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S \ ' N Introduction

[
’

Frén time to time one e;counters both in the professional‘snd

’in the populer 1iterature alarming reports abou} the literacy oé-%he
American youth. Rudolf Flesch (1955) achieved instant i‘a;ne vith his

. ;"Why Johnny Can't Read! and most recently Vance&Packard (1974) has

. . ‘informed millions of readers of his interpretation of the sorry state

", <of affairs in regard to thﬂi natlon s literacy skills.

How factual however are clalms that a great many of our youth
¢ \
do not possess adeqUate literacy skllls and, moreover, that the situ—

% ‘.

* t ' Ld - . R . ¢
ation is worsening? What kind of data supports these and similar

assertions and where are these data to be located?

° ~ . - *
.

It is a well known fact that .reports of negative and ‘alarming -

[
.

phenomena virtually assure social scientists of reaching a wide and

receptive audience. The Colenan repd¥t (1966) and the work of Jencks,
et. al..(1972) are but two illustrations of .this phenomenon. Various

_Speeches and pronouncements by former U.S. Commissioner of ¥ducation

~

. James Allen (19695 in which he oited "fdcts" about wide spread illiteracy ’

in this country'is another. Seldor.has the word of a Commissioner of-Edu-
N ‘ 1]

cation/reached so’many ears ‘and seldom have they been repeated)so widely.

In point'of fact there is little evidence that Allen's statemeﬁ;s vere
based on any substantial ewidence.
4 ‘

"To demand factuel justification for claims of wide spread and -,

“ . .

-,
[

L.

deteriorating illiteracy'is far from a trivial plea. Masfery of reading

skills is considered to be among thenprimary~goals of schooliﬁg by a

N .
- )




. . . -

variety of reference groups:< public school people, students, parents =~ . -

b

"and the general‘public (Shami and Hershkowitz, 1974). Any claims of
widespread failure fo achieve such mastery quickly threatens to be ~
‘translated into criticisms of the inadequacy of reading instruction in
schools. Subsequently, the danger exists that yidely publicized re-

- ports about the lack of reading skills of American youth will di*ectly

4 ' + T

influence important policy decisions at the local, state, and national

levels. At is precisely Because of the sensitivity of .most parents s
- ‘ . e, ’
and public’ officials 1n regard to reading" that _one must'demand factu%l

* v vt

ﬁubstantiation for any statement, positive or. negative, about the leyel

) . \*J &
. of reading competency of our youth. .. - “oL .
TWOVdifferent statements, thus far’ fferentiated are typically i
made : \; ) S 4 . W Qw ¢ .
_— ) - . .
a) various groups (school cnildfen, hiéﬁ‘school graduates, . - o ) T
< ¢ : . ° .. .
adults, etc.) do not have adequate reading skills; they‘are not, in . "
fact, ‘?phctionally literate; : _'. . )‘j o ¢

-

b) over the years, the level of reading competency of children,.

and adults has declined. A collorary to this charge is as often stated

>

as not: schools do an increasingly poor job of teaching children )

/to read. vl ot o P - ‘

> A

v
‘

. Only very recehtly has explicit attention been paid to the first -

-

assertion. To substantiate’it factually, notAonly extensive performance

%
. Ll \
data.are ?equired, But also /adequate adalysis o?.what constitutés 'Q{
"sufficient" or "functional' 1 teracy,and some sort of consensus én - "
regard to its definition/is gresupposed. iouis darris and Asso%iates .
(1970) conducted a_study which apparent

established to the satisfaction ‘ .

s



i
o v , ' o s
. -

of ‘many’ legislators that indeed the level’ of literaey of Americans
. . . ES - .

was undesirably low. )Irofeesibnal educators and experts in educational
< . O - - b )

'.ﬁeasurement, Koquer, ténd to be iargel§ nninpressed b& the, data ob- )
» \ . . " .

. tained in this reséarch.- lMore important_are.the-efforts gf thep, .
. . R - " ’
_ Wational Assessment of Educabional begress( AEP) to Loﬁéé%i and re- °
. . ,Pe -
port information about how well” chlldren of varlous«ages read. Though

v
) e ¢

the exerC1ses used by NAEP represent somewhat of a consensus defingglon

~ N\ ~
. of what ought to be measured in readlng, the 1nterpretaﬁxons of the
P

results of the first tgstlnf cycle is sufflciently troublesome that

no clear cut ansver as to whéther or not chlldren are réadlng,adequately‘

& ' ’ . .
o can be based on the dAfP.data.. o C . ‘5A . Y
“y _"-' As stated hGﬁever,,the 1osue of adeguacx of read;np skllls 1n

a PR .
. ’ N . . -
" . 3

attention.. Little hia}orical perspective is availgble. i .

.

terms of i1ife-related performance has only recently Been given adequate"

N . . B
. B 4 : . L. . A

. . The presént'report, there%ore, wil)l address’itself explicitly to
° 'the second ‘question, To reiterate brie{lyE Has'the le@ei‘of reading

o : competency‘decljnen\%ver'the years? be@.specifically, thie atudy wasi.
T ) anLattenbt toknetermine.;hether a data base is even availanle to answer
. ! . P i

.. v . , - . , X . N . . -
N - this question. Vhere are the.data and does the available féactmal infor-

‘. . .

. mation allow an-answer to the question pgsed? : " .
£ o S

. . r & '
» KE . ’ ' , C; ! . . ot

: Overview.of the Study = - ‘ ) . v
7 ' ’

Y 1)

co, T In this'sectf;n a general descrivtion of data sources is.pro- ¢
videé’ Mone Spec1f1c procedural detalrs are 1ncluded 1n‘chapters II(

g IIT-and IV of thls ‘report whlch deseribe: tne varlous aspects ef'the stuay

< Initially, the following potentlaiﬁsources of 1nterpretable A

i - . -+ .

) data relevant te-the major queqtlon were, 1dent1f1ed A ;)
. " § -

M




’ —- !

!
a) Extant research literatwure in.which sthdies- on changes -
\ - . ' -
- ; o g
in reading performance were reported.
b) Publishers' rgcords on changes in norms on reading .

d

achi¢venent teste. :
‘s ) - ‘ - ) 1
- . , , H_
c) Readability.levéls of chil@Len's books. * ’
. d) Records of the Armed Forces. = . .

. ) R .
. 'e) KRecords of reading achievement dgta in,public school systems.

e

f)' Records of statewidg read&ng achievement data: !

.
v

g£) Census information. ‘ . .

. A preliminary analysis of thg"dvailabilify and utility of these

soqrces, However, resulted ﬁn the elimination of the following possibilities:

re—normidg data, teagability and Armed Fqnceé achievement data.

-

There are very few test -publishers who-publish original and

4
-

revised norms. Publishers, who do have re-norming informatiqg%availahie :

*
<

geqfrally ma?htain qhite,confideAtial data files. Lven in cases where
.informaiion on, re-norning is available, the ;omparability.o} the normi;é
grqdps emplo&;d vas ;o d%%parate that the possibility of valid cénclusiohs
regardiﬂé chgnge§ in pe;formapce over time scemed remote. After % search

N I3 > » i v I3 k3
of technical manuals accompanying major reading gchievement tests and

l4

!

expected that Department of Defense records\wo
e, ..

changes in™he reading performance .of Army inductees through the Anﬁ??s
Y

4 -
———

]
draft classification tests. A search of Government Documents did nq?lw
[ ‘ :
]
*

-
-
- en e o

14 . - RN

d provide data regaﬁ&ing,”,

w
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' 'Unfor‘/l,(matel}c,wthe Foy expéct/a.tior;s' repardmg the’ ntllrty of this

2 v
T ',)-'f‘( 4' . ' 'b-'

-+

[

- 'sourcévé'fe.J é‘biﬁed " An exploratory ana.lysls of rqlevant literature
a8 ;
- ,) - . ’/ -
(v ""
. t _rfot) rgﬂﬂt 1;1 a.ny nﬁ‘omaﬁtion that could be uséd in esta lishlng
' 4 *3 >'f‘ "‘.‘ ‘ "'1" ! " * oo g Y
~ posrtlvd orz ﬁeganve changes in readlng‘ performance over time. Ho

-
:) \v-:-t , .y .gi '(‘- ) . ' [ '
.

qurthe’r' nattentmn was pa.ld £5. thl" potentlal, dé.ta source.

’ - e
’ N v . 7,

. ’
.. Finailyﬂ, as aht1c1pated csnsus repo;'ts,, too, proved to be % -

a're-too grOSS to. qllow any valld infere;ntes /bout whether o, pdt the’ P
7t

2 ! > <
= «—*\ M —_

N N
.. nature of any e?fects, Up or do\m. Por example, accordlng to a_ lHIESCQ,.

- - s

) repﬁ\w?e) i].,'Lteia‘c:y in the United States is determmed by,... ..1n tﬁe —r e

)‘\’ Ke

MU B .- . :

L - OY VRN '~\ — -~ . -
Unlted otates a.nyonb ha\n.n;z attended school for slx years is automati,call}r

éounted as a l.lt@raté (p 25)/ ""he llmtations of. such a, defi vEfor -

. e (_,_,~. ~‘-~ R . _ - . ) = s
. AR -t LT './“' : - —
are obv1ous.< T A." ' . - e
. S . § e - .
‘ ',_- - [ - R A N /“’”.

. ‘Tﬁus, the dat,a. ba.se‘,repo rted i th\e remainder of this volume
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con31sts of‘three cdmpone’nt&. ey T eae

-
-

“In Cha_ptér IL, t';e outcome of an exten’sive séareh of the edu—

» . cational literature malnly through the medlum of the LRIC/CRIFR flles

will be descri‘bed a.nd dlscussed. In addition to the ERIC» ffies such

. B
.
& - f ’

sources as Research in Lducatlon, the "Annual Summarles of Reading

.

Research plib,hshed in the Readmg Research ggua __y_ gnd 1nd1v1dual\
b'lbllograp’hles of ~Feleva.nt reports located through the f1rst three

N ;o ’ -

P

4
cy sources mentidned, were searched Details of thls part of “the s,tudy—&re

provided in opapte/ II. . T -

< - readlng abi.lrt:y of Amerlca.ns is de’terloratlng ,a.nd about the scope andx.
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e e ‘{ vt
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taws




?

:
l. ." ~E
- %
’
’l

' t,ime, am} secondly, whether the most pertinent data vas accessible via g
L / f

, sites m,tgh‘t prove benef‘icial in terms of obtaining the data needed

L
-
\

N .individual 's data files. .

v v

ro ' A T ’
g }j 'l'he second phase or the study i‘nvolved a survey‘ of 100 school: .

.,’

' systems across: the conntry. This phase is repofcé’d in Chapter III.

. s

The intent vas to first estahlish whether or not each syétem contacted

1

h,ad ,relevan,t data riles on reading achievement over some period of ' R

//'////

’/// ‘-\-4‘ h\.

c---

puf:lished\. reports. Initially 1t was assumed that visits to selecte il 7:';::;" i

s S ES

- e - Pu— -

Ir 393818, however, ‘that 1f school systems have gone’ t‘hrough the trouble

of organizing their achieavement data by uhits larger tha.n the inaividuzil —_

- . 1

classrooms or schﬁols, they generally éan make available summary “state-
ments in some published form. Where sﬁ’ch reports are absent, the‘data

typically has not been smnmarized. We felt ‘that in these instances it
p &

would be extremely' inefficient and unwvise to attempt ‘to produce data
summaries ourselves, particularly since a natural and Justifiable

reticence exists on the part of school.officials to provide access to

'
e

Y

'.‘ !'og: this analysis the primary goa.l was the collection of data

l

“ -

\
reg_a.rding the changes in reading scores over a number of years as re-

"porved by the.g'few school systems that were in a position to make such
informf.tion avé.tlable. Hovever, in addition, the secondary information

iq rega?d‘ to the incidence, scope and nature of achievement testing

x“,

programs\in our school systems is of some interest. The reader should !

I\a

be ab)\e to \obtain a gqbd ‘feel' for how arbitrarily the monitoring of‘

'\
educati nal auality (as :l,h\ this case expressed in cha.nges in a reading

achieveme t scqr_es\) seens 'to take place. - e b]



Chapter IV repo;ts,inro}mation similar to that obteined:}rom
school systems; however, in this chapter the.data is gathered frcm
states rather than local school system, ALl fifty states were con-
tacted, though actual data ds reported for only relativeiy few of them.

The earlier comment_about the apparently {ncidental execution of
the monitor%ng of rcahing achievement seems to apply in equal force, or
perhaps even more so, to the states. Up to a few years ago few states
kept state wide reading achievement records, and even fewer did 80 with

.

any consistency in terms of grades tested and tests used. b
. L
""" In the case of both the cities and the states, the challenge
of‘getting the questionnaires returned and the data reports submitted
. \\’

seemed relatively minor to the problem of interpreting the.data onee
.. it vas received. However; the coliection ofy the data‘posed'more .
.\dif:;culties than the interpretation.
" That is not to say that the problems of interpretation were
minor by any means. The major interpretation problems were tne obvious
difficulties arising botn from the longitudinal nature of the data
and from the fact that the data hadnnhually been collected in an un-

systematic nature and was usually compiled for cther than studying

'longitudinal trends in reading achievement. More often than not; the .

problems arising from these factors cannot be "solved" ih any saitistactory

o manner. The’best one can do in the face of weak data is to draw weak
g o ;

e ﬁyéerenceéa / - ’

"/ At the conclusion of this Introduction the basic assumption

P NP

o which motivated this study shbuld be re-emphasized. Many claims about

O'r
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changes in the reading competency of American\zouth are being made.
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This study attempted to determine if there existed an adequate data

base to make such statements.
This report has two major goals:
a) ‘%o makeé available a much wider data base than typically © -
underlies commentary on shifts in‘literacy'levels and

b) to provide an indication of the scope of the available

information. -




| ‘Chapter I '

Review of Resehrch . .
. . 5

! -

- . / “ ® n'

Lo
- . The literature gearch for this project was conducted in

four phases., The first phaz% utilized the informaetion retrieval

system of the Educational Resources Informatlon Center (ERIC)
system. The ERIC system ingludes published research literature
in reading, USOE-sponsore? research in reading, recent doetoral

s
dissertations in reading, and International Reading‘Association

/ j
conference proceedings. ,

/
The first and second basic references used were those
including published re'search in reading from 1950 to, 1963 (1,913
LY . ’
-, citations) and more recent research from 1964 to 1966 (849 cita-

tions). The third ;gsic reference included USOE—sponsored rSSearch
/
from 1956 to 1965. ”h fourth-basic reference included doctoral

\

dissertations in reading sinde 1960. The fifth and sixth basic

references were those of ‘the IRA (International Reading Associa-

reading gains




8. .as a correlate °
9. a% a criterion measure '
10. as a predictor
1. predictors of
12. fa&ctors in
13. as a means of grouping
) T 1. ef”ect on IQ -
- 15. characteristics of different groups
16. reading level
17. reading potential
18. evaluation
19. reading tests /
20. standardized tests

21. grading
22.+ informal inventories
" 23. .cloze procedures ®

z .
The computer; regearch produced a bibliography of 186 pages fhat
included nearly 1500 entries. These entrie_s, spanned, the years
from 1948 to 1’96.6. -

- In the second phase of the literature search all the

volumes of Research g_n_ Education since 1950 were "hand-searched.!

Research in Education is prepared monthly by the Educational Re-

sources Information Center (ERICN’(;O make‘possible the early

1dentiflcatlon of relevant educatlonal reports. Research ins Bdu-

.C_M is one aspect of th&ERIC network which was deslgned to

. .. acquire, select, abstract, index, store, retrieve, and disseminate
the most significa.r;t and timely educational research. No studies
relevant to the present topic were identified by searching the

N ~ =" . . -

'volumes of Research in Education. '

< The third p‘hase was a 'hand—search‘of the annual summaries '
- of readlng research published in the Reading Research Quarterly.

The Reading Research Quarterly annual summaries review reading-

1~

% R s O
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{
was conducted.

ERIC

« .
>

related‘research from areas such as education, psyghology,'sociology,

.t
The sum-~

library science, communication, medicine, and business.
maries provide an overview of what the study was about and how it
One relevant study was identified by'this brocess.
The final phase of the literature search involved a‘'re-
view and analysis of the bibliographies of all the stndfes ider-
tified in the first three phases of the search. Approximately”
1500-1600 studies were identified’?rom,these,phases of the search.

—

Criteria for Selectione. Once the 1iterature search had

been completed, the process of identifying relevant studies was

begun. To be Con51dsred relevant for further analysis a study

had only to satisfy two criteria: first it had to describe the

measurement of readlng abhlevement at t#/ points in time; and
"
second, it had to clearly describe the measure of readlng achieve-

ment used. Only one study that satisfied both these criteria was

not included in the'final report because of its grossly inadequate - -

measure of reading achievement. Various summaries of related

research were also includag. Many reports were found that merely—-’*

ke

ment and were ruled out because no data of any kind was provided

!

to support the assertions made jn the reports.

dlscussed the 1mpiyvemen b education and educational achieve- °

There were ap-

' proximately fifty studies that were selected for further analysis.

-
This section of the report is a review of the studies

‘selected for final analysis and has been divided into five sub~
)

"Barly Studies on Trends in General Achievement'"

-~

sections:

=1l2- | | )

N
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"Studnes on Trends in General @gadlng Achievement;" "Sumaries of
Rese§§ch on Trends in Reading Achlevement ;# "Discussion of Problems
and Variables Related to Studies of‘Achlevements" Summary and
Concludlng Statements." Tables that conta%n data from individual

‘ studles are 1ncluded.

~
-

‘ ' - v
The first suyb-section includes early studies in general
HQ’ .
~ « *

achlevement. , These studies produce no achlevement data exclusively
for _reading ability,  but do provide data for general academic
achievement from which we may infer reading achievement. The

- second sub-section describes those studies that addféss themselves
. spec1flcally to reading achlevement. The third section includes
/S

° summaries of. studles on reading growth. In this section, the
E4

5l

> 1nterpretat10n and opinions of the authors of the reV1ews welgh

° ) A .

e heav11y Sections-IV and V sumarize the data and draw conclus1ops

5 E

from all bf the studies in the first three sections.

St

I. Early Studies on Trends in General Achievement 18145-1947

. N The following are descriptions of six.early studies in-
which achievement in academic content areas was studigd at two
points in time. From these sthdies we can only tentatively infer

* ' a gain or 18ss in reading achievement. If students,iﬁflater

K . groups perform better on tests in history, gepgraphy, am amma;\’\\
€ ‘ >
for example, we can only agsume that they dre readlng bettery

Slx such studies are listed in Tables 1 and -2 ~ , and report test
s/ fe
- resplts oyer a span of one hundred and two years.

?
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the 1919 group when compared to the performance of the 1845 group

\' Ca]fdwell and Cou.rtls (1921;) report median test results

in sevem academic content aéeas for the years 18}45 and 1919
Selection procedu.res were somewhat novel for this study in that

the best 530 e;Lghth graders in Boston in 18h5 were chosen i‘rom a

total of 1251 students, to be tested for possible ‘high school ad-

mission. The rationale behind choom.ng 12, OOO eighth graders from

. "all) parts of the Umted States" for the 1919 comparative group

. - ¢ - J » . .
is somewhdt fuzzy. No standardi’zed tests were utilized in th'is
study; tests construttéd’ b@‘\the Boston Survey Gomm:.ttee were used.
Interestingly, in this early study, the same test was nct admin-

[y

istered to both groups- Thirty selected questions from‘ the original °

1845 exam that were considered valid for the 1919 group were used.

/ oo t,
Caldwell and Courtis report a rather substantial averagesgdin for

-

on the same items. o - }
.t L - ¥ )
In 1905-1906, Riley (1908v) administered the\sam tests to |

all grade nine pupils (709) in Springfield Massachu etts that

in 18h6 Riley also repor ted substant1a1 mean gains irterms oif

percentages correct for the later grqup in arithmetin, ‘Spelling,

"and geography. The largest gain was in a.rithmetic with lesser.

LY

but undovbtedly satistically significant gains in the other

. areas. However; Riley did not apply any statisticaleana'.lysis to

,: * \ . ~ ’

his data. . o B

. . ,’/
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Luther (194,8) grouped measures of six content areas into \""--‘
s one reported score for 35 grade eight Cleveland pupilé in 1848 and - N
- ~i;0 pupils from four Cleveland schools in 1947. He used the same N
- hlgh school a,dm:i.ssion test with both groups, but since the test
- was for high school admission, the equiv..lency for the two groups
is questionable. Luther reported a slight gain for the later
group. -
’A\*—.\‘ Fish (19305 com’pare_d the arithmetic, grammar;, geography,
« and total test performance of 20 eighth graders in' 1853 and 200
. ' eighth graders in 1929 from the Boston area. Like’\Luther, Fish
utilized the Boston high 'seh;“ol admission test. Eighteen of the
orlginal 20 passed the test while all 200 from the later group.
passed. Fish reported gains in all three content. areas for the v
+ later groue. '

. ' Rogers (1946) is the only one of the six suthors in this
section who reporf:s a measure. in only one content area: arithmet}flc.
The correlation be_tween arithmetic and reading achiev%pt is not
as substantial as the correlation between a subjeet Jike history
and reading achievement, so we are lifiited in how much v:m‘e can intfer
from a measure of arithmetic .aehie‘vement alone. Rogers compared
the 1923 pemformance of 16,000 Chicago sixil',h graders on the Woody-
McCall Test to that of 13,047 Chicago sixth gradexs in 1946, He
reported a loss in mean grade equivalent i*.romv.7.3 for the early |
group to 7.1 for the latter group. He mentions te fact that the
- .

-
¥

-18- -
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BN \aixth graders in the latter gropp wereé on the average four months ‘

- younger than ~the early group 'but does not seen ' to take this :Lnto

N . b . .

aocount 3nhis conc{usion. .‘-;~‘ .' ) S A
\ £ . . I3 .. [

Fina]ly Daughtx’ry H (1 9)47 ) compared measures offarit}me tic

hES
'~

and spelling between founth, fifth, and sixth graders of 1929 and

1947 in several countiés in Florida.. Utp.lizing the Stani'ord Achieve-.
.

ment Test, Form 5, she reports gains in each of the six measures except

‘o

fifth grade spelling.. Daughtry s first sample came- from several |
counties in Florida while her second sample utilized two counties
not included in the ﬁrst sample. ‘
' A total of ‘stxteen meastipes of various. academic achieve-
ment were obtained b§ six authors merrtioned above. Fourteen
. ‘\ of these measures reported gains, while. losses in achievement .
oceurred on only two of the measures. For these studies, the
..\ ~range of. sub;jects as well as geographical locations is limited.
The studies deal primarily with upper grade children from the
la.rger cities, many of whom are «tested for the sole purpose of
‘ hj.gh, school admission. In addition, few of the authors seemed
aware of methodological problems peculiar to "then and now“ kinds
of‘ studies. In general, these early studies seen to ind:l.ca‘te an

upward trend in achievement. : . o

A

!
II. Studies on Trends in Reading Achievement 1921-19637

» ' / .

