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BASIC SKILL PERFORMANCE TRENDS
v« .
_Across the cougtry pupil performance in basic skills is down. Results of nationwide studies
_show that standardized achievement test scores of public gchool children have declined since
the mid-1960's, after decades of steady improvement. This seems. to be true regardless of

grade level, sulject tested, or geographic area. Of the many hypotheses advanced o aécount
for this phenomenon, few havk been tested. ) - IR

Abstract ‘
OMA+« COMPARED WITH SIMILAR DISTRICTS

.
[

Tacoma's scores, too, have gone down in recent years.

that of the nation as & ,whole gives a general perspective.

specific frame of reference is considered,by asking,

Comparing Taco%a!s performance with
In the current study a more
"How are Tacoma.children performing in

thés basic skills-as compared with children in school systems like Tacoma?"

—
S -

Sixty-one school systems nationwide were identified as similar to Tacoma in pupil membership

(25,000-50,000).

Seattle and Portland were added to .increase Northwest

representation,

though their pupil memberships were larger.

available for 52.

Of the 63 districts, U. S. census data were

From- the census data, selected demographic characteristics thought
related to academic performance (such as median family income, education level, etc.) were
listed. In tesponse'to a request for test>™information, 22 of the 52 districts provided
useable data. These 22 districts were found to be statistically similar to the other 30
ahd to Tacoma demographically, and thus constituted the comparison districts in this study.

$o be

Data prosided were not consistent from one district to another,.but they dfd allow comparison
of Tacoma with varying numbers of the 22 districts for one to four years, 1970-71 through

1973- 74,

n reading comprehension and arithmetic computation at Grades 3, 6 and 8:

sons of interdst were. (1) relative score levels, and (2) score trends over time.

Compari-

.

. . 7 . .
Results of the study must be interpreted with caution. While various pieces of Tacoma data
can confidenFly be compared with each other, comparisons of Tacbma data with composite dat§
from eother’ districts is hazardous because (1) different districts provided information for
different grade levels and subjectgsareas for different years, (2) different tests were used
by different districts at different times of year, but all were assumed to be equally valid,

reliable, representatively normed, and with scores undistorted by "adjustment' to a common
tige of year, {3) the method of deriving mean scores was unknown, and methodology affects
outcome, (4) mean and median scores were intérmixed for treatment, though they are seldom

identical, (5) grade equivalent scores were used, though they are inherently unstable, don't 1
lend themselves well to statistical treatment, and are easily misinterpreted, and (6) finally,

.at each comparison point,
a single score.

With these caveats in mind,

different combinations of these variables were put together into
these highly tentative observations are offered:

>,

1., Tacoma®and fhe comparison districts re below the national norm in both sub ject areas,
for all years, and at all grade”levels. The discrepancies were least at Grade 3 and
; generally greatest at Grade 8. : '
At Grade 3, Tacoma and ‘the comparigon districts performed about thems same in 1972, the
only year for which data were available for both. Tacoma's levels and trends in 1972-74
, were similar to those of the comparison districts ‘for 1969- 72, showing slight improvement
in reading apd stable performance.in arithmetic.
At Grade 6 for the four yearé compatred in reading comprehension, Tacoma was lower than
the comparison districts and the trend was slightly,downward for both. In arithmetic
computation, Tacoma was below the comparison districts*®until 1973, when their scores
were -similar. ! Tacoma's _trend in arithmetic was flat, while that of the comparison dis-
tricts was slightly downward.

4

he A}

At Grade 8 for the four years'compared Tacoma was progressively lower than the com=.
parison districts in reading comprehension, after both began at about the same level.

4.

g.

Tacoma's trend was rather steeply downward while comparison districts dipped slightly

and recovered,

In arithmetic computation, Tacoma was con

stently below the comparison

districts.

