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A SUMMARY OF STATE CHAPTER 1 MIGRANT EDUCATION
PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND ACHIEVEMENT
INFORMATION FOR 1986-87

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report encompasses two volumes and summarizes the
participation and achievement information provided by state
educational agencies (SEAs) on the ECI2 Chapter 1 Migrant
Education Program for the 1986-87 school year. The 1986-87
school year was the third year in which SEAs were required to
submit participation information using a prescribed format (the
State Performance Report).* For achievement information,
statewide data summaries were requested, although no specific
format was required.

Volume 1 provides the participation information, while
this volume presents state-by-state descriptions of the types
and results of the achievement information submitted by SEAs.

Thirty-four states (out of 48) provided statewide
achievement information for the regular term.2 The states used
various types of tests. Norm referenced tests were used in 27
states, while nine states used criterion referenced tests, and
two states used locally-developed instruments. In the summer
term, 15 states (out of 44) provided statewide achievement
information.3 Summer term achievement testing was distributed
among norm referenced tests (six states). criterion referenced
tests (eight states), and locally 1leveloped instruments (two
states) .

Several factors affect the precision of an assessment of
achievement outcomes in migrant education projects. Among the
most important factors are:

o Since there were no standardized reporting
requirements, states provided information
from a variety of test types (such as norm
referenced, criterion referenced, and
locally-developed), using a range of test

lrn 1986-87, State Performance Reports were received from
49 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Hawaii
does not participate in the migrant education program.

2Phree states did not operate migrant education projects
in the regular term.

3seven states did not operate migrant education projects
in the summer term.
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measures (such as normal curve equivalents,
grade equivalents, number of objectives
mastered, and number of skills mastered);

o Currently migrant students were typically
the least likely to be part of project
evaluation testing (especially testing with
a pre/post design) because of their
mobility and their language deficits;

o Standardized tests, with norms for fall
and/or spring testing, may not be
compatible with the short term basis of
many migrant projects cr the cyclical
patterns of migrant movement; and

o Most states submitted results for
participants tested in reading and
mathematics. However, projects funded by
the Chapter 1 migrant education program
tended to be highly diversified.

Therefore, evaluations of performance in
these two subject areas may be
inappropriate or inadequate measures of the
impact. of the services provided.

While these factors preclude the development of a precise
national estimate of the achievement of migrant education
participarnts, summary findings are presented in this report for
those states reporting regular term achievement results,
expressed in normal curve equivalent scores (NCEs), using a
pretest/posttest norm referenced model. This achievement
information was reported for about 41,000 Chapter 1 migrant
students in 15 states tested on an annual test cycle in reading
and slightly over 28,000 tested in mathematics. About 9,000
Chapter 1 migrant students in 13 states were reported tested on
a fall-spring test cycle in reading and about 8,000 in
mathematics. The majority of students tested were in the
elementary grades. Seventy-two percent of the total number
tested in both fall-spring reading and mathematics were in
grades 1 through 6, compared to 64 perzent in annual reading
and 67 percent in annual mathematics.

Children of migrant workers traditionally have been
regarded as one 6f the most educationally disadvantaged
segments of the school-aged population. Pretest percentiles in
all cycles, subjects, and grades fell below the 42nd
percentile, and over half of the summary pretest percentiles
fell at or below the 25th percentile. Pretest percentiles
tended to be higher for students tested on an annual cycle. 1In
both the annual and fall-spring cycles, summary pretest
percentiles were higher in mathematics than in reading. oOn
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average, pretest percentiles were higher at the elementary
level than at the secondary level.

While pretest percentiles were lower for students tested
on a fall-spring cycle, these participants demonstrated higher
NCE gains than students tested on an annual cycle. Summary NCE
gains within test cycles tended to be higher in mathematics
than in reading.

For the Chapter 1 migrant students tested on an annual
test cycle in reading, the total summary gains ranged from -0.5
NCE in grade 12 to 2.7 NCEs in grade 6. The total summary
pretest percentiles ranged from the 18th percentile in grade 11
tc the 26th percentile in grade 2.

In mathematics, for migrant education participants tested
on an annual test cycle, the total summary gains ranged from
~0.5 NCE in grade 8 to 3.2 NCEs in grade 7. The total summary
pretest percentiles ranged from the 30th percentile in grade 9
to the 41st percentile in grade 2.

For the Chapter 1 migrant students tested on a fall-spring
test cycle in reading, the total summary gains ranged from -0.6
NCE in grade 12 to 8.5 NCEs in grade 3. The total summary
pretest percentiles ranged from the 1llth percentile in grade 11
to the 20th percentile in grades 2, 4, and 6.

In mathematics, for migrant education participants tested
on a fall-spring test cycle, the total summary gains ranged
from 3.2 NCEs in grade 12 to 11.8 NCEs in grade 2. The total
summary pretest vercentiles ranged from the 16th percentile in
grade 11 to the :9th percentile in grades 6 and 8.
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INTRODUCTION

Recognizing that the migratory children of migratory
agricultural workers were disadvantaged, P.L. 89-750 was
enacted in November 1966, amending Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) to authorize a program of
services for these youths. The 1986-87 migrant education
program, authorized by Sections 141-143 of Chapter 1 of the
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA), provided
funds to state educational agencies (SEAs) for "programs and
projects...which are designed to meet the special educational
needs of migratory children of migratory agricultural workers
or of migratory fishermen, and to coordinate such programs and
projects with similar programs and projects in other states,
including the transmittal of pertinent information with respect
to school records of such children" (Section 142).

Overview

Sections 555(d) and (e) of Chapter 1, respectively,
specify SEA responsibilities for (1) maintaining records and
information, and (2) conducting evaluations and collecting
data. These sections state:

(d) Records and Information: Each State educational
agency shall keep such records and provide such
information to the Secretary as may be required
for fiscal audit and program evaluation
(consistent with the responsibilities of the
Secretary under this chapter).

(e) Evaluation: Each State educational agency
shall -

(1) <c¢onduct an evaluation of the programs
assisted under this chapter at least every
two years and shall make public the results
of that evaluation; and

(2) collect data on the race, age, and gender
of children served by the programs assisted
under this chapter and on the number of
children served by grade-level under the
programs assisted under this chapter.

