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ABSTRACT )

The practice of analyzing all available project
children in as large a group as possible is considered not to be
justifiable when distinct subgroups of pupils are represented.
Instead, the approach suggested here determines the test score gainfa
pupil achieves from the beginning to the end of the year, with all of
the pipil gain scores of a simgle compensatory teacher being compared
to those presented in the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) Gains
Tables. These tables pré¢sent typical gains that should be made on a
particular subtest of the MAT, according to the grade level of the
pupil and according to whether the pupil's pre-test achievement level
is high, average or low. These tables differ from the norm. tables
provided in the test publisher®s manual in that both the pre and
post-test were administered to the same pupils to obtain the gain
scores. The tables-have two major limitations: (1) they are only -
useful for pupils' test results who are in grade levels 2-8; and, (2) .

fthe interval between testing is short. Implementation considerations
and implementation procedures are included in the discussion. MAT

. Gains Tables are presented in this‘'publication. (Author/aM)
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EVALUATING COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM TEST
RESULTS USING EACH COMPENSATORY TEACHER'S
PUPILS AS SUBGROUPS FOR ANALYSIS

Ratronale ‘

A basic deusion in evaluating a program is the division of pupilsinto analysis
subgroups. Because uf the advantages of having large numbers of pupils in an
analy s1s, there 1s a temptation to analyze dll available project children in gs large
4 group as possible This practice 1s not justified when distinct subgroups of pu-
pils are represented

The smallest identifiable subgroups in compensatory education programs
suitable for evaluation purpuses are the project pupils of each compensatory
teacher, aide, or teacher aide team. Sample sizes are usually large enough gener-
ally averaging from 15 10,30 pupils The samples are always aty picdl in that pu-
pils are selected because they are expeniencing problems in so 8ol work. Reading
i> the vompensatory help must uften provided with math second most prevalent.
In some cases, a teacher provides reading to some pupils and math to others with-
in the same group. Often, the compensatory teacher is assigned pupils from more
than one grade level.

Any evaluation model must fit the above described circumstances, Its primary
purpuse should be'tu determine whether a compensatory teacher's pupils achieve
as they should in reading ur math. One approach is to determine the test score
8ain 4 pupil achieves from the beginning to the end of the year. All of the pupil
gdin scores of 4 single cumpensatory teacher can be cumpared tu those presented
in the MAT Gains Tables. . ‘

The MAT Gains Tables presents typical gains that should be made on a par-
ticular subtest of the Metropoulitan Achfe{veml Tests according to the grade |
level uf the pupil and according to whether the pupil’s pretest achievement level
is high, average, or low. It diffens from the norm tables provided in the test pub-
lisher's manudl 1n that both the pre and the pustiest were administered to the
same pupils to obtain the gan scores.

It has twomajur imitations. First, it s only useful for pupils’ test results who
are.n grade fevels 2-8. Secondly, the interval bctwccn testing 15 short.

, .Implementation Considerations

This evaluation model requires the use of the Reading, Malh Computation, or
Math Concepts subtests of the 1970 edition of the Metropoulitap Achievement
Test, ur, the vorresponding subtests of any other standardized test which van be
converted into the Metropobtan. . N

The subtest shuuld be administered in Octuber and in Apul *The pupil should
be administered the “level " of the test recommended fur the pupil’s grade Tevel
by the test publisher or one level Lwer where pupil’s skill proficiency in the test
area s extremely low. Different Forms of the subtest should be used in October

and April .

Touse this evaluation mudel, project pupils must not be selected tu reccive
compensatory help on-he basis of their Octobcr scores.
Implementation Procedures

Step One Selout one ot the three mentioBed subtests for cach pupil which is
maost Cdosely' related to mstructioa provided [u*l[ pupil by the compensatory
teacher. The pupil should be inturmed to answd only those items on the test
lhal he knows and to avoid guessing Administer and score the pretest inexact
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compliance wrth the procedures specified by the test publisher.

Step Two Record the raw scores for each pupil un the Project Pupils Test
Record Furm. Determine the stanune and Standard score fur cach pupil’s Octo-
ber score using the nurm tables in the Metropolitan Teacher's Manual.

Step Three In April determync the representative sample of the teacher’s
pupils whouse scures will be submitted on the Individual Pupil Information
Forms. Then administer the posttest and again adyvise the pupil tv avoid guessing. -
Scure and record the raw scure and standard swore for each pupll on the Project
Pupils Test Record Form.

