
Using No-Stakes Educational Testing to
Mitigate Summer Learning Loss:
A Pilot Study

December 2014

Research Report
ETS RR–14-21

Franklin Zaromb

Rachel M. Adler

Kelly Bruce

Yigal Attali

JoAnn Rock



ETS Research Report Series

EIGNOR EXECUTIVE EDITOR

James Carlson
Principal Psychometrician

ASSOCIATE EDITORS

Beata Beigman Klebanov
Research Scientist

Heather Buzick
Research Scientist

Brent Bridgeman
Distinguished Presidential Appointee

Keelan Evanini
Managing Research Scientist

Marna Golub-Smith
Principal Psychometrician

Shelby Haberman
Distinguished Presidential Appointee

Donald Powers
Managing Principal Research Scientist

Gautam Puhan
Senior Psychometrician

John Sabatini
Managing Principal Research Scientist

Matthias von Davier
Senior Research Director

Rebecca Zwick
Distinguished Presidential Appointee

PRODUCTION EDITORS

Kim Fryer
Manager, Editing Services

Ayleen Stellhorn
Editor

Since its 1947 founding, ETS has conducted and disseminated scientific research to support its products and services, and
to advance the measurement and education fields. In keeping with these goals, ETS is committed to making its research
freely available to the professional community and to the general public. Published accounts of ETS research, including
papers in the ETS Research Report series, undergo a formal peer-review process by ETS staff to ensure that they meet
established scientific and professional standards. All such ETS-conducted peer reviews are in addition to any reviews that
outside organizations may provide as part of their own publication processes. Peer review notwithstanding, the positions
expressed in the ETS Research Report series and other published accounts of ETS research are those of the authors and
not necessarily those of the Officers and Trustees of Educational Testing Service.

The Daniel Eignor Editorship is named in honor of Dr. Daniel R. Eignor, who from 2001 until 2011 served the Research and
Development division as Editor for the ETS Research Report series. The Eignor Editorship has been created to recognize
the pivotal leadership role that Dr. Eignor played in the research publication process at ETS.



ETS Research Report Series ISSN 2330-8516

R E S E A R C H R E P O R T

Using No-Stakes Educational Testing to Mitigate Summer
Learning Loss: A Pilot Study

Franklin Zaromb, Rachel M. Adler, Kelly Bruce, Yigal Attali, & JoAnn Rock

Educational Testing Service, Princeton, NJ

This study investigates the benefits of no-stakes educational testing during students’ summer vacation as a strategy to mitigate summer
learning loss. Fifty-one students in Grades 3–8 from the Every Child Valued (ECV) and Lawrence Community Center (LCC) summer
programs in Lawrenceville, NJ, took short, online assessments throughout the summer, covering knowledge and procedural skills in
both mathematics and reading that they had previously learned. Students were randomly assigned to mathematics or reading conditions,
whereby over the course of 5 weeks, students in the mathematics condition took online assessments in mathematics fluency two or
three times per week and students in the reading condition took online assessments in reading components skills (word recognition
and decoding, vocabulary, morphological awareness, and reading comprehension) two or three times per week. All students completed
tests in both math and reading components at the beginning and end of the summer in order to compare baseline and final performance.
Although students did not show significant summer learning loss in either reading components or mathematics fluency, students in
the reading condition scored significantly higher, on average, on standardized tests of reading components administered at the end of
the study than students in the mathematics condition. Given the small sample size and variations in grade level, academic subjects,
computer programs, and testing conditions, it is premature to draw any firm conclusions from these findings.
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Summer learning loss refers to the loss of knowledge and academic skills over summer months when students are out of
school, and it is widely recognized as a pervasive and significant problem in United States education. Previous research
has reported estimates of summer learning loss ranging from about 1–3 months of declines in measures of grade-level
equivalency, and these estimates vary with respect to grade level, subject matter, and socioeconomic status (Cooper, 2003;
Cooper, Nye, Charlton, Lindsay, & Greathouse, 1996; Entwisle & Alexander, 1992, 1994).

For example, Cooper et al. (1996) conducted a meta-analysis and review of 39 studies examining the effects of summer
vacation on standardized test scores. They found that, on average, students’ scores on state standardized tests in the fall
were approximately one tenth of a standard deviation lower than they were in the preceding spring, which they inter-
preted to mean that summer learning loss was the equivalent of at least 1 month of instruction. They also reported that
estimates of summer learning loss varied with respect to a number of factors. First of all, summer learning loss was more
pronounced for subjects such as math computation and spelling than other subjects, such as problem solving and read-
ing comprehension (see also, Cooper, 2003). Estimates of summer learning loss also varied by grade level, subject (e.g.,
summer learning loss is greater in mathematics than in reading), and the intervening time interval between pre- and post-
summer testing. With a longer interval between pre- and posttesting, lower measured learning loss was found, presumably
because students had already received some instruction during the fall that reversed some of the summer learning loss.

In addition, estimates of summer learning loss vary among socioeconomic groups. For instance, Heyns (1978) con-
ducted a longitudinal study of students in Grades 5–7 in 42 Atlanta schools in which she found that the differences in
learning rates for White, economically advantaged students and non-White, economically disadvantaged students signifi-
cantly increased during the summer, and the differences were most pronounced in reading. Entwisle and Alexander (1992,
1994) confirmed and extended these findings in a study that examined differences in Baltimore students’ spring and fall
test scores in Grades 1–6. They found that during the school year, lower- and higher-income students learned at nearly
the same rate; however, during summer vacation, lower-income students’ scores fell much more rapidly than those of
higher-income students. Presumably, higher-income students benefit from some forms of summer learning enrichment,
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particularly reading activities, which mitigate summer learning loss, most noticeably in reading skills (Cooper et al., 1996).
Similarly, analyses of data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class (ECLS-K) reveal that dif-
ferent summer learning loss rates (again, especially in reading) account for a significant amount of the achievement gap
between early elementary students from low- and high-income families (Benson & Borman, 2010; Burkam, Ready, Lee,
& LoGerfo, 2004; Downey, von Hippel, & Broh, 2004).

Taken together, these findings are especially troubling, because research has further suggested that the detrimental
effects of summer learning loss are cumulative, with lower-income students falling increasingly farther behind their more
affluent peers as they advance to high school. In a longitudinal study that tracked Baltimore students’ academic progress
and outcomes until the age of 22, Alexander, Entwisle, and Olson (2007) estimated that approximately two thirds of the
reading achievement gap in the ninth grade was accounted for by summer learning loss during students’ first 5 years of
schooling. In addition, they reported that the ninth grade achievement gap was strongly correlated with later dropout
rates and whether a student took college preparatory courses.

