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SUMMARY OF THE SPRING 1986 PILOT STUDY
OF FIRST-GRADE READING ACHIEVEMENT

In 1986, the New York City Board of Education decided to expand
its citywide testing program in reading to include first- grade
students for the first time. The impetus for this decision was
threefold: (1) to compare the progress of New York City children with
those of other first graders across the country, (2) to establish
baseline data for evaluations of early childhood programs, and (2) to
provide direction for second-grade reading instruction. However, due
to concerrs about the appropriateness of standardized testing for
first-grade children, the testing was limited to a randomly selected
pilot sample of approximately 5,000 first graders.

In the Spring of 1986, children in the pilot sample were given the
reading subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test (Primary 1
level), a standardized reading achievement test designed to test first
graders. The pilot assessment also was expanded to include 2 teacher
“checklist" evaluation of students' performance on 30 communication
arts skills. Teachers and administrators were then asked to complete a
questionnaire which elicited their opinions on the MAT and "checklist"
as well as their more general views on assessing first graders. The
resuits of this pilot study were used to assess the potential value of
the MAT and the checklist to serve the three purposes described above
and to obtain teacher and adminisctrator recommendations regarding
citywide assessment based on their experiences in this pilot study.

The pilnt sample was chosen by randomly selecting 350*mono1ingua1
general education classes from classes throughout the city ); the final
general education sample for whom both MAT and checklist data were
obtained included about 4,200 children. Many of the classes selected
for the pilot sample test first graders with the MAT reading subtests
anyway, for their own discrict or evaluation purposes. In some cases,
however, districts did test sample classes solely for pilot test
purposes.

In other instances, districts declined to participate in the pilot
sample and alternative classes were chosen from comparable schools in
cooperating districts.

The sample was randomly chosen an¢ thus it was hoped it would be
representative of the reading achievement of First graders citywide.
However, since a comparison of average second-grade reading scores in
pilot schools and a1l city elementary schools showed that second
graders in pilot schools had somewhat lower scores, the first grade
results from this study probab'y underrepresent the true reading
achievement of all first graders in New York City. Since 36.9 percent
of the first-grade sample was reading at or above grade level, this
suggests that first graders' reading achievement is slightly lower

*Smaller samples of bilingual and special education children were
obtained and are reported on in the full report.
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than but comparable to that of second graders in New York City, which
was 42.3 percent reading at or above grade level in the spring of 1986.

The MAT pilot-study resuits also revealed wide variation in
reading test scores among first graders, which is not surprising given
the range of developmental progress in children this age. What was
particularly interesting, hcwever, was that not only was there a larger
than predicted group who performed below the national average, there
was also a larger than e«pected group of children whose reading
achievement was much higher than the national average. In additicn,
children who participated in early childhood education programs
performed significantly better on the standardized test than did
cnildren with no school experience before first grade, especially if
those children had both pra-kindergarten and kindergarten experience.
ft is likely that factors related to pre-school experience, such as
home environment, also contributed to this difference in achievement.

The potential value of the MAT in providing citywide information
on first graders' reading performance was adversely affected by some
strong teacher and administiation concerns regarding the difficulty and
length of the test and its inappropriateness for first graders. The
value of the test as an objective measure of student reading
achievement must thus be balanced by the perception that it was an
inapproprizte measure of student progress.

The checklist results revealed that over two-thirds of the
children could perform "most of the time" basic reading skills, such as
recognizing initial and final sounds and letters or associating letters
and sounds. Fewer than half (40%) could routinely perform the more
complex skills, such as usiny contextual clues when coming upon unknown
words. Perhaps more valuable than these general checklist findings for
all students together was the use of a checklist for each child.
Teachers reported that the chacklist helped them to focus on and assess
the individual child's strengths, weaknesses and progress during the
school year. The pilot study revealed a trade-off, however, between
the information ohtained by using checklists and the approximately
three hours it took a teacher to complete checklists for an entire
class.

Teachers and administrators would 1ike to see a teacher checklist
included as part of a citywide first-grade assessment process. Most
feit, however, it was not comprehensive enough to be the only measure
of reading performance. Although many would like to include a
standardized test as part of the assessment program, there were serious
reservations about using the MAT for that purpose.

- ii -
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The following recommendations are made as a result of the pilot
study:

o A citywide assessment program for the first graders should
reflect the need for diverse types of assessment
instruments to suit diverse purposes, such as identifying
students' strengths and weaknesses, comparing of New York
City children with national norms, and evaluating early
childhood programs.

- Because of the generally negative reaction to using
standardized citywide tests at this gradé level, a
sampling approach to citywide testing shoula be considered. A
carefully chosen sample would give the data nzeded for
citywide program evaluation without requiring that every
student be tested, or that results be reported for every
school and district.

« Since teachers and administrators reacted more negatively
to the MAT than to the concept of standardized testing of
first graders in general, an alternative might be to seek
a more acceptable standardized test to administer to the
selected sample. The benefits of any alternative test
would have to be weighed against the benefits of a uniform
citywide testing program from grade to grade, since the MAT
is used citywide at grade 2.

* Those districts that cortinue to use the MAT for their own
evaluation purposes should offer appropriate staff
developmeat in the use and interpretation of the test
results, particularly in light of the pilot respondents'
strong concerns about the test at this grade level.

* If the checklist continues to be used either as an option
or as part of a citywide assessment program, aspects of the
checklist such as which skills it measures and what king of
rating scale it should have need to be re-examined.

