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J

FINAL REPORT

'Protect Title: Title I

Contact Person: David/Doss, Glynn Ligon

Major Positive. Findings:
X

1. Students in schoolwide projects with a pupil/teacher ratio-of
15'i'6 1 made impressive achievement gains. V

a. Lowachieving schoolwide project students gained the equi
valent of two additional months of learning above the gains
of comparable students in other schools.

b. These gains were equivalent to a full year's achievement
growth during 1980-81 compared to about eight months for
comparable students.

c. The highachieving schoolwide project students made greater
gains than comparable Students at :grades 3 and 5. At no gride
did schoolwidesproject studentd- score lower than,Eheidthe.rs.

In a4dition, the teachers IA schoolwide projects seemed to feel
mozle control of what happened to their students, and as a
res , they felt more responsible for the success they saw them
'having. ' 46

2. Former Title I Early Childhood Program participants scored higher
in basic skills upon entering kindergarten than the other students
in their schools.

3. Parents were enthusiastic about working with their children on the
Rainbow Kit activiti&s. 'They requested more, frequent activities
and activities in otger'subject areas.

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. The Title Program does not seem to have a consistent, positive
impact on student achievement across grades. Title, I students
outgained former-Title I students currently attending nonTitle I
schools at grades 4 and 5. former Title I students made greater

atgains gradd 1.
1 ,

2. Wide' variations occurred in the assignient of staff to4Title I

campuses. Base personnel costs per student served ranged from
$214 to $486.

X-1
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3. Total time spent in the basid skills/major content areas of
- reading/language arts, math, science ti and social studies has de-

creased in Title I schools fro the peak observed in 1977-78. Ike

current levels are back to.41. se `observed in 1976-77. The area
of reading/lAguage arts has hown the same pattern as total
basi`c skills.

4. The 1980 At-Home Summer Program, did not >ignificantly improve the
achievement of participants compared to matched comparison students.

5. Title I pre-,k students made smaller achievement gains this year
than last year, but they still made above average gains.

6. While former pre-k students had scored higher than comparabie-
students whexi entering kindergarten, they did not show an advantage

/)

when they entered first grade.

7. Classroom observations showed the ratio of time spent in reading
and language arts to time spent in science and social studits
to be about ten to one and eight to one respectively. On the

average, AISD \students spent about two hours and four N.nutes each
day in reading/language arts, 39 =dilutes in,math, 15 minutes in
social studies, and 13 minutes in science.

Evaluation Summary:
4,9

ESEA Title I is the largest of the federally funded compensatory edu-
cation programs. Its purpose is to provide supplemental instruction in
the basic skills to low-achieving students in schools with high concen-
trationS of children from low-income families. ,This year's Title I
,Program pro,vided instructiofi to children in 24 District elementary
schools, three nonpbblic schools, and five institutions for neglected
and/or delinquent children. In addition, Title I funded a home-based

'-program for) four-year-olds, all or part of nine prekindergarten classes,
and parental involvement component.

The future of compensatory education in Austin and the nation has been
clouded by the recent change of administrations in Washington. It

appears that the concept of block grants may provide school districts
with greater flexibility in how compensatory programs are structured,
but it,also appears that the resources provided will diminish. Such a

situation makes it imperative that the District begin now to plan a
program that takes advantage of decreased regulation to provide a max-
imally effective program for our disadvantaged students.

ICurrent findings which seem to hay opontributions to make to such a
are hfcrh1i2hre4,rhremehemr khis 'summary. Y.

4
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The results below are summarized by program components. Greater detail
can be found in the 1980r.81 ESEA Title I Technical Report, publication
number 80.71.

TITLE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS

WHAT ARE SCHOOLWME PROJECTS?

In most cases Title .I instruction must be supplemental and my not
supplarit instruction that wdhla normally be provided by the local dis-
trict; i.e., Title I instruction must be above and beyond yhat other
students in the school or in the district receive. Also, students
must be identified for service using an objective assessment of academic
need before they can be served. However, whai the oncentration of

-10children from low-income families at a school eicee 75%, the
supplement-supplant provisions of the law may be relaxed.

Two AISD schools, Allison and Becker, met the 75% criterion in 1980-81.
Title I and required matching local funds were used to reduce the
pupil:teacher ratio. to 15:1 in these schools. Figure 1 describes some
of the major differences between the schoolwide projects and the regular
Title,I Program in AISD.

SCR001.710DE MOJECTS REGULAR TITLE I SCHOOLS

I. Title I instruction is tot
identifiable as something apart
from or supplemental to the
foundation school program.

2. Teachers paid from Title I
funds 'function as regular
classroom teachers. They teach
all subject aresilr"

3. No students are identified
to receive Title I instruction.
The "Title I" teachers have
classes of students 3f nixed
achievement levels who do lot
differ from those of other
teachers. go additional record
keeping is required:

'. The pu011.teacher ratio is
15:1 for the entire school day.

I. Title I isperuction must be
separate from and suppiementary
to the foundation program.

2. Teachers paid Cron Title I
funds act as suPPlebensal read-
ing teachers.

3. Students are .identified and
selection based on their pchieye-
ment test scores. Title I
teachers must serve only iden-
tified students and.only in
reading. A certain amount of
time is spent in student selec-
tion and record keeping.

4. The pupil:tescher ratio dur-
ing Title I instruction (usually
about 30 minutes a day) is a
maximum of 8:t for a teacher
alone or 15:1 for a teacher and
an aids.

Figure 1. SOME CRARACTERISTICS OP INZ SCROOLUIDE PROJECTS AND TRE
REGULAR TITLE I SCHOOLS.
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HAVE THE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS BEEN EFFECTIVE IN RAISING
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?

Yes, clearly. One sills, effect. of the. current desegregation plan was

that over 2,200 students who were served in Title I in 1979-80 were

assigned to schools this year that did not have a Title I program.
The students at Allison and Beaker were compared with students from
these former Title I attendance areasand with students .in regular
Title I schools who live in traditional Title I attendance areas.1

lo

SchootwId
Protects

0

2

Title I

3 4

Grads

Formsr

Title I

z

'44

6
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Figure 2. AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVAIWT GAINS EaRmILHOOLWIDE PROJECT
STUDENTS, TITLE I STUDENTS, AND FORMER TITLE I STIMENTS
NOW IN SCHOOLS 'WITHOUT TITLE I. Students scoring below
the 40th percentile on the pretest,.

Fi rst, students scoring at or below the \tOth percentile were compared.

Figure 2 shows that the schooLwide project students consysten't;g out-
scored low acht.evers in both comparison groups. On the average, they
gained about two months more than the others from the pretest in April,
1980, to the posttest 4.n April, 1981. More iyportantly, their gain was

equal to one year's growth, 10 grade equivaleht months. Normally,

low-achieving students from low-income neighborhoods make only about a
seven to nine month gain from spring to spring.

Tostaie the results another way...

. . .the achievement:. gains of low-achieving students in schoolwide.
. projects were 25% greater than those of similar students served. by
the regular Title I Program. Over the school year, this approxi-

; racer two-Witional Torthi of irstructint7.

X-4
8 BEST COPY AVAIME



I

4'

2

\-"AT ABOUT HIGHER ACHIEVING STUDENTS IN THEIR SCHOOL?

Unfortunately, the same consistent pattern from grade to grade was not

Project

for students scoring above the 40th percentile. The schoolwide
Project students showed meaningfully greater gains only at grades 3
and 5:

appears tnat t schoolwide pro eats erie it the ng
student§ more than the biaher-echievinz Ts.

It must be noted that the results for grades 1 and 2,at Becker have not
been used in reaching these conclusions about achievement gains. The
pattern of results obtained at these grades at Becker is unusual.
Additional analyses and a thorough discussion with the principal

e
liave

not produced a satisfactory explanation of why first graders navmane
very large gains, but in second grade their gain has been so small.
At the and of the second year, their scores reseible the scores of
similar students in other schools.

WHAT MIGHT ACCOUNT FOR THE SUCCESS OF THE SCH9LAJDE PROJECTS?

How students spend their time and the amount of time they spend in
instruction is important to learning. In order to look at hqw time was
used in schoolwide projects compared to other settings, 352 formal,
day-long observations were conducted in AISD schools at grades 2 and 5
this year, including 120 in schoolwide projeCts. Not surprisingly, the
largest differences between schoolwide project student) and others were
related to group size. On the average, they worked in smaller groups
than others, and 'spent much less time worIgng in groups of 18 or more.
They had more minutes of contact with their classroom teachers than
students in other schools, and they also seemed to have slightly more
reading instruction than students in Title I schools or schools with
former Title I students. However, the difference in reading instruc-
tion was only about five to-eight minutes a day.

[The lack of dramatic differences between, the groups is cime use
sutsesta that. the- s0.311141.de projects ha a greater effect on the
quality' of instruction time than an its 4uant ty.

. Interviews revealed the Title I teachers, most of whom had worked
previouslo as Title I reading teachers, to be enthusiastic supporters
of the lower pupil:teacher ratio approach tg Title I instruction. They
generally saw all aspects of their jobs as 'Improved. however, most im-
provements seemed to fall into one of three categories:---

I. Improvements in Efficiency:

Routinentasks such as taking roll and grading papers took
less time.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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The number of discipline problems and the time devoted to
. handling them were reduced.

The rkeachers believed they could make betpqr,use.of instruc-
tional-time by seeing reading groups more than oqce a day
or by having-more and smaller reading groups.

. There were fewer interruptions without a TitleI pull-out
program.

2. Improvements in the
(

Quality ;I Time:
1

Teachers were able to better monitor the progress of each
student.. They believed that they could detect problemsAIN

sooner and provide more and quicker corrective feedback.

An increased closeness between thd teachers and their students
was also reported. As they got to know their students better,
they felt morg effective in their teaching.

V
3. Improvements in Teacher Morale:

a The greater closeness they felt with their students was re-
warding in itself. '

.

4

The teachers seemed to feel more in control of what happened
to the students in, their classes. As a result, they felt
more ownership for the progress of their students, and they
felt more responsible for the success they saw their students
having.

IWhatever the factors which contribute to the.e fectiveiaess of the
schoolvide projects, may be, the teachem bell that they would
C.meaS8 _r.17 exist NAT! a vuldireachel.--etatl^ beme 0

4
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THE TITLE I READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

HOW WERE STUDENTS SERVED BY THE REGULAR TrTLE0I PROGRAM?

The regular Title I Program sdeVed 3776 students in grades K-6 on 22
campuses. Eligible students were provided supplemental reading instruc-
tion by Title I teachers and/or instructional aides. Instruction was
provided it the regular classroom, in'the reading center or lab, or in
both places. Figure 3 compares the number of scents served in each
instructional, arrangement in 1979-80 and 1980-81.

.10
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Students Served...

Number Percent,

1979-80 1980-8! 1979-80 1980 -81

3v Tischer Only
3v Aide Only
3y Both.

In Lab Only
In Classroom Only
La Soch

TOTAL

2,017
'479
1,120

2,067
I,+73

276

3,816

2,080

.438
1,308

2,239
. 986

601

3,826

53

18

24

54

39

. 7

.

100

54

11

34

59.

26

16

100

FIggre 3. =LE L ENSTRUCTIONAL
ARRANGEMENT, 1979-40 AND 1980-41.

An examination of the number of students served
at,41camput and the base

salary costs for the teachers'and aides placed onethe campuses revealed a

wide variation between campuses in the cost per student served --,from

$214 to $486.' About half of the variation is due ts. four factors. First,

it is difficult to
deliver a program at a low per-pupil cost when the num-

ber to be served is small. Second,, the expenditures were based partly on

a TEA requirement that greater
amouitts be spent at schools with higher per-

centages of low-income children. Third, some instructional arrangements

required greater expenditures than others Finally, at some schagis the

anticipated number of Title tstudents
we...greater than the number whb

eventually arrived leading to inflated pupil:teachWratios. Regardless

of its explanation, the wide variation in resource allocation from school

to school would appear to be a problem worthy of serious consideration by

the District. --)
.

The observation results for low-achieving
s6udenes in Title I schools

.
were compared to three groups high-achieving students in Title I

schools, low-achieving
students on campuses with former Title I students

but without Title I, and-low-achieving
students in schoolwide projects.

- The comparisons showed that low-achieving
students on Title I campuses

I
..,spent less time in the4 regular classroom and more time t

in the reading lab than students in other groups,

'...had fewer minute of contact with their classroom teacher

than the low-achieving
students in the schoolwide project.

Ja, A
..:had m?re mutes of contact with other teachers than the

schoolwiaa project students and the high achidvers in Title'I

schools,

...received no more readtng instruction then the others, and

...may have spent more time oiff task than the schoAwide.

project students and the
high-achievers in Title I schools,

Figure 4 shows that overall in Title I schools the total time spent in the

basic skiipokajor content areas of reading/language arts, math, science,

and social studies has decreaied,from the peak observed in 1977-78. The

ratio of time spent in reading/language arts to the time spent in

science and social studies is about ten to one and eight--to one respec,K

tively,'AISD students spent
about two hours and four minutes, each day!`

in reading/language arts, 39
minutes in math, 15 minutes in social

studies, and 13 minutes in science.

"),



,,,
I .

,

89032 '

O

.

1-----aotal

O
,

Reading /.

Langdage Arts
71

111

0
0-1 H- Math

-Sc
Social Studies
Science

.78-77 77 -78 78-79 79=80 80-81

Figure A: AMOUNT OF INSTRUCTIONAL TIME Es 3AS/C SR/LIS IN TITLiiI
SCROOLS.
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DID THE REGULAR fling I PROGRAM SHOW POSYTIVE ACHIEVEMENT
RESULTS? .

t

No. As previously mentioned'/ desegregation provided a rare opportunity
- 'for the achievement gains of Title I students to be compared with those

made by similar students atXending schools without a Tiile I Program.
In other words, the opportunity existe&to ask the question,. "Do Title I
,students make achievement gains grEater than they would if the pi6gram
did not exist?" Th; answer appears to be "probably not."

.

The evaluation results provided no evidence of a consistent, posi--
tive impact of the Title / Prograeott student achievement. In
factp at some grades former Fitl students currehtly attending

:,4chooIs.vrithout arTit* I program outscored similar Title I stu-
dents.

BEST COPY 0,111-1E1

RAIRPW KITS

WHAT ME RAINBOW'KITS?

Title I pilote0 an instructional support progtlm activity called
Rainbow Kits this year. The kits are, collections qf 36-reading-related
activities fdr parents and children.,r They were developed on four
levels -- kindergarten, first grade, primary (grades 2 and 3) and inter-

a` X-8
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mediate (gradesd4-6): They .are packaged in envelopes and designed to

be sent home with the Title I children on a weekly basis throughout the',

school year. The families received a plastic file box to keep the

4

activities in at1 home.

The Rainbow Kits were piloted at six schools with only about half of.

the total number of Title I students getting the kits. Such an arrange-

.," ment provided participation and comparison groups fdr the evaluation.

Four questionnaires were sent hoMe to the paren6 of the parti pants ,

to learn if, the kits were being received aneused and to find ut what

the parents thought about usinglthem. The parents who responded were

very enthusiastiA about using the kits. Almost 90% reported enjoying

the work pith their children either "Much" or "Very'Much.11 This posi-

t tive parental response is very similar to that received by the At-Home

Program which Title I hla used during the suractet for several years.

I

It .ie apparent that large, numbers of parents greatly appreciate
having specific:, plannict instructional activities that they' can-
da with their children at home. . I

The questionnaires revealed other inibresting fiudings.as well:

About 907. of the parents would like their children to receive :

1

more than one acevity a week. Reading, math, and language t

,

1

arts were the most/favored.subject areas. '1 '

r.,1

Title I students have horework !tout half of the time. It

usually takes them half an hour or less to finish it.

About,a third of th parents repoltpd othert-ohildren also

used the Raihbow f activities.- They rangeein age from 2

to 15.and hadran a erage age of about eight.

The mothers worked with the children about 70% of the time.

About 10% of the children worked with a brother or sister.

. ,0

The children watched about two and one half to'three hours of

television a day. The first grader'Oeemed to watch lesp

terevision than the others.

DID THE RAINBOW KITS IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?
4

No, at least 'clot yet. At no grade was there a difference in the gains

made by the particiRants and the control groups. If involving parents

in instructional activities has a general effect of increasing the

pareits' involvement in other, more significant educational activities,

then perhaps,programs like the Rainbow Kits may have a long-term payoff

in achievement gains. At the least, it is a program that involves

parents and their children in enjoyable instructional tasks.

X-9
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TITLE I EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAM
S

W T IS THE TITLE I EARLY'CHILDHOOD PROGRAM?

The Title I Program has a number of full-day eelIx...childhood classes
for Four-year-olds. During this, the third yea0'6-f the program, Title
pre-k classes were located at Brown (2 classes), Maplewood, Norman,
Ortega, Rosewood, and Sims. In addition, a class at Ridgetop, and a
class at Rosewood were funded 50% by Title I and 50% by Title I Migrant.

DID THE TITLE I PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM CQNTINUE TA SHOW THE4
LARGE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF PREVIOUS YEARS?

The Title I pre-k students continued to make gains that are greater
than those of the average four-year-old; they also continued to outgain
the Title I Migrant prekindergarten students and the Happy Talk Program
participants, as illustrated in Figure S. However, this year's gain
was smaller than the 16 point gain obtained last year.

f

pr

0, 41

A

Title
91"1,11.

rant ,

Happy

Titus 5. atIZAGZ SC.1121COPLE GAIN BY TITLE I. T/112 I "t/GRANT,
AND Barr TAU FOUR-YEAR-OLDS.

ti

A'

DID cLASSROOM OBSERVATION SUGGEST ANY REASONAHY THIS
YEAR S GAIN WAS LESS?

Migrant Evaluation did a few observa.ti3ns in each Title I

in order to have a comparison group for their observations.
suggest that a change in the ude of instructional time occurred
A decrease in formal, adult-led instructional time and an
informal instruction may have seen related to the drop in
gain.

The Title I
pre-k class
The results

.this year.

increase in
achievement

,f
X-I0
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DO FORMER PR;K S'FUDENfS CONTINUE 70 MAKE GOOD GAINS IN
KINDERGARTEN,

Both last year's and this year's evaluations have shown 'that the former
.prerk.studedts entered kindergarten scoring above their classmates.
They did not ipse their prekindergarten gains during the summer. How-

ever, by the filhe they entered first grade, the students are no longer
outscoring their kindergarten classmates.

1

It seems likely that kindergartem teachers do not respond to die
initial advantage of the foTmer, piro-k...studentS in. ways that main-
tain their reiativelY high whfam'____emenr 1e170.1 thrnrighnut the .4.egr

BrST C?" P"" r '112la

THE HAPPY TALK PROGRAM'

HOW DID THE HAPPY TALK PROGRAM DO THIS YEAR?

The Happy Talk Program is a home-based instructional program for mothers
and children. Each week a community representative visits the partici-
pating home with a lesson to demonstrate, for the mother.. The mother is
to watch the lesson and repeat it with the 'child during the week.

*
The 1979-80 Happy Talk participants made a significantly greater gain

111. in achievement than a control group of nonparticipants. This year's

. students did not., Evaluation results suggested that the Happy Talk

Program may haire been moreAsuccessful with the high-achieving children
in the program than with the lower-scoring ones. As in last year's

4.- evaldation, the Happy Talk participants did not make /sins as large

as thA'a of the Title I pre-k students.

a

THE SUMMER AT-HOME READING PROGRAM

WHAT WERE THE RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION, OF TIE 1980 SUMMER
ATHOME PROGRAMY

Title I offered a home-based summer instructional program to about 300
Title I students during the summer of 1980. The results of the evalu-
ation of that program which can be found in Interim Evaluation Report:

. 1980 Summer At-Home Reading Program, publication number 80.61, were
consistent with those of ()thy' evaluations of summer programs both in
and out 01 the District. 1~iv

X-11
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I The summAr studUnts did not make larger achievement gains than
their matched contreds

The program was like the Rainbow Kits in that it was very'popular with
the parents and children, but it aidwaot have any measurable impact on

achievement. There was some evAdence to suggest that 'the match between
student achievement level and it difficulty level 'needed improvement.

1

PARENTA1_ INVGLVEMENT

Apart from evaluation, the only other activities funded by Title I were
those of the Parental InvolvementCompdnent, which had two main thrusts.

a. to see that campus and distric,twide parent advis'or'y councils
(PAC's) were established alzdImeeting regularly, and

b. to- provide training to the parents of Title I studeLs about

4 topics of interest, to

Each Title I schdol had arcodmunity representative or a campus contact
person to arrange PAC activities at the school. The prtincipal also

designated either the Title I/Migrant Parental Involvement Specialist,
a campus Staff member, or the school's Title I Reading aoOrdinator As

the person responsible for seei4 that PAC activities .ere scheduled

and carried out at the campus in'accordance with the law. The Parental

Involvement Specialist was responsible for-PAC activities at the dis-

trictwide level.

Altogether nine Distritide PAC.imeetings and two Districtwide PAC

Workshops were held. Pttliea"chools held 71` local campus PAC meetings,

andinonpublic Title I schools held four. The total attendance at

districtwide and Local meetings was'1158 and 347 respectively.

Figure 5 shows that two objtctives were met and, three were not

Other findings showed:

a. that those schools fof which the Title I Parental Involvement
Specialist was responsible had slightly more frequent meetings

than the others, .

b. that when a local campus person was responsible for PAC acti-

vities, attendance was,highest, and

c. that elected PAC, members attended about 50% of the meetings

on their campus.

X -12
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' At leant two parent training scissions for Districrwide
PAC members will be held during the 1980-al school year.

goAt 1444C 0124 pima: from each Title I school will be
trained.

A minima of three staff development sessions or meet-

. 53 Lags will be held by the Title //Title I Iigrant Paren-
tal Involvement Specialist for communit7 representatives

1 and/or campus parental involvement contact persons.
. 0

[7.]
Ea At least two parent training sessions will be held on

Title I campuses during the 1980 -81 school year.

(25 At twat 10 Parents will be trained on adh campus.

Figurr 6. PAM= INVOLVDtarT COHPONZITT oarEcrrns.

I

WHAT CAN WE LEARN FROM THIS YEAR'S EVALUATION?

The major conclusions from the 1980-816Title I Evaluation which have
importance for planning have been highlighted in the foregoing summary.
They are listed below.

Using Title I and local funds to lower the pupil:teacher
ratio to approximately 15:1 apparently produced an effective

mew compensatory education 'program. Low-achieving students in
the program made a full year's growth, two trade equivalent
months more than similar students in other schools.

Across_vrades loW-achieving students benefited more frond the
lower pupil:teacher ratio than higher achieving students.

Observations suggest that the lowei of the pupil:teacher ratio
had a greater effect,on the quality of instructional time
than on the quantity of instructional time.

.0 The schloolwide project teachers believe that the project's
effectiveness would cease if the pupil:teacher ratio exceeded .

18:1..

.

were is no evidence of a consistent, I?Jhsitive impact of the
egular Title I Program on student achievement. In fact, at

some grades former Title 1 students currently attending
schools without a Title I Program outscored similar Title
students.

By the beginning of the first grade, former Title I prekinder-
garten students are no longer scoring higher than their
classmates.

Jd
Large numbers of parents gMtiv appreciated having specific,
planned instructional activi4eh that they can do with their
children at home.

Summer At -Home Program participants did not make larger
achievement gains than theii' matched controls:-

X-i8 17
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' N
80 71 /nstrumant Description: Peabody Picture tabular,' Test -1PPVT)

3reAr tescrtotlxn or the instrument: )
0

The Peabody Picture crocabulary Test (PPVT) 1.1 a standardized vocabulary test which
pr

1

vides an estimate of tte subject's verbal ability It 12 Individually ad'"inlAl -

to ed. =timed. and the items nhedlubjecte as depend on their age and their
res .09 =CI.

.

:o tr(*cm vas the tnscr=nent

The Migrant and :tug I pre-Kindergarten students, ann Title I aappv :alt
participant,.

Zcm =Inv Imes ;as the trisutra,:

:Vice to eacn student. Students Allis randomly assigned
pretest. and than the alternate form jam given to sham

ream Jai the instrmnamr, =4:tateratt'

The pretests were administered berdeen Cctober 15, .980
the posttests sere administered berween April 21, 1981

:here :az ha :=1,-.7mmar.:

ogra.m

Form A or "ore 3 or t6.41

for the posttest.

and Novemper .980 amd
and Inv 7, 1981.

Each child was tasted Individually by a vicar the hall, empty
or dliataver place the school had made available for the testing

ro-c ac=4:t1J-m-14

The Title I Migrant Evaluator, a Title I evaluation assistant, or
ax-teaetsrs dirld apect.fically for ?PVT testing.
Zta: rrzlmirr di_ e admin4s--no-s t2 -10

room, s=pry ot:Ice.

ode of five

Each tester was provided instruction in giving the 'PVT o practice is
administration leith several not-AISD children.

Tas te ttgcr=temt Innt:ts2-tA --der gramdartirsd .trtdi.ttrta'

Yes.

s'

741.,re t6eri44.1trrb'Ens rtt"- the talt-r=.1acr I- "e tam4mfit-l-attr: "'17

aetecm ewe Ze t711 Z4;1'

`tons were idenCiliad.

7ho teveloved te _J-- =AZ='

Lloyd Y. Duna, Ph.D.

ile1 4r4 ont_it:4

The pn: test manual arovidad'extensive Lnformation on

reliability, validity/ etc.

fee.

:1 !_isr7hmant'

test deveaopmanc, corms.

7.6era tdr= tatl str tmtar:rettr: t'e -2r.lts"

r
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I

:"scrument nesorlotion -?uoil Activities 'ticord-4.evised (?0.2.-R.)

Srtsflascriocion of the inst-unanc,

The ?upil Activities Record -- Revised JAR-R/ 0 a syscena;ic oosarvacion Instrument
!designed ;0 ad3wer--'7nac 1.3 :114 anokinc and Adad of instruction provided co intd4t1C3
during an instructional dav" .0ne student is observed for an entire school dal co
provide an inferential =sacra of the instruction delivered co all students The
aa-R vas designed originally co observe the anti-titles in Title I. Title / tigranc,
7ic/e VII. and Local.Scate 311inguai classroons\\ The variables observed Include
plata of L114CrUCCiQn% area of instruction. adult contact. group Size. on-caskyoff-
taaa. Language of instruction, mode of instruction. toncenc of .r.scriction, docoec.-
tiveness. ecnnicirv, and whether a substitute teacher vas present In the olassroom.

Te'dKom des the Insvranenc adninisteredl

X total of 352 znd an 5th grade students in Tit -s : and selected non-Title

414LnetCar7 schools vire observed for an entire scnool daw

dOW ninv dAC the inscrirsenc adninistved'

One observation day per student. except at Allison and 3ecder. vnere sons students
were observed nacre than once.

When d.44 the t-str,=anc sministered'
A

'.;ctocer :980 throcia .981

;here vas t,e .13t-=e-: administered'

:s i..asarooms, resource coons, .ibraries; and anv otner area t.e scrool sere
st-dents :tC41:4 :_s: ac tion

who ad=tri3tertt listznencl

. -.la .District Priorities. and Siscenvtde .Desegregation 4Va-14:-01:1 assistants

What trsini-x fig :*4 admi.,1.st-stor3 -ave' 4

-.30r.1,ta.al73 ooservaion nrOCeSS41 and
f

?Tactic.= 11 observing din :me

Ws_

.as ac:i-iscered .Inder stsroartirea condi:lc-3'

:laarro cr. sitaacions varied

.ere :,a-e 'rob:1.e= with V".4 tnsc?=ent or -'31!

Wee: tn4 raildica of the data'

The advance Iocification Of scheduled ohervacions nay na,:e :lased :secret- ore-
Paration for the ,3034r7AGiOn also, sons teachers identified c'le students .nder
observation and nat nave aitered their bylaw:or toward the students
Who develonad the .nscr=snc'

D(Rica of cesearth and Evaluation, Austin : "dependent Sctool .District

alc_-eliabillrY and vslidi: data are availaole on 'n4 1.ns'c---Tent'

Inter-racer re.labilicv via assessed Jsing incraciass :orreIact,on -o:
seal of the coded categories_ The najoritv of zoefticients range ;41CW4n aboroxi-
macalv 3 35 and 0 99 Content validation ;3 inniled through Jvscifloacidn o ,s: -g

single suo!ec:. day -long cochnioue rather than total ziassroor, .ini:od-ddrat.on oose'r
Are :yore 'OM fat& available 1.n:entering. 'It -esuIrs' -.on

22
F-2
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411



80.71

V

PEABODY PICTURE -VOCABULARY TEST. .9

Purpose

The P eabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) was administered to migrant and
Title I pre-K students and Happy Talk Participants in order to gather infor-
mation relevant to the following decision and evaluation queitions.

Migrant

Decision Question Dl: Should the pre-K Instructional Component be
continued as it is, modified, or deleted?

Evaluation Question D1-1: Wer the achievement objectives met?

Evaluation Question D1-2: How do the pre/posttest gains made
by the migrant pre-K students on the PPVT compare with the
pre/posttest gains made by the Title I pre-K students?

Information Nee 117. How many migrant students were pre- and posttested by
.grade level?

4.

4'

Title I

Decision! Question D4: Shduld the Tiile,I Early Childhood Education
Program be continued as it is, discont ued, or modified? If so how?

Evaluation'Question D4-1: Was the objec;ive of the Early Child-
hood Education Program met?

A

Happy Talk

Iecision Questi D5: Should the Happ I Talk Program be continued as
it is, discontinued, or modified? If sp hov?

r

Evaluation Questiod D5-1: Were the objectives of the Happy
Talk Program met?

Evaluation Question D5-2: How did the achievement gains made
by the Happy Talk participants compare with those made by
Early Childhood Education Program participants?

0 Procedure

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPM was administered as a pretest
(October 15, 1980-November 7, 1980) and a posttest (April 21, 1981-May 7, 1981)

A-3 '23
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0

for all Title I and migrant pre-kinder &rten students and all sappy Talk
participants. All tests were administeted in English. .

Since the PPVT is an individually-administered test, several ex-teachers
were hired to, assist with the pre- and posttesting. They were given train-
ing in borhidministration (and scoring) of the PPVT. Practice training
sessions were conducted before both the pre- aad posttesting: With the
600peration of both the'University Day Care Center and Brentwood Day Cars
Center, the testers got actbal practice giving the PPVT to young children.
The testing was conducted by the Migrant Evaluator, the Title I Evaluation
Assistant, and one of five ex-teachers hired and trained to administer the
Peabody.'

The PPVT has two forms - A acid 11: Both forts were used in the testing.
Half the children in each class (and in the Happy Talk program) were randomly
assigned Form A and half were randomly assigned Form B for the pretesting.
The opposite fo was giveh to the child for the posttests., Therefore each
child with.both-a-rre- and posttest, has a Form A score and Form B score.

.A memo (Attachment A-1) was sent in September .to the Title I and Migrant pre-K
teachers to advise therkof the PPVT pretesting. Early in October the Migrant
Evaluator and the Title I Evaluation Assistant scheduled theipre-K teachers
,for testing (see Attichment A-2). The Title I ,Evaluator contacted the Happy
Talk Coordinator who scheduled the testing of'the Happy Talk students. The

pre-K students were tested in their schools and the Happy Talk participants
*ere tested in their homes. Although all testing was conducted in English, a
Spanish-speaking tester tested the Happy Talk participants to facilitate
communication with their parents, Make -up testing was conducted the week after
the regular testing with the teachers' and.:the Happy Coordinator's coopera-
tion. !(

In mid December the pre-K teachers were sen their st444ents' pretest results

(see Attachmedt A-3) in the form of pertentile bands.- These bands were calcu-
lated based on,the pretest sco es of the migrant ,Title I, at 'Happy Talk
participants combined. Att went A-4 is a sample of a class report sent.
The Happy Talk Coordinate also received this information for Happy Talik parti-
cipants. .

On April 1 Title ,1 and Migrant pig-kindergarten teachers were sent a memo (see
Attachment A-5 for the memo sent to Migrant tkachers) to advise them of the
posttesting dates. The teachers called ,and arranged' posttesting times. The

Happy Talk Coordinator scheduled the Happy Talk testing. As with the pretesting
makeup testing was conducted the week after the regular testing with the teach-
ers' and the Happy Talk Coordinator's cooperation.

The pre - kindergarten teachers received their claises' scores and class gains
the last day of school' A memo (Attachment A-6) explained the results. Each
teacher was given cbdparison data for their program. ,Attachment A-7 is a sample
class printout.

The PPVTs were all handscored by ORE staff or the testers. All test scoring
was double or triple, checked to assure accuracy of the results.

A-4
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The administration procedures for the PPVT ire followed very strictly. Any
qtudent for whom a basal was not obtained was considered to have a
possibly invalid score and was excluded from the gain analyses. Also any
other score that was considered suspect was marked possibly invalid and not
used in the analyses. Tea hers and the Happy Talk Coordinator were asked
to indicate which students were Spanish dominant (or other-thanTEnglish
dominant) before the children were tested. None of the procedures were changed, -

but d separate Analyses wa,s done on gains to see how the Spanish-dominant
children did in comparison to the English-dominant children. See attachment
A-8. Since the Spanish-dominant students did as welk (and in some casei better)
on the Peabody given in English, their test results were included in the anal- ,

yses. The gains analyses and the other analyses reported on in this appendix
include only those children for whom there are valid pre- anCposttest scores.
The PPVT scale score was the Score used-in the analyses.

The PPVT &Its' were keypunched and verified at Soui est Educational tlopment
Lab (SEAL) as per the card file layout in Attachmen A-9. The data are stored
at A1SD on files: EVOPEA81 0101 m pretest data, tot PEAS]. 0102 m posttest data,
EVOPEA81 0103 ... pre/posttest data merged, and EVOFEA81 0104 m pretest and post-
test only Ciatl (the data file used for the analyses). 'Control file EVOPBSRT
sorts the data by school, teacher, form, and name. EVOPBSRT 0102 sorts by
teacher name and scale scopes. Control file EVA1STP was used to run the fre-
quencies of the various PPVT scores. EVOPBCNT was used to count the pre- and
posttest scores and averages of students with Spanish - dominant and English-
dominant language codes. EVOREGRN0101 was the control file used to run all
the linear model analys9s. The control data for the Happy Talk analysis are
on EVOCON0101.

i
Results

r,

Except for the achievement 61 the Title I and migrant'objectives, the analy-
ses used to answer the evaluation questions were linear models ,these models
were analyses of covariance using the slopes and intercepts tests). A
prototypic model for comparing gains and controlling for,pretest scares is
in Attachment A-10. Only students in all three programs that had valid
pre- and posttest scores are included in the analyses. Attachment A-3 i
shows the frequency distribution of PPVT scale scores-pretest, posttest,
and gains for migrant students. Attachment A-I2 presents the frequency
distribution (pre, post, and gains) of PPVT scale scores.kor Title Itstu-
dents, The frequency distribution of the PPVT scale scores (pre, post, and
gains) are listed in Attachment A-134

Migrant
{

Evaluation Question DI-1: Were the achjavemiNbjectives met?

The migrant objectives set three performance levels (A, 8, and C) for gains
on the PPVT. Students atthe A level made a standard score of 100 or more
on the pretest and were expe ed to make 0-5 points gain on the posttest.
etudents at the B level (pre st score of 99-86) needed 6-19 standard score

A-5
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points to reach the A level pr National median. The C level (85 or lower)
on the pretest needed 20 or' more points to reach the A level. In Figure
A-1 are presented the percent of migrant students scoring at each level on
the pre- and posttest and t*e percents of students who made each level gala.
As can be noted from the figure, the students did improve from pre- to .

post, in that the majority of students'were at the C level on the pretest
and the majority were at the A and B levels on the post. In is difficult
Ito assess' the achievement of these stratified objectives, but it appears
that not a high enough percentage of students gained to reach the A level
as was expected in the objectives.

0

Per4ormance
. Level

Percent of StudfaeW,...

Scoring ac Each
Leirel -Precast

I
'

Percent of Students
at Each

Laval - Posttest

Gains Pre-
Co Posttest

Percent of Students

Making Gains at
Each Gavel

Standard
score of
104 or
more (A) .

21% 40% 0-5
standard

scores
points

37%

Standard

score of
19-86 (g)

tr,..

27% 32%

I=

,

6-19
standard
scores
points

' 33%

Standard
score of

52% 28% 2b or mqre

standard
--.., 39%

85 or less score t .

(CX t / points

Figure A-1. MIGRANT STUDENT PRETEST, POSTTEST, AND GAINS MADE ON
THE PPVT IN TERMS OF THE MIGRANT APPLICATION OBJECTIVES.

/1

The average gain for the migrant students was 9.63 scale score points.
I

Evaluation Question D1-2. How do the pre/posttest gains made by the
migrant students on the PpyT compare wits the pre/posttest gains made
by. the Title I pre-K studeAts?

In Attachment A-14 are documented the analyses conducted tp compare
Title I and migrant gains on the PPVT. The two programs did show gains ,

that were significantly different. In Figure A-2 are charted some pre-
dicted posttest scores for Title I and migrant students. Generally the
differences were greatest when the pretest score 'was lower, with Title I
students scoring considerably higher. The gap between the two groups
narrows as the pretest scores increase. This is illustrated in the graph
in Figure A-3.

2 " .
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. PRETEST SCORE

Group N 60,,

9

/

71, .

r

80 90 100

Title I 122vft 83.9 89.1 94.1 99.0 104.9

Migrant 94 74.5 81.6 88.7 96.2

Difference 9.4 7.5 5.4 2.8 .5

Figure A-2. PREDICTED POSTTEST SCORES AT SELEtrED PRETEST VALUES -FOR
TITLE I AND MIGRANT PRE -K STUDENTS.

111

In Attachment-A-15 are the analyses conducted to compare Title I,- migrant,
and Happy Talk gains. These analyses found the three groups to be signif-
icantly different from each other. These differences cah be noted ih
Figure A-3. The Happy Talk and migrant lines have quite different slopes.

tkriii:

Miscellaneous

k .

.Analyses of covariance were also performed to compare the gains made by the
9 pre -K classes (7 Migrazit and the two split-funded Title I/Migrant c'.asses).
These are documented in Attachment A-16. No significant differences were

' noted among the classes, indicating overall gains were generally the same
'N....7- over the pregram regardless of which class students were in.

Title I

Evaluation Question D5-1. Was the objective of the Early Childhood Educes:.

tion Program met?

In Figure A-4 are the stratified expected gains for the Title I pre-K stu-
dents on the PPVT. The percent of students making'each gain are also
listed. The a$911ssment of these stratified objectives is very difficult;
however,, it appears that fewer students made asgh gains as were expected
and more made lower gains than were expdcted.

0 1.1
A -7 ,,.,
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L

.

Standard Score
Gain Expected Gains

. ,

.

Actual Gains

.

21 o more
,

points

42%
.

.

,

25%

11 -20 points 20 %.
40

22%

6-10 points ;- 14% 14 %-

1=5 points 16% 7%

0 points or

less

/

§% 32%

A

Figure A-4. EXPECTED AND ACTUAL GAINS ON THE PPVT FOR NEASUREMENT
OF THE TITLE I OBJECTIVES.

The average gain made by the 122 Title I students pre- and posttested was

10.84 scale score points.

Miscellaneous

As was. done with Migrant classes, analyses were conducted to compare gain
made by the 9 pre-K classes (7 Title I and the two split-funded Title I/
Migrant classes). These analyses are documented in Attachment A-17.
Unlike the Migrant classes, significant differences in gains were found
among the Title I classes indicating the class did have an impact on .the

'student gains made.

Happy Talk

Evaluation Question D5-1. Were the objectives of the Happy Talk Program

met? *

1. Happy Talk participants will demonstrate a significantly highei
vocabulary achievement level than a control group of nonpartici-

. pants, as measured by pre- and post. adminiitrations of the PPVT

(p< .05 level of significance ).

A-8
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2. A majority of Happy Talk participants will gain 10 standard score
points from pre- to posttesting with the PPVT.

The Happy Talk Program is a home-based instrucpional program for mothers
and children. .Each week a community representative visits the participa-
ting home with a lesson to demonstrate for the mother. The community
representative usually takes a toy or a book to use in doing the lesson.
The mother is to watch the lesson and repeat it with the child during the
week. The next week the community representative brings another toy or
book and another lesson to demonstrate for the mother.

Objective 1. To save time and cost of recruiting a comparison group of
nonparticipants, the decision was made to use the previous year's control
group for comparison. The traditional slopes and intercepts tests of
analysis of covariance (documented in Attachment A-18) revealed no dif-
ferences between the two groups, i.e., on the average the Happy Talk
participants did not show a larger gain than the control group. However
the analyses did reveal that the regression slopes for the two groups
were curvilinear and unequal Therefore, while on the average, the groups
may mot have differed significantly, the predicted posttest score for one
group might have been significantly higher than the predicted value of the
other group at certain ranges of the pretest. Figure A-4 illustrates that
the differences between the groups were greatest at higher pretest scores.
It appears that the program was more successful with higher achieving
rather than lower achieving students.

PRETEST SCORE
,.

Group N 65 70 75 80 85 90 95

Happy Talk 45 78.4 79.5 81.2 83.3

,

85.9 89.0 92.6
ir

Control 26

,-.

77.9 79.7 81.0 81.9 82.2 82.2 81.7

Difference .5 -.2 .2 1.4 3.7 6.8 10.9

Figure A-5: PREDICTED POSTTEST SCORES AT SELECTED PRETEST VALUES FOR
HAPPY TALK PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROLS.

Objective 2. This objective was not met. On the avetage,,participants
gained only about 6.7 scale score points. Forty -two percent made gains
of 10 points or higher.

Evaluatiol(Question D5-2. How did the achievement gains made by-Happy
Talk participants compare with those made by Early Childhood Education
Program participants?

A-2a.
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The analyses reported in Attachment A -19 revealed that, as a group, Title
I pre-K students had higher, posttest scores than did Happy Talk childrep
with the same pretest stores. Thd analyses also indicated that the dif-
ferences between groups were not the same across all levels of the pre-
test. In Figure A-6, it ca noted that the difference between the
groups is greater at low pre, t scores than at higher pretest.scores.
These differences are also illustrated it Figure A-3., That is, Happy
Talk students were closer to the Title I students on the posttest when
they had a high pretest score is finding provides further evidence
that the Happy Talk Program was more effeptive with higher achieving
childrenk than with lowervachieving ones.

0

.

PRETEST SORE

Group . N 65 70 75 80 85 90 95

Title I Pre-K, 122. 89.2 90.7

/

92.4 \ 94.2 96.2 98.3 100.6

c
Happy Talk 45

N
78.9 81.0 83.3 85.7 88.3 91.0 93.9

Difference 10.3 '9.7 9.1 8.5 7.9 7.3 6.7

Figure A-6. PREDICTED POSTTEST SCORES AT SELECTED PRETEST VALUES FOR
TITLE I PRE -K AND HAPPY TALK PARTICIPANTS.

30
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TO:

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT scaodt DISTRAT
Office of Research Ad Evalu*ion

N. September 30,,1980

Title I and Title I Migrant Pre -K Teachers

PROM: avid Doss, Title I Evaluator
therine Christner, Title I Migrant Evialuator

SUBJECT:% Pre-K Achievement Pretest

Attachment A-1

We will be contacting each of you in the near future to set up a specific
date and time between October 15 and October 31 to achnimister the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT). The PPVT is being used this year as the

achievement test to measure pre-K achievement gains.

The PPVT is an individuallywitinis
administer this test as we
be no practice test needed. We

class during a morning period.
should be only 15 to 20 minutes.

Thank you for your cooperation.

tared test. You will not be required to
have trained testers to do *this. 'mere will

plan to try to test all the students in one
The actual administration: time for each child

Approvedr.4.e 164; 04-
- Director, Office of Reseetchand Evaluation

7L----
Approved:

Acting Director, 'Elementary EducationV "

CC: rrf

cc: Let Laws
Oscar Cana.:

Josi Meta
Timy Baranoff
Principals triA Pre-K Teachers 32
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80.71 Attachment A-2

AUSTIN INDEiEND SCHOOL DISTRICT
Officerot Res ch and'Eialuation

October 14,-1980 4

TO: Higran Pre-K.,Tea?frt,),

,c.

Ca r
..c.i.

PRAM: 'el Migrant Evaluator

SUBJECT: Confirmation of Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

This is to remind you that your class is scheduled to take the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test on

The tasters will be dm of the following: Nancy Manning, Eva Castilla, or
Catherine Christner. The tasters will arrive during the breakfast period to
set up and begin testing whenever breakfast is finished. Each child 411
be tested individually and should be out of class for only 15 to 20 minutes.
The testing should be completed before the lunch period begins.

We really appreciate your cooperation.

CC:rrf

Approved:

ctor, Office of Research and `Evaluation

Acting Director, Elementary Ed

cc; Let Laws - Oscar CantV Jose' Meta .2)

Principals of Schools with Migrant Pre-K Teachers

Allison - October 30, 1980 '

Brook* - October 29, 1980
Dawson - October 22, 1980
Matz - October 23, 1980

.4

Ortega - October 21, 1980
Ridgetop - October 28, 1980
Sanchez - October 15, 1980
St. Elmo - October 16-,11980

33
. A-13
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80.71
Attachment A-3

4AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

' Office of ReSearch and Evaluation

December 17, 1980

-------.

TO: Title I and Title I Migrant Pre -K Teachers

FROM: David
9

Dells and Cache ristner

.SUBJECT: Peabody Pretest Score Resulti

4.

Enclosed are the results for your class from thilPeabody Pictlire vocabulary

Testing done earlier this fall. In order to make these scores more meaning-

ful to you, we hive translated the results into percentile bands. Any test

score is only an estimate of a student's achievement level. The percentile

bands describe a range of scores within whiakthe student's "true" score is

likely to fall. These percentile bands are provided for your information,

and not suggested for use in instructional placement.

Please feel free to call ua if you have any questions. The posttesting will

be in April. You will be sent more information about_this at a later date.

Approved ----,' Cz 9s
i}irecvr'bTfice of Rhslarch Evaluation

Approved:' 54/27171
Acting Director, Elementary Educ ion

CC:rrf
Enclosures

cc: Lee Laws
Oscar Cantu
Josh Meta
Principals of Schools with Pre-K Teachers J

J
a

A-14
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Student }lama

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RFSEARCII AND EVALUATION

PERCENTILE BANDS OF PEABODY RAW SCORES MIGRANT 12/19/80
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89.71

TO:

FROM: Catherde ristner

SUBJECT: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Postte

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

April 1, 1981

Title I Migrant Pre -K Teachers

Attachment A-5

The posttesting of the prekindergarten students with the Peabody will be
April 21 through April 24 and April 28 through Mtay 1. As in the fall,
trained testers will administer the test to eaclrudent individually.
We will try to test all the students in one clas during a morning period.
The actual time per child will be only- 5 to 20 liautes.

Please call ma to arrange a convenienetime for
the testing. We can schedule only one school pe

Thank you for rur cooperation.

Approved:
4/DitectOr, Office of Re

s to come out and conduct
morning.

Approved:

CC:rmf

and Evaluation

Acting Director, Elementa ucation,

cc: Lee Laws
Oscar Cantu
Jose Meta
Timy Baranoff
Principals with Migrant Pra-K Teachers

4

A-16
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80.71

AOSTIN INDEPEtDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of, Research and Evaluation

May 27, 1981

TO: Title I and Migrant Fre-K Teachers

Tam: Catherine ristner and David Doss

SUBJECT: Peabody Posttest Scores

Attachment A-6 (

Enclosed are the results from the posttesting of your students. For each
student poattested, you will find a posttest scale score. If the student
was also pretested, he/she will have, a pretest score Listed and the gain
made from pre- to posttest. Students for whom you had indicated a dami-
ammt Language other than Engliah, ;Jill have an asterisk by their name. I! we
felt a student's score might cot be valid. "possibly invalid" is Listed
for that child.

or each class and each program we have computed an average pretest score,
an average posttest score, and an average gain. These data for your class
and your program are included for your information.

CC:lg
Enclosures

APPROVED:

APPROVED:

Directo , Office of Research and Evaluation

% Director,

cc: 'rimy Baranoff

Las Lava
Oscar Cantu
Jose Hata of

izaatary Education

A-3.7



p(APODY SCALE SCORE RESULTS

Went

CLASS TOTALS
STUDENTS PRETESTED 17

CLASS AVERAGES

TITLE 1 PROGRAM TOTALS
STUDENTS PRETESTED 126
TITLE I PROGRAM AVERAGES

MIGRANT PROGRAM TOTALS
SJUOENTS PRETESTED 110
MIGRANT PROGRAM AVERAGES

.1.

TITLE I ANO MIGRANT 'Teacher
SCALE SCORES

PRE POST GAIN LANG

99
78 110 32
79 92 13
96 91

80 77 3

91 114 23
82 100 18
36 93 57

67
98 116 18
86 94 8

116 112 4
75 85 10
64 111 27
83 112 29 a

101 114 13
94 104 10
75 100 25
90 117 27

1444 1508 322
STUDENTS POSTTESTED 19
84.94 100.42 18.94

10856 13379 1348
STUDENTS pCSITESTED 138
86.16 56.95 11.05

862'8 10691 914
5NDENTS POSATESTED 125

78.44 85.53 5.72

POSSUPe
INVALID

a
06/04/81

STUDENTS WITH VALID GAIN 17

STUDENTS With VALID GAUN 122

STUDENTS WITH VALID GAIN 94

rt
gia
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80.71

At. 4 ,

Gain

COMPARISONS OF PEABODY SCALE SCORE
GAINS BY SPANISH AND ENGLISH

LANGUAGE DOMINANCE OF PRE-K STUDENTS

Title I

Spanish Dominant
English Dominant

Spanish Dominant
English Dominant'

4

Attachment A-8

4

Mean -

11:33
10.77 1\121

10.50 18

9.27 91 '

p

4
#

AL19

o ar



FILE ID A /P I N

PROGRAM: Title I Migrant

EAR:

CONTENT

1980-81

CARD FILE LAYOOT

Page 1 of 2

LOCATION:

AISD

UT PF

acct. pass. file name'

'Field Winans Description A V

A 1-3 File ID..APN

,

5-25 lame (last name first)
.

26-26 Sex (1- female; 2-male)
.

.

27-29 Schal51 ,

Teacher (see attached list) .

,

-.._
30-31

32-32 Tester (1 88; 2 -NM; 3 -CC; 4 -HL; 5 -EC; 6.41M, 7..F0; &.C8) r

33-34 Age '(in months)
.

, .

35-35 Form (1 -A; 2 -B)

36-36 Progrant (1 -Title I Pre-K; 2- Migrant Pre-K; 3 -Happy Talk)

37-37 Langoage,domfnant (1mEnglish; 2- Spanish; 3 Othei)

38-38 Basal (1 -yes; 2.-nol

39-39 Time of year (1- pretest; 2- posttest)

40-41 Iaa score'

42-44 Scale score
)



ti

FILE 11) A /P /

PROGRAH: Title I Higraat

YEAR: 1980-81

CONTENTS -

CARD FILE LAYOUT LOCATION:

AISD

s UT .PF

acct. paea. file name

Pnge 2 of 2

1

Field Columaa
0..-- '

Description
...'

45-46

2

Percentile score . ..

47-47
.

Possibly invalid (Layes)

48-48 Race /ethnicity (1 American Indian, 2, Black, 3 ... Aaian, 4 a. Hispanic,

4

5 Anglo)

. ,

r
e

.
/

.
,

e ,

.
.

.4s....t,4
,

.

, .

.,,

, ,

o 1.,

4 4 1.5

n
o

ano

n



80.71

PRE-K SCHOOL LIST

01 Brown 1 (Ferguson)

02 NIBrown 2 (Martin)

03 a7,Maplewood

04 le trorman

05 48 Ortega

06 me tosewood

07 - SLOA

TITLE I

A

Attachment A-9

(continued, page 3 of

08 .4 Ridgetop

50% TITLE 1/50% MIGRANT
09 ROsewood

4

0 Allison
-4/

3.1 iVo6ke

Dawson

13 1014tx
/ r

14 PI Ortega

15 St. Elmo P

16 so Sanchez

17 81 Happy Talic

A-22

MIGRANT

4L



80.71

Model

Model 2:

Model 3:

Model 4:

Model 5:

Where,

Attachment A-I0

PROTOTYPIC MODELS FOR CO1PARING GROUP GAINS

Y a0U + a1X(3) + a3X(4) + a4X(6) + a5X(7) + a6X(8) E

Y a7U + a8X(3) + a9X(4) + a10X(5) X(8) + E

Y a12U + a13X (3)
a14X

(4) + a15X(8)

(2)
+

x(8)
Y al7X al8

Y a19° a2OX
(2)

E

Y posttest

U m,unit vector

Xd pretest

X(3) pretest if a member of Group 1; 0, otherwise

X
(4)

a pretest if a member of Group 2; 0 otherwise

X
(5)

X
(2)

squared

X(8) X(3) squared

X(7)' 3. X(4) squared

X(8) 1 if a member of Group 1; 0, otherwise

E ERROR

A-23



80.71

)IS71T - ANALYSIS le m PEA100Y TESTING 090GRAm a-

Attachment A-ii
(Page 1 of 6)

41321NT

FREQUENCY OISTRIeuTI0N FOR viRIs8LE 41 1 (PRETEST SCALE 1

CODE
AS SOLUTE
REG

RELATIVE
FRE()
(PCT.)

ADJUSTED
pRE0

(PCT.,

CUMULATIVE
014E0

(PM)

39. L. 1.1 1.1 1.1

43. L. 1.1 1.1 ' 2.1 7

47. 1. 1.1 1.1 3.2

49. 1. 1.1 1.1 4.3

53. 2. 2.1 2.1 6.4

54. 1. 1.1 1.1 7.4

41

35. I. 1.4 1.1 3.5

56. 1. '1.1 1.L 5.4

57. 1. 1.1 1.1 13.6

58. 1. 1.1 1.1
Of
.. 11.7

59. 2. 2.1
.

2.1 4,13.4

60. 1. 1.1 i.1 14.9

61. 1. 1.1 1.1 16.4

62. 1. 1.1 1.1 17.4

64. 2. 2.1 2.1 15.1

65. 2. 2.1 2.1 2I.3

66. 2. 2.1 2.1 23..

68. 2. 2.1 2.1 .25.5

69. 3. 3.2 3.2 23.7

72. 1. 1.1 '1.1 29.d

13. 2. 2.1 2.1 31.9

75. 1. 1.1 1.1 ' 33.0

76. 1. 1.1 LI 34.0

71. 1. 1.1 1.1 33.1

79. 1. 1.1 1.1 36.2
r

$0, 2. 2.1 2.1 38.3

81. I. 1.1 1.1 35..

82. 3. 3.2 3.2 1.42.6

34. 3. 3.2 3.2 .5.7

95. 1. 1.1 1.1 46.d

A-24
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80.71

I

Attachment A-11 :

(continued, page 2 of 6)

86. 1. L.1 I.L
r

47.4r

87. L. 1.1 it.r 44.9

88. L. L.1 L.If 50.0 .11

89. 2. 2.1 2.L
.

52.L

90. 3. 3.2 3:2" 55.3

St. L. L.L 1.L 54.4

92. 3. 3.2 dA!2 15.6

93. 4. 4.3 4.3 63.8

94. 4. 4.3 4.1 68.1

95. L. L.1 L.1 69.1

96. 2. 2.L 2.1 7L.3

57. 2. 2.1 2.1 73..

99. 1. L.L L.L 74.5

. LOO. 4. 4.3 4.3 78.7

LOL. 2. 2.1 24 30.9

102. L. L.L I./ 81.9

103. L. L.L 1.L 93.0

L04. 1. L.L 1.1 84.0

3. 3,2. 3.2 37.2

L06. L. L.L L.L 48.3

L08. L. 1.1 I./ 89.4

109. L. r L.1 L.L 90..

3. 3.2 3.2 93.6

112.E 2. 2.L 2.L 95.7

L14. 2. 2.1 2.L 97.5
fir

/

116. 1. L. I. L.L 93.9

L27. L. i 1.1. 1.1 130.3

TOTAL. 94. L00.0 L00.0'

VAL/0 CASES. ¶4
MISSING CASES. 0

.EAN* 84.3404 VAR-1ANCE 379.7968
STO. 0-EV0 19.4884 STO. ERA* 2.01 n
MAXP#UMw L27.0000 --""'P 4INI404w 38.3000

0 RANGE 90.3000

I??
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4#

Attachment A-11

(continued, page 3 of 6)

DISTAT + ANALYSIS is - PEABODY TEST1t4 PROGRAM 4IcpANT

FREQUE4CV 015TRI8UT1ON FOR vAR1A8LE 1 2 0057TEST SCAL2 )

CCD 1

A8SCLUTE
FREQ

RELATIVE
FREQ
tPCT.)

AO4USTED
rFRE4
(acT.)

Cv4OLATIvE
FREQ
(PCT.)

22. 1. 1.1 1.1 1.1

40. L. '1.1 1.1 2.1

47. 1. k 1.1 1.1 3.2
.

56. 1. 1.1 1.1 4.3

57. 2. 2.1
f--

2.1 6.4

65. I. 1.1 1.1 7.4

68. 1. 1.1 1.1 8.5

,49. 2. 2.1 2.1 13.6

70. 1. 1.1 1.1 11.7

72. 1. 1.1 1.1 12.8

75. 1. 1.1 1.1 13.8

76. 1. 1.1 1.1 14.5

78. 3. 3.2 3.2 , 13.1

7*. 1. 1.1 1.1 19.1

81. 1. 1.1 1.1 20.2

32. 2. 2.1 2.1 22.3

13. -2. 2.1 2.Yr. 24.5

85. 1. 1.1 1.1 25.5

46. 1. 1.1 1.1 26.6

7. 2. 2.1 2.1 21.7

89. 4. 4r5 4.3 33.0

90. 6. 6.4 6.4 35.4

91. 4. 4.3 4.3 43.6
i

93. 4. 4.3 4.3 47.9'

95. 2. 2.1 2.1 50.0

96. 2. 2.1 2.1 '52.1

97. 1. 1.1 1.1 53.2

98. 4. 4.3 4.3 57.4

99. 1. 1.1 1.1 58.5

100. 1. 1.1 1.1 59.6

5 0

A-26
.1b



80.71

101.

102.

104.

105.

1066,

107.

108.

109.

110.

111.-
,,

112.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.

120.

132.

TOTAL

0

1.

1.

2.

. 2 .

3.

1.

3.

2.

5.

2.

4.

3.

1.

2.

2.

1. .,
1.
..

1.

1.

94.

1.1

1.1

2.1

2.1
..

3.2

1.1

3.2

2.1

5,3

2.1

4.3

3.2

1.1

2.1

2.1

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.1

.100.0

VALID CASES= 94
MISSING CASES, 0 /
MEMO 93.0787
STD. OEV 19.0229
MAXIMUM= 132,0000
RANGE= 111.0000

.

51

I

Attachment A-11

(continued, page 4 of 6)

1.1 60.6

1.1 61.7

2.1 63.8 I

2.1 66.0

3.2

1.1

69.1

70.2 ,

a

3.2 73.4

2.1 75.5

5.3 i 80.9

2.1 83.0

4.3 87.2 .../

3.2 90.4

1.1 91.5
t

2.1 93.6

2.1 95.7

1.1 ..16 96.8

1.1 97.9

1.1 98.9

1.1 100.0

100.0

VARIANCE= 361.8705
STD. ERR= 1.9621
MINIMUM* 22.0000

e"--j.

,:.

'A-27
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1

I

r

Attachment A-I1

(continued, page 5 of 6)

DI1TAT + ANALYSIS *1 PeAmy TESTING PRCORAM -- '4IIRANT

FREQUENCY 0/STRIEUT/ON FIR VARIABLE 4 3 (SCALE SAI4

CODE
ABSOLUTE

FREQ

RELATIVE
FRED
(PC701
,

ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
FREQ FRE':

CPCT.I (PCT.I

* '

+44. 1. 1.1 1.1 1.1
.

40. 1. L.1 L.L 2.L-

+26. 1. 4.1 L.1 3.2

-23. 1. L.L L.L 4.3

020. L. 1.1 L.L 5.3

012. 1. L.L 1.L 6.4

.11. 3. 3.2 3.2 9.6

+7. 2. 2.L 2.1 11.7

41. 1. L.L L.1 , 12.3

15. 1 1. L.L 1.1 13.4

iO4. Li 1.1 1.1 14.9

+3. 1. 1.1 1.1 16.0

.2. L. 1.1 1.1 17.E

L. 2. 2.1 201, L9.1
----

/

0. 2. 2.L 2.1 21.3

L. ' 2. 2.1 2.1 23.4

2. S. 1.3 50 2121,

3. 3. 3.2 3.2 31.9

4. 2. 2.1 2.1 34.0

5. 3. 3.2 3.214 37.2

6. 5. 5.3 5.3 42.t

ei 3. 3.2 3.2 45.7

9. 3. 3.2 3.2 44.5

LO. 3. 3.2 3.2 52.1

12. 7. 7.4 7.4 59.6

U. 3. 3.2 3.2 62.8

tio. 3. 3.2 3.2 66..1,

13. 2. 2.1 2.1 63.1

16. 3. 3.2 3.2 71.3



80.71 AttAchment A-11

(coatiaue4, page 6 of 6)

. '
17. 1. 1,1 /1.1 . 72.3

18. 1. 1.1 1.1 73.4

19. 2. 2.1 , 2.1 t 75.5

20. r 1.1 1.1 76.6

21. 2. 2.1 2.1 78.7

22. Z. 2.1 2.1 845.9

23. 2. 2.1 Z.1 83.0
. ,

I
26 3. 3.2 3.2 86.2

27.

29.
.r.,

4,

1.

4.3

1.1

4.3

1.1

90.4

91.5
.

31. 2. 2.1 2.1 93.6

33. 2. 2.1 2.1 95.7
1 .

38. I. 1.1 1.1 96.8.

40. 1. 1.1 1.1 97.9.

45. 1. 1.1 1.1 98.9w

151. Al 1. 1.1 1.1 100.0

TCITAL
1 94. 100.0. 100.0

VA L110 C ASES2 94
MISS1ING CASES= 0

MEAN* 9. 6383
S TO. OE V* 15.9622
MAXIMUM* 51.0000
RANGE* 96.0000

VARIANCE11 254.7925
5T0. ERRS 1.6464
MIN NUM* *44.0000

A-2953
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Attachment A-12

80.71 (Pam' of 9)
DIST AT . ANALYSIS #7 . PEABODY TESTING PROM% M -- TITLE I

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOB VARIABLE # I (PRETEST SCALE )
)----

.*

CODE

26.

RELATIVE ADJUST ED
AB soune -. FREQ FREQ

FREQ {PCT.) ( PCT. )

1. 0.8 ,.-- 0.8-

CUMULATIVE
FREQ

( PCT. )

0.8

6. 1. 0.8 0.8 L.6
4

37. 1. 048 0.8 2.5

43. 1. 0.8 0.8
..

3.3

53. 2. 1.6 1.6 4.9

54. L.\ 0.8 (1.8 5.7

57. L. 0.8 0.8 6.6

61. 4. 3.3 3.3 9.8
I

62. ,.. 1.
1

H `0.8 0.8 . 10.7

65. 2./ 1.6 1.6 12.3

66. 2. 1.6 1.6 L3.9

68. 1. 0.8 0.8 ', 14.8

71. . 3. '2;5 2.5 17.2

72. 1. 0.8 0.8 18.0

73.

74.

3.

L.

2.5

0.8

2.5 ,

0.8

20.5

21.-3
!

No

75. 3.' 2.5' 2.5 23.8

76. 1. 0.8 0.8 24.6
. 4),

78. 5. 4.1 \.. 4.1 28.7

79. 2. 1.6 . '1.6 30.3

80. 3. 2.5 2.5 32.8
106

81. 4., 3..3 3.3 36.1

82. 3. 2.5 2.5 38.5

A-30

4
t..14

r

i

.



.

80.71
Attachment A-12
(contd.n,d. page 2 of 9)

83. 1. 0.8 0.8 39.3

84. 5. 4.1 4.1 43.4
4

.e, .
85. 2.

4;
1 .6 --r " 1.6 45.1

) . ...

, 86. 2., 1.6° 1.6 46.7
ilkm

87. 2. 1?6 1.6 48.4
.0,--

89. 3. ?:5 : 2.5 50.8iii...11

1°7
90. 4: 3.3 3.3 54.1

v..

91. 3.. 2.5 2.5 56.6

92. 115. '4.1 4.1 60.7
ke.

93i
, . , 4" / 3.3 3.3 63.9

94. 5. 4.1 4.1' 68.0
4

5. 1% 0.8 - 0.8 68.9

96. 2. 1.6
4

1.6 70.5

98. 3. 2.5 2.5 73:0

r.
99.

%
100.

1.'

2./,

0.8

1.6

0.8

, 1.6
v.-

73.8

75.4
. 1

101.° 8. 6.6 , 6.6 i32.0'
....

102. 1. 0.8 0.8 82.8

103q 2. 1.6 1.6 ' 84.4

104. 1. 0.8 0.8 85.2

ee

105.. 2. 1.6 1.6' 86.9.

107. 3. 2.5 '2.5 89.3

108...
tw

2. 1.6 1.6 91.0

109. .- '.1. 0.8 0.8 91.8

112. 2 1. 0.8 0.8 92.6

114. 1. 0.8 0.8 93.4
A

116. 2. . la" 1.6 95.1

'1)
120. 1; 0.8 '0.8 95.9

123, 1. 0.8 0.8 5-6.7

A-31

ti
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Attachment A-12
(continued, page 3 of 9)

'125. 1. 0.8 0.8 97.5

127. r I. 0.8 0.8 98.4
IF

139. z 1.
.

0.8 #0.8 99.2

144. I. 0.8 0.8 100.0

TOTAL 122. 100.0 100.0

VAL I 0 CASES= 122
MISSING CASES* 0

MEAN= 87.2541
ST 0. OEV= 19.4493
MAX I MUM= 144.0000
RANGE= 119.0000

VAR I 378.2737
STO, ERR 1.-09
MINIMUM= 26.0000

V

A-,32
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80,71 Attachment 4-12
(continued ;*page 4 of 9)

DISTAT ANALYSIS ti7 PEABODY TESTING PROGRAM -- TITLE I

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE 4 2 (POSTTEST SCALE /

4

4

-

CODE

4Pt%i

A8 SMOTE
FREQ

RELATIVE
FREQ

(PCT. 1

ADJUSTED
FREQ

(PCT.)

