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ABSTRACT

Thrs- report is a cross-sectional analysis of 1974-1975

mid-year performance of Follow Through, Non-Follow Through,

and District groupings of pupils on the Stanford

School Achievement Test, (SLSAT), (Kinde--rgarten) and the

California Achievement Test, (CAT), (Grades 1-4). ;Later,

ports will present results in a quasi-longitudinal format

(including information on preschool experience and length

of program exposure) and a quasi-longitudinal-plus-absence

format.

The principal findings of the present volume are:

(1) Mean performance for Total Follow Through exceeds

.that of Total Non-Follow Through on all major test

areas An Kindergarten, Grade One, and Grade Two,

but on no tests in Grade Three.

(2) Total Follow Through ehibits higher percentile

( 3 )

rankings in 1974-1975 than in 1973-1974 at all

grade levels, K-3, and gains more than Total Non-

Follow Through in grades K-2.

The Behavior Analysis and Parent Implemented models

generally exceed the performance of their district

Non-Follow Through comparison classes at all grade

levels (K-3). The Bank Street and EDC models ex-

ceed their district Non-Follow Through groupings
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at grades K - 2. The'Philadelpt44 Procese mode

eXeeds its district Non-Follow Through grouping

at two grades; and the remainieg-two mOdels

(FlOrida Parent and ilingual) do só at one grade.

*
'(4) Across grades K - 3 the three highest-ranking

(5)

models are Behavior Analysis, Parent Implemented,

and Bank Street, respectively.

Data from fourth-grade pupils in Follow Through

schools (which are baseline data obtained prior

to program expansion) show the Parent Implemented,

Bank Street, and Philadelphia Process models rank

first, second, and third, respectively, at that grade.

It is concluded that the positive program effects observed

in grades K and 1 in 1973-1974 have been extended to grade 2

in 1974-1975, for the total program aggregate, and that during

the program years (K - 3) the Behavior Analysis and Parent

Implemented models continue to exhibit superior performance

among the models, followed closely by the Bank Street and EDC

models.

9



Introduction:

This report is concerned solely with cross-sectional

analysis of Spring, 1975 data from t e City-Wide Testing

Program administered by the Division of Testing, Office of

Research and Evaluation, School Distzicc of Philadelphia.

Tests were admistered to all pupils in the city: the

Stanford Early School Achievement Test (SESAT) for kinder-

garten and the California Achievement, Test (CAT) for grades

one, two, three, and four. A second volume will provide quasi-

longitudinal analyses of achievement data, dimensioned by

length of program exposure and Head Start or equivalent

experience, and a third volume will further dimension

achievement by absence intervals'. (The lOca1 evaluation

unit must also provide performance information on attain-

ment of objectives for the Philadelphia Title I Report.

The objectives and their degree of attainment for 1974-1975

are included in this volume as an appendix.)

Three major divisions underlie the comparisons under-

taken here:

1. Follow Through data, comprising scores from all

208 Follow Through classes, grouped by model, by

district, and a Total Follow Through aggregate;

10



2. Non-FolloW Through data, comprising scores

-from 227 comparison classes in Districts 1-6,

grouped by_district and a Total Non-Follow

Through aggregate. (This comparison group:is

an exact parallel to the comparison group employed

in the National Follow Througal Evaluation in.

1972-1973 by Stanford Researth Institute, with

the exception of a very few, classes added to

equalize the distribution across districts in

certain grades.)

3. District Summary data, comprising scores from

all pupilp in the city, grouped by district

(for Districts 1-6), and a Total Districts 1-6

aggregate and a Total City aggregate (Districts

1-8).

A substantial caution should be borne in mind regarding

these comparisons. As in previous years' cross-sectional

analyses performed by the local evaluation unit, the assumed

population of concern is the Philadelphia Follow Through pop-

ulation. Therefore, differences in mean scores are reported

in terms of measurement error and not in terms of sampling

error, following the iirocedure outlined by Davis (1964).

However, an Appendix of basit-data tablesjs provided

companioin volume. :Required figures (N, mean, standard devia-

tion) for the computation of any desired statistical inferences

to other populations may be obtained there.

11



The report is divided into three parts: Part I offers

comparisons of each Follow Through grouping with all other

groupings (including Follow Through, Non-Follow Through, and

District Summaries) in terms of mean score differences, per-

centages scoring below the national sixteenth percentile,

and percentages scoring at or above the national fiftieth

percentile; Part II is a brief inter-model comparison in

terms of rankings on mean standard scores; Part III focuses

on Spring, 1975 test performance by grades in comparison

with Spring, 1974 performance on the Stanford Early School

Achievement Test (1indergarten) and on the California Achieve-

ment Test (Grades 1-3); Part IV provides test data for the

fourth-grade pupils enrolled in Follow Through schools.

(Part IV data are essentially base-line data for the fourth-

grade expansion of Follow Through, which-began shortlyafter

city-wide testing.)

12



P.Irt I: Comparison of All Groups in Terms of Mean Score

Differences and Percentages Scoring at the Extremes

of the National Percentile Distribution in Spring,

1975.

Table 1 is presented as an orientation to the model and

district groupings within Follow Through. It can be seen

that the Philadelphia Process Model, the Florida Parent Model

and the EDC Model groupings are synonymous with the District 1,

District 3, and District 6 groupings, respectively. In the

other three districts, model and district groupings overlap.

Thus, District 2 Follow. Through comprises schools from the

Behavior Analysis, the Bank Street, and the Bilingual models.

District 4 Follow Through comprises two Behavior Analysis

schools. District 5 comprises schools from the Bank Street,

the Bilingual, and the Parent Implemented models (the last model

having only one school). Both groupings are important for the

comparisons presented in Part I.

The Appendix volume gives basic data tables for the Spring

1975 testing, upon which all the analyses in this report are

based. The data include number of pupils, mean score, number

and percentage scoring below the national sixteenth percent-

ile, and number, and percentage scoring at or above the nation-

al fiftieth percentile, for every grouping by subtest area

within grade. Mean scores reported for the SESAT are raw scores;

mean scores reported for the CAT are the standardized Achievement

Development Scale Scores (ADSS). 13



Table 1 FOLLOW THROUGH SCHOOLS ORGANIZED
BY DISTRICT AND MODEL GROUPINGS

District Groupings

District 1

Drew
McMichael
Wilson

District 3

Nebinger
Stevens

District 6

Fulton
-Kelly, J.B.
Wister, J.

Model Groupings

Philadelphia Process

Drew
McMichael
Wilson

Florida Parent

Webinger
Stevens

Fulton
Kelly J.B .
Wister, J .

District 2

Arthur
Stanton, E.H.
Waring

District 4 00
qba.

Duckrey
Pratt -Arnol

Behavior Analysis,

Arthur
eeDuckrey
-**-11rat t-Arno d

Bank Street

4116

11b a.
400

tanton, E.M.

District 5 arg"/
41, _.......-

Bilingual%16,tib

Dunbar ..., .0. .0%'"
q.

Elversons'

00,,__ ,atiat

P..a 1/2 424' dill° 4114:illedrovon
Ferguson(' o coo do aOa 4. 4g°

tudlowo 11:2 C.'41° lg. ° 4.412.

arin g

Harrison
.....

-5 -

14

Parent Implemen!.70
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The Appendix volume also cOntains the comprete compar!_son

matrices of all groUps by subtest within grade. The comparison

is in terms of the standard error of measurement of the differ-

ence between means for two groups, either independent or over-

lapping, as explained below. Tables 2r12 in this section sum-

marize the information from these Appendix tables, focusing on

the Follow Through groupings and adding information about per-

centages scoring at the extremes of performance (below the six-

teenth percentile and above the fiftieth).

Before proceeding to the analyses, it should be explained

that the following statements of rationale governed the method

of reporting in this part (and are applicable in ways that_will

be_apparent there to-Parts. LI, III, and IV also): (1) Every--

group is compared vith every other group so as not to focus

merely on what appear on the surface to be appropriate com-

parisons, e.z., District 1 Follow Through vs District I Non-

Follow Through. Exhaustive comparison of each group with every

other group is an attempt to offset any single Aefective com-

parison base, (2) National pupil percentiles and standard errors

of measurement for raw scores (SESAT) and standard scores (i.e.,

ADSS on CAT) provided by the test manuals are admittedly debat-

able interpretative indices when used, as was done in this re-

port, with group means. They are used, however, in the case

of both the percentiles and standard errors, in the absence of

any national group information. (Averaging percentiles for

group data, which is the practice of some scoring services,

15
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does not seem to be a legitimate enterprise, given.the fund-

amentally unequal interval nature of this type of scale.)

In both Instances, moveover, where the bi.c comparison con-

text is reference to NatioPal norm group performance, use of
_

these indice3 seemed recommended in spite of precise measure-

ment considerations.

Throughout the report, the Follow Through, Non-Follow

Through, and District Summary groupings are referred to in

the following abbreviated form:

BS = Bank Street Model

BA = Behavior Analysis Model

BI = Bilingual Model

EDC = Education Development Center Model

FP = Florida Parent Xodel

PI = Parent Implementva Models

PP = Philadelphia Process Model

D2F = District 2 Follow Through Grouping

D4F = District 4 Follow Through Grouping

D5F = District 5 Follow Through Grouping

TFT = Total Follow Through Program (All Models)

DIN = District I Non-Follow Through Grouping

D2N = District 2 Non-Follow Through Grouping

D3N = District 3 Non-Follow Through Grouping

D4N = District Four Non-Follow Through Grouping

D5N = District Five Non-Follow Through Grouping

D6N = District 6 Non-Follow Through Grouping

TNF = Total Non-Follow Through Grouping

16
-7-



TD1 =

TD2 =

TD3 =

TD4 =

TD5 =

TD6 =

. . .. .

Total District 1

Total District 2

Total District q

Total District 4

Total District 5

Total District 6

TD1-6 = *Total District 1 through 6

TC = Total City

Subtest designations are abbreviated as follows:

(1) SESAT:

ENV = Environment

MAT = Mathematics

L&S = Letters and Sound's

=-AVielCoMiirehin'siOn

TOT = Total

(2) CAT:

VOC = Vocabulary

CHN = Comprehension

T-R = Total Reading

CPU = Computation

C&P = Concepts and Problems

T-M = Total Mathematics

AUD = Auding

MEC = Mechanics

USG = Usage

T-L = TOtal Language

SPL = Spelling

TOT = Total Battery

17
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Tables 2-12 provide comparisons of the performance of each

Follow Through grouping (BS, BA,;BI, EDC, FP, PI, pP, D2F, D4F,

D5F, and TFT) against all other groupings for selected test

areas. In kindergarten, the scores for Environment, Math-

ematics, Letters and Sounds, and Total Battery were selected.

In Grades One, Two, and Three, the scores for Total Reading,

Total Mathematics, Total.Language, and Total Battery were

selected. Three comparisons are reported in each table. When

the mean score for the particular Follow Through grouping

addressed by the table exceeds the mean score for the grouping

indicated in the left-side margin at a'probability of less

than -05, an "M" is placed in that cell. In computing the

.probabilitles-for-mean-dilferencesthe-formulas-given-by

Davis (1964) were used. For independent groups the required

difference between means is found by computing:

1 11.96 (S.E.471., 3 ,

2

where N
1

and N
2 are the numbers of pupils in each group.

For overlapping groups, the required yalue-is found by

computing:

1 11.96 (S.E.M.),J -
N
tOtsub

where N
sub is the number of pupils in the subgroup and N

tOt

is the number in the total group: S.E.M. refers to the standard

error of measurement found in the test manual.

18



When the percentage of pupils scorin_g_below the naticyael

sixteenth percentile is lower for the Follow Through zroup

addressed in the table than the group listed in the left

side margin, an "L" is entered in the cell. When the perCent-

age of pupils scoring at or above the national fiftieth per-

centile is greater for the Follow Through group addressed in

the table than for the group listed in the left side margin,

and "H" is entered in the cell.

Following is a summary by model of the data found in

Tables 2-12. For each model or district grouping, results

for each grade are presented Independently. Within each

grade, model performance is compared with the other models,

Total Follow Through, appropriate District Non-Follow Through,

Total District, Total Districts 1-6, and Total City. For sim-

plicity of exposition, .the three measures compared (i.e., the

mean score, the percentage below the sixteenth percentile,

and the percentage at or above the fiftieth percentile) are

referred to as the "criteria"; the test areas .compared are

referred to as "tests." Thus, the comment that a model exceeded

its district on all tests and all criteria in grade one means

that an 1114;11 and "L" and an "H" will'be found in the appropri-

ate block of the table for all four test areas in grade one.

19



Total Follow Through (Table 2): In kindergarten, Total

Follow Through exceeds TNF on all criteria and all,tests. It

exCeeds the TD 1-6 grouping an onlY the below 16th criterion

for MAT and tht at or above 50th criterion in L & S. TPT does

not exceed TC in kindergarten.

In first grade, TFT exceeds TNF on all tests and all

criteria. It exceeds the TD 1-6 grouping on all tests for

the means criterion, on T-M and T-L for the below 16th cri-

terion, and on T-M, T-L, and TOT for the -at or above 50th

criterion. Mean performance exceeds Total City performance

on the T-R, T-M, and TOT tests; on the other two criteria,

TFT exceeds TC only on T-M.

Second grade data show TFT performs better than TNF on

all tests for the means and the at or above fiftieth crit-

eria, and on T-L for the below 16th criterion. it performs

better than TD 1-6 on all tests for the means criterion only,

and does not exceed TC on any tests or criteria.

TFT fails to exceed the TNF and TC groupings in third

grade, but does exceed.the TD 1-6 ,groupiug in T-It on all

criteria.

20



Table 2. Comparison Matrix for Total Follow TtEaut, by rai

KINDERGARTEN

B'S
BA
BI
EDC
Fp.

PI
PP

D2F
D4F
D5F

TFT

DlN
D2N
D3N
D4N
D5N
D6N

TNF

TD2
TD3
TD4
TD5
TD6

TD1-6

TC

GRADE 7.;NE-. GRADE TWO
ENV MAT LEIS TOT T-R T-M

MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

H.

