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PREFACE

The 1980-1981 Hartford Project Concern Program evaluat

focused onthe following four areas:

ion

1. An analysis of the Project Concern program selection

'procedures.

2. The development of a profile of the background charac

istics of current Project Concern_ participants. A

3. An examination of the cognitive and,affective impact o

Project Concern.

ter-.

4. A syntq6sis of the findings of previous evLluations of

the Project Concern program.

f

Subsequent chapters of this report provide ,detailed information reg

ing the evaluation design, procedures, and findings for areas 1-3.--
-

The report on thesynthesis of the findings of previous evaluations,

,
. ,

af the PToject Concern program is available separately.

-t
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CHAPTER 1

Selection terhe

Project Concern Program

- INTRODUCTION

m' Prior evaluations of Project Concern have reported achievement

data showing percentile p terns ithiCh appeared to be higil-foracom-

1 \
t

,

pensatory program. As a result it was decided] that an examination of

the ptoc4ures used for serting students to Proj ct Concern was ap7

1

:

prippriate. This chapter w91 present the results f this examination.

1

After briiefly
\

reviewing T tl I Federal.and State guidelines, as well

as State SADd gUidelines, prLedures'used for teleLtIon of students to
\

.

\

the program since 1966 will be described. Following this, prior s

,

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

.

. ,

will,

._
i

and 5 in the fall of 1977-1980 be presented and compared with

1
. i i

achievement data for Hartford students from Title, I validated schools.

TITLE I AND SADC GUIDELINES

As a compensatory program th*intent of Title I is to serve the

most educationally needy students. The Federal guidelines define this

educationM1 need as being.below grade level or below the 50th percentile.

8cith Federal and State guidelines empl y a "bottom-up" concept where
V

those - Students in most need should receive the Title I services. In

,

. \

COnnecticut,the State Education Department has mandated operationally

the 23rd percentile-as an eligibility guideline. When sufficient*

\ ilir

11
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Z.01

,

i .
, ,

.

. funds'are available this guideline can be raised to the 35th percentile
.

e p
. m .

for *her.

,

)_,,..4
.

... .
a :

Aisof-COnnedticutprovidesADC compensatory edutation 'fundilor
c :

___11#1.rewhose"achievementhai en restricted.! This "restricted,
k4

lichieV4ent" eligibility regulation as been interpreted to be opera- ,

.

.-

tiiimaily similersto Title I/eligibilityguidelines for the purpose of /

. .

student eligibility. ,

1

,,

. ,

, - 4-,

k \ ,
. I

In addition, it should be noted th',:. Project Concern receives HI
. \

P
A-

, .
.

funding from othfreources such as.thI 7/H/artford Publ ic Scnools general
.,

,budget. These fundsare not - associated with any student achievement
.

guidelines. ,Coinprehenpive breakdowns, of Project Concern .budget areas-
,

l

can tle,bobtained from the Hartford Public Schools.

Page 2

SELECTION TO THE'PROGRAM
.

The procedures' used for seledtion of students to Project Concern

were traced baCk to the start of the program in 19b6¢. Project documents
\

were examined and interviews were-conductT The documents represented` -'\

1

memos develope d'jointly1by the Project Condern administration and staff%

Interviews were conducted with ;el present and'two former principals

(or assist principals}, ofjtrtford elementary schOols.1

MMINMENNEMIIPID

lCurrent principals interviewed and their years as assistant principals

or principals Were Gladys Hyatt, Vine. Street School 1974-1976, 1978- ,

present; Vern Davis, Clark School 1968-present. Former principals,(or

assistant pripcipals)° interviewed were Alvin'Wood, Clark and Wish 1965-

1977; Charles Senteio, Arsenal-4967-1968, Barb9ur'1968-1970, Wpeily 1970-

1971, Director of Elementary Education 1971-1072, Assis -ailt Superinten-

dent 1972-1978.
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=Findings .

Page -3,
t

The Project Concern staff and school principals were in total

,
agreement regarding selection procedures. A brief description of these

procedure; is presented below in chronological order.

Year Selection Procedure

1966-1967 Each' k-5 class in the Title I validated schools,

was assigned a number. Numbers were picked by

chance; parents of children from the selected
classes were contacted; and, when parental per-
mission was given, students were assigned to the'

receiving schools by the grade levels requested.

Students requiring special education were not

placed. ,

1968-1969 Student'promotion cards from validated school

classes were placed face doWn and then randomly,

selected by Project Concern staff and volunteer

community representatives. Students were placed

if parental permission was given. Approximately

90 students were placed to honor an agreement by

the previous Project Concern administration with

parents to place sibling; in the program. No '

provision was made. to eliminate special education

students.

After the opening of school, additional studenti

were needed to meet the contractual agreement with

Newington. Letters were -sent to parents of student's

at Northwest Jones School offering participation in

Project Concern. When letters of acceptance were

received, students were selected and placed by

Lottery.

State Department of Edudation personnel and certi-

ied staff from Projebt Concern-rey_iewed every 5th

,umulative record froh ciasses,in thi-validated ,

schools. Students requiring special placeianor

.
with excessive absences were excluded and the nex

record was read. Parents were contacted for per-

-mission'before placement was made.

. .

1969-1970,

1970-7I.9
,c

s.

1911-1972 The process of-seleCting-every 5th record was

through continued by Project Concern staff

1975 -1976
'Applications for 'siblings of students already

.participating in Project Concern, were accepted.

If the volunteered name also came up in the..

selection process that child was placed first.

13
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Raniomly selected students were then placed, and
the remaining volunteered names were placed, last.

(1974-1?75 Due to crowded classes at Booker school, letteri

Were-sent to the parents of students at Hooker

School explaining Project Concern and offering

pladement at Dwight, Kennelly, or Naylor Schools.

When parental permission was given, students were

selected for !placement by lottery.

976-1977 Data processing print-out-sheets showing enroll-

through ment6 in validated schools were provided by the

1978-1979 Hartford Board of'Education. Volunteered names

were indicated. The print -outs were then given

I..y the principals whd were to select every 5th

;name, eliminating special education and

[gual studenti and those with excessive absences.

Principals were asked to use tHeir discretion in

recommending students. If it,Oas felt a child

could not-make a positive adjUstment-he should

not have -been-fda The principal's then

provided Project Concern with he names of stu-'

dents tote placed.

(1978-1979) 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 Concern

staff to'offer transfer to Batchelder School

through Project Concern. At the time of the home

visit some piblings whose.names were not origin-,

'ally included in the selection were taken at the

parents' request.

- 1979 -1980 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

studehts were.needed. One principal provided

Project Concern with a list of students, the

selection procedure for these was not explairied.

One principal provided no names.

The records of volunteered and selected students

were reviewed by Project Concern staff where and

when possible.

1980 -1981 Students were. not selected randomly. All place-

ments were made from the volunteer applications.

Records were reviewed by Project Concern staff.
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In-City and Non-Public Selection.
Procedures for selection to

the in-city
component were the same as the suburban component. Once

selected, students were offered a suburban program islot rf Iheparent

,
:- 1

... , .

,

/. ..-..

or student yanted:to remain in Hartford due to siblings in Hartford ,'....,,

.

.-4

schools or other reasons, placeineni was Made in'the in-city program.

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

,

vided Jo the suburbs, the student was offered an in.s.city'Orogram_slot..%-

4 In 1967 openings -were -made available in non-publicbschooli in

sqiurban communities and one school in Hartford. Parents made

tion to"Project Concern.
Admilsion test dates were

established at each

school and Project Concern notified parents of these ,dates.- Tests were

administered by personnel at the receiving schools and acceptance was

determined by4cthe
administration of each school. -

In summary, this section has described tie process of selecting

Students for Project Concern from 1966 to the presenpr. It appears that

. the initial random selection process utilized in 19 radually changed

t6 a parent volunteer procedure. The next sec on of the report will

examine student
achievement data as it relates to the selection process.

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT PRIOR TONTERINU PROJECT CONCERN

The 1979-1980
evaluation of Project Concern (Iwanicki and Gable,-

1980) presented Metropolitan Achievement Test data collected 'in the

spring 1980 for students in, grades 2-8.
Examination of these data

(see for example p. 42-44' of the 1979
-1980. report) suggested that the

achievement levels appeared to be'high for a compensatory program sUch

as Project Concern. It was difficult, though, to pursue this issue

1
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Page 6

I

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

onetull year in Project Coneern. Thus, it could be argued that the

high achievement levels were due to a poeitiye program effect. A counter--

argument,` though, could be that the Project Concern Atudents exhibited"

these high achievement levels upon entrance into the program.'

Procedures
4

To examine this issue, all 199 students entering 'Project Concern

in the fall of 1977-1980 in gradei 3, 4, and 5 were identified.! Metro-

.

politan Achievement Test data in the areas of Total Reading and'Total Math

were obtained trom the Hartford Public Schools Testing Office for 150 of

the 199 students (75%).
1 These data represented reading and Math achieve-

ment levels for the'spring prior to the students' entrance in,io Project.

Concern (i.e., spring grades 2, 3, and 4 respectively). Table 1 contains

a breakdown of the number oistudents entering for each yea, and their

respective,grade levels. Note that the number'of complete- eading and

math scoter available is also indicated, and that the priory spring grade

designations (2, 3, and 4) will be used in this report.

Data.were also obtained from the files of the Har / ford Testing-

Office regarding reading and math achievement levels of students in the

13 Title I validated schools. Theie data represent the *population" of

eligible students trom which the'Project Concern students were selected.

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

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

. 16
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Table 1

---

Number of Grade 3-5 Students Entering` Project CoAcern in the

Pall of'1977-1980 with Prior Spring Reading and Math, Scores '\
!

. .

..,

Prior Number with Number with

- Spring Number Achievement Missing

Year Grade Entering Data ) Data

1977

197u

1979,

1980

.
....% /

2 34 .10 ' 16

3 12 11 1

4 14 10 4'

,

2 19 (:,
15 ,

4

3 18' 12 6

4 . 19 15-- 4

2. .-:7-16 13 3,, .

3' 17 13 4-

4 13 11 . 2

2 .13 124' 1

3 14 13 a 1

'4 10 7 3

............ /

199 150 49

&Math Computation scores weer'e used for grade 2 and 3 students'in 1980 as no Total

Math scores were available.

7
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entering. Project Concern /ill l's compared withlethis population of

students)
-, 1

,
.

1* Prior,to presenting the achievement results, two clarifications
,... \

are needed. The .firit,pertains to special education and bilingual stu-

Aw

Page 8

Clients. The Hartford Testing Office has noted that achieement data for

udents enrolled in special education or bilingual programs are not

included in theHartford,Testing Office data...reported in thiS chaptLr.2

.*

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

schools and the city-wide norms. In all cases mean raw scores were

converted to standatd:scores. Comparisons with Hartford Testing Office

reports which'used median raw scores converted to standard scores are

not'appropriate.

Achievement Data Comparisons

This section'will present Metropolitap.Achievement Test data in

the areas of Total. Reading and Total Math for Project/Concern and Hart-
.

ford studdrits from the Title I validated schools. TwO types of data

011 be presented. The first will represent breakdowns.of achieveinent

levels of Project Concern students for the spring prior to their

entrance into the program. Next, a series of figures will illustrate

the comparisons of th-achievement levels of Project 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.

1 ,

2Note that reference here is made to those students in bUingualpro-
\
\ grams who are, non -English reading students.

18
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with thosetHartf d TitleI students. Note that Appendix A containsa_r,
coaprehensiver akdown*of Project Concern Suburban and In-City as well

I i

as, Hartford Titl student'achievement expressed in standard scores OS),
410

grade equivalents (GE),,
percentile ranks ( %ile) and normalscarve equiva-'

dents (NCE)."-

.

q .

. .

Mitering
Achievement Levels.' Tables 2-5 present' a breakdown of

,
.

the percentages o Project Concern students in various percentile ranges

a+

.1

Ibased upon theii pribr spring achievement levels in Total Reading and

Total Math. Th upper section of each table contains a breakdown of the

percentage of aitudents in\each of the ten decile ranges. Inthe lower.
I

section the percentage
breakdowns'are based upbn the Title'I State guide-

,

lines reflected by the 23 %ile level. The final row.in the table reflects

the Federal Title I guidelines and' contains the percentage of studentt

Jr

above grade level (50 %ile) uran entran e`into the program. ,

Tato,e 6 contains a summary'of th percentage of students above

grade level (50 %) across the three grad s by year:of entrance into the
t

program. Examination of the percentages suggests a. trend from 11971 to

1

. 1980 fdr-increasad'percentages of entering students above grade level.

It

This trend parallels the move toward increased Arent voiltinteerism in

student selection practices described in the earlier section of this

report for te 109-1980 and 1980-1981 years.

