schcols. and in terms of geographical
patterns. The substance of these reports was cognitive, and no
attempt was made to imply causaieffect of any of the pertinent
factors, In effect, Part I was an anzalysis of status. quo.

Part II is desipgned to indicate correlative relationships
between available test scores and = series of factors which potentially
influence achievement and/or aptitude.

The mumber of factors which may be logicaily assumed to have some
influence upon achievement are practically limitless, and often
difficult to define in terms objective enough to allow empirical
analysis., Factors such as hezglth, individual student emotional make-
up, or student home envirorment must be considered pertinent but lend
themselves more appropriately to analysis on an individual basis.

There are, however, a significant number of factors that might
be correlated with student achievement to provide a potential source of
prediction or remediative direction. Possible factors in this
category might be:

Language spoken in home

Family income

Public assistance status

Student's in foster home

Housing conditions {sub=-standardg)
Education2l attaiiment of household head.
Sub~-standard school facilities

Double session status

School gize

T1lness absences

Mobility of student/family

Compensatory Education svatus

Particular compensatory education programs
Average class size

Ethnicity (by school or area)
Pupil-teacher ratio

Teacher experience

Number of teachers on probationary status/by school
Teacher mobility

Student transfers by open enroliment.

This list is by no means exhaustive, but represents potential sources
which appear on face analysis to be practicable.
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A thorough analysis of all factores listed above is beyond the
range of this project; therefore, factors which were availzble within :
the 1imits of time and staff have been pursued. Part II of this
report analyzes factors involving probationary teacher percentages,
ethnic factors, school size, student mobility and compensatory status 1
as compared to the achievement and aptitude data presented in Part I.

Tables XTII, XIV and XV present basic data on which the |
anzlyses will be based.

Columm 1 A "C¥ in this column indicates the school is a
compensatory school.

Column 2  School enrollment November 13, 1967 - Elementary schools (3)%*
School enrollment November 13, 1967 - Jr.-Sr. H. schools (2)

Colum 3 School rank by enrollment size rank 1 indicating the
smallest school, and larger numbers indicating the
larger achools.

Coclumn ki Percent Spanish surname. (7)

Columm 5 Percent Negro. (7)

Colum 6 Percent tot2l minority (Spanish surname, Negro s Oriental,
all others). (7)

" .

Colurm 7 Average Class size - Elementary schools (5)
Average class size - Jr.-Sr. H. schoois (l)

Column 8 School rank by average class size. Rank indicates the !
smallest average class size and larger numbers indicating f
schools having progressively larger average class size. ;

Colunm 9 Mobility - The sum of students entering and leaving a
schocl for the school year (1967-1908). (1)

Column 70 Percent mobility - Mobility (Colmlmf9') divided by enrollment
(Column 2).

Colunn 11 School rank by percent. 1 indicating the least mobility
(Wawona) and 1l the greatest mobility (Washington).

Column 12 Percentage of probationary teachers. (11)

% Parenthetical enclosures cite data sources in tie bibliography. a
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Table XIII

ELEHMENTARY SCHOOL DATA

b = 0 4 g

ta |2 S5 5®|E2 1 3 g8 | % 22 | £ 1 o g 3 8

M= n o M[ e R | W R i<m < = | B _:»:: (I I 9 ot
Addams c{ Los} 8 29 {2 3ho6f 26,71 19 | 212 52,3 § 4§ b3
Aynesworth | c| 3061 4 63 65.21 22.8f 3 | 112} 36.6 |33 |61
Baird J 569 } 23 3 6.3y 37i.5f 52 | 23 21.6 118 § k1
Birney 561 | 22 10 15.7) 29.7F Lh | 345 | 61.5 {51 |31
Bullard 536§ 20 5 8.0} 27.2: 22,51 68 12,7 7 115
Burroughs 867 | 2k 25.7¢ 31.1% 51.0f 339 | 39.1 |38 |38
Calwa c! 7h3yLe 66 661§ 26.9Ff 20 | 353 47.5 | 43 | 27
Carver ¢c| 5319 | b {95 { 99.2) 22.u] 2 | 123} 23.0 |23 |6
Centennial 852 | 43 6 11.0§ 26.3] 15 §j 113§ 133 10 |15
Cotmbia [c} bor{16 [ 25 [7n | 99.3) 23.4f n | 158 ] 31.8 {20 |63
Dailey 576 { 2l 8 9.11 29.5 h1 159 26.7 | 27 20
Del Mar L2k {10 9 10.54 30.6; Lo | 163 384 ] 36 8
Fasterby 748 | I 10 12,21 29,37 1o | 68 9.1 | 2 | 8
" Emerson cl! 261} 2 63 |13 750 | 24.2 2 103 39¢5 -1 39 30
Ericson 383] 7 3 771 29.61 42,5l s2 ] 13.8 142 | 6
Ewing 872 { 15 12 1L.6 28.0F 30 | 119 13.6 111 | 21
Figarden JC| 105} 1 ] L3 L3.Jp 21,00 1 59} 56.2 118 | 83