Tacoma's trend line was erratic but overall level, while comparison districts

EKC

u e

showed a substantial increase. i

Pl
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In the College Board News of March 1974. published 'by the" College Entrance Examination
Board, the headline trumpet’s, "'SAT (Scholastic Aptitude Test) Scores Down; Study,of Causes
Continues." At a May 15, 1974 meeting sponsored by Washington State Intermediate School
District No. 110 and Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich in Seattle, D¥. Bjorn Karlsen, author of
the Stanford Diagnostic ‘Readin Test, presented results of a study of pupil performance on
the several revisions of the Stanford Achievement Tests .over & forty-four year period.
These data describe the performance of sixth grade pupils in the revisions of 1929, 1940,
1953, 1957, 1964, 1970, and 1973. Stanford Achievement Test score trends are similar to

!

1 ¢ g
Introduction ’ ' %
|

i

i

i

%

i
thos2 obtained from successive, renormings of Metropolitan Achievement Iest revisions be- J
3

.

\ginning in 1957. Chart 1 shows these trends: J d .

- : Chart 1 v . l.
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In summary, the level of performance of pupils increased approximately .6 of a year per
decade up to, 1964 and has declined at about twice that rate since 1964.. .

Dr. Karlsen also described trends in British basic skill achievement over this same period,
which generally matched the Stanford Achievement Test data.

For detailed indices of Tacqma 8 performance in basic skills’, the reader is referred to o
the Appendix. Seven charts display cross-sectional and longitudinal data. .Some trends can |
be traced from as early as 1962 and extend to the 1974-75 school year. ;
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ThngueStion and Some Hypotheses
This study is an effort to respond to.the questien, "Are f;coma's children performing

less well than formerly in basic skills, and ig the pattern, if discernible, common to -
many geographic areas, or is it limited to Tacoma?" Phrased another way, the question
becomes, "How are Tacoma's children performing in basic skills as compared with children
in districts 'like' Tacoma?" .

The possible hypotheses are that: (1) Tacoma children are doing as well as children in
other districts like Tacoma; (2) Tacoma children are performing less well than children
in other “districts like Tacoma; (3) Tacoma children are performing better than children
in districts like Tacoma. Limitations of the data gathered restrict answers to two

basic skill areas (readiné comprehension, arithmetic computation) and three levels (Grades
3, 6 and 8). . ’

4

A} ¢

Sampling Procedure S .
TT~— . N\
To discover the "like-ness" of other districts to Tacoma, a list of districts with en-
rollments of from twenty-five to fifty thousand was prepared. Tacoma's K-12 membership
was about 34,000. Sixty-one districts were identifled*., These districts were invited to
share data in four areas: ,reading comprehension, arithmetic oﬁputation, mechanics of
language, and academic aptitude, over the years 1969 to the present. In addition, two
Northwest districts larger than the 50,000 student limit were included. Data were re-
quested for grades 3-6 (elementary), grades 7-9 (junior high) and grades 10-12 (senior
high). . - . .
Replies were received from thirty-six districts. Fourteen of these found it impossible
to participate for various reasons, including "decline to participate" and '"no data °

. which fit the specifications.”" Follow-up included telephone calls to several districts.
Useable data were received féom twenty-two districts in two areas only (reading compre-
hension and arithmetic computation) ‘and-at grade levels 3, 6, and 8. However, when

., attempting to trace pgtterné over five years, the numbers .of useable district results
were considerably lower. Most complete data were teceived at Grade 6 in the area of
reading comprehension.

-
o

Representativeﬁess of Sample

In addition to selection of di¥tricts of similar enrollment, demographic data were gath-
ered én fifty-two of the“sixty-three districts contacted. The choice of demographic

variables was limited to those (a), available in 1970 U. S. Census reports** and (b)
suggested by research as related to academic performanece. They are: percentage of

Negroes in the population; percentage of 16-21 year-olds not in school, not high school

graguates; median school years completed in the pOpulatiqn;”percéntagg-of high school

gradudtes in the population; median fapily income; percentage of family -incomes below

the poverty level; percentage, of fafnilies receiving public assisﬂance; and median Negro .
family income.

Of these fifty-two districts, twenty-two provided useable achievement data and thirty

did not. Table I compares demographic data of these two groups. Note that the differ-
ences fail:2f15¢reach significance in seven of the eight comparisons. The one variable
significantly different was VII, the percent of families' receiving public assistance. .

