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This report is concerned with the impact that the Career Intern
Pregram has had on pasticipating students. It is a traditional
outcome evaluatton, heavily quantitative in its or:.entat:.on. Un~-
fortunately, 4t serves *well to illustrate the 1,1m1tat10ns that
traditional experiinental spproaches have “when applied to social
reform programs in field settings. The various désigns that were
employed had to be adapted™ to the practicalities of real-world
conditions, experment:al controls were madequatl and attrition
from all groups studied was high. In-the end, 1mp£‘tant assumpt::.om
.underdying statistical tests were badly v..olat:ed/ and serious con-
cerns arose as to the internal vglidity of all of the analyses that
were undertaken. N

In putting the report together, we have tried to point out the:
many flaws that. exist. At the same time we have attempted‘ to
salvage what is useful and to pxece together [the various bits of
evidence that have been assenbled/ in as meaningful a way as pos-
sible. .In doing so, we have tried to tie /:)bserved outcomes, to
significant implementation events that took ,place at each of the
four program sites. Some o0f the 71nferences we have drawn are quite
speculative, others are more defensxbha.. Throughout our efforcs,
however, we were frustreted by the médequacy of the tools we had
to use. / < -

¢ ke

Our frustration was not uzéxpected. We had seen the evaluation
of the CIP prototype and were aware that/ we would encounter even
greater problems. We were also aware’, ag Crorbach, Ambronm, Dorn-
busch, Hess, Hornik; Phillips; Walker, and Weiner (1980)-have noted,
that "Few evaluative experiments to date have achieved all the
followmg earmarks of intérnal validi y: genuinely randomized
assignment, meaningful, dese’ribable treatments; samples large enough
"to give reasonable statxst;cal ;powery and attrition low enough to
maiatain the initial eguwa"lence" (0. 308).

/ . .

The fact that the pr;’oblemg we erLcungered in this .study were
not Gnique failed to make us feel mbch better because the report
does not adequately refl,ect what, we pelieve we know abdut the pro-
gram. For approxxmate}' three years, members. of the RMC.project

staff have spent considgerable time on site, have had lengthy con-
versations with staff- and’ students, jand have observed all aspects of
program operatioms. Based on thes experiences we believe that the
CIP, when properly j.mﬁlemen}:ed, ig a powerful force for reshaping
the lives of disadvantaged and alienated youths. We believe that.
progrem participants , realize ‘cogritive achievemant benefits znd
develop useful career awareness, Wé believe that more of them .
graduate from high school, go on ['0» further educatioft, and/or ohtain
meaningful emplovment ,thdn would/ be the case without the CIP. Tre,
evidence contained in this report, howzver; while supporti"ie of
these beliefs, is not eatirely donclusive. .
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In 1979, Donald Campbell took the position that, where qual-
itative data collected through interviews and observations "are
contrary to the quantitative results, the quantitative results
should be regarded as suspect” (p. 53). 1n the case of the present
study, the quantitative and qualirative data are in general agree-
ment. The problem lies solely-in the fact that the quantitative
data are -vulnerable to attacks regarding their internal validity.

°  Following Campbell's lead, we now take the position that the cred-
ibility of the quantitative findings is substantially enhanced by
the fact that the qualitative data also support program success.

Presentaticn of all the qualitative data that support program
sug;ijs is beyond the scope of this report. It is thoroughly
docémented 4Ap a companion volume (Fetterman, 1981), however, to
which the interested reader is referred.

LY
In this report, we have advancea several hypotheses that may

appear to be inadéquately supported by the available data.. In most
instances, the cited Fetterman report contains additional relevant
" information. Even so, some of our inferences may go beyond the
data. We were guided by the following statement: .

Social scientists--are trained tc suppress rela-
tionships that do not reach statistical sig-
nificance. However, no relation that makes
sense ought to be discarded. We say this
despite the truism that an explanation can be
dreamed up to fit any adventitious result.
(Cronbach et al., 1980, p. 315).

We hope and believe that we have not 'dreamad up" explanations
to fit the data. At the same time, we are aware that the "hard"
data do not, in and of themselves, provide conclusive proof that the
Career Intern Program was successful in achieving its objectives.
It is only when one considers the qualitative qata'as well that the
argument seems to us to pe overwhelmingly convircing. -
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il EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

e

Background of the Career Intern Program

The Career Intern Program (CIP) is an alternative high school
designed to serve disadvantaged and alienated students (called in-
terns) who either dropped out of regular high schools or who were

! considered potential dropouts. The objectives of the program are to

+ enable students to earn a regular high school diploma (as opposed to
. a GED), to prepare them for meaningful employment, and to facilitate
% their transition from school to work. The program offersg extensive
counseling--academic, personal, and career--and attempts to make
academic subjects palatable and relevant to the lives of the stu-
dents through a heavy infusion of career-oriented content.

Run by a community-based organization, the Career Intern Pro-
2. gram enjoys an unusual symbiotic working relationship with the local
‘ school district. It serves those students whose needs are not
' adequately met by the local high school, but the students remain on
the local school's books. State monies that are distributed to the
schools based on enrollment or attendance thus continue to flow to

: the CIP. The high schools award diplomas to students graduated by
the CIP.

: Thke CIP was initially developed in Philadelphia in the mid-
- 1970s. An independent evaluation conducted by Richard A. Gibboney
Associates (Gibboney Associates, 1977) found the program “to be
successful. The evidenée of success was judged sound by the Joint
s (U.S. Office of Edugation and National Institute of Education)
) Dissemination Review Panel, and the program was approved by that
group as eligible for federally funded dissemination.

<

B L A e )

Under authorization of the Youth Employment and Demonstration
Projects Act (YEDPA, Public Law 95-93), the Department™of Labor

- (DOL) and -the National ‘Institute of Education (NIE) entered into an -
T Interagency Agreement in late 1977 to test the replicability of the

RN

te

"""‘2 RIS

o obtained in the replication sites. Subsequently, NIE contracted
. with the Opportunities Industrialization Centers of America (OIC/A)

§1 to manage .the replication effort. OIC/A then, through a competitive
5 bidding process, selected four local OIC chapters to undertake the
%‘ CIP replication., Three of the selected sites were urban and one was
P located in a small (30,000) city. .

i . Overview of the.Evaluation

" The work statement for the evaluation was prepared jointly by
NIE and DOL. Four separate tasks were’ called for:

— the innalwhigh_school_eyen_though_Lhe;aLudgn;a_gng_bging_gg;yggubxq¥ﬁf

—CIP—and to determine whether the same—beneficial-outcomes could be
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e Task A. Conduct studies and analyses as required to answer
the questions, "What happens to the Career Intern Program in
the process of implementation in additional sites? What
factors account for the changes or adaptations, if any? For
the fidelity, if any, to the original program goals and
practices?" (RFP NIE-R-78-0004, p. 9)

©

@ Task B, Conduct studies and analyses as required to answer
the question, "Does the Career Intern Program continue to be
effective in helping youth when it is implemented in sites
other than the Philadelphia prototype?" (ibid, p. 13)

e Task C. Conduct studies and analyses as required to answer
the question, "What happens to young people in the CIP pro-
gram that could account for its effectiveness?" (ibid,
p. 16)

e Task D. Conduct studies and'ﬁnalyses as required tc answer
the fourth question, 'How does the CIP approach compare in
effectiveness, feasibility, impact, and factors important for
policy with other approaches undergoing comparable evalua-
tions, to helping the population to be served through the
Youth Employment Act?" (ibid, p. 20)

— [ — - S

To assure comparability 'with the original CIP evaluation, the
work statement specified that the evaluations of the replication
sites employ the same instruments rad designs as that study. While
some modifications were eventually made to streangthen the study,
care was taken to preserve the desired comparability.

The present report deals only with Task B, Task A and Task C,
however, are highly relevant to the material presented herein as
variations in the extent or manner in which individual components of
the treatment were implemented almost certainly affected program
outcomes. While an attempt has been made throughout this report to
relate observed outcomes to implementation events and conditions,
much mcre detailed information is provided irn the reports of the
sther two .asks (Treadway, Stronmquist, Fettérmdn, Foat, & Tallmadge,
1981; Fetterman, 1981).

<
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Methodology

Social ' science research in the field cannot be implemented in
strict -accordance with the "rules'" that govern laboratory studies.
The primary problem for the present evaluation was very high attri-
tion rates in both treatment and control groups. These high attri-
tion rates rendered it impossible to determine with complete cer-
tainty whether observed differences between groups at posttest time

‘resulted from the treatment or from some other influence (including

attrition itself). This and other problems led the investigators to
employ a variety of different evaluation approaches and data analy-
ges Strategies. By examining the data from several different
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perspectives, it was reasoned, a more credible case could be made
for the succesa or failure of the program in achieving its goals.

R It is bey,nd the s¥Wpe of this summary to describe each of the

' * various techniques that was employed. Such descriptions are, of

course, contained in the main body of the report. It should be

noted here, however, that the different approaches yielded somewhat

: different results. Furthermore, since some of the assumptions

— underlying each approach were violated, it is not clear which

“answer" (if any) should be believed. Lest too negative a picture

be presented, however, we hasten to point out that the differences

; among results were not extreme and all tended to support the success
of the CIP.

Implementation Events .

When the CIP is well implemented, there is reason to expect
that it will 1mpact positively on” part1c1pat1ng students. When it
is not well 1mp1emented less sanguine expectations seem appro-
priate. It is important to make this p01nt because each of the
four CIP demonstrations experienced serjous implementation diffi-
culties at various times. Only meager ev1dence of success c could

1
1

~ reasonably be expected during these times.

One of the sites got off to a good start but then encountered
serious difficulties that were never adequately resolved during the
entire demonstrat1on period. Another site that ran for many months
“in a truly’exemplary manner fell into disarray when its director
departed, Two other sites exper1enced severe start-up problems.
One was well on the way to recovery when its director and several
other key staff left. The other did achieve a high degree of

"\mplementat1on success——but not until the end of the demonstration
period was jimminent. Not one of .the three cohorts of students
studied at any of the four sites exper1enced a full year of program,
“Wt Yeatment' Unmarred-by -some- sort of major trauma.

|
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The fact that regularly attending students were often not
_yreceiving a "full" treatment was compounded by the irregular atten-
dance of many others. In add1t10n, some students were 8o poorly

prepared academically that they 81mp1y could not cope with the
curriculum and. should never have been ‘admittéd to the program. Both
‘of these problems were direct outgrowths of the extreme pressures
applied to the altes to meet -enrollment quotas. .

Taken together, the various 1nf1uences described above_acted in
a manner that could only detract from the measured impact of the
CIPs.  Still, when the programs were operat1ng well there was ample
ev1dence ‘of success.. Even when all was not well, some gains con-~

tlnued to be observed.

3

b

-]




.Results .

e

Evidence wag¢' found that the CIPs had significant "holding
power" over participating students. This holding power, further-
more, varied in direct proportion to the qual‘.y of program imple-
mentation. When all program components were in place and function-
ing smoothly, attendance was high and attrition was low. When the
programs encountered implementation problems, attendance fell off
and attrition increased. .

In the area of réading achievement, results over the§12-mohth
period between pre- and posttests, showed statistically significant
gains when data were pooled across sites and cohorts., When the
per formance of CIP students was compared aga1nst expectations
derived from normative data, however, the gain estimate was more
than two-and-a-half times as large as that derived from the
treatment—-control comparison. While it is believed that the larger
estimate is the more accurate one, some would argue that the smaller
estimate was more credible. -When the performance of CIP students
was compared against the performance of students in other alterna-
tive programs, stat1st1ca11y and educationally significant ad-
vantages were found for the CIP, \

— \

\

Most of the invididual-site and individual-cohort gain esti-
mdtes were statistically significant in the norm~referenced
analyses. In the treatment-control analyses, only the across-s1te,
across-cohort estimate attained significauce.

In math, the picture was similar, but the gains were somewhat
smaller. This finding was not surprising as all of the sites ex-
perienced great difficulty in attracting and retaining qualified
math instructors. None of the pre-to-posttest gain estimates de-
rived from treatment-control comparisons was statistically signif-
icant when "normal" analytic procedures (analyses of govariance)
were used. Under an alternative approach (standardized gain analy-
ses), a somewhat more positive picture emerged. In the norm-
referenced analyses, statistically significant gains were found for
all’ three of the cohorts studied when the data were pooled across
sites. e ¢

2
.

Of the 12 individual-site, individual-cohort analyses, 5 showed
statistically significant norm-referenced gains. Perhaps the most
notable result of the math analyses was the fact that the gains were
consistently positive at times when individual sites were known to
have had appropriately qualified math teachers and consistently
negative when they did not.

When the performance 6f CIP students was compared with that of
students in other alternative high schools  the results strongly
favored the CIP group at two individual sites and in the across-site
analysis. The same results were obtained when CIP students were
compared against a group of regular high school students.

»
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Statistically significant gains were found on all three scales
of the Career Development Inventory (Planning, .Use of Resources, and
Information) in several of the individual-site analyses. Across
sites, the gain estimates were significant in over half of the
cases. Gains on the Information scale, although statistically sig-
nificant, were small. This finding was surprising in view of the
heavy 1nfu810n of career-related material in the CIP curriculum.
Examination of the scale's content, however, revealed that it was
pitched at a global and theoretical level while the CIP's instruc-
tion was at a more job-specific, practical level.

Statistically significant gains in self-esteem were observed in
half of the across—-site analyses at posttest time. Interestingly,
however, none of the corresponding analyses showed a significant
treatment effect at midtest time. Other variables also showed
smaller pre-to-midtest than pre-to-posttest effects, but in no
other case was the difference so pronounced. It was concluded that

,changes in self-concept require extended exposure to the type of
counskling and other program features offered by the CIP.

v

While it seemed logical to expect that CIP participants would

_experience—an- increased-senseof control over their lives, scores on

the Internal-External (locus of control) scale reflected significant
gains in only a few scattered instances. Again, this inconsistency
between impressions gained through extended on-site observations and
the quantitative data was attributed to deficiencies in the instru-
ment rather than failure of the treatment. -

CIP part1c1pants and members of the control groups were fol-
lowed up in the summer of 1980 and again in January and February of
1981. Analyses of the data obtained from these follow-ups are more
directly related to the CIP's stated goals of helping participants
earn their high school diplomas and efihancing their employability
than those involvipg test scores. Gains on achievement, informa-
tion, and self-concept tests may well be important, but they are at
best intermediate goals of the program.

Comparisons between treatment and control groups in terms of
the numbers who had graduated from high school, were currently
enrolled, or had earned a GED were gen?rally favorable.

) &

For the fourth cohort, the high school status of the treatment
group was significantly better than that of the control group at one
individual site and across all four sites. This was despite the
fact that serious implementation problems existed at one site. At
that site, the status of the control group was better than that of

the treatment group (although not signifi'cantly so). ’Ws\\

The third-cohort data also showed a significant advantage for
the treatment group over the control group at one individual site.
The negative results of the site experiencing implementation

, .

Xix

19




Conclusions

difficulties, however, prevented the differences from being sig-
nificant across all four sites, When data were combined across the
three sites that were not having implementation problems, a sig-
nificant advantage was again found for the treatment group.

The second cohort had no control group. Across sites, however,
a larger percentage of treatment group members had graduated from
high school, were currently enrolled, or had earned a GED, however,
than was the case with either the third or fourth cohorts. This
relationship held at both the first and second follow-ups largely
because the operational problems at one site that are referred to
above had not yet developed. ¢

The second stated goal of the CIP to which follow-up data were
relevant was that of smoothing the transition from school to work.
., Because large numbers of students were still enrolled in school,
however, it seemed most appropriate to compare treatment and control
groups in terms of the -numbers either in school or employed versus
those not in school and not employed.

The results of these comparisons were sllghtly less favorable
than those related to high school status, but still positive. The
fourth-cohort treatment group presented a better picture than the
control group at one individual site and across sites on the only

“follow~up that was conducted on that cohsrt. There were no sig-

nificant differences between treatment and control groups for the
third cohort, but members of the second and third cohorts who had
participated in the program for at least three months vuere sig-
nificantly better -off.than those assigned to the treatment group who
either failed to enroll or who dropped out in the first -three
months.

¢ »

The authors expect that a more p081t1ve picture would emerge if
information were available regarding the quallty of jobs that were
held. While queries were made regarding salary levels and prob-
abilities for advancement, too few credible responses were received
to show statistically rellable differences between groups.

.

There is substantial quantitative evidence supporting the
success of the Career Intern Program. --Considering the number and
severity of operational problems the sites encountered, the data are
surprisingly good. It is especially noteworthy, however, that when
programs were operating smoothly, the results were substantially
more positive than when they were experiencing diificulties. The
potential benefits to program participants thus appear to be sub-
stantially greater than those actually accrued during the demonstra-
tion period. .
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The authors believe that the nature of the demonstration with
it3 extremely tight schedule, unrealistic enrollment quotas, in-
trusive evaluation, uncertain funding, and other generally negative
influences,' was responsible for at least some of the difficulties
sites encountered. The evidence from at least two of the sites
suggests that full and smooth implementation is not an unrealistic
expectation, however, given adequate leadership and time for the
program to mature. Had all four sites attained this operational
status, the results of this evaluation would almost certainly have
been substantially more positive.

In conclusion, it is appropriate to reiterate that this report
covers only one aspect of RMC's evaluation of the Career Intern
Program. The reports of other tasks must also be read in order to
obtain a complete perspective on the CIP demonstration. Those
reports contain substantial amounts of qualitative data, including
several case studies that should be considered in evaluating the
program. As is pointed out several times in the main body of this
report, these qualitative data lend strong support to the quantita-
tive evidence, Both sources attest to the effectiveness of the

Career Intern Program in reshaping the lives of disadvantaged and
alienated youths. ’

~ [y
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I. INTRODUCTION

Background of the Career Intern Program

The Career Intern Program (CIP) is an alternative high school
designed to serve disadvantaged and alienated students (callad in-
terns) who either dropped out of regular high schools ¢ who™ were
considered potential dropouts. The objectives of the program are to
enable students to earn a regular high school diploma (as opposed to

a GED), to prepare them for meaningful employment, and to facilitate
thezt transition from school -to work. The program offets extensive
counseling--academic, personal, and career--and attempts to make
academic subjects paiatable .and relevant to the lives of the stu-
dents thyough & héavy infusion of career-oriented content.

Run by a-/community-based organization, the Career Intern Pro-
Yy - ] y ’

_gram-enjoys an/unusual symbictic working relationship with ths local

school distriktt, It serves those students whose.need~ are not
adequatcly met by the local high school, but the students remain on
the local schoel's books. State monies that ‘are distributed to the
schools baséd on epgollment or attexndance thus continue to. flow to
the local high school even though the students are being served by
the CIP, The high schools award diplomas to st udents graduated by
the CIP.

The CIP was initially developed in Philadelphia in the mid-
1970s. An independent evaluation conducted by Richard A. Gibboney
Associates (Gibboney Associates, 1977) found the program to be
successful. The evidence of Success. was judged sound by the Joiat
(u.s. Office of ‘Education and National Institute of Education)
Dissemination Review Panel, and the program was approved by that
group as eligible for fedetally funded dissemination. .

Under authorization of the Youth Employment and Demonstration
Projects Act (YEDPA, Public Law 95-93), the Department of Labor
(DOL) and the National Institute of Educat*on (NIE) entered iato an
Interagency Agreement in late 1977 to test the replicability of the
CIP and to determine whether the same beneficial outcomes could be
obtained in 'the repiication sites, Subsequently, NIE conttacted
with OIC/A to manage the replication effort., OIC/A tnen, through a
‘competitive bidding process, selected- four-—local” OIC chapters to
undertake the CIP replication. Three of the selected sites were
urban and one was located in a suall (30,000) city.

Overview of the Evaluation

The work statement for the evaluation was prepared jointly by

'NIE and DOL. Four separate tasks were called for:

\
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e Task A. Conduct studies and analyses as required to answer
the qu questions, "What happens to the Career Intern Program in
the process of implementation in additional sites? What
factors account for the changes or adaptations, if any? For
the fidelity, if any, to the original program goals and
practices?" (RFP NIE-R-78- 0004, p.-9)

e Task B. Conduct studies .and analyses as required to answer
the question, "Does the Career Intern Program corntinue to be
effective in helping youth when it is implemented in sites

¥ other than the Philadelphia prototype?" (ibid, p. 13)

e/

Task C. Conduct studies and analyses as required to .answer
the question, ‘'‘What happens to young people in the CIP pro-
gram that could account for its effectiveness?" (ibid,
p. 16)

e Task D. Conduct studies- and analyses as required to answer
vhe fourth question, "How does the CIP approach compare in
effectiveness, feasibility, impact, and factors important for
policy with other approaches undergoing comparable evalua-
tions, to helping the population to be served through the
Youth Employment Act?" J{ibid, p. 20)

. &

To assure compacability with the original CIP evaluation, the
work statement specified that the evaluations of the repligation
sites employ the same instruments and designs as that study. While
some modifications were eventually made to strengthen the study,
care was taken to preserve the desired comparability.’ .

The present report deals only with Task B. Task A and Task C,
however, are_ highly relevant to the material presented herein as
variations in the extent or manner in which individual components of
the tréatment were’ implemented almost certainly affected program
outcoles. While-‘an attempt has been made throughout this report to
relate ‘observed outcomes to implementation events and conditions,
small -sample sizes (for any particular cohort at . any parL1cular
site) and other methodological problems place substantial limita-
tions on the extent to which clear-cut relat10nsh1ps can be credibly
established. The complexity of implementation evenbs and conditions
is another factor which limits the 1nterpretab111ty of outcome find-
ings, and the reader is encouraged to examine the Final Task A
Repott (Treadway, Stromquist, Fetterman, Foat, & Tallmadge, 1981)
and the Final Task C Report (Fettefman, 1981) to gain a fuller
appreciation of 1mp1ementat10n-outcome relat10nsh1ps

The CIP replication was originally planned as a two-year demon-
stration although the possibility of an extension was madie known
from the outset. ‘It had been anticipated-.that four cohorts of
interns would be enrolled at each of the sites during the original
demonstration period. The average:size of sach cohort was planned
to be 75 and at least 2 of the cohorts were to_ be over-sibscribed

. 80 that randomly “assigiied control groups ¢ould be formed.

>
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_In actuality, only three cohorts were enrclled during the
. original demonstration period at each of the four sites because of
i ‘gevere recruiting difficulties, and the first two of them were
. smaller than the 75~member projection. Recruiting difficulties also
precluded the formation of control groups for the first and second
cohorts at all sites, although -control groups were established for

: the third. cohorts at all sites,

A nine-moanth extension was granted to “the four replication

R . ~.gités. During the extension period, fourth cohorts (complete with
’ control groups) were taken in.
T,oee” L3

Te evaluation described herein encompasses the second, third,
i and. fourth cohorts. The first cohort was not included for several

i reasons:

v ~=~ _lo the cohort had entered the program at two sites before the
1= evaluation contract_was gwaqﬁed. .
~ N . . S s
: e it was felt that the replications needed some time to stabi-
. : lize and that ‘data collected from the first cohorts would not
provide reliablé\jndicu% of program effects.

. v

¢ the first cohorts at several of the sites were quite small
and it was felt that findings based” on such small .samples
wbuld have been difficult to interpret.
Participating interns and controls were pretested prior to
enrollment, midtested sometime between 3 and 6 months after intake
SR (depending on thé cohort), and posttested sometime between 9 and 12
: months after intake. The test battery consisted of paper-and-pencil
¥ ~  tests encompassing reading and math achievement, career awareness,
self-concept, and locus of control. Second- and third-cohort
interns and third-cohort controls were followed up in the summer of
1980-and again in Januarv/February, 1981. Fourth-cohort interns and
controls were followed up only once in January/February, 1981.

S . Earf;\ﬂuring the period of recruitment for the third cohort, it
appeaﬂéd that it might nct be possible to assemble enough applicants
te the program to form both treatment and control groups. For
this reason, comparison groups which consisted of (a) low achieving
students in the feeder schools, (b) students enrclled in other
alternative-school programs, and (c) youths who had dropped out of
school were put together to provide alternative baselines against
. which to measure the success of CIP interns. These groups were
) ’ mid~ and posttested at the same time as the third-cohort treatment
and control groups. )

te
& ~ -

.=

S Prei, mid-, and posttest data summaries for all treatment,
- control, and comparison groups are presented in this report (some
s~ were also included in earlier Task B reports)., These data were
analyzed three different ways, making use of analyses of covariance,

“
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standardized gains,‘and norm=référéiced “approaches. The follow-up
data were analyzed using (primarily) Chi Square techniqués.

Summary of -Rétevant Implementation Events and Conditions

- The most important consideration to keep in mind when reviewing
the outcome evaluation findings presented in this report is that the

> CIP encountered a large number of implementation prcblems. Many of

these problems stemmed either directly or indiréctly from the
extremely compressed time schedules and bad timing associated with
start-up operations. (Contracts were awarded, to the replication
sites in mld-December, 1977. Staffing and training were accom-
plished durlng ‘the remainder of that month and thep sites were -ex-
pected to begin serving students by the end 4f January, 1978.) A
second major source of problems arose from ‘the anxieties felt by
both staff and students as the demonstrat1on petriod dgew to an end
and futures were uncertain.

AN

These cayses underlying ‘implementation ‘'diffitulties are im—
portant because they- were functifns of the manner in which the
demonstration was undertaken and do not necessar11y reflect nega-
tively on the transportability of the CIP. Despite the reasons for
their existence,  however, there can be no doubt that implementation
difficulties impacted on the "treatment" that the CIP interns re-'
ceived, In fact, none -f .the interns in any.of the three cohorts
studied at any of the four sites experienced twelve months of treat-
ment that was’'not disrupted by at least one major t-auma such as the
termination or re31gnat1on of the director. Lo~

Brief summaries of significant implementation events at each
site follow. . Subsequent sections of the report refer back. to these
summar1es whenever they appear to be useful in understand11g or
explarnlng outcome f1nd1ngs. o -

- -
-,

Site A. Site A got off to a good start. The director had preJ
.vious experience in setting up new organizations and proved to be a
capable leader in start-up operatioms. . Unfortunately, other key
positions wete occupied by less well suited individuals. Neverthe-
less, Site A enrolled its first cohort on March 20th, 1978, 3nd
‘\achleved full operational status shortly thereafter

The second cohort of interns (the first one studied) entered
the program on July 24th, 1978. For the following six months (until
midtesting in late January-early February, 1979), the program
'operated relatively smoothly. One problem, however, was that staff
tirnover was high--11 of 22 staff members left the program, either

\‘voluntarlly or involuntarily.” This high staff turnover ‘served to

‘lower. intern -attendance rates, yet morale was high among both staff
and attending students. There were, however, some significant
staffing problems that remained to be solved, part¥cularly in the
counseling department. o ,

K
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: . The third cohort .of interns entered the program at the be~
‘ ginning of February, and almost immediately thereafter things began
to come apart. The pressures ‘to meet third-cohort enrollment quotas
) for both treatment and control groups had been intense and had lad
- to interpergonal animosities and a general 1oweffig of morale.
. Several ssﬂéf members voiced -dissatisfaction with the director's - .
‘ managément’ style which they percexved as authprxtarxan and un-
professional. .. -

. \ At abeut this time a staff committee imposed a Code of Conduct
\ and a Dress Code on the interns. The sudden and apparently arbi- .
; trary manner in which these new regulations were imposed produced a
e strong negative reacthd on the part of the 1nterns who went so far
as to stage a temporary boycott ot -the program. ¥

More serxous problems arose when RMC's first report on imple~
mentation was publxshed in March The negative comments about Site
A were carefully culled, from that: report and related to the CIP
staff by the loéal  OIC- dxrector without any indication that the
N report also had many positive things to say. Morale plummeted,
; dissention rose  sharply, and productive program functions ground
; °nearly to a halt. In May the CIPa@*rector was forced to resign. A
: new director was brought in, but regovery was slow. .

t - o

N ‘*\‘:‘6
: In lute May-early June, the ‘tbrvd-cohort interns were mid- i
‘ tested. About a month later, second-caoort interus were posttested.
. X
> o . .

.

The ;new director lastedoonly‘a few months and was terminated in
- Septembe; During his tenure, however, thgre were two other resxg-

X

nations in iey management roles. -

>

3 % .

: 2
The counseling supervxsbt -was appoxntedvdzrector in September,
1979. His lack of- management experxence: soon became apparent,

however, and the staff reported serious difficulties in communica-

¥ tion. Morale did not improve and, in fact, dxvxsxveness among staff ' .
. -membegﬂ wincreased., At about «this same time, the end of the origi- - N

2 nally planned demonstratxon was drawing near. The future of the . .

¢ program .was unclear, althouih there were vague promises of an

~, extension. Staff members began to: Jorry about their future employ-
%~~—-‘*“‘"'1EZEE‘hnd this concern was one more factor that negatxvely affected .
» 7" program operatioris and climate. ) :

* .

) ‘A nine-month extepsion was finally granted in December, IQ?E

o “ané all four sites began feverish recruiting efforts to meet en-

. rollment quotas (90 treatmént,. 55 control students) by the January
S 3lst, 1980, deadlxne.
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In late January-early February, thxrd-cohort interns were post-
tested. At about the same time, fourth-~cohort interns entéréd the . o
program. The increased size of the student body improved the
climate at Site A temporarily but the widening rift between the
director and key staff persons quickly served to‘offset\this gain.
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Midtesting of the fourth cohort took place in late May-early,
June, at the end of the regular school year. As the summer pro-
gressed, it became clear that full program funding would not be
extended beyond September.’ Both staff and iptefns were increasingly
concerned about their futures. By the end of August, when the
fourth cohort was posttested, the program was in disarray. Intern
attendange was well below 50%, three of the top four manggers
{including the third director) had- resigned, and t remaining
staff members were new and untrained. Program operations were at .a
virtual standstill and staff and intern .morale were at an all-time

low. é "

Site B. Site B also got off to a good -start.
oroblems were experienced in working out an adequate agreement with
the LEA, operations ran smoothly once that hurdle had been cleared.
The director of the program was well qualified and haé@strong
leadership skills. At least partly as a result of hid effortg,
capable and caring, individuals were found for both counseling and
instructional staff positions.—Intern recruitment was less of a

problem at Site B than at the other sites--and co consequently less

disruptive of other program functions, The facility, altRpugh
smaller than would have been desirable, was bright and pleasant and
contributed to the overall positive climate of the program.

Site B enrolled its first cohort of 1nterns on April 17th,
1978, before the approval of the LEA had been obtained. The second
cohort was enrolled in mid-October. Staff turnover from program
start-up until enrollment of the second cohort was limited to two
professionals, both of whom had left to take” better paying jobs.
During the next three months, two math teachers and an aide left the
program, also to accept higher paying positions. This pattern of
-terminations confirmed the fact that the CIP salary scale was not
competitive.: More importantly for the present discussion, the fact
that there were no-‘dismissals and: only a few voluntary terminations
suggests that hiring practices were unusually effective gt Site B
- and--that -there was little job dissatisfaction. //9
As was che case at all other sites, a thizd cohort of interns
was enrolled about the end of January, 1979. The enrollment quotas
of 90 interns and 55 controls were met without great difficulty
although the entire staff and several interns had to be pressed into
recruiting duty.

The large number of interns enrolled at Site B exceeded the
housing capac1ty of the: facility and additional space had to be
c'#leased in‘a nearby building. Walking between buildings provided a.
temptation to .'’cut out" that somé interns found impossible to
resist. . Attendance fell and the climate at -the site suffered
somewhat. The counseling staff reported that the large number of
interns to be served precluded them from spending as much vime with
"each individual as would have been desirable. Despite these dif-
f1cu1t1es, the program continued to rur smoothly and morale was higt

among both staff and interns.
<

Although major -
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L_'

4

Mldtestlng of ‘second-cohort interns took place in mid-April,
1979, and third-cohort - interns were midtested in late May-early
June. The program was still operating smoothly but staff morale was
beginning to be affected by- the low salaries, heavy work load, and,
perhaps nost importantly, by  the kack of vacations comparable to
thqse of teachers in the regular schools.

The )second cohort was posttested in m1d~0ctober. At that time,
and in.dge course of a mid~November site visit, symptoms of staff
burnout were beg1nn1ng to emerge. This problem was exacerbated by

“' uncertainties regarding the -extension of funding_beyond the original

demonstration period. Intern attendance cantinued to be somewhat
lower than it was before intake of the third cohort, but all aspects
of the program contlnued to be implemented and the climate was

- <

; In m1d-December, ‘the nine-month extension became official,
Site.B .was well prepared and enrolled a fourth cohort in January (a
55-member control group was also férmed). Short-term anxieties

about the program's future were relievéd. Posttesting of the thied-
cohort 1nterns,wgs accomplished at .about this same time.
- [ 4 .

1 CIP operations continued much as before until April when the
‘director antounced his intention to resign for reasons of  career
..advancement. His resignation had a- major impact on all aspects of
CIP 0perat1ons."The deputy OIC executive director was giver rgspon-
s1b111ty or the program when the.original director departed About
a month later another OIC person was assigned half time as interim
acting CIP d1rector., Unfortunately, the staff perceived these two
individuals as temporary employees and behaved accordingly. The
lack of leadership took its toll. . Intern attendance fell and a
number of interns dropped out of the program altogether. SeVveral

staff members also chose this time to move on, . .

Midtesting of fourth-cohort interns was accompllshed in late

.~.~~—Hay~ear1y—Juner—1980 _At. that _time. most_prokram components were

still functioning smoothly. Much pf the enthusiasm observed earlier
had digappeared, bowever, and the morale,of both staff and students

was low. _ . .

By the end of August, when fourth-cohort interns were post-
t:est:edib attendance was, down to about 30% and morale was at an all-
time low.. While some, members of the staff were optimistic °that
fundtng would be found. which would enable the program to continue,
others were actively look1ng for other employment, Although pos-
itive feelings- about the CiP continued to be expressed by both the
staff and, the. interns, the program bore'hardly any resemblance to
what it had béen before tHe original d1recto% resigned.

->

\*,te 2 C. Slte C had a difficult time establlshlng an acceptable

working agreement with the school district. The problem was lgrger © .

due. to pressures brought to bear on tﬁ??LEA by the local teachers'

4]
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union. It was not. helped, however, by the .fact that the CIP leader-
ship was inexperienced and underqualified. The person appointed
director had not, in fact, sought that job. He had applied for the
position of counseling supervisor but was named director when no
more-qualified person could be found on short notice. Other staff
positions were also filled with marginal people and, even after an
agreement with the schoolfiistrict had been worked out (through the
intervention of OIC/A), st¥If inadequacies at all levels plagued the
program.- T -

©

-Despite the fact that it had no viable working agreement with
the LEA, Site C was the first site to enroll interns. This event
occurred on February 23rd, 1978. The cohort comprised 38 interns,
all of whom had previously dropped out of school.

A working agreement with the LEA was finally signed on July
13th, 1978 but it was not until three months later that a second

———cohort of interns was enrolled. Severe recruiting ¥*difficulties had

beenpencountered and only 46 interns (and no controls) had been
signedyu The program, nevertheless, was operating smoothly at the
time o RMC s October, 1978, site visit excep: for the divisiveness
and low staff morale that resulted from inadequate leadership.
6& : 4

October, November, and December were months of intensive re-
cruiting activity. Enrollment quotas of 90 interns and 55 controls
had.to be met by January, 1979, or the program would, most probably,
have been shut down. Instructional and counseling activities were
reduced to a bare minimum as staff and interns alike engaged in a
wide variety of recruiting activ1§}es.

e e

During this same time period, the local 0IC realized that some
action would have to be taken regarding CIP leadership. The 0IC
executlve, director temporarily took over the CIP directorship. The
original director was retained, however, in the hope that he would
learn some of the skills he lacked during the interim period.

“ The "catchment area" for recruiting was extended to include
three additional LEAs. As a result, the enrollment quotas were met.
Also as a result, however, the Site C CIP had to, accommodate the
curriculum and graduation requirements of four LEAs rather than just
one. At the time of RMC's second visit to Site C (February, 1979),
the entire counseling staff was inundated with paperwnrk associated
with the rostering of the new interns into the courses they needed
to graduate. The counselors were frustrated that they had so little
time to spendi counseling, and their morale suffered as a result.