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

ing achievement levels are higher than would be expected for programs

1
(

funded by Title I and SAM monies. Hartford Public School personnel may

I
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Percentage of)Students in Percentile Ranges Based Upon

Metropolitan Achievement Test Data for Students Entering Project Concern in

September '1977

Prior Spring
Percentile Range

Grade ;
TR' TM TR

Grade 3

1111

Grade 4
TR TM

18...20 16 28 18 36 10 20

11 -20 11 . S 27
1

36 20 40

I

2130r
.,,, i

17 9 10 20 20 `",

31 -40 21
..,

17 9 '18 10 10

-----41=S0- 6 18 30 .
10

S1.40 6. 17 '

10

61 -70 6 ,
18

71 -80 22 '11

'81.40 . 11

.....i:

91.4.00 6 S

0-23 33 33 45 82\ 30 60

° 24-35 , 11 23 9 18 20 30

36 -SO 6 11 27 40 10

51+ 50 33 184 10

aTR wTotal Reading, TMs Total Math

bSample Sizes: ,Grade 2 st 18; Missing Data a 16

Credo 3 = 11; Missing Datit si 2

Grade ,4 1. 10; Missing Data sr 4

Some columns add to An due to minor-rounding errors.
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Table 3

Percentage of- StIVe is in Percentile Ranges Based Upon

Metrolitan Achievement 'Test xata for Students:Entering Project Concern in
ptember 1978

Prior Spring
Percentile Range

0-10

3:1-20

31-40

41-50

51-60

il-70

11-80

81-90

91-100

, Grade ride 3'
TRa Tm TR TM

13 40 , 6 1 33 13 40

27 / 26 8 17

7 8: 17 20 ,

p

25 7 .4\

Grade 4
TR TM

13 , 7

S 7 42 27
1'

7

13 'A", ' 17 7

13

13

13 7

4

53 67 17 ZS 33 53

13 7 $ . 25 13 33,
.

7. 6 50 17 :63 .
1

.

27 20 25 20 ,13 .

411TIt
Total Reading., TM Total Math

Sample Sizes: Grade .2 15; Missing Data 4

Grade 12: Missing Alta.* 6

Grade 4.15= Missing Data 4

, SOON columns add to 991 due to minor rounding errors.

fa

I

o

o

4

ti

lot
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'fable 5

Percentage of Students in Percentile Ranges rsed Upon

Metropolitan chievrent Test Data for Students Entering Project Concern in

September 1980

Prior Spring
Percentile Range

'GradM,7.?
TR, MC

Grade 3
TR . MC

Grade 4
TR TM

o-io

11 -20

21-30

31-40

41-50

51-60

61-70

71-80

. 91-90

91-100

S'\

25

: 19

.17 1. 8 15

8 23

23
r

26

8 8 14

8 29

14 14

17 29 29

17 14

29

33 14 14

8

s 33 s

17 33 33 14 42

ei

24-35 1 25 23 17 29 29

36 -SO --I/ t_ I 31 43

4 51+
s l '33

58, 46 .10 --_ __14 29

4" = Total Reading, TM-If
Total Math. MC I. Math Computation

Grade 2 m 12; Missing Data = 1

Grade 3 = 13; Missing Data = 1

,Sample Sizes:

Grade 4 = 7;"Missing Data ie3

-
Somoolumns.add to 996 due :c4 minps_zoundiniexrors

eMath Computation scores mete used for grade 2 and 3 students in MAO as' no Total Math

scores were available:.
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'fable 5

Percentage of Students in Percentile Ranges rsed Upon

Metropolitan chievrent Test Data for Students Entering Project Concern in

September 1980

Prior Spring
Percentile Range

'GradM,7.?
TR, MC

Grade 3
TR . MC

Grade 4
TR TM

o-io

11 -20

21-30

31-40

41-50

51-60

61-70

71-80

. 91-90

91-100

S'\

25

: 19

.17 1. 8 15

8 23

23
r

26

8 8 14

8 29

14 14

17 29 29

17 14

29

33 14 14

8

s 33 s

17 33 33 14 42

ei

24-35 1 25 23 17 29 29

36 -SO --I/ t_ I 31 43

4 51+
s l '33

58, 46 .10 --_ __14 29

4" = Total Reading, TM-If
Total Math. MC I. Math Computation

Grade 2 m 12; Missing Data = 1

Grade 3 = 13; Missing Data = 1

,Sample Sizes:

Grade 4 = 7;"Missing Data ie3

-
Somoolumns.add to 996 due :c4 minps_zoundiniexrors

eMath Computation scores mete used for grade 2 and 3 students in MAO as' no Total Math

scores were available:.
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Table 6

Percent of Grade 3-3 Students Above
Grade LevelAipon Entrance Into Project COnCerna

Page 14

Year
c

Number of
Students Enterin

Students Above Grade Level
Total Pleading Total Math

Fall 1977 39 .12 318 6 .. 15%

!all 1978 42 10 240: 5 112%

Fall 197% 3i. 16 430 14
3,14

Fall 1980. 32,
t

14
_

44% 12 '4'4 28%

TOTAL 350 125%

a
Based upon prior spring grade 2 -4 data Available-for 150/199

. -

students entering grades 3-5 in the fall of 1977-1980. '

e mo we, I

wish to examine whether the numb,er of entering PrOject Concern students

above grade level is4Proportionte to the amount of funds expended in

the prOject from sources other/than Title I or SADc.

PROJECT'CONCERN AND HARTFORD TITLE.I SCHOOLS ACHIEVEMENT

The previous section described the reading and math achievement

of a sample Project Concern students prior to their entrance into

the program. The logical extension of this description is a comparison

of the achievement levels of these Project Concern students with their

Hartford peers.

Procedures. ., The students selected for Project Concern during

24
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Page 15

the. 197.7 -1980 school years were
considered to be a "Sample" of students

.

.drawn each year from tle Hartford:grade 2-4 "population" of Title I

1 .4
validated schools. Prtorsprin ,,Top'al Reading and TOtal,Math scores -

for the student samples entering Project Concern and the Title I van-
it

.
dated school populations (i.e., differentgrades and years are different 4

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

Mean standard scores were then calculated bygrade and year for

the samples and, the populations. Since the Project ConCein students

represented samples, it was necessary to calculate confidence interviiS

or "error bands" around these sample means before compdring them with

the various HartfordTitle I validated school populations. Standard

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

established.1 .When the confidence interval around the Project COncern

sample meaft'eontains the pakpulation mean for the Hartford Title I

,schooli, it is reasonable to assume that the roject Concern sample

. --
represents the population.

C

Figures 1-8 contain the data comparing th' Project Concern and.

. ,

Hartford Title I students: Prior to considering he results of the

Comparisons4 we will illustrate our discussion of onfidence intervals

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

,

dence intervals aLwund the Project Concern sample me ns fqr grades 2

ms
.

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

population means. Thus, the two groups can be conside

\
d s tistically

'different- in Total Reading at these'two grade levelS. t the

,,:vel no such difference was found..

grade 4

1See Hinkle, Wiersma and Jurs, Applied Statistics for the Behavioral

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

intervals around a pample mean:

. .
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Note that separate figures_ present the Total Reading and Total

- Math dati and that each figure presents-resents grades 2-4 data for the spring
.

of the year prior to the enirance of the Project Concern students int?

the program.
1

When examining the figures, note that for Project Concern

samples the mean Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores, are presented along

with their associated 954 confidence intervals. For Hartford Title I

validated school poptilations,- a single population mean value is preiented

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

represent the percentile equivalents for the NCEscores.

i

t

.
. .

Prior,to summarizing the findings it is important to point outt
that the comparisons Dave been made using the NCE scores and not the

percentiles: While, NCE scores share many characteristics with percentile

ranks, they have the advantage of containing equal-interval-units which

allows for.more accurate
comparisons between Project Concern and Hartfdrd

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

!ME's.)

Findings. In reviewing Figures 1-8, it' is important to observe

St

that in most cases achieveme-t means for the Project Concern sampleS

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

ted school populations. Such differences in favor of the Project Con-

cern samples would be expected since Project Concerh students are

screened for factors such as attendance, behavioral problems, and their

ability to adjust to their new school environment.

k/ntereUed re ?ders may wish to note that Appendix A contains a com-

plete breakdown of the data in terms of standard scores, grade equiva-

lents, percentiles, and NCE scores.

.42
.1
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0

N

i .,

- /
I

Using our procedurp/of confidence tervals around the Protject
,-* -

Concern sample means 1 ads. us to "`.conclude that the Project Concerin

samples were statistically significay4tly higher (.95 confidence evel)

than the Hartford pulations-for 9 of 24 or 37% of the cOmparis ns.

The comparisons which yielded ignificant differences between t e groups

are indicated in Figures 1 by a star (a) on the baseline of figure.

Further inspection of Figures 1-8 suggests that the Project Concern sam-
/

ples were significantly higher than the Title I validated schoOl.popu-

.

lations more often/for the spring 1979 and 1980 data (7 of 24 cir 29% of

the 'comparisons)/thah for the spring 1977kand 1978 data (2 of 24 or 8%

of the comparisons). This.-trend is consistent with the trend away from

random selection of, students during the 1979 and 1980 years described

earlier, and the higher percentages of'Project Concetn,students above

grade level ddring the .1979 and 1980 years- (see Table 6).

To summarize, it appears that in some cases the htudents enter-

ing Project Concern in grades 3-5 from 1977 to 1980 were achieving at

higher'levels than their counterparts in the Hartford Title I validated.

schools.

SUMMARY

This chapter has,presented a description of procedure's used for

selectiilg students for Project COncern since the beginning of the,pro-

1

gram in 1966. Following this description, two analyses were presented. .

The first documented the prior spring level of reading and math achieve-

pent for grade 2-4 students entering Project Concern (grades 3-5) in the

fall of 1977-1980. The second analyses presented a comparison of the

1 43
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achievement levels of Project Concern students with those of their counter-

parts-remaining in the Hartford Title I validated schools.

On the basis of the examination. of the student; election procedures

-and the'achiivement data, the following were concluded:

The random selection process utilized for student

selection to Project Concern in 1966 gradually
,evolyed'intc a parent volunteer procedure during

the 1980'1881 year.

Reading and math achievement levels of grade 3-5
students!entering Project Concern in the fall of
19774980 a peared to be quite high in relation
to Federal'nd State Title I and SADC program
selection g 'delines"if the program is viewed as

compe4atOr n nature.

Project Concern\students entering the program in

grades 3-5 durinINthe fall of 19774980 were found

in '9 of, 24 or 37% of the comparisons made to be

achieving at a sigrifiCntly 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 resdlt-

.

ing achievement levels,for students enter ing the program, it appears

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

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

That chang4s 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

comprehensive analysis of Project Concern
budgets over the past few years'to determine

the - manner and extent that program operations

were consistent with funding source (Title I,

SADC, General Budget, etc..) regulations.
C

That future program selection procedures care-

fully match the agreed upon program mission as

well as the regulations developed by the agency

funding the program.

1 r
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CHAPTER 2

A Profile of CarreneProjdbt Concern Participants

INTRODUCTION

This chapter will present informition regarding the chracteristics

of current Project Concern participants. The profiles will be presented

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

PROCEDURES
T. .

, : 1

Survey Development and Dissemination. A Project Concern Student
-'7"--

.
. . .

Profile form_rs"-developed with the assistance of Project Concern stiff.
lb'

.Areas included in the form were Student Personal Characteristics

(arade, sex, and racial background), Prilect Information (e.g., current

addresse.Project Concern district, and Title I eligibility), Home Back-

ground Information (family status, occugation of head of household), And

"School Programs (e.g., services received). A copy of the survey form is

presented in Appendix B.

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

and by Project Concern aides in the schools.

Survey Sample. During the 1980%4981 school year students .

were enrolled in the Suburban component and 249 were enrolled in the In-

City component. Due to time and budget limitations', itwas decided that
0

randoth sampling techniques would be employed to generate representative

samples from eich,group.,

s

A sampling strategy was developed-which would result in a maximum

'27
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of 5% error in
any-obtained percentage value for the yes/no respohse

items at the .05 probability., level. To achieve this level of preciiion.

in the survey results, it was determined that 545 of 1,040 (52.49 Sub-

\N

urban students and 129 of 249 (51.8%) of the in-City students would,be

included 'in the survey. Table 7 contains a breakdown of the enrollmenti^ 0

and sample sizes,by grade level for the Suburban and InCity ;components.

To obain the sample, each student was assigned an identification number

.

