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Project Title: Ticle I > -
' F g
- Contact Person: DaVidjboss, Glynn Ligén - " /* ‘
Major Positive, Findings: > : . .
T r
1. Students in schoolwide projects with a pupil/teachér ratio-of L
15T | made impréssive achievement gains. i y

a. Low-achieving schoolwide project students gained the equi-
valent of two additional months of learning above the gains
of compatrable 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. N

C. The high-achieving schoolwide project students made greater
gains than comparable students at }tades 3 and 5. At no grade
.+ did schoplwidetproject students scOre lower than the.others.
!

In addifion, the teachers im schoolwide projects seemed to feel

, more control of what happened to their students, and as a

res ,- they felt mote responsible for the success they saw them

"having., ' .. \)

o

Formeré;itle I Early Childhood Program participants scored higher
in basic skills upon entering Rindergarten than the other students
in their schools. .

Parents were enthusiastic about working with their children on the
Rainbow Kit activities. They requested more frequent accivities
‘and activities in otHer ‘subject areas.

Major Findings Requiring Acéion:

1.

Fa\
2.

The Title ] Program does not sSeem to have a consistent, positive
impact on student achievement across grades. Tith I students
outgained former Title I students currently attending non-Title I
schools at grades 4 and 5. Eormer Title I students made greater
gains ﬁf grade l. \

Wide variations gccurred in the assigndent of staff to Title I

campuses. Base personnel costs per stydent gerved ranged from
$214 to $486.
")

v ' 4

‘
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) 3. Total time spent in the basic skills/major content areas of
~ reading/language arts, math, sciencey and social studies has de-
¢reased in Title I sehools from the peak observed in 1977-78. The
current levels are back to’ thdse Fbserved in 1976~77. The area
. . of reading/l#hguage arts has hown the same pattern as total
. : basitc skills. - .

' 4. The 1980 At-Home Summer Program, did not 3ignificantly improve the .
achievement of participants compgred to matched comparison students. -

3. Title I pre-k students nade smaller achievement gains this year
+ than last year, but they srill made above average gains.,

> 6. While former pre-k students had scored higher than comparale
. students whey entering kindergarten, they did not show an advantage
. ’) +  when they entered first grade.

~4
.

Classroom observations showed the ratio of time spent in reading
and language arts to time spent im sclence and soclal studiis

to be about ten to one and eight to one respectiyely. On the

, 1¢ ' average, AISD™students spent about two hours and four nutes each
o ‘ day in reading/language arts, 39 miputes in wmath, 15 minutes in

social studies, and 13 minutes in science. "
r

A Evaluation Summarv:

i

. Rl

ESEA Title I is the largest of the federally funded compensatory edu-
cation programs. Its purpose is to provide.supplemental instruction 1n
49 the basic skills to low-achileving students in sghools with high concen=
trations of childrén from low-income families. +This year's Title I £
JProgram provided instructiog to children in 24 District elementary
schools, three nonplblic schools, and five instirtutions "for neglected
and/ot delinquent children. In addition, Title I funded a home-based
“progrmm for] four-year-olds, all or part of nine prekinderzarten classes,

and 3 parental involvement component.

The future of compensatory education in Austin and the nation has been
ctouded 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 regudation to provide 4 maxk-
imally effective program for our disadvantaged students.

Current findings which seem to bhavd contributions to make to such a
wragram are hichlighred. rhranghoyt this ‘summarv. N

!

. “* BEST COPY A¥AHLSL
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r. The results below are summarized by program components. Greater detail LI
can be found in the 1980~81 ESEA Title I Technical Report, publication ,

- number 80.71.
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TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS . .

-

WHAT ARE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS?

In most cases Title I instruction must be supplemental and may not
ugglan instruction that wohld normally be provided by the local dis-
trict; l.e., Title I anstruction must be above and beyond what 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.

children from low-income families at a school exce

However, when the toncentration of
e

75%, the

* supplement~supplant provisions of the law may be ralaxmd, —_ .

Two AISD schools, Allison and Becker, met the 75% criteriom in 1980-~81.

* Title I and-required matching local funds were used to reduce the
pupll:teacher ratio to 15:1 in these schools.

Figure | describes some

' of the major differences between the schoolwide projects and the regular

Title I Program in AISD,

. s
»
.
z

[
.

SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS

RECULAR TITLE [ SCHCOLS

1. Title I fnazruction is noc
identifiable as sosathing apart
{rom or suppleasntal to cha
foundation school program.

2. Teachers jaid frem Title I
funds "function as regular
classroom tealliers. Thay teach
all subject areass

4
l. Ticle I iggeruceion szust be
separsta fronm and supplexzantarv . .
to the foundation program. T

N

2. Teachers pald rrom Ticle I
funds act as supPlpbancal read-
iag teachars.

o

3. No students are {dencified 3. Students are ldentified and F ' ’ ’
' to recsive Title I fascructionm. saleccion based on their achlavé= -
The "Title I" teschers have ment CesC scores. Ticle I .
classas of students 3f aixed teachers >ust sarve anly ides= .
y achievesant lsvela who 40 7ot tified scudents and.ouly iz
differ from those of other resding. A certzin amoung »>f . .
* teachers. Yo 3dditicoal racord cize i3 spenc in student selec-
caeping {8 required. tion and record keeping.
' - . * »
4, The pupil.tvaacher ratio is 4. The pupilicescher racio dur- :
15:1 for cthe entize schaol dav. iag Ticle I {nstructicn (usuallv ,
R about 30 minutes & day) is a
. caxioum of 8:l for a teacher
aloue or t5:0 for a cezcher and v
an alds.
r ’ .
' ‘ Figure l. SOME CRAZACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS AND TRE
REGULAR TITLE I 35CHCOLS. . e
; ,}\ \ p F‘a] )
: 7 BEST (3 ALl
| X-3
‘ [
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v L ’
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HAVE THE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS BEEN EFFECTIVE IN RAISING
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

Yes, cledrly. One' side 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 progranm.
y The students at Allison and Becker were compared with students from
these former Title 1 attendance areas ,and with students din regulaf
*‘Title I schools who live in traditional Title I attendance areas.

\a ) . .
14 s - .
- choolwide Former
\ w2 Proiscts muer B Title T
- = i o)
, 9 A € <
2 ; B %
: = = =
2 :.:ﬁ— "’ ;:I —
F o = r= —
g 3 2= = i =
/‘ ® X7 - EE; — s 5-: Y :N-
\ . ?. 5% §§,-— 2 o = 4
s o b = B i =
. 3 4
Grade .
. 5 * ‘
: . Fi{ur- 2. AVERAGE GRADZ EQUIVALENT GAINS TOR-STHOOLWIDE PROJECT
. STUDENTS, TITLE I STUDENTS, AND FORMER TITLE I STUDENIS
oy NOW IN SCHOOLS WITHOUT TITLE I. Students scoring below
\ cthe 4Qch percentile on the 2retest.
- » /
First, students scoring at or below the GOth percentile were compared.
Figure 2 shows that the schooiwide project students congistentiy out-
scored low achrtevers 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 in April, 1981, More ipportantly, thelr gain was
equal to one year's graqth 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. .
a/ ¥
To.state the results another way...
. \
M  « » othe achievement. gains of low-achieving students in schoolwide ,

projects were 257 greater than those of similar students served by
the regular Title I Program, Over the school year, this approxi-

’ L_vages twe 'addicdona] gonchs of jmetrycgion

4

-

5 . BEST COPY AVAILAGLE
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) appears that tha schocluide prﬁiects benefit the lowex-achieving
3 d e hi r=achie nes,

-y

/

HAT ABOUT HIGHER ACHIEVING STUDENTS [N THEIR SCHGOLQ

Unfortunately, the same consisnent pattern Erom grade to grade was _not

en for students scoring above the 40th percentile., The schoolwide
iibject students showed meaningfully greater gains only at _grades 3
and 5%

-

f

It must be noted that the results for grades | and 2.at Becker have not
been used in reaching these conclusions about achievement gains. The
pattery of results obtained at these grades at Becker 1is unusual.
Additional analyses and a chorough discussion with the principalépave
not produced a satisfactory explanation of why first graders have mafle
very large gains, but in second grade their gain has been so small.
-At the end of the second year, thelr scores resemble the scores of
similar students in other schools. . (

¥

. . R
WHAT MIGHT ACCOUNT FOR THE SUCCESS OF THE SCHOQLNJDE PROJECTS?

~

How scudencs spend thelr time and the amount of time chey spend in
instruction is important to learning. In order to look at how 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 students and others were
related to group size. On the average, they worked in’smaller groups
than others, and spenc much less time working in groups of 18 or more.
They had more minutes of contact with their classroom teachers than
students in other schools, and they alse 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.

B o

The lack of dramatic differences between the groups in ctime use

suggests that the schoplwide projects had & greater effect on the

gquality of instructicn time than onm its quantfty.

.‘ 7 )

Interviews revealed the Title I teachers, most of whom had worked
previously as Title I reading teachers, to be enthusiastic supporters
.of the lower pupil:teacher ratio approach Title I instructign. They
generally saw all aspects of their jobs as gmproved. However, most im=
provements seemed to fall into one of three categories:

. Lon
1. Improvements in Efficfency:

-

° Routine "tasks Such as taking roll and grading papers cook
less time.

. " BESTCOPY AVAMARRLE
. ! -9
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t . N
. The number of discipline problems and the time devoted to
, . - handlin them were reduced. .
oty '

. The chers believed they could make betrgr.use of instruc-
tioha time by seeing reading groups more than oqce a day

or by having mora and smaller reading groups.
1

g
e , There were fewer interruptions without a Title™I pull-out
program. .
. 2. Improvements in the Quality 6% Time: B 4 .
A \ .
! o Teachers were able to better monitor the progress of each

a Student., They believed that they could detect problems *
sooner and provide more and quicker corrective feedback.

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

v
3. Improvements in Teacher Morale: - \
2* The greater closeness they felt with thelir students ¥as re-— .

, warding in itself. * .

o~
e . The teachers seeged to feel more in control of what happened

to the students in their classes. As a resylt, they felg

more ownership for the progress of their students, and they

felt more responsible for the success they saw their students
" . . having.

Y N -
. .

Whatever the factors which contribute to the.effectiveness of the
schoalwide’ projects may be, the teachers bel that they would
'teg_chm" wardn ghave *1

: . BEST COPY AVAILABLE

THE TITLE T READING [MPROVEMENT PROGRAM - '

f

¥ HOW WERE STUDENTS SERVED BY THE REGULAR TITLES I PROGRAM?

The regular Title I Program sdérved 3776 students in grades K-6 on 22
campuses. Eligible students were provided suppleémental reading instruc-
tion by Title I teachers and/or instructional aldes. Instruction was
provided if the regular classroom, in’ the reading center or lab, or in
both places. Figure 3 compares the number of sfudents served in each
instructiona} ifrgngement in 1979-80 and 1980-81.

: . . 1)
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. . w3
.80. 32 Number Parcents * s ,J-"
{ . Students Sefved..s 1975-30 1980=81 1979-30 ___ L380-3l ‘:,,f’z
i v Teacher Ouly 2,017 2,080 53 54 . P
bv Alde Oulv #6719 L4318 18 11 Fadt
3y Both- - 1,120 1,308 2% §19 ek
P ‘ - b
l . To Lab Only 2,067 2,239 34 59"
In Classroom Jnlv 1,473 « 986 19 6 g
Ia Soth 276 601 . T 16 . = 7
N ] . ¥
-r TOTAL 3,816 3,826 100 100 Vo
. . - . - :{’:3"# \ -
Pigure 3. TITLE 1 TNSTRUCTIOWAL ARRANGEMENT, 1979-30 AND 1980-81. ' P ‘
- r.h:*

- "y

An examination of the number of students served at—a wampu$ and the base

e#salary costs for the teachers' and aides placed on, the campuses revealed a
wide variation between campuses in the cost per student served — from
$214 to $486." About half of the variation 1is due te four faccors.‘_First,
it is difficult to deliver a prograd at a low per-pupil cost when the num-
ber to be served is small. Second,. the expenditures were baged partly on
a TEA requiremept that gredter apounts be spent at schools with higher per-
centages of low-income children. Third, some instrucrional arrangements
required greater expendityres than others{ Finally, at Some schagls the
anticipated number of Title I.students wafl ‘greater than the number who
aventually arrived leading to inflated pupil:teacH ratios, Regardless
‘of itrs explanatiom, the wide variation in resource allocatien from school
to school would appear to be a problen worthy of serilous consideracion by
the Discricet. ~

.
N ¢ X

The observation results for low-achieving sfudent’s in Title I schools
were compared to three groups; high-achieving studerits 1in Title I
schools, low-achleving students on campuses with former Title I students
but without Title I, am low-achiaving students in schoolwide projects.
The comparisons showed that low-achleving students on Title I campuses

. I

...spent less time in their regular classroom and more time
~ in the reading 1ab than studentg in other groups, .

....had fewer minuteS of contact with their classroom teacher
~ than the low=achleving students in the schoolwide projegth.
f ra
»

\
-

.- chad mgfe m{;utes of concact with other teachers than the

/ schoolwide project students and the high achidvers in Title'l
* , schools,A> .

.

., .,recelved no more read{ng instruccion than the others, and
»

project students and the high-achievers in Title I schools.
“ -~ -

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

- basic ski fmajor content areas of reading/language arts, math, sclence,

and social studies has decreased. from the peak observed in 1977-78. The
ratlo of time spent 1in reading/language arts to the time Spent in
science and social studies 18 about tep to one and eight~ro one respe
tively,  AISD students spent about "two hours and four minutes, each day
in read{;glygnguage arts, 39 minutes in math, 15 minutes in social

' scudies, and 13 minuces in sclence. '

- - *

N - L '

- T X

! 4 ...méy have spent more time off task than the schogiwide. \\\ L.
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, DID THE,_ REGULAR TITLE I PROGRAM SHOW POSITIVE ACHIEVEMENT \
» RESULTS? . ; . .

Wo. As previously mentionedp &esegregacion provided a rare opportunity 1
- 'for the achievement gains of Title I students to be compared with chose
- ‘nade by similar students ac;ending schools without a Tifle 1 Program
In other words, the opportunity existed» to ask the question,. "Do Title I
’ ,students make achievement gains gr&ater than they would if the praygram .

///// did not exist?" The answer appears to be "probably not."” <

¥ . . e o PR
/ - . ' . @
The evaluation resuf:s provided no evidencg of a consistent, posi-"
tive impact of the Ticle I ngram“bn student achievement. In ~
fact, at sope grades former ﬁtie I scudents currehtly attending
.4:!1001& without a- Ti Bx I program Outscored gimilar Title I stu~

‘ , BEST Lo WALEE L

Co 0 RAINBOH KITS

\ ' .
WHAT ARE RAINBOW KITS? " - ‘ :
¢ 'I‘:Ltle I piloted an instructional support progidm activity calied
Riinbow Kits this year. The kits are collections of 36 reading-related
activities fdr parents and children., They were developed on four .
levels == kindergarteu, first grade, primary (grades 2 and 3) and inter-

" X-8

L . .12 0
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. ‘mediate (grades-4-6)/ ‘ They are packaged in enveloﬁes and designed to

_ be sent home with the Ticle I children on a weekly basis throughout the’

school year. The families received a plastic file box to keep the
_ “activicties in at home. -

The Rainbow Kits were piloted at six schools with only about half of.
the toctal number @f Title I studeats getting the kits. Such an arrange=-
ment provided participation and comparison groups fdr the evaluation.
Four questionnaires were sent home to the parents of the pek;ié?ban:s

to learn If the kits were being received and?used and to find Yut what
the parents thought about using ithen. The parents who responded were
very enthusiastig about using the kits. Almost 90% reported enjoying °
the work with Their children either "Much" or "Very Much." This posi-
tive parental responsge 1is very gimilar to that received by the At-Home
Program which Title I hds used during the summer for several years.

*

]

l It is apparent that large numbers of parents greatly appraciate
E having specific,. plamed. instxuctional activities t:h_a:t’: they can

I _do with their children at home.

Ed

The questionnaires revealed other inihresting findings.as well:

F

. About 90% of the parents would like their children to receive
sore than one acflwity a week, Reading, math, and language
arEs were the most/favored. subject areas.

[ Title 1 students have hopework ggout half of the time. It
usually takes them half an hour or Yess to fipish it.

. About-a third of :h? parents rgpo!!ed otherychildren also
used the Raihbow activities.- They ranged fin age from 2
to 15.and hadr an aferage age of about éight,

. The mothers worke§ with the children about 70% of the tine.
About 107 of the children worked with a brother or sigter.
- . P s

.

° The childreén watched about two ard one half to’ three hours of
television a day. The first gradefi}seemed to watch les;
television than the others.

DID THE RAINBOW KITS IMPROVE STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?

L2

No, at least not YyeC. At no grade was there a difference in :hg gains
made by the participants and the control groups. Lf involving parents
in ipstructiona; activities has a general pffect of increasipg the
parents' involvement in other, more sighificant 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.

- . *
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TITLE T EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PROGRAM

T def IS THE TITLE I EARLY CHILDHOGD PROGRAM7

Ihe Title I Program has a number of full-day early,childhood classes
for four-year-olds. During this, the third yea f the programﬁ Title I
pre-k classes were located at Brown (2 classes), Maplewoad, Normam, ~
Ortega, Rosewood, and Sims. In addition, a class at Ridge:op, and a
tlass at Rosewood were funded 50% by Title I and 50% by Title I Migrant.

. DID THE TITLE 1 PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM CONTINUE TO SHOW THE
LARGE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF PREYIOUS 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 3. However, fhis year's gain

was smaller than :hell6 point gain obtained last year.

b
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g s
(3] g
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. f"- , %, Happy . ’
g " Talk
_Figure 5. AVERAGE sc.u}’ SCORE GAIN 3Y TITLE I, TITLE I MIGRANT,
AND HAFPY TM.! FOUR-YEL&-OLDS *

»
- '

DID ?LASSROOM OBSERVATION SUGGEST ANY REASON ~WHY THIS
YEAR' S GAIN WAS LESS?

The Title I Migrant Evaluation did a few observatidns in each Title I

pre~k class in order to have a comparison group for thefr observations.

The rasults suggest that a change in the use of instructional time occurred
.this year. A decrease in formal, adult-led instructional time_and 3n
increase in informal instruction may have Veen related to the drop in
achievement gain.
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DO FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS CONTINUE ‘TO MAKE /00D GAINS IN
KINDERGARTEN ¢

=

Both last year’'s and this year's evaluations have shown that the former
spre-~k.studerdts entered kindergarten scoring above their classmates.
They did not Zose their prekindergarten gains during the summer. How-
ever, by the Cikhe fhey entered first grade, the students are no longer
outscoring their kindergarten classmates. '

—

-It seems likely that kindergarten teachers do not respond to the

inlcial advantage of the farma:a#;ghk.studenta in ways that main-

tain their relarivelw hiph zeht ent lewel thranghnut the ~ear
[ ]

' | BEST G722

~ THE HAPPY TALK PROGRAM

HOW DID THE HAPPY TALK .PROGRAM DO THIS YEAR? | .

\ 7
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 :he week.

The 1979-80 Happy Talk participants nade a significantly greater gain
in achievement than a control group of nonparticipants. This year's
students did not. Evaluation results suggested that the Happy Talk
Program may have been more’successful with the high-achieving children
in the program than with the lower-scoring ones. As in last year's
evaluation, the Happy Talk participants did not make ;%ins ag large

as tho8e of the Title I pre~k students.

A - —

" THE- SUMMER AT-HOME READING PROGRAM

WHAT WERE THE RgdeTs OF THE EVALUATION OF THE 1980 sumMeRr
AT-HOME PROGRAM?

Title 1 offered a home-based summer Lnstfuctional 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
conslstent with those of o:hg; evaluations of summer programs both in
and out of the Dis:ric: 1~

X-1t

#
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. | The summér students did not make larger achievement gains than
fheir'matrhed concrnls -

The program was like the Rainbow Kits in that it was very popular with
* the parents ahd children, but it didgnoc have any measurable impact on

achievement. There was some evtdence to suggest that ‘the match between

student achievement level and fit difficulty level heeded.improvement.

, !

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT

&
-

Apart from evaluation, the only other activities funded by Title I were
those of the Parental Invqlvemenc'Compdnent, which had two =main chrusts.
a. to see that campus and districtwide parent advisory councils
(PAC's) were establdshed aﬁﬁwmeeting regularly, and \
b. to provide training to the paregts of Title I students about \
i . topics of interest to them. ,
Each Title I school had apcommunify representative or a campu$ contact
person to arrange PAC activitiaes at the school. The prhncipal also
designated either the Title I/Migrant Parental Involvement Specialist,
a campus staff member, or the school's Title I Reading Gvdrdinator as
\ the person responsible for seein§ that PAC activitles were 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 Distrié%gide PAC sneezings and two Districtwide PAC

) Workshops were held. P®blie*schools held 71 local campus PAC wmeetings,
and’ nonpublic Title I schools held four. The total attendange at
districtwide and lacal meetings was 1158 and 347 respectively.

-

Figure % shows that two obj&ctives were met and three were not

Other findings showed: .
' a. that those schools for 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.fiighest, and

c. that elected PAC. members attended about 30% of the meetings
on their campus.

i
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m' D Y AL lesat mwo partn: training sessicns for Districewide
PAC aembers will be hald durisg the 1980-31 school year.

. D At least ona paTent from sach 1‘::1.. I school will be
trained.

A dalmds of thres staff development sessicos or zeat-
m !ng: wvill Se held by the Title I/Title I igrans Paren-
n “ tal Iovelvemanc Specialist for cotmunity rapresentatives
x o and/or campus patentil involvessnt comtact Jersons. -

L]
. D At lesat two pareat training sessions will be nald o2
Tifle [ campuses during the 138031 school year.

D m At tesat 10 Parvents will be traioed on eadh cazpus.
Z

Figure 6. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT CCMPONENT CBJECTIVES. h

-

| WHAT CAN i€ LEARN FROM THIS YEAR’S EVALUATION?

»

The major conclusions from the 1980-81 *Title I Evaluation which have
importance for planning have been highlighted in the £oregoing sSummary.
They are listed below.

' Using Title I and local funds to lower the pupil:teacher
ratlo to approximately 15 1 apparently producad an effective
' d compéxsatory education program. I.o'd-achieving students in
the program made a full year's growth, two grade equivalent
months more than similar students in other schools.
] Across _grades low~ach1ev1ng students benefited more from che
lower pupil: teacher ratio than higher achieving students.

. Observations suggest that the lowe of the pupil:teacher ratio

had a greater effect on the quality of instructional time
¢ than on the quantity of instructional time.

o The schoolwidae project tsachers believe that the project’s
effectiveness would cease if the pupil teacher ratio exceedad .
18:1..

1 ’
.

. Zﬂere i3 no evidence of a consistent, ﬁhqitive impact of the
gular 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 I
' : students.
° By the beginning of the first grade, former Title I prekinder-
garten students are no longer scoring higher than their
classmates, .
35 ' v
» Large numbers of parents gr tlg appreclated having specific,
. planned instructional activitied that they can do with their
children at home. ’
] Summer At-Home Program participants did not make larger
achievement gains than theit matched controlsi

o S ¥
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TITLE T MIGRANT

APPENDIX A
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PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST (PPVT)
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The Pesbody Picture Vecapulary Test (PPVT) L3 a scandardized vocsbulary cest whiga
provides an eecimate of che subject's verbal abllity It i3 individually adminis—
coki. uacimed, and the itezs aheghudjeccs taxe depend om chelr age and cheir

.

e asae.

.
\
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3% ko= 733 the fmyto—emt dcdmicistasece’
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The “grant and Tiels I Fea-wizdergarcen studeats, aod Title 1 Zappv Talz Arogran
sartisipancs.

-

ew 2amy 3izas s I3e fostve—enr adoinigearad’

*wice to exca studest. STudents vate rasacaly assizgned Form A or Torm 3 Ior the
Pratest. and theu che altermate form a3 zivea to chez for the postrest,

Wesd sad the frgr——emw pomdsmdgeered?

The prectests veare iddminiscersd between Cotover 15, 290 and “ovempar », .780 41ad
coe POSCLests sere adaindiscered betveea April 11, 1981 and vav 7, 1981,

-

~OATe F13 Tha ‘=gtrm—enT jcmdoissarea’

Each child was tesced lndividudlly by a fester .3 tae hall, ezpey rooa, explv oriige.
or Jhatevar place che school “ad zade available for che zesging

Sro dezrimigtarid 1he i=yrmmmanms’ ¥
“he Title [ Migranc Evaluacor, a Sitle I evaluacion assiscane, or cae of five
ax-ceadhars alrgd specifically fer PPYT rescing. .

Foas tTeizisz 442 the acmisdgTTisocy e’

P

Zach taster was provided lnstruciion im ziviag the ®PVT ¥2d oractice ia izs
adzinistration with several 20n-AlSD childrea.

Fas sme fasommess jemi=iscsved smder grasdazifoss ssmdizdchy?
Tes. b \ )
v’
ZTeza '."n:s“%r:t-;m rizs Ihg {-gee—gume g= rhg jgmf-dgewpaiem chgw mizes
adfgen = g iaiTr 22 ive 2371’ .
JIscs 3 2257 sd er H
Note wvere ldenpifisd. !
. _ '
Tho _deTelsoed The oyiT—anz’ , " p
wioyd 4. Juma, Ph.D. , R ' s
" L

“
- -

Thag T3ligsiodie~ 122’ malidic~ dama 1.:4 a7t abla m tvs ‘ageTrrages’
e 2PVT cest aasual provided ‘exteosive infermation on test d.v.xoput\t. SOTHE,
raliabilivy, validizy/ ectc.

"
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PEABODY PICTURE-VOCABULARY TEST . ”

Purpose

.

- H : ’
The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVI) was administered to migrant and
Title I pre-K students and Happy Talk Parcictpants in order to gather lnfor-
mation relevant to the followlng decision and evaluation quegtions.

Migrant

Decision Question D1: Should the pre-K Instructiocnal Component be
continued as it 1is, wodified, or delected? '

! Evaluation Question Dl-1: Wer€ the achievement objectives met?

Evaluation Question Dl-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?

Informacion Need I17. How many migrant students were pre- and posttested by
- . grade level? . ‘ . ' .

¢

‘ ' Ticle T

Decisiod Question D4: Should the Title I Early Childhood Education
Program be contdinued as it is, discontfnued, or modified? If so how?

Evaluacion -Question D4-1: Was|the objective of the Early Child-

hoqg Education Program met?

]
. Bappy Talk

Decision Quesci;h DS: Should the Happ | Talk Progrim be continued as
it is, discontinued, or modified? If sp how? -

' ~

¢ . |
- Evaluation Questiod D5-1: Were the objectixes 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?

. Procedure

The Peabodf-Pic:ure Vocabulary Test (PP¥TI) was ;dministered as ; bre:es:
(October 15, 1980-Npvember 7, 1980) and a posttast (April 21, 1981-May 7, 1981,

L] A

[
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for all Title I and migrant pre~kindergarten students and all Happy Talk
participants. All tests were adminigtered in English.

Since the PPVT i3 an individually-administered test, several ex-teachers
were hired to assist with the pre- and posttesting. They were given train-
ing in both jatdministration (and scoring) of the PPVI. Practice training
sesslons were conducted before both the pre- afdd posttesting. With the
fooperation of both the University Day Care Center and Brentwood Day Carg
Center, the testers got acTwal practice glving 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 agd B. Both forms 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 forggwas glveh to the child for the posttest, Therefore each
child with. both a Pre- 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 them of the PPVD pretesting. Early in October the Migrant
Evaluator and the Title I Evaluation Assistant scheduled the ‘pre-K teachers ~
for testing (see Attachment 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
were tested in thelr homes. Although all testing was conducted in Eaglish, a
Spanish-speaking testdr tested the Happy Talk participants to facilitate
communication with their pareats, Make-up.testing was conducted the week after
the regular testing with the teachers'’ and the Happy Coordinator's coopera-

tion. . ~ S

In mld December the pre-K teachers were sené their students pretest results
(see Attachmert A-3) 1in the form of percentile bands. - Ihgse bands were calcu-
lated based on.the pretest scores of the migrant ,Title I, and Happy Talk
pdrticipants combined. Attachment A-4 1s a sample of a class report sent.

The Happy Talk Coordinator/also recelved this information for Happy Talk parti-
clpants. - .

e *

On April 1 Title I and Migrant pré-kindergarten teachers were sent a memd (see

Attachment A-3 for the memo sent to Migrant ggachers) to advise them of the

posttesting dates. The teachers calleM ,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-
L]

ers’' and the Happy Talk Coovdinator's coggifatign.
The pre-kindergartensteachers received their cladses' scores and class gains

the last day of school.” A mems (Attachment A-6) explained the results. Each |
teacher was glven codparison data for their’ program. Attachment A-7 Lls a sample
class printout. ’

¥ - \ ‘
4

The PPVIs yere all handscored by ORE staff or the testers. All test scoring
was double or triple,checked to assure accuracy of the results.:
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The administration procedures for the PPVT were followed very strictly. Ay
gtudent for whom a basal was not obtained was considered to have a i
possibly invalid score and was excluded from the galn analyses. Also any

other score that was congldered suspect was marked posslbly Lnvalid and not

used in the analyses. Teachers and the Happy. Talk Coordinatpr were asked

to indicate which students were Spanish dominant (or other-than+tEngllsh
dominant) before the children were tested. Nome of the procedures were changed,
but 4 separate analyses was done on gains to see how the Spanlsh~dominant
children did in comparison to the English-domimant children. See £ttachment
ATS. Since the Spanish-dominant students did as well (and in some caseg better)
on the Peabody given in English, their test results were included in the apnal-
yses. The gains analyses and the other analyses reported on in this appendix
include only those children for whom there are valid pre- anQ>posttest scores.
- The PPVT scale score was the %core used in the analyses, N
The PPVT fita’ were keypunched and verified at Southyest €ducational Development
Lab (SEDL) as per the card file layout in Attachment A-9. The data are?;tored
at AISD on files: EVPPEA8L 0101 = pretest dJata, ¥VPPEASL QLQ2 = posttest data,
EVOPEASL 0103 = pre/posttest data merged, and EVOPEASL 0104 = pretest and post-
test only datd (the data file used for the analyses). -Control file EVOPBSRT
gorts the data by school, teacher, form, and name. EVOPBSRT 0102 sorts by
teacher name and scale scofes. Control file EVODISTP was used to run the fre-
quencies of the various PPVT scores. EVPPBCNT was used to’ count the pre= and
posttest scores and averages of students with Spafdish-dominant and Engllsh-
dominant language codes, EVOREGRNOLOL was the control file used to rum all

the linear medel analysif. The control data for the Happy Talk analysis are

on EV@CONOL01. ,
- } /]

Results

Except for qpe achievement of the Title I and migrant 'cbjectives, the analy-
ses used to answer the evaluatlon questions wete llnear models {these mddels
were analyses of covarlance using the slopes and intercepts tests). A
prototypic model for comparing gains and controlling for pretest scores ls
in Attachment A-10. Omnly students in all three programs that had valid

pre- and posttest scores are included in the analyses. Attachment A-N
shows the frequency distribution of PPVT scale scores-pretest, posttest,

. and gains for migrant students. Attachment A-12 presents the frequency

distribution (pré, post, and gaips) of PPVT scale scores ¥or Title Ivstu-

dents, The frequency distribution of the PPVT scale scores (pre, post, and

gains) are listed in Attachment A-13. ' s
Migrant ¢

Evaluation Question DI-1: Were CherachLevemEEE\gbjecclves net?

The migrant objectives set three performance levels (A, B, and C) for gailns
on the PPVT. Students at “the A level made a standard score of 100 or more
on the pretest and were expegted to make 0-5 points galn on the posttest,
#tudents at the B level (preglst score of 99-86) ngeded 6-19 standard score

by

. LD R
Y ‘)
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[N poilnts to reech the 4 level Pt National median. The C level (85 or lower)

on the pretest needed 20 or’ more points to reach the A level. 1In Figure
A-l 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 gain.
As can be noted frbm 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. Io 1s difficult
+ L0 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.

L4
"N N
. / Parcent of Studsidgs..  Percent of Students Percent of Students
, Performance Scoring ac Eacl? "Scoring at Each Galns Pre~ Making Gains at
laval Lavel-Precest , lLaval-Postea®t to Postresc Each Level
\ Standard 212 402 0-5 vz
score of ; standard
p100 or scores
aore (a) . points
v a
Standard 272 ' n 6=19 g 1 H
score of 1% standard
99-86 () v . scores
A points i
Sandard s2z 282 20 or mere 392
score of standard \
- 85 or less score T,
(Y ?" / points . .
Figure A-1 E ‘ﬂGRANT STUDENT PRETEST, POSTTIEST, AND GAINS MADE ON
: . THE PPVT IN TERMS OF THE HIGRANT APPLICATION OBJECTIVES.
/ »
* The average gain for the migrant students was 9.63 scale score points.
ﬂ

Evaluation Question D1-2, How do the pre/posttest gains made by the
migrant students on the PENT compare with the pre/posttest gains made
by, the Title I pre~K studengs?

In Atfachment A-l4 are documented the analyses conducted tp compare

Title I and migrant gains on the PPVI. The two programs did show gainmns ,
° 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 1s i1llustrated in the graph

in Figure A-3. 2n
~ V)
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A A M __‘;4‘. 1
' . PRETEST SCORE .o )
Group N Tos0.. 1. \
’ . ¥. & 90 100
- ) {7\ iw
L
— ’

Title 1 122, ° sé.g 89.1 94.1 5 99.0 104.9

< rMigrant 94 . 74,5 81.6 88.7 96.2 104.4 -~
- v r
Difference ” $.4 7.5 5.4 2.8 .5
%igure | ' ; :
igure A-2. PREDICTED POSTIEST SCORES AT SELE&EED PRETEST VALUES -FOR
TITLE I AND MIGRANT PRE-XK STUDENTS. ¥

L4

In Attachment-A-~15 are the analyses conducted to compare T:ile I, migrant,
and Happy Talk gains. These analyses found the three groups to be signif-
icantly different from each other. These differences cap be noted in

Figure A~3. The Happy Talk and migrant lines have quite different slopes.

-

Miscellaneous s . ‘ ' -

. Analyses ofhcovarignce were also performed to compare the gains made by the
9 pre~K classes (7 Migradt and the two split-funded Title I/Migrant classes).
These are documented in Attachment A-16. No significant differences were
noted among the classes, indicating overall galns were generally the same-

~\_‘/” over the pregran regardless of which class students were in.

PR ) " Title I

LS

Evaluation Question D5-1. Was the objecéive of the Early Childhood Edueq;
tion Program met? _ » . )

In Pigure 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 aggassment of these stratified objectives is very difficult;
however,. it appears that fewer students made as Jgh galns as were expected
and more made lower gains than were expécted, jg’

-
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L3
| Standard Score T
Gain Expected Gains Actual Gains
. - 3
21 o wore 422 . 5%
T points
11-20 points 20% - 22%
. T L }\ R
6-10 points 147 14% -
1-5 points 16% 7% i
0 points or )
4 less . - 8% 327
S —
Figure A-4. EXPECTED AND ACTUAL GAINS ON THE PPVT FOR MEASUREMENT
OF -THE TITLE I OBJECTIVES.
The average gain made by the 122 Title I students pre- and posttested was
- 10.84 scale score poilnts.
Miscellaneous —
As was. done with Migrant classes, analyses were conducted to compare ga\i%‘:g'.
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. - "
_ﬁxg ] Happy Talk
A\
Evaluation Question D5-1. Were the objectives of the Happy Talk Program
met? 5 »
l.ﬂ Happy Talk participants will demonstrata a significantly higher
vocabulary achievement level than a control group of nompartici-
. . pants, as measured by pre- and post. adminidtrations of the PPVT
e ¢ (p< .05 level of significance ). ™
d - - 3,3
v ‘ ) 28
'\) A-8

tERIC- ‘




: \
-~

80.71

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 a2 home-~based instructional 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
repregentative usually takes a toy or a book to use in doing the lesson. ,
The mother i3 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 covarlance (documented in Attac?ment A-13) revealed no dif-
ferences between the two groups, l.e., on the average the Happy Talk
participants did not show 2 larger gain than the control group. However
the analyses did reveal that the regression slopes for the two groups

were curvilinear and umequal. Therefore, while og the average, the Byoups
may not have differed significantly, the predicted posttest score for one
group might bave 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 achleving
rather than lower achieving students.

PRETEST SCORE

Group i 75 80

Happy Talk 45 78.4

Control 26 77.9
o

Difference

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 average, Jparticipants
gained only about 6.7 scale score points. Forty-two percent made gains
‘of 10 points or higher.
Evaluation/ Question D3-2. How did the achievement gains made by Happy
Talk participants compare with those made by Early Childhood Education
Program participants? _

a3 )
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13

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 scores. Thed analyses also indicated that the dif-
ferences between groups were not the same across all levels of the pre-
test. In Figure A-6, 1t ca noted that the difference between the
groups 1s greater at low prgtest scores than at higher pretest scores.
These differences are also illustrated in Figure A-3. That is, Happy
Talk students were closer to the Title I students on the posttest when
they had a high pretest scgore, i3 finding provides further evidence
that the Happy Talk Program was more effegtive with higher achieving
childrem than with lowergachieving ones.

o .

Group a0 85 90 B85

Title I Pre~k 122. 89.2  90.7  92.4 \ 9.2  96.2  98.3  100.6

Rappy Talk 45  78.9 8.0 83.3 85.7 8.3  9L.0  93.9

‘9.7 9.1 8.5 7.9 7.3 6.7

Difference

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

~

A=10
¢




80.71

160 =

POSTTEST
g
L Y

L X ]

itele T T L LT ATy I
wigraat
Zarpy Talk

iy >

—_—

g ey e b b

Figure A~-3. DIFFERENCES AMONG THE SCALE SCORES FROM
PRE~ TO POSTIEST ON THE PPVT BY MIGRANT
AND TITLE I PRE~-KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS
AND HAPPY TALK PARTICIPANTS.
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80.71 T . ’ Attachment A-1

» - .

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCEOCL DISTRYST
0ffice of Research and Evalusgion .

"\ Septeaber 30,. 1980

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

FROM: :Eavid Loss, Titke I Evaluator
@%}herine Christner, Title I Migrant Evaluator

SU’BJEC’]:'}\l Pre-K Achievement Pretest -

S

Y
b}

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 administer the Peabody
Picturs Vocabulary Test (PPVI). The PPVT is belng used this year as the
achievement test to measure pre~K achievement gains.

The PPYT is an individuallygﬁin.‘l_uerad test. Tou will not be required to
administer this test as we have trained testers to do this., There will
be no practice tast needed. We plan to try to test all the students in one
class during a morning period. The actual edministration time for each child
should be only 15 to 20 \minu:es

Thank you for your cooperation.

I;\pproved.% )éé e i A
- Diractor, O0ffice of Research~-and Evadluation

- N
Approved : /12_//_;/»}5/ ;l?/ﬁj 1424 2

Acting Director, ‘Elemantary Educaci?}:' .
!

CC:rxst

cc: Las Laws . s
Oscar Cantt -
José Mata

Timy Baranoff
Principals with Pre-K Teachars 32

h -

a2 . /
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N 80,71 . - . ) Attachment A-2
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT  ~ ,
_ +Office+of Research and'Ev¥aluation <
October 14,.1980 . » =
\ »

T0: ¥igrant Pre-K ‘Tu.m S °
FROM: Ca T s gratat Evaluator
SUBJECT: Confirmation of Peabody Picturt Vocabulary Test

Y

This is to remind you that your claaé 1s scheduled to take the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test on . .

The testers will be @ of the following: Nancy Manning, Eva Costilla, or
Catherine Christner. The tasters will arrive during the breakfast period to
set up and beglin testing whenever breakfast is finished. Each child will
be tasted individually and should be out of class for only 15 to 20 aminutes.
The testing should be completed before the lunch period begins.

We really appreciate your cooparation. o
‘ -~

CC:rxf ' . .

Approvad: ,6—)/

ctor, Qffice of Rhsearch and “Evaluation ‘

Approved: ’@M/ /

- Acting Director, Elementary Educa

& 4

cc: Lee Laws - Oscar Canti - José Mata >

Principals of Schools with Migrant Pre-K Teachers ) T,
Allison - October 30, 1980 ° Ortega - October 21, 1980
Brooka - October 29, 1980 Ridgetop - Qctober 28, 1980

Dawson =~ October 22, 1980 Sanchez = October 15, 1%80

Matz -

October 23, 1_980 St., Elmo -~ October 16l 1980

-

e
:




——
.

[~ ,
in“__‘ '
80:71 , v, ) _Al:l:achmenl: A—3
o AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT .
. ', Office of Research and Evaluatiocn Vs
. * December 17, 1980
a
—~—
T0: Title I and Title I Migrant Pre-X Teachers

FROM: David&s and Cache Q(ristngr

SUBJECT: Peabody Pretest Score Results

Enclosed are the results for your class from t:h'e/Peabody Plceyre yocabu.!.ary
Testing done earlier this fall. In order to make these scores more peaning-
ful to you, we have translated the results into percentile bands. Any test
scors i3 only an estinmate of 2 student's achievement level. The perrentile
bands describe a range of scores within whick, the student’'s '"true' score is
1ikely to fall. These percentile bands are provided for your information, | _
and not suggested for use in instructional placexment. ' ’ :

Please feel free to call us if you have any quastions. Tha posttesting will
be in April. You will be sent more information about_ this at a later date.

.;-—\’ ’ . -
‘r—-\ hr - - -
Approved L—x"" 7 * / P AN s :-'Ké,' ydi

‘—~Oirectsr, Orfice of Résearch an§ Evaluation

Approved: *
Acting Director, Elementary Educ

CC:rxf
Enclosures .

cc: Lea Laws ,
QOscar Cantu )
Josa Mata .
Principals of Schools with Pre-X Teachers J
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89.71 N Attachment A-5

~ !

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Qffice of Rasearch and Evaluation

April 1, 1981 .
. ) 4 >
TO: Title I Migrant Pra=K Teachars i /
FROM: CathemLLgLﬁ%istnar . .,

SUBJECT: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Postte

The posttesting of the prekindergarten students with the Peabody +1ll be
April 21 through April 24 and April 28 through May l., As in the fall,
trained testars will administer tha test to each student individually.

Wa will try to test all the students in one clas§ during a corniag perilode.
The actual time per child will be only‘ > to 20 ndnutes.

Please call ma to_arrange a convenient “time for us to come out and comduct
the tes:ing. We can schedule only one school ped morning.

i
Thank you for your cooperation. ;

Approved: __ T BTN /s

Directsr, 0ffice of Re and Evaluazion
. w \ -
Agprovcd: .
Acting Director, Eleamenta ucation ,
\ .

CC:rzf .
cc: lee Laws

Oscar Cantu

Jose Mata

Timy Baranoff

Principals with Migrant Pre—X Teachers

A=16




80.71 ’ Attachment A-6 %

. AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCEOOL DISTRICT
0ffice of Rasearch and Evaluarion

?ay 27, 1981

’

. X

Tizle I g\nd Migrant Pre-X Teachers ~ay

Catherine Christmer and David Doss

SUBJECT: Peabody Posttast Scores

o~

Enclosed are the results from the posttesting of your srudents., For each
student posttesced, you will find a posctasc scale scors. If the student
vas also pratesced, he/she will have a pratest score lisced and the gain
zade from pre- to posczasc, Students for whom you had indicatad a domi~
ocant language other chan English, ¥1ll have an ascerisk by their name. I we
falz a studenc's score might cot be valid, "possibly invalid” is lListad

for that child.

for each class and each program we have compufed an averaga pretest score,
in average posctiest score, and an averige gain, These data for your class
and your program are included for your informarionm.

CC:1lg
Enclosuras

APPROVED: /p‘ ,317“67, J ‘//")4:7.‘.&51{(:.’- '

cc:

armvm.:,f’:"' j %W‘-{

Dirsctog, O0ffice of Research and Evaluation 4

Diraccor, Rlamentazy Educaticn/
» V4 -

-

Timy Baranoif )

Les Lavs , .

Oscar Cantu . ) -~
José Maca w q .

) XN




PEIAI‘OD‘I’ SCALE SCORE RESULTS - TITLE [ AND MIGRART = °Teacher 08/04/ 481
udent SCALE SCORES eoss fIR9° o
AT . PRE  POST GAIN LANG  INVALID N =
y -4
99 -
v 't . 18 110 32
- 19 92 13
. 98 _ 9l 5
. 80 17 )
. 91 1t4. 23
82 100 18
\ 3¢ 9 51 .
* -~ 61
98 116 18
86 9% 8
1e . 112 4
. 15 85 10 :
! 84 111 21 .
83 112 29 .
10t L4 13 . . .
. 9% 104 10
15 100 25
90 117 21
. CLASS TOTALS : 1444 1508 )22
i STUOENTS PRETESTEN 17 STUDERFS POSTTESTED 19 STUDENTS WITH VALID GAIN 17 -
o CLASS AVERAGES 86.96 100.42 18.94
TITLE | PROGRAM YOTALS 10856 13379 1348 . ‘
STUDENTS PRETESTED 12¢ STUDENTS PCSTTESTED 1238 STUDENTS WITH VALID GAIN 122
TITLE | PROGRAH AVERAGES Bt.16 S6.95 11.05 X
. ; . MIGRANT PROGRAH TOTALS 8628 10891 914
STUDENTS PRETESTED 110 SPYDENTS POSYTESTED 125 STUDENTS WIYH VALID GAIN 94
HIGRANY PROGRAM AVERAGES 18.44  B5.5) 6.12
»
L . a’
( r
* "
. . » [+
| 9
o
L]
40 B
- v -2
(o 4
- 34

ERIC

-
S I i S
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Gain
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COMPARISONS OF PEABODY SCALE SCORE
GAINS BY SPANISH AND ENGLISH
LANGUAGE DOMINANCE OF PRE~K STUDENTS

* Title I

Spanish Dominant
English Dominant

. #

oo,

Spanish Dominant
English Déminant

>

-

Mean - !
11,33 3
10.77 //N123
10.50 18
9,27 91 -
JI"'."—-‘.
-

Attachment A-8
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- . Pnge_l__uf_?___
FILE ID _A [P [ N CARD FILE LAYOOT I.OCATION: * '
. . e o
PROGRAM: Title I Migrant AISD e
.~ - 4 ::
EAR: 1380-81 - __UT PF ' .
. - o : ¢ acct, pase. file name "
CONTENTS: Title I Pre-K, Migrant Pre-K,, and Happy Talk Peabody Teasting Program
‘'Fleld { Columns Description - -
A 1-3 File 1D=APN
5-25 dlame (last name [lrst)
: 26-26 Sex (l=female; 2=male)
1 27-29  lschd®l
»‘ 30-31 Teacher (see attached list) . N
lﬁ . -
ﬁ 32-32 Teater (1=BB; 2=yM; 3=CC; 4=NL; S5=EC; 6=NM, 7=F0; 8=CB) ’
. n " .
33-34 Age *(in montha)
35-35  |Form (1=A; 2=B)
. 4 36-36 Programt (1=Title I Pre-K; 2=Migrant Pre-K; 3=Happy Talk)
37-37 Language, dominant (1=English; 2=Spanish; 3 = Other)
< ik
38-38 Basal (1l=yes; 2=no) a0
: i . ﬁn
39-139 Time of year (l=preteat; 2=posttest) / ,..E'
, ! N - e og
. 40-41 _Raw score’ Fret
) N ” i 33
A 42-44 Scale acore M A
iy~ P 3 x
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- 7 J

Pnge 2 of 2

FILE 1D A JP N CARD FILE LAYOUT LOCATION: s
. @
PROCRAM: Title I Migrant AISD P ’ e
~d
YEAR: 1980-81 - . s_UT PP : '
B occt. pass, file name
CONTENTS: Title I Pre-K. M grant Pre-K, and Mappy Talk Peahody Tegring Pragram
— -
Field | Columsds Description
» ' rd =
45-46 Percentile score ' . .
' | 47-47  |Possibly tnvalid (l=yes) | "
48-48 Race/ethnicity (1 = American Indlan, 2 = Black, 3 = Aajan, 4 = Hispanic, )
y —_—
5 = Anglo) /
X
g
’ ’ . rd
¢
- . ’fo??;
- 58
"o
= [ s \
: 5 E’
. c.
. . . [«]
) £
T o . 5
A T - B o
. x
. [2]
(o8]
. a4 : \  SE-
\ " -




80,71 Attachment A-9
, : . (continued, page 3 of

by

’ PRE-K SCHOOL LIST

.. 0l "',B‘."OU'R 1 (FergusQn)
02 %-Brown 2 (Martin)
03 -Q'Laplewood

>

04 = %omn TITLE I

. - : H
: o 05 » Drtega
. 06 » Rpsewood

07 = $ims,

. 08 = Ridgetop
‘: : 50% TITLE 1/507% MIGRANT
09 = Résewood . X
: +

- " . a

‘70 = Allison

7 ,
i.l
. 12“- Dawscn

¥
Brodke .

13 -'gmcz MIGRANT

14 = Ortega

o~

15 = St. Elmo
” . . ' 16 = Sanchez

' 17 = Happy Talk 3 >

A-22
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80.71 Attachment A-10

.
PROTOTYPIC MODELS FOR COMPARING GROUP GAIYNS
\' v
, i} (3) (%) (6 (N (8) +E
Model J- l b4 ‘aOU + alx + a3X + a&x + asx + a5X
. - (3) (4) (5) (8)
Hodel 2: Y a..,U + asx + agx + amx + aux + E
_ . (3) (4) (8)
!‘riodcl 3: b4 alzll + anx + aux + alsx + E '
. . (2) .. (8
Model 4: 4 a16U + anx + alex + E ]
(2)
‘a Model 5: I= algU + azox + E ‘
Where,
Y = postrast '
u = unit vegtor
X(Q = pretest
X(3) = pretest i{f a member of Group 1l; 0, otherwise
3 ]
X(a) = pretest if a member of Group 2; 0 otherwise ,
3(5) = xcz) squared
x(s) = 1(3) squared
xm' = x(“) squarad
»*
X(B) = 1 L{f a oember of Group 1l; 0, otherwise f
E = ERROR (
f
44;-
Q N A-23
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* Attachment A-11
80.71 (Page 1 of 6)

-
N »

JSTAT = AMALYSIS v8 = PEARQODY TESTING PROGRAM e= 4[GRANT

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIXZBLE # )| (PRETEST SCaL: |
AELATIVE A0JUSTED CUMULATIVE
A8 SOLYTE FREQ FREQ FREQ
CODE FRE] (et (ACT.} (PCT.) . E
I8, l. lel lel 1.1
,/
) 3. e 1ol 1ol 7 2. 7
R 1. 1.1 1.1 1.2 '
. ! 49, 1. 1.1 1.1 4.3
- 53, 2. 2.1 2.1 5eb ’
5. l. 1.1 1.1 Teb '
. . J
4% le el lel 3.5 .
. N a
13 sb. l. l.l l.L QOé .
57. lo lol lol < laob .
sa, l. tel 1.1 2 11.7 .
59, 2. 2.1 Y 2.1 «3.3
60, 1. 1.1 Lal 14.3
&l l. 1.1 1.1 16.3
82, l. l.1 1.1 17.0
Lhe 2. 2.1 2.1 19,1 .
— 65 2. 2.1 24 21.3 ’
' . (:6- 2. 2.1 2.1 230"
R 2. 2.1, 2.1 FIR
* el " rl
59, 3. 1.2 2, 29.7
) ’ 72, le 1ol ‘141 29.3 4
N . 1. P 2.1 2.1 31.9
' Ts. lo lol lol * 33.0 .
18, 1. 1.1 " 1. 14,2 "
HLR l. 1.1 1,1« 35,1 .
* ' 7 L ] L ] .l ! l. 3&.2
9 1 1 \ . /
v ' . 0 2. 241 2.1 33,3 .
. 8l y L 1.1 1.1 35ee \
{
A2, e 3.2 3.2 LN 2%
1%, 3. 3.2 3.2 .7
15, 1. 1.1 1.1 %443
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) N " Attachment A-il
(continued, page 2 of 6)
- , \
/se. 'l Lo} t.l «1.€
a7, l. 1.1 Y{;r 4349
383, T 1.f’ 50,0 -
a9, 2 ) 2.1 2.1 7 5241 . S
© 90, 3. 3.2 20 55,3
Sl. le 1.1 1.1 S4eo
52, . 3 3.2 AT 55 . v
3. 4y 43 4.3 53.8
54, 4. 43 7 4ed £4.1
9%, . Le Lol 1.l 89,1
LI 2. 2.1 2.1 7103 ‘ -
$7. 2 2.1 2.1 73,0 .
99, . L. s el Lol 748
. 109, 4y T 43 43 78,7 ‘
101. 2. 2.1 2.1 8¢,% '
102, le Lol 1ol 8L.9
103. l. lel lel 33,3
10%. le .1 1.t 8403
'_,las. 3. 32 1.2 37,2 “
105, 1. Lol L 8.3
108. l. * Ll 1.1 89,4
199. lo w l.1 l.1 9C. s _ '
. 7 3. 3.2 3.2 . 93.8 ’ .
1., 2. 2.1 2.1 95,7
Llé. 2. 2.1 2.1 37,5
116. . 1.t lol $3.9
127 le ¢ P S O | 1992 .
T sé. 100.¢ 100.0°
VALID CASESs  S& ‘ X
YISSING CASES= O )
wEANS 84,3406 . VARIANCEs  379,.79&3 )
STD. DEVe 19,4386 STO, ERRe  2,3131
VAXLWUMN®  127,0000 — 4iNIvgws 38,3000
RANGE® 50,2000




Attachment A-l} 4
80.71 %
: . o (continued, page 3 of‘ 6)
- ‘ y .
_ ) . .
DISTAT = ANALYSLIS 48 = PEABODY TESTING PROGRAM == dIGAANT P
FREQUENCY OJISTRISBUTION FOR VARIASLE # 2 (POSTTEST SCaL: 1
. : < ;
- RELATIVE .\WTED CYMULATIVE
- ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREY
. ccoe FREQ (PCT ) (7CT.) (pCT,) .
2. l. 1.1 lel l.1
40, l. "lel lal - 2.1 )
i a7, . 1.1 1.1 3.2
- 55, 1. 1.1 1.t 4.3 .
", s, 2. 2.1 2.1 €% :
-~ . .
65. l- l-l l-l 7-‘ >
58. . l. 1-1 l-l - S.S
« ) C49. 2. 2.1 2.1 19.68
70. 1. 1.1 1.1 11.7 . ,’
) 72. 1. 1.1 1.1 12.3
75. 1. 1.1 1.1 13.% - '
’ . 75. 1e 1.1 1.1 14.5
78. 3. 3.2 3.2, 12,1 .
7%, le 1ol 1.1 15.1
T i. lel 1.l 20.2 /
!2- 2. 2-1 - Zpl 22-3
-~ - 23, -2, 2.1 2.k 24.5 -
" as. 1. 1.1 1.1 38,9 ,
' 34, 1. el lel 28644 ’
S -
. 7. 2. 2.1 2.1 29.7
. 19, P ot 4.3 13.3 ,
. 0. 4, Bed Bet 35.6 .
, 41, oy s | 4¢3 43,8
- »
$3. e 43 443 47.9°
TR 2. 2.1 2.1 $0.0
3 .
95, 2. 2.1 2.1 - 82,1
470 l- l-l lil 53-2
Y8a L A ‘lni ‘-.3 57.‘- *
99, . .l . . )
1 1 1.1 53,8 N R
100. le lel 1.1 55,4
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101. 1. 1.1 (

102. 1. lo1

104. 2. 2.1

105. * . 2, 2.1

106, 3. 3.2

Pan

107. 1. 1.1

108. 3e 3.2 ‘

109. 2. 2.1

110, 5. 5,3

11l 2. 2.1

112. e 4e3

114, 3. 3,2

115. 1. 1.1

116, 2. 2.1

117. 2. 2.1

118, l. 1.1

-
119. 1. 1.1
-
120. l. 1.1
132. 1. 1.1
TOTAL 9% . 100.0 10
VALID CASES= 94
MISSING CASES= 0 d
MEAN= 93,4787 VARIANCE=
STD. DEV® 19,0229 * STD. ERR=
MAXIMUM= 132,0000 MIN IMUM=
RANGE= _ 111.0000
Sl -

Attachment A-11
.(coqtinued, page 4 of 6)

l.1 6046
1.1 617
2.1 " 63.8
2.1 6640
3.2 691 )
tel 70.2. -
3.2 73.4
2.1 75.5
5.3, 80.9
2.1 8340
443 87.2 "
3.2 5044
1.1 91.5
2.1 93.6
2.1 95.7
el 2 96,8
1.1 97.9 h
1.1 58,9
1.1 100.0
0.0 .

36148705

1.5621
22.0000




80.71 .

i

A:tachmen: A-11

' {continued, page 5 of 6)
. LN
/
N
DISTAT = ANALYSIS #8 = PEABODY TESTING PRCGRAN ==  YI4AINT
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUT [ON FOR VARIABLE § 3 (SCALE SAIN - ) l .
' RELATIVE ADJUSTED GCUMULATIVE P
ABSOLUTE FRED FREQ FRES
) coce FREQ (°CT) (PCT.) (PCT.) .
w4, 1. Ll lel ‘el
, 40, le "l L.l 2.t ‘
. -26. 1. 141 1ol 3.2 . .
23, 1. 1.1 1.1 4ed ‘
«20. le 1.1 Lol $.3- .
-l2, le 1.1 1.1 beb
. ’ -il. 3 3.2 3.2 et e
-7, 2. 2.1 2.1 1.7 .
. .t, 1, L.l l.1 12.3
‘ -5, R Lol 1.1 13,3 o ' .
., 1 1.1 1.1 1449 .
-3, le Lol 1.1 1.0
-2, . .1 1.1 17.3 )
-l. 2. 2.1 2.1 a0
. Qe . - 2l 2.1 21.3
_ l. ‘2. 2.1 2.1 2976
2. 5. 5.3 03 20.7
3 3. v o3,2 3.2, 3.9
4, 2. 2.1 2.1 3440 h
‘ . 5. 3, 1.2 3.2 37.2
s, 5. 5.3 5.3 a2,
' 8. 3. 3.2 3.2 4S.?
9 3. 3.2 3.2 48,5
10. 3. Y32 3.2 52.1 )
12, 1. oo 7.6 55,8 .
13. 3. 3.2 3.2 62.3
' L4, 3. 3.2 3.2 8643
' 15. 2. .1 2.1 53,1
. 16, 3. 3.2 3.2 1.3




¥

" 80.71 A Attichment A-11
; (continued, page 6 of 6)

— 17. I. 101 /101 :' 72’03 < 'y
18, l. 1.1 .- 1.1 73.4
19. 2o 2el « 2al t 75,5 ‘
20, veo 1.1 1.1 7646
21: 2e 2.1 201 7867 *
. ' 22, 2 2.1 2.1 M.
23, . 2. 1 2.1 33.0
b "
26\ 3, 3,2 3.2 8642
27, b, 4¢3 4e3 90.4
29, T, 1ol 1.1 91.%
31. f 2. . 2.1 2.1 93.5
33, f 2. 2.1 2.1 9547
.38 [ 1. 1.1 11 56.8.
40. * l. 1.1 lel 97 9.
- .45. 1- 101 101 9809’
51, 4 - L. L.l 1.1 100.0
T%TAL ! 9%, 100.0. 100.0

VALI'D CASES= 94
nxsspns CASES= 0
I

MEANK 9, 6383 VARIANCE= 254,7925
STD. DEV= 15,9622 STD. ERRa 1.6464

MAXIMUM=  51.0000 MINIMUM= =44,0000 ’ .
RANGEx  96.0000 .

-~
i




Attachment A-12

80.71 . (Paga.- 1 of 9)
OISTAT = ANALYSIS #7 = PEABODY TESTING PROGBAM == TITLE I
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUT ION FOELyARIABLE # | (PRETEST SCALE )
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
» ABSOLUTE  _FREQ FREQ FREQ
) CODE FREQ {PCT.) (PCT.)  (PCT.)
‘ 26. . 0.8 = 0.8 0.8
*L 36e , l. 0.8 0.8 1.6
37. le 048 0.8 2.5 )
‘43, l. 0.8 0.8 3.3
53. 2. leb 1.6 449
54, 1.{ 0.8 0.8 £.7
57 L. . 0.8 0.8 6.6
6l be } 3.3 3.3 5.8
624 1. 1' 0.8 0.8 1047
65. 20 Tl 1.6 12.3
tbe 2. le6 l.6 13.9
68. 1. 0.8 0.8 14.8
. 71. - 3, "2.5 245 17.2
' 72, 1. 0.8 0.8 18.0
’ 7. 3. 2.5 2.5 20.5 ]
" 74, l. 0.8 0.8 21.3 L
I ‘ k]
75. 3o 2.5 2.5 23,8 o
76. le | 0.8 d.8 2446
78. 5. ; hel o 4el %87 | y




80.71
83.

‘84,
8s.
. 86

87.

l. o.e\
Se . 4el _
2. % 1.6
2. 1. 6°
2. 1,6
v Pan
de 2-'5 i
§, 3.3
3.} ! '2.5
K
QSO X 4.1
4o, ! 3.3
Se 4e1
‘!
1. 008
2. 1.6
3, 2.5
1.“ 0.8
zﬂ/,_ 1.6
84 6.6
l. 0.8
2. le6
l. 0.8
2. 1.6
3. 2.5
2. 1.6
"‘-1. 008
l. 0.8
la 0.8

2‘ ;'_g, ’ L.‘by'
‘l*ﬁ
'1‘ . 0.8

l. 0.8

4

41
leb
le &

leb

205

le b

0.8
0.8
0.8

le6

"0.8

39.3
43.4
45,1
46,7
4844
50.8
Sl
56. €

. 6047
63.9
68.0
6849
7045
7%, 0
73.8

7%+ 4

82.0

82.8

Bb b -
" 8E.2

8649
8%.3
91.0
91.8
92.6
S3.4
95.1
95.5

* 5647

Attachment A-12

(continggg, page 2 of 9)



L

. e

S,
Attachment A=12

80.71 (continued, page 3 of 9)
hi [ e
‘125. le 0.8 0.8 9745
127, le 0.8 0.8 98.4
139, 1. = 0.8 ‘0.8 99.2 )
144, le 0.8 0«8 100.0
TOTAL 122, 100.0 100.0
VALID CASES= 122
MISSING CASES= 0 ) %
MEAN= 87,2541 VARIAKCE= 378,2737
STD. DEV=  19.4493 sTO. ERR 1.3409
MAXIMUM= 144 .0000 MINIMUM= 26,0000
RANGE= 119.0000 .
o
. ‘-
T
o —

n
<2

A-32




" 80,71 Attachment A~12
(continued ,¥page 4 of 9)

OISTAT = ANALYSIS #7 = PEABOOY TESTING PROGRAM == TITLE |

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE # 2 (POSTTEST SCALZ )
- ™ RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE o
ABSCLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ
. COOE FREQ (PCT.) (PCT.) {PCT.)
. 53. I 048 0.8 0.8 l\\ m
584 e 0.8 0.8 1.6 p
65. l. 0.8 0.8 2.5 [ -
67. 1. 0.8 0.8 3.3
68. le 0.8 0.8 4.1 ¢
7. 2. Leb 1.6 57
73, . 1. 0.8 k 0.8 66
. 74, 1. 0.8 0.8 7.0
75. 1. 0.8 0.8 8.2
76. 1. 0.8 . 0.8 $.0
. 7. le 0.8 0.8 9.8
78, 2. 1.6 1.6 11.5 ;
79 2. 1.6 Lab 13.1 .
80. 3. 2.5 2.5 15.6
8l. 3. - 2.5  Zos, 18.0 .
'83. l. ‘0.8 0e3 18.9
84, 1. 0.8 0.8 15.7
8s. 3. 2.5 2.5 22.1
g1. 2. 1.6 1.6 23.8
) 88. 2. 1.6 a6 25.4 o
90. 8  bas 646 32.0

9l. 2. leb 1.6 33.6




!

80.71

92.
3.
%.
55,
9.
97,
s,
99.
100.
101,
102.
103,
1 04+
108,
106.
107.
108.
109.

110.

lli..

l12.
l1l4.
l115.
11é.

3.
b
l.
4
l.
l.
L.
3.
S.
Se
1.

3.

le

3.

4e

3.

3.

‘q,

b
b,
2.
1.
3.

2.5
3.3
0.8
3.3
0.8
0.8
0.8
2e5
4.1
4.1
0.8

2.5

0.8
2.5
3.3
2.5
2.5
2.5
3.3
3.3
t.s
0.8
2.5

Attachhent A-12

K (coutinued, page.5 of 9)
245 . 36.1
2 N

3.3 35.3 .
0.8 40.2
3.3 "3.4"
0.8 44,3
‘0.8 45.1 , .l
0.8 4545

L.
2.5 T 4804
4.1 52.5

4.1 5646

0.8 57.4
2.5 59.8
4e1 53,5 .
0.8 54.8
2.5 672
3.3 70.5
2.5 73.0 ‘
2.5 7%.4 "o
2.5 7.9
#
3.3 81l
3.3 B4.4
1.6 86.1
0.8 86.9 .

2.5 T89.3 -

A-34




80.71

117.
118.
120.
121.
123,
125%5.
127,
Lasg.

TOTAL

VALID CASES=
. - MISSING CASES= 0

MEAN=

STD. DEV=
HAXT MUM=

RANGE=

2.
1.
2.
1.
l
4

N
L
122,
122

98. 0902
15.9135
144.0000
92.0000

-

Attachment A~12
(continued, page & of 9)

1.6 ) "91.0

0.8 0.8 91.8

1.6 16 934 v
0.8 0.8 G443

0.8 . 0.8 951

3.3 343 G844

0.8 0.8 99.42 ]
0.8 0.8 100.0

100,0 100.0

VARTANCE= 253,2397
STD. ERR=" +4407
MIN [MUM= 53.00

r

/-

[l
- f
W

A-35




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

-

DISTAT = ANALYSIS #7 = PEABOOY TESTING PROGRAM == TITLE I

FREQUé?CY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE % 3 (SCALE GAIN )
; RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CUHULATIVE
AB SOLUTE FREQ FREQ - FREQ
CODE FREQ (PCT.) (PCT.) (PCT.)
-350\ l. 0.8 - 0.8 0.8
=31, . B 0.8 *® 0.8 l.6
Y
! “"220 | 3 0.8 0.8 Zog
-160 2. Pl 106 106 l‘ol
N r
=15, L. 0.8 0.8 4,5
-]3, - 2’- 1.6 106 6e6 °
-l2. e 3.3' 3.3 9.8
- -11_0' l. ' 0.8 0.8 10.7
. - >
. =]10. l. * 0.8 0.8 Lle5
. ‘-.90 l. 0.8 0.8 12.3 Ve
=g, l. 0.8 0.8 1301
=5, Se 4.1 4a1 17.2
-l". l’- 3.3 303 2005..
‘w3, . lL.6 1.6 22.1
=2, 3. 2.5 2.5 24 &
. -l. B T 5.7 5.7 30.3
0. 2. L6 L6 32.0
l. 3e 2.5 245 34.4
2 2e l.6 l.6 36.1
— 3. 2e 1.6 1.6 37.7
b4e t. 0.8 0.8 38.5
5. 4. 3.3 3.3 41,8 '
—~— 6o

A-36




80.71

6e

Te

8e

9.