Confusion regarding CIP leadership also had its impact on staff
morale and an atmosphere of paranoia prevailed as various individ-

; uals ‘jockeyed for position and maintained written logs of the trans~
" gressioris of others. The interns, too, sensed the program's dis-

array. Derogatory graffiti began to appear on the lavatory walls

. and clusters of students began to "hang out" in the hallways. Even

so, they continued to compare the CIP favorably witi their former
high schools.
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On March 2nd, the original director was reinstated on a pro-
visional basis. The situation worsened almos. immediately, however,
and he was removed permanently at the end of the month.

b

In April, second-cohort interns were midtested., The program at
that time was at its lowest point, but an interim director with
appropriate credentials had been appointed and there was some reason
for optimism. In early May RMC again visited Site C. While intern
absenteeism continued to be high and most program components were
being implemented perfunctorally, if at all, staff morale was
definitely on the rise. - -

A strong and well qualified person was appointed permanent
director in mid~May. Shortly thereafter, third-cohort interns were
midtested. : -

Gradually the new director began rebuilding ‘the proéram. In-

. effectual staff members were replaced and vacant slots were filled.

New procedures were developad and installed and "things began to

“happen.” At abodt this time, discussions were going on within the

Department of Laﬁbr regarding the possible extension®of the demon-
stration period. |DOL was aware, however, of Site C's problems and
was sériously considering extending only the other three sites.
Site Cknew it was: "under the gun." Some staff members were demor-
alized believing that they would be: “"sacrificed" to provide an
object lesson to the other ‘sites. :

¢

A representative of DOL visited Site C in June, 1979, osten-

“sibly to determine uhether the site should be terminated. His visit

was so perfunctory, however, that rite personnel were left with the

_impression that the 'decision had already been made. Again morale

was negatively affected, but efforts continued to pull the program
back together, o . .

The summer waJ a period -of intense rvevision, reform, and up-
grading of operations in preparation for DOL's final review of the
an additional cohort of
current facility. Feeling that tiae chances of extension were good
(and might be enhan ed‘by a more suitable building), a search was
conducted, and a s itable place was located. The CIP moved in
October, with staff and students completing the entire moving opera-
tion themselves. .

{ ... _program scheduled for October. In September,. it became clear that

§

On October 30th|, 1979, DOL made its long-awaited visit to the
site and found it sufficiently improved to be granted the same nine-
month. extension planned for the other sites. Recruiting activities
began in earnest asa go#l had been established of enrolling 100
interns and obtainin% ;
interns was done at sbout this time.

s

“of interns could not be dccommodated—in -the -

75 controls. Posttesting of the-second-cohort.




In January, 1980, a new cohort of 66 interns was admitted to .
the program. A control group of 29 members was also found, Al-
though these numbers fell far short of the established quotas, they
were accepted. The program, at this time, was almost fully imple-
mented, intern attendance was good, and staff morale was high.
While some problems remained, things had never been better at Site
C. It was at this juncture that posttesting of the third-cohort
interns was accomplished.

RMC visited Site C in April, '1980. Program operations were
observed to be running smoothly and intern attendance was high.
Staff morale, however, was not as good as during the previous visit.
There was evidence of burnout. More importantly, however, the end
of the demonstration period was drawing near. Staff were beginning
. to  worry about finding new jobs and complaints about inequitable

pay, lack of adequate vacation time, and related issues had begun to
surface again. Another contributing factor was that monies promised
for the extension period had 4een held up in Washington. Local
funds were used in the interim but they were limited and, for a
time, operations proceeded on a day-to~day basis with real concern

' that the site would have to shut down for lack of funds. Despite
these ‘problems, all major program functions were carried out in
compliance with the program model.

‘

- In late May-early June, fourth-cohort interns were midtested.
In mid-June the CIP director announced her plan to resign from the
program in mid-August. Subsequently, the instructional supervisor
and the reading specialist tendered their resignations. All three
left <he program in mid-August while RMC visitors were on site.
Although the local OIC was confident of its ability to find strong
leaders to fill the vacant positions (and there is evidence that
they succeeded) morale among the remaining staff members was ob-
served to be very low. During the period between the submission of
resignations and actual departures, problems common to lame duck
administrations emerged. Staff members who were staying resented

. those who were leaving and felt disinclined to follow their in-~
structions.

In late August-early September, fourth-cohort interns were
posttested.
\ Site D. Site D, like Site C, did not get off tc a good start.
The original director not only lacked the skills and experience
required by the job, but was guilty of duplicity in dealing with her
staff. The local OIC executive director believed in "management by
exception'" and provided little leadership or guidgnce.

In mid-April, 1978, the CIP staff moved into the remodeled .
parochial school that was to house the program for the duration of
the demonstration. Both prior to and after that time, the CIP
director and the OIC executive director tried unsuccessfully to work
out 4&n. acceptable cooperative agreement with the school district.

10
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Eventually OIC/A intervened. OIC/A met with the Site D school board
, on May 5th, 1978, and an agreement was slgned five days .later.

The first cohort of 23 interns was enrolled at the end of May,
1978. Recruiting for the second cohort began immediately but, by
September, it was already clear that Site D would not be able to
identify enough candidates to form both treatment and control
groups. NIE waived the control group requirement and on October
16th, 41 new interns were enrolled.

- RMC visited Site D in November, 1978 and found the program to
"be in disarray. Most of the problems appeared to be the result of"
deficient leadership. The director had isolated herself from all of
the staff except the instructional supervisor. Most communications
to other staff members--even to the counseling supervisor~-were by
memorandim. Not surprisingly, this situation led to factionalism
throughout the remaining staff. Some were deeply resentful and did
not hesitate to discuss their feelings with the RMC site visitors.
Others chose to side with management, while still others tried to _
stay out of the conflict and simply do their jobs.

As could be expected, staf £ morale was low, the program climate
was dominated by self-centered concerns,. and implementation of R
instructional and counseling functions was mechanical-at best. The
’ interns were sensitive to—all of these problems and were attending
- -——gporadically. Attendance was observed to be below 50% and, through-
-out the course of one afternoon, only 9 of the 47 enrolled students

were observed in the building.

0IC/A was aware of the worsening situation at Site D and, in
December, 1978, prevailed upon the local OIC executive d1rector to
remove the CIP director and instructional supervisor.  The OIC/A
deputy director of the CIP demonstration than stepped in and took
control of the program. He remained at Site D for some three months
establishing new procedures, training staff, and generally reshaping
the program. He also found that relatlonshlps with the feeder
schools had been impaired by misinformation and negotiated new
agreements. Flnally, he was instrumental in finding a new director,
who joined the CIP on March 12th 1979.

In January, 1979, while the program was being directed by the
0IC/A deputy demonstration director, enough applicants had been
recruited .to form a third-cohort of interns as well as a control
.group. At the time of RMC's site visit a month later, staff morale
was very high, intern attendance had'risen to approximately 70%, and
the program climate was positive, caring, and supportive. One of
the instructors had been promoted to instructional supervisor and
was proving to be both competent and well respected by her staff.
While problems remained, the program had improved dramatically and
appeared well on its way to full implementation.

The second cohort was midtested in mid-March--just about the
time the new director joined the program. She was a strong and

11
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experienced leader who operated with an inclusive and democratic
management style. The progress made during the OIC/A intervention
continued under her direction. When RMC visited the site again in
May, the program was operating smoothly and morale was high among
both staff and interns. There had been a substantial number of
intern terminations between the March and May visits, but the
attrition appeared to be largely the result of excessively zealous

recruiting, Interns had been taken into the program in order to
meet enrollment quotas who were not adequately motivated and who
never seriously intended to remain, It was at about this time

(mid-May, 1979) that third-cohort interns were midtested.

Over the summer of 1979, the CIP ran a reduced program to

accommodate the interns' need for employment. Arrangements were
_made with_several summer youth programs that_ enabled interns to
. attend classes in the mornings and work in the afternoons. In

September, the CIP resumed full operations when the public schools
reopened. *In mid-October the second-cohdrt interns were posttested.

RMC visited Site D again in December, after the program had
been granted an extension through September of 1980, About 65
interns ‘from the first three cohorts were still active and, although
the numbers were small, staff and student morale were high; the
program climate was very positive, and program functions were
operating very well. Recruiting for the fourth cohort was underway
and it was clear that there would be little difficulty in meeting
enrollment quotas. Relationships with the feeder schools had be-
come so positive under the new director's leadership that the CIP
was allowed to set up recruiting booths in the buildings and use
the.public address system for announcements.

. .

e g

In January, 1980, a new cohort of 100 interns was enrolled.
At approximately the same time, third-cohort interns were post-
tested. RMC visited the site again in March and found the program
i still running smoothly, Attendance had stabilized at about 70% and
; . - morale continued to be high. Staff turnover (mostly f - reasons of
; advancement) was somewhat of a problem, but the program seemed able
T to attract well qualified replacements for those who left.

T
L
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Plans were underway for obtaining funds from alternative
sources 80 that the program could continue beyond the nine-month
extension period. Proposals huad been submitted to the CETA prime
3 sponsor, a private foundatlon, and the /state. Everyone was opti-
- mistic about the outcomes and there was little of the concern over
. job security that was observed at the other sites.

In May, 1980, fourth—cohort interns were midtested.

RMC's final”visit to Site D occurred ‘in August, 1930, while
fourth~cohort interns were being posttested. The situation was.much
as it had been in March. The program was operating smoothly and
. both interns and staff were enthusiastic and working hard. One of
the long~term staff members commented, "It's smooth sailing now," as
she recalled her first year and a half with the CIP.
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- II. METHODOLOGY - .-

o This study has employed a variety of data analyses techmiques.
i The majority of these techniques were applied to the analysis of
o scores on paper-and-pencil tests administered to CIP interns and
o members of the control and comparison groups prior to the intake of
each cohort at each site and approximately 6 and 12 months there-
~ after, These analyses are discussed immediately below. Follow-up
: data were also cullected approximately 6 and 12 months after post-
testing. For the most part, these data consisted simply of fre- .
quency counts of youths in various school and employmént categories.
The methods used to analyze these data are discussed at the end of
this chapter.

ér Analys:s of Test Data

0 N As—mentloned“iﬁ“the Introduct1on, this portlon of the study
encompassed the simultaneous implementation of a control group ;
experimental design, a comparison group design, and a norm-

; . referenced design, Only the control group design was called for

L .in the request for proposal, but a decision was made by the time of

] contract award to supplement it with a norm-referenced evaluation

L " "7 since large- and—(possibly) .differential attrition of students was

3 expected from the treatment (CIP) .and control groups. Such attri-

tion, if it occurred, could create serious doubts regarding the

A validity of inferences drawn from comparisons between treatment and
e control groups,

2

The evaluation was further supplemented by the inclusion of
various comparison groups agproxlmately nine months after the study
began. This step was taken becaqge the sites were experiencing
serious difficulties in recruiting sufficient numbers of students to
fill treatment group quotas while also providing adequate numbers
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"g S for the control groups. It was feared that control groups might
“'>// have to be abandoned altogether or that they would be too small
i : to provide a stable baseline against which to measure treatment

effects.

: - Constraints were imposed on the evaluation by a number of _
circumstances associated with CIP operations at the four “sites.
These. conastraints typically required that the standard procedures
o associated with each design be modified. In some cases the modifi-
P cations were substantial and significantly affect the manner in
S which the analyses should be intarpreted. While the authors believe

Rl

; ‘ : 1All of the various designs that were used attempt to measure
the impact of the CIP. Each, however, rests on different sets of
assumptions and asks a slightly different question. Appendix A
presents a comparison of the designs in these terms. 1t is included
for the methodologically inclined reader and need be of no concern

to others. .
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that the inferences they have made and the conclusions they have
.drawn are sound and credible, the reader is advised to note care-
fully all the cautions and caveats contained in the following
descrlptlons of how each design was implemented.

Instrumentation

The stud& described herein used much the same instrumentation
as was used in the evaluation of the- original CIP in Philadelphia
(Gibboney Associates, 1977). Both evaluations used standardized
reading and mathematics achievement tests. The original study used
subtests of the Stanford Achievement' Test (1973 edition) while the
present study used the Metropolitan Achievement Test (1978 edition)
bécause the latter ‘instrument was _considered—to bé substantially
better-suited for use with the CIP target population than the
former. Before the final selection was made, a careful.’ examination
of thirteen of the most commonly used achievement tests was under-
taken. A summary of this evaluation is included ~as Appendix B of
this report.

Other instruments used in the original study were the Career
Development Inventory (Super, 1970), the Self-Esteem Inventory
(Coopersmith, 1967), the Internal-External Scale (Rotter, 1966), and
the Standard Progressive Matrices (Raven,' 1940). These same instru-
ments _were used in the present study (except for the Standard
Progress1ve Matrices, copieésare included in Append1x C. There was
one difference, however; the Standard Progressive Matrices test was
used both pre and post - in the original study whereas it was used
only as a pretest in the present study. This change was made in
response to a.-suggestion made by the NIE Project Officer.

With the exception of several pretest sessions at one'site all”
testing was a¢complished. by RMC-employed site assistants w1th
approprlate professional qualifications. Tha! few test sessions not
) conducted by' RMC were run by a senior-level graduate student in
.paychome rics who was employed as a CIP math teacher at the time.
He was trained by the regalar-RMC tester at that site and was judged
to be well qual1f1ed -

TheeControb Group Design .
" b - .
Thefevhluation of the-original CIP in Philadelphia made use of
q,randome assigned control group in order to grnerate a baseline
against yhlch the growth of CIP (partlclpants could be measured.’
More. candrdates Wwere recruited for the program than could be served,
and a lottery-lxke procedure was then used to determine which
j !be assigned to the control group and which would be

+

-:applicants would
1adm1tted ito the 'program. At ‘wid- and posttesting times, members of
athe contro} group wvere ‘paid to complete the ins¢ruments.

§

The‘evaluators noted. several problems w1th this approach
(Glbboney‘ Associates, 1977). First, many o he, confrol group
) students who returned for mld- and posttesting lacked motivation
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and were observed to mark their answer sheets at random, While

—-- an attempt was made to compensate for this problem through applica-
tion of a statistical adjustment, the results were umsatisfactory.
(See Appendix C for a discussion of valid and invalid uses of the
correction for guessing.)

. . A second problem was that attrition from both treatment ard
control groups was very high (approximately 50%) at the time of mid- ~ ;j
testing and 70% by posttest time {see Table 2, p. 28 for a breakdown
by site and by cohort) and it seemed likely that attrition from the
two ,groups was non-random and that biases might have_resulted which
- would«compromrse—1nfetences drawn from subsequent treatment-control
comparisons. The more able or more highly motivated control grcup
students, for example, might have changed schools or taken jobs thus
making them unavailable for mid-~ or posttest data-collection ses-
sions. On the other hand, the treatment group students wh> were not
-present for these sessions could easily have been those at the other
oxtreme of the distribution who would or could not do the work
tequired to remain in the. program. Other hypotheses may be equally
plausible, but the fact remains that while random assignment may
have assured parity between the original groups, that parity could
well have been destroyed by differential attrition.

> PRSRTY

"RMC attempted to deal with each of these problems through
design modifications. To control for random responding, students ;
. were paid for correct responses on those irstruments where responses .
S could be judged either correct or incorrect. The detalls of this ' .
incentive payment strategy are discussed “below.

P T t L
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o To "combat the differential attrition problem, a decision was

ORI made to adopt a matching strategy that entailed the formation of

W dyads or triads of students (depending on treatment and control .
RO group quotas) who were as -much alike as possible in terms of iden-

. tifiable, educationally relevant characteristics. . One member of N
each dyad or triad was then selected for the control group while the ' '
remaining members were invited to enroll in the CIP. The plan was
to limit comparisons betJeen treatment and control groups to those ‘
dyads or triads where it was possible to obtain mid- and/or posttest ;
data on the control group member and at least one treatment group
member. While this procedure would reduce the size-of the evalua-
tion sample, it would also presumably eliminate the bias that
- might otherwise have resulted from differential attrition. The

details of the matching procedure, are also described below. )
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‘Incentive payment strategy. Becauge it seemed/’iikely taat

students with no stake in the study (control and comparison group

‘ students) would not put forth their best efforts\when responding to

mid- ‘and posttest questions, a decisiomw was made to provide an

rgent1ve, in the form of a casa payment, for correct responses. ,
Thus, in addition to paying students $10.00 for comxng to data-
collection sessions, they were paid $.07 for each item they answered

correctly. To avoid the problems that might have arisen from .
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differential reinforcement, members of the treatment group received
the same cash incentives,

There were 190 correct answers on the reading and math achieve-
ment tests, the Standard Progressive, Matrices, and the Information
scale of the Career Development Inventory (items making up the
other instruments or scales had no correct answers). Studeants could
thus earn as much as $13.30 for correct responding plus the $10.00
for attending. In fact, typical payments were in the $18,00-$20.00
range. Tests were scored immediately, and students were paid in
cash or by check within minutes of completing the last instrument.

While the incentives were considered generous, it became clear
that they were not entirely successful .in achieving the desired
results, In one instance, students who had -been scheduled for

! testing were observed playing Lasketball on a court outside the
school. They could not be lured in for data collection, 1In at
least two other instances, students were obsenved marking their
answer sheets -without referring to the test booklet. Despite these
occurrences, it seemed clear that the incentive strategy was at
least moderately successful. The majority of test scores appeared
to be valid and %he anomalies observed in ‘'the Philadelphia evalua-

. tion data (e.g., mean posttest scores being lower than mean_pretest

scores) were eliminated. N

~hgen w s Y g

Incentive payments were made to members of the comparison
groups at pre-,. mid-, and posttesting times. There were no such
rayments to treatment or -control group members at pretest times
ince they were motivated to do well in order to qualify for ad-
mission to the CIP. Both treatment and control group members were
paid, however, at mid~ and posttest times. While treatment group
members would probably have been adequately motivated without in-
centive payments, there was evidence that they would have resented
net being treated in the same manner as the other groups. ‘

APy e
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Matching treatment and control students. The variables on

N which students were matched were primarily pretest scores and age.

Separate matchings were undertaken for reading and math. Where a

surplus of good matches could be achieved on the two primary vari-

ables, grade level, and number of academic credits needed to grad-

uate from high school were alsd considered. This sét of criteria

- was incomplete and ‘would have been expanded to include at least

pre~CIP school attendance rates had it been possible to obtain this

information. Nevertheless, a large proportion of total among-

student variance was brought under experimental control by the
matching process,
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: ‘ ™% It was not expected that perfect matches could be achieved even

s ‘ ~under ideal circumstances. As it happened, however, circumstances

were far from ideal.
/. adequate numbers of students to meet treatment group quotas, For
' this reason there was no control group for the second cohort and the
{ plan to serve four cohorts during the original demonstration periods
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Severe problems were encountered in recruiting.
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. gedure was as follows,

" N .
had to be abandoned (although a fourth tohort was served during the
extension period). .

’ o

Recruitment for the third and fourth cohorts extended over a
very/long time period. Many pretesting sessions had to be scheduled
with small numbers of candidates tested at each session. Program
staff at the CIP sites: felt that potential interns were being lost
due to lengthy delays between being tested and being informed as to
whether or not they would be admitted to the program. As a result,
they requested that treatment and control group assignments be made
at the end of each week in which testing occurred and that candi-
dates be notified of their status. U ,

The need to assign students to treatment and control groups on
.a weekly basis interfered substantially with thc matching process.
_ Typically, data were available on only a few students, and the
formation of well ‘matched dyads or triads was often impossible.

" Despite this difficuity, the matching procedure was continued (28

well as it could be) and selection of students for the control group
continued. .to- -be*random from each dyad or triad. It was felt that,
‘while treatment and control group 8331gnments could not be changed,

it would be legitimate to improve the ‘matching of treatment with
control group members after all the students had been pretested
(Cook & Campbell, 1979, pp. 47, 48). Such post®hoc matching, of
course, would have to be done without any knowledge about the status
of students after the pretest since such knowledge’‘(e. g.; that a
student selected 'for the treatment group had chosen not to enroll)
could clearly bias the matching process and, thereby, the results
of any subsequent analyses. -

The matchlng (or rematchlng) process was further complicated by
the fact that pretesting spgnned a time interval of more than four
months, Because reading and math skills develop over time, it
seemed unllkely that a student vould obtain the same -test -score if
tested in late January that he or she had actually obtained when
tested’ in. the middle of the preceding September. It follows that
two students who obtained identical scores tested at widely dif-

erent times would not have obtained identical test scores had they

een tested at the same time.

Adlyst.ng test scores for different testing times. Because of
the problem just discussed, 1t was considered necessary to attempt
some form of statistical adjustment to obtain estimates of the

" scores students would have achieved had they all been tested at .the

same time, This  adjustment was accomplished for readihg and math
achiévement-test scores through uge of normative data. The pro-

]
The gasumption’waé made that students whose scores piaced them
at a particular percentile rank in the national distribution at time
would tend to score at the same pe-~entile rank at time T,.
(*hll same equipercentile assumption also underlies the norm-

referenced evaluation- design described later in this chapter.)

[
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Given the equipercentile assumption, a test score, and a test date,
it follows that interpolating between adjacent empirical normative
3 data- points can yield estimates of the score that would have been
obtained on any other particular test date. Unfortunately, the
process is not quite as clear-cut as it appears on the surface.

- The most salient complication to the interpolation process
stemmed from the fact that percentiles do not constitute an equal-
interval scale, Thus, if a test score obtained half-way between

.o - ad jacent empirical normative datua points was found to correspond to

. the 25th percentile in the earlier norms and the 5th -percentile in

‘the later norms, it would be incorrect to infer that the_ inter-

golated value would be the 15th percentile. (The 12th percentile

. tually lies midway between the 25th and the 5th.) This particular

.) drfficulty was overcome by converting percentiles to normal curve
equlvalents (NCEs)“ before interpolating.

The )second complication related.to the fact that cognitive
growth rates are not linear over the twelve months of edach calendar
- year. This complication could not be resolved aes satisfactorily. as,

the first because little is known about the exact sqﬁpe of the
growth function. What is known, however, is that:growth is slower
chf the summer than during the school year--part1cular1y for

low-achieving students (Tallmadge, 1978; National Institute of
‘ “ Education, 1978; Thomas & Pelav1n, 1976; Tallmadge”&'Horst, 1976).
: - THis difference in growth rates can easily be seen :in most test
g : ppblishers' norms tables by comparing the gain in  standard-score
: ppints per month between fall and the following spring with the gain
o . etween spring and the following fall. Unfortunately, ‘it seems
ikely that further non-linearities exist since the spring-to-fall
( nterval usually ranges from sometime in April to sometime in
. ctober 4nd thus _encompasses several. months of the school year as
2’ B ell as the summer vacation.
P * If one assumes that cogn1t1ve growth propeeds at one more-or-
! : less-constant rate while school «is in session, and at a slower, but
e also constant rate over the summer, then it would be appropriate to
use the OctdBer"to-Aprxl growth rate from September to June gnd,
. ; subsequently, to determine a® June-to-September growth rate using
whatever annual gain remains, Although a1ternat1ve rationales could
have been developed (e.g., it could have been assvmed that start-up
would be slow and that the $chool year would end with a tailing off
of growth), the approach described was the ore adopted.
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Normal cufve equivalents are normalized ‘standard scores with
4/mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 21,06 (when a nationally
representative sample of any age/grade group is tested). They match
percentiles at values of ' 50, and 99 but, under the assumption

. that the attribute measured is normally distributed in the popula-
tion, they constittte ‘an equal-interval scale.
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September 15th and June 15th raw-score~to-NCE norms-tables were
generated by’ extrapolating from the October 15th and April 20th
. Hetropolitan Achievement Test normative data pbints. These extrap-
L ’ olated norms tables were subsequently used to obtain interpolated
3 NCEs for each—student as a functlon of nis/her own particular
testing date.

Cautioﬁt A word of caution should be inserted at this point.
The procedure just described must be regarded as a poor substitute
- for testing all sfudents on the same date. (For norm-referenced
evaluatxons, the testxng date should also correspond to one of the
test's empirical normative data points.) While the authors believe
N the approach taken was sound--and that there “was no better way to
. . -..desl .with—the need for stag_ered- testing--small. errore have almost
: certainly been introduced. 1t seems unlikely that the magnitude of
such errors would be sufficient to obscure any educationally sig-
nifidqnt treatment effect, but even that possiblity must be acknowl-
edged, o g

Select1~gkapptoptxate norm groups. An additional ‘problem needs
to be mentioned,  Most CIP interns ranged from 16 to 21 years of age
but a few exceptxons to this age-range requirement were made for

various reasons. Many progrmxbpartxcxpants were dropouts who had
d been out of school for varyiny amounts of time,  Most of those who
had not dropped out were classified as Jﬁhxors or seniors in their
respective high schools even though they lacked too many credits to
.graduate with their classes. Others had been held back one or more
years, For these various reasons, it was often not clear what torms
tables were most a, propriate for individual students.

EECI Y LA Y

Ultimately, a decision was made to categorize students accord-
o ' ing to their ages vather than their grade levels., The age of each
) student as..of October 2nd of the academic year they entered the
. program vas determived. Youths whose ages were between 14 and 14.95
‘\were treated as 9th graders. Those between, 15 ahd 15.95 were
treated as 10th graders. Those above 16 were treated as llth -
graderl. Regardless of their ages, no students were treated as
12th graders at pretest time since l2th-grade norms. (the highest
level of norms tables) had to pe reserved for use with the posttest
scores of interns classified as llth graders when they eiltered the
program, )
v ¢ ' . 5
) Qut-of-level testxn& A final but minor problem related to the
test-norming issue is that all treatment, cont and comparison
. group students were tested out, K of level.- That is, although the
R majority of the stulents could be consideted as 10th,_llth, or 12th
: graderl, they were tested with the level the Metropolitan
- Achievement Test (Advanceq;:ﬁevel 1) intended for 7th~throuigh-9th
graders. This teltxng approach was adopted deliberately in view of
. . .  the fact that most’' of the students tested -were known to be low
: achievers, - Many would find the in-level .test too difficult, and
their scores, as)s result, would be unreliable.
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\\;IBhough the test itself was designed for students in grades
: 7, 8, and 9, it was possible to gain access to 10th~, lith-, and
- l12th-grade norms by means of the (vertical) scale scores. With the
: Metropolitan Achievemert Test (1978 edition) the process is as
< follows: (a) the out-of-level raw score is converted to a scale
: score, (b) the scale score is converted to an in-level percentile

rank, and (¢) the in-Ilevel percentile rank is touverted to an NCE.
®

Unad justed measures. The techniques used to adjust achieve-
ment-test scores for differences, in testing dates could not be
applied to the Career Development Inventory, the Internal-External
Scale, or the Self-Esteem Inventory because no normative data were
available. Since none of these measures was used for matching,
-however, and since the ratio of treatment to control group students
was approximately -the same for each testing date, no biases in
treatment-control analyses should have resulted from this failure to
adjust. . *

Systematic influences 'may be present in the treatment-vs.-
. comparison-group analyses since most comparison-group students were
tested later <in the year than treatment and control students. On
the other hand, the nature of the measures, coupled with the fact
that the treatment did not begln until after all students (treat-
ment, control, and comparison) had been pretested Suggest to the
s L authors that tﬁg—ﬁifferences in testing times would not. signifi-
cantly affect the evaluation findings. Again, however, readers are
cautioned that this inference may be questionable.

S . Analyzing the data. It was originally intended that all
Y treatment-control comparisons would be based on intact, matched
n dyads or triads of students. This strategf was employed to counter-
i act the potentially biasing influences of differential -attrition.
¥ v Unfortunately, the rate of attrition was very high and the number of
i intact groups available for analysis was correspondingly low at /all
§ sites. ¢Matched-groups analyses were undertaken, but they ,were
- ' supplemented with covariance and standard1zed-ga1n analysea in order
. to capitalize on the larger sample sizes that were available for
I these analyses.

The matched-groups analyses were all performed using/t tests
for paired observations. This type of analysis is exactly compar-
abie to a single classjfication analysis of variapce. These analy-
ses were done separately for each site and for each criterion
variable. [

The covariance' and standardized-gain analyses employed -in this
study were conducted using three somewhat different approaches.
Traditional covariance analysis (see Winer, 1971) employs a common,
within-group *(treatment and control) post-on-pretest regression
. line. Similarly, the traditional standardized-gain analysis makes
use of a common, within-group principal axis of the treatment and
control groups' bivariate scatter plots (see Kenny, 1975, and
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Tallmadge, 1978). In both cases, the underlying assumption is that

these within-group statistics provide better estimates of the

population values than either of the individual lines. Because this
assumption may often be questionable, RMC elected to conduct three
versions .of each analysis, one using the control group's regression
line/principal axis, one using the treatment group's, and one using
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" or just-the treatment group's regression line.

the-common-within~group regression line/principal axis. Interpreta-

tions of these analyses are given in the Resulte section of this
report.

The traditional covariance analyses (that used\‘Ehﬁ““eommon,
within-group regression line) employed the standard F test (Winer,
1971, p. 712). Exact F tests were not worked out for the covariance

analyses that .employed just the comparison group's regression line -

Approximate F ratios
were calculated using the denominator from the standard covariance

"analysis and the gain estimate -squared as the numerator (gain =

treatment group's adjusted mean posttest score minus comparison
group's adjusted mean posttest score). Although the values calcu-
lated in this manner may differ slightly from the exact, least
squares Fs, the differences should be small in all cases and should
not affect any interpretations of the results. K

To the authers' knowledge, no exact F test has yet been worked
out for standardized-gain analysis. ‘The approximation used here

s, = ):Y% - (ZYT)Z/nT N .bZ[Z-x,f,-(XXT)Z/nT] - 2blEX Y~ (TR €Y /ny)

ssc = zyé - (zyc)z/nC + b2[ZX§-(ZXC)2/nC] - 2b[ZXCYC-(LXC)(ZYC)/nC]

and ,
(YT - YC) - (YT - YC)
b = 1
X, -X.)

4

-vas
. (Difference in adjusted posttest scores)>
£= 85, + S8
St 11
. np + ne = 2 np  0g
where

P

<
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‘A8 was the case with the covariance analyses, three different
versions of the standardized gain analysis were computed, one using
the slope of the common, within-group principal axis, one using the
slope of the comparison group's principal axis, and one using the
slope of the treatment group's principal axis.

/
The Comparison Group Design

Approximately nine months after this study began, recruiting |
difficulties experienced at all four sites made it clear that
) control groups available for the study would be of minimally
acceptable size. For this reason DOL/NIE decided to supplement
the evaluation through the employment of various comparison groups.

A brief feasibility study led to the conclusion that, in three .
of the sites, it would be possible to form comparison groups of (a)
potential dropouts in feeder high schools who had not applied for
admission to the CIP, and (b) participants in other alternative-
school programs. In one of these three sites it appeared that a |
group of actual dropouts not participating in any academic program
could also be assembled. The future of the fourth site (Site D) was
uncertain at that time; therefore no attempts were made to form
comparison groups.

Most members of the various comparison groups were pretested in
January, 1979. A few were tested in late December, 1978, and a few
in. early February, 1979. They were mid-tested in May and June,
1979, and were posttested in February and March, (980, Raw scores
on the reading and math achievement tests were converted to inter-

- polated NCEs using the same procedures employed with the treatment
and control groups. No adjustments were made to scores on the other
instruments to compensate.for differences in treatment and compar-
ison group testing dates, Unfortunately, these differences are more .
likely to impact on the{ comparison group analyses than on the con-
trol group analyses. ile students were assigned to treatment and
control groups shortly/after each pretesting session, thereby ef- ‘
fecting a proporti balance, this was not the case with the com- \
parison group. All comparison group students were pretested near N

|

‘the end of the four-month interval during which treatment group
students were pretested.

All comparison group analyses were done using covariance and
. standardized~gain procedures. Pretest scores were used as the

single covariate

The Norm-Referenced Design

) for many years, Recently one such design was developed for nation-
i wide use in evaluating projects funded under Title I of the Elemen-
’ tary and Secondary Education Act (Tallmadge & Wcod, 1976). Evidence
from a study which compared gain estimates derived from that norm-
referenced design with ones derived from simultaneously implemented,

22
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random-assignment experiments, suggests that the two types of
estimates are about equally accurate--at least under the circum-
stances that were studied (Tallmadge, 1981).

- The model is based on what has come to be known as the equiper-
centile assumption that was referred to earlier. This assumption
holds that, in the absence of any special educational intervention,
students-willretain—their—percentile-(or—NCE)-status—with-—respect
to & norm group over time, Pretest status thus becomes predicted
posttest status, and gains are measured by subtracting predicted
posttest status from actual posttest tus (Posttest NCE - Pretest
NCE). -

-

There are two steps in the progédure recommended for imple-
menting the norm~refeérenced model that: were not feasible in the CIP -
evaluation, First, all testing (pre-,. mid-, and post-) should
be accdnplihhed within about two weeks of the test's empirical
norming date(o) 4 Unfortunately, not only did the cohort intake
dates preclude such timing, but recruiting difficulties necessi-
tated extending the pretesting period over four months (in the case
of the third cohort)., In an attempt to deal as -effectively ‘as
possible with this problem (as mentioned earlier), the Metropolitan
Achievement Test's October [5th and April 20th norms were first
extrapollted to September 15th and June l5th. Each student's raw
score_ was "then converted to an NCE by xnterpolatxng between the

" extrapolated norms tables according to his or her individual testing

date.: Some error was certainly introduced by this procedure, but
its magnitude is thought to be small and cannot be accurately
predicted.

The second model-implementation problem concerned the rule that
a single set of test scores cannot be used both to select students
for participation in a program and as their pretest measure, ‘When
this rule is violated, a sputious regression to the mean occurs, and
gains are artifactually either inflated or reduced. 1In the CfP
students were required to read at the fifth-grade level (more
accurately, the entry criterion was set at one standard error of

measurement below the fifth-grade reading level). Some candidates

scored below this level and were denied admission to the program.
To the extent that this happened, students were indeed "selected on

- the pretest," since they were not re-pretested after being sccepted

intq‘the CIP. !

In the authors' opinion, the biasing influence of pre'est.
selection was small because, except in one site, the great majority
of students scored well above the cutoff, To the extent that a-bias
does exist, however, it will cause gain estimates to be -too low.
Thé™ norm-referenced evaluations will thus tend to be conservative.
Real gains may be slightly higher than the norm-referenced estimate.

I

All norm~referenced evaluations were conducted using the

standard paired-observations t test,




) Analyses of Follow-Up Data-

The test-score analyses described above involved all control
group students who could be attracted to the data collection ses-
sions by the monetary and other incentives that were offered. As
far as the treatment group was concerned, only those interns who
were active participants at the time of testing or who had graduated
were included. No attempt was made to test youths who had been
invited to join the program but who had failed to enroll or who had
terminated prior to the testing session. For the two follow-up
studies that were undertaken (the first in the summer of 1980 and
the second in January/February, 1981), a slightly different approach
was taken.

Attempts were made to contact all youths assigned to the
treatment groups and all assigned to the control groups. If direct
contact could not be established, information about these youths was
sought from school personnel and records; and from relatives,
friends, and neighbors. Had we succeeded in obtaining information
on all of the youths, the "true experiment" with which the study
began would have been preserved. Whatever "treatment effects" might
have emerged from the analyses would have been unaffected by pos-
sible self-selection biases and highly credible. Despite intensive
efforts that included door-to-door canvassing of neighborhoods,
however, the return rate was slightly below 80%. (See Table 53, p.
88, for a breakdown by site and by cohort.) While this return rate
was surprisingly high considering the much smaller number of youths
. from whom it was possible to obtain test scores, it was not high
enough to remove all possibility of bias resulting from differential
attrition, Still, it should have reduced it,

While including untreated members of the treatment group in the
analyses serves to maintain the integrity of the design, it also
minimizes the size of treatment effect estimates, sincé gaines mada
by treated students are at least partially offset by the zero ex-
pected gains of the untreated students. The latter consideration
led RMC to subdivide the treatment group into treated (those who
enrolled in .the CIP and remained a minimum of three months) and
untreated (those who did not enroll or left the program in less than
three months) subgroups. In weighing evidence from the two follow-
ups, it should be kept in mind that comparisons between treatment

and control groups will systematically underestimate the size of

treatment effects while those between the treated subgroup and

either the untreated subgroup or the control group will systemat-

1ically overestimate treatment effects (because of self-selection
bias).