/

and the random table of numbers was consultedto identify the'survey

'pprticipints.
i

Due to the extiemely dedicated 'efforts' of the Project. Concern

staff, especially Mary Carr011. the return rate. for completed survey

forms was 100%. Uporptheiereturn, the *forms were coded and keypunched

' so that.descriptive
statisticsAmean, frequency, and'percentages) could

. be generated on the computer. The -next section will present' the result-

ing data;

FINDINGS

:personal Characteristics

/
( 'Table 6 presents the sex and racial. background percentages forthe

samplesi of Sub.rban and In-City students:. For those..sa=mples, both groups

have a eligtly higher percentage of females than males. While most stu-lk

dents in /achisample are blaok4 the In-City cotponett has a slightlj

_higher
/
rcentage of Hispanic Studerits.

Projects Information

,Title I Validated Districts. The survey form included several

46
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Table 7

Suburban and In-City SiMples,for Project Concern Profile

Grade, nroliment;

Suburban In-City .

,Sampl4 Enrollient Sample

.1 46 36 26 14

2 64 36 24 12

3 83 46 22 11

4 94 53 31 17',

5 89 42 42 22

107 .52 41 21

. 116 , 56
, 33, 17

8 104
, 50 S 20 15

9
.

79
( /

43 .
249 129

51.8% Sample

10 97 54 z 1.
..;

11 90 49

12 51 28

1040 545

52.4% Sample

Table 8
. ,

Sex and Racial Background Percentages for

Suburban and In-City Students

.

'Characteristics

/MM..

Suburban

N - A

In-City

N . %

Sex Male 217 43% 60 48%

Female 304 57% 66 52%

Racial Background Caucasian
8 6%

Hispanic 43 8% 19 15%',

Black 499 91% 100 78%

Indian 3 1% 2 1%

_ 6

47
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items related to Title I and SADC.information. Items 5b and 66 asked

if the students' current home address and address upon entering Project

COnCern were in Title I validited school distriCts. Data pertaining:to
- -

these two questions are in Table 9. For the Suburban sample, 78% of the

addresses are cur.Antly in itle I validated districts and 80% were upon

the student's entry into he program. For the In-City sample, the cur-
:

rent percent is 86% and the percent upon entry into the program was 92%.
4

Thep overall, ercentages were further broken down for various

.,combinations of current and previous residence in Title I validated

school.districts, For the Suburban sample, 72% of thvextudents remained

\\
.

in ,title I districts, 8% left the district, 6%'moved into Title I districts,

and14% never. resided.in i Title I validated:school district. For tne In-
.\ ,

City sample, 85% remained in the Title Isdistrict, 60,- left, '1% moved into

\ I

al

the district, and.8% never resided in a Title I validated school district.
A

Free' on\Reduced Milk and Lunch. Table 10 presents information re-

.

garding student 'e .gibility for free milk or lunch and reduced price milk or ,

.
_ ,

lunch (items'6c and 6d!. For tpe Suburban sample, 67% were eligible for

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

Figures for the In7Citysample were found to be 85% (free milk or lunch),

1

9%- (reduced price milk or lunch) for the two respective categories.

Siblings In theProgram. Approximately half of the Suburban (52%)

and In-City (55%) samples currently hdvesiblingre in Project Concern or

siblings who have graduated from Project Concern (item 7a). ApOroxi;-

,

mately three-quarters of each group indicated that the sibling(s) attended

Project'Concern in the same community as the survey respondent 7b).

,
k,.
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Table 9' ,

Percentage
aStndentsCUrrently Living In Title I Validated

School DisJric.4 and Upon Entrance Into P ject Concern

, /

Yes

Currently
' Living
In
Title
District

Currently
: Living'

In
Title I
District

Yes

No-

?' Suburban

Title I District Upon Entrance
Yes No

72%
(N=390)

:

,

6%

(N=32)
0

,

\

1

8%

(4=46)
.

14%
(N=74)

80%

/ (N=436)

2.01

(N=106)

Title I District Upon Entrance
' NoYes

. 78%

(N=422)

22%

(N=120)

85! 1% 86%

(0410) .(N=1) (N=111)

6% I% 14%

(N=8) 1N=10} (N =IU)

(N=1.18)

31

8%
(N=11)

49
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Table 10

.

Percentage breakdowns for Suburban and In-City Student Profiles

SUburben In-City

Area 1
i Na %

a Na

yowler INFORMATION
I.

Eligible for Free Milk or Lunch Yes ..

No
,

.
Eligible for Reduced PriCe Ye*

Milk pr Lunch ,. No v

,
1

,iliolinge Currently or Project Yes

r

Concern broduates \ I NO
i ,.,

368 67% 109

173 32% '20

90 16% 12

140 26% l'i
.

211 5211P 71

.262 tell% .,S8

,232 68% 69

147 32% 24
,

211 39% 34

320 SP% 87

11 2% I

320 100% 87

69 13% 9

474 87% 120

3 t%

48 ' 94% 4

5

38 7% 17

505 . 93%
112

26 70% 9

2 3%
S

a 22%
2

2 st ' 1

I,

,
Siblings Attend Same Community t Yes

1
.

NC
...

ION E 8ACCONCIND INFORMATION ,

Nome Emily Status

Single Parent in Nome

SCHOOLPAOGRAmS

Two Parents
Singl:,Parent
Guardianship
Ellatnoipatta Minor

rather
Mother

Receives Title I.Services Yes

o

ri
Other-ThenPcoject Concern

,\
,No''....

:.- Type of Additional Services , . Mathb
Reading
Other

Classified by State as Special 'Yes

Education Student No

,

Special Education Classification MA.
LD
ED
Speech ......

Other

55%
1S6

A -

9%
10%

55%

AS%

_74%.

,26%

26% 1

68%

' 6%

100%

76

. ..

93%

45%
55% _

13%

536

29%

12%
it

Non - Special Education Student Yes 84 16%
4 3%

Receiving Services Other Than No 446 846 122 97%

rrolect Condern

1

1

%umbers t.tich do not add to the total sample site of S45 foi Suburban students and 129 for in-City Studer.s

and percentages not
adding to 100% are due to missing response's.

, .

.
.

blesponse, are difficult -to interpret as only those who sno4red *Ye to previous question were to respond.

4
For both groups ezdifferent

number of responses was obtained for this follow-up question.

, r
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Family Status. Information was collected from both samples

.regarding the student0 home family status (item 8). For the Suburban

sample, 394Were frOla two parent families, 59% were fiord single parent

families, and 2% were from guardianship situations. For the In-City

)
sample the respective figures were 261 (two-parent), 68% (single pireni),

and 6% (gArdianshii). For both samples, all studenti living in single

parent homes had their mother, in the home.,

OccUpitional Status. Information was gathered regarding the

occupations of the head(s) of the hoUsehoid in which the student lives.

The North-Hatte scale for ranking occupations was used to classify each

occupation listed on the basis of its perceived occupational prestige..

Prestige ratings are based on popular opinion.of broadcross-

sections of society. However, the primary factors which have been shown

to influence the prestige ascribed to a particular occupation are:

1. The degree to which one controls hi'/her own

work environment.and the degree of control over

the work environment of others,

. .

2. The degree to which his/her services "help"

other peopli,
.

3. The education and/or training required to enter

and advance in the occupation, and

4. The_financial reward received for his/her work.

O

Samples.pf the occupations included in tie 10 North-Hatte cate-

gories are presented in Appendit C. For a quick review of the categories,

notethe following ratings and occupations: '1, physician and scientist;

2, dentist and lawyer;. 3, psychologist and engineer; 4,, teacher arid

,accountant; electrician and trained machinist; 6, welfare worker and
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t

1

4

insurance age t 7, pCliciman and plumbir; 8, machine operator and

restaurant k; 9, taxi driver and truck driver= -10, janitor, night

watchman .unemrloyed. ' '1

4,

Table 11 presents a'iummarP1.of
r

the percentages of Suburban and

17
parents.in occupations with [various prestige levels. Data are

presented separately fortmale-and female heads bf the household as well
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1

at for two parent and single parent families.

,
Inspectionof the data for the parents with students in. the

/.

Suburban component suggests thatoccdpational vrestige.ratings ranged

`from 4 to 10 for both males and females with the highest percentage of

parenti'holdiAg.jobs with otcupiticinel prestige ratings of 8 (e.g., ,.

machine operatdi, restaurant cook, And store 'clerk).

Family' status and occupational status were also compared. For

almost half (46%) of.the two parent families,, both parents worked; for-

.

34% of the two parent'families Only the father,worked. For two-thirds

(67%) of the single (mother) parent families, the mother worked;

for the remaining one -third (33%),the mother was unemployed. In the

case of guardianships, over half (63%) ot the guardians were unemployed

(grandmoth§rs) . .

Occupational prestige ratings for IA-City parents ranged from

6 to 10 for males and from 4 to 10 for females. The hiv3hest percentage

of males (50%) War'-found in category 7 (e.g., policeman, mailman, car-

penter, plumber anj mechanic); for females, the highest percentage

(44%) -was found in category 8 (store clerk; parts assembler, meat

wrapper and laundry worker).

In examining faMily status and occupational status, for two parent

52
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Area

T W11
Occupational Prestige and Family-Status

= SUbur In-City

OCCUPATIONAL' PRESTIGE Male Female Male Female

Rating N % t.. i JR
. t

1
2 s

4 4 20
\111

2%
3

5 . 2 1% 3 10 ,

6 5 . . 3% 511 15% 3

7 '24 14% 67 19% 12

8 86 481 173 50% 7'

9 ". 20 .11% 22 7% 2

10 38 ' 21% 20 ' 6%
=11.1.1

TOTAL 179 344 24

FAMILY STATUS Suburban
N I

.

Two Parent Family .._

%
,

N %

2 3%

3 4%

13% 10 14%.

50% 11 15%

29% 31 44%1-

8% 5 7%

% 9 13%-

71

In-Cit
N

Both Employed 97 46% 13

Both" Unemployed , 6 8% 8 ,24%

'Employed Father Only 73 34% 9 , 26%

&,

Employed Mother Only 25 ).2%, 4 12%

t
........

,

.....

1

, TOTAL . 211 34-

38%

Single ParentFamily
- Employer Mother . 214 67% 54 62%

Unemployed Mother 106 , 33% 33 38%

OuardianshinS
Employed

Unemployed

TOTAL 320

5

37%

634

87

' 100%

3
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families, it WA$ found that in 38% of the families both parents. were

employed. Further, 26 %'of the families had only the father employed;*

and 24% of-theriiiiiii-hidboth,parentt-emplOyer: In singte(mothei)

parent faniilies,'62% of the mothers were employed and 38% were unemployed.

School Programs:

Additional Title I, Services., Returning to Table 10, we find info

tion,regarding the percentage of student's receiving Title I services in addi-

tion to'Project Concern (item 10). For 13%/(N 69 of 543) of the Subur-

, ?

ban and 7% (N = 9 of 149) 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 math. Of the'In-City students receiving additional services,

4

45% were in reading and 55% in other areas which were not specified.

Special Education. School_pripcipals were asked to indicate if

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

State definition. Based upon the. information provided by the principals,

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

of the In -City sample are, classified as special education students. Of

those Suburban students in special education, the major handicapping

conditions were LD (N = 26 of 38, 70%) and speech )N = 8 of 38,22%).

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

of 17, 53%), ED (N = 5 of 17, 29%), and speech (N = 2 of 17,, 12%).

For tht.ae students not classified as s',..ecial education under the

State definition, principals were asked if students received any special

services other than Title I. For the Suburban sample, 16% received

54
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-special services'such as Title VI, remedial reading. In-City principals

noted that 3% received apedial services'other than, Title,I and listed'

I

special ed cation as a general

SUMMARY

In summary, thid chapter has presented a description of the current

Project Concern participants in the following areas: Personal Character-
. 1

Istics, Project Information, Home Background Information and School Pro-

grams: Some of the major conclusions were as fdllows:

Seventk-eight peicent of the Suburban students' -

addresses are currently in Title I validated school
.districts; US were upon entry into Project Concern.
For In-City students, 86% are currently living in

,Title I validated school districts and 92%. were

upon entry into Project Concern.

Sixtyrseven percent of the Suburban students are
eligible for free milk or lunch and 16% are eligible .

fdr reduced price milk or lunch. For In-City stu-

dents, comparable figures are 85% and 9% respectively.
, -

. Approximately half of the Suburban (52%) and In-City

(55%) participants currently have siblings in the

program or siblings who graduated from the prOgram.

Thirty-nine percent of the Suburban students are

from two parent families, '56% are from,single parent

families and 2% are from' guardianship situations.

For In-City students, the two paiiiitTUfMat-parent
and guardianship figures are 26%, 68%; and 6% res-

pectively. For both groups, all single parent,fami-
'llas have the mother in the home.

"Occupational ratings foriparents 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, both parents work.