The following are descriptions of thirteeﬁ : dividual ‘
. / . .
studies that provide assessmen@gains or losses i “eading ;

[
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\ ,achievement f T groups of children at diffferant times in history.
Boss (1940) compéred~peading achievement of pupils in grades

ohe through eight in St. Iouis for the years 1916 and 1938. Using
the test scores obéained by Charies Judd in 1916 in silent and'ora;
reading for 8,928 pupils, Boss utilized the same teét with'a samp le
of 1,156 children in 1938. The ‘sa.mp;\e, or.cross section of pupils,

compared with the 1916 sample in terms of city-wide reading medians,

The 1938 sample was chosen on the basis of scores on the Modern

School Achievement Testiggg the Pressery Third Grade Attainhent Scale.
The l9lé"sample:surpassed the 1938 sample in oral reading
o .
inlévery grade bpt‘gfade one. Girls in 1916 were better oral readers
’:than boys, a difference that was even more pronounced in the 1938

sample. N

* . : TABIE 5 *

. '
\ . ’
«

>

Average Scores*¥ in Oral Readingﬁgor the Second and Fourth
Quarters, Inclusive, in Each Grade, for 1916 and 1938.

“ Grade o III v v VI  VII - VIII
. quarter Yy 2 -4 2 4 "2 4 2 4 2 L4 2. 4 2 4

1916 38 39 47 46 50 49 52 49 5L 50 SL k9 51 k8 51 -
1938 42 29 45 39 47 41 47 44 45 43 45 41 L5 Lo L3

s

&
¥Tgble 5 is from Boss, M. E. Reading then and now, School
and Soc., 51 (1940) p. 63. ) -

*¥Raw Scores




(

»

. . TABIE 6 g ’ :
Average Scores¥ in Silensteading‘for the Secona and Fourth
Quarter Sections in Grades II-VIII, Inclusive for 1916 and 1938.°

 Grade 11 111 v V. VI VII VIII N

Quarter- 2° L4 2 ’ Ly 2 4. 2 Yy 2 4 2 L4 2 11/

[

1916 °27 37 41 A5 31 3} 36 38 LoLh 28 30 33 3
1938 - 29 38° L4k 45 23 29 28 28 323622 24 27 31 !

"

h *Table 6 is from Boss, M.E. Reading then and now, School
and .Soc., 51 (1940) p. &. -

~ . -

In regard to silent reading, Boss states that the "scores

made by children in 1916 were higher in general than those made
in 1938." Rate of reading scores were very similar, while the

- °

1916 sahplg scored higher in grades four throﬁgh eight on compre-

hension. and the J1938 sample outscored the 1916 sample in compre-
;bhension in grades two and thréé.‘ Tables 5 and 6. report b
Boss' data. She does not tél£~3§ however, if these are raw
scores or staﬂdard scores. ) : \ -
| Boss stét;s, "Phe principal conclusion to be dras from this
‘investigation is that-tests are designed to méasure attainment
. in selected ski;ls or q&;lities of reéding rather tﬁén total
. e%fiéienéy. It is impossible, therefore, {'to draw any conclusion
whatev?r concerning the total efficiency of reading in 1916 in ] \

comparison with the total efficiency of reaﬁing in 1938 by using

the ‘same tests." She further states that the 1938 scores probably

-27-
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only indicate that educational practice has changed from what it
once was. , ’
Boss brings up an in’c:eresting point about the tests used in ,
Ythen and now" s:tudies. If a researlcher uses the same test for )
two groups separated by several years, the' test which was originally
de_;i‘g.néd“ to be used with the earlier population may.not be valid
for the 1a.t‘,er population. Differences in languade usafe and‘in
what is egﬁphasized in school can easily change and render a test
invaiid f'or particular groups. Boss, however, made no attempt to
correct for this. it is generally accepted that oral reading was
not emphasized nearly as much in 193é as it was in 1916; yet, half
of the measurement in Boss' stEdy‘ dealt with oral reading. On o~
the other hand, if a different 'tes;t or a variation of the original ‘
test is used with the ;latez: populatign will the results t{é valid?
Finally, Boss did no‘i; rfaport the chronological ages for
her subjects. This may well account for the negative change in
reading achievement tﬁat_ﬁc;é"s found. Changing attendance laws

and requiz:ements as well as changing promotional cies in the

schools made the fifth grader of 1938 somewhat youngdr than his |

counterpart of 1916. B : |
Krugman and Wrightstone (19L5) attempted to compare reading

achievement in the New York City schools for the period 1935-19L1

and 1944-1946, both before and after the adoption of the new

"activity program." Krugman and Wrightstone base their conclusions

on data from children in a.wide range of grade levels. They |

° P | [

oo

~28-
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o

utilizegi nearly half a million scores on the Stanford Reading Tests

in grades six through eight and on the Nelson and Nelson Denny read-
B

ing tests in grades nine apd eleven. Thelr data are report%\ in

Tables T and 8.
~

TA.BLET

New York Gity Academic High School Read:mg Test Results in
Comparisgn with National forms¥

Date - . Number Results
T %th Grade
1938 | : 20,467 1 month a-bove )
19h7;( _ 13,702 L 'months above
| — 11th Grade v
1“9h0 29,319 2 months above
/,YI W7 . .‘ ) 21,252 : 1 ;nonth a‘t.)ove

. *Table T is from Krugman, Judith and Wrightstone, J. W.
Reading° then and now, Highpoints, 30 (April, 19h5), p. 60.

s

We are given practically no information about the. subjects ,. but
from the magnitude o'f the sample we can assume that most of .the
New York Ci.ty school children were involved. Again, the authors
say very 1little about limitations of “:bhen and now" ét‘udies.‘ They
make no mention of the postwar exodus to suburbia which changed, to
a great extent,’the socioeconomic makeup of New York City school\ '

populations. Possible differences in age and grade statug of

-29-
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populations that werg compared are not mentioned.  Stricter

. never know the’sffedt of the interruptions of World War II.

Nevertheless, Krugman and Wrightstone offer some concluding
. i . . t . -
o statements: @ ' ' \
Certainly there is no evidence in these results 'to ,
substantiate the claim that reading has become poorer.
Nor can we state that the reading level has improved.
Though averages do not by any means give a full picture,
. they do at least reflect general "trends and the trend
- here shows that the reading letel has remained abqut .-
the same, that it has fluctuated 'close to the national
v, norm,S ‘;,ending generally to be slighily above the norm.
] ~  (p. 59 :

Tiegs (1949) conducted a study in which ‘h collected data
-~ N . *
for over 230,QOO'subjects. These subjeéts came from sixty com-
‘munities in seven states:--New York, Pennsylvania, Delg.ware‘, Wiscon:-
. ?
sin, Michigan \Orcjgon, and California. Data was collected from'

-

the Stani‘ord Achlevement Tests and the Progress Achievement Tests.

Ti___vgs reports &e data in a series ofa;suc tables which deal withs .

1. Reading Vacabulary a"z& Comprehension
4 . : e ’ -
2.  Arithmetic Reasoning and Fundamentals

. Language Achievement
. Total \Abchi‘e vement

by

+ Total Reading Ac'hievement

-

O, W

. Total Arithmetic Achievement

° 4

.Tlegs admits that he“"might have used a theoretlcally better«

method of sampllng," but states that 1n terms of difflcultles ex-—

b4
. .
'] Al

attendance requirements are not taken into account. And we will , '
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! . Table 10
COMPABISON OF EOTAL ACHIEVEMENT BEFORE AND AFTER 1945 ON THE PROGRESSTVE
. ACHIEVEME:NT AND STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TESTS
; : \ ’ - Before 1 After X .h ”
" .. Before \_ After M5 94 )
v 191\;‘5 . 1131;5 Total Total Difference -
"'/ ) \"_\ . Lgrade place. grade place. -7 ’/
'.1' . . - :“vfﬂ . N - // //'_A
\’\1\'»’\ 1 ':"“ 2 3 » ,.[. ' '/' - ’ fj,,’ _/_': )
BT S S T - R
T e ,-.- ~,)43»— - 37 : /3‘,15 - //j 65K\ .=l
S 7500 .7 500 A3 S 38 T 39 L0
— L ,/‘ oL
5’-‘3 ~—lET 937 - ",.—”_, . ..,-" - L
ey " ce T e le s letl Heddan .05
RS FPT T ’/_,/ Weighted Mean ©o-.01
2,2117% \ 2,289'3&..3, “ 4,38 - L .60 +.22
2 365 (vl 780/8l 5 01 5.08 +.01 .
" 2,181 3 Sy ‘2,227 B5 - 5.95" +.19
2,963 ‘15“- ' 2 5 88/ ' 5.82 -.06 L
1 A 5.95 +.06
2,128 6.68 - -.28
12,296 :
Medien - +,0b ‘
L Weighted Mean - +.02 L,
— 3 798 5,630 BY? 7.01 7.08 +.07 L
1,300 ™, 1,300 A7 | 7.76 7.98 ' +.22 PR
3,328 45,600 B8 7.81 -8.12 +,31
1,35h "w1,328 A8\ 9.0% 9.28 +27 ¥ s
381 2,050B9 ° 9.88 -, + 9.75 -.13 A
10,161 15,908 . | S
- . Median +,22 L
o Weighted Mean .o+A5 0 1Y
189 1,700 Bl1, 10.45 12.15 +1.7 )
ﬁ ¥ ¢ ( ",‘
23,189 28,768 : "
. . ~
NET TOTAL / Median +.07
51,957 o, Weighted Meap}/ , +.15
: { - T i .
3 } . { ,
Table 10 is from: Tiegs, Ernest W. A comparison of pupil achievement
in the basic skills before and after 1945, Growing Points in Educational Re- |
search. Official Report of 1949 Meeting, Washington, D. C.: AERA, A Depart-
ment of the NEA, 1949. P. 55. .
(4] ~3h-




\ , : . - . Table 11
COMPARISON OF TOTAL READING ACHIEVEMENT BEFORE AND AFTER 1945 ON THE
PROGRESSIVE ACHIEVEMENT AND STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

T .
\ -
| g
) [ Before After Before 1945 After 1945
s 1945 - 1945 —_— —_— Difference
- N* N . Total Total B,
; ~ grade place. &rade place.
s 1 : 2 3 4 ' 5 5.
1,78 1,95 B3 3.26 3.32 +.062
' . N
"5k 1,048 Bl L.57 - L.55 -.024,
3,154 3,736 Ak 5.56 5.50 -.06"g
815 1,062 BS 5.94 5.93 -.0L
872 1,037 B6 6.60 6.70 +.10 X
34,700 27,337 A6 6.70 6.80 1T\
40,495 34,220 o~ Y
- Median -.0L1
Weidhted Mean ~ +.08
-6,658 5,115 A7 6.20 6.90 +.7
880 880 A8 7.69 7.69 0
W 1,538, 5,915
. i ;': / /’ Median +.35.
NP S T Weighted Mean ™1
S 2,520 ' 22,613 B10 8.93 9.57 . +.64
P 250 ... 266 Bll .10.75 | 10.75 0
L 25820 '1@2,879
- ,:f\\‘: - / _ :.“l‘ .
RN Sy Median +.35
T = K Weighted Mean © +.58
" 52,601 hh,939 ’
‘ NET .TOTAL -, ’ Median +.0
97,540, o : Weighted Mean +.18
o , | .Table 1lis from: Tiegs, Ernest W. A comparison of pup11 achievement
./ in the basic skills before and after l9h5, Growing Points 1n Educational

Research. Offlclal Report of 1949 Meeting, Washington, D. C.: AERA, A De-
partment of the NEA, 19&9, P. 56.
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p;rienoed by sampling sxperts ,Mesults are possibly as
' ‘ valid as they would be usiné any ot}ner sampling techniques.
Limiting ourseives to reading achievement “and measures
of t:?();tai acixievement , three of Tieg's tables are of use. Table 9
‘ shoﬁ;, in 82 ;733 cases, an overall gain in reading comprehension
of cjn'p month and an overalllloss in vocabizlary of one-’:tenth'of a
i mon;tz,l‘t‘.?;: Table 10 indicates an overall gain of 1.5 months"in tot
achiévgmeni“:s. Lastly, Table 11 reports an overall gain of 1.8 T
months in x{eading for 97,540 subjects ths.t were not utjl.lized in
Tables 9l“éhrough 10 . Tiegs summarizes, "It is safe i:bo conclude
that thei’ schievement of public school pup':lls ’is not fg.lling s in | = .
fact, the data show a slight, although probably not_statistically )
significant, .,gain in achievement." N
The major limitation of this investigation is its lack of
specificity in regard to the years :testing was accomplished. We
know only that testing was done before and after 1945--but how e
much before? And how much after? Is Tiegs talking about-a twenty-
year span, a two-year span, or something in between? Without this
- information, amf discussion of some of the other methodological
problems that plague "then and now" studies is somewhat irrelevant.
We cannot hypothesn’.ze possitzle differences in age or grade status;
N

we cannot ‘question ¢&hanges éi socioeconomic ma.keup of the schools,
A

we cannot gain any "ni'orﬁatioh ‘via a critical examination of the

>

. validity of the tests used.




-

Finch and Gillemwater (19L9) utilized the test results of
4k Springfield, Missouri sixth graders in 1931 and 198 comparable

subjects in 1948. The Thorndike-McCall Reading Scale, Form 3 was

used with both groups. The.test, itgelf, state the authors, *had
been designed ‘especially to measure pupidl's ability to ?mdersta.nd
meaning of words, sentences and paragrais." The test puts a premium
on comprehension and has a "high upper limit of difficulty.”

Finch and Gillenwatsr, more than many other authors, at-
tempted to take into account factors that might influence :che re-
sults. They report,chronological ages for both groups in median
months and conclude that the 1931 group was 156 months older than
the 1948 group. They consider transfers from other schools that -
might easily affect any conclusions éoncerning reading achievement
in Springfield and report the ’percentage of children born in Spring-
field, in Missouri, outside Migsouri, and other unknown places. In -
addition, \they consider the occupations of the subje.cts’ fathers for
a determination of change in socioe:‘*}bnonﬁ.c gtatus of the subjects.

Therevwas little diffeyence between the two-groups as 3 result of

compa}ing'occupational classificatiofls s or in réga.rd to the ?ther

variables. The authors conclude that even “test-wisenesgs' prol?ably

could not have contributed to any éains report.ed, s:ince , after -

searching school records, the:)" concluded that the 1931 group was as

“familiar with objective tests as the 1948 group.* . .
As reported in the accompanying tables, the mean score for

the 193i group was 22.54 while 23.32 was the mean for the 1948 group. ,




. The standard deviation for the 1931 group was h..OQ whiie for the
1948 group it was 6.32. Since Finch and Gillemwater do nob re-
port any kdnd of statisticalt anal:?rsis of their data, project
persomel performed a t-test for differences in means between
the mean for the 1931 group and the mean for the 19).180 group.
Differencés we:ta not ’statisticaily significant. Finch and
Gillernwater conclude that "the resulting scores of the two
groups of pupils show that in the schools being studied the
average sixth grader of 19h8 is a slightly.bet‘ber reader than
t}:e average sixth grader of 1931." This difference is "reason-
ably gocd evid.enc?'that the teaching of reading in Springfield
is now more successi'ul in producing the outcomes we have mea-
sured than 1t was seventeen years ago.®

Perhaps the major limitation of this study is the
size of the experimental populations. Granted, a study that
took into account ‘as many variables as this one did and utilized
a considerably larger sample would be a major undertaking. But
we are limited in how much we can gereralize from such a small
sample. The only other consideration is that of the validity
of the test for the 1948 group. °

Burke and Anderson (1953) studied the achievement .of
pupils in grades one through six in Ot’?awa, Kalnsas. They
compared the achievement of Q62 pupils in 1939 with that of

216 pupiis in 1950 on the Metropolitan Achievement Tests. Burke

and Anderson obtained scores in reading, arithmetic, spelling,

’ -38-
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English, history, and geography.

For both samples, Burke and Anderson looked at the

subjects' backgrounds and concluded that subj;zfs in both groups

"were from homes of the laboring class of people as well as from
the middle class of people." Perhapf the greatest difference
between the two groups, according to the experimenters, was the
lack of kindergarten experience for the 1939 group. Total

school population and city population remained approximately

the same for the two groups. Different forms of the Metropolitan

.

Achievement Tests were used for the two groups. All scores were

recorded in grade equivalents and reported in mean gradé equi-
valents. ‘

The study concluded that there was ‘no "significant
difference in mean grade equivelents for the test results in:

! ; (1) arithmetic, spelling and reading for grade two, (é) readidg

for grade three, (3) English and spelling-for grade four, (&)

reading, English and spelling for grade five, and (5) histary
Aand,geograpgy for grade six." The 1939 group attained a higher*
1ével of achievement than the 1950 group in (1) numbers and
reading for grade one; (2) arithmetic for grade three; (3)

._ literature for grade five; and (4) arithmetic and literature fo;
grade six. The 1950 group aﬁtained a gigher level of achieve-~
ment than the 1939 group in (1) reading for grade four; and history
and geography for grade five. )Thirteen comparisons made between

[y

two groups showed no significant differencés in mea.n‘gra'.de

3

° ! -39~

‘ . . ’ - 49 . ..




Equivalents. Eleven comparisons revealed significant differengfs
in favor of the 1939 group; while only three comparisons'shoWed
significant differences iif fav;r of the 1950 group. The authors' )
final conclusions, however, held that there was very little
difference between the two groups. | |

While Burke and’Anderson did attempt to consider some
of'théivariables thét afféét “"then and now" studies, their con- .
clusions are somewhat confusing. 'They”%SﬁEIﬁde that there was no
significant difference between the 1939 and 1950 groups, ut
‘their data seem to indicate that the 1939 group had a slightly '

. higher level of achievement than the 1950 grou‘p.,

Miller and Ianton (1956) studied the reading achieve-
ment of a total of 1,828 children in Evanston, illinois. Their ~ ~
subjécts inciuded‘fourth graders for the years'l932 and 1952;
third and fifth éraders for the years 1934 and 1953, and eighth °
graders for the years 1933 aﬁd 1954, fhe autidrs state fhat '
"the population has remained,relatively stable during the last
‘twenty-five years. The area contains a cro;s:section of people

' of different races and of varied social and economic status.”

The authors utilized the 1929 edition of the New \\
: 1

Stenford AchievemenéfTest for the fourth grade study; two levels

“ of the 1933 edition of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests were - é

selected for the third and fifth grade study, and the eighth
- . .

- e graders were tested with the 1933 Stanford Achievement Test.

- ‘ . "

~
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Although these tests were out of pr'int; exact copies of the original
tests ﬁe\rg obtained with the pem;ission of the World Book Company.
Tables ;ré included with the study that report'test scores and
' subteét sc;res, as well as chronological age, IQ, and gra&q equiva-
. lents. "

v Third graders were tested for reading completion, paragraph
meaning, a.qc'I 'vocabulary. In each instance, the Mean grade- equiva-
lenté of the 19§%$group exceeded those of the 193l group. Fourth,
fifth, and eigh3bh graders were tested in<reading comprehension and

. roabulary. In each instance, the scores of the later groups ex- R

ceeded the scores of the earlier groups. See Tables 3"and 4.

i

. ' 3 B
Partlow (1955) studied both ?eading and arithmetic achieve-
merit in an effort to-rascertain the effectiveness of e&ucation in -
v Canada. Partlow concentrated his résearch ;n the city of St.
. Cathérineé. ’Ali pupils in gﬁades five thréugh eight —$§g513) had
been tested'in reading comprehension and reading vocabélary in
1933. “In 1953, Partlow repeated the procedure and tested all

£ifth through eighth graders in the city (3,018) with the same

e, - ) test'i;struments. . v 7
. Partlow utilized the Thorndike-McCall Reading Scale for
’ the Understandlnglof Sentences (1920 ed.), Form 2; The Dominion
wl Group*Achievement Test, Part I, Paragraph Readlng;.Grade Eight, ’

Forms A and B, and unnamed tests of general vocabulary. He found

an increase in reading comprehension, but results were much more

v \\
s
. .
. .

L1~
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varied in vocabulary. He concluded from the data that:

N

{ The total evidence reveals clearly that there
was no decline in Reading standards in St.
Catharines Public Schools, but rather that -

- there was a significant over-all improvement
at the end of the period.

. Fridian (1958) compared reading test results at the same
school for the years 1940 and 1956. Her subjects consisted of
all.students, grades one’'through seven, at the St. Boniface
parochial school in lafayette, Indiana. Fridian utilized the

Gates Reading Tests for her study. For grade one, scores are.

reported for word recognition, sentence reading, paragraph read-

ing, average reading, and range. For grade two the same informa-

- tion is reported except for scores in sentence reading. For
grades three through seven scores are reported for apprééigtingh

significance, predictingoutcomes, understanding directions, nop&ng

-
[

details, average reading, and range. In seven measures of average
reading across the seven grades, the 1956 students achieved higher

scores except for those, in thé.sixth grade. The author states that

s

the "conclusion is warﬁanted that the pupils of the school investi~

gated in 1956 read better than the pupils enrolled in the same

school in 1940." She goes on to say that "we may'conclude that

. - ‘ -
the teaching of reading in the school is more effective now hff::
it was in 19hd since the difference in intelligence between.the

groups was non-significant (p. 405)."

The major weaknesses in this study pertain to the lack of

.
R S
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information about the subjects and the tests utilized. Fridian

-

does not tell us anything about the socioeconomic background of

.~

the students in the study nor does she report the total numhﬁ?

of ‘students involved.
;

Gates (1961), in .the process of renorming the four batteries

of the Gates Reading Test, studied reading achievement over 4
twenty-year period. In 1937, 107,000 children were tested iﬁ‘.
order to compute norms for his series of reading tests. With
better and more accurate sampling procedures, Gates tested onl&
31,000 chiidréﬁ in'1957 for purposes of computing new norms for
the tests. "At both times," says Gates, *the pupils testgd as the
'standardized population' were selected to be geographically,
economi.cally, intellec%ually, ana‘pducationally representative of
the U.S. attlarge (ﬁ. 49)." Gates! data are reported in Tables
13 and 14 .

