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.. ABSTRACT 5 ‘

_ " As part of the nepartnent of Defense Dependcnts
Schools (DoDDS) annual assessment 'of achievement, the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests (MRT) were administered to approximately 14,768 :
first-grade pupils in the-fall of 1983. The mean scaled scores of the

. _DoDD5 first graders clustered around the national mean'of 150. The

- ‘DoDDS mean scodOres in the various skill areas ranged from a high of
- 7.5 points above the national mean in auditory skills to a low of 1.1
' ‘points below the national ‘mean in language. The: DoDDS basic skills.
“achievement testing program was administered to 47,861 students in

- all five DoDD rchons. Known as the Systenw:de Tcseing Program, it
meéasured the performance of students enrolled in grades 4, 6, 7, 9,
and 11 in the basic skill areas of rcadxng, language ts, and

mathematics. DoDDS -students og the average parformed bBtter than .
th ir stategide counterparts. Overall performance, on the tests

et indicated shigh ‘schiavenient for grades 6, 7, 9, and 11, -with grade 7

thi; evidcucxng the highast periaraa e, In' the/éontent areas; language
" arts vas observed as the strongest. area, followed by reading and
; 'maﬁﬁﬁhatics, respectively.: By contrnst, a notable weaknﬁss Vas
R avxddnccd in grade 4 amtheuatncq. (na)
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: . - .INTRODUCTION
The annual assessmentof achievement of the 'Department of Defense Dependents Schools
(DoDDS) students in selected elementary and seconidary school grades was conducted in accordance
with Section 1405 (a) and (b), Trtle.XlV Defense Dependents’ Education Act of 1978, PL 95-561,
and DS Regulation 2000 6.

Policy ~s

" A. Annual assessment of achievement in the subject areas of reading, language arts, and’
' mathematics shall be administered to all pupils enrolled in specnfied pnmary, elementary, and
secondary grades.

-

~~

B. An annual school readiness assessment shall be administered to all pupils entering’ first grade.

C. The individual pupil results of the assessmelﬁs shall be reported to the pupils, their parents,
' and their classroom teachers. These resuks shall become part of the pupil’s academic record.
/! L .

D. Within 90 days of completion of the asSessments, Ammary results of group performance for
each of the annual assessments shall be made available to the professional educators of the
dependems schools system and to Members of Longress .

DoDDS grade 1 studems were admin_istered the Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT), published by
the Psychological Corporation. Students enrolled in grades 4, 6, 7, 9, and 1] were administered the
Systemwide Testing Program (STP), which consists of reading, language arts, and mathematics
basic skill measures developed for DoDDS by CTB/McGraw-Hill Publishing Company.

The assessment administration occurred during the fall of 1983. Students in grade 1 were tested
with the MRT the first 2 weeks of school, while students in grades 4, 6, 7, 9, and 11 were admin-
istered the STP near the end of September. The 1983-84 assessment involved approxlmatcly 63,000
dependents schools’ students spread across the five DoDD$ regnons

s .
Results from both programs of the assessmeht' provited for each student, classroom, school,
region, and for the Do.IjDS system as a whole: e
' + -, - )
This document reports the results’ to the Congress, school personné, parents, aqd other interested
citizens. The’results are presented in two parts: Part I - First Grade School Readiness Tcstmg -
Program and Part 11 - Systemwide Testing Program : -

&
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| Met:rzolitan Readiness Tests

The Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) were administered to approximately 14,768 first-grade
pupilg in the fall of 1983, The MRT is designed to provide a skill-based assessment of those
- enabling skills that are imporgant for early school learning in reading, mathematics, and language
developmernt. : ' . o | . '

1 .
P 3R 3

The mean scaled scores of the Department of Defense Dependents Schools (DoDDS) first graders,
as a group, cluster around the national mean of 150. The DoDDS mean scores in the various skill
areas ranged from a high of 7.5 points above the national' mean in auditory skills to'a low of 1.1
points below the national mean in language. It was found that students who were reported tq be
proficﬁent in English  scored substantially higher than students who were ot proficient in English:
‘ : < ';--‘",-» STy
Systemwide Testing Program
The DoDDS basic gkills achievement testing program was administered during the; last 2 weeks of
September 1983 to 47,861 students in all five DoDDS regions. Known as the Systemwide Testing
Prpgram, it measured the performance of students enrolled in grades4, 6, 7, 9, and 11 in the basic
skill areas of veading, language arts, and mathematics. ' B

-

DoDDS students on the average perform better than their stateside coiinterparts. Overalt perform- .

ance on the tests indicates high achievement for grades 6, 7, 9, and 11, with grade 7 evidencing the

highest performance. In the content areas, language arts is observed as the strongest area, followed >

by reading and mathematics, respectively. By contzast, a notable weakness is evidenced in grade"4
mathematics. Performance in both multiplication and divion computation substantially lowered

the fourth-grade scores.
- &
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'\ PARTI |
FIRST GRADE READINESS TESWNG PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

A ‘ * . ! .
During the week of September 12-16 of school year 1983-84, all entering first-grade pupils in the
Department of Defense Dependents Schools (DoDDS) were administeréd the Metropolitan® -
Readiness Tests (MRT), Level II, Form P. This teport descnbes the testing procedurcs and prcsents ‘
a summary of the results. .o

1}

; DES(,RIPTION OF THE TESTS _ . )
‘Fhe MRT, published by the Psychologlcal Corporatlon is a widely-used standardszed\bﬁttery of
~ tests designed t0 measute the school readiness skills associated with beginning reading and
- mathematics instruction. The 1976 edition of the MRT was norméd in a nation-wide standardiza-
v tion project involving over 100,000 students in 322 school districts representing a cross-sectiqn of
~ schools in the United States. The standardization process offers the capability of comparing .