* The MAT test results should be shared with the Division of
Curriculum and Instruction so they are aware of the large
. number of first graders performing below the national
average on the skills assessed by this test.

s In sum, these results have implications for both test developers
and public education decision-makers, particularly regarding the
attiludes of teachers toward standardized testing of young cnildren and
appropriate ways to gather standardized reading achievement data for
the first graders.
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[. INTRODUCTION

The New York City Board of Educaticn planned to expand its citywide
reading testing program to include fi~st-qrade students for the first time
in the spr. _, 1986. This was done in order to compare the progress of
New York City children with those of other first graders acrcss the country,
to establish baseline data for evaluations of gar]y ¢hildhood programs and
to provide direction for second-grade reading instruction. However, various
groups of parents, teachers and early childhood personnel strongly opposed
testing first graders on a citywide basis; this opposition was based on
the belief that first-grade children are too young to be tested reliably
and that the testing experience is traumatic, yielding results which are
not a true reflection of achievement.* In response to these objections it
was decided to limit the administration of the first-grade reading tests
to a representative research sample of approximately 5,00G students,
rather than to test all first grader. citywide. In addition, a "checklist"
evaluation of students' communication arts achievement was also completed
by teachers for students in this sample. Teachers and administrators who
participated in the pilot program were also given questionnaires which
asked for their opinions about the standardized tcst and checklist as well
as their overall suggestions for selecting appropriate ways to assess
first-grade students' achievement in reading.

The testing, which took place in the spring of 1686, rad the following

purposes:

*[t is interesting to note, however, that at the time this opposition was
voiced, 28 of the 32 lccal community school districts already tested some
or all of their first graders in reading for their own district purposes.




* To describe first-grade reading achievement levels on both the
standardized test and the teacher checklist.

* To examine the relationship between scores on the standardized
test and those on the teacher checklist.

* To analyze the relationship between first-grade reaiing achievement
and previous educational experience, i.e., all-day kindergarten and
pre-kindergarten experience.

* To understand administrators' and teachers' opinions of the
standardized test and the checklist and to obtain their suggestions
for assessing first-g-ade students' reading achievement in general.

The ultimate goal of the study was to provide information to policy-
makers regarding the most appropriate means of assessing first-grade
students' reading achievement. In addition, the results were to be
used to judge the usefulness and limitations of test cores for individual
children in early grades, to provide information on the effectiveness of

early childhood programs and to provide baseline data on first-grade

reading achievement,




[1. METHODOLOGY

MEASURES OF READING ACHIEVEMENT

Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT)

The test selected as the citywide reading test for grade two (the

Degrees of Reading Power test was selected for the grades where it was

- . available, i.e., grades 3-12), after extensive review by technical (.d
curriculum experts at the Board >f Education, was the 1986 edition of the

Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT). It was therefore decided to administer

an appropriate (Primary I) level of this test to first graders for this
study. This level of the test included three subtests: Vocabulary, Word

Recognit.on and Reading Comprehension.

Communication Arts Checklist

The checklist used was adapted from a form developed by the Bank
Street College of Education and revised by the Early Childhood Unit of the
New York City Board of Education'’s Division of Curriculum and Instruction
(C. and I.). The checklist required teachers to evaluate students' com-
munication arts skills, in the areas of listening, speaking, reading, and
writing, on a scale of "1" (not yet) to "3" (most of the time). Children
who were bilingual were judged on t.=2ir communication arts skills in their
native language. (A copy of the monolingual and bilingual checklist and

the directions sent to teachers appears in Appendix A.)

MEASURES OF ADMINISTRATOR AND TEACHER OPINION

Two questi. .naires were developed by the Office of Educational Assessment

(0.E.A.) to gather information on the opinions of administrators and

-3-




teachers regarding the two measures of reading achievement as well 3s towards

a citywide first-grade assessment program in general. Each gquestionnaire
included closed-ended and open-response items. A copy of each appears in

Appendix 8.

THE TEST SAMPLE

Since the decision was made not to test first graders on a citywiﬁe
basis, a random sample of 5,000 first graders was to be selected fcr
testing instead. However, it is interesting to note that many more than
5,000 first graders were actually tested with the MAT in the spring, 1986.
First, 17 of the 32 community school districts opted to administer the MAT
to all of their first graders as part of their district-wide testing pro-
grams. In addition, 119 schools from 25 districts throughout the city
which were part of the "Reduced First-Grade Class Size" program evaluation
also tested all their first graders. Thus, when the pilot sample of 5,000
students was selectud, many of the classes selected were already planning
to test their first graders, for one of the two reasons described above.
Some were not already being tested; these classes were tested solely for
the purpose of the pilot program.

A total of 42,571 first-grade students attended classes that were part
of the MAT testing progrim, «.cher pecause of their district-wide testing
programs, the "Ruduced Class Si:e" evaluation, or the pilot test of first-
grade reading acnievement. Although approximately 8,000 of these 42,771
did not take the test because they were absent the day of tes:ing or were
exempt from testing, the almost 35,000 students who were tested comprised

close to half of the approximatelv 73,000 first graders in the New York




City school system. It is important to reiterate, however, that the
5,000 <tudents in the sample were chosen tc be representative of all New
York City first graders whereas the larger group was not. Thus, this
report presents results only from the sample,

The sample was chosen by randomly selecting 350 monolingual general
education classes (wnich included about 9,000 students) from all such
classes throughout the city. Whole classes were sampled both for practical
purposes and because student performance was to be analyzed on a group
rather than an individual basis. In addition to assessing monolingual
general education children, the pilot study also sought to examine the
r.iding achievement of bilingual and special education students. A random
sample of 30 bilingual classes from 292 first-grade bilingual classes in
the city was selected for participation. These children were not tested
with the standardized instrument because they would ordinarily have been
exempt from citywide testing since English was not spoken at home and they
had spent less than two years in an English-language school system. They
were instead assessed only with the Communication Arts Checklist. In order
to ensure data on special education children, ten classes were randomly
chosen from MIS IV classes* throughout the city. Children diagnosed as
having emotional problems, learning disabilities, or speech and language
problems were not selected rfor testing at this time. Students in MIS IV
classes were given the MAT with any modifications that were indicated on

their Individual Education Plans and were also assessed by the checklist.

