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1 INTRODUCTION

Evaluations of compensatory education programs have raiééd more.‘
questions than.they have ahgwered. Much of the reéulting cpnfusion‘is'J
inevitable in a field that is youﬁg and expanding. The confusion is ‘
exacerbated, however, by a lack of adequate attention to how program
effectiveness is defined, particularly in'the context of the philosophy
of compepsatory education. This study is an atéempt to clarify some ~of
- the issues involved in .defining the effectiveness of compensatéry-educa—

tion programs.

fhe work reported here concéfhs_thé extent to whieh conclusions
about the effectiveness of compensatorfteducation programs-hfe affected
by two major components of an evaluation: the period of time on which
the evaluation is based and the sténdard against which the érogrg;'s'
effectiveness is judged. We argue in particular that thg philosophy of "
c0mpensatorjbeducation suggests that evaluations should measure program
effectiveness over é period of time longer than the school—year;‘in other
wordé,,that evaluations should assess the extent to which effézfs'ﬁre
sustained. Therefore, we'calcﬁlate‘achieveﬁent gains for several programs
based on at least two periods of Eime:- the traditional fall pretest to
spring posttest (school-year) évaluaqion period and a 12-month, fall-
fo—fall period that includes the summer following the program. '

We then draw conclusions.about program effectiveness based on three
standards for success .and compare the conclusions fér the different time
periods. These standards are derived from those previously used in
gvaluations of compensatory education programs and use the norms of
standardized tests as the frame of reference. Two of the standards-are
eXpresseg in the metrictof grade equivalenté:' a rate of gain of one
grade-eq&i?alent month for each month in the program and an annual rate
of 8 months. The third standard is a gain of ten percentile points.

In the absence 6f information on the expected achievement of disadvantaged

-
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'_studenfs without compensatory education experience, we do.not select a
"best" standard, but rather demonstrate the. extent to which conclusions
about effectiveness differ according to the Stadﬁard‘gﬁd the period of

time used.

B S?ction I1 provides an extended discussibn'ofithe rationa}e fér
meéasuring sustained effecti&eness and for our choice of sténdaqu. In
Section I1I, we.presené a description'of the sgarcﬁ for approﬁriate aata
and each data set obtained. Section IV contains the results of the
‘primary analyses. Section V presents suppleﬁental analyses, and our

conclusions-are presented and- discussed in Section VI.

To-simplify the preséntation in the text, we have relegated a large
number of tables and detail to appendices which are bound, separately.

This material is referenced throughout the text. -

»



II RATIONALE . ™ | -
o T | ,%@

Research on .compensatory education programs has failed to produce a ‘ .

widelyuaccepted'definition‘of program effectiveness In fact, research ‘

and evaluation are rarely gonducted with a clear definition of "suﬁcess R

Researchers and practitioners define effectiveness in a number of(ﬁays |

ranging from vague statements such as "better than expected" to more

sophisticated statements of a required magnitude of change The purpose

of this work is not. to develop a single definition of effectiveness but

to demoristrate how different definitions of effectiveness can lead to -(

different conclusions about program success or failure. Instead of de-

.veloping a specific definition with limited application, we specify the

major ingredients’necessary for a definition. 1In particular, we concen-

tr%;; on two major gomponents of ; definition of effectiveness: the

peripd of time on.which the evaluation is based and the standard against J .
which the program is judged ] : ' . a;ﬁﬂﬁ : Lo
We begin with the assertion that effectiveness should be de&}ned in : g

the context of the goals of compensatory education programs and that
these goals should determine what should be measured and when the meaSuref‘
ments should occur. We have chosen to restrict ourselves to one frequentliy Eé

¢ . X Fd .
stated and often measured goal of compensatory education, the improvement - ¢

of cognitive skills as measured by standardized achievement tests. In

the remainder of this section, we discuss the period'of 4ime on which an
evaluation is based and the standards that we' employ in judging program
\

effectiveness.

Period of Time ‘ 4 ' Q .

|
A fundamental assumption of compensatory education is that greater

-achievement can change the acqgemic future of disadvantaged students, ~

in turn enhancing their "ife chances." Therefore, one of the goals of
compensafbry'education is to increase the achievement of_disadvantag’d

3



. T _ ' . . ' :
students. In order .to_ improve®students' futures, .this increase in . -

’

-achievement shQuld be evident subsequent to-participation in a compedsa-
.tokty- education program At a minimum, an increase in ‘achievement should
persist over the summer following a schooL—year program. However, evalua~
tions of compensatory education in general, and of Title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act _(ESEA) in particuiar have'not

included estimates of sustained achievement Instead, Judgments of

program success have been based on students' achievemeht during the-
school year, that is, on a spring posttest score adjusted in some way

er the preceding‘fall pretest score. - . Yo | S
' _‘ ) - ' ’ (')' - ~

' We hypothesized that evaluations based on measures of sustained .

achievement would lead to different conclusions, than evaluations®based -
on school-year (fall-to-spring) achievement. Specifically, we hvpothe—
sized that evaluations based on a fall-to-fall period, by virtue of
including the summer months; would result in smaller achievement gains

than traditional school-year evaluations. We'yere led to this hypothesis
in part by studies that compare the achievement~rates'of disadvantaged
students during the school year and during the summer (Hayes ‘and Grether,
1969; Heyns, 1976; Murnane, 1975). These studies, whiie extremely limited}
present some evijdence that disadvantaged students achieve at a slower -
rate than expected over the summer. Both_conventional miqum and the
standardization procedures of achievement tests assume that the rate of
achievement for all students is slower during the summer than during the
school year. The grade-equivalent scale defines the rate of achievement

of the 50th percentile student. as 9 months over.the 9-month school xear‘
and 1 month over the 3-month summer. Hence the.summer rate is"assumed-

to be one-third the school-year rate. This pattern of achievement is
B?B@umed to be the same for both advantaged and disadvantaged students:

all students are assumed to gain over the snmmer but at a slower rate

than over the school year. The studies,cited above suggest that this

is not the case for disadvantaged students. In fact, disadvantaged

. students may have no gain over the summer oY may even lose.
, :
The development of the hypothesis was also influenced by the fact

that evidence of success of Title 1 students.during the school year was
- , °F
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not supported by other sources of data. Specifically, State Title I ¢
evaluations show that students in Title I prOgrams achieve at much higher,
rates than expected during the schoel year . This finding is not

supported, however, by data from statewide testing programs. Since the

" advent of Title T, there are ho detectable increases 1im the 'scores:of
those most likely te be Title I participants--the low-percentile studénts
" (Thomas and Pelavin, 1976). ) .

v

Together, these findings suggest that 1arge achievement gains
produced by compensatory-= ~education . ‘programs over the school’ year may be
followed by corresponding achievement iosses over the summer. If such
summer lo8ses occur, whether or not they are proportional to school-year
gains, eﬁaluations including the summer months will result in smaller
achievement gains’ than evaluations based on the traditional fall- to-spring_

time period

Conseqpently, one major goal of our study was to compare achievement
gains for several programs based on different periods of time. However,
the period Sf time used in an evaluation is not the only component that
determines whether or not a program is effective. There mustalso be
a standard against which achievement.gains are judged. Therefore, bhe
second goal of our work was to illustrate the extent to which conclusions

\
about progrdm effectiveness are affected by the standard used. The

pstandards that we applied and the rationale for using them are described

below.
> §'.

Three Standards for Success

A major. problem in the evaluation of compensatory education programs
is the lack of information on the expected achieJement\of disadvantaged-
students not participating in compensatory education. To determine what

portion of an achievement gain is directly attributable to a compensatory’

.

*The expectation is based on the unofficial Title I standard for success,
~ which is one grade-equivalent month gained for each month in the program.’

b~
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education program, the evaluator must have some notion of what would

have happened to students" achievement had they not participated in the
program. There is not a large body of data on educationally disadvantaged-
students who have not been in compensatory education programs. And as
‘more educationally disadvantaé\d students participate in compensatory
prograns, such 'baseline'" data become more difficult to obtain. 1In the
absence of such baseline data, evaluators are faced witH 4 choice among

! . several less than satisfactory a1ternatives such as using various types

of "control" groups or using the norms of standardized tests as the frame °’

of reference.’ .
., ' . ~ )
v In evaluations of Title I programs, the use of standards derived
.from standardized test norms is by far the most common approach. This
y is partly because the standards, which are expressed in grade-equivalents.

or percentiles, can be applied across different tests and thus used in
aggregating data for national purposes. One such standard that has beemr—
applied in the past by the U.S: Office of Education (USGE) is an average
achievement rate of one grade-equivalent month per month during the )
school year. Aesecond is a variation of the standard suggested in one
"of the recently adopted 'USOE evaluation models: a percentile increase
equivalent to one-third of the standard deviation of the norm groop. A
third, in the language of grade:equivalents, is in fact empirically

based: an achievement gain of 8 grade-equivalent months. The genesis

and characteristics of each of these standards are discussed below.

L

. Month-for-Month Standggd

N

.

Procedures for developihg the grade-equivalent scale Qary.somewh

from one test‘publisher te another, but all tests define the achievement
' rate for the average or SQ}h percentile student to be one grade-equivalent

month per month during the 9-month school year and ode grade—equivalent
month over the 3-month summer. The month-for-month standard stems from
this achievement rate, and its application to compensatory education .
programs rests on the assumption, that a disadvantaged student achieving
Aat the rate of the 50th percentile student is doing better than expected.

To demonstrate that this assumption is at least open to question, we

6 | \
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. "\ describe in 0versimplified fashion the derivation of the grade equivalent

.8cale.

A_s?andardized achievement‘test 18 niot one test but a hattery con-
sisting of several test levels, each spanning one or more grades. The
hdrming of the battery consists of administering adjacent levels of tHe
test" battery in each grade to a sample considered to be nationally repre- o
sentative From: thesg raw scores, a scale is deveioped, spanning all

. tesz 1evels,>that allaWs cranslation of each raw score into a single -
metric. The median’ score at each grade G i3 assigned theé grade-equivalent
score.of_G.X where X 1s the number of the month of the school year in" .
which the test was standardized. For example if the test were adminis-
tered in October (one month into the school year), the median score for

third graders would be assigned a grade- equivalent score of 3.1. By .
[ & .

-assigning ‘the Approgriate grade~equivalent score ¢o the med}an score at
each grade, a set o0f grade-equivalent scores (1.1, 2.1, 3.1, etc.) can
be plotted against the scale scores that span all levels of the test.
In essence, the omitted- grade equivalents (3.2, 3.3, 3. 4, etc.) are
interpolated by dividing the distance between consedutive median scores
into tenths. Thus the score that 1s ane-tenth of the distance from. the
third grade median‘sfore of 3.1 to the fourth grade median of 4.1 is

' .
assigned the value of 3.2,/and 80 on.

'Both theldevelopment of a scale that spans test levels and the
interpolatiions between median scores entail quite complex mathematical
manipulations from the application of Thurstone scaling techniques to

. - the fitting of high-order polynomials. The above description 1s intended
| only to prévide a sketch of the development of the grade—equivalent scaie
with the understanding that the actual procedures are quite complicated

and vary from test to test. :

. . The point of,describing this procedure is to provide & understanding
of the empirical basis for thé month-for-month standard. In essence, the

pattern of achievement described by the grade-equivalent_scale is based

{ . ' »
This discussion describes standardization procedures based on one test
administration.

~ J




onlv’on'median.scores;\a grade-equivalent year apart:' All other grade-
equivalenté‘are.estimated through fntempolation. It is important to .

/ - y R
recognize the features of this process. First, the pattern of growth

<
growth per month and is anchored in reality at only “one point--the m

,ascribed to the average student is arbitrarily defined to be 1 monthdhél ‘ .
of the school yea; in which the test was standardized Second, there' “;\\:u
~is no empirical information on the pattern of achievement for low—achieving

. (ok high—achieving) students. The one empirical point is based_bnly on ?

the §0th percentile student. Hence, the\assumption tnat this overall
patterh_holds for pupils ther thah the average student has.Liftle |

empirical basist S‘ v d

A small and growing number of tests are mormed on the basis ‘of two o
test administrations——one in the fall and one( in the<§pr1ng A procedure |
similar to the one described ‘above is followed except that .the grade- \':
equivalent scale is’ empirically anchored at two points instead of one.

The fall -to- Spring interval however, is still arbdtrarily divideéd into
equal intervals _(the number of months between test points) and the spring- "~
to- fall+intdrval is likewise divided, again Considering the 3-month

summer to represeéqt 1 month of growth. This procedure, while a little

more soundly based for the average student, is still dependent upon the | P

*
median student and reflects no empirical data for low-achieving students, »

+ Despite these problems, the pppular éppeal of the month-for- month
standard is underStandable "1f one believes that this s the rate of
achievement for the average student and thus higher than that for the
below—average student, it is reasonable to conclude that a program is
effective if it produces monthéforfmonth rates of gain for.disadvantaged

X

students. o, . _ \

—

Ten Percentile Points
’ \
. K » !

The second standard that we apply is an increase of 10 percentile

. , .
points §%om\ﬁret,st to posttest. The use of a percentile point increase

as.a st
Q\

ased on the assumption that a student is expected to |

majintain the 8 percentile ranking from one test level to the next and |
?
8 .
I S
.'/-,
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from one time to, the next. .Thus, in the absence oé«an intervention, a
_ sthdent who seores at: the 20th percentile at the beginning of first grade
would be'expected henceforth te score'at the 20th percentile. .In other
‘words, the test® norms assnme that relative rank'among individuals is
preserved. It should be noted that this standard is not dependent on
time, as rateo of gain are; that is, an increasge of lO percentile points
) o is considered significant whether it occurs over 4 3-month period or a

T . 3-year period. e

The choice of ten percentile pointsastems from the need to have a
shift that is large enough to be educationally,significant while mini-i
mizing the possibilities of chance fluctuation. Altﬁough it {s imposgsible

i tb determine precisely when a difference is large'enough to have educa-
tional meaning, evaluators such as the RMC Research'Corporation have
applied a rough rule of thumb: the gain should equal or excqed one-
third of the standard deviation of the norm group. We roughly estimated
the equivalent of one-third of an average standard deviation by first

' translating one standard deviation_for each test and grade level.inton
percentile points. We then averaged these across tests and‘grades
and arrived at 30 percentile points,’ ne-third of which is 10 percentile

: *
points.

Overall th@ ten- percentile standard is somewhat arbitrary and _

\ extremely stringent—--one which to our knowledge has never been met For

example, the final analysis of the nationae Follow Through evaluation

data uses a standard of 1/4 standard deviation, which is not achieved in

J a large majo?ity of theLcomparisons made.  Nevertheless, for purposes of

-

*The translation varies somewhat across the distribution of test scores.
. ¢For example, at the 50th percentile, an increase of one-third of a
“ standard deviation’'on the CTBS- roughly translates into a 13-point
percentile increase compared with an 1ll-point percentile increase at
the 20th percentile. This would posé a serious problem if we were .
dealing with the entire range of test scores. Because our calculations
i were limited to the lower portion of the distribution (centering around
“  the 20th percentile), the problem is_minimized, but not eliminated.

»
A : [
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11lustrating the impact of'different_standards currently in use, it
-gperves well. '

A

EighE’Monthé”Annual Gain'

The third standard we apply is the achievement of 8 grade-equivalent

.months'during‘a 12-month period. This stanéard, expressed in the language
of test norma,-is based ;h an expectation of 7 months annual gain f?r H
disadvantaged students. It differs from the month-for-month standard in
that empirical data support this figure as an estimate of expected annual
gfdwth for disadvantagea students. Oné source for such support is the
data collected by the states in evaluating Tftle 1 programs. If one
divides each, grade's mean pretest score by the number of years the
students have been i; school, the average annual grdwth is approximately
7 monzhs across all grades (Tﬁomas and Pelavin). The pretest scores
probaBly include some students who were é}eviously in Title I, suggestiné
that the expectation, if biased, f; an overestimation. Based on this f
expectation, we have chosen-a 1“month lncreége over expected achievement
(that 1is, a‘total‘of § months achievement), as our‘third standard for

* 4
judging effectiveness.

Section III describes'the type of data sought and obtained for our
‘analyses. This 1is followed by a description of the analyses and the
results. ' ' ' | '

¥ "

This l-month increase 1is not related to the expected l-month summer
gain for the 50th percentile student. We have arbitrarily defined the
standard to be 1 month greater than the 7-month annual expectation for
the disadvantaged student. Although the 8-month standard is an annual
standard, we justify applying it to the shorter‘fallrto-spring period
in light of our hypothesis that losses occur over the summer.

‘
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ITI DESCRIPTION OF SEARCH FOR DATA AND DATA SETS OBTAINED

To be able to carry out comparisons between different time periods
and to apply different standards, we req;ired data with certain Eharac—
teristics. TIdeally, we wanted fall and spring standardized achieQement
test seores for individuals in raw score”f@gprm for several censecutiye
years and several waves of students. Consecutive years of fall and
spring testing permit a cemparison of evaluations based on a school-
year period as well as a 12-month period Raw scores permit transforma-
tions into grade-equivarents and percentiles, thereby allowing application

*

of the three aforementioned standards.

-

We restricted our search to current programs' so that we could
observe them in operation Since we limited purselves to progfems
whose gtated objective is to increase achieveﬁent as mea?ured by .
standardized tests, we required some assurance that the opereting program
was in fact primarily academic. We wanted to eliminate the possibility
that the data might be based on programs that, in fact, did not really
exist. We did not, however, pursue the issue to the point of -investi-

‘gating the extent to which the curricular content of the program matched

'the‘contéht of ‘the test. - ,

The remainder of this section includes a brief review of previous
4
regsearch on the effectiveness of compensatory .education programs. In

addition, we déscribe our search for data and the data sets obtained

A
for analysis. . ‘ L #

Previous Research . ) .

Y

"Our rebiew was. carried out with the idea dg investigating the
;sustained effectivenesg of comaensatofy‘programs Therefore, we, concen-
trated on locating research that included measures taken after, .the

students had completed a program. Our review of the preséﬂool literature

\
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drew heavily on four excellent and comprehensive reviews (Stearns, 1971;
White et al., 1973; Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Goodson and Hess, 1976). All
the'reviews indicated that substantial evidence exists GQ\EEPW significant
short-term effects as measured primarily by standardized intelligence
tests given at the'end of a program. The evidence for sustained effects,
based on measures taken at vary@ng times after program participation,

‘ suggests that most cognitive gains made in preschool disappear b§ the
second or third grade. Parent—child/intervention prograims are. a possible
‘exc;ption. While these conclusions from the preschool literature‘are

not beyond question, -they at least represent a consensus of several

reviewers. No such consensus exists beyond preschool. (
i For.the early grades, Grades K-3, our revieu)uncovered a constderable
amount of research on snort—term effectiveness (the references for these
"studies are in Appendix A). However, we were able to find virtually’ no
work on sustained effectiveness» A study is currently under way that
is designed torinvestigate su a&ned effectiveness: Thé Office of e
Education's ”Study of SustaiAZ;g Effects.of Compensatory Education on -
Basic Cognitive Skills. Preliminary results from this studyY are hot

expected before l979, and thg;final results sevefal years later, g

In the remaining grades, Grades 4~ l2 vthere has- again been research
on short term effectiveness (also referenced.in Appendix A). but no-work
“on sustained effectivenegs. This research is not as extensive, by grade,

. as the research done on preschools or Grades K-3, probably because there

are far fewer compensatory programs at grade levels beyend Grade 6.

Given the paucity of studies beyond preschool with ﬂrasures of
sustained effects, we were unable to draw from our review any conclusions
about sustaiped effectiveness of compensatory education programs in the

¢

elementary and later grades.

-Search for Data

.«

We limited the search for data to compensatory progrg?s beyond
preschool with emphasis on the later grades. Qur'search for -adequate

data included a thorough review of projects identified in previous

12
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searches for "exemplary" programs, an examination of ERIC and the Current
. R . ) ' . \
Index of Education Journals, and a phone s8urvey of large cit‘bs. Addi-
tionally, we investigated data collected &s part éf the evaluation of the

Voucﬁer Demonstration in the. Alum-Roék Sc¢hool District.

We.devoted considerable resources to tracking doqp projects previously
identified as "exemplary" in USOE;sponsored regearch done by the American
Institutes for Research and the RMC Research Corporation. : Since this’
;prior research ha& been concerned with the quality 6f datgt we felt the
exemﬁlary prégrams were our most promising source of adequate data. -Of-
the over 4Q projects reviewed, we found 15 tgat might have adequate data.
Of'theée, éight were tmmediately eliminated, when it was found ;héy_no
1ongér existed: -Six did nof have dat; that woild‘support réanalysis,'.-f
an@ one proéram had adequate data; but obtaining it wogld fave begn '

13

prohibitively expensive. - - A ' - )

We here-quite surprised that this research did not result in‘the
location of usable datd, and-that so few of the "exemplary" prog}ams
were atill.in éxisténce.  Beéause the results of this search were’ sur-

prising,. we have recorded the process involved and 6hé.findiﬁgs in .
- . ' * 8 - . c 5 . - R .
_considerable detail in Appendix B. , - - ‘ .