While these requirements obligated SEAs to report data to
the Federal government, the U.S. Department of Education (ED)
did not initially specify the format nor provide guidelines for
the information to be collected. As a result, states developed
their own locally relevant criteria for collecting
participation information.




In 1983, however, the ED General Jounsel determined that
all SEAs were required by the Chapter 1 statute to submit
standardized information on the migrant education program to
ED. To implement this decision, ED solicited input from SEAs
on the most appropriate me_.sures and assembled a standard
format for reporting of the participation information. The
resulting standard form (the State Performance Report) received
firal approval by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in
the spring of 1985. The 1984-85 school year was the first year
of data collection using this form.

Further; ED published rules and regulations pertaining to
these requirements in Volume 34 of the Code of Federal
Regulations (7/1/86). In reference to the evaluation
requirement, the Department stated:

§204.23 Evaluation.
(a) SEA evaluation.
(1) Each SEA shall-

(i) conduct an evaluation of the Chapter 1
programs in the State at least once every
two years and make public the results of
that evaluation; and

(ii) cCollect data annually on-

(A) The race, age, and gender of
children served by the Chapter 1
programs in the State; and

(B) The number of children served by
grade level under the Chapter 1
programs in the State.

(2) To meet the requirements in paragraph (a) (1) (i)
of this section, the SEA may, for each cChapter 1
program, aggregate evaluation data collected under
paragraph (b) (1) (i) of this section to obtain
Statewide totals.

This report summarizes the 1986-87 State Performance
Reports for the ECIA Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program.l The
information for the 1986-87 school year was submitted by the
SEAs in the winter and early spring of 1988, These performance

11n 1786-87, State Performance Reports were received from
49 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. Hawaii
does not participate in the migrant education program.




reports provide information on the number of participants (by
gender, year of birth, ethnic group, migrant status, and grade
by regular term/summer term), the types of services provided
(by regular term/sunmer term), the number of staff (by regular
term/summer term), and achievement (by regular term/summer
term). The participation information, collected and reported
according to the prescribed format, is presented in Volume 1.

For achievement, statewide data summaries were requested,
and any format desired by the SEA could be used. This volume,
Volume 2, provides a description of the achievement information
submitted by the SEAs for the 1986~87 school year. Although no
specific format was prescribed, states were encouraged to
provide data by school term, grade, subject area, and testing
schedule.

Summary of Achievement Information
Reported by the States?

Regula:r Term Reports

Thirty-four states provided statewide achievement
information in the regular term.3 The most prevalent subject
areas for which information was reported were reading and
mathematics (in 33 of the 34 states). 1In addition, achievement
information in the other language arts area was provided by 17
states, while five states reported achievement information on
English to limited English background students. (Table 1) .

The states used various types of tests. Norm referenced
tests were the most frequently used: results from norm
referenced tests were reported in 27 states. Nine states used
criterion referenced tests, while two states used locally-
developed instruments. (Table 2)

Twenty-five states provided information on the number of
Chapter 1 migrant education participants tested using norm
referenced measures. Almost 65,000 Chapter 1 migrant students
were tested in reading and almost 50,000 were tested in
mathematics. Eight states provided information on the number

2This discussion is based on information submitted in tk-
State Performance Reports and information obtained through
telephone conversations with state officials. Appendix A
discusses the methodology used in reviewing the submitted
information.

3Three states did not operate migrant education projects

in the regular term. One state provided achievement informa-
tion from a variety of measures for individual school districts.
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of Chapter 1 migrant education participants tested using
criterion referenced tests or locally~developed measures. Over
7,000 Chapter 1 migrant students were tested in reading and
over 6,500 were tested in mathematics. (Tables 3 and 4)

Of the total number of participants receiving migrant
education services in the regular term, 24 percent were tested
in reading and 19 percent were tested in mathematics using a
variety of test measures. Information was not available,
however, to determine what percentage of those tested in
reading or mathematics actually received reading or mathematics
services.? (Tables 3 and 4)

In the nine states that used criterion referenced tests
and the two that used locally-~developed tests, a variety of
measures were used to assess achievement. (Table 5)

41n six states, there were more participants tested in
reading than were reported receiving reading services in the
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program, and in six states, there
were more participants tested in mathematics than were reported
receiving mathematics services in the Chapter 1 Migrant
Education Program.



Table 1

Regular Term
Statewide Achievement Information
by Subject Area and State -- 1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

Subject Area

Statewide
Achievement
Data
Provided

English
to Limited
English
Background

Other
Language

State Reading Math Arts

Other

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

MR R XX

MKooR R XXX

Moo X
<

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of
Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa?/

KX X
HKX X
<X

<

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana?/
Maine
Maryland

ol

MKooXRK XXX R X
ke

o

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

<X
ol
<X
<>

Montana&/
Nebraskad/
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey




Table 1 (continued)

Achievement

State

Statewide

Data
Provided

Subject Area

Reading

Math

English
to Limited
English
Background

Other
Language
Arts

Other

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyomings/

Total

HKHEXK ) R

<X X

34

a/ lowa provided statewide achicvement information in a narrative format, but did

KX X XX

e olals

>4

33

KX K XX

ol oloke

33

not provide the information by subject area.

b/ Louisiana did not provide a statewide summary of achievement data. Achievement
information from a variety of measures was submitted for individual parishes.

¢/ Montana, Nebraska, and Wyoming did not operate migrant education projects in
the regular term.

<
o

17 5

<
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Table 2

Regular Term
Statewide Achievement Testing
by Type and State -- 1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

Norm Criterion Locally-
State Referenced Referenced Developed

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

F T T i

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia
Idaho
Illinois X
Indiana
Iowa

T o

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana®/
Maine
Maryland

KooXK XX

Massachusetts . X
Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi X

Missouri X

Montana?/

Nebraska®/

Nevada X
New Hampshire

New Jersey X




Table 2 (continued)

Norm Criterion Locally-
State Referenced Referenced Developed

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

b

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico X
Rhode Island

x X
<

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

e oRolol

Vermont

Virginia

Washington X

West Virginia

Wisconsin X X
Wyoming®/

Total 27 9 2

a/ Louisiana did not provide a statewide summary of achievement data. Achievement
information f em a variety of measures was submitted for individual parishes.

b/ Montana, Mebraska, and Wyoming did not opcrate migrant education projects in
the regular term.




