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ABSTRACT

Thf@“report is a'éross—sectional analysis of 1974-1975

mid-year‘perfdrmanca of Follow Through, Non-Follow Through,

and District groupings of pupils on the Sténford Early

School Achievement Test,. (SESAT), (Kiﬁdé%garten)‘and‘the'

California Achievement Test, (CAT), (Grades 1-4), jLater, re~.

ports will present results in a quasi-longitudinal format
(including information on. preschool expg;ience and length.
of program exposure) and a quasi—lopgitudinal—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 in Kindergarten, Grade One, and Grade Two,

but on no tests in Grade Three.

(2) Total Follow Through exzhibits higher percentile
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.:

(3) The Behavior Analysis and Parent Implemgnted models
generally exceed the performance of théir distriect
Non-Follow Through cdmparison classes at éll grade
lévelg“(k;B)?mwThe”Béﬁk"gffééfwéﬁdﬂﬁﬁcmhbaélg#;g;"“‘wwwmw;f

£Y

ceed their district Non-Follow Through groupings
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at- grades K - 2. Tﬁé ?hi1ade1phianProcésé'modal
exceeds its diétfiéf-Non—Féliévahrough'grouping
at two grades, .and the remaining two models
(Florida Parent and?Biiiﬁgual) do so at omne grade.
‘ v _ T
(4) Across grades K - 3, the three highest-ranking
modelq afe Behavior Analysis; Parent‘Implemented,

and Bank Street, respectively. .

(5) Data from fourth-grade pupile iniféliaﬁ Tﬁfbugh
schools (whiéh are baseline data obtained prior
to program exgansion) show the Parent Impleménted,
Bank Street, and PhiiadElphiavPfocéséimodéls rank

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

It is concluded that the positive program effects observed
in grzdes K and 1 in 1973-1974 have been éxtended to grade 2
in 1974—1975, for the total program aggregate, and that during
the program years (K - 3) the Behavior Analysis and Paremt
Implemented models continue to exhibit superior performance
among the models, f;llowed closely by‘thg Bank Streét‘and EDC

models..




Introduction:

This report is concerned sdlely‘witﬁ‘hrosg-ééétipnal
‘maﬁéi§sis of Spffﬁg; 1975'datatf;éﬁfﬁﬁeMéitj;W1gé“Tésfin;3'Q
Program administefed‘by-the D;vision Qf‘Tgsfing, Office;of
Research and Evaluation, School ﬁist;idt of Philadelphia.
Tests were admistered to,a11 pu?ils in the city: the
Stanford Early School Achievement Test (SESAT) for kinder-
garteﬁ and the California4AchievementkTest (CAT) for grades
one, two, three, and four. A second'volume will provide quasi-
longitudinal analyses of achievement d;ta, dimensioned by
length of program exposure and Head Sfart or equiﬁéleﬁt
experience, and a third‘volume wili furthef dimeﬁsipn
achieQement by'absence intervéls; (The 16ca1 eva1uétion
unit‘must also provide performance information on attain-
ment cf objectiyes for the Philadelphia‘TitlehI Répo:;.

The objectives and their degree of attainménf gor‘1§74—1975

are included in this volume as an appendix.)

Three major divisions underlie the comparisohs 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;

0



2. Non;éollow Through data,.comprising scorea

‘.gjfrom 227 comparison>classes in Districts»l—6,
grouped by district and a Total Noanollow
Through aggregate. (This comparison group is
an exact parailel to the comparison group‘emplOyed‘,'
in the National Follow Through Evaluation in.
1972-1973 by StanfordiResearch Institute, with
the exception of a‘very Faw ciasses added to
equaiize tnevdistribution across diatricts'in

certain grades.) _ ' o -

3. District Summary data, comprising scores from

- all pupile in the city, grouped by district
(for Districts 1-6), and a Total Districts 1-6
aggregate andva'Total City aggregate (Districts

1-8).

A supstantial caution'should:be“oorne in mind regarding
~these comparisons. As 1in previous years' croés—sectional
analyses.performed oy the local evaluation unit, the assumed
population of concern ia the Philadelphia Follow Through pop-
ulation. nTherefore, differences in mean scores are reported
in terms of measurement error and not in terms of sampling
error, following the procedure outlined by Davis (1964).
However,'an Appendix of basic data .tables is provided. .as._.a.
companiop volume. ' Required figures (N, mean, standard devia-

tion) for the computation of any desired statistical inferences

to other populations may be obtained there.
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e (. '
The report is .divided 1nto three parts: Part I offers

compar1sons of each Follow Through grouping with all other
groupings (including Follow Ihrough, Non—Follow Through, and
_District Summaries) in terms’ of ‘mean score differences, per—
,centages scoring below the national sixteenth percentile,u
and percentages scoring at or ab0ve ‘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 (Kindergarten) and on the California Achleve—
ment Test (Grades 1- 3), Part 1V provides test data for the |
fourth-~grade pupils enrolled 1n Follomehrough schools

(Part IV data are essentially base-line data for the fourth—‘
grade expansion of Follow Through which«began¥shortlymafter

city-wide testing.)

12



Part 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 presenfed 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 cohprises schools from the
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 percentilé, for every grouping by subtest area .
within grade.‘ Mean scores reported for the SESAT are raw scores;
méan scores reported for the CAT aré the standardized Achievement

Development Scale Scores (ADSS). :13
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Table ‘1

Je——

Discrict Groupingsj'

District 1
Drew
McMichael
Wilson

District 3

'Nebinger
Stevens

District 6

Fulton

b nxélly,. ,J.B,. o e e ‘v‘.' - P Py

Wister, J.

FOLLOW THROUGH SCHOOLS ORGANIZED
BY DISTRICT AND MODEL GROUPINGS

Model Grpupingg

Philadelphia Process
Drew .
- ‘ McMichael
Wilson

‘ !;Iorida Parent

llcibinge‘t‘

- Stevens
EDC
S Fulton

Wister, J.

District 2

Behavior Analysis

Arthur } Arthut :

Stanton, E.M.. ckray

Waring o ratt-Arnold
District &4 ° Bank Street

Duckrey _ -~ unbar

Pratt-Arnol N ;% lverscn

- ,,/ . | S;mton. EH
District S TN, ' Bilingual
e . ‘ ‘
Dunbar - S @ o >Ferguson
Elverson co0o ®® sg:udlov

Fergusono o ©

Harrison ~—pgoccC”

Ludlove o ©

: PeX -4
- -
o9 .

o
o o aring

Parant Implemcnted

—
—
~=—> Harrison

14
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The Appendix:volume also contains the complete comparison

matrices of all grodps by subtest within.grade; The comparison
i1s in terms of thgjstandard error of méasurement‘of,the differ-
ence between means for two groups, either iﬁdependent or over->
lapping,'as explained below., Tables 2-12 in thig section sum-

marize the information from these Appendix tables, beusing on

the Follow Through groupings and adding information about per-
centages scoring at the extremes of‘pérformance (below the six-

teenth percentile and above the fiftieth).

Before proceeding to the analyses, it should be explained
that the following statements of rativnale governed the method

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

‘ be,.apparent:“,.,t:he.re.t:o‘..l?'ar,!:s.I«I,wI»II,V---and.‘»I-V-val»so)-:~-»-~(1-»)'~I§very~~~~~~~~~~~~~-'-de

group 1is compared vith every other group so as not to focus
merely on what appear on the surface to be appropriate com-
parisons, e.g., District 1 TFollow Through vs District 1 Non-
Follow Through. Exhaustive coﬁparison‘of each group Viéh every
other group is an attempt to bffset any single ﬁefective com~
pariscn base, (2) Natiomal pupil percentiles and standard errors
of measurement for raw scores (SESAT) and standard scores (i.e.,
ADSS on CAT) provided ULy the test manuals are admittedly debat-
.able in;erpretative indices when used,‘as was done in this re-
port, with grou§ means. They are used, however, in the case

of both the percentilég and'standard errors, in the absence of
any n;tional group informatiom. (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 intervél nature of this type of scale.)
In both instances, moveover, where the b:s:ic comparison con-

text is reference to National norm group nerformance, use of

Cmen lmme e s e et o n s a4 eeee ceen s oo s . - et i e 3 et e o b A .+ Sl 8.