CUMULATIVE
FREQ

1 PCT. )

53. 1. 0.8 0.8 0.8

58. .1. 0.8 0.8 1.6

65. 1. 0.8 0.8 2.5

67. 1. 0.8 0.8 3.3

68. 1. 0.8 0.8 4.1

71. 2. 1.6 1.6 5.7

73. . 1. 0.8 0.8 6.6

'74. 1. 0.8 0.8 7.4

75. 1. 0.8 0.8 8.2

76. I. 0.8 . 0.8 9.0

. 77. 1. 0.8 0.8 9.8

78. 2. 1.6 1.6 11.5

790 2. 1.6 1.6 13.1

80. 3. 2.5 2.5 15..6

81. 3. ° 2.5 2:5, 18.0

83. 1. "0.8 0.9 18.9

84. 1. 0.8 0.8 /9.7

85. ,3 2.5 2.5 22.1

87. 2. 1.6 1.6 23.8

88. 2. 1,15 1.6 25.4

90. 8. 6.6 6.6 32.0

91. 2. 1.6 1.6 33.6

:-: -
A-3V '
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° 80.71
.k,

Attachthent A-12
(continued, page, 5 of 9)

92. 3. ) 2.5 2.5 36.1
I

93. 4. 3.3 3.3 39.3

94. 1. .+6 0.8 0.8 40.2

95. 4. 3.3 3.3 43.4 '-.''

96.

977.

, 1.

1.

0.8

0.8

0.8

:0.8

44.3

45.1 ' *

148. 1. 0.8 0.8 45.9
,...

99. 3. 2.5 2.5 48.'4

100. 5. 4.1 4.1 52.5

101. 5. 4.1 ' 4.1 . 566
.

102. 1. 0.8 0.8 57.4

103. 3. 2.5 2.5 59.8

104. 5. 4.1. 4.1 63.9 .

105. 1. 0.8 0.8 64.8
.

106. 3. 2.5 2.5 67.2

107.
,

4. 3.3 3.3 70.5

108. 3. 2.5 2.5 73.0

109. 3. 2.5 2.5 7,.4

110. 3. 2.5 2.5 77.9
,r-

111. 4, 3.3 3.3 81.1

112. 4. 3.3 3.3 84.4

114. 2. t.6 1.6 86.1

115. 1. 0.8 0.8 86.9 i
116. 3. 2.5 2.5 89 .3

4
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80.71 Attachment A-i2
(continued, page 6 of 9)

117. 2. 1.6 1.6 91.0

118. 1. 0.8 0.8 91.8

120. 2. 1.6 1.6 93.4

121. 1. 0.8 0.8 94.3

123. 1. 0.8 0.8 95.1

/25. 4. 3.3 3.3 98.4

127. 1 0.8 0.8 99..2

144. 1: 0.8 0.8 100.0

TOTAL 122,. 100.0 100.0

VALID CA SESa 122
HISSING CASES* 0

MEAN- 98.0902
STD. DEV- 15.9135
MAXIMUM- 14.4.0000
RAGE= 92.0000

VARIANCE= 253.2397
STD. ERR- .4407
MINIMUM- 53.00

A-35
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80.71 , Attachment A -12
(continued, page 7 of 9)

DISTAT -. ANALYSIS 07 -. PEABODY TESTING' PROGRAM -.-. TITLE I

FREQUICY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE g 3 (SCALE GAIN

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ ' FREQ

CODE FR.EQ (PCT.) (PCT.) (PCT.)

1

-.35.
,-,

1. 0.8 - 0.8 0.8

-31. 1. 0.8 0.8 1.6

"-.22. 1. 0.8 0.8 2.5

-16. 2. . 1.6 1.6 4.1

-15. 1. 0.8 0.8 4.9

-13. 2. 1.6 1.6 6.6

-12. 4. 3.3 3.3 9.8

-Ill. 1. 0.8 0.8 10.7
4

-.10. 1. , 0.8 0.8 11.5

-9. 1. 0.8 0.8 12.3 f
..8, 1. 0.8 0.8 13.1.

-5. 5. 4.1 4.1 17.2

-4. 4. 3.3 3.3 20.5

0.3. 2. 1.6 1.6 22.1

-2. 3. 2.9 2.5 24.6

-1. 7. 5.7 5.7 30.3
. ,

0. 2. 1.6 1.6 32.0

1. 3. 2.5 2.5 34.4

2. 2. 1.6 1.6 36.1

3. 2. 1.6 1.6 37.7

4. 1. 0..8 0.8 38.5

5. 4. 3.3 3.3 41.8

..............
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Attachment A-I2
80.71 (continued, page 8 of 9)

6. '3. 2.5 g.5 44.3,

L. 11.8 0.8 45.1

8. 2. 1.6 1.6 46.7

9. 2. 1.6 1.6 48.4

10. 3. 2.5 25 50.8

11. 1. 0.8 0.8 51.6

,--- 12. 2. 1.6 1.6 53.3

13. 4. 3.3 . 3.3 56.6

14. 5. 4.1 4.1 60.7

15. 2. 1.6 1.6 62.3

16. 3. 2.5 2.5 64.8

17. 5. 4.1 4.1 68.9
'.k-,:.r.

18. 4. 3.3 3.3 72.1

19. 1. 0.8 0.8 73.0

20. 1. 0.8 0.8 73.8

22. 2. t.6 1.6' 75.4

23. 2. 1.6 1.6 77.0

24. 2. 1.6 1.6 78.7

25. 5. 4.1 4.1 82.8

27. 4, 3.3 3.3 86.1

28. 1. 0.8 0.8 86.9

29. 2. 1.6 1.6 88.5

4

e
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80.71
Attachment A -12

(continued, page 9 of 9)

32., 3. 2.5 2.5 91.0

34. 2. . 1.6 1.6 "92.6-

36. 1. 0.8 0.8 S3.4

37. 1. 0.8 0.8 94.3

46.- 1. 0.8 0.8 95.1

47. 2. 1.6 1.6 96.7

51. 1. 0.8 0.8 97.5

55. 1. 0.8 0.8 98.4

'57. 1. 0.8 0.8 99.2

75. 1. 0.8 0.8 1.00.0

TOTAL 122. 100.0 100.0

4 VALID CASES= 122
. MISSING CASES= 0

MEAN= 10.8361
STD. DEV= 17.9606
MAXIMUM= 75.0000
RANGE 111.0000

v

VARIANCE =S 322.5845
STD. ERR= -1.6261
MINIMUM= =35.0000

ti
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80.71 1
*Attachment A-I3
(Page 1. of 3)

TH=AT . ANALYSIS 19 + 'SAW:3Y TESTI4:, PROORir4 HAPPY TALC

PRSQUENCY 01STRI8uT1ON TOR vARIA8La d L (PRETEST'SCALE

ABSOLUTE
CODE., -Film'

RELATIVE
FRED

1PCT.)

ADJUSTED
FREI)

(PCT.)

CUMULATIVE
PREQ 't
(PCT.)

34. 1. 2.1 2.2 2.2
/

43. L. 2.2 2.2 4.4

56. 3. 6.7 6:7 11.1

57. 1. 2.2 2.2 13.3

61. 1. 2.2 2.2 15.6

63. 2. 4.4 4.4 20.3

65. 2. 4.4 4.4 24.4

67. 1. 2.2 2.2 26.7

48. 3. 6.7 6.7 33.3

69. 1. 2.2 2.2 35.6

'1. 2. 4.4 4.4 44.0

75. 2. 4.4 4.4 44.4

Th. 2. 4.4 4.4 48.9

77. 1. 2.2 2.2 51.1,

79. 2. 4.4 4.4 55.6

34. 1. 2.2 2.2 57.8

89. 2. 4.4 4.4 42.2
4

90. 4. 9.9 3.9 71.1

32. 1. 2.2 2.2 73.3

7,4. L. 2.2 2.2 75.6

95. 1. 2.2 2.2 77.3

95. 1. 2.2 2.2 30.3

57. 1. 2.2 2.2 32.2

95. 1. 2.2 2.2 94.4

100. 2. 4.4 4.4 98.9

112. L. 2.2 2.2 91.1

114. 2. 4.4 ...4 95.6

116. L. 2.2 2.2 77.8

W. 1. 2.2 2.2 130.0

TOTAL 45. 100.0 100.0'

/ALIO CASES 45

4i99140 C1SES+ 1 .

45A4. 50.1111
S'3. 'EY!, 19.6131
4AxIm4m 117.3000
2ANGE 34.3030

VARIANC: 344.555
ST,. :R9 2.9213
414I4UM 34.0000
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80.71 Attachment A-I3

(continued, page 2 of 3)

31sTAT ANALYSIS *9 ,EveG01/ TESTING pRoGalm p44ppy TAU(

FPEOueNa DISTRIBUTIC(POR VARIABLE i 2 IPOSTIeST SCM.E

COOS

56,

.51.

A8SOLuTE
FRE4

1.

1.

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT.)

2.2

z. z

ADJUSTED
FRED

(PCT.)

2.2

z.z

CUMULATIVE
FRED
(PCT.)

2.2

4.4

59. 1. 2.2 2.2 6.7

67. 2. 4.4 4.4 t1.1
1.

I 6I:). 2. 4.4 4.4 15.6

71. 1. 2.2 2.2 17.5

73. t. 2.2 2.2 20.0

75. 't. 2.2 2.2 22.2

76. 2. 4.4 4.4 26.7

73. 4. 9.9 A.9 35.6

32. 2. 4.4 '4/4 40.0

93. 1. 2.2 2.Z 42.2

34. t. 2.2 2.2

55. 4. 9.9 5.9 53.3

57. t. 2.2 2.2 55.6

39. 1. 2.2 2.2 57.8

91. 3. 5.7 6.7 h4.4

95. 1./ 2.2 2.2 66.7

96. t. 2.2 2.2 66.9

97. 2. 4.4 4.4 73.3

2. 4.4 4.4 77.3

too. 1. 2.2 2.2 30.0

101. 1: 2.2 2.1v 32.2

103. t. 2.2 2.2 84.4

106. 2. 4.4 4.4 38.9

109. I. 2.2 2.2 .91.1

111. Z. 4.4 4.4 95.6

114. t. 2.2 2.2 97.5

116. 1. 2.2 2.2 100.0

TOTAL 45.

11113 CAM& 45

4151:64 CASES

AeANAD 96.4222
lev+ 15.5056

4AxI4U4+ 116.0000
zAm4e e1../000

100.0 130.3

VAPIANCEe '40.4222
ST'). PIR+ 2.3114
dINIvu++ 56.0000

p 4
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Attachment A -13
80.71 (continised, eine 3 of 3)

oisTAT . ANAcYSIS 49 4' ,5A8007 TESTING PROGRAm .. HAPPY %LA

PREOUENCY IISTRINTION FOR v4AIA8LE 1 3 ISCILE GAIN )

ARSCLUTE
COOE MEG

XELATNE
FqED
(PCT.)

ADJUSTED
441EO

(PCT.)

CUMULATIVE
PREO

(PCT.3

.24. 1. 2.2 2.4 2.4 r

20. 1. 2.2 2..- 4.9

.015. 1. 2.2 2.4 7.3
1..

-14. 2. 4.4 4.9 12:2

12. 1. 2.2 2.4 14.6

,w9. 1. 2.2 - 2. 17.1

-4. 1. 2.2 2.4 19.5
4 I

..7. 1. 2.2 2.4 22.0

6. 2. 4.4 4.9 26.4

-1. 2. 4.4 4.9 31.7

2. 2. 4.4 4.9 36.6

3. 1. 2.2 2.4 39.0

5. 1. 2.2 2.4 41.5

6. 3. t 4.7 7.3 46.3

3. 3., 6.7 7.3 56.1
.1.-

9. I. 2.2 2.4 53.5

10. 2. 4.4 4.9

667343.432

11. 2. 4.4 4.9

14. 2. 4.4 4.9

16. 2. 4.4 4.9 73.0

17. 1. 2.2 2.. 50.5

21. 1. 2.2 2. 32.9

23. 1. 2.2 2.4 es.'

26. 2. 4.4 4.9 90.2

33. 1. 2.2 2.4

1.
34. 1. 2.2 2.4 ::::

41. 1. 2.2 2.4 97.6

51. 1. 2.2 2.4 100.0

3. 4. 9.9 41S5ING 130.0

TcT1L 45. 100.0 1 .10.0 IS

'ALIO CASES,' 41
4ISSING CASES. 4

lEAN 7.3459
STD. 'EYE 14.4730
44)(I41.14A 51.0000
9ANGEg 76.0000

i6PIANCE 2/1.3,74
STD. 9RAA 2.5729
41414u4, 24.1000

A-41
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*** OUTPUT f NUM PROGRAM NEfikAN 4**

REGR AN ANAL YSIS., 12 PEA890Y 11111 I AND MluP ANT

PARAMETERS
Cnl I. 5 6

COL 6.10 216
cot 1115 5

tOL 16 -20 4

CDL ,21 -25

DATA FORMAT 1A3060.11.154112.766 1.41.1421f 3.0,T 12.3L 1.0641 140116.03, T55, 3L- 1.01

N OF TITLE i STUOENTS 122
OF MIGRANT STUDENTS 94

INIERCDRREL A I JOH ANALYSTS.

P.. \ ..,11
1

.Ls MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 13N ,
96.3009 65.9861 49.2024 36. 703 1 1171.1250 4511 .9954 3259,1296 0.5648

. s

1."
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 6

17.3730 19.4291 45.6425 41.1261 3298.2144 46913 .31l 7 4267.8832 U.4958

11 MATRIX 1 2 3 4' 5 6 7 a
1 1.0000 0.5156 0.2203 0.0258 0.5162 0.2890 0.1272 0.1173

2 ' 0.5756 1.0000 '0.3094 0.1214 0.9855 0.458 0.2572 0+. 0743

3 0.2203 0.3094 1.0000 -0.9063 0.3110 0.9673 0.0145 0.9418

4 t 0.0258 0.1214 -0.9063 1.00(10 0.11/3 (1.8(361 0.9149 - 0.9563

' 5 0.5762 0.9855 . 0.3110 0. Fri 3 1.0000 0.4755 0.2493 0.0151

6 0.2890 0.4582 0.9673 0.806 I 0.1755 1.0000 - 0.1314 0.8,30

7 0.1272 0.2572 - 0.8245 0.9749 0.2493 - 0.7134 1.04100 - 0.8703
P 0 .. "'V L.1 8 0.1173 0.0743 0.9418 -..1.95L1 40.0751 0.8430 - 0.8100 1.0UUU

v7
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80.71

MODEL 1 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTOR 3-, 4 6- 8 ./
R = 0.59551 RSQ = 0.3551

V ETA B

3 0. 0.0
4 0. 516 0.0205
6 0. 581 0.0024
7 0, 122 0.0037,
8) -0. 055 14.2078

REG. CONS = 64.4419'

MODEL 2 02 CRI TER ICH = 1

1

V

Attachment A-1.4

(continued, page

51 I TERATICNS.

tIREDICTORiS a 3= 5 8 8

' 0.3572 10R =.0.5976 RSQ =I

V BETA B

3 =0 3293 -,0.1253
4 \0,3211 0.1276
5 04903 0.0031
8 01.0931 24.2866

REG. COW. = 59.9175

1

I

ITERATIONS.

MODEL 3 03
..---'
PREDICTORS =

CRITERION = 1

3= 4 8= 8
o :

R a 0.5444 RSQ = 0.3533 75 ITERATIONS.

V BETA B 4-
3 1.1011 0.4191
4 1.5899 0.6317

..,

8 ... 0.5941 20.8194
REG. CWT. = 40.7009

a

MODEL 4 04 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS a 2='2 8= 8

R a 0.5894 RSQ = 0.3369

V BETA 8 4

2 0.5700 0.5097
8 0.0750 2.6264

REG. CONST. = 50.9933

A-43
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2 ITERATIONS.
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80.7i Attachment A-14
(continued, page 3 of 3)

MODEL 5 05 CRITERION = 1.

4
PREDICTORS a 2- 2

R 0.5756 RSQ A 0.3313

V , BETA . B

2 0.5756 '0.5146
REG. CONST. = 52.0484

I. ITERATIONS.

FATEST 1 F -TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL VS MODEL 2
RIO FULL = 0.3551 MODEL, 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3572 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE a -.0.0020
DFN = 1. OFD a 210. F-RATIO = 0.0 P I.CCCO

-

F -TEST 2 F-4E1T MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL
..

2 V? MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.3572 MODEL 2

l'#4RSQ REDUCED a 0.3533 4ODEL 3
.

DIFFERENCE a 0.0039 '

DFN = 1. DFD = 211. F -RATIO = 1.274 I) = 0.2552

F -TEST 3- F -TEST MODEL COMPARISONS MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL 1/, 0.3533 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3369 noel_ 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0164
DFN 1. DFD a 212. F -RATIO = 5.383 P = 0.0201

F -TEST 4 F -TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL 4 VS Nnet. 5
RSQ FULL = 0.3369 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3313 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE a '0.0056
OPN = OFD 213.1.

A-44
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1.794 P = 0.1734
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4

*** OUTPUT FROM PROGRM4 REGRAN ***

REGRAN - ANALYSIS 01 - MANDY - TITLE I, MIGRANT, AND HAPPY TALK

PARAMETERS
COL 1=-5 = 12
COL 6 -10 = 261
COL 11=1.5 = 5,

COL 16=20 = 4
COL 21 -25 = 1

CO0
ti

DATA FORMAT = (A3J60911.tT540.2,T66,F3.0,T42tF3.0,T32,3F3.0,41T40,F6.0),T55,3F1.01

N OF TITLE I STUDENTS g 122
N OF MIGRANT STUDENTS = 94
N OF HAPPY TALK STUDENTS = 45
N OF TITLE IsI WITH TEACHERS < 10 = 122
N OF MIGRANTNS WITH TEACHERS > 7 = 94

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

MEANS

SIGMAS

SIGMAS
0

94.6667

8

2697.2107

17.4107

8
4073.0761

2

84\2732

9

1171.3448

2

19.5494

9

2881.2921

3

40.7854

10
0.4674

3

45.5040

10
0.4989

.

4

30.3755

11

0.3602

4
42.1253

11
0.4800

5

13.8123

12

0.1724

5

31.3140

12
0.3777

6

7602.6207

6

3294.7368

7

3734.0651

7

4601.4234

rt

n

)

7
1.1



H MAIRIx 1 2 8

r

4 6 7

1 1.0000 0.5888 0.2666 0.0890 -0..140, 0.5525 '0.1198

2 0.5883 1.0000 0.8011 0.1410 -0.0088 J:ZIN 0.4269
A

...

8 0.2666 0.1011 1.0000 -0.0461 -0.1954 0.8051 0.9114

4 0.0898 0.1410 -0.6468 1.0000 -0.1181 0.1341 -0.5852

5 -0.1409 - 0.0038 -0.39 -0.3181 1.0000 -0.0012 -0.3519

6 0.5925 0.9861 0.1048 0.1841 -0.00/2 I.u000 0.4438

7 0.3198 0.4269 0.9714 -0.5852 -0.15/9 0.4418 1.0000
8

a 0.1122 0.2559 _i -0.5915 0.9770 -0.2921 0.2501 -0.5114

9 -0.0167 0.0841 -0.3644 -0.2911 0.9761 0.0810 -0.1299

lb 0.1842 0.1091 0.9561 -0.0155 -U.4112 0.1091 0.6662

II -0.0296 -0.0243 -0.6125 0.9611 .80.1309 -0.0259 -0.6088

t 4 12 -0.2056 -0.1115 -0.4091 -0.3241 0.9664 -0.1120 - 0.3104

rn

R MAIR1X d ..-- 9 10 12

1 -11.1112 -0.0161 0.1842 -0.0296 -3.2056

. 2 0.2559 0.0841 0.1098 -0.0243 - 0.1135

3 -0.5985 -0.3044 0.55181 -0.6/25 -.0.4091

4 0.9770 -0.2981 -0.6755 b.9611 0.3291

5 -.0.2921 0.9168 -0.4182 -0.1109 0.9664

tot
0.2503 0.0810 0.1097 -0.0259 -0.1120 '

7 -0.t.314 -0.1299 0.8662 -0.6088 .0.3/04

ti

1.0000 -0.2652 -0.6205 0.8826 -0.3021

9 -0.2692 1.0000 -0.1809 -0.3050 0.8907
1 a

IA -0.6104 .0.8809 1.0000 -0.7029 -.0.42/6

Pio)11 0.8826 -0.3050 -0.1029 1.0000 0.1424 ,J
12 -0.8027 0.8901 -0.4216 -0.3424 1.0000

72
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Attachment A-15
80.71 (continued, page 3 of 4)

MODEL 1 01 CRITERION s 1

PREDICTORS s

'R = 0.6240

V BETA

3- 5 7 -12

RSQ s 0.3894 33 ITERATIONS.

8

3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0038 ' 0.0016
5 0.0 0.0
7 0.6518 0.0025
8 0.8942 0.0038
9 0.5025 0.0030

10 0.3495 12.1963
11 +0.0267 +0.9694
12 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST..s 66.1528

MODEL 2 02 CRITERION s 1

PiEI61OTORS s 3- 6 10-12

.---) s 0.6251 RSQ 31 0.3908

V BETA 8

3 +0.4900 +0.1875
4 0.1331 0.0550
5 - 0.0792 +0.0440
6 0.6577 0.0035

10 1641 5.7256
11 .4871 - 17.6650
12 01 3111 - 14.3385

REG. CO T. = 80.9857

MODEL 3 03 CRITERION

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 ao.

R a 0.6195 RSQ u 0.

V BETA' 8
3 1.0972 0.4198
4 1.5105 0.6243
5 0.9067 0.041

10 0.3699 12.9071
11 +0.1991 +7.2219

N+0.0454 +2.0932
o CONST. s 48.5454

64 ITERATIONS.

83,7 100 ITERATIONS.

A -4 7
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80.71 Attachment A-I5
(continued, page 4 of 4)

MODEL 4 04 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS mg 2- 2 1012

R = 0.6085

V BETA
2 0.5677

10 0.0
11 0.075I
12 0.165k

REG. CONST. =

RSQ = 0.3703

B

0.5056
0.0
2.7249
7.6424

54.0071

MODEL 5 05 CRITERION = I

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R = 0.5883 RSQ = 0.3461

41, BETA
'2, 0.5883

REG. CONST. =

B

0.5239
50.1456

4 ITERATIONS.

I ITERATIONS.

F -TEST I F -TEST MODEL COMPARISONS MODEL I VS MODEL'?
RSQ FULL = 0.3894 MODEL I

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3908 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = - 0.0013
OFN - 2. OFD = 232. F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F -TEST 2 F -TEST MODEL COMPARISONS MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.3908 MOOEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3837 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0070
OFN = 1. OF0 =' 234. F -RATIO = 2.700 P = 04CS7t

F -TEST 3 F -TEST MODEL COMPARISONS um MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.3837 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3703 'MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0135
OFN = 2. )FO = 235. F -RATIO = 2.568 P = 0.0768

/
F -TEST 4 F.+TEST MODEL COMPARISONS MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.3703 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3461 MODEL 5 0
DIFFERENCE a 0.0242
OFN = 2. 0F0 = 237. F -RATIO = 4.550 P = ).0115
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444 1101 pal I plim PPI41.1.8 14

p f - AnAl PSIS 45 - Alukuy - II J.861 A1114 >PI II -I Mil

PARAnk It PS
(1)1 I- 5 20

1 111.

(III 6-10 - 94 CO

COI I1 -15
O

f01 16-20 2

COI 11-15

OAIA 1-10(14.41 Iti,140,111154,12,1661/1.0.14211.0,91111,1 3.01,9111.011

INIt1C11kK(I AI ION Anti Y SI S.

utS

MEANS

SI4mAS

S14m4S

2 1 4 5 6 9 10

93.9787 84. 1404 1.6211 7.41c2 I . 5196 / V. 1 /. /5 51 8.2021 6. 7553 14.691/

I1 12 13 14 15 16 18 19 20
9.5745 0.0532 0.0851 0.0051 0.0957 0.1915 0.0957 .1170 0.1596 0.1170

2 3 4 5 6 9 10

18.9214 19.1844 15.8165 25.0479 11.0411 24.7024 37.4045 25./854 24.5629 14.1181

1 1 1 2 I I 14 15 16 I7 18 19 20

IA'
co

P mAIRIX

I

2

1

4

5

6

/i
8

9

10

11

11

Pi 0"
1 Id

27.11196

I

1.0000

0.656/

0.0511

0.1001

-0.0959

0.0011

0.1689

0.0226

-0.0951

0.1671

0.0435

0.0303

0.05611

-046V,

0.2244

2

0.6567

1.0000

-0.1124

0.1144

-0.0403

0.0175

0.2991

0.08101

-0.1221

0.2129

0.0455

-0.1974

0.0477

0.2/90

)

0.0511

-0.1324

1.0000

- 0.0678

- 0.0675

-0.0718

-0.1085

-0.0727

-0.0814

+0. 0904

-0.0404

0.9640

-0.0697

0.279.1

4

0.1001

0.1144

- 0.0678

1.0000

- 3.0877

-0.0933

-J. 1409

-U.0944

-U.1058

-0.12/8

- 0.1045

- 0.0704

0.9/14

-0,090.)

0.2942

5

-0.0959

-0.0461

-0.0615

- 0.0477

1.0000
lk

-0.0928

-0.1402

-U. 0919

0.1051

- 0.1271

- 0.1019

- 0.070J

-0.3901

O. St II.)

\

0.1915

4

0 0031

U. 375

-U. 7I8

-0.0 13

-0.09

1.00013

- 0.1492 2

- 0.1000

-0.1120

-0.1 15 1

-0 .11Ut

- 0.3745

-0.0958

-0.0958

0.2942

7

0.1689

0.2991

-0.1085

-0.1409

-0.1402

-0.1491

I.UJO0

-0.15IU

-0.1t 92

-0.2044
.44

-0.1671

- 0.1125

-0.1448

-0.1448

0.3214

8

J.0226

0.0808

-0.0727

-0.094.

-0.0919

-0.1000

-0.1510

1.0000

-0.1114

-0.11/0

-0.1120

-0.0754

-0.0970

-.1.0970

0.3662

9

- 0.0953

- 0.1227

-0.0814

-0.1058

-0.1053

-0.1120

-0.1692

-0.1114

1.0000

-0 .15 15

-0.1255

-0.0045

-0.1087

-U.100/

0.1214

10

0.1671

0.1119

-0.0484

-0.1278

- 0.1272

-0.1353

-0.2044

-0.1370

-0.1535

1.0000

-0.1516

-0.1011

-0.1111

- 0.1111

...
1i re

P.

rt gPI n

/' U.

0 13
I-5 re

1.4 P- Ii-.
0.%

Pm -4
I



0)0
-4

16 0.1091 u./104 -0.111/ -4.1445 -4.1437 -0.1,,2'. 0.915 -0.1546 -0.1715 -0.1056

I/ -0.0321' 0.02/1 -0.0744 -0.Oi6t -0.0961 -0.1041 -0.1545 0.9776 -0.1160 -0.1401

18 -0.1255 -0.1788 -0.0832 -0.1001 -0.1075 - 0.1144 -0.1128 -0.1158 0.5791 -0.1568

19 0.1448 0.1717 -0.0996 -0.1/94 -0.124/ -0.1165 -0.2068 -0.1386 -0.1551 0.580

20 -0.0151 -0.0414 -0.0811 -0.1061 -0.1075 -0.1144 -0.1728 -0.1158 -0.1298 -0.1568

N AAINIX II 12 II 11 15 16 17 16 19 20

I 0.0415 0.0301 0.0568 -0.1649 -0.0604 0.1051 -0.0321 -0.1255 0.1448 -0.0151

2 0.0455 -0.1914 0.0471 -0.1134 -0.0505 0.2104 0.0223 -0.1788 0.1737 -0.0474

3 -0.0004 0.9640 -0.0697 -0.0697 -0.0744 -0.1112 .-0.0744 -0.0832 -0.0996 -0.08)2

4 -6.1045 -0.0704 0.9714 -0.0905 -0.0916 -0.1445 -0.0966 -0.1081 -0.1294 -0.1061

5 I -0.1019 -0.0700 -0.0401 0.9482 -0.0.911 -0.1417 .-0.0961 -0.1075 -0.1267 -0.1015

M 6 -0.1106 -0.0745 -0.0958 -0.0956 0.965/ - 0.1529 s.0.10/2 -0.1144 -0.1169 - 0.11.40
7 -0.1671 -0.1125 -0.1448 -0.144k -0.1545 0.9754 -0.1545 -0.1720 -0.2068 -0.1728

8 -0.1120 -0.0754 -0.0970 -0.0970 -0.1015 -0.1546 0.9776 -0.1158 - 0.1386 -0.1158
...

9 -0.1255 -0.0845 -0.1081 -0.1081 -0.1160 -0.1/35 .0.1160 0.5791 -0.1551 -.0.1/98
/

10 -0.1516 -0.1021 -0.1113 ,-.0.1111 .-0.1401 -0.2096 -0.1401 -0.1568 0.9882 -0.1568

II 1.0000 -0.0134 -0.1074 -0.1074 -0.1145 -0.1713 -0.1145 -0.4281 -0.1534 0.9669

12

11

14

-0.0014

-0.1014

-0.1074

1.0000

-0.023

-0.0723

-.0.0711

1.0000

-0.0910

-0.0721

-0/0910

1.1)000

-0.0711

- 0.0992

.o.wir

-0.1154

-0.1464

-0.1484

-0.0771

-0.0952

-0.0992

-0.0863

-1.1110

-0.1110

-0.1031

-0.1129

-0.1329

- 0.084.3

-0.1110

-Gana

-n non
a 0
n n

br
c
coc. rt

15 -0.1195 -0.0711 -0.0592 -0.099/ 1.0000 -0.1504 -0.1059 -0.1166 -0.1418 -0.1185
. so

IL -0.1/13 -0.1154 -0.1484 -0.1404 -0.1584
_

1.00041 - 0.1584 -0.1172 -0.2121 -0.177/ ro
Oo a

co
I/ -0.1145 -0.0/71 -0.0952 -0.0S9/ -0.1055 -0.1584 1.0000 -0.1185 -0.1418 -0.1165 )
id -0.1281 -0.000 -0.1110 -0.1110 -aims% -0.1/72 -0.1185 .1.0000 -0.1506 -0.13/5 0

197S -0.1634 -0.1013 -0.11/, -0.1115 -0.1416 4, -J.2121 ..0.1418 -0.1586 . 1.0000 -0.1566

1 0 5c14 ..411 II -4 1114 -/ $ 1 149 -0 118



80.71

900EL L 01

atEDICTORS

R 0.6936

SETA
3 1.3544
4 0.8349
Sa 1.0032
6 0.3709
7 1.3561

1.1422
9 0.7398
10 1.1030
11 2.8711
12 0.2815
13 00.0220

+0.3833
15 +0.1149
16 +0.'1940
17 0.3639
IS 3.0162
19 0.0
20 +1.0079

61G. CCNST.

+C1EL 2 02

OREOICTORr

R 0.6336

8E7s
2 3.6792

L2 0.154,
13 3.0(74
14 +4.0738
IS +0.0298
16 +0.0329
17 '00.0458
LS +0.0065
19 0.3191
20 0.014(

AEC. COVST.

CRITERION -

3+20

ASO 0.4811

3

0.4223
0.6307
0.8410
0.6650
0.6860
0.8382
0.5699
0.6117
0.6093

23.7350
+1.4890

+25.9997
7.3965
09.3255

+23.3985
0.9539
0.0

+0.4642
43.8613

CRITERION I

2+ 2 12020

95-0 2.4672

3

0.6629
13.0208
L.1769

+5.1399
+1.9139
+1.5827
02.9475
01.3832
1.0055
0.8300
31.2672

379

L3

ITERATIONS.

/

ITERATICNS.

4C081. 3 03 CRITERION

99EOICTORS 2+ Z

0.6567 R30 0.4312

V lETA
2 0,6567 0.6410

aEO. CCNST. 39.9193

1 ITERATICNS.

Attachment A -16

(continued, page 3 of 3)

1146TES7 1 F+TEST NOOEL COMPARISOS + ICOEI. 1 v$ 40CEO
Rig FULL 0.4811 4CQEL I

t50 REOUCE0 0.4672 400E1. 2
OIFFERENCE 0.0139
1FN - S. OFO 76. F4ATIC r 0.254 2 30775

" c+TEST 2 F07EST 4403EL CCPARISONS + 4COEL 2 vS 4C EL
aS0 FON * 0.4472 000EL 2
aSO REOUCID 0.4312 000E1. 1
3IFFIRENCE 0.0361
:FN 1. 0F1 94. F+4010 0.711 a 1.6in

A-51



4011001 I41+.1 tql1.4 1.4 111,.1 144

161404 411A1 TS15 I4 Amnia - 11111 1 Ara,) !,1 i 1,1 ti F It I i I

PAR ANL It0S
(1A 1- 5 20
((A 6-10 122
(111 1115 - 3

fill 16-20 2

(01 21 -25 1

11A1A FirkMAT (A1,340,11,15S12,166,1-1.0,142,1-

INItk(OARELAII(1N ANALYSIS.

MEANS I 2 1

98.0902 01.2541 10.1295

MEANS 11 12 11
5.6803 0.1210 0.1/34

SIGMAS

SIGMAS

5

6

7

8

9

"A.

10

11

12

81. I ,

I

4 OD
0
ti

1111.1.0,911121 L.U):911-1.011

4 5 6 7 a 9 10
12.5484 14,90.16 0.4918 12.4154 9.11229 11.8361 4.6.111

14 15 16 17 IS 19 20
0.11.'0 0.1140 0.1191 0.1110 0.1193 0.0656 0.0656

1 2 1 4 5 6 7 8 9 40
15.8482 19.3694 29.061" 11.1490 31.0512 24.9699 12e1600 . 2'7.4203 30.0149

t
17.72UL

11

21.5910

1

12

.... 0.3284

2

13
0. 1184'

i

14
0.1181

4

15
n.1101

5

16

0.144)

t 6

11 18
0.3181 --- 0.3463

1 a

19
0.2415

I

20
0.2415

10

1.0000 0.$991 0.0312 0.2611 0.0440 - 0.0103 -0.0185 0.0161, 0.1341 -0.1251
)

0.4991 1.0000 0.0811 0.3014 U.2101 - 0.0911 0.1428 0.0036 0.0146 -0.1919A

0.0312 0.0011 1.0000 -0.1158 -0.1288 0;1239 -0.1411 -0.1296 .0.1434 -0.0952

0.2632 0.3014 -0.1158 1.0000 -0.1319 -0.12t8 -0.1446 -0.1121 -0.1410 -00414'

-0.0040 0.2103 - 0.1288 -0.1119 1.0400 -0.1203 -0.1372 -0.1259 -0.1195 -0.0924

-0.010i -0.0911 -0.1439 -0.1260 -0.1201 1..0000 -0.1119 -0.1213 -0.1341 -0.0009 n
n

-0.0185 0:1628 - 0.1411 - O. l'44. - 0.1111 - 0.1319 1.0000 -0.1180 -0.1529 -0.10I4 00

0.0101 0.0016 -0.1296 9.1 421 - 0.125'1 U.1210 -0.1521) 1.0000 -0.1401 -0.11410

0 S
0.1141 0.01,6 -0.1416 -0.141u -0.131/2 - 11.1141 . -U. 1529 -11.1401 1.0000 .-0.10I0 rt

to»-0.1259 -0.1499 -0.0452 -0.0914 -0.3924 0.08119 - -0.1014 -0.0510 -0.1010 1.0000

-0.0161 0.0J11 -0.0958 -0.0961 -0.0914 .+0.J80(4 -6.1020 -0.0916 -0.101/ - 0.0(01

9.005/

0.2514

0.0002

0.2941

0.91Vi

-u.1)64

0. 1 Pei

0.W..

4.1. 112,

-0.1124

"0.111Ie

-0.12/1

-0.1442 -0.11)2

-0.1452 -0.1112

-0.1414

-0.104

-0.0919

-0.W.49

.0161 0.1W1 -q.1711 -.1.1 iS ' 0, ..tif..t. -0.12:i -0.139/10".<..1,01 -0.1424: -0.0%4I



16

11

Ne 10

19

40

h MAIkIX

2

3

4,

5

1

u, 6
W

1

8

9

10

11

11

13

14

15 -

16

4 11

S3

18

1-9

/0

-JAM
o.oble

0.1111

-0.1540

- 0.0851

0.0411

,-o.000

-0.04110

-0.2214

-10.0086

..0.1466

-0.146t.

-0:0965.

-0.0965

-4.150U

-0.1 1,1

413.1.613O

-0.0400

-0.0588

-0.14 '1

-0.1114

-0.1411

-0.J41/

-0..0.11

-0.1 160 0.9640

-0.1114 -0.114/

-0.1368 -0.1561

-0.0901 -0.102b

-0.6941 -0.1u/d

-0.1411

0.9681

-.0.1412

-0.094)

-0.0941

-0.158/

-4.1420

0.9199

-0.1044

-0.1044

-0.1052

- 0.0941

-0.1052

0.9865

-0.0692

co
(7)

'Sm./
r

Il 12 13 14 rod 17 " 18 19 20

-0:0765 0.0051 0.2514 -0.0161 -0.0459 - 0.1211 0.0012 0.1112 -0.1540 -0.0651,

4.00/3 0.0002 0.1941 4.1511 -0.2464 0.0413 -0.0300 - U.0480 -0.2214 -0.0086

-0.0958 0.9129 -0.11;..4 -0.1311 -0.1311 -0.1466 -0.1311 - 0.1466' -0.0965 - 0.0965

-0.1396 0.99515 -0.1341 -0.1112 -0.1500 -0.042 -0.1500 -0.09118 -0.0988

-0.0930 -0.1324 -0.1114 A6:7tr25 -0.1214 -0.1421 -0.1214 -0.1423 -0.0911 -0.0911

-0.0694k ,- -0.12'11 -0.1214 0.9446 -0.1368 -0.1224 -0.1366 -0.0901 -0.0901

-0.1020 :0\1452 -0.1451 -0.1197 -0.1191 10.9640 -0,1391 -0.1561 -0.1020 -0.1028

-0.0936 - 0.1332 .-0.1)12 -0.1281 -0.1281 -0.1432 0.9883 -0.1412 -0.0941 -0.0441

1,<4.10)1 -0.1476 .41.1416 -0.1420 -0.1420 -0.1581 -0.1420 8r9799 -0.1044 -0.1044

14",".

-0.0681 -0.0919 - 0.0919 f0.0541 40.0944 , -0.1052 -0.0941 -0.1052 0.91165 -0.0t92

1.0000 -0.0985 - 0.0985 -0.0941 -0.0941 -0.1050 -0.0947 -0.1058 -0.0691 0.9929

-0.0985 1.0000 -0.1402 -0.1148 -0.11411 -0.1501 00.1146 -0.1507 -0.0991 -0.0992 rs0 rt
-0.0965 -0.1402 1.0000 -0.1)46 -0.1148 -0,1501 -0.1148 -0.0992 - 0.U992 10 Ca

- 0.0941 0++.1348 -0.1340 1.0094 -0.1156 -0.1449 -0.1296 -0.1449 -0.0954 -0.0554 0

-0.0941 el 346 -0.1148 -0.1296 1.400 -0.1491 -0.1296 -0.1449 -0.0954 - 0.0954 g

-0.1050 -0.1301 -0:1501 -0.1449 -.0.1449 1.0000 -0.1449 -0.1619 -0.1066 - 0.1066 -o l-a
oci

-0.0941 -04146 -0.11.4 -0.1246. -0.1296 -0:1449 1.0000 d ..0.1449 -0.0954 -0.0954

- 0.1058 -0.1541 -0.1501 -0.149 -0.147.4 /I-.20 I S - 0.1449 1.0000 -0..1066 rJ.1066 0
P kt.

-0.0992 *0.05/2 -0. ":",4

4&
;90.1046 -0.0454' -0.10116 1.0000 -JA101-0.b691 ,-0.0951 1,1

0.4729 . '-o.0'91 -4) . 0.19 1 -0.1 O.( -0.0954 -0.1004 -0.0101 1.04U

tI

4



80.71

) IODIL
1 01 CRITERION 1

20E0ICTORS 320

A 0.6134 . RSO 0.3762

8ETA
3 0.5945 0.3199
4 1.7569 3.8240
5 0.4270 0.2180
6 0.3347 0.2125
7 1.4302 0.70481
3 0.5743 0.3295
9 0.7195 0.3798

10 1.0153 0.9060
11 0.3567 0.2632
12 0.0 0.0 -*

13 -0.9545 .46.0635
14 3.1201 5.9739
15 0.1952 9.8564
16 -0.8820 -40.3656
17 -0.0077 -0.3851
le -.0.0072 -0.3276
19 -0.7136 .40.6904
20 -0.0335 -0.2265

9EG. C:NST. 70.4236

MODEL 2 02 CRITERION

V

209 ITERATICN5.

AREOICTORS- 2 2 12=20

9 0.561.5 1 'Rso 6..3153 15 ITERATIONS.

9E47.1 3

2 3.5067 0.4140
12 -0.0221 -1.0669
13 0.0611 2.9477

0.1143 -18.6832
t5 0.044. 2.2080
16 -0.1589 -7.2699 .

17 -0.0136 - 0.6752
18 0.0869 3.9706
19 -0.0595 .03.8121
20 -0.0969 -6.2067

9E0. cqms.r. 63.2800 4 ap

ACIDEL 3 03 NITEgICN 1

AREDICTCRS 2., 2

2 0..991 950 0.2491

8E7A
2 0.4991

ccNsT.
0..053

62..608

ITE9ATIC45.

Attachment Ar47
(continued, page 3 of 3)

0

F.TESt 1 TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - *COEL I v (.1cF4.4.,2 "

2S0 FULL 0.3762 4COEL 1

9S0 RECUCSO - 0.3153 .00EL 2 4

NFgERENCE 0.3609
10N w . :01 104. 0-A. TIO 10.1 6 2

,

.
.

Q t.TE57 2 F.TEST .COEL Cc40.RISC
SO 00ILL 0.3153 400Et
954 9E0UCED 0.249i 1, IP : 3

3I00ERENCE 0.0662
3F9 . t. 3F0 x 112:,

+doe. 2 is nal. 3

1'17

T.3);70 -4A*10 10,337

r-
A.JR)

A-54

0,0

*



en output FROM PROGRAM REGRAN

RtGRAN . ANALYSIS 06 - pEAftoor - NAPPY TAIK AND 1979/80 IONIFLOI ,

PARAMETERS
COL Is.. 5 8 111.
COL 6-to 71

COL 11...15 5

COL 16-20 4

COL 21-25 1

OAIA FORMAL 14)1160,11116611).0,142,11.0,11212/1.001140,16.01/155,111.01

N OF NAPPY TALK STUDENTS 45
N OF CONTROL swoons 26

INTERC(IRRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 t 7 C

is 84.1972 79.4789 50.7746 24.1042 6650.1549 4405.9206 2314.2254 0.6318

VI
cn

SIGMAS I 2 3 4 5

16.9011 17.9795 41.5676 )8.8625 2°16.4252 4125.6200 )40).9405 0.4118

I

A MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Q7'

0

-

1

2

)

4

5

6

7

8

i 1.0000

0.4302

0.3544

. - 0.1801

0.4)94

0.443;

-0.1610

0.2043

0.4302

1.0000

0.3618

0.075E

0.9898

0.55)7

0.1170

0.0463

0.3544

0.)(18

1.0000

-0.9022

0.3807

0.9602

-0.8176

0.9)85

-0.1801

0.0756

-0.9022

1.0000

0.0507

-.0.1709

0.9224

-0.9117

0.4301

0.5890

0.181.

0.0501

.1.0100

0.51 01

0.1447

0.0641

0.4415

0.543/

0Let0?

w0.27041

0.5721

1.0010

-0.7151

0.141$

-0.1610

0.1770

- 0.8316

0.5718

0.1547

-0.7152

1.0000

-0.1'022

0.2043
A

0.0461

0.9285

-0.9711

0.0613

0.1913

- 0.9022

''

-'na
0 re

A) 0
0

0 0
R

wy
CO
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Attachment A-18
(continued, page 2 of 3)

MODEL 1 01 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 6- 8.'

R al 0.5426

V BETA
3 =2.7733
4 3.6701
6 2.4325
7 - 1.8502
8 2.7501

.,REG. CONST.

RSQ = 0.2945

B

- 1.1280
1.5967
0.0100

=0.0092
96.51E3
12.9980

MODEL 2 02 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 8- 8

R = 0.4980

V BETA
3 0.0
4 =0.7557
5 0.5168
8 =0:5637

REG. CONST. =

1

RSQ = 0.2480

B

0:0
- 0.3288
0.0030

=19.78,38
86.2778

MODEL 3,03 GRITS ION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 8- 8

R = 0.49/45 RSQ = 0.2445

V BETA
3 1.2030 0.4893.
4, 0.2797 0.1217
'8 0.6438 - 22.5934

REG. CONST. = 70.1793
...

MODEL 4 04 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2 8- 8

R - 0.4681 RSQ = 0.2192

V. BET B

2 0.421" 0.3965
8 0.1848 6.4838

REG. CONST. s 48.5727

A-56

41000 ITERATIONS.

5"

22 ITERATIONS.

1.,

I

57 'ITERATIONS.

2 I TER AT I.CNS.
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a
MODEL 5 05 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 2 2

R = 0.4302

V BETA
2 0.4302

REG. CONST,. =

RSQ = 0.1851

8

0.4046
52.0434

Attachment Ai)8
(continued, page 3 of 3)

1'

1 ITERATIONS.

(

t

F -TEST 1 F -TEST MODEL C DMFARI SCNS MCDEL 1 VS MC10EL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.2945 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED a 0.2480 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0464
DFN = 1. DFD is 65. FR ATI 0 = 4.278 P = O. C4CV

F -TEST 2 F -TEST MODEL CCMPARISCNS MCDEL 2 VS MCDEL 3
RSQ FULL * 0.2480 MODE). 2 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2445 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0035
DFN = 1. DFD a 66. FRATI = 0.307 P = 0.5980

F TEST 3 A FTEST MODEL C DMPARI SCNS MODEL 2 VS MOCEL 3
RSQ FULL aI 0.2445 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2192 MCDEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0254
DFN = 1. DFD = 67. F RATIO = 2.251 P 2 C.1344

F -TEST 4 F -TEST MODEL CC4PARI SONS ,M9DEL 2 VS MOCEL 3
RSQ 1VULL 0.2192 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1851 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0341
DFN = 1. DFD a 68. F RATIO is 2.966 P = 0.0858f ,

S

11.

A-57

!.

4



of, OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM kt4PAN

REGR AN - ANALYSIS $3 - PEADODY - L UTE 1 AND 11Appy lam

4.0. PARAMETERS
CDC I- 5
COL 6-10
COL 11-15
COl 16-20
OX 21-25

DATA FORMAT

N OF TIRE
N OF HAPPY

5
167

4

1A3,160.11.1 54,12.166,f 3.0,142,F 3.0,132,11 3.0,41140.16.01,155.311.01

1 STUDENTS 122
LACK STUDENTS 45

1411E11(06Ra ATIOtt ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

95.0539 85.3293 61.7425 21.5866 7646.5369 5635.s741 1810.6647 0.7305

SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 6

16.4671 19.6327 42.1042 36.9415 1350.4750 4563.4412 3410.4146

R MATRIX

1

2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1.0000 0.5468 0.4400 -0.2109 0.5e71 0.5072 -0.1189

0.5468 1.000- 0 0.4800 -0.9156 0.91114 0.1,461, 0.1902

0.4400 0.4800 1.0000 -0.8841 0.4745 0.9577 -0.6079

4 -0.2109 -0.0156 -0.8847 1.0000 -0.0205 -0.7473 0.5141

5 0.5623 0.9834 0.4765 -0.0205 1.0000 0.4611 0.0943

6 0.5022 0.64t6 0.9572 - 0.7411 0.4611 1.0000 -0.4E425

/ - 0.1189 0.1002 -0.0079 0.9741 4/.41541 -OS A2`. 7.0006

6 0.3037 0.1614 0.9195 -0.9142 0.154, 0.1147 -0.8787

8

0.1032

11.1614

0.9195

- 0.0622

0.1582

0.7767

-0.m161

14.1:040U

4

co

91
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1,

MODEL 1 01 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS i 3* 4 6- 8

R a 0.6072

V BETA
3 *0.2952
4 *0.2721
6 0.8514
7 0.8084
8 0.3620

REG. CONST. 21

RSQ = 0.3687

B

* 0.1156
- 0.1214
0.0031
A.0039
13.4504
70.1536

MODEL 2-02. CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS * 3- 5 8- 8

R a 0.6064 RSQ a 0.3677

V BETA
,

3 *0.3366
4 *0.0302
5 0.6452
8 0.4835

REG. MST. *

B

- 0. 1318

0.0135
0.0032
17.9666
66.2807

g

MODEL 3 03 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTQRS * 3- 4 8- 8

R 1 0.5899 RSQ 2 0.3480

V BETA Et

3 140588 0.4146
4 1.0660 0.4758

. 8 0.3527 13.1045
REG.. CONST. a 48.7,821

MODEL 4 04 CRITERION * 1

(PREDICTORS = 2- 2 8* 8

`it * 0.5886 RSQ = 0.3465

Attachment A-19

(continued, page 2 of 3)_

120 ITERATICNS.

34 ITERATIONS.

46 ITERATIONS.
gib

2 ITERATIONS.

V
t

BETA 8

2 , 0.5112 0.4293
8 4 0.2207 8.2015 9...y...

45. REG. CONST. * 52.4310

A-59
. s

9

19
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MODEL 5 05 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2

R = 0.5468 RS4 = 0.2990

V BET)
2 0.5468 0.4592

REG. CONST. = 55.8695

Attachment A-19 e

. (continued, page 3 of ,r3)

1 ITERATIONS.

N

FTEST 1 F-TEST MODEL COMPARISONS .6 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3687 400EL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3677 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0010
OFN n I. , OFO 161. F-RATIO = 0.263 P = J.6149

FTEST 2 F-TEST MODEL COMPARISONS 6.b MCDEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.3677 400EL 2'

RSQ REDUCED 0.3480 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE d 0.0196
OFN = 1. OF0 m 162. FRATIO = 5.033 P = 3.0246

FTEST 3 F -TEST MODEL COMPARISONS - MODEL 3 VS MOCEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.348-0 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED 0.3465 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE * 0.0016
OFN = 1. OF0 66 163 'F -RATIO 2 0.389 P = 0.5411

FTEST 4 FTEST m DEL COMPARISCNS,.. miFEL 4 VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL = 0.3465 MOO EL 4

RSQ RENCE0 * .0.2990 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0474
OFN n 1. OFO = 64. FRATIO = 11.905 P u 0.0011

A-60

0
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ESEA Title I

Appendix B

BOEHM TEST OF BASIC CONCEPTS

.1
B-1
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tnstrumant CescrlPCian, Boehm rest of Basic :onceOts (BIBC)

Brief description of the instrumen t.

Fifty item arranged in order of their difficulty eich,icem :onsiscs of a let
of plc:Jres aoouc which statements are read to Or students These statements
briefly describe the pictures and ask the chid to tan( :ha on. Illustrating :he
concept area

19 4h07 des :he instrment administered'

All kindergarten students.

any nainv times 446 the tmstrumenc administered'

Cnce to all kindergarten students', and
schools.

Zhen 443 the unstr4men: Administered'

BePcember 8 -12. 1980 ,takik-up tests were adminlicered the following week
ri=14 I Post:siting took place FebruarY 9-13. with make-ups -he tollouing deck

once co all kindergarten students In

W hite ilia :he inscrIment admimiscaredl

In the classroom.

h o administered the insCrumenc'

:he classroom teacher

hat :raining did the administrators have'

the 3oenm comes 'rich a complete set of Lnstruccions for administering the :est
,NtE Provided each teacher dish a checKlist :o help structure :he ay.:1.11:1es sur-
rounding the test administration. No -attempt des nAde to monitor smiting
activities Provided on campus by the Principal and/or counselors
.tat :he instrument administered ander standardized conditions'

Standardized instructions were distributed individual rariacions in adminis-
tration procedures nay have occurred.
'Jere there problems Bich the lnscr ant or t".e scltinistrstion mizht
atfecc validitv of The ?star

%one :hat SWT staff is .avart of

9 devillOtied the instrument'

Ann E. Boehm. published by the Psvchologiral COrPoration.

at reIiabilltv and velidiry data are available on the instrument'

Sylit-half reliability coefficients. :omitted by the Spearman-Brown l'ormula,
ranged from 68 co 90 in the standardization sample 10 reliditf data art
reported. Locally. correlation 4oefficients ranging from 35 co 31 dare found
hecdeen the 3oehm and use keading.Tocal :or limited 'English-speaking students
(1st ;rade level)

Ate there Rotor data available 'or interpreting ;fit -.sults"

Standardization sample consist low. middle. and hiah socio-economiL level
students from aiadergartert. firsnd second grades in 31A:440 cities around
the :ountry Percentiles corresponding to raridus rev scores are revorted .or
beginning and aid' jeer testing in each of the SES levels by ;rade claselficsclon

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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BOEHM TEST OF BASIC CONCEPTS

Purpose

Results of the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts wero used to answer the

following decision and evaluation questions from the Title I Evaluation
Design for 1980-81.

-.7

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title I Reading Improvement
Program be modified? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D1-1: Were the%objectives of
the Title I reading component met?'

Evaluation Question D1-7: How many Title I
students scored high enough to exit from the
Title I program curing 19771980?

Decision Question D2: Should Title I schoolwide projects be
continued, expanded, or revised? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D2-1: Were the objectives of
the schoolwide projects met?

Evaluation Question D2-2: Were the achievement gains
made by low-achieving students (40th percentile or
below) in the schoolwide projects equal to the gains
made by low - achieving students in regular Title I

schools?

Evaluation Question D2-3: Were the aphievement gains
made by high-ichieving students (abovie 40th percentile)
in the schoolwide projects equal to to gains made by'
high-achieving students in regular Tit-fel-schools?

Decision Question D3: Should the Rainbow Kit project be continued,
modified, or_ discontinued?

Evaluation Question D3-1: Did the achievement gains
of Rainbow Kit participants exceed those of non-
participants in the control group?

Depision Question D4: Should the Title I Early Childhood Education
PrOgriiit be continued, modified, or discontinued? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D4-3: Did former Pre-K participants
score higher than other students in their schools when
entering kindergarten and first grade?

11,

A

e,
v u

B- 4414111
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Decision Question D5: Should the Happy Talk Program be
continued, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D5-3: Did Happy Talk participants
outscore the other students in their schools when
entering kindergarten?

The information gathered was used in partial fulfillment of Information
Needs 12, 13, and 14 for the 1981-1982 Nees Assessment.

12: How similar-are'the results when the schools are
ranked for Title I eligibility in each way possible
'under Title I regulations?

13: How many students in each school scored below selected
percentile points on the Boehm, 1RT, and ITBS?

14: How many students would be eligible for Title services
for virious combinations of criteria for campus and
student eligibility?

Procedure

The Boehm Tat of Basic Concepts was admin*stered by the Systemwide
Testing Program in all kindergarten classes in AISi during the fall of
1980. The testing occurred September 8-12, with makeups being given
September 15-19. Classroom teachers administered the test to their
own students. Booklets were then forwarded to ORE for scoring.

-In the spring, kindergarten classes in Title I schools and few others
where requested were posttested on February 9-13, with ma&ups on Feb-
ruary 16-20.

Detailed procedures are outlined in the Final Technical Reportt System-
wide evaluation, publication number 80.39.

In addition,tudents who entered Title I schools after the, September
testing and did not have a comparable score- were dive" the Boehm to
determine their Title I eligibility. The Boehm was also given to
students whom teachers felt had received invalid test scores in Septem-
ber.

Because so many analyses were done using the 'Boehm data procedutes are
described briefly aIpng with the results tilated to- each evaluation nn
question.

B -4
11.
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Results

A,

The Boehm results are presented by evaluation question or information
need.

Evaluation Qustion-D1-1:_ Were-the objectives Of the Title I reading
component met?

The Texas Edutation Agency requires stratified achievement objectives.
The kindergarten objective for the AISU Reading Improvement Program
was based, on the previous performance by Title I students. Only stu.,-

dents tested in English were used to establish and Measure the objec-
tive. Too few students.were both pre- and posttested in Spanish to
establish and measure an objective in that language. Figure B-1
shows the number and percentage of Title I students making gains tin
each interval specified in the objective. It isnot clear to the
writer exactly how stratified objectives are to be evaluated. It

would appear that the program did not do quite as well as expected
since the percentages in the bottom three ranges of gain are greater
than expected while the percentages in the top two ranges are smaller
than anticipated. Ari examination of the mean gain, however, shows
thAt the program did about as well this year as last. The average gain
for students tested in English in 1979-80 was..14.5 raw score points.
The average gain this year was .6 points lower, 13.9 raw score.points.*

Evaluation Question D1-7: Were the objectives of the schoolwide pro-
jects met?

Figufes A-3 and B-4 provide the results for the students tested in
English at Allison and Becker. The results were very similar for the
two groups. The students in the two schools had the same pretest mean
and were within .2 raw score points of. each other at Tosttest. A com-
parison of the gains made by these students to those made by other,
Title I students follows.

ti

Evaluation Question 402-2: Were the achievement gains made by low-
achieving students (4ath-perqentile or below) in the schoolwide projects
equal to the gains made by low-achieving students in regular Title I
schools?

Evaluation Question D2-31 Were the achievement gains made by high-
achieving students (above the 40th percentile) in the schoolwide pro-
jects equal to the gains made by,high-achievingstudents in regular

'-- Title I schools?

.A number.of analyses were done to provide information about these evalu-
ation questions. Attachment B-1 describes the type of linear' models
used to make the comparisons between groups. The same models were used
in each analysis reported below. In each case the pretest was the fall
Boehm raw score, and the posttest was thd spring Boehm score. Only
the makeup of the groups differed from analysis to analysis.

*See addendum.

f
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The first set of analyses compared 1
percentile),-;At Allison with similar
in Figure B-5 show that the two grou

4

w- achieving students (pretest c 40th
students at Becker. The results
did not differ significantly.

Figure B-6 reports the results when he high-achieving students (pre-
test > 40th percentile) at the same schools were compared. Again the
groups were cot found to differ significantly.

Then all kindergarten students at Allison who were tested in English
were compared with their ,punterparts at Becker, and the results were
the same. None of "ihe F-tests were significant. *

When the kindergarten students at the two schoolwide projects were not
found to diff%r significantly, they were combined for comparisons with
students from the other Title I schools. The comparisons were limited
to students ia,schools that had been part of the Title I Program in
previous years so that students Of relatively similar socideconomic
backgrounds were used in the comparisons. The schools comprising the
comparison group were the following: Brown, Blackshear, Campbell,
Dawson, Govalle, MaplewoOd, Mathew's, Metz, Norman, Oak Springs, Ortega,
Ridgetop, Ro4edale, Sanchez, Sims, and Zavala. First, low achievers
in the two groups were compared. Then high achievers and all students
were compared.

Figures B-8 through 8-10 reveal that the two groups differed signifi-
cantly in each het of analyses. An examination of expected values_ for
the two groups when all students in each group were included in the
analysis shows'about a 3 point.advantage on the posttest for schoolwide
project students compared to students fromittgular Title I schools with
equivalent pretest scores. At the pretest mean of s&loolwide project
participants, this gain represents a gain of about eight NCE's.

Copies of the computer printouts from which Figures B-5 through .13-10
were taken can be. found as Attachments B-2 through B -7.

Evaluation Question D3-1: Did the achievement gains of Rainbow Kit
participants exceed those of nonparticipants in the controlgroup:

The Rainbow Kits are collections of 36 reading-related activities for
parents and children. The activities, which were developed on foul-
levels--kindergarten, first grade, primary (grades 2 and 3)-and inter-
mediate (grades 4-6)--are packaged in envelopes and designed.to be sent
home with the Title I children on a weekly basis throughout the'school

The Rl'inbow kits were pilot tested in six Title I schools. Grade 4
levels at each school were assigned to either participation or control
status. All students in a participating grade ree4ved Rainbow Kits,
Title I students at nonparticipating grades did not eceive the
lessons. At kindergarten three schools-:-Brown, Dawso , and Maplewood-- A

received the kits4, The nonparticipating schools wer idgetop and
Zilker. Harri, the sixth school, did not have kind garten students.
The linear models in Attachment B-1 were used to comp re the partici-

/

B-6 ry
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a

gating title I students with the controls. Nonparticipating siblings
of partitipants were removed from all Rainbow Kit analyses so the
presence of the kits in the home would not confpund the rpsults. About
one-third of the parents'responding to a Rainbow Kit Questionnaire
(Appendix H) had reported other children using the Rainbow Kit their

child received.

The results presented in Figures B-11 and B-12 would seem to imply that
iehe Rainbow Kits retarded the learning of, students with a pretest score
'below 20; however,,only 15 students were included4in the control group.
Such an N is too small for meaningful analysis especially using models
with as many as six predictors.

-

Evaluation Question D4-3: Did former pre-k participants score higher
than other students in their schools when entering kindergarten and
first grade?

A

To answer this question the Boehm scores of two groups of students were
compared. One group was 1979-80 Title I pre-k students who entered
kindergarten in September, 1980. The other group consisted of all the
kindergarten students in the schools which had Title I pre-k classes,
in 1979-80 except for the formettTitle I pre-k students and the former
Title I Migrant pre-k students who attended those schools. The two
groups were compared on the Boehm subscales and total scores. Figure
B-13 shows that the former pre-k students scored significantly higher
than the others on total score and on all subscales except one, Miscel-

. laneous. The difference bctween the groups on total score represent
about a 15 percentile point difference i5 the middle SE'S norms. About,
nalf.of the former pr-k students were not eligible for Title I instruc-
tion.

Evaluation Question D5-3: Did Happy Talk participants outscore the
other students in their schools when entering kindergarten?

A different approa,0 was taken in answering this evaluation question.
Thirty-six Happy YIllk participants fioli 1979-80 were found to have
fall, 1980, Boehm scores. They attended 10 different elementary
schools: Allison, Blackshear, Brooke, Brown, Govalle, Metz, Ortega,
St. Elmo, Zavala, and Winn. An expected store was first determined by
getting a weighted average of the mean Boa raw scores at ;hese 10 ,

schools. The calculation of the mean for all ten schools was weighted
by the number of former Happy Talk students attending the school. The
weighted mean was 24.8. A t-test was then calculated to see if the
mean of the former Happy Talk students. 22.6, differed significantly
from this score. The t of 2.31 was significant at the. .05 level, so
it4ppears that the former Happy Talk students scored below the other
kindergarten students in the schools they attended.

ck,
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Addendum

An analysis reported in Appendix G of the Final/Technical Report,

Systemwide Testing Evaluation, publication number 80.39, shows that
, when only the nine schools that have been Title I schools for the last
four years are included, the gain is the sane (12.1 points) as in 1979-80.

t

4
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Regults . Expected
4 Peicent Gain of...Nuiber' Percent

6/

138

168

30

5t

16.4

33,8

41.2

7.4 ,

1.'2

,-
18

37

'37

7

1

>20 raw score points
..

14-19 raw score points

7-13 raw score'points

1- 6 raw score points

<0 raw score Roirits

Pretest mean score = 21.5

Posttest mean score - 35.4 N = 408

Average gain n 13.9

Figure B-1, MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE, 1980-81.

Spring Boehm 1980 -we. . 1981
Raw Score Number ,Percent Number Percent

<34
.

>34

234

382

) 38

62

161

247

39

61

Figure B-2. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS

iL
SCORING HIGH ENOUGH TO EXIT TITLE I STATUS.

4

B-9

I'd



8d.71

II

Results , Expected
PercentNumber Percent

,

17 27.0 16
-...

22 34.9 37

18 28.6 24

. '6 9.5 15

0 ' 0.0 0

0 '

,Gain of...

>20 raw score points

14-119'raw score points

7-13 raw score points

, 1-'6 raw score points

<0 raw score points

Pretest mean score = 24.5

Posttest reean score = 40.2 N = 63.

Average gain = 15.7 'GP

0

Figure B-3. MEASUREMENT OF TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT OBJECTIVES
AT ALLISON. /

Results Expected
Number Percent Percent Gains of.,.

21 25.6 3 >20 raw score points

26 31.7 42 14-19 raw scorn points

32 39.0 35
/

7,-13 raw score points
. ,

'3 3.7 12 1- 6 raw score points.

0 0.0 2 <Orraw scare poin ts

Pretest mean score = 24.5

Posttest mean score = 40.0 N a 82

Average gain = 15.5

Figure B-4. MEASUREMENT OF TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT OBJECTIVES
AT BECKER.

B-10
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' Models RSQ
Full . Restricted* Full Restricted df F p

1 ''17's 2 .3122 .3121 1,99 0.017 0.891

2 vs 3' .3121 '.2939 1,100 2.635 0.104.

3 vA 4 .2939 .2828 1,101 1.597 0.207

4 vs 5 .2828 .2799 1,103 0.417 0.527

Figure 8-5. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVERS (<40th Percentile) AT ALLISON
(N..46) AND BECKER (N=59) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS.

L

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p

1

2

3

4 '

vs

vs,

vs

vs

2

3

4

5

.2004

.2011

.1971

.1960

.2011

/

.1971

.1960
,

....--- .1381

f

1,34

1,35

1,36

1,37

0.0

0.177

0.047

2.666

1.000
0,"

0,680

0.823

0.107

FigueLB-6. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHiEVERS*(>40th Percentile) AT ALLISON
(N=17) AND BECKER (N .'23) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS.

\t/

Models . RSQ

'df F p
Full Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .4732 .4726 1 139 0.162 0.690
e 1.

f,

2 vs 3 .4726 4637 1,140 2.375 0.122

3 vs 4 .4637 74513 1,141 3.240 0.070

4 vs r .4513 .4512 1,142 b.023 0.874

Figure B-7. MODELS COMPARING ALL STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N=63) AND BECKER
(Niff82)'SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS.
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80.71

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full, Restricted df F - 1 p

f

1 -vs

vs

2

3 .3037

'':3017

.3037

1,.., 594

1,r595

3.506

*0.0

0.058

1.000CNN..

4 3 vs 4 .3037 . .3037 1, 596 0.0 1.0d0
r f

4 :vs 5 ) .3037 .2715 1, 597 .2.7.757' <0.0001

Figure B-8. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVERS (<40th Percentile) AT ALLISON
AND BECKEA (N=105) WITH LOW ACHIEVERS AT TRADITIONAL TITLE I
SCHOOLS (N=495). See text fora list oischools:

Models RSO

dfFull Restricted Full Restricted('

1

2 ,

3

1.4

vs

vs

vs

.

-
vs

2

3

4

5 4)

72485

.2485

.2490

.2494
/

.2485

.2490

.2494

.1966

,

1

1,

l',

1',-

1,

307

308

309

310

0.0

0.0

0.0'

21.829

. 0

1.000`.

1.000

<0.0001

Figure B-9. MODELS COMPARING HIGH-ACHIEVING (>40th Percentile) SCHOOLWIDE
PROJECT STUDENTS (N=40) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS AT TRADITIONAL
TITLE I SCHOOLS (N=273).

14110

4

u -Models RS()

df F pFull Rfttricted Toil Restricted

1

2

3

4

vs

vs

vs-
vs

/

,...

4

2

3

4

5

-....... ,...