MLH MLH MLH

L L LH L
MLH MLH H M H
M H M H

I ONO

T L TOT

MLH MLR MLH MLH
MLH ?All MLH MLH
MLH M H MLH
HMHMHMLH

M MLH L ML

MLH MLR MLH MLH

MH MH

T-R T-M T-14., TOT

MLH MIH

MLH MLH MLH MLR_

MLH H MLH MLH

MLH MLH ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

am.

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH M H MLA MLH
MLR L

MLH MIH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML MLH MLH M H
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH L ML
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLR
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MHMH HMH

II

MLH. MLH MLH MLH
MLH ML MLH MLH

M H MLH M H MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML LH

Mt,H M M H
MLH MLH MLH M H

L L
.MLML}I

MLH M H MLH M H
MLH MLH MLH MLH

M MLH MLH M H

M MLH

MLH MLH M H MLH
II

MLH
MLH MLH M H MLH,

MLH

MLH



Matrix for Total Follow ThrouKh

GRADE ONE
,1111

TOT T-R T-M T-T, TOT

MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

by Grade and Test Areas.

GRADE TWO

T-R T-M T-L TOT

MLH

GRADE THREE

T-R T-M T-L TOT

MLH MLH MLH M H MLH

MLH MLH MLII MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
H H M

MLE M H MLH MLH H MLH MLH
HMHMHMLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH M MLH L ML MLH MLH ML

MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH MLII'MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
M H

M H M H M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLA

IMO
SIM GM.

MLH ML MLH MLII M H
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLHMH

MLH L ML MHMH HMH
MLh MLH MLH MLH MLH II MLH.

MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH ML1.1 MLH M H
MLH MLH MLN MLH MLE MLH ML MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH M H MLR

H

MLH ML11 MLH MLH M H MLH MLH M H MLH M H MLH MLH MLH
L L

ML MLH MLH LH
MLH 1,1 H MLR M H MLH MLH M H MLH HMHMHMH
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

M MLHMLIIMH

MLH

MLR

NOTE:

Table entries
coded as

follows:

umu

Mean score

of Eroup in-
dicated in

table head-
ing is sig-

nificantly
higher than
mean score
of group

indicated at
left margin;

"L" =

-Tercentage
below na-

,tional 16th

%ile is less

than thatH for

group at left.

11111

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th 7.ile is

higher than

that for group
at left. 22



Bank Street Model (Table 3).; In kindergarten, the

.Bank Street Model generally exceedS all :other models except

F-P-and possibly PI'. It is superior to TFT on all tegts and

criteria. BS exceeds the D2N group on all tests and criteria

and the D5N groevon all but the mean and the at or above

50th criteria on MAT. It is better than the TD2 and TD5

groups on all tests and criteria. It exceeds the TD 1-6

group on all 'tests for the below 16th criterion, on all but

ENV for the at or above 50th criterion, and on the ENV and

,TOT tests for the means criterion. BS Performs better than the

Total City on the below 16th and at or above 50th criteria for

MAT and on the at or above 50th criterion fot L & S.

In first grade, BS performs generally better than all

other models, except BA. It exceeds TFT on all tests and

criteria except the oelow 16th percentage on T-L. It exceeds_

the D2N, D5N, TD2, and TD5 groups on all tests and all criteria.

BS performs better than TD 1-6 on all tests and criteria ex-

cept the percentage below the 16th percentile on T-L. It

exceeds the Total City on all tests for the means criterion,

and on all but T-R for the other two criteria.

BS performs generally better than BI, FP, and PP in

first grade. It exceeds TFT on all criteria in T-M and T-R.

It is superior, to D2N on all tests and criteria except the

below 16th on T-R, and it is superior to the D5N group on all

tests and criteria. ,It exceeds TD2 on all tests for the means

criterion and all tests except T-R on the other two criteria.

BS exceeds TD5 on all tests for the at or above 50th criterion

2 3
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Table Comparison Matrix for Bank Street Model, by Grade and Test Ai

KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRADE

ENV MAT L&S TOT

BS -

BA
BI

EDC

FP

PI

PP

D2F

D4F

D5F

TFT

DlN
D2M
D3N

D4N

D5N

D6N

.W. TRTMT-L TOT T-RTMT-L TOT T-RT-M

1110 PRI ow1 WS

MLH MLHMHMH LH L LH
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH ML11 MLH MLH MLR. MLH MLH
L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH H H

MLH L MLH MLH MLH M H MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH H M H MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH M MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML

ML MLH MLH L MLH MLH 'MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLHMHMH LH
MLH MLH MLH M H M H MLH MLH MLH H MLH MLH MLH H M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

LH M H
MLH M H MLH MLH
MLH L MLH MLH
L. MLH MLH MLH

ML MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLR
MLH MLH MLH. MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

TNF MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML

M H MLH MLH MLH LH
H MLH MLH M H
M H MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH H

L ML MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH

TD1
TD2

TD3

TD4

TD5

TD6

TD1-6

TC

MLR 11116fix

;MLA MLH MLH MLH

M H LH H M H
MLH.MLE MLH MLH

LH LH

ML LE. LH MLH

LH H

MLH MLH MLHMLH M MLH.MLH. MLH H MLHli

LH MLH MLH MLH H .

MLHILH'MLH MLH : LH
MLH MLH MLH MLH H MLH MLH MLH
'MLR MLH MLH...MLH MLH

M H MLH MLR 41,11 MLH MLH

M MLH MLH MLH ML
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Matrix for Bank Street Model,

GRADE ONE

TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT
r

M H

H MLH

MLH

LH L

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH L MLH MLH

H HMHMLH MLH
MLH M MLH MLH MLH

L MLH MLH 'MLR MLH
M H LH
MH MHMLH MLH MLH

MLH M H MLH MLH MLH

LH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH M H MLH MLH

MLH MLH ML

MLH MLR MLH MLH

H MLH MLH MLH

ML11 MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MUlE MLH

MLH MLH MLH ELH

H M H MLH MLH

MLH
MLH

MLR

MLH

MLH

ML MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLR MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML

M H MLH MLH MLH

H MLH MLH M H
M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
L ML MLH.MLH

MLH MLH MLH

LH M H

MLR
H

)4tH M MLH MLH MLH
MLII MtH MLH MLH gtH

LH MLH MLH
M H MLH MLH MLH
MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH M H MLH MLH MLH

M MLH MLH MLH

ML _
MLH MLH MLH
MLH H

MLH LH
H MLH MLH MLH

MLH

MLH MLB

ML

H MLH MLB-MLi

H N H

NOTE:

Table entries
coded as

follows:

umn

. Mean score
of group in-
dicated in

table head-
ing is,sig-

nificantly
higher than
mean score
of group

indicated at
left margin.

Percentage
below na-

tional 16th
%ile is less
than that for
group

"H" =

Percentage

equal .to or

above national

50th %ile is

higher than
fhat for group
at left.

r.



and On all testa except T-11. :on the otter two: ctiteria: It

performs better than TD 1-6 on. all criteria for the T-M ,and

T-L tests, and betterthan the Total City on T-M for the

means and the below 16th criteria...

In third grade, BS performs generally better than BI

and FP. It exceeds TFT only on the percentage below the

sixteenth percentile in T-L. It exceeds D2N. in Y-L on the

means'and at or aboVe 50th criteria and in T-K'on the below

16th and at or above 50th criteria. It exceeds D5N only on the

at or above 50th criterion in T-M. BS peyforms t'etter than the

TD2 group on all tests for the means criterion and on all tests

except T-R for the other two criteria. Against TD5, it shows

a greater percentage at or above the 50th percentile on T-M

and T-L, and a higher mean on T-L. It fails to exceed the

TD 1-6 and TC groups on .any testaby any critetia.

. Behavior Analysia Model.(Table 4): The BA model performs

better than BI AND PP in kindetgarten. It exceeds TFT on all

criteria for L & S, on the at or above 50th criterion for MAT',

on the''helow 16th criteriOn. for TOT, and on no Criterion for ENV.

It exceeds the D2N group on all tests and criteria, and the D4N

group on all tests and criteria except the percentage below the

16th percentile in MAT. It performs better than the TD2 group

on all tests and criteria, except the two percentile criteria in

ENV, and better than TD4 on the at or above 50th criterion in MAT

and L&S. It exceeds TO 1-6 by the two percentile criteria for MAT

and L&S, hut does not exceed TC.
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Table4. Comparison Matrix for Behavior Analysis Model, by Grade and

KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRADE

ENV MAT L&S TOT T-R T-M T L'TOT Tr,R T,-1, TOT T-RTM
BS L

Parr

.MLH M-HM MH MLH MLH M MLH MLA MLH
BA Ams .10 IN

BI MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLA MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH
EDC H ML L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH MLH MLH
FP MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
PI MLHMHMAMLH MLH MLII H MLH MLH
PP HLH MLH MLA MLA MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

D2F L LH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
D4F H MLH M H MLH
D5F H H MLH MLR MLH MLH M H MLH MLH MLII MLH MLH MLH MLH

TFT 11 ML11 MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLR MLH MLR MLH

DlN MLH MLA MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLII MLH MLH MLH L H
D2N MLH MLH MLH MLA MLH MLH MLH MLA MLH MLH MLH MLH MLA MLR
D3N H M MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH M H MLH MLR MLH
D4N MLH M H MLH ML11 MLH MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH M H M 11 MLR
D5N M1H L MLA MLA MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLI1
D6N MLH MLH MLH MLH ML111MLH MLH MLH MLA MLH MLH

TNF MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML11 MLH MLR

TD1 MLH MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
TD2 MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLA MLH MLH
TD3 MLH MLH MLH MLH' MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
TD4 H H ALH MLH ML11 MLH MLH YLH M H MLH MLH MLH
TD5 MLH MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLR MLH MLII MLH MLH MLH
TD6 LH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

TD1-6 LH LH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH ML11 MLH

TC MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH
......0



Matrix for Behavior Analysis Model,

RTEN

S TOT

H MLR

H MLR

H L

H MLH
H MLH

H MLH
H MLH

H MLH
LH L

LH MLH

411 L

H MLH

GRADE ONE

T-R T-M T L TOT

GRADE TWO

MLHMHM MH
IMM

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLHMHMHMLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH M H MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML11 MLR ML11 MLII

ML11 MLII MU MU
MLR MLR MLR ML11

MU MLR MLII ML11

MLA ML/1 ML11 ML11

MLR ML11 +1LH MIX

ll MLA MU MLR MLR MU

TrL TOT

MLH MLR M MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH M H MLH
MLH MLR MLH MLH
MLH MLH H MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH 141,H MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLA MLH

MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH M H MLH
MLH MLR M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

Grade and Test Areas.

GRADE THREE

T-R T-M T-L TOT

MLH MLH MLH ML11

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH

MLH MLH L AL

MLH MLH MLH MLH
H L

MLH ML11 MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

L H

MIR MLH MLH MLH
ML11 H M
M H MLH MLR MLH
M H MLH ML MLH

MLA

ML11 MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
'MLR MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH M H MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH M H MLH

MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLA MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH LH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLE MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH

NOTE:

Table entries
coded as

follows:

umil

Mean score
of group in-

dicated in
table head-

ing is sig-

nificantly
higher than

mean score
of group

indicated at
left margin.

"L" =

Percentage

below na-

tional 16th
%ile is less

than that for

group at left.

utin

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th ,%ile is

higher than
that for group

at left.



In first grade', BA performS getierally bet.ter than all

models. It exceeds TFT,_ D2N, D4N, TD2, TD4, TD 1-6, and TC

on all tests and all criteria.

In second grade, BA performs generally better than all

models. It exceeds TFT and D2N ron all tests and all criteria.

It exceeds D4N on all criteria for T-R and T-M, and on the

means and the at or above the 50th criteria for TOT. It

performs better than TD2 on all tests and criteria, and better

than TD4 on all tests and criteria.except the below 16th on

T-L. It exceeds the TD 1-6 group on all tests and criteria

except the percentage below the 16th percentile in ENV. It

exceeds the Total City by all criteria for the T-R, T-M, and

TOT tests.

In third grade, BA performs generally better than all

models except PI. It exceeds TFT, D2N, TD2, and TD4 on all

tests and criteria. It exceeds D4N on all tests and criteria

except the below 16th for T-R. It performs- better than the

TD 1-6 group on all tests and criteria except the percentage

below the 16th percentile in T-L. It exceeds the Total City

on all criteria for the T-R, T-M, and T-L tests.

29
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Bilingual Model (Table 5): In kindergarten, the BilingUal

Model Lails to, exceed any other mOdel. It does not exceed TFT,

TD5, TD 1-6, Or TC' on any test at any Criterion.

n first grade, BI does not perform better than any

model. It fails to exceed TFT, TD5, TD1-6, and TC on all

tests and all criteria. It exceeds D5N only on the percent-

age below the 16th percentile for T-L.

In second grade, BI again performs better than no

other Follow Through model. It fails to exceed TFT, TD5,

TDI-6, and TC on any test at any criterion. BI exceeds

D5N on all tests for the means criterion, on all but T-R

for the at or above 50th criterion, and on all 1;ut T-L for

the below 16th criterion.

In third grade, BI again performs better than no other

Follow Through model. It fails to exceed TFT, D5N, TD5, Tu

1-6 and TC on any tests for any criteria.

-18-
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Table 5. Comparison Matrix for Bilingual Model, by Grade and TesV
1

KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE

BS

BA
BI

EDC
FP

PI

PP

D2F
D4F
D5F

_TFT

DlN
D2N
D3N
D4N
D5N
D6N

TNF

TD1
TD2
TD3
TD4
TD5
TD6

TD1-6

TC

ENV MAT L&S TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T M T-L TOT T-R

MLH

ML

MHMH M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH

LH

M H

ML MLH M H MLH



Matrix for Bill.ngual Model, by Grade and Test Areas.

GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRADE THREE

TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT

MLH MH

M H

MLH H H H

LH

ML MLH M H MLH

NOTE:

Table entries
coded as
follows:

umu

Mean score
of group in-
dicated in

table head-
ing is sig-
nificantly
higher than
mean score
of group

indiCated

left-margin.