* First graders placed in MIS IV classes are readiness-delayed learners.

-5-
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fach district superintendent was sent a letter which explained the pur-

pose of the testing program and which identified classes in that district
which had been randomly selected for inclusion in the sample. In response
to this request for participation, 17 districts who were already testing
all their first-grade classes for their own purposes and two other districts
who were not testing any of their first graders agreed to allow the selected
classes to be a part of the sample. Ten districts who were part of the
Reduced First-Grade Class Size Program would permit participation only for
those classes that were to be tested anyway as part of the evaluation of
the Reduced Class Size Program. Two districts which were not testing
first graders for either their own district purposes or for the Reduced
Class Size Program refusecd to allow testing in any of the classes selected
for the sample. Because 12 districts permitted either limited or no testing
in the selected pilot sample classes, a total of 111 classes from 89 schools
originally selected as part of the sample had to be replaced.

In most cases, substitute schools were selected from the same boroughs
as the orig{na1 school in order to maintain the geographical balance of
the sample. However, the major criterion for choosing a substitute school
was thct the median grade equivalent for second graders tested with the
California Achievement Test in the soring of 1985 v.as similar to that of
the originally selected school. In all but a few cases, where a difference
between median scores of a month occurred, perfect matches on this criterion
were made. If more than one possible substitute school had the same
median grade equivalent, then the school with both the closest overall

school percentage of students performing at or above grade level and New

York City-wide rank was selected.
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PROCEDURES

The MAT was administered to monolingual first-grade students on the
same day as the citywide reading tests for grades 2, 3, 4 and 7, i.e.,
April 21 and 22, 1986. Those districts not testing district-wide received
test materials for selected classes in the sample schools or for all
classes in schools that were in the Reduced First-Grade Class Size Program
evaluation. In addition to the student informétion that was usually
collected, teachers of first-grade students in the pilot sample were asked
to provide on the answer document information regarding students' previous
school experience and language spoken at home.

A1l testing materials were provided by the Office of Educational
Assessment (0.E.A.) to the schools. The same procedures were followed as
for any citywide testing program (e.g., in such areas as production,
packaging, and delivery of test materials; retrieval of answer documerts
for scoring; retrieval of all test materials after the administration; and
transmittal of answer documents to 0.E.A.'s Testing Section).

Teachers in both monolingual and bilingual pilot classes were also
asked to voluntarily complete a Communication Arts First-Grade Checklist
for some or all of their students. In bilingual classes, teachers were
asked to rate students' communication arts skills in their native language.
Checklists were to be completed for at least every third student (from an
alphabetical class list) in each class in the sample; those teachers who
wished to complete a checklist for all the students in their class were

encouraged to do so. As an incentive, districts were reimbursed based on

the number of checklists completed and returned to 0.E.A. Since the




checklist was developed by the Division of Curriculum and Instruction's

Early Childhood Unit, the administration of the checklist was the joint

responsibility of thc district test liaison and the early childhood liaison.
Finally, teachers of participating classes were also asked to complete

a questionnaire which asked for their reactions to the test, the checklist

and first-grade assessment in general. Likewise, administrators of

schools with participating cldasses were asked to complete a survey for

their opinions on the test, the checklist and assessment of first graders

in general,




[II. RESULTS

DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

As indicated earlier, almost 43,000 first graders were in classes
that were part of the spring, 1986 testing program. Many more students
were tested than were in the pilot sample because they were being tested
for other purposes; only data from students in the pilot sample are
reported here since that sample was chosen to be representative of the
city. Of all the students tested, 0.E.A. received and analyzed 6,936 MAT
answer documents for the purposes of this study.

Of the 350 monolingu:1 ciasses asked to psrticipate in the pilot
study, 311 teachers returned a total of 5,544 completed checklists. (This
includes nine speciil education classes out of the ten who were asked to
participate.) In addition, 27 bilingual class teachers sent in a total of
375 completed checklists.

Although there were 6,936 pilot study students who took the MAT, only
5,544 students had checklists completed. There were fewer checklists than
test answer documents because some teachers filled out checklists for
every third student in the class. The actual number of students for whom
there was both a checklist and a MAT score was even lower, i.e., 4,243,
because some of the students for whom there was a checklist were absent
the day of the MAT or were classified as "Limited-Ewgiish proficient" and
thus were not tested.

Results presented in this report are based on the sample of students
who had both MAT and checklist data unless otherwise noted. This makes it
possible to examine relationships between reading achievement as measured

-9-
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by a standardized reading achievement test and by a teacher-completed
observational checklist. Statistical analyses support the decision to use
this sample: the MAT test results for the "matched" sample did not differ

significantly from those of the rest of the pilot study sample. (See

Table 1).
Table 1
Comparison of MAT Scores for "Matched" Sample
and Total Sample Excluding "Matched" Sample
Total Sample
“Matched" Sample Excluding "Matched" Sample
Mean Scaled Score 507.0 506.8

(n=4198) (n=2669)

t=.19, p <.05

Within the matched sample of 4,243 students, 4,198 were general educa-
tion students and 45 were special education students. The divcussion
that follows is based on results for the group of 4,198 general education
students who have both MAT and checklist data. Findings for the 45 special
education students and for the 375 bilingual students are presented later
in the report.

The pilot sample was carefully chosen to provide a random sample of & .
first graders in the city. The fact that the vast majority of classes who
agreed to participate did so suggests that the results from this pilot sample
could be generalized to all first graders. However, random selection does
not ensure representativeness; and some replacements had to be made. There-
fore, additional analyses were done to judge how well the pilot sample results
reported here reflect the reading level of all first graders in the city.