The follow-up data lent themselves to two major comparisons.
The first compared groups in terms of high school status. The
proportions from each group who had graduated from high school, were
currentlly enrolled, or had earned GEDs were contrasted with the
proportion who had dropped out of school prior to graduation and
had not earned GEDs. The second major comparison contrasted groups
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‘in terms of those members who were either encclled in school (high
school, college, GED, or vocational) or employed, as opposed to
those who were neither enrolled nor émployed. .
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b Data from -the first and second follow-ups were analyzed sep-
arately. The analyses were conducted separately by site and by
“cohort as Aell as across cohorts and across sites, just as was done

, with: the test score analyses. “
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III. RESULTS

This chapter summarizes the findings of the entire outcome
evaluation task. It is organized under three major headings: (a)
holding power, (b) test-score outcomes, and (c) follow-up findings.

Holding Power

Table 1 presents the numbers ‘of treatment and control group
youths who were: (a) pretested, (b) midtested, and (c) posttested
by site and by cohort. Table 2 presents the same data but reduced
to attrition rates from pre-to-midtest and from pre-to-pcsttest.
These data are intended to provide some indicatiqn of the CIP's
ability to retain youths after they enrolled. Unfortunately, for
reasons explained below they are somewhat misleading. )

.

Table 1
Sample Sizes by Site and Tohort
at the Time of Each Testing

Pretest "~ Midtest -~ Posttest

Site Cohort Treatment Control” Treatment Control Treatment Control
A 11 65 - 21 -- 18 -
III 10€ 55 - 32 .19 22 16
v 101 55 30 27 21 18
Total . 2%  TI0 8 &% 61 %

’ <
B 11 16 -- 40 -~ .15 -
., III 121 60 88 25 50 20
w3 4 & 2 32 26
Total 272 134 169 57 97 46
¢ I " 49 - 28 - 9 =
III . l20 54 47 30 21 14 B
v . e 29 53 _lo % P
83 128 40 64 . 26
- . I5 v 6 ‘-
55 52 15 33 16
06 . 71 & 61 50
161 144 69 106 . 66
- 104 - 48 --
224 219 89 126 66
286200 123 Ik 06
488 . 5% 212 328 172
27
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- ’ Table 2
Attrition Rates by Site and Cohort
Z
Pre- to Midtest Pre- to Posttest
Site Cohort Treatment Control Treatment Control
A 11 682 - 2% -— |
111 702 65% 80% 71%
v 70% 51% 79% 67% |
Combined 70% 58% 78% 69% |
L N ‘
B 711 47% - 80% -~
111 27% 58% 59 ———  67%
v C45% 57% . 57% 65%
Combined © 387 57% 64% 66%
c I 432 - 82% - !
111 613 44 82% 74%
v -20% 66% 48% 59%
Combined 46% 52% 73% 69%
o D 11 - 783 -- olx -
~ : 8 11 56% 73% 72% 7% :
‘ - v - 56% | 49% . 62% 53%
-:k,(/’\\\* Comhined 607 v 57% 71% 59%
: All ¢ O * 60% - 81% -
) 111 N 53% 60% ‘ 73% 71% '
w 52% 53% 63% 60% I
Combined 54%° 57% Lonx 65% /

k]

As can be seen (most easily from Table 2), the attrition rates
from the treatment and control groups are quite similar when com-
puted across sités for cohorts III and IV 48 well as across the
three cohorts., None of the differences even approaches statistical
significance. This finding appears to suggest that the program's
ability to retain youths was quite low. This appearance, however,
is very deceiving. All youths assigned to the control group were
encouraged (and paid) to participate in the mid- and posttesting
sessions, Of those assigned to the treatment group, however, oaly
those still enrolled in the program and those who had graduated were
permitted to take the mid- and posttests. In other words, youths
had to do something to stay in the treatment group but nothing to
stay in the control group.

If one mgkes the assumption that some of the ineligible members
of the treatment group would have returned for testing had they been
invited, a very different picture emerges. To illustrate, suppose
ineligible treatment group members would have returned for testing
at half the rate at which members of the control group returned (a
cbﬁservative}estimate, we believe), Had this happened, there would
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have been 48 more third-cohort treatment group members at midtest
time and 49 more at posttest time. The corresponding increases for
- the' fourth cohort would have been 51 and 53.

From pre-to-midtest the attrition rate for the third-cohort
treatment group would thus have been 43X compared to 60X for the
control group. This difference would have been significant:at the
..01 level, one tailed (Chi Square = 6.17, df = 1), Pre-to-midtest. .

attrition rater~ for the fourth cohort would have been 40X for the
treatment group versus 53% for the control group. This difference
would also have been statistically significant (Chi Square = 3.64,
df =1, p < .05 one tailed).

Pre-to-posttest attrition rates would not have been signifi-
cantly lower for either the third=- or iourth-cohort treatment groups
than for the correspond1ng conttol groups. If the two cohorts were

o combined, however, the treatment group rate (57%) would then have
been 1Qgs£,than that of the control group (65%) at the .05 "(one’
tailed) corifidence level (Chi Square = 3.54, df = 1),

It is not clear exactly how these numbers should be 1nter-
preted It does seem, however, that they provide reasonably con-
vincing evidence of the existence of a treatment effect. /

, H

A.literal 1nterpretat1on can say only that s1gn1f1cant1i higher
percentages of treatment group members could have been mid- and
posttestgd than was the case for members of the control gron. How-

- ever, since this difference is clearly attributable to those members
of the ‘treatment group who attended the program (non-attending !
treatment group members were assumed to return for testing at a
rate only half that observed in the control group), a case can be
made that the program did have s1gn1f1cant holding power.

At thie juncture, it should be poxnted out that treatment group
students who were attend1ng the program were easier to locate end
inform of the testing sessions than .control students. This dif-
ference no doubt contributed somewhat o the apparent treatment -
effect. The authors do mot believe, however, that it could have
been totally responsxble. ‘ 5.

Between-s1te and between-cohort differe ~es are somewhat “easier
to interpret. Although the across-cohert, pre~to-posttest (unad-
justec) -attrition rates:.among treatment group mcnmbers are not sig-
nificantly different over all sites (Chj Square = 6.90, df = 3,

.16 > p > .05 tyo tailed), a comparison oc ‘Site A with Site B
produced a s1gn1f1cant Chi Square (6.58 with 1 degree of freedom, P
£ .02 two tailed). The direction of the difference, furtherwore, is
cons1stent ‘with the general 1mp“elszon that Site A "had the least :
success in attaining full program 1up1ementat1on, while Site B was ..
. fully 1np1eaented for' the largest portion of the demonstration )
. period (see site deacr1pt1ons in Chapter I).
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Perhaps the biggest difference between sites occurred at the
beginning of the demonstration period when Sites A and B got off to
good starts while Sites C and D suffered through serious management
problems. Second-cohort pre~to-posttest Attrition rates fot treat-
ment group youths are again consistent with this observation, being
lower at Sites A and B (77%) and higher at Sites C and D (87%). The
difference between these attrition ‘rates is statistically signifi-
cant (Chi Square = 3.18%"df =1, p < .05 one tailed).

(N

During the tenure of the third cohort, Sites B and D were
functioning well while Sites A and C continued to experience diffi-
culties. Third>cohort attrition from Sites B and D was 65% while
that from Sites A and C was 8l%. Again, this difference is-highly
significant (Chi Square = 8.64, p < ,0D). .

While the fourth cohort was attending, Site D attained full
implementation while Site A continued to have a difficult time.
Attrition rates for the two sites were 62% and 72% respectively.
This difference, too, is statistically significant at the .05 level
(Chi Square = 4.76)./ Sites B and C continued to operate well, at
least for a largejpgrcentage of the time, despite the resignations
of their directors. / A compsrisen of the combined attrition rates
for Sites B, C, and D (58%) with that observed at Site A is again
highly significant {(Chi Square = 7.43, p < .0l).

Program implementation detg;iﬁ?ated'at Site A as a function of
time while it improved at Sites C and D. The improvement at Site D
occurred earlier, however, than at Site C. To determine whether
theie implementation changes were accompanied by, corresponding
changes in alirition rates, the following compariscns were made:

e At Site A; the pre-t§Lposttest attrition rate of the second-
cohort treatment group was compared aga‘ust that of the
third- and fourth-cohort treatmefit groups combined.« The
difivsence, while in the predicted direction, was found nog
to “e s.zvistically significant (Chi Square = .93).

e At Sii. C, the pre-to-pusttest sttrition rate of the second-
and third-coiort -treatment groups (combired) was compared
against that of the fouvth-cohort treatment group. The
difference was in the predicted directions and statistically
sigriificant at the .00l level {Chi Squarc = 14.!7, df = 1), |

» At Site D, the'pre-to-posttest attrition rate of the cecond-
cohort treatment group was compared against that of the
third- and fourth-cohort trea.ment 2roups combined. Again,
the difference was 'in the predict~d difrection and was sta-
tistically significant at the .005 levei, one tailed (Chi
Square = 10.34, df = 1),

These various findings, taken together, cons’itute a convincing
body of evidence that attrition is inversely relsted to the quality

~
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or extent of program implementation. When the CIP is well imple~
mented it has sxgnxfxcantly better holding power over partlcxpatxng
stuuents than when it is less well implemented.

r . Test Score Outcomes

The following pages contain a complete summary of all ghnalyses
performed on test scores during the three-year CIP demon tration
perxod. These analyses ’are organized first by subject matter and
_then by type of analysis within subject matter. Finally, for each,
type of analysis, the pre-to-midtest results are presented prior tof,
the pre-to-posttest results.

Reading . s ,

Tables 3 and 4 present the results of the norm-referenced
analyses performed on treatgent groups scores. Table 3 summarizes
the\ findings of the pre-to-midtest analyses while Table 4 ‘encom-
passes the pre-to-posttest findings. ., As can be seen, most of the
gains\ are statistically significant. Combined across sites and
‘cohogt the mean pre-to-posttest gain is 2.6 NCEs and the pre-to-
posttest\gain is 6.7 NCEs (just short of one-third of a national-
sample standard deviation).

The pre~toymidtest results, when combined across sites, show
that the smalleést gain was made by fourth-cohort students.! This
finding is perhaps best explained by the short pre-to-midtest
interval for theé fourth-cohort (3.5 to 4 months). The largest gain
was made by third-cohort students--a fact largely attributable to

the results at 8135 .D. .While the large gain at Site D may have
resulted from the dramatic turn-around that occurred at that site,
the small negative gain made by fourth-cohort students, when imple-
mentation ‘at Site D ‘was even better, seems to contradict this
hypothesis. It may be that the disruption which followed enrollment
of the large fourth cohort (130 interns) was responsible’ for the
poor., showing, but that 1nfgrence bordets on pure speculation.

\

JA‘. ———T——

T The analyses reported here all employ t or F tests. Because
many such tests are reported, \thexr tabled probabxlxty levels are
too low. While this problem could theoretxcally have been avoided
by emplo;zng one overall analyaxs\of variance and various subanaly-
ses within it, the design would have been extremely complex. Fur-
thermore, interpretive explanatxoﬁs of results at the level of.

N

T T
.

-
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fi . fourth-order interactions (where individual site, individual cohort,
~ single criterion, norm-referenced evaluations would fall) are so
i cumbersome that the distorted probabxlxty levels of multiple t and F
< tests were viewed as the lesser of two evils.
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Table 3
Treatment Group Pre-to-Midtest NCE Gains in Reading:
Estimates Derived from Norm-Referenced Analyses

Pretest Midtest NCE .

Cohort | NCE Mean NCE Mean  Gain N t

II 44.6 45.6 1.1, 21 .50

I, 35.8 39.4 3.6 ' 32 1.21

v 31.0 36. 5.8 30 3,22
Combined -  36.3 40.1 3.8 83 2,65

11 . 32.5 36.2 3.2 40  2.56

III 38.8 41.4 2.6 87  “l.64

v 32.0 34.3 2.2 41 1.43
Combined 35.6 38.4 2.8 168  2.87

II " 36.2 37.7 1.5 28 .57

III 37.9 40.9 3.0 47 1.97

v - 38.2 41,2 3.0 .53 1.93
Combined 37.6 40,3 2.7 128  2.63

Il 31.5 35.4 3.9 15  1.43
III 32.5 37.4 5.0 52 2.39

v 29,2 28.2 -9 77 .66
Combined  * 30.6 32.3 1.7 144 1 1,53
. 11° 35.8 38.4 2,6 106 2,46 .0

III 36.6 40.0 3.4 218 3.51 .00l

v 32.4 3.2 1.8 201  2.15  .025
Combined 34.8 37.5 2.6 4.75 .00l

523

When the data aré combined across cohorts within sites, Site A
emerges with the largest pre-to-midtest gain., This finding is
exactly the opposite of what one would expect based on'what is known
about implementation events at the various sites., ° The pre-to-
posttest results, on the other hand, place the sites in approxi-
mately the predicted order.

!

The pre-to-posttest results show a marked improvement in per-
formance with successive cohorts at Sites C wand D and overall,
Again, this finding is consistent wi*h expectations based on imple-
mentation events, The large gain made by fourth-cohort interns at °
Site B, on the other hand, is counter-intuitive. One can only
speculate that the disarray resulting from the director's departure
did not affect the efficacy of 1nstruct10n related to the develop~
ment of reading skills.
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Table 4
Treatment Group Pre-to-Posttest NCE Gains in Beading:
Estimates Derived from Norm-Referenced Analyses

Pretest. - Posttest NCE

Site * Cohort . NCE Mean NCE Mean Gain N t P
A I1 " 45.2 49.7 4.5 18 1.87 .05
111 32.6 36.6 4.0 22 1.38 -
VIV 3.6 37.7 3.2 21 .87 -
Combined 37.0 40.8 3.8 61 2.20 .025
B ) G 34.0 37.2 3.2 15 - 1.23 -
'OIII 4.4 48.5 7.1 50 2.82  .005
v 32.4 40.8 8.4 32 4.68 .00l
Combjned 37.3 44,2 6.9 97-  4.67 -.001
.¢c’ 11 31.0 29.0 -2.0 9 61, =
III 34.0 39.6 5.6 21 1.64 -
v 39.6 48.3 8.7 34 4.98 .00l
Combined 36.5 42.7 6.2 64  3.92 .00l
D 11 33.5 33.7 .2 6 .06 -
) 111 34.8 42.3 7.5 33 2.54  .0l.
v . 30.5 40.2 9.7 67 5.47 .00l
Combined 32.0 40.5 8.5 106 5.76 .00l
All .’ II 37.6 39.9 2.3 48 1.61 -
: 111 36.9 - 43.3 6.4 126 4.39 .00l
v 33.5 41.8 8.3 154 7.79 .00l
Combined 35.4 42.1 6.7 328 8.51 .00l

In general, the results of the norm-referenced reading analyses
appear’ quite positive with the 328 students in the pre-to-posttest
sample showing growth (on the average) from the 24th to-the 35th
percentile of the national distribution. This appearance of suc-
ceaa,,whouever’ is . somewhat lessened when one examines the norm-
téfetenced gains made by control and comparison students. As shown
in Tables 5 and 6, most of these groups also made statistically
significant ﬂorm-tefetenced gains, some of which are ‘actually larger
than those made by the CIP participants.

Comparisons. between the norm-referenced gain estimates . for,
third-cohort treatment and control groups ¥avor the treatment group
at all four sites and overall at posttest time. For- the fourth
cohort, the treatment group out-performed the control group at two
sites and overall, The midtest results are slightly less favorable.

For the. third ‘cohort, treatment growup gains are larger at three
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Table 5

Control and Comparison Group Pre-to-Midtest NCE,Gains in Reading:
: Estimates Derived from Norm-Referenced Analyses

: N
: ‘Pretest Midtest NCE :
: Site Cohort Group NCE Mean NCE Mean Gain
; A III - Control  35.5 36.8 1.3 19 .34 -
; 11 Reg. HS  46.7 49.0 2.3~ 55 .96 ~-
; I Alt, HS © 45.6 47.0 1.4  °50 .59 -
- : 111 Dropout 47.6 46.4 - 1.2 19 34 -
: U Control  ‘34.4 35.6 1.2 27 W49 -
.B II1 Control 35.2 38.6 3.4 25 1,39 --
. . 111 Reg. HS 3277 36.8 4.2 51 3,00 ,005
. III °  Alt, HS ° 40.6 4.3 " 3,66 54 2,94 .005
< v Control  36.6 42.8 6.3 .32 3.03 .005
c III - Control  41.9 42,2 3300 a1 -
11 Reg. HS  45.9 52,5 6.6 55 .3.49° ,005
171 Alt."HS 57,1 56.5 - .6+ 3% .30 -
v Control  42.5 41,0 -1 , 10 44 - .
‘D 111 Control . 32,4 34,2 1.8 157 .55 -~
. IV . Control  33.3 35.9 2.6 54 - 1.48 -
. ‘ ) :
. . _ .
All ° III Control 37.0 38,7 1.6 89 .14 -~
I Reg, HS 42,0 46.4 4.4 161 .3.86 .00l
III - Alt. HS  46.9 48.6 1.7 143 1,52 --
- 11 Dropout  47.6 §6.4 - 1.2 919 34 -
! oW Control  35.2 38.1 2.9 -123 2,59 .ol

<

-

of the four sites and overall,

The fourth-cohort control group,

however, outgained ‘the treatment group at two sites and overall,
The midtest result at Site D is ‘again difficult te accept at face

value in view of what is known o

. and the fact that the same group

time (9.7 NCEs).

.

implementation events at that site

shows a very, large gain at posttest

-

In the case of the comparison groups, ,b'c‘)tr the regular high

school and the.dropout groups outgained third-g¢ohort CIP partici-

‘ pants at posttest time,

PR

' large i§ not clear,

Y, o4

The "regular high school group also out-
performed the CIP group at midtest time. .

'Why the gains made ‘by the regular high school group are so
There is no reason to believe that these
schools were doing gn outstanding job teaching their students to
read. .A more plausible explanation is that some sort of selection

took place--perhaps by the classroom teacher motivated to look good,
.-
'3
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Table 6
Control and Comparison Group Pre-to-Posttest NCE Gains in Reading:
"Estimates Derived from Norm-Referenced Analyses

Pretest Posttest NCE \

Site Cohort  Group NCE Mean NCE Mean Gain N t P

\Q II1 Control 32.5 34.6 2.1 16 .69 -
\ II1 Reg. HS 45.8 52.7 6.9 39 2.43 .025
II1 Alt. HS 46 .7 41.7 -5.0 28 1.60 =~

II1 Dropout 48.8 56.1 7.3 16 2.19 .025

IV Control 36.5 39.8 3.3 18 83 -~

/ II1 Control 36.1 41.9 5.8 20 2.21 .025
II1 Reg. HS 32.9 41.9 9.0 42 5,46 .001

II1 Alt. HS 32.3 39.0 7.0 26 2.91 .005

IV Control 33.9 45,0 11.1 26 5.44 .00l

¢ . III Control 41.7 47.0 5.3 14 1.88 .05
III Reg. HS  48.3 55.3 7.0 51 3.27 .00S

II1 Alt. HS 57 .4 56.7 - .7 8 .09 -

IV Control 29.8 30.2 4 12 A2 ==

D. II1 Control 31.0 34.6 3.6 16 1.36 ==
v Control 32.4 37.4 5.0 50 2.18 .025
All III Control 35.2 39.5 4.3 66 3.10 .005
111 Reg. HS 42.7 50.3 7.6 132 5.93 .00l

II1 Alt. HS 42.0 42.5 .5 62 24 —-

IIT. Dropout 48.8 56.1 7.3 16 2.19 .025

IV Control 33.2 38.8 5.6 106 3.94 .00l

perhaps by the students themselves--so that only the students who
had shown improvement completed the mid~ and posttests. Since there
were 711 students in the regular high school group at pretest time
and only 161 dnd 132 at mid- and vosttest times respectively, this
explanation is at least possible, if not pa~ticularly compelling.

13

‘The large gain made by the dropout group must be interpreted
csutiously., With only 16 members in the group, the size of the gain
could vary over a wide range. Although the differences were not
-tested, it is unlikely that the dropout group's gain is signifi-
cantly different from that of the third-cohort treatment group
efther at Site A or’overall. 3
Tables 7 and 8 present the results of the control group compar-
.isons performed by means of covariance anal,sis (ANCOVA) on the
reading test scores. The generally negative findings of these
analyses are not inconsistent with those of the norm-referenced

35
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Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses

e Table 7
P Treatment Group NCE Gains- in-Reading at Midtest Time:

Pretest Adj. Mid-
' Site Cohort Group Mean test Mean - Gain N F )
s A III  Treat.  35.8 39.3 2.4 32 .23 --
) Control = 35.5 36.9 19
v Treat. 31.0 38.1 3.9 30 1.98 -
Control 34.4 34,2 27
Comb . Treat. 33.5 38.7 3.3 62 1.50 -—
Control 34.9 35.4 46
y B III Treat. 38.8 40.8 1 87 .01 -
Control 35,2 40.7 25 °
v Treat. 32.0 36.1 ~4.3 41 2,80 -
Control 36.6 40,5 32
J — Comb. Treat. 36.6 39.0 -2.4 128 1.38 -
15 ! ) ~ewe__.  Control 35.9 41.3 57
: c II1 Treat. 37.9 42.2 2.1 47 .65 -
o3 > Control 41.9 40,1 30
i Ay v Treat, 38.2 41.8 4.} 53 L.l ==
? ) ke : Control 42.5 37.7 10
i . Comb, Treat.  38.0 42.0 2.7 100 1.64 ==
M : Control 42.0 39.4 40
; 3 . |
: %D I Treatl - 32.5 37.4 3.1 52 .57 -
S Control ' 32.4 34.3 15 -
%, IV Treat..  29.2 29.9 -3.7 7 274 --
E Controlx 33.3 33.6 54
. Comb. Treat. ' 30.5 32.8 -1.2 129 37 -
Control ; 33,1 34.0 69
All III Treat,  36.2 40-,2 2.0 218  1.43 -
Control : 37.0 38.2 89
\
v Treat. 32.4 . 35.1 -1.4 201 1.06 -
. Control  35.2 36.5 123
\ Comb. Treat. 34 .5 37.6 1 419 .01 -
\ Control 36.0 37.5 212
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i Table .8
: Treatment Group NCE Gains in Reading at Posttest Time:
. A Estimates Derived from Covariancé Analyses
Pretest Adj. Pest-
Site Cohort Group Mean test Mean Gain N 'F p
A III Treat. ; 32.6 36.5 1.8 22 -.18 -
Control 32.5 34.7 16
IV Treat.  34.6 38.3 -7 21 .02 -
Control 36.5 39.1 18
Comb. Treat. 33.6 37.5 .6 43 .03 -
: Control 34.6 36.9 34
: B II1 Treat. 41.4 47 .4 3.1 50 = .50 -
Control 36.2 44.3 20
7 v Treat”, 32.4 41 .4 -2.8 32 1.09 -
Control 33.9 44 .2 26
. Comb. Treat. 37.9 44.7 -5 82 .04 -
¢ Control 3.9 45,2 46
L C  WI  Treat. 3.0 42.5 -3 20 .00 --
7 Control 41.7 42.8 14
K LIV Treat. 40.0 45.9 8.9 3 5.68 .0l
¥ Control 29.8 37.0 12
: Comb, Treat. 37.4 44,6 4.5 55 2.43 -
i Control 36.2 40.1 26
s D III Treat. 34.8 41.3 4.7 33 L08 -
3 Control 31.0 36.6 16
QJ v Treat. 30.5 40.9 4.5 67 \2.52  --
4 Control 32.4 36.4 50
1 v
! Comb. Treat.  '31.9 41.0 4.4 100 3.36_ .05
i« Control 32.1 36.6 66 "
A
Y All II1 - Treat. 36.9 42,8 2.4 126 1.16 -
| Control 35.2 40.4 . 66
L v Treat. 33.4 41.7 2.7 154 2.56 -
¢ Control 33.2 39.0 106
; Comb, Treat. 35.0 42.2 2,6 280 3.47 .05
: Contronl 34.0 39.6 172
37
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analyses. The gains are highly similar, in fact, to what would be
obtained by subtracting the norm-referenced gains of the control
groups from those of corresponding treatment groups.

No stat1st1cally significant ANCOVA gain estimates were found
at midtest time. At posttest time only 2 of the 12 individual-site
analyses produced statistically significant gain est1mates, although
the overall (across site '8, across cohorts) estimate is also signifi-
cant. This last finding, of course, is the most important as it
verifies that treatment group students, on the average, outper formed
control group students.

There is some reason to believe that the .gain estimates derived
from the ANCOVAs may be biased. Apart from the very high attrition
rates in both treatment and control groups (which could have led to
systematic differences between groups), the fact that all members of

_all control groups applied for, but were denied admission to the
" CIP may have had some effect on their motivation. Indeed, it seems

likely that the so-called John Henry effect (Saretsky, 1972) may
have been operat1ng and may have art1f1c1ally inflated the gains
made by the various control groups.

Tables”9 and 10 présent the results of the comparison group
analyses derived through use of standardized gain procedures. As
was the case with the covariance analyses, none of the gains was
fecund to be statistically s1gn1f1cant at midtest time. At posttest
time, only one of the individual-site and one of the across-site
estimates was significant. It is interesting to note that the one
slgn1f1cant across-site gain involves the’ alternative high schcol
comparison group, suggesting that the CIP is qutperforming other
programs serving similar youths.

Site B is, not surprisingly, an exception to this general
trend. The entire alternative high school group at Site B was
enrolled in a single program that provides intensive remedial read-
ing instructiom:

Overall, the comparison group analyses were marred by large
initial d1fferences between treatment and comparison groups. Al-
though every effort was made to select low achievers, it is clear
that this goal was only achieved at Site B -(where, in fact, our
efforts were somewhat too successful), At Sites A aund C most com-
parison groups are only slightly below the national median (an NCE
of 50) and one is substantially above it. With differences as large
as these, any attempt at statistical equating requires assumptions
of heroic proportions, .

Tables 11 and 12 present the results of the matched-pairs anal-
yses. While, in theory, these analyses might have provided the best
insights relative to program impact, high attrition produced ex-
tremely small sample sizes. As a result, only Site C shows a sig-
nificant gain at midtest time and only Site D at posttest time. The
across-site gain at posttest time is also significant for the third
cohort.
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: Table 9
Treatment Group NCE Gains in Reading at Midtest Time:
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort
LY

Pretest Adj. Mid-

Site Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A O\ Treatment 35.8 47.2 2.7 32 .46 -
Reg. HS 46.7, 44,5 55
. Treatment 35.8 46,6 4,2 32 Al -
Alt. HS 45.6 42 .4 50 ;
Treatment 35.8 45,1 8.3 32 74 -
Dropout 47.6 36.8 19
B -Treatment 38.8 39.0 -2.0 87 .68 -
Reg. HS 32.7 41..0 51
Treatment 38.8 42,2 - .9 ‘87 .16 --
Alt. HS 40,6 43.1 54
. C - Treatment 37.9 45,5 -3.1 47 48 -
- Reg. HS® 45.9 48.6 55
" Treatment 37.9 49,7 3.8 47 231 --
Alt. HS 57.1 45.8 39
All  Treatment 38.0 43,0 1.1 166 .46 ==
Reg. HS 42.0 44 .1 161
Treatment 38.0 45.3 1.9 166 42 -
Alt. HS 46.9 43.4 143
Treatment 35.8 45,1 8.3 32 T4 -
Dropout 47.6 36.8 19
39




Table 10 »
Treatment Group NCE Gains in Reading at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

Pretest Adj. Post~-
Site Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A Treatment 32.6 46,7 - .3 22 .00 -~
Reg. HS 45.8 47.0 39
Treatment 32.6 47.1 13.7 22 .10 ,005
Alt, HS 46.6 33.4 28
Treatment 32.6 45,5 1.8 22 .16 --
Dropout 48 .8 43.7 16
B Treatment- 41.4 44 .0 -3.3 50 .97 -
Reg. HS 32.9 B 47.3 42 .
Treatment 41.4 44.9 - .9 50 05 ==
Alt, HS 32.3 45.8 26
c Treatment 34.0 50.2 - .7 21 .03 -
Reg. HS 48.3 50.9 . 51
Treatment 34.0 48.0 13.1 21 87 ==
Alt. HS 57.4 34.9 8
Al Treatment 37.6 47.0 - .9 93 A9 ==
. Reg. HS 42.7 47.9 132
Treatment 37.6 45.8 6.5 93 .23 .01
Alt. HS 42.0 39.3 62
Treatment 32.6 45.5 1.8 22 A6 =
Dropout 48.8 43.7 16
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Table 11
Treatment Group NCE Gains in Reading at Midtest Time:
Estimates Derived from Matched Pairs Analyses

Mean Mid-~ Mean Mid-
test NCE test NCE NCE

Cohort Treatment Cortrol - "Gain
III 33.9 . .
v -’ - 39,6 . 7
Combined 36.7 . 14
IT1 35. . . 23
IV - 43, . . 13
Combined 38. . 36
c III 42.6 36.4 6.2 17 1.81 .05
had v 48.2 41.6 6.7 9 1.07 -
Combined 44,5 38.2 " 6.3 26 2 19 .025
D ‘111 38.1 %.1 . 4.0 13 1.13 -
v 29.9 32.7 -2.8 23 .78 -
Combined 32.9 33.2 - .3 36 .12 -
All Sites III 38.0 35.0 3.0 60 1.51 -
v 37.7 38.4 - .6 52 ;025 -—
Combined 37.9 36.6 1.3 112 .83 -

By far the most positive results with respect to reading
uchievement are oebserved in the norm-referenced analyses.  Sur-
prisingly, however, the norm-referenced gain estimates for most of
the control and comparison groups are also positive rather than zero
as might have been expected (at least for the regular high school
comparison groups). If these control and comparison group gains are
"real," then the norm-referenced analyses produced the most valid
gain estimates. The possibility must be .acknowledged, however, that
these gains are no more than artifacts .of the norm-referenced pro-
cedures employed in the eviluation.

-
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Table 12
Treatment Group NCE Gains in Reading at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Matched Pairs Analyses

Mean Post— Mean Post-
: test NCE test NCE NCE - T
Site Cohort

Treatment Control Gain N t P
A ITI 38.7 % 29.9 8.8 2 .58 -
. v 39.9 32.6 7.4 5 .98 -
' Combined 39.6 31.8- . 7.8 7. 121 -
B II1 41.6 42.4 - .8 & .16 -
IV - 41.3 52.9 -11.6 9 1.90 -
Combined - 41.5 46.5 - 5.0 23 1.21 -
.‘) “
C IIX 56.0 56.2 - .2 4 .02 -
v 39.3 27.8 11.5 5 1.6  --
Combined 46.7 40.4 6,.3 9 .98 -
D 111 55.7 43.3 12,4 7 1.85 -
1 45.6 39.9 5.6 17 1.8  --
Combingd 48.5 40.9 7.6 24 1.96 .05
All Sites III - 47.2 43.8 3.4 27 ; 3.39  .005
’ v N 42.9 40.5 2.4 36 .70 -
. Comb.ined 44,7 41,9 2.6 63 1.14 -

As mentioned carlier,-it was necessary ts implement the norm-
referenced model- in a somewhat unorthodox manner.
deviaticns from sfandard implementation procedures could have in-
troduced “some distortions.

testing schedule imposed on the study by various practical con-
siderations. The second deviation was the assignment of students to
grade~level norms on the basis of age rather than their actual grade
pléceﬁént., Either of these procedural variations could have intro-
duced bias into the analyses. The authors, however, are unable to
generate a plausible explanation as to why the bias should have bzen
consistently positive regardless of testing times or type of group.
We are inclined instead to favor the hypothesis that the norm-
referenced gain estimates are accurate and that the gains apparently
made by the control and comparison groups resulted from some com-
bination of the John- Henry effect and a selection bias. In any
case, it should be remembered that, overall, the treatment group
significantly, outperforméd the control group and the alternative
high school group.
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Math . '
Tables 13 and 14 simmarize the pre-to-midtest and pre-to-
posttest norm-referenced analyses of mathematics test scores. As
‘ can be seen, nearly half of the gain estimates at midtest time are
statistically significant and a majority are significant at posttest
time. Combined across sites and cohorts, the mean pre-to—midtest
gain is 2.2 NCEs and the pre-to-posttest gain is 4.3 NCEs. The
“latter gain is somewhat smaller than that observed for reading
achievement, a finding that is readily explainable in terms of the
difficulty all of .the.sites experienced in hiring “and retaining
qualified math instructors.
. Table 13
Treatment Group Pre-to-Midtest NCE Gains ip=Math:
Estimates Derived from Norm-Referenced Analyses
Y. Pretest Midtest - NCE
Site Cohort NCE Mean NCE Mean Gain N t p
A o II 31.2- 32.5 1.3 21 .36 -=
II1 19.2 26.5 7.3 32 2.14  .025
v 25.2 27 .4 2.3 30 .79 -
Combined 24 .4 28.4 4,0 83 2,01 .025
B 1I 23.4 24.9 1.5 40 1.49 --
111 27.3 . 30.0 2.7 87 1.74 .05
v 24.9 27.2 2.2 41 1.58 -
Combined 25.8 28.1 2.3 168 2.45 .01
c 11 31.6 30.7 - .9 28 .32 --
III 31.0 34.7 3.6 46 2,59 .0l
' v 31.2 31.8 .7 53 45 -
Combined ° 31.2 32.6 1.6 127 1.36 -
D II 26.0 30.2 4.2 14 1.41 --
II1 23,7 26.9 3.2 48 2.37 .025
v 23.6 23.8 .3 77 .19 --
Combined 23.9 25.5 1.7 139 1.77 .05
All 1I 27.6 28.8 1.2 103 91 =
’ III 26.1 29.8 3.7 213 4,03 .00l
v 26.1 27.2 1.1 201 1.29 it
Combined 26.4 28.6 2,2 517 6.91 .001
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Table 14
.Treatment Group Pre-to-Posttest NCE Gains in Math:
Esti%ftgs Derived from the Norm-Referenced Analyses

2 Pretest Posttest NCE

i . Site Cohort NCE Mean NCE Mean Gain N "t - p

- A II 30.6 36.8 6.3 18 1.75 .05

111 16.1 30.1 .« 14.0 22 3.28  .005

. v 23.6 22.3 - 1.3 21 .61 -

. Combined - 23.0 29.4 6.4 61 3.0 .005 y

. B I 20.8 " 24.7 3.9 15  1.29 -

111 27.1 36.0 8.9 50  4.42 .00l

v 25,7 25.4 - .3 32 .11 -

. Combined 15.7 30.8 5.1 97  3.66 .00l

c II &7.5 24.2 - 3.2 9 .97 -

3 II1 8.9 29.1 .2 21 .07 -

- L} 32.2 38.5 6.3 34 2.92  .005

o Combined 30.5 33.4 .0 64 1.85 .05

D Ir * . 20.9 29.7 8.8 6 i.e8 -

III 25.5 30.5 5.0 32 2.45 .025

v 24,0 25.8 1.7 67 1.00 -

. Combined 24.3 27.4 3.1 65 .26 -
F)

. All 11 25.8 29.8 4,0 48 2.14 .025

111 o 25.1 32.4 7.3 125  5.44 .00l

, v 26.1 28.0 1.9 154 1.81 .05

Combined 25.7 30.0 4.3 327 5.52  .00:

The pre-to-midtest results, when combined across sites, show )
that the smallest gain was made by fourth-cohort ‘students. Again it
seems likely that this finding -is best explained by the short pre-
to-midteet interval for this cohort. The largest gain was made by
third-cohort students--a not surprising outcome in view of the fact
that there were fewer implementation problems during the time period
in question than was the case during the tenure of either the
second- or fourth-cohorts. What 18 surprlslng is that the largest
gain was made at Site A, However, despite other problems at that
site, it did have an excellent math teacher.

The ‘authors were initially comewhat concerned about the quite

. low mean pretest score for the third-cohort group at Site A--
especially since the corresponding.sc.re for the control group is
I1.5 NCEs higher. 1Initially we thought that there might have been a
few invalid scores that would not only account for the low pretest
mean but also for the large gains both from pre~ to midtest and from
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pre- to posttest. Examination of the raw data, however, revealed no
such problem. The difference between the pretest scores of the
treatment and control groups appears to be the result of high-
scoring members of the treatment group failing to enroll in the CIP
or dropping out before midtest time. (The pretest means of the two
groups prior to attrition were 25.8 and 26.1 NCEs respectively.)
The reality of the pre- to midtest gain, furthermore, is attested to
by the continued growth from mid- to posttest which could not result
from invalid pretest scores.