!IA" =

Percentage

below na-

tirtal 16th

%ile is less
than that for
group at left.

flHu

Percentage

equal to or
above national
50th %ile is
higher than
that for'group
at left.



Education Development Center Model (Table 6): In kinder-

garten, EDC performs generally better than BI and PP. It

exceeds TFT on ENV and TOT by all criteria, on MAT for the

below 16th criterion, and on L & S for the at or above 50th

criterion. It performs better than D6N on all tests and cri-

teria except the mean for ENV. EDC is superior to TD6 and TD1-6

for the helow 16th criterion in MAT and the at or above 50th

criterion for L&S. It also exceeds TD1n6by the latter criterion

for ENV. EDC fails to exceed TC.

In first grade, EDC performs generally better than BI.

It does not exceed TFT on any test by any criterion. It does

perform better than D6N on all tests by all criteria. EDC

exceeds TD6 on MAT for all criteria and on T-L and TOT for the

below 16th criterion. It exceeds TD1-6 only for the below 16th'

criterion on T-M. It fails to exceed TL on any test or criterion.

Second grade EDC results are generally better than BS, BI,

FP and PP. It exceeds TFT on all tests and criteria, and D6N

on all but the percentage at or above the 50th percentile on

T-M. EDC performs better than TD6 in MAT on all criteria and

on TOT for the below 16th criterion. It exceeds TD1-6 on all

tests and criteria except the mean for T-L and the percentage

at or above the 50th percentile for T-R. It exceeds TC for

T-M on all criteria and for T-L and TOT on the below 16th

criterion.
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Table 6. Comparison Matrix for Education Development Center Model,

KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRADE

ENV MAT L&S TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M

BS
MLH M H L MLH MLH ML

BA MLH L H

BI MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MIA r

EDC
1110

NNW

FP MLH H LH MLH M H MLH MLH MLH MLH

PI M H HHHL
PP MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH MLH ML

D2F L L H L LH L L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH 1

D4F MLH L LH M H

D5F MLII L H M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH 1

TFT MLH L H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

D1N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH L ML L L

D2N MLH MLH MLH MLH L L L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLII

D3N
'M H MLH MLH MLH

D4N MLH M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H NII

D5N MLH LH L MLH LH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

D6N LH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH MLH

TNF MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH ML ML MLH MLH MLH MLH

TD1

TD2

TD3

TD4

TD5

TD6

TD1-6

TC

H L H LH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

H L H

MLH L LH LH

L H

L. H

MLH

MLH' L

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH L L

MLH LH L

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH

ML MLH LH MLH

MLH L. L



Matrix for Education Developmfat Center Model by Grade and Test Areas.

GRADE ONE GRADE TWO

T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T L TOT 1-R T-M T-L TOT

MLH M H L MLH MLH ML 14 MLH

LH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH H

LH L

=1i

Table entries

coded as

follows:

LH MLH M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLHHHHL
ML MLH MLH ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH 141,H MLH MLH

H. MLH

LH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH LH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML L L

MLH MLH MLH MLH

M H MLH MLH MLH

M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH ML MLH MLH

ML MLH ML ML MLH MLH MLH MLH

Ielf/MNIaaNl,,M1.1IM/MMNMIMIMIwg.gw..N..w..IMMMIMIWIOPN,

MLH

MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH MLH MLH
MLH L L

MUT LH L

MLH MLH MLH MLH HMHMHMH
MLH L

MLR M

MH

ML MLH LH MLH

MU! L L

um,

Mean score

of group in-

dicated in

table head-

.ing is sig-

nificantly

higher than

mean score,

of gr,oup

indipated at

"L" =

Percentage

below na-

tional 16th

%ile is less

than that for

group at left.

"H" =

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th %ile is 35
higher than

that for group

at left.



In third grade, EDC performs generally better than

BS, BI, and FP. It exceeds TFT only on the percentage

below the 16th percentile on T-L. It fails to exceed

D6N, TD6 and TC on any test or criterion. It performs

better than TD1-6 only on the percentage below the 16th

percentile in T-L.

Florida-Parent Model (Table 7): In kindergarten,

FP performs generally better than all other models. It

exceeds TFT on all tests and citeria except the percentage

below the 16th percentile on L & S. It scores better

than D3N on all criteria for MAT and on the. means and the

at or above 50th criterionfor L & S and,TOT.. It exceeds

TD3 only on the below..16th criterion in MAT, It scores better

than TD 1-5 on all tests by all'criteria, except the at or above

50th-criterion for ENV and, better,than TC..on all criteria for'

MAT and-TOT and.all but the below 16th criterion for L & S,

In first grade, FP performs generally better than BI

(and close to EDC). It exceeds TFT, D3N, TD3, TD1-6, and

TC on all criteria for T-M and on the percentage below the

16th percentile on T-L. It alao exceeds TD3 on the mean

for T-L.
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Table Comparison Matrix for Florida Parent Model, by Grade

KINDERGARTEN. GRADE ONE GRADE TWO

ENV MAT L&S TOT -R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT

BS' H MLH M H MLR. M

BA MLH MLH M H MLH
.

BI MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML

EDC ML MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M

FP

PI MLH MLHMHMH M H

PP MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH L MLH

D2F ML, IILH MLH MLH MLH MU L L MIH L

D4F MLH MLH M H MLH
D5F MLH MLH M H MLH 'M H MLH

GRAD

T-R 171

TFT MLH MLH M H MLH MLH

D1N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH L L
. _ .

D2N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML M MLH MLH M H

D3N MLHMHMH MLH .L MU
D4N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH EL H

D5N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H L. MLH MLH MLH

D6N LH MLH MLH MLH MLH 'MLH ML ML L

TNF MIA1 MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M MLH

TD1 MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH L ML

TD2, MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH

TD3 L M H L

TD4 M H MLH M H MLH MLH L MLH

TD5 MLH MLH MLR MLR M H MLH MLH L

TD6 MLH MIE MLH MLH MLH M MLH

TD1-6 ML MLH MLH MLH

TC MLH M H MLE1

MLH L

MLH L

M'LH



Matrix for Florida Parent Model,

EN

.TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T 1-M T L. TOT

GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRADE THREE

/MLH

MLH

'MLH MLH MLH MLH
41LH MLH MLH M

M H M H

MLH MLH L

ILLH MLH MLH

11LH

;.MLH M H

MLH MLH L

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH

Table entries

coded as

follows:

7

MLF

MLH

MLII

MLII

'MLH

,MLH

MLH L

MLH ML M MLH MLH M H
MLH L MLH

MLIIMLII ML

MLH MLH M H L MLH MLH MLH

MLH ML ML L

MLH MLH MLH M NIH

MLR MLH L ML
MLH MLH ML MLH

M H L

MLH MLH L MLH

MLE M H MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH M MLH

MLH MLH L MLH

MLH MLH L

Mean score

of group in-

dicated it

table head-

ing is sig-

nificantly

higher than

mean score

of group

indicated at

left margin.

ntu

Percentage

below na-

tional-16th

%ile is less

than that for

group at left.

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th %ile is

higher than

that for group

at left.



Second--grade data show T.r. scores,generally better

than Bi. it exceeds TFT; D3N, TD3, TD1-6, and TC:for the,

percentage below the 16th percentile on T-M. It also

D3N and TD1-6 on MAT by the other two criteria.

exceeds

In.third grade, FP performs senerally -better than BI,

!

However, it fails-ed exceed TFT, D3N, TD3, TD1*6 and TC:

.on any test or criterion.

Parent Implemented Model (Table 8)1 In kindergarten,

PI performs generally better than BI and PP (and close to BA).

It exceeds TFT "on L & S and TOT for all criteria, on

ENV for the below 16th criterion, and on MAT for the, at or

above 50th criterion. PI performs better than D5N on L & S

for all criteria, on ENV for the beloW 16th Criterion and

on TOT for the means and the below 16th criteria, It exceeds-TD5

on all tests by the below 16th criterion and on all but E.NV for

the .at .or above 50th crIterion. It scores better than TD 1-6 on

L&S, and TOT for the below 16th comparison, and on'MAT and

L&S-for the at or above .50th comparison. Against IC, it ,scores

better on L&S and TOT for the below 16th criterion and on L&S for

the at or above 50th criterion.

In first grade, PI performs generally better than BI

and EDC (and close to BA). It exceeds TFT on T-M and T-L

for the below 16th criterion. PI performs better than D5N

on all tests and criteria except T-M on the mean and the at
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Table 8. Comparison Matrix for Parent

KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE

BS

BA

BI

EDC

FP

PI

PP

D2F

D4F
D5F

TFT

DlN

D2N

D3N

D4N

DSN
D6N

TNF

TD1

TD2

TD3

TD4

TD5

TD6

TD1 6

TC

ENV MAT US TOT

L L

L LH LH LH

.MLH NLH MLH MLH'

H MLR L

L L

MLH MLH MLH MLH

LH

LH

LH L

H LH MLH
H MLH MLH

H MLH MLR

-R T

Implemented Modell y Grade

GRADE TWO GRA

1.iCT-L TOT

MLH ML11 MLH ML11

MLH L MLH M H
L LH L11

M L

ML11

M-LH ML/1 ML11 ML11

MLH MLH MLH MLH
LH M H L

MLH M 11 ML11 ML11

L MLH ML
L 'MLR' MIH MLR

MLH MLH MLH ML11.

/Mr

MLH LH

T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R

MLH MLH ML MLH
ML.

MLH ML11:MLH MLH MLH
ML ML N M H 'MLH-M
MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH

ML MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML MLR MLH MLH

141LH

ML M

MLH M

MLHM

MLH M

M MLH L H

MLH L. MLH ML
L L

MLH MLH MLH
MLH L MLH MLH
MLH ML MLH MLH

MLH MLH

LH MLH LH

MLH MLH MLH
L L

LH LH L

LH MIA LH

LH LH L

LH LH

LH

ML L

ML11 L

ML

MM.!

LH

LH

MLH M

ML11 ML11

LH

L ML ML
MLH MLH MLH MLH
M H MLH MLH M H
ML MLH M H
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH ML MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML

ML MLH M M ML M
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
M MLH MLMH LM
ML MLH MLH MLH ML. M
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
ML MLH M M L

ML MLH MLH MLH

ML MLH ML

ML



Matrix for Parent Implemented Model,.17

GRADE ONE GRADE TWO

y Grade and Test Areas.

GRADE THREE

OT T-R T-M T-L TOT

LH MLH MLH MLH MLH
L MLH L MLH M H

MLH L LH H

4141.

LH M L L

L MLH L MLH LH
LH

LH L L

LH L L

T-R T-M T-L TOT

MLH MLH ML MLH
ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH
ML ML M M H
MLH MLH MLH MLH

41.S.

T-R T-M T-L TOT

MLH MLH MLH MLH
LH MLH L

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML ML11 MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML
MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML MLH MLH ML11

MI ML11 MLH ML

MLH MLH MLH
LH MLH L

MLH MLR MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

LH M MLH L H
LH MLH L MLH ML
L. L L

LH MLH MLH MLH MLR
L MLH L MLH MLE
LH MLH ML MLH MLH

Lli ML11

L ML ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH
M H MLH MLH M H
ML MLH M H

MLH ELH MLH MLH
MLH ML MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLR ML11

ML L LH

L L

L LH

MLH L MLH M
ML L MLH MLH

L LH

ML MLH M M
MLH MLH MLH MLH
M MLH ML M H
ML MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
ML MLH M M

ML MLH MLH MLH

ML ML11 ML M

ML

LH L L

MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH ML
LH LH L

MLH MLH ML

ML MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
L MLH LH L

ML. MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
L MLH MLH MLH

ML MLH MLH MLR

L MLH MLH Mt

NOTE:

Table entries
coded as

follows:

umn

Mean score

of group in-
dicated in

table head-
ing is sig-

nificantly
higher than
mean score

of group

indicated,at
left margin.

ni,t1

Percentage
below na-

tional 16th
%ile is less

than that for

group at left.

Hil

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th Zile is

higher than
that for group
at left.
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or above 50th criteria. It exceeds TD5 on T-R and T-L for

all criteria, and exceeds TD1-6 in T-R for the mean, T-M

for the below.16th criterion, and T-L on the two percentile

criteria. PI performs better than TC on T-M and T-L for the

below 16th criterion.

In second grade, PI performs generally better than all

other models except BA. It exceeds TFT and TD1-6 on all tests

and criteria except the percentage at or above the 50th per-

centile on T-R. It exceeds D5N and TD5 on all tests by all

criteria. It performs better than TC for all tests on the

weans criterion, for T-R, T-M, and T-L on the below 16th

criterion, and for T-M on the at or above the 50th criterion.

Third grade results again show PI performing generally

better than all other models except BA. It exceeds TFT and

TD5 on all tes',s for all criterion. It exceeds D5N on T-M,

T-L and TOT for the mean and below 16th criteria, and on T-M

and T-L for the at or above 50th criterion. PI performs

better than TD1-6 on all tests and criteria except the per-

centage at or above the 50th percentile on T-R. It exceeds

TC in all tests for the below 16th criterion, on T-M, T-L,

and TOT on the mean criterion and on T-L and TOT for the at

or above 50th criterion.