Table 3

Regular Term
Participants Receiving Reading Services and Number
Tested in Reading by State -- 1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

Number Testcd in Rcading

Using
Criterion

Referenced

Number Using Norm or Locally-

Number of Receiving Refcrenced Decveloped

State Participants?/ Reading?/ Mcasures Measures
Alabama 2,275 732 520 -
Alaska 4541 2,009 1,680 -
Arizona 11,439 3,972 7,406/ .
Arkansas 6,696 3,451 1,359 101
California 102,337 30,829 18,538 -
Colorado 1,992 927 361 529
Connecticuts/ 4,048 1,184 - -
Delaware¢/ 345 241 - -
District of Columbia¢/ 70 24 - -
Florida 17,199 5,942 2,412 -
Georgia 4,522 1,794 420 -
Idaho 1,750 781 473 -

Mlinois 757 329 - 6308/
Indiana 2,569 390 239 -
Iowa 137 54 da/ -
Kansas 4,286 804 725 -
Kentucky 3,486 2,362 1,762 -
Louisiana¥/ 5,854 4,168 - -
Maine 3,220 2,561 724 -
Maryland¢/ 30 22 - -

Massachusetts 3,170 2,665 - 2,700/
Michigan¢/ 6,226 4,337 - -
Minnesotas/ 490 310 - -
Mississippi 3,270 2,153 1,065 -
Missouri 1,158 547 - g/
Montanah/ 0 0 - -
Nebraskal/ 0 0 - -
Nevada 548 427 175 -
New Hampshires/ 39 9 - -
New Jersey 1,411 417 4691/ -

9
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Table 3 (continued)

Number Tested in Reading

Using
Criterion

Referenced

Number Using Norm or Locally-

Number of Receiving Referenced Developed

State Participants®/ Reading?/ Measures Measures
New Mexico 1,474 11 123%/ -
New York 4,594 3,688 - 2,053
North Carolina 4,074 2,485 1,340 -
North Dakotas/ 407 407 - -
Ohio 1,369 388 92 -
Oklahoma 1,753 933 621 -
Oregon 8,224 1,841 - i/
Pennsylvania 2,594 788 200 -

Puerto Rico 7,921 320 . 713%/
Rhode Island¢/ 73 73 - -
South Carolina 74 64 38 -
South Dakota 64 53 18 -
Tennessce 114 114 59 12
Texas 63,733 41,521 23,597 .

Utah?/ 58 24 -

Vermont/ 653 25 - -
Virginia¥/ 589 35 - -
Washington¥/ 8,210 5,396 95 -
West Virginia®/ 72 14 - -
Wisconsin 759 576 - 525
Wyomingl/ 0 0 - -
Total 300,674 132,197 64,511 7,263

a/ Data from A Summary of State Chapter 1 Migrant Education Participation and
Achievement for 1986-87, Volume 1: Participation, 1989.

b/ In Arizona, Illinois, New Mexico, and Puerto Rico, there were more participants
tested in rcading than were reported receiving reading services. SEA officials

explained that the number tested represents migrant education participants given a

rcading test even though they may have received services other than reading.

10




Table 3 (continued)

¢/

SN

Connecticut, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, and West
Virginia did not provide achievement information for the regular term.

Iowa submitted achievement information in a narrative format which did not
include the number of participants tested by subject or grade.

Louisiana did not provide a statewide summary of achievement information for the
regular term. Achicvement information from a variety of measures was submitted
for individual parishes.

Due to thc nature of testing in Massachusctts, the number tested represented a
duplicated count of participants, thercfore, the number tested cxceeds the number
reported receiving reading services.

Missouri tested 656 participants on a range of basic skills.

Montana, Nebraska, and Wyoming did not operate migrant education projects in
the regular term.

In New Jersey, all children who were identified as migrant were tested through
the Chapter 1 program, although they may not have received migrant education
services. As a result, the number tested excceds the number reported receiving
reading services.

Oregon did not provide the number tested using loca.ly-devcloped measures by
subject area.

Washington submitted a statewide achievement report, but because the number
tested was not representative of the participants receiving migrant education
services, the Washington SEA requested that the NCE scores not be reported. As
a result, Washington’s information was not included in the state level aggregation
of NCE data and are not a part of the total number tested in Tables 11, 12, 13,
and 14.




Table 4

Regular Term

Participants Receiving Mathematics Services and Number
Tested in Mathematics by State -- 1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

Number Tested in

Mathematics

Using
Criterion

Referenced

Number Using Norm or Locally-

Number of Receiving Referenced Developed

State Participantsé/ Mathematics?/ Mecasures Mecasures
Alabama ) 2,275 1,780 903 -
Alaska 4,541 1,710 1,682 -
Arizona 11,439 3,464 7,335%/ -
Arkansas 6,696 2,626 1,008 101
California 102,337 23,550 17,874 -
Colerado 1,992 656 209 315
Connecticuts/ 4,048 414 - -
Delawares/ 345 210 . -
District of Columbia®/ 70 24 - -
Florida 17,199 1,688 355 -
Georgia 4,522 1,440 420 -
Idaho 1,750 559 342 -

Illinois 757 243 - 536/
Indiana 2,569 267 235 -
fowa 137 35 da/ -
Kansas 4,286 420 261 -
Kentucky 3,486 2,800 1,7A2 -
Louisiana®/ 5,854 3,023 . -
Maine 3,220 1,905 622 -
Maryland¢/ 30 23 - -

Massachusetts 3,170 2,681 - 2,731/
Michigan¢/ 6,226 3,639 - -
Minnesotas/ 490 178 . -
Mississippi 3,270 1,089 569 -
Missouri 1,158 468 - g/
Montanal/ 0 0 - -
Nebraskal/ 0 0 - -
Nevada 548 248 141 -
New Hampshires/ 39 8 - -
New Jersey 1,411 393 4201/ -
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Table 4 (continued)