When the data are combined across cohorts within each site,
Site A emerges with the largest pre-to-midtest and pre-to-posttest
gain. In both cases, the third cohort is primarily responsible.
The outstanding math instructor was not hired until some time after
the second cohort enrolled and left before the fourth cohort entered
the program.

_The trend toward improvement over time that was observed in
reading at both Sites C and D is seen only at Site C in math. At
Site D the gain made by the fourth cohort was less than that made by
the third. This reversal 1s attributed .to the departure of the
site's excellent science teacher who also often taught math classes.
His departure more than offset the general improvement in climate
that was reported earlier.

The pre-to-posttest results show much the same pattern that was
observed at midtest time. However, when summarized across sites,
the gains made by all three cohorts are statistically significant,
The 5 NCE gain made by second-cohort students at Site A adds further
credibility to the effectiveness of the math instructor at that
site. She joined the program just before the second cohort was
midtested. Similarly, the 6.2 NCE gain made by third-cohort interns
at Site B between mid- and posttests can be attributed to the fact
that a well qualified 1d ralented math instructor was finally hired
at that site. Unfortunately, he left again after only six months.

Overall, the norm-referenced results are encouraging. They
also suggest that larger gains would have occurred had math teaching
positions been vacant less often. In any case, the 327 studentis who
had both pre- and posttests moved from & national percentile rank of
12.4 to 17.1. It is perhaps noteworthy that the math achievement of
CIP students i{s substantially below the level in reading.

Tables 15 and 16 present summaries of the norm-referenced
analyses performed on control and comparison group math achievement
data. Only a few of these gain estimates are statistically sig-
nificant and most of them are smaller than those made by the corre-
sponding treatment groups. Summarized acrcss sites, none of the
control or comparison group gains at midtest time exceed those made
by the corresponding treatment group. The same situation prevails
at posttest time, with the single exception that the fourth-cohort
control group outgained the treatment group by .2 NCEs.
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Table 15 .
Control and Comparison Group Pre-to-Midtest NCE Gains in Math:
Estimates Derived from¢Norm-Referenced Analyses

_ Pretest Midtest NCE .
Site Cohort  Group NCE Mean NCE Mean Gain N t s p
A 111 Control 30.7 28.7 -2.0 1S 59—
111 Reg. HS 41.3 48.1 6.8 54 2,33 .025
: II1 Alt. HS 37.6 40.0 2.3 50, .89 --
K I1I Dropout 40.4 42,5 2.1 19 62 -
\ 1v Control‘ 25.4 21.9 -3.5 27 1.46 --
B 198 Control 28.9 34.7 5.8 25 1.61 -- i
II1 Reg. HS  35.0 36.8 1.8 51 1.92 .025 ’
II1 Alt. HS 38.2 37.1 -1.0 53 b1 -
v Control 28.9 27.7 -1.2 32 .62 -
C 111 Control 26.6 24.8 -1.9 30 .82 --
II1 Reg. HS  41.8 43.9 2.1 55 1.08 --
111 Alt. HS 48.5 51.2 2.7 39 1.3& -- .
1v . Control 32.0 3.0 2.1 10 81 -
N L &, 4
D . 109 ¢ Control 29.1 32.4 3.3 14 JdL -~
v " Control 26.4 27.3 .9 54 A2 -
All III _ Control  28.5 29.6 1.1 88 67 -
II1 Reg. HS 39.5 43,1 3.6 160 2,92 .005
11X Alt. HS 40.8 42.0 1.2 142 93 -
II1 Dropout 40.4 42.5 2.1 19 .62 -
1v Control 27.3 26.7 - .5 123 430 -

At posttest time, the smallest gain (-3.7 NCEs) was registered
by the alternative high school comparison group, suggesting a real’
superiority of the CIP compared to other like programs. This dif-
ference is most marked at Site A where the CIP is only one of sev-
eral alternative programs in the school district.

The treatment-control analyses performed using covariance
analysis are summarized in Tables 17 and 18. Only three of the gain
estimates are statistically significant at midtest time and none is
significant at posttest time. The larger treatment group gains made
by third-cohort students at Site B and by fourth-cohort students at
Site C are largely offset by the sizeable gains registered by the
corresponding contrel groups. Again, selection biases and John
Henry effects may have been operative.
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Table 16

Control and Comparison Group Pre-to-Posttest NCE. Gains in Math:
Estimates Derived from Norm-Referenced Analyses

S

?osttest

“types of attrition.

* standardized gain analysis.

) Pretesgt NCE

Site Cohort Group NCE Mean ., NCE Mean Gain N t P
A - 1I1 Control 29.4 31.6 2,2 16 2,19 .025
III Reg. HS 42,2 42.8 .6 39 .29 --

111 Alt. HS 42.6 33.1 -9.5 28 2,39 --

111 Dropout 39.6 41.3 1.7 16 37 -

v Control 28.2 32.8 4,7 18 -~.91 ~--
B 111 Control 26.4 30.5 4.1 20 2.95 .005
III Reg. HS 37.5 42,17 5.2 42 3.29 .005

) 111 Alt, HS  35.5 36.7 1.2 26 42 --
S A/ Control 29.0 31.8 2.8 26 1.15 ~-=

c 111 Control  33.2- 37.5 4.3 13 178 -
111 Reg. HS 42,6 43.6 1.0 51 .60 --

III  Alt. HS  46.2 47,2 1.0 8 .31 -
v Control 24.2 29.8 5.6 b 164 --

D. 111 Control 25.3 27.1 - 1.8 15 Al -
' v Control  26.0 56/‘9/ - 50 -- --

= o

‘All © 11X Contral 28.3 31.5 3.2 65 1.93 .05,
D § § Reg. HS - 40.9 43.1 2.2~ 132 2.12 .025
111 Ale, HS 40.1 36.4 -3.7 62 1.60 --

111 Dropout 39.6 41.3 1.7 16 37 -

v Control 26.9 29.0 2.1 105 1.47 =~

At Site A, where the third-cohort normfﬁgfé%enced achxeve nt
gain is very large, it is somewhat surprifing to find tha yhe,?

covariance analyses shows a substantially smaller 'and statistdcally

non-azgnxfxcant gaxn--eapecla)ly since the control group'sf (norm-

referenced) gaxn is comparatively small (2.2 NCEs). In fact, the
apparent inconsistencystems from the large difference between the
pretest scores—cf the two groups. It is clear that the.two groups
we EleqﬁfV;Ient initially but experienced systematically different
Students who remained in the treatment group at
mid- and posttest times were ciearly different from those who
remained in the control group at the same times. , o

Real differeices between groups result in a systematic under-
correction of posttest scores when traditional ANCOVA procedures are
used (Campbell & Boruch, 1975). 1In this particular’ case at least,
it appeared that a more valid gain estimate would be obtained using
When this was dope, a pre-to-midtest

3
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Table 17 . /
Treatment Group NCE Gains in Math at Midtest Time: B
: Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses
- - . [
b Pretest Adj. Mid-
. Site Cohort Group _ Mean test Mean Gain N F P
‘ A III < Treat, 19.2 ° .29.5 5.8 32 137 -
. Control” ~ 30.7 23.7 1¢
| p - IV Treat. 25.2 27,5 577 30 2,40 -
L ) Control 25.4 21.8. 27 !
o Comb.. Treat. 22.1 -28.6 6.2 , 62 4.35 .025
A Control 27.6 22.4 . 46
L B III  Treat. - 27.3 °  30.3 -3.6 87 .23 --
/ Control  28.9 33.9 - 25
: " IV Treat.  24.9-  28.5 2.6 4l 132 --
- Control  28.9 . 2670 32
i Comb.  Treat, |  26.6 29.6 - 128 - -
Control - 28.9 29.6 57,
¢ I Treat. . 31.0 33.2 6.2 46  6.08 .00l
N ' Control  26.6 . 27.0 30 °:
3 . - =)
g .
G W Treat. , = 31.2 31.9 -1.6 53 7 .24. ==
¥ ’ Control =~ 32.0 33.5 10 .
Comb., ' Treat. - 31.1  32.4 3.5 99 3.39 .05
R 4 : " Control , 28.0 28.9 40
‘D  IlI  Treat.  23.7 28.0 -9 48 .07 -
Control 29.1 28.9 - 14
) IV Treat. 23.6 24,7 -1.3 77 29 -
Control 26.4 26.0 54 ‘
- &
’ . . 1 e . N
Comb, " Treat. 23.6 26.0 - .7 125 . .12 -
: » Control , 26.9 - ,26.6 68
v , 4 N\
All I Tréat. - .26.1 < 303 . 2.0 213- 1,34 -~
: Control 28.5 28.4 ) 88 :
T W Treat. 26.1.  21.5 13 200 .98 -
Control 27.3 ~26,2 123 . ‘
) . /
Comb,  Treat. 26.1 29.0 1.9 414  3.03 .05
. Cont rol 27.8 &n1.1. . 211
) . 48 )
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Table 18

Treatment Group NCE Gains in Matl at Posttest Time:

Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses

Pretest Adj. Post-

Site Cohort Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A I1I Treat. 16.1 33.6 6.8 22 .28 -
Control 29.4 26.8 16

IV Treat. 23.6 23.6 -7.6 21 .32 -
Control 28.2 31.2 18

Comb. Treat. 19.8 28.6 - .7 43 .03 -
Control 28.7 29.3 34

B III Treat. 27.1 35.8 4,9 50 .9 -—
Control 26 .4 30.9 20

IV Treat. 25.7 26.6 -3.8 32 45 -
Control 29.0 30.4 26

Comb. Treat. 26.6 32.3 1.7 82 .54 -
Control 27.9 30.6 46

c III Treat. 28.9 30.7 -4.6 21 02 ==
Control 33.2 35.3 14

v Treat. 32.2 37.3 3.5 34 7 -
Control 24.3 33.8 11

Comb. Treat. 30.9 34.5 - .5 55 .03 -
Control 29.3 35.0 25

D 11 Treat. 25.3 30.5 3.3 32, .68 -
‘ Control 25.3 27.2 15

v Treat. 24.0 26.4 1.2 67 .25 -
Control 26.0 25.2 50

Comb, Treat. 2.5 27.7 2.0 99 .93  --
Control 25.8 25,7 65

All IlI Treat. 25.1 33.2 3.3 125 46 -
Control 28.3 29.9 65

IV Treat. 26,1 28.3 - .h 154 .05 -
Control 26.9 28.7 105

Comb. Treat. 25.6 30.5 1.4 279 .08 -
Control 27.5 29.1 170
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gain estimate of 9.6 NCEs was obtained. The pre-to-posttest gain
was 12.7 NCEs. Both estimates are statistically significant at the
.05 level.
/

Standardized gain analysis was also applied to the across-site
comparison between third-cohort treatment and control groups. This
approach raised the gain estimate from 3.3 to 4.6 NCEs and the
latter value is significant at the .025 level. When third and
fourth cohorts were combined, the standardized gain estimate rose to
2 NCEs but remained statistically non~significant.

Tables 19 and 20 present the results of the standardized gain
analyses performed on treatment and comparlson group data. At mid-
test time, only one of the ten gain estimates 1is statistically
significant. At posttest time, on the other hand, only two of ten.
fail to attain statistical significance. It shoul. be noted, how-
ever, that the credibility of these highly positive results is sub-
stantially diminished by the very large pretest differences between
groups. Although there is no reason to believe that the analysis
methodology introduced “iases in either direction, it is simply not
very informative to make comparisons between groups that have so
little in common. While the fact that the results are positive does
provide some further evidence supporting the success of the CIP, the
gain estimates themselves appear badly inflated--particularly at
Site A and across sites.

The matched pairs analyses, presented in Tables 21 and 22, are
equally uninformative. Only 1 of 30 is significant at the .025
level-~an event not unlikely to occur by chance.

5
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Table 19
Treatment Group NCE Gains in Math at Midtest Time:
Estimates De?i(?d from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

Pretest Adj. Mid-
test Mean

Site Group - Mean Gain N F p
A Treatment 19.2 42,1 3.2 32 A -
Reg. HS 41,3 38.9 ) 54
Treatment 19.2 38.7 6.6 32 .18 ~—
Alt. US 37.6 32.1 50
Treatment 19.2 34,2 4.8 32 .87 -
Dropout - 40,4 29.4 19
B Treatment 27.3 33.1 1.6 87 .53 -
Reg. HS 35.0 31.5 51
Treatment 27.3 34.2 4,0 87 .74 -
Alt, HS 38.2 30.2 53
c Treatment 31.0 41.2 2.8 46 .21 —-—
Reg. HS 41.8 38.4 55
Treatment 31.0 43.7 3.1 46 1.5 -
Alt. HS 48.5 40.6 39
All Trestment 26.8 37.6 1.7 165 .92 -
Reg. HS 39.5 35.9 160
Treatment 26.8 37.6 3.7 165 .50  .025
Alt, HS 40.8 33.9 142
Treatment 19.2 34,2 4.8 32 .87 -
Dropout 40.4 29.4 19
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Table 20

Treetment Group NCE Gains in Math at Posttest Time:

Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

Pre:est Adj. Post-

Site Group Mean test Mean Gain N F )
A Treatment 16.1 47.2 14.1 22 10.50 .005
Reg. HS 42,2 33.1 39 - .
Treatment .16.1 47.6 28.3 22 20.16 .001

Alt. HS 42.6 19.3 28
Treatment 16.1 40.8 14,1 22 4.44 ,025

Dropout 39.6 26.7 16
B Treatment 27.1 41.6 5.6, 50 4.10 .025

: Reg. HS 37.5 36.0 42
Treatment 27.1 39.2 8.7 50 5.73- .025

Alt. HS 35.5 30.5 26
C I Treatment 28.9 38.8 - .8 21 *.06 -

Reg. HS 42,6 39.6 51
Treatment 28.9 3.8 2.5 21 .23 =

Alt. HS 46,2 32.3 8
All Treatment 24,9 42.9 6.8 93 12.42 .001

Reg. HS 40.9 36.1 132
Treatment 2@.9 40.0 13.2 93 22.83 :001

Alt. HS 40,1 26.0 62
Treatment 16.1 40.8 14,1 22 4.44  ,025

Dropont 39.6 26.7 16
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Table 21

Treatment Group NCE Gains in Math at Midtest Time:

Estimates Derived from Matched Pairs Analyses

Mean Mid~ Mean Mid-
test NCE test NCE NCE
Site Cohort Treatment Control Gain N t P
A II1 17.2 15.7 1.5 7 18 --
IV 27.3 26.2 1.1 7 .13 -
Combined 22,2 20.9 1.3 14 .23 -
B 111 32.0 - 43.9 -1.9 22 40 =
IV 31.9 27.5 4.4 17 .30 -
Combined 31.9 31.1 .8 39 .27 -
C I11 32.1 25,2 6.9 13 e 24 025
IV 23.1 29.8 -6.7 5 .05 -
Combined 29.6 26.4 3.2 18 .13 -
* D 111 . 34,2 38.7 -4.,5 5 48 -
Iv v 23,2 27.5 -4.3 19 .10 -
Combined 2?.5 29.8 -4.3 24 W22 . ==
All Sites III 30.0 29.3 .8 47 .27 —~—
1V 26,9 27.5 - .7 48 .29 -
Combined . 28.4 28.4 .0 95 .02 -
. 6“,
o
\
\
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Table 22
Treatment Group NCE Gains in Math at Posttest Time:

: Estimates Derived from Matched Pairs Analyses
: s Mean Post- Mean Post-
test NCE test NCE NCE
Site Cohort Treatment Control Gain N t p
k& 11 23.4 15.6 7.8 3 .65 -
Iv 26.7 43.5 ~16.8 3 1.57 --
- Combined 25.1 29.6 4.5 ) .50 --
B III 27.8 333 -5.5 11 124 ==
1v 30.6 - 35.7 - 5.1 10 .66 -
Combined 29.2 34.4 - 5.3 21 1.26 -
C 111 49.2 42.6 6.6 z 1.56 --
v 33.4 26.1 7.3 5 .76 -
. . Combined 37.9 30.8 7.1 7 1.06 -
o D 199 24,5 2.4 - 1.9 6 1.05 --
Iv 19.1 13.3 812 18 -
Comb1 ned 20.9 23.0 -2,1" 18 .58 =
All Sites III 28.3 31.5 - 3.2 22 .94 -
v 26.1 27.9 -1.8 30 .52 -
Combined 27.0 29.4 - 2.4 52 97 -




Career Development Inventory

Table 23 presents the pre-to-midtest raw score gaing made by
second~cohort students. lLarge gains were achieved on the CDI
Planning scale by students at all sites at both mid~ and posttest
time. Except in two cases where the sample sizes were very small,
these gains are all statistically significant. Much the same
picture can be observed with the CDI Resources scale although the
gains are somewhat smaller and four of them are non-sigaificant.

Table 23
Treatment Group Pre-to-Midtest Raw Score Gains:
Career Development Inventory, Second Cohort

Pretest Midtest

Mean Mean Gain - N t P
: Site A
: Planning 99.7 115.6 16.0 22 1.98 .05
Resources 76.3 82.6 6.3 1.21 -
Information il1.4 13.1 1.7 22 1,53 =~
Site B :
Planning 100.0 121.0 21.0 37 6.01 .90l
_Resources 82.0 88.0 6.0 37 1.96 .05
Information 11.7 14.2 2.5 37 3.06 .005
a( Site C .
; Planning . 100.4 114.1 13.7 28 2.05 .025
5 - Resources 82.8 90.9 8.1 28 1.30 -~
3 Information 12,0 13.3 1.3 28 1.8t .05
%
Site D :
. Planning 1096 129.5 19.9 15 5.88 .00l
. Resources 86,1 95.9 9.8 15 3.02 .005
o Information 14.5 15.5 1.0 15 1.06 -
3 All Sites X
R Planning T 1016 119.5 17.9 102 6.25 .00l
AR Resources 8.7 88.9 .2 102 3.27 .005
Information 12.1 13.9 1.8 102 3.97 .00l
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Table 24
Treatment Group Pre-to-Posttest Raw Score Gains:
Career Development Inventory, Second Cohort

Pretest Posttest

Mean Mean Gain N t p

Site A

Planning 102.6 127.7 25.1 18 4.24 .001

Resources 75.4 84.1 8.6 17 1.32 -

Information 10.9 14.3 3.4 18 2.70 .01
Site B

Planning 98.7 125.0 26.3 15 4.56 .001

Resources 76.4 87.7 11.3 15 2.54 .025

Information 12.9 14.8 1.9 15 1.61 -
Site C '

Planning 101.2. 115.3 14.1 9 1.35 -

Resources 76.7 . 92.6 15.9 9 4,50 .005

Information 11.7 10.4 - 1.2 9 .87 -
Site D : v

Planning 99.0 128.0 29.0 1 - -

Resources 72.0 124.0 52.0 1 - -

Information 16.2 19.0 2.8 6 2.10 05
All Sites

Planning . 100.9 124.2 23.3 43 - 6 08 .00l

Resources 75.9 88.0 12.1 43 3.63 .005

Information 2.3 14.3 “2.0 48 2.85 .005

The CDI Information scale shows significant pre-to-midtest
gains at Sites B and C and significant pre-to-posttest gains at

? Sites A and D. Across sites the gains on this scale are signifi-

cant at both mid- and posttest times.

in the absence of bothf%ormative data and control groups, no
other analyses of these data appear worth undertaking. It is
important to note, however, that the analyses whidh are reported may
be misleading. There would almost certainly be some growth over
time without the CIP treatment., This growth, unfortunately, is
inextricably confounded with whatever gains resulted from the
treatment. ’

Tables 25 and 26 present gain estimates-and related statistics
derived from covariance analyses of treatment and control group
scores on the CDI Planning scale. Table 25 summarizes the pre-to-
midtest findings while Table 26 encompasses the pre-to-posttest
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Table 25
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the CDI Planning Scale at Midtest Time:
Estimates Derived from Covariance Anczlyses
Pretest Adj. Mid-

Site Cohort Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A 111 Treat. 90.0 115.2 9.6 26 1.26 —-
Control 114.8 105.6 .13

' |
v Treat. 103.3 105.6 5.7 29 45 -
Control 100.6 100.0 26
Comb. Treat. 97.0 110.4 9.0 55 2.25 -
Control 105.4 101.4 39
B I1I Treat. 105.2 120.7 9.6 80 4.67 .025
Control 99.6 111.1 22
v Treat. 93.0 111.6 7.7 40 2.81 .05
Control 95.5 103.9 30
Comb. Treat. 101.1 117.3 9.5 120 9.4 .015
Control 97.3 107.8 52 ° .
c 111 Treat. 95.6 120.7 3.9 47 .56 -
Control 103.7 106.8 29 -
v Treat. 103.7 102.3 -6.5 52 .36 -
Control 100.2 108.8 10 ’
Comb.  Treat. 99.9 106.2 -1.5 99 .09 -
.Control  102.8 107.7 39
D I11 Treat. 106.3 121.4 8.0 47 1.91 -
Control 107.9 113.4 15
o ,
v Treat. 110.1 118.2 7.8 72 4,23 .025
Control 111.1 110.5 50
Comb. Treat. 108.6 19,6 8.6 119 7.72 .005
Control 110.4 111.0 65
All I1I _Treat, 101.2 117.8 8.6 200 10.25 .001
Control 105.2 109.2 79
v Treat. 103.8 110.7 4.4 193 2.29 -
Control 103.8 106.2 :16
Comb.  Treat.  102.5 114.3 6.9 393 11.72 .00l
Control 104.4 107.4 195
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Table 26
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the CDI Planning Scale at Posttest Time:
. Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses

y Pretest Adj. Post-

Site Cohort Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A III Treat. 91.7 122.1 9.8 18 91 -
B Control  106.1 112.3 16
’ v Treat. 98.9 113.5 -7 20 .01 ~—
¢ Control 108.3 114.2 16
; Comb. Treat. 95.4 117.5 4.1 38 .37 -
Control 107.2 113.4 32
i B 111 Treat. 102.9 129.1 23.5 45 12.13 .00l
; Control 99.1 105.6 17
: v Treat. 94.3 112.4 3.8 32 73 --
Control 93.8 108.6- 25
: : 9
; Comb. Treat.  99.3 121.8 . 13.7 77 10.96  .005
. Control  95.3 108.1 42 7
c 111 Treat. 91.4 117.1 4.9 18 .23 -
Control 104.5 112.2 13
{ v Treat.  106.3 105.7 11.6 3% 1.50 -
i Control 88.0 . 94,1 11
Comb. Treat. 101.2  109.9 6.5 52 .93 --
Control  96.9 103.4 - 24
D III Treat. 105.5 125.8 17.9 30 7.67 .005
; Control  106.1 107.9 14
§ v Treat.  104.7 120.1 6.3 61 1.44  —-
3 Control  109.1 114.4 45
Comb. Treat. 105.0 122.4 9.5 91  5.18 .05
Control 108.4 112.9 59
All 111 Treat. 99.9 125.2 . 15.9 11!l 16.71 .00l
Control 103.8 109.3 60
v Treat. 102.0 114.4 3.8 147 1,40  --
Control 102.6 110.6 97
: Comb. Treat. 101.1 119.1 9.2 258 13.06 .00l
- : Control 103.1 +  109.9 157
58
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results. ‘At midtest time, 5 of 12 individual-site gain estimates
are statistically significant; at posttest time, only éxt Across
sites, the third-cohort and the combined third-and-fougth-cohort
gain estimates are statistically significant.

In several cases (e.g., Site A, third cohort, mid~ and post-
test; Site C, fourth cohort,” posttest), there are large pretest
differences between ttreatment and control groups which suggest the
possibility that ANCOVA may be an inappropriate analytic approach.
When standardized gein analyses were undertaken, three of the gains
that were nonsignificant in the ANCOVAs attained statistical signif-
icance.’ These gains are as follows: (a) Site A third-cohort
midtest--20.7 (F = 5.54, p < .025), (b) Site A combined third-and-
fourth-cohort midtest--14.6 (F =|4.44, p < .025), and (c) Site A
third-cohort posttest--22.95 (F =13.05, p < .05). None of the other
non significant ANCOVA estimates| attained significance when stan-
dardized gain analyses were undertaken, but all of the significant
ANCOVA estimates remained so, lending increased credibility to

.those findings. ~

There do not appear to be any meaningful differences among
. .sites. On the other hand, the difference between third and fourth
cohorts does appear meaningful. Except at Site C (where the fourth-
cohort ANCOVA gain estimate at posttime is distorted by the very low
pretest score of the control group), the same pattern is evident
that is seen in the across-site comparisons. The lower fourth-
cohort gain 1is attributable to the fact that student-counselor
interactioas .were less frequent during the extension portion of the
demonstration period than during the first two years. This reduc-
tion, in turn, is due to a number of career counselors leaving the
program and others becoming overloaded with the paperwork created by
large fourth-cohort enrollments, the inclusion of additional school
districts in the recruitment/catchment area, and related problems.

-

Tables 27 and 28 summarize the standardized gain analyses
performed on trestment and comparison group CDI Planning scores at
midtest and posttest times respectively. Most of the gain estimates
are both large and statistically significant both at midtest and
posttest time. No clear patterns emerge with respect either to
sites or comparison groups. There does, however, appear to be some
continued grow*:: from mid- to posttest.

Tables 29 and 30 summarize-the ANCOVA results for the CDI

Resources scale at mid- and posttest times respectively. At midtest

time only one individual-site and none of the across-site gain
estimatés is statistically significant. As was the case with the

CDI Planning scale, however, there are substantial pretest dif-
ferences between treatment and control groups in a number of in-
stances, suggesting that standardized gain analyses might yield more

valid gain estimates than covariance analyses. When such analyses

. were carried out, the third-cohort gain estimate at Site C in-
creased to 12.6 and became statistically significant (F = 6.74, p <
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Table 27

\ Treatment Group Raw Score Gains

\ on the CDI Planning Scale at Midtest Time:
\Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

Pretest Adj. Mid-

%ite‘ Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A-  Treatment 90.0 123.5 18.3 26 7.69 .005
\ Reg. HS 106.4 105.2 ] 56
\ Treatment 90.0 130.0 34.3 26 20.37 .00l
\ Alt, HS. 2.1 - 95.7 ’ 49
_Treatment ~ 90.0 117.2 19.2 26 5.92  .025
\ Dropout 106.8 98.0 18
B |Treatment  105.2  120.6 103 80 7.69 .005
\?eg. HS 103.2 110,3 " 53
reatment 105.2 . 122.0 4.5 . 80 1i.21 .00l
Alt. HS 106.3 107.5 52
C Treatment 95.6 86.2 2.3 47 .32 -
Reg. HS < 57.6 83.9 55 )
Trejtment  95.6 88.3 1L.5 47 4.87  .025
Alt. HS 52.4 76.8 39
All  Treatment 99,7 109.9 5.5 153 14,30 .00l
Reg. HS 89.0 100.3 164 :
4 ' .
Treatment 99.7 112.5 17.2 153 33.95 .00l
Alt. HS 93.3 95.3 140
\ .
Treatment 90.0 117.2 19.2 26 5.92 .025
Dropout 106.8 98.0 ! 18

\

.01). The third-cohort, across-site gain also increased and- became
statistically significant {gain = 8.0, F = 9%81, p < .005), as did
the combiged third-and-fourth cohort, across-site estimate (gain =
4.6, F=6.78, p < .005). .

_The situation is somewhat more positive at posttest time, with
two sites showing statistically significantP? ANCOVA gain estimates
for one of the two cohorts as well as for the two-cohort combina-
tion. Across sites, the third-cohort and the combined third-and-
fourth-cohort gain estimates are statistically significant, This
pattern, with the fourth-cohort gain nonsiénificant, matches that




Table 28
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the CDI Planning Scale at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain. Analyses, Third Cohort

-

Pretest . Adj. Post-
Site Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A Treatment 91,7 128.8 15.6 18 2.88 .05
Reg. HS 102.1 113.2 39
-Treatment 91,7 132.9 3.1 18 7.84 .005
"Alt. HS 106.3 08.8 28
Treatme.. ~+ 91.7 123.7 22.7 18 2,14 --
Dropout - 97.0 101.0 16
B Treatment =~ 102.9 127.6 15.3 45  9.35 .005
Reg. HS : 99.6 112.3 41
Treatment 102.9 128.5 10.0 45 2.85 .05
Alt. HS 100.8 118.5 ‘ 25
c " Treatment 91.4 132.1 15.6 18 4.91 .025
Reg. HS 100 .4 116.5 51
Treatment 91.4 120.5 11.4 18 75 .-
Alt. HS 103.1 109.1 8
All Treatment 97.8 128.9 14.8 8l 15.52 .00l
Reg. HS 104.2 114.1 131
Treatment 97.8 127.6 19.1 8l 12.80 .00l
Alt. HS 103.6 108.5 61
Treatment 91.7 123.7 22.7 18 2.14 -¢
Dropout 97.0 101.0 16

observed in the CDI Planning ANCOVAs. Again, the\bgttern is attrib-
utable to the lessened counselor contact available to fourth-cohort
gstudents.

»

Standardized gain analyses performed on CD1 Resources posttest
data raised most of the gain estimates but only one nonsignificant
ANCOVA estimate attained statistical significance. That was the
fourth~cohort estimate at Site A which increased from 6.4 to 10.2
raw score points (F = 3.29, p < .05).
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Table 29

Treatment Group Raw.Score Gains

14

on the CDI Resources Scale at Midtest Time:
Estimates. Derived frem Covariqnce Analyses

. Pretest Adj. Mid-

Site Cohort Group Me~n  'test Mean Gain N F P
A III . Treat. 76.9 81.1 -2.3. 26 A3 -
Contrel 87.5 ‘83.5 . 13

v Treat. 79.2 ‘80.9 2.4 29 ) U/—
Control ¥ 83.6 78.5 26
Comb.  Treat. 78.1 81.2 1.3 55 .08 -
Control 84.9 79.9 T
B- III . Treat. . 78.8 90.1 ‘-4 80 .01 -
‘ Control . 83.2 90.5 23 .
IV Treat.  80.3-  90.3 1 40 00 -
Control 79.3 . 90.3 . 30;
Comb. Treat. . 79.3 90.2 + = .,1 126 .00 -
Control 81.0 90.3. 53
c IIT - Treat. 75.1 85.6 4.8 " 47 1.19 -
Control 84.7 80.7 ’ . 29
IV € Treat. 7% .4 77.6 7 s2 .0l - -
ConEfol 72.7 76.9 10
Comb ./ Treat. 4.7 81.5 2.0 99 .28 -
_Control 81.6 79.5 39 ‘
~ )
D III Treat. 78.5  89.0 7.9 47 4,30 .025
Control '82{5 .- 81.0 15
v Treat. 83.8 86.6 - .4 73 .02 -
“Control 85.9 86.9 " 50
Comb. Tredr,. 81.7 87.6 2.3 120 1.17 -
Control  85.1 85.4 65 ?
4
All'  III Treat. 77:6 87.5 , 3.2, 200 2.15 -
Control 84.3 () 84.3 80
- v Treat. 79.9" 8.4 - 194 .00 -
Control 82.5 84,5 116
Comb. : Treat. 78.7 86.0 1.7 -394 1.21 -
/ Control 83.2 84 .4 196
62 7
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K A Table 30
E Treatment Group Raw Score Gains’
X on the CDI Resources Scale at Pusttest Time:
& Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses
Pretest Adj. Post- -
Site Cohort  Group Mean test Mean Gain N F )
A I Treat.  Th.l 84.4 2.5 18 .22 -
. Control 78.3 81.9 16
’ v Treat. 76.8 87.5 6.4 20 1.48 -
Control 85.4 81.1 17
Comb. Treat. 75.5 85.6 3.6 38 .89 -
Control 82.0 82.0 33
a3
Lo B II1 Treat. 75.1 95.9 3.7, 45 .60 ==
. Control 75.0 922.1 17
f ~1V  Treat. 77.9 90.4 6.9 32 3.38 .05
. Control  76.9 83.5 25
Comb. Treat. 78.0 93.6 6.7 77 4.78  .025
. Control 77.8 86.9_ 42
; i -
. c III Treat. 76.9 83.8 - .6 18 .01 -
: . Control 87 & 84.4 13
{ .
2 ' IV = Treat. 79.2 80.3 -12.4 3% 4,53 -
g»" Control 63.9 92.7 11
) Comb. Treat. 78.4 81.0 -8.3 SL 3,43 -
Control ~ 74.1 89.3 . 2%
AN D II1 Treat. 80.9 94.9 13.6 30 10.46 .01
G- N . Control 81.9 81.3 14
W
RIS 'V Treat. 82.4 92.8 4.5 62 1.39 -
;ﬂf ' Control 84.4 88.3 45
b Comb. Treat.  81.8 93.5 6.9 492 5.3  .025
2 Control 83.8 86.6 59 g
’ All  III Treat . 78.0 91.5 5.7 111 3.99 .025
' Control _— 80.8 85.8 60 )
IV Treat. 79.9 - 88.8 2.7 148 1.5z -
o Control 80.4 86.1 98
’/-- > .
‘ Comb. Treat.. 79.1 < 90.0 4.1 256 5.40 .025
Control 80.4 85.9 158




-

The standardized gain, comparison group analyses are summarized
in Tables 31 and 32. At’ midtest tirme the gain estimates are large
and statistically significant for both the regular and alternative
high school comparisons at Sites B and C. Across—-site gain esti-
mates derived from analyses involving these two comparison groups
are also significant. The pattern is much the same at posttest time
except for Site € where the gain estimates decrease in size and
failed to attain statistical significance. Overall, the results of
these analyses tend to support thosé of the ANCOVAs.