In sum, considerable evidence shows that summer vacation has detrimental effects on learning for many students.
While all students may show declines in some subjects, like mathematics, low-income students exhibit disproportionate
declines in learning, especially in reading, which may contribute to long-term achievement gaps. Therefore, low-cost,
widely accessible interventions that help students retain the knowledge and skills they acquired during the school year
can potentially improve K-12 education by significantly reducing achievement gaps, enabling students to accelerate their
progress in learning, and optimizing course instruction by allowing teachers to devote less class time and resources to
reteaching the past year’s subject matter.

The purpose of our research was to investigate the benefits of no-stakes educational testing during students’ summer
vacation as a strategy to mitigate summer learning loss in Grades K-12. Testing has long been utilized by educators as
a means to assess students’ learning and retention of instructed material. However, a growing body of research shows
testing can also transform students’ knowledge of subject matter by rendering it more resistant to forgetting over the
long-term relative to restudying the subject matter for an equivalent amount of time. This finding, known as the testing
effect, has been demonstrated in educational settings using a wide range of subject materials among various test-taking
populations (for reviews, see Roediger & Butler, 2011; Roediger & Karpicke, 2006). Surprisingly, testing effects are often
robust even under conditions in which correct answer feedback is not provided after testing (Butler & Roediger, 2008;
Cull, 2000).

Despite the potential benefits of educational testing to enhance learning and instruction in the classroom, educational
testing is seldom done outside of the school year, and frequent testing during the summer may help retain gains in the
learning and retention of knowledge and skills that were achieved during the school year. In 2011, Educational Testing Ser-
vice (ETS®) conducted a pilot study at the Every Child Valued (ECV) and Lawrence Community Center (LCC) summer
programs in Lawrenceville, NJ, which focused on evaluating the effects of no-stakes testing on summer loss in mathemat-
ics and reading components skills. The purpose of our pilot study was to explore the logistical feasibility, student reactions,
and behavioral effects of using frequent, no-stakes educational testing as an intervention for reducing, if not eliminating,
summer learning loss.

Specifically, throughout the summer, 51 students in Grades 3–8 took short, computer-based tests covering knowl-
edge and procedural skills in both mathematics and reading components that they had previously learned. We focused
our efforts on mathematics and reading because acquiring fluency in these knowledge and skill domains (e.g., solving
arithmetic problems and decoding) in elementary and middle school grades is critical in laying the foundation for later
academic success. In order to examine whether testing affects summer learning loss, we compared students’ performance
in subject areas repeatedly tested throughout the summer with their performance in subject areas not tested repeatedly
during the summer. All students completed tests in both math and reading at the beginning and end of the summer in
order to measure baseline and final performance. Students were then randomly assigned to mathematics or reading con-
ditions, whereby students in the mathematics group took tests in mathematics fluency two or three times per week over
the course of 5 weeks, and students in the reading group took tests two or three times per week in fundamental reading
components skills (word recognition and decoding, vocabulary, morphological awareness, and reading comprehension).
The effect of the intervention on summer loss was estimated as the difference in pre- and post-standardized test scores in
both subject areas, as well as the difference in posttest scores between students in the mathematics group and the reading
group.
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Table 1 Demographic and Background Information for Study Participants

ECV LCC Independent All groups

Age Range 7–9 7–13 9–12 7–13
M 8.4 10.3 10.8 9.8
SD 0 0 0.7 0

Grade next school year (N) 3rd 10 4 0 14
4th 8 5 1 14
5th 0 8 0 8
6th 0 5 3 8
7th 0 4 2 6
8th 0 1 0 1

Gender (N) Male 8 11 2 21
Female 10 16 4 30

Race/ethnicitya (N) Caucasian 0 0 0 0
African American 11 12 3 26
Hispanic or Puerto Rican 0 2 2 4
Other 1 0 0 1

Estimated number of books at homea (N) 0–10 1 1 1 3
11–25 4 5 0 9
26–30 1 4 4 9
>100 6 4 0 10

Computer at homea (N) Yes 11 14 2 27
No 1 0 3 4

Note. (N = 51) from the Every Child Valued (ECV) and Lawrence Community Center (LCC) summer programs and the Eggerts Cross-
ing Village community who were enrolled in neither summer program (Independent).
aThis information was queried in a background questionnaire that was completed by only 31 out of the 51 study participants.

Method

Participants

Three groups were recruited for the study: 18 rising third and fourth grade students from the ECV summer program
(7- to 9-years old; M = 8.4; SD= 0); 27 rising third through rising eighth grade students from the LCC summer program
(7- to 13-years old; M = 10.3; SD= 0); and six rising fourth through rising seventh grade “independent” students from the
Eggerts Crossing Village community (where the ECV summer program is located) who were not concurrently enrolled in
a formal summer program (9- to 12-years old; M = 10.8; SD= 0.7). According to the demographic information reported
in Table 1, more than half of the students (55%) were rising third and fourth graders, about one third of the participants
(31%) were rising fifth and sixth graders, and the remaining students were rising seventh and eighth graders. Girls
outnumbered boys (30 vs. 21). All of the students were of minority racial and ethnic backgrounds, with the majority
of the students surveyed identifying as African American (84%) followed by Hispanic and Puerto Rican (13%). All
groups participated in the study during a 6-week period (1 week for pre- and posttesting and 5 weeks for repeated testing
sessions) spanning July 14, 2011 through August 17, 2011.

Incentives

ETS sponsored pizza parties for all students at the ECV and LCC summer programs after students and/or parents turned
in signed consent forms to participate in the study. ETS also hosted an information session with refreshments at ECV to
recruit the independent students from Eggerts Crossing Village. Parents who attended the information session received
a $25 VISA gift card. At the end of each week, students in all three groups selected prizes from an assortment of small,
relatively inexpensive, age-appropriate toys and games purchased from an online vendor. Students who demonstrated the
highest level of performance for the week were awarded with an additional toy or game of their choice. We also offered
the students juice and a snack at the end of some of the testing sessions. In order to provide an additional incentive for
students not enrolled in any structured summer program to participate in the study voluntarily and independently, we
offered an additional gift of $50 value for participating throughout the entire duration of the study.

ETS Research Report No. RR-14-21. © 2014 Educational Testing Service 3
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Table 2 Responses to Background Information Questionnaire

ECV LCC Independent All groups

Favorite school subject (N) Math 3 3 1 7
Language arts 1 3 2 6
Science 2 3 0 5
Social studies 2 0 0 2
Gym 3 3 1 7
Other 1 2 1 4

How important was it to do well on these tests? (N) Not very important 0 0 0 0
Somewhat important 1 5 2 8
Very important 11 9 3 23

How did you feel about taking these tests? (N) Very nervous 2 0 2 4
Somewhat nervous 2 8 1 11
Not nervous 8 5 2 15

Note. (N = 31) students of the Every Child Valued (ECV) and Lawrence Community Center (LCC) summer programs and the Eggerts
Crossing Village community who were enrolled in neither summer program (Independent). Questions addressed their attitudes toward
school subjects and reactions to the ETS study.