Number Tested in

Mathematics

Using
Criterion

Referenced

Number Using Norm or Locally-

Number of Receiving Referenced Developed

State Participants?®/ Mathematics®/  Measures Measures
New Mexico 1,474 192 207Y/ -
New York 4,594 2,240 - 1,416
North Carolina 4,074 2,152 1,340 -
North Dakota¢/ 407 407 . -
Ohio 1,369 269 92 -
Oklahoma 1,753 1,002 631 -
Oregon 8,224 1,186 - i/
Pennsylvania 2,594 424 57 -

Puerto Rico 7,921 1,429 - 1,157%/
Rhode Islands/ 73 73 - -
South Carolina 74 64 39 -
South Dakota 64 43 18 -
Tennessee 114 114 57 16
Texas . 63,733 24,814 13,121 -
Utahe/ 58 28 - -
Vermont/ 653 0 - -
Virginia&/ 589 32 - .
Washingtonk/ 8,210 4,191 90 -
West Virginia/ 72 14 - -
Wisconsin 759 491 - 491
Wyomingl/ 0 0 - -
Total 300,674 94,706 49,790 6,763

a/ Data from A Summary of State Chapter | Migrant Fducation Participation and

Achicvement for 1986-87, Volume 1: Participation, 1989.

b/ In Arizona, lllinois, New Mexico, and Puerto Rico, there were more participants
tested in mathematics than were reporied receiving mathematics services. SEA
officials explained that the number testea represents migrant education
participants given a mathematics test even though they may have received
services other than mathematics.
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Table 4 (continued)

¢/ Connecticut, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota,
New Hampshire, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Utah, Yewsvnat, Virginia, and
West Virginia did nct provide achievement informat.on for the regular term.

d/ lowa submitted achievement information in a narrative format which did not
include the number of participants tested by subject or grade.

¢/ Louisiana did not provide a statewide summary of achievement information for the

regular term. Achicvement information from a varicty of measures was submitted
for individual parishes.

f/  Dwuc to the nature of testing in Massachusetts, the number tested represented a
duplicated count of participants, therefore, the number tested exceeds the number
reported receiving mathematics services.

g/  Missouri tested 583 participants on a range of basic skills.

<

Montana, Nebraska, and Wyoming did not operate migrant education projects in
the regular term.

i/ In New Jersey, all childre.a who were identified as migrant were tested through
the Chapter 1 program, although they may not have received migrant education

services. As a result, the number tested exceeds the number reported receiving
mathematics services.

i/ Oregon did not provide the number tested using locally-developed measures by
subject area.

k/ Washington submitted a statewide achievement report, but because the number
tested was not representative of the participants receiving migrant education
services, the Washington SEA rcquested that the NCE scores not be reported. As
a result, Washington’s information was not included in the state level aggregation
of NCE data and are¢ not a part of the total number tested in Tables 11, 12, 13,
and 14.

o]
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Number Tested Using Criterion-Referenced and Locally-Developed

Table 5

Regular Term

Measures by State--1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

Number Tested

State Mecasure Used Rcading Mathematics
Arkansas Average Number Skills Gained 101 101
Colorado Number of Objectives Mastered 529 315
Illinois Percent not Meeting, Percent Meeting

and/or Exceceding Standards 630 52
Massachusectts Avcrage Number of Skills Mastered 2,700 2,731
Missouri Average Percent Gain af a/
Necw York Number of Objectives Mastered 2,053 1,416
Oregon Success Rating (from Very Successful to

Unsuccessful) by Educational Component b/ b/
Puerto Rico Average Number of Skills Mastered 713 1,157
Tennessee Skills Gained 12 16
Wisconsin Percent Suczessful 525 491
Total Tested 263 6,763

a8/ Missouri tested 656 participants in recading and ¢
basic skills.

in matkematics on a4 range of

b/ Orcgon did not provide the number tested using locally-dzveloped measures by

subject area.
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Summer Term Reports

In the summer term, 15 states provided statewide
achievement information.® Fifteen states provided reading and
mathematics achievement. Achievement information in other
language arts was provided by seven states and English to
limited English backgrc'ind students by three states. ( le 6)

Summer term achievement results were divided among norm
referenced tests (six states), criterion referencel tests
(eight states), and locally-developed instruments (two states).
(Table 7)

Four states provided information on the number of
Chapter 1 migrant education participants tested using norm
referenced measures. Almost 600 Chapter 1 migrant students
were tested in both reading and in mathematics. Seven states
provided information on the number of Chapter 1 migrant
education participants tested using criterion referenced tests
or locally-developed measures. Over 8,000 Chapter 1 migrant
students were tested in both reading and in mathematics.
(Tables 8 and 9)

Of the total number of participants receiving migrant
education services in the summer term, 8 percent were tested in
reading and 9 percent were tested in mathematics using a
variety of test measures. Information was rot available,
however, to determine what percentage of t. se tested in
reading or mathematics actually received re.ding or mathematics
services.® (Tables 8 and 9)

In the eight states that used criterion referenced tests
and the two that used locally-developed tests, a variety of
measures were used to assess achievement. (Table 10)

S5seven states did not operate migrant education projects
in the summer term. One state provided achievement information
from a variety ox measures for individual school districis.

6In two states, there were more particiJ.ats tested in
reading than were reported receiving reading services in the
Chapter 1 Migrant Zducation Program, and in two states, there
wexe re participants tested in mathematics than were reported
rec. sing matuematics services in the Chapter 1 Migrant
Education Program.




