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4 From time to time one encounters both in the professional and

Introduction

in the popular literature alarming reports about the literacy ofthe
. .

American youth. Rudolf Flesch A1955) achieved instant tame With his
t t

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

informed millions of readers of his interpretation of the sorry state

sof affairs in regard to th nation's literacy skills.

How factual, however, are claims that a 'great many of, our youth
o

do not possess adequate literacy skills and, moreover, that the situ-

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

phenomenayirtually assure social scientists of reaching a wide and

receptive audience. The Coleman repgrt (1966) and the work of Jencks,

et. al,.(1972) are but two illustiations of.th phenomenon. Various

speeches and pronouncements by former U.S. Commissioner ot Xducation

James Allen (1960 in which he oited "facts" about wide spread illiteracy;

in this country is another. Seldoi.has the word of a Commissioner of-Edu-

cation/reached so many ears 'and seldom have they been repeatedjso widely.

In point' of fact there is little'evidence that Allen's statements were

based on any substantial evidence.

e

-To deitand factual justification for claims of wide spread and

deteriorating illiteraCy'is far from a trivial plea. Mastery of reading

skills is considered to be among the,primary-goals of schooling by a
,
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e

variety of reference groups: public, school people, qtudents, 'parents

and the generalpublic'(Shami and Hers4owitz, 1974). Any claims of

-Widespread failure ;Co achieve such mastery quickly threatens to be

translated igto criticisms.of the inadequicy of reading instruction in

schoolb. Sub.peque4ly, the danger exists that widely publicized re- .

ports about the lack of reading skills of American youth will dikectly

influence iMportantpoliCY decisions at the local, state, and 'national

,

levels. at is precisely because of the sensitivity of.most parents-
.

and public' officiali in regard to "reading" that one must' demand factual
,

, .1,

.substantiation for any statement, positive or,negative, abbUt the leyel

. of reading competency of (342- youth. . -

Two different statements, thus' far tglifferentiated, are typically'

made:
16.

a)-various groups (schobl children, high school graduates; ,

adUlts,'etc.) do not.havd.adequate reading skills; they ate not, in

" . .
fact, faictionally literate;

p

b) ovet the years, the le'vel of reading competency of children ,

and adultd has declined. A collorary to this Charge:is as often stated

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

to read.

Only very recently has explicit attention been paid to the first

assertion. To substantiate it factually, not only extensive performance

data are required, but also

"sufficient" or "fUnctiOnali

regard to its definition

adequate analysis of,what constitutes

literacy, and some sort of,consensus in

resupposed. 'Louis Harris and ABSO iates

(1970) conducted a study which apparent established to the satisfaction

12.
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ofluany'legislators that indeed the level' of literacy of Americans
4

.

was undesirably low. Irofessional educators and experts in educatiOnal

'..A.easurement, Itowayer, tdnd to be largely urampressed by the, data ob-
.

. tained in this reSearoh.- More important are.the-efforts of thee,

.A0
National

Assessment of Educational Progress(NAEP) to co and re-
4

-port information about how welfChildren of various 'ages read, Though

the exercised used by NAEP represent somewhat of a consensus defin4t5ion
p

'

. of what ought to be measured in reading, the'interpretationS of the'

results of the first testing cycle is Sufficiently troublesome. that

nb cfear cut answer as to wh4ther or not children are reading,adequately,

can be, based on the 14T .data.. 0 .

.
, .

, . .

As satek, hoVeiter,.the issue of .adequacy of reading skills in
,.

'
,.

. . 0
,

.

terms of life-related performance has only recebtlk been given'adequate'
. ,.

,

attention.'- Little historical perspective is available.

The present report, therefore, will addressitself eXplicitly .to
.

Nat
the second question. To reiterate briefly: has the leie lof reading

le

competency` declined over the years? Mo/4e specifically, thl. study was"'
9-9

9/
an atterit to determine whether a data base is even available to answer

. %

this question. Where are thedata and does the available factual infor-

a

,ration allow an,answer to the question p9sed?

.. '
.

. *
Ovyrviewof the Study . a .

In this section a general description of data sources ispro- ,

v da. 'Mo4e specific procedural detail's are included in Chapters II,

III,and IV
,/
of this report whibh describe-the various aspects of the study.

r eI
Initially, the following potential Sources of.interpretable

-. .

' data relevant to-the major questi& were_identified;

4 ) k

.

.) -3-

n10



1 4e

a) Extant research literatItrre in .which stUdiet,on.changes

in reading performance were reported.

b) Publit,hers' wcords on changes in norms on reading
,

achievement tests..
.

c) Readability.leirels of chil4en's books.

, Records of t'ie Armed Forces.

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

-
f) Records of statewide reading achievement data.

g) Census information.

A prelimiriary analysis Of the' availability and utility of these

sources, however, resulted in the elimination of the following possibilities:

4

re-norming data, readability and Armed Forces achidirement data.

There are very few,test-publishers whopublish original and

revised norms. Publishers, who do have re-norming information availaimie

generally makhain quite,confidential data files. Even in cases where

information on, re-norming is available, the comparability of the norming

groups employed was so di!parate that the possibility of valid conclusions

N.
regarding changes in performance over time seemed remote. After a search

of technical manuals accompanying major reading achievement tests and

of

exploratory contacts with major test puolis ers, test re-norming data

lI

were abandoned as a source of inforhation for the present study.
t

. '
. ,

1/
Curiously enough, an equally uninforma ive poetntial information

.f. '4
. ": : r

il
source was the Department of Defense". Someh t naively perhaps, it ,rt,p

. .

, ,

expected that Department of Defense records d provide data regai7angt,

changes incthe reading performance ,of AI:my inductees through the A is ,,'

draft classification tests. A search of Government Documents did not, :1,t
-1

v4 t.

' .1-4_
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Only during tne preliminary plans

on readability of texts

inplit to dat a `base . In the original

Service (Narch_arr1972) it was stated':

"No.,grat returns can be

of tilts- study was inf)ormation

and children's bookd considered as -11 poteritial
, .

proposal to Educational Testing

expected here, but some'stu-dies use

subjects to calibrate the,difficulty of texts. Thua, the lit-

erature may offer some 'general information related to shifts

in readers,' performance."

4

4raciemas, U.S. House
dr:they of the Education
committee on :Education.

e

.

, 7
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The second phase of :the study Involyed a survey of 100 school .

systems across, the country. Thin phase is report 'd in Chapter III.

.,
. .,- .t ._. - ,

The intent was to first establish whether or. pot each sy tem contacted
. - ,

, .

bad ,relevant data fileW on reading achievement _aver- some period of
4, .. ,

tAmei- apick secondly, whether the most pertinent data vas accessible _via

,// . ..........

pUb4shed. reports. Initia1214y.,*4t was assumed that visits to selected --_ - _...
, c

. _ . -..,,_, .._

sites might prove beneficial in terms of obtaining the data needed.
,.4., .,,,

* 7 s -

It seems, hawever.,that if school systems7ha.Ve gone-,through the trouble

of organizing their achievement data Sy units larger than the inAiViciivil

classrooms or schfools,' they generally c\ap make available summary state-

ments in some published form. Where.such reports Axe absent, the4data

typically hashas not been summarized. We felt 'that in these instances it

would be extremely inefficient and unwise to attempt to produce data

N summaries ourselves, particularly since a natural and justifiable

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

-:

1-
..,,:.iladividual's data files. 7

. 1 ...

. 0
4 Pop this analysis the primary goal was the collection of data

...,;.: ;

.,, .

/
'reirdings.the changes in'reading scores over a number of years as re-

r
0),. - 1

.. . :1PortsH,:by ifre'few school systems that were in a position to make such
.4

tl

i s. k': .
*to

t

...nfo.4 mAtion available: However, in addition, the secondary information
V. .

.,
. . . ' . ,..

-.. *.

i4 rega?4,to the ificidence, scope, and nature of achievement testing
,.% , 'a, . ,

,,,
our schoopro\-.grams \in l. systems is of some interest. The reader should
,..,

be 41e, to `obtain a gokh 'feel' for how arbitrarily the monitoring of -
, , v 1, . '

educati nal .4uall.ty (as . 01/4 this case expressed in changes in a reading
v.-. r
4,

, adhievem t scor oseems (t' take place.seems
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Chapter IV reports,information similar to that obtained from

school systems; however, in this chapter the data is gathered from

states rather than local school system. All fifty states were con-

tacted, though actual data is reported for only relatively few of them.

The earlier comment about the apparently incidental execution of

the monitoring of reading 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 so. with

any consistency in terms of grades tested and tests used.

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 once

it was received. However, the collection of, the data'posed more

difficulties than the interpretation.

That is not to say that the problems of interpretation were

minor by any means. The major interpretation problems Were the obvious

difficulties arising both from-the longitudinal nature of the data

and from the fact that the data had usually been collected in an un-

systematic nature and was usually compiled for other than studying
. .

longitudinal trends in reading achievement. More often than not, the_

problems arising from these factors cannot be "solved" in any saitisfactory

manner. The: hest one can do in the face of weak data is to draw weak _

.1 *

iperences /
r

: ./ At the conclusion of this Introduction. the basic assumption
.

-

which motivated this study should be re-emphasized. Many claims about
14

changes in the reading competency of American youth are being made.

-8-
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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:

k

a) to make 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

I

information.

x ;

sb

l V

-.

9
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t.
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Chapter I

Review of lesArCh

/

The literature search for this project as conducted in

foU-r phases. The firat phas utilized the information retrieval

system of the Educational R sources Information.Center (ERIC)

system. The ERIC system includes published research literature

in reading, USOE-sponsore, research in reading, recent dodtoral

dissertations in reading,' and International Reading` Association

conference proceedings. ,

The first and second basic references used were those

including published research in reading from 1950 to. 1963 (1,913

citations) and more recent research from 1964 to 1966 (849 cita-

tions). The third b ic reference included USOE-sponsored research

from 1956 to 1965. reference included doctoral

dissertations in readin since 1960. The fifth and sixth basic

references were those of he IRA (International Reading Associa-

tion) conference proceedin s since 1960 which over areas of read-

ing research in elementary = d secondary reading.

A computer search of t general subject area of reading

achievement was then oonducted\ The ERIC computer search included

. the following ERIC descriptors:

1. reading a' lity
2. good reade s
3. poor readet
4, early reade s
5. reading skil s
6. reading prog ss

7. reading gains'

4

-10-
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Y.

8. ,as a correlate '

9 as a criterion measure
10. as ,a predictor
11. predictors of
12. factors in
13. as a mean's of grouping
14. ef"ect on IQ
15. characteristics of different groups
16. reading level
17. reading potential
18. evaluation
19. reading tests /
2(. standardized tests
21. grading
22., inforinal inventories
23. ,cloze procedure'S

The computer research produced a bibliography of 6 pages that

included nearly 1500 entries. These entries, spanned, the years

from 1918 to 1966.

In the second phase of the literature search all the

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

Research in Education is prepared monthly by the Educational Re-

sources Information Center (ERICIpo make-possible the early

identification of relevant educational reports. Research in. Edu-

cation is one aspect of the,..ERIC network which,was designed to

acquire, select, abstract, index, store, retrieve, and disseminate

the most significant and timely educational research. No studies

relevant to the present topic were identified by searching the

volumes of Research in Education.

The third phase was a hand -searchof the annual summaries'

of reading research published in the Reading Research Quarterly.

The Reading Research Quarterly annual suiimiaries review reading-

!,

Gi
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related researdh from areas such.as education, psYdhology, sociology,

.

library science,' communication, medicine, and business. The sum-

merles provide an overview of what the study was about and how it

was conducted. One relevant study was identified by'this Process.

The final phase of the literature search involved.a're-
.

view and analysis of the bibliographies of all the stndies

tified in the first three phases of the search. Approximately

1500-1600 studies were identifieefrom ,these ,phases of the search.

Criteria for Selection. Once the literature search had
. -

been completed, the process of identifying relevant studies was
4

begun,. To be considered relevant for further analysis a study

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

measurement of reading achievement at t points in time; and

second, it had to clearly describe the measure of reading achieve-

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

hot included in the final report because of its grossly inadequate

measure of reading achievement. Various summaries of related

research were also includqd. Many reports were found that merely

discussed the impTement -of education and educational achieve- '

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

to support the assertions made .An the reports. 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 had been divided into five sub-
.,

sections: "Early Studies on Trends in General Achievement;"

-12--
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"Studies on Trends in General Fading Achievement;" "Summaries of

ReseIch-on 'Trends in Reading Achievement;" "Discussion of Problems

and Variables Related to Studies of Achievement;" "Summary and

Concluding Statements." Tables that contap data from individual

studies are included.

The first sub-section includes early studies in general

achievement. ,These studies produce no achievement 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 address themselves

specifically to reading achievement. The third section includes

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

interpretation and opinions of the authors of the reviews weigh

heavily. Sections-IV and V summarize the data and draw conclusiops

from all bf the studies in the first three sections.

I. Early Studies on.Trends in General Achievement 1845-1947

The following are descriptions of six.early studies in-

which achievement in academic content areas was studied at two

points in time. From these sthdies we can Only tentatively infer

a gain or l6ss in reading achievement. If students in later

groups perform better" on tests in history, gepgraphy, ammar

for example, we can only assume that they Are reading better.,

Six such studies are listed rn Tables 1 and .2 , and report test

10 s.

results over a span of one hundred and two years.

n.
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Caldwell and Oburtis (1924) repOrtxtedian test results

in seven- academic content leas for the years 1845 and 1919

Selection procedures were novel for this study in that

the best 530 eighth graders in Boston in 1845 were chosen from a
)

total pf.1251 students, to be ,tested for possible'high School ad-
.

mission. The rationale behind choosipg 12,000 eighth graders from

"all. parts of the United States" for the 1919 comparative grOdp

is somewhat fuizy. No standardized tests were utilized in this

C

a

' a .f
study; tests constructdd

4
Whe'Boston Survey Committee were used.

. \
Interestingly, in this early Study, the same test was'ndbadmin-

istered to both groups. Thirty selected 'questions from the original°,

1845 exam that were considered Valid for the 1919 group were used. s.

,

Caldwell and courtis report a rather substantial average4gain for

the 1919 group when compared to the performance of the 1845 group ..,

on the same items.
°

. t

In 1905-1906, Riley (1908) administered the,same tests to,
, .

all grade nine pupils (709) in Springfield, Mai'Sachu ett:that

were administered to all grade nine pupils (245) in the same city

in 1846. Riley also reported substantial mean gains ems of

percentages correctrfor the later'gr9up in ar3thmetic, 'spe1ling,

and 4eography.' The largest gain was in arithmetic with lesser,

but undo telly satistically significant.gains in the other

areas. jElowever-, Riley did not apply any statistical-andlysis to

his data.

27

,
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Luther (1948) groUped measures of six content areas into

one reported score feir 35 grade eight Cleveland pupils in 1848 and

'40 pupils from four Cleveland schools in 1947. He used the same

high school. Omission test With both groups, but since the test

was fOr high school adhissionl.the equiv=lendy for.the two groups

is questiOnable. Luther reported a slight gain for the later

group.

Fish (1930) compared 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:sehciol admission test. Eighteen of the

-original 20 passed thetest, 'chile all 200 from the later group,

passed. Fish reported gains in all three conteriareas for the

. later group.

Rogers (1946) is the only one of the six authors in this

section wkto reports a Measurein only one content area: arithmetic.

The correlation between arithmetic and reading achievnt is not

as substantial as the correlation between a subject.like history

% fr

and reading achievement, so we are lihited in how much we can infer

.from a measure of arithmetic achievement alone. Rogers compared

the 1923 peislormance of 16,000 Chicago sixth graders on the Woody-

McCall Test to that of 13,047 Chicago sixth gradeNs in 1946. He

reported a loss in mean grade equivalent from .7.3 for the early

group to 7.1 for the latte4roup. He mentions tb fact that the
*s-.1

-18-

23
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.:4`\sixth graders in the latter, gfouja were on the average four months
,,..

.
.,'

.. _
.

.

,
.

younger than-the early group ..ihUt.does not seem to take this into
-

I'

accounti.n.,his- dobcfusion.
.

:

f t
Finally; Daughtyitki947) compare'd measures dr:arithmetic

and spelling betWeen fountI fifth, and sixth graders of 1929 and

1947 in several countiOs.ila Florida. Utilizing the Stanford Achieve-

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

fifth grade spellingoi.Daughtry's first sample came.from several '

\
counties in Florida while her second sample utilized two counties

not included in the firtt sample.
,

A total of sixteen measures of various. academic achieve-

ment were obtained by six authors mentioned above. Fourteen

of these measures reported gains, whilalosses in achievement,

occurred on only two of the measures,. For these studies, the

range of.subjects as well as geographical locations is limited.

The studies deal primarily with upper grade children from the

larger cities, many of whom are tested for the sole purpose-of

higkschool admission.. In addition, few of the authors seemed
. :

gware of methodological problems peculiar to "then and now" kinds

e°°4' iT

of,studies. In general, these early studies seem to indicate an

upward trend in achievement. .

//

II. Studies on Trends in Reading Achievement 1921-196Y

The following are descriptions of thirteen i#dividUal

studies that provide assessments of

_

-19-
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achievement ft groups of children at diffferent times in history.

Boss (1940) comparedNreading achievement of pupils in grades

one through eight in St. Louis for the years 1916.and'1938. Using
,. ,

( .

the test scores obtained by Charles Judd in 1916 in silent and oral

reading for 8,928 pupils, Boss utilized the same test with a sample

of 1,156 children in 1938. The sample, or.cross section of pupils,

compared with the 1916 sample in terms of city-wide readi medians.11

The 1938 sample was chosen on the basis of scores on the Mb ern

School Achievement Test'and the Pressery Third Grade Attainment Scale.
---r-

The 1916's.ample surpassed the 1938 sample in oral reading

in e.very grade but grade one. Girls in 1916 were better oral readers

than boys, a difference that was even more pronounced in the 1938

sample.

TABLE 5

Average Scores** in Oral Readinglor the Second and Fourth
Quarter's, Inclusive, in Each grade, for 1916 and 1938.

Grade I II III IV V VI VII VIII

quarter 4 n 4 2 4 .2 4 2 4 2 4 2- 4 2 4

1916 38 39 47 46 5o 49 52.