Study Design and Assignment to Condition

To evaluate the effectiveness of the computer programs in mitigating summer learning loss, we used a pre- versus posttest,
between-subjects, quasiexperimental design. In the first few days of the study, all students took initial (approximately 30
min total duration) computer-based assessments in both mathematics and reading components in order to (a) measure
baseline performance in the two domains and (b) verify that the contents of the reading and math exercises were age and
grade appropriate. Students in the ECV and LCC groups were randomly assigned to either the reading or mathematics
practice condition with the constraint that half of the students in each grade level were assigned to each condition. In
order to encourage their regular participation in the study, students in the independent group were allowed to choose
their assignment, and five out of the six students chose to participate in the mathematics fluency condition.

Instruments

Descriptions of the pretest, practice, and posttest instruments are included in this section. All of the pretest and practice
instruments were online assessments developed by ETS. The posttest instruments consisted of the ETS online assessments,
as well as paper-based standardized assessments administered to students in one-on-one and small groups by ETS staff.
Students also completed a background questionnaire that asked about their demographic background and reactions to
the ETS study (see Table 2).

Reading Components

The reading components pretest, practice, and posttest assessments were developed by ETS and consisted of computer-
based selected-response tasks designed to measure proficiency in lexical decision making and decoding, vocabulary
knowledge, morphological awareness, and reading comprehension. The assessments were delivered and accessed through
the Internet using ETS’s C3 test delivery platform. Individual, fixed test forms were prepared for both the pre- and posttests,
as well as for each of the intervening practice sessions, and customized for students in the following three grade-level
bands: (a) Grade 3, (b) Grades 4–5, and (c) Grades 6–8. All of the exercises and items selected for the study had been
previously used in research studies conducted with similar grades and student populations (Sabatini, Bruce, & Stein-
berg, 2013). Each test form was similar in structure and content, assessing knowledge and skills in each of the four target
domains. Although some items from each exercise were repeated across testing forms, the number of items administered
within each subsection of the test varied from session to session. The pre- and posttest forms consisted of 50–54 lexical
decision-making and decoding items, 38 vocabulary knowledge items, 32 morphological awareness items, and 39–48
reading comprehension items, depending upon the grade level. The test forms were designed to take approximately 30
min for students to complete. The practice test forms given to students assigned to the reading components condition
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consisted of only about half as many test items in each subtest and were, therefore, designed to take approximately 15 min
for students to complete.

In addition to the ETS online reading assessments, students were given final paper-based tests of letter-word identi-
fication, reading passage comprehension, and reading fluency from the Woodcock–Johnson III Tests of Achievement,
Form B (Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001) as well as the Test of Silent Word Reading Fluency (TOSWRF) during the
final week of the study. Whereas the Woodcock–Johnson tests were administered to individual students one-on-one, the
TOSWRF was administered to individual students in small group settings.

Math Fluency

The math fluency computer-based assessments were also developed by ETS and consisted of short, 20-item online assess-
ments based on 22 foundational tasks covering different areas of elementary and middle school mathematics instruction.
In contrast to the reading components tests, which were fixed forms that did not provide students with immediate feed-
back on their performance, each math test was modeled after a task (e.g., single-digit addition, two-digit subtraction,
multiplication, adding negative numbers) that allowed for automatic generation of individual questions that were auto-
matically scored. Students were presented with a menu of assessments from which to choose during each testing session,
and students could attempt to complete the same or different assessments as many or as few times as they wished during
the time allowed for each testing session. In addition, students received continuous feedback about their mastery of differ-
ent areas (both accuracy and speed) as a way to guide and encourage frequent, regular use of the system. For example, after
submitting an answer to a question (e.g., 12+ 23= __), students were immediately informed if their answer was correct
or incorrect.

After answering all 20 questions for a given assessment (e.g., two-digit addition), students were then told how many
questions were answered correctly (e.g., 18 out of 20) and the average speed of their responses (e.g., 2.8 s). Each time
students completed an assessment with at least 90% accuracy, they earned points—five points for the first successful
completion and one less point for each successive completion, at which point they would continue to accumulate only
one point for each completion of that assessment. This system was meant to encourage students to branch out and com-
plete assessments that they might otherwise not attempt. Students also earned different colored stars for completing the
assessments quickly. When students mastered an assessment (scoring 90% or higher) by answering the questions with an
average speed between 2 and 5 s, they earned a silver star; by answering the questions in under 2 s on average, they earned
a gold star. Finally, whereas the reading assessments comprised selected-response items, the mathematics assessments
included both selected- and constructed-response item types.

During the last week of the study, students completed a final 30-min session of math assessments that served as the
posttest and were additionally given a paper-based test of math fluency from the Woodcock–Johnson III Tests of Achieve-
ment, Form B (Woodcock et al., 2001). This test was administered to individual students one-on-one by ETS staff.

Procedure

Pretests

During the first few days of the study, all students completed the online ETS pretests for both reading components and
mathematics fluency. Students in the ECV and independent groups took the assessments using laptops located in a com-
puter lab set up in one of the ECV classrooms for the study. Students in the LCC group took the online tests using desktop
computers located in the LCC’s two computer labs. ECV and LCC students arrived in the computer labs for each scheduled
testing session in groups of typically 5 to 10 students organized by grade level.

Students were introduced during one of the first two testing sessions to the reading components program and given
the reading pretest, and on the second testing session, they were introduced to the mathematics fluency program and
given the mathematics pretest. ETS staff first showed students PowerPoint presentations introducing them to the reading
and mathematics computer programs and providing instructions for how to log in to each program and complete each
assessment. Each student was assigned a unique login identification code for accessing the computer programs and was
instructed to memorize their identification code so that they could log in to the programs independently from any com-
puter with Internet access. Assigning a unique computer login identification code ensured that each student would only
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work on the assessments to which he or she was assigned and that all data from each student were collected and monitored
with efficiency, anonymity, and accuracy.

After students logged on to either the reading or mathematics programs, they were instructed to answer each question
as quickly and as accurately as possible by typing the appropriate number keys or using the mouse. We informed students
that they would be assigned to practice either reading or math and take similar assessments over the next few weeks and
that they should try their best to get better at answering the questions with accuracy and speed. In addition, students were
informed that they would receive regular incentives (e.g., snacks and prizes) for their participation and effort.