Franklin {c| 97818 | 25 |7 98.8 | 2L.5 8 220 22.5 1 21 75
Fremont 435 {11 18 21.9] 29.1| 38 96 22.1 {29 29
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Gibson 607 } 29.5 | - - 3.4 | 30.5| L8 62 |- 10.2 {3 25
Heaton 61932 | 16.0] - 2hJy| 28.8! 35 | 240 | 38.8 {37 | L3
Holland 1055 | 57 1.0} - 9.1 30,21 L5 339 32,1 {30 | g
‘Homan 621} 3L 1.0} ~ 20.8 | 29.0i 37 189 30. } 28 1o
Jackson 492 | 15 37.0 | - 33.8 1 28.5; 33 201 40.8 1 b0 | 29
Jefferson | C| 607}29.5 | 56.0} - 56| 26.31 14.0 | 336 55¢3 | L7 18
Kirk c| 59126 17.0 | 82 98.9| 2h.0f 6 2h9 | 4241 | b1 | 58
Kratt 361} 6 9.0 | - 13.0| 25.6} 11 121 33.5 | 32 7

E | Lafayette | | 530(18 | 19.0{ - 21.5| 28.0] 30 | 191 { 36.0 |34 | 35
.t Lane Cj 983}L9 35.0f 9 16.0) 26.51 17 116 118 | L4 | s,
Lincoln c| 620] 33 47.0 {45 98.0] 22.6] & 28l 45.8 | 2 148

Lowell C| Lbh|13 52.0{ L 56.0 | 26,51 17 251 54, | b6 | 55

Malloch 263 3 - |- Lo} 26,31 1) 331 1251 6 | 30
Manchester 502 | 17 6.0~ |10.0f28.0] 30 | 119 237 |2 | 33
: Mayfair sho | 21 23.0 | 25.0] 27,2} 22.5 | 189 35.0' 33 21
Muir 599127 } 30.0 32,0 28.2¢ 32 315 5246 .| L5 35
ﬁ Norseman 642 | 35 12.0 16,0 27.7| 26 138 21.5 1 17 17
Powers 136 112 9.0 10.0 | 28.9| 17 9t | 20.9 [15 | 29
Pyle 712 | 37 5.0 11,0 31.0| 50 170 |. 22.8 |22 9
Robinson 795 | k2 7.0 9.0 | 27.0 | 21 197 24.8 125 | 18
Roeding 590 | 25 10.0 15.0 | 26.5 | 17 103 17.5 | 13 16
Rowell Ic 692 | 36 36.0 | 39.0 1 27.7| 6 bo | T0.8 |52 | 35
Scandinavian | 609 |31 7.0 11.0{ 30,3 | 6.5 | 79 | 130 | 9 0
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Thomas 1070 { 52 - - 1 27.71 26 131 12.2 g 8
Turner h72 | 1 {11.0 | = 16.0 30.3) 16.5] 92 19.5 1, {30
Viking 7h § 38 | 5.0 | - 7.0 | 26.3]1 1 | 155 21.7 |19 | 29
Vinland 733 139§ 7.0 | - 9.0 27.7) 26 59 8,0 1 29
“lebster C 602 | 28 {50.0 | 3 56.0 27.7] 26 356 £9,.17 50 76
Yilson 105); 50 (1) - 20,0 28.61 3l 276 26.2 26 26
#inchell |C 89l: ¥ 46 |61 2.0{ 61.0 29.64 12.5] 296 33.1 31 L6
iJishon 1116 917 - 9.0 29.2) 22 89 21.h 16 20
Holters 920 | L7 2 - 4O 29.61 L2.5| 118 12.8 8 20
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XIv

JUNTOR HIGH SCHCOL DATA
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5 a8 S o S nn = = on| g 5 = 3 Al

5 ] ol & ﬁé Y »2 R g =8 2 2R 2 w2
Addams cl| 189 1 33 - 37.3 25.5| 6.5 120 { 63.5 | 12 80
Ahwahnee 711 4 5 - 9.5 % > 201 28 7 19
Cooper 724, 5 24, VA 31.6 25.0 | 4 296 | 41 10 20
Fort Miller 1075 9 9 8 20,3 26.9 | 12.5 307 | 29 8 Lo
Hamilton 1040 8 9 2 1344 26.4 | 10 172 | 16.5 3 35,80
Irwin C| 620 2 24 | T4 99.6 22.31 1 226 | 36 9 35,82
Kings Canyon 1092 10 6 - 8.2 26,9 |12.5 204 | 19 5 3417
Sequoia C|1128 11 91 6 | 57.3| 2631 9 493 | Lk 1 L7 .61
Sierra 1367 14 6 - 8. 26,8 | 11 223 | 16.3 2 33
Tenaya. 911 . 7 51 = 8.3 25.5| 6.5.| 154 | 16.9 | 4 48,57
Tioga 1157 12 6 - 7.1 26,2 | 8 247 | 21 6 31,88
Washington | C| 629 3 L6 | 7 56,8 | 23,3 | 2 469 | 74 14 35.93
Wawona 1201 13 13 7 19.5 24.3 | 3 130 | 10.8 1 47.16
Yosemite LT 6 22 - 25.9 25.3 1 5 477 | 63.2 |13 31

* Average class size data was not available for
Abwahnee Junior High.
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Table XV

HIGH SCHCOL DATA
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1.0

75.0

3.0

1.0

2.0

2.0
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22.0

18.0

4.0

6.0
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1
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3
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Bullard

% Edison

Fresno

Hoover

McLane

Roosevelt

&

* Edison high school enrollment figures include grades 9-12
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Relationship Betweon the Percentage of Probationary Teachers
and Total School Achievement

Table XVI provides basic data to examine the relationship
between the percentage of probationary teachers and student
achievement. The first column lists the percent of probationary
teachers in each elementary school. Schools are then ranked, rank
1 indicating the lowest percentage of probationary teachers. The
third column indicates rank of %*otal achievement as determined fcr the
schools (Table VII). The fourth column compares ranks by subtracting
the rank of total achievement from the rank of probationary teacher
percentage. A positive number in this column shows the rank of
achievement is higher than would be expected if one assumes the
percentage of probationary teachers to be verfectly correlated with
the total achievement of a school.