Except for this one variable, then, it can be reasonably assumed that the thirty districts

as a group were like the twenty-two districts'af a group on the variables considered.

A .

*Administrative Information Report No. 3, NASSD, NAESP, "Urban Principals Salary
Report" . ~

**''Cqnsus fracts Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area," U. S. Department of Commerce,
-Bureau 6f the Census, 1972; U, S. Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C.

- ' B ”25‘. ) A
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*e o “Table I -+ > s
DEMOGRAPHIC DATA: COMPARISON OF DISTRICTS WITH AND WITHOUT USEABLE ACHIEVEMENT DATA
_ N S e
] 0 WITHOUT ACHIEVEMENT DATA|22 WITH ACHIEVEMENT. DATAl t-Scores
VARIABLE L s range = s ran: 7 of' Group
. - X g i ge . Differerce's »
I Y% Negro 17.70 [12.22 | 39:9- 0.1 |17.16 [13.90.| 52.8- 1.3 .140
II % not high -school grads|, ) . }
not in{school (16-21y | 15:03 | 5:47 | 26.4- 3.8 '1.4.08 3.44 | 21.8- 7.9 748
HIT Median sthool year = | 11.89 | .77 | 12.9- 9.5 [12.95| .53 | 12.8-10.6]" .353
completed . . .
IV % high school graduates| 53.85 10.81 | 75.2-31.3 |53.50 | 7,89 | 68.8-39.8 .132
V Medisn family income . 9527 | 1415 |13743-7612 | 9588 | 1067 [11745-7143] .173
VL % family incomes below | ;4 99 | 4 10 | 18.1-'3.7 |10.44 | 3.49 | 21.6- 6.0 .514
poverty level S~ .
. o . . l . D\’
VIL % families recelving |:53 4,1 g 75 | 38.8- 4.2 [31.37 | 7.45 |.42.9-11.9] 3.627%
publicassistance ] o
VITL Hedian Negro family 6539 | 1485 |10225-4108 | 6882 | 1247 | S®5-4448| «.884
**Significant at pg. Ol —
. ‘ * ,
Similarity of Sample to Tacoma N -

The data in Té%le II suggest that Tacomd was also similar to the responding districts, as |,

‘ a group, on sik of the eight demographic variables.

Although no appropriate technique is

available to test for statigstical significance of differences, inspection shows that Tacoma
had a smaller percentage of Negroes in the total population and a higher median Negro

&

i

NN > Table II
, DEMOGRAPHIC DATA: COMPARISON OF TACOMA WITH 22 DISTRICTS
PROVIDING USEABLE ACHIEVEMENT DATA
= ————= —_—— =X 22 ISTR m— ———=
: RN D ICTS WITH
VARIABLE * - TACOMA USEABLE ACHIEVEMENT DATA
4 ~ X X ’ "8
I % %Negro © 6.8 1716 13.90
IT % not high school grads, ?
not in school (16-21) 12.3 14.08 3.44
III Median school years completed. 12.2 11.95 . .53
IV % high school graduates 55.5 d 53.50 . 7.89
V Median family income 9537 9588 1067 .
VI % family incomes below
poverty level %2 10.44, D 349
VII % families, receiving public’ ¥ ‘
assistance ) 30.0 31.37 7.45
VIII Median Negro family income 8026 - 2 6882 1247"
. e ‘

e,
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family income than ghe respective means of the comparison districts. However, the
Tacoma central tendency scores, without exception, fell within: one standard deviation of
.the means of medians of responding districts.

This study suggests the need for continuing demographic measures on a yearly basis. This
would allow changes in demographic variable vilues to be related to changes in achieve-
ment and provide more definitive answers to questions about relationships. The present
study allows only a snapshot of these comparisons at.one point in time--the 1970 census.