-,.._

, '

A%.4.5202

l
.5196

.5169

5169

.5196,

.5169
-....,,

.5169

c*
.4922

,

,

1,

1,

907

908

909

911

.

1.081

5.182

0.0

46.619

0.299

0.022

1.000

<0%0001

Figure B-10. MODELS COMPARING ALL SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS (N=145),WITH
ALL STUDENTS IN TRADITIONAL TITLE I SCHOOLS (N=768).

1
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80.71

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df

1 vs 2 ,4397 .4249 , 1,71 2.382 .123

2 vs 3 .4209 .3799 1,72 5.094 .025

3 vs 4 .3799
I &

.3581 1,73 , 2.572 .109

4 vs 5 .3581 83532 , 1,74 0.558 .464

Figure B-II. COMPARISON OF RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPATING
TITLE I STUDENTS. Nonparti acing siblings of Rainbow Kit
recipients werc excluded fro tbe analysis.,

" "* Ls id

B-13 4
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80.71

p

.

rs

00'

20

BOEI+1 PREIAT
4

a

4

RAIN BON KIT

CONTROL

'Figure/B-12. COMPARISON OF RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROL
STUDENTS. -
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0
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V

Vartable,
Title I Pre-k* No Pre-k*

df F pN 'Kean ,N Mean

\

Space (23)** 86 15.86 211 13.72 1, 295 .14.985 .0003

Quantity (18) 86 0.23 211 8.94 1, 295 11.506 .0012

Time (4) 86 2.23 211 .1.73 1, 295 11.956 .0010

.Misc. (4) 86 2.42 211 2.54 1, 295 2.536 .1083-
w

Total (50) 86 30.74 : 211 , 26.53 '1, 295 15.405 .0003

*See the text for the definitions of each group. ,

**Numbers in parentheses give the number of items included In the scale.

Figure B-I3. COMPARISON OF FORMER TITLE I PRE-K STUDENTS AND NONPARTICIPANTS AT
rENTRY,IN/F0 KINDERGARTEN.

I

4

'A

14,

4
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80.71

Model 1:

Model 2:

Model 3:

Model 4:

'Attachmen't"B-1

PROTOTYPIC MODELS FOR'COMPARliNG GROUP GAINS

Y.= aoLl + a1X
(3)

+ a3X
(4)

+ a4X
(6)

+ a5X
(7)

+ a6X
(8) + E

Y = a7U + a8X(3) + a
9
X(4) + a

10
k(5) + al

(8)
+ E

Y = a
12
U + a

13
X
(3)

+ a
(4)

+ a
15
X
(8) + E

Y = a
16
1J + a

17,
X(2) + al

n

"Model 5: ^ Y = al96 + a2e
(2)

+'E
4

.Where,

Y = posttest

U = unit vector

X(2) = pretest

x(3)
pretest if a member of Group' 1; 0, otherwise

4)
= pretest if a member of Group 2; 0 otherwise

X.( s) = squared

X
(6)

=
(3) squat

a X (7)
= X

(4)
squared

.

X
(8)

= 1 if amember of Group 1; 0, oth rwise

1A

e

B-16



*** OUTPUT FRCM PRCGRAM REGRAN I***

15-

ALLISON VS BECKER -- BOEHM 1980-1981 -- RAW SCORES 4= 30

PARAMETERS 0-0A
CCL 1- 5 = 8

COL 6-10 = 105
CCL 1,1-15 = 5

CCL 16-20
CCL 21-25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) 0870

1*

INTEACORRELA T ION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 -' 2 3
t.

4

A

5 6 7 6
37.9143 20.6381 9.0667 . 1115714,. 4 459.9143 200.3810 259.5333 t 0.4381

1:6

1

SIGMAS 2 3' 4 A 5 6 7 8
ti3704 5.8295 10.8709 11.2087 228.7165 267.2546 291.3714 0.4962

R MATRIX .) 1 2 3 , 4 5 6 7 8

'

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1.0000

0:5290

0.1340

0.1452

6.4551

0.1725
.

0:2304

0.003

0.5290

1.0000,
,

0.2093

0.2,171

0.9842

0.3263

0.4733

.0087

0.1340.v

.0.2093

1.0000

-0.8610

0.1906

0.9731

-0.7429

0.9446

0.1452

0.3171
,

-0.'8610
f 4

.1.00004/

0.3270

,..0.7740

'0.9667

.10.9116

0.4951

0.9842

' 0.1996

0.32iy

1.0000

Q:3177

0.4936

0.0097

0.1725

0.3263

0.9731

- '0.7740

0,.3177

1.0000

- 0.66T8

0.8491

0.2304

.0.4733

.,ii:,.

AMC 7429

0.9667

0.4936

-0.6678

1.0000

-3.7865

0.0585

0.0087 >
rtart

CfQ 1:4
4 0.9446

-0.9116 0
011 rt

-0.0097 co if

0.8491

06.3865

1.0000,

r



. 80.71
44

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 6..0 8

R = 0.5587

V BETA
. 1 3 2.2334

4 2.6655
6 ,0,9301
7 .1.0200,
8 0.3663

REG. CDNST. =

g

1

.

RSQ r- .0:3122 450 ITERATIONS.

8 li
1.4115
1.6338

- 0.0239
- 0.J241
5.0788

15.0222

MODEL 2 112 CRITERION =

3... 5 8 -"8P-REDICTORS =

R = 0.586

1

RSQ = 0.3121 179 ITERATIONS.

V .
"3
4
5

.

BETA
2.0232
2.5320

-'0.7127

.,
8

1.27.86
1.5524

.

t
..,

8 0.4486
REG. ONST. =

6.2117 , co
15.4876

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1.
r

PREDICTORS = 3, 4 8.. .8

R = 0.5422 RSQ = 0.2939

V BETA.. lit B

3 0.7580 .0.4790 '4 1.1628 0.7127
8 0.4025 5.57,31

.N1.

57

. .

I TeRp IONS.

.

REG.-CI:INST.= 22.8823

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS a 2- 2 8-' 01

R = 0.5318 ,, g SQ = 0.2828

V BETA 8
2 ,0.5286 0.6229 -..
8 0.0539 0.7464

REG. CCNST. -= 24..7312.

.,

2 I TERAT IONS.

B-13

1 1 rl.14,,,,

Attachment B-2
(Page 2 of 3)

I
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80.71 A Attachment B-2

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =, 2- 2

h 0.5290 RSQ = 0.2799 1 ITERATIONS.

(?age 3 of 3)

V . BETA J B
2 0.4290 0,6235

REG. CONST. = 25.0468

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 0930
RSQ FULL = 0.3122 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED, = 0.3121 MODEL 2
DIFFERENgE = 0.0001
DFN = 1. OFC = -99. F -RATIO 0.017 P = 0.8908

F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 0940
RSQ FULL = 1ZI . MODEL, 2
RSQ REDUCED = D. 939 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0, 81
DON = 1. DFD x 100. F=RATIO = 2.635 P = 0.1037

F=TEST, 3, MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 0950
R4QATULL =. 0.2939 MODEL 3 ..'

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2828 MODEL- 4
O1FFERENCE = -0.0112
DFN = I. (WC = 101. FieRATIO = 1.597 P = 0.2065

41.

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.2828 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2799 . MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0O29
DFN = 1. DFD = 102. F=RATIO = 0.413 P = 0.5239

113

R-19

,.

4

k



I

ALLISON VS BECKER BOEHM 1980 '-1981 RAW SCORES > 30

*** ATPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ***

PARAMETERS
COL A. 5 = '13

CCL 610 = 40
CCL 1115 = 5

CO 16-'20 = 4

co(. = 1

$6ATA FORMAT = IOUMMY1

0850

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

.

1

A

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 4
45.8250 34.7500 14.8000 19.9500 .1217.7500 519.5500 698.2000 0.4250

3

0 SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3.0405 3.1918 17.3352 17.3262 228.9994 621.7881 625.5556 0.4943

R MATRIX 1

1 1.0000

.1`

2 0.3716

3 -.0.2065'

4 0.2751

0.3772

,6' .00.1741

1140.,31127

8

2 3 4 5 6 7 .

0.3716 -.0.2065 0.2751 0.3772 - 0.1741 0.3112

1.-1.0009,
.

0.0949 0.0893 0.9991 0.1695 0.1972

0.0949 1.0000` - 0.9830 0.0927 -0.9928 -.0.9529

--/ 0.0893 - 0.9830 1.0000 0.0913 ...0.9621 0.9897

0.9991 0.0927 0.0913 1.000Q , 0.1676 0.1994

0.1695 0.9928 -0.9621 0.1676 140000 -.0..9326

0.1972, -.0:9529 0.9897 0.1994 .41.9326 1.0000

0.0198 0.9931 .09899 0.0177 0.9719 - 0.9596
f.

8 4
..0.2333

0.0198,1; .,

0.9931Qg c6

0.98990

0..0177%!

0.9719

-.0.9596

115
1.0000 ,



80.71

MODEL 1' MI ell I TER ION x 1

PREDICTORS x 3? 4 6- 8

R = 0.4476

BETA
3 0.0
4 0.0 4
6 0.9040
7 1.1341
8 - 0.0209

R EG. CONST.

RSQ = 0.2004

B

0.0
0.0
0.0044
0.0055

x0.1288
39.7344

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS

R = 0.4485

,8*ETA
3 - 0.2436
4 0.0
5 0.3998
8 0.0

REG. CONST.

3- 5 8- 8

R SQ 0.2011_

8
x0.0427
0.0
0.0053
0.0
39.9934

MCDEL 3 P13 .CRITERION x 1

:PREDICTORS'ex 3- 4 8- 8

R = 0.4439 RSQ = 0.1971

BETA 8
3 1.9000 0.3332
4 2.1i29. 0.3760
8 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST. x 33.3909

MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 4 2x 2 8- 8

R = 0.4427 RSQ = 0. 1960

V' BETA
2 0.3764
8 - 0.2407

REG. CONST.

6
0.3585
1.4806
33.9954

12 ITERATIONS.

2 ITERATIONS.,

2 I TERATMNS._

2 ITERATIONS.

8-21

Attachment B-3
(Page 2 of 3

44



. MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2) 2

R = 0.3716 RSQ = 0.1381

V BETA 8
2 0.3716 0.3540

REG.' MST. = 33:5239

.

.. .(c.

1 I TEliiT IONS.

F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.2004 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2011 MODEL 2
'DIFFERENCE = 0.0007 I

OFN = 1. OFD = 34. F -RATIO = 0.0

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL. = 0.2011 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1971 MODEL 3
0 IFFE"NCE = 0.0040
OFF! ..= 1. DFD = 35. F.RATIO = 0.177

44/

F -TEST 3 'MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.1971 MODEL 3.
R SQ REDUCED = 0.1960' . MODEL 4

.0 IFFEREKE * 0.0011
'DFN = 1. DFD = 36. F -RATIO = 0.047

FTESr .4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.1960 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1381 MODEL 5
0 IFFEIVNC,V= 0.0579
DFN a 1 DFD = 37. F -RATIO = 2.666 P = 0.1073

4
Attachment B-3
(Page 3 of 3)

....

0930

P = 1.0000

094e

P = 0.680

0950

P = 0.8232 . .
I

0960

.. ,

.,)

I).

41,

4.

B-2.2

1 I 7

.

i I

........
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*** OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ***
00

ALLISON VS

PARAMETERS

BECKER -- q,0E1;114 1980...1981 ALL STUDENTS
ed

COL 1 5 = 8

COL 6 -10 = 145
CCL 1115 = 5

COL 16..20 4

TOL = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

r

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2

40.0966 24.5310

et

SIGMAS 1 2

.7.0166 A.1976

R MATRIX 1 Z

* 1.0000 0.6718

2 0.6118 1.0000
k

/ 3
0.1433 .0.2509

4 0.2635 , 0.3559

SIP ' 5 ' 0.6393 0.9813
A

6 0.216 7 0.3926
.....

. .

7 0.3721 0.5157

8 0.0078 - 0.0025

.

3

10.6483
11,

3

13.2303

3

i 0.1433

0.2509

1.0000

-.0.8153,

0.2427
1

6. 9592

- 0.6718

0.9182

4

13,8828

4

13.7045

.4

0.2635

0.3559

...0.8153

1.0000
I

0.3526

- 0.6911

0.9570

-.0.8879

5

668.9724

5

408.7460

. 5

0. 6393

0.9813

0.2427

07,3526

1.0000

0.3991

0 A269

- 0.0110

6

288.4276

6

422.7588

6

0.2167

0.3926

0.9592.

.<1.6911

0.3991

1 .0000

-0.5699

0.7784

e

.

,

7

380.5448

7'

455.9249

7

0.3 721

0.5167

-0.3711

0.9570

0.5265

- 0.5695

1.0000

- 0.7316

0870

8

0.4345

t
8

0.4957

8

0.0078

-0.0025,, >..
MA il
0 M

0.9132 f-.11,
7.

-.0.6879:: i
1-1., er

0.0110 t,i*
t-,

0.7784

-.0.7316

1.0000



80.71

kiCal 1 M1 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.6879

V il BETA
3 1.6840
4 2.1591
6 .0.5112
7 0.6145
8 0.3269

REG. CONST. =

3. 4 6- 8

RSQ = 0.4732

B

0.8931
143.W 4

.0.0085
- 0.0095
4.6276
19.2759

I'

.1,

s\ MCDEL 2 P2 CRITERION za I

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.6875

V BETA
3 1.5777
4 2.0217
5 :0.4519
8 0.3493

REG. CONST. =

3s. 5 8- 8

RSQ = 0.4720
,

. B

0.8367,

1.0351
'- 0.0078

4.9439
19.8579

MCD1. 3 M3 CRITERION z

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.6809

.

V BETA
3 0.8854
4 1.2.68,8
8 0.3194

R EG. CONST. =

1

3. 4 8. 8

RSQ .4637

B

46'96

0.6496
4.5068

24.1196 %,,f

.1.

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2 8- 8

R = 0.6718

V ,BETA
2 . 0.6718
8 0.0094

REG. cCNST. =

ft .

RSQ = 0.4513

s
, 0.5750

0.1334
25.9335

352 ITERATIONS.

129 ITERATIONS.

4

44 ITERATIONS.

2 I TERAIONS.

/ 2,9

,

B -24

At taciment B-4
(Page 2 of 3)
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80.71 6 Attachment 3-4
(rage 3i)of :)

muuEL 5 ;f5 CRITERICN

PREDICTORS = 2= 2
0

R = 0.670 RSQ = 0.4512 . 1 ITERATIONS.

V BETA 0
' 2 0.'6718 0,.5750
REG. CQNST. = 25.9920

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL.= 0.4732 MODEL 1

Q REDUCED = 0:47264' MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0006

,
i

0930

DFN = 1. = 139. F - RATIO 6 0.462 P = 0.6903

.

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 0940
RSQ FULL =, 0.4726 MODEL 2

'RS)01 REDUCED = 0:4637, MODEL 3
DIFFERE10E = 0.00049
DFN = 1. DFD = 140. F.-RATIO = 2.375 P = 0.1215

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 0950
RSQ FULL = N0.4637 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4513 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0123
DFN = 1. DFD = 141. F...RATIOs= 3.240 P = 0.0703

F=' EST 4 MODEL 4! VS MODEL 5 ., 0960
RSQ .6, 0.4513 . MODEL 4 .

RS R Ira. z 0.4512 .MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0001

'DFN = 1. DFD = 142. F...RATIO = 0.023 P = 0.8743

J 121

B-25

t



Gt1IPTI FROM PROGRAM RFGRAN %**-

TITLE r RE3111.41, VS SCHCOLWIDE PRRWCTS - BOEFil 1930-1981 IAW SCORES <= 30

PARAMETERS.
`COL 1- 5 = 8
COL 6-.1C = 600
COL 11-15 = - 5

COL 16-'20 = 4
CCL 21-25 =

DATA FOFIIAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCO4AELATIOtI ANALYSIS.

MEANS
..

...

l'cig SIGMAS

.4,

R MAW! X

1

2

3

4 ..--

6

.1. 7

.15

01
;11., -4

rl.60
At I

0540

1

36.0450

1

6.5432

1

1.0000

0.5210

0.1946
11*.

1.0.1387

0.51015

0.2159

0.2582

1.2t1"6

. 2
21.7600

2
5.6741

2

0.5210

1.0000

0.0407

0.5455

' 0.9838

0.1233

0.7067

- 0.0911

3
3.6117

3

8.2122

33<

0.1946

0.0407

1.0000

-0.8153

0.0340

0.9779

- 0.6534

0.9549

4
18.1483

4
9.7901

4

0.1387

0.5455

-40.8151

1.0000

.0.5417

0.1489

0.9577
.

- J.8538

5
505.6933

5
230 5671

0.5105

0.9838

0.0340

4.5417

1.0000

0.1191

0, 722.7

40.0e 14

6
80.4850

6
199.2306

6

0.2199

0.1233

0.c779

4-0.7489

0.1191

1.0000

- 0.6002

0.8771

7
425.2083'

7
286.2065

7

0.25,42

0.7067

-0.6534

0.9577

0.7227

- 0.6002

1.0000

.4.0.6842.

8
0.1750

8
0.3800

8

0.1316

-0.09111.,>.
fru,"
ol I-,

0.9549 oil. a
1-.. ..g-

- 0.8538 0
min

-.D.0914 wtid
,i,

0:8771

-0.684?

1.0000



80.71

MODEL 1 '.41 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 4 6= 8

R = 0.5548

V BETA
3 1.6963
4 0.6318-
6 d0.c724
7 0.2162
8, -0.2892

REG. CONST. =

1

RSQ = 0.3078

B

1.3416
0.4223

- o.0188
p.0049

- 4.9906
23.9114

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 3= 8

R = 0.5511

BETA
3 0.781J
4 '0.9748
5 0.024)
8 0.2196

REG. CONS% =

RSQ' = 0.3037

B

0.6222
0.6515

=0.0007
3.7651

21.6599

MODEL 3 Y1 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 8- 8

R = 0.5511

BETS
3 b"" 0.8146
4 0.9194
8 0.1343

REG. CONS% =

RS'l = 0.3037

B

0.6490
0.6139
2.3219

22.155

ICDEL 4 m4 CPI TER IGN

PREDICTORS = 2- 2 8- 8

R = 0.5512

BETA
2 0.5375
8 3.1805.

REG. CONST,

1

RSQ = 0.3J38

9

3.619)3
3.1086

22.0144

245 ITERATIONS.

134 I TERATIONS.

V

38 ITERATIONS.

2 ITERATIONS.

B-27

Attachment B=5
(Page 2 of 3)
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80.71

MODEL 5 Cc'IT RION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2,

R = 0.5210 RS0 = 0.2715

V PETA r.
2 1.5211 06008

REG. CCNST. = 22.9710

1 ITERATICNS.

At tachraenC B-5

(Page 2+ of 3)

TEST 1 ACIDELI 1 VS iODEL 6600
RSQ FULL = 0.5.378 MPOEL 1

RSQ REDUCED =00.3037 ACDEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.004I
OFN = 1. 1FD = 594. F»FATIO = 3.506 0 = ).c5e2

F-QTEStr 2 400EL 2 VS MODEL 3 06 10
PSO RULL = 0.3037 MODEL 2

RSQ RECUCED = 0.3037 iCDEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0000
DFN = 1. . 1F0 = 595. F.T/0 = U.042 2 = 0.8326

F=TEST 3 MOD,EL 3 VS MODEL 4 0620
RSO FULL = Q.3037 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3038 q00EL 4
DIFFERENCE = -.0.0001
OFN = 1. ,OFD = 596. FRATIO = "0.0 R = 1.0CCO

F..TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 0630
RSQ FULL = 0.3038 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2715 MODEL 5

DIFFVENCE = 0.0323
OFN = I. . OFD = 597. F..RATIC;.=-1127./12 P = C.CCCC

v



*** 00TPJT FROM PRU,-AM REGRAN ***.

A 8TITLE I UG.O1A0 VS SCHUILWIDE PRCJECTS 8:3EHM 1980-1981 -- F.kw SCCF,E/S > 30

PARANETCRS
COL 1- 5 z 8

COL 6-.10 = 313
COL 11...1 G = 5

COL 16.'20 = 4
COL 21 -25 = 1

DATA FOFMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRFLATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 844.3259 36.5911 4.4409 32.1502 1356.6166 155.6230 1200.5936 0.1278
to

.../'
tc3 SIGMAS I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 2 3 4 5 '6
R MATRIX

0543w

1.7650 4.2085 11.6577 12.9368 319.1276 414.7205 551.0479 0.3335

7

.0000

3.4433

3 0.1622

4 -0.0019

1

2

S 0.4426

6 ).1709

r 7 0.1277

1
8 0.1524

12C

1 0.4433 0.1622 -0.0019 0.4426 0.1709 0.1277 0.1524
.1.0000 -0.1401 0.4516 0.99,80' -0.1107 0.6613 -0.1675 ..:01,

-.0.1401 1.0000 -0.9467 ' -0.. 1407 0.5949 -0.8303 0.9952 I'l

v.
2,1

0.4516 -0.9467 1.0000 0.4514 .0.9326 0.9633 -0.9513

0.9980 -40.1407 0.4514 1.0000 ..0.1127 0.6639 -.0.1666 q't

-.0.1107 0.9949 -0.9326 -0.1127 1.0000 r0.13178 0.9803

0.6613 44.8303 0.9633 0.6639 -0.8178 1.0000 -0.b343
0

-.0.1675 0.995? -0.9513 -0.16.66 0.,,,803 -0.8343 1.0cl10

127



80.71

MCDEC 1:41 CRI TER ICN = I

?REACTORS = 3 4 8

R = 0.,4G R5 P SO = 0.2485 67 IT ERAT ICNS

BETA
3 0.0 J.0
4 0.0 0.0
6 0.6267 ).0057
7 0.P311 0.0057
8 0.2313' 2.6)87

REG. CONST. = 16.2377

MOOEL
1

2 °2 CRITERION =

?IP IC TOP S = 3-, 5 8- 8
.4..

fR = O. 49P5 lz SO = 0.2485

V BETA A
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.4814 0.0057
8 0.2326 2.o220

REG. CONST . = 36.2865

MODEL 3 13 ea! TER ION =
.

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 8- 8

R = 0.4990

lk

2.41 r-EPATICr4S.

c.

RSQ '= C.2490 78 ITER4TICNS.

0E TA 8

3 1.4086 0.4549
4 1.47 78 1.4.301
8 0.1534 1.7302

REG. CCNST. 2 ,28.2570

MODEL 4 94 CP I TER ICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2 8= '8

R = 6.4904 -R SO = 0.2494

BETA
N

Z 0.4324 0.4316
8 0-.2332 2.6247

REG. CONS'. = '9.1530

4

r

2 1TERAT ICNS .

1')

8-30

Attachment 8 -6
(Page 2 of 3)



80.71

MODEL 5 m5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2

R = 0.4433
RS') = 0.1966

1 ITERATIO,

V 8E1.4
8

2 0.44)3 0.3966

REG. CONST. = 25.8132

F....TEST
1 mODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSO' FULL = 0.2485 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCE) = 0.248c MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = -.0.0000

DFN = 1. DF0 = 307.
F-.RATIO = 3.0

F -TEST 2 m1DEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL * 0.2485
MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2490 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0105

DFN = 1. DFD = 308.
FmRATIO = O."

F -TEST 3 mODEL 3-VS MODEL 4

RSQ FUIL = 0.2490 -MODEL 3

RSQ RED4CE0 = 0.2494 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE = -.0.0004

DFN 2 1. OFD 2 309.
FRAT1C =

F....TEST 4 m'ODEL 4 VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL = 0.2494***
AQDEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.19f6 MODEL 5

1 DIFFERENCE
= 1.0529

DFN 11.
OFD = 310.

F..RATIO 2 21

1:23 4

Ar.
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**4 Op1PJT FROM PFOIFAM REGRA'l ***

TITLE I FFIOLAR VS SCNCOLWIOF PROJECTS 80E8M 1980-1981 -- ALL STUDENTS

PARAMETCF5
COL' 1- 5 = 8

CIL 6-1C = 913
COL 11 -IA = 5

COI 16-20 = 4

COL 21-25 = 1

DATA f0Fv9T = (00AMYI 0540

INTHCOPRCLATILN ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 7 8
33.8839 26.8445 3.8959 22.9485 797.4118 106.2442 691.1676 0.158a

SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6.9602 8.7628 9.5428 12.8270 482.6808 293.8039 541.7796 0.3655

CC'0
ti

R MATRIX 1

/

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 1.0000 0.701.6. 0.1635 0.3576 0.6775 0.2054 0.4979 0.0757

2
.

0.7016
*

1.0000 0.0198 0.6684 0./808 0.1074 0.8156 <1.1147,,
iv 4
Co rt

3 0.1635 0.0198 1.0003 - 0.733* 0.0047 0.9682 - 0.5208 0.93961t 'j.,*

.-B
0.3576 0.6684 -.0.7304 1.0000 0.66.65 -0.6470 0.9447 -.0'.77740 5

MI l,

5 0.6775 0.9808 0.0047. 0.6665 1.0000 0.0909 0.8416 0.1156.1
6 J.2054 0.1074 0.9682 - 0.6470 ' 0.0'90; 1.0000 0.4613 0.8322

II v /
)

7 0.4922 0.8156 ,0.5208 0.9447 0.8416 - 0.4613 1.0000 -.0.554-3

B 130*, 0.0757 ..0.1147 0.9396 0.7774 ..0.1156 0.3322 - 0.5543 1.0000



80.71

MODEL E ml CRITER ION = 1

nEoicroPs a 3- 4 6 8
R z 0.7212 RSQ = 0.5202

V .?.974 13'
3 L.4636 1.0675
4 1.2757 3.6922.
6 - 0.4224 0.0100
7 -0.17 21 - 0.0022

-0.0521 40.9923
REG. CONST. = ' 21.5884

MODEL 2 42 CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS = 3z 5 8-

R = 0.7208

V RErk
3 1.0813
4 1..43432
5 - 0. 26'95
8 0.1452

,REG. CC:MST =

Attachment 8-7
£Page 2 of 3)

117 1 TE9ATICNS.

RSQ = 0.5196 56 I TER ATICNS.

a
0.7886
0.7834

- 0.0039
2.7654

20.5V18

NCOEL 3 43 CRITERION a-

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 8- 8
R a 0.7189 RSQ = 0.5E69

V 0E a
3 0.3127 0.5927
4 1.0475 0.5684
8 0.1234 2.3503

REG. CONST. = 23.1575

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERICN

PREDICTORS 2 2- 2 8- 8
R 0.7190

-V ilth BETA
2 0.7197
3 0.1583

CCNST,

1

S 0.5169

8*
0.57/7
3.0139

23.0537

32 IT/ER AT ION S.

a-33

2 ITEPATIONS,

3

A
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80.71

MODEL 5tM5 CRITERIGN = I

PRE9ICTCRS = 2

RSO = 3.4922 1 rrqpATIONs.R = 0.7016

y BETA

Attachment B-7
(Page 3 of 3)

B

2 0.701S 0.c573
REG. CONST. = 23.9244

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS m0JEL/2
RSQ FULL =-- 0.5202 'DEL

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5196 MODEL
DI'FFERENCE = 0.0)06

1

2

OFN = 1. 'OFD = 907. = 1.081 P = :1,2(4a0

F TEST 2 Mr;0EL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5196 MODEL '2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5169 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0027
DFN = OF0 = '908. F..RAT C = 5.153 P = 0.0217

FTEST 3 ,MODEL 3 ,VS MODEL 4
RSO FULL = 0.5169 4rDEL 3 '-

RSQ PEJJCED = J.1169 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE = -.0.0001
DFN = 1. 0F0 = 909. FRATIC= 0/.0 P = 1.0000

,4 '1CDEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSO FULL = 0.5169 MODE
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4922 MQI 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0247
DFN = 1. 13FD = 41/0. , FqtATIC = 46.567 P = 0.0000

B-34



***',.'0UT UT1krfiOM PROGRA>KGRAN ***

ANALYSIS 4

PARAMETERS
\COL\110 5= 8

COL &.10 77
COL 11715
OL 161=2 l 4.
OL 1 ,

0 TA FORM T = (0,61

RAINBOW KIT 70. KINOERGiRTEh

INTERCO ELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

w SIGH Su-

ATR I X

1 ,

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

134

A

0850

,

1 2 .3
.

4 5 /6 7 8
34.9610 22.6753 18.4675 4.2078 538.3636 444'4455 93.8182 0.8052

/
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

5.2778 4.9187 10.1733 8.7243 196.1068 283.2389 204.0746 0.3961

-1 2 3 4 5 6 7 , 8

CO0

1.0000

0.5443

.3883

0. 177

. .6 28

'0. 93

0.0945

0.1331

0.5943

1.0000

0.5154

00372'

1:1.9672

0.6535

0.0224

0.1075

0.3883 .

0.5154

1.0000
i

0.0.8755

0.5255

0.9651

-0.8345

0.89,,z9r---

400.1177

0,0.0372

- 0.8155

1.0000

00.0675

00.7570

0.9858

- 0.9806

0.6228
.

0.9672

0.5255

00.0675

1.0000

0.6935

- 0.0015

0.1424

0.4993

0.6535

0.9651

0.0.7570

e.6935

. L.0000

- 0.7215

0.7720

0.0.0945

0.0224

4..0.045

0.'

01 .0015

/7/

858

0.7215

1.0000

00.9346

0.1331

0.1075,
PI:$ etrt08929 04
(I)

=0.9806

0.1424
op

0.77.20

- 0.9346

1.000
125
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MODEL 1. t4.1 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS al 3= 4 6= 8

R = 0.6631 RSQ a 0.4397 1946 ITERATIONS.

V BETA
3, =0.1877 =0.0.974
4 =6.5505 =3.9628
6 1.1141 0.0208

4 -r)

7 3.8220 0.0988
8 =3.4109 =45.4537

REG. CGNST. = 71.5251

MODEL 2 M2 #RITERION = 1.

PREDICTORS= 3= 5 8= 8

31 0.6488 RSQ= 0.4209 29 ITERATIONS.

V BETA a
3 .10.1186 - 0.0615
4 =1.0602 - 0.6414
5 0.7437 0.0200

=0.9096 - 12.1213
REG. COST. = 37.7803

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = *3= 4. .89 8

R = 0.6164 RSQ = 0.3799 72 ITERATICNt.

V BETA
3 1.3321 0.6911
4 ,0.2519 0.1524
8 - =0.8094 10.7858

REG.-CONST. = 30.2419

ti

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERIpN =, 1`

PREDICTORS ims 2 8- 8

R'=0.5984 --RSQ - 00581 '

V BETA s B
2 0.5868 0.6297
8 0.0700 4 0.9322

REG. -CONST. 19.92t

,2 ITERATIONS.

8-36

Attachnent 3-8
"(Page 2 of 3)
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80.71 Attachment B-3
(rage 3 of 3)

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2r 2

R = 0.5943 RSQ Ir 0,3532

V BETA 8 ,..._..,

14 ITEFATICNS.

2 ' 0.5943 0.6377
REGi CONST. = 20,5002

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 0910
RSQ FULL = 0.439. MODEL 1.

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4209 MODEL 2

OIFFERENCE = 0.0188
DFN = I. DFD = 71. P -RATIO = 2.382 P = 0.1233

VP

F=TE ST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 0920
RSQ FULL at 0.4209 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3799 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0,0410 st,

DFN mg. I. DFD Ir 72. F=RATIO = 5.094 P = 0.0254

...

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 ( 0930
RSQ FULL = 0.3799 . MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3581 MODEL 4 ___

.DIFFERENCE XI . 0.0218
ON = 1. DFO 311 73. F=RATIO = 2.572 P = 0.1091

F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 ktA
094v

RSQ FULL = 0.3581 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3532. MOOEL 5

DIFFERENCE''= 0.0044
DFN = 1. OFO =. 74. K=RATIO = 0.55' P a 0.4642

<-

le
4,

B-37
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80.71 44!rie c Description. Metropolitan Readiness Tests (`ST)

3rtef descri2cion of the instrument"

Eight casts char measure chi skills needed in beginning reading and mathematics.
These relics can be grouped into the following skills areas auditory, visual,
Language. and guancitacive. The barter/ composite toccatas a total of 97 Irene.

To 4hom was the inetrumenc administered' 40

All first-grade students.

AQW many times was the :1st -ument administered'

Once, co all first -grade students.

.then waf the lascrumenc administered'

Sepcember a - 12, 1980. wake -up tests were administered 'the foiloving dime.

.Where 4AS the instrument adminiscered'

:a the classroom.

who admilisceren the irstrncenc'
V

no classroom teacner.

:h&c craining did administ*:cors have'

;ritten Instructions from ORE vert 'Provided co the counselor and principal.
Any 'teacher inservice training char occurred 4aS the responsibility of the
counselor or principal,on each ommnus.

;) NN-
the :qscr=ent edzinliceeed under standardidelS corditions'

Standardized instructions ware distributed. individual 4ariacions in administration
Procedures may have occurred.

.ere there orobless41th the "iltn4r.ent or tde adminisc-ation that 7.ighr
affect the validicv of cne data'

tnown

dho developed the inscrumenc,
't

The 1.937 version vas developed by Dr. Gsrcrude d. Kildrech: the 1976 version via
mitten bvioanne g, \furs* and 'Ur'? E. v.CCauvran.

;hat reliability and sal:Airy data are available on the trstr..ment'

Reliabilic, and validity dace are available in the Teacner's `canal, Part II on
P. 24-25. rheltellability of the Form ? subcests, as summarized by tinder- Richardson
Formula 20 coefficienca and split-half correlations, range from .72 to .5.,

ire there norm data available for interjrlicineche -esults'

The standardizing sample of 18.,42 firm graders wee chosen to represent a aardet, of
geographic regions, community sizes, and socio-economic levels, from 17 school .

cricti. The norsing study, completed in fall. 1974, 4ae Pairl/ reoresencative.

BAST COPIY AVAIL,,3LE
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fi

e. 80.71

METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS

Purpose
I-

Res its of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MET) wer4 used to
answer the followiellidecision and evaluation questions from the
Title I Evaluation Design for 1980-81.

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title I Reading Improvement.
Prograbe modified? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D1-10: Did 1980 At-Home Summer
Program participants show larger achievement gains
from April, wa, to April, 1981, or from October,
1980, to Apriga1981, than the matched comparison
groups?-

Decision Question D2: Should Title I schoolwide projects
be continued, expanded, or revised? If so, hod*?

Evaluation Question D2-2: Were the achievement
gains made by low-achieving students (40th
percentile or below) in the schoolwide-projects
equal to the gains made by low-achieving students
in regular Title I schools?

Evaluation Question D2-3: Were the achievement
gains made by high-achieving students (above 40th
percentile) in the schoolwide projects equal to
the gains made by high-achieving students in

.regular Title I schools?

Decision Question DA: Should the Title I Early Childhood
Education Program ks,continued, modified, or discontinued?
If so, how?

Evaluation Question D4-3: Did former pre-k participants
score higher than.other students in their schools when
entering kindergarten an'd first grade?

The information gathered was used in partial fulfillment of Information
Needs 12, 13, and 14 for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment.

-r

12: How similar are the results when the schools are ranked
for Title I eligibility in each way possible under the
Title I regulations?

13: How many students in each school scored below selected
. percentile points on the Boehm, MRT, and XTBS?

14: How many students would be eligible, for Title I services
for various combinations of criteria for camptis and student
eligibility?

C-31 Al



80.71

Procedure

The Metropolitan Readiness Test was administered by all AISD fi ;st -grade
teachers to their classes on, September $-12. Make-up tests were given
the following week. Teachers scored the MRT and forwarded the results
to ORE. The Final Technical Report, Systemwide Evaluation, publication
number 80.39, contains the details of the scoring and processing of the
MRT.

7esults %

. All evaluation findings for Evaluation Questions D1-10, D2-2, and D2-3
are reported in other appendices of this report. Information Needs 12,
13, and 14 are reported in the Needs Assessment, publication number
80.87.

4

Evaluation Question D4-3: Did former pre-k participants score higher
than other students in their schools when entering kindergarten and
first grade?

4

'The answer to the first part of this question was presented in Appendix B,.
the Boehm appendix. To provide information about the second part of
this question, the MRT scores of 68 students who had been in the pre-k
program in 1978-79 were identified. These scores were compared to those.
of 168 first graders who attended kindergarte4 in the same schools in
which the former early childhood students attende4 pre-k. These stu-
dents were used because they should provide a group similar in socio-
Alonomic Status to the former pre-k students. The pre-reading composite
eaw,scores a these two groups were compared using Program ANOVAR of
,theomERSTA;, iackage. The results presented in Figure C-1 show the two
grupsOid not siiqer on their MRT scores when cntering first grade.

fp /

-111e 19 0-8i e*uaelon of the Title I Program compared the entering
" k4ndergarten!itores.of these same two groups. The former pre-k students

were fonnd to enter kindergarten with substantially higher test scores.

:
Fiipire C-2 compares the scores of the two groups at kindergarten,and
first gradei A great deal of caution must be used in interpreting the
4,1graph in Figure C-2 because of the difference in the tests used to get
h'e: scores. The Boehm norms are much older than those of the MRT, and

iht two tests do not necessarily measure the same dimensions. The,

vikle of the figureis that it graphically represents.the closting of
thit,gsp between the two group means during the kindergarten year. The
graph suggests that the closing of the gap .is made partly at the ex-
perle ol the former pre-k students; i.e., the kindergarten teachers
do not respond to the initial advantage of the pre-k students in ways
th maintain their relatively higher achievement level throughout the
yeat. Whether this suggestion is correct is a question.worthy of in-
vesTgation in subsequent evaluations.

111
C-4



80.71

Group

Former Pre -k

Comparison Group

Mean -df

68 41.69
1, 205 0.399 0.5353

139 40.45

Figure C-1. COMPARISON OF SEPTEMBER, 1981, MRT PRE -READLNG COMPOSITE
SCORES OF FORMER TITLE I PRE -K STUDaNTS AND A COMPARISON
GROUP.

99

98

9

9

7

6

PERCENTILE 5

I

4

3

--------------
20

Kindergarten

September, 1979 September, 1980
First Grade

Figure C-2. CHANG IN PERCENTILE RANKS OF FORMER TITLE I PRE -K
STUD AND A COMPARISON GROUP OF NONPARTICIPANTS
FROM SEPTEMBER, 1979 TO SEPTEMBER, 1980.

J
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80.71 Attachment C-1
*** OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM ANOVAR ***

..

FOLLOW-'UP OF FIRST TITLE I PRE -K GROUP 1979 MR T 9180.
PARAMETERS
COL 1. 5 v 1

CCL 6 -10 31 2
CCL 11 -15 'a 1

CCL 1620 = 0
CCL 21 -25 s 0

9 AA FORMAT * ( DUMMY )

GROUP 1 68 SUBJECTS. TITLE I PREP( STUDENTS F ROI 1978 -79

GROUP 2 139 SUBJECTS. CONTROL GROUP ' FIRST GRADE 80-,81

,

ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1

. Al
SOURCE MEAN SQUARE '\, O.F. F -RATIO P

T CTAC 176.6876 206.
,...

ts

GROUPS 70.7921 1. 0 0.399 O. 5353

ERROR ( GI 177.2042 205. ft

G MEAN

IN

1 2
41.6912 40.4460

COMPARISON OF SEPTEIBER, 1980 MRT SCORES FOR TITLE I PRE -K STUDENTS-
FROM 1978-75 WITH THOSE OF A COMPARISON GROUP.

4

rir

f

. i 4 `)t,..0

C-6
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4

tnstrumenr heSerlorion Tema 'amts ,f'ssasim Vol's rAir4,4m

3rief laser:Pt/on If the inse,Nment

Levels 7 and 8 were given to grades 1 amd 3, re,pectivaly. to VISSUCO S414'13 .t the

areas of .ord Actaiysis. VokabularY. Reacting Tamoreneaelon. ;palking. lath coaepts. hath
Problems. and het Computation LTBS level' 3-1. lyre admiaistered co grades 3-4 rich
qui test level f r students in grades -.46 _hoses an the oasis at their previous acmleae-
meat scores with teacher reviled) Levels 3-1. include subtests La !,,yr the areas
meatioaad for .evels 7 and 8. except for ,ord AnalYsie :n addition. levels 3-14 .ac.s.d
SupteSCS zeeeuriag :apitalization. Punctuation. .714414. .isual Materials. ana Keterence
Iateriale.

To .nom Jae the Lastr.tment administered'

4.11 elementary and ,unior high studeats. ;rade'. 4-4 opecisi education studeats dare
exempted as per 8oard )12" and its suoporting administrat.ve regulation Stu -

deats at .mated English profloleem3 LEP1 were not Nempt. out -Quid ge excuses attar
ant cast at which,thev could sot function lalidl, Scores for student, who sere
monolingual ar dominaat in a anguate other than :aglish were not included in the
school ar Diskrict summaries

. low mince times des :he Instr.:m.1st adatnisterad'

:ace to each student

:hen Pas :he :^strument administered'

- The elementary SC110011 administered the test Mori: :5, 4.9. and 30. .381 '71,e dates

:or the junior high admiaietretion sera February 17. .8. and .3 gut, dere admit-
ietered in the morning Yoke -ups were administered the desk atter :-A -aguiar cast-ag

;hart was the lastrurent administered'

:n seta AZSD alamehtary and junior nigh scnool. ssual.i is the student's regu.ar
:laasroom.

;

Who administered the instrument'

%Arno°, teacnors 4ti the elm aentar scnoole :m r'-.1 junior nigObschooi,. the counselor

ar priacimal administered the test,raver tne public address system asiog raped direc-
riOnS proyided by JR/ Teachers acted is test noritors trelr classrooms at :nese
schools

whet crsinlat did the administrator' eve"

8uilding Talt Coordinators participated ia planning 14211LOnl prior to the rest.ng
Teaches training was the responeq/lit, at the 8ui.ding Tear :oordiaator lowezer.

teacher lase nice traiaing das ivailable ;rota :IRE upon request. -tethers and .ounselors
received .,Tattoo iastructions from AL. iftc.6ding a .hack.l.et at arocedures and 4 script

to :allay is tut 4d2.1.0iltraClen

gas :he lastIament administered under standardized coadittins'

les. Standardized instructions ere distributed AZ personnel monitored .n a random
se..ection of (..aseIroals with result' ind.catimg chat testing .onditidas Jere "eaSQnaPiii

COLISIAMIC aerosol the District

Vert there'orobieha with the I.111E=enE lr -he admIni,trstion -hat 'live
affect the validly* If :he data'

IP &nowt Problems with the instrument Probles in the administration are documented
la the monitor,' report, which are available at ,RE

Frio developed the instrument'

The :Iniversity of :owe The :MS is published by the Uverside Pub...Aram% -.47,4ri1

(Aoughton lifflin C.omPanY)

That reliability and +slidirl data are taiZebte on_the instrument'

The reliability of the subtestr, as summarized by Curler-Richardson 'ortula .3 oeff.-

aient. ranger from )0 to 18 across subtests andcriavala 'he leave" at :oaten: and
4onetruct zaliditi are addressed In the oub.isher's areliminerw techaL4ai summary.

PP 13 -13

Are there norm data avallebre for intormretinit the -11,ulte"
Norm data are available in the Teacher's ;vide The Teacher's ;side orodidee
norms (grade aduivslent. percentile. starkine) for -he fall and spring interpolated

norms are available midyear Ut.oaal. large -Lt3.7 and school tuilding "or-.-a Ire

r
BEST COPY AVAILffia:
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IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS

Purpose

Results of. the Iowa Test of Basic Skills were used to answer,the
following decision andJevaluation questions from the 3.141* i Evaluation
Design for 1980-81.

Decision Question Dl: Should the'Title I Reading Improvement
Program be modified? If so, pow?

Evaluation D1-1: Were the objectives of the Title I
reading component met?

Evaluation Question D1-6: How did the achievement of
Title I studenti compare with tha of a comparable
group of formerly Title I students in schools without
Titlt-I?

Evaluation .Question D1-71 How many Title I students
scored high enough to exit from the Title I pgogtam
during 1979-1980?

Evaluation Question D1-8: Was there a relationship
between characteristics (cooperation in setting up
the program, etc.) of the principals of Title I
schools; as perceived by Title I reading coordinators,
and the effectiveness of their Title I programs in
terms of achievement gains? 4

Evaluation Question D1-10: 11980 At-Home Summer
Program participants she arger achievement' gains
froth April, 1980, to il, 1981, or October, 1980,
to April, 1981, th the matched comparison groups?

Decision luestion : Should Title I schoolwide proje s be
continued, exp .ed, or revised? If so, how?

'Eva - =tion s elation D2-1:. Were the obj ves of the
oolwide proj$cts met?

Eval- Oation Question D2-2: Were e achievement gains/
mide by low-achieving studen (40th percentile or
below) in the schoolwide jects equal to the gaint
made by low-achieving dents in regular Title I ,

schools?

Evaluation

made by h achieving students (above 40th percent
in the oolwide projects equal to the gains e by
high chleving students in regular Title ools?

Lion D2-3: Were the achievement gains

44-
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I

9cision Question D3: Should the Rainbow Kit project be
ontinued, modified, or discontinued?

,

Evaluation Question D3-1: Did, the achievement gains
of Rainbow Kit partiCipants exceed those of non-
participants in the control group?

*
The information gathered was used in partial fulfillment of Information
Needs 12, 13, and 14 for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment and Information
Needs 120, 121, and 122 for the TEA Annual Evaluation Report.

/2: How similar are the results when the schools are ranked
for Title I eligibility in each way possible under the
Title regulations?

13: How many students in each school scared below selec.p.ed

percentile points on the Boehm, 1ST, and ITBS?

14: How many students would be eligible for Title I services
for various combinations of criteria for campus and
student eligibility?

120: Using a Model C evaluation model, what NCE gain was
made by Title I students at grades 2-b?

121: What were the correlations between the pretest and
posttest at grades 2-6 for Title I and comparison
students? ... the standard deviations?

122: How many Title I students,scored at or-below.ehe
chance level on the pretest and posttest?

r

D-4
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Procedures

Proc ures for the administration of the ITAS for 1980-81 can, be found in
the inal Technical Re..rt, Systemwide Testing, Publication Number 80.39.

Bec use so many analyses were done using the ITBS, procedures are reported
br efly along with the results rebated toteach evaluation question or in-
fo ation need. Ar

Results

I

The rrBs results are presented ibelow by evaluatibn question and information
need. .1

.

.

Evaluation Question D1-1: Were the objectives 9f the Title I reading com-
ponent met? e

s'

. .

%Figures D-1 through D-6 compare the projected performance of the Title stu-
'dents with their actual gains. The evaluation of stratified objectives is
somewhat ambiguous; however, it appears that achievement was higher than
expected at all grades except at grade one where the achievement was essen-
tially the same as projected.

Evaluation Question D1-6: How did the achievement of Title I students com-
pare with that of a comparable group of formerly Title I students in schools
without Title I?

The feat that many students from traditional Title I attendance,areas were
assigned to non-Title I schools by the District's desegregation plan pro-
vided a unique opportunity for Title I Evaluation to assess the impact of
the Title I Program by comparing, the gains of Title I students from tradi-
tional Title I- attendance areas with those of the former Title I students who
werlinot served by a compensatory program. The two groups of students were
compared at grades 1-6 using the linear models described, in Attachment D-1.
Title I students were group 1 in the models. The results are presented in
Figures D-7 through D-12 and in Attachment D-2. They show that the.Title I
students scored significantly higher than the former Title I students at
grades 4 and 5. The former Title I students gained more at grade 1, and
there was no difference at grades 2 and 3.

Evaluation Question D1-1: How many Title I students scored high enough to
exit from the Titlk I Program during 1979-80?

Figtire D-13 shows that from five to thirty-three perceAt of the Title I stu-
dents scored high enough to exit,inApril, 1980, depending on the grade.

Evaluation Question DI-a: Was there a relationship between characteristics
(cooperation in setting up the program, etc.) of the principals of Title I
schools, as perceived by Title I reading coordinators, a the effectiveness
of their Title I programs in terms of achievement gains? '\

D-5
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A single rating of the overall support 'provided by Title I principals was
obtained from Title I reading coordinators (see Attachment D-3). Attach-
ment D-4'describes the linear models used to analyze the data, and Figures
D-14 through D-20 and Attachment, D -5 report the results. The only finaing
cf interest was at .rade 3.where the analyses revealed an interaction be-
tween ratings and achievement at grade 3. For a given pretest score, stu-
dents geneTally scored higher on the posttest if their principals received
a low rat from the coordinators. The opposite was true, however, for the
lowest scor students.

Evaluation Question D1-10: Did 1980 At -Home Summer Program participants
show larger achievement gains,fromApril1980, to April 1981, than the matched
comparison groups?

Figures D-21 through D-26 and Attachment D-6 report the findings for this .

question. The 4.,!tta were analyzed using the models in Attachment D-1, where
group 1 was At-Home participants.

Evaluation Question D2-1: Were the objectives of the schoolwide projects
met?

Yes, they were generally exceeded. Figures D-27 through D-35 display the re-
sults for .the schoolwide projects.

k Evaluation Question D2-2; Were the achievement gains made by low-achieving
students (40th percentile or below) in the schoolwide projects equal to the
gains made by low-achieving students in regular Title I, schools?

.' Analyses were' ,e to answer this question using the linear models in Attach-
, ment D-7. The groups indicated in the models were as described below.'

Grout 1: low-achieving students at Allison,.
Group 2: low-achieving students at Becker.
Group 3: students servedby Title I who live in a traditional

Title I attendance area.
Group 4: low-scoring former Title I students from traditional

P.tle I attendance areas and served by SCE.
Group 5: low-scoring former TitlO students from traditional/

Title I attendance arih4 who were not served by SCE.
4

The pretest and gosttest scores were April, 1980 apd April, 1981 ITBS Aver-
age Reading'srade-ecuivalent scores respectively except at first grade where
MRT Pre-Reading Composite raw score was the pretest.

The regression analysis results are reported in Figur6S D-36 throtigh D-41
and Attachment p78. Each set of analyses has atolieast one significant com-
parison. Figures0D-42 through D-47 were prepared using the simplest accept-
able lodel in each analysis. They show the results when thegroup'?pretest

(-1

D-6
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4

,>

mean score was subsrl'tuted into the resulting regression equation to get an
expected posEcest,,score and a galL In cases where the groups had sifnifi-
cently different regression slopes, a common pretest vilue.(the *nal group
mean) was also used to get an expected posttest score.

,

Evaluation Questtuh D2-3: Were the achievement gains made by hikh-achiev-
' ng students (above 40th percentile) in the schoolwide projects equal to

114he,gains made by, high-achieving students in regular Title 4 schools!

The models in Attachment D-1 were first' used to see if the gains by high
achievers At Allison and Becker differed significantly. The results in
Figures D-48 through Dr50 show that they did not. For these analyses, group
leas define) as'higil-achieving students at Allison (see Attachment D-9).

The two.grouiDs of schoolwide project students were then combined into one
group for comparison with high achievers at other schools. The models used
in these analyses are described in Attachment D-10 and the results are
reeprted in Figures D-51 through D-56 and Attachment D-11. Tables were
created (Figures D-.57 through D-60) for those grades at which significant
differences occurred between models. They were prepared in the same way as
the tables described under Evaluation Question D2-2.

Evaluation Question D3-1: Did the achievement gains of Rainboiv Kit parti-
cipants exceed those of nonparticipants in the control group?

The analyses conducted to answer th4s question were done using the models
described in Attachment D-1. Group 1 was made up of Rainbow Kit recipients
and GfOup 2 was nonrec1.pients. Pretest and posttest scores were the same as

0 those used in the other enalyses reported in this appendix. The results are
reported in Figures D-61 through D-65kand Attachment D-12. A figure is in-
cluded for grade 1 because the analysis done at that grade did not seem to be/
valid. A hand calculatiOn showed the correlation between pretest and posttest
fog the control group at grade 1 to be -.03. There were no significant dif-
ferences between participants and controls at other grades.

Information Need 120: Using a Model C evaluation model, what NCE gain was
made by Title I students at grades 2-6?

Information Need 121: What were the correlations between the pretest and
posttest at grades 2-6 for Title I and comparison students? ...the stan-
dard deviations?

The Model C analyses for the TEA report were done in two parts.

1. The model described in Attachment D-13 was used separately with
Title I students and the comparison group at each grade. The
comparison group was made up of non-Title Ilstudents in Title I
schools who scored above the Title I eligibility criterion. These

, analyses provided all of the information necessary for the Model C
AlltaiisOnse

IA 1
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.2. The'Alecond part was to use the models in Attachment D-1 to com-
pare the two groups. The main reason was to check for unequi-
valent slopes. Group 1 in the analyses was made up of Title
students.

,Figures D1,66 through D-75 display the Model C results and the other inform-
ation required by TEA. Attachment D-14 provides the printed output. The
results of the significance tests comparing the two groups can be found in
Figures D-76 through D-80 and Attachment D-15.

I
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'Results Expected
Percent

Will Score

114 18.2

t

18 >1.9
.

50 8.0 9 1.7 to

107 17.1 18 1.4 to 1.6

132 21.1 21 1.1 to 1.3

223 35.6 34 <1.0

Mean . 1.32

4

Percent Pre- and Posttested 80.8

Figure D -1. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE lo AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

Results Expected
Percent

Will- Gain

(in Grade Equivalents). .
Number Percent

36 11.5 4 >1.6 months per month

79 25.2 17 '1.0-1.5 months per month'

84 .26.8 21 0.6-0.9 months per month

83 26.* 32 0.1-0.5 months per month

32 104
,--

16 will show no gain

Pretest average 1.08

Posttest average 1.88

Average gain 0.80

Percent Pre- and Posttested 40 60.2

Figure D-2. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

D-9 1 5.
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Results Expected
Percent

Wilk Gain
(in Grade Equivalents)...Number Percent

54' is 15.1 10 >1.6 months per month

105 29.3 28 1.0-1.5 months per month

99 27.7 33 0.6-0.9 months per month

77 21.5 19 0.1-0.5 mdnths pel. month

23 6.4 10 will Ahow no gain ,..,

..,

Pretest average . 1.75

Posttest average - 2.66
4

Average gain - 0.91

Percent Pre- and Posttested I. 68.1

Figure D-3. MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT GRADE 3, .

AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

Results Expected
Percent Will Gain...Number Percent

159 59 17.0 12 >10 percentile

,

points

Iry 2'4 6.9 3 '' 7-9 percentile points

23 6.6 4 4-6 percentile points

46 13.3 8 1-3 percentile points

195 56.2 73 <0 percentile points

Percent Pre- and Posttested 73.5

figure D-4. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 4, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

D-10 c
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Results Expected
Percent Will Gain...Number Percent

77 24.1 15 >10 percentile points

24 7.5 7 7-9 percentile points

34 10.6 7 4-6 percentile points

50 15.6 15 1-3 percentile points

135 42.2 56 <0 percentile points,

Percent Pre- and Posttested = 73.9

Figure 0-5. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 5, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

Results Expected
PercentNumber Percent

61 21.2 15

22 7.6 7

37 12.9 7

34 11 .0 15
/

134 46.5 56

Percent Pre- and Posttested = 73.1

Will Gain...

>10 percentile points

7-9 percentile points

'4-6 percentile points

1-3 percentile points

40 percentile points

Figure D-6. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 6, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.
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Models RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 :1622 ,1643 1, 388 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .1643 .1642 . 1, 389 0.014 0.9003

3 vs 4 .1642 .1636 1, 390 0.311 0.5844

4 vs 5
0

.1636 .1390 1, 391 11.504 0.0011

Figure D-7, MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N-293) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS (N -101) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 1.

Models RSQ
Full' Restricted Full Restricted df

-40

1 vs 2 .0467 .0457 1, 304 0.327 0.5749

2 vs 3 .0457 .0376 1, 305 2.596 0.1041

3 vs 4 ,.0376 .0339 1, 306 1.149 0.2844

4 vs 5 .0339 .0334 1, 307 0.184 0.6725

Figure D-8. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N10224) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS (N -86) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 2.
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ti

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p

l vs 2 .2474

2 vs 3 .2476

3 vs 4 ,2429

4 vs 5 .2416

.2476 1, 300 0.000 1.0000

.2429 1, 301 1.864 0.1696

.2416 1, 302 0.551 0.4653

.2407 1, 303 0.358 0.5570

Figure D-9. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N=241) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS (N -65) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 3.

Models RSQ
Full Restricted, Full Restricted df F p

.4612 .4604 1, 366 0.501 0.4867

.4604 .4540 1, 367 4.372 0.0349

.4540 .4541 1, 368 0.000 1.0000

.4541 .4519 1, 369 1.442 0.2285

1 vs 2

2 vs 3

3 vs 4

,4 vs 5

Figure D-10. MODELS COMPARING,TITLE I STUDENTS (N -264) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS (N=108) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 4.

or
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V

Models RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

V
1 vs 2 .6040 .6039 1, 360 0.067 0.7914

2 vs 3 .6039 .5879 1, 361 14.614 0.0004

3 vs 4 .5879 .5876 1, 362 0.251 0.6229

4 vs 5 .5876 .5862 1, 363 1.276 0.2581

Figure D-11. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N=239) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS (N=127) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 5. 5

Models RSQ
dfFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .5858 .5865 1, 332 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .5865 .5854 1, 333 0.862 0.3563

3 vs 44 .5854 .15847 1, 334 0.529 0.4745

4 vs 5 .5847 .5844 1, 335 0.297 0.5930

Figure D-12. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N=I88) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER

' TITLE I STUDENTS (N0150) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 6.40'

'D-14
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Scored High Enough_to Exit
Grade Criterion Number Percent

0

1 A <1.5,A,&. 282 33
4

2 <2.5 G.E. 45 9
r

3 <40th Zile 32 .6

4 <40th Zile 28 5

5 <40th Zile 27 5

Figure D.-13. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF 1979-80 TITLE
PARTICIPANTS WHO EXITED FROM THE PROGRAM
IN APICIL, 1980.

D-1-15-)
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Rating of
Support N

Jr Pretest Grade Equivalent
.5 1.0 1.34 1.5 1.75* 2.0 2,5

Very Low 0 PM

Low 94 1:46 ,1.98 2.34 2.51 2.77 3.04 3.56

Average 37 J.6I 2.05 2.34 2.48 2,70 2.91 3.35

High .190 1.77 2.11 2.34 2.45 2.62 2.79 3.13

Very ni,gh 36 1.92 2.17 2.34 2,42 2.54 2.67 2,92

*Mean pretest value for all students

Figure D-14: 1PREDICTED POSTTEST GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PRETEST SCORE AND.
RATING OF PRINCIPALS' SUPPORT FOR THE TITLE I
PROGRAM, GRADE 3.

Rating of Pretest Grade Equivalent
Support N 2.0 2.5 3.0 J.33* 3.5 4.0 4.5

Very Low 93 2.98 3.34 3.79 4.13 4.32 4.93 5.63

38 3.09 3.33 3.66 3.92 4.07 4.57 5.15.1.0.14

/

Average 80 2.82 3.31 3.89 4.32 4.55 5.30 6.12

High 101 3.00 3.38 3.84 4.19 4.38 5.01 5.72

Very High 6 3.06 3.45 3.91 4.27 4.47 5.10 5.82

*Mean pretest value for all studeilts

-Z7

Figure D -15. ,PREDICTED POSTTEST GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PRETEST SCORE AND
RATING OF PRINCIPALS' SUPPORT FOR THE TITLE I
PROGRAM, GRADE 5.

D-16
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.

Models RSQ

df FFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .0792 .0779 3, 300 0.136 .938

2 vs 3 .0779 .0671 5, 303 '0.697 .628

3 vs 4 .0673 .0642 2, 308 0.504 .611

3 vs 5 .0673 .0667 1, 308 0.211 .651

5 vs 4 .0667 .0642 1, 309 0.799 .376

Figure D-16. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE It
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N.0), LOW (N68), AVERAGE (14.26),
HIGH (N "172), AND VERY HIGH (N -46). GRADE 2.

Models 4 RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .3172 .3175 3, 345 0.000 1.000

2 vs 3 .3175 .3077 5, 348 0.996 0.421

3 vs 4 .3077 .2822 2, 353 6.500 0.002

3 vs 5 .3077 .2910 1, 353 8.555 0.004,

5 vs 4 .2910 .2822 1, 354 4.352 0.035

Figure D-17. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE It
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N.0), LOW (N -94), AVERAGE (N -37),
HIGH (N -190), AND VERY HIGH (N36). GRADE 3.

ts

I i; ;
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Models RSQ

df pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .4902 .4903 4, 330 0.000 1.000
v

2 . vs 3#, .4943 .4824 7, 334 0.734 0.645

3 vs 4 .4824 .4782 2, 7e1 1.394 0.248

3 vs 5 '.4824 .4793 '1/341 2.063 0.148
. /

5 za 4 .4793 .4782 /1, 342 0.722 0.401

Figure D-18. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I:
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N.199), LOW (NY-52), AVERAGE (N=.80),

HIGH (N-106), AND VERY HIGH (N8). GRADE 4.

1

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted

.64071 vs 2 .6397'

2 vs 3 .6407

3 vs 4 .6065

3 vs 5 .6065

5 vs 4 .6040

.6065

.6012

.6040

.6012

df F p

4, 303 0.000 1.000

7, 307 4.182 (0.001

2, 314 2.119 0.120

1, 314 1.971 0.158.

1, 315 2.260 0.130

Figure D-19. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I:
VERY LOW SUPPORT (1393), LOW (N -38), AVERAGE (N "80),
HIGH (N=101), AND VERY HIGH (N6). GRADE 5.

D-18
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Models R Q
df F pFull Restricted Pull Restricted

li

1 vs 2 .5570 .5548 4, 273 0.342 0.850

2 vs 3 .5548 '.5425 7, 277 1.096 0.366

3 vs 4 .5425 .5416 2, 284 0.261 0.774

3 Vs
A

5 / .5425 .5420 1, 284 0.312 0.584

5 vs 4 .5420 :5416 1, 285 0.211 0.651

Figure D-20. cipMPARISON OF MODELS REING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
ARb LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I:
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N..82), LOW (N40), AVERAGE (N.67),
HIGH (N..93), AND VERY HIGH (N06). GRAD 6.



80.71

A

,

Models RSQ
Full' 'pRestricted Full Restricted ' df F p

1 vs 2 .6177 .6146 1, 42 0.335 0.5728
4

2 vs 3 .6146 .6032 1, 43 1.277' 0.2638

3 vs 4 .6032 .5852 1, 44 1.993 0.1616

/

4 vs .58 2 .5823 1, 45 0.313 0.5851

Figure D-21. 'MODELS CMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N=24)
CONTROLS (N=24), GRADE 1.

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p

1 vs 2 .4420 .4122 1, 88 4.689 0.0310

er- vs 3 .4122 :3583 1, 89 8.162 0.0655--

3 vs 4 .3583 .3362 1, 90 3.105 0.0777

4 vs 5 .3362 .3276 1, 91 1.177 ,0.2805

Figure D-22. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N=47) WITH
CONTROLS (N=47), GRADE-2.

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df

1 vs 2

2 vs 3

3 vs 4

4 vs 5'

.5143 .5151 1, 38 0.000 1.0000

.5151 .50> 1, 39 0.651 0.4303

"NZ0 .5034 1, 40 0.287 0.6015

.5034 .4967 1, 41 0.554 0.4676

4'

Figure1D-23. ..MODEL COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N=22) WITH
CONTROL N=22), GRADE 3.

3", D-/0
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' Models RSi
df F 0Full Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs

2 vs-

3 vs
4

4 vs

2

3

4

5

,.5725

.5563

.5414

.52I7

.5563

.5414

.5217

.5081

1,

1,

1,

1,

22

23

24

25

0.835

0.771

J11.030

0.713

0.3739

0.3928

0.3214

0.4112

Figure D-24. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N=I4) WITH
CONTROLS (N -14), GRADE 4.

Models RSQ

0 F pFull Restricted Full Restricted
1 .

1 vs .,2 .9167 .9119 1, 36". 2.058 0.1566

2 vs. 3 .9119 .9119 .1, 37 0.000 1.0000

3 vs i 4 .9119 .8912 1, 38.' 8.932 0.0051

4 vs 5 4.8912 .8906 1, 39 0.219 0.N.74

Figure D-25. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N.21) WITH
CONTROLS (N -21), GRADE 5.

Models RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .8135 .7922 1, 26 2.978 0.0928

2 vs 3 .7922 .7219 1, 27. 9.126 0.0056

3 vs 4 .7219 , .7217 1, 28 0.027 0.8640

4 vs 5 .7217 .6968 1, 29 2.587 0.1150

Figure D-26. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N -16) WITH
CONTROLS (N.16), GRADE 6.
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4

Results Expected
Percent

Will Gain
(in Grade Eqiiivalents)..,Number Percent

\

4,1
. ---

27.3 13 >1.9

9 11.7 )I1 1.7 to 1.8

12 15.6 19 1.4 to 1.6

14 18.2 24 1.1 to 1.3

ti

21 27.3 33 <1.0

Figure D-27. MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE I, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

Results E xpected

Percent
Will Gain

(in Grade Equivalents)'lumber Percent

20

23

13

13

9

25.6

29.5

16.7

16.7

11.5

\._. 9

13

29

31

18

2.1.6 months per month

1.0-1.5 months per month

0.6-0.9 months per month)

0.1-0.5 months per month

will show no gain

Figure D-28. MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

Results Expected
Percent

Will Gain
(in Grade Equivalents).Number Percent

18 21.4 22 >1.6 months per month

41 48.8 37 1.0-1.5 months per month

14 16.7 29 0.6-0.9 months per month

9 r 10.7 10 0.1-0.5 months per month

2 2.4 2 will show no gain

Figure D-29. MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 3,'AVERAGE.READINGIRADE EQUIVALENT.
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Results Expected
Percent

Will Gain
(in Grade Equivalents).-Number Percent

51 63.8 52 .>1.9

4 5.0 13 1.7 to 1.8

10 12.5 17 1.4 to 1.6

11 13.8 7, 1.1 to 1.3

4 5.0 11 <1.0

Figure D-30. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
' GRADE 1, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

Results Expected
Percent

Will Gain
(in Grfrie Equivalents).Number Percent

10 13.9 1 >1.6 months per month

11 15.3 9 1.0-1.5 months per month

'19 26.4 14 0.6-0.9 months per month

18 25.0 32 / 0.1-0.5 months per month

/

14 19.4 44 / will show no gain

Figure D-31. MEASURMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

Results Expected
Percent

Will Gain
(in Grade Equivalent7). .

Number .Percent

10 13.3 4 >1.6 months per month

27 36.0 31 1.0 -1.5 months pier month

26 34.7 ,Y 26 0.6-0.9 month per month

10 13.3 24 0.1-0.5 months per month

2 2.7 15 will show no gain

$

Figure D-32. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 3, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.
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I

Results Expected
Percent Will Gain...Number Percent

9 16.1 8 >10 percentile paTftli,....