In compafshg grades, it was observed that between grades;
two and six, the 1937 chiidren f'"demonstrated more advanced read-
ing abilities than didythe comparable 1957 children (p. 3)."

But Gates found that there was a large discrepancy between the
two groups in chrpnolggical age. When the two groups were com-
pared by chronological age, the 1957 children were superior in

reading ability. See Table 12 . § : 4




TABLE 12

‘e
»

Average Age, in Years, -and Months, of the i957 and
1937 Standardization pupils at Specified

. Grade Positions
éré&e .Age of Pupils '
Position ' S
e 1957 - 1937
3.0 8-2 - . 86
3.5 88 T 9-0
4.0 . ) 9-2 9-8
5.5 V. 98 10-3 ¢°
5ibﬁ) : 10-2 4 10-10
W 5.5 ) 10-7 . 11k
6.0 ' 11-2 ‘11710
6.5 B 119 12-3
7.0 -, 12-3 12-9
7.5 12-10 13-3
. 8.0 13;L1 13-9
8.5 13-9 -3
9.0,' 1&-3' 14-9 :
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, ‘°/ Ga,tes concludes' . ' . ) A . '
. T In this writer's view, a conservative est:unate is that T
. . ' today's children achieve, after flve*years attendance N .
in elementary schools, a level of readlng ability that N
. is better than a half year in advance-of" pupils of ' s
g equivalent inptelligence, age, and othér related factors - ) -t

twenty years ago." (p. 50) _ 1 o Y
4

-
& .
& - “
- . ‘. .
.
.

This statement, at least in light of statemerits by researchers. .k

doing similar research, is bold indeed. ~This marks the first

{

study in which an author has attempted to place any kind of ' . " -*:

grade level value on the upward trend ir; reading achievement. :'__-:::

Bradfield (1970) studied the reading a.’“hievement of 86 ... -

fifth graders from a rural elementary school 1n a Ca.llfornla 5':::. _» E

farming comminity for the years 1927-1928 and 1963-1961+ He -:j...; -:

*attempted to analyze the change in 'l'.l{e communlty, and thereby thef o

change in leperlmenta.l samples from one time,period to the next, ::w.:.}'~, -

‘ ‘ He analyzed fathers' occupations for t.he two groups (according to " | Lq:"’? o

/ . " Havighurst's model) and found a slight mcrease 1n the upper- .

Bradfield utilized the Los Angeles Elementel\w”:Re ing ast,

S350
SWE

xR

' Form I, which was still available at the time of I:t;us st‘\ \\.‘\ e
. “3\ R N
mean score for the earlier group was 22, 94 whlle f"or the lé})ﬁe;

‘ | N

group it was 24,67, The author states that "the stetistical

:e.nalysis indicates no signifiea.nt difference between the two ' |

-
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\ ) ' /'
groups 1n read:.ng achievement.” Bradfield draws no real conclusions

from the %tudy on ‘bhe basis that fidrawing spec1f1c conclus1ons
i‘rom studies of this nature’ ‘may well lead to the error of imply-
g.ng simple £actualy evidence to data, which are in reality highly

'Emnplex.g" In tru,th, one would be wise to draw no specific con-

‘ l
. 0ot

Lo c'.tusmns from this study simply on the basis of the inadequacy

Voo -
\ : ‘of’ the blze of the two groups.
L}

H

!

.' ‘. .

IIT. Summaries of Research on Trends in Reading Achievement

" . ’

NS --Ano‘bhei' source of information concerning the effectiveness

of reading 1ns‘bruc‘b10n a.nd the status of reading achievement is
S .Qsmmna.nes of related research. Of'l',en, education profess1onals ’
> L well-known for their work in spec1/fic areas, wiil compile a rev1ew
SRS of research on a. given ‘boplc. 'I:pe information ‘bhey repor‘b, as well
. as their conclusione concerninﬁ ‘their review, are important. Five
such smmmrles were ob‘ba:.ned ﬁom the hteratpre search, four of
" which are des,cribed in thls Jectlon.. All "then and now! studies
of reading ach%;'evement reﬁe/v‘ged in these summaries have been de-
scribed previously in thisfi'paper.
) The e.uthors of ‘bheFe 'rev'iews' seemed to be motivated to
‘\ review the research 1n 1 ght of extenslve criticism being 1eve1ed
\,\ \\\ at the educatlona.l systém in this country. Witty and Coomer (1951)
\ c1’oe ample data fr@ se&fen studies they review to suppor/rb 'bhe
: 5 asser‘blon that read:mé achlex;ement is 1ncreasmg. They men"blon the
fact +ha‘t in 1915, fér example, only 71 per -cent of “the s’xtudents

-t By
| ‘ who too}ﬁ the New Yor'k Regent's Examina.tion Were successful,

¢ N $ “«.' »
| s . ,‘ { .' ’ . : _. / . .
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while in 1947, 8L per cent of the studenys taking the exam passed.
An interesting aspect of this review is its reporting of a
survey taken in the summer of 1947 which was repeated again in
1959. In all, 500 teacherls, ;dHﬁMStrators: and supervisors
attending swmer conferences were asked to state whéther they
believed that ‘I:eading'labili'.ty Nin our schools was equal, superior,
or inferior fo that of pupils five, ten, or fifteen years ago.
From a total of 500 re /onses of educators with five or more years '
experience, 80 per cent "concurred in indicating that the reading
ability of students at the present time is equal or -superior to
that of students five or more years ago." (p. L55) The authors, .
themselves, conclude their article by stating that based on their

review of the literature, finstruction is as successful today as

it was at any period in the pa:st." (8. L57)

\
I

The National Education Association (1951) puiblishedga report
entitled #The Three R's Hold Their Own at the lﬁd-:gentury." The
purpose of this study was to assemble and report results of
astandardized testing programs conducted in éity schools durin‘g
the previous thirty years. "A great deal of data :?:.s presented in
the teport in table form. However, the report ;';’é;'esses that the
interpretations and conclusions reached are oniyifgeneral.
Briefly, the three. major conclusions of 1‘;he report are:

1. The éengral impression derived from these reports is

that present day pupils “for the most part equal, and

often excel the achievement of pupils in similar
grades in the past.

[y
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2. Changes in t.ie average intelligence of high-school
pupils from about 1920 to date (1950) show no dafin-
ite trend upward or downward, according to data

hd available,

3. Comparisons ver a period of years show that the
more recent roups have slightly greater average
ability than did the earlier groups. This increase
in average ability holds true in spite of the increased
enrollmerit in high schools which tends to bring into
schools a larger proportion of students in the lower
ability range.

Another National Education:Association report entitled
"Comparative Achievement of Pupils Today and Yesterday," (1952)
deals with general educational achievement. This report reviews
four studies that have been previously reviewed in this publication.

rIn addition, the paper cites research that involves subjects as
far back as 1890. Igigch of the research supports the idea that Q
pupils today are not inferior in -intelligence or achievement to
those of an earlier period. In fact, much of the research notes
¥ ...{ .
trends in the opposite direction. Onc of the reviews included °
in the NEA report is Leonard and Eurich's (19%2) summary of 154
studies. Their study evaluated newer educational programs iR
comparison to older, more conventional programs. It was found that
"pupils trained by newer-type methods achieved as much or more in

} " basic skills and knowledge and did it in less time than pupils

trained by eonventiongl methods (p.12)."

The NEA report also reviewed Tilton's study of Army achievement

. . . . .
test scores. Tilton compared achievement Lest scores of men in
- /

‘ : /
the army during World War I to those of World War II inductee/:;f_.
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In twentj-five years after World War I, the median score for
World War I men became the lower quartile for World War IT men. -
In t}ile conclusigé to the NEA stud{, the anthors desc;ribe what

they feel is a 1imitat/ion of this type of study, that is, that

T

tests were prepared for students who were much different than the

-

later groups ‘tested, and further that the testsl did not reflect
changes in curriculum ¢r methods of teaching. Today's children,
according to these au |ors, are thus at a'disadva.nta,ge. The report
goes on to state that fthe studies repoarted...do not confirm the
belief that the average ability of high school pupils is lower
today than in°the past. \ If anything, the change is small, and
upward rather th;m downward (p. 24)." The final conclusion of
the report states:
) In fundamentals,, to&ay's pupils are superior to
the pupils of the past. They now read more books
more rapidly and with more understanding. (p. 24)
Geberich (1952) reviewed seven studies m'evious'lgf're’viewed in |
this report. His purpose was to determine if "téday's schools are
iess efficier;t than were the schools of some years ago in teaching
pupils the basic skills of reading (p. 3L45)." Geberich concluded
that: 1) today's schools are not less efficient than schools of
years past in teaching reading; 2) that modern or activity schools
artjl not less efficient than are cc?r;ventional schools in teaching

reading; and 3) that pupils educated in progressive schools are in '

no way retarded 1;% reading in later éducational experiences.
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Accompanying this publication is an editorial comment by the

editor-in~chief of the Phi Delta Kappan, Rolfe Lanier Bunts:

fAfter reviewing the facts, we believe more children are being
taught to read better today than ever before. (p. 3lihL)®

IV. Problems and Variables Related to "Then and Now" Studies
—_~— ’

Many of the problems and variables related to "then and
now? studies have been referred to in the description of the indi-

vidual studies. In the systematic investigation of any question,

o - -

research design and the control of confounding variables is impor- .
tant. But due. to the very nature of the studies discussed here, the

R et ded

rl . e .
element of time becomes the real nemesis. -In order to asoerta:.n any_,__-___ I
change in reading achievement, each study has to analyze reading
achievement at two points in time--preferably with a period of

considerable years‘se;;a.rating the collection of data. However,

elements like changing attendance laws, changing promotional poli-

cies, cha.nging"socioecononde-. sta..tus of pupils in given geographical

areas, and so on, require educators to question and. qualify results

. to such a point that any generalizations they might make could be
entirely valid. \ \

N\

The trend toward universal education has brought to the
inﬁermedia‘be school and the high schoo]_., pupij.s that in past years
may have withdrawn during their elementary school years. This

trend has been fostered by a great many thj\ngs, but is a reﬂ.ectd.on '

a %
s .
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of our changing attendance requirements and laws. Gates ;points /

out in his study of reading a.chievanent.that the "néna.éademic" : o ) {.
children, children with intelligence quotients from 75 to 90,
are remaining in school for increasingly longer periods of time
due to our increased skill. in mnag::ag and understa.;iding these.
children, \ ‘
. In addition, in recent years there has been a trend away from |
’promotingl pupils on the basis of ability in reading and other

. subjects., Our current pzfomotional policies are based mainly on

chronological age. Many educatiop writers have suggested that

the policies of this system have served %o, lower the standards
of our schools, a.nd populate the schools with more and more chi
ren of below avergge a.bi-lity. This ides bas originated the
accepted generaslization that reading achievement has decr
and our,children are x}ot lea.rmng as much as they once di‘ .
Thgres—a.ne many other confoupding varisbles related t9-time.
In order to insure matched groups on various scales sucl as socio-
economic s‘t;atus and the like, experimenters collected data from
the sa.n;e schools or school systems. Obviously, collectiné data
is much simpler this m. But' in the caseé of "then [and nov%l‘"’f
¢ ' studies, the intervening years served to change the é‘chools_
: their populations. Ore need only look at national nozgng_ Por a
given st'anda.rdized test a.tC then th:é ‘city-wide results for a

city like New York, Chicago, or Ios Angeles, City-widé results
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are .almost universally lower than the national norms. Very simply,\
the sociological make-up of individual schools and neighborhoods
is changing dramatically. To assume that two groups separated
b;} twenty years are ;imilar in a,.ll relevant aspecl‘bs‘ is unre,alistic.
Some. authors like Bradfield attempted to a.naiyze the sociological
| mak;aup of the communities in which they were working. But this
\ proves to be quite an urwieldy task and' W;ery probably useless wh n

the samples are exceedingly small. |
Another consideration in assessing this I;esearc is the test‘
::Lnstrumen‘bs used in the vario{ls studies. Several of% authors ‘
pointr up the fact that'it is important to. use identical\téts with |
both groups. In ma.r;y cases, ‘be‘st data were found, and ex;)erimen\tei‘s ’
went to great lengths to obtain the .same 'tes‘b so that it couJ:d be
adm‘.ni‘stered to a more recent student population. This sounds
acceptable on the surface, bu\t it leads us in reallty, to _still .
. another problem: To whai; extent is the test used with the early
group valid for the’later s;bje.c‘bs'? Over the past \few‘ decades our
eiementary and high school curricula hawve undergpne a great de:al
| of change. _‘Therefore‘f many feel that the earlier groups in each
of the studies lr;ave had the advantage when identical tests were
used. Caldwell and Courtis were the only researchers who triid to
acc,:ou.n‘b' for this factor. Thechhose thirty questions'from the .

original exam that they considered valid for the later group and

-

.compared the two groups on that basis. This procedure seems to

;.

’
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alleviate some of the problems of invalidity associated with the

; [}

. ;nsasuring instrument.
A final consideration in reviewing the research data that is
available to us is that of differences n'age and grade status.
Gates looked at the reading achievementkﬁnt

two separate groups of

-

pui;ils separated by twenty years. He, and other experimenters,
found that when they compared the groups by grades, in:rariably
the earlier group was higher in reading achievement. But when
Gates compared the groups by chronologica:l age rather than grade

—4n school, the latter group appeared to be higher in reading

’ .

\ _aéhiévenient. Gates deduces that: . -

The composition of the grade and classroom groups . .
seems. to have changed greatly during the two decades .
" covered by this report. The school "grade" has
. become a very different entity. Today's grade five,
. for example, is composed of children who are eight
‘to ten months younger and who have been in school
approximately eight to ten months less, and it con-
tains a considerable number of children who would
have been in grades four or three or even grade two
in yesterday's schools, or would have dropped out
entirely.. (p. 17)

&

b One overriding difficulty in comparing two groups over time

“f is the seleci',ion of variables on which the samples should not

differ and ‘those on whidh they may differ without invalidating the
‘ comparison. Gates, for instaflce? found his 1957 sample to have

slightly higher IQ scores than his 1937 subjects. This

?

i " could "eiplain" why the later .group obtained somewhat higher ™

-8 reading scores. If, however, highT' scores on intelligence tests

“ H




are characteristic \‘I;or any sample of the 1957 students, we should

*

not interpret the difference in IQ's: as creating a "mismatch®

between the samples. Similar arguments can be advanced for other

variables. \On the other hand, a study of students in ihnercity
Ne;w York using samples in 1930 and 1960 in which population'shifts
were not accounted for obviously neglected to control a very rele-

vant matching variablga.

§

Few, if any, of the researchers interpreting data in "then and
now" studies deal with this problem of determining on which criteria -

their sdhples-are ‘or are not allowed to differ. Gates is a notable

¢

exception to this generalizatiom. - -

V. émmnary Statement and Statement of Conclusions: .

Admittedly, the vast amount of data covered by the research

reported here, is at best, diverse.  In the interestl of clarity,

summary material concerning the research itself will be presented
simaltaneously with the autho@e(onclusions/ concerning the question,
"Is Reading Instruction Improving?" This will be accomplisped/b&

discussing the reséarch .in terms of three discreet «categories:

&
+

1. Early "Qen and ncw" studles7 not involving read.mg
achievement per se. - .

7. Individual studies of "then and now"-reading achieve-
ment.

3. Various summaries and reviews of individual "then a.nd
now" studies.

’

: \
Early Studies on' Trends in Genéral Achievement. As stated

.earller, a total of sixteen measures of various academic achlevement

F
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ranging from philosophy to mental arithmetic were proposed in the
six representative studies. In time, these studies spanned "a
102_.-’31‘ perio;i; in geography, the studies included two large
eastern seaboard cities, two midwest cities and tl'fe state of
Florida; and in academic levels, the studies covered grades four .
through nine. A total of slightly more than 33,000 school pupils
were involved in thé ;ix studies.
T£1e5e studieé, with all their inherent research probleus;

seem to be pc;inting out a clear trend in America.n ;ducation: it ,

i's improving. The studies, however, leave us somewhat.at a ioss
A v’when we try to determine what in American education is improving.
It is difficult to single out any orﬂle'discipline (é.g.,' science,
social studies, etc.) and state that it has irr;proved. Furthermore,
by no means can we state with any strong degree of assp.ranc‘e that
because fourteen of sixteen measu:r"es of achievement in content areas
showed éains , reading achievement hﬁs improved. We can only infer
"that if general achievement is increasing, the probability that
reading achievement is also increasirig is higfl, and the probability

of the reverse is low.

S@ies on Trends in Reading Achievement The thirteen
studies in this section have a much broader range in 'térms' of popu-
lations and communities than did the earlier studies. éeogréphicaily,
the range is ndt what one 'might expect, with six studies falling in
the central and midwest portion of the country, three'; in Cali'fo‘rnia,

one in New York, and one in Canada.

L5 »
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The South was not represented at all, except in two studies that
utilized national sampling techniques. The grade level of |
sub:jeots varies i‘rom grade ohe to grade eleven, concentrating .
ound the intermediate grades. The schools in which the etudies ‘
conducted ranged from small rural to 1arge city schools. '
<, . 0f the thirteen studies, all but one showed at least a
| slight overall gain, The one exception was the study by Boss
in which measures of reading achievement were based largely on
oral reading which between 1916 and 1938 had been 1ncreas 1y
deemphasized in the public schools. This is not to say that 1
gains were statistically significant, they weren't. In fact,
. , all but a few researchers failed to analyze their results statistically
but two in particular (Burke and Anderson, Bradfield) stated clearly
, that the gains they observed were not statistically Significant.
ﬁgg;‘anthors were also somewhat ‘hesitant to .attach any eduqational
signiflcance to their findings. it is noteworthy. that three
studies (Worcester and Kline, Miller and Lantonj Fridian) that
' areported reading achievement across almost,all grades and various
C »subtasks of reading are ggexy;conv_incing. These three .s‘budies

e 1

reported twenty-seven gains\out of twenty-eight instances across
’

an
- [y

grades and reading subtasks.

-

Another point to consider is the number of school students

_involved in these nineteen studies. Although an 'exact number of

participants is 1mp0331b1e to compute since some investigators

did not report this data,_approx1mate1y 930,000 students were tested.-

.t : ] ¢
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Sumaries and Reéviews. There have been several reviews of
’ r

I d

. "then and now" research, but only four we;e‘considered‘to be worth-

Co ¢ N

) vhfie to report fq? the purposes of this°pager. Wicty'and Cdoner

q

conclude their review of seven studies by stating: '"reeding ability

of students at the present time is equal or sﬁberior to that of

students five or more years ago...Instruction is as successful today
. . e T
as it was at any perjod in the past." (p. 457) ' ’

Two studies by The yational ﬁdpcation Aéscciation ?Ql;ow

°
_« Witty and Coomer. The first, "The Three R's Hold, Their"Own at

the Midcentury," by its title indicaces the ?tance the ﬁaper takes
¢ on the status of réadiqg achievemept. (Tﬁe\pape;.puts forth the
* opinion, "that p;esent day pupils for the most part equal, and often
excel the achievement of pupils ‘in similar grades in the past,"
(p. 5) and that there is a "sligh};y greater evefage ability in
studeats of later groups when compared to eeriier g?udents "over

)

a period of years." o

Dix,

-

.
.

M
S " The second NEA study, besides *ev1ewing "then and now ﬁre—

~

eﬁ%‘

search reporgb other related and relevant research including,Army

Achievement Test compgriaons bet ) draftees ‘for World Wars I and

L] - ’

11 and broad studies of conventi versuseneWEr—type teeching 5

methods and their relationship to achi;vement This study concludes
» .

by saying that, "In fundameytals today 8 pupils are huperior to

c;e pupils of the past (p.24)." -. . ) ) -

e

- Finaliy, Geberich revieved seven "then and no&" studies. 2
w

- 0f the four sugmaries, his was the most cautious. He simply statgs

ot

Hw
1
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that today's schools are not less efficient than schools ofayears . .

past in teaching reading.

Final Comments and Conclusions. Before é.ny conclusions can

be stated, it might be worthwhile to consider again the special- ’ .. '/i
problems that plague "then and now" studics. F&'.r,st,' ,the typical
i problems of experimental design, adequacy of pspula.tion, and
. other problems already discussed are encoun‘bered. Beyond that,

there are special problems:, . p .

1. The trend in universalgpducation to keep more students

. . in school for 1hcreasing lengths of time. ’
. i

2. The fact that in many instances the chrono’log:cal
age of latter-group children tended ‘to be lower than R
of the eariier child.ren. ; : o N
: 3. Differences in language and educafd.ona.l content that '
render tests used for earlier groups possa.bly in- co s
appropriate for later groups. NI Pl -3
ot . L

L. Cha.nging promotional policies :muEhe scho’ols.» N \'

o.. .
. . . 5 . -
t3 ‘ -

o .
It is 1ntr1guing to contemplate what" the resul’cs and conclusions

-t

df all tﬁe "then and now" studies might have. Pe\en had thesi va.riables
y not entered the picture. It is even more in‘t!r.iguing since each of .
' \
the four variables mentioned above would wgive, ‘all earlier-«te ted

groups in all studies an undeniable adva.ntage i terms of ~g’a:a¥s in
%

‘ L]

achievement!
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Introduction ' i ¥

/
/ _This §hapter contains a compllation of reading achievement

data collected from metropolitan are;s across the couhtry. - These
eas were contacted via questionnaires and were asked.to forward
eading achievement data they might diave on students' reading test
performance from 1950 to the‘present.
/ v' TQE selection of the cities followed three steps. First a }
/ list of the twenty-seven largést school districts 1nlthe country |
/ was developed. éecondiy, a list of smaller districts was developed;.
/ and finally a supplementary list of sthool distric?s that were fhought
to have reading assessment programs but wvere not.iécluded on either

. 3
of the first two lists was compiled.

4 . I

-

Dévelopment of the Sample ( ‘ “ S

The first step was to develop a list of the”schooILSystems of

the 20 largest cities and reqﬁest reading achievement data of students

‘ , -

\ . v ,
)/r since 1950. However, school-districts and cities are not always

identical governmental units, ag Tables 15 and IGii;ustra.te. The list of

- é

the 20 largest school populations (Table 16) and tgé list of the 20

largest city populations (Table 15) overlap, but doﬂpot coincide. The
list was therefore expanded from 20 to 27, indluding members of all 3
AR lists (metro aréa, central éity, and school distfiétg) in'd;der to

cover a larger geographical area in terms of reading”achieﬁement data.