1938 42 29 45 39 47 41 47

49 51 5o 51 49

44 45 43 45 41

51 48 51

45- 4o 43

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

**Raw Scores

-26-
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-TABLE 6

Average Scores* in Silent Reading'for the Second and Fourth

, Quarter Sections in Grades II-VIII, Inclusive for 1916 and 1938.

Grade II
Quarter- 2 ' 4 2

1916 °27 37 41

1938 29 38'44

III IV V . VI VII VIII
4 2 4. 2 14. 2 4 2 4 2

C-

,45 31 34 36 38 40 44 28 30 33 34

45 23 29 28 28 32 36 22 24 27 31

*Table 6 is from Boss, M.E. Reading then and now, School
and Scic., 51 (1940) p. 64.

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 sample scored higher in grades four through eight on compre-

hension.and the -1938 sample outscored the 1916 sample in compre-
..

hension in grades two and three. Tables 5 and 6. report

Boss' data. She does not tell us however, if these are raw

scores or standard scores.

Boss states, "The principal conclusion to be draw from this

'investigation is that-tests are desigaed to measure attainment

in selected skills or qualities of reading rather thim total

efficiency. It is impossible, therefore, ."to draw any conclusion

whatever concerning the total efficiency of reading in 1916 in.

comparison with the total efficiency of reading in 1938 by using

the'same tests." She further states, that the 1938_scores probably

-?7-
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E

only indicate that educational practice has changed from what it

once was.

Boss brings up an interesting point about the tests used in

"then and now" studies. If a researcher uses the same test for

two groups separated by several years, the'test which was originally

" ^designed to be used with the earlier population may not be valid

for the later population. Differences in language usage and in

what is emphasized in school can easily change and render a test

invalid for 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 1938 as it was in 1916; yet, half

of the measurement in Boss' study
,

dealt with oral reading. On

the Other hand, if a different test or a variation of the original

test is used with the later population will the results be valid?

Finally, Boss did not report the chronological ages for

her subjects. This may well account for the negative change in

reading achievement that BOAS found. Changing attendance laws

and requirements as well as changing promotional picies in the

schools made the fifth grader of 1938 someWhat youn r than his

counterpart of 1916.

Krugman and Wrightstone (1945) attempted to compare reading

achievement in the Newwfribrk City schools for the period 1935-1941

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

-28-



utilized nearly half a million scores on the Stanford Reading Tests

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

ing tests in grades nine apd eleven. Their data are reporte in

Tables 7 and 8.

TABLE 7

New York City Academic High School Reading test Results in
Comparispn with National Iorms*

Date Number Results

1938

1947

1'940

947

9th Grade

20,1467

13,702

1 month above .

4 months above

11th Grade

.29,119 2 months above

21,252 1 month above

*Table 7 is from Krugman, Judith and Wrightstone, J. W.
Reading: then and now, Highpoints, 30 (April, 1945), p. 60.

We are given practically no infdrmation about the subjects, but

from the magnitude of the sample we can assume that most of ,the

New York City school children were'involved. Again, the authors

say very little about limitations of "then and now" 'tudies. 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 status of

-29-
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populations that were compared are not mentioned.' Stricter

attendance requirements are not taken into account. And we will

never know the'effea of the interruptions of World War II.

Nevertheless, Kruiman and Wrightstone offer some concluding.
. . _

statements: 40

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 averagei do not by any means give a full picture,
they do at least reflect general trends and the trend
here shows that the reading leVel has remained about
the same, that it has fluctuated'close to the national
norm, tending generally to be slightly above the norm.

(I, 59)

Tiegs (1949) conducted a study in mhich'h collected data

for over 230,000 subjects. These subjects came from sixty com -

.munities in seven states--New York, Pennsylvania, Delawares, Wiscon-

sin, Michigain;\,Cwhon, and California. Data was collected from

the Stanford Achievement Tests and the Progress Achievement Tests.

Tiffs reports 1te data in a series ofosiX tables which deal with:

1. Reading Vocabulary aA Comprehension
4

2. Arithmetic Reasoning and Fundamentals

3. 'Language Achievement

4. Total Achievement

5. Total Reading Achievement

6. Total Arithmetic Achievement

Tiegs admits that he`" fight have used a theoretically better,

method of sampling," but states that.in terns Of difficulties ex-
,
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Table 10

COMPARISON OF TOTAL ACHIEVEMENT DEFORE AND AFTER 1945 ON THE PROGRESSIVE
:. ACHIEVEMENT AND STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT-TESTS

Before After
1945' 1, 1945

N .

Before 1945 After 1:945

Total
. grade place.

Total
grade- place.

Difference

..

1 3

st:.,_...... _

.-...-11- ,----
500 A3

-8-.75

,---5.Z5....4--

500 .

_
3.9 - -- 3.9..

_

__--,-- ..-
_-

_, - -
."..

----___--.-. = .537- _
.

__
..-

...----;:--

.._

/ . - . ...- -_--
.. . !-- li.... -. - ,.....---.- Median

....,.. .,..
./

..-

2,24; ,' 1 2: 9:,B4-'...:;:------4.88-

Weighted Mean
44.0

2,365,,,- 78o/A4 5.01 5.02

:85

5.586 5.15-
.

>,
5.82

e9 5.95 ,

6.96 6.68

2,181 ;"-.:2,22 B5 $7*

2,963 ";, :'2,4 A5
448 1 :6 2-,336.. , .

2,18 . 2r; 80 A6 ).
...

12,296 1c);63..

3,798 5,63o t7
1,300 1,30o A7 ;
3,328 ,5,600 B8 %

1,354 -t'1,328 A8 \

381 2,050 B9 :s

10,161 15,908 .

7.01

7.76
7.81
9.01 .

9.88

0

-.05

-.01
+.22

+.01

+.19
-.06
+.06

-.28

Median +.04

Weighted Mean +.02

7.08 ,4.07

7.98 '+.22
-8.12

9.28 +.27

9.75 -.13

Median +.22

Weighted Mean , +.15

189 1,700 Bll: 10.45 12.15 +1.7

23,189 28,768

NET TOTAL

51,957

Median +.07

Weighted Meai' +.15

I

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, Washipgtpn, D. C.: AERA, A Depart-
ment of the NEA, 1949 P. 55
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v- Table 11'

COMPARISON OF_TOTA-1, READING ACHIEVEMENT BEFORE AND AFTER 1945 ON THE
RROGPCESSIVE ACHIEVEMENT AND STANFORD ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

WM,

Before After Before 1945 After 1945

1945 1945
N4 N Total Total

grade place. xade place.

1 2 3

1,748

954
3,154

1,925 B3

1,048" B4

3,736 A4

3.26

4.57
5.56

815 1,062 B5 5.94
872 1,037 B6 6.6o

34,700 27,337 A6 6.7o

40,495 34,220

-6,658 5,115 A7 6.2o
88o 88o A8 7.69

7,538. , 5,915

2,570 -: 2,613 B10 8.93
25o 266 B11 10.75

2;820 ..6.2,079

Difference

4 5
. .

41. t

41,1,

3.32 +.06:.\.

.,

4..55 . -.024, ,..

5.5o -.06it.

5.93 r -.01
6.7o +.10

6.8o +.1

Median -.01
Weidhted Mean - +.08

6:90 +.7
7.69

Median +35
.

Weighted Mean 1,41

9.57 -
+.64

,
10.75 0

t44
4 ,

' 52,001 '44,939

NET.TOTAL %

97,,511-0

',

Median +35
Weighted' Mean +.58

Median +.0

Weighted Mean +.18

Table 11 is from: Tiegs, Ernest W. A comparison of pupil achievement
in the basic skills before and after 1945, Growing Points in Educational
Research. Official Report of 1949 Meeting, Washington, D.C.: AERA, A De-
partment of the NEA, 1949, P. 56.
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periented by sampling experts,esults are possibly as

valid as they would be using any other sampling techniques:

Limiting ourselves to reading achievement' and measures

.

of total achievement, three of Tiegts tables are of use. Table 9

show4, in 82,733 cases, an overall gain in reading comprehension
.

of drip month and an overall loss in vocabulary of oneLtenth of a

month... Table 10 Indicates an overall gain of 1.5 months in total

achievgmqnts. Lastly, Table 11 reports an overall gain of 1.8

months in reading for 97,54G subjects that were not utilized in

Tables 9ihrough 10 . Tiegs summarizes,--"It is safe-to conclude

that th%achievement of public school pupils is not falling; in

fact, the data 'show a slight, although probably not_ statistically

significant, gain in achievement."

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 1945but how gag

0

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, any discussion of some of the other methodological

problems that plague "then and now" studies is somewhat irrelevant.

.
We cannot hypothesip possWe differences in age or grade status;

we cannot' question ahnges ksocioeconaMic makeup of the schools;

we cannot gain any lnformatiOb%via a critical examination of he

validity of the tests used.

-36-
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Finch and Gillenwater (1949) utilized the test results of

,144 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, itself, state the authors, "had

I

been designed especially to measure pup 's ability to understand

meaning of words, sentences and paragra s." The test puts a premium

on comprehension and has a "high upper limit of difficulty."

Finch and Gillenwater, more than many other authors, at-

tempted to take into account factors that might influence the re-

sults. They report,chronological ages for both groups in median

months and conclude that the 1931 group was 1.56 months older than

the 1948 group. They consider transfers from other schools that

might easily affect any conclusions concerning reading achievement

in Springfield and report the percentage of children born in Spring-

field, in Missouri, outside Missouri, and other unknown places. In -

addition, they consider the occupations of the subjects' fathers for

a determination of change in socioAnomic status of the subjects.

There was little diffe ence between the two groups as result of

comparing occupational classifications, or in regard to the other

variables. The authors conclude that even "test -wiseness" probably

could not have contributed to any wins reported, since, after

searching school records, they concluded that the 1931 group was as

`familiar with objective tests as the 1948 group.'

kb reported in the accompanying tables, the mean score for

the 1931 group was 22.54 while 23.32 was the mean for the 1948 group.,::,

-31-
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The standard deviation for the 1931 group was 4.02 while for the

1948 group it was 6.32. Since Finch and Gillenwater do not re-

port any kind of statistical analysis of their data, project

personnel performed a t-test for differences in means between
6

the mean for the 1931 group and the mean for the 1948 group.

.

Differences were not statistically significant. Finch and

Gillenwater conclude that "the resulting scores of the two

groups of pupils show that in the schools being studied the

average sixth grader of 1948 is a slightly better reader than

the average sixth grader of 1931." This difference is "reason-

ably good evidence that the teaching of reading in Springfield

is now more successful in producing the outcomes we have ma-
:

sured than it was seventeen years ago."

Perhaps the major limitation of this study is the

size of the experimental populations. Granted, a study that

took into acoountas 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 generalize 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 Ottawa, Kansas. They

compared the achievement of 62 pupils, in 1939 with that of

216 pupils in 1950 on the Metropolitan Achievement Tests. Kirke

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 subjects in both groups

"were from homes of the laboring class of people as well as from

the middle class of people." Perhaps 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 eauivalents and reported in mean grade equi-

valents.

The study concluded that there was.no "significant

difference in mean grade eauivalenta_for the test results in:

(1) arithmetic, spelling and reading for grade two, (2) reading

for grade three, (3) English and spelling-for grade four, 00

reading, English and spellin& for grade five, and (5) history

and.geography for grade six." The-.1939 group attained a higher

level 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 00 arithmetic and literature for

grade six. Die 1950 group attained a higher level of achieve -

went than the 1939 group in (1) reading for grade four; and history

and geography for grade five. Thirteen comparisons made between

two groups showed no significant differences in mean
t
grade

-39-
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1

equivalents. Eleven comparisons revealed significant differences

in favor of the 1939 group, while only three comparisons showed

significant differences iff favor 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 the variables that affect "then and now" studies, their con-

claions are somewhat confusing. 'Thei135E]aide that there was no

significant difference between the 1939 and 1950 groups, but

'their data seem to indicate that the 1939 group had a slightly

higher level of achievement than the 1950 group.,

Miller and Lanton (1956) studied the reading achieve-

ment of a tolal ,of 1,828 children in Evanston, Illinois. Their

subjects included fourth graders for the years 1932 and 1952;

third and fifth graders for the years 1934 and 1953, and eighth

graders for the years 1933 and 1954. The authbrs state that

"the population has remained.relativeay stable during the last

twenty -five years. The area contains a cross 'section of people

of different races and of varied social and economic status."

The authors utilized the 1929 edition of the New

Stanford Achievement-Test for the fourth grade study; two levels

of the,1933 'edition .of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests were

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

graders were tested with the 1933 Stanford Achievement Test.

-4o-
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Although these tests were out of print, exact copies of the original

tests were obtained with the permission of the World Book Company.

Tables are included with the study that report test scores and

subtest scores, as well as chronological age, IQ, and grade equiva-

lents .

% Third graders were tested for reading completion, paragraph

meaning, and vocabulary. In each instance, the Mean grade- equiva-

lents of the 194group exceeded those of the 1934 group. Fourth,

fifth, and eighth graders were tested in(reading comprehension and

vocabulary. In each instance, the scores of the later groupsex-

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

$

Partlow (1955) studied both reading and arithmetic achieve-
.

ment in an effort to ascertain the effectiveness of education in

Canada. Partlow concentrated his research in the city of St.

Catharines. All pupils in grades five through eight (4;513) had

been tested.in reading comprehension and reading vocabulary in

1933. 'In 1953, Partlow repeated the procedure and tested all

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

test' instruments.

Partlow utilized the Thornlike- McCall Reading Scale for

the Understanding, of Sentences (1920 ed.), Form 2; The Dominion

Group Achievement Test, Partl, Paragraph Reading, Grade Eight,

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

an increase in reading comprehension, but results were much more

-41-
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varied in vocabulary. He concluded from the data that:

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. Foe

grades three through seven scores are reported for appreciating,.

significance, predicting outcomes, understanding directions, noting

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 the sixth grade. The author states that

the 'conclusion is warranted 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

it was in 1940 since the difference in intelligence between,the

groups was nonrsignificant (p. 405)."

The major weaknesses in this study pertain to the lack of
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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 numbed

of'students involved.

Gates (1961), in the proceds of renorming the four batteries

of the Gates Reading Test, studied reading achievement over d

twenty-year period. In 1937, 107,000 children were tested in

order to compute norms for his series of reading tests. With

better and more accurate sampling procedures, Gates tested only

31,000 children in 1957 for purposes of computing new norms for

the tests. "At both times," says Gates, "the pupils tested as the

'standardized population' were selected to be geographically,

economically, intellectually, and educationally representative of

the U.S. at large (p. 49)." Gates' data are reported in Tables

13 and 14

In compel-4*g grades,, it was observed that between grades

two and six, the 1937 children "demonstrated more advanced read-

ing abilities than did the comparable 1957 children (p. 3)."

But Gates found that there was a large discrepancy between the

two groups in chronological age. When the two groups were cpm-

pared by chronological age, the 1957 children were superior in

reading ability. See Table 12 .
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TAKE 12

Average Age, in Years, and Months, of the 1957 and
1937 Standardization pupils at Specified

Grade Positions

Grade ,

Position
1957

Age of Pupils

1937

3.o ,8-2 8-6

3.5 8-8 9-o

4.0 9-2 9-8

4.5 9-8 10-'3 if

5:0 10-2 10 -10

5:5 10-7, 11-4

6.o 11-2, 11 -10

6.5 11-9 12-3

7.o 12-3 12-9

7.5 12 -10 13-3

8.o 13:4. 13 -9

8.5 13-9 14-3

9.o. 14-3 14-9

744-
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concludes: .

'

,

. .

in this writer's view, a conservative estimate is that
today's children achieve, after fivetyears attendance
in elementary schools, a level -of raidtngability'that
is better than a half year in advance -oe,pupils of
equivalent intelligence, age, and,othdr related factors
twenty years ago." (p. 50) ,

::

This statement, at least in light ofstatements by researchers.

doing similar research, is boid indeed. "This marks the first

study in which an aut1ior has attempted to place any kind of

grade level value on the upward trend in reading achievement.

Bradfield (1970) studied the reading achievement of 86

fifth graders from a rural elementary, school in a California

farming community for the years 1927-1928 and 1963-1964. He

attemited to analyze the change in t4e community, and thereby the=7,-'-"-=:-

change in experimental samples from one time, period to the next.

He analyzed fathers' occupations for the two groups. (according to

. t',.

Havighurst's model) and foUnd a slight increasd.0in the upper-

.
\___.middle class socio-economic group ease- upp

lower-middle class group from 1927 o 1964. \But tg:,hp
..f...,-

'... ,t,.

Part, differences .in socio conomi levels were ,neg

Bradfield utilized the Los
T-

Apgeles ElementarpttRea 04st,
---

10 t

Form I, which was still available at the time of% St./N* 41,-..4
4 .1

mean score for the earlier group was 22.94 while" fbr'she

N
group it was 24.67. The author states that "the stOistibal

analysis indicates no significant difference between the two

-47-
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groups in, reading achievement." Bradfield dpws no teal conclusions

from the study on the basis that "drawing specific conclusions

from studies of this nature; may well lead to the error, of imply-

.

Ang simple factual evidence to data,'which are in reality highly

..domplexe
In truth, one would be wise to draW no specific con-

..

.elusions from this study simply on the basis of the inadequacy

k-Af'..the Size of the two groups.
.

4 : 1

* lite Summaries of Research on Trends in Reading Achievement

:Another source of information concerning the effectiveness

of reading instruction and the status of reading achievement is

.summaries of related research. Often, education professionals,

well-known for their work in specific areas, will compile a review

of research on a- given topic. 7ie information they report, as well

as their conclusions concerns their review, are important: Five

such summaries. were obtained ftom the literature search, four of

which are described in this hctIon. All "then and now" studies

of reading achfevement revihed in these summaries have been de-

sclAbed previously in this paper.

The authors of thepe reviews seemed to be motivated to

review the research in 1 ght of extensive criticism being leveled,

at the edup.ational sys m in this country. Witty and Coomer (1951)

t .

cite ample. data ft the seven studies they review to suppo*
/

the

i

assertion
.

that reading achievement .s increasing. They me4ionthe

,

fact that in 1915, fp example, only 71 pets -cent of 'the Otudents

who took the New York Regent's Examination'iMra successful,
. ...

j

t:

4



3

while in 1947, 84 per cent of the student's taking,the :exam passed.