8 14.3 3 7-9 percentile points

8 14.3 6 4-6 percentile points

4 7.1 8 1-3 percentile points

27 48.2 75 <0 percentile points

Figure D-33. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 4, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

Results Expected
Number Per nt Percent Will Gain..,

17 5.9 17 >10 percentile points

2 5.4 3 7-9 percentile points

6 16.2 8 4-6 percentile points

1 2.7 18 1-3 percentile points

/

11 / 29.7 54 <0 percentile points

Figur 0-34. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 5, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

Results Expected-

Number Percent Percent Will Gain:..

17 27.4 17 >10 percentile points

3 4.8 3 7-9 percentile points

8 12.9 8 4-6 percentile points

17 27.4 18 1-3.percentile points

17 27.4 54 <0 percentile points

Figure D-35. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 6, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

MM.
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Models
Full Restricted

RSQ

Full ...Restricted ' df F p

1 vs 2 .1978 .1980 4, 502 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .1980 .1988 1, 506 0.000 1.0000'

3 vs 4 .1988 .1886 4, 507 1.614 0.1682

4 vs 5 .1886 .1422 4, 511 7.306 0.0001

Figure D-36. MODELS CLPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (No54),
AND BECKER (N39), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N -293),
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N -30), AND FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (No101), GRADE 1.

Models RSQ

df pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .1084 .0979 4, 408. 1.204 0.3080

2 vs 3 .0979 .0929 1, 412 218 0.1305

3 vs-- 4 .0929 .0838 4, 413 1.045 0.3843

4 vs 5 .0838 .0404 4, 417 4.930 0.0010

Figure 0-17. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT
AND BECKER (N -24), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N-36
TITLE -1 STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (No86),

ALLISON (N -53)

(N -224),

), AND FORMER
GRADE 2.

Models RSQ

dfFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .3116 .3325 4, 439 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .3325 .t118 1, 443 0.493 0.4903

1 vs 4 .3318 .3166 4, 444 2.515 0.0403

4 vs 5 .1166 .2840 4, 448 5.34# 0.0006

Figure D-18. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (NPB66)
AND BECKER (N -46), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N- 241), FORMER

TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N -36), AaD FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N -65), GRADE 3.

D-25
10
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Models RSQ
df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .4974 .4973 3, 491 0.039 0.9892

2 vs 3 .4973 .4897 1, 494 7.403 0.0068

3 vs 4 .4897 .4867 3, 495 0.970 0.4078

4 vs 5 .4867 .4698 3, 498 5.479 0.0014

Figure D-39. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER (N.29),
TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N.264),. FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N-102), AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (11108), GRADE 4.

Models RSO
dfFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .6149 .6142 3, 459 -0.274 0.812

2 tl 3 .6142 .6028 1, 462 13.704 0.0005

3 vs 4 .6028 .5977 3, 463 1.964 0.1171

4 vs 5 .5977 .5841 3, 466 5.251 0.0018.

Figure D-40. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER (N24),
TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N0239,), FORMER, TITLE I
STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N -81), AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N.127), GRADE 5.

Models RSQ,
df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs
--

2 .5803 .5805 3, 448 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .5805 .5752 1, 451 5-647 0.0170

3 vs 4 .5752 .5745 3, 452 0.261 0.8550

J 4 vs 5 .5745 .5687 3, 455 2.048 0.1049--

Figure D-41. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER (N46),
TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N -188), FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N.76); AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N -150), GRADE 6.
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Group

Allison
Becker
Title I
FTI-S**
FTI-N***

N

54

39
293

30
101

Pretest
Mean

31.8

38.2

33.8

28.9

36.6

Predicted
Posttest°

1.277

1.760
1.247

1.134

1.513

Predicted Posttest
for Common Pretest*

1.331

1.667
1.256
1.256

0 1.458

*

**

***

Overall pretest mean 34.1799

Former Title I Students Served by SCE
Former Title I Students Not Served by SCE

Figure D-42. ELPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE
PROJECT STUDENTS, TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I
ATTENDANCE AREAS, FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 1. MODEL 4
USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES.

Group

Allison
Becker
Title I
FTI-S*
FTI-N*

N
Pretest

Mean
Predicted
Posttest

53

24

224

36
86

1.12

1.17

1.08

.98

1.01

, 2.18

1.82

1.86
1.58
1.87

Gain

1.06
.65
.78

. 60

. 86

* Sea Figure D-42 for definition.

Figure D-43. E1PECTED GAIN FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
FORMER TITLE I4TUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 2, MODEL 4 USED TO OBTAIN
POSTTEST SCORES.

ti
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Group N

Pretest

(lb
Mean

Predicted
Posttest

Gain With
Gain Common Pretest*

Allison 66 1.71 2.82 1.11 1.10
Becker 46 1.63 2.55 .92 .98

Title I 241 1.72 2.59 .87 .86

FTI-S** 36 1.58 2.20 .62 .65

FTI-N** 65 1.74 2.66 .92 .90

* Overall pretest mean..1.7033.
** See Figure D-42 for definitions.

Figure D-44. EXPECTED GAIN.FOR LOW- ACHIEVING SCHOO
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TI
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 3.
POSTTEST SCORES.

WIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,

E I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
AND FORMER TITLEJI

0ODEL 3 USED TO 187ALN

Group

Becker
Title I
FTI-S **

FTI-N**

N

29

264

102

108

Pretest
Mean

2.58
2.64

2.29
2.49

3.52

3.34
2.78

3.11

4'

Predicted
Posttest

1

Gain With
Gain Common Pretest*

.94

.70

.49

.62

.94

.70

.47

.62

* Overall pretest mean 2.5332.
** See Figure D-42 for definitions.

Figure D-45. EXPECTED GAINS FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
-FORMER-TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 4. MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN
POSTTEST SCORES.

D-28
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Pretest Predicted Gain With
Group N Mean Posttest Gain Common Pretest*

Becker 24 3.47 4.63 1:16 1.15
Title I 239 3.31 4.12 .81 .80
FTI-1** 81 2.75 3.37 .62 .56
FT/-N** 127 3.11 3.86 .75 .75

* Overall etest mean- 3.1692.
** See Figure r definitions.

Figure D-46. EXPECTED GAIN FOR LOW ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 5. MODEL 2 WAS USED TO OBTAIN
POSTTEST SCORES.

rPretest, Predicted Gain With
Group N ilLean ___./Posttest Gain common Pretest*

Becker 46 3.95 4.92 .97 .97
Title I 188 4.02 4.77 .75 .75
FTI-S** 76 3.62 4.33 .71 .69
FTI-N** 150 4.03 4.83 .80 .81

N

* Overall pretest meamm3.9496.
** See Figure D-42 for definitions.°

Figure D-47. EXPECTED GAIN FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE I STUDENTS FRa4 TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,

FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I

STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 6. MODEL 2 WAS USED TO
OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES.
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Models RSQ
dfFull Restricted Full Restricted

".
1 vs 2 .3126 .3137 1, 58 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .3137 .3104 1, 59 0.282 0.6040

3 vs 4 .3104 .3065 1, 60 0.342 0.5680

4 vs 5 .3065 .2750 1, 61 .2.772 0.0972

Figure D-48. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT ALLISON (NN23) AND
BECKER (N -41) SCH4OLWIDE PROJECTS, GRADE 1.

Models RSQ
dfFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .4192 .4188 1, 67 0.042 0.8327

2 vs 3 .4188 .4183 1,...,68 0.058 0.8060

3 vs 4 .4183 .4185 1, 69 0.000 1.0000

4 vs 5 .4185 .4051 1, 70 1.619 0.2048

Figure D-49. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT ALLISON (N'23 AND
BECKER (N048) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, GRADE 2.

Models RSQ
df F p-Full Restricted Full Restricted

l. vs-- 2 .5544 .5550 1, 41 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .5550 .5576 f! 42 0.000 1.0000

3 vs 4 .5576 .5523 1, 43 0.517 0.4828

4 vs 5 .5523 .5309 1, 44 2.105 0.1503

Figure D-50. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT ALLISON (N.18) AND
BECKER (N -29) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, GRADE 3.
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Models RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 xi 2 .2701 .3044 2, 711 0.000 1.0000

2 yl 3 .3044 .2858 1, 713 19.091 0.0001

3 xl 4 .2858 .2860 2, 714 0.000 1.0000

4 /1 5 .2860 .2837 2, 716 1.143 0.3194

Figure D-51. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(N=64) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREXS) (N=380) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING NON-

, TITLE I SCHOOLS (N=276), GRADE 1.

Models RSQ

dfFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 22 2 .4396 .4460 2, 709 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .4460 .4466 1, 711 0.000 1.0000

3 vs 4 .4466 .4419 2, 712 3.002 0.0488

4 vs 5 .4419 .4414 2, 714 0.307 0.7405

Figure D-52. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWLDE PROJECTS
(N=73) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N=284) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING NON-
TITLE I SCHOOLS (N=361), GRADE 2.

1 " 4
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Models RSQ
df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .5053 .5220 2, 614 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .5220 .5179 1, 616 5.278 0.0207/

3 vs 4 .5179 .5178' 2, 617 0.086 0.9170

4 vs 5 .5718 .5082 2, 619 6.176 0.0026

Figure D-53. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(N47) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM

,TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N268) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING
NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS (Nm308), GRADE 3.

-
Models RSQ -

Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p

1 ys., 2 .5777 .5773 2, 518 Q.217 0.8072

2 im 3 .5773 .5780 1,520 0.000 1.0000

3 xs. 4 .5780 .5766 2, 521 0.866 0.4244

4 vs 5 .5766 .5745 2, 523 1.314 0.2688'

A s.

Figure D-54. MODELS eOMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(Nm27) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS QOM TIM? I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N176) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING
.NON -TITLE I SCHOOLS,. (N324), GRADE 4.
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/.`
Mod s RSQ

dfFull RZstricted ,Tull Restricted

1 vs 2 .6764 oP .6764 2, 391 0.000 1.0000

2 vs /3' .6764 .6768 1, 393 0.000 1.0000

3 yi/ 4 .6768 .6778 2, 394 0.000 1.0000

"4 vs 5 .6778 .6715 ' 2, 396 3.871, 0.0211

Figure D-55. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(14!13) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE "AREAS) (N..147) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING
NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS (N'240), GRADE 5.

Models RSQ

df FFull, Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .7461 .7459 2, 402 0.099 0.9050

2 y.:1_ 3 .7459 .7606 1, 404 0.000 1.0000

3 Y1L 4 .,606 .7614 2, 405 0.000 1.0000

4 z. 5 .7614 .7592 2, 407 1.800 0.1645

Figure D-56. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
N16) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (No157) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING
NON-TITLE X SCHOOLS (N..238), GRADE 6.
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r-

Group*

SW?

TI
Fri

Pretest Predicted J.

Mean Posttest

64 55.55 2.54
380 59.35 2.40
276 58.63 2.42

Predicted Posttest
for Common Pretest**

2.34

2.36

2.43

* SWPhigh-achieving students at Allison and Becker schoolwide projects.
TI =high achievers in Title I schools from traditional Title Pareas.
FTI=h gh/achieyers in non-Title I schools from traditional Title I areas.

** Overal /pretest mean - 58.7333.

Figure D-57. EXPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT
SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS
(Mom TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS), AND HIGH ACHIEVERS
FROM FORMER TITLE-I SCHOOLS NOT ATTENDING A NON-TITLE I SCHOOL,
GRADE 1. MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES.

Group* N
Pretest
Mean

Predicted
Posttest Gait/

Gain With
Common Pretest**

.rt .

SW? 73 201 2.85 .74 .80
TI 284 2.23 3.02 .79 .79

\ Fri 361 2.48 3.26 .78 .80

'0

* - For definitions see Figure D-57.
** Overall pretest mean=2.3422.'

figure D-58. EXPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR HIGH - ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT
SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS
(FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS), AND HIGH ACHIEVERS
FROM FORMER TITLE I SCHOOLS NOT ATTENDING A NON-TITLE I SCHOOL,
GRADE 2.' MODEL 3 USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES.

D-34

4



80.71

.11

9

a

Pretest Predicted
Group* N Mean Posttest Gain

Gain Wit
Common Pretest**

-

w .sie 47 3.13 4.27
'DI . 268 3.37 4.22
FTI , 308 3.42 4.24

It'
1.14

.85

.82

1.14

.85

.82

* *
'For definitions sev Figure D-57.
Overall pretest meanw3.3754.

mot
Figure D-59. EXPICTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR BOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT

SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS
(FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS), AND HIGH ACHIEVERS
FROM FORMER TITLE I SCHOOLS NOW ATTENDING A NON-TITLE I SCHOOL,
GRADE 3.- MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES.

Group*

SW?

I

TI

1.""
Pretest, Predicted

/ N Mean josttest Gain
.

. , .

/
13 .5.38 6..92. ,1.14
147. - 5.81 p 6109 1.09 ..,

, 240 11) 5 . 68 466:74 . . 1.05.

* For definitions see Figure D450

HU2H
Figure D-60. 'EXPECTED GAIN.FOR IDOW -ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,

TITLE all.TDENTS'enCtl TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADF, 5. MODEL 4 USED TO OBTAIlli
POSTTEST SCORES.

4

)
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Models RSQ
df F pFull L Restricted Full Restricted

1 vs 2 .1123 .0980 1, 70 1.131 0.2914

2 vs 3 .0980 .0656 1, i1 2.555 0.1105

3 vs 4 .0656 .0588 1, 72 0.518 0.4808

4 vs 5 .0588 .0558 1, 73 0.234 0.6356

Figure D-61. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N'35) WITH
CONTROLS (N41), GRADE 2.

Models RSQ ,

dr F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

%
1 vs- 2 .3827 .3766 1, 79 0.773 .3859

2 vs 3 .3766 .3498 1, 80 3.445 .0637

3 vs 4 .3498 .3496 1, 81 0.028 .8628

4 vs 5 .3496 .3386 1, 82 1.387 .2406

Figure D-62. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARVIPANTS (N -45) WITH
CONTROLS (NN40), GRADE 3.

041

Modelk_ RSQ
df F pFull , Restricted Full Restricted

1 !vs 2

t
2. i A 3

3
Jed-

t 4

J

4 la 5

.558

.5591 /12

.5605

.5606

4,$591

.5605

.5606

.5603

1,

1,

1,

1,

95

96

97

98

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.069

1.0000

1.0000

1.0000

0.7891

Figure D -63- MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N'57) WITH
I CONTROLS (N044), GRADE 4.

1 " "
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Models RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted
.

1 vs 2 , .5527 .5546 1, 84 0.000 1.0000

2 vs 3 .5546 .5551 1, 85 0.000 1.0000

3 vs 4 .5551 .5496 1, 86 1.067 0.3051

4 vs. 5 . .5496 .5474 ' 1, 87 0.426 0.5229

Figure D-64. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N53) WITH
CONTROLS (N -37), GRADE 5.

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricre0

1 2 .4863 .4879

2'- vs 3 24879 .4941-
3 vs 4 .4941 .4815

4 VS 5 .4835 .4678

#

df F p

1, 73 0.000 1.0000

1, 74 0.000 1.0000

1, 75 1.578 0.2105

1, 76 2.-304 '0:1293

Figure D-65., MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N -33) WITH
CONTROLS (N..46), GRADE 6.

1

J

15-37
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Posttest for Title I Students Predicted From...

Point of Title I Equation Comparison GroUp,Equation NCE

Measurement GE %ile NCE GE Zile/ ,NCE Gain

Pretest Mean
(1.08)

Cutoff Score

(1.50)

1.88

2.09

17.2

22.8

30.1

34.3

1.85

2.31

16.0

30.2

29.1

39.1

1.0

-4.8
I

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest .6795 1.0875 (Pretest)

Title I Group Equation: Posttest 1.3454 + .495 (Pretest)

Figure D-66. TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR GRADE 2. (Title :

Nw312, Comparison N "633)

scour, N

Pretest Posttest Correlation
Pre-PostMean S D Mean S.D

Title I

Coniparison

312

633

1.08

2.49

0.33

0.66

1.88
(30.1)

3.39

i

0.65

0.94

.25

.76

Figure D-67. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 2.
Number in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE seeze.
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ifb

Posttest for Title I Students Predicted From...
Point of Title I Equation Comparison Group Equation NCE

Measu ement GE Zile NCE GE Zile NCE Gain

Pretest Mean
0.75)

Cutoff Score
(2.5b)

2.66

3.25

19.2

440

31.7

41.3

2.76

3.44

21.2 33.2 -1.5

38.8 44.0 -2.7'

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest 1.1888 + .9005 (Pretest)

Title I Group Equation: Posttest = 1.2859 + .7863 (Pretest)

Figure D-68.- TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR GRADE 3e (Title I
N=357, Comparison N=658)

Pretest Posttest Correlation
Grolip N Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Pre-Post

Title I 357 1.75 0.45 2.66 0.67 .53
(31.7)

CompaAson 658 3.66 ' 0.76 4.48 0.93 .73

"la

Figure D-69. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 3.
Number in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score.

4
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Posttest for Title I Students Predicted From...
Point of Title I Equation Comparison Group Equation NCE

Measurement GE Zile NCE GE Zile NCE Gain

Pretes,t Mean

(2.63) 3.47 15.8 28.9 3.24. 12.4 25.7 . 3.2

Cutoff Score
(3.50) 4.35 36.5 42.7 4.35 36.5 42.7 0.0

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest -.1203 + 1.278 (Pretest)

Title I Group'Equation: Posttest .7833'4- 1.02 (Pretest)

Figure D-70. TITLE I MODEL .c ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR GRADE 4. (Title I

N345, Comparison N -445).

Pretest Posttest Correlation
Group y Mean -- S.D. Mean_ S.D. Pre-Post

Title I

Comparison

345

445

2.63

4.68

0.57

0.72

NoZ28.9)

5.86

0.85

1.17

.69

.79

Figure D-71. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
CORRELATION, ,READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 4.
Number in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score.

4
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4-

.E1/4

Posttest for Title I Students Predicted From...
Point. of

Measurement
Title I Equation Comparison Group Equation NCE

GainGE rile NCE GE tile NCE

Pretest ttead
-----

(3.335 4.27 15.8 28.9 4.19 14.9 28.1 0.8

Cutoff Score
(4.50) 5.53 41.6 45.5 5.49 40.8 45.1 0.4

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest .4935 + 1.1111 (Pretest)

Title I Group Equation: Posttest .6941 + 1.0741 (Pretest)

Figura D-72. TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR GRADE 5. ( Tltle I

N -318, Comparison Group N -442).

Group N

Pretest Posttest Correlation
Pre-PostMean S.D. Mean S.D.

Title-I

4

Comparison

318

442

3.33

6.17

0.74

1.04

4.27
(15.8)

7.35

1.03 .

1.34

778-

.87

Figure D-73. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
- CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 5.

Number in.parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score.
4

A
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a

Posttest for Title I Students Predicted From...
Point of Title I Equation Comparison Group Equation NCE

Measurement GE Zile NCE GE rile NCE Gain

Pretest Mean
(4.08) 4.99 1419 28.1 5.03 15.3 28.4 -0.3

Cutoff Score
(5.45) 6.21 37.2 43.1 6.9 42.1 45.8 -2.7

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest .6911 + 1.0646 (Pretest)

/We I Group Equation: Posttest 1.3552 + .8917 (Pretest)

Figure D-74. TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR GRADE 6. (Title I

N "288, Comparison Group N.461).

Pretest Posttest Correlation
Group N Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Pre-Post

Title I -288 4.08-- 0.87 4.94 1.05 .74

(14.9),

4Comparison 461 7.23 1.23 8.39 1.49 .88

Figure D-75. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 6.
Number in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score.
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Models RSQ
Full 4 Restricted Full Restricted df F p

1 vs 2 .6957 .6952 1, 939 1.793 0.177

2 vs 3 .6952 .6953 1, 940 0.000 1.000

3 vs 4 .6953 .6860 1, 941 28.531 0.000

4 vs 5 .6860 .6857 1, 942 1.005 0.318

Figure D-76. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I {N312) AND COMPARISON GROUP
(N 633), GRADE 2 MODEL C.

Models RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

41,

1 vs 2 .7533 .7518 1, 1009 6.261 0.012

1 /
Z vs 3 .7548 .7472 1, 1010 18.621 <0.001..

3 vs 4 .7472
. _ _ _ .7468

,
1, 1011 1.906 0.164

4 vs 5 .7468 .7457 1, 1012 4.081 0.041

Figure D-77. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N -357) AND NON-TITLE I (Nn658),
GRADE 3 MODEL C.

',Models RSQ
df F p '

Full Restricted Full Restricted

I vs 2 .8017 .8179 1, 784 0.000 1.000

vs 3 .8179 .8170 1, 785 4.162 0.039

3 vs 4 .8170 .8145 1, 786 10.695 0.02

4 vs 5 .8145 .8144 1, 787 0.320 0.579

Figure D-78. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N-345) AND NON-TITLE I (N -445),

GRADE 4--MODEL C.

to
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Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted 4f F p

1 vs . 2 .8843 .8836 1, 754 4.625 0.030

2 vs-- 3 .8836 .8848 1, '55 0.000 1.000

3 vs 4 .8848 .8848 1,'156 0.000 1.000

4 vs 5 ,8848 .8847 1, 751 0.312 0.584

Figure D-79, MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N318) AND NON-TITLE I (N=442),
GRADE 5--MODEL C.

Models RSQ

df F pFull Restricted Full Restricted

1

2

3

4

vs

a
7-V

vs

2

3

4

5

.8850

.8833

.8872

.8858

.8833

.8872

.8858

.8853

1,

1,

1,

1,

743

744

745

146

10.894

0.000

9.098

3.369

0.001

1.000

0.003

0.063

Figure D-80. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N=288) AND NON-TITLE I (N461),
GRADE 6- -MODEL C.

1 N..' 0

D-44
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80.71 Attachment

MODELS USED FOR EVALUATION QUESTIONS D1-6, D1-10,4102-3, AND D3-1

AND FOR INFORMATION NEED 120.

Model 1:

Model 2:

Model 3:

Model 4:

Model 5:

Where,

(3) (4) \ (6) (81`-* tf l'
't e a0U + aiX + a3X 4-aX +aX (7)

4..3X ."'

F 6 1

YeaU+ t-,(3 + (4) '' x(5) ,4eas.:
a9: + ar0, 3t

Y a12U + a13X
(3)

4- a14K

(4)

+ a15X
(8)

4- E

Y a16U + a17t
(2)

+ a18X
(8)

+ E

Yea
19
0+ a

20
X
(2)

+ E

Y e posttest

U = unit vector

X
(2)

pretest

X
(3)

pretest if a membtr of Group 1; 0, otherwise

X
(4)

pretest if a member of Group 2; 0 otherwise

X
(5)

= X
(2)

squared

X
(6)

- X
(3)

squared

X
(7)

X
(4)

squared

X
(8)

'a 1 if a m ber of Group 1; 0, othatise
4



80.71 Attachment D-2
(Page 1 of 19)

REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING
TITLE I AND FORMER TITLE I

STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-6.

the previous numbered page In

the original document was blank
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ANALYSIS 2 -- TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE I -- GRADE 1 0860

PARAMETERS
COL 1- 5 = 8

COL 6+10 = 394
CCL 11 -15 = 5

CCL 16 -20 = 4

COL 21 -25 =

DATA FORMAT = 10UMMY/
0880

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

co

MEANS a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.3155 34.4975 25.1117 9.3858 1255.1726 896,.7716 358.4010 0.7431

0
SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

0.5538 8.0683 16.3149 16.4410 532.8182 695.7255 665.3337 0.4366

R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1

2

4

5

6

8

.0000 0.3728 - 0.0683 0.2508 0.3691 0.0243 0.2702 - 0.2124

0.3728 1.0000 0.2316 0.2609 0.9891 0.4426 0.3293 - 0.1540

- 0.0683 0.2316 1.0000 +0.8787 0.2187 0.9604 +0.8291 0.9037

0.2508 0.2609 - 0.8787 1.0000 0.2683 - 0.7358 0.9844 +0.9723
o

0.3691 0.9891 0.2187 0.2683 1.0000 0.4387 0.3421 - 0.1575'

0.0243' 0.4426 0.9604 +0.7358 0.4387 1.0000 +0.6943 0.7568

7 0.2702 0.3293 - 0.8291 0.9844 0.3421 - 0.6943 1.0000 +0.9175

- 0.2124 +0.1540 0.9037 - 0.9723 +0.1575 0.7568 - 0.9175 '1,0000'

1.9 ba,

pt

1 9ea 1
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/

MODEL 1 M1 CR ITER ION = 1

PRE01 CTORS

R = 0.4027

V BETA
3 0.1570
4 0.0
6 0.3312
7 0.4837
8 ..0.1610

REG. CONST. =

3. 4 6, 8

RSQ = 0.1622 77 ITERATIONS.

8

0.0053
0.0
0.0003
0.000,4

- 0.204?
D.9528

MODEL 2 M2 'CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 3.* 5 8- 8

R = 00053 RSQ = 0.1643

V BETA
3 0.6588
4 0,.7926
5 0.0079.
8 1. -P0.0359

REG. CONST. =

8

0.0224
0.0267
0.0000

- 0.0455
0.9269

.
q MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 3- 4 ei. 8

R = 0.4053 RSQ.= 0.1642

V BETA
3 0.6669
4 0.8367
8 0.0

REG. CONST. a

8

0.0226
0.0282
0.0
0.4825

MOOEL 4 "M4 CRITERION =

'PREDICTORS = 2- 2 8-, 8

R = 0.4044

V BETA
2 ,0.3483
8 .*0.1588

REG. CONST.._

RSQ = 0.1636

8 .

0.0235
,0.2014
0.6405

D -49"
...

1 (114a 4,

r

I

97 ITERATIONS.

P

i

.. I

2 ITERATIONS.

%,

a

,

^.......

"2 ITERATIONS.

44.
r

s
4.

1

t

,,4
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. ti

4

MODEL -5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 24. 2

R = 0.3728 RSQ = 0.139a

V BETA
2 0.3728 0.0256

REG. CCNST. = {0.4328.

It ITERATIONS..

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 vl MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.1622. MODEL 1

RSQ RECUCED = 0'.1643 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = -0.0021 40°
DFN = 1. DFD = 388. F-RAT11,0 = 0.0

t

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.1643 MODEL 2

4FSQ REDUCED = 0.1642 MODEL 3

IFFERENCE = 0.0000
'DFN = 1. DFD = 389. S -RATIO = 0.014

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ-EULL = 0.1642 MODEL 3

RSQ` -REDUCED, 0.1636 MODEL 4

DIFFiRENCE = 0;0007
DEN = 1. DFD = 390. F -RATIO = 0.311

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FUEL = 0.1636 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1390 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0246
OF; = 1. DRD = 391. = 11.504

1D3

D-50

P = 1.0000

P = 0.9003

P = 0.5844

P = 0.0011

p



S
ANALYSIS 2 teas TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE,] -- GRADE 2 0980

_ PARAMETER?
COL De 5 = , 8 f
CCL 6 -10 = 310
CCL 11 -15 = 5

CCL 16 -20 = I,

r

COL 21 -25 =

DATA FORMAT = (CURRY)

C

ti

1000

INTERCO$RELATION ANALYSIS.t. . .MEANS
I. , 2 3 r . 4 5 6 .7 81.8635 1.0594 0.7800 0.2794 ' 1.2541 0.9242 0.3249 0.7226

t;
i .

SIGMAS
t

4 1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7 13

.

R MATRIX

0.6005

1

0.3632

2

0.5620

3

0.5019.

4'

0.6430

4

5

0.7821

6

0.6415

7

0.4477

a

1 1.0000, 0.1827' 0.0867 0.0351 0.2049 0.1244 0.0537 =0.0076

2 0.1827 . 1,000 0.4797 0.1865 0.9576 0.5831 0.2489 0.0894
,

t0.0867 0.4797 1.0000 - 0.7726 0.4607 0.9643 - 0.7138 0.8600

4 0.0351 0.1865 =0.7726 1.0000 .0.1771 - 0.6517 0.9793 - 0.8983
.

, 15 0.2049 0.9576 0.4607 .0.1771 1.0000 0.6100 0.2585 0.0625

6

)

0.1244 0.5031 0.-9643 -0.6577 0.6100 1.0000 =0.6077 0.7322.

0;0537 0.2489 =0.7138 0:9793 0.2585 - 0.6077 1.0000 =0.8300

8 - 0.0076 0.0894 0.8600 -0.8983 0.0625 0.7322 - 0.8300 1.0000

\



A

7

MODEL' 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3... 4 6..8

R = 0.2161

V BETA
3 - 0.0340
4 - 0.3494
6, 0.3079
7 , 0.4149
8 - 0.1753

REG, CCNST,.

RSQ = 0.0467

i=0.0364
0.4181-
0.2364
0.3883

- 0.23511
1.8320

MCDEL 2.1M2 CRITERION = .1

PREDICTORS = 3,-. 5 8- 8

R = 0.2137

BETA
3 - 0.0657
4 - 0.1881
5 0.2778,
8 ..0.1405

REG. CCNST.

RSQ -=, 0.0457

3

-.0.2251

0.2594
- v.1884
1.7920

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3.. 4 8

R = 0.19.38

. BETA
3. . 0.3618
4 0.1320
8 II - 0.2033

CCNST.

RSQ = 0,0376

0.3'867
0.1580
0.2727
1.7148

.MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION a

PREDICTOR,S

R = 0.1842

BETA
2 0.i848
a - 0.0241

REG. CCNST.

2 .2 8-, 8

RSQ = 0.0339'

8

0.30'54
- 0.0324
1.5632

D-52

1 i,
ler.')

ts;k

55 ITERATIONS.

ti

27 ITERATIONS.

23 ITERATIONS.

2 ITERATIONS.
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4

4

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2.. 2

R =0.1827 RSQ = 0.0334

V . BETA 8

1 ITERATIONS.

2 4 0,1827 0.3021
REG. CONST. = 1.5436

F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RIO FULL = 0.0467 MODEL 1 p

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0457 mINEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0'.0010
DFN = 1. DF0 = 304. F-.RATIO .=. 0.327 = 0.5749

4

,F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS mom 3
RSQ FULL = 0.0457 MOLL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0376 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.00er
DFN = 1. ' DFD =' 305. F-RATIO = 2.596 P = 0.1041

F -TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS1WEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0,0376 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0339 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0036

= 1. DFD = 306. F-RATIO = 1.149 P = .0.2844

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS 'MODEL *5
RSQ FULL = Q.0339 . MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0334 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE.= 0.0006 -\
DFN = I. DFD-= 3C/7. F.:RATIO = 0.184 P = 0.6725

go

4

ait

D-53

1,



ANALYSIS 2

PARA.:METERS
CCL
COL
COL

COL
CGL

Im TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE I GRADE 3
1

1.0 54 % 8
61-10 = '306

1l-'Z5 = 5.
16-20 = 4
2125 = 1

OATA FORMAT -4: I DUMMY)

I NTEKCORRELA TI Oh ANALYSIS.

MEANS

1.100

1120

4

.... ,
. . .

1 2 3 4 5 6 T
18,

2.6101 1.7261 1.3562 0.3699 3.1703 2.4861 - 0.6 842 0.7876
, .

o %.
,.',.,S IONA S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

0.4090.p-

R 'MATRIX

0.6653

1

0.4368

2
, .

Q.8042

3

_O7399
.,'

4

1.4843

.5

1.8488,

6

1.4789
.

7
.

1 1.0000 0.4906 0.1848 0.0887 0.495.4.. 0.21396/ . 0.1216

0.4906 1.0000 0.4130 0.1414 4'0.9908 0.6177 0.2221

3 0. 1848 0.4130 1.0000 - 0.8432 0.4109 0.9540 4..4:1.7802
(d

4 0.08'87 0.14142 -0.8432 1.0000 0.1382 .-0.6724 qi,9792
r

5 0.4954 0..9900 0.4109 0.182 1.0000 0.'6257 0.2214_
... /

6 0.2996 0.6177 0.9540 -0.6724 0.62 57' 1.0000 -0.'6222
/

7 0:1226 0.2221 - 0.7802 0.9792 0.2214 -0.6222 1.0000
c A,.,

-0.0183 08158 i, -6.9620 ' -0'.. 0178 0.6983 -0.8 909

8

-0.0389

-0.0183

.0.8758
,

- 0.9628

-40..0178

. 0.6983

,..0:8909

1.-0000
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MODEL 1 MI ;CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 6- 8

R = 0.4974 RSQ = 0.2474
V

V . BETA
3 0.0 '0.0
4 0.0 0.0 '

I 6 0.6345 0.2283
7 0.4397 0.1978
8 ! =0.002 =0.1418

REG. CONST4 = 2.0188

MODEL M2- CRITERION = 1

'OREDICTAS 3- 5 8= 8

R = 0.4976

V BETA
3 0.0

=0.1436
5 .0.5122
8 - 0.1694

,REG. CCNST. =

RSQ = 0.2476

0.0
=0.1292-
0.2296

=0.2755
2.1420

)
MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 8- 8

R-= 0.4%29

V BETA
3 0.9290
4 0.7430
6 =0.1373

REG. CONST. =

RSQ = 0.2429

0.7685
0.6681

'=0.2232
1.4965'

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 2- 2 8- 8

1

R =J3.4915 RSQ = 0.2416

V BETA B

2 0.4900 0.7464
8 - 0.0300 =0.0487 +

R. CONST. = 1.3600

20 ITERALIONS.

, D-55

12 1TERATJONS.

43 ITERATIONS..

2 ITERATIONS.
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MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERICii = 1

PREDICTORS = 24 2

R = 0.4906 RSQ = 0.2407

V BETA $

2 0.4906 0.7473
REG. CONSI. = 1.3202

1#

q

1 ITERATIONS.

J

4

F-TEST I. MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.2474 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2476 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = =0.0002..0
DFN * 1. ' DFD = 2c0. F- RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
,RSC1 FULL = 0.2476 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.249 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE. = 0.0047
DFN = 1. DFD = 301. F -RATIO = 1.864 P = 0.1696

,1

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.2429 MODEL 3

RSQ RECUCED = 0.2416 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE = 0.0014
DFN = 1. DFD = 302. F-RATIO = 0.551 P 0 0.4653

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.2416. . MODEL 4 0

RSQ REDUCED.= .01.244J MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0009
DFN = 1. , DFD = 303. F -RATIO = 0.358 P = 0.5570

3

1

4.

D456

A



' ANALYSIS 2 TITLE 'I 15 FORMER TITLE I OlaDE 4 1220

PARAMETERS
CCL 1- 5 = 8
COL = 372
CCL 11 -15 5
COL 16 -2d = 4

CCL 21 -25 = 1

OATA .FCRMAIT = (0UMPY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
.

MEANS

0
,I. SIGMAS.

R MATRIZ

t 1

2-

3

4

5

6

7 )

8

202

t

t

1

3.3355

1

04510

1

1.0400

0.67-23

0.3267

- 0.0462

0.6114

(0.4359

0.0356
/

'0.1311

2

2.5970

2

0.5455

9 2-

0.6723'

1.0000

-0.4288

- 0.0054

0.9909

0.5996

0.1000

0.12611

*.

1.8745

3

1.2866

3

0.3267

0.4288

1.0000

- 0.9057

0.4332

0.9658

4-0.8406

0.9318
/

4
0.7226

4-

.. 4

1.1623

4

- 0.0462'

- 0.0054

-.0.901

1.0000

- 0.0144

- 047876

0.9774.

.41.9719

5

7.0422

.

5
2.7960

5

0.4174

. 0.9909

0,Nti32

-14.0144

1.0000

,0.6103
t

,
0.0943

0.1350

6

5.1691

6

4.0797

.

6

0.4359
(

9.5996

0.9658

*0.7876

' 0.6103

1.0000

- 0.7311

0.8104

.

'41

1

0
v

1210

./

8

/1.8732 0.7097

8
J464 0.4539

,
/

7

10.0356

0.1000

- 0.8406 1

0.9774

.

'0.1311
.

0.1268

0.9318

'0.0.9719

0.0943 0.1350

-.0.7344 0.8104

1.0000*
..

- 0.9021

-.0.9021 1.0000

2O
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A

I

1

$ 0 . 7 1

/

ih

.

MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS.= ?.--. 4 6- 8

R =, 0.6791

1.

RSQ = 0.4612

i V BETA
3 0.0501- 0.?0331
4 0.0 0.0

4 6 '0.9331 0.1946
7 0.8185 :`.. -0.2146
8 1 0.0682 0.1278

REG. CONST. 1.7747
rrt

11CDE1 2 212 CRI7ERICN =

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 8- 8

R = 0.6786

V BETA
3 0.0
.4 0.0

;Ei.0..671,9

CONST. =
0.9403

1

RSQ = 0.494

B

0.0
0.0
0.2045
0.0756
1.8416

."--

MCDEL 3. M3 CR4tERION = 3.i
PREDICTORS Z 3- 4 8-. 8

R = 0.6738 RSQ = 0.4540

V BETA. 8
3 1.5751 1.0418
4 1.4154 1.0363
8 0.0360 0.0674

REG. CONST. = .0.5861
.

......

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

, PREDIVORS =

= 0.6738

V BETA
2 0.6664
8 0.0466

..REG. CONST.

2= 2 8-, 8

RiQ sr 0.4541

B

1.0395
0.0873

" 0.5739

e. t

40

PI

.1

(

0

I
r

37 ITERATIONS.

' r

2 ITERATIONS.

20 ITERATIONS.

P.

4

2 ITERATIONS.

(

I

e#

I

.,

ts.

f

C



80.71

.1F

MODEL 5 M5 ,CRITERION =
"-

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R- 0.6723 RSQ = 0.4519

V BETA B
2 0.6723 1.0487

-REG. CON ST. = 0.6119

F=TEST- 1 1100E,L 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.4612 MODEL 1
RSQ RECUC ED = 0.4604 MODEL- 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0901
DFN = 1. = 366. F =RATI = 0.501 P 0.4867

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.4604 MODEL ,2

RSQ RE CUCED = 0.4540 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0064 (

DFN = 1. DFD = 357. F -RATIO = 4.312 e = 0.0349

1 ITERATIONS.

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL .4
R.§9 FULL = 0.4510 MODEL 3

REDUCEQ la 0.454 'DEL 4
DIFFERENCE = -0.000
DFN = 1. DFD F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS. MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.4541 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED .= 0.4519 MODEL 5
IFFEPENCE = 0.0021

DFN = 1. DFD = 349. RATIO = 1.442 P = 0.2285



,
.

ANALYSIS 2 -- TITLE) VS FORMER TULE I -. GRADE 5
i

PARAMETERS %
COL 1s. 5 = 8

COL 6 -10 = 366
.CCL 11 -15 = 5

= 4

L./ CO 1-25 = 1

1340

DATA ,FORMAT = (DUMMY)

I .

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

/A-

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1360
e

8
4.1123 3.2432 2.1639 1.0792 11.0470 7.5355 3.5116 0.6530

:

7 SIGMAS 1 .,,. 2- 3 S 4 5 6 7 8

' o 0.5677 0.7273 1.6890 1.5319 4.5299 6.6777 5.3713 0.4760

R MAIMS 1 2 3 4 5 6
1

8.

1 1.0000 0.7656 0.36Q3 -0.0338 0.7767 0.4870 0.0496 0.1398

2 0.7656 10000 0.4213 0.0103 0.9892 0.5766 0.1174 0.1332

3 .6.3603 - 0.4213 1.0000 - 0.9026 0.4357 0.9693 -0.8376 0.9339

4 -0.0338 0.0103 - 0.9026 1.0000 -0.0108 -0.7950 0.9792 -0.9664I.
5 0.7767 0.989.2 0.4357 4.0.0106' 1.0000 0.5994 0.0982 0.1492

6 0.4870. 0.5766 0.9693 -.0.7950 0.5994 4.0000 -0,0377 0.8226

I
a A -

7 0.0496 0.1174 -0.8376 0.97921 0.0982 -0.7377 1.0000 -0.8969

8 0.1398 0.1332 0.9339 -.0.9664. 0.1492 0.8226 - 0.8969 ,1.0000

29G . 2'3'7

.9

' L i
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80.71

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION =' 1

f
PREDICTORS la 3= 4 6- 8

R 0.7772

V BETA
3 0.0 0.0 .

4 0.0 0.0
6 1.1489 0.1665'
.7 0.8972 0.1616
8 0,0 0.0

REG. CCNST. = 2.2901

RSC = 0.6040 2 ITERATIONS.

400EL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 3= 5 'be= 8

R = 0.7771

V BETA
3 0.0

1 4* - 0.0254
.5 0.7764
8- 0.0

REG. CONST.
,

RSQ = 0.6039

B
0.0

- 0.0160
0.1659
0.0
2.2$73 ,

2 ITERATIONS.

4.

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 8- 8

R = 0.7668 RSQ = 0.5879 2 ITERATIONS.

, V BETA 8
.

3, :1.1791 1.0193 ,
44 1.57.20.riv 0.9930 \8 0.0 ''" 0.0

REG. MIST. a 0.8349

MCOEI. 4 M4 CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS 2- 2 8- 8

R F 0.7666 RSQ = q.5876

BETA .
2 0.7605 - 1.0119
8 0.0384 0.0781

REG. CCNST. = 0.7794

1 0-61

4 I TERAT IONS.

211/4J 3



MODEL 5 M5 CR I TER ICN- .= 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R 0.7656 RSQ = 0.5862

BCE TA 8

2 0.7656 1.0187
REG. CONST. 0.8083

1 ITERATIONS.

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2a

SQ FULL = 0.6040 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.6039 ,MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE= 0.8C01
. OFN fa 1. DFO = 360. F=RAT ID =

*a,

0.067 P = 0.914

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 V SrMIDEt 3
RSQ FOLL = 0.6039 , MODEL 2 4 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5879 MODEL 3k`

DIFFERENCE = _g/.0160 4';#

0 FN = J. DFD = 361. F=RAT ID = 14.614 ? = 0.0004

F =TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MDdEL 4

R SQ 'FULL = 0.5879 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED. = 0.5876 MODEL 4

0 IFFERENCE. = 0.0003 1,
OFN 1. DFO g X62. F.-RATIO 0.251 P = 0.6229

4

ri

( F =TEST 4 MODEL 4 ,..VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL =. 0.5876 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCEV= 0.5862 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE ..04014
DFN = i. DFD = 3'63. F=RAT ID = 1.276 P 0.2581

1

D-62



ANALYSIS 2 TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE I GRAOE 6

PARAMETERS
COL .1...

CCL = 338
= 5

C L = 4 *
C 21 -25 = 1

OATA FORMAT = (OUMPYI

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

1460

1480

ti

MEANS t 1 2 3 4 5, 6 7 8

4.8769 4.0246 2.2364 1.7882 16.9018 ( 9.4116 7.4902 0.5562

0 SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '8

0.9967 0.8395 2.1000 2.0719 6.5152 /9.8101 9.3380 0.4968

R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 8

4

1

2

3
o

4
5 ,

6

4..

8
1

1.6000
.

0.7644

(-----
0.1541

.

0.1535

0.7642
.

0.2746

0.2417

- 0.0231

. ,.

'

"

0.7644

1.0000

0.2332
A

0.1688

0.0907

0:3900
\

0.2815

....0.0051

di

4.^

0.1541

,'".0.2332

1.0000

-.0,9191

- 0.2405

280.97

- 0.8542

0.9512

05350
0.4688
> ,

....0.9191,

1.0000

0.1577

-0.8280

0.V799

.-0.9662

0.7642

0.9907

0.2405

0.1577

1.0000

0.4028

0.2746

0.0033

0.274&

0.3900

0.97Z8

- 0.8280

0.4028

. 1.0000

-.0.7695

0.8569

4

..

,

0.2447.

0.2815
.

- 0.8542

0.9799

0.2746

-.0.7695
r

1.0000-

.66.8980

..-0.0231

....0.0051

0.9512

.-0.9662

0.0033

.0.8569

....0.8980

1.0000

'

21

i , t
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80.71

A i

MODEL I MI CRITERIbN = 1 ..-

4REDICTORS =

R = 0.7654

V BETA
3 0.0
4 0.0
6../ 1.1188
7 1.1426
8 0.0442

REG. CONST. =

3..4 6 8
. .

R SR = 0.5858' \ 17 ITERATIONS.

B

0.0
0.0
0.1137
0.1219
0.0886
2.8445

.-,

1

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION =. 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 8- 8

R = 0.7658

V BETA

RSQ = 0.5865

B

3 0.0219 0.0104
4 0.2.234 0.1074
5 0.7233 0.1106
8 0.1719 0.3449

REG.CONST. 2.5995

MODEL 3 M3 CIIITERICN 1

PREDICTORS = 'S.. 4 8- 8

R = 0.7651

V BETA
.3 1.8818
4- 1.9315

, 3 0.0500
,- REG. CONSI. =

t.

RSQ = C.5854

a

0.8531
0.9291
0.1003
1.1625

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION =, 1

\,...,

PREDICTORS =

R =0.7647

2- 2 8... 8

RSQ = 0.5847

.," V BETA 8

2 0.7643 0.9074
8 - 0.0192 - 0.0385

REG. CONST. = 1.2464

t . . I

D-64
2",..,

,..

17 ITERATIONS.

26 ITERATIONS,

r,

.0

2 ITERATIONS.

I

r

I

.



80.71

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

R = 0.7644 RSQ = 0.5844

BETA 8 -

2 0.7644 0.9075
REG. CCNST. = 1.2245

k

a 4

1 ITERATIONS.

F=TEST , 1 MODEL 1 VS .MODEL 2 .

RSQ FULL = .0.5858 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED * 0.5865 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE x =0.0007

,

DFN = I: OFD = , 332. F=RATIO =

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5865 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5.854 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0011
DFN = 1. OFO = 333. F-RATIO =

FPEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MIGDEL
'RSQ FULL = 0.5854 MODEL 3

) RSQ REDUCED = 0.9847 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007
DFN = 1. DFO = 334. F=RATIO =

F=TEST 4 MODEL! VS MODEL 5 '.,q..X

RSQ FULL,- 0.5847 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5844 MODEC 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0004
DA = I. DFD = 335. -F=RATIO A

t

0.0 P = 1.0000

0.862 PI= 0.3563

0.529 P = 0.4745

0.297 P. = 0.5930
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80.71 Attachment D-3
(Page I of 2) >

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and 4vafuation

May 27, 1981i

TO: Belie Greek send Ann Cunningham

FROM: David Doss

4

,/
SUBJECT: Program Support and Achievement Gains

4

You may recall that I included in the Title I Evaluation Design a
question which reads as follows:

Was there a relationship between characteristics (cooper-
ation in setting up the program, etc) of the'prihcipals
of Title I schools, as perceived by the Title I reading
coprdinators, and the effectivenes/ of their Title I
programs in terms of achievements gains?

The attached page lists the 22 Title I regular-schoolo. Use the
scale to indicate, overall, how much slipport each principal gave
the Title I program at hiSher schobl. I would like to have one
common set of results in order to remove the problem of "rater

Also, these ratings will be created confidentially. They will not
be reported in any way that the score for any one principal can be
identified.

A

Approved: pfe6c: (..)77. Mr-tile
-Di ector of Office of Researck d Evaluation

... \ .a
DD:lfs

cc: Lee Laws
Oscar Cantu

2.'4

D-61
The previous numbered pace in

the ongmal document was blank.



80.71 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachtent D-3
Office of Research and Evaluation (Page 2 of 2)

MEASURE OF PROGRAM SUPPORT

Using the definition and scale below, show how much.support each
ipiincipal gave the Title I Program. Work together to establish
a consensus before giving .the

DEFINITION

Support for Campus Title I Program: knowledgeable about the Title I
Reading Program, works with teachers to minimize scheduling probfeis,
takes an active role.Th the planning and implementation of the school's
Title I Program, is aware of thereatrictions of the Title I Program,
works actively to insure that the program is in compliance, does not
impose unnecessary restrictions, etc.

4

4

SCALE

2 3 4 5

Very Very
Low Low ,,Average High High

School

Blackshear
Brown
Bryker Woods
Campbell
.Casts

Dawson

Support

Govalle
Harris
Maplewood
Mathews
Metz
Norman
Oak Springs
Ortega
dgetop

Rosedale
Rdsewood
Sancho;

Sims*
Walnut Creek
Zavala

Zilker

D-68

215
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80.71

1,

Model 1:

Model 2:

Model 3:

Model 4:

OP'

Attachment D-4
(Page 1 o,f 2)

MODELS USED TO DETERMINE THE RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN PRINCIPAL SU7PORT AND ACHIEVEMENT

Yola0 U+aI X (3) +a2 X
(4)

+a3 X
(5) +a4X (6)

+a5 X (7) +
- 4

a
6
X(9) + a

7

X(10) + a
8

x(11) 4.
9

x(12) 4,
a10

x(13) +

a
11
X
(14)

+ a
12
X
(15)

+ a
13
X
(16)

+ a
14
X
(17)

+ a
15
X
(18)

+ E

Y a16U + a 17X
(3) + a18X

(4)
+ a19X

(5)
a20x

16)
a21x

(7)

a X(8) + at X(I4) + a X(I5) x(16) x(17)
,22 ' 23 24 25 26

a X
(18)

+ E
27

,Y a28u
a29x(2) + a

30
X
(19)

+ a
31
X
(20)

+ E

... a
32

U + a
33
X(2) + E

4

Model 5: Y a34U + a35X
(2) + a30 (19)

+ E

Where,

Y posttest

U - unit vector

X
(2) a pretest

03) pretest if principal iven a rating of 1; 0, otherwise

X
(4)

pretest] principal gi en a rating of 2; 0, otherwise..

X (5)
pretest if principal given a rating of 3; 0, otherviii;-/-

X
(6)

- 'pretest if principal given a rating of 4; 0, otherwise

X(7) =pretest if principal given aerating of 5; 0, otherwise

Ft

X(8) = variable X(2) squared

X(9) - variable X(3) squared

X(10)=
vaifiOe X(4) squared

D-69

2



80.71

X(11) 0 variable X(5) squared

X
(12)

= variable X
(6)

squared

X
(13)

= variable X (7) squared

X
(14)

= 1 if principal's rating was 1; 0, otherwise

X(I5 = 1 if principal's rating Was 2; 0, otherwise

X(16)

Attachment D-4
(Page 2 of .2)

1 if principal's rating was 3; 0, othbrwise

X(I7) = 1 if principal's rating was 4; 0, otherwise

X
(18)

= 1 if principal's rating was 5; 0, otherwise

X
(19)

= principal's rating

X
(20)

= direct product--pretest times principal's rating

The pretest is the student's April, 1980, ITBS Average Reading Grade
Equivalent score except at grade 1 where MRT Pre-Reading Composite raw
scores were used.

the ratings pf the principals' support for the program were made using
the followifig scale.

1 Very Low, 2 = Low, 3 = Average, 4 n High, 5 = Very High
0

1

D-70
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REGRESSION ANALYSE$ DETERMINING THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM
SUPPORT AND ACHIEVEMENT GAINS ,

AT GRADES 2-6.

a

& ...
....../ '

x

r

N

t

o



NOMA TkOM PRO6RA4 All/MAN L

CIAPERATION ANO GAIN 4--. 4- 00/4-.81 1186 AVG.HEAOINC TOTAL G.f. GRAM 2

PARAMETERS
CU. 1- 5 .
CCA. 6-10 31

tOL 1115 S

COL 16-20
COL 21 -25 .

DATA FORMAT 1084MY1 0710

INIERCORRELAYION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1

t 1.8782

MEANS 11

0.1011

SIGMAS 1

0.6518
A

SIGMAS 3-
11

0.4073

0
1 14 MATRIX 1

.4
" 1 1.0000

2 0.2535

3

4 - 0.0397

5 ' 0.0867

6 0.0979

7 0.0468

17 0.2633

9 0 4

10 - 0.0166

11 0.1064

' 12 0.1206

13 0.0723

14 0.0

Is - 0.0705

1 (

CO
O

1-

2 '3 .4 5 6- 7 8 9 10 ---)
1.0763 0.0 0.2324 10.0817 0.6096 0.1526 1.2697 0.0 0.2695

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

0.7243 0.17494% 0.0 0.2179 0.0833 0.5513 0.1474 3.6282 3.9112

2 43 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

0.3737 -0.0 0.4642 0.3072 0.5939 0.3894 0.6226 -04 0.5813

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

0.7863 0.4897 -0.0 0.4129 0.2764 0.4974 0.3545 0.9820 1.6284

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

0.2535 Ipso -0.0397 0.0867 0.0979 0.0468 . 0.2633 see -0.0166

1.0000 0.0 0.1250 0.1277 0.3440 0.0826 0.9659 0.0 0.1915

0.0. 1.0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.A

0.1250 0.0 1.0000 -0.1332 -0.5139 -0.1961 0.1111 0.0 6.9805

0.1277 0.0 -0.1332 1.0000 -0.2731 -0.1042 0.1401 0.0 -0.1233

0.3440 0.0 -0.5139 -0.12731 1.0000 - 0.4022 0.3310 0.0 -0.4759

0.0826 0.0 - 0.1961 -0.1042 -0.4022 1.0000 0.0801 0.0 -0.1816

0.9659 0.0 0.1111 0.1401 0.3310 0:0801 1.0000 0.0 0.1888

. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.0

0.1915 0.0 0.9805 -0.1233 -0.4759 :0.1816 0.1888 0.0 1.0000

0.1604 0.0 - 0.1242 0.9774 -0.2547 - 0.0972 0.1885 . 0.0 -0.1150

0.4454 0.0 -0.4611 - 0.2451 0.9742 - 0.3609 0.4559 0.0 -0.4270
i

0.J521 0.0 -0.1788 -0.0950 -0.3667 0.9777 0.1584 0.0 . -0.1656

0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

- 0.0160 0.0 0.9483 -0.#04 1-0.5419 -0.2068 -0.0283 0.0
....

0.8781



ttr

I/ 0.0420

IS 0.0042

19 0.0539

20 0.2252

0.0981

-.0.051/

0.0191

0./441

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0. A19

- 0.5549

- 0.2082

-0.8300

-0.4894

R MATRIX II 12 13 14

I 0.10644 0.1206 0.0123 0.0

2 0.1604 0.4454 0.1521 0.0e 0.0 0.03 0.0

4 -0.1242 -0.4611 -0.1188 0.0

-0.09505 0.97/4 -0.2451 0.0

6 -0.2541 '33.4/42 -1.1661 0.0

/ ...0.091g 0.97/7. 0.0-0.)60?.....

Q01885 0.4559 0.15048 ' 0.0

9 0.0 0.0 50.0 0.0

- 0.1150 -0.42/010

41 1.0000 -0.2283

12 - 0.2265 1.0000

13 -0.3291-.0.0886

14 . 0.0 0.0

15 - 0.4863-0.1310

16 0.8229 -0.2211

17 - 0.2750 0A3it

I8 - 0.1032 -.0.3831

19 -.0.1587 0.3488

20 - 0.0054 0.5019

2''

-0.1656 Q.0

-0.0886 0.0

-.0.3291 0.0

0.01.0000

0.0\41 1.0000

0.00.0.1886

-0.1011 0.0

-0.3959 0.0 -

0.8590 0.0

.0.4990 0.0

0.4184 0.0

0.4824 0.3095 -0.1141 00.0114. 0.0 -*eft!) il
-.0.2949 0.9261 -0.4342 0.0185 0.0 -0.5138

-0.1106 '11.0.4269 0.9421 - 0.0556 0.0 -0.1928

-0.1/02 0.388/ 0.54/3 0.0115 0.0 - 0.1686 000
-.0.0330 0.5303 0.4383 0.1212 050 -0.42)2

15 16 I/ 10 19 20

-.0.0105 0.0243 0.0420 0.0042 0.0539

-0.0160

0.0

-0.0863

0.0

0.09131

0.0

-0.051/

0.0

0.0191

0.0

::2724::

0.0

0.9483 -0.1509 -0.5549 ,..0.2082 - 0.8300 -0.4894

ki.1404 0.8824 -.0.2949 -0.1106 -0.1102 -0.0330

-0.5419 -0.3095 0.9261 - 0.4269 0.3081 0.5303

- 0.2066 -0.1181 - 0.4342 0.9421 0.54/3 0.4303

-0.0283 -0.02/6 0.0/85 -0.0556 0.0115 0.7212

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.8/81 -0.1398 -0.5138 -0.1928 -0.7686 -1.4722

0.1310 0.8229 -.0.2150 -.0.1032 -0.1581 -0.0054

- 0.4863 -0.2/// 0.6311 .-0.383I 0;348% 0.5819

- 0.1886 -0.1011 - 0.3959 0.8590 0.4990 0.4744

0;0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1.0000 -0.1592 -0.5851 - 0.2195 -0.8153 -0.5161

-0.1592 1.0000 -0.3342 ...0.1254 ^0.1929 -0.1194

0.5851 -0.3342 1.0000 - 0.4609 0.4197 0.3485

-.0.2195 -0.1254 -0g/4609 1.0000 0.5809 0.3725

...0.8153 -0.1929 0.4191 0.5809 1.0000 0.6518

-.0.5161 -0.1194 0.3485 0.3225 0.6518 1.0000



rio

.

80.71
i

MCDEL I /41

PREDICTORS =

R = A.2813.

V BETA
4 -.0.0042
5 -0.0182
6 0.0190
7 0.0
10 0.1926
11 0.2907
12 0.2694
13 0.251:9
15 -0.006.3
16 -0.0593
17 0.0328
18 -0.0285

REG. CONST. =

CRITERION = 1

4- 7 10-13 15-18
1

RSQ 2g 0.0792,

B

-0.0059
-0.0387
0.0209
0.0,

0.2159
0.4651"
0.2233
D...3352

-0.0100
-0.1397
0.0430

-0.0524
1.5423

34 ITERATIONS.

.1."

'MODEL 2 /42 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =

a = 0.2791

V BETA

4- 8 15-18

RSQ = 0.0779

B ...

4 -0.0996 -0.1399
5 0.0966 0.2048
6 -0.0597 -0.0656
7 0.0321 0.0537
3 0.2723 0.2851

15 0.0 0.0
16 -0.0851 0.2006
17 0.0116 0.0151
18 -0.0501 -0.04121 .

REG. CONST. = 1.5857

MODEL 3.143 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 0' 2- 2 19-20

a = 0.2594 RSQ '= 0.0673

V
2

19.
20

. REG.

.

35 ITERATIONS.

A

i

." 6 ITERATIONS.'. 23
BETA B

0.1843 0.3600
-0.0073 -0.0049
0.0931 040372

COW. = ' 1.3626

D-74



,50.71'
MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION,* 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R = 6.2535 RSQ = 0.0642

V BETA
2 0.2535 0.4950

REG. CONS% = 1.3454

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

1 ITERATIONS.

PREDICTORS = , 2- 2 19=19

R = 0.2582 RSQ = 0.0667 2 ITERATIONS.

V BETA
2 0.2525 0.4932

19 1 0.0491 0.0326
REG. CONST. = 1.2291

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ.FULL = 0.0792 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0779 MODEL 2 )
DIFFERENCE = 0.0013
DFN = 3. OFD = 300. F -RATIO = 0.136 P = 0.9379

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.0779 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0673 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0106
DFN = 5. OFD = 303. F -RATIO = 0.697 P = 0.6283

'4=TEST '3 MODEL i VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.0673 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.064Z MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0031.

4
DFN = 2. DFO = 308. F -RATIO = 0.504 P =' 0..6105

F=TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL it' 0.0673 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED * 0.0667 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE gi'p-0006
OFN = I. DFO = 308. F -RATIO = 0.211 P = 0.6514

F -TEST 5 MODEL 5 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL 'a 0.0667 MODEL 5

RSQIREDUCEO = 0.0642 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0024
DFN = 1. OFO a 309. 1 F=RATIO = 0.799 P = 0.3756"

' D-75
2 1



. tom NUIPNI IRON 1,14fli.MAS 81GMAN

fOITEMAIINU ANN GAIN - 118% A9N.PCANIN6 10IAL G.L. 6mANL 1

YAKAMEIEMS 4
LEL 5 = 20
ca 4-.10 A / 351
ELL 11-15 .-;, 5
EEL 16 -26 m 5
CCL 21-25 a

1)A1A FOAMAI 10UMMYI

INCERUIRREtAIIUN ANALYSIS.

If ANS

SIGMAS

SIGMAS

m MAIMIX
.

cr$

2.6611

11
0.3184

1

0.6662

11 ,

0110

2 3 4 ' 5 6 1 8 10
1.1490 e.0 0.4465 0.1933 0.9532 0.1560 3.2617 0.0 0.8141

12 13 14 15 16 11 18 19 20
1.8095 0.2591 0.0 0.2613 0.1036 0.5322 0.1008 3.4706 6.0658

2 3 4 5 6 7 6 9 10
0.4501 -0.0 0.7840 0.5840 0.9491 0.4851 1.5402 -.0A0 1.5818

12 13 r5 15 16 17 18 19 20
1.2074 2.0348

*Vol

2

0.6737

3

-0.0

4

0.4404

5

1 1.0000

2 0.5313

3

4 041432

5 0.1704

6 0.0615

- 0.0640

8 0.5118

9

10 0.2180

II 0.1048

12 0.1411

\4-1

142f..) 5
I IL

-0.03/7

0.0

a Ai,

0.5313

1.0000

0.0

0.0139

0.1538

0.1331

-'0.0604

0.9885

0.0

0.2065

0.1150

0.47141

-0.0005

0.0

A AA v. A

0.1432 0.1104

0.0 0.0939 0.1536

1.0000 0.0 0.0

0.0 1.0000 -.0.1585

0.0 -0.1885 14000

0.0 -0.5719' -0111324

0.0 -0.102 -0.1064

0.0 0.0946 0.1528

0.0 0.0 p 0.0

0.0 0.9736 -0.1703..

0.0 -0.1185 0.9853

0.0 -0.5064 - 0.2943

0.0
0

-0.1'693 .-0.09114

0.0 0.0 0.0

^ ^

0.3048 0.4990 0.3011 0.9886 2.3048

6 7 8 9 10

0.0615 .-4.0.0640 0.5338 66 0.2180

0.3331 -0.0604 0.9885 0.0 0.2065

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 b.o

- 0.5119 - 0.1632 0.0948 0.0 0.9736

- 0.3324 -0.1064 0.1528 0.0 ; -0.1703

11.0000 m0.3230 0.3339 p.0 -0.5169

- 0.3230 1.0000 4-0.0734 0.0 -0.1655

0.3339 . -0.0734 1.0000 0.0 0.2091

0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.0'

- 0.5169 - 0.1655 0.2091 40.0 .1.0000

- 0.3111e m1.1008 0.1911 0.0 -0.1613

0.9695 .-0.2860 0.4826 0.0 - 0.4577

- 0.2985 0.9756 - 0.0121 0.0 m.0.1530

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

OW.

CO
O

2'



12 -0.0531 0.0996

18 - 0.09/7 - 0.1501

19 - 0.0985 - 0.0097

20 0.2610 0.6657

R 447/416 II 12 13

2

i 0.1848,

O. 121

.14I1

0.I952

3 0.0 0.

4 - 0.I785 -0.5064

5 0.9853 - 0.2943

6 - 0.3148 0.9695

7 -0.1008 .-0.2660.

6 0.1971 ' 0.4626

O 9 0.0 0.0
1V 10 -0.1613 -0.457/

II 1.0000 -0.2717

12 - 0.2187 1.0000

13 - 0.0932 - 0.2643

14 040 0.0

15 4-0.1874 -0.5317

16 0.9218 - 0.3024

17 - 0.3343 0.6337

18 - 0.1050 -0.2978.
.

.

19 - 0.1491 0.4762

20 ...<, 0.0029 0.7278

.ti 60 0.0 -0.1150
0.0 - 0.6074 -0.3530 0.9416 4.3430 0.0959

0.0 - 0.1907 -0.1108 -0.3363 0.9604' - 0.1492

0.0 - 0.84/1 -0.15/5 0.5378 0.49/5 - 0.0132

0.0 -0.59/8 - 0.0276 0.6655 0.3149 0.6535
1

14 15 16 11 18

-0.037/ 0.0 0.0273 0.1440 - 0.0531

-0.0005 0.0 -0.0/08 0.0875 0.0996 :00.01:19:

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0'

-0.1693 0.0 0.9526 -0.1936 -0.60/4 -0.1707

- 0.0984 0.0 -0.1979 0.9/33 -0.3530 - 0.1108

-0.2985 0.0 - 0.6004 -0.3415 0.9416 -0.3363

0.9756 0.0 -0.1923 -0.1094 - 0.3430 0.9604

-0.0121 0.0 -0.0660 0.0860 0.0958 - 0.1492

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

-0.1530 0.0 0.8609 -0.1750 -0.5490. - 0.1/24

-0.0932 0.0 -0.18/4 0.9218 :0.3343 - 0.1050

-0.26 1 0.0 -0.5317 - 0.3024 0.8237 - 0.2978

Limo 0.0 -0.17/7 -0.1011 -0.3171 0.8676

0.0 1.0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

-0.1777 0.0 1.0000 -0.2033 -0.6317 - 04.3002

- 0.1011 0.0 - 0.2033 1.0000 -0.3627 - 0.1139

- 0.31X1 0.0 ' -0.6377 -0.3627 1.0000 - 0.3572

0.6876 0.0 -0.2002 10.1139 -0.35/2 1.0000

0.4598 0.0 -0.8893 -0.1619 ' 0.5712 0.5181

0.3451 , 0.0 - 0.6937 -0.0693 0.5083 0.2427

ft

0.0 -0.5440

0.0 -0.1/24

0.0 -0./655

0.0 -0.492/

19 20

-0.09d5 0.2610

-0.0047 0.665/

0.0 0.0

-0.8471 -1.5979.

- 0.15/5 -0.02/6

0.53/4 0.655

0.49/5 0.3149

-0.0132 0.6535

0.0 0.0

-0.7655 -0.492/

-0.1492 0.0029

0.4162 0.1219

0.34510.4598

0.0 0.0

-0.8893 -0.693/

- 0.1619 -0.0695

0.4/12 0.5083

0.5181 0.2427

1.0000 0.1134

0.7134 1.0000

0



30.71

MODEL 1 M1

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.5632

VI BETA
4 0.0071
5 0.0
6 0.0
7 0.0
10 0.7563
11 0.3452
12 0.6041
13 0.2188
15 =0.3652
16 0.0
17 0.2168
18 =0.0919

REG. CCNST. =

MCDEL 2 M2

CRITERION = 1

4- 7 10=13 15=18

RSQ = 0.3172 65

0.0060
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.3185
0.1905
0.1978
0.1668
0.5524
0.0
0.2895
=0.2032
2.2458

CRITERION = 1

JPREDICTOR$ =

R = 0.5635

V BETA
4 0.2103
5 - 0.1763

16 0.3298
7 - 0.1654
.8 0.6057
15 - 0.3503
16 ,0.1154
17 0.0334
'18 0.0150
REG. CONST. =

MCDEL 3 M3

4- 8 15-18

KSQ= 0.3175 34

8

, 0.1787
=0.2011
- 0.2315
- 0.2272
0.2620

=0.5299
0.2521
0...)0446

0,0333
2.1081/

CRITERION = 1

PRE0ICT0RS = 2= 2 19=20

= 0.5547 RSQ = 0.3077

Jr V BETA
2 0.9618 1.4235

19 0.3§75 0.2476
20 - 0.6401 - 0.1850

REG. CONST. = 0.4341.