For example, number 3 (Hato Rey, P.R.) and number 10 (the gtate -

i

-
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l
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Table 15 ) wa.s 1nCJ.1§ded to represent the southern population more
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| finally selected for %he sample. v ‘ .
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Tahle 15 Twenty Largest Central Cities
. C_1’91ﬂ S . Population 5
1. New .‘Iiork - 7,894,862
2. Chicago 3,366,957
3. Los Adgeles . 2,816,061 = .
. . L. Pniladilphia - 1,948,609 |
: k o S
' 5. Detroit . . 1,511,482 Yo
6. Houston": ‘ 1,232,801
'Z *Baltilngg"e; ' 905,759
. 8 Dpallas ' 8Lk, 101 ,
9 Washingtor, D.C. ~ 756,510
‘A1o.\'. Cleveland & | 750,903
(L Indianaﬁi?li‘g (/71;14',621; ‘
12. ‘Milwaukee. | 717,099 ¥
13.:‘ San FTanciséo 715,67k
I San Diego " H | 696,769
' 135_. \;S'an Antonilg i . | 65h,153 %
1%. :'Boston G}' - ' - 641,071
17. Memphis - i ‘ 623,530
18. St. Louis 2 622,236
?9 New Orleans::g , . 593,471
b. Prosmix 1} | 581,562 - ;
! ' Wl ’ ’ :
‘. ? : ’ E R '
i “Number of, #:A::E:;tants," U.S. Summary #PC ('1)-A?, U.S. Dept. 1(
f ' ' /
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Table 16 Twenty Largest School Districts '

L=

i

School District ~ School Population

1, New York City - 1,143,853

2. TLos Angeles Unified ' 738,281

3. Hato Rey, Puerto Rico . 668,820 |

L. Chicago City - | 537,449

5. . Philadglphia City 291,494

6. Détr,oi't'.’c:tty 266,231

7. Dade County, Florida - 238,85)

8. Houston, Isd. | 221,960

9. Baltimore City \ 191,438

10. Hawaii, St;.te of 181,147

11. Dallas Isd. , 161,869

12. Prince G'eorge\a's County, Md. 159,491

13. Memphis City - 18,53 .
14. Cleveland City ' 1&5,'166'

15. District of Columbia kL, 326 _

16. Baltimore County, MD , 133,830 . , \
17. Faiffax County, VA v 133,067 !
18. San Diego Unified ‘ 128,489

19. Milwaukee ' | © 126,690

20. Montgomery County, MD 125,3i5

7

(Source: Education Directovy'; 1971-72 Public School Systems, DHEW
(OE) #72-107, National Center of Educational Statistics)

) "61“'
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Table 17 Final List of the Largest School Districts to be Contacted

o

11.
12.
13.
1k.
15.
16.

‘ 17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

. 23.
2l.
25.
26.
27.

o N ow

. Detroit, Michigan

"San Francisco, California

Atlanta, Georgié.

Bal’f,imore City, Maryland b
Baltimore County, Maryland

Boston, Massachusetts

Chicago, Illinois

Cleveland, Ohio

Dade County, Florida

Dallas, Texas

/?’7

Denver, Colorado

Fairfax County, Virginia
Houston, Texas

Los ‘Angeles, California

Memphis, Tennessee‘

Milwaukee, Wisconsin

Montgomery Gour,xty’, Maryland
Newark, New Jersey

New York, New York

Puiladelphia, Pennsylvania = af
Phoenix, Arizona

Pittsburgh, Permsylvania

Prince George's County, Maryland
St. Louis, Missouri

San Diego, California

-

- Seattle, Washington

Washington, D.C.
. 65 /
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Data gathering for these .twenty-seven school districts followed
three steps:
1. Identifying and contacting the school superintendents;

2. Determining if and when reading achievement testing had

been done ;

_
e 3. Determining if reports of the testing were available and

"securing copies of these reports.
The séhool-superintendents were 1dentified through state edica-
tional publications. On September 1k, 1972 explanatory letters and
questionnaires (See Appendix for sa:mple questionnaire) were sent to
the superin‘bendents of each of the 27 selected districts. A follow-up
let‘ber was composed which reques‘bed copies of available reports and

 was 30 th gent out’as the questiomnaires were received. Reminders
and second copies of ‘bhe c.questio:ﬂaires were sent'; to thoss ?zho did not
reply to the first round of inquiries.

Because of slow returns qrd a desire to have a broader coﬁﬁrage
of schools included in the sampie, 73 smaller school districts Xfere,, -
addedto the sample 120 bring the sample size to 1(/)0.%These districts :

. were selected to represent urban areea in every state, in different
;Ja.rts of each gstate. All of the previously omitted cities f‘rom Table
were 1:an::lud,ed and whenever possible , cities of more than 500, 000 per-

~sons were selscted. However, many states--e.g. Alaska, Idaho, Iow‘a,

/ " Oregon, Vermont, etc.--have no cities that large. In such cases, the

‘ largest .school districts :i:n the stites were selected. This list was

then expanded by contacting by letter reading experts and university

%
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i
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(aj Largest School District Response -. .

professors in various parts of the United Statesw asking them if they
could suggest or recommend any school districts that might have data
available regarding reading achievemer'x't over tne past 10 to 20 yea.rs.
Data col%e,ction followed the same steps as for the twenty-seven
largest)’ school districts.

Table 1.8 sumnanzes the returns from the questionnaire. The

bt

’ table is dl)n.de,d 1nto 2 sectlons‘ the first describes the return

f,rom the 27 largest schooi dlstrlcts in the country; and the second
desc”iﬁes the return ‘.Lrtom the. 73 smaller school districts. Checks in-

the colummss 1nd1cate. /c“, cEo \

:A - l/
1, the questlonnalre .was retumed,

2. the chstr:.ct reported dolng testlng,
the district pub}[i'shed sumaries of testing results;

‘YL o l" - ) .
L. copies of test results were received. .

P
- . ., . . ,
. P

The response was Eroportiona'lly best from the 27 1ergest cities.

Questionnaires were returne‘d by 17‘ of the 27 (63%) and 16 (59%) of
them said they had conducted reading achievement’ tests™ in the last
2 decades. Seven (26%) responded to requests for surmnary reports.
Of these, 5 (Los Angeles, New York, Hous‘tgon,- Detrolt, and Milwaukee)
were primarily urban dietricts and 2 (Dade, Florida and Montgomery,
Maryland) represented whole counties that could ’})e characterized as
suburban. The east coast, west coasii,' midwest, south, and southeast

are represented by this sample.

).
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"+ . (b) .Smaller School District Response

.

From the 73 smaller school districts/cities, 28 (38%) replies \
‘ E.. r ‘were received, and 25 (3)4%) reported testing. However, only 12 (16%) ¢ Y
N \’, . . G
d said they did smmna.ries, and only s (7%) ‘made suxmnary reports available. i

. Again these are from hdely separated parts of the country. Anchorage

PR . Lt

-

Borough, Alaska, Jonesboro » Arkansas; Duval County, Florida, Worcester,

4

Massachusetts 3 and Tacoma, Washington. Y

°

(c) Overall Response ) . .
' ' ® -
Overall, ‘there ‘was a Li5% return of 'the“"que‘stionnaire . "Of the

IS ’

respondents, hO reported testing; 25 published smfnnaries; and 2 sent .- /
P a“

N

o data. These reports represent districts frc;m\nrban, @burban, and

+ even rural distncts in all geographic areas of the country According

x - |
v .

. T to the return, 89% of the school districts responding tested for read-

. f , 1ng achievement By 1971. oOf these , 35 described their reading assessmént
P . hd e ’ :

- ’ progralﬁ‘s in some detail. . -

< k3 ! < e

1 ' ~ : v .

' . As previously stated, achievement data were received from 12° dig- .
3 T ol
. . tricts or systems. However, since trends in reading achievement be-

tween 1950 and 1971 v@uld not .be discernable f,‘rmn systems reporting

| ., /only one s two, or three years data, a dec1sion washds\t':eport only
) ‘on systems making achievement data available over at 1dast
© ' period. oL AN

,.Sle echooLsystems Jlurmshed achievement data for a period of fouz; ‘-}‘; .

years or more. Following, then, is a descriptio‘n of each testing

- @ i
i . \
- . ' -—
> - . 9 - . =t %
M .
. . 4o, .

. , ' , - . ..
7 ‘ v .
f




-

pregram and the achievement data that were made availabe for these

S - 8ix scﬁooi systems. Several school systems requested that they not

’ be-named in-a neport of achievement “data, hence theksystems are

1ettered A thrpggh F. 0Of the six systems, two are re1at1Ve1y §ma11,
» . - o.v.

, . two are medium sized systems, and two represent large 01t1es; two

systems- are located in the northwest portion of the Unlted States, :

.

one represents the midwest, one represents the northeast,®one repre-

sents the, southeast, and one represent's tile southwest. The popula- '

tion for ea_ch of tﬁese,schqol districts is, gi‘jen in Table %°9 . - .
N : N . 3 1 ) [N '

L% sybtema S 7 C o e

o
~o . 2

\. : System A has a comprehenswe tesﬁii'fg program, ’between 1962 ° ‘-

and 1971, the Iowa Test of Bas1c*SlﬂJis was. used il:;l gradqs 3 through
\

Y i ,
) \ 9, The school dlstrlct sw1tched tQ the "SRA. A‘cﬁievement Tests in

~ ’- B

-~ I . - +

. —«,.\,3 N .
Dol e, N\ 19720 ", h

2T . . ~ -: \- .

- A [ . \ ~., E

T \\@ N \ Ip additiog, sy,stem A reports\that the Stanford Achievement Test
" ; S .
‘ a has been‘used with grades one and 2, however, "due “to difflculty 1n
. > s - LA
’ 'arriv:mg aﬁ*a,\total reading SCOre," this data was not- forwarded. ‘ -

.F;nally, system & reMﬁbbﬁ?reen 350 and 500 stu’éents we}e gl

2 . =

X . oo oS /' :’I # .'-:..'
. . ™ on how the students’ were selected. ’L“ co /, // =5 e
s

.
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L1 R .‘ < .
N - o :
foul ° A ! ’ /
. 'j; fr"o " Do ! ' ' ‘ !
;._ “"',E : . N /.' ...
/ ‘Tabile 19 Populatlon's for the Suq School DlstrictsuReported ,‘
/ .:m t}}&s Chapter / . / u
W r%:- : rr ‘.. .- ﬁi" - ;o .
e ‘ 11950 - 1960 1970
{ ‘ . ~ I b ¢ .. ’/
‘ “ S -
éx*stem A. i 16,300 |© . 27,400 27,000
froow t i ' 7 N
/System B ‘;('.' 11,300 : // Lh,200 148,000
/ N N4 e
h Bystem G . ‘ " 6,900 . 26,100 41,600
I { ‘ . )
‘-~system D ) 275,000 ,° 320,000 470,000
. , : v -
_ Sy_stem B - r 935,000 1,420,000 1,990,000
" System F . 3,020,000 3,760,000 4,200,000
# ‘Entire U.S. 151,325,798 < | 179,323,175 203,235,298
- :,’ Urban U. s. 125,268,750 149,32l ,930
* B ",.,’. // -
-Rural U.S. ] oL,054,425 53,886,996
a ‘a . v
;J
AN k. d
~ ) A
o

»y




in System A on-the ITBS; (only total test grade equivalents are reported;

no information on forms used is given)..

i“ |
" Table 20 ‘Average qrade Equivalents for Students in Grades 3 Through 9 l
. - M ¢

Year Gr. 3| Gr. 4] Gr. 5| Gr. 6 | Gr. 7§ 0Gr. 8 |Gr. 9

1962 . white 3.8 L.7 1| 6.1 7.2 7.7 | 8.9 | 9.3
(Midyear) black 2.9 3.3 4.2 5. 6.2 6.5 | 7.4

1963 white Lo | 46| 6.0 H2 | 8.0 8.6 | 9.2
@304-)* black 2.8 . 3.9 h-h .2, 601 - 7.0\’ 609

1965 white Ll | L.6,| 5.6 | 6.7 7.7 | 8.7 -
(May) ‘black 2.8.] 3.1 3.8 1 4.7 | 5.5 ] 5.8 | 6.6

1967 (May) . - 4.9 - 6.6 - 8.3 -

\ 1y & .
1968 (May) - | kol - | 67 - |82 | -7
‘ 1969 (May) ® - . h-9 -0 6-7 - ‘!802 % - B
{ - . .
1970 (May) bad 47| 58] 6.8 | 7.6 8.2 | 8.7 .
. . N ,r“_ -
1971 (May) bt | Lo | 58 | 6.7 7.6 (_-8,.5’ 8.7
’ [k B 0
{ « \"‘

Table 20. reports total test performance in grade equivalents on

‘the Iowa Test of Basic Skills between 1962 and 1971. Because scores of

white %tudents <and black students are reported separately for 1962 thréugh

T o —_—

1965 s trends in achievement are somewhat difficult to isolate. Data are ...

available over an 8 year period for grades L, 6, ,a.n/B however. C-

\
Grade L achievement over this tme period is on the rise. Grade

) and except for a slight drop of 2 in 1970, remain stable for the rest

equiva\lepts reported in the early yoars, are | surp_assed Mn‘l,%},gv

~ |

of the- period. )

[ . N SN - -
! ~ < - el ’ 0

- ‘Voe
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Grade 6 performancé is good in 1962 and 1963, but shows a marked

drop in 1965, particularly in.view of thg,fact that the time of testing

r

changed. In 1967, scores of white and black students are combined and ;

a steady rise is 1ndlcated in scores until 1971. .

1

Grade 8 performance on. the ITBS fluctuates over the 8 year period,

reaching a grade equivalent score of 8.5 in 1971. It is difficult to

* assess eighth grade achievement, especially in light of ninth grade

achievement reportedhfor\ 5 different years. Ninth grade achievement is
only slightly hlgher than elghth grade achlevement and in 1971 for
example, is only .2 grade equivalent higher than eighth grade. K

The data from system A, it should be noted, is more than just

reading acﬁievement data, It is da_ta from the ITBS that covers reading,

arithmetic, 1anguage skills, and work étudy skills. Therefore, specific
inferences' about reading achievement are limited.

stém B ° . ‘ : - ~ 7 o
’ 3

Systen; B reports a testing program utilizing the SRA Achievement

Ser1es since 1959 1n grades 2 throug,h 8. In addition, system B reports

;hat test;mg was also dope in 19’49., 1952, and 1958 ,However, it is

. unclear which tests were used these years. System B test scores aré

r - .
reported in median.grade equivalents. No data regarding the studenbs

who were tested was forwarded. Presently, the system B testing program’
is assessing pupils at grades one through 6, according to city wide test

_reports. = . - ) .

e - .
. -~

fe

. =
N . R . I . -
RN 1s 5‘ S .-

RN

S

. {
Th:,rd grade achlevement on the SRA, Achlevement Series in system B

»

i}s reported for the years 1959 through 1971 (for some yeaa/s , data are




unavailable). Since the 1971 data are based on an April testing and
all the other data on September-Octoter testing, the data fofﬁi971
is not included in the foilowing discussion. Generally, a peaking
.- effect is notable during the middle years of the period, followed by
| a dropping off of scores to;roughly their 1959 level. .
Fourth g;ada achievement ia reading exhibits a steady:rise;in‘
scores thatapeak in 196k, then drop\bff again to ‘'the 1959 level.

o \

Arlthmetlc and comp051te scores appear to rise steadily with no drop

' x

off through 1965 _ \ .

Reading achlevement An fifth grade follows the fourth grade

pattern. However, arithmetic and composite show less of an overall

( € \
increase. e 0

’ Sixth grade reading achievement.rifes steadily, peaks in 1962,
and proceeds to arop off markedly in t remaining years of the
period, resulting in approx1mately one alf year less 1n 1971 ‘as

< 'compaged to 1959. 'Arlthmetic and composite scores also tise and
, peak in the maddle years, butgggmonstrate a more gradual and less
R sizeable deéiine. B
| Seventh grade and eighth grade data are available for only a

five year,period. Across, each subtest, achlevement in both of these

grades for the years reported shows a general rise.

P

‘ = \‘:\‘ .
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Table 21 Grades 3 Thi'ough 8 Performance on thé SRA Achievement Series

in System B.

(#Renormed in 1 96L)

! v

/ |
GQrade Month Year | Reading Arithmetic / Composite
: epb.-0ct. 1959 3.2 2. /a 3.0
Sept.-Oct. 1960° 3.4 3.1 3.2
. Sept.-Oct. 1961 3.5 s 3.1 / 3.3
. Sept.-Oct. 1962 316 3.1 . 3l
Sept.-Oct. -1963 3.7 3.2 3.4
3 Sept.-Oct.* 1964 3.6 3.2 3.4
Sept.-Oct. 1965 3.6 3.3 | 3.3
Sept.~Oct. 1967 2.9 2.9 3.0
~ Sept.-Oct. - 1968 3.1 2.9 3.1
Sept.-Oct. 1970 3.3 - - .
April 1971 L.1 - 3.7
Sept.~0ct. 1959 Lo 3.9 3.8
- Sept.-Oct. 1960 L.S 3.7 L.2
? Sept.-Oct. 1961 4.5 / 4.0 L3 )
) Sept.-Oct. 1962 L.5 Lo L.k
L Sept.-Oct. 1963 W 1.7/ .2 4.5 ]
Sept.-Oct.* 1964 I 2/ L.L 4.5
Sept.-Oct. 1965 L.6 4.3 L.k \X\\
Sept.-Oct. 1970 L. - - . 1
. April 1971. L.9 .- L.5
| 8ept.-Oct. 1959 5.0 .5 5.0
L - Sept.-Oct. 1960 5.5 5.1 S .
- Sept.-Oct. 1961- | 5.k 5.1 5.k
o Sept.~0ct. 1962 - 6.3 5.2 5.5
- Sept.-Oct. .1963. 5.2 .51 S.h
"\ Sept.-Oct.* 196l 6.0 5.3 - 5.6
‘5., ‘Sept.~Oct. 1965 5.5 5.9 5.1
. Sept.-Oct. 1966 5.8 5.2 5.5 '
- Sept.-Oct. 1967 5.6 5.0 5.l
> .| Sept.-Oct. 1968 -1- 5.3 4.8 5.2
.« | Sept.-Oct. 1969 5.6 . 517 5.3
: 1970 T3 - 1 —
1971 | -- 5.7 5.5 - -
1959 N 607 ;7 - 6.3”” -=,
1960 - 7.0 ,-5.8 6.5 ~
e 1961 7.2 6.1 . 6.7
1962- 7L - . 6.2 ~. 6.9
1963 741 Y647 6.8
~6- * 196t b T 6.5 L - 6.7
e 1965 -}~ 7.0 6.1 6.7
I sept.-Oct.. }966“ 4 7.0 C 6.3 6.6
.7 "+ | .sept.-bct. 970 7| * 6.0, £- . - @ -
L April 1971 6.6, -l - 1 6.3
i 9’ - 57 he .
u;‘. -, . \ 8 ;
el <80 .
; 990 £ E
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Table 21 Grades 3 throngh 8 Performance on the SRA Achievement Series

"in System B (cont'd)

- Grade Month Year Reading Arithmetic’ Composite
Sept.-Oct. 1959 1.3 6.4 0.9 -
Sep‘b.-\Oct' * 1960 AZ’ 801 609' 7.5
7 Sept.-Oct. 1961 81 7.1 7.7
Sept.-Oct. 1962 8.0 7.2 7.8
Sept.-Oct. .1963 8.2 . YR 7.9
Sept.-0Oct. 1959 8.6- M1 8.2
Sept.-Oct 1960 A 809 8.1 8.5
8 "Sept.-Oct. 1961 9.1 8.4 8.8
Sept.-Oct. 1962 8.8 8.2 8.7
. Sept.-Oct. 1963 9.1 8.1 8.7
. . @
System C - : . ' ~

_ in 1966 in grades 3, 5, 7, 9,

~

. 1\1966 a.nd 1972.

System c reported that a city-wide testing program was initiated

and 11.
¢

and 7 between 1966 and 1972.

Table 22 reports achievement data-

for system C for grades 3, 5, Vocabulary,

. ' .
in Table 22 are taken from the Iowa Test

RN

_readding, and composite scores

of Basic Skills. A, renormed version of this test was used in 1972.

-y . e .
Verbal and non—verbal achievement scores in Table 22 for the years 1966

~.

through 1971 are from ‘the I.orge-ThorndJ.ke Intellig nce Test, while these

subtest scores beg1nning in 1972 were derived from “the Q_gnl‘tive Abilities

Testo e T o N T ' : \\-'4-

™ e -

~ Table 23 reports achie{ement data for grades 9. and - 11 between

1966 through 197 data are derived from the Tests of
w

Academic ogress. ,_In 1972 ninth grade. data was taken from the JIIBS,

and 1eventh—graderswere>m—?conger—tested°‘ ST

Although no information regarding the populations‘ that were tested

between 1966 and 1971 is provided{;ystem C reports that achieivement

e ‘r . . '\ - ~
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data in 1972 in grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 are based on 9293, 96h1, 976,
and 96%t cases respectivelv--over 97 per cent of the total population
) { in those grades. A1l data in Tables 22 and»23 are reported in median
‘ percentile scores. .
Grade 3 reading achievement on the ITBS between 1966 and 1972 -~
reflects a fairly steady decline in performance with the exception .
. of achievement in vocabulary for 1972. Composite scores for third
grade on the same test reflect this same general trend. However,

-
-~

verbal scholastic aptitude as . measured by the Lorge-Thorndike Intel-

ligence Test until 1971 is very stable, and non-verbal scholastic
aptitude scores indicate a slight increase in achievement.
. Vocabulary scores for fifth graders over this period demonstrate
enough fluctuation that no trend is discernable, reading achievement
' shows a marked decline between 1966 and 197 that appears o be on
the rise for'T9?2 - Composite scores for the ITBS follo the same
pattern ashreading achievement scores~ a slight but steady decline.-
. The_higher scores in 1972 ‘were obtained on a renormed: test. Verbdl

&

scholastic aptitude scqres also reflect a steady decline, mhile non-
kS

- verbal scores conversely exhibit a slight increase.