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‘ ’; ﬁank Street Model

BA = Behavior Analysis Model‘v

BI = Bilingual Model

_EDC = Education Development Center Model

FP = Florida Parent Model

PI = Parent Implementﬁﬁ Model'

PP =:Philadélpﬁia Process Model

D2F = District 2 Follow Through Grouping

D4F = District 4 Follow Through Grouping

D5F = District 5 Follow fhrough Grouping

TFT = Total Follow Through Program (All Models)
DIN = District 1 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
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D1
D2
TD3
TD4
TD5

TD6

TD1-6

TC

=

L
[}

Total District 1

Total'Distriéf‘Z
Total District 3
Total District 4
Total DistrictVS
wTotai District 6

‘Total District 1 through 6

Total City

Subtest designations are abbreviated as follows:

(1) SESAT:

ENV

MAT

L&S

R e

TOT
(2) CAT:
voc -
CHN
1-R
CPU

Cs&P

AUD
MEC
USG
T-L
SPL

TOT

Environment
‘Mathematics

Letters and Sounds

CKGEALlT CompEeReRBLIaR ~ e s

Total

Vocabulary
Comprehensioh
Total ééé&iﬁg_mmhL-Mh T
Computation
Concépts énd ?roblems
To;al Mathematics
Auding
Mechanics
Usage
Total Language
17

Spelling

Total Battery



fables 2-12 provide comparisons of the perfofmance 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
séle¢ted.k 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

thah\.OS, an "M" is placed in that cell. 1In computing the

_.‘.pvr‘o!";abi lities. fo r»---«.me an.-differ ences.,- “the -formulas - given-by - i

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

difference between means is found by computing:

1.96 (S.'E.M.)\l-%q- +i1 ,
1 N2

where N1 and N2 are the numbers of pupils in each group.
For overlapping groups, the required value 'is found by

cgmputing:

v

2 -

1.96 (S.E.M.)Jﬁl- -
: sub tot

where Nsub is the number of pupils in the subgroup and Ntot

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

error of measurement found in thé test manual.

18



When the percentage of pupils scoring below the natioaal
sixteenth percentile is lower for the Follow Through group
addressed in the table than for the group listed in the left
side margin, an g, is equred‘in the cell. When the percent-
age of pupil; s:bring at or above the national fiftieth per-
céntile is greater for the Follow Through group addressed in
the table than for the group 1isted'in the left side margin,

and "H" is entered in the cell.

Following is arshmmary by model of the data found in
Tables 2-12. For each model or district grouping, results
for each grade are presented independeﬁtly. Within each

grade, model performance is compared witk the other models,

Té?gi‘District, Total Districts 1-6, and -Total City. For sim-
plicity of exposition, ‘the three measures comﬁared (i.e.,'the
mean scoré, the percentage below the sixteenth percentile,
and the pércentage at or above the fiftieth percentile) are
referréd to as the "criteria'; the tect areas .compared are
referréd'to aé "tests." Thus, the commeﬁt that a model exceeded
its district on allltests and all criteria in grade one means

that an "M," 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
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Total Follow Through (Table

Follow Through exceeds TNF on al

2): 1Inm kindergarten,‘Totél

1l criteria and a11<tests. It

exceeds the TD 1-6 grouping en only the helow 16th criterion

for MAT and the¢ at or above 5Q0th criterionm in L & S. TFT does

not exceed TC in kindergarten.

in first grade, TFT exceeds
_;riteria.l It exceeds the TD 1;6
the meéns cfiterion, on T-M and
terion, and on T—M; T-L, and TOT
criterion; Mean performance exc
on the T-R, T-M, and TOT tests;

TFT éxqeeds TC only on T-M.

T Savond grade  data show TFT
“all tésts for the means and the
eria, and on T-L for ﬁhe below
-better thanm TD 1-6 on all tests

and does not exceed TC on any te

TFT fails to exceed the TﬁF
grade, but does exceed,the‘TD”1~

criteria.

20

TNF on all tests and all
grouping on all tests for
T-L for the below 16th cri-
for the at or above 50th
eeds Total éity performance

on the other two criteria,

performs better than TNF on

at or above fiftieth crit-
16th criterion. It performs
for the means criterion only,

sts or criteria. -

and TC groupings in third

6 grouping in T-R on all

-11~



. Table 2. Comparison Matrix for Total Follow Through, by Gra

A _ RINDERGARTEN  GRADE sNE- GRADE THO
S “ENV MAT 1iS TOT TR I-M I-L ToT T-R I-M T<. TOT .

B LT R . MLHE - MLH:
< |BA Mtk S S R
~IBI ' MLH MLH MLH MLE ML MLE MLH MLH  MLH MLHE MLH MLH
CjEDC - @ MLH YLH MLH MLE L
CJFRe MLH ~ M HMLE MLH - MLH MLH: |

P w0 HMHMHEMLE T T
PP ' MLH MLH MLH MLE M MLH 1 ML MLH MLH ML- -

B 075 R CLH L MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE |
ID4F MLE MLE H K Ty o
CIPSF wE Mmooy M U MLH MLH MLE MLE

U

DIN ~ MLH MLH MLH MLE ML MLH MLH M H | S
(D2F MLH MLH MLE MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLY MLH MLH &
D3N o MLH L ML MHMH HME.
D4N . MLH M H MLA MLH MLy MLH MLH MLH - H B -
~{D5N ~ MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH }

D6N MLE MIH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH MLH .

TNF MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLHE MLH ¥ { MLE M H MLu- [

it b0 NIV S

LT e

e I L G M HLH M B
E |TD2 MLH MLHE MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLE |
~|TD3 | L L o H o

{TD4 L ML MILH - ypg
§TDS ML LH L MLH M H MLH MLH MLH M H MLH |8
TD6 B o ~ MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH -

M

= =
oo

=
==

TD1-6 L H M  MLH MLH M H  MLH

TC o _ - M MLH M




e '
~ Mean score

~ table head-

| nificantly
higher than
‘mean score

© NOTE:

T§51e éntries.‘ﬁ :
coded as

- follows:

of group in-
dicated in

ing is sig-

aam

of group

indicated at
left margin;

,"L" .__.‘

~Percentage e
below na-~. |
tional 16th:

P1le is less =
than that for
group at left;

ﬁHﬁ”=ﬂ‘

‘Percentagé‘ |
equal to or |

nyﬁatrix for_Tdtél Follow Thtough,fﬁy Grade and Test Areas.
TEN  GRADE ONE GRADE TWO  GRADE THREE
10T I-R I-M I-% 10T I-R T-N I-L 101 {-R T-N I-L 10|
ML MLE  MLH MLE ¥ H MLE|
MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLE  NLH MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLE HLA
 MLH MLH MLH MLH S ® o ®yw |
MUE M HMLE NLE B MLE MLE  MLH WLE MLH MLH
. HMHMHMLE S T
MLE M MLE L ML MLH MLE ML | S
L MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLE MLH  MLE MLH ML MLH
M H | o E '*“wJ'”TTE o o
M H M H M H  MLH MLH MLH MLH : MLH MLH MLH MLH
ML ML MLH MLE M H | o
MLH  MLE MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE M H
o MLE L ML MHMH HMH o
MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH H | MLH
L MLH MLB MLE MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLH M H
MLH  MLH MLY MLH MLH MLK ML MLH ML
MLE  MLH MLE MLE MLE M H MLH M H MLE
| _4 .?;,-_ haewit ‘M e "-M L.H.-.A,M- PIRTT—— M-- w H = m.,....mmM e — 2 | 4'»:'4 FR— T,m—»w ......m..«l..—.,m.. -v».jn....». 1‘i.n.... bt e
MLH MLH MLH MLE M H MLH MLE M H MLH M H MLH MLH MLH
- ML MLH MLY | LH o
L MM HNLEME MIHMLEMHMIE  HNHMHDMNGE
~ MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH o
M  MLH MLE M & MLH U MLH
M MLE X

above national
50th %Zile is
higher than

~that for group
- at left. 99
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50th criteria on MAT. It is better than the TD2 and TD5

Bank Street Model (Table 3): In kindergarten, the

Bank Street Modelfgenerally exceeds all other models.except‘
~FP-and possibiy PI. It is superior to TFT onjall tests and
criteria. BS exceeds the D2N group on all tests and criteria

"and the D5N group-on all but the mean and the at or above

groups on all tests and criteria., It exceeds the TD 1-6
group on all tests for the below 16th triterion, on all‘but

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

‘TOT tests for the means criterion. RS ﬁerforms better thaﬁ the

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

——— LN

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

In firstmérade, BS performe generally better than all
other models, except BA. It exceeds TFT on all tests and

criteria except the pelow 16th percentage on T-L. It exceeds. .. . .. . . .

the D2N, D5N, TD2, and TD5 groups.-on all tests and all criteria.
BS performs bet;er 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 allbtests forvthe means criferion,

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 DZN on all tests and.criteria except the
below 16th on T—R, and it is superior to the D5N groep on all
tests and criteria. . It exceeds TﬁZ on all tesfs for the means
criterion and all tests except T-R bn the other two criteria.

