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The 1980-1981 Hartford Project Concern Program evaluation

~focused on -the following four areas:. .

1.

+ 3.

4.

o

oy e Lt

NN
:""1 >

.
LI

An analysis of the Project Concern program selection
prccedures. i

[

The developreat of a proézle of the background character=-
.stxcs of current Project Concern participants. 4

An examination of the cogn ~ve and: affectxve impact of
Project Concern.

'

A s&nt sis of the findings of previous eyLiuations of
the Project Concern program. .

Subsequent chapters of this féport provide detailed information regard-

-

ing the evaluation design, proggdures, and findings for areas 1-3.—~

The report on the synthesis of the findings of previous evaluations,

'

4 N . i B . v
of the Project Concern program is available separately.

T
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. INTRODUCTION

L3

Selection to*the o . B

. . . ot “ . - . Y

: AN
{ - ~- = . Project Concern Program ; .

Prior evaluations of Progect COncern have reported achievement 4?;5

_data showing percentile p Lterns which appeared to be high for a ‘com= o
pensatory program. As a esult it was decided§that an examination of SR

the psoce;ures used for selrcting students to ProJ ct COncern was ap- : ¥

K
perriat%. This chapter will present the results £ this examinat\on. -
\ . * -

After briefly reviewing Tttfb I Federal .and State guidelines, as well
-
as State saué guidelines, prgfedures used for selﬁction of students to } 2
\
the program since 1966 will be described. Following this, prior sprifig

\

achievement data for students entering Project Concern in grades 3, 4,

and § in the fall of 1977-1980 will be presented Lnd compared with

.

achievement data for Hartford students from Title‘I validated schools. "\,'
' o] ‘ J _ /

TITLE I AND SADC GUIDELINES . . - . .
Aa a compensatory program thé intent of Title I is to serve the
most educationally needy students. The Federal guidelines define this

educational need as being.below grade level or below the 50th percentile.

Both Federal and State guidelines empliy a "bottom-up" concept where
those students in most need should rece%ve ‘the Title I gervices. In . ~ e
Connecticut,the State Education DepartmeFt has mandated operationally

the 2374 percentile‘as an eligibility guideline. wWhen sufficient:
4 I \ ) (:4- ?t ;

. i 1]

-
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.“u$uﬁents whose "achievement has~

si:wcrmn TO THE ‘PROGRAM S

were examiﬂed and intervzews were—conducted. The documents represented

Interviews were conducted with EH' present and two former pr;nczpals Lo
. ) ] i o
(or assist principalsk oféggrtford elementary schools.1 . ”

tunda are ayailable thia gu;deline éan be raised to the 35th percentila

lor hiqner. , - ‘ ‘ o ' ’// o ):ﬁ%

’\\\\ . - °

Alao, -Connecticut provides sanc comnensatory education fund! “for
. 2» b . " \":

en restricted.e This restricted

- - <
+
-

e

tionally aimxlar to Title I eligibility‘guidelines for the purpose of /
v AN '
K ! TN N . ;

atudent eligibiiity. R . " R

In addition, it should be noted tyat Project Concern receives | -
s / o .
funding from oth?rgpouroes such as tdé/ﬂartford Public Scnools general '

.budget. These funds are not associated with any student achievement

< -

gqidelines. Comprehensive breakdowns of Pro:ect cOncern.budget areas

*

can gfwobtained from the Hartford Public Schools.

- « .
N 1

N ~ . ’ - N

The procedures used for selectzon of students to Pro;ect Concern
t ]

uere traced back to the start of the program in 196§\ Progect documents
\ '3

memos developed Jozntly by the onject Concern adéznistration and staff? -

¢ -~
., . ) N
” 4

f

1Curren* rinczpth interviewed and their years as assistant principals P
or principals were Gladys Hyatt, Vine. Street School 1974-1976, 1978~ ~ - . o

present; Vern Davis, Clark School 1968-present. Former principals, (or . 5
assistant principalsy interviewed were Alvin‘Wood, Clark and Wish 1965~ i
1$77; Charles Senteio, Aésenal*l967 1968, Barbgur-1968-1870, ngerly 1970~ N
1971, Director of Elementary Education 1971-k 72, A aﬁiS‘éﬁt Superznten- P
dent 1972-1978. ., - .
! . :

Z . ~ o

k ‘. ) o ) z.. s ) f
A 1 2 . { H
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2 , e’ . , ! .
Bt / Findings . - - ’ ‘ .
Jj : T The ProngE}QOncern staff and school principals were in total = . e
3 § * Lt “‘ . : . o o G
N / . 'agreement reé?rding selection procedures. A brief description of these '—"‘
:;".~ . ) / . . . ] T ) ) - . . H .y :
3 R procedures is presented below in chronological order. : L
7 .Year o Selection Procedure S <
. _— -5 = S, .
S e 1966-1967 Each K-5 class in the Title I validated schools v
< ) . . was agsigned a number. Numbers were picked by N
-t chance; parents of children from the selected o
’ ' . classes were contatted; ahd, wher parental per- N
R s . 3"; mission was given, studeats were assigned to the
o “ ‘> receiving schools by the grade levels requested.
e ’ : . Students requiring special‘education were not
- o . placed. | - A . )
/ ‘ - X L= ; . R
1968-1969 Student' promotion cards from validated school
- classes were placed face do&n and then randomly -
- . IR selected by Project Concern staff and volunteer -
R // - ’ community representatives. Students were placed . ;

if parental permission was given, Approximatel§
b 90 students were placed to honor an agreement by
o the previous Project Concern administration with
?‘ parents to place siblings in the program. No °

. . . provision was made. to eliminate special education
< ‘ , students.

) ‘ After the opening of school, additional students ‘

' were needed to mee: the contractual agreement with o
- . Newington. Letters were .sent to parents of students

: ) . “at Nofthwest Jones School offering participation in

o . . ‘s Project Concern. Whgn letters of acceptance were

A ) ' . ‘ ’ received, students weie selected and placed by
‘ : lottery. R L. .

.
- -

f_g . 1569-1970_ Sta€§ Department of Eaﬁéatiqp personnel and certi-
g o 1970-1971 ~¥ied staff from Project Concern-reviewed every 5th .l
PR ) - ;oo cumulative record from classes in theé-validated S
AT L :5 schools. Students requi:ing.special placemént.:or o
. - © % with excessive absences were excluded and the);E§f\\\\\\\\\;;
o ) ) . . _ record was read. Parents were contacted for per- « ';
v S ) . . ‘mission before placement was made. ~ - : -
. A e e— -\ R . -
o : - 1971-1972 The process of-selétting-every 5th record was

&I o ’ through continued by Project Concern staff

o : : .1975-~1976 . - B ‘ -
) -7 ‘Applicat}ons for siblings of students already C

. .participating in Project Concern were accepted. .

- - .. If the volunteered name also came Uup in the .

S ’ ) selection process that child was placed first. /

\
¥
%
b
K0
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(1974-1975),

e

'1876-1977
- ' through
o 1978-1979

H

) (1978-1979)

~

e
- Ve

.~ ._~"1979-1980 -

oL e -
; N - //

. 1980-1981

. ®
pe T . : Page 4

o

. . i
Raﬁéomly selected students were then placed, and

! - .

Due to crowded classes at Hooker school, letters
were sent to the parents of students at Hooker
School explaining Project Concern and offering
placement at Dwight, Kennelly, or Naylor Schools.
When parental permigsion was given, students were
selected for lacement by lottery.

) //////yhe remaining volunteered names were placed last.

. Data proceéssing print-out.sheets showing enroll-~
ments in validated schools were provided by the
Hartford Board of ‘Education. Volunteered names
weré irndicated. The print-outs were then given
t> the principals who were to select every 5th
‘name, eliminating special education and bilin-

{ qual students and those with excessive absences.

- Principals were asked to use their discretion in

recommending students. If it was felt a child
could not make a positive adjustment—he should
not have-been*fEEﬁﬁﬁ§55§5} The principals ‘then
provided Project Concern with 4e names of stu~
dents to be placed. '

At Burns School every 5th name was selected from
the enrollment print-out sheets. Special educa-
tion and bilingual students were eliminated.
Parents were visited by school and Project Concer
staff to ‘offer transfer to Batchelder School
through Project Concern. At the time of the home
- wisit somed;iblings whose .names were not origin-
*ally included in the selection were taken at the

parents' request.

i .
The selection procedure varied from school to
school. Some principals wanted only student vol-
unteers placed. Some wanted volunteers placed

" first and then a selection’done if additional
students were needed. One principal provided
Project Concern with a list of students, the
selection procedure for these was not explained.
One principal provided no names. :

The records.of volunteeted and selected students
were reviewed by Project Concern staff where and
when possible.

Students were not selected randomly. All place-
ments were made from the volunteer applications.
Records were reviewed by Project Concern staff.

/

-




- lelected, students were oEfered

f

3 P

l!

tion to Pro:ect Concern.

administerea by personnel at the

' In summary,

- 1
.
/

/

to a parent volunteer procedure.

- examine student achievement data as it relates to the s

STUDENT ACﬁIEVEMENT PRIOR TO ENTBRING P

-cit! and Non—Public Selection.

~ the in—city component were the same as
a suburban prognamjslot.

- ' ‘or student ganted to remain in Bartford due to siblings in nartford

i .
L suburban communities and one school in Har rtford.

- school &nd Pro:ect Concern notified parents of these dates.'

students for Project Concern from 1966 to the
the/initial random selection process utilized in 19

The next se

the suburban component.

. 'Page 5_

&

Once‘

Procedures for seléction

“,4

"-o

'3 s schools or other reasons, placement-was wade xn the in-city program. .

. If special programs were needed by the student which could not be pro-

3 In l967 openings~werefmade available in non-public°schools in

Parents made applica-

Admissiqn test dates were'established at each

Tests were

receiving schools and acceptance was

determined by<the administration of each school. --

presenf. It appears that

radually changed

on of the report will '

-/ \

!

A
‘

RoaéCT CONCERN

o~

S,

”he 1979-1980 evaluation of Project Concern (Iwanicki and

-

1980) presented Metropolitan Achievement Test data collected in the

spring of 1980 for students in grades 2-8.

achievement jevels appeared to be high

.o

as Project Concerne.

»

e

.
.
.

It was dlfflcult, though,

¢

Examination of these data

{see for example Pe 42—44 of the 1979—1980 report) suggested that the

for a compensatory program sucn

to pursue this issue

f

<
e

¢4 ;he parent ot

vided in the suburbs, the student was offered an f§:9}~y program,slot. HE

this section has described tge process of selecting ’

ele%Fion process.

Ga-ble ? )

B

~e

o,




Se¥ One full year in Ptoject Concern. Thus, it could be argued that the

Page ¢

since all of .the spting 1980 data represented students who had at least

i

high achievement 1evels wete due to a positive program effect. A counter=- -

— .

-f/:sargument, hough, could be that the Project Concern gtudents exhibited -
- .

. these high achievement levels upon entrance into the program,

-~ procedures \ : 5 — :

. To examine this 1ssue, all 199 students entering ?roject Concern
|
in the fall of 1977-1980 in grades 3, 4, and 5 were 1dentified., Metro-

!
politan Achievement Test data in thé areas of Total Reading and Total Math
‘< ‘ . .
were obtained from the Bartford Public SchoolsvTesting Office for 150 of’

the 199 students (75%). THese data’represented reading and math achieve=-

i

" ment levels for the” spring crior to the students' entrance 1nto Project .

Concern (i. e., spring grades 2, 3, and 4 respectively). Tabie l contains

<

a breakdown of the number oftstudents entering for each yeal and their
respective -grade levels. Note that the number of completejéeading and
math sgores available is also indicated, and that the priar spring grade .

designations\(Z, 3, and 4) will be used in this report.

Data were also obtainéd from the files of the Harz;ord Testing -

Office regarding teading and math achievement levels o? students in the

.-'-,} I . N
13 Title I validated schools. These data represent the “populaqion" of

eligible students £rom which the Project Concern students were selected.

Later in this'report the achievement levels of the sample of students

0

’

1Missing data represented students who were absent during testing periods.

- g° 4 . o . S

Je a
U
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o . . - Table 1

" : \ R
- ) Numpet,of'cradé 3-5 Students Entering Project COAcetn in the’
Sl - Fall of 1977-1980 with Prior Spring Reading and Math Scores N\
. , ' s ’ ‘ hd . \

E\( %, ) ‘w ‘ * ‘ ;?P' ~ . ¢ N .

- - - Prior e Number with Number with

. ' - Spring Number Achievement Missing -
Year Grade Entering Data ) Data

. i /

34 S U 16
12 R o
14 - 10 'y

1977 - 3
- . 4

' 2 1 LI
S 197y 3 — 18 12 -
\ . . .19 15 - -

.16 . | 3.
17 | 13 4
13 . 11 .2

™)

L -]

~3

o
aWwn

13 122

- 2 1
! 1980 3 14 13 2 1
> 4 10 ’ 7 3
___'_'. / ‘ .-—-—‘ -
199 150 49
o :
- {
L 3Math Comput'ation scores were used for grade 2 and 3 students in 1980 as no Total
. Math scores were available.
.{( :
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N - v

entering Project cOncern ﬁill be compared withhthis population of 3

24 !

atudents.l

\ : . y . . . , .

a2 \\:\\ Prior .to presenting the achievement results, two qlarifications |

i . “ . . ‘4' \ ]

are needed. The first pertaans to special edupation and bilingual stu-
w

<;dents. The Hartford Testing Office has noted that achieuement data for

udents enrolled.in special education or bilingual programs are not
inciuded in the. Hartford Testing Office data reported in this chaptér. :
) / ’

The second clarification pertains to the Hartford data for the Title I.

lchools and the city—wide norms. In all cases mean raw scores were
converted to standa(dgscores. Comparisons wigh Hartford Testing office

.

reports which used median raw scores converted to standard scores are

‘

¢

not appropriate. ) I - )
: ) ) 43 . -
vy ‘////’j/
fr— .
Achievement Data Comparisons - s

S e, .3 :
This sectior will present Metropolitan Achievement Test data in
J ‘
the areas of Total Reading and Total Math for Pro;ect/Concern and Hart-

ford students from the Title I yalidated schools. Twd types of data

1 - .

will be presented. The first will represent breakdowns of achievement
leévels of Project Concern students for the spring prior to their
,entrance into the program. Next, a series of figures will illustrate

the comparisons of the-achievement levels of Pro;ect Concern students

1It should be noted that the Project Concern sample was also compared
_ with the city-wide reading and math average. It was felt that a more
appropriate comparison would be with the Title I validated schools.

o
-
-y

—— .
) l
¢ .

‘~

. B

\ 2Note that reference here is made to those students in bilingual.pro-
\ gtams who are non-English reading students.

\




i

e
et

£

Alents (NCE) . - ) X o ) \

2'1980 for*increased percentages of entering students above gr

*
»

Note that Appendix A contains a.
/ *‘3

with thoseénartf rd Title I students.
ct Concern Suburban and In-city as weil

comprehensive breakdown: of Proje

t

achievement expressed in standard scores kSS),
A f

nd normal,curve’ equiva—
(A
N

as: Bartford Titl I student

grade equivalents (GE», percentile ranks (%ile) .

4’ “ ) \ .
. -~

! ! . s

Entering Acﬂievement Levels., Tables 2-5 present' a breakdown of
s . oy

the percentages o Project Concern students in virious percentile ranges

ringwachievement levels in Total Reading and o

lbased upon their /prior sp

down of the
i f M
In “the lower

Total Math. Th .upper section of each table contains a break

percentage of tudents in\each of the ten decile ranges.

section the percentage breakdowns are based upon the Title I State guiae-

lines reflected by the 23%ile level.
the Federal Title I guidelines and'contains the percentage of students

! I

above grade level (50%ile) unon entrante™into the program.

Tahle 6 contains a summary "of th percentage Qf students above

grade level (50%) across the three grades by year,of entrance into the

percentages suggests a trend érom ﬁ977 to

program. Examinatidn of the
l

ade level.