. . ' ’ '

‘Through our ;éarches'of ERIC and the Cufgent Index of Eddcation \“
Journals;'we identified two compensatory programs Fhat might. have ade-
quate data. AlEhough we reviewed a large number, of studies,'very few
}eported achievement test déta. Most contained very general evaluation /
data s&ch ;s teacher judgments. Of the two promising‘candidaies, one
was eliminated ‘because the testing had not been systematic and the sample
of program participants with the same tests for more than a year was
extremely small. The second program was the Diagnostic¥Prescfiptive—
Individualized Primary Reading Progray in Louisville, Kentucky. We
contacted the county school district and obtained permission to
reanalyze their data. On feceiving and étte&pging to analyze the data,

however, we discovered limitations that preclyded their use for this
-

report.



e
Throqgh phone calls to the 24 cities with the largest populations

betheen the ages of 18 and 35, we located six metropolitan districts

with potentially usable data from epaluations of compensatory education
“\'programs. Of these six districts, two had programs whose data met most

of our eriteria: High Intensity Learning Centers in dﬂhha, Nebraska

and the California State Demonstration Program in Mathematics in Long

I€Beach, California. We therefore contacted each of the programs and

+ obtained permission to reanalyze their data.

In Long Beach, we were told about California State Demonstration
Programs in other junior high schools. we contacted the"Demonstration
Program in Reading in Santa Barbara, California, andlpbtained permission

L)

to reanalyze'their data. 3

Data from the evaluation of the Voucher Demonétration in the Alum
Rock School* District in San Jose, California met most of our criteria.
In using these data, we recognized that increasing,achievement‘was only
one of many goals of the program, and perhaps not ~a primary goal. We}
obtained permission for our reanalysis from the Rand Corporation, which
| had Qollected the data,_andmfrom the National Institute of Education,

which sponsored the demonstration. ) o -

-

We report on-the reanalysis of'data from a total of four compensatory
education programs. The programs and the characteristics of the data
. * ' .
are described below.

-

Data Sets ) o - ' : :'

The four data 'sets subjected to reanalysis represgnt two state—
funded compensatory education programs in California one Title I program,
and the Voucher Demonstration in’ Alum Rock. A brief description of each

program and the-characteristics of the data obtained areg given below.

~

*We woulJ have liked to have detailed information on ‘summer school
participation for éach program but were unable to sbtain it. . For
three of the fqur programs™ (excluding Alum Rock’ for which we have no

*information) the program directors felt -that very few students
atteflded. sumfer school programs but they did not have exact numbers
nor individual data. —

. ' iy 14




) ¢« .
e -
?Q:—" . . . *
. . ‘ . ~
: , . R . .

Y

Appendix C contains some notes on the brocess and problems involved in -
obtaiwing and transforming the avaiﬁable data into a form amenable to-

/

reanalysis,

v

»

California State Demonstration Programs in Intensive Instruction .
in Reading and Mathematics :

In 1969, the California State.Legislature made funds availab}e for
the implementation of demor@ration programs in reading ahd mathematics
at the_junior high school level. The intent of the legislafiqh was to
provi:;\}nstructional aiq to all students ih about 20 junior high schools
with high concentrations of‘educationally disadvantégea youth. The .
/ program began-in Grade 7 in jahuary 1970 and moved with the students fp -
- Grade 8 ia 1970-71 and Grade:§”in-1971—72.‘ In 1972—73, the 3-year cycle

-

.‘ began again. Additionally, in somé districts other compensatory funds
‘\)  + were used to réplicate the program in those grades not supported by the
State. We obtained data from two such programs: a mathematics program
in Long Beach in which district fundé were used t? support the program
in years not funded by the State, and a reading program in Santa Barbara,

which did not have district-funded replications.

Déégsgttation Program in Mathematics (DPM), Leong Beach,

Célifornia

Program Description--In Long Beach, the DPM served all students

in two junior high schools, beginning in 1969-70 and 1971-72, respectively.
The assumption underlying tle mathematics program is that . junior high
. / school students can increase their competence in mathematics most effeé-
tively if they are given individualized instruction fitted to their needs;
The program's staff have prepared a large ;ariety of materials geared
to individualized instruction including study packets designed to teach
ZSO behavioral objectives, criterion-referenced pretests and posttests

for various skills ang'coLcepts, laboratoty lessons, and review sheets.

“Initially, each student is administered a criterion-referenced
test to determine where in a sequence the student should begin. The

* program im-each classroom begins each day with a Quickie Quiz, which is <:

15
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a motivational technique for focusing the attention of the students.
When the quiz is completed (3 to 5 minutes)a one-fifth of the studehts go

a .
' to a mathematics laboratory. Thus each student spends one day each week

Tin the laboratory insteAd .of the regular classroom. The laboratory )

‘ lessons are desigmed to match the students' classroom work and are

presented under the direct supervision of the 1lab te;Cﬁer‘add teacher’

aides. At the end of the Quickie Quiz, students remaining in the class-

room complete a short drill session using review sheets, addfthen proceed '

with their individual packets. This procedure‘is fq&iowed,throughout e

the school year in all grades.
i /

Data Description——Students in the program were administered

. the mathematics portion of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS)
mnually in early to middle October and May. In the first year, 1969-70,
the pretest was not given until January. All students teceived Form Q3.
of the CTBS in Grade 7 and Form R3‘in Grade 8. 1In Grade 9, the level
changed to R&.* The tests were administered by counselors and members
of the district evaluation staff and scored’by the evaluation staff.

We obtained data in raw scores for four cohorts of stydents. For two
of the cohorts, there were data from-a'test given subsequent' to partici-
pation in the pfogram (administerbd.as part of the district testimg

program) .

Demonstration Program in Reading (DPR), Santa Barbara, California

'Program‘Description—-The reading program in Santa Barbara began

in the seventh grade during the 1969-70 school year and cqontinued with

this wave of students through ninth grade. The program is in fact two

‘separate programs: a developmental program for students considered to
¥

L] »
. .

*For one group of students, Cohort 4, one of three differeﬁt levels of

CTBS (R2, R3, or R4) was administered based on a student's preeeding

. spring score. Additionally, the first groups of students, Cohort 1,
M received Form Q3 in Grade 8 and Form Q4 in Grade 9

.Yi
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be' average or above average and a remedidl’ and enrichment\program for
the other students. Because we were mainly interested in students

&

.considered to be educationally disadvantaged, we concentrated on the
" remedial and enrichment component The ‘remedial and enrichment program
was developed on the belief that 1earning problems are a function of
environmental academic, and psychological factors, and that students
learn in different ways. Therefore, in addition to an-eclectic classroom
approach the program useS tHe services of a staff c0unselor, a nurse, |

psychologists and: hon€ visitoms.

" Students idéntified as having ;;ading problems spent 45 minutes
daily in‘the Reading Complex. Those identified as having severe problems
may “have spent two 45-minute periods in the Reading Complex. The periods-
of readfng are primarily individualized and small group instruction.
Students' needs are identified on the“basis of a variety of tE;ts as
well as information from the counselor, psychologist,'or others acquainted
with the students. The classes are small, 10-15 students, with a teacher,
a teaching assistant, and usually a student teacher or adult volunteer,
mhogemploy a variety of instructional approaches and_materials. The
curriculum stresses, through reading, concepts such as cause_and effect,
which&are taugﬁt when possihle through problem~solving situations,
inductive reasoning,. and discovery. Also, when thei# scheglule permits,
students can attend the Reading\Complex at any time in(addition to

[
¥

their scheduled periods of participation.

-

‘Data Description--We obtained data in raw scores for‘one cohort

of students in Santa Barbara--those starting the program in Grade 7 in
1972-73. These students ;ere administered the reading portion of thev
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skill® (C ) in October and May of each of
the three years. Form Q3 of the CTBS was given in Grade 7, Form Q3 or
R3 in Grade 8, and Form R4 in Grade 9.. The tests were administered and

scored by the’program's staff. .

17
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High Intensity Learning Centers (HILINC), Omaha, Nebraska

Program Description~~In 1971<72, Omaha adopted High Intensity

Learning Centers (HILINC), a program developed-by Random House Publishers.
HILINC's purpose is to impréve reading comprehension test scores of Title I
students. The program serves approximately 3,500 students annuallyJin
Gr%deé 3-12 in Title I schools. One or more High Inteﬁsity Lgarni?g
Centers is at each participating school. Each center is staffed by a
teacher and one teacher ai&e. barticipa;ing students,‘selected on the -
basis of previous test scores, spend 1 hour &aily in thé program in
addition to their-regular readfng class. Initially, each student is '
diagnosed on_the basis of an instructional objectives test. Specific
materials and actiQities‘are then prescribed. These materials are
1ntended to be self—difecting and self-correcting, and are sequenced so
that pupils need a minimum *of teacher direction. While the materials :
used initially were those of the publishér, over the 'last 3 years the
original ﬁrogram has been almost entirely replaéed by materiéls written

by the reading consultants and teachers. .

-~ _ - Data Déscriptipn—~0maha evaluates its Title I program on the basis

of fall (early October) and spring (mid-May) administrations of the

Reading Compreheﬁsion Subtest of the Gates—MacGinitie Reading Test. The

level of the test is determined by a student's instructiona; level.

Thus, for'a'given grade, students mdy receive any of several levels of -

b(/ﬁ\ thg test. The tests were administered and scored by teachers in the
program. ‘We obtained scores in grade-equivalents for students in QradeS‘

3-8 for the school years 1971-72 through 1974-75.

_ The Voucher Demonstration in the Alum Rock School District,
@ San Jose, California
- R J B

N >Program Deséription=~In 1972 the Federal Office of Economic Oppor-

tﬁnity (OEO) authorized a Voucher‘Demonétration in the Alum Rock School
District. This demomstration included 6.0f the district's 24 schools

serving students in Grades K through . 8. Each school was required to

/ | ~_18
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érbvide at least two "mini-schools" (program options), with the district
supplying the basic ‘voucher from its current fncome and OEO providing
compensatory vouchers for children who qualified for the Federal frée

luqfh program, 1In 1973-74, the demonstration expanded to 13 schools

with about 9,000 students and 45h"mini-§chools," and the National Institute

of Education took over sponsorship of the demonstration.

The Alum Rock Voucher Demonstration does not have one 'program"
in the sense of an idenpifiable.classrbom model with a specific educa-
tional goal. 1Instead, it reflects.a large number of goals that vary
somewhat from year to year. in this way it differs conéiderably from
the other programs included ‘In this study. There seems to be general
agreement that the-original intent of the demonstration has not been
realized. The primary»purpose of the program now seeﬁs to be to decen-
tralize school-district authority amd to provide parents with some freedom
in the seléction of a school program for their children. Given this
pﬁrpose, it is certainly.not obviéus that standardized achievement tests
should be the primary outhmé measure; although there is clearly a I
consensus that one of the ﬁany goals of'fhe demongtration is to increase
éognitive\achievément. 'This concern is discussed more fully with the
presentation of-the analysié results in Section IV.

I 4

Data Descfiption-—The Rand Corporation directed the testing program,

‘'which consisted of the administratioh of the Metropoiitan Achievement

Tests (MAT) in the fall and spring during the years 1972-73 through 1974-
7§. The tests were givggkin Novgmber and May of the first year and \
October and April of the next .2 years to students in Grades 1-8. The
Eests were ;dministered by a variety of personnel ineluding classroom
Feachers, msmbers of the district's evgluation staff, and substitute

teachers. The tests were scored under the auspices of the Rand Corpora-

" tion. We had access to raw score data for all students tested. The

data were complicated by the fact that there was no consistent pattern
in the selection of alternative forms and levels of the tests. As a

result, for each test point, a variety of levels and forms of the test

\ .
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were administered to students in a given grade; so that a particular

student often did not receive the same level of the test mere than twice.

v
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.v\



IV ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM éFFECTIVENESS'

The data are presénted separately by program and discussed in thel
following way. First we present the three means for the sampie of stu-
dents who were teeted three times. From these means; the achievement
gain and the rate of achievement are calculated for both the 9-month,
school-year period and the 12-month, fall-to-fall period. The achiqu-
ment gain and the rate of ‘achievement for the school-year period are then
compered with the gain and rate for the 12-month period. We then apply
the three standards--a 10-point percentile increase, a gain of'8 grade-
eqeivalent months, and an achievement rate of”1 grade-equivalent mohth
per month--to the results for each time period. This allows us to com-
pare the extent to which conclusions about program effectiveness vary
both under different time periode and with the application of different

standards.

Gur %iscussion ie extended to 2 years of a program by using samples
of students who have had five tests administered to them: fall and
spring of 2 consecutive years and fall of a third year. We present
these five means with the achievement gains based on hhtee different
time periods: the two fall-to—spring periods, fall of the first year.
to spring of the second year and fall of the first year to fall of the
third year. To demonstrate the extent to which the inclusion of the |
summer months affects an evaluation, ‘these time periods reflect the exr
clusion of both summer intervals, the inclusion of the intervening suﬁ—

mer, and the inclusion of both summers, Yespectively. We then consider

these findings in the context of the three standards described above.
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Because the standards that we apply are in termg of grade equiva-

lents and percentiles, we report only these metrigyg in the text.® For

data gsets that contained standard scores as well,/we report these scores
and théir standard deviations in the appendices.| To simplify the text
further, we present in thé tables summary figgre averaged across cohorts
of students. 1In general, for &ll the data seté the pattern of the means

for each cohort follows the pattern of . the means averaged across cohorts.

.The—data, broken down by cohort, are also presented in the appendices.

References to the corresponding appendix tables appear in thé text for.

each program.

DPM in Long Beach

From the Long Beach DPM we obtained data for four grdups of stu-
dents: sfhdeﬁts who began Grade 7 in 1969-70, 1970-71, 1971;72 and .
1972-73. Table iV—l presents data by grade level for all students with
three test points (fall and spring of one year and fall of the next)t
averaged across four groups. The first three columns spén-a 12-mqnth
period and contain the grade-equivalent and the percentile scores asso-
ciated with each standard score mean for each test administered for
Grades‘7 and 8. These statistics, as well as the standard score means
and standard deviations, are presented separately by grade, school,\aﬁd
cohort in Appendix D. We are primarily'interested-in comparing the

achievement over the traditional fall-to-spring evaluation periocd with

9

*With the exception of the Omaha program, which reported only grade-
equivalent scores, the means were always calculated in standard scores
and then translated into grade-equivalents. This avoids the problems
associated with averaging grade-equivalents. For all the data sets,
we compared calculations based on means and medians. and found no dif~’
ference in the resulting patterns.

TTo determine if our samples are representative of all students in the
program, we have compared our samples to all students tested at a given
point. We have found no systematic differences between the means and
standard deviations of our samples and the larger, cross-gectional
groups. In general, where there are differences they tend to favor
the longitudinal groups, which is not surprising since they probably
represént, a more stable group. The cross-sectional data are presented
in Appendix D. -
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TabJe IV-1 -

L)

LONG BEACH DPM CTBS MATHEMATICS MEANS IN GRADE-EQUIVALENTS
AAND PERCENTILES AND GAINS FOR TWO TIME PERIODS

Means . " __Gains
' I It 11T v v o
Sample — Fall Spring Fall Fall to. Spring Fall to Fall
Grade 7 (n=780) ’
Grade-equivalent; 5.5 7.4 © 6.6 1.9 1.1
Percentile 23 45 28" 22 5
Grade 8 (n=468) ' | o
Grade-equivalent 6.4 7.9 7.8 1.5 1.4

Pereentile 26 - 38 - 30 12 4

-~ the achieyement over the 12-month, fall-to—fall period. Comparing the
grade-equivalent and percentile means in Columns II and III, the second
fall score is lower than the spring score for both grades. Theréfore,
the fall—to—fali estimates of achievement (Colummn V) are smaller than
the fall—to—spring estimates (Column IV). The small difference in grade
equivalents for Grade 8 reflects the small difference in the means.
Since éhe level of the test changed between the -spring of?Grade 8-and :

- the fall of Grade 9, the smaller summer loss for the Grade 8 samples

C» may be a function of the level change.. Since the test level change is

completely confqundea with program p icipation in Grade 8, it is im-

possible to be certain of the cause. . -

We now consider the impact'of these summer losses on conclusions
about program effegtiveness as judged by the .three standards described
. above. First, we inspect shifts in percentile scores under the assump-
tion that they‘would remain the same, on the average, in the absence of
a program, impact. We then compare 1ﬁcreases in pefcqntile to our most
o stringent standard, that of a 10-point increase for the two time periods,
fall to spring and fall to fali. Lookiné at the percent}le differences
" for the fall-to-spring period in Column IV, we see that there is a sub-
stantiél percentile increase for both grades: 22 and 12 percentile '
*points. Both of thésé_}ncreases exceed the 10-point staddafd. However,

t <
7
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if one looks at the percentile changes for the fall-to-fall perioa\ v
Column V, a very different picture emerges.l'Here the percentile in-
cpeasés are only 5 ;nd 4 points. For this time period,,neitheE grade
reaches the standard of a 10-point increase. Hence, while the program
would be judged quite effective for a fall>-to-spring period, it would

not be judged so for a fall-to-fall period.

Our second standard is a gain of 8 grade-equivalent months (0.8
grade-equivalent years) per year. If we look at the grade-equivalent
gains in Column IV for the fall-to-spring period (less than a year), the
program looks extreﬁely effective. The Grade 7 gain is 19 months and the
Grade 8 gain is 15 months. When the summer is included in the period
over which the gain is measured, however, the gains are much smaller
(see Column V). Nevertheless, while the gains are smaller for the fall-
to-fall period (11 and 14 months), both grades still exceed the standard
of an 8-month gain. per year: Hence, the'program would still be con-

»

sidered effective.

. {
The third standard is a gain of 1 grade-equivalent month per month.

Table 1V-2 gives the average monthly grade-eduivalent rate for the fall-

to-spring (Column I) and fall-to-fall (Columd‘II) periods. These rates
are calculated by dividing the fall-to-spring and fall-to-fall gains
from the totaLs in TaQle p-3* by 7 and 10 respectively.t

Comparing Column [ with Column 11 in Table IV-2, we see that again
the rates are substant ally smaller for the fall—to-fall period. If the

'program is judged on the basis of the fall-to-spring rates, it is' quite

effective, with monthly rates of 2.8 and 2.1 months per month. However,

these rates diminish cpnsiderably w%sn calculated over the fall-to-fall

e .
*The appendix tables provide the rates averaged across cohorts. There-
fore the rates are slightly different than those calculated directly
from Table IV-1 due to.rounding error. .

+The divisor for the fall-to-spring period is 7 since the interval be-
tween the ‘fall and spring administrations of the CTBS is 7 months. Ths
divisor for the annual rate is 10 since. thé grade-equivalent year. con-
tains 10 grade-equivalent monthé,-9 for the school year and one for

-

the summer, i .
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Table IV-2

. LONG BEACH DPM CTBS MATHEMATICS MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES
IN GRAPE—EQUIVALENT MONTHS FOR?TWO TIME PERIODS )

x

Monthly Achievement Rates

1 11
Sample . Fall to Spring Fall to Fall |
Grade 7 _(n=780) 2.8 © 142
‘ * N .
.Grade 8 (n=468) " 2.1 1.3

period. For this time period }ﬁey are 1.2 and;l.j months per month.
Neverthe1e§s,feven for the fall—to-fallﬂperiod, the program overall is

. Ay
still effective, with both rates in excess of 1 month per month.

‘ No matter which standard is applied, we argue that fall to fall

is the appropriate period of time for judging‘program effectiveness. If
an evaluation is based on a traditional fall-to-spriﬁg period, Ehe re—
sults will not reflkct the extent to dhich gains have lasfed, at legst
until the beginning of the next school year. The Long Beach data illus-
trate that for 1 year, the fall-to-fall g;ins are consistently smaller
than fall-to-spring gains.: However, the gains are sufficiently

large during the school year that, in spite of large summer losses, the
program is judged effective_under two of the threé standards of effec- |

tiveness over the 12-month, fall-to-fall period.

We now extend our énalysis to judgements of*2 years of fﬁe program
with a sample of students wﬁo were tested five times: fall and spring
of Grades 7 and 8 and fall of Grade 9. For each of the five test admin-
istrations Table IV-3 presents thé grade-equivalent meaﬁ and the percent-
ile aésociated with each standard scoré mean. ~Appendix D presents these
data; as well as the standard score means and étandard'deviaﬁions, sepa-

rately by cohort and schoo%..