An interesting aspect of this review is its reporting of a

survey taken in the summer of 1947 which was repeed again in

1959. In all, 500 teachers, administrators, and supervisors

attending summer conferences were asked to state whether they

believed that r'eading ability in our schools was equal, superior,

or inferior to 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 ce t "concurred in indicating that the reading

ability of students t the present time is equal or .superior to

that of students f' or more years ago." (p. 455) The authors,

themselves, conclude their article by stating that based on their

review of the literature, "instruction is as successful today as

it was at any period in the past." (13- 457)

The National Education Association (1951) published a report

entitled "The Three R's Hold Their Own at the Midcentury." The

purpose of this study was to assemble and report results of

standardized testing programs conducted in city schools during

the previous thirty years. A great deal of data is presented in

the f'eport in table form. However, the report stresses that the

interpretations and conclusions reached are onlyigeneral.

Briefly, the three major conclusions of the report are:

.1. The general 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.



2. Changes in t.le average intelligence of high-school
pupils from about 1920 to date (1950) show no'defin-

ite trend upward or downward, according to data
available.

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

ability range.

Another National Education,Atsociation 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.

In addition, the paper cites, research that involves subjects as

far back as 1890. Much of the research supports the idea that

(\_pupils today are not inferior in Intelligence or achievement to

those Of an earlier period. In fact, much of, the research notes

trenAs in the opposite direction. Onc of the reviews included

in the NEA report is Leonard and Eurich's (1942) summary of 154

studies, Their study evaluated newer educational programs t6'

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 conventional methods (p.12)."

The NIA 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 inductee1.
/-

-50-
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In twenty-five years after World *ar I, the median score for

World War I men became the lower qdartile for World War II men.

In lie conclusion to the NEA stut the authors describe what

they feel is a limitation of this type of study, that is, that

tests were prepared for students who were much different than the

later groups -tested, d further that the tests did not reflect

changes in curriculum r methods of teaching. Today's children,

according to these au ors, are thus at a disadvantage. The report
1

goes on to state that the studies reported...do not confirm the

belief that the averag ability of high school pupils is lower

today than in-the past. If anything, the change is small, and

upward rather than downward (p. 24)." The final conclusion of

the report states:

In fundamentals., today'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 previous4reviewed in

this report. His purpose was to determine if "today's schools are

less efficient than were the schools of some years ago in teaching

pupils the basic skills of reading (p. 345)." 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

are not less efficient than are conventional schools in teaching

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

no way retarded in!reading in later educational experiences.

61



Accompanying this publication is an editorial comment by the

editor-in-chief of the Phi Delta Kappan, Rolfe Lqnier Hunt:

"After reviewing the facts, we believe more children are being

taught to read better today than ever before. (p. 344)"

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 o1 the indi-

vidual studies. In the systematic investigation of any question,

research design and the control of confounding variables is impor-

tant. Btt due-to the very nature of the studies discussed here, the

element of time becomes the real nemesis. In order to ascertain

change in reading achievement, each study has to analyze reading

achievement at two points in time -- preferably with a period of

considerable years, separating the collection of data. However,

elements like changing attendance :Laval changing promotional poll-
,

cies, changing'socioeconomie,status 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 val4d.

The trend toward universal education has brought to the

intermediate school and the'high school, pupils that in past years

mad have withdrawn during their elementary school years. This

trend has been fostered by a great many things, but is a reflection

-52 -

6 2



4

Ir

of our changing attendance requirements and laws. Gates points

out in his study of reading achievement that the "nonacademic"

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 managing and understatding these.

children.

In addition, in recent years there has been a trend away from

p2vmoting pupils on the basis of ability in reading and other

subjects. Our current promotional policies are based mainly on

chronological age. Many education writers have'suggested that

the policies of this system have served to. lower the standards

of our schools, and populate the sdhoold with more and more c d-

ren of below average ability. This idea has originated the ch

accepted generalilation that reading achievement has decr

and our,, children are not learning as much as they once dick!.

tt

.

Thereare many other confoTcling variables related t time.

In order to insure matched groups on various Scales su as socio-

economic status and the like, experimenters collected to from
.

the same schools or school systems. Obviously, collecting data

is much simpler this way. But' in the case of "then andnow"

studies, the intervening years served to change the sbbools and

their populations. One ne d only look at national nor for a

given standardized test d then the city-wide results for aai

city like New York, Chicago, or Los Angeles. City-wide resultd

-53-
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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 drgmaticaily. To assume that two groups separated

by twenty years are similar in all relevant aspects is unrealistic.

Some.authors like Bradfield attempted to analyze the sociological

makeup of the' communities in which they were working. But this

proves to be quite an unwieldy task and very probably useless wh

the samples are exceedingly small.

Another consideration in assessing this researc is the test

instruments used in the various studies. Several of e authors

point up the fact that it is important to use identical\ts with

both groups. In many cases, test data were found, and experimenters

went to great lengths to obtain the.same test so that it could be

administered to a more recent student population. This sounds

acceptable on the surface, bu't it leads us in reality, to still

another problem: To what extent isthe test used with the early

group valid for the*later subjects? Over the past few decades our

elementary and high school curricula have undergone a great deal

of change. :Therefore7many feel that the earlier groups in each

of the studies have had the davantage when identical tests were

used. Caldwell and Courtis were the only researchers who tried to

account for this factor. They chose thirty questions from the,

original exam that they considered valid for the later group and
%F.

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

-54-
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alleviate some of the problems of invalidity associated with the

measuring instrument.

A final consideration in reviewing the research data that is

1.0=4

available to us is that of differences n age and grade status.

Gates looked at the reading achievement wo separate groups of

pupils separated by twenty years. He, and other experimenters,

found that when they compared the groups by grades, invariably

the earlier group was higher in reading achievement. But when

Gates compared the groups by chronological age rather than grade

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

achievement. 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)

One overriding difficulty in comparing two groups over time

is the seleilon of variables on which the samples should not

differ and'those on whiCh they may differ without invalidating the

comparison. Gates, for instance, found his 1957 sample to have

slightly higher IQ scores than his 1937 subjects. This

could "explain" why the later group obtained somewhat higher

reading scores. If, however, high @r scores on intelligence tests

-55-



are characteristic `Tor 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 innercity

New York using samples in 1930. and 1960 in which population shifts

were not accounted for obviously neglected to control a very rele-

vant matching variablp.

Few, if any, of the researchers interpreting data in "then and

now" studies deal with this problem of determining on which criteria

their sakpIes-are'br are not allowed to differ. Gates is a notable

exception to this generalization,. .

V. Summary Statement and Statement of Conclusions:

Admittedly, the vast amount of data covered by the research

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

summary material concerning the research itself will be presented

simultaneously with the autho conclusions concerning the question,

"Is Beading Instruction Improvirig?" This will be accomplished by
4 4e

discussing the research.in terms of three discreet.,categories:

1. Early en and now" studies not involving reading
achievement per se.

2 Individual studies of "then and now" e-reading achieve-

ment.

3. Various summaries and reviews of individual "then and

now" studies.

Early Studies on Trends in General Achievement. As stated

.earlier, ,a total of sixteen Measures of various academic achievement
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ranging from philosophy to mental arithmetic were proposed in the

six representative studies. In time, these studies spanned °a

10241kar period; in geography, the studies included two large

eastern seaboard cities,, two midwest cities and the 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 the six studies.

These studies, with all their inherent research problqms;

seem to be pointing out a clear trend in American education: it

is improving. The studies, however, leave us somewhat. at a loss

when we try to determine what in American education is improving.

It is difficult to single out any one discipline (e.g.,' science,

social studies, etc.) and stale that it has improved. Furthermore,

.
by no means can we state with any strong degree of assurance that

because fourteen of sixteen measures of achievement in content areas

showed gains, reading achievement has imprOved. We can only infer

that if general achievement is increasing, the probability that

reading achievement is also increasing is high, and the probability

of the reverse is low.

Studies on Trends in Reading Achievement The thirteen

studies in this section have a much broader range in terms of popu-

lations and communities than did the earlier studies. Geographically,

the range is ndt what one might expect, with six studies falling in

the central and midwest portion of the country, three in California,

one in New York, and one in Canada.

-57--
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The South was not represented at all, except in two studies that

utilized national l5ampling techniques. The grade level-of

o
subSecti varies from grade °he to grade eleven, concentrating

"Ireound the intermediate grades. The schools in which the studies '

conducted ranged from small rural to large city schools.

Of the thirteen, studies, all' but one showed at least a

.slight overall gain. The one exception was the study by Boss

1
c.c

in which measures of reading achievement were based largely on

oral reading which between 1916 and 1938 had been increas

deemphasized in the public schools. This is not to say that

gains were statistically significant, they weren't. In fact,

all but a few researchers failed to analyze their results statistically

lY

but two in particular (Burke and Anderion; Bradfield) stated clearly

tkiat the gains they observed.were not statistically significant.

authors were also somewhat hesitant to .attach any educational

significance to their findings. ft is noteworthy: that three

studies (Worcester and Kline; Miller and Lanton; Fidfan) that

-.reported reading achievement across almost,all grades and various

subtasks of reading areory/convincing. These three studies

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

grades and reading subtasks.

Anotherpoint to consider is the number of school students

,involved in these nineteen studies. Although an 'exact number of

participants is impossible to compute'since some investigators

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

-58- r. ,
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Summaries and Reviews. There have been several reviews of
,

"then and now" research, but only four were considered to be worth-,

yhi"1e to report for the purposes of this 'paper. Witty and CciZ:oz
4

conclude their review of seven studies by stating: "reading ability

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

students five or more years ago...Instruction is as successful today
c

as it was at, any period in the past.' 1 (
p. 457)

Two studie's by The National Education ASsociation f ow

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

the Midcentury," by its title indicates the stance the paper takes

paper.puts forth"thee on the status of reading achievement.

opinion, "that present 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 "slighIly greater average ability in

students of later groups when compared to earlier students "over

a period of years."

. .
,

The second NEA study, besides reviewing "then and now" vre-
.f.

:-
,,...,

..

search, reports other related and relevant research,' including,Army ,

Achievement Te$t comparisons bet draftees :for World Wars I and
,

II and broad studies of conventi

e

4

versus-ne
1.i)e

r-type teaching

methods and their relationship to achievement. This study concludes

by saying.that, "In fundamentals, today's pupils are buperior to

the pupils of the past (p.24)."

Finally, Geberich reviewed seven "then and noi" studies.

Of the four Summaries, his was the most cautious. He states

;11

'
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that today's schools are not less efficient than schools of4years

past in teaching reading.

Final 5pmments and Conclusions. Before Any conclusions Can

be stated, it might be worthwhile to consider again the special-

problems that plague "then and now" studio's. Firpt,',the typical

problems of experimental design, adequacy of population, and

other problems already discussed areiencountered. Beyond that,

there` are special problems:,

1. The trend in universappducation to
in school for increasing lengths of

2. The fact that in many instances the
age of latter-group children ter ded.
of the earlier children.

keep more students
time.

chronological
to be lower than

3. Differences in language and gdupational cbii4ent that
render tests used for earlier groups possihIk'in-
sppropriate for later groups. : .

4.

It is

4

Changing promotional policies imIthe schcolb.,

0
.

intriguing to contemplate whot.:the resulti And conclusions
. .

. .

Of all the "then and now" studies might haven had thes variables

It is even more in*iguing since ach of

the four v ables mentioned above would*giv4111 earlietsted

an undeniable advantage i terms of ,6i s in
\

,
-4-

.1

.4

not entered the picture.

groups in all studies

achievement!
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Chapter II

Reading Achievement

/ .

Introduction

1 This 'Chapter

data collected from

//eas were

eading achievement

performance

The
\

ft

in Metropolit4.
sz

School Systems

;
I

contains a Compilation of reading achievement

metropolitan areas across the country. These

contacted via questionnaires and were asked,to forward

data they might dlave On students' reading test

from 1950 to the present.

selection of the cities followed three steps. First a

list of the twenty-seven largest

was developed. Secondly, a list

and finally a supplementary list

school districts in the country

of smaller districts was

of sth9o1 districts that

developed;

were thought

to have reading assessment programs but were not included on either

of the first two lists was compiled.

Development of the Sample

The first step was to develop a list_of the school systems of

the 20 largest cities and request reading achie7ement data of students

since 1950. However, school- districts and cities are not alwsys

identical governmental units, as Tables 1,5 and 16illustrate. The list of

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

largest city populations (Table 15) overlap, but do'not coincide: The

list was therefore expanded frpm

lists (metro area, central city,

cover a larger geographical area

20 to 27, indluding members of all 3

and school districts) in *order to

,

in terms 9f reading achieVement data.

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

-61-
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of Hawaii) n TA10.6, were excluded, while Atlanta (number 20 in

Table 15 ) was inOidded to represent
P 4

'

adequately. Table 1,7 alphabetically

finally selected for 4e sample:L.;

'4"

a

the southern population more
sk'

lists the 27 school districts

r



1

Table 15 T.'enV Largest Central Cities

1. New York

2. Chicggo

3. Los Arigeles

4. PhiladOlphia

S. Detroit'

6. Houston

.i. *Baltimore

V. Dallas

Washingtog, D.C.

'10.: Cleveland

11. Indianapolis

12. Milwaukee.

13. San Francis0

14.. San Diego'.

1,1SanAntonic)

16.

17
4

780

'Boston

Memphis

St. Louis

'
..

.

..

4

i
0
s

t

. I19 New Orleans.:;

li

pp. P4o4nix 4
i

' .

1:! /4

(Soglice: "Number off'!

; of Commerce, CensusAB eau)
I,

t

'11s

, I

1

I

I

!

q : '

:

: !i. :I

Population

7,894,862

3,366,957

2,816,061

1,948,609

1,511,482

1,232,801

905,759

.844,401

756,510

750,903

'744,624

717,099

715,674

696,769

654,153

641,071

623,530

622,236

.593,471

581 , 562

abitants," U.S. Summary #PC U.S. Dept.

-63_
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Table 16 Twenty Largest School Districts

School District School Population

1, New York City 1,143,853

2. Los Angeles Unified 738,281

3. Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 668,5,20

4. Chicago City ' 533,449

5. Fhiladplphia City .291,494

6. Detroit City 266,231

7. Dade County, Florida 238,854

8. Houston, Isd. 221,960

9. Baltimore City\ 191,438

10. Hawaii, State of 181,147

11. Dallas Isd. 161,869

12. PrinCe deorgets County, Md. 159,491

13. Memphis City 148,513

14. Cleveland City 145,166

15. District of Columbia .144,326 _

16. Baltimore County, MD 133,830

17. Fairfax County, VA 133,067

18. San Diego unified 128,489

19 Milwaukee 126,690

20. Montgomery County, MD 125,315

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



Thble 17 Final List of the Largest School Districts to be Contacted ,

1. Atlanta, Georgia

2. Baltimore City, Maryland

3. Baltimore County, Maryland

4. Boston, Massachusetts

5. Chicago, Illinois

6. Cleveland, Ohio

7. Dade County, Florida

8. Dallas, Texas

9. Denver, Colorado

10. Detroit, Michigan

11. Fairfax County, Virginia

12. Houston, Texas

13. Los Angeles, California

14. Memphis, Tennessee

15. Milwaukee, Wisconsin

16. Montgomery County, Maryland

17. Newark, New Jersey

18. New York, New York

19. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

20. Phoenix, Arizona

21. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

22. Prince Georgets County, Maryland

23 St. Louis, Missouri

24. San Diego, California

25. .San Francisco, California

26. Seattle, Washington

27. 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;

44 3. Determining if reports of the testing were available and

securing copies of these reports.

The school - superintendents were identified through state edlica-

tional publications. Cu September 14, 1972 explanatory letters and

questionnaires (See Appendix for sample questionnaire) were sent to

the superintendents of each of 27 selected districts. A follow-up

letter was composed which requested copies of available reports and

waso Asent put'as the questionnaires were received. Reminders

and second copies of the questionnaires were sent to those who did not

reply to the first round of inquiries.

_-
Because of slow returns and a desire to have a-broader coverage

of schools included in the sample, 73 smaller school districts,mere:

added'to the sample to bring the sample size to 100. These districts

were selected to represent urban areas in every state, in different

parts of each state. All of the previously omitted cities from Table

were ,included and wheneveipossible, cities of more than 500,000 per-

sons were selected. However, many states--e.g. Alaska, Idaho, Iowa,

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

largest school districts in the states were selected. This list was

then expanded by contacting by letter reading experts and university

-66-ri
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professors in various parts of the United States asking them if they

could suggest or recommend any school districts that might have data

available regarding reading achievement over the past 10 to 20 years.

Data collection followed the same steps as for the twenty-seven

largest school districts:

Table 18 sumMaiizes the returns from the questionnaire. The
, /

table is divided into 2seCtions: the first describes the return

giom the- 27 largest schwa districts in the country; and the second

describes the return from the 73 smaller school districts. Checks in-

the colum66 indicate: t,

1: the questionnaire .was returned;

72. the disti'ict reported doing testing;

3. the district pubTiShed summaries of testing results;

4. coae"i oftest'resultswerexeceived.
.

(a) largest School District Response
,

4

T he response was proportionally best from the 27 largest cities.

Questionnaires were returned by 17 of the 27 (60) and 16'(59%) of

them said they had conducted reading achievement' tests -in the last

2 deca des. Seven (26%) responded to requests for sumtary reports.

Of these, 5 (Los Angeles, New York, Houstpn, Detroit, and Milwaukee)

were primarily urban districts and 2 (Dade, Florida and Montgomery,

Maryland) represented whole Counties that could be characterized as

suburban. The,east coast, west coast, midwest, south, and southeast

are represented by this sample.
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1

(b) ,Smaller School District Response.

r

From the 73 smaller school districts/cities, 28 (311) replies

were received, and 25 (34%) reported testing. However, only 12 (16%)
(

said they did summaries; and only 5 (7%) made summary reports available.

Again these are from ftidely separated parts of the country: Anchorage

Borough, Alaska; Joncsboro Arkansas; ?Rival County, Florida; Worcester,
0 -

Massachusetts; and Tacoma, Washington.
.