BS exceeds TD5 on all tests for the at or above 50th criterion
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 Iab1e_3. CpmpéfISOﬁ:Matrix fof?3ahkaEfeet4ﬁbdel,”by Cfadé and Test;A
'KINDERGARTEN ~  GRADE ONE  GRADE TWO GRADE"
ENV MAT L&S T0T T-R T-M T-L 10T T-R T-M I-L TOT T-R I-H |

|BS

BA  MLHMLHMHMHE \ " LH L | LH o B
BI  MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLE MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLE
{EDC L MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH - H B
FP - - MLH L MLE MLH = MLH M H MLH MLE  MLH MLH.
PI MLH MLH B ° H M H MLH MLH - H oo
PP MLH MLE MLH MLH M  MLH MLH MLH - MLH MLH ML o
D2F ML MLH MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH - MLH MLH

LH R L

D4F MLEMLHMHME LH ]
“H M H MLH MLH MLH H MLH MLH MLH HMH

M
[DSF MLH MLH MLH X

TFT ~ MLH MLH MLH MLE ¥ H MLH MLE MLE MLH MLH

[DIN - MLH MLH MLH MLE ML MLH MLH MLH ML -
D2N ~ MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLE MLH M H MLE MLH MLH - LH.
DIN LHMH 'MLH MLH MLH HMLH MLA M B o
D4N  MLH M H MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH M H - MLH
D5N ~ MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH H
D6N L MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLE L ML MLH MLH :
TNF  MLE MLH MLE MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH

iDL MLH MLH MLE MLE. M_ MLEMLRMLH . ML

1I02  iMLH MLE MLE MLE MLE MLH MLE MLH M  MLH MLH MLH = H MLH.
™3 LH MLH MLH MLE B o

TP M H LH. HMH MLH MLHMLH - . MLH LH L
ID5.  MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH H MLH MLH MLH H
D6 LE LH  MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH S
{TD1-6" WL “LR" LE MLE M H MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH

™ LB H M MLH MLH MLH ML




n-Matrix for Bank Street Model;by Qréde'and'Test_Areésf'

TEN

 GRADE ONE

GRADE TWO

GRADE

THREE =

S - -

Emm o=
ja =l ]

T-L TOT |

MLE

MLE MLH

MLH MLH
MLH L -

HMH
M MLH
MLH MLH

M H MLE

M H MLH
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MLH
- LH.
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MLH

“T0T  1-R T-M T-L T0T
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MLH

MLH

MLH

MLH

MLE,

T-R T-M T-L TOT

. ,‘-«‘LH <
MLE MLH MLH
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. B
MLE
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i
MLH

MLE M H
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MLH MLE
H MLE

MLE MLH
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MLE
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MLH -

MLHE

T=R T-M

H

“MLE MLH

MLE MLH

"HMH

WL MLE |

MLE' MLH

MLH MLH

MLH MLE |

L

. Mean score:
‘table head-

~higher than

. of group

MLH
‘MLH

MLH
MLH

MLH

MLH

ML 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

ML
MLH
'H MLH
MH
MLH
L ML

MLH
MLH
MLH
MLH

MLE
MLH

MLH MLH

g

MLH

A

MLH

MH

MLE
S

ME

MLH

M MLH

MLH MLH™

LH

MLH

MLH MLH
MLH MLH

M H MLH

MLH

MLH
MLH

MLH
MLH
MLH

MLH

MLH

MLH

MLH
MLH
MLH

MLH

MLH

MLH -

MLH

ML

M MLH MLH
MLE H

MLE LH

H MLH MLH
MLH

MLH

MLH MLE -
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H MLE

M H

- e s n

NOTE:

Table entries

coded as
fqllows:

F;M;l =

of group in-
dicated in

ing is'sig;“
nificantly -

mean score

indicated at

Sa-

left margin, =

"L“ =
Percentage
below na-
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than that for

wmmmwmﬁﬂgnmmmatJeimmM;
MLH MLH

‘II-HH ___
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“equal to or
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50th %ile is

higher than
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‘ andTOn‘all»tests except T-R on'the:other two-criteria,]‘It,
performs better than TD 1 6 on. a11 criteria for the T M and
T-L tests,'and better: than the Total City on: T-M for the =

meéné and.thewbelow‘16th criteria;

In thirdmgrade, BS- performs genera11y better than BI

and FP. It exceeds TFT on1y on the percentage below the
‘sixteenth percentile in T-L. ‘It‘exceeds D2N 1in T-L on the

means and at or above 50th‘criteria;»and in T-M on the below
"16th and at or above SOth criteria. It eyceeds DSN on1y on the
at or‘above 50th criterion inoT;M. BS performs better than the ‘
TD2 group on a11 tests for the means criterion and on a11 tests:
Fexcept T-R for the other two criteria.‘ Against TDS,‘it shows

a greater percentage at or above the Sch‘percentile:on‘T—M

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

TD 1-6 and TC groups on‘anyptests~by“any'criteria.

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

better than BI AND PP in kindergarten. It exceeds TFT on all‘p
criteria for L & S. on the at or above 50th criterion for MAT,

on the” ‘below 16th criterion for TOT, and on .no criterion’for ENV.
It exceeds the D2N‘group on>a11 tests and criteria, and‘thedeN
group on a11 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 percentlle criterla in -
ENV, and better than TD4 on the at or above 50th criterion in “MAT
‘and L&Sr It exceeds TD 1-6 by the:two percentile crdteria for MAT
and L&S, but does not exceed TC.
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| Téble'&. Comparison Matrix for Behavior.Analysis Model, by Grade and

KINDERGARTEN ~  GRADE ONE ' GRADE TWO GRADE
- ENV MAT LS T0T T-R T-¥ T-L T0T TcR T-M T<L TOT T-R T-M
BS | L MIEMEM MH MLEMLHM MLH  MLE MLE
BA T R - - - - - .
BI MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLE MLH MLE  MLH MLH
EDC HML L  MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH M H MLH  MLH MLE
FP | ~ MLH MLH MLE MLE  MLH MLE MLH MLE MLH MLE
PI MLH M H M B MLH MLE MLH H MLE MLH
PP MLE MLH MLE MLE - MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLR
D2F L LE L MLH MLE MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLE MLHE  MLH MLH
D4F H MLE M H MLH . - E
D5F H HMLE MLE MLH MLH M B MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML
TFT HMLE L MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLE MLH - MLE MLH
DIN  MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLE MLH MLE L H
D2N  MLH MLE MLH ML MLH MLH MLE MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLE MLE MLE
D3N H M  MLH MLH MLHE MLH MLH MLH M H MLH ., MLH MLH.
D4N MLE M H MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH M H M B MLE
D5N ~ MLH L MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLE
D6N ' MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLE MLE MLE L
TNF MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
TDI  °  MLH MLE L  MLH MLH MLH MLE  XLH MLH MLE MLH MLH
TD2 M MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH
D3 MLH MLH MLH MLH' MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH-
DG . H B “MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE M H MLH  MLE MLH
TD5S MLH MLH L  MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLH MLH
me LE L  MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLY MLH  MLH MLH
T1-6  LE LH  MLK MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLK  MLH MLH
TC - - . MLH MLH MLH MLH MLHE MLE  MLH  MLH MLH
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S