E Figure XV shows the geegraphical distribution of elementary
3 schools having 4O percent or more probationary teachers; Figure XVI
gives the distribution for the elementary schools with 20% or fewer
probationary teachers. There is a tendency for a greater percentage of
3 probationary teachers to be found in the southwest part of the district
- with a comparatively lower percentage in the northeast.

; Elementary schools having a rank of total achievement above the
rank of probationary teachers are shown in Figure XVII; those with
rank of achievement below rank of probationary teachers are shown in

Figure XVIII.

_ The relationship of prcbationary teachers to total student
achievement in the junior high schools is similarly reported in

; Table XVII.

Figure XIX shows the geographical distribution of the probationary
4 teachers at the junior high school level compared to rank of total
achievement. In seven of the fourteen schools, the achievement rank
was higher than the nercentage rank of vrobationary teachers; the
geographical distribution shows no fixed pattern.

i There is no difference in achievement ranks given for the senior
: high school since the reading achievement scores represent achievement
{ prior to entering the high school. Table XVIII lists the probationary

4 teacher data shown for other levels.
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A Pearson product-moment coefficient of correlation was
calculated to determine the relationship between the ranks of
elementary school probationary teacher percentages and the school
total achievement ranks. The correlation between these two
variables was .66 which shows a substantial relationship. The
greatest number of probationary teachers (LO%Z or more) are shown
by geogravhical distribution in Figure XV. When this distribution
is compared with the elementary schools having the lowest achievement
(Figure III), a close relationship can be noted.

A similar computation was made for the junior high schools
resulting in a correlation of .09 which would indicate no measurable
correlation.




Table XVI

EIEMENTARY SCHOOL - RAWK OF PROBATICHARY TEACHER
PERCENTAGE: COWPARED WITH ACHIEVEMENT RANK

Rank of
Percent Rank by Total Difference
Hlementary Probationary Probationary | Achievement in
School Teachers Teachers {(from Table VIT} Rank
Addams L3 39.5 hi.5 -2
fymesworth 61 L7 47.5 - <5
Baird L1 38 13.5 +1l.5
Birney 31 30 21 + ¢
Bullard 15 8.5 9 - .5
Bwrroughs 38 36 31 +5
Calva 27 21 hi.5 ~-20.5
_ Carver | 36 35 W7.5 ~-12.5
Centennial 15 8.5 12 - 3.5
Columbia 63 W8 Wl + b
Dailey 20 1h 13.5 _ 5
Del Far 8 5 5.5 ~ W5
Easterby 8 5 11 -6
Emerson 30 28 I5.5 ~17.5
fricson 6 2 18 - =16
Fwing 21 16.5 29 -1‘2 5
Figorden 63 52 51 + 1
Franklin 75 50 50 G
Tremont 29 2h 22.5 + 1.5
(ribson 25 19 1 | +18
Heaton 13 39.5 28 +11 .5
Holland 2l 18 21,5 - (.5

~h8=~
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Table XYI (Continued)

Rank of
Percent Rank by Total Difference
Klementary Probaticnary | Probationary | Achievement in
Senool Teachers Teachers [from TbleVII)| Rank

Homan e 37 19 +18
Jackson 29 2l 36 -12
Jefferson L8 42,5 h5.5 -3
Kirk 58 16 19 -3
Kratt 7 3 30 ~27
Laiayette 35 33 16 +17
Lane sk hh 3k +10
Lincoln ho h2.5 40 + 2,5
Towvell. 56 L5 39 + 6
}alloch 20 28 2 +2])
Hanchester 33 31 3 +27
Iayfair 21 16.5 32 ~15.5
Tir 35 23 33 0
Horsenan 17 11 27 -16
Powers 29 2l 7 +17
Pyle 9 7 15 -8
Robinscn 18 12 9 + 3
Roeding 16 10 17 -7
Rowell 35 33 33 -5
Seandinavian 0 1 20 =19
Tielman 67 h9 - -
Thowmas 3 5 9 -1
Torner 30 28 .26 + 2
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Pable YVI (Contimued

Rank of
Percent Rank by Total Difference

Elementery Probationary | Probationary | Achievement in

School Teachers Teachers |Trom TableVII) Rank
Viking 29 2} 22.5 + 1.5
Tinland 29 2l 2.5 - .5
Webster 76 51 L3 + 8
Wilson <6 20 35 -15
Winchell L6 I 37 + h
Wishon 20 1 I +10
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Figure XVI o

Elementary Schools
With 20 percent or less i
Probationary Teachers

Per Cent Per Cent

Probationary Probationary
; Teachers School Teachers School
§ 0 Scandinavian 15 Centennial
§ 6 Ericson 16 Roeding
§ 7 Kratt ' 17 Norseman
§ 8 Del Mar 18 Robinson
§ 8 Easterby 20 Dnily
E 8 Thomas 20 Wishon
? - 9 Pyle 20 Wolters

15 Bullard




Figure XVII

Elementary Schools
Having Rank of
Total Achievement
Above Rank of

Probationary Teachers

Ranks Schoo:

27 Manchester
24 Malloch
18 Gibson

18 Homan

17 lafayette
17 Powers
14.5 Baird
11.5 Heaton

Ranks School
10 1lane

10 Wishon

9  Birney
8.5 Wolters
8 VWebster
6 Lowell

5 Burroughs
4 Columbia

e v e

Ranks School

4 Winchell

3
2
2
1
1
1

Robinson
5 Lincoln

Turner
5 Fremont
5 Viking

Figarden
o5 Dailey




Filgure XVIII

. Elementary Schools ) ’i .
Hzving Rank of 12.5 — a,
§ Total Achievement .
5 * Below Rank of
Frobationary Teachers

- Ranks School Ranks School Ranks School
27 Kratt 12.5 Ewing 3.5 Centennial
_20.5 Calwa 12 Jackson 3 Jefferson
19 Scandinavian & Pyle 3 Kirk
17.5 Emerson 7 Roeding 2 Addams
16 Ericson . 6.5 Holland .5 Aynesvorth
16 Norseman 6 Easterby .5 Bullard
15.5 Mayrfair 5 Rowell .5 Del Mar
15 Wilson 4 Thomas .5 Vinland
12,5 Carver
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Table XVIT

JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL - RANK OF PROBATTONARY TEACHER
PERCENTAGE COMPARED WITH ACHIEVEMENT RANX

Rank of
Percentit Rank by Total Difference
Junior High Probationary |Probationary| Achievement in
School. . Teachers Teachers | (from Table X] Rank
Addams 30 1l 11 + 3
Ahwahnee 19 1 6 -5
Cooper 20 2 9 -7
Ft. HMiller hi0 10 3 + 2
Hamilton 35.80 7 5 + 2
TIrrin 35.82 8 1, -6
Kings Canyon 3417 5 7 -2
Sequoia 14;?.61 12 12 0
Sierra 33 I 2 + 2
~ Tenaya 1,8.57 13 1 +12
Tioga 3h4.88 6 ) -2
E Jashington - 35.93 9 13 -1
: “Jawona , L7.16 11 3 + 8
f‘ Yosemite 31 3 10 + 7
,

EAN TSR0 Wy S el iy

*Because the distribution of probationary teachers was nearly the same
in several junior high schools it vas necessary to determine the
percentage distribution to two decimal nlaces in eight of the

4 fourteen schools.
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Figure XIX 6 J .0 >
Junior High Schools ~ ;><\
Rank of Percentage of '
; . Probationary Teachers
% Compared to Rank of
- ) Total Achievement \
f Total Achievement Rank Total Achievement Rank Total Achievement Rank
l Above Rank of Below Rank of Same as Rank of
g Probationary Teachers Frobationary Teachers Probationary Teachers
3 ZEUZ D U NG NG
o B
: + 12 Tenaya ~ 7 Cooper Sequoia
§ + 8 Wawona ~ 6 Irwin
: + 7 Yosemite - 5 Ahvahnee
: + 3 Addamg. -~ 4 Washington
g + 2 Fort Millier ~ 2 Kings Canyon
3 + 2 Hamilton - 2 Tioga
+ 2 Zierra

The district not indicated is Longfellow.

-56-




Table XVIII

SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL
RANK OF PROBATIONARY TEACHER PERCENTAGE

Senior High Percent Rank by

School - Probationary _ Probationary

Teachers Teachers.
Bullard 28 5
Edison L9 6
‘ Fresno 25 2
] Hoover e7 4
E McLane 23 ' 1
; - Roosevelt 26 3
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School Achievement Ranks Compared by Ethnic Groups

In Tables XIX and XX elementary and junior high school achieve-
ment ranks, respectively, are compared by ethnic grouns. The first
major colunn shows the achievement ranks for each school in reading,
English and math as previously reported in Tables VII and IX. The
following column indicates the major ethnic group for each school
based on information in Table XTIIT and XIV., Each school is classified
for purposes of this report on the basis of the major ethnic group
represented within the school (over 50% enrollment)., In the case of
one schocl, Lincoln, no single ethnic grour constitutes the majority;
it is categorized separately. The average achievement rank was then
determined for each major ethnic grouv on the basis of school ethnic
classifications. Data sumnaries are found in tables XXI and XXII.

A similar comparison was not made for the high schools because
there are no test factors at this level that would evaluate the on-
going educational programs.
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Table XIX

ELENMENTARY SCHOOL ACHTEVEMENT RANKS COMPARED BY ETHIIC GROUPS

ichievement Ranks Fthnic Grouping
from Table VII
Sranish No
Reading |Enelish Math #hite | Surname| Hemro | Majority
Addams 5.5 1o 1.5 X
Aynesworth h2.5 L7 L7 X
Baird 13.5 15 6.5 X
Birney 25 20,5 22 A
Bullard 13.5 1.5 b5 V4
Burrcushs 31 29.5 31.5 X
Calwa 40 h.5 h1.5 X
Carver L7 L5 L9 X
Centennial 13.5 7 13 X
Columbia L8 h3 W7 X
Dailey 7.5 1.5 | 15.5 X
Del Har 5 7 12 X
Easterby 5 15 | 12 X
Emerson h2.5 L7 hh.5 X
Ericson 17.5 15 22 X
Ewing 28.5 27 31.5 X
Figarden 51 50 h7 —X
Franklin : L9.5 51 51 X A
Fremont 25 23 18.5 X
Gibson 1 1 1 p ¢
Heaton 28.5 25 28.5 X
Holland 28.5 2l 22 X
Homan 17.5 20.5 18.5
Jackson 36 35.5 3h X
-59-
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Table X1X (continued)

Jefferson

Kirk

Kratt

T-afayette

P IR IR "