Table 31
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the CDI Resources Scale at Midtest Time:
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Conort

~r

' Pretest Adj. Mid-

Site Group Mean test Mean Gain N F p
A Treatment 76.9 81.1 2.3 26 .20 -
Reg. HS 77.3 78.7 56
Treatment 76.9 82.8 3.0 26 43 -
Alt. HS 80.5 79.8 49
Treatment 76.9 80.6 5.5 26 47 -
Dropout 76,6 75.1 18
B Treatmelt 78.8 91.2 8.7 80 8.80 .005
Reg. HS 82.3 82.5 53
,  Treatment 78.8 90.9 10.0 80 9.52 .005
. Alt. HS 81.5 80.9 52
c Treatment 75.1 90.0 6.7 47 3.16 .05
Reg. HS 84.4 83.3 55
Treatment 75.1 90.1 14.0 47 9.64 .005
Alt\ HS 85.5 7601 39
All Treatment 77.4 88.6 6.5 153  9.28  .005
Reg. HS 81.3 82.0 164
Treatment 77.4 88.8 9.1 153 19.77 L0001
Alt. HS 82.2 79.7 140
Treatment " 76.9 80.6 5.5 26 47 -
Propcut 76.6 75.1 18
, g

/ - &4
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Table 32
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the CDI Resources Scale at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

o

Pretest Adj. Post-

Site Group Mean test Mear  Gain - N F p

A Treatment 4.1 85.3 2.3 18 .16 ~--
Reg. HS 75.8 83.0 39
Treatment 74.1 83.0 6.0 18 .75 -
Alt. HS 72 .4 77.0 28
Treatment 74.1 81.0 1.3 18 1.32 --
Dropout 68.5 69.7 16

"B Treatment 78.1 97.5 12.9 45 12.76 .00l
Reg. HS 8l.2 84.6 41
Treatment 78.1 97.3 14.1 45 9.66 .005
Alt. HS 82.4 83.2 25

Cc Treatment 76.9 90.0 3.2 18 45 -

Reg. HS 86.4 86.8 51
Treatment 76.9 84,6 6.3 18 .39 -
Alt. HS 84.5 78.3 8

All Treatment 77.0 93.2 8.2 81 9.27 .005
Reg. HS 81.6 85.0 131
Treatment 77.0 0.4 9.5 8! 6.54 .01
Alt. HS 78.1 80.9 61
Treatment 74,1 81.0 1.3 8 132 -
Dropout 68.5 69.7 16

OVAs . performed on scores from the CDI Infermation scale
produced Jio statistically s1gn1f1cant gain estimates at midtest time
(see Table 33). The posttest analyses (Table 34) are substant1ally
more positive with 4 of 12 individual-site and all 3 across-site
gain estimates attaining stati sal significance. Standardized
gain analyses increased most of the gain estimates, found statisci-
cal significance in one case where the corresponding ANCOVA did not
(Site A, fourth cohort; gain = 3.0, F = 3.33, p < .05), and in-
creased the significance level of two other eetimates (Stte A, com=-
bined, and Site B, fourth cohort).
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Table 33

Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the CDI Information Scale at Midtest Time:

Estimates Derived from Covariance Aralyses

Pretest Adj. Mid- "’

Site Cohort  Group Mean test Mean Gain N F p
[
A II. Treat. 12.2 13.1 1.9 26 1.69 -
Control 10.8 - 11.2 13
v Treat. 9.9 13.3 - 29 - -—
Control 11.0 13.3 26
Comb. Treat. 11.0 13.3 .7 55 .71 -—
Control 10.9 12.5 39
II1 Treat. 12.8 14.3 .1 82 .01 -—
Control 12.5 14.2 25
v Treat. 12.4 14.1 .1 40 .03 -
Control 13.2 14.0C 30
Comb. . Treat. 12,7 14.2 .2 122 .06 -
Control 12.9 14.1 55
III Treat. 13.4 13.7 - 47 - -
¢ Control 14,2 13,7 29
v Treat. 12.8 12.9 .1 52 .00 -
Control 11.5 12.8 10 g
Comb. Treat. 13.1 13.3 - 99 - -
Control 13.5 13.3 36
| g -
| D III Treat. 13.7 15.0 .5 _ 47 .19 -
{ Control 13.6 14.6 7715 -
|
| v Treat , 12.4 13.2 -1.0 73 4,21 -
| Conirol  13.4 14.6 < 50
| Comb . Treat. 12.9 13.9 - .7 120 1.71 -
| Control 13.5 14,7 65
All III Treat. 13.1 14.2 - .6 202 1 37 -
Control 13.0 13.6 82
1ve Treat. 12,1 —-: 13.3 - .7 194 . 2.38 -
! Control 12.% \\14.0 116
X Comb.  Treat. 12.6 15.8 -1 396 .14 --
| . Control 12.8 13.6 198
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| Table 34
E Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
] on the CDI Information Scale at Posttest Time:
} Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses ﬁﬁ?
l Pretest Adj. Post-
| Site Cohort Group Mean test Mean Gain N F
| -
[ A I11 Treat. 12.4 14.0 2.1 18 3.04
| Control 11.6 11.9 16
tﬂ 1v Treat. ~ 8.1 13.4 1.5 20 .98
| Control 11.2 11.9 17
?
Comb. Treat. 10.2 13.8 1.9 38 3.90
Control 11.4 11.9 33
]
B 111 Treat. 13.5 16.2 1.5 45 2,73
| Control 11.5 14.7 19
} v Treat. 12.3 15.0 1.6 32 3.45
| Control 13.8 13.4 25
| Comb. Treat. 13. 15.7 1.8 77  8.23
| Control 12.8 13.9 44
|
|
| c 111 Treat. 12.5 15.3 1.4 18 .9
| Control 14.5 13.9 13
| N
| Iv  Treat. 13.8 \_ 12.5 .3 3% .03
| Control 9.0 12.2 11
| Comb. Treat. 13.5 13.4 3 52 .12
Control 12.0 13.1 24
| D 111 Treat. 14.8 15.4 .6 .14
! Control 12.9 14.8 14
1v Treat. 12.6 13.4 .8 62 1.02
Control 13.4 12.¢ 45
Comb. Treat. 13.3 14.0 .9 92 1.60
Control 13.3 13.1 59
All 111 Treat. 13.6 15.4 1.4 111  4.84
Control 12.5 14.0 62
v Treat. 12.2 13.6 1.1 148 4,64
Control 12.6 12.5 98 '
Comb, Treat.’ 12.8 14.4 1.3 259 10.27
Control 12.6 13.1 160




It appears that Sites A and B outperformed Sites C and D, but
no convincing explanation for this finding occurs to the authors.
The fourth-cohort gain estimare is smaller than that for the third
cohort, thus continuing ‘the pattern observed with the other two CDI
scales. The difference here, however, is small and statistically
non-significant.

The standardized gain analyses presented in Tables 35 and 36
closely parallel the corresponding ANCOVAs. None of the resulting
gain estimates is statistically significant at midtest time, but
approximately half are significant at posttest time. Across sites,
the gains at posttest time are also close in size to the estimates
derived from the covariance analyses. —

Table 35. :
) Treatment Group Raw-Score-Gains
{ on the CDI Information Scale at Midtest Time:
8 Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

2 .

Estimate

¢ Pretest Adj. Mid-
Site  Group Mean test Mean Gain N F p
A Treatmenc 12,2 14.6 .5 26 .25 -
Reg. HS . 13.9 14.0 56
Treatment 12.2 13.8 9 -2 .88  --
Alt. HS 12,9 ° 13.0 49
Treatment 12.2 Jl4l ’ .6 26 A7 -
Dropout 13.7 13.5 18
B Treatment 12.8 14.8 .9 82 1.85 -
) Reg. HS 14.0 13.9 58 -
Treatmenc 12.8 " 15.0 .2 82 .07 -
Alt. HS 14 .4 14.8 . 52
I Treatment 13.4 “14.8 - .3 47 .11 -
Reg. HS 5.8 15.1 ¢ 55
Treatment | 13.4 14.6 -1.4 47  3.590 -
Alt. HS 15.8 16,0 39
All  Treatment 12,9 14.8 .5 155 1.05 --
. Reg. HS 14 6 14.3 164
Treatment 12.9 14.6 .0 155 .00 -
Al:. HS 6.3 . .14.6 . . 140
Treatment 12.2 14,1 .6 26 17 -

Dropout 13.7 13.5 ‘ 18

e




> Table 36
Treatment Croup Raw Score Gains
ca the CDI Information Scale at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

Pretest Adj. Post-

-~

*Site Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A Treatment 12.4 15.8 - .6 18 .39 -
Reg. HS 14.9 16.4 39
Treitment 12.4 14.9 2.5 18 4,04 05
Alt HS 13.6 12.4 28
Treatment 12.4 14.7 1.4 18 1.36 -
Dropout 13.2 13.3 16
. B Treatment 13.5 16.7 8 45 1,05 ==
Reg. HS 14.1 15.9 42
Treatment 13.5 " 16.1 .2 45 .05 --
Alt, HS 12.3 15.9 25 .
C Trestment 12.9 16.4 2.3 18 4.71 .025
Reg. HS 15.7 14.1 51 .
°" Treatment 12.9 16.0 .5 18 A4~
Alt. HS 16.1 15.5 8
All Treatment 13.2 16.6 1.3 81 5.62 .01
Reg. HS 15.0 15.3 132
Treatment 13.2 . 15.7 1.2 81 3.11 .05
Alt, HS 13.4 14, 61
Treatment 12.4 14.7 1.4 18 1.36 -
Dropout 13.2 13.3 16
‘ . A
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Self-Esteem Inventory

. Tables 37 and 38 present the raw score gains made by second-

cohort CIP students on the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory between
pre- and midtesting and between pre~ and posttesting respectively.
At midtest time, two of the individual-site as well as the across-—
site gain estimates on the Self-Esteem scale are statistically
significant. At posttest time, however, there are no significant
self-esteem gains.

¢

Table 37 ‘ ’
Treatment Group Pre-to-Midtest Raw Score Gains:
Self-Esteem Inventory, Second Cohort

Pretest Midtest

Mean Mean ° Gain N t P

Site A

Self~Esteem . 35.1 39.0 3.9 21 1.64 -

Openness 1.7 2.7 1.0 21 1.92 .05
Site B .

Self-Esteem 33.7 57.9 4.1 38 3.42 .005

Openness 2.6 2.9 .2 38 .71 -=
Site C

Self-Esteem 3.4 3.9 1.8 28 1.24 -

Openness 2.2 2.1 - .1 28 AL ~--
Site D

Self-Esteem 38.3 41.3 3.0 15 2.60 .025

Openness 2.9 3.7 .8 15 1.29 -
All Sites

Self-Esteem 34.5 37.8 3.3 102 4.17 .001

Openness 2.4 2.8

4 102 1.96y.  .025
{7
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Table 38
Treatment Group Pre-to-Posttest Raw Score Gains:

Self-Esteem Inventory, Second Cohort

Pretest Posttest

Mean Mean Gain N t P

Site A |

Self-Esteem 34.2 38.7 4.6 18 1.54 -

Openness 1.9 2.5 . 18 1.54 -
Site B

Self-Esteem 31.1 34.8 3.7 g@;\: 1.04 -=

Openness 2.1 3.2 1.1 & 2,11 .05

\ .

Site C N

#Self-Esteem 33.1 31.8 -1.3 9 48 -

Openness 2.8 3.7 .9 9 1.45 —
Site D .

Self-Esteem 42.0 41.5 - .5 4 .20 - .

Openness 3.7 4.2 .5 4 48 -
All Sites

Self-Esteem 33.7 36.4 2.7 45 1.55 -

Openness 2.3 3.1 .8 45 3.04 .005

-
-

The low midtest gain at Site C is clearly consistent with
events at that site. Both implementation and climate were at their
lowest point at the time the second cohort was midtested.’ The
larger and statistically significant gains at Sites B and D also
make sense in terms of what was happening there. The Site A gain,
because of its numerical value, seems inconsistent with the status

£ implementation there. It must be noted, however, that the gain
estimate is not significantly different from zero, a fact that
restores consistency between the gain and the site events.

At posttest time it is somewhat surprising that the gain at
Site D was not positive and significant. With a sample size of only
four, howéver, such an expectation is unreasonable and the small
negative gdin shown by those four individudals cannot.be taken as any
indication of program impact on self-esteem. The small sample size
at Site B may also ve responsible for the' lack of a statistically
significant gain, -

0 N ) v . /“l .

One individual-site ,and the across-site Openness gains were
statistically sgignificaat, both at midtest and at posttest time.
This finding, however, appears unrelated to any of the CIP objec-
tives. It may represent no more than the result of repeated ex-

posure to the instrument. .




Tables 39 and 40, which include self-esteem gain estimates and
related statistics for third- and fourth-cohort CIP participants
derived from covariance analyses, present an almost totally negative
picture. Although the across-site estimate for third-cobort stu-
dents at posttest time is significant at the .05 level, only 1 of
the other 29 gain estimates was found to be reliably greater than
zero.

While these results are not very different from the raw score
gains made by second-cohort CIP participants, it seemed thLat they
might be somewhat deflated by a kind of John Henry effect. Since
all control group students had been denied access to the program but
were mid- and posttested at the CIP facility, it seemed not unlikely
that they might distort self-reports in a positive way to cover up
the deprivation they felt. With this possibility in mind, a deci-
sion was made to examine the raw score gains made by members of the
treatment and control groups.

Across sites, the third-cohort treatment group gained 3.5
points, a gain that would almost certainly have been significant
with 111 degrees of freedom. The control group, on the other hand,
gained 2.7 points. It is not clear whether that control group gain
can be attributed to a John Henr; effect or whether it stemmed from
other causes. Some support for the for-mer hypotbesis, however, s
afforded by the fact that the regular and alternative high school
comparison groups, which comprised students who had not been denied
access to the program and whé were not tested at the CIP facilicy,
made smaller self-esteem gains than the third-cohort control group
(1.4 raw score points in both instances).

In any case, the control group gain enters into the covariance
calculations and reduces both the size and the significance level of
the ANCOVA gain estimate. At Site A, the situation is even worse.
Although the treatment group gained 4.1 points, the control group
gained 5.4. A similar, although less dramatic, pattern is seen ‘in
the fourth-cohort data. There the treatment group gained 2.3 poins
while the control group gained 1.4. At Site B the treatment group
made a gain -of 4.1 points but it was largely offset by the 3.4
points gained by the control group. .

One interesting finding that shows up in these analyses is that
the fourth cohort made smaller gains than the third_, cchort. 1If one
assumes that improved self-esteem is at least partjally a coungeling
outcome, then this finding is consistent with the reduced amount of
counseling available to fourth-cohort studehts-~a situation that
apparently influenced other scores as well. i

Tables 41 and 42 summarize the results of the standardized gain
analyses involving the three comparison groups. None of the gain
estimates is significant at midtest time (Table 41) but two
individual-site and two across—site estimates are significant at the
.05 level at posttest time (Table 42). It is also noteworthy that
the two significant individual-site gain est.imates occu:r at Site B,

.




Table 39
Treatment “roup Raw Score Gains
on the Self-Esteem.Scale at Midtest Time:
Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses

Pretest Adj. Mid-

Site Cohort Group Mean test Mean Gain N F g/
A 111 Treat. 34.0 33.5 - .8 28 .08 -
Control ° 32.4 34.3 11
1v Treat. 35.8 39.2 1.1 29 .50 -
. t'ontrol 35.2 38.0 26 .
Comb . Treat. 34.9 36.5 - 4 57 .06° -
’ Control 34.4 36.8 37
[4
B 111 Treat. 36.5 38.3 1.5 81 1.3 -
Control 36.0 36.8 23
v Treat. 34.7 37.4 1 - 40 01 -
Control 35.3 37.2 30 N
N
Comb.  Treat. 35.9 38.0 - .8 121 91 - )
Control 35.6 37.1. 53
c II1 o Treat. 35.0 36.6 .6 47 .16 -
Control 36.2 36.0 28 . ‘
IV . Treat. 34.2 36.6 1.3 52 b1 -
Control 35.9 35.3 10 -
o ' ' . ; . i
& Comb.  Treatld 34.6 36.6 .9 99 .65 == ‘ .
’ ‘ Control . 36.1 35.7 8 . ’ .
D 111 Treat. 35.3 39,1 1.9 48 1.82 -
Control 37.5 37.2 ) - 14
. (ﬁ N X ' 'Y
Ve v Treat. 36.0 38.1 .4 75 14 -
* Control 371.7 ' 37.8 N
Com’ Treat. 35.7 38.§ 1.0 123 1.33 -
. Control ° 37.7 37. 63
¢ ? .
P All 111 Tteat. 35.5 37.4 1.1 204 1.87 - ~
Control 35.8 36.3 3 76
1v Treat. 35.2 37.7 . .2 196 .13 - -
Control 36.4 37.5 | © 115
Comb.  Treat. ~ 35.4 37.6 .6 400 1.18 --
Control 36.2 © 37.0 191 '
L2 / o-. Y
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‘ Table 40
. Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the Self-Esteem Scale at Posttest Time:

2
Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses
14 ‘ N
\ I
. Pretest Adj. Post- -
Site .Cohort  Group Mean  -test Mean & Gain N F p
A/ IIT  Treat. 37.8 1.4 19 .39 --
., Control 36.4 16
IV Treat. 40.2 2.7 20 1.38 -
* Control 37.5 17
Comb. Treat. 39.1 by 39 182 -
“Control 37.9Q i 33
\ .
B III  ‘Treat. 36.9 450.2 4 2.9 45 2,63  --
Control 33.9 37.3 . 15
IV Treat. 36.2 39.5 1.9 31 2.39 -
Control 33.2 37.6 25
Comb. Treat. , 36.6 39.8 . 2.3 76 4.87 .025
Control 33 37.5 40
¢ 111 Treat. 34.8 36.6 3 18 .01 --
Control 36.5 36.3 13
. — - -
1V Treat.. 34.6 36.8 1.5 34 .64 -
Control 35.7 35.3 11 .
‘ .
Comb., Treat. 34.7 36.8 1.0 52 .46 -=
Control 36.1 35.8 24
D I Treat. 35.3 39.9 1.2 3 .30 -~
»d*onntrol 37.8 38.7 . 14 .
.IV " Treat. 35.8 37.5 = .3 62 .05 - &
. Gontrol | 38.2 g4 37.8 L
ot / , / a . ‘.. ¢
. 29(6 Treat. | 35.7 38.2 X 820 Q2 - .
) _ Control® 3871 8.1 sg 'R 58, X
. ‘ [ ¢ 1
~ " - . ‘
All  III ~ Treat. , 35.7 39.0 1.7 112 2.81 .05 |
. Control 34.3- 37.3 58 :
. * |
IV Treat., 3517 38.1 .7 147 .5 - |
Control 36.2 - 372 \\\2 L
Comb. Treat. . 35.7 38.5. 59 ("z 53 - .
o Control 35.5 37.4 . .
s . . . |
- NS -




Table 41
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
.on the Self-Esteem Scale at Midtest Time:

Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort 47
Pretest Adj. Mid-
Site Group Mean . test Mean Gain N F P
A Treatment 34.0 34.6 - .1 28 .00 -
Reg. HS ©35.2 34.7 . 55
Treatment 34.0 33.2 1.3 - 28 .4 -—-
Alt. HS 32.9 34.5 43
Treatment 34.0 34.6 - .6 28 .08 -
Dropout 36.4 35.2 19 .
B Treatment 36.5 37.4 1.6 ?1 2.19 -
Reg. HS 34.0 38.8 52 \
Treatment 36.5 39.0 1.8 81 2.62 -
Alt. HS 38.1 |, 37.1 55 )
C. Treatment 35.0 ; 37.5 1.0 47 .61 -
) - Reg. HS 36.8 36.5 54
& . 7 | v
"« Treatment 35.0 - 3608 1.2 47 .89 -
4 )Alc. HS 35.8)  35.6 39
3 "
All Treatment 35.6> . 36.8 .9 156 1.57 -
) Reg. HS. 35.4 35.8 161 '
Treatment 35.6, 37, 9 N1s6 1.25 -
*Alt. HS 35.8 1§ 36.1 ¢ 137
. ; )
Treatment 34.0" 34.6 - .6 Z% .08 -
Dropout 36.4 35.2 1!

7

.the only "site where 1mp1eqentat10n was nearly ideal throughout the
’ ‘entire year between pre- and posttesting of third-cohort students.

§ ..

' o The standard1zed gain hnalyses produced suﬂbtant1a11y moTe pos-
itive results than the ANCOVAs. As suggested earlier, this differ-
ence tends to support the h pottes1s that control group students may,
have biased their reports 3elf-esteem in a pokltlve direction
because they had been de.xed entry into the program. It seems

likely, in view of this [possibility, that the standardized gain

. analyses provide more valld estimates of program impact on self-
. . esteem than the covar1aqye nalyses.
' \
:‘ ' t s ’ Q i
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. Table 42
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains .
on the Self-Esteem Scale at Posttest Time: i
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort

Pretest Adj. Post- _

Site Group Mean test-Mean_  Gain, N F P
A Treatment 3.5 38.0 . 1.0 19 .23 ==
Reg. HS 33.47 37.00 39° .
_ Treatment 34.5 - 37.2 2.6 19 1.41 -
Alt. HS 31.6 %.5 . 28 ‘ ,
Treatment 34.5 38.6° 1.4 19 42 - ,
Dropout 34.4 . 37,2 16
. \ f
B Treatment = 36.9 9.1 ' 2.5 45 3,18 .05 o
Reg. HS 34.0 36.6 41 f
i . ",
Treathnﬂ 36.9 - 49.0 3.4 45 341 .05
Alt. HS | 35.7 36.6: 26
. K3 .
c Treatmett %.8 38.2 1:8 18 .75 -
Reg. HS - 36.9 36.3 50
Treatment 34.8 365 -1.3 18 18—
AAlt. HS . 35,2 . 37.8 8
-
All Treatment 35.9 38.5 1.8 82 3.22 [os
Reg. HS 34,9 36.7 130 !
Treatment 35.9 38.5- 2.0 82 3.19 :05///’
Alt. HS: 34.3 36.5 62
Treatment 3%.5 .- 38.6 1. 19 42 -- S
Dropovt 34.4 37.2 + 16- - o

tistically significant.

' estimates to progrem -goals suggests that no further attempts at

Tables 43 through Zé ‘summarize theé results of the covariance
and standardized gain analyses .perforued on Coopersmith Openness
scores. None of the across-site analyses shows a significant gain
estimate and only 5 of the 50 individual~site estimates are sta-
(Two-tailed tests were used in these
analyses as there was no reason to predict that the program’ treat-
ment would either raise or lower scores on this scale.)

The 'nonsigqificance -and apparent irrelevance of these gain

interpretation be made.

36
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Table 43
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains

on the Openness Scale at Midtest Time:

Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses /
Pretest Adj. Mid-
Site Cohort  Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A II1 Treat. 2.6 3.8 9 28 . 2.35 -
Control 3.2 2.9 . 12
rd
4 IV Treat. 2.9 3.2 7 29 2,52 -
— * Control 2.2 2.5 26
‘ Comb.  Treat. 2.7 3.5 8 57 5.29  .025%
Control 2.5 2.7 38
L)
— -~ B III  Treat. 2.8 2.4 - .8 8l 4.84 .05%
; Control 3.4 3.3 22
_— ) v Treat. 2.9 2.6 1 40 .01 -
- . Control 2.6 2.6 30
Comb. Treat. 2.8 2.5 - .4 121 2.07 -
‘Control 2.9 2.9 52
- ,
C II1 Treat. 2.1 2.9 - .2 47 41 -
Control 2.8 3.1 28
1V Treat. 2.7 3.2 4 52 48 -
: Control 3.4 2.8 10
Comb. Treat. 2.4 3.0 - .1 99 04 -
‘ Control 3.0 3.1 38
—~ D III Treat. 2.6 2.8 5 48 1,02 -
; . - Control 2.1 2.3 14
IV Treat. 2.9 2.4 -5 75 2.83 -
Control 2.8 2.9 49
Comb . Treat. 2.8 2.6 - .2 123 .59 -
Control 2.6 2.8 63
‘ All  III  Treat. 2.6 2.8 -.2 204 i.08 -
Control 2.9 3.0 76
IV. - Treat. 2.8 2.8 0 196 .01 -
Control 2.6 2.7 115
Comb. Treat. 2.7 . 2.8 - .1 400 .19 -—
- Control 2.7 2.8 191
*Pwo~-tailed probability »
77 ’
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Table 44
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains

on the Openness Scale at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses

Group

Pretest Adj. Post-

Mean test Mean

Treat.
Control

Treat.
Control

Treat.
Control

3.
2

NN

3.
1

O M

19
15

20
17

39
32

Treat.
Control

Treat.

. Control __

-

Treat.
Control

2.7
2.6

45
15

L

EPCL R YN > R U ALV RC R I SR D ST C I Y e
S o T R K

Treat.
Control

Treat.

Control

Treat.
Control

1.8
2.5

2.9
3.6

34
11

52
24

S e
TP a

FEedtt

9
A

PR e

Treat.
Control

Treat,
Control

Treat.
Control

30
12

62

92
56

STV [

Treat.
Control

Treat.
Control

Treat.
Control

112
55

147
97

259
152

——
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Table 45
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the Openness Scale at Midtest Time:

Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain-Analyses, Third Cohort
- Pretest Adj. Mid-
Site Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A Treatment 2,6 3.6 .9 28 5.65 .05
. Reg. HS 2.3 2.6 55
Treatment 2.6 3.8 - .1 28 .01 - i‘
Alt. HS 2.6 ' 3.8 43 K
Treatment 2.6 3.8 0 28 .00 -
Dropout 2.6 3.8 19
B~ Treatment 2.8 2.2 - .6 81 3.49 ° -
. Reg. HS 2.4 2,8 52 '
Treatment 2.8 2.3 0\ 8l or -
Alt. HS 2.6 - 2.4 © 55
¢ Treatmemt 2.1 2.9 3 41 13 - e —
Reg. HS 2.4 2.6 54
Treatment 2.1 2.6 .6 47  3.52 -
“ Alt. HS 1.9 2.0 39
All Treatment 2.5 2.6 - .1 156 .09 -
Reg. HS 2.4 2.7 161 ,
Treatment 2.5 2.6° - .1 156 .26 -
' Alt. HS 2.4 2.8 137
Treatment 2.6 3.8 0 28 .00 ~-
Dropout 2.6 3.8 19 .
79
s
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Table 46
" Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the Openness Scale at Posttest Time: .
i Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third Cohort .
Pretest ~ Adj. Post- . . /
Site Group Mean test Mean Gain * N F P .
< A Treatment 3.2 2.8 419 47 - :

Reg. HS 2.5 2.4 .39
; . Treatment . 3.2 2.4 - .3 19 - .36 --
‘- Alt, HS 2.2 2.7 928 %

Treatment 3.2 2.9 .8, 1¢ 1.73 -- -

Dropout 2.6 2.1 16 :
‘- B Treatment 2.6 2.8 345 06 -
. v Reg. HS 2.5 2.5 43
—_— 4

Treatment 2.6 2.5 .1 45 42 -=

~  Alt, HS 2.3 2.5 26

5 c Treatment 1.8 2.2 -—d— 18 25 -
: Reg. HS 1.5 2.6 . 50
% Treatment 1.8 ' 2.8 .3 18 .81 ==
R Alt., HS 2.3 2.5 8
3_ ' _T: All, Treatment 2.6 2.6 - 82 - -
o Reg. HS 2.3 2.6 130
i; ) Treatment 2.6 2.7 .3 82 .81  ~=
; Alt. HS 2.4 2.4 62 ~ .

Treatment 3.2 2.9 .8 19 1.73 ==

Dropout 2.6 2.1 16

¢ .
-
4 - /,\ . ( >
( - .
\ so 100 — T




°

Internal—External Scale

=

The results of pre-to-midtest and pre-to-posttest raw 'score
gain analyses for second-cohort CIP participants are summarized,
respectively, in Tables 47 and 48. None of the pre-to-midtest gains
and only one of the pre-to-posttest gain is statistically signifi-
cant. The sample sizes for the individual-site, pre-to-posttest
analyses are a'l quite small and account, in largé measure, for the
negative. results. The larger sample size for the across—site gain
was responsible for the significant t.

>

Table 47
Treatment Group Pre-to-Midtest Raw Score Gains:
Internal-External Scale, Second Cohort

:c" “+

R N P
T

5 o

Treatment Group-Pre-to-Posttest Raw Score Gains:
. Internal-External Scale, Second Cohort

-

Pretest Posttest

Mean Mean Gain N t P
1\ . - ] g
Site A 15.9 “17.9 1.9 18 1.69 “ -
Site B 15.0 16.5 1.5 15 1,027 -
Site C 13.2 4.1 .9 9 .57 -
Site D “17.0 18.6 1.6 5 .83 -
All Sites 15.2 16.8 1.6 47 2,18 .025
\.i’ ‘I
e 81

« Pretest ‘Midtest o
Mean Mean Gain N, t P
Site A 15.8 7.0 L3 .22 130 - ‘
site B 15.8 15.8 0 . 40 046 --
¢ . . .

Site. ¢ _ 15,4 14,1 -1.3 26 1.72 @ - -
Site D 15.0 14,9 - .1 15 .19 -
All Sites ©  15.6 15.5 - .1 103 A9 -

! " )

\ Table 48 .
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Tables 49 and 50 summarize che results of the ANCOVAs. Only
one of the individual-site gain estimates is statistically sig-
nificant and none 'of the across-site analyses shpws a significant F.
It is hypothesized that the same forces might be operating here as
appeared to operate in the case of the Self-Esteem scale--in other
words, that.members of the control group might deliberately distort
their responses in order to appear in a more favorable light. The
data, however, did not offer strong support for this hypothesis.

<

;n terms of raw scores, the third-cohort treatment group shows
a pre-to-posttest gain of 1.1 which is statistically significant
(t = 2.87, df = 112, p < .0l)- The control group has a gain of .6
raw score points, which is nonsignificant but large enough -té8 pre-
vent the ANCOVA from ‘showing a significant gain. Had data from the
fourth cohort presented a similar picture, a plausible case could
have been made for biased self-reporting. In fact, however, the
fourth-cohort control group's mean posttest score is loweér than its
pretest score (although not significantly). While the gain made by
the treatment group is only .2 raw score points, the control group's
performance served to inflate the ANCOVA estimate yielding a value
of .4 points. This fiiding appeared to negate the John Henry
hypothesis, ” .

~

- N
< ERIC

FR TN
[

Tabhles 51 and 52-summarize—the-resutts-—of-the stq;dardlzed gain
analyses. Although one individual-site and one across-site gain
estimate are significant at posttest time, the picture suggests that
the CI’ does not strongly or consistently affect locus of control.
If there is any effect, it is slow to develop. Noue of the gains
from any of the analyses is significant at midtest. time. Neither
are any of the fourth-cohort gains significant after nine months
(the pre-to-posttest interval for that cohort). ~

82 1

<
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Table 49

Treatment Group Raw Score Gains

on the Internal-External Scale at Midtest Time:
Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses

-

. Pretest Adj. Mid-
Site Cohort  Group Mean test Mean Gain N F P
A 111 Treat. 16.6 15.4 -2.4 28 9.25 . --
Control 14.8 17,7 12 :
- v Treat. 15.2 16.4 .9 28 1.25 --
Control 15.5 15.5 26
-~ Comb.  Treat. 15.9 15.9 - .3 56 .33 —
Control 15.2 16.2 .38
'f§§ { B II1I Treat. 15.8 16.1 .2 80 .07 -
. ’ Control 16.2 15.9 24
“IV Treat. 15.1 15.6 .1 40 .02 -
Control 15.5 15.4 2& e
- Comb.. Treat. 15.6 15.9 .2 120 17 -
¢ Control 15.8 " 15.7 52
c . III Treat. 15.5 16.4 - .4 46 = .38 -
Control 15.6 16.8 28
IV Treat. 14.8°  14.5 - .6 52 .27 --
Cori¥rol 17.5 15.1 10
- Comb.  Treat. 15.2 15.4 - .9 98 2.30 -~
Control 16.1 "16.3 38
D III Treat. 15.8 16.8 .3 46 11 -
Control 16.1 16.5 15
- v Treat. “15.2 115.7 - .6 65 .69 -
Control 16.1 16.4 45
"Comb. Treat. 15.4 16.2 - .2 111 .21 -
) ‘ Control 16.1 16.4 69
All I11 Treat. 15.9 16.2 - .5 200 1.48 -
- Control 15.8 16.7 79
v Treat. 15.1 15.5 - .3 185 .31 -
Control 15.9 15.8 109
; Comb. Treat. 15.5 15.8 . - .3 385 1.42 -
; B Control  15.8 16.2 188 ~— — -
. . 83




Table 50

Treatment Group Raw Score Gains

on the Internal-External Scale at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Covariance Analyses

-

- Pretest Adj. Post-
Site Cohort  Group Mean test Mean  Gain N F P )
A . III Treat. 17.0 16.8 . .9 19 .79 ¢ -
* Control 14.4 15.9 16
IV Treat. 15.0 16.3 .1 20 .01 -
Control 14.9 16.2 17
. Comb. Treat. A15.9 16.6 .6 39 .54 --
’ Control 14.6 16.0 33
B - III°  Treat.  15.5 16.8 1.7 46 3.20 .05 ™
. Control 15.5 15.1 16 -
v Treat. 15.1 15,3 - .6 31 .45 --
: Control 15.3 15.9 25
Comb., Treat.  15.4 16.2 .6 77 1.07 - _
Control 15.4 15.6 41 .
C II1 Treat. 15.9 17.2 -..5 18 .23 -
Control 15.8 17.7 13
_ ,
Iv Treat. 14.9 15.7 1.1 34 1.03 -
Control 16.2 14.6 11 - -
R s :
Comb, © Treat. 15.2 16.2 - .2 52 057 -
Control 16.0 16.4 24
D III  Treat. 15.6 - 16.4 S5 30 .16 --
Control . 15.4 15.9 14 :
v Treat. 15.1 4.9 T .17 sy .02 -
Control 16.6 “14.8 45
Comb. Treat. 15.3 © 15.3 .2 84 .10 -
Control 16.3 15.1 59
All | III Jireat. 1578 168 .8 113 2,37 -
Xfontrol 15.2 16.0 59
v Treac. 15.0 15.4 - 139 - -
Gontrol °15.9 15.4 98
Comb., ‘Treat. 15.4 16.0 4 252 .83 -
15.7 15.6 —~ 157

» —+~———Control




B - Table 51 .
Treatment Group Raw Score Gains
on the Internal-External Scale at Midtest Time: "
Estimates Derived from Standardized Gain Analyses, Third

-

1}

~

Pretest Adj. Mid-
| Site Group Mean test Mean ' Gain N
I -
e . 1A Treatment 16.6 15.4 - .3 28
- ! Reg. HS 16.5 16.2 55
H
-— - Treatment 16.6 14.3 -1.9 28
;;/// Alt. HS 14.6 16.2 48
' . _Treatment 16.6° 15.3 - .9 28
- Dropout -~ 16.3 | 16.2 i7 -
) B Treatment 15.8 16.1 4 80 .34 -
Reg. HS 15.9 15.6 52
Treatment 15.8, 16.5 1 "80 01 -
Alt. HS 16.7 16.4 51
.c, Treatment 15.5 16.4 .0 46 .00 P ==
deg. HS 15.4 16.4 53 /(Pu
S Treatment 15.5 16.7 4 46 6 - -
Alt. HS 16.0 16.2 38
- All  Treatment 15.9 16.1 0 154 .01 -
. Reg. HS 16.0 16.0 160 "
y ' ‘Treatment 1579 16.0 - .4 154 1.03 -
: Alt. HS 15.8 16.4 137 °
- [ &>
Treatment i6.6 15.3 - .9 28 46 - :
Dropout 16.3 16,2 17
Q
; 8 .
: o ‘g5 - ’
1 05




Table 52

: ¢
) < ' Treatment Group Raw Score Gains - .
- on the Internal-External Scale at Posttest Time:
Estimates Derived from Standardized Cain Analyses, Third Cohort .
“s X _ . I
. . Pretest Adj.'POStfl J
Site Group ~ Mean. test Mean Gain " . N F p
P A Treatment 17.0 17.2 1.2 19 1.92 -
Reg. HS - - 16.6 16.0 39 N
A - \
- Treatment - 17.0 15.7  -1.4 19 2,05 - °
Alt, HS 13.0 17.1 27 -
e c -
) Tredtment 17.0 17.8 . 1.7° 19 245 -
) Dropout 17.8 16.1 14
B Treatment— 1575 " 17.2 1.2 _ 46  2.16  —-
. Reg. HS 16.4 16.1 \ 41
* ~Treatment 15.5 17.2 2.5 46 5.28  ,025
Alt. HS 16.5 14,7 e‘\ 23
A :
: c Treatment 15.9 16.9 ~1.8 8 2.47 -
S Reg. HS 15,5 15.0 30
z . Treatment . 15.9 17.5 - .4 Dg .06 -—
I Alt, HS 16.9 17.9 N
All.  Treatment 15.9 17.2 ' 1.6 83  8.63 .005
: Reg. HS 16.1 15.6 130
. . Treatment 15.9 16.7" 1 83 01—
N Alt, HS 14.9 16.6 58
i °
by Treatment 17.0 17.8 1.7 197 2,45 -
Dropout 17.8 16.1 A\ 14
. - \ )
i
rd “ “ .,
= ! P B '
":;' 3 (\
N 1()6;
) 86 .
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.7 Follow-Up .Outcomes

-

-
3

*All of the analyses performed on the follew-up data involve
contragts between the treated and the untreated portions of “the ,
treatment group. -In those situations ‘where control groups were e
available, their data were contrasted with those of the total treat-‘ '
ment group as well as with those of the treated subgroup. Compar-~
. isons between control and treatment groups are less subject to bias
y T resulting from (possibly) differential attrition and are therefore
; more credible. On the other hand, because members of the untreated
. subgroup received little or no treatment, the size of the treatment
effect is necessarily diminished. Cemparisons between the control
group and the treated subgroup can be expécted. to show larger dif-
ferences,. but_ the -possibility that these differénces result from
— " gelf-selection rather than from the treatment is also more plau-
sible. . . . M

-

All of the follow-up datawwere analyzed using Chi Square
. ; techniques. Most of them involved 2 x 2 tables ‘where, for example,
Coe _ the -numbers of employed and unemployed youths from treatment and.
: chtggl groups were tallied and compared.
' . \ Bl o
- T Table 53 presents, by site, .cohort, and group, the numbers of
o 'students about whom it was possible.to obtain some ip@ormptioh. For
i ‘the treatment and control! groups (but not for the treated and un- -
treated subgroups), these numbers are also expreséed as percentages
of\ the corresponang total groups. pretested. As.can be seen, it was
: posgible’ to obtain a much higher percentage of follow-up returns
“ than either mid- or-posttest scores. .Overall, the first follow-up
3 . return percentage was 73% for the combined treatment groups, and 76% .
for the combined control;groups: The corresponding figures for the
sipond follow-up were 76% and. 72%.