-10-
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One way to address this question was to compare the pilot sample's
performance on the MAT with that of the close to 32,000 first craders
citywide who took the MAT. However, that larger group was biased in two
ways. It included a higher proportion (one-third) of children from
Reduced Class-Size schools than would be found if all first-grade children
were included. In addition, two districts which typically out-perform
most other districts did not test their children with the MAT. Thus, the
MAT results for the larger city sample of 32,000 would be expected to be
lower than if all first graders had been tested. The pilot sampie, there-
fore, should have scored higher on the average than the citywide sample of
first graders tested, since the pilot sample was designed to be repre-
sentative of all first-grade children.

A comparison of the pilot sample and the citywide sample confirms that
the pilct sample had higher average MAT scores than the city group and thus
a greater proportion of children reading at or above grade level. These

results suggest the pilot sample was a more representative sample than the

citywide sample of first graders whe took the MAT. However, further analyses

were conducted to try to judge how well the pi.ot sample represented all
first graders, including the close to 40,000 children not tested.
Table 2

Comparison of MAT Results:
Citywide Sample vs. Pilot Sample

n of Mean Median Per-aent At or
Students MAT Score  MAT Score Above Grade Level
Citywide Samp’e 31,839 50.3 44 32.1
Pilct Sample 4,198 52.8 48 36.9
-11-
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Since first-grade test scores for all first graders were not
available for a complete comparison of sample and population resuits,
it was decided to instead compare second-grade MAT test results for the
pilot sample schools versus all second-grade scores. The assumption
was made that first-grade and second-girade children within a school
would have similar levels of reading achievement. Thus, if the pilot
sample school's average second-grade MAT scores were /ound to be simi-
lar to the average MAT score for all second graders in the city, one
could infer that the first-grade pilot students had MAT scores similar
to all first graders in the city and were us a representative sample.

A comparison of average second-grade reading scores in pilot
schools and all city elementa:y schools (see Table 3) showed that
second graders in pilot schools had somewhat lower scores. These data
suggest that, in spite of efforts to choose a representative sample,
the pilot sample results may reflect a lower level of reading
achievement than if all first graders were tested. This conclusion is
supported by the additional finding that there was a higher proportion
of reduced-class-size children in the pilot sample (20 percent) than in
the population of all first graders (15 percent).

Table 3

Comparison of MAT Spring 1986 Scores for Second Graders:
Pilot Sample Schools vs. A1l Schools*

Raw Score
n of Schools Mean Median
A1l schools 610 67.6 67.3
Pilot sample schools 181 65.2 63.9

* Based on aggregate school scores.
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In sum, this additional analysis of second-grade MAT scores, though not
conclusive, provided the best possible evidence on representativeness.
They suggest the fcllowing first-grade results must be viewed with caution:
it is likely the sample under-represents the reading achievement of all
first graders. 1If all first-grade childrer were tested, the scores would
probably be higher than those reported here.

Table 4

Ethnic Representativeness

Pilot Sample Schools Citywide
% %
Hispanic 40 38
Black 43 37
White 12 20
Asian 5 6
American Indian 0 0

Othar information was collected to try to better understand the char-
acteristics o the pilot test sample. The pilot sample represented ethnic
groups in roughly the same proportion as they exist in first-grade classes
throughout the city. The only difference was that the pilot sample
included a slightly higher proportion of black students and relatively
fewer white students. Thus, the random sampling resulted in a pilot group

that fairly represented the ethnic diversity in the city.
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For approximately half of the sample (n=2,228), information was also

available on students' home language. Close to three-fourths of this group
had English as a home language, but a large minority (about 20 percent)
were from a Spanish-language background. In decreasing order, students in
the sample were also from Chinese (2 percent), Haitian-Creole (1 percent),
Greek (.5 percent), or “"other" language er -1ronments (4 percent).

Prior educational experience alsd varied among students in the pilot sam-
ple. For the 2,153 children for whom information was provided, the majority
(n=1,472) haa only kindergarten experience, 442 had kindergarten and pre-
kindergarten experience and 239 had neither. Comparisons of the two major
language groups, English ana Spanish,.reveals a significant association
between home language and pre-school experience (x2=42.32, af=2, p < .001).
More children with English as a home language had pre-school experience

than those where Spanish was the primary language spoken at home.

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF THE MAT

The MAT is a nationally standardized test. The internal consistency
reliability (Kuger-Richarason 20) of the MAT was high for the national
standardization sample as well as for the New York City sample (see Table

5 below).
Table 5

MAT6 Kuder-Richardson Reliability: National ana N.Y.C. Data

vocab. Word. Rec. Reading Total

National .92 .88 91 .96

N.Y.C. Pilot .90 .88 .89 .96
-14-
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According to the MAT Preliminary Technical Manual, "The most criti-
cal aspect of validity in relation to an achievement test is content
validity -- the extent to which test content constitutes a representative
sample of tre skills, knowledge, and understanding that are the goals of
instruction." The designers of the MAT sought to develop a test that best
represented curriculum across the country. In choosing a test series to
measure achievement of New York City students across all grades, various
review committees unanimously chose the MAT as the series that provided
the closest match to the New York City curriculum across all grade levels
for both mathematics and reading. Although some protlems with the MAT
were noted, particularly at the lowest grade levels, it was thought
overall to represent the best match of the tests offered. The content
validity of the MAT specific to the N.Y.C. first-grade curriculum can best
be determined by a careful comparison of the test content with the curriculum.

Evidence of criterion-related validity was aiso gathered by the test
developers. They found a high correlation between scores on the MAT and
the Otis-Lennon School Ability Test. The technical manual reports that
earlier editions of the MAT yielded correlations wit! other achievement
tests regularly in the .60-.85 range, i.e., scores on tests measuring

similar content are strongly related to MAT scores.