'Pupil'Performaﬁbe/Demqgraphic Variable Relationships . -

4

‘Tangential to the main focus of the study, the data were also subjected to a correlation-
al analysis of the relationship between each of the demographic’variables and student
achievement. :

»
>

1
Table III displays the correlation coefficient &f each of the demographic variables with
the district scores (not pupil scores) reported in one or more of the ;chievement areas

N *

and levels for the'year 1970-71.

This was the year which followed the year of census data collection. Numbers of districts
in eachh area are as follows: Grade 3, reading comprehension, 13; Gradg 6, reading compre-
hension, 17; Grade 8, readiqg comprehension, 15; Grade 3, arithmetic computation, 11;
Grade 6, arithmetic computation, 17; Grade 8, arithmetic computation, 14,

kY

i

: . Table IfI
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

r AT GRADES 3, 6, AND & (1970-71)
4 : R . ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT = v
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE Reading Comprehension | Arithmetic Computation
GRADE: 3 6 8 3 6° 8
I % Negro> . =511 | -.396 | ~.291 | -.266 | -.141 | -.273

II % not high school grads, not in

S - -.578%| = ) - -
school (%6-21) { .438 .578 .520‘ .207 141 ;.525

III Median s{p'ool years compléted . .555% | ".435 | | .560%| .347 | .266 | .e638%
IV % high school ;graduates -] 2309 | .482% ..507 | .181| .242 | .550%
V Median family income 275 .139°| .181 | .509 | .000 | .331.

¢
VI % family’incomes below poverty levell -.104 | -.358 | -.354 | -:303 -.114 | -.317

VII % families.receiving public ,

0.078 | -.229 | -.580%| 3.181' -.244 | -.360
. assistance R o . . : 1Y 1
VIII Median Negro family income ° .000 |-.033 | .100 [ .413[ .089 | .126 _
¥p<. 05 :

Variables III and IV, which reflect community educational level, are atl pésitively cor-
.related with quh reading comprehension and arithmetic computation at all levels. Simi-
larly, Variable II (dropouts?) is negatively correlated with both areas at all levels.
Variables V and VIII, which reflect community economic level, are all positively correlated
with achievement in both areas 'at all levels with three exceptions. The exceptions are,
Variable V ws. sixth grade arithmetic computation--zero correlation; Variable VIII vs.
third grade reading"comprehension--zero correlation--and sixth'grade‘reading comprehension
--slight negative correlation. \ " - . o )

-
e

3
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Limitations of Data and Assumptions

An obvious limitation of the data results from the fact that districts use different tests.
These data 1nc1ude scores from the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, Stanford Achievement Tests,
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, California Achievement Tests, Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Tests, Science Research Achievement Tests, and the SRA Assessment Survey. Tacoma

used the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, with the two exceptions noted in Chﬁﬁts 4
and 5.

Another ‘limitation which introduces error 'is the fact that districts test at different
months of the school year, and any "adjustment' to a common tdme introduces error.

L 3 I S~

As seen in Charts 2-7, the numbAdrs’ of districts at each year of the.trend lines differ. .

A final limitation results from different techniques of data reduction used by different
scoring centers. Rather substantial differences result fromy for example, averaging grade

equivalents as compared with conversion to standard scores, averaging these and then con-
verting to grade equivalents. And these procedures produce different means. from averaging
raw scores and. then converting tq grade equivalents. ~

Thg following assumptions must be made to justify the answers to the questions:
L]
1. Student performance in reading comprehension and arithmetic computation is
adequately and‘equally measured by eath of the above tests.

. . [N : K ) L] .

2. Each of the above tests adequately sampled the subject matter and was normed
* using representative samples for the grades tested to produce reliable and -

. valid results. ) . N o

Yy L »

. s .
3. Tests'were administered according to standardization directions.
. Iy S ;
4. The populations were equally motivated to perform dn the tests.
* . . . -
5. 'THe tests were accurately scored apd reported.

6. Means and medians of the reported scores did not differ significantly.

7. Distributions from whichl means and medians were reported approached normality
and were similar with respect to variance.

8. Tacoma averages, computed without” exception from raw scores, can be meaning-
fully compared with other district averages, however computed. _,a\

Each district reported scores for total grades. If district tptals are related to grade
size as in Tacoma, we would expect grade N's of from 2046 to 4093 in these districts.