RTEN

GRADETWO

GRADE

THREE

higher than -
mean score

 GRADE ONE

S T0T T-R .T-M T-L TOT E T«R THM‘TrL T0T  T-R'T-M T-L TOT
L MLEMEM MH MLE ML M MLE  MLE MLE MLE MLH
H ML MLH MLE LE MLE  HLE MLE MLE MLE ML MLH MLH MLH
L MLH MLH MLH MLE MLE ML M B MLE ~ MLH MLH MLH MLH
o MLE MLE MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH
. MIEMHMEMIH MLEMLE B MLH MLE  H
BMLE  MLH MLH MLH MLE  NLH MLH MLH MLE MLE MIE L L
H L ULH MLH MLH MLE  NLH MLH MLH MLE 'MLE MLH MLH MLH
B MLE T B L
H ML MLH MLH M H MLH  MLH MLH MLH ML  MLE MLE MLH MLH
B L MLH MLE WLH WLE  MLH MLE MLH MLE  WLH MLA MLE MLE
LH MLH - MLH MLH MLH MLA MLE MLE  MLH L ® =
LE MLE  MLH WLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH LK MLE = MLH MLH MLE MLEH
. MLH MLH MLE MLE MLE MLH M HMLE MLE MLE H X H
LH MLE  MLE MLH MLH MLE MLE MLE M H M H MLE MLE MLH
[H L MLH MLE MLE MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE M H MLE ML MLH
LE MLE  MLH MLH MUH MLE  MLH MUH MLE MLE. L L
LR MLE. MLH MLE MLH MLH  WLH MLE MLH ML NLE MLH
LH L MLH MLH MLH ML ¥LH ML = NLE MLH MLH  MLH
LH MLH  MLH MLE MLE MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLE ~ MLE MLH MLE ML
o MLH MLH MLE MLE MLE ¥LE =~ MLH NLH MLE = LH
B  MLE MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH M H MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH
L L MLH MLE MLE MLH  NLH MLE MLH MLE  MLH ML MUH MLH
LB L MLH NLH MLE MLE  MLH MUK = MLH  MLH MLH MLH MUH|
q MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MLH  MLH MLE MLH MLH

MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLE  MLE  MLE ML

"MLH |

fﬁ;ﬁatrix for Behavior AnalySIS-MOdel,.bY’Grédékand)TestAreas.

NOTE: .

Table entries
coded as

follows:

‘ an =

‘Mean score

of group in-

“dicated in

| table head-
ing is sig-

nificantly

;—16—5

of group

‘4-indicated'at

left margin

:nLu -
Percentage

below na-

“tional 16th

kile is less
than that for
group at‘lef;.w

IIHN ’ - |

Percentage.

equal to or

_ ~above national

S 50th Zile is.
Jhigher than
that for group
1 at left.
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In first grade, BA performs generally better than all
imddels. It exceeds TFT DZN D4N TDZ, de;rTD i-6,vand TC

on all tests and -all criteria.

‘In seccnd‘grade, BA perfdrms generally better than all

models. »It‘ekceeds,TFT»and bZN‘on:all teste and'aii criteria.‘
"It exceeds D4N.on all‘criteria‘for T—Rfand‘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 l6th 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,cDZN, TbZ,'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.
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.‘Bilingual'NodglhCTableVS)} In kindefgarten,bthe Bilingual

~Model fails to exceed any other model. It does not exceed TFT,
TD5, TD 1-6, or TC on any test at any criterion.

S e

In 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,vBI again performs beﬁter than no
other Follow Through model. It fails to exceed TFT, TD5,
TDI-6, and TC on any test at any éritefion. - BI exceeds
DgN on all tests for ﬁhe means&criterién, on all buc T-R
for the at or above 50th criterion, and om all but T-L for

the below 16th criterion.A

In third grade, BI again performs better than no other
Follow Through model. It fails to exceed TFT, DSN,.TDS; TD

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

-18-
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KINDERGARTEN -

GRADE ONE___

 GRADE TWO G

BS
BA

£DC

.‘QiFT'

|FP
- {PI L
. {PP
- ID2F
“|D4F
|DSF

'ENV MAT L&S TOT T-K T-M I-1 TOT T-R T-M T-L TOT ~I-R

 MLE

ML

‘M H

DIN
D2N
D3N
D4N
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|D6N

INF

HEME
MLH MLH MLH MLH

 MH

H

ML MLH M H MLH

RS g v e & e———————

TD1
TD2

{TD3

TD4
TD5

| TD6

TD1-6

TC.




EN  GRADE ONE

jiﬂétrix for Bilihgﬁal Model, by‘Gradé and‘Tesﬁ‘Argas.“'

GRADE TWO

GRADE THREE

T0T - T-R T-M T-L TOT

T-R T-M T-L TOT =~ T-R T-M T-L TOT

 mean score

MLH M H
- M H T
MLH H H H
LH | |
. H ML MLH M H MLH
. | ‘

- NOTE: .

Téble entries
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follows:
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of group in-
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~ ing 1is sig-
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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 eriteria; on MAT for the
below l6th criterion, and on L & S for thesat or above‘SOth
criterionr It performs better‘than D6N on all. tests and cri-

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

for the helow‘l6th criterion in MAT;and the at or aboveYSOth'

criterion for L&S. It also exceeds TDk6by the latter criterion

for ENV. EDC fails to exceed TC.

b'Inmf?ret“grade, EDC befforﬁé“gghéf£1i§‘bétfer than BI.
It does not exceed TFT on any test by any criterion. It does
performvbetter than D6N on all tests hy all criteria. EDC
exceeds TD6 on MAT for all criteria and on T-L and TOT for the
below 16th criterion. It exoeedsdTD146 only for the below 16th -

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

Second grade EDé 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 perforus better than TD6 in'ﬁAT 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 1l6th

criterion.
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. Table 6. "Compar_ison-M'atrix:' for Education Development Center Model, by

GRADE TWO

GRADE

KINDERGARTEN  GRADE ONE =
5 "ENV MAT L&S TOT T-R T-M T-L T0T  T-R T-M T-L 10T - T-R I-M
. . -, ‘ } . . . ] ) . . e “!
|8s S - MLE M H L MLE MLH ML !
BA MLE L B a S T R
BI WLH MLE MLH MLE MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH = NLE MLH T
EDC N
FP H MLHE . H LH MLH M H MLH MLH  MLH MLH ]
1PI M H M H B H L o
PP MLH MLH MLH MLH L ML MLH MLH ML PR
D2F L L B L LE L L L  MLHMLH MLE MLE MLH MLH 1
D4F  MLH L LEMH S/ o
DSF  MLH L HMH MLH MLH MLH MLE  MLH MLH ]
TFT- MK L H MLE * MLH MLH MLH MLB
DIN  MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH L ML L L e
D2N  MLE MLH MLE MLH L L~ L MLH MLH MLH MLH MLE
D3N L | L M HMLH MLH MLH L
D4N  MLH M H MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLH M H MH
DSN  MLE  LH L  MLH LH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLE MLE B
DN LH MLE MLH MLE  MLH MLH MLH MLH  MLH ML MLH MLH S
INF MLH MLH MLE MLE ML MLE ML ML  MLH MLE MLH MLH f
Dl R L H LK L oM L o
TD2 . MLH MLH MLH MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLE M H MLH
3 o | MIE L L
| TD4 R L B L MLE LE L L
1 TD5 MLE L LH LH a MLH MLH MLE MLE  H X H
D6 L W MLE L L MLH L o
™mi-6 H L H L ML MLE LH MLH L.
TC ML L L -



ﬂafrix for Education Development'centeerodel,ibyGradefand Tést Areas.

‘NOTE"

 Tab1e entries
';coded as’
-ffollows,

;'nHu: = :=f' o
Mean score -
of group in~ =
dicated in o

| ‘“table,head-:
o | -ing is sig-

~ | nificantly
| higher than

. mean score.

N°  GRADE ONE GRADE THO  * GRADE THREE
QI W T-R T-M T-L T0T T-R T-MjT-L“TOT*ﬁ?T-R‘T-M T-L TOT
L o MLE M H L MLH‘fVMLH:ML - MLE
He , oL E
LE  MLE MLH LR MLH  MLH MLH MLE MLH  WLH MLH MLE ML
© MLH W LE  MLH M H MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLH
S M o H H H L. B
L 1L ML MLH ML ML S
L LB L L L  MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH
' T T
S0 CMLH MLE MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH NLH
i MLE MLE MLH MLE e
LH MLE L ML L L L
IH L L . L  MLH MLE MLH MLH MLE M
S M H MLH MLH MLH
H MLH MLH MLH MLH M H M
©  MLH LH MLH MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLH . H
H  MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH ML MLH MLH
IH ML MLE ML ML MLH MLH MLH MLA
B L MLH L
Ho L MLH MLH MLE MLH M H MLH MLH MLH
| “ ©UMLE L L
= L . MLE LH L L
it = MLH MUH MLH MLE -~ H M HM H M H
i MIE L L MLE L
L ML MLE LH MLH L
MU L L

- of group
indipated at’
1 left”gargln

-f214J*ra*iigai.-:T;;Lxgﬁfe;z;;:;iif?