10.
11,
12

13.

l4,
15,
16,
17,
18,
19.
20,
224
23.
2%,
25.
27,
28,

29.

‘3.

2.
2.
3.
1.
2.
4,
54
2.
3.
5.
4,
l.
l.
2.
2.
2.

be
l.
2.

2.5
.8
1.6
1.6
2.5
0.8
1.6
3.3
40l
1.6
2.5
401
3.3
0.8
0.8

L.6

2e5

0.8

1.6

Attachment A-12

(continued, page 8 of 9)

44,3

45.1

4647

4844
50.8

Sleb

53.3

5646
60.7
62.3
4.8

8.9

72,1

73.0
73.8
75.4
77.0
78.7
82.8
86.1
86,9
8845




Attachment A-12

80.71 - (continued, page 9 of 9)
32., 3. 2.5 2.5 91.0
' 34. S 1.6 ‘52,6
360 . 1l 0.8 °? 0.8 $3.4
37. le 0.8 0.8 4.3 ~
. '~46.' l. 0.8 0.8 95.1 [
47. 2. 1.6 le6 9€.7 '
51, . le 0.8 2.8 97.5
55. L. 0.8 0.8 5844
T © 0.8 " 0.8 99.2 -
75. 1. 0.8 0.8 160.0 '
TOTAL 122. 100.0  100.0
 YALIO CASES=s 122 . i
. MISSING CASES= 0 . _ :
MEAN=  10.8361 VARIANCE=® 322.5845 :
STD. DEVa  17.9606 STD. ERR= - 1.626)
MAXIMUM= 75,0000 MINIMUM= =35,0000
RANGE= 111.0000 .
—
[
)
.
N
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{ ‘Attachment A-13

80.71 ‘ (Page 1 of 3)
L IM8TAT - ANALYSIS 19 = 2ERa00Y TESTING PROGAIN e= HAPPY TALKA -
FREJUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR VARIABLE ¢ 1 (PRETEST SCALE ) ]
- RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE t ' -
- ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREQ FREQ -
CODE. FREQ (CT.)  (PCTL) (PCT.} .
34,  te 2.2 2.2 2.2
/
' 43. 1. 2.2 2.2 “.b
56, 3. a7 657 11
57, 1. 2.2 2.2 13.3 '
. 8l le 2.2 2.2 15.6 . .
83. 2. a.4 bk 20.9
- ’ . 8%. 2. bote bt 246
. 87, 1. 2.2 2.2 . 28,7
434 3. 87 87 33.3 y
69 l. 2.2 2.2 35.6
7. 2. hode bed 4342 , ‘ -
5. 2. bob be b bd, 4 .
The 2. Qe o hob 58.9
-, 1. 2.2 2.2 s1.1 .
9, 2. 4.4 a6 55.6
34, 1. 2.2 2.2 57.8 .
89. 2. 4,k 4, 62,2 :
. ; ] ,
' 304 a. 2.5 1.9 AP - .
2. le 2.2 2.2 73.3
T 1. 2.2 2.2 75,6
95. 1. 2.2 2.2 77.3
) 9s, e 2.2 2.2 10,2 ;
a7, le 2.2 2.2 2.2
) 31, l. 2.2 2.2 LT
130. 2. auh “ate 8.9
112, 1. 2.2 2.2 9.1
. 114, . 2e be4 ‘et 95.6
116, 1. 1.2 2.2 37.4
’ 117, 1. 2.2 2.2 130.9 -
T0TaL o5, 1300 100.7 '
. IALID CASESe S
ASSING CASESe 9 )
“€ive  50. 1111 . YARTANCEw  386,.55%s°
§°3. JEvs  19.6131 §T7. FARe 2.3233
1AX MM T17.3090 MINIYUME 34,2300

SANGEw 3403009

A-39




80.71 ' . Atcachment A-13
! (continued, page 2 of 3)

SISTAT = AMALYSIS ¢9 = D2EXBOOY TESTING JROGRIM == MWARPY TALX

. . frequENcy DISTRIBUTION SOR VARIABLE ¥ 2 (POSTTEST ScaLe )
. RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE .
oo T GG sern ot
. 58, e . 2.2 2.2 2.2
- ‘57, t. Y.zt 22 o6 ' g
s, t. 2.2 2.2 be7
. t 87 2. ab s.? 11.1
. 1 go, 2, s b 15.8
. . AT t. 2.2 2.2 11,
3. t. 22 2.2 20,0
’ 78, . 2.2 2.2 22.2
75, 2. b6 “es 26.7 E
) 78, e - 9.9 2.9 35.8
32, 2. T ;t,» 40.5
i - © a3, t. 2.2 242 4242
14, te 2.2 2.2 caLh 5
' 1. . 1.9 1.9 $3.3
s t, 2.2 2.2 $5.8 N
: 39, t. 2.2 2.2 $7.8
) ] at. 1. 5.7 57 a6es
A 9s. te, 2.2 2.2 88,7
. te 2.2 2.2 4846 )
97. 2. “d “h 133
a9, 2. bo oo 17.3
. 199, te 2.2 2.2 30.0
- .
1o, 1. 2.2 " 2. 12,2
103 t. 2.2 2.2 4.4 )
108, 2, a4 bod 3849
. 199, L. 2.2 2.2 N
tit. 2. o b ok 35.8
114, L. 2,2 2.2 97,2
118, t. 2.2 2.2 100.0
T0TAL TH 100.0 120.0

VALID CAaSESa &5
MISSING CaStESe 3

B L Nm s ,8222 VAR TANCEe  7460,.4222
» 370« N8Yym 15.50%58 $TN, temrwm 2.1114
apxpagMe 114,000 PN 56,3000
TANGEs &#1.2000
- 4 .
£4

EJQJ!:‘ . A-40 .




: Attachment A-13 n
- 80,71 (continued, ?ge 3 of 3)
-]

- ] DISTAT = ANALYSIS 49 & DPEARQ0Y TESTING PROGRAM ~= HaPPY TaL
' EREQUENCY JISTRIAUTION FOR VARIABLE # 3 (SCALE GAIN )
* . RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE
ARSOLUtE  FREQ FREQ FREQ )
¢ 00€ FREQ (PCT.) (PCT.)  (PCT.)
s, T 1 2.2 2.6 2.4 .
=20, | 242 o e, 9
-5, 1. 2.2 2.6 7.3
“la, 2. s (L) 12:2 .
" el 1. 2.2 2.6 16,8
-3, 1. 202 = 24+ 7.1 .
‘ -8, 1. 2.2 2.0 19.3 -
-7 1. 2.2 2.4 22.9 g
-h, e bed P 26,4
-l ¢ 2. s 8.9 3.7 o
2 2. LTS 449 35,4 '
3. 1. 2.2 2.5 39.¢
5. l. 2.2 2.6 ol.$
- 1Y 3. ¢ he? 7.3 48,8
1. 3. be7 7.3 $6.1 .
% l. 2.2 206 sa.s .
T 10, 2. 4o = 83,4
| 1. 2. by b e 83.3
' 1s, 2. s 4.9 73.2
18, 2. s “9 78,0 ,
17. le 2.2 2.+ $0.$
2., L 2.2 2.0 125
23, Lo 2.2 2.6 85.¢
25, 2 LI e.% 30.2
. ‘ ’ 33, 1. 2.2 2.5 92,7
. 5 34, le 2.2 2.5 9541 )
o3 te 2.2 2.6 97,6
sl 1. 2.2 - 2.4 120,23 .
2 “ 4.9 MISSING 13040 )
. mra 55, 100,39 12049 g’
) ALID CASES= ol 1\
. AISSING CASESe &
MEANE 7. 3559 AR TANCEw 271,387
$TN. 2€ve lh.4730 $Td. SRAm 2,572%
UKD W 91,0000 VINTUYe  =26,7000

UNG En 74,0700

.

3
*

A=41

0m
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(A aed

*24 UuTPUT FRUN PROGRAH KEGRAN *es e,

REGRAN = ARALYSIS #2 « PEABODY =~ TITLE | aND MILPANT
PARAMETERS

) S T

oL &=1o0
Col 11=15
COL bs=20
CoL ,21=25

21

- Voo
»

DATA FORMAT = (AS T80, 10aT54 120 T08,FAe0,162,F3,0,132)3 3.0,40T60,F6e04, 155, 3F1.0)
. A

H OF TITLE | STUNENTS - 122
H OF MIGRANT STUDENTS s 94

JHTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

\\\ U .
HE ANS 1 2 . 3 . 3 6 1
96,3009  5.9881  49.202¢  ¢.7081 II71.1250 4510.9956  3259.1296
s F” .h..
SIGHMAS t 2 3 4 5 & 7
17,3730 19.4297 45,8625 &3, 0J261 3298.2746 «s98.3127 4267.8632
R HATRIX t P 3 o 5 ¢ ?
1 1.0000 0.51%6 b.2203 0.0258 0.5162 0.2890 0.t212
2 0.5758 1.0000  '0.3094 v.t2ls 0.9855 0.4582 0.2572
3 0.2203 0.3094 1.0000  ~0. 9063 0. 3100 0.9613  =0.82¢5
“ 0.0258 0.1214  =0.9063 1.0000 0.1133  =0.8081 0.9749
' 0.5742 0.98%5 . 0.3110 0. H33 1.0000 0.475% 0.2493
3 0.2490 V.4 562 0.9673  =0.8061 0.4755 1.0000  ~0.7334
? 0.1212 0.2512  «0.8245 0.9744 0.2493  ~0.7134 1.0000
£0 8 0.1113 0.0743 0.9670  =0.95¢)  ,0.0751  0.n430  ~0.8700

"

-

0.5644

Deb350

8"
0.1t73
00743
0.%47d

=0.954)
o.ulst
Ot 30

“U.8799

1.0u0u0

14708

(€ 30 1 28ey)
T~V IVSBTYDEIIVY

-
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80.71 T . Attachment A~14
MODEL , 1 CRITERION = 1 (continued, page 230f 3} )
" PREDICTORS| » 3= 4 6= g 7 . .
R = 0,595 RSQ = 0,3551 51 ITERATICNS.
. v ETA 8 - ¢
3 Q. 0.0 T e
- 4 0.0516 ~ 0.0205 -
6 0.46581 0.0024 '
70,9122  0,0037, ‘
& -0.4055 14,2078 ,

REGe CONST: = 44419

| . ;

l st - M ‘'
]

MODEL 2 02 CRITERICN = 1

9REDICTDﬁS 2 3=5 g= 8 ' '
R -'0.59/6 " P RSQ = 0.3572 10 ITERATIONS.
v BETA ) ‘
3 - -013293 .=0,1253
4 \0,3211 0.1276
5 0.5903 0.0031
B 0.4931  24.2866 -_////\\\ '
REG. CONST. = 59,9175
MODEL 3 03 CRITERION = 1 ' .
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 B= § )
R = 0.5944 RSQ = 0.3533 75 ITERATIONS.
* v BETA 8 . , F
3 1.1011 0.4191 .
4 1.5899 0.6317 .
8 . 0,591 20,8194

REG. CONSTO = 4047009

MODEL 4 04 CRITERION = |

PREDICTORS = 2='2 8= 8 7N\ i

R = 0.5804  RSQ = 0.3369 2 ITERATICNS.
Ly BETA 8
2 0.5700  0.5097

8 0.0750  2.6264 *

REG. CONST. = 50,9933




80.71 Attachment A~14
(continued, page 3 of 3)
_ -
~ . ”
« - ‘ {\ 3
~ ' MGDEL S Oi CRITERION = | 2
PREDICTORS = 2w 2
] R = 0.5756 RSQ = 0.3313 1 _ITERATIONS.
Y . BETA . B . ‘
2 0.5756 , . '0.5146 .
REG. CONST. = ~ 52.0484 X
.
- F=TEST 1  F=TEST MODEL COMPARISONS = MODEL- L VS MOOEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3551 MODEL, 1 ,
RSQ REQUCED = 043572 MCOEL 2 N
. OIFFERENCE = =0.0020 "
OFN = 1. OFD = 21D. FeRATIO = 0.0 P = 1,0CC0
- FeTEST 2  F=TE§T MODEL COMPARISONS = MODEL 2 VS MCOEL 3
RSQ FULL =  0.3572 MODEL 2
RSQ REOUCED = 0.3533 ODEL 3 ‘ \
OIFFERENCE = 0,0039 ° .
OFN = 1. OFD = 211, FeRATIO =  1.274 7 = 0,2552
FeTEST 3 F=TEST MODEL COMPARISONS = MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.3533 MODEL 3
RSQ REOUCED = 0.3369 MCOEL 4
OIFFERENCE = 0,0164
OFN = 1, OFD = * 212. FeRATIO = 5,383 P = 0.0201
FeTEST 4 F=TEST MOOEL COMPARISONS = MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.3349 MODEL 4 .
RSQ REOUCED = 0.3313 MODEL 5 .
T DIFFERENCE =. '0.0056 _
\\\\ OFN = 1. OFD = 213, F=RATIO = 1.794 P = 0,172
Fa
’ ‘ Q b
' o= - \ 89 ! [
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& nurpgt FROH PROGRAH RECRAN $%%

o0
<o
REGRAN = ANALYSIS #1 = PEABODY = TITLE I, MIGRANT, AND HAPPY TALK L
. PARAMETERS
COL 1=-5 = 12
CoL 6=10 = 261
) COL ll=1% = 5
COL 16=20 = 4 3
COL 21=25 = 1
DATA FORMAT = (A3,T604110T54912,T66,F3.04T424F3.0,T3243F3.044(T40,F6.0),755,3F1.0)
N OF TITLE I STUDENTS £ 122 “~N
N OF HIGRANT STUDENTS = 94
. N OF HAPPY TALK STUDENTS = 45
, N OF TITLE IYS WITH TEACHERS < 10 = 122
N OF MIGRANT®S WITH TEACHERS > 7 = 94 .
i »
o A INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. ' '
' . HMEANS 1 2 3 T4 5 6 7
94,6667 B84\,9732 40. 7854 30.3755 13.8123 7602.6207 3734.0651
MEANS 8 9 10 11 12
. 2697.2107 1171.3448 0.46T4 0.3602 0.1724
/f
STGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
* ' 17.4107 19.5494 45.5040 42.1253 o+ 31.3140 3294.7368 4601.4234
SIGMAS 8 ? 10 11 12 58
. . 4073.0767 2881.2921 0.4989 .  0.4800 0.3717 Ea
o0
s oy
e B |
L] . [ vl‘l" ‘
.?t . , ll - wn i
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R HAIREX
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. F

P s e

|
1.0000
0.5883
0. 2680
J. 0898
-0.1409
0.5925
G.3198
0.1722
-0.0787
0.1842
=0.0296

=0.205¢

4

-0.0022
02959
=0.5%35
0.9110
“0.2921
U. 2503
TadLile
1.u000
=0.2092
-9 .blt;’c
UABEL

«0.302]
h

2
O.huns
1.0000
0.1011
0.1410
=0.0038
0.9861
0.4209
0.2559
N
0.0841
0.1091
~0.0243

“0.11135

9
=0.07¢1
0. 0441
=0 3644
=0,29131
D963
0.0810
=04 3299
=0,26%2
1.0000
*0. JB0Y
=0.30%)

0.8%07

}]
0. 2604
0.3017
1.0000
=0.04513

~0.39
0,104
0.9T14
=0.9%135
=0. 3644
0.9561
=0.467125

=0.409)

10
0.13842
O.low3s
0.9561

“0.LT55
=0.41132
0.,10%7
O.8002
=U.b204
=J. 809

l.0u000

-0.1029

=0.4278

4
Je OB
0.14l10
sJ. L4b ]
1.0000

=0.3181
0.11341

=0, 50852
0.91170

=J3.2931

0. 6155
0. 9611

=0, 3231

11
=0.0296
“«0,0243
=0.612%

V.9611
=0,3309
=0,0259
=0.6008

0.8824
=0.305%0
L]

-0.1029
1.0000

20,3424

“

=014
=-0.00 36
=0.19%4
=0. 3141

1.9000
=0.0072
=0. 3519
=0.2v21
Q. 9763
“0.41132
“0e 330y

0.9 L4

i2

=0.205%6
~0.1135
~0.4091
=0.329)

b.beﬁ
=0.1120
=0.3104%

=0.302}
b.8907

=0.4217¢
=0.3424%

1.0000

0.1234
-0.0072
l.0000
0.44148
0.25%0)
0.04810
0.10917
=0.0259

~Jo1020

1
"Oell9n
0.4209
0.9114
=0.5852
=0.3519
O.4438
1.0000
f
=0.5314
=0, 3299
0.6602
=0.b088

=0.3704
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p Attachpent A~15
80,71 ., {(continued, page 3 of 4)

MODEL 1 01 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 7=12 S,

‘R = 046240 RSQ = 0.3854 33 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0038 - " 0.001¢ ’
5 0.0 0.0 d
7 0.6518 0.0025 .
8 0.8942 0.0038

9 0.5025 0.0030
10 043495 12.1563
1l =0.0267 =0.5694
12 0.0 0.0

REGs CONST. = 66. 1528

MODEL 2 02 CRITERICN = 1
’\;thICToas x 3= b 10=l2

= 0.6251 RSQ = 0.3908 64 ITERATICNS.
»
v BETA 8 X
3 «0,4500 =0.1875 )
4 0.1331 0. 0550
5 =0,0792 ), 0440
6 0.6577 0.003%
10 «l&64] S5+7256 :
11 +4871 =17.6650 -
12 =0A3111 =14.3385 ’
REG. CO Te = 30.9857

MODEL 3 03 CRITERION =, 1
PREDICTORS = 3= § ,lC=

R = 046165 RSQ = 6?33&7 100 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
3 10972 0.4198 —

4 1.5105 006243
5 . 0.9067 045041
10 0.3699 12.9071
11 =0.1991 w?.2219

=0.0454 ~2.0932
EGe CONST. = 48.57?4

v
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80,71 Attachment A-15
(continued, fage 4 of &)

MODEL 4 04 CRITERION = 1}

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 10=12

R = 0.6085 RSQ = 0.,3703 4 JTERATIDNS.
o v BETA B
2 0.5677 0.505¢6
10 0.0 0.0
11 =(,0751 u2.7249 \ &

12 -0.165@\ ul.6424
REGe CDNST. = 54,0071

MODEL 5 05 CRITERION = |
PREDICTORS = 2= 2

\‘\R = 0,5883 RSQ = 0.3461 1 ITERATICNS.
Wy BETA 8 )

2 0.5883 0.5239
REG. CONST. = 50,1456

F=TEST 1 F=TEST MCOEL COMPARISCNS = MDOEL 1 VS MDOELs2

RSQ FULL = 0.38%94% MOOEL )
RSQ REDOUCED = 0.3908 MDOEL 2
OIFFERENCE = =0,0013
OFN = 2, OFD = 232, F=RATID = 0.0 P = 1.,0CC0
-
FeTEST 2 F=TEST MODEL COMPARISONS = MDDEL 2 VS MDOEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.3%08 MOOEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3837 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 040070

OFN = 1. DFO =" 234, F=RATID = 2.7C0 P = 0.CS7¢

FeTEST 3  FwTEST MODEL COMPARISONS = MOOEL 3 VS MOOEL 4

RSQ FULL = 0.3837 MOOEL 3
RSQ REDUCEO = 043703 YODEL 4
” OIFFERENCE = 0,0135
DFN = 2e JFD = 2350 F'RATID = 20568 p = 000768

Pl

4
F=TEST 4 F=TEST MODEL COMPARISONS = MODEL 4 VS MODEL S

RSQ FULL = 0.3703 MDDEL 4 .

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3461 MODEL 5 o

OIFFERENCE = 0.,0242 | -

OFN = 2e *DFD = 237. F=RATID = 4.550 P o= ),01Lls
by e
f o)
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44 DUERUY THUR PRUAFA Y Bt 2hAl oy -

HEGK AN = ANALYSIS #5 = PEAGGNDY = I8¢ At At S Bl=vain 0 o v g

PARAKETIERS .

(Bt =45 = 20 * €
rm u=10 - Y94 ’ -
G k=15 3

ful 1u=20 » 2

COL 2)=25% = 1

NALA FUKHMAT + BAJFEQ BH 154,020 08, F3.0,7420F3.0,%01358,0 3.00,%088c00]

TRTERCOKREE AT TON

MEANS

HEANS

SIGHAS

SIGHAS

P MATRIX

93.91781
i
9.51245%
i
18.9214
Il
21.1%96
1
I +0000
0.65817
0.0511
0.4003
=0,09%9
0.0031
Oelte9
0.,0226
=0.0943
0.16171
0.06 3%
0.030)
V0564

,=U.tbus

AHAL Y SIS,

2
84,3404

12
0.0532

2
19.3844

12
0.2244

¢
" 0,651
1.0000
“0.1324
0. 1144
-0.048)
0.037%
" 0.2991
0.8804
-0.1227
0.2129
0.046%5%
-0.1974

H.0411

041434 o

3
jet211

13
0. 08514
]
15.8145
13
0.27190
3
0.05%11
=0.1324
1.0000
=0.04 14
=0.04 1%
=0.0718
=0. 1085
=0.0121
=0.06814%
0. 0784
=0.0d04
Vs 5L40
=0.0L91

=064l

4
Tabie?

[
0. 0851

4
25,0419

14
d.271940
4
0.100)
Du.btas
=0. 010
1 .0000
=J.Q48117
~0.093}
=J. t4e0Y
-u.uss;
=0. I0%4
=-0. 214
=0 I 042
=0.J 0%

Des 114

L P UL A

&
tahlNe

15
0.09517
5
22.0612
15
0. 29462
>
~0. 0959
«0.0443
=0. 06 15
~G.0u7!
1.0000
=0.092¢
=0, 14602
0. 0% 1y
~0.1053
=0. 0212
=0. Uy
=0 0109 \
=, 9|

D, 2L B2

[
l.1812
It
d.191%
&
24,1824

1t
0.3935

=J.09

1.0000
~0.1492
3. 1000
=0.1120
=0.1153
=, 110¢
=J.J 745
~0.0958

~0.0920

1
12.155%3

)
0.0951
1
31,4045
(¥
0.2942
i
Q. kb b9
0.299!
=0.10ubd
=0.3409
=0. 1402
-0.!;9!
1.0300
=0.1510
=0. 1892
=0 2044
=0. 171
=J. 10 2%
=), 1448

=0. 1448

-

]
8.2021

18
g.lll0

[
25.185%%

]
0.3214%

W.0228

0.0808
=0.0121
=0.0%%+
=0.0939
=0. 1000
=0.1510

1.0000
=0. 1134
~). 1370
-0.01020
=J 0154
=0.0%10

=1.0% 10

9
B.1%%)

.

19
0. 18496

9
24.50629
19
0.3682
9
-0.0953
=0.0221
~0.081ky
=0. 1054
=0.195)
=0.4120
-0. 1692
-0.113%
1.Q000
-0.01535
=0.125%
1
-0.0H4%
=0.1087

=v. luy?

19
la.09017

20
o.l1fo
1
Jv.llul
20
0.3214
1
a.lell
0.21¢29
=-J.0584
0. 0278
~0.1272
=0.135)3
~0.,2064
=0.1370
~d.0535%
1.0000
=0.151¢
“v.lozt
“0.0313

“Jg.0303
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1t 0.1091 d.2l04 oL 1112 “ 1445 RTRY; -0.1427 00515y L “6.1135 “0.20%8 —-
11 =0.0321- U.0223 :u.ow. V. 0%t 0.t l =) l0d2 =0.154% V.91 =0.11e0 =0.l4ul
13 -0.12%%  =0.1788 -0.0832 -0, 1001 “0.107% ~0.11446  =0.1728 -0.1t58 0. 5191 -0.1508 ‘
19 0.1443 0.1137 -0.0996 -0.1294 -0.1287 -G.13t%  =0.2068 “0.1348s =0, 1553 RTTY.
20 -0.0153 -0.04 14 ~0.08 3¢ -0. 1041 “0.107% ~0.116%  =0.1128 ~0.1158  =0.1298 ~0.1508 |
K OHAIRIX Y} 12 13 I+ 1 T T Lo 1y 20
1 0.04 135 0.030) 0.0%¢t4 =-U. LL49 = UL0Y V.09 =0.0321 =0.125%% 0.l44d =0.015%)
2 0.04%%  =0.1974 0.0411 “0.1234 “0.050% 0.2104 0.0223 -0.1748 0.1731 “0.0414
3 =0.00804 0.9640  =0,0691 ~0.0697  =0.0744 =011 ~0.0744 -0.0832 -0.0%%b ~0.0832
4 «5.1045  =0.0704 0.9134 =0.0905  -u.05¢e “0.144%  =0.0986 -0.1081 -0.12%4 ~0.1081
> 5 4 =0.1039  =0.0700 =0.0%01 0.9¢e82 «0.09¢1 =0.1431  =0.0941 “0.101%  =0.1241 -0.10175 .
o S 0. 1106  =0.0745 -0.09%8 “0.09%8 0.9651 =0.152%  =0.1022 “0. 1144 “0.13¢9 “0.1144
! -0.1614 -0.1125 =0.1448 “0. 1468  =0.154% 0.9754 -0.154% “0.1128 ~0.2068 -0.1128
8 ~0.1120  =0.07%4 -0.0910  =0.0970 -0.1035 ~0.t548 0.911¢ “.l158  =0.138s ~0.1158 .
9 -0.12%5 —.0845 -0.1061 -0.1081 =0.11e0  =0.813%  =0.1le0 0.9191 , 01953 ~0.1290
10 -0.1518 -0.1021 =0, 1303 L=0.1303  .=0.1408 -0.2096  =u.1401 -0.158d 0.9u82 -0.1568
) 1.0000  =0.0814 ~0. 1014 “0.1014 =0.3145  =0.1713  =0.114% ~0.4281 -0.153% 0.9¢69 .
12 -0.0634 1.0000 -0.0123 =0.0123 -0.011 -0.115%4 “0.0771 —0.0865  =0.103} =0.08L1 "gﬁ |
' 13 -, 00 74 -0.012) 1.0000 “0:0930 -0.09%2 -0.1484 =0.09%2  =).F1l0 ~0.132¢ ~ =0.1110 {1% |
14 “0.1014  =0.0123 -0.09 30 1.0000 ~0.0542 -0.1484 -0.0%92 “0.1110  =0.1329 “0.1110 gg E
s -O.Il’n)‘ =0.0111} -, (%42 =J.049¢ 1.0000 -0, %04 =0.10%9 =d.biUud =0.k4l8 -Q.518% - :
I “0.0713  =0.11%4 “0.1484 —0. 1484  <0.1%8%  1.0000  =0.§584 0. 1712 =0.2121 -0.1112 Ea""\ .
11 “0.1145 ~0.0111 “0.0%42 =0, 04u¢ -0.10% —0.1%64  1.0000 -0, 11y -0.1418 ~0.1165 :)
18 -0.1281 -0. 08t} =0, 1110 S0.1110 =0.1183 g1l -0.118% .1.00u0 -0. 1580 ~o.1ses 2 N
"y 19 ~3a15 34 ~0.1033 -0.132, “da 8324 —o. 6§ -.2121 “u. 1418 -0.1586 . 1.0000 ~0.1536 &2 ey )
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80.71 ' ' Attachment A-16
(continued, page 3 of 3)

WODEL 1 01 CRITSRIGY = |
PREDICTORS = 3=20
R e 0.4938 ASQ = 0.4811 379 ITERATIONS.

85Ty 3 .

2.3%4% G223
G.83469 0.4307
l.00132 G. 34810
0.3709 G.4450
1.3%61 J.6840
lelb22 C.5382
0.7398 0. 3499
1.1230 0.4117
J.8748 Q. 4092
0.2018 23.73%0
-(},0220 =|,58%0
=0.383) =25,.3897
=d.1149 .703365
=} 1940 -9.328%
=0.3619 =23,39a88

. 18 2.0182  0.9%39 .

19 0.0 0.0

22 =0,3079 =), 6642
95Ge CONST, = #3.3613

Ll il el N
N WM EFWN OO ~NT W W

MONEL 2 02 CARITSRION » | .

-

PREDICTCAS » 2= 2 1220 7 . .
T a e 0,833 250 = Q.4872 13 {T2RATICNS.
) ¢ 2ET) 3

2 ve6792 J. 8629
12 Y186 13,0208 .

13- 2.817% Lel749 ' —
16  =0,3788 «5.1399 .
’ 1S =0.,0298 ={.9%1}%

1s =J.0329 -l .5827
17 »Q.C4848 =2.941]

Tls =0.308% «0.3832 L .
19 0.519% 1.00%3 . ) ‘. .
. , 20 0.0ls1 0.8300 -
. 2EG. CONST. o 38,2672 . ' ] .
. ) ~ . )
) MCOEL 1 03 CRITERICN = | . — .
. PREDICTORS = 2= 7 .o .
. 1. 3.4%67 250 & 0.4312 1 [TERATICNS.

¥ T 8
2 Crb35a7 J.8410
2EGs CCNST, » 319.9193

E}

FsTEST FaTIST WODEL COMPARISCNS = 9CDEL | v§ +CCEL'

8Q FiaL » C.a811 10QEL 1

A5Q RECUCED » 0,.4872 “O00EL 2

JIFFERENCE v 0.3139

TFN = 8§, ) - 18, FelATIC » 2,256 2 = J,377%

‘C EaTEST 2 FaTEST 9YODEL CCMAURISONS = “COEL 2 v§ 4035 3!

159 FULY = Qe+872 0L 2 v
159 IYCED » Q,.4312 “00EL 3
JIFFERENCE &  2,.2341 ’
PN a8, JED = LEH FaRATIQ » 7711 LA B YT R B
Pyii.
. A—51
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PARAMETERS
Cl 1= 5 o
(it b~=10 »
(o Li=15 -
(i 16=20 »
(Ol 21=2% =

20
122
3}

2

|

THIERCORRELATION ARALYS) S,

HEANS

HEANS

SIuHAS

SIGHAS

"

R MATR]X

N

2

81,

N

|
98.0902

1
5.680)
1
15.8482
1
21.%91710
l
1.0000
Us 4991
-
0.0112
0.2630
~3.0040
«0.0003
-0,0485
0.0lul
Ust sl
“0.125%%
=0.076%
1).0057
Ba2504-

NIIE

2
81.2%41

¥4
0.1230
z .
19.369%

12
~ 0432084

2
0.599%
1.0000
o.0817
0.307%
d.2103
=0.0931
Q1624
0.0046
Detdliats
=0. 1699
d.0013
0.0002
U.2941

hel®l3

H)
la. 129y

i3
0.1233
3 .
29+ 45%63"
13
0, 128%
|
0.0312
0.04811
1.0000
=0.))58
=0, 1286
—0.1&!?
“0.1883
=0 1249¢
L PRERTS
=0, 0452
~0e 0951
Ue 3124
“Jde § JLH

4
12, 5404

14
[ AEY)

4
13, I6%0

La
0.31812

4
O+ 20317
0.3004
-0. 1358
1.0000
=0. 1319
0. b 269
=0. | %4 ¢
=9. 1121
=Je lblu
~0.0%04
RUTEiRT
=i)e J 3l
Qs livd

~Je 1 $4 ¢

NATA FOKHAT lA).lbO.ll.lsb.lz.lbb.fl.u.lbz.r1.0.s|li:.l:.utﬁvlfl.un

]
10, 9838

15
LT NEY.]
5
3oyl
15
0. 3lal
5
0. 0240
g.2103
“0.1246
=0.1L319
e tOU
=tle 1203
-0. 1312
=012
=i)s | 30Y
={,292%
“r}e 07 4
-u.]ll1
'H.Ilgb

N
O, iy

b
U.491 8

6 -
0.1393
L
28 9099
16
043503

. b
~0,00013
=0.0931
=~0,1239
-0.12te
=0.0203
{.uuou
=Jed 3l %
“0.1210
=), 4 34
“.08HY
=0.J#'h
=3, b2l
=0.0121%

“Dalt' s

1
12.415%

117
040148
1§
i2els08
.
0.3087
I
“0.0185
0.“;28r
=0. 1413
~0.1440
=0.0372 |
-0.1319
1+ 0000
=J. | 58d
=0, 1229
. e '
“D.101%
=L+ 1020
LD ELY
=0. 1452

0.1 397

-p

L]
G.48219

18
0.139)

e 27,620}

i8

“~ 3434812

.}
0,086l
U.u0db
0. 1296
=0, 13217
=0.1259
-0.121)
=0.1 380

1.0000
=u. 14013
=0.0%30
=J.04 36
=0, 1332
=0.01332

’(lol ‘ul

9
11.83s8l

19
0.0856
9
Jo.olee
19
0.2415
k'
0.1341
0+ 00 48
=0.143¢
“0.4%10
~0.139%
=0. 135t
~0,1529
=0+ k403
1.0000
=0.,1030
-0.1Q317
PR L Y[
RS

N
=U. 4820

10
hab31 1

20
U.0L58
40
AdlT2oe
20
0.2415
10
“0,1254
=0.1%99
=0.,09%2
=0,0% 14’
=009 L%
~0.0049
=0.10l%
=0.0930
=~0,1030
i +0U00
L RUTATR
~0.04919
U019

=U,U%41

1,708
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-0. 4058

ITYY

[V AP A

“a.12117 0.0413
(u.ohlz _=0.0300
o.l112 =0 .04H0
-0.1540  =0.2214
~0.0851  =0,0086

i 12

~020765 0.0057
4.001) 0.0002
~0,0958  0.9129
~0.0961  -0.1396
-0.0930  -0.1324
-o.oaqelny}o.lzra
“0.1020  ~0l1452
~0.0936  =0.1332

0.103]  =0.1476
-0.0681  =0.091%
1.0000  =0.0985
-0.694% 1.0000
~0.0965  ~0.1402
-0.0941  =0.1348
-0.094} X571 36
=J, L 058 -u.l%o;
<0.0941 -o.ﬁlea

~0.159)
-0 . 0992

N YL P

~0. 144t
“0.1311"
0. 1466
-0.09¢%

=0.094%

(]
0.251%
0.2941
-0, 1304

0.99%8
=0.k324
-0.4243
-0.1452
=0,0332
0,141
-0.0919
=0.098%

Fa

0. 14i2

t. 0000
-0.1348
=0.1e8
-0.1501
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Attachment A-17

. 80,71
. {continued, page 3 of 3)
“0DEL ! J1 CRITERION a 1 ’ ”\_/j
IREDICTORS »  3Im20
2w 04134 . RSQ = 0.3782 209 ITZRATICNS.
v 8ETA s .
3 0e 5945 2.3199 .
N L 1.7559 0.5260 * Fd
H 0.4270 0.2180
) 0.3347 0.2128%
7 1.4302 0.7048
3 0.%743 0.329% ’
9 0.719% 0.3798
. 10 1.0153 0.9080
. 1 0.3%587 0.2632 .
12 0.0 0.0 =~
13 =0.954% =456.0839
14 2.1201 $.973%
. 13 0.1982 9.8%44% .
” 16 =0.3820 =40,34%% ,
17 «0.0077 «Q,3851
13 =0.9072 =0,3274
19 =0.T136 =45,6904
20 =0.003%5 =0.226%
s 18G. CONST. = 70.4238
) .
{ ¥
COEL 2 02 CRITERION = 1 — .
PREDICTGRS Ty 2% 2 12%20 '
T s 0.5815 ) RSG = 2.3153 ,/// IS ITERATIZNS.
¥ -
_ ) v 8ETA 9
2 32,5047 0.4168 . T o - T
12 =0.0221  ~1.0849
¥ 13 2.a511 2.9477
. 16  =0.1le3  <3.8332 <.
s 0. Qoiem 2.2080 ~
LX) -),1%89 a? 2599 L] -
17 =Q.0136 _=0.47%2
18 0.0889 1,979 )
15 =0.3%9%  =3,3121 .
20 =0.0983  =6,2087
285, CLNST, = 43,2800 ° w .
* ". rl L] n’.
COEL 3 33 Sirmen = 1 \ ' ¢
2UEIICTCRS = 2w 2 ’
A ) 2 = 0,+951 RSQ = 09,2491 U ITSRATICMS,
v 8ETA 3 *
2 0.4991 2.4983 ~ .
1EG. CCNST. » 62,4402 -
. | &
. FeTEST 1  FwTEST Y0DEL COMPARISONS = 9COSL { vs—plfgEni 3 « -
153 FILL = 3. 3782 “CDEL 1 ' ’ .
RSQ RSCUCSO = 0.31%3 «O0DEL 2 .
JUFFERENCE »  0.0809
IFN = e ¥ = 104, F=RATIC » 10,138 2 » 23,5321
. « &f'EST 2 FwTEST NCDEL CCMPARISCHS~= 400EL 2 7§ “CEEL 3 "o
- 53 FIAL = Q.3193 'y .
« R§Q AEIUCED = D,2491 y
| DIFFERENCE = 0.0842 ¢
W ow 1L ¥ < 112, F=iv10 = 10.337 2 « 0302
- t 9 8!; [}
t
. . < A=54
» \ '
Q . .
-ERIC . - -
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48 QUIPUT FROH PROGRAN REGAAN ¢v4

REGRAN = AHALYSIS #& = PEARDDY = NAPPY m’l‘_llK AHD 19719780 (UNTRIL | )
PARAMETERS Lm,)
oL 1= 5= 8 , D —
coL &6=10 » 11 ‘ "
Cot 11=15, = 5 .
toL 16=20 = 4 s
coL 2t=2% = 1
DATA fmﬁil a LAY TE0, 1L 4T64,F3.0,F62,f 3.0,F232,2F3,0,31140,F5.01,0155,1F01.0]) T
. F3
H OF nARPY TALK SEUDENHES = 4
H OF CONTROL STURENTS = 26
. L}
THIERCORRELATION AHMALYSIS. . .
-
HEANS 1 2 3 L} 5 ¢ 1 8 .
B84.1912 19.4189 50.7146 28, 1062 L0450 1569 4405.92%¢  2334.2254 0.633A8
STGHMAS 1 2 3 & H 4 i 8
16.9011 17.9795 &1.5¢176 IH RG2S 2908,4252 412%.46200 3403.9405 0.4808
. ¢
R MHAIRIX t 2 3 4 L & 1 A
t 4 1.0000 0.4302 0. 3544 0. 1801 0.439, 0.44)5 =0.1610 0.2042 4““
.
a -
2 0.4302 1.0000 0., 318 0,0758 0. 9ASAH 0.5531 0.1710 0.0463 '
L 3 -
3} 0, 3544 0.3¢418 1 .0000 =0.,902¢ Ve l&‘(.'}l 0.%¢0? ~0D. 8376 0.92u45 S ’,‘;?’
B
4 ¥ 0.l801 0.015¢ =-0.9022 1.0000 0. 0501 -0.!70* 0.5718 .91 % ?’.‘
=
5 0. 394 09891 0.3a07 0.10507 1.0990) 0.512% 0.1541 0.04%3 "‘g *
[+ 3]
& 0.443% 0.5%37 0.9602 =0.1709 Q. 512y t.3010 0. 151 0.191) oo
N L -
i =0. 16010 0.4110 ~0.RB)7¢4 09114 04541 ~3.1151 1.0000 “0.9022 ~ ’L -
* w

8 0.2043 0.,066) 0.9785 2,977 VUL 0,193 -0,4022 l.ovn)

& . - ™~




80.71 ' - Attachment A-18
(continued, page 2 of 3)

MODEt 1 01 CRITERION =" 1|

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 &= 8"

R = 0,5426 RSQ = 0.2645 1000 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
3 =2,7733 =1.,1280
4 3.6701 1.5667
4 2.4325 0.0100
8 2.7501 96.5113

'-REGQ CONST. = 12.9980

MODEL 2 02 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3= 5 8= 3

R = 0.4980 ° RSQ = 042480 22 ITERATICNS.
v BETA ‘ ) .
3 0.0 0:0
" ‘007557 -003288 -
5 0.5168 0.0030 L+ 2 r
. 8 =0.5637 =19.7838
I REGe CONST. = 86,2778 -

kY

MODEL 3 03 CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= § - s
R = 0.43ﬁ5 R$Q = 0.2445 57 ITERATICAS,.

\
v ¢ BETA B
3 1.2030 0.4893
& 0.2797 0.1217
‘8 =0.6438 =22,5934
REG. CONST. = 70.1783

3
]

MODEL 4 04 CRITERIGN = 1

PREDICTORS » 2= 2 8= 8 ~ o
R = 0.4681 °  RSQ = 0.2192 2 ITEFATLCNS.
\ v BET B '
2 0.421 043965

C
C.

8 0.18438 6.4838
REG. CONST. = 48.5727

O . ' A-56 ‘ ~




- Attachment Aij _
_8o.M (continued, page 3 of 3) (
y . t
s
- &
MODEL 5 05 CRITERION = )
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 .
~
R = 00,4302 RSQ = D.1851 1 ITERATIONS.

v BETA 8 f
2 0.4302 0.4Q0%6
REG. CGNST% = 52.06434

'

P

’ —
F@TEST 1  F=TEST MODEL CDMPARISCNS = NCOEL 1 vS MOCEL 2
RSQ FULL = 042945 MODEL 1 AR
RSQ REDUCED = 00,2480 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0464 - ]
DFN = 1, DFD = &5, FoRATIO = 4.278 P = (,0401”

F=TEST 2 FaTEST MCDEL CGMPARISCNS = MCDEL 2 VS MCTEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.2480 MODEL 2 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.2445 “pDEL 3 : ;
DIFFERENCE = 0.0035 . )

OFN = 1. OFD = 66. FeRATIO = 0.307 P = 2.5220

- e - — - - - ‘ p—-— =

FeTEST 3 § F-TEST MODEL CDMPARI SCNS = MDDEL 2 VS HOCEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.2445 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2192 MCDEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0254

OFN = 1. DFD = 67a F=RATIO = 24251 P = Cel36s
\

FeTEST % F=TEST MODEL CCMPARI SONS = JMQOEL 2 VS “GCEL 3

RSQ TFULL = 0.2192 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1851 MDDEL 5
. DIFFERENCE = 0.0341
DFN = 1, OFD = 68. 4 FeRATIO = 2.966 P = Q,08cg
]
\
vﬁ' 59 ) .
. A=57 -
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ERIC

P st e

™

eee NUTPUT FROH PROGEAM REGRAMN eee

REGRAN = ANALYSIS #3 = PEAGDOY = TLUIE | ANO HAPPY TALK

PARAMETERS
CoL 1= 5 =
(Ot &=10 =
CoL LL=15 =
CoL K&=20 =
(L 21=25 =

8
I I
s .
&
|

DATA FOGRMAT = (A3 T80, 16 eT54 02418648 3.00042,F3.0,T32, W 30034‘150-'6.0|l‘5“-”“ll“'

H OF TLILE | STUDENTS « 122
H OF 1APPY TALK STUDENTS » 45
r- .

THTERCORRELATLON AMALYSIS,

MEANS 1 2 ) . 5 . ¢ 7
95.0539 85,3293  61.7425  2V.5n63  TeE6.5389 5835740 1810.6647

SNGHAS ) 2 y L % 5 6 1
16,4871 19,8327 42,1042 36,9415  1350.4T50 4563.4412 34304148

R HATRIX | 2 3 [ 5 t H
A 1.0000 0.5468 0,4400  =0.2109 - 0.5073 0.5022  =-0.1189
2 0.54068 1.0000 0.4800  =0.B8156  0.%0 )4 0.t 400 0. 1002
"y G.4400 0.4800 1.0000 =0, 0647 Y ST 0.9512  =0.A079
i . =0.2109  =0.0156  =0.8847 1.0000  =0.0205  =0.7473 0.5741
K 0.5623 0.9834 0.4165  =0.0205 1.0000 0.0613 0.0943
[ d.5022 Oobﬁﬁb 0.9512 =0. 1412 0.(6)) I 0000 -0.6B25
1 “0.1169 0.1002  =0.8079 0.9 T4t 0.0541  =0.(AZY }.0000
5 0.3032 0. l6l4 0.9k05  =0.9627 0,152 0.1IET =0.81A7

L
0.7305

6
O.44}3}

9
0. 3032
0. 1¢&14
0.9155
~0,%622
0.1582
0. 7707
-O:HIEI

7 oo

(£ 30 1 38=3)
6I-V 1TmydeIIY

J1
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80.71 - Attachment A~-19

\ . f{continued, page 2 of )
MODEL 1 01 CRITERION = 1 ~
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 4= 8 '
'
R = 0.6072 RSQ = 0.3687 120 ITERATICNS.
y RETA B
1 =0,2952 =0.1156 *
4 =0,2721 =0.1214
6 0.851% 0.0031
7 O« 8084 0.0039
8 0.3620 13.4504
REG. CONST. = 70-1536 *
MODEL 2-02. CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 8= 8
R = 0.6064 RSQ = 0.3677 34 ITERATIONS. '
v BETA 8
1 w0.,3366- =0.1318
4 «0,0302 =0.0135
5 0e6452 0.0032
8 0.4835 17.9666
REGe CONST. =  £6.2807
MODEL 3 03 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTQRS = 3= 4 8= 8
R T 0.5899 R5Q = 043480 46 ITERATIONS. '
gy
v BETA 8
3 1.0588 O0ebl46
4 1.0640 0.4758
. 8 063527 13.1045 .
REGe. CONST. = 48,7821
.
MODEL 4 04 CRITERION = 1
/PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8 8 |
‘R = 0.5886 RSQ = 0.3465 2 TTERATIONS.
N )
v BETA B .
2 . 0.5112 0.4293 . ' .
8 * 0.2207 8.2015 92 ] -
& REG- CONST. = §2.4310

A-59
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Attachment A-l9 J

80.71 . . (continued, page 3 of £3)
L - »
‘ : e
MOOEL 5 05 CRITERION = 1 . v
PREDICTORS -\\\- 2 | w .
R = 0.5468 RSQ = 0.2990 1 ITERATIONS.

v BEt) B

2 0.5468 0.4592
REGe CONST, = 55.8695

FeTEST 1 FeTEST MODEL COMPARISONS = MDDEL 1 VS 4DOEL 2

. RSQ FULL = 0.3687 MOOEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3477 MOOEL 2
OIFFERENCE = 0.001l0
OFN = 1. . OF0 = 16l. F=RATIO = 0.263 P = J.E149

F=TEST 2 F=TEST MODEL COMPARISONS = MCOEL 2 VS 4CDEL 3

RSQ FULL =  0.3677 MOOEL 2

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3430 MOOEL 3

DIFFERENCE « 0,0196

OFN = L. OF0 = 162, F=RATIO = 5,033 P = 2.024¢

F=TEST 3 F=TEST MCDEL COMPARISCNS = MODEL 3 ¥S “DCEL 4

RSQ FULL = 0. 3480 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.3465 MOOEL 4

OIFFERENCE = 0.0016 .

OFN = 1. DED = 163, ‘F=RATIO = 0.389 P = 0.5411

F@TEST 4 F=-TEST MODEL COMPARISCNS = MGDEL 4 VS 4OCEL S

RSQ FULL = 0.3465 MODEL 4
RSQ RECUCED * 0.2990 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0,0474
OFN = 1, OF0 = [l64. F=RATIO = 11,905 # = 2,001l
“

2
<o

' | 3{‘ A=60
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inscruaenc Cascrivclon,  Foehm Test of Basic Toncefes fSTAC)

"o LY
3xtef delcripcion sf the {agcrumenct.
A

Fifty icess arranged (n order of thelr difficuley  Fach.item consiscs >f a sa¢
of plciures about which sCacesments ire rasd o che sCudents Thasge sCatezents
briefly describe the plctures and asc the chlid %o warx che one Lllustrating zhe
concapt area :

13 _shem 483 the instrment aduiniscared?

All kindergarzen scudencs.

-

How =aanv :i=ss sa8 tha ‘nstmment aemifvigcered”?

Cnce %o all kindergarten scudatics, and once %o ali kindergarten scudencs &
tie I schools.

Ahen sas tha iascryen: aaminiscered’

Septembar 3=12. 1980 “axe-up cests verd administarsd cha ‘ollowing seek
Tizle I Posttescing took place Fedruar? 9=13, sith zake=-ups -ne iolloving Jeek

andre sis me iascTmant adoinistared?

In the ¢lassroom,

SN0 againistered the tasiruzenc®

The classroom teachar

shat_sraining d41d the aduiaiscracors hava?

The Joend comes wich a completa set of instruccions for adhiniscering the fest
JRE ?rovided each teaghar sith 3 checklis: o “alp scructure zne aciivisies syure
rounding che test adainiscravion. O ALCenPC sas ~ade to Donilior iralring
activicies orovided on zampus by the Priacipal sad/or counselors

d43 the inscTument jdminiscersd under scandardized condicisnst

Scandardized inscruccions were discribuczed lndividual sariations ia adainis~
tration pruceduras aav nave ocsurred.
dare_thera e2g sith the {ascrzzent sr =-e sdminiscration ~hat sizht

aflact the ralidicy of ohg data’

“one that 3WT scaff is  aware 3f

/!

1

dho ievaloped the inscrument’

Ann E. Boeh:. published %y thae Psvchologital Cirporation.

Splic~hal! rellability coefficients. zorrecced v the Spearman-3rown Yoraula,
ranged Irom %4 to 90 In che scandardization sample Vo salidicy data are
Teported. Locally. :orrelatfon coefficlents ranglng from 3% to 31 rere found
detsean the doeha and the AT Reading. Total Jor lisiced $nglish-speaking students
(isc jrade level}

Afe theld 20TR 48ta

Stindardization samble conefet low. alddle. #0d nL3h sozio-sconomiu level
students f{ron «<indargarten. (i » 40d second 3rades (o sixteen cltles around
she Zountrv Parcentiles zorresponding o saricus tdu SCOTES are revoried 97
bYeaginning and aid year testing in each of the SES levals 5v jrade clasalficacions
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BOEHM TEST OF BASIC CONCEPTS ‘e
~ '

Purpose

Results of the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts were usad to answer the

following decision and evaluation questions from the Title I Evaluation
Design for 1980-8l. . =~ +

N

Decision Question Dl: Should the Title I Reading Improvement

Program be modified? 1If so, how?

Evaluation Question Dl-1: Were thesobjectives of
the Title I reading component met?' ’

Evaluation Question Dl-7: How many Title 1 .
students scored high enough to exit from the
Title I program nging 1979-19807

Decision Question D2: Should Title I schoolwide projects Ge

continued, expanded, or revised? If so, how?

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

Evaluation Quastion D2-2: Were the achievement gains

made by low-achieving students (40th percentile or ' .
bBelow) 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 (abovg 40th percentile)
in the schoolwide projects equal to :h; gains made by' '
high-achieving students in regular TitTle~T schools?

P
Decision Question DJ: Shouild the Rainbow Kit project be contimued,
modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question P3-1: Did the achievement gzins
of Rainbow Kit participants exceed those of non-
participants in the control group?

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

L 4

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

’

I .
qn :
' ISR
- “B-3 : .




Decision Question D5: Should the Happy Talk Program be .
continued, modified, or discomtinued? . .

’ " Evaluation Question D5=3: Did Happy Talk participants
outscore the other students in their schools when

entering kindergarten? )
. . —

—_————— e — R

! /,] The information gathered was used in partial fulfillment of Information
Needs 12, I3, and I4 for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment.

I2: How similar=~are the results when the schools are Lo
ranked for Title I eligibility in eaZh way possible
*under Title I regulations? ° :

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

14: How many students would be eligxble for Title I services ¥ '
for vgrious combinations of criteria for campus and

student eligibility?

Procedure

The Boehm Tedt of Basic Concepts was admin¥stered by the Systemwide
Testing Program in all kindergarten classes in AILSD during the fall of
" 1980. The testing occurred September 8-12, with makeups being given i
- September 15-19. C(Classroom teachers administertd the test to their '
) own students. Booklets were then forwarded to ORE for scoring. i ) \
“In the spring, kindergarten classes in TitIe I schodls and & few others :
where requested were posttested on February 9-13, with makeups on Feb- ) ]

-
*

ruary 16-20,
\ . ’ X f
’ Detailed procedures are outlined in the Final Technical Report, System— | !
wide Evaluation, publication number 80,39, ) /
. 1 . . 4

In addition, Sstudents who entered Title I schools after the September /
testing and did not have a comparable score were giveg the Boehm to T
|

* determine their Title I eligibility. The Boehm was also given to '
’ students whom teachers felt had received invalid test scores in Septem- 1
LY .‘I

ber. ‘ .
‘J

Because so many anélyses were done using the Boehm datay procedutes are f
described briefly aleng with the results télated to each evaluationnn j

quest%on. . —— % ’

| ’ 97 : L

) .




80.71 -

y yi .
L 4 - e ‘ . ’
. Results

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

Evaluation Quéstion Dl- 1, Were the objectives of the Title I reading

component met? “ .

The Texas Edutation Agency requires stratified achievement objectives. +
The kindergarten objective for the AISD 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 perceéntage of Title I students making gains’in
each interval specified in the objective, It is. ‘not clear to the .
writer exactly how scracified 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. An examination of the mean gain, however, shows

thit the program did about as well this year as last. The average gain

for students tested in English in 1979-80 was' l14.5 raw score points. {
The average gain this year was .6 points lower, 13.9 raw score . points.*

Evaluation Question Dl-7: Were the objectives of the schoolwide pro-
Jects %ft? . )

Figures B-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 .posttest. A com- .
parison of che gdins made by these studencs to those made by othery
Title I stadents follows. . ’
»

Evalyation Question §-2: Were the achlevement gains made by low-

achieving students (40th-pergentile 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 studerts {above the 40th percentile) in the schoolwide pro-
jects equal to the gains made by.high-achievings students in regular
Title 1 schools? .

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

the makeup of the groups d{ffere& from analysis to analysis.

.

*See addendum. . * ’ :
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The first set of analyses compared lgw-achieving stutents (pretest < 40th
percentile) —4t Allison with similar [studentb at Becker. The results
in Figure B:S show that the two groups did not differ significantly.

Figure B-6 reports the results when the high-achieving students {pre-
test > 40th percentile) at the same schools were compared. Agaln the
groups were fiot found to differ significantiy.

Then all kindergarten students at Allison who were tested in English

were compared with their bpunterparts at Becker, and the results were

L 4

the same. None of the F-tests were significant. . » <

When the kindergarten students at the two schoolwide projects were not
found to difflr significantly, they were combined for comparisons with
students from the other Title I schools. The comparisons were limited
to students im. schools that had been part of the Title I Program in
prev¥ous years so that students of relatively similar socideconomic
backgrounds were used in the comparisons. The schools comprising the
comparison group were the following: Browd, Blackshear, Campbell,
Dawson, Govalle, Maplewood, Mathews, Metz, Norman, Oak Springs, Ortega,
Ridgetop, Rogedale, 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 B-10 reveal that the two groups differed signifi-
cantly in each get of analyses. An examination of expected valuss_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 fron:TtgularﬂTitle I schools with
equivalent pretest scores. At the pretest mean of schoolwide project -
participants, this galn represents a gain of about eight NCE's,

Coples of the computer printouts from which Figures B-3 through 'B-10
were taken can be. found as Attachments B-2 through B-7. .

Evaluation Questioh D3-1: Did the achievement gains of Rainbow Kit

participants exceed those of nonparticipdnts in the control group?

. . -
The Rainbow Kits are collections of 36 reading-related ECCiquies for
parents and children. The activities, which were developed on four
levels--kindergarten, first grade, primary (grades 2 and 3)-and inter-
mediate (grades 4-6)—*are packaged in envelopé€s and designed _to be sent
home with the Title I children on a weekly basis throughout the’ schoal
year. ) .
The R;idbow Kits were pilot tested in six Title I schools. Grade ¥
levels at each school were assigned to either participation or centrol
status. All students in a participating grade redE‘ved Rainbow Kits,
Title I gtudents at nonparticipating grades did not Yeceive the
lessons. At kindergarten three schools-~Brown, DawSERé and Maplewood-- 4
received the kits‘_ The nonparticipating schools wepe Fidgetop and
Zilker. Harris, the sixth school, did not have kin&ﬁggarten students.

The linear models in Attachment B-l were used to compare the partici-
¢

Qr
¢ B-6 e
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\ pating Title I students with the controls. Nonparticipating siblingg
of partitcipants were removed from all Rainbow Kir analyses so the e

presence of the kits in the home would not confpund the rcsults. 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. .

2 o e __ - -

The results presented in Figures B-1l and B-12 would seem to imply that
J e Rainbow Kits retarded the learning of, students with a pretest score
‘below 20; however, only 15 students were included in the control group.
Such an N is too small for meaningful analysis especially usipg 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 .
kindergarfen in September, 1980. The other group consisted of all the ‘
kindergarten .students in the schools which had Title I pre-k classesg /
in 1979-80 except for the formet#Title 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 7
B-13 shows that the former pre-k students ecored significantly higher

f than the others on total score and on all subscales except one, Miscel-

laneous. The difference between the groups on total ‘score represents

about a 15 percentile point difference ig the middle SES norms. About

half.of the former pre-k students were not eligible for Title I fhstruc-

v . tien.

v

" Evaluation Question D5-3: Did Happy Talk participants outscore the
other students in their schools when entéring kindergarten?
A different approach was taken in answering this evaluation gquestion.
Thirty-six Happy %&lk participants from 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 sﬁore was first determined by :
getting a weighted average of the meAn Boelm raw scores at these 10 , s o
schools. The calculation of the mean for all ten schools was weighted ) f
by the numbet of former Happy Talk students attending the school. The
welghted mean was 24.8. A t-test was then calculated to see if the P
mean of the former Happy Talk students, Z2.6, differed significantly
from this score. The t of 2.3l was significant at the .05 level, so
V. it appears that the former Happy Talk students scored below the other
kindergarten students in the schools they attended. ' 7
+} . - . *
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* Addendum - "\i
- .

An analysis reported in Appendix G of the Final’Technical RepoTt,

Systemwide Testing Evaluation, publication fumber 80,39, shows that -
» when only the nine schools that have been Title I schools for the last
‘ﬁfour vears are included, the gain is the s7b:e (12,1 points}‘ as in 1979%-80.

' " L4
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. Results . Expected ’
\\ ﬁu&ber' : Percent ¢ Pefcent Gain of,.. )
61“ 1644 918 >20 raw score points .
© 138 33,8 L 14-19 taw score points ;
N . ‘ 168 41.2 37 i 7-13 raw score *points T ,

50‘ 7.4 f 7 ‘1- 6 raw score points'
5 102 1 20 raw score poirts

Pretest mean score = 71.5

Pasttest mean score = 35,4 N a3 408

i
Average gain = 13.9
. ’
Figure B~1, MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT COBJECTIVE, 1980-81,
Spring Beehm 1980 e . . 1981 1y
Raw Score Number JPercent Number Percent )
T s 234 ) 38 161 39 ~
>34 382 62 247 61
L]
. L}
Figure B-2., NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF TITLE I KIWERGARTEV STUDENTS
.\ ' i ’ SCORING HIGH ENOUGH TO EXIT TITLE I STATUS.
. //, . -
~
“~
I
-
p "
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- T = »
| v Res'ults_ . Expected ‘ s , !
, Nueber Percent Percent . . Gain of...
< 17 27.0 16 >20 raw score points
s
2° 34,9 37 , 14419 'raw score points
L3 » 3
18 28.6 24 7-13 raw score points
e 'h 9,5 . 15 - 3-’6 raw sgore points
I o " v 0.0 0 <Q raw score points
l Pretest mean score = 26,5 ~
Posttest Mean score = 40.2 N = 63
. Average gain = 15.7 - b .
- Figure B-3, MEASUREMENT OF TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PRO{ECT OBJECTIVES "o
AT ALLISON. 1
] . - e
Results Expected - .
Number Percent Percent Galns of... -
. ,t -
21 25.6 F3i >20 raw score points .
- . Fa
26 31,7 . 42 14-19 raw scor® points .
. 32 39.0 35 / 7=13 raw score points
- 3 3.7 . 12 - 1= 6 raw score points
. » .
0 0.0 2 id’raw scpre points |
) Pretest mean score = 24,3 . 4/"/ ’ \
. Posttest mean score = 40,0 N = 82 '
' Average gain = 15,5 . ‘ '
‘—ﬁ,‘_\‘

LY

- ! L]

Figure B-4, MEASUREMENT OF TITLE I SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT OBJECTIVES
AT BECKER.
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[ F 4
0. ./ ’
- Models " RSQ
Full . Restricted’ Full Restricted df F p
17 vs 2 .3122 .3121 1,99  0.017  0.891
R 2 us 3 L3121 12939 1,100 2.635 0.104
3 8 4 .2939 .2828 1,101 1,597 0.207
. 6 vs | 5 .2828 .2799 1,103 0.417  0.527
-~ &
V' rigure 8-5. MopELS covparmNG LOW ACHIEVERS (<40th Percentile) AT ALLISON
(N=46) AND BECKER (N=59) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS.
- N ’ / -
. N
Models RSO . .
Full Regtricted Full Restricted df F D
1 s 2 2004 .2011 1,3 0.0 1.000
[} * . -
. 2 _ vs 3 .2011 1971 1,35 0.177  0.680
., 3w 4 1971 1960 1,36  0.047 0.823
. 1
' 6 vs 5 1960 .= .1381 1,37 2.666 0.107
* Figurf. B-6. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS (>40th Percenfile) AT ALLISON

: *(N=17) AND BECKER (N=23) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS.

\f

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full _ Restricted ~df " F p
I vs 2 Carz 4726 1,139 0.162  0.690
2 vs 3 L6726 6637 1,140 ;.375 0.122
a “vs 4 4637 (:3513 “\5 161 3.240  0.070
& s s 4513 0 4512 1,162 0,023 0.876

Figure B-7. MODELS COMPARING ALL STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N=63) AND BECKER
, (N=82) " SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS,
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» ,
. ) A
. Models il RSQ
Full Restricted Full, Restrdcted -« df F .% p
1 s 2 C o078 CL3037 Iy 594 3.506 0,058
2 s 3 - .3037 .3037 1,595 0.0 1.000
i3 vs 4 .3037 . +3037 1, 596 0.0 1.000
. ! * N ]
4 [fvs TS # 03037 L2715 1, 597 " 27.757" <0.0001

Figure B-8. MOD'ELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVERS (<40th Percentile) AT ALLISON
. AND BECKER (N=105) WITH LOW ACHIEVERS AT TRADITIONAL TITLE I
! *  SCHOOLS (N=495). See.text for a list of schools,’

) -

Models RSO M ~
Full " Restricted Full Restricted® df F . p
1 s 2 +2485 . 2485 1, 307 0.0 1}090
2 E 3 .2485 L2490 I', 308 0.0 1000
3 wvs é 2490 use ) 1,309 0,00 1,000 AN
P4 vs 5 ) 2096 1966 1, 310 21.829 <0.0001
: , . .

<

. Figure‘B-@. MODELS COMPARING HIGH~ACHIEVING (»40th Percentile) SCHOOLWIDE
PROJECT STUDENTS (N=40) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS AT TRADITIONAL
TITLE I SCHOOLS (N=2273), )

-

-~ ) -
_Models RSO

Full 'Réstricfsd\ *Full Restricred : df F . p
1 s 2 1T €520 5196 , 907 1.081  0.299
' 2 lr_s_x_ ¢ 3 51967~ - 5169 , 908 5.182  0.022
3 v, 4 45169 5169 . 1,909 0.0 1.000

4 vs 5, : f5169 ’ 922 1, 911 46.619 <0.0001 ,
- . - . Ll

w [

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

.’ , . .

' 1o
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‘.Figure B-11.

' .o - |
!
Models RSQ .

Full Restricted Full Restricted i df F P

1 us 2 4397 4209 L71 2,382 L1238

2 vs 3 .4209 .3799 1,72 5,094  .025
3w To.3799 "t L3sel 1,73 . 2.572  .109

4 vs 5 L3581 4t 43532 1,76 0.558  .464

TITLE I STUDENTS.

recipients were excluded fro

COMPARISON OF RAINBbW KIT PARTICIPANTS AND NONPARTICIPATING
Nonpartitipating siblings of Rainbow Kit
the-analysis:

¢
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L] ‘l ‘
" Title I Pre-k* s No Pre-k* ] =
Varjable- N “Mean N " Mean df P P
\ . by '
Space (23)** 86 15.86 211 , 13.72 1, 295  ,14.985 .0003
- ~ . :
Quantity (18) 8  10.23 211 8.94 1, 295  11.506 .0012
Time (4) 86 ' 2.23 211 173 1, 295 - 11.95%  .0010
X ‘ b
. Misc. (9) 86 2.42 211 " 2,54 - 1, 295 2.536  .1083
: N ]
" 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.

. Y
Flgure B-}3, .COMPARIBON OF FORMER TITLE I PRE-K STUDENTS AND NUNPARTICIPANTS AT
: - ENTRY. INTO KINDERGARTEN.

bl
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80.71 . . . " Attachment: B-1
i/‘: F . ‘ '
L] - “ ‘ - -
, d PROTOTYPIC MODELS FOR‘COHPARI‘NG GROUP GAINS
: -
oy (3) (4 6 7 8
Model 1: Y,= a W+ aXx +a}()+a}(()+a}(()+a()+E
[ . 0 13 3 4 .3 76
) - (3 (4) . (5) (8) ’
Model 2: Y U+ aBX + &gx + allox + alg
) .
. - €3) (4) (8)
. Mo§e1‘3. Y ale +‘a13x +‘aM - + alix + E
] & (2) | "4
Model 4.' Y = amU + a”}q(h + a; g% + E
* (2) ' o y
s+ #Model 5: ~ Y=®a U+ a,X e \
3 . 19 20 .
. Where, ) .
o {
Y = posttest ’ . . N
. .
.U = unit vector - )
X(%) = pretest - :
3(3) = pretest if a member of Group 1; 0 otherwise
)B 4 = pretest 1if a member of Group 2; 0 otherwise
5 . &.:(2) squared . e &
X(G) = X(a) gquared v Lo~ ’ 9
. . y
" .X(7) = X(A) squared
] ' ' ! ’{
. X(S) » } if a member of Group 1; 0, otherwise o
- ) 1‘
. > N
¢ e -




*%& QUTPUT FRCM
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-

PRCGRAM REGRAN *¢+# -

ke .
"ALLISON VS BECKER == BOEHM 19806=1981 == RAW SCORES &= 30

1

PARAMETERS
CCL 1= 5 = 8 .
COL 6=10 = 105 3
CCL 21=15 = 5 | '
. CCL 16=20 = 4 » .
4 CCOL 21=25 = 1
DATA FGRMAT = (DUMMY) ( )
, ]
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
. »~
MEANS 1~ 2 3 N 4 5
. 37.9143 20.6381 9.0667 + 11,5714, " 459.9143
& "
L
~ SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 T
1.3104 . 548295 10.8709 11.2087 228.7165
R MATRIX ‘) 1 2 3 . 4 5
¥
. 1 1.0000 0.5290 0.1340  0.1452 0.4951
2 . 025290 1.0000. .0.2093 0.3171 0.9842
r
, 3 . 01340 0. 2093 1.0000 =0.8610 * 0.1906
/ '
. ) 0.1452 0.2171 ' «0.8610 «1.0000 0.3279
5 6.4951 0.9842 0.1906 0.3270 1.0600
6 041725, ° 0.3263 . 0.973]1  =0.7740 0:3177
. 7 " 0:2304 0.4733  =0.7429 ' 0.9667 0.4936
" A . 0.058 . 0087 0.9446 =0.9116 =0.0097

IL°08

6 7 g
200.3810 259.5333 5? 0.4381

.6 T 8.
" 267.2546 291.3714 044962
6 - 7 8
0.1725% 0.2304 0.0585
0.3263 0.4733  ° 0.0087 _
- :“;l‘ . ' ;P 2
G.9731 M 7429 . 0.9448 © o
. -
Y ot
0.3177 6.4936 =0.,0097 2%
- o
P ”
=0.6678 1.0000 .1865
0.8491 , =3.7865 1.0060.