Given the,size of these populations, it seems reasonable to assume a balancing out of

errors attributable t ministration and scoring. Also, it seems redsonable 4o assume

that the distributions are normal, thus allowing the combining of district means and medians.
At sixth grade, for exampleL as many as seventeen distri¢t means were combined. The re-
sulfing data reflect as many as 51,000 individual scores.

Analyzing;the Data . . . v

N

In the present study district averages were combined regardless of the qest used. Ad-
justments were made in each case where testing was done in months other than September, .
so that comparisons could be readily made with the nofms.. For example, grade equivalent
scores reported for November were reduced by two month¥. ~
P 1 3 .

-
oo )
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Tacoma/Responding Districts Comparisons .ot ,
) , . ‘ » P
Charts 2 and 3 show that only in 1972 were third grade data available frqgm both Tacoma and
the comparison districts. Tacoma's petformance in reading comprehension (Chart'2) from
1972 to 1974 appears to be at or slightly above the level established by thef comparison
districts from 1969 to 1972. Comparison districts and Tacoma both show slight improvement

S M 9

. Chart 2~
* GRADE 37 READING COMPREHENS ION
- Il . . !
' 53 0 e Ta o ' '
. -~ C
\ /5] . "‘4>‘------ -
2] 17 pff‘- 2»9 2 9
& . ] 7
i Comparison Disfricts
= .
8’2'0'0.
m
m 4
a
g,
1.0 i
YEAR 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 .
MEAN GE SCORES 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.8 : ‘

No.” of Districts - 9 12 11 - 10
: : ~ s .
In ar}thmetlc computation (Chart 3) Tacoma's third graders «from 1972 to 1974 performed, at

a level very similar to that of the comparison districts .frdm 1969 to 1972. Pgrformance,
¥ f%as very consistent during these years.

- (/ Chart 3 : .
- GRADE 3: 'ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION 7
2 L ’
% i * \ e A
Q 3.0 - 249 Tacoma .
2 T T T T .
i Comparison Districts - ‘| 1
< ' o
1 a -
2 2.0 : -
m o . N
m
Q -
g ¢ K4 !
1.0 1 ‘
YEAR 1969 1970 1971 ‘1972, 1973 1974
MEAN GE SCORES- 2.9 ‘2.8 2.9 2.8 _ ®
No. of Districts 8 R 9 . 9 ‘ .
’ ) @
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At Grade 6 comparable data were available for Tacoma and comparisoﬁ"districts from 1970
to 1973. 1In reading comprehension (Chart 4) both comparison districts and Tacoma show a
slight overall decline in performance since 1970 (in 1969 a different test was used. in
Tatoma). Tacoma's level of performance is slightly below that of the comparison districts.
! ~ - - -

4 i —
- Chart 4 ’
. GRADE 6: READING COMPREHENSION ¢
"™
2 ' . ‘ .
S. o o
96,0
> | . b
¢ & Comparison Districts . | '
E \/'\ . .
: 3T T
o < - P PSRt Pom e o e o e o >
@ 3.0 y T Tacpma — ° 2 —w5 T 5§11 L s
<)
2 ¢ N
4.0 * , \ : ‘
' o YEAR 1969 ° 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
' MEAN GE SCORES 5.6 5.5 5.6 5.5 5.4

No. of Districts 17 16 15 10 10 N

~ -

In arithmetic computdtion (Chart 5) performance of compariso‘n districts has been declining,
whereas Tacoma's sixth grade group has been extremely consistent since 1970 (in 1969 a
different test was used in Tacoma). Tacoma's sixth graders have not been performing as
well as comparison distr:'icts, until the two scores approached equalityg in the fall of 1973.