Philadelphia Process Model (Table 9): In kindergarten

PP performs generally better than Bl. It fails to exceed

42
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Table 9 Comparison Matrix for Philadelphia Process Model, by Grade

KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRAD

ENV MAT L&S TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-

BS LH

BA

BI

EDC

FP

PI

PP

D2F

D4F
D5F

TFT

ML11 H MLH ML

LH MLH LH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML
MLH HMHMH H ML ML
MLH M H.MLH MLH MLH M H MLH
LHMHMH

A

MIR L MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML

LH MLH LH MLH MLH ML

LH H LH H MLH MLH

DIN N. MLH M H LH MLH MLH MLH M H
D2N MLH MLH LH MLH MLHMHMHML MLHMHMLHMH HMLH
D3N .1, LMH Mli HMH 11

D4N MLH MLH MLH MLH H H H MLH
D5N L MLH M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H
D6N LH MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH L MLH LH

TNF MLH MLH MLH MLH H H

TD1

TD2

TD3

TD4

TD5

TD6

TD1-6

TC

111....61

MLH H M H H M H
MLH H MLH M MLH M H MLH MLH MLH
LH H H H H

M H H H MLH
ML11 M H M MLH M H MLH M H MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH H MLH

MLH H M H

LH

H MLH



on Matrix for Philadelphia Process Model, y 'Grade and Test

RTEN

S TOT

LH

GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRADE THREE

T-R T-M T-L TOT

LH

MLH MLE MLH MLH
MLH HMHMH
MLH M H.MLH

LHMHMH

R T-M T.-L TOT

MLH MLH MLH mLH

M.H H

MLH ALB MLH MLH
ML MLH MLH MLN

MLH MLH.MLII

T-R T-M T-L TOT T

MUT

611.46. 01..M

MLH MLR

MIH L MLH MLH MLH

LH

LH

MLR

LH

MLH MLH

MLH M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

LH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLU.NLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH M H

MLHMHMH ML
L LMH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH M H MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH M H MLR M H
M H B N H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH L MLH LH

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

H MLIIMHMH
HMHH

H MLH MLH MLH
M H

MLH H M H

MLH H MLH M

LH H

M H

MLH M H M

MLH MLR MLH MLH

MLR H M H

LH

MLH

MLH

M H MLH

Ii

MLH M H
Ml H MLH M-H MLH MLH

MLH M H

M H H M .g

MLH MLH MLH MLH
H H

M H

MLH

H MLII M H N H,

Areas.

NOTE:

Table entires

coded as

follOws:

Mean score
gr6up

in-
dicated'in

'table head-

ing is sig-

nificantly

higher than

mean score

of group

indicated at

left margin.

t t 1

Percentage

below na-

tional 16th

Zile is less

than that

for group

at left.

111" =

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th %ile is

hi$her than

that for group

at left.



ola any test or criterion. :It exceeasA51Won ENV, MAT,

and 1 & S for the means Criterion, on T-M and TOT on the

belew I6th Criterion, and on TtM, T-L:, and TOT on the at above

50th criterion. It fails to exCeed TD 1,7TD 1-6, or TC on any

tests:by any criterion,

In first grade, pp performs generally better than BI,

EDC, and PP:. 14 exceeds'aFT on T7R forixoth percentile

criteria and On T-L for the at or above 50th criterion. It

exceeds DAN on all tests and criteria eXCept TOT on the below

16th criterion:. PP Performs better than TD1 and TD1-6 on

T-R by all criteria, on T-M by the at or above 50th criterion,

Madan: T-L'by both Terceotile criteria.' rAt exceeds TC on: T-R

by both percentile criteria and on T-L by thesat

criterion.

or Abeve 50th

In second grade, PP performs generally better than BI

and FP. It exceeds TFT on T-R by both percentile criteria

and on TOT by the at or above 50th criterion. It does not

exceed DlN on any test or criterion,and exceeds TD1 only on

the percentage below the 16th percentile for T-R, PP performs

better than TD1-6 on T-R and TOT on the at or above 50th

criterion and better than TC on T-R, by the same criterion.

-28-
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In third grade, PP performs-generally better than BS,

EDCand FP, Tt exceeds IFT on all teete and criteria,

but faile to exceed Dllsi on any. PPAperforme better than

TDI on T-M, T-L, and TOT by the at or above 50th criterion,

and on T-M and TOT on the mean§ criterion, It exceeds TD1-6-

on T-M and,TOT On the means criterion. 'It exceeds TD1-6 on

all tests by the at or above 50th criterion, on T-11, T-4,, and

TOT for the mean criterion And on T-M for the below 16th

criterion. It exceeds TC on T-L :and TOT by the at.or above

50th criterion.

In addition to the model groupings, three district

groupings (District Iwo, District Four, and District Fiye)

which cross models are also examined:

46



District Two Follow IhLlugh (Tab1e-1.0):-

In kindergarten, D2F perlorms generally better than BA,

BI, PP, D4F and D5F. It exceeds TFT on all tests, by the mean

criterion, and on ENV, L & S, and TOT by the at or above 50th

criterion. It exceeds D2N and TD2 on all tests by all criteria,

:941d TD2 on all but the below 16th comparison on MAT. It 'scores

be-tter than TD 1-6 on.ENV, MAT and TOT 'by. the at or above 50th

criterion, and on TOT for the mean criterion. D2F fails to exceed

TC on any tests by any criterion.

In first grade, D2F performs generally better than'BI. It

fails to exceed TFT on any tests for any criteiria. It exceeds

D2N in T-N for the mean and the at or above 50th criteria, and

in TOT for the mean criterion. It performs better than TD2 and

TD 1-6 only in T4-Mfor the at or above 50th criteria. D2F fails

to exceed TC on any test or criterion.

In second grade, D2F performs generally better than BI.

It fails to exceed TFT or TC on any test or criterion. It

exceeds D2N on T-N, T-L, and TOT for the mean and the at or

above 50th criterion, and on T-L for the below 16th criterion

D2F exceeds TD2 on T-N and TOT for the mean and the at or

above 50th criterion, and exceeds TD 1-6 on T-N for the at

or above 50th criterion.

Third grade data show D2F performa generally better than

BI and FP. It fails to exceed TFT, D2N, TD 1-6, and TC on

any test by any criterion. It exceeds TD2 only on T-N for the

at or above 50th criterion.
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Table 10. Comparison'Matrix for

KINDERGARTEN

Dietrict TwO Follow Through, by Grade.

GRADE TWO GRADE TGRADE ONE

ENV MAT L&S TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-N T:-L TOT T,R.T-M T
BS H
BA MHMH MH
BI MLH MIH MLH MI11 MLH MLH MLH MLH M H ML MLH MLH MLH.MLH M
EDC HMHM '14H H., MH
FP H MLH H , M H MHMH HMH ML
PI
PP

D4F
D5F

TFT

DIN.
D2N
D3N
D4N
D5N
D6N

M H M H M H
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLHD2F- - -. _ _ _ _ _ _
M H MLH M M H
MHMHM MH H H H

MHMHM MH
MLH MLH M.H MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH M H M M H MLH M H

H M H H . HMLHMHM MH M MLHMHMLH HMH MLH MLH M MHMHMH MLH MLH MLH MLH
. H MLH MLH MLH M MLH MLH MLH L H

MLH MLH MLH MLH M MIA! M H

H MLH M M H M H
M H MLII MLH MLH H

H HM MH
M H MLH H M H H

H M H M

HH MH

MH MH

TNF

TD1
TD2
TD3
TD4
TD5
TD6

TD1-6

TC



son Matrix for District Two'Follow 1111122112; y Grade and Test Areas,.

RTEN GRADE ONE GRADE TWO 'GRADE THREE

TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M'T L TOT T-L TOT

H MLH

M H

H MLR

M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
H M H

MLH H

M H

M H ML

M H.

ICH

MLH MLH

M H M

MLH MLH MLII MLH

HM E MLH M H

II =I

1+1 H

H MLH MLH
MLH M H

M H

MLH

MLR

MLR

H MLH NH.

MLH M H MLH H

MHMHMH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH H

ML11 NH

MU!

...mma.k...........++.1d1+-1.......11011
M H 1,1 H

MLH 11

M H

M H

14f H

M H

M,II H

NOTE:

Table entries

coded as

follOws:

Mean s,core

of ,gronP,- in-

dicated., in

tahle,,hesd-

ing is sig-
nificantly

hiihet than

mean score
of group'

indicated,at

left marlin.

Percentage

below na-

tional 16th

%ile is less

than that

for group

at left.

"I"

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th Zile is

higher than
thzt for group

at left.



District Four Follow Through.(Table

In kindergarten, D4F,perfOrms gsnerallybetter than, RI and PP.

It exceeds TFT only,_in terms of the peentage below the 16th per7

centile.on L & S and TpT. Tt exceeds D4N on,all te4t4 'and criterik

except thebelow 16th criterion for MAT. D4F performs better than,

TD 176 only on t-he below 16tii domparAson in L&S and TOT. It fails

to-exceed TD4 or TC oin any test by any criterion.. -

In first grade D4F performs generally better than all

models. It exceeds TFT, D4N, TD4, TD 1-6, and TC on all test's

and all criteria.

In second grade, D4F performs generally better than all

models. It exceeds TFT on all tests by all criteria. It ex-

ceeds D4N on T-R and T-M for all criteria, on TOT for the

mean and the at or above 50th criteria. It performs better

than TD4 and TD 1-6 on all tests and criteria except for the

percentage below the 16th percentile on T-L. It exceeds TC

on all tests but the below 16th and the mean criteria on T-L.

In third grade, D4F performs generally better than all

models, except P I. It exceeds TFT, TD4, and TD 1-6 on all

tests by all criteria. D4F exceeds D4N on all tests and all

criteria, except the percentage below the 16th percentile on

T-R. It performs better than TC on all three criteria for

T-R, T-M, and TOT, and on the mean criterion for T-L.

50
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Table 11. Comparison Matrix f r District Four Follow Through, by Gra

KINDERGARTEN GRADE. ONE GRADE TWO

ENV MAT L&S TOT T-R T-M T L-TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT

BS MLH MLH'M M H MLH MLH M H MLH
BA MLH MLH M H MLN MLH MLH N H
HI M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
EDC H L MLH.ML11 MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH
FP MLH MLH'MLH ML11 MLH MLH MLH MLH
PI MLH MLH, M 11.MLH MLH MLH H MLH
PP MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH'MLH MLH MLH.

D2F LH L MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
p4F

D5F MLH MLR M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

TFT MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

D111 JILH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH HMLH
D2N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
D3N MLR ML11 MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH
D4N MLH M H MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLHMLH M H
D5N A4LH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
D6N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

TNF MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLR ML11 -ML11 ML11

TD1 H LH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
TD2 M MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
TD3 MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH H MLH
TD4 MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M B MU
TD5 LH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
TD6 MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

TD1-6 MLH MLH MLH MLH . MLH MLH M H MLH

TC MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH H MLH

GRADE

T-R T-M

MLH MLH
MLH ML

MLH MLH

MLH-MiH
MLH ,MLH

MLH

MLH MLH

MLH MLH

MLH MLH

MLH MLH

L H

MLR MU
MLH MLB
M H MLH

M MLH
L.

ML11 MU!

-MLH ML11.:

n11,

MLII

t:111

MLH

MLH.ML11

.14LH-MLM

MLH MLH

MLH MLH



on Matrix for District sour

TOT

GRADE ONE

kr. T-M T-L TOT

ML11 MLR M M H

MLH ML11 M H MLH

ML11 MLR MLR ML11

ML11 MLH ML11 MLH

MLR MLH ML11 ML11

1.11,H MLH M H ML11

MLH ML11 ML11 MLI1

MLR MLH ML11 MLR

MLR ML11 M H MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH ML11 ML11 MLR
MLII ML11 ML11 ML11 ML11

ML11 ML11 MLR ML11

ML11 ML11 ML11 MLH MLH

L MLH ML11 MLH ML11

MLR MLR ML11 ML11 MLR

Follow Throligh, y Grade a d Test Areas.

GRADE TWO

T-R 1:±1 ILL TOT

MLH.ML11 M H ML11

ML11 ML11 H

MLH MLH MLH ML11

MLR 1.1LH M ML11

ML11, MLH MLR MLH

ML11 MLR 11 ML11

MLH MLH MLHJILI1

ML11 ML11 MLR MLE

ML11 ML11 ML11 MLII

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH H MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH M H MLH
MLH MLH M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLR MLR MLR ML11 MLR 141,11 -MLH ML11

GRADE THREE

T-R T-M T-L- TOT

ML11 MU! ML11

MLH ML M

MLR MLII

MLR MLH

nil MLR
MLH

MLH ,MLH ML MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLR MLH MLH ML11

MLH MLH MLH

ML11 14LH MLH ML11

MLR ML11 It 11 M H
141 H. MLH ML11 MLR

M H MLEI ML .MLH

MU! MLR N. MLR

ML11

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH M1,11 MLH MLR

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH 'MLR MLH

MLH MLH ML11 MIA!

MLR ML11 H MLR

MLR ML11 M H MLH

MLH MLR MU ML11
ML11 MLR ML11

ML/1 MLH M HUI
MLH +EH 11LH MLR
14LH ,MLH M

11LH ML11 ML11 MIA

ML11 ,ML11 MLR ICH

ML11 ML11 W.H. ML11

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH MLR ML11 ML11 MLH-

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH H MLH MLH MLH M MLH

NOTE:

Table entries
coded as
follows:

111,11

Mean score
.

of group 'in-

dicated in

table head-

ing is sig-
nif idant ly

higher than

mean score

of gioup

indicated at
left margin.

"L" =

Percentage

below na-
tional 16th'

Zile is less
than that

for group

at-left.
1,

IHIt

Parc6ntage

equal to or

above national

5Oth Zile .is

higher than

that for group

at left.



District Five FollOW Through (TAble

In kindergarten .D5F perfOrmA generally better than BI and

PP. It exceeds TFT on ENV and TOT far the below

and on MAT and LSE for

16th criterion,

the at or Above 50th ariterion. ,It ex7

ceeds D6N on All teAtA :and Criteria exCept

or above 50th criteria for ENV. D5F

mean and the at

performs better than -.TD 5

on MAT and L&S by both percentile criteria and on. To. by .the

belaw 16th criterion.. It exceeds TD an only the below_16th

comparisOn for MAT and TOT and on the at pr above 50th comparison

for LSE.- It fails to exceed TC-on any test, by any criterion.

In first.grade, D5F performs generally better than BI,

EDC, FP, and PI (and close to PP). It exceeds TFT on T-M,

T-L, and TOT for the below 16th criteria and on T-L for

the at or above 50th criterion. It performs better than

D5N on all tests and criteria. It exceeds TD5 on all cri-

teria for T-R, T-L and TOT. D5F performs better thanWTD 1-6

on all tests for the mean criterion, on all but T-R for

below 16th criterion, and on T-M and T-L for the at or

above 50th criterion.

In second grade, D5F performs generally better than BI

and FP. It does not exceed TFT, TD 1-6, or TC on any test

or criterion. D5F exceeds D5N on all tests and criteria.

It exceeds TD5 on T-M and T-L for the mean criterion.