Seventh grade reading achievement shows little change from 1966

/\ k
through 1971. Scores are somewhat depressed in-the intermediate
years. Verbal scholastic aptitude scores fluctuate somewhat while
.« B nbn—verbal scores appear to be rising. v )

Ninth grade reading achievement is steady until 1971 when ‘
performance Qrops off slightly. Math andﬁcomposite scores on the ITBS .

Aseem to indicate a slight downward trend.. Verbal achievement on the
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Test of Academic Progress is stable 14111 19704 then turns downward,

and rises sharply in 1972 / Non-\)’erbal achievement reflects an opposite
situation with a great deal of fluctuation 'and finally an upward trend
in 1970-71 that falls off sharplyin 1972, |
Since twelfth graders were tested in 1966 ra‘ther than eleventh
graders, and test data were collected from only 5 s_chools in 1970,
total eleventh grade achievement trends are more difficult to deter-

_/ .}
mine. However, reading, math, and composite test 'performance appear

" relatively stable until 1971, when they drop shax‘ply Verbal achieve-

ment is fairly stable throughout, while non—verba;fL achievement
demonstrates a considerable rise over the p'er,iod’.," . . ,

K

Table 22 A%hievement Data from System C for. Grddes 3, 5, and 7 on the

Lorg_Thorndike Intelligence Test, thg,Iowa TesLof Basic Skills, and

the Cognitive Abilities Test. (A1l reported 1_n median percentiles.)

x

Lorge Tl‘ilorndike \ D
Scholastic Aptitude Iowa Tegt of Basic Skills
Grade| Year | Verbal|] Non-Verbal | Voecabulary | HReading | Compdgite
196 71 71 L o5 68 16)
19671 T 75 65 66 4 (B
oo | 1968 71 19 65 66 N 73
3 1969 71 .19 65 66 - “ Y170 '
- |- 19701 T 17 N 65" 63 - 13
- 19N 71 79 ° 62 63 3
*1972 71 © 67 09 63 . 73
1966 71 79 * 0 ol i
19671 69 79 67 62 69
o -19681 67 | T 77 70 62 +}i 69
- 5 1969 o7 79 05" 60 61
' 1970 69 03 YOl 60 . or
oo p19p3y o7 I 83 1 6f | .57 of
*1 972 . 71 < 69 - 65 F 62 70
*1272 verbal and non-verbal scores derivvéd i‘ronrthe
\ Cogr_utive Abilities Test. . . f-&
# \".
‘_83_ ",f‘ / ‘\.‘
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~
~




Table 22 Achievement Data from System C for Gradgs 3, 5, and 7 (cont'd)

forge -Thorndike:

% Scholastic Aptitude Towa Test of Basic Skills :
Gradeg Year |Verbal] Non-verbal | Vocabulary Reading ‘| Composite

- 1966 | 69 75 09 . 59 66
1967 | 69 75 69 59 ol

. 1968 71 79 65 50 oly

. T 1969 71 19 62 56 62

~ 1970 69 ol Y 59 62

‘ 1971 67 |- 383 ) o7 50 62

#*1 972 69 65 N S: 63 N 10

*1y{2 Verbal and non-verbal scores derived from the
- Cogm.tlve Abilities Test. . B . '

-

.

Table 23 Ninth and Eleventh Grade Achievement 'Scores in Median

Percentiles in System  on the Tests of Academic Progress and- the

o ITBS- ; ¢ o e e e e e
Scholastic Aptitudel ) ] .
Gradd Year| Verbal] Non-verbal Reading - Math " Composite .
1966 659 1. T 65 71 “n.d.a.
R 1967 69 .| - '69 65 T . 69 -
1968 59 73 65 67 65
o | To8ol 89 75 &5 T 89
1970 o7 19 65 7 67 - 65
- 1971 65 79 61 , 67 + .65
19721 71 o 51 n.d.a. | 66
¥B] B3 | T Ny 66 - - 65 57
. 19671 ~ 73 71 . .59 Th )
1968 75 79 - 59 Yk . 66
11 1969 75 iR ' T6 L 66
61970 81 | 58 1. 59 i 66

19Nl 75 1. - 87 52 ) 11 62 .

*grade 12 tested in 1966
L #**data based on 5 schools only.

& ' . N 13
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" System'D reported initiating a testing program in 1953. However,

';ii'i?s\system made available only fifth grade data collectt'ed'on the

California Achievement Test Battery between 195l and 1960 (See. Table

L ) '.'\ oo . . ‘ “~




Mental Maturity Test,'19§7.form. The form of the CAT is not reported

B

2k ). Although the form of the test used was not named, system D re- ' .
. / .

ports a change in forms beginning in'1959 to Form W, 1957-Ecition. .
- &
System D also reports that an "1tem check" was performed on the new

form that 1nd10ated 1t was at the same level of‘d1ff1cu1ty as the.old.
@ .
form.’ However, since grade equlvalentiscoresaare reported, this is of

- - » », ﬂ
little relevance for the presentupurposes. ] .. ¢

4 *

-

- In addltldn, system D also reports ach1evement data on’ *sixth graders
@
(reported in Tabla'll ) between 1955 and 1961 "This data consists of

subtest scores on the-California Achlevement Test Battery and the California
- h i) :

-
<

‘eifhkgrade'level was large enough to "ensure a reliable group result" :;:

-
&

" initially; however, the.system report$ that the 1957 Edition, Form W was

- used in 1959 and 1960 and that the 1957 Edition, Form Y in 1961.

B .
L4 . a

Althoﬁgh"na-information"on’the‘seiection procedures’usedufor e . ~ .

'choosing the test—pépulation was made available,_the'number use&_at 7 “\:”

. . .
’ 8 ' . ‘ . ~

5w * 1. - L4 ‘~o . ..4\.

éccordéng to the .school system. I S : R

Achievement of fifth graders on the California Achievement Test"‘

@

- . . . o © v e . o o
in reading, arithmetic, and'language between 195L and 1960 Appears to - Lo

be:oh the rise. A slight'rise in achievement in all three areas is

) .- .
'd .
4 I3

noticedble between 17954 and 1958; tne sudden rise in scores for 1959

’

-

- reflects a very obvi.ous rise. Between 1955 and 1958 this rise is

.and 1960 mlght be attributable: to a change in test, forms S LS

-

Achlevement in reading, arlthmetlc, and language of sixth graders )

fairly gradual becomlng much more notlceable 1n 1959 through 1961

—_—_— . -

Again, this~® Tise 'in later achievement could be attributable, "to new
. . >

. .
test forms. ' PR v
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i imied S
- T s ""‘ System E reports achlevement data for grades: 3,.1f; 5, 6, and 8 L
! v .- .on the Stanford Achievemeht Test b\tween 1956 and 1962. These data,~
L R
: are reported in Table 26 System E also reports data on the Iowa Test et e
(=8 299t =

, of Basic Skllls for, grades 3 through 6 between 1966. and 1972. These . '. .

data are reporte,d in Table 27 . This system also reports hav:Lng a test— P
N R 13 . - '.) -

. ing program beginning in 1949. A great deal of this date i’s’unavallable,

—
_..-
'

e
however. It should be noted that data in Table 26 we:ce orlg:LnalZLsr

- . s <=1 ’-\:z‘..
o reported separately for black and white~ students ’Means were I*et!afl-” e
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PR f"- Thlrd grade 'read:lpg data between 1956 a.nd 196& demonstrate a steady )
PR §
LT ,1' rise tn aohle-‘frement. Arz‘bhmetrc data ‘I"’;uctuate more 2, but still p ‘(orj:pay . A
.%"’; i .« ¢ e 'NJ-
Ve L€ 0 - Lt L
IR y a shght r,:Lse for th1s Deryod It s] ’Illd be noted that the 1962 scores =
[ -2 (4 L §
,; v “ ' ‘n\/‘:"‘-’_’. '/ L‘ -t 0" ',.‘ L . LN ol . /.‘;‘: . -
. e ‘.. * L i . - e -~ _:—- _/""t' ‘
* .}'\:_f f‘:-."‘ - Aa‘;‘e& oa,sed o ‘tesﬁ's ify May", rat‘her than in, September. » /./.’,__{:- DT
-~ e . 3 “w -

“ r.'.'(?‘:',','- - 'G:cade D*I“ead;,ng dé,ta s wel]ras,‘grade 5 r,eadlng data,, pickure T amn]

}2_; 3 : X .‘;~ ’ . y “ /,/// N
e v sbme-.fluctgatmn,,buft ge.nerarly a I‘J.Se 1n readmg Ghle.vemégk— ﬁ‘ther i
. ¢ - - o -
| I . ! RS T -7 - - T
p = .. " -0 "‘ “ * // o
gL h SR rra‘ohlevement data for these ,éra /STW}:MQL avallabl . i A T
WS .\"‘, R ‘.: p-/[“\',.. NN i: e ,«oﬂ‘_f_’_,./? Z]
SR T Grade ‘6 dg a,.m ;ading, a.rlthmetlc, a.nd language exm’tfafrlse e
R RN ] g ,-‘- T S !
° D-.::T'\.‘ "- -' N - «/// e - ‘: 2: “.' ” - N ‘(,'v
1n-»ach1ev”’ment at,appears to },around 1959 or 71 966 i,hen ‘drop ogi PO
' , - s AT
/ / { <0 <
I/ 3 P
Generally,/an oye;:al ,ms;a 1n,ach1eveme,nt 17‘§ ev1dent. P A N
e 27 ._r .‘- -7 ’crl.:':l}(f
-7 .. . ';.‘ 4
Bead:mg/a.t_ n,/g,r“ :% 25 ;éneat d?a%i ,niox‘e uneyen, but wdéntcmg s J; <
- /f:’,-”/’/ ’% L ;; ,‘/f: <. “I‘.‘ 7 V tee _‘-1 ‘>;‘ g
__ A Gverdil W d"5h jehid t. %g, sae’ g‘_s tnue :‘,‘or Ia age At
P ¥ //‘/. L N P A 'f“ 1 e 4 T ’_ 4 . . ~ 3 .
’/rn"/ eI T WP A @ iy P’ A / s -
1] ,/,en » Fhrtug 196l arithmgtic ;:‘ea/so,t% scor rise ymatroaily, ..
. - ..;-_‘, .'-' A ! - " P L - B 4 L :
LAY 2 A RN S S s =7 ey o4 -.'.
. ~ v * . / I L& ]
whereas antlnuetr €o mput,a_ttlopl‘s, es/r yﬁatlve‘ly sta.bIe. Bo-th .q;ﬂup\ . ..\ .
. L A . - e w8 . i
T AT el /-/ . Y ) /1':,’ ) .: PN
sharpi "3:n‘r965.—- LT T T A e e L AR
S ~H.f‘r\.’1"v({ Padlie < s L 2 - ! .‘,‘n',' ' \.: ' S e
Te—.——t Z Pt l’l."_\ . o / - ,;’ T %‘W ¥ W I :-.‘,.) .."} _—
— D e I, AT T e T e JET e -/ s e, =
TS S~ L Lot AT A 3 P Pl
el bl e O Pl Sl v ¥, B AP LI WP Lo
* ' T~ T T ’/%"' P WE R T
N R _‘ Lo~ PL POR /.or’/’,:/_// ;r//' N '/; ek [ :.4—_-‘:- i o
. AL N LY | AT el PR E i s ‘e -
“ P - [T St e P AP P
* . ’ ‘:.‘-88-~ .. "/"*‘;'-;é’ PP P ‘»;/,f‘ e e A
A G S TP A ot
oy e . T B N A i i e, e
EN’C - ‘ .' . Tty :'\ ’ A "l 0’\: g :" f/; ’(j..:”. :/_ X ‘.‘ 7 ’/1 Rl
ol L, T * I e 0t A A ,,/ e
- P .. v . 15 - ‘. R sl T . o, .




;"' (‘:‘J’;'i. 1’1'.‘ R\/ _ - .
-/.. PSR . \_’\. R ) _\‘
I AR * ~
o ,
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) ".7° :,~ Tabie ?7 sho)ﬂs that grade 3 achiévement between 1966 and 1970 - T
’ '_h_ \‘pﬁ; the' ITBS on '5'1'1’ suh’pests remain relatlvely stable. A decline in .
o sco;’;s seems e:\n\dent after ’thls po:mt Approximately the safe
RENEIAN
- " ,. pattern is enaen‘b 1n. i‘ourth flfth, and sixth grade achlevement data.
:' ..... — "‘:'-\'." ‘.. ™. ‘ 3
- "‘“_‘ ' T{abi\e .’36 \_,Peri‘ormance on’Stanford Achievement Test of third, fourth )
. . }— ‘e Y. e
T i‘lfth, .an-i"a’x'th‘ g‘re‘des for Sys‘bem E
" . '-\ K. \». ) i
st e e g YT T VT Readln ™ Arithmetic
ARSI ’MOh‘bh‘& .Year A __'E_H'Para. Word Language Arith. Ariih.
- Grade ' Tested’ <.i #'of S's Mean Mean Reas. Comp.
i Jan. . . 79907 10, (62 3.65 3.L9 - 3.75  3.21
TA “dan. 1957 . 8,581 - 3.65' 3.55 - 3.42 3.20 :
*: cJdan 19860 - 52L8 °.3.93 3.78 - 3.70 3.35
~ g3, T daml T 9,106 113.63 3.63 .. - 3.56  3.19
IR (J.a:r?f ,.‘ 1960 10,665 =391 3.99 - 3.47  3.47
SRS TARON L L S 3961 %,558 =4.10,-3.93 - 3.80 3.5
: £ ‘:_ AMay <~ L1962 16,306 ho76” .20 L.71  L.27  L.o2
- ._j Fogvy Sept; 3‘\ 1957 B5dR8 = 3.90: -3480 - - -
S AT £ ~Sé,§ﬂ: A958 . B,871 X5 .95 T k12 - - -
N, ,,."' I Tsept, 4115‘*‘59" 9,080 L1 .21 - - _ ‘
SR z?néof/,,- r196@-:710,06k,  L.27 L.21 - - ‘o
JIpPas ,\" \«'-\_,-Sep}, g6 iy ;576 4.00 L.17 - - -
o "/‘_,-/‘1{‘3:;— 962 T T2 | 5.08 S.11 6.06 - 5.52 5.30
e T = Sepbe o 7957, 838317 L.72 L.95 - - - .
;/’_,.u | Sér t—v-1958 8,45t - L4.90 5.08°0 - Y- -
22 e 5T Sept /‘r929 - 87979 ,Lé.se gn;g - - -
e spt. 1960 9,001 5.07 5.7 ke . - - -
S -”f;//égept 1961, 9,839  L.95 5.327. - - -
Telel T - May 1962 9,572 . 6.L0 6463 6.98 6.55- 6.05
B T Ty . 1956 6,606 7.2k -7.32 7.26 7.2 7.38 :
AT e e May 1957 0 6,659.:tEi09Y7.55 Lo 7.2 7.35 7.59 -
_‘;:7;3,-»,_—,"‘,\0;15 L ~¥ay 1958 © 16,972 1% 7Y% - '7.80 7.8 7.75 7.56
Lien e s E 6 ey 1959 . 8 379- . %:8177.93 7.61  7.91  T7.67-
ST s May 1960 8,200 ~ 7808 ‘#.59  .8.05 7.77 7.58
L EEEE IR My - wép;:_ﬁ,&;é : 92.727.69 7.62  7.87 7.k9 -
T May ‘“"1’@62‘::;8:,36 = ;7 §2 o~ 65. =Tl? 7.837.31 . i
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N Reading . Arithmetic ..
: Para. Word " | Languagdg Arith.|Ariin.
Grade| Date-Tested # of S's| Mean.| Mean. Reas: | Comp. "
. Fall 1956 6,461 6.12 1 8.L3 8.3 1 8.17 [7.90
> Fall 1957 6,146 8.65 | 8.83 8.05 {.-8.4,8 {8.28
. Fall. 1958 6,193 8.3718.75 8.45 {-8.07 |7.89
e Fall' 1959 6,575 |8.36]8.92 8.86 | 8.52 |8.18 ;
8 Fall™ 1960 8,148 8.8619.08 | n.d.a.} 8.61 .]8.21
Fall .- 1961 8,177 8.22 {8.76 8.51 | 8.98 18.16
. Fall 1962 8,543 8.18 | 8.83 8.94 |8.93 |7.98
. Fall -1963 9,011 8.21 | 8.86 8.62 | 8.53 |7.97
' Fall 196 9,818 8.5, |8.95 8.9 | 8.96 |7.88¢~
Fall 1965 | 11,676 8.4, 8.9 8.6 | 8.3 7.6

Table 27 Mean Grade Equivalent Scores of Third, Fourth; Fifth, and .

Sixth Grades on the Towa Test of Basic Skills

Y/

-~ Reading Arithmetic ] ’ !
. . Rdg. |Arith. [Arith. Comps
Grade|” Year|# of S's | Vocab. Comp. | Concepts.|Prob.Sol{ Score | Form
. 1 1968 20,104 3.67| 3.86 3.97 L.09 [ 3.91 3
3 1967 20,126 3.721 3.84 L .ok 4.10 3.89 L
1968} 15,360 3.71 | 3.8L, |, b.01- "L.03 | 3.87 L
3 1969) 20,023 3.65| 3.78 3.85 .01 3.85 3
1970} 20,649 3.72 | 3.82 L.01 L.06 3.88 L
1971 19,678 | 3.45| 3.53 3.54 3.55 | 3.54 3
1972] 19,079 3.401 3.49 3.69 3.56 3.51 L
. 196§ 18,966 L.57 T L.ok 5.02 .96 1 L.80 3
19671 19,482 .} L.50| L.57 5.0h 96 L8 L
|1 1968] 15,014 L.55| L.62 5.05 .97 | L.80 4
Lo ]r 1969 19,431 L.501 L.61 h.90 - L.91 L.76 3
‘ 1970} 19,487 .1 L.51 1 L.50 | L.98, b.93 L L.72 L
19711 19,065 L.2s) L3 L.sh L.53 | L.h2 3
1972} 18,647 L.13| L.k L.52 L.2hL L.27 I
1966} 17,650 5.53] 5.61 6.09 5.88 [.5.80 3

1967 17,861 5.55| 5.58 5.85 5.77 | 5.77 L
1968t 15,392 5.59°1. 5.60 5.81 5.7h- | 5.77 b
5 | 1969 18,310 | S 5.5y | 587 | 573 {570 | 3
1970 18,735 5.57 ¥ 5.50 5.70 5.69" | 5.68 b
19711 18,133 5.20 | 5.21 5.53 5.35 |5.36 | 3
1972] 17,921 5.26 | 5.1} 5.27 5.13 | 5.27 i

1966] 16,877 6.53 | 6.58 °|  7.09 - 6.91. |.56.80 3.
’ 1967 17,367 6.45°1 6.h0 6.62 6.71 | 6.62 L
L 1968{ 16,009 6.55 | 6.l 6.64 6.73 | 6.67 L
6| 19691 18,6149 6.38 | 6.50 6.71 6.68 16.65 | 3
1 1970] 18,136 | 6.49 |- 6.37 6.5, 6,72 6.58 L
191} 17,865+]  6.13| 6.20 | 6.38 6.31" | 6.30 3
o - 19721 17,467 6.14 | 5.96 6.02 6.10 1 6.11 L




System F -

, . -

-

System F maintains & city-wide testing progr"am for grades L, 6,

8, 10, and 12. Although system F reports that its testmg program

o
hsas been in operatlon s:mce 1956, they have made available on13r data

collected between 1966 and 1970. . . ' ) K

’
L

The JIowa Test of Basic Skills is utilized in this system in

grades L, 6, and 8; mean grad’e score equivalents for these grades
on the ITBS are reported in Table 28 . In grades 10 and 12 the

Sequential ’fes s of Eddoati_onal Progrees are used; mean converted

. N v

score uniﬁ's/ée reported for .the STEP in Table 29 along with the
. 2o ~

. national means. Earticular forms of each-test used are not named.

. . Grade L vocabu]aary\ achlevement\J.s falrly stable over the 5 years
reported on the. IE'I‘BS \'Readlng comprehensmn, however, drops 5 months.
is drop—oocmswm—the—:seginn:mgmf—the'perlod for 1965-1966. The

compos1te fourth grade achievement scores are stable.

]

, : Sixth grade ach1evement ev1dences a more general drop in achleve-
ment. A one to' 5 month drop occurs for all subtests. -
Read1ng comprehenslon and vocabulary achievement-scores on the
ITBS in the eighth grade exhibit a loss of about 5 months over the
S-year,perlod. Arlthmetlc and composite scores on the ITBS -also
demonstrate a dowpward trend, but not of quite the same magnltude;
) Shbtest data in reading, math, and science on the STEP test fofA
tenth and twelfth graders indicate a steady drop in aohievemeht across

the board. In evaluating this data, it should be kept in mind tha%

after 1967 the. tests were givén in June rather than in Qctober.
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Table 28 Mean Grade Equivalents on ITBS for Grades by, 6, and 8
. ~ T

in Systerp F. T
. Reading - 'Number
Year | Grade | Vocabulary | Comprehension | Arithmetic | Composite | Tested
19{:6 Ly 3.3 3.4 ‘ 3.5 : 3.5 ]12,398
1967 | I 3.1 3.2 . 3. 3 | 13,433
{ 1968 b 3.2 3.1 3.5 /34.1; 17,347
1969 3.2 Y T T Y
1970 | 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.5 | 17,683
1966 |- & 5.2 R . 5.1 5.2 |12,33)
97| 6 5.2 n o | s |26
1968 6 5.0 o 5.1 5.0 . 54 12,306
1969 6 L.9 | 5.0 L.9 5.0 |13;823
1970 66 5.1 ' 5.0 | 5.0 5.9 17,450
1966 8 7.2 7.1 < 6.9 7.2 | 11,516
\\r%fﬁ—s 7.0 © 6.8 6.7 _ 7.0 11,18
‘ 1963 18 | 6.5 . 66 | 6.6 6.8 | 10,712
1969 | '8 6.8 | 6.6 6.5 ‘6.7 | 11,667
1970 1 8 6.8 6.6 " 6.6 6.8 111,330
!

A
| . .




Table 29 Means in Converted Score Units on STEP Test for System F

A

Tenth and Twelfth Grades

A

v i Number
> -Year Grade Reading Math Science Tested
October

1966 10 279 263 . 269 12,686
October : ..

1967 10 279 262 268 12,841
June Y :

, 1968 10 277 261 267 11,504

June '

1969 10 275 260 266 | 10,821
June ” .