D-78

ITERATIONS.

ITERATIONS.

15 ITERATIONS.

20',



80.71

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 2 2-. 2

R = 0,5313 RSQ = 0.2822

V BETA
. 2 0.5313 0,7863
REG. CONST. = 1.2859

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS Z. 2- 2 19 -19

R = 0,5394 RSQ = 0,2910

V BETA
2 0.5304 0.7849
19 -.0.9934 0.0629

REG. CONS7. 1.5066

1 ITERATIONS.

2 ITERATIONS.

z

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL =' 0.3172. MOOEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3175 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE /As -.0,0003
DFN = 3. IWO = 345. F -RATIO =

..,/ .

46t
F..TEST. 2 MOD 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0. 75 MODEL 2

0.0 P = 1.0000

RSQ REDUCED = 043,77 MODEL---..
DIFFERENCE z 0. 098
OFN = 5. 0 348. F -RATIO = 0.996 P = 0.4211

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 -..

RSQ FULL = 0.3077 MODEL 3 ....--

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2822 MODEL 4 '-`)

DIFFERENCE = 0.0255
OFN = 2, OFO = 353. F -RATIO 2 6.500 P = 0.0021

F -TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL se 0.3077 MODEL 3
RS4 REDUCED 2 0.2910 MCDEL 5
DIFFERENCE 2 0,.0168
)FN = 1. DFD = 353. F -RATIO = 8.555 P = 0.0040

F -TEST 5 MODEL 5 VS MODEL 4
RSV FULL = 0.2910 MODEL 5
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2822 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE z 0.0087
OFN se 1. DFD = 354. ,F-RATIO * 4.352 P z 0.0353



CUIPU3 f$04 PROGRAM RIG4AN

himpERATION ANU GAIN -- 5-80/4L81 ItaS Av6.01401NG TOTAL C.F. -- 4RAuf

PARAMETERS
COL 1- S 20
Cci. 6-10 a. 345

4

COL 11-15 5

Cu 16-20 5 0,

OA 21-25 1
0

OAIA FORMAT 10umPYI 0110

, INTE40PRELATION AnAl.SIS.

MANS
.

1

3.4614
..

MEANS II

1.8864

2

2.6255
.

12
2.2642

A 3 4

0.721i 0.3728

_ 13 14

0.1523 0.2870

)0.6499
15

0.1507

6

0.0168

\ 16
0.2319'

7

qA0588

If to
0.3072

8

7.2235

18
0.0232

10
0.9815

.

20
6.9838

I' 9

1.911170

19
2.6290

SipmAS I 2 3 IS 4 5 1 6 p 7 8 9 10
0.8476 0.5746 1.1875 ... 0.9179 1.2100 1.2637 0.3858 2.9011 1.217 2.6274

CSIGMAS 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
.6880 3.7328 1.40274 0.452A 0.3578 0.4220 0.4614 0.1505t 1.2494 3.7557

...

A. if.
i

t:" R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

.0 ./ 1 1.0000. 0.6 15 0.0196 -0.0162 0.1807 0.1399 -0.0169 0.6930 0.1029 0.0561

, 2 0.6915 1.000 0.0435 0.0054 0.2591 0.1648 -0.0098 0.9905 '0.154 0.0945

34) 0.0196 0.0435 1.0000 -0.2487 -0.3289 e:c.;958 -0.0934 0.0384 0.9785 -0.2288

4 -0.0162 0.0054 -0.2487 1.0000 -0.2181 -0.2625 -0.0619 0.0101 -0.2301 0.9760

5 0.1807 0.2591 -0.3289 -0.2181 1.0000 471 -01819' tl 0.2654 -0.3044 -0.2006

6 0.1399 0.1648
/
-0.3958 -0.2625 -0.3471 .0000 -0.0986 0.1591 -0.3663 -0.24147

.
7 - 0.0169 -0.0098 -0.0934 -0.0619 -6.0819 0986 1.0000 -0.0207 -0.0064 -0.0570

,..

%
8 0.6930 0.9905 0.0384 0.0101 0.2654 I -0.0207 1.0000 0.1469" 0.1017 '

-0.3663..t1 0.1029 0.1500 0.9785 -0.2301 -0.3044 -0.6864 0.1469 1.0000 -0.2117

, .

10 0.0561 0.0945 -0.2288 0.9760 -0.2006 -0.2414 1-0.0570 0.1017 -0.2117 1.0000

11 0.2161 0.3186 -0.3132 -0.2077 0.9865 -0.3306 -0.0740 0.3295 -0.2899 ,-0.1911

12 0.1956 0.2519 -0.37k5 -0:2463 -0.3258 0.9827 -0.0925 0.2492 -0.3437 -0,2266
..0000 /

1 13 -0.0115 0.0032 -6.0908 -0.0602 -0.0796 -0.0958 0.9911 -0.0072 .-0.0840 -0.0554

14 -0.0876 -0.1006 0.9654 .-0.2576 -0.3507 -0.4100 -0.0967 -0.1011 0.8933 -0.2370

15 -0.1089 -0.1114 -0.2580 0.9639 7-0332263 -0.2723 -0.0642 -0.1031 -0.2387 0.8867

23-1 7
tk



16---------b.128f----14 . 4. -0.3551 -0.1834 C.1/12 ".3114 -0.)e53

11 0.0599 0.0)82 "0.4019 "0.2104 "0.1511 0.9105 - 0.1016 0.0314 "0.3114 "0.2488

18 - 0.0225 "0.0236 - 0.0944 - 0.0626 "0.0821 - 0.0996 0.9898 "0.0341 "0.0813 "0.0516

19 0.111) 0.11)) "0.1985 - 0.2044 0.1395 0.1093 0.2894 0.1012 "0.1389 "0.1881 co0
20 0.1525 0.41131 "0.1040 "0.1851 0.2466 0.1064 0.2420 0.41/1 "0.6341 "0.1434 .....t

.

...

R MATRIX 11 12 1). 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1 0.2161 0.1956 "0.0115 "0.0816 "0.1089 0.1281, 0.0599 - 0.0225 0.1113 00525
2 0.3286 0.2519 0.00)2 - 0.1006 - 0.1118 0.1692 0.0)82 "0.0236 0.1133 0.48)1

3 "00132 "0.3115 "0.0908 0.9654 "0.2580 "0.1)65' "0.4019 - 0.0944 "0.1985 "0.1040

4 "0.2011 - 0.2463 - 0.0602 - 0.2576 0.9639 417231 "0.2104 - 0.0626 - 0.2044 - 0.1851

5 0.9865 "0.3258, "0.0196 "00401 "0.2263 0.9115 "0.3511 "0.01121 0.1595 0.2466
6 "00306 0.91121 - 0.0958 "0.4100 "0.2123 "00551 0.9105 - 0.0996 0.109) 0.1064

1 "0.0180 - 0.0925 0.9911 - 0.0967 - 0.0642 "0.08311 -0.1016 0.9898 0.2894 0.2420

0.3295 . 0.2492 "0.0012 ,..0.1011 - 0.1031 0.1122 0.0314 "0.0141 0.1012 0.4111
O

9 - 0.2899 "0.1431 - 0.0840 0.89)) "0.2381 "00114 "0.1114 "0.0813 "0.1389 "0.6341
.

1

CO

. 10 "0.1911 "0.2266 - 0.0554 "0.2170 0.81161 "0.2051 "0.2488 - 0.0576 "0.1881 "D.1434
.

r 11 1.000Q - 0.3103 "0.0158 "00245 - 0.2155 0.9)09 "00406 "0.01118 0.1519 0.2618
12, - 0.3103 1.0000 - 0.0899 "00848 "0.2555 "0.)))) 0.9108 "0.0935 0.6656 0.1224

1) "0.01511 - 0.0899 1.0000 - 0.0941 "0.0625 - 0.0815 "0.0981 /0623 0.2814 0.2450
W.

,14 "00245 "00848 "0.0941 1.0000 "0.2613 - 0.3486 - 0.4225 "0.0911 "0.8211 ."0.1514

15 - 0.2155 - 0.2555 - 0.0625 "0.2613 1.0000 "0.2315 - 0.2806 . - 0.0649 "0.2121 "0.2216

16 0.9)09 "0.3333 - 0.0815 - 0.3486 "0.2315 1.0000 - 0.3659 "0.0841 0.16)2 0.2083

11 "00406 0.9108 "0,09117 - 0.4225 - 0.2806 "00659 1.0000 "0.1026 0.1)08 0.6413

ta s - 0.0788 "0.0935 0.962) "0.0911 "0.0649 - 0.0847 - 0.1026 1.0000 0.2924 0.2)40

19 ,0.1519 0.6656 0.2814 - 0.8271 - 0.2121 0.16)2 0.1)00 0.2924 1.0000 0.9051

20 0.26111 0.1224 0.2450 "0.1516 - 0.2286 0.2003 0.6413 0.2343 0.9051 1.0000

2'' 4



80.71

e- 400EL 1 MI CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 300 7 90418

R a 0.7001 RSQ = 0.4902 el ITERATIONS.

V BETA B

3 6.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0

<.?
f- 5 0.0 0.0

6 0.0 0.0
7 0.11657 0.5837
9 0.8870 0.2197
10 0.6992 0.2256
11 0.7429 0.1707
12 0.8463 0.1922
13 0.0 0.0
14 0.0268 .00.0502
15 .00.0559 440.1324
16 0.170% 0.3547
17 0.1.1'W 0.2072
18 0.0069 -0.03 86

REG. CONST. =, 1.9117

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS m 3.0 8 140418

R 0.7002 RSQ m 0.4903 39 ITERATIONS.

V BETA
3 0.0653 0.0466
4 0.1840 0.1700
5 400.2409 440.1687
6 040.1934 - 0.1297

.00.1010 0.2218
8 0.7012 0.2061
14 -0.31'5a 010.5907

15 -0.4025 010.9535

16 0.0145 0.0290
17 040.0342 440.0629

18 0.0210 04183
REG. CONST. = 2.4268

MODEL 3'M3 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 204 2 1920

R a 0.6946 RSQ = 0.4824- ,10 ITERATIONS.

V. BETA
2 0.8016 1.1824
19' 0.2907 0.1972
20 00.2957 00.0667

REG. CONST. = 0.3045

D-82



80.71

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION - 1

PREDICTORS - 2- 2

R a 0.6915 RS() - 0.4782

V BETA 8

2 0.6915 1.0200
REG. CONST. a 0.7833

A

MCOEL 5 M5 CRITERION - 1

PREDICTOR'S - 2- 2 19+19

Ra 0.6923 RS0 21 0.4793

V BETA\._

2 0.6877, 1.0145
19 0.0334 0.0226

REG. CONST. a 0.7384

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL - -0.4902 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED 0.4903 MODEL
DIFFERENCE a a0.0001
DFN 4. OF°

r"'"

FaTE4/ '2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RWFULL a 0.4903 ,MODEL
RSQ REDUCED a 0.4824 \ MODEL
DIFFERENCE 21 0.0078

1 ,

OFN * 7. OF0 a 334.

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL a 0.4824 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED a 0,4782 'MODEL
DIFFERENCE 21 0.0042

.DFN - 2. OFD a 341.

F -TEST 4 MODEL 3. VS MODEL 5
RS0 FULL a 0.4824 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED a 0.4793 MODEL
DIFFERENCE 0 0.0031
DFN 1. DFD a 341.

F -TEST 5 MODEL 5 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL a 0.4793 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED - 0.4782 ,MDOEL
DIFFERENCE a 0.0011
OF OFD r 342.

1 ITERATIONS.

2 ITERATIONS.

1

2

FRATIO 21 0.0 P a 1.0000

2

3 s''' t

FaRATIO a 0.734 P a 0.6448

3

4

FaRATIO * 1.394 P a 0.2482

3

5

F -RATIO 21 2.063 P - 0.1479

5

4

F -RATIO 0.722 P 0.4006

D-33

23G



J"

CCUPERATIO4 AND GAIN ++ 4- 80 /4 -81 1185 AVG.READING 101 G.E. GRADE 5

PARAMETERS
COL 1- 5 20
CCI. 6 -10 318
CCL 11+15 5

COL 16-20 - S

COL 21+25 e

a

INFERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

'JEANS

SIGMAS

SIGMAS

DATA FORMAT a IOURPY7 0110

1 2 3 4 5 6 r 8 9 10
4.2657 3.3252 0.9516 0.3821 0.8421 1.0805 0.0t9 11.6094 3.2403 1.2915

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
2.958 , 3.8650 0.2538 0.2925 0.1195 0.2516 0.3176 0.0189 2.6509 8.9085

1 2 3 4 5 4 r 8 9 10
1.40299 0.7434 1.5280 1.0101 1.4999 1.6424 0.401 4.6986 5.5620 3.8552

11 12 13 .14 IS 16 II 18 19 20

A MAT RI X
.

5.6268

1

, 6.3231

2.

1.8677

3

0.4549

4

0.3244

S

0.4339

e,

'0.4655

T

0.1361

A

1.2492

9

4.8846

10

1 1.0000
.

0.7754 0.0091 - 0.0182 0.2076 0.1859 0.0590 0.7058 0.0842 -0.0382

2 0.1154 1.0000 0.0671 0.0264 0.1422 0.2229 0.0669 0.9499' 0.1572 0.0985

3 0.0091 0.0671 1.0000 -0.2223 - 0.3497 -0.4097 -+0.0859 0.0526 0.9815 - 0.'006

4 - 0.0782 0.0264 -0.2223. 1.0000 - 0.2004 +0.2349 - 0.0493 0.0223'4' +0.2010 0.9827

5 0.2076 0.1422 - 0.3497 -0.2004 1.0000 -0.3694 - 0.0715 0.1428 - 0.3271 +0.1881

6 0.1859 0.2229 -0.4097 -0.2349 4.3694 1.0000 - 0.0908 0.2354 +0.3813 -0.2204

7 0.0590 0.0169 +0.0859 -0.0493 -0.0715 - 0.0908 1.0010 0.0619 - 0.0804 -0.0462

a 0.7858 0.9899 0.0526 0.0223 0.1428 0.2354 0.0619 1.0000 0.1461 0.0849

9 0.0842 0.1572 0.9815 -0.2080 - 0.3271 -0.1011 +0.0404 0.1461 1.000 -0.1952

10 V.0382 cloaes +0.2086 0.9827 * +0.1811 - 0.2204 -0.0462 0.0849 +0.1952 1.0000

11 0.2812 0.2251 +0.3275 +0.1871 0.9824 -0.3459 4.0726 0.2294 +0.306.3 +0.1762

12 0.2635 0.3210 - 0.3807 - 0,2182 - 0.3432 0.9807 +0.0841 0.3383 - 0.3561 - 3.2048

A3 0.0658 0.0126 - 0.0846 -0.0445 +0.0743 +0.0894 0.9948 0.0691 - 0.019? -0.0455

14 - 0.0861 0.0617 0.9684 -0.2295 - 0.3610 +0.4230 .+3.0817
$
+0.0725 0.9062 +1.2154

11 - 0.1242 0.0631 +0.7294 0.9690 - 0.2068 +0.2424 +0.05011 +0.0429 +0.2144 0.1093



44.

/

16

17

18

19

2d(

R MATRIX

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

el

9

10

11

32

13

14

15

16
I
IL-

18

'
.20

0.0961

0.0660

0.0517

, 0.1312

6.4401

11

0.2812

0.2257

-0.3275

-0.1877

0:9024

-0.3459

-0.0726

0:2294

mo -0.3063

-0.1762

110000

- 0.3234

- 0.0715

- 0.3301

-0.1937

0.9070

...0.3587

-Y0.0721

0.1469

0.2179

0.0174

0.0705

0:0606

0.1009

0.4975

12

-0.2635

0.3210

-0.3007

-0.2182

-0.3432

0.9807

-0.0843

0.3383

-0.3561

-0.2048

-0.3214

1.0000

- 0.0831

0.3930

-0.2252

- 0.3544

0.0195.9.

-0.0848

0.6601

0.1451

/

-0.3611

-0.4249

-0.0464

-0.8230

,-0.7016

13,

0.0658

0.0726

- 0.0046

-0.0485
t

-I:0763

- 0.0894

0.9948

0.0691

-0.0792

-0.0455

-0.0715

-0.0831

1.0008

.Y0.0874

-0.0501

-0.0788

0.0927

0.9799

0.2555

0.2700

-0.2070

-0.2435-

-0.0495

- 0.1860

-0.1570

14
....

- 0.0861

-0.0617

0.9686

-0.2295

-0.3610

-0.4230

-0.0887

-0.0725

0.9062

-0.2154

-0.3381

..0.3930

- 0.0874

1.0000

-0.2368

-0.3727

Y.0.4386

-0.0892

-0.8497

-0.7443

0.9684

-0.3831

- 0.0719

0.1876

0.1569

15

-0.1242

-0.0633

-0.2294

0.9690

-0.2068

-0.2424

-0.0508

-0.0629

-0.2146

0.9093

-0:1937

-0.2252.

- 0.0501

r0.2368

- 1.0000

-0.2136

-0.2513

-0.0511

-0.1920

-011896-

-0.3814

0.9643

-0.0912

0.7105

0.7272

16

00967

0.0174

-0.3611

-0.2070

0.96811*

-0.3814

-0.0800

0.0187

-0.3378

-0.1942

0.9070

-0.3544'

.-0.0788

- 0.3727

-0.2136

1.0000

-0.3955

-0.0804

0.160

0.1346 .

-0.0800

- 0.0941

0.9951

0.2595

0.2689

17

0.0660

0.0705

-0.4249'

-0.2435

- 0.3831

0.9643

-0.0941

,,,6 0.0812

-0.3975

-0.2285

- 0.3507

0.0959

- 0.0927

-0.4386

-0.2513\

- 0.3955

1.0000

-0.0946

0.7360

0.6564

0.0147

0.0812

0.0544

0.1117

0.5060

18

0.0517

0.0606

-0.0864

-0.0495

-0.0779

-0.0912

0.9951

0.0544

- 0.0808

-0.0464

-0.0729

-0.0848
74 w
0.9799

- 0.0392

-0.0511

-.0.0804

-0.0946

1.0000

0.2608

0.2652

-

co-0.3378-0.1942
:),

-0.3975 -0.2285 .--.,-

-0.0008 -0.0465

-0.7699 -0.1746

-0.6420 -0.1279 a

.

19 20

0.1312 0.4401

0.1009 0.4975

-0.8230 -0.1016

-0.1660 -0.1570

0.1569 0.1876 .

0.7105 0.7272

0.2595 0.2689

0.1112 0.5060

-0.7699 -0.6420

-0.f746 -0.1279

0.1469

0.6601

0.2179

0.7451

0.2555 0.2750

- 0.8497 -0.7443

-0.1920 -0.1896.

0.1620 0.1346

0.1368 0.6564

0.2608 0.2652

-1.0000 0.8937

0.8937 1.0000r



(
80.71

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION = I

PREDICTORS = 3- 7 9+18

R = 0.7998 RSQ - 0.6397

V BETA B

3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0. 0.0
6 0.0 0.0
47 0.0 0.0
9 0.8983 0.1663

4"--, 10 0.4554 0.1216
11 1.1102 0.2032
12 1.0213 0.1663
13 0.2854 0.1574
14 +04i62 +0.2630
15 0.0145 0.0460
-16 +0.2130 +0.5055
17. +0.0946 +0.2093
18 0.0 0.0 I

REG. CONST. = 2.5506

ti_

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS + 3- 8 14 -18

R = 0.8005 RSQ mg 0.6407

V ' BETA 8

3 +0.0412, 0.0278
4 +0.2755 +0.2651

te

5 0.3429 0.2355
6 0.0 0.0
7 0.0070 0.0145
8 ' '0.7634 0.1673

14 0.0 0.0
15 0.1843 0.5850
16 - 0.2900 0.6883
17 +0.0146 0.0324
18 0.0 0.0

..REG. 'CONST. at 2.3652

el

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION + 1

alb

PREDICTORS + 2+ 2'19+20

R = 0.7788 -RSQ - 0:6065

V BETA 8

2 0.6663 0.9230
19 +0.1573

7'

+0.1297
20 0.2511 '7'0.0530

REG. CONST. + . 1.0686

94 ITERATIONS.

34 ITERATIONS.

,p0 ITERATIONS.
211



30.31

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION m I

PREDI CTORS m 2+

R m 0.7754 RSQ s 0.6012

V BETA 0

2 0.7754 1.0741
REG. CONST. m 0.6941

MODEL 5 115 CRITERION 'm 1

PREDICTORS m 2+ 2 19+19

R m 0.777Z RSQ'r 0.t6103

V BETA 8

2 0.7700 1.0 666
19 0.0536 0.0442

REG. CONST. m 0.6019

s

F +TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL m 0.6397 MOOEL
RSQ REDUCED m 0.6407 MODEL
DIFFERENCE m +0.0010
OFN 4. OFD m 303.

F -TEST 2 MOD EL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL 0 0.6407 MOOEL
RSQ REDUCED a 0.6065 , MODEL
DIFFERENCE 0.0343
0 FN m 7. DFO * 307.

F+T EST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL m 0.6065 MODEL
RSQ REDUCEO a 0.6012 MODEL
DIFFERENCE - 0.0053
OFN - 2. OF0 314.

F -TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL m 0.6065 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED 0 0.6040,' MODEL
DIFFERENCE 0.0025
OFN = 1. . OFD m 314.

F+T EST 5 MOOEL 5 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL 0.6040 MOOEL
RSQ REDUCED a 0.6012 ' MODEL
D IFFERENCE a 0.0028
0 FN m 1. OFO - 315.

1 ITERATIONS.

4

2 ITERATIONS.

1

2

F+RAT1 0 m

3

/'
F+RA T 10 m

3

0.0

4.182

4-

P =

P =

--

1.0000

0.0004

4

F+RAT I 0

a
5

2.119 P m 0.1197

F+RATI 0 1.971 P m 0.1576

5

4

F+RAT I 0 0 2.260 P m 0.1,297

D-8721 "-`)



A

4 001141 IMOI PRO.RA4 mfliRAN

CtOPERAIION AND GAIN 4-40/4-41 INNS ARG.NCAOING MAE G.E. GRADE 6

PAAANEIERS
CCL 5 a 20
COL 6-10 a4( 284
,CCL 11-15 5
CCL 16-20 5
CCL 21-25 1

, 0
Ca0

DATA FORMAI IDURRYI

INIERCONNELAIION ANALYSIS.

calp_
11

MEANS I 2 3
t

4 5 6 AO 8 9 104.9899 4.0160 1.0882 0.5865 0.9816 1.3358 0.0440 11.3640 4.4035 2.574Q
4FANS (r II 12 13 14 15 16 11 18 L 19 204.3261 5.1180 0.1415 0.2841 0.1389 0.2326 0.3229 0.0208 2.6563 10.9691

,SIGMAS 1 . 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 101.0493 0.8660 1.1943 1.493\ 1.8331 1.9834 0.5183 6.8221 1.8842 6.8911
SIGMAS 11 12 13 14 ' IS 16 , 11 18 19 20. 8.5818 9.0241 2.3111 0.4513 0.3458 0.4225\_4.4616 0.1428 1.2513 5.1144

i

a
pp

R MAIRIX

I

I

1.0000

2

0.1359

3

-0.0495

4

0.0816

5

0.2299

6 1

0.0891 0.0083

8

0.1368

9

0.0452

10

0.1131Co

2 0.1359 1.0000 -0.0206 0.1t6 0.200 0.1592 - 0.0019 0.992% 0.0948 0.1954
3 - 0.0495 - 0.0206 1.opoo - 0.2384 -4.3241 - 0.4085 a0.0881 -0.0222 0.9118 - 0.2266
4 ' 0.0816 0.1426 -0.2381 1.0000 -0.2102%3 -0.2644 -0.0510 0.1451 -0.2193 0.9862
5 0.2299 0.2041 -0.1241 - 0.2102 1.0000 - 0.3605 -4.0118 0.2151 -0.2990 -0.2000
6 4.0891 0.1592 -0.4085 -0.2644 -0.3605 1.0000 0.0919 0.1499 -0.3162 - 0.2516
1 0.0083 -0.0019 -0.0881 - 0.0510 ' -0.0118 -0.0919 1.0000 4.0154 -0.0812 -0.0543
i 0.1168 0.9925 -0.0222 0.1451 0.2151 0.1499 -0.0154 1.0000. 0.0946 0.2003
9 0.0452 0.0988 0.9118 - 0.2193 - 0.2990 -0.3162 -0:0812 0.0946 1.0060 -0.2081

,10 0.1131 0.1954 -0.2266 0.9862 -0.2000 -0.2516 -0.0543 0.2003, ...0.2081 1.0000

411 0.2195 0.2825 -0.3055 -.0.1918 0.9835 -0.3393 -0.0132 0.2961 -0.2814 -0.1882
'12 0.1626 0.2450 -0.3843 - 0.2488 -0.3392 0.9824 -0,.0921 0.2413 -0.3539 -0.2361
13 0.0019 0.0031 -0.0811 .43.0564 -0.0169 -0.0968 0.9964 - 0.0101 ..0802 -0.0531 4

4.414 -.0.1101 -0.1851 . 0.9613 - 0.2411 ...0.3311 -0.4249 -0.0911 -0.115S 0.8853 -0.2351
15 0.0345 0.0619 -0.2436 0.9111 -0.2150. - 0.2105 .434584 0.0692 - 0.2241 0.9301



17

ie

19

20,..

R MATRIX

I

2

3

104
r

5

P

r

0

0 9
co
.0 10'

41

12

3

14

15e 16

e
18

17 ,
C

,

19

20

'..-.c -.2-.33)N-7--InG410 O. g 'IZi.riniMOniv, 0.0414 -0.1075' -0.2051
- 0.0019 0.0461 -0.4166 -0.2112 .....)-0:3691 0.902 -0.1003 0.0340 -0.3851 -0.2580
0.0084 -0.0072 -0.0885 -0.0513 -0.0781 -0.0982' 0.9961 -0.0206 =0.0615 -0.0545

C.
0.1140 0.1311 -0.0027 -0.2059 0.14/0 0.7232 0.1157 -0.093 -0.1959 co

.

0.2 /21

04
, 0.4801 -0.7271 -0.1488 0.2008 ' 0.71.1r 0.4112 -0.6519 e9.1.237 ,J0 0.3733

0.2353
.-

)
II 12 X13 414 .15 16 IT 16 19

4

.1°

.

MA .

0.2795 0100 .4.1707 0.0345 0.1333 -0.0019 604.0084 0.1.148
0.1626

0.P912

404.1:03
072025 0.2450 0.0031 - 0.1051 0.0679 0.0483 - 0.0072

,C- 0.1311 0.4801
.-0.3055 -0.3043 .0.0671 0.9613 -0.2436 -0.3339 -0.4180 ' -0.0885 -1:8027 -0.720
- 0.1978 .0.2408 -0.0564, -0.2417 0.9777 - 0.2162 -.2712 - 0.0573 -0.2059 -0.1486
0.5035 -0.3392 -0.0169. -0.3377 - 0.2150 0.9722. - 0.3697 )c0.0781 0.1470 0.2068

. ,
0.9624 -0.0966 -0.4249 -0.2105 -0.3ros 0.9/52 -0.0982

-0.3193

1,0.0732 1-0.0921 0.9964 -0.0917 -.0.0504 -0.0000 :0.1003 0.9961

0.7232 0.7177

0.2721 0.2353
0.2161 '0.2103 -0.0101 -0.1755 0.0692 0.0340 - 0.0200 0.4112

0.0994 0.1157
' :I-0.2014 - 0.3539 -0.0002 0:0053. -0.2243 -0.307,5 -0.3857 -0.0815 -0.093 -0.6119

-0.1802 -0.2367 -0.0537 -0.2357 0.9303 -0.2057 -0*2580 -0.0545 -0.1959 10.1237
1.0000 -0.3192 -0.0724 1.0.3170 -0.2023 0.9149 -0.34/94 . -0.005 0.1384 0.2370.

- 0.3192 1.0000 -0.0910 -0.3997 -0.2545 -0.1489 0.910 -0.0924 0.6804 0.024
1 - 0.0724 -0.0910 1.0000 -0.0906 -0.0517 -0.0191 ' -0.0992 0:9850 0.2691 ....-a.2165

-0.310 ,-0.3997 - 0.0906 - 1.0000 -0.2534 , -.0.340 -0.415/ -0.0920 -0.6351 - 0.1809
- 0.2023 .-0.2545 -0.0577 -0.2534 ,I.0000 -0.2211 -0.2774 - 0.0506 -0.2106 -0.1756
0.9149 - 0.3409 ...0.0/91 -0.340 - 0.2211 1.0000 -.0.3802 -0.0803 0.1513 0.1611

- 0.0735 -P.092, ' 0.9650 :0.0920 -.0.0586 - 0.0603 -.0.1007 1.0000 0.202

o:66ro

0.2323

0.9175 -0.0992 -0.4357 -0.270 4-0.3002 9.0000 -0.1001
- 0.3479

) ,
0.7416

0.1364 0.6604 41.269t - 0.0351 -0.2106, 0.1513 0.016 0.2/32 1.0000* 0.9140
0.2370 0.1324 0.2165 -.0.7609 -0.1754 0.1611 0.6610 0.2323 0.9140 1.4004

215 241'



4.

80.71

MCDEL 1 Fil

PREDICTORS 311

R" = 0.7463

4411ji

V BETA

CRITERION la 1

3* 7 9 -18

,

RSQ * 0.5570

8

3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0
7 0.0 0.0
9 0.8993 0.1197
10 0.6289 0.0958
11 0.8729 0.1067
12 1.0225 0.1189
13 0.0 0.0
14 - 0.0499 0.1160
15 0.1093 0.3318
16 0.1297 0.3222
17 - 0.0406 - 0.0912
13 0.2840 2.0866

REG. CONST. m 2.9731

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION * lc
PREDICTORS m 3- 8 14 -18

R a 0.7448 RSQ * 0.5548

V BETA 8

3 0.1671 0.0977
4 - Q.0781 - 0.0549
5 *010971 - 0.0555
6 0.1927, 0.1020
7 - 0.0616 *0.1117.
8 0.6968 ---0.1072

14 0.0 0:0
15 .. 0.2158 ,0.6549
16 0.3453 0.8575
17 0.0 0.0
18 0.1445 1.0613

REG. CCNST. * 2.6700

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION * 1

PREDICTORS = 2* 2 19 -20

n

80 ITERATIONS.

AS.

.

56 ITERATIONS.

...

4

R * 0.7365 RSQ a 0.5425 15 ITERATIONS.

V BETA e 2 LI
2 0.6958 0.8431
19 *0.0708 *0.0594
20 0.1033 0.0188

REG. CONST. * 1.5056

D90



80.';1

_
.

MCOEL 4 M4 'CRITERION 2

PREDICTORS 7 2= 2

R'= D.73 59 RSQ al 0.5416

V BETA
2 0.7359 0.8917

REG.. , CONST. = 1.3552

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS 2 2= 2 19=14

R a 0.7362 RSQ s 0.5420

V ,BETA a
2 , 0.7335 0.8888

19 0.0186 0.0156
REG. CONST. = 1.3258

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5570 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5548 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = '0.0022
OFN = 4. °Ft) a 273.

F=TEST 2 MDDEL 2 VS 40EL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.55 48 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED 2 0.5425 MODEL
DIFFERENCE = 0.0123
DFN = 7. DFD a 277.

F=TEST 3 ODEL 3 VS MODEL 4

(44
RSQ FULL 2 0.5425 MODE L
RSQ REDUC D = 0.5416 MODEL
'DIFFERENCE a 0.0008
DFN = 2. DFD = 284.

I'
F=TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL * 0.5425 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5420 MODEL
DIFFERENCE = 0.0005
DFN2 1. DFD = 284.

F -TEST 5 MODEL 5 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.5420 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5416 MODEL
DIFFERENCE = 0.0003
DFN = 1. *OFD = 285.

1 ITERATIONS.

6

2 'ITERATIONS..

F -RATIO = 0.342 P = 0.3502

2

3

F-RATIO = 1.096 P = 0.3655

3
4

F -RATIO = 0.261 P z 0.7737

3
11%

5

F -RATIO = 0.312 P = 0.5837

5

4

F "RATIO = 0.211 P = 0.6512
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AT HOME »» GRADE 1 »» 9»80 MRT/4»81 IT8S AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

PARAMETERS
COL 1» 5 =
COL 6,610 = 48
CCL 11»15 = 5
COL 16»20 = 4
COL.2125 = 1

DAfA FORMAT = (DUMMY)
10

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 # 2

_ 1.8521 45 .000e

1 2

3

21.4583

3

4

23.5417

4

5

2213.2917

5

1000.0000

6
0.7767 13.7219 23.2280 25.6726 1197.8838 1250.8586

R MATRIX ' 1'
...

'2"
.

, -,3
4 'AIII

,
' 5 6

1 1.0000 0.7631 »0.0077 0.4148 0.7750 0.0978

2 0.7631 1.0000 0.1078 0.4369 0.9862 0.2606

3 »0.0077 0.1078 1.0000 »0.8471 0.0712 0.9642

4 0.4148 0.4369 »0.8471 1.0000 0.4628 »0.7331

5 0.7750 0.9862 0.0712 0.4628 1.0000 0.2345

6 0.0978/ 0.2606 0.9642 »0.7331 0.2345 1.0000

7 0.531 0.5644, »0.7396 0.9708 0.5969 »0.6400

8 »0.1690 4..0.1518
.

" 0.9238 »0.9170 -.0.1781 0.7995.

0500

7 8

1213.2917 0.5000

7 8

1515.5400 0.5000

7
,.,.

0.5318 »0.1690

0.5644 »0.1518

»0.7396 0.9238

0.9708 - 0.9170

0.5969 - 0.1781

- 0.6400 0.7995

1.0000 - 0.8006

»0.8006 .0000
11'



e ft

I

80.71

MODEL 1 /41 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 4 6- 8

R a 0.7859 RSO a 0.6177

.r,

19 ITERATIONS.

V BETA B 1

3 0.8103 0.0271
4 0.0 0.0
6 0.1309 0.0001
7 1.1055 0.0006
8 0.1372 =0.2131

REG. CONST. = 0.6085

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 37 5 8 8

R a 0.7840 R SO = 0.6146

V BETA 8
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.4365 0.0132
5 0.6345 0.0004
8 0.3443 0.5349

REG. CCNSTI = 0.3631

MODEL 3 M3

PREDICTORS a

R = 0.7766

V BETA
3 1.0335
4 1.6209
8 0.3627

REG. CONST. a

CRITERION = 1

3 4 8 8

R SO a 0.6032

8

0.0346
0.0490
0.5634
=0.3257

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION a 1

PREO ICTORS = 2 2 8- 8

R a 0.7650 RSO a 0.5852

V BETA B
2 0.7548 0.0427
8 0.0544 =0.0845 .

REG. CONST. = 0.028.44

D-95

.

I

2z-',2

9 I T ERATI ONS.

49 ITERATIONS. :

)

2 ,I TERAT I ONS.

N

,

.



4

4k

80.71

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION ims ,1

PREDICTORS = 2.6 2

R = 0.7631 RSQ = 0.5823

V BETA B

2 0.7631 0.0432
REG. CONST. = 0.0917

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.6177 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.6146 MOOEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0030

al*

1 ITERATIONS.

,

OFN = 1. COO = 42. FRATIO = 0.335

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MOOEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.6146 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.6032 MOOEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0114
OFN II 1. OFD = 43. F.0RATIO ? 1.277

F.PTEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.6032, MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED Mk 0.5852 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE = 0.0180
DFN Mk 1. OF0 = 44. -f-RATIO = ( 1.993

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.5852 -MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5823 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE a 0.0029
DFN = 1. OFD Mk 45. FRATIO = 0.313

D-96

P = 0.57281

'P = 0.2638

P = 0.1616

P = 0.5851

.



AT HOME == GRADE 2 4-.80/4=81 IT8S AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

PARAMETERS
COL 1= 5ea 8
COL 6 -10 94
co. 11 -15 = 5
COL 16=20 a 4
CCL 21=25 a 1

DATA FORMAT A (DUMMY)

khTERCORRELAT.ION ANALYSIS.

I

.0500

0

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 82.3223 1.6064 0.7968 0.8096 2.9368 1.4522 1.4846 0.5000

y SIGMAS

R.MATRIX

1'

2

3

4
-

5

6

7:

8

1

0.7543

1

2

-0.5969'

2

3

0.9041

3

4

0.9106

4

5

2.4326

5

* 6
2.2505

6

7

2.2726

7

8

0.5000

0

1.0600 0.5724
... /.

0.2159 0.1609 0.6176 0.3398 0.3246 0.0804
0.5724 1:0000 0.3192 0.3387 0.9549 0.5092 0.5179 - 0.0214

..,

0.2159 ,0.3192 1.0000 ..,0.7836 0.3078 0.9141 =0.5758 0.8814
0.1609 0.3387 =0.7836 1.0000 0.3204 - 0.5737 0.9112 '4.'0.8891

0.6176 0.9549 0.3078 0.3204 1.0000 0.5313 . 0.5442 - 0.0133
0.3398 0.5092 0.9141 =0.5737 0.5313 1.0000 . - 0.4215 0.6453/

0,3246 0.5179 0..0.5758 0.9112 0.5442 - 0.4215 1.0000 3.6533
0.0804 =0.0214 0.8814 - 0.8891 - 0.0133 0.6453 -.0.6533 1.0000

254



89.71

.

MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION 1.

PREDICTORS = 3 4 6 8
I

R = 0.6648 RSQ = 0.4420 223

V . BETA B

ITERATIONS.

3 1.3821 - 1.1532
4 0.6132 0.5080
6 1.3159 0.4410
7 0.3038 0.1009
8 1.1926 1.7991

REG, CONST. = 1.1402-

6)

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS al 3 5 8- 8

R 0.6421 RSQ = 0.4122

V BETA B

3 0.4341 0.3622
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.7576 0.2349 ,
8 0.4729 0.7135

REG. CONST. = 1.5643

MCDEL 3 143 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS.= 3- 4 8= fr

R p0.5986 RSQ = 0.3583

V BETA
3 0.6621
4 1.1010
8 0.4757

-REG. CONST'. =

B

0.5524
0.9121
0.7177
0.7849

MCDEL 4 $4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS `se 2= 2 8- 8

R 0.5798 RSQ = 0.3362 2 ITERATIONS:

7 ITERATIONS.

37 ITERATIONS,

,..

kb

V BETA, B

2 0.5744 0.7258
8 0.0927 0.1398 2F,G

REG. CONST. = 1.0866

r-
D-98



1

.

80.71
)

MCDEL. 5 M5 CRITERION -= 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R = 0.5724 RSV= 0.3276

V BETA B
2 0.5724 0.7233

REG. CONST. = 1.1605

1 ITERATIONS.

F-.7 EST 1 - MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL a 0.4420 MODEL 1 '
RSQ REDUCED = D.4122 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0:0297
DFN = 1. DFD = 88. F=RATIO = 4.689 P = 0.0310

IF=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL
RSQ FULL = 0.4122 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3583 MODEL
DIFFERENCE st 0.0539
DFN = 1. DFD g , 89. F=RAT ID = 8.162

F=TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.3583 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3362 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0221"
DFN = I. DFD * 90. F -RATIO = 3.105

F=TEST 4 MODEL q.r/S MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.3362 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED III 0.3276 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = D.0086
DFN II 1. DFD = 91. F -RATIO = 1.177

ld II

0-99

.... ....,

P 2 0.0055

P = 0.0777

P = 0.2805

i.



AT HOME -- GRADE 3 e= 4- 80/4 -81 IT8S AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

PARAMETERS 0
CCL 1- 5 = B

COL 6 -10 = 44
COL 11 -15 = 5

COL 16 -20 = 4
CCL 21 -25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2

2.7114 1.7682
3

0.8773

I.

4
. 0.8909

5

3.4855
6

1.7168

0500

7 8

1.7686 0.5000

o v .s.,

ctQ SIGMAS 1 2 5 6
4

7 B
0".8125 0.5992 0:9732 0.9874 2.6631 2.5434 2.5877 0.5000

,

R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

L 1.0000 0.1048 0.1443 0.2854 0.7072 0.3305 0.4030 - 0.0979
t. t

2 q 0.7048 1.0000 0.2841 0.3268 0.9745 0.4906 0.S207 -0.0228
4 NI,

3 0.1443 ,0.2841 -1.0000, - 0.8133 0.2800 0.9199 - 0.6161 0.9014

4 0.2854 0.3268 - 0.8133 1.0000 0.3154 - 0.6091 0.9232 - 0.9023

5
..--

0.7072 0.9745 0.2800 0.3154 1.0000 0.5068 0.5311 - 0.0195 r

6 0.3305 0.4906 0.9199 - 0.6091 0.5068 1.0000 - 0.4614 0.6750

7 . 0.4030 0.5207 - 0.6161 0.9232 0.5311 - 0.4614 1.0000 - 0.6835

8 =0.0979 - 0.0228 ,0.9014 - 0.9023 - 0.0195 0.6750 - 0.6835 1.000Q

253



80 . 71

MCOEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 0 3= 4 6- 8

R * 0.7171 RSQ 0 0.5143

V BETA * B
3 0.2965 0.2475
4 0.2465 0.2029
6 0.5585 0.1704
7 0.4929 0.15,48
8 - 0.1828 - 0.2970

REG. CONST. = 1.8820

MCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREOI,CTORS = 3. 5 8- 8

R = 0.7177 RSQ = 0.5151

V 'BETA - B
3 0.4954 0.4136
4 0.2795 '0.2300
5 0.4748 0.1449'
8 - 0.2859 - 0.4645

REG. CONST. = 1.8710

MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS 0 3= 4 8- 8

R = 0.7120 RSQ = 0.5070 38

V BETA B
3 1.2290 1.0260
4 1.0750 .0.8845
8 =0.2328 - 0.3782

REG. CONST. = 1.2124

MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION - 1

PREOICTORS =
)

R = 0.7095

V BETA

2= 2 8= 8

RSQ = 0.5034

B
'2 0.7929
8 =0.0819

REG. CCNST. 0

0.9532
- 0.1331
1.0925

D-101

2

135 ITERATIONS.

t; ,

98 ITERATIONS.

ITERATIONS.

2 ITERATIONS.



80.71

MOOEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2... 2

R = 0.7048 RSQ = 0.4967

V . BETA 8

1 ITERATIONS.

2 0.7048 0.9557
REG. CONST. = 1.0215

F -TEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5143 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCE() = 0.5151 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE =
DON = 1. OFO = 38. = 0.0 P'm 1.0000

F -TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MOOEL
RSQ FULL = 0.5151' MODEL 2

RSQ REOUCED * 0.5070 MOOEL 3

OIFFERENCE * 0.0081
OFN = 1. OFO = 39. = 0.651 P = 0.4303

F -TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL * 0.5070 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED * 0.5034 MODEL 4
OIFFERENCE = 0.0035
DFN = 1. OFO = 40. F -RATIO = 0.287 P = 0.6015

, F..TEST 41 MOOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5
RSQ FULL '0.5034 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCE() = 0.4967 MOOEL 5

DIFFERENCE - 0.0067
DFN = 1. OFD 41. F -RATIO = 0.55'4 P = 0.4676

D-102

t"



AT HOME

PARAMETERS

GRADE 4 4- 80/4 -81 JIBS AVG. READING TOTAL G.E. c;

-4
COL 5 = 8

COL 6-.10 a 28
COL 11 -15 = 5

COL 16 -20 = 4

COL 21 -25 =

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

0500

-MEANS

0

4.ISIGMAS

R MATRIX

1 \
3.6321

1

0.7611

1

2

,2.8357

2

0.5752

2

3

1.4214

3

1.4771

3

4

1.4143

4

1.4730

4

5

8.3721

5

3.3482

5

6

4.2021

4
4.18197

\
6

7

4.1700

7

4.7987

___.7 \

-/

8
0.5000

8

0.5000

8

\\, 1 1.0000 0.7128 0.0591 042191 . 0.6952 0.1887 0.2955 - 0.1079

2 0.7128 1.0000 0.2017 0.S882 0.9931 0.3508 0.3407 0.0124

3 0.0591 0.2017 1.0000 - 0.9240 0.1998 0.9714 - 0.8363 0.9623

4 0.2191 0.1882 - 0.9240 1.0000 0.1875 - 0.8371 0.9716 - 0.9601

5 0.6952 0.9931 0.1998 0.1$75 1.0000 0.3536 0.3426 0.0096

6 0.1887 0.3508 0.9714 ...0.8371 4.3536 1.0000 -.0.7577
/

0.8719

7 0.2955 0:3407 ..4.8363 0.9716 0.3426 .-0.7577 1.0000 -0.8690

8 i0.1679 0.0124 0.9623 - 0.9601 0.0096 0.8719 - 0.8690 1.0000

2C3
2C2



80.71

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION - I

PREDICTORS mg 3- 4 6- 8

R = 0.7566 RSQ = 0.5725

V . BETA B
3 7.7864 4.0124
4 1.7061 0.8816
6 =3.1075 - 0.4907
7 - 0.1317 =0.0209
8 =3.3712 - 5.1319

REG. CONST. = 1.3972

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 e- 8

R = 0.7458

V BETA
3 4.5984
4 3.7028
5 - 0.9084
8 - 0.9713

REG. MIST.

RSQ = 0.5563

B

2.3696
1.9133

- 0.2065
- 1.4786
0.0262

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 8- 8

R a 0.7358 RSQ = 0.5414

V BETA B
3 2.1770 1.1218
4 1.5156 0.7831
8 - 0.7478 - 1.1383

REG. CONST. = 1.4992

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2- 8- 8

R = 0.7223

V BETA
2 0.7142
8 - 0.1168

REG. CONST. =

RSQ = 0.5217

r
B

0.9451
- 0.1778
1.0410

D-104

807 ITERATIONS.

Aff

388 ITERATIONS.

97 ITERATIONS.

2 '../ 4

2 ITERATIONS.



80.71

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS a 2., 2

R = 0.7128 RSQ = 0.5081

V BETA B

2 0.7128 0.9432
REG. CONST. = 0.9576

FsTEST* 1 , MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

1 ITERATIONS.

RSQ FULL = 0.5725 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED 0.5563 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0162
DFN = lo DFD = 22. F -RATIO = 0.835 = 0.3739

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5563 MODEt 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5414 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE*= 0.0149
DFN 1. DFD = 23. F-RATIO = 0.771 P = 0.3928

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL a 0.5414 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED ='0.5217 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0197
DFN = 1. DFD a 24. FRAT10 = 1.030 P = G.3214

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.5217 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5081 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0136
DFN = 1. DFD = 25. F -RATIO = 0.713 P = 0.4112

2s...;
D-105



a

a-

AT HOME ++ GRADE 5 ++

PARAMETERS
CCL 1+ 5 = 8

CCL 6 -10 = 42
COL 11 -15 = 5

CCL 16+20 = 4

CCL 21 -25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

4- 80/4 -81 ITBS AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

CO0

1

0500

INTERCORRELATION

MEANS

NALYSIS.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
.'00 3.7071 1.8500 1.8571 15.8802 7.8978 7.9824 0.5000

SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

cr,
1.6596 1.4620 2.1155 2.1292 12.7563 11.8821 12.1501 0.5000

R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 1.0000 0.9437 0.3887 0.2618 0.9288 0.5703 0.4174 0.0201

2 0.9437 1.0000 0.3362 0.3526 0.9876 0.5143 0.5339 +0.0049

4 3 0.3887 0.3362 1.0000 +9.7628 0.3274 0.9389 +0.5745 0.87'45

4 0.26 0,425,6 +0.7628 1.000 0.3528 - 0.5798 0.9374 +0.8722
1

5 0.9288 0.9876 0.3274 0.3528 1.0000 0.5155 0.5457 +0.0066

6 0.5703 0.5143 0.089 - 0.5798 0.5155 1.0000 - 0.4367 0.6647

7 0.4174 0.5339 -0.5745 0.9374 0.5457 -0.4367 1.0000 +0.6570

8 0.0201 +0.0069 0.8745 - 0.8722 - 0.0066 0.66/1 - 0.6570 1.0000

1' -1



80.71
(

MODEL I M1 CRITERION so 1

PREDICTORS is 3- 4 6- 8
R

R = 0.9574 RSQ = 0.9167

V BETA B

3 2.1581 1.6930
4 0.2356 0.1837
6 W3.3807 0.0532
7 0.6075 0.0830
8 100095 - 3.3507

R EG. CONST z 2.5597

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS z 3- 5 8... 8

R z 0.4549 RSQ z 0.9119

V - BETA B

3 '` 1.5980 1.2536
4 1.1573 0.9021
5 - 0.0051 0.0007
8 - 0.3709 - 1.2311

REG. CONST a 1.2317

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS z 3- 4 8- 8

R = 0.9550 RSQ z 0.9119

V BETA B

3 1.5678 1.2299
4 1.1804 0.9201
8 sv0.3213 1.0666

REG. CONST. = 1.1492

D-107

294 ITERATIONS.

126 ITERATIONS.

35 ITERATIONS.

4
211'-..)



1

80.11

MOOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS s 2- 2 8- 8

R = 0.9441 RSQ = 0.8912

. V BETA
2 0.9439 1.0715
8 0.0247 0.0820

REG. CONST. = 0.5870

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 2- 2

= 0.9437 RSQ = 0.8906

V BETA
2 0.9437 1.0713

REG. CONST. = 0.6285

F -TEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MOOEL 2

2 ITERATIONS.

1 ITERATIONS.

RSO FULL = 0.9167 MOOEL 1

RSO REDUCED s 0.9119 MOOEL 2

OIFFERENCE s 0.0048
OFN = 1. OFO = 36. F-RATIO = 2.058 P = 0.1566

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MOOEL 3
RSO FULL = 0.9112 . MODEL 2 .

RSQ REOUCEO = 0.9119 MOOEL 3

OIFFERENCE = -0.0001
OFN = 1. OFO = 37. F-RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F -TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS MOOEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.9119 MOOEL 3

RSO REDUCED = 0.8912 MOOEL 4

OIFFERENCE s 0.0207
°FN.= '1. OFO = 38. F-RATIO = 8.933 P = 0.0051

F -TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5
RSO FULL = 0.8912 MODEL 4

RSO REOUCEO = 0.8906' MOOEL 5

OIFFERENCE = 0.0006
OFN = 1. OFO = 39. F -RATIO = 0.219 P = 0.6474

D-I08



AT HOME == GRADE 6 -- 4- 80/4 -81 ITBS AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

PARAMETERS
COL 1- 5 =
CCL 6 -10 = 2

CCL 11 -15 = 5

COL 16-20 = 4

COL 21 -25 = 1

0

-

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) 0540

iINTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
1

)\-
.

MEANS 1 2 3 5 6 7 8

5.8687 4.6000 2.2781 2.3219 22.1794 10.9228 11.2566 0.5000

. .

SIGMAS 1 2 3. t 4 5 6 7

:1.0096 9.1844 12.75300.9040 2.3944 2.4219
.

12.9469 0.5000

R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1

-..,

'2

3

4

5

' 6

7

8

a 7
'1.0000

0.8348

0.0063

0.3417

0.8675

0.1777

0.4403

- 0.1936

.

0.8348

1.0000

0.1834

0.2355

'0.9830

0.3325

0.3699

- 0.0433

.

0.0063

0.1834

1.0000

- 0.9122

0.1818

0.9708

- 0.8272

0.9515

0.3417-

0.2355

=0.9122

1.0000

0.2300

- 0.8211

0.9720

=0.9.587

0.8675

0.9830

0.1818

0.2300

1.0000

0.3388

0.3751

- 0.0363

0.1777

0.3325

0.9708,

- 0.8211

0.3388

1.0000

- 0.7447

0.8565

0.4403

0.369

=0.8272

0.9720

0.3757

=0.7447

1.0000

- 0.8694

- 0.1936

- 0.0433

0.9515

=0.9587

- 0.0363

0.8565

=0.8694

1.0000 -
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40,

80,71

'MODEL 1 M1

PREDICTORS="

R 0.9020

V BETA
3 - 2.5080
4 0.0
6 2.7682
7 1.1134

- 8 0.7896
REG. CONST. =

.

CRITERION a 1

3..44 67 8

RSQ = 0.8135

B

40.9,469
0.0
0.1962
0.0777
1.4275
4.2938

MODEL 2 M2

PREDICTORS =

R 0.8900

CRIT6-113N =

3- 5 84 8

RSQ = 0.7922

V BETA B
3 41.1-273 0.4256
4 71..4538 713.5426
5 1.3899 0.1368
8 70.4673 70.8448

REG. CONST. 5.4865

*EL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 37 4 84' 8

0

6-8

4 9 7 RSQ = 0.7219

s ETA 8
3 . 1.9809
4 1.9660 '901r409
8 70.1930 40.3484

,REG. CONST. 4i 2.635,3

MODEL 4 144 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 2- 2 87 8

R, 0.8495

BETA
2 0.8279

I'8 - 0.1571
REG. COST. =

RSQ 0.7217

8

0+7413
- 0.2851
2.6015

D-110

-

r

416 ITERATIONS.

216 ITERATIONS.

*ft

2-ITERATIONS.

4



4

s

80.71

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2 2

R = 048348 RSQ = 0.6968

V B'ETA 8
2 D.8348/ 0.7474

4441 EG. CONST. = 2.4307

i

1

1 ITERATIONS.

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL
RSQ FULL = 0.8135 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.7922 MODEL 2
D IFFERENCE = 0.0214

,

DFN = 1. DFD = 26. FRATI 0 = 2.978 P = 0.0928

I-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.7922 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCEe= 0.7219 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0702 1
OFN = 1. DFD = 27. FRATI 0 = 9.126 P = 0.0056

FTEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.7219 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUGED = 0.7217 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 040003
DFN a 1. DFD = 28. FRATIO = 0.027

.
P = 0.8640

rft

f

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MO6E1.5
RSQ Met = 0.7217 MODEL 4
RSQ. RE CED = 0.6968 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0248 .

OFN 2$ 1. DFD = `29. FRATI 0 = 2.587 P = 0.1150 %

-4
I

.

273
4 ' - D-111

......, - ,..
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80.71 Attachment D-7
(Page 1 of 2)

MODELS USED FOR EVALUATION QUESTION D2-2

Model 1: Y fla
O.

U + a 1X(3) + a
2
X(4) + a

3

X(5) + a
4
X(6) + a 5X(7) +

.

a
6
X(9) + a

7

X(L°) + a
8
x(11) + X(12) +

10

x(13) +

x(13) + x(16) + x(17) x(18) + E
a
11
x(14)

. 12, 13 14 15

Model 2:

Moagl 3:

Model 4:

Y a
16
U + a

17
X(3) + a

18
X(4) + a

19
X(5) + a

20
X(6) +

a
21
X(7) + a

22
X(8) + a

23
X(14) + a

24
X(15) + a

25
X(16) +

a X(17) + a X(18) + E
26 27

Y aU +'al8X(3) + a
30
X(4) +-a

31
X(5) + a

32
X(6)+ a X(7) +

33

X(I4) a x(n) a36x(16) + a
37
X(17)...± a

38
X(18) + E

4 35

Y
-

.a
39
U+a

40
X(2) +a

41
X(14) + a

42

x(15) + x(16) +
- 41

a
44
X(17) + a

45
X(18) + E

Model 3: / Y . a
46

U + a
47
0) +.E

,
Where,

- posttest

U - unit vector

pretest

X(3) pretest if member of gr

a.

p 1; 0, otherwise

X.(4) pretest if member of .roup 2; 0, otherwise

X(5) pretest if er of group 3; 0, otherwise
'it

X(6) pretest if member of group 4; 6, otherwise

X(7) pretest if member of group 5; 0, otherwise

D-112 27 I
014



80.71 Attachment D-7

(Page 2 of 2)

X(8) variable 2 squared

X(9) variable 3 squared

X
(10)

variable 4 squared

X (II)
variable 5 squared

X
(12)

variable 6 squared

X (13)
0 variable 7 squared

X (14)

X(15)

a:K(16)

X
(17)

1 if member of group 4; 0, otherwise

-X(")

1 if member of group 1; 0, otherwise

0 I if member of group 2; 0,.otherwise

1 if member of group 3; 0, otherwise

1 if member ofroup 5; 0, otherwise

;

DI13
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.

Attachment D-8
(Page 1 of 28)

4.

,,

a

REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING SCHOOLWIDE
PROJECT STUDENTS, TITLE I STUDLNTS,

AND FORMER TITLE 1 STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-6.
A I.

44

a
2""ej

D-115

sc

.

t

The prevls nurribcrd r.24;3 rn

14 k,flgir,31 acunient seas nilk

N.
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OUIPVI FROM PROGRAM REGRAN

ANALYSIS 1 II85 -S0P VS II VS Fit GRADE 1 0850

PARAMEVERS
co
O

COX 1- 5 18
CCL 6 -10 517
CC1 11-15 2 5

CCL 16 -20 4

CCL 21 -25 1

OAIA FORMAI 0 MUMMY, 0970

INIERCORRELAVION ANALYSIS.

MIANS I 2 3 4 5 6 7 e 9 10
1.3346 34.1799 3.3250 '2.8859 19.1373 1.6789 7.1528 1234.2418 112.0754 114.185/

4FANS II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
663.4197 51.4275 273.1335 0.1044 0.0754 0.5667' 0.0580 0.1954

S IGMA S

SIGMAS

c

1 2 3

0.5618 8.1226 10.0509

ll 12 13
717.4161 229.9224 600.5352

4 5 6 7 8 9 10
10.2887 17.8096 6.9720 14.8987 536.5218 366.9526 422.4370

14 15 1.6 17 18
0.3058 0.2641 0.4955 0.2))8 0.3965

R MAIRIX I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

I 1.0000 0.3771 -0.0024 0.2288 -0.0836 .-040904 0.1915 0.3781 0.0264 0.2337

2 0.3771 1.0000 -0:0192 0.1860 0.2026 -0.1051 0.2368 0.9900 0.0483 0.2126

3 - 0.0024 - 0.0192 1.0000
01./
A0:0928 - 0.3555 -0.0797 -.0.1588 -0.0240 0.9766 -0:0994

4 0.22.88 0.1860 -0.0928 1.0000 e0.3014 -0.0675 - 0.1347 0.1939/ -0.0857 0.9900

5 -0.0836 0.2026 -0.3555 -0.3014 1.0000 -0.2588 -0.5159 0.1936 -0.3282 e9.2905

6 .,0.0904 .60.1052 - 0.0797 . -0.0675 -.0.2588 1.0000 -.0.1156 -0.1117 - 0.0735 -70651

7 0.1915 0.2368 -0.1588 -0.1347 -0.5159 -0.1156 1.0000 0.242R -.10466 - 0.1179R.

el 0.3781 0.9900 -0.0240 0.1939 0.1936 - 0.1117 0.2428 1.0000 0.0451 0.2271

9 A 0.0264 0.0483 0.9764 93.0857 -0.3282 -0.0735 -0.1466 0.0451 1.0000 -0.0826

10 0.2337 0.2126 -0.0894 0.9940 -0.2905 -0.0651 -0.1298 0.2231 -0.0826 1.0001

II -.0.1 0148 0.3622 -0.3151 -0.2672 0.9699 -0.2295 -.0.4473 0.3592 -0.2909 -0.2575

It - 0.0900 -0.0553 -0.0743 -0.0627 -0.2403 0.9782 -0.1074 -0.0646 .00.0681 -0.0605l'n
I I I 0.2094 0.2939 -0.1505 -0.1276 -.0.4887 -0.1015 0.1853 0.3048 .0.1381 -0.1129



If 0.217! 0.1434 -0.0945 0.9620 - 0.3069 "0.0698 "0.1371 0.1498 .0.0972 0.9463.
16 .0.1796 .0.0580 .0.3783 -0.3208 0.9395 "0.2754 -0.549! .0.0614 - 0.3493 "0.3091

CO17 - 0.0660 -0.1603 .0.082.1 -0.0696 .0.2667 0.9702 - 0.1192 - 0.1610 - 0.0758 -0.0671 CD

i ,4118 0.1590 0.1476 "0.1630 .0.1382 .0.5295 .0.1191 0.9743 0.1515 - 0.1505 - 0.133211

4 MATRIX II 12 13 14 15 16 17 18

, -0.01419 - 0.0900 0.2094 - 0.0369 0.2171 - 0.1796 - 0.0860 0.1590
2 0.3622 - 0.0553 0.2939 .0.0987 0.1434 -0.0580 - 0.1603 0.1476
3 - 0.3151 - 0.0740 - 0.1505 0.9687 -0.0945 .0.3783 -0.082! .0.1630I
4 - 0.2672 -0.0627 - 0.1276 s0.09519 0.9820 - 0.3208 -0.0696 m0.1392
5 0.9696 - 0.2403 -0.46191 -0.3670 -0.3069 0.9395 0.2667 - 0.5295

6 - 0.2294 0.9782 - 0.1095 -0.0822 .0.0668 .0.2754 0.9702 .0.1187
7 - 0.4573 .0.1074 0.9853 -0.1640 -0.1371 -0.549! - 0.1192 ,\Q.9743
8 p0.3592 -0.0646 0.3046 .0.1026 0.1488 -0.0604 - 0.1610 0.1505

Y 9 - 0.2909 -0.0683 -0.1389 0.8943 -0.0872 -0.3493 -0.075e - 0.150511114 10 - 0.2575 - 0.0605 -0.1229 .0.0923 0.9463/ -0.3091 .0.0671 - 0.1332

11 1.0000 - 0.2131 .0.4333 -0.3253 .0.2721 0.8329 "0.2364 .0.4694
12 - 0.2131 1.0000 -0.1011 -0.0764 - 0.0639 .0.2556 0.9012 - 0.1102

13 .0.4313 -0.1017 1.0000 -0.1553 -0.1299 -0.5202 - 0.1129 0.9230
14 4.3253 -0.0764 -0.1553 1.0000 - 0.0975 -0.3906 .0.0948 .0.1693
15 - 0.272! -0.0639 -0.1299 - 0.0975 1.0000 -0.3267 .0.0719 - 0.1407

lb 0,6329 .0.2555- -0.5202 .0.1906- --"0c3267" 1.0000' ..0.2939 .0.5635
17 - 0.2364 0.9012 - 0.1129 -0.0648 . .0.0709 -0.2839 1.0100 .0.1221

4 18 "0.4694 -0.1102 0.9230 -0.1683 - 0.1407 - 0.5635 .0.1221 1.0000

4'
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80.71

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION 2 I

PREDICTORS 2

R 2 0.4447

BETA

3- 7 9 -18

RSQ 2 0.1978

B

3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0116 0.Q004
6 0.0 0.0
7 0.0 0.0
9 0.2779 0.0004
10 0.2983 0.0004
11 0.4301 0.0003
12 20.0524 0.0001
13 0.4399 0.0004
14 - 0.0271 20.0498
15 0.1345 0.2862
16 20.0371 20.0420
17 0.1566 0.3762
18 0.0494 0.0701

REG. CCNST. 0.8706

MODEL 2 M2

PREDICTORS 2

R 0.4450

BETA

CRITERION

3- 8 14-18

RSQ = 0.1980

B

3 0.1213 0.0068
4, 0.0 0.0
5 0.0780 0.0025
6 - 0.3205 '20.0258
7 0.2105 0.0079
8 Q.2971 0.0003
14 - 0.0318 - 0.0583
15 0.2373 0.5047
16 0.0 0.0
17 0.3427 0.8236
18 0.0 0.0

REG. CCNST. 0478,79

D-118

77 ITERATIONS.

83 ITERATIONS.

+OW

2Q
4
V



80.71

MODEL

PREDICTOR

R = 0.4458

CRITERION = 1

3. 7 14..18

RSQ 2I 04988

V BETA
3 0.4741
4 0.51729
5 0.7149
6 - 0.0625
7 0.7435

14 ..0.0304
15 =, 0.0427
16 - 0.0047
17 0.3295
18 0.0,

BEG. CONST. =

a
0.0265
0.0307
0.0225

- 0.0050
0.0280

=0.0559
0.0908

+0.0053
0.7916
0.0
0.4903

.

MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2... 2 14-18
R =

V

0.4342

BETA
2 0.3327

14 0.0413
15 0.1935
16 0.0
17# 0.0
18 0.1425

REG. CONST.

N

I

RSQ = 0.1886

B

0.0230
0.0759
0.4115
0.0
0.0
0.2019
0.4697

63 ITERATIONS..

7 ITERATIONS.

4

J



80.71

mCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = '2- 2

R = 0.3771 RSQ = 0.1422 1

V BETA

ITERATIONS.

2 0,3771 0.0261
REG. CONST. = 0.4433

F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL-= 0.1978 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.1980 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = -0.0002
DFN = 4. OFD = 502. F-RATIO A 0.0 P 2 1.0000

F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.1980 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.1988 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = -0.0008
DFN = 1. DFO = 506. F-RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ' FULL = 0.1988 smoDEL 3

RSQ REDUCED =.0.1886 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE = 0.0102
DFN = 4. OF0 = 507. F -RATIO = 1.514 P = 0.1692

F-TEST 4 MOM. 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.1886 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.1422 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0464
DFN = 4. DMA' 511. F-RATIO = 7.30E). 0 = 0.0001

1

D-I20



OUTPUI ERCM PROGRAM REGRAN

ANALYSIS I 118S-SNP VS E1 VS Ft1 GRADE 2

PARAMETERS
crt s 18
COL 6-10 423
CCL 11-15 '" 5

COt 16-20
CCL 21-25

4'

0970

DAIA FORMAL 101010471

IhIERCORREtAIION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1

1.8166

MEANS 11

0.'173

S lip 1

C7 0.6216

t7.3 SIGMAS 11

0.7846

R MATRIX 1

1 1.0000

2 0.2011

3 0.2101

4 -0.0012

5 0.0380

6 -0.1308

7 0.0183

8 0.2176

9 0.2104

10 0.0181

II 0.0697

12 -0.1211

42u 13 0.0340
...) t

14 0.1831

2

1.0660

12

0.0948

,

2

0.3632

12
0.368e

2

0.2011

1.0000

0.1469

0.1303

0.3161

0.0587

0.1551

0.9560

0.1813

04459

0.4101

0.0946

0.1981

0.0551

3

0.1402

13
0.2418

3

0.3879

13
0.5683

3

0:2101

0.1469

1.0000

-0.0850

-0.3489

-0.1011

,-0.1655

0.1448

0.9825

-0.0802

-0.1120

-0.0929

- 0.1538

c.9591

4

0.0664

14
0.1253

.

4
0.2824

14

0.3311

4

-0.0012

0.1303

-0.0850

1.0000

-0.2271.