Fox two-thirds of the single parent families, the

mother works; the remaining mothers are unemployed.

,
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'

For In-City students the highest frequency of

parent occupational level for males-(50%) is

in the-7 category-(e.g., policeman, mailman, car-

penter, plumber and mechanic): 'Females tend

mostly ;44%) to be in occupational area 8`.

(e.g.,"store clerk, parts assembler, meat

wrapper 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 the reading area.

t",

Seven percent of the Suburban students and l3%

of.the In-City,:students are classified as special

education studentsiunder theState definition.

Suburban students receive special education ser-

vices mostly inNthe learning disability and speech

areas. In-City stints s receive services in the

learning. isabled, e tionally disturbed and

speech areas.

56
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CHAPTER

Monitoring the Cognitive

and Affective Impact of Project Concern

BACKGROUND AND EVALUATION DESIGN

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

Project Concern Program has contained the following performance

objectives:

A

I. Pupils will show 'month for month gains on an

average by grade in Language Development.

2. Pupils will show month for month gains on an

average by grdde in Math.

3. Pupils' will show a po. -ive self-concept and

attitude toward the sc,1.dol at the end of a

year's participation.

Up through the 1978-1979 school year, evaluations of the cogni-

tive outcomes stated in,the program objectives utilized individually),

administered achievement tests (i.e., the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests

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

___ _ _ _ _
istered to a random sample of students, at grades 1-8 on a pre- to post

test basis.' Then, the results were analyzed and reported as they relate

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

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

39
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leieNovember or early December. Given that post testing must be con-

ducted in May, there were only about five to six months. between the

times of pre- and post testing. This is a ielatiyely short period of

time for examining pre-.post test growth.

Secondly, although the results provided evidence of student

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 Public Schools. Also, some

Project Concern students were becoming exceedingly test wise on the

Woodcock and KeyMath. Alternate forms of these tests were used on a

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

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

with the content of the test exercises. A final diseOvantage'of the

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

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 usiLg the same group administered 'achievement tests that

are being used in the Hartford Public 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

58



reported as they relate to the'objectives of Project ConCern.

Along, with the Metropolitan Achievement Tests, Project Concern.
r

Students would also be administered a brief ten item Student Survey.

This StudentSurvey,.developed for use in past evaluations of Project

,

Concern, would be used to monitor Project Concern participants' atti-

e'

tude toward schoolAand self-concept on a continuing basis.

Consistent with this policy for monitoring the cognitive and

affective performances of Project Concern students, all participants

,;
at grade 2-8 were administered the appropriate level and form, of the

1978 version of the Metropolitan AChievement Tests as well as the Stu
.

dent Survey in the spring of 1981. l'he MetropOlitan Achievement Tests

were administered to all students participating in the Suburban Public

andInner-City school components of the.program. Participating suburban
ti

school districts accepted responsibility for testing all Project Concern

4S

students in their community using the test materials provided by the

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

politan AchievementTests
weretedminisfered to Suburban participants

.

by Hartford Test Specialists. This aiiprdach was,not Used during the

A A

1980-1981 school year due to the problems encountered by Hartford Test

Specialists. Given the time needed to administer the Metropolitan

Achievement Tests, it was difficult to administer these tests to

students in Suburban schools without disrupting their educational pro-

gramgram somewhat. In some cases students at the upper grade levels

resented being taken away from their normal school activities to be

,

tested, especially by "strangers.
fl

Students participating in the Inner-
.

City component of the program were administered the Metropolitan

r
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Achievement Tests Iv-their claisroom teacher as part of the Hartford_

Public Schools Spring Tasting Program. Project Concern participants

were tested.acCording to the following schedule:

Grades 4, 5, 6: March 2-13

Grades 2, 3 : ',March 30-April 10

Gtades 7, 8 : May 4 -1.8

Students were tested in the areas of.reading, language, and mathematics

using the forms and levels of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests noted

below.

Grade

2-

3 -4

5-6

7-8

MATs Level. Form

Primary 2 JS

Elementary JS

Intermediate JS

Advanced 1 as

At grades 2-4 students were tested using machine scorable book-

lets, while at grades 5T8 separate machine scorable answer sheets Were

used. All tests were scored and results.repoited using. the computer

facilities of the Hartford-Public SOhools. The number of Project Concern

students for whom results were provided is summarized below by grade

level and program component.

Grade Suburban Inner-City

2 58 23

3 I al . 20

4 86 32

5 96. 40,

6 96 39

7
111 29

8 116 32 '

O



...

.i'',1; ', I $ i
. .

.1-_,'' %
01 .

--17=-
. _ . t

ASSESSING-THEACHIEVEMENT-GROTH-OF-PROJECT CONCERN PARTICIPANTS
',----

)

1

Page 43

1,

As noted in the prior sectiori, the basic approaCh being utilized

to assess the achievement growth 'Of Project ConCern participants is to

compare the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) results from the spring

of one year to those for the spring of the

this year's evaluation of Project Concc.Irn;

spring 1980 and 'spring 1981 were cOmpareq.

year. Thus, in

the MAT results obtained for

In using this. approach,

spring to spring MAT results must be collated by student. Some students.

who were, tested in the spring of 1981 were not teitc:d in the'spiing of

1980, either because they were-absent or because they were not4nrolled.

in Project. Concern at"that time. The number and percent of students

tested in the'spring of 1981 for whom spring 1980 MAT results were avail-

able is summarized below by grrde level and program cOmponent.

Grade Suburban Inner-City
N N ..%

3 56 ' 69% 13' 65%

4 69 804 23 72%

5 74 77% .30 75%

§ 74 77% 32 82%

7 86 77% 26 90%

8 . 92 79% 24 75%

In comparing spring 1980 and spring 1981 test results, two other

problems exist. First, although the MATs were administereb-during spring

1981 consistent with the testing schedule'followed
t

by the Hartford Fublrc

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

'schedule. Due to delays and problems encountered by Hartford Test Spec-

ialists when administering the MATs during the spring of r980, these

tests were 'administered during the April-June period, with the majority
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1

of the testing taking place between midApril and mid-May 19804 Thus,

, ,,, \- ,-

stin examining MAT'achievementNgrowth, the to times and growth-
., \

--periods-noted-below--should-be-kept-in-mind.

Grade
Spring 1980 MAT Spring 1981 MAT Growth \

'Testing Time* Time - Period

3 2.8

,Testing

3.7' 9 Months

4 3.8 4.6 8 Months' )

5 4.8 . 5.6 8 Months
1 ,*

6 5.8 6 te6 8 Months

7 6.8 7.8 10 Months

8 7.8 8.8 10 Months

*Estimated through feedback from Hartford Test Specialists

A second problem encountered in comparing spring'1980 and spring

1981 MAT iesults'is that different tests were administered at these
c.

times. In the springrof 1980, Concern participants completed the 1970

edition of the Metropolitan.Achievement Tests. In the spring of 981,

these students were administered the 1978 edition of the MATs. Thete

two editions of the MATs differ substantially inIterms of test format

and the content sampled in the basieskill areas. Although tableg are

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

the 1978 edition, these derived scores are only an approxiation 8f how 4

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

:,

mance on the 1970 editionof the MATs. Thus, the MAT springto spring
..

achievement growth to be repOrted in subsequent sections must be viewed

as only an estimate of achievement growth due to the differences in the
1-

tests administered.

It is important to note that these problems of (1) administering

62
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the MATs at times consistent with the testing schedule of the Hartford*

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

-14ATs-shou ,fi--not--be-encounter-ed-in-subsequent
aluationg_of the Pr Oj ecr

Concern Program. Suburban school. gystems have acreed to continue assum-

ing responsibility for testing Project Concern participants consistent

with the schedule follA.wed by the Hartford Public, Schools. Also, the

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

achievement in future evaluations of Project Concern.

PROCEDURES FOR ASSESSING ACHIEVEMENT, GROWTH

To assess the amount of achievement growth exhibited by,Project

Concern participants, mean standard scores were /calculated by grade level

in the areas of reading, language, and mathematics for the spring 1930

results. Theie mean standard scores based on the 1970 edition of .the

MATs were converted to equivalent meAl scaled scores on the 1978 edition

of the MATS using conversion tables providedby the test publisher.

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

guage, and mathematics for the spring 1981 results based on the,adminis-

tration of the 1978 edition of the MATs.. Using appropriate spring norm

*4 tables fore the 1978 edition of the MATs, spring 1980 and spring 1981

scaled score means were then converted into mean percentile ranks and

mean normal curve equivalent scores. The difference between the spring

1980 and spring 1981 mean normal curve equivalent scores in the basic

skill areas was used as a measure of mean growth. The regults of these

analyses are summarized by grade level and program component in Tables

12-14. /,
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Table 12

Summary by credo Level of Mean Metclpolitan Achievement Usti,

Spring 1980. (Pre -)' and Sprig 1981 (Post) Results
for Project Concqn Students

!.

alb
A

, .

Suburban Publib School Component

Grade N
1
Type of
Score Pre-

Reading
Growth Pre.-

Language
L,

Growth Pre-,

Mathematics --

GroWttvPoet ,Post Post

SS 607 641 582 552

3 56 Mae -. 44 44 52 44

NCE 46.8 46.8 0 51.1 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 , 619 606 609 662

5 74 tile 42 e.., 42 46 52. 44 50

NCE 45.8 45.84 0 47.9 51.1 +3.2 46.8 50.0 +3.2

SS 705 R 729 673 705 644 686 .

:14 tile 44 46 %
48 52 40 46

NCE 46.8 47.9 \ +1.1 48 9 51.1 +2.2 44.7 47.9 +3.2

SS 719 727
(..4

694 740 67.8 716

3 86 tile 42 38 48 52 44 40

NCE' \45.8 43.6 -2.2 48.9 51.1 +2.2 46.8 44.7 -2.1

SS 733 763 729 767 724 756

8 92 tile 40 44" 48 52 44 48

NCE 44.7 46.8
*
+2.1 48.9 51.1 +2.2 46.8 48.9 +2.1

-- 'mote: SS- Scaled Score, Sae-Percentile Rank, NCE - Normal Curve Equivalent 65



Table413

A

Summary by Grade Level of Mean Metropolitan Achievement Test

Spring 1900_ (Pre-) and Spring 1981 (Post) Results
for-Project_Concerni Students

Inner -City, Component.

Grade of` Reading Language, 1 Mathematics

Score Pre- .Post Growth Pre- Post 1. Growth- -Pre- Pftt Growth
Wrim:1MMWD

13

SS
tile

564

26

608
24

' 542

38

503
24

e- NCE -., 36.5 35.1 -1.4` 43:6 35.1

4,

SS 607 '' 658 606 576

23 tile. , 24 32
,

40 30

NCE 35.1 40.1 +5.0 44.7. 39.0

.4

SS .1 630 673 560 635 561 , 605

30 the 20 26 26 34 26 23

NCE 32.3 36.5 +4.2 36.5 41.3 +4.8 36.51 34'.4 -2.1

.,

SS 682 2 700 612 668 616 645

6 32 the 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

oA

SS 682 674 646 670 637 681

7 26 tile 26 14 ,
34 26 28 22

NCE 36.5 . 27.2 -9.3 41.3' 36.5 -4.8 37./ 33.7 -4.0

SS 737 765 . 701 759 712 738

8 24 tile 42 46 36 48 38 40

NCB 45.8 47.9 +2,1
e ,

42.5 48.9 +6.4 43.6 44.7 +1.1

66 1

MOte: SSSoaled Score, ItilePercihtile Pankf,'VOINormal Curve Equivalent



Grade

4

5

6

7
co

8

Table 14

Summary of an Normal Curve Equivalent Achievement Crowth by

Grade Level, Skill Area, andProgram Component for Project Concern Participants

No. of Students

Suburban Inner-City

Reading Language, Mathematics.

Suburban Innar-City Suburban Inner-City Suburban Inner-City

56 13 0 -1.4

69 23 +2.1 +5.0

74 30 0 +4.2 +: L +4.8 +3.2 -2.1

.74 32 +1.1 +2.3 +2.2 +8.2 +3.2 +1.3

86 26 -2.2 +2.2 -4.8 -2.1 -4.0

92 24 +2.1 +k.1 +2.2 +6.4 +2.1 +1.1
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In reviewing these tables, it is important to note that scaled

scores provide a measure of student achievement in equal internal units.

These scaled scores can be compared across forms and levels of the Metro-

politan Achieement Tests within a particular skill area. For example,

in the area a Reading for the spring 1981 testing, it is evident that

sixth grade Suburban school students exhibited a higher level of per-

formance (729) than fourth grade Suburban school students (681). It is

important to note that scaled scores _cannot be caMpared across skill

areas. For example at grade 4, one cannot conclude that the spring 1981

Reading performance of students in the Suburban school component (-681) is

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 80th 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 them to 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

at that grade level in the skill areas tested. For example, Suburban

COncern pupils exhibited close to average performance at grade 2 in

Language as evidenced by an NCE of 52. To the extent that the NCE
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departs from 50, students exhibit above or be/jow average performance in

the skill area teited.