.This trend parallels the nove toward increased parent vodunteerism in

ctices described in the earlier section of this N

student selection pra

1

report for ‘the 1979-1980 and 1980-1981 years.

in summary, the percentages in Tables 2-6 indicate that

1s are higher than would be expected for programs

-

ing achievement leve
\

funded by'ﬁitle I and SADC monies. Hartford public School personnel may

!

i

. . . )
- . ‘s l
' - ) ’ ’ 9
. . e

The final row_ in the table reflects_

. sy
-
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htccntage otl)
ucttopolinn Achievenent Test Data for

i’ Table -2

“pt&mbet 197

3
s
et

students in Percentile Ranges Based Upon
Students Entering Project Concern in

4 "ra .Total Reading, TM = Total Hath

S«mple Sizes:

:

" Some columns add to 99% due to minor ~gounding errors. -

Grade 4 = 10; Missing Data’

Grade 2 = 18; Hisﬂqq pata =

Grade 3 = 11; Missing Data =

16
b

= 4

Prior Spring ‘\ ctadé ?_ . ‘.cn'de 3 . Grade 4
Percentile Range TR ™ . TR ™ - . TR ™
0-10 28 1 % . o 20
11-20 s kU 36 20 40
" 21-30. 17 s )/ 10 . 20 20
3140 17 9 ‘18 10 10
4180 18 30 . 10
. t : 4 ‘"
51-60 11 o 10
h
61-70 18
71-80 o
#1-90 co
91-100 3 .
3 ~
e immmmmcemmmmm e e m e S m e oo oo
' o-zla 3 . 45 35\ -0 60
° 24-35 23 9 18 20 30
L 36-50 1 27 " 40 10
[ 33 18’ ! 10
; . : ) ! /
7
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Metropolitan Achievement Test ata for Students: Entering Project Concern in N
\ et ptember 1978
rrior Spring. 3 d_z'ade /{" : /ﬂ:raa'e 3 Grade 4 .
N,t_cgntile Range ™ / ™ TR ™ TR ™ . P
0-10 13 / 40 e | 33 13 40
L . .. ] ’ . X
‘ 11-20 . 7 / 26 -8 17 13 ,? ’ ¢
< awoE - ¢ B B 27 20 20 .
) ‘e s I " ) * .;’
3-40 N S R BEAN t o
. . L
41-50 g ? a2 ; 27 | 7 e N
B , i AN ty, l ) : o
. £1-60 " 13 W1 .1 > ? ‘.
R " ° - .
§1-70 13 s 13 ©7 .
. / : ) . -
n-80 / 13 7 - 7 Sy
e [ S I
. 81-%0 s
’ 91-100 '
- -‘- -\ .‘ﬂ L
- aw @ ov o -—-—-—--.-—----— --—-o—u—————.--- A v
3 T 53 67 17 58 3 53 .
4-35 13 7 ] 25 13 3 ° .
- -~ tay 'a",
36-50 - 70 6 o0, W B LTI $
VAR U 27 20 25 20 13 . .
/, ; P - Noa
‘: e . st . o a R b m_h
A% 8gp = Total Reading, T4 = Total Math . ‘ L
, - . s s
‘,buaple sizes: Grade.2 = 153 Missing Data = 4 » R
Grade 3 = 13; Missing Datace 6 | ; ' - oy
Grade 4 = 15; Missing pata = 4 ' : .- g S
LIS . - 4 21 N
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X . ° 1 E . " \ . Wb
SR . - !‘abh s .
8 - . [y - "
‘ hxcentage o! Students in Percentile iunges B8-sed Upon .
; ' lktxopolitan l\chievinent Test Data for Students :nte:mg Project Concegn in
X . , L. , ! Septembet uao
° Prior Spring 7 \\cnde's bl c - Grade 3 Grade ¢
. Percentile Range ™= MC ™ - K ™= ™
. o-i0 SR ) s - s 29 -
- 11-20 | y 25 . ] PR U} e '
. i v B S o : .
S . 21-30 LIS 15" 17 29 29 _
[’” ' 3140 - SRS 1s 1 u . v
! - 41-50 I S N - 23 , . 29 .
é:% ) "‘ ‘ ‘ 5 L , ]
" . ' $1-60 r s ’ s n u Y]
o ’ . . . 61-70 26 e 23 s
$ - ]
- 71-80 .8 y s 1
. 01;90 R 3 $ -8 ) )
. $1-100 S8 ‘
*»,’“, - N s o
% - -.-—--—--f—-—-v-------—----—--—-‘---’-.—4------——-. -
. ¢ o X ° :&)_.
- 10-23 17 ° 33 . 2 S U 62
oo 8 ' Ly ) .
o —— e 24-35 8 25 23 17 29 29
s , - e ) , - ’ -
3¢6-50 T8, 8 .on ) 43
° 51+ . - S8, 3 '(‘s"” Cos0 — 2 B
T ‘ " gp « gotal Roading, TM-= Total Math, MC = Hath Computation
, Punple Sizes: Gnde 2=12 Migsing Data = 1 ' ,
. i Gndé 3 = 13; Missing Data =1 \ .
N ’ . Grade 4 = 7; Migsing Data = 3 \ . : -
; i Souc"eoluuns‘ add to 99% due 0 min?r)gunéing( u:otk\ /

mth Computation ‘scores were used for gnde 2 and 3 u\udents in 1980 as no Total Math

.

ocqxes vere available.

v
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- 11-20 | y 25 . ] PR U} e '
. i v B S o : .
S . 21-30 LIS 15" 17 29 29 _
[’” ' 3140 - SRS 1s 1 u . v
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é:% ) "‘ ‘ ‘ 5 L , ]
" . ' $1-60 r s ’ s n u Y]
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$ - ]
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° 51+ . - S8, 3 '(‘s"” Cos0 — 2 B
T ‘ " gp « gotal Roading, TM-= Total Math, MC = Hath Computation
, Punple Sizes: Gnde 2=12 Migsing Data = 1 ' ,
. i Gndé 3 = 13; Missing Data =1 \ .
N ’ . Grade 4 = 7; Migsing Data = 3 \ . : -
; i Souc"eoluuns‘ add to 99% due 0 min?r)gunéing( u:otk\ /

mth Computation ‘scores were used for gnde 2 and 3 u\udents in 1980 as no Total Math

.

ocqxes vere available.
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; ~
'r'.ble‘ 6 P
¢ Petcent 'of Grade 3-3 Students Above o
.. Grade LevelfUpon Entrance Into Project COnce:n L.

.

- Students Above Grade Lééel

¢ - Number of ., Total Reading Total Math
- Year Students Entering N . N N
i .7 .
rall 1977 3 12 3% 6 . 154
ral1 1978 . 42 10 248 5 12%
Fall 1979, - 37. "16 43s 14 38
TOTAL C 35y ' [25%

N

. » -
N < - S
. n A
x . .
»

®Based upon pridt spring grade 2-4_data available ‘for 150/199
students entering grades 3-5 in the fall of 1977—1980. .

- - I

/

.

/
wish to examine whether the numgpr of entering Pro:ect Concern students

above grade level is?proportxonéte to the amount of funds expended in

*

-

-
,

the project from sources othez than Title I ‘or SADC.

e e e o e —————— e~ == -

’ /

PROJECT CONCERN AND BARTFORD TITLE "I SCHOOLS ACHIEVEMENT

’/
/. -
The previous section described the readzng and math achievement

'of sample of Ptojgct Concern students prior to theit entrance into
the program. The logical extension of this description is a comparisOn

_of the achievement levels of these Project Concern students with their

\

_Battfotﬁ peets. , ﬂsﬁgik
Procedures..\The students selected for Ptoject Concern during A -

e

i

i S ~

- _' - 24\ . - " ':"

P——

O
Wi .



w
am

. populations; were obtained from the files of the Hartford Testing Office.

I,

=.* the samples and the populations. Since the Project Concern students .

‘ represented samples, it was necessary to calculate confidence interv 1

" Hartford Title I students. Prior to considering the results of the

. dence intervals axuund the Progect Concern sample megns fqi grades 2

1
. schools, it is reasonable to assume that the Rroject Concern sumple -

population means. Thus, the two groups can be cons1de
‘different in Total Reading at these two .grade leuels. t the grade 4

!
.}evel no such difference was found.

Page'15 .

~

. . [
B

the 1977—1980 ‘school years were considexed to be a »*gample" of students
P . . R T

.drawn egch year froﬂ*t1e Hartford, grade 2-4 "population" of Title I
e JAN g

validated schools. Prior sprin Total Reading and Total Math scores - T -

- N i
>

4

for the student samples entering Project Concern and the Title I vali- - -j
dated school populations (i e., different grades and years are different o

.

Mean standard scores were ‘then calculated by grade and year fo~

e

\2 .

N,

\(
<,

\
or ”error bands around these sample means before comparing them with

the- various Hartford- Title I validated school populations. Standard -

errors of each sample mean were calculated and 95% confidence intervals -

established.] ,When the confidence interval\around the Project Cohcern B

<, . . A .
\ N —— - ; ¢

represents the population. Co
Ll . ) :
Figures 1-8 contain the data comparing the Project Concern angd- .

)

comparisons) we will illustrate our discussion of tonfidence intervals

around the Project Concern sample means. Figure 5 ¢ontains 95% confi-

.

and 3 which do not overlap with the Hartford Title I alid ted school

tistically

‘g \
\

1See Hinkle;, Wiersma and Jurs, gp lied Statistics for the Behav oral

Sciences, Rand McNally, 1979 (Ch. 7). for a discus51on of\confidence

. intervals around a gample mean. \ oo \ e
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o h Note that separate figures present the Total Reading and Total

‘Math data and that each figure presents grades 2-4 data for the spring
of the year prior to the enfrance of the Project Concern students intg

. ) the program.l When examining the figures, note that for Project Concern
samples the mean Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scoxes are presented along

with their associated o5% confidence intervals. For Hartford Title I

: ff
validated school populations, a single population mean value is presented

;

i
for each year and grade. Finally, note that the numbers in parentheses

:ep:esent the percentile equivalents for the NCE ‘scores.

i

Prior ;to summarizing ‘the £1ndings it is. 1mpo:tant to point out

21

' ‘that the comparisons have been made using the NCE scores and not the

3

percentiles. While NCE scores share many. characteristics with percentile
i
tanks, they have the advantage of containing equal-interval-units which

allows for more accurate comparisons between Pro;ect Concern and Hartf&rd

students. (See the preface to Appendix A for a further discussion of

i t:@'s.) -

L Pindings. 1In reviewing Figures 1-8, it is important to observe
H - s R . . v 7
that in most cases achieveme~t means for the Project Concern samplés o

are hiéher than those achievement means for the Hartford'Title I valida-

ted gchool populations. Such differences in favor of the Project Con= : e

’ w

cern‘samples_would be eipected since Pro;ect Concern students are

> screened for factors such as attendance, behavxoral problems, and their

14

ability to adjust to their new school environment. ' . L

. <t T

hd}

N -

3 - ‘ -
Intetested re ders may wish ‘to note that Appendix A contains a com-
plete breakdown "of the data in terms of standard scores, grade equiva= ' * 7

' lents, percentiles, and NCE scores.

¢
§
.
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- The comparisons which'yield:j/#ignificant differences between the groups

. lations' more: often, for the spring 1979 and 1980 data, (7 of 24 gr 298 of R

- the comparisons)/;han for the spring 1977 -and 1978 data (2 of 24 or 8% C

" random selection of,students during the 1879 and 1980 years described

- .amples wece stati:z}cally'sxgnifija tly higher (. 95 confidence level) ;;i

wt i

Using our procedure!of confidence jntervals around the ProPect\ ' R
— - : .

Concern samplc means leads. us to' con:;ude that the Project Concegn s T

pulations for/9 of 24 or 37% of the comparis ns.

4
-

than the Hantford/

|
are indicated in Figures 1-8 by a star («) on the baseline of tre,figure. i

Further inspection of Figures 1-8 suggests that the Project ConEern sam- | .
ples were significantly/ higher than the Title I validated schoql popu- # ’
|
i

\ ~
of the comparisons). Thisrtrend is consistent with the trend away from -

%

- earlier, and the higher percentages of Project Concetn. students above s Af
grade level during ‘the .1979 -and 1980 years- (see Table é). k \
i Tb summatize, it appears that in some cases the students enter~ - _ ;x}
ing Project Concern in grades 3-5 from 1977 to 1980 were ach;eV;ng at ’,,;:/I :

.
{\;
,

SUMMARY ’ . ‘

! ,
higher ‘levels than their counterparts in the Hartford Title I validated.
N v !

schools. - N ' : L

This chapter has,presented a description of procedures used for

selectihg students for Project C6ncern since the beginning of the_pro-

' <

gram in 1966, Following this descriptzon, two analyses were presented.
The first documented the ptior spr1ng level of reading and math achleve-
ment for grade 2~-4 students entering Project ‘Concern (grades 3-5) in the,

fall of 197771980. The second analyses presented a corparison of the




- Schools. To this ‘end, the following recommendations are forwarded: :

~

achievement levels of Project Concern students with those of their counter-

batts~gemaining in the Hartford Title I validated schools. Rl

On the basis of the examination of the student selection procedures

and tbe‘achiévement data, the following were concluded:

e ' The random selection process utilized for student
selection to Project Concern in 1966 gradually
.evolyed intc a parent volunteer procedure during
the 1980~1981 year. . -

+. Reading and math achievement levels of grade 3-5
students: entering Project Concern in the fall of
1977-1980 appeared to be quite high in relation

. to Federal and State Title 1 and SADC program ‘ ¢

n nature.

- _selection ghidelines if the program is viewed as . ‘
v : compensator \i . : , :

« Project Concerm students entering the program in .
grades 3-5 during-the fall of 1977=1980 were found
in'9 of. 24 or 37% of the comparisons made to be
achieving at a significantly higher level than
their Hartford Title I validated school counter-.
parts in Total Reading and Total Math,

Given the program selection procedures described and the result-

7

liné achievement levels for students ente}ing the program, it appears

that several critical issues need to-be addressed by the Har tford Public

. That chang€s in the nature and goals of Project
: Concern as it has emerged since 1966 be dis-
cussed and documented as they relate to future
program selection procedures. -
. That the Hartford Public Schools conduct a
’ compréhensive’ahalysis of Project Concern
budgets over the past few years to determine R
the.manner and extent that program -operations '
were consistent with funding source (Title I,
SADC, General Budget, etc«) regulations.
! v . € . !
. That future program selection procedures care- i %%;,
fully match the agreed upon program mission as -
! well as the regulations developed by the agency
funding the program. . s

-

.....
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A Profile of Current Project Concern Participants

’

Gy

INTRODUCTION ‘

L3 i

PR
RN AE

This chapter will present informiiion regarding the characteristics
&
of current Project Concern participants. The profiles will be presented

‘for students participating in the Suburban and In-City components.

C e _ ‘ o
PROCEDURES . P \ \

. N - 3 . ~ ’ .
Survey Developmént and Dissemination. A Project Concern Student

. . ] —_—
Profile form/gasﬂdeveloped‘with the assistance of Project Concern staff. -
w*®
,Areas included in the form were Student Personal Characteristics
- . % 2

(grade, sex, and racial background), Prg;ect Information (e.g., current

address,. Pro:ect Concern district, and Title I eligibility), Home Back-

. .

ground Information (family status, occupation of head of household), ‘an@

> o -v-,;

* School Programs te.g.,‘serVices received). A copy of the survey form is
. o

presented in Appendix B. . :

Survey fcrms were completed, by staff at the Project Concern.office

Y

and by Project Concern aides in the séhools. 3

- Survey Sample. During the 1980-1981 school year~ 1,040 students
were. enrolled in the Suburban compo:Znt and 249 were enrolled in the In-
City component. Due to time and budget 1imitations, it was decided that

>

random sampling techniques would be employed to generate reprbsentative

-

e e e e e e = ——— e e e ——————]

samples from each group. “ - -

A sampling strategy was deVelopEd-wnich would result in a maximum

*




TT-page-28.

¢

1 o
. of 5! ettOf in any obtained percentage value for the yes/no response

items at the .05 probabxlity level. 7o achieve this level of precision .

“ " in the survey results, it was determined that 545 of 1,040 (52.4%) Sub-

urban students and 129 of 249 (51.8%) Of the in—City students would_be

Table 7 contains a breakdown of the enrollments N

/

1ncluded in the survey.

S and sample sizes by grade level for the Suburban and In=City components.

. To obt&ain the sample, each studert was assigned an identxfication number

numbers was consulted to identify the survey

<

and the random table of

%“f ) participants. C . Y .
o ‘ ' ¢ ¢ / '
L o . Due to the extremely dedxcated efforts of the Project cOncern'

o T . 3 . \
':‘ . staff, cspecially Mary Carroll the return ratc for completea survey

Upon thelr return, the forms were coded and keypunched

Li o forms was 100%.

|
, 80 that -descriptive statistzcs Amean, frequency, and ‘percentages) could

i be generated on the computer. " The next sectlon will present the result- i

. 2
[N N .
- » . .
L3

ing data. ’

FINDINGS S ' . . o

| N ;

’ " Personal Character istics

( Table 8 presents the sex and :acial“background percentages for ‘the

Lo samples of Subé/ban and In-city students.' For thcse\samples, both groups

have a slig?tly higher percentage of females than males. wWhile most stu~"

& dents in,ﬁQCh sample are black) the

';th_v _higher pcrcentage of Hispanic Students.

Pro‘eé/ Information

7Y
9 . -/ ,mitle I validated Districts.

In-Cxty componext has a elightly ~

@

The survey form ingluded several
i
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g;& - Suburban and In-City Samplu for P:oject concem Profile .
" - ' - Suburban N . . In=City %
Grade. " Enroliment - Samplé ' Enrollment  Sample S
: - ! ' ' . . . ) . ;g
' 1 . 66 | 36 o 26 14 \ .