ILane
Lincoln
Lowell
¥alloch
Hianchester
Fayfair
IMuir
' Horseman
Powers
Pyle
Robinson
Roeding
Rowell.
Scandinavian
Tielman
Thomas
- Turaer
Viking
Vinland
Webster
Wilson
#finchell

/5. shon

Wolters

Achievement Ranks
from Table VII

Ethnic Groupoing

Reading | English ;| Math ihite gﬁra;l;i}e} Negro L@_‘joz;gy
42.5 L7 hheS X
49.5 h9 50 X
25 31.5 28.5 X
20.5 17 12 X
36 3L 3k X
h5.5 175 39 F
39 39 Iy X
2 ' 2 2 X
3 3.5 h-5 1 X
32 31.5 3k - )4
3k 33 28.5 X
23 29.5 26 X
10 10 6.5 X
7.5 13 15,5 X
12.5 7 9.5 X
16 20.5 15.5 X
38 38 38 X
20.5 18 22 X
10 3.5 15.5 z
28.5 27 22 X
20.5 20.5 28.5 X
20.5 27 25 X
2.5 Lk L3 X
33 35.5 36.5 X
36 35.5 36.5 )4
10 7 3 X

5T 9.5 X
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Table XY

JUNTOR HIGH SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT RANKS COMPARFED BY ETHMIC GROUPS

Achievement Ranks from

Table IX Bthnic Grouping
Spanish
Reading | English Math thhite |[Surname Negro

Addams 11 11 12 X

Ahwahnee i 6 2 7 X

Cooper 9 9 9 X

Ft. Miller | 8 8 8 X

Hamilton 5 5 5 X

Irwin 1 1 15 X
Kings Canyorjl 7 6.5 6 X

Sequoia 13 13 1 X

Sierra 3 3 2 X

Tenaya 1 1 1 X

Tioga 2 6.5 L X
Hashington 12 12 13 X
Wavona, f L 3 X
Yosemite 10 1G 10 X
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< Table XXI

SUMMARY OF AVERAGE RANK ACHIEVEMENT F(R

: ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS BY MAJOR ETHNIC GRGUPS

» 2 -p
58 i 3% g5
g g go :g v go 5 o g" 3 ]
Hy gs 4 8% | H#F| BE| ¥p
E 22 &5 | By BF| G| i
_ White i
(39 schools) 20.6 (si-1) | 20.k (50-1) | 20.5 (47-1)
Spanish Surname | )
*(7 achoo1s) 0.6 |12.536) 3.0 |07-35.5) 23 |(wr-3s.)
- : i
Negro _ X
(4 schools) 8.5 I(L9.5-L47)| L2.0 |{ (51-43)] k9.3 (51-47)
No Haj-ority :
(1 SChOOl) ']4505 - h1 05 - 3900 -—"
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Table XXII
SUMMARY OF AVERAGE RANK ACHIEVEMENT F(R

JUNI(R HIGH SCHOCLS

BY MAJOR ETHNIC GROUPS

- E
Q -]
9 g 8 I
5 > ® £
B - T E oS
s ‘2 o] dg g @
23 o o NI
5 gg o g?-q?' 3 % g’o.: | e &
15 0 & 5 3% :
= 5% | BE | By 55 |25 . 5B
;
white i
(11 schools) 6 (11-1) 6 1(12-1) 6.09 . (12-1)
; :
Spanish Surname ‘
(2 schoeols) 12.5 [{13-12) 12.5 (13-12) 12.00 (13-11)
1 | |
Negro !
"} (1 school) 10 (0) 1 (0) 10 (c)
i
,;
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Comparison of Schools Grouped by Income Level and Selected Test Factors

-

For purposes of this comparison, achools were classified by
jncome levels into low, medium, and high categories. Schools designated
as compensatory constitute the low income group. The high incoms group
is made up of the schools that are in the areas of greatest income
(family average income greater than $9,000) as reported by the Fresno
Planning and Public Works Department (9).

Tzbles XXIII through XXX show the relationships of family income
levels to both aptitude and achievement as reflected in available test

scorese.

Table XXIII shows the general income ievel for each elementary
school. Takle XXIV displays mean test scores, weighted by size of
school, for each of three aptitude factors by these income groups.
Table XXV provides 2 similar display of weighted achievement test score
means for the seven available achievement factors.

Similar data for the junior high and senior high schools is
presented, respectively, in tables TAVI - KXVIII and tables XXIX and XXX.
It should be noted that no aptitude factors were available for senior

high schools.
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Table XXITI

GROUPING OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

School Low Middle ' High Low [Middlel High
Addams X Kzratt ! f D
Aynesworth X Lafayette ! X |
Baird X Lane X
Birney X Lincoln X
Bullard X || Lowell X i
Burroughs X Malloch | X
Calwa X Manchester X
Garver X Mayfair : X
Centennial X Muir X
Columbia X Norseman X
Dailey X : Powers _ X

] Del Mar _ x i Pyle g X

E Easterby X : Robinson ; X

E Emerson X ; Roeding ’ X

g Ericson X § Rowell - § X !