(c) Overall Redpanse

,

Overall, there was a 45% return of the questionnaire. 'Of the
, .

respondents, 40 reported testing; 25 published summaries; and f2 si&

data. These reports .represent districts frrnrbanApilmirban, and

.

even rural districts in all geographic areas of the colitybry. According

"-tic the return,,89%
0

of' the school districts responding teOted
4

for read-

ing achievement'by 1971. Of these, 35 described their reading assessment

'progra4s in some _

As preiriously stated, achievement, ata were received from 12'di- .

0

tricts or systems. However, since trends irlreading achievement be-

, N

be-

tween 1950 and 1971 Nouldsnot.be discernable tram systems reporting .,

. ,. '',,,

'., ('only one, two, or three
`

mayears data, a decision was d to report onlj-

.
., \

. .

.

,. on aystemz mmking achievement data available over at 'bast our year
.

,,,,,,

period.
. .

-iii-
Six, school systems furnished achievezimnt_data for a. period of iOur -MN-

4

e .
/ ..

,

years or more. Following, then, is a description of each testing -.,

6

C

f

9 c

,
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program and the achievement data that were made availabe for these

- six school systems. Several school systems requested that they not

O

be. named in "a report

lettered A thrtAgh F.
4" ;.

two are medium sized

of achievement data, hence the systems are

tlf the six dYstems, two'are relatively 6mali,

systems, and two represent large cities; two

systems-are 16cated in the northwest portion of the United S$tes,

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

dents the,southeast, and one represents the southwest. The popula?

tion for each of these,school districts is,givrn in Table 1°9

tem A

A

1

System A has a comprehensive tegiiAg:program./ -between 1962

and 1971," the Iowa Test of Basic''Slillis was.used r gi'adei 3 through

9, The school district switched -Ul:'therSilA.A141e*Vement Tests in

''' "0 ' : %.
.

197 .
.-,

:_ ,-
-

-,. 71r' 4''

k. . t'0- , .
.

In additiod system A reportshit the Stanford Achievement Test.,/
. ,

.7",,.'... ,
. -

+fee, been',"esed.with grades one and 2, however, "due to diffidultY in,
. - .. .* /. ,....

arriving- at --a,t6tpal -reading_ score,' this data was not,foryaraed.
. -,

_ ::-_ , ..

°/,',"/
e. r ''41

.7
s'...`

,
.FtnallY, system A repofsa-Y4t e 350 and 500 Ouaerite were

/

,

-.. i,...-7.....,. ' .z
. " / ' 7( /I / . ' ' ..;

tested at each gr level each year., No inf ation,mas ayallablfe, , , .

ae

o

'

on how the studedts.'were selected.

t

0

di

/ 4,
' /

-77'5
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I 1,

r ,;

I ,i /
..r i . . ,

/ Table 19 Populaiioas for the Six, SohOol Dj.striOts,i,Reported
, ,. I,s Chapter

'
.

i

,

.:, 19:50
t

'1960
.,

1970 ,.

/1
teill A ; ;II 16,300 ,,i, 21",400 . 27,000

r!::' . ' . / .

System B1 .'''
/ .1;

11 ,300 / 44,200 48,000

,

Pystera 0.

k,stOri, p:

, 6,900

275,000

. 26,100

320,000

.41,600

410,00o
. /

SySterli- E .
935,006

.
1,420,000 1,990;000

System F e 3,020,000 3,760,000 14,200,000

entire U.S. 151,325;798 , .179,3.23,175 203,235,298

Urban U.S. /- 1253268,750 149,324,930

Rural U.S. 54,054,425 53,886,996/ 1

--./

,:./

Vb.
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Table 20

2 r 1

Average *ado Equivalents for Students in Grades 3 Through 9

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

no inforhation on forms used is given):

---

Year Or. 3 Or. 4,0r. 5 Or. 6 Gr. 7 Gr. 8 Gr. 9

1962 white 3.8 4.7 6.1 7.2 7.7 8.9 9.3
(Midyear) black 2.9 3.3 4.2 5.4 6.2 6.5 7.4

1963 white 4.0 4.6 6.0 8.6 8.6 9.2
(Dec.) black 2.8 3.9 4.4 5.2, 6.1 -7.0--- 6.9

1965 whiten, 4..4 4.6, 5.6 6.7 7.7 8.7 -
(May) black 2.8, 3.1 3.8 4.7 5.5 5.8 6.6

1 967 ,(MaY) - 4.9 - 6.6 - 8.3 -

1968 (May) - 4.9
,..

-
.

6.7 - 8.2

,

. -

.,

1969 (May)
.

1

- 4.9. -. 6.7 -
.

8.2 -

1970 (May) 4.1 , 4.7 5.8- 6.8 7.6 8.2 8.7

f .

1971 (May) 4.1 4.9 5.8 6.7 7.6 tj8..54 8.7

1

o

r,
r,

Table 20. reports total test performance in gradefrequivalents on
.

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

whitectudents=and black students' are reported separately for 1962 thrOugbL
_.4-.

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

available over an 8 year period for grades 4; 64 8 howeyer.

I i
Grade 4 achievement over this time pericid is on the ribe. Grade

equivalents r_ eported in the early yeare, are,suiassed beginning in,t967,__
.

t
.

and except for &slight drop of .2 in 1"9,70, remain stable for the rest
r- '0'0

of the,period.

-77-
ti
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Grade 6 performance is good in 1962 and 1963, bu t shows a marked

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

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

a steady rise is indicated in scores until 1971.
11,

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 reported for 5 different years. Ninth grade achievement is

only slightly higher than eighth grade achievement, and in 1971 for

example, is only .2 grade equivalent higher thin eighth grade.

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

6 reading achievement data, It is data from the ITBS that covers reading,

arithmetic, language skills, and work study skills. Therefore, specific

inferences'about reading achievement are limited.

stem B

4

7

System B reports a testing program utilizing the SRA Achievement

,

Series since 1959 in grades e2 through 8." In addition, system B reports

that testing was also dope in 1949, 1952, 'and 1958.,,However, it is

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

(
reported in median. grade equivalents. No data regarding the students

.

who were tested was forwarded. Presently, the system B testing lirogram

is assessing pupils at grades one through 6, according to city wide test

reports.

Thir d grade achievement on the SRA.AchieveMent Series in System B

,iS reported for the years 1959 through 1971 (for some yeah, data are
;!.

I,

_781.

88_

S.
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unavailable). Since the 1971 data are based on an April testing and

all the other data on September -October testing, the data for ,1971

is not included in the following discussion. 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 grade achievement in reading exhibits a steady rise in,

scores that peak in 1964, then drop Off again to 'the 1959 level.

Arithmetic and composite scores appear to rise steadily with no drop

off through i965.

Reading achievamentlin firth grade follows the fourth grade

pattern. However, arithmetic and compo ite show less of an overall

increase.

Sixth grade reading achievement.ri es steadily, peaks in 1962,

and proceeds to drop off markedly in t

period,, resulting in approximately ote

remaining years of the

alf year less in 1971 .as

compapd to 1959 Arithmetic and composite scores also tise and

A).

peak ip the middle years, buttaponstr to a more gradual and less

sizeable decline.

Seventh grade and eighth grade da a are available for only a

five year.periOd.Across,eachsubtest() adhievempftt in both of these

grades for the years reported shows a :eneral rise.

-79-
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Table 21 Grades 3 Through 8 Performance on thS SRA Achievement Series

in:System B. (*Renormed in 1964)

Grade Month Year

3

Sept. -Oct. 1 959

Sept .-Oct 1 1 960 '

Sept . -Oct . 1 961

Sept . -Oct. 1 962

Sept . -Oct . 1-963

Sept. - Oct.' 1 964

Sept. -Oct. 1965
Sept. -Oct. 1 967

Sept . -Oct . 1 968

Sept . -Oct . 1 970

April 1 971

Sept. -Oct. 1959

Sept . -Oct . 1 960

Sept . -Oct . 1961

Sept. -Oct. 19'62

Sept. -Oct. 1963
Sept.-Oct..* 1 964

Sept. -Oct. 1 965

Sept. -Oct. 1970

April 1971.

. Reading_

3.4
3.5
3:6

3.7
3

3.6
2.9
3.1

3.3
4.1

Arithmetic
2.9
3.1

3.1

3.1

3.2

3.2

3.3
2.9
2.9

Composite

3.2

3.3

3.4
'3.4
3.4
3.3
3.0
3.1

3.7

3.8
4.2

4.3
4.4
4.5
4.5
4.4
'-

4.5
5.0

5.4
5.4
5.5
5,4
5.6
5.1

5.5
5.4
5.2
5.3
.5.1

6.5
6.7

.._ 6.9

6.8

6.7
6.6

) 6.3

0

4.1

4.5
4.5'
4.5/
4.7/
4.81

4.6
4.1

4.9

3.9
3.7
4.0
4.1

4.2

4.4
4.3

Sept. -Oct. 1959 5.0

Sept.-Oct. 1960 5.5
aelit .-oct. 1 961 - 5.4
Sept . -.Oct . 1 962 5.3

Sept.-Oct. 91963 5.2

Sept.-Oct.* 1 964 6.0

'Sept.-Oct. 1965 55
Sept.-Oct. 1966 5.8

Sept-Oct. 1 967 5.6

Sept . -Oct . 1968 -' 5.3
Sept.-Oct. 1969 5.6

Sep -Oct. 1 970 5.1

Aril 1 971 5.7
. .

ep . . !
Sept.-tic) . 1960 7.0
Sept.-0c . 1 961 7.2

Sept. -Oct. 1962- 7.4
Sept. -Oct. 1963 7.1

opt ..,_Oct-i*-- --1 96).. __74_.

sept.,oct. 1965.- 7.0
Sept. -Oct. -1966 :- _7.0

, Sept.-0dt. -' 1 570 6.0,
Aril 1"971 6.,

----S

I

48
5.1

5.1

5.2
5.1

5.3
'5.Q

5.o

4.8
5.1'

5.5

9.5.8

6.1

6.2

-6a
6.5
-6.4
6.3

IMO

9

G

.9 0
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Table 21 Grades 3 through 8 Performance on the SRA Achievement Series

in System B (cont'd)

- Grade Month Year Reading Arithinetic Composite

Sept.-Oct. 1959 7.3 6.t

Sept.-pct. -1960 8.1 6.9" 7.5

7 Sept.-Oct. 1961 8,1 7.1 7.7 .

Sept.-Oct. 1962 8.0 7.2 7.8

Sept.-Oct. .1963 8.2 7.1 7.9

Sep .-Oct. 19 59 8.6- 7.7 U.2

Sept.-Oct. 1960 0 8.9 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

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

in 1966 in grades 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11. Table 22 reports achievement &its-

for system C for grades 3, 5, and 7 between 1966 and 1972 Vocabulary,

reading, and composite scores it Table 22 are taken from the Iowa Test

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

Verbal and non-verbal achievement scores in Table 22 for the years 1966

through 1971 are from the Lorge- Thorndike Intelligence Test, while these

-4,1isubteSt scores beginning. in 1972 were derived from e Cognitive Abilities

Test.--

Table 23 reports adhieyement data for Emadds..9.and-11 between.

1 966 and 1932 2 .1966 through.) 971 data are derived from the Tests of

Academi c ogress. _Ift-1,972_ninth .grade ,data taken from the ITBS

and eie *nth rgrader a ware ho lodger-tea-F..14e

Although no inforination regarding the populations' that were tested,

between 1966 and 1971 is providedr6tem C rep;rtsthat echitVement.-

....-
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data in 1972 in grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 are based on 9293; 96141, 9764,

and 9661 cases respectively--over 97 per cent of the total population

in those grades. All 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-Th9rndike Intel-
.

ligence Test until 1971 is very stable, and non-verbal scholastic

aptitude scores indicate a alight increase in achievement.

Vocabulary scores for fifth graders over this period demonstrate

enough fluctuation that no trend idiscernable; reading achievement

shows a marked decline between 19.66 and 1 971 that appears o be on

the rise for 1972. -Composite scores for the ITBS folloi the same

pattern as,reading achievement scores: a slight but steady decline.

The higher scores in 1972 were obtained on a renormedstest. Verbal

. .

scholastic aptitude sere alsO reflect a steady decline, while nbn-

- verbal scores conversely exhibit a slight increase.

Seventh grade reading achievement shows little change frot 1966

through 1971. Scores are somewhat depressed inthe interdedlate

years. Verbal scholastic aptitude scores fluctdate somewhat, while

Aon-verbal scores appear to be rising.

Ninth grade reading achievehent is steady until 1971 when

'', .

.
1

performance drops off slightly. Math and composite scores on the ITBS
.,... ,

,

seem to indicate a .slight downwai'd trend.. Verbal achievement on the,

S

-82r
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Test of Academic Progress is stable !till 1970; then turns downward,

and rises sharply in 1 972 .(Non-4rrbal. achievement. reflects an opposite

situation with a great deal of fluctuation and finally an upward trend
4

in 1 970-71 that falls off sharply' in 1 972 .

Since twelfth graders were tested in 1 966 rather than eleVenth

2
graders, and test data were collected from only 5 ichools in 1970,

total eleventh grade achievement trends are more difficult to de ter-

mine . However, reading, math, and composite test .performance appear

relatively stable until 1971, when they drop shaSly. Verbal achieve-

ment is fairly stable throughout, 'while non - verbal. achievement

demonstrates a considerable rise over the period;

Table 22 AVIievement Data from System C for, Grddes 3, 5, and 7 on 'the

Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test, thapXowa Testof Basic Skills, and

the Cognitive Abilities Test. (All reported ixi median percentiles.)

Lorge-thorndike
Scholastic Aptitude Iowa Mit of Basic Skills

Grade Year Verbal Non-Verbal Vocabulary Reading Compo ite

3
--

°

1966 71 71 - . 65 68

1 967 71 75 65 66 1

1 968 71 9 65' 66 3

1 969 71 79 65 66 . To

1970 71 77 . 65 6J 3
-1971 71 79 62 . 63

41 972 71 67 69 63 73 .

.

1 966. 71 7 9 70 64 / 71

1 96T- 69 79 67 62 69

1 968' 67 7 7 70 62 , i 69
1 969 67 79 65' 60 67

1 970 69 8-3 67 60 67
L971 : _67 83 ,57 -67

*1972 71 -.-) 69
,

65- . T 62 70

*1272 verbal and non-verbal scores derivAd from-the,
Cognitive Abilities Test.

.-83.-

-/.4"
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Table 22 Achievement Data from System C for Grad' ,3, 5, and 7 (cont'd)

Lorge-Thorndike
Scholastic Aptitude Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Year Verbal Non-verbal Vocabulary Reading' Com ()bite

1 966 69 75 69 59 66

19.7 9 9 9

19:: 71 9 111MAIN
19.9 71 77 2 IMIRMIII
1 970 9 /111.11111 41111M.111 9 .2

1 971 3 . 1111011M1111: .2

*19 9 9 ; 3 0

*1972 Verbal and non-verbal scores derived from the
Cognitive Abilities Test.

Table 23 Ninth and Eleventh Grade Achievement 'Scores in -Median

Percentiles in System on the Tests of Academic Progress and the

Grade Year
Scholastic Aptitude

Reading
.

Math Composite
n .T1 . a .

Verba Non-verbal

9

1 966 69 .71 65 71

1 967 69- ; 69 65 71 69

190%

,

9 73 7
1969 b9 75 65 . 71 , 69 -

1970 67 79 65 67 65

1971 65 79 61 , 67 , '. .65

1 972 71 71 61 n.d.a. 65

11

-

*1966 83 71' 66 ° 65 67

19.7 . 9 1111E11111 -.

1..; NMI 9 9 =MIN1 IIMMINIIMMIIIIIIIMMIN111.101. .)

.3HE1"-0 11111:111111E:111111111112111.111Mallill
19 1 7 - ; 1

*grade 12 tested in 1 966
**data based on 5- schools only.

L. System' D report-bed initiating a testing program in 1953. However,

thiS system made available only:fifth grade data collected on the

California Achievement Test Battery between 1954 and 1 960 (See, Table

4



24 ). Although the form of the test used was not named, system b re-
/

ports a change in forms beginning in 1959 to Form W, 1957.Ecition.

Systen.D.also reports that an "item check" was performed on, the new

for that indicated it was at the same level of difficulty, as the,old.
o .

form. However, since grade equival entoscpres,are reported, this is.of .

. .
Y

. . .

little' relevance for the preserlt,;.pArpose. . *

. .

, In additi'dn, system D also reports achievement' data on'Sixth graders
it

. (reported in Tahlafft ) between 1955 and 1961. This data Consists of
.

subteqt scores on the-California Achievement Test aftery and the California

-Mental Maturity Test, 1957. form. The fo6 of the CAT is /14ot:reported

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

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

Although information-on the seIuction procedures used for a

choosing the 'bezt-potulation was made available, the,nuMber used4t

ealhgrade'Ievel was large enough to "ensure a reliable group result"
0

according to the.sbilool 'system.

Achievement of fifth graders on the California Achievement Test

in reading; arithmetic; and'Ianguage between 1954 and 1960 APpears'to

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

2

noticeable between 1954 and 58; the sudden rise in scores for 1959

.and 1960 might be attributableto a change in test forms.

Achievement in reading, arithmetic, ancklanguage of sixth graders

reflects a very obvious rise. Between 1,955, and,1958, this rise is

fairly gradual, beboming.Much more noticeable. in 1959 through'196:1..

a

Again) this'rise'in later achievement could be attributable,.to. new

test forms.

-857
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, -Systm E

-

4

System E reports achievement data for grades,3,.% and 8

on theStanford Achievement Test tletween 1 956 and 1962. Tliese,data
t

are reported in Table 26 . System E also reports data on the Iowa Test-
,

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

data are reported in Table 27
=

in program beginning in 1949

. This system also reports having a test-
_ 0
..-- ",

A great deal_of this _dais Ie. unavailable,

however. It Aould be noted that data in Table 26 were originally
. .

. Z

reported separately for black and whiteSfudents. *Means were -14e.g1-

.

culated for the combined group so that theymight be more easily: inter-
. .