DoDDS scores with the scores obtained by a representative national sample of students. =~ ,
: ‘ : r o

Four broad skill areas are measured, each of which contains two subtests as 'speciﬁcd_ below:

hud 4

, ‘SKILL AREA o . - SUBTESTS ~
r'/ oy ' X
- ) . . .
' | ~Auditory - . Beginning Consonants
. . o ~ Sound-Letter Correspondence - -
‘ Visual visual Matching =~ .+
DR ~ Finding Patterns :
Language o , School Langijage
. , Listening . J .
Quantitative . Quantitative Concepts

’ | . Quantitative Operations

/

4
.

Scores are generated for each of the skill areas. In addition, the auditory, visual, and language
subtests are combined to produce a prereading composite score.

METHODOLOGY o Ve

A total of 14,768 entering first-grade pupils were administered the MRT battery. Table |
surRmarizes the DoDDS regional participation in the assessment project. o

Classroom teachers admnmstered the test battery using the standardized test admxmstratlon pro-
cedures outlined i in the teachers’ manual. Fall norms for \arge city school systems were used to
generate descriptive data, including group means, standard deviations, percentile rank scores, and
stanines. Standardized scaled sgores were produced to compare performance across skill areas.

[
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| Table 1
, \
Total Number of B\udents Admlnistered the MRT by DoDDS Reglon

T 1

n
*

‘ S DDS

Atlantic Germany Mediterranean  Pacific Panama otal
— : - z B
1311 8885 1285 2676 661 14768 = ¢

RESULTS

In Table 2 are the ‘an percenule rank scores and the mean-scaled scores for each of the skill area

" composites for DoDDS. Table 3 presents the’ regional scores. ,The mean scaled scores allow for
comparisons across skill areas. These data suggest a somewhat even performance across the skill .
areas, with a scaled score range from a low of 148. 9 (lan&uage) to a high of 157.2 (auditory). Per-
formance was strongest in the auditory skill area, which assesses pérceptual recognition of begin- N
ning letter Consonarts and sound to-letter correspondence Performance was lowest on the -
language skill subtests, which test for"hstemng comprehension, use of grammatical structures, and -
comprehensxon of school-related language concepts ‘ . o ks

S ° ’ .

Sevedty-four percent of the students were _reported to-have at least average proficiency in English.
(See Table 4.) Those students aver 155.7 scaled score points inr the quantitative area and 157.9 .
in tlie prereading area. Students below average in English groficiency scored 23.8 points lower in
the quantitative area (131.9) and 23.7 points lower i in the prereading area (134 2). A substantial
discrepancy in scores exists also between pupils who attended kindergarten ‘and pupils who did not
attend kmdergax}cn. (See Table 5.) However, caution must be taken when mterpretxng the data,

« due to the large percemage of pupils &r whorh tﬁeré WEre no responses to thm guestions.

LY
-~

-2

. Table 2 ‘
DoDDS Scores by Skili Area ‘

i . ' Percentile Rank of .
v " Skill Area . Mean Raw Score ean Scaled Score
r - B ‘
_ Auditory Composite ‘ 65 ) (25.6)
. Visual Composite : . R0 s.5) )
~ Language Composite 3B (29.6)
Quantitative Composite . - * 40 (26.4)
Prereading Composite 60 (25.1)
- . ~ , Ve )
150 = National Mean Scaled Score ( )= Stand;\f Deviation .
_ , | | A ,
2
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Table 3 -

}/ ‘2

Regional Mean Scores by Skill Area

I

]

Medi-

PR = Percentile Rank

-
Skill Area Atlantic Germany  terranean Pacific Panama
© Auditory X 1585 . - 1558 153.6 " 161.4 162.8
| : SD 26.0 25.6 266 . 23.9 257
PR 265 . 60 55 .75 75
Visual - X 152.1 1516 - 149.9 158.2 154.3
: SD 28.4 29.0 272 . o274 215
PR 45 45 40 65 L}, 5
Language X 154.7 ' 149.7 1463 . 145.1 146.1°
« " SD 29.8 29.1 29.4 - 30.2 31.1
PR 50 35 30 25 25
Quantitative” X 153.8 149.2 146.1 1547 - 1481
- sD . 26.7 264 259 25.7 276
g PR 50 40 30 . 55 35
. Prereading - X 154.2 151.5 149.0 155.7 . 154.9
- SD 25.2 25.7 245 230 - 244
a PR 60 55 50 .65 65
—1 = ANE '
- X = Mean Scaled Score SD = Standard Deviation -