Step Four. Subtract the Octuber standard score from the April standard
score and record the gdfn scure on the Priyect Pupils Test Record Form. Then
refer tu each pupil’s Octuber stanine to determine which.column of the MAT
Gains Table should be used. For stanines 1-3, use the LOW PRETEST column.

Fof stanines 4-6, use the AVERAGE PRETEST column. And for stanine 7-9,
usefthe HIGH PRETEST column. If the pupil’s standard score gain eguals or
exdeeds the medn gain scure presented in the appropriate column of the MAT
Gains Table, a "+ should be recorded in the last column un the Project Pupils
Test Rewrd Form. If the pupil’s pre to posttest gain score was less than the
mean score presented in the MAT Gains Tables, a "'~ should be recorded. Pro-
ceed in this manner until a "'+ or " '"has been recorded for each project pu-
pil for whom pre*and posttest scores'are available.

Step Five Determine the distribution of pupils’' raw scores for each level of
each subtest administered.
Analyzmq the Data

Interpret the pupils’ raw score distributions for the October and April test

’

* administrations.

Determine the pruportion of the teacher’s pupils who achieved in reading or
math as they shouldshave by dividing the number of ""pluses’ by the number of
“'pluses and minuses.” A mean propurtion of .63 was found for 111 Cunnecticut
cumpensatory teachers of reading and math in 197374, This standard can be
used to compare a compensatory tegcher’s pupils with in 1974-75,

Try to discover why some pupils achieved as they should have while others
did not. For example, compare the two goupings in terms of such factors as the
fullowing (1) average grade level fur each grouping, {2} the prupuriun of boys
compared tu girls making up each grouping, (3) an average pretest stanine vum-
panson, (4) any differences in the ume of day pupils were scheduled for help or
the concentration of compensatosy help provided, or (5) the averagd absences

. frum sthoul fur the two groupings. Comparisuns such gs these tenddu 1denufy
strengths and wedknesses of compensatory programming, or, hmiggtions of the

evaluatron model used.

A figure shuwing the distribution of pupils’ raw scores will be vafiable in any
test scure analysis. 1t will indicate whether there 15 g flour or calingieffect or
whether scores “bunch up ' Any of these charaeternstios hmit the usefulness of
the test results ubtained and should be d\.l\nuwicdgud as & limitation an the
evaluation repqrt.

The distribution of scures also shows the number of pupn]s seoning sy, low
that results could be due mainly to guessing. For example, the Intermediate
Level of the Metropolitan Reading test is g test of 45 four<hoice items which
yields a mean chanve score of une-fourth of the totd number of items, or 11, 3.

~

RIC - -

,
‘ 9]

e




X3

When da pupil scores this low, it s difficult to dissern whether he actually knows
the ttems of the test ur guessed them. Extremely low Yurrelativns between fall
and spring test results are mainly due tu guessing and this behavioir nullifics the
usefulness of tests as evaluation instruments
Reporting the Results

The year-end compensdtury program evaluatiun report should start with a
brief description of the evaluaion model used. Following this, the appropriate-
ness of the [evels of subtests administered in terms of the distribution of raw
wures shodld be discussed. Next, the number of cach cumpensatory teacher’s

_ pupils who achieved as they should have fullowed by the number of children
who did not should be listed. The final part of the analysis should discuss the
various facturs that might bear un the test results obtained and their possible in-
fluence upon how well the pupils achieved.

A table should appear in the appendix of the rcml md/almg\Qe exact
name of the instrument used, the subtest(s), levels, furms, dates of test adminis-
tration, and pre and pusttest raw scores by grade levels of pupils. Combined
results for all compensatory, efforts of a single project should-appear in this
table.

lndividudl Pupil Reading or Math Information Forms completed by each
compensatury suppurted teacher should alsu appear in the appendix. These will
be used for a statewide and national evaluation of compensatory education.

3
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MAT GAINS TABLES - s

Twenty of thg schoul systems in the standardization of the 1970 Metropol-
itan Achievement Tests provided data referred to as the MAT Gauns Tables in
this pubhx.duun These | 20 systems were selected to be Tepresentative of the en-
tire standardization gruup (and thus, of the nation’s school population) in terms
of relevant population characteristics.