_ Third grade -readipg data between- 1956 and 19.62 demonstrate a steady

hmetic data 'uctuate 'pore, but still por tray
-

r-rIde in achidretrient. Arit,
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e V.....; ". ; 0. e": 1, S.Ir_.4 r A,.,

_ ..-9I t "" c '..
* ° . ''''.... , .., a..

- o . r e- - r,... 4 ; , , ... ..,...., .

slight rise fOr this: tie

#_

t'' - .- ,

4 .e -- 414 ..., veg.,1?59-'t .s.te,s-1:s- ion; MaA-r6,..tivr tf-Kan 1 n Se ptembe r . ,.' %:- .1: '
,, .. , . ,...

,,'' A
II... ra .. -. . . ,... , .... 7, i _ - ,

*".. , . erade ..4\-r'eark,Ing ....lAta, aa we'llr as,grade .tading data., -picture --- -----
.....""4-' A )4.4.4'.', 4 ' t :1%1' 1 r : . ..r. . . . .. . A r ')

. f, .: . ,'," i _:
(' ! ', .- .. 1 . # ' ,...

.-1
4.'!, '4 , % sbie,f1uPtualtionli.bUtt generally a rase in. reading chi e.vement . - edle i'

- -

..-..,-....

4:-.J----='";

. ,,,
.

,...

.....---- _ .

....._
. .

. : ... ,
. c. .

....!_.

..!: ,-.N. . .4.-4.81rieyemeht :fot these _trades-5re 0...-avabl . - -,:
f"- ii .." - :,,- .' i" '' ' --- ----- __-- --. 4 ,s r ..., . t _...- .-- . t,...... ,.........:

Gr..de'.....'6ciOa__a-n ar"adine, dr ithmeti-c , and langtage exh
. - . -,- ..

' ,
- - - -;*

4 r in -achievlent at_appears to pe Around 1-959- or. 1966,_ thea drop ;A..; t
).;

4

4omemh Senerany,,,an in-achiefirdeAt _e"-Adent.

1-, f
*-L. ; I

2-.7 Re ading>t,i,:in ,grairar."-VgiBa-t. Aka'e, unavp nj but - 2vidpnci*g :
:7 I ,e

viant*: smile ais true la ale
- 2 "r.ent, pienter.1964 4r.itbm4..tic reaeof, score- rise.78,m4tap4.1Y.-,%

.

4 1-whereas arithmepit'Ompu-at'iOn. qc4f,es, y stalYfe.. ,
sr-

4tV

.. ... . ' yi ; ..e: , ,
' ... - ' -:'' '::: ), r17,X .',/'", ' ,- ,0 '.Et,.. , ;/:. i , ,'" : . :..;.

.....
Sha.r121'31.1111`".

2&54: 7.
'- - . y - - ... , .. , . .- .V . 'rt : ,;?.....,*: __,-, . ."

1 ..;'%., ,8, .4--.-..... ....2. .- tfi '' , , ry.'/.-:-....- ....<1, fi ' ...; -.... , .' ' ' .4".. "' I,
7

rr.,/......7,"$ e '' ,-- -,,,,":.' ....-4 , .- ,;_re' fa"- - .- ..-...i : ......./ ,,...,,......----:
-- , - ...., A ' ;* -7:4: :' ....- .,---, -7.. e"="" .4'.- . .- --"i' ., AT :.,....-

-,.., .',1-'-.". 4r., . , ---/.. " '.- - . ' - ....,_ .
,- el' ---. ) ', -.'. '..4. ,,,. 4

. .e.,.. .4.' .-, t "- ` ' ..,..:--4 ...,,,:"- ,), :./..,- , . .1,.. ,...i., f.' -::: - - '''... ,,,... 4. .-.. 4' .4 - C-.' ,..---.'"- ti. .. .....
.1 r r r'' , ' a

... Y -88-- . - "":'--;-;'' "-,.:,:- .-, ---
- ,... ..-2,...- - , ._.

. ',.4 I% er.i.. ...I, --- --_ ,.- , c .

,,. A . ' .....: 8 I /
..- -'. / - , ...": .... ° '-

I.'
... I 9:1.. -,,,.. ,,,,,,....,4-;::, 1.. ..........'

, .
r I

.. 7.-4"---...,..._, rr 4 ' ,/ '' , Y. -

1::-
t.

o.,' 4. or, . le ,. 4'
1

,,, .11 ' "'



1 :
, ;

tr. 0 1 / g

-', r 7 '/ .

,--,.1..;--." ' '.
.4 .., ... ..:.-,.: ,4.. 4 ., ..,,,

i r.

.
..
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' .

, ,,,,,, ._,,
..1 '.'- A ' i ;

.on,the..11113,5,oti al.r1 sub.t..e.ss remain relatively stable. A decline, in
-.... . . ; ` r ! ,-

8coie.s se kV e'ivilderit e.fter 1.-this point. Approximately the sine
- .. ,

.,
p

, r

atternis evident in, fourth, fifth, and sixth grade achievement data
.. ...

._ ..

,..
--- , *-- .,

..., .,,,.4.- ., ..1 '. ,
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Reading Arithmetic-''..*'..gto:^:! ". 7. ... '
, . . ...
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Table 26 Median Grade Equivalents for Eighth.Gra4exs,on the

Stah-f6rd Achievement Tests, 1 956-1 965 (Continuee froni''page.*
. . - "

Reading

Grade Date-Tested # of S's
Fara.

Mean.
Word
Mean.

-18.43

Language-Arith.
Reas:

Arith.

Comp.
Fall 1956 6,461 d.12 8.34 8'.17 7.90
Fall 1957 6,146 8:65 8.83 8.05 8.48 8.28
Fall. 1958 6,193 8.37 8.75 8.45 '43.07 7.89

.

Fall' 1959 6,575 8.36 8.92 8.86 8.52 8.18
8 Fall 1960 8,148 8.86 9.08 n.d.a. 8.61 8.21

Fall .1961 8,177 8.22 8.76 8.51 8.98 8.16
Fall 1962 8,943 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 . 1964 9,818 8.51 8.95 8.94 8.96 7.88 to.'
Fall 1965 11,676 8.4 8.9 8.6 8.3 7.6

Table 27 Mean Grade Equivalpnt Sgores of Third, Fourth, Fifth, and

Sixth Grades on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Readin Arithmetic

Grade Year
4

# of S's Vocab.
Rdg.

Comp.
Arith.
Concepts.

Arith.
Prob.Sol

Comps
Score Form

. 15ZZ 20,104 3.67 3.66 3.97 4.09 3.91 3
1967 20,126 3.72 3.84 4.04 4.10 3.89 4
1968 15,360 3.71 3.840 ,4.01. '4.03 3.87 4

3 1969 20,023 3.65 3.78 .3.85 4.o1 3.85 3
1970 20,649 3.72 3.82 4.01 4.o6 3.88 4
1971 J9,678 , 3.45 3.53 3.54 3.55 3.54 3

° 1972 19,079 3.40 3.49 3.69 3.56 3.51 4
1966 18,966 4.51 4.64 5.02 4.96 4.80 3
1967 19,482 . 4.50 4.57 5.04 4.96 4.78' -4
1968 15,014 4.55 4.62 5.05 44.97 4.80 1
1969 19,431 4.50 4.61 4.90 4.91 4.76 3
1970 19,487 4.51 4.5o 4.98, 4.93 4.72 4
1971 19,065 4.25 '4.54 4.53 4.42 3
1972 18,647 4.13

.4.31

4.14 4.52 4.24 4.27 4
. 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 4
1968 15,392 5.59., 5.6o 5.81 5.74- 5.77 4

5 1969 18,310 5.46%,5.53 5.87 5.73 5.70 3
1970 18,735 5.57 4'5.50 5.7o 5.69' 5.68 4

. 1971 18,133 5.2o 5.21 5.53 5.35 5.3.6 3
1972 17,921 5.26 5.14 5.27 5.13 5.27 4
1966 16,577 6.53 6.58 7.09 6.91. 6.80 3

' 1967 17,367 6.45' 6.4o 6.62 6.71 6:62 4
. 1968 16,009 6.55 6.44 6.64 , 6.73 6.67 4

.:61 .1969 18,649 6.38 6.5o 6.71 6.68 6.65 3

. , 1970 18,136 6.49 6.37 6.54 .6.72 6.58 4
'1971 17,865:- 6.13 6.2o 6.38 6.31' 6.3o 3

. 1972 17.467 6.14 q.96 6.o2 6.10 6.11 IL

\-9o-
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System F

System F maintains ''city -wide testing program for grades 4, 6,

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

has been in operation since 1956, they have made available only,data

collected between 1966 and 1970

The Iowa Test of-Basic Skills,is utilized in this system in

gradeth 4, 6, and 8; mean grade score equivalents for these grades

on the ITBS ire reported'in Table 28 . In grades 10 and 12 the

Sequential 7<ess of EduCational Progress are used; mean converted

;

score reported for-the STEP in Table 29 along with the

national means. P4rtiqular forms of each-test used are not named.

.
Grade 4 vocabulary,achievementAs fairly stable over the 5 years

reported on tht,11135,. ading comprehension, however, drops 5 months.

This dropoc'cursinthe:beginniii,vof-the-i)eriod for 1965-1966. The

composite fourth grade achievement scores are stable:

Sixth grade achievement' evidences a more general drop in achieve-
.

tent. A one to' 5 month-drop,occurs for all subtests.

Reading comprehension,and vocabulary achievement scores on the

ITBS in the eighthgrade exhibit a loss of about 5 months over the

5 -year, period. Arithmetic and composite scores on the ITBS %also

demonstrate a downward trend, but not of quite the same Magnitude.'

Sub;test data in reading, math, and science on the STEP test for

tenth and twelfth graders indicate a steady drop in achievement across

the-board. In evaluating this data, it should be kept in mind that

after 1967 the tests were given in June rather than in October.

40,
-91.-

101.

rF



Table 28 Mean Grade Equivalents, onATBS for Grades 4, 6, and 8

in System F.

Year Grade Vocabulary
Reading
Comprehension Arithmetic Composite

Number
Tested

1966 4 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.5 12,398

1967 4 3.1 3.2 3.4 3.4 13,433

1968 It 3.2 3.1 3.5 3.4 17,347

1969w h 3.2 , 3.2 3.5 3.4 17,836

1970 It 3.3 3.2 3.5 3.5 11,683

1966 & 5.2 ' .2 5.1 5.2 12,334

1967 6 5.2 5.1 4.9 5.1 12,675

1968 6 5.0 5.1 5.0 _ 5.1 12,306

1969 6 .;.,. 4.9 5.0 4.9 5.0 13i823

17,4501970 5.1 7 5.0 5.0 5.1

1966 7.2 -:, 7.1 6.9 7.2 11,516

T967-- --7---8 7.0 6.8

4

6.7 7.0 11,184

1968 ' 8 .6.9. 6.6 . 6.6 6.8 10,712

1969

\

i 8 6.8 6.6 6.5 '6.7 11,667

1970 8 6.8 6. A_A A A 11 11L
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Table 29 Means in Converted Score Units on STEP Test for System F

Tenth and Twelfth Grades

= Year Grade Reading Math Science
mincer
Tested

October

1966 10 -279 263_ J 269 12,686

October
1967 10 279 262 268 12,814.1

June

1 968 10 277 261 267 11,504

June
1969 '10 275 260 266 10,821

June

1 970

.

10 274 259 265 . 10,029

October
1966 12 292 274 279

A

9,755
October

1 967 12 291 273 278 10,084

June
1968 12 290 271 277 8,498

June
1969

_

12 289

.

270 - 276 8,234

June
1970 12 288 269 275 7,979

National
Mean . 114010" 284 268 275

National
Mean 12 294 276 281 -
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Conclusion

4

If the major intent of this report wts'to demonstrate that very

few if any hard conclusions about trends in reading achievement can

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

As it is, however, an attempt will be made to very tentatively summarize

the interpretations of the information presented in this chapter.

It appears that the largest factor inhibiting strong conclusions

from this data is absence of information about the stability of thd
-/

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

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-

portionate to that of the entire nation and insa.lesser extent to the

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

of some help in interpreting the data for each schoOl system, one must

keep in mind that only quantitative changes in student population are

indexed by it. We have no way of knowing what happened qualitatively.

The matter of postulating explanations for changes will be dealt '

with once ore in the final chapter. For the moment, only the actual

changes wil be considered, without attention to why they may have

occurred. lolverall, it appears as though between 1960 and1965 there

may have been alight rise in the test perfOrmance of the students in

most of the school ,systems. Generally, however, the 1970 level of

, performance is slightly aoWer than that of 196Q or 1965. The actual

disarepancies differ from school system to schoolsystem. There are

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

-94-, 7
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that the test performance of students in the lower grade levels has

not fallen off as much' as the test .performance of students in the

higher grades. Stated another; way, discrepancies between 1960 and

1970 performance are greater at the upper grade levels thlithey

are at the lower grade levels.

These conclusions are based On the data of very few school

systems. The degree to which these systems are representative of

the school systems in this country general is not known.. For this

reason it is better fog the moment to postpone'any further interpre-

tation of this data and to revisit the information presented after

consideration of the data included in the next chapter.

Before leaving this chapter, however, the problems of collecting

test information from Cities should be considered.' Obtaining data

from school districts is difficult for several reasons. First,

because of the criticisms of city schools' reading programs in recent

years, major school districts tend to be concerned about confidentiality.

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

.rate from the 27 largest school districts that prompted us to send'

\
questionnaires to 73 smaller districts. But there again we encountered

the concern with confidentiality. In fact, froM the smaller districts

alower return rate, and a smaller percentage of published summaries

was evidenced.

More than half of the reporting distIxts admitted to having

published summaries of their test results (87% of the larger districts

said they published reports; but only 50% of the-smaller' districts did).

This seems to be the res/lt of a different problem than copfidentiality.

4. -95-



I, The smaller school systems may lack the money and personnel necessary

to compile and publish test summaries. Repnses to requests for
..

reports indicate that, particularly in earlier years and in.smaller

school districts, there are no published reports and/one data are

inaccessibly, stored, out of print or otherwise unavailable. Hence,

of the twelve districts that sent copies of reports, only three (25%)

had (orrib..10drtd) any inforrtion before 1960. An equal number sent

results for only,the last ye or two.

Three factors suggest thatsthe.results from cities can be

compared across time only with extreme caution:

a. changes in tests and testing programs

b. chaAges in curricula

c. ch(angeS in populations

The first two are common to all phases of studies sucha6 this

/
. one. /oday's tests neither ask the same questions nor are scored in

the same way as those of 1950. A 3.2 grade equivalent score in190 is

equS.1 to a 3.2 grade equivalent in 1971 only insofar as-the same things

are expected of a student at the 3.2 level in 1950 and 1971.

The third factor, changes in the population, however, .affects the

urban school districts especially. In the last twenty years, there has

been a massive migration of rural people to large cities. Urban popula-

tions are growing, but the middle class, is moving out to subprbs,

changing the socio-economic profiles of the large city's school popula-

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

changed radically.

;=96-
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Even thessmaller.eities are experiencing problems of population
A

,

growth and socio-economic shifts-. Stable school districts are the

.exception rather than the rule. Pr6bably the' most stable district:

iScated was District D, reported, above; it i,s,also probab]j the smalleSt

]east urban district:

Hence, the most reliable comparisons possible represent a very

small pinoportiah of the population and

hesitates to generalize the results of

an atypical environment. One

the programs.

An additional problem i trying to compare the test results is

the manne in which they are eported. ,Districts variously report

means and dians, grade equivalents and percentiles: They do.not

always report how many students were tested or at what time of year.

Some or.aill'of these actors may be changed in the course of a testing

program, so the summaries must be read carefully,in every case.
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Chapter III

Reading Achievement in the States

0 /
introduction .1

, / J,. :. ,

T4is chapter containa trlompilatiOn of reading achievement;'
.% ,

4 o
a

data collected from the states. Originally four sources of data

were thought'-to be useful in colleeti , information about reading

achievement ona, state basis:

1. State Edubation Departments

2. Independent School Data from

the educational Records Bureau.

Cen us Data

If. Army Clabsification Test Results

The introduction to this total report'describes the-mblems
0

encountered in gathering informatiOn1/4from the last two of the aboVe

sources. Because of these,problems,.the information in this chapter

is based only on reports from StateEducation Departments and from the .

Rdcords Bureau. This chapter will deal with the data

collected from each of those sources individually. -
.

(.1

Contacting iftates

The procedures'util d in collecting data from the fifty states

were roughly the same as those used in collecting city'data. These

procedures' are described in Chapter II.

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

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

ti
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those people in ach state who were most likely to have at 'their

disposal the achi vement data which was to be collected. Two

sources provided tie names.for this list:--Ed4catLn Directory:

State Governments 1969 -1970 published by the United Statet Department

of Health, Edlication, andWelfare--Office of Education; and The Book'

. *
of the States -(Supplements) (1971), Pukiished by the Council.of.State

, . . .

doternmtnts . /
,

1 * '' _
Once the initialliqt of state personnel was compiled,the first .

tookmailin?\QX the questionnaires took place,. (See Appendix for a copy of
.. .

.
e-.

the questiqnnairq)-The initial mailing resulted in approximately a
.

..

twenty percent return. Many, of the .returns referred tliipkoject'to " .

Vi.
0

other,people'or administrative offices iaithe statetht might`have

the i nformation being sought. . . .,

. _ . . '' -.

In October, 1972, asecond mailing of the questionnaire was

. p /I ,

initiated. All states that had not respondethandstates that 'referred

c

the project,to another source were sent duplicate questionnaires. Six

weeks later, project personnel. attempted to reach remaining itatesv16.

telephone interviews. Seven ,such atte*pls proved.frutful. A -third .

r-

questionnaireopaLmailed to those states, that had agai4freferred the .

project to other sources'within the eate.

Table' 30 listgl all fifty states in f ive categories: (1)

and questionnaire returned, (2) only questionnaire returned, (3),thily'
e '

data returned, (4) a response returned, blit no data or. .questionnaire,

and (5) no krespon Se-.

-99-
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Table 30
4

/ - t,

, Data and Questionnaire Returns For 1 Fifty Statep

.
..