é Ewing X | Scandinavian ’ X

i Figarden X Tielman ; X

f Franklin X Thomas | X

Fremont X Turner ; X
Gibson X | Viking | X
Heaton X Vinland ' X
Holland X Webster ! ) ¢
Homan X Wilson X -
Jackson X Winchell X !
Jefferson X Wishon X
Kirk X | || Wolters L] X
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Table XXIV

APTITUDE CUEPARISCGIS BY INCOME LEVEL GROUPS

USTIG JeIGHTED MEANT SCORES - BLEMEATARY SCHGOLS

bptitude | Low TIncome Fedium Income Hizh Income
Test Factor lTlean |Range % | Liean Range®* | }Mean | Range¥
#1 96.8L (13) 109.1L (16) | 111.87] (1)
Q 92y (11) 101.75 (12) | 107.18] (1c)
10 92.41 | (17) 105.83| (19) | 111.29| (13}
Table XXV

ACHIEVELENT CCGMPARISONS BY THCOME LEVEL GROUPS
USING WEIGHTED MEAN SCCORES - ELEMENTARY SCHCOLS

Achievement Low Income Hedivn Income Hioh Income

Test Factor ~ Iean |Rangek Hean Rangei Hean [Range#

32 16.63 | (10) 22,28 (7) | 25.87 (6)

z 3 26.00 | (16) | 3319 | (10) | 37 | (10)

% 3- 22,72 (9) 28.35 (3) | 31.18 (10)

5 70:.39 (17) 30C.2h (15) | 86.)6 | (16)

% 6 11.71 (6) W10 | (9) | 16.82 | (7)
% 7 11.58 (3) 11166 6) | 16.79 (6) )

: 13.57 | (6) | 1810 | (& | 2128 | (8)

* This figure represents the range of school scores based on mean
scores presented in Table IV. Mean score data for each school
were available only as whole mumbers; mean score ranges for
gsets of schools are consequently reported as whole numbers.




Table IXXVI

GROUPING OF JUNICR HIGH SCHOOLS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL

School  ; Low | Hediumi High School Low [Medium : High
Addams . X ! Sequoia X : :
Ahwahnee | X Sierra ! | x
Cooper ; X Tenaya : l X :
Ft. Miller X Tioza X |
Hamilton ; X ’ Washington X
Irwin X f Wawona X
1 Kings Canyen i X % Yosemite :
f ! . . 3 :
]
Table XAVII f
E:*’ APTITUDE COMPARISONS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL GROUPS j
% USING WEIGHTED MEAM SCORES ~ JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS ;
§' Aptitude Low Income Medium Income High Income
Test Factor — - :
§ Mean Range* Mean Range* Mean Rangex
#11 89.78 (3) 104.20 (8) 110.71 1 1 school
#2 91.57 (k) 101,78 (9) | 106.20 | 1 school

* This figure represents the range of school rank, based on mean
- -gcores presented in Table V, within each of the 3 income
level groups.
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Table XXVIII

ACHIEVEMENT COMPARISONS BY FAMILY INCOME LEVEL GROUPS

USING WEIGHTED MEAN SCORES - JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS

Achievement Low Income Medium Income High Income |

rest Tactor Mean ! Range* | Mean ‘ Range* | Mean i - —Range* 1
E : ; |
#13 57.58  (3) 76.16 ; {(8) 77.25 1 school *
#l w8k (3) | 18.69 8) | 20.59 | 1 school |
« #15 22.9h | (3) 30.87 (8) | 34.83 1 school i
1 M6 .30 ¢ (3) | ur.2 @8 | 51.58 ! 1 school |
i #7 30.57 (3) 40.98 (8) h5.59 1 school ”
#8 8.9 | (3) | 50.ko (8) | 58.79 | 1 school i

# This figure represents the range of school ranks based on mean
scores presented in Table V.

o
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Table XXIX
AROUPING OF HIGH SCHOOLS BY TICOME IEVEI, GROUPS
School Low Medium | High Tow Hediuny High
Bullard X Hoover X
Edison X ¥eLane X
Fresno X Roosevelt| X
Table XXX

COMPARISONS OF AVATLABIE TEST FACTORS

USTHG YEIGHTED MEAH SCCRES - HIGH SCHOCIS

ST T TR arflesTn @ me TR e e e e e e Sl i

Low Income Med. Income Hiph Incomel

Achievenent
Test Factors Mean | Range#* Mean | Ronge¥* Mean [Range¥®
Reading | : ’ ) |

#19 26.69 | (1) 3h.7 | (2) 37.00 | (%) |
Verbal _

J120 90.6% | (1) 101,47 | (2) 105,00 | (%)
Non=Verbal -

#21 1.7 | (1) 105.h7 | (2) 109.00 | (3%)

# This figure represents the range of school ranks based on mean
scores presented in Table VI,

#% One School
69~
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Comparisons of Aptitude and Achievement by School Size

In this section, achievement and aptitude scores for each school .
level - elementary, junior high and senior high - are compared on the
bagis of size classification (large or small} according to enrollment
figures from Tables XIII, XIV, and XV. Elementary schools having
enrollments over 600 are considered large schools; those below 600, small.
Junior high schools are consgiderzd large if over 1,000 enrollmenti;
senior high schools are considered large if over 2,000C.

Size does not apvear to be a factor in the mean achievement of the
elementary school students (Table XXXI). The variance of aptitude means
of +he students in both large and small schools at this level likewise
does not apnear to be significant.

Students in the large junior high schools (Table XXXIi) do show
both higher mean aptitude scores and higher mean achievement scores.
Here the differences range from 2.17 points on test factor #1k to 6.99
points on test factor #16.