-0.0658

-0.1077

0.1470

-0.0801

0.9859

-0.2011

-0.0604

-0.10C1

'''..."410

5 6
0.5716 0.0830

15 16
0.0567 0.5296

5 6
0.5921 0.2965

15 16
0.2313 0.4991

5 6

0.0380 -0.1308

0.3161 0.0587

-0.3419 -0.1011

-0.2271 -0.0658

1.0000 -0.2702

-0.2702 1.0000

-0.4421 -0.4282

0.2963 0.0475

-0.3288 -0.0953

-0.2141 -0.0621

0.9725 -0.2416

1--C.244 7410.9
I

, .4n4 f -0.1191

.0.',r4 0.1059

7

0.2047

17

0.0851

7

0.4471

17

0.2790

7

0.0183

0.1451

-0.1655

-0.1077

-0.4421

-0.1282

1.0000

0.1343

-0.1559

-0.1016

-.0.1953

-0.,I177

0.9406

-9:1744

0990

8

1.2682

18
0.2033

6

0.6495

18
0.4025

6

0.2176

0.9560

0.1448

0.1470

0.2963

0.0475

0.1343

1.0000

0.1935

0.1794

0.4225

0.1036

0.2925

0 , 415 ) >

b

9
0.1701

9

0.4996

9

0.2104

0.1813

0.9825

-010801

-0.3288

-0.0953

-0.1559

0.1915

1.0000

-t075.6

-0.2940

-0.0475

-0.1449

O.A9IIN

10
0.0842

10

0.3793

10

0.0181

0.1559

-0.0802

0.9859

-0.2143

-0.0621

-0.1016.

0.1794

-0.0756

1.0000

-0.11111

:0.0570

-0.0944

0.0940

25.i
f

i.



;

15 .- 0.0204 0.0708 -0.0886 0.9590 . -0.2368

16
' - 0.0271 0.0195 -0.3834 - 0.2495 0.9100

17 - 0.1453 "0.0764 - 0.!!02. "0.0717 -0.2945

18 '-0.0046 -0.0820 -081826 "00188 "0.4877

-.0.060 - 0.1123 0.0814 - 0.0835 , 0.9849

^0.2970 -0.4858 0.0177 - 0.3613 -0.2155

1

CO

0.9177 -0.1397 -0.0726 -0.1039 .-0.0677 0
-0.1414 0.9055 "6.0614 - 0.1720 -0.1121

0 MATRIX It 12 13 14 15 16 17 le

, 0.0697 - 0.121! 0e0348 0.183! -0.0204 "0.0271 -0.1453 -0.0086

2 0.4I03%, 0:09961 0.198! ' 0.0551 0.0708 0.0395 -0.0764 -0.0820

3 :0.3120 -0.0929 -0.1538 0.9548 -0.0886 -0.3834 -0.1102 -0.1826

4 ^0.2031 -0.0604 +0.100! -0.0890 0.9590 - 0.2495 - 0.0717 -0.1188

5 0.9725 - 0.2481 - 0.4108 -0.3654 - 0.2368 0.9100 -0.2945 -0.4877

6 -0.2416 0.9141 -0.1191 -0.1059 "0.0686 -0.2970 0.9111 - 0.1414

7 - 0.3953 - 0.1177 0.9806 -0.1733 - 0.1123 "0.4858 -0.1397 0.9065.

8 0.4225 0.1036 0.2025 0.0523 0.0814 0.0177 -0.0726 -0.0614
C
1 1

9 . "0.2940i 4080875 -0.1449 0.8998 -0.0835 -0.3613 - 0.1039 -0.1721
1,) .
tO 10 ^0.1916 -0.0570. -0.0944 "0.0840 0.9049 -0.2355 -0.0677 -0.1121

11 1.0000 "0.2218 :0.3673 -0.3267 -0.2117 0.8137 -0.2633 -0.4361

12 - 0.2218 1.0000 -0.1093 -0.0973, - 0.0630 -0.2726 0.8425 -0.1298

13 "0/673 "0.1093 1.0000 -0.1610 "0.1044 "0.4514 -0.1298 0.8423
r

1.4 -0.3267 -0.0973 -0.1610 1.0000 080928 '-0.4015 -0.1154 -0.1912

t5 ,0.2117 - 0.0630 0.1044 ^0.0925 1.0000 -0.2602 ^0.0148 -0.1239

16 0.6137 ^0.2726 ^0.4514 - 0.4015 ^0:260.2 1.0000 -0.3236 ^0.5360

17 , ^0.2633 0.8425 - 0.1298 -0.1154 ^0.0748 -0.3236 1.0000 - 0.154!

16 - 0.436! -0.1298 0.8423 -0.1912 -0.1239 ^0.5360 -0.154! 1.0000

P'



80.71

MODEL 1 MI

RECII CTO

.3292

BETA
3 0.4163
4 - 0.6921
5 0.0
6 0.0246
7 0.5671
9 - 0.0291

10 0.6564,
11 0.2766
12 0.90 52

'13 0.5554
14 -03.1300
15 '0.1051
16 - 0.1197
17 0.0857
18 0.1400

REG. CONST.

ITERION =

3.4 a 9-1e1 .

RSQ * 0.1084

.8
0.6671

44.5232
0.0
0.0516

-10.7884
,40.0362

1.0756
0:2191.

40.0081
0.607.6.

13.2440
.0.2825

"0.1490
- 0.1909
0.2163
1.7282

'40DEt 2 t42, CR I TER RION mg 1

PREDICTORS 21 34.8 14-18

R = 0.3128

V' BETA
3 . 0.1831.
4 0.0
5 0.0
6 4:::1.1340
7 - 0.0935

.8 0.221)2
14 - 0.0202
15 4 0.0309
16 0.00-52
17 0.0081*
18 0.0990

REG. CON ST.

RSQ 0.0979

c

B

0.2934
0.0
0.0

0.2809
4,041300

0.2117
40.0380
0.0831
- 0.0064
0.0179
0.1529
1.5971.

D-123

324 I TERAT I ONS.

6

32 ITERATIONS.

2 `,

.1



80,71
6

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

1 "I

PREDICTORS 3- 7 14=18 ,

R = 0.3049 RS4 = 0.0929 'at. I TERAT,IONt.

V BETA B

3 0.4295 0.6883'
4 0.1745 0.38140
5 0.3587 0.37'66
6 - 0.0049 0.0103
'7 0.1422 0.1977
14 . =0.1.115 =0.2P94
15 - 0.0862 =0.25'17
16 =0.1268, =0.1579
17 - 0.0188 =0.0419*
18 0.0384 0.0593

REG. CONST. = 1.61'25,

MODEL 4 H4 CR I TER ICN = 1

PREDICTORS

R 0.2894

2= 2 14=18

R.SQ = 0.0838

V BETA
2 0.1872 0.3204

14 0.1611 0.3025
15 =0.0261 =0.07C2
16 0.0 0.0
17 =0.1113 =0.2480
18 0.0206 0.0318

R EG; COST. it 1.515g

,

D-124

6 ITERATIONS.

g')/3



4

80471

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERIQN As 1

PREDICTORS a 2= 2
k

R 2 0.2011 \RSQ = 0.0404

V BETA
2 0.2011. 0.3441

REG. MIST. = 1.5098

1 ITERATIONS.

F-TEST 1 MOREL 1 VS M00EL.,2
RSQ FULL ut 0.1084 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0979 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0105
DFN = 4. DFD = 4008. = 1.204 P =.10.3080

F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 'VS MODEL 3
RSO -FULL = 0.0979 MODEL 2

,'

; RSO REDUCED = 0.Q929 MODEL 3
1,.., DIFFERENCE = 0.0049 4,.

i DFN = 1. DFD = 412., - F-RATIO = 2.248 P = 0..1305

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSO FULL = 0.0929 MODEL ..3
R SO REDUCED = 0.08.38 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0002
DFN .3 4. 413. = ,1.045 P 0.3843

F-TEST 4 MIVEL 4 VS MODEL 5 it
RS9 FULL = x0.0838 MODEL 4
RSO RSDUCED = 0.0404 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE 2 0.0423
DFN ii 4..., DFD 2 417. F-RATIO = 4.930 P = 0.0010 c r

\
\

D-125



00 OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN ItS

ANALYSIS I -- 118S-SUP VS TI VS III GRAOE 3 1090

PARAMETERS
CCL I- 5 18

COL 6-10 X454

COL 11 -15q
,UL 16-20 4

COL 21-25

4

OATA FORMAI (DUMMY) 1 1110

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

i

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 0 , 6

2.6015' 1,7033 0.2491 0.1654 0.9141 0.1253

MEANS . II 12 13 14 15 16
1.6756 0.2109 0.4612 0.1454 0.1013 0.5308

S IGMAS

O.

SIGMAS

1

7 8 9

0.2473 3.0979 0.4612

17 18
0.0793 0.1432

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 9

0.6663 0:4435 0.6317 .0.5116 0.9166 0.4418 0.6317 1.5117 1.2930

11 12 I) 14 15 16 17 18

I0
0.2391.

10
0.9794

R MATRIX

1.9136

1

0.8071

2

1.2558

3

0 3525

4

0.3318

5

0.4990

6

0,2702

7

0.3502

8 9 10

1 1.0000 0.5329 0.2162 0.023 0.1220
..E

-0.1613 0.0750 0.5313 0.1600 0.0668

2 0.5329 1.0000 0.1315 0.0123 0.2919 -0.0134 0.1302 0.9969 0.2162 0.0997

3 0.2162 0.1315 1.0000 -0.1275 -0.3933 -0.1119 -0.1557 0.1443 0.9728 -0.1164

4 0.0232 0.0323 .21275 1.0000 -0.3225 -0.0917 -0:1276 0.0301 -0.1151 0.9717

5 0.1220 0.2919 -0.3933 -0.3225 1.0000 -0.2829 -0.3917 0.2864 -0.3557 -0.7944

6 -0.1613 -0.0134 -0.1119 -0.0917 0.0.2829 1.0006 :0.112 -0.0206 =0.1012 -0.0837

7 0.0750 - 0.!557 -0.1276 -0.3937 -0.1120 1.0000 0.1260 -0.1408 -0.1165

8 0.51734 0.990T 0.1443 0.0301 0.2864 -0.0206 0.1260 1.0000 0.2133 0.0994

9 ' 0.2600 0.2162 ' 0.9728 -0.1153 -0.3557 -.0.1012 -0.1408 0.2333 1.0000 -0.105k

) 10 0.C668 0:0997 -0.1164 0.4737 -0.2944 -0.437 -0.1165 0.0994 -001053 t.0900

&I 60.206E 0.4412 -0.3453 -0.2831. 0.9675 -3.2484 -0..3456 0$420 -0.3123 -0.2585

12 0.0.1384 0.0429 -0.1030 -0.0845 -0.2606 0.9763/ - 0.1031 1.0349 -1.0932 -0.0771

-0 1042 0.9805 0.1901 -n.13to -0.1084

0



. -
15 - 0.0304 -0.053`y -0.1324' 0.9630 - 0.3349 -0.0953 -0.1325 - 0.0543 n0.1198 0. 79116' "0.0078 0.0448 -0.b195 - 0.3439 0.9376 n0.3018 - 0.4199 0.6413 n0.3794" L0.3140 wII n0.1781 n0.0812 T0.1157 4.0949 - 0.2927 0.9667 n0.1158 -0.0852 - 0.1047 70.086618 0.0359' 0.0352 - 0.1612 - 0.1322 n0.4077 n0.1160 0.9656 0.0)33 - 0.1458 - 0.1207

R MATRIX 11 L2 1 0 14 15 16 17 18
1 - 0.2061 -0.1384 0.1019* 0.1379 - 0.0304 - 0.007Q -0.1791 0.0159
2 0.4412 0.0429 0.1925 0.0096 -0.0535 0.0448 - 0.0812 0.0352
3 -0.3453 -0.1030 -0.1448 0.956r - 0.1324 - 0.4195 -0.1157 n0.1612 .

,

4 -0.2831 - 0.0645 -0.1181 - 0.1334 0.9630 -0.3439 - 0.0949 -0.1322
5 0.9675 - 0.2606 -0.3663 n0.4113 - 0.3349 0.9376 n0.2927 -.0.40776

..

.n0.2484 0.9763 n0.1042 n0.1170 n0.0951 -0.3018 09667 m0.1160itl 7. - 0.3456 n0.031 0.9805 n0.1628 - 0.1325 - 0.4199 -3.1158 0.9656
1

kE): .
8 0.4420 0.0349 0.1901 0.0203 - 0.0543 0.0413 -.0.0852 0.03339 -0.3123. - 0.0932 -0.1310 0.8647 n0.1198 - 0.3794 -0.1047 - 0.145810 -.0.2585 -0.0771 n0.1084 n0.1217 0.8791 -.0.3140 "0.0866 n0.120711 1.0000 n0.2288 -0.3216 - 0.3611 -0.2940 0.8232 -0.2570 n0.3579L2 - 0.2288 1.0000 - 0.0959 -.0.1078 n0.0877 -04779 0.8902 n0.10t813 - 0.3216 - 0.0959 1.0000 -0.1515 -0.1233 -0.3906 -0.1078 0.4118414 . n0.3611 -.0.1078 - 0.1515 1.0000 -0.1385 -0.4387 -0.1210 - 0.1686

ono
15 - 0.2940 - 0.0877 -0.1233 - 0.1385 1.0000 -0.3572 -0.0985 70.073'16 0.8232 ..-0.2179 -0.3906 n0.4387 n0.3572 1.9000 n9.3142 -.0.4140J,17 n0.2570 0.8902 n0.1.p78 -0.1210 10.0985 -0.3122 1.0000 -10.120018 -0.3579 - 0.1068 0.01684 n0.1686 -0.1373 -0.4348 1.0000

214tl A293

-



80.71

r .
P

MODEL I MI GRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =

R ZIk 0.5759 .

V 4 BETA

3... 7 9 -18

RSQ = 0.3316

8

52

3
4

, 040302
0.0

0.0318
. 0.0

' f
5 0.0 0.0 Pi

6 0.0 0.0
1 0.0 0.0
9 0.5426 0.2796

10 0.3979 0.2707
11 0.6559 0.2284
12 0.1152 0.0951
13 0.3766 0.1998
14 kip .0 0.0
15 -.0.0496 -.0.1096
16 - 0.0051 .4.0068
17 0.0235 0.0580 .

18 ^0.0704 0.1339 c
REG. CONST. = 1.8p25

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION I.

ITERATIONS..

I

N

, .
. P-REDICTORS x 3- 8 14.18

...

R. 0.576,' RSQ = 0.3325 ." 63 ITERATIONS.

I

.
V BETA B

3 0.2550 4.2689
4 0.0748 0.0974
5 0.0071 0.0052
6 - 0.3035 =0.4577
7 - 0.0575 - 0.0606
8 0.5087 0.2242

14 - 0.1188 =0.2246
. 15 .4.0595 , -4.1313

16 0.0 0.0 -

IT 04777- 0.381
18 0.0842 0.1602

REG. CONST. = 1.8798

4

2"-....,

*

a

..

4

D-128
I

1



80.71

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = I

PREDICTORS = 3- 7 10218

R = 0.5760 RSQ = 0.3318

BETA B
3 1.0171 1.0727
4 0..671t 0.8848
.5, 1.0756 0..7819

163 .ITERATIONS.

6 0.1821 0.2747
.7 . 0.3436 0415734
r4 - 0.3582 - 0.6772
15 - 0.2534 ..0.5595
16 - 0.3094 +60.4131

(... 17 0.0402 0.092
18 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST. 1.6624 sr

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTOR$'= 2+ 2 14-18

R =
1.5

V

0.5627

BETA

RSQ + 0.3166 7.ITERATIONS.'L
B

2 0.5218 0.7840
14 0.1101 0.2$181
15 +0.0055 +0.0123
16 +0.0206 - 0.0275
17 +0.1271 +0.3134
18 0.0110 0.0209

REG. CONST. = 1.2737

e

f

D-129

V
elo

4



Y

r

811.71

ti

4

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = "'2+ 2

R = D.532, RSQ = 0.2840

V BETA B

2 0.5329 0.8006
REG. CCNST. = 1.2379

F+TE5T 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
r RSQ FULC = ';'0.3316 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3325 MODEL 2 #

DIfFERENCE = 400.00C9
DFN =, 4. DFD = 439. F+RATIO

1 .

1 ITERATIONS.

., I t
F -TEST 21 MQDEL 2 VS MODEL'3
RSQ CULL = D,3325 MODEL ?
RSQ MSDUCED A 0.3318 MODEL '3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0007
- DEN =,1+ DP() = 443. F+RATIO.=

4!
.

F+TEST 3 ,MODEL 3 VS MODEL '4 '

RSQ FULL = 0,3318 ,'MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0e166 MCDE14. 4
DIFFEIENCE =8 0.0151
DFN =14. DFD 444.' F RATIO =

F+TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS, MODEL 5
. RSQ FULL = 0.3166 MODEL 4.

RSQ REDUCED =0'0.2840 MODEL' 5r
DIFFERENCE = 0.0326-,

1 '''. DFN = 4Z- ,,,DFO = 448. F RATIO =
lo;

D -130

0..0 P = 1.00Q0

..

0.493 P = 0.4903 -

A
A

2.515 P = 0.0403

A

5.348 P = 0.0006



-2
Ns OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REIGgANArt

14 ANALYSIS I er 118S-SWP V5 TI- VS FIL-4-1WOE 4 1210

PARAMETERS I 4
COL I- 5 4 / I8
COL 6-1144 503
cat. 11-15 5

CCL 16 -20 4
CCL- 21..15 -

ft

DATA FORMAT (DUMMY)
4., 1230

4.7

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS I

3.2483

MEANS II

3.8228

I

S IGMAS I

0.6)54

S IGMAS II

4.1160

A MATRIX I

I 1.0000

2 0.6854 .

(

3 ' 0.0 '

4 0.1319

5
,fi... 0.3346

.

6 .0.1883

7 0.0146

i 0.6912
r

9 0.0

10 0.1538

11 0.4162

12 40.1280
113

13 0.0796

14 0.Q ,

2

2.5332

I2,4
1. 1V33

2

0.5538

12

2.4418

2

0.6854

1.0000

0.0 ,

0.0150

0.4015'

-0.1175

0A44.

0.9907.

0.0 4

0.1168

0.5320

-0.0273

0.1361

0.0

.

3. 4
0.0 0441 7

13 if':
1.3853 0.0

3 4 .

-0:0 0.6166
' .

13 14
2.9103 -0.0

3 4

TO 0.1319

.0.0 2
yr

0.0750

;1.0000 0.0

poo0.0 1.0000

0.0 -0.2425

' 0.0 '- 0.118.0

0.0. -0.1229

0.0 0.0780

0.0 0.0

0.0 0.9825

0.0 -0.2201

0.0 -0.1100

0.0 -0.1148

n:o 0.4 '

4

5

1:3863

15
0.057 4

5

1.'788

15

.0.2331

5

0.3346

0.4075

0.0

fi
-0.2425

1.0000

-0.4921

-0.5124

0.4151

p.o

d-0.22$2

0.9748'

-0.4584

-40.4786

0.0

6
0.4638

14
0.524'

6

0.9477

16 .

0r4994

6

-0.1883

.1175

0.0

-0.1180

-0.4921

1.400

-0.2k94

-0.1271

D.0

-0.1111

-0.4418

0.9796

-1.2330

0.0 4

0

'

0.5344

IT
0.2028

1

1.0487

IT
0.4021

1

0.0146

0.0544

0.0

- 0.1279

- 0.5124

-0.2494

1.0010

0.0404

0.0

-0.1155

-0.4663

-0.2323

0.9791

().n

8
6.7238

It
0.2147

2.7850

18

0.4106

8

0.6932

0.9907
, .

0.0

0.0780

0.4151

-0.1271,

0.0464

el? 1.0000

0.0

0.1714

0.5471

-0.0417

0.132h

n.o

s

4

9
0.0

9
-0.0

9

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1.0000

0.0

1

0.0

0.0

0.9

O.()

£

10
0.4023

10

1.7728

10

0.I #8

0.1168

010'

0.9025

-0.2282

-0.1111

-0.1156

0.1214

0.0

1.0000

-0.2076

-0.1035

-0.1181

n.o

.



15 0.6990 0.0206 0.0> 0.9150 ..0.2481 -0.1211 0.1260 0,0726 0.0 0:91/5
e ,

16 0.1994 0.2051 0.0 -0.2535 0.9566 -0.5144 -0.5356 0.2111 0.0 -0.2385

11 ..0.2494 "0.2240 0.0 -0.1216 "0.5011 0.9104 -.0.2510 "-0.2234 0.0 -0.1145

18 '0.0546. 0.0418 0.0 -0.1261' -0.5251 -0.2559 0.9145 - 0.0510 0.0 -0.1181

it MATRIX 1 I 12 13 14 15 16 11 IA
*. .

I 0.4162 -0.1280 0..0196 0.0 0.0990 0.1994 -.0.2494 -0.0546

2 0.5320 -0.0213 0.1361 0.0 0.0206 0.205t s0.240 -0.0418

3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.P

4 - - 0.1100 - 0.1148 0.0 0.9150
,"

-0.2535 -0.1216 - 0.1261

5 0.9148 0.4584 -0.4786 0.0 40.2481 0.9566 -0.5011 -'0.5251

6 =0.4418 0.9196 -0.2330 0.0, -0.1211 1'0.5144 0.9104 -0.2559

1 **0.4663 -0.2323 0.9191 0.0 '- 0.1260 -0.5356 -.0.2510 0.9145

- 8 0.5411 s.0.0411 0.1326 0.0 0.0226 0.2113 - 0.2234 -0.0510
1...,
N 9. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0

10 -0.2016 -0.1035 -0.10e0 0.0 0.9115 -0.2385 -0.1145 .fl0.1181

'11 1.0000 ..0,4112 1 -0.4355 0.0 - 0.2263 0.8106' .40.4615 -0.4184
e 1

12 ...0.4172 1.0000 "0.2170 0.0 -0.1120 -0.4192 0.9040. 0.2384

13 - 0.4355 -0.2110 1.0000 0.0 ..0.1111 "145003 0.2401 0.9103

14 0.0 0.0
t.., o.a P.0000 '0.0 0.0 0.0 o.t

15 /3.2263 -00128 -04177 0.0 1.0000 "0.2600 -0.1241 - 0.1293

16 0.8106 '40.4192 - 0.5003 0.0 -0.2600 1.0000 -'0.5301 '

11 -'0.4615 0.9040 - 0.2401 0.0 "0.1241 "0.5301 1.0000

.-0.5496

0.2631
a

18 '40.4184 -0.2384
,
0.9103 0.0 -0.1293 -0.5496 0.2631 1.0000

0

30u

COO

9
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.

80.71

MODEL* l' MI CRITERION * 1

PREDICTORS 7 7 10*3 15*18

R = 0.7053 RSQ = 0.4974

BETA
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0 AP

0 7 0.0 0.0
10 0.4253 0.2004
LI 1.0136 0.2027
12 0.5194 0.1777
13 0.7349 0.2109
15 0.0404 0.1446
16 0.0612 *0.1025
17 - 0..0807 , - 0.1677
18 - 0.11-38 .*0.2314

REG. CONSTo 2.0320

41

MODEL 2 M2 CR ITER ION = I

PREDICTORS = 4- 8 15 -18

R = 0.7052

BETA
4 - 0.0075

0.0
6. *9.1043
7 .0:0
8 / 0.6770

15' 0.07346 0.0
17 0.0
la - 0.0378

REG.- CONST.

R4Q = 0.4973

a
- 0.0102
0.0

0.0
0.2031
0.2632
0.0
0.0

- 0.0770
1.9285

I.

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS 7 15 -18

R 3 0.6998 RSQ = 0.4897

BETA B
4 0.7147 0.9683
5 1.7368 1.0523
6 0.8856 0.7806
7 L.2938 1.03p6

15 0.0 0.0 k .
16 - 0.2730. - 0.4567
17 - 0.0143 ..00.0297
18 - 0.2388 - 0.4859

REG. CONST. al 1.0828

D-133

87 ITERATIONS./

6 ITERATIONS.

t

191 ITERATIONS.

:3-I-



1
4 4

30.71

MODEL 4 144 CRITERION

PREDICTORS

R 0.6977

2- 2 1618

'R SQ .2i..04867 16 JTERATIONS.

V ,BETA 8 Ap.

2 0.6585 0.9933
16 -.0.1304 0.2181
17 P02124 0s4414 .-

18 01547 - 0.3147
REG. COI ST. = 1.0036

MODEL 5,45 'CRITERION = 1

P 8ED I CTOR S= 2- 2

R 0.6854 Asd '0.4698 ITERATIONS.,*
SETA,

211 0.6854 1.0340
REG. CONST. = 0.6291

p -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL ,2
RSQ FULL = 0.4974 10...'MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4973 ' MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0001

A A

.

DFN = 3. ' OF0k= 491. FRAfi0 = 0.039

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODIEJ/ 3
RSQ FULL = 0.4973 MQDEL 2

-1 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4897 MODEL 3

' DIFFERENCE = 0.D07,5
DFN = 1. ..DFD = 494. .fRATIO = 7.403

. -
1

FTEST 3' MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL 21 0.4857 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4(4867 MODEL 4 I.
DIFFERENCE = 0.-0030
DFN = 3. OFD 21 495. F-RATIO = 0.970

F -NEST 4 MODE,L 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.4867 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4698. MODEL 5

OIFFERENCE = 0.0169
DFN = 3. '000 a 498. F-RATIO = 5.479

3'33
D-134

P = 0.9892

P = 0.0068

P = 0.4079

P = 0.0014



ANbLYSIS I aa 116S -SNP VS TI VS FT! -- GRAOE 5 1330

OUTPUTFROM PROGRAM REGRAN

PARAMETERS
CCL 1a 5 IS
COL 6 -l0 47!
CU' 11 -15 5

COL 16 -20 4
A A.

' GEL 2Ia25

DATA FORMAT 'DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

1350

?
JEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

4.033! 3.1692 0.0 0.1766 1.6815 0.4724 0.8366 10.6296 0.0 0.6411

MEANS II 12 13 14 IS 16 17 . 18
5.8556 1.4042 2.7287 0.0 0.0510 0.3074 0.1720 0.2696

4-,

8
m

5. SIGMAS i 1 2 3 ( 4 5 6 7 e 9 10

)
I'V

0.998! 0.7653 -0.0 0.7810 1.7401 . 1.0868 1.4232 1 4.6686 -0.0 2.9909

I' SIGMAS II 12 13 I4 15 16 17 1 18

VIVI 6.6699 3.5693 4.9553 -0.0 0.21e9 0.4999 0.3774 0.4438 ..

R MATRIX 1 . 2
13

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 1.0000 0.7643 0.0 0.1929 0.3401 -.0.1704 0.0193 0.7747 0.0 0.2017

r
2 0.7643 1.0000 0.0 0.9805'a 0.0 0.16540.1360 0.3953 -0.1117 0.065!

3 (.,-.4-00.0 0.0 1.0000 0.0 CIAO, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.. 0

4 0.1929 0.1360 0.0 1.0000 a0,2186 - 0.0983 - 0.1333 0.I410 0.0 0.9862

5 0.340! 0.3953 0.0 I
-13.2016 1.0000 a0.5200' - 0.5694 0.4053 0.0 w0.2018

6 a0.1704 a0.III7 0.0 OP - 0.0983 a0.4200 " 1.0000 a0.2561 - 0.1150 0.0 -0.0935

7 0.0193 0.065! 0, 410.1333 - 0.5694 -0.2561 1.0000 0.0439 o.b a0.1267
....3

.

V
8 0.7747 0.9885

\
0.0 0.1458 0.4053 a0.1/50 0.0419'6 1.0000

0 .

0.0, 10.178.3.

9
,

I O'00.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 1.0000
44

..,

10 0.2077 0.1654 0.0 , ' 0.9962
r
- 0.2078 - 0.0935 - 0.1267 0:17.15 0.0 1.0000

4i.

II 0,4170 0.5111 0.0 . - 0.1986 / 0.9753 ' a0.38I6 a0.5173 0.5399 CO a9.1880

12 a0,0937 -0.0046 0.0 -0.0890 -0.3R2 0.9730 -0.2318 a0.0179 0.0 .4.0146i

13 04842 : 0.1472 0.0 - 0.1246 - 0.532! -0.11;4 0.9109 0.1215 0.0 a0.1184

30,1
14 NO 0.0 0.0 ., q.e n.o ' .0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

4 I
}

3',<9



0.

t

- 0.1365 0.0969 0.92(42

15 0.1616 0.0901 0.0 0.9762 - 0.2239 - 0.1007 0.0
16 #0.1808 0.1918 0.0 m0.2296 0.9521 -0.4412 0.5981 0.1918 0.0 m0.2183 CO0
13/41 m0.2575 - 0.2515 0.0 - 0.1031 m0.4404 0.9538 "0.2686 0.0 ...4- 0.2406 "0.0980

I-.
18 m0.0647 m0.0468 0.0 m0.1374 "0.5071 - 0.2641 0.9698 - 0.0663 .0.0 -0.1307 ,

R MATRIX 11 12 13 14 15 16 II 18
1 0.4370 - 0.0937 0.0842 0.0 0.1616 0.1808 - 0.2515 - 0.0641
2 0.5111 -0.0046 0.1472 0.0 0.0901 0.1918 m0.2515 "m0.0461 -
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 - 0.1986 m0.0090 m0.1246 0.0 0.9762 - 0.2296 m0,1031 - 0.1374
5 0.9753 - 0.3802 -0.5321 0.0 - 0.2239 0.9521 -0.4404 "0.2811
6 m0.3816 0.9730 - 0.2394 0.0 "0.1007 m6.4412 0.95118 - 0.2641
7 m0.5173 m1/44118 0.9109 0.0 -0.1365 "0.5981 ''' m0.2686

A

0:9698

7 0.0969
a 0.5309 m0.0129 0.1295 0.0 0.1978 "0.2406 "0.0640-

tat

04
9 0.0 0.0. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -
10 "0.1808 "07.0846 -0.1114 0.0 0.9282 "022181 - 0.0980 - 0.1307

at
m0.2034 m6.5334

11 1.0000 -0.3454 -0.4834 0.0 0.8650 -0.4001
12. m0.3454 m01.0000 - 0.2166 0.0 -0.0912 m0.3993 0.8633 - 0.2390e

4 413 m0:4834 "0.2166 1.0000 0:0 "0.1276 m0.5589 - 0.2510 6.9063.

14 0.0 0.6 0.0 1.0000

'15 - 0.2034 -0.0912 m0.1216 0.0
.

16 00650 -0.3993 -0.5589 0.0

.17 m0.4601 0.8633 "0.2510 0.0

18 - 0.5334 - 6.2390 0.9063 0.0

0.0

1.0000 '

m0.2352-

- 0.1056

- 0.1408

0.0

-0.2352
.

1.0000

m0.41626

-0.6167

0:0

"0.1056

m0.426

1.0000

A0.2769

AA
.0.0

m0.1408

.m0.6167

m0.2761

1.0000

I.'



80.71

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.7842

V BETA
4 0.0816
5 0.0
6 . 0%0
7 0.0

la 0.3942
11 1.1242
12 0.0933
13 0.7845
15 0.0402,
16 ..001220
17 ..0.0638
18 -0.0819

REG. CONST.

4 7 10-13

RSQ e= 0.6149

1/4

0.1043
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1320
0.1682
0.1379
0.1580
0.1824

..0.2436

.40.1688

.60.1842
2105132 4,

MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

RE DI CT011S 8 15-18

R = 0.7837.

V BETA,
4 ..0.0274
5 0.0342
6 ..0.0986.
7 0.0
8 0.7525
15. 0.1140
16 - 0.0042' 17 ' 0.0372
18 0.0 ,

REG. CONST.

RSQ = 0.6142

B

0.0350
0.0196 .

4-0:0905
0.0
0.1609
0.5176
-0.0083
0.0983
0.0 4

2.2999

MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 4.. 7 15-18

R = 0.7764 RSO = 0.6028

V BETA 8
4 0.7429
5 1.8375
6 0.8086
7 1.3264
15 0.0
16 -0.3596
17 0.0
18 ..0.1781

REG. CONST. a

0.9494
1.0539
0.7426
0.9302
0.0

- 0.7179
0.0

.40.4005
1.4346

D-137

4

85 ITERATIONS.
lt

22 ITERATIONS.

165 ITERATIONS.

3 0 'S
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80.71

.*

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2 15+18

R = 0.7731

V BETA
2 0.7361

15 0.0911
16 0.0158
17 +0.0614
18 +0.0273

REG. CONST.

RSQ = 0.5977 - 7 ITERATIONS.

B

0.9599
0.4134
0.03,15

+0.1624
*+0.0614
0.9984

14C EL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R = 0.1643 RSQ = 0.5841

V BETA
2 0.7643

REG. CONST. =

B

0.9167
0.8744

01-

I ITERATIONS.

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MOOEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.6149 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.614,8 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007
OFN = 3. FO = 459. F -RATIO =

F+TEST MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FUL 0.6142 MODEL 21,.

RSQ REDUCED = 0.6028 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0114
DEN =i I. OFD, = 462. F+RATID =

F+TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MOOEL 4
RSQ FULL * 0.6028 MODEL 3

RSQ RgDUCED = 0.5577. . MODEL 4 II;

OIFFERENCE = 0.0051
DFN = 3. OFD = 463. F -RATIO =

F+TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FYLL . 0.5977 . MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED * 0.5841 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0136
OFN = 3. OFD = F -RATIO =

pni
1)--lt.)

0.274 P'= 0.8452

13.704 P = 0.0005'

1.964 P = b.1171

5.251 P = 0.0018

'ma



OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN too

ANALYSIS I se 1105-SNP VSTTI VS fTI GRADE 6

PARAMETERS
CCL 4 5 5 IC
CCL 6e10 460
CCL 11 -15 5
COL 16 -20
CO. i1 -25 1

DATA FORMAT (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

1450

.1470

. h
MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 84.8133 3.9496 0.0 0.3946 1.6433 0.5978 1.3139 16.33920MEANS 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

SIGMAS

7
. SIGMASW

.0

R MATRIX

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
4

10

II

3 12

1 f )

14

18

9 10
0.0 1.6362

CO0

6.9155 242839 5.5037 0.0 0.1000 0.4087
. 0.1652 0.321

' 1 2 , 3 4 5 6 N 7 v81.0323 0.8603 -0.0 1.2168 2.0531 1.3880 1.9435 6.5904.
11 12 13

,

14 15 1
, lb 189.3796 5.7135 8.6605 -0.0 0.3000 0.4916 0.3714 0.4688

7

1 2
.

4 5 6 7

. 1.0000 0.7541 0.0 0.1141 0.1612 -.0:0919 \ 0.1578
0.7541 .1.0000 0.0 0.0744 0.2408 -0.0647 0.1888/

0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.1141 0.0744 0.0 1.0000 - 0.2595 - 0.1397 -0.2192

0.1612 0.2408 , 0.0 - 0.2595 1.0000 s0.3447 -9.5411,

- 0.0919 -0.0647 0.0 -0.1397 - 0.3447 1.0000 -10.2912
...

0.1578 0.1880 0.0 - 0.2192 - 0.5411 -0.2912 1.0000

0.7570 0.9907 0.0 0.07.66 0.2470 - 0.0702 0.1798
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

1
' .

0.1500 0.1297 0.0. 0.9829 -0.2441 - 0.1314 e0.7062

0.2492 0.3567 0.0 - 0.2391 0.9777 -0.3176 -0.4984
- 0.0199 0.0215 0.0 s0.1226 - 0.3199 0.9786 -0.2102
0.2263 0.2730 0.0 - 0.2061 10.5086 -0.2737 0.9427
0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 t' 9.) 0.0

8

0.0

9
-0.0

9

0.7570 Q.0

0.990/ 0.0

10
5.3640

0.0 0.9

10 7/

0.140

0.1297

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0766 0.0 0.9429

0.2470 0.0 -1.2441

- 0.0702 0.0 - 0.1314

0.1798 -0.2'!62

1.0000 0.0 0.1334

0.0 1.0000 0.0

0.1114 0.0 1.0090

0.3689 0.0 -0.2249

0.0144 0.0 -0.1719

Q.2693 0.0 - 0.1958 3 I.
......-J

t



.101,

15 0.0638 -0.0015 0.0 10.9128 -0.2668 013.1416C-0.2253 0.001! 0.0 0.9141'.

16 0.0347 0.04811 0.0 4 '000.2696 0.9621 -0.3581 4'5620 0.0734 0.0 if. 030
11 - 0.1736 0-0.1112 0.0 .000.1443 -9?.3561 0.9682 '093.3008

Alt
-0.1698, 0.0 -0.1357

10 0.0602 %O.,045 /0.0 - 0.2256 - 0.5568 -0.2996 0.9114 0.0569 0.0 -0.2122

R MATRIX 11 12 t .... 1 1,, 14 15 16 11 18
0

1 0.2492 -0.14199 43.2263 0.0 0.0638 9.0347 -3.1136 0.0602

2 1, 0.3567 0.0215 0.2130 '0.0 -0.0015 0.0688 4.1112 0.0645
, &

3 0.0 0%0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

4 .13.2391 -00.1294 - 0.2061 0.0 0.9128 -0.2696 -0.1443 -0.2256

5 0.9177 -0.3199 000.5086 0.0 3.2t58 0.9621 753151.1 000.5568

6 0-0.3176 0.9186 -0.2737 0.0 -3.143 -0.3581 0.9682 000.2996

7 mr - 0.4984 -0.2702 0.9821 0.0 - 0.2253 - 0.5620 -3.3008 0.9119

Y
I-.

8 0.3689 0.0144 0.2693 0.0. 0.0311 0.0734- 401698 0.0569
A0 9. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

10 - 0.2249 - - 0.1219 - 0.1938 0.0 0.9151 -0.2536 .1351 - 0.2122

11 1.0000 -0%2947 -0.4685 0.0 10:2458 0.8868 -0.3280 -0.5129

12 -0.2947 1.0000 - 0.2540 0.0
.."

-0.1332 -0.3323 0189854 - 0.278!

13 -0.0.4685 -012540 1.ob00 0.0 -00.2118 - 0.5283 *00.2821 0.9136

14 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

15 - 0.2458 - 0.1332 -0.2118 0.0 1.000 - 0.2771 11044483 - 0.2319

16 0.1186re.3323 - 0.5283 0.0 - 0.2771 1:0000 -0.3699 - 0.5783

17 -0.3280 0.8985 - 0.2827 0.0 -0 :1483 - 0.3699 '1.0000 000.3095

0 .00.5129 01.2781_ '0.9136 0.0 .00.2319 -0.5783 - 0.3095 1.0000

312
111 I. I 1111

3

34 s,



/ 80.71 'I;
MODEL 1 MI. CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS Ai 4.. 7 10..13 15 -18

4.

/
I

R = 0.7618 RS4 = 0.5803 97 ITERATIONS.

V BETA a
4 0.0490 0.0415
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0
7 0.0 0.0 tr
10 0.5586 0.1075 e
11 1.0377 0.1142
12 0.6901 0.1247
13 1.0164 0.1211
15 0.0401 0.1380
16 -.0.0105 - 0.0220
17 - 0.0932 0.2590
18 .0.0392 k -,0.0863

REG. CONST. = 2.9458

r i
MODE 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =

R a 0.7619

V BETA

4. 8 1518

RSQ = 0.5805 39

B

ITERATIONS.

4 - 0.0729 -0.0618
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.0872 0.0649
7 0.0984 0.0523

0 8 0.7355 0.1152
15 0.1598 0.5,498
16 0.0401 0.0842
17 0.0,852 0.2368

. 18 - 0.0314 -0.0692 e
REG. CDNST. = 2.8201

MODEL 3 413 CRITERION a I.

PREDICTORS a 4- 7 1518

R = 0.7584

V
4

5

6
7

15
16
17

18
t R EG.

4.

RS4 0 0.5752 208 ITERATIONS.

BETA B
0.9778 0.8295
1.7517 0.8801
1.2655 0.9412
1.7341 0.9210
0.0 0.0

-,01987 +3.41.73

0.2638 - 0.7333
- 0.2467 .03.5432

CON ST. 0 1.7347
I D-141

3,1,1

0

..,



80.71

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS a, 2.. 2 15 -18

R = 0.7579,4,' SQ = 0.5745 5 ITERATIONS.

V SETA 8

2 0.7479, 0,8974
15 0.0644 0.2216
16 ONO 9.0
17 =0.0310 s0:.0862
18 0.0159

REG. CONST. = 1.2 97

MODEL 5 W5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2., 2

a

R = 0.7541 RSQ = 0,5687

V ' BETA

0-

1 ITERATIONS.

2 0,7541 t0.9049
REG. COAST. = 1.2394

F-ITES" 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5803 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5805 MODEL 2

IFFERENCE = - 0.0001
OFN a 3. OFD = 448. F.RATID = 0.0 P = k.0000

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5805 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED a 0.5752 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0053
DFN = 1. DFD . 451. F -RATIO = 5.647 P = 0.0170

FgaTEST '3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ,FULL = 0.5752 MODEL 3

` RSQ REDUCED =1).5745 MODEL" 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007
OFN = 3. OFD = 452. F.-RATIO = 0.261 P 2 0.8550

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5'
RSQ FULL = 0.5745 MODEL 4

RSQ ROUCED it 0.5687 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0057
DFN = 3. DFD = 455. F.-RATIO = 2.048 P = 0.1049

D 414
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REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING
HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS

AT ALLISON AND BECKER SCHOOLWIDE
PROJECTS AT GRADES 1-6.

.00

31G

D-143

Attachment D-9
(Page 1 of 10)
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!
ANALYSIS A '- ALLISON VS BECKER se. GRAOE 1 -- > 40

PARAMETERS
COL 1. 5 = . 8

COL' 6 -10 = 64
COL 11 -15 = , 5

COL 16 -20 = 4

COL 21.e25 = 1

0840

CO0

OATA FORMAT = ( 0UMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

0860

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2.2500 55.5469 19.9375 35.6094 3119.6094 1117.0000 2002.6094 0.3594

SI4MAS 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 8

0.759V 5.8441 26.-8234 27.1032 666.9177 1536.2721 1599.5239 0.4798

R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8'

1 1.0000 0.5244 - 0.1375 0.2492 0.5263 - 0.0931 0.3088 - 0.1821

2 0.5244 1.0000 0.0608 0.1554 0.9988 0.1270 0.2945 - 0.0088

3 ' - 0.1375 0.0608 1.0000 -.0.9766 0.0553 . 0.9925 - 0.9306 .0.94*

4 0.2492 0.1554 0.9766 1.0000 0.1607 - 0.9553 0.9845 .0.9840
A

-"r'..".....41

5 0.5263 0.9988 0.0553 0.1607 1.000g# 0,.1203 0.3014 de0.0126

6 - 0.0931 0.1270- 0.9929 - 0.9553 0.1203 1.0000 - 0.9103 0.9708

7 0.3088 0.2945. -0.9306 0.9845 0.13014 50.9103 lemma ..0.9377

8 -0.1821 -0.008e 0.9924 - 0.9840 - 0.0128 0.9708 - 0.9377 1.0000

317 31.S



8b.71

, ".

.

.

.

,

MODES. 1. MI CRITERION 2 1

PREDICTORS 2 3* 4 6* 8

R`= 0.5591 RSQ 2 0.3126

V BETA B
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
6 1.4163 0.0007 .

7 1.1655 0.0006
8 *0.4641 0.7350

REG. CONST. 2 0.6227
,

140r1. 2 /42 CR I TER I CN 2 1

PREDICTORS 2

R 2 0.5601

V BETA
-3 0.0
4 *0:7282
5 0.6318
8 0.8928

REG. CONST. 2

MODEL 3 M3

3. 5 8* 8

RSQ 2 0.3137

8
0.0

*0.0204
0.0007 -

*1.4140
1.2392

CRITERION 2 1

.

PREDICTORS at 3* 4 8* 8

R 2 0.5572 RSQ it 0.3104

8 /V BETA
3 2.7001 0.0765
4 2.3030 0,0646
8 *0.5924 *0.9382

REG. CONST. 2 *1.2374
..)

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION * 1

PREDICTORS 2 2* 2 -8* 8 !

R it 0.5536 RSQ st 0.3065
sk

V BETA . 8
2 0.5228 0.0680
8 10.1775 *0.2812

REG. CONST. * 1.4253

D-145

4.

71 ITERATIONS.

/

50 ITERATIChS.

d

176 ITERATICNS.

r

,,

r

2 ITERATICNS.

310



80.71'

MODEL '5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2 2

R = 0.5244 RSQ = 0.2750

V BETA 8

2 0.5244 0.0682
REG. CCNST. = -B1.5376

1 ITERATICNS.

FTEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3126 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED = 0.31,37 MODEL 2

OIFrERENCE = 0.0011
OFN A 1. OFO = 58. =

F-TEST 2 ,MODEL 2 V; MODEL 3 As
RSQ FULL*= 0.3137 MODEL
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3104 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0033
OFN = I. OFO = 59. =

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL is 0.3104 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3065 MODEL 4
OIFFERENCE = 0.0039
OFN a I. OFD is 60. F -RATIO =

FTEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.3065 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2750 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0315
OFN = 1. OFD = 61. .. F.BRATIO a

32.E

D-146

0.0 P = LCCOC

0.282 P = C.6C4C

0.342 P = 0.568C

2.772 P = 0.O472



ANALYSIS 8 ALLISON VS BECKER ies. GRADE 2 -- > 40 0960

PARAMETERS
COL P.. 5 = 8 -

COL = 73
COL 11.e15-=
COL = 4

COL 21 -25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) 0980

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS
..,

- 1 2 3 4 5 A 7 8
2.8411' 2.1055 0.6740 1.4315 4.6620 1.3773 3.2848 0.3425

7
5:4 SIGMAS 1

0.9780
2

0.4786
3

0.9607
4

1.1116
5

2.4503
6

2.1583
7

3.2240
8

0.4745

R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 1.0000 0.6364 0.0563 0.2254 0.6229 0.1312 0.3(56 -0.0185

2 0.6364 1.0000 -'0:0909 0.5091 0.9839 0.035,7 0.7239 -.0.2073

3 0.0563 - 0.0909 1.0000: - 0.9034 4-0:0872 0.9686 -0.714r 0.9720

4 0.2254. Q.509E - 0.9034 1.0000' 0.4990 - 0.8218 0.9294 - 0.9294

5 / 0.6229 0.9839 -0.0872 0.4390 ,1.0000 0.0254, 0.7431 - 0.1886

6 0.1312 0.0357 0.9686 - 0.8218 0.0254 1.0000 -0.6502 0.8842

7 0.3856 0.7239 -0.7147 0.9294 0.7431 -0.6502 1.0000 -0.7353
At _

8 - 0.0185 ...0.2073 10.5720 - 0.9294 - 0.1886 0.8842 -0.7353 1.0000)

t.)....-
non

3'2.1
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MODEL 1 Mi. CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 2 3- 4 6.. 8
t

R 78 0.6474 RSQ a 0.4192
V

V BETA
3 0.1142
4 1.7421
6 0.6344
7 - 0.1236
8 0.8376

REG. CONST. 2

B

0.1163,
1.5327
0.2875

- 0.0375
1.7261

- 0.2953

MODEL 2 M2 CRI T ER ION 2
o

1

396 ITERATIONS.

.41

..,

PREDICTORS 2 3.1 5 8.. 8

R 2 0.6471 RSQ 2 0.4188

V BETA B

46 ITERATIONS.

. 3 1.6177 1.6467
4 1.1615 /.5498
5 - 0.1104 0.0441
8 0.0238 0.0490

REG. CONST. 2 0.2986 ;

%

MODEL 3 M3 CRIT ER ICN 2 I

PREDICTORS 2 36 4 8. 8

g . 0.6468 RSQ at 0.4183

V BETA a
3 1.4038 ..,../1.4290
4 1:5070 1.3259
8' 0.0175 0.0361

REG. CONST. li - 0.0323

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION 2 1

.PREDICTORS 2 2.. 2 E. 8

R a 0.8469 RSQ 2 0.4185

V ' BETA
2 0.6610
8 0.1185

R,EG. CONST. 2

B

1.3508
0.2443

- 0.0867

3 ') 9...,-,

E0.-148

J
.(

11 ITERATIONS. ,

AN.

/
2 ITERATIONS.

.. ,

SP

"si



80.71

1

MODEL 5 M5 CRI TERICN z 1

PREDICTORS z 2.* 2

R a 0.6364 RSQ a 0.4051

V BETA 8

2 0.6364 1.3006
REG. CONST. a 0.1027

La I T ERAT ICA.

. FTEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL a 0.4192 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCE° z 0.4188 MODEL 2
OIFFERENCE z 0.0004
OFN a 1. OFD a 67. F-*RATIO a

4

Fs;TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL z 0 4188 MOO EL . 2

414 RSQ REDUCED a 0 83 MODEL 3
. DIFFERENCE z 0.0 05

OFN z 1. OF° 68. FRATI 0 z

F -TEST 3 Md0 L 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.4183 MODEL 3

. RSQ REDUCED z 0.4185 MOOED 4
-,

OIFFERENCE z 0.0002
OFN z 1. OFD a 69. FRATI 0 *g

t
F -TEST 4 37100EL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL a 01.4185 MOOEL 4
RSQ REDUCED z 0.4051 MOO EL 5

DIFFERENCE z' 0.0134
OFN * L. OFD z 70. F-gRATI 0 a

3 2 '4

D-149
r

a

0.042 P z 0.8321

0.058 P = 0.8060

-.. -,,----
0.0

.
1.619 P a 0.2048

. ,

P z 111CCO

4



tb.

ANALYSIS 8 -- ALLISON VS BECKER -- GRAOE 3 -- > 40 1080

PARAMETERS
CO

,

COL 14'45 = 8 4
COL ,6710 = 47
COL 11715 = 5

COL, 16 -20 = 4

COL 21725 = 1 4

OATA FORMAT, = (OUMMYI 1100

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

.

r

MEANS 2

4.2532 3%1340
3'

1.2149j
4

1.9191,
5

10.0491,
6,

3.9440, 6.1051 0.3830

0 .

,.... Pram4s
0

.

R MATRIX

1

2

%
3

4

5

6

8

1

0.680

c 1

1.0000,

0.7286

0.2640

, -0.0435

. 0.7280

0.3217

0.112,6..,

30-0.1921....,,

4

2

0.4764

2

0.7286

1.0000

0.1824

0.1220

0.9956

0.2877:
.

0.3105

0.0631
. ag

3.

1.5710

3
.

0.2640

0.1824

1.0000

- 0.9536

0.1736

.0/04
0.9835 -

70./3637

0.9816.

.

'4
.

1.5563

4

- 0.0435

0.1220

- 0.9536

1.0000

0.1295

- 0.9048
.

0.9670.

70.9715

5

3.2581

5

A
0.7280

0.9956

0.1736

0.1295

1.0000

0.2750

0.3256

0.0603

I')

6

5.3754

.

6

0.3217

0.2877

0.9835

70.9048

0.2750

1.000C

- 0.8195

0.9313
7

7

A.5.4661
4100

7

0.1176 .

(

0.3105

7'0.8637'

0.9670

0.3256

- 0.8195

1.0000

70.8799

.1`)f:

8

0.4861

8

0.1921

0.0631

0.9816

-0.9715-

0.0603

0.9313

70.8799

1.0000



80.71

4

MOOS. 1 MI CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 6.0

R a 0.7446 RSQ a 0.5544

V BETA B
3 0.0 0.0

' 4 0.0 fo.o
6 1.0970 0.1275
7 1.2592 0.1440
8 0.2785 0.3581

REG. CONST. a 2.7341

MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 306 5 80. 8

R = 0.7450 RSQ a 0.5550

V BETA
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.3415 0.1371
5 0.6544 0.1255
8 0.4865 0.6254

REG. CONST. = 2.4890

MOOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = I

"7- PREOICTORS'al 340 4 8a 8

R a 0.7467 RSQ "= 0.5576

V BETA B

N-- 3 2.1474 0.8543
4 2.5058 ' 1.0063
8 0.51814 0.6668

REG. CONST. a 1.0288

43 ITERATIONS.

46 ITERATIONS.

123 ITERATIONS.

MOOEL 4 M4

PREOICTORS =

R sr 0.7432

V BETA
2 0.7193
8 0.1467

REG. CONST. a

CRITERION = 1

206 2 80. 8

RSQ = 0.5523

0.9437
0.1885
1.2233

2,

D-151
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80.71

-MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS-= 2- 2

R = 0.7286 RSQ = 0.5309

V BETA B

2 0.7286 0.9559
REG. CONST. = 1.2574

1 ITERATIONS.

F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 IS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.55441 MODEL 1

ASQ REOUCEp = 0.555d 'MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE * - 0.0006
,,OFN = 1. OFD = 41. F -RATIO = 0.0 P * 1.CCOO

FTEST 2 406E1 MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5550 MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5576' MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE * - G.0026
RFN = 1. OFD = 42. FRATIO = 0.0 P - 1.CCCC

1.*
4TEST. 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.5576 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5523 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE 0.0053

. QFN = 1. OFD = 43. F+RATIO = 0.517 P = 0.462E

F=,TEST 4\ MODEL- 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.5523 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5309 MODEL 5'
DIFFERE0NCE is 0.0214
OFN = OF° = 44. F -RATIO = 2.105 P a 0.1503

4

D-152'



80t71

Model 1:

ci

6

Attachment D-10

(Page 1 of 2)

% MODELS USED FOR EVALUATION QUESTION D2-3

Y a U + a X(5) + a X(4).#+ a X(5) + a X(7) + a X(8) +
4 c, 1 2 3 4 5

Model

Model

2:

3:

a X(9) + a x(10) + a x(11) + )t(12) + E 1

4 6 7 8 9

Yo a
10
U+ a

11
X(3) + a

12
X(4) + a

13
X(5) + a

14
X(6)

a x(10) + a X(11) + a X(12) + E
15 16 17

18
+ a

19
X(3) + a

20
X(4) + a

21
X(5) + a

22
X(10)

+

+

a
23
X(11) + a

24
X(12) + E

Model 4: Y U + a X(2) + a X(10) + a X(11) + a X(12) + E
25 26 27 28 29

Model 5: Y a 30U + a
31
X(2) + E

Where,

'C - posttedt

U - unit vector

X(2) pretest

X(3) o pretest if group 1; 0, otherwise

X(4) - pretest if group 1; 0, otgerwise

X(5) - pretest if group 3;'0, otherwise

X(6) - variable 2 squared

X(7) variable 3 squared

X(8) variable 4 squared

*(9) variable 5 squared

D-153323



80.71 Attachment D-10

(Page 2 of 2) ---
1

x(10) 1 if a member of group 1; 0, otherwise

X(11) 1 if a member of group 2; 0, otherwise

02) . 1 if a member of group 3; 0, otherwise

The groups are defined below.

Group 1 .1. high-achieving students at Allison and Becker.

_Group 2 high-achieving students at Title I schools who are from a
former Title I attendance area.

Group 3 high-achieving students from farmer Title I schools.

D-154
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80.71

I

t

Attachmen.t D-11

(Page .1 of 25)

REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING
HIGH-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE

PROJECT STUDENTS AND HIGH-ACHIEVING
STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I

ATTENDANCE AREAS WHO ATTEND 'TITLE I
AND NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS, GRADES 1-6.

331

D-155
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is, OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAH

AAALYSTS 3 $WP VS Ti VS EFT -- GRADE 1 -- > 40 0950

PARAMETERS
CCL 1- 5 12

CCL 6 -10 120
COL 11 -15 5

Cot 16 -20 4

COL 21 -25 1

0.41A FORMAT TOOMMY/

iNTERCORKELATION/ANALYSTS.

0910

7 s.*

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 '1 0 9 10
2.4514 50.7333 4.9315 31.3222 22.4136 3491.563? 211.2986 1885.3118 1334.8815 0.0889

%

MEANS 11 12
0.5218 0.3533 ti

SIGMAS 1 2
t3 4 5 6 9 10

0.1920 5.9253 15:9034 30.0115 20.8061 841.4143 909.1820 1891.90)9 1169.3163 0.7846

$.4 SIGMAS 11 12' 4,
tn
0%

, 0.4992 0.4862

K MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 .8 9 . 10

I! 4 a A A4

1 1.0000 0.5327 - 0.0625 0.0100
, *

0.0895 0.5150 0.044.6 0.1282 0.1325 0.0154

2 0.5321 .1.0000 - 0.1153 0.2195 0.0149 0.9945 - 0.0853 0.3352 0.1610 0.1431

3 - 0.0625 - 0.1153 1.0000 .400234 - 0.2422 - 0.1128 0.9939 - 0.3094' - 0.2342 0.9940

'19 0.0100 0.2195 0.3234 1.0000 - 0.8126 0.2181 - 0.3175 0.9056 0.1858 - 0.3253

S 0.0895 0.0749 - 0.2422 - 0.5126 1.0000 0.0130 -0.2318 - 0.1115 0.9885 0.2431

6 0.5150 0.9945 - 0.1128 0.2151 0.0730 1.0000 ...0.0041 0.3366 0.1626 - 0.1393

7 - 0.0446 470.0553 0.9939 0.3115 0.2318 0.0541 1.0000 7.0.3031 - 0.2300 0.9158

,1, 0.1252 0.3352 470.3094 0.9856 - 0.1115 0.3366 0.3031 1.0000 0.1$lli 0.3113

9. 0.1325 0.1618 - 0.2)42 0.1555 0.9985 0.1626 - 0.2300 - 0.1518 1.0000 7.0.2356

10 C1.0194 *0.1431 0.9940 i - 0.3253 - 0.2431 - u.1393 0.911 - 0.3113 ..0.2356 1.0000

11 0.00.5 0.0931 .70.3202c 0.9852 0.8258 0.0932 - 0.3222 0.9426 7.0./9/6 74.3302

.. i 4..

0.0405 - 0.0121 - 0.2448 0.5212 0.9115 70.0142 m.0.2503 -.0.1051 0.15(.9 - 0.2463 33 2



Nor

80.71

R MATRIX

1

2

11

0.0059

'0.0937

12

, 0.0405

0.0121

3 0.3282 .0.2448

4 0.9852 0.8212

'5 0.8248 0.9895

6 0.0932 0.0142

7 =0.3222 0.2403

8 0.9426 - 0.7857

9 =0.7976 0.9569

10 0.3302 =0.2463
1

11 1.0000 =0.8335

12 =0.8335 x.0000

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =. 3. 5 -7=12

R = 0.5197

V BETA

RSO = 0.2701 122 ITERATIONS.

3 0'.0 0.0
"4 0.1647 0.0043
5 0.1465 0.0040
7. 0.6460 0.0006

1:0336 0.0004
9 1.0387 D.0005

10 =0.0566 - 0.1576
11 0.0 0.0
12 - 0.0096 =0.0157

REG. CONST. a 0.6525

0-157
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80.71

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION m 1

PREDICTORS m 3+ 6 10-12

R m 0.5517 RSQ m 0.3044

V BETA
3 3.7089 0.1847
4 7.5198 0.1981
5 7.7535 0.2132
6 +1.2466 +0:0012

10 - 0.1433 - 0.3987

11 - 0.7312 +1.1600
12. - 1.2139 +1.9774

REG. CONST. - 3.9745

MODEL 3 M3

PREDICTORS m

R =0.5346

V BETA
3 1.1116
4 2.1230
5 2.5.200

10 - 0.5987
11' - 1.0795

12 - 1.4855
REa. CONST. m

MCDEL 4 M4

CRITERION m 1

3+ 5 10 -12

RSQ.m. 0.2858

8

0.0554
0.0559
0.0693

-1.6662 4
..1.71Z5
+204199
0.8492

CRITERION m 1

PREDICiORS m .2+ 2 10 -12

R - 0.5348/

V BETA

RSQ m 0.2860

B

2 0.5347 0.0612
10 0.0090 0.0251
11 0.0 0.0
12 0.0471 0.0766

REa. CONST. - m1.1720

783 ITERATIONS.

493 ITERATIONS.

3 ITERATICNS.

33.J



.1,

80 .71

.

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1
,

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

"R = 0.5327 RSQ r= 0.2837

V BETA 8

...

1 ITERATIONS.

I

.
2 0.5327 0.0609

REG. CONST. = 1.1266

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VA MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.2701 MODEL l'
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3044 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = - 0.0343
DFN = 2. OFD'a 711. F -RATIO =

.

0.0

4--

4
(

P = 1.00130

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
Roti) FULL = 0.3044 . MODEL 4.

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2858 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE a 0.0186
OFN = 1. OFD = 713. F -RATIO a 19.091* P = 0.0001

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.2858 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED a 0.2860 MODEL, 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0003
DFN a 2. OFD = 714. F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F -TEST 4 MOOEL-4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL a 0.2860 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2837 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0023'
OFN a L. OFD = 716. F=RATIO 2 1.143 P = 0.3194

D-1.59 33G



;116TPUIT/FROM PROGRAM REGRAN

ANALYSIS 3 SWF VS if VS Fil -- GRADE 2 -- > 40

PARAMETERS
cEL 1- 5 12
COL 6-10 718
GEL II-15 S

COL 16 -20 4
COL 21-25 1

1070..

DATA FORMAT !DUMMY) A 1090

INTERCORRELATIOgrAFALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 ° 9 10
3.1260 2.3422 0.2141 0.8838 1.244) 5.7909 0.4740 210686 1.256) 0.1017

MEANS 11 12

000

t

0

cSIGMAS

0.1955

1

0.8246

11

0.5028

2

0.5595

12

3

01543
4

1.1)47
5

1.1069
6

2.9130
7

1.6111
8

2.9696
9

3.9487
10

0.1022

O 0.4890 0.5000

A MATRIX 1 2 3 , 4 , 5 6 7 8 9 10
4.

4
I 1.0001 0.6644 -0.0569 0.0052 0.1084 0.6546 0.0126 0.1041 0.3995 -0.1162

2 1.6644 1.0000 -0.0748 -0.0024 0.4676 0.9904 0.0057 0.1417 0.6217 -0.1423
t

) -0.0569 -0.0748 1.0000 -0.2548 -0.1115 -0.0661 0.9617 -0.2279 -0.2498 0.9724

4 0.0052 -0.0024 -0.2548 1.0000 -0.7416 -0.0135 -0.2292 0.9652 -0.6424 -0.2621
.

S 0.3084 0.4676 -0.3115 -0.7416 1.0000 0.4689 -0.2801 -0.6632 0.9589 -00203

6 0.6546 0.9904 -0.0661 -0.0135 ,0.4689 1.0000 _0.0152 6.1274 0.6)57 -0.1313

7 0.0126- 0.0057 0.9617 -0.2292 -0.2801 0.0152 1.0000 -0.2049 4-0.2426 0.8745

I/ 0.1041 0.1417 ,-0.2279 0.9652 -0.6632 0.1274 .0.209 1.0000 -0.5745 -0.2344

9 0.3995 0.6217 -0.2698 -0.6424 0.958V J.6)57 - 0.2426 -0.5745 1.0000. -0.2774

10 -0.1162 -0.1423 0.9724 -0.2621 -0.3203 -0.1313 0.6745 -0.2344 -0.2114 1.0000

11 - 0.0998 -0.1551 r0.2646 0.9629 -J.7702 -5.1580 -0.2380 0(8611 4 - 0.6671 -0.2721

12 0.1679 0.238) -0.3290 -0.7833 0.9468 . 0.23)9 - 0.2)59 -0.1005 0.8201 -0.3311) ---------



A

80.71

4t

M

V

a

.

R MATRIX 11 d 12

- 0,0998 0.1679

Oz%,

2

t 3..

4

"0.1557, 0.2383

0.2646 .00.3290

.0:9629 0.7833

5 0.7702 0.9468 4

6 0.1580' 0.2339

7 - 0.2380 ..0.2959

8 0.8611 a0.7005

9 - 0.6671 r 0.8201

10 afr.2721' a0.3383

11 1.0000 - 0.8135

12 - 0.8135 1.0000

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION * 1

PREDICTORS a 3a 5
4

7 -12

R * 0.6630 RSQ a 0.4896 204 ITERATICNS.

V BETA 8

3 0.1058
4 0.1249
5 0.3290
7 0.4322
8 0.6793
9 A.6155

'414111.a0.0746
11 0.0604
12 0.1122

REG. CONST. *

0.1334
0.0908
0.2076
0.2212
041886
0.1285

a0.2037
0.1019
0.%851
1.7321

(

3 ,

kft

D-161



80.71 .

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 21 3- 6 10-12
. Ii

R =

V

0.6678

BETA

RSQ = 0.4460

8

428

3 0.9661 , 1.2174 It
4 1.1841 0.8606
5 1554 0.7290
6 0.1092 0.4309
10 .00.6992 01.9079
11 - 0.6495 °1.0954
12 00.4711 °0.7770

REG,. sONST. = Ny.0365

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 3.0 5 10+12
I

R = 0.6683
,.. b

V , BETA

RSC = 0.4466

8

ITERATIONS.

180 ITERATIONS.

3,

4.

5

10
11

12

REG.

MODEL

0.9787
1s3826
1.4701'

+0.#445
'00.4070
0.3014

CONST.

4 44

1.2334
'1.0048
.0.9276

jel.2128
0.6863

=0.4971
1.4645

CRITERION = 1

I

PREDICTORS = 2+ 2 10 -12

R = 046648

.111 BETA
2 0.6613

10 - 0.0221
il 0.0
12 0.0

REG. CONST..

lir

RSQ = 0.4419

B

0.9746
00.0604
0.0
0.0
0.8495

D-162
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4

80.71

45.

-MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS a 2- 2

R ar 0.6644 RSQ ms 0.4414 1 ITERATI4S.

V BETA 8

2 0.6644 0.9792
REG. CCNST. = 0.8325

F=TEST I MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.4396 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4460 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = =0.0064
DFN = 2. OFD = 709. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL a 0.4460 MODEL 2'

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4466 MODEL
0 IFFERENCE = =0.0006
DFN 1. DFC = 711. F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.4466-". MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4419 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0047
DFN = 2. DFD = 712. F -RATIO = 3.002 P = 0.0488

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL 311 0.4419 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4414 MODEL 5

OIFFERENCE = 0.0005
DFN = 2. DFD = 714. F=RATIO = 0.30,7 Ps= 0.7405

31i
D-163



'so OuipUI (ROM PROGRAM REGRAN on,

ANALYSIS 3 -- SwP VS II VS Fll -- GRADE 3 -- > 40 1190

pARAM6ERS
oo
O

CCL
CCL

1- 5
6-10

12
623 ka

COL 11-15 S
.,COL 16.20 4

CCL 21 -25

OAIA (DANA( (DUANY)

INIERCORREIATION ANALYSIS.

t MEANS I 2

4.2019 3.3754.,
3

' 0.2364

. 4`
1.4509

1

5

1.6881
6

11.7818
7

0.7581

1210

8

5.0628
9

5.9609
10

0.0754

MANS 11 12
D.4302 0.4944 .