RELIABILJTY AND VALIDITY OF THE CHECKLIST

Unlike the MAT, the checklist was devised for the purpose of this
study and thus there were no published data on its reliability and validit,.
In order to judge thase oroperties of the checklist, a number of analyses
to provide data on how reliable and valid the checklist was for the pilot

sample were conducted.
-15-
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As mentioned earlier, the checklist divided communication arts and

skills into four categories: 1listening, speaking, writing, and reading.
One way to examine first graders' communication arts skills would be to
separately analyze performance in each of these four categories. In order
to judge whether it was appropriate to create separate checklist scores
for each of the four skills subsections, factor analysis was applied to
examine the pattern of relationships amongst iféms. The factor analysis
did not support the multidimensionality of the checklist. Only one
factor, which included items from each of the four subsections, appeared
to be operative. Thus, the checklist was viewed as assessing one gen-
eralized concept, communication arts skills, which included listening,
speaking and writing in addition to reading.

Once it was decided that to derive only a singie checklist score using
all of the checklist items, a total communication arts score was created
for each student by adding the rating of "1" (not at all), "2" (sometimes)
or "3" (most of the time) for each of the 30 checklist items. The minimum
score was 30'(a11 "1"s) and the maximum was 90 (all "3"s). The reliability
of this total checklist score was examined by calculating a measure of
internal consistency, the coeffiecient alpha. The internal consistency
reliabiity estimate for the checklist scores in the pilot sample was very
high, .98.

Since the checklist score is based on teacher rating of students'
performance rather than student performance itself, it is possible that
ratings may be affected by factors other than student achievement, such as
cifferent teachers' standards or varying interpretation of the checklist

-16-
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items or rating scale. Thus, it was necessary to judge how consistent the

checklist ratings were from one teacher to another, i.e., inter-rater

reliability. Fortunately, there are some classes in the City system which
are team taught, i.e., two teachers work with the same class, so that
teachers could separately rate the same group of children. In all, 66
students from six team-taught classes were evaluated on the checklist.
Each child was separately rated by the two teacher who worked as a4 team.

Inter-rater reliability was examined in two ways. First, for each
jtem on the checklist, teachers' ratings were compared to determine how
often two teachers agreed and gave a child the same rating ("1" - "not
yet", "2" - “sometimes", or "3" - "most of the time"). The higher the
"percent of agreement," the more reliable the measure. This analysis
revealed on average rate of agreement for all items of 74 percent. While
this result shows considerable consistency in ratings, it also reveals
there is some variation in teachers' judgments about children. The two
items with the lowest percent of agreement were item 2, "retells a simple
stoy in sequence", (53.8 percent agreement) and item 6, "looks at pictures
and demonstrates understanding of content", (56.9 percent agreement).
Particular caution should be used in examining data based on these items
since teachers are less consistent in judging these skiils.

A second way to look at inter-rater reliability is to consider the
child's total checklist score (the sum of ratings on all items). In all
but one of the six team-taught classes, there was a near pc-fect correlation
(Spearman rank correlation > .94) between how children were rank ordered

using one team teacher's total checklist rating and the other team member's
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total rating of the same child. Thus, the overall checklist assessment of
communication arts is very reliable. While overall ranking of students is
approx imately the same for team tee~hers, various combinations of items
can result in the same ranking position. Given the average agreement on
ratings of individual items of only 75 percent, caution should be used in
interpreting students' ratings on individual items.

To encourage uniform teacher judgement (high inter-rater reliability),
each teacher was givan a Teacher's Guide to the Checklist. The Guide in-
cluded a description and illustrations for each of the 30 items. (A copy
of the Guide is in Appendix A). The district test liaison and the dis-
trict early childhood liaison were also strongly encouraged by C. and I.
and 0.E.A. to plan an orientation session for teachers on how to complete
the checklist.

The content validity of the checklist is supported by the process by
which the checklist was developed. The checklist was developed by staff
members of the Division of C. and I., who are also resoonsible for develop-
ment of the city curriculum in early childhood education. Since their
intent was to use the checklist results to assess the results of their
curriculum, it is reasonable to assume that they closely matched the

checklist content with the curriculum.

CHECKLIST FINDINGS

Teachers used the checklist to judge the degree to which a child had
developad each of thirty communication arts skills. Teachers' observations
and ratings of the child were based on each child's classroom performance
over a period of time. No separate "testing" situation was created asking
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children to perform each of the thirty skills. Instead, teachers' knowledge
of student performance day-to-day 1n their classroom setting formed the
basi1s for the assessment.

Teachers rated whether children accomplished each of thirty communication
arts skills "most of the time", “sometimes" or "not yet". It is important
to remember that this rating system does not provide information on the
quality of the chila's performance. Also, since'the pilot sample probably
under-represents the level of performance of all first graders, the fol-
lowing checklist results are a very conservative estimate of all first
graders' communication arts achievement. Close to 85 percent of both
monolingual and bilingual general education first-graders in the matched
pilot sample could usually demonstrate such basic skills as writing upper
and lower-case letters or establishing left to right and top to bottom
directionality on a printed page, according to their teachers {See Table 6).
Reading skills which at least half the children could perform “most of the
time" include: recognition of initial ana final sounds and letters; iden-
tification of sight words; associating letters with their sounds; reading
experience charts; and reading and understanding a variety of mathematical
symbols. The communication skills lea % likely to be mastered were the
more complex ones, such as writing simple stories with minimal assistance
from adults, using texts to find answers to questions posed by adults,
following written directions, and using contextual clues when coming upon
unknown words.

Close to 15 percent of the students “n the matched pilot sample could
not perform at all one or more of the reading ski!'< on the checklist.