2 64, 6 ‘ 24 T 12 ’
.3 BN Y .46 22 1 i
' 4 " 94 53 3 17> "
r 5 89 42 2 22 - g
z - ¢/ . 07 52 . 4 21
T 7 16, 56 . © 33 17
; \ 8 ‘108 50 . .. 28 A5, o

. . 43 . ® . ‘249 . -"‘12‘9' .
" ' . 51.8% Sample .

10 - .97 54 . . L
Al s . .
» 1 80 - 49 :
12 . 51 - 28 . 5 Lo
T ' 1040- 545 ) “
. ' . £2.4% Sample ‘

Table 8 - » »

; : Sex ‘and Racial Backgtound Percentages for
B i Subutban and In-city Students

o~ e
- g v

: - ', * Suburban ] In=City
. ~ 'Chata;tetfstic§ ‘ N .8 -ON . K

| sex Male 227 43% . 60 4s% ,
b : Female 304 S7% 66 528 -

* Racial Background Caucasian 8 68

*  Hispanic 43 8s 19 1s% .

o . ] " Black 499 91y 100 78%
Indian 3 Iy 2 - B8

Lt

-
L.

s
‘5‘«5‘:-»‘;: L)
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items . telated to Title I and SADC. infotmation. Items 5b and 6b asked

,__.A.—.-»

\ o
if the students" cut:ent home addteas and address upOn entering Project . - g%

) . Oonce:n were in Title I validated school distticts. Data pertaining to

theae two questiOns are in Table 9. Foz the Subutban sample, 78% of the

~

STy
uﬁ*&’\\ﬁxmm.wxm‘%

¥

e QR w

R )
" the atudent's entry into he program. For the In-City sample, the cut—

PR

addtesaes are cutiently i:}bitle I validated disttic.s and 80% were chn

:ent‘petcent is 86% and the petcent upon entty into the ptogtam was 92&.
LY N =¥

) - Theae ovetall petcentages were futther broken down for vatious

e TR ST
‘ L S A ’ e '
,

T

-

“COmhinationa of current ‘and previous residernice in Title I validated

:\gchool distticts. For the Subutban samble, 72% of themstudents temained
\ L)

in»%itle 1 distticts. 8% left the district, 6% moved into Title 1 distticts,
£y

WO YT
B
5

and'l&t nevet tesided.in a Title I validated,school disttict.' FQ: tae In-

City sample. 85% remained in the Title I “district, €% left, is moved into

N a

the disttictj and, 8% nevet resided in a Title I validated school disttict.
\ \

Free of\Reduced Milk and Lunch. Table 10 ptesents information re- .. - 1

ke

.

garding student\\ligibility foz ftee mtlk or lunch and redu¢ed price milk or .

lunch (items 6c and 6d'., For the Suburban sample. 67% were eligible foz

. free milk or lunch and 16% were eligible for teduced price milk or lunch.

Pigures foz the In=City, sample were found to be 858 (free milk or lunch),

9% (teduced price milk or lunch) foz the two tespective categories.'

. Siblings In the" Program. Apptoximately half of the Suburban (52%)

and In-City (55%)asamples currently havevsiblinge in Project Concern or

siblings who have graduated ftum Project Concern (item 7a). Approxi~

mately thtee-quattets of each gtoup indicated that the sibling(s) attended

Ptoject'COncetn in the same community as the survey tespondent (1tem 7b).

s
k/\




Table ¢ .

. pezcentage Of Students Currently Living In\Title I Validated g
: [ School Dist!ziq\tg and {!pon Entrance Into Project Ccmcen{ a
;‘: ) ’ "M [ ‘ ' \ .
! ~  Suburban : E
‘b N : Title I District Upon Entrance o
A Yes .- No -
L .
{/"« . , . ' . ; ¢ -
%7; ' . Yes 728 - 6% .~ 8%
* Currently (N=390) (N=32) N=422 ' -
£ . .- Living - S - Lo e . ) ¥ N
L4 EETIE \ |
[ Title I . ! Yo . .
.o District | . Vo .
Lo ’ No. L 8s S 14 22 -
- . ’ | (ede) T (N=T4) v (N=120)
', . | L ‘ s :
R R T / 8% 20%
B . | aw436) (N=106)
<. \ : In-City -
' pitle I District Upon Entrance »
2 ’i YQS - 1 No - -
“ - - },
- M v X
o L Yes 85 18 86%
o Cuttgntly (N=110) .(N=1) (N=111)
- - Living’ i : '
.. 1In . \
) Title I -
0 pistrict -
N . No- 6% 8% 14%
K . . (n=B) (N=10) (N=18)
) ~ - I .
7 -, * p .
* : 9:% 8% =
P (N=118) (¥=11)
i E
- ) i 1
gr ) M ) . ¢ ~ {\ -
" L _ Cg
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_ o Table 10 '
. i et
Poxceqngc Preakdowns for Suburbarr and In-City Student Profiles
d
] B Suburban - . In-Cit
~ : Atea ! . N ¢ . . N o v
PROJECT INFORMATION " : :
. . . IR . .
. g1igible for Free Milk or Lunch Yes & 368 1. .o 109 " 58
; . Wo i3 32 S | I 153
i . <.
. Eligible for Meduced Price . Yea 20 268 12 "
Nilk o Lunch . wo v 140 268 - 13 10 ~
. _ siolings Curgently or Project Yes .. 2 " se n sse
.+, Concern Graduates ; ., .%o 1262 . A S8 45
v . oL N v ' wo ‘ . - )
$iblings Attend Same Community® ™ ¢ Yes : 232 T T T S 1Y
< ' R Lot -t ne 107 . I . u, 268
‘ R \ ‘ - . . ; ﬁ"\' . ‘ , * ‘a . ~
poME BACKGROUND INFORMATION '
, s . . . )
Nome Fanily Status . ’
. . Tvo Parents m I M 268
- singl-. Parent . 320 £1 ] 87 (113
. , Guazdianshi 1 | B 8 * 68
~ ’ pmancipated Minor !
1)
singls Parent in Home - ot '
. Pather . o ' .
’ T Mother 30 1008 . 8?7 1004
~  $CHOOL PROGRAMS - L . . o
Meceives Title I.Services Yes €9 1n 9 K
Other-Than Project Concern "l LN '3/ 1) . 120 93
Type of Mditional Services x b wath® 3 €
T Aeading 8 7 11 4 454
. Other H 5
Nl > o Il
Classified by State as Special Yes k] Y 17 1n
“ Education Student wo . 505 . 938 112
special Education Classification MR . )
. L0 26 .18 s . Sk
\ o 2 » 5 %
Speech __ - ¢ 8 b 2 N
, Other 2 [ T 1 «

. . . \
won-Special Education Student Yes 7] 164 . ‘ X
Receiving Services Other “han No . 446 h 122 Ly
#roject Concern : . ' - . ;

| - . . )
'm.bgu thich do not add to the total sample size of $45 for Suburban studenta and 129 for In=City Studer .s"
and percentsges not adding to 1008 are due to missing responses. . o
” . ’ : . <, .
blnpomu are difficult.to interpret as only those who ansvlred *yes® to previous question were to respond.
Yor both groups stdufgtgnt number {(:f responses vas obtained for this follow-up question.
I - ‘ ' SN
32
o e . - . . . A .. ..
- . ‘. . (i - : !.)O ‘ " R . >
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Home Background Information

-

: Fapily Status. Info:mation was collected from both namples

:oga:ding the ntudcnts' home fanily status (item 8). Fo: the Suburban

‘

sample, 39% ‘were froh two parent families, 59% were from single pa:ent

e e e g™

H
[

families, and 28 were f:on gua:dianship situations. For the In-City
nnuple the :enpective figu:es were 26% (two- pa:ent), 68% (single pa:ent),
and 6% (gdi:dianship). For both samples, all students living in single

pa:ent homen had, their mothe: in the home.

' . ' N i

SR gggggational Statuc. -Information was gathe:ed regatding yhe f
occupncions of the head(s) of the household in which the student lives:
The North;ﬂatte ncale for :anking occupations was used to classify eacb
occupation linted on the basis of its perceived occupational prestige. .

Prestige ratings are based on popula: opinion of broad*c:oss-
sections of societg. However, the primary factors which have been sho:n
to influence the ozecZige asctibed to a pn:ticula: uécupaticn a;e:

1. The degree to which one controls hiS/he: own

_work environment.and the degree of cont:ol over

: ' the work envi:onnent of others, .

" R« The degree ‘to which his/he: se:vices "help” -
: othe: peoplc,

3. The education and/or training :equi:ed to enter
and advance in the occupation, and |

4. Thg,financial reward :eceived for his/he: work.

N Samples pf the occupations included in dhe 10 North-Hatte cate-

gories are p:esented.in Appendi§ C, For a quick :eview of »he categories,
note"the following ratings and occuoations: "1, physician and scientist;

. 24 dentist and lawyer;. 3, psychologist and enginee:; 4, teacher and

.accountznt; 3, elect:ician and trained machinist, 6, welfa:e worker and

~

- ¢ - XY

X : Lo x




‘ 3 7 policenan and plumbez: 8, nachine ope:ato: and
K3 9, taxi dzivez and truck driver;-10, janitor, night : \\\\\\\7

i, ‘insutanee age

| _ reataurant

.
, R N

L S
. Table 11 ptesents a lumma:y‘gg_the percentages of Subu:ban and

o~
i

T .
A ‘,‘W‘ i"ﬂ

“ 3 \ watchnan unennl.yed.

hd - i
‘ T n-City patents in occupations witejva:ious pzestige levels. Data are
s presentéd ;epa:atelv fo:‘male -and female heads bf the honsehold as well

oy B
M RN

' ‘ag to: two parent and single parent families. .-

R LR
N . !

R ' “ Inspection -of the data fo: the patents with students in.the

-“.‘.

; . Subutban component suggests that occupatiOnal Ptestige :atings :angea

. - v
I f:on 4 to' 10 for both males and females with the highest percentage of )
o . pa:ents holding jobs with occupﬁtiouzi ptestige :atings of 8 (€eGesr .

machine ope:&tér, testaurant cook, and store clerk).

P

* ’ Pamily status and occupational status were also compared. For
almost half (46%) of~the two parent families, both parents worked; for: ::
:'- = 34\ of the two patent families only the fathet wotked. For two-thirds \
Ce e (67&) of the single (mOthet) patent famxlies, the mother worked;

for the remaining one-thitd (33!),the mothe: was unewployed. In the .

-

_ case of guardianships, over half (638) of the guatdians were unewployed

.
' f ..

S (grandmothers).
- . Occupational prestige ratings fo: In-City patents tanged Itom

t . 6 to 10 for males and ftom 4 to 10 for females. The highest pe:centage

L of males (508) war"found in category 7 (e.g., policeman, mailnan, cat-

? penter, plumber and mechanic); for females, the highest pezcentage

. h (44&) .was found in category 8 (eto:e clerky pa:ts assembler, meat M :

wrapper and laundry wo:ket). " . .
e ¢ ,

“In examining family status ahd occupational statis, for two parent




.® .o I . -
Table 11 - . L
Oécupatioml fzesL\ige and Family Status
\' -
< Area ] . s"ubtitbxn . . In=City
‘;«; OCCUPATIONAL' PRESTIGE Male \ Female Male Femaie
e . Rating . .N" 8 °IN s - N T3 N 3
d : 1 TR Ll .
T \ 2 ' E :
£ 3 \
; 4 4 23 s 28 . , 2 a
5 : 2 1s 3 s 7 .3 44
) . 6 .5 ..3% - 51 1s% 3 13s .3 ) VT T
2 7 26 14 67 19% 12 s08 11 158
v , 8 86 48y 173 508 7 20t 31  44v’
k- -9 A 20 .11y | 22 7 2 8% 5 7
10 3 " 218 20 6% s 9 13%
#g[, - ms—— a—— S— Smmm—— '
2, TOTAL 179 344 4 7n A
’ { s
; .
1~. \- - Gb OO Gy GF G Gl Sp AP b o o8 -h GP WD WP OF G G G 0 TP M TS =S -n G e OO GF a0 D ES O o o o fow
— FAMILY STATUS . -Suburban )
o ' : N ) N )
e s % ‘Two_Parent Family e .
' Both Employed - 97 46% 13 38%
A - . ‘
» o ‘Both” Unemployed ., 16 8% 8 . - 24%
2 _ “ Employed Father Only 73 " 348 9y 26%
* .  Pwployed Mother Only .28 T 124, s 2%
B o ; , 2 — . . O,
Lt . , 2 ' } \
cooe . TOTAL .21 34
Single Parent Family _ ’ “ o L i
: - . Employed Mother . - 214 67% 58 62% A
’ - - N i P
B { . g
’ . UnempXoyed Mother 106 . 23% : 33 38y - -
A i asm— S—— , © . "
] TOTAL | 320 : 87
5 . Guatdianshfgs’ : . . ‘ — F 3 :
. Employed . ! 3. 37 - . ’ N
. . . \ . “ ¥
Unemployed ) K 5 \ 63% 6 > 100%




L Page 36

families, it was found that in 38! of the fam111es both parents. were o

‘employed. Further, 268’ of the families had only the father employed,

and 24% of -the famil1es had'both pare hts em 'Yed“’rn—stngle—Tmothe

ot » ¥,

parent fam111es,4623 of the mothers weré employed and 38% were unemployed.

- ~ . N -
£ -

School Programs - = .o . \

>

Add1t1ona1 Title I, Services.: Return7ng to Table 10, we "find info-

- P

tion- ;egard1ng the percentage of students recé1v1ng Title I servxces in add1-

-

tion to- Pro:ect Concern (1tem 10). For 13%/(N = 69 of 543) of the Subur-
; -

ban,and 7! (N=29 of 129) of the In-City«sample, this was the case., - Of
those students receiving'additional'Title I services: 94% of the Subur-

ban students received additional services in'reading and 6% received
services in mathi of the"{n-City students receiqing"additional services,
’ ’ & N 1)
45% were in reading and 55% in other areas which were not.specified.

Special E&ucation.c School principals were asked to indicate if

the student was classified as a,special education student under the

3 ~

State definition. Based upon the. 1n£ormat1on provided by the principals,

’

it can be concluded that 7§ (N = 38 of 543) of the Suburban sample and 13%

¢

of the In—Citﬁ sample are classified as spec1al educat1on’students. of

7 L)

rhose Suburban students in special educat1on, the major handicapping
conditions were LD (N = 26 of 38, 70%) and speech )N = 8 of 38,'22%).

For the In-City sample, the major handicapping conditions are LD (N = 9

b
’

B o ° -
of 17, 53%), ED (N = 5 of 17, 29%), and speech (N = 2 of 17, 128).

/ - 2 -
For thuae students not classified as srecial education under the

¢

State definition, pr1ncipa1s were asked if students rece1ved any special

services other than T1t1e I, For the Suburban sample, 16% rece1ved




i
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1

-

’
7
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special services such as Txtle VI, remedial reading. In-City principals

3 A
.’

noted that k3 recexved speéial services’ other than Title I and listed’

cpeciai;education~as—a—generairarear —

- SUMMARY

-

Pl In summary, this chapter has presented a description of the current

Project Concern‘participants in the following areas: Personal Character-

[y

istics, Pro:ect Informatxon, Home Background Information and School Pro-
grams. Scme of the ma;or conclusxons were_as folLows. ..

o Seventy—eight.percent of the Suburban students’
addresses are currently in Title I validated school . SN
.districts; '80% were upon entry into Project Concern. i -
For In-City students, 86% are currently living in
Title I validated school districts and 92% were -

- upon entry into Project Concern.
< 1
. Sixty-seven percent of the Suburban students are
‘ ‘ eligible for free milk or lunch and 156% are ellg1ble
for reduced price milk or lunch. For In-City stu-
.dents, comparable figures are 85% and 9% respectlvely.

. aPproximately half of the Suburban (52%) and In-City ///
(558) participants currently have siblings in the )
program or sxblxngs who graduated from the program.. N

e Thirty-nine percent of the Suburban students are
from two parent families, '59% are from single parent
families and 2% are from guardxanshxp situations.
For In-City students, the two parent, single parent
and guardianship figures are 26%, 68%;, and 6% res~-
pectively. For both groups, all s:ngle parent. fami-

- ‘1es have the mother in the home.

‘e ' Occupational ratirgs for/parents of Suburban students
are most frequently (males 48%, females 50%) in the North
Hatte rating area number 8, (e.g., machine operator,
restaurant cook and store clerk). For almost half
. of the two parent-families, bota parents work. \
For two-thirds of the single parent families, the
mother works; the remaining mothers are unemployed.

-~ . -~




For In-City students the highest frequency of A
parent occupational level for males- (50%) is - Y
in the ‘7 category" (e.g., policeman, mailman, car- °

penter, plumber and mechanic), » Females tend . N
mostly [44%) to be in occupational area 8 °. .
(e.9., store clerk, parts assembler, meat R
wrapper and Mundry worker.