The testing results for high schools (Table XXXIII, administered in
the tenth grade) can only indicate the potential aptitude and the reading
achievement of the entering students; they cannot be intervreted to
measure the results of the educational program of a given school. The
entering students for the smaller high schools show a slight advantage in
terms of the three tests administered at this level. A note of caution
must be inserted here as the two small schools represent extremes of
achievement. Edison has a rank of 6 in all tests, Buliard is ranked 1.
The comparison is thus of little value.
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Table XXXI

COMPARISONS OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SIZE
OF EXROLIMENT AND AVAILABLE TEST FACTORS

P —————— gt e R E

§ ' ' Large Small

; (Greater than 600) (Less than 600)

Test Factor| Heighted Mean Range * Weighted Mean Rangi'j.
# 105.77 (25) 105,18 (30)
2 21.87 (15) 21.33 (17)
# “30.93 (22) i 31.18 (28)
# 26,91 (16) 26,69 (16)
#5 76.68 (36) 77.26 (30)
#6 13.44 (12} 13.8L (12)
#1 13.88 (10) 13.87 (%)
76 16.53 (15) 17.27 (13)
#9 98.90 (27) 99.23 - (1h)

#10 102,82 (35) 102.85 (27)

COMPARTISON OF ELEMERTARY SCHOOLS
BY BHEAN TOTAL APTITUDE - MEAN TOTAL ACHIEVELENT

Large . Small
lMean Total Aptitude 307.49 307.26
lMean Total Achievement 200.2) 201.LY4

# This figure represents the range of school scores based on mean
scores presented in Table IV. Mean score data for each school
were available only as whole numbera; mean score ranges for
sets of schools are consequently reported as whole mumbers.
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Table XXXII

COMPARISONS OF JUNICR HIGH SCHOOL SIZE
OF FNROLIMENT AND AVATLABLE TEST FACTRS

: (Greaterlaéffn 1,000) (Less Si?l?z:;} 1,000)
Test Factor| “eighted Fiean  Range % Wleighted Mean Range %

t A1 103.13 (12) 95.27 (12)

,é #12 101.66 (11) 91,88 (11)
; #3 71.03 (11) 63.16 (12)

#l 18.40 (12) 16.33 (12)

A5 30.Lh (11) 25.71 (11)

#16 47.63 (9 38,6k (13)

#17 40.20 (12) 3h.72 (12)

#8. 50,62 (11) 42.89 ( 8)

COMPARISONS OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS
BY MEAW TOTAL APTITUDE - MEAIN TOTAL ACHIEVEMENT

Largs - Small

lean Total Aptitude 2004, 79 190,15 5

f i
; Hean Total Achievement 258,32 221,45 !

# This figure represents the range of school ranks based on mean
scores presented in Table V.

~72- I

-

"




AL LN (1 iy B 4

Rl Bt L A LA AR AR U UL A Ea AL S AR M SRR L ANY S

Table XXXIII

COMPARISONS OF SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL BY SIZE

OF ENBOLIMENT AND AVAITABLE TEST FAGTORS

Targe Small
(Greater than 2000) (Less than 2000) |
[Pest Tactor | ieighted *ean Range ¥* Weighted Mean Range %
#19 31 (1.5) 33 (4.5)
#20 98 {2) 100 (5)
#21 99 (2) 10k (5)

COMPARISCHS OF HIGH SCHOOLS

BY ¥EAd TOTAL APTITUDE - 143A¥ TOTAL ACHIEVEIENT

Large Small
Mean Total Aptitude 197 20k
Mean Total Achievement 31 33

#* This figure represents the range of school ranks based on mean
scores presented in Table VI, '
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Comparigons of Test Factor Scores - Compensatory and Non-Compensatory
Schools

A comparison of test factor weighted mean scores in the compensatory
schools has been made with the other schools of the district; the results
are tabulated in Tables XXXIV, XXXV and XXXVI.

The weightad means for each test factor were computed for the
compensatory and non-compensatory schools and were entered in the second
coluom, The range of the schools over each test factor score is given
in the first columm. The difference in weighted mean score between the
compensatory and the non-compensatory schools is shown in the last colum.
In a3l cases covering test factors 1 to 10 and 11 to 18 the compensatory
schools scored the lower of the two groups.

In achievement the widest divergemce between the compensatory and
non-compensatory schools is in ¥aglish (language - factors #5 and #13)
and least in math (computation - #6 znd #lL).
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Table XZXIV

EL&MENTARY SCHOOL TEST FACTCR  COMPARTISCHS OF
COMPEMSATGRY AND NGH-COMPEISATRY SCHCOLS

Range of Heafr. Scores®* ’ Weighted lean .
e
F:i:zr (I.g:rmls)éS) Non~Comp, Compe : Hon=Comp. Differences .
. , - 1
F 1 e T 13 16 9li. 31 109.61 - 15.30 :
g2 10 10 15,70 23,80 - 8.10 %
ir 3 16 13 21,36 32.83 - 1.7 %
# Y 9 on 16,02 28.83 - 12.81 f
#5 1 20 61,69 81.31 -~ 16.62
%6 6 11 10.89 1h.57 - 3.68 §
# 1 3 : 7 10,22 15.03 S g
# 8 5 6 12,02 18,60 - 6,62
# 9 9 15 88.98 102,68 - 13.70 é
#10 17 23 91,92 104,17 - 12,25 F
}
n

% Mean score data for each school were available only as whole numbers;
mean score ranges for sets of schools are consequently reported as
whole numbers.,

#+ #1 (only) is a median score.
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Table XXV

PEST FAGTCR CopPirIsons OF

YU T o e
COMPENSATORY AND HON-COMPENSATORY SCHGOLS

Range of He_an Scoresx

Yeighted Fean

Ty

! TCoxmensator}f
Test Compe. ‘Sehool
Factor (Low SES) Hon-Comp.| Comp. Non-Comp. Differences
P ;
z11 9 . 13 89.80 98.68 - 3.88
#12 8 11 91.58 102,21 - 10.63
A3 1k 10 57.77 72,72 - 1495
Al 3 3 1k.8h 18.89 - h05
M5 3 8 22,9} 31.27 - 8.33
A6 6 9 35.30 1,8.31 - 13.01
#7 11 9 30.57 L1.Lb9 - 10.92
#18 16 1L 38.96 16.90 ~  T.9h