This 2-year sample reflects the same pattern as the two l-year
sampleg described above. There are.losses ovef both -summer intervals

(ColpmJ.III minus Column II andNColumn V minus Columm IV). Again, it

25 -
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Table IV-3

' . LONG BEACH DPM CTBS MATHEMATICS MEANS IN GRADE
EQUIVALENTS AND PERCENTILES FOR TWO YEARS :
e

: Means . .
' I 11 11X v '
: . Grade 7. Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 8 Grade 9
Sample Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall
Grades 7-8 (n=378) ' - e g
Grade-equivalent 5.5 7.3 6.6 8.1 7.9

‘ Percentile- 23 43 28 40 31
.~ should be noted that the difference over the second summer reflects a

change in test level, which may or may not explain the smaller loss.

Since there are losses over both summers, 2-year;estimates of
achievement will be largest if neither summer is includéd; that is, if A
2-year achievement is measured as the sum of two fall-to-spring gains.
This time perigqd yields a .gain of 1.8 years (Column 11 minus Column-I)
~plus 1.5 years (Column IV minus Column I11) which is a gain -of 3.3 grade-
equivalen; years-for the 2 years. If the estimate of 2-year achievement
includes the interveniﬁg summer, the estimate of achievement is lowéred
to 2.6 grade-equivalent years (Column IV minus Column I).  Finally, if
both summers are irncluded, the achievement estimate is even smaller--ZfZ
.grade-equivhlent years (Column V miqus Column I).. Similarly, in the
percentile metric, the sum of the two fall-to-spring gains is 32 pef— ' — .

centile® points. Inclusion of‘the intervening summer reduces'the‘gain

‘to 17 percentile points, and the inclusion of bdtﬁ sumpers lowers the

°

gain to 8 perceﬁtile points. . .

. In comparing the differences under the three time periods to the
10-point percentile standard, it is obvious that the. 32 percentile

4 B

*1f the Grade 8 fall score‘reflects any part of the impact of the Grade
7 programs, creating the two fall-to—spring gains deparately is mis-

. leading. Logically, the Grade 7 fall score should serve as the ex-
pected percentile throughout the program.
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point gain calculated by summing the two~fa11—to-spring gains greatly
exceeds the 10-point standard. The percentile shift is smaller (17
points) when measuring from the fall of Grade 7 to the spring.of Grade 8,
but still large enough to mee£ the standard for program effectiveness.
However, when.both summers are inclyded in the evaluation by measuring
from the fall of ggade 7 to the fall of Grade 9, the percentile increase
of 8 points no longer reacMes the standard. Hence,.under_the time period

measuring sustained effects, the program would not be judged effective.

a We no& compare the grade—equivalent gains to the standard of an 8
grade-equivalent month gain per year in order toaevaluate the success of
the program. This means that the effectiveness of a 2-year pfog;ém /
should be judged by comparing the 24-month gain (fall of Grade 7 to fall -

: \ of Grade 9) to 1.6 grade-equivalent years (a gain af 0.8 year or 8 months
\\v/ _ | for‘each‘year). For all three time periods the proéram is effective ~

using this standard. While the inclusion of both summers gives the
smallest gains,‘the fall of Grade 7 to the fall of Grade‘9 still reflects
a gain of 2.4 grade-equivalent years, which exceeds the standard of 1.6

-

grade—-equivalent years. . a v

Turning so Table IV-4, we now compare the 2-year rates of growth in
grade-equivalent months to' the standard of a month-for-month gain. The
first two columns present the monthly rates based on tbe two fall-to-
spring intervals. These rates are 2.8 and 2:0 months per month, respec-
tfvel&.* If the program were judged on this basis it would be considered
effective over a 2-year periodvby virtue of greatly exceeding the stand-
ard in both years. 1If the program were judged on a time framelincluding
the intervening summer, the fate of 1.6 months per month still exceeds
the month-for—moﬁth standard. Finall§,,judged on the full 2-year time
pefiod (Column 1IV), the rate of 1.3 month§ per month is even smaller

but still exceeds the standard.

*These rates are based on the totals in Appendix Table D-5, which are-
the rates averaged across cohorts. Therefore, the rates are slightly
different than they would *have been if calculated directly from Table
IV-3, due to rounding error. )




f,/l\ Table 1V-4

LONG BFACH DPM CTBS ‘MATHEMATICS MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES
IN GRADE-EQUIVALENT MONTHS FOR THREE TIME PERIODS

Monthly Achievement Rates

1 11 I11 IV
-Grade 7 Grade 8 " Grade 7 Fall Grade 7 Fall
Fall to Fall to to Grade 8 * to Grade 9
Sample Spring Spring Spring Fall :
Grades 7-8 X . . -
(n=378) 2.8 2.0

1.6 ' 1.3

. . | _ E
In summary, the Long Beach data illustrate that estimateés of achieve-

ment and effectiveness can.vary tremendously when different time frémes
are used in both l—year and 2<year evaluations While the.Long'Beach

’ program continues to look effective under allhtime periqds for the two
grade—~equivalent standards, it is important to keep in mind, that the in-
clusion of the summer months does reduce the size of the achievement
gains and, in the case of the lO-p01nt percentile standard, changes the ~

* -

conclusions reached.

DPR in Santa Barbara

For the Santa Barbara reading program, we have'data for'énly one
cohort of students, those who'entered'Grade 7 in 1972—73. Columns I,

s IT, and III in Table. lQ-S contain the grade-equivalent and the:percentile“\
associated with each mean for three test administrations for all students
tested ‘in fall and spring of “one year and fall of the next. The stand-
ard score means and standard deviations are presented inr Appendix E.
Columns IV and V give the gains from fall to spring and fall to féll
respectively. For both grades%_there is a loss of achievement duripg
the summer’ Fhis summer loss is reflected in the cemparison between the

Y . \
o ,

*We #&hen compared the means. and standard deviations of these samples to

all students tested at each test point and found no differences. - See
Appendix E. ©.

-
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Table IV-5

'SANTA BARBARA'DPR CTBS READING MEANS IN GRADE-EQUIVALENTS
AND PERCENTILES AND GAINS FOR TWO TIME PERIODS

Means e Gains
I 11 11 v v
Sample Fall Spring Fall Fall to Spring Fall to Fall
Grade 7 (n=102)
Grade-equivalent 4.3 5.6 5.4 1.3 1.1
Percentile 12 - 20 16 -~ 8 - 4
-Grade 8 (n=107)
Grade-equivalents 5.5 6.5 6.2 1.0 0.7

Percentile 16 23 16 : 7 0

fall-to-spring and fall- to-falLkgains. The fall-to-fall estimate-of

| *’achievement is smaller than theffall-to-spring estimate by 2 grade-
equivalent months in Grade 7 and 3 in Grade 8. This difference is also
reflected in percentile shifts, where the gains are 8 and 7 percentile
points for the two grades as measured from fall—to~8pring, but only 4

and 0 points for the two grades when measured from fall-to-fall.

N A comparison of these percentile shifts to the 10-point gtandard
shows that the program does not meet the standard -under either time
'period. However, a connarison of the grade-equivalent gains to the
' standard of an 8-month gain per year shows that the program is effectiva \
in both grades from fall to spring. During the 12-month period, the
program 4s effective in Grade 7 (a fall-to-fall gain of 1.1 yaars or 11
~ months) but not effective in Grade 8 (a. fall-to-fall gain of 0.7 year

or 7 months).

e %able IV-6 presents the monthly rates for the two time periods.
Comparing these with the month-forhmonth standard, we see that for both
grades the fall-to-spring rates exceed the standard (1.9 and 1.4). How-
ever, during the fall-to-fall period, the incorporation of the summer

- into the eséimate loﬁers the rates to.l.l and 0.7 month per month—-anly.

the Grade 7 program is effective under the month-to-month standard.




Table IV-6 _;L
SANTA BARBARA DPR CTBS READING:; MONTHLY ACHIEVEMEN% RATES
IN GRADE-EQUIVALENT MONTHS OVER TWO TIME PERIODS

L4

-

Monthly Achievement Rates

I 1
Sample Fall to Spring Fall to Fall |
n P \
Grade 7 (n=102) 1.9 1.1

»

Grade 8 (n=107) 1.4 - 0.7
| o .

Table IV-7 extends the data to 2 years of the program with means
for students with f{Je consecutive test points (fall and %pring of Grades
7 and 8 and fall of Grade 9). Agaiﬁ, there is a loss duriné bothbsummers,
1 grade-equivalent month or 4 percentiie points over the first summer
(Column III minus Column II) and 3 grade-equivalent months or 6 percent-
ile. points over the second summer (Column V minus Column IV). Conse-
quently, the inclusion of each summer in the evaluation tile period

reduces the size of the achievement gain.

» We first compare the changes in percentile scores under the three
periods to the standard of a gain of 10 percentile points. The sum of
the two fall-to-spring gains is 14 percentile points, which clearly

I

Table IV-7

SANTA BARBARA DPR CT&% READING MEANS IN GRADE-EQUIVALENTS
AND PERCENTILES FOR TWO YEARS

o

Means . i
- T 11, 1 v v |
) ‘H~_§¥ﬂ¢"T Grade)J + Grade 7 Grade '8 'Grade 8 Grade 9
Sample == ° * Fall ° Spring Fall = Spring Fall
Grade 7-8 (n=99) ~ ] ’ '
Grade-equivalents - ‘4.3 - 5.6 5.5 ' 6.5 6.2
Perc’encu{ © 12 20 16 22 16



exceeds the 10-percentile point standard.* Using only the fall—to;spring

~gains the program youid be judged effective. ,

he increase from the fall of Grade 7 to the spring of Grade<8 1is
, 10 ercentile points. However, if the program is judged on the basis of
sustained gains over, both summers, and measured from the fall of Grade 7
to the fall of Grade 9, the increase in percentiles is only 4 pdints.
During this time periog; the program would not be judged effective. .,

we next compare the grade equivalent gains during the three time
periods to the standard of an 8-month gain duriné each year or a 1l6-month
gain during 2 years. For all three time periods, thélprogram is'judged
effective when using this standard. The sum of the two fall to sﬁring
gains is 23 months; the gain ‘from the first fall to the second spring is
. 22 months; and the gain from the first to third fall is 19 months. Each

gain- ¥s greater than the 16—month standard. . -

Table IV-8 contains the monthly rates in grade-equivalents for the , ‘
three 2-year time periods. Under all three time periods the program is
- judged effective when compared with the standard of a month-for-month by

gain. 'However, this rate is considerably smaller (1.0) when measured

over the full two calendar years than when measured by excluding one ”;? " .
summer (1.3) or both summers (1.9 and 1.4 -for the two school years). o e
_ &’Table Iv-8 - ‘. - N

: . L3
SANTA BARBARA DPR CTMS READING MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES IN
GRADE-EQUIVALENT MONTHS FOR THREE TIME PERIODS

¢

Monthly Achievement Rates

. I - 11+ Iir - v
' Grade 7 Grade 8 Grade 7 Fall = Grade 7 Fall s
. Fall to Fall to to Grade 8 - .to Grade 9
Sample Spring . Springﬁ.u Spring Fall ' ke
Grades 7-8 (n=99) 1.9 1.4 1.3 1.0
*Tf. the Grade 8 fall score reflects any- part of the. impact of the Grade ’ -

7 programs, creating the two fall-to- -spring gains separately 1s mislead-
"ing. Logigally, the Grade 7 fall score should serve as the expected
_ percentile throughobt the program.
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These findings again illustrate that results vary over different

periods of time, and that sueh'differences can affect conclusions about.

program effectiveness. : : - _ -

Omaha HILINC

From the HILINC program in Omaha, we obtained data for six different
cohorts of students in both public and nonpublic schools spanning Grades
3-8 for a A-year periodi We present only the data from students in

public schools averaged across cohorts. Data .for publleﬁgeﬁool students

are presented by cohort in Appendix F. Data for students in nonpublic L

schopls'are presented in Apnendix G. Analyses were performed ogly
those grades and cohorts for which there were at leést 20 students for
whom we had received data. Since Omaha records.test results only in

grade-equivalents, our analyses were estricted to this metric.

Table IV-9 contains the grade equivalent means for all students
with at least three-test points (fall and spring of one year and the
fall of the next year). We First compare’t?e means for the spring

Table IV-9 -

OMAHA HILINC GATES-MacGINITIE READING MEANS IN GRADE-
~ EQUIVALENTS AND GAINS FOR TWO TIME PERIODS

Means’ __Gains
I . II 111 IV . -V
Sample Fall '} Sp. Fali . Fall to Spring Fall to Fall
Grade 3 (n=272) 2.2 2.8 1.1 0.6
Grade 4 (n=931) 2.6 3.2 1.0 “ 0.6
Grade 5 (nt980) 3.3 4.3 W, 4.0 1.0 0.7 -
‘Grade 6 (n=316) “3.8 4.8 4.4 1.0 | 0.6
Grade 7 (n=128) 4.3 5.2 4.9 0.9 ) 0.6
N

- ' Y ) N : . .
*The corresponding data for all stullents t€sted at each -point are pre-
sented in Appendix F. While the cjoss-sectional means are consistently
higher than the longitudinal samplds, the differences are extremely
small. . .
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. (Column II) with the means for the féllowing fall tColumn I1II). For all
. five grades, the fall means are lower than fhe means of the previous
-~ - -gpring:.- Consequently; for-all grades achlevement as measured from fall
to fall is smaller than achie&é;ent from fall to spring. The differences
between the estimates for the two periods of time §Coluﬁn \' miPus Column

IV) range from 3 to 5 grade-equivalent months.

Since percentiles are not-available, we cannot apply the percentile
standard; therefore, we turn to the two grade-equivalent standards for -
assessing program success. Using the standard of an 8-month gain, all ‘
the grades exceed the standard during the school year. However, for all
grades the inclusion of the summer loss reduces this gain to less than
8 months. Thus; in every grade, the program would be considered effec--
tive if judged from fall to spring, but }ailing if judged from fall to

fall.

~

Table IV-10 translates the fall-to-spring and fall-to—fall achieve-
ment into monthly rates by dividing the achievement by 7 months (the
number of months between the test administrations) and 10 months, re-
spectively. Comparing these rates to the month-for-month standard, we i

| . see that for alllgrades the monthly rate as calculated from fall-to-
spring exceeds the standard. These achievement rates range from a low

of 1.3 to a high of 1.6 months,per;month. But if we judge the program
Table IV-10
OMAHA HILINC GATES-MacGINITIE READING MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT

RATES IN GRADE-EQUIVALENT MONTHS.FOR TWO TIME PERIODS

Monthly Achievement Rates

. I 11
Sample Fall to Spring Fall to Fall
Grade 3 (n=272) 1.6 0.6
Grade 4 (n=931) 1.4 0.6
Grade 5 (n=980) 1.4 0.7
Grade 6 (n=316) 1.4 0.6 ' 3
Grade 7 (n=128) 1.3 0.6 o
‘ h ]
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on the basis of rates calculated for the 12-month year, the rates for
all of the grades are below the standard. These achievement rates range

from 0.6 to 0.7 menth per month.

Table IV~11 presents the grade-equivalent means for those students
tested at least five times (fall and spring of two suclessive years and
fall of the next). These meanhs are presented by grade range. The data
are presented bf coho; in Appendi* F. All the grades show losses for
both summe%s, ranging from 2 - to 6 grade—equivaleng months for the first
summer and 4 to 6 months for the second.éummer. Thad, for all Samplés,
the inclusion of the first summer in estimating achievement (Column’ IV
minus Column?1I) will reduce the estimafe from that based on the two

school years. And the inclusion of both summers (Column V minus Column

1) reduces the estimate of achievement still further.

¥ . , 2
We now compare the gains over the thrqe time periods to the 8-month

»

* standard. Since we are viewing 2 years of the érogram, the standard for
effectiveness is a gain of 1.6 years. The sum of tge gains for both

;years based on the two fall—to-spriné'periods (Column II minus Column i,
and Column IV minus Column III) exceeds 1.6 yeafs in all samples. Thel
sums range from 1.7 yeafs to 2.1 years. Therefore, the program would be
judged,effective. When the gains from the first fall to the second |
sprihg (Column IV mfnus Column I) are used,uonly two of the samples
reach the 1.6—yeér standard (Grades 4-5 and 5-6). The other two samples ’

Table IV-11

" OMAHAPHILING GATES~-MacGINITIE RE%DING MEANS IN
GRADE-EQUIVALENTS FOR TWO YEARS

: _ . Means S
) I 1T - I1T ) IV Vv

Sample Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall

_ Grades 3-4 (n=87) 2.6 3.6 3.0 4.1 3.5

Grades 4-5 (n=324) 2.7 3.5 3.1 4.3 3.9
Grades 5-6 (n=130) 3.2 4.1 3.9 4.8 4.4

Grades 6-7 (n=45) 4.1 4.9 4.5 5.4 5.0

B )
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are close, having gains of 1.5 and 1.3 years, but would not be judged
effective by the 1.6-year standard. If one includes both summer inter-
vals in order to reflect ;ustained achievement, the gains (Column V minus
Column I) range'from 0.9 to 1.2 years. Under this time period, none of

the-samples reaches the 1.6-year standard.

To judge the program against the standard of month-for-month achiéve-
ment, we present the achievement rates for the three time periods in
Téble IV-12. 1If we compare the two fall-to-spring rates (Columns I and
II) with the standard, we see that in all- cases the school-year rates
exceed the standard for both years. 1In fact, most of the rates are sub-
stantially greater than the month-for-month standafq. If we include the
intervening summer in estimating the achievement rate (Column I11), none
of the samples réaches the standard. If we now include both summers in
order to capture the extent ‘to which achievement is sustained we find .
another substantial drop (Column IV). The rates baséd on the perfod from

the first to the third fall range from 0.5 to 0.6 month per month.

These findings provide a dramatic illuétration of how conclusions
about program effectiveness change when the evaluation time period in-
cludes the summer months. This program is consistently effective during
the school year but, because of large summer losses, cannot be judged

effective for longer periods of time.

-

Table 1V-12

OMAHA HILINC 6ATES-MacGINITIE READING MEANS IN RATES IN
GRADE-EQUIVALENT MONTHS FOR THREE TIME PERIODS

Monthly Achievement Rates

1 II I11 Iv

Fall to Fall to Fall 1 Fall 1
Spring Spting to to

_Sample _ Year 1 Year 2 Spring 2 Fall 3
" Grades 3-4 (n=87) 1.4 1.6 0.9 0.5
Grades 4-5 (n=324) 1.1 1.7 0.9 0.6
Grades 5-6 (n=130) 1.3 1.3 09 - 7 0.6
Grades 6-7 (n=45) - 1.1 1.3 ’ 0.8 0.5

A
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Alup Rock Voucher Demonstration

: .
For Alum Rock, we obtained 3 years of data including six cohorts of

etudents in Grages 1 through 7. The reader should be reminded before
inépecting the reeults that this is thewone program that is not specifi-
cally a reading or mathematics program intended to increase scores on
standardized tests. Therefore, although the numbers are lnterpreted in
the context of program effeétivenesé, qgnclusions should be drawn with

caution.

Téblé.IV-13 containsxdata for all students ‘&th three test points
by grade. Colpmﬁs I, ITI, 'and III contain the grade—equivalent écore
éssociated with the mean for each tesg administration. These data along
with the standard score means and standard deviations are presented in
Appendix H. Colygns IV and V contain the differences in grade—equivalent
means for the fé§$fto—spring and fall-to-fall periods, respectively. For
all grades, the means are based on at least two different levels of the
Metropolitan Achievement Test.™ %herefore, the interpretation of any
one mean presumes the adequacy of the.étandard score scale and grade-

equivalent scale across test levels.T b

. ,:‘
The most striking feature of Table IV-13 is the remarkable similar-

ity between the eprihg and subsequent fall scores, and hence between thef

fall-to-sprfg and fall-to-fall achievement. Across grades, the largest’

difference in gains for the two time pekiods is 2 morths for Grade z.

A possible explanation for thie finding is that the Voucher Demon-
stration is more an organizational scheme for schools than a program
aimed epecificafly at reading instruction. Therefore, these scores might
present a pictﬁre of untreated disadvantaged students. Without other

: ¢
data on untreated .students, it is impossible to draw- this conclusion
K4 ®

) L) . L
*Because the means include scores from out-of-level tests (levels not
normed for that grade), percentile scores- are inappropriate and there-
fore not included.

TTwo studies of the MAT standard score scale have recently been'completed
(Barker and Pelavin; Pelavin and; Barker). Both studies indicate that ¢

the scale may contain biases. ’ - . .

-
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Table IV-13

ALUM VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION MAT READING MEANS IN
' DE-EQUIVALENT AND GAINS FOR TWO TIME PERIODS
. _ R
. Means. Gains
, - I I1 111 v Y
s . Fall to Fall to
Sample Fall Spring . Fall Spring Fall
Grade 1 (n=665) 1.3« 1.7 1.7 0.4 0.4
Grade 2 (n=582) 1.8 2.4 2.5 0.6 © 0.7
Qrade'j (n=781) 2.5 3.1 3.1 0.6 0.6
Grade ‘(n=s3z) .2.9 3.5 3.5 0.6 0.6
Grade 5 (n=842) 3.6 4.2 4.2 0.6 0.6
Grade 6 (n=728) 4.3 4.8 4.9 0.5 0.6
Grade 7 (n=813) 5.3 6.0 6.2 0.7 0.9,

with confidence It is interesting to note, however, that these data
reflect much smaller school year gains and smalleér relative summer losses

than those found in the three programs investigated above.