Table 6

Summer Term
Statewide Achiecvement Information
by Subject Arca and State -- 1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

Subject Arca

Statewide English
Achicvement Other to Limited
Data Language English
State Provided Recading  Math Arts Rackgro. . Other

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado X X X
Connecticut
Delaware X X X
District of

Columbia?/
Florida

Georgia
Iaaho
Illinois
Indiana
Towa2/

el
el
el

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana?®/
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi2/
Missouri

T T R S

T T - R S

T S

XX X X
o

Montana®/
Nebraska
Nevada?/

New Hampshire
New Jersey

-1




Table 6 (continued)

State

Statewide
Achicvement
Data
Provided

-

Subject Area

Reading

Math

English
Other to Limited
Language English
Arts Background

Other

New Mexico
Ncew York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma?/
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico?/
Rhode Island

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessce
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Total

x XK oX X

15

o

x XK oX X

15

o

XX X X

15

a/  The District of Columbia, Iowa, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, Oklahoma, and
Puerto Rico did not opcrate migrant projccts in the summer term.

b/ Montana submitted district level achicvement information.
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Table 7

Summer Term
Statewide Achievement Testing
by Type and State -- 1986-87
Chapter | Migrant Education Program

State

Norm Criterion
Referenced Referenced

Locally-
Developed

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delawgre

District of Columbia2/
Florida

Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Towa2/

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana?/
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi2/
Missouri

Montana®/
Nebraska
Nevada?/

New Hampshire
New Jersey

tal
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Table 7 (continued)

Norm Criterion Locally-
State Referenced Referenced Developed

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota X
Ohio

Oklahoma?/

Oregon X
Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico?/

Rhode Island X

South Carolina X
South Dakota

Tennessee X
Texas

Utah X

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin X
Wyoming

Total 6 8 2

a/ The District of Columbia, Iowa, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, Oklahoma, and
Puerto Rico did not operate migrant projects in the summer term.

b/ Montana submitted district level achievement information.
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Table 8

Summer Term
Participants Receiving Reading Services and Number
Tested in Reading by State -- 1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

Number Tested in Reading

Using
Criterion

Referenced

Number Using Norm or Locally-

Number of Receiving Referenced Developed

State Participantsﬁ/ Readingé/ Measures Measures
Alabama®/ 444 179 - -
Alaskab/ 216 183 - -
Arizonal/ 1,476 1,087 - -
Arkansas?/ 17 17 - -
California?/ 49,981 32,057 - -
Colorado 1,830 1,619 - 1,456
Connecticut®/ 690 262 - -
Delaware 449 346 58 -
District of Columbia&/ 0 0 - -
Florida®/ 280 210 - -
Georgiat/ 2,658 1,898 - -
Idaho®/ 1,869 736 - -

Illinois 1,961 1,367 d/ 1,895¢/
Indiana 1,317 299 40 -
Towas/ 0 0 - -
Kansas®/ 960 331 - -
Kentucky!’/ 531 259 - -
Louisianas/ 0 0 - -
Maine®/ 369 325 - -
Maryland 439 281 134 -

Massachusetts 3,807 3,092 - 3,145¢/
Michigan®/ 6,522 6,657 - -
Minnesota 2,796 1,335 - 781
Mississippi&/ 0 0 - -
Missouri 479 323 - f/
Montana&/ 750 422 - -
Nebraska®/ 690 487 . -
Nevada¥/ 0 0 - -
New Hampshire?/ 68 3 - -
New Jersey? 926 926 - -
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Table 8 (continued)

Number Tested in Reading

Using
Criterion
Referenced
Number Using Norm or Locally-
Number of Receiving Referenced Developed
State Participants®/ Reading?/ Measures Measures

New Mexico?/ 658 195 - -
New York®/ 2,308 2,071 - -
North Carolinal/ 3,171 2,143 - -
North Dakota 943 782 h/ -
Ohiot/ 1,979 321 - -

Oklahoma¥/ 0 0 - -
Oregon 4,079 2,172 - i/
Pennsylvaniat/ 892 662 - -
Puerto Rico¢/ 0 0 - -
Rhode Island 22 22 - i/

South Carolina 679 368 - 309
South Dakota®/ 24 22 - -
Tennessee 303 303 - 245
Texas?/ 3,350 1,827 - -
Utah 686 640 344 -

Vermont®/ 228 143 - -
Virginia®/ 304 328 - -
Washington?/ 2,405 1,906 - "
West Virginiat/ 44 44 . .
Wisconsin 606 433 - 388
Wyomingh/ 545 20 - -

Total 104,751 69,103 576 8,219

a/ Data from A Summary of State Chapter 1 Migrant Education Participation and
Achievement for 1986-87, Volume 1: Participation, 1989.

b/ Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,
Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Texas,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming did not provide
achievement information for the summer terin.




Table 8 (continued)

The District of Columbia, Iowa, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, Oklahoma, and
Puerto Rico did not operate migrant projects in the summer term.

In Illinois there were more participants tested in reading than were reported
receiving services. An SEA official explained that the number tested represented
migrant education participants given a reading test even though they may have
received services other than reading. Illinois also provided reading achievement
data from a point-in-time longitudinal study which used norm referenced testing.
The number of participants tested was not given.

Due to the nature of testing in Massachusetts, th@humber tested represented a
duplicated count of participants, therefore, the.number tested exceeds the number
reported receiving reading services.
Missouri tested 217 participants on a range of basic skills.

Montana submitted district level achievement information.

North Dakota provided NCE gains by grade, but did not report the number tested.

Oregon did not provide the number tested using locally-developed measures by
subject area.

=

Rhode Island submitted the evaluation instruments and results correlated by grade
level to lesson. The number tested was not provided.




Table 9
Summer Term
Participants Receiving Mathematics Services and Number
Tested in Mathematics by State -- 1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program
Number Tested :in
Mathematics
Using
Criterion
Referenced
Number Using Norm or Locally-
Number of Receiving Referenced Developed
State Participantsﬁ/ Mathematics?/ Measures Measures
Alabamal/ 444 209 - -
Alaska®/ 216 37 . .
Arizona®/ 1,476 875 - -
Arkansas®/ 17 0 - -
Californiab/ 49,981 32,464 - -
Colorado 1,830 1,697 - 1,443
Connecticut®/ 690 50 - -
Delaware 449 346 50 -
District of Columbia%/ 0 0 - -
Florida®/ 280 207 . -
Georgia/ 2,658 1,622 - -
Idaho®/ 1,869 727 - -
I1linois 1,961 1,343 d/ 1,910¢/
Indiana 1,317 210 42 -
Iowas/ 0 0 - - ‘
|
Kansas®/ 960 304 - . |
Kentucky®/ 531 233 - - ‘
Louisiana¥/ 0 0 - - ;
Maine®/ 369 329 - - |
Maryland 439 266 134 -
Massachysetts 3,807 3,198 . 3,261¢/
Michigan®/ 6,522 6,607 - -
Minnesota 2,796 1,373 - 777
Mississippi¢/ 0 0 - .
Missouri 479 139 - f/
Montana&/ 750 450 - -
Nebraska®/ 690 515 - -
Nevada®/ 0 0 - .
New Hampshire?/ 68 1 - -
New Jersey?/ 926 926 - -