150 = National MeanScaled Score

:

<
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Tabie 4 E S ‘. X
Quantitative and Prereading Composite Scaled Scores |,
By Response to Language-Related Demographic Questions

7 Qu_antitative‘ Preréading " -
L : ~ Médn Scaled Mean Scaled Percent
ngstioane§ponse Score Score . Responding
» ~ How preficient is the child in EAglish? - )
Below Average o 131.9 1342+ AR
- Average 1492 1511 . 45
Above Average. | . . 160.6 - 163.1 12
High | .. 1573 /' 1598 17,
_ No Response . , 147.0 1491 19
‘ . -.‘
| Does the child experience a home !
s language other than English? . .
‘Yes - _ 146.7 149.0 w " 19 ’
No | - . 1518 154.0 66
~ | No Response . ‘ . 1478 150.2 - 15
S - : .
$ . -
B
) o Table 5 ,
o Quantitative and Prereading Mean Scaled Scores =«

By Response to Kindergarten Attendance Questions

. . ¢ | | Suantitative Prereading -.
/ . | | ean Scaled Mean Scaled . Percent
Response s Score L Score Responding
Attended Overseas in DoDDS School 150.1° . - 1524 64
* Attended Overseas in Non-DoDDS Schobl 15613 -152.2 Y
Y Attended Stafteside , 1547 . 15686 Y43 |
Did Not Attend | N w15, 132 L .
No Information ' 1490 \ 149.3 ‘58“-" .
® NoResponse - 1486  \ 1510 . “7-" g
.4 1v roe




The mean.scaled scores of DoDDS first graders as a group cluster around the national mean scaled
score of 150. This is substantiated by the regional data in Table 3 and the observed percent of
scores within each stanine in Table 6. Table 6 illustrates the elustenng of performance within the ~
middle three smanines (4+6), which exceeds thé expected stanine distribution from the test standard-
ization. Fewer pupils than expected are scoring in the lower and uppcr stanine ranges on the
prereadmg and quanmanve composnes . ¥

! ) ' *

Subgtantial score, increases from school year 1982-83 to school year 1983-84 are ewdcnt in all skill
areas. (See Figure 1.) Increases of 10 p;rcentage points are found in the auditory, visual, language
and prereadmg areas, whereas the quantitative increase was $ percemage points.

Table 6 ‘ <\ .

Observed and Expected Percent of:DoDDS Puplls Scoring Within Each Stanine
> - e m .
“Observed Percent of Scores Within Each Stanine

-y, -
- -

Expected - : _ . .
Stanine Percent Auditory Visual = Language Prereading Quantitative
9 40 54 30 _ 58 31 18 .
8 7.0 98 . 53 69 - . 40 .- .30
7 .120 100 148 94 118 10.5
6 17.0 238 15.1 111 199 15.4
5 200 235 = 242 . . 237 . 27.5 24.4
4 17,0 150 180 205 192 . 268
‘3‘ 120 B5 . 109 ' 129 9.3 12.1
2 70 — 27 - 63 69 3.6 b 3.
1 40 14~ 24 - 28 . 16 2
High 23 . 252 23.1 221 19.0 153 °
Average = 54 ° 622 573 55.3 66.5 66.6
" Low 23 - 126 196 22.6 145 18.1
v - - 4
/ )
. -~ . -
] '- .
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DoDDS Percentile Rank Scores by Skill Area:
SY 1882-83 Versus SY 1983-84

Figare 1 .
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| LT L eaRTH -,
e SYSTEMWIDE TESTING PROGRAM Y
| INTRODUCTION o R | | .o

"Fhe DoDDS Systemwxde Tcstmg Program (STP) measures shc status of basic skills achievement.
“Students in grades 4, 6,79, and 11 were administered the STP rtadmg, language arts, and

mathematics tests during the week of September 26, 1983. -~
o . ¢ o )
DESCRJPTION OF THE TFBTS c o T ¥ - &
‘ . oL

. The STNests are standardxzed measures of basic skills achnevcmcnt for readmg, languagc arts ‘and
 mathematics developed by CTB/McGraw Hill Publishing Company v‘vorkmg in conjunctnon with-
DoDDS evaluation and curriculum personnel. CTB/McGraw-Hill designed the test instruments to -
= collect student performance data indicating learned attainment relative tg}})oDDS educational -
_ - objectives and to reflect any differences in performance occurring across geade levels. The 25 -
. . _-objectives included in the tests reprfscm the wide array of skills taught lﬁ%_ d knowleﬁge, reading
comprehensnon Janguage usage, and mathematics apphcatxon, and’ rcpracm information student$
,  are expectcd to know at the tested grade levels. . . ‘ -
The*iteadmg Test assessed s dent pcrformance in three domains: word attack, vocabulary and
_ N Teadmg comprehensmn W{:i attack was assessed at the fourth grade level only Vocabulary and
A "%j‘i dmg comprchcnsnon wer asscssed 3gross. the ﬂve grade levels.

’.vr

SN ) Likewxse student perfomancc in language arts was assessed m three domams spellmg/ ﬁxguage
| mcchamcs, and language expreSsxon o - o .