Title I evaluation guidelines require that growth in the

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

in the mean normal curve equivalent performance of the students being

served. This approach was utilized in assessing the achievement growth

of Project Concern participants. In.reviewing Tables 12-14, an increase,

in mean norm curve equivalent performance from spring 1980 to spring 19Olf

indicates students have exhibited some growth in that area.

FINDINGS REGARDING THE COGNITIVE IMPACT CF THE PROJECT CONCERN PROGRAM

A basic-question which arises in reviewing Tables 12=14 is -

What normal curve equivalent growth should students be expected to exhibit

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

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,

Metropolitan Achievement Test Reading and Total Mathematics test results,

were collated for the following years:

- 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 examined. These test results

were collated using the data provided in the Hartford Group Test Reports.
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Results for Title I schools werederived by calculating weighted grade

equivalent score means 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,

Spring 1979', and Spring 1980 were based on the 1970 edition of the

Metropolitan Achievement Tests. These means' were converted to normal

curve equivalents on the 1978 edition of the Metropolitan Achievement

Testi through the following process:

. Mean grade equivalents (1970 edition) were converted

to standard scores (1970 ed,ition).

. Standard 'scores (1970 edition) were converted to

. scaled scores (1978 edition). .

.
Sdaled,scores (1978eedl.tion) were -converted to

percentile ranks (1978 edition).

Percentile ranks,(1978 edition) were converted to

normal curve equivalents.

Once mean performance for the 1978, 1979, and 1980 spring

f,

-testings was converted td normal curve equilvalent,score performance
, .

,based,Onthe 1978 edition of the MetropolitanAchievefient Tests, year

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

the 1980 to 1981 school years. More specifically, in assessing year

to,year growth the performance of students during a particular year

was compared to the performance of that class during the prior year.

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

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

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

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

grade 2 in 1978 would be- tested again at grade 3 in 1979. k..

A three year siumary,R(metropolitan Achievement Test normal

, curve equivalent gains is provided'ih Table 15,for Title I schools as
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Table 15

Metropolitan Achievement Tests
Three Year Summary of

Normal Curve Equivalent Gains

Title I Schools

Grade 78-79
Reading

79-80 80-81 78-79

Mathematics
79-80 80-81

3 1.1 0444 0.0

4 1.1 -3.6 -1.3

5 7.4 3.5 0.4 7.0 4.8 -1.4

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

8 -2.3 -3.5 -4.8 0.0 5.7 3.S

All Hartford Schools

Reading Mathematics

Grade- 78-79 79-80 80-81 i 78-79 7940 80-81

3 2.3 \1.2 -1.1

4
.

1.1

e

-2.3 0.0

s 2.1 2.1 1.2 5.9 . 4.6 2.4

6 4.3 0.0 -1.0. 6.8 2.2 1.1

7 6.4 0.0 -1.0 2.2 1.0 1.0

8 -1.1 1.1 - - '.0 -- -1.1 8.5 1.1
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well as for all Hartford schools. In reviewing Table 15, clear

systematic' trends inmean normal curve equivalent gains are not evident.

For,this reason, NCE gains were not averaged across the three growth

periods. One major-factor-which could account for the variation in

INCE gains is the changes which have been made in the Hartford Public

Schools Testing Program over the years. For the 1978-79 period, NCE

gain' in reading and mathematics tended to be larger and more positive

ared to..the dther two periods. Results for the 1978 and 1979

testings were based on considerable out-of-level testing. The varied

results for the 1979-8C period could have been affected by the change

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

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

to the 1978 edition of the Metropolitan Achievement tdtts in the Spring

of 1981.

In conclusion, a longitudinal analysis of the Metropolitan

'Achievement Test,results for the Hartford Public Schools did not yield

clear standards of expected mean NCE gain in reading and mathematics

which could be used to evaluate the. growth exhibited by Projitct Concern,

participants. The best available standard for evaluating reading and

.__ mathematics performance of Project Concern participants is the Spring 1980

to'Spring 1981, normal curve equivalent growth of students in Hartford

Public Schools in general. The levels of.1980-81 normal curve equivalent

growth exhibited by.Hartford and Project Concern students is summarized

In Table .16.

A trend wh,Ich emerges through examining Table 16 is that the

Suburban Project Concern participants at grades 3-8 tended to exhibit

.mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test growth in Reading which Was

o
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Grade

Table 16

Metropolitan Achievement Tests
Summary'of Normal Curve Equivalent

Growth for Spring 1980 to Spring 1981

Reading

Hartford, HaAford Suburban Inner-City

Title I Schools Pro-ject- Project

SchOols 'Concern Concern

3 0.0 -1.1 0.0 -1.4

4 -1.3 14.0 2.1 '5.9

5 0.0 - 1.2 0.0 4.2

6 -2.3 -1.0 1.1 '2.3

7 -4.6 -1.0 -2.2 -9.3

8 -4.8 ' -1.0 2.1 2.1

Mathematics

11111.11

Hartford Hartford Suburban Inner-City

jitle I Schools Project Project

Grad Schools1 Concern Concern

i

5 -1.4 2.4 -" 3.2 -2.1'

. 6 -1.2 1.1 3.2 1.3

7 -2.4 1.0 -2.1 -4.0

i

8 3.5 1.1 2.1 i.1

r

4
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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 5 ard 7. lAt grades 5 and 7, the mean NCE Reading growth of

Suburban Project Concern students was loh4r than the level of mean

growth reported for Hartford schools in general. In the area of

Mathematics, Suburban Project Concern participants at grades S..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 in general or Hartford Title I schools, except

-At,grades 7 ard 8. At grade 7, Suburban Participant 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 3-8 tended to

exhibit mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement test growth in Reading which

was higher than or consistent with the levels of mean growth reported

for either Hartford schools in general or Hartford Title I schools,

except at gtades 3 and 7. At grade 3, Inner-City participant Reading

growth was lower than the level of growth reported for Hartford Title I

schools. At grade 7, Inner-City participant Reading growth was lower

than the level f growth reported for either Hartford schools in general

Or Hartford Title I scheOls. In the area of Mathematics, Inner-City

participants at gadei 5-8 tended to exhibit NCE Metropolitan Achieve-

ment Test growth wh eh was lower than the levels of growth reported

for either Hartford s ools in general.or Hartford Title I schools,

except at grades 6 and 8. At grade 6, Inner-City participants exhibited
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Mathematics, 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 partic-

ipants exhibited Mathematics giJwth consistent with the level of growth

reported for Hartford schools in general.

In summary, at most of the grade levels studied, Suburban

Project Concern participants tended to exhibit mean NCE Metropolitan

Achievement Test growth in Reading and Mathematics which was higher
\

than or consistent with the level of mean growth reported for either

the Hartford schools n general or Hartford Title I schools. Although

a similar trend was event for Inner-City Project Concern participants

in Reading, _this was not the case for Mathematics. Foi Llathematics;

Inner-City Project Concern participants tended to exhibit a lower

level of mean growth than was reported for either Hartford schools in

. general or Hartford Title I schools.

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

Of

First, it is important to.rciterate that Spring 1980 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

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 performance

of participating students.

Also, one must be cautious in drawing conclusions regarding the

magnitude of the growth exhibited by Prdject Concern and Hartford students.
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Such co; arisons 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 Metropolitan.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 Achievement), the Student

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

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

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

attitude toward sch1561. It should -be noted that the self-concept and

attitude variables are complex constructs. The 10 items contained in

the-Student Survey were selected from the Instructional Objectives Ex-

change nationally normed item pool for assessing the areas of self2

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

and attitude toward school items could not be employed as separate

measures due to test length considerations. Since the items selected do

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

employed validly to assess student status.. Given the close relationship

between how students feel about themselves (self - Concept) and their atti-

r .
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tudes toward various school situations, the set of 10 items was selected

to generally reflect both constructs.

The Student Survey was administered diking the spring of 1981 to

participants in the Suburban Public School component of Project Concern

at grades 2-3 at the same time as'these students were adminiStered the

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

quencies of students selecting the "True" responses on the Student Survey.

Perusal of the Totals responses in Table 17 indicates that, overall, the

students 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

reflected three'general areas: feelings about school and 'school work,

attitudes toward classroom participation, and feelingstabout teachers.

School and School Work. The majority of students feel quite

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

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

often get discouraged 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 grades if they wanted to (item 3),,65% felt

their school work was fairly easy (item 1), and 81% were proud of their

school work (item 7). In addition, 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.

Class Participation.' The area of class participation is important

as the Project Concern students should feel comfortable in their class-
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Table
40

17

Percent and Prevency of "True" Responses On the Student Survey by Grade Level
for Students-Participating-In the Suburban School Components of thekoject Concern Program A

Item Stem

n-

- 2

JN=53)

1

(N=90)

4

(N=90)

r

GRADE LEVEL
5 /

(N=88)

6

(N=102)

7

(N=108,

8-

(N=96)

TOTALS
' (N=617) R

1..--School work is fairly easy 53% 56% 52% 654 64% 741 82% 654

for me. (28) (45) (47) (57) (63) (78) (79,) (397) .

2.- My teachers usually like me. 81% 8 /8% 76% 84% 85% ' '88% 82%

(43) %
) (70) (67) (86) (93) ,(85) (509)

3. I can get good grades if I 57% 76% 81% 85% 901 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% 50% 67%

things in class. (39) (56) (64) (65) (71) (70) (48) (413)

5. I often get discouraged in 46% 51% 50%,. 42% 55% . 31% 39% 44%

school. (24) (41) (45) (36) (56) (33) (37) (272)

6. I am slow in finishing my 27% 42% 25% 30% 29% 28% 20% 28%

school work. (14) (34) (22) (26) (30) (30) (19) (175)

7. I am proud of my school work. 94% 02% 88%
,

85% 81% 58% 79% 81%

(50) (66) (78) (74) (81) (74) (74) (4971

8. I am not doing as well in 241 36% 39% 40% 52% 611 56% 46% O

school as I would like to do. , (13) (29) (35) (35) (53) (67) (54) (286)

9. I find it hard to talk in 45% 57% 51% 57% 55% 46% it" 51%

front of the class. e (24) (46) (46) (50) (56) (50) (41) (313) .c..'

10. I don't like to be called 23% 26% 27% 28% 26% 24% 29, 26%
02
a

on in class. (12) (21) (24) (25) ;26) (26) (28) (162)
Us ..
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,room setting. It appears that this is the case since 67% indicated they

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

they found it hard to t4lk in front of the class (item 9) and only 26%

indicated that they did t like to be called on in class (item 10).

'Teachers. The st ent perception that their teachers like them

is 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 increased, more students felt

school work was fairly easy for them (item 1).

A As grade level increased, more students felt

they could get good grades if they. wanted to

(item 3).

As grade 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).

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

attitudes of the Project Concern students in the areas of school and

school work, classroom participation, and teachers are quite positive:

1
The affective orientation of students participating in the Suburban

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

consistent with the results of past evaluations of Project Concern when

the Student Survey was used.
9

8 9
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It is important to note that the cognitive and affective

information discussed in this chipter is summarized onithe Connecticut

State Department of EdUcation Compensatory Froject Evaluation Reporting

forms in Appendix D.

FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS IN EVALUATING THE COGNITIVE

AND AFFECTIVE IMPACT OF PROJECT CONCERN

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 imect of the program. First,

it is necessary that consideration be given to revising the cognitive

objective of the program tobe more consistent with the skill areas

assessed by the kletropolitan_AchievemeneTests.
Also, these obTtives

should make reference to a level of ex -ected NCE gain.

-Secondly, 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

pub§equent 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

consich:rable value in determining levels of expected achievement iain

for Hartford as well as Project Concern students.

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

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

personnel resource limitations.



- CHAPTER 4

Summary and Recommendations

'the 1980-81 Hartford Project Concern Program evaluation focused

on the following four areas:

1. An analysis of the Project Concern program selection

procedures.

2. The development of a profile .3f the background character-

istics of current Project Concern participants.

3. An examination of the cognitive and affect impact of

Project Concern.

4. A synthesis of tEe findings of the'previous evaluations

of the Project Concern program.

This summary will .,ocus on the first three of these. areas.

A separeteNclocument containing try synthesis of the findings' of previous

evaluations can be obtained, from the Hartford Public SchodIs.