1. , Data and Questionnaire Rettrned (n = 16; 32 %)

Alabama
California
Delaware
Georgia
Hawaii

-Idaho
Iowa
Michigan
Minnesota

-Mississippi
New Hampshire.
New.j.lexicb

New York
Oregon
Tennessee

. West Virginia

'2. Quegtionnaire Only Returned (n = 20; 40%)

Alaska
lArizona

Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Illinois
Kentucky
Louiaiana
Massachusetts
Montana

3. Data bnly (n =

Ohio

Nebraska
HeVadi
North Dakota
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Texas
Washington
Wisconsin
Wyoming

2%)

4. Aliesionse Returned:

Arkansas
New Jersey
Oklahoma-

. South CaiOlina:

5. No Response At All

Indiana
Kansas

_Maine
_Maryland,
Missouri

No Data, No Questionnaire (n = 4 8%),

A

= 9; 18%)

Noith
Utah
Vermont

,Vfrginiq

t
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PrOlems In Obtaining And Interpreting Data :"....-: -
N.:

'-t ..., t r'--- ----- - 1
. -... i..4.** 4 ". ............., ... ."4

- i
Many of the problems involved in obtaining and interpreting

of the, kind dealt with in this report have been alluded to in Pk;...e:uit-*

sections . Reluctance on the part of individual 'states to furnish. t
, :

data.was certainly-a major problem although the extent of thiS,14ni- "e
N

tation cannot even be estimated.

-r I
.16

% :

As previously stated', educational systems are hesitant to yrovde

test data in light of the critidisms that have been leveled educe-
,

tional institutions in recent years. Itfis entirely possible that only

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

responded to the request for data.

In addition, using a questionnaire for 'pallecting the data may'.

not have been tlie best strategy. Few,p'eople want to be bothered by
-.,

such matters as filling out a questionnaire and sending the data re-
fi

quested. questionniarp- used in'this study was four piages long,

:

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

, ..- .

even have been somewhWmis,leading. For example, the firSt question'

asked was, "Has a state wide achievement testing`pro,gimm been available
1 ,. , "- .. -

to the schools oftlyOurmitate during a major proportion of the 20 yeer

period from 19.50' thr64h 1970?" Many rest)onde4s aSSuntci if the answer
. -
,: r L "..: : 1:`

to the first querst,ion was. "no," the, task of co;n4Oletint`the ,questionnaire
t

Ilc:''' ,'!''. ,

was completed.,,,l'hus, we received many inorn!ip Eitely:,tulswered questionnaires.
t.,,

. .,
.

These are tr so' -obvious problems with the data received. 'States -

...If : ,,i
with testing pfogrieims: frequently changed the tests used making corn-

.k ..i'l , , // , .
parisons difficult if not impossible. And in many instances it Vas

', II /-
extremely difficitli, extracting frOm the state repdrts that data which

'''.. '
. .

..
.,

\
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.... -. 4 . ' ' " S .... --.., :_6,::- ' !-/';liks. neCittrit");; to tlii, 8. ?ftucli:,-411hat is,, 'Inethodg, of reporting thq-'59.,t3t. "*- : t . _,-11.. .,... ' . -, ..-% .. ri: .* ` ---, ,,' ,..: --: "`,-. \ ' - -e ' ,. .. f '.. . , .: p ' --"; - ., ,....changed; in Bp leralSapgas," 4 state 404ht report ,mean.,gr,de.914Va4 0,, 0 ,.....-.y .

' ' , 1, f ; ' I '6I '..'i ^e, 4:. ".. :irrS,; ff / !.-6 :,
- .

./......., .6. . . f a i.. 8, ..niiither,.-cip years c and then fot:,..., o. II. pppate'nt:reas s..hi!'t. , ("tp., -.7 i jt...r.:,,,..
.. ,',. 0--ik ...;,; a : 4 ., :1 -,41.-!' r; t:-.. ,, ; )

I'
.--;* .- . 4portingmediEin_. giade,:eq.k.ti4-a.lants. . '-- ' :": *,- -"-, .'- tit , -

. - ,
;-

:-,
I-

.Angther piobleir encounter"ecl; Ir4,1.a_teld-to---the populations :17..eting' . . .
*"."7.t"...

"1.:"/"- .

tested. Few state reportsdid an 44cluate.,ja-crf-ciiireritttfg their pop.--

....-", -___ . ----.. Cations _an liampad-pg mathosle---- -In fact.,,...1:ew states adequately a'es.:,.:-
-3 ..'-:-... ............,' ------------i..-- --- --:;-- -- _.,' -... -- --

.--...- -....:., .:., -
-.77-------''.-- _s rilld the-74-641'e and TiatiireTsit theii; statewide besting program. - 7--.

.,..- --4 --.. --__ . :, -:: - .. , . - ,
,- ,

-
. ..-". -.7- i , 'Finally. ,ii,..t, -1Jficise"ffroblems that plague "Then in'a, Now" studiea.irK -............. . _ -A,.-.- -. . :....,

g,..tortraLl'y_lefectthe interpretation of,the data..Changes.in cUrriculum; 7 . ., ...I .. :. . ,..

:

/".. .

Sdeid;eCOhOilie takaup,.and attendance requirements make the task of
1 if ...`
4 1. 0 ...

ie '. t 1
' .^, 6.

. , .--interpreting the data difficult.
:

S
'1. -, , ...

:. -.. .. -
. .. , . -, ,,.

.:- .. -, 7

The data for the states are reported. and discussed in two part i.-,."; f ' -'. '`
.41 4

: ..,

First, the test results arb discussed forstates with testing data"; . ". -: ---'
7.---

.available for at least three but no more than siR years. Secondly; -11.36 '',",. . , t
...

. . .-,
.. . _- -..: T.

test results for st tifa .

with testing prp existence for more tgrafus in existenchan
s.:

s-ix years' are discussed. A number of states reported data on testing -..
..,--- - ...

-programs that have been In ;existence for less than three years. For
.-

4 ' , r
obvious reasons, ;this; data IS not included.

for

\ .
s I

r
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'Tablei 31

s L.

fr I

State Testing - Programs o; Reading Achievement,

,`'State Testing Program Who Cooidinatia'
Available for ''----P.rpgram?
Major Proportion
of Years 1950-70?

Alabama

Alaska

Arkansas :
Califo_r_14,4-

1950-

.Is paiticiYetrif5a,' in
ProgramiReifiiteed?

4)

r

State Depa-rtinent les:
of Education ' .` /

N.R.
.' Yes

N.R.

Yes

N.R.
No19714.4 N.B.
No I N.R.

--- -State Department
p- * "7" of -Education

Colorado- -
--eciniieaticut Nci " ^'---N.11:-- 1. N.R.

Deltiiare . 1968- State Dif)-aft,ment No

----- ''''''''-e- of Education '-.
-__ Florida ---- :: No ---2.-----2*:. r . -..lib R'.. "-.:-.No

-- 12,71:- __":-...-----.-7...:--;-,"..atte.ppartment --'esGeorgia-.
---, ofA...,Ipation -1- N_

: fr a v i i i , - 2 . . 1954- - State Re rtment . `Yes,1"
of Educli fon \ .

Idaho:- 1960- s State Department
s,...c - ..--, ' Of-:Educatidp

N.gt. ; f:':, _:

Uni4ersiLi .';'
N.R. ',.:1
State pejOrtment

No- No

Imi'a
-Kansas

--- Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine'

-Maryland_
Massachusetts

%No

N .R .

1949-
= N.R.

1965 -

No

N .R .
1970-

N.L '
N.R.
No

-*VA

No -
of Education- ,1 ;

.1970-

N.R.
N.R. A

N.R.
State Department
of Education
State Departmeiit,.
of Education

N.R. .1' ',V.
N.R.
N.R.
Yes

Minnesota '

Mississippi
MisibUri
Mbntan-a-
Nebraska
Nevada:-
NeW Hampshire

_

1970-
N.R.--:
No -

No --
1971-
1950-! :

University
N.R.
N.R.
N.R.
N.R.
N.R.
Department of
Education and
Univerist

Yes

No '..\
No

'' N.R.
'No
N.R.
No
No' ,

. 4
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Table 31

1
State Testing Programs of Reading.Achievement (Co/xit4(1)

St ate-,

us.

1 , :

Testing' Program Who Coordinates

.6ailahle-fpriL-- Program?: .-.2 ...
..--

P ogram,Required?
;-......-Major ProporfibD. ti

--'--7-0T Z-:.ttril- --3-950-70.?
:-.-.

Is Participation in

//

New Jersey
New-Makico
New:York

1-972

1965-

. N.R.

Yes

YesState Department
of Education

North Carolina
North Dakota -

N.R.
1966

N.R.

State Department
of Education

N.R.

No -

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

7

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

11.11.

No

1961-

No

N.R.

ttate.-Department
of Education
N.R.

N.R.
N.R.

No

N.R.

South Carolina
South Dakota .

Tennessee

1962- State Department
of Education and
UniveristY

N.R. N.R.

1957- State Department
of Education

1968- State DepartMent No

of Education
,StatetDepartment No

of Education,
N.R. N.R.

14.R.

N.H. N.R.

N.R. N.R.
State Department Yes

of Education
University
N.R.

Yee

N.H. .

No

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia

1955-64;
1971-
N.R.

N.R.

N.R.

Wisconsin
Wyoming

No

21962-

1951 -

No

; .

j
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;4 Table 32

State Testing Programs of Reading Achievement

^
State *Tests

Uied
Grades
Tested

Data .Collated Annual Other.
By .Reports? Rdports?

Alabama
Alaska
ArizOna

Kikansas
California

oh 8, 11

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

Florida
*Borgia

Hawaii

N.R. N.R.
22

0

3

N.R. N.R.
00,

37

32, 34, 1,2,3,6,
10, 12

N.R. N.R.
N.R. N.R.
00, 22 1,4,5,8

N.R. N.R.

I

state yes

N.R. N.R.
school, state, Yes
district
N.R. N.R.

school, state, Yes
district
N.R. N.R.

N.R. N.B.

school, state, Yes
district

no
N.R.

No

N.R.

Yes

N.R.

N.R.

Yes

19, 34 14,8,12
N.R. N.R.

school, state, Yes
district

N.R.

No

04,06,30

Idaho 37

2,4,6,8,
10, 12
11 ,

school, state, Yes
district
school, state, Yes
district'

Yes

No

Illinois
Indiana
Ioltarz'

Kanags
Kentucky

N.R.

N.R. \

19, 37

N.R
oh

'N.R.

N.B.

3-12

N.R.
N.R.

school, state,
t

. district

N.R.

N.R.

Yes

S.R.
N.R.

Yes

N.R.
4,8,11

N.R.

school and
district

N.R. N.R.

No No

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan

,

N.R. N.R.
N.R. N.R.

N.R. N.R.4 school and
district

,4:17,.

Mindesota

Miss -ssippi

Mitaauri
) Montiana

) Nebi6ska

06,19,31,
32, 37
04

N.R.

N.R.

N.R

N.R.

N.R.

N.R.

Yes

school, state, Yes

community

N.R.
N.R.
N.R.

Yes

Yes

7-12 epool dis- 'No
rict, state

5,8 school, state,Yes
distriCt

N.R. N.R.

N.R. .R.
N.R. N.R.

No

,Yes

N.R.

N.R.

N.R.

N .R .

N.R.

N.R.`

aa,

r1b5-
wa,

I .A.P.)

w a



Table 32

State Testing Programs of Reading Achieyement (Cont'd)

-State *Tests Grades'. Data Collated Annual Other
Used Tested By Report? Reports?

Nevada 38 3, school, state Yes- Yes
geographical
area

New Hampshire 06,22, 32 3,4,6,8, school, state, Yes
10 district

New Jersey N.H. -N.R. N.R. N.R.
few 'Mexico 00 5,8 , school, state, Yes

district '

New Yd'rk 4, 00 3,6,9 school, state, Yes
district

No

N.R.

No

Yes

North Carolina N.R.
North Dakota 19, 29,

37

N.R. N.R.
school, state No

V.R.
No,

Ohio N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Oklahoma N.R N.R. school N.R. N.R.
Oregon 29, 37 4,9,11 state Yes No
Pennsylvania. N.R. N.R. . N.R. N.R. N.R.
Rhode Island 04, 19 4,6,8 school, state, Yes N.R.

district 1

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.B.
Vermont N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Virginia N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
Washington N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.
West Virginia 00, 30, 32 3,6,9, school, state, Yes Yes

11 district.
. Wisconsin 30, 37 .4-12 school, state No No
_Wyoming ' N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R. N.R.

r-\

*Refer to appendix for test references
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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

CQQperative English Tests is'also reported, but only part of this

data was forwarded.

However, data on the STEP Test between 1965 and 1971 was for-

warded and is reported in Table 34. This data is available for grades

four, six, eight, ten, and twelve angAports only the "midpoint of
A

the percentile band" which can.be compared to the publisher's norming

data. -In grades two through twelve, Hawaii has consistently tested an

overwhelming majority of the students available fdr each grade. In most

cases, all but several hundred students were tested for each particular

grade level.

An examination of Hawaii's data on the STEP_ Test pointsy,p some

interesting trends. Grade tour data is consistently comparable to

the publisher's data,,, staying at or near the fiftieth i)ercentile for

* each year. .Grade six data over the period reported is consistently

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

excepteach year except 1970-71. HOwever, grade ten data allows a trend in

reading achievement that is consistently lower than the noirming data,

and grade twelve is extremely low for each year reported in relation to

the norming data.

In addition, data was forwarded on the California Reading Test,

Upper Primary, Form W (1963 norms) for grade two. Table 33 reports

this data and demonstrates reading achievement that is above the

1.17



_
publisher's mean and that remains quite stable over the six year

pe.riod.

Generally, no definite trends in readihg achivement can be

I

interpreted from Hawaii's data. The California Reading Test data

indicate a slight downward trend since 1968-69 for second graders.

Data on the STEP Test indicate no real movement in achievement.

Table 33

Total Score of Hawaii Second Graders on California Reading Test,
(upper primary, Form W; 1963 norms).

Year Cases
Grade

Equivalent Percentile S.D.

Total Grade
Enrollment

1965-6 13,485 3.1 , 69 0.8 13,664

1966 -7 13,567 3.1 69 -0.9 13,948
r;

1967-8 13,745 3.1 69 0.9 -13,966

1968-9 14,048 3.1 69 dna 14,381

1969:-70 14,791 3 :0 '4

#_

66 dna`..,,; 114,867

1970471 14,700 2.9 62 0.9 1 14,899

-108-
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'Table 34

49

Midpoint PerCentile Rankings of Grade-4, 6, 8, 10 and 12th grade

Hawaii Students on the Sequential Test Of Educational Progress.

Year 'Grade Cases Midpoint of S.D. Total Grade

Percentile Band Enrollment

% 4
( 12,963 50 14

6
, 12,520 58 .18

1965 8 11,441 , 54 19

10 10,217 43 19

12 "415 : 44 19

4 13,360 46' ,13

6 12,893 54 . 17

1966 -7 8 11,879 54 19

10 10,870 43 18

12 9,804 4o '20

4 = 13,195 50 .13

6
r 13,257 58 18 .4

1967-8 8 12,404 54 17

10 11',352 49 19'

12 9,526 44 20

4 '13,557 5o .14

6

1968-9 8 \*-.2k,

13,275 58 18, ''

12,448 54 19

10 11,644 43 19

12 9,822 '. 44 20
1

4 14,193 50 .14

6 13,713 ',..58 18

1969-70 8 13,338 544 -19

10 12,630 43". . 19

12 10,591 44 20

4 9 14,519
.

46 '.13

6 14,109 511 ,113

lo 12,633 43 19
1970-71 8 13,428 C 50 019

12 10,577 40 20

4 63 5o 14

6 464 -18

publishers 8 925 ,5c 17

data , 10 1,12 -49 18

12- - 790 48 , 17

...

-109-
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13,429
012,722

,:'11,800

:..,.1o,666

°, 9,413

13,569
13,035
12,126
'10,999

9,987

13,462
13,511

..-----.7,

- 12,728
4,644

, 9,684

,13,766

1,,g
12,091
16024

, .

14,225

13,899
13,431 .. .

i.12,718
10,659'

1.4,575
14,195

'13%436

]ig,? 28413.



Ohio's statewide testing data is generated from results gathered'

on individual students, classes, and grades of schools participating in

the Ohio ainra. Tests Program. No information is reported by Ohio about

the populations tested (except for total number), or about the tests

being used.

Table 35 reportsIdata between 1965 and 1970 for grades four, six,

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

each grade exhibits a peak period and a dropping off of scores. Grade

four peaks in 1967 and then drops off, while grade six has high results

in 1965, peaks again in 1967, then drops off, Grades eight and ten ex-
/

hibit a similar trend. Bath have high scores in'1965, then decline gradually

eack7e4r-after that.

Table 35
Mean RaW Scores of 4th; 6th, 8th, and 10th Graders in Ohi Can the
Ohio Survey Tests Program_

7-

Year Grade Mean Raw S.D. 50%, Number of.

Score Raw Score Subjects

4
6

1965 8

10

4

6

1966, 8

10
4

6,

8

10

6

1969* 8

10

6
1970 .

10

34.5 12.4 35 43,670
41.4 10.0 43 39,404
40.3 10.3 42 42,650

41.8 _2.8 43 44,096

37.9 13.1 41 45 692 -

37.0 10.6 38 39, 37
39.6 10.9 hi 440
38.6 10.4 ho , 47,44

39.8 12.9 43 67,790n\
37..8 10.5 39 65,614 \
38.5 11.2 ho 57,341 .

37.7 10.3

37.6 13.5
36.0 10.7

37.5 i. 11.4 .

36.9 10.8

37.6 13.14-,

39 &

40 '

37 :

39
39

10 5;191`

50,379
,54..ma ..r.

55,369
61,418.

65,665

35.8 11..0 *r 51,006''

37.1 11.6 ,39, 60,782

36.4 11.0 34
.

57,279
. .

N- A,.., 111405) . , data not Torwarded
,

-1/0-
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New York has a'statewide testing program in reading that was

established in 1965 providing an annual statewide school-bNsdhool in-

Ventory of pupil achieyement 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 basPd on New York State courses of study.

The tests for grades three and six were named in the returned questionnaire:

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

New York Minimum Competency Reading Test (grade six).