The mathcmatms test assessed student performancc in two domains: math computatxon and

mathcmatmal concepts and apphcatxons : »
.. . . - > .

”

" Locational skills, whxch might be considered a part of either the reading or"language arts Cuméula,
was treated as a separate domain and tested at four grade levels: 6, 7, 9, and 11.

. The number of items in these domams ranged from 4to 23. B T ) .
Tabte 7 presents the content coverage of the tests for each gradc A description of the tests’

category ob;ccnvcs is included as Appendlx A, and the test dcvs[ppment procedures are mcluded as
Appendix B

wf . P

13




Subtqsts T - Skill Areas
. i

#. : . ) ‘.

. - " Table7 .
- . * STP Content Coverage.

A

_ Number of items af .

14

© Each Grade Level
. . : 4 6 "7 9 1
Word Atfhok |
~ Letter—Sound Cou'respondence 6
- Structural Analysis 9 ’ ’
Phonic Analysis | 5
Vocabu!ary ( ' | . &
Word Meaning 23 23 23 23 23
Readmg Comprehension - ' .
 Liferaf Cgmprehension 12 9 7 5 5
Literary Works . . . _ 7 8 8 . 6 9
Higher:Level Comprehension | 4 6 8 12 9 .
Spelling ¢ ' A -
Spelling - 20 20 20 20 20-
‘Language Mechanics | - o
- ~ Capitalization 10 5 L '
- Punctuation 6 9 1 10 10 _
$ - Editing Skills 4 6 9 10 10 /._
" Language Expression | | | .
Usage : 9 8 5 4 5
Sentenge Development 5 B 7 7 T4
| " Paragraph Development 6 9 M 12° .13
Math Computation , -
. 3 Addition v 5 5 .5 5 5
. + Subtraction - 5 5 5 5 5.
Multiplication 5 5 5 5 5
. ~ Division 5 5 . b5 5 5
Math Concepts and Applieations o
Number Awareness 8 9 9 8 7
" Problem Solving. 8 9 9 12 11
) Measurement/Geometry 4 4 4 4 4
Locational Skills | '
’ Book Parts ¥ 12 4 9 9
Dictionary Skills 4 4 5
Library Skiil§ 4 8 6 11
Consumer Sk‘s - 4
: * ‘
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- METHODOLOGY A

3

- The DoDDS rcg:on£ evaluation coordinators, building courdmators, and examiners were responsi-

- ble to thc regxonal dnrectors for the proper “administration and secnnty of DoDDS STP materials.

> In preparat_ton for the t&st admmtstratlon,‘ the regxonal cvaluatlon coordinators wer¢ provxded m-
- servige training to assist them in conducting workshops with building coordinators

- After attcndmg butldmg coordmators training sessxons, thabmldmg coordmator scheduled: and
. canducted traiging for the classroonr examiners. The bml(tmg coordigator used the Building Coor-
*. dinator’s Manual and Exammcr s Manual with other appmpnate matenals to con?ct the training

SCSSIOﬂ

Tests we
DoDDS

students participating in th the pr

- f

-

-

[ 3
[

admmnster;d the last week of September 1983. A total of 47 ,861 students across the five
ions participated in the assessment. The Germany Region had the largest percentage of

am, followed by the Pacnﬁc, the Atlantic, the Mediterranean, -

. ahd Panama regmns Table 8 displays the mxmbtr and’ pereentage of partiétpatmg students by
grade and region. . .

L

Practx ests were-available and administered .in des 4 and 6. At the completion of testing, each .
" individik school within tho»regnons assembled and packaged answer sheets and shxpped them to

the contractor, CT B/McGraw-Hill Scoring Center, Durham, North Caroling. Tlie answer shcets .

were scored, reports were generated .and the results returned to.the DoD schools. - o

*

v s

Table 8

-

-

Number and Percent of Students in Each Grade Leve! and Rogion
Partlclpatlng in DoDDs STP

¢

g

. Fall 1883 .
Grade - Atlantic Germany  Med. 1%:’::iﬂc‘ Panama  Total % Grade |
' ' X
4 1318 7057 A2 2180 553 12,280 25.6
6 1248 6206 1777 2013 546 11,190, 234
7 1242 5966 1109 1888 495 10,700 22.4
1002 4506 864 1375 492 8239 * 172
.M 725 2930 531 899 367 5452 - 11.4
TotalN 5535 26665 4,853 8,355 2,453 47881
Regional
Percent- ‘ )
age 11.6 56.7 10.1 175 51 100.0
— - rd : - . :
L4
. 1«
- -
15

PN



R " . - ' ; ‘ ¥ - o {
' ' g
: STP p'rovfd_es twotypes of scores to help assess-the instructional needs of students: norm-

) referenced and criterion-referenced scores. The norm-referenced score information answers the
question, **How do DoDDS studenits compare with the nationl norm?”’ The criterion-rtferenced
‘information answers the question, ‘‘How well are DoDDS students mastering the curriculum objec-
tives?"" In providing answers to these questions, the test results arg reported in a'\varicty of formats

- designed to best meet the needs of the user. For example, the classroom:reports are organized in a
way ¢hat allows the teacher to focus on and utilize relevant information about individual Students
and the class as a whol‘e'. The data are reportgd on other group reports (school, region, and systeme
wide) in such a way that contrast can ge madE between the extent to which different educational
objectives aré being attained and what most needs to.be accomglishe’d. \ (

o .