The purpose of. this summary is to collate for the reader

some of the major findings of this evaluation. It is important to note

that perceptions of the Project Concern program should -3t be formed on

the basis of this summary alone. All findings must be interpreted in

light of the evaluation design utilized, a more complete discussion of

the results presented, and the limitations placed on the findings

. obtained.

'62 a.
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This component focusedon a description of procedures used for

selecting students for Iiroject Concern since the beginning of the program

in.1966. Following this description, two analyses were presented. The

first documented the prior spring level of reading and math achievement

for grade 2-4 students ent-,ring Project Concern' (grades 3 -3) in the fall

of 1977-1980. The second analysis presented a comparison of the achieve -

aent levels of Project Concern students with those of ;heir counterparts

remaining in the Hartford Title I validated schools. \

, On the basis of they-examination of the student selection procedures

and the achievement data, the following were concluded: 1.

-

. The random seledtion proc ss 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 Project Concern in the fall of

1977 -1980 appeared to be quite.high in relation

co Federal and State Title I and SADC program

selection guidelines if the program is viewed as

compeniatory in nature.

Project 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.

Development of a Profile of the'\Back,7round

characteristics of Current Project Concern Partici ants

This component focused on a description of the current Project

Concern participants in the following areas: Personal Characteristics,

3 Project Information, Home Background Information and School Programs.

f
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SomeNof the major conclusions were as follows:

Seventy-eight percent of the Suburban students' .

' addresses are currently in Title I validated school,
districts; 80% were upon entry,into,FrojectConcern.
For In -City students, 86% are currently living in

Title I-validated school ,districts and 92% were

-upon entry into,Froject Concern.

Sixty-seVen percent of the Suburbh'students are
eligible for free milk or lunch and 16% are eligible
forfreduced price milk or ,lunch. *For In-City studenti,
comparable figures are 85% and 9% respectively.

Aoproximatelyhalf SAbUrban-452.Wand4n-Xity
(55%)4articipants current/y'have siblings in the
program or siblinggAb graduated from the program.

Thirty-nine percent'of-the,Suburbanstudents are from

two parent families; 59% are from single parent families

and 2% are from gudrdianship situations For In-4ty
students, the two' parent, single parent and guardian:-

ship figures are 26%,.68%,' and 6% respectively: fror

both groups, all single parent families have the/

mother in the home.

Qccupatipnal ratings for parents of-Suburban-students

are most 'frequently (mates 48%, females 50%) in the

Forth Hatte rating, area number'8' (e.g., iachine,

operator, restaurant cook and store, clerk). 'For

almost half ofthe two parent fami,lfes;.both,parents

work.' For two-thirds of the single parent families,

the mother works; the remaining mothers are unem-

ployed j

40 For In-City students the highest frequency of parent

occupational level for males (50%) is in the 7

category, (e.g., policeman, mailman, carpenter,

plumber and mechanic). Females tend mostly (44%) to

be in Occupational area 8 (e.g., store clerk, parts

assembler, meat wropper and laundry worker).

Thirteen percent of the Suburban students and 7% of

the In-City students receive Title I services in

addition to Frbject Concern, mainly in the. reading

area.

. Seven percent of the Sulytrban students and 144 of

the In-City students are classified 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 areas;

86
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An Examination of the Cognitive and'

Viective Impact of Project Concern

The impact of Project Concern and the-cognitive achievement of

AirograM participants wau assessed by comparing the Metropolitan,Achieve-

sent Test results from Spring 1980 tothoSe obtained during Spring 1981.

".Achievement growth was assessed by comparing the,normal curve equivalent

,(NCE) growth of Project Concern students to the NCE growth exhibited

by students in the Hartford Public Schools. The results of these

comparisons are summarizL below.

. Suburban Project Concern participants at grades 3-8

A tended to exhibit mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement

Test growth'in
Reading which was higher than or

i.s_..tce,r1Z with the
levels of mean growth reported

for either_Hartford
schools'in general or Hartford

Title I schobls, ,except at grades 5 and 7.

. .At grades S 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, Suburban 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 in

general or Hartford Title I schools, except at

grades 7 anj 8.
V

At grade 7, Suburban participant Mathematics

growth was lower than the level of growth reported

for Hartford schcoli in general.' At grade s,

Suburban participant
Mathematics growth was lower

than the level of growth reported for Hartford

Title I schc),-.;;s.

.
Inner2.CitY program

participants at grades 3-8

tended to exhibit mean NCE Metr6politan Achieve-

ment Test growth in Reading which was higher than

or consistent :4ith the levels of mean growth

reported for either Hartford
schools in geperal

or Hartford Title I schools, except at grades 3

and 7.
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. At grade 3, Inner-Ciity participant Reading growth

was lower than the level of growth reported for

HartfOrd Title I schools. At grade 7, Inner-City

participant Reading growth was lower than the

level of growth reported for either Hartford

schools in general or Hartford Title I schools.

. In the area of Mathematics, Inner-City participants

at grades 58 tended to exhibit NCE Metropolitan

Achievement Test growth which was lower than the

leVels of growth-reported for either Hartford

schools in general or Hartford Title I schools,

except,at grades 6 and 8.

. At grade 0, Inner-City participants exhibited

Mathematics 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 schools in general.

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 students 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 volunteered to do things _in class.

. As grade level increased, fewer students indicated

they often got discouraged in school.

. As grade lever increased, fewer students were

pround of their school work.

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

attitudes of the Project Concern students in the areas of school and

school work1 classroom
participation, and teachers are quite positive.

The affective orientation of students participating in the Suburban

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

consistent with the results of past/evalutions of Project Concern

when the Student Survey was used.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the findings of the.1980-1981 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 restlting

rk,

achievement levels for students entering
the program, it appears that

several critical issues need to be addressed by the Haftford Public

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

. That changes in the nature and goals of Project

Concern as it has emerged since 1966 be eis-

cussed and documented as
they relate to future

program selection procedures.

That the Hartford Public Schools conduct a

comprehensive analysis of Project Concern budgets

over the past few years to determine the manner

and extent thapragram operations were consis-

tent with fundi g'source (Title I, SADC, General

Budget, etc.) regulations.

That future program 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 program.
First, it is necessary

89
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that consideration be given to revising the cognitive objective of the

program to be more consistent with the skill areas assessed by the

Metropolitan Achievement Tests. Also, these objectives should make

reference to a level of expected NCE gain.

Secondly, 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 e

considerable value in determining levels of expected achievement gain

for Hartford-as well as Project Concern students.

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 aspedt of

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

personnel resource limitations.



APPENDIX A

'DEFINITIONS1

Standard Score. Standard scores on Metropolitan Achievement Tests

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

batteries and all forms on a single, common scale. Within a single sub-

test area, standard scores are 'directly comparable from battery to battery

and from form to form. The standard scores serve two main functions.

First, once raw scores have been converted to standard scores, one need

not be concerned with the battery or form from which the raw scores came

for purposes of further interpretation.
Batteries are made equivalent and

forms are made equivalent in the process of going from raw score to stan-

dard score. Second, certain technical features of the standard scores

make them-uniquely suitable for measuring academic growth over a period

of time.

Grade Equivalent. A grade equivalent indicates the grade placement

of pupili for whom a given score is average or typical. For example, if

a'scorc of 31 on the Reading Test corresponds to a grade equivalent of

4.6, this means that a score of 31 is typical for pupils in the sixth

month of grade 4.

Taken,from the Metropolitan Achievement Test Teachers Handbook (1971)

and the California Achievement Tests Norms Tables (197P1
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Grade equivalents are losing the popularity they once had as a

mean for interpreting pupils' performances, This is due to several

special diificulties'which grade equivalents create for the teacher.

First, grade equivalents are nct directly comparable from or test to

another for pupils who are above or below average in performance. Second,

grade equivalent units are not equal throughout the 0-ml.. An increase in

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

part of the,scale and to three years in another part of the Third,

laymen frequently think that a pupil ought to be in the grade correspond-

ing to the'grade equivalent obtained by a pupil.

Percentile. A percentile rank tells the percentage of pupils in

a given,grade that obtained scores equal to or less than a certain score.

For example, if Jim obtains a percentile rank of 60, this mean that 60

percent of the pupils in the norm group for a given grade szored equal

toor less than Jim. Percentile rab3:s indicate the relative standing of

a pupil in comparison with the norm group.

Normal Curve Equivalents. Normal curve equivalents (1,4Es) 'have

many of the characteristics of percentile ranks but have the additional

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

ference between twq successive scores on the/scale is the same over ..11

parts of the scale. The normal curve is represented on a scale of 1 to

I

99 with a mean of 50 and a standard deviat on of approximately 21. This

allows a meaningful comparison to be made between different achievement

test batteries and/or different tests within the same test battery.
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Group

Suburi/
Prod ect

CorS cern

In-City
Project
Concern

TOTAL
Project
ConLi.rn

Hartford
Title I

'Schools

a

A-1

Metropolitan
Achievement Test Scores

for Project Concern and Hartford Students

Spring,1977: Grade 2

TOTAL
Reading

TOTAL
Math

N

SS

GE

14

51

2.5

14

53

2:4

/,

tile 44 28

NCE 47
/

38

N 4 4

SS
58 51

)

GE 3.2 2.3

tile
72 20

NCE 62 32

N
a

18 18

SS 53
53

GE 2.7 2.4

1101e 52 28

NCE 51 38

N 623 627

SS ; 49 1
51,

GE 2.4 2.3

tile 34
20 ,

,NCE
, 32_41

i

allo test scores were
available for 16 Project Concern students.
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Group

N

SS

Suburban
Project GE

Concern
tile

NCE

N

SS

In-City
Project GE

Concern
tile

Awe

NCE

A-2

Metropolitan Achievem nt Test Scores

for Project Concern and artford Students

Spring 1977: 'rade 3

TOTAL TOTAL
Reading Math

10

56

3.0

34

41

10

55

2.5

10'

23

1 --- 1

51 tO

2.5 1.7

20 1 I 1

32 I 1

N
a

SS

TOTAL
Project GE

Concern
tile

NCE

N

I SS

Hartford
Title I GE

Schools
the

NCE

11.

. 55

2.9

30

39

728

55

2.9

39

11

53

2.4

8

20

/17

55

23
I

aNo test scores were available for 1 Project Concern student.

/MO
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'
Metropolitan Achievement Test Scores

for Project Concern and Hartford Students
Spring 1977: Grade 4 -

.

Suburban-
Project Concern

-InCity
Project Concern

Total
Project Conce:na

Hartford
Title I Schools

N SS GE %ile NCE N SS GE %ile NCE N SS-. GE tale NCE N SS GE:il%ile

/

.

TOTAL

t

66 4.1 38. 44 3 Sil 3.0 14 27 ' 10
t -

63 3.7 30 39'. 689 ..t4, 3.3 .- 20

4eading

t

TOTAL 7 71 3.8 20 32 3 66 3.4 11 24
1 10 '70 3.7 17 30 .684 64 3.2 9 22

th ,

1

g I

a

,a1No test scores were available for 4 students.

95 - 1-
96



A-4

Metropolitan Achievement Test Scores
for Project Concern and Hartford Students

Spring 1978: Grade 2

Group.
TP7ai TOTAL
Reading p Math

Suburban
. Project
Concern

-N

SS

GE

tile

NCE

N

SS
-In-City 1

Project GE
Concern

the

NCE

N
a

SS

TOTAL

13 13

49 49

2.4 2.2

14

41 27

2 2.

42 46

2.0 2.0

11 10

24 23

15 -15

48 , 49

Project GE 2.3

Concern
tile 28

Hartford"
Title I` .

School's

NCE 38

N

SSI

709

47

2.2

14

27

616

47 #,

GE

the

NCE

2.2

23

'34

2.0

11

24
e."2

ago test scores-were available for 4 Project Concern students.

97
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A-5'
75

14

Metropolitan Achievement Test.Scores

for ProjectConcern and Hartford Students,

Spring 1978: Grade 3

Gioup
1

TOTAL
Reading

TOTAL
Math

Suburban
Project
Concern

N .

, SS

GE,

10

58

3.2.

10

62

3.1 .

:Project
Concern

tile 40 23

NCE 45 34

N 2 2

SS 60 , 56 1

GE 3.4
I 2.5.

tile 46 11

NCE 48 24

TOTAL
Project
Concern

Hartford
° Title Z

'Schools

N
a

12 12

SS 58 61

GE 3.2 3.1 !

tile 40 20

NCE 45 32

N
.

671 140

SS 56 56

GE

tile

NCE

3.0 2.6 ' (2.3)

34 11 (7)

41 24 (19)

a
No test scores were available for 6 Project Concern students.
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A-6

Metropolitan Achievement. Test Scores

fork .Projedt.,doncern and 'Hartford Students

Spring 197,8: Grade 4

. .