In third grade, D5F performs generally better than BI

and FP. It exceeds TD5 only on T-M and T-L for the at or

above 50th criterion. It fails to exceed TFT, D5N, TD 1-6

or TC on any test at any criterion.
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Table 12. Comparison Matrix for District Five. Follow Through,

BS

BA
BI

EDC

FP

PI

PP MLH MLH MLH MLH

D2F L i LH L
D4F LH

D5F

KINDERGARTEN

ENV MAT L&S TOT

L.
MLH MLH MLH MLH

TFT H, L

GRADE ONE

T-R T M T-L TOT

Y G

GRADE TWO

T-R T-M T L TOT T R

GRA

MLH MLH MLH,MLH. MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH L 411. MLH MLR MLH M

HMH HMLH
M MI, L ML MLH

MLH ML MLH MLH ML ML MLH

MLII

H }ILE M

LH

M

DlN MLH MLH MLH MLH
D2N MLH MLH MLH MLH
D3N

D4N

D5N

DEIN

MLH M H MLH MLH
LH L

MLH MLH MLH

TNF ML MLH MLH ML11

ML MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH N MLH MLH M H

ML LHL HMH
MLH MLH MLH mu
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
1111 MIX M1H MLH L ML MLH L

MLH MLH ML.11 MLH ML

TD1

TD2 .11

TD3

TD4

TD5

TD6

LH H L M MLH LH ML

MLH MLH MLH, ,MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLR M H ML
L LH L

L. LH L

LH MLH 'MLI1

MLH MLH MLH MLH

TD1-6 MLH MLH ML

TC LH



ison Matrix for District Five

AETEN GRADE ONE

Follow Through by Grade and Test Areas.

GRADE TWO GRADE THREE
&S TOT T R T-M T-L TOT

L
H MLH MLH MLH MLA-MLH

L MLR MLH MLH MLH

MLH L LH MLR
HMH HMLH

H MLR M ML L ML

H L MLH ML MLR MLH

L

LH L

T-R T-M T-L TOT T R T-M.T-L TOT

MLH MLH MLH MLR MLH MIR.MLH MLH

MLE MLH M H MLH MLH,MLH MLE

MLH

ML ML MLH L MLH MLII MLH MLH

H MLH

H MLH

H MLH

fin L

LII MLH

ML MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH N MLH MLH M H
ML LH L H M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLII MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH L ML MLH L

LH MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH ML

M MLE LH ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH M H ML
L LH L

L LH L

MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH ML

L LH

MLH M MM

NOTE:

lable entries
coded as

follows;

nlin

Mean score

of group 1-U-

dicated in
table head-

ing is sig-

nificantly

higher than

mean score

of group

indicated at

left margin.'

Percentage
'below, na-

tional 16th

%ile is less

than that'

for group

at left.

=
"

Percentage

equal to or

above national

50th %ile is

higher than

that for group
st left.



.;

Part II: Model Rankings in Terms of Mean Scores, K-3

In this aection all seven FolloW ThroUgh mOdels areranked

in terms of mean raw SCores on the SESAT (K)Y'And:mean scores?On the

CAT (1-3). The procedure eMployed for ties Is to alierage the

ranks; thus two schools tied for Second are eath giveA a rank

of 2h. Tables 13-17 present the data for this section.

n kindergarten (Table 13 ) the Florida Parent model

ranks first overall and either first or tied for first en all

subtests. BS ranks second overall, and ties for first on A-C.

II I ranks third overall, and-ties for first on A7C.

IT; spd BI cOmplete:the kindergarten rankings.:

RDC,

In ftratgrade results (Table 14), BA ranks first Overall

and first mn all test areas, BS ranks-second overall .4tnd FP

ranks third. PP', PI, tDC, and BI complete the first-grade rankings..

Secomdgrade results (Table 15) place BA first in six test

4.Evag (V0C, CHN, T-R, CPU, T-M, TOT) and first overall. PI ranks

first in five test areas (C&P, MEC,USG T-L,SPL) and second overall'.

EDC ranks third,- with BS* PP-Fp and RI completing. the SSCOndgrade:

rankings.

Third-grade data (Table 16) show PI ranks first in six test

areas (CHN, CPU, MEC, USG, T-C, TOT) and first overall. BA ranks

first on. five test areas (VOC, T-R, C&P, T-M, SRL)! and second

overall. PP ranks third, with EDC, BS, FP and BI completing



Model Rankings for Kindergarten SESAT Raw Sc

and Summary Ranking fo: Grade.

ENV

RS

BS 30

BA 28

El 27

EDC 30

FP 31

PI 29

PP 26

57

R

MAT

RS R

21/2 20 3

5 20 3

6 16 7

21/2 19 5

1 21 1

4 20 3

7 17 6

L&S

R

A-C

R

TOT

RS RS RS

18 2 19 2 87

17 4 18 41/2 84

15 7 17 61/2 75

17 4 18 41/2 84

20 1 19 2 91

17 4 19 2 86

16 6 17 61/2 77

GRAD

R SUM

41/2 21

7 331/2

41/2 201/2

1 6

3 16

6 311/2



Rankings for Mean Kindergarten SESAT Raw Scores, by Test Areas

mmary Ranking for Grade.

21/2

21/2

TOTAL
MAT L&S A -C TOT GRADE

RS R RS R. RS R RS R SUM R

20 3 18 2 19 2 87

20 3 17 4 18 41/2 84

16 7 15 7 17 611 75

19 5 17 4 18 41/2 84

21 1 20 1 19 2 91

20 3 17 4 19 2 86

17 6 16 6 17 61/2 77

2 111/2 2

Of 21 5

7 331/2 7

41/2 201/2 4

1 6 1



Table 14. Model Rankings for Mean First-Grade CAT ADSS Scores by Te

Areas, and Summary Ranking for Grade.

VOC CHN T-R CPU CO T-M

ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R

BS 291 4

BA 308 1

BI 277 6

EDC 284 5

FP 274 7

PI 292 3

PP 293 2

315 280 2 248 3 290 2 248

327 1 297 1 260 1 298 1 259

293 5 261 7 242 6 271 6 237

302 4 270 51/2 247 4 270 7 242

290 61/2 258,..3 254 2 286 3_ 252

312 3 278 4 240 7 283 4 240

290 61/2 275 51/2 246 5 279 5 243

3

AUD Ima USG T-L SPL TOT

ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R

BS 252 3 301 2 295 2 279 2 277 2 239

BA 261 1 304 1 310 1 287 1 292 1 253

BI 236 7 265 7 257 7 238 7 243, 7 217

EDC 251 4 275 6 283 5 258 6 262 5 228

FP 249 5 284 5 286 3 264 411 265 4 230

PI 244 6 291 3 276 6 264 41/2 268 3 231

PP 254 2 290 4 284 4 269 3 257 6 231



inkings for Mean First Grade CAT ADSS Scores by Test

Summary Ranking for Grade.

CHN T-R CPU
ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R

315

327

293

302

290

312

290

Ima
ADSS R

301 2

304 1

265 7

275 6

284 5

C&P -M

ADSS R ADSS R

2 280 2 248 3 290 2 . 248 3

1 297 1 260 1 298 1 259 1

5 261 7 242 6 271 6 237 , 7

4 270 511 247 4 270 7 242 5

61/2 258 3 254 286 3 252

3 278 4 240 283 4- 240

631 275 511 246 279 5 243

291 3

290 4

USG T-L SPL TOT

ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R

295 2 279 2 277 2 239 2

310 1 287 1 292 1 253 1

37 7 238 243 7 217 7

283 5 258 6 262 5 228 6

286 3 264 415 265 4 230 5

276 6 264 41/2 268 3 231 31/2

284 4 269 3 257 6 231 31/2

TOTAL

GRADE

SUM R

29 2

12 1

79 7

6211 6

50 3

53 5

5011 4



Table 15. Model Rankings f r Mean Second

Areas, and Summary Ranking for

Grade CAT ADSS Scores,

VOC CHN T-R
ADSS R. ADSS R ADSS R

BS 324 5 329 4 310

BA 350 1 364 1 342
EI 312 6 320 6 299
EDC 330 4 44 2 321
FP 309 T 310 295 7

PI 334 2 334 3 327
PP 333 3 323 319

AUD MEC USG
ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R

BS 272 1 336 3 331 4

BA 266 21/2 337 2 343 2

252 7 -2.93 294 7

EDC 265 4 330 341
FP 264 5 305 6 306
PI 266 21/2 344 1 350 1

PP 263 6 318 327

61

CPU C&P

ADSS R

276 4

ADSS R

333

284 1 336 2

266 5 299 7

279 21/2 331 4
279

21/2 318 5

277 3 338 1

265 6 316 6

ADSS

283

290

264

285

T-L SPL

ADSS RADSS R

319 3 305 5

322 2 329 2

274 7 284 6

31 7 4 315 4

289 6, 282 7

331 1 334 1

305 5 316 3

279

288

269

TOT

ADSS R.

273 4

290 1

254 7

278

261

287

270



d 1 Rankings for Mean Second-Grade CAT

eas, and Summary Ranking for Grade.

VOC

DSS R

2 4 5

50 1

12 6

30 4

09

34

AUD

iDSS R

72 1

66 21/2

52 7

65 4

ill+ 5

66 21/2

63 6

ADSS Scores, y-Test

CHN T-R CPU C&P

ADSS R

T-M

R
ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS

329 4 310 5 276 4 333 3 283 4

364 1 342 1 284 1 336 2 290 1

320 6 299 266 5 299 7 264 7

344 2 321 3 279 21/2 331 4 285 3

310 7 295 7 279 21/2 318 5 279 5

334 3 .327 2 277 3 338 1 288 2
323 5 319 4 265 6 316 6 269

MEC USG T-L SPL TOT
TOTAL

GRADE
ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R SUM R

336 3 331 4 319 3 305 5 273 4 45 4

337 2 343 2 322 2 329 2 290 1 181/2 1

-2.93 7 294 7 274 7 284 6 254 7 78 7

330 4 341 3 317 4 315 4 278 3
401/2

3

305 6 306 6 289 6 282 7 261 6 691/2 6

344 1 350 1 331 1 334 1 287 2 211/2 2

318 5 327 305 5 316 3 270 5 59 5



Table 16. Model Rankings for Mean Third-Gr,ade CAT ADSS Scores,

Areas, and Summary Ranking for Grade.

VOC OHN

ADSS R ADSS.R

BS 333 5 , 358 5

BA 363 1 382 2

B1 320 7 332 7

EDC 343 4 361 4

, FP 324 6 345 6

PI 345 3 386 1

PP 346 2 367 3

63

ES

BA

BI

EDC

FP

PI

PP

T-R CPU C&P

ADSS R ADEIS R ADSS R

329 5 307 5 333 5

359 1 325 2 352 1

309 7 288 7 313 7

336 4 308 4 336 4

319 6 295 6 326 6

354 2 326 1 350 2

341 3 310 3 344 3

y Tes

324

284

306

294

323

310

TOTAL
MEC USG T-L SPL TOT GRADE

ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R SUM R

356 4 353

367 3 378

320 7 343

353 5 164

333 6 335

379 1 395

368 2 380

5

6

4

7

1

2

338 5 339 4 298 5 53

-354 3 372 1 322 2 20

309 7 298 7 272 7 76

340 ,4 _3.32v 5 302 4 46

316 6 317 6 282 6 67

366 1 371 2 323 1 17

356 367 3 314 3 29

5

2

7

4

6

1



the zeconcl-grade rankings.

Across the grades, rankings were 'comOuted on two base6

(Table 17). By adding all the ranks for each test area across

all grades, the models rank (in order) BA, PI, BS, EDC,. PP, FP,

and BI. (It should be noted that EDC and PP are virtually

tied). That procedure, however, lessens the impact of kinder-

garten 'performance, since there are fewer test areas on the

SESAT than on the CAT: Adding the grade ranks offsets this

discrepancy. By that alternate procedure, the model rankings

are BA, PI, BS, FP, EDC, PP and BI. The superior kindergarten

performance of FP is reflected in this second ranking.

6 4

-41-



-Table 17.. Sumof Model ,Ranking- Acroaa Gradea K - . by Sum_

f Teat Rankings and by Sum of GradeHRankings.

'SUM OF-

TEST RANKS

PP

13831:

691/21

26.631'

169k,

19211

10731-:

170

RANK

SUM OF

RANKGRADE RANKS

BS 13 3

BA 9 1

BI 28 7

EDC 17 5

FP 16 4

PI 11 2

PP 18 6

6 5

-42--



Part ComparisOn af.1975'MlAyear Performance with 1974

End-ofYear. Performance on the SESAT and CAT, .in

TerMs of National Percentile Rank of Mean Scores

In this section, the 1975 midYear achievement test per-

formanoe of the Follow, Through models is cOmpared with their

performance in the 1974 testing, which was conducted at end-

of-year. This rough compatison is conducted in terms of the

national percentile fank of the mean raw scores for the SESAT

and 'the mean ADSS scores for the CAT. Two cautions

duced before the presentation of data:

1) These comparisons are conducted on the same grade

are intro-

but different pupils, consequently there is little controlling

potential over the many possible sources of test score variation.

2) Since the city-wide testing program was switched from

an end-of-year schedule to a mid7year Erchedule beginning in the

1974-1975 academic year, the compans conducted here involve

different norms: 1974 scores are natmed with endof-year tables

and 1975 scores with mid7year.tables. Some discrepancy is prob-

ably introduced by this. However, given the tWo different bases

involved in the comparison, national percentile ranks provide

the only means of roughly equating the testing conducted at the

two different time peiiods.

It is possible,therefore, that certain observed "gains"

an4"1asses" may be an artifact of the switch in norms and/or

the switch in pupils across the two years. However, if we

assume any artifactual gains or losses to be equally operative

66
-43-



across the various groups of interest (a fairly safe assumption

without any controVerting data) , we may, then assess the relative

gains or losses of one group vis-a-vis others. B'pecifically we

may examine the gains or losses of a particular model against

the general context of gain or loss of Total FolloW Through

and Total Non-FolIoW Through.

(It should be noted that the 'kindergarten test data for the

Parent Implemented model, which comprises one school, were lost

during processing in 1974. Consequently, no comparison is

possible for PI in kindergarten.)