Table 36 reports mean raw Scores, standards deviations, and percentile
. r.

ranks for grade three and grade six pupils between '1966 and 1971. The

statistical tables containing these tscores report that approximately 324,000

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

evaluation program.

iGrade three results indicate a, slight, but very steady drop in achiege-

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

achievement with the exception of the 1968'performance. There was a net loss

of 0.52 in mean raw score .units in grade three, and a net loss of 2.0 mean

raw score units for grade six between 1966. and 1971.

q.

Table 36
Mean Rail Score For Third and SiXth Graders in New York an thp New-York State
Elementary School'ReadinF Test and-the New York State Minimum Competency

.

Reading Test.

Year
_

Grade Mean Raw Score S.D. Mean4ercentile Rank
-

1966

-....s

3
6

, ..

.
31.90

41.97
12.27
1310

1

. 48

145

_ 3 31.82, N 12.50 48
.1967 .,..,9! 6 41.71 14.02 45

1968
3

6

32.14
41.80

,

-4

12.40

13.96 1

48
45

3 31.78 12.57 48
1969' .' 6 , 40.86 14.20 i 43

3 31.51 12.34 47
1970 6 140.18 ' 14.27 41

3 31.38 4 12.5r 47
1971 v 6 39.94 100 41

-111-
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4
'New Hampshire reports a statewide testing program that is voluntary in

nature. Because of, a lack of funds, not ;all schools participated in the

program; when funds were provided by the state, the number"of,participating

school's increased:

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

Cooperative English Test was given froM 1959 to 1971, but that data was "not

readily available" for the test before 1959. 'New HaMPshire 1so reports

administration,of the Stanford Achievement Test since 1966 across four grade

levels. Unfortunately, New Hampshire failed to forward either the Cooperative
v

or the Stahard data.

4
HOwever, data on the Metropolitan Achievement Test for eighth graders was

forwarded.' Table 37 reports grade achievement at various percentiles for the

years 1959, 1962, 1963', and 1964 on the sulitests "rea g" and 'word knowledge-1."

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

cate fairly substantial gains for students at the fiftieth percentile And

below from 1959 to.1963; these scores begin to'dri;op 'off somewhat in 1964.

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

eaph percentile point, New HaMpshire students are above the reported national

norms for the test.

Table 37
New Hampshire Grade Equivalent Scores anEhe Metropolitan Advanced Battery:
Forms A, B, and C. (Scores' eported for subtepts of word knowledge and

reading only for, eighth graders.--)

Percentiles 1959 Grade 1962 Grade'

° Equivalent Equivalent

90th
Word 75'

Know1.50
edge 25

10

90
Read 75
ing .59

25

10

Number Tested
us

4

10.0+ 10,0+.'

.10.0+ 10.0+

9.5'
6.7 6:7

14 5.4

10.0+
10.ot -

8.o
6.0,

4:7

103 Grade
Equivalent
. 10.0+.

10.0+

9:9
7.8
6.0

10.0+
10.0+

. 8.5 8.5
, 6.6 6.8

5.3 5.1

'42,632 4 2,248

1911 Grade National

Equivalent , Norm
10.0+

10.0+ « 10.0+
'9.5 0.1
7.0 6.0

.1

,10.0+

9.9
4 8.0

6.o
4.7

10.0+

.op

;112-

6

1,'2
A.

10.0+
10.0+
9.2

. 6.8

5.1,
4,287
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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 coordinated by the St4e Depdrtment of Education and requires that all K

1'public schools in the state participate., . ..,

- '1*-..:

.., 'W ,:me Alabama Department of Education responded to the quea6xingaires used
A

n this study with short summaries of allthe* test data since 1964. No
,-4-(- 0

anation of the testing program accompanied the dat'a.

abama reports reading achieveMent data in the form of reading vocab-

ulary-and reading comprehension raw scores from the CaliforniaAchievement

Tests (edition and forms not named). Table 30 summarizes the reading achieve-
V..

ment data from 1964 to 1971 for grades eight and eleven.
a ,

'.EUgilth.grade vocabulary scores remain fairly stable between 1914 and

1971 while comprehension scores fluctuate slightly, but still exhibit no

large differences between those years. Both scores peak between the years

1966 and 1968.
1

ElevIpth grade vocabulary scores exhibit a steady, but very gradual

rise betWeen'1964 and 1971. <However; eleventh,grade comprehension scores.

fluctuate a great deal, showing no clear trend..

Table 38
Mean Reading Scores for the California Achievement Test.for Eighth and

-- Eleventh Graders in Alabama'

%.ss

Year Grade Mean
Vocabulary Comprehension

Number
rest d

S.D. ,National
Mean

Mean,
,

S.D.
. --

_National
Mean

.1964-5 8 32.05 13.17 ,dna 42.50 16.04 dna 61, °55
11 28.42 11.79 dna 40.31 13r21 dna 48,

1965-6 s 8 31.97 13.19 -.8 42.83 16.11 -.4 =64,520' ,.

11 28.52 12.02 -.5,7 40.04 14.16 -1.0 49;229
1966-7 8 32.42 13.09 -.7 43.12 15.9.5 -.4 '66,238

. .11 28.71 11.98 -.6 40.24 14.25 -1.0 49,818
1967-8 8 32.49 13.08 -.7. 43.11" 15. --,..-.--4-- 64,930

11 28.99 11.97 -.7 14.26 -1".'0 494916
1968-9 8 32..0 12_._8-----=.8 42.0 15.7 -.5 67V,5,

11 29e-or 12.0 -.5 39.0 14.3 -1.0 51,405
1969-71 8 32.0 12.9 -.8 42.0 15.8 -'.5 68f539

11 29.0 12.0 -.5 39.0 14.1 -1.2 2,01
1970-71 8 32.0 15.8 -.8 42.0 ,15.6 -.5 63,403 '

11 29.0. 11.9 -.5 40.0 14.o -1.0 48,292 ) --3(



. .r
Idlho rsportl-g statewide testing program that voluntary on

the plext of the schools., Idaho's testing utilizes the Iowa Tests of

EducatioAl.bevelopment,.and the summary of tilt.testing"reports grade,
. A

eleven data between 1960 and 1971. Table 39 depicts data on four sub-

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

beginning with the,1967 data.
0

For each of the four subtests of the ,ITED, there 'appears to be

a "peaking" effect somewhere between the yeal-a 1963 and 1967, then a

general falling off of scores. The average reading score. that is first

reported for 1966-67 is highest at that time and then drops off each

succeeding year.

The last row in Table 39 is a mean score for each subtest fox all
,

years reported in the table. This row emphasizes the peaking effect for

the middle years and showS that for each subtest, 1976-71 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*

. -114-

mean score
for all 16.7 17.7 16.5 17.5 16.8

years

Reading, Reading Reading General % Number of -

Year Social Natural, Litera- Vocab- Average Students

Studies
1960-61 16.6 17.2 16.5 17.0

Testedspipnpr ture ulary

1961-62 16.8 17.5 16.74 1

1962-63 = 17.0 17.7 17.0 7.5
1963-64 17.3 17.8 17.o 17.7

1964-65 16.9 17.5 16.5 1 4

1.6 -66 16.8 18.2 16.8 18.o

1966-67 1.8 18.2 1 1.9 *- 17.9
1267-68 16.7 17.9 16.6 17.8

1.68 -6 16. 18.o 16.. 17. 1 .1

1969-70 ' 1.. 17.9 1.. 17.y 1..9

1970-71 16.14 :7- a7.4 15.8 17.4 16.5

1971-72 15.9 17.0 15.4- 17.0 16.1

dna
dna
dna
dna

dna.

dna
17.3
17.1

7,066

6,542

6,o2 ,-

6,682
8,336
9,450

8o

10,99
10,938
10 2 2
101512
9,147
7,060
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The state of Im*ettempted a-"Then and tlow' study Of 1'0 achieye-
\

...,...

.

....%

meat data in 1965, This data was compared with data cbiiected c11404o
.....

. ..,.: _, .

using the same tests, manuald, and time limits, and for this reason,is .,

..
. re . -.. .....

included in the section of states reporting seven-or more years data. .

, .

.

These tests were of optimal diffiCult in 1940 but in 1965-they were much
.

too easy. 38,000 pupils who represented the states as a whole were tested
-;

-in 1940., A similar sample was drawn', for the 194 comparison.
;$

fi

Table 40 reports the Iowa data by comparingmedian grade equivalents,

and grade equivq.lents at the tenth andlnintieth percentiles, fOr grades
4

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

six comparisons are made between 1940 and 1965 achievement; all compari-
\..

4

sons show a gain for the 1965 group. Differences range from two to hs
,,,

of a grade to well over a full grade level,.
t .

.,

1

. _

Table 40 ,
:

Comparisona-of Median Grade Equivalent Scores and 10th 'rld 90th Percentile
Scores on the Reading and the Vocabulary Subtests of t'h Iowa Every Pupil

Test of Basic Skills Between 1940 and 1965 f4,.. the State of Iowa, Grades 370.

Comparison of Median Grade Equivalents
Gil& Year Reading Vocabulary

1,

IN .Noo

193.-5

1940 vi,

Diff ---'' ,, 1

,

43.7

37.6
--:-' 6.1

41.6

38.3
ti

c_,
1965 -
1940
Di fil- 4

\ 55.4
46.8
8.6

50.7
45.6
5.1

'

1065 64.5 60.4

5 1040 56.8 56.3

Diff 7.1 4.1
v 1965

.,
76:2 76.7

6 1040 64.4 64.3

Diff 11.8 12.4
1965 85.3 84.o''

(:
7 1040 76.0 76.1 .

Diff 9.3 7.9
1965 ' 93.7 01.o

8 iocy 86.0

Diff 7.7 t.0

Mean Differe %ce 8.50 _de 6.6o
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West Virginia" has had a stateWide testing program since 1962,

and over the years has modified and expanded it to include several

different grade levels. A testing committee comprised Of school

personnel meets annually to evaluate policies and procedures concerning/

-the program.

The first statewide testing in West Virginia Was done in 1961-

1962 with twelfth graders utilizing the Sequential Tests of Educational

Progress., Table 42 depicts the:twelfth grade data for two years. In

1963, the state began testing ninth and eleventh graders rather than

twelfth graders utilizing the same test. Six years of.idata are reported

"
c

for these grades in Table 42. : J. '
-

''
. , t.--

West Virginia also reports data on the Stanford Achievement Tests

1 --.

(Form W) for grades three and six. In 1957, a selected sample Of 2,048

2

sixth graders were tested with t1 Stanford Tests; this sample has since

been called the Feaster Study. Beginning in 1962, data from the Stanford

Tests for grades three and'six are reported in Table 41 , including the

Feaster Study data. 4

West Virginia's testing policy Underwent a change in the school year
.:

1970 171. The STEP and Stanford Tests Were discarded antIailice' that times'

the Educational Development Series has been used in grades tfiree-six,

and eleven.

The data in Table 41 show for grades nine and eleven a peaking in

the years before and including 1966-7, then the scores drop off somewhat.,

Grade six Ata demonstrate the same thing with the "word meaning" subtest,

but shows no real pattern in regard to the s4btest "paragraph meaning."

Grade three scores appear to be rising gradually for both subtesta.

-117--



. Thir:d and Sixth
Table 41

Grade Reading Subtest
West Virginia

.41

Scores From itanilordAdhlevement Res

Year Grade

Word Meaning
Number
Tedted

'PeragrataiMeadih'
Mean S.D. Mean'

1957* 6 5.8 dna 2,046 5.1

1962-63 '' 6 6.2 dna 38,067 6.2
1964-5** 3 3.15 ' qria dna 3.24

6 6.09 dna dna 6.12 driaa dna
1965-6** 3 3.00 dna dna 3.08

6 5.3 dna dna 5.6

1966-7 3 3.28 1.00 35,208 3.35
6 5.76 1.62 33,765 6.12 *13:`85- 334361

1967-8 3 3.30,, 1.01 35,104 3.39 4Q-T
6 5.77 1.61 34,958 6.14 1'741, a5:= :-349`'7

1968-9 3 3.32 1.02 32,991. 3.39. 10067 320,83-
6 5.71 1.57 33,998 6.05 342, '-33;9892

* Feaster Study
**reported in states medians, not means

..\

-P. STEP

Table 42

Reading Scores for Grades
West Virginia

9, 11, .and 12

`,:11.

'4

Year Grade Reading Mean S.D. Number"Iiiedt,

963 -64

194405
A..'

\2'2516S,

9 273.8_

11 287.5
9 274.9

11 287,7

9 275.0
11 287.6

, 275.2

28 .4

17.7
17.2

dna
dna
17.6
17.

29488 .

dna:"

19 7- r
11\

1968-69 \.9
\ \11

Year

1961-62
1962-63

\

27 .2
286,4
272.8
286.4

18.1 ,

16.7
18.7
18.5

33,228
27,169
28-414

28:05

GI-Ade St Bard Mean

.5 dna
291. 16.9

'I

%
, 4 -118- \
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tOIndependent Schools Data

Reading achievement data from independent schools'across the

country comprises the next section of this chapter. Since 1931, in-

dependent schools have engaged in a testing program in which schools

_4t" participated on a voluntary basis.. It. is difficult to determine what

44 percentage of the total school enrollment is reflected in this set

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 data are considered to be

,/
representative of independent schools. Tables 43 through 47

and Figures 1 through 3 report achievement data for independent schools

between the years 1934 and 1971.

% Independent school -data up to andfh0.1.iding 1964 are available
.

in a series of yearly publications. Presently, the Educational Records

Bureau at the Educational Testing S ce (ETS) maintains testing data

since 1964. Since data between 19 4 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 inquiries, project

personnel were unable to obtain this data. However, achievement data fpr

1970-71 were forwarded and.are reported in Table 45.

A number of -achievement tests are utilized by independent schools

across the time period being investigated, and most report data in

median grade equivalents. Sin `e different forms of the various tests are

used from year to year, certain cautions in interpreting the data are

/

necetsary. In addition data for 1970-71 are reported on the Stanford

Achievement Tests across seven grade levels in much the same manner as

_119-
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data in Table 44. However, later achievement data,reflect many changes

and revisions in the tests as well as 'changes in the subtest format of

the Stenfordlbattery, making interpretation 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
t

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 Data

Table 43 report& raw scores collected by the Independent School

Survey in grades seven through twelve between 1940 and 1914 on the Coop-

erative English 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 1970-71
A

data which are available. Portions of the 1940-1964 data are also de- 1

picted in a'series of graphs Figures 1 though 3; data reported in the

r
graphs {1) are from the same forms of the test and (2) cover at least a .

thirteen year span.

Generally, all Cooperative test d4ta indicate an upward trend in

reading achievement data between 1940 an 1964. It should be noticed that

1940 scores from Form Q are a great deal higher than most of the subsequent

scores for the next ten years. Form Q is not used in any other year

indicating a possible lack of equivalency between Form Q and other forms

of the Cooperative test.
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Figure 1 represents scores for seventh through twelfth graders

on the Cooperative test, Form Y, for the years 1949, 1958,'and 1962.

A steady increase in reading achievement in grades seven through eleven

is evidenced, while achievement in grade twelve appears to level out

between 1958 and 1962.

Figure 2 depicts scores for seventh through twelfth graders on

the Cooperative test, Form RX, for the years 1950, 1955, and 1963. Data

for eighth graders show a steady rise in reading achievement; seventh,

ninth, tenth, and eleventh grade data demonstrate a drop in achievement

between 1950 anA 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.

Figure 3 displays scores for seventh through twelfth graders on

the Cooperative test, Form T, for the years 1946, 1951, 1956, 601) and

1964. Again, the same pattern developes with reading achi

-7

off in the middle years from previous levels, then steadily rising, and

dropping

finally exceeding the levels attained in the earlier years. As. in Figures

1 and 2, twelfth grade achievement.in reading dips down in the middle

years, then rises but does not exceed the levels attained in the earlier
4

years.

Taken totally, the data reported in Table 43 and Figures 1 through

3 on the Cooperative English Test, reading comprehension subtest, indicate

-- some fluctuation, but a fairs;- steady rise in reading achieVement. At

each grade level, scores toward the end of the period generally exceed

beginning scores,'th the excepion of grade twelve data which appears

to remain relatively stable throughout the entire period.
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Table 44 reports median grade equivale4440es for second

4.*

through eighth graders in independent schools on the Stanford Achiever \

ment Battery,' average reading,` between 1949 and 1963. Scores remain

relatively stable between 1949 and 195,3, then..54)ear to rise steadily

until the end of the period. This is interesting in light of the
410,

general decline of scores on the CoopAative Milish Test during the

middle 1950's evidenced in Table 43 and Figures71 throUgh 3. Generally,

APIN

scores for the end of the period exceed scores-ror the beginning of

the period by .5 to 1.5 grade equivalents. Table 45 reports Stanford ,

scores on subtests of word meaning and paragr

a,

meaning at the same

grade levels for 1970 through 1971. Neither or-the foris used in 1970 0: J

.

or 1971 were utilized between 1949 and 1963, gaging comparisons difficult.
aF,

Table 46 reports median'grade equivaleAts for first and second

graders in independent schools between 1949 and 1963on the Metropolitan

A- -
Achievement Test. A fairly steady rise in reading achievement is demon-

4
strated for this period, with more recent scores exceeding the earlier

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 to1957, again making generalizations about gains in

achievement suspect.

Finally, Table 47 reports mtdiah grade equivalents on the Metro-

politan Achievement Battery, average reading, for first through- eighth

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 seven data demonstrates a nominal gain in achievement, while

grade four and five data indicate'a steady and substantial rise in reading

achievement.
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- FIGURE 1

Median raw scores for seventh through twelfth graders in Independent
Schools on the Cooperative English Test, reading comprehension aub-
test (Form Y) for the years 1949, 1958, and 1962.
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FIGURE 2
N

Median raw score for seventh through twelfth graders in Independent
Schools on the Cooperative English Test, reading comprehension subtext
(Form RX) for the'years 1950, 1955, and 1963.
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FIGURE 3 F

Median raw soores for seventh through,twelfth'graders in Independent,
Schools on the Cooperative En lish'Test, reading comprehension sub-
test (Wria T) for the years,, 194b, 1951, ,1956, 1960, and 196.
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Table
MetroPolitO Achieve,meit Tek, Average Reading, 19149-1963
(Test dropped,afteI\3.963f)' Median Grade Equivalenits for
First and gedond Grade.Independent School Pupils

:

Year Form

Grade 1
Median NumberV---
Average of.