Site B Had the highest return rate for  both follow-ups while
Site C had the lowest for the first follow-up but was tied with
Sites A and D for the second. These individual-site return rates
° are thought to reflect both the difficulty in locating the students
E. (due to their mobility,.”for example) and the resourcefulness and
zeal of the-site assistants. Unfortunately, it is nnt possible to
separate out the relative ‘contribution of these influenées.

It should be pointed out that not all of the follow-up data are
highly reliable. Where direct contact with the students in question ,
proved impossible, we attempted to gain information from friends, ’ -
oo relativés, school recqrds, and other sources. OQccasionally, dif-
Q~ ferent sources would yield contradictory information_abqut a single
) individual. One .CIP intern, for example, was reported| as dropped
: T out and unemployed by a relative when, ,in fact, he had graduated
Con " from the CIP and was enrolled as a fnll-géme student in college. We N
: '~ sorted out such conflicting stories as carefully as we could, but
ff‘\--~_;;§omé errors almost cergainly remain in the data,, ’

A

3.
3 .
< -
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Table 53

~ - -

- Return Rates for the First and Second R
S " Follow-Ups by Site, Cohort, and Group’ ¢ ¥
: : - é N i - . '/ . ) ; . . v
. . " Site A Site B Site C ".Site D
’ Cohort . Group 1st 2nd. lstt 2nd 1st 2nd ‘lst 2nd
11 Treated ° 29 30 52 49 25 3% 22 20
;o . ‘ Untreated 20 8 12 %13 0 3 18 17
N Total 49, 48 64 62 ,25 37 4 37
- (75%) (74%) (84%) (82%) (51%) (76%) (60%) (55%)
* ' . - . 3 ' o ) o T T .
: III, -  Treated 53 50 92 89 30 ° 59 67 7 w
= X - Untreated 3 29 13 .12 15 27 14 _ 21
- . Total . 8 79 105 101 45 8 81 98
: - (81%) (73%) (87%) (e3%) (38%) -(72%) (69%) (82%)
o . . Control 41 41 49 44" 27 .38 31 38
Co- - . (75%) (75%) (82%) (73%) (50%) (70%).(56%) (69%)
A I Treated’ 52 51 sl .95
5 g Untreated 47 ' 16 - 8 .. 2
: T . Total 9 " - 67 59 117
\ : (98%) (89%) . (89%) (66%) -
. ’ , ' o . . .
L. \ . Gontrol . 1«»6{6 58 22, .95 f
AN . ©(842) . (82)  (76%) (90%)
B . \\ - ) . - : . . .

. . - Y
* W All| . Treatment 235 _ 127 236 163 .129 123 238 135
/- \ A : (séz.\zigqaz) (87%)- (83%)° (53%) (73%) (66%) (73%)

-

~ « ",' . - .
L “N _Controﬁ/ 87 ' 41 .407 44 49 38 126 38
: SN T A (2gz) (75%) (80%) (73%) (59%) (70%) (78%) (69%)
\ T e - 7 ‘
"\ s ;!‘ — . . ) . 3 -
. i : ) . . - ’ ‘:' " LV
Yoot o Tables 54 .and- 55 present statistics relevant to “the high
Vo N ' school gcatus of“ gecond-cohort- CIP irnterns. Across sites, at the

time of the Xirst follow-up, two-thirtds of the treated group have
graduated from\ high -school, were currefitly enrolled, or”had re-
"L ceived a 'GED, while two-thirds- of the untreated group have dropped
' out prior to grad}iati\qn and have not received a GED. (There were no

control “group- for the ' second cohort.). At the time of the second

:_ * follow-up, the te‘sui‘é\s are only sligitly less dramatic with two-
tliirds- falling to 63% |in the case of the treated group and to 61% in ’

, . 'the case of the unt g’a\ ted group. The overall results of both

O e, follow-ups are highly sighificant (p < .0025 in ‘both cases].
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Table 54
4
High School Status of Treated and Untreated
3roup Members: First Follow-Up, Second Cohort

. % Grad., GED, Z Dropped Sample
Group or Enrolled Out Size
Treated 69% 31% 29
Untreated 50% 50% . R 20
Treated : 75% 25% 52
Untreated 50% 50% 12
Treated 52% 48% 25
Untreated - - - 0
Treated | 64% 6%\ 22
Untreated o6z %% \ 18

‘ \
Treated 67% 33% 128
Untreated - 34% 66% 50
" Table 55

High School Status of Treated and Untreated
Group Members: Second Fol}ow-Up, Second Cohort

% Grad., GED, % Dropped Sample

Group ‘ or Enrolled Out - Size
. Treated : 60% " 40% . 30
+ Untreated” -~ _  56% . 44 18
. Treated 7% . 29% 49
UntFRat ed S4% 46% .13
¥
Treated ' 56% 4% 34 . -
~ Untreated " 33% . ,67% "3
Treated 60% . 40% 20 ‘
Untreated 12¢ ©  88% i7 ’ ’
C, ) : ) )
®rreated 63% 374 - 133 . V-
Untreated 392 61% 51 '
o ’ ’ '//
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The individual-site findings are most dramatic at Site D where
the ddata suggest that very few of those who did not enroll in the
CIP, or who dropped out shortly after enrollment, returned to school
or entered GED programs. A partial explanation for this fact is
that all of the second-cohort interns at Siie D had previously
dropped out of school. Apparently, their disenchantment with "the
system' continued. .

For the treated group, the results were most favorable at Site
B, a finding that is consistent with the state of implementation at
that site at that time. The individual-site Chi Squares (both first
and second follow-ups) were only significant at Site D, however, and
primarily because of the high dropout rate in the untreated.group.

Tables 56 and 57 present data on the high school status of
third-cohort treated, untreated, and control group members. Results
from the first follow-up look much like the corresponding second-
cohort findings as far as the treated and untrcated subgroups are:
concerned. Across sites approximately 60%Z of the treated subgroup
members have graduated from high school, are currently enrolled, or
have earned a GED. Only 40%Z of the untreated subgroup fall into
this category. The control group percentages are approximately half
way between those of the treated and untreated subgroups. The
treated and untreated® subgroups are significantly different (Chi
Square = 10.00, p < .0l) but neither the treatment group nor the
treated subgroup is significantly different from the control group.
At Site C, however, the treatment group is significantly super-or to
the control group (Chi Square = 4.18, p < .05).

At the time of the second follow-up, the treated and untreated
subgroups remain significantly different (Chi Square = 3.9, p <
.05), but the difference is somewhat smaller than at the time of the
first follow-up. The results at Site C continue to favor the
treatment over the control group (Chi Square = 4.14. p < .05).

At Site A, the control group has a larger percentage of stu-
dents who have graduated from high school, are currently enrolled,
or have obtained a GED than any of the other groups at any of the
other sites. This uuexpected finding may reflect the fact that Site
A. had some 20 other alternative programs readily available to stu-
dents who were having difficulty in high school. In any case, it
h#s an important effect on the overall results. When Site A data
are removed, the composite treated subgroup (from the other three
sites) has a significantly better high school performance record
than the contro! group (Chi Square = 4.23, p < .05)." =~

-
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Table 56

High School Status of Tfeated, Untreated, and Control
Group Members: First Follow-Up, Third Cohort

N

%4 Grad., GED, %4 Dropped Sample

Site Group or Enrolled Out Size
A © Treated . 57% 43% 53
Untreated 38% 62% 34

Control 61% 39% 41

B Treated . Q&Z 362 o 91
Untreated 62% 38% 13

Control 55% 45% 49

c "Treated T 57% -~ 43% 30
Untreated 47% 53% 15

Control 28% 72% 25

D Treated 58% 422 67
Untreated 142 86% 14

. Control . 53% 47% 30

All Treated 60% 407 241
Untreated 392 61% 76

Control 52% 487 " 145
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Table 57

High School Status of Treafed, Untreated, and Control
Group Members: Seccad Follow-Up, .Third Cohort

13
e
% Grad., GED, 7 Dropped Sample

Site -  Group or Enrolled Out Size
A Treated 46% 547 50
Untreated 45% 55% 29

Control 63% 37% 41

B Treated 54% 46% 89
Untreated 42% 58% 12

Control 52% 48% 44

C Treated T 447 U . 56% 59
Untreated 33% §7% 27

Control - 9<22Z*W*~__ 78% 37

D Treated 497 51% 77
- Untreated 297 71% 21
Control 38% 62% 37

.:- \!
All Treated 49% 51% 275
" Untreated 37 63% 89
Control 45% 55% 159
e '
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Table 58 presents high school status information for the fourth
. cohort at the time of its first (and only) follow-up. Across sites,
both the treated versus control and the treatment versus control
comparisons are statist4eally signiticant (Chi Squares = 18.05 and
13,40 respectively, p < .00l in both cases). In both cases, these
findings are largely attributable to Site D where 80X of the treated
subgroup have graduated from high school, are currently enrolled, or
have obtained a GED. This finding, of course, is consistent with
the full operational status and positive climate that had emerged at
Site D by the time the fourth cohort enroclled.

The control group at Site A continues to present an unex-
pectedly positive picture with respect to high school status. While
it is not surprising that the treatment group shows up as it does

_(given. the state of program implementation at Site A), the control
group percentages for Site A are significantly more favorable than

_ those at the other three sites combined (Chi Square = 8.65, p <
.01).

Table 58

o

« High School Status of Treated, Untreated, and Control
Group Members: First Follow-Up, Fourth Cohort

% Grad., GED, % Dropped Sample

Site Group or Enrolled Out Size
A Treated . 627% 38% 52
Untreated ) 45% 55% 47

- Control 63% 37% 46

- B e Treated 47% 537% 51
Untreated T 62% 8% 16

Control 52% . 48% 58

c Treated 51% - 497 51
Untreated - 100% 8

Control 32% 68% - 22

D Treated 80% - 20% 95
Untreated 687 32% 22

Control . 33% 67% 95

All  * Treated 63% 37% 249 -

Untreated’ 497 517 . 93

Control _ 447 56% 221




Tableg 59 and 60 summarize second-cohort data from the first
and second follow-ups. The comparisons- are between those who are
either enrolled in some type of school program (high school, col-
lege, GED, or vocational) or employed (full- or part-time) and those
who are neither in school nor employed. At .he time of the first
follow-up, there are significantly more members of the across-site
treated subgroup than of the untreated subgroup who are either in
school or employed (Chi Square = 6,66, p < .01). Six months later,
however, the relationship is no longer significant, 1In almost every
instance, the status of the untreated subgroup is shown to improve
while the status of the treatéd subgroup is shown‘fo deteriorate.

Table 59

School/Employment Status of Treated and Untreated
Group Members: First Follow-Up, Second Cohort

%Z in School %Z Not in School Sample

o Site Group or Employed and Unemployed Size

. A Treated 627 38% 29

N Untreated 40% 60% ' 20

B Treated 60% 407% 52

Untreated 50% 50% 12

o c Treated 56% 447 25
. Untreated - - -
D Treated 824 . 18%—— — 22

_Untreated— — ~ 7 39% ) 61% 18

’ a1 Treated o 63% 37% 128
Untreated 42% “} 58% 50

\
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O { ) Table 60

School/Employment Status of Treated and Untreated
Group Members: Second Follow-Up, Second Cohort

g

o«

& ~

b4 \
<

S

Z in School % Not in School  Sample

2 . site Group or Employed and Unemployed Size
= A Treat\ed 57% 43% 30
: . Untreated 447 56% . 18
B Treated . s 497 49
Unfreated 7% 23% - 13
c Treated \\\ _ 68% 32% 34
B Untreated 33% 674 - 3
D Treated 652 35% 20
LA _Untreated .  47% 53% 7 17
All Treated 59% 412 133

Untreated 53% 47% 51

The most dramatic difference between treated and untreated
subgroups at the.,time of the first follow—up occurs_at Site D, This
finding is’ somewhat surpr1s1ng in view of the fact that Site D was
not functioning well early in the demonstratlon period. On the

and most of those who stayed long'enough to be counted as treated
remained in the program for a long time since they needed many
gredits to graduate. Most were still there when the program was
turned around. ) ?

Site D also shows the largest change from the first -to the
second follow-up. Most of this change, however, can be traced to
five individuals who were employed full-time when the first follow—
up was completed but who were unemployed six months later. Part of
this reduction can be attributed to the fact that more students are
employed full-time during the suvmmer (when the first follow-up was
undertaken) than during the school year (351 vs. 29%Z “across all
sites). -Perhaps more 1mportant, hcwever, 1is the fact that the
* employment s1tuatxon was quite good at Site D when the first follow-
up was undertaken and qutte bad six months later.

s

Tables 61 and 62 present the school/employment status data for
case with the second cohort, the across-site treated group is sig-
first follow-up (Chi Square ¥ 5.62, p < .025). The difference, how-

" ever, becomes nonsignificant’ by the time.of the second. None of the
e N ’

the third cohort treated, untreatéd, and control groups. As was the,

nificantly better off than the untreated—group—at- -the—time—of —the-

other hand, all of the second-cohort interns at Site D were dropouts .




treated~versus-control or treatment-versus-control comparisons is
statistically significant either at individual sites or across sites
on the first or the second follow-up. :

Table 61

School/Employment Status of Treated, Untreated, and Control
Group Members: First Follow-Up, Third Cohort

+ 4 1n School %Z Not in School Sample

Site Group or Employed and Unemployed Size
A Treated 66% 3% 53
Untreated 50% 50% 34
5 Control 71% 29% .4l
: B Treated 72% 28% 92
: N Untreated 38% 62% 13
i y _ _ Control 677% 33% 49 o
: c ' Treated 73% 27% 30
z ) Untreated _67% 33% 15
e Control 56% 447 27
* . -
: "D, .-—Treated 56% 44% 66
Untreated 50% 50% 14
Coutrol 55% 45% « 31
All  Treated et 34% 241
: Untreated ' 51% ] 49% 76
v : Control 64% . 36% 148




Table 62

School/Employment Status of Treated, Untreated, and Control
L Group Members: Second Follow-Up, Third Cohort

: " % in School 7 Not in School  Sample
Site Group ° or Employed and Unemployed Size

A Treated 60% 40% 50 .

R Untreated 38% 62% 29 .
: ’ Control 61% 39% 41
B Treated . 61% 39% " 89
Untreated 42% 582 12
v Control 57% 43% 44
c Treated 56% - . 44% 59
Untreated 63% 37% 27
. Control 53% 48% 38

D - - —Treated —— 47%———— 53%——— -~ 77— .
* Untreated ' 29% : 71% 21
Control * 61%: 39% 38
ALl Treated 56% 44y 275
Untreated DT S 56% 89

Control . 58% 42% 161

-

* Fourth~cohort school/employment status data-are presented for
the first (and only) follow-up in Table 63, Both the across-site
_treated-versus~control and the treatment-versus-control comparisons
are statistically significant (Chi Squares = 9.62 and 10.09 re-
spectively, p < .01 in both cases). These comparisons are also v
= gignificant at Site D (Chi Squares = 27.88 and 43.74 respectively,
p < .0001 in both cases). As was the case with the third cohort,
the treatment group at Site D is significantly better off thau the
treatment groups at the other three sites (Chi Square = 12,21,
p < .001).
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.Table 63

/ o
School/Employment Status of Treated, Untreated, and Control
Group Members: .First Follow-Up, Fourth Cohort

%4 in School X Not in School Sample

Site Group or Employed and Unemployed Size
A " Treated 54% 46% . 52~
- Untreated 68% 32% 47
: Control 61% 397 46
& B Treated 612 . 39% 51
- Untreated - 69% 3z 16
. Control 67% 33% 58
o C °  Treated " 71% 297 51
. . Untreated 50% . 50% . 8
Control 55% . 45% - 22
- D " Treated , 827 183 95
., Untreated . 64% 362 22
Control 45% 55% 95
: " A1l Treated 69% 3% - 249
N Untreated | 66% 34% 93

Control

55% 45% 221




\ i IV. DISCUSSICN

\ . 2
! 1y

\ The second interim Task B report (Tallmadge & Yuen, 1980)
\ described how implementation events could affect program outcomes.

: \ It did not, however, attempt to tie outcome data directly to these
\ events. °Such an attempt was made in the Eﬁfffht report and a
\ surprisingly high degree of correspondence was found.

: o In a few instances, outcomes could not be ekXplained in terms of
..events at the sites. More often, however, they could. Retention
rates for example, were high when the programs Wwere running well
and the site climates were positive. They fell with. remarkable
- +~ regularity at times when implementation, staffing, and/or morale
problems aruse. Similarly, substantial achievement gains in math
B were observed when qualified math teachers were present.. No such
Y gains were observed when. math instruction had to be condusted by
: teachers with other subject-matter specializations.

These relationships between program events and student outcomes
are—not;~and—should-mnct—be, unexpected. It is eminently sensible
that treatment effects shoyld be observed after effective treat-
ments. In the case of the present study, however, these relatxon-
ships play an unusually 1mportant role as one attempts to assess the
overall value of the CIP.

« ¥

. "~ There were many 1mp1ementat10n problems. They vere compounded
by unrealistic schedules, uncertain fundlng, an 1ntru31ve evaluation
design, and a complex, cumbersome, and somewhat noh~respons jive
: decisicn-making structure. For these reasons, one must consider
NI what might have been, as well as what was, 1n order to arrive at a
fair assessment of the CIP. . ‘

All four of the CIP replications experienced periods ‘when the
¢l program was’ be1ng 1mp1emented well. Two of the sites had extended
periods when, in the opinion of the RMC site visitors, the program

was operating in a nearly flawless manner. All four sites also
experienced periods of substantial disarray and two-of them were "i

in
: . trouble" during at least half of-the demonstration period. R

o -

. —_—

The authors of this report, given the,;érfﬁhstances just
described, feel that a fair evaluatiogegg/bhe’ﬁIP~must consider both
the impact of the program when it ig.being fully implemented and the
feasibility of attaining this leVETfof implementation. The latter
: type of assessment iiggfrgiqﬁfgrly difficult to make, unfortunately,
oo and depends ,to a la ektent on subjective judgments made by the
; ' evaluators. en if oné chooses to ignore considerations of

.

)
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g 4A full~-blown discussion of the feasibility of implementing
the CIP is beyond the scope of this report, The final Task A
report (Treadway-et al., 1981), howeveg, is devoted dlmost in its
entirety to thxs topic and should be consulted by the interested
reader.
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implementation feasibility, however, it is impdrtant to recognize’
that outcome measurements taken uhen a program is not properly or
fully implemented reveal little or nothing of what would happen if
the same program were implemented as intended.

The results of nearly all of the’éﬁ;Ibses presented in the
preceding chapter were mixed. If, however, one dismisses some of
the ' negative findings as the logical outcomes of poor 1mp1ementa-
tion, the overall picture becomes substantially more positive.

»
4

Holding Power

.

The attrition data are not easy to interpret on an overall
basis. Although the treatment -and control groups showed approxi-
mately equal attrition rates from pre-to-midtest and from pre-to-
posttest, the groups 'were treated differently. Treatment group
studerts who failed to wnroll in the CIP or who dropped out or were
terminated were systematically excluded from subsequent tesangs.
These individuals were automatically added to the attrition list
even khough they might .have returned for testing had they been
allowed to do so (as all. members of the control were allowed to do).
When th1s difference is taken inro account, it appears that the
program\does have substantial holding power over its participants,

-
[ L

While the preceding inference is based on somewhat tenuous
ev1dence,,1t was supported by analyses of individual-site attrition
data. There was a remarkably clear pattern of poor implementation
being accompan1ed by high attrition and vice-versa. At least when
the programs were functioning well, it seemed that they did a good
job of reta1n1ng their students

°

'\ Cognitive Achievement

‘In the,area of ‘reading achievement, the results of the varlous
analyses were somewhat less positive than had been expected. \ The
across-site and across-cohort norm-referenced gainsg wére statisti-

~="‘““‘*-ﬁ.___sz_ally significant at hoth mid- and posttest time+« At posttest time

the gain w §*Htso~4axg\\fnough (6- 7;NCEs) 0 be considered educa-
tionally .significant.  The— -other_bg estimates,, however; were
disappointing. Thé-main questio a1sed by the difference between
the norm-referenced and thg/g: €ér gain estimates is which of them is
the more credible?

An examlnatlon of the data. in Tables 3 through 6 reveals that,
overall stat1st1ca11y significant norm-referenced gains were made,
not only by ‘the treatment ..group but also by several control and
compatxson groups. It was the gains made by these" ‘other groups that
caused ‘the covariance and standardzzed-ga1n analyses to produce
primartly nonsignificant results, since these approaches. yield
estimates that are génerally quite close in size to the difference’

-between the no;g;referenqeq gairs of the treatment group and the

A\
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corresponding gains of the control or comparison groups. This same
relatxonshxp also explalns the fact that, where the norm~referenced
gain of the comparison group-wis small (as in the case of the Site A
Alternative High School comparison gwoup), the treatment effect.
estimate derived from the standardized gain analysis was Farge and
statistically significant (see Table 10).’

-

While the relationships between the nof&~referenced gain
estimates and those produced by the covariance and standcrdized-gain
analyses is understandable, thé questicn remains as to whether the
norm~referenced estimates reflect real gains or are the result of
some artifact of the study procedure. It must be acknowledged, for
example, that the rormative interpolations and extrapolations
required by the¢ circumstances of the CIP repliications, as well as
the assignment of students to grade norms based on their ages, may
have introduced biases into the norm-referenced evaluation.

If, indeed, the procedures ,used to implement the norm-
referenced analyses introduced bias, then the norm~referenced gain
estimates are too high. A more accurate picture of the CIP's impact
on reading achievement is then provided.by the other analyses. I
on the other hand, one reject
duced into the norm-referen d evaluation, one must accept the fact
that the gains made by
groups and by the fourth-cihort control groups were real. This
_position, in turn, is difficult to accept since there is some doubt
“that the "treatment" received by most of these groups (Ccmparxson

/Group-z dt Site B is an exceptxon) was as effective as that of the

CIP.— In the case of the dropout group .in particular, there was
presumably no reading-related instruction whatsoever.
One possible explanation is that the gains resulted from
operation of the John Henry effect. Another is that there may tave
" béen systematic attrition in the control and comparison groups. It
does not seem unlikely, in fact, that the members of these groups
whose skills had improved would be more highly motivated to attend

_Tthe. posttest session than those who had made. no gains. Such stu-

dents, of course, would be “atypical representatives of their,  STOups
and would not, "therefore, provide a fair baseline against whxch to
measure ‘the impact of the CIP.

\

It is’ likely that a related sort of 'self-selection also oc-
curred in the treatment group. P&sttest data,\however, were col-~
lected. from very nearly all of the students enrolled in the CIP at
posttest time. These students were, therefore, representetive of
the group that had received twelve months of the CIP treatment.
While they were very 11ke1y not representatxve of the original
treatment group, it can be assumed that failure to make substantial
gains in reading was probably not a major cause for attrition from
the program. For this reason, tveatment-group data may be sémewhat

less biased than control-group data--at least in the area of reading

achievement.

< : - t o

the hypothes1s that bias was 1ntrow\

he third-~cohort control and comparxson '

|
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Whatever self-se’ :tion may have occurred in treatment and
.control groups during the CIP demonstration most. probably resulted
. from feelings or motivations that were not directly tapped by the
instruments used in the evaluation. Neyartheless, a decision was
made to explore the possibility that those who dropped out of the
groups did differ from those who remained, in terms of the achieve-
ment and affective measures that J8re used. To accomplish this
task, mean pretest scores were calculated for two groups: those
1nd1v1duals who were neither mid- or posttested (and thus, pre-
sumably had dropped out} and those who had been either mid- or
posttested (or ooth). This was done by site, by cohort and. across
sites, by cohort using readlng, math, internal-external, and self-
esteem scores. . . N

i . b N

There were 20 across-site analyses, two of which were statis-
tically significant at the 5% level. 1In the third cohort, individ-
ugls assigned to the treatment group whg did not remain in the proy
gram obtained significantly Ligher math scores than members.of the
treatment ‘group who did remain. This difference was primarily due
to a 9.8 NCE differential observed at Site A. Neither the across-
site nor the Site A difference appeaved in second- or fourth-cohort
data, -however.

In the fourth cohort, members of the control group who returned
for mid- and/or posttesting had i significuntly higher mean score on
the Self-Esteem scale than di4 control students who failed to
return. This difference was not pr€sent in the third-cohort data.
‘There were also no significant self-esteem differences at individual
sites in either the second or thitd_ cohorts.

-

At individyal sites, there were four additional statistically
significant (p < .05) d1fferences. Since 80 comparisons were made,
‘however, 4 is the exact number that would be expected to be "sig-

nificant at the 5% level" by chance alone. . \N\<;

The attrition analyses, although they did produce a few sta-.
tistically significant differences, shed little light on possine:
self~selection biases. While it.1is interesting that ’consistent
patterns were not found in these analyses, their absence does not
remove the p0331b11;ty that attrition from treatment and contrsl
groups was systematic. In fact, the authors believe that at least -
‘ some of these control group students who returned fcr “id- and/or
posttesting were motivated by.compet1t1ve feelings, thus producing

a John Henry effect.

\
3
-

It is indeed unfortunate that so much speculaticn is required
for the interpretation of the reading (and. otker) results. The only
data, however, that should be fre® of the w§r1ous contaminating
influences discussed aboye are those used in the matched-pairs
analyses. Unfortunately,* “therc’ th sample sizes are s0 small that
the gaip estimatés are necessarily unstable.
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* The picture was much the same with respect to math. The
majority of the norm~referenced and standardized gain analyses
showed statistically significant treatment effects--at least at
posttest time. On the other hand; only a few of the covariance
analyses yielded signifitant results at mldtest time and none was
31gn1f1cant at posttest time. The. overall norm-referenced gain
est1mate .at posttest time was 4.3 NCEs, somewhat smaller than the
gain®in reading but still highly 51gn1f1cant. \}s\i; pointed out in
the Results chapter, the smaller size of the math™gain is probably
attributable to the difficulty all sites had in h1r1ng and retaining
qualified math .instructors.

As was the .case with reading, several control and comparison
sgroups also made statistically significant, norn-referenced gains.
Most frequently in the case of the comparison grgups, however, these
gaing were smaller than those observed in the /corresponding treat-
ment groups. As a result, all but two of /the comparison group
analyses showed statistically significant gairfs at posttest time.

/

.The gain estimates derived from the mafched-pairs analysis were
smaller than the others and frequently even negative. All of them,
however, -were plagued by small sample /sizes. The third-cohort,
individual-site analyses are illustrative of the kinds of+ wari-
ability that can be expected with such small samples. The appar-
ently large between-site differehces«hre almost certainly meaning-
less as none of the gain estlmates is significantly different from
zero.

o

Career Development Inventory

Most of the analyses performed -on the CDI Planning scale showed
statistically significant gains both at individual sites and when

" the data were combined across sites. The situation was slightly

less positive for the Resources scale. On the Information scale,
the results were generally non-significant at midtest time, but the
majority were significant at posttest time.

Care must be taken not to over-interpret the statistically
significant gains made by interns on the Planning and Resources
scales. The Planning scale in particular does not reflect abilit
to plans The scale is made up of such items as, "Talking about my
career decisions with 'an adult who knows something about me." The
student response, "I have not given any thought to this" earns one
point while the response, "I have done this" earns six points.
There’ are various response options between these two extremes thaot
earn intermediate numbers of points.

It seems to the authors that "gains' on items of this type zre
more descriptive of the treatment itself than of its impact. It,is,
for example, an integral part of the CIP for interns to dlscues
career objectives, plans, and decisions with career developers. It
would appear then that any intern who failed to respond, "I have

@ ¢
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done this" must have misunderstood the question. Neither the
. question nor the response, however, gets at the issue of whether the
. discussion influenced the intern or was useful in any way.

. Since the CDI Planning scale contains a significant number of
,~ .similar items--~items that would be expected to show gains simply as
a result of participating in the .CIP rather than benefiting from
it-=it must be concluded that the observed gains do not necessarllz
reflect benefits accrued by the “interns.
‘- The CDI Resources scale 1s made up of similar items and the
2o same argument advanceg with respect to the Planning scale is
L equally applicable. Gains do not necessarily reflect benefits
accrued by the interns.
The itéms that make up the CDI Information scale are of a more
B traditional nature. They have correct and incorrect response
( alternatives and tap career-related knowledge. Gains on this scale
;, - should, therefore,/reflect an actual increase in interns' career
awareness. a
‘e The study conducted by Gibboney Associates (1977) .produced
i almost identical findings with respect to the CDI. After 10 weeks
of program participation, ‘there were significant gains on the
Planning and Resources scales and no gain on the Information scale.
- After a year of program exposure,, however, tgere were small but
: statlstlcally 31gn1f1cant gains on the Information scale. The small
size of the gains was explained in terms of mismatch between the
career-related instruction provided by the CIP and the questions
contained in the test. That argument appears valid--interns learn
about specific careers that are of interest to them, while the CDI
Information scale is concerned with more general issues such as
relationships between aptitudes and types of careers. The failure
of the Information scale to show bigger gains should not be inter-
, preted to mean ,that interns learned little about careers. A more
redevant 1nstrument might well haye s%own much larger gains:

TR g vy s Mrer %
>
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The gains on the Planping and Resources scales should not be
dismissed -as lightly as the preceding comments might imply. , While
» ‘they reflect changes in exposure rather than the effects of the
exposure, the changes are quite large. It is probabaly safe to -
assume that the exposure had at least some impact, and an optimistic"
inference might be that the increased exposure contributed signif-
e icantly to the skills of interns in career planning and in thé use
of career-related resources. .
‘One final point relating to the Career Development Inventory--
the gains on all three scales were uniformly larger at pésttest time .
. ‘than they were at midtest time. This ‘patterm, which was also
observed in réading and math, suggests that growth proceeds as-a-———
- .direct function of the length of prognam exposure.
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Other Non~Cognitive Measures

Unlike the Gibboney Associates (1977) study, a number of stat-
istically significant gain estimates were found on the Coopersmith
Self-Esteem Inventory. More statistically significant gains were
found on the Self-Esteem scale in the third-cohozt analyses than in
either the second- or fourth-cohort analyses, The improved quality
(compared to the second cohort) and greater amount (compared to the
fourth conort) of counseling available to third-cohort interns was
offered as a possible explanation for this finding. While gains on
the Self-Esteem scale amounted to ofily a few raw-score points and
their educational significance may be questionable, the evidence
suggests that the influence of the CIP on self-esteem scores was
large enough to be reliably measured.

O0f some 60 analyses involving the Coopersmith Openness scale,
9 produced statistically significant gains (| of which favored the
control group). Since the goals of the CIP appear unrelated to what
this scale measures, no attempt was made to interpret these find-
ings.
~

With respect to the Rotter Internal/External scale, even fewer
" of the gains (4 out of 60) were.found to be statistically signif-

t. This finding was somewhat surprising since common sense, as

well as on-site ethnographic observations (Fetterman, 1981), suggest
that long-term parti~ipants in the program should feel increased
control over the events of their lives., The authors' beliefs on
this matter are sufficiently strong, in fact, to lead them to
believe that the negative\iesults stem from the fact that the in-
strument is simply not sen étive to the kinds of changes that oc-
‘curred.

Follow-Up Outcomes

i, The follow-up data are more directly related to the stated
goéls of the CIP than either the attrition or the test score data.
One of the program's stated goals is to assist dropouts and poten-
tial dropouts to obtain their high school diploma. While the
number of actual CIP graduates from the third and fourth cohorts
(where control groups were available) was too small to show stat~ ~
istically significant gains, comparisons between treatment and
control groups in terms of the number that had graduated from high
school, were currently enrolled, or had earned a GED were generally
favorable.

. For the fourth cohort, the Ligh school status of the treatment
-grbup was significantly better than that of the control group at
Site D- and. across sites. This was despite the situation at Site A
where the control group presented a better picture than the treat-
ment group (although not-significantly so) and significantly better
than the control groups at the other three sites (p < .0l)., -
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The third-cohort data showed a significant advantage for the
treatment group over the control groro at Site C. The negative
results at Site A, however, prevented the difference from being
significant overall. When data were combined across the other three: .
sites, a significant advantage was again found for the treatment
group.

The second cohort had no control group. A larger percentage of
treatment group members had graduated from high school, were cur-
rently enrolled, or had earned a GED, however, than was the case
with either the third or fourth cohorts. This relationship held at
both the first and second follow-ups largely because the results at
Site A had not yet turned bad.

The second stated goal of the CIP to which follow-up data were
relevant was that of smoothing the transition from school to work.
Because large numbers of students were still enrolled in school,
however, it seemed most appropr1ate to compare treatment and control
groups in terms of the numbers‘either in school or empleyed versus
not in school and not employed R

The results of these comparisons were somewhat less favorable

" than those related to high school status, but still generally

encouraging. The fourth-cohort treatment group presented a better
picture than the control group both at Site D -and overall on the

‘only follow-up that was conducted on that cohort. There were no

significant differences between treatment and control groups for the
third cohort, but the treated subgroups were superior to the un-
treated subgroups in both the second and third cohort at the time of
the first follow-up.

Perhaps a more positive picture would emerge 1fywe had in-
formation regarding the quality of jobs that were held. While
queries were made regarding salary _levels —and—probabilities for
advancement too few credible resporises were received to show stat-
1st1ca ly re11ab1e differences between groups.

l | | ‘

\ A Note on Impfementing the Evaluation

I
Ai pointed out repeatedly throughout the report, this study was

plagued- by small sample sizes and high (possibly differential)
attrition rates. While these conditions seriously restricted RMC's
ability to conduct rlgorous analysés an and to reach conc1u51ons that

were unencumbered by excessive numbers of caveats, it is not clear
that much could have been done to reduce the problems. Recruiters

i .
at all| four sites left few, if any,—stones—unturned_in_their at-=_

tempts {to attract large numbers of students. In fact, their efforts
to mee contractually specified treatment.and control group quotas

. may have\been excessively zealous. The authors' impression is that

early attrition stemmed from the fact that these students were never

some stEdentS\were almost literally dragged in and that some of the
seriously interested in the program.
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® * At mid- and posttest data-collection times, it was possible to
; test virtually all of the students then enrolled in the CIP. We
i were “unable, however, to obtain high participation rates from stu-
dents in the control and comparison groups. The students themselves
- are highly mobile’'and difficult to track. The resources available
for the study were sufficient to support only one half-time and one
quarter-time assistant at each site and this manpower level was
inadequate for the task. We would recommend at least one full-time

. and one half-time site assistant at each location.:

Another unanticipated problem was that many of the control and
éomgarison group students were enrolled in other schools. Collect- :

ing data from them would have been facilitated had we Leen able to PN
2t conduct testing sessions in the schools. . While—some—schools were - B
- - willing to cooperate in this manner, others were reluctant=-given

that there were no incentives for them to do so. The authors
" believe that future studies of this type-should attempt to arrange
an incentive system so that better cooperation can be obtained. ) R
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V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

~

-
~

The analyses presented earlier in this report provide substan-
tial evidence that the Career Intern Program had a positive impact
on participating students. Statistically significant gains were
observed on standardized reading and math tests, on all three scales
of Super's Career Dnvelopment Inventory, and. in self-esteem. In
addition, a significantly larger proportion of the treatment group
had graduated from high school, was currently enrolled, or had
obtained a GED than was the case for the control group. Evidence
with regard to school/employment status was less compelling but
still generally positive. Finally, there was, evidence that the pro-
gram was able to retain students--particularly when it ‘was operating
we11 S

The issue of implementation is very important to the under-

—-—- ~-gtanding-and—proper--interpretation of ‘the study results. When the

programs were not functioning smoothly, absenteeism and attrition
were high and achievement gains tended to be low. Similarly, when
programs had to operate without .a qualified math teacher (even if
all other aspects of the program were working well and attendance
was high) students failed to make significant gains. Gains in
self-esteem appeared to require both extended involvement in the
program (they did not emerge until posttest time) and extensive
contact with qualified counselors.

Relatlonshlps of this type were, fairly obvious in the data--
perhaps because all of the sites experlenced substantial implementa-
tion problems at various times during the demonstration period. 1In
addition to highlighting relationships, implementation problems also
produced negative results. Thus the data should not be taken as an
accurate gauge of what the CIP can do. The existing evidence sug-
gests that the program would have had substantially greater impact
had fewer implementation problenms been encountered.