1970 10 27h 259 265 10,029
October ‘ « ’

1966 12 292 27k 279 9,755
October -

1967 12 29N 273 278 10,08l
June |

1968 12 290 271 277 8,L98.
June . ' ,

1969 12 289 270 . 276 8,234
June \ ’

1970 12 288 269 275 7,979
National W -

Mean 10| 28 268 275 -
National ] ’ \

Mean - 12 294 276 281 -

-93~
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Conclusion

[}
[>] [y
e » M 4

:*  If the major .intent of this report wgs‘to demohstrate that very

-
°

few if any hard conclusions about trends in reading achievement can
’ : ' 4

be drawr, the data presented in this chapter would make an ideal case.

As it is, however, an dattempt will be made to very tentativeiy summariaze

the interpretations of the information presented in this chapter.

[y

It appears that the largest factor inhibiting strong conclusions
/ ..
“from this data is absence of information abqgt the stability of the

student population tested at each point in time. Table 19 shows the’

N\

growth of each of the systems'from 1950 to 1970. It is quite clear,

for instance, that system B and system C have grown at a rate dispro-
9 -

: £,
portionate to that of the entire nation and in‘é,lesser extent to the -

. SRR :

growth rate of systems F, E, D, and A. Though this\information may be

of some help in interpreting the data for each schobi system, one must
5\-’ \

keep in mind that onl& quantitative changes in student population are

indexed by it. We have no way of knowing what happ%ned qualitatively.

‘ . ‘The matter of postulating explanations for changes will be dealt

Dy [y

with once ore/iﬁ the final chapter. For the moment, only tgg actual
changes wi?i\be consi;ered, without attention to\why they may have
occurred. Jngrall, it appears as thoﬁgh between 1960 and “1965 there .
may have been a’sliéht riSe in the tesgcperfbrmancé of the students in

most of the school.sys%ems. Genérally, however, the'1970 lgvel of

. perfor@ahqg is slightly Qover thaplthat of 1960 or 1965. The actual

'diéérépancies differ from&schpql system to school,éystém. Thére are »

also some exceptions to this generalization.® In addition, it appears.

~

LY

.
91‘ Rt f
-
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2
that the test performance of students in the lower grade levels has

4

" not fallen off as much’ as the test.performence of students in the

~ ) >
higher grades. Stated another way, discrepancies between 1960 and °

1970 performance are greater at the upper grade levels than they

are at the lower grade levels. ( v

These conclusions are based on the data of very few scﬁoql
systeme. The degree to which these systems are'representative of
the eEhoo1 systeme in this country geqeral is not known. For this
reason it,is better for the:moment to bostpone;any further interpre-

tation of this deta and to revisit the information presented after

A}

consideration of the data included in the next chapter.

Before leaving ﬂhis'chapter, however, the problems of collecting

" test information fromiéities should be considered.’ Obtaining data

from school dlstrlcts is difficult for several reasons. First,

because of the criticisms of fity schools'! reading programs in recent

years, major school districts tend to be comcerned about confidentiality.'

They do not want their test results published. It was the low return

.rate from the 27 lérgest school districts that prompted us to send’

ques?ionnalres to 73 smaller districts. But there again we encountered

.the concern with confidentiali%y. In fact, from the smaller districts

a- lower ret%rn rate, and a smaller percentage oflpublfshed summaries

_was evidenced. /e x

More than half of the reporting dlstr*cts admltted to having .
published swmaries of thelr test results (87% of the larger dlstrlcts
said bhey publlshed reports, but only 50% of the smaller districts did)
Thls seems to be the resillt of a dlfferent problem than ¢0 identiality.

!
i

.
-4




.!_ The smaller school systems may lack the money and personnel necessary

to compile and publish test summaries. Reépgnsés tQ reguests for
. reports indic;te thaﬁ, barticularly in earlier yearé and in‘sma;ler .
T school districts, there.ane ;o published reports and/o;1;he data are
'iﬁacceqsibly étor;d, ;ut of prigt or ofherwise unavailable. Hence,
of the twelve districts that séht coﬁies of reports, only three (25%)
h;d (or(;;béaQEA) any inforqation before 1960. An equal number seﬁt
a results for oﬁly'the last yegi or two. o
Three factoré suggest that the results from cities can be
compared across fime on}y with extreme caution:
a. changes in tests and testing programs
. . . b. chafges in curricula
R c. chhngeé in popuiatioﬁs * ' a
The first two areycomm;n éo all phases ;f studies such ‘as this
one. f;da&'s tests‘neither ask the samg questions nor are scored in
‘the same way as those of 1950. A 3.2 grade equivalent score in.1950 is
equil to a 3.2 grade equivalént in 1971 only inséfar as” the same things
are expected of a sbudent at the 3.2 level in 1950 and 1971
The third factor, changes in the populatioﬁ,‘ho;éver;‘affects the
b:;ban school districtsQespecially. In the last twenty years, there has
bee? a magsive migration of rural people to large cities. Urban popula-
tiopé‘ané gro;ing, but the middle dIasé'is moviﬁg out to suburbs, h
chariging the socio-economic profiles of the large city's school populé— ;

144
tion. The socio-economic status of students in the largest cities has

L d L]

changed radically.

O .‘ ) 7 : - : 10\)‘




Even the smaller ‘eities are experienczng problems of populatzon
‘growth a.nd socio-economic shii‘ts‘. Stable school d_1str1cts are the

: 7

.exceptaon rather than the rule. Probably the’ most ,stable d1str1ct

‘

15cated was Dn.strict D, reported above it :l,s also probabl\y the smallest

w

Jeast urban district. . w0 ' : '
: . - . » s ! Coe :; ’ ~
. Hence, the most reliable. compa.risons possible represent a very .

small p'roportlon of the populat:.on and an’ atyplcal env1ronment. One

hesitgtes {tor generalzze the results of the programs. = - S

<

An add:.t:.onal problem :mz’tmng to compare the test results is

the manneil in which they are

eported. ‘D:i:str.i‘c;ts. variously report
means and \diaqs s gratle eqﬁivalepts and percentileslv Tl.ley do'not
always re]Lort how many students ‘were tested or at what time of year.

_ Some or:a_LLl'oi‘ these -factors may be changed 'i;n the course of a testing

program, so the summaries must be read carefully.in every case.
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e Tt - ) " Chapter III )
o U Reading Achievément in’ the States - o .
y . ’ . L ‘ .
e e oS “ Lo ' :.
» Introddction T . e

\
i !

’ ~ . S s} ' ©e
~ This chapter contains ‘éﬂp,mpilajti(m of reading achievement: -

“y N L3

data collected from the states. "Oriéinally four sources of data

1

werg thoughb'fé be useful ir{ colle‘cti% information about reading T -
B ~ * - g ~ ~ 3\ !. .

achi;evement On\atsfate basis:, e ) ) o

&

1.. State Edutation Departments - o

, \\ 2. Indt.epen‘('ient School D;ta'ff?m ' \
. N\ " - the Bducational Recorci; Bu?eau_ . ._“‘ .
3. éénf;s.i)ata . :‘ S "/A N | SR ‘
4 . K. Army Clabsification Test ées‘\.:.lts 5 " . ‘ .
The introduction to this total report describes thevpigblems

enc6unt'ered. in gathering informatioln“from the last two of the above

»
-
] Y,

sources. ?Becq.use of these,'broblems,'-ithe information in tpis chapter v,

is based only on repo;'ts'from State "'Education Departments and from the .
Educational Records Bureau. This chapter will tiga.l witg the data

collected‘ from each of those sources i‘ndigiduerlly. ~

. » -

Contacting t@S‘ta‘tes ! ) ) L .

]

The pz;oced}xres'util?éd in collecting data frg\m the fifty states
" were roughly the same as those used in collecting cfty’data. _These
¢ ' ) l ’ . f

procedures are described ir Chapter II.

. In August, 1972, a list of evaluation and research administrative

“*

personnel from each state was developed. This list contained the names of

~

- ' 4 = 4

o6

- 193 "




+

)
those people in ach state who were most likely to have at‘their'
disposal the achigvement data which was to be collected. Two

. v .
sources provided the names for this 1ist:— Edfcation Directory:

- R . . . %

State Governments 1969-1970 published bjlthe United Staté%-Department .

of Health Education and-Welfare--0ffice of Education;

2

‘of the States -(Supplements) (1971), pubjished by the Council.of. State

- -

and The Book

e ,

~ ~ * / ) N \‘
Once the initial lict of state personnel was compiled the first

GerrnmEnts.

.

nailiné\gr the questionnairesetook placexx See Aﬁpendix for a copy of

The initial mailing resulted in approximately a‘
AR

Many, of the.returns referred this'project to

the questignnaire)”

twventy percent return.
&. b p

. . L, J L
other people‘or administrative offices in+*the state -that might have

—~

\¢he information being sought i : ; " ) S

\
.
3

In October, 1972 a‘second mailing of: thesquestionnaire was

initiated All states that had not responded~and states that referred

. the project to another source were sent duplicate questionnaires.

N ’ -

weeks later, project persohnel. attempted to reach remaining states via
7 —

t e?hone 1nterv1ews. Seven such atteﬁpts provedqfru}tful Arthird R

- L

questionnaire vas mailed to those states that had again{referred the

|
s

‘only

Six .

~*

3 < .

project to other sources ‘within the g®ate. . o )

‘
.+ Tsble 30 1listg all fifty states in five categories: (1)
(3)

(k) a resporise réturned, but no data or questionnaire,

ahd questionnaire returned, (2) only questionnairé returned,

data returneda

and (5) no &egponSeu . .

o

B

K4




; i; Date and Questionnaire

2

- Alabama
California
Delaware
Georxrgia

_ Hawaii .
. = Idaho
. . Iowa
. . Michigan *
' C.T ‘yiﬁnesota '
- '2, Questionnaire Only
Alaska T
‘Arizona
. Colorado
’ Connecticut
: Florida
Illinois
Kentucky
Louigi-ana e
v "7 'Massachusetts
e . " Montana

v *,

. ° 3. Data bnly (n=1;
-——. & Ohio

.
v

PR

Arkansas

S New Jersey -
. Okl.ahoma -
« ... . - South Garolina-

5 o 5. No Response At All
Y . N
o , Indiana

® Kansas
Lo i Maine S
"2+ . Maryland.
] Missouri .
» ’ ~ . :
'J y - N
4, £} >
1] / \
J ~ e’

" Table 30,
4

- -
LAY

=

]

A
Returns For

1. . Data and Questionnaire Rethrned (n =

+ —~Mississippi , .
- 'New Hampshire .

New, Mexico
New York =
Oregon =~ °
Tennessee

- West Virginia

Returned (n =20;

Nebraska
Nevada
North Dakota
Pennsylvania
*Rhode Island
South Dakota -
Texas
Washiﬁgton
Wisconsin
Wyoming

~

LR

24)

.
- & & ¢
-2

o

(n=9; 189)

»

o

A&i’Fifty Stateg |

165 32%)

o2 7,,
koz)

.
° .

- ..

North Cardlina -

Utah R
Vermont o -
‘YTrginiq o . -
) ‘ T
. > , '
- ' ~\
S -100- -
» S
i

h,ﬂ_A“Regpbhse Returned: No Data, No Qgesti&nnaire (n =

<

by 8%),

'
.
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Problems In Obtaining Aud Interpreting Data AT . S -
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S SN T
Many of thé problems involved in obtaining and interpreting data Mg "?-;_:‘i_"i\:r_‘"‘_. A
‘*1, S AR et

“' - . N

of the kind dealt with in this report have been a.lluded to in pﬁﬁe,us o ~:f VT T

sections. Reluctance on the part of individual states to furnish t,es‘b/ /~ i

. l

I )
data .was certainly«a major problem although the extent of this lﬁm- - L

t & . e ‘-‘s VR Y
- - AR . M ./'.

tation Icannot even be estimated. R S5 R ’ -

~ T - ‘o

As previously stated, educational systems are hesita.nt to yrovj.de - .
. < 7L
test data in light of the critiéisms that-have been leveled £t educa- ) :

. N T P AR
¥ Y I

N 4

tional institutions in recent years. It’is entirely possible that only ',"—"’._‘;‘
Ll e

those states that showed gains in achievement over a period of time

-

}63ponded to the request for data.

In addition, using a questionn*aire for"gorIlecting the data may? -

not have been the best stratééy. Few,peop,le want to be bothered by -
r : \ \3

such matters as filling out a questionnaire and sending the da.ta res -
N - P R .

quested e quest.ionniare‘ used in’this study was four pages long,

required information that xns.y not have been easily available, and may

»
7 .‘-'

even have been somewha}. mis,leading For example, the first quest:Lon
/ / P .’ / -
asked was, "Has a s}:‘ate w1ﬂe achievement testing prggram been available

to the scheols of your.'state during a major proiportion of the 20 year

period from 1950" thréugh 1970?" Many reslpondents ads ed if the ‘answer
u.nk\

to the first qu stion was "n " the task of ¢ leting the 'questionnaire
? Qmp

was completed. e, Thu}s, we received many iqpomple‘tely,,answered questionnaires.

Thez;e are Iaiso obvious problems with the data received, States -

with testing p{ogrﬁms frequently ohanged the tests used ma.king com~ .

4 e o
parisons diffic.ultjif not impossible. And in many ins’tances it was ‘ '
Ty 3 ) '
extremely difficul‘t extracting from the state repdrts that date which
.\ v .
» r Vb t . ! . ’ ¢
\\‘: ’ «» ; ; .:,
’:‘\, 4 d \ {
i e 2 ) ‘ | b
. ‘o 7101” -. { :; N
. ;\\ 1' ~ "' V. <
- /9 "y - . L’v‘ \. " ’ .'c' ’ ¥V 2 :
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o o e TV teese  of Education = %
- Florida : No ~—.r. MR * .No
- Georgia- _.-- = - 197l= = '%ﬁe\Department ~Yes
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- . of Education ., N TR Y,
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S, ; of Education -°V A R Q‘\\’
Minnesota ST 1949~ T University " .. No T\ N =AY
__ ' Mississippi -~  1970- N.R. ~ Mo NSRS Y
~-- Migsouri - .  N.R.-- N.R. A N.R. AR A
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New Jersey =z 1972 ~ S OWROT =~ ’ _N.R.
New-Mexico 197T1-""=""" N.R.< Yes
New . York T~ .- 1965~ State Departmert Yes
- S Ieme TS of Education .
North Carolina ~ - NvR., ~~—~ N.R. » N.R.
North Dakota ‘- = 1966+, . o State Department '-No-
- - al - of Education .
- Ohio < N.R. N.R. N.R.
Ok1ahoma No ¢ / HN.RL N.R.
Oregon 1961~ 7 ‘State -Department No
2 > of Education -
Pennsylvania No N.R. N.R.
Rhode Island 1962~ State Department = Yes
. ' of Education and ~.
- Univeristy o .
South Carolina N.R. N.R. N.R..
South Dakotd 1957- State Depsrtment No -
y ' of Eduettion : -
Tennessee 1968~ State Department No :
of Education i
'Texas 1955-64; State, Department No i . E;
‘ 1971~ of Education. o
Utah N.R. N.R,’ 5 N.R. iia
Vermont N.R. N.R. ) ‘N.R. B 2oz <
Virginia N.R. N.R. N.R. - -
Washington No . ' N.R. G N.R. .
West Virginia . - 1962- *. State Department  Yes B >
. -~ = of Education Pt s
Wisconsin 1951~ University No * =~ = e
Wyoming No N.R. j No -, =% ;
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Y Taple 32

State Testing Programs of Reading Achievement

>

.

" state %Tegts Grades Data Collated Annual Other
Used Tested By _Reports? Réports?
" Algbama ‘0L 8, 11 state yes no
Alaska N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
‘Arizona 22"7. 3 school, state, Yes No .
. / P district
Arkansas N.R. ~___N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
California 00, 32, 3k, 1,2,3,6, school, state, Yes Yes
37 ¢ 10, 12 district
Colorado N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Connecticut N.R. N.R. : N.R. N.R. N.R.’
Delaware 00, 22 1,4,5,8 / school, state, Yes Yes
district
Florida N.R. ~ N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. v
‘Georgia 19, 34 4,8,12 school, state, Yes . No >
' district -
Hawaii ok,06,30 2,4,6,8, school, state, Yes Yes o
10, 12 district
Idaho - 37 11 school, state, Yes No
. district ’
Illino?s N.R. N.R. N.R. B N.R. .N.R. -
Indiana N.R. \ N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Towars 19, 37 <—\\ 3-12 school, state, Yes ... Yes '
X ) ‘ . district
Kansds N.R ™ N.R. * N.R. N.R. N.R.
Kentucky Ok S h,8,11 . school and No No
[ ’ district
~ Louisiana N.R. N.R. H.R. N.R. ‘N.R.
Maine N.R. ™. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Maryland N.R. / ~ - N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Massachusetts O04~T < oY . gchool and Yes Yes
| T~ ™. disterict
Mi chigan 00 3k,T . . _.school, state, Yes Yes
:;, NSON ::;"\'f Jdistrict,
o . s ST~ . community i
Mingesota 06,19,31, T-12 ~>- -“edhool dis- " No No
32, 37 . © -¥rict, state
Mississippi Ok 5,8 school, state, Yes Yes
M - . district
Mi sgduri N.R. N.R. - N.R. ) N.R. N.R.
| Montana N.R. N.R. N.R. - N.R. N.R.
! Nebraska N.R N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.

I3




Table 32

\ f
State Testing Programs of Reading Achieyement (Cont 'd)

N ' -

l'gfi

-
; o A\ i N4
‘ State *Tests Grades * Data Collated Annual  Other
: Used Tested By _Report?  Reports?
Nevada 38 3. school, state Yes- | Yes
4 5e e geographical .
= area .
New Hampshire 06,22, 32 3,4,6,8, school, state, Yes | No
10 district n
New Jersey N.R. ‘N.R. N.R. N.R. - N.R
New Mexico 00 5,8 school, state, Yes \No
2 . , district > -
New Yodrk % 00 3,6,9 school, state, Yes |Yes
e i district
North Carolina N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R
., North Dakota 19, 29, 4,6,8, school, state No No,
37 9, 11 | !
Ohio N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Oklahoma N.R N.R. gchool N.R. N.R.
Oregon 29, 37 4,911 state Yes No 7
Pennsylvania NﬁR. g.g, N.R. N.R. N.R.
. Rhode Island 04, 19 ,6,8 school, state, Yes N.R.
g ‘ district \
South Carolina N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
South Dakota 37 9,11 school Yes No
Tennessee 22,32 .1-12 school, state, Yes No
district '
Texas 00 6 school, state Yes Yes )
Utah N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Vermont N.R. N.R. N.R, N.R. N.R.
Virginia N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R
Waghington N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R
West Virginia 00, 30, 32 3,6,9, school, state, Yes Yes
B 1 district
. Wisconsin 30, 37 412 school, state No No
Wyoming " N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Y
*Refer to appendix for test references
L9
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Three to Six Years of Testing

Hawaii reports a statewide testing program in reading using

the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress. On the questionnaire,

- ‘] data across six grades on the California Achievement Tests and the

-

) gggpgratfve English Tests is‘also reported, but only part of this LN

., date Qas forwarded.

T e

*:  However, data on the STEP Test between 1965 and 1971 was for-
warded and is reported in Table 34. This data is available %or grades

/ féﬁr, six, eight, ten, and twelve anér;qporte only the."midpoint of
the percentile band" wpich can-be éo;pared to the publisher's norming
dat;. "In grades two throuéh twelve, Ha;aii has consistently tested an ) .

overwheiming majority of the students available for each grade. In most

cases:fall but several hundred students were tested for each particular

grade level. ) 4 ~ .
An examination of Hawaii's data on the STEP Test points up some .

'S

inperesting Erénds. Grade\four’data is cons?stently comparable to

the publisher's dat§¢4§taying a£ or near the fiftieth fercentile for
» each year. .Grade six data over the period repoftgd is consistently

higher than the>publisher's norming data,)as is grade eight data for

< each year except 1970-T1. However, grade ten data shows a trend in

~ |

reading achievement that is consistently lower than the nd?migg.data,
and grade twelve is extremely low for each year reported in relation to
the norming data. ‘ ' L. -

In'addition, data was forwarded on the California Reéding,Test, .

Upper Primary, Form W (1963 norms) for grade twe. Table 33 reports
] I - .
this data and demonstrates reading achievement that is sbove the °

A
-~
T

&




»

S

+

publisher's mean and that femains quite stable ovér the six year

.

period.

Generally, no definite trends #n readitg achivement can be

o
interpreted from Hawaii's data. The Californie Reading Test data
» \ ‘

indicate a slig}{t dewnward trend since 1968-69 for second graders.

Data on the STEP }I‘est indicate no real movement in achievement.

- / ‘
/ . -
‘Table 33
Total Score of Hawaii Becond Graders on California Reading Test, ' =

(upper primary, Form W; 1963 norms).

[}
f -

1A

L]
-

Grade Total Grade

Year Cases Equivalent . Percenti‘le’ S.D. Enrollment
1965-6 13¢{85 3.1 - \4‘ 69 .io.a 13,664
1966-7 ‘J 13‘,567 3.1 69 0.9 13,948 5
l§67—8 13,745 3.i 69. 0:9 * 13,966
10689 14,008 3.1 69 dna 14,361
- &

1969x70 14,791 30 66 dna*., 14,867
1919+71 14,700 2.9 : 62 6.9 . 1u;é99

N I . .

/ .
-108- .
. i:8
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¥ ‘Table 34 X
@ - 0

Midpoint Percentile Rankings of Grade-l, 6, 8, 10 and 12th grade
Hawaii Students on the Seqtiential Test of Educational Progress.

S

&

. R L [
Year ‘Grade Cases ' Midpoint of SD. Total Grade
Percentile Band Enrollment
L ¢ 12,963 50 14 . 13,b29 T .
6 12,520 58 18 12,722 ,
1965 8 11,441 . 54 .. .19 .711,800
10 10,217 < b3 19 %.10,666-
/ 12 9,115 L Lk 19. - 9,413
L 13,360 46° 13 ©13,569
. 6 12,893 54 ... - 1T .. 13,035
1966-7 8 11,879 54 19 i2,126
10 10,870 43 18 . °10,999
12 9,80k 40 '20 . 9,987
4 13,195 50 +13 13,462
‘ 6 13,257 - ~°© 58 .- .18 ~» 13,511 .
1967-8 8 ©12,lLob sy . 19 .. 12,728
16 - 11,352 k9 -, 190 - 11,646
12 9,526 LY 20 ¢ 9,684
4 . "13,55T 50 . .1b " 13,766
- 6 < 13,275 © 58 18, °. 13,466
1968-9 8 12,448 5h 19 12,656
- 10 11,6Lh., L3 19 12,091
12 9,822 . Lk 20 © 10,02k
L 14,193 " 50 Ll . 14,225
6 13,713 +, 58 18 . 13,899
1969-T0 8 13,338 5k 19 13,431 .
‘ . 10 12,630 . 43", .19 ° 0 412,718 -
12 10,591 -4y 20 10,659
L N 14,519 T L6 {/ 13 1L,575
6 1k,109 - 5k 18 -, 1h,195
1970-T1 8 13,428 ¢ 50 €19 13,436
- 10 12,633 ° 43 - - 19 13,246 |
12 ° 10,517 Lo 20 ) 1g}§13
" ) -
"6 ® . /
publishers 8
data | 10 1
12 ~ "
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Ohio's statewide testing data is generated from results gathered' )
on individual students, classés, and grades of schools participating in

the Ohio Survey Tests Program.