We now compare the gains and rates over two time periods to the
grade—equivalent standards. Neither the fall—to-spring nor the fall-to-
fall achievement gains meet the standard of an 8-month gain except for
Grade 7 fall to fall. All other gains far both the fall-to-spring period )
and the fall- to-fall period range from 0.4 to 0.7 month.

) Table IVe-14 contains- the monthly achievement rates for the samples
with three tests. “These are calculated by dividing the achievement by
6 and 10 months respectively (the number of‘months between the test ad-
ministrations) A comparison of the monthly achievement rates over the
two time periods to the month-for-month st%Pdard makes t differences

. over the two time periods more pronounced. Of the seven grades, four

N r

~ LN . .

.

N

*The rates are based on the totals in Appendix Table H-3, which are the
ratgs averaged across cohorts. Hence the-rates are slightly different’
from those that would have been calculated directly from Table IV-13,
due to rounding error. '

> ¢
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Bl Table IV-14

ALUM ROCK VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION MAT READING MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT
RATES IN GRADE-EQUIVALENT MONTHS FOR TWO TIME PERIODS

. __Monthly Achievement Rates
- I 11 .
Sample Fall to Spring Fall to Fall

Grade 1 (n=665)
Grade. 2 (n;582)
Qrade 3 (n=781)
Grade 4 (n=832)
Grade 5 (n=842)
“Grade 6 (n=728)

7 (n=813)

N OO O o O
o o o o o o ©
© ~N v o~ o~ O

Grade

- O =, = = O O

-reqch or exceed the month-for-month standard during the fall-to-spring

period During,the fa]l to—fall period the range of rates is only 0.4

to 0.9 month per month; none of the samples reaches the standard.

For students with scores for all five test'administrations,'TaBIe
IV-15 pregents the grade-equivalents associated with each of the five
standard score means. The pattern: seen above for annual growth is also.

réflected in this 2-year sample.r The differences begween the spring and

fall scores.for both years (Column III minus Column IT and Column V minuso.

Column IV) are very small; in fact, there is«no difference in 6 of the
12 comparisons. The largest difference is an increase from spring to
fall of 3 months (CGrades 5-6, second summer). Consequently, pomparisons‘

of achievement over the.different time periods show little differehqewg'

We first compare the achievement gains under three periods of time
to the standard of a 16—month gain. When the two fall to-spring gains
are summed (Column II minus Column I plus Column v minus Column III), -
only one of the six samples, that for Grades 6-7, reaches the sgtandard.
Overall, the range of the sum of the two fall-to-spring gqins is 9 to 16
grade~equivalent months. When the gain i$ calculated from thelinitial

fall to the second spring (Column IV minus Column 1), again only one of'

4
A
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Table IV-~15

ALUM ROCK VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION MAT READING MEANS
IN GRADE-EQUIVALENTS FOR TWO YEARS

Means _
1 11 111 .IV » vV
Sample Fall 1 Spring 1 Fall 2 Spring 2 Fall 3

Grades 1-2 (n=147) 1.4 1.8 1.8 2.3 . 2.5
Grades 2=3 (n=147) 1.9 2.5 2.5 3.2 3.2
Grades 3-4 (n=193) 2.5 3.1 3.2 - 3.7 3.7
Grades 4-5 (n=194) 2.9 3.5 3.6 4.3 4.2
Grades 5-6 (n=191) 3.7 4.2 4.2 4.6 4.9
Grades 6-7 (n=136) 4.6 5.3 5.3 6.2 6.0

the six samples (Grades 6-7) reaches the standard. . The gains for this
period range from 9 months to 16 months. Under the fall-to-fall period
" (Column V minus Column I), none of the samples reaches the standard.

Here the gains range from 11 months to 14 months.

Table IV-16 contains the monthly-achieﬁément rates for three differ-
ent time periods based on the means in Tabie I1V-15. When the montﬁ-for-
month standard ié used, three of the six samples reach this standard
during Qggﬁ of the fall-to-spring pgridds (Columns I and II). When

these rates are calculated from the fall of the first year to the spring
of the éedond year, only one of the samples (Grades 6-7) Teaches the
standard. Under the period from the fall of the first year to the fall
of the third year, none of the samples reaches the standard. Theseqrates

range from 0.6 to 0.7 month per month.

hY
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Table IV—16
ALUM ROCK VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION MAT READING MONTHLY

ACHIEVEMENT RATES -IN GRADE-EQUJVALENT MONTHS “ew T
FOR THREE TIME PERIODS

Monthly Achievement Rates

I I1 I11 - v

Year 1 Year 2 Fall 1 Fall 1
Fall to Fall to to to

Sample Spring Spring Spring 2 Fall 3
Grades '1-2 (n=147) 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.6
Grades 2-3 (n=147) 1.0 1.2 0.9 0.7
Grages 3-4 (n=193) 1.0 0.8 | 0.8 0.6
Grades 4-5 (n=194) 1.0 1.2 0.9 0.7
Grades 5-6 (n=191) 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6
Grades 6-7 (n=136) 1.2 1.5 1.0 0.7

¢onclusions .

In Section II we argued that the goal of increasing achievement of
participants in compensatory education programs implies that an increase
in achieveﬁent should persist beyond the end of the program. If a pro-
gram does increase achiévemept; it is perhaps unrealistic to expect.all

of that increase ‘to be maintained year after year. However, it does

seem reasofable to expect part of the increase to be sustained at least
through the summer following the program. If this does not occur, those
concerned with compensatory education programs should have this infor-

mation. Therefore, we believe that program evaluations, and the accom-
panying conclusions about>program effectibeness, should be based minimally
on a fali-to-fall time period instgad of the usual fall-to-spring time

A\ ]

period.

Unfortunately, the extent to which achievement is sustained is rarely
. studied, ﬁence iittle data exist that speak to the issue. In this sec-
tion, we have pfesented four sets of data that permit éomparisons of
achievement and effectiveness over both a Iali;tq-spring and a fall-to-
fall period. We have made this compérison in several wayé including the

application of three standards of success to the results under the two
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time periods. While the standards are somewhaf~arbitrary (in the absence
of accurate information on "normal' growth for educationally disadvantaged
students), these standards serve to illustrate how conclusions about pro-
gram effectiveness can change under the'differenq time periods. We also-

extended the analysis to 2 years of a program and carried out analogous

Table IV-17 |

ONE-YEAR EFFECTIVENESS BY PROGRAM BY GRADE AS JUDGED -
AGAINST THREE STANDARDS FOR TWO TIME PERIODS

-

8-Month

10 Percentile Month-per-Month .
Point Standard Standard Standard
Fall to Fall to Fall to Fall to Fall to Fall to

Program and Grade Spring Fall Spring Fall ‘Spriqg Fall
Long Beach DPM :

Grade 7 (n=780) 22% 5 19* 11* 2.8% 1.2%

Grade 8 (n=468) 12% 4 15* 14* 2.1*% 1.3%
Santa Barbara DPR

Grade 7 (n=102) 8 4 13% - 11* 1.9*% 1.1%*

Grade 8 (n=108) 7 0 10%* 7 1.4% 0.7
Omaha HILINC ,

Grade 3 (n=272) NaT NAT 11* 5 1.5% 0.5

Grade 4 (n=931) 9* 5 1.3% 0.5

Grade 5 (n=980) 10* g* 1.5% 0.8

Grade 6 (n=316) 9* 6 1.3% Q.6

Grade 7 (n=128) 9* 6 1.3% 0.6
Alum Rock Voucher
Demonstration

Grade 1 (n=665) 4 4 0.6 0.4

Grade 2 (n=582) 6 7 0.8 0.7

Grade 3 (n=781) ” 6 6 1.0* 0.7
~Grade 4 (n=1111) 6 6 1.0*% 0.7

Grade 5 (n=842) { 6 6 1.0% 0.5

Grade 6 (n=728)  J  J 5 6 0.8 0.7

Grade 7 NA NA 7 9* 1.2% 0.9

(n=813)

*The standard has been reached or exceeded.

TNA = not applicable.
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comparisons. Table IV-17 squarizes the results from the four programs

' in terms of the thrge standards applied: a shift of 10 percentile points,
an annual achievement.rate of 8 grade-equivalent months, and a rate of 1
grade-equivalent month per month. Under each standard the results for
each grade leQel for each program are'ﬁrésented, first based on a fall-
fo-spring period and then on a fall-to-fall period. The asterigks indi-

\
cate that the standard was reached.

We have demonstrated that the,fall-to-fall estimates of échieyement'
‘are consistently, and often substantially, lowetr than the fall-to-spriig
estimates. This reflects the findings that large meén.gains over the
school year are often followed by large losses over the following summer.
Hence conclusions about program effectiveness'cap be completely reversed
when the summer interval is included in the evaluation time period. Con-
clusions are not a{ways reversed, however. We have presented examples
of programs that do show a sustained impact. Regardless of the conclu- *
sions reached, it is important to know if a program has a lasting impact,
- and thus we conclude that evaluations should be based on a fall-to-fall

»

period instead of the traditional fall-to~-spring beriod.
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'V INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL ANALYSES

The analyges in Section IV have resteé primgrily on ingpection of
means--scores averaéed over individuals; Making recommendations for
evaluation practices on the basis of mean-level analyses assumes implic-
itly that the pattern of the means is reflected in at least a majority /
of individual cases. If the sumner-1loss phenomenon occurred because
a small proportion of gtudents in each sample had enormous summer losses,
rather than because most students showed losses, we would hesitate to
argue strongly for changes in evaluation practices. Therefore, we have
conducted a small number of individual~level analyses to determine |
whether the pattern of the mdans is reflected by individuals. The
analyses are limited by ﬂime and cost constraints.l We discuss first
the proportion of studenté in five samples that show losses in achieve-
ment over the summer. (ﬁe then discuss the relationships between amount

of school-year gain and amount of summer loss. Finally we discuss the

‘relationships between amount of school-year gain and amount of 12-month,

2

fall-to-fall gain.

Proportion of Students With Summer Loss

To investigatén$he extent to which the summer losses shown in the
mean test scores accurately reflect the patterns of individuals in the
samples, we have plotted the school-year gains against the summer gains
(or losses) for five samples. These samples are two cohorts of Grade 7
students in School A in Long Beach DPM, the Grade 7 sample from Santa-
Barbara DPR, and one cohort for each of Grades 3 and 4 in the Omaha
HILINC program. As a reminder of the mean patterns found, Table V—l

_presents the means for three test points (fall, spring, and fall)

followéd by the fall-to-spring (school-year) gains and the spring-to-

fall (summer) losses for eachsof the five samples. The Long Beach and
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Table V-1

> :1
&EANS AND DIFFERENCES FOR STUDENTS IN THE FIVE SAMPLES
SHOWN IN FIGURES V-1 TO V-5 °

|
1

Means i Gains
. "Fall to Spring .
~ Sample Spring Fall nging. to Fall
Long Beach DPM* o H
Cohort 3 ) £ {
Grade 7 (n=109) 459 439 4% -20
Cohort 4 |
Grade 7 (n=82) 422 . 495 463 s . v
Santa/Barbara DPR*. |
Grade 7 (n=102) . 405 453 446 48 -7
Omahd HILINCt |
Cobort 1 .
/Grade 3 (n=152) 1.97  3.05 2.60 1.08| -.45
) Cohort 2 ’ . \
Grade & (p=387) apq 2.54 3.60° 3.16  1.06 \ - 44
‘ , ~ \
. ’ | R A
*Standard scores, CTBS. ' o ! \ \

) tGrade-equivalents, Gates-MacGinitie. -\
|

Santa Barbara samples‘are presented in standatd scores™ (CTBS) anP the
|
Figures V-1 to V-5 contain scatterplots of individual scoresL

Omaha scores in grade-equivalents (Gates-MacGinitie).

school-year gain against summer gain (ioss) for each of the five samples.
The horizontal line drawn on each chart is the zero line ipdicating no
gain orqloss over the summer. All students whose scores fall below that
line experience at least some loss in achievement over the summer. The

. . ’ ot
vertical line represents zero gain over the school year. Hence, studénts

*Our preference is to use standard scores whenever possible siﬁcz?this
is the only metric which is defined to be equal-interval; that is, the
distancé\between any two adjacent points on the scale is the same.
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#
whose scores fall in the lower right-hand quadrant are thogse with gains
over the sthool‘year and losses oyer the summer. Table V-2 following

the scatterplots summarizes these numbers for-each sample.

Table V-2

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF ‘STUDENTS WHOSE PATTERN FOLLOWS~THE MEAN
S!;r"’ - ' = .
%

Summer Loes and School

Summer Loss Year Gain
Sample Number Percent Number - Percent
Long Beach DPM, School A ‘ ' - '
Cohort 3 (n=109) 85 78% 80 L. 73%
Cohdtt 4 (n=82) ' 73 89 71 _ 87
Santa Barbara DPR (n=102) 56 55 52 51
Omaha HILINC - |
Cohort 1 . -
Grade 3 (n=152) 108 71 105 69
Cohort 2 ' ~
Grade 4 (n= 387) 258 67 251 65

The' findings are encouréging in terms of generalizing findings at'

.the mean level to ihdividuals. In all five semples, at least 50% of
the students follow the pattern of the mean. In four of the five
samples the proportion bf,students with school-year gdins and summer

v losses is at least 657%. 'The sample with the lowest percentage following
the pattern, Santa Barbara with only 51%, 1is also the semple with the |
.smallest summer loss at the mean level (see Table U-1). Therefore, we
conclude that the phenomenon of summer losses at the mean level is not
the result of a small number of extreme cases but rather reflects the

pattern of the mgjority of students in. each Sample

Schoolk-Year Gain Versus Summer Gain

We were next 1nteres‘§d in whether any relationship existed between
the amount of gain achieved during the school year and the amount lost

over the summer. In other words, were students with large school-year
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gains more orlléss likely than those with small school-year gains to
have large losses over the summer(' The scatterplots already presented
in® Figures V-1 through V-5 Suggest that there is such a relationship,
. students who gain a Iot over the school year tend to lose a lot over the
. sumnier and, conversely, those whe gain 1it£ﬁe over the school-year lose
little over the summer These relationships are summarized by the

a

correlation coefficients in Table VT3' - .o@

Table V-3~ . « = .. .

CORRELATION BETWEEN SCHOOL-YEAR GAINS AND SUMMER GAINS

¢ L}

AN

Correlation

Sample Coefficient
Long Beach’ DPM ' '
_Cohort 3 (n=109) -3
Cohort 4' (n=82) : . =30
rbara ﬁﬁR (n=102) | N -.49 -
Omaha HILINC ‘
. | Cohort 1 (n=152) .- -.72 |
Cohort 2 (n=387) E -.60

>

. All the correlations are negative (and statistically significant
at the .01 1eve1), indicating that 1arge school-year gains tend to be
associated ‘with large summer 1dsses and the converse. Since these
torrelations are between two nonindependent_gain scores (Spring‘minus
Fall 1 and Fall 2 minus Spring), they are'neceSSArily fraught with -
error. - However, the size of the correlatiohsu8uggests that there
might be a reallrelationship, albeit inflated by measurement error.

To determine if this were the case, we calculated a rough estimate of
the exnected correlation.between two gainslhased on error alone. That
is, we assumed that there was n0'correiationAPetween‘school—year and
summer gains and calculated the correlation using an estimate df the
reiiability of the tests. These CalculatiOns resulted in a correla-‘

tion of approximately -.2 on the assumption of no true relationship.

*
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. Consequently, we concluded that our correlations, all of which exceed
(in an absolute sense) -.2, do reflect a true relationship, but probably

one that ranges from ~.} to, -:54 insteaé of -.3 to -.7. Nevertheless,

%
in the world of educational researtﬁf correlations as high ]88 - .5 are
rare. ' fﬁgkﬁ. ‘

School-Year Gain Versus 12-Month Gafn . . " *° i

LR

: If students with large schoolwyear gains are likely to have large
~ summer losses while those with small SChoolgyear gains will have small
summer losses, then the next question of interest is whether, the
differences in amount of summer loss .are substantial enough‘to alter
a student's relative position by the end of’the sUmmer That is, is
the percentagé of schoolexear gain that is lost higher‘ﬁqx studepts
Sy

with large school-year gains than for!those with lﬁh sgﬁqﬁtqyéhr gains7

’ If this were true, Judg1ng students on the basggfof a spring score-
. wduld be tremendously m1sleading——notpohly becaus%rﬁﬂE £hdl,soore{wodld“
‘be- lower “but also because.lhe relative &anking of”SQudents wa;isnéhangel
If this is not the case, however, the ranking of stuaents WOulq remainh__
the sameJLthose with the highest school-year gains would aL505¥&ve the"
.J;highest 12-month, fall- to-fall gains. . The high school-year gaineré
might lose more than low school-year gainers, but have more. to lose;
thus, they might remain at the top of the distribution of l24month,
. fall-to—fall gains. | | s y
To test this hypothesis, we performed twp similar analyses First,
we divided the school-year ‘gains into seven intervals for the same five
w* samples analyzed in the preceding discyssion. We then calculated the
mean of-the 12-month (fall-to-fall) gains for all students falling in
each interval The results for Cohorts 3 and 4 in Long Beach, School A
.angjfor Santa Barbara are presented in standard scores in Table V -4,

v

along with the grade-equivalent results for Cohort :1, Grade 3 and Cohort
2, Grade 4 in Omaha. k

For all five samples there is a clear trend for the fall-to-fall

gains to increase as the school—year'gains increase. With a few minor
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Table V-4 ' .

MEAN GAIN OVER 12 ¥ONTHSI(FALL TO FALL) BY SIZE OF SCHOOL-YEAR GAIN

A4

Mean 12-Month Gain in Standard Scores by School Year Gain

Sample <0 1-20 21-40  41-60  61-80  81-100- >101
: . B2
Long Beach DPM, School A | 7
Cohort 3 -13.3 1.0 11.6 19.8 49.2 51.7 94 .
(n=13) (n=14)  (n=22) . (n=18) (n=25) (n=11) (n=6)
Cohort 4 -22.0 -25.2 6.9 29.9 27.6 55.1  91.7
' (n=3)  (n=4)  (n=12) (n=15) (n=13) (n=17) (n=18)
Santa Barbara DPR 14.8  14.4 28.9 38.9 58.5 96.3  81.7
- (n=12) (n=14)  (n=19) (n=23) (n=17)  (n=3) (n=14)
[
Means Gain_in Grade-Equivalents
¢+ 0.1- 0.6- 1.1- l.6-  2.1- :
y¢ <0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 >2.6
Omaha HILINC ’
Cohort 1, Grade 3 -0.01  0.44 0.59 . 0.58 0.92 1.04 1.54
(n=18)" "(n=30) (n=36). ~ (n=32) (n=15)  (n=8) (n=13)
" Cohort 2, Grade 4 -0.01 0.33 ' 0.52 0.7% 0.94 0.94 1.52
' (n=32) - (n=75) ~ (n=98) (n=81)  (n=56) (n=28) (n=17)
L
»
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exceptions, these figures suggest a strong relationship between amount
oA .

of school;yeaf gain and amount of 12-month gain.

4

We then produced scatterplots of the relationship between school-
year gain and 12-month gain to verify the findings from the first
analysis. The scatterplots confirmed'thé relationship. They are
summarized by the correlation coefficients‘shown in Table V-5,’all of

which are significant at the .00l level.

We conclude that even though students with large gains over the
school year have large losses over the summer, the 1osseé-a;e not
.prpportionately larger than those for students who have small gains
over the school-year. Therefore, the ranking of students by size of
gain at the end of the school year is similar to their ranking at the

end of the following summer.

~
—

In‘conclusion,-we find that the pattern of the means found in the
analyses in Section 1V is reflected at the individual level. This
makes us feel more secure.in making recommendations for evaluations
conducted at a group level. Additionally, we suspect that there is
an interesting relatibnship between amount of school year gainhand
amount of summer loss, as well as between amount of school-year gain
and 12-month (fall-to-fall) gain. While our analyses are only a
beginning in this line of investigation,* we think the initial findings

are of sufficient interest to suggest pursuing this line of research.

r

% .
We also examined correlations between initial fall score and school-
year gain but found no significant relationships.

o
)
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K Table V-5

CORRELATION BETWEEN SCHOOL-YEAR GAINS AND
12-MONTH (FALL TO- FALL) GAINS -

Correlation”
Coefficient
Long Beach School A , =~
Cohort 3 (n=109) . 0.69
Cohort 4 (&=82) e 0.81
Santa Barbara (n=102) 0.52
Omaha HILINC | |
" Cohort 1 (n=152) - 0.58
Cohort 2 (n=387) 0.48

—
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VI SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ol

Summary

A%

; Increasing the achievement of educationally disadvantaged students
is a widely shared goal of compensatory‘education. This goal implies
that increases in achievement can in some way affect the futﬁres of dis-
advantaged children by equipping them with skills equivalent to those of
their more advantaged peers. If ihcreaseq in'échieyement are ephemeral,

¢ this goal will’not be realized. Therefore, we have argued that judgments
of the effectiveness of compensatory education programs §hould include
measurement df the extent to wﬁich the program impact is lasting.