The initial success at Site B and the delayed but uftimatgly
outstanding performance at Site D stand as testimony that the pro-
gram can be implemented effectively. The outcome data from those
sites &t those times are overwhelmingly positive and would seem to
provide the best estimate of what the CIP can accomplish.

In addition to problems resulting from incomplete program
implementation, the evaluation was hampered by very high attrition
.rates., At least to some extent, the high attrition resulted from
the need to meet contractually specified enrollment quotas that were

unrealistic for new and unproven programs. Many students assigned
to the treatment group never even ,enrolled in the program while
substantial numbers of others dropped out almost immediately. In
any case, one major ‘consequence of the high attrition rate was the
threat it. posed to the internal validity of the treatment-control
evaluation design,
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Because of hazards associated with randomized experiments when
attrition is high, several other evaluation strategies were also
employed. As it turned out, the different strategies yielded some-

~wnat different vesults. In reading and math, for example, the
findings of the norm-referenced evaluations were substantially more
positive than those of the cyvariance and standardized gain analyses
which used control and comparison groups respectively. In reading,
the norm-referenced gain estimate for the 280 stude~ts in the
combined third and fourth cohorts was 7.4 NCEs (from the 24th to the

Y 36th percentile) while the corresponding covariance estimate was 2.6

y - NCEs. 1In math, the corresponding gains were 4.3 NCEs (from the 12th

‘ to. the '17th percentile) and 1.4 NCEs, respectively.

The reason for this difference derives from the fact that the
control groups also showed positive (norm-referenced) growth in
réading and math. It is the authors' opinion that these gain
e - —estimates did not -arise from biases inherent in the unusual manner

: in"which the norm-referenced evaluation had to be implemented but
“rather are real. We also believe, however, that the gains did not
result from any instructional treatment the control group members
received but instead from some combination of a self-selection bias
(65% of thé control group_members chose not to participate in the
) posttesting session despite a monetary incentive of approximately
- $20 to do so) and a John Henry effect. The plausibility of the John
Henry effect, in turn, derives from the fact that all members of the

: ] control group sought, but were denied, admission to the progranm.

All three scales of the Career Development Inventory showed
several statistically significant treatment effects in individual-
site analyses. Across sites, the gain estimates were significant
in over half of the cases. :

Statistically significant gains in self-esteem were observed in
half of the covariance and’ standardized gain analyses at posttest
L time but in none of the midtest analyses. It was inferred that a
; substantial amount of treatment is required to effect gains in self-
esteem.

- Very few of the analyses involving the Rotter Internal-External

: scale produced statistically significant gains. The authors' own

observations, however, and the ethnographic analyses reported by

Fetterman (1981) suggest that this finding is misleading. It seems

far more likely that CIP students did gain a feeling of control over

. their lives from the program but that the gain failed to manifest
: itself in the test scores. ) _

B 3y

Several of the other instruments used in this study seem less
i - than optimum in retrospect. A particularly salient example is the
! Information scale of the Career Development Inventory. While
© statistically significant gains were made on this scale none of them
exceeded two raw score points.
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All CIP students participate in a semester-long career coun-
seling seminar, In addition, a career-developmeant plan is worked
out for each intern, The interns research two career fields in
depth and participate in two week-long, Hands-On job exper1ences.
It seems impossible that the total impact of these learning experi-
ences can be reflected by two raw score p01nts. While no more
appropriate instrument may be available, it is nearly inconceivable
that a better, more relevant one could not be developed. Where the
future funding of a program may hinge on the results of an impact
evaluation, it seems of utmost importance to employ tests which are
relevant to the goals and curriculum of that program.

As regards relevance, it is important to point out here that
gains on paper-and-pencil tests such as were used in this study is
not a major objective of the CIP, Such gains are, at best, inter-
mediate obJect1ves that may or may not be highly relevant to the
‘program's primary goals of helping participants earn their high
school diploma and enhancing their employability. Other data,
however, strongly support the CIP's success in achieving the first
of these primary objectives and provide at least some- support for
success in the second,
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Comparability of Designs

Each of the designs used in this study provides an estimate
of the CIP’s impact on participating students. That estimate, in
turn, is derived from an evalustion of student performance after
participating in the program and an estimate of what thst per-
formance would have been had the students not participated. The
post-participation assessment is the same in all designs, but the

."no-treatment expectation" differs.

There 18 no way of knowing exactly what those students who
participated in an experimental treatment would have done had they
not participated. It is generally accepted, however, that a good
estimate of that performance can be obtained from a similar group
of students who did not participate. The credibility of the
estimate, of course, depends heavily on the extent to which the
two groups are similar.

True Experiments

~ Randomly assigned groups. One experimental approach that is
often used for the purpose of assuring comparability between
groups is to randomly assign students drawn from a pool of poten-
tial participants to treatment and control groups. Any differ-
ences between the groups that result from random assignment can,
presumably, be adjusted. for through use of covariance andlysis.

This so-called classic or "true" experimental design provides

* unbiased estimates of treatment effects and is generally regarded

as preferable to .any. quasi-experimental design (such as the
norm-referenced design). Unfortunately the integrity c£ the
design can be destroyed by attrition. If the students lost from
one group are systematically different .from those lost from the
other, the remaining groups are no ionger randomly equivalent, and
covariance analysis can no longer adequately adjust for betveen-
group diffgrencea. * —
L) e .

The natched -pairs design. A variation on the random experi-~
ment ‘is one. in which pairs of students\are forred prior to the
agsignment process .in .such :a -way- that- their members are as much

lected randomly !for assignment .to
;her is assigned to the control

member of each pair is ‘thpn
the treatmént group whil
group.

-~ alike as possible in all ﬁhxgi:elevant to the experiment. One

1f the matching is good, initigl differences between groups
should be close to zero, thus obviating the need for any analysis

of covariance-like adjustment. Furthermore, if both members of a,

pair are gdiscarded when either member is lost through attrition,
-« .

~
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the remaining treatment and control groups will still be randomly
equivalent. Apart from the practical difficulties associated with
implementing this design, its only real drawback-is that it is
more severely affected by attrition than its less sophisticated
counterpart. For example,'if attrition results in the loss
of -40%—of—all—students, 1t will résult in the loss of 64% of-all
pairs. The samples remaining ‘for analysis would thus encompass
60% of the original groups for the simple random design but only
36% for the matched-pairs design.

Ad{justments for Initial Differgnces between Groups

Both of the true-experiment designs assess treatment effects
through use of a no-treatment expection derived from a sample of
students believed to be equivalent to those who actually partici-
pated in the treatment. The matched-pairs design does this in a
straightforward manner by simply comparing the posttest perform-.
ance of "the two groupss The simple random experiment, on the
other hand, may frequently require that an adjustmefit be made for t .
non—trivial pretest performance differences between groups result- LI
ing from the (unmatched) random assignment process.

The assumptions underlying tlie adjustments that are available
to the evaluator may not be met under even the best of conditioms.
Ti.wy become increasingly problematical when attrition is high,
when there are reasons for suspecting the existence -of real
di” jerences between the treatment and control groups, or when
as: ignment to the control group may itself affect the behavior of
the students.

Under conditions where assignment to treatment and control
groups was indeed random and where there was no attrition from
either group, analysis of covariance procedures are considered
most appropriate to adjust for whatever pre~treatment differences
may exist between groups. In the typical two-group (treatment ~and
control) situation, the covariance adjustmgnt entails multiplying
the difference -between the groups’ pretest means by the slope of.
the common, within-group regression line. (The within-group line
is used under the assumption that it is a more accurate and
stable estimate of the population value than that provided by
either group separately ) The result of this calculation is then
used to adjust the posttest means of the two groups.

One major assumption underlies the use of a éoﬁﬁbn, within—
group regression line. It is that the two groups are “random
samples from a single population. If assignment is random, this
assumption is, by definition, met st pretest time. The treatment
may, however, affect both the mean and the variance of treatment
grougﬂpdsttest scores. 'Under these circumstances, it seems
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inapatopriate to regard the two groups as random samples from a
single population at posttest time. Furthermore, since the
slopeiﬁf the regression line is partially determined by the.
varian\e of posttest scores, it becomes seemingly inappropriate to
calculaFe a cotmmon, within-group regression line.

If\ane does not use a combined, within-group regression line
to adjust the mean posttest -scores of the treatment and control
groups, two other particularly interesting possibilities exist.
The treatment group’s regression line could be used to predict
what that\group s posttest scores would have been had its pretest
score been the same as the control group’s. AlternaZively, the
control group s regression line could be used to predict what that
group’s posttest score. would have been had its pretest score been
the same as the treatment group’s. Gains would then be calculated
by comparing the predicted posttest score of one' group. with the
observed posttest score.of the other group.

The gain estimate derived from projected treitment. group
posttest scores will be different from the one based on projected
control group scores unless the fwo regress%:n lines are e;actly
para11e1. The amount of difference between the two gain estimates
will be a joint function of the difference in regression line
slopes and the difference in pretest means. .In some instances the
two gain estimates will differ substantially from one another.
Unfortunately, there i1s no way to determine where "truth" lies.
It is perhaps best tn regdrd the two estimates as boundaries
defining a' range within which the true gain is likely to fall.

° All of the covariange, analyses included in this report were
calculated three different ways; ocae using a common, within-group
regression line; one using the ‘treagment group’s -regression Adine
in the manner described above; and g{e using,the control group’s
regression 1ine {also in the manner described above). For treat-
ment-versus-control group comparisons, the tables in the ‘Results
section present only the findings of the standard covariance
analysis using the common, within-group regression line.} However,
where the other analyses ytelded results that were substantially_
different, they are discussed in the text. ’

It was ment{oned earlier that an importdnt assumption under-
lying standard covariance analysis procedures fs that the grotps
being compared be_random samples from a single population. Where
systematic differences are known to exist between the groups prior
to the beginning of the experiment, covariance analysis is thought
to systematically underadjust for pretest.differenceé (Campbell & .
Erlebacher, 1970). Under these circumstances; some form of
reliability~corrected covariance analysis (Porter, 1967) ‘or’
standardized~gain analysis (Kenny, 1975) 1is generally considered
to be more appropriate.
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The present study employed standardized-gain analyses in all
situations where covariance analysis was also employed. This type
of analysis is exactly comparable to covariance analysis except
tha. it makes\pse of the principal axis of the bivariate distribu-~
tion of pre- ‘and posttest scores rather than the corresponding
regression ling. Because three versions of each covariance
analysis werse carried -out, the corresponding three versions of
standardized-gain analyses were also conducted {(one using the
combined, withintgroup principai axis; one using the treatzent
group’s “principal' axis; and one using the control group’s princi-
pal axis)- \

Considering the covariance and standardized-gain analyses
together, six diffq$ent gain estimates were calculated for. each
Yexperiment” (e.g.,'Site A, treatment group versus regular high
school comparisun group). The question immediately comes to mind,
"Which -of the six estimates most accurately reflects the true
impact of the program?” If the answer to that question were
known, of course, tlere would be little point in calculating
the five less accurate estimates. The answer is not kno¥n,
liowever, and therein lies the justification for the multiple

analysis approach. - .

W

If - the smallest of the gain estimates were statistically and
educationally significant, one would have a high degree of confi- y—
dence, in labeling the treatment as effective. If five out of thé€ =
six estimates were not statistically significant, ona would .ave
to adopt a more, conservative stance. The number of statistically ] ’
significant estimates thus provides a crude indicator of how much
confidence can be placed in the inferences one draws from ‘the. -
analyses. While not "séientifiz" in any strict sense of the word, .
considering all six estimates simuitanfously is almost certainly a
better approach than selecting one as the "best" because the
circumstances of this study ere such that the assumptions of 1ll
of the analyses are violated more often than they are met. .

~ L
<

B,
-

Quasi-Experiments

[-]

Because of the high, and probably different{al, attrition
that occurred between pre- and posttests, it is not entirely clear', . -
whether the treatment-control compaqisons made in this study .
should be regarded as true experiments or not. On the other hand, : Ve
the comparisons made between the treatment groups and the spe-
cially selected comparison groups' at ‘each site cannot be regarded
as true efperiments. They are best categorized as a class of
quasi-experiments called the non-equivalent control group design.

The non-equivalent\conr ~1 .group design. As pointed out 4
above, the comparison (as opposed to control) groups used in this

(N
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. 8tudy cannot be considered random samples from the same population
from which the treatment grour was drawn. It is to be expected .
. that they differ from the trestihnt group in systematic ways and~c ,
< _ are samples ‘from different populations. For tbis reason, the
\ standardized-gain approach was considered preferable to the 3

covariance-analysis approaéh as a strategy to adjust for pretest y,
¢ differences between groups. The treatment-vergus-comparison group
snalx’:s ‘in. the tabular preseniacions of the Results section of
tl..s Seport thuc reflec.. that mode of analysis.

A As was the case with' the treatment-versus-cont:ol _comparisons .
(where analysis cf-.covariance - results are presented in the ta-
bles), however, analyses were conducted using all six of the
adjustment strategies described edrlier in this appendix. Where
results from the other analygseg differed substantially from the
) standardized-gain results, th?‘t&(ierences are discussed in the
- text. !

. - L]
It should be pointed out that quaBi-experiments attempt to

provide answers to questions that are somewhat different from
* those addressed by truc experiments. The latter generate esti-

mates of what the treatment group’s performance would have been in .

the absence of the treatments Quasi-experiments simply compere

the’ posttest performances pf the treatment group w{.th that -of

another, similar group. They either assume that the groups were - .

equal in pre-treatment performunce levels or they statistically »
adjust post-treatment measures to compensate for pretest differ-
enles.’

v hd - M "\

The assumption is often made that thn posttest (or’ adjusted

- ‘postteSt) performance of ‘%the comparison group provides &~ good

- . approximation of a nortreatment expectation for ‘the treatment
) e group. It would "be more prudent, however, to acknowledge that
uasi—experiments really address, the, question, "How much -better -

“or worse) would the treatment group havé, performéd than the

comparison group if- the two groups had started. out equal?" If
~ that orientation 1s taken, the, obtained results can be inter- .
. preted in terms of the similsrities and ,differences between the .

’ groups and additional 1ns1fAts” may be obtainad.

’rhe norn-referenced design. The norm-regerenced design
assesses’ treatment effects in terms of changes " in status with

L respect to the national nocms from pre- to posttest. If a gr&up 8
v ') mean pretest scora plsced it at- the 20th percertile prior to ]
\ psrticipstion in the. progrsm being evaluated. and its mean posttest

scure plkced it at -tke 25th percentile, the S-percentile gain. L
would be’ stttibuteef to the effect of the treatment. In essence,

. \the design coﬂp@res the growth ¥ treatment-group students with
students at L3¢ sape. pretest schievement level sttending a na-
tionslly repr\}entative sample of. schools. . N
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The design does -not norma11§ provide a local no-treatment

- expectation since treatment-group students, if they did not

participate in the treatment, would not be attending a nationally

representative aample of schools. While, from some perspectives,®

this characteristic of the norm-referenced design might be viewed

as an "advantage, it does make the design systematically different
from’ designs that.-use local control or coemparison groups.

5
A

The evaluation findirngs presentea in the Results section of
this report . show several instances where substantial differences
exist between the norm-referenced gains and the gains derived from
control or conpariaon group analyses. In these cases, it is
interesting to examine the norm-referenced gains made by the
control or comparison group (these gains are also included in the
tables) o .

* Subtracting the norm-referenced gain made by the control or

comparison -group fiom the norm-referenced gain made by the treat-
"~ ment group yields -a treatment-effect estimate that very closely
dpproximates the estimate derived from the corresponding covari-
ance or, standardized-gain analysis.. When used in this manner, the
norm-referenced model-sdoes provide a local--no-treatment expecta-
tion. The feature that is the primary contributor to the design’s
desirability, however, is its ability to produce a gain estimate
without' requiring 'a control or comparison 'group. Under these
circumstances, of course, it does not provide a local no-treatment
expectation. - . -
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' SELECTION OF THE ACHIEVEMENT TEST TO BE USED
-IN THE CIP EVALUATION STUDY

The test used to evaluate the achievement gains produced
by the CIP should possess several important characteristics.
To conduct a norm-referenced evaluation the test must have
empirical‘normaiive data at grades nine, ten, eleven, and twelve,
- based on nationally representative samples of students. To

?‘ be sensitive to project impact, the content of the tests should
f‘ ‘\\\\\\:ot te uninteresting, esoteric, or irrelevant to the students
in CIP. It should reflect as closely as possible the emphasis
f the CIP instruction.. ,The level of test selected should

o~ be appropriate for the functional level of the students. The

P test should not be so difficult that the _average score of the

~. " - group tested is at chance nor should it be so easy that, omn

A the average, students answer more than ?5% of thé- items cor-

rectly. It would also be desirable for the test to have empiri+

cal normetivgﬂdata at more than one point during the year.

The number of test items and time required to take the test

% should fall within reasonable 1limits and the format of the
I test bookletsnghould be attractive and easy ‘to follow.

g . In .the "review process the foliowing tests were examined:
California Achievement “Test (1970 and 1977), Comprehensive
Tests of Basic Skills (1968 and 1973), Diagnostic Mathematics
Inventory (1975), Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test: (1964), Iowa
S Tests of Basic Skills (1971), Metropolitan Achievement Tests
(1970 and 1978), Prescriptive Reading Inventory (1975), Sequential
Test. of Educational Progress (1969), SRA Achievement Series
(1971), and Stanford Achievement Tests. (1973). .
. .t ©
Of this group, only five tests were found to have normative
data at grades nine, ten, eleven, and twelve. Specifically,
the California Achievement Tests (1970 and. 1977), Comprehensive _
, Tests of Basic Skills (1973), Metropolitan Achievement Test
| (1978) . and the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (1969§\\
t fulfilled this requirement. } .
\ Each of the five tests was examined in detail. The times
- of the year when the test was normed and the forms that are
N available were noted. The level of the test intended for high
i scnool students and the next lower (or easier) level of the
‘ test was determined. For each level, the numher of items in
each subtest, the time required to take the test, and the lergth
and topic of each passage were listed. A summary of this infor-
mation is provided for each test (see Figures 1 through 5).

' This review revealed some significant differences among
the five tests. The passages in the STEP I1 subtést are longer
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Level . _ __ Empiricsl NormingDates Formy .
i 4 ©
4 6.7, 7.4, 7.7, B.4, q.7, 9.4, 9.7 A& B
s .- 9.7, 10.6) 10.7, 114, 11.7, 12.4, 12.7 A& B .
Level 4
Concepts &
» Regding Vocgb. Cowp. Math Comp. Problens
- - No. of Itams 40 45 48 50
Testing Time 10 40 28 23
(min) .
. - ® Level 5 o . —
’ Concepts &
- Read v . Comp. Math Comp. Problexs
No. of Items 40 45 48 N 50
Testing Time 10 40 . 33 22
(uin) ’
Content of Level & - Reading Subtest
Yocsb N e

- or 3-word phrases, find synonya for work in boldface

. .
Ixsaple of Table of Contents i s

' Exsmple of Index
S paragraphs - composition of planet esrth, volcanoes, earthquakes .

7 paragraphs - psssage about the wused to conservs resources o
4 paragraphs = the laser-—-its-history and use o
2 paragraghs ~ logic statements--diagram of a "statement of order" ,

N I3 N ;

ont [} el 5 - Reading Subt :

Jocab.
2« or 3-word phrases, find synonym for word ia boldface

rd

. 3 3

Questions about using a book--glossary, appendix, bibliography - g

S.paragraphs < the scientific mathod vs. nuthorturi,’antu o

- © - §:long parsgraphs = Bill of Rights . 1

- -4.paragraphs - studying the ocesn floor / ‘ o

&-paragraphs ~ sptitude messures--kinds, use of results - .

7 paragraphs ~ logic statements——i* = 1 normal; t%, » { shnormal then ...

7 * - /
k . . '
. . wrme s e ivn cammn e
. . /

et . !
/

. .
' / . . H

-~
PSR T TR

A

..
.

Figure 1. Summary of concent and other. characteristics of i
thq’-California Achievement ;Test (1970)
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Level Norming Dates Forms X
18 7.7, 8.1, 8.7, 9.1, 9.7, 10.1 cap ? :
Y
19 9.7, 10.1, 10.7, 11.1, 11.7, 12.1, 12.7 céD ;
Lavel 18 ‘ ' P
Concepts &
. . _Reading Vocab. Comp. _Math Comp. Problems <<
No. of Items 0 40 . 40 45 :
Testing Time i0 35 25 35 .
(min) . R
: avel 19 i
Concapts & =
~ Reading Vocsb. Cowp. Math Comp. ‘Problems E
No. of Items 30 | 40 ) 40 -45- 2
Testing Time 10 35 25 - ) k1] .
(nin) . . . . 4
Content of Level 18 - Reading s'ubgest
‘ v < - ’ :;
2~ or 3~-word phrases are presented. Student is to find synonym .
, of underlined word in phrase
. 5 psragraphs - the story.of.Maris Mitchell, the astronemer (has a plcture) ?
1 péragraph - r#dic comsercisl sivertising-Valley Misic Store - -,
2 peragraphis - selesman’d speech offering & $3.00 surprise ) T4
- 4 staizas - poem about GTOTMS __ ... . - . -~ =" TR
T4 ii”gi@rqﬁhs = history of guitar (pic. of instruments preceding the guitar)
3 patagraphs = newspaper-article about proposed:route for state highway and r
letters written in response-~l pro, 1 con o
4 paragraphs = captain’s log- describing trip to rescue survivors o
; A
~ go of Level 19 - Reading Subte R
. ‘ %
¥ : S .
Seme as Leval 18 3
- ‘_ - ,'!!!“!“gmﬂ - ~ ‘ - - -
7 paragraphs - roport of 8 dream——~dreamed in a slesp and dresm L&h°$,hu ~

. fantasy picture)
3 paragraphs - editorial about importance of esting natural foods
° 3 paragraphs ~ spesch given by high school student about: contributing to
student comsunity garage (pic. of-student addressing group)
S.peragraphs -~ descriptios of sun, solsr anergy, and sun’s rays
3 stanzas - about skyscrapers " . i
6 long paragraphs - work and life of Orozco the artist
1 paragraph - radio sd sbout Tuff Tape

i

t

S e TR ‘ e
0h 35S AN e e u-.:/t\w_.n.‘s,.\ T A A S cvenit ¢ Cav

Figure 2, Summary'df content and other characteristics of "
. the California Achievement Test (1977)
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/ Level Tapird g;i Norming Dates Forms :
3 6.7, 7.7, 8.7 S&T e :
. g’ - - :*
b 8.7, 9.7, 10.7, 11.7, 12.7 $S&7T ' ﬁ
. Lavel 3 !
o . Concepts & :
No. of Items - 40 &S 48 50 -
Testing Time 12 k1] . 40 .35 .
(nin) ‘s ; : iy
ST o Levald y
. T ' Concepts & i
’ —Reaging Vocsb. Comp. : !AQLEE!L____ZIﬂﬂSEL. R
No. of Items 40 45 . 48 30 =
Testing Time 11 .35 40 30 R
(min) R
Cogtent of Level ;‘ - Resding Subtest . it
Tind synguym . N o B} !

@ A . - . N 4
S ‘paragraphs - girl willing to keep her promise to babysit evan though ) .,_
. she vould nthct go..to the-rock-festivel—-— - - i '
L i 7 7 17 T v.ry di!!icul: paragraph about sbility to tell history .
.of ‘a0 sbandoned fatm by studying landscape -
2 paragraphs .~ about :hc utccn. of a mateorite crashing to earthiin 1947 ) 3

Svimming pool mlu-—quuuou deal vith results.of breaking rules i

S paragraphs - stoxy nbout cf!otn of- ,juntot high school students to make :
community - awate of pollution, etc. through "earth day" N

S parsgraphs - shout clunsc in English language from time of Old English -

3 stanzas -~ & poem abput- dutumn . '

e .. Content of Level & - Reading Subtest - .
N N B

-\ - Yocabulare N
' s«lqe: synonyas

4

S paragraphs ~ thoughts of svimmer before he swims his race~~200 butterfly
3 paragraphs - discusses the ides of "humasness" in animals and objects
5 long paragraphs - Ms~garet Masd’s study of Samosn culture--ways in which

individusls lesrn’ values from group. .
6 patuuﬁhq = commines-sresason for development and their advantages -
Poem. " = expressing sympathy with caged birds
S parsgraphs - the saiy,choices offered to high school graduatss in -terms
of further education 4
"3 paragraphs - shrews hunting for food ~

C. .

LR}
s

Figure 3. Sumﬁa;y of content anﬂ other characteristics of
Comprehensive Tests of Busic Skills (1973)
. . .
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Lwel o Esmicicel NorminaDetss o :

M.l 7.1, 1], 8.1, 8.7, 9.1, 97 38 xS

Mv. 2° 1041, 10.7, 11.1, 11.7, 12.1, 12.7 s s A

: - Level Adv. | Lavel Adv, 2 ) '
No. of Items ! 35 30 50 50

Testing-Tine 3 i0 30 40 ,_

{uin) ¢ - . !

‘1 paragraph. = passage “about sarmalade’ ,
2 paregraphs: - passage sbout skia diviag =~ .
4-pardgrephs - passage about ising tha city streets as & pleyground o

) ‘ R sad the benefits-of sports activities o
"7 2patagraphs-~ very simple summary of Shekespéare’s Pyramus gnd Thisbe L

= - A-pavagtaphs-~-forsation of Sherlock Holmes ciubs 3

e B = e “‘i"“é‘?m!""‘f¥1£9?"“§%“?QO“xtéli'hiZT Christaas gift that-16 & _ _ T
Y., 7 grestidissppointment _M ‘ s
‘2-paragraphs .~ inveation of yoyo' i _ E

- | persgraph.. = Maty Shalley's writing of Frankeoststn , :

) 3 parsgraphs - Leonsrdo de Vincie=1life ead work . N ;

., Ll N o ' ;’f‘,‘:‘ ;

Reading Comp. [T o . :

e o pavgepks < BAERY faARATIAS, The. ethlete _ :

3:paragraphs « use and history of passwords to idsntify frisnds vs.
: A foas~="shibboleth" " _ _ )
.+ 3 paragraphs:~ developm at-of Monopoly game
- 1'pstagtaph = distus thréwing--includes many numbses sbout sise,
S digtance; efes -
3 parigrephs ~ "famtltsr strangere”, definition, results of psychologica}
-7 study of comsuters ' )
- 1 paregraph =~ sffscts of vind and weter on eartl and trsss
1 peragraph <« unpopular boy who is & bockwora .
.. \ paragreph ~ description of bostels

e avans x e

R L

~ Figure, 4. Summary of content and other: characteristiés of
Wettopolitan Achievement Test (1978)
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¥
v 2 9.7, 10.7, 11.7, 12.7 ’ A3
5;,{‘ . 3 607. 707. 807 * :
T
Lo _Vossbulacy Resdinx Como  Vocabulary Resding Comp
- - ¥o. of Ttems —R—— - ——30-—— 30 ——————-30— -
Testing Tike 15 30 15 . K[ .
ol © (min) . ‘ —
FRAI s - Yocab. . 3
W Tvo types of items: Sentences presentel and second sentence must -
7" ! be completed using one of four choices. Word used in sentence
S md find its synocnym .
£ S peragraphe - descridee life of chigksdess . )
e 9 paragraphe = froaCharlee Dickene’ Blagk Houge-~has o d-fashioned
e T e . dislégue . .
L ) 8 ‘stanzas - dog and wan sré friend,-hava gight, dog bites mar, X
e ° dut dog dies - - o :
3 long parsgraphs = groupe in.pest may be thought more noble thaa - 8!
i - ! they were viewed by their contemporaries (e.g., » :
© R ~:'b“ht‘.'})} o : :
e T e -4 long parsgraphe = use of eymboly —° - - - - :
Dislog from & pley = idoeyncracies of a will that wust be fulfilled ;
g ‘4n order to inherit the money . ! X
Same as Level 2 . \
- 7 '3 paragtaphe « discovery and use of glass to sagnify objecte 7-
9 .paragraphe = the story of Orpheus from greek mythology~—the im~ :
S portance of music ' %
2 S peragraphs - ths compoeition of gleas, glasebloving ,
% 5 6 paragraphs « history of Vistnamese people i
i 7 etaszes = poem about.-forgetting . ‘ s
X 7 paregraphs = sbout 'kidaapping of young Gilbert who later becomas N
b - T*77 composer cf Gilbert & Sullivan fame - :
-, 9 et
Figure 5. EWI’Y of content and other characteristics of -
X -Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (1969)
‘.‘ ’\ ’ ' ’ ¥
IR u o ' - N O
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than the passages of the others, and the content appears more
difficult. The STEP II norms are based on the performance
of students who were tested almost ten:years ago. Using "old"
norms may produce misleading achievement status information
in norm-referenced evaluations. In addition, empirical data
are provided for only one time of the year. Of the five tests,
the STEP 11 appeared to be the least desirable. -

A drawback of the CAT ‘70 is that reading passages of
both levels include questions about using parts of-books (table
of contents, index, etc.) to.find information. These questions
would seem to be more appropriate in a subtest covering reference
skills rather than reading comprehension. In addition,.the

- —-———reading— subtests—present- diagrams of logical relationships
from which the students are asked to draw logical conclusions.

This may be a foreign task to many students. Finally, since
there is a more recent edition of the CAT it would be preferable
to use the 1977 edition instead of the 1970. For these reasons,
the CAT 70 was felt not to be the best test to use for the
evaluation. :

For‘the CTBS ‘73, the passages in Level 3 (the level we
would most likely usé) are ordered so that two of the more
difficult ones are presented first. This order of presentation
may discourage students so that either they will not respond
to the remaining items or they may respond at random. A second
drawback of the CTBS ‘73 is that empirical ‘normative data are
available for only one month of the year.

The MAT ‘78 ;and CAT ‘77 are the newest of the achievement
tests reviewed. Both tests have empirical normative data for
October and April. A cursory examination of the content of
the reading tests of both the MAT ‘78 and the CAT 77 &howed
that either one would be appropriate to use in the CIP evalua-
tion. The-passages in the CAT ‘77, however, seem to be more
relevant and inherently more interesting ‘than those of the
MAT ‘78. For example, the radio ‘advertisement passage, the
salesman’s speech, and the newspaper editoridl all present
material that reflects ''real world" situationg that students
are likely to have encountered. Of cc rse, it also has passages
that are probably of less interest =-- the-/story of a woman
astronomer, the history of the guizar, and a poem about storms.
The majority of the passages in the MAT ‘78 deal with topics
that would not be of concern to CIP interns. For example,
there are passagés about marmalade, skin diving, and Leonardo
da Vinei.

At a more detailed level the two tests were'studied in

terms of the instructional objectives that each test attempts
to measure. In each test’s manual, the instructional objectives

' 128
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upon which the' test was constructed are listed and the test
items that measure each objective are identified. These are
presented below in Tables 64 and 65. Although the objectives
- selected by the two publishers "do not match-perfectly, by col=
lapsing some sub-objectives and relabeling cthers, it is possible
to~wike comparisons between the tests, (It should be noted
that the MAT ‘78 does not offer a separate vocabulary subtest.
Vocabulary .items are included in the reading comprehensfon
section.) Direct comparisons can ‘be made between. the two tests
as..to the number of vocabulary items each contains and the

nimber of —{tems—asking for literal information. - After-examining

ey

e — — -the ~test items, the MAT {nferential category *I_‘Bj‘tttves~—~——ﬁ_~—~_1____;

appears to be equivalent to the CAT intezpretive category,
and the MAT evaluative category appears to be equivalent to
the CAT critical category.

The number’ and percuzntage of items under each objective
are presented by test in Table 66. The greateat difference
in content between the two tests is in the number of items
covering literal meaning. The MAT has over three times as
- many- items as the CAT. A second “difference between the tests
“1s that the CAT has over twice as many gritical thinking items
4s the MAT. Assuming that CIP reading instruction focuses
more on teaching ctudents to grasp the literal meaning rather
than the implications of what they read, this analysis indicates
that the MAT wouid be the mora appropriate test to give.

A similar typc of .conparioon was made betwsen the Mathe-
“matics subtesis of thé CAT ’77 and the MAT ‘78, as shown in

~—-—Tables. 67 and b% . CAT sffers two separate subtests: Mathe- ,

matics Computations and MatheWatics Concepts and Appiicatiens.
The MAT has plsced both types of items in a single subtest.
Concept, and applic.tionn problems.sre the first 32 items and
computetion nrobiens are the r:fgmaining 18.

The tws 'sr.3 are simiisz in all areas except the number
of comphutatic 3: problems involving fractions and decimals,
gmctry and measuremant, and nussreétion. The difference can
be attributed to ti:e fact that :iia CAT has 35 more items than
the MAT, and théy are distributed over these three objectives.
Although the MAT 1is a shorter test; it is clzined by its pub-
- lishers to be as reliable as the other -major achisvement tests.

. . . \
gogg;uoiono X & A

Either the CAT '77"0: the MAT *78 wculid be suitable for
ute in the evaluation of the CIP.” Only one test can be selected.
"After dluiled review of both tests, tha EuT ‘78 was chosen
over the CAT ‘77,  The reuons for this decision ‘arc summarized
below.
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o8 4 Table 64 \
/ i
{/78 Advanced Level 1, Form JS, Reading Comprehension
Te It:ems Grouped by Instructional Objective and by Passage
. A £ \{ ]
1 6 1 [] 2,3 4
2 7,8,10 9 12 1
3 18 14,15,17 13 16
4 19 21,23 20,22 24
] 30 25,27 2 . 28,29
6 32,34 il 33,35 36
7 41,42 39 k1 37,40 -
8 Y] 43, 44,46 45 4?
T T g — . _49/,50,52 51,85 53,54
Table 65
- b .
CAT '77 Level 18, Form C, Reading Comprehension A
Test Items Grouped by Instructional Objective and by Passage -
~
_Vocab. Literal Int .
Syn. Ant. Recall Inferred* Character TFigurative Author Per-
* 1 31.36 3 32'33.35'37 ST T
2 ! . 38-40 .
3 . T Aleddd
4 44=50
[} 51,52,54,% 53,55,57
6 58-63
N g 64 65,67,69 66,68,70
0 1-20,21-25,
26-30 “
\
Table 66
Number and Percentage of Items Under Each Objective
- Ny 78 T 77 >
— Obtective N b4 =X b4
Vocabulary . ) 6 11 30 43 °
. iteral 25 4S 7 10
Inferential/Interpretive 19 k1 21 30
Bvalustive/Critical, ] 9 12 1 -
, Total 55 100 7 100 .

Wote: CAY 77 has a :oul of 70 items, imcluding separate subtasts
for vocebnhq and reading comprelension.
MAT °78 hae a total of 55 {tems, vocsbulary and reading cow- ) .
prchcuton items are together in & eingle subtest.

e e e . - Ao el o \ -
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Table 67

L

t

-
. ‘MAT ‘'78-~Advanced Level 1,Form JS, Mathematics
Iten Nunber and Number of Items Under Rach Objective

e
-~ /
//‘
-
o - Number of Items
~ . Measuring
_Obiecfive . Item Number Objective
Graphs.& Statistics 30,31, 32,25,26,27 6
?(éons -&.Decimals 41-50 10
_Lavs & Properties . 15-18 4
Whole Numbers 33-40° ) 8
Prodbleas Solving 1-6 6
Geonetry & Measurement 19-24, 28, 29 8
Numerstion 7-14 . . 8 :
2
A ~
>
y Tible 68

-

t

Mathematics Conceptu .and Applications
Item Number -and Nunber; of Items Under Each Objective

.

-

CAI__lZ__Lovelwls* Form C, Mathematics (‘onputatione and

o

\ 3 -

! Number cf ltems

Gupbl ‘& Statistics

* (Functions & Graphs)

hacticu & ncetnls
(Math:Computation)
Lav 6. !ropcrtico
Ohth Computation)

-.Whole: Numbers - —~——

(Math Co.putation)\
rtobh- Solving
(Stoty Probleds) -

Ceomstry: & Measurement .