For the reading assessments, students entered their responses using the number keys, which were associated with
different response options. For the mathematics assessments, students entered their answers to the constructed-response
items using the keyboard and mouse. ETS, ECV, and/or LCC staff assisted students (especially the younger students)
who had difficulty with logging in or entering their responses. During the math pretest (but not the reading pretest),
students received immediate, continuous feedback on the accuracy of their answers and response timing. The reading
pretest took about 30 min for students to complete, and for the mathematics pretest, students were instructed to work
on as many mathematics assessments as they could complete within 30 min. Students who arrived late or could not
complete the pretest within 30 min finished the assessment during the subsequent study session. We did not administer
the Woodcock–Johnson subtests and TOSWRF that were administered at the end of the study as additional pretests due
to the concern that additional testing at the very beginning of the study would discourage students and summer program
staff from participating further in the study and interfere too much with the ECV and LCC summer program schedules.

Practice Tests

Following the pretests, students took practice tests during testing sessions scheduled two or three times per week (on
separate days) over the course of the subsequent 5 weeks. The practice sessions were scheduled at days and times of
each week in coordination with ECV and LCC staff so as not to replace or disrupt any of their planned summer program
activities. During each practice session, students in the reading components condition took the online reading assessments
and students in the mathematics fluency condition took the online mathematics fluency assessments.

ETS staff set up the computers in each computer lab to run the ETS online reading and mathematics assessment pro-
grams. Next, for each day and time that students were scheduled to participate in a practice session, students would arrive
in the computer lab, sit at a computer that already had their assigned program (reading or mathematics) running, and then
log in to the program using their assigned identification code. The computer presented the students with their assigned
test form for the reading condition or the menu of mathematics assessments and the cumulative number of points and
stars they’d earned to date for the mathematics condition. The students were instructed to log in to their program and
complete the assessments as accurately and as quickly as possible.

ETS, ECV, and/or LCC staff supervised and provided technical support to the students as they completed the online
assessments, and they also occasionally provided additional verbal feedback to further encourage students to perform
well and to discourage disruptive social behavior. Students in the mathematics fluency condition also received a pencil
and scratch paper to assist them with performing calculations. Each practice session lasted approximately 15–20 min, on
average.

Posttests

During the last week of the study, all students took posttests for both reading and mathematics fluency using the online
ETS assessments, Woodcock–Johnson subtests, and the TOSWRF. Similar to the pretests, students devoted one session to
completing a 30-min online reading assessment and a second session to completing as many online mathematics assess-
ments as possible within the same time frame. After students logged on to either the reading or mathematics programs,
they were instructed to answer questions as quickly and as accurately as possible. Students who arrived late or could not
complete the posttest within 30 min finished the assessment during the subsequent study session. In addition, ETS staff
administered the Woodcock–Johnson reading and mathematics subtests and a background questionnaire to individual
students one-on-one in a quiet classroom. Lastly, students took the paper-based TOSWRF in the computer labs under
group administration. The Woodcock–Johnson subtests, background questionnaire, and TOSWRF took approximately
45 min in total for students to complete, on average.
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Table 3 Mean Performance on Word Recognition and Decoding as a Function of Grade and Condition

Mean percentage correct (95% CI)

Pretest Practice Posttest

Grade M R R M R

3 49.0 (21.1) 42.0 (9.8) 48.8 (15.5) 60.0 (15.6) 81.5 (11.7)
N = 8 N = 7 N = 6 N = 8 N = 4

4 60.4 (16.9) 76.9 (10.4) 78.0 (12.9) 51.0 (29.1) 52.8 (25.6)
N = 5 N = 7 N = 7 N = 4 N = 5

5 60.0 (25.5) 69.4 (24.2) 58.2 (6.7) 44.0 (N/A) 58.0 (39.6)
N = 2 N = 5 N = 5 N = 1 N = 2

6 71.2 (12.3) 67.5 (12.0) 50.5 (40.3) 55.5 (11.2) 36.0 (N/A)
N = 6 N = 2 N = 2 N = 4 N = 1

7 71.3 (7.8) 70.5 (13.4) 57.0 (5.7) 63.0 (21.2) 32.0 (5.7)
N = 3 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2

8 57.0 (N/A) 48.0 (N/A) 46.0 (N/A)
N = 1 N = 1 N = 1

Total 60.6 (18.5) 63.9 (7.9) 60.6 (18.4) 56.6 (17.5) 56.8 (25.3)
N = 24 N = 23 N = 23 N = 19 N = 15

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. No eighth-grade students were assigned to the mathematics practice condition.

Results

All results were significant at the .05 level unless stated otherwise.

Reading Components

We examined the effect of the intervention on reading skills both directly and indirectly. The main effect of the
intervention on summer learning loss was estimated as the difference in performance between pre- and posttests
for students assigned to the reading components condition relative to students assigned to the mathematics fluency
condition. Since the Woodcock–Johnson and TOSWRF standardized assessments were only administered at the
end of the study, the effect of the intervention was also indirectly measured as the mean difference in posttest per-
formance for students in the reading components condition relative to those assigned to the mathematics fluency
condition.

Performance on the online reading components program was measured as the mean percentage of items answered
correctly on assessments of word recognition and decoding (Table 3), vocabulary (Table 4), morphological awareness
(Table 5), and efficiency of basic reading comprehension (Table 6) taken at the beginning (pretesting), during (practice
testing), and at the end of the study (posttesting). The internal consistency reliabilities of all four reading components
subscales were quite high for both pre- and posttest forms, with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging between .79 and .92 (see
Table 7). Although reaction time data from the online reading components assessments were collected and monitored
throughout the course of the study, we do not report these data here.

As shown in Tables 3–6, although considerable variability in performance was evident across the different grade lev-
els, a consistent pattern of differences in initial and final test performance did not appear between the reading and math
conditions. We conducted a 4 (skill: word recognition and decoding, vocabulary, morphological awareness, and read-
ing comprehension) × 2 (test: pre vs. post) × 2 (condition: reading vs. math) repeated measures analysis of variance
(ANOVA) with grade level as a covariate, which confirmed that performance did not differ significantly as a function of
type of reading skill assessed nor condition, all Fs< 1. Although average performance on the posttests was lower than
pretest performance overall, the difference did not approach the conventional level of statistical significance (58.6 vs.
52.8), F(1,29)= 3.05, MSE= 1520.43, 𝜂p

2 = .10, p= .09, and, critically, the interactions between these factors were not
statistically significant, all Fs< 1.