: " "LH - |
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‘below na- . |

.| tiomal 16th -
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'group\at%left.‘

| ) L. ‘
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In third gtade,‘EDC perfprme?éeteraliy Bette; than
BS, BI, an&lFP.:‘it‘exceeds TFTFdﬁiyton'the_pereentage
beiew the lﬁth perceﬁtile on T;ity It‘feileetote#ceed
DéN TD6 and TC on any test or criterion. 'it»pefforms
better than TDl 6 only on the percentage below the 16th

percentile in T-L.

Florida-Parent Model (Table 7): 1In kindergarten,

FP performstgeneralli’better than allrother mode}e. It

exceeds IFT on all teets end_citeria‘exeept the pereeptage
below the 16th percentile on L é 5; It,scores:better .

than D3N on all critetiatfbt:MAT anﬂlon‘theumeens‘aﬁd the

at or above\SOth criterion}fqruL &iS and.TOT. : It‘exceeds

TD3 oﬁly on the 5elew416th criterien intMAT - It scoreS“bettet‘
than TD 1-6 on all tests by all criteria:iexcept the at or above

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

MAT and.TOT and. all but"the‘Below-lﬁth criterion'fOr L;&“S.

-
T e

In first grade, FP performs: generally better than BI
(and close to EDC). It exceeds TFT D3N vTD3, TDl 6 and
TC on all criteria for T-M and on the percentage below the

16th percentile on T~L. It aiso exceeds TD3 on the mean

for T-L.
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s O EMIEMEMIE- M | o RN
Vf;@_f7BA'T'_' MLHEMLH;M‘H“MLH'“ I o A N
|BT MLE MLH MLH ML . MLH MLH MLH - L MLH MLH MLH = MLH ML
|EDC ML MLH MLH MLH =~ MLH MLE ¥ R e
| FP BRI N - .
S {PT Y MIEMLEMEMH - MH -
PP . MLH MLH MLH MLH .~ MLE L - MLH Rt
 |p2F ML MLH MLE MIH  MLH'MLH L. L MLH L L L L
{D4F MLEMLH M HMIH T
[pSF . MLE MLE M HMLH . ME. MLH L

" KINDERGARTEN. - “GRADE ONE  ~ GRADE TWO GRAD

o |tPT I MLH M H'MLE  MLH L B}

© . DIN. . MLH MLH MLH MLH -  MLH L } L B
~|p2N - . MLH MLH MLH MLE = - MLH ML M MLH MLH M H
. D3 . . MLHMHMH .- MLH ‘L MLH
- -|D4N  MLH MLH MLH MLH = - MLH MLH M i :
~|D5N. - MLH MLH MLH MLH =~ MLH MLH M. H L MLH MLH MLH
~ |D6N  LH MLH-MLH MLH =~ MLH MLH ML ML L

 |TNF ML MLH MLH MLE . MLH MLH M MLE

o |TDl MLH MLH MLH MLE. ~ MLH L ML | Co
|TD2 . MLE MLH MLH MLE -~ MLH ML - MLE L L
™y . . L - - MH 1 L R
~|1D4 MHMLHMEMHE . MLH L © MLH
D5 MLH MLE MLE MLH =~ M H MLH MLH L
TD6  MLH MI& MLE-  MLH MLE ¥ MLH

[TDl1-6 ML MLE MLE MLE  MLH L  MLH

BT e wmwrwE  owE oL L

. o T SRt 4ol Lme e R G Rt s fn e ) B s ey -5




EN

GRADE ONE

10T

T-R T~ M T L TOT

— ——————

GRADE TWO

-

ot

ﬁ;ﬁétrix for Florida Parent'Model,'ﬁijrgde'and,Tegt.Aréés‘,”  ]
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'fvTable entries
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| of group in- =
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~tional™ 16th
i 4ile is less
- than that for
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_ veSecond-grade:data show -FP scores generally better

: than BI. It exceeds TFT 3N; Th3,'TD1—6 and TC for the
dpercentage below the 16th percentile on T-M. ‘It-aiso exceeds
D3N and TD1—6 onJMAT by;the,other two criteria.d | -

In third‘grade, FP performs generally better than BI.
‘.However, it fai’s to exceed TFT, D3N, TD3, TDl 6 and TC

on any test or criterion.

" Parent Implemented Model (Table 8): 1In 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

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

far all criteria, | on ENV for the below‘16th criterion'and

on TOT fdr the means and the below 16th_criteria.ItnexceedS"TDS
on all tests bf the below 16th criterion anddon'ail’bUt ENV. for
the at -or above 50th criterion. It scoree better than Tb 1-6 on

MAf... L&S, and TOT for the below 16th comparison, and on-MAT and

L&5..for the at or above 50th comparison. - Against TC, it scores
better on L&S and TOT for the below 16th criterion and on L&S for

® ot e oy o
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. ,'Cofxxpa;ris'on Méi‘:riih‘.f‘orj“_Péren.t.; I.mpleme‘nted‘i Modél, by Grade.
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Matrix for Parent Implemented Model,

GRADE- ONE

GRADE TWO

* GRADE THREE
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;r‘aﬁove 50th criteria. It exceeds TDS pn:T-R énd‘T—L for
ali criferia, and_excéeds TD1-6 in T-R.fbr the mean, T-M
for the below 16th criteribn, and T-L on the two percentile
criteria. PI performs better than TC on T-M and T-L for the

-

below l16th 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 SOtH per-
centile on T-R. It exceeds DSN‘;nd TD5 on all tests by all
griteria. It performs better than TC for éll tests on the
means criterion, for‘T-R, TfM,‘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'générally
better than‘all other models eicept BA. It exceedé TFT and
TD5 on all tests 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 e#cept the per-
centage at or above the 50th percentile on T-R. It e#ceeds
TC in all tests for the belﬁw 16th criterion, oﬁ T-M, T-L,
and TOT on the mean criterion and on T-L aﬁ& TOT for the at

or above 50th criterion.

Philadelphia Process Model (Table 9): 1In kindergaften

PP performs generally better thanm BI. It fails to exceed

42
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* KINDERGARTEN

" GRADE ONE

~ Table 9. 'COﬁPaf13°hMatrik'forPhiladeiphia Process Model, by Gfédé 

GRADE TWO
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TFT ou any test or criterion. It exceeds DlN on ENV MAT

and L & S - for the means criterion, on T~ M and TOT on the

, below loth criterion,land on. T-M T-L and TOT~on'the at‘above”

SOth»criterion._ It fails to exceed TD 1 TD 1—6 or TC on any

tests by any criterion.

| In first grade, PP berforms generally better tnan‘BI,
EDC, and PP. Iﬁ exceeds TVT on T- R for both percentile‘
criteria, and on T -L for the at. or above SOth criterion. It'
exceeds DIN on 811 tests and criteria except '1‘0'1‘ 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,
. and on T~L by both percentile criteria. ~It~exceeds TC °“‘T“R”.
by both percentile criteria and on T-L by the;gf:of‘ah0ve 50th

criterion.

In second grade, PP performs generally better than BI
and FP. It exceeds TFT on T-R by both percentiie criteria
:and on TOT by the at or above SOth’criterion. It does not
exceed D1IN on any test or criterion,and exceeds TDlvonly on
the percentage below the 16th percentile_for\TéR, 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‘generaliy better than'BS

BI, EDC and FP. It exceeds TFT on all tests and criteria,"

““but fails to exceed DlN on any. PP performs better than

TD1 on T- M, T L, and TOT by the at or above 50th criterion,
and on T M and TOT on the means criterion. rIt exceeds TD1-6*‘
on T-M and - TOT on’ the means criterion.‘ It exceeds TDl 6 on
all tests by the at or above 50th criterion, on T M, T- L and
TOT for the mean criterion, and on T M for the below 16th
criterion.‘ It ‘exceeds TC on TfLiand TOT by the at«or above

50th criterion.

In addition to the model‘érounings, three. district
groupings (District Two, District Four, and District Five)

which cross models are also examined

.f‘.*’ o
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District TWo FolloQ Throggh’(Tableilp)i‘
nmmIn‘kindergarten;‘DZF‘perrorma genérally better fh?ﬁ-BA?