'RESULTS ’ ) | -,

The scale score is the basic\scf)re for DoDDS STP. It is used primarily to provide a basis for deriv-
“ing the percentile scores which are used to describatest perfdrmance. ' e
L ) ) F . coe ‘ . “ )
Table 9 and Figures 2.3, and 4 Sresent the mean scaled score comparisons between DoDDS 1
students and the national norming sample. - e ‘

'] -

- . .
v o A Y

Table 9 .

Mean Scaled Score Comparison Between DoDDS Studerifs-and
National Norming Sample |

Grades 4 | - 6 7 9 11
. N Total Reading | ,
DoDDS © 652 716 Y 738 763 ' 787
National Morm 635 - 703 ¢ 716 748 776 -
S : 588 51.8 ° . A34 44.1 39.4
- Total Language , ‘ . : L '

- DoDDS 650 696 716 737 750
National Norm 636 684 . 692 . 0 713 732
S.D. 422 39.2 - 44.2 48.9 43.2

Total Mathematics : - i
DoDDS 646 . 697 . 714 733 742
National Norm 648 692 704 723 735
S.D. © 397 23.8 24.1 23.1 23.3

'S.D. = Standard Deviation

-
L]
¢ . A
4 . .

10




" . Figurez | * %

DblbDS Systemwide Testing Rrogram

J v ~ Comparison of Scaled Scores . ~
. c ‘ 1882 and 1983 = | .
| . ) ' ,
F ' . ‘ | T . " - | . ' l
. ' . TOTAL READING -

750

.-scaLk o
SCORES - 700~

' T 3 —smemem DODDS 1983
- NATIONAL NORM

-

- 4 | 6 - 7 9 . 1
DoDDS 1983 . 652 716 - © 738 763 787
DoDDS 1982 648 715 737 761 786
NATIONAL NORM 635 703, 716 748 776
r
L ) .
\ .
»
»
| . : 111 . /
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K "~ Figure 3 R
DoDDS Systemwide Testing Progcam
| Comparison of Scaled Scoges
¢ - 1982 and 1883 '
~ — —
TOTALLANGUAGE
. . { ] ) s,
Qo - \
) ' ', -~ -
/
. ‘ ==
} 750 f—- A= '

SCALE

SCORES
o L
650 I~ - —=——w DoDODS 1983
J . ===e=—- DODDS 1982 .
: — NATIONAL NORM
~ 800 x
. : 4 6 7 . 9 11
DoDDS 1983 650 - 696 718 737 750
DoDDS 1982 645 694 0, 734 747
NATIONALNORM 638 .~ 684 . ~ 692 .13 732
N ‘ -
‘ - - . '
. 4
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, Figure 4
. DoDDS Systemwide Testing 'Program
Comparison of Scaled Scores
x 1982 and 1983 .o
Ve : . N\
T TOTAL MATH
} . A . ‘
. 800 —- "
. : 7801~ @f-‘f-“-‘:::?_‘.
", ot
[ 4 .
SCALE S .
SCORES 700
A
) .650 - - DonS 1983 : ’
«wem = e = DODDS 1882
— NATIONAL NORM
r .
. Bm (\ ¢
| 4 6 . 7 9 ™ '
DoDDS 1983- 646 697 714 733 742 ;
DoDDS 1982, . = 640 696 713 732 . =740
- NATIONAL NORM 648 692 704 723 73 , ¢
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STP scores are typically reported by percentile rankings. Percentile rank scores range from’l =~
through 99._A percentile rank may be interpreted as the percentage of students whese scores fall
below a particular group’s scale score. For example, if a group’s mean scale score converts (o a
percentile rank of 71, this indicates that the group scored higher than approximately 71 percent of
the norming population. In Table 11 are the DoDDS mean percentile scores by grade. A review of
the table shows that at.grades 6, 7, 9, and 11, DoDDS students’ overall performance exceeds the
national norm in all content areas. Students in grade 4 attain a high level of performance in .
. reading and language arts, but evidence weakness in m.athsmatics< ' : (/ -

The mean pcrce-nti?e scores—for Total Reading, Total Language Arts, and Total Mathematics are
) displayed in Table 10. Overall performance on the tests indicates high achieveinent for grades 6, 7,
o 9, and 11,:with grade 7 evidencing the highest performance. In the content areas, language arts is &
E observed as the strongest, followed by reading and mathematics, respectively. By contrast, a
.notable weakness is evidenced by grade 4 mathematics as noted in Table 11. .
Performance in both multiplication and divisiog computation substantially lowered the fourth, _
grade sqpres. When scores from 1982.and 1983 are compared, the data show increases in achieve-
ment across the grades, with the most significant chang® ﬁB;cd for grade 4.