By contrast, as shown in Tables 8 and 9, students who were repeatedly tested in reading attained significantly higher
standardized scores on the Woodcock–Johnson reading subtests, (101.0 vs. 95.3), F(1,31)= 5.92, MSE= 138.15, 𝜂p

2 = .16,
p= .02, and the TOSWRF, (106.4 vs. 98.9), F(1,32)= 6.29, MSE= 138.15, 𝜂p

2 = .16, p= .02, than students assigned to the
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Table 4 Mean Performance on Vocabulary as a Function of Grade and Condition

Mean percentage correct (95% CI)

Pretest Practice Posttest

Grade M R R M R

3 54.3 (9.3) 52.3 (8.8) 64.2 (19.0) 51.4 (22.8) 54.3 (22.3)
N = 8 N = 6 N = 6 N = 8 N = 3

4 62.0 (11.6) 76.3 (21.4) 83.0 (13.5) 58.8 (24.9) 48.4 (12.9)
N = 5 N = 7 N = 7 N = 4 N = 5

5 67.0 (31.1) 63.6 (26.4) 72.0 (18.5) 63.0 (N/A) 62.0 (42.4)
N = 2 N = 5 N = 5 N = 1 N = 2

6 74.8 (20.4) 71.0 (4.2) 87.0 (9.9) 37.8 (10.7) 37.0 (N/A)
N = 6 N = 2 N = 2 N = 4 N = 1

7 72.0 (21.7) 57.5 (44.5) 83.5 (19.1) 43.5 (9.2) 34.0 (0.0)
N = 3 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2

8 57.0 (N/A) 81.0 (N/A) 50.0 (N/A)
N = 1 N = 1 N = 1

Total 64.3 (17.2) 66.0 (22.2) 76.0 (17.0) 49.8 (19.9) 48.9 (18.6)
N = 24 N = 23 N = 23 N = 19 N = 14

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. No eighth-grade students were assigned to the mathematics practice condition.

Table 5 Mean Performance on Morphological Awareness as a Function of Grade and Condition

Mean percentage correct (95% CI)

Pretest Practice Posttest

Grade M R R M R

3 48.0 (15.5) 44.3 (10.3) 51.5 (20.5) 51.5 (27.0) 60.3 (18.1)
N = 8 N = 6 N = 6 N = 8 N = 3

4 38.2 (8.2) 71.3 (19.1) 76.7 (19.4) 47.0 (35.4) 43.0 (18.0)
N = 5 N = 7 N = 7 N = 4 N = 5

5 53.5 (13.4) 58.2 (20.8) 57.4 (24.4) 72.0 (N/A) 53.0 (35.4)
N = 2 N = 5 N = 5 N = 1 N = 2

6 62.7 (17.8) 65.5 (13.4) 84.0 (2.8) 38.5 (7.9) 34.0 (N/A)
N = 6 N = 2 N = 2 N = 4 N = 1

7 64.7 (30.6) 45.5 (24.7) 85.5 (6.4) 37.5 (9.2) 34.5 (4.9)
N = 3 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2

63.0 (N/A) 70.0 (N/A) 69.0 (N/A)
8 N = 1 N = 1 N = 1
Total 52.2 (18.4) 58.3 (19.1) 67.2 (22.1) 47.4 (24.0) 48.1 (19.3)

N = 24 N = 23 N = 23 N = 19 N = 14

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. No eighth-grade students were assigned to the mathematics practice condition.

mathematics fluency condition who were not repeatedly tested in reading. These effects did not vary significantly by grade
level, F < 1.

In sum, taking repeated online assessments of reading components skills during the summer did not produce any
significant change in final online test performance as compared to initial test performance. However, the reading com-
ponents testing intervention may have still had a positive impact on students’ reading components skills as indicated by
significantly higher standardized scores on the Woodcock–Johnson subtests and the TOSWRF in the reading condition
relative to the mathematics condition.

Mathematics Fluency

In contrast to the online reading components assessments that comprised fixed forms that were similar in structure and
content, the online mathematics fluency program consisted of 22 different assessments that students could take in an
independent, flexible manner. Each student could attempt to complete as many assessments selected from a menu as they
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Table 6 Mean Performance on Reading Comprehension as a Function of Grade and Condition

Mean percentage correct (95% CI)

Pretest Practice Posttest

Grade M R R M R

3 46.0 (12.9) 40.7 (13.3) 50.3 (25.0) 61.5 (21.6) 80.7 (3.8)
N = 8 N = 6 N = 6 N = 8 N = 3

4 42.4 (11.4) 71.5 (20.4) 77.3 (20.7) 53.3 (31.2) 54.6 (26.1)
N = 5 N = 6 N = 7 N = 4 N = 5

5 46.0 (N/A) 72.8 (27.2) 59.4 (19.8) 50.0 (N/A) 66.0 (35.4)
N = 1 N = 5 N = 5 N = 1 N = 2

6 73.3 (19.4) 74.0 (28.3) 60.0 (9.9) 51.8 (24.8) 41.0 (N/A)
N = 6 N = 2 N = 2 N = 4 N = 1

7 78.7 (19.1) 59.5 (7.8) 53.5 (29.0) 55.0 (19.8) 40.0 (17.0)
N = 3 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2 N = 2

8 81.0 (N/A) 67.0 (N/A) 83.0 (N/A)
N = 1 N = 1 N = 1

Total 56.6 (20.7) 63.0 (23.2) 62.3 (22.2) 56.4 (22.1) 60.8 (24.0)
N = 23 N = 22 N = 23 N = 19 N = 14

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. No eighth-grade students were assigned to the mathematics practice condition.

Table 7 Pretest and Posttest Reading Components Subscales across Grade Levels 3–8

Pretest Posttest

Reading components subscale Number of items Cronbach’s alpha Number of items Cronbach’s alpha

Word recognition and decoding 50–54 .80–.92 50 .88–.90
Vocabulary 38 .84–.92 8 .79–.89
Morphological awareness 32 .85 32 .82–.91
Reading comprehension 41–48 .88–.91 39–46 .88–.92

wanted or as time allowed during each study session. Indeed, as shown in Tables 10–12, striking differences appeared in
the frequency with which students from the three different populations attempted each of the different online mathematics
assessments. For instance, whereas the predominately younger ECV students (third and fourth graders) concentrated on
exercises like single-digit addition, especially during the first few study sessions, the predominately older LCC students
(fifth through eighth graders) concentrated on multiplication and division exercises. And, as Figure 1 shows, even when
comparing two third grade students from the same group, striking differences were found in the nature, frequency, and
history of their assessment selections. In this example, whereas third grade Student A attempted to complete a greater
number and wider variety of addition, subtraction, and multiplication assessments over several testing sessions, third
grade Student B only attempted the single-digit addition assessment multiple times during several testing sessions and
attempted the other assessments no more than one time in any given session.