~ ~111 .
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! 86.71 . o Attachment B-2
: R . (Page 2 of 3)
. . ) B . ¥ )
g MODEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1 : Lot
« ?
PREDICTDRS = 3= 4 6= 8
- R = 0.5587 RSQ = 033122 - 450 1TERATIONS. ' _
v BETA B @ . " .
. 73 2,2334 1.4115 - .
4  2.6655 1.6328 .
6 -099361 =040239 Ve
7 =1.0200, =0.0241 /
B  0.2663 5.0728
. REG. CONST. = 15,0222 '
. , ‘ ]
MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 _ . J
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 Buvg
R = 0.5586 - RSQ = C.3I21 -~ 179 ITERATIONS,.
"y BETA 8
i . 2.0232 1,2786 g »
4 .2.5320 , 1.5528 : .
: 5 =«0.7127 =0.,0214 .
7 8 0.4486 662117,
REG., CONST. = 15,4876 *
' 4 ' \
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1 ’ ce .
- g B 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= 4§
R = 0.5422 " RSQ = 0.2939 57 ITERATIONS.
v BETA. J, 8 '
3 0.7580 _0.4790" g !
, 4+ 1.1628 0.7127 A )
.8 044025 5.573}
- = . 3 ;‘ __f___—-——__f—‘f
REG« CENST 22.882 V7 f__néﬂéﬂ
- F
. ‘ , , ¥ o - )
" MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERIGN = 1 '
’ PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8= 8 '
| R=0.5318, HRSQ = 0.2828 2 ITERATIONS.
. v BETA B - " 11
2 ,0.5286 046229 -~ . ik

8 0.0539 _ 0.7464
REGe CONST. = . 24&7312

? . B-13




80.71

MODEL 5 M5
PREDICTORS =
R = 0.5290

v . BET
2 . 0.§29
REG. CONST.

~

F=TEST "1

RSQ FULL =
RSQ REDUCED,

DIFFERENCE =
DFN = 1,

1

FeTEST 2
RSQ FULL =
R5Q REDUCED
DIFFERENCE =
DEN = 1,

F¢TEST ,
RS ULL =
RSQ REDUCED
DIFFERENCE =
DFN = 1.

FeTEST 4
RSQ FULL =
RSQ REDUCED
DIFFERENCE =
DFN = 1.

CRITERION = 1
2= 2°
RSQ = 0.2799

-y
0 0.6235
=  25.0468

"MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

1

ITERATIONS,

© 0.3122 . MODEL 1Y’
= 0.3121 MODEL 2 .
0.C001
OFC = .99, F=RATIO = 0.017
] * -
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
121 . MODEL, 2
= p.Bk929 MODEL 3
0.0181
DFD/= 100. F=RATIO = 2,635
MODEL 3 VS MOOEL 4
0.2939 MODEL 3, .-
= 0.2828 MODEL - 4
0.0112
DFC = 101, FRRATIO = 1.597
MODEL %4 VS MODEL 5
0.2828 MODEL 4
= 0.2799 . MODEL S
0.€029
DFD = 102 FeRATIO =  0.5413
X N
\ -~

113

b

Attachment B-2
(Page 3 of 3)

/s

0.890&

0.1037

0.2065

0.52389

G930

09492

G950

096{

-
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A

‘ / «xs gUTPUT FRCM PROGRAM REGRAN *¥#
ALLEISON VS BECKER == BOEHMM 1980~1981 == RAW SCORES > 30
PARAMETERS
» COL 1= 5= 8 .

COL 6=10 = 40 * '

" CCL 11-15 = 5
COL 1620 = 4
cgl 21=25 = 1 ,

HATA FORMAT =

(DUMNY)

£

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS 1 2
{ 45.8250 34,7500
g ; )
] L
N
S SIGMAS 1 - 2
l\ 3.0405 3.1918
R MATREX 1 2
g
1 1.0000 0.3716
e,
2 0.3716 1.0004, .
, 0%
3 -0.206% 0.0949
N 0.2751‘1’/ 0.0893
”’T 5 0.3772 0.9991
, 67 =-0.1741 0.1695
7 0.3112 0,1972
114 :
L 44
. 0.0198

8 “0.2333

3
14.8000

3
17.3352
3
=042065
0.0949
1. 0008"
=0. 9830
0.0927
0.9928
=0.9529

0.9931

4
19.9500

4
17.3262
4
" 0.2751

0.0893
-0.9830

1.0000

" 0.0913

=0.9621
0.9897

(), 9899

’

5
.1217.7500

223.3991
5
0.3772
0. 9991
0:0927
.
0.0913
1.0000
\0.1676
- 0.1994

0.0177

»

-

$
6
519.5500

6
6217881
6

-0.1741
0.1695
-0.9928
«0.9621
0.1676
1.0000
~0.9326
0.9719

698.200b

7
625.5556
7 LY
0.3112
0.1972
&
~0.9529
0.9897
0.1994
~0.9326
- 1.0000

-0.9596

L

+

o
V°
~y
8
0.4250
8
0.49%3
B .
~ ¢
=0,2333
0.0198 ~ »
ot
& B
0.9931 ¢ &
-8
1]
—0.98993}?\@ )
0017757
L¥S]
0.9719
1=
1.00001*‘?
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80.71 oo : | Attachment B—3

. , P 2 of 3
MODEL 1°MI .CRITERION = 1 7 (Page .

_PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8

- R = 0.4476 RSG = 0.2004 ., 12 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
3 0.0 0.0 - ’
4 0.0 § 0.0 , -
6  0.9040 0.0044 .
7 1.1341  0.0055 A\ ;
8 =0.0209 =0.1288

REGe CONST. = 39.7344 °

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS % 3= 5 6= 8

R = 0.4485 RSQ = 0.2011 2 ITERATIONS.,
v ,BETA 8 ..
3  =0.2436 =0.0427 , : .
4 0.0 0.0 . :
5 043998 °  0.0053 - .
3 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST. = 39,9934 .

-

MCDEL 3 M3 .CRITERION = 1

‘PREDICTORS" = 3= 4 8mw 3 .

»

R = 0.4439 RSQ = 0.1971 2 ITERATIORS.

v BETA 8
3 1.9000  0.3332
4  241429. 0.3760
8 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST. = 33,3909

A

»

. '
MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1 , ¢
PREDICTORS % 2w 2 8= 8 )
R = 0.4427 RSQ = 0.1960 2 ITERATIONS. ..
v BETA B Lt ‘
"2 0.3764  0.3585 Lo \
8  =0.2407 =1,4806 :
REG- CONST. = 33,9954 . .o
. 11e
4L

K B-21
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80,71 - Attachment B-3
’ ~ {Page 3 of 3)

-

. MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1 -
PREDICTORS = 242 '
R = 0.3716 RSQ = 0.1381 "1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA . B ' - ‘

2 043716 0.3540
REGe CONSTe = 3335239

-« F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 Y$ MODEL 2 ; 0930
RSQ FULL = 0.2004 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2011 MODEL 2
‘DIFFERENCE = =0,0007 /
OFN = 1. OFD = 34, F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 YS MODEL 3 0940"
RSQ FULL: = 0.2011 MODEL 2 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1971 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0040 .
bFN = 1. DFD =  35. F=RATIO = 04177 P = 0.6800
F=TEST 3 MWUDEL 3 VS MODEL 4 ‘ 0950 .
RSQ FULL = 0.1971 MODEL 3° ,
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1560° . MODEL 4 ) -
O IFFERENCE = ~ 0.0011
DFN = 1. OFD =  36a F=RATIO = 0.047 P = 0.8232 . .,
. : f
F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MQDEL 5 0960
RSQ FULL = 0.1560 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1381 .MODEL 5
OIFFERENCE*= 0.0579 '
‘., DFN = 1, OFD = 37. F=RATIO =  2.666 P = 0.1073
, . .
- } . < “
H
Py
b} ) 111 ’
/ :Q




*¥& QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN *#% 4

CL . o
ALLISON VS BECKER == QOEHM 1980-1981 == ALL STUDENTS , z
P ARAMETERS
. COL 1=°5 = 8
COL 6=10 = 145 ~ .
CCL 11=15 = 5 ! '
COL 16=20 3 4 ’
_COL 2125 = 1
, DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) 0870
| Y ‘
. . { $
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. . . )
. | .
‘*  MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
40.0966 2445310 10. 6483 13.8828  668.9724  288.4276  380.5448 0.4345
\.‘ ll,j . . . - - -
G SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7' } g
. 1.0166 8.1976 13.2303 13.7045  408.7460  422.7588  455.9249 0.4957
R MATRIX 1 z 3 ‘4 S 6 1 8
& 1.0000 0.6718 ,0.1433 0.2635 0. 6393 0.2167 0.3721 0.0078
¢
) 2 0.6718 1.0000 0.2509 043559 - 0.9813 0.3926 - 0.5157  =0.0025~ .
) . L ' S o
L 13 0.1433 .0.2509 1.0000 «0.6153 0.2427 0. 9592 -0.4718 0.9132% 3
: N . ’ v ' v, v 3
4 0.2635 . 0.3559  =0.8153. 1.0000 053526 «0.6911 0.9570 -0,.8879' 3
‘ T
¥ ' 5 * 046393 0.9813 0.2427 0.3526 1. 0000 0.3991 - 0.5265  =0.0110¢ 7
4 ) i T,
6 0.2167 ' 0.3926 0.9592 =0.6911 0.3991 1.0000 ~0.5695 0.7784
7 .2721 0.5157 -0.6718 0.957p 0.5265  =0.5695 .  1.0000 - ~0.7316
8 0.0078 ~0.0025 0.9182  =0.8879  =0.0110 0.7784 -0.7316 1.0000

L]
-

[y - ’ - '
’ . " 0




80.71 . . Attackment B4

) b . . (Paga 2 of 3)
MGDEA ! M1 CRITERION = 1 .« ‘
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8 '
R = 0.6879 RSQ = 0.4732 352 I[TERATIONS.

v * BETA 8 -
3 1.6840 0.8931 ’
4 2.1591 1.1054
6 =0.5112 «0,0085
7 =0,6145 =0.0095 .
8 043269 4.6276
REG. CONST. = 19.2759
= -

. ’

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION

-
=

1

* * i
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 8= g
R = 0.6875 RSQ = 0.472§ 129 ITERATIONS.
v BETA . B '
3 1.5777 0.8367 S
4 2.0217 1.0351 - "
5 ., =0,4519 *=(,0078 . . «
8 0.3493 4.9439
REGe CONST. = 19.8579 .
MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1 )
- "
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 g8a g ) '
"R = 0.6809 RSQ = 4,4637 44 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8 -
3 0.8854 4 E56 : .
4 1.2688 0.6496 '
8 0.31584 4.5068 N
REG- CONST. = 24-1196 \{ *
N - )
MODEL ‘4 M4 CRITERION = 1 ) ‘
R )
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8= 8 .
R = 0.6718 RSQ = 0.4513 2 ITERATICNS.
\ ' 2[)
Y “BETA 8 '
2 . 046718 , 0.5750
8 0.0094 0.1334 . - .
REG. CCNSTo = 2509335 ’
\ ~
' B-24




r ' 82,71 . ' Attachnent B-4
! . . ; - ' (Page 3 jof 1)
| v *
| /

MUDEL § ¥5 CRJTERICA = 1| * - i

PREDICTORS = 2w 2 . -

R = 0.6718 RSQ = 044512 . 1 ITERATIONSs ' 1
v BETA 8 : ' .

vo2 046718 0,.5750 o ) )

REG. CQNST, =  25.9920

: - o , J r

'F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MQOEL 2 0920

RSQ FULL = 0.4732  MODEL 1
~RSU RECUCED = 034726  MODEL 2 ‘ .
 DIFFERENCE = 0.00C6 , .

< OFN = 1. 0?3 = 139 F=RATIO = 0.162 ¢ = 0.6903

FeTEST 2 MODEL 2 vS MODEL 3 ’ T > 0940

RSQ FULL =% 0.4726 MODEL 2 : -

* RSQ REDUCED = 0.4637. MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.008p

OFN = 1. OFD = 140. FeRATIO = 2,375 P = 0.1215

F-TEST 3  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 4 ' 0950

RSQ FULL =  10.4637 MODEL 3 )

RSQ "REDUCED = 0.4513 MODEL 4 .

DIFFERENCE = 0.0123 :

OFN = la OFD = 141. F=RATIO =  3.240 ¢ = 0.0703

FeTEST ¢ 4 ¥ MODEL 4,VS MODEL S . ) . 0960
RSQ = . 0.4513 . MODEL 4 . ’
RSCR 0.4512 .MODEL § .

DIFFERENCE = 0.0C01

oFN = 1.0 oFD = 142, F=RATIO =  0.023 P = 0.8743
Y N t
t -
B \
‘ ' 4
L4 ‘ }/
y <
//‘ A
’ »
. : v—/) 121

B-25




x¢% CUTPHT FROM PROGRAM RFGRAN ¥ #%

TITLE T FESULAF VS SCHOOLWIDE PRhHF(fS a= AOEHM 1580=-1681

PARAMETERS: .
‘COL L= 5 = 8

COL  4=1C = 600 * 4
€oL 11=15 = - 5

COL 16=20 = 4

CCL 21=25 = qQ »

+4
. DATA FORWAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCOKRELATION ANALYSIS,

| MEANS : !

Iy
- 36,0450
T
5 SIGMAS . 1
645432
R MATRIX 1
17 1.0000
2 0.5210
3 1.1946
4 - "0.1387
“ be 0.5109
¢ C0.2159
- 7 0.2582
g 122£u!316

r

I

F
) 2 3
21,7600 3.6117

2 3

5.,6741 8.2122
!&;

2 3y
0.5210 0.1946
1.0000 0.0407
0.0%07 1.0000
045455 -0.8153

* 0.9838 0.0340
0.1233 0.9779
0.7067 00,6534

-0,0911 . 0.5549

b. / *
8
. -
~ i N
4 5
18.1483  505.¢933
4 5
9. 7601 23;45671
4 7
0.1387 0.5105
0.5455 0.,9833
=0.8153 0.0340
1.0000 . G.5417
L0.5417 1. 0000
/
=0. 7489 y Dol
0.9577 . 0,7227
~J.8538 =0.05 14

== PAW SCORES <= 30

i

6
890 .4850

. &
199.2306

6
* .
0.2196
0.1233
0.5776
“0.7489
0.1191
« 1.0000
=0.6002

0.8771

& S
i\ q
1 ’ *

- Y

0540

7 8
425,2083" ~  0.1750

7 8
28,2065 0.3800

’

7 8
0.2582 0.1316
0.7067 -0.0911

~0. 65 34 049549
0.5577 -0,8538
0.7227 «0.0914

=0.6002 08771
1.0000  =0.6842

“0.68%2 ., 1.0000

»

(¢ 30 1 =28ey)
c-g IUAMYDEIIV
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80.71 ‘ N Attachment B-S
'd . (Page 2 of.3)
MODEL | ¥l . CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= &4 6= 8 e
R = 0.,5548 RSQ = 0.3078 245 ITERATIONS,
v RETA B -
4 0.6318"  0,4223 P
& wD.5724 =0.0188 ‘
7, 9.21€2 3.0046
8. =0.2852 =4.580¢
REG. CONST. = 230311‘0
4
MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 -
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 3= 3 )
; ; ~
R = 0,551l RSQ = 0.3037 134 ITERATICMS,
v BETA 8 .
3 0.7810 0.6222 !
&  '0.8743 - 0.6515 ~
5 m0.0240 =0.0007
8 9.2186 3,7651 .
REG. CONST., =  21.659% .
MODEL 3 ¥3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= 8 . ' ¢
R = 0.5511 RSY = 0.3037 38 [TERATICAS. . ;
v RE TA B A
3~ 0.8146 0.6430
4 0.9184 0.6138
8 0.1363 2.3219
REG. CCNST. =  22.1555
o ES
MCDEL & M4 CFITERICN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8= 8 o~ ' -
R = 0.5512 ©$Q = 0,3038 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 5
2 0.5375 2. 6198 -
8 3.1805_  3.1086 104 :
“~ 3

REG. CONST. = 22,0144

B-27




8n,71 . Attachnent B-3
. . . . (Page 2 of 3)

MODEL T '8 CFITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2

Ik

R = 0.,521) FSQ = 0.2715 1 ITSFATICNS.
"
v RETA
2 7.521) 0¥:008
REG. CCNST- = 2209710
S, )
FeTEST 1  4DDEL L VS MODEL 2 7600
RSQ FYLL = . 2.%07% MOOEL 1
RSQ REDUCED =00,3037 1CDEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 03,0041
DFN = 1, WD = 554, 5‘F-:A713 = 3,506 O = 2,C5¢82
FaTZSY 2 400EL 2 VS MODEL 3 ' 0610
FSQ RULL = 343037 MODEL 2
' RSQ RECUCED = 0.3037 MODEL 3
OIFFERENCE =  0,0000
DEN = 1. . AIF) = 595, FAATIO = 04042 © = ).8226
FeTEST 3 MUDEL 3 VS MODEL 4 0629
RSE FULL = 0.3037  MOJEL 3
RSO REDJCED = 0,3038 MODEL 4
+ DEFFERENCE = =0,J901 ’
DFN = 1. JFD = 5G&. F-RATIG = ‘000 2 = 14.0CCO
Fe=TEST &  MOCEL 4 VS MODSL S ‘ 0639
RSN FULL = 3.3038 MODEL 4 ~
RSQ REDUCED = 23,2715 40DEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0323 -
OFN = 1. . JFD = 597, FaRATIC »"274712 # = C.C3CC
. 13
» 12?"




% (UTPUT FRUM PRUSRAM REGRAN #s¢

N ’ &8
TITLE | SEGULAY VS SCHCOLWIDE PRCJECTS ~~ BIEHY 1980=1581 w= A Aw SCCRES > 30 S
. “ . .
PARAMET CRS
COL 1= 5 = 8
COL  &=10 = 313
" COL llwl® = 5
COL 16=20 = 4
COL Z1=25 = )
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) 0549
‘ w
ENT ERCORRELAT 1ON ANALYSIS.,
MEANS 1 : 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
44,3259  36.5511 444409 32,1502 '1356.6066 155.6230 1200.5936 0.1273
:il .o
2 SIGMAS 1 : 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
) 3,7650 4.2085 Ll €577 12.9368  319.1276 41447205 551,047 0.333%
( [}
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 © 5 C & 7 ‘8
1 © 1.0000 0.4433 01622 -0.001y 0.4426 0.1709 0.12717 0.1524
2 0.4433 1.0000 ~0e 1401 0.4516 009580 ° =0.1107 0.6613  =0.loT> o
« I i
' “ (]
3 0.1622  =0.1401 1.0000 ' =0.9%67 - =0.1407 045945  =0,8303 0.6552 ® §,
4 «D.0019 - 044516 ~0.9467 1.0000 0.4514  _ =0.932¢ 0.6633 -0.9513 315
< 0.4426 0.5980 ° =0.1407 0.451% 1,0000  =0.1127 0.6639  «0,1666 <1
6 21705 ) =0, 1107 045549 “046326  =0.1127 1.0000  p0.d176 0.5803
. 7 0.1277 0.6613  «0.8303 0.9633 0.6635 ~0.3178 1.0000 -0.6343
. . \ . o
8 0.1524  =0.1675 005952  =0.S513 =0, 1666 0.5803  =0.8343 1.0Qa0
) 12 L - S Fi




80.71 Attachment B-6 *
. " (Page 2 of 3)

MCDEL I,“1 CRITERICN = |

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 &= 8 \
R = 0.4SF5 £30 = 0.2485 &7 ITERATICNS.

v " BETA 8

3 0.0 Jded )

4 0.C 0.9

3 D.6267 ).0057

7 0.8311 9.0057

8 D.2313 2.61817

?

3

y

REG. CCONST, = 35,2377

HODEL' 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

-

PREDICTCPS = 3= 5 8= 8 " '
. ws . *
R = 0,4%85 RSQ = 0.2485 2, 1 TERATICNS,
.V 3£ TA 8
3 . 0.0 0'0 * ) *
‘0 0.0 350 * e N ¢
5 Det8la.  D,0057
8 0.232% 2.022¢%
REG., CONST. = 35,2865 .
MCOEL 3 43 GRITERION = 1 .
‘ -
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 3a 8 i
R = 0.,4550 RSQ = 0,2490 78 1TERATICNS.
v agET) . A . )
3 1.4085  .0.454% >
4 1.4773 7.4301 N .
g 0.1534  1.7302 '
'REG. CCMST. = 28,2570 .
MCDEL 4 Y4 CFITERICN = ~
fJ
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 3= 8 '
R = 0,499 RSN = 0.2656 2 LTERATICNS,
v N RETA R . .
N2 0.4824 0.431s 125
8 042332 2.6267
REG, C3NST. =  28.148¢°

' BE-30 !




- ‘ ) ’ -
.. 80,71
‘ I
_ woDEL § M5 CRITERION = !

pREDICTCRS = 2= 2

< R = 0,4433 Rgh = 0.19¢6 | ITERATIC

gETA . B
0.4433 043566

dEG. CONST. =  28.3132

F=TEST 1 WCOEL 1 VS MCDEL 2

- RSG FULL = 5.2485 a00EL 1
( a$Q REDUCED = 0.248% MOoDEL 2
DIFFERENCE = =0.0090
DFN = ].o DFD = 307. F-ﬁlTlt = ‘)00
) FmTEST 2 “00EL 5 ys »CDEL 3
.- asQ FULL = 0.2435 40DEL
' a5Q REDUCED = 9.2450 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = «0,7205
OFN = 1. - OFDF 338 FapATIO = O
F=TEST 3  MOOEL 3.yS MCDEL 4
' agQ FULL = 5.2490 .uwppeL 3
05Q REDYCED = 0.2494 MODEL &
. DIFFERENCE = =3.3004
. - pEN = 1. DFO = 399 £magATIC = O
) FaTEST &  WODEL & VS MODEL 5
. asq FULL = 0.2464" %  MODEL 4
- . 2sQ REQUCED = 0.19€6 AGDEL 5
| DIFFERENCE = 3.0525
DFN = “1e - OFD = 310, F=RATIC = 21
’ /
LY
J
1
. . )
~ R
L]
J 129 ‘
Q
];RJ(Z .

‘ ' ™ . B~31




s%4 OUTPUT FRGM PFOGEAM REGRAY »#% . .

‘ -

- . . w
TITLE I FESULAR VS SCHOOLWIOF PROJECTS == BGFHM 1980=1681 <« aLL STUDENTS e
P ~d
PARAMETEFS - / ) N
coL 1= 5 = G .
CLL  €=1C = 413
COL 1let& = 5
COl 16=20 = 4
(oL 21=25 = ¢ |
DATA FOEMAT = (DUAMY) . 5 0540
INTEPCOFRTLATION ANALYSIS.
MEANS : | 2 3 4 5 6% 7 8
, 13.8339 26,8445 3,8659 22.5485 757.4018  106.2442  £91.1676 0.1583
kit
B sionas r 2 3 / 4 5 € 7 8
£.9602 8,7¢28 9.5425 12.83277 482.6808  2935.8039  54)1.1196 0.3655
L] ’ ~
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 £ 7 8
i 1.0000 0.7016, 0.1635 0.3576 2. 6775 0.2054 0.4927 00,0757
2 0,706 1.0000 0.,0198 0.6684 0. 808 0.1074 0.815¢ ~0,1147_ .,
- . * et
. w o
/ 3 0.1635 2.0158 1.0000 -0.7304% 0.0047 U.9£82 =0,5208 0.9596% &
=
. w B
Y 0.3576 0.6684 ~0.7304 1.0000 0.£6%5 0 E4T0 T 0.9447 =0, 17749 5§
= Nad
5 066775 05808 - 0.0047 0. LELS 1.0000 0.0605 0.8416 =0.11562 1
- |
& J.2054% 0.1074 0,9€682 «0.6470 *  0.090% 1.0000 ~0,4613 0;3322
' - j L4 . -~
7 0.4622 0.8156 , =0.5208 0.9447 0.8416 ~0.4613 1.0000 “0,5543

Q 8 130 Je0757 “0.1147 00,9396 =0, 1774 -0, 1156 0.9322 =0.5543 1.0000




H
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80.71

HDDEL 1 M1 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 &= 3
R= 0,7212 RSQ = 0,5202
T v BETA Gk
* 3 1'4636 1.067¢

4 1.2757 2.6522.

6 044224 =0.3100

7 -C.1721 =0.0022

8 ~0,0521 =0,.%¢23
REG. CONST. ="' 21,5884

Attachment B=7
{Page 2 of 3)

117 ITE®ATICNS,

-
MODEL 2 42 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 8= § S
R = 0,7208 RSY = 0,516 ‘@ 56 ITEPATICNS.
. o
v AETA, B
3 1.0813 0.7886
4 le4332 J.78%%4
5 «0.,26%5 =0.0036 :
8 0.1452 2.7654
REG. CONST. = 20.5Wi8
MCOEL 3 13 CRITERION = |
_PREDICTCRS = 3= 4 8= 8 P
R = 0.718¢ RSQ = 0.5t69 32 ITERATIONS.
v RETA 8 /
3 0.3127 0.5927
4 1.0475 3.5684
8 0.1234% 2.3503
REG. CONSTQ = 2301575 .
MCOEL & "4 CRITERICN = | .
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 B8e 8
R = 0.71C0 pSQ = 0'5169 2 ITEPATIGNS'
Y RETA B’
2 'c.ns:? 0.5717 J
3 0.1583 3,013%
r:;gs CANST. = 23,0537
' B~3)




80.71 . Attachment B~7
(Page 3 of 3)
. f
MODEL 5,45 CRITERION = | ' /)
PREQICTCRS = 2= 2
- -y
R = 0,7916 RSO = 244922 1 JTEFATICNS.
eV BETA B .
\ 2 07915 J.5573 K
REGe CONST. = 23,5244 7
/
rd
vl -
F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS ™OJEL-"2
RSQ FULL =" 0.5202 //%db:L 1
RSQ REDUCEN = £.51%6 GOEL
OIFFEFENCE = 0,0706 ,
DFN = 1. "OFD = 907, FeFATIO = 14281 ° = 32,2990
F=TEST 2 0JEL 2 VS MODEL 3 / ‘
RSQ FULL = 0.5156 MCOEL -2 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.516%¢ MODEL 3 ) .
DIFFERENCE = 00,0027
DFN = i, DFD = 908, F=RATIC =  5.153 P = 70,0217
\ »
F=TEST 3 .MIJEL 3 .VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.516¢ MCDEL 3 ~ "
RSQ PEQUCED = U.5166 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = =0,0001
DFN = 1. D = 609, FeRATIL = 0.0 P = 1,0C00
F=TEST .4 COEL 4 VS MODEL 5 ,
RSN FHLL = 0.5163 40DEL 4
RSQ REOUCED = 0.4922 RIe]) 5
DIFFERENCE = 0,0247
DFN = 1, VFD = 410. / FeRATIC = 46,567 P = (0.9000
L 1,33
P ‘
i
L
oo
\\\ | e
B=34

w ¢

JP—




-t

ANALXS}S 4 =

L3

1l
34.9610

5.2778

1

.7 1.0000
- 0.5943

\ ‘ -3883
~pNLTT

. 0.6328

6 104593
7 0.0945

8 0.1331

o 134

2
2246753

2
4.9187
2
0.5943
}.booo
0.5154
=0.0372"
0.9672
10,6535
0.0224

0.1075

+++ 0UTRUT FROH PROGRA:‘RGGRAN *ex
RAINBOW KIT == KINOERGARTEN

18.4675

3
10.1733
3
0.3883 -
0.5154
17booo

-0.8755

0.5255

0.9651

=0.8345

0.8929 -

87243

4
«0.1177
=0.0372
=0.8755

1.0000
~0.0675
=0.7570

49858
=0.9806

5
538.3636

5
196.1068
5
0.6228
0.9672
0.5255
0. 0675
1.0000
0.6935
~0.0015

0.1424

-r

LN
. Ioss
e
~
\
\
0850
Zb_ 7 8
4445455 93,8182 ¢ 048052
6 T 8
283.2389  204.0746 0.3961
1 {
6 2 8
l‘—'h-l
0.6535 0.0224 0.1075 }
, =
| 009651 =0,8845  0.8929% B
=0.7570  0.9858 -o.gaoe’o‘g
ot
06935 =0, 0015 0.1424 w o
[o2]
L.0000 0.7215 0.7720
=0.7215 1.0000 ~0.9346
0.7720 ' =0.9346 1.0000
. £y
v J




» %
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f
- 4

) éO.?l . - Attachnent B-8 .
. . (Page 2 of 3)

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1 .
PREDICTORS = 3e 4 4= 8 ¥

R = 0.6631 RSQ = 0,4397 '946 ITERATIONS. oot
v BETA B S
3 «0,1877 =0.0974
4 =6.5505 =3,9628 . ; _
6 le1147 0.0208 . .
7 3.8220 0.0988 : g
8 =3,4009 =45.4537 .
REGs CGNST. =  T1.5251 - )
.
MODEL 2 M2 JBRITERION = 1 y
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 8= 8 ' '
B = 0.6488 RSQ- = 0.4209 29 ITERATIONS. )
v 8ETA B e
3 =0.1186 ° =0.0615 T
4 «]1,05602 w0, 6414
5 0.7437 ° 0.0200 : =3
8 =0.9096 w12.1213 g b

- REG CQNST. = 37.7803 ~
} MDDEL 3 M3 (CRITERION = 1 \
PREDICTORS =. "3= 4 . 8
R = 0.6164  RSQ = 0.3799 72 ITERATICNS.

BETA B - ‘ v
1.3321 0.6911 z”’

202519 0.1524
(N 8 . «0,8094% =»]10,7858 , )
’ REGe~CONST, = 30,2419 - = &

S W

L] ., » . f.

. \ , \
+MODEL 4 M4( CRITERIQN = 1°

PREDICTORS 2m 2 8= 8
R'=70,5984  -'RSQ = 0/3581 - .2 ITERATIONS. . o

v BETA . . B , 12¢
20,5868 046297 ¥,

.8 0.0700, 0.9322 ,

REG. 'CONST. = 19.932% . -




80.71 Attachment B=3
] (Page 3 of 3)

.

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION =

- v

PREDICTORS = 2w 2 -
R = 0.5943 RSQ = 0.3532 1~ ITERATICNS.

v BETA 8 -
2 ° 045943 0.6377
REGs CONST. = 20.5002

+

FeTEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 0910

RSQ FULL = 0.439% MODEL 1, ~
RSQ RECUCED = 0.4209 MODEL 2
OIFFERENCE = 00,0188
DFN = 1. DFD = 7;, F=RATIO = 2,382 P = 0.1233
F@TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 : 0920
RSQ FULL = 0.4209 MODEL 2 ' :
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3799 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0410 . S
DFN =" 1, DFD = 72, FaRATIO = 5.094 P = 0.0254 -
F=TEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 , . 0930
REQ FULL ="  0.3799 . MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 043581, . MODEL 4 e
DIFFERENCE =  0.0218 . .
OFN = 1, DFO =  73. FeRATIO = 2,572 P = 0.10951
FTEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL § ' 0948
RSQ FULL = 0.3581 MODEL 4 - . )
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3532. MOOEL 5
PIFFERENCE*= 0,004€ .
DFN = 1. OF0 = . T4, R=RATIO = 0.558" P = 0.4642

- - -

: ) A
. » -
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METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS
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80.71 Inecrudyac Dascripclon. Matropolitan Readiness Tescs (“RT) ~
.

3rief descripcion of the ingCrument- .

Eighs cests chat nessurs che skills needed im beginning reading and wachematics.
Thesa cescy can be grouped ince the following skills areas  auditory, visual,
ianguage. and quantitacive. The battery composite caancains a tocal af 97 icexs. /

L~

30 _Jnom was £M4 inetrument administered?

v

ALl firsc=grade scudencs.

How Janv tizes wis the t4stwument adoinistered’
‘ %-\

Cace, to all firscegrade scudencs,

Jhien 723 he inscTiment adminisceced’
afien 7237 -¢ .n3CT.ment acainistered

Septexber 3 - 12, 1980. “ake~-up tests were idainiscered She following seex.

“AREIE JaS ing inmgtrument adzinistered”

A
i the classroom.
14
[l >
~no ad=isisctared tve irstTurenc’ .
[

e Classroom teséner.

~ . .
L
%]
#hat training did e“e acniniyTvicors “ave’

Aritcen inscruccions from ORE vere Provided €0 tha counselor 4nd srincipal.
Any teacher inservice triining that o¢culTed Jas the resPonsibility of she
counselof or primcipal ‘on each ¢armous.

.

Ca 4
-

Y
iagtrunent adainiste¥ed under standardized corditions’

.

Standardized iaszructions vare distributed. Individual sariacions in administratien
ProcaduTes 24y “ave occurTed.

a8re there srobleas’ sith the ‘mge=uzeat 9r "he sca:qiaC';cion that Tighr
af’ect the validity of cne gata’

" ¥
‘ .

. Mo «nown brobl.‘. ~

aho deaveloved the inscrTyment’

The 193] versien wvas developed by Dr. Gezrcrude 4, Hildrech; che 976 vcrsion was
JTitcan bv,Joanan %. Yurss and Marr E. “cGauvran. )

“nat rtliabili:y gnd salidicy dacts are available on 2nq irstr._ment”

Reliabilicr and validity daca ate svailable lao the Teacner'y vanual, Part 1I oo
2p. 24=25. rho‘!cliabzlity of che Fora 7 subtests, a3 jucmarized 5v uder-Aichardsen
Formula 10 coefficiencs and splic-nalf corrnlntions\'rangt from .72 o .35, .

Are _there 10T daca avallible for facevoracing“tue -qsulcs® *
The standardizing sample of 18,302 firsc Zraders wae chosan 5O represent & sariats of

§eoTaPhic regions, commmity sizes, and soclo~economic levels, frow 17 school dis= .

tricsy. The noruing sctudy, compleced {n fall, 1974, sae Mirl; representazive.
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METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS

J .
- Purpose
)
ﬂ‘ ~
Results of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) waré used to
answer the followigdghdecision and evaluation questions from the
Title I Evaluation Design for 1980-81. '
Decision Question Dl: Should the Title I Reading Improvement.
t . Program be modified? If so, how? /

Evaluation Question D1-10: Did 1980 At-Home Summer
Program participants show larger achievement gains
, . from April, 1 s to April, 1981, or from October,
- 1980, to Apr 1981, than the matched comparison
! groups

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

» Evaluation Question D2-2: Were the achlevement
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? /

L ] -

Decision-guescion Da: Should the Title I Early Childhodd
Education Program be continued, modified, or discontinued?

if so, how?

Evaluation Question D4-3: Did former pre-k participants
score_higheg than.other students in their schools when
entering kindergarten and first grada?

e

The information gathered was used in partial fulfillment of Informaticn .
Needs 12, I3, and I4 for the 1981-1982 Needs Assessment. -

I2: 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 1TBS?

I4: How many students would be eligible for Title I services

for various combinations of criteria for campus and student
4 eligibility?

-3 140
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Procedure
- The Metropolitan Readiness Tesdt was administered by all AILSD figst-grade
teachers to thelr 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 decails of the scoring and processing of the
MRT.

» ?esults . ’

» All evaluation findings for Evaluation Questions D1-10, D2-2, and D2-3
are’reported in other appendices of this report. Information Needs 12,

. I3, and 14 are reported in the Needs Agsessment, publication number
Tov . 80. 87. ,

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

"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 gcores of 68 students who had been in the pre-k
program in 1978-79 were identified. These scores were compared to those
of 168 firsx graders who attended kindergarteg in the same schools in
which the former early childhood students attended pre-k. Thege stu-
dents wete used because they should provide a group similar in socio-
onomic status to the former pre~k students. The pre-reading composite
r%u scores 6E'these two g{oups were compared using Program ANOVAR of
theanST package, The results presented in Figure C-l show the twp
grEups:d ot diﬁfer on their MRT scores when entering first grade.

»

peres

J-H‘"‘
Thé 'T980-81 angaua%lon of the Title I Program’ compared the entering
‘ k;pdergarten’s&ores of these same two groups. The former pre-k students
wexe fpund to enter kindergarten with substantially higher test scores,

Fi ire €2 compares the scores of the two groups at kindergarten .and
fiyst grades A great deal of caution must be used in interpreting the
taph in Figure C-2 because of the difference in the tests used to get
' .the scores. The Boehm norms are much older than those of the MRT, and )
thd two tests do not necessarily measure the game dimensions. The,
vaﬁue of the figure-is that it graphically represents the closng of
thezgap between the two group means during the kindergarten year. The
graph suggests that the closing of the gap As made partly at the ex-
pen&e of the former pre-k students; i.e., the kindergarten teachers
/ do Bot respond to the initial advantage of the pre-k students in ways
t maintain their relatively higher achievement level throughout the
yeax. Whether this suggestion 18 correct 1s a question. worthy of in-
vestiigation in subsequsnt evaluations.
C g CoL 141 : .
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80.71

Group N “Mean - df F p

Former Pre-k 68 41,69
— . 1, 205 9,399 0.5353

Comparison Group 139 40,45 -

Figure C-1, COMPARISON OF SEPTEMBER, 1981, MRT PRE~-READING COMPOSITE
SCORES OF FORMER TITLE I PRE-K STUDENTS AND A COMPARISON @
GRGUP.
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Figure C-2, CHANGEJ¥IN PERCENTILE RANKS OF FORMER TITLE 1 PRE-K '
STUD AND A COMPARISON GROUP OF NONPARTICIPANTS
FROM SEPTEMBER, 1979 TO SEPTEMBER, 1980.
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8.0.71 . Attachmént C-1
*** QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM ANOVAR **%

j FOLLOW~UP OF FIRST TITLE 1 PRE~K GROUP 1979 == MRT 9/80
By ' &
CCL 6=10 = 2
CCL 11=15 = 1 .
CCL 16=20 = 0
CCL 21=25 = 0
DATA FORMAT = (QUMHY) A |
SROUP 1 €8 SUBJECTS. TITLE 1 PRE=K STUDENTS FROM 1978=79 '
* GROUP 2 139 SUBJECTS. CONTROL GROUP == FIRST GRADE 80-81
.
ANALYSIS FOR VARIABLE 1 ' '
$ QURCE MEAN SQUARE 0.Fe F=RATIQ P,
fCTAE 176.6876 206e .
GROUPS 70.7921 e, 04399 0.5353 . .
ERROR (G) 177.2042 205. *
G MEAN 1 2 |

41.6912 40.4460

COMPARISON OF SEPTEMBER, 1980 MRT SCORES FOR TITLE I PRE-K STUDENTS -
FROM 1978-75 WITH THOSE OF A COMPARISON GROUP,




¢‘ ]
_ 80,71 d -~
- ¢
-,
/ .
g
‘ - *
/ .
N ]
- ra r —
- -y
. JESEA Title I
' . Appendix D .
ICWA TESTS OF BASIC 3KILLS
4
— “~ . ]
r ~ -
—— \ I;a
/
¢ / ‘
7 L]
{ »
/
s -
P
! r »
J 4
+ . DL/} “1




Instrundne Mescrineion  Towa "A3FS ~F Zagir 3r11'q Q79 rdirdan ey *

Levels © and 3 were Ziven to grades 1 and I, respectively. to Tessuts 3£ilfls .0 the

areas i wotd Analysis. vdoebulafy, Resding Cuaorenention. 3Peliing, 4ath Concapts. “ats
Probleas. amd “ach Combutation T3S levels -1« sere administersd [0 grades I«4 sigh
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IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILES y

Purpose
-~
Results of, the Iowa Test of Basic Skills were used to answer the
following decision and .evaluation questions from the Ii&ke I Evaluation "
Design for 1980-81,

\\ Decision Question Dl: Should the Title I Reading Improvement

. Program be modified? If so, how? |

—— e 7

Evaluation Di-1: Wera the objectives of the Title I
reading component met?

Evaluation Question Dl-6: How did the achievement of

e Title I students compare with that of a comparable
: group of formerly Title I students in schools without
b oTitle I?

Evaluation (uestion D1-7: How many Title I students
scored high endugh to exit from the Title I _program
. during 1979-19807

Evaluation Question Dl-8: Was :he?e 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? @ ) ' ///////
. . .
13/1980 At-Home Summer /

Evaluation Question D1-1Q:
Program participants sh
frod April, 1980, to
-~ to April, 1981, th

aréer achievement’ gains
i1, 1981, or Ccrober, 1980,
the matched comparison groups? e

Should Title I schoolwide projegsrs be
ed, or revised? If so, how?

Decision Question

continued, exp

TEva

)
tion Question D2-1:- Werae the objegtives of the
oolwide projgcts met?

Evaldation Question D2-2: Were #fe achievement gqin?/ ,
mide by low-achieving studenpe” (40th percentile or :

cade by low-achieving dents in regular Title I ,

schools? i : ””///

Evaluation Quedtion D2-3: Were the achievement gains .
achieving students (above 40th percent ;




Ty

L]

ecisdon Quegtion D3: Should the Rainbow Kit project be .

ontinued, modified, or discontinued?

u

a D3-l: Did the achievement gains
of Rainbow Kit participants exceed those of non- - )
participants in the control group? D

The information gathered was used in parfial fulfillment of Infg}mation
Needs 12, 13, and 14 for the 1981-1982 Needs Agsessment and Information
Needs 120, 121, and 122 for the TEA Annual Evaluation Report.
I2: How similar are the results when thé schools are ranked
for Title I eligibility in each way possible under :he
Title I regulations?

13: How many students in each school scored below selecred .
percencile points or the Boehm, MRT, and ITBS?

14: How many students would be eligibie for Ticle I segvices
for various combinations of criteria for campus and
student eligibility? -

'ng: Using a Model C evaluation model, what NCE gain was
. made by Title I students at grades 2-%? '

121: What were the correlations between the pretest and

posttest at grades 2-6 for Title 1 and comparison

students? ... the standard deviations? .
122: How many Title I students.scored at or-bélow,the

chance level on the pretest and posttest?

-~

-
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R Procedures

, Procedures for the administration of the nps for 1980-81 can be found in
the Final Technical Report, Systemwide Testing, Publication Némber 80.39. ~

Becpuse so many analyses weré.done using the ITBS, procedures are reported
brfefly along with the results related to.each evaluation question or in-
formation need. . 1
e ’
Results

d

>

need, .

Y - * w"

i
// The ITBS results are presented‘below by evaluat#on question and information !

Evaluatfon Question D1-1: Were the objectives of the Title I reading com.-

i
// ponent met? bl H

p \\Figures D-1 through D=6 compare the projected performance of the Title stu-
dents with thelr 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 fast 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
werqinot 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 diffe{gnce at grades 2 and 3.

Evaluation Questiop D1~7: How many Title 1 students scored high enough to
exit from the Titlé I Program during 1979-80? . .

Figure D-13 shows that from five to thirty-three percent of the Title I stu-
dents scored high enough to exif. mApnil 1980, depending on the grade.

Evaluation Question D1-8: Was there a relationship between characteristics

(cooperation in setting up the program, etc.) of fhe pripcipals of Title I
schools, as perceived by Title I reading coordinators, a&} the effectiveness
of their Title I programs in terms of achievement gains?
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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 finding

of interest was at grade 3.where the analyses revealed an interaction be-~

tween ratings and achievement at grade 3, For a given pretest score, stu-

dents generally scored higher on the posttast if their principals cTecelved .
a low rat from the coordinators. The opposite was true, however, for the
lowest scigg;g students. ‘

Evaluation Question D1-10: Did 1980 At-Home Summer Program participants

show larger achievement gainsfrom April,1980, 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 data were analyzed using the models in Attachment D=1, where
group 1 was At-Home participants.

-
1

Evaluation Question D2-1: Were the objectives of the schoolwide pro;écts
met?

Yes, they were generally exceeded. Figures D~27 through D-35 display the re-
sults for«the schoolwide projects.

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

Analyses uere;é%pe to answer this question using the linear models in Attach-
ment D-7. The'groups indicated in the models were as described below.
Group l: low-achieving students at Allisen. A
Group 2: low-achieving students at Becker.
Group 3: students served by Title I who live in a traditional
Title I attendance area. ' .
Broup 4: low-scoring former Title I students from traditional
Fitle I attendance areas and served by SCE.
Group 5: low-scoring former Title; I students from traditiona%/ . -
Title I atsendance are?4 who were not served by SCE.
The pretest and posttest scores were April, 1980 apd April, 1981 ITBS Aver-
age Reading grade ivalent scores respectively except at first grade where
MRT Pre-Reading Composite raw score was the pretest. .

The regression analysis results are reported in Figurés D-36 through B=4l
and Attaciment D-8. Each set of analyses has atggleast one significant com-
. parison. Figures«D-42 through D-47 were prepared using the simplest accept-
able godel in each analysis. They show the results when thegroup'é’pretgst

iy .

I . 11y

\ v
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4 ' .
mean score uas substi%uced into the resulting regression equation to get an
expected pos¥tesc score and a gaffhi. In case® where the groups had sifnifi-
cancly different regression slopes, a common pretest value.(the socal group .
mean) was also used co get an expected posttest score. ol

Evaluacion Questtun D2-3. Were the achlevement gains made by high-achiev-
4ng sctudents (apove 40th percegtile) in the schoolwide projects equal to
he_gains made by high-achievina students in regular Title I schools!

The models in Attachment D-1 were first used to see if cthe gains by high .
achigvers at Allison and Becker diffeted significantly. The results in ~
Figures D-48 chrough D~50 show that they did not. For these analyses, group
Iﬁwas defined as high-achieving students at Alllson (see Attachment D-9).

- . The two,groubg of schoolwide project students were then combined into one
group for comparison wich high achievers at other schools. The models used
in these analyses are describéd {n Attachment D-10 and the results ate
refforted {n Figures D-51 cthrough D-56 and Attachment D-1l. Tables were
created (Figures D-57 through D-68) for those grades at which significant
differences occurred between models. They were prepared in the same way as
the cab%es described under Evaluation Quescion D2-2. M

»

Evaluation Question D3-1. Did the achtevemenc galns of Rainbow Kit parti-
cipancs exceed those of nonparcicipancs in che concrol group?

The analyses conducted to answer th{s question were done using the models
described in Attachment D-1. Group 1 was made up of Rainbow Kit recipients
and Gf%qp 2 was nonrecipients., Pretest and posttest scores wete the gsame as
¢ those used in the other gnalyses reported in this appendix. The results are
reported {n Figures D-61 through D-65~and Attachment D-12. A figure {s in-
cluded for grade 1 because the analysis done at that grade did not seem to b
valid. A hand calculati6n showed the correlatlon between pretest and posctest
fof the control group at grade 1 to be -,03. There were no sigmificant dif-
ferences between participants and controls at other grades. -
v Information Need 120! Using a Hodel C evaluation model, what NCE gain was
made by Title I scudents at grades 2-6? . .

~

Information Need I21l: What weFe 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 ac each grade. The
comparison group was made up of non=-Title I students in Ticle I
schools who scored above the Title I eligibility criteripn. These .
f analyses provided all of the information necessary for the Model C

"c‘aris’ons:
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+2. The“xecond part was to use the models in Attachment D=1 to com=
. - pare the two groups., The main reascn was to check for unequi-

valent slopes, Group 1l in the analyses was made up of Title I
i students.

s

Figures De66 through D-75 ¢isplay the Model C results and the other inform-
acion required by TEA., Attachment D-14 provides the printed output. The

results of the significance tests comparing thé two groups can be found in
Figures D~76 through D-80 and Attachment D- 15,

»
. &
]
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‘ -
. Results Expected Will Score
Number Percent Percent {in Grade Equivalents)...
-ty < &
114 18.2 18 ‘ >1.9
50 8.0 9 l.7 to
107 17.1 18 l.4 to 1.6
132 21.1 21 1.1 to 1.3
223 35.6 34 <1.90 ,
Mean = 1,32 ‘ p
4

Percent Pre- and Posttested = 80.8

Figure D-1, MEASUREMENT OE THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 1, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

C :

Results Expected Will Gain
Number Percent Percent (in Grade Equivalents).
36 o113 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 26.4 32 o 0.1-0.5 months per month
32 10,2 T2 will show no gain .

Pratest ave}agﬁ = 1,08
Posttest average = 1.88 .
Average gain = 0.80

Paréﬁnc Pre- and Posttested = 60.2

/ -

Figure D-2. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. . (/
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" Results Expected Will Gain
Number Percent Percent {in Grade Equivalents)...
A 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
L]
77 ~21.5 19 0.1~0.5 months pe® month
¢ 23 6.4 10, will ghow no gain -
Pretest average = 1,75 T,
Posttest average = 2,66
Average gain = 0.91
Percent Pre~ and Posttested = £8,1
Figure D-3., MEASUREMENT OF READING COMPONENT OBJEGTIVE AT GRADE 3,
AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. «
*
Results Expected
Number Percent Percent will Gain,..
59 17.0 12 >10 percentile points
» : 24 6.9 3 7-9 percentile points
—
23 6.6 4 4=6 percentile points
: 46 13.3 8 1-3 percentile points
195 36.2 73 20 percentile points
Percent Pre-~ and Posttested = 73,5
r
v i
Figure D~4, MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT )
GRADE 4, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. -
\ L]
Ty
\ray
3 D-10 * 4
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o
— Results Expected
Number Percent Percent - Will Gain...
) 77 2.1 13 >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 a 56 <0 vpercentile points.

Percent Pre-~ and Posttested = 73,9

Figure D-5. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 5, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

Results Expected .
Number Percent Percent will Gain...
. 61 21.2 15 >10 percentile points
22 7.6 7 7-9 percentile points .
a7 12,9 7 *4-6 percentile points
34 ll}ﬁ 15 1-3 percentile p;;nts
134 46.3 36 -/EO percentile points

Parcent Pre- and Posttested = 73.1

Figure D-6. MEASUREMENT OF THE READING COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 6, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

-
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TRADITIONAL TITLE®1 ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS (N=101) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 1.

Models RSQ
1 Full - Restricted\‘ . Full . I_iescric:ed dfl' F D )
‘ 1 v 2 0667 0457 1, 306 0.327 0.5749
2 ws 3 - L0457 .0376 1, 305 2.596 0,104l
3 vs 4 ,.0376 .0339 1, 306 1.149 0.2844
4 ¥s 5 .0339 L0334 1, 307 0,184 0.6725

80,71 ,
Models RSQ .

Full Restricted Full Restricted df F P

1 wvs 2 < l1622 . ,1643 1, 388 0.000 1.0000

2 ws 3 L1643 1642 1, 389 0.014 0.9003

37 vs 4 1642 L1636 1, 390 0,311 0.5844 ,
T4 ovs 5% 163 .1390 1, 391 11.504 0.0011
Figure D-7, MODELS CCMPARING TITLE 1 STUDENTS (N=293) FROM

Figure D-8, MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (Nw224) FROM
- TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS (N=86) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 2,

D-12




80.71

LY
Models RSQ -
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F P
1 vs 2 $2474 L2676 1, 300 0.000 1.0000
2 ws 3 2676 2429 1, 301  1.864 0.1696
3 vs &4 02629 26416 1, 302 0.551 0.4653
4 vs 5 2416 . 2407 1, 303 0,358 0.5570 °
Figure D-9. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N=241) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE 1 ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE 1 STUDENTS (Nw65) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 3.
Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restrictad df F D
1 vs 2 (4612 4606 1, 366 0,501 0,4867
2 vs 3 4604 4540 1, 367 4.372 0.0349
3 vs 4 4540 (4541 1, 368 0,000 1.0000
4 vs S 4541 4519 1, 369 1,442 0.2285

Figure D-10,

MODELS COMPARING,TITLE I STUDENTS (N=264) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
TITLE 1 STUDENTS (Nw»108) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL
TITLE 1 ATTENDANGE AREAS, GRADE 4,

D-13
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¢
*
Models RSQ
Full __ Restricted Full Restricted df F P
’
1 vs 2 . 6040 .6039 1, 360 0.067 0.7914
2 vg 3 . .6039 .5879 1, 361 14.614 0.0Q04
v & ! IA
3 vs 4 .5879 .5876 1, 362 0.251 0.6229
4 vs 5 .5876 . 5862 I, 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. - ,
Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Regtricted df F D
1 vs 2 5858 5865 1, 332 0.000 1.0000
2 wvs 3 .5865 . 5854 1, 333 0.862 0.3563
3 ¥s e . 5854 5847 1, 33 0.529 0.4745
' 46 ys S .5847 . 5844 1, 335  0.297 0.5930

Figure D-~12, MODELS COMPARING TITLE I STUDENTS (N=188) FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS WITH FORMER
® TITLE I STUDENTS (N»150) ALSO FROM TRADITIONAL |
TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, GRADE 6.
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Scorad High Enough to Exit

Grade Critericn « . Number 4 . Percent
1 h <1,5.G,E. . * 282 33
’ 2 22,5 G.E, . 45 . 9
3 240th 2ile 32 .6
4 <40th 2ile . 28 5
5 <40th 2ile 27 5

Figure D~13,

NUMBER AND PERCENY OF 1979-80 TITLE I
PARTICIPANTS WHO EXITED FROM THE PROGRAM
IN APKIL, 1980,
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80.71

Rating of & Pretest Grade Equivalent
Support N .5 1.0 1,34 3.5 1.75% 2,0 2,5 ﬁg’
Very Low 0 - - - - - - - o
. «1‘/
Low ' 94 146 1,98 2.34 2.51 2,77 3.06 3.56 ”
Average 37 1.61 2,05 2.3¢ 2,48 2,70 2.91 3.35
High 190 1.77 2,11 2,34 2,45 2,62 2,79 3.13
&
Vary High 36 1.92 2,17 2.34& 2,42 2.54 2.67 2,92
*Mean pretest value for all students -

! PREDICTED POSTTEST GRADE EQUIVALENT SGORES

FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PRETEST SCORE AND.
RATING OF PRINCIPALS' SUPPORT FOR THE TITLE I
PROGRAM, GRADE 3.

Flgure D=l4.

’

“

Rating of Pretest Grade Equivalent
Support N 2.0 2.5 3.0 3,33* 3,5 4,0 4.5

Very Low 93 2,98 3.34 3.79 4.13 4,32 4,93 5.63

Low 33 3.09 3.33 3.66 3.92 4.07 4.57 5.15
Average 80 2.82 3.31 3.89 4,32 4.55 5.30 6.12
High 101 3.00 3.38 3.86 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 students .

Figure D-15. .PREDICTED PQSTTEST GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
FOR DIFFERENT LEVELS OF PRETEST SCORE AND
RATING OF PRINCIPALS' SUPPORT FOR THE TITLE I
PROGRAM, GRADE 5.
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- v .
Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted 4f F S '

1 vs 2 0792 0779 3, 300 0.136 ,938

2 vs 3 0779 .0673 S, 303 0,697 .628 '

3 vs 4 .0673 0662 2, 308 0.504 .61l

3 vs 5 10673 . 0667 1, 308 0.211 ,651 s '
5 vs 4 T L0667 .0642 1, 309 0.799 .376

Figure D-16., COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I:
- ’ VERY LOW SUPPORT (N=0), LOW (N=68), AVERAGE (N=26),
. HIGH (N=172), AND VERY HIGH (N=46). GRADE 2,

Models t R§Q
Full Restricted Full Regtricted df F D
1 vs 2 23172 3175 3, 345  0.000 1.000
N 2 vs 3 .3175 .3077‘ S, 348 0,996 0,421
3 ovs 4 .3077 2822 2, 353 6.500 0.002
3 wvs 5 . 3077 .2910 i, 353 8,335 0.004.

. 5 wvs 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 I:
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N=0), LOW (N=94), AVERAGE (N=37), '
HIGH (N=190), AND VERY HIGH (N=36). GBADE 3.

16
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. Models RSQ F/
) Full Restricted _Full Restricted : df
1 vs 2 4902 4903 4, 330 /0.000 1.90(&&
' 2. 3, .4903 482 7, 336/ 0.734 0.645
, 3 vs 4 4824 47822, 31 1,394 0,248
3 vs 5 . 682 14793 10361 2,063 0.148
5 vs 4 4793 w82 /1, %2 0.722 0.401

5
Figure D~18. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I:
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N=99), LOW (N=«52), AVERAGE (N=80),
HIGH (N»106), AND VERY HIGH (N=8). GRADE 4.

/

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Regtricted df F D
1 vs 2 63977 6407 4, 303 0,000 1.000
2 vs 3 .6407 . 6065 7, 307 4,182 <0,001
. 3 vs . .6065 6012 2, 314 2,119 0.120
"3 v S . 6065 6040 I, 314 1.971 0.158.
5 vs &4 a 6040 .'2012 1, 315 2,260 0,130

rl

Figure D-19. COMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
f AND LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I:
VERY LOW SUPPORT (N=93), LOW (N=38), AVERAGE (N=80),
HIGH (N=101), AND VERY HIGH (N=6). GRADE 5.

D-18
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_ 80,71 . *, ) ’
\I
‘R\
~ 7 Models R5Q - . -
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p
|
1 vs 2 .5570 l L5548 4, 273 0,342 0.850 )
2 vs 3 ,5548 05425 7, 277 1,096 0,366
3 vs 4 .5425 /56416 2, 284 0.261 0,774 '
¥ |
. 1 vs® s/ L5425 ,5420 1, 284 0,312 0,586
5 vs 4 © L5420 © L5416 1, 285 0.211 0.651

Figure D-20. GOMPARISON OF MODELS RELATING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
LEVELS OF PRINCIPAL SUPPORT FOR TITLE I:
VERY LOW SUPPORT (§=82), LOW (Nw40), AVERAGE (N=67),
. HIGH (N=93), AND VERY HIGH (N=6), GRADE.6.




80,71 '
“ v v o
" Models RSQ
Full! Restricted Full Restricted = df F p .
Pl wvs 2 6177 6146 1, 42 0.335 0,5728
&
/ 2 vs 3 6146 6032 1, 43 1,277 0.2638
{ .
[ ws 4 .6032 5852 1, 46 1.993  0.1616
6 vs 0§ 5832 3823 1, 45 0.313  0.5851
Figura D-21, “MODELS COHPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N=24) i
CONTROLS (N=24), GRADE 1.
‘ »
Models RSQ
, Full Restricted Full Ragtricred df F D
1 wvs 2 6420 6122 1, 88 4,689 0.,0310
. " Y
) <?Z vs 3 4122 13583 1, 8% 8.162 0.0055
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 CO‘{PARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (w-u) WITH
CONTROLS (N=47), GRADE-2,
‘ I
» “ 4
' Models RSO .
Full Restricted Full Restricted af F p
1 vs 2 L5143 L5151 1, 38  0.000 1,0000
2 vs 3 .5151 .w 1, 39  0.651 0.4303
3 vs 4 250 .5034 1, 40 0.287 0.6015,
b vs 5 . 5034 L6967 1, 41 0.554 0.4676
Figu"re\ D~23. MODELY COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N=22) WITH ‘
\ CONTROLS~(N=22), GRADE 3,
103
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o
Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p

_ 1 ys 2 ~. 5725 5563 1, 22 0.835  0.3739

, ¢ ¥s- 3 .5563 L5414 1, 23 0.771  0.3928
o lgxe 4 L5414 5217 1, 24 21,030 0.3214 .

4 vs S " L5217 .5081 1, 25 0.713  0.4112

Figure D-24. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS {N=14) WITH
CONTROLS (N=14), GRADE 4,

4,

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted daf F D
1 vs .2 9167 .9119 1, 36 2.058 0.1566
2 vs .3 .9119 9119 1, 37 0.000 1.0000
. . * ] ": ‘
3 ys g4 9119 .8912 1, 38 8.939 0.005!
4 vs 5 B 3912 .8906 1, 39 0.219 0.9
Flgure D-25. MODELS COMPARING AT HOME PARTICIPANTS (N=21) WITH .
CONTROLS (N=21), GRADE 5.
-~ -
“Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted 4f F P
1 vs 2 .8135 7922 1, 26 2.978  0.0928
r -
2 vs 3 . 7922 7219 1, 27« 9.126 0.0056
3 vs 4 L7219 . L7217 1, 28 0.027 0.8640
4 ys S 7217 .6968 1, 29  2.587 0.1150
Q

Figure D-26. MODELS COMPARING AT

. CONTROLS (N=16), GRADE 6.

HOME PARTICIFANTS (N=16) WITH
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80.71 \
] ool
Results i Expected " Will Cain
v Number Parcent Percent (in Grade Equivalents),..
. 3& 27.3 13 : 21.9
9 11.7 y 11 , 1.7 to 1.8 :
12 15.6 19 1.6 to 1.6
14 18,2 26 1.1 to 1.3
"21 27.3 33 <1.0

Figure D=27. MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 1, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

-

Results . Expected Will Gain
Number Percent Percent {in Grade Equivalents)
20 25.6 U 9 . >1.6 months per month
o
23 29.5 13 1 1.0-1.5 months per month
- 13 16,7 29 0.6-0,9 months per monthl
13 16,7 31 0.1-0.5 months per month
9 11.5 ) 18 will show no gain o

- Figure D-28, MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOCLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.

s

Results Expected Will Gain
Number Percent Percent {in Grade Equivalents)..,
‘ 18 21.4 22 . . 21,6 months per month ’
41 ‘ 48.8 j 37 1.0-1.5 months per month
v 14 16,7 29 0.6=0,9 months per month
9 7 10.1 ‘10 : 0.1=0.5 months per month
2 2.4 2 will show no gain .

"
Y

- v
- Fd

v s
Figure DT29. MEASUREMENT OF THE ALLISON SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 3, "AVERAGE.READING %%DE EQUIVALENT,

- “ - Sy
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T Results Expected Will Gain
Number Percent Percent {in Grade Equivalents)...
¢
51 63.8 52 >1.9
4 5.0 13 1.7 to 1.8
4

10 12.5 17 1.4 to 1.6 ’
- 11 13.8 7, 1.1t 1.3 . !
# |

4 5.0 11 <1.0

Figure D-30. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT 4
|
[

' GRADE 1, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. w
.
Resulrs Expected Will Gain
Numbaer Parcent Parcent fin Grdde Equivalents), ,
10 13.9 1 21.6 months per month /
(=] ~ v
11 15.3 | 9 1.0-1.5 months per month -
“19 26.4 l4 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. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 2, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT.
Results Expected Will Gain
Number Percent Percent {in Grade Equivalentg),
//
10 13.3 4 >1.6 months per motth
/
21 36.0 3] 1.0-1.5 monchs/pér aonth
26 4.7 7 26 0.6-0.9 monthS per month
10 13,3 24 0.1-0.5 months per month -
2 2.7 15 will show no gain
3
Figure D-32. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRAD% 3, AVERAGE READING GRADE EQUIVALENT. }
o : AL
D-23 ’
104 .




80.71

- .
Ragiilts Expected

;o , Number Percent Percent Will Gain... :

9 16,1 8 210 percentile polifes
- 8 14,3 3 7-9 percentile points

8 14.3 6 4-6 percentile points
4 7.1 8 1-3 percen:i}e points
27 48.2 75 <0 percentile points

N :
Figure D-33. MEASUREM OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 4,/ READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

/ ‘
» Results ’ Expected
Yuzber Percént Percent Will Gain..,

17 /Kgi9 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 /f 29,7 54 <0 percentile points

7 Y

Figur% D-34, MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
’ | GRADE 5, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE.

!
! “

ﬁ' - o
l Rasults . Expected
Number Percent Percent Will Gain:..
" ’
17 27.4 17 / >10 percentile points
3 4.8 3 R percentile points “
8 12.9 8 4=6 percentile points
17 27.4 18 1-3-percentile points
. ] L .
17 27.4 54 <0 percentile points
. Figure D-35. MEASUREMENT OF THE BECKER SCHOOLWIDE OBJECTIVE AT
GRADE 6, READING TOTAL PERCENTILE. '
. [ .
LV |
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Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full # Restricted * df F p
L vs 2 .1978 . 1980 4, 502 0.000 1.0000
2 vs 3 . . 1980 . 1988 l, 506 0.000 1.0000°
3 ys 4 . 1988 . 1886 4, 5‘07 l.614 0.1682
4 vs 5 . 1886 . 1422 4, 511 7.306 0.000L

Figure D-36. MODELS CéMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N=534),

. AND BECKER (N=39), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N=293),
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N=30), AND FORMER P
TITLE I STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (Nw101), GRADE 1. /
Models RSQ
\\\ Full Restricted Full Restricted df F D
1 vs 2 . 1084 0979 4, 408 1.204 09,3080
2 vs 3 .0979 0929 1, 412 2.3&8 0.1305
3 vs 4 .0929 .0838 4, 413 1.045 0,3843
4 wvs 5 .0838 . D404 4, 417 4,930 0.0010
Figure D-37. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N=S53)
AND BECKER (N=24), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N=224)},
FORMER TITLE I STUNENTS SERVED BY SCE (N=36), AND FORMER
X TITLE- I STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N=86), GRADE 2,
_Hodelg RSQ
Full Regtricted Full Restricted df F p
1l vs 2 3316 . 3325 4, 439 0.000 1.0000
b
2 vs 3 3325 .3318 1, 443 0.493 0.4903
3 vs 4 .3318 - 3166 b, 4i4 2.515 0.0403
4 vs S .3166 . 2840 4, 48  5.3.% 0.0006
'Figure D-38. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT ALLISON (N=66)
AND BECKER (N=46), TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (Nw241), FORMER
TITLE I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N=36), AdD FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N=65), GRADE 3.
o . . D-25 10
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* i

“ Models RSQ
Fyll Restricted Full Restricted af F p
1 vs 2 4974 4973 3, 491  0.039 0.9892
2 ys 3 L4973 4897 1, 494  7.403 0.0068
3 vys 4 4897 L4867 3, 495 0.970 0.4078
4 ys 5 4867 4698 3, 498  5.479 0.60l4

t

Figure D-39. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER (N=29),
TITLE 1 REGULAR STUDENTS (N=264), FORMER TITLE I
. STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N=102), AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N=108), GRADE 4.