Avcrage Ous-Lennon Mental Ability Test deviatiun 1Qs for this sample ranged
from alow of 99.6 (Grade 8) to a figh of 101.1 (Grade 5). Key vaniables used
in selecting and describing the Mt.lrupulnldn sample included the median years
of schuuling of adults over age 25 1n the community, median family income,
and the percent of blacks in the population.

The data presented here have important advantages over "'growth’” charts or
tables uffered 1n the past”First, the data are empirical  no interpolation or
extraputations are mmlvcd Second, and perhaps more importantly, the same
pupibs were used for<cumputing the Fall-Spring score Lhanges. The regular
Metrupuliyn percentile rank,/stanine Z}lbles provide the first advantage above.
Hawever, the regular "'Beginning:” and™’ End ufycdr norms are not based on
identical sets of pupils, although great mm. was taken to mateh the two samples
as<closely as possible.

An additional advantage of these data s that the samplu isclusely rcprc»cma
tive ol buth the entire Metropolitan nurmative sample and-the nation’s schoul
pupulatioh, thus making interpretation of ubtained results more meaningful.

1tis recognized that utihization ot this model is probably oo lengthy a
provess where the number of staff in the project becumes very large. Add-
iiondally, the model 1 suitable only for chitdren 8vho are fluent in English.
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MAT GAINS TABLES S
Median, Mean and S.D. of MAT Standard Score “Gains'" Over a Six-Month
Period by Grade for Three Subgruups and Tutal Gruup (N=1461-2861 per grade)

READING
Grade High Pretest Average Pretest  Low Pretest Total Group
¢ Me- Me- Me- Me-

dian Mean $.D. dian X S.D. dun X S.D dian Mean S.D.

2 .28 34 98 80 7.8 6.8 11.311.3 99 76 15 86
3 51 521001 49 50 7.4 53 7.1 140 50 50 9.8
4 23 21 83 45 45 79 6.3 85155 44 48 104
5 3 4 71 36 30 7.0 127146169 36 46 11.0
6 38 -34 81 26 24 62 8311.217.5 20 24 109
7 18 22 89 16 1.2 °82 53 63134 22 25 99
-8 4 N7 90 23 23 86 21 29118 20 20 95 -
MATH COMPUTATION -
Grade High Pretest Average Pretest Low Pretest Total Group
o Me- Me-- " Me- . Me-

dian Mean S.D. dian X S.D. dian X S.D. dian’ Mean S.D.

3+ 44 40, 80 88_ 9.0 7.2 11.4 126 82 85 87
4 82 81 82 11.0 10.8 8.0 10.2 12.23‘3\2 102 105 9.3
5 54 52 63 59 62 7.0 9.511.8 134 62 7.0 88
6 30 33 72 64 63 7.3 5.8 87 141 54 6.0 9.2
7 17 25 72727 1.6 13 47 63126 25 28 88
¥ 11 27 89 28 31 66 50 48 114 27 33 85
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MA/TH CONCEPTS *
Grade  High Pretest Average Pretest  Low Pretest Total Group
Me- Me- Me- Me-

dian MeanS.D. dian X S.D. dun X SD dian Mean S.D.

56 ,50 80 83 81.77 99 106 104 81 78 86
©30 29 67 73 72769 82 97 138'64 68,89
42 47775 42 40 7.7 77 101 149 47 53 96
64 62 7840 39 76. 48 77 166 47 52 100
1.0 11,80 16 20 70 52 60112 24 27 86
14 16 80 22 25 77 36 50119 23 28 90

[

00 ~J O v b W

A

_TOMAL MATH Co T v

Grade, - High P;exest Average Pretest  Low Pretest TotakGroup
* Me. Me. “Me | Me-
dian Mean S.D. dian X S.D. duan X S.D. dian Mean S.D.

t

12‘ 6.2 7.1 88 105 .8 62 }61 16.0 9.9 107 11.0 83
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ANALYSIS OF TEST RESULTS FOR THE MUNSEN SCHOOL
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAM
> One of two subtests of the Metropulitan Achievement Tests, Rcadlng or Math *
Computatxon was administered to pupils in the Munsen Compensatory Program
in October 1974 and April 1975,

The test score gam each pupil made was compared to an “expected gain”’ for
the particular subtest accurding to the grade level of the pupil and according to
whether the pupil’s pretest achievement was high, average, or low. “E xpected
gains” were determined from the MAT GaJns Tables.*

This test analysis is for three major purposes (1) to interpret the distribu- )

... tion of raw scores for the différent levels of the tests administered, (2) to deter-
B mine the number of a compensatory teacher’s pupﬁs ‘who achieved as they
« should have and, the number who did not, and (3) to discuss factors which

*  possibly lnﬂuenced the puplls' test gains.