The regional performance and the systemwide results for SY .1982-83 and SY1983-84 are presented
in Table 12. These data ‘%llow for the comparison of student performance. Analysis of these data
reveal that DoDDS stuignts’ continue to achieve at higher levels of performance than their U.S. ~
counterparts. Y ' ' T

Favorable increage in achievement is observed across the grades with strongest performance noted
for language arts followed by reading and mathematics, respectively. The data also show that, .-

; fourth graders still evidence low performance in mathematics, achieving scores which fall below the
national norm. However, when the data are examined fox"' significant improvements, the greatest
increase in achieverient is observed for grade 4; especially in the area of mathematics.

. { [ -~
2‘ -~
* ¥ © Table10 - ' ‘
DoDODS Mean Percentlle Scores® by Grade  * | |
R ' od )
- . Total Total Total
) Grade ‘Réading Language Arts Mathematics
' 4 61 ' 62 48
6 50 ;. . -~ .61 .58
7 65 73 71
- 9 62 70 67
11 -« 59 67 _ - 68
National’[wlorm = 50th Percentile )
*Percentiles Based on the Mean Scale Sqore .
: _ | 14 .

ERIC -. : | 21
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) Table 11 - .
Subtest and Total Test Mean Percentile Scores by Grade -
" READING .
. Grade™ Vocabulary Comprehensiqn - Total
. : & .. 56 - ' 65 61
: . 6 - . 59 69 59
T 62 ~ 66 © 6§
9 - 60 63- - 62
11 53 65 - 59
' v . LANGUAGE ARTS - .
o G\ade ~ Mechanics Expression Total
) 4 . " 53 B & 62
. ' 6 57 . ~ 58 ' .
7 65 . - T2 Mt
B 9 " e - 72 70
11 + 62 66 67
) ) ' ” : —
_-. " MATHEMATICS’
_ _ . | Concepts and -
' Grade ~ Computation  Application Total
> : ' ) v
‘ 4 80 . 64 ‘ 48 :
6 58 . 55~ 59
N ¢ . 61 73 71 .
9 62 64 | 67
e 11 80 54 68
¢

s 21 .




. ' Table 12~
) € \ .
Mean Peréentile Scores on DoDDS Systemwide Testing Program by Gradd’ and\ ion
- - - -
e | " " READING . \

+

‘ Atlantic ~ Germany Meditefranean Pacific Panapa  Systém
‘' Gsade 82 83 - 82 83 82 83 82 83 82" 83 82

4 65 68 60 60 61 63 . 59 61 63 62 59
6 - 67 85 — 59 58 62 63 - 61 50. 60" 62 59
7 69 68 64 64 ° 66 68 66 67 ~ 64.68 64
. 9 68 686 58 59 63 63 63 63 57 63 60
\ 1Y 64 88 57 57 [ 59 61 58 59~ 58 61 ' 58
| LANGUAGE ARTS . ’ -
o Atlantic Germany Mediterranean Pacific Panama System |

Grade 82 83 82 83 " 8 83 82 83 ' 82 8 82

4 61 64 .60 62 62 62 61 64 64 67 57 62
. [ ‘

6 62 63 - 60 58 65 65 63 65 62 68 59 61
R 73 75 66 70 © 72 76 71 74 65 75 67 73
1. 9 | . 65 67 72 73 74 74 60 T2 67 70

1 ’_63, 73 62 64 66 72. 65 68 61 67 64 67

MATHEMATICS ’
tlantic . Germany Mediterranean Pacific  Panama System
Grade 82 83 82 83 82 83 8283 82 83 82 83
4 45 52 44 46 38 41 50 56 41 57 43 48

6 64 62 - 57 54 -G 64 62 62 57 62 59 59

7 74 72 66 69 ~ 72V 79 74 72 69 79 69 71

9 75 75 63 63 67 71 71 69 61 69 65 67

70 76 61 64 68 72 68 72 64 64 64 68

-
—
.

-
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The followmg observamms about changes in achlevement are also evndem from an exammauon of
the data.

4

. l
Réading ' * : ’ - v
® Reading {est_écores improved in four of the fivé grades te{tcd; namely, grades 4, 7, 9, and 11.
. P L e
® Highesf scores were achieved in the Atlantic Region; however, two grades show a loss.

[ Thc Panaxﬁa Region shows signiﬁcant reading score increasc'at grade 6.

® The Panama_Region, followed by the Medntcrrmcan shows the ‘most consistent increase in

perfonnance )
~ : N
nguagé Arts
® Adl re }Sns show lanéuage arts score improvemem at grade 11. S

| ° Thc(P\anama Region shows the highest performance of the regions for the’ lowcr gradts and the |

Atlantic Region scores are the Iughest at the upper gmdw

o The Panama Regmn shows dramatic increases at grndc levels 7 and 9.

. ‘ ~ L -

- @ The Germany and the Pacific Regions show score increases in four of the five levels tested.
' . Yy

® Language arts score improvement is-noted across the regions for grades 7 and 11,
: Vi , | .
Mathemmtics ’ : ;

.
I

. ® The most significant increase in mathematics achievement is observed at grade 4..
. , - . ‘.

| 4 . a
® Increased achievement was observed for each of the five grades tested in the Mediterranean
Region. ) . , &

» ©® The Panama Region shows improvement in mathematics in four of the five levels tested with
dramatic increases occurring at grades 4,7, and 9.