Models RSO
Full Restricred Full Restricted df F p \\}
' 1 vs 2. 6149 6142 3, 459 0.274 0.8¢52
2 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

rs

Figure D-40. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BECKER (N=24),
TITLE I REGULAR STUDENTS (N=239), FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE (N=81), AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE (N=127), GRADE 5.

Models RSQ , ’
Full Restricred Full Restricted df F p
1 vs~ 2 .5803 .5805 3, 448  0.000 11,0000
2 vs 3 . 5805 5752 1, 451 5.647 0.0170
3 gg. 4 5752 5745 3, 452 0.261 0.8550 r
gL vs s .5745 .5 637 3, 455 2.048 0.1049

Figure D-4l. MODELS COMPARING LOW ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT BEGKER (Nwub,,
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=15(), GRADE 6.

Q . D-26 vy
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Pretest Predicted Predicted Posttest
Group N Mean ' Pogttest - for Common Pretest*
Allison 54 31.8 1,277 1.331
Becker 39 38.2 1.760 1.667
Ticle I 293 33.8 1.247 . 1.256
FTI-S** 30 28.9 1.134 1.256
FTI-NA%% 101 36.6 1,513 + 1.458

* Cverall pretest mean 34,1799
**  Former Title I Students Served by SCE
**%  Pormer Title I Students Not Served by SCE

Figure D-42. EXPECTED POSTTEST PERPORMANCE FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE
. PROJECT STUDENTS, TITLE 1 STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I
ATTENDANCE AREAS, FORMER TITLE 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND
FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 1. MODEL 4
USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES.

Pretest Predicted
Group N Mean Posttest ) Gain
Allison 53 1.12 . 2.18 1.06
Becker 24 1.17 1.82 65
Title I 224 1,08 1.86 .78
FT1~5*% 36 .98 1,58 .60
FTI-N* 86 1.01 1.87 .86

* Sea Figure D-42 for definition.

Pigure D-43. EXPECTED GAIN FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
PORMER TITLE I.STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 2. MODEL 4 USED TO ORTAIN
POSTTEST SCORES.

17
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-

Pretest Predicted Gain With
Group N s Hean ° Posttest Gain Commen 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=l,7033.
** See Figure D-42 for definitions. ¥

Figure D-44. EXPECTED GAIN.FOR LOW-~ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE I STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITJE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
FORMER TITLE 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCEj AND FORMER TITLE, I
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 3., MODEL 3 USED TO GéTAIN
POSTTEST SCORES.

\
Preteat - Predicted Gain with
Group N Mean PoStcest Gain Common Pretest?
Becker 29 2.58 3,52 . 94 .94
Title [ 264 2.64 3.34 .70 .70
FTI~S%* - 102 2.29 2.78 49 A7
FTI-i%= 108 2.49

3.11 .62 .62 ’

*  Qverall pretest meanw=2, 5332,
** Sea Figure D-42 for definitions.

*

Figure D—45., EXPECTED GAINS FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE 1 STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE 1 ATTENDANCE AREAS,
-FORMER TITLE 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE [
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 4. MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN
POSTTEST SCORES.

-
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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-p** 81 2.75 3.37 .62 56
FTI=NA= 127 ) 3.11 3.86 75 W75

*  Qverall
*%  Spe Figure

etest mean=3},1692,
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.

' Pretest, Predicted Gain With
Group N ¥ean / Posttest Gain Pommon Pretegt®
Becker 46 3.95 4,92 . .97 .97
Title I 188 4,02 4,77 .75 75
FTI=G*= 76 3.62 4,33 .71 .59
. FTI-N** 150 4.0 4,83 .80 .81
N

*  (Overall pretest meanw3, 9496, )
k% See Figure D=42 for definitions.

Figure D-47. EXPECTED GAIN FOR LOW-ACHIEVING SCROOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS,
TITLE 1 STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS,
FORMER TITLE 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE !
STUDENTS NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 6. MODEL 2 WAS USED TO
OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES. t
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Models RSQ :
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F »p
1 vs 2 .3126 3137 1, 58  0.000 1.0000
2 vs 3 L3137 106 1, 59 0,282 0.6040
3 vs 4 .3104 L3065 1, 60 0,342  0.5680
& vs S 3065 2750 1, 61 .2.772 0.0972

Figure D-48. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT ALLISON (N=23) AND
BECKER (Nw4l) ngQQmez PROJECTS, GRADE 1,

~

L]

Models RSQ
Full Restrictad Full Restricted df F p
1 vs 2 L1927 T L4188 1, 67 0.042  0.8327
2 vs 3 .4188 4183 1, 68 0.058  0.8060 .
1 ovs 4 .4183 4185 1, 69 0.000 1.0000
4 wvs S L4185 4051 1, 70 1.619  0.2048

Figure D-49, MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT ALLISON (N=23) AND
BECKER (N=48) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, GRADE 2.

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Rastricted df F D-
1 vs 2 L5544 (5550 L, 41 0.000 1.0000 T
2 vs 3 .5550 .5576 f 42 0.000 1.0000
3 ys 4 . 5576 .5523 I, 43 0,517 0.4828
4 vs 5 .5523 " .5309 I, 44  2.195 0,1503

Figure D-50, MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT ALLISON (N=18) AND
BECKER (N=29) SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, GRADE 3.

175
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Models RSQ .,
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p
1 ys 2 .2701 3064 2, 711 0,000 1.0000
2 ys 3 . 3044 2858 1, 713 19.091 0.0001
3 yg b .2858 .2860 2, 714 0.000 1.0000
4 yg 5 . 2860 .2837 2, 716 1,143 0.31%

Figure D-51, MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(N=64) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N=380) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING NON-
TITLE 1 SCHOOLS (N=276), GRADE 1,

Models RSQ -
. Full Restricted Full Restricted df F D
1l s 2 4396 .4460 2, 709 0,000 1.0000 -
2 vs 3 6460 L4466 1, 711 0.0.00 1.0000
3 wvs 4 4466 4419 2, 712 3.002 0.0488
& vs S .45{9 4416 2, 714 0,307 0.7405 |

Figure D-52, MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE 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, i

17 .
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Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F p
1 vs 2 .5053 .5220 2, 614 0,000 1.0000
2 vs 3 #5220 5179 1, 616 5,278 0.0ZOY’
3 ys 4 .5179 5178 * 2, 617 0,086 0.9170
4 vs 5 +5718 5082 2, 619 6,176 10,0026

o,

Figure D-53. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(N@47) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM .
, TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (Ne268) AND
HIGH~ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING
NON-TITLE 1 SCHOOLS (N=308), GRADE 3.

N
: Models - RSQ .
Full Restricted Full Restricred df F p
1 ya 2 5777 5773 2, 518 Q.217 0.8072
2 vz 3 .5773 .5780 1,520 0.000 1.0000 e
3 ws 4 5780 “ . 5766 2, 521  0.866 D.4244 ,//
) 4 ys 5 5766 . 5745 2, 523 1.314 0.26@&'”

.
* -

T
. o

Figure D-54, MODELS BOMPARING HXGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(¥=27) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE 1 SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N=176) AND
"HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE 1 STUDENTS ATTENDING
JNON-TITLE I SCHOOLS (N®324), GRADE 4.
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Modeds s RSQ - ‘ »
~ Full Réstricted Full Restricted df F D .
1 vs 2,7 (6764 ~ 6764 - 2, 391  0.000 1.0000
2 vs A .6764 .6768 1, 393  0.000 1.0000
} 3 va” 4 6768 6778 -2, 39 0.000 1.0000
T4 va 5. T .6778 6715 2, 396 0.0211

3.871

Figure D-55,

MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS
(N=13) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) <(Nw147) AND'
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING
NON~TITLE I SCHOOLS (N#240), GRADE 5,

™~ . . *
: Models RSO
=" Fulk Restricted Full Restricted df F p
© .1 ys 2 L7461 7459 2, 402 0.099 0.9050
2 vz 3 L7459 . 7606 1, 404  0.000 1.0000
3 ya 4 7606 7614 2, 405- 0.000 1.0000
4 ya 5 L7614 7592 2, 407 1.800 0,1645
- Figure D-56. MODELS COMPARING HIGH ACHIEVERS AT SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS

—

N=16) WITH HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS (FROM
TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS) (N=157) AND
HIGH-ACHIEVING FORMER TITLE I STUDENTS ATTENDING
NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS (Nw»238), GRADE 6,

o PR
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|
1 / - *
a Pretest Predicted s Predicted Posttestgg
Group* ] N :!ean . Posttest for Common Pretest®®
S )
SWP 646 55.55 2.54 2.34
TI 380 59.35 2.40 2.36
FTI 276 58.63 2.42 2.43

* SWPehigh-achieving students at Allison and Becker schoolwide projects.
TI =high achievers in Title I schools from traditional Title I*areas.
FTI=high, achievers in non~-Title I schools from traditional Title I areas.
*%  QOveral /pret:est: mean=5§,7333.

Figure D-57. EXPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR HIGH-ACHIEVING ST¥DENTS AT
SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCHOOLS
(FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS), AND HIGH ACHIEVERS
FROM FORMER TITLE™F SCHOOLS NOT ATTENDING A NON-TITLE I SCHOOL,
GRAD.E 1, MODEL 2 USED TO OBTAIN POSTTEST SCORES.

- ”
. 8
~ Pretest Predicted Gain With ~
Group* N Mean Posttest Gaind Common Pretegt**
. x
SWP 73 2.11 2.85 .74 .80
TI 284 2.23 3.02 .79 .79

FT1 . 361 2.48 ¢ 3.26 .78 ' L.BO

* _ For definitions see Ffgure D-57.
**  (Qverall pretest mean=2,3422,

-

igure D~58. EXPECTED POSTTEST PERFORMAKCE FOR HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT
F\ SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE 1 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.

¥
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, -
L3 i * .
- . B
‘ . ! ke P
' R *  Pretest Predicted . Gain With
Group* - N Mean Posttest Gain- Common Pretest**
v “sip 47 3.13 6,21 1.14 1.4
TOTI . 268 3.37 4.22 .85 .85
FTI - ° » ) 308 3.62 6.26 082 (% 082
4 . ¥ -
* " For definitions see Figure D-57. . )
¢ . ** (Overall pretest mean=3.3754.
S

. HiGH
Figure D-59. EXPACTED POSTTEST PERFORMANCE FOR LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS AT

SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS, HIGH ACHIEVERS FROM TITLE I SCROOLS
‘ (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. ‘% *
-, - . o h
) R Pretest Predicted ’
Group® Y N Mean Posttest Gain
- N ‘ j . -
- . 13 5.38 6,91 1.5
TI ) 167 " > 5.81 " 6@; . 1.09 - hl
1 ) s, 240 P 5,68 . b6, "o, 1.05 .
. . N -~ \ - Y -
* For definitions sge Figure D-'-S?@ .
o . . » - " - GH
Figure D-60. 'EXPECTED GAIN.FOR ww-ACHIEva SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS, o
. 'rm.a i gmnms»mm TRADITIONAL TITLE I ATTENDANCE AREAS, :
E 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCE, AND FORMER TITLE I

snmms NOT SERVED BY SCE, GRADE 5, MODEL 4 USED 10 OBTAIN
POSTTEST SCORES.

3
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- $2
' ©
Models RSQ

Full ¢ Restricted Full Restricted df F D
1 vs 2 1123 . 0980 1, 70 1.131 0.2914
2 ws 3 .0980 .0636 1, 31 2.555  0.1108
~ 3 vs & +0656 .0588 1, 72 0,518 0.4808
b va 5 +0588 .0558 1, 73 0,234 0.6356

' !
Figure D=61. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N=35) WITH
CONTROLS (N=41), GRADE 2, \ .

.
A" Models - RSQ N
Full Restricted Full Restricted af F D
v 1 v 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
A 4 vs 5 3496 3386 1, 82 1.387 2406
_Figure D-62. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARBICIPANTS (N=45) WITH
CONTROLS (Nw40), GRADE 3,
) .
Hodels, RSQ
Full - Restricted Full Restricted df F D 4
1 jys 2 5588 T W9591 1, 95  0.000  1.0000 .
, £ . .
2, 1vd 3 " 5591y . 5605 1, 96 0,000 1.0000
4 % -
e
‘J, 3 1_\5}_ - . 5605 . 5606 1, 97 0.000  1.0000
i A
R ETE 5606 T .3603 1, 98 0.069 0.789]
o Figur | D=63.~ MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N=57) WITH
- - | CONTROLS (N=44), GRADE 4,
| ‘ o

~ 4 4 J

]
i
i
1
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Models RSQ ~

Full Regtricted Full Restricted df F p
1 v 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 I, 8 1.067 0.3051
4 vs 5 . 5496 5474 1, 87  0.426 0.5229

! Figure D-64. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N:53) WITH
o’ CONTROLS (N=37), GRADE 35, .

Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricteg df F D
| 35? 2 4863 4879 l, 73 0.000 1.0000
2% 33 3 /4879 4941 1, 74 0.000 1,0000 -
S 3 vs T 491 - 4835 1, 75 {.s78 ﬁo.z_logw
6 vs 5 .4835 4678 I, 76 2304 011293

L3

Figure D-65. MODELS COMPARING RAINBOW KIT PARTICIPANTS (N=33) WITH

-

CONTROLS (N=46), GRADE 6.

&
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Posttest for Tirle I Students Predicted rFrom...

a

Point of Ticle I Eguation Comparison Group, Equation NCE
Yeasurement * GE Tile NCE GE %ile; NCE ) Gain
Pretest “Yean

{1.08) 1.8 17.2  30.1 1.85 16,0 29.1 1.0
Cutcff Score ) ;
{1.50) 2.09  22.8 34.3 2.31 30.2 39.1 =48
Comparison Group Equation: Posttest = .6795 + 1.0875 (Pretest)
L 4
Title I Group Equation: Posttest = 1.3454 + .495 (Pretest)
figure D-66. TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULIS FOR GRADE 2. (Title I
N=312, Comparison N=$33)
;' . rd
. Pretest Posttest Correlation
sroup N Maan S D Mean S.D Pre=Post
1
Title ; 312 1.08 0.33 1.88 0.65 k .25
(30.1)
Comparison 633 2.49 0.66 3.39 0.94 .75

Figure D=67,

&

PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATICN, ;ND
CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 2.
Number in parentheses is Tigle I posttest NCE seere.

ot / K v
A N
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*

*

Posttest for Title I Students Predicted Frém...

Point of Title I Equation Comparison Group Equation NCE
Measurement GE Zile NCE GE iile NCE » Gain
M= , |
Pretest Mean & \
{1.75) 2,66 19.2 31,7 2.76  21.2  33.2 -1.5
Cutoff Score : _ ™~
(2.5b) 325 #0413 3,46 38.8  44.0 -2.7"

~

Comparison GrOub Equation: Posttest = ],.1888 + ,9005 (Pretest)

Title I Group Equation: Posttest = |,2859 + .7863 (Pretest)

Fizure D=6§.- TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULTE FCR GRADE 3., (Title I
N=357, Comparison N=658) ‘

) Pratest " Posttest Correlation
Group _ N ¥ean S.D. Mean S.D. Pre-Post .
Title I 357 1.75 0.45 2.66 0.67 .53
31,0
Compafison 658 3,66 " 0.76 .48 0.93 .73 "o -

Figure D-69., FRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
- CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 3.
. Number in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score.
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Poé;:est for Title I Students Predicted From...

Point of Title I Equation Comparison Group Egquation NCE
Measgurement GE Zile NCE GE Zile NCE Gain

Pretegt Mean ' ' .
(2.63) 3.‘.7 15-8 28.9 3-2". 12-" 25.7 .

3.2
Cutoff Score

(3.50) 4.35 36.5 42,7 4.35 36.5 42.7 Q.0

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest = -,1203 + 1.278 (Pretest)

Title I Group Equation: Posttest = ,7833°+ 1.02 (Pretest)

Figure D-70. TITLE I MODEL { ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR GRADE 4. (Title I

N=345, Comparison Nm445),

. . Pratest
Group N Mean — S5.D.

Posttest Correlation
Maan S.D. . Pre-Post

N
Titla I 365 2.63 0.57 3,46
28.9)

Comparison 445 4,68 0.72 5.86 "

0.85 . .69

1.17 .79

Figure D=71. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
. CORRELATION, RBADING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 4.
Number in parentheses is Title I posttest NCE score.

*
-
3 -
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e
N Posttest for Title I Students Predicted From...
Poing of Ticle I Eguacion Comparison Group Equation NCE
Maesggurement GE Zile NCE GE %ile NCE ' Gain
. ’/’ 1\;
Praetest Mear
(3.37) _ 4.27  15.8  28.9 4.19 14,9 28,1 0.8
Cutoff Score
(4.50) 5.53  4l.6 45.5 5.49  40.8 45.1 0.4

#

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest = .4935 + 1.1111 (Pretest)

Title I Group Equation: Posttest = .69l + 1,0741 (Pretest)

Figura D-72. TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIStkESULTS FOR GRADE 5, ({Title I
N=318, Comparison Group Nw442),

"y

'] . "
Pratest Posttest Correlation
Group N Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Pre=Post
T TitleI 318 3.33 0.74 4.27 1,03 , T8
. {15.8)
{
Comparison 442 6.17 1.04 7.35 1.34 .87

Figure D=73, PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
-+ CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 5.
Number in ‘parentheses is ?}cle I posttest NCE score.
1

. p-41 -

+y
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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 %ile NCE Gain
"~ Pretest Mean )
(4.08) 4,99 1a39 28.1 5.03 15.3  28.4 -0.3

Cutoff Score
(5.4%) 6.21  37.2  43.1 .49  42.1  45.8 vw2.7

Comparison Group Equation: Posttest = .6911 + 1.0646 (Pretest)

Title I Group Equation: Postfest » 1,3552 + ,8917 (Pretest)

Figure D=74. TITLE I MODEL C ANALYSIS RESULTS FCR GRADE 6, (Title I
N»288, Comparison Group N=461).

Pretest - Posttest Correlation
Group N Mean S.D. Mean S$.D. Fre-Fost
S Titla I -288 4,08 — §.87 4.99 - - 1:85 - -- W74
114.9)
5 Comparison 461 7.23 1.23 8.39 1.49 .88

v

Flgure D-75. PRETEST AND POSTTEST MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, AND
CORRELATION, READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT, GRADE 6.
; Number in parentheses 1s Title I posttest NCE zcore.
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Models RSQ
- Full # Restricted Full Restricced 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 ovs 4 .6953 6860 1, 94l 28.531 0.000
4 vs S 6860 .6857 1, %2  1.008 0.318
Figure D-76. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N=312) AND COMPARISON GROUP
(N=633), GRADE 2--MODEL C.
Models RSQ ’ ]
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F D .
L vs 2 .7533 L7518 1, 1009 6.261 0.012 ’
z v 3 . 7518 02”1, 1010 18.621 <0.001 oo
3 v 4 L7472 L7468 1, 1011 1.906 0.164
& vs 5 . 7668 .7457 1, 1012 4,081 0,041
Figure D-77. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N=357) AND NON-TITLE I (N=658),
GRADE 3—NODEL C.
Models RSQ
Full Restricted Full Restricted df F o' .
1 wys 2 8177 .8179 1, 784  0.000 1.000
g 2 vs 3 8179 8170 1, 785  4.162 0.039
' 3 vs 4 .8170 8145 1, 786 10,695 o.goz .
& vs S 8145 8las 1, 787 0.320 0.579 '
Figure D-78. MODELS COMPARING TITLE I (N345) AND NON-TITLE I (N=44S),

'

GRADE 4--MODEL C.

bk O
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Models RSQ

Full Restricred Full Restricted df F D
1 v .2 . 8843 .8836 l, 754 4,625 0.030
2 vs 3 .8836 .8848 1, ¥55 0.000 1.000
3 vs 4 .8848 . 8848 1,756 0.000 1.000
4" ws 5 +8848 8847 1, 757  0.312 0.584

Figure D=79., MODELS COMPARING TITLE 1 (N=318) AND NON-TITLE I (Nw=442l),

GRADE 5--MODEL C.
» Yodels RSQ i

Full Resrricted Full Restricted df F o
1 v3 2 .8850 .8833 1, 743 10,8954 0.00!
2 NES 3 .8833 .8872 1, 744  0.000 1.000

-«
3 vs 4 .8872 . 8858 1, 745 9.098 0.003
4 4 vs 5 .8858 .8853 1, 746 3,369 0.063

L4

Figure D-80,

—

¥ODELS COMPARING TITLE 1 (N=288) AND NON-TITLE
GRADE 6--MODEL C.

I (N#461),

D-44 *




80.71 Attachzment D-% |

MODELS USEDRD FOR EVALUATION QUESTIONS Dl-6, D1-10,4D2-3, AND D3-1 !
AND FOR INFORMATION NEED I20,

Model 1: Y = aoU * alx(3) 4 a3x(&)

¥odel 2: \\\\Y = a,U + aé}§33 + aﬁf{&)

¥odel 3: Y= ale + 313X(3) + alax(a) + alsx(a) + E .

Model &: veausa X aa 1® g

fodel 5: ¥ eagt+ax ve

‘ Where,

Y = postrest )
U = ynit vector
x(z) = pretest
3(3) » pretest if a member of Group 1; O, otherwise
X(a) = pretest if a member of Group 2; 0 ;cherwise ﬁ;
€9 0 1@ gevared ' 8
X(6) = x(3) squared
3(7) = X(&) squared ' .
1(8) =1 ifanm \ber of Group 1; 0, ‘ochegdse .

L, -
D-45~ J - -
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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 oniginal document was blank



‘ y
4
AMNALYSIS 2 == TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE I == GRADE 1 0860 s
- ~J
PARAMETERS . ~
COL 1= § = N ‘
COL 6=10 = 394 '
CCL 11=15 = 5 |
CCL 16=20 = 4 oo
COL 2125 = 1 - . ¢
DATA FORMAT = (QUMMY) - y 0880
*  INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. . “
MEANS o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
~—3 1. 3155 3444975 25.1117 9.3858 1255.1726 8967716 358.4010 0.7437
J
L 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 . 0000 0.3728 -o.oaaél,v 0.2508 " 043691 0.0243 0.2702  =0.2124
2 0.3728 1.0000 0.2316 0.2609 - 0o 9891 0.4426 0.3293 «0.1540
3 ~0.0683 0.2316 1.0000 ~0.8787 0.2187 0.9604 -0.8291 0.9037
4 0.2508 °  0.2609 =-0.8787 1.0000 0.2683 -0.7358 0.984% -0.9723
o
5 . 0.3691 0. 9891 0.2187 0.2683 1.0000 0.4387 0.3421 -0.1575 °
6 0.0243 0.4426 0.9604 -0.7358 0.4387 1.0000 k§70.6943 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
- 101
18) ) oL




: MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = "1

PREOICTORS = 3= 4 4= 3

R = 044027 RSQ = 041622 77 ITERATIONS.
v BETA - B
3 0.1570 0.0053 = ’
' 4 0.0 G.0 - '
6 “0.3312 . 0.0003
7 0.%837 0.0004%
8

=0.1610 =0.2042 ’ , -
REG. CONST. = 0.9528 <

// MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 -
' ' PREQICTORS = 3= 5 8= g .

R = 034053 ' RSQ = 0.1643 ~ 97 ITERATIONS.

- ¢

v BETA 8

3 | 0.6588  0.0224-
4 0.7926  0.0267
S 0.0079,  0.0000

B\ =0.0359  =0.0455 -
REGe CONST. = 09269 . . !
' y MGDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1 S ’
! PREOICTORS = 3= 4 g= g
R 2 0.4053 RSQ = 0.1642 2 [TERATIGNS.
: v BETA 8 T " !
3 0.6669 . 0.0226 \ ,
‘ 4 0.8367 0.0282 * , ,
8 0.0 0.0 ) .
J REG. CONST. =  0.4825 * .
< MOODEL 4°'M4 CRITERION = 1 _ . N
, ‘PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8= 8 ~ ey
. . ’ N DR )
i R = 0.4044 RSQ = 0.1636 ‘2 TTERATIONS.
v BETA 8 . ' '
2 .0.3483 £.023 _ v

8 -0.1588= '0-201
REGe CCHNST. .= 046405 h
4 D-49° y




80.71 A
I. K
. "
‘ A & \ ,’33// ‘
L] ( ~
‘ L3
| MGDEL .5 M5 CRITERICN = 1 .
- PREDICTORS = 2= 2 . : .
. R = 0.2728  RSQ = 0.1393 ‘"3 ITERATICNS. . y,
. v BETA B o
2 0-3728 0.0256 ' - 3
REGs CONST. = . 0.4328 . :
. ’
F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 V§ NODEL 2
N REQ FULL =  0.1622 .  MODEL 1
RSQ RECUCED = 01643 .  MODEL 2 .
_ DIFFERENCE = =0.0021 '
. DFNE L. DFD = 388. ' F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000 .
) o f
F-TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 041643 -  MODEL 2
SQ REDUCED = 0.1642 MODEL 3
IFFERENCE = 0.0000 :
‘DFN = 1. ' OFD = 389. G=RATIO = 0.014 = 0.9003
FeTEST 3  MODEL 2 VS MODEL & .
RSQEULL =  0.1642 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 041636 MODEL &
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007
DFN = 1. DED = 390. ' F=RATIO = 0.311 2 0.5844
. - - . N »
F=TEST 4  MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 ‘
RSQ FUEL =  0.1636 MODEL 4 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1350 MODEL 5
D IFFERENCE = 0.0246 - .
OFN = 1. DFO = 391. F=-RATIO = 11.5C4 = 0.0011
\ = 123
' /
D-50 !
' 1 . - n, .
bbb i i




ANALYSIS 2 == TITLE | VS FORMER TITLE.l-== GRADE 2 " -+ " 0980
\ " T
- PARAMETERS . 3
COL 1= 5= , 8 r . . _ . C >
COL 6=10 = 310 . e ) . I ’
COL 11=15 = 5 )
ECL 16=20 = b o7 r :
COL 21=25 = 1 ‘
DATA FORMAT = (DUHMY) PR - : : ' 1000
+ . R * - ‘ ¢ L] . ' ——
INTER?QRRELAT{ON ANALYSES, | - « ¢ - ~\
‘ : ® ‘ . S
MEANS 1 -2 3 F .4 .5 6 .7 8
. "~ . 1.8635 1.0594 0.7800 D.2794 *  1,2541 0.9242 0.3299 0.7226
o ‘ .
ssigmas © ¢ 1 2 3 - 4 5 6 7 ;8
0.6005 0. 3632 D.5620 0.5019. - 0.6430 0.7821  * 0.6415 04477
v R ! ) [ " 3 . 1
R MATRI X 1 2 - 3 v gt 5 6 7 . 8
- . . D - : -
1 " 1.0000 .  ©0.1827 0.0867 0.0351 0.2049 . 0.1244 0.0537 . =0.0076
2 0.1827 . 1.0000 0.4797 0.1865 0.9576 . 0.5831 0.2489 0.0894
3 0.0867 0.4797 . I.0000  =0.7726 0.4607 0.9643  =0.7138 0.8600
4 0.0351 - 0.1865 =0.7726 1.0300 0.1771 " =0.6577 0.9793 «0.8983
’ . - . . R - P '
5 0.2049 0. 9576 0.4607 . .0.1771 1.0000 0.6100 0.2585 0.0625
6 0.1244% 0.5831 09643 _ =0.6577 0.6100 1.0000 ' =0,6077 0.7322.
X > . : . . .
h 1-. 050537 0.2489  =0.7138 049793 0.2585  =0.6077 1.0000  =0.8300

8 ~0.0076 0.0894 " 0.8600 =0.8983  0.0625 - 0.7322 =3.8300 1.0000




./MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = )

PREDICTORS =
R =0, 18‘92

v BETA

2 0.i848
* 3 =0.0241
REG. CCNST. =

, MCDEL™ 1 M1 CRITERION =" 1,

e
} 3

A

F

-,
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8-
R = 0.2161 RSQ = 0.0467 55 [TERATIONS.
. . t
Vv +  BETA B
. 3 =0.0340 =0.0364 /‘ ‘
4 w0.3494 =0.4181 -~ -
, 6 0.3079 0.2364
> 7 O«hl49 0.3882 °
8 =0.1753 =0.2351) _
. REGe CONSTa = 1.8320 ~ .
4 7 \’
MCDEL 2.M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 8= 3 ‘
R = 0.2137 RSQ = 0.0457 27 ITERATIONS.
' ' v BETA 3 : .
3  =0.0657 =0.0702
‘4 =0.1881 '=0.2251 ,
; 5 0.2778.  0.2554 . ;
A ' " 8 =0.1405 =C.1884 ]
v REG. CONST. = 1.7920
\—/ :
td
- < T
‘ MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = - 1 .
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= §
o R.= 0.1938  RSQ = 0.0376 23 ITERATIONS.
. . “ . - -
v . BETA 8
3 . 0.3618 0.3'867
4 01320 0.1580
8 - -0-2033 -002727 ¢
REGe CONST. = 1.7148

+ . L
t

2= 2 8= 8

Y

R$Q = '0.0339 2 ITERATICNS.

8
0.2054 19,

=(0.0324 ~
1.5632

D-52

LY

5153 o




80.71 ~ ‘ \ -

. N d
N - ’
. ¢«
» rd 4
/ ’ ”
1 . ,______ o — ‘ —_
MODEL S M5 CRITERICN = 1 -
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 , , , »
R ='0.1827 RSQ = 040334 1 ITERATIONS. ‘“\\\.
V. BETA B ' ‘
2 .0.1827 0.3021

REGe CONST. = 145426

F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0404€7 MODEL 1 , .

. RSQ REDUCED = 0.0457 MDREL 2 -
O IFFERENCE = 0.0010 , , .
DFN = 1. DFD = 304. FwRATIO =. 0.327 . = 0.574%2 .

N L]

- . F=TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.0457 MO 2 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0376 MODEL 3
‘ DIFFERENCE = 0.008l . :
DFN = 1, DFD =- 305. F=RATIO = 2.596 P = 0.104]
v e
FeTEST 3 MOOEL 3 vs TWEL 4 . '
* RSQ FULL = ' Q.0376  MODEL 3 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0229 MODEL 4 .
) DIFFERENCE = 0.0036 . )
OFN = 1. DFD = 306 F=RATIO = 1.149 P = .0.2844
3
v . , .
F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL % /
- RSQ FULL = Q.0229 . MODEL 4

JRSQ REDUCED = 0.0324 ;  MODEL 5 ' )
DFN = 1. OFD.= aqv. F=RATIO
h

0.184 P = 0.6725
“»

) . PR N
»




&£
-

- PARAMETERS ’
ccL 1= 5 '
COL 6=10
COL 1115
COL 16=20
CGL 21~25

3?

L)

»

BoH I oM

Lol SRS B e o]

OATA FORMAT = {DUHHY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

-

HEANS . 1
2.6101
o -
S SIGMAS 1
& hd ) 0.6653
. R HATRIX T
. . . 4
1 ' 1. 0000
&‘%£ 0.4906
LA . j
3 0.1848°
Lj-
‘lf 0.0887
” 5 0.4954
6 0.2996
7 - 0.1226

"‘009389

0.4368

2

0.4906

1. 0000
0.4130
0.1414%
r
0.9904
0.6177

0.2221

o

-0.0183

ANALYSIS 2 == TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE [ == GRADE 3 °

0.1848
0.4130
1.0000
~0.8432
0.4109

0.9540

/ .

0.3699

; 4
D.1399

L4
0.0887
Osl4l4

~0.8432
1.0000

0.1382

«0.6724 °

0.9792

. A
0,8758 g =0.9628

\

F)
3.1703

5
1.4843
5

0.4954

+ 0,9908

0. 4109
0.1382

1.0000

0.2214%

‘ =0.0178

0.6257

1.8488.

6
0.2?96/.
0.6177
0.9540

-0,6724
06257

1.0Q00

- =D.6222

0.6983

" 0.6842

7
1.4789

7
0.1236
0.2221
~0.7802

0. 9792

0.2214.

-00‘6222
1.0000

~0.8909

1L°03

1120

8,
0.7876

-0.0389
~0.0183

,o.s}§a'
0.9628
«o,dlva
.0.6983
~028909

1.0000

l(l'l
Vo




80,71

MGDEL 1 M1 ‘CRITERION = l

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION =

MEDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1.
L4

L}

PREDICTORS =
. R = 0.4974
. v . BETA

3 0.0
4 0.0
! 6 0. 6345
’ 7 0.4397
8. =0.,0872
REG. CONSTy =
PREDICTORS *'
R = 0,4976
v BETA
3 0.0
“0.1436
3 et
> 8 =0.1694
,REG. CCNSTe =
t
!
PREDICTORS =
- R-= 0,4929
V ' BETA
3 0.9290
4 0.7430
8. =0.1373
REG. “CONST. =
A/
PREDICTORS =
R = 0,4915%
v BETA
2 0.4900
. 8 =0.0300
v qu.

CONST. =

3 4 b= 8

RSQ = .0.2474

1
3= 5 8= 8
RSQ = 0.2476

g

0.0
=0.12927

0.2296
=0.2755

2.1470

)

MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

3= 4 8= 8

RSQ = 0.2429

B
0.7685
0.6681

=(,2232
1.4965°

2= 2 8= 3§

RSQ = 0.2416

s .
0.7464
,=0.0487
1.3600

A Y
. 20 ITERATIONS.
e f
L1
- 12 [TERATIONS.
;
43 ITERATIONS..
Lan . ,' .
2 ITERATIONS. S
—— ' ,’1
P ¢
D-55 .-, |
LA

it -




. 1 e -
¢
i h . .
80.71 ‘ -
. e )
| ) \
e ! ' J
MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERICN = 1 T  ° .
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 . .
R = 0.4906  RSQ = 0.2407 © 1 ITERATICNS.
o - J
v BETA .8 X N
2 044906 . 0.7472 -
REGs CONST. = 103202 . ./
v ' . .
. F=TEST L MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 .
Y RSQ FULL = 0.24T4 MODEL 1 - N
RSQ REDUGED = 0.2476 MODEL 2 ‘ :
D' IFFERENCE = =0.,0002. % . oot
DFN = 1. * DFD =, 3cC0, F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0630 \
o F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 ‘
.RSQ FULL = 0.2476 MODEL ~ 2 .
. RSQ REDUCED = 0.2429 MODEL 3 - . e
DIFFERENCE. = 0.0047 ,
‘DFN = 1. DFD = 301. F=RATIO = 1.864 P = 0.1696
. - : ’('
~ 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 @ = 0.4653
FeTEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 042416 . MODEL &4 v .
RSQ REDUCED = 0, 7907 MODEL 5 \
DIFFERENCE = 0.0009 . -
DFN = 1, ., DFD = 303, FeRATIO = 0.358 P = 0.5570
1 {
. ' D456




J

' ANALYSIS 2 == TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE I == GRADE 4

PARAMETERS
CCL 1= 5
COL 6=10
CCL 11e15
COL 16+20
COL 21«25

0N

W#uonn

OATA .FCRMAT =

MEANS 1
‘ 3.3355
.U.
& SIGMAS, 1
~ 0.8510
R MATRIX - I _
' 1 1.0000
2~ . 0.6723
3 0.3267
4 | =0.0462
l‘ ‘
5 0,6774
. 6 [6.4359
T ) 90 0356 *
8 T 0.1311
-

(OUHNY)

P -

Y

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

2
2.5970

0.5455

2 .

:

0.6123
1.0000

+0.4288 .

=0.0054
0.9909
. 045996
0. 1000

0.1268

.3,
1. 8745

0.3267
0.4288
1.0000
T
-0.9057 .
0.4332
0.9658
=0, 8406

0.9318

1

4 5
0.7226 7.0422
.4 5
1.1623 2.7960

4 5

<0.0462° *  0.67T4
-0.0054 0.9909
=0, 9@t 0.4332
1.0000 ‘-q:oi44
-0.0144 1.0000
~0.7876  0.6103
0.9774"  0.0943
~0.9719  0.1350
p
&

5.1691

6
440797

6

0.4359
4
9.5996

N
0.9658

-0, 7876

*0.6103

1.0000 .

0.8104

-7

.1.8732

3‘1464

/

T

“0.0356

0.1000
=0.8406
0.9774
0.0945
=0.731
1.0000*

-009021

4

1L°08

0.7097 '

.8
0.4539

@

8
V.1311

0.1268

 0.9318

] '=0.9719
0.1350
0.8104

=0.9021

1.0000 ,

208

~~

r



g?‘ - W
LR
. . . ]
0.71 ' C\ ‘f ; . . f
i-..l . -
/ '.
! MCOEL 1 M1 CRITERION = ) .
PREDICTORS.= 3= 4 6= 8 _ . ' K
[ TR = 046791 RSQ = 0.4612 37 ITERATIONS.
. Ve
P BETA ’ . . < .
. 3 0.0501- 01’331 ‘
. 4 0.0 0.0 '
C 6 *0.9331 01946 . 02?- , )
7 0.8185 £ 0.2146 : ; .
8 ; 0.0682 0.1278 : .
REG- CONST. = R 1.7747 . * . ’ oL
_)/. " ' - N )
[}
AN \MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1
, PREDICTORS = 3= 5§ 8= 8
A . R = 0,6786 .RSQ = o.4§n4 2 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA 8 : . -
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0 . A
0.6719 0.2045 .
0.0403 0.0756 ’ o
RE - CGNST- = M 148416 .
'R ) \
. .o @ .
MCDEL 3. M3 CR@FERION = )
. L "
, PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= 3§ (/ ,
R = 0.6738 RSQ = 044540 . 20 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
-~ e 3 1.5751 1.0418 » X
4 1.4154 1.0363 Coy - 4
‘ 8 0.0360 0.0674% . .
REGe CONST. =  .0.5861 .
e * v . i ) ’ ‘ ' ”
: b - > v

% MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

. PREDIGTORS =. 24 2 &= 8 . . -
R = 0.6738 R§Q = C.4541 2 ITERATIONS#
v BETA ;] on4
.2 0.6664 1.0395 v

‘ §  0.0466 0.0873 - ' <
{4&¢n-J »REGe CONST. = ° 0’5739:»53 . .

»




80,71 , .
. ) ’ ®
(‘;\ L]
%
> ! -
g N (‘ .
: $
MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1
4
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
R = 0.6723 RSQ = 0.4519 - 1 ITERATIONS. -
v BETA B '
2 0.6723 1.0487 ‘ .
REG. CONST. = 0.6119
F=TEST" 1 'MODEL 1 V$ MODEL 2 ‘ L
RSQ FULL = 0.4612 MODEL 1
* . RSQ RECUCED =.0.4604 MODEL 2

: DIFFERENGE = 040007 i

DFN = 1.°  BFD = 366, F=RATIO =  0.501 * P = 0.4867
N - [
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 o/

* RSQ FULL = 0.4604 MODEL .2 ! ¥ 'y ..
RSQ RECUCED = 0.4540 MODEL 3 ‘ -
DIFFERENCE = 0.0064 - / )
DFN = 1. DFD = 367.. F=RATIO = 4.372 P = 0.0349

' » . \ .‘ _
. " 4
F=TEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 | ‘ .
“ R$Q FULL = 0.4540 AR, MODEL 3 -
REDUCED = 0.4541 4 BR0DEL 4 | , ‘
DIFFERENCE = =0,000f Wwds* ,
DFN = 1. DFD .= F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000
Yo oL N
] (s . .
F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS_MODEL 5 N :
RSQ FULL = 0.454] MODEL 4 ) . .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4519 MODEL 5 ,
DIFFERENEE = 0.0021 : : . . :
DFN = 1. DFD = 369. F=RATIO = 1.442 P = 0.2285

~




-

L4

\

ANALYSIES 2 == T1

-,

TLE I vs FORHE? TIELE | == GRADE 5

PARAMETERS
COL 1~ 6§ = 8
COL 6=10 = "366
CCL 11=15 = 5
COL 16=20 = 4
CORE21=25 = 1
OATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
. //
HEANS 1
- 4.1123
T SIGHAS 1 N
Z . , 0.5677
R MATRIK 1
S 1.0000
. 2 0.7656
3 . _9.3603 -
4 ~0.0338
i .
5 0.7767
6 0.4870
) 7 0.0496
8 0.1398

2
3.2432

* 2“
0.7273

2

0.7656

1..0000

0.4213
0.0103
0.9892
0.5766
0.1174

0.1332

0.3603
0.4213
1.0000
~0.9026
0.4357
0.9693
-0.8376

0.9339

3
>
4 * s
1.0792 11.0470
5 -
4 5
1.5319 4e5299
. s S
rd
-0.0338 0.7767
. 0,0103 0.9892
«0.9026 " 0.4357
1.0000 ~0.0108
«0.0108° 1.0000
-0.7950 0.5994
0.9792, 0.0982
T =0.9664 . 0.1492

-

1346

7.5355

6
66717
6
0. 4870
0.5766
0.9693
=0.7950
0.5994%
. 1.0000
A
-0.7377

0.8226

1
3.5116

T
5.3713

~

T
L
0.0496

0.1174

-0.8376

. 0.9792

0.0982
=0,7377

1.0000

=0.8969

- 2

'R R

A

14785

8
0.6530

0.4760

8.
0. 1398
0.1332
0.9339

-0.9664
0.1492
0. 8226

“0.8969

»1.0000



80,71 T :

* l;"“"

MODEL © M1 CRITERTON =- 1
A .

' PREDICTORS = 3= 4 4= 8

. R = 0.7772 RSC = 0,6040 2 ITERATIONS.
0y BETA 8 ) ‘ .
3 0.0, 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
© 6 1.1489 041665 ) T -
.7 008912 001616 M
v 8 0.0 0.0 . N
, REGe CONST. = 2.2901
MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PRECICTORS = 3= 5 "g§e §
X
R = 0.7771  RSQ = 6.6039 2 1TERATIONS.
v BETA 8
, 3 0.0 ° 0.0 .
D 7 4% «0.0254 «=0.0160 .
.5 0.7764 0.1659
8. 0.0 0.0
REG. CONST. = 2.2973
., ) »,
A L,
MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = .4\
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 g g
~

R = 007668 ’

RSQ = 0.5879

Y, BETA 8
A 3 1147791 1.0193 |
: 4 "1.5720#"% 0.9930 \
8 0.0 0.0
REGe CENST. = 0.8349
MCOEL 4 M4 CRETERION = |
s
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8= §
R = 047666 RSQ = q(5376
7 v BETA. 8
2 07605 - 1.0119
8 0.0384 0.0781
REG. CDNST. = 007794
» D61

’

2 ITERATIGNS.

/2 ITERATIONSe

-

QU3

————




-
=]
o
-
~4
po

4 N
. ~~
s/ ' s
- 3
MCOEL 5 M5 CRITERICN = 1 . - g
PREDICTDRS = 2= 2 . ‘
' R = 0.7656  RSQ = 0.5862 1 [TERATIONS.
v BETA ;] - ’
, 2 0.7656 1.0127
REG. CONST. = - 0.8083
F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MDDEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.6040 MODEL 1 ' .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.6029  (MODEL 2 X -
% - D IFFERENCE = 0.0GO01 ‘ ¢
! - DFNF le DFg = 360, F=RATID = 0.067 P = 0.791%
F=TEST 2 HDDEL 2 v MUDEE 3
RSQ FOLL = 0.6029 - MODEL 2 . )
RSQ REDUCED = 05879 " MODEL 3% , ’
) 0 IFFERENCE =__g/e160 ‘ _
» - DFN = 1. “0FD = 361. F=RATID = 14.614 P = 0.0004
— . .
X FeXEST -3  MODEL 3 VS NDOEL PY p '
. RSQ‘FULL = 0.5879 ' MODEL 3 .
RSQ REDUCED.= 0.5876 Y MODEL 4
0 IFFERENCE = 0.CC03 <
N DFN = 1. - DFD = 362. F=RATIO = 0.251. P = 0.5229
" ( F-TBST 4 MCDEL 4 ¥S MODEL 5 ‘ o
 RSQ FULL = 0.587¢" " MODEL 4 :
+ . RSQ REDUCED"= 0,5862 MODEL S .
K DIFFERENCE = _0,0014 |
— o /

204

D-62




¥ 7

P - . ’ . [

-0.9231

0.9512

ANALYSIS 2 == TITLE I VS FORMER TITLE | ~= GRAOE 6 1460 ‘.
PARAMETERS o . .
CEL .l= 5.= Ch : . ' >
CCL “6=10 = 338 N
OL 11=1F = 5 ‘
CCL 16-20 = 4 < & . : — .8
CCL 21=25 = 1 ‘ -
. - hl : Vd . . ! \__/
OATA FORKAT = {QUNKY) . » ; , - 1480
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. ' '
means & 1 2 3 4 5, 6 Y T 7 8
4.8769 4.0246 2.2364 1. 7882 16,9018 [ 9.4116 7.4902 0.5562  °
o SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 . 5 L6 _ 7 '8
o 0.9967 0.8395 2.1000 2.0719 6.5052  /9.8101 9.3380 0.4968
" R MATRIX . 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 8
. ! 1.6000 _ ;.0.7544 . 0.1541 0.,1535 0.7642 0.2746 0.2447. =0.0231
2 0.7644 1.0000 N0.2332 01688 0.9907 0.3900 0.2815  =0.0051
KV . 1 »
.3 0.1541 0.2332 1.0000 ~0.9191 0.2405 0.9728 =0,8542 0.9512
- . - . ' [}
.l 0.1535 0.1688 °' =0.9191 1.0000 0.1577 -0.8280 0.9799 ~0.9662
» "\ . '
5 T 047642 0.8907 . 0.2405 0.1577 1.0000 0.4028 0.2746 0.0033
6 0.2746 023900 0.9728  =0.8280 0.4028 . 1.0000 :t-0.7695 .0.8569
L < 042497 0.2815  =0.8542 0.9799 0.2746  =0.7695 1.0000-  ~0.8980
- 8 ~0.0051 | =0.9662 0.0033 0.8569  =0.8980 1.0000




2\

MODEL 3 M3

w:

a
- 1

MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

RREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8

N ’
R = 0.1654 RSQ = 0.5858

v BETA 8

3 0.0 0.0

4, 0.0 0.0

6 5 1l.1188 0.1137

T 1.1426 0.1219

8 Qe 0442 0.0886
REG- CONST. = "2.8445

’

MODEL 2 M2

4
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 2= 8

R = 0.T658 RSQ = C.5865
v BETA 8
3 0.0219 0.0104
4 Ou 222 C.1074
. 5 07233 0.1106
8 0.1719 0.3449
REG.+:CONST. = 2.5595

CRITERICN & |
PREDICTORS = ‘3= 4 8= 8

¥

R = 0.7651 RSQ = C.5854
) BETA 8
3 1.8818  0.3$31
4" 1.9315 0.9291
3 0.0500 0.1003
REG, CONST. = 1.1625

————

*

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION =. 1}

S
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8= g

R = 0.7647  RSQ = 0.5847
v BETA B
2 0.7643  0.9074
8 =0.0192 °=0.0385
REG- CONSTe = 1.2464

2

D=64

Y

V17 ITERATIONS.

.

CRITERION = 1 _

17 ITERATIONS.

-

26 [TERAT [ONS.
‘; .

-

-

2 ITERATIONS.

1. !




80,71 -
. ' P
: . )
r*(:] i \
™ .
A v/ b [
A% ¢
" MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1
" PREDICTORS = 2= 2 N .
, )
« R = 0,7644 r§ﬁso 2 0.5844 1 ITERATIDNS.
v BETA B - . e '
2 0.7644 0.9075
REGs CCNST. = 1.2245 : &
L) ° v P T~ 1] ) *
. F=TEST . 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 .
RSQ FULL = 0.5858 MODEL 1 <Y
* RSQ REDUCED = 0.5865 MDDEL 2
DIFFERENCE F =~0.06(7- , , ,
OFN = 1. OFD = 332, . F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000 -
b
' . .
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MDODEL 3 ‘
RSQ FULL = 0.5865 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5854 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 0.C011
OFN = 1. 0FD = 331, FeRATIO =  0.862 Py= 0.3563
F=TEST 2 MDDEL 3 v§ wboeL 4 ‘
RSQ FULL = 0.5854 _MODEL 3
y RSQ REOUCED = 0.5847 MODEL 4 .
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007
OFN = 1. OFD = 334, F=RATIO =  0.529 P =z 0.4745
FeTEST 4  MDDELN4 V$ MODEL 5 Tk
RSQ FULL = 0.5847 MODEL 4 .
RSQ RECUCED = 0.5844 °  MDOEL 5 \

D IFFERENCE = 0.0004
ofFft = 1. OFD = 335, ‘FRATIO0 = ° 04297 P = 0.5930
) 10

1
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*  AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation p o '
. »

May 27, 1981.

v’

TO: Belia Greek wend Ann Cunninghan

FROM: David Doss . .
( 4 / » -/A .

SUBJECT: Program Support and Achievement Gains ’
You may recall that I included in the Title I Evaluatiqn Design a
question which reads as follows:

Was there a relationship between cha:acteristics (cooper=

ation in setting up the program, etc) of the prificipals

of Title I schools, as perceived by the Title I reading

cop:dinators, and the effectivenesd of their Title I

programs in terms of achievement.gains?

The attached page lists the 22 Title I regular~schools. Use the
scale to indicate, overall, how much support each principal gave
the Title I program at his/her school. I would like to have one
common gset of results in order to remove the problem of."rater \ .
blas.” , .
LY

Also, these ratings will be treated confidentially, They will not

be reported in any way that the score for any one principal can be

identified .

Approved: '3774(4‘ ()Z M"’{ /Cﬁ

Difector of Office of Researcnydﬁd Evaluation

DD:1fs

cc: Lae Laws .
Oscar Cantu

- LY -

’ The previous numbered page )
the oniginal decument was blank. .
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80.71
1 ) Qffice of Research’-and Evaluation

|
|
| . :
i

. MEASURE OF PROGRAM SUPPORT

~

Using the definition and scale below, show how much.support each
%rincipal gave the Title I Program. Work together to establish
a consensus before giving .the rating.

v

| ) DEFINITION

‘ Support for Campus Title I Program: knowledgeable about the Title I
: Reading Program, works with teachers to minimize scheduling problems,
' > takes an active role In the planning and implementation of the school's
. Title I Program, 1s aware of the restrictions of the Title I Programn,
works actively to ingure that the program is in compliance, does not
impose unnecessary restrictions, etec. N

. e \
. S SCALE '

»

. 1 2 3 4 5

, Very
' Low

Low

, Average

Very

High High

Schoeol

Support

Blackshear

’

Browm
Bryker Woods
Campbell
Lasls
Dawson
Govalle
" Harrils
Maplewood
) Mathews i
Metz . . < '
Norman )
Oak Springs
"~ QOruega .
Ridgatop |
Kosedale
. Rosewood e
’ Sanchez -
. $ins ¥
Walnut Creek .
Zavala
Zilker

i
-

D-68




80.71 / ' (Page 1 2)
- h MODELS USED TO DETERMINE THE RELATIONSHIP
v BETWEEN PRINCIPAI: SUPPORT AND ACHIEVEMENT
’ i *(3) () (5) (6, _ (1)
i - + +
Model 1 Y aOU aIX azx‘ + a3x + aa}‘{ + aSX/ +
(9) (10) (11) & x(12) (13)
a6x + a7x + aBX . + a‘gx + alox + .
; (14) (15) (16) (17) (18)
< An® T Fapk T At g X e X S E
. (3) (4) (5) 1) Q)
Mode} 2 Y a.16U‘+ al.I.X + alsx + algx v+' aZOX + ale +
) (8) (14) (15) (16) (17
IS X + a} X + X + X + X +
220 % 24 425 26" ~
(18) + ‘ .
. 3% B A
= (2) (19) (20)
Model 3 R azau + 329}{ + 330}{ Lt ag X + E
- ) L}
Ho‘&el 4 {Ha U+a X(2)+E
' 32 33 \
4 R .
- (2) (19) ‘
Model 5 Y a3aU + a35X + a36X + E ;
-
Where, .
‘ Y = posttest . ‘ .
U = ynit vector g "
X(Z) = pretest )
g3 . pretest if principahqren a rating of 1; 0, otherwise
x(“) = pretest_;iﬁ principal given a rating of 2; 0, otherwises
X(S) = pretest if principal given a rating of 3; 0, otherwise
x(s) = ‘pretest if principal given a rating of 4; 0, otherwise
X(7) =.pretest if principal given a( rating of 5; 0, otherwise
X(S) = variable X(Z) squared

Attachment D-4

X(g) = variable X(3) squared
x(10), vaf/iy&e x®) squared

D-69 . »
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gi 80,71 B Attachmeqt D=4
(Page Z of 2)

x(ll) X(S) ’ . ’

. . = variable squared

X(lz) = variable X(G) squared

. ¢

x(13) squared

£ (18)
r . x(15)
(16)

=- variagle
= | 1f principal’s rating was l; 0, ogherwise
=1 if pf&ncipal's rating was 2; 0, otherwise -
= 1 if principal’s rating was 5; 0, otherwise

) X(IT) = 1 1f principal's rating was 4; 0, otherwise
. .
x(18) .

. £(19)

1 if principal’s rating was 5; 0, otherwise

principal’s rating

X(ZO) = direct product--pretest times prineipal'’s rating o+

The pretest is the student s April, 1986 ITBS Average Reading Grade
Equivalent score except at grade 1 where MRT Pre—Readlng Composite raw
scores were used,

Yhe ratings of the principals’ support for the program were made using

AN the followifig scale. Q

I = Very Low, 2 = Low, 3 = Average, 4 = High, 5 = Very High
8
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g‘ | v 4 ‘/‘
. * l‘

o [ ' - |
~ 3, . .
L] \ »
L 4 ¢ . - "
Los ] .
: - s
- (]
@ w
¥
2
L ]
M
v
L - T —
-

- , \ /‘ .

P
™ 4
’ REGRESSTION ANALYSE$ DETERMINING THE
- - *  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM

SUPPORT AND ACHIEVEMENT GAINS -
AT GRADES 2-6,

e r
v ‘\ . ) .
. / Y -
- |
ot ’
L) f -
.
- .
r \V
L'} . -
- \
[} “




* L 2
MEANS ] 2 -3 4 5 6 1 8 9
N 1.8702 1.0763 0.0 0.2324 0.0817 0.6096 0.1526 1.2697 0.0
GEANS 1 12 13 14 15 16 1t 18 19
0.1011 0.7243 0.1759% 0.0 0.2t 79 0.0813 0.5513 0.1474 1.6282
© SICHAS 1 2 -, 4 5 6 1 8 9
. 0.6518 0.3337 =040 0. 4642 0.3072 0.5939 0.3894 0.6226  =Dad
stemas - 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
0.4073 0.7363 0.489T  =0.0 0.4129 0.2T64 0.49T4 0.3545 0.9820
U Y
7 R OATRIX 1 2 3 ‘4 5 6 1 ) 9
"'-.J e
o™ 1 1.0000 042535 see ~0.0397 0.086T 0.09T19 0.0468 . 042633 ees
k)
2 0.2535 1.0000 0.0 0.1250 0.12717 0.3440 0.0826 0.9659 0.0
3 © aee 0.0 1.0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
4 =0.0397 0.1250 . 0.0 1.0000  =0.1332  =0.5139  =0.196l 0.1111 0.0
5 0.0867 0.1211 0.0 -0.1332 1.0000  =0.2731  =0.1042 0. 1401 0.0
6 0.0979 043440 0.0 ~0.5139  —0g2731 1.0000  =0.4022 0.3310 0.0
. 7 0.0468 0.0826 0.0 =0, 1961 “0.1042  =0.4022 1.0000 0.0801 0.0
" 0.2633 0.9659 040 0.1111 0.1401 0.3310 0.0801 1.0000 0.0
9 e ¥ 000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000
10 «0.0166 - 0.1915 0.0 0.9805  =0.1233  =0.4759  =0.1816 0.1308 0.0
1 0.1064 0.1604 0.0 -0,1242 0.9T7T4  =0.254T  =0.0972 0.1885 . 0.0
. Y *0.1206 0.4454 0.0 ~0.4611  =0.,2451 0.9742  =0.3609 0.4559 0.0
. 2
13 0.0723 0.1521 0.0 =0,1788  =0.0950  =0.3661 0.9717 0.1584 0.0 .
1% 0.0 ® 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0
15 «0.0705  ~0,0L60 0.0 0.9483  =0.480% x—o.sslq ~0.2068  =0+0283 0.0

ses GUEFUT FROM PROVRAM REGEAN s¢9 - L .
CIAIPER!'I.UN AND GALN = 4=80/4=81 FI8)Y AVGREADLIHNG TOTAL GeFs == GrRADL 2 ?
P ARAME TERS . . - S
ClL = 5 « G
cia 6=10 = 31
il 11=15 = 5
COL 16=20 = 5 " . .

CL 21-25 = i
DATA FORMAT = (DUMY) ' 0710

INFERCORRELATION ANALYSIS, .

L)

10
0.269%

20
39112
10
0.5813
20
1.6284
10
-0.0166
0.1915
0.4
0. 9805
-0.1233
=0, 4759
-3.18L6
0.1868
0.0
1.0000
-0.1150
-0.4270
=0.1656
0.0

0. 8181

i

N\

1L°08

L




6T OO AT 0] ~0.1509 0.8824  =0.)095  =n.l14) 6407 Fi 0ev ~e13 1

-

‘ 17 0.0420 0.09M1 0.0 —0.5549  =0.2949 0.9261  =0.4342 0.0745 3.0 ~.5138
/ 18 0.0042 =0.,0517 0.0 =0.2082 =0.1106 "0, 4269 0.9%21 =0.065%h 0.0 " =-0.19218
‘ 19 . 0.0539 0.0191 0.0 =0.8300  =0.1102 0.3887 0.5413 0.0115 0.0 ~0. 1646 &
v ~ 20 0.2252 D.T441 0.0 =0.489% ~-0.0330 0.5307? 0.4333 0.1212 0.0 =0,4222 .;_‘j
R MATRIX It 12 13 14 15 16 §] 1 19 20
1 0.1044 ) 0.L206 0.0123 0.0 =0.0705 0.024) 0.0420 0.0042 0.0539 0.2252 '
2 0.1604 D.4454 0.1521 0.0 -0.0L 50 =0.0863 0.0981 =0.05171 0.0Lk91 DeTbb]
3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0s0 0.0
5 ~0.1242 ¥ SG.es1 ~0. 1798 0.0 0.9483  =0.1509  -0.5549 20,2082 =0.8300  =0.489%
Y H 0.97T4  =0.245!  =0,0950 0.0 =0. 1404 0.8824 T0.2949 . =0.1106  -0.1702  =0.0330
5 -0.2547 wATs2 ~3.3567 0.0 -0.5419 -0.3095 0.9261 i, ~0.4269 0.3887 0.5303
T ~0.09%  -0.3508,  0.9117, 0.0 =0.2068  =0.118L  -0.4342 0. 9421 0.5413 0.4363
s " ge138s 0.4559 0.1504 0.0 “0.0283 ~ =0,0216 0.0785  =0.0556 0.0115 0.2212
. e 9 0.0 0.0 «>-o.o . 0.0 0.0 0.0 " 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
; S 1o ~0.1150  -0.4210  -0.165% Q.0 0.8781  =0.1398  =0.5138  =0.1928  =0,7688  =),4722
' it 1.0000  -0,228%8  -0.0886 0.0 ~0.1310 0.8229  =0.2750 =0. 1032 -0.1587 =0.0054 v
12 ~0.2285 1.0000  =0.3291 0.0 ~0.4863  =0.2717 0.8311  =0,3a31 043488 0.5AT9
13 -0.08856  =0.3291 10000 0.0 ~0.1886  =0,1017  =p.3959 0.8590 0.4990 0.4744
]:‘0 . 0.0 0.0 Q.O\ 1.0000 0;0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
15 “0.1310  -0.4863  =0.1886 0.0 £.0000  =0.1592  ~0.585F  ~0.2095  =0.8753  =0.5141
16 o:“a.zzo =0.2111  =g.1017 0.0 -0.1592 1.0000  -0,3342  ~0,125¢  ~0.1929. =0.1794 °
it =0.2150 0.83ft  =0.3959 0.0 =0.5850  =0,.3342 1.0000  =0.45609 0.41917 043485
18 ~0,1032  ~0.3831 0.8590 0.0 =0.2195  =0.1254  =04%609 1.0000 0.5809 0.3225
19 ~0.1587 0.3488 . 0.4990 0.0 m0.8153  -0.1929  0.4197 0. 5809 1.0009 0.5651A -
. ’ 20 -0:005‘- 0.58719 0.4704 0.0 =0.57517 =0.1794 0. 3485 0.32?5 0.5518 1.0000 .

.

, 20




80,71 o _ . '
YCOEL % M1 CRITERION = 1 ‘ -

"PREDICTORS = 4= 7 1013 15=18
- 1 .
'R =0.2813  -RSQ = 0.0792 34 ITERATIONS.

v BETA B : : .
5 =0.0182 =0,0387

6 0.0190 0.0209
7
10

OQO Ooq '
0.1926 0.2159
’, 11 0.2907 04651

12 02694 0.2233 . »
13 02519 0.3352
16 =0.0593  =0.1397 . .
17 0.0328 0.0430
. 18 =0.0285 «0.0524
& REGe CONST. =  1.5423

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1}
PREDICTORS = 4= 8 15=18

R = 02791 RSQ = 0.0779 ~ 35 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8 . '
4 " =0.0996 =0.1399 .
5 0.0966 0.2048
& =0.0597 =(0.0656
7 0.032} 0.0537 , .
3 0.2723 0.2851 . ,
15 0.0 0.0

16 =0.0851 «0.2006 ° -
17  0.0l16  0.0l51
“w 18 =0.0501 =0.0%21
REGe CONST. =  1.5857

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = }

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 19=20 ’ .
R = 0.259 RSQ = 00,0673 ‘”;6 ITERATIONS.
4 [ A’
y BETA 8 ° ~ '

19. =0.0073 =0.0049
20 0.0931 0.0372
. REGs, CONSTe = * 1.3626

\
‘ D=-74




- 30,71 !
MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

4

R = 00,2535 RSQ = 00,0642 1 ITERATIONS.

v BETA B
2 042535 . 04950
REG. “CONST. = 1.3454

r

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = , 2= 2 19=19

-

R = 042582 ' RSQ = 0.0667 2 ITERATIONS.

v BETA B

2 0.2525 0.4932

19 10.0491 0.0326
REGe CONST. = 1.2291

-

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQFULL = 040792 MODEL 1 .

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0779 MODEL 2 . .

DIFFERENCE = 0,003 : ~ , -

DFN = 3, DFD = 300 F=RATIO = 04136 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. FoRATID = 04697 P = 0.6283
“F=TEST -3 - MODEL 3' VS MODEL 4

RSQ FULL = 0.0673 - MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0,0031. . .

OFN = 2,  DFO = 308, F=RATIO = 04504 P =" 0.6105

. i

F=TEST 4 'MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL =° 00,0673 MODEL 3 - -

RSQ REDUCED = 040667 MODEL 5 ~J

DIFFERENCE = * 020006

OFN = 1, DFO = 308 FeRATIO = 0,211 P = 0.6514

F=TEST 5 MODEL 5 VS MODEL 4

RSQ FULL = 0.0667 MODEL 5

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0642 MODEL 4

OIFFERENCE = 00,0024 )

DFN = 1, OF0 = 309, . F=RATIO = 0,799 P = 0.3756

* D75 ’
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Sy »

-

3qb . T GUIRITD £ RUA PROGKAM HEGRAN voe

| COIPERATIVN AN GAYH == 4=80/4=4F LIS AVLLRTADING TOTAL Got s == LRADE 3
PARAHETERS .
et 1~ 5 = 20

- Lt &=10 2 51 . ’
cLt 131-15 a// H
CCL 16=20 = 5
LCL 21=25 » 1

YMEERCORRECATIUN ANALYSIS.

£

1FANS

EANS

SIGHAS

SIGHAS (

~ N HATRIX
=)

b}!AIA FORHAT = (DUMHY)

2.661%
i

0.3784%
1

0.4662

. L.207%

1.0000

0.5313

041432
0.1704
0.0615
=0.0640
0.5338
[ X X )

0. 2180
0.lusa
0.1411
~0.03117

0.0

a ASre

2
1. 1490

12
1.8095

0.531)
l.0000
0.0
0.0939
0.1538
0.3331
-0, 0604
0.9885
a.0
0,20L5
0.1950
o.4M1
=0,0005

a.d

N ARD

3
8.0

13
0.2597

4
0.4445

14
0.0

0.7840

0.1432
0.0%39
0.0
1.0000
~0, 18485
-0.5719
=0.1832
0.0942
0.0 ,
0.9734
~0. 1145
=0.5064
" =0.169)

0.0

- e
T

0.193)

15
0.2633

0.5840
15
0. 4404
5
0,104
0.1536
0.0
~0. 1885
1.0000
-0 43324
o oss
0.1528
0.0
-0.1703_
0.95853

=0.2943

/-0.0084

0.0

[
0.95%32

16
0.}03¢

0.9491
16
0.3048
6
0.0615
0.331
6.0
-0.5119
-0.3324
10000
«0.3230
0.3339
0.0
-0.5169
-0.31%8
0.9695
-0.2985

f

Q.0

I
.1560

17
0.5322

0.4851
17
0.49%0

1

.