Pupils have been divided into two su bgroups for test score analy5|s (1) the
reading and math results of middle grade pupils all served by the same compen .
satory teacher, and (2) the reading results for grade 2 and3 pupils réceiving the

. Follow ThrOugh services. This latter group is served by two aides who have
ovcrlappmg responsnbllmcs for the grade 2 and 3 pupils.

A distribution of the raw scores for each level of each subtest was made.
Readmg test scores for grade 3 pupils showed some “piling up” of scores at the
upper end of the scale at posttesting indicating that a hlghcr level of that par-
ticular subtest should have been used as the test publisher g r‘ccommendcd

<, The Reading pretest administered to grade 4, 5, and 6 pupils'should have

been one level luwer than that recommended by the test pubhsher as these pu
pils all tended to score too low on the scale.

When children score very low on a test, it is difficult to asgertaln whether
the results are actually what the pupil knaws or whcther the results are due fo
guessing. . .

The raw score distributions show a third charactcnsnc that ﬁpproxmately
Jhree-quarters of the grade 3 pupals are achieving exceedingly we (’\AII these pu
pils began in the Auburn Headstart Program Five years earlier and have been
provided supplementary services each year singe. | .

Scores were not available for 12 children. Four of the puplls left Munsen
School before the April testing, five entered Munsep School after the October
testing, and three pupils rccewed shurt term help unrelated to reading or math

* Lomputation. -

The number of ¢hildren who achieved well and those who did not achieve up"'

to expectation are presented below,

Compensatory Pupijls’ Achlcvcment Follow Through, Reagnq_g and Math

by Teacher Subgroups Aide Team eacher
Totalpupils assigned for compcnsalory 38 21
instruction during the'1974-75 year ' L R
- Total pupils for whom pre and posttest ~ ° 29 ' 18
- results have been reported - ) .
-_,.Ndmbt:‘r of pupils who achieved up to .~ .16 . 10
- expectations in readmg or math R L :
M mber ‘of pupils_ who' dldfno( achieve up <13 - . 8
I: KC to expectation in reading or kaath ) B ' T 11

e 14 . - .
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These results indicate that slightly more than half of the pupils of each
compensatory teacher achieved in reading or math as well as . they should have.
This proportion is slightly less than the average proportnon (X= .63) obtained
for 111 reading and math teachers of compensatory pupils in Connectucut in '
1973-74.

In a further analysis, various information was analyzed in an attempt to-de
termine factors possibly responsible for the differences in achievement found
for the two categories of pupils. -

Follow Through Component Analysis . B

Findings. There were  essentially no differences between the two groups in .

terms of boy-girl ratio, and pupil school abserfces. A shghtly targer propor-

tion of grade E},puplls achieved as expected than did grad9 2 pupils.

Pretest Scofes were generally lower for pupils in the group who made the
expected achievément. Also, these pupils showed the greater reading test
average gain from pre to posttesting (12 standard score gain units for the
better, achievers compared to 2 standard scorc,gam units for the others).

Interﬁre[atlon Pupilshaving the greatest ¢ educational need showed the_ -
better reading achidvement, Other factors examined appearedito have no
particular influence on whether the pupils achieved well or not.

If more children are expected to achieve well in the Follow Through Pro-
gram in the commgyear it would be worthwhile for classroom teachers and
compensatory aides to review the methods and procedures they use to hclp
their average and above average achieving pupils. e

Findings. There were no grade level dlfferences befween groups. A larger
proportion of boys than girls achieved as they should have. Pre test scores
were lower for pupils in the group who made expected achievement, and this
group made the greater gains on the average (19 standard score units f_ol'the

=, better achievers compared to 4 standard score upits for the group not
achieving as expected). Also, pupil absences from school appeared to be less

for-the group achieving as expected. .

Interpretation. Again the pupils having the greatest cducatnonal need
showed the better reading and math. progress. ]
Three factors should be studied if more pupils are to achieve as they .
should in this program in the coming year:
- Why do a greater proportion of boys than girls make the expected
achievement gains? : P
How ‘can school attendance of some pro;cct children be improved?
How can achievement be |mproved for children who are a notch or two
higher than the pupils who start out lowest in the project group?
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