-
i
* v
- - [ od
\ -

v , . . Chart 5 . . .
S 'y GRADE 6: ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION

6.0

‘ -

> .
- Comparison Distrjcts

v

5.0 ___,.,,-JV . 1&--.--;1;-;___‘_;_ Y

510 5,0 Z" 510 510
+ 9

Ta¢coma ‘

GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

4.0 ’ . i ]

/} YEAR 1969 1970 ‘1971 1972 * 1973 1974 . Y
A MEA.N GE SCORES 506 5.4 505 505 501 -
No. of Districts 17 16 16 17 8
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At Grade 8, comparison datd are available from 1970 to 19732 In reading comprehen81on
(Chart 6) comparison districts decliged from 1969 to 1971, then improved from 1971 to

1973. Tacoma's eighth graders are performing below the,comparison districts, and have
shown quite a steep decline between 1971 and 1973, the same years comparison districts'

.perfgrmances were increasing Tacoma recovered sharply in 1973, but there were no com-

parative data. To- '

[N
¥ i

...+ - charce . :
- GRADE 8: READING COMPREHENS ION . .
ﬁ » . N " v - \
Q T N - . s . R
& 8.0
B * P .
- ?i f . . .
< . w Comparison|Districts ’ :
& 7.0 SN Ju kit > 3 N
/ \ \\~‘<~ a""7 0
& Tacoma glg” " T ==~4-"" :
é 607
O L
6.0 - y .
) YEAR 1969 1970. 1971 1972 1973 1974
' *, MEAN GE SCORES , 7.5 7.3, 7.2 ‘7.3 ‘ 7.5 -
No. of Districts ° 12 . 13 11, 10 5 i

- -
-

v
&

In arithmetic computatlon (Chart 7) Tacoma's eighth graders' pérformance has been erratic,

fairly consistent upward trend, while Tacoma's overall trend is level. 1In all years,

with relatively large changes in bath directions. Comparison districts demonstrated a
Tacoma's eighth .graders were perfo:;

ing below comparison districtg.

S , " .
Chart 7 ™ PR »
: GRADE 8: ARITHMETIC COMPUTATION ¢
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Findings . . .

The third grade mean scores of Tacoma and comparison districts overlap only in 1972. At
that point, Tacoma was very slightly below the comparison districts in reading comprehen-
sion and slightly &ibove the comparison districts in &rithmetic computation. The trends
suggest that'Tacoma's third grade children have been performing over three yéars at about
the same 1eve1 as children in comparison districts during the. precding three and one over-
lap years. Arithmetic computation means show no up or down trend. Reading comprehension
means both in Tagoma and comparison districts suggest slight dmprovement,

. b S

Tacoma sixth grade children are performing less well than comparison district children in
‘reading comprehension. The very slight decline in the comparison districts, is barely ex-
ceeded by Tacoma's decline. Arithmetic computation trends at Grade 6 are iquite different.
Comparison districts-show a definite down trend while Tacoma is ®remarkably stable, showing
no up or down trend. Tacoma sixth grade children in 1973 performed about as well as com-
parison districts in arithmetic computation, after being below in prior years.

In reading comprehension at Grade 8f comparison districts demonstrate two years of decline
followed by two years of gain. No trend is discernible. 4coma, after holding steady in
1970 and 1971, declined in 1972 and 1973, then regained moé%%ff the loss in 1974.- In each
year, performance is below that of the.comparison districts.™ Despite a Tacoma performance
increase at Grade 8 in arithmetic computation in 1972, mo clear five year trend is discerm-
ible. 1In contrast, the comparison district trend line shows consistent improvement over
the five year period. As in reading comprehension, Tacoma eighth grade children consis-
tently performed below comparison districts in arithmetic ‘computation.

Alternative Approaches to Studying the Question - . !

Recognrzing the limitations imposed by the data collected, it seems appropriate to ask
thether.more viable alternatives exist for answering such questions. .There comes to mind
the use of the Anchor Test Stqdy*iresults in reading Q?Given raw scores, means, variance
and an estimate of normality of .distributions, greater confidence could be placed in the
procedure of combining scores frpm various tests. However, other-difficulties would ob-
tain, for example the problems of differing testing times. Adjusting scores to some
reference point would-'be difficult, if not impossible.