T =0.0540

=0.0604
0.0
;O.IBEZ
=0.1064%
=0,3230
1.0000

. =0.0734

0.0
-0.1655
-0.1008
~0.2860

0.9756

0.0

‘orio

8
3.2817

1a
0.1008

1.5402
L8
0.3011
8
0.5339
0.9845
0.0 "
0.0948
0.1528
0.3339
=0.07 34
1.0000
0.0
0.2091
0.19171
0.482%
=0,0%21

0.0

0.0
19
J.al04
9
=0.0
-

19
0.90486

0.0
p.0
0.0
0.0
1.0000

.o
0.0

1L°08

lo
0.8141

20
4.0658
10
1.5018
20
2.30448
10
0.2180 .
0.2065
b.o
0.9713¢6
-0.1703
=0.51469
=0.1655
0.2091
L
0.0
1.0000
=0.1613
-0.45117

~0.1530

0.0 22:;



ey ot ppymyy Y <0 Yo e 1560 0.0 =041 150
A 17 -(;.0531 0.099% 0.0 ~0.460T% =0.3530 0.94t6 —3.3530 0.0958 0.0 =0.5490
“18 v =0.0977 ~0.1501 0.0 =0.1907 =0.1108 -0.3363 0.9604 ~0.1492 0.0 =0.117%
t9 :‘ “0.0985 =0.0091 0.0 =0.8471 =0.1575 0.5378 0.4975 -0.013.2 0.0 -0.165% @
20 0.2610 0.6657 0.0 -0.5918 =0.0276 ?.66;5 043149 0.6535 0.0 044927 -fj
. =t
.
. R HATRIX t k2 13 ) 15 16 17 19 19 20
17 0.1848 A4l =0.0377 0.0 0.0273 0.1440  =0.0531  =0,0977  -0.09s5 0.2610
2 0.1950 072t -0.0005 0.0 =0.0704 0.0A75 0.9996 =0.1501 =0.0097 0466517
3 0.0 0. 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.0 0.0 0.07 0.0 0.0
4 =0.1185 =0.506% =~0.1693 0.0 0.9526 -0.19316 0,607 =0.1907 =~0.8471 -o.sqrél
' 5 0.9453 ~0.2943 -0.0984 0.0 -0.1979 0.9733 =0.3530 =0.1108 “0.1575 =0.0271%
& ~0.3148 0.9695 ~0.2985 0.0 =0.6004 =0. 3415 0.9416 -0.3363 0.5374 046455
. 7’ =0.1008 =0.2860"° 0.9756 0.0 - =0.1923 =0.10%94 =0.3430 049604 0.4975 0.3149
8 T0.197TE ™ 0.4826 -0.0121 0.0 =0, 0650 0.08560 0.0958 -0.1492 =0.0132 0.5535
i o 9 , 00 0.0 ° 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
! 3 10 =0.1613 =0.4577 =0.1530 0.0 0.8509 =0.1750 =0.54790 ~0.1724 ~0, 1655 -0.4921
‘ n 1.0000 =0.2747  ~0.0932 0.0 =0.187% 0.9218  =0.314) =0.1050 =0.1492 040029
: 12 -0,2787 1.0000 =0, 2643 0.0 =0,5317 =043024 0.8137 “0. 2978 0.4T62 0.7218
- 13 ; ~0,0932 =0,2643 1.000 0.0 -0.1117 =a.t011 ~0.3171 048876 0.4593 0,3451
14 040 0.0 0.0 t.0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
15 =0.1874 =-0.5317 ~0.1777 0.0 1.0000 =0.2033 =0.46377 -02002 =0.0893 =0.6937
16 0.9218 -0.3024 =0.10t1 0.0 -0,2033 1. 0000 =-0.3627 =0.1139 =0.1619 =0.0695
17 =0.3343 0.8337 =0.3171 0.0 «-0.6317 =0.3627 1.0000 =0.3572 0.5712 0.5083
18 . - =0.1050  =0,2978 0.8076 0.0 ~0.2002 20.1139 =0.3512 1.0000 0.5E81 0.2627
1% ~0.149F 0.4762  0.4598 0.0 -0.8893  -0.1619°  0.5712 0.5141 1.0000 0.7134
. 20 4 0.0029 0.7272 "0.3451 ‘0.0 -0.6937 -0.0698 0.5983 0.2427 " 0.7134 1.0000
. .
. (]
' KW
. [
. ¥
”

(€)

E
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30.71 ’
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 4= 7 10=13 15=18

R = 0.5632 RSQ = 0.3172
vy 8ETA 8,
4  0.0071  0.0060
. 5 0.0 0<0
6 0.0 0.0
7 0.0 0.0
10 0.7563  0.3185
11 043452 0.1905
] 12 0.6041 0.1978
: 13 0.2188  0.1668
15 =0.3652 =0.5524
16 0.0 0.0
17 «0.2168 =0.2895
18 =0.0919 =0.2032
REG CCN$T‘ = 2.2458

YCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 4= 8 15=18

R % 0.5635 RSQ = 0.3175
v BETA 2]
4 Q.2103 0.1787
5 «0.1763 =0.2011
6 =0.3298 =0.2315
.8 0.6057 0.2620
13 ° «0.3503 =0.5299
16 -0e1154 0.2521
17 0.0334 0}0446
» ‘18 0.0150 0.0333
REG. CONST. = 2.108Y

-

MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREOICTORS = 2= 2 19«20

»
QR = 0.5547 RSQ = 043077
Sy BETA 8
2 0.9618 14235
19 0.3475 0.2476
20 =0.6401 =0.1850
REGe CONST. = 0.4343_

'

D-78

65 ITERATIONS.

vy

34 ITERATIONS.

15 ITERATIONS.

220




30,71 - &
MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

R = 0.,5313 RSQ = 0,2822 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA . 8
. 2 0.5313 0.7863
REGe CONSTe = 142859 N L
. L 3

MCOEL 5 M5 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS &, 2w 2 19=19 . ~
3 = 0,539 RSQ = 0.2910 2 1TERATIONS.
Vv ' BETA B :

T2 De5304 0.7849
19 =0.0934% =040629
REG. CONST. =  1.5066

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.3172 . MDDEL 1

. RSQ REDUCED = 0.3175 MODEL 2 .
DIFFERENCE = =0,0003 .
DFN = 3, DFD = 3454 F=RATID = ' 0.0 P = 1.0000

-

~ . FoTEST. 2 mooly 2 vs Fooet 3

RSQ FULL = 0.3175 MODEL .
RSQ REDUCED = 043577 MODEL—"3N {
OIFFERENCE = 0.¢098
DFN = 5, " DFD =  348. F=RATIO = 0,996 P = 044211
F=TEST 3 MDDEL 3 VS MODEL 4 -
RSQ FULL = 043077 MDDEL 3 e
- RSQ REDUCED = 0.2822 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0,0255 -
OFN = 2.  0DFD = 353, F=RATIO = 4,500 P = 0.0021

F=TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL = * 0.3077 MODEL 3 ”

RSQ REDUCED = 042910 © MCDEL 5 3
DIFFERENCE = 0,0168

DEN = 1. OFD = 253, F=RATIO = 84555 P = 0,0040

F=TEST 5 MODEL S VS MODEL 4

RSE FULL = 0.2910 MODEL 5 . *
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2822 MODEL 4 ’
DIFFERENCE = 0.0087 -
OFN = 1. OFD = 354, .F=RATIO = 44352 P = 0.0353
?—79
2354




- Y o7 /
v .
' | . - .
' . 4 .

s CUTPUN FROM PROGRAM RIGHAN *#¢ Q

. [ _ CONPERATION AND GATN == 4=80/4=51 IT0S AVG.#LADING TUTAL G.Fe == GRAGL & .
PARAMETERS ¢ . )
oL 1= § = 20
CLL &=10 =. 345 .
6L 1k=15 = 5 s %
CrL 16=20 = 5 , o
. CoL 21-25 = I e
- =~
DATA FORHAT < (DuUMFY) t i . 0rio bt
. . - J
. INTERCORRELATION AMALYSIS. o
. " N
1EANS i 2 3 4 3 -8 1 8 ‘g 10
3.461% 2.6255 6‘.721; 0.3728 0764499 0.8168 0.0548 1.2235 1.9990 0.9815
» ’ L . -
YEANS 11 12 13 1% s \ 16 TR 18 19 20
1. 8864 2.2642 0.1523 0.2870 0. 1507 0.2319° 0.3072 0.0232 2.6290 6.9838
SIGHAS 1 2 3 4 5 Yo 7 8 9 10
0.8476 0.5746 1.1875 = 0.9179 1.2100 1.2637 0.3858 2.9011 3.4211 2.62T4%
£ . .
SIGHAS il © 12 13 14 15 16 7 18 T 20
#.eaao 3.1328 |.“ozn 0.452% 0.3578 0.4220 0.4614 0.1505 1.2494% 3,7551
o 9 R HaTRIX ot 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 > % 4 10
o0 « *
R B 1 1.0000 0.691\5" 0.0196 =0.0162 0.1807 - 0.1399 =0.0169 0.6930 0.1029 0.0561
. * -~ s .
.2 0.6915 1.000 0.0435 0.0054 0.2591 0. 1648 =0,0098 0. 9905 0.15 0.0945
. >
3. 0.0196 0.0435 1.0000 —0.2487 =-0.3289 -0.3958 =0.0934 0.0384 * 0.9745 -0.2288
) 4 =0.01562 0.0054 -0.2487 1.0000 -0, 2181 =0.0619 0.0101 =0.2301 0.9760
5 0.1807 0. 2591 Z—o.azsq -0.2181 1.0000° -o-rhsw £ 042654 “0.304% -0.20086
o, ) 0.1399 0.1648 =0, 3958 -0.2625 ~0.3471 -0.0986 0. 1591 -0.3663 ~0.2414, .
) 7 . =0.0169 -0.0098"  =0.0934 -0.0619 -G 0819 1.0000 -0.0201 -3.0864 -0.0570 -
1 8 0.6930 0.9905 0.0384 0.0101 0.2654% =0.0207 1.0000 0.1469 0.1017 ° 3
, . » .
. A 0.1029 0.1500 0.9785  =0.2301 =0.304% =0.0864 0.1469 1.0000 -0.2117 .
+ 10 0.0561 0.0945 -0 2208 0.9760 ~0.2006 =0.2414% ~0.0570 0.1017 =0,2117 ° 1.0000
o 1l " 0.2161 0. 3186 =0,3132 =0.2077 0.9365 -0.3306 =0.0740 0.3295 ~0.2899  ,=0.1911
. 12 0.1956 0. 2519 20,3715  =0:2483 =0,.3258 0.9827 -0.0925 0.2492 -0.3427 =0, 2266
- Lo - v *
. 113 «0.0115 o.oos& =5.0904 —0.0602 =0.0794 -0.0958 * 0.9911 =0.0072 * =0.0840 -0.0554%
. 1 =0.0876 ~0. 1006 0.9654  .=0.25T6 =0.3407 =0.4100 =0.0967 -0.1017 0.8933 =0.2370
Y . »
. 15 «0.1089 =0.1118  =0.2580 0.9639 ~0F2263 =-0.2723 0. 0642 =0.1031 =0.2387 0.8847 )

>

iR

FRICT " 2315




to LI IS 75 (1T AR B § L) B By 7 211
o 17 0.0599 0.0382 ~0.4079 ~0.2704
v’ 18 =0,0225  =0.0236  =0.0944  =0.0626
] 19 0.1113 0.1133  =0.7985 ~0.2044
20 , 0-3525 0.48317 =0, 1040 =0.1857
R
R HATRIX 11 12 13, + 14
’ 1 0.2161 0.1956 ~0,0115 ~0.0875
2 0.3386 0.2519 0.0032  =0.1006
3 ~0.3132 ~0.3115  =0.0908 0.9454
4 =0.2011 ~0,.2483 =0.0602 =0.2578
s 0.9865 -0.3258¢  -0.0198 ~0.3407
) =-0.3308 0.9027 =0.0958 =0, 4100
H «0.0780  =0,0925 0.,9911 ~0.0967
' (I 0.2295 0.2492  =0,0072 -+ =0.1011
' E: 9 ~0.2899  =~0.3437  =0.0840 0.893)3
- 10 =0.1911  =0.2266  =0.0554  =0.2370
' 11 1.0000  =0.3103  =0.0158  =0,3245
12, -0.3103 1.0000  =0,0899  =0.3848
13 ~0.0758 ~0.0899 1.0000  =0.0941}
A4 =0.3245  =0.3848 ~0.0941 1.0000
. 15 ~0.215%  =0.2555  =0.08625  =0.2673
14 0.9309 7 =p,333) -0.,0815 ~0.3486
=17 =0,3408 0.9108 =0,0987 -0.4225
13 . =0,0738 ~0.0935 0.9623  =0,0977
. 19 ,0.1519 0.6656 0.28l4 =0+8271
20 0.2670 0.7224 042450 “0. 1516
¢
233
Q -

FRIC

P s e

0.9717%
~0.3577
~0,0827

0.1595

0.24 86

t5

=0.10489
-0.1118
=0, 2580

0.96139
=0.224)
-0.212)
=0.0642
-O.I&JI
=0.2387

0. 08867
=-0.21 5%
=0.2555%
-0.0625
-0.267)

1.0000
=0,2315
=0.2906
~0.00649
-0.212;
-0.2286

=0.3550  =0.3834
0.9705  -0.1018
-0.09946 0.9898
0.7093 0.28%

0.7064 ' 0.2420

16 ) 17
0.1287. 0.0599
0.1692 0.0362
~0.3365°  =0.4019
=¥z =0.2 704
0.91715 =0.3517
=0.3551 0.9105
-0.0830 ~0.101%
0.1722 0.0334
-0.3114 ~0.3174
=J.2053 ~0.2428

3

0.9309 =0.3408
-0.3333 0.9108
=0,0815 ~0.0987
=0.3488 -0.4225
-0.2315 -0, 2006

1.0000 -0.3459
-0.;659 1.0000
~0.0847 «0.1026

0.1632 0. 1308

0.2083 0.6473

¥

t

-

Cellr?
0.0324
=0.03417
o.l10712

0.4711

14
-0.0}25
=0.0238
=0.0944
=-0.0626
-0.00827
-0.09948

0.98928
=0.03417
=-0.0871%
=-0.0576
=0.0788
~0.0935

o?623
~0.0917
=0.0649
=0.00847
=0.102%

1.0006

0.2924

0.2349

=N, 3114
=0.3174
=2.081)
~0.134%

=0.£341

19
0.1112
0.1133

=0.7985
=0.2044
0.1595
0.7093
0.2894
0.1072
=-0.13089
-0.148481
0.1519
0.665%

0.2814

=J. 2043
~0.2448
-0,0576
-0, 1881
=0.1434

20
0.3525
0.4837

=0+ 1040
-0,1857
0.24606
0. 7064
0.2420
0.4171
=0. 53417
=0.1434
0.2618
0.7224

0.24%50

=0.8211 «=0, 1514

-0.2121
0.1832
0.1308
0.2924
1.0000

0.5051

2

-0.2288
0.20A)
0.6413
0.2340
0.9051

1 .G000

4)4

LV Y

i£°08




80.71

- MODEL 1 Ml CRITERION = 1 ¢
PREDICTORS = 3= 7 9=18
R = 0.7001 RSQ = 0.4902 81 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
- 3 0'.0 0.0 »
4 Oed 0.0
- 5 0.0 0.0
6 00 0.0 v
7 0657 0.5837 - .
9 . 0.8870 0.2197 N
10 0.6992 0.2256
. 11 0.7429 0.1707 .
12 0.8463 0.1922
13 0.0 0.0 !
14 =0.0268 =G.0502
15 =0.0559 =0.1324
: 16 0al? 0.3547
. 17 o.u@ 0.2072
18 =0.0069 =0.0386
REGe CONST. = 19117
. MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1
PREOICTORS = 3= 8 14=l8
B R = 0.7002 RSQ = 0.4903 39 ITERATIONS.
|‘L L v BETA e -
‘ 3 0.0653 0.0466 >
4 0.1840 0.1700
-] »(,2409 -001687
7 =0.1010 =0.2218 /
8 0.7072 0.2061 . .
14 =0.3153 =0.5907
15 _=0.4025 =0.9535
16 0e0145 0.0290
17 =0,0342 =0.0629
18 - 0.0210 ' Q.l183
v REGe CONST, = 20}268 -
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1
PRECICTORS = 2= 2 19=20
R = 06946 RSQ = 0.4824" 10 ITERATIONS.
v, BETA 8
2" 0.8016 1.1824 Do9a
19 0.2907 0.1972 v )
N 20 -0- 2957 "0 00667
v REG. CONST. = 0¢3045
L

D-82

L73




80.71

: MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 2= 2 -

R = D.6915 RSQ = 0.4782 1 ITERATIONS. ¢
v BETA 8 o . ‘

2 D.6915 1.0200 -
REGe CONST. = 0.7833

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = )
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 19«19

R-= 044923 RSQ = 0.4793 2 ITERATIONS.
\ v -
' o2 .aa7¢\* 1. 0145

19 040234  0.0226 ' - .
REGe CONST. =  D.7384

FTEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = - 0.4902 MDDEL 1}
RSQ REDUCED = 044903 MODEL 2
D IFFERENCE = =0,000]
DFN = 4. OFC = ; 330. F=RATIOD = 0.0 P = 1.0000
- ” / L)
. FeTEST "2  MDDEL 2 VS MODEL 3
. RSQ-FULL = 0,+4903 'MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.482% \ MDDEL 3 ¢ .
DIFFERENCE = 0.0078 - s
DFN = Te DF0 = 334, FeRATIO = 0.734 P = 0.6448
| FeTEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
| RSQ FULL = 0.4824 . MDDEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0e4782 ‘MDDEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0042 .
.OFN = 2. DFD = 34}, FeRATIO = 1.394 P = 0,2482
‘ )
FeTEST &4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5 - >
RSQ FULL = 04824 “ODEL 3 -
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4793 MODEL 5
) DIFFERENCE = 0.0031 .
/ DFN = le OFD = 3"1. F-RATIO = 20063 P = ‘001(’79
FeTEST 5 MODEL S5 VS MODEL 4
_RSQ FULL = 0.4793 MODEL 5
: RSQ REDUCED = 0.4782 -+ .MDBEL 4
. DIFFERENCE = 0,0011 :
. OFN = 1. DFD = 342, F=RATIO = 0,722 P = 0.4006
’ D-33

2326

Q ‘ ~




LAl

COUGPERATION AND GATN == 4=8074=81 I[1BS AVG.READING TO

PARARETERS
coL 1= S
CCL &=10
CCL 11=15
COL 16=20
COL 21-23

20
ERY
b

b

i

DATA FORMAT = [OQUMPY)

11
12

"
< -
Q ‘):3 1

ERIC;

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

14
1%

l
4.2087

11
2.9508

lq;299
11
5.6268
1
1.0000
0.7754
0.0091
=0,0782
‘0. 2076
0.18%9
0.0590
0.78%8
0.0842
t?'°3°2
0.2812
0.2625
0.0658
=0.08687
=0, 1242

v

3.32%2
12

31.8550
2

0.743%

12
6.3231

e

2,
0.7154
1.0000
0.0671

(’
* INFERCORRELAFION ANALYSTS.

HEANS

HEANS

SIGHMAS

S IGHAS

.'.g L] H_ll’ Rl K‘

1
2
3

0.0264
0.1422
0.2229
0.0869
0.9399
0.1572
0.0n0%
0.2257
0.3210
0.0726
“0.0617
«0.06%

0.9516

13
0.253%

1.5280
12
1.8677
]
©.0091
0.068%
1.0000
-0.2223
=0.23497
=0.4097
=0.003%9
0.05%526

, 0.98fs

~0.20n5%
~=0.3275
=0.3807
:0.0aﬁb

0.9484

~0e229%

,

<

4
0.3521

14
0.2925

4
1.0703

14

0.4549

Iy
-0.0782

0.0264
-0.222)

1.0000
-0.2004
—0.234%
-0.0493

0.022)
-0.2080

0.9827
-0.1n77
~0,2142
-0.0445
-04229%

1.986%0Q

5
0.8421

15
0.1195

1.4999
15
043244
5
0.2078
0.1422
=0, 3497
~0.2004
1.0000
-$.3894
-0.0715
0.1428
=-0.32 11
=0, 1891
0.9024
=0.3432
-0.0743
=0.3610
=0,20HR

]
1.0405

16
0.251%

L
1.6424

16
0.4329

'

6
0.1859
0.2229

-0.4097

“0.2349

-0.3894
1.0000

=0.0908
0.2354

-0.3833

-O.ZZOﬂ

=0.3459
0.9407

=0.0809%
=3.44230

=0.2424

0.0489

1
0.317s

L
0.49%1

. 1r
0.445%

L
0.05%0
0.0689
~=0.0859
=~0.049)
~0.011%
=0.0508
1.0070
0.0519
0. 0454
~0.0462
.0126
=).0A4)
0.9948
_=~d.n887

=0,0%0n0

orto

L1.6094
18

0.0189
8

4. 6948
18

0.1281

)
C.1358
0.9%99 °
0.052¢
0.022%"™
0.1428
0.235%
0.0619
1.0000
0. 1481
0.0849
0.229%
0.3333
C.0691

J~0.0725
0,027

3,240)
19
2.6509
9
5.5620
9
1.2492
5
0.0842
0.1572
0.991%
=0.20A0
=0.,32171
-0.383)
-0.0804%
0.14861
1.0600
-8.1952
~0,306)
=0.3561
-0.0792
0.9082

=Ne2l 4

Q

10
1.2915

20
8.9005
10
3.8552
20
P TTY
10
=0.0382
0.094%
-0.2006
0.9821
«. 1851
=0,2204
=0.0462
0.0849
=0.1952
' 1.0000
“2.1762
~2.2048
=0.045¢
“.21%
0.%093

1L°08

23C




&
16 0.09617
17 0.06560
L
- 18 0.0517
- 19 0.1312
zc/ d.4401
R MATRIX 11
1 0.2812
, 2 0.2257
A 3 ~0.3275
4 =0.1877
H 09924
i
A 6 =0.3459
W
7 =0.0726
LY
L 0:2294
9 ~0. 3063
- 10 «0.1762
- 11 130000
N 1z =0.3214
123 =0.0715
14 =0.3381
15 =0.1937
16 0.9070
!
) 1 =0.3587
18 ~0.0729
. 19 0.1469
.20 0.2119.
’
Ay
/
1
Q ‘ ) Eatf\)

0.0174
0.9705
0.05606
0.1009

044975

12

T +0,2635

0.3210
=0.3807
-0.2182
=0.3432

0.9807

~0.0043

' 0,3383

=0.3561
=0.2043
~0.3214

1.0000
=Q,0831L
=0.3930
=0.2252
=0.3544%

0.8959™\

=0.0848
0.6601)

0.7451

o

x
=0.35611

~0.4249
-0,0864
-0.8230
=0. 1016

13.”
0.0558
0.07256

~-0.0846
w.%a{
~d70763
=0.0894
0.9948
0.0691
-0,0792
=0.0455
-0.0715
-0.0831
1.0000
-0.0874
=0.0501
-0.0788
~0.0927
0.9799
0.2555
0.,2700

— T

=d.2070
=0.2435
=0.0495
~0. 18560

=0.1570

14 -
=0.00887
=-0.0617

0.9686
=02295
=0, 3610
=0.4230
~0.0887
=0.0725

0.9062
=0.2154%
~0.3381
=0.3930
=0.0874%

1.0000
=0.2368
=Q.37127
=0.438%
=0.0892
=0.8497

~Ne 744

0.9684
=0,38131
=~0,0779

0.1569

0.187%

15
-?.1242
-0.05633
=0.229%

0.9690
~0.2048
=0.242%
=0.0508
=0.0529
=Q.2l46

0.9093
=-0:1937
=0.,2252-
=0.050%
0. 23608
‘1.0000
=0, 2136
=0.2513
=0.0511
-0, 1920
0016956 -

-

-0.3814
0.9643
-0.0912
0. 7105
g.7272

16
0.0967
0.0174

“0.3611
-0.2070
0.968r
=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
0.1620

001,‘6 .

~0.0800
=0.0941
0. 9951
0.2595

0.2689

1 R4
0.0680

0.0 M5

~0.4249

~0.2435
~0.3831
0.9643
-0,0941
- 0.0812
=0.3975
~0.2285
. ~0.3587
0.8959
-0.0927
-0.4386
-0.2513\
=0.3955
1.0000
-0.0946
0.7368

0.656%

0.0157
0.08172
0.0544
0.1112
0.5060

18
0.0517
0.0606

=0. 0864
-0.0495
-0.0779
~0.0912
0.9951
0.0544
-0.08038
~0,0465%
-0.0729
-0.084R
F ow
0.9799
«0.0392
~0.0511
-0, 0804
-0,0946
£.0090
0.2608

0. 2652

=-0.3374
~0.3975%
~0.08038
=0. 7699
~0.6420

19 .
0.1312
0.1009

=0.8230
=0,1860
0.1569
0.710%
0.2%95
0.1112
=0. 1699
“0.1744
0.1469
0.6501
0.255%
~0.8497
~=0.1920
0.1620
0.7368
0.2608
-1.0000

0.89137

/.
=0.1942
0. 2285
~G.0455
' TR R LY
=0.1219 »

4

20
0.440]
0. 4975

~0. 1016
~0.1570
0.1876 -
0.7212
0.2609
0.5060
-0.6420
-0.1279
0.21719
0.7451
0.2110
~0. 7443
~3.1896,
0.1346
0.6%564
0.2652
0.8937
1.0000

21

3
~

~d
o
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80.71
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3= 7 9=18
R = 0.7998 RSQ = 0.6397 94 ITERATIONS.

v BETA B
3 0.0
4 0.0
5 0.0,
6
7
9

0.0
0.0 - ‘ ,

) 08983 1663 L . .

O~ 10 0.4554 0.1216

11 1.1102 042032

12 1.0213 0.1663

13 0.2854 0.1574

14 =0.,1162 «0.2630

15 0.0145 0.0460

16 =0.2130 =0.5055 .

17  =0.0946 =0.2093 -

, 18 0.0 0.0 t
REGe CONSTe = 2.5506

OCOOO0O0
QOO0OO

L=
.

-
MODEL 2 M2 GRITERION = 1 AN
PREDICTORS = 3= 8 l4=lg
R & 08005 RSQ = 046407 34 ITERATIONS.
v . BETA 8
3 -0.0412‘ =(},0278 *
4 -0.2755 ‘002651 " ; .
5  0.3429 042355 . -
6 0.0 0.0 ' “ /
7 0.0070  0.0145 -
8 7 "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
' .REGe CONST. = 23652 - .
. Q / ' ;
MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 “19=20
. , S ——
R = 0.7788 \RSQ = 06065 2130 ITERATIONS.
b3 |

v BETA _ 8
2 06663  0.9230
19 =0.1573 _20.1297
20 0.2511 7~ 0.0%530

REGs CONST. = . 1.0686 .




‘ 30.71 ‘ ~ T .

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERICN = 1 .
PREDICTORS = 2= 2N

1 3

—

R = 0.7754 RSQ = 0.6012 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B

2 07754 1.0741 . ‘ )
REGe CONST. = 0.6941 - -

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION'= 1| N

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 19=19 ‘
R = 0.7772 RSQ = 0.6040 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B K
2 0.7700 1.0666

19 00536 0.0442 ] .
REGe CONST. =  0.4019 “

F«TEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MODEL 2

* RSQ FULL = 046397 MODEL 1t

* RSQ REOUCED = 0.6407 MODEL 2 . .
OIFFERENCE = =0,0010 . : . vt
DFN = &, OFD = 303. F=RATIO = 0,0 P = 1.,0000
_FeTEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

"RSQ FULL = 0.6407 MOOEL 2. o
RSQ REODUCED = 0.6065 MODEL 3 - .

- DIFFERENCE = 00,0343 P

DFN = 7, DFD = 307. F=RATIO = 4.182 ' P 2 0.0004
F-TEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 ,
RSQ FULL = 0.6065 MODEL 3 -
RSQ REDUCED = 0.,6012 MODEL & ) .
OIFFERENCE = 0.,0052
OFN = 2. UFD" 31{’0 F-RATID = 2.119 P = 001197
FeTEST &  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 5

"RSQ FULL = 0.6065 MODEL 3 -
RSQ REDUCED = 0.8£040 MODEL S .
OIFFERENCE = 0.0025 )
OFN = 1., . OF0 = 3l4. FeRATIO = 1,971 P = 0.1576

b |
: FTEST 5 MOOEL 5 VS MODEL 4

RSQ FULL = 046040 MODEL §
RSQ RECUCED = 0,4012 * MOOEL 4

"DIFFERENCE =’ 0.0028 ,
OFN = 1, OF0 = 315, F=RATIO = 2,260 P = 0,1297

v ‘
Ay

D-87° £~




1

r S04 BUIPUT FRUBA PRUSKAN REGRAN ¢oe

I CLUPERAT LN AND GAIN == 4=u0/4=aL 1185 AVG.READTHG T0IAL G.E. == GRADE &
PARAMETERS
ciL 1= 5a 20 | .
COL 6=10 2~ 284 . .
. LCCL 1415 5
CCL 18~20 « 5 . ' o
ClL 21-25 1 . - — . =4
. g . .
DATA FORMAI = (DUMNY) , . . or1g * =
IRTERCOKKELATION ANALYSTS. . .
YEANS 1 -2 3 “ 5 s o1 8 - 9 10
4.9899 4.0760 1.0882 0.5865 9.9816 1.3353 0.0840  17.3640 4.4035 2.5748
AFANS o 12 13 14 15 16 17 10 L 19 20
4.3281 5.7180 0.3415 0.2847 0.1389 0.2326 0.3229 0.0208 2.8563 10.9691
r
SIGHAS 1 .2 3 “ 5 6 7 ‘8 9 10
- 1.049) 0.8640 1. 7943 10593i\ 1.8337T 1.9834% 0.578)% 4.8221 T.8842 &6.8917
SIGHAS 11 12 13 14 15 16" Y 18 19 20
. . 8.5878 9.0247 2,311 0.4513 0.3458 04225 ___0.4676 0.1428 1.2513 5.7744
- \ . .
R MAIRTX 1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9 10
g . .
L 1 1.0000 0.7359  =0.0495 0.0816 0.2299 0.0897 0.0083 0.7388 0.0452 0.1137
e
2 0.73%9 1.0000  ~0.0206 0. %6 0.2041 0.1592  «0.0019 0.992% 0.0988 0.1954
3 ~0.0495  =0.0206 1.0000  ~0.2381  =0.3247  -0.4085  =0.0881 , ~0.0222 0.9778  =0.2286 -
-
4 ' 0.0818 0.14286  =0.23al 1.0000  =~0,2102™ =0.26644  =0.0570 0.1451  =0.2193 0.9862
' 5 0.2299 0.2047  =0.3247  =9,2102 1.0000  ~0.3805  -0.0778 0.2151  =0.2990  =0.2000
6 £.0897 0.1592  =0,4085  =0.284%  =0.3605 1.0000  =0.0979°  0.1499  =~0.3782  ~0.2516
7 0.0003  =0.0019  =0.0881  =0.0370 '=0.0778  =0.0979 1.0000  =0.0154 ~0.0812  ~0.0543
: 8 0.7360 0.9925  -0.0222 0. 1451 0.2151 0.1499  ~0.0154 140000 0.0944 0.2003 -
9 0.0452 0.0988 0.9778  =0.2193 , =0.2990  =0.3762 . =0J0812  0.0944 1.0000 _ ~0.2087
. .10 0.1137 0.1954 ° =0.2286 0.9862  =0,2000  ~0.2516  ~0.0543 0.2003 =0.2087 1.0000
81 . o.219s 0.2825  =0.3055 =0.1978 0.9835  =0.3393  ~0.0732 0.2961  =0.2814  ~0.1882
LY
12 0.1626 0.2450  ~0.3843  =0.2488  =0.3392 0.9824  ~0n0921 0.2413  =0,3539  w0,2367
’
13 0. 0079 00031  ~0.087)  «0.0584  =0.0769  =0.0968 = 0.9964  =0.01001  =0.0002  ~0.0537 0 4
. . A »
14 «0.1707  =0.1851 049613 =0.2477  =0.3377  «0.4249  =0.0917  '=0.17%% 0.8853  =0.2357
15 0.0345 0.0679  =0,2436 0.9777-  =0.2150. =0.2705  =0.0584 0.0892  ~0.224) 0.9303

"

ERIC




. Eth 5 e GFEL
p i =0. 0019 0.0483  -0.4188
s 0.0084  —0.0072  =-g.088%
' 19 0. 1148 o.fall ~0.8027
20. ? . 0-3133 0. 4801 -0, 7271
R MATREX Y, a2 "1
. o 0.2795 0.1626 0.g079
2 042025 '_ 0. 2450 0.0031
N 3 . -?.55;; =0.3843  =0,087}
ﬂ . -0.1978  =0.2488 =0.0564,
5 0.5835  =0,3392  =0,0769.
$ ' 502393 0.9824  -0.0968
. ! r0.0132 . “=0.0921 0. 9964
% 0.296}  "o.2a13  “0.0101
Y E?' 9 .;-0.23l$ =0.3539  =0.0802
0 10 - ~0.1882  -0.2367 ° =0,0537
1 1.0000 =0.3192 =0.072%
12 ~0.3192 1.0000  —0.0910
‘ 13 =0.0724  =0.0910 1.0000
’ 14 “0.3178 |, =0.3997  =0.0906 -
15 =0.2023  =0.2545 . —0.0517
¥ 13 0.9149  =0.3489  =0.051
0 lt/,- ~0.3479 0.9173 -0.9992
‘ 18 =0.0735 . =0.092% - 0.9850
: 19 0.1384 0.6804 \0.2608
20 0.2370 01326 0.2365
, .
i , -
P 249 “ ‘
* -
.
\‘1 » | -

FRIC

Potarmirh i

=0.27k2
=0.05723
-0,2059
=2.1488

£
-G.1707
=0.1851
0.9613
-0.2477
-0.3377
-0.4249
~0.0917
-0.1755
0.8853
-0.2357
=0.3179
~0.3997
~0.0906
1.0000
-0.2534
~0.3474
-0.4357
Z0.0920
~0. 8351
-0.7809

*

-0.3697
«3.,0781
0.1470

1s
0.0345
0.0679
-0.2836
‘0.97117
-0, 2150
=0.2105
~0. 0584
0.0692
“04224)
0.9303
«0,2023
-0.2545
-0.0577
~0.2534
.1.0000
~0.2211
-0.277%
=0.0586

~0.2106,

T=0.1756

’

e CE P ' (7 1 7SR | PA - i o W (1T =t 0 HOT
. . -

0.915?

~).0982"

0.7232

o.7L1T

.

11
J??s:a
0.p912

~0.3339
~0.2162
0.9722
-0.3708
=0,0800
0.0994
-0.3075
~D, 2057
0.9149
=0.3489
=0,079!}
=d.3474
=0,2211
1.0000
=0,3802
=0.0803
0.1513
0.k61t

=0.100)
0.9961
0.2721
. L Y
0.2353
o
=0,0019
0,048
=0.4188
-0.2712
~0.3697
0.9752
~0.1003
0.0348
=0.1857
=0, 2580
-o.3~14¥.
0.9175
v
f -0.0992
—0.4357
“0.2774
=0, 3802

@.oooo

=0.1007
0.7418
0.6670

x

0.0 )%
0.0348
=0.0208
0.1157
0.4712

T
00,0084
-0.0072

' =0.08a5

=0.0573
0,074}
-
=0.0942
0.9961
-0,0208
=0.0815
=0.0545
=0.0735
-0.0924
0.9450
=0.0920
~0.0586
=0.0803
=0.1007
1 .0000

‘\\3;2:32
02323

-G.307T5 *
-0,3857
~0.0815%
14
=0, 71%)

-0.86519

s

19
0. t148
0.1311

-4,8027
-0.2059
0.1470
0.7232
0.2721
0. 1157
-0.7393
=0.1959
0.138%
0.6804
0.2691
=0.8351
~0.2106
0.1513
0.7516
0.2732
1.0000,

0.9140

=0, 208 ¢
=0.2580
«0.05465
=0.1959
-0.1}37

40
0,373
%f%aol

-0.7271
~0.1488

0.2089
0.7117
0.2353
0.4712

=0.6519
w.1237
0.2370
0.7374
- 0.2185
-0. 1309
=0.175%

0.1511
9.A670
n.2323
0.9140

10000

iL°08

.




e =
80.71 N
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1 s
PREDICTORS = 3= 7 9=lB
R'= 0.7463  RSQ = 0.5570 80 ITERATIONS.
™o BETA B a
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0 L
7 0.0 0.0
9 0.8993  0.1197
10 0.6289  0.0958
11 0.8729 041067
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
1T =0.0406 «0.0912
18 0.2840 240866
REG. CONST. = 249731
MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1(;\
PREDICTORS = 3= 8 14=18
R = 0.7448  RSQ = 0.5548 56 1TERATIONS.
v BETA 8 ,
3 0.1671 00977
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
1 0.0 0.0
13 0.1445  1.0613 *
REGs CONST. =  2.6700

\_‘{\

WCOEL

PREDICTORS =

R = 047365
v BETA
2 0.6958
19 =0.0708
20 0.1033

REGe CONST. =

3 M3 CRITERION =
2= 2 19=20
RSQ = 0.5425

8
C.8431
=0.0594
c.0L88
1.5056

3 ) "

- 15 ITERATIONS. (

21/

D-%0




J 80.1 _
MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = “

v

PREDICTORS » 2= 2

.
R'= D.7359 RSQ = 0.5416 1 ITERATIONS.
v BEZA B .
2 0.73%9  0.8917 .
REGs .CONST. =  1.3552 S
MGDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = '} g pl
® ° PREDICTORS = 2= 2 1919 | -
R = 0.7362 RSQ = 0,5420 " 2 ITERATIONS.
v .BETA B '

.2 ., 0.7335 0.8898
19 0.0186 0.0156 . .
- REGe CONST. = 1.325;__‘_/// . .

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL =  0.5570 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5548 MODEL 2 .
DIFFERENCE = "0.0022

DFN = 4, OFD = 273, F=RATIO = 0.342 P = 0.8502

L]

F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.5548 MODEL 2 '
RSQ REDUCED = 0.%425 MODEL 3 -
DIFFERENCE = 040123 .
DFN = 7, DFD = 277. F=RATIO = 1.09% ¢ = 0.3655
F=TEST- 3 ODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 .
RSQ FULL E//M 05425 MODEL 3 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5416 MODEL 4 .
DIFFERENCE = 0.0008 ,
DFN = 2. OFD = 284, F=RATIO = 0.261 ¢ a2 0,77137
. I
F=TEST 4 MODEL 3 VS MODEL S
RSQ FULL = 0.5%425 MODEL 3 .
RSQ REDUCED = Q.5420 MOOEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.000% ' ) -
DFN.= 1, DFD = _284. F=RATIO = 04312 » = Q,53837 \
FeTEST S5 MODEL % VS MODEL 4 : /
RSQ FULL = 0. 5420 MODEL 5 , ‘.
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5416 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0003 , .
DFN = 1, ‘OFD = 235, F=RATIO = 0.211 P = 0.§512
M )
¢ It
. ’ 15

. \)‘ . D-g 1
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Attachment D-6 -
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REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING
) AT-HOME PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROL
STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-~6.

& <2
[
3
3
\
N ) } bered page In
. & The previous num
D-‘“) the onginal document vias blank
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AT HOME == GRADE 1 == 9«30 MRT/4=81 [TBS AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

o]
e
PARAMETERS -
oL 1= 5 = 8 ¢
COL 6=10 = 48 ‘ _
CCL 11=15 = 5
COL 16=20 = 4 .
COL -21=25 = 1 .
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) v . 0500
* . INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. ’
. MEANS 1 (2 ﬂ,ai 3 4 5 6. 7 8
- 1.8521 454000 21.4583 23.5417 2213.2917 1000.0000 1213.2917 0.5000
. .
x . <,
£, _SIGMAS 1 2 . 3 4 5 6 7 8
0. 7767 13.7219 23.2280 25.6726 1197.8838 1250.8586 1515.5400 0.5000
R MATRIX 1, e ‘3 " 4 ¢ 5 -6 7 N
1 1. 0000 0.7631 =0.0077 0.4148 0. 7750 0.0978 0.5318  =0.169D
2 0. 7631 1.0000 0.1078 0.4369 0.9862 0.2606 0.5644  =0.1518
3 =0.0077 0.1078 1.0000  =0.8471 0.0712 0.9642 -0.7396 0.9238
4 0.4148 0.4369 =0.84T1 1.0000 0.4628  =0.733] 0.9708  "=0.9170
5 0.7750 0.9862 0.0712 0.4628 1.0000 042345 0.5969  =0.1781
- N . 1 \
6 © 00978 0.2606 0. 9642 =0.7331 ' 0.2345 1.0000 =0.6400 0.7995
7 0.531 0.5644 * =0.7396 0.9708 0.5969 =0.6400 1.0000 ~0.8006
8 =0.1690  *=0.1518 ‘' * 0.9238  =0.9170  =0.1781 0.7995.  =0.8096 . 1.0000
Q * " 20

ERIC | 251




MCDEL 1 Ml CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8
R = 0.7859 RSQ = 0.6177

v BET A 8

3 0.8103  0.0271

4 0.0 0.0

6 0.1309 0.0001

7 1.105% 0.000¢&

8 =041372 =0.2131
REGe CONST. =  0.6085
MCOEL 2 M2 CRITER[ON = 1

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.7840
v BETA
3 0.0
4 0.4365°
5 0.6345
8 03443

REGe CGNST‘ =

~

MODEL
PREDICTORS =
®
R = 0.7766
v BETA
3 1.0335
4 1.6209
8 03627
REGe CONST. =
MCOEL

PREOICTORS = 2a

R = 0.7650
“

v BETA
2. 07548
8 =0.0544

REGe CONST. =

3= 5 g 8

RSQ = 0.6146

8
0.0
0.0132
0.0004
0.5349
0.3631 b

3 M3 CRITERICN = )

3e 4 ge g

RSQ = 0.6032

8
0.0346
0.0490
0.5634

=0.3257

4 M4 CRITERION = ]

2 8= 8
RSQ = 0.5852

B
0.0427
“0.,0845 . *
=0.028%

D-95

19 ITERATIONS.

{

9 ITERATIONS.

49 ITERATIONS. : l

e

2 ITERATIQONS.




80.71

7/
MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = .1
PREOICTORS = 2= 2 .
R = 0.7631 RSQ = 0.5823 1 [TERATIONS.
v BETA B ) (/
’ - 2 | 0.7631 0.0432
) REGe CONST. = «0.0917
FeTEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MOOEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.6177 MOOEL 1
RSQ REOUCED = 0.6146 ~ MOOEL 2 ,
DIFFERENCE = 0.0030 )
OFN = 1. OFD =  42. -F=RAFI0O = 0.335 P = 0.5728 '
F=TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MOOEL 3 ’
RSQ FULL = 0.6146 MO00EL 2 '
RSQ REDUCED = 0.6032 MOOEL 3 .
DIFFERENCE = 0.0114 . . :
OFN = 1. OFD =  43. FeRATIO = 1.277 P = 0.2638
F=TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.6032- MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5852 MODEL 4
OIFFERENCE = 0,0180 (
DFN = 1. OF0 = 44, F=RATIO = | 1.993 P = 0.1616
F=TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5 3
‘ . RSQ FULL = 0.5852 -MODEL 4 .
. RSQ REDUCED = 0.5823 MOOEL 5 (

OIFFERENCE = 0.0029 .

DFN = 1. OFD = 45. * F=RATIO = 0.313 P = 0.5851

253
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, .
AT HOME == GRADE 2 == 4=g80/4=~81 ITBS AVGs READING TOTAL G.E. S 4

PARAKETERS - - 8
COL 1= S/ a 8 ‘ L
COL 6~10 = 94 ! -
CCL 11=15 = 5 . .
CCL 16=20 = 4
CCL 21%25 = 1 y
DATA FORMAT = {DUMNY) 0500
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. -
MEANS ‘ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
L 243223 1.6064 0.7968 0.8096 2.9368 1.4522 l.4846 0. 5000
T SIGMAS 1 2 3 4 5 * 6 7 8
C 0.7543 0.5969" 0.9041 - 0.9106 2.4326 242505 2.2726 0.5000
R "MATRI X ) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 1.0000 0.5724 " 0.2159 0.1609 0.6176 043398 0.3246 0.0804
2 " 065724 1,0000 0.3192 0.3387 0.9549 045092 0.5179 -0.0214%
i 3 0.2159 . 03192 1.0000 =0.7836  0.3078 0.9141 =0.5758 0.8814
4 - 0.1609 0.3387 “0,7836 1.0000 0.3204 =0,5737 0.9112  =0.8891
5 0.6176 049549 0.3078 0.3204 1.0000 0.5313 | 0,5442 =0.0133
6 043398 0.5092 0e 9141 =0,5737 0.5313 10000 , =0.4215 0.6453
) . / *
7 0e3246 0.5179 “0,5758 09112 0.5442 ~0.4215 1.0000 ~0.6533

8 0.0804 =0.,0214 0.8814 =0.,8891 =0,0133 0.6453 =0., 6533 1.0000




e

80.71

MCOEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1’ “\\\

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= §

R = 0.6648 RSQ = 0.4420 . 223 ITERATIONS.
v BETA - 8
3 =1,3821 =].1532
4 0.6132 0.5080
6 1.3159 0.4410
7 0.3038 0.1009
8 1.1926 l1.7991

REGe CONST. = l1.1402

MCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREOICTORS = 3= 5 B= §_

R = 046421 RSQ = 0.4122 T ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
3 -004341 -003622
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.7576 0.2349 .
8 044729 ~° 0,7135

REG. CONST, = 1.5643

MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= %
R J§0.5986 RSQ = 0.3583 37 ITERATIONS.

v BETA 8
3 0.6621 0.5524
4 1.1010 0.9121
8 0.4757 0.7177
REGe CONST. = 0.7849 ¢

MCOEL "4 M4 CRITERION = 1 .
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 8= 8 ¢
R = 0.5798  RSQ = 043362 2 [TERATIONS.

o

-

v BETA, 8

2 0.5T44 0.7258

8 0.0927  0.1398 , 2Xp )
REGe CONST. = 1.0866 i .

0-98




MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1}

PREDICTORS = 2= 2° )

R = 0.5724 RSQ/= 043276 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8 )

2 0.5724 0.7233
REGe CONST. = 1.1605

F=TEST 1~ MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0e4420 MODEL 1 ~
T RSQ REDUCED = D.4122 MODEL 2 .
DIFFERENCE = (0,0297
DFN = 1, DFD = g8, F=RATIO = 4,689 P = 0.0310
'F«TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL
RSQ FULL = 0.4122 MODEL\ 2 .
. RSQ REBUCED = 0.3583 MODEL , ,

DIFFERENCE = (0.0529 .
DFN = 1, DFD = 89, F=RATIO = 8.162 P = 0.0055
F-TEST 2 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.3583 MODEL 23
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3362 MODEL 4
D IFFERENCE = (,.,0221° .
DFN = |, DFD = 90, ~ F=RATIQ = 3.105 P = Q0.0TT7
F.TEST 4 MOQEL & VS MODEL & i
RSQ FULL = 0.3362 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.3276 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = D.0086
DFN = 1, DFD = 91, F=RATIQ = 1.177 P = 0,2805

—_— Y

|
X ) \\_\

: 57 ™ v
. - D~99 . T
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AT'HOHE == GRADE 3 == 4=80/4=81 ITBS AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

*

. o
- (=]
P ARAKETERS . Tl
CCL 1= 5 = 8 : =
- COL 6«10 = 44 - -
© COL 11=15 = 5 )
COL 16=20 = 4 :
CCL 21w25 = 1
L ~ ‘
- DATA FORMAT = (DUMNY) ~ . 0500
INTERCORRELATIDON ANALYSIS. )
HEANS L 2 3 o 5 6 - 7 8
247114 1.7682 0.8773 . 0.8909 3.4855 1.7168 1.7686 0.5000
- , l&‘
T ‘ . .
S  SIGMAS 1 2 3. 4. 5 6 7 8
0.8125 045992 0.9732 0.9874 2.6631 2.5434 2.5837 - 0.5000
. . N ’
' R MATRIX 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
! 1.0000 0. 7048 0.1443 0.2854 0.7072  0.3305 0.4030  =0.0979
. ! L
2 9 9.7048 o 1.0000 0. 2841 0.3268 0.9745 0.4906 0.5207  =0.0228 -
3 0.1443 . 0.2841  -1.0000. =0.8133 0.2800 0.9199  =0.6161 0.9014
4 042854 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 ¢
6 0. 3305 0.4906 0.9199  =0.6091 0.5068 . 1.0000  =0.4614% 0.56750
7 . 044030 0.5207  =0.6161 0.9232 0.5311  =0.4614 1.0000  -0.6835
L}
8 «0.0979  =0.0228 . 0.90l4  =0.9023  =0.0195 0.6750  =0.6835 1.0009Q
o .- =N

ERIC N =




80.71

MCOEL 1 Ml CRITERION = ]

P

PREOICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8

R = Q0,7171 RSQ = 0.5143 135 ITERATIONS.
L 4

v BETA 7 B

3 0.2965 0.2475 ‘

" 0.2"65 0.2029 - 7

6 0.5585 0.1784

7 0.4929 0.1548
- 8 =0.1828 =0,2970
REG. CONST. = 1.8820

MCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREQICTORS = 3= 5 8= g

R = 0,7177 RSQ = 0,.5151 98 ITERATIONS.
v BETA - g
3 0.4954 0.4136
4 0.2795 ‘02300
5 0.4748 0e1449’
8 -002859 »0.,4645

REG. CONST. = l.8710

MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREOICTORS = 3= 4 8= 3

R = 0.7120 RSQ = 0.5070 38 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
31,2290 1.0260 - C
4  1.0750  0.8845
. 8 =0.2328 =0.3782 y
REGe CONST. = 1.2124
y

MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = )
PREOICTORS 1 2= 2 8= 8
R = 0,7095 RSQ = 0.5034 2 ITERATIONS. 4

v BETA 8
"2 0.7929 0.9532
£G

R e CCNSTa = 1.0925 2(\.’}
7

D~101




80.71

MOOEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 2= 2 '

R = 0.7048 RSQ = 0.4967 L ITERATIONS.
. BETA B

v
2 0. 7048 0.9557
REG. CONST. = l.0215

F=TEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MOOEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.5143 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5151 MOOEL 2

OIFFERENCE = =0.0008 . . ~

OFN = 1. OF0 = 38, F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

FeTEST 2  MBOEL 2 VS MOOEL 3.

RSQ FULL = 0.5151 " MODEL 2

RSQ REOUCED = 0.5070 MOOEL 3

OIFFERENCE = 0,008l ,

OFN = le OFD = 39, F=RATIO = D.651 P = 0.4303

F=TEST 3  MOODEL 3 VS MOOEL 4 .

RSQ FULL = 0.5070 MOOEL 3 * ]

RSQ REOUCED = 0.5034 MOBEL 4

OIFFERENCE = (0.0025 ' ¢

OFN = 1. OF0 = 40, F=RATIO = 0.287 P = 0.56015

( .
, F=TEST 4  MOOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5 .

RSQ FULL =  ‘0.5034 MOOEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4967 MOOEL 5 “

OIFFERENCE = 0.0067

OFN = 1. OF0 = 41, FeRATIO = 0.554 P = 0.4676
[ 4 -7 . ' i*

. g
’




AT HOME == GRADE 4 == 4~80/4=81 [TBS AVG. READING TOTAL G.Ee

P ARAME fERS
COL 1= S
COL 6=10
COL l1=15
COL 16=20
COL 21=25

5 OO

DATA FORMAT = IDUQHY}

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

—MEANS

-

SIGMAS

£o1~d

R MATRIX

\\H 1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
Qo 23':3

n

3.6321

0.7611

1
1.0000
0.7128
0.0591
0.2191
0.6952
0.1887
0.2955

~-0.1079

2

2.8357

2
0.5752

2
0.7128
1.0000
0.2017
0.1882
0.993}
0.3508
0. 3407

0.0124

3
1.421%

3
1.4771
3
0.0591
0.2017
1.0000
=0. 9240
0. 1998

0.9714

=0. 8363

0.9623

‘\\_’,—

4
le4143

4
1.4730
4
0.2191
0.%882

" =0.9240

1.0000
0.1875
«0.8371
0.9716

=0.9601

8.3721

3. 3482

5
0.6952
0.9931
0.1998
0.1875
1.0000
D.3536
0.3426

0.0096

6 7
4.2021 4.1700
-

b 7
4.8197 4.7987
6 \57
0.1887 042955
0.3508 ° 0.3407
0.9714  =0.8363
-0.8371 0.9716
043536 0.3426
1.0000  =0,7577
“0.7577 1.0000
0.8719  =0.8690

12°0¢

0500

8
6. 5000

0.5000

8
=0. 1079
0.012¢%
0.9623
=0.9601
0.0096
/

0.8719

=0.8690

1.0000

2L3



80.71

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1 .
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8

R = 0.7566 RSQ = 0.5725 807 ITERATIONS.
v . BETA g
3 7.7864 4.,0124
4 1.7061 0.8816 .
6 =3.1075 =0.4907 -
T  =0.1317 «0.0209 ‘
8 =m3,3712 =5.1319
REG. CONST. = 1.3972
MCOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 8w 8
R = 0.7458 RSQ = 0.5563 338 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
3 445984 2.3696
4 31,7028 1.9133
5 =0.9084 =0.2065
8 =0.9713 =1.4786
REG. CONST. = 0.0262
MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
\
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= 8
R = 0.7358 RSQ = 0.5414 97 ITERATIGNS
v BETA 8
3 2.1170 1.1218
4 1.5156 0.7831
8 =0.7478 =1.1383
REGo CONST. = 1.4992
MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 g= 8
R = 0.7223 RSQ = 0.5217 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA g ¥, -
2 0.7142 0.9451 O 4

8 =0.1168 =0,1778 VX

REG. CONST. = 1.0410

D=-104




80,71

“O0DEL

5 M5 CRITERION = ]

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

R = 0.7128 RSQ = 0.5081 1 ITERATIONS.
Y BETA 8
2 0.7128 0.9432

REGe CONST. = 0.9576

F=TEST* 1 . MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.5725 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5563 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0162

OFN = 1. OFD =  22. FeRATIO = 0.43

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.5563 MODEL 2 N\

RSQ REDUCED = 0.54l4 MODEL 3

DIFFERENCE = 0.0149 ,

DFN = 1. DFD = 23. ) F=RATIOQ = 0.771

FeTEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4

RSQ FULL = 0.5414 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED =-0.5217 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE = 0.0197

DOFN = 1. DFD = 24. F=RATIO = 1,030

F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL = 0.5217 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = .5081 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0136

DFN = 1. DFD = 25. FeRATIO = 0.713
2L

D~-105

p

p

p

0.3739

= 0.3928

x Q.3214

0.4112



AT HOME == GRADE 5 == 4=80/4=81 [78S AVG. READING TOTAL G.E.

PARAMETERS 3
CCL 1- 5 = 8 :
CCL  6=10 = 42
COL 11=15 = 5 d
CCL 16=20 = 4
CCL 2]1=25 = 1
DATA FDRMAT = {(DUMMNY} ' : 0500
L
INTERCDRRELATION <ANALYSI S, .
N ) )
MEANS 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3.7071 1. 8500 1.8571 15.8802 7.89718 7.9824 0.5000
o
T SIGMAS , 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
2 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
) R 1.0000 0.9437 0.3887 0.2618 0.9288 0.5703 0.4174 0.0201
- i 2 0.9437 1.0000 0.3362 0.3526 0.9876 0.5143 0.5339 «0.0049
N 3 o.3ii;\ 0.3362 1.0000 “0.7628 0.3274 0.9389 =0.5745 0.8745
4 0. 26 "0.3576 ~0. 7628 1.000¢ 0.3528 =0,5798 0.9374 ~0.8722
0+ 357% ,
5 0.9288 0.9876 0.3274 0.3528 1.0000 0.5155 0.5457 «0.0066
6 0.5703 0.5143 0.%389 =-0.5798 0.5155 1.0000 =0.4367 0.6647

1 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 =0.6570 1.0000




80.71

’

-
MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= §
R = 0.9574 RSQ = 0.9167 294 I[TERATIONS.
v BETA " B
3 2.1581 1.6930
6 =0.3807 «0.0532
7 0.6075 0.0830
8 140095 =3,3507
REG. CONST. = 2.5597
MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 o
PREQICTORS = 3= 5§ g« 8
R = 0.9549 ° RSQ = 0.9119 126 ITERATIONS.
V -  BETA B
3 * 1.5980 1.2536
4 1.1573 0.9021 ‘
S =0.0051 =0.0007 f
8 «0.3709 =1.2311 . '

REG. CONST. = 1.2317 ' '

. MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= 8
R = 0.9550 RSQ = 0.9119 35 [TERATIONS.

v BETA 8

3 l.5678 l.2299

4 l.1804 0.9201

8 =0.3213 =1,0666
REGe CONST. = l.1%92

L)

4 1]
20
b~-107 )




80.71

MOOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 2= 2 8= 8

R = 0.9441 RSQ = 0.8912° 2 ITERATIONS. J
BETA 8

0.9439 1.0715

v
2
8 0.0247 0.0820
EGe CONST. = 0.5870

-
Y

R

MCOEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

(Y

5
PREOICTORS = 2= 2
R ox 0.9437 R5Q = 0.8906 1 ITERATIONS.

v BETA B
2 0.9437  1.0713 :
REGe CONST, = 0.6285 "

>

F=TEST 1  MOOEL 1 VS MOOEL 2 ™
RSQ FULL = 09167 MOOEL 1
RSQ REDUCEO = 0.5119 MOOEL 2
OIFFERENCE = (.0048 ; T
= 2.058 P = 0.1566

OFN = 1. 0FQ = 36. F=RATIO

f

F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MOOEL 3 . 1.

RSQ FULL = 0.9119 + MOOEL 2 . -
RSQ REOUCEO = 0.5119 MOOEL 3

OIFFERENCE = =0.0001 ° - : .

OFN = 1. _ OF0 = 37. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

Iy

FmTEST 3  MOOEL 3 VS MDOEL 4

< RSQ FULL = ~ 0.9119 MOOEL 3
. RSQ REDUCED = 0.8912 MOOEL 4
OIFFERENCE = 0.0207
OFN = "l 0F0 = 38, F=RATIO = 8933 P = 0.0051

t

F=TEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.8912 MOOEL 4
RSQ REQUCEO = 0.8906 MOOEL 5
OIFFERENCE = 0.0006
p OFN = 1. 0F0 = 39, F=RATIO

0.219 P = 0.6474
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AT HOME == GRADE 6 == 4=80/4=81 ITBS AVG. REAOING TOTAL G.E.

PARAME TERS
coL 1= 5
CCL 6=10
CCL 11=15
COL 16=20
CoL 21«25

OATA FORMAT = (DUMNY)

INTERCORRELATION AMALYSIS.

~

MEANS

S IGMAS

R MATRIX

]

"1.0000
0.8348
0.0063

043417
10,8675
0.1777
0. 4403

=0.1938

”"
446000
S 2
1.0096

2
0.8348
1.0000
0.1834
0.2355

* 0.9830
0.3325

0.3699

=0.0433

3
2.21781

R |
2. 3944
3
0. 0063
0.1834
1. 0000
«0.9122
0.1818
0. 9708
=0.8272

0.9515

4 5
2.3219 22.1794

4 5
2.4219 9.1844

4 5

0.3417+  0.8675
10,2355 0.9830
" =0.9122 0.1818
1.0000 0.2300
© 0.2300 1.0000
-0.8211 0.3388
0.9720 0.3757
-0.9587  =0.0363

6
10.9228

6
12.7530

6
0.1777
0.3325
0.9708 "
~0.8211
0.3388
1.0000
=0. 7447

0.8565

7
11.2566

7
12.9469
7
0.4403
0.369
=-0. 8272
0.9720
0.3757
=0.T447
1.0000

=0.86%4

1708

0530

8
0.5000

)
0.5000
8
~0.1936
-0.0433
0.9515
~0.9587
~0.0363
0.8565
=0.8694

1.0000




. 80.71 g
.i ~ N »
\ MCDEL 1 M1 CRIVERION = 1
. ‘ . )
. "PREDICTORS =° 3= 4, 6= 8 -
- R = 0.9020 RSQ = 0.8135
. - SV BETA 8
. . 3 «2.5080 =0.9469
“ ’ . 4 0.0 0.0
. 6 2.7682 0.1962
‘ I | l.1134 0.0777
.8 Qa7896 . 1.4275
REG. (.:ONST. = 402938
MODEL 2 M2 CRIPERIUN = 1
. 5
‘ PREDICTORS = 3« 5 g= g
' R = 0.8900 RSQ = 0.7922
- v BETA 8
3  «l. k273  =0.4256
— 4 «l.4538 «0.5426 ’
- 5 1.3899 0.1368
) 8 ®0.4673 =0.8448
’ REG. CONST. = 5.4865
. " y@DEL. 3 M3 CRITERION = | ’
v/ \
P PREDICTORS = 3w 4 gé g v
° )L\haﬂ—////n %' 0.8497 RSQ {‘9;7219
o — 7 v.". *geTA B
3 . 1.9809 ggiavq "
4 1.966% 40
8 =0.1930 «0§.3489
r . REGe CONST, = 2.6353
4 ) . ’ -
- MCDEL & M4 CRITERION = 1- X
PREDICTORS = 2« 2 8= g
. r
~ - R.= 0.8495 RSQ '= 0.7217
&
S BETA - B )
R 2 0.8279 0+7413
: ’ '8  =0.1577 =0.285% //
REG. CCNST. = 226015 i
P * . p-110

.'.si\iTERATgoNS.
S .

411/!TE&ATIDNS.

-

S

216 ITERATIDONS.

I3

-~

\

+ 2 ITERATIONS.

A




80.71

e

-

MODEL S M5 CRITERICN = 1

. . f
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 oy
R = 0.8348 RSQ = 0.6968 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8

2 D.8348/ 0.7474
. MWREG. CONST. = 2.4307

F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.8135 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.7922 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0214 -
DFN = 1. DFD = 26, F=RATIO = 2.978 P = 0.0928
‘1!;7557 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = = 0.7922 MODEL 2 -
RSQ REDUCED = 0.7219 . MODEL 3 .
DIFFERENGE = 0.0702 J
DFN = 1, DFD = 27. F=RATIO = 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 = 0.0003
DFN = 1l DFD =  28. FeRATIO = 0.027 P = 0.8640
- b Y
3 . . .
FTEST 4  MODEL 4 VS MOOEL 5 M .
RSQ FULE = 0.7217 MODEL 4 -
RSQ. REBUCED = 0.6%968 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0.0248 . .
OFN = 1. DFD = * 29, F=RATIO = 2.587 P = 0.1150 N

o . . -
. —




80,71 Attachment D-7
. (Page 1 of 2)

MODELS USED FOR EVALUATION QUESTION D2-2

Model 1: Yoau+ax3 +ax® +ax05)4,x6) 4404
0- 1-" 2 3 A S .
) : ¢ (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
aex + a7X + asx + a'gx + alox +
(16) , . (19 (16) (17) (18)
a“X taIZ‘F + 3131{ + aMX + alsx + E
: = (3) (4) (5) (6)
.“L' Model 2: Y 316U + a17x + alax + algx + azox +
(7) (8) (18) (15) (16
a21x + azzx + 323X aZAX + ast
‘a X(]'?) + a x(18) + E
26 27 .
, . s v (3 4 (4 , 5) . (6), (7
Mod%\:‘. , Y a28U + afgx a30>’. 2 a31X a32X 333}( +
. %/x(u.) +a x5 42 x(16) 4 4 x(7) 4 5 x(18) 4 ¢
o o ) R 3% 3% -8
Model 4: . = + (2) 4 x(14) o4 x(13) 4 x(16)
¢ Tmal+as 41 PR
-
a x(17) 44 xU8) 4 g
’ . 44 45 .
Model 5: 7 Y=a U+a %2 HE
46 47 4
LY
. \ .
Where, '
Y = nogttest .
4
.U = unit vector N
H £(3) pretest ;éf"" .
x(3) = pretegt if member ; 0, otherwise
A x(4) = pretest if member ; 0, otherwise
. o\ X(3) = pretest if "of group 3; 0, otherwise ™ )
) x(6) pretest if member of group 4; (5, otherwise ¢
. } . " e L4 . -
. (1) a pretest 1f member of group 5; 0, otherwise
_ ' & . [}
LI -,
; T b 27 :
(€) a Y .

ERIC - ) -




80,71 Attachment D-7 -~
(Page 2 of 2)

~ x(a) = variable 2 squared
9 .

(10
LD
x(12)
<13 .
x(16) .
x(15) ..
PRON
(AN,

x(18)

variable 5 squared
variable 4 squared
variable 5 squared
variable 6 squared

variable 7 squared

-

1 1f memb;r of group l; 0, otherwise
} 1f member of group 2; 0,‘other;ise
| 1f member of group 5; o, oche;wise
1 1f wmember of group 4; b, otherwise

1 1f member of\ifoup 33 0, otherwise
/

»




80,71 ’ ] Attachment D-8
: (Page 1 of 28)

REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING SCHOOLWIDE
PROJECT STUDENTS, TITLE I STUDENTS,
AND FORMER TITLE 1 STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-6,

- L

The previss numbered paga In '
the vrigiral document was blank




911-q

sos DUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAN #29

AMALYSES 1 = [TAS=5uP ¥S FI VS FI] == GRAOE |

PARAMETERS
coe 1= 5
LCL s&~=loO
CQL t1=t5
CCL 16=20
CEL 21=25

13
s17
H

4

H

DATA FORMAT = (DUNHY)

THTERCORRELATION AMALYSIS.

MEANS

HEANS

R MATRIX

]
]

o340
il
683.4197
i
0.5418
Il
TL1.4151

H

1. 0000

0.3171
=0.0024
0.2288
-0.0836
=0.0904
0.191%
0.27181
0.0264
0.2331
~0.0148
=0.0900

0+209%

P4
34 1799

12
Sl.4275
F4

8.122¢6

12

229.9224

2

0.3111

1.0000

=0.0192

0.]860

0.2024

«0,1052

0.2368

0.9900

00483
0.2126
03822
=0.0553

0.2939

3
3.3250

13
213.133%
3
10.0509
13
60045352
3
-0.0024
~0.0192
1. 0000
-0.0924
-0.3555
-0.,0797
-0. 1568
~0.0240
0.9Thp
-0.084
-0.3151
“0.0742
-0.1505%

'2.8859
Is
0.1044
4
to.z8a7
i4
0.3058

L}
0.2288
0.1860

Ve
9.0928
1.0000
=-0.3014
. =D.0675
=0.1347
0.1939
»
“0.0857
0.99Q0
=0.2612
-0.0827

=0.12176

5

19.13713

ts
0.075%
L 4

5
17.8296
]
0.2641
5
-0.0835%
0.202¢6
=0.3555
=0. 3014
1.0000
=0.2588
=0.515%9
0.193¢
-0.3282
=0.2905%
0.?695
=0.2403

=0.4987

0850

&
l.6189

16
0.58617
)
6.9720
16
0.4955
)
~00 0904
-0.1052
=0.0791
~0.05675
=0,2588
1.0000
-0.1156
-3, 1117
=0.073%
=0.0651
=0.229%
0.97182

=0.1015

i
T.1528

1
0,.0580
1
14.8981
17
0.2338

i
0.191%
0.2348

‘0.[58;“
~0.1347
-0.5159
=0.1158
t.0000
0.2428
=0.1468
=0.1298
=0.4573
=0.1074

0.9853

0870

8
1234,2418
te
0.1954
]
936.5218
1e
0.395
8
0.3131
0.9900
=0.0240
0.1939¢
0.1936
=0.1117
’O.ZGZH
1.0000
0.0451
0.2231
0.3%92
=0.064%

0. 3044

9
112.0754

9
36,9526

9

0.0264

0.0483
To.9768
~0.08517
-0.3282
~0.0735
-7.1466

0.0451

1.0000
=0.0824
=0.2909
-0.0683

0.12279

L]

1o
114.1857

10
422.4310

10
0.2337
0.2124

-o.ﬁeqs
0.9900
=N.2905

-0.36?l

~0.1%9m .