Many students could only “sometimes" demonstrate some skills beyond the
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Table 6

Teacher Checklist Ratings for General Education Students
1n "Matchea " Sample

(N=4198)
Not Some- Most of
[tem Yet Times the Time
] ] *
A) LISTENING SKILLS
1. Listens to others reading aloud
with interest and pleasure. 3 (6)* 26 (27)* 72 (67)*

2. Retells a simple story in sequence 7 (12) 32 (35) 61 (53)

3. Perceives the main idea of a story 8 (14) 33 (35) 58 (51)

4. Follows oral directions 5 (5) 31 (29) 64 (67)

5. Recognizes rhyming words aurally 7 (12} 29 (37) 64 (51)
B) SPEAKING SKILLS

6. Looks at picture and demonstrates

understanding of content 2 (5) 24 (27) 74 (67)
7. Relates own experiences, ideas,

anda feelings. 6 (10) 29 (34) 65 (56)
8. Ask questions. 10 (18) 37 (40 53 (42)

9. Reveals understanding through
replies and reactions to questions. 6 (9) 31 (39) 63 (53)

10. Expresses thoughts clearly enough
to be understood. 5 (8) 24 (33) 71 (60)

11. Preaicts next probable event in
sequence. 8 (16) 34 (37) 58 (47)

C) WRITING SKILLS

. 12. Writes upper and lower-case
letters. 2 (2) 12 (8) 87 (90)
. 13. Uses invented spelling. 16 (24) 37 (45) 48 (31)

14. Writes simple stories with
minimal assistance from adults. 24 (35) 35 (43) 41 (22)

#Ratings on bilingual students in parentheses.
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Table 6 (continuea)

Not Some- Most of
[tem Yet Times the Time
3 z ;
D) READING SKILLS -
15. Distinguishes between realism
ana fantasy 2 (5)* 16 (21)* 82 (74)*
16. Estanlishes left to right
and top to bottom directionality
‘ on a printed page. 2 (4) 13 (17) 85 (79)

17. ldentifies sight words, print in the
envirorment, and signs and labels. 5 {8) 25 (37) 69 (55)

18. Reads experience charts. 9 (13) 30 (37) 61 (50)

19. Reads and understands a va.iety
of mathematical symbols, e.g.,

numerals, clocks, calendars. 4 (6) 27 (25) 69 (69)
20. Follows written directions. 16 (23) 37 (44) 47 (33)
21. Recognizes initial sounds

and letters. 3 (6) 18 (25) 79 (69)
22. Recognizes final sounds

and letters. 5 (9) 21 (29) 74 (62)
23. Associates letters of the

alphabet with their sounds. 3 (6) 18 (29) 78 (64)
24. Reads aloud to and with others

from books and own stories. 14 (18) 31 (38) 55 (44)
25. Sounds out words. 11 (20) 35 (35) 54 (45)
26. Uses contextual clues when

coming upon unknown words. 19 (28) 41 (49) 39 (22)
27. Reads high-frequency words easily

in any format or context. 14 (26) 33 (38) 55 (36)
28. Uses texts to find answers to

questions posed by adults. 16 (39) 42 (44) 41 (17)

. 29. Makes inferences from materials
read. 16 (28) 42 (48) 41 (24)

30. Recognizes the sound of different
consonant clusters (e.g., bl. tr). 15 (25) 31 (35) 54 (40)

¥ Ratings on bilingual students in parentheses.
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very basic ones, such as recognizing the sound of aifferent consonant
clusters or sounding out words. It is interesting to note that the D1-
lingual children, who were rated on communication arts performance in
their home 1.  ige, generally performed similariy to monolingual children
but at a somewhat lower level. Average ratings on each of the 30 commun-
1cation arts skills for both monolingual and biiingual children in the
pilot sampies also appear in Table 6.

A total checklist score was created by summing up the ratings for each
checklist item to arrive at a total score which could range from 30 (not
yet able to demonstrate any skills) to 90 (able to demonstrate all skills
most of the time). The results (see Table 7) show that the average check-
list score for the monolingual general education children is quite high,
i.e., 76 out of a maximum score of 90. Bilingual children had a slightly
lower average rating of 71. While this suggests a high level of accomplish-
ment, the large standard deviation also suggests that not all children

Table 7
Average Total Checklist Scores of

Monolingual (Regular Education and Resource Room)
and Bilingual Students

N of Cases Mean Score Standard Deviation
Monolingual 4115 75.9 14.04
Reguiar education 4074 76.1* 13.9
Resource room 41 60.7* 15.2
Bilingual** 375 71.0 15.4

*t=17.01, p<.0l
** Rated on performance in native language.
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were doing well. In fact, about 15 percent of the monolingual children
haa a total checklist score of 60 or less. Many of these lowe: scores
were from children 1n resource rooms, who scored significantly lower than

children in regular classrooms.

Early Childhood Experience

Children who have participated in early childhood education programs
perform better on the checklist than those without such experience. As
the gata in Table 8 show, the average total checklist score is <igher for
chilaren with both pre-kindergarten and kindergarten than for children
with just kindergarten. However, both groups perform better than first
graders who have not previously atten’ed school.

Table 8

Checklist Scores for Children With
Different Amounts of Early Chilahood Education

N Mean
Pre-Kindergarten and Kindergarten 439 78.9
Kindergarten Only 1,440 75.8
No Pre-School 235 71.6

F =22.9, p < .001

Although aifferences between each of these three groups was statistically
significant, a more dramatic difference (close to half a standard deviation)
was found between the children with two years experience prior to first grade

and the children with no formal educat‘onal experience before first grade.

-23-



When evaluating these findings, it is important to consider how much of

the difference in scores is due to early childhood education versus other
related factors, such as home environment. In this pilot test, we do not
have data to answer this question. Other studies, however, emphasize the

critical role of home environment.