SIGMAS I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
0.8454 0.6231 0.8300 1.7198 1.7638 4.6180 2.8008 6.5814 6.8730 0.2641

7 SIGMAS II 12

,1-

al 0.4951 0.5000

A MARIA I 2 3 ( 4 S 6 1 a 9 10

1 1.0000 0.7129 0.0402 0.9977 0.1375 0.7023 0.0636 0.1975 0.2568 0.0173

2 0.7129 1.0000 -0.0765 0.1544 0.2391 0.9937 -0.0381 0.3016 0.3944 -0.1107

3 0.0402 -0.0765 1.0000 -0.2380 -0.2700 -0.0757 0.9856. -0.2170 -0.2447 0.9611

4 0.09/7 0.1544 -0.2300 1.0000 -0.8071 0.1551 -0.2204 0.9701 -0.7317 -0.2410

5 0.1375 0.2391 -0.2700 -0.8074 1.0000 0.2350 -0.2591 -0.7362 0.961\\0 -0.2734

6 00,023 0.9937 -0.0757 0.1551 0.2358 A.0000 -0.0396 0.3059 0.3951 -0.1072

7 0.0636 -0.0381 0.9856 -0.2284 -0.2591 -0.0396 1.0000 -0.2082 -0.2348 0.9476

0 . 0.1975 0.3016 -0.2170 0.9701 -0.7362 0.3059 10.2002 1.0000 -0.6672 -0.2197

9 0.2568 0.3944 -0.2447 -0.7317 0.9690 0.3951 -0.2348 -0.6672 1.0000 -0.2477

10 0.0173, -0.1107 0.9877 -0.2410 -0.2734 -0.1072 0.9476 -0.2197 - 0.2411 1.0000

11 -0.0116" -0.2451 0.9710 -0.8)16 -3.0024 - 0.2)52 0.8854 -0.7536 -0.240200.0037..
.;

12 0.0023 0.0622 -0.2790 -0.0342 0.9471 0.0590 - 0:2617 e0.1601 0.0711 -0.2825

4)



R MATRIX 11'

80.71
1 00.0116!

2 00..0037

3 =0.2451

4 0.9710

5 - 0.8316 .

6 0.0024

7 00.2342

a 0.8854

9

10

11

12

00.7536

00.2482

1.0000

0.8592

.12

'6.0023

0.0622

'00.2790

- 0.8342

0.9679

0.0590

=0.2677

- 0.7607

0.8771

=0.2825

0.8592

1.0000

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 7 -12

R * 0.7108

V BETA

RS0 = 0.5Q53

3 0.0 0.0
4 0.2033 0.0999
5 0.1906 0.0914,
7 0.4676 0.1411
8 0.8615 0.1107
9 1.0047 0.1236
10 0.0868 0.2778
11 0.0 0.0
12 =0.0866 0.1464

REG. MIST. 2.5503

HOOEL 2 H2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS a 3- 6 10-12

-g = 0.7225

3
4
5
6

10
11 00.1b78
12 - 0.4021

REG. CONST.

RSQ = 0.5220

BETA B
1.5450 1.5586
3.1063 1.5269
3.4726 1.6643,

- 0.4574 - 0.0837
0.0 0.0

00.1840
00.6800 D-165

0.2104.

`41

149 ITERATIONS.

337 ITERATIONS.,

31.1



80.71

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 3= 5 10=12

R 28 0.7197 RSQ = 0.5179

V BETA 8

3 0.7766 0.7834

-A-.. 4 1.8687 0.9185
5 2.1892. 1;0492

10 0.4834 - 1.5473
11 =1.32.36 =2.2599
12 1.6148 =2.7304

REG. CONST. a 3.3515

r

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = /.

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 10=12

R = 0.7196

V BETA
2 0.7241
10 0.1015
11 0.0160
12 0.0

REG. CONS'''. a

RSQ a 0.5178

. 8

0.9825
0.3248
0.0273
0.0

.0.8493

3 41 I

D-166

s,

272 ITERATIONS.

t

4 ITERATIONS.



/

80.71

MODEL 5 MS CRITERION 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R-= 0.7129 RSQ = 0.5082

-v BEIA, 8
2 0.7129 0.9672

REG. CONST. 0.9372

1 ITERATIONS.

F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5053 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5220 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE -0.0168
DFN a 2. DFD 4 614. F-RATIO = 0.0- P = 1.0000

F-TEST 2 MODp. 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5220 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = D.5179 .MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0041
DFN = 1. DFD = 616. F-RATIO * 5.278 P = 0.0207

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.5179 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5178 MODEL 4
DIF-FERENCE = 0.0001
DFN = 2. OFD = 617. F-RATIO = 0.066 ) P * 0.9170

F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.5178 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED s 0.5082 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0096
DFN = 2. DFD A 619. F-RATIO = 676 P * 0.0026

D-167



I

n .40 OUIPUT FROM PROGRAM RE6RAN

ANALYSIS 3-- SmP VS TI VS FII -.GRADE 4 > 40

PARAMETERS
CCL I-. 5 12
COL 6-10 ' 521
CCL 11-45 S

COL 16-30 4

CU 21423

310

DATA FORMAT (DUMMY, f 1130

INIERCORRELATION ANALYSTS.

MEANS 1 2

5.4833 4.4512

MEANS 12
0.3340 0.6148

SIGMAS 2,
1.0660 0.6398

SIGMAS 12
co 0.4116 0.4066

R MATRIX 1 2

I 4 1.0000 0.1519

2 0.1519 1.0000

, 3 -0.0428 -0.0688

4 0.1248 0.1043

5 0.1156 0.2155

6 0.1512 0.9971

/ -0.0283 -0.0435

8 0.1951 0.1923

9 0.2408 0.3796

10 -0.0561 -0.0926

II 0.0499 0.0118

12 -0.0230 0.0305

3

0.2150

3
0.9326

3

-0.0428

-0.0680

1.0000

-0.1610

-0.2834

- 0.0689

0.9911

-0.1543

-0.2614

0.992

-0.1632

-0.2912

4

1.4901

4

2.1342

4

0.1248

0.1043

-0.1610

1.0000

-0.8583

0.0995

-0.1570

0.9862

-0.1920

-0.1623

0.9860

-0.8021

5

2.7461

5

2.2339

5

0.1156

0.2155

-0.2834

- 0.8503

1.0000

0.2192

-0.2164

-.0.8221

0.9151

-0.2051

-0.4105

0.9110

6

20.2226

6
5.9165

N
6

0.1512

0.9911

-0.0689

0.0995

0.2r92

1.0000

-0.0449

0.1801

0.3056

-0.0912

0.0011

0.0339

1

0.9159

4.0130

I s

-0.0203

-0,0435

0.9911

-0.1570

- 0.2164

-0.0449

1.0000

-0.1505

-0.2553

0.9611

-0.15)2

-0.2841

I

6.7152

10.1231

8

0.1958

0.1923

-0.1543

0.9062

-0.8221

0.1881

-0.1505

1.0000

-0.1599

-0.1555

0.9451

-0.8455

9

12.5314

9

11.0369

9

0.2400

0.3196

-0.2618

-0./928

0.9153

0.3856

-0.2553,

-0.1599

1.0000

- 0.2636

-0.8040

0.8901

10
0.0512

10
0.2205

10.

-0.0561

-0.0926

0.9921

-4.1623

- 0.2851

-0.0912

0.9611

-0.1555

-0.2638

1.0000

-0.1646

-0.2936

A



80.71

R MATRIX 11 12

1 0.0499 0.0230

2 , 0.0118 0.0305

3 0.1632 0.2912

4 0.9860 00.8821

5 -0.8705 0.9730

6 0.0077 0.0339

7 4.1592 0.2841

8 0.2451 0.8455

9 00.8040 0.8987

la 0.1646 0.2936

.11 1.0000 00.8946

12 0.8946 1.0000

MODEL 1 MI, CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS.=

R * 0.7600

V BETA
3 0.0
4 0.0
5 "0.4
7 0.461'3
8 1.3654
9 1.3682

10 0.0615
11 0.0538
12 0.0

REG. CONST.

MCDEL 2 M2

30 5 7012

RSQ = 0.5777 41 ITERATICNS.

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.1208
0.1439
0.1322
0.2977
00.1217
0.0
2.7661

CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.7598

V BETA
3 00.1881
4 0.0
5 00.2561
6 0.8110
10 . 0.1645
11 0.0522
12 0.1461

REG. CONST. =

30 6 1012

RSQ = 0.5773 51 ITERATIONS.

A
8

00.2152
0.0

00.1223
0.1448
0.7957

00.1180 D-169
0.3202
2.7397



8.0.71

. b.

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 10-1.2

R = 0.7603 RSQ = 0.578D 345 I TERATioNS.

V BETA 8 .11.

3 0.5993 0.6856
4 2.832-7 1.4159
5 - 2.5466 1.2161

10 -0.2983 -1.4433
II. -2.0141 -4.5571
12 -1.7181. - 3.7662

REG. CCNST. = 3.7979

4

mCDEL 4 m4 CRITERICN = 1
...-

PREDICTORS 1 2- 2 10-12

R = 0.7593 RSQ it 0.5766

V BETA 8
2 0.7594 1.2665

10 0.0 0.0
11 0.0 0.0

,12 -0.0461 -0.1011
REG. CCNST. = r0:0919

*

..

33

D-1.70

.

.

2 ITERATIGNS.

4



.

80.71

el

MODEL 5 M5 CRI7ERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R = 0.7579 RSQ

V BETA 8

.1 ITERATIONS.

2 0.7579 1.2641
REG. CONST. as 10.1436.

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
. RSQ FULL as 0.5777 MOOEL 1

RSQ REDUCED a 0.5773 MOOEL 2
' OIFFERENCE a 0.0004

OFN = 2. OFO = 518. F -RATIO =, 0.217 P = 0.8072

F -TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5773 MODEL 2
RSQ REOUCEO a 0.57e0 MOOEL 3

-DIFFERENCE a - 0.0007
OFN a 1. OFO as 520. F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F -TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS MOOEL 4
RSQ FULL a 0.5780 MOOEL 3
RSQ REDUCED a 0.5766 MODEL 4

OIFFERENCE = 0.0014
OFN = 2. OFO a 521. F -RATIO = 0.866 P = 0.4244

F -TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5
RSQ FULL a 0.5766 MOOEL 4
RSQ REDUCED 0.5745 MOOEL 5

OIFFERENCE a 0.0021
OFN si 2. OFO - 523. PIRATIC) a 314 'P = 0.2688



08 OUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN

ANAVSIS 3 -- SNP VS 11 VS F11 -- GRADE 5 ": > 40

PARAMETERS
COL 1" S 12
CCL 6"10 400
CD. 11"15 S

CCL 16"20 41

COL 21 -25 1

OAIA FORMAT (DUMPY)

INIERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

HEARS

SIGMAS

fra SIGMAS
1N

R MATRIX

2
.

3

4

5

6

1...

,.-."

a

10

11

12
)

1430

1450

1

6.7912

11

0.7675
ii.

1

1.1530

2

5.7157

12
0.6000

2

0.8653

3

0.1747

3

0.9614

4

2.1335

2.8564

5

3.4015

5

2.0514

6
33.4186

6
10.4755

7

0.9663

7

6.6409

8 '
12.7106

18.0964

9

19.7416

9

17.7485

10
0.0325

ip
0.1773

11

0.6824
12

0.4899

1 2 3 4 16 6 7 8 9 10

1.0000 0.8194 0.0456 0.1105 0.0624 0.8192 0.0726 0.2706 0.1845 0.0200

0.6194 4.0000 - 0.0188 .0.2088 ..- 0.1.075 0.9965 - 0.0001 0.3211 0.2541 "0.0718

011456 "0.03844 1.0000 - 0.1349 "0.2159 - 0.0313 0.9812 "0.1269 - 0.2009 / 0.9856
/

0.1705 0.2088 - 0.1349 1.0000 "0.8926 0.216714 "0.1280 0.9801 "0.8308 "0.1360

0.0624 0.1075 - 0.2159 "0.8926 1.0000 0.0960 "0.2047 "0.8394 0.9775 - 0.2190

0.8192 0.9965 "0.0313 0.2167 0.0960 1.0000 0.0070 0.3390 0.2421 - 0.0645

0.0726 - 0.0001 0.9612 "0.1280 "0.2047 0.0070 1.0000 - 0.1203 "0.1905 0.9347
.

0.2106 0.3211 - 0.1269 0.9801 - 0.8394 0.3390 - 0.1203

w

1.0000

;0.11113

"0.1287 1

0.3845 0.2541 "0.2009 r0.83011 0.9775 0.2421 "0.1905 "0.7813 .0000' "0.2039

0.0200 -.0.0110 0.9656 "0.1369 - 0.2190 - 0.0645 0.9347 "0.1181 "0.2039 1.0000

0.0616 0.0790 - 0.1311 0.9199 - 0.9109 0.0850 "0.1306 0.9245 "0.8479 "0.1397

"0.0479 "0.0514 - 0.2212 "0.9140 0.9757 - 0.0603 "0.2040 "0.8602 0.9082 -0.2245

CO0



80.71

R MATRIX 11 12

a w 0.0616 =0.0679

2 0.0790 - 0.0518

3 - 0.1377 - 0.2212

4 0.9799 - 0.9148

5 0.9109 0.9757
S

6 0.0850 '.=0.0603

7 =0.1306 - 0.2098

8 0.9215 =0.8662

9 0.8479 0.9082

10 - 0.1397 - 0.2245

11. 1.0000 - 0.9336

12 - 0.9336 1.0000

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 5 7 -12

R = 0.8224 RSQ = 0.6764

BETA
3 0.0'
4 0.0
5 0.0
7 0.4497
8 1.4234
9 1.3939

10 0.0671
11 0.0
12 0.0

REG. CONST. =

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0919
0.0907
0.0906
0.4362
0.0
0.0
3.7538

MODEL 2 M2 YCRITERICN = 1

(
11-

25 ITERATIONS.

PREDICTORS 3- 6 10=12

R = 0.8225 RSQ 6 7 6 4 2 ITERATIONS.

V BETA 8

0.0
0.0
0.0 351
0.0907
0.4755 D-173
0.0
0.0
3.7511

3 0.0
4 01-
5 0.
6 0.8239

-10 0.0731
11 0.0
12 0.0 .

REG. CONST. =

wa



.e.

...

ma.

80.71

I 41,

I. .

400EL 3 tr3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 33 3- 5 10-12

R 31 0.8227

V BETA
3 0.7449
4 2.8432
5 2.6411

10 -0.3860
11 -1.8575
12 -1.7006

REG. COML. =
/

RSQ = 0.6768

B

0.8879
1.1477
1.0680

-2.5057
.4.4423
-4.0024
4.6700

mCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 2- 2 10-12

'R = 0.8233 RS0 = 0.6778

V BETA , B

2 0.8246 1.0187
10 0.0792 0.5148
11 0.0075 0.0180
12 0.0 0.0,

REG. CONST. = 0.4937

D 174

333

,

i

317 ITERATICNS.

3 ITERATIONS.

.4

I



80.71'

I

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION a 1

PREDICTORS 22 2- 2

.
R 22 0.8194 RSQ\22 0.6715 1 ITERATIONS.

V , BETA 8

2 0.8194 1.0918
REG. CONST. = 0.5566

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL 22 0.6764 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED 22 0.6764 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0000
DFN * *2. DFD = 391. F -RATIO = 0.0 P 2 1.0000

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 i4

RSQ FULL 11 0.6764 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.6768 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = - 0.0004
DFN = 1. OFO = 393. F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

FqTEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.6768 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.6778 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE 22 =00009
DFN st 2. DFD = 394. F-RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.d000

F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL s 0.6778 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED A.4.6715 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE 21 0.0063
DFN = 2. DFD = 396. F-RATIO = 3.871 P 2 0.0211

36t;
D-175



ANALYSIS 3 SNP VS 11 VS F11 GRADE 6 > 40 1550

PARAMETERS
COL I-. 5 12
CCt 6 q0 411
COL 11 -Es
COL 16 -20 4

!COL 21..25

co
O

1-4

OITA FORMAI IDUMMYI

INIERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1

1510

9 10
1.169I 6.6820 0.2433 2.6350 3.8036 45./33/ 1.5421 18.6913 25.493/ 0.0389

MEANS 11 12
0.3820 0.5191 _)

SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 6 9 10

7 1.3551 1.0415 1.2180 3.4284 3.3235 15.4384 7.94\81 26.1145 24.0195 0.1934

4 SIGMAS 11 12
4:6 0.4859 0.4931

AA
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10
6

I 1.0000 0.8113 - 0.0113 0.2622 0.0061 0.8626 0.0012 0.3183 0.1395 -0.0210

2 0.8113 1.0000 -0.0655 0.3053 0.0225 0.9955 -0.0432 0.4363 0.1183 -0.0835

3 - 0.0113 .0.0655 1.0000 - 0.1535 -.0.2288 -0.0626 0.9898 -.0.1421 - 0.2115 0.9925

4 0.2622 0.3053 '.0.1535 1.0000 -.0.8804 4.3083 -0.1493 0.9151 -.0.8131 -0.1541

5 0.0061 0.0225 .00.2288 -0.8804 1.0600 0.0169 -0.2225 -0.8183 0.9131 -0.2305

6 0.8626 0.9955 -0.0626 0.3083 0.0169 1.0000 - 0.0415 0.4445 0.1/1/ -0.0796

1 0.0072 -0.0432 0.989 - 0.1493 -0.2225 -.0.0415 1.0000 -0.1381 - 0.2056 0.9651

8 0.3183 0.5363 -0.1421 0.952 -.0.81t3 0.4445 -0.1381 1.0030 -0.1563 -0.1438

9 0.1395 0.1183 -0.2115 e.0.8131 0.9131 0.1117 -0.2056 -0.1563 1.0000 -0.2131

10 -.0.0210 -.0.0835 0.9925 0.1541 -.0.2105 -0.0196 0.9651 - 0.1438 -0:2131 1.0000

11 0.1339 0.1631 -0.1511 0.9116 -.0.9005 0.1636 -0.1521 0.9086 -0.8324 -0.1582

12 - 0.1212 ,-.0.12111 0.2341 - 0.9015 0.9166 3.1216 -0.2214 ..0.8318 0.9021 -0.2361



80.71

,

R MATRIX 11 12

1 0.1339 0.1212

2 0.1631 *0.1278

3 0.1571 *0.2343

4 0.9776 *0.9015

5 - 0.9006 0.9766

6 0.1636 *0.1298

7 0.1527 - 0.2278

8 0.9086 - 0.8378
N

9 - 0.8324 0.9027

10 - 0.1582 - 0.2361

11 1.0000 - 0.9221

12 - 0.9221 1.0000

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION * 1

PREDICTORS a 3-* 5 7;.12

R 1. 0.8638 RSQ * 0.7461

V ,BETA 8

3 0.0129 0.0144
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0569 0.0232
7 0.4809 0.0821
8 1.4818 0.0767
9 1.3035 0.0734

10 0.0 0.0
11 0.0 0.0
12 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST. * 4.2447

D-177

5 ITERATIONS.

qi

.



80.71.

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3= 6 10=12

R = 0.8637 RSO = 0.7459 2 ITERATIONS.

V BETA B

------"\-......-

3 0.0429 0.0477
4 0.0 -0.0
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.8653 0.0760
0 0.0 0.0

11 0.0 0.0
12 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST. = 4.2825

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS a 3= 5 10=12 .

R = 0.8722 RSO = 0.7606

IV BETA 8

"3.., 0.77257 0.8598
4 3.0321 1.1992
5 2.6581 1.0852

10 - 0.6061 =4.2479
11 - 2.4159 =6.7406
12 =2.1735 =5.9682

REG. CCNST. = 6.4686

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 10=12

R = 0.872-6-7 RSO = 0.7614 2 JTERAT NS.

377 ITERATIONS.

V BETA 8

1.1392
0.3231
0.0
0.0
0.1442

2 0.8752
10 0.0461
11 0.0
12 0.0

REG. CONST. =

D-178

3



- 80.71

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

'PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R = 0.8713 RSO = 0.7592, 1 ITERATIONS.

, V BETA
2 0.8713 1.1342

REG. CONST. = 0.1902
a_

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.7461 MODEL 1

RSO REDUCED = 0.7459 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0001
DFN = 2. DFD = 402. F -RATIO = 0.099 P = 0.9050

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSO FULL = 0.7459 MODEL 2
RSO REDUCED = 0.7606 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = =0.0147
DFN = 1. OFD = 404. F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSO FULL = 0.7606 MODEL 3
RSO REDUCED = 0.7614 MOOEL 4
DIFFERENCE = =0.0007
DFN = 2. OFD = 405. F -RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F-TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSO FULL 14 0.7614 MODEL 4
RSO REDUCED = 0.7592 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE Ns' 0.0021
DFN = 2. OF0 = 407. F -RATIO = 1.800 P = 0.1645

361



80.71
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ANALYSIS 4 RAINBOW KIT -- GRADE 1 0940

PARAMETERS
COL 5 = 8

COL 6 -10 = 102
COL 11 -15 = 5

COL 16 -20 = 4
'COL = 1

CO
0

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1

1.4961 34.7157

?SIGMAS 1

0.5959t.3

R MATRIX 1

2

2
7.8520

2

3

15.7059

3

18.8797

3

4

L9.0098

4

17.3880

4

. 5

1266.8333

5

521.8474'

5

6

603.1176

6

783.1905

. 6

,

7

663.7157

7

677.8894

7

0960

8

0.4314

8

0.4953

8

1 1.0000 0.3547 0.4037 - 0.2782 0.3451 0.4605 - 0.2663 0.2848

2 0.3547 1.0000 0.3904 - 0.0277 0.9890 0.4941 0.1905 0.1878

3 0.4037 0.3904 1.0000 - 0.9095 0.4140 0.9809 60.8145 0.9551

4 -0.2782 0.0277 - 0.9095 1.0000 - 0.0030 - 0.8419 0.9704 - 0.9522

5 0.3451°, 0.9890 0.4140' d.0.0030 1.p00 0.5214 0.1674 0.2192
* P .

6 0.4605 0.4941 0.9809 - 0.8419. 0.5214 1.0000 - 0.7540 0.8841I 1
7. -0.243 0.1905 ...0.18145 0.9704 0.1674 - 0.7540 1.0000 -0.8528

8 0:2848 0.1878 -0.9551 - 0.9522 0.2192 0.8841 -0.8528 1.0000



80.71

moogt. 1 mi CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3+14 6+ 8

R n 0.5623 RSQ * 0.3161

V BETA , . 8
3 0.7090 0.0224
4 4.6631 0.1598
6 0.5238 0.0004
7 +2.8045 +0.0025
8 1.1905 1.4323

REG. CONST. = +1.1153

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS * 3+ 5 8 8

R 0 0.5294

V ' BETA
3

4
5

8

REG.

MODEL

1

RSQ = 0.2803

B

V. .

396' ITERATIONS.

11 ITERATICNS.

1.6573 0.0523
0.0278 0.0010

+0.0650 -0.0001
+1.2593 1.5152

CONST. * 1.4040

r

4
3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3+ 4 8+ 8

R * 0.5285' RSQ = 0.2793-

V BETA 8

3 1.5022 0.0474
4 +0.0477 +0.0016
8 +1.1956 +1.4385

REG. CONST. = 1.4030

) MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION =

..,

I

PREDICTORS a 2+ 2 8+ 8
0 .

R a 0.4185 RSQ a 0.1751

V BETA
2 0.3122
8 0.2261

REG. CONST.*

8

0.0237
0.2721
0.5561

D.192

16 ITERATICNS.

06.

2 ITERATIONS.

or 5

1



r

$

80.71

'
MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

R = '0.3547 ' RSQ 0.1258 1 ITERATIONS.

V 4 BETA.
2 0.3547 0.02)9

REG. CONST.

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3161 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2803 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0358
DFN = I. 'DFD = 96. F=BRATIO =

. F -TEST 2 MOD'EL 2 VS MODEL' 3
RSQ FULL = 0.2803 -MODEL 2

RSQ 'REDUCED = 0.2793 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0010
DFN a I. OFD = 97. F7R AT I 0 =e
F=5 EST. 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL. *4
R Q FUtt. = 0.2793 3.MODEL

SQ REDUCED = 0.1751 0 MODEL 4 'Ir.
,:,

DIFFEREOCE As 0.1041.
DFN IL 1. DFD FRATIO =

a

F=ITEST 4 MODIEL 4
RSQ' FULL = 0.1751
RSQ REDUCED = 0.125.8
DIFFERENCE a' D.0493
OFN 1. DFD =

3rtter

VS MODEL 5
'MODEL 4
MODEL 5

99. .F -RATIO =

D-184A

1741"

"A

5.031 P * 0.0256

0.137 P = 0.7137

14.161 P 0.0005

5.921, P = 0.0155

4



*** OUTPUT fRCM PRGGRAM REGRAN 4.44.

ANALYSIS 4 RAINBOWMO GRADE 2

PARAMETERS
COL 5 = 8

COL 6 -10 = 76
COL I115'=
COL 16 -20 m fy

CCL 21-25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY/

0

INTERCORRILATIOA ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3
'' 1 4 5 6

1.8434 1.0855 0.5224 0.5632 1.2620 0.6272
V

" SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8
0.6347 0.4605

4L

7 8

- Ja

R MATRIX

0.6352

1

0.2891

2

0.5953

3

0.5636

.

0.5760

5

0.7863

6

0.7140

7

0.4984

8

1 1.0000 0.2362 0.0524 ) 0.0659 0.2079 0.0.954 0.0627 - 0.0174

2 0.2362 1.0009. 0.3497 0.1437 0.9843 0.4565 0.2909 0.1558

3 0.0524 0.3497 1.0000 -0.8769 0.3661 0.9766 -1.7801 0.9497

'1! 4 0.0659 0.1437 ...0.8769 1.0000 0.1183 :0.7972 '0.9733 -0.9233

5 0.2074 . 0.5843 0.3661 0.1183 1.0000 0.4860 0.2715 0.1605
..-

6 0.0954 0.4569 0.9766 -0.7972 0.4860 1.0000 - 0.7092 0.8634

'7 0.0627 0.2909 0.7801 0.9733 0.2715 -.0.1092 1.0000 - 0.8214

8 -0.0174 0.1558 0.9,497 .70.9233 0.1605 0.8634 - 0.8214 1.0000
0

31,',..J3C7 . . .
sm.
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`s.

lit

30,71

MODEL 1 MI CRI TER ICh = I

PREDICTORS = 3=, 4 6- 8

R = 0.3352

BETA
3 0.0
4 3.1226 k
6 0.4457
7 1.9137
4 0.9089

REG.. 'CCNST. =

RSQ = 0.1123

B

0.0
3.5157'
0.3601

=1.7026
1.1583
0.1827

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 0 3- 5 8= 8'

R = 0.3131

BETA
3 i 3.0410
4 ' 2.2257
5 =10572
8 - 0.6810

REG. CCNST. =
r

RSQ = C.C980

B

3.2451
2.5088

=1.166C
=0.8679
0.6066

MODEL 3 M3 CR I T ER IGN = 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 Ern 8

R 0.2560 RSQ = 0.065.6

, BETA~ B
3 0.7345
4 0.356 0.4021
8 =0.3422 =0.4361,

REG. MST. = 1.4339

MODEL A M4 CRITERION a

PREDICTORS A 2-. 2 8- E

1

R 0 0.2425 RSQ = 0.8588

BETA 8
2 0.2449 0.5380
8 =0.0556 ' =0.0709

REG. COST. st- 1.2920

.

I

97 I TERAT ICNS.

163 I TERATIChS.

1

. 49 ITERAT ICh.S.

I

2 IT MAT ICNS.

v

Iv

.

$



80.71

d

MODEL 5 145 CRUTEFVEN a 1

PRENCTCRS 71 2 2

R a 0.2362 R SQ 71 0.4558 1 ITERATIONS.

V SETA 8
2 0.2362 0.5150 (

REG. CCNST.. a 1.280C

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MCDEL 2
RSQ FULL a 0.1123 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED a 0.0980 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE a 0.0143
DFN a 1. DFD 7g 7C. FRAT I C s 1.131 P a 0.2914

WEST 2 MODEL 2 ,VS MCDEL 3 ,I.

RSQ FULL a 0.0580 MODEL 2 4
RSQ REDUCED a 0.0656 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE a 0.0325
DFN a 1. DFD a 71. ERAT1C a 2.555 P = 0.110:

F-TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MCDEL 4
RSQ FULL a 0.0656 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED a 0.0588 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE a 0.0067
DFN a 1. DFD a 72. "F.1RATIC 71

q

C.518 P's C.48C8

F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MCDEL 5 .
RSQ FULL a .' 0.0588 MOD EL 4
RSQ REDUCED a 0.0558 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE al 0.0030 et

DFN * 41. DFD s' 73. F+RATI C a 0.234 P -11, 0.6356

4
r

i
4.

3 70
D4.87

t



/
ANALYSIS 4 -- RAIN805. KIT

PARAMETERS
COL 1= 5 = 8

COL 6 -IC = 85

-- GRADE 3

-COL 11-15 = 5

CCL 16=20.= 4

COL 21 -25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5
2.7624 . 1.7941 0.9482 0.8459 3.4041

P
L.,-; SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5
FC. 0.6488 0:4304 0.5526 0.9392 1.4933

R MATRIX L 2 3 4. 5

1 1.0000 0.5819
CV

0.0471 0.2189' 0.5041

2' 0.5819 1.0000 0.2569 0.1977 0.9910

3 0.0471 0.2569 1.0000 =0.8966 0.264D

4 0.2189 0.1977 - 0.8966 1.0000 0.1864

5 0.5971 0.9910 0.2640 0.1E64 1.0000
I

6 " 0.1606 0.4118 0.9710 =0.7961 0.4230

7 0.2881 0.3264 - 0.8131 0.9743 0.215

- 0.1092 - 0.0074 0.9385 - 0.9553 0.0059

6

1.806

0940

6

2.0438

6

0.1606

0.4118

0.9710

- 0.7961

0.4230

1.0000

- 0.7220

0.8334

0960

7 8

1.5975 0.5294

7

1.9557

7

8

0.4991
J

8

-0.2$81-- =0.1092

0.3264 =0.0d74

=0.8131. 0.9385

0.9743 - 0.9553

0.3215 0.0059

=0.7220 0.8334

1.0000 - 0.8664

=0.8664 1.00-00

371 . . _
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9

MOOEL 1 MI CRITER ION 4

PREDICTORS = 3+ 4 6+ 8

R a 0.6186 RSQ = 0.3827

V BETA.
3 .1.8316
4 0.0
6 1.5664
7 0.7750
8 0.6422

REG. CCNST. =

B

.1.2475
Oatt

0.6242
0.2571
0.8347
1.9645

MODEL 2 M2 CRI TER ICN = 1

PREDICTCRS 3+ 5 8. 8

R a 0.6137 RSQ = 0.3766

V BETA
3 .1.3520
4 +1.3406
5 1.2054

- - 8' 0.1282
REG. COAST.

B

0.9208
.60.9262
0.5237

2.7244

MOOEL 3 M3 CRI TER IGN * 1

PREDICTORS = 3. 4 8+ 8 4

R =,b.5914 RSQ a 0.3498

V BITA 8

3 1.2405 0.8445
4 1.3310 0.9155 .

8 0.0 0.0
REG. CCNST. = 1.1834

MODEL. 4 M4 CR ITER ION = 1

PREDICTCRS = 2. 2 8. 8

R = 0.5912

V SETA
2 0.5811
8 0.1049

REG. CCNST.

RSQ = 0.3496

8
C. 875S

.0.1363
1.2631

, D-189

414 ITERATIONS.

57 I T ERAT ICNS.

2 ITERATIONS,

2 I TERATIONS.



80.71

MODEL 5 I5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 2

R 0.5819 RSQ = 0.3386

V SETA 8

2 0.5819 0.8771
REG. CCNST. = 1.1888

1 ITERATICkS.

F -TEST 14 MODEL I VS MODEL 2
RSA FULL = 0.3827 A MODEL/ 1
RSC REDUCED = 0.3766 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE 2 0.0060
DFN = L. OFD = 79. FRATIC =

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS PCDEL 3

0.773

-
P a

s..

C.3859

RSQ FULL a 0.3766 MODEL 2

RSC REDUCED = 0.3498 MDDEL 3

DIFFERENCE 0.0268
DFN 2. 1. OFD 2 8C. F -RATIC a 3.445 P = 0.C637

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MCDEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.3498 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED 2 0.3496 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE 2 0.0002
DFN = 1. 81. FRATIC = 0.028 P 0.8626

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL a 0.3456 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3386 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE 2 0.0110
DFN 2 I. OFD - 82. FRATI 0 = 1.387 P 2 C.24C6

3 7",

D-190

.



ANALYSIS 4

PARAMETEFS

RAINBOM KIT GRADE 4 0940
41hr

0COL 1- 5 = 8

COL 6 -IC = 101
COL = 5

COL 16-2C = 4
COL 21-25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

LNTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

0960

83.4030 2.4149 1.5545 1.0604 7.1340 4.4085 2.7254 0.5644

y SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ,8
'0 0.8008 0.5445 1.4114 1.2653 2.7593 4.3197 3.6034 0.4958

p
(R MATRIX, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

L 1.0000 0.7485 0.3480 -0.0660 0.7447 0.4218 0.0645 0.2352
2 0.7485 1 1.0000 0.4474 e0.0687 0.9890 0.5494 0.0987 0.2917
3 0.3480 0.4474 1.0000 -0.9230 0.4443 0.9787 - 0.8330 0.9676
4 -0.0660 .-0.0687 - 0.9230 1.0000 =0.0700 -0.8553 0.9717 -0.9539
5 0.7447 0.9890 0.4443 - 0.0700 1.0000 0.5574 0.0975 0.2795
6 0.4218 0.5494 0.9787 -0.8553 0.5574 1.0000 - 0.7719 0.8967'
7 0.0645 Q.0987 -0.8330 0.9717 0.0975 - 0.7719 1.0000 - 0.8609

8 0.2352 0.2917 0.9676 - 0.9539 0:2795 0.8967 - 0.8609 1.0000

3 Je 3
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MODEL 1 MI CRITERION 4t 1

PREDICTORS a 3+ 4 6+ 8

R a 0.7475 RSQ a 0.5588

)4

3
BETA

0.1211
8

0.0687
4 0.1637 0.1036
6 1.01_44 01881,
7 0.9327 0.2073
8 0.1675 0.2705

REG. CONST. 1.6397

,

MODEL Z M2 CRITERION a I

PREDICTORS a

R a 0.7477

3+ 5 8 8

RSQ a 0.5591

V BETA B
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.2719 0.1721
5 0.6787 0.1970,
8 0.3045 0.4917

REG. CONST. a 1.5377

4

MODEL 3 M3 CR IT ER ION a I

PREDICTORS a

R a 0.74874

V BETA
3 ' 1.9355
4 1.7237
8 0.0035

REG. CONST. a

3+ 4 8+ 8

RSQ -a 0.5605

B

'1.0981
1.0909
0.0056
0.5360

`109 ITERATIONS.

(I .

.
.

D-192,

t
4

.'

9 ITERATIONS.

4 ITERATIONS.

f

.

Yr
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MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS 21 21 2, 8= 8

R = 0.7487 RSQ = T606

V BETA B
2 0.7431 1.0929
a 0.0184 0.0297

EG. CONST. = 0.5285

0
MODEL 5 M5 CRI TER ICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

R = 0.74E5 RSQ = 0.5603

-V BETA 8
2, 0.7485 1.1008

REG. CONST. = '0.5246-

t

1
4

2 ITERATIONS.

1 ITERATIONS.

0

F -TEST 1 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5588 MODEL 1

Rtg REDUCED = 0.5591 -MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE a,i±0.0003
DFN = 1. DFD = 95. FRATI C = 0.0 P a 1.0000

E=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS mom 3
RSQ FULL; = 0.5591 MODEL , 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5605 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = - 0.00/4
DFN = 1. DFD = 96. F=RATI Ci 0.0 P = 1.0000

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL a 0.5605 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED a 0.5606 MODEL. 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0001
ON = 1. DFD a 97. F=RATI 0 111 .9,

.. -

F=1TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS 'MODEL 5
RN 4FUL L a 0.5606 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5603 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = -0.0007,
DIN a 1.' DFD * 98. FRATI C = 0.069 P = 0.7891/

1

*

P = IsC000

373 C

D-193
4



'

ANALYSIS 4 es RAINBOW KIT GRADE 5 0940

a.PARAMETERS 0
COL 5 = 8 ".4o.

COL. 6-.10 = ' 90
COL 11-.15 = 5

COL T6-20 = 4
COL = 1

7

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
.

MEANS 1

4.3500

SIGMAS 1F .

2

3.3878

2

3

2.0922

3

4
1.2556

4

5

12.0048

5

6

7.7343

6

.

7

4.2704

7

0960

8
0.5889

8 .

r . 1.0128 0.7265 1.8322 1.6100 4.6978 7.4561 5.7038 0.4920
0

R MATRIX 1 2' 3 4 5 6 7 8
;1

1.0000 ,0.7399 0.4134 - 0.1366 0.7422 0.5094 - 0.0542 0:2464

2'. 0.7399 1.0000 0.4856 . ',..0.1014 0.9907 0.610! .0.0184 0.2719 -

t
3 '0.4134 0.4856 1.0000* .70..9189 0.5101 0.9754

.
- 0.8550 0.9541

,

4 - 0.1366 -.0.1014 ...0.9189 1.0000 ..0.1334 - 0.8347 0.9813 - 0.9631

5 0.7422 0.9907 0.75101 -.0.1334 1.0000 0.644Z
l'.

...0.0105 0.2876
-'..

t ,

6 0.5091 0.6101 0.97.54 -0.8347 0.6442 *1.0000 - 0.7766 0.8667
. .

t

7
,

-0.0542' 0.0184 -.0.8550 0.9813 -.0.0185 - 0.7766 1.0000 .00.8961
. 4

.8 0.2464. 0.2719 6.9541, ..0:9631 0.'287& 0.8667 -..0.8961 1;0600

''

I %
i

.. .

-
03j'
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e

Cal

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.7435

V BETA

3- 4 6- 8.

RSQ a 0.5527

8

15 ITERATIONS.

3 0.0259 0.0143
44 0.0 0.0
6 1.1681 0..1587
7 0.8533 0.1515
8 =0.0261 =0.0537,

REG. CONST. s 2.4773

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = I

PREDICTORS.=

R = 0.7447

V BETA
0.6655

3- 5 8- 8

RSQ = 0.5546 82 ITERATIONS.

a

0.3675
041898
0.1109

- 0.5106
2.3037

CRITERION'- 1

3- 4 8- 8

----I
4 0.3017
5 0.5144
8 =0.2481

REG.-CONST.

MODEL 3 M3

PREDICTORS =

R a 0.7451

V BETA

RSQ = 0.5551

13

62 IIERATIONS.

1.9619 1.0845
4 1.4289 0.8989
8 - 0.2464 - 0.5072

REG. CONSI. a. 1.2150

3S.>

D-195
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4

L

`80;71

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTOR'S = 2.. '2 8= 8

R = 0.7414

V- BETA
- 2 0,7266

Er... 0.0108
REG. CONST. =

'4

RSQ =-0.5496 2 ITERATIONS.

1.0131
0,1004
0;8589

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 2
A

1

R = 6;7399 RSQ =0.5474

V BETA 8

2 0.7399 1.0313
REG440ONST. = 0.8553 '

. _) 1*

0,.t

tu.

1 ITERATION4.

F -TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5527 MODEL_ L,
,RSQ RECUCED = 0.5546 MODEL 2

DEN, = le DFD =" 84. F-RATIO =

F-DTEi 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.5546 MODEL1,2
'RSQ REDUCER .= 0.5551, MODEL 3

DIFFERfNCE:* - 0.0005
DFN a 1. DFD = 85. F.RATIO =

F -TEST 3 AODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ Fy!.t. 0;5551 r MODEL 3

RSQ REDWE0 = 0.0496 MODEL 4

DIFFEREN = 0.0055-A
DEN =- V. OF0.3; 86. F -RATIO = 1.067 P = 0.3051

4

0

I

0.0 P = 1.0000

'
0.0 P = 1.0000

FiwIEST `4 MODEL 4 VS MOQEL.5
RSQ FULL = 0.5496 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5474 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE 4 0.0022
DEN = L. DFD = 87. F -RATIO =

3S<

D-196

P Ok..5.2C

a

f



' .-
ANALYISIS 4 flRAINBOW KIT -- GRADE 6

PARAMETERS'

I 0940
630

CQL 1- 5 =
COL 610 = 79
-COL 11-15 = 5
COL 16-20 = 4

COL =' 1

I -

4) 4

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELAT ANALYSI S.

MEANS

. e
1

7, SIGMAS
.....

f tlikYR IX; "I. .

2

3

4

5

6

'8.

0960

.1%

.
- r

1 2 . , 3 4 5 64 7 8
.0101 4.1962 1.7931 2.4025 1/.1695 7.9849 10.1845. 0.4177

,

1 2 -4-3 4 - 5 6 7 8
0.8942 0.7493 2.1835 2.1006 6.1919 .10.4001 9.6345 0.4932

%
$ 1 ' 2 3 4 5 6 e 7 8

1 1,0000 0.6840 0.3276 - 0.0966 4 0.6800 0.4117 -0.004 0.1999

0.6840 1.0000 0.2801 0,0655 0.9957 0.3986 0.2097 0.1105
. . . .

0.3.476 0.2802 1.0000 0.9396 0.2975 0.9816 ' - 0.8684 0.9699

Y- 0.0966 \ 0.0655 -0.9396. .1.0000 0.0459 -0.8781 0.9774 -0.9687

0;6800. %O.9957 0.2975 0.0459 1.0000 . 0.4168 0.1928 0.1294
,

.

0.4117 0.e3986 .0.9816 - 0.8181 0.,4168 1.of poi -onil to 0.9065

7 ss0.0676 0.2097' I0.8684 0.9774 0.10281 - 0.8116 1.0000 -0.8953"

0.1999 0.1105 0.9699 -.0.9687 0.1294 0.9065 -0.8953 , 1.6000

3
3.5 1
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80.71,_

a

-1-.4.0DEL 1 Ml CRITERION I

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 , 6 8

R = 0.6973 RSQ 0.4863

BETA , 8
3 0.0, 0.0
.4 01.0099- 0,0042
6 1.2822 0,1103
7 0.8736 0.0811
8 0.1710 .4.3100

REG, CONST. .- 3.4233

N

MODEL 2 -M2 CRITERION = I

PREDICTORS =,* 4..= r5 8= 8 _

R = 0.6985 RSQ Pr 0.4879

BETA
3 0.6829 0.2797

0.0267 0.0114
5 Ow5421--
8 ..0.5094 is0.49 6

REG. CONST. = 4444

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS '26 3- 4 "8+ 8

R = 0.7029

BETA
3 2.2140
4 1.6284
§ =0,3699

REG. CONST.

*
E17,198

RSQ = 0.4941

8
0.9067
0.6932
0.6F06
.1.9984

*

q c.)
I .4. ./

. .

r`

37 ITERATICN

4.

- 27 ITERATIONS.

4,

87. ITERATIONS.-

,

r
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80.71

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1 n 0

PREDICTORS a 2+' 2 flm 8

R a 0.6953 RSQ n 0.4835 -2 ITERATIONS.

BETA B

2 - 0.6701 0.7997
8 0.1259 0.2283

REG. CONST. 1.5590

MODEL .5 M5' CRITERION = 1

. PREDICTORS zg 2+ 2

R = 0.6940 RSQ a 0.4678

_BETA B
2 0.6840 0.8163

REG. CONST. a 1.5847

ITERATICNS.

F+TEST 1 MODEL' 1 VS MODEL 2
M RSQ FULL at 0.4863 MODEL 1

RSO_REDUCED_a -.4.4879- -NOD EL 2 .
- tDIFFERENCE a +0.0016 , I

/-- OFN a I. OFD'a 73. FaRATIO,= 0.0 P A 1.0000

F+TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL-- 0.4879 \MODEL 2

/-RSQ REDUCED a 0.4941 00EL 3 .

OIFFERENCE - 0.0062 -

OFN = 1.1 OFD = 74. F+RATI0 = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F+TEST 3' MODEL 3 VS MOREL 'ft
RSO.PULL = /0.4941 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED ='0.4835 MODEL it.

DIFFERENCE a 0.0106
DFN_-a 1. On" .75. FaRATIC = 1.578 P a 0.2105 .

F -TEST 4...MODEL 4 VS MODEL- 5
- RSQ FULL - 0.4835 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED +..,0.4678 MODEL 5
OIFFERtfiCE a 0.0157-
OFN a 1. DFD - 76. F+RATIC a 2.304, P Fs 0.1293

D-199
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1

1

Attachment D

LINEAR MODEL FOR MODEL C,

Modal YgaU+aX(1) + E
0 1

Where,

Y April, 1981 ITBS Average Reading Grade Equivalent

U unit vecte+'

April, 1980 ITBS Average Reading Grade Equivalent

D-200

,

V
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80.71

kr

a

1

. SEPARATE REGRESSION ANALYSES-FOR
TITLE I AND COMPARISON STUDENTS
AT GRADES 2 -6: MODEL C ANALYSES

7

.

Attachment D-14
(Page 1 of 11)

:3S8 .

D -201

M1

E.



- 

r 

1 

O 

*SP 1 1%1204 I 

r 

i.945b ; 
et St47f 1 = '1.S140.3 '4.- 10 

.. , 
0s51, "0 sthe o 1 

0 
. %14i it 

1 
i 

:. . . . task,- ' e ;90'0 = 0511 f, ES e*0 , 
le-0if .4 

. 
C2% 

e ....? = SlOtinlitIcl *CZ by, 
........4 

t ...... t 
= Mit 43110113 

114 1 130011 
r c 

att 
...- 

.' ra..: 
' 0000'1 A SZ 0. +Z - ct 

' . c,..3 
stt- o ' 0000 I 

- 1 1--- 
/ 

. . la t 
e - 

1 X.101414 A . ' ..,, ,.. 
-.. 

/ACC' 0 ' 0159'0 
Z's ' 1 SV140'1S' 

0 C4 
( t.91091 ?OUP' 

.1 - ) SN%JW 
e 

*S14%?,)VNY 
40111% 13,1t11').13 !IV 

if 

tzi,mir g I.V14801 41170 

1 = ;1 14, 103 

. 0 ..=4-0Z0-041 1.13 
- . 

% I = Si -I I' 11)../ 
elf = 01 -9 1031- 

e = t 1 103 .N .. 
S2141:1',OCVLI 

=> I 31111 '1'9 Pan J9N:10% 
430 ' !MV SfllFl -Ur 'zi013°-4: ...... 1 JOVE' D 130044 

0 
,:( NVd9_111 WV acitl.k1 1,10J: !no MO, *t 

I 



*is,* OUTPUT PROM PIZOGPA'N FECATAN *4*

MONFL C GRA0E.,? 4-'4-80/4-81 I TBS AVG: READING 71.1141. NUN-TITLE I >40

PAP &METERS. .

=Cat I- 5
till (33
CUL 11 -15
COL Ite.20
COL 21-25 =

DATA FGRMAT

1

INTEEe0FRELATION ANALYSIS.

r

SIGMAS

R MATRIX

1

1' 2

1.0000 0.7636

0.71 36 1.0000

ft00 1 MI CQTER ION c 1

PI 101( TOO"! * 2- IF

R (). 7031 F 0 = 0.5331

ritti4

2 0.71,16 4.091
. PEG. PANSY. s 0 .6 It,'

1 ITEP1TIENS.

' ors

/

4,



5,1,61ar
i ir air

' 444' OUT0U1 'POO PICGP Aft PL6CAN ***

moor! c --

PAPAACTEkS.
COL 1.. 5 =

GRADE 3 4.-81/4.81 ITBS AVG. f.EA')IN, 16TAL G.I.

COI F-.10 = 357
=

CIA 16a..20 = 0
COL 21 -2" =

OAT: FORMAT = 131114Y1 )
V

INTEROPFELAJIIN ANALYSIS.

mrANs 1 2'
0 \ 2:6611 1.74001

K.O
4.

SIGMAS 1

0.(662 0.4501

*P MATRIX 1 2
.

1 1.0000 0.5311
V

2 0.5313 1.0000

mcart l u .(.F111 ION

prroiriers = 2 2

F = 0.C313 4sq 0.74):

V. 41TA It

e A._7_111_1

II1LE I <=40-

I 11(1 1TIONS.
Ai

0



'4* OUTPUT FROA PROuRAM RrGRAN 4-**

MOJA. C ae GRADE 3 -- 4-30/4-s81 ORS AVG. READING TOALl G.E.

PARAMETERS
CO( = 2

CCe ( -10 = (.58

COL Ils,15 = 1

COT. 0
C(L =

6
DATA FORMAT = IDUMMY1

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

..1

MEANS
4.4313 3.6565

SIGMAS 1 2

0.°259 0.7563

t-.mi
. R MATRIX, I ?

C.0*)-4
C-3 I 1.0400 0.7323
cz.4 -- 0.712-3 1.0000
sat,:

..,

'%'...wv.

0,
.....,

. MODEL I MI CRITERION =. I
L---1,

t ., PirDIFTORS,.= 2-. 2rr. 1
\

P = 0.7323 PSQ = 0.51f1

v BETA IS

395
3.7321 0.i0J5

, pet,. (A-mu. = 1.1368

air

-

I ITERATTENS. '

NUN-TITLE I >40
CO0

4

-



4

rs* OUTPUT FUM PiLvhA.N PfGPAN "/**

mrniCtei07- GRAM' 4 4-80/481 118S AVG. kEAD1NG 10141 G.C.

PACAmETEPS
CO. 1- 5 = '

Cot 6-10 = 34`
'CM t.t-3 ,F=

CCL 16r-20 = 0
C01. 21.25 = 1

DATA FCRMAT (DuAnY)

InlaCWPFLATII A.N1LYSIS.

MEANS 1 2

a , 3.1e14 2.6255I
NS . N.0
4:4,

1 lSIGMAS
.

0.8476 0.5746

4.-
>

47/ Ft MATRIX
1

2
_

nal
c.e

. ., ..4 1 1.0000 Osa,n15
. .

Cm,
3 7 0.fc1r : , 1.0000

"t3
...c

lie

=as
wic54 : WIWI 1 111 C81TEP1011 = 1NO2
Mem.

:=11 PF JAM TORS - ;I- 7 /

OW
-Thk,=*0.691c+ gS0 = 0.47A?

1

1 ITCRATIgNIS.'mrr......ri _

V . 8
---

FT4 ." 8 4

t-- ' / 11 -I (1 c 1 0 Mir -"----:-._..- lr,Y

TITLE 1 <=40

, .r; T

a



es.

4

"It O1TP07 FkOM PFOGE.AO RFORAN *-410.
o

1400c1 C - :440C 41+- 4-aorisar. rim AW,. FErt01116 I0141:6.E. -+ NON-4176E I >4.0
- ..

ePARAMEIFRS
COI 1- = 2
COI t-c10 = 445
CO1 11^15 = 1

CO1 1-20 =. '0
COI = 1

Dratt.FORMAT,F 10OAMY1

INTEPCOPREIAII0H ANALYSIS.

A

HFAFfS 1 2 '

5/8585 4.6786

SIGMAS 1 2
1.1674 '0.7184

I

P HAff-IX .1

1

.

1+0.785
.2

-t--.)4.

......4

idz000n
1.--, 1,

rC..)

2 ' 0.7'865 1.0000
... az, ;

..,:..) ._
.

WWI =I 111 CRITIPIOO.=

PP10160fS = 2
R = 0.1865 c.S0 ='0.616h 1 IT1FAIIChS.

r./
. t. v RPT4 a 11- -

7' 6.'Pt5 1.2780 1

PFC. (ONST. z -0.1201
...._ ,

"P's

,

= 'le



. °

4.::* OUTPUT FROM prGPAM FEGFAII "

M001.1 C GRADE 5 4- 80/4 -91 I IBS AVG. READING TCTAI G.E. Hill I°4 =40

PARAMETERS
COL 5 = 2

COL 6-.10 = 318
COL =

COL = 0
COI 21 -25 =

. DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

IMEF.CORRELAT ION ANALYSIS.

4

11

MEANS 1 . 2

4.2657, 3.3252

N
03 SUMAS

1.0259 0.7434

f

R MATRIX 1 2

1.0000 .0.775t

2 0.7754 1.0000

MODEL 1 Ml

PRETT1( TOT S

R 0 .1751

CF T CR ION = 1

2- 2

I SO 7- O.( 012

V Er TA

0.17rt 1.0141 '44

RI G. (OUST = 0_,±541

1 ITERATIONS.

SEP

4?

0

ti



Ct

o' * (;01P01 F ROM PROCA AM FEGRAN + +K

mODiLC 7- GRAN, 5 4-40/4-81 FIBS AVG.

PARAMrT ERS
COL I- S =
COL 6-10 =. 442
COL 1&15 = 1

cnt 4k/.29 =
COL 21-25 = 1 I

DATA FORMAT = (morally)

INT ERCORREL AT ion 40AL YSI S.

MC ANC ,' 1
.

2
a 7.14c5 6.1704
1

iNO
..0

' SIGMAS I 2

1.3360 1.0417

C. i
P MAU:NC.

I ) .0000 0.065Rc)
. 0.R!>51 1.0(100..r.-ŝi

sti'..4111

rs Mf OrI 1 Ml (FITCPIN = I

ol:J Pi r n icr tuts = 2
ier

-
P = 00165R r Sq ' 0.74'4.

V At I

2. .o. H650 1.1111
. CONST. = 0.49 ic

EAD/NG TOTAL G.R. -- NON TITLE I >)

1 IsT CR AT IONS.

t"

40 1_

4



...." .

.../

..xo (dITPUT FI.C4 PROW: Al PEW, AN o4m libt
4 it AP.

M.. MO nr L C ". " GRADE 6
.

1,-60/4RI 1114S A'Vti. f...EADINC, 111141 G.E.t ait6.,
M 0PARAMETERS

COI 1 5 j'.= '2

Cill t -10 =0 2,88

101.
11-.15

COL °16.20= =,
COL 21-25 =

DATA 1011H4T-. (11043Y)

G INTEPCCIRKELATION ANALYSIS.

0

O

k.

1

MEANS
-

SIGMAS

imp

R MATF I X

L I 2
4.0W,

0 .13( 60

.111"

j
lawop 0.7359

2 0.715q 1.0000 ;

HMI .,11 CRITERION

.Pkt-DICTOPS = 2- 2

=

R = 0.7350 R SO '= 00416

V RFT
2 0.7359 0.8917

"

,I
1 ITFROUNS.

4

TITLE I <=40

e>

6
6.t _4r 1/204141

41, A

1

z

g'

CO
O

414t



",## 14.1TVT F C.014 Pfa.G1 AM F NE AI vs,*

mnon C GRADE 6 - 4 -80 /4.81 MS AVG. READING HMI G.E. NON411L E I >40
PAP AMETERS
COL I- 5 = 2
COL t »10 = 4( I
CPI 11-15 =

1 we:,

CGL LE = 0
COL 21-.2g =

A FOFMA1 = IOU1MY1

!NIER(0E41E1AT ION ANAI YS I S.

MEANS

SIGMAS

2

8.3865 7.7282

1.489t1 1.2272

R, NAIR I X 1

1 ; 1.0000 0.8770 '

O.R770 Et0100

MODEL I NI, IC MR ION = I

PfE01( 10PS = 2-

1:1 a 0.8770 PS° = 0.76c1

V IIESA \ '"""

yir
7. 0. H7741--_f :0646

RE. ; ONS1. a 0.191134

(

40Q

000



80.71 Attaghmerit D-15

(Page 1 of 16)

ANALYSES TO COMPARE_REGRESSION
SLOPES AND INTERCEPTS OF
MODEL C DATA, GRADES 2-6.

40i
The retells "litbettti Vist le10(

tbe original
document was

b an1



..."

MODEL C -- GRADE 2 -- 4- 80/4 -81 IIUS AVG. READING iCIAL G.E.

PARAMETERS 1
COL 1 -,5 = . 8

COL 6°10 = 945
COL 11 -15 = 5

COL 16-20 = 4

COL 21 -25 = 1

DATA FORMAT = (Doan

INTERCORRELATION.ANALYS1S.

G486

0500

C

MEANS

SIGMAS

R MATRIX

2

3 '

2.0259

2

0.8779

2'

0.8281

1.0Q00-

- 0.6328
,

a

.

3 -

0.3553

-3

0.541?

' 3

o0.5689

- 0.6328

1.0000

4

1.6706

4.

1.2503

'0.8020
ya

0.9458

- 0.0500

5

4.8751

5

3.5139

5

0.817c

0.9659

- 0.5735,

C.S0Gt

1.060

- 0.507d

J.9563

-0.6467

- 6

0.4192

6

0.6561

6

.0.5041.
-
-.0.5431

0.5781

-0.7797
--....4

,-..0.5078

1.0000

'6416227

0.8578

7

4.4558

7

4.3053

7

C.8236

0.9086

, - C.6789

0.9438

'-0-.-5

.

. -6.0227

1.0040

-6.0.7259

8

J.3.102

8

0.4703

.-0.6408
*

-0.7554
.

0.5151,

6.0.9089

o0.6467(0

,

\Q.8578,

- 0.7259

1.0000

1

2..8521

1

1.1108

1.

1,0000

.0.8281

0..0.5689

.

5

.6-

7

8

2T

0.8020

0.8174

o0.50AL

0.8238

- 0.6408

0.9458

0.5655

, -0.5431

0.9686

.- 0e7594

-0.-8500
7 -

-.0.5735 .

o.s7e1

°0.6789

0.9161

1.UGO°

0.9004

..0.7797
.

0.9438

-0.5089

14_1_11 411 , .
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80.71 \

r.

a

4.
4

MODEL 1 MI CRITERION s 1

PREDICTORS = 3- 4 6 8

R = 0.8341

V BETA
3 0.0
4 1.0830

. 6 0.1784
7 0.1062
8 0 .26 58

REG. CONST.

R5Q = 0.6957

8

0.0
0.9323
0.2848
0.0274
0.6279
0.8855

MODEL 2 M2 C RI TER 'CNN

PREDICTORS 2 3 5 85'*8

R 0.8338

BETA
3 0.2192
4 0.5948
5 0.1447
8 0.1501

REG.. CONST,

IICA11.

1

RSQ 2 95-2

4-
0.444e
G.8564
'C.0411
0.3546
0.9844

MODEL 3 M3 CRLT ER CN 1

PREDICTORS 3- 4 a- a

R 8338

V BETA
T" 0.2560
4,, 1.2553
B *. 0.2589

REG. CONST. a

aam,

RSQ a 0.6953 -)

a
0.5253
1.0806
0.6115

r

4:

412
D215 ,/

59 ITERATICNS.

36 1T E.P

r

I
p4

22 ITER AT ICVS.

a 4
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80.71

-NODEL? 4 /14 CRITERION

PREDICTORS = 22 e- 8

R = 0:8283 RSQ = 0.68150 2 ITERATIONS.

V , BETA B

2 0.8067 1.0207
8 t0.0281 =0.0664

REG. CONST1 = 0.846C

i
MODEL 5 A5 CRITERICN =

PREDICTORS = i 2

R = 0.8281 RSQ = 0.6857

V BETA 8

-0.8281 1.04;8
REG. cONST. = Q.769-3

00.

I ITERATIONS..

F-TEST / MODEL / VS PCDEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.6957 MpOEL 1 Ia.
RSQ REDUCED *a 0:6952 M=EL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0006
OFN = 1. OFD = 939. F=RATIC = 1.753 P = J.1774

F-TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS PCDEL 1
RSQ-FULL s 0.6552 MODEL 2

RSQ RECUCED s 0.6953 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.3001
OFN = I. OFD = 940. F=RATIC = P = 1-.CCCZ

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS PCDEL 4
RSQ FULL s 0.6953 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCEO's 0.6860 MODEL 4

OIFF eRce . 0.3092
I. OF0 s 941. F -RATIC = 28.531 P = 0.0000

F=TEST. 4 MODEL 4 VS PCDEL 5
k6Q,FULL.= 0.6860 ...-MCLIEL 4

RSQ RECUCED = 0.6857 XCOEL 5

DIFFEWENCE 0.0093
OFN s I. OFD a 942. FRAI1C & 1.005 P 2 3.3175

. -
..,_ .

4 1 ') --

N.

- Nc-D=216



MODEL E -- GRADE 480/4..81 ITRS AVG. READING TCTAL G.E. 0480

PARAMETERS"
CgL 5 = 8

COL 6.u10 = 1015
COL 11s15 = 5

COL 16-.20 = .4
COL 2125r=

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

4'

0500

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1

3.8411

7 SIGMAS I

1.2133 .
-.1

1.0000

2

2.9856

2

1,1277

2

0.8636

1.0000

- 0.6973

0:5405
,

.0.9718

-.0.5783

0.9686

e.0.8077

3 4 5

0.6152 . 2.3704 10,1850

- - 4 5

0.8768 1.8452 7.0776

3 4 5

-.0.62- 97______-4.-8-25-2------6.83e5

-.0.6973 0.940.5 0.5778

I.000J -.0.8554. -.6.6480

-.0.8954' 1.0000 0.9035

40

-0.6i80 0.9035 1.0003

.0.5739 - 0.8145 .-0.5567

.-3.7714 0.4568 0.4832

0.5525 -.0.5442 os0.7211

6

1.1472

b
1.8056

b

-0.510C

0.5#783

0.4735

.,".0.8145

.-0.5567

1.0000

-0.654C

0.1E26

7

5.0384

1

8.2158

7

0.8383

0.9668

-0.7710

0.4:68

0.9632

.-0.6990

1.0000

- 0.8103

__-
8

0.3517

8

0.4775

8

- 0.7164

:0.8017

0.5525

, -0.5442'-

- 0.7211

0.8c.Z6

- 0.8103

1.0000

3

4

5

6 /

7

es

8

0.8636

-0.6297

0.8252

0.8385

- 0.5300

0.8383 .

s0.7164
*

414
J ...J
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80.71
rN

4

pp'

MODEL

PREDICTORS

R z

V
3

4
6
7

8

REG.

t

1 MI

33

0.8680

8ETA
0.0
3..0878
-0.3565
z0.9763
-1-.0990

CCNST. =

CRITERION = I

3z 4, 6...8

RSQ ="3.7533

0.0
2.0261
0.2396

-0. 1442
2.7926

z0.9155

123 ITERATICKS.

MODEL 2 M2

PREDICTORS

R = 0.8671

V BETA
3 0.8948
4 2.7566
5 6.0.6828
8 0.5401

REG. CONST.

CRITERION =.* 1

'5

RSQ. = 0.7518

,1.2383
1.8087

- 0.1171
1.3724

..0.4978

143 ITERATICNS

MODEL 3 M3 CRI TER ICN = 1

PR6JICTORS A 3.*4 80 8

R * 0.8644 RSQ = 0.7472

V 13.. BETA
3 0.5854 3;8101.

RI1.3578 0.8909
0.3065 3.0165

CON$T. z . 1.2250
"

IP

4 ITEPATICNS

111... 416

D-218

.`44111h

(



......T.......2t.......7_,--..------

. 60.71 A

. MODEL 4 Mf CRITERION = I.

PREDICTORS = 2.... 2 8... 8

R k 0,18642
,/` ' '°

V BETA
2 0.808
8 =00.054Z

REG. CONST. a

RSQ = 0.7468

8

0.8820
*0.1377

, _1.2561

MODEL 5 M5 GAITER ION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2- 2

R a 0.8636

V BETA
2 0.8636

REG. CONST. =

-,

t

.....,,

2 ITERATICS.

RSQ = 0.7457 1 ITEPATICNS.

8

0.9252
e 1.0670

. F -TEST 1 10DEL 1 VS MOOR 2
RSQ. FULL = 06,.7533 MODEL 1.

RSQ RECUCED a 0.7 la 'MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE =' 0.0 5

41i DFN = 1. DFD ,10C9. F=RATIC = 6.2,61 P = 3.(112:::

/

7

FTEST 2 MODEL VS 4CPEL 3
RSQ FULL * 0.7218 MCl/EL 2
RSQ RECUCED = 0.7472 400EL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0046
OFN = 1. DFD =.1010. F'RATIC = J.,..1:1:i2.° 1 P = O.CCCI

TEST 3 MODE).. 3 VS gODEL 4
RSQ FULL = -0. 7472 MODEL 3
RSQ RECUCEO a 0.7468 MODEL
DIFFERENCE = 0.6005 ' ,,,,

r .,
?t,

DFN k`, 1 .00, = IOU. FPRATICA 1 ..C. 0,4 P = 0.1e4C

'
ResTEST 4 MODE 1,4 VS MODEL 5 ,

RSQ FULL:* 0.7468 MODEL 4
RSQ RECUCED = 0..7451' ' MODEL" 5

irDIFFERENCE 0..)010 4,
,

DFN = I. OFfl = 1012. F.Rtilici =..,

L

4..

%

4.3131 P = D.:41C

417
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4717." s',-.4p11"1
'5" "rs'6, 44 ' ,J'

. Cr I
.t* t

MODEL C
,

GRADE 4 _- 4*80/4.431 FIBS, AVG. RE A01hG /1CTAL G.E.
k . ' N

._.4t,t,

1P ARA METE R' '' ' "c-,4 ,7
COL 6134 v 790
COL Lk:1St 2'0- 5"
COL It'41,9;,,,b., A
COI.' 2

.
1,21-1A,4-',41. S. -1

iDAT A, +F x DVORMAT IAMI ) *
/ ,Zr k`' b

--' -1

O
17.0

I NT E RCORFt EL Al ION'AiiAtY.S1S. ,.,-7 ri

0480

J
05'DO

2 i
' .3.7820

. '

2
1.2132

. 2 .,

0.9024
$ ),,,

J.0000

,'*.0.7181
% J

4849182

0.96.56

...1.5932
,

'
01948d

.,

.0:8394

'

3
, 1.1466

.

.3
'1.15E4r

i ,

-0.6540

1.0000

..0.4151

.0.7149

0.9771

0.86d/

0.96C0

.

. 4
1.6354

.4
2.3E23

.

4

0.8319

0.9182

m0.5351

1.0000

4.4C ;O

..0.8584

0.c.774

m4 9141

5
15.7756.

.

5
.3662

5

0.194*

)0.5856
fi

0.9050

1.0000

-0.6115

O.C651

..Q.UJ44.)

t...

.
1?

6
3.1546

If. -2"

6
4.0654

6

-0.5472

`0.9771 p

+0.8584.

-0 .6115

1.0301,

.

...0.1:74

0.03131

\
7

12.6210
I

7

12.2841

T

0.8671

. 0.5480

0.0.8687.

0.9774

0.9651
a

-t.75- Z4

1.W00

4.0.904(/

"

'

8
0.4367

8
0.496u

. t ':`

:N.0.F15Z7
':k .

00.8.354

0.96u0

-0.5741 ,

.4/.8040

0.8815

-J.',U4

1.L000

,'. f t.,

''' MEANS A # 14.811'9.
V , 0,

,.0 1

-.,k .1.J. 0
N 1 SJGHAS 1if-
4.)- _ L.50,796 -t .1

Ft,;. MATRIX .
4.