0.2231
=D.00284
1.0000
-
=-0.2515%
=3, 0605

~r. 1229

1708

2;S




o~

15 0.21171 0.143% =-0.0945% 0.9820 =0.2069 =0.06438 =-0.1371 0.1448 -0.,0812 0.9663»

16 =0.1796 -0.0580 =0,3783 =0,3208 0.9395 -0.2754 -0.5691 =0.06%4 =0.3493 =0.3091
: 17 ~0.0860 =0, 1603 =0,082! =0,0695 00,2661 0.9702 =-0.1192 =0,1610 --o.:nrs:ei ~0.0671 jg
18 - 0.1590 0.1476 ~0,1639 =0,1382 -0.5295 -0.11817 0.9743 0.1575 -0, 1505 =0.1332 =
R KATRIX 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 .
1 =0.0148 =0,0900 0.2094 =0.0369 0.2178 =0.1796 =0.0860 0.1590 :
. 2 0,3622 =0.05%3 0.2939 . =0.098? 0.1434 =0.0580 =0.1603 0.1476
b 3 ~0.3151 =0.0740 -0.150% 0.9687 =0.0945 -0.3783 =0,0821 =0, 1630
4 ~0.2612 =0, 06217 q-o.lzu =0.0958 0.9820 =0,3208 -0.0696 ~0,1392
5 0.9698 =0.2403 =0,4887 ) =0.36170 =0. 3069 0.9395 G, 2667 =0.5295
6 -0.2294 0.9782 ~0.109% -0.0822 -0.0588 =0.2154 0.9702 =0.1187 i
1 =0.4573  =0.1074 0.9853  =0.1640  =0.1371  =0.5491  ~0,1192 .hg.qm g
8 r0.3592 =0, 0646 0.3044 =0.1026 ' 0,1s488 =0,0604 =0.1610 0.150%
..?_ 9 =0.290% =0,0683 -0.1389 0.8943 -0.0072 =0,349) -0.0758 ~0.1505
S 10 “0.2515 =~0,0405 =0,1229 -0.0923 0.9‘-63/ =0.23091 =0.0671 =0.1332
11 1.00090 =~0.,2131 -2.6333 =0.3253 =0.2121 o'.aazq =0.2364 =0.4694% ,
12 =0.2131 1.0000 -3, 017 =0.0764 =0,0639 =0,2%58 0.9012 ~0.1102
13 ~0.433)3 -0.1017 1.0000 -0.1553 =0.1299 =0.5202 -0.1129 0.9230
16 <0.3253  -0,076%  —0.1553 1.0000  =0.0975  =0.3906  =0.0848  =0.1683
. 15 =0,2121 -0.0639 -0.1299 =0.0975 1.0000 =0.3267 =0,0719 =0,1407
_}__“ o i T 008329 . =0.2558  -0.5202 =0.39086— - =0.3267- 1.0000° =0.2839 =0.5435
17 ~0.2364 0.9012 ~0.1129 -0.0848 . =0, 0709 -0.2839 1.0990 ~0.1221
y 18 =0,469% =0.1102 0.9230 =0.1683 =0.1407 =0.5535 =0.1221 1.0009
-
.ot N r o4
27Y | R |
Q ) ' ’ )

FRIC -




80.71

YODEL 1 M1
PREDICTORS =
R = 0.4447
v BETA
- - 3 0.0
4 0.0
5 0.0116
6 0.0
7 0.0
9 0.2779
10 0.2983
11 0.4301
12 =0.0524
13 0.4399
14 -0 00271
15 0.1345
16 =0.0371
17 | 041566
‘18 0.0494

REGe CONST. =

“GDEL,
PREDICTORS =
R = 0.4450
Yy BETA
3 0.1213
& 0.0
5 ‘0.0780
6 =0.3205
7 0.2105
8 0.2971
14 =0.0318
15 02373
16 0.0 )
' 17 0.3427
“ 18 0-0 .
/ REGe CCNST. =

CRITERION =
3= 7 9=18

RSQ = 0.1978

8

004

> NeNoRoRo]
CoOoOpPpOoo

-
L
L
L
L

0.0004
0.0004
0.0003
=0.0001
0.0004
=0.0498
0.2862
=0.0420
0.3762
0.0701
0.8706

y

2 M2 CRITERION =
3= § 14=l8
RSQ = 0.1980

8
0.0068
0.0
0.0025

=0.0258
0.0079
0.0003

=-0.0583
0.5047
0.0
0.8236
0.0
047879

77 ITERATIONS.

83 ITERATIONS.

e
;o




80.71 *

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 7 14«18

R = 0.4458 RSQ = 0.1988 , 63 ITERATIONS.
-V BETA 8 N ‘
3 Ce4741 0.0265
4 0.5629 0.0307
5 0.7149 0.0225
6 =0.0625 =0.0050
7 0.7435 0.0280

14 =0,0304 =3.0559
15 . 0.0427 0.0908
16  =0,0047 «0.0053
17 0« 3295 0.7916
18 0.0 0.0 °
REGe CONST. = 0.4903

MCOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1 %.
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 14=lg o *
R = 0.4342 RSQ = 0.1886 7 TTERATIONS,

v BETA 8

2 0.3327 0.0230
14 0.Q413 0.0759

15 0.1935 ! g.41ls . F '
16 0.0 0.0
17, 0.0 0.0

18 0.1425 0.2019
REGe CONSTa. = 0.45697




80.71

MCOEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREOICTORS = 2= 2

R = 0,3771 RSQ = 0.1422 1 ITERATIONS.
v BETA . B

< 2 0.3771 0.0261
REGe CONST. = 0.4433

F-TEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MOOEL 2

RSQ FULL-= 0.1978 MOOEL 1

RSQ REOUCED = 0.1980 MOOEL 2

O IFFERENCE = =0.(C02

OFN = 4, OF0 = 502. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000
F=TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS KOOEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.1980 MOOEL 2

RSQ REOUCED = 0.1988 MODEL 3

O IFFERENCE = «0.0008 ' ®

DEN = 1. OFD = 506. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

F=TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MOOEL 4
RSQY FULL = Oel988 . MOOEL 3

RSQ REDUCED =' 0.1886 MODEL 4
O IFFERENCE = 0.0102
OFN = 4, OF0 = 507. F=RATIO = lebl4 P 2 0.1632

F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MOOEL 5

RSQ FULL = 0.1886 MODEL 4

RSQ REOUCED = (0.l1422 MOOEL 5

O IFFERENCE = 0.08464

OFN = 4. OFD = Slla F=RATIO = 7.306 2 = 0.0001

D-120 w




e

*00 QUIPUT FRLM PROGRAM REGRAN ees

AMALYSIS | == LTBS=5WP ¥$ I VS FUI == GRADE 2

PARAMETERS
CL i= 5
ceL 6~1o0
CCL 11—-15
COL 16=20
CoL 2i=25

* DATA FORNAT

TRTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

HEANS

SIG"S

SIGHAS

121-a

R MATRI X

10

11

£2££ 13

14
(€)

FRIC

P s e

18
423
"8
4

t

(OURNY)

1.8786
1t
0.7 113
1
0.6216
1t
0.7846
1
“ 1.0000
0.2011
0,210}
“0.0012
0.0380
«0.1308
0.018)
0.2176
0.2104
0.0181
0. 0697
~0.1211
0.0340

0.1A131

1.0660

12
0.0948

0.3632
12
0.3688
2
0.2011
1.0000
0.1469
0.1303
0.3t61
0.0587
0.1551
0.9560
0.1813
"0.1559
0.4103
0.0996
0. 1981
0.0551

3
0.1402

13
0.2418

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
=-0.3t20
~0.0929
=0.1533

[P BT

0.0664

14
0.1253

0.2824
14
0.3311

4
=0.0012
0.1303
=0.0850
1.0000
=0.2271,
=-0.0658
=0.10717
0.1470
=0.0801
0.9R59
=0, 2031
“0.0604
=J.tocC!

=" A0

A4
0970

5 6
0.571ls 0.0830

15 16
0.0%67 0.5296

5 6
0.5921 0,2965

15 16
0.23113 0.4991

5 [}
‘' 0.0380 -0, 1308
0. Mot N.05817
-0, AR89 =0.1011

-0.22711 =-0.0658 ‘

1.0000 -0,2702
=0.2702 1.0000
=0e4421 =041282
0.2963 0.0475
-0, 3284 =0.,0953
0. 2141 =-0.0621
0.972% =D.2416
=C. 2481 g ' 0.9741
B qpdn ¥ —0_1le
=0, 14 29,1089

r

7
0.2047

17
0.0851¢

I
0.4471

17
0.2790

I
0.0183
0.1451
=0s1655
-0.10717
=0.4421
“0. 1282

1.0000

0.1343
=0.1559
=0.1016
-0,131753
-0 1117

0.9308

=Y, 1731

0990

1.2682

13
0.2033

Q. 6495
H:]
0.4025
8
0.2176
0.9560
0.1448
0.1470
0.2963
0,0475
0.1343
1.0000
0.1935
0.1794
C.4225
0.1036
0.2925

I L

»~

9
o.t701

0.4996

9
0.2104
0.1813
0.9425

~010801

«0,3288

~0.0953

~0.1559
0.1935
1.0000
1Q:or§a
~0.2940
~0.MA TS
-0.1449

.49 IR

10
0.0842

10
0.3793

10
0.0181
0.1559

-0.0802

0.9859
—0.2143
-0.067}
-0.1016

0.1794
=QNI58
" 1.0000
-0.1914
~0.0%10
=01.0%%%

=}, 09540

»

1708




' . / .
A ' \ ‘ L
- s .~0.0204 0.0708  =0.0836 0.9590 . -0.2388  =0.06a6  =0.1123 _  0.061% =0.0835 | 0.9%9
16 =0.0271 0.0395  =0.3834 -0,2495 0.9100  =0.2970  =0.4858 0.0177 ~0.2613  =0.2%55
. 11 =0.8453  ~0,07¢4  <0.110A  ~0.07T11  ~0.2945 ' 0.0111 =0.1397  =0.0726  ~0.1039  .=0.0617 iS
R © '=0.0046  =0.0820  ~0:1826 =0.1188  =0.4877  =0.l14l% 0.9045 ~0.0614 =0.1720  ~n.1121 =
@ MATRIX 1t 12 12 14 is 16 17 18 .
S | 0.06%7 ~0.1211 5. 0340 0.1a31 ~0,0204  ~0.0211 -o.us‘s ’ ~0.0046 .
2 044103, 0.0996%  0.198!  0.055) 0.0708 0.0295 -0.076%  =0.0820 . .
3 «0.3120 -0.9929  ~0.1538 0.9548  =0.0886  =0.3834  =0.1102  =0.tazs
4 -0.203t =0.0604 20,1001 =0.0890 0.9590  =0.2495  =0.0717 ~0.1188
5 .0.‘”25 =0.2481 =0.4108 ) =-0,3654 ~-0,2368 0.9t00 ~0.2945 =0.4817
. 6 -0, 2418 o.qr:c.! -0.1191  ~0.105%  =0.0486  ~0.2970 0.9177  -0.1414 ) )
T . =0.395%3 - =0.1t77 0.9806 -0.1713)3 ‘-0.11_23 -0.4853 =-0.1397 0.9065 .
‘8 0.4225 0.1036 ~  0.2025 0.0523 0.081% 0.0177 ~0.0726 , ~0.06l4
z 9 . =0.2940) “S08T5  =0.1449 0.899% [ =0.0835  —p,.341) -0.1039  =o.172d"
R 10 =0.1916 =0,0570  ~0.094%  =0.0840 0.9049  =0,2355 =0.0617  -0.1121
1 1.0000  =0,2218  $0,367) ~0.3261  ~0.2t1t7 0.8137 -o.zu; =0.4361 ’ %
. 12 7 -0.22t8 1.0000  -0.109) -0.0973" =0.0630  -0.272¢ 0.8425 =6.1298 .
13 -o.iua T =0.109) 1.0000  ~0,1610  =0.1044  ~0.4514 -0.1298 0.8423 .
s .‘ 14 ~0.3267 =0.0973  =0,1610 1.0500 -0.0928  '=0,4015 ~0.1154 =C. 1912 '
* 15 0.2117  ~0.0630  =0.104% -0.092% 1.0000  =0.2602 =0.0748  ~=0.1239 . . «
’ 16 0.8137  =0.2726  =0.451s  ~=0.4015 ~012602  1.0000  =0.3238 ~0.5360 .
’ 17 ~0.263) 0.8425  ~0.1298  ~=0.1154  =0.0748  =0.323¢ 1.0000 -0, 154t
B Y. =0, 436} -0.129% 0.8423  ~0.1912 -o.;zaq ~0.5360  =0.1541 1.0009 [
. - ) .- S
» ., - - ¥ .
’ , T . ' ;2% '
| - | \ C
) . ’ . ) )




. (\ ’ . — // - . .
© 8071 ‘ : (\\-

el . ! L. Vs
- " ‘
MODEL 1 Ml RIFERION = 1

- , PREDICTORS = 3= 7 9=18& . ‘ T
R = 4.3292  RSQ = 0.1084 324 ITERATIONS. : )
v BETA .8 ,
3 0.4163 0.6671 .o Y
& -006921 =1.5232 kY L
5 « Q.0 0.0
6 0.0246 0.0516
7 [ =0.5671 <=0.7884 3
! 9 -0.0291 -000362 N . .
. 10 0.6564, 1.0756 o . .
~ 11 0.2766 032191 - .
12 =0.0052 =Q.0087 ‘ .
'13 0.5554 . 00607,6'
14 =0.1300 =0.2440
15 ‘0.1051 .0.2825
16 =, 1197 . Q.1 490 -
. 17 «0.0857 =0.1909 ' .o
. .18 0.1400 0.2163 : ,
REG. CONST. = 1.7282
400EL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 - ‘ .
PREDICTORS = 3= 8 14=18
R = 0.3128 RSQ = 0.0979 32 IFERATIONS.
V- BETA 8 : . -
3 “ 0.1831 - 0.2934%
{4 0.0 0.0 ) ’
5 0.0 0.0
6 =0.1340 =0.2809 N : '’ {
7 =0.0935 =0s1300 . )
.8 0e.2212 * 0.2117 e
“ . 14 =0,0202 =0.0380
\ - 15 ,=0.0309 =0.0831 ' ‘
16 =0.0052 =0.0064 <
17 0.0081  0.0179 :
18 0.0990 0.1529 ~ .

REGe CONST. = 1.5971

»

.




,fl

P

P

MCDEL 3 .43 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 7 l4=18 :

R = 0.3049 RSQ = 0.0929 31 [TERATIONS.
v BETA 8 '
3 04295 0.5883"
4 01745 0.34840
5 0+3587 0.3766
"6 0.0049 0.0103
7 0.1422 0.1977 .
14 ,=0.1115 -o.§g94
15 =0.0862 =0.2317 ,
26 =(0.,1268, -0.1579*
17 =0.0188 ‘=0.0419
18 0.0384 0.0593 .- .
REG. CBNST. = 1'61‘25\ * . ’

¥ -~ Al !
\l., . . ]

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERICN = 1

-

PREDICTORS = 2= 2 l4=13

R = 0.2894 RSQ = 0.08338 6 ITERATIONS.
V. RETA B, °
2 0.1872 0.3204
14 0.1611 - 0.3025 .
15 =0.0261 =0.07C2 (
16 0.0 0.0 N y . T
17 =0.1113 =0.2480 - ¢

18"  0.0206  0.0318
REGe CONST. =  1.5158

a . ~



80471 o ¢ .
’ ( ' -
! (ﬁl'
¢ MODEL 5 M5 CRITERIQN = 1, -\ . '
Y [} :'., - . .

_PREDICTORS = 2= 2 -

'R = 042011  \RSQ = 0.0404 °° 1 ITERATIONS.
: v BETA = 8 - _ \

2 0.2011. 0.3441
REG. CENST. = 1.5098

F=TEST 1 _ MOPEL 1 VS NODEL:2 N . r

RSQ FULL = '~ 0,1084 MODEL 1

RSQ REDUCED = 0.0979 MODEL 2

. OIFFERENCE = 0.0105 ,

OFN = 4. OFD = 408. . F=RATIO = 1.204 = 0.3080
, F-TEST 2  MODEL 2°VS MODEL 3 -
{ . RSQ-FULL = 0.0979 MODEL 2 . v

., RSQ REDUCED = 0.9929 MODEL 3 :

\—/ OIFFERENCE = 0.0049 - :

g_(, DFN = 1,  OFD = 412+ - F=RATIO = 2.248 P = 0.1305
\ %‘ h < ' . .
F-TEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 040929 MODEL ° 3 .
?SQ REDUCED = 0.0838 MODEL 4 ,
OIFFERENCE = 0.0002 - _ '
OFN = 4. OFD = 413 E=RATIO =  1.045 P = 0.3843
F-TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 . o
RSR FULL =  ,0.08128 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.0404 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0423 ~ ’

OFN = 4e_ DOFD = 417 F=RATIO = 4.930 P = 0.0010 \ (’
* \




9Z1-a

. - . o )
+ . ' . [y
eee QUTPUT FROH PROGRAN REGRAN ®ve . . .
, ; \
ARALYSIS t == LTBS=SWP VS TL VS FT1 == GRADE 2 . 1090 ’
PARAMETERS . L
CCL 1= 5 =- 18 , -
COL &=10 = 454 “ »
COL 1i=25 ¢ 5 .
CCL 16=20 = 4 .
COL 21=25 = t
OATA FORHAT = (DUNMY) ! ttto
. ) | -
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSDS. . ! .
* - - »
v, :
MEANS t 2 3 4 5 P 7 8 9 10
2.6015° 147033 0.249t 0.1654 0.9t41 0.1253 0.2473 3.0919 0.4612 0.2391.
HEANS . ty 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
v 1.6756 0.210% 0.4612 0.1454 0.t013 0.5308 0.0793 0.1432
SIGMAS t 2 3 s s 4 .71, 8 9 16
. 0.6663 0.4435 0.63t7 , 0.5tts 0.9166 0.44t8 ~0.6317 1.5117 1.2930 0.9794
SIGMAS 1t 12 13 14 15 16 17 te ¢
1.9136 0.80T¢ 1.2558 0;3525 0.3318 044990 0,2702 0.3502
R MATRIX t 2 3 5 5 s 7 8 9 1
t 1.0000 0.5329 0.2162 0.0232 0.1220 " -0.1613 0.0750 0.5373 0.2600 0.0663
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,.t119  =0,15%7 0.1443 0.9723  =0.t164
s 0.0232 0.0323 .-oJers 1.0000  =0.3225  =0,0917  =0.1276 0.0301 -0.1153 0.9737
5 0.1220 0.2919  =0.3933  =0.3225 1.0000 =0.2829 ~ =0.3937 0.2864 “D.3557  ~0.79%4
6 =0.1613  =0,0134  =0.1119  =0.0917  =0.2829 1.0009 Jo.lnzb' «0.0206  -0.1012  =0.0837
7 0.0750 0.130 =0.1557  =0,1276  =0.3937 -0.1120 1.0000 0.1240  =0.1408  =0.116%
’
s 0.5373¢ 0.9909 0. 1443 0.030¢ 0.2864 -0.0206 0.1260 1.0000 0.2333 0.099%
9 © 042600 0.2162 0.9728 ~0.1153  =0,3557  «0.1012 -0.1408 0.2333 1.0000  =0.la53
1]
] 1o 0.C668 050997  =0.1164 0.9737  =0.294%  =0,0%37 -0.1165 0.0994 -g1053 1,000
* >
t 20,206} 0. 4412 -0. 3453 -0,2831, 0.9675 =3, % =0.3456 qikszo ~0.3123 -.25A%
12 -0, 1384 0.0429  =0.1039  =0.0845 =, 2606 0.9163/ =0.103t 0.0349  =N.0932 -0.0171
- -0, 1042 0.7805 0.1901 «1,1310 =0, 1084

Ea

7

1i*08"

2872




15

17

- 18

2 MAIRIX

2

1l
L2
13
14

*le

¢ * 1'8

ERIC

P s e

16’

1

-

.

=0.0304%
=0.0078

-0.1781

0.0359"

11
0.2061
0.4412
-0.3453
-0.2831
0.9615
~0.2484
-0.3456

0.4420
~0.3123
~0.2585

1.0000
-0.2288
-0.3216

-0.3611

“0.2940
0.8232

=0.2570

=0.1357%

-0.0535
0.0448
~0.0812

0.0352

12
~0.1384
040429
-0.1030
~0.0845
~0.2606
. 0.9763
=0.1931
0.0349
~0.0932
-0.0771
~0. 2288
1.0000
=0.0959
~0.1078
~0.0877
"-0.2179
0.8902

=0.1068

01324 °
=0.4195

0. 1157

=0« 1612

13
0.1019%
0. 1925

~0. 1448
=0.3187
~0.3663
-0, 1042

0. 9805

0.1901
~0.1310
~0.1084
~0.3216
=-0.0959
1.0000
~0.1515%
-0.1233
=0.3906

FO.{PTB

N I

4.9630
=0,3439
-0.0949

-0.1322

[ K]
0.1379
0.0096
0.9561
~0.1334
~0.4113
~0.1170
=0.1620
,0.0203

0.8647
-0.1217
-0.3611
~0.1078
~0.1515

1.0000
-0.1385
-0.4387

,~0.1210

=0. loAs

=0,3349
0.7316
=-0.2927

=J.4017

15
=0.0304
-0.0535
=0.1324%

0.9630
=0.3349
=0.0973
=0.1325

=0.0543

=-0.1198

0.8791
=-0.2940
=-0.08717
=0.1233
=0.1385

1.0000
~0.3572
?0.0985

=0.1373

-0.0953
~0.3018
0.9667

0. 1160

16
=0.0078
0.0448
=0.4195
=0.3439
0.9376
=0.3018
~0.4199
0.0413
=0.379%
~0.3140
08232
02719
=0.3906
=0.4387
~0.3572
1.Q000
-0.3122
~0.4348

b

-0-1325
"-0.4199
=0,1158

0.96586

1T,
~0,1791
-0.0812
-0.1157
-0.0949
=0.2927

Q2667
)

»  =0.1158

~0.0852
~0.1047
=-0.08466
=0.2570

0.8902
=0.1078
-0.1210

_—

=0.0985
~6.3122
1.0000
0.4 200

! '

=0.0543
0.0413
«0.0852

c.0313

ts
0. 0159
0.0352
=0.1612
=0.1322
=0.40717
“0.1169
0.9456
00,0333
=-0.1458

~
=0.12017
-0.3;79
=0.10648
ot
=0.1636
=0,.13713
=0.4348.
=0.1200

1.0000

~0.1198 0,491
=0,3794" 20,3140
-0.1047  =0.0866
=0.1458 =~0.1207

L]

1£°08

=y




v/
:‘ ‘ ‘h
r ’ *
MODEL 1 M1~ GRITERION = | .
* PREDICTORS = 3= 7 9=18 ‘
, R = 045759 . RSQ = 0.3316 52 ITERATIONS. _
- V ' BETA 8 ‘
3, 0.0302  0.0318 ¢
- 4 0.0 0.0 y . .
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0 .
7 0.0 0.0
9 045426 042796 . ‘
10 0.3979  0.2707 .
11 0.6559  0.2284
12 0.1152 + 0.0951 -
13 0.2766  0.1998
14 0.0 0.0 -
15 =0.0496 =0.1096 ° ,
16 =0.0051 =0.0068 - . -
\| 17  0.0235  0.0580 ., ‘
18 "0.0704  0.1339 .
: REG. CONST, = 1.8825 ,
MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = | Co
. PREDICTORS = 3= 8§ l4=18 ’
R = 0.5764" RSQ = 0.3325 . . 63 ITERATLONS.
v BETA 8
3 - 042550 8.2689 . L,
4  0.0748  0.0974 g
5  0.0071 0.0052 : L
6 =0.3035 =0.4577
7 =0.0575 =0.0606 .
8 0.5087  0,2242
14 =0.1188 =0.2246
. 15 =0.0595 , '=0.1313 C .
© 16 0.0 0.0 - '
17 C.1777.. 0.4381 O~ )
, 18 0.0842 0.1602 : v

- REGe CONST. = 1.8798 ‘




L ' . v \
- . ' \, .
© MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1} .
PREDICTORS = 3« 7 1418 -
R = 0,5760 RSQ = 0,.33138 " 163 .ITERATIONS.
v 'BETA B , .
3 1.0171 1.0727
4 0.679 0. 8848 e
5. 1075 0.7819 )
& 0.1821 0.2747 - .
‘7 . 0.5436 CA5734 .
164 =0.3582 «0.6772 . :
15 -002534 -0.5595 L] v
+ 16 =0,3094 =0,413] .
17 0.0402 . 0.0%92
, 18 0.0 0.0“ a ! y
, REG. CGNSTO = 1.6624 ” .
Y
MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = | .
.PREDICTORS "= 2= 2 14=1g
. R = 0.5627 RSQ = 0.3166 Y 7.ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
. 2 . 0.5218 0.7840 7

L 14 __0.1101 0.2081 '
X 15 "=0,0055 =0.0123 . o
16 =0,0206 =0.0275 . .
. . 1T =0,1271  =0.3134 . '
18 0.0110 0.0209 ' o
. REGe CONSTe = » 1.2737 ’

\




gb.71
, 4 3
<
7
F) . { ’ - [} r/
' -
f . A
o MODEL S MS CRITERION = 1
} PREDICTORS = *2= 2 '
- R = D532 RSQ = 042840
v BETA 8 . '
2 0.5329 0.8006
. REGe CCNST. = —1.2379 p
F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
£ RSQ FULL = "R0.331¢6 MODEL 1
= ‘ RSQ REDUCED = 0.3325 MODEL 2 ,
‘ ; DIFFERENCE = =0.0C(9 .
N ) OFN =, 4. OFD = 4394 F"RATIO
¢ ¢ . , 4 \ ‘
+ F=TEST 2/ MODEL 2 VS MDDEL 3 .
RSQ EULL = D.3325 MODEL 7
RSQ UCED = 0.3318 MDDEL ‘3
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007 . . -
- OFN = le OFD = 443 F=RATIO.
\ * . . .
- *y
F-TEST 32  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4% -
) RSQ FULL = 0,3318 . "MODEL 3
. RSQ REDUCED = 0.3166 MODEL 4
_.DIFFERENCE = 0.0151
- (/'OFN =3 4. DFD = 444s *  F=RATIO
FeTEST & MODEL 4 VS MODEL §
o RSQ FULL = 043166 MODEL -4
: RSQ REDUCED = 0.2840 MODEL" 5,
DIFFERENCE = 0.0326. ..
- A ‘+ DFN = 45  _DF0 = 448, ° F=RATIO

"

¥

L4

1 [TERATIONS.

0..0 VP

" 0.493 P = 0.4903 -

5348 P = 0.,0006

1.00Q0

.

!

1

»l




N . # .

_»/‘/- ) .' L] ' ' ) )
.

y

*++ QUTPUT FRAQH PROGRAM REGRAN ses . : . . I Ea
L] . a } o LY " ]
2 ANALYSIS 1 == [78S=SHP VS TL VS FT4 — GRAOE 4 ; 1210 o o
- 4 -~ .
. PARAMETERS . - . J 2
COL 1= S = , 18 - " ¢ o
, ToL 6-10 = 503 : . )
COL 1i=15 =, 5 ' : e
*7 €CL 1gw20 = 4 ] [
CCL 21-25 = 1 . 4
OATA FORMAT = {DUNMY) - . ~ 1230 °" .-. .
{ ' : - S
- . .
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. . ’ - ; .
HEANS 1 2 3 § 5 3 ? 8 9 10
3,2483 2.5332 0.0 o.gr 1.3843 0.4638 0.5344 6.123a 0.0 044023 .
- . ' ' * . - .
HEANS 11 12 . 13 14K - 15 16 7 18
.. 3.08220 1,113y 1.3853 ,0.0 0.0577 0.5249 6.2020 0.2147 ' \
) ‘ ' 1] ' L] ‘ » \
) R ' \
S IGMAS 1, 2 3 T 5 6 L 8 . 9 10
- . 0.835% 0.5538  =0%0 0.6166 1.3780 0.9477 "Ny 1.0487 2.7850 ° =0.0 1.7728
Lo A L []
L .
2 SIGMAS 11 12 13 14 - 15 16 - 17 18
. 4.1780 2.4418 2.9103 =0.0 . 10,2331 0..4994 0.4021 0.4108 -
Vs . ) .o .
R HATRIX .t 2 3 4 5 S T . 8 9 10
* . b . . -
P . 1.0000 0.685¢ * 0.0 0.1319 0.3345 -0,1883 0.0146 0.6932 0.0~ <& 0.!!8 .
. o« s
. 2 0.6854 1.0000 £ 0.0 » 0-0750 0.407T5 L2175 0.0544 0.9907 0.0 0.1168
( . - - - . .
3 0.0 0.0 71,0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
* Fd “ . - “ [}
. 4 '0.1319 0.0750 0.0 1.0000 =0.2425 "  -0.1180 -0.1279 0.0780 Z 0.0 » 0.9825
' 5 . 0.3346 0.4078 0.0 , =0.2625 + 11,0000 ~0.4921 =0.5124% 0.4151 0.0 -0.2282
\ . T . ' . . v
. 6 ~0.1883 «  ~0,1175 0.0 =0.118D ~0.4921 1.0000 =0.2494 -0. 1271, 0.0 -0.111
] H a
- L
7 0.014% 0.084s | 0.0 -0.1229 * =0,5124 _-o.sz:. 1.0099 0.0464% 0.0 =0.1t56
8 . 0.6932  _ 6.9907 - 0.0 0.0780 D.4151 =0.1271 0.044% @ 1.0000 0.0 . 0.1214 ‘
9 0.0 0.0 ¢f 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.0 ) .
.. ) . ' ¢ .
10 0.1518 0.1168 0.0 0.9825 “0,2242 =0,1111 * =0.1154 0.1214 0.0 1.0000
) - - !
T . 0.4162 0.5320 0.0 -0,2207 0.9744" =0.4478 =0.40663 0.5471 0.0 =0,2076
. (\"A‘ =12 =0,128Q =0,0273 0.0 -0.1100 =0.4584 0.9796 -,2323 =0.0417 0.0 ~0,103%5 ﬁ.,
- v
2":' 13 0.0796 0.1361 0.0 -0. 1148 ~0.4786 =1.2330 0.9791 0.1324 0.9 =0, 11989
* 14 0.Q . 0.0 . 0.0 o.n ° 0.0 0.0 940 0.0 b.a 0.0 ot
\‘l - gy * ~ - "




15
16
17

18

Z€1-a

10
‘11

13
14

16
17

ERI

P s e

"R MATRIX

0.8990
-

" 0.1994
-0.2594

=0 05‘6.

11

. 0.4162

0.5320
0.0
-O.ZZQJ
0. 9748
=-0.44T78
=0.456563
0.547T1
0.4
=0.2076
1.0000
~0.41 72
=0,4355
0.0
. 'W.ZZ&)
0.8T706
=0, 4615

~0.4T784

0.0206
0.2051
=J.2240

-0,0418

12
=0,1280
=0.0273

'

0.0
-0, 1100
-0.4584

0.9796
-0.2323
=0, 0417

N

0.0
=0.1035
=0¢4172

1.0000
=0,2170
» 9.0
-0:1128
-0,4792

0.9040

=0.2384%

0.0
“0.1148
=0. 4786
=0.2330
‘0.9191

0.1326

0.0
=0. 1080
=0, 41355
=0.2170

1.0000

0.0
=0.11717
=0. 5003
~0.2401

“0.9103

0.9750¢
=-0.2525%

=0.1216

-0.1261"

14

¢.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
G.0 -
¢.0

0.0

Y.0000
L]

0.0

¢.0

-0.2487
0.956%
~0.5071
'0.52?7
15
'
0.0990
0.0206
0.0
. 9750
TO.ZﬁﬂT
=0. 1211
“=0.1260
0.0226
0.0
0.9175
-0.2263
Vs ‘\,
-0.1120
~0.1177
0.0
1.0000
=0.2600
=0.1247

~0.1293

=-0.1211
=0.5144
0.9704

=0.2559

- 16
0.199%
0.2051
0.0

=0.2535
0.9566

“D.5144

=0.5356
0.2113
0.0

=04 2385
a.87006"

-0.47192

~0. 5003
0.0

~0. 2600
1.0000

=@, 5301

“T+ 5496

=0.1260
=-0.5356
=0.2570

0.9745

17
~0.2494'
*0.2)#0

0.0
=0.1216
=-0.50T1

0.9704
=0.257T0
‘03223k

0.0
-0.1145
-0.4615

0.9940 ,
~0,240]

0.0
=0.1247
=0.5301

1.0000

4

“0.2637

.k

¥

0,0226
0.2111
-0.2234%

-¢.0%10

14
~0.0546
-0.0418

0.0
=0.1261
-0.5257
-0.2559

0.974%
=0,0510

0.0
=0.1187
-0.4784
-0.2384 "

0.9103

0.0
-0.1293
=0.5496 -
“0.2637

1.0000

1,708

L]




Dot N . . :
80.71 . . *
MODEL  1'M1 CRITERION = 1|

. PREDICTORS = 4w 7 10wl3 1518 . .
" R = 047053  RSQ = 0.4974 87 ITERATIONS.”
v BETA B '
- 4 0.0 0.0
- 5 0.0 0.0 «
v« 6 0.0 0.0 » ) :
s o T 0.0 0.0 )

10 - 0.4253 0.2004% . .
11 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
13 =0.1138 =0.231%
REG. FDNST‘ P 2.0320
]

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1 -
PREDICTORS = 4= 3 15«18

R R = 0.7052 RSQ = 0.4973 - & ITERATIONS. |
Vs
-« v BETA 8 o -
. “4  =0,0075 =0.0102 _ ~ .
5 040 * 0.0 v
6. =0.1043 =0.0%20"" | '
7. .0‘0 0.0 I o t
. 8 0.6770 0.2031 .
157 0.0734 . 0.2632
16 0.0 0.0
17 0.0 * 0.0 f\ ' -
13 =0.0378 =0.0770 .

. REG<  CONST. = 1.5285

. ’
] . - -

MCDEL ' 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

yd ,

p PREDICTORS = 4= 7 1518

R 2 0.6998 RSQ = 0,4897 191 ITERATIONS. | .
v BETA 8
4 0e7147 0.9633 )
5 1.7368 l.0523
6 0.8856 0.7806 1)
7 1.2938 1.0306 - S Ve

15 0.0 0.0 .
16 . =0.2730, =0.4567
17 =0.0143 .=0.0297
18 =0.2388 «0.4859
REG. CONST, = 1.0828 . —

e D-133




{ ¢ -

30.71 . '

- f

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1. ,
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 l6=18 ,
R = 0.6977 ‘RSQ =" 0.4867 16 JTERATIONS.
, v BETA’ B . PR
2 0.6585 0.9923 , ) :
16 =0.1304 =0.2181 ’ ,
~ 17 =0.2124 =0u44ls . ., .
18 -0.1547 -0.3147 ‘ T
REG. CONST. = ' 1.0036 .
~ t :
L ) - N
t . . \ ’ » R X
. MODEL 5 M5 TCRITERION = 1 ‘ s ,
]
PREDICTORS = 2= 2~
' R = 0.6854 ° Asd =0.4698, 1/ I TERATIONS.
v L ]
8ETA. 8 ) a & - .
‘3\ §§\ 0.6854 1.0340
. REG. CONST. = 0.6291
p .
f x i '
. F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MDDEL.2
. RSQ FULL = 044974 rn#ODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4973 MODEL 2
. DIFFERENGCE = 0.00CL . X ‘
DFN = 3.° DFO = 491. FerAtio = 0.039 P = 0.9892
. , ¢
F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MDDEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0e4973 MODEL 2 .
L RSQ REDUCED = 0.4897 MODEL 3
»*\ DIFFERENCE = 0.0075
DFN = 1. -.DFD = 494, . F=RATIO = 7.403 P = 0.0068
- * 1 \
FeTEST 3  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 04857 MODEL 3 | .
RSQ REDUCED = 044867 MODEL 4 _—
DIFFERENCE = 0.0030 ¢ M
DFN = 3. DFD = 495, F=RATIO = 0.97C P = 0.407%
F-TEST 4 _MODEL » VS MDDEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.4867 - MODEL 4
. RSQ REDUCED = 0.4698- MODEL 5
JIFFERENCE = 0.0169 }
. DFN= 3. OFD = 498, F=RATIQ = 5.479 P = Q.0014
303 -

. 2-134




. 4% QUTPUT FROM PROGRAM REGRAM #4¢ . <
A ) "
AKALYSES | = [TB5=5HP ¥$ T1 ¥S FI[ == GRAOE § ‘ 1330
— , . .
/A r
v PARAMETERS - - &
€L 1= 5= T -
€Ol &=10 » &7 ’ - —
CCL Ll~LS = 5 N
\ COL 16=20 = . . ‘
CCL 21=25 = ] '
, OATA FORMAT = fouwny) = . 1350
r
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSES, ~ ) '
. / !
SEANS 1 2 3 5 s . s 7 8 9 "o
4.,0331 3.1692 0.0 0.1766 1.6815 0.4724 0.8386 10.6296 0.0 0.6411
HEANS tt t2 13 e 15 te 17 . 18
5.8556 1.4042 2.7281 0.0 0.0510 0.5074 0.1720 /  0.26%
| R * - 1
N OSIGMAS t 2 3 4 5 6 . 7 8 9 10
?- 0.9981 0.7653 -0.0 0.7610 1. 7401 1.0868 - 1.4232 | 4.6684 =0.0 2.9309
]
o SIGMAS 11 12 13 olé s te 17 ta :
A 6.6699 3.5693 §.95513 ~0.0 0.2tp9 0.499% 0.3774 0.64138 -
R MATRLX 1. 2 F 8 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 t. 00010 0. 7643 0.0 0.1929 0. 3401 -0.1704 ©  0.0193 0.7747 0.0 n.2077 *
. , y
2 0.7643 1.0900 0.0 0.1360 0.3953 53,1117 0.0651 0.9995" » 0.0 0.1654
3 /-ﬁ.o 0.0 1.0000 0.0 0, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9~ 9.0
- 4 0.1929 0.1360 0.0 1.0000 ~0,2186 =0.0983 «0.1333 G, 1400 0.0 0.9862
= . -~ '
5 ! 0.3401 0.3953 0.0 -0. Z146 1.0000 =0.4200°  =0.5694 0.4053 0.0 ~0.2018
% -0.1704 -0.1117 0.0¥%" ~0.0983 -0, 4200 “1.0000 -0.2551 ~0.1150 0.0 =0.0935
1 0.0193 ,  0.0651 o .t =0.56%4 -3,2561 1.0000 0.0439 0.0 =0.1267
e » - . \
y . B 0.77147 0.93\35 - 0.0 0.1458 0.4053 + =0.1i50 0.0439" 1.0000 0.0, . b-”"!‘ .
. Wt
3 9 0.0 Y 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 040 1.0000 0
to 0.2077 0.1654 0.0 ' 0.9962  =0.2074 -0.093% “0.1287 D.1743 0.0 1.6000 .
1 0,4370 0.5111 0.0 -~0.1986 ; 0.9753 =0+ 3315 ~0,5173 0.5379 0.0 0, LAAD
<, ’ f ¢ p
12 =0,C7137 =0.004%4 0.0 =-0.0890 “0.3102 0.9730 -0, 2314 -0.0029 0.0 -0, 084 &
. v T
3” A B o.faf.z RT3 LY} 0.0 =0.1244 ~0.5321 —0.73%% 5.1%09 0.129% 9.0 ~. 1184 3'\“9
LAY - ' H . )
14 0,0 0.0 0.0 ', g.o . 0.0 LI T T 0.0 .0 0.0 .0

RIC . ‘




- . .
\ - .
. ‘ . .
15 0.1516 0.0901 0.0 0.9762 -0.223} -o.‘l:oor =0.12365 0.0969 0.0 D.92§2
16 40~ 1008 0.1918 0.0 -0.2296 0.9521 -0.4412 -0.5931 0.1978 0.0 -0.2183 ' g
) #1 =0.,2575 ~0.2515 0.0 -0.1031 ~0.4404 " 90,9538 =0,26486 =0,2406 0.0 -0.0980 -
18 =0.0647 » =0,0468 0.0 -0.1374 ~0,%87} =0,2641 0.9698 ~0.0663 . 0.0 —0.1307 .
‘ . {
R MATRIX T L 13 14 . 15 14 17 18
; 1 0.4370 ~0.0937 0.0842 0.0 0.1616 0.1808 ~0.2515 ~0.0647
2 . 0.5111 -0.0044 0.1472 0.0 0.0901 0.1918 -0.2%15 % "-0.046% - ‘ - '
-, 3 0.0 0.0 , 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 /
- 5 =0.198¢ ~0,0890 =0.1246 0.9 0.9762 ~0.2296 =0s1031  =0,1374
. 5 0.9753 =0,3802 -0.5321 0.0 =0.2239 0.9521 =0,4404 -0.28!’1 ‘
6. -0.3816 0.9730  =0.239 0.0 =0.1007  =0.4412 0.9528  =0.2641 T
I -0.5173 .2318 0. 9809 0.0 "-0.1365  -0.5981 " =0, 2636 0.'9698 )
7 L 0.%309 =-0.0129 0.1295 0.0 0.0969 0.1978 =0, 2406 -.-o.peda
‘E 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 ) -
10 ~0.1888  -0,0846  =0,1184 0.0 ' 0.9282 -0,218)  ~0,0950  =0.1)07 ,
. 1 1.0000  —0.3454  =0.4834 0.0 -0,2034 0.8650  —0.4001  =D.5334 .
12: =0.3454 1.0000 -0.2166 0.0 =-0,0912 -0.13993 0.8433 =0.2390
13 " -0.4834 .-o’.zles 1.0000 0.0 -0.1274 -0.5589 =0.2510 3.9.063
- 14 o..o ' 0.b 0.0 1.0000 _ 0,0 0.0 0:0 Jo.0 : T .
' 15 =0.2034 -0.0912 =0.1276 0.0 1.0000 * =-0,2352 <0.1056 _ =0.1408 " )
) 16 . 048650 =0.3993 -0.5589 0.0 =0.2352°-  1.0000 -o.Leze RCAILY I N
' | =0.4001 0.8633  -0.25t0 ' .0 -0.1056  ~0.4626 1.0000  =0.2769 ,
18 -=0.5334% "&.2390 0.9063 0.0 =-0.1408 ! =0.6167 0.2 769 1.0000

N .

a ?

* AN




80.71 a 4

» i 4

YMOCEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

* , v PREDICTORS = : 4= 7 10«13 15=13 . /
R = 0.7842 RSQ ,= 046149 85 ITERATLONS.
» N - 1 ~
v BETA 8 .
4 0.0816 041043
5 0.0 . 0.0
6. 040 0.0
7 0.0 0.0
10 0.3942 0.1320 L
11 1.1242 0.1682 v '
12 0. 4933 - O0.l379 . !
13 0e 7845 0.1580 _
15 0.0402  0.1824 : A\

16 =0.1220 =0.2436 . o~
17 ~0.0638 -},1688 -
18 =0.0819 =0.1842 : '

REGe CONST. = 2.5132 1

A
. \ "

. ~ MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 4= 8 15~18

R = 0.7837  RSQ = 0.6142 22 ITERATIONS.
\ BETA 8 cT
4 ' =0.0274 =0.0350 |
Y 5 0.0342  0.0196 . . - - . \ s
"o 6  =0.09860 .. =020905 * ! -
' 7 0.0 0.0
8  0.7525  0.1609

15. 0.1140 0.5176
. 16 =0.0042 =0.0083 -
4 17  +0.0372 0.0982 .

18 0.0 . 0.0 «
REGe CONST. = 2.2959 ’
R \ . r s S
MCOEL 3 M3 ' CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS ‘= 4= 7 15=18 ’ ,
~ R = 0.7764 RSQ = 0.6028 165 I TERATICNS.
Ty BETA 8
4 0.7429 049494
5 1.8375 1.0539 .
. 6 0.8086 0.7426 .
7 1.3264 ' 0.9302 .
15 0.0 . 0-0 * 3,’1.@
16 =0.3596 =0.7179 v
17 0.0 . 0.0 ' . )
13  «0.1781 «0.4005
. REG. CUNST- = 1.4346 !
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80.71

MODEL

PREDICTORS = 2~ 2 15=18

-

»
R = De

vl

' ' 2
15

. '16

» 17
18

: REG. CONST. =

MTBEL

PREDIC

‘R = 0.
v

2
. REGe. C

FeTEST

-~
"

4 M4 CRITERION =

7731

L

BETA
0.7361
0.0911
0.0158
=J.0614
«0.0273

S M5 CRITERION =

TORS =
7643
BETA

0.7643
ONST. =

1 MODEL 1 YS MODOEL 2

\ RSQ FULL =
RSQ REDUCED = 046142

OIFFER
OFN =

- -

F=TEST
RSQ FU

ENCE =
3.

MODEL 2 VS MDDEL 3
0.6142

L :/g

0.0007
FO =

’

+
’

RSQ = 0.5977 -

B
0.95%99
0+.4134
0.0315

-0.1624
“=0.0614
0.9984

L3

2= 2

RSQ = 0.5841
Lt

B
0.9967
08744

0.6149

RSQ REDUCED = 0.6028

DIFFER
DFN =,

FeTEST

ENCE =
le

3 MDDEL 3 ¥S MDOEL 4

0.0114
OFD, =

MDOEL 2

459. F=RATID =

4624 F=RATIO =

1 ITERATIONS.

0.274

13.704

I}

0.8452

0.0005 °

A

RSQ FULL = * 0.6028

RSQ REDUCED = 0.5577.
OIFFERENCE = 0.,0051

DFN = 3. OFD = 463.

MODEL 4 °

0.1171
P

-

F-RéTID =

1.964 P

_FTEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MODEL S

RSQ FYLL = 0.5%977 MODEL 4

' RSQ REDUCED = 0.5841 MODEL §
. DIFFERENCE = 0.0136 ’
OFN = 3, OFD = 466.

F=RATIO = 5.251 P

0.0018

. 3%
’ : . nntég




R . ~
. *#9% QUIPUT FROK PROGRAN REGRAN %+ % ‘ .
‘! ANALY SIS } == [TBS=SKP vs[rl VS FTL == GRADE 6 1450 ’ :
r
. N * oo
PARAMETERS f . : o
CCL 4= 5 = 18 ~
COL 6~10 = - 450 . . -, * . —
€L 11=15= _ 5 .
COL 16=20 = 4 . ) .
CCL 21=25 = 1 . L . ;-
. n .
LDATA FORMAT = {DUKHY) ) 1470 . u
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSES. . . . ‘-
. ' - s ™ *
MEANS ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 : 8 9 ‘1o K
‘ 4.5133 3. 9496 0.0 043946 1.6433 o 0-59718 1.31%9 16,3292 0.0 1.6362
MHEANS 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 . . ,
6.9155 242839 $.5037 0.0 0.1000 0.4087 p0e1652 0.3241 )
] . il " '\
SIGHAS 1 & 2 3 4 5 N 7 .8 9 10
o 1.0323 0.8603 =-0.0 1.2168 2.0531 1.3880 1.9435 6.5904 =0.0 5.3640
[ ? .
o SIGHAS 11 12 13 14 - 15 16, P ¥ 18
o . 9.3796 5.7135 8. 6605 =-0.0 0.3000 0.4916 0.3714 0.46A8 . '
. ) ‘ o / .
R MATR1X 1 , 2 .2 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 .
. 1 + 1.0000 0. 7541 0.0 N.1141 0.15612 -o\.oqn\\ 0.1578 0.7570 9.0 o.1s€o
, . 1 + 1]
2 0.7541 1.0000 0.0 0.0744 0.2408 -0.0647 0.1880; ' o0.9907 0.0 n.1297
3 0.0 0.0 1.0000 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
L) f—‘\_ . \
4 0.1141 0.0T4% 0.0 1.0000 =0. 2595 =0 1397 . «0,2192 0.07h6 0.0 0.9929
5 0.1812 0.2408 0.0 -0.2595 1.0000 ,  «D.3447 =9.5411 0.2470 0.0 -, 2441 A
6 =0.0919 00647 0.0 =0.1397 ~0.3447 "l.oooo =Q,2912 =0,0702 0.0 ~). 1314 .
L 0.1578 0. 1480 0.0 ~0,2192 =~0.5411 =-0,2912 1.0000 0.1798  +.d.0 -o.zQsz
. 8 0.7570 0.9907 0.0 0.0766 0.2470 -0.0702 0.1798 1.0000 0.0 01734 1Y
o .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 Q.0 0.7 0.9 1.0000 0.0
y ' . .
L 10 0.1500 0.1297 0.0. 0.9829 =0.2441 -0.1314 -0.2062 0,1334 0.0 1.00%0
. 1 0.2492 0.3567 0.0 =0.2391 0.9777 "  =0.3176  =0.4984 0.3609 0.0 ~N.2249 )
31 ( 12 =0.0199 0.0215 0.0 -0.1296 ~0.3199 0.9786 -0.2702 0.014% 0.0 =0.1219
P 0.2263 *  0.27%0 0.0 =0.2%61 -0. 5086 -3, 27137 0.9927 0.2693 0.0 ~“0.1918 31]
. 14 0.0 p.0 0.0 () 0.0 © ) 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.9

FRIC

‘e’




-~
15 ‘' 0.0638
y 16 0.0347
, 1" ' =0.1736
18 0.0602
L] -
» R MATRIX 1
9
~ 1 0.2492
-
2 0.3567
A
' 3 0‘0
LY -0-2391
s 0.9777
6 ~0.3176
T o  =0.4954
z s 0. 3689
b -
) 9 * 0.0
X 10 -0.2249
11 1.0000
12 -0.2941
13 ~0.4685
£ ]
14 0.0
5 +
15 -0.2558
R 16 0.885
17 / =0.3280
T e 14 -0.5129

P s e

-0.0015

0.0648

-

~0.1T112

% 0.9645

-~
9.0
0.0 ¥
0.0
0.0 .

B ¥ 'ﬂ . td,

0.0215
0%.0
=0.1294
-0.3%?9
0.9786
-0.2702
0.0144
0.0‘
~0.1219
12947
1.0000
-042540
0.0
-0.1332
¢=0.332)
0.898%
-q.2781

P 2263
0.2730
0.0
=0.206k
“0. 5086
-0.27137
0.9827
0.269)
0.0
-0.1938
-0.468%
~0.2540
1.0000
0.0
-0.2118
~0.528)
-0.2827 -

' g.9136

14

0.0

-

&
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0

0.0
0.0

=0. 2668
0.9627
=9. 3561

~0.5568

15
G.0639
-0.0015
0.0
0.9728
=0. 2658
~0.1436
»0.225)
0.0311
0.0
0.9t51"
=0, 2456"
-0.1332
~0.2118
0.0
l.ihoo‘
=0.211
—0:148)

~0.2319
-

-o.lns"l-o.zzsa

=-0.3581
0.9682

=0.2996

16
0.0%7
0.0688

0.0
-0.2696

0.9h27

* =0.3581

-0.5620
0.0734"
0.0

=0.2526
0.886A0

=0.332)

~0.528)
0.0

=-0.2771
1.9000

=0.3699

-0.574)

*(ﬂSbZO

17
-0.1726
=§.1ne

0.0
~0,1442
o251

0,9582
=0.3008
~0.1698

0.0

-1357
-=0.3280

0da9ss ,
-0.2827

0.0
wDihsB)
=-0.1699"
»1.0000

~0.309%

0.04011t
3.0734
=0.1598

0.0569

18
0.0602
0.0645
0.0

'0.2?56
“0.5568
=0. 2996
0.971%
0.0569
2.0
=0.2122
=0.5129
-0,.278t
0.9136
0.0
~0.2219
=“0.578)
=0.3095

t.0000

3

0.,9151

Fi
Y.

-0.2536 3}

=0.1357

=0.2t22

4

TL708
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80.71 ' ) .
- MODEL 1 ML CRITERION = 1 /

4

PREDICTORS = 4= 7 10=13 15~18

R =0,7618 RSQ = 0.5803 97 ITERATIONS.
«J
v BETA 8
4 0.0490 0.0415
5 0.0 0.0
6 0.0 0.0
7 0.0 0.0 /
- 10 0.5586 0.1075 . ¢

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 =}.3932 =0.2590 .
18 =0.03924 =0.0863
REGe CONST. = 2.9458

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 4= § 15=}8 s
R =2 0,7619 RSQ = Q.538U5 39 ITERATIONS.
- v BETA B : .
4 =0.0729 =0.,0618 N
5 0.0 0.0 N
) 0.0872 0.0649 g
T 0.0984 0.0523 .
o 8  0.7355  0.1152

15 041598  0.5498
16 0.0401 0.0842
17 -0.0352 =0,2368

~18 =Q.0314% -000692 ’ ~

REG+ CONSTe. = 2.8201 * o

o

MODEL 3 .43 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 4= 7 15=18
R = 0.7584 RSQ = 045752 208 ITERATIONS.

v BETA 8 N .

4 049778 048295 ‘

5 1.75L7 0.8807

6 1.2655 0.9412 .

1.7341 0.9210

15 0.0 . 00 71
16 ~=0.1987 =0.4173 J g

. 17 «0.2638 =(0.7333

18  =042467 =045432

) ¥ REGe CONST. = ¥.7347

A .. D-tl4l

-y

¥




L. 8

MCDEL & Mé CCRITERIDN = 1
' PREDICTORS =. 2= 2 15=18

*

R = o.757q,“€§iso = 0.5745 5 ITERATIONS.

v BETA 8

2 0.7479\”ﬂ 0.8974

15 0.0644 " 0.2216 .
16 030 8.0
17 -=0.0310 =0.0862 »

13 0.0159 0.0350
REG. CONST. = 1.2497

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERIDN = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

[ -

N\
R = 0.7541 RSQ = 05687 1 ITERATIONS.

v ™ BETA B
2 0.7541 ,0.9049
REGe CDNST., = 1.2394

wa
F=TEST 1  MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5803 MODEL 1t
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5805 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = «0.0001
OFN = 3, DFD = 448, F=RATID = 0.0 P = ¥.0000
g FeTEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 v
‘ RSQ FULL = 0.5805 - MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5752 MODEL 3 >
DIFFERENCE = 0.0053
DFN = 1. DFD = 451, F=RATID = 5,647 P = 0.0170
F=TEST 3  MODEL 3 V5 MODEL 4
RSQ.FULL = 045752 MODEL 3
°* RSY REDUCED = 0.5745 MODEL "~ &
DIFFERENCE = 0.0007 )
- OFN = - 3, DFD = 452, F=RATID = 0.261 P = 0.3550
F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 V'S MDDEL 5°
RSQ FULL = 0.5745 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5687 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.0057 ) .
DFN = 3. DFD = 455, F-RATIO =

2.048 P = 0.1049
™,

§ - 1 1}3251’~
) 13




80,71 . Attachment D-9

g ) (Page 1 of 10)
+ . “ ..
- 7
.
C -”
, REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING

HIGH-ACHIEVING STUDENTS
AT ALLISON AND BECKER SCHOOLWIDE
PROJECTS AT GRADES 1-6,

-
+

D-143




’ . .

317

~

ANALYSIS B == ALLISON VS BECKER == GRAOE 1 == > 40 0840
PARAMETERS ' +« : 8
.COL 1= 5= . 8 , ) : ¥
COL" 610 = 64 >
COL 1l=15 = . &
COL 16=20 = 4 . :
COL 21=25 = 1
¥ OATA FORHAT = (OUNHY) ! ‘ g 0860
*
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
MEANS 1 2 3 4. 5 . 6 7 8
2.2500  55.5469  19.9375 35,6094 3119.6094 1117.0000 2002.609% 0.3594
“ 4
ﬁ; SIGMAS . 1 2 3 & 5 6 . 7 8
& 0.7599 5.8441 26,8234  27.1032  666.9177 1536.2721 1599.5239 0.4796
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 0.99 88 0.1270 0.2945  =0.0088
. 3 © =0.1375 0.0608 1.0000  =0.9766 0.0553 0.9925  =0.9306 0.95%,
4 0.2492 0.1554  =0.5766 1.0000 0.1607  =0.9553 0.9845  =0.9840
. . s
5 0.5263 0.9988 0.0553 0.1607 1.000¢Q °  0,.1203 0.3014  =0.0128 \
6 - -0.0931 0.1270°  0.9929  =0,9553 0.1203 1.0000 =0.9103 0.9708 -
1 0.3088 0.2945 . =0.9306 0.9845 0.3014  =~0.9103 1.0000  =0.9377
g «0.1821  =0.0088 0.6924  =0.9840  =0.0128 0.9708  =0.9377 1.0000
) P ' 1y
A




~ 80.71

. :
. MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION =

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 4= 8

s 4
_ R = 0.5561 RSQ = 0.3126 71 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
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. = 06227
, ’ /
no?EL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1
PRECICTORS = 3w 5 8w 8 ’
R = §.5601 RSQ = 0.3137 50 ITERATICAS.
v BETA 8
- 3 0.0 0.0
4 =0,7282 =0.0204 .
5 0.6318 0.0007 -
8 -0.8928 .104140
REG. CONST. = 1.2392 v
MOOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 8= 8
* R = 0.5572 RSQ = 0.3104 176 ITERATICAS.
) v BETA . J
3 2.7001 0.076 .
4 243030 0,064& . / ‘
8 =0.5924 =0.9382 , N
REGes CDNST. = =],2374 2 '
_ MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 -8= 8§ o i
R = 0.5536 RSQ = 0.3065 N 2 ITERATICNS.

v BETA . 8

2 0.5228 040680 ’

8 =0,1775 =0.2812 .
REG. CONSTe = =l.4253 310

J D=145




-

MODEL *5 M5 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
R = 0.5244  RSQ = 042750 1 ITERATICNS.

v BETA 8
2 0.5244 Q.0682
REG. CBNSTO = -] 5376 .

. ’
F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3126 MODEL 1
RSQ ‘REOUCED = 0.3}37 MODEL 2
OIFFERENCE = =0,0011 .
OFN = 1, OF0 = 58, FeRATIO = 0.0 P = 1,6C0C
F=TEST 2 _¥ODEL 2 VS MQDEL 3
RSQ FULLY= 0.3137 MODEL _
“~ OIFFERENCE = 0.0033
. OFN = 12, OF0 = 59, ‘FaRATIO =  0.282 P = C.&C4C

—~

F=TEST 3 MOOEL 3 VS MOOEL &

RSQ FULL = 03104 MOOEL 3 \
RSQ REDUCED = 0.30565 MOOEL 4 _

OIFFERENCE = 0.0039 »

OFN = 1, . OFD = 60, ° F=RATIO = 0.342 P = 0.5¢8¢C

F=TEST 4 MOODEL 4 VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL = 0.3065 MOOEL 4
* RSQ REOUCED = 0.2750 MOOEL 5
OIFFERENCE = 0.0315
OFN = 1. OF0 = 6l., .. F=RATIQ = 2,772 P = Q.CS572
L .
.,




ANALYSIS B8 == ALLISON VS BECKER == GRADE 2 == > 40 09&0

<0
PARAMETERS - 5
COL I~ 5= 8 - ¢ ~
COL 6=10= 73
COL 11=15-= 5 -
COL 16=20 = 4 -
COL 21=25 = 1 .
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) , - 0980
- /
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
. ’ ot
MEANS | 2 3 ‘ 4 5 6 7 8
2.8411°  2,1055 0.6740 1.4315 4+6620 1.3773 3.2848 043425
T
= SIGHAS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
, 0.9780 0.4786 0.9607 1.1116 2.4503 2.1583 3.2240 0.4745
i
R MATRIX " 1 2 3 4 5 - 6 7 8
kN . -
- g
1 1.0000 0.6364 0.0563 0.2254 0.6229 0.1312 0.3856  =0.0185
2 0.6364 1.0009  ~D.0909 0.5091 0.9839 0.0357 0.7239  =0.2073
»
3 0.0563  =0.0909 1.0000 -+ =0.9034  +=0.0872 0.9686  =0.714F 0.9720
4 ©0.2254.  Q.509F  =D.9034 1.0000°  0.4990  =0.8218  0.9294  =0.929%
5 .  0.6229 0.9839  =0.0872 0.4990  ,1.0000 8.0254,  0.7431  =0.1886
6 0.1312  0.8357 0.9686  =0.8218  0.0254 1.0000  =0.6502 0.8842
LT 7 0.3856 0.7239  =0.7147 0.9294  0.7431  =0.6502 1.0000  =0.7353
ﬂ -~ L]
) 8 ~0.0185  =0.2073 9.5720  =0.9294  =0.1886 0.8842  =0,7353 1.0000

i) )

At et




8G.71

MOOEL 1 M1.

CRITERION = 1

PRE%ICTDRS = 3m 4 6= @

R = 0,6674

BETA
0.1142
l.7421
0.6344

=0.1236
0.8376
REGe CONST. =

@~

MCDEL 2 M2

PREDICTORS =
R =2 06471
v BETA
.3 146177
4 1.7615
5 =0.1104
8  0.0238

REGe CONST. =

RSQ = 0.4152

8
0.1163,
1.5327
0.2875

=0.,0375
l.7261
=0.2953

CRITERION = "1
3w 5§ g= g

RSQ = 0.4188

8
le6467
154548

=0.0441
0.0450
=0,2986

MODEL 3 M3 (CRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS =
R = 0.6468
BETA

v
3 1.4038 ~_1.4290
4

«5070
8- G.0175
REGe CDNST. =

-

3= 4 g= 8

RSQ = 0.4183
8
1.3255

0.0361
=0.0323

MOOEL & M4 CRITERION = 1

PREQICTORS =

R = 0.8469

LA BETA
2 0.6610
8 0.1185
Ge CONST. =

RE

2= 2 8= 3§

RSQ = 0.4185

"B
1.3508
02443

=0.0867

396 ITERATIONS. )

~o

46 ITERATICNS.

'y

11 ITERATIONS. ,-

/
2 ITERATIONS. ~




80.71 a
‘ A -
' MODEL 5 M5 CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
R = 0.6364 RSQ = 044051 L. ITERATICNS .
N )
vy BETA 8
2 0.6364 1.3006
REGe CONST. = 0.1027
_FeTEST 1 MOOEL 1 V¥S MOOEL 2
. RSQ FULL = 0e 4192 MOOEL 1
- RSQ REDUCED = 0.4188 MODEL 2
OIFFERENCE = 0.0004%
. OFN = 1. OFD.-®= 67. - F=RATIO = 0.042 P = 0.8329
FeTEST 2 MODEL 2 vS MOODEL 3
RSQ FULL = Ou4188 MOOEL , 2
% RSQ REDUCED = 0.3183 MOOEL 3
X OIFFERENCE = 0.0405 . .
OFN = 1. OF0 68. F=RATIO = 0.058 P = 0.8060 {
FoTEST 3  MODEL 3 vS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0. 4183 MODEL 3 ,
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4185 MODEL 4 -~ = ‘
O1FFERENCE = =0,0002 s —
= OFN = 1. OF0 = 6S. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.60CG
- / )
F=TEST &4 MODEL 4 VS MODOEL 5
. RSQ FULL = 0s 4185 MOOEL 4
. RSQ REDUCED = 044051 MDOEL §
OIFFERENCE =' 0.0134% »
OFN = 1. OF0 =  70. FeRATIO =  1.619 P = 0.2048

: 32y




+

ANALYSIS 8 == ALLISON VS BECKER == GRAOE 3 =~= > 40 s

L

:

1080

,
PARAMETERS . 3
coL 185 = 8 o : =
caL 6=10 = 47 ° : ,

COL 11=15 = 5
COL, 16=20 = 4
COL 21-25 = 1 . N :
s . . . F]
© OATA FORMAT = [OUMMY) \ . 1100
. INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS. ) e
\. v . c' -\
MEANS 1 2 % 4 5 6, 7 8
. 442532 3,1340 1.2141;> 19191, 10.0491.  3.9%40.  6.1051 0.3830
7 o / C
= AGHAS 1 2 3, 4 5 6 7 8
8 0.6250 ° 0.476% 1.5710 1.5563 3.2581 5.3754 544661 0.4861
. > Padin . &
R MATRIX ( 1 2 3 4 5 6 ~ 7 8
& R _ ¥
<1 1.0000.  0.7286 0.2640 =0.0435 0.7280 * 0.3217 0.1176 0.1921
. 2 0.7286 - . 1.0000 0.1824 0.1220 0.9956 0.2877 - * 0.3105 0.0631
W . 3 , 0.2640  0.1824 1.0000  =0.9536 0.1736 - 0.9835  =0.8637" ° 0.9816
4 . =0.0435 0.1220  =0.9536 1.0000 0.1295  +=0.9048 0.9670  =0.5715-
5. . 0.7280 0.9956 0.1736 0.1295 1.0000 0.2750 0.3256 0.0603
. S 0.3217 0.287% _ 0.9835 - =0.9048 0.2750 1.000¢  =0.8195 _ 0.9313
T 0.1176 .~ 0.3105  =0.8637 0.9670.  0.3256  =0.8195 1.0000  =0.8799
. 8, go70.1921 040631 0.9816 - 5 =0.9715 0.0603 0.9313  =0.8799 1.0000
Q \ o ' . ...,._) . , &= .
ERIC 4 . 3086




-

MOOEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 3 ‘ _)
R = 007446 RSQ = 0.5544 43 ITERATICKS.
v BETA B ‘e
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
6  1.0970  0.1275
7 . 1.2592  0.1440

8  0.2785 0.3581 -
REG. CONS‘[. = 2.7341

7’
MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREQICTORS = 3= 5 8= 8

R = 0.7450 RSQ = 0.5550 46 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
3 0.0 0.0
4 043415 0.1371
5 0.654% 0.1255

8 0.4865 0.6254
REGe. CONST, = 2. 4890

MOOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1

PREQICTORS = 3= 4 8= 8

R = 0.7467 RSQ ‘= 0.5576 123 ITERATIGNS.
v BETA B . .
3 2.1474 0. 8543 SN
4 2.5058 ° 1.0063

8 0.51&; 0.6668
REGe CONSTe = 1.0288 s

MOOEL 4 M4 CRITERION = ]

PREOICTORS = 2= 2 8= 3 A
R = 0,7432 RSQ = 0.5523 -2 ITERATICAS.
v’ BETA B
2 0.7193 0.9437 .
8 0.1467 0.188% 327

REGe. CONST. = 1.2233
D-151




- \‘—\__
r-. [}
MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1 ]
PREDICTDRS = 2= 2
i ' R = 0.7286 RSQ = 0.5309 1 ITERATICNS.
y BETA ‘B
2 0.7286 0.5556 )
. REGe CONST. = 1.2574
N .
F=TEST 1  MUDEL 1 \S MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 045544 MODEL 1 .
“  ASQ RECUCE] = 0.5550 ) MooEL 2
OIFFERENCE = =0.0006
" OFN = la OFD =  4l. FeRATIO = 0.0 P x 1.CC00
T e
. o S .
F=TEST 2 MOOEL 2-'vS MCOEL 3 ]
RSQ FULL = 0.5550 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 045576 ° MGOEL 3
DIFFERENCE = =0.0026
DFN = 1. OFD =  42. FeRATIO = 0,0 P = 1.0CCC
S .
SGTEST . 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 T
* RSQ FULL = 0.5576 MODEL 3
. RSQ REDUCED = 0,5523 Y MGDEL 4
OIFFERENCE = 0.0053 .
.OFN = 1. OFD = 43, F=RATIO = 04517 P = 0.4E82E
1 - .‘
F=TEST 4\ MODEL- 4 V§ MCOEL 5
RSQ FULL = 005523 MOOEL ~ 4
. RSQ REDUCED = 0.5309 MODEL 5 - .
. . DIFFERENCE = 0.0214% ' . :
OFN = 1. OFD = 44, FeRATIO = 2.105 P = 0.1503
) U < )
- S D




< 80,71 . Attachment D-10
(Page 1 of 2)
*, MODELS USED FOR EVALUATION QUESTION D2-3
Model 1: YeaU+ax®+ax®ax)sax 4ax@® 4 -
~ ¥ 0 1 2 3 4 5
(9) (10) (1) ((12) 4 g o
. 36}{ + a7x + aSX + agx + E
Model 2: =a U+a XD +a x@+a x4, x6)
‘ odel 2 YmalTay 2T LR ®14
* J
a x(10) 4+ 5 x(1) 4+, x(12) + g
C1s 16 17
RPN o
N . 'Y - (3) (4) (5) (10)
Model 3: Y 152 * algx + azox + ale + azzx +
(1) E].Z)
2, KD+ xU8 v
d - Model 4: Yea U+a x4+ x(10) 4,4 gD 4, x(12) 4+ g
25 26 27 28 29
. . - (2) . ’
b Model 5: Y 330U + a3lx + E
‘ f N
Where, ’
v T = posttest ' /
U = ynit vegior
X(Z) = pretest
x(3 pretest 1f group l; 0, otherwise
x(4) = pretest if group 2; 0, otherwise
X(5) = pretest if group 3; 0, otherwise . -
28 variable 2 squared .
X(7) = variable 3 squared
8}« variable 4 squared - '
X(9) « variable 5 squared .
w

. : D-15332:)




. 80.71 . Attachment D-10
’ (Page 2 of 2) —-

1 4
x{10) =} 1f a member of group l; 0, otherwise ‘ .
. A
x(11) a1 1f a member of group 2; 0, otherwise o - -

xC12) w ) $f 2 m;ﬁber of group 3; 0, otherwise

A

The groups are defined below.