In kindergarten (Table 18 ), TFT and TNF both register con-

siderable gains across the two time points, with TFT gaining

slightly more than TNF. TFT gains are fairly consistent .

across the different test areas. Among the 'models, all showed

considerable gains except BI, which registered slight gains

(and PI, for which data are unavailable.) For most models,

the gains were fairly consistent across test areas.

67

-44-



Comparison of 1973 1974 Performance

Percentile Rank of Mean SESAT Raw

ENV
73 74
74 75 dif

BS 30 44 +14

BA 26 34 + 8

BI 26 26 0

EDC 23 44 +11

FP 36 50 +14

PI -- 40

MAT L&S
73 74 73 74
74 75 dif 74 75 dif

44 64 +20 62 80 +18

44 58 +14 62 80 +18

38 44 + 6 54 62 + 8

26 58 +32 48 77 +29

50 76 +26 62 86 +24

A-C TOT
73 74 73 7
74 75 dif '74 7

42 58 +16 44 6

34 50 +16 44 5

42 42 0 38

42 50 + 8 34 5

50 58 + 8 50 7

PP 20 23 + 3 50 +24 42 68 +26 22 42 +20

D2F 36 44 '+:8
D4F ,26 34 + 8
D5F 23 34 +11

68 TFT 26 40 +14

INF 23 34 +11

50 64 +14 62 80 +18
44 58 +14 68 77 + 9
38 58 +20 54 77 +23

38 58 +20 58 77 +19

32 52 +20 54 72 +18

42 58 +16 50
34 42 + 8 44,
42 50 + 8 36 5

34 50 +16 38

34 42 + 8 34.



1973-1974 Performance and

Rahk of Mean SESAT Raw Score

+20 62 80 +18 42 58 +16

58 +14 62 80 +18 34 50

6 54 62 + 8 42 42

+32 48 77 +29 42 50 + 8 34 58 + 4

+26 62 86 +24 50 58 + 8
=

50 72 +22

64

58

58

,58

52

+26 22 42 :20 26 44 +18

+14 62 80 +18 42 58 +16 50 64 +14
+14 68 77 + 9 34 42 + 8 44 56 +12
+20 54 77 +23 42 50 + 8 36 56 +20

+20 58 77 +19 34 50 +16 38 56 +18

+20 54 72 +18 34 42 34 48 +14



In first grade restats (Table 19), TFT seems somewhat higher

than last year and TNF drops one percentile point from last year's

score. The strongest gains (both in absolute terms and relative

to TNF) were registered

the models, BS, BA, and

BA gained more in language

in

FP

the language areas nnd spelling. Among.,

recorded substantial gains overall:

and reading than in mathematics, FP

gained more in language and mathematics than reading, and the

BS gains were feirly equally distributed across reading, math-

ematics, and language test areas. It is also noteworthy, that

PI, which lost a percentile point overall, showed a substantial

drop in mathematics and substantial gains in language.

TFT jr-t second grade (Table 20) shows substantial gains

overall. TNF gained somewhat over last year but considerably

less than TFT. For the total battery scores (and obviously,

for most subtest areas) all Follow Through models registered

sizeable gains over last year s pupil percentile ranks. The

most noteworthy differences between the models involve the

particular test areas in which the strongest gains occured.

For BA and BI the strongest area was reading; for FP it was

mathematics; for PI it was language. For BS' and mathematics

gained more than reading, and for PP reading and language

gained more than mathematics. In EDC reading, mathematics

and language seemed to gain about the same amount.

In third grade (Table 21) TFT gains somewhat o...er last

year, but TNF gains substantially over last year, Among the

7 0

-46-



0
Table 19. Comparison of .1973-.1974 Performance and 1974 19751

Percentile Rank of Mean CAT ADSS Score, by Test Area

71

A

.CHN T-R CPU CEr

73 74 73 74 73 74 73

74 75 dif 74

BS 44 56 + 8 60
BA 63 74 +11 68

BI 37 43 + 6 60

EDC 44 50 + 6 60

FP 35 40 + 5 38

PI 58 59 + 1 60

PP 58 59 + 1 68

D2F 42 50 + 8 60

D4F 68 77 + 9 68

D5F 48 54 + 6 60

TFT 50 56 + 6 60

TNF 30 50 0 50

75 dif 74 75

80 +20 49 64
89 +21 66 79
63 + 3 43 46
72 +12 49 54
63 +25 35 42
80 +20 59 64
63 5 63.59

63 + 3 46 54
89 +21 68 81
86 +26 51 62

72 +12 54 62

63 +13 49 51

dif 74 75 dif 74'1

+15 53 T20 59'

+13 67 72 + 5 67

+ 3 37 42 + 5 55

+ 5 48 53 + 5 63

+ 7 44 63 +19 55

+ 5 61 41 -20 70

- 4 44 49 + 5 63

+ 8 48 49 + 1 63'

+13 67 73 + 6 63

+11 41 49 + 8 63

+ 8 48 54 + 6 63

+ 2 44 46 + 2 55

AUD MEC USG T L SP
73 74 73 74 73 74 73 74 73
74 75 dif 74 75 dif 74 7R dif 74 75 dif 74

BS 61 55 . 6 58 76 +18 37 46 + 9 50 64 +14 50
BA 49 66 +17 47 79 +32 37 54 +17 43 69 +26 61

B1 37 31 - 6 37 43 + 6 26 28 4- 2 29 34 + 5 27
.EDC 31 55 6 51 54 + 3 37 40 3 48 49 + 1 50
FP 61 55 - 6 47 63 +16 31 40 + 40 54 +14 39
PI 49 43 - 6 31 66 +15 26 34 + 8 40 54 +14 50
PP 49 55 + 6 65 66 + 1 37 40 + 3 56 57 + 1 61

D2F 37 43 + 6 42 58 +16 37 34 - 3 38 49 +11 39
D4F 49 66 +17 54 76 +22 37 54 +17 45 71 +26 61
D5F 61 55 - 6 47 70 +23 31 40 + 9 43 54 +11 50

TFT 49 55 + 6 51 66 +15 37 40 + 3 45 57 +12 50

TNF 55 + 6 54 54 0 37 34 3 45 46 + 1 50



1973-1974 Performance and 19

of Mean CAT ADSS Score by

80 +20
89 +21

0 63 + 3
0 72 +12
8 63 +25
0 80 +20
8 63 5

0 63 + 3
8 89 +21
0 86 +26

0 72 +12

0 163 .-13

MEC

3 74

4 75 dif

E 76 +18
"f 79 +32
7 45 6

1 54 + 3

7 63 +16
1 66 +15
5 66 + 1

2 58 +16

4 76 +22

7 70 +23

1 66 +15

4 54 0

T-R CPU
73 74 73 74
74 75 dif 74 75

49 64 +15 35 5:1

66 7) +13 67 72
43 46 + 3 37 42
49 54 + 5 48 53
35 42 + 7 44 63
59 66 + 5 61 41
63 59 - 4 44 49

46 54 + 8 48 49
68 81 +13 67 73
51 62 +11 41 49

54 62 + 8 48 54

49 51 + 2 44 46

USG T-L
73 74 73 74
74 75 dif 74 75

37 46 + 9 50 64
37 54 +17 43 69
26 LB + 2 29 34
37 40 + 3 48 49
31 40 + 9 40 54
26 34 + 8 40 54
37 40 + 3 56 57

37 34 3 38 49
37 54 +17 45 71
31 40 + 9 43 54

37 40 + 3 45 57

37 34 - 3 45 46

dif

OA)
P

+
+ 5

63 59 4

63 77 +14
63 57 + 4

63 63 0

+ 2 55 55 0

55 53 - 2

65 76 +li
51 57 + 6

55 59 + 4

50 47 3

SPL TOT
73 74

dif 74 75 dif

+14 50 64 +14
+26 61 81 +20
+ 5 27 37 +10
+ 1 50 51 + 1
+14 39 64 H +25

+14 50 64 +14
+ 1 61 51 -10

+11 39 51 +12
+26 61 81 +20
+11 50 64 +14

+12 50 64 +14

+ 1 50 51 + 1

73

74

74

75 dif

46 63 +17
60 78 +18
34 37 + 3
53 50 3

37 53 +16-
55 54 - 1

60 54 6

44 53 + 9
61 79 +18
46 56 +10

52 59 + 7

49 48 - 1

72



Percentile Rabk

73 74
dif. 74 75 dif

1974 Performance and 1974 1975 Perf

of Mean CAT ADSS Score by Test Areas.

T-R CPU C&P
73 74

74 75 dif

-BS .36-48 -+1.2 14:47 +13. 33 46. +11
13k .47 .53-.70. 417 4.7 72.. +25H-

El/0:H 13...52.-:+19. -3451,17+21 32 56 +24 :

39'H.42..,.'4, 3. '23 39. +16H

73

74

74

75

33 51

42 65

.13 36

33 57-

73 74
dif 7475 di

+18 ..41

,..+23 54

+13' 31

..+24 46
TP.: 157 34 +10. 24 35.' +11 .35:57 +24 41

4.1 57 .414... 47 61 +1.4: .45 60 +15' .42. 51 9, 'IX

73

PP. .43.55 +12 34 52 +18- 41 54.. +13 '27 35 ,+ 8 46 .
'D21'. 34.43 .+".9-:: -39 42 + 3 35. 42 + 7. '33 46 +11. '46
...D4F.f.'45: 73 ,+28'.. 53 77 : +24 46. 76 +30 -42. 65 +23.. ..50

D5F 30 48 ..+18 39 47 + 8 32 48 416 33. 46 - +13 :41 58....

.TFTH 36 52. .+1'.6. ..39 52, -4-13 .35 53. +18 -33 51 +18. -4.6 58.

'TNF .45 50. 5 19 47 : + 8 43 51 + 8 29. 42 +13 50 53 +

AUD MEC USG T-L SPL
73 74 73 74
74 75 dif 74 75 dif

BS 58 63 + 5 36 58 +22
BK 58 63 + 5 39 61 +22
BI 43 36 - 7 , 19 30 +11
EDC 58 63 + 5 33 54 +21
FP 43 49 + 6 27 38 +11 A

PI 43 63 +20 39 65 +26
PP 43 49 + 6 36 48 +12

D2F 43 36 - 7 30 44 4-I4

D4F 58 63 + 5 39 61 +22
D5F 43 63 +20 30 48 +18

TFT 43 49 + 6 33 51 +18

TNF 58 63 5 45 48 + 3

73 74 73 74 73
74 75 dif 74 75 dif 74

25 40 +15 33 53 +20 34
25 40 +15 35 55 +20 47
14 19 + 3 .16 23 + 7 14
32 40 + 8 35 53 +18 28
19 25 + 6 25 33 + 8 18

32 50 +18 37 63 +26 53
25 32 + 7 31 43 +12 34

19 25 + 6 27 37 +10 34
25 40 +15 35 58 +23 40
25 32 + 7 27 43 +16 28

25 32 + 7 31 46 +15 34

32 32 0 44 46 + 2 34

74

75

41 +
61 +
28 +
48 +
28 +
61 +
48 +

41 +
61 +
41

48

41 +



1
971-1974 Performance and 1974 1975

of Mean CAT ADSS Score by Test Areas.

T R

73 74
dif, 74 75

+13 33

+17 47

+ 3 23

+23 32

+10 24

+14 45

+18 41

+ 3 35

+24 46

+ 8

+13

46

72

39

56

35

60

54

42

76

32 48

35 53

,+ 8 :43 51

USG

73 74
dif 74 75

+22 25 40

422 25 40
.+11 14 19
+21 32 40

+11 19 25
+26 32 50

+12 25 32

+14 19 25

+22 25 40

+18 25 32

+18 25 32

+ 3 32 32

dif

CPU

dif

C&P

73 74

74 75 dif.

73

74

74

7:,

+13 33 51 +18 41 66 +25
+25 42 65 +23 54 72 418
+16 2? 36 +13 31 38 + 7
+24 3, T +24 46 66 +9.0
+11 ...t3 ,7 +24 41 53 +1:2
+15 42 51 + 9 60 72 +12
+13 27 35 + 8 46 53 + 7

+ 7 33 46. +13 46 53. + 7
+30 42 65 +23 50 66 +16
+16 33 46 +13 41 58 +17'

+18 33 51 +18 46 58, +12

+ 8 29 42 +13 50 53. + 3

T-L SPL
73 74 73 74

dif 74 75 dif 74 75 dif

+15 33 53 +20 34 41 + 7
+15 35 55 +20 47 61 +14
+ 5 16 23 + 7 14 28 +14
+ 8 35 53 +18 28 48 +20
+ 6 25 33 + 8 18 28 +10
+18 37 63 +26 53 61 + 8
+ 7 31 43 +12 34 48 +1A

+ 6 27 37 +10 34 41 + 7
+15 35 58 +23 40 61 +21
+ 7 27 43 +16 28 41 +13

+ 7 31 4i +15 34 48 +14

0 44 46 + 2 34 41 + 7

T-M.
7-374

74 75 dif.