Table 9 (continued)

Number Tested in

Mathematics
Using

Criterion

Referenced

Number Using Norm  or Loc. lly-

Number of Receiving Referenced Developed

State Participants?/ Mathematics2/ Measures Measures
New Mexico/ 658 471 - -
New York® 2,308 1,453 - -
North Carolina/ 3,171 1,868 - -
North Dakota 943 943 h/ -
Ohio® 1,979° 358 - -
Oklahoma¥/ 0 0 - .
Oregon 4,079 2,248 - i/
Pennsylvaniat/ 892 577 - -
Puerto Rico/ 0 0 - -
Rhode Island 22 22 - i/
South Carolina 679 367 - 309
South Dakotat/ 24 8 - -
Tennessee 303 303 - 239
Texast/ 3,350 1,618 - .
Utah 686 595 344 -
Vermont®/ 228 143 - -
Virginiak/ - 304 293 - -
Washington?/ 2,405 1,840 - -
West Virginiat/ 44 44 . -
Wisconsin 606 513 - 388
Wyomingh/ 545 26 - -
Total 104,751 67,818 580 8,327

a2/ Data from A Summary of State Chapter | Migrant Education Participation and

Achievement for 1986-87, Volume i: Participation, 1989,

b/  Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,
Idaho, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Texas,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Wyoming did not provide
achievement information for the summer term.
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Table 9 (continued)

c/

8y 4

g R

=

The District of Columbia, lowa, Louisiana, Mississippi, Nevada, Oklahoma, and
Puerto Rico did not operate migrant projects in the summer term.

In Illinois there were more participants tested in mathematics than were reported
receiving services. An SEA official explained that the number tested represented
migrant education participants given a mathematics test cven though they may
have received services other than mathematics. Illinois submitted norm referenced
achicvement information for reading, but not for mathematics.

Due to the nature of testing in Massachusetts, the number tested represented a
duplicated count of participants, therefore, the number tested exceeds the number
reported receiving mathematics services.

Missouri tested 31 participants on a range of basic skills.

Montana provided district level information.

North Dakota provided NCE gains by grade, but did not report the number tested.

Oregon did not provide the number tested using locally-developed measures by
subject arca.

Rhode Island submitted the cvaluation instruments and results correlated by grade
level to lesson. The number testcd was not provided.




Table 10

Summer Term

Number Tested Using Criterion-Referenced and Locally-Developed

Measures by State--1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program

State

Measure Used

Number Tested

Reading Mathematics

Colorado

Illinois
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Missouri

Oregon
Rhode Island
South Carolina

Tennessee
Wisconsin

Total Tested

Average Instruction Hours Per Week/
Average Indicators of Achicvement

Number Meeting Standards

Average Skills Mastered

Estimated Achievement Gains

Average Number of Objectives Mastered/
Average Percent of Gain

Success Rating (from Very Successful to
Unsuccessful) by Educational Component

Correlation of Grade Level to Lesson

Objectives Mastered

Skills Mastered

Objectives Mastered

1,456 1,443
1,895 1,910
3,145 3,261

781 717
a/ a/
b/ b/
s/ s/

309 309

245 239

388 388

8,219 8,327

a/ Missouri tested 217 participants in reading and 31 in mathematics on a range of

basic skills.

b/ Oregon did not provide the number tested using locally-developed measures.

¢/ Rhode Island submitted the evaluation instruments and results correlated by grade
level to lesson. The number of students tested was not provided.
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Summary Results from Selected States

Eighteen states reported achievement information for the
regular term by grade expressed in normal curve equivalent
(NCE) scores using a pretest/posttest norm referenced model.

Although the summary fiqures for this group of states are
not precise national estimates of the overall achievement
levels of migrant education participants, they do prov1de a
measure of achievement for the participants tested in these
selected states.

Several factors affect the precision of an assessment of
achievement outcomes in migrant education projects. Among the
most important factors are:

o Since there were no standardized reporting
requirements, states provided information
from a variety of test types (such as norm
referenced, criterion referenced, and
locally-developed), using a range of test
measures (such as normal curve equivalents,
grade equivalents, number of objectives
mastered, and number of skills mastered) ;

o] Currently migrant students were typlcally
the least likely to be part of progect
evaluation testlng (especially testing with
a pre/post design) because of their
mobility and their language deficits;

o Standardized tests, with norms for fall and
spring testing, may not be compatible with
the short term basis of many migrant
projects or the cyclical patterns of
migrant movement; and

o Most states submitted results for
participants tested in readlng and
mathematics. However, projects funded by
the Chapter 1 mlgrant education program
tended to be highly dlver51f1ed Thus,
evaluations of performance in these two
subject areas may be inapproprlate or
1nadequate measures of the impact of the
services provided.

7The NCE is a type of standard score resultlng from the
division of the normal curve into 99 equal units, and is
derived from the percentile rank. The mean of the NCE score
distribution is 50, and the standard deviation is 21.06.
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With the above cautions in mind, the following summary
findings are presented for those states reporting regular term
achievement results, expressed in NCE scores, using a
pretest/posttest norm referenced model.