® Three regwns Atlamxc, Pacific, and Panama show a stgmﬁcant increase in fourth grade
mathematics.

. DEMOGRAPHIC lNFORMATlON ’

Demographic mformanon was compiled throagh in ual student data gathcrcd at the time of -
the test administration. Table 13 reports the data for Do ystcmmdc The information
‘included is selffxplanatory. however, it may be important t note that nearly 50 percent of the
student population has been cxposel* to the DoDDS program for less than 2 years.

3 . .
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‘ / Table 13
- DoDDS System-wide Testing Program 4
et Domographlc Data
. 7 Number of
) 10 Students  Percent
Grade . _ . '
Grade 4 | R ¢ 12,280 25.7
Grade,6 _ . 11,190 . 23.4
Grade 7 s 10,700 22.4
Grade 9 : 8,230 17.2
Grade 11 | 5,452 11.4
Reg' . ' . | -
Atla 5,535- 11.56
Germany 26,665 55.71.
Mediterranean 4,853 - 10.14
Pacific 8,356 17:46
Panama o 2,453 5.13
English Fluency o s .«
Fluent in English ' 46,043 - 96.2
Not Fiuent in English 1,405 2.9
Language Other Than English Usod at Home )
Yes = 12, 27.0
No : : I 33,597 70.2
Don’t Know ' T 649 / 1.4
' ) ‘ LS .
Length of Time in DoDDS System * L »
. Less Than 1 Year | 10,197 . 213
1to 2 Years ' 12,211 26.5
2 Years or More 24,2 - 51.6
--Sponsor's Branch of Service - -
Army s ' 20,965 43.8
Navy S . 3,590 7.5
Air Force 15,;85 33.0
Marines * 1.7
. U.S. Government Civilian . 4,750 99
Non-Command Sponsored Civilian 1,466 3.1
Compensatory or Supplemental' Program
Reading 2,846 60
Mathematics - 1,424 3.0
ESL 804 1.7
24
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_ APPENDIX A

CoL Statements ot DoDDS STP Category Objeétives
Grade Word Attack ., - ' ‘ ' Gradd ? Language Expression "
.4 Objective 1 The student will identify a word with the same fong, v, 4867 Ob}ective 12  The student will identify the correct form of a word to
short, -or r-controlfed vows! sound as that in 8 given : 91t comptete a sentence. (Usaqe) ‘
_ word. (Letter-Sound Correspondence) . - .
) ‘ _ ' ) 467 Ob}ecttve 13 The student will identify the sub}oqt or verb of a sen-
4 Objective 2 The student will recognizé & compound word and will g 11 tence or will identlfy a sentence as being complete,
identify the meaning of a contraction. (Structural incomplete, P run-on. (Smtme Devetopment)
~ Analysis) - PR -
_ . : . o 467 Objective 14_;Fhe student will demonstr knowledga of the skills
4 QObjective 3 The student wiil identify a word with the same vowel 911 ‘ necessary to develop pars hs. (Paragraph
diphthong or digraph sound as that in a given word. Development) ) e
(Phonic Analysis) ) . :
. P . Mathematics
. Vocabulary : ‘ S - .
R . . . i . 487 Objective 15 The student will add using whole numbers, fractions,
46 1\ Objective 4  The’student wiil identify synonyms and homonyms, use -9 11 decimals, Integers, algebrnic e;prssstons. or equneﬂts
811 context clues, or identify the meaning of a prefix or- ‘ (kddition) _ -— .
) suffix. (Word Meanl . t
: 487 Objective 16 The student will subtract using whole nahtbom. frac-
" - “Reading Comprehensgion 911 : , tions, decimats, inteders, ntgm:te expressbons.
) 'exponents (Subtraction) : '
467 Ob}ectlvo‘ The student will demonstrate knowtedge of the ole- : .
g1t ments of literal comprehension. {Literal Comprehension) 487 Objeflive 17 The student will multiply using whole numbers. frac
g1t \ons, degimals, intagers, exponents, borconts or .
467 Objective8  The student will demonstrate knowledge of the .« alebralg exprossions. (Mumptlcht!on)
9 11 elements of literary works. (Litarary Works) ‘ . _ : v
467 Objective 18 it divide using whole numbérs, fmctlons
467 - Objective 7 The student wili demonstrate knowledge of the ™ —ifitegers, or perconts {Division)
9 11 eloments of higher-levet comptehension. (Higher-Level C. .
Comprshension) . . , 467 Objective 19. The student will demonstrate an understanding of
. ¢ g1 - numeration, number sentences, and number theory.
Speliing . (Number Awarensss) :
4671 Objective 8  The student will identify those words spelied correctly 467 Objective 20 The stiglent wiil demonstrate an understandlng of
9 11 in written communication. (Spelling) 9 11 problem soiving. (Problem Solving) ‘
Language Mechs . ‘467 Obiectlve 21 The student will demonstrate an understanding of
911 measurement and geometry. (Measurementheometry)
46 Objective 9 The student will identify the correct use of a capital . )
' letter. (Capitalization) Locaﬂotul SH“O
467 Objective 10  The student will identify the correct use of pOnctuation ‘67 Objective 22  The student will locate mtormatton in books. (Book
9 11 marks {Punctuation) 9 11 Parts)
467 Objective 11 The student will identify correct capitalization and punc- 67 Objective 23  The student will locate information in the dictionary.
911 tuation in a passage, friend!y ietter, or business letter. 9 o (Dtcttonary Skilis)
(Editing Skiils) . . ‘
T 67 Objective 24  The student will locate information in the ltbfa(y
* 9 11 (Library Skills)
7 Objective 25 The student wm locate information in sonsumar
sources. (Consumer Skilis) -
w
L
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APPENDIX B