Group | = high-achieviné students at Alllson and Becker,
.Group 2 = high-achieving students at Title 1 schools who are from a
. former Title I attendance area.
. “
Group 3 = high-achieving students from former Title I schools.
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80.71 Attachment D=1l

¢ (Page 'l of 25) ,
< ’ .
]
+ ' *
’ REGRESSION ANALYSES COMPARING
HIGH-ACHIEVING SCHOOLWIDE

PROJECT STUDENTS AND HIGH-ACHIEVING !

’ STUDENTS FROM TRADITIONAL TITLE 1

\ ATTENDANCE AREAS WHO ATTEND TITLE I

* AND NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS, GRADES 1-6.

. 32 A

w
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vov HJUIPUT FRON PROGRAM REGRAM see - '

- AMLYSIS 3 == SHP VY5 T1 VS FI] == GRADE 1 == > 40 ) 0950
Fl ‘ - o
P MAHETERS ' . ) e e
ClL 1= 5 = 12 @:«ﬁ’ ~
CCL 6=10 = 20 . =
COL 11=15 = 5 . . / -
COL 16=20 ~ 4 » i
coL 21=25 = i
OATA FORMAT « {OUMMY) _ 0v10
. .
INTERCORRELATEON, ANALYSIES, . A
- . ” 7 8’ M
MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 8 9 10
' 2.4514 58,7233 4,9317% 31,3222 22,4136 3491.563%  211.2986 1885.3118 1334.8815 0.0849
]
MEANS 1t 12
0.5218 0.383) - ' : !
L ' - . »
SIGMAS . 1 2 5 4 5 5 ! 8 ] 10
o 0.7920 8.925) 15¥903s 3T.0115 28,8067  847.4743 909.7828 1891.9039 1769.3716) 0.2844
~ SIGHAS 11 120 N 4
o : 0.4992 0.4862 : . . - .
R HATRIX 1 2 3 © s s 6 " .8 9 .10 .
» « : ' 2 .
1 1.0000 0.5327 ~0.062% 9.0700 0.049% 0.5150 =0.,0444 0.1282 _ 0.,1325% ~3.0194
L]
“ 2 0.5321 1.0000 “0.115)3 0,219% 0.0749 0.9945 =0.0853 0,3352 0.1618 =0,1437
3 | =0.0625 =0,1153 1.0000 =04 3234 =0,2422 =0.1128 0.9939 =0,3094Y  -0,2342 0.9940
. % 0.0700 0.,2195 =0.3234 1.0000 ~0.8126 0.21817 =-0,3175 0.995%6 =0,7358 343253
5 0.0895 0.0749 =0, 2422 -0.8126 1,0000 0.0730 =0,2318 =0.1115 0.9385% ~0.2431 i
6 0.51%0 0.9945 -0,1129 0.2187 0.0730 1,0000 =0.,0847 0.3364 D.1626 =0.1393
1 =0,0446 =0.0852 0.9939 -0,3115 -0,2318 =N 0847 1.04900 =0,30317 =0,2300 0.9158 . M
Bt 0.1282 0.3352 =0, 3094 0.9856 0. 11175 0.3386 =0,3031 1.0000 =0. 1519 fo._nn b
. 9. 0.1325% 0.1618 ~0,2342 =0, 1858 0,9385 0.1828 =~042300 -0.1518 1.0900 =0,235%% )
10 =0.0194 ~0,14317 0.9940 7 =0,325) =0,2437 =-¢.1393 o;\ns? =0,2112 =0.2354 1.0000
1 0.00,5:,‘ 0.0937 «=2.3282 5  0.9852 =0,8240 0.0932 -0,3222 0.9426 -0, 19176 =J.3302
) 3'&0 0.040% =-0.0121 ~0.24648 -0.8212 0. 9915 ~0.0142 =0.24G) =0, 1851 Ve 1569 ~0.240) 3‘) 2,
o b v [V

LRI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




R MATRIX

©® ~N o W W M

-1

11
040059
" 0.0937
=0.3282

0.9852
=0.8248
0.0932
~0.3222
0.9426

=(0.,7976
=0,3302

1.0000
=0,8335

r

12

. 0.0405

=0.0121

~0.2448

-0.82%2

0.9895
-0.016%
=0.2403
=0.7357

09569

=(,24463
=0. 8335
+. 0000

MODEL 1 Ml CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = . 3= 5 ~T=]2

R = 0.5197
v .BETA

3 0.0
4 0.1647
5 0.1465
T. 0.6460
8 1.0338
9 1.0387
. 10 =0.0566

i1 0.0
12 =0.,0096

REGe CONST. =

RSQ = 0,270l

8
0.0
0.0043
0.0040
0.0006
0.0004
0.0005
=0.1576
0.0
=0.0157
0.46525

I

122 I TERATIONS.



80.71

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1}
PREDICTORS = 3= 6 1(Q=12

R = 0.5517 RSQ = 0.3044 783 ITERATIONS.
. v ‘BETA 8 o -
o~ 3 3.7089  0.1847 )
4  1.5198  0.1981
i 5  7.7535  0.2132

6 =1.2466 =0,0012 -
10 =0.1433 =0.3987
11  =0.7312 =1.1600
12. =1,2139 «=l.977%
REGe CONST. =  =3,9745

I

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = } -
PREDICTCRS = 3= 5 10=12
R = 0.5346 RSQ = 0.2858 493 ITERATIONS.

v BETA 8
3 lell16 0.0554
4 *  2.1230 0.0559
5 2.5200 0.0693
10 =0.5987 . ~l.6662 ,
3 117 =1.0795 =1.7125 .
12 =1.4855 =2.4199 ' /
REG. CONST. = 048492 -

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = .2= 2 10=12

R = 0.5348 RSQ = 0.2860 3 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B

2 0.5347 040612
10 '0.0090 0.0251

* 11 0.0 0.0 ;
S 12 0.047T1  0.0766
REG. CONST- = .101720 L) Ranl

S




80.71

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = )

v

g PREDICTORS = 2w 2 ’

. e s 3
‘R = 0.5327 RSQ = 0.2837 1 ITERATIONS. . e,
v BETA B
2 045327  0.0609 :
REG. CONST. = =],1266 -

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
. RSQ FULL = 0.2701 MODEL 1°
© RSQ REDUGED = 0.304¢ * MODEL 2

OIFFERENCE = =0,0343 ) t
DFN = 2. DFO = Tlle F=RATIO = (0.0 P = 1,0000
F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 :
© RAQ FULL = 0.3044 . MODEL
RSQ REOUCED = 0.2858 MODEL 3 )
- DIFFERENCE = 0.0186 .
DFN = 1, OFD = 713, F=RATIO ¥ 19,091 P « 0.0001
. F=TEST 3 MODEL 2 VS MOODEL 4 , '
RSQ FULL = | 0.2858 MODEL 3 “ J
RSQ REOUCED = 0.2860 noos5‘ 4 ) .
DIFFERENCE = =0,0003 i
DFN = 2, OFD = Tl4, FeRATIO = 0.0 P = 1,0000

FeTEST 4 MODEL-4 VS MODEL S

RSQ FULL = 042860 MODEL 4 .
RSQ REOUCED = 0.2837 ° MODEL 5 .

* . DIFFERENCE = (0,0023 . :
OFN = 2, DFD =  Tl6. FeRATIO = 1l.143 P = 0.3194

!

. . D-15933¢ -
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A ttt‘uuirqgfsnon PRUGRAM REGRAN ¥+

I ANALYSIS 3 == SHP ¥5 T1 VS FTL += GRADE 2 == > 40

PARAMETERS
gCL 1= 5= 12
COL 6=10 = 718
CCL 11-15 = 5
CCL 16=20 = 4
COL 21=25 = 1

. DATA FORMAT = {QUKMY)

lNTERCORRELA'ID“rAhALVSIS.

. HEANS 1
. 3, 1260
’ HEANS 11
043955
SIGHAS——-——— |}
[ \
S IGHAS 11
. < 0.4890
R HATRIX !
! 1.000d
2 0. 6644
3 =0,0569
CJ
4 0.0052
L]
5 0.3084
[ ]
6 0.6546
., 7 0.0126
N 021041
' 9 0.399%
10 ~0.1162
‘ 1 . ~0.0998
12 0.1679
Q -

ERIC

P s e

-

k4
2.3422

12
0.5028

> L
045595
12
0.5000
2
046644
1. 0000
=0, 0744
=0.0024
0.4676
0.9904
0.0057
0.1417
0.6217
~0.1423
-0.15517

0.2383

3
0.!543

3
=0.0569
=0.0748

1.0000
=0,2548
=0.3115
=-0.,0661
0.9617
~0.2279
-0.2698
9.9724
2042646

=0.3290

.

&
1.1347

4
0.0052
~0.0024
‘0.25:8
1.0000
~0.7416
~0.0135
=0.2292
0.9652
=0.6424
=0.2621
0.9629

=-0.783}3

AP

5
1.2443

1.3069

.5
0.3084
0. 4676
=0,3115
0. 7416
*1.0000
,0.4689
=0. 26801
=0,6632
0.9569
=0, 3203
=2, 7702

« 0.9468

6
0.6546
0.9904

=0.0661

=0.0135
0.4689
1.0000
0.0152
0.1274
De61357
=0.1313
=3.1%80

0.2339

-

‘f

0.4T40

1.6111}

7
0.0126
0.0057
0.9617

“0.2292

=0, 2801

040132
1.0090

~0.2049

=0, 2426
08145

“0.2350

~0.2 159

1090

1}
210686

2. 9696

8
0.1041
0.1417

-0.2279
049652

=0.6632
0.1274
=042049
1.0000
-0.5745
~0.2344
08011

=0. 100%

a

-

9
3.2563%

9
3.9487

9

-

0.3995

0.6217
=0.2698
=0.6424

0.9589

06357
=0, 2426
It
=0.57145

1.0000 _
=0.27174
=0.6671

0.8201

10 E
0.10171

.
0.3022

io
=0.11s82
To.l423
0.9124
=0.2621
=0.3203
=0.1312
V. 8745
~0.2344
“0.2T14%
1.0000

=-0.2721 .
=0.3383 < —

o
374

1.°08
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80.71 . .
‘ q ~ .
" " - -/f -
Y . - fid . )
, ' o -
R ey
I/-_. .
e . .
¢ "R MATRIX 11 g1 - "
, 1 «0,0998 041679 ' "
. T2+ . =0.1557,  0.2383
P %0.2646  =0.3290
T 049629  =0.7833 S
L'} . \
f 5 . «0,7702 0.9468 . 4,
6 «0,1580" 0.2339 , ,
. T . =0.2380  ,=0.2959 ~
. . 8 . 086 .700
y 8 11, -0,7005
9 w0867 0.8201 .
'Y / * \ ) x e‘.
10 - . =032721 ~0.3383
11 1.0000 =0.8135 :
‘ 12 ° =0.8135 1.0000 ]
L MODEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5, Tel2
R = 0,6630 RSQ = 044396 204 ITERATICNS, °
' +
_ v BETA 8 A
3 0.1058 0.1334 «
5 043290 0.2076
7 0.4322 0.2212 A
., 8 0.6793 041886 . "
i 9 06155 0.1285
"lﬂ.ﬁ:g’.ona ©0.2037
. 11 0.0604 0.1019 )
v .o 0.1122 0.1851 ( .
REGe CONSTa = 107327.,_.__ * 3')’i .

wr
\/' -

[] LY D"'161




80,71  ~

: . ® MODEL 2 MZ CRITERION = 1

. I
"PREDICTORS = 3= 6 10=12
R = 0.6678 RSQ = 0.4460 428 ITERATICONS.
v BETA 8 ' ’
3 0.9661 . 1.2174 *
. 4 1.1841 0.8606
5 1554 0.7290
6 0.1092 840309
10  =0.6992 «1.9079
1l =0.6495 =1.0954
12  «044711 =0.7770
' REGe CONST. = 2.0365
— \’_j w 3
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = ' 1
F3
‘ PREDICTORS = 3e 5 1Qw]2
[}
R = 0.6683 RSC = 0.4466 180 ITERATIONS.
— »
V.. BETA 8
3 0.9787 1.2324
4 143826 1.0048
5 1.4701° :0.927& )
10 =0.4445 pl.2128 ‘ .
11 ‘=0.4070 “=0.6863 , '
12° =0.30l4 =0.4971 . °
. REGe CONSTe = * 1.4645 .
MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1
. : ]
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 10=12
" R % 0.6648 RSQ = 0.441% 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8
. 2 0.6613 0.9746 .
. 10 - =0,0221 =0.0604 .
11 0.0 0.0 . 531*}
12 0.0 0.0
. REG. CONST.. = 0.8495
N
L Yo .
D-162
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d

- ”_
MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2e 2 .
R = 0.6646  RSQ = 04414 1 ITERATIGYS.
v BETA 8

2 0.6644 0.9792 . .
REG. CONST. = 08325

F=TEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MOOEL 2 /7

RSQ FULL = . 0.4396 MODEL 1

RSQ REOUCED = 0.4460 MODEL 2

OIFFERENCE = =0,00¢4

OFN = 2, OF0 = 709. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000

*

FeTEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL =  0.4440 MODEL 2 {,
RSQ REDUCED = 0.4466 MOOEL 3 : ~
OIFFERENCE = =0.6006

OFN= 1. . OFC = 7ll. FeRATIO P = 1,0000

"
o
[ ]

o

FeTEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MOODEL 4 .
RSQ FULL = 0+4466 < MOODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.4419 MOOEL 4
OIFFERENCE = 0.0047 .
OFN = 2. OF0O = 712 FeRATIO = 3.002 P = 0.0438
FeTEST 4 MOOEL 4 VS MOOEL 5 ]
RSQ FULL = 0.4419 MOOEL 4 .
RSQ REOUCED = 0.44l4 MOOEL 5
- OIFFERENCE = 0,0005 .
OFN = 2. OF0 = 714. FeRATIO = 0.307 P.= 0.7405
311
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4 L}

ERI

P s e

¢

Y $9¢ QUIPUT FROM PROGAAN REGRAN ¢¢¢
I ANALYSLS 3 == SWP V5 I1 VS ETl == GRAOE 3 == > 40
PARANETERS ¢
cCL 1= 5 = 12
CCL s=l0 » 423
cOoL 1115 = S ~
..COL 16=20 = 5
CCL 21~25 = 1
OATA FORMAL = (DUHNY)
[HIERCORRELATION ANALYSILS, _
@ MEANs 1 2 P ty
4.2019 3,756 ' 0.2384 1.4509
HIANS 11 12 . .
0.4302 0.4944 *
SIGHAS I 2 3 5
0.8454 0.6231 0.8380 1.7198
.?- S 1GMAS 11 12 ¥
m - L]
R 0 49?} 0.5000
& HAIREX 1 2 3 (’ 4
1 1.0000 0.7129 0.0402 0.09117
2 0.7129 1.0000 =-0.074% 0.1544
) 3 0.0402 -0.076% 1.0000 -0.2380
.
4 0.0977 0.1544 =0, 2380 1.0000
S , 0.1315 0.2391 =0, 2100 -0.8074
& 0.M23 0.99317 -0.07517 0.1551
1 0.0p38 ~-0.0381 0.98%6 ~0.2284
[} 0.3975 0.3018 =0.2170 0.9701
L 3
\ ] . 0.2%568 0.3944 =-0,2447 =0.73)1
10 0.0173, =0.l107 0.9811 =0.2410
11 -0,0118" ‘Ujp.oqat. =0.2451 0.9710
12 . 0.Q0213 0.0622 =0,.27130 -0.08342

1.7438

5
0.12375
.
0.2391
=0.2700
-0.0015;
I.BOOO
0.2358
-0.2591
=0, 1362
0. 9690
~0.2734
~0.831¢8

0.4961

1190

[}
11.7018

4.46180

=-0.1072
=J.0024

0.0%40

7
0.083%
=0.034t
0.9456,
-0,2284
-6.2591
«0.0396
1.0000
=0.2082
~0,2348
0.9476
-0,2352

=0./24611

1210

5.00828

8
6.5814

8
0.1975
0.301&

«0.2170
0.9701
~0.1362
0.3059
=0.2082
t.o0000
~0.6812
-0.21917
0.8854

=0.76917

9
%.9609

9
s.0130

9
0.2588
ﬂ0.39¢§
=0.2441
=0.1317
0.96\0
0.3951
=0.2348
=0.8b172
1.0000
=0.24717
=-0.71536

Jutil il

10
0.0754

10
0.2b41

. 1o
0.01712
-0.1107
o.9811
-0.2410
-0.2734
-0.1072
0.9476
~0.2197
-0.2417
1.0000
~0.2442

=0.2425

iL°0g




R MATRIX 1l - .12 Y
80.71 1 =0.0116'  0.0023
2 " «0.0037 0.0622 .
"3 =0.245  *0,2790
4 009710  =0.8342
5 «0.8316 0.9679
6 «0.0024 0.0590
) I “0.2332  =0.2677
8 0.8854  =0.7607
9 «0.7536 0.8771
. ) 10 ' ©0.2482  =0.282S
SO 1.0000  =0.8592
- 12 «0.8592 1.0000
" MGOEL 1 ML CRITERION = 1 | - ]
PREDICTORS = 3= § 7=12 -
R = 0.7108 RSG = 0.5053 149 ITERATIONS.
v BETA B
3 0.0 0.0
4  0.2033  0.0999
5  0.1906  0.0914 .
T 044676  0.1411
8  0.8615 041107 -
9 1.0047 041236
10 0.0868  0.2778
11 0.0 0.0
12 ‘000866 ‘0.1"6" ,
REG. CONST. =  2.5502 )
MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 6 1Q0=12 .
R = 0.7225 RSQ = 0.5220 337 [TERATIONS. .
v BETA B ’ .
' 3 1.5450 . 1.5586
&  3,1063  1.5269
- S 3.4726  1.6643
. 6 =0.,4574 =0,0837 t 314
10 0.0 0.0 t
11 «0.1078 =0.1840 -
12  =0.4021 «0,6800 P-165

REGe CONSTe =

0.2104.




80.71 '

.

MGDEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = 1
PREGICTORS = 3= 5 10=12
R = 0.7197 RSQ = 0.5179 272 ITERATICNS.

vy BETA 8
- 3 0.7766 0.7834
e 4 1.8687 0.9185 X )
= 5 2.1897 1.0492 * -
10 =0.4834 «1.5473
11  =1.3236 =2.2599
12 =1.6148 =2,7304
. REGa CONST. = 3.3515

b

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 10=12
R = 0.,7196 RSQ = 0.5178 4 ITERATIONS. -

. \ BETA . 8 t
2 - 0.7241 0.5825
10 0.1015% 0.3248
11 0.0160 0.0273
12 0.0 0.0
REGe CONST. = « 08493

D-166




~
FIS !
b
MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1 * s
PRECICTORS = 2= 2
R = 0.7129 RSQ = 0.5082 1 ITERATIONS.
-V BETA 8 - ~
2 0.7129 0.9672 o2
REGs CONST. = 0.9372
FeTEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.5053 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5220 MCODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = «0.0168
OFN = 2, DFD ¥  614e F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000
F=TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 .
RSQ FULL = 0.5220 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = D.5179 . MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = 00,0041 *“ > -
OFN = 1. DFD = §l6. F=RATIO = 5,278 P = 0.0207
F=TEST 3  MDQEL 2 vS MOOEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.5179 MODDEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5178 MODEL_ 4
DIFFERENCE = 0.0001 )
OFN = 2, OF0D = 617 F=RATIO = 0,086 ) P = 0,9170
F=TEST 4 MDDEL 4 VS MDODEL 5
RSQ FULL = 0.5178 MOOEL 4
+ RSQ REDUCED = 0.5082 MODEL 5
DIFFERENCE = 0.00$6
OFN = 2, OFD = 619. F=RATIO = e;;7e P =2 0,0026
4 316
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(€)

EE

RIC

P s e

)

- 848 QUIPUT FROB PROGRAH REGRAN sre

AKALYSES 3 ~= Sup ¥5 TI ¥S5 FIL =<« GRADE & == > 40

.

PARAHETERS
cct 1= 5 = 12 .
COL &~10 = - 527
ccL Li=15 = s
COL 1&~20 = 4
L 2128 = i
DATA FURMAT = (DUMMY)
IHTERCORRELATIUN AMALYSITS.
HEANS 1
5,483
L]
HEANS - 1
0.3340
SIGHAS ]
1.0668
SIGHAS 1"
0.4716
R HATRIX H
| B 1.0000
¥
2 0.7579
’ 3 -0.0428
4 0.1248
s 0.1156
s 0.7512
! -0.028)
s 0.1958
9 0.2408
10 =Q.0%&1
H 0.0499
12 ~0,0230

F
§.4512

12
0.6148
2,
0.63%

12
0.4866

2
0.75179
t.0000

-0,0688
0.1043
0.2155
0.9911

=0.04635
0.192)
0.379¢6
=0.0928
o.0l1a
0.0305

3
0.2150

3
0.9324

3
-0.0428
-0.0688
1.0000
=0.1610
-0.2834
-0.06489
0.9917
“G.1543
-0.251%
2.9921
-0.1632
-0.2912

“‘%‘

2.1342

4
"0.1248
0.1043
-0.1610
1.0000
~0.8583
0.0995
«0.1570
0.9862
-0.7928
-0,1623
0.9860

“0.8821

5
2.7461

2.23239

5
0. 1156
0.2155%
=0.203%
~0.8583
1.0000
0.2192
~0.2784
-0.8227
0.975)
=0.2A57
=~0.Al05
C.yT N

.

130

&
20,2226

]
5.9765

"
]

0.7572
0.9971
“0.00689
0.099%
0.2192
1.0000
~0.0449
0. 1881
043436
~0,0912
0.0077
2.0339

1330
1 1
0.9159 6.1152
1 8
4,0730 10.1237
1 e s
~0.0283 0.1958
=0..0435 0.1923
0.9917 , =-0.1543 °
-0.1570 0.9862
-0.2166  =0.8221
“0.064% 0. 1881
1.0000  =0.1505
-0.1505 1.6000
«0.2553  =C.1599
0.9671  =0.1555
-0.1592 5.9%5'
=0,2841) -0, H4%9

12.531¢

9
11.0369

0.24080
-
Pl
0.3796
=0.2618
=0.71922
0.9753

0.3856

“0.2553,

~3.1599

1.0000
~g.2638
=-0.8040

0.89481

10
0.0512

Io
0.2205

19
“0,0561
=0.0926
0.9921
~.1623
-0.;851
-0.0912
0.9611
-0.1%%%
=0.2638
1.0002
=0, 1646

"‘0-29}‘2
A

1708
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R MATRIX 11 12
80.71 1 \\\\\ 0.0499 =0.0230 v
~- 2 . 00118 0.0305
3 =0.1632  =0.2912

K2 0.9860 =0.8821
5 =0.8705 \0.9730
6 0.0077 0.03?9 ‘ .
7 =Qa1592 =0.2841
8 0.2451 =0.8455 ’
"9 =0.8040 0.8987 p
10 =0.1646 =0.2936 |
11 1.0000 =0.8946
12 =0.8946 1.0000

L 4

MODEL 1 Ml. CRITERION = 1 )
PREDICTORS. = 3= § 7a=l2

R = 0.7600 RSQ = 0.5777 41 ITERATICNS.
v BETA B
3 0.0 0.0 -
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0 0.0
7 0.4613  0.1208
8  le3654  0.1439

1.3682 ~ 0.1322
10 0.0615 042977
11 =0.0538 =0,1217
12 0.0 0.0

REG. CONST. = 2.7661

D

- >
MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1 ) .
PREDICTORS = 3= 6 10-12
. R = 0.7598  RSQ = 0.5773 51 ITERATIONS.
: \
v BETA 8
_ 3 =0,1881 =0,2152
4 0.0 0.0
5 «0.2561 =0.1223
6  0.8110 . 0.1448 . 319
I

10 , 0.1645 0.7957
11 =0.0522 =0.1180 D-169
12 0«1461 0.3202

REGe CONST. = 247397




80.71

‘ * %
MCOEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 2= 5 Q=12
R = 00,7603 RSQ = 0.5780 345 [TERATICNS.
v BETA 8 -
e 3 05993 0.6856
4 2.8327 1.4159
. 5 - 2.5466 1.2161
10 -0029 83 =] 04433
11 =2.,0147 =4,5571
12 ®1.7181 =3,.7662
REGe CCNST. = 3.7979
’ MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERICN = 1
’ PREDILTORS = 2= 2 10=12
R = 0.7593 RSQ = 0.5766 2 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
2 0.7594 1.2665
. 10 0.0 0.0 :
- 11 0.0 0.0 ’
,12 -0.0%1 .001011 -
REGe CONSTe = =0,0919
’ ——

N N N

D-170 '




80.71 )

]

MODEL 5 M5 CRIJERION = 1
PREOICTORS = 2= 2
R = 0.7579 RSQ = 045745 1 ITERATICNS«

Tv BETA 8
2 0.7579  le2641
REGe CONST. =  =0.1436, :

.

~

F=TEST 1 MOOEL 1 VS MDDEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.57177 MODEL 1
RSQ REQUCED = 0.5773 MOOEL 2
* OIFFERENCE = 0.0004
OFN = 2, OF0 = 518. F=RATIO = . 0,217 P = 0.8072

F=TEST 2 MOOEL 2 VS MOOEL 2

RSQ FULL = 05773 MOOEL 2 -
RSQ REOQUCED = 0.57%0 MOOEL 3
~OIFFERENCE = =0,0007

OFN = 1. OF0 = 520. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.,0000

-

F=TEST 3  MODEL 3 VS NDDEL 4

RSQ FULL = 05780 .  MODEL 3

RSQ REOUCED = 0.57¢&6 MODEL 4

OIFFERENCE = 0.0C1% g

OFN = 2, OFD = 521, F=RATIO = 0.866 P = 0.4244

.

N F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MQOEL 5 -
RSQ FULL = 0.5766 MOOEL 4 :
RSQ REOUCED = 0.5745 MOOEL 5§ \
OIFFERENCE = 0,002l
OFN = 2. OFD = $23, F=RATIO = 314 P = 0.2688

L




- - - .
- t
y © ee% QUIPUL FRON PROGRAM REGRAN wee ‘ .
] ANRLYSIS 3 == SHP vS T1 vS FTT =~ GRADE 5 == > 40 , 1430
PARAMETERS .
COL )= 5 = 12 . .
CCL 6=10 = 400
. T CCL 1= = 5 - - .
. CCL 16=-20 = 4 .
COL 21=25 = 1 N
] OATA FORMAT = (DUNPY)
o,
*
ITNYERCORRELATION AMALYSIS. . ’
MLANS I 2 3 4 5 4 ]
s 67912 5.7157 0.1747 = 2.1335 3.40175 33,4186 0.966)
HEANS 1 12 ‘
. ,0-7615 0.5000
SIGHAS 1 z 3 4 5 . s ?
. i.1530 0.865%3 0.9674 2.8564 2.051% 10. 4755, 5. 6409
S IGHAS I 12 . ¢ .
o . 0.3821 0.4399 .t : :
' S
R HATREX 1 2 3 sy % 6 !
" 1.0000 0.0194 0.0656 0.3105 . 0. 0624 0.8192 0.0126
. 27 0.819%  i.0000 ~0.0388 0.2088~  0.]015 0.9965 -o.oaa{
3 agksss -0.0388 1.0000 =0.1349 =0,72159 =-0,0313 0.9812
4 0.1705 0.2088 -0.1349 1.0000 -0.8924 u.z:at‘\ =0.1280
» -
5 0.0624 0.1015 -0.2159 ~0.8926  1.0000 0.0960 -0,2047
SRS 6.8192 0.9965 ~0,0313 0.2157 0.0960 1. 0000 0.007%
. r,/ 0.0126 =0,0001 0.9812 =-0. 12680 -0.2041 0.00%Y 1.0000
. [
] 0.2106 0.3271 -0. 1269 0.980) -0.8394% 0.3390 -0,1203
' 9 - - 0.1845 0.2541 -0,200% =0.0308 0.91175 0.2421 ~0,1905
' o 10 g.0200 © =0.07l8 0.985%6 =0.1369 ~4.2199 =0.0045 0.9341
1 0.0616 °  0.01%0 0. 1317 0.9199 =0.9109 0.0850 =0. 1306
V2 =0.0479 «0,0518 , =0.2212 =0.914n 0.49151 -U.00603 ~0.2098

FRICam

P v e

1450

a
12,1106

18,0964

3
0.2106
0.3211

=-0.1269
0.9801
=0.08394
0.3390
=D.1203
1.0000
~0.1013
~0.12d17
0.9245

=-D.8602

9
19.7416
L]

9
17.1485
-

9
0.1845
0.2541

-0.2009

-0.8308
0.9715
0.2421

~0.1905
0. 7413

S\.oaoo'

-0.2039

=0.84 19

0.90n2

10
0.0325

d{g113

10
0.0200
-0.0718
0.9856
-0.136%
-0.2190
=0.0045
0.9347
~0.1281 ~
-0.2039
1.9000
-0.1397

=0.224%

14°068




R MATRIX 11 12
80.71 1 0.C616 -0.0679.
2 040790 -0.0518
3 . -001377 wlle 2212
4 0.9799 -0.9148
5 ~0.9109 09757
I )
6 0.0850 '=0.0603
. 7 =0.1306 «0.2098
8 0.9215 ~0.8602
9 w(.8479 0.9082
‘10 =0,1397 -Q.2245
11 1.0000 =0.9336
12 «0.9336 1.0000
MCDEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 7el2
R = 0.8224 RSQ = 0.6764 25 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
3 0.0 0.0
4 0.0 0.0
5 0.0 040
7 0.4497 0.0919
8 1.4234 0.0907
9 1.3939 0.0906
10 00671 0.4362
S 11 0.0 0.0
12 040 0.0
REG. CONST. = 31,7538
MODEL 2 M2 YCRITERICN = 1

PREDICTORS = 3« 6 10=12 -

R = 0.8225 RSQ = 0.6764 2 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8 -
3 0.0 0.0
4 0-3' 0.0
5 0. 020 354
6  0.8239  0.0907
- 10 0.0731 0.4755 D-173
11 0.0 0.0 '
¢ 12 0.0 . 0.0
REG. CONST. = 3.7511




80.71

MODEL 3 ¥3 CRITERICN = 1
PREOICTORS = 3= 5 10=12

R = 0.8227 RSQ = 0.6768 317 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
s , . 3 0.7449  0.8879
4 2.8432 1.1477
5  2.6411  1.0680

10 =0.3860 «2.5067
11 =1.8575 =4 ,4423
12 =1.7006 =4,0024
REG. CCNST. = 4.6700

/7

MCDEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1
PREOICTORS = 2= 2 10=12

‘R = 08233 RSQC = 0.6778 3 ITERATICNS.
v BETA . B .
2 0.82#6 100987 -
10 0.0792 0.5148 Y
11 0.0075 g.0180 ~
. 12 0.0 0.04

REGe CONST. = 0.4937

-




80.71"
' »
MCOEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1 » A
PREDICTORS = 2= 2
) 3\ .
R = 0.8194 Rsa\- 0.6715 1 ITERATIONS.

v , BETA 8 -
2 0.8194% 1.0918
REGe. CONST. = 0.5566

FeTEST 1  MODEL 1 VS NODEL 2
RSQ FULL =  0.6764 MODEL 1
RSQ REDUCED = 0.67&4 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = =0.0000
. OFN = 2. DFO = 391. FeRATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000
F<TEST 2  “ODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 }
RSQ FULL =  0.6764 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.6768 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = =0.0004
DFN = 1. OFC = 392. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.0000
FaTEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4
RSQ FULL =  0.6768 MODEL 3
RSQ REDUCED = 0.6778 MODEL 4
DIFFERENCE = =0:0089 : :
OFN = 2. OFD = 394. F=RATIO = 0.0 P = 1.d000
FeTEST 4. MODEL 4 VS MODEL 5 -
RSQ FULL = 0.6778 MODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = _0.6715 MODEL 5
D IFFERENCE = 0.0063 ,
_  OFN= 2. OF0 = 396. F=RATIO = 3.871 P = 0,021l
¢
35y




P s e

9L1-a

-

AKALYSIS 3 == SWP ¥S TL VS FT] == GRAUE & == > 40

PARAME TERS
oL t- 5=
CCL 6~10 =
COL ti=15 =
COL 16~20 =
COL 21=25 =

DATA FURMAT

IHVERCORRELATION ANALYS)ES.

MEANS

MEANS

SIGHAS

SIGHAS

R HATRIX
»

Io

12
41l
5

4

]

= (Dunpy)

1.1691

1t
0.3420
L}

i
1.3551
i
0.4859
1
1.0000
0.8113
-0.0113
0.2622
0.0067
0.8626
0.0072
0.378)
0.139%
-0.0210
0.1339

=~0.1212

6.60620
12
0.5191
2
1.0415
12
0.491
2
0a871)
1.0000
-0.06%5
0.20%)
0.0225
0.9955
=0.0432
044363
0.1783
=0.083%
0.1621

-0.5218

0,243

1.2180

3
=0,0112
=0.085%

1.0000
=-3.1535
~0.22088
=0,0626

0.9898
=0.14217
=-0.2115

0.992%
=0.1511

“0.234)

2.56350

1. 5284

&
0.2622
0.30%2

~0.1535
t.0000

-0.08804
0.3083

=0,149)3
0.9152

-0.8137

~0.15417
0.9116

-0.901%

5
3. 8034

3.3295

-

5
0.00617
0.0225

=0, 22U58
=0, 8804
1. 0000
0.01&9
=0.222%
~0.41%)
0.91 31
=0.230%
=0. 9004

0. 9166

15%0

45.1301

b
15.4304

4
0.862%
0.7955

=0.0628
'Y.308)
03169
1.0000
~0.041%
D.8645
o. 11}
“0.01496
0. 15636

=0.1290

L1sto

1 8
1.54217 18,6912

1 ®
l-?«k&} 26,1145

! 8
0.0012 0.3182
=0.0432 0.438)

0.9898 -0.1421

~0.1492 0.9151
=-0.2225 =0.4818)
=0.0415 0.4645

l.uoby -0.1387
=0,1381 1.0030

~0.2056 =0, 1543
2.9651 -0, 1430
-0.[521 V. 9088

'6.221! =0.831A

9
2549317

L

9
24,0195

9
041395
0.118)

=~0.2L15%
=0.8537
0.9131
0uLTE1
=0.2058
-0,1754)
1.0000
=0.2131
-0,8324

0.9021

lo
0.0289

10
041924

Lo
-0.0210
=0.0835

0.9925%
=0.1541
=0.230%
-).0196

0.9651
=0.1438
=0.2k2

1.0000
=C. 1582

=0.23s1

1408



80.711

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 6.1636  =0.1298
) 7 «0.1527 =0.2278
8 0.9086  =0.8378
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 = 3= 5 7=l2

R = 0.8638 RSQ = 0.7461 5 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8 b
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 Q.0
REGe CONST. = 4.2447




80.71 ‘ -

MCDEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

S PREDICTORS = 3= 6 10=12
R = 0.8637 RSQ = 0.7459 2 ITERATIONS.

L v BETA 8

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

REGe CONSTae = 4.2825

MCDEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 10=12

R = 0.8721 RSQ = 0.7606 377 ITERATIONS.
K; _BETA 8 :
. 0.T725 0.8598 ,
4 3.0324/' 1.1992 ‘

5 2.6581 1.0852
10 =0.6061 “4.2479
11 =2.4159 wbe T406
12 =2.1735 =5.9682

REGe CCNST. = 6.4686

MODEL 4 M4 giRITERICN a1 . . i
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 10=12
R = 0.8726 7  RSQ = 0.7614 2 1TERATINS.

v BETA 8 »

2 0.8752 1.1392
10 0.0461 0.3231

11 0.0 0.0
12 0.0 0.0
REGe CONST. 2 Oelé42

3u !

D-178




80.71

MCDEL 5 M5 CRITERION = ]

"PREDICTORS = 2= 2

R = 0.,8713 RSQ = 0.7592 —_ 1 ITERATIQONS.

v BETA B
2 0.8713 1.1342 L

REG. CONST. = 0.1902

F=TEST 1 MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2

RSQ FULL = 0.T7461 = MODEL 1

RSQ REOUCED = 0.7459 MODEL 2

DIFFERENCE = 0.0001

DFN = 2, OFD = 402, F=RATIO =  0.099

F*TEST 2 MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3

RSQ FULL = C.7459 MODEL 2
RSQ REDUCED = 0.7606 MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = =0,0147

DFN = 1. DFD = 404. F=RATIO = 0.0

F3

F=TEST 3 MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4

RSQ FULL = 0.7606 MODEL 3

RSQ REDUCED = 0.7614 MODEL 4

DIFFERENCE = =0.0007

OFN = 2, OF0 = 405. F=RATIO = 0.0

-«

F«TEST 4  MOOEL 4 VS MODEL 5

RSQ FULL =y 0.7614 MODEL 4

RSQ REDUCED = 0.7592 MODEL 5

DIFFERENCE = 0,0021

OFN = 2, OF0 = 407. F=RATIO = 1.800
361

p-1%9

0.9050

1.0000

1.0000

0.1645




80,71 . Attachment D-12
(Page 1 of 19)

REGRESSION ANALYSES ~
COMPARING RAINBOW KIT .
. .. PARTICIPANTS AND CONTROL _
" STUDENTS AT GRADES 1-6.

The previous numbered page 0

3 t 2 the original decument was biank

D-181




ANALYSIS 4 == RAINBOW KIT == GRADE 1

PARAMETERS

coL
cot
cot
cot
- Cot

l 5 =
6=10 =
l1=15 =
16=20 =
21=25 =

- N

DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.

MEANS

-

T SIGMAS

o
[ 3]

R MATRIX

l
2

o.-

T+

1
l.4961

1
0.5959

1
1.0000
0.3547
0.4037

=-0.2782

0.3451"

0.4605

‘-0-2963

0.2848

3€3

2
34,7157

2
1.8520

2

0.3547

. 1.0000

0.3904

0.0277 -

0.56890
*

L]
0.4941
0.1905

0.1878

3
15.7059

18,8797

3 .
0.4037
0.3904
1.0000

~0.9095
0.4140°
0.9809

-

«0. 8145

- 049551

4
19.0098

4
17,3880

4
=0.2782
0.0277
=0.9095
1.0000

~0,0030

=0.8419.

-

0.9704

=3.9522

. 5
1266.8333

5

521.8474°

+ 5
0.3451
0. 5890

"0.4140

=0.0030

" 1.0000

0. 5214
0.1674

0.2192

0940

6

603.1176

6
783.L906

6
0.4605
0.4941
0.9809

=0.8419
0.5214
1.0006’

=0.7540

0.8841

- T

£63, 7157
7
677.8894
7
=3.2663
0.1905
=0.8145
0.9704

0.1674

=0. 7540

1.0000

=0.8528

3

1,.°08

0960

8
0.4314

8
0.4953

.

8 _.
0.2848
. 0.1878
0.9551
=(3.,9522
0.2192
0:8841
=0.8528

1.0000




80.71

MODEL

PREDICTORS =

R = 0.5623

Ty BETA |
3 0. 7090
4 4e663)
(-] 0.5238
T .208045
8 1.1905%

REG. CONST. =

L M1 CRITERION = | - -
3 4 &= 8

RSQ = 0.3161 396 ITERATICNS.
. 8 .

0.0224

0.1598

0.0004
=0.,0025

la4323
*ls1153

MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS =
R = 0,5294%

- BETA
le6573
0.0278

=0.0650

=1.2553

REG. CONST. =

@ W 5w

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = |

PREDICTORS =
R = 00,5285
v BETA
3 1.5022
4 «=0,0477
8 =1.19%6

REG+ CONST. =

3= 5

8= 8

RSQ = (,2803
g
0.0523
0.0010
=0,0001
®l.5152 re
1.4040

11 ITERATICAS.

3= 4 8= 8

RSQ = 0.2793- 16 ITERATICNS.
8 .
0.0474
=0.0016 )
=1.4385 v
1.4030 .

MODEL '4 M4 CRITERION = |

Pnsgxcrong_—"z- 2 &8

R = 004185
v BETA
2 0.3122
8 0.2261

REG. CONST...

RSQ = 0.1751 2 ITERATICNS.
8
0.0237
002721 "
0.5561 -

305

D-1382
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80.71

MODEL S5 M5 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 2= 2

3

R = 0.3547 © RSQ = 0.1258 _ 1 FTERATIONS. « - -

y ‘<t BETA- 8 '
.2 043547 0. 0265
REGe CONST. = 0.56%3* ‘ ‘

&
FeTEST 1  MODEL 1 VvS MCOEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3161 MODEL 1
RSQ REOUCED = 0.2803 MODEL 2
DIFFERENGE =~ 0.0358 -
DEN = 1. ~DFD = 96 -, F=RAFIO = 5.031 P = 0.025¢
FeTEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3
RSQ FULL = 0.2803 MODEL 2 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.2792 MOOEL 3 ~
DIFFERENCE = 0.0010 , :
DFN = 1. DFD = 97. FeRATIO = 0.137 P = 0.7137
_ .

For EJT. 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 -
RIQ FULL = 0.2793 _MODEL 3 ' -
SQ REDUCEO = 0.1751 - MOOEL 4 ¥, \\\ -
DIFFERENCE « 0.1041 *- e T e
OFN = 1. ° OFD = 3&5" . F-RATIO = 144161 P = 0.0C0S
Lt ' 1 » ’ . - O
FTEST % MODEL 4 VS MGDEL 5 7
RSQ FULL = 041751 ° 'HODEL 4
RSQ REDUCED = 0.1258 MODEL S ° .
OIFFERENCE ® 0.0493 '
OFN = 1. DFD = 99, F=RATIO = 5.521, P = 0.015%

i
a

-

LN ¢

\.',-.




*

®

*%% QUTPUT FRCH PRGGRAM REGRAN ###

ANALYSIS 4 «= RAINBOW KIT == GRAQE 2

PARAMETERS -
COL 1= £ = 8

COL  &=10 = 76

COL [l=15'= E

COL 16=20 =

CCL 21-25 = 1

OATA FORMAT = (DUMMY)

INTERCORRELATION AMNALYSIS.

MEANS 1
1.8434
(iJ
=t
D
" SIGMAS 1
0.6352
R MATRIX 1
1 1.0000
2 0.2362
] 3 0.0524
'?' ‘4 0.0659
5 0.2075
6 0.0954
| 0.0627
8 -0.0174

2
1.0855

2
0.2891

2

0.2362

1.0000.

0.3497
0.1437
0.58643
0.4569
0.2909

0.1558

3
0.5224

0.5953

3,
0.G524
0.34917
1.0000

=0.8769
0.3661
0.5766
=C. 7801

0.9497

j

y 4
0.5¢32

4
0.5636
4
0.0659
0. 1437
-008769
1. 0600
-0- 7972
0.9733

1009233

0.1183

1. 2620

5
0.5760

5

0.2079

0.5843

0. 36061

0.1183

1.0000
0.4860

0.2715

0.1605

.

6
0.6272

6
0.7863

6
0.09
o.4sff§
0.976¢

:0.7972
0.4860
1.0000

-007092

0.8634 .

¢

0.6347

7
0. 7140

1
0.0627
0.2909

=£.7801
.0.97?3
0.2715
=0, 7092
1.0000

=0.8214

@

o=
12708

8
0.4605

04984

8

=0.0174
0.1558
0.94917
=0.9233
0.1605
0.8634
=0.8214

1.0000

f‘l.“
[




39,71

MODEL 1 M1 CRITERICN = 1

N PREDICTORS = 3= 4 &= g
R = 03352  RSQ = 0.1123 97 ITERATICAS.
v . BETA :
3 0.0 0.0
4 2.1226.  3.5167° .
6  0.4457  0.3&C1
7 =1.9137 «1.7026
8 | 0.9089  1.1583

REGe CCNST. = 0.1827

MODEL 2 M2 (CRITERION = )
PREDICTORS = 3= 5 gae g
R = 0.,3131 RSQ = C.C980 163 ITERATICAS. ¢

v BETA :
3. 3.G410Q 3.2451
4  2,22%57 2.508¢ .
5 '=1.0572 =1.166C 1 '
8 =0.6810 =0.867% - ™ .
REE. CChST. = C.8Q46

MODEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = |

. ' C"PREDICTORS = 3= 4 ge g
Rom 0.25¢0 RSQ = 0.0656 . 49 ITERATICAS.
v BETA- B
3 0.688 047345
4  0.356 0.4021
8 =0.3422' =0.4361,

REG. CONST, = 1l.4339 g

L]
L

% MODEL .4 M4 CRITERIGA = | / v
PREGCICTORS = 2= 2 g= ¢

R = 0.2425  RSQ = 0.0588 2 ITERATICAS.
' (Ve
v BETA 8 3Ly )
2 0.2449  0,5380
8  =0.0556 ' =0.0705 ..

REGe CCNST. =  1.292¢




80.71 .

SN L ~
o |
- MODEL £ MS CRITERZEN = 1 A
PREDICTCRS = 2= 2 :
R = 0.2355 RSQ = 0.0558 1 ITERATICAS.
v BETA 8
2 0.2362 065150 )
REG. CCNST..= 1.280C .
F=TEST 1|  MODEL 1 ¥$ MCDEL 2 .
RSQ FULL = 0.1123 MODEL 1 .
RSQ RECUCED = 0.0980 MODEL 2
DIFFERENCE = 0.0143 )
DFN = 1. " DFD =  7C. FRATIC = 1,131 P = 0.2514
FRTEST 2 MODEL 2 y$ MCDEL 3 ~
RSQ FULL = 0.0580 MODEL 2 v«
RSQ REDUCEC = 0.0656 MODEL 3 . .
DIFFERENCE = (0.0325
DFN = 1. DFD =  71. FeRATIC = 2.555 P = Q.110%
F=TEST 3  MGDEL 3 ¥S MCDEL 4
RSQ FULL = 0.0656 MODEL 3
RSG RECUCEC = 0.0588 MODEL 4
DIFFEREANCE = (0,0067 , - _
DFN = 1. DFD = 72, “FeRATIC = (.518 P’'= (.48C8
F=TEST 4 MODEL 4 VS MCDEL 5
RSQ FLLL = .~ 0.0588 MODEL 4 .
. RSQ RECUCED = 0.0558 MOBEL &
’ DIFFERENCE = (0,0030 & ’ .
* DFN = .le OFD = - 73, FeRATIC = 0,234 P = 0.635¢
‘ ]
' B ¢
370 :
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-

ANALYSES 4 == RAINBOW KIT == GRADE 3 ' , 0940
. <o
N . [
PARAMETERS %
oL 1= § = 8 _ -
COL é=1C = 85
coL 11=15 = 5 o
CCL 16=20 = 4 ;
COL 21-25 = 1 ,
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) ) 0960
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
HEANS 1 2 3 4 "5 6 7 8
2.7624 . 1.7%41 0.5482 0. 8456 3. 4041 1.806 1.5975 0.5294%
¥ ;
= SIGMAS | 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 8
=3 0.6488 0.4304 0.5526 0.9392 1.4933 2.0438 1.9557 0.4991
[*]
R MATRIX 1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 8
1 1.0000 0.5819 c’/o.oarl 0.2189 0.5971 0.1606 - - 0.288l - =0.1092 --
2- _ 0.5819 1.0000 0.2569 _  0.1577 0.9910 04118 0.3264 -0,0074
3 0.0471 0.2569 1.0000 «0,8566 0. 264D 0.9710 =0,8131 0.9385
4 0.2189 L0,1977 ~0.8946 1.0000 0.1864 -0.7961 0.9743 =0.9553
5 ° 0.5971 0.9910 0.2640 0. 1664 1. 0000 0.4230 0.3215 0.0059
6 * 0.1606 0.4138 0.9710 =0,7561 0.4230 1.0000 =0.7220 0.8334
7 , 0.2881 0.3264 =0.8131 0.9743 0.3215 -0.7220 1.0000 ~-0.8664

8 =0.1062 =0.0074 0.9385 =0.9553 0.0059 0.8334 =0,8664 1.0000

371




80.71

MOOEL 1 M1 CRITERION % 1
"
PREDICTORS = 3= 4 4= 8

R = Q0.61E6 RSQ = 0.3827
v BETA B
3 «1.831¢ »1.247%
4 0.0 0.7
6 L.S6t4 C.6242
7 0.7750 0.2571
8 0.6422 0.8347

REG. CCMST. = 1.9£45
’
MOOEL 2 M2 CRITERICN = 1
PREDICTCRS = 3= 5 8= 3
R = 0.;137 RSQ = 0.3766

v BETA B

3 " =1.35%20 =0.5208
4 «1.3406 =0.9262
5 l.2054% C.£237

.8 =0.1282 =Q.1667
REG« CCANET. = 2.7244

MOOEL 3 M3 CRITERICN = }

PREDICTCRS = 3= 4 3= 3 4

R = 0.5914  RSQ = 0.3498

EBWA B

v

3 1.2405 0.84465

4 1.2310 Ce155 .

8 0.0 G.0
REG. CONST, = L.1834

MOQEL+ 4 M4 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTICRS = 2« 2 §g= 8§

R = 0.5912 RSQ = 0.3496
v BETA 8

Z 0.5811 €.875¢%

- 8 =0.1049 =0.1363
REG. CCh3T. = 1.2631

- D=lgg

414 ITERATICNS.

57 ITERATICMNS.

2 ITERATICAS.

2 ITERATIONS.



80.71

MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTGRS = 2= 2
R = Q.581¢9 RSQ = (.3386 1 ITERATICMS.

v EETA 8
2 0.5819 0.8771
_REGe CCNST. = l.1888

FeTEST f' MODEL 1 vS MCDEL 2
RSQ FULL = 0.3827 »  MDDEL 1

RSC REDUCEC = 03766 MODEL 2 - .
DIFFERENCE =  0.0060 '
OFN = 1. OFD = 75S. FeRATIC = 0.773 P = G.385%

F=TEST 2 MCDEL 2 vS MCDEL 3

RSQ FULL = 0.3766 MGDEL 2

. RSG REDUCED = 043498 MDDEL 3

" DIFFERENCE = 0.0268 ‘ .

DFN = 1. DFD = 8Q. F=RATIC = 3e445 P = 0.C637
F=TEST 3 MGDEL 3 VS MCDEL 4 ‘
RSQ FULL = Q0.3498 . MCDEL 3 '
RSQ RELUCED = 0.3496 MODEL 4 *

iy DIFFERENCE = 0.0002 4
DFN = .- “DFD 3 81, F=RATIC = 0.028 P 2 0.562¢

FeTEST 4 MDDEL 4 VS BCDEL 5

RSQ FLLL *  0.3456 MGDEL 4 A
RSQ RECUCED = 0.3386 MODEL

DIFFERENCE = 0.0110 ’

DFN = 1. DFD = 82.  F=RATID = 1.387 P = (.24C¢

(]
1

[ Y

\.-

D-190




ANALYSES 4 =< RAINBOR KIT =< GRADE 4 . ‘0940
~i

PARAMETERS g s
6L 1= 5 = 8 o
CoL 6=1C = 101 . =
0L 11=-15 = 5
COL 1¢=2C = 4
COL 21=2% = 1 !
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) 0960
INTERCORRELATION ANALYSIS.
T MEANS . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
3.4030 | 2.6149 1.5545 1.0604 7.1340 4.,4085 2.7254 0.5644
\
¥  SIGMAS | 2 3 4 5 6 7 .8
= 0.8008 0.5445 l.4l14 1.2653 2.7593 4.3197 3.6034 0.4958
oy
p y
R MATRIX, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 1.0000 0.7485 0.3480 =0.0660 0.7447 0.4218 0.0645 0.2352
2 0.7485 ' 1.0000 0.44T4 “0,0687 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 T 0.4218 0.5454 0.9787 =0, 8553 0.5574 - 140000 =0.7719 0.8967°
7 0.0645 0.0987 -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

b 4




80,71

MODEL 1 ML CRITERION & | .

PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8

R = 0.7475 RSQ = 0.5588 ‘109 ITERATIONS.
v BETA 8 ;
3 0.1211  0.0687 ' ,
4  0.1637  0.1036
6 1.0144  0.1881
7 0.9327  0.2073
8  0.1675 0.2705

REGe CONST, = 1.6397

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1

PREDICTORS = 3= 5 de §

R = 0.7477 RSQ = 045591 9 ITERATIONS.

v BETA 8

3 0.0 0.0

4 0.271% 0.1721
5 0.6787 0.197¢.
8 0.3045 04917

REG. CONST, = 105377

LY

. ' - \
MODEL 3 M3 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTCRS = 3= 4 8w g -
R= 0,7487~ RSQ ™= 0.5605 4 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
3 1.935% "1.0981
4 17237 1.0909 -
8 0.0035 0.005¢&
REG- CONST. = 0.5360 -y -

D-192,




80,71 ' ' | 4 G
MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1
PREDICTORS = é\ 2 8«38 .
R = 0.7487 RSQ = ﬁtfbob 2 ITERATIONS.
BETA B |

v
2 0.7431 1.062% ) .

8 0.0184 0.0297 .
Ge

E CONSTO = 0.5285 . T

-

»
[+ MODEL 5 M5 CRITERICN = |

PREDICTORS = 2w 2

R = Q.7485 RSQ = 0.5603 1 ITERATICNS.
v BETA 8
2 0.7485  1.1008

REG. CONST. = ‘Q.524¢- - 14

t

F=TEST 1 7 MODEL 1 V5 MODEL 2 :

| RSQ FULL =  0.5588 MODEL 1
. .. RSQ REDUCED = 0.559% - MODEL 2
| DIFFERENCE =;=0.0003

| OFN = 1, OFD = 95, F=RATIGC = 0.0 P = 1.0000

J F=TEST 2  MODEL 2 vS MODEL 3 .

\ RSQ FULL =  0.5591 MODEL . 2

| RSQ REDUCED = 0.5605 ' MODEL 3
DIFFERENCE = =0.0014
OFN = 1, OFD =  Séa F=RATIC & 0.0 P = 1.0600
FeTEST 3  MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4 Y
RSQ FULL =  0.5605  MODEL 3 :
RSQ REQUCED = 0.5606 MODEL- 4
DIFFERENCE = =0,0001
#FN = 1, OFD = 97, FeRATIO = _ Q.0 P = 1.,6000

F=TEST 4  MODEL 4 VS 'MODEL 5

. RSQ'FULL = 0.5606 = MODEL 4 .
RSQ REDUCED = 0.5603 MODEL 5 ’
DIFFERENCE = -0.000
OFN = 1. OFD =~ 984 F=RATIC = 0.065 P = Q.7891
/ *
A ) . )
- 375 |

D-193




— St SR / . -
. . _ / ~ N i
A v
ANALYSIS 4 == RAINBOW KIT == GRADE 5 2 . 0940
(7 +]
PARAMETERS C
COL, 1= 5 = 8 ~
COL’ 6=10 = ' 90 ;
COL 11=15 = 5 : .
COL Ié=20 = 4 .
CoL 21=25 = 1
DATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) N 0960
INTERCORRELAT ION ANALYSIS. . i “
- . - I .
MEANS 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
. 443500 ° 3.3878 2.0922 1.2556 12,0048 77343 442704 0.5889
1 ~ r - — n
¥ SIGMAS . 1, .- 2 3 4 5 6 4 7 B .
§ ,1.0[28 . 0.7265 1.8322 1. 6100 4.6978 T«4561 5.7038 0.4920
1 - i " E'
R HATRIX 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
; 1 1.0000 - ,0.7399 0e4134  =0.1366 0. 7422 0.5091  =0.0542 0.2464
— » ¥ ( , N . ' . .
2" 0.7399 1.0000 0.4856 + =0.101% 0.9907 0.6101 0.0184 0.2719
- 3 " B.4134 0.4856 1.0000*  =0.9189 0.5101 0.9754  =0.8550 0.9541
4 ~0.1366  =0.1014  =0.5189 10000  =0.1334  =0.8347 0.9813  =0.9631
. . - * . [~ -
5 0.7422 0.9907 05101  «0.1334 ¥ 1.0000 0.6442  =0.0185 0.2876
L ; \ . .
T 7 =0.0542°  0.0184  =0.8550  0.9813  20.0185  =0.7766  1.0000  =0.8961
. ¥ ] * N - .
8 0.2464 0.2719 0.954%  =0.9631  0.2876 0.8667  =0.8961 1,0600
Q ¢ N - 1#’ ‘ h : ‘l 3\:")

-




v %
("
MODEL
' : PREDICTORS =
n - R = 0.7435

’ K " BETA
.3 0.0259

‘-4 0.0 -
6 1.1681
7 0.8533

1 N 8 =0,0261 )

PREDICTORS . =

. R = 07447 _-
Y BETA
- T 3 Ga6655
~ 4 0.3017
5 0.51 44
8 =9,2481

REGe- CONST, =

— - . .-

‘MODEL 3 M3
) ¢  PREDICTORS = 3= 4 g= 8
R = 0.7451
- -V BETA’
"3 1.5619
. & 1.4289
’ . . 5 -002464

REG. CUNST. = R

3= 4

* RSQ = 0.5527

MODEL 2 M2 CRITERION = 1,
]

3= 5 8= 8

CRITERION'=

)

% -
1 M1 CRITERION = 1

&= 8. -

8
040143
0.0
041587
0. 1515 .

-0.0537 - . Cow
2.4773 .

.

’ /
" 82 ITERATIONS.

RSQ = 0.5546
B . .
003679 N N .

0«1898 :
0.1109 . P
=0.510¢ . .

2.3037

t , " . N

1 , .

RSQ = 0,5551

8 - . ..
1.0845 : o . B
0.8989 " )

=0.5072 .
‘l.2150 '




i
% - '80% 71 . -
. - * % .
* : . . . La
) A - TN § ‘ D
. MODEL % M4 CRITERION = 1 .
< : ‘ \
PREDICTORS = 2='2 8« 8. N
v ' -
_ R = 0.7414  RSQ = 0,5496 2 ITERATICNS. ]
s VT BETA 9 -
s “\,/¢- 2 0.7266  1.0i31 , —
g‘h 0.04?8 Qe 100" l‘ “
REG. CONST. =  0.8589 -
N ¢
. " , . . . v - / -
. MODEL 5 M5 CRITERION = 1 ' N - ’
PREDICTORS = 2= 2 s - - S
R = 037395 RSQ =_0.5474 1 ITERATICNS. N
. - . e LT L e
: v BETA . B, , o
2 0.71359 .03} N
REG«® CONST. = Q0.8553 * Lol 4
- * -1
~ - ) . ;] L2 'ﬂ.......,i‘.
- b . il v Fa
FeTEST 1  MODEL 1 v$ MODEL 2 .
RSQ FULL =  0.5527 , MODEL. L, ,
o _RSQ RECUCED = 045546 MODEL 2 29,
T DIFFERERCE = =0.0019 7 | T/ . ’ ‘
OFN = 1, DFD ="~ 84. F=RATIGC = 0.0 P = 1.GG00
- F<TEST 2  MODEL 2 Vv§ MODEL 3 \
RSQ FULL = 045546 MODEL’ » 2
‘RSQ REDUCED, = 0.5551, MODEL 3
— DIFFERENCE. ™ =0.0005 y S v ‘.
DFN = * 1. OFO =  85. FeRATIC = 0.0 P = 1.0000
FeTEST 3 #ODEL 3 VS MQDEL 4 { ~ .
RSQ FULL = - 0i5551 °  MODEL 3
v RSQ REOUTED = 0.5496 MODEL 4
' DIFFERENCE = 0.0055-% - , »
OFN =- 1. . DFD,* 86« FeRATIG = 1.067 P = 0.3051
F~TEST "4 - MODEL 4 VS MGQEL .5 .
, .. RSQ FULL = 0.5496 MODEL 4 ,
) RSQ REDUCED = 0.5474 MODEL 5
. _ OIFFERENCE ¥ 0.0022 : . )
’ DFN = L. DFD = 87, FeRATIO =  0.426 P = L5225

' 382




¢ 1 4 -

Y

.
I
“ ' -

3ut

~,

INvaFls 4 ==“RAINBOW KIT ~= GRAOE 6 ' . f f - 0940 .
- N “ I R S N * bt
 PARAKETERS* . . 2
COL 1= 5 = 8 ‘- . -
7 COL g=1C = 79
T COL 11=}5 = 5 . ) s
COL 16=20 = 4 E — .
COL 21=25 = 1 .o .
OATA FORMAT = (DUMMY) -\ , ) . 0960 i
| / /& . - . "
INTERCORRELATION, ANALYSIS. ¢ | )
A ) - * ’
MEANS 1 - . ,*3 . 4 S 64 7 8
5.0101  * 4.1962 1. 7931 2.4025 13,1695 7.9849 10,1845 . 0.4177
tlj ' ) . , "
S SIGMAS 1 2 b3 4 - 5 N 7 , 8
~ 0.8942 0.7493 2.1835  2.1006 6.1919  ,10.4001 , 9.6345 0.4932
i . ! . " - L]
RAMATRIX: 4. s 1 2 Y 4 5 6 7 8
"1 1,0000 0.6840 0.3276 =0.0566 7 0.6800 0.4117  =0.00Q74 0.1999 ~
| 2 0.6840 1.0000 0.2802 0,0655 0.9957" 0.3986 0.2097 0.110%
. » . . > - \ . ~ .
)3 * 0.327%6 0.2802 1.0000 . =0.93S6 0.2975 0.9816 ' =0.8684 0.9699
N 4 -0009‘66 \ 0. 0655 -0.9396 L .1-0000 . 0.9‘?59 =0 .8 781 00977}; =0,.9687
. 5 A,6800, '%0.9957 0.2975 0.0459 1.0000 . 0.4188 0.1928 0.1294
6 0.4117 043986 .0.5816 ~0. 8781 0.4168 l.gpda ~0.8116 0.9065
7 -0.0874 0.2097°  =0.8684, 0.9774 0.1928"  =0.8116 1.0000 «0.08953 °
8 0.1959 0.1905%  0.9695 =0.9687 0.1294 0.9065 -0.8953 , 1.0000 ]'




!;4/ - * - 4
> ‘ ‘
. . THOOEL 1 M1 CRITERION = 1 .
' PREDICTORS = 3= 4 6= 8 .
. R ' ¢
, R = 0.6973 + RSQ = 0.4863 37 neuncub\
v BETA | B IR ~
3 N 0.0- oty Q,O ’ ~ :
A - 0,009% 0.0042 ) L s
. 5 1.2822 0.1103 N A i -
g 7 0.8736 ., 0.0811
8 ‘'=0.1710 =0.3100
Do REG. CONST. = .- 3.4233
[} s
» ) e . ! *
' [ ~ - - - «
.. MODEL 2 .M2 CRITERION = 1 .
+  PREDICTORS =% 3= 5 8= g _ o e,
' R = 0.6985 RSQ = 0.4879 - 27 ITERATIONS,
(L’ v BETA 8 Lt
'R 3 .0.6829 0,2757
, 4 040267 0.0114 : .
___ 5 o 04542k BT - : _
. - . : ) 8 -0-509‘ w(.9 & *,
- REGe. CONST. = baks4 - , T,
- MODEL 3 M3 CRITERIGN = 1 - S
. g :”"—J , e . < ‘ .
PREDICTORS =% 3= 4 "'8= 8 7 .,
. P Cf
R = 0.7029 RSQ = 0.4941 87 ITERATIONS.- -
. ‘y BETA B- 3 - . '
. . 3 242140  0.9067 — ~ . .
T 4 146284 06932 _ <
v e y — ":‘-‘8_ =(,3699 -006?06 - p ' N "
. : REG. CONST. =  .1.9984 ,

. -
. ¥ . ‘e ~ -




80.71 . . ] '

— - -

MODEL 4 M4 CRITERION = 1 s
'PREDICTORS® = 2e'2 8= 8 _ .
R = 0.6953 °  RSQ = 0.4835 -2 I'TERATIGNS.
v . BETA .. 8 . 2 P
2. 0.6701  0.7597 - | \ .
- 8 0.1259 0.2283 _ S pi S,
REGe CONST. =- 1.5590 o " h
- g .
b oot .5 M5~ CRITERION = 1 - i ,
~% . PREDICTORS = 2= 2 .
-~
"7 R = 0.6840 RSQ = 0.4678 «1 ITERATICNS. ~ - -
oy _BETA B .. _—
2 - 0.6840  0.8163 - , . .
REGe CONSTe = - - 1.5847 : . -
i * | [ ] :( -
_ F=TEST "1  MOOEL 1 v$ MODEL 2 ‘
"\ RSQ FULL =  0.4863 MODEL 1 .
RSQ REDUCED =:0.4879  — MEDEL - 2 .
, DIFFERENCE = =0.0016 - -l _ '
“OFN = . OFD'=  73. F=RATIO.= 0.0 . _ P = 1.000Q8
F@TEST 2  MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 __—
“* RSQ FULL.=  0.4879 ODEL 2 .
- /~—RSQ REDUCED = 0.4941 , (M0OEL 3 . S
OIFFERENCE = =0.0062 ' - ‘ )
v DFN = 10 OFD = 74. F-RATIC = 0.0 P = t.00CC
. N . ‘| [ »
F=TEST 3 MQEEL 3 vs MODEL ‘&
. RSQFULL =  .10.4941 MODEL 3 Co
| RSQ REDUCED = '0.4835 MODEL 4 - . ",
DIFFERENCE = 0.0106 k
, OFN= L. DEO x . 75. FeRATIC = 1.578 P = 0.210%5 .
FTEST 4. °MODEL 4 VS MODEL- 5 ’
- RSQ FULL = 0.4835 MODEL 4
. RSQ REDUCED = :0.4&78 MOOEL 5
- OIFFERENCE = 0,057 -- . ~
//J OFN = . DFD = 76.r F-RATIC = 2.304~ ’P -~ 0.1293

-
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80,71 . : B . Attachment D3
R LINEAR MODEL FOR MODEL C.
o . . ¥
Model! Y = a U+ alx(l) +E A )
1 — a ‘ *
' Where, . r
" Y = April, 1981 ITBS Average Reading Grade Equivalent ’
- S U =i vectg’l’ : . o . e
. K(H = April, 1980 ITBS Average Reading Grade Equivalent
) . . ’ ) s
* I
¢ 1
- ’ ’
. hd - .
. . % 38 J .
* & F re .
L .
. . ) o y . - ’
» * -
) )




]
- , 1 .‘“) Fl - » - .
. .l . \ . . . . ' ‘
. . ] ' . ' . . I's . -
" 80,71 ‘ ' - - ~ i -
. - Attachment D=-14 o
. ] o L (Page | of 11)
R —_— N - . . -
< L] * N N :ﬁ .
o -
- \ - LY 2 . \.
LY v - ’ '
- * ’ * ) "
- _ , ,
. ] * '
“‘k\k- . ) . e ¥ ’
hd i 1 * b - - 1
. . o
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ey r
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» { . | b' Fi -~ - .