“No information ié ;eﬁo;ted by Ohio about
‘the populations tested (eicept fo} total number), or about the tests ’
being used. ‘

Table 35 reports data bét;een 196?\anq 1970 ﬁor graéés four, six,

eight, and ten on the Dhio Survey Tests Program. Although only slight,

each grade exhibits a peak period and a dropping off of scores. Grade
four peaks in 1967 end then dropé off, while grade six has high results
}n 1965, peaké again in 1967, then drops off, Grades eight and ten ex-

. . .y . o
Both have high scores in 1965, then decline graduaily

A

v
\ .
!

hibit a similar trend.
. eachfyeﬁrﬁafter that.

Table 35 o
Mean Raw Scores of u4th, 6th, 8th, and 10th Graders in Ohic ‘on the

‘Ohio Survey Tests Program

)

<

Year Grade Mesan Raw S.D. 50% Number of,
Score N Raw Score - Subjects
R 4 34,5 12.4 35 43,670
o .6 h1.h 10.0 43 39,40k
1965 8-’ k0.3 - 10.3 L2 k2,650
™ 10 41.8 9.8 43 44,096
- } 37.9 13.1 L1 k5,692 -
. 6 37.0 10.6 38 39,837 -
1966, 8 39.6 10.9 41 Lh,959 . -
10 38.6 .10.4 40 . 47,44 -
: : L 39.8 12.9 43 37’790‘\ v
vsz"‘"-<*-,-;\;. 6 37.8 10.5 39 65,614 \\ v
1967 8 38.5 11.2 ho . 57,341 ., .
10 37.7 10.3 39 + ° 50,379 .
5 37.6 :13.5 ho ' 7 /sk,688 s
6 36.0 10.7 37 » 55,369 - - 4
1969* 8 37.5 " 11.h4 39 61,418 - "
. 10 36.9 - 10.8 39 65,665 t. o
L 3.6 ° 13.hw ) 52,191 T -
6 35.8 11,0 37 51,0067
1970 8 37.1 11.6 039 60,782
° 10 36:4 11.0 3% ) 457,279
r :
N *1965) " data not Yorwarded .
-110- X
1493 -
¢ .
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New York has a‘statewide testing program in reading that was
established in 1965 providing an annual statewide school-b}hschool in;
ventory of pupil achievement in reading and arithmetic.

The evaluation program utilizes a special printing of the Metro-

politan Achievement Test as well as survey tests developed by the State

Educational Department that are basgd on New York State courses of study
The tests for grades three and six were nanmed in the returned questionnaire

the New York State Elementarx,School Reading,Test (grade three), and the

. -New York Minimum Competency Reading Test (grade six).

Table 36 reports mean raw scores, standard deviations, and percentile
ranks for. grade three and grade six pupils between'l966 and 1971. The
statistical tables containing these gcores report'that approximately 324,000

third graders and 320,000 sixth graders were tested each year in the

°

y)
evaluation program.

v -

/Grade three results indicate a .8light, but very steady drop in achieve—

LIS

ment fébm 1966 to 1971. Grade six data also indicate a steady drop in

i"(
) achievement wvith the exception of the 1968° performance. There was a net loss
: <
of'O 52 in mean raw score units in grade three, and a net loss of 2.0 mean
- t

rav score units for grade six between 1966 and 1971. 1

& !

‘ Table 36 ' ’
Mean Raw Score For Third and Sixth Graders in New York an the New. York State
ElementarzASchool RgadingﬁTest and the New York State Minimum Competency

. " Reading Test.

Year ) Grade Mean Raw Score S.D. Mean‘Percentile Rank
o ~ \ 1
.3 STt 31.90 12.27 © L8
1966 ° 6 41.97 13.90 Ry
R -3 31.82 ° 12.50 . | 48
1967 el 6 b1.71 1h.02 ks
3 . 32,1k . 120 - 1 k8¢

1968 6 41:80 -y 13.96 L b5
] 3 31.78 T 12,57 . L8
1969 - 6 . 40.86 1h,20 L L3
' e 3 31.51 . 12.3b R
1970 - 6 40,18 » 1,27 o
L. 3 31.38 Y « 12,5r T' §7
1971~ 6 *. 39.94 14,30 L1

-1~

\
. |
\
. . l
- “ l )
Lo 121 -

s
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“'New Hampshire reports a statewide testing program that is voluntary in

nature, fBecause of'a lack of funds, not .41l schools perticipated in the
program; when funds were provided by the state, the number'oﬁ,bartfcipating
. ’ . - v ~ 8 . . -

school$ increased: . ‘
< ‘ .

In its wesponse to the questionnaire, New Hampshire reports that the

Cooperative English Test was éiqen from 1959 to 1971,‘put that data was "not

readily available" for the test before 1959.

«

admipistration.of the Stanford Achievement Test since 1966 across four grade

‘New Hampshire glso reports

LN A .

levels.

—

Unfortunately, New Hampshire failed to forward either the Cooperative
- [y ¢

' - ‘ A ]

ar the Staiiford data. ‘

~
- an . , : ’ ‘ M
o However, data on the Metropolitan Achievement Test for eighth graders was

-

reports grade achievement at various percentiles for the
)

forvarded. _Table 37
! Ny

' ‘ ) " " \\u aon
years 1959, 1962, 1963, and 1964 on the subtests read&ng and gord knowledge~

Scores fbr New Hampshire students on the subtest of word knowledge indi-

»

cate falrly substantial gains for students at the fiftleth percentlle\and

'*@

" ™ below from 1959 to,1963, these scores begln to drop ' off somewhat in 1964,

Y - -

However, readlng scores at the same percentile show a more steady gain. At

each percentile point New Hampshire students are abgve the reported hational

s \ o .

norms for the test: ‘ ‘ . . .

© . ’ . '

N

Table 37
. New Hampshire Grade Equivalent Scores an Eﬁe Metrgpolitan Advanced Battery
Forms A, B, and C. (Scores reported for subtegts of word knowledge and »
reading,on;y for eighth graders.)

Percentiles 1959 Grade 1962 Grade 1583 Grade 19fk4 Grade  National
L Equivalent Equivalent Equivalent Equivalent: -~ Norm ~
i 90th 10.0+ 10,0+, . 10.0% _ 10.0+ 10.0+
Word T5° .10.0+ 10.0+ 10.0+. 10.0+ % -10.0+ -
Knowl " 50 9.1 - 9.5 9.9 "9.5 81,
edge 25 6.7 © 6T 7.8 7.0 " 6.0
i 10 PR "~ 5.4 6.0 . 5.5 . 11355,
N T¢ 10.0+ X10.0% 10.0+ . 10.0+ | 10.0+
Read 75 10.0+ 1050+ - 10,0+ 10.0+ 9.9 -
. ing .50 8.0 - - 8.5 8.5 . 9.2 ~_ . 8.0 -
.25 6.0, 6.6 . 6.8 . . 6.8 ¢ . 6.0
10 b o7 5.3 5.1 5.1, 2 h.7
Number Tested - 22,632 ¢ +2,243 4,287 . L
— < , . .
¢ N . A
..9' . é’ . N N
* ¢ 4 . ‘ xﬁ;r-‘f
=112~ - ‘ 4

©

'
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* Alabama has a statewide testing program which the State Department of
Education reports has been in existence since 1959. The program is planned
and coordlnated by the State Dep&rtment of Education and requires ‘that all T %
2 - £ . .
public schools in the state particlpate.( ’ ) . <;¥ N ‘- :
¢ ~ ‘ “No L
The Alabama Department of Education responded to the questidn@aires used
Y in this study with short summam}es of all thelr test data sinoe 1964, No -
© /. explanation of the testing program accompanied the datd. .
. '\“:‘~ o
. ’ abama reports reading achievement data in the form of read1ng vocab- :
ulary -and reading comprehension rav scores from the California Achievement o3
Tests (edition and forms not named). Table 38 summarizes the reading achieve-
» L
ment data from l96h to 1971 for grades eight and eleven
Eighth .grade vocabulary scores remain fairly stable between l96h and
1971 while comprehension scores fluctuate slightly, but still exhibit no
N large differences between those years. Both scores peak between the years
1966 and 1968. ;- <y e o
& Y
Elev%pth grade vocabulary scores exhibit a steady, but very gradual
rise between’ l96b and l971 Jdlovever; eleventh,grade comprehension scores N
fluctuate a great deal, showing no clear trend.. ° ’
Table 38 : \ !
Mean Reading Scores for the California Achievement Tast .for Eighth and .
~ _Eleventh Graders in Alabama ’
- . ' Vocabulary Comprehension
, Year  Grade Mean S.D.° National Mean, S.D. . _National Number
Mean s Mean Q’I‘eat;ad
-196k-5 8 32.05 13.17 _.dna Tz, 50 16.0b dna 61,855
s 11 28.42 11.79 dna - 40.31 13.91 dna ‘h8, q
© ., 1965-6 ; 8 31.97 13.19 -.8 42,83 16.11 . - 64,520" T .
11 28.52 12.02 -.5¢ ° ho.ok 1k4.16 -1.0 -49:229 .
1966-7 8 32.42 13.09 © -.7 43.12 15.93 ° -k 66,238
N . J1 28.71 11.98 -.6 Lo.24 1k4.25 =1.0 49,818 ~
1967-8 8 32.49 13.08 - -.7 43,117 15.85 - —sh- 66, 930 . -
, C 11 28:99 11.97 -5 : 14,26 -1.0 .
. 1968-9 8 32.0 12. -.8 2.0 15.7 -.5 Z N
" 11 29,0 . 12.0 =-.5 39.0 1L4.3 -1.0 05
1969-71 8 32.0 12.9 -.8 b2.o 15.8 -5 68;539 . .
. 11 29,0 12.0 -5 39.0 1b.1 -1.2 52,621 ?
" 1970-71 8 32,0 15.8 -.8 L2.0 ,15.6 -.5 63,403
11 ° 29.0. 11.9 -.5_ 4Lo.0 _1k.0o -1.0 48 292, e




s

' eleven.data.Petween 1960 and l§71. Table 39 depicts data on four sub-

) Id§§o rEports«a statewide testing program tﬁat\iaﬂvoluntary on

\
the part of the schools Idaho s testing utilizes the Iowa Tests gg

2% e . N e Te . .
Educatioﬂ%l~Development,.and the summary of thg-testing reports grade.

-
-

4 [ —~ ° -

tests, each of which is reading-related, and a "reading averagew score

€ —

beginning with the 1967 data. . -

For each of the four suptests of the ITED, there appears to be
a "peaking" effect somewhere between the years 1963 and 1967, then a
general falling off of scores. The average reading(ZEZ;EXthat'is first

a t
reported for 1966-67 is highest at that time and then drope off each

[ ~

K )

succeeding year. ) ' ¢

'I’he last row io Table 39 is a mean score‘ for each sqbtest for all

v . © e ~

. N S .
years reported 1n the table., This row emphasizes the peaking effect for

>~
-

the middle years and shows that for each subtest 1970—71 and 1971—72 )

scores are,below the means computed for the twelve year period.

Table 39 . <
Average Standard Scores for Four Subtests ‘on ITED Grade Eleven, Idaho '
Students L
T Reading Reading Reading General Y Number of -
Year . Social Naturel. Litera- Vocab- Average Students
v Studies gpience ture ulary ' , Tested
1960-61 16.6 17.2 16.5 17.0 dna 6,545 *
1961-62 16.8 17.5 16.8 > 1Z1 dna 6,02 .-
1962-63 : 17.0 17.7 17.0 ~ 17.5 dna j 6,685 .
.1963-64 17.3 17.8 17.0 - 7.7 dna T 8,336
- 196k-65 _ 16.9 17.5 16.5 174 dna. ‘ 9,450
1965-66 - 16.8 18.2 16.8 18.0 - dna 9,580
1966-57 '16.8 18.2 6.9 " 17.9 17.3 10,994
1967-68 16.7 17.9 16.6 ~ 17.8 17.1 - +10,938
-1968-69 - 16.7 18.0 16.6 17.9  17.1 10,252
1969-70 ° 16.4 . 17.9 16.4 17.7 16.9 - 10,512
1970-T1 16.L - 17.4 15.8 17.4 16.5 9,147
1971-T2 15.9 17.0 15.4 17.0 16.1 7,060
mean score T ' . i
for all 16.7 17.7 16.5 = 17.5 .  16.8 . T,060 ’
years hd -
- ¢ C11he -

teca®
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The state of Iow& attempted a "Then and Now" study bf its achieye-
ment data in 1965, This data was compared with data collected in l9h0 . ¢
- 3 \\ - :
using the same tests, manuals, and time limits, end for this reason is AR

,A# ™~

) f‘/’

.
\‘ !l

included in the section of statés reporting seven ‘or mare years data. C - .

_These tests were of optimal difficult in l9h0 but in 1965-they were much \ ;.
too easy. 38,000 pupils who represented the states as a whole were tested " -

- in l9h0 A similar sample was dravn) for the l9g5 comparison. L -
Table hO reports the Iowa data by comparing median grade equivalents, ,

" and grade equivglents at the tenth and.nintieth percentiles, for grades e

YRR

‘three through eight, for vocabulary and reading comprehension. Thirty- N

T

S

six compariscns are mede between 1940 and 1965 achievement ; all compari-

.

sons show a gain for the 1965 group. Differences range from two temths

of a Frade to well over a full grade levell- '\ '
h ' " ¥ \ Y
. T Table 4O I \
) Comparisons “of Median Grade Equivalent Scores and 10th and 90th Percentile

Scores on the Reading and the Vocabulary Subtests of the Iowa Every Pupil
Test of Basic Skills Between 1940 and 1965 for the State of Iowa, Grades 3-8.

~
'

Comparison of Median Grade Equivalents , .=
Gréade Year . Readi;g . * Vocabulary o
; 1965 ' h3z T . hl.6 . f
: 1940 S 38.3 :
N e Dirf) Cowr 6.Y 3.3 '
. T 1965 - T (- 55.b4 750.7
R 1940 S 4.8" 45.6 )
Diff’- ¢ " 8.6 5.1
. . 1965 - 6L .5 60.4 A
5 ) 19%0 __ 56.8 56.3
' Diff I Ll -
.- 1965 W 162 . 16T
o6 1940 /\ S . 64 .3
: . Diff . 11.8 : 12.h4
4 1965 85.3 8L.0°
"1 ‘ . 1940 76.0 76.1
‘ - Diff 9.3 1.9
o4 ;963 . 93.7 91.0
8 - 1940 86.0 ~- Y8k
) _Diff . 7.7 6.9 “
Mean Differehce - 8.50 , / 6.60
* ‘ v . N — b
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. and over the years has modified'and expanded it to include several

s

" (Form W) for grades three and six.

\;, ﬁ‘b— N
) the Educational Development Series has ‘been used in grades threelasix nine

s

B
-' .
e

¢ ;/ ' BN O , ! N \“.
West Virginia has had a stateWwide testing program since 1962, ”’2

J 5 - N

different grade levels. A testing committee comprised of school ' \\ +

personnel meets annually to evaluate policies and procedures concerning

J A

the progranm.
_ The first'statewide testing in West Virginia'was done in 1961~ N
1962 with twelfth graders utiliz1ng the Seqpential Tests of Educational

As ~

Progress. . Table L2 depicts the, twelfth grade data for two years. 1In

{
l963, the state began testing ninth and eleventh graders rather than

-
-

twelfth graders utilizing the same test. 8ix years of.data are reported

for these grades in Table b2 , R PLIG ;} :
. H . ‘é-" ’
’ West Virginia also reports data on the Stanfard Achievenment Tests

In 1957, & selected sample of 2,048
2 ! -

sixth graders were tested with thg Stanford Tests; this sample has since

been called the Feaster Study. Beginning in l962, data from the Stanford

Tests for grades three and'’ six are reported in Table bl , including the

—~

‘(tz—".‘""

Feaster Study data. oy 4

West Virginia's testing policy unuerwent a change in the school year \

{
The STEP and Stanford Tests were 4l soarded ana}siaee hat time, g

g A\

1970«71

and eleven. . ) .

| The dafta in Table %1 show for grades nine and eleven a peaking in
the years before and including l966-7, then the scores drop off somewhat.
Grade six dbta demonstrate the same thing with the "word meaning” subtest,

but shows no real pattern in regard to the subtest "paragraph meaning."
, 1 Ll i

3 v o

Grade three scores appear to be rising gradually for both subtests. |,




“ ‘~\_
Table 41 ‘ DA

' Third and Sixth Grade Reading Subtest Scores From Stan?ord Adn_gvement ﬂéﬁﬁ?»

West Virginia ol CE
‘T‘ \. 7".22*7 - - 3 R
T Word Meaning
Mean S.D. Number Mean’
Year Grade ‘ ) Tedted
1957* 6 '5.8 dna 2,048 5.1 {
1962-63 7 6 6.2 dna 38,067 6.2 - % die.l 3870677
196hL-5%* 3 3.15 ° dha ~ dna 3.2 It L AnE
6 6.09 dna dna 6.12 °
1965-6%* 3 3.00 ‘dne dna 3.08
6 5.3 " dna dna 5.6 . -
1966-7 3 3.28.  1.00 35,208 3.35 L0 325 ;
. 6 5.76 1.62 33,765 6.12 3:585 338738
1967-8 3 .3.30, 1,01 35,10k 3.39 0T T 35309
6 5.77  1.61 34,958 6.14 ?!85 -;-3&39“57
1968-9 3 3.32 °~ 1.02 32,991 3.39. .
Y 5.71 1.57 33,998 6.05

* Feaster Study

\\‘\
C*freported in states medians, not means
{ .
u\.\\
\ix ,
] > ‘t Teble 42
. \h‘ EP Reading Scores for Grades 9, 11, and 12
. West Virginia -3
. \‘ : - §
N Year Grade Reading,Mean S.D.
\961 6 9 273.8. 17.7
11 287.5° 17.2
N 196!\65 9’ 27h .5 dna
1 287,7 dna
{6‘5’&\66\ .9 275.0 17.6
) 11 287.6 . 17.7
1966’-63 \ 9 : . 275.2 17.6
NN 287.4 17.8
1967-68 Y, . 9-. ‘ 27h.2 ' 18.1
YOI 286,k 16.7 -
1968-69 NEAR « 272.8 . 18.7 B
R SN 286.4 18.5
NS N* : i .
Year Grade Standard Mean S.D. National Mean 'Number'Tested
1961-62 12 &5 dna 293.7_ 9,893 -
1962-63 N2 2019« 1 16.9 dna ~%719,895
et - - e
.i ::_,‘ ‘ “‘. ". 2 o
N \;. .o
L :, ,:‘ \l’.
e So118- Wy
e -0 ¢ G .
. - ' A b
A
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¢aIndependent Schools Data

*

s

.

éﬁq i Reading achievement data from independent schools’across the

E%country comprises the next séctién of this chapter. Since 1931, in-
%?dependent schools have engaged in a testing program in which schools

é; participated on a voluntary basis.. It is difficult to determine what

L&
=
)
bl

1

<.

& %

percentage of the total school enrollment is reflected in this set

I
o

of data, since participation in’the testing program is voluntary. In

addition, a complete sample ‘description is not available.-
-«

However, the schools that do report.daté are considered to be v

4 -

a )
representative of independent schools. Tables 43 through 47

RN

Al

“~ @-g{ v xﬂ’ﬁ@’i‘{%?‘@ 3e @'éﬁ ‘z‘g

and Figures 1 through 3 report achievement data for independent schools

between the years 1934 and 1971. :
® y ) . P4
Independent school.data up to and in¢luding 196k are available
o =,
Presently, the Educational Records

in a series of yearly publications.
MY

Bureau at the Educational Testing Sefvice (ETS) maintains testing data

since 1964. Since data between 19 L and 1971 were not available, the

Educational Records Bureau was contacted; _Dr. Jules Godison, it was

| learned, was in charge of that data. After repeated inguiries, project

personnel were unable to obtain this data. However, achievement data fpr

/s

1970-71 were forwarded andjare reported in Table 45.

A number of -achievement tests are utilized by independent -schools
across the time perio; being investigatéd, and most report data in
median grade equivelents. Sin%é different forms of the various tests are
useé from year to year, certain cautions in interpreting t?e data a;e
nece%;axyf In addition, data for 1970-T1 are reported on the Stanford

Achievement Tests acrogs seven grade levels in much the same manner as

-
-~

‘ . -119-
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§ ¢

data in.Table bL . However, later achievement data‘reflec§ many changes

and revisions in the tests as well as ‘changes in the subtest format of

the St‘a.nford‘battery, mak‘ing interpretatic;n particularly difficult'.:
Figures 1 through 3 are an attempt_to graphically represent data

on the Cooperative English Test across at least a thirteen year period .

on identical forms of the test. It was felt that this representation

\
of achievement data would add coherence to the mass of yearly scores and
would be a relatively unbiased way to interpret at least portions of the

achievement data that were collected.

.

Description of Achievement Datsa

Table 43 reports’ raw scores collected by the Independent School

P4

Survey in grades seven through twelve between 1940 and l9§h on the Coop-

erative Emglish Test, reading comprehension subtest. This test is still

being utilized in the testing program, but uses a different method for

deriving scores so that little would be gained by reporting 1970-T1 A

data vhich.ar; available. Portions of the 1940-196L data are also de- y
p;ctéd in ;~series of graphs in Figures 1 though 3; .data reported in the |
. - P - .
graphs (1) are from the same forms of the test and (2) cover at leest a 7
thirteen year span. R N '
Generally, all Cooperative test ddta indicate an upward trend in

reading achiev;mbnt data between 1940 and 196L. It should be noticed that
1940 scores from Form Q ;re a great deal higher than most of the subsequent
gcores for the nexf ten years. Form Q is not used in any other year

indicating a possible lack ?f equivalency between Form Q and other forms

of the Cooperative test.