40 62 +2,2

51 69 +18
28 36 + 8

40 62 +22
38 57 +19
51 65 +14
38 43 + 5

47 69 +22

38 54 +16

40 57 +17

40 49 '+ 9

TOT

73

74

74

75 dif

32 50 +18
42 66 +24
19 32 +13
31 55 +24

24 38 +14
43 63 +20
33 47 +14

11 44 +13
40 69 +29
30 45- +15

32 51 +19

40 47 + 7

74



Table 2 Comparison of 1973-1974 Performance and 1974 197

Percentile Rank of Mean CAT ADSS Score, by Test

VOC
73 '74

74 75

BS 21 26
BA 36 48
BI 18 20
EDC 21 33
FP' "21' 22

PI 36 33
PP 25 36

D2F 21 22
D4F 43 48
D5F 23 26

TFT 25 31

TNF 33 48

MEC
73 74
74 75

BS 31 38
BA 31 46
BI 17 19

EDC 25 38
FP 19, 26

PI 61 54
PP 29 46

D2F 17 30
75 D4F 33 46

D5F 38 36

TFT 27 38

TNF '' 48

CHN T-R CPU
73 74 73 74 73 74

.dif 74 75 dif 74 75 dif 74 75

+ 5 29 33 + 4 25 28 + 3 29 41
+12 42 47 + 5 41 49 + 3 47 62
+ 2 19 19 0 16 17 + 1 21 22
+12 24 35 +11 22 33 +11 27 43
+ 1 24 25 + 1 22 22 0 24 27
- 1 42 50 + 8 43 45 + 2 57 62
+11 26 39 +13 25 37 +12 33 45

+ 1 24 25 + 1 21 22 + 1 27 34
+ 5 42 50 + 8 43 53 +10 50 64
'+ 3 29 33 + 4 29 30 + 1 33 39

+ 6 29 35 6 27 33 + 6 33 43

+15 33 45 +12 35 49 +14 29 50

USG T-L SPL
73 74 73 74 73 74

dif 74 75 dif 74 75 dif 74 75

+ 7 17 26 + 9 25 34 + 9 25 32
+15 30 37 + 7 28 43 +15 37 53
+ 2 17 22 + 5 16 19 + 3 14 15
+13 21 31 +10 21 34 +113 20 26
+ 7 21 18 3 17 22 + 5 25 22
- 7 36 50 +14 57 51 - 6 37 53
+17 21 37 +16 24 45 +21 37 53

+13 17 26 + 9 16 27 +11 20 26
+13 30 37 + 7 32 43 +11 44 53

2 21 26 + 5 32 31 - 1 25 26

+11 21 31 +10 ,24 34 +10 25 32

+1.7 21 43 +22 27 47 +20 30 53

5 P

Area

C6

73 74
dif 1 74

+12 29 33,

+L5 43 48
+ 1 20 120

+16 29 36
+ 3 22 129.

+ 5 53 44
+12 29 40

+ 7 29

+14 43 48
, + 6 32 29

+10

+21

TOT
73 74

dif 74 75

+ 7 24 30
+16 36 48
+ 1 15 15
+ 6 21 33
- 3 19 20
+16 53 49
+16 28 42

+ 6 18 24
+ 9 38 50
+ 1 29 29

+ 7 26 34

+23 27 47



son of 1973-1974 Performance and 1974-1975 Performance in,Third Grade;
le Rank of Mean

CHN

74

74 75 dif

29 33 + 4

42 47 + 5

19 19 0

24 35 +11

24 25 + 1

42 50 + 8

6 39 +13

4 25 + 1

42 50 + 8

29 33 + 4

29 35 + 6

33 45 +12

USG

73 74

74 75 dif

17 26 + 9

30 37 + 7

17 22 + 5

21 31 +10
21 18 - 3

36 50 +14

21 37 +16

17 26 + 9

0 37 7

1 26 + 5

1 31 +10

1 43 +22

CAT ADSS Score,

T-R

73 74

74 75 dif

25 28 + 3

41 49 + 8

16 17 + 1

22 33 +11

22 22 0

43 45 + 2

25 37 +12

21 22 + 1

43 53 +10

29 30 + 1

27 33 + 6

35 49 +14

T-L
73 74

74 75 dif

25 34 + 9

28 43 +15

16 19 + 3

21 34 +13

17 22 + 5

57 51 - 6

24 45 +21

16 27 +11

32 43 +11

12 31 - 1

24 34 +10

27 47 +20

by Test Areas.

CPU C&P T-1.1

73 74 73 74 73 74
74 75 dif 74 75 dif 74 75 d f

29 41 +12 29 33 + 4
b.7 62 +15

21 22 + 1

27 43 +16

24 27 + 3

57 62 + 5

33 45 +12

27 34

50 64

33 39

43 48

20 20

29 36

22 29

53 44

29 40

29 29

43 48

29 37 + 8

+ 5 47 56 + 9
0 19 19 0

+ 7 27 38 +11
+ 7 22 27 + 5

9 59 56 - 3
+11 29 42 +13

+ 7 0 26 31 + 5
+14 + 5 47 57 +10

32+ 6 29 - 3 34 34

33 43 +10

29 50 +21

SPL

73 74

74 75 dif

25 32 + 7

37 53 +16
14 15 + 1

20 26 + 6

25 22 - 3

37 53 +16
37 53 +16

20 26 + 6
44 + 9
25 26 + 1

25 32 + 7

2536

0

+11 31 40 + 9

29 44 +15

TOT

73 74-

74 75 dif

24 30 + 6

36 48 +12
15 15 0

21 33 +12

19 20 + 1

53 49 - 4

28 42 +14

18 24 + 6

38 50 +12
29 29 0

2634 8

30 53 +23 27 47 +20

28 47 +19

Cr%
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:AndISS.'gained most

PI stayed about the same as last year.

the only'mOdel tO

points on the tOta1 mith Scoie in third

lOse percentile

has the highest.

1975-0eicentile rank for that score. Its 1974 performance ,14as

so high that outstanding,1975 performar-.e ApPears

decline.) Model performance is fairly consistent

Areas, in the third'7grade data.'
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Part IV: Fourth-Grade Baseline" Data

n this section, the performance of fourth-grade Tupils in

the Follow Through schoOls will be analyzed in a manner analogous

to that employed in Parts I and II for the regular program years.,

K-3. Most of these.fourth-grade pupils have been enrolled in

Follow Through classes previously. Their achievement teat per7

formance will be analyzed in the second volume (Quapi-longi-

tudinal Analyses), dimenaioned by length of program exposure and

by preschool experience,, This crosa-sectional presentation of

Spring 1975 test data includes all pupils in the fourth.grades of

the Follow Through schools, iegardless of the program exposure

(or lack of it) during the K-3 years. As part of the local,ex-

panSion of Follow Through, the prograth was extended into the

fourth grades at all of the original 18 schools.. These erods-sectional

data are included here as "baseline" measures, obtained just

prior to the program extension into fourth grade. However,

since most of the pupils are "graduates" of the regular program,

the data are also interesting for the study of program effects.

Tables 22 & 23 are analogous to Tables 2-12 in Part '4odels

will again be compared against relevant Follow Through and No.

F011ow Through groupings. However, in Tables 22-a, 22-b, and 22c
several models are collapsed onto each table. The same four test
area (T-R, T-M, T-C, and TOT from the California Achievement Test)
will be examined on three criteria: the mean score differences
in terms of Davis' formula for comparison, the percentage of

pupils scoring below the sixteenth percentile, and the percentage
of pupils scoring at or above the fiftieth percentile.
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Bank Street Model. (Table 224:. BS perforOp generally

better than BA, BI, EDC, FP, :02F, D4F, ancl:D5F modei.grouPings...

It exceeds TFT, D2W, TD2, and TD5 on all tests for all criteria..

it, exceeds D5N on all teats exce.pf the percentage below the 16th

percentile on T7R. BS performs better than TD 17-6 on all tests

for the below 16th criterion and on the mean criterion forT7R.'

It ekceeds the Total City only on T-M for the below 16fh criterion.

Behavior Analysis Model (Table.22a).: BA performs generally

better than BI, EDC, FP, D2F% 'It exceeds,HTFT on, all three crir

teria for -T-R, T-M, and TOT. BA.performs better. than. D2N on all:

.tests and cy_teria, but only on the two percentile criteria for.

T-R against--D4N. It exceeds_TD4. on all tests by the means cri-

terion and on T-L and TOT.by..the at or above 50th. criterion.

It fails to exceed TD4, TD 1-6, and TC on any criterion.

Bilingual Model (Table 22a ): BI performs generally better

than FP. It fails to exceed TFT, D5N, TD5, TD 1-6 or TC on any

test by any criterion.

Education Development Center Model (Table 22a ): EDC per-

forms generally better than BI, FP, and D2F. It exceeds TFT on

all tests by the at or above 50th criterion and on T-6 and TOT

by the mean criterion. It fails to exceed D6N, TD6, TD 1-6, on

TC on any test by any criterion.

Florida Parent Model (Table 22b ): FP does not perform

better than any model. It lails to exceed TFT, D3N, TD3, TD 1-6,

or TC on any test by any criterion.

-52-
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22-t. Comparison MatriceS for pistrict Two FT', District lo
Follow Through Fourth-Gra4e Pupils-, by Tes

DISTRICT
:TWO

T-R T714: TOT

BS
BA
BI
EDC
FP
PI
PP

D2F
D4F
D5F

TFT

DUI
D2N MLH MLH L M H
D3N H MLH
D4N
D5N
D6N

TNF

TD1-
TD2
TD3
TD4
TD5
TD6

TD1-6,

TC

DISTRICT
FOUR

DISTRICT
FIVE FOL

MLH MLH MLH MLH
L ,

MLH MLH MLH MLH

T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T-R

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH ML L MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
L H
LH M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
- -

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH
ML ML L
MLH MLH MLH

MLH

MLH

MLH
ML
MLH

MLH ML MLH MLH MLh

MLH MLH MLH MLH ML ML L ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH L MLH
MLH L

H H H LH

MLH MLH

MLH MtH ELH MLH MLH.:

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLII M H MLH

ML



son Matrices for District Two FT, District-Four FT
al Follow Through Fourth-Grade,Pupils, by Test Areas.

District Five'

DISTRICT
FOUR

DISTRICT
FIVE

TOTAL.
OLLOWTHROUGH

Inyr T-R T-M T-L 'TOT

H H

MAI MLII MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH'MLH

MLH ML L MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

L H

LH M H

T-R T-M T-L TOT T-M 'T-L TOT

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MtH MLH MLH.
ML ML 'L L. ,ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLR MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH MLH MLH M H MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH ML ML ML

M H MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH L MLH
MLH L

H H H LH

MLH MLH

MLH MLR MLII MLH
MLE MLR MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH M H MLH

ML ML M H M

NOTE:

Table' entries

coded as
'follows:

Mean score

of'gronp in-
dicated in
table head-
ing is sig-

nificantly
higher"than
mean score
of group

indicated at.
left margin.

"L'

'Percentage

below na-

tional 16th
%fie is less

than that for
group at left.

IIHII

Percentage

equal to or

above.national
50th %ile is
higher than
that for group
at left.

r



, Table 22-b. Comparison Matrices for Florida Parent, Parent, Implem
Process Fourth-Grade Pupils, by Test Areas.

FLORIDA
PARENT

PARENT

IMPLEMENTED
PHILADELPHIA

PROCESS

BS

BA

BI
EDC

FP
PI
PP

D2F
D4F
D5F

TFT

DIN
D2N

D3N

D4N

D5N
D6N

TNF

T-R T M T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT

H ML M H MLH
MLII MLR MLH

MLH MLI1 MLH MLH
MLH ML MLII MLH
MLH MLH MLR .MLII

LH MLH M H MLH

MLH MLH MLR MLR
H ML MLH MLR

MLH MLII MLR MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

ML M II MLII
MLH MLH MLII MLH
MU! MLH MLH MLH
MLR ML MLH MLII

H MLII. MLH MLH

LH M MLH MLH

T-R T-M T-L TOT

H. MLH L

M H L MLH MLH

MLH 141,11

MLH ML MLII MLH
MLII MLH MLH M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
L MLR V1LH

MLH MLH MLH MLE

MLH MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLR
MLH L L ML

II MLH MLH

LH L. LH

TDI.
TD2

TD3

TD4

TD5

TD6

TDI-6

H ML M H MLH
.MLH MLH MLH MLH

L. ML MLH ML
ML MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLN
ML M H ML

LH ML MLH MLH

TC ML M H ML

L L

MLR MLH MLH MLR
L L L

L L

MLH ML MLH MLH



on Matrices for Florida Parent, Parent Implemented, and Philadelphia
Fourth-Grade Pupils, by Test Areas,

PARENT

IMPLEMENTED
PHILADELPHIA

PROCESS'

T-R T M T-L TOT

ML M H MLR
MLH MLH MLH 14LH

MLA MLH MLH MLH
MLR ML MLR MLH
MLH MLH MLH,MLH

LH MLH M H MLR

MLH MLR mu MLR
H ML MLH MLH

MLA MLII MLH MLII

MLA MLH MLH MLH

T-R T-M T-L TOT

H MLA L
M H L MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH,MLH
MLA ML MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH M H

MLH MLH MLH MLH
L MLH MLR

MLH MLH MLR MLA

MLH MLH MLA MLH

ML HIINLH
MLR MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLA MLH '1,1LH

MLH ML" MLH MLH
H MLII MLH MLH

LH M MLH MLH

L L
MLH MLA MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLA
MLH L L ML

H MLH MLH

LH L LH L

H ML M MLH
MLA MLH MLH MLH
L ML MLR ML

ML MLR MLH
MLA MLH MLH MLH

ML M ML

LH ML MLH MLH

ML M H ML

L L

MLR MLR ML11 MLH
L L L

L L
ML11 ML ML11 MLH

ML/1

NOTE:.

Table entriet coded
as follows:

14'

Mean score of group
-indicated in table
heading is significantly
higher than mean score
of group indicated at
left margin.

Percentage below national
16th Zile is less than
that for group left.

=

Percentage equal to or
.above national 50th Zile
is highei, than that for
group at left.
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Parent Implemented Model (Table 22b PI performs gener-
';:=

ally better than ail otker models and distriCt groupings, It

exceeds TFT on all tests arid 'ell criteria. It eXceeds D5N

and T-M, and TD5 for all And ont:Zit for the at or above

50th criterion. PI perfo±Ms better than TD5 oIl all tests and

criteria. It exceeds TD 1-6 on all the mean for T-4. and

the 'percentage at or above th percentile for T-M. It

exceeds TC n T7M, T-L, and , for the mean criterion, on T-M

and TOT for the below 16th criterion, and on T-71., for the at or

above 50ti criterion..

Philadelphia Process Model (Table 22b ) : PP performs

generally better than BA, EI, EDC, FP, D2F,. D4F and D5F. It

exceeds TFT on all tests and criteria. It exceeds 1)1N on T-M

and TOT by the below 16th criterion,and TD1 on T-L and TOT by

the same criterion. It exceeds TD 1-6 on T-L by all three

.Priteria and on TOT by the below 16th criterion. It exceeds

.TC only.on T-L for i.he percentage below,the 16th percentile.