Despite these differences, it is important to note consistent patterns of behavior in the ways students worked on
the online mathematics assessments. Although students were permitted to independently choose which assessments to
attempt to master, regardless of their difficulty, as Figure 2a and b show, students were able to maintain a consistently
high level of performance throughout the study, answering questions with greater than 75% accuracy and in 5 s or less,
on average. In addition, it does not appear that students devoted their time to exclusively practicing skills that they had
already mastered. As Figure 2b shows, students consistently earned more than 1 point on average for every assessment that
they attempted to complete. This result suggests that students were, in general, motivated to select new or less frequently
practiced assessments that would potentially earn them more than 1 point if successfully completed.

Performance on the online mathematics program was measured as the mean percentage of items answered correctly
and mean item response times on assessments of single- to two-digit addition and subtraction assessments taken at the
beginning (pretesting) and at the end of the study (posttesting). As mentioned previously, because the types of online
mathematics assessments and frequency with which students attempted to complete those assessments varied across
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Table 8 Mean Standardized Scores on Woodcock–Johnson III Achievement Subtests as a Function of Grade and Condition

Mean standardized score (95% CI)

Letter-word ID Passage comprehension Reading fluency

Grade M R M R M R

3 99 108 90.7 98 96.5 104.2
−10.1 −4.9 −8.6 −4.4 −6 −3.9

4 97.7 107 92 96 94.5 103.6
−4.7 −3.5 −3.1 −3.1 −1.5 −7.1

5 89 104.2 80 95.2 88 106.4
N/A −8.5 N/A −6.5 N/A −16.9

6 96.3 100 89.7 91.5 91.3 96
−11.4 −17.6 −12.5 N/A −9.4 −19.6

7 109 106 96 99 103.3 98
0 −5.9 −27.4 0 −11 −27.4

8 93 94 86
N/A N/A N/A

Total (N = 51) 98.6 104.9 91 95.9 95.3 102.3
−4 −3.3 −4.3 −2.2 −3.4 −5.4

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. This test was taken at the end of the study. No eighth-grade students were
assigned to the mathematics practice condition.

Table 9 Mean Standardized Scores on the Test of Silent Word Reading Fluency (TOSWRF) as a Function of Grade and Condition

Mean standardized score (95% CI)

Grade Math Reading

3 93.7 104.8
−6.2 −5.2

4 103.8 108
−3.6 −10.4

5 101 108.4
N/A −6.9

6 94.5 110
−2.3 −17.6

7 101.3 106.5
−21.8 −8.8

8 91
N/A

Total 98.9 106.4
−4.4 −3.7

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. This test was taken at the end of the study. No eighth-grade students were
assigned to the mathematics practice condition.

students and testing sessions, it was only possible to directly compare average posttest performance relative to pretest
performance for single- to two-digit addition and subtraction tasks that were attempted by nearly all students during
both pretesting and posttesting sessions.

As Tables 13 and 14 show, although variability is evident in performance across the different grade levels, a consistent
pattern of differences does not appear in initial and final test performance between the reading and math conditions.
An ANOVA confirmed a significant main effect of grade level on performance accuracy, F(1,29)= 10.92, MSE= 112.53,
𝜂p

2 = .27; however, the pretest and posttest scores did not differ significantly between the mathematics and reading
condition, all Fs< 1. Mean item response times did not significantly differ significantly as function of grade level, test
(pre vs. post), or condition. No interactions among the factors were statistically significant.

In addition, we compared performance on the Woodcock–Johnson subtest of math fluency for different grade levels
and conditions. As Table 15 shows, no consistent pattern of differences is found in the Woodcock–Johnson math flu-
ency scores for different grade levels and conditions. An ANOVA confirmed that the standardized test scores did not
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Table 10 Frequency of Attempts to Complete Each Math Assessment by Session (Every Child Valued [ECV] Group)

Number of attempts by session number

Math exercise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total

Addition, 1–2 digits 7 5 3 4 2 4 1 1 27
Addition, 1 digit 23 26 17 14 14 11 6 7 13 4 2 1 3 141
Addition, negative numbers 2 2 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 16
Compare fractions to decimals 1 4 3 1 1 2 1 1 14
Estimate products 2 3 4 1 1 2 2 15
Fraction addition, advanced 1 1 2
Fraction addition, basic 1 1 1 1 1 5
Greatest common divisor 1 1 2
Is number divisible by 10 10 10 9 5 3 8 11 9 65
Is number divisible by 2 2 19 15 4 8 7 5 6 7 73
Is number divisible by 3 1 3 6 9 5 5 3 1 33
Is number divisible by 4 1 2 1 5 3 12
Is number divisible by 5 6 10 16 11 1 6 9 7 66
Is number divisible by 6 2 2 6 4 1 2 1 1 19
Multiplication, 1 digit 3 8 6 4 3 2 2 1 2 31
Rounding whole numbers 1 1 1 3
Shape to fraction, denominator Level 1 13 8 2 6 29
Shape to fraction, denominator Level 2 1 2 2 5
Shape to fraction, nominator Level 1 4 1 13 8 3 1 30
Shape to fraction, nominator Level 2 1 1 3 1 3 9
Subtraction, 1–2 digits 2 1 4 2 1 1 11
Subtraction, 1 digit 6 9 7 6 3 5 4 2 1 1 44
Total 47 59 43 38 33 63 56 60 58 50 53 44 48 652

Table 11 Frequency of Attempts to Complete Each Math Assessment by Session (Independent)

Number of attempts by session number

Math exercise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 Total

Addition, 1–2 digits 11 7 3 2 23
Addition, 1 digit 13 5 2 4 3 1 1 2 2 5 4 42
Addition, negative numbers 2 6 2 2 2 4 1 2 21
Compare fractions to decimals 1 1 3 1 1 3 5 2 4 9 3 33
Estimate products 8 1 1 2 1 1 2 16
Fraction addition, advanced 2 1 3
Fraction addition, basic 2 4 1 1 2 3 1 1 15
Greatest common divisor 4 2 3 1 10
Is number divisible by 10 8 7 11 9 3 2 3 7 5 2 3 60
Is number divisible by 2 7 4 5 1 7 1 3 2 1 1 32
Is number divisible by 3 8 7 2 1 8 6 13 5 3 15 5 73
Is number divisible by 4 4 6 5 4 1 2 1 2 1 26
Is number divisible by 5 5 3 4 4 2 2 3 5 1 2 4 35
Is number divisible by 6 2 2 5 1 3 3 2 18
Multiplication, 1 digit 5 4 1 1 1 4 1 8 10 5 40
Rounding whole numbers 10 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 3 4 2 29
Shape to fraction, denominator Level 1 4 7 5 1 4 3 1 25
Shape to fraction, denominator Level 2 5 8 4 2 3 1 23
Shape to fraction, nominator Level 1 1 6 1 2 1 4 1 2 18
Shape to fraction, nominator Level 2 1 3 5 2 2 1 1 15
Subtraction, 1–2 digits 4 5 1 1 3 3 17
Subtraction, 1 digit 7 7 1 2 8 3 4 4 2 38
Total 45 63 44 39 54 39 42 41 50 60 46 45 44 612