Special Education Students

Teachers of special education classes for readiness-delayed learners
completed checklists for 45 children. Since there were so few of these
children in the pilot sample, any 1nterpretafion of their performance must
be made with caution. Three-fourths of these children were able to write
upper and lower-case letters. (See Table 9). The only other skills
mastered by at least half of this group were: establishing directionality
on a printed page; recognizing initial souncs; and associating letters of
the alphabet with their sounds. Children were able to perform most of the
skills “sometimes", a finding which is consistent with the classification
of this group of children as readiness-delayed. The skills least likely
to be achmeved on any level were: writes simple stories with minimal as-
s1stance from adults; uses contextual ciues when coming upon unkiown words;
uses texts to find ;nswers to questions posed by adults; makes inferences
from materials read; and recognizes the sound of different consonant clusters.

The mean total checklist score for readiness-delayed children in the
sample was 62.5 (standard deviation = 16.0). Although, on the average,
these children scored below the general education children, the mean score

of 62.5 is comparable to that of resource room children. There was also

-24-




Table 9

Teacher Checklist Ratings for Special Education Stuaents
1n "Matched" Sample

(N=45)
Not Some- Most of
I tem Yet Times the Time
3 % %
A) LISTENING SKILLS
1. Listens to others reading aloud
with interest and pleasure. 2 56 42
2. Retells a simple story in sequence 22 47 31
3. Perceives the main idea of a story 27 51 22
4. Follows oral directions 2 64 33
5. Recognizes rhyming words aurally 18 44 36
B) SPEAKING SKILLS
6. Looks at picture and demonstrates
understanding of content 4 58 38
7. Relates own experiences, ideas,
and feelings. 11 47 42
8. Ask questions. 13 47 40
9. Reveals undarstanding through
replies and reactions to questions. 9 60 31
10. Expresses thoughts clearly enough
to be understood. 4 47 49
11. Preaicts next probable event in
sequence. 27 56 18
C) WRITING SKILLS
12. Writes upper and lower-case
letters. 0 ’ 73
13. Uses invented spelling. 49 18 33
14. Writes simple stories with
minimal assistance from adults. 62 16 22
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Table 9 (continued)

Not Some- Most of
Item Yet Times the Time
z % 2
D) READING SKILLS
15. Distinguishes between realism
and fantasy. 9 56 36
. 16. Establishes left to right
and top to bot*om directionality
on a printed page. 7 36 58
17. ldentifies sight words, print in the
environment, and signs and labels. 27 31 42
18. Reads experience charts. 44 31 24
19. Reads and understands a variety
of mathematical symbols, e.g.,
numerals, clocks, calendars. 18 47 36
20. Follows written directions. 42 36 22
21. Recognizes initial scunds
and letters. 13 29 58
22. Recognizes final sounds
and letters. 29 27 44
23. Associates letters of the
alphabet with their sounds. 16 29 56
24. Reads aloud to and with others
from books and own stories. 44 27 29
25. Sounds out words. 40 31 29
26. Uses contextual clues when
coming upon unknown words. 56 27 18
27. Reads high-frequency words eas v
1n any format or context. 40 44 16
28. Uses texts to find answers to
. questions posed by adults. 62 29 9
29. Makes inferences from materials
read. 51 40 9
30. Recognizes the sound of different
consonant clusters (e.g., bl. tr}. 56 20 24
-26-
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considerable variation in this group, 1.e., some children have not yet
mastered many skills and some have the skill level of children in regular
classrooms. It is not surprising that some of these children would have
performed as well as first graders in regular classes on this checklist
assessment. Since this was a group of readiness-delayed learners, by the
spring -- when this assessment took place -- a combination of instruction

and maturational development could have led to grade-level performance.

Opinions on Checklist

A high proportion of teachers and administrators (see Table i0)
returned questionnaires in which they expressed opinions on the checklist.
Table 10

Questionnaire Response Rate

No. Sent Qut No. Returned Z Returned

Teachers 394 323 82
Administrators 216 154 71

For some questions, they were asked to choose among responses, e.g.,
the checklist was either "vary useful", "moderately useful"”, "minimally
useful® or “not at all useful". Other questions were open-ended, e.g.:
"What dc you see as the strengths of a checklist such as this?" Many

teachers and administrators responded with detailed comments on the

strengths and weaknesses of the checklist. Each comment was systematically

categorized using a content analysis approach which classified statements
with similar meaning into one category. Categories were developed and
comments classified by two independent researchers to try to ensure a
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reiiable analysis. The number of statements in each category was added up
to understand the degree of consensus on each of the the strengths and
weaknesses of the checklist identified by respondents.

The survey responses provided important information, particularly from
the teachers who were using the checklist for the first time. Quotes from
teachers and administrators are included below to more clearly present the
reactions of participants in the pilot sample.

Appropriateness for New York City curriculum and students.

Both administrators and teachers overwhelmingly responded "yes", the
checklist "adequately covers the skills in the New York City first-grade
communication arts curriculum." Indeed, one of the major strengths of the
checklist cited by administrators (n = 53) and teachers (n = 62) is that
it provides a comprehensive listing of communication arts skills to be
taught in the first grade. This listing "helps to reinforce teacher
objectives at the be3inning of the year" and provides a clear guide as tn
the skills first gracers should master. As one teacher states, "It

crystalizes for the teacher those skills which are minimally essent®al for

success by a first grader." A few administrators (n = 8) suggested that
using the checklist as a curriculum guide was particularly valuable for
new teachers,

On the other hand, a number of administrators (n = 28) and teachers (n
= 59) in their open-ended comments expressed concern that the checklist is

too general or does not include enough of the skills that should be

mastered in first grade, such as word families, vowel diagraphs, blending




skills, sentence structure, and crmprehension, etc. The sense of their
comments was that the checklist may be used as part of a larger assessment
process which takes into account the wider range of co .unication arts
skills taught in first grade as well as individual student characteristics
that affect reading performance. In other words, "the checklist as it is,
is not comprehensive enough to be the only assessment" of the reading
skills of first-grade students.