~

Only a very few studies of compensatory education have investigated .
- the issue of sustained effects, and most of these are restricted to pre—
school programs. Since we could not draw on previous research, we turned
our‘effor;s to reanalyzing previously collected evaluation data; data
that would allow estimates to be made of a sustaiﬁéd program impact. We
obtained and analyzed data from four differeht compensatory education

programs. ]

The primary finding of these analyses 'is that conclusions about
program effectiveness, regardless of what standard.is'uséd, are greatly
- Influenced by the period of time over which the program is judged. Spe-
cifically, we-show that the inclusion of the summer months in the evalua-.
tion can substantially reduce estimates of achievement and often reverse
positive judgments of'prqgraw effgctiveness; This results from the fact
that losses-in achievement often occur over the summer. In three of the
four da;a sets'presented; gains during the school yéar‘were followed by
\ losses over the summer. In the fourth, although there was not an actual
achievement 1oss over the summer, there was a reduction” in rate of P

achievement.
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Additiopally, we demonstrate that differeht standards for success
can result in different conclusions about proéram effectiveness. We
have not explicitly compared the standards to éach other since our pri-
mary interest was the effect of the time period for each standard.

Nevertheless, we showed that the iO—percentile—point standard is more

.strdngent than the two standards which entail grade-equivalent scores

and thiis' is less likely to be met, especialiy—during a iZ—ménth, fall-to-
. . . r .

fall -evaluation. ) .

a
€« [ ad
S

Finally, the /éxtent to which individuals in each sample follow the

"pattern discovered in the means was investigated. 1In the five samples

stgdied, the achievement patEerns of a majority of the individual stus -

dents were-the same as théjﬁattern of ﬁhe means. We conclude, therefore}

that the consistent finding of school-year gains and summer losses 1s

not a function of a small number of individuals in the éample with large

summer losses. ¥ - ' ' "
As a last step, we looked at the relationship between the size of

the school-year gain and the size of the summer gain (usually loss) fope 1

individuals. Although the correlations describing this relationship

. VLB
fraught with measurement error, they were sufficiently large to convin-é*ﬁ.3

&

us that there is an association between amount of school-year gain and

summer loss. Specifically, stuﬁents who gain the most over the school-
year tend to be those who lose the most over the summer.: However,
analyses of the relationship between school-year gain and 12-month gain
suggest that the ranking of, students by size of gain does notnshift
dramatically from the end of one school year to the beginning of the

next.

These data represent the only attempt to address the issue of sum-
mer loss with several longitudinal data sets, thereby eliminating the
confounding Ihtroduced by créss—sectional‘déta. Although we analyzed
only four data sets, thgy representldifferent programs, different age
léQeIé} different subjects,_different tests and many different schools.
Since the findings of summer losses are quite consistent across all of
these Qariables, we suspect that our conclusions are not limited to these

four programs. Combined with questions raised by previdus research, such

- ﬁ
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: ‘ ' »
as the inconsistencies between school-year evaluation results and the

results of annual state-wide testing programs, we suspect théE the
existence of summer losses. is quite common for educationally disadvan—
t@géd-students. Therefore, we urgé that this phenomenon be taken into
account in designing and carrying out evaluations of compensatory

> education programs.

N

-

It should be noted that our data demonstrate that programs can
. . . !
show evidence of sustained effects. Hence, a longer evaluation time
. period does not imply that all programs would,be judged ineffective.

Recommendations ' . .

ESEA Title I programs are usually evaluated on the basis of fall

¢ and spring test scores for a given year or a spring only score (some-
_&times using the previous spring score as a pretest). For districts

that admifiister tests both fall and spriﬁg, ur recommendatidn is not

. to change data collection practices, but ra{:eg to include analﬁies of

students over the 12-month, fall-to-fall period. For districts &hat

administer tests in the spring only, we sugges change in data col-~
lection. If only one test can be administgfeJ};::DElLy,~we recommend

that this be done in the fall, thus permitting analyses

fall achievement. When a program is evaluated on the basis of sp ing—’
to—spring‘scofes, the results are perhaps not as misleading-as thos
based on a fall-to-spring period since one summer is included in the
spring-to-spring period of time. However, from a logical perspective,
one should- look for sustained gains:some time after participation in
the program. Therefore, gvaluating a program from one &pring to the
next does not reflect the extent to which gains have been sustained

.
-

. after the program.. . .

We are particularly cohcgfned over the practice of "graduating"
students from 4 program on the basis of a spring test score. When a

district uses a spring score forsdetermining program eligibility,*

*This practice exists in.many districts, but we have no information on
how widespread the practice is on a national scale.
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students who attain their "expected" grade-level score.are no longer
eligible for program participation. _ Since some of the achievement gasp
reflected in-the spring score may be lost by the end of the summer,
extreme care should be taken in assuming that a Spring‘score accurately
reflects a student's achievement level. We urge, therefore, that fall

. scores rather than spring scores be used as a Basis for judging eligi- °

bility for the program. - . B

i While we are willing to make suggestions foncerning appropriate
evaluation strétegies,’we are not willing to draw conclusions about the
causes and therefore possibfe‘solutions for the summer loss phenomenon.

* Our recommendations are concerned with probiding valuable information

to program personnel about sustained achievement gains. We hope that

this would be a first step in understanding why summer losses occur.

N

1f, for example, the phenomenon ie a function of the measures used

4

(the standardized achievement tests), one would want to change the
measures instead of the program. 1f it is a result of instructienal .

techniques that militate against retention, then the techniques should

be changed. Without additional information on the causes, it is

El

. ' . 14 .
- dangerous to suggest alternatives such as a different school calendar

J . .
or summer school program. Therefore, the next step in this line of

‘

research should concentrate on,explaining summer losses and relaquné

ships at the individual level. Only at this point can one, recommend

(o

an appropriate remedy w1thout the risk of exacerbating the situation

-
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report done at University of Florida, ,Gainesvill?®, Florida (1972).
Lickona, T., "How to Make a Summer Head Start Program Make A Differ-
ence," State University of New York, Cortland College, Cortland, Néew
York (July 1971). , I :
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Linton, T. H., "Region Qne Right to Read Project, Right to Read Annual
Performance Report, 1974," Education Service Center Region 1, Edinburg,
Texas (1974).

"List of Model Programs--Childhood Education," prepared for the White

House Conference on Children, American Institute for Research (December
1970).

Lutsky, J.; Comp., "Head Start and Follow Through, 1972-1974: An ERIC .
Abstract Bibliography,'" ERIC Clearinghouse on Early Childhood Education,
Urbana,hl}linois (October 1974).

McCormick, M. K., and J. H. Williams, "Effects of a Compensatory Program
on Self-Report, Achievement and Aspiration Level of 'Disadvantaged'
High School Studejfs," The Journal of Negro Education.

McNamara, T., "Some Aspects Of Exposuﬂé—Achievement Relationships in
Follow Through in Philadelphia," paper presented at the Annual Meeting
of . the American Educational. Research Association, Chicagd, Illinois

(April 1974).
¢ ‘

"Model Brograms Compensatory Education: Mother-Child Home Program,
Freeport, New York," American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral
Sciences, Palo Alto, California (1972). '
""Model Programs Compensatory Education: Preschool Program, Fresno,
California," American Institutes for Research in the Behavioral Sciences,
Palo Alto,‘palifornia (1972).

Ross, B., Greensboro Record, Greensboro, North Carolina (Series describing
. one school system's attempts to prevent reading fa'ilure, 1974 Interna-
tional Reading Assoclation Media Agard Winner for Best Series in
Newspaper with Circylation under 100,000, 1973).
" Sprigle, H. A., "The Learning to Learn Program," Final Report, (May 1972).°

Van de Riet, V., and M. B. Resnick, . "A Longitudinal Study of the Intel-
_lectual Growth of Culturally Disadvantaged Children in a Sequential
Learning to Learn Program,' paper presented at the American Psychological
A§sociation Annual Convention, Honolulu, Hawaii (September 1972).

Van de Rietg V., and M. B. Resnick, 'Developmental and Educational
Implicatioﬁé of a Successful Model of Compensatory Education, the
Learning to Learn Program,' Department of Clinical Psychology, Florida
University, Gainesville, Florida (August 1973).

Weisberg, H. I., "Short Term Cognitive Effects of Head Start Programs:
A Report on the Third Year of Planned Variation--1971-72," Huron
Institute, Cambridge, Massachusetts (June 1974).




State-Wide Programs A

"An Evaluation of a Program of Reading Acceleration, Remediation and
Enrichment for Secondary School Students in Poverty Areas, New York State
Urban Education Program, Final Report," Center for Field Research and
School Services, New York University, New York (August 1972). V
"An Evaluation of State Urban Education Programs for Disadvantaged
Students in District 24, New York City," Center for Field Research and
School Services, New York University, New York (31 July 1973).

"Annual Evaluation Réport_for Texas Child Migrant Program, 1970-71,"
Division of Evaluation, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas (November
1971).

»

"District Number 22 State Urban Education Projects," Center for Field
Research and School Services, New York University, New York (August
1972).

- Kiesling, H. J., "Input and Output in California Compensatory Educational
Projects," Carnegie Corporation of New York, New York, Rand Corporation,
Santa Monica, California (October 1971).

Longo, P., et al., "Community School District No. l: An Evaluation of
the 1972-1973 State Urban Education Programs, Final Report,' Teaching
and Learning Research Corporation, New York, New York (1973).

Moore, W. G., et al., "Evaluation of Migrant Education, Numero Dos,
Title I-M Programs in the State of Oregon, September 1972-August 1973,"
Teaching Research Division, Oregon State System of Higher Education,
Monmouth, Oregon (1973) .. =~

\

"North Carolina Pilot Kindergarten Program, Fourth Annual Evaluation
Report,'" lLearning InMeitute of North Carolina, Durham, North Carolina

(November 1973).

Sie, M. A., "A Description and Evaluation of Section 3 Programs in
Michigan, 1971-72, Report Number 2, Addendum,'" Michigan State Department
of Education, Research, Evaluation, and Assessment Services, Lamnsing,
Michigan (March 1973). _ t

"Washington State Miérant Programs, Annual Report and Evaluation, 1970-71,"
Office of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction, Olympia,
Washington (1971).

Wilson, M. P., '"Reading and Mathematics Instruction for Low-Achieving
Students: A Report on Demonstration Programs in Intensive Instruction
in Reading and Mathematics, 1971-72," State Department of Education,
Bureau of Compensatory Education Evaluation and Research, Sacramento,
California (1973).
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Individual Community Programs

"A Longitudinal Study of Get Set Day Care Children in Grades First,
Second, and' Third," Philadelphia.School District, Pennsylvania (1973).

Barker, A. E., et al., "Evaluative Report on the Educational Component of
the Atlanta Model Cities Program, Research and Development Report,"
Volume 5, Atlanta Public Schools, Atlanta, Georgia (October 1971).

Bortin, B., "Bilingual Education Program Evaluation Report 1972-1973,"
Department of Educational Research and Program Assessment, Milwaukee
Public Schools, Wisconsin (1973). '

Branclr, HFbM., and D. Evans, "A Pragram to Improve School Achievement in .
a Stable Residential Community: Center Hill Elementary School, 1972-73,"
Research and Development Report, Volume 7, No. 50, Atlanta Public Schools,
At lanta, Georgié'(April 1974).

Brody, L., and H. Schenker, '"Discovering and Developing the College
Potential of Disadvantaged High School Youth, A Report of the Fifth Year
of a Longitudinal Study on the College Discovery and Development
Program," Office of Teacher Education, City University of New York, New
York (January 1972).

Caldwell, B. M., "Kramer School--Something for Everybody," in History
and Theory of Early Childhood Education, by 5. J. Braun and E. P.
Edwards, Eds. (Center for Early Development and Education, Little Rock,
Arkansas, 1971). -

-

Crawley, N. S., and D. Evans, "A Total Approach to Learning with an
Emphasis on Reading and Math: Carter Elementary School, 1972-73,"
Research and Development Report, Vol. 7, No. 43, Atlanta Public Schools,
Georgia (March 1974).

Dolan, J., T. Parsons, "A New Consciousness: Challenging, Choosing,
Changing, The Story of the Ironbound Community Learning Center,"
Perspective Series No. 6, Division of Research, Planning, and Evaluation,
Department of Education, New Jersey (June 1974).

Dusewicz, R. A., "The Early Childhood Demonstration Program for the
Disadvantaged," A Final Report Submitted to the Dolfinger-McMahon
Foundation, West Chester State College, Pennsylvania (September 1971).

$
Fisher, A. H., "Communication Skills Center: Evaluation Report, 1970-71,"
Department of Research and Development, Public Schools, Detroit, Michigan .
(November 1971).

Gavzy, R., "The Dale Avenue Project: A Performance Objective Curriculum
for Prekindergarten through Third Grade,' Final Project Report, State
Department of Education, Trenton, New Jersey, Office of Program Develop-
ment, Patterson- Board of Education, New Jersey (February 1974).
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Goettee, M., and L. Watts, "Multi-Uses of Compensatory Programs in Rein-
forcing the Curriculumof Two Inner=City Schools: English Avenue
Elementary School; English Avenue Primary School; 1972-73," Research

and Development Report, Volume 7, Number 8, Atlanta Public Schools,
Georgia (September 1973).

Goettee, M., and L. Watts, "Interdependent Learning in a Traditional
Classroom Setting: John Hope Elementary School, 1972-1973," Research
and Development Report, Volume 7, Number 6, Atlanta Public Schools,

- Atlanta, Georgia (August 1973), '

Halasa, 0., and M. Fleming, "Kindergarten Enrichment Project, DiSadvantaged
Pupil Program Fund (Fund Number 97-15), 1971-1972 Evaluation," Division

of Research and Development, Public Schools, Cleveland, Ohio (January
1973).

"Higher Horizons 100, 1973-1974, Hartford Moves Ahead: An Evaluation
Report," Public Schools, Hartford, Connecti®ut (11 October 1974). *

"Home-Oriented Preschool, Education Program,? Summative Evaluation Report,
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, Inc., Chatleston, West Virginia
(December '1971).

"Note: We have obtained extensive information on programs by
the Appalachia Educational Laboratory. For example, o#her
reports also available are:

"A Comparison of AEL's Preschool Education Program with Standard
Kindergarten Programs"

"Analysis of Social Skills Development in phe Appalachia
Preschool Education Program'

Lysiak, F. L., ”Follow—Up,Research.on Children Who Were Enrolled in the
Central Cities Early Childhood Program,'" Final Report, Independent
School District, Fort Worth, Texas (29 June 1973).

Paramore, B., et al., "Project Upswing After Two Years: An Evaluation,"
Operations Research, Inc., Silver Springs, Maryland (December 1973).

Rapp, M. L., and S. A. Haggart, '"Evaluation of Project R-3, San Jose,
California, 1971-72," Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, California
(August 1972).

+

Russell, G., and C.AGaskin, "A Positive Reinforcement System for Middle
School Students: Sammye E. Coan Middle School, 1972-73," Public Schools,
Atlanta, Georgia (November, 1973).

Samuels, S. J., and P. R. Dahl, "Ghetto Children Can Learn to Read--A
Personal Report,'" The Reading Teacher (October 1973).
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""'Saturday School: A Success Story, A School and Home Learning Program

for Four Year Olds," Ferguson-Florissant Schoel District, Ferguson,
Missouri (1972). '

Sheridan, C. L., "Project: SUPER, Spokane's Urban Pregress Education

Recipe, An;Urban Rural Racial Disadvantaged Project, Final Evaluation
Report, 1 70 71," Spokane School District 81, Spokane, Washington
(June, 19 1). -

"School Readiness 1972-1973, Profiles of Progress: - An Evaluative

- Report,'" Public Schools, Hartford, Connecticut (August 1973).

"Special Reading Project, éecondary Level," Independent School District,
Palestine, Texas (1974).

"The Diagnostic-Prescriptive-Individualized Reading Program,'" Jefferson
County Public Schools, Joyce Zimplemann, Program Director, Louisville,
Kentucky (1974).

Vivona, C., et al., '"Pupil Performance in the Eleméntary Schools of
Atlanta, Georgia, Research and Development Report," Volume 6, Numbers 15,
16 and 19, December 1972, March 1973, Atlanta Public Schools, Georgia
(March 1973).

Willis, P., #. Lauchner, "Effective Compensatory Readiag.Program in-an
Ungraded Organizatlon I. P. Reynolds Elementary School, 1972-73," ¥
Research and Development Report, Volume 7, Number 12, Atlanta Public-
Schools: Atlanta, Georgia (September 1973). ’

Willis, P. L., and J. Noe, "Incorporation of a Compensatory Reading
Program Into Open Cluster Classrooms: Alfred Blalok Elementary School,
1972-73," Research and Development Report, Volume 7, Number 19, Atlanta
Public Schools, Atlanta, Georgia (November 1973). '

Wood, M. B., "Intensive Reading and Instructional Teams (IRIT), 1972-73,
Profiles of Progress: An Evaluative Report,'" Public Schools, Hartford,
Connecticut (19 July 1973).- .

Wormack, L., ''Stevens Technical Enrichment Program: Report on Summer
1970," Stevens Institute of Technology, Hoboken, New Jersey (15 October

"1970).

Other Research _ /}“

/ -
Archer, P. D., and M. B. Sewall, ""Compensatory Prekindergarteners' I1.Q.
Gain Correlated with Third Grade Reading Achievement' (February 1973).

Deutsch, M., et al., "An Evaluation of,thewEffecticeness of an Enriched
Curriculum in Overcoming the &onsequences of Environmental Deprivation,"
Institute for Developmentad Studies, New York University, New York

(1 July 1971). ' . ' ¢
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George, K. D., and M. A, Dietz, '"The Inner City Child: An Attempt to
Improve His Science Problem Solving Skills," Science Education, 55 (4):
527-532 (1971).

Spaulding, R. L., "Effects of a Five-Year Compensatory Education Pro-
gram on Social, Intellectual, Linguistic, and Academic Development,"
Duke University, Durham, North Carolina (6 April 1972). ~

Sturgis, D. K., C. U. Iacono, and J. T. Kunce, '"Parental Advantagement,
1Q, and Differential Responsiveness to an Education Enrichment Program,'
University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri.

. Make A Difference in the Achievement of Educationally Advantaged §{nd
Disadvantaged Pupils?,' Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education
(DHEW/Q@), Washington, D.C. (1970).

Winter, M., and A. E. Klein, "Extending the Kindergarten Day: Dggf It

£

A-12




REVIEW OF RESEARCH ON "EXEMPLARYX! PROGRAMS.

=

44

-

Appendix B

¢

-

o

o3

-



. N
r R e
. .

Appendix E,f o

REVIEW OF RESEARCH ON "EXEMPLARY" PROGRAMS

To meet the specifications of the 1967 Amendments td” the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), American Institutes for. Research
\. (Alepwas requested'to identify, selects, analyze, and describe Title I
and,, compensatory eﬂucation programs for diSadvantaged children, from
. ' f preschool through grade 12, which yielded benefits in terms of cognitive |

achievement. It was expected that the 1nﬁormation gleaned from the AIR

L reports would enable LEA's to improve their own programs, or. possibly
o . eVen duplicate a program that had already been }udged a success ‘The ‘;
e :_;, programs. AIR identifisd were to be used as examples for the entire - v‘f
. nation. - The thrée documents that resulted from this:inquiry constitdted w VoL
the'basis for this phase of our inquiry: s o * b
) . V Y . W“ . . e ¥
Vo ' Hawkridge, D+ G.s, A. G. Chalupsky, ahd A40.H. Roberts""A Study
et o, + of Selected Exemplary”Programs for tﬁe Education of Disadvantaged “ .
' E E _ Children," Pald Alto, California American Institutes for Research * R
S B (September 1968).. (ED 023777) L | T ' 1
: . Hawkridge,'Q: G.;BP 1. Campeau, K. M. DeWitt, and P, K. 4 -t ’
- Trickett, "A Study .of>Further Selected Exemplary_ Frograms for o
S e the Education-of Disadvantaged Children," Palo Alto, California), .
) 4 ‘American Institutes for Research (June 1969) ‘ED 036668) v ’
,' !. _'.-L- % . o } .’
o Wargo M. J., P L. Campeau, G. XK. T lmadge,'ﬂFurther Examdna- | . '
’ . ™ tion of Exemplary Prograps for Educaling Disadvantaged Children," Eh '
.“ : P Palo Alto, dhlifornia, American lnsti es for Research (July LY
. 1971) - (ED 055128} . S LA
UL . - vt , ’ : © ! "( h (" -
' The 1968 and 1969 reports dbcument 31 exemplary programs The J971 B
. [] ) "
v . report describes IO newly identified exemplary programs Additionally, 'y
v Vo the then ct rreﬁt status <af the,aiiginally identdfied programs were '
J..xf- ‘reexamined We contacted Dr A, G fhalupsky ‘by phone to determine
, ‘ T o whéther more receht -and updated inquhry had been. mage by AIR To the -
) ) ! . e
LR best of .his owledge, hg wasg ayare 'of. no such-recent inquiry. S 3
o w - s .' o A , N ,"'. ’ (, :. . ‘,7’ - . " ‘
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We reviewed the 41 programs in this final report in order to deter-

mine ‘which programs appeared most likely to have data meeting our cri-

teria.