The largest number of participants were tested in annual
reading (41,275), followed by annual mathematics (28,450),
fall-spring reading (9,044), and fall-spring mathematics
(7,822). The majority of students tested were in the
elementary grades. Seventy-two percent of the total number
tested in both fall-spring reading and mathematics were in
grades 1 throuyh 6, compared to 64 percent in annual reading
and 67 percent in annual mathematics. (Tables 11, 12, 13, and
14 and Figure 1)

Children of migrant workers traditionally have been
regarded as one of the most educationally disadvantaged
segments of the school-aged population. Pretest percentiles in
all cycles, subjects, and grades fell below the 42nd
percentile, and over half of the summary pretest percentiles
fell at or below the 25th percentile. Pretest percentiles
tended to be higher for students tested on an annual cycle. 1In
both the annual and fall-spring cycles, summary pretest
percentiles were higher in mathematics than in reading. on
average, pretest percentiles were higher at the elementary
level than at the secondary level. (Tables 11, 12, 13, and 14)

While pretest percentiles were lower for students tested
on a fall-spring cycle, these participants demonstrated higher
NCE gains than students tested on an annual cycle. Summary NCE
gains within test cycles tended to be higher in mathematics
than in reading. (Tables 11, 12, 13, and 14)

Annuai Test Results. Fifteen states reported achievement
results based on an annual test cycle.8 In these states there
were 41,275 participants tested in reading and 28,450 tested in
mathematics. (Figure 1) For these states, positive NCE gain
scores were experienced in all grades except grades 2, 10 and
12 in reading and grade 8 in mathematics. The total summary
gains in reading ranged frem -0.5 NCE in grade 12 to 2.7 NCEs
in grade 6. The total sumn..y pretest percentiles in reading
ranged from the 18th percentile in grade 11 to the 26th
percentile in grade 2. (Table 11 and Figure 2)

In mathematics, the total summary gains ranged from -0.5
NCE in grade 8 to 3.2 NCEs in grades 7. The total summary

8These 15 states are Alabama, California, Colorado,
Florida, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi, Nevada, New Jersey, New
Mexico, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota,
and Texas.




pretest. percentiles in mathematics ranged from the 30th
percentile in grade 9 to the 41st percentile in grade 2.
(Table 12 and Figure 3)

Fall-Spring Test Results. Thirteen states reported
achievement results based on a fall-spring test cycle.® 1In
these states there were 9,044 participants tested in reading
and 7,822 tested in mathematics. (Figure 1) For these states,
positive NCE gain scores wers experienced in reading and
mathematics in all grades but grade 12 in reading. The total
summary gains in reading ranged from -0.6 NCE in grade 12 to
8.5 NCEs in grade 3. The total summary pretest percentiles in
reading ranged from the 11th percentile in grade 11 to the 20th
percentile in grades 2, 4, and 6. (Table 13 and Figure 4)

In mathematics, the total summary gains ranged from 3.2
NCEs in grade 12 to 11.8 NCEs in grade 2. The total summary
pretest percentiles in mathematics ranged from the 16th
percentile in grade 11 to the 29th percentile in grades 6 and
8. (Table 14 and Figure 5)

9These 13 states are Alabama, Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi, Nevada, New Jersey,
New Mexico, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Tennessee.




FIGURE 1
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Table 11

Reading Achievement Results for Selected States
Annual Test Cycle by Grade--1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Programa’

Number Pretest Pretest Posttest Posttest Gain

Grade Tested NCE Percentile NCE Percentile NCE
2 4,426 36.7 26 36.7 26 0.0
3 5,450 34.2 22 36.6 26 2.4
4 5,707 34.6 23 36.5 26 1.9
5 5,338 34.9 23 35.7 24 0.8
6 5,446 33.8 22 36.5 26 2.7
7 4,596 33.4 21 35.7 24 2.3
8 4,109 34.5 23 35.6 24 1.1
9 2,354 33.4 21 34.6 23 1.2
10 1,759 32.8 20 32.7 20 01
11 1,224 31.0 18 32.8 20 1.8
12 866 32.8 20 32.3 20 -0.5

Total®/ 41,275

a/

Fifteen states (Alabama, California, Colorado, Flerida, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi,
Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma. Penusylvania, South Carolina, South
Dakota, and Texas) provided achievement information by grade using a
pretest/posttest norm referenced model.

The sum of the number tested in mathematics on Tables 12 and 14 ic not the

same as the total number tested in mathematics using norm referenced testing on
Table 4 for three reasons. First, the numbers on Table 4 represent achievement
resulis from a variety of test scores, not just pretest/posttest NCE scores, as

shown on Tables 12 and 14. Secend, Tables 12 and 14 include information for
participants in grades 2 through 12 only, while Table 4 alsc includes information
for kindergarten and grade 1. Third, the Washington SEA requested that the NCE
scores not be repoited since the number tested was not representative of
participants receiving migrant education services.




Table 12

Mathematics Achicvement Results for Selected States
Annual Test Cycle by Grade--1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program—‘!/

Number Fretest Pretest Posttest Posttest Gain

Grade Tested NCE Percentile NCE Percentile NCE
2 3,147 45.2 41 48.3 46 3.1
3 3,943 44.3 39 45.3 41 1.0
4 4,261 41.0 33 44.1 39 3.1
5 3,940 42.6 36 45.3 41 2.7
6 4,002 42.1 35 44.8 40 2.7
7 3,049 41.0 33 44.2 39 3.2
8 2,607 43.2 37 42.7 36 -0.5
9 1,304 39.4 30 40.9 33 1.5
10 1,017 40.7 33 41.8 34 1.1
11 720 40.1 32 414 34 1.3
12 460 39.7 31 40.9 33 1.2

Total® 28,450

a/

Fifteen states (Alabama, California, Colorado, Florida, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi,
Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South
Dakota, and Texas) provided achievement information by grade using a
pretest/posttest norm referenced model.

The sum of the number tested in mathematics on Tables 12 and 14 is not the

same as the total number tested in mathematics using norm referenced testing on
Table 4 for three reasons. First, the numbers on Table 4 represent achievement
results from a variety of test scores, not just pretest/posttest NCE scores, as

shown on Tables 12 and 14. 3econd, Tables 12 and !4 include information for
participants in grades 2 through 12 only, while Table 4 also includes information
for kindergarten and grade 1. Third, the Washington SEA requested that the NCE
scores not be reported since the number tested was not representative of
participanis receiving migrant education services.