Reading Subjects

kade 2

Mediat umber
Average;., of
Reading-- Subjects

-k"

19149 T

1950 R

.1951

.1952

1953;:

1955

1956

1957

1958

1960

1961

1962

1963 : A ;;-
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2.2
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T 2.3

R 2.3

T 2.0

R 2.14 dna
z r
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1154

1108

1268

1650

2.14 dna

Prim. 2:5 2457

A 3063

'B -2.4 3075

C '2.5 3197

2.6 3323

3.7

3.1

3.8

4.0

3.9

3..9

4.0

4.0

3.6 1355

dna

dna

355

11401

833

505

14.2 3148
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s:.
;

3.7 43167-7

3.6 4.'424 '-..-
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him

Summary

As was the case with the.school system data, the changes in tests

employed and the grades tested makes it difficult to dtfWany definitive,

conclusions concerning reading growth. Some of the most reliable data

in this chapter are reported by the state of Iowa and by the Independent --,

School Survey cores. In both cases we have long-term iic%Actation over

alroughly 25 ye . The two sets of information reinforce each other and

the major conclusion to be drawn is that between 1940 and 1965 there

was a steady improvement in reading achievement. Overall, the 1965

students outscored eir 1940 counterparts significantly.

After the middleof the last decade, the picture becomes less clear.

While some states show little change in either direction, overall there

seems to exist a slightly negative trend after 1965. The losses are

typically slight, but they appear steady and genuine. In view of the'

fact that data f so few states were suitable for inclusion and because

- we are dealing with a relatively shqrt span of years, it seems premature

to speak of a general, nation-wide decrease in reading iest performance

in the past five or ten years.

The most conclusive statement that can be made is that the children

of the present are reading better (or at least scoring higher in tests)

than children of twenty or more years ago. Moreover, these differences

appear-to be quite significant.
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Conclusion

As stated in the Introduction to this volume, this study had two

purposes:

a. First, it was an attempt to make available as wide a data base

on shifts in the literacy skills of this nation's youth as could be

collected within the constraints of the time and budget allotted. It

was hoped that this study would provide a data base on which definitive

conclusions concerning the reading ability of today's students compared

ta those of the past could be made.

b. Secondly, the study attempted to document 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

a natural accompaniment of our ever increasing investments in reading

education.

We would be less than candid if we suppressed the fact that at

the outset we had hopes, against intuitions and beliefs gained from

our collective experience in and study of the reading field, to be able

to distill from all the data we were to collect some rather firm judge-

ments about positive or negative trends in reading achievement over the

two decades we were espedally interested in; 195471970. It must be

stressed, however, that our scepticism regarding the existence of hard

1111

data which would allow such firm judge s motivated this study in the

first place.

What conclusions, then, can be drawn from the information gathered

and from the problems experienced in gathering the data?

Our most positive conclusion is that it is extremely difficult for

anyone interested in evaluating trends in literacy to obtain adequate

data. Such a conclusion is not to )e taken lightly. When one considers

the many statements that are constantly being made about the "declining

-134-
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literacy rate" of the nation's children, it would be assumed that clear

evidence to dOcument such conclusions is generally available. This was

definitely not'our finding.

To be sure some school districts do publish their test scores

'annually. However, that information has two basiC shortcomings: in

most cases it can be compared with data from only a fey preceding years,

but more importantly, fluctuations in the characteristics 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 associated with changes, in student populations by

resorting to gathering data on a large number of school systems of

various kinds: rural and urban, st ble and growing, and so on. We

definitely didsnot succeed in that of rt. We have been able to gather

too little data from too few school systems. Of the 100 systems contacted

only 45 responded to our questionnaire (even after prodding)., 40 of those

reported that they conducted annual testing, 25 had data reports of some

kind available, 12 sent us their reports and the data of only 6 syStems

extended over 3 years or more, the es,t lished cut-off point. It is

clear that even with perfect data, the fps' sample'is not representative

of school systems throughout the country. This is particularly bothersome

because of the necessity for a variety of school systems to be represented:

among others those which lost' students from advantaged backgrounas because

of a trek to suburbia and those which gain such students.

The nrnblem of interpretation of our school system data is compounded,

however, since the'data itself is far from perfect. In the discUssion of

each individual set of data specific shortcomings were detailed. In

general, in addition to the lack of information about changes in the type

of student tested, the most troublesome issues were: changes in tests;

-135-
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changes in test forms, often unmentioned; chengep in kinds of scores

reported; and changes in the time of the year when the tests were

administered.

In g he data from the states is slightly more interpretable

than -that of the s hool districts. Agirst, more states have collected

test data longer periods o time. Iowalis, of course, an excellent'

ample.

In addition, shifts in population to to be less pronounqed for

entire states than for individual school distri ts; this is of particular

importance in states such as Alabama which rep ted average.scores based

on testing,in all.of its public schools. Neve theless, even this data

does not allow one, to draw conclusions eXce he utmost care.and

substantial ambivalence.

Leaving the information gathe ed in the review of literature
41

aside for a moment, it is clear that the safest and least controversial

conclusion to be drawn from the data presented in the preceding chapters

is that it does not allow any absolute conclusions abodt the Fate of
dr

literacy skills in America to be drawn. Yet, we feel that in the face Qf
;

unsubstantiated claims of antic declinein literacy skills, it is

legitimate and even neces ary 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 not always be

preferable over the absence of any information; in this case, we feel it is.

4
In Chapter I we presented evidence, gleaned from v rious sources

in the literature that up to the late fifties there was little cause to
4

believe that skill in reading was on the decline. From the studies cited

and from the analysek provided rather the opposite seems to 1 e true.

Children tested at the later of the two dates involved irf these "then-and-
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now" studies tended to score significantly higher than their predecessors.

-This is true despite the factfihat during the period covered by these,

studies social'promotion became more anti more in vogue, with the conse-
.

quence that thereexisted a less select student boily at any particular

grade level when compared to earlier years. Also, as Gates, (1961)

pointed out quite cogently the student population was becoming younger

at all grade levels. Both of these facts would be reasons to hypothesize

a loss in reading achievement if all other things were equal. However,

.1

_ all other things were not'equal, as they never are, and reading scones,

as reported in most of the studiesappear to favor the groups tested

now rather than then. I

From considering the school system data, the state data and the

data from the independent schbo16, with all the. constraints on legitimate

,
interpretation mentioned above, 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,

little evidence Of lowered reading'achievement as represented by teSt,

scores: After the middle of the past decade, we are even less certain than

about the preceding years. However, there.ppears, and we must stressthe

extremely ;tentative nature of this statement, a slight decline in the
l ,

w wol ,

scores after,1965. The de ine is not eneral, and thdre are many

1

exceptions4 but in toto, the onclusion sun rte0 by tie data indicates

less stability or,"upsing" than in the period preceding the middle

sixties. )\

. . 0
FI4om the "information. we have'presented both in regard to test

e

icores and in. regard to.pur procedures, it is clear-that-despite a
I ,

0

multi - million dollar:per year testing business, surprisingly few longi-
.

tudinal and easily accessible records on the perfoimance of children
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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.

s

.11his is not too surprising. ,Inothe past, the prime rationale

for administering survey tests of reading was to obtain information

on indiVidual students. Testing was' done foremost for the purpose

of monitoring the progress of individual children. If the need to

keep track of long term changes in performance at the school or school

system level had been the overriding concern of the personnel who makes

decisions about thg testing program,-it.is probable that the countless

instances of changes in the testing programs (tests, forms, grades

tested, etc.) that can be deUmented in nearly all school systems simply

would not have occurred.

Currently, a,number of factors seem to insure that the longitudinal

monitoring action at the school system, state and national level will

be aNecuted much more vigorously during the final quarter of this' century.

There is a growing realization that standardized survey reading tests,

may 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 economics enterprise is emerging as

evidenced by the appearance of such conCepti.as "accountability", "cobt-

benefit analysis", etc. in the educational literature. Public interest

in how well schools are performing their mission is becoming ever more

focused and sophisticated. In response to these and related,developments,

efforts are being mounted which will indeed allow a much more valid

and reliable monitoring of how well Americans read than was possible in

the past. We refer, of course, to such efforts as the National Assessment
: Wy
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of Educational Progress and to the various state*hassessment programs

now being created. Short of physically searching the records of indi-

vidual students, classrooms and schools, it seems nearly impOssible

to obtain definitive evidence regarding such a simple question as:

"Are children reading better or worse now, than 10 or 20 years, ago?"

Certainly thig 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 competenbe 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. Unfortunately, subjective appraisal of trends in achievement,

reading achievement included, is often far from reliable and/or valid.

At least, as a minimum condition, such judgment should be complemented

by more objectively gathered data: We believe that our,efforts have

shown thitthe current data base on trends in reading achievement is

extremely difficult to access, contains many flaws which make interpre-

tation difficult or impossible, has, been irregularly maintained and

hardly allayscfor any sure and sweeping generalizations about gains or

losses across the yeara'to be made.

Fintally, we believe that from an-interpretation of the information,

,

we yere ab o gather, we wotAd conclude first, that there is no reason

for,en masse p ssimisM; secondly, that the gradual improvement in

reading. competency over the four decades prior to 1965 may have lessened

or halted; and finally, Over the lait 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.

1



One of the interesting hobbies we Lave engaged in-during the

past several years in which we have been'compfling these data, is to

write to all those who make statements about the declining literapy in

the United States. We have done this first to determine ifithoSe who

are making such statements would direct us to.their data sources; and

secondly, we wrote td them because we felt they had little evidence on

which to base iheir,claims. We are now convinced, that anyone who says
400""

that he knows that literacy is decreasing is a very sure person. Such

a person is at best Unscholarly and at worst .dishon

lI
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Code #

a
TEST CODES

Name of Test
a

/ 01 American School Achievement .Tests: Part 1, Reading

02. American Schoot. Reazling Tests

e
Buffalo Reading hest for Speed and Comprehension

04, California ReEiding

' 05 Comprehensive Reading Scales

06 Cooperative English Tests - -Reading Section

07 Davis Reading Test

08 Dev,diopment al Reading Tests

09 piagnostic ReadingTests

10 'Elementary Readin :: Every Pupil Achievement Test

11 . Emporia Elementary. ROding fiest
r.

!
:',+

t\l,

12.: :',,, Emporia Intermediat&;Reading .Test ,

1,

13: 4.; Emporia Junior Riga Sbliool Reading Test
. . . -. .
0 04

14 Emporia Primary Beacii ngTes't

15 *.:',Emporia Silent Reading' Test 'tc
A

16 ' Gates Basic Reading 'Tests .

17 'pates-MacGinitie Reading- T ss

18 School Reading Test: %,..11ittioptil Achievement Tests

1
ls,,
ki
4\

\ .
ItPiett

{

i01:7/A Oilent Reading Tests - ,

I

Tests of Basic Skills \'-
.

,k, ,

t
...._

A Lee-'cl.d.ht Reading TeVt '''-
V

:: es-
.

\ 1.1

' N" t ;

\?:\
,

' Metropdatan Achievement Test:s.!? Leading, ,,..,
.1 .

-...:.:

23, ,'". MorirOe's dardized silent Reading Test
,' . -. .. , .

0%.
21I ',Nelson-DenrwAReadibg Test

2,:,"4:;;`,.ii:elson Readilik Te:si
,. .

,. .. q It
... i1

J .. , '.'0 - 41
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TEST CODES (cont.)

Code // Name of Test

,

,
,

,

F.

26 Primary Reading: EverY Pupil Achievement, Test

27 Public School Achievement Tests: Reading

28 Reading Comprehension Test: Natioall Achievement Tests

29 SRA Achievement Test

30 Sequential Tests of Educational Progress:- Reading

. 31 Stanford Achievement Test: High, School Reading Test

32, Stanford Achievement Test

330.-- Survey of Primary Reading Development

34 Tests of Academic Progress: Readfng
0

35 Traxler High School Reading Test

36. Traxler Silent Reading Test !

37 Not Specified
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SOURCE IDENTIFICATION QUESTIONNArRE
ti

Has a statewide achievement testing program been available to the schools
of ydtAtate during a,major proportion of the 20-year period 1950

through 1970?

( ) yes
'

( ) no

2. If so, by whom is it planned and coordinated?

( ) -State Department of Education

( ) A college or university in the state

( ) Other agency or institution

Note: If the second or third box is checked, please give the name and

address of the, office, department firm, or agency where it is hand101:

a

Also, please give the name of the program director if available:

3. Has it been and is it now a reauireMent that all public in the

state participate in the achieVement testing program?

( ) yes

( ) no (If no, please explain):

t

.

I

4. The following item has been designed to determinethe years and grades in ...,

which a particular standardized reading achievement test (either as a t

separate test or as part of an achievement battery) was administered;

statewide. First, please check each year in which such tests were 'given. '
'' i

Second, in the box under the appropriate grade numeral and opposite the .,

appropriate xear, place the code number of the test which was given.; On ' :' 4

! 1

the.attached sheet, you will find a list of the test names and coridiponding-

code numbers. If the name of the test used doespot appear on the:list,
'.1 I

use the code number "00" and write the'name of the test on thfr blattg'lines'
.. .'

prbvided at the, end of item 4 above. -. .1. .. t

.

1,1
I

.: i ,
.

,1
EXAMPLE: GRADES t

Year, 1 2 3 it 6 7 '8 9 g 10 i .11 . 12 -i if

( ) 1970 ,( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (7 ) .( ) ( ) (' ) ( ):I( )!I( r:( ) . t il

(X) 1971 g ) (04) ( ) ( ) ( )- (04) ( ) ( ) ( ) : (31)6( :. ( )
. i

(x) 1972)1( -) Olt) ( ) ( ) ( ) (04) ( ) ( ) .( :_); k : );1(' ). ( ) '''' It.. i t I4
1

tr

,,

t
f
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a GRADES '- A .

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 illYear

19.1+9 ( ) ( Y ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ). ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

k 1950 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) -( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( 1951 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (. ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1952, ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ).. ( ) (- ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1953 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( .19514 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( 1955 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ('.) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( 1956 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( 1957 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1958 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (/). ( ) ( ) (
( 1959 ) ( ) ( ) ( . ) ( ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1960 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1961 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( -,.) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1962 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) .( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( 1963 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (-- ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( '0

( 1964 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1965 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ;) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1966' ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( .) ( ) (

( 1967 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( 1968 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1969 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
( 1970 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (

( 1971 ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (.- ) ( ) (

00

5. In what form have the data from these'tests been collated? (Please check
all those which pertain,)

( ) By individual school
( ) By individual school district

) By entire state
( ) Other (Please explain):

'6. Have annual or other periodical reports been published summarizing the data
from these tests?

( ) no

) yes (If yes, please specify their nature and location):
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7. Have State Department of Education or othertptudies been conducted and

published utilizing the test data?

( ) no

( ) yes *(If yes, please specify the titles and location):

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

( ) yes

Comments:

4

9. Would it be permissible for one of our research associates to make such

an on-the-sportsearch?

( ) no (If no, please explain):

( ) yes (If yes, please` specify any procedures necessary to obtpin,

permission.)

10. Please indicate where test data from 1950 through 19010 are housed:
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SOURCE IDENTIFICATION QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Has a city-wide achievement testing program been available to the schools
of your district during the 20-year period 1950 through 1970 ?

( ) yes

( ) no

2. If so, by whom is it planned and coordinated?

( ) Board of Education
( ) A local college or university
( ) Other agency or institution

NOte: If the second or third box is checked, please give the name and
address of the office, departmept 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):

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 pal-t of an achievement battery) was administered.
First, please check each year in which such tests were given, Second,

in the box under the approprigte 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 name and corresponding

code numbers. If the name of the test used does n appear.on the list,
use the code number "00" and write the name of t test on the blank-

lines provided at the end of item 4 ,above.

GRADES_

Year 1(2

1970
(X) 1971
(X) 1972

(1

(

(

)

)

(2

(04)

(04)

(3

(

(

)

)

( )

(04),

(5

(

(

)

)

(6.)

(04)
(04)

(7

(

(

)

)

(

(

)

)

(9

(

(

)

)

(10)

(31)
( )

(11)

(

(

)

)

( )

( )
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GRADES

Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 11 12

1949 ( ) ( ) ( ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) es ) ( ) ( )

1950 ( ) (' ) ( ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

1951 ( ) ( ) ( ) ) ( )' ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

1952 ( ) ( ) i ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

1953 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

19514 ( ) (7.). J ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( -) ( ) ( )

1955 ( ) (, )- ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

19,56 ( )" ( ) ), ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

')-1957 ( ) ( ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

1958 ( ) ( ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( .. )

1959 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( - (" ). ( ) (..,- )-

1960 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( - . ,

1961 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ), ( ) ft. )
1962 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( , ( )- ,T )

1963 ( ) ( ) ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (
..)
.)- ( ,)- ( -)- -

1964
1965

(

(

)

)

( )'

( )

(

(

)'. (

) (

)

)

(

(

)

)

(

(

)

)

(

(

)

)

( )

( )

(

(

}- ,-

I' (

)

).
(1.)
( .)--

1966 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) '( )

1967 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ). ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ), ( ) ( ) ( )
1968 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )' ( ) ( ) ( .) (-..) ( ) ( ) ( )

1969 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) (1! ) ( ) ( ) ( ) 1, ) ( ).'
1970 ( )% ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) .(- ) ( 1

1971 ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

00

5. In what form have the data from these tests been collated? (Please check

all those whidh pertain.)

( ) By individual school
( ) By grade level
( Lpy sex of students
( ) Other (Please explain):

6. Have annual or other periodical reports been published summarizing the data

from these tests?

( ) no
( ) yes (If yes.,\ please specify their nature and location):

-163-

3

'

.,



7. Have State Department of Edutation or other studies been conducted and

published utilizing the test data?

( ) no

( ) yes (If yes, please specify the titles and location):

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 inforraation in addition to that
which is already in printed or published form.)

( ) no

( ) yes

Comments:

9. Would it be permissible for one of our research associates to make such

an on-the-spot search?

( '(If no, please explain):

.,(,) yes (If yes, please specify any procedures decessary_to obtain

permission.)

10. Please indicate where test data from 1950 through 1970 are housed: t

-164-

J. 4.

Sr