Suburban Total

. Project Concern Project Concern, Project -Concerna

N SS GE tale NCE N , SS GE Rile NCE
r

i

:.-,ii:iiim, 13 '64 3.8 32 40 2 I 67 4.2 40 45 1 15 64 3.8 32 40 678 \ 59 3.3 20 32

Reading,
,

1

1

--------- 1

i

,
TOTAL

1
13 68, 3.6 14 :,.27 -2 61 3.1 15 15 67 3.5 12 25 t. 671 67 .3.5 12 "25

Math

-1 1

No test scores ere available for 4 students.

99 160



Group

,

_MetropOlitan Achievement Test Scores
for Projict-Concern ind.Hartford Students

SP4P9....1.979:''''Grade 2 !

A-7

Suburban
.Project
Concern

in-City
Project
Concern

TOTAL
Project
Concern

Hartford
Title I
Schools

TOTAL
--Reading

N ° 10

SS 58

GE 3.2

file ,,, 72

NCE 62.

2

SS 54,

GE 2.8

tile 56

NCE 53

Na 12

SS 58

GE 3.2 , `

72

NCE 62

SS 49,

GE 2.4

tile 34

NCE 41

Math

77

1 11

55

2.5

38

44

'1 2

69

3.6

84
1-

73.

13

2.7

50

50

569

53

2.4

28

.' 38

allo test scores were available for .3 Project Concern students.

b
Samplesize not.available.

I



A78
A 71(0

iietiopolitin,zaChievement Test Scores

for Pioject ConCe n and Hartford Students
'Spring l. 79: Grade 3

--Group i / 1

TOTAL _
,

N

TOTAL
Math

N

SS

-Suburban
Project GE

, Concern
'tile,

, SCE_

9,

63

3.7

58

511.

N 9

66

3.4

34

N . 4 i4
I i

.
SS 65 , 70'

In-City

.1
Project GE

I. 3.9 /3.7

Concerh '

tile 64 48

NCE 58 49

N
a

13,

SS '63

3.7

tile '58

SCE

TOTAL
Project GE

Concern

. 13

67

3.5

38

N
,b 553

SS 57

Hartford

58

'Title I GE '3.1 ,2.8

Schools r ///tile 36 14

JO:e 42 27

1

4No test scores were available for 4 Project ncern students.

b
Sample size not available.

5



I --

I A-9

MeteopolitanjAchievement Test Scoria
Or.project_cOnCern_and.Ha4ford Students-

Spring 1979'; GrSde-4'.
. .

sSuburbin
Project Concern

SS GE %ile

8

7

62

75

3.6

4.2

28

30 .

NCE

Iv ,

In-City Total,

Project Concern Project Coriberna Title I Schools

SS I GE %ile NCE , N' SS' GE %ile NCE _______NSp-:-. GE %ile

f

*11111,

Hartford

.38 71 4.6 50 50

39 3 85 t5.3 60 55

11- 65 3.9 . 34 il.

78
(

4.5' 38

ib
64 3.8 32 I. .40

44 610 70 3.7 18 31

,11

a-
No test scores were available for 2 students.

Sample size not available.

103

4

104



144A-10

Metropolitan Achievement Test Scores
for Piolect Cwern and Hartford Students

50n9 1980: Grade 2

Group

. Suburban g

Project GE
eOncern

Sile

In-City
Project
concern

ass am aim , ea. .anti

NCE

TOTAL
- Reading

-12

54

N
a

SS
TOTAL

Project GE
COncern

the

0

NCE

N

SS
Hartford

Title I GE
SchOols

Site

NCE

56

53

80

Math .

Computation:

12

57

3.1

68

60

0

12

54

2.8*

56

53 I

12

57

613.

60

1

49 54

2.\.4 2.8

34\ 52

41 51

121

allo test. scores were available'for 1 Project Concern student. 1

Sample size not available. . t

c _,,.
.

\
_

;Math Computation scores were used foie ade 2 and 3 students in 1980 as no Total-

Math scores were availabl. 4!
...,

.-,

J 105 ...... IMO

1



Metropolitan Achievement Test Scores

for Projecttonctih,and Hartford Students

Spring 1980:' Grade 3

.TOTAL Math-

Group/
Miading

Computan

81

.1

*birban
--.
-
4roject GE

- Concern\.., .

1. the

r \INdE
,

-SS, 59

In-City
Project GE
Concern

tile 42 :

SCE ' 46

. 4

Na 13

SS 62

fOTAL\-

. .

Project cE

'Concern
.

'tile 53 t,

c -.
r

I

.1 .

Hartford:
Title I 'GE

Schools
tile

NCE

NCE

N

SS

52

b

57

3.1

36

42

68

4.14.1

62

56

1

62

3.5

34-t

41''

13

68

4.1

62

56

1361

60

3.3

26

36

1

aNo test scores were available for 1 Prglect Concern students.,

b
Sanple size not available.

I.

0'

.1Kath.COmputation scores were used for grade '2 and- 3 students in 19$40 as no T 1 .1,4 -.'

Mlath:scoreswere_available. _
4 4 4 .,

i 106 .

,kJ



A.12

Netropolitarit:iichieiementTeit'Scores
for PrpjeCt Co erp and Hartford Students

Spring 1988:. Grade 4_

--Suburban.
Project Concern

In-City
Project Concern

-total

Project Concerna

Hartford.
'Title I Sciools-

SS GE' tile NCE N. SS GE tile NCE N SS GE tile NCE N 'SS GE tile

TOTAL_

Aleaiding.

ftlt.

Math

6

6

66

74

4.1

4.1

38

28

44

38'
t-

1

-1

62

74

3.6

4:1

28

28

38

38

I

1

I

7

7

66:

74

4.1

4.1

38

28

44
b

693'

62

70

3.6

3.7

28

1838

irCteSt COsrea-Oere available for3 students.

Sample'"srze not available.

107 1
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f.

.
Personal Characteristics

Appcmdix 2

PROJECT CO STUDLN i'1:01i ILE

1-..pe of Prordth (Check One) -7:-

SubrbzI

1 Name of Saleent

2. Giade\
3. Set (Cirde One) M F i

-4. Rzciai izei_gro:ind 'Ck.e,";, On j,

Clark

Indian

Other

Project InformatiOn

.5, a. Current Home Addre,:g

b. Is this address in a Tirie ekrncntary

school district?
Yis No

c. Current Project Concern Distr;et

d. 'Current Project Conce.n

6. a. Address upon entering Pr. iect Concern. \
b. Was this address in a Title i valiiatd district

v.her. enszred pri...gram? Yes N

c. stud...ay. lo: tna , Yes No

d. Is this stidc-rueli-.2ihic for rest r n;;:k i
!

or lunch?
Yes do

e. What year and grade did the student enter

Project Conc. rn? Year _ Grzirie

1. Sending School? ,-

g. Receiving District?

h. Receiving School:
7." a. Does the stti:-.e:st have sinr-r:: S :t1;;ern.y.

Project C:peen or who ha:v. g-aduated Tron-1

Project Concern?
Yes

b. If Yes; is [was) atiendance in the same community? Yes Nc)

100



-

a

Home SIck::;rou.:d Inferntatit.n

.

`' fl 1

8._ _Mews(' cht.cla,i.: cttegi.ry which incl;;Jter.. thc itudt nt's hot o.: fat.!iiy status.

a.,11'wo
b 5:r.;;;4 Pa-e: t

c

d. EirtAncipatecl minor

if you checked single ,:rent piease indicate which parent is in the home.

a Mother
b. Father

What Arc 11-ie of ht.us,-h.,!.1 r,o;ch the student

Ihes?.(Please be specif:c) N

Male head of household
J. %Vb.:: OVL*5

, .

84,

b. Where coes he v crk?

Female head of hot:sehoId
a. What does she

b. Witere doeS s?se

School Prugra:ns

10. Is the s:...t..!fr.!. rec)v.i in; Ti:le I serv:.:ts. tIti-.

than Project Concern? yes . No
.. ....

1

h. if,. es, plea::: c click tr e -..:.-.t::. ..s: _c! . ..es Math:

p..Aided.
II

Reach:lg

)\-...'
5 OtIter

l(Plca: "i:.,c,...f:

11. a. Is the student chssicied as a spt.cial ejucat;on

student ur.de: the State cietinition?

b. It ott answered. Yes to (a), check the nam:icappirte

condit.iunts; .:ndet. the .S.":1!:.

Ye . No,

. \is t D .

1/ ED 1`.

/ . Speecik

Other i

iP!caic F.!Lcifv) i

If you answetcd1V-_) to (.1;,i. this ,,,,..:,:11 i .1

I-to:iv:rig 5n:dal ;...-. ice= 1.711.!:- !II:NI T;i:e r Yes, No f

d. If you answeted Yes to 1.4.),'pleaw list ..hat

services are protidec:. ....,...

12, LA( art extra-curcieular con nt.tnity

activitiesin which the sttfent rat
./

1.10



Matins 040014P Occupation

U.S. Supreme Court Justice
Physician
State Governor
Cabinet- Member in the Federal GOvernmene
Diplomat in the U. S. Foreign Service

Mayor of a large city
College Professor
Scientist
United statist Representative in Congress

r2 Banker
Government Scientist
County JrUdge
Mead.of a department in a'state govern ent

Minister
Architect
amidst'

) Dentist
Lawyer

Member of the board of dice:Acne of a large corporation

Nuclear Physicist
.Priest
Psychologist

'Civil Engineer
Airline Pilot
Artist who paints pictures that are exhibited in galleries

Owner of factory that employk about 100'people

Sociologist

4 Accountant, for a large business

Biologist
Musician in symphony orchestra
Author of novels

:Captain in the regular army
'.Building contractor
Economist
Instructor in the public schools,

Public school teacher
,)

-x 0.1==./../IN.MliaieMI

111

Appendix C

OCCUPATIONAL RATINGS

Paul K. Matte and C. C. North

!War/ Sample Occupation

S County agricultural agent
Railroad engineer
Farm owner and operator
Official of an international labor union

Radio announcer
Newspaper:columnist
owner-operator of a printing shop

Electrician
Trained machinist

Welfare wicker for a city government

Undertaker '

Reporter on a daily newspaper
Manager of a small store in a city

Bobkkecper
Insurance agent
Tenant farmerone who owna'livestock ani machinery

and manages thA fans
Traveling salesman for a wholesale concern

1

7 Playground- director

Policeman
Railroad conductor
Mail carrier
Carpenter
Automobile repairman

Plumber
Garage mechariic
Local official of a labor union

8
Owneroperator of a lunch stand
Corporal in the regular army
Machine operator in a factory

Barber 1

Clerk in a:otbre
Fisherman who owns hisiown boat

Streetcar motorman
Milk routrman
Restaurant cook

"Atha" a le 2q,gge4120.

Truck driver
Lumberjack
Pilling station attendant
Singer in a nightclub

Farmhand
Coal Miner
Tax driver
Rai road section hand,

Restaurant. waiter

10 Dodk worker
Night watchman
Clothes presser in a laundry

Soda fountain clerk
Bartender
Janitor
,Garbage collector
Street sweeper
Shoe shiner

r

112



Form 1: Compensatory ;reject Report

16, 205 Sae. 81'

TO: Connecticut

INSTRUCTIONS:
1.- Prepare three copies
2. Retain a copy

3. load two copies to address
below by June 20, 1981

to Department of Education, Compensatory Prograa, P. O. Box 2219, lartford, Cc. 06115

FOR STATE USE ONLY,

Card 1 DATA
CONTROL

USE

,34 :1 6 7 a

IRON: School Dist ict Naas.
',A

rtford Public Schoo s

C D E Project Title'
le In-

,
.

ProjectfConcern .

11

016 4 1

,Type of!Project (la/ ter codwin box at tight) '

CODE: 1Public, billow-Public

la_

1

llrojet Setting Code: (See Instruction:6

,.

14

1!
I

Completed by: Name and Telephone Number

Robert ..t. Nearine - 566-6074

/valuation Done by: Name and Telephone Number-

Drs. R. .Gable & E.F. Iwanicki
171

Number of attendance areas in district whicl to slieible for Title I services: .
16

i
Number of attendance areas in district receivingTiris I services: ,

/ , 1 8
1

Project Information

Grade: PR/ I 1 2 3 1 4 5 6 i 7 8' 9 10 11 12

esCod: 23-
/
25 26-28 29-31 32-44 j5-37 [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

Average Sise of
Instructional Groxps

Zia..2. i:18 120 120 1:20 1:20 1:20 1:20
..