Thirteen percent of the Suburban students and
7% of the In-City students receive Title I
services in addition to Project, Concern, mainly
in the reading area. )

3

Seven percent of the Suburban students and 13% : S
of.the In-City students are classified as special
_education students.under the State definition. " . =
Suburban .students receive special education ser- kS
vices mostly in the learning disability and speech ° : -
areas. In-City sép ents receive services in the ) g
learning disabled, :ﬁe;igéally disturbed and

speech areas. i )

. 1
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n ‘ , Monitoring the Cognitive

and Affective Impact of Project Concern

BACKGROUND AND EVALUATION DESIGN

i

For at least the last five years the funding proposal for the

3

' Project Concern Program has contained the following performance

objectives: > \ ,
1. Pupils will show‘month for month gains ‘on an ’ ,
s ~ average by grade in Language Development.

"2, "Pupils will show month for month gains on an
- 2 average by grade in Math. . . .
3. PupiIS'will show a po. -ive self-concept and
attitude/toward the scawol at the end of a '
year’s participation. i

: - o Up through the 1978~ 1979 “school year,, evaluations of the cogni-

~

- tive outcomes stated in: the program objectives utilized individually, -

v

administered achievement tests {(i.e., the #oodcock Reading Mastery Tests

~ and the KeyMath Diagnostic Arithmetic Test). These tests were "admin-

jstered to a random sample of students at grades 1-8 on a pre- to post R

-~ -
pZ
. R4

test basis.’ Then, the results were analyzed and reported as they relate |
e . 3
to the program objectives.

_ some disadvantages to this approach were evident. First, there

were some problems in implementing a pre- to post test design on a

yearly basis. By the time new participants were selected, transfers
were made, project files were updated, and the logistics of sampling as //4/

. well as pretesting were worked out, students were not pretested until

39 /,
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late November or ea:ly December. Given that post testinq must be con-

ducted in May, the:e were only about five to six months between the

This is a relatively short perxod of’

-

times of pre- and post testing.
time for examining pre- .post test growth,

Secondly, although the results provided evidence of student

W i

_ growth, such growth could not be compared to the growth of comparable
students in Hartford since the same tests were not used with the gen-

eral population of students in the Hartford Publxc Schools. Also, some

i

Pro:ect Concern students were becoming exceedxngly test wise on the

Alternate forms of these tests were used on a

/——————*-

woodcock end KeyMath.

pre- to post test basis for five years. Since the same -level was used

1 [y
3

at grades 1-8, students at the upper grade levels were very familiar

n

with the content of the "test exercises. A final diszdvantage of the

) “ bd » (%4
approach used in past evaluations was that some members of the educa-

-

~“tion community and the public questioned the credibility of results’

£

based on a random sample. :

-

To alleviate these problems, it was decided that -the 1979-1980 -
e . Y )

and subsequent evaluations of Project Concern would monitor the cogni-

“tive performance of all Project Concern students .at grades 2-8 on a year

to year basis using the same group administered ‘achievement tests that

are being used in the Hartford Publié Schools. Appropriate levels and

forms of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests in reading, language, and
mathematics would be administered to all project participants in the

spring according to the testing schedule used in the Hartford Public

Schools. Results from these instruments would be analyzed on a pre- to

post test basis (i.e., spring of one year to spring of the next year and

S8 .

'Y

B~
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y
teported as they relate to the objectives of Pro)ect Concern. * K “o

- -

Along.with the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, Project Concern
*

|
. ]
students would also be administered a brief ten item Student Survey. i/,;
, s

“

‘. This Student'Survey,.developed for use:in past evaluations of Pr03ect
i
- Concern. would be used to monitor Pro:ect Concern participants' atti- ,

; s
o
«w
*

ot " tude toward school\and self-concept on a continuing basis.

’

e

‘ Consistent with this policy for moni-oring the cognitive and e

7

affective performances of Project Concern students, all participants

. « ] RS . . . 2 .

. ! . i A} :

R 5o - T / -
- v . Y 3

‘at grade 2-8 were administered the appropriate level and form of the A

< 1978 version of the Metropolitan Achieveméht Tests as well as the Stu-.

dent Survey in the spring of 1981. ’The Metropolitan Achievement Tests e

were administered to all students participating in the Suburban Public

- A \

and: Inner-City school components of the program. Partxcxpating suburban

8

tricts accepted responsibility for testing all Project Concern

Yo« “ school dis
AC -

-~

et

students in their community using the test materials provided by the

Rartford Public Schools. During the 1979-1980 school year, the Metro~

irests were<adm1nistered to Suburban participants N

¢ politan Achievement
}

-
v -
« Iid

oo by'Hartford'Test Specialists. This apprdach was-not used dur1n§ the

m‘( -
e 1980-1981 school year due to the ptoblems encountered by Hartford Test -

»
¢

Specialists. Given the time needed to administer the Metropolitan

-
>

Achievement Tests, it was difficugt to administer these tests to - .
) : S

students in Suburban schools without disrupting their educational pro-

gram somewhat. "In some cases students at the upper grade levels

resented being taken away from their normal school activities to be i

.

tested, especially by "strangers." Students_patticipating in the Inner- o

City component of the program were* administered the Metropolitan

Provided by ERIC.
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i SO - Achievement Tests by -their classroom teacher as part of the Hartferd.

Q

‘Public Schools épring xesting ?rocram. Project Concern participants
< vere tested.acéOtding to the following schedule: - o

. Grades 4, 5, 6: March 2-13 i

- f; T Grades 2, 3 o8 March 34-April lO . .

Jf ) , . Grades 7, 8 _ : May - 4-18

¥’

&

Students were tested in the areas of .reading, language, and mathematxcs co li

’
-

~"i U .using the forms and levels ‘of the Metropolltan Ach;evement Tests noted T,

’
° -
N '

o below. ~
;_ \ ’ 2=, " primary 2 v Js < . \
3=4 Elementary ™ Js ’ f;n
" 56 Intermediate . JS - T
. ) 7-8 Advanced 1 as . N |
* . . At grades 2-4 students were tested uslng machine scorable book- ' |
- A lets, whxle at grades 5«8 separate machlne scorable answer sheets were 7 i

——

/ ) sed. All tests were: scored and results repotted using. the computer

facllities of the Hartford Public Schools. The number of Progect Concern

o students for wnhom results were prov1ded is summarized below by grade . . ~

'
0 . .

. level and program component. .

Grade Suburban Inner-City

2 58 23

3¢ 8l . ‘ 20 .

4 . 86 32

5 © 964 " a0

3 96 ' 39 i
) 7 1 29 '

8 116 . 32 ¢ )
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74
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~ASSESSING' THE ACHIEVEMENT "GROWTH' ‘OF PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS

~

As noted in the przoztsectzon, the basic approach bexng utilized

o

to assess thefachievement growth of PrOJect cOncern participants is to’

»”» . 3
compare the Hetropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) results from the spring .

of one year to those forzthe spring of the nextwfchool year. Thus, in

this year 's evaluatxon of Pro;ect COncern, the MAT re-ults obtaxned for

hd ¢

spring 1980 and spring 1981 were compared In using this. approach,

spring to_eprxng MAT reeults must be collated by student. ' Some stddentez

who wére tested in the sprfng of 198i were not testzd in the spring of

1980, either because they were-absent or because they were not -enrolled.

¢

in Project Concern at that time. ihe number ‘and ﬁercent of students

"

tested 1n the spring of 1981 for whom sprlng 1980 MAT resplts were avail-

able is summar;zed below by grrde level and program component.

Grade ' Suburban o o Inner-City
- N Y N %
\ 3 56" 69% 13- 658
\ 4 S & - 808 23 728
] 5 4 1% . .30 . 75%
| 6 TRt 1 . 32 823
7 B6 - . 7% 26 90%
8 . . .92 79% T2 75%

Y
In comparxng spring 1980 and spring 1981 test 1esu1ts, two other
problems exist. Fxrst,:although the MATs were administere d-durlng sprlnq
: . Cd
1981 consistent with the testing schedule followed by thé Hartford Publitc

»
IS

Schools, the spring 1980 administration of the MATs departed from this

‘schedule. Due to delgys and‘problems encountered by Hartford Test Spec-

ialistq when admxnisterlnq the MATs during the sprlng of 1980, these

»

tests were administered durxng the Aprxl-June period, with the majorxty

——

T
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cf the tes*ing taking place between mid-April and mid—May 1980. Thus,
\- -
1n examxning HAT achievement\grouth, the teQSing times and growth5
\

e

\
\

M P
T

Cet

W‘M&H%Mt—iﬂ-ﬂn

d \
\

rin 1980 MAT - Spring 1981 MAT ; Growth \

Grade ‘Testing Time* ,Testing Time _* Period |

'3 2.8 3.7" 9 Months |

4 3.8 . a.6 " 8 Months’ /

'3 8 . .. 5.6 8 Months
6 5.8 66 8 Months
T 6.8 T 7.8 10 Months
8 7.8 . . 8.8 10 Months

*Estimated tﬁréugh feedback from Hartford Test Specialists
‘. i .

n

r ~

A second praoblem encountered in comparing spring 1980 and spring.

1981 MAT results is that different tests were administered at these
- N 4]

times. In the springrof 1580, Concern participants completeé the 1970

4

édit;on of the Metropolitan:Achievement Tests. In the sprfng of 1981,
these étudents ;ére administered the 1978 edition of the MATs. These

two edxtxons of the MATs differ substantlally 1n terms of test format

and the content sampled in the basxc skill areas. Although tables are

available to equate scores on the 1970 edition of the MATs to thése on

’

the 1978 edition, these derived scores are only an approxijmation é; how

a student might perform on the 1978 edition in light of one's perfor-

mance on the 1970 ‘edition of the MATs. Thus, the MAT spring- to spring

achievement growth to be reported in subsequent sections must be viewed

as only an estimate of achxeveng growth due to the differences in the
o

-tests administered.

It is important to note that these problems of (1) administer{ng

ez

B
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the MATs at times consistent with the testing schedule of the Hartford

Public Schools and (2) compating results ‘across two editions of the

Al

‘funms~:houaownotrbe—encountesed—in-subsequent_enaluations_of_the_zroaeét

concern ?rogram. Suburban schcol systems have agreed to continue asgum-

ing tesponsibility for testind Project Concern participantslconsistent

« .
. -

. with the schedule follueed by the Hartford Public Schools. Also, the

1978 edition of the MATs will be used tdo assess student basic skill

achievement in future evaluations of Project Congern.
L _ .
¢ \ “x \ - Fy
PROCEDURES FOR ASSESSING ACHZIEVENMENT, GROWTH .

To assess the amount of achievement growth exhibited by‘Project L

»

Concern participants. mean standard scores were %alculated by grade level
in the areas of reading, language, and mathematics for the spring 1980
:esults. These mean standard scores based on the 1970 edition of .the

; MATs were converted to equivalent meah scaled scores on the 1978 edition

of the MATS using conVersion tables provided-by the test publisher.

Also, mean scaled scores were calculated in the areas of reading, lan-

N )

guage, and mathematics for the spring 1981 results based on the. adminis-
tration of the 1978 edition of the MATs.: Using appropriate spring norm i;
) . q‘\ tables for the 1978 edition of the MATs, spring 1960 and spring 1981
Scaled.score means weré then converted into mean percentile ranks and
—nean normal curve equivalent scores. The difference between the spring
1980 and“spring l981 mean normal curve equivalent scores in the basic
gkill areas was used as a measure of mean growth. The/reéultg of these
analyses are summarized by grade level and program component in Tables

12-14. ..




* Table 12

! v

" Summary by Grade Level of Mean He‘:rqpolitan Achievement Test

> Spring 1980° (Pre-) and Spring 1961 (Post) Results

%

9

. , for Project Concefn Students
N . ' -
Suburban Public School Component
Grede N 1'l‘y‘pe of Readirg ' . Lanquage N ' Mathematics -t
‘ : Score Pre- Post Growth Pre- - Post Growth Pre-. Post  Growth’
ss 607 647 ‘ 582 552
3 ° 56 Aile . 44 44 52 T 44
. NCE 46.8 4608 0 51.1 4 46.8-‘
: ss 641 681 _ 646 606
4 69 tile . 40, 44 ‘ 54 42
NCE " 44.7 46.8 +2.1 52.1 45.8
SS 677 703 - ., 619 686 609 662
s 74 sile T 42 o~ 42 ,- 46 52 . 44 50
' NCE 45.8 _ 45.8 0 47.9 51.1 +3.2 . 46.8 50.0 +3.2
. . S8 705 » 729 ‘613 705 644 686
6 .74 tile 34 46 N 48 52 40 46
NCE 46.8 47.9 ™\ +1.1 - 48.9 51.1 +2.2 44.7 47.9 +3.2
ss A 19 . 727 o 694 740 678 716
7 86 sile \\\ 42 3 48 52 44 40
NCE ’ \\ 45.8 4306 "2.2 48.9 51.1 +2.2 .4608 44.7 -2.1
AN ’ |
ss 733 763 . 729 767 724 756
8 92 sile - 40 44 48 52 44 48
NCE 44.7 46.8 2.1 7489 51.1 +2.2 46.8 48.9 +2.1
‘ . . : - y . i )
2 1“"":0* SS=Scaled Score, Sile=Percentile Rank, NCE=Normal Curve Equivalent -

3

&




Table'ls o,

= / . L. ‘Sumsary by Grade Level of Mean Hettopolitan Achievemnt Test o
‘~\ spring 1980 (Pre-) and Spring 1981 (Post) Resulta
) ‘ ' "; ° for.Project COncetn Students . : .. -
i _ ‘ ’ o nner—Citz gmnent . N i T o
‘ - -~ - L " é . ?
Grade N l'rype of* . . Reading . - Lariquage ‘'’ \ Mathematics 7
-t "~ Score Pre- '+ . Post Growth Pre- Post : Growth- -Pre- ' ~Pogt . Gg:o‘wth Lo
Lo ss 564 608 v sa2 ] | 503 - ,
©3 13 tile 26 7 24 ‘ 38 24 -
. NCE -, 36.5  35.1 1.4 43¢ , © 35.1 . A
Wt * » < ' - ) , s 3 i #
o ss 607 > 658 606 ‘ 576 .
4 23 sile .. 24 32, . : 40 30 _ -
. ”CE 35;1 40‘1 +5u° 44‘7- ’ t, 39;0 : .
» ' ’
~ R . - ' 3
» -1 630 673 " 560 635 561 « 605
N . §° 30 Y gile 20 ° 26 26 . 34 .26 23 -
¢ NCE 32.3 36‘5 +4.2 36"5 41.3 +4.8 36.5¢ 34.4 -2.1 e
' s/’ 682 * 700 . 612 668 " 616 645
6 32 tile 30 34 : 26 40 . : 28 30 * :
, . ., NCE 39.0 41.3 +2.3 36.5 44.7 +8.2 37.7 39.0 +1.3
A ) " ‘ . ‘ ‘ ‘ ’ | .
e . 8§ 682 674 ~ 646 670 , 637 . 681 "
7 26 tile - 26 14 . 34 26 - 28 22
. NCE 36‘5 - 27;5 "'9;3 41‘3 36;5 ""08 37;1 . 33;7 ) ""uOr .
‘a . - $ T }
¢ . SS 737 765 . 701 759 12 738 :
8 24 . sile t 42 46 . 36 48 . 38 40
NCE 45.8 . 47.9 +2,1 ° 42.5 48.9 +6.4 . 43.6 44.7 +1.1
, 1!lot:ez ss-Soaled Scor:e, 'tne-Percéhtne Rank. NCE-Nor:ml Cutve nqwivalent a L . 67 L
) ) . - - x‘ /9 !z




Table 14

Summary of Méan Normal Curve Equivalent Achievement Crowth by
Grade Level, Skill Area, and -Program Component for Project Concern Participants

3

]

No. of Students . " Reading ' Langquage _Mathematics.
Suburban  Inner-City Suburban  Innor-City Suburban Inner-City Suburban Inner-City

S

56 13 0 -1.4
69 23
74 30

14 32

86 26
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In reviewing these taSles, it is import;nt to note tﬁat scaled
scofés provide a measure of student achievement in equal internal units.
These;;cgled scores can be compared across forms and levels of the Metro-
politan Achievement Tests‘within é.particular skill area. For ex;mple,
in the are; of Reading for the spring 1981 testing, it is evident that
sixth étade Suburban school students exhibited a higher level of per-
formance (729) than kourth grade Suburban schoél students (68l). It is
irmportant to note that scaled scores .cannot be cfhpared acros; skill
areas. For example at grade 4, one cannot conclude that the spring 1951

Reading performance of students in the Suvburban school component (681) i

il

superior to their Mathematics performance (606) .
Tables 12 and 13 also contain percentile (%ile) scores. Percen-

tile scores can be explained@ best using an example. A percentile score

of 44 in Reading for grade 3 Suburban participants indicates that on

the average, their performance was better than or equal to 44% of the
students in the norming population taking that test at grade 2. Per-~

centiles are not expressed in equal interval units. The difference be-

tween scores at the 89th and 90th percentiles is not the same as the
difference between scores at the 50th and 60th percentiles. Percen-
tiles can be standardized (i.e., converted to equal interval units)
by converting then tb normal curve equivalents (NCE). Normal curve
equivalents. are also reported in Tables 12-14. "\

An NCE of 50 is indicative of average performance for students
it that grade level in the skill areas tested. For example, Suburban

Concern pupils exhibited close to average performance at grade 2 in
] s

Language as evidenced by an NCE of 52. To thgiextent that the NCE
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"

departs from 50, students exhib;t above or b3i°“ average performcnce in
the skill area tested.