Note. Independent=Eggerts Crossing Village community who were enrolled in neither summer program.
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Table 12 Frequency of Attempts to Complete Each Math Assessment by Session [Lawrence Community Center (LCC) Group]

Number of attempts by session number

Math exercise 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total

Addition, 1–2 digits 11 9 5 6 2 2 3 38
Addition, 1 digit 24 6 3 2 1 1 3 40
Addition, negative numbers 2 3 2 6 1 3 1 18
Compare fractions to decimals 4 1 2 6 13
Estimate products 11 6 6 6 5 6 5 45
Fraction addition, advanced 1 1 2
Fraction addition, basic 1 2 2 3 2 1 11
Greatest common divisor 3 3 1 2 2 11
Is number divisible by 10 6 4 1 3 14
Is number divisible by 2 7 7 1 8 2 1 26
Is number divisible by 3 3 3 3 10 6 4 1 30
Is number divisible by 4 3 3 3 6 3 1 1 20
Is number divisible by 5 5 3 4 2 1 1 16
Is number divisible by 6 4 2 1 5 3 3 2 20
Multiplication, 1 digit 11 7 6 4 3 3 34
Rounding whole numbers 4 2 4 1 4 3 5 23
Shape to fraction, denominator Level 1 2 5 4 4 4 2 2 23
Shape to fraction, denominator Level 2 1 1 2 2 2 3 1 12
Shape to fraction, nominator Level 1 5 9 3 1 1 1 20
Shape to fraction, nominator Level 2 2 5 2 1 1 11
Subtraction, 1–2 digits 3 2 2 4 4 2 17
Subtraction, 1 digit 11 3 1 1 1 2 19
Total 117 74 66 86 48 40 32 463
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Figure 1 Frequencies of math exercise attempts for two ECV third grade students during the first six testing sessions.
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Figure 2 Mean percent correct (a), speed (b), and number of points (b) earned for mathematics fluency assessments attempted by stu-
dents in the mathematics practice condition during the first 10 study sessions. Data are aggregated across all types of math assessments.

Table 13 Mean Performance on One- to Two-Digit Addition and Subtraction Mathematics Fluency as a Function of Grade Level and
Condition

Mean percentage correct (95% CI)

Pretest Posttest

Grade M R M R

3 91.7 (9.6) 85.5 (9.9) 89.0 (1.3) 85.9 (11.3)
N = 8 N = 5 N = 4 N = 5

4 80.7 (16.2) 94.0 (7.6) 78.5 (22.1) 82.2 (20.0)
N = 6 N = 6 N = 5 N = 3

5 97.0 (1.9) 88.9 (6.0) 76.3 (1.8) 88.6 (11.8)
N = 2 N = 5 N = 2 N = 3

6 95.6 (3.9) 92.5 (3.5) 96.0 (1.3) 91.7 (2.4)
N = 6 N = 2 N = 4 N = 2

7 97.7 (2.1) 88.3 (N/A) 95.6 (2.7) 88.8 (6.4)
N = 4 N = 1 N = 3 N = 2

8 98.3 (N/A) 95.0 (N/A)
N = 1 N = 1

Total 91.4 (11.1) 90.4 (7.7) 87.3 (13.6) 87.4 (11.0)
N = 26 N = 20 N = 18 N = 16

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. No eighth-grade students were assigned to the mathematics practice condition.
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Table 14 Mean Response Times for One- to Two-Digit Addition and Subtraction Items on Mathematics Fluency as a Function of Grade
Level and Condition

Mean response time in seconds (95% CI)

Pretest Posttest

Grade M R M R

3 6.0 (4.3) 7.9 (4.7) 9.2 (8.3) 7.7 (5.2)
N = 8 N = 5 N = 4 N = 5

4 7.2 (3.1) 5.2 (1.5) 11.9 (9.3) 5.6 (2.2)
N = 6 N = 6 N = 5 N = 3

5 4.2 (1.4) 5.4 (1.5) 4.7 (2.9) 4.0 (.8)
N = 2 N = 5 N = 2 N = 3

6 4.5 (2.3) 9.9 (8.7) 5.2 (1.5) 3.4 (1.4)
N = 6 N = 2 N = 4 N = 2

7 5.9 (4.2) 5.3 (N/A) 5.9 (4.8) 3.2 (.1)
N = 4 N = 1 N = 3 N = 2

8 6.9 (N/A) 6.8 (N/A)
N = 1 N = 1

Total 5.7 (3.4) 6.5 (3.5) 8.0 (7.0) 5.5 (3.4)
N = 26 N = 20 N = 18 N = 16

Note. CI= confidence intervals; M=math; R= reading. No eighth-grade students were assigned to the mathematics practice condition.

Table 15 Mean Standardized Scores on the Woodcock–Johnson III Achievement Subtest of Mathematics Fluency as a Function of
Grade and Condition

Mean standardized score (95% CI)

Grade Math Reading

3 100.5 96
−22.3 −6.2

4 93.7 102.6
−8.7 −15.2

5 78 104
N/A −8.4

6 78.3 94
−11.7 −7.8

7 102 89
−18.5 −23.5

8 88
N/A

Total 92.3 98.4
−7.6 −5.2

Note. CI= confidence intervals. This test was taken at the end of the study. No eighth-grade students were assigned to the mathematics
practice condition.

significantly differ as a function of students’ grade level, F(1,35)= 1.34, MSE= 202.30, 𝜂p
2 = .04, ns, or condition (reading

vs. math), F(1,35)= 1.65, MSE= 202.30, 𝜂p
2 = .05, ns. Moreover, correlations between Woodcock–Johnson math fluency

standardized scores and the ETS online mathematics pre- and posttest measures of accuracy and item response time were
small and nonsignificant (Pearson’s r values ranged from −.12 to .15, ns).

In summation, it is unclear whether the mathematics fluency testing intervention had a significant influence on stu-
dents’ retention and learning of mathematics during the summer. Due to the flexible, individualized nature of the online
mathematics assessments and the small sample size, it was only possible to compare group averages of initial and final
assessment performance measures using data for three out of the 22 ETS online mathematics assessments in order to
estimate changes in the performance over time. In addition, the intervention did not have a statistically significant effect
on students’ standardized math fluency scores, as measured by performance on the Woodcock–Johnson math fluency
subtest. That said, it is necessary to further analyze these data by modeling changes in performance accuracy, speed of
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responding over time, and number of assessment attempts for each individual student and type of assessment in order to
provide more fine-grained measures of individual student performance.