1: 20 f:20 1:20 1:20

Per
Merest Hours \ ILWAL.1-

Per Week of Instruction Per Child * 30 30 30 3C 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

Estimated Average Total Hours
hr. Project Year per Child

Jr. A 4

1080
/

10801080 108C108010801080i0801080 10801080*

nw ...., .W mAmpW, us 176iii ream DV "t f

Admix-
istrators

,
T chirs

...,

Teacher
Aides

Curriculum
S.ecialists1ServiceStaff,

. ~

Support Clerical -, Other

Staff , Staff

Number 0 Title I Car.. - Mitatii= 7,".-14 1 38-40 I 41-43
e

I3 16
Staff .

I 4 '48

Number of 'la: I Staff In F411
Ttme Equivalents

44-47 4: 51 52-55 i 56-59 60-63 64-67 68-71

1 1

MWIIIIIMUSUMMINEZZIMS
48 3 3.5

-Card 6
Number ofSADC Staff

Number of SADC Staff In Full

Time Equivalents

i

34-37 38-41 ,42 -45 46-49 50-53 54-57 8-61

\

Number of Title Personnel
Receiving Staff Development

61-62 63-64 65-66 67-68 69-70 71-72 73-74

Number of Non-Title I Card 7 20-21 22-23 24-25 - -

Personnel Receiving Staff
Development

. .

"--Frojeit Expenditures for the past fiscal Year (to-neare t dollar). Allocation.

Card 8 21 22 23 24 25 26'27

U PublicDC Pubc Funds

Otter Funds
olvi specify)

31 '2 IT 34-35- %

SADC Nonpublic Funds

Totel All Funds

38 39140 41142'43(1)
ISEA Title I Funds 1 1 22 3 2 6

49

6
5 52

4
53

9
54-55,56

0 55
57- 59 do 61 62

[

63164 65

(2)
GB ,

-Leal CowPoWatcort
Await,

44 45 46 47 41

2 0 00 0 0 1 6 05 0 1 9 8 7 413 1

inhluelps S10_500 SADC PC Evaluation. 1. Project Transfer - West Hartford:
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TOM 2: CONNIISMORY MC

.

I REPORT - IMPACT OAIA

.

Type of Project Public . , ,,,
t -if:)

.

code: 1-Public 7,...440,1-Nonin
nil

trsiscr-iNule--
1;a4;i,..',7i1--1------

-4111.1--,.

1
-

12

19

7

', ,ROMs SCIIOCL D1 ICT NAM

l

I.Hartford Pub. Schools

PIM=
Tint Project Concern

4 Suburban Component 11

gohlect Are', Reading tics
coaes 1-Reeding, 2-Imegunge Arta. 3" tits (ellsor cotIe

14 , .,

PleaoiteAthe inatruetiona
onditIvo the fitilowing information

(xi the

beck of theltome

I
1

' * I. Project Objectiveti

.

, 2. Data Analysis andInterpretatloo

, .

-
'''

3. Project Recommendations
%

.

T3STIM PitOCRAM PrPORT

man Pretest toned for Student Selection 16ft-cp.*,

code!, ! -yea 2.11a (enter code)
2'fotanIn

wan the St to approved 'extension

applied to atm? Code: 1.yea,

'2.,_ n traitor rade)

Metropolitan Achievement
Tent Kane Test i . '7'1'7 Pre-1970 Post 1978

10

2

Type of Norm !heed National
1

'_

Code: 1...Nntinnal. 2iorni.
300ther (enter ender'

71

j"
Tent MR :Stitt...lode i
CAP', 1.fall/npr es,120spritqa

wprIns, 3"filliftll

2.1

It nut-of-trer1 tnotlog wan done n

put tipe nenoln4 "I" at the Crade

rad. 'Mein that apply.
. /

If none, check hox. Ei

0t1.41.10e.u---
'

\ t

' 3 -.I__

13
_6__
_li

_L...

_J5

8__

_IL
* -1t) 114

-19.....M.

/

11:
.2
30 _it

.

_A__
_12

._1L-311

Grade

Total.."4.
4P140 In

Project

of Pupil
who took
pre/post

Tent.

Month of

Pre/Pilit
. .

'egt"It

Noe of

Subtest

Pre/Post
Rnttery

Level

rce/ront

form

PRETEST INFORMATION
. fortfm.INWRMA-MX........L.

Mean
Standard
Scote_----
_Zol.:11__
30 - 39

Annocinted'Annoetnted
Percentile
Equivalent

PInttent
IlLf

NCRVala
(Col 13 -
Col JO)

Welithte4RCI

Coln (Col
) x Col 14)

Men, 6

Standard
*vac

Annocinted
Percentile
EquivoLtut

9

Annocisted
Pretest
NIC-------
Col._10__
34 - 33

,...roi...

KOE4_1

Croat.

kindi
Crnde 3
Inra v

1._ .
fily

02

...011.2._

IL:US!

91

Col,..-1_-
21 - 21

CaL.A.t

coi. g
*N

Sol .CoL 7

441-12-.1:21.11_.
40=41

\

1.41A-1A-__
ft-r-Y2.-.

_Cel._15WI--
__Col. L.
30 - 31

2A 21 2A
2.9

_Cul.
32 - 33

03

04

03

06

109 56
2.8

c .
Rd g .

P 2

hem
607 44 46.8 647 44 46.8

137-
.

138

.

.

4

.8
. .

4.8

.

.

n

lem
lem

lam
Int

,q
641 40 44.7 681 44 46.8 +2.1- +144.9

erode 4
Patti I'

t;tft.le5
1:114-11

Cracle 6
iF,:rd 1,

Grntfe 7
Vat,: It

677 42 45.8 703 42 45.8
.......--.

0 #

705 44 46.8-1. .729... , ..
46 . 47.9 +1.1

.

+81. 4/

;.. /
163 74

5:8

.

. Int
Int

nt

Adv
719 42 45.8 727 38 43.6 -2.2 -187.2-

156 86
6.8

08
151. 92

7.8

.
n

dv

Adv

733 40 44.7 763 44' '46.8 +2.1 +193.2

stride 6
;a I......._

Cr140
gnrd 24

rn.le 1
lard II

.

0,

87

10 105
-.

11 95Crate I
Pard 2.

12
51

4,Crnde 12

Raw twiner/ are
included In thin coheirs only when

the test annual converts

\raw scores to percentiles.

;115

1
00



a,

, Results end-Recommendations

PROJECT OBJECTIVES,

Pupils will show month for month gains on an average by grade in ROding.

DATA ANrt.YSIS AND INTERPRETATION

t'giades 4, 6, and-8, SUburban Project Concern
participants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan
Aghievement.Test growth in reading which surpassed
the level of mean, growth reported for- either
Hartford schools in general or Hartford Title I
schoolt.

At grade 3, Suburban Project: Concern particapants
exhibited mean,NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test /

growth in reading which.yras consistent with the /

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

At grade 5, Suburban Project Concern participants
exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Tett
growth in reading which was consistent with the level
of mean growth reported for Hart ord.Title I schools,
but was lower than the level of owth reported for
Hartford schools in general:

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS .

..,

.

Althotigh the services provided through Project 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 editions 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

those 'on the 1928 edition, these derived scores are only an. approximation of how a

student might perform on the 1978edition 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

i

the ;tests administered. .



rOPT12:
COMPERSIIIQRT PROJECT REPORT - IMPACT DATA

ma: saw. Dikticr sms nippi MOO"- Project Concern
111" Suburban Component 11

Hartford Pub chools !.015 141

ilesse read the Instfuctiono,sodlgive the
following information on the

-'hock of thx.fornt

1. Project 01,9ctiven

2. fist. Annlyls and Interpretation

3. Project: Recommendations

11ISTIOC PROCSAM ProPORT

Type of ProJeet
Public

Code: Ililkiic..24011-0111IliS-12Pier cede

Siect Area Language
171teedbeg. Monson. Arts. 14414themstles (enter cede)
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. Results and Recommendations

'PROJECT OBJECTIVES

,P4pilsIwill showiiribrfor bonth,gains on an average by grade in Language.

DATA ANALYSIS ANDINTERORETATION
,

90

Suburban Project concern participants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement

Test growth:in language at grades 5-8.-

,1%

,

4

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS"

I

Although the services provided through Project Cohcern ghould be reviewed in light

of the achievement gains exhibited,
these gains must be viewed with caution. These

.
gains Sr.. based on a pre- to post test analysis of data based on the administration

of two editions of
the-MetropolitanAchievement Tests 02.e., pre- 1970, post 1978).

I Although tables.are available to equate scores On,the 1970 edition oethe MATS to

those on the 1978 edition, these derived scores areonly an approximation of how a

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

. muse be viewed as only an estimate of achievement growth due to the differenceg in

the tests administered.

119
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Results and Recommendations

SECT OBJECTIVES

Pupils will show month for month gains on an average by. grade in Mathematics.

IlIATA.ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

. At grade -7, SuburVieNject Concern participants

exhibited mean.NCE MetroPeilitan Achievement Test

growth in reading which surpagsel the level of mean

growth reported for Title I schools, but was lower

than the level of growth reported for Hartford

schools in general. '

At grades S and 6, Suburban Project Concern partic-

ipants exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement

Test growth in mathematics which surpassed the level.,

of Mean groWth-reported for either Hartford schools

in keneral or Hartford:Title I schools.

At grade 7, Suburban" Project Concern participants'

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.

At grade 8, Suburban Project Concern participants

exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan,Achievement Test

growth'in'mathematics which surpassed the level of

mean growth reported for Hartford schools in

general, but was lower than the level of growth

reported for Hartford Title I schools.

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

.

92

Although the cervices provided-throtegh Project 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,testanalysis of data based on the administration

of two editions of the Metropolitan.Achievement Tests (i.#., pre- 1970, post 1978).

Although 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

studentmight performon the 1978 edition in light of one's performance on the 1970

sdition-,of the MATS.- Thus, the MAT spring to spring achievement growth reported

-mat be viewed as only an estimate of achievement growth due to the differences in

-tb-tists'Adminiatered. .122
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Restilts and Recommendations

'Pupils will show month for month gains on an average by grade in Reading.

1

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION

At grades 4, 5, 6, and 8, Inner-City Project Concern

participantszexhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achieve-

meat Test growth in reading whichsurpassed 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 Metroplitan Achieve -

ment Test growth in reading which was lower than the

level of mean growth reported for either Hartford

schools in general or Hartford Title I schools.

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

Although, the services provided through Project Concern should be reviewed in,li9ht:-

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 adilnistration

of two-editions of-the_Metropplitan Achievement Tests (i.e., pre-'1970, post 1978).

Jklthough tables are available sguatescores on the 1070 edition of the MATs to

those on the 1978
edition,_theselderived scores are only an approximation of how a

'student ,might perform on the 1978 edition in light of one's performance on the 1970

edition othe MATs. Thus, the MAT spring to spring achievement growth reported

st4si:be viewed as only an estimate of achievement growth due to the differencesin

the tests administered;

94'
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Results and Recommendations

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Pupilp will show_monthfor month gains on an average by grade in Language.

DATA ANALYSIS ANO IERPRETATION

96

Inner-City Project Concern participants exhibited 'mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement

Test growth in Language at grades 5, 6, and 8.

Alb

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

Although the services'4ovided through Project 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
-Metropolitan Achievement Tests (i.e., pre- 1970, post 1970.

Although tables are'available to equate scores ontthe 1970 edition of the MATs to

those on the 1978 edition, these derived scores are only an approximation of-how a -.-

student might perform onithe 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 cilly an estimate of achievement growth due to the differences in

the/tests administered,

1 2'8
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Results and -Recormendations

Pupils will show month for month gains on an average by grade in Mathematics.

VP

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETAT'ION.

At grade 6, Inner-City Project COncern participants

exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test

growth in mathematics which'was'consistent with the

leirel of growth reported Mr Hartford scitools in

general and higher than the level of growth reported

for Hartford Title I schools.

At grade 8, Inner-City Project Concern participants

exhibited mean NCE Metropolitan Achievement Test '

growth in mathematics which was consistent with

the level of growth reported for Hartford schools

in general, but was lower than the level of growth-

reported fqr Dartford Title I schools.

At grades S and 7, Inher-City Project Concern

participants exhibited. mean NCE Metropolitan Achieve-

ment Test growth in mathematics which was lower than

the levels of mean growth reported for either

Hartford schools in general or Hartford Title I

schools. ta

PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS

98

er

Although the services provided through Project 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 editionrof the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (i.e., pre- 1970, post 1978).

-Although_tables_armamilable to equate scores on the 1970 edition of the MATs to

thoskixm-tge 1978,edition, these derived scores are only an approxiimIrff-a-how-a
7--student night,perforn on the 2.978 edition in light of one's performance on the 1970"

edition of the !4ATs. Thus, the MAT\spring to spring achieWement growth reported

must be viewed at mai'aestimate of-achievement growth due to the differences in

the Wits administered.
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