Title I evaluation guidelines require that growth in the baSiE,,,/”// o

.
"

. skill areas should be determined by examining the ' post test change'

in the mean normal curve equivalent perfé;;ance of the stu;;;géjbeing :‘i
se:ved.‘ éhis approach was utilized in assessing the achievement growth |
of Project Concern participants. In .reviewing Tables 12-14, an increasen
in mean norm curve equivalent performance from spring 1980 t0 spring 198{'

indicates students have exhibited some growth in that area. P

N . « 3

F1NDINGS REGARDING THE COGNITIVE IMPACT CF THE PROJECT CUNCERN PROGRAM

A basic question

which arises in reviewing Tabies 12-14 is -
)

What norm

al curve equivalent growth should students be expected to exhibit

in each of the basic skill areas assessed at grades 3-87 - This

yuestion

cannot_be answered without longitudinal data for students similar to
‘ those being.evaluated. Thus, Metropolitan Achievement Test results were
collated for the general Hartford population of students tested as well

as for students attending Hartford Title I schools. More specifically,

. 4 i |
- Metropolitan Acnievement Test Reading and Total Mathematics test results,
were collated for the following years: ' ’
o - Spring 1978
) - Spring 1979
, - Spring 1980
) - Spring 1981
_Language results were not collated since students were not
/
- tested in this area for the four years ékamined. These test results
were collated using tne data provided in the Hartford Group Test Reports.
o T 7{1




1

: Results for Title I schools were derived by calculating weighted grade

.Spring 1979 ‘and Spr1ng 1980 were based on the 1970 edition of the

_Metropolxtan Achievement Tests. These means were converted to normal

. Page 51 ’ —‘7\5

-

equivalent score meane based on the results provided in the Group Test
Reports. District level mean grade equivalent results were presented

for each area in the Group Test Reports. Mean results for Spring 1978,

' . -

curve equivalents on the 1978 edition of the Metropq}itan Aghievement
Tests through the following process:

Mean grade equivalents (1970 ed1t1on) weré converted
to standard scores (1970 edlt1on) e

Standard ‘scores (1970 edition) were converted to . ~
scaled scores (1978 ed1t1on)

>

. Scaled scores (1978 ed1t1on) ‘were converted to ,
. percent11e ranks (1978 edition). ‘ s ,

-

Percentlle ranks. (19’8 edition) were ccnverted to . .
- normAl curve equ1va1ents. n ‘

hbased,onlthe 1978 edition of the Metropolitan-Achievement Tests, year

. curve equivalent gains is provzded in Table 15 for T1t1e I schools as

Once mean performance for the 1978 1979, and 1980 spr1ng

M -

-testings was converted tJ normal curve equ11va1ent“score performance

to vear growth was assessed for the 1978 to' 1979, 1979 to 1980, and

<
- s -

* ,the 1980 to 1981 séhool years. More specifically, dn assessing year .o

. \\ - -
to.year growth the performance of students during a particular year

was compared to the performance of that class dur1ng the prior year. ™ !

For example; in assess1ng growth for the 1978 to 1979 school years, the

¢ .

performance of grade 3 students (1979) was compared with the performance

of grade 2 students (1978). Althoggh these two groups of students are

not identical, they are similar in that the majovity of students at

b ~ $‘ -
grade 2 in 1978 would be tested again at grade 3 in 1879. N,
- . S a . . . ’
A three year swamary .Qf Metropolitan Achievement Test normal

) -

<

3
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o C , Tsble 15
S \ .
) o , Metropolitan Achicvement Tests
S . Three Year Summary of .-
‘Normal Curve Equivalent Gains
Title 1 Schools
. Reading o Mathematics A
f Grade 78-79  79-80  80-81 78-75  79-80  80-81 \
" 3 1.1 0.gs» 0.0 :
o ’ 4 1.1 -3.6  -1.3 . )
5 7.4 3.5° 0.0 7.0 4.8  -1.4 o
6 8.1 1.1 -2.3 5.3 2.4 -1.2° )
7 4.6 0.0 4.6 . 2.5 0.0 2.4 T
) 8 -2.3 -3.5  -4.8 0.0 5.7 3.5
All Hartford Schools . ’ o
] Reading . Mathemnatics
Grade - 78-79 . 79-80  80-81 [ 78-79  79-80  80-81
7 X
S \ ! ~
3 2.3 .\'1.2;? -1.1 .
— 4 1.1 -2.3.. 0.0
5 2.1 2.1 1.2 5.9 . 4.6 2.4
6 4.3 0.0  -10. 6.8 2.2 1.1
‘ 7 6.4 0.0 -1.0 2.2 1.0 1.0
o 8 -1.1 1.1 -~ -.0  — -1.1 8.5 1.1
’\ |
o I L S L
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{;\ - .gell as for all Hartford schools. In reviewing Table 15: clear
systematic' trends dn{mean normal curve equivalent gains are not evident.
ff- For!this Teason, NéE gains were not’averaged across the three growth
‘periods. One major'factor~which could account for the variation in
NCE gains is the changes wh1ch have been made in the Hartford Public -
Schools Testing Program over thé years. For the 1978 79 period, NCE

' * gaf37/1n read1ng and mathematics tended to be larger ‘and more positive

ppared to .the 6ther two perlods. Results for ‘the 1978 and 1979 4

.

test1ﬁgs were baséd on con51derab1e out- of—level test1ng The varied

S B results for the 1979-8C period could have been affected by ‘the change
. /

to on-level testing during the Spring of 1980 .Finally, the perplexlng N

- l

results for the 1980-81 period could be -a function of the change over

’ -~ ‘|Q

to the 1978 edition of the Metropolltan Achievement Tests in the Spring

SR R
Y

of 1981. o ' | o

el

: In conclusion, a longitudinal anal&éis of the Metropolitan B
. '

’ Achie;ement Test .results for the Hartford Public Schools did not yield

kY

clear standards of eﬁpected mean NCE gain in readinj and mathematics

. which could be used to evaluate the. growth exh1b1ted by Pro;@ct Concern,
- participants The best available standard for evaluatlng the,reading and

- mathematlcs performance of Project Concern part1c1pants is the Spring 1980

.

to“Sprlng 19811norma1 curve equlvalent growth of students in Hartford

PuBllc Schools in general. The levels of .1980-81 normaf/:urve equivalent

>

growth exhibitad by.Hartford and Project Concernt students is sunmarized
‘A v [— 1 : -
"in Table 16. L ; . .
T R )
A trend which emerges through examining Table 16 is that the s

¢

a Suburban ‘Project Concern part1c1pants at grades 3-8 tended to exhibit

. mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test growth in Reading which Was
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Table 16
Metropolitan Achievement Tests !

Summary ‘of Normal Curve Equivalent
Growth for Spring 1980 to Spring 1981

Reading

}

Hartford Hastford Suburban Inner-Ciiy

Title 1 _Schools Project - Project
Grade Schools ‘Concern Concern i
3 g0 - -1l 0.0 - -1.4 ‘
4 -103 Oco 2.1 .S.‘O
S 090 - '1.2 o:o 4.2 ~
6 2.3 -1.0 1.1 2.3 h
7 -4.6 -1.0 ~2.2 . -9.3
8 -4.8 ¥ 21,0 2.1 2.1
'.\u- Mathematics

[l LN

!‘,\‘

Hartford Hartford 'Suburban Inner-City

. Jitle 1 Schools . Project Project
Grade Schools{ Concern Concern
5 -1.4 2.4 ™ 3.2 -2.1°

-1.2. 1.1 3.2 1.3
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¢

higher than or consistent with the levels of mean growth reported for
either Hartford schools in general or Hartford Title I schools, expect
- at grades 's and 7. 'At grades 5 and 7, the mean NCE Reading growth of
* Suburban Project poncern §rudents was lowér than the level of mean
grew;h—reported for hartford schools in general. In the area of
. Mathematics, Suburban Project Concern participants at grades 5-8 tended
to exhibit mean NCE Metroﬁolitan’Achievement Test growth which was
higher than or cons;stent with the levels of mean growth reported for
either Hartford schools in general or Hartford Title I schools, except
\\Et\grades 7 ard é.v At grade 7, Suburban rarticipant Mathematics
growth was lower than the level of growth reported for Hartford schools ’
in general., At grade 8, Suburban participant Mathematics growth was
- lower than the level of growth reported for Hartford Title I schools.\
Inner-City program participants at grades X-8 tended to

exhibit mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test growth in Reading which

]
t ~-— was higher than or consistent with the levels of mean growth reported

4

for either Hartfbrd*sch001s in general or Hartford Title I schools,
except at grades 3 and 7. Ax‘grade 3, Inner-City partibipant Reading
grow?h was lower than the level of growth reported for Hartford Title I
scﬂools. At grade 7, Inner-City participant Reading growth was lower

, then the level of growth reported for either Hartford schools in general

or Hartford Tit1e¥1 ‘schdols. In the area of Mathematics, Inner-City

partrcrpants at g ades 5-8 tended to exhibit NCE Metropolitan Achieve-

i ]

ment Test growth whifzhwas lower than the levels of growth reported

for either Hartford schools in‘general or Hartford Title I schools,
‘ T TTTr———

except'st grades 6'and‘8. At grade 6, Inmer-City participants exhibited

- -

A '
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Mathematics. growth consigtent with the level of growth reported for
Hartford schools in general and higher than the level of growth
repof%éd for Hartford Title I schopis. At grade 8, Imner-City partic-
ipants exhibi;ed Mathematics élow}h co?siétent with the level of growth
reported f&r Hartford schools in gene;él.

In summary, at most of the grade levels studied, Sﬁburban
Project Concern participants tended fo exhibit mean NCE Metropolitan
Achievenment Tés? gro;th in Reading and'Méthemgtics whicﬁ ;Q; higﬁer.
than or consistent w%th the levél'of mean growth reported }o: either
the Hartford schoqi;:in general or Hartford Title I schoels. Athough
a similar trend was e;gdent for Inner-City Prdject Concern participants
in Reading, -this was not the case for Mathematics.\ Foi “athematics,
‘inner-City Project Concern participants tended to exnibit a lower

level of mean'growth than was reported fo; either Hartford schools in

2

. general or Hartford Title I schools.

-

ot
In considering these findings, two points should be kept in mind.

First, it is important to.rciterate that Spring 198C to Spring 1981 basic

’

skill growth was assessed through equating student performance on two

different editions of the MATs. This equating process does introduce a

1

level of error which can affect the level of basic skill growth reported.
; [

Future evaluations based on spring to spring comparisons of student

performance on the same edition of the MATs will provide a more accurate
indication of the impact of Project Concern on the basic skill peéformance
of participating students.

Also, one must be cautious in drawing conclusions regarding the

magnitule of the growth exhibited by Preject Concern and Hartford students.

('l,’
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_Such cogparisons should not be made without specific information

’

concerning the ability level of the groups being compared, the variations
in testing conditions noted earlier in this chapter, and the adequacy

!
of the Métropolitan. Achievement Test norms used.

MONITORING AFFECTIVE IMPACT .

Since several research studies have shown that affective variables

relate to .school achievement (see Bloom, Human Characteristics and School

Learning and Purkey, Self-Concept and School Achievément), the Student
‘ i

Survey was developed during the 1977-1978 evaluation of the Project.

Concern to monitor the affective impact of the program. The Student v

< 7
> r

Survey contains a series of items vhich assess student self-concept and

attitude toward school. It should be noted that the self-concept and
attitude variables are complex constructs. The 10 items contained in

ihe-sxudent Survey were selected from the Instructional Objectives Ex-
' . s . .
change nationally normed item pool for assessing the areas of self- ¢

concept and attitude toward school. The complete sets of self-concept \

ané'at;itude toward school items could not be employed as separate

Caen ey

/ ' . . . . ‘
measures due to test length considerations. Eince the items selected do

reptesent the self-concept and school attitude domains, they can be . /

employed validly to assess student status. Given the close relationship

N AN

" between how stuaents feel aboutvthemselves (self-concept) and their atti- .

»
-
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tudes t@ﬁard various school situations, the set of 10 iiems was selected

»Z

to generally reflect both constructs.
The Student Survey was administered diring the spring of 1981 to

ﬂarticipants in the Suburban Public School component of Project Concern

at grides 2-4 at the same time as these students were administered the

‘Metropolitan Achievement Tests. Table 17 contains the percents and fre-

nses on the Student Survey.

quencies of students selecting the. "True” respo

Perusal of the Totals responses in Table 17 indicates that, overgll, the
‘stddents in the Suburban component have a positive self-concept and

attitude toward school. This statement can be supported further by an

analysis of the items in the survey. The ten items used in the survey I~*

reflecéed three ‘'general areas: feelings about school ard school work,

o .
attitudes toward classroom participation,. and feelings ‘about teachers.

School and School Work. The majority 'of students feel quite

comfortable with their echool experience and their school work. For the

combined group of grade 2 through 8 respondents, 44% indicated that they

T ofté;“géz—éiscouraged in school (item 5) and 46% felt that they were not

doing as well in school as they would like to do (item 8). Further, 84%

felt that they could get good g:ades if they wznted to (item 3), 65% felt

their school work was fairly easy (item 1), and 818 were proud of their

school work (item 75. In éddition, only 28% of the Suburban Project

Concern students felt that they were slow in ‘finishing their school work

(item 6. This'is a positive finding in’that Project Concern students

, tend to compare themselves positively to. their classroom counterparts in

this area of work completion.

The area of class participation is important

' " class Participation.

‘as the Project Concern students should feel comfortable in their class-

79
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Table 17 \
. . - , - . - = K
S B ) Percent and Frejuency of "True" Responses On the Student Survey by Grade Level ,
for Students Participating -In the Suburban School Co_mponentsvof the Pfoject Concern Program £
¢-~ = Y - ~iH
K , ' A -~ . GRADE LEVEL - M
T T -2 A } 4 .5 N -1 - 8 .  TOTALS N
. - Item Stem - © (N=53)  (N=30) /(N=00)  (N=88)  (N=102)  (N=108;  (N=3§)  (N=617) ) Jid
» ' ", 2N
1..--School work is fairly easy 53% 56% 52% 653 64% 743 82% 653 T
for me. " (28) (45) (47) (57) (63) (78) \/ (79) (397) . B
) 2. My teachers usually like me. 81% 78% 76% 84% 85% ' 88% 82%
SRS ‘ ‘ (43) (70) (67) (86) (93) .(85) (509) - 35
3. I can get good grades if I 57% 818 85% 903 90% 96% 84% -
want to. ’ ! (30) {61) (73) ( (75) - (92) (98) '(92} (521) .
- - . . §
4, I often volunteer to do -~ 74% 70% 71% 74% 70% 65% 508 . 67% ‘
things in class. ) (39) (56) (64) (65) (71) (70) (48) (413)° "
. i rr - \
- 5. I often get discouraged in’ 46% 51% 50%. 42% 55% . 3% 9% 443 ‘ .
: school. (24) (41) {45) {36) (56) (33) (37) (272)
6. 1 am slow in finishing my v 27% 42% - 25% 30% 29% 28% 20% 28% .
school work. ' (14) (34) (22) (26) (30) (30) (_19) (175)
| 7. 1 am proud of my school work. 943 823 88  85% 81% 508 79% 818
| (50) (66) (78) (74) (1) (74) (74) (497)
) 8. I am not doing as well in . 24% 36% 39% 40% 52% 619 568% - 46% S
* \ school as I would like to dc. . (13) (29) (35) (35) . (53) (67) (54) (286)
9. I find it hard to'talk in 45% 57% 51% 5S7% 55% 46% g% 51% .
front of the class. € (29) (46)  (46) (50) (56) (50) (41) (313j E"
oQ
10. I don't like to be called 23% 26% 27% 28% 26% 24% 29% 26% :’
on in class. . (12) (21 (24) . (25) 126) (26) (28) (162) o .
o =
oY \

‘ / A 81
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%

.room setting. It appezrs that this is the case since 67% indicated they

often volunteer to do things in class (item 4). Further, 51% felt that
!

they found it hard to talk in front of the class (item 95 and only 26%

indicated that they did 't~1ik; to be called on in class (item 10).

‘Teachers. The student perception that their teachers like them
{s essential for the development of healthy self-images and school -

attitudes. For the Project Concern students, 82% indicated that their

teachers usually liked them (item.2). -
With respect to,differences in self-concept and school attitudes

across grade levels, some significant differences were evident as follows:

.

. As grade level incréased, more étudents felt
school work wag fairly easy for them (item 1).

» As grade level increased,'more students felt
they could get good grades if they wanted to

(item 3). ~y
« As gradc level increased, fewer students indicated
: they .often volunteered to do things in class {item 4).

. As grade level increased, fewer students indicated \
% they often got discouraged in school (item 5). ! .