The vast majority of both administrators and teachers (over 80 percent)

believe that the difficulty levels of the skills on the checklist adequately

reflect the difficulty level of the first-grade curriclum. A small num-
ber caution that the checklist items may be too difficult and thus not
reflect growth in children without kindergarten experience or those who
are developmentally below level.

Format issues.

Virtually all administrators and teachers agreed with the statements
that items are ciearly defined on the Teacher's Guide and that directions

for completing the checklist are understandable. Interestingly, compar-

atively few adminstrators (n = 2) and teachers (n = 11) commented in the
open-ended section-that "ease of :e" was a strength of the checklist.

A number of concerns about the format were raised in comments about
perceptions of weaknesses of the checklist. One concern expressed by 18
administrators and 51 teachers was that the response options of "not yet",
"somet imes", and "most of the time" serve to "1imit the person completing
it in the range and quality of their response". Thus "a very wide range

of children could rate all 3's on the checklist", “'Sometimes' can mean
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once or twice or 85 percent of the time", and also, "in some cases, a
child's ability can rest between categories." Furthermore, "the terms
refer to how often a child performs a skill and not how well or poorly."
Clearly, the rating scale requires serious review prior to any further use
of the checklist.

A second issue raised about the checklist approach is the perception
of inherent subjectivity of teacher ratings. This problem was identified
by both administrators (n = 17) and teachers (n = 18) since "each teacher
had different standards", "there is a tendency to rate children in relation
to others in the class rather than to a universal standard" and some
teachers may be biased by student personality factors. In sum, the
checklist results are "only as accurate as the person who is doing it."

Use of results.

When asked to rate how useful the checklist results would be for
instructional planning, close to half of all administrators and teachers
respcnded "moderately useful"., A somewhat higher proportion of admin-
istrators (42 percent) than teachers (28 percent) rated the results as
"very useful" or, conversely, more teachers thought the results would be
minimally useful. Thus, the overall reaction to the checklist results was
favorable though somewhat more so from the perspective of administrators.

Teachers were asked to provide more specific information about how
they -vight use the checklist results. In response to the options provided,
the foilowing proportion of teachers said they would use the results for:
assesii- g ~nildren's progress (75 percent); planning individualized activ-
ities (69 percent); grouping (67 percent); instructional purposes (60 per-
cent); and curriculum planning /49 percent).
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Responses to the open-ended question about the checklist's strengths
are consistent with the ratings above. The major strength of the check-
list from the point of view of both administrators (n = 69) and teachers
(n = 168) is that the results are useful for evaluating and assessing
students' strengths and weaknesses and, hence, needs and progress during
the school year. The following comments are typicai: "The pupil's
abilities and difficulties come into sharper focus as an individual", "It
would nelp to identify the strengths and weaknesses of the child.", and
"It can be used to measure the children's progress.”

In addition_ a number of people used words like "it forces the teacher
to take the time to think about an individual child's abilities in each
skill area" or it helps the teacher to "zero in", "pinpoint" or "focus" on
specific student strengths and weaknesses. In other words, use of the
checklist supplements the teachers' ongoing student assessments and en-
courages an individualized and defined evaluation process.

The second most frequently mentioned strength of the checklist is that
it is useful as a guide for classroom or individualized instruction. Al-
though obviously closely related to the comments above on assessment, some
people clearly emphasized the use of checklist results for instructional
guidance and planning. For example, "it allows one to see the holes in
one's instructional program", "As a teacher of 33 students, using a check-
list of this kind in the fall would enable me to plan for grouping, in-
dividualized instruct - n, and curriculum planning", and "Helps me to
better organize my instructional program". Checklist results are also
useful for grouping students. Teachers (n = 34) are "able to categorize
the children with certain weaknesses and work with them i1 groups.”
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In all, half the teachers and administrators felt the checklist
results would be woderately useful" for overall assessment of first
graders' communication arts skills. Other administrators (42 percent) and
teachers (32 percent) felt the results would be "very useful" and relatively
few administrators (8 percert) though somewhat more teachers (17 percent)
thought the results would be "minimally" or "not at all" useful. Fifteen
teachers’ comments suggested that the checklist is "unnecessary", since
"every teacher already knows the children's strengths and weaknesses."

An issue that was raised largely by administrators (n = 18) was the
possibility that using the checklist might have negative effects on
teaching. One concern was that use of the checklist might "stifle" or
"Timit" teachers' creativity and "restrict" them to "teaching only those
items on the checklist". They feared the checklist "may become the only
sanctioned criteria, thereby locking staff into a particular mold." Only
three teachers expressed¢ similar coacerns.

Issues in administr ‘*‘on,

Teachers and administrators were asked whether fall, midyear, or
spring would be the best time of year to administer the checklist. Almost
half of the respondents indicated midyear and comments suggested this was
when the checklist results could best serve as an assessment of progress
and provide 2 quideline for remediation. About 20 percent of both admin-
istrators and teachers felt the checklist should %2 administered in the
fall., Comments in the open ended section revealed that a fall adminis-
tration is viewed as best for early diagnosis and approoriate grouping.

Another approximately 17 percent selected a spring administration and
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comments indicated this was because the checklist would be useful in

evaluating end-of-year progress as well as in placement for the following
year. Over ten percent checked off more than one response, indicating
assessments should take place more than once a year. This would enable
student progress to be judged and appropriate instructional activities
planned.

Another important administration issue is the time it takes teachers
to complete the checklist and the reaction ic adding this task to teachers’
responsibilities, The number of checklists completed