BI, D4F and D5F. It exceeds TFT on all tests, b&fthe meanl
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;'
.sna TD2 on all but the below 16th comparison on MAT. It 'scores
‘better than TD 1- 6 on. ENV HAT,-and TOT byrthe ‘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 generall;woetter than BI. It

fails to exceed TFT on any‘tests for any criteria. It exceeds
D2N in T-M 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 T+Mfor the at or above 50th‘criteria. D2F fails

to exceed TC on any test or criterion.

ln second grade, D2F oerforma generally better than BI.
It fails to exceed‘TFT or TC on any test or criterion. It
exceeds D2N on T-ﬁ, T-L, and TOT for tne mean and the at or
above 50th criterion, and on T-L for the below 16th criterion
D2F exceeds TD2 on T-M and TOT for the mean and the at or
above 50th criterion, and exceeds TD 1-6 on T-M for the at

or above 50th criterion.
! .
Third grade data show D2F performs 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 ornrly on T-M for the
at or above 50th criterion.

417
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' TaB1e 10. Comﬁafison Matrix7fbr'DiStriéf

GRADE .ONE

Twa Folloﬁ Through, by Grade;d
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District Four Follow Through.(Tablesii):

In kindergarten, D4F performs generalhrbetter than BI and PP.
It exceeds TFT only in terms of the, percentage below the 16th pPer-~ -
centile ‘on L' & S and TOT. It exceeds D4N on‘aliitests and criteria
except the.below 16th criterion for MAT.J b4F¢nerforms betterdthan
TD 1 6 only on the below 16th comparison in L&S. and TOT. It faiis,v
to - exceed TD4 or TC qn any test by any- criterion.tr‘"‘

- s

In first grade D4F performs_generally better than all
models. It exceeds TFT, D4N, TD4, TD 1—6, and TC on all teéfs"

and all criteria. A

In second grade, D4F performs generally better than all
models. It exceeds TFT on all fests by all criteria. It ex-—w
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. 1Itvexceeds"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, Tp4, and TD i—6 onvall
tests by all criteria. D4F exceeds D4N on sll tests and all
criteris, except the percentage below the ioth percentile on
T-R. It performs better than TC on all three criteria for

T-R, T-M, and TCT, and on the mean criterion for T-L.
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”"lf_ab_le “11 Comparison Matrix for District Four Follow Through by Gra
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In kindergarten D5F performs generally better than BI and
PP. It exceeas TFT on ENV and TOT for the below 16th criterion,,
’and on MAT and L&S forkthe at. or above SOth criterion. It exev’
‘ceedsy D6N on a11 tests‘and criteria‘exceptwthe mean and‘the atv
‘orbabove 50thvcriteriaifor.ENV., D5F performs better than TD5
on MAT and L&S by . both percentile criteria and on: TGT bv thedp

below 16th‘criterion; It exceeds TD 1 6 on: only the below 16th

comparison for MAT and TOT and on the gt or above 50th comparison. o

for L&S. It fails to exceed 'TC:on ‘any test, by any crirerion.

fn first: grade, D5F performs generally better than BI

DC, FP and PI (and close to PP). It exceeds TFT on T- M,
T—L, and Tai 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 a11 cri-
teria for T-R, T-L and TOT. D5F performs better than» TD 1 6
on all tests for the mean criterion, on: a11 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 DSN on all tests and criteria.

It ekceeds‘TDS 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 .
abové 50th criterion. It fails to exceed TFT, D5N, TD 1-6

or TC on any test at any criterion.
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Part II: ‘Modellkankings in Terms,of'Mean“Scores;“K+3"t;‘“:‘ o ) ‘;;Q

In this section all seven Follow Th*ough models are ranked

in terms of mean raw. scores on the SESAT (K} and mean scores on the

CAT (1-3). he procedure employed f0r ties is to average the
ranks; thus two schools tied for second are each givon a rank

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

In kindergarten (Tahle‘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—
P I ranks third overall ‘and- ties for first on A-C.d EDC, BA;

PP, and BI complete ‘the kindergarten rankings..

ln fﬁrst-grade results (Table 14), BA ranks first overall
and first on all test areas, BS ranks- second overall and FP -

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

Secomd-grade results (Table 15) place BA first in six test

areas (voc 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 BT ccmpleting-the Becond-gradej”"“”

rankings.

Third-grade data (Table 16) show PI ranks first in six test
areas (CHN, CrU, MEC USG, T-C, TOT) and first overall. BA ranks

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

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

56
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the aecond;grade:ranhinésr

Across the grades, rankings were computed on two bases
(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 N
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, FP and BI. The superior kindergarten'

‘ performance of FP is reflected in this second ranking
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,_Partillli Comparison of: 1975 Midyear Performance with 1974
End of-Year Performance on the SESAT and CAT in

Terms of National Percentile Rank of " Mean Scores

In this section, the 1975.midyear achievement test per—
'formance of the Follov Through models is compared with their
performance in the 1974 testing, which was conducted at end-
of—year. This rough comparison is conducted in terms of the
national percentile rank of the mean raw‘scores'forpthe'SESAT
and the mean ADSS scores for the CAT. Two cautions are intro-
duced before the presentation of data:

1) These comparisons are conductedvon'the 8ame grade

but different pupils, consequently there is - little controlling

potential over the many possible sources of test score variationt
2)  Since the city—wide testing program was switched from. |
an end—of—year schedule to a mid—year schedule beginning in the
1974~ l975 academic year, the compaw BORS conducted here involve
different,norms: 1974 scores are normed with end—of—year tables
and 1975 scores with mid-year. tables. Some discvepancy 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 periods.

1t is possible,therefore, that certain observed ''gains"
and"losses" 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
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across the various groups of interest (a fairly safe assumption
“WithOLt any controverting data), we may ‘then assess the relative'
gains‘or losses of one group viseﬁ-vis others.‘ Specifically we
may examine the gains or losses of. a particular model against.
the general context of gain or loss of Total Eollow Through

-and Total Non -Follow 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 oonsequently, no comparison is

possible for PI in kindergarten. )

Inhkindergarten (Table 18 ), TFT and TNF both register con-
siderable‘gains across the two time ooints, with TFT gaining
slightly more than TNF. TFT gains are fairly consistent .
across the different test areas. Among . the models, all shoned’
considerable gains except BI, which registered eiight gains
.(and PI, for which data are unavailable.) For most models,

the gains were fairly consistent across test areas.
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In first grade reswlts (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 in the language areas'and;spelling. Amongw '
the models, BS, BA, and FP recorded Subatantial gains overall:
BA gained more in language and reading than in mathematics, FP
gained more in language and mathematics than reading, and the
‘BS gains were fairly equally distributed‘across reading, math-
ematica, and language test areas. It ia also noteWOrthylthat
PI, which‘lostvajpercentile point everall,'showed a substantial

drop in mathematieS'and substantial gains in_language.

"TFT %~ second grade (Table 20) ahowa smbatantial gaina‘
overall. TNF gained aomeﬁhat over last year but eonaiderably
less than TFT. Fer"theftotal battery acorea (and obviously,
-for‘most‘aubteat‘areaa) all‘Follew Ihrough:modela reglstered
aizeable gains over last year's pupil perCentile‘ranks. The
most noteworthy differgnces between the quela involve the
particular test areaa in which'the strongest gains occured.
For BA and EI the‘atrongest'area,waa reading; for FP it éas
mathematics; for PI it was 1anguage; For BS and mathematies
gained more than reading, and for PP reading and language
gained more than mathematics. 1In EDC reading, mathematics

and language seemed to gain about the same amount.

In third grade (Table 21) TFT gains somewhat ¢wer last

year, but TNF gains substantially over laet year, Amoné the
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of 1973 1974 Performance and 1974 1975 Performance in First Crade
tRaﬂk ot Mean LAT ADSS Score, by Test Areas
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iﬁ973 1974 . Performance and 1974 ‘975 Performance in Second Grade
ik of Mean CAT ADSS QCOfe, bY Test Areas. ;f””" | |
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Table 21 | Comparison of 1973 1974 Performance and 1974 1975 Pe

Percentile Rank of Mean CAT ADSS Score, by Test Area
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by Test Areas. o
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Tason of 1973 1974 Performance and 1974 1975 Performance
’jile Rank of Mean CAT ADSS Score, |
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1modé1s.Pf BA EDC and BS gained moat and FP gained somewhat
over last year g BI and PI stayed about the same as last year.