'1,4
, .541 'it,. 1.0000 '*. -;:s , .4:- ,

* K I0

A'2 0.9024

t,* .4. - 0.6540 '4
-' ..4,

4 . . .I r

6+0 8310

5, 0.0994'
1'..

,. IA

le%
6 ':` -i,Ig0.5472

'.,7 0.071
0 ,

.1,

........;
. 11:*

;iP' ' 0.79.27:
4

419
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MODEL A MI CRITEPICN = I

PREDICTORS a 3- 4 6- 8

R.,a 0.9043 RSQ = 0.8177

V BETA
3 0.0 0.0.
4 tho Q.9
6 0.5175 0.2011
7 .1.0336 0.1329
8, a0.2720 a0.8663

REG. CONST. s 2.8780

Mingle 2 142 CRITERION a 1.

PREDICTORS = 3- 5. 8- 8

R = 0.9044

V , BETA
3 mon
4 0.0
5 C.7805
8 - 0.4176

REG. CONST.

RSQ = 0.8179

8
0.3532
0.0
M.1316
al.3299
2.9110

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = I

PREDICTORS la '3a 4 8- 8

R 0.9039 .RSQ 4170
..

V BETA B
3 0.8969 1.0445

N--- 4 1.8989, A..2591
8 , 0.2341. C.7455

REG. CONST. a lra0.0295

MODEL 'it M4 ,CRITERICA a I

PREDICTORS 2- 2 8-
4.0

R = 0.9025 RSQ = 0.8115,

V BETA 8
2 0.9158 1.1925
8 . 0.0160 0.0509

REG. CONST. 0.2758

D-221

4

12 ITERITICNS.

_6 ITERATICNS.

3C ITERATICNS.

F

421,0

2 LTERATICNS.

tu-

4/
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MODEL 5 M5 CRITERICN = L

PREDICTORS = 2 2

R = 0.9024 RSQ = 0.8144 1./ITERATICNS.

V BETA e

2 0.9024 1.1.750
REG. CONST. = 0.3680

4

F=TEST 1 4opet. 1-vs MODEL 2
RSQ FULL A A-0.8177 MODEL
"RSQ RECUCER. 0.8179 MODEL 12

DIFFEREN9== =0.0002 f

DFN . DFD = /84. F4RATIC =

FTEST 2 M9OEL2 VS MCDEL 3.
11;Q FULL = MODEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.81'70," MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0:001.0
DFN = 1. OFO = 785.. F RATIJ =

F -TEST 3 MCDEJ. 3 V4 MCDEL 4
RS FULL = 0.t170r MODEL a:
RS REDUCED = 0.8L45 MODEL_ 4
DI FERENCE 0.0025
DFN s DFD = 786. F..RATIO =

F=TEST 4 MODEL,4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL'= % 0.8145 MODEL 4

1140 REOUCED 0.8144 MCDEL 5

..DIFFERENCE = 0.0001
',DFN = I. DFD = F.RATIZ =

4 2

I.

-+P

;

0 0.0 P *

4.12 P = 0.0351

10.6c5 P = 0.0:1

0..320 P = 0.5.751

D-.222
4.



? ***4)64MUT FRCV MPROGRAM REGRAL***
*.*

MODEL C ...as GkADE -.... 4- 80/4 -81

PARAMETERS I
wttt 8

COL 6-10 = 76
COI. II -L5 = °'''5

CI4 1620,./= 44
--.cOL 2125 = 1

tIT6tS AVu. REA IA6 ICTAL G.E. 0460

t

DATEORMATF= (DAYI 0500

-1-NTERCOR RELATION ANALYSIS.

0

MEANS I 2 3 \ 4 a
E 7 8

"

4.9799 1.3913 3,5E86 27..6313 4.8576 22.7737 0.4184

SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6, 7 8
1.9467 1.6825 1.7091 '3.1458 17.3023 6.4834 21.8766,1/4. 0.4933

R MATRIX 1 \ 1 3 4. 5 6 7 6

1 1.0000 0.9406 -0.67,46 0.8697 0.9275 -0.563E 0.5006 -0.7807

2 0.9406 1.0000 -0.7199 0.5262 0.5837 -0.6041 0.4571 -0.8340

3 .-0./A46 -0.7199 1.0000 -0.9205 -0:7048 6.5782 -0.8473 0.9556 i
.

t-J -41
4 0.8697 0.5262 -0.52E5 1.00430 0.5052 -0.4547 0.9724 -0.5676

.

5 0.9275 0.9837 -0.7048 0.902 1.0JOu -J.6114 0.5721
....

..

-0.7854

6 -0. 63¢ -0.60)41 0.:782 -0.8547 -0.6114 1.0oJC -00806 0.6834
\

, ;7 0.5 Cr 0.9571 -0.8473 0.5774 0.9721 -J.7800 1.0000 -0.4830

8 422 -3. it
.0.11340 0.9556 -J.9676 -0.i854 0.3813 -C.8830 1.0uu

.°423
.



MODEL C.R ITER ICN.2

E MICR 3++ 4

R 2,0.9404* .RSQ 2 0.2843

V BETA
3 .0.0
4 000500
6 NO.5674

8 +044130
EG. tONST. 2

4

:

moos. f? M2 , CR I TER ION 2 1

PREDICTORS 2 3r 5 '8+ 8

. R rig 0;94CIO /ISO 2 0.8836

8

0.0 I
0:0;310'--

C.1.106

-0-.082
+1.6316
3.9142

V BETA
3 0.4672
4 0.0
5 ' 0.7584
8- - 0.6346

REG. CONST. *

8

0.5327
0.7
0.0854

22.5068
4.006S

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS

.2 0.94156

V BETA
3 0.9659
4 L.7749
8 0.0060

?REG. CONST.

3 4 8+ 8

RSQ 2 0.8848

8

1.1057
"4 1.099.5
0.0235
0.563

I
MODEL 4 " Chi ITER ION 2' I.

PREDICT RS

R 01,cP06

V BETA
2 P.9510
B Q.0125

REG. cpNs/.

2 -2.8-8
RSQ 2 0.6348

. a )4 41.1012
r....',t

0.0493
0.-5447

D-224

-4'

I

ti

13 ITERATICkS.

offilI

6, 1TtRAT LENS.

3 ITERA-TICNS.

,r

f
tf

ff
t

1TERATIC>4
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S

MODEL M5 CRITERICk.=

----PREDICTORS

R = 0.9406 RSQ = 0.8847

V' SETA-
'42 C.9406. 1.085I

CONST.- = .0.6354 .

FTEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2'
RS0 FULL- at 0.8843 MODEL . I
RSQ REDUCED = 0.8836 MODEL .2'
DIFFERENCE * 0.0007
DFN = 1. - OFD a 754. F2RATIrla

F -TEST 2 MODEL 2 YS, MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.8836 AIODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED * 0.8848 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = -0.0011

-1(

ITERATICNS.

4

4.425 P = 0.NS4

4

DFN = I. . OF° = 755. FR4.110 2 CeC P

4 4

F=TEST 3 ODEL 4
,..m.RS0 0.8848 WISEL---T __._.---------, ,,-

REOUCEU = 0.8848 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE 's 0.0000 ,

/
__-

DFN m I..- OFD* )156. ' F=R4110 a 1.0 0 a 1.CCCC

F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL,i
RSQ :BULL = 0.8848 MODEL 4
RWREMCED = C.8847 $OD/EL 5.
'DIFFERENCE = 0.0000
DFN 21, 1. . OF° is- 157., .,F.,P.ATIO * 1).42 P

S.

-AY 9r-Ay )

D-225

VIII

f A:14,

7



K

**4 PUTPUT,FROM PROGRAM

HODEce GRACE 6--;4.4- 4480/4.81
---e-

REGRAN ***

ITC1p-A1.

PAR DETER S7
CP' I- 5 et 8
CQt -*-10 = 749 ita

.. %QM I 1)- 15 = 5

,COL 16,20 = igo 4
/to: 211.245 /

V DATA-FORA-KI-= toummyt

A.

INTERtORRELAIJON ANALYSIS.

MEANS I 2
7.0805 -' 6.0162

IN)

SIGMAS

R MAIER IX,

1

2ar

5

6
whip,

2
2.1,260 " 1.8886

1

1.0000

m0.6913

0 _77 0 .9 7,11

2

0.9409 6913 0.8770

00 0 .m0.7094 0.5178

.10 ?a 0 it / .0000 -U.9310

ptintiNG ICTAL_.E.

3 4

f.613 4.4.485

3 4
2.J543 3.6458

3

0;1295
P

440.5940

0.9114

-0.7 772

40.5310 1.4,0000

0.9846 ,00.6870 0.8571

0.5556 0.9752

0.9557 -0.8441

...0.8120 0.9652 0.9645

015 70 7

p

5
35.4609

5
23.2740

5

0.5255

0. 584c.

-0.0870

0.8971

-6. 5987

0.9675

- 0.7601

0480

0
6 .6767

7

33.0842

t.)00

8
0.3845

4

. 6 7 8
5.4.473 29.5034 0,405

'S 7 8
it,

- 0.554C 0.5114 -0.7772

- 0.5516 5557 -0.8120

0.1752 -0.8441 0.5652

- 0.8624 0.9707 -0.5645

-0.5.58 7 0.96 75_ -0.7606

1.800 819 U.8541

-0.7814 1.0000 -0. 9 /45

0.8441 -0.8745 1.0000
4:2
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MODEL I, MI,

PREOICTCRS a

CRITER ION = I

3 4 6,_ a _

82R z- 0.9407

V BETA

RS4 a 0.8850

i-..
3 0.0577 0.0597

-4 0.5146 0.3001
6 0,4785, 0.1077
7 0.7036 0.050C^ 8 -.00.1500 +0.6-554

REG. CONST. in 3.5294

. f,

..--

`MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = I
.01

PREDICTORS a 3- 5 8- 8 ------

R A 0.9341r RS4 = 0.8833 IC

1,,
V BETA B

3 0.3229 0.3342
4 0.0 " 0.0
5 0.7654 0.0699
8 05079 2.2157

REG. CONST. a 4.6303

MODEL 3 M3 MIER MN 2 1 If'

1

PctI5ICTOit'll 3 4 a 8 ._ f

R = 0.9414 RS4 = 0.8872

V
3
4
8

REG.

BETA 8 .
0.89'19 0.5230

- 1.1111 1.0561
0.4oe7 0.475,1

CONST. ii 0.7526'

i 1

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1
. .

PREDICTORS = 2 2 8M"-8

R =

V
2
8

REG.

00412 . RSQ-0 0.8858

BETA 8

0.9093 1 0236
0.0389 "0.1700

CON-ST. a z-p747876

,
. D-227

.

I TER A TICk'S1,......,,,, ,..,...-."'..

ITEPLtTICNS.

x

.e.

4'

..
.4
21 ITU 16i1CNS:

2 ITERATIcNs.

1--...7--

4..

/

a
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80.71

Tr.

-

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERICN -

PREDICTORS = 2 -'2

Rsa 0.9409 RSQ = 0.8853 1 ITERATICNS.

V BETA a
72 c.9404 1.0552

REG-. CCNST. = 0.7083

F-TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MCDEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.8850 MCDEL 1

4-

RSQ REDUCED a 0.8833 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0017
DFN = 1. DFD = 743.

A
F-RATIO P = C.CC44--

I (

F -TEST 2 MODEL_Z-WS-MCIEL-1-
kILDEL 2

REDUCED a 0.8872 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE - 0.0039
DFN a 1. ON) = 744. F-RATIC = OsC P = I.CCCC

F -TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
'RSQ FULL 4 0.8872 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.8858 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE a 0.0014
DFN = 1. , DFD = 745. FaRATIC = 902,93 P = OvCC3C

F -TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MCDEL 5
RSQ FULL * 0.8E58 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.8853 MODEL 5

-DIFFERENCE = 0.0005
DFN is 1. DFD = 746. FaRATIC a. 3.365 P C.CE33,

t

4:3j

D-228
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Appendix E

PREKINDERGARTEN OBSERVATIONS

Orz
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ti

E-1
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44

Iris:rumens Description: Early Childhood Observitioo Form

irief description ot, the issermaemc:

This observation insitraiiint was designed to collect information an the activities
of a pre-kindergarten student on a minute-co -minute basis during the school day.
The variables observed include langua ge spoken, grab; size, activity, idencifica -

4*n of the adults learking with students in an instructional cgpaclty4 identifica-
tion of the indiviluals prUarily responsible for cht imstrruicion. adult contact,
and curriculum used. Space was provided for the oliserver-to note whim is occurring
al well es coding the,inforiation. e

To wig= was the tnstr-rnr administered?.

In each of the 84 full day observations conducted, one child was observed through-
out that day. The-children-ohterved were- sandomly chosen from the- clue roily by
the TI.,141:1-Kigraht EvaIuscon,

Inv many V.....nas was the turr-=ent admiiisreredi

Each":tigrant pre-it clue vas obstreicrl rises (this includes che,2 clause funded
90: Higrent/OZ Title 1) and eadh-Titie I pre-E cies, war observed 3,:imes.

;ben yes the inst.-rat:ant administered/

From December 3, 1980 through April 30, 1.$131.

There was e's I:scrums:at adre-mistared?

In the pre-K classroom. or Wherever the student under observation was.

;ha a&-imiscared the instTnmemc?"

The two Title I Migrant pre-+K observers..

Ihat rri..r..ti.4.1. did adrdmiscrscars have'
0- 4

moth observers were former teachers and had training with the Title I Observer
an observation processes. Also the observers did several practice observations
iatipre -K Classes to train with feedback after each-practice session.

7as the i=SeTu=S:: a-littscered :nder.standardited

Classroom situations varied.
-

"
;ere there arablenj Jith the lmtrriment or-6e idrithisrrstion_thaT htz-t
affect the of :to ilea'

4

gone were identified:

+110 developed the tascrmmentl fi

The imecrument has beta developed and refined by the Title I mid Tit1e I 'llgrint
Evaluators over the last several, years,

7htt tnd '14.1411T7 tat{ ire Evadable cn the liscrinent'

The oesetvecio tr. for vas virtually unchanged from 1974430 so comparison
data were aviiilabIe.

Arc there tor: dace turnable ft- 'it:tem:et:4r the -teaks,,,

to.

Y1 l) 4
"41./ 4

Z-2 , BEST Ci;71

3



REKINbERCA141af OBSERVATIONS
4
. ;_

Purpose
, ; 4 : . .

1001infoemition from Early Childhood Observation Forms was used to,ans-wer
the following decisioniand evaluation questions from the Title I
Saluation IMsign for 1980-81.

/ .,

Decision'Queition,D4: Should the Title 1 Early Childhood.,,
. EdUCaticin PrOgrat be continued, modified, or discontinued?

1

4 If so, how?,, 4.!

cti.:.--,71.
. r

. Evaluation Quegaio0D4 -2: How was the 'program' le

implemented? .

'4
14 .: '. ..-if -A_

01/4 0

- . PrOcedure

a

4

The Early Childhood Observation Porm was developed during 1879-80 for use
in, evaluating and comparing the Title I and Migrate pre -K programs. The

,4final 'Version of ChM form was developediby the Title L and Migrant Evaluators4w
and their *tags after field -testingrand consideratioA of the input from the
Early Childhood Coordinator. After ;gain reviewing the form with thejariy
ChildhEod Coordinator and the title. Evaluators.it was decided to us 'tae .
form (AttaChments E4Ian4 Eg) and the initructionp,(Attachment 8-3) again
for 1980-81,4 It 4 Ft"' .,

1 '' A . N
The design of tha,,Earli Childhood Observation Fort provides ,for the observa?
tibia of.tni stu4ani's ciassronin activities-for the period of one instructional

, day_ Dit-lOng obskrystan of ralkdocky selected students, coCibined with a .

random selection of observation days, were considered to provide a more apse-
seniative picture of the on -going instructional activities than, would a "f
briefer Observation. -. . 1, .

-
.

Some research evidence indicates the presence ofdan observer in the clatsroom
tends to affectithe,natute of .theactivitias occurring., However, since the
presence of an observer was a constant situational variable, it was talc the
affect Of an observer's presence would be equal for all students and would
not affect the validity of comparisons made between groups of students..

- - , - - -.
4

The Early Childhood Observation Form employs a time-sampik system that require
the observer to record observations at the end of evfry minute.' A one-minute
time duration 'bas selected as appropriate, since a period of less than one
minute wpuld have required an inordinate amount of attentioneby the observer

.

to the form and_s period of more than one minute would not have been a suffi-4m
ciantly AinsatVe indicator of the activities trappiring.

.
Tan full days of observation on ,each classroom would be the optimum to do.

'by -class analyses on the observations.It wastfelt %even observations per
Class was the minimum number needed in order to do by-class analyses. There-
fore seven observations were planned for each Migrant pre -K class and each

, t..3
432



80.21,
a.

split - funded class. Title I was not able to do any observations of pre-K

classes due to-the stress
plated on observations at the elementary level.

It was felt that observations, of Title I classes were a
necessity in order

to have a comparison` group fug the-Mtgrant classes. Funds limited the number

oft observations that could be planned. It was, decided that at least 3 obser-

vet4ons per.Title I class would give a good comparison for Migrant classes.,

The 3 observations per
class were not enough to do by-class analyses, but

would be suffitient when
aggregated, across Title I classes.

Two observers-were hired to condudt the observations.
Although both were for-

mer teachers, excessive training sessions were conducted. Through the coopera-

tion of three pre-k dergarten teachers and their principals three practice

sessions Were held s the observers could practice conducting observations to

familiarize themselve with the form and its directiondt On the first of these

practice sessions, the tie I pre-K observer from 1979 -80 went with them and

observed and then o r the form, procedures, and discussed how each minute

was coded, etc. After each practice=session, the observers met with the

Evaluator to discuss questions, clarify procedures, etc.

AttachmenmE-4 indicates the - procedures followed impairing observation days

with classes to be observed. S

In November a memo (see Attachment E-5) was sent to the Title I and Migrant

pre-kindergarten teachers and their principals explaining the purpose of the

observations and the procedures. Included with the memo was a brief explana-

tion of what was to be observed ('Attachment E-6).
%

The following steps were takein with each. of the 84 observations:

a

1) A memo' (Attachment
E-7) was sent to each pre-K teacher and principa:

notifying them of the week in which the observation would take place

.This memo was sent the, week prior to the observation.

2) Students to bloobserved were randomly, selected by the Migrant Evalu .

tor from the most recent records of the class' attendance reports.

The observers were given the name of three students in case absence

occurred.
fl

3) Thelobser/er(s) reported to the school 15 minutes early to check in

at the school office and get acquainted with the pre-K teacher in

whose classrodm the observation was being conducted. At that time

the pre-K teacher was asked to ideAtify the three students chosen f

observation., The teacher did not know which of the threes would

actually be observed.

4) After identifying the student to/be observed, the observer proceed(

to observe,the selected student throughout the school day accordim

to the directions in Attachment E-3. During the observations the

observer satin an
out-of-the-way place so as not to interfere wit:

classrool activities,--but such that the
observer could see and hen:

as many ciasiroom proceedings as possible.
Although the observer

was allowed to change positions if necessary,
walking around the r

,was avoided whenever possible.

E-4
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5) The observer did not talk to the students in the classroom. If
one of the students began to speak to the observer, the observer
told the student she had work to do and could not talk.

6) At the end of the school day, the observer askedtbe pre -K teacher
the name of the curriculum for the instructional activities ob-
served during the day. Also the observer was encouraged to answer
any questions the teacher might have about Dilture or purpose
of the observation, etc., but eras_ requested n offer any comments
about the identity of the student observed or the outcome of the
observation. At this time, the observer gave the teacher an Qbser-_
vation Reaction Form (Attachment E -8) to complete and teturT1.to the
Migrant Evaluator if they wished to comment on the observation.

7) The observers returned the completed observation forms to the Evalw
ator who then sent the teacher the carbon copy via the school mail.`.

The data from each completed Early Childhood Observatiorcolp were keypunched
agd verified at Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. The card file
layout used is Attachment E-9: The class assignment list used f r the coding ,

purposes is Attachment E-10.

Reliability observations were conducted on December 4, 1980 and January 29, ,
1981. On both dates, the two observers were in the same classroom and observed
the same pre -K student. The. intraclass correlation coefficient was used to
measure the consistency of the ratings. This correlation assesses judgementa.L,
consistency by indicating the relative excess of among-subjects over among -
raters variation. Observation to.als were compared using program INTRAR of the
EDSTAT statistical package at UT. Parameters were as follows.?

Number of variable - number of categories of variables-
Number of subjects ,..aLnumber-of different students observed

Number of data sours a number of observers

In order to obtain interrater reliability coefficients for both December and
February, it was necessary to treat each diy of observation as two half -days.
As a_result, reliability c011fcients for each of the 33 categories for all
four half-days were combined (Figure E-1). Thirty-two of the 33 categories,.
yielded coefficients of 97 or above. In one category no ,time use was observed.
The reliability estimates were considered very acceptable for the purposes of
this study.

The data as read from cards are available on UT6634 OBS8/!. Using program_
084 on 6634 08S81 was converted to OBTEMP (saved on UT PM156 ).

SPSS programs CROSSTABS , MULTRESPONF, and BREAKDOWN were userto analyze
the data (OBTEMP). The SPSS control file used is OBSPS a% UT 611,

'

4 '3 4
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Results

Evaluation Question DI-5. How did the iirplementatioq of the Migrant and

Title I Early Childhood Programs compare?

*4

The results from the
-
observations are presented in Figures E -2 through E-16.

The two Title Y/Migrant classes are. included in .the Migrant

summary. -- g, 141---'r

r' 4,

..,

. m

Examination of Figures 6-2 through E-16 revei10: -;
, *.-

1.
--...-

-
Title I teachers agent more time in instxuctional activities
than did migrant. teachers (Figure-E=.2). :--

Mig rantteachers,eonducted less formal iinstructiorrthan did
Title I teachers (Figure'E-3).

,

.

_ -

Title I students took lemger naps than did-migrant students,_
and ce the average, spent less time at breakfast than did

...)- -migrant students (Figure E-4).
,

-

'

Bah groups of teachers used English
, _

oer i96% of the time n -v

. their fOrmal instructiok(Pigure E-'5) .

'Ss

Migrant teachers used slightly more Spanish'and English/
Spanish mixed than did Title I teachers in informal learning
activities (Figure Em.i).

Over the total instru4tionalftime observed, English was the

predominant language used -with Spanish uSid slightly more in

the Migrantplatsroota (Figure Er7).

In &riml instruction, the Title I teachers on the average
used large groups more than did the Migrant_teadhers (Figure E-8).

.

10 informal learning setings,the most_frequaa;
used by both groups was 2-4 students (Figure'E-9).

Acroii all learant
d4-lerger group

(Figvrit-10)..

activities, the Title Iteachus.generally
seeEing than did the Migrant teachers

DuiOng formal instAsction, the Title I teachers, on the
.ramerage, had much more contact with theif
iebilents dull% did the Migrant teachers. The Migrant aide
generally had more instructional contect WIth students than
did the Tide Laidea(Figure E-11).

IV!)
gl Li )



80./1,

TV

. During informal instructional activities,._ there were only slight
differencei among the teachers, with Title I teachers having
slightly more pupil contact (Figure E12).

Adross all learning activities, the Migrant teachers had less
student contact than did the Title I teachers. The Title I'
aides had less student contact -than did the Migrant aide.
_Also, several Migrant .classes had a student helper who.had-
11 minutes of pupil contact on the .average (Fipre.E-13).,

,.The Title I teachers were much more instructionally involved
than were trte Migrant teachers. The Migrant sides were somm-
wilat..more involved than were the Title I aides (Figure E-14).

ThiiMigrant teachers were less often responsible for instruc-
tion than were the Title I teachers. The Title I aides were
less often responsible for instruction than were the Migrant
Bides. There was no one responsible for instruction slightly
more in the Migrant class than in the Title I class (Figure E-15).

Title I teachers used the AISD curriculum 85% of the time and
usfd the other materials the remainder of the time. Migrant
teachers used AISD 48% of the time, the BECP 37% of, the time,
and other materials 15% of the time (Figure E-16).

These data are Very similar to the observation data collected in 1979-80
(see ORE publication No. 79.09, Appendix L). The main differences
between this year and last are:

- the use of the AISD curriculum has greatly igereased
in Migrant classes, while use of the BECP has decreased.

- more being spoiron-in the Migrant "saes.

- there is a slight decrease in instructional, time in
the-title clasges.

7

The observation data obtained for each Migrant and split-funded class are
report-Id-in Pigureriiihot,E-2:2-. These data should be interpreted
cautiously, since more observations,per class would _guarantee_the data

'
btained to be truly representative of the average classroom activities.

alk
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Figura E-1. INTYACLASS COVRELATION EVELMATES OF INTERRATERRELIABILITY

FOI.FOUR HALF4DAYS (FOUR SUBJECTS; TWO OBSERVERS).
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Population

No

Formal 1ns4rmal

Instruction .1.1.s&rning

(1 b 2) -t(1 & 2) Total Time ,,

Title I
(N i. 21)

p_Instruction

217 min
(55.8%),

-

c

, 110 min. Isc 63 min.

(28.1%) r (16.1%)
5-

_

390 min.

(100%)

Migrant/
split -funded,'",

(N 63)

231 min.
A-'

(59.7%).C',,

ec

96 aid.
,

(24,:8%)

60 min.

(13.5%)

387 min.

(100%)-

.

*

Figure 1-2. TLNE SPENT IN ALL ACTIVITIES.

4

Population

Formal Formal Informal

Instruction Instruction "'Learning

1 2 3.

Informal
Learning

2 Total Time

Title % 105 min. Z min: 12 min. 51 min 172 min

(Ni . 21) (61.2%) .(2.5Z) (6.8%) (29.6%) (100%)

a.,.. .

-Migrant/
split- funded

92 sin. ,3 min. 7 min. 53 min. 156 min.

(N 63) (59.2%) ' (2.0%)
I

(4.%) (34.2%) (180%) e,

Figure 1-3. TIME SPENT IN INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES. /

Population reakfast 5 Lunch Nap

._

Snacks Recess Other Total

Title I

(N 21)

-9 min.

(4.3%)

31 Min.

i (14.3%)

$4 rata.

(38.8%)

n:5-mdm7---2-2-ai..-4-66-sin...___217 min:

(2.1%) (9.9;) (30.5%) (100%)

Migrant/
split- funded

(.N a 63)
t

21 min.

(8.3%)

-32 min.

(14.0%)

67 min.

.
(29.0%)

k,

fi

6 min. 19 min. 86 min. 231 min.

.(2.7%) (8.2%) (37.21) (100%)

t

Figure E -4. TIME SPENT IN NONINSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVI/IES.

E -9
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---
Population

..

.English Spanish Mixed Undetermined Silence Total

1

Title I 102 min. 1 min. 1 min. <1 min. 0 105 tin.

(N A, 21) (96.,91) (1.22) (1.2%) (0:7%) (n) (100%)

4
...

-.,

Migrant 87 min. 1 mia. 2 min. <1 min., - <1 min 92 min

(N 63) (96.21) (1.5%) (1.9%) (0.3%) . (0%) ' (100%)

Figure E-5. LANGUAGE USED DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1.

,Population English Spanish hixeds Undetermined

-3.

Silences---lot-a-.1."7

.
--- ,

Title I 62 min. 0 0 <1 min, <1 min. 63 min.

(N 4 21) (98.9%) (0%) (0%) (0.9%) (0.2%) (100%)

......---

. grant 57 An. <1 min. 2 miarr--<1-min. <1 min. 60 =in,

(N 63) (9478%) (1.32) (2.9%) (0.9%) (0.1%) (1002)

mo

4

Figure y£ -6. LANGUAGE USED DURING INFORMAL LEARNING AerIVITI

.

Population

-
'4t-

Englton Spanish
o

Mixed
..

Undetermined

A

'Silence Total

4

Title I
(N.0 2.1)

.

164 min.

_49142)
1 sin.'
(0.8%)

1

,

,,'''
.

-- 1 min.

(0.6%)

<1. pia.

(0:2%).

-.-.

168 =in.

-(100%) -

-.

-7----------___ -_____-----_-_---_---

141 sin.

(96.11)

2 min.

(1.0%)
,

"x

-;l4 min.

12.31)
411tin....

(0.5%)

..--

<i, min.

(0.12)

,

1517itiff,---

(100%)
a

Migrant
(N 63)

.

Figure E-7. LANGUAGE USED DURING T9TAL INSTRUCTIONAL TIY2,JOSERVED.

I

7

c
41.

r.,

4
1,
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pppulation 1 2 5-7 8-10
4_ _._ 14 or-_

11-13
.
more Total

Titka I
(N -.21)

<1 min.
(0.1%)

7 min.

(7.0%)
21 min.
(20.3%)

3 min.
(2.8%)

....,---

.

16 min. 58 min. 105 min,__

(15.0!)(1117t14---TI001)

Mi.:1 .

(N 63)
-..

(1.0%)

i min.

(10,8%)
26 min.

(28.1%)

13 min.
(14.2%)

13 min. 29 min. 92 min.
(14.2Z) (31.9%) 0.00%)

Figure E-8. TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1.

Population 1 2-4

.

5-7 81-10 11-13
,

14 or
more Total

Title I / 5 min. 26 min. 18 min. 3 min. 2 min. _9 min. 63 main.
_( a 21) (7.5%) (41.8k) (29.4%) (3.5%) (3,0%) (14.8%) (100%). 1

Migrant 9 min. 33 min. 6 min. 1 min. 4 min. 7 min. 60 min,
(N 63) S15.3%).- (54.5%) (9,5%) (.5%). (7.2%) (12,0%) (109%).

e

Figure E-9. TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING INFORMAL LEARNING
ACTIVITIES.

__ Population
,

1 2-4 5-7 8-10 11-13.
14 or
more T(Yta-.1.

-- Title I 5 min. 33 min. 4Q min. 5 min. 18 min. 67 min. 168 min.
(N im 21) (3.1%) (19,8%) (23.81) (10.6Z) _09.1%)---1001) ..

__(3.0Z)

l

-A.

Migrant i'"143 min.

...

43-min: -32-min. ._14 min._ 17 min. 36-min-. 152 -min-...
(ii a 63) (6.8%) - (28.2%) (21.1%) (9.21) (11.2%) (23.7%) (100%)

,

S
_

Figure E.,10. TINE SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL
TIME.

A
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of

*-7

Population-----Gicher Aide Student Helper Other ' No One

Title I' 86 mili.
.

19 min. 0 min. 7 min. 3 min.

---4N-A-4-)---

,----

grant
(1 ± 63)

58 min. 30 min.

- ,

8 min. 9
_

min. 3 min.

Figure E-11. ADULT CONTACT DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1 (MULTI-CODED).

Population

.

Teacher Aide Student Helper
(

Other No One

Title I
(N m 21)

19 min. 8 min. 0 min. 1 min.
-

38 min.

Migrant. 16 min. 6 min. 3 min.
_____

1 min,---
37 min.

Figur.e. E -12. ADULT CONTACT DURING INFORMAL LEARNING ACTIVITIES
(MULTI-CODED).

1--- Population -Teacher Aide iTtnrre!ct,-Halper ---Crther-- --No-One __

Title I
(N mg 21)

105 min.

,

27 min.

.

0 min.
___---

8 min. -41 mill.

11"

higant
(N gi 63)

74 min. 36 min.

.

11 tin.

,

10 min. 40 min.

Figure E-13. ADULT CONTACT DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1 AND INFORMAL

LEARNING ACTItITIES. (MULTI-CODED).

#5,

4
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Population

P

Teacher Aide Student Helper Other

Title I
(N 21)

137 min; 64 min. 0 min. 9 min.

Migrant
(Na 63)

.

106 min. 73 min. 31 min. 10 min.

Figure E-14. INSTRUCTIONAL INVOLVEMENT OF ADULTS WITH STUDENTS

(MULTI-CODED).

Population Teacher Aide Student Helper, Other No One

Title I 99 min. 15 min. 0 min. 9 min. 46 min.

(N e 21/ __(59.1%) (8A%) (0%) (5.2%) (27.3%)

,- -9r-------- .

...

Migrant 63 min. 23 min. 7 min. . 9 min. 48 min.

(N 63) (42.02) (15.5%) (4.7%) (5.9%) (31.9%)

s

Figure E-15. AMOUNT OF TI VARIOUS INDIVIDUALS WERE PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE

FOR THE INSTRUCTION.

palatial BECP AISD OTHER

...

Title I k .' <1 min. 69 min. 12 min._

(N a 2i.) (.7%) (85.1%) (14.2%)

Migrant. 27 min. 36 min. 11mkn.--'--

(N a 63) (36.6%) (48.3%) (15.1%)

Figure E-16. TIME SPENT USING AISD, SECT', AND OTHgR

CURRICULA.

4 12
E-13
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School
)

No

Instruction-

; formal
Instruction

Informal

Learning

Total

Time

'45

.-

255 min. 90 min. 44 min- 389 min.

(N 7) (65.6%) (23.1%) (11e3%) (100%)

46 233 min. 80 min. 76 mip. 388 min

(N in 7) (59.9%) (20.5%) (19.5%) Tim)

47 192 min. 138 min. 56 min. 386 min
t

(N in 7) (49.8%) (35t7%) (14.5%) (1'90%)

48 242 min. 85 min: 60 min. 389 min.

(N - 7) (62.5%) (22.0%) - (15.5%) (100%)

49 234 min 75 min. -79 min. 388 min.
. ---.

(N - 7) (60.3%) (19.2%) (20.5%) (100%)

50 243 min 94 min. 56 min. 386 min

(N - 7) (60.9%) (24.5%) (14.6%) (100%)

51 233 min. 69 min. 85 min. 387 min.

. .

(N - 7) (60.U) (17.8%7 (22.0%) (100%)

137 min. 29 min. 387 min,52 221 Mill.

--(-1 --(57.224 (7.4%).. (100t)-(35.4Z)

53 230 min. 95 min. 54 min. 379 min.

(N - 7)- (60.7%) (25.1%) . (14.2%) (1002)
c

Figura E -17. TtE SPENT-IN ALL ACTIVITIES IN EACH MIGRANT AND

SPLIT -FUNDEDCLASS.

44/
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ti

Formal Formal - Informal Informal Total
,-

School
Instruction

1

,,,, Instruction
2

Learnizig

1

'Learning
2

Time

c.

.45 86 min, 5 in

,

13 min. 31 min. 134 in

(N - 7) (63.2%) (3.8%) (9.9%,) (23.1%) (100%)

46 80mi4 0 min.. 3 min. 73 min. 156 min

(N - 7) (51.2%) (0%) (1,7%) (47.1%) (100%)

47 138 min. '0 ;min- '3 min, 53 min. 194 min.

(N di 7) (71.1%) (0%) (1.6%) (27.3%) (100%)

48 76 mid. '9 min. 8 min: 53 min. 146 min.

(N di 7) (52.4%) (6.2%) (5.4%) (36.0%) (100%)

49 75 min. 0 in 5 min. 74 min. 154 min.

(N - 7) 448.5%) (0%) (3,3%) (48,2%) (100%)

50 94 min. 0 min. 4 min. 53 min. 150 min.

(N A, 7) (62.5%) (0%) ,(2,5%) (35,0%) ,(100%)

51 69 min. 0 min., 13 min. 72 min. 154 min.

(N di 7) (44.8%) (0%) X8.3%) (47.0%) (100%)

52 123 min. ,. 11. min. 13\ min. `... 19 min.
.x.

166. min.

_ai77) k (74.2%) (6.72) (7.\7%) (11.4%) (100%)

53 92 12-.- ' 3 min. 2 al.i. 52 min. 149 min.

(N n 7) (61.5%) (2.3%) (1.2;)\ (35.02) (100%)

\ I

Figutira E-181 TIN& SPENT IN INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVI IN- EACH MIGRANT AND

SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS.

E -15
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School .Breakfast Lunch Nap Snack

t r

;1-144.ess

., Total

.0thie3R 4 Time

45

(N = 7)

21 min. 34 min.

(8.3%) (13.5%)

65 min.

(25.5%)
r

79 min.

(33.9%)

.-6 min.

(2.2%)

8 min.

. (3,4i)

5 <-5

16 min.

(6.4%)'

22 min.
.. .

(9.3%).

113 min. r255 m

, (44.1%) (100%

78 Min. 233 :I

(33.7%) (100%

46

(14 = 7)

18 min. 28 min.

, (7.6%) (12.1%)

47 '

(N s 7)

17 min. 33-.min.

(8.8%) (17.1%)

58 min.

(30.0%)

2 ext.
...

(0.8%)

4 min.

(2.2%)

79 min. 192 m

(414%) 400%

48

(N = 7)

26 min. 32 min.

(10.6%) (13.3%)

72 min.

(29:5%)

5 min.

(2.0%)

22' min.'

(8.9%)

87 min. 243 m

(35.7%) (1061

49 ,

(N = 7)

25 min. 35 min.

(10.9%) (L4.9%)

79 min.

(33.9%)

9 min.

(4.0%)

23 min.

(9.7%)

62 min. 214-2

(26.7%) (1001
, .

50

(N n 7)

23 min. 34 min.

(9.6%) (14.3%)

70 min.

(29.9%)

6 min.

(2.7 %)

19 min.

(8.0%)

83 pin. 234:

(35.4%) (1002

.

51

0 = 7)

19 min. 28 mia,

(8.0%) (12.0%)

59 min.

(25.3%)

7 min.

(2.8%)

34 mi9v

(1416/4%)

87 min. 233 :

(37.4%) (1001

52

(N a 7)

. 19 min. ' 32 min.
i

(8.4%) (14.5%)

53 min.

(23.9%),

7 min.

(3.4;)

18 min.

(8.1%) ,

92 min. 221.:

(41'.7%) (100:

53

(N a 7)

19 min. 34 mina

(8.1%) (15.0%)

67 min.

(29.2%)

6 min.

(2.5%)

14 min.

(6.1%)

90 mia. 2a0

(39.2%) . (1001

, .

Figure E-19. TIME SiiNT iR VARIOUS NONNSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES IN EARN MORAN'

AND SPLIT-FUNDED SASS.

a

E-16
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.

School
ft.

English Spanish Mixed Undetermined None

0,

**fatal

45
-.

124 min.
---

Z -mill.- 3 min. 0 min. * 0 min 129 min.

(N m 7) (96:2%) (1.8%) (2.0%) (0%) (0%) (100%)

46 153 min 3 min <1 min.- 0 min. 0 min. 156 ;ail;

(N a 7) (97,2X) (1.8%) (<1.0%) (0%) (0%) (100%)

47
.-,

193 min. <1 min. 1 min. 0 min 0 min 194 min..
4.

(N - 7) (99.6%) (<0.1%) (0.3%) (0%) (9%) tiooz)

'48 137 min. <1 min. 0 in 0 min.. 0 in 137 in

(N 7) (99.9%) (1.0%) (0%) (0%) " (0%) (100%)
,

49, 1.54 min.,, 0 min 0 min. 0-Min. 0 min. 154 min.

(N --7) tiab%) (QZ)

a
(0%) (0%) (0%) (100%) ...

50

c(N -7)

120 min. 4 min

(84.1%) (6.4%)

10 min.

(7.1%)

3 min.

(2.4%)

0 min

(0%)

lilit min.

(100%)

5l 140 mini 2 min 13 min. ? 0 min. 0 min. 154 min.

.(N -'7) (90.7%) (1.0%) (8.3%) (0%) (0%) '(100%)

52 148. min , 2 min. 3 min. 0, min. 1 min.
is

152 min.

(N - 7) (96.6;) -(1.3%) (1.7%) (0%) (0.4%) (100%) .

5) 138 min. 1 min. 2 min. 4 min., min. 14) in

(N - 7) (94.9%) (0.7%) (1.7%) (2.8%) ".

.0

(0%) (100%) .,

Figure £ -20. LANGUAGE SPOKEN DURING TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL TIME (FORMAL
INSTRUCTION 1 AND INFO-WARNING ACTIVITIES) IN EACH

, MIGRANT AND SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS.

4 4 02
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..7

0

I School 1 ,

4 0

2-4 5-7
)

8-10 11-13

14 or
More Total

45

(R * 7)

,5 mite.

(4.2%)

33 min.

(25.8%)

39 min.
.

(30.7%)

1 min.
0

(1.0%)

1 min.

(0.9%)

47 min.

(37.4%)

126 min.

(100%)

46

(N a 7)

9,mit.

. '

(5.6%)

49 min.

(31.4%)

20 min.

(13.1%)

20 mid

(12.6%)

7 min.

(4.6%)

51 min

(32.8%)

155 mid.

(100%)

47 10 din '27 min 4, 58 min. 33 min. 3 min. 63 in 194 min.
0.,

(N -"7) (5.2 %) Olszy (29.6%) (17.2%) (1.5%) (32.6%) (160%)

481 9-min 17-min. 6 pin.- 2 min. 14 min. 46-min 135 min.

(N 7) (6.4%) (42.5%) (4.8i)- (1.6%) (10.4%) (34.4%) (100%)

49 15 min. 70 min. 1 min. 2 min. 45 min. 21 min. 154 min

(N a 7) (9.5%) (45.7%) (0.6%) (1.4%) (4.2%) (1.9%) (100Z)

50 9 min. 54 min. 37 min. 2 min. 12 in 36 min. 130 min.

(N a 7) (6.0%) (35.9%) (24.4%) (1.3%) - (8.2%) (24.3%) (100%)

5i- &min. 25 min. 33 in 2 min. 43 min. 28.-Eih 139 min.

(N a 7)' (5.6%) (18.1%) (23.9%) (1.3%) X31.3%) (19.9%) (100%)

j 52 8 min 36 min 31 min,. 51 min 21 min 1 min. ,-149 min.

4 t

(g - 7) (5.6%) (23.9%) (210%) (34.5%) (14.4%) (0.7;) (100%) A

. .

53 18 min. 30 min. , 44 min. 12 min 8 min. 34 min. .7145 bin.

(N,7 ) (12.1%) (20.7%) , (3012%) (8.0%) (3'.6%) (23.5%) .(100%)

Figure E-21. TIME SPENT EN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING TOTAL IN$TRUCTIONAL
, TIME (FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1 AND INFORMAL LEARNING ACTIVITIES) TN

EACH MIGRANT gra_s_naTLEvorz CLACS, - - - -
o

,,
.

4

E-I8

4 4



80.71

at,

School Teicher Aide
Student
Eelper .

', ,

Other

.

No One

45 - 55 .min. 22 'Min. .,12 min. 9 min. 31 rein. ";

(N w 7) (42.7%) (17-:0%) (9.4%) '
6:6%) (24.2%)

%

46 52 min. 15 min. 7 min. 8 min. 67 min.

(N .1" 7) (35.1%) (10.0Z) (4.7%) (5.2%) (45.0%)

47 87 min. 47 min. 10 min. 5 min.

-

45 min.

al , 7) '.(447gi) (24.22) (5.3%) (2.6%) (23.0%)

A8 52 min. 22 min. 0 min. 15 min. 49 min.

(N 7) (37.6%) (1622%) (0%) (10.6%) -(35.7%)

49 ' 73 min. ' 3 min. 0 min. 8 min. 70 min.

(N 7) (47.2%)4 (1.9%) (0%) (5.2%) (45.7%)

50 51 min. ).8 min. 13 min. 16 min. 52 min.

(N . 71 (33.8%) (12.3%) (8.5Z) (10.8%)- (34.6%)

. -

51 64 min. 21 min. 0 min. <1 min. . 67 min. -

($ 7) (41.6%) (14.9%) (0%) _ (0.2%)- . (43.6%)

52 75 ''min. 40 4ia. 13 min. 8 min. 15 min..

(N 7) , (50.0x)` (26.3%) ,(8.4%) (5.5%) (49.8Z)
'

53 62 m1. 21 min. 10 min.' 11 min. 37 min. '

(N w 7) (44.1%) (14.9%) (6.8%5' (7.7 %) (26.6%)

.

.

.
.

Figure E-22. AMOUNZOF TIME VARIOUS. INDIVIDUALS WERE PRIMARILY
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTRUCTION IN 'EACH MIGRANT AND'

1 . SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS.

_
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- 80.71
Attachment E-3
(12210.1 of 6)

INSTRUCTION FOR USING THE EARLY CHILDHOOD OBSERVATION FORM

This observation instrument was 4veloped to provide informAtion-foi=

use in comparing Title I and Title I Migrant early childhood program

classes. The observations in pre4indergarten classes are day -Jong

observations of single prle-k studehts.

Prior to the observation, the observer selects four students at ren-

__Itcta...from_the claseto.be-observed. The first student selected is

the student io-be abiev4d. The-other. three are -backup-student. in

order to keep the teacher's knowledge of which student is being ob-

served from influencing her behavior toward that child d9ring the

day, the observer asks the teacher to identify all four students. ihe

name of the student under observation is not revealed/to the teacner

until the end of the day.

The information described b w is then recorded on minute-by-minute

basis _for the School days - //

Card Number

The first column on the left indicates the card number on wnich tne,

information on each three-line section of the observation form dill

be keypunched. The observer adds 'the necessary digits required to make

toe numoers consective from 1 to 130 for the school day.

Lanauade
TI

;

predonlinant spoken'lallgbage is coded for each minute except during'

oreakfast, lunch, nap, snack and recess. The language coded is not limited

to the language spokep by.the teacher4but Is baSed on the total exper,ence

of the student during the minute. It is the language nearo by :he

students under observation regardless of dhether it is spoken by the

teacher, aide, the student under observation, someone else, or a tom-

- - bination of these sources. The following codes are used to record

language:

Blank ' No language used. Stience.

1 2 English was the predominant language.

2 . Spanish was the predominant language.

3 2 An equal mixture of English and Spanish was heard.

4 2 Undetermined (observer cannot pearl.

Iroup Size

11,

Group size is determined by the number of students-involved in an activity

with the student under observation, if no otner stbdents are involved

in an activity with the observed student, groups.;ze is recorded as one

Therefore -the 4roup-size is the number of students involved 4n the activity,

including the stuaent un4er'observation.

4o41171ties

each minute of the school day is c ed as oelonging t: one o= t'ne three

following categories:

w,.

V

06)
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80.71 AtaaLL/112111.41. E.,3 r....
. ,(continuit, 'nit 2 of 6)

a. Formal Instruction: Fornal instructional activities are those
activities in wnich the student under observation works directly '
with an adult in a group or alone. The activities in which nq
or she is engaged are planned and have specific rules or twee--
tations concerningritudent behavior. Thekey eIticAnt is that i

the stuchint'sbehavior is diredted in_ some way by. an adult._ .
For: 1, instructionaj activities are coded. in oat-orno of-the
following manners: \-E

1,,,,____Lii_u_ts..4aarsd in rho rnIumn ands,. Forte

Instruction for each minute the student %se;
under observation is engaged in a 'planned
activity occurring under the direction Of
an

a
adult.

Formal instruction may occur outside of the
regular classroom* For varrolg, formal
instructional activities occurring in the
library or in other Early Childhood class-
rooms would be counted. lThe ooserver in
this -case accompanies the students to the
area and records Whatever activity is
occurring in the same manner as "ride the
regular claserode activities.)/ ne excep-
tions to this rule are described below.

Z. ;Then students go outside ;he classroom to art,
music, and PE, the time Spent in these actiWties
=mead wi tn a "2", under Instruction. To record
these activities the observer acconpanies the __
student to the site Of the class. Once the super-
vision by the new teacher begins, the ooserver
leaves. A "2" is coded until the PE, music, or ti
art ins tayris conyleted. Regular ;:otting
begins a in.as the students line up and leave
the ro UP go back to the regular classroom.
No other informattoktis coded when the student!,

4
are at art, music, or-PE.

b. Informal Learnind Opportunities: There are also two classes of
informal learning opportunities. 3otn types occur wnen the studentr is engaged in an activity where there is only incidental adult
supervision or contact.

A 'P is coded when the student is working on a specific task follow-.
*) trig directions provided by the teacher. Act; titles coded under this
*classification are planned and are directed toward a specific out-
'coos. For exa=le, a student nrignt be asked to create a Christmas

-la scene using the materials provided or to build a house with blocks.

Abe

Activities coded with a "2" are those where, the students are clrectac
to a center to participate in Ifref play" activities. in theSe
activities the stude t is not expected to Produce a scecl fit outcome.'
Examples are- buildin something unspecified with blocks, playind
house in 'the kitchen 'area, and reading a book. Another sort of
activity coded wit; a ,t"2" would be spontaneous opoorrunt ties isal:ed"
by the metier .to make\ a noni nstructional task 1 ns tracti anal .

\ ,. E-23
.

\
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;$ A attachment EA'...

a - ft. (continued, page 3-006)

For example, if the teacher is passing out color Objects

vtO4Students for some noninstructionat purpdSe and she quizzes

-'the students about the colors or remarks About the color each'

___________is_receisi$1, then_a:"2" would be coded teerecord thip,spontaneous
l'

-instructional evekt,.=--1:--
, 1

414,1 J____,,_.....s. ...----
.. ..

t"F-- ..,
c. No Instruction: This classificati,gn perta-int to activities

whidn arenot instructional; 64., washing hands, stanehg%in
-4; line, dividing students into-groups; etc. Initructions for

housiiieeping and transition tretseen activities ire coded as no

instruction. 051k numbers Art usid to code differedt types of

It, no instruction:
4, ? .

si; N

At Breakfast = 2.

Clinch a 3

. Nap = 4 4

'Snacks a

Recess a 6

, Other 11

fa,

If the student underrooseryation awakens before the others during

the nap time and beginz doing sgmetntng instructional, the proper

instructiOnal category is coded.
s

tt
If-tie student andesobservation

attendstan assembly dr partici,.

.pates in a planned "teivard" activity (fPcis, pasties, etc.), the

event should normally be coded as no inftruction.

-Th -
" 41,

if the reward activity becomes an instructional activity, the. 41

event should be coded as Informal Instruction 2.

g4

Adult Instructional tnvolvement

The adults"who were "working with children" in an instructional capacity

during the minute are recorded in this section of the form:" The aoserver

should record any involvement by adults in the class in activities wnicn

would be coded as :Formal Instruction" or :Informal Learning Opportunities'

above. Thd adult's involvement does not have to be his/her predominant

activity for the minute; i.e.,.even transitory involvement by an adult

would cause the person to be coded. Neither does the involvement need to

be with the student under'observation. Adult instructional involvement

is. indicate-u by writing a "14 under the appropriate neading(s) (Teacher,

Aide, Student Helper, and Other) 'for the minute.

Adult
instructional involvement must be verbalized or made hignly vtsioie

by the adult in charge. An example of 7erbalized and visiole adult

instructional tnvolvement would occur if the teacher or aide introduced

a new fingerplay to the students (verbal)'and if the teacher or aide

led the students in the fingerplay without saying another word after the

.
introduction, a "1" would still be paced in the appropriate colon under

Adult Instructional, Involvement.

,

E-24
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Atachment E-380.71
(conti4ued, page 4 of `6)

There fre times when adult instructional involvement is left blank during

formal instruction. For instancet when-children (the student under

observation must be included to this groLp of children) are watching TI

and the teacher .or aide does not comment on wnat is being seen, tnstruc-

tional involvement is left 4),ank.and instructional responsibility Is

coded as no one.

Instructional Responsibility

This section of the observation form is ased to record the person primarily

responsible for the instruction occurring each minute for the child under

observation.

instructional resP nsibility is not- coded during no instruction. Ahile

the teacher tunatelY responsible `for the educational activities

occurring i her classroom, she is mitt indicated for each minute. What

is of imports, is the person takin9 tne immediate responsibility

forl-Oroviding or supe g the instruct anal TEET7T77 The decision

of which person to code is determined by no Is "in charge'' no

00

An example. The aide is sitting at a table with a group of students

watcning ttplp Nark on scme instructional activity. Occasionally she

makes comments to students about the or they do. The teacher wa.lks by

the table and stops for a few minutes to comment on tne work being done by

the students. How should such a situation be coded? Unless the teacher,

during her time at the tablg, changes the nature of the task or in some

other way ihdicates that she is "taking over" the lesson, the aide would

be coded. Only one person is coded under this category.for each minute.

'if the ysoonsibilitylfor the instruction-is absolutely, equally divided

between two persons, then theez7.appearing .!1r,t on the forl as you

.rove from left to right is ao in this examole, if the teacher ;oined

the group and she and the aide shared equally in the leadership provided

to the students, the teacher would be coded.

The observer records instructional responsibility by placing a ':' under,

one of the following headings:

is the instructional leader) during the minute.

a. Teacher
b. Aide

c. Student Helper

d. Other

e. No One

Adult Contact

Adult contact is recorded each minute formal Instruct'on or fnformal learning

opportunity is coded. To record adult contact, the observer puts a "1° under

the heading for each adult having contact with tne student under observat-ch

during the minute. The observer should record any adult contact regardless

of Its instructional content or length of occurrence,

za

4

4
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80.71 attAohiatat E-3
(oontinua&02,age 5 of 6)

For the purpose of this observatfon form, any verbal statement addressed

to the-student under
observation or the group to which he belongsany

.
physical contact between an adult and the student under observation

to be recorded as adult contact. Records or films do not constitute

adult contact. If students are watching a fil'm under adult supervision

and the adult does not speak to or touch the student under observation,

no adult contact it coded. If no adult contact occurs during the minute,

"No. One" is coded.

Curriculum Source

The information collected on-thls part of the form documents the aunt

of time spent in activities from different sources and is not coded during

the aqual'observation. The point of transition into and out of eacn

activity both formal and informal should be clearly marked on tne coding

sheet. 4n.addition, notes in the notes column should clearly describe

each formal or informal activip___ At the end of the school day the ooserver

will ask the teacher about the source of eacn formal activity (informal

activities are not coded) so the activities can then be correctly recorded

following the-definitions given -beo,row...

a. BEM A "1" is placed under this heading for each

minute the student spent in an activity taken from

the Bilingual Early Childhood Program (BEC?) Curric-

ulum. ktivities from the BECP are likely to be

found only An Title I Migrant early childh000 classes.

This column is alsg coded.if the teacher and students

engage in an activity which she developed using ideas

from the SECP curriculum.

b. ALSO: A "Z" is placed-unCer this heading for each

minute the student spent in an actovity from the

Curriculum developed for the Title I early child-

hood classes and are used in Title : Migrant

classes as suppleTentary activities.

As in
.the....ca.se-of-codfiiiB0, this column is also

cldia if the teacher and students engage in an.

activity whicn was developed using ideas pr sug-

gestions from the Tie I early cnildhood curriculum.

c. OTHER: This column will not be used dur/ng analysis .

7,7731,ta gathered with the coding sheeteduring zne

1979,-80 school.year.

There are two instances during for..-al instruct'on mien neither-

BEC? or ALSO curriculum sources are coded. They.are as follows.

AI

a. the teacher developed the activity ccmpletaly on,

her own. ..

E-26
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Attachment E -3

(Continued, page 6 of 6)

b. early childhood.(Title I and Migrant) classes merge

for a joint activity. All other categories such as

instruction, instructional involvement, instruc-

tional responsibility and adult contact are coded.

The notes column-on the form is importfrat for recording descriptive

information. This information can be'useful in interpreting the,results

with the teacher. The notes col is also Important in checking the

-form for coding errors after the observation has been dcmpleted. Each

activity should be briefly described in this section.

Pre

1)

9

14.

AW
4. ^1
4 ,

e

Pet

W

4
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80.71 Attachment E-4
(Page 1 of 2)

Considerationi and Steps Taken in Determining
Observation Days for the Pre-Kindergarten Observations

Considerations:

A. Time frame for the observationi was December 1, 1980 through May 11 1981.

B. Two observers were hired. One could only work Wednesdays and Thursdays.

The other could work 2/3 days a week preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, and

Thursday.

C. Since not all classes could be observed on both Monday and Friday, all
Mondays and Fridays were etcludid from possible observation_ilays.

, D. All staff development days (January 16 and March 20) were excluded, as

were days before and after holidays. In the case of the Christmas holi-

days, the last observation wasscheduled for two days before the holidays.

E. There were 84 full day observations to be conducted--3 for each of the 7
Title I classes and 7 for each of the 9 Migrant classes (imolt:di-4g the

two 50% Migrant/50Z Title I classes). 1
4

F. With all-exclusions,-there were 56 pqiiible observatimi days in which to

do the 84 observations. One observer could do 37 observations if she
worked every Wednesday a$d Thursday in that time frame. This left 47

observations to be cond cted by the second obsetger on Tuesday, Wednesday,

and Thursday.

V. The observations were broken idto three relatively equivalent time period:

Interval

1) December 1,-0 January 30

2) February 1 -0 March 13

3) March 16 -04May 1*

H. Each observer should observe ea- ch Title / class Once and each Migrant

class 3 to 4' times.--

No. of Weeks.

7 weeks

6 weeks
6 %reeks

Observations

. 441:28

929-57

#58-84

I. (During each of the three time intervals) each Title I class should be
observed once and\pach Migrant class at least twice.

J. As such as possible all of teacher X's observations should-not always be

oft.Tuesdays, etc.

1. A list was numbered from one 'to 84.

2. Each Title I class was randomly Assigned three times to different numbers

on the list, one school name per tuber;

4 Y



r

80.31

Attachment E-4
(continued, page 2 of 2)

3. Each Migrant class (and the 2 split-funded classes] were randomly assigned
seven times to different numbers on the list, one school name per number.

4. rhe _t....- nation s were then randomly reassigned to be sure Considerations
H, I, and 3 were met.

Note, Observations were conducted even if a substitute was present. Due to
observer sickness, observer car trouble, and a classroom being painted, some
observationi were reshuffled. Considerations H, I, and 3 were met.

r e.

E-2^§1'
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Attachment E-5

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT scam DISTRICT

Offic7, of Research and Evalmation

November 18, 1980

Title I and Title I Migrant Pre-K Teachers -

P r i n th Title I and, tle I Migrant Pre-K Teachers

FROM: CA dr,

,SUBJECT: Pre-7. Observations
,a

k

Evaluator ,

4
1

As in-the past, day-long observations will be conducted in MigrantiamicTitle I

pre -It classes, this year Title I hOs its observation asources tied up at the

elementary livel, so the observations
All all be conducted ,by T4 a I Mirant.

Each Migrant classroom (including Oik Springs and Ridgetop) t3 observed

seven times and each Title I classroom vill be observed tines. The

Title I classrooms are being observed as a control/comparison group for the

Title I Migrant classrooms. - It

-The observers will be using the same obiervation form used last year. The

'things to be observed are described on the attached pages.

O

, .

The observations will begin is the first week'of December. The principal and

the teacher will be'notified the week that observatiOns are to occur, but not

the exact daY.
%.1

Past experience has shown that classroom obsetvations da, not upset the 49.;:al

classroom activities.
The.obserters bave been trained to ensure that this

remains true. If you have any questions, please feel free to call `me At

.458-1227.

A

Approved: 4 CLKK.
Tirector,'Office of Research' Evaluation

'

Approved: /..0,17;i

Acting Director, Elementary.EducatIon

CC:rrf,
Attachment_

cc: David Doss
Lee Lawp
Oscar Canta'
Jos: Meta 4

Timy Baranoff

a

IS
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.

r...A=CHILDECODOiSWATIONTORX:

_

The pred=micant.spokan tangoes
the sotrea (=dent, teachik,
idiating break:fat; lumch,

Grano Sirs

P

DES

Attachment E-6
(Page 1 of 2),

OF TEE CXZECCESIS

heard by the students regardless os
att.) is coded for each :Junta except '

and,4acess.

GrOttp size is dater:dad by tEa lumber of students involved is an
activity6eith the stunt under observatian. tf no other students

are involved etch the °Sacred student, site is recorded as :on.

activities

Berk t-Inta of the school day. is coded a4 belcrgi:i3 co One of the three

follsowiog catajortas:

AO*

4 ,

a. Na Tastruction: This claisidication partairs co

activities ohic# are mot imstractionaI: a.g.,
oashingbands, standing is Idhe, dividing studs=
into S=oups, stn.

b. Taal thstuction: Those actiritias Lusual.w under
adult di:action and supervision) ohich have been
"tanned axe coded as formal instruction.

c. infor-s1 tearning Onvotrtnities; Thfortal Lai ,g

activit7 such as building ith blocks or look'-rag at

a book. This cattgory also Licludes iCtt7itie5
andch walk:Orally be coded as "Na'InstmctiCe if
there is a 61aar attempt by as adstr^ co :aka the

ac vity.iostuceanal. Tor ila. Ltnizg uo

to tolarachwould be consi4ardd an isfor-"
the tascher'askela"the studenticto

.thessyss imlising up by eta color of their

AdalAmstruchional Irvolvesents 10,
, -

..

The adults ato,ara 4uorkiagroith children" in an ihst-octional tapacioy

areherar in the classrcan during the simItsare :.c. this section.°

iv *,

Instructional Rsztonsibiliry

/This section is used to record the person prizartly responsible for

/ Lmstroctian occurring cach,minuta for the caild cedar observation-

\

, 0

11

Adult-con:WI coded to So ohich adults have :chtacodith the stucat;

=dim obs Ciao durtmg_aach :tame o1 fornal 1.hstrocri3E,:t Liforral

..,

learclug opportunity.
.

- j

cup
^^`o

:0

recordad

4

Adult Cantata

4

, 4-Gir
E-31

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

r

're
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-Curriculum Source

Attachment E-6
(continued, page 2 of

sa

Each minute of formal instruction is attributed to one of. three curriculum

sources: ,

a. MCP: An activirtmakan from the Bilingual Early

Childhood Program MCP) curriculum. _

b. AISD: An activity from AISD Early Childhood curriculum.

40,

Other: An activity developed by, the teacher or

taken from a source other than the ones listed

above. Adaptations of the A= or BECP curri-

cula are coded under those headings

'4

f

,
.....-.. 4 ,,

n 04
--4,4
S. - 4'

tit

I

11

CO
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office of Research and Evaluation

Attachment E-7

k

TO: TitA / and Title I Misr t Pre-K Teachers

FROM: CaLelietdittl-her4-

SUBJECT: Pre-K Observations

Cynthia Agneil and Jane Mack will be conducting the pre-kindergarten observa-

tions this year. Mrs. Ainell or Mrs. Mack will be visiting your classroom*,

sometime during the week of:

to Observe classroom activities. Following each observation, the observer

will share sr notes with ycfu, and within the following week, you will get a-

copy of her nOrEs: / - -

If yOu have any questions or concerns about the observations, please feel free

to call ma at 458-1227.
r.

I

Approved. /t.
Director,)Office of ResearchvandBValuatiOn

ApprOved: "g.-21/:17, ,S117:77
Acting. Director, Elementary Educa

CC:rrf
cm: Josi Mate

Lee Law
Oscar Candid
Principals of Titleli Sigrant and Title I Prt -K teachers

n
1'

ti

0 ,

a
4 14

K
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80.71
Attachment E-8

Classroom Observation Ruction For
4

Austin Independent School District
fi

If you wish to comment on today's observation of your classroom,

pleas, respond to these items and/or write any additiolial comments

iwiiich would help us improve the observation process.

Circle t4e,post appropriate choice.

A. Tht observation was conducted at a convenient time.
.

. .

Completely Mostly Partly False '.mostly Completely

False False Partly True True True

1 - 2 3 4 5

Comments:

$

3. The classroom situations observed were representative of tne normal activi-

ties of my class.
i

Completely - Mostly
.'

Partly False Mostly Completely

False .'',._ False Partly True True True

2 3 , 4 5

CO=Otit 3

. ...._

C. The classroom obsever did not detract from the classroom activities or the

effectiveness of instructional activities.

CompLectly
False False

:tartly Partly- False . Mostly Co7114:tel.-or.

Partly True ', True

.3. 2 3 .

.

4 5

Co=ents:

-Net commettts concerning the observation:

lb

Observatiot --
e

,

Please foldl,staple, anedrop into the district mail. Thanks.

°

E-34

*

A
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FILK ID A P /

PROGRAM: Title I Migrant

YEAR: 1980-01

CON (ENT

A

4

CARD FILE LAYOUT LOCATION:

Page 1 of 2

AISU
o

UT PF ,

'acct pass. file name

Field Columns

,

' 1/eScrIpt1on.

1 - 3

o
\

d
APO - .

B 4/ 5

6 - 6.,

Clasd AssIgiusentsliy-Scho01-(3er Attached School List)
,

....,

Observer Number 6 = Jane Hack 7 = Cynthia Agnell
,C

D 7 - 8 Observation Number
,

E 9 - 11 Card Number (Note - there are 130 cards per ogservatiig)

F 12 - 12

-Tir-

Language 0 = No Language 2 --Spanish 4 . Undetermined

1 . English ' 3 . English 6 Spanish --
.

6 13 - 14

1
vi.

Group Size (Number Listed)

H 15 - 15
1 .-Other 3 . Lunch 5 ...Snack,

No Instruction, 2 . Breakfiss_,42,Aap _6 c RPOPqc

I 16' -, 26

. V

Formal' Instruction (1-or 2)
,

Informal Learning Opportunitiesii.or 2)

Teacher (1) -

_- .
CJ 17. 17

,18 - 16K

I. 19 - 19 Aide (1)

H 20; 20
Instructional Involvement

.Student Helper (1)
4 -

4 1. N 21 - 21 Other (1) a

NI 0.



1.0
0.

I

FILE ID A / P/ CARD FILE !AVOW' LOCATION:---
PROCRAH: Title I Migrant

1..

YEA: 1970-S0

CONTENTS:

f

.n
O

14
0
to

0

0
0

0
wel
0

O

C

a

z

Pre - Kindergarten Observations--HI rant 6 Title I

/USD

Page

UT PF..

0

of _2

acct. pass. file'name

Field Columns
G. I

Description

0 22 - 22 Teacher (1) 1 .

P 23 - 23 Aide (1)
4

Q 24- 24 Student Helper (1) ' instructional Responsibility

25 - 25 Other (1) .

Ho One (1) iS 2:8.-

T 27 - 27 Teacher (1)

0 28 - 2114* Aide (1)

'V .29 - 29 Student Helper (1) Adult Contact
.

Si 30 30

. -
.

Other (1) -

X 31 431 No One (l)

Y 32 - 32 BECP (1) Curriculum Used -. .

- Z , 33 - 33 AISD (1) '

.....

Others(?)
4

AA 34 - 34

35 - 57
/

Repeat pattern of fields F --P M for the next minute of observation .

1.

48 -.80 Rdpeat pattern of fields F -6? AA for the next minute of observation . 4HE.7.

486
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PE:E-K SCHOOL LIST OBSERVATIONS

01 le Brown, 1

02 .3riPlen

03 7 N.Isplewood

- 04 Norman

05 Ortega

06 Rosevood

07 Sims

OS Ridgetop

09 RosemoNI___

10 s

11 3rooka

12 Dasrsoa

13 41.

. Ortega

1.5 St. EL;o.

16 Sanchez

ad-

TITLE I

Attachrzent E-10

50% TI7-7. HIGRANT

E-37

}MIGRANT

afs ,.==
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