\

Twelve of the 41 programs were preschool programs and could be

eliminated immediately‘as being outside the scope of our study. Fourteen

more programs were eliminated for one or more of the following reasons:

the program was bilingual and, therefore, outside our scope of work;

; eﬁalua&ion of the program had ceased by 197i; or the program had been

incorpdrated into a larger effort such as Follow Through. This left 15

programs which ‘we then investigated.

-

As far as could be determined. from descriptions and evaluation

reports, none of the 15 remaining programs met our criteria for measuring

sustained effectiveness. However, im some cases it could be inferred

that such information could be made available In other cases, where

‘such 1nference was not obvious, the project's cqntinued success warranted

our’ 1nqu1ry as to whether data on'sustained efﬁectiveneSs existed or

could be derived To obtain additional information, an attempt was made

to;contact each project. It was immediately established that 8 of the 15

programs were no Longer in existence and thereforercould not be con-

sidered as candidates The remaining 7 programs are listed below with

- the reason for eliminating each:

. L, .
Remedial Reading Laboratories, a Title I funded program did :
administer stahdardized achievement tests in the fall: and
spring of each year. "Howewer, the assistant superintendent
of the district expressed an unwillingness to relea%e(the
data for reanalysis and our repeated requests for information
went unanswered. o :

‘e

‘Project Mars,, a‘so‘a Title 1 program with annual'fall and

spring standardized achievement tests, sent us class sheets
with crossesectional data for each year of their program.
However , -when studénts were matched to créaté leongitudinal
dat&; the‘sampke of students with more than 1 year's data was

.too small to support reana&xsis.

College Board is also a Title I program. While considerable

- datd exist from annual fall and spring test-administrations,

lomgitudinal~files are not maintained on individuals. We
determined that deriving longitudinal data for even a subset -
f students would be prohibitfbély expensive

PrOJect ‘R~3 is a California Demonstration Project in Intensive

Instruction in'Reading and Mathemgtics. The data from this )
" o I
N - A . '
. 7~
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project seemed at first to meet most of our criteria.

Pretests and posttests were annually administered in Crades
.7, 8, and 9. Unfortunately, when the data arrived, so many

data were missing that reanalysis couydd not be attempted

e Project Conquest is another Title I project.. The combination
of its having standardized tests the spring only and very
small sample sizes in each grade e sed us to eliminate the

project.
e Higher Horizons 100 is only a l-year program for which no
. follow-up idata were availab]e :\\
° Intensive Reading Instructional Teams is a program spanning
A less than 1 full school year. | .

v

In summary, of the 15 programs identified as candidates for re-
analysis, 8 were immediately eliminated since they no longer existed,
6 did not have data that wbuld support reanalysis and 1 progr®e, which

might- have met our criteria, was prohibitive expensive.

We then extended our inquiry by investiga ng a recent and extensive '

effort to identify successful programs for Project fofmation Packages
- Y f

(PIPs). Of the 6 projects identified for ?IPs, 4 had previously been .
reviewed hy AIR (the last 4 of the projects described above).' This . ‘ .
left.oniy two candidates for further investigation. The first, Project ,
D Catch—up, is a Title I project that administers standardized achievement
' tests only in the spring. Thispcombined with a small sample size forced

us to eliminate the project. The second, The High Intensity Tutoring ,

Cg nter, is also a Title 1 perect involving students in grades 6-8 as
t

tu s and tutored The roles of the participants change throughout the

program and the.length of time in the program varies.  Therefore, in .

light ¢f the expense involved in obtaining data, we eliminated this

project. -

' Overall, then, what promis?d to .be the most likely‘source of ,

adequate data produced nothing. Our other approaches were slightly more

fruitful . | o L oo
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ACQUISXTION ANDv PREPARATION OF DATA
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disc. . Corrections were constantly incorporated throughout this, process,

'Appendix C

ACQUISITION AND PREPARATION OF DATA g

«

After our lengthy search for data and after obtaining permission to
reanalyze the data described above, we were faced with the task of trans-
forming the data into a form amenabie to reanalysis. While the data had
been carefully selected according to our criteria, we did not limit our-
selves to data already in computer-readable form or to data with longitu-
dinal records for individuals. Had these.limitatioﬁé been imposed, all
data would have been eliminated. The purpose of this section is to

briefly acquaint the reader with the steps involved in the proceés of

preparing locally collected evaluation data for reanalysis.
3 ' ' -
For two of the programs, the data were available only on handwrftten

lists that contained student identifiers and scores, sepafately, for each
test administration and grade level. Preparation of these data began
with matching students to create longitudinal 'data. The data were then

égterad on coding sheets, keypunched, and recorded on computer tape or
i

as chahges, such as errors in regorded scores or.identifiers and addi-
tional scores, were received from the distri®ts. While we now have

confidence in the accuracy of the analysis tape, the>prpcess of reachihg

this stage was time consuming and tedious.

. . 2
‘Three-districts provided data on compuferfreadable tape. For all
of these,-the data were arranged crqss-seCtionally and had to be com-
pletely reformatted'tor 1ongitudinal analysis. Whiie this was nat an .
overwhelmingly difficult task for two Qf the tapes, it did require T.

repeated clariftcation -0f the coding and organization of the tape since

(written documentation is rarely adequate. The thirg,paﬁ/(posed much >

more serious difficulties . As a teet for accuracy, we duplicated for each

data set the cross- sectional analyses that the districts had carried

.out. 1In the_case of this tape, it was evident that it contained a

R B s
-y '
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number of ertors. This Qas verified through conversations wifh the
diétriét. We'requested a corrected tape, which, after many months 6f
reminders, finally arrived--almost 1 year after the initial tape was
received. Unfortnnately; the "corrected" tape contained even more
errors than its predecessor and thus could not be used. -"We therefore

could not, with any degree of confidence, reanalyze the data and were

forced to eliminate the program from our study.

Data ‘from the remaining program were stored on a combination of
computer tapes and floppy discs. Since floppy discs cannotlberread by
standard compdter systems, we requeéted printouts for all data stored
in this way.. The data from the bkintouts then had to be key-punched

and merged with the data from the tapes.

-

We have documented these problems not és a critLE%sm of the dis-

N tricté involved but as a guide to thosé'who may.find themselves involved
iﬁ similat work. In ge@eral, we reCelved tremendous cooperation from
the districts. We feel that this cooperation was in part due to our
having visitged the prograﬁi'and our willingress to share odr findings

with the dlqtrlcts. .
3 ' y -
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DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM IN MATHEMATICS
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Appendix D _ ¢

ADDITIONAL DATA FROM THE LONG BEACH
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM IN MATHEMATICS

U .
Appendix D containd@dditional data from the Long Beach Demonstra-
tion Program in Mathematics (DPM). Table D-1 describes the cohorts for
which we have data by year and'grade level. Each cohort represents a
- . \'
group of students whq progress through school together.

Table D-2 presents the means and gains in three metrics (standard

scores, grade-equivalents and percentile scores) for samples of students

with at least three consecutive sest points by grade, school, and cohort.

The totals for grade equivalents and percentiles, which are averaged
across school and cohort, are the means presented in Table IV-1. Table
D-3 presents the menthly achievement,rates in grade—equivalents over

two time periods for the same samples of students. The rates for each

-

Ry,

school and cohort'a based on the means presented in Tabie D-2. The
totals for each gra§§§2§§;those pneii?ted in Table IV-2.

.

Table D-4 presents the means. in three metrics for the sample of
students with at least five consecutivé test pdints by school and gohort.
The totals for grale equivalents and percentiles also appear in Table e
IV—3. For the same'samgles of stpdents, Table D:ﬁ presents monthly
achievement rates in grade-equivalents for three time periods. These

totals are also in Table IV-4.

‘ -

For comﬁarison, we "also include a table of cross-sectional data.
The means in three metrics for all students tested at a given point are

presented by school and cohort in Table D-6.
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Table D=1

LONG BEACH DPM COHORT DESCRIPTION BY YEAR AND GRADE

© 1969- 1970- 1971~ ‘ 1972~ . 1973- 1974-

Sample 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975
Grgde 7 Cohort 1  Cohert 2 Cohort 3  Cohort 4

rade 8 Cohort 1  Cohort 2* Cohort 3 Coﬂort 4

rade 9 ' Cohort 1 -Cohort 2 Cohort 3  Cohort 4

o*Datalwere not available for this year .for Cohort 2.I
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. T 4
Y Table D-2
MEANS AND GAINS OVER TWO TIME PERIODS IN THREE METRICS FOR STUDENTS
WITH AT LEAST THREE CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS BY GRADE, SCHOOL,
AND COHORT--LONG BEACH DPM, CTBS MATHEMATICS
Means Gains
I 11 111 v v
L ’ Fall to Fall to »
Sample e Fall  Spring  Fall Spring-  Fall
Grade 7 )
School A
Cohort 1 (n=170) x
Standard scores 423* 457 452 34* 29
Standard deviation (60) (58) 77 .
Grade equivalent 5.2 6.1 6.0 0.9 0.8 : .
Percentile 19 25 20 6 4 .
Cohort 3 (n=109) ‘ : : . g
Standard scores 413 459 439 . 46 26
Standard deviation (68) (81) (83)
Grade equivalent 5.0 6.2 5.6 1.2 0.6
Percentile ) 15" . 26 16 11 1
Cohort 4 (n=82) ' .
Standard scores~ 422 495 463 73 . 41
Standard deviation (60) (82) (81)
Grade equivalent 5.2 7.3 6.3 2.1 1.1
Percentile 18 43 . 24 25 6
School B : . '
. Cohort 3 (n=241) . 7 ) T
Standard scores ° 445 523 489 78 44
.o ' Standard deviation (60) (72) (72) o
' Grade equivalent 5.8 8.1 7.1 2.3 1.3
Percentile 28 57 35 29 7
Cohort 4 (n=178) ‘ -
Standard scores 454 536 502 82 -7 48
Standard deviation (57) (68) (77) !
Grade equivalent 6.1 8.4 7.5 2.3 1.4
Percentile 32 63 40 51 8 J
Total Grade 7 (n=780) _
Standard scores 435 ) 500 474 65 39
Standard deviation (62) (78) (80)
T . Grade equivalent 5.5 7.4 6.4 1.9 1.1
Percentile ) 23 45 28 22 5
.4
* ' 4
Based on‘January test administration.
L]
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Table. D=2 (Conclpded)

. \\\-f———’f’ ' 'Means Gains

1 ' Il 111 IV \Y
. ’ _ Fall to Fall to
Sample Fall Spring Fall- Spring Fall
Grade 8
School A
: Cohort 1 (n=124) _
Standard scores .7 460 514 502 54 4@
. Standard deviation ©(78) (78) (71) u '
Grade equivalent ‘ 6.2 7.8 7.5 1.6 1.3
Percentile 23 - 37 26 14 ' 3
Cohort 3 (n=68) ‘
Standard scores 446 499 496 53 50
Standard deviation (80) (95) (89)
Grade equivalent 5.8 7.4 7.3 . 1.6 1.5
Percentile ' 18 31 24 13 6
. » Cohort 4 (n=89)
» Standard scores 451 492 485 A 34
\ Standard déviation (81), (87) (80) | o
Grade equivalent 6.0 . 7.2 6.9 1.2 . 0.9
Percentile 20 28 20 8 0
School B
’ Cohort 3 (n=187) ,
Starmrdard scores 489 541 542 : 52 53
. Standard deviation (81) (83) (75) “
« . Grade equivalent . 7.1 8.6 - 8.6 1.5 1.5
Percentile - 35 . 48 42 13 7
! Total Grade 8 (n=468) _ .
Standard scores 468 518 514 50 46
Standard deviation (82) . (86) (80)
. Grade equivalent 6.4 7.9 7.8 ‘1.5 1.4
. L Fercentile 26 ‘ 38 30 .12 4
Notes

) L Standard scores are. publisher's standard ‘scores. ,
2. Standard deviation is standard deviation of standard scores.
‘ ‘3. Grade equivalent is that associated with standard score mean
‘ in years.
4. Percentile is the percentile associated with the standard
score means. - '
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Table D-3 v

MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS OVER
TWO TIME PERIODS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST THREE
CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS--LONG BEACH DPM,

CTBS MATHEMATICS X

Monthly Achievement Rate

I s IT

' _ Sample Fall to Spring Fall to Fall
Grade 7 *
School A .
Cohort 1 (n=170) 2.3% 1.3%
Cohort .3 (n=109) 1.7 0.6
Cohort 4 (n=82) 3.0 1.1
School B .
" Cohort 3 (n=241) 3.3 1.3
Cohort 4 (n=178) 3.3 1.4
Total Grade 7 (n=780) 2.87 ot
. ‘ .
Grade 8 . )
- School A ' -
Cohort 1 (n=124) 2.3 , 1..3
Cohort 3 (n=68) \ 2.3 1.5
Cohort 4 (n=89) « 1.7 - 0.9
School B . ) %
Cohort 3 (n=187) 2.1 § 1.5.
. Total_Grade 8 (n=4682 2.1 ' 1.3
) ]
e
’ /

’

* h . 1
. Rates calculated from January of seventh grade.

+These\rates are averages of the sample rates. They are not based on
the means in Table IV-2 since the interval from fall to spring differs
for School A, Cohort 1. X ‘ <,

*

«
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) ~  Table D-4

MEANS IN THREE METRICS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT LFAST FIVE
CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS BY SCHOOL AND ‘COHORT
LONG BEACH DPM, CTBS MATHEMATICS

|
" Means
- _ ’ o I 11 111 V= v
Sample 7 Fall 7 Spring 8 Fall 8 Spring 9 Fall
Schodl A !
~ Cohort 1 (n=106) .
Standard scores 421 462 458 -~ 508 494
Standard deviation (59) (66) (73) (76). (68)
Grade equivalent 5.2 6.3 6.2 7.7 7.2
Percentile - -« 18 28 22 34 23
Cohort 3 '(n=52) i} _
Standard &cores '428 478 454 509 499
Standard deviation (69) (83) X82) (94) .(96)
Grade equivalent 5.4 6.7 6.1 - 7.7 7.4
Percentile . 20 35 21 - - - 35 25,
Cohort 4 (n=67) . ' ' v
Standard scores 419 491 461 /500 493
St'andard deviation (62) (85) (84) (88) . (81)
Grade equivalent . 5:1 7.1 6.2 7.4 - 7.2
Percentile 17 41 23 . 31 : 23
School B :
Cohort 3 (n=153) .
) Standarg\Bcores 451 526 496 - 545 ¥ 54
Standard deviation *° ,(61) - (76) . (79) (84) “((g)
Gfade equivalent - 6.0 8.2 7.3 8.7 8\ 7
Percentile 30 58 38 50 - 44
Total (n=378) '
Standard scores . - 434 495 473 522 516 -
Standard deviation (63), (80) (81 . (86) . ' (82)
Grade equivalent . 5.5 7.3 . 6.6 7.9 7.7
Percentile 23 43 ® 28 40 ~ 31
L T ;
" L4
*Based on January testing. )
Notes v §
< 1. Standard scoréE_EYE'publiéggr's standard scores. _
2. Standard deviation is standard deviation of standard scores.
3. Grade equivalent is that associated with standard score mgan
"J in years. - _ _ \
° 4. Percentile«is the percentile associated with the standard
sCore means. : . ' . . . ~\\
. . .
D-8
S . ) )
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- ' Va : Table D-5
» : ‘ o . ‘
- MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR THREE TIME PERIODS FOR _
" STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST FIVE CONSECUTIVE TEST PGINTS-~LONGC BEACH DPM, CTBS MATHEMATICS
N . . 4

“
A3

_ *
Monthly Achievement Rates

{

I- II , P 41 , v .
Grade 7 ’ ' Grade 8 Grade 7 Fall to . Grade 7 Fall to
Sample ) Fall to Spring Fall to Spring rade 8 Spring Gtade 9 Spring
SCh;O]_ ,A r ) + - ' ’ - . - - + +
' Cohort 1 (n=106) 2.8 2.1 . 1.9 1.3
“Cohort 3 (n=52) 1.9 2.3 . 1.4 1.0
Cohort 4 (n=67) _ 2.9 1.7 v 1.4 1.1
School B . % - , , ‘ ) L
. Cohort 3 (n*153) . 3.1 o 2.0 1.6 . S O A
.. & ‘ ‘ ( t
‘ Total (n=378) . - 2.8 . 2.0 . _ r.6 a - 1.3 , .
. / B . .' i ot [ ’ ' ’ . / I .
B . ‘ . ‘ . - »
, . ’ '_\ ' k] . ) . ' " .

"k
The rates in Columns I and II- ‘were calculated by dividing the. fall-to- _ .
-spring gain by seven (the number of momnths between tests). The rates
in Column III are the fall Tth grade to spring 8th grade gains divided

by 17 and the Column IV rates are the fall 7th grade to' fall 9th grade

gains divided by 20 (1d grade—equivalent months” for each year) R ‘ a
. N N ‘ - B '

+Fates calculated from\January of Grade 7. ) o : "\ . -

) N '
- L 1Y v \'(’/T:.-\ ?\ ¢
! S oo : ‘ ,
' 4 \‘\ . ) s . . ’ : * s
\. ‘ N _ >
- L5 - ».\ glé) ’ L ! ) . i
- i | - “ '
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Table D-6° . ’
‘CROSS-SECTIONAL MEANS AND STANDARD_?EVIATIONS IN STANDARD
" SCORES FQR ALL STUDENTS TESTED--LONG BEACH DPM, o
CTBS MATHEMATICS J |
+ Grade 7' ' Grade 8 Grade 9
_Sauwple Fall Spring Fall Spring _Fall

School A ’ . :

Cohort 1 . J
Cross~sectional meana 421 455 452 y. 511 - 491
Standard deviations (59) .. (68) wog(17)Y 7 (79)y - -« (73)
Number - (u=214) (n=216)- (n=209) (au=~169) (n=166)

-Cohort 3 - ' « _ .

- Cross-sectional means . 413 458 435 479 : 497
Standard deviations (61) an. (80) (91) (84)
Number (n=165) (n=173) (n=147) (n=127) (n=98)

Cohort 4 o,

Cross—sectional means 418 483 453 - 494 469
Standard deviations (58) (83) (81) . (86) . (82)
Number (n=144) (n=149) * (nu=119) (n=116) - (n=121)

Scheol 8 . ; : ) )

Cohort 3 )

~ Cross—sectional means 444 518 482 '538 : 536
Standard deviations (63) - (75) (78) (83) - (73)

_ Number : (n=290) ~ (n=310) (0=314) (n=259) (p=250)

Cohort 4 - L
Cross—sectional means 452"  530 491 ‘

Standard deviatiouns (60) (74) (76)
Number . (n=273) (n-281)_ (n=230)

Total . e i ' - -0
Cross-sectional means 433 495 468 512 o 505 *
Standard deviations « (56) (82) (81) <87) .. (81)
Number ~ (n=1086) (0n=1129) (u=1015) (n=671)." (n=635)
-.. [} : . - ‘\'7-‘.;’

- A 'S o :-.‘
v ’ . .l.. .
I . . . ').
» - - . )
‘\\
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_Appendix E

.

ADDITIONAL DATA FROM THE SANTA BARBARA
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM IN READING
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e "7 " "Appendix E
Eﬁﬂg‘ L _
) DIT1ONAL¢ DATA FROM THE SANTA BARBARA s
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM IN READING
cest 4 . *
f.‘ °

With the addition of standard score means and standard deviatioms,

_Iables‘E-l through'Eeq presenﬁ_the same;data_gs_ﬁablés_lV:S through

1v-8 reapectively.' For purposes’ of comparison, Qe_also present cross-
sectional data..