- Test Devdopnent

The Office of Dependems Schools (ODS) curriculum spectahsts for reading, language an% and

- rhathematics provided guidance and direction to CTB/McGraw-Hill content specialists in the selec-
tion of items to match the priority objectives. In total, 25 category objectives were derived and
partitioned into the subtest areas: word attack, vocnbuhry reading comprehcmon, spelling, S

" ¢danguage mechanics, language expression, math computatlon, math concepts ald application, and \

* locational skills. Each grade level tested 19-21 of these objectives. A minimum of four items were - ‘
selected for each category objectivc A oompletc dmcnptlon of the DoDDS category objectxvcs is
shown in Fxgure 2. . “~

— i

Uuhzmg the CTB/McG‘faw-Hill item pool, from which Form V of the Comprchensive Tests of -
Basic Skills (CTBS U/V) also was developed, a series of tests were-eShstructed in the subject areas °

- and the grade levels specified by ODS. The overriding consideration in the development of these
assessment instrumemt$ was insuring the compatibility of the test items with the curricular objec-
tives. The selection of items was based on two criteria: content and statistics. From a content point of
view, the items must — _ .

- .

a. Wm®Mva' | - - ¥
b. Have an acceptable vocabulary and mdabtlny level,. = %
. €. Bcappmpnateforﬂ)etargetgmup : i

From a statistical perspective, the items must — -+ \

a. Be of appropriate difficulty level. .=~ o " .
b.  Not be biased against minority groups. : a
¢. Highly discriminate between ability levels. : ~

- 'd. Fit the item response theory model. - |
e. Have a low guessing factor. .

. «* @ .

A-ll items received rigorous review and analyses by DoDDS curriculum coordmators and outside
panels of experts. . :

thn CTB was satisfied ,thagaﬁbod test had been chosen, a field test edition was assembled and
.reviewed by DoDDS curriculum staff jn Washington the first week of May. -

7/ : :
VALIDATION OF TEST INSTRUMENTS
Field Trial

A field trial of the STP tests was conducted by CTB under ODS direction. The purpose of the
field trial was to ensure that the tests would function properly. Specifically, the trial provided a
means of judging the adequacy, accuracy, and appropriateness of (a) the test directions and
manuals, (b) the practice test, (c) the test booklets including the sample items and the directions,
(d) the time limits, (¢) the difficulty level of each test as a whole, and (f) ghe scoring keys. The

.. study found the tests to be soundly constructed and of high psycho quality. Comments of
the teachers who participated in the field trial were strongly supportive of the quality of tests and

. 27




the adequacy of the directions and manuals. Details regar;iing the field trial are provided in the
“STP Field Test Report, July 1983, -

External Reviews e ) . o :
The tests were revxewed cxtemally by a cumculum panel and a techmcal advisory commnttee Con-
current with the field trial, an independent review of the tests was conducted by three specialists
from the Washington, D.C., public schools’ Competency-Based (,umculum staff. They were:

1. Dr. Helef Turner - Reading o I ]

2. Dr. Mary White - Language Arts . _ . - .

3. Dr. Gordon LMs Mathematxcs ¢ ' .

g

The individual revtews of these panelists showed that the tcsts appropriately rcflcctcd the cumcular '

areas. . ¢

In October 1982 a meeting of the Technical Adv:sory Committee was convcned for the purposevof
reviewing all of the technical supporting matéerial documenting the comparability of the DoDDS
STP to a national norm. The.committee favorably endorsed the technical procedures and the qual-7

-ity of the test. The Technical Advisory Committee members included: - o .

L Dr. Robert Linn, Chaxrperson, Department of Educational Psychology, Umverslty of lllmons,
. Urbana (Mcasurement and Evaluation).
2, Dr. Jason Millmaén, Professor, School of Educgtxon Depa.rtmcnt of Psychology, Comcll
_ 4 University (Measurement and Evaluation).
3. Dr. Richard Jaeger, Professor, ﬁchwl of Education, University of North Carolma
Greensboro (Statistics). - ‘
4. Dr. Carol Tittle, Research Psychologxst Umversnty of North Carolma, Greensboro (Research
in Tests and Measurement).
5. Dr. Gary Bitter, Professor of Educatnon, Anzona State Umvcrsuy, Tcmpe (Mqthematxcs and
. Computer Education). i -
6. Pr. M. Trika Smith-Burke, Assocxate Professor, Department of Educational f’sychology, New
York University (Reading Education).

-

. .
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