District Two Follow Through (Table 22c ): D2F performs

generally better than BI and FP. It fails to exceed TFT, TD 1-6,

or TC on any test by any :Iriterion. It exceeds D2N on T-R, T-L,

and TOT for the means criterion, on T-R, T-M, and T-L for the

below 16th criterion, and on T-R, T-L, and TOT for the at or

above 50th criterion. It exceeds TD2 only on the percentage

below the 16th percentile for T-M.

District Four Follow Through (Table 220 : D4F performs

-generally better than BAi BI, FP, D2F, and D5F (and close to EDC).
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Table 22-a. Comparison Matrices for Bank Street,
Fourth-Grade Pupils, by Test Areas.

.BANK BEHAVIOR
STREET ANALYSIS BILINGUAL

T-R T-M T-L TOT T R T-L TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT T R

BS

Behavior Analysl

BA
BI

EDC
FP

PI

PP

MLH MLR MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH MLA
MLH ML ML MLH MLM ML L ML
MLH MLH MLH MLH .MLH MLH MLH MLH 1,111 ML MLH MLA LH
L H

ML MLH

D2F MLH MLH MLH MLH MLA MLH MLH MLH
D4F ML ML ML MLH
D5F MLH MLH MLR MLH MLH MLH H MLH

TFT MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLA MLII

P,N ML
D2N MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
D3N MLH MLH L dLH MLH MLH MLH
D4N MLH L ML LH
D5N M H MLH MLH MLH H H

D6N

TNF MLH MLH L L

TD1 L ML L L

TD2 MLH MLH MLH MLH
TD3 LLLL
T04 L ML L L

TD5 MLH MLH MLH MLH
TD6 L L

TD1-6 ML ML

TC
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ison Matrices for Bank Street, Behavior Analysis, Bilingual and EDC
-Grade Pupils, by Test Areas.

BEHAVIOR

ANALYSIS BILINGUAL

TOT T-R T M T-L TOT T-R T M T-L TOT

MLH

H MLH ML.H MLH MLH MLH

MLH MLH ML L ML

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H ML MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLB MLH MLH
MLH

MLH MLH MLH H MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLH

EDC

T-R T-M T-L TOT

HMHH
MLH-MLH MLH MLH

INS

LH MLH MLH MLH

II

MHMHMLHMH

H HMHH
HMHMH

NOTE:

Table entries

coded as

lollows:

MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
MLH MLH MLH MLH
ML LII

MLH

soma

H MLH

H MLH M

M MHMH

M H

MHMHMH

II M

=

Mean score

of group in-

dicated in

table head-

ing is sig-

nificantly

higher than

mean score

of group

indicated at

left margit.

=

PercerAai

belo. na-

tional 16,

is :less

tiu.n that for

group at left.

"H" =

Pf:rcentage

ecinal to or,

above niniopal

50th rile

higher than

that for group

at left.
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It exceeds TFT on all tests by all criteria It eXceds DWon

T-R for-all criteria and on T-M for the below 16th ttiterion.

D4P fails to exceed TD4 and TC on any test by any crtterion. It

exceeds TD-1-6 only at the percentage below the 16th Tercentile
yy.

on T -R.

District Five Follow:Through (Table 22c ): D5F performs

generally better than BT, FP, and D2F. It exceeds TFT on all

tests by the below 16th criterion andson T-R, T-M, and TOT by the

mean criterion. It fails to exceed D5N, TD5, TD 1-6, or TC on

any test by any criterion.

Total Follow TI'rough (Table 22c): TFT fails to exceed

TNF, TD 1-6 on TC on any test, by any criterion.

Model rankings for fourtf: grade are reported in Table 23.

It can be seen that PI ranks first overall and first on eight

subtests (CPU, C & P, T-M, MEC, UEG, T-L, SPL, TOT). B ranks

second overall ana first on two subte-sts (CHN, T-R). PP ranks

third overall and first on subtest J. The other models

(in order) are BA, EDC, B1, and FP.



Table 23. Model Rankings for M an Fourth-Gra.ie CAT ADSS Scores ,

by Test Areas, and Summary Ranking f r Grade.

VOC CNN T CPU CtSrP T-M

ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R ADSS. R ADSS R ADSS R

BS 362 4 399 1 369 1 329 2 356 2 329 2

BA"- 363- 3- -388" '4 362 32O 4 --350 .5 319 .4

BI 334 6 347 6 325 6 306 6 321 6 299 6

EDC 359 5 368 5 351 5 311 5 353 4 314 5

FP 330 7 344 7 321 7 287 7 319 7 285 7

PI 3b6 2 395 2 368 2 331 1 371 1 335 1

PP 368 i 391 3 366 3 321 3 354 3 320 3

'4.EC USG T-L SPL

ASS P. ADSS R ADSS R ADSS R

2

4

7

5

6

1

3

BS 384 4 .390 2 369 3 382

BA 371 5 378 ,4 357 5 375

BI 335 6 353 6 323 6 327

EDC 385 3 366 5 365 4 358

FP 325 7 348 7 312 7 333

PI 415 1 394 1 396 1 388

PP 393 2 388 3 378 2 380

TOT

TOTAL

GRADE

ADSS R SUM R

332 2 25 2

323 4 46 4

292 6 67 6

320 5 51 5

280 7 76 7

344 1 14 1

331. 3 29 3



Summary and Conclusions:-

Tor' the regular F011ow 'Through program (grades-K-73), a brief

summary of the results from Parte 1, II, and III., is offered here.

The information included in the summary is (1) performance rela-

tive to TFT, District Non-Follow Through, TNF, and TC; (2) rank

overall and in each grade; and (3) 1973-1974 percentile ranking

Compared with that of 1974-1975. (In this summary under number

(1), the term "performs better than" refers to only the mean

criterion of Part I. Comparisons based on the two percentile

criteria, discussed in the text, will not be repeated here).

Total Follow Through: (1) Performs better than TNF on

all major test areas (i.e. ENV, MAT, L & S. and TOT for the

SESAT and T-R, T-M, T-L, and TOT for the CAT) in grades K, 1,

and 2 and better than TC in three tests in grade 1. (2) (Ranks

not applicable). (f) Gain more than TNF in K, 1, and 2, but

not in 3.

Bank Street.Model: (1) Performs better than TFT on all

'costs in K and 1 and ,wo tests in grade 1; better than D2N on

all tests K:-2 and one test in grade 3; better than D5N on three

teats in K and all tests in grades 1 and 2; better than TNF on

all tests in K and 1 and three tests in grade 2; better than TC

on all tests in grade 1 and one test in grade 2, (2) Ranks

third overall and ranks 2, 2, 4, 5 across grades K-3. (3)

Shows very substantial gains between 197371974 and 1974-1975 in

grades K-2, and consistent (but smaller) gains in grade 3.
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Behavior Analysis Model: (1) PerforMs better than TFT

on ene test in K,, and all testa in grades:1-3'; better than D2N

on all tests K-3; better than D4N on all tests except T71, in

grade 2; better than TNF on all teats K-2 and two tests in

grade three;--better-than-T on all-teats-in-grade-one-and-

t: 7ee tests in grades 2 and 3. (2) Ranks first overall and

ranks 5, 1, 1, 2 across grades K-3. (3) Shows strong gains

between the two time points('73-'74 to 174J75) in each grade

K-3.

Bilingual Model: (1) Performs better than D5N on all

tests in grade 2; does not perform better than TFT, TNF, or

TC on any test. (2) Ranks seventh overall and seventh in all

grades. (3) Shows small gains over '73-'74 in grades K and
3, and albstantial gains in grade 2.

Education Development Center Model: (1) Performs better

than TFT on two tests in kindergarten and all tests in grade 2;

better than 06N on three tests in K and all tests in grades 1 and

2; better than TNF on all tests K-2; better than TC on one test

in grade 2. (2) Ranks fourth or fifth (depending en procedure)

overall and ranks 4, 6, 3, 4 across grades K-3. (3) Shows sub-

stantial gains in K and 3, very strong gains in grade 2, and mixed

results in grade 1.

Florida ParentModel: (1) Performs better than TFT on. all

.tests in K and ole test in grade 1; better than D3N on three

tests in K and one Las. grades 1 and 2; better than TNF on all

teSts in K, three tests in grade 1, d one tet in grade 2

9 0
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better than TC on three tests in K and one test jr. grade 14

(2) Ranks sixth Qr fourth'(depending on procedure) overall and

ranks 1, 3, 6, 6 across grades K-3. (3)

in grades K-2 and small gains in grade 3.

Shows substantial gains

Parent Implemented Model: (1) Performs better than TFT

on two tests in K and all tests in grades 2 and 3; better

than D5N on two tests in K, three tests in grades 1 and 3,

and all tests in grade 2; better than TNF on all tests in

grades K and 2, and on three tests in grades 1 and 3; better

than TC on all tests in grade 2 and three tests in grade 3.

(2) Ranks second overall and 3,5,2, and 1 across grades K-3.

(3) Shows mixed results over '73-74 in grades 1 and 3, and

considerable gains in grade 2. (No test data were available

for comparison in grade K.)

Philadelphia Process Model: (1' Performs better than

TFT on all third-grade tests; better than DlN on three tests

in K and all tests in grade 1; better than TNF on all first-

grade tests and one second-grade test: (2) Ranks fifth or

sixth overall (depending on the procedure), and ranks 6,4,5,3

across grades K-3; (3) Shows st:rong gains over '73-'74 ir grades

K,2, and 3, and slIgh': losses in grade 1.

In the 1973-19/4 cross-sectional report, it was concluded

that the total program produced positive effects in kindergarten

and first grade, but not in second and third grades. The 1974-1975
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analysis reveals an upward extension of these positive effects

to second grade as well. Similarly, last year s report con-

cluded that the differences between Total Follow Through and

Total Non-Follow Through on the comparison of 197371974 per-

centile rankings with 19,72.-19.73 perdentile rankinLs-

In this year's report, it is evident that these differences are

favorable to Follow Through.at three grade levels c:K, 1, and 2),

where Follow Through "gains" more than Non-Follow Through.

Rankings of the models reveal that particular mcy:

form better at certain grade levels, when compared 'to other models:

Thus, the ranking of the Florida Parent todel decreases contin-
-,

ually across gdes K-3, and the ranking of the Philadelphia

rrocess & Bank Street model

K-3.

increasellk continually across grades

Fourth-grade-data, obtained just prior to the program

expansion into this grade, reveals furthe shifts of the model

rankings. These data will provide initial baselines against

which future cross-sectional reporting will examine program

effects.

In summary it is concluded that the positive program

effects (compared to appropriate Non-Follow Through comparison

gropps) for the total program ag.gregnte have been extended into

second Arade in 1974-1975, that two models (Behavior Analysis

and Parent Implemented) exhibit such positive effects at all

program grades, (K-3), and that two other models (Bank Street and

EDC) exhibit such effect at two Arade levels.
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*Educational -Measurements a d.their InterPretation,

Belmont, California:.

Wadsworth i'ublishing Company, 1964
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kppendix

Attainment of AchieVement Objectives, 1974-1975. (Abstracted

from Philadelphia Title I Report 1974-1975).

Objective 1: To improve pupil performance in reading skills.

This objetive was fully attained by the project as a whole.

The fir,it of tuo expectations wis that on citywide. achievement

tefi4ts in at least three of four grade levels (K-3) the national

pupil percentile rank correspo-;7.ding to the Follow ThrOugh

pupils' mean score at least one reading subtett would be higher

in 1974-1975 than in 1973-1974. This eXpectation was met not

only by the project as a whole, but ,also by each Follow Through

model and by each distriat:MS;,1q1low,Nhrough group.
...;:,;,0 .4.,

;'-

The second expectation was that in at least three of the

four grade levels the meansebcp%on at least one reading subtest
F-

would be significantly higher fOr Follow Through pupils than for

district groups of national-comparison-school (non-Follow-Through)

pupils, total districts, and the total of Districts 1-6. This

expectation was met by the project as a whole, the Parent

Implemented Model separately, and 'oy the Follow Through group

in District 4 (which included only Behavior Analysis schools).

The Bank Street, Behavior Analysis, and EDC Models approached

the expectation by qualYfying in two (not threL) of ehe four

grade levels.
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Objective : To improve pupil performance in mathematics skills.

This objective Was par ially attained by the 13.X.Oject as a

Whole. The first exPeCtatiOn Was that on eitYvide achievement

tests in at least three of four grade.levels (K.-3)., the national:

pupil percentile rank corresPonding to the FolloW Through pupils'

mean score on at least one mathematics subtest would'be higher

this year than last year. Although kindergarten data for the

Parent Implemented Model had been lost during the 1973-1974

scoring, the available data indicated that the expectation of

improvement over last year was met by the project as a whole,

by each model separately (except Parent Implemented), and by

each district's Follow Through group.

The second expectation was that in at least three grade

levels the mean score on at least one mathematics subtest would

be significantly higher for Follow-Through pupils than for

district groups of national-comparison-school pupils, total

diatricts, and the total of Districts 1-6. This expectation,

Was met by the Behavior Analysis and Parent Implemented Models

and by the Follow Through group in District 4. The project as

a whole, the EDC and Florida Parent Education Models, and the

Follow Through group in District 5 (Bank Street, Bilingual, and

Parent Implemented schools) approached the expectation by qualify-

ing in two (not three) of the four grade levels.
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Objective 3: To iMprove pupil Performance,in language: skill

This objective was partially attained'by the project as a

whole. The first expectation was that on Citywide achievement

tests in at least two of three grade levels (1-3) the national

pupil percentile rank correspondingrto the'Follow Through pupils'

mean score on at least one language subtest would be higher this

year than last year. This, expectation was met by the project

as a whole, by each model separately, and by each districs

Follow Through group.

The second expectation was that in at least two gradlevels

th a score on at least one language subtest would be

nficantly higher for Follow Through pupils than for district

groups of national-comparison-school pupils, total districts,

and the total of Districts 176. This expectation was met by

the Bank Street, Behavior Analysis, and Parent Implemented Models

and by the Follow Through group in District 4. The project as

a whole, the Philadelphia Process Model, and the Follow Through

group in District 5 approached the expectation by qualifying

in one (not two) of the three grade levels.
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