Table E-5 presents the standard score means, and their

asgoclated grade-equivalent.and percentile scores for all students

tested at a given point. , ' :

P

/ A

{ i
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. \
o .
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Table E-1

MEANS AND GAINS OVER TWO TIME PERIODS IN THREE MEkaCg FOR? - -
“STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST THREE CONSECUTIVE TEST POINT%,.
BY GRADE, SANTA BARBAR& DPR, CTBS READING '

. I i
: ) . ‘ o~
) - 7 Means ' ' _Gajns
. 1 11 111 v -V
. : ' Fall to Fall to
_ e = .Sample . .. ...... .Fall . .’ Spring . Fall .. _Spring .._.Fall _...
Grade 7 (n=102) - : : |
Standard. scores 405 453 446
Standard deviation (70), (68) (65)
‘Grade equivalent 4.3 5.6 - 5.4
Percentile 12 - 20 16
Grade 8 (n=107)
Standard scores 449 484 473
Standard deviation (64) (60) (64)
* Grade equivalents 5.5 6.5 6.2 .
Percentile 16 23 16 1
, -
v e e
A
H ‘L .
. ' _ . Table E-2 L '
. ) e s . ' v
MONTHLY ACHIEVPMENT RATES IN GRAﬁE EQUIVALENTS FOR TWO TIME .
PERIODS FOR STUDENTS_HITH AT LEAST THREE CONSECUTIVE
TEST POINTS, BY GMADE, 'SANTA BARBARA DPR, CTBS READING
~ . - < 'ﬁ,' _ : '-:k.} |
o : S - ~*  Monthly Achievemegt.Rates T
. * . . 2 . ;I . . II - . -
o - : Fall to Fall to .- ' 5
Sample - . . o " Spring : : Fall
- Grade 7 (n=102) . S 1.9 . L1
- ‘Grade 8 -(n=107) - 1.4 0T
.’ ) \ f ' .
. v
s ‘e
- \ : . { | ) .
é/' 3 . E—J‘
v . ) /
¢ 4\' .




Table E-3}

MEANS IN' THREE METMRCS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST FIVE T

CONSECUTLVE TEST POYNTS--SANTA BARBARA DPR, CTBS READING

: Means : L
3 C I ©OTIL v v C.
a e Grade 7 Grade 7 Grade 8 Gradé'8 Grade 9 R,
—— Fall Spring - Fall Spring:\ fall
Grades 7-8 (n:99) \ '
"7 TStandard score 77T T T 403
- Standard deviation (71)
CGrade equfvalent 4.3
Percentile

by A
\ . P PN

454 448 82 473
(69) (64) - (60)  \ (62) .
5.6 5.5 Z 6.5 C 602 -~

. 12 .20 16" 22 16.

. ;) : v | o
. Table E-4 = :

i MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES IN GRADE EQUIYALENTS FOR THREE §i
Q'““.TIME PERIODS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST FIVE CONSECUTIVE

.. SR TEST POINTS--SANTA BARBARA DPR, CTBS READING . .. -~ = -\
) # . .

o

- . o ' Monthly Achievement Rates

i . ' i T .1 . IV _
. Grade 7 Grade 8 - . ) . _ L
Fall to. ®Fall to Grade 7 Fall to Grade 7 Fall to ST
Spring __§Ering' Grade 8 Spring Grade 9 Fall

7

Grades 7-8 ) ) .

(w=99) - L.9. .. 1.4 L3 - - 1.0 -

. ;_'- _ ' _ ' Sampig

. ' : .Table E-5 e . T ' C

. CROSS-SECT1ONAL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR ALL

, - SYUDENTS TESTED-~SANT\ BARBARA DPR, CTBS READING

\

- . " Grade 7 " - Grade 8 ' Grade 9 . o
‘ AN ’ Fall " Spring Fall Spring - Fall
Grades 7-8 - * _ A '

»

. ] - i . .

Mean ° : ) . 405 452 446 483 472 7

' ’ , Standard deviation =~ (72) (68)  (65) (60) - (63) _ -
' . - Number- . - 7. (n=116) . (n=105), (n=111) (n=112) (n=114)

. . : -
e - I . ' '

e i e e A

g
Mo
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presented by grade and cohort in Table F- 6 '_: '»T" SRR

of data for Cohort 2 and 4 years for Cohorta 3-6. o

ﬂppendix F _ . \ S ’

ADDIiIONAL DATA FROM THE OMAHA PUBLIC SCHOOL HILINC PROGRAM"

Appendix F contains additional information on the public achool ' T
atudenta in the Omaha HILINC program Table F~1 describes the cohorta .J _‘i.imul .
for which we have data by year and grade level. Each cohort represents
a group of atudents and is assigned the number that was the student's - - o -

grade in 1971-72. Thua . we have 2 yeara ‘af datg'for Cohprt l 3 years
i,

\ Y « . .
Table F-2 presents the grade—equivalent means, atandard,deviations

and the gains over two time perlods for aamplea of students with at least °
three congecutive teat points by grade and cohort. The totals which .
are averaged across school and cohort, are the 'means presented in

Table IV—9 Tahle F-3 preaenta the monthly achievement rates over two . R it
perioda for ‘the aame.aamplea ofratudenta.' The rates  are b:}ed on the 7 .
_means in Table F- 2 Theftotals+for each gradetare those p,eaented in - fV LT
Table Tv-10. IR ,"?".:f.- T L '

B T
4

Tablea F-4 and F-5 preaent idata for samples of students with at

- least five consecutive test points. Table g}4 contains means by grade.

and cohort and Table F-5 contains average monthly gains by grade and
cohort. The totals from Tables F-4 and F 5 are those presented in -‘;"' o
Tables IV-11 and Iv-12, reapectively,

For purposes of compariaon, we alao'include 4 table of . crossel'

sectional data. The meana for all atudents tested at a given point are

L
1

V V : R . . ’ . . : R . . -~
. . . - . . . B .
» . . - - - N
. - S . - ‘ . . DU




. - 4 -A o T
‘.
\ Table F-1 ' o
: o ! COHORT DESCRIPTION BY YEAR AND GRADE
R T " © OMAHA HILINC -
L) . ' ' ’ . v
" Sample  1971-72  '1972-73  1973-74  1974-75
Grade 3  Cohort 3. Cohort 2  Cohort 1 .
' Grade 4 Co_h.ort.'tp " Cohort 3 dohbrt 2 Cohort 1 . . '
- " - Grade. 5. - Cohort 5 Cohort 4 Cohort 3 Cohort 2 S
' Grade 6 Cohort 6~ Cohort 5. Cohort 4 Cohort 3 ..
Grade 7 Cohort 6 Cohort 5 Cohort 4 ) e -
Grade 8 - Cohort 6 Cohort 5 =~ *.,3
v e Grade 9 ' : B Cohort 6 v
. . . _
) i ™~
~ . l / ’
‘ ¢ ) ., ‘ ' . . Lo . '. ,lq
- y ¥ 3 \
. \ _
. . ) » ) K .
i - 0 : ;, : ' .f/
_ . | L ,
~
v - ’ :
. . '
¢ ' F..ll ‘ i E
v » .' K -
1 ‘:’f, ' W et e L




Table F-2

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND GAINS OVER TWO TIME PERLODS
"IN GRADE-EQUIVALENT YEARS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST
THREE CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS BY GRADE AND COHORT
OMAHA HILINC GATES-MacGINITIE READING

4 B

Means and-

$§§andarg_pgyiatioﬁ§l_ Gains ‘ s
- - . 1 - II . 111 . h VI e . v [PPOS
- o _ - Fall to Fall to-
Fall  Spring .Fall °~ Spring Fall
Grade 3 _ ' S [. o :
' Cohort 1 (n=152)« 1.97  8.05  2.60 / . 1.08 .0.63
‘ ‘ (.45) (1.10)  (.78) -
Cohort 2 (n=90) 2.67  3.72.  2.82 1.05 - 0.15
‘ (1.57) " (1.86)  (.64) °
“Cohort 3 (n=30) - 2.20 3.26 3.54 » 1.06 1.34
S | (.71) . (.96) (1.84) . .
- Total Grade 3  2.23 . 3.29  2.78 . 1.06 . 0.55
(n=272) .7 (1.04) '(1.42)  (.96)
\ ) '
Grade 4 )
Cohort 2 (n=387) - 2.54. * 3.60 _3.16 '1.06  0.62
: 7 (.65) . (1.04)  (.88)
Cohort 3 (n=270)  2.81  3.63  3.07. 0.82  0.26
S (1.13) (1.48)  (.88) :
Cohort 4 (n=274)  2.64 3.51 3.31 . 0.87 0.67
o . (.67) (1.07) (1.13) _ .
_Total Grade 4~ 2.65  3.58 | 3118 -° * 0.93  0.53
. (n=931) - (.83) (1.19) " (.96) - ' : '
Grade 5 . - E . .
~ Cohort 3 (n=401) ' '3.25  4.45 4,10  1.20  0.85.
o S (.90) (1.30) -(1.32) 5
Cohort 4 (n=278) - 3.46 4.52 3.99 - - 1.06  0.53
S (1.22) /gl 62)  (1.22) DR
Cohort 5 (n=301) ~f3 09 3.89  3.92 ©.-0.80 0.83
e ' (.83), (1.14) (1.34) -
"Total Grade.5 . 3.26 4.30 © 4.01 . 1.04 0.75
(n=980) © (99 (1:38)  (1.30) '
) L N T 'IF—SI SR
1o -



; ‘ . Grade 6

1]

. * Cohort 5 (n=136)

*Cohort 6 (n=88)

Total Grade 6
L (n=316)

BN
Grade 7,
e Cohort 5 (n=73)

Cohort 6 (n=53%)

Total Grade 7
(n=128)

N

Table F-2 (Concluded)

-

Means and

" '(Standard Deviations)

1 11 I1I

‘Fall Spring Fall

3.59 . 4.81 . 4.41°

(.99) (1.36) -(1.22)
4.08  4.79 4.45

(1.38) (1.64) (1.31)

3,78 4.75 4.38
(1.02) <{1,29) (1.43)

3.85  4.78  4.42
(1.20) (1.47) (1.32)

4. 37 5.30 %.84
(1.19) " (1.58) (1.34)

4.33  5.18  5.10
(1.32) = (1.82) (1.50)

4.35 '5.25 4.95

C(1.24)  (1.68) (1.41)

.

F-6
(" N
1

. Gains
R SO
Fa}l to Fall to
_Spring Fall
1,22 .. 0.82 .
0.71  0.37
‘ ]
0.97 0.60
0.93 * 0.57
. 0.93 0.47 -
10.85 0.77
0.90 0.60
-
s ”~



- | . " | Table F-3 . & - .
. MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR TWO TIME PERTODS ' .
v ., FOR STUDENTS:WITH AT LEAST THREE CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS BY L o
| GRADE AND COHORT ~
) R OMAHA HILINC GATES-MacGINITIE READING Ce |
o ﬁ@ : , : . . . L
\ ’ Monthly Achievement Rate ‘
: I ' 11°
‘ Fall to Fall to
o i ~ Sample __,__Nu_”_ﬁpring :_MhFall...”””mw”__m“__wrm v
Grade 3 ’ ’ ‘ ; . .
X Cohort 1 (n=152) 1.5 - 0.6 . . -
. _ . Cohort 2 (n=90). "  , 1.5 0. . . -
) ) Cohort 3 (n=30) - 5 1.3 ' '
. . Total Grade 3 (n=272) . 1.5 0.6
. ¢ N
Grade 4 .
Cohort 2 (n=387) 1.5 ) 0.6
" Cohort 3 (n=270) &, 1.2 0.3 _
>+ Cohort 4 (n=274) © 1.2 0.7 ,' o B
Total Grade 4 (n%931) & 1.3 0.5 o
'Grade 5 E o - - L
Cohort 3 (n=401) 1.7 . 0.8 . -
. . . .
Cohort 4 (n=278) 1.5 - 0.5 :
B . Cohort 5 (n=301) 1.1 0.8 - o L~
Total Grade 5 (n=980) . 1.5 0.8
A— . . Cee ,
Grade 6 - . : ) ‘ ) ' .
. v . Cohort 4 (n=92) . - 1.7 0.8 . . ; o ' IR
| ' ~ Cohort 5 (n=136)  ..1.0 . . 0.4
| Cohort 6 (n=88) .~ 1.4 0.6 ’
Total. Grade 6 (n=316) 1.3 . 0.6
. - . . . . ¢ &
Grade 7 o _ -
. . "Cohort .5 (n=73)- 1.3 - . 0.5
o Cohort 6 (n=55) 122 % 0.8
o Total Grade 7 (d=128) . 1.3" ~ 0.6
_F-17 .
-~ . ‘ .
i _" 19‘. - . ’




\! o
v Table F-4
MEANS AND STANPARD DEVIATIONS IN GRADE-EQULVALENT YEARS. - ~— = : .
. FOR STUDENTS WLITH AT LEAST FLVE CONSECUFIVE " . g
TEST POINTS BY GRADE AND COHORT '
. ®  OQMAHA HILING GATES-MacGINITIE READING
—— - , / R
: - IS B 4 v v )
7 T _Sample v _Fall  Spring Fall Spring Fall
Grades 3-4 ‘ : . ' ' . _ ‘
- - Ceeem s COhOTt‘ 2 (n'()ﬁ) PR N . o :.. . . .o cee ) . . . . 7. AN . . ) . ..5..—-_--_——
o : Meaus 2.73 3.80 - -1.88 3.99 3.51 '
Standard deviation  (1.67) (1.96). % (0.67) (1.11)  (0.90) *
Cohort 3 (.11-22) - - ’ ST
Means 2,12 3.10  3.38 4.51 © 3,59
Standard deviation (0.60) (0.82) (1.84) -~ (2.07) (0.99) o _
Total Grades 3-4 (n=87) . . : ’ ' St
 Means 2.57 3.62 3.00 4:12 3.53 . '
. Standard deviation (1.49) (1.77) (1.10?\»-(1.42)‘_ (0.92) -
Grades 4-5 _ -
., . Cohort 3 (n=178) - ’ . ) ~»
- . Means" S 2.83 3.65 3.04 4.29 - 3,85 - v _
Standard deviation (1-13) (1.49)  (0.84) (1.28) .(1.17) c : A
RS Cohort 4 (n=146) L _{32 - :
. . Means : - 2.66 3.41. - 3.19 " 4,24 -3.89 ' )
Standard deviation (0.63) (0.Q6) (0.92) (1.19) (1.12) : . B
Y ) Total CGrades 4-5 (n=324): R - _ LA RO
T Means 2.75 3.54 3.11 4,27  3.87 Yo
. ! Standard deviation (0.94) (1.28) (0.88) (1.24) (1.15) ‘
" Rid d- . ) N
Grades 5-6 y o R ’ -
Cohort 4 (n=50) i |
N Means =~ ° y; 3.39  4.33 3.57 4.89 4.29
K Standard dev{ation . (1.43) " (1.86) - (1.01) (1.40) -~ (1.16)
- N B g ' -
. * Cohort 5 (n=80) » o ' : :
¢ _ Means 3.1 4.02  4.04 4.76 © ~ 4.48. -
' ~ Standard deviation (0.92) (l1.16) (1.32) (1.58) . (1.30)_ )
. Total Grades 5~6 (q=130) ' ‘ - ' ' ~ )
. _ Mean D g 3.22 4.14 3.86 * 4.8]1 - 4.41 _ _
‘ - Standard deviation (1.15) (1.47) -(1.22) (1.51) (1.25) .
Grades 6-7? 7 o 'l . : - L ' ////j _ f'
- Cohort 5 (n=45) —_— - _ .
‘Means : 4.08 4.91  4.52 5.44 5.04 L o
, Standard.deviation = (1.19) (1.58) . (1.07) (1.47)  (1.25), T
Total Graded 6-7 (n=45) . o - ' - . -
o ' "Means - 4.08 4.91 ‘4,52 5.44 .  5.04 . o .
T  Standard deviation - (1.19) (1.58) «(1.07) (L4 (L.25) K3
FE .' . - o ;o ' s ) T ¢ - A . ¢
» - e F—8 ' . _ 7 )
. . l I‘ ) . -
. o C
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MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES IN GRADE

- : . _ C
_TablefiFS . . T

10 STUDENTS .WITH AT LEAST FIVE CONSECUTIVE TESY'POLINTS BY

[

.
Caad

Y

-

< : .

~Grades 3-4 R
Cohort 2 (n=67) \
Cohort 3 (n=22)

Total Grades’ 3-4 (n=87)

Grades 4-5 ,
Cohort, 3 (n=178) ~.°*
Cohort 4 (n=146)

Total Grades 4-5 (n=324)
Grades 5-6
Cohort 4 (n=50)

Cohort 5 (n=80) '
Total Grades 5—6 (n=130)
. Grades 6-7..
Cohort 5 (n=45)
Total Grades 6—7-(n=4§)
LT ?-
)i .
.'/-

GRADE AND COHORT——OMAHA‘HLLINC, GATES-MacGINITIE READING

Monthly Achievemeht.Rates

EQUIVALENTS FOR THREE TIME -PER1ODS

1 1T T IIL IV,
JFall to  Fall to Fall 1 .-Fall.
Spring Spring | to : ' to

“"Year 1. “Year 2 Spring 2 : Fall
1.5 1.6 . 0.7 , 0.4
1.4 1.6 1.4 0.7
1.5 1.6 0.9 0.5
1.2 1.8 0.9 0.5
1.1 1.5 0.9 0.6
1.1° v £Z7- 0.9 0.6
1.3 L9, 0.9 . 0.5
1.3 1,0 .. 1.0 0.7
1.3 . 1.4 0.9 0.6
1.2 1.3 0.8 0.5
1.2 - L3 & 0.8, 0.5

- | '. {
. -
L4 ‘ »
) - .
| J\ ‘. - ]
F—g L ' » .
¥ :qut)'. :

T

- XY .
N
i
29 -
" ety
. R '_‘
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.
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y , - | ‘
- . Table F-6
CROSS~SECTIONAL MEANS AND STANDARD ‘WIATIONS IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR ALL STUDENTS TESTED
. OMAHA HILINC GATE&—MacGINITIE READING - : . »
\\\ . ' . . “ ‘ -
. . . o L
v . —_ _Grade 3 Grade ‘4 . Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8-
roo - [ R Fall -~ Spring Fall - Spriag .‘Fall Spring Eall "~ ‘Spring Fall .Spring _Fall_,
. . Cohort -1 S B ' ' ‘ g S |
Means | 2.02 3.14 2.79 -t g .
Standard deviations (0.52) (1.13) (0.93)- )

. _ Number - n=220. - n=187 = =784 - - . .

(I ‘Cohort 2 - - . ) > & . ‘

' ” Means 2.86 - 4.09 2.54 3.62 3.49 ‘ N

. Standard deviations (1.74) - (2.07) (0.65) (1.27) (1.27) d :
. . Number n=117 n=117 . n=633 n=564 n=644
T Cohort 3 . o _
s Means 2.27 3.22 -+ 3,06 3.95 3.27 4.44 4.30
Standard deviations -(0.65) (0.92) (1.46)  (1.87) - (0.96) (1.35) (1.72) A
. Number -n=47 . " n=45 n=435 .- n=435 u=663 n=559  n=666 . L
" Cohort 4 - ' T R : RN o
Means 2.69 3.53 . 3.61  4.69 °  4.08 5.09 4.53
: Standard deviations (0.72) . (1.10) * (1.41) ,(1.81) (1.27)  (1.60) (1:42)
N , Number o n=475  ‘nm432 03519  n=519 . n=529 . . =473  n=168
o * ’ - ' . - . o . 2 o -

: Cohort 5. - ' s _ .
R Means o i R 3.18 3,97 . 43770 4.99 4.40 5.26 .- 4,62
o Standard deviausns s 3 . . €0.86)  (1.17)  (1.75) (2.00) : " (1.46) (1.B2)  (1.38)

' - Number ° . L L n=516 . n=491 = n=566 n=566 -. . =249 . n=152 =271
s :. . Cohort 6 T s N o - , T : o co ' B
- L Means : : ' 4.07 . 5.16 4.50 5.40 4.75

. " . . - Standard devidtions'* : - - - - T (1019) T (1046) - (1.44) (X.90) = (1.61)
: T ' Number.. " - > =499 - n=429 =249 - nw249 .n-107;f
. -~ ‘ ‘ : i ) . . ."
. . ’ - A . ! . ! o, ll A

i ' . . s P
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' ‘Appendix G

DATA FROM OMAHA NONPUBLIC SCHOOL HILINC PROGRAM

R n }
. . . *
-
’

Appendix G contains the data for the_nonpublic school atndents in

" Omaha's HILINC reading program.A‘These tables correspond to those pre-

septed in the text for the. public achool students. ‘The cohprt names are -

the same as those presented in Table F-1.