Table 13

Reading Achievement Results for Selected States
Fall-Spring Test Cycle by Grade--1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program?/

Number Pretest Pretest Posttest Posttest Gain
Grade Tested NCE Percentile NCE Percentile NCE
2 1,358 32.6 20 39.8 31 7.2
3 1,291 30.4 17 38.9 29 3.5
4 1,359 32.5 20 40.3 32 7.8
5 1,408 31.8 19 37.9 28 6.1
6 1,132 32.8 20 40.7 33 7.9
7 648 317 19 36.6 26 4.9
8 575 31.7 19 354 24 3.7
9 631 26.4 13 30.6 17 4.2
10 346 27.3 14 29.9 17 2.6
11 201 24.9 11 27.8 14 2.9
12 95 25.3 12 24.7 11 -0.6
Total®/ 9,044
a/ Thirteen states (Alabama, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi,
Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahom:*. Pennsylvania, and Tennessee)
provided achievemsnt information by grade using a pretest/posttest norm
referenced model.
b/ The sum of the number tested in reading on Tables 11 and 13 is not the same as

the total number tested in reading usiag norm referenced testing on Table 3 for
three reasons. First, the numbers on Table 3 represent achievement results from
a variety of test scores, not just pretest/posttest NCE scores, as shown on

Tables 11 and 13. Second, Tables 11 and 13 inciude information for participants
in grades 2 through 12 only, while Table 3 also includes information for
kindergarten and grade 1. Third, the Washington SEA requested that the NCE
scores not be reported since the number tested was not representative of
participants receiving migrant education services.




Table 14

Mathematics Achievement Results for Selected States
Fall-Spring Test Cycle by Grade--1986-87
Chapter 1 Migrant Education Program?/

Number Pretest Pretest Posttest Posttest Gain
Grade Tested NCE Percentile NCE Percentile NCE
2 1,150 37.4 27 49.2 438 11.8
3 1,089 36.2 25 45.6 41 9.4
4 1,179 37.8 28 47.1 44 9.3
5 1,261 37.8 28 46.1 42 8.3
6 972 38.4 29 47.9 46 9.5
7 599 37.0 26 41.7 34 4.7
8 493 38.9 29 42.5 36 3.6
9 577 30.9 18 37.5 27 6.6
10 285 32.2 19 37.4 27 5.2
11 154 29.5 16 36.0 25 6.5
12 63 30.4 17 33.6 21 3.2
Total®/ 7,822
a/ Thirteen states (Alabaina, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Id~ -, Maine, Mississippi,
Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, + 1d Tennessee)
provided achievement information by grade using a pretest/posttest norm
referenced model.
b/ The sum of the number tested in mathematics on Tables 12 and 14 is not the

same as the total number tested in mathematics using norm referenced testing on
Table 4 for three reasons. First, the numbers on Table 4 represent achievement
resnlts from a variety of test scores, not just pretest/posttest NCE scores, as

shown on Tables 12 and 14. Second, Tables 12 and 14 include information for
participants in grades 2 throu _h 12 only, while Table 4 also includes information
for kindergarten and grade 1. Third, the Washington SEA requested that the NCE
scores not be reported since the number tested was not representative of
participants receiving migrant education services.
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Organization

The remainder of this volume provides state-by-state
descriptions of the types and results of the achievement
information reported by the states. In Appendix A, the
methodology used to review the 1986-87 State Performance
Reports submitted by the states is presented. Appendix B
presents state-level tabular displays of achievement
information, by grade, for those states reporting regular term
achievement resuits, expressed in normal curve equivalent
scores, using a pretest/posttest norm referenced model.




STATE-BY-STATE DESCRIPTIONS




ALABAMA

During the regular term, the Alabama migrant education
projects provided services to 2,275 students in pre-
kindergarten through grade 12. Instructional services were
provided in various subjects including English to students of
limited English background, reading, language arts,
mathematics, vocational/career education, and sewing.
Supporting services included attendance, social work, and
guidance; health; dental; nutrition; pupil transportation;
pupil services; and media services. During the si:mmer term,
services were provided to 444 students in pre-kindergarten
through grade 12. Summer term participants received most of
the same instructional services as regular term participants.
However, instead of sewing summer preschool participants
received instruction. Supporting services included attendance,
social work, and guidance; health; dental; nutrition; pupil
transportation; and physical education.

Alabama provided pre- and post-test achievement data for
the regular term for reading and mathematics. Data were
reported in NCEs for fall-to-spring and annual testing cycles.
Alabama uses a norm-referenced test, the SAT (Stanford
Achievement Test).

Table 15 provides pretest, posttest, and gain NCEs as well
as the number tested, by subject area and grade, for
participants tested on a fall-to-spring test cycle. Only
kindergarteners we~e tested in reading, the gain was -14.7
NCEs. In mathematics, NCE gains ranged from 8.8 (grade 1) to
1.6 (grade 2).

Table 16 provides pretest, posttest, and gain NCEs as well
as the number tested, by subject area and grade, for
participants tested on an annual test cycle. For reading, NCE
gains ranged from 3.9 (grade 8) to -9.1 (grade 1). For
mathematics, gains ranged from 3.0 NCEs (grade 9) to -10.0 NCES
(grade 3).,

Program outcomes for the summer term w = measured on the
basis of skills mastered tests. However, the data were not
aggregated.




Chapter 1 Migrant Education Achievement Results
for Students Tested on a Fall-Spring Schedule,

Table 15

by Subject Area, 1986-87
Alabama i
|
Reading |
NCE
|
Number
Grade Tested Pretest Posttest Gain !
i
X 15 72.8 58.1 -14.7 |
2 -- -- - -- \
3 -- -- - -- :
4 - - am - - - -
5 - - - —
6 - -~ -- -- |
7 -- -- - - \
; . = = - \
9 - - -~ -~ -
10 - - - -
11 -- - ~- -
12 -- -- -- ~-
Total 15
Mathematics
NCE
Number
Grade Tested Pretest Posttest Gain
1l 5 15.4 24.2 8.3
2 10 29.1 30.7 l.6
3 3 25.3 28.3 3.0
4 5 28.2 30.7 2.5
5 5 26.3 28.2 1.9
6 6 29.9 32.3 2.4
7 4 25.3 29.1 3.8
8 7 28.2 29.9 1.7