Another and perhaps more useful approach to answering such questions might involve the

use of National Assessment (NAEP)** test items in the district testing program. This would
theoretically allow a continuing comparison of Tacoma achievement with national and region-
al performance. This approach, if extended beyond K-12 parameters to include adults as,
in NAEP programs, would add an important dimension to the usual district assessment.}?

It would provide information on the produ«t,of the schools out fhere in the "real"'ho\%d
and would allow career data to influence curriculum decisions i%}the district.

-

1]

Any gerious attempt to implement NAEP procedures within a district, agsuming State Assess~-
ment cooperation, should not be undertaken lightly. It would haye to take into account
the time, cost, and expertise needed to insure successful gathering, ceduction, analysis,
reporting, and meaningful interpretation and use of the data.

The most widely used method of answéring the question is simply fo compare district per-
formance to the publisher.!s norms. * This has the disadvantage ofl accepting the publisher 8

*Anchor Test Study, Equivalence and Norm Tables for Selected Reading Achievement
Tests, U S. Department of Health, Edgcation and Welfare, Office of Education,
U. S..Government Printing Office, Washington, D. C. 1974. ‘

**National Assessment of Educational Progress, Education Commission of the States,-
Denver, Colorado, Newsletter, published.periodically; and other publications,
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Table IV ¢
. .DATA REQUESTS AND RESPONSES >
5 CY IR el
" State 2519 ﬁg S fState . ) : 8313 B3 0o
S==== wdlu (dg 3 Q f—— AN wale |dg oo
and g8 )8 |hg =e and - $al g |haps
. School District ThIS 18818 School District el & (838
. sl ALELEE ’ “i 8 |33 lat
Alabama - . “IMississippi
Montgomery X X Jackson X X
Arkansas , . Nebraska
Little Rock . X X Lincolsn X X
‘California ' ' New Jersey
Anaheim X | x| x. Jersey City Y x X
.o Bakersfield x I x| x|x Paterson X X
Fresno x x | = INew York '
Pomona X Buffalo ’ X .
Richmond X | x Rochester x | x| x]-
Riverside . X x Syracuse x | x4 x
Sacramento. X [ x| x| x -Yonkers X
San Bernardino X [ x| X | %x- North Garolina . {
San Jose X1 x| Greensboro x | x| x .
Santa Ana x| d T Wington~Salem X’ X
Stockton X | x| ko fOhdo -¥ om0
.. Torrance 3 A Dayton AR x | x| x| %
Connecticut \ Parma . X | ox
Hartford e x| x| x| x Youngs town x X9 x|,
Georgia ; o t Oregot . > i e I
Colunbus X X ‘el Portland x | X x| ox
Savanna-Ghatham County .| x | x| x| x {South Carolina o
Illinois , *  Columbia x | x| x
Pedria x |s | x |"x |} Tennessee
“Rockford x P "KnoxvilTe: ‘x [ x{ x| x
Indiana - . Texas -~ )
Evansville ] X | x| x x Amarillé X e
. Fort Wayne - x | x| x| x. Corpus Christi, . X X
» Gary - . = X [ X | xJ x Lubbock X R
« South Bend x | x| x| [ .- Pasadena . . X |. .
Jowa . Utah ‘ . P
" Des Moines x [ x| x| x Farmington . x |'x”
Kansas ! Salt Lake City,. x| ox i
Kansas City x x { Virgisnia .- -4 -
Kentucky . . Arlington x| x|.x [~ 7
Louisville N x x|, , Newport News X L x| ¥ -;-"«",:
Massachusetts c " Norfolk ° x [ x} -
Springfield x | x| x| x Portsmouth. < X //f .
~Morcester X | x| x4 x Richmond > x | x| x4 x
Mﬁ:higan ° : Washington
- Flint X | x| x{x Seattle x | x| x}x
Grand -Rapids x | x| x| x Spokane x| x] x| x
Lansing x | x| x| x |Wisconsin .
Livopia x | Madison - X X
. Racine X X
. TOTALS . 63 [36 | 52 | 22
L4
11
-