(It should be noted that PI 'the only model to lose percenti1e~s

points on the tota1 math score in third grade, has the highestﬁ’ig”

"v1975 percentile rank for that score : Its 1974 performance wasdhw

'so high that outstanding 1975 performar e appears as a slight;
decline ) -Model performance is fairly consistent across test

' areas, in the third grade data

.....
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| Part-1IV: ‘Fourth-Gradel"Baseline"~batavg

In:this section, the performance of fourth grade pupils in
lthe Follow Through schools will He 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 test per-
formance will be analyzed in the second volume (Quasi- longi-
tudinal Analyses), dimensioned by length of program exposure and
by preschool experience., Thjs cross- sectional presentation of
Spring 1975 test data includes all pupils in the fourth grades of
the Follow Through schools; regardless of the program expoSure‘

- (or lack of it) during the K 3 years. As part of the local .ex—
pansion of Follow Through, the program was, extended into the
fourth grades at all of the original 18 schools. These éross- sectional'
data are included here as "baseline" measures ‘obtained just
prior to the Program extension into fourth grade. ‘Howeyer,
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 tobTables 2-12 in Part ° “Models
will again be compared against relevant Follow Through and  No.
Follow Through groupings. However, in Tables 22-a,g22—b, and 22c
several models#are collapsed onto each table. The same four test
areas (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. .

78
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A

Bank Street Model (Table 22a) BS performsigenerally‘“

'.better than BA BI EDC, FP, DZF D4Fv and DSF model groupings."
it exceeds TFT, DZN ' ﬁZ,land TDS on all tests for all criteria. ’
it exceeds D5N on all tests except the percentage below the 16thi-
percentlle-on T- R.‘ BS performs better than TD 1-6 on all tests
for the below 16th criterion and on the mean criterion for T- Rf

It=exceeds the Total City'only on T-M for‘the belowfl6th criterion,

Behavior Analysis Model (Table 22a): BA nerforms generally.
better than BI, EDC,‘FP, DZF. It exceeds‘TFi‘cn.all_three cri-
teria for T~R, T-M, and TOT. BArperforms“hetter than D2N on all
tests and criteria, but only on the two percentile'criteria for
T~R against ‘D4N. It exceeds,TDd'oniail tests'by the means cri-
terion and on T-L and TdT,byﬂthe at cr 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 fails to exceed TFT, D3N, TD3, TD 1-6,

~or TC on any test by any criterion.
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: T ~mwagngotal Follow Through Fourth-Grade Pupils, by Tes
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3 ’V'TTable~22;B Comparison Matrices ‘for Florlda Parent, Parent Implem
o | Process Fourth Grade Pupils, by Test Areas | L
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on. Matrlces for F’orida Parent

.Fourth Grade Puplls,
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, and Philadelphia ffVﬁ*
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Parent Implémented Moael”(Table 223 ):- Pi perfﬁrms gener—
aliy bé;ter than ail other ma&eis and district groupings. It
exceeds TFT on éll tasts and all ériteriag It exceeds D5N .
and T-M, T;L, and TDS for a1l andfonf;h.for tﬁebat or ébové |

' 50th criterion. PI performs better thaﬁ TD5 6ﬁ‘a;i tests and =
criteria. It exceeds TD i-6 on all Fat fhe meén‘for T~R and
the pércentage at or above i Lo th pefcentile for T-M. It
exceeds TC an T-M, T—L, and p for Fhe meah criferion, on f—M'

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

above 530k criterion..

fhilédéiiﬁia Pfocessuﬁddél (fablé;éég.):wivf? perfofﬁé
generally better than BA,‘hI, EDC, FP, D2F, D4F ahd D5F. It
exceeds TFT on all tésts and critéria, It.éiceedS‘DlN on T-M
and TOT by the below 16th critefion,aﬁd TD1 on T-], and TOT by
tike same criterion. It exceeds TD 1-6 on T-L‘by‘all three
~ —egrireria énd on TOT by the below 1l6th critérioﬁ;‘It exceeds

- TC only.on T-L for fhe percentage belowuthe 16th percentile,.

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

) generally better than BI and Fp. It fails to .exceed TFT, TD 1-6,
or TC on any test by any :riﬁerion. It é%céeds D2N on T-R, T~L,
pnd TOT-for‘FPg.m;ans criterion, on T-R, f—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 TD? only on the percentage

below the 16th percentile for T-M.

District Four Follow Through (Table 22¢c): D4F performs

"generally better than BA, BI, FP, D2F, and D5F (and close to EDC).
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. Table 22-a. LComﬁariébn Matrices for Bank Street, Behavior Analysi
' Fourth—Grgde Pupils, by Test Areas. |

BANK . BEHAVIOR .
- STREET = ANALYSIS BILINGUAL |
T-R I-¥ I-L T0T I-k T-M I-L 70T I-R T-M T-L TOT  TI-R
BS - = = - | )
BA MLH MLH MLH MLH - - - - .
BI ~  MLH MLH MLH MLH -~ MLE MLH MLE MLH -~ - - - - MLH
EDC MLE ML ML MLH MLY ML L ML R
FP MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ¥ H ML MLH MLE  LH
PI L ® | | | :
PP ML MLH -
D2F MLH MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE MH
D4F ML ML ML MLH | o
{D5F MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH MLH B MLE E
TFT MLH MLH MLH MLE MLHE MLH  MLH
LN ML o
|DZN  MLH MLH MLH MLH - MLH MLH MLH MLH -~
ID3¥ ° MLH MLH L MLH MLH MLE  KLH L
D4N  MLH %L L ML LH o
DSN M H MLE MLH MLH H H
D6N
TNF MLH MLE L L L L
TD1 L ML L L |
D2 MLH MLE MLH MLH M M MHEME
™ L L L L -
™6 L ML L L -
TD5 MLH MLH MLH MLE. ¥ X  MH
TDS 1L L . | \
TD1-6 ML ML L L

™ L




'-Grade Pupils, by Test Areas.

'ison Matrlces for Bank Street, Behavior Analysis, Bilingual, and EDC

Tg<= BEHAVIOR o oy
B ANALYSIS BILINGUAL , EDC
T0T  T-R I-M T-L T0T T-R T-¥ T-L TOT I-R T-M T-L T0T NOTE:
‘; | | o B | Table‘éntries
‘ML - - - - | HMHE H| coded as
MLH - MLH MLH MLH-MLHE -~ = = - - : ‘"ML‘H“"ML’H"?MLH”MLH‘ f0110W83
"MLHE  MLE ML L ML - - - =
MLH ~ MLE MLE MLH MLH M H ML MLH MLH  LH MLH MLH MLH| "M" = |
""""" 5 ’ H Mean score
o | _ H of group in-
MLE  MLH MLE MLH MLH M EMBHME ¥ p| dicated in
MLE : | - | table head-
MLH  MLH MLE H MLH R BuMnm g I081issig-
! | C nificantly
_MLE  MLH MLH MLH H #MBHpypg Digher than \
L ‘ | mean gzore o
B of group = =
. B PR indicated at
MLE  MLH MLE MLH MLH MLE MLE MLE M B} LT Lo
. MLE  MLH MLE  MLH L "MHMIE M B margir.
T ML LH | wpe L
‘MLH H H B H B "
- : Percentay
Lo belo. na-
| 4 tional 1%, -
‘:L Lm ~ H‘ ~ o Alle ig less
e B \ then that for
Lo . e ”‘1ou at left,
MLE M M MHMEH MHEMBENB BYOUP .
“: t | ‘ | "H" o
Ty ‘v ow Prrcentage
MLE M M MW RMAE B equai Lo ot
above naticral
1 50th %ile is
T - higher than

that fer grnup
-at left.
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It exceeds TFT on all tests by all criterié~ It exceods D4N on

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

D4F falls to exceed TD4 and TC on any test by any criterion. it

‘exceeds TD 1-6 cnly at the-perqen;qggwkﬁ%ggaﬁhemlgghwpgggentilqumw

on T-R.

District Five Follow:Through (Table 22& 3¢ D5F performs

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

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

mean . criterlon. It fails to exceed D5N, TDS, TD 1-6, or TC on

any test by any criterion.