Ay

.The reading program was not begun in the nonpublic schoola until

,1972 73.. Therefore, Tables G-1 through G-5 span -fewér grades than the
. ’ I
correspondding tables for the public school studentg. Table G-1 presents

the means, standard deviations, and gains by grade and cohort forAnon-

public school 3tudents with at least three consecutive test points. The

' achievement rates over two time periods for these studenta are given in

[

-
et

Table G-2. . . : " . Nf

Tables G-3 and.G-h present data for‘tpe nonpub&ic school students

- with at leaat1five consecutive ‘test administrations. Table G-3 contains

the means and standard deviations for~these.stndents and Table G-4 pre~

sents monthly achievement rates based on.three periods .of time..

Table G-5 presents means and standard deviations for all nonpublic

school students tested at hach point by cohort and grade.

1,

.
-
. .
L} . N - . .
- . . - N
) . . . N . v : - - N
] i - ] o . s
N BN - : . : il : T : . ‘ *
. . .
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X ' " s Table G-l

. MEANS,‘STANDARD‘DEVlATlONS, AND GAINS OVER TWO IIME‘PERIODS IN
!GRADE*EQUIVALENI YEARS FOR NONPUBLIC STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST
THREE CONSECUTLVE TEST POINTS BY GRADE AND COHORT
OMAHA HILINC GATES-MacGINITIE READING
, - .

; : , - Jleans and (Standard
B ) Deviat i Gains
; 1 11 CIID . IV \j
. o _ Fall to  Fall to
e e meimieee oo oo _Fall. _Spring . . Fall - Spring - ~Fall - -
e | . SProug - . rall - Spring - Fa
Grade 4 -
Tohore 2 (n=69) 3.34 4.40 - 4.09 1.06 - 0,75
' o . (.84) . (1.40) . (1.29) ‘
Cohort 3 (n=78) ©2.95 . 3,75 1 -3.77 0.80 0.82°
o . (-76)  (1.00) (1.12) : ‘
Totak Grade 4 (n=147) 3.13 4.06 3.92 . " 0.93 - 0.79
. - : } (.82) . (M4)- *(d.21) - <.
o . o _ : "
Grade 5 ' T o -
) Cohort 3 (n=89) = ~  13.66 © 5.01 4.5 .. 1.35 *0.88 .
o . (.99) . (1.14) (1.13) ¢ S
Cohort 4 (n=88) 3.66  4.75 4.76  1.09 '1.08
- . - (1,01)  (1,44)  (1.36) )
Total Grade 5 (a=177)  3.66 4.88  4.64  1.22 0.98
\ L '“(1.09)_ (1.30) (1.25) - - .
-~ . . N . «\ ’
‘ ¢ Grade 6 (> ' R .. \ o
- Cohorts 4 (n=49) . 4.33 < 5,13 4.76 © 0.80  0.43
‘ ‘. o (1.08)  (1.28) (1.34) - o
] . w * - . " . ' -
4 Cohort 5 (n=68) - = 4.43 . 5,14 5.19 0.71  0.76
. ' T el (1.30) (1.53)" (1.50). - ° | '
Total Grade 6 (n=117) " 4.39 -~ '5.14°  5.01- 0.75 0,62
. : . (1.21), (b,az) (1.44) ° oo :
érad;: 7 % h S S oo )
- Cohort-5 (n=38) _ 4.73 . 5.68  5.60 0.95. . 0.87
A N , (1.28)  (1.88)  (1.61) . K
Cohort 6 (n=36) '~ - 5121  5.61 : 5.68 .. 0.40  0.47
. o T (1.46)  (2.21)  (1.52). . X :
+ . Total ‘Grade 7 (n=74) - 4.96 , 5.65 5.64  -0.69 ©  0.68 -
I . -' (1.38} (2.05) -(1.56) . - \
\ -." l
Y.
» . l «
| G=4 «
¢ [} * » ’
) _L] A -
. . T I/ o N

e,



(3 R - \ . X -
‘ v Table G-2 * . ' \
4 ) . \ .
MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR TWO TIME
PERIODS FOR NONPUBLIC STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST THREE
') CONSECUTLVE TEST POINTS BY GRADE AND COHORT
) OMAHA HILINC 'GATES-MacGINITIE READING
¥ “ .
. Monthly Achievement Rate ®
1 ) 11
. ’ ' Fall-Spring Fall-Fall
e m r R T o U . . - . P et w Her e m e ameaa . om -t - - e e - P P . . - m—
: ( Grade 4 : ' ' .
Cohort 2 (n=69) 1.5 0.8
~ Cohort 3 (n=78) ' 1.1 . 0.8
Total Grade 4% - -(n=147) 1.3 0.8
Grade 5 : | ‘ , |
' - Cohort 3 (n=89) _ 1.9 0.9 -
o . Cohort 4 (n=88) S1le 1.1 - _l
Total Grade 5 (n=177) 1.7 1.0
- ‘ _ .7 Grade 6 _ . i
" “ Cohort 4 (11249),'_ ' 1.1 . - 0.4 .
~ Cohort 5 (n=68) 1.0 0.8
. ©© . Total-Grade 6 (n=117) ~ - 1.1 of
% s : - .
Grade 7 . T "_ a o
Cohort 5 (n=38) 1.4 0.9 . . -
Cohort 6 (n='-_36)_ . 0.6 . _ 0.5
o .-’ Tgbal Grade 7 (n=74) © 1.0 0.7
L_.v' P . . ) . . . . -
° ‘ : . Cov
.
' L4 : h ) . y (’ '
“ -—
.‘ / . . l
. G=5 -
> .'
: l 10 ’ ;
. _ -
. A 34 . L
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Table G-3

OMAHA HILINC GATHS~MacGINITfﬁ.RﬁADINC MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

IN GRADE-EQUIVAJENT YEARS FOR NONPUBLIC' STUDENTS- WITH AT LEAST

FIVE CONSECUTLIVE TEST POLNTS BY GRADE AND COHORT

©

Cohort 3 (n=59)

Grades 5-6 -

-

o -Grades b=5 . o

y
1 11 111 1v
Fa}l » Spring _Fall
| i .
2.84 3.62 3.61 4.96
(.75)

" Cohort 4 ?nﬂ39)’ 3.38
' - (.98)

)

Grades 6-7

Cohort 5 (n=28)  4.36
- Y1.35)

v

£

T

)

4.49
(1.29)

4

v

.88

(1.31)

Table G-4

9% 99 .16 § a2

*

4.43° s.14
(1.08) (1.22

\Y

Spring Fall

4.45

b7

4.85 5.67 .

(1.31) . (2~08

) (1.24)
5.75
) (1.46)

. =

-~

OMAHA HILINC GATES-MacGINITIE READING MONTHLY~ACHIEVEMENT‘
I S FOR THREE TIME PERIODS FOR /
‘NONPUBLIC STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST FIVE CONSECUTIVE .'/

'RATES IN GRADE EQUIVALE

b , TEST POINTS BY GRADE AND GOHORT
ﬁ . ‘ - . .
Mor'lthly Achievement ?ﬁe
. I ° R ’
Fall to Spring II - III
~ A . B 7 Fall to -7 Fall to
¢ - . Grade 7 Grade 8- 8 Spring 9 Fall
Grades 4-5 .
« Cohort 3 (n=59) 1.1 ‘1.9, 1.2 0.8
‘Grades 5-6 . | N |
" Cobort 4 (n=39) , 1.6- , 1.0 1.0 0.7
~ Grades 6-7 . _ S "
' Cohort,S (n=28) . 0.7- : 1.2 0.8 L _'O.?
“+ ) _ G"6 o
1ty

.

.



1

. Cohort 2
Means
Standard deviations
Number

Cohort 3~
Means
~ StAndard deviations

Standard deviations
Number '

Cohort 5
Means .

Number ' .

Cohort 6
" Means

Standard devLAtions ’

‘Number
»

j3
.

(1.65)

Standard deviations

N

—. .‘ 4
\
- Table G-S
OMAHA HILINC CROSS-SECTIONAL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS : ¥
'FOR GATES-MacGINITLE READING FOR ALL NONPUBLIC STUDENTS TESTED - _
. B
T _3s 4F_ - 45 sF 55 . __6F 65 IF IS _8F
: - ) o ‘
3.19 3.32 4.37 4.08 R .
(2.14)  (0.81) (1.37) (1.13)". N
n=14 n=85 n=93 n=144 ‘.
3.28  3.91 3490 - 5.40.  4.65 . .
(1.21) Ya.s1) 41)  (1.36) © (1.35) ’ )
n=133 i'n=132 n=13f n=135  p=146 i
e 402 T 5027 L4076 S5.63 0 4.94
4 (1.30)  (1.73) | (1.42)" (1.84) (1.64)
. n=150 - n=149 n=ll4  n=113 =84
o i | U -
4.83 5.67 © -4.93 590 % 5,69
(1.62)  (2.10)  (1.45)  (2.06) - (1.69)
i .n=167 n=167 'n=95 = n=69. nm68
: | ) & 6.08 - 6.62  5.55
) : (1.79)  (2.73) (1.52) -
. . n=77 =77 . n=62
c - N
. . \_ ¥ ] 118 £
Y . . T
. ' K . -' o,




.- Appendix H . - -

ADDITIONAL DATA FROM THE ALUM: ROCK VOUCHER DEMONSTRATLON
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* - ADDITIONAN DATA FROM THE ALUM ROCK VOUCH%R DEMONSTRATION
A o '.

L]

.

Appendix H cogtains: additional data fttm&the Alum Rock Vducher

¢

Demonstration. T:Ele H-1 describes the cohorts for which we have data
- by year and grade level. From the table it can be seen that we have 2

years of data from Cohorts 0 and 6. and 3 years of data from Cohorts 1-5.

Table H—Z‘presentsxthe means and gains 1n standard scores and

grade-equivalents for samples of students with at 1ea6t three consecu-

. tlve test points by grade and cohorts. The totals for each grade are

the means presented in Table VI-13. Table- H-3 presents the monthly
achievement rates in grade equivalents for two time perlods for the same
.samples of students. The rates for each cohort and grade are based' on
the means 1in Table H-2, The totgls.fof each grade are those presented
in Table VI-14. | B ‘

Table H-4 presents the means in standard scores and grade equiva-
lefits for samples of students with at. least five consecutive/test points
by grade add'cohort The grade-equivalent means are the means presented
in Table VI-15. " .

=
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. e
_ Table H~1
. \\ _ _ _ .
L
ALLWI ROCK VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION COHORT )
, DESCRIPTION BY YEAR AND GRADE '
- e Year
* Grade 1972-73 1973-74- ', 1974~75
1 - Cohort 1 . Cohort 0 ’
- o U -2 .- Cohort 2 ”'Céhort 1 Cohort 0O T
3 Cohort 3 -Cohort 2 Cohort 1°
‘ _4 Cohort 4 Cohort 3 Cohort 2
5 Cohort 5> Cohort 4 Cohort 3 < .
6 Cohort 6 Cohort 5 Cohort 4 by .
7 Cohort 6 Cohort 5 |
/‘) -
. ]
. a
/ .
&
o C
*‘. . 1 N . - f -~
) f h
. : B
v . .
A . .. 51_4 -
‘ i £ ) V -
12y :
e et — R L L L T T
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Tabl H-2

I\LUM.ROCK VOU(.‘HFR DEMONSTRATION MAT READING. MEANS AND GAINS IN TWO
" MhTRI(‘S OVER TWO TIME PERIODS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST

. Tunar CONSECUTIVE TESI POINTS BY GRADE AND COHORT
- r
v . Means _ o _ Gains .ﬁf*
, I . 11 * II LIV Y v
; | ’ ' . /Pl Fall to
L . Sample Fall Spring ! Fall y Spripg  _Fall
Grade 1 | "
‘Cohort 0 (n=451) - R )
. _ Standard score . 2447 -35.3 . 36,2 -i?.6 - - 11,5

. Standard deviation \ (7.4) (8.8) (11.2) .
Grade equivalent 1.3 1.6 1.7 0.3 0.4,

Cohort 1 (n=214) ' : . m
Standard deviation 28.3 37.5 37.8 9.2 9.5

- Standard score (6.4) (7.8) (11.3) '
Grade equivalent 1.4 1.8 1.8 0.4 0.4

Total Grade 1 (n=665) - _ ) .

. Standard score 5.9 36.0 36.7 10.1. .~ - 10,8

’ Standard deviation (7.3)  (8.6) . (11.2) ' |
Grade equivalent 1.3 1.7 1.7 0.4 0.@
Grade 2 . . '

Cohort 1 (n=371) « j
_Standard ‘score - 37.8 48.5 50.9 10.7 ' 13.1

“ Standard deviation - (11.3)  (11.9) (11.6)

Grade equivalent 1.8 . 2.4 2,5 0.6 0.7
" Cohort 2 (n=211) .
 -Standard score .39.9 49.4 50.0 9.5 10.1
Standard deviation S (11.1) - (11.2) (13.8) .
Grade equivaleng: ¢ = 1.9- . 2.4 2.5 0.5 0.6

Total Grade 2 "(n=582) o 7 ) o
‘Standard” scoré " 38.6 48.8 50.6 10,2 “12.0
Standard deviation (11.3)  (11.6) (12.4) o
Grade equivalent’ 1.8 - 2.4 ‘2.5 0.6 . 0,7

Grade 3 : o . i

Cohort 2 (n=480) C) _

. Standard score - 49,4 56.6 57.2 7.2 7.8.
Standard deviation - (12.9)  (11.8) «~(l1.5) S :
Grade equivalent 2.4 . ° 3,1 3.1 02—~ 0.7,

Cohort 3 (n=301) L e

’ Standard score 49.7  '56.5 57.2 16,8 7.5
Standard deviation (12.3) , (12.8) =~ (14u5) - .

Grade equivalent 2,5 g 31 31 0.6 0.6

Total Grade 3 (n=781) . ’ , o o ’ .
Standard score 49.5 ' 56.6 57.2 7.1 7.7 «
Standard Deviation = (12.7) - (X2,.2) (12.7) . _ " :

"° Grade equivalent - 2.5 3.1 3.1 . 0.6 . 0.6
o PRSA NN
’vku o :

ey v mmmame = S an af
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!/ Table H-2 (Continued) - . . - S . ) -

. Lo : ' . : . ' i : * .
£ . " . . !
2 . I'd - - < -
- . r [
., ., TR " Means _ Galins .

11 - '.‘Yu. . v
: Fall to  Fall to .,
FaLl

. f rin aLi Spring = Fall - t
‘e - . o . .

N - Gradc.h co L ) .: : e L K

'Samp!e

Cohovt 3 (nussﬁ) T PR

55.1. 6L.3 - 6l:0. N
€12,6) | (12.6) ° (13.2)
29 " 35 L ows

e - . Sthndard scbre -
' Standard deviation, :
Grade equivalent -

- Cohbrt.ﬁ'(n?§79)fﬁ.“ - e T e L{. ) ) SR -
" .. Standard score’ _ Y 539 - 60,0 61.2 6.1.' ) 7.3 -
' Y Standard deviation (12.6)  (i3.5) * (14,00~ ° 7 N
_ " Grade_equbvalent 2.8 ° 3.4 ' 3.5, 0.6 - 0.7 " .
. : L . . ' R . “ ~ '
A . Total Grade &4 (n«832) “ v ot e Lo ¢ P
' Standard score. 54,7, 60.9 6L.1 . 6,2 _. 6.4 . - cr
~ . Standard "deviation (12.6)  (12.9)  (}13.5) © oo o . e .
. ' Dt Grade equivalent “ 2.9 3.5 3.5 ;- 0.6 ‘% 0.6 -
.:-q. -+ . Grade.5, ~ o ) ne ' o , T R
o Cohort. 4 (n=541) - i BT s O e _ S L,
"’ Standgrd score -~ +6L9- - 66.8 67,2 4,9 > ‘53 < ¢
. - Standard deviation (13.4)  (16.2)  (15.2) o - .. )
) " Grade gquivalenn 36 4.2° - 4.2 0.6 . 0.6 .
Ve cohort s (aesony LY . e T
‘ R Standard score 61.5 65.8 . 65.3 4.3 - .3.8 " T
. Standard devigtion (13.1)  (13.8) (.3, - s o
g ~ .Grade equivalent ' 3.6 ! ‘3,9 0.5v O
- " Total Grade 5 (n=842) - ) - - - ) ' - ~"3
~ Standard score . 61.8  66.5  66.5 4.7 4,7 . f
e : .Standard deyiation (13.3)  (14.1) - (14.9) . o o
S o ' Grade equivalent 3% L ka2 0 4 0.6 - .0.6. .- .
SRR C Grade 6 o g ’ ' - .
R . Cohort 5 (n=533) - : - e . | z
o ) Standard score 67.2 . 7146 73,1 4.2 “5.9 ‘
- .= Standard deviation (16.0) (16.8) " (14.9) . ;
. . Grade equivalent 4.2, - 4.§ 4,9, 1 0.6 . 0.7 T . :
' Cohort*6 (nw=195) ; o L T
- Standard /score . " 68.4 73.8- 74,2 49 - 5.3 o R
- , Standard deviation - (13.2)  (13.6) A(13.4) . ., ~ - * -
" s Grade edﬁiua1enc R 5.0 5.0 .06 . 0.6 R ;
Total Grade 6 (n-728) T o oy Sk
\dard- score _-'67.7 72,0 73.4 4.3, %57 e
Standard,deviacidn 5(13.8)  (14.5)- SLLe.5y 0 0 e e =
« 7 Grad& equivalent ' 4.3 4.8 T 4,9 0.5 0.6 v - o
G C. A AL ; L .
) , * 1 o~ ':\_H--'f.)'. a » COC T ' . WY a . h
. e 7;i-, . «1;2222. L . T T .
. __ u“' : . L - N "'-’:‘-. K v..; . . :..".)_._v‘.,. .
; SRR Y BT DU SE P SRR SN
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‘ Table H-2 (Concluded) o
N Means Gains _ ' . T
I S II1 T v '
. Fall to Fall to
Samplie_ Fall - Spring-  Fall Spring Fall T
) . Grade 7 . ) . *
- Cohort 6 (n=605) LI - Y
) Standard score 75.5 80.5 81.4 5.0 5.9
e . Standard deviation  (l4.4) (14.7) (15.2) ' . ' _
LT Grade equivalent C.33 6.0 6.0 . 0.7 047 S S
T Cohort 7' (n=208) - L . _ '
. Standard score 78.9 83.¢4 85.0 4.3 ° 6.1 I
Standard deviation (13.§)  (13.4)  (14.6) | :
v . ~Total Grade 7 (n=813) - _. - : ) | Yo
' Standard score C 76.4 81.2 82.3 4.8 5.9 . .
o Standard deviation (14.2) _ (l4.4) __ (15.1) L '
\ + _ Grade equivalent 5.3 . 6.0 6.2 0.7 0.9 > .
: P -
g ‘ . ’ _ S
. . - | . el
- ° - e . - .
_ . A . \ - _ ¥
& | . . B } :
. _ - ' N
¥ - -~ - . - -
T * : : - - - ..
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Table H-3 ‘
Py . ALUM ROCK VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION MAT READING MONTHLY ACHIEVEMENT RATES .
IN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR TWO TIME PERLODS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT ‘ oo
LEAST THREE CONSECUTIVE TES'I POINTS BY GRADE AND COHORT ' ’
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Table H-4 L .
y ALUM ROCK VOUCHER DEMONSIRATION MAT READING MEANS IN
| | THO METRICS FOR STUDENTS WITH AT LEAST >
T . FIVE CONSECUTIVE TEST POINTS
' Grade Fall  Spring Fall Spring Fall -~
| f . L
1-2. ¢n=147) & . 28.7 .- 38.0 37.6 47.6 50.
° (SD) . (6.9) (8.3) (11.2) (11.1) (11.6)
CGE 1.4 . "1.8° . . 1.8 .2,3\ . 2.5
) ! 223 (=147) ' SS  40.5 49.8 s0.6 | 57,5 58.1
, 7 (sD)  (¥.7)  (11.5)  (13.7)  (12.1) ‘(11.7)
\ ' GE 1.9 2.5 ¥ 2.5 3.2 3.2
© 3-4 (n=193)  sS 50.0 57.1 57.9° 63.4 | 63.0
: - (D) (12.5)  (13.0)  (14.4) . (13.9)  (14.7),
GE - 2.5 3.1 3.2, 3.7 3.7
4-5 (n=194)  SS 549  6l.4 61.8  67.8  67.2
) | (SD) (13.2).  (13.7)  (14.2)  (15.0) "> (16.4)
. o ) - GE : 209 305 306 ) 403 N 402
oo, 5-6 (n=191)  SS  62.7  67.1 67.0° 71.21.0  73.3
. C D) (13.6)  (13.8) . (14.1)  (15.4)  (15.2)
< o . " GE . 3.7 4. > LY 4.6 4.9
. 6-7.(n=136) SS  70.8  76.1 76.2 - 82.2  8l.4
B ' (SD)  (12.8) * (13.2)  {13.5)  (12.7)  (15.1)
" S GE 4.6 5.3 - 53 - 6.2 6.0
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