. As grade level increased, fewer students were
proud of their school work (item 7). .

T4

v

In summary, it can be concluded that the self-concept and school

i}

attitudes of %he Project Concern students in the areas of school and
5

school work, ciassroom participation, and teachers are quite positive.’
™

?he affective orientation of students participating in the Suburban
Public School component of the 1980-1981 Project Concerr Program is
consistent with the results of past evaluations of Project Concern whenw'

the Student Survey was used. 7
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It is jmportant to note that the cognitive and affective
I .
information discussed in this chipter is summarized on/ the Connecticut

State Department of Education Compensatory Froject Evaluation Reporting

'S

i
forms in Appendir D. : :

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS IN EVALUATING THE COGNITIVE
AND AFFECTIVE IMPACT OF PROJECY CONCERN
\ BN

-

Based on this year's evaluation of Project Concern it is
recommended that three areas receive close consideration in future
evaluations of the cognitive and affective imgact of the program.

jt is necessary that consideration be given to revising the cognitive
p ,

ijecti

ve of the program to.be more consistent with the skill areas ~

,assessed by the Mgpropcliian_Achievemenf Tests.

Also, these ob}ictives

First,

should make ;eferénce to a level of expected NCE gain.

‘Secondly;

the Hartford Public Schools has made a major effort

to establish ap- assessm

ent program where students are tested on-level

and a longitud{?al data file is maintained for each student tested.

subsequent years, every eSfort should be made to continue the practice

of on-level testing and to update systematically the data file for each

¢

student tested. Quality data derived through this process will be of

determining levels of expected achievement gain

considsrable value in
! ~

for Hartford as well as Project Concern students.

\

) ‘ k3 k3
Finally, it is important that future evaluation efforts monitor

e

the affective impact of

—

Project Concern on Inner-City participants.
Although this year's evaluation was supposed to focus on this aspect of
Project Concern, the necessary data was not collected due to time and

personncl resource limitations.
, \
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Summary and Recommendations

\ THe 1980-81 Hartford Project Concern Program evaluation focused

N on the following four areas: - .

1. An analysis of the Project Concern\program selection ‘
~ procedures. \

2. ‘The development of a profile >f the background character-
- : jstics of current Project Concern participants. -

3. An examination of the cognitive and affect impact of
- Project Concern. B

4. A synthesis of thre findings of the- previous evaluations
of the Project Concexrn program.

~ - ' This summery will .ocus on the first taree of these areds.
A separste™docurent containing tk~ synthesis of the findings of previous
evaluations can be obtained from the Hartforda Public Sciools.
Tﬁg\ﬁurpose of this summary is to collate for the reader
some of the major findings of this evaluation. It 1s important to note
that perceptions of the Project Concern program should - >t be formed on
the basis of this summary alone. Ail findings must be interpreted in
light of the evaluation design utilized, a more ccﬁplete discussion of ‘

the results presented, and the limitations placed on the findings

obtained.
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An _Analysis of the Project Concern Fiogram
Selection Procedures

This component focused-on a description of procedures used for

selecting students for Project Concern since the beginning of the program

s

in 1966. Following this description, two analyses were presé%ted. The
first documented the prior spring level of reading and math achievenent
f?r grade %-4 students ent:ring Project Concern (grades 3-5) in the fall
of 1977-1980. The second analysis presented a comparison of the achieve-
ment levels of Project Concern students with those of ;ﬂeir counterparts

remaining in the Hartford Title I validated schools.'\

]

2

*  On the basis of theféxamination of the studen{ selection procedures

and the achievement data, the following wers concluded: .
. - . e . "
The random selection procgss utilized for student
selection to Project Concern in 1966 gradually
_evolved into a parent volunteer procedure during
the 1980-1981 year. ’

.

Reading and math achievement levels of grades 3-5
students entering Prcjsct Concern in the fall of
. 1977-1980 appeared to be quite.high ir relation

. ‘co Fedéral and State Title I and SADC program
selection guidelines if the program is viewed as
conmpenéatory in nature. N

7z

Pro&ect Concern students entering the program in.

grades 3-5 during the fall ‘of 1977-1980 were found

in 9 of 24 or 37% of the comparisons made to be .
achieving at a significantly higher level than

their Hartford Title I validated school counter-

parts in Total Reading and Total Math. s

-Tae Deyelopment of a Profile of the“Background
Characteristics of Current Project Concern Participants

This component focused on a description of the current Project
Concern participants in the following areas: Personal Characteristics,

Project Information, Home Background Information and School Prograns.

- 4




Some. of the major conclusions were as follows: .

)

Seventy-eight percent of the Suburban students' .

PR

-upon encry inta Project Concern. . .

addresses are currently in Title I validated school, - R
districts; 80% were upon gntry,intquroject:Concern. \
. For In-City students, 86% are currently living in | > ' N
¥ Title I -validated school districts and 92% were ° -

. "

. - ., Sixty-seven percent of the Suburbai students are -
eligible for free milk or lunch and 16% are eligibie
for/ reduced price milk or lunch. .For In-City students, = _
a comiparable figures are 85% and 9% respectively. =~ 7 !

. “Approximately half of-the Suburban (52%)-and In-City
(55%)- participants currently ‘have siblings in the ;
program or sibling$ Who graduated frog the firogram. oo °~k

N .

b
. Thirty-nine percent‘ofathbﬂSuburban‘students are from
two parent families; 59% are from single parent families
and 2% are from guardianship-situations. For In-Cjty.
= students, the two pargnt, single parent and guard¥an-"
Tl ship figures ave 26%,-68%,” aid 6% respectively. For
~ both groups, all single parefit families have the
- mother in the home. LY o
S N : i . -
Occupati¢nal ratings for parents of “Suburban students
are most fréquently (males 48%, females 50%) in_the
North Hatte rating area number’8° (e.g., machine, ’
- ) operator, restaurant cook and store clerkj. For f
almost half of-the two parent famjljes,.both .parents
work.  For two-thirds of the single parent families,
the mother works; the remaining mothers are unem-
2 ployed. R

‘-
a

o 4

~  For In-fity students the highest frequency of parent
occupational level for males (50%) is in the 7 »
category (e.g., policeman, mailman, carpenter, o .
plumber and mechanic). Females tend mostly (44%) to .
. be in occupational area 8 (e.g., store clerk, parts .
- assembler, meat wrcpper and laundry worker). .

) ~ Thirteen percent of the Suburban students and 7% of
‘ the In-City students receive Title I services in
addition to Project Concern, mainly in pﬁe\reading
. area. T

Seven percent of the Subnrban students and 14% of )
the In-City students are clacsified as special edu-

cation students under the State definition. Suburban - /
students receive special education services mostly in

the learning disability and speech areas. In-City

students receive services in the learning disabled,

emotionally disturbed and speech aTeas.

’

A :
:%_%" \.' N

- ‘ % a . - 1
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An Examination of the Cognitive and '
ective impact of Project Concern

Page 65°

The impact of Project Concern and the cognitive achievement of

_program participants was assessed by comparing the Metropolitan. Achieve-

Y

ment Test results from Spring 1980 to-those obtsined during Spriﬁg 1981.

¢ _Achievement growth was assessed by compariné)the.normalvcurve equi%alent
c A

_(NCE) growth of Pfoject Concern students to the NCE growth exhibited

o by students in the Hartford public Schools. The results of these

comparisons are summarizgd below.

Suburban Project Concern participants at grades 3-8
N tended to exhibit mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement

“._ Test growth in Reading which was higher tharn or

istemc with the levels of meun growth reported
for either Hartford schools in general or Hartford

Tifle I schools, except at grades 5 and 7.

. At é?ades 5 and 7, the mean NCE Reading growth of
Suburban Project Concern students was lower than the
level of mean growth reported for Hartford schools in

general. ,

. In the area of Mathematics,

< -

Suturban ProjectConcern

participants at grades 5-8 tended to exhibit mean
NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test growth which was
higher than or consistent with the levels of mean
growth reported for either Hartford schools .n
general or partford Title I schools, except at

grades 7 ang 8.

r

. At grade 7, Suburban participant Mathematics
growth was loweT than the level of growth reported

I for Hartford schools in general.” At grade 8,
Suburban participant athematics growth was lower
than the lcvel of growth reported for Hartford

Title I schosis.

. InneriCit& Drogranm participants at grades 3-8
tended to exhibit mean NCE Metrcpolitan Achieve-

pment Test growth in Reading
or consistent with the leve

2
-

- ard 7.

which was higher than

1s of mean growth
reported for either Hartford schools in general
- or Hartford Title 1 schools, except at grades 3
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“

. AtpﬁeﬁImu&ﬁywnkﬁmtkﬁhggw&
was lower than the level of growth reported for
f Hartford Title I schools. At grade 7, Imner-City
‘ participant Reading growth was lower than ‘the
S : level of growth reported for either Hartford
‘ L schools in general or Hartford Title I schools.

o - «¥.- -, In the area of Mathematics, Inner-City participants
- k at grades 5-8 tended to exhibit NCE Metropolitan
) AchgéVement Test growth which was lower than the

-

P

. levels of growth-reported for either Hartford
// - schools in general or Hartford Title I schools,

. except at grades 6 and 8.

Y

- ' Mathematits growth consistent with the level of
- growth reported for Hartford schools in-general '
and higher than the level of growth reported for
Hartford Title I schools. At grade 8, Inner-
- City participants exhibited Mathematics growth
consistent with\ the level of growth reported
* for Hartford s¢hools in gemeral. "

- L

|
|
F
y ’ T . At grade 6, Inner-City participants exhibited
|

hY
_:’

.

- \
' \
//"\3 With respect to differences in self-concept and school attitudes
across grade levels, some significant differences were evident as follows:

- . ’ . As grade level increased, more studeats felt
school work was fairly easy for them.

As grade level increased, more students felt
they could get good grades if they wanted to. - .
As grade level increased, fewer students indicated

they often volunteersd to do things «n class.

As grade level increased, fewer students indicated
* they often got discouraged in school.
t . -

As grade leve. increased, fewer students were
pround of their school work.
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i In summary, it cap be concluded that the sclf-concept and schéol
sttitudes of the Project Concern students in the areas of school and
school work, classroom participation, and teachers are quite positive.
The affective orientation of studenis participating in the Suburban

, i
Public School component of the 1980-1981 Project Concern Program is

consistent with the resuits of past évaluations of Project Concern

when the Student Survey was used.

RECOMMENDATIONS | .

Based upon the findings of the.1980-lgsi Project Concern evaluation,
recommendations appear appropriate in the areas of program selection and

evaluation procedures for the cognitive and affective components.

" Given the program selection procedures described and the rest 1ting

- achievement levels for studenté entering the_prégram, it appears that
several critical issues need to be addressed By the Hartford Public
_Schools. To this end, the following 4;commendations are forwarded:

. That changes 'in the nature and goals of Project

’ Concern as it has emefged since 1966 be dis- | :
cussed and documented as they relate to future -
program selection procedures.

. ‘That the Hartford Public Schools conduct a
comprehensive analysis of Project Concern pbudgets
over the past few years to determine the menner
and extent that/ program operations were consis-

' tent with funding source (Title I, SADC, General

Budget, etc.) rggulations.

. That future progran selection procedures care- .
*fully match the agreed upon program mission as.
well as the regulations developed by the agency
funding the program. .

Based on this year's evaluation of Project Concern it is recommended
. . . . ) . -
‘that three areas receive close consideration in future evaluations of the

cognitive and affective impact of the prograim. First, it is necessary

C 3

! . /*

N} ) 8\ 22
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that consideration be given to revising thc cognitive objective of the
program to be more consistent with the skill arcas assessed by the
Hefropolitan Achievement Tests. Also, these objectives should make
reference to a level of expected NCE gain.
: ' Serondly, the Hartford Public Schools has made a major effort to
establish an assessment program where students are tested on-level and a
longitudinal data file is maintained for each student tested. In sub-

’

sequent years, every'effort should be made to continue the practice of

on-level testing and to update systematically the data file for each

student tested. Quality data derived -through this process will be of

i

considerable value in determining levels of expected achievement gain

" for Hartford as well as Project Concern students.
fé,\}‘. ’ Finally, it:is important that future evaluation efforts monitor

the affective impact of Project Concern on Inner-City participants.

- Although this year's evaluation was supposed to focus on.this aspect of ‘

Pfoject Concern, the necessary data was not collected due to time and

personnel resource limitations.




-

'DEFINITIONSI

kS

APPENDIX A

¢

!

!
, Standard Score. Standard scores on Metropolitan Achievement Tests

express the results for a subtest area (e.g., Word ¥nowledge) for all

.

batteries and all forms on a single, common scale. Within a single sub~
F . '

test area. standard scores are directly comparable from battery to battery

0

and from form to form. The standard scores serve two main functions.
First, once raw scores have been converted to standard scoree, one need >
not be concerned with the battery or form from whlch the raw scores came
for vpurposes o£ further 1nterpretatxon. Batteries are made equivalent and
forms are made equivalent ‘in the,pfocess of going from raw score to stan-
dard score. Second, certain technrical features of the standard scores

i ’

make them uniquely suitable for measuring academic grow?h over a period
. L .

of time. .

Grade Equivalent. A grade equivalent jndicates the grade placement
of pupils for whom a givenfscofe is average or typical. For example, if
a“score of 31 on the Reading Test corresponds to a grade equivalentbof

4.6, this means that a score of 31 is typicalfor pupils in the sixth
! I

month of grade 4. ! ,

[

anaken from the Metropolxtan Achievement Test Teachers Handbook (1971)

and the Ccalifornia Achievement Tests Norms Tables (197P\

-
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- yaw score of 10 points may amount to only three months of growth in one

T "“5 - oo 7 - v . \

pefinitions e \ ,

Grade equivalents are losing the popularity they once had as a
nean% for interpreting pupils’ berformances, fhis is due to several
special difficulties which grade equivalents create for the teacher.:
Pirct, grade eenivalents are nct directly comcarable from or' test to
another for puPils who are above or below average in performance. Secénd,
grade equivalent units are not equal throughout the sc ie An increase in
part of the’ scale and to three years in anether part of the scale. Third,
laymen frequently think that a pﬁpil ought to be in the grade correspond-
ing to the grade equinalent obtained by a pupil.

Percent11e. A percentile rank tells the percentage of pupils in
a given grade that obtained scores eqial to or less than a certain score,
For example, if Jim obtains a percentile rank of 60, this meang that 60
percent of the pupils in tne norm group for a given grade scored eyual

'

tofor less than Jim. Percentile ranks indicate the relative standing of

Wi,

a pupil in comparison with the norm group.

Normal Curve Equivalents. Normal curve equivalents (vCEs) have

many‘of the characteristics of percentile/ranks but have the additional

. P

advantage of being based on an. equal-lnterval/scale. That is, the dif-

)

ference between twq successive scores on the/scale is the same over .ll

parts of the scale. The normai curve is represented on a scale of 1 to
f
/
98 with a mean of 50 and a standard deviatcion of approxlmately 21. This

allows a meaningful comparison to be made /between dlfferent achievement

.

test batteries and/or different tests witgln the same %‘est battery.

'
|
{




]

A-l

Meizopolitan Achievement Test Scores
for Project Concern and Hartford Students

1

spring,1977: Grade 2
A TOTAL ~ TOTAL
_ Group ! Reading - Math
N 14 . 14
§S 51 53 .
8uburb77/ d yd
profect ~ GE 2.5 204
Cosizern ‘
tile 44 28
/ NCE 47 K 38
N 4 4
: sS 58 51
In-City - ) -
Project GE 3,2 2.3
Concern )
gile +72 20
NCE 62 32
a .
N 18 18
’ ss 53 53
TOTAL ' B
projevt GE 2.7 2.4
Cong :rn
wile 52 ) 28
\ NCE 51 38
. N 623 627
p .
sS , 49 j 51.
Har tford - / ‘
pitle I  'GE , 2.4 2.3
‘Schools
sile 34 20 .
o NCE 7 4 32

aNo test scozes were 2

7

-~

vailable for 16 Project Concern students. |




°

Mctropolitan Achieveant Test Scores
for Project Concern and Hartford Students
spring 1977: Grade 3 /

TOTAL V TOTAL
Group Reading T Math

Suburban
Project
Concern

In-City
Project
Concern

Project
Concern

Har tford
Title I GE 2.9 ! 2.5 .
Schools ‘ | .
sile 30 10
' NCE 39 | 23 |

88

tile

NCE

GE

tile

10 \ 10

56 g 55
\
3.0 2.5
34 \ 10 .