Numeration

. Measuring
in¢tive _Jtem Number Objective.
55,59,66,83 4
1,2,4,8,9,10,14,15,19,20, 28
21-24, 26,27 29.30,31.40 .
13,18,25, zs 4
3.5,6,7,11,12.15.17 (]
53,65,70,75,76,77,78 7
ts 46, 68-50 58,60,72,73, 16
98-80, 82-84. ‘
~ Ale&4,47,51,52,56,57,62-54, 18

s The objeetivu in parcnthuu are the labels used by the

publisher of CAT °77.
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The primary disadvantage of the Metropolitan is that {its
content appears- less interesting tnan that of the CAT ‘77 and
ne a result of this, interns may not be as motivated to take
and conplete,thé ftest. However, the test items of the CAT

) ¢ 71 include a ‘greater number of hjigher~-level thinking questions

‘than the MAT®‘78. Compared to the MAT, the California has

a much larger proportion of test items that require the reader

to make an evaluation or critical interpretation of a paseagn.

The Metropclitan Achievement Test, in contrast to—the California,

haafa,gpqh,}g:geg proportion of test items that require the

.reader to make a literal interpretation. Whereas the CAT pass-

ages may be more entertaining to read than the MAT s, the test
questions are more difficult.

2 '

A second difference betwcen the two tests is the w’in
which the test items are ordered. The questions. abo any
one passage of the CAT are likely to come from one cgtegory

> of instructional objective.- ¥or example, in the CAT/ all of
the questions about passage. 3 concern critical thinking and
all those about passage 4 concern fiéurative language. In
the MAT, test questions or a single passage always cover more
than one instructional objective. VFYor example, the questions
for passage 3 cover vocabulary and literal, inferential, and
evaluative thinking. A student taking the CAT who finds it
‘difficult to respond to questions that require critical thinking
may miss all the items about one passagk and may.become discour-
aged about attempting more~items. If the same student were
to take the MAT and were to incorrectly answer similay types

items, the errors will be scattered throughout the test.
The arrangement of th: MAT test items-would ‘seem superio: to
that of the CAT. .

An additional advantage of the MAT that has not been em--
The’

- phasized is that it requires less time to adwinister,
MAT reading subtest takes 35 minutes compared to 45 for the
CAT; the MAT mathematics subtest requires 40 minutes versus
60 ninutes for the CAT. '

The MAT also fulfills the other criteria that were listed
at the beginning of the paper. It has empirical norms for
October and April- for grades 9, 10, 11, and 12. It is cen-
structed so that the level of test that is appropriste to the
functional level of the students can be administered and it
is still’possible to compare their test performance to that
of grade~level peers.

-~ . \ - ‘ , ’
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L. CAREER DEVELOPMENT INVENTORY
: FORM 1

DONALD E. SUPER, ET AL.

: :

TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY
R NEN YORK, NEN YORK
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INTRODUCTION .

The questions y
work, your future career,
The only right an.wers are the ones w

students’ plans. Give the best answers you can.

T ——— o
- o~

T counsalors offer the kind of help which high school
and need in planning and preparing for & job after g
vocational and technical school training or for goin

ANSNER ALL QUESTIONS. 1f you are not sure
answer, guUess. ere 1s no time iimit, but work as

2
, c&n; thsgfirst answer that comes to you

NAME___ GRADE DATE

ou are about to read ask you about school,.
and some of the plans you may have made.
hich are right for you. Llater,

some questions ask sbout career facts; others arV you to judge

/
Answers to questions like these can help teachers and

students want
raduation, for
g to college.

about an
rapidly as you

is often the best one.

YOUR FUTURE OCCUPATION .

. In your present thoughts and plans,
would you 1ike to do when you finish all of

exanples bookkeeper, machinist, lawyer, registered
ne

store 0
have thought about orn the l1ines below.

what kind of work
your education and

training? What kind of occupation do you plan to enter? (For

nurse, small

r, waitress, engineer, shop foreman, elementary teacher,
truckdriver, letc,) trite the name(s) of the occupation(s) vou

}st;choice N

ipdfchoice

3*& chotce_

4€d choi¢;

L
Thd quegtions b
to the instructions at-'t

' \

egin cn the next page. Mark them according
he—top of each section.
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1. How much thinking and planning have you done about you? educational and
occupational future? What kinds of plans do you have? For each of the
14| statesents belov, choose one of the following 6 answers to show what.

have done about what is sentioned in the statements. Place the num-
cr.of your answer in the space to the left of each statement. s

Here are the possible answers:

- 1 -1 have not given any thought to this.

2 -1 have given some thought to this, but haven't made any plans
to do this. <

3 -1 havé some plans to do this, but am still not sure of them.

4 -1 have made definite plans to do this, but don't know how to
.,.carry thea out.

5 -1 have made definite plans to do this, and know what to do to
carry them out. ‘ )

S .61 have done this.
3& Here are the statements: )
AN 1. Finding out about different kinds of educationsl and occupa-

! ~ ™" tional possibilities by going'to the library, sending aws
for information concerning the di erent..possibilities, or
talking to somebody who knows about the possibilities.

g2, Talking about my career decisions_with an adult who knows

< - sorething about me.
3. Taking courses which will help me decide what line of work
to go into when 1 leave school or collgge.’

4.. Taking courses which will help me in college, in job train-
.ing, or on the job.

i N 5. Taking part in school or out-of-school activities which will
4 help me in college, in training, or on the job. -
\' 6. Taking part in school or after-school activities (for example:
X . science club, school newspaper, Sunday School teaching, vol-
unteer nurse's aide) which will help me decide what kind of PR

e
P
| e

/

work to go into when I leave schoq}.

Getting a part-time or summer job thch will help me decide

X: \ -- 7.
;» kY what kind of work [ might go into.
L, ' . - \
. \\ g§. Getting a part-time summer job which will help me get the
\ xind of job or training 1 want. \
\\ ‘_
; \\\
£y ~
:. < v
r 9
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Here are the possible answe}s:

1-1 have not given any thought to this.

2-1 have given some thought to this, but haven't made any plans
to do this.

3-1 have some plans to do this, but am still not sure of them.

4<1 have made definite plans to do this, but don't know how to
carry them out. »

5-1 have made definite plans to do this, and know what to do to
carry them out.

6-1 have done this. -

Here are some more statements:

9. Getting money for college or training.

10. Dealing with things which might make it hard for me to get
- the kind of training or the kind of work I would like.

11. Getting the kind of training, education, or experience which
I will need to get into the kind of work I want.

e

12. Getting a job onée I've finished my education and training.

13. Doins the things I need to do to become 23 valued employee
who doesn't have to be afraid of losing his job or being
1aid off when times are hard.-

14. Getting ahead (more‘noney, promotions, etc.) in the kind
of work I choose.

15. How would you rate yoﬁr plans for ;gfter high school”? (Please
-~ check ( o~ ) one answer.)

a. Not at all clear or sure

b, _ Not very clear

c. Some not clear, some clear
d. Fairly clear
e. Very clear, all decided

arncpaast.
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Here are the ratings: - T

Students differ greatly in the amount of time and thought they give
to !ﬁk;gg_§hg*gg;. Use the five ratings below to compare yourself
to the typical students of your sex in your grade In each of the
areas of choice listed below. Mark the number of wour rating in the
space .provided in each statement..

.

20y
]

H
s
See
iy
e
<

PN

1 - nmuch below average, not as good as mosts

a little below average

average ,

8 lictle above'averaxe

o -~ (7] ~
Ll

- much above average; better than most

Here are the statements: .

16. Coipared to my classmates .l am > in the amount of time and
thought 1 give to choosing high~School courses.

17.

18.

19.

21.

Compared to my
thought T give

Compared to .my

classmates 1 am

in the amount of time and

to choosing high school Activizies

classmates [ am

in thé amount of time and
of-school activities.

thought I give to choosing out.

Compared to my classmates I am
thought I-give to choosing amou
able to me after high school (f
business school or technical sc
or marriage, etc.) .

Compared to my classmstes 1 am
théught I give to choosing amon
able to me (for example: type
tary service, characteristics o

Compared to my classmates I am

in the amount_of time and
ng general alternatives avail-
or exampie: choosing college or
hool or work or military service

in the amount of time and

g specific alternatives avail-
of coliege, branch of the mili-

f husband or wite, etc.)

in the amount of time and

thought I Rpive to choosing an occupation for after high school,

college or job training.

22. Compared to my classmates I am in the amount of time and
thought I give to choosing a career in general.

[ )
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How much do you know about the occupaticn you said you would most
1ike to enter on page gne of this Inventory. Below are five possible
answers to use in answering statements. 23 though 33. Mark the num-
ber of your answer in the space providsd in each statement.

Here are the answers:

1-'hardly anything
2‘: a little \
33' an average amount

4 - a good deal

$ - a great deal

Here are the statements: N
23. 1 know about what poopld teally do on the job I said I
would 17Ke to enter.

4. 1 know sbout specialities in the occiipation I said I would

like to enter.

28. 1 know about different places where people might work in
this occupation. . s

26. 1 know _ __ about the qualifications and skills needed for this

occupatlevn..
27. 1 know about the environmental working conditions in this
occupation. -
28. L know ___ about the education or érnining needed to get into
i “this occupation. ‘ L
29. 1 know sbout the courses offored.in high school that are
the best for this eccupation.’ 4
30. I know ____ lyaut the need for more pdople in this occupation
31. 1 know ___ about‘different v;yi of getting into this occupation.
32, I know _.____ ;bout the starting pay in this occupation.
33, 1 know _____ sboyt tho\chlncos for geiting raises and pr&motions.
\,\\\\. - 7 “32
Q‘\i 5‘:": = 7 —~
N

. =t
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" 1v. What sources of information would you ge to for help in making your
job or college plans? Use the five possible answers listed below to
show whether or not you would go to the sources of informatiop listed
belaw. Mark the number of your answer “in the space provided in each
statement. . \

S

v

Here are the shswers: \
1 -'dofin}toly not
. 2 - probuﬁly not '
3 - not be sure whether to - .
4 - probabdly ‘
S - definitely .

.

Hérs are the statements:

34, 1 would . B0 to my father oé’nale guardian,

35. @ would ____ go to my mother or female guar In.
36.
37,
38,

would " go to my brothers, sisters, or . her -relatives.
would go to my friends. -

would ‘g0 to coaches of teams I have‘beeﬁ on.

40.
4.
42,

1
I
I
39. I would _____ go to my minister, priest, or rabbi.
I would _____ go to teachers
I would ____ go to school counselers.

1 would _____go to pri;lti“éounselors. outside of school.
43. 1 would _____ go to books «ith the information I need.

44. 1 would go to audio or visual aids like tape recovdings,
movies or computers, .

45. 1 would go to college gltaiogues.

46, [ would go to persons in the occupation or at the college I
am considering.

17. 1 would go to TV shows, movies, or magazines.

. - 140 1 57
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Here again are five ansvers which are to be used with statemants
48 through 61. « This time use the sanswers to show which of the
sources of information below have already given vou information

‘which has been ho%gful to you In making your job or c9 ogé plans.

Hark the number ofiyour answer in the spsce provided in eack state-
ment. . .

Here are the answers: H

1 - no useful information

2 - very little useful inforlutioﬁ ~ /

3 - some useful information /
4 - a good deal of useful information ' //
¢

§ - a great desl of ureful infornutapn :

Here are the statements:

43. 1 have gotten from my futhé;dor male guardian.

49. 1 have gotten from my mother or female guardian.

|

50. 1 have gotten from My brothers, sisters or other relatives.

$1. 1 have gotten : from my friends.

§2. 1 have gotten from coaches of teams 1 have been on.

$3. 1‘have gotten from my minister, priest, or rabbi.

4

S4. 1 have gotten from teachers.

$5. 1 have gotten from schoollcounsolors.

$6. 1 have gotten from private counselors, ou}iide of school.

LT

$7. 1 have gotten from books with the information I needed.

£rom audio or visual aids like tapes re-

1 -have-gotten

1]
corsihgs, movies, or computers.

59, 1 have gotten _from college catalogues

60. 1 have gotten from pevsons in the occupation or ge?the
- ”‘1 e

college 1 anm considering.

61. 1 have gotten from TV shows, noviei? or magazines.

PN
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V1. Here each question has fts own set.of possible answers. Check (v*)
only one answer for each question.

$2._. ¥hich one of the following is the best source of information
‘shout job duties and opportunities? ‘.

1) The Encyclopedis pritannica .

N I ) World Allanlc':
’ _..9 Scholastic Magazine - -
' &) The Occugltiénal Index» (vl
9 'fﬁimazzugn;i;nal outlook Handbook : . .

N 63. Which one of the following would be most usefu) for detailed
T information about getting into college?

Lriet . o

1) The World 8ocok Encyciopedis

2) Mebster's Collegiate Dictionary e ,
14 . '
'3) Lovejoy's College Guide :

L

4) Reader's Digest

*$) The Education Index
64, Which ‘one of the following pairs of occupations involves the

c——
P
Po—
e
m——

samc level of training and regponstbility? v
- 1) Tailtor, Sales Clerk

2) Engineer, Banker

' ... __\'3) tailor, Engineer

- &

65. The occupational £ields expected to grow most rapidly during
b the next ten years are: -

4) Banker, Sales Clerk

1) pProfessional and service
2) Salées and crafts

3) Crafts and clerical

R

4) Labor and sales
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¥ 66. Between 1910 and 1970, the industry enploying‘the greatest . .
£ number of workers changed frop: ) .- ¢

, R R
Sy ‘ 1) Argriculture to wholesale and retail trade

2) Manufacturing to agricultura

3) Wholesale end ritail trade to manufacturing

4) Agriculture to manufacturing.

Vi1. Occupations differ in the amount and type of education required for
employment. Select the type of eHucatEon required for each of the
occupstions below and mark the.number of your answer in spacé.to the
left of each statement, i

ol

» -

Type of Education:

1

1 - High School Gradudtion .

2 - Apprenticeship Training -
3 - Technical §ghoo§¢qr Community College (2 year)
' 4 - College Degree (ﬁ‘xear) L s
(4\ {2 :

oy

- Professional Dc;rée Beyond College

Occupatic.s: )

67. Stenographer

63, Dental Technician ,
69. Faaily Doctor (Physician)

70. Mail Carrier ° .
71. Plumber '

NEERN

72, Computer Operator

‘ 73. Bank Clerk

74. Social Worker . ‘ . . N “ 2
A\ ’
. A

: ' \l

. i

¥l .

\ , Al a
\\ :
] ) 3
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VIII. Many occupations use special tools. Below is a list of ocmgnions
and a list of special tools or squipment. Nstch the occupation with
its equipment by marking the number of the appropriate equipment in
the spsce to the left of the occupation. -

Type .of Equipment: . .
1 - Manikin '
2 - Ammeter

.3 < Centrifuge

4 - Trovel .

S - Ledger o
Type of Occupations:

~

78.
76.

Electrician

Bdokkeeper

.
l (‘ I

S ‘.

o

77. Bricklayer
. .78, Dressmaker

79. Medical Technician

\ IX. Here again, ecch 'quoition ha.s hi own set of answers. Check ()
only one answer ‘for each question.

20. 1In the 9th snd 10th grades, plans about jobs and occupations
should: RS

____ 1) be clear. |
- 25 not vule out any possibilitics.

7} keep open the best possibilities. o
—_ 4) not bo)souethh:é)to think,abous.

e e
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=T 21. Decisions szbout high school courses can have an effect on:

i
the kind of dipjoma one gets.

the kind of trlining or education one can get after high
school -

later occupatioA choices.
kow much cne likes schoul.

all of these. i

82. Decisions about jo&s should take into account:

1y

strengths, or vqat one is good at learning and doing.

P
RN XIS O
&m{c«ﬁ‘ A PNTNARE S J I TN

Y

‘k;:«'aw"r E ) o - o ’!‘f;zz

L do. -

2) what one lxﬁos t
3) the kind of porsrn one is. .

4) the chances for getting shead in that kind of job.
$) allof these. |

‘ .
83. One of the_things that grea: artists, musicians, and professional

v athletes have in common is .he desire to:
— 1) -ako”nonoy. \ , 7
—c —— 2) have large nudio'cos. ' ’ *
___ 3) be the best there is at what they do.
e 4) teach others wha éhoy do.
$4. Mary thinks she -ith 1ike to become a computer programmer,
but she knows.littlo\lbout coaputer programming. She is going
to the library to find out more about it. The most important
. thing for Mary is know now is: "
1) what the work is,zvhnt she would do in it.
1) what the pay is. i * .
——_ 3) what the hours of work are.
___ 4) where she can get the right training.
|
- r
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Jane likes her high school biology and general science courses
best. She likes to do her schoolwork alone so she can concen-
trate. When she begins to think about her future occupation, '

, she should consider:

—
———
—
——

86.

1) Nurse. ~

2) Accountant. '

3)'Medical Laboratory Technicikn.

4) Elementary School Teacher.

Petexr is the best's eaker on the school debating team. The school
yearbook describes hig as "our golden tongued orator--a real nice
guy who can listen astWell -as talk--ho could sell refrigerators

to the Eskimos.”

His only good grades (mostly 8's) are in business subjects. His
poorest grades are in Euglish-and social studies (mostly C's),

Peter's desirte to become a trial lawyer is not very realistic
because: ‘ \ r

1) with his grades he will have difficulty getting into a four-
year 1iberal arts college. *

2) he has poor grades’ in the subjects that are most important
for law.

3) there-is much moré to being a lawyer than being good at pwb-
lic speaking. N

Peter will probably gradus:e in the bottom half -
of his class, although his test scores show that he is velry bright.

4)

all of the above fare jood reasons for thinking that Peter

will have a hard time becoming a trial lfﬁ!"°

£7. The Tacts about Peter suggest that he should think about becoming:
1) an accountant. *
’ 2) 2 salesman.

3) an actor.

4) a school counsblor: ) .
'~S) a lawye{. . ) . ) \
4
‘ )
4
k2
~ )
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v §8. Ernle took some tests which show that he might be good at . “
clsrical work. Ernie says, "I just can't see myself sittin:
bshind a desk Jar the rest of my life. 1I'm the kind of

s who likes vatiety. 1 .think being = traveling salesman w uld

} suit -e.iénc.“ He shguld' . &

\ ____ 1) disregard the tests and do whit ke wants to do.

—ha o
-
—

-
an

»

T 2) do what the tests say since they know hetter thln he does ¢ T
fd§i - what he would be good at. -

S) look for.a job which will let him use bis clerical abilities
but not keep him pinned to a desk.

4) ask to be tested with another test since the results of the
the first one are probably wrong. : -

89. Joe Ss vcry ‘good with.his hands and thare isn’ t anybody in his
class'who has more mechanical -aptitude. He is also good at
art. His 'best subject at school i$ math. Joe likes all of
these things. -~

What should Joe do? Should:he:

1) look for'ii occupation in which he can use as many of his '
inte~ests and abilities as possible?

2) pick an occupation which uses math since thepe is 2 betvér
N future in that than in art or in working with his hands? R

S) decide which.cf these activitiss he is best at, or ‘likes the
. nost, then pick nn«occuqaf}pn which uses that kind of ’
*  activi > . ’ Y

2
4) gut off deciding about his future and wait until he loses
LY nterest in some of these activities? 4 “

90. lctty gets vcry good science grades but this isn’t her favorite

subject. The subject she likes best ts art even'though her . -
. {rndcs tn it #re only averige. " Bétty is most likely to do, welle :

n her future occupation i{f she: . )

1) forgets abcut her interest in art since she is so much better
in=3cie | - L o
-~ \\ . .
2) doesn’'t worry about the fact that she—i%n't _very good at art, .
because if you llke o-ething you can become good—at.. it .

3) looks for an occupl;ion which uses both art and science. o B
but more science than art. "

e~—__ -
4) looks for an occupation which involves both/science and ert. o : S
but movs art than science. N ' -
« . ) , v
)\ . t ‘l‘b
- ha ]
- - . '\.
’ . . .
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91. Bob says he really doesn’'t care what kind of work he gets into
once he ieaves school as long as it is working with people. 1f
this is all Bob cares about he is likely to make a bad chojce

because: .

1) this kind of work usually requires a college degree.

.

.,

£ R gl R e I Y,
N LY

2) empldyers usually hire girls for such work.

. 3) people ook down orn men who work with peopie »ecause such
work is usually done by girls.

Fite a T e b+

—__ 4) occupations in which one works with penple can be very
different from each other in tie abilivies and interests

which are needed. ,
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: PRACTICE ITEMS

A. lliketowatchTV.

"

8. I'm a good worker.

O

e

LIKE ME

LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME

3

i 1. 1spend alotof

£, time daydreaming.
? 2. 'm pretty sure
:° of myseif.

»f* 3. | often wish | were
! someone eise.

4. I'm easy to like.

_u|k in front of the
class.

e
i 5. Ay parentsand ! have a lot
i .\.;,;‘ of fun together,
X 6. 1 never worry about enything.
; . . 7. ifinditvery hard to

"8, | wish | were younger.

9. There are lots of things
about myself 1’d change
it | could.

10. | can make up my
mind without too
much trouble.

11. I'malotoffunto
be with.

12. | get upset easily at home.

NI e AN
N . '

F 13. 1 aiways do the right thing.

14, I'm proud of my
school work.

S

15. Someons always has t0
telt me what tc do.

16. it takes me a long
time to get used to
snything new.

R B R SR Y

I

PR DU RPN

LIKEME ___ . NOT LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME
LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME
LIRE ME

LIKE ME
LIKE ME

LIKE ME

LIKE ME

150

NOT LIKE ME

v

NOT LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME

__ __ NOTLIKEME

NOT LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME

NOT LIKE M’

NO'T LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME :

NOT LIKE ME

4
 NOTLIKEME

e NOT LIKE ME

NOT LIKE ME

167

(33)

(34)

(35)
(36)

(37)

(38)

{39)
{40)

(41)

{42

(43)
(44)

{45)

{46)

{47)

(48)
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_ 17, 1'm often sarry for the
X things | do. LIKE ME NOTLIKEME ______  (49)
18. 'm popular with kids
: my own z3e. ‘ LIKE ME NOT LIKE ME {50)
s 19. My parents usually consider
: my Teelings. _ LIKE ME NOT LIKE ME (51)
20. V'm never unhappy. LIKEME —___ NOT LIKE ME (52)
21. 1'm doing the best work
7 that | can. LIKEME _ _____ NOT LIKEME (53)
T Y22, Lgivein very easily. LIKE ME NOT LIKE ME ~ (54)
¢ 23. | can usually take care
: of myseif. LIKE ME NOTLIKEME —_  (55)
24. 1'm pretty happy. LIKEME ____ NOTULNKEME —___  (56)
” . 25. | would rather play with
¥ children younger than me. LIKE ME NOT LIKEME . (57)
“ 26. My parents expect too .
+ ) much of me. LIKEME ___ ___ NOTLIKEME ____ (58)
27. | like everyone | know. LIKEME ___ NOTLIKEME _____ (59)
. " 28 Iliketobecalled on
o - in class. ) LIKEME ____ NOTLIKEME _______ (60)
-
29. | understand myself. LIKE ME NOT LIKEME __ (61)
7 30. 1t's pretty tough to be me. LIKEME ____ NOTLIKEME ____ (62)
3 31. Things are all mixed up
in my life. LKEME __ NOTLIKEME ______ (63
32. Kids usually follow my ideas. LIKEME ___ NOTLIKEME ________ (64
) 33. No one pays much attention
2 to me at home. LIKEME __ MOTLIKEME ______ (65
i 34 1 never get scolded. LIKEME ___ NOT LWE ME (66)
- 38. 1'm not doing as well in
: schook a8 I'd like to. LIKEME ______ NOT LIKE ME 87)
i ¢ 26. | can make up my mind
: and stick to it. LIKE ME NOTLIKEME ____ (68)
3
N 37. | really don't like being
a boy — girl. LIKE ME NOTLIKEME ______ (69
{' d

151
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52. 1 getupset sasily when
* 1'm scolded. LIKEME ________ NOT LIKE ME

53. ‘Most people are better liked
than | am. UKEME ____ NOT LIKE ME

54. tususlly feel asif my .
paents are pushingme, LIKEME ____ NOT LIKE ME

55. | always know what to say
N to people. . LIKEME ________ NOT LIKE ME

658. | otten get discouraged

in school. . LIKEME _________ NOT LIKE ME

~
57. Things usuaily don’t bother me. LIKEME _______ NOT LIKE ME
58. 1 can’t be depended on. LIKE ME NOT LIKE ME

This bookiet was prepared by RMC Research Corporation, Mountain View, Colifornia
for use under National Institute of Education Contract No. Nie.400.78.0021
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38. | have a low opinion of myseif. LIKEME _______ NOT LIKE ME
39. 1don't like to be with
other people. LIKEME ________ NOT LIKE ME
46. There sre many times when » .
1d like to feave home. LIKEME _______ NOT LIKE ME
41, I’m never shy. LIKEME ________ NOT LIKE ME
42. 1 often fes! upset in school. LIKEME _______ NOT LIKEME
43 1 afien feel ashamed of mysalf. LIKEME _________ NOT LIKE ME
44. ’‘m not as nice looking
a8 most people. LIKEME _________ NOT LIKE ME
" 45. 1t 1 have something to say, :
} ususliy say it. LIKEME ____ __ NOTLIKEME _______
48. Kids pick on me very often. LIKEMET____ . NOT LIKE ME
47. My perents understand me. LIKEME ____ NOTLIKEME ——
48. | siways tell the truth. LIKEME _______ NOT LIKE ME
48. My tescher makes me feel
that I’'m not gocd encugh. LIKEME _________ NOT LIKE ME
50. , | don‘t care what happens
to me. LIKEME ________ NOT LIKE ME
) 51. I'ma failure, LIKEME ____ NOT LIKE'ME

(33)
(34)

(35)
(36)
(37
(38)

(39)

(40
(41)
(42)

(43)
(44)

(45)

146)
(47
(48)
(49)
(50

(51)
(52)

(83
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INTERNAL-EXTERNAL SCALE

NAME DATE

DIRECTIONS:

The purpose of this short task is to determine how you feel about
certain things.

Read each of the following paired statements. Which of the two
statements do you agree with more? Circle that letter. Choose only
one. (However, be sure to choose one "of the paired statements for
each item).

e

Example: 1l.a. Most cﬁildren should’be punished by their mothers.
b. A child knows when he does something wrong.

l.a. Children get into trouble because their parents punish them
too much.
b. The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents
are too easy with them.

2.a. Many of the unhappy things in people's 11ves are partly due to
bad luck.
b. People's misfortunes result from the m1stakes they make.

3.2. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people

don't take enough interest ia politics.
b. There will always be wars, no matter how-hard people try to

prevent then.

4.a. In the long.run people get the respect they deserve in this

.. world. o

~b. Unforiunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized

no matter how hard he tries.

S5.a. The idea that teackers are unfair to students is nonsense.
b. Most students don't realize the extent togwhich their grades ,
are influenced by accidental happenings.

6.a. Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.
b. Capadble people who fail to beccme leaders have not taken .
advantage of their opportunities.

7.a. No matter how hard you try some people just don't like you.

b. People who can't get others to like them don't understand how
to get along with others.
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18.a.

b.

Heredity plays the major role in determining one's personality.
It is one's experiences in life which determine what they're
like.

I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.
Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making
a decision to take a definite course of action.

In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely if
ever such a thing as an unfair test. )
Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to coLrse

work that studying is really useless.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has little
or nothing to do with it,

Getting a godd job depends mainly on being in the right place
at the right time.

The average citizen can have an influence in government
decisions.

This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not
much the little guy can do about it.

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them
work.

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because many
things turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow,

There are certain people who are just no good.
There is some good in everybody.

In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with
luck. :

Many times we might just as well-decide what to do by flipping
a coin, o oo

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough
to be in the right place first. . .
Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, lutk
has little or nothing to do with it. ‘

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us-are the
victims of forces we can neither understand nor contrel,
By teking an active part in political and social affairs the

people can control world events, -

Ay

Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives are

controlled by accidental happenings.
There really is no such thing as "luck."”
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20.a.

21.a.

22.a.

23.a.

24.a.

b.

25.a.

26.a.

27.a.

28.a.

29.a.

One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.
How many friends you have depends on how nice a person you are.

In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced

by the good ones.
Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance,
laziness, or all three.

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
It is difficult for people to have much control over the things
politicians do in office. .

Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades
they give.

b. —There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the

grades I get.

A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they

should do. .
A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are.

Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things

that happen to me. s

It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays
an important role in my life.

People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly.

There's not much use in trying too hard to please people, if
‘they like you, they like you.

I
X,

There is too much emphasis on athletics 'in high school.
Tean sports are an excellent way to build character.

What happers to me is my own doing.
Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough corntrol over the

direction my life is taking.

Most of the time I can't understand why peliticians behave the

way they do.
In the long run the people are responsible for bad government
on a national as well as on a local level.
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APPENDIX D

The Cnrrection for Guessing:
Valid and Invalid Applications
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The[purpEEe of this appendix is to attempt to clarify issues
“concerning application of the so-called correction for guessing--
particularly as that correction was employed in the Gibboney
Associates (1977) evaluation of the Career Intern Program.

Tirkelman (1971) provides an excellent discussion of the
correction for guessing. As he points out, if a test taker
responds in a purely random fashion to k test items each of which
has n choices, the expectation is that “he or she will answer k/n
items correctly and k - k/n items incorrectly. If one assumes
that all of the 1tema answered incorrectly, W, were items which
theeggtﬁondéht ans#ered randomly, then W = k - k/n. It follows
that™&/n = W/(n - Since the total number of Ztems answered
correctly, R, is maAe up of the itemsjto which the respondent knew
the answer plus those which he or she got right by random guessing
(k/n), the number oatitems to which the respendent knew the answer
is given by R minus the correction for guessing ¥/(n - 1).

What is importdant to note” about the correction for guessing
is that it is mathematically correct only when respondents answer
correctly all items to which théy know the answers and perform in
a random fashion on all other items they attempt. As Tinkelman
correctly points out, when guessing 1is non-random, the formula
breaks down. I% does not 'work," for example, if the respondent
is able to eliminate one or two of the answer choices as defi-
nitely incorrect ardd guesses among the remaining choices, or if he
of she falls into a trap rigged by the ingenious 1tem writer. It
also does not work, as will be illustrated below, if the respon-
dent guesses randomly on items where he or she knows the answer.

In the Gibboney study, the correction for guessing was
applied to the "raw" test scores because 'many of the people in
the control group were .completing the items by pattern responses
on the-answer sheet rather than by solving the problems and
chorsing their answer from among the distractors" (Vol. II, p.
16). As additional evidence that random responding occurred, the
report indicated that (a) the increase in number of reading test
~é{ems attempted from pre- to posttest was greater for the control

an for the CIP group; (b) although control-group members at-
tempted an average of 13.7 more'items on the-teading posttest than
on the , ~etest, the number of items answered correctly increased
by only .5; and (c) on the math test, the percentage of attempted
items answered correctly increased from pre- to posttest for the
CIP group but decreased for the controls.

These facts all suggest that membeés of the control group
did, in fact, exhibit more random behavior (guessing) than members
of the treatment group in responding to the posttest instruments.
The critical question, ac will be seen later, is whether they
guessed only on items for which they could not have worked out the
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correct answers or whether they also gubsgsd on items they could

have answered correctly. Under the former condition,. the correc-

tion for guessing will serve its intended function whereas, under

~the latter condition, it will pot. In _fact, where}guee‘h}mg has

* octurred on items that could, have been answered ‘correctly, the

\\ correction for guessing will distort rather than correct. It will ° ¢ ~
\  spuriously inflate differences between the guessing and the

' non-guessing groups. - : :

¢ 3

— e -

\ Consider Ms. Ceebar, who knows the aqhwer to 12 ftems on a
40-item test but has no idea what the correct answer may be to any
¢ of the remaining 28 items. If she responds only to those items .
about which she is knowledgeable, her score, 12, correctly informs -
; 8 of the number of items to which she knows the answer. If she -
. ad .answered the items correctly about which she waeé knowledgeable
and had guessed on the rest, we would expect her to have answered
12 + 28/4, or 19 items correctly. Without a correction for
guessing, we might mistakenly have assumed that she knew the -
= answers to 19 items. If 'we apply the correction for guessing,
. — however, we learn that, even though she answered’19 items correct-
ly,\she only knew the correct answers to 12 of them (19 < 21/3 =
12) )

-

Py

. Now suppose that Ms. Ceebar was in a hurry and knew that she
‘had nothing to gain from putting forth her best effort on the

‘ test.| Rather than taking time to read and think about the items,
she décided to save time and effort by simply marking her answer

) sheet at random. Under these circumstances she would (if she . were
i average) have answered 10 items correctly and 30 items incor-
;. * rectly., We might mistakenly have assumed, from this information,
- - that she knew the answer to 10 items (actuzlly she knew the

ansvers :to 12 items). If we apply the correction for guessing
under ghede circumstances, Ms. Ceebar’s corrected score. is
‘10 - 30/3 or 0. Accepting this "corrected" score as a true
indication of the number of items to which she knew the answers ’
would leaF us to a far more erroneous impression of her achieve- ’

\ ment level than acceptance pf her uncorrected (but still defi-
nitely incorrect) score. ’ |

P
-

A C . : :
I Assume that Ms. Ceebar was the'avergg@ member of the control

group and that she responded to the posttest in the manner just
described. Mr. Teabar, who was the average member of the treat-

- ment group, also &new the answers to 12 items on the test. He

answered these items correctly and guegsed on the remaining ‘28
items. ' -His score was 12 + 28/4 or 19. Ms. Ceebar’s score/ was

"ten. Since the treatment effect is mgésured by subtracting the ¢
posttest score of the control group’s average member :Ir the
posttest score of the treatment group’s, average member, we 'would
conclude (erroneously) that the treatm4nt had an/impact of: nine
units (19 - 10 = 9). , | ‘
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Suppose we now correct both scores for guessing. s, Cee-

bar’s scoce becomes 0 and Mr. Te.bar’s score becomes 12. Since
12 - 0 = 12, we now conclude that the effect of the treatment was
a 12-point gain. This galn estimate is 33X larger than the gain
estimate derived frc . scores that were not corrected for guessing.
‘Both estimates are infinitely larger than the true gain that is
obtained by subtracting the number of ifems to which Ms. Ceebar
knew the answers (12) from the number of {tems to which Mr. Teabar
knew the answers (also 12), 12 - 12 = Q.

The mathematics of the preceding argument are clear, but the
argument i{tself may not apply exactly to the Gibboney Associates
evaluation. Nevertheless, if there was even one more guess ia the
contral eroup on an Ltew the respoundent could have answered
correctly (by applying more tlue cr zifort) than there -was in the
treatment group, some distortlon was introduced by the 'correc-
tion" for guessing.

As pointed out earller, the Gibboney Report provides ample
and very convincing eviden:e that there was more random responding
on the posttest among contrnl. group members than among treatment
group members. The < .ta show, {n fact, that control grcup mem-
bers, who correctly aaswered 71% of the {tems they attempted on
the pretest, answered énly 55% correctly on Ihe posttest. The
corresponding flgures for the treatment group were 68% and 66%,
respectively. .

The Gibboney data also strongly suggest that some of the
random responding occiirred on items that the responlents could
have answered correctly if they had made- the effort. This in-
ference is based on the fact that the control group members
cesponded vo 13.7 more items on the reading posttest than they did
on the pratest. By chance alone they should have gotten 3.4 of
these [tems correct. Thelr posttest scores, however, increased by
oaly .5 points over their pretest scores, indicating that they
must have answered 2.9 ltems incorrectly on the posttest that they
had answered correctly on the pretest. It seems most unlikely
that this phenomenon could be the result of a real loss of reading
ability, considering the age of rhe students and the length of the
pre-to-posttest interval. Thus, while the possiBle existence of a
real loss of reading abillty wmust be ecknowledged, the probability
that control group members re-sponded randomly to some Lftems that
they could, with more effort, have: answered correctly seems
overwhelmingly greater.

The situatton 4ppears to be almost Ldentical to the hypo-
thetical example presented above involving .Ms. Ceebar’ and Mr.
Teabar. Random responding f{n the control group produced an
uncorrected (for guessing) estimate of galn thzt was spuriously
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high. Applying the cofrection for guessing, rather than corxect-
ing this problem, actually exacerbated it by making the already
too-large estimate even larger. ) \

. -
| - )
' "The authors feel that the preceding discussion has made a
convincing case against correcting scores for guessing under

circumstances such as were cserved in the Gibboney evaluation.
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