Discussion

It would be premature to draw any firm conclusions from this exploratory study given the small sample size and variations
in grade level, academic subjects, computer programs, and testing conditions. However, the main findings and observa-
tions of our study are nonetheless encouraging, albeit mixed. Taking repeated online assessments of mathematics fluency
and reading components skills during the summer did not reveal any significant decline in final online test performance as
compared to initial test performance, and furthermore, the reading components testing intervention appears to have pro-
duced some improvement in students’ reading components skills, as indicated by significantly higher standardized scores
on the Woodcock–Johnson III achievement subtests and the TOSWRF in the reading condition relative to standardized
scores for students assigned to the mathematics condition. Nevertheless, average performance on the final online read-
ing assessments was quite low, and yet, students performed at or above average for their grade level on the standardized
assessments.

One potential explanation for the discrepant findings among the reading posttests is that students may have felt less
motivated to take the final online assessments after having taken multiple, similar assessments throughout the summer.
As a result, their final performance on the online assessments may be a suboptimal measure of their reading knowledge
and skills at that time point than their final performance on the paper-based standardized tests, which were administered
under more traditional standardized testing conditions, either one on one or in small groups. Another possibility is that
the online pretest scores are not a reliable or valid measure of students’ baseline reading knowledge and skill level, and
differences in the final standardized test scores may reflect pre-existing differences in the student groups. This explanation
seems unlikely considering that the internal consistency reliabilities for the online reading components pre- and posttests
were consistently high, with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from .79 to .92 across all subtests, grade levels, and forms.

The mathematics fluency testing intervention does not appear to have a significant impact on measures of students’
retention and learning of mathematics during the summer. First, students who were assigned to the mathematics fluency
practice condition did not score higher on standardized tests of math fluency administered at the end of the study than
students who were assigned to the reading components practice condition. Second, due to the flexible, individualized
nature of the online mathematics assessments and the small sample size, it was only possible to compare group averages
of initial and final assessment performance measures using data from a small subset of the ETS online mathematics assess-
ments in order to estimate changes in the performance over time. Nevertheless, it would be premature to conclude that
the mathematics testing intervention had absolutely no impact on learning and retention.

One aim of future research should be to conduct similar studies with larger samples of students and model longitudinal
changes in performance accuracy, speed of responding, and number of assessment attempts for each individual student
and type of assessment in order to provide more fine-grained measures of individual learning. Such analyses would permit
the identification of specific areas where students improved or showed little or no decline in mathematics learning over
time and show how particular test characteristics—spaced repetition and feedback—affect learning and guide students
in their independent practice. Indeed, there is some indication that the continuous feedback of the online mathematics
assessment encourages students to independently choose appropriate exercises to practice. Including a system that rewards
students with points and stars for completing math tests with high accuracy and speed appears to further motivate students
to voluntarily devote most of their time to practicing knowledge and skills that are neither too easy nor too difficult. Many
students also appear to enjoy and feel motivated by the social competition of comparing how many points and stars they
earned with their peers. In a way, these various forms of feedback make the math assessments adaptive, in that students
can take more difficult assessments as they become comfortable with the easier assessments (this is in contrast to the
reading assessments, which remained the same difficulty level regardless of student performance).

Another purpose of this research was to evaluate the feasibility of using no-stakes educational testing as an intervention
to mitigate summer learning loss. Responses from student background surveys, qualitative observations, and feedback
from ECV and LCC staff highlighted several advantages and positive outcomes of the intervention, along with some
logistical challenges that will need to be overcome in future research and test development. First, the no-stakes nature of
the testing does not appear to have any significant negative effects on students’ interest in or willingness to participate in
the study. If anything, students had positive reactions to the study as a whole. Many of the students surveyed reported that
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they enjoyed and/or learned from participating in the ETS study. While many of the students reported feeling that it was
important to do well on the tests, they only felt at most somewhat nervous while taking the tests.

Despite the regularity and frequency of testing throughout the study, the intervention was incorporated into both the
ECV and LCC summer program schedules without replacing or disrupting other planned activities. ECV and LCC staff
also supported the pilot study and contributed to its successful implementation in a variety of ways. It should be noted,
however, that logistical challenges that are typical of summer programs, such as offsite day trips, last minute changes to the
program schedules, and students starting or ending their participation in the summer programs at different times, resulted
in some students participating in fewer practice testing sessions or experiencing longer delays (and perhaps greater for-
getting) between testing sessions.

In addition, students responded positively to receiving incentives of snacks, toys, games, and other prizes given
on a weekly basis, as well as at the end of the study. The incentives appeared to enhance students’ willingness and
interest participating in the study; however, it is impossible to determine the exact contribution of the incentives to
student performance throughout the study. Another aim of future research should be to examine the effects of pro-
viding such incentives on students’ motivation and effort to perform well on no-stakes assessments taken during the
summer. This is particularly important given the goal of developing interventions that are both low-cost and widely
accessible.

Differences in the testing environments may have also had an impact on how students participated in the study and
performed on the tests. For example, during each testing session, ECV students were tested in a computer lab that was
set up specifically for the research study, and they were supervised by a teacher from the summer program who helped to
ensure that students were working quietly on the ETS computer programs and not distracting other students. By contrast,
LCC students were tested in one of the LCC computer labs, and they were often distracted by the activities (e.g., music
class) that were taking place in the neighboring rooms or by seeing other students not enrolled in the ETS study playing
computer games on nearby computers. All of the ECV students participated in the ETS study. Perhaps most importantly,
both the ECV and LCC summer programs provided students with academic enrichment, and some of the knowledge
and skills tested during the course of the study may have also been taught to or reviewed by students as part of their
respective summer programs. In order to disentangle the influence of the summer programs themselves from this type
testing intervention, future studies should include a larger sample of “independent” students who are not concurrently
enrolled in a formal summer program.

In summation, the findings and observations from this exploratory study highlight both the ease and potential benefits
of incorporating no-stakes educational testing into a summer program. The fact that we did not observe any significant
summer learning loss, particularly in tests of reading components skills, is encouraging news for students, parents, and
educators and suggests that this type of intervention may contribute to the academic enrichment of summer programs
and have some potential to address summer learning loss in students in Grades 3–8. The fact that this intervention did
not require much time relative to the total time students spent in the ECV and LCC summer programs, or in comparison
to the amount of instruction time they experience in school, further underscores the ease with which such an intervention
could be implemented on a broader scale. For instance, students could complete the online assessments for free (excluding,
of course, any additional material rewards or incentives) at home (or any suitable location with a computer and internet
connection) during the summer for only 30 min a day, two or three times per week. Understanding how such a low-cost
strategy may decrease summer learning loss would make an important contribution to education throughout the United
States.
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