4 ' 23

-

2.9 2.4 ‘

30 8

310 test scores were available for 1 Project Coucern studente

' : \




i¢ , .
p ' e
1
' ‘ A-3 . ,‘.' /

%\-A 7 ' : ; ¥ .- . . o : g

ST » ' Metropolitan ‘}gé_hievement; Test Scores ' T L. eE
é‘ e s . " for Project Concern and Hartford Students 5 . ’ : L §
R R ’ S Spring 1979: Grade 4 . _ = o -
§ 7, . - . \ ] _— .. ,
iy R ) Suburban - In=City . Total . ~ Hartford ] 3
3 A Project Concern project Concern ' ~. Project Concern® Pitle I Schools = %
N " 8 SS GE sile NCE N S5 GE tile NCE N Ss GE sile NCE N SS GE'sile NCB -
_,. " ] R ’ . 4 . . ) ” " ,‘ ) -
=TOTAL 7 66 4.1 38. 44 3 S6 3.0 .14 27 ' 10 63 3.7 30 _39° 689 59 3.3.20 32
fReadinq K . - ! ) . m— / . g C—
"/ ’ 1 }
AR i' 1 '
N ' ‘ . ' - o
\TOTAL 7 71 3.8 20 32 3 66 3.4 11 24 ' 10 ‘70 3.7 17 _3g 684 64 3.2 9 |22 ..
“Matk . S ‘- ‘

N . " “\ T — .

L, . ' :

‘No test scores were available for 4 students.




" A-4 ]
7 . Metropolifan Achievement Test -Scores
: .1 for Project Concern and Hartford Students
- . Spring 1978:  Grade 2 :
/ . [ TOTAL TOTAL
Group i Reading » Math
. i 'L ] B 4 0 ~ . e
) . N 13 13
/ ! h
B : S8 49 9 g
57 Suburban
L . Project GE - 2.4 2.2
. Concern | |
sile T34 14
- NCE 41 27 -
S | :
S ' T N [ - . 2
' ) ss 42 46
-Ih=-City
Project GE | i 2.0 2.0
Concern ) - '
tile n 10
. NCE 24 23 ' [
a : .
' . N 15 15
, ss 48 .49
1 ~ TOTAL : [ o
o Project GE 2.3 2.2
Concern
tile 28 14
: NCE 38 27
T; ) o :})
N . 709 616 -
]
by RN ss| 47 47
Hartford .
Pitle I . GE - 2.2 2.0
Schools (T o
© sile™ - 23 11
NCE 34 24

.—/'

8 test scores were available for 4 Project Concern students.

a

RN
o N
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Metropolitan Achigvement Test Scores (
for Project-Concern and Hartford Students ' =
spring 1978: Gradf 3 -

¢ ' CooN

1 1

. g R ] ’T - ] S 5
{, - '.-: » L. . \ MAL ' TOTAL ;
s T ) Gz’oup! . [ . o IR Reading' © . Math

=, _ N . . 10 “ 10

s o7, 88 o 58 62 / 0D

N Suburban - ‘ -~ r -

” Project  GE - 3.2 - 75 SO

: Concern v ‘ .
tile 40 23

-t

1 NCE 45 ' . 34

N 2 2 |
\ ss 60 .56 . ' 1 i
In-City ' ‘ ;
~Project GE 3.4 2.5. . Lo \
Concern ) . ‘ C -
tile T 46 : 1 . : : St
- . NCE S | I , 24

& .
--—’-—-—-------‘-——--.------..-—--——-—--c--

N 12 : 12

| : ss 58 “ 6
‘ TOTAL | : ‘
E Project GE ‘ 3.2 f T 3.1 |

e Concern i
‘ sile . 40 . : 20

NCE 5 , . 32 : ‘

T ) N ' 671 140

, ss 56 © 56

Hartford ; . . ‘

- pitle I GE . 3.0 2.6 ' (2.3)
‘Schools .

. sile ° - 34 ‘ 11 (7)

NCE 11 g 24 (19) £5

T

2No test scores were available for 6 Project Concern students.
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iMétropolihan‘Achiévement.Tesé Scores
_for Project.Concern and Hartford Students . ../
Spring 1978: Grade 4 - Y

L

1
¢ - "~ Total
' Project -Concern2

In-City
Project Concern

shburban
_Project Concern’

GE %ile NCE

~TOTAL

. TOTAL

‘ Reading,

¢

N S5 GE ‘tile NCE N ‘SS GE sile. NCE' N, SS
‘lf. , _| L4 . “
13 ‘64 3.8 32 40 2 /67 4.2 40 45 ' '15 64 3.8 32 40
. . . N . ) antnmatun
. . . : !
. / ! *
A R ) ' ‘ '\
. - - : f
13 68 3.6 14 27 2 61 31 5 15 : 15 67 3.5 12 25 -6
o x -
]

e e e =

_’80 test scores were available for 4 students.

] . ' ) | ' . .
S |




Rl Mettopolitan Achievement Test Scores
for ?toject Concern &nd. Hartford Students
- Spring 1979: “’Grade 2

‘poTAL T - . o MOTAL
—Pkeadingmrw Math

10 1

ATArtEREY
A

- 58 . 55
" ‘Buburban ‘ ' :
-Project _ : . - 2.5
Concern ' .
38

s In-City
Project
’ Concern

' Project
Concern

Hartford
Title I GE
Schools
sile

NCE ! . . 38

' a‘No test scores were available for .3 Project Concern students.

~

b . - Y
Sample.size not available.




-

spring 1979: Grade 3
N

ﬂetibpbiiféﬁ%@i:ﬁgggment Test Scores

for Froject Concexn and Hartford Students

L

\\\.

RN *

‘ J T -MAL _ :,'\‘ .
A\

TOTAL

N ' 9.

' S - O
-Buburban

Project GE - 3.7
_ Concern

t

, 58

Is

'/ ’

In-City
Project
Concerh

' TOTAL
’ Project
Conqetn

Hartford
Title I GE
Schools
;tile

NCE A2

L
H

2
/ ) &
14

27

ms——

i

\

Sample size nbt available,

2o test scores were availabie for 4 Project CoOncern students.
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! ~ ] N .
)‘ Het:'opolitan;&chievement Test Scores e
fo: Project_Concern -and Ha:;fo:d Students - /i’” oy

~ N - , B ;‘, A : Sptinﬁg 1979: Grade .4 A C S

Ll - - . ) ' . ] - - = -
S ..’ Suburban ’ ] ‘ Tn-City 'rotal Hartford
’ Project Concern P:o;ect Concern Ptoject Concerna Title I Schools

g ! N. 8§ GE %ile NCE N SS /GE sile WCE - N S5 GE Mle NCE N S5 GE sile , NCE.

“gofAL 8 62 36 28 .38, 3 7L 4.6 50 ' 50
: ;Re;dinq ... .\ i ' /.--

Bl Vo
e
. e
s
PR
.
- e
- p
e T :
R i
.t Yl
0y -
£
et v
,‘:’
=
R
" h
. ~ ~ -
A
-5
A
<]
Rt
N

64 3.6 32| ‘4o

. oo N 4
Va \ )
/ ! s ) _
CworAt . 7 75 42 30 . 39 -3 85 5.3 60 55 V' 10 78 45 38 _44 610 70 3.7 18 3 U
Math . : N - S U S
® .

-
-
- e em on en on or on oo o
——
H

= T =
* e . .
# -

- BNo test scores were available for 2 students. - , /

4  Sample size not available,
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B {owm - v M . 3
R T . :.
S * N o e
- I P A.lo

B . .

. - Pe

N c e o

A ,
.
.

Hettopoli.tan Achievevnent Test Scores -80
_ to: Ptojcct Concern and Hartford Students
:E e sgzing 1980: czadc 2
f?w A = [ .
E. TOTAL Math ..
§. . Growp . - Reading — - (Computation, i
g L B & SR 12
Foo o T T ' '
2 ss 54 57 . , “
B Sub;:ban - - - .
E-;' © ECt % -‘203 30‘ P
oo concem '. ) o
{ Sile - 56 68
1 v . . .‘
o "+ NCE - 83 . 60
) . o ' $ .
b o N "o o <
i" A s 8s \
2 < T In=City / S !
N _ Project e -
< Concern . —\ £ \
e ,/ tile -
r . N@ ]\ | ‘
l'---ﬂi-ﬂ-—-—-~-\--—--—---ng-_—-------—_—;-u-.
L N 12 12
" " ss " 54 | 57
- SoTAL |\ ‘ - .
Project GE o 2.8 I . 3.1 X
Concern _ - N _ .
) tile 56 _ ‘ 68 :
* wee 53 - 80
\‘ -
! \ .
1
L R \\ > 121
. . ss 9 B 1 ~
Bartford - i \ i :
1= L Pitle X GE o4 ‘ 2.8
Schools 2\ i
tile 34 ' 52
i
NCE 4 \ 51 .
‘No teét. scores were available for i Project Concern student, )
- ’ < 4
- bSample size not available. . s ‘ .- -
%nh Hath COmputatxon scores were used for grade 2 and 3 students in 1980 as no Totale
‘ Math scores were available. (l 2 .
)
§FRIC e 105 ... .. .
LGS R




RS i i; N i :"‘“Tj““ N L )
,‘ f 1. '? “ »\. , A.n.' l . N -; » . - \ .
(s " LT - !‘ R T M ‘ T . ’ . : ‘¢ '
£ . " Metropolitan Achicvemeént Test Scores . . 8 |
] for Project Concerh.and Hartford Students R
e v spring 1980: Grade 3 - 2

' S ! .
R . moTAL 1 -, [ Math o o
-Group! -~ - . Reading Computat‘},q_n =

- e &
— s e S~ . . s o . x < ;"*

e n B e T
i L A R
yo . T

| E\n.

o
1]

o 55 e e P
~ Sbburban S \ | L |
g ~’project GE e 6 . _ 4.1 . o

+ © 7 concern - SN , .

\ . . oo ‘ile 54 ’\\ . N - 62 . { o ‘
S Iy oL \NCE O . 52 " 'S ‘ 56 A '
A ] . \ . . - ) — e 3

" In-City ‘ .
Project 3.3 : 3.5

Concern . R . -

‘ tile d 42 ) 3. 1 .

NCE.' ." ! ‘6 . 41.‘~ - . ,

-— e em o

N

. FA _
"85 - 7 59 ° : .62
GE

A<

: N © o, 13 . 13
_ \ s 62 SR 68 > /
Forat\. : N . S
Project  GE 3.6 N ke e
"Concera ' - \ : .

o
. Q LN
NCE 52. > 58 e
]
# . g [N 4
b ) - ,

7 ' - : 136/ . e
i ] - : . * - o‘ b
» ss 57 v 60 S RN

~J
Hartford ' . o
" itle I ‘GE * . 3.1 - o 3.3 ¢ ) ' .
‘Schools . s . . .
- . tile 36 - : 26 . ~

-

-

O NCE - 42 - .36

]

, ! )
840 test scores were available for -1 Project COn/qem students.,

4 °

b , ) - ]
Sample size not available. . ) : . - o
. s . » - v . . “’
’ [ ot '. -_ . - - " * ¥
F . O Math, Computation scores were used for grade -2 and-3 students in 1980 as nro Tdtal . 4,‘?’]
~ERJC Math:scores were available. - - . . s § - :

=T T 108




g 1 R L o g . RA=12 . ’ , " PR
) Lo L ) etropolitan Achievement Test 8cor:es : o
;/' ' for Prpject Concerp and Hartford Students s = Sl I
— . S Spring 1980:° Grade 4 - T s
- ] [4 - . 3. ’
. Suburban - o In-City C : Total ' l aattfor;'d'-
SRS Project Concern Project Concern Project Concern2 ) . “ritle I Schools -
K ‘N SS° GE’ sile - NCE N SS GE sile NCE N SS GE tile NCE N 'SS GE dile
. - - - r I N . :
AL 6 66 4.1 38 - 44 1 -62 3.6 28 38 ! 7 66 4.1 38 44 . P 62 3.6 28 i
eading ) . ", ' ° l i ' i N ﬂ::
. 1 N - "f—
’ i A \\’ e
DEE : o ) v ! o ~ LI
% TOTAL . 6 74 4.1 28 38° -1 74 4.1 28 38 | 7 74 4.1 28 38 693° 70 3.7 18 31
i - i ’ g -
4 - ' i ‘:5
- ‘ N ’ 2
No test scotes wete available for 3 students. v
.\'bv oy
Sample"‘ srze not available.
;“': : ) ) .
? ® . / . . Y
v =~ .
-107 T
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N
.83 N\
Ej ' [ - a Agveadix 8 ) . o
;3:: H ~ { . ", t
2 PRO}!:CT COMCERN ST LD:-\I PROFILE - o
o T 3
- , - Tvpe of Program  {Chech Onej T
COR ' Sutwrrbar _ .
; :‘ Bal N In-Cits - R
SARTE R o RS
S . . . ;
g  Personal Characteristics : . . =
;/_/_,] Namé of Sttcent ‘ . / N
- 2. Gradc : 3 ! o I \ ]
i R A -Ctrclc One} M - F i . ) IR // . NS
’ ‘4. Rzcial o.iu-,’o.s'l:j :Creen Onef e m—' . . F o
: - T T Hisparit —— 0 )
. ) Black -
: . - . inditn —— ! ;3
~ Qther — e \ 7
- . s
i Project Iafurmation . ' ) ' > .
- 5, .a- - Curreni Hoore Addrc-:g N ' -
v b. Is this address in ¢ Titic i saidaied cementery : . - ’
1 school disirict? ) Yes tHo
§ . /€. Current Proiect Concern Disirict : .-
- / d. ‘Curreat Project Conce.n SSiond : : )
.- / 6. a. Address upon entcring Project Concern . =
=/ b. Was this address in a Tite | validated distoct ' 4 ' ‘
S/ " when thosudent entered the origram? ) Yes Nz
/ c. [shis swudam izble tor free mulh or tinch? | _,/ Yes Mo
A *d. ls this stusoni c..- inte for recy cod frive nalk / . r .
or lunch? Yes No ; -
; e. What year and grade did the student cme( ) ' '
Project Cono m? Year o GUOGU e
_ f. Sending Schaol? . ; -
. g. Rcceiving District? )
h. Receiving School? , :
7. a. Does tie stusest have siofgs cusienty. it S ]

ER]

A FuiiTex: provided by e [

Project Cepe
_Projec: Conzarn?

-¢rn of wio have 3-adusted Trom

i

If Yes; is {veas) atiendance in the same community?

Nl)
No

109 R




Hone Sackarouad tnfornition

.’ -

. 8. _Plesse the csz\s. \.xl\L‘ pry which indivates the Hudont's homer Lamily status.
a. il wa et A ' a , :
. S ‘"-,,ﬂ.’ Pt wet da “u.) " ' - -
" Guar diunshis: " ) . .
d Emanup*tcd minor - .
If you checked single parcrt family, picase indicale which parerntisin the home.
N ~_a. Mother

- b, Father -
9. Yhat arc the c,c.:‘x(\ziiim\\.-’ e oadf of houschold iperent/guzeslian] in voich the student

m‘-—-—

e lx\gs;.\l’!»asc he soccitic) e _ B N .
. Male head of houschold S . o
“::m" T 3. Whai aouey be Jat : _ - ) .
1 . b. Where cocs he werk? .. N
" Femnale aead of hausehold - = ~— - \»\\
2. What dovs she d? ~. . . o
PR b. Where does Zr.c wOr\> - — - ’
‘ {
) 1

School Pruzrams

3 i
1

10. &, lsthe statent receis ing Title | senvt NERR L ,
. . i . . .
than ?:'C:jC'... Cumcm? 4 j Yes No i

Math

b. ifres, pleass cogen ire o oeiyt oY sonuies i
/’ < Reading
H

provided.

: /( Ploase Sowe iy} .

11, a. lsthe student ::Lis.;if'.c- 25 & spucial cducauon . : y . S
student undes the State dotinition? ' Yes No o
b. It vou answered. ) : (=) chech the . ' o
ndes the S-at MR

()
)
2
[}
M
o
3;
o
T3
1 J_
d‘l
l

.o £ ' ’ . Speech | { .
OGN e f

|z M you answercd Mo o (), i This sedent ’ / 7 z
receivifg snecial services wrher than Tiile 17 / Yes No !

d. I you answaied Yes 1o (), plesse fist what ! oL { A
services are prosicec. " ]I .

[ activitics4n which the cmdc it i particinaning,

12 List any extra-curricular se ulor un n/:':r-.ity o . 7 B




- Civil Engineer Carpenter

Afrline Pilot Automobile repaicrman

Artist who paints pictures that are eahitited in galleries Plumbes

Owner of factory that employs about 100 geople Garage mecharic .

Sociologist . ' Local official of a labor union .

Accountant, for & large business . Y Owner~-operator of a lunch stand

siologist - . ' corporal in the regular army )

rusician in a symphony orchestra
Author of novels -

r.Coptain in the regular army

", Building cuntractor l
Ecuonomi st .

. Snsteuctor in the public schouls.
public school teacher o

. B /

Machine operator in a factory .
Barber ' N
Cleck in a otore

fFishcrman who owns hh’ own boat .