N e " . SEPARATE REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR :
L TITLE I AND COMPARISON STUDENTS : ‘
, AT GRADES 2~6: MODEL C ANALYSES
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? ’ 4 - g . ' ' i
. ) - ‘ ' ¢ * .
Y . - ‘ . . “ . '
e . ‘i: ./ '
. $AE OUTPUT FRIVE PROLEAM REGPAN %54 ’ :
. L4 ” &
.- MODEL € == SRADS 2 e 4-A0/% «B1. FTBS AVS. READING TOTAL Go.Fa =% TITLE I S
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Instrument Description: [Pariy Childhood Observirion Ferm

This obum:m m:m: was d,uizmd to collect [(nformation on tha u::.hriuu
of a pre-kindergirtan student oo & xinute-to-ainuta bSasis during the schogl day.
. Tha vatiablas observad include lagguage spoken, group size, activity, idantifica-

. . tion of the adults workisg with students in an inscructiopal cypaclty, ldentifica-
- tfon of the indiviiuals primarily responsidle for the ims¥rugeicn, adulc comcact,
and curticulum used, Space vas provided for the oUserver tp nota what ls occutring
43 vell a» coding :bt,iaforuuon. . .
™ . s
. To woom was che lastrsient ydmi-isvered? -
\l . Io esch of the 84 full day cbservacions conducted, one cmd was cbserved chrough-
- out that day. mr childreo—obierved vare mdow.ly chosaz from the class roliis by
the Title at Evaluators
_ —_— - -~
. [ Sow zany ciaas vag the instr=ent a.ti::!_:.‘i..lElrid’. .

- -~
Each Mi{graut pre-K class vas cbserved 7 cioas (chis iocludes che,? classes funded
. $0% Migrane/S0% Ticla I) and eachTitle I pre~R clase was observd 3 tizes.

N

“hen vas the fasgre—snt idainmistersd?

From Deceaber 3, 1980 chrough April 30, 4981.

q{
‘“hate a3 t-s l=stomiant sdisisared?

—

. In the pre=k clissroom, or “heraver the student ucder chservatiom was.
- . 2 .
Tho témi=iyearad the iastoocanc?

The tvo Tirle I ¥igrant pre-X ohurvn:s.'

\'11:: trai=ing did 4he tdtoigrTityry Mave? o
Both cbaervars wers formar Caachars and had tralodng wich the Title I Obsarvar
on observation processes. Alsc the observers did seversl praciice cbaervaticns
:, in pre-K dlasses to crain with fsedback ;!n: saclt priceice session.

"

*

Way the iasercens adoisiscared smdar s-zndar:‘.i:nd :-ndi'icci’ ’
o

Ciassroom sicuacions varied, _ -

i

shg {ssTectent o¢ thg ydmi=mdigre=gciss whyc wigzes

Wag d

Tha icscrument has bwen daveloped and nf!.nt:l by the Ticle I ad Tiile I “grane
Evaluators ovar the last gseveral 7aarTs.

- o

The cbsarvatiog form vas vir:ully mcmsed tm 1979-80 50 comparison
data ware availabla,

ERIC.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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. ) o Purposge x '
. N PR ’ \ ¢« 2 b . '
g .*nf%fm&don from Early Childhood OBSer\fpcion Fo.rms wds used to answer
the following decision and evaluation questions from the Title 4 -
ﬁ‘y;aluauo:; Tésign for 1980-81. . . '
; . . ‘ - 3 -
) " Decision Quedtion,D4: Should the Title I Early Childhood
- ‘ﬁ. Educacion Program be continued; modified, or .discontinued?
L ¢« If go, how?, . ) o " '
o4 ; . .
' , - Evaluation Queggjoﬁ’D&-Z: How was the brogram“}# .
" °  implemented? ’ . . -
. JEERR RN ot ‘
e 1" E - o P o ) q )
‘ s .- . Prbcedure A g T
. . . - :,,ylv: d---- . : - -
% The Early Childhood Observation Form wae developed during 1979-80 for use

in evaluating and comparing the Title I and Migrant pre-K programs. The

& final version of the form was developad by the Titls I and Migrant Evaluators

and their staffs after field-tasting and consideration of the input from the
Early Childhood Coordinator. After again reviewing the form with the Farly
Childhbod Coordinator and the Title I Evaluator, it was decided to usglthe .

: form (Attachments E~1 and Ey2) and the in¥tructions (Attachment B-3) again

¢ for 1980-81, .4 ‘! ¥ L - ; ' ~

, ) " & . ¢ & -

The design of tha Early Childhood Observation Fort provides for the ohserva- )
tidh of otfe student’s classrdom activities.-for the period of one instructionak

. day. Diay-long obsérystfdn of randomly selected students, combinkd with a .
randoR selectlon of observation days, were considered to provide a more repre-

J sentative picture of the on-going.instructional activities than would a Y"i

.. briefer observdtion. -. - Cw , ~ "

) T ] - ‘ ‘M‘n . - h . . ' *

Some research evidence indicates the presence of an observer in the classroom .
tends to affect ‘the nature of the activities occurring,, However, since the

: presence of gu observer was & constant situational variable, Lt was Zelt the .

»n effect of an observer's presence would be equal for all studeats and would A

T not affect the validity of comparisons made between groups of students. .

4 The Early Childhood Observation Form exploys a cime-sanpli aystem that requires®
the observer to record observations at the end of ew ry minute.” A one-tinute
time dyration "as selectsd ss appropriate, since a period of less than one
minute wpuld have required an Inordinate amount of sttemtion by the observer
to the form_and 3 period of more than one minute would not have been a suffl-

_ ciently Jc’n‘c;bve indicator of the activities tragspiring. :

Y .

-

. ) .
. Ten full days of observation on geach classroom would be the optimuz to do,
by-class anslyses on the observations, It was* fglt Yeven observations per

e class was the minipum nymber needed in order to do by-class analyses, There-
fors seven observations were planned for each Migrant pre~K class and each

r" . . “ a. ¢ LY 'B_a s -

-~ . X 432 . ) ) v

%




-

80.71 - - ! A
. s

splié—!unded class. Title I was hot able to do any observations gf pre-X
classés due to the stress placed on observations at the elemencary level.
It was felt that observations of Title I classes were a necessity in order
to have 2 zomparison %rodp‘ﬁr*tht‘?&grant classes. Funds limited the number
of observations that could be plammed. It wag decided that at least 3 obser=-
vitigns per”Title I class whnld give a good comparison for Migrant classes.
The 3 observations per class were not enough to do by-class analyses, but
would be sufficient when aggregated across Title I classes.

4
Two gbservers- were hired to condudt the observatioms. Although both were for-
mer teachers, extemsive training sessions wele conducted. Through the coopera-
tion of three pre-kindergarcen teachers and their principals three practice
segsions were held sb the observers could practice conductEng observations to
fapiliarize themselve with the form and its directionst on the first of these
practice sessions, Che tle I pre-K observar from 1979-80 went with them and
observed and then over the form, procedures, and discussed how each minute
wag coded, etc. After each pfactic€=aession, the observers met with the
Evaluator to discuss juestions, clarify procedures, etc. .

Attachment’ E-4 indicates the~procedures followed in- pairing observation days

with classes to be observed. ‘\\)

N -

In November a memo (see Attachment E=5) was sent to Che Ticle I and Migrant

pre-kirdergarten teachers and ‘their principals explaining the purpose of che

obseryations and the procedures. Included with the memo was a brief explana-
tion of what was to be observed Qﬁszachment E=6).
‘A
The following steps were taken with each.of the 84 observations:
-~ »

1 A memo” (Attachment £-7) was sent to each pre-K teacher and principa:
notifying them of the week in which the observation would take plac:
This memo was sent the week prior to the obgervation.

.. e

2) Students to beg, observed were randomly selected by the Migrant Evalu
tor from the wost recdnt records of the class' attendance reports.
The obgervers were givem Che name of chree’students in case absence
occurred. _ - e

3) The ‘observdr(s) reported to the school 15 minutes early to check in
at the school office and get acquainted wich the pre-K teacher in
whose classrodm the observation was being ¢onducted. At that time
the pre-K taacher was asked to idefitify the three students chosen f
observation.. The teacher did not kaow which of the threeywould
actually be observed. .

4) After identifying the student to %e observed, the observer proceedc
to observe, the selected student throughout the school day accordin;
to the directions in Attachment E-3. During the observations the
observer sat.in an out-of-the=-way place so as not €O interfere wit
classroon §ccivities;~buc such that the observer could see and hea
as many classroom proceedings as. possible. Alchougn the observer
was allowed to change positions {¢ necessary, walking around the ¢
was avoided whenever possible.

N

e

A9 .
Lo E-4 (VW
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« 5) The obsgserver did not talk to the students in, the classroom. If
one of the students began to spezk 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 asked %ﬂe 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 mure oT purpose

of the observation, etc., but was.requested n offer any comments

about the identity of the student observed or the ocutcome of the ..

observation. At this time, the observer gave the teacher an Qbser—
vation Reaction Form (Attachment E-8) to cowplete and return %o the

Migrant Evaluator if they wished to cosment on the observatica.

CE-

-

7) The observers returned the completed observatiog forms toc the Evalur~ .
ator who then sent the teacher the carbon copy via the schogl mail.". o

i A

The data from each completed Early Chlldhood Observaciog';;gm were keypunched
apd verified at Southwest Educational Development Laboratory. The card file
layout used is Attachment E~97 The class assignment list used ;ff the coding

-3

purposes 1s Attachment E-10. §

Reliabilicy? observations were conducted on December 4, 1980 and Januarg 29, »
198l. On beth 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 judgemental,
consistency by indicatiang the relative excess of among-subjects opver among-
raters varlation. Observation togals were compared using program INTRAR of the
EDSTAT staristical package at UT. Parameters were as follows+ g

Number of variable = number of categories of variables -

Number of subjects = number -of different students observed

Number of data sour@zg = number of gbservers -

AN o

In order to obtain interrater rellability cpefficients for both December and
February, it was necessary to treaf each day of observation as two half-days.
As a_result, reliability cs€ffdcients for each of the 33 categories for all -
four half-days were combined (Figure E-1). Thirty~-two of the 33 categories .
yielded coefffcients of 97 or above. 1Ia one category 8o time use was observed.
The reliability astimatas were considered very acceptabli for the purpuses of

»

ChiS Sﬁudy- * [%
The data as read from cards are available on UT6634 " 0BS8H, Using program
0B4 an 6634 0BS81 was converted to OBTEMP (saved on UT PP 7156 7. .
SPSS programs CROSSTABS , MULTRESPONSE, and BREAKDOWN were used'to analjze
the data (OBTEMP). The SPSS control file used ia 0BSPS {? Ut PFoépll, .
L] » . . -
) ¥ =~ ' ;;' )
1)
' ‘4:31 - ~

E-5 . ® d
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e “ Evalustion Questicy D1-5. How did the lqp}mnutioq of the Higran: and
- - Ti€le T Early Childhood Programs compare? ° . ~— - f

'dv'\_u-us-’ -
- LI

-
The results. fm :he observations are presen:ed in Figures E-Z through E-16.

The two Title I/Migrant apli:-funded classes are m:luded in the Migrant
P SummATY.— ¢ — . e z ¢ -

. ® .~ ) s > -
Gt Examination: of Figures 3-2 t:hrough E-16 revea:la . e ®
4 < ‘ S

« Title I teachers sgent: more tizme Iq inst;uctional activities

. t:han did migramt: teachers (Pigure E2). -,

3t

)

%

L . uigrant: teachers, conduct:ed less forml instructiom than did
- P Title I ‘ceachers (Figure E=3). | - e
+ Title I st:usients took lénger napsmthan did migrant students,
) and an the average, spent less time at breakfast than did
LAk -migrant students (Figure E-4). ~

B ¥ n
. Bokh groups. of teachers used English over 962 of the time in™
s . their féml ins:ructiog‘ﬂigure E=5).

ram—

— . Migrant teachers used slightly more Spanish ”ar':d English/ -
& . Spanish mixed than did ‘Iil:le I teachers in informal leaming
act:iv:f.r.ies (Figure E-8). . s < B
-y . Over the tot:al 1us:ruq:ipual “¢Ime obsexrved, English was the
Toos predoeinant language uded with Spanish uQed slightly more in
.« _ _ the Migrant classrooms (Figure Ex7). ,
L] tf‘\,
» « In forfal instructiomn, the Title I teachers on the average
used lirge groups more t:han did the Higranc teadhers (Figure E-3).

-

v , used by both groups was 24 st:udent:s (Figure 'B=9).

< "+ Agross all leaminf activities, the Title 1 teachexs generally
5 psiéd ‘s larger group setting t:han did the Migrant teachers

* - (Figuré’E-10).- . , .

- L= T \ e \

‘L. PN Dur:bpg formal 1ns:$et:ion, the Title I :eachers, on the
] . ~Aaverage, had much more instructional contact with theif
stidents thad did the Migrant tekchers. The Migrant aide :
RN generally fiad mors instructional contdct w'fth students than

did the Title § aide (Pigure E-11}.

\ -;‘r;x igforml learning leu‘ings, :he most frequent 31:;:11;:_:3:1.212*:.,:4,‘F
i
'

P

Lo
* - .
'l: . X : —~

\ e
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+ During informal insfructional activitiés, there were only slight .
differences among the teachers, with Title I teachers having
slightly more pupil contact (Figure E-12),
;} Alross all learning activities, the Higran: teachers had less
student contact than did the Title I teachers. The Title T .
aides had less student contact.than did the Migrapt aide.
Also, several Migrant classes had & student helper who.had-
11 minutes of pupil contact on the average (Figure. E-13).

«+ The Title I :eachers were much more ins:ructionally involved
than were tlfe Migrant teachers., The Higrant gides were some-
wha: more involved :han were the Title I aides (Figure E=14), -

. The Migrant 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
#ldes. There was no one responsible for instruction slightly

- wore in the Migrant class than in the Title I class (Figure E-15). >

\ + Title T teachers used the AISD curriculum 85% of the time and

\\' used the other gaterials the remainder of the time. Migrant
' teachers used AISD 48% of the time, the BECP 37% of the cime A
- and other materials 15% of the :1me (Figure 2-16) -
Thts‘ data are very similar to the observation data collected in 13%79-80 A
(see ORE publication No, 79.09, Appendix L). The main differénces -
between this year and la::.are:
- the use of the AISD curriculum has greatly iqziéased .
_  _ in Higran: classes, while use of the BECP has decﬁgased..,
- more Zgglish.i; being spﬂﬂurin the Migrant c%gsses. ﬁiiv
. = there is a slight decrease in ins:ruc:ional :ime in
_\,:?g:jx: " the Title T clasg_es. o . o —_—
- Tht observation data obtained for each Migrant and split~funded class are .
== r Figures E~I/ through E-7Z. Thade data should be interpreted
cautiously, since more observations_per class would guarantee_the data
i?btatncd to be truly represantative of the average classroom activities.
N —
' " o : & - -
- “ L
] - /
- 433 < .
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© Formal Tagormal
. No Instruction Le¢arning .
- Population _Instruction (1 & 2) =51 & 2) Total Time -~
. f .o
Title I 217 min, © . 110 min. fc’ 63 min. 390 min. -
(X =21) (55.8%) (28.1%) S (16.1%) (100%) .
\ r'f
Migrane/ | 231 min. 96 mid. 60 min., 387 mim.
splic-funded ar g _ .
(N = 63) (59.71)(:’ . (24..87) (15.5%) (100%™
- - ‘\ /’ -
Figure E-2.  TIME SPENT IN ALL ACTIVITIES. T
5 ¥
#‘— - . —
Formal Formal Informal Inforzmal . .
Instruction Instruction ~learning  Learning '
Population 1 2 1 2 7 Total Tizme
Ticle Y 105 min. % ain! 12 mia, 51 min. 172 =ia.
(¥ =21) -1 (61.2%) "(2.5%) (6.8%) (29.6%) (100%)
il = ‘\ . . o 7 )
split-funded . . %
(N = 63) (59.2%) © (2.0%) (4.5%) (34.2%) (180%) .
+
Figure E-3. TDME SPENT IN INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES. - . g
“ .
—— - ’ & .
- - '
s { Population i Breakfast ° Lunch Nap Snacks Recess  Other Total
- s
Title I 9 ain. |, 31 azin, 86 min, S mtr——33-aine.bbain. 217 ain.}
{N = 21) (4.3%) (14.31)( (38.8%) (2.1%) (9.9%) (30.5%) (100%)
— ) [
Migranc/ 21 ain. 32 min. 67 min. 6 min. 19 min. 86 ain. 231 aoin.
. split-funded L .
) N = 63) (8.3%) (14.02) (29.0%) .(2.7%) (8.2%) (37.22) (100%) .
. £ L

Figure E-4. TIME SPENT IN NONIE@STRUCTIONAL ACTIVI%ES.
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. Population |. English  Spanish Mixed DUndetermined Silence Total '
| 2 -
| Title I 102 min.- 1 min. 1 min. <1 mino. 0 105 win,
(N = 21) (96.92) (L.22)  @.21)  (©7%) ©%) \ilooz)
¥igrant 89 min. 1 min. 2 min. <l min., - <l min, 92 oin,
| (N = 63) (96.27)  (L.57) (1.9%)  (0.37) . (D) ¢ (100%)
A _ . e a
| Figure E-5. LANGUAGE USED DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1.
| ’ . pmbe . - =
F . ? » —
! Populatien | English Spanish Mixed: Undetermined $ilence ——Total
| Title I 62 min. 0 6~ <1 mia. <l min. 63 aia.
" (N # 21) (98.9%) (%) 02) (0.9%) (0.27)  (100%)
| - g . ) e
. Migrant 57 min. <1 min. 2 mimr— <1 ain. <1 aia. 60 =in..
(N = 63) (9678%)  (L.3T)  (2.9%)  (0.9%) 0.1%7)  (100%)
4 [ -
Figure §-6. LANCUAGE USED DURING 1Nriifiirffffffffwﬁfiffffééif:f’
/ . o 7 o
/ J - ” J
/ Population | Englfsh ~ Spanish lixed Undetermined ‘Silence Total
/ ? 5 "
/ - " . -‘ - /’{i"—" .
. . Title I 164 min. 1 %n. Ll amin, 1 =in. <L ain., 183 afa. -
T 1 a2 |iasn co.azzfﬂ/,gnqezi’/ 0.6%) . €.23),  (1002)
- :—:—-_-:-— . — ’HZ T :;AA - ) - '} *.;:t.‘"”“,; . >
- Migrant 146 win. 2 min. 74 min. <tmin. - <i@ia. 32 ®ias T
. (N = 63) (96.1%) (1.0%) #2.3%)  (0.5%) 0.12)  (100%)
¥ = i ': g .

Figure E~7. LANGUAGE USED DURING TRTAL INSTRU
. 'y ) »

LS

L/
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[

CTIONAL TIME DBSERVED.
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Population 1 2 5-7 8-10 11-13 | more Total

Tele 1 <l min, 7ais. 2l min. 3 ain. 16 min. 58 min. 105 min. |

(N =,21) (0.12)  (7.02)  (20.3%) (2.8D) (15.00) (54 ~(T00%)

. _______.—:_-‘-"/ .

byt -3t~ 10 ain. 26 min. 13 min. 13 min. 29 ain, 92 min.

(N = 63) (1.0%) (10.8%) (28.1%2) (1l4.2%) (16.2%) (31.9%) @002 )
—

Figure E~-8. TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1. -

14 or
Population 1 2-4 5.7 8-10 11-33  more Total
T Title I b 5 ain. 26 ain, 18 min. 3 ain. 2 min., _9 =in, 63 oin,

(8 = 21) (7.5%) (41.8%)  (29.42) (3.51). (3.02)  (14.8%) (1002)

.
A

Migrant 9 min. 33 ain. 6 min.

A

T I x 1 min, 4 min, 7 ain, 60 min.
S0 (=63)  Js5.37. (54.50)  (3.5%) (1.5;)- (7.2%) (12.0%)  (100%)+
) S —— /‘.
Figuré'E~9, TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING INFORMAL LEARNING
N ACTIVITIES. , )
L[] . _
.- . 14 or .
4 Population ¢ 1~ 2~4 5=7 8-10  11-13. wmore Total |
- Title I 5min. 33 ain. 4Qmin., 5 min. 18 min. 67 oin. 168 mtin.
’ (W=21) ] (G.1%) (19.8%) (23.8%) _(3.0%) (10.62)  (39.9%). (100%) .§ -

. e | E—— - — -

d -‘ﬁ_? \\7ﬁ"‘-., - . -
/] Migrant "0 ain, 43 mine—-32-win. 14 min. 17 ois. 36 min, 152 -min. ]
(N = 63) (6.6%) . (Z8.2%7) (2L.1X) (9.2%)  (11.2%)  (23.7%) (100%)

N v -

- |

L]

{ T . . : - -
Figure E»10. TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL
N TIME.  ° - :
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__Populact Teacher Aide Student Helper Other ¥o Cue
e .
’ Title I’ 86 miz. 19 min. 0 min.- - 7 ain. 3 min.
—— (= 21y ' L
- - - ] -
grfnc . 58 min. 30 min. 8 min. % ain. 3 min,
(¥ = 63)
S
- Figure E-11., ADULT CONTACT DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION L (MULTI-CODED).
2 N " ~
Population Teacher Aide Student Helper  Other No One
o
- 5 - ' . - R
B Title I 19 min. 8 min. 0 min. 1 min. 38 oin.
(% =21) -
-3
- Migrane . 16 min. 6 nmin. 3 =dn. J_'__rfl,_,min, © 37 ain,
. (N = 63) -7 ~"\\
] & - -
Flgure E-12., ADULT CONTACT DURING INFORMAL LEARNING ACTIVITIES
(MULTI-CODED) . : .
" “Population | Teacher = Aide ~ Srtudénr Helper ~— Uther ~ Ho One “Tf
7 A tele s 105 atn. 27 ain. 0 mis. 8 atn. - 41 ain.
(¥ = 21) e 3
' » Migrant 74 ain. 36 ain. 11 Hin. 10 zin. 40 min,
(N = 63)
‘* v -
‘fﬁf’.’,". ———— ) .
- Figure E-13. ADULT CONTACT DURING FORMAL INSTRUCTION 1 AND INFORMAL

LEARNING ACTIVITIES. (MULTI-CODED).
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S~ v
Population Teacher A Alde Student Helper ° ° Other
Ticle I 137 min. 64 min. 0 min. 9 min. .
(N = 21) -
Migrant I 106 mta. 73 min. 31 min. 10 min.
(N= 613)

- »

Figure E-14. INSTRUCTIONAL INVOLVEMENT OF ADULTS WITH STUDENTS

”

(MULTI-CODED), . “~
Population Teacher Alde Student Helper. Other No (me
Title I 99 min. 15 min. 0 min. 9 min, 46 min
(N = 21} rﬁ(SB.lz) (8.9%) (0%) (5.22) (27.3%)
/
Migrant 63 min. 23 min, - 7 min. . 9 min. 48 min.
(N = 63) (42.0%2) (15.5%) . (4.7%) (5.9%) (31.9%)

Figure E-15. AMOUNT OF TDME VARIOUS INDIVIDUALS WERE PRIMARILY RCSPONSIBLE
FOR THE INSTRUCTION.

——r .

P . 3
b Populatdon |~ BECP AISD OTHER )
1 maex |t <lma 69 mia. 12 ata, . p
- F w2 (.72) (85.1%) (14.2%)
. Migrant. 27 min. 36 min, ” ‘ 11 mip. = N
. (N = 63) (36.6%) (48.32) (15.1%) -

Figure E-16. TIME SPENT USING AISD, BECP, AND OTHER
® CURRICULA.

' 4142 “
E-l3 \
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. SPLIT—FUISDED CLASS.

-

E~14

Pigure E-17. TIME SPENT- IN ALL ACTIVITIES IN EACH MIGRANT AND

L

- & i .
\ ” -~ . N LI
. € . i "
80.71 *_ _ , ‘ .
r - . \
~ , \ \ "
. ) : . No , Formal Informal Total
. School } Instruction™ Instruction Learning Time
* - ". -
45 255 min. 90 min. 44 wmine 389 min.
(N = 7) (65.6%) (23.1%) (113%) (100%)
46 233 min. 80 min. 76 mip. 388 min.
(N=7) (59.9%) (20.5%) - (19.5%) ?IUUﬁ)'
47 192 win. 138 min. 56 min. 386 min.
£
(N = 7) (69.8%) (35¢7%) (16.5%)  _ (1y0%)
48 242 min. 85 min. 60 min. 389 min.
e W=7 |- (62.5% {22.0%) - (15.5%) (100%) -
49 234 min. 75 ain. 79 min. 388 min.
. e [}
(N = 7) (60.3%) © o (19.2%) (20.5%) (160%)
50 243 nin, 94 min, 56 min. 386 min.
(N = 7) (60.9%) (24.5%) (14.6%) (100%)
51 233 umin. 69 min. 85 min. 387 min.
(N=7) (60.22) (17.8%Y (22.0%) (100%)
52 *221 minm. 137 min. 29 min.. 387 min.
Aoy (5720 (35.42) (7.4%2)% £1002) -
53 230 min. 95 min. S4 min. 379 ain.
(N = 7) (60.7%) (25.1%) e (16.27) (100%)
r L “
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& Formal Formal ~ Informal quomﬂ " Total
- Instruction - Instruction Learning “Learning Tige
School 1 2 1 2
-‘._ -
.45 {86 min. 5 min. " 13 min, 31 min. 136 min:
N =7) (63.22) (3.8%) (9.92) (23.17)  (1002)
. 46 80 aiy! 0 ainm, 3 oin. 73 min, 156 min,
(N=7) (51.22) (0%) (1.7%) (47.1%)  (100%)
o7 138 min. 0 tn. '3 ain, 53 min. 194 min.
(N=7) (71.12) (0%) " (1.62) (27.3%)  (100%)
. 48 76 mid. ‘9 ain, 8 ain! 53 min. 146 min.
(N=7) (52.4%) (6.2%) (5.4%) (36.0%)  (100%)
49 75 min. 0 min. 5 mia. 76 min. 154 min,
(N =7) {68.5%) (0%) (3.3%) (48.27)  (100%)
‘ 50 96 min. 0 min. 4 wmin. 53 min. 150 min.
(N=7) (62.5%) (0%) £2.5%)  (35.0%) ., (1007)
51 69 min. 0 min., 13 =mdn. 72 min. 154 min.
(N = 7) (44.8%) (0%) (8.32)  (47.0%)  (100%)
M 52 123 min. .. 1l min, 13\a1n “I19 oin. = 166 min.
L= i (76.22) | (6.7%) (7\¥z) (11.4%) (1607)
53 92 ftn..__ * 3 min, 2 ma. 52 mim. 149 min.
(N = 7) (61.5%) (2.3%5° (1.2%)\ (35.02)  (100%)
‘_ i
3
Figure E-18: TIME SPENT IN INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVI IN EACH MIGRANT AND
SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS.
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' . oo . Total

. . | Sehool | . Breakfast Lunch Nap Spack , "Rektess  Othet o Time
b—_ - f‘?‘— - . o

" & “F

i . 45 21 min. - 34 min. 65 amin. ~5 ain. = L6 min. 113 min ;255 m
(H=7) (8.3%) (13.5%)  (25.5%) (z zz) (6.4%) , (46. 1z)a (1007
. - - ] —
I 46 18 min. 28 min. 79 min. 8 min. 22 mén. 78 min. 233 n
@=n}, (7.6%) (12.1%) ~(33.9%) . (3,4%5 (9.3%) 7 (33.7%) (100%
&7 17 min. ° 33 min. 58 min. 2 min. 4 min. 79 min. 192 m
(N=7) €8.8%2) (17.1%)  (30.0%) (0.8%) - (2.2%) (§1.;z) " (100%
' 48 26 min. 32 ma. T2mia. §an. 22 el 87 win. 243 =

=71 o6 (13.30) (29~5z) (2.0%)  (8.9%)  (35.7%) (1007

) 49 . 25 min, 35 min, 79 min. 9 min. 23 min., 62 oin. 2% &

X =7 {10.9%) (lA.éZ) (33.9;) (4.0%) (9 72) (26:72) (1002

b 50 23 min. 34 min. 70 min. 6 min. 19 min. 83 min. 236 ¢

@ =n| (9.60 (14.32) * (29.9%) (2.7%)  (8.0%)  (35.4%) (1007

st %9oin. 28 min, 59 min. 7 min. 34 mig, 87 min. 233

e 8.00)  (12.00) C(25.30  (2.8%) (LX)  (37.4%) (1007

s2  |. 19 min.’ * 32 mia. 53 min. 7 min. 18 min. 92 min. 221
] . .

. o=l (8.4%) (16.52)  (23.97), (3.4%)  (8.1%) , (41.77) (100

53 19 min. 3% min. 67 mtn. 6 min. 14 min. 90 min. 230

N=7) (8.1%) (15.0%)  (29.22) (2.5%)  (6.1%) (39.2%) . (100

L4

Figure E-19. me SEENT IN VARIOUS SONINSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES I8 ZAGY MIGRAN
: AND SPLIT-FUNDED €LASS. -
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School | Eaglish Span;s;n Mixed Undet-ermin-qd None T;Jtal
| — - a
45 124 min. ™~ Z'wn:” 3 min. 0 min. ? 0 min. 129 ofa.
=0 62 . sy . 2.0 (02) 0 (100%)
4 | B3ota. 3ma.  <Aota. 0 ata 0 uin. 156 nim,
(N=7)) (97.9%)  (1.8%) (<1.0%) (0%) 07) (1000
a7 | 193 afnl” <l min. lmin. - 0 min.” 0 min. 194 min,
M| 09.60 (<011 (0.3D (0%) (92) t1002)
48 137 atn. <lmin. - Omin.  Oadn.. _ Ooda. 137 otnl
(N= 7] (99.92)  (L.0X)  (0%) (0Z) *  (0%)  (L002) .
49, | 1S4ota..0ata.  Omin.  Oala 0 min. 154 min.
s =] e @ o O o © ©n  (100%) -
50 120 mia. Qamin., 10min. ° 3 ofn. 0 mta. 1% an.
e | oeean  an gan (2.42) (0%)  (100%)
R 5'1_/ | Loatn, 2ain. . 13win ¢ 0o 0 ain. 156 aia.
‘Wenl (90.70) (1.02)  (8.37) (02) . (0Z)  (100%)
s2 | 48oin., 2amin.  3amin. O min. 1 atn. 152 ata.
lw=nt 66 a3 a7 (02) (0.42)  (1002)
53 138 min. 1 mia. 2 min, 4 ain., .0 mia, 145 ain.
W=D (%690 (0.7 Q.77) 280 = 0D (100%) -

Figure£-20. LANGUAGE SPOKEN DURING TOTAL INSTRUCTIONAL TIME (FORMAL

INSTRUCTION 1 AND INFO
MIGRANT AND SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS.
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~LEARNING ACTIVITIES) IN EACH
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! - . . 14 or

School 1 \ 2=4 5=7 3 8-10 11-13 Yore Total
A+
P

45 x5 nine 33 min, 39 min., 1 ain, 1 min. 47 min. 126 min.

w PUFAL - o

(Nw7)] (4.22) (25.8%) (30.7Z) (1.0%7)  (0.9%Z)  (37.4%Z)  (100%)

46 9,min. 49 min. 20 min. 20 mid. 7 min. Sl oin. 155 mdh.

-

W] .61 (LAD)  (13.1%)  (12.6%) (6.6%) (32.8%)  (100%)

.47 10 ata. 27 min.s 58 oin. 33 min. 3 min. 63 min. 1% nin. .

« ] (N =TT (5.22) (13 8%y  (29.6%)  (17.2Zy (1.5%) (32.6&) (1002)

- 48" 9-min, 57 min. 6 pin.- 2 win. 14 min. 46 min. 135 min.

o=nl (6.42) (52.52) (6.82 (1.6%)  (10.4%) (34.4%)  (100%)

1 49 15 min. 70 min. 1 min. 2 min. 45 mip. 21 min. 154 min.

(N=7)]| (9.5%) (45.7%) (0.6%) (L.4Z2)  (4.2%) (1.9%) glOOZf

. 50 9 min. 54 min. 37 win. 2 oin. 12 oin. 36 min. 150 min.

(N=7) | (6.0%) (35.9%) (24.4%)  (1.3%) - (8.2%)  (26.3%)  (100%)

~

Sk gwmin. 25 mia. 33 min. 2 min. 43 min. 28°En. . 139 min.

. ) , A # -
=17 (5.6%) (18.1%) (23.9%)  (1.37) (31.3%) (19.9%) (100%)

] 52 8 min. 36 min. 31 min. 51 oin. 21 oin. 1 min. .~}k9 nin.,

L) N - ‘
(N =7y ] (5.6Z) (23.97) (21.0%) (34.5%) (14.4%) (0.7%) (100%) ;

53 18 min. 30 min. , & min. 12 oin. 8 sin. 364 min. 145 ‘min. |

(N.=7 ) 1 (12.1%) (20.7%) . (30%2%) (8.0%)  (3.6%)  (23.5%) . (100%)

e
Figure E-21. TIME SPENT iN GROUPS OF VARIOUS SIZES DURING IOTAL IWSTRUCTIOVAL
. . TIME (FORMAL INSTRUCTION:- 1 AND INFORMAL LEARNING ACIIVITI’S) |
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] Student e .
. ScPool Teacher Adde Helper - Othet No Ome
“w'_— ———
45 - 55 smin. 22 ain. .;2jm1u. 9 min. 31 mia,
(=7 %2.7%) (17:02)  (9.42) 667)  (26.2%)
*ai . 52 min. 15 min. 7 mia. 8 mia. 67 min.
N=7) (35.1%) €10.0%)  (4.7%) (5.23) (45.0%)
47 87 min, 47 min. 10 min, 5 min. 45 min,
M=7) '(464.8%) (24.2%)  (5.3%) (2.6%) ' (23.0%)
As 52 min. 22 mia. O min. 15 min. 49 min.
(N =7) (37.6%) 16/22)  (0%) (10.6%)  "(35.73)
49 73 oia. , ¢ 3umia. O oin. 8 mia. 70 min.
W=7 (47.22)" | (1.9%) (02) (5.22) (4547%)
1 so 51 mia, 18 afa. 13 min. 16 min. 52 min.
ja=7 (33.8%) (12.3%)  (8.5%) (10.8%)  (34.6%)
s1 | 6 mia. 23 win, O mia. <1 min. . 67 min. -}
N=7) (41.62) - (14.9%) (0% . (0.2%). (43.62)
,52" 75 min. 40 sin. 13 min. ‘8 min. 15 mig..
=7 (5q.oz)~' (26.3%)  (8.4%) (5.57) ®.82) ~
83 62 min.  2lata. ‘10ata’  llais. 37 efa.
‘ L }) (&4.11)‘ (%4.9%) (6.8%) (1.72) “(26.61) . ’
"7 Piguse E-22. AMOUNT OF TIME VARIOUS. INDIVIDUALS WERE PRIMARILY 4
. ‘ RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INSTRUCTION IN EACH MIGRANT AND” ‘
- . SPLIT-FUNDED CLASS. : ) .
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- 30_7i A ] \ Attachment E-3
) E (Page .l of 6)
INSTRUCTION% FOR USING THE EARLY CHILDHCOD ¢BSER‘JATION FORM

Pana

~
4

-

This observation instrument was daveloped to provide informarionfor

. use in ccmparing Title [ and Titla I Migrant early childhood program
classes. The observations in pre-kindergarten classes are-day-long e
observations of single pre-k studests. . .

- ~ 1

Prior to the abservation, tfe observer selects four students at ran- -

. _dom from_the_class’ to be observed. The first student selected is :
the student to be obSefvéd. The other {hree are packuo-students. In
order to keep the teacher's knowledge of which student 1s being ob-
served from influencing her behavior toward that child during the
day, the observer asks the teacher t0 identify all four students. The
name of the student under opsarvation is not revealgd £o the teacner
antil the end of the day. 4

3

e -

’

-
The informatien described 95}5;/:5 then recorddd on a minyte-by-minute
basis for the $chool day. P )

z
k4 » 4

-~ ’/ -
fard Number .

“he first column on the ieft ingicates the card number on wnich the.

information on each three-line section of the observation form w#1ll

te keypunched. Tthe observer adds ‘the necessary d191%s requireg 30 make
- the numoers consective from 1 Eg 130 for the s¢heoi day.

“language T " oL . X
- Phe predeminant spoken language is ccded for each minute excest auring’
oraakfast, lunch, nap, smack and recass. -lhe language coded 15 not Timited
ts the language spoken by the reachersbut 1s basad on the fctal exper+dnce

of the student during the minuta. [t {s the language neira vy ire ’
students under obsepvation regardless of whether it is spoken sy ihe
. teacher, aide, the /student under observation, scmecne alse, or 2 Zom-
~ “« = wmination of these fourcas. Tne following codes are used to record
language: ) -, . '
LY
3lank = lo language used. Sidence.
1 =2 Znglish was the predomfnant language.
. 2 = Soanish ~as the predominant language.
3 + = An squal mixture of English and Spanish was heard.
4 . = Undetermined {observer cannot nearj. - e

Aroup Size L -

-t Ly —

Group size is datarmined by the number of students involved fn an activiiy
with the student under observation. If no otner stidents are involsed

- fn an activity w#ith the observed student, group,s;ide {s recarzeg s one
—— ——— Tharefors—the 4reup- size {s the number oF students involved 4n she acsivizy,’
including the student under qbservaticn.

.
Lo

Ac£§v1:1es

fach minuta of the school day is c2ded s ceionging 2 2ne 9% the three
#51lowing categories:
' 3. 1
e 1z
¥ ./ 2 ot LV 'S
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) (continue® i& 2 of §)
a. Formal Instruction: Formal instructional activities are g.nosa

a activities in wnich the student under obsearvation works di rectly * B
with an-adult 1n a greup or alons. The activities in which n
Sy or she js engaged are planned and have specific ru]es or expei‘
tations cnncaming tudent behavior. Theikey elément is that f'-’
- _the studaht's heha or 1s diret‘.ted {u som way hy an aduit. Pt -

-

i " Forral 1nstruct10na\ activities are coded in qua.or two of-tie
folliowing manners: ©

e 1. A" nmmmmu% ————— L
- Instruction for each minyts the student e
under observation is engaged in a plannad - "\ .
. activity occurring under the direction &f .
’ anéadult. !

-

i

|' Formal imstruyction may occur outside of the i
. - reqular classrcom.- For exampie, formal * .
instructional activigies occurring in the
Horary or in other Eariy Cnilahood class- =
rocms would be countad. (The ooserver in
this -case accompanies tne studpnts %0 the .
area and records whatever activity is -
ocsurring fn the same zanner as “ipsice the -
reguiar classrodm® activities.)/ Jre excen-
ticns to this rule are described Selow.

2. Nhen students go outside ghe classrcem 0 art,

music, and PE, the time spent in these acTivits g.s
1S coded with a "2" under Instruction. To record
these activitigs the observer accompamies the |
student to the sitea 4f the class. Onca the super-
vision by the nsw teacher tegins, the ooserver
leaves. A “2" 1s coded until the PE, music, or -~
art instrugtion is comnieted. Regular Sodyng

- begins agdin.as the students iine up and leave £
the roem to ¢o back to the reguiar classrocm.
No other informatign.js cadad shen the students Y

§ are at art, music, or?%,

5. Inforwal Lsarning Onoortunft‘.es: T‘nere are also Two classas ¢7
7o informal leirning opporzunities. 30th types OcCcur wnen the student
» is engaged fn an activity where there is only incidental agult
supervision or csntacet.

A *1* is coded when the student is sorking cn a specific gask follcowe
* tng diregtions provided by the teacher. Activities coded under this

.classification are planned and are directsd toward a specific out-
‘coms. For exarple, a student mignt te asked to create a Christmas
= Scane using the matertals provided or to build a house with blocks.

s

Activities ccded with a "2" are thgse wherg the stuaents are sirectac
ta center to participata in "fred play" activities. :nesa
- activities the student {s not exfectad %9 sroduce 3 scef e oytzcre,”’
ExampIts ire au1}d1ng something unspecifieq with Blocks, plaf‘nd
.. house 1n the kitchen arsa, and reading a dook. 4nother sart of
activity codsd with 2 12" would be spontaneous opcortunities 'saifzad
by the teacier %o make\? noninstruct‘onT] task ‘nstm Jt-iona;
» ~

¥,
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. __ _is recalviftg, then 4'"2" would be coded to” record thig, sponganecus
- —— ——{nstructional eveAt.—<- * R R
e i ”

,$%;:_€S¥ Breakfas: =

“ T T . . o
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. L. 4 - (continued, page 3 c£ 6)
For example, 17 the teacher is passing out colored dbjects

L ostudents for scme noninstructional purpdSe and she quizzes
Yene studants about the colars or remarks about the color each*

- E]

T -
o

. T o BRT w - 2
c. No Instruction: This c¥assif1caé§9n pggta#ni to activities
which are.not instructiondl; é.9., washing hands, stand¥ng: fn
line, dividing students into-groups, etc. "“Ingtructions for
houségeeping and_transition Yetween attiyities dre ¢oded as no
instruction. ik numbers are usgd to code differedt types of
no instruction: ‘ A

& P A 7
g e

funch’ =

. Nap s
"Snacks =
=

=

¥

i &

1f the student undér-opseryatian awakens before the others during
the nap time and begins doing §Qme§nggg instructional, the proper
igsg;‘ructiﬁnalwcategory is <poded. ¥

. %

4 23
~ 777 [fthe student dnder, observation attands, an asgembly or partici~

,-4"
&.J
-
o

RS g

.pates in a planned ard" activity {films, pangies, atc.), the
eveht shggId normally be coded as no in yuction,
~1f the reward activity beccmes an 1pstruczional activity, the. i

»

-
Y

PE

.a‘
# ‘event should be coded as Informal [nstruction 2. ~

% " .
Adult Instructignal Involverent R .

* ~

The adylts who were "“working with children® in an {nstructional capaciiy
during the minute are recorded in this section of the form!:” The opserver
should record any fnvolvement DY adults 1n the class 1n activities wmen

would be coded as *Formal Instructicn" or “Informal Learning Qpportunities’

above. The aduit's involvement does not have to be n1s/her predcminant -
activity for the minute; {.e., evei twransitory fnvolvement Dy 2an aculs
would cduse the person to be coded. Nerther does the involvement nead %2
Be wi%th the student under observation. Adult INSTrucsional 1nvolverent
{s. indicated by writing a “1” under the approprata neading(s] (7T2acrer,
Afde, Student Helper, and Other) for the minute. )
- K :
Adult instructional involvement must te yerba'{zed or made hignly visiole
py the adult fn charge. An example oijErbaIized and visiole adult
instructional {nvolvement would oc<ur Tt the teacher or aide introducad
a new fingerplay to the students (verbal) “and 1f the teacher or arde
led the students in the fingerplgy without saying anotner word after tne
introduction, a "1" would still be o1%eed in Sne appreoriate column .ncer
Adult Instructicnal Invoivement. ’ . N - .

e

- |
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, ) . (contigued, page 4 of 6)
There fre times when adult instructional involvement is left blank during
formal instruction. For 1nstancey when-children (the student under
obsarvation must be incluged fn this group of children) are watching TV
and the teactler or aide does not ccmment on wnat is being sgen, instruc-
tional involvement is left hlank and instructional responsibifity is
coded as no one. T

" T

Instructional Responsibiiity : '

This section of the observation form is used to record the person priéarilj
.. responsible for the instruction occurring each minute for the cnild under
obsertgtion. .

1

nsibility 1s not caded during no fnstrucsien. While

. the teacher tunately responsible for the educational activities -

occurring in{ her classroom, she is nQt indicated For each minute. «hat

1s gf imgortah is the person taking the lmmadiate responsibirlity .

forgroviding or supekuising the instructional acti/Tty. The decisien

of «hich person to code is determined by sno 1s “1n charge’ (f.e., «no

is the instructional leader) during the minuta. >

% : -~

An example. The aige is si1tting at a table w#ish a group of students

satcning them «Grk on scme instrucsional activity. Occasicnally she

makes ComMments to students about the work they do. The teacher walks by

i «ne taple and stops for 2 few minutes 0 comment On tne ~ork teing cone Oy
the studerts. How should such & situation be coaged? Unless the t2icher,
during her time at the table, changes the nature of the task or 1n some
other ~ay ‘hdicatas that she is "taking over’ the lesson, tne 3ide would
be coded. Cnly ome person fs coded under this category for eacn minuta,
‘1f the responsibility, for the instruction-is absoTutely equally divided
betseen tw0 Persons, wten the persop aprearing fir;t on the form is you
rmove frem left to right is ¢odnd¢,/%n th1s examole, §f the teacher ;01ned

- the group and she and the aide snared equally 'n the leadership provided
§ 0 the students, the teacner would be coced.

*

instructional resg

«

The observer records instructional responsiny sty by placing a 'l' under
gne of the following headings:
a. ‘veacher
b. Alde .
¢. Student Helper )
4. Other .
g. Ho One

idult Contac:

. -

. Adult contact is recorded each minutz formal 1nstruct-on or fnformal learning
opportunity is coded. To record adult contact, the observer cuts 3 "1" Jnaer
- - the neading for each adult having contact ~1th the student under obsarvalcn
during the minute. The observer should record any aduit contact racardless
of 125 instructional contant or length 0¥ oceurrence.

g
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80.71 ~T Attachment E-3
. \ (continued)-.page 5 of 6)
For the purpose of this observation form, any verbal statament addressad
+o the-student under abservation or the group to which he belongs or any
. physical contact bétween an adult and the student under chservation N
co be recorded as adul% contact. Records or films do not constitute
adul® contacs, [f students are watching a film under adult supervision
« and the adult does not speak to or touch the student under observation,
+ no adult contact i3 coded. [f no adult contact occurs during tne minute,
"No. One" is coded. ;

Curriculum Source

e The information collected on—tifis part of the form documents the amount
of time spent in activities from different sources and 15 not coded during
the acjual observation. The point of transition into and out of eacn
activity both formal and informal should be clearly marked on tne ¢ceding
sheet. -in.addition, notas 1n the notes column should clearly descrite
each formal or informal activ1;z,ﬁ\3t the end of the school day the ooserver
N #4111 ask the teacher about the sourca of eacn formal activity (1nformal
»  activities are not coded) so the activities can then be correctly recgrded
followidg the-definitions 1VEN “BEIOW. 0 =t s s s s e s e o

a. BECP: A "1 {s placed under this heading for each
migute the student speat in an actaivity taken Trem
the 81Yingual Zarly Chilchood Program (8ECP) Curric-
Jlum, Aetivities from the BECP are likely to te
found only dn Title [ Migrant early chilchooa classes.

This colummr 1S alsg coded .if the teacher and students

e engage in an activity anicn she develaped using tdeas
. fecm the 3ECP curriculum. »
. . ]
~ 5. AISD: A "i" {s placed-uncer <hts heading for eacn

minute the student spent in an activity from <he
curriculum developed For the Tizle [ early child-

nood classes and are used In Title ! Migrant )
s - classes as supplementary activilies.

As in she_case of-toding 8EC?, this column 15 also
. »——— T3@8d {f the teacher and students engage 'n an, .
ac=avity anicn «as developed using 1deas or sug-

v

o gestions from the T2;1e [ early cniicheoa curriculum.

%

c. OTHER: This column w111 not Ce used curtng analysis T
of data gatherad with tne coding sheat™@ Zuring tne :
1979+30 schcol year.

There are two jnstances during formal 1nstructtcn wnen neitner
3EC? or ALSD curriculum sources are ccded.  They.are as foilews.

2. the teacher develoged the acTiviyy completaiy an .,
her Qwn. t

. 1

s 7 . !

- . E_26




A Attachment E-3 .

s a ) (continued, page 6 of 6)

b. early childhood.(Title [-and Migrant) ciasses merge ‘
- - for a joint activity. All other categories such as
- {nstruction, fnstructional involvement, instruc-
tionai rzispOns1b1th and adult contact are coded.
. . -~ :

Notes -~ . ’ P -
The nates column-on the form is important for recording dascriptive
information. This information can useful in iaterpréting the.results
with the teacher. The notes col is also fmportadt {a checking the -
form for coding errors aftar the observation has been completed. Each = °
activity should be briefly described in this section. v

.

¢

T3 ¥ N ®

e

o7

g-274"3
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80.71 ’ Attachment E-4
(Page 1 of 2)

Considerations and Steps Taken in Determining
Observation Days for the Pre~Kindergarten Observations

Considerations:
. A. Time frame for the observations was December 1, 1980 through May %} 1981,

8. Two observers were hired. Ome could only work Wednesdays and Thursdays.
The other could work 2/3 days a week--preferably Tuesday, Wednesday, and
Thursday. . - -

) C. Since’not all clagses could be opserved on both Monday and Friday, all
e Mondays and Fridays were excludéd from possible observation days.

, Ds 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 wag scheduled for two days before the hal}days.
- - 2
E. There were 84 full day observations to be conducted--3 for each of the ?
Title I classes and 7 for each of the 9 Migrant classes (includidg the
two S0% Mig{an:/SOI’Title I classes). . “-

-

I
-

F. With all-exclusions,. there were 56 pgsaible observation dajs in which to
do the 84 observations. (ne observer could do 37 observations if she
worked every yednesday jﬂh Thyrsday in that time frame. This left 47
observations to be conddcted by the secaond obseﬂ?er o1 Tuesday, Wednesday.
and Thursday. ’ *

L}
L]

[ER

G. The observations were broken into three relatively equlvalent time period:

- Interval ) ¥o. of Weeks  Observations
1} December 1, -+ January 30 7 weeks . #1-28
. 2) February 1 - March 13 6 weeks ° §29-57 =7, .

> 3) March 16 =+.May 1% e 6 Weeks - #58-84

H. Each observer should observe each Title I class once and each Mlgrant
class 3 to & times.~ i

I. . During each of the three time intervals, each Title I class should be
observed once and .gach Migrant class at least twice.
~ N - .
J. As ouch as possible all of teacher X's observations should not always be
od. Tuesdays, atc.

Sikgs: . . . ' .
1. A list was numbered from ome to 84,
b N

e 2. Each Title I class was randomly assigned three times to different numbers

py . on the list, one schoocl name per ﬁggber:

-




’ - Attachment E-4
80.71 ‘ : ' {continued, page 2 of 2)

3. Each Migrant,cldss (and the 2 split-funded clésses}‘were randomly assigned
: seven times fto different numbers on the list, one school name per number,

<

> 4., The obserVations were then randomly reasslgned to be sure Considera:ions
H, I, and J were met. —

Note. Observaéions were conducted even Lf a substitute was present. [Due to
observer sickness, observer car trouble, and a classroom being palinted, some
observatiols were reshuffled. Yonsiderations H, I, and J were met. -




b 80.71 * Attachment E-5

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCEOOL DISTRICT
| . } 0f£1c7 of Research and Evalpation .

Novembar 18, 1980

-

. ' ‘ ®
L. 10 ﬁ_;‘title I and Title I Migrant Pre-K Teachers ) N
B . Pringip th Title I Q;%m;:mc Pre-K ‘rear.}hers
FROM: Ca e ex:,Qt e I Migrant\Evaluator . :
‘_ -
_SUBJECT: Pre=K Observations . . ’ L=
[ L . . . f - .
. N - ; .
£ {" -

s in-the past, day-long observations wil? be conducted in Migrant andiTitle I
- pre-k classes. This year Tigle 1 Kps its obsarvation rasources tied up at the

elepantary lével, so the obgarvations u‘ﬂl all be conducted by T&tle 'l xfgraat.

Each Migrant classroom (including Oak Springs and Ridgetop) will B obsarved

seven tinmes and each Title I classroom will be observed ‘“three times, The

Title I classrooms are baing observed as a gontrol/comparison group for the

Titlea I mmdusroom. ., % . ¢ £ -

. . ’ ¢
The observers will be using the saze obdervation form used last year. The
‘things to be obsarved are described on the attached pagss. ‘ . ’

] ' . ) e
The observations will begin i3 the first wgeh’of December. The principal %ang
the teacher will be notified .the week that observatitms are to occur, but not
the exact da¥. i ~ .

-

- 1
Past experience has shown that classroom obselvations dd not upset the norzal
classroom activities. The:observers have ‘been trained to emsire that this
remgins true. If you have any questions, please fee] free to call ‘me 2t

458-1227.
oy &
e
%
‘h‘ s
» e T - 3 T N ’
Approved: M’ﬁjd / ’%Zfz/"/:{z/w,gﬁ - ) oo
Acting Dirsctoer, Ellmnur'z.gducacj)aﬁ R
) - - /2. ] .
N Y cCirrf, | o s ‘
- = 0 Attachment I L o E
4 1% . R . v .. .
S _cc: David Doss . . .
lee Lawp . v . .
- Oscar Cantu . .
‘ José Mata * 4:: } ;@ _ ,
Timy Baranoff ' Y . -




" 80.71 “ . ' Attachment E -6
e, - (Page 1 of 2).
=.:.m::z/ CHILOHOOD OBSERVATION TORM: DESCRIPTION OF TEE CATIGIRIZS

Ths prtd.cm.nan: Spokan language uu:d. by -"a students Tegardlass of
the sotzcs (stndenc, tsacha®, ats.) ‘is coded for each mi=muca excapt ©
“duzing o:n.idﬁ:, Iunch, nap, and fecess.

e e
Zn
f

"

¢ ’ Groun s;._z- S ; .
M - —

"Gedtp ‘size is datarmized Sy cie sumber of stzdencs {zvolved in an -

acTiTicy. wieh the student andar observation. If oo other studaats

ars izvolved 2isth che obsarved studenz, groul sils is reacorded as sna.

’

IR N ‘
docivicies ' T :

»

‘Tzch miomra of the school day. is coded ag belomgizg oo ome 3f he hTes
followizg cacagories: e '
- 4 .
a. Yo Instmuewisnr This classificarcion partai=ns ©o
. ac=ivicies which ave zor ilastructional; a.3., s
o washing nands, standing i lita, dividizg studencs
izto gToups, e,

b, Formal Iastmuesion: Ticse acziviias (usuzlly cnder
, aduly dizrsction and supervisicm) which tave Deen .
<L _plzmﬂa:ac,.dndufarzz_ins =uetion.
. &. Iafor=al TUsgrmding Qoporwandcias -‘ar:zl la.a;""‘-g
» o . acwivicy such as tuilding Wi 'o].ocks or lookizg at
" a book. This caregory also iZcludes aczivicies

- wileh would: ndr=ally be csdad as Yo Imscmasion!! L2
chere 1s o tlear aftampt by an adul: oo zake che | .
.7 accivicy fustiuetional. Tor esampla, liafag up .

zo t3.Qunch would he cousidexrdéd an infor=d .
1f che gascher askmi the scudene¥go\gzoup

. :hmgzls “ia 1indag up by ©2a c::lat of :.‘:e:.:: clochdez.
Adnl-/zzsmc._nnzl L=z o].v% @ _
-

The adules vhto. aza faoTiclag? vl ..n.‘..’..d;.'m" in an izstTucsiomal Lapacisy
a.mhu:ti:. cha clissToom duriag the :..'.m:ia:n racordad 3 zhis sec':.“..an e
. -

-  IrsroucTiopnal amo'ns" b:L_..-r . . «

,This secTion 1s u.ud. Lo Tacord ths pcrson :r‘.:a.......y reasponsisla Sar ine
/ L:sc:'u.c.:ﬂ.cn occur‘.ag each aigute ‘ar t2e czild ,m.d.gr cbserratica.

s ¥ . - -

-+ adule Capuq.: . \ S ‘
*  Adult conrach.ls coded eo sBew which adul:ns u.va ightacs it tle sf-..r.g
. undar obs t<on during each :.:Lm;n of -c::'.zl/..:m::.zc. (v laformal

learzizg oppcr:-.m..:y _— 4{}@7 . e
B BEST oY AVMH\&LL -

' , . " > - )




80.71 ' .Attachment E~6

: oo (continued, page 2 of
. -Curriculum Source . - "

©«
Tach minute of formal inmstruction is attributed to one of three curriculum

sources: ° ‘p .
. a. BECP: an activicy takan from the 3ilingual Early ‘
. R  Childhood Progran (BECP) curriculum. -

L

b. AISD: an ac:ivi:y from AISD Early Childhood cui-iculm

‘C. Othar. ‘an ac:iv‘i:y developed by the teacher or
Taken from a source other than the ones l1isted

o above. Adaptations of the AISD or BECP curri-
cula are coded undef chose headings. L :
. ]
- r L] 5/_ . ’
L ] . .
-~ . . -
; \ . c ] o
. k)
* - -
- . . j
L ) -
fﬂ
. o ¢
, f
1Y
L - - . LS
f .
* . .
L)
- - 4 R T
w J -
® - A& e
ppo— T T e At A P 3
-~ * - ! !
> . ) N
. * 3 fjl i
- i - ] .4\1*, - .
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el
— . ¥

, AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

r Office of Research and Evaluation
» i LY
i
o I .
T0: 'rmé 1 and Title I Migr§: Pre-K Teachers ¢
FROM: Cat r%\tg‘@f‘fg&l‘a' o .
} . SUBJECT: Pre-K Observations /

A . . ' '

. 1:'
Cynthia Agnell and Jane }gack. will be conducting the pre-windergarten obgerva-
tions this year. Mrs. Agnell or Mrs. Mack will be visiting your classroom
sometime during the veek of: :

L

A

-

to obic.rvs classroom activities. Following each observation, the observer
will stare Aer notes with ygu, and within the following week, you will get a’
~ copy of her morEs. - Ce— - - - . e e e

* -
If you have any questions or comcerns about the observations, please feel free
to call me ag 458-1227. § - e

-

” a

p ~ y f S . Ca
S o Iy ZALL ¢
Director, IOffice of Researclv and

;o . T |
“ Aép:aved} E»thq?‘i /)SL.,Z." (A I D™ ’

|

”
|
|

e

Acting.Director, Elementary EduEaj(on
CC:rxf . - .
ce: Josa Mata ) .
Las Laws \ $. -
. =  Oscar Canedd ' N -
[« - Principals of Title:I i{igrant and Title I Pr;;& Teachirs
i ! o

¥

-
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[T . -y . ‘ P
) ’ . . Attachmant
80:&71 v : -8
N _ ) Classroom Observation Reaction Form
: . . O
\ e . Auscin Independent School Districe .
- . ‘. ) N
. 1f you wish to cocment on today's observatiom of your classroom,
. pleass respond to these ictems and/or write any additional couments
) g wiich would help us improve cthe observation process.
. i \ b
.\ * 8 .
Circle the post appropriace choice. = .. . v
A. The observation was conducted at a convenient cize,
 Completely Mostly Partly False -  Moscly Complecely
- False False Partly True ’ True © True
: -1l .2 3 . 4 5
Cozments: .

£

e - (
3, The classroom situanions observed wers representatize of tne ngormal activi-
[ ties of my class.

. Complecely . Mostly * Partly False .o Mostly Completely
Talse x False - Partly True rmg Trua ~ e
L 3 3 . 4 S
. ] ! '
Corments: , _ ,
]
. X k . . x,

C. The ciassroon obsexver did not “datract from the classtoom activiiles nor che
effectivenéss of inscyuctional activicies. .

g . ..
ComplLetely Mostly Partly False ~ - Mostly - Complecely
False , - False Partly True L True Trye « °
.l 2 P 3 . ' - & ' 5
Comments: - ot e e, . . " . ‘
- - - , ] "i"...' . . '. . '
- ) . ‘- ’ x " 4 . ] » : - ) )
§ ‘ £ = - s
Ocgér commedcs concerning the observation: \
\ ' d ~ ’g. ) s ! N .V
-—-—-‘ bl ' . ’ . » .
-~ p :
Cbssarvaciod I.D. ‘ . _— .
s . ;' LS i

. Please foid, staple, and®drop into cthe districs u.‘.,l Thanks.

r

-
LA
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- FILg 10 A P71 Q CARD FILE LAYOUT © LOCATION:
Sy . N - ! o
PROGRAM: Titte I Higrant - e ___hIsb__ =
A I N ~
P w - - ~ —
YEAR: 1980-8L __uT PF , ;
. t . Yacct. pogs. flile nawe
CONTENTS: Pre-Kindergarten Observatlons - Mlgrant § Tltle ) SN
r N Fleld | Columns ' ¢ Dehicription. . .
R Y 1-3 | arq “ . :
- B by S Clas#$ Asslgnmets Dy Schodl (Sec Attaclied School List) ]
A i e ‘ :
N / . W i -—
c . 6 - 6, | Observer Number 6 = Jane Mack 7 = Cynthlia Agnell '
b 7-8 Observatfon Humber S e B
tm E 9 - 11 Card Number (Note - there are 130 curds pef oBsewatlgg)
N R
v F 12 - k2 { Language 0 = Ho language 2 = Spanlsh " 4 = Undetermined
b 1 = English_ - 3 = English & Spanish ) .
* - [ s T -
G 13 - 14 | Croup $ize (Number Listed)
- i Yor 7 .
i 1 = Other 3 = Lunch 5 = Bndck-
| 15 - 15 | bo Inatruitlon 2 = Breakfas « Hap, £ = Recoss
R . ° . -
/-~"’ . | 16' -. 6 | Fotmal Instructlon (1-pr 2) :
. 4 J 17, -~ 17 | Informal Learning Opportunities (Lot 2) é\ (s
‘ 2 ¢ = £0
= - . — > & ’
K A8 - 18 { Teacher (1) ey ” g
¥ - v o Hm
, ) - L 19 - 19 | ALde” (1) e
2 .o -— -~ \ (o~ ]
\M , \ y 20 - 20 | Student lelper (1) . lustructlonal Involvement , vz
\ RS ? ' ’
- 454 N 21 - 21 ° Other (1) ° ) . -




LN
L “ »
&
' 1 *
. ‘ ) ¢ - Page 2_of 2
FIRE 1D _A ) P/ Q e CARD FILE LAYOUT LOCATION: ¢
Attt - o
) PRGGRAM: * Title I Higrant AiSD '3
L ¥ -y . * d
YEAR: 1979-80 ~ __uT PF. ., .
. . acct. pass. file name >~
CONTERTS: Pre-Kindergarten Ubservatlons-«Migrant & 1icle I
- or {
} *| Field | Columns Desct kpt 1on
flj 0 22 - 22 | Teachex (1) »
o ) . . -
- P 23 - 23 Alde (1)
ﬁ T — -
E Q 24~ 24 | Student llelper (1) *_ Instructional Responsibilicy
™~ " L] N
7] iy =
2 R 25 - 25 | Other (1) { .,
e o p = - »
) e o s 2676 | No Ome (1) ‘ )
[9%) 7 . -/ ) - -
> S T~ | 27 - 27 | Teacher (1)
" ‘é — — ’Qj
4 ! 28 - 28°| Atde (1) (
' Q ; - i - . A ; ) v
T a - ¥ .29 - 29 | Student Helper (1) Adult Contact . - *
P - B - = -— + — — - 4
. by ] 30 ~ 30 { Other (1) = ‘ ' o
{ £ 2. :
Y X 31 # 31 | No One (1) | ; /} ' -
. ; | L
, 3 Y 32 - 32 | BECP (1) «) Curriculum Used ) . X -
- .5 ( 'g g
. r Z . 33 - 33 ] AIsD (1) . i ) ﬂ%
. . yd - =]
O a -~ c
:u AA 34 - 34 | Other' ({) B )‘ N U rE
f+ - . o .
2 w 35 - 57 | Repeat pattern of fields F -> AA for the next minute of observation . '3.5:
. pd —y » ]
0 - - - [1]
‘8 ~-80  Répeat pattern of flelds F - AA for the next mincte of observatfoen . 4;3-7 2o
* bt | - )
. . . o
[a]]

[RIC g 3 €6 . _ | -
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.
1 4 .

PRE-K SCHOOL LIST 5 OBSERVATICONS
: i -

' i — -
—

¢

-" ”*

S 0l - Brown 1
i

! 02 = .Brewvan 2 -
03 = Maplewocod - \

- 04 Norzan TITIE I

§TTWTTTTTR T

05 = Qrtega ) ] |

06 = Rosewvod

Q%= Sizms ' '

.- /' »
. 08 = Fdidgetop . - o
: 50% TITLE L/50% MIGRANT
. .09 = 3psewood _

10 » Allison -

11 = 3rooke

e

16 = Sgnchez
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