-120-
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Figure 1 represents scores for seventh through twelfth graaers
. . N\

R on the Cooperative test, Form Y, for the years 1949, 1958, and 1962.

L4

t

-

La)

A steady increase in reading acﬂ&evement in grades seven throuéh eleven
is‘evidenced, while echievement in grade twelve appears to level.éut
between 1958 and 1962.
Figure 2 depicﬁs scores for seventh throﬁgh twelfth graders on
the Cooperstive test, Form RX, for the years 1950, 1955, and 1963. Data
for eighth graders show a stéady rise in reading achievement; seventh,

ninth, tenth, and eleventh grade data demonstrate a drop in achievement

PN

between 1950 and 1955, then a rise that exceeds the 1950 levels. Grade
twelve data exhibit the‘drop'in 1955, then a rise to almost the, same

level attained in 1950.

I s

Figure 3 displays scores for seventh through tweIfth graders on

the Cooperative test, Form T, for the years 1946, 1951, 1956,

1964. Again, the same pattern developeg with ;eading achidyement Jdropping

off'in the middle years from previous levels, tpeg steadily risiﬁg, and

finélly exceeding the leveis¢at£ained in the earlier years. As_in Figures

1l and 2, twéifth gréde achievement, in reading dips down in the middle

years, thén rises but does not exceed the levels attainedqig the earliér

years.

Taken'totllly, the data reported in Table 43 and Figureg 1 through

! 3 on the Cooperative Engli;h Test, reading comprehgns&on subtest, indicate

&

-- some fluctuation, but a fairl}/steadx rise in reading achievement. "At

each grade level,/écores toward the end of the period generally exceed
5eginning scores,/qith the excepﬁion of grade twelve data which appears

]

( .
to remain relatively stable throughout the entire period.

-121-
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Table 44 reports median grade equivalent éébres for second 7 t' .o

M 3

through eighth graders in independent schools on the Stanford Achieve~ \

ment Battery, average reading, between 1949 ang_l963. Scores remain

’relatively stable between 1949 and 1953, then’éiiear to rise steadily
, -

N ]

until the end of the period. This is interest%gg in light of the

L4
M

general decline of scores on the Coopetative Kiglish Test during the

" middle 1950'9 evidenced in Table 43 and Figureg;l through 3. Generally,

‘achievement.

scores for the end of the period exceed scoreswibr the beginning of

LRI R BN L L RN R ITFT R .

the period by .5 to 1.5 grade equivalents. TEble Ls reports Stanford .

°

scores on subtests of{word meaning and paragrgggimeaning at the same 3;i
grade levels -for 1970 through 1971. Neither o%zthe forms wused in 1970 %%d‘

or 1971 were utilized between 1949 and 1963, dzling comparisons difficult. li;

AL =3

Table 46 reports median ‘grade equivalégis’for first and second ‘?

graders in independent schools between 1949 and-l963,on the Metropolitan ;.

. x -
Achievement Test. A fairly steady rise in reading ,achievement is demon-
N . 5 R &
strated for this period, with more recent scores exceeding the earlier
“ 3 ! T -0 o
scores by approximately .5 grade equivalents. However, it should be noted

that the forms used in the latter half of the period were:not used during.

the years 1949 to 1957, again making generalizations about gains in ;

-

achievement suspect. -
Finally, Table 47 reports mediah grade equivalents on the Metro-

politan Achievement Battery, average reading, for first through~eightho

graders during the years 1934 to 1948. Data for grades one, two, three,
six, and eight fluctuate somewhat, but remain relatively stable over the

period. Grade gseven data demonstrates a nominal gain in achievement while

e

grade four and five data indicate a steady and substantial rise in reading

i ~

e
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. FIGURE 1 ' ) -

Median raw scores for seventh through twelfth graders in Independent
Schools on the Cooperative English Test, reading comprehension sub-

test (Form Y) for the years 1949, 1958, and 1962.
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. FIGURE 2 |
Médian raw score for seventh through twelf*bh gradefs in Independent
Schools on the Cooperative English Test, reading comprehension. su.btest

(Form RX) for the years 1950, 1955, and 1963.
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FIGURE 3 DN -
L Y Median raw scores for seventh through, twelfth graders in Independent, ° .
N Sc}lools on the Cooperative English Test, reading.comprehension sub-
test (J#rm T) for the years, 1946, 1951, 1956, 1960, and 196k.
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, Table k6 i &
Metropolltan Achievemerit Test, Average Reading, l9h9-l963 .
(Test droppgd, after, 1963} « Median Grade Equivalents for Yo
First and Saéond Grade. 'Independent School Pupils - 1
o'. . " ; :r .' \‘;
. "~ Grade 1 - ,qrade 2 kW
Lo Medi an Number/ Median <~ Number "
Year Form Average of. Avera.gp. A of
Reading Subjects Reading:*© ‘Subjects ™ -
"'\_ R
6 = -.';‘;(i~' - e ‘«“ .
194 T 2.2 1066 s An ;| - - S L B e e
9 , 4 S -';'f’». .t-::.: —= ) ~’—/’)’
1950 R . 2.2 1167 3.6 1355 L~
1951 s 2.2 115k 3.7 . 130T - T L
‘1952 T 2.3 1108 3.6 ST T
1953, R . 2.3 1268 3.7 13090 T
, - ' :. “ :k M _'.ou
1955 T 2.0 1650 3.1 B350 2
‘v - i
1956 - R 2.4 dna . 3.8 dna " Wt y oot
1957 R 2.h ! dne 4.0 dne Y
1958 Prim. 2.5 k5T 3.9 355 NN
1960 A 83 3063 3.9 — 1kl ‘
, 'l ¥ ' -.br
1961 "B - R 3075 . 4.0 833 - s
' .S . ’ Il a
1962 C-.; ‘2.5 3197 .o 505 -
1963 A ¢ 2.6 3323 b.2 348 '
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As was the case with the .school system data, the changes in tests

Summary .

employed and the grades tested makes it difficult to dtaw' any definitive
conclusions concerning reading growth. Some of the most reliable data

in this chapter are reported by the state of Iowa and by the Independenf\“\*

School Survey gcores. In both cases we have long-term in tion over

roughly 25 ye « The two sets of information reinforce each other and
the major conclusion to be dravn is that between 1940 and 1965 there
was a steady improvement in reading achievement. Overall, the 1965
students outscored their 1940 counﬁﬁrparts significantly. |

After the middle of the igst’Zecade, the picture becomes less clear.
While some states show little change in either direction, overall there
seems’to exist a slightly negative trend after 1985. The losses are
typically slight, but they apﬁear steady and genuine.‘ In view of the’
fac; that data £¥™so few states were suitable for inclusion and becanse
we are dealing with a relatively short span of years, it seems premature

-, «

to speak of a general, nation-wide decrease in reading %est performance

[ 4

in the past five or ten years.
mhe most conclusive statement that can be made’ is that the children

of the present .are reading better (or at least scoring higher in tests)

e

than children of twenty or more years ago. Moreover, these differences

el

appear-to be quite significant. |

.
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Conclusion
As stated in the Introduction to this volume, this study had two

purposes!
L

a. First, it wes an attempt to make availeble as wide a data base
on shifts in the literacy skills of this nation's youth as could be
h) : ' :
- collected within the constraints of the time and budget allotted. It .

was hoped that this study would provide a data base on which definitive ®

t 4

" conclusions concerning the reading ability of today's students combared
t¢ those of ihe past could be made., - '
A »~
b. Secondly, the study attempted to dogument the manner in which

. school:-systems, states and other authorities have attempted to assess
]
reading growth trends. It was assumed that such assessment would be

.

& natural accompanirzent of our ever ircreasing investments in reading o

[l
-

education.

We would be less than candid if we suppressed the fact that ét

-

the outset we had hopes, against intuitions and beliefs gained from
our collegtive experience in and study of the reading field, to be able

to distill from all the data e were to collect somé raiher firm Jjudge-~ - .
ments sabout poaiiive or negative trends in reading achie;ement over the

two decades we were especially,gntgrested in: 1950-1970. * musé be
stressed, hovevéf, that our scepticism regarding the existence of hard

data which would allow such Sirm Judgef;:«s motivated this study in the

first place.

s

What conclusions, then, can Qe drawyn from the information gathered

[1 and‘from the problems experienced in gathering the datal
Our most positive conclusion is that it is extremely difficult for

anyone interested 1in evaluating trends in literacy to obtain adequate

data. Such a conclusion is not to Qe taken lightly. When one considers -

the many statements that are constantly being made about the "declining

<
o ) -13k4-
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literacy rate" of the nation's children, it would be assumed that clear\

evideﬁce to document such conclusions is generally available. This was
definitely no?'our finding. ‘ {

To be sure some school districts do publish their tes% scores
annually; However, that information has two basic shortcomings: in
most cases it can be compared with data from only a few preceding years,
but more importantly, fluctuations in the characéeiistics of pupil
populations in those school districts make evaluation of‘such data
especially hazardous. ®

From our school district survey we had hoped to partially eliminate
the uncertainty associagéd with changes in student populations by
resorting to gathering data on a large number of school‘systems of
various kinds: rural and urban, stable and growiné, and 8o on. We
definitely @idgnot shcceed in that eé}brt. We have been able to gather
t;o little dataifrom too ?ew school systeps. of thg 100 systems'contacted
only 45 responded to our questionnaire (gyen after prodding), 4O of those
reported that they conducted annual tesiing, 25 had data reports of some
kind available, 12 sent us their reportg and the data of oniy 6 systems
extended over 3 years or more, the es 5}i§hed cut-off point. It is
clear that even with perfect data, the Eénal sample>is not representétive \
of school systems throughout the country. This ié particularly bothersome
becausé of the necessity for a variety of séhool systems to be represented:
among others thosé which lost’ students from advantaged backgrounas.pecause .
of a trek‘io suburbia and those which gain such students.

TEE/ngblem of interpretation of our school .system data is compoﬁnded,
however, since the’ data itse}? is far from perféct. In the discussion of
edéh individual set of data specific shortcomings were detailed. In
general, in addition to the iack of information about changes in the type

of student tested, the most troublesome issues were: changes in tests;

’ '

~135- N
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cﬁanges in test forms, often unmentioned; changeé in kinds of scores

‘ réported; and changes in the time of the year when the tests were ®
administered. ‘. ! o '> ‘ \
he data from the states is slightly more interpretable _ \
than‘%?at of the school districts. gFirst, more states ha;é collected
longer periods Qg'time. ‘Iowa}is, of course, an excellent ° i .
. - /
to be less pronounced far . /}/

substantial ambivalence.
Leaving the information gathered ih the i;:iew of literature

aside for a momert, it is clear that the safest and least controversial

-

conclusipn to bé drawn from the data presented in the preceding chapters -

is that it does not allow any absolute conclusions abodt the fate of
- . F . .
literacy skills in America to be drawn. Yet, we feel that in the facd of

ld b A

unsubstantiated claims of drastic decline in literacy skills, it is ," -

w

r

legitimate and even necesdary to state tentative conclusions from the data.
We do this in full knowledge of the high probability of errors of judge-,
ment. Partial and difficult to interpret information may hot always be K -

preferablé over the absence of any information; in this case, we feel it is.

+ .

¥ -3 * © ,
In Chapter I we presented evidence, gleaned from v%rious sources
. . ?

in thell;terature that up to the late fifties there was little cause to -
o . _

<, ‘ L " ) .
‘believe that skill in reading was on the decline. From the studies cited

I

and from the analyseé,prbvided rather fhe opposite seems to Qe true.
) N t

Children tested at the later of the two dates involved im these "then-and- .




now' studies tended tb _score significantly higher than their predecessors.

-This is true despite the factﬁ&hat during the pEriod covered by these
. ’M&‘(‘

studies social  promotion became more and more in vogue, with the conse-

-

quence that there_existed 8 less-select student body at any parttoular

.4

N

grade levél when compared to earlier years. Also, as Gates.(l96l)

pointed out quite c0gently the student population was becoming younger ,

»

at all grade levels. Both of these facts would be reasons to hypothesize

-

a loss in reading\achievement ir ell other things were equal. However,
. . ) 4 , ' . .
. all other things were ndt'equal, as they never are, and reading scores, - 5

as reportéd in most of the studies,. appear to favor the groups tested g
{

N

. I
now rather than then, J

’> . . Pl
k)

From considering the school system data, the state data and the

+

data from the independent schools, with all the.constraints on legitimate

N

interpretation mentioned Ehove, we have gained the impression that the
" tendency -for scores to hold stable or, even to increase slightly but
- , . \
significantly, extended well into the sixties. Up to 1965~we see, overall,

< 1little evidence of lowered)re&ding'achigvement as represented by test

scores. After the middle of the past decade, we are even less certain than

about the preceding years. However, thereﬂgppears,ﬁand‘we must stress..the ’ o .

extremely ¢entative nature of this statement,\a slight decline in the .

’

scores after 1965, The decii:e is not eneral, and thére are many
exceptions,; but in toto toto the onclusion supp rted by the data indicates

less stability or ups#ing" than in the period preceding the middle

, sixties, _ ‘5\ - - ' N

. ¢ . . '
. . From the "information we have’presented both in regard to test
, ¢ 4

' < -~ .
.gcores and in regard to.pur procedures, it is clear‘thatfdespite a N
multi-million dollar per year testing busiPess, surprisingly few longi—

. ‘I

tudlnal _and easily accessible records on the performance of children

] , | - -137- : )
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exist. Though one can ‘easily find cabinets full of test scores in
. . . .
*

virtually every school system in this country, these sources generally

\

turn out to contain little information relevant to the issue-of the

longitudinal monitoring of performance.

N

s

] . - :
« This is not too surprising. In the past, the prime rationale
for administering survey tests ofrreading was to obfain information
on individual students. Testing was done foremost for the purpose

. of monitoring the progress,bf individual children. If the need to
3 ‘ '

keep track of long term changes in performance at the school or school

system level had been the overriding condern of the pérsonnel who makes

. N N :

decisions about the testing program, it. is probable that the countless
instancés of changes in the testing programs (tests, forms, grades

tested, etc.) that can be deFUmented in nearly all school systéms simply
R - )

would not have occurred.

Currently, a number of factors seem to insure that the Tongitudinal

monitoring ction at the school system, state aﬁd national level will

’ - -

befgﬁpcuted much more vigorously during the final gquarter of this’ century. P

There is a growing realization that standardized survey reading tests
mey be much better suited to providing information about the performance
level of aggregates of students than about individual students. Further— -

more, a sense of education as an economic, enterprise is emerging as ’ ;
oL . . . Y

~ e

evidenced by the appearance of such concepts .as "accountability", "cdsgi_N

-

benefit analysis", etc. in the educational literature. Bublic interest

in how well schools are performing their mission is becoming ever more . -

bl

N ]

4 \ - h .
focused and sophisticated. .In response to these and relatedl ,developments,
. 4 -

4 .

efforts are being mounted which will indeed allow a much more valid
~ ‘ 4 o -

and reliable monitoring of how well Americans read than was possible in |

¥
2 - 2

the paét. We refer, of course, to such efforts as the National Assessment

o,

>

- - . >

5o . /

. . -13‘8-:
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‘vidual students, classrooms and schools, it seems nearly 1mp6331ble

-

of Educational Progress and to the various state assessment programs

N
now being created. Short of physically searching the records of indi-

to obtain definitive evidence regarding such a simple question as:

“"Are children reading better or worse now, than 10 or 20 years ago?"

Certainly this situation dramatically emphasizes the necessity for

these newly created assessment programs to succeed.
4 .
The history of education is replete with examples-of older
generations decrying the decay-in competence of youth. Even six

thousand years ago a frustrated Egyptian teacher noted that the young

‘ people of his day not only were less capable of learning but less willing °

as well. Unfbrtuqétely, subjective appraisal of trends in achievement,
reading achievement included, is pften far from reliable and/or valid.
At léast,‘as a minimum'condition,‘such Judgment should be éomplemented
by more objectively gathered data. We believe that our efforts have
shown that ‘the current data base on trends in reading achievgment is
extrémely difficult to access, contains many flaws which make 1pterpre-
tation difficult or impossible, has been irregularly maintained and
hardly allows «for any sure and Bwééﬁing generalizaxions(aboux gains or
losses across the years to be made. ¥

Finglly, we believe that from an’ 1nterpretation of the 1nformation

to gather, we wogld conclude first that there 13 no reason

we yere ablle
for -en masse p ssimish; secoﬁdly, that the gradual 1ﬁgrovement in

reading. competency bvér the four‘aecgdes prior to 1965 may have lessened

or halté&; and finally, over the last ten years there.may have been a

-very slight decline in reading ‘achievement. Of all our hesitant inter-

pretations, we feel least certain about the last one.
Ke;

~ . L

.‘«-. “ ’ : .
R A . -139-
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' that he knows that literacy is decreasing is a very

- One of the intéresting hobbies we ‘have engéged in-&uring the
pést several years in which we have been' compiling these data, is to

write to all those who meke statements about the declining literacy in

¢« <
7

Weghave done this-first to determine if those who' .

v

the United States.

are making such statements would direct us to. their data sources; and

secondly, we wrote to them because we felt they had 1ittle evidence on

vhich to base theix claims. We are now convinced, thet anyone who says
g . .

~

sure person. Such

¢

a person is at best ﬁnscholarly and at worst dishon

AV AYAVIVIYAYAY>

&
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1. Has a stétewide achievement testing program been available to the schools

)

EXAMPLE: - ' : GRADES :

3 ' _ -
° . - Lo

L
. -~ SOURCE IDENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE”

.

- “ i ,
5

s

of ydur@state during a-major proportion of the 20-year period 1950

, through 19707 .

) no ‘ " -0 .
- N 1 )
If so, by whom is it planned and coordinated? T )

E)zyes" . \

e , ¢
( ) State Department of Edutation
( ) A college or university in the state
( ) Other agency or institution

Note: 1If fhe second or third box is checked, pleaée give the name éﬁd -

address of the office, department firm, or agency where it is bhandled:

-
s

Also, please give the name of the program director if available:

g

Has it been and is it now a re%uirement that all public schools in the
state participate in the achievement testing program? ’ - v

( )yes ; i . ‘:‘" ‘ '
( ) no (If no, please explain): . ' : ¥

t
i
4
.
4

-

4

The following item has been designed to determine-the years and grades in
which a particular standardized reading achievement test (either as a
separate test or as part of an achievement battery) was administer§¢
statewide. First, please check each year in which such tests were glven.
Second, in the box under the appropriate grade numeral and opposite the .
appropriate year, place the code number of the test which was given. On ‘

¢

the.attached sheet, you will find a list of the test names and corresponding -

- code numbers. If the name of the test used does not appear on the list,
use the code number "00" and write the name of the test on the blaﬁ@ lines’
Lo ’ T o

proviided at the end of item 4 above.
» M

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6

(Y0 () ( ) )Yy Y. o)y ) )
(x) 2971 {( ) ) () () (o) () ()
(x) 1972/( -) (ok) () ) (o) () ()

(]
—~ o~ ]

t
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(Please check

-

In what form have the data from these tests been collated?
all those which pertain.)
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Have annual or other periodical reports been published sumﬁarizing the data

from these tests?

(

6.

(If yes, please specify their nature and location):

no

)3

() yes
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7. Have State Department of Education or otHerqﬁtudies been conducted and
published utilizing the test data?
()no.‘ T
( ) yes (If yes, please specify the titles and location):

,
1

8. Would it be valuable for one of our research associates to make an on-
the-spot search of the data for relevant information? , (Valuable in the
sense that such a search would obtain information in addition to that
which is already in printed or published form.)

) no i‘;

(
() yes

Comments:

9. Would it be permissible for one of our research associates to make such
an on-the-sport- search? !

"( ) no (If no, please explain): _,

- - ' a

\ .
. . \

|

() yes (If yes, please specify any procedures necessary to ob#ﬁin\ ‘
. permission.) ‘ , | T

‘

. _ 161~ ' !
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SOURCE IDENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE

l. Has = city-wide achievement testing program been available to the schools
of your district during the 20-year period 1950 through 19707 -

() yes

(/) no . ~

2. If so, by whom is it planned and coordinéted?

( ) Board of Education
. () A local college or university
() Other agency or institution )
licte: If the second or third box is checked, please give the name and
address of the office, depertment firm, or agency where it is handled:

Also, please give the name of the program director if available:

. . .

»

3. Has it been and is it now a requirement that all public schools in the
district participate in the achievement testing program?
() yes ’
( ) no (If no, please explain):

.

; é& The following item has been designed to determine the years and grades
in which a particular standardized reading achievement test (either as
e separate test or as palt of an achievement battery) was administered.
First, please check each year in which such tests were given, Second,
in the box under the approprlgte grade numeral and opposite the appro-*
priate year, place the code number of the test which was given. On the
attached sheet, you will find a list of.the test names and corresponding
code numbers. If the name of the test used does ngf appear-on the list,
use the code number "O00" and write the name of th¢ test on the blank
lines provided at the end of item U above. ‘

’

EXAMPLE: ) . GRADES_

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 - 8 -9 10 11
(Y90 . C Y CY C Y Yy )Yy - Oy )y ) ) ) )
(x) 1972 () (ow) () C ) () (oh) ¢ )y ) ) 31y () )
(x) 1972 ( ) (o) ( ) (o) C ) (o) () C ) C )y ) () )
°o . -162-
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(Please check

In what form have the data from these tests been collated?
all those which pertain.) .
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Have annual or other periodical reports been published summarizing the data

1

from these tests?

6.

L o

no
yes

)
)

(
(

(If yesy, please specify their nature and location):
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8.

10.

Have State Department of Education or other studies been conducted and
published utilizing the test data?
() no o0 T ’
( ) yes (If yes, please specify the titles and location):

H -
. }
. -

~ .

WOuld it be valuable for one of our research associates to make an on-
the- -spot search of the data for relevant information?. (Valuable in the
sense that such a search would obtain information in addition to that

which is already in printed or published form.)

po
.

() no .
() yes -

Comments:

2 ¢

%

Would it be permissible for one of our research associates to make such
an on-the-spot search?

( )'no '(If no, please explain):

’

.(.) yes (If yes, please specify any procedures ﬁécessary to obtain .
- permission.)

¥

“
~
I ‘ .

-

Please indicaste where test data from 1950 through 1970 are housed: *
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