Total Follow Thtrough (Table 22¢): TFT fails to exceed

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

Model rankings4fbr fourth grade are reported in Table 23.
It can be seen that PI ranks first oferall and first on eight
subtests (CPU, C & P, T-F,‘MEC, ueG, T-L, SPL, TOT) B ranks
second overall ana first on two subtests (CHN, T-R), PP ranks
third overall and first on subtest (V4.;. The other models

(in order) are BA, EDC, B1, and FP.
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,Tabie 23.7
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Summary and Conclusions: .

For the regular Follo& Through prdgram‘(gfgdes;KeB), a brief
summary of the results from Parts I, II, and_III; is ofﬁéred here.

! ] ‘ SR ‘ . .
The information included in the summary is (1) performance rela-

 five to TFT, Distriqt qu-Follbw Throﬁgh, TNF, and TC;' (2) raﬁk
overail and ip eachlgrade; and (3)‘1973—1974 pefcéntileffaﬁking
compared with that of 1974—1975.;‘(In this summary‘ﬁndér’ﬁumﬁer
(L, the term "performé_better than" refers fo only fﬁe gean
criterion obeart I. 'Compéxisons_based on tﬁe two ?ercentile

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

Total Follow Through:‘ (1) Performs.ﬁgtter than TNF on
all major test areés (i.e.,_ENV; MAT, L & S; and TOT for the
SESAT and T-R, T-M, T-L, énd‘TOT for the cAT) in grades'k, i,
and 2 and betfér than TC in three tests invgrédé 1. (2)‘manks

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

not in 3.

‘Bank Street.Modelzv (1) Performs better than TFT on all
tvets in K and 1 and .wo taests in grade 2 better than D2N on
all tests K-2 and one test in grade 3; betﬁer tﬁan DSﬁ on three
tests in K and all tests in grade§ 1 and 2; bepger than TNF on
all tesfs in K and 1 aud three tests in grade 2; better than TC
on al} tests ;n grade 1 and one test in grade 2. (2) Ranks
third overall and ranks 2, 2, 4, 5 across grades K;3. (3)
Shows Qefywéubstantial gains between 1973-1974 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
cn one test in K,,and all tésfs in grades 1-3; better than D2N
on all tests.K-3; better than.DdN on all ﬁests‘except T;L in
gradevZ; better thaﬁ TNF on all tests K-2 and two tests in
~grade..threej--better- than-T. -on all“testsmin”gradEfoné“and*“”“”””
t’ ee tests in grades 2 and 3. (2) Ranks first overallrand
ranks 5, 1, 1, 2 across grades K-3. (3) Shows strong gains

betweén the two time points('73-'74 to '74-75) in each grade

K-3.

Bilingual Model: (1) Performs better than D5N on all
tests in grade 2; does not perform beiter 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, 1, and

3, and suvbstantial 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 D6N on three tests in K and all tests in grades 1 and
2; better than TNF on all tests K-2; better than 7C on one test
in grade é. {2) Raunks fourth or fifth (depending cn proceduré)
overall‘and ranks 4, 6, 3, 4 across grades K-3. (3) Shows sub-
stantial gains in K and 3, very strong gaing in grade 2, and mixed

fesults in grade 1.

Florida Parent Model: (1) Performé better than TFT on all
‘tests in K and one test in grade 1; better than D3N on three
tests in K and cone tus. " grades 1 and 2; better than TNF on ail

~

tests in K, three tests in grade i, and one te:t in grade 7;
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better than TC on three tests in K and one test ipﬁgrade 1.”
(2) Ranks‘sikth QT fourth (depending on proced@ré) overall and

.ranks 1, 3, 6, 6 across grades K-3. (3) Showé”sﬁbStantiﬁl gains

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

Parent Implemented Model: (1) Performs Eetter tha; T?T'
on two tests in K‘aﬁd'all tests in'grades 2 aﬁd 3§ Better
than.DSN on two tests ian, three tesﬁs in grades 1 and 3,
and all tests in grédé 2; better than TNF on all tésts in
grades K and 2,-and on three tests in gfa&es 1 and 3; better
than Tb on_ali testé in grade 2 and three tests in’gradé 3;
(2) Ranks second 6ver€11‘and 3,5,2, and 1 across grades K-3.
(3) Shows mixed results over '73-'74'in grades 1 and 3, and
considerab}e 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 DIN 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 proqedure), and ranks 6,4,5,3

across grades K-3; (3) Shows s:irong 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

91

-61-



A
S

- analysis reveals an upward extension of these positive effects

to second gradé as well. Similarly, last year's réport'cdnj
cluded that the differences between‘Total'Foliéﬁ Thfdugh‘and

Total Non-Follow Thr0ugh on the compafison 6f 1973f1974 pér—‘
centile rankings‘with»1972-1973 percentile rankings»wérefminimglfw
In this year's report, it is evident that these differences are
favorable to Follow Through;a; three grade levels (K, 1, and.2),

where Follow Through “gains“ more than Non-Follow Through.

Rankings of the models reveal that particular moi -
form better at certain grade levels, when gompared‘to oi:her models.
Thus, the ranking of the Florida Parent model decreases contin-

ually across g:ades K-3, and the ranking of the Philadelphia

"rocess & Bank Street model increases contirvally across grades

K-3.

Fourth-gfade'data,’obtained just prior to the program
expansion into this grade, veveals furthe: shifts of the model
rankings. Thése'data Qill provide initial baselines égainst
which future cross-sectional reporting will examiné.program

effects. L

In summary it is concluded that the positive prograa‘

effects (compared to appropriate Non-Folliow Through comparison

groups) for the total program aggregate have been extended into

second grade 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 grade levels.
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Appendix
Attainment of Achievement Objectives, 1974-1975. " (Abstracted

from Philadelphia‘Title I Report 1974;1975)'

Objective:1l: To improve pupil performance in reading skills. ;

This objeﬂtive wae‘fuliy.ettained by the project‘es ; whole.
. The firat of two‘expectations was that on citywide achievement‘ |
tests in at least three of four grade levels (K- 3) the national
pupil percentile rank corresponding‘td the‘Follow Through
ﬁupils' mean scorTe at 1eesr‘oﬁe reading subtesr would be7higher
in 1974-1975 than in 1973—1974; This expectation was met not
only by the project as a whole, but also by each Follow Thr0ugh

model and by each district E,Eollow Through group.

dh at least one reading subtest
%gr:Follow Through pupils than for
district groups of national-comparison-school (non—Follow—Through)“
pupils, tptal dietricts, and the total of Districts 1-6. This
expectation was met by the project as a whole, the Parent
Implemented Model separately, and by the Follow Through grbup

~1in District 4 (which included only Behavicr Analysis schools).

The Bank Street, Behavior Analysis, and 5DC Models approached

the expectation by qual'“ying in two (not thre.) of the four

grade levels,

94




Objective 2: ' To improveipupiliperformance;in mathematicsiskills.

This objective was par:ially attainedvb} *he projectras a
whole. .The first expectation was that on citywiue achievement
tevts in at least three of four grade levels (K 3) the national

77 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 l973 1974
scoring, the available data ind1cated that the expectation of:
improvement over last year was met hy the project as a whole,v
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

"1evelsgthe 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

districts, and the total of Districts 1-6. Ihis 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 (Bauk Street, Bilingual, and

Parent Implemen ed schools) approached the expectation by qualify-

ing in two (not three) of the four grade levelis.

95




, : , S . N
‘Objective 3: To improve pupil performance. in language skills.
This objective was partially attained'byv:he project as a

whole. The first expectation was that on citywide achievement

tests in at least twdvof three grade 1eve1§ (1~32 Eﬁg gapfgq§1WV
" pupil percé;file rank cofrequﬁding'fo the'Foiioﬁ Through‘ﬁupils'
meén score on at 1eaét One.iangﬁagersubtést would be higher this
year than last yeéf; This,expecyatio# wés ret by thevprgject

as a whole, by eaéh model séparately, and by each d1sfrichs

Follew Through group.

The second expecration was‘that in at‘leas; two grade levels
th: 4 .p score on at least ome language subteét‘wqﬁld be
eignificéntly higher for Follow Through pqpi;s than for districf
groups of national—comp;rison—schoolbpupiié, total districts,
and the total of Districts 156; This expactation‘ﬁaé.met B&
the Bank Street, Behavior Anélysis, énd Parent Implemented Médels
and by the Follow Thrbugh group in District 4. The project as
a whole, the Philadelphia Process Model, and the Follow Through
group in District 5 approached the expéctatidn by qualifying’

in one (not two) of the three grade levels,
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