Stroctcat motorman ’

Milk routrman

Restautant cook |

/ , .
. R a )
- f ! 1 3 .
* !
[ ‘ | I ‘
3 » 1
| %
1 _ - .
P ' ' “ .
" i . . Appendix € . ,
4‘5 ' . ' \ . . )
: * - ’ H¢ N ’
' § OCCUPATIONAL RATINGS } _ .
L '{ - paul K, Hatte and C. C. North -3 ' \
L , , .
, ) )
U.S. Supreme Court Justice . s County agricultucal agent o ’ _ruck driver ) .
Physician : - Railroad engineer M .~ Lumberjack .
State Governor ~ Farm owner and operator Pil1ing station attendant
_Cabinet: Menber in the Federal Government' 3 ofticial of an international labor union singer in & nightclub -
Diplomat in'the U, 8, Foreign Service Radio announcer Farmhand T . ' :
Mayor ot a large city | Newspaper, columnist | . l Coal Miner & AN
College Professor " Owncr-operator of a peinting shop ‘rn& driver :
Scientist = . N Elcctrician Railroad section hand,
United States Representative in Congress | Teained machinist , Restaurant waiter
. : Pl f
Banker . . ' '3 Welfare worker for a city government . 10 Dock worker
Government Scientist Undectaker ttight watchman .
County Judge . Reporter on a daily newspaper . Clothes presser in a laundry J
Head.of a department in a’ state government . Manager of a small store in & city ' Soda fountain clerk
Minister : ' . ' - Bsobkkeeper . Bartender
Architect ‘ insuzance agent L. Janitor !
Cheaist: . . Tenant farmer--one who owna livestock and machinery .Garbage collector
Dentist . \ . and manages the farm N Street sweeper
Lavyer R " Traveling salesman fo. a wholesale concern P ,  Shoc shiner
— — : LT ’
Menter of the board of dfrectcrs of a large corporation s playground director
Nuclcar Physicist . Policeman !
. Priest , Railroad conductor )
Psychologist Mail cacrier

e ‘u
. /) &’,&;
AN

o AP P

v

i

Bl

st

Py




B NG ,L : ‘ : . ToR STATE USE O 1 .
forw 1; Cmma:ory oject Report ‘ Card j! 3 SpALIIe T -
INSTRUCTIONS: commReL 17 ;
lbu- 205 m 81 - 1. - Prepare thres copies
2. Ratain a copy
3. Send two copies to -sddress <
) bclov by Junc 20, 1981 .
. T0: Connecticut te Mnttnnt of Educetion, Cnpnutary ho;na. ®, 0. Box 2219, J-r:ford, Ct. 06115 “
D F - =
‘T TROM: S$chool District Nese g 1! Project Title’ N
v : - 0 11112}
rtford Pubhc Schoo}s 64| Project fConcern 1]
‘ mo of! Project (Nater code-in box at fight) - ' 113 !rojc\_,: Setting Code: (See Instructions) _{ﬁ_
- lePublic, 2=Mon-Public o - - : 1
CGQlind by: MName and ‘uhphonc Y¥umber Tvaluation Done by: Name and Telephone Number®
" Robert J. Nearme - 566-6074 Drs. R. R, Gable & E.F. Iwan:Lck:L
hmber of attendance ‘areas in district whicl <e eligible for Title 1 services: \ 1{ 1; "*‘ .
Number of attendance u'['ul in district gcc_uvug,‘u:ig I u;visu: -, 191201 .
\ / - . b I 1!8 .
. . ' 1 .
Project Information / ' ( ’
Grade: x/ X 1 2 3 } 4. S 6 |7 8 9 o | 11 12 .
Codes: 23-25 | 26~28 ! 29-31 | 32-34 }i35-37 | 38-40 | 41-43 | 44-46 47-49 | 50-52 [ 53-55| 56-58 | 59-61; 62-64
" Pupils in ' ‘ : ' . ‘ . "
Project 100] 91 {109 |137|138 | 163 156{151| 87| 105/ 95 |51
N j rard 2 '
3 ;;::;::j:;:;é,,,,,, 4 1:18{120 [120|1:20 1:20{ 1:20 120 | 1: 20 3:20) 1:20] 120
u:mua Avcug‘ Hours \ (Caxd 3 }- ) : ) .
Per Week of lastruction Per Child *| 30| 30{ 30| 3¢ 30/ 30{ 30| 30 30| 30| 30
Estimatiad Average Total Eours lcard. 4 ‘/ . - .
for Project Year per Child N *11080 1080:](080 108310802080 }08010801080 10801080

Repor: The Number Of Staff Paid B

-Adnin- Curriculun | Support ! Clerical -, Other
— istrators Addes Specialists !Scrvice Staff, Staff « Steff
, Number Of Title 1 t Card 3 20= 8 29-31 v 2l-34 i 38-40 t 4)l=43
Sraff . - — —
- ‘ 1 4 48 I3 i 16
Nombar of ~dtle I Staff In Full |—oo=l? 2-51 52-55 56-55 §0-63 | 64-67 88-71
T4me Equivalents ‘ : | i .
2 , 1 1 48 I 3 i 3.5
. Number of SADC Staff | Card 6 20=21 22=23 2425 26=27 20=29 30-31 | ; 34=33
i
Wumber of SADC Staff Ia Full 34237 38-41 ~42=45 46=49 50-53 457 56-61
Time Equivalents AN J ‘
- ‘ N ) hd
N¥umber of Titlé 'l Personnel 61-62 63-64 65-66 67-68 69-70 71-72 + 13=74
Receiving Staff Development
by : . !
¥uaber of Won-Title I| Card 7 20-21 22-23 2425 26-27 28-29 30=31 32-33 .
Parsonnel Receiving Staff ’ / |
Development -
3 ‘\ ‘r - ‘
"’Prgjc&: Expenditures for the psst Fiscal Year (to. uun’: dollsr). Allocation. )
. (1) Card 8)21]22{2326]25]26]27 . 2530 13132 133] 341 35 . TIT 38 30160 | #1142 &3] .
LSEA Title I Fund ' SADC Public Funds SADC Monpublic Funds
e 41122326 6419] 0] 55
(2 GB &b 45] 46] 7] &B( 4 DY 52[53 | 54] 331 26| 5/ Z 59 160 /61 |62 | 631 641 65
‘ . , : Otter Funds ; .4,
KC ‘Local Compensstory | 2) () A0 {0 10] (please specity) 1{6/0b [p| Tost Al Funde  1]1Gi g A4 3|1
“Includes $10,500 SADC PC Evaluation. 1. Project Transfer - West Hartford. .



: * ]
Toms 2: COMPENSATORY PROJECT REFORYT - IMPACT DATA ‘ Type of Project qulic
I L ~ : Codet 1Tublie, 2eNon-public Cep ae-xighnd
Ttow:  savock pifaict s RIS ::ot.‘i;cr Project Concern ‘LT""' cubject Aren Ceading l\/m P & :
! __mp_,__s_ghmls_ 4 Suburban Component 11 |uode: feResdiug, 2°langunge Arta, I-hal \ .
- x - T : Wan Protest uned for Srudent Selection yrs, vAn the Stite approved regrensioniil ¢
Plenne teed the fustructions ond glve the folloving information on the Codet ivyes 2°no (rnter code) formula applied to atal Code: leyenm, '
bock of tln! forme oo A . i ! : {euter coded =I5
" o, Metropolitan Achievement \ .
»> . ! Teat N . i !
1. Project 0b]ectl~v~g\.€ | eat Name oot ] . m‘mm? pre-1970, \Post 1978 1217
. . : / : 7 Tenting Schelnl ’
/ 2. Dats Analysie :":d ;l"“"““u’" . ‘::‘y’:;:.nt |§:t:|llse<; 21:1‘31'-:'01'\;]‘-"" . 4 } )P'.' c;s'l," l'-::l.l.;ﬂ;l\ L. b"'l‘l’lnﬁ’ ;l'
3. fFroject Recommendntions il nthwnnd, ZrT0CR . et (enter co7® "l"'l"!z_l'.'—-‘.‘.ﬂ.“.!_!___..a-l._. oo
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Results and-Recommendations
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/' PROJECT OBJECTIVES .

P;pils will show month for month-gains on an average by grade in Répdingf

-y

& .
DATA_AN"LYSIS AND INTERPRETATIQﬂ S , ]

1 ) . b
’ I

s t

. ' At grades 4, 6, and 8, Shburban Project Concern
participants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan ' ~
Achiévement Test growth in reading which surpassed ~ ' .
the level of mean growth reported for' either :

_Hartford schocls in general or Hartford Title I
schools. , . o,

- ’

o

. At grade 3, Suburban Project Concern participants ; \
exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test |

T growth in reading which.was consistent with the’

/
/
level of mean growth reported for Hartford Title/I
schools, but was higher than the lavel of growth/

/

reported for Hartford schools in general. /

T

. At grade 5, Suburban Project Concern participarnts o,

exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test ' S

growth in reading which was consistent with tﬁe level
T - of mean growth reported for Hartford Title I schools, °
' . but was lower than the level of growth reported for
Hartford schools in general:

} .

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS -
Although the services provided

through Project Concern should be reviewed in light

- of the achievement gains exhibited, these gaigs‘m:sg :e Zi::gdozi::ec:giiggétrztiz:
‘ i re based on a pre- to post test analysis of data ba i
gglzzoaeditions of the Met.opolitan Achievement‘Tes;s {;;g.'d?iign}gzoéhzoizTigzg)
: te scores on the edl C ]
Although tables are available to-eqna O e N how a
‘ | 48 editi ived scores are only an-approximati
« those on the 1978 edition, these qerlve . . ; ‘ ation Otre 1970
ni pe dition in light of one's performanc
student might perform on the 1978 e ’ : : e o orted
3ition’ i ' to spring achievement grow p .
edition of the MATs. Taus, the MAT spting W e e in
must be viewed as only an estimate of achzevemenﬁlgrowfh due to the r L

the tests administered. . e / g ’
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Results and Recommendations

'-
4

" PROJECT OBJECTIVES
i -
_Pypils will show fonth for

”

P —
-

4

I

i ]

- -

" DATA ANALYSIS ANG INTERPRETATION

Suburban Project conéern patiicipants exhibited

Test growth: in Language at grades 5-8.- .
N

3

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS’

. N . .
m0nth,gains on an average by grade in Language.

= . .

58

- Although the services provided throu
6f the achievement gains exhibited,
gains are based on a pre~

of two editions of the Metropolitan -
| Although tables.are available to equate scores on, the 19

those on the 1978 edition, these derived scores are only an
edition in light of one's performance on the 1970

student might perform on the 197¢

to post test ana

gh Project Concern should be reviewed in light
these gains must be viewed with caution. These °
lysis of data based on the administration
Achievement Tests {(i.e., pre- 1970, post 1978).
70 edition of the MATs to
approximation of how a

achievement growth reported

edition of the MATs. -Thus, the MAT spring to spring
. must be viewed as only an estimate of achievement growth

“the tests administered. \
. o ) . . \\\‘ ‘-.'
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Results and Recommendations ; N '
A . o ‘ *
© UPROJECT OBJECTIVES 1 . . . O E
_rppfia'will shoé.month for month gains on an average by grade in Mathematics. 7 . 1:;;
e A

., IR - ’ :
kg - i\BATA.ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

L IS e e ' . o
. At grade 7, Suburban’Project Concern participants
exhibited mean.NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test
- growth in reading which surpaSsell the level of mean
growth reported for Title I schools, but was lower ,
than the level of growth reported for Hartford ' )
schools in general. ' AR
At gradeé 5 and 6, Suburban Project Concern partic- i
jpants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement
- Test growth in mathematics which surpassed the level . '
" - of mean growth. reported for either Hartford schools
“ . in general or ﬁartford'Title 1 schools. ,
" . At grade 7, Suburban Project Concérn participants
t- exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test
growth in mathematics which was consistent -with the
level of mean growth reported for Hartford Title I
schools, but was lower than the level of growth
reported for Hartford schools in general. ‘ e
. At grade 8, Suburban Project Concern participants _ / N
. exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test ey
growth in mathematics which surpassed the level of i
mean growth reported for Hartford schools in - . L%
general, but was lower than the level of growth . . e
reported for Hartford Title I schools. : . X

i pROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

4 M . »

P R A T ol y . e -

e AT Iy PR L
o N P S IR ™

i

of the achievement gains exhibited, these gains. must be viewed with caution. These
gains are based on a pre- to post,test’analysis of data based on th¢ administration .
of two editions of the Metropolitan.Achievement Tests {i.p., pre- 1970, post 1978).
Altliough tables are available to equate scores on the 1970 edition of the MATs to
those 'on the 1978 edition, these derived scores are only an approximation of how a B
student might perform.on the 1978 edition in light of one's performance on the 1970 "}
edition of the MATs.- Thus, the MAT spring to spring achievement growth reported -
‘must be viewed as only an estimate of achievement growth due to the differences in

.

N

| , i

 Although the gervices prowvided-throygh Project Concern shoﬁld be revieyed in light i}g
2

%

- the tests administered.
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g Results and Recommendations -
5 ‘ . ‘\. [
PROJECT OBJECTIVES o ‘ ’ ‘ . _ .
‘Pupiis will show month ﬁor'month,gains on an average by grade in Reading. v o .
. |
DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION  °
’ \‘

P S ey g et ot .
B3 e e KAt Ln

- PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS,

‘' the tests administered. L=

ERIC. /..

At grades 4, 5, 6, and 8, Inner-City Project Concern
participants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achieve-
meat Test growth in reading which.surpassed the level
of mean growth reported for either Hartford schools

in general or Hartford Title I schools. ' :

. At grades 2 and 7, Inner-City Project Concern
‘participants exhibited mean NCE Metropniitan Achieve-
‘ment Test growth in reading which was lower than the
level of mean growth reported for either Hartford
schools in general or Hartford Titlé I schools. |

.

rough Project Concern should be reviewed in 1ight

of the achievement gains exhibited, these gains must be viewed with cauggonii Tbgse
gains are based on a pre- to post test analysis of data based on thg,adm;nisi ation
of'two4ed%t%eas~c£_the_M§££9291itan~Achievement Tests (i.e., pre--1970, post 1978).

Although tables are available to gquate scores on the 1070 edition of the MATs tO
Merived scores are only an approximation of how a

Although the services provided th

"those on the I978 edition, these der
‘gtudent might perform on the 1

978 edition in light of one's performance on the 1970
the MAT spring to spring achievement growth reported

edition of ‘the MATs. Thus, ¢
te of achievement growth due to the differences ‘in

must be viewed as only an estima
ﬁ’. ‘i - - - . 125: .
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Results and Récomgndations ‘ ' \

" PROJECT OBJECTIVES - Lo

) Pupilf will show‘month‘for month gains on an average by grade in Language.

.

v

“DATA MALYSIS AND INJZRPRETATION -

*

Inner~City Project Concern participants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievément
Test growth in Languagé st grades 5, 6, and 8. C

PR

|

i . .
/ | o

PROJECT RECOMMENDAT IONS . . . ' ? K
Although the services'ﬁ;ovided through Project Concern should be reviewed in light Ve
of the achievement gains exhibited, these gains must be viewed with caution. These
gains are based on a’pre~ to post test analysis of data kased on the administration A\
of two editions of, the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (i.e., pre- 1970, post 1978).‘“"“4¥
Although tables are’ available to equate scores on, the 1970 edition of the MATs to - A
- those on the 1978 edition, these derived scores are only an approximation of howa -
S student might perform on the 1978 edition in light of one's performance on the 1970
edition of the MATs. Thus, the MAT spring to spring achievement growth reported
%iusb-be"Vigwed as cniy an estimate of achievement‘growth due to the differences in
the /tests administered. <Lt - y \
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" PROJECT OBJECTIVES . . o !
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Pupils yilljchogvmdnth for month gains on an average by gtéd;‘in Mathemaiics. ? . :
: \ i
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DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION -~ .

4
R
P t

. At grade 6, Inner-City Project Concern participants

* exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievemént Test “
-growth in mathematics which ‘was ‘consistent with the '
level of growth rcported for Hartford schiools in

general and higher than the level of growth reported

for Hartford Title I schools. _ o
-t . At grade 8; Inner-City Projcct.Concern participants . .
exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achicverent Test A -
growth in mathematics which was consistent with ; N T
" the level of growth reported for Hartford schools . :
in general, but was lower than the level of growth i :
reported for hartford Title I schools. . & 4
> * . ’:(4
T . At grades 5 and 7, Inher-City Project Concern , :

participants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test growth in mathematics which was lower than
the leveldof mean growth reported for either
Hartford schools in general or Hartfcrd Title 1

. schools. . . -

T

13 g

.

<. . ’ ; i
PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

Alt@ough the services provided through Proiect Concern should be reviewed in light
of the achievement gains exhibited, these gains must be viewed with caution. These
gains are based on a pre- to post test analysis of data based on the administration -
of two editiong of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (i.e., pre~- 1970, post 1978).
~Although_tables are available to equate scores on the 1970 edition of the MATs to
se-on—the 1978 edition, these derived scores are only an approximation O hOW ¥
“student might, pérform on the 1978 edition in light of one's performance on the 1970 °
‘edition of the MATs. Thus, the MAT\spring to spring achievement growth reported
> must be viewed ac on}i'jnaestimngg/gf.achievement growth due to the differences in
RIC - the tests administered. . ' ' -
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