% Mean score data for each school were available only as whole numbers;

mean score ranges for sets of schools are consequently reported ’
as whole nmumbers.
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Table XXXVI

HiGH SCHOOL _ TEST FACTOR COMPARISONS OF
CONPEISATORY AHD HOM-CCHPEHNSATORY SCHOOQLS

Range of Mean Scores* Heighted iiean
Gompensator;(
Test Cormm, School
Factor (Low SES) | Hon=Comp. Gorm. Hon-Comp., | Differences
A9 11 L 26.69 34455 - 7.86
#20 1 5 90.69 102,05 - 11.36
#21 10 5 94.90 106,05 - 11.15

* Mean score data for each school were available only as whole
numbers’ mean score ranges for sets of schools are consequently
reported as whole numbers.
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AMALYSTIS OF ACHTEVEMEHT

HAJCR CCHCLUSTONS IDEMTIFIED BY PROJECT STAFF

Conclusions from this renort must be divided into 2 major

areas; those conclusions pertaining to the nrocess of testing aund

Tt Tization of the testing product (nrocedural;. and those justified
by the specific comnarative studies included within the report
(substantive), It mmst be born in mind that correlation does not
necessarily immly a cause and effect relationship. Conclusions re
intended +o be vsed 25 base data to assist in evalnation and
im~rovement of the instructional nrogram.

2rocedural Conclusions:

5= 1. Test data analysis within the Fresne City Unified School
District is at present difficult since test results ave
not easily accessible; results must be obtained from
several sourcz2s.

5- 2. The Fresne City Unified School District does not at present
provide test data on a school by schooi basis; comparative
analysis is consequently difficult, -

\ 5= 3, The testing nrogram swmles only selected grades. E
5- . The testing program is heavily weighted to meacure
.l-
1roive

1z

(1nformau10n) achlevement with 1little measure of

af ective (attitude) development.

5~ 5, The testing nrogram includes almost no achievement meacures
for sisnificant sectores of the edueation nrogram such ag
sciences. social sciences, foreign lanauages, health,

satety and »hysical educahion, or vocational education,

R N
o

5~ 6. State mandated testing »nrograms do not recognize the variation
of emphesis in instructional objectives which the mrincirple
T local conbrol imnlies.

R S
T

5- 7. State, national and comparable district norms for presently
utilized tests frecuently do not exist. Those available : 5
make no nrovision for variation in such factors as socio- -
econcwic statuse. i;

4 3

5- 8, 1ilo standardized measure of achievenmert or aptitude at the , g !
high school (10-12 grade) level is currently ueed in the ‘
Fresno City Unified School District (10th arade tLests measure
accomplishment through junior high school, but can serve only
as diagnostic material for the hl”h c'chool)
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Substantive Conclusions:

5= 9.

5-10.

c-11.

5-12,

5-13.

5-1k..

5-15.

5=16.

On the basis of comparative rank within the district,
elementary schcols in the north central area score highest
in achievement tests; schools in the southwest and wesit
score lowest.

On the basis of comparative ranks, schools in the north
central area of the district score highest in aptitude
tests; schools in the southwest score lowest.

Geographical patterns of school achievement ranking and
of aptitude ranking are closely correlated within the
Fresno City Unified School District.

Ranking patterns for the junior high schools are similar
geographically to those of their feeder elementary schools.

There is a direct negative relaticnship between the
proportvion 9f probationary teachers and student achievement
scores; no cause~effect conclusion, however, is justified by
the study.

When elementary and junior high schools are categorized by
ethnic majority and compared on the basis of tested achieve-
ment, white majority schools rank highest, Spanish surname
majority next, and Hegro majority lowest.

Both aptitude and achievement scores are directly related
at all levels with family income level and with related
corpensatory education status.

Family income level, proportion of probationary teachers,
ethnic majority, geographic location and aptitude scores are
correlated with achievement scores, but the study does not
provide material that would support direct causes and effect
conclusions.
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PROJECT DESIGN

NEEDS ASSESSMENT PUBLICATIONS

Brainstorm - Needs Perceived by School Staff
Speak-Up - Needs Perceived by Community
Student Speak-Up - Needs Perceived by Secondary Students

School Staifing

Analysis of Achievement

Problems Perceived by Educational Leadership

CoquX'Schools Survey

Ts

Vocational Occupational Needs Survey (published by County
Regional Planning and Evaluation Center - EDICT)

8
9:::>-Other County School Needs Survey Reports (by EDICT)

Educational Content Fields

TASK FORCE.

Other Educational Areas

10. Reading 18. Teaching/learning Process
11. Language 19. Special Education
12. Mathematics 20. Guidance
13. Science 21+ Health
14, Foreign Language 22. Student Personnel
15. Cultural Arts 23, Adult Education
16, Social Science 2lis Vocational Education
17. Physical Education
Urban thgical Factors
25. Urban Physical Factors
- Urban Social and Human Factors
26. Relevance and Quality of
Education for Minorities
27. Special Needs of Mexican-
Americans
28. Special Needs of Negroes
29. Conclusions from Needs Assessment Publications
30, Surmary - Fresno Educational Needs Assessment

31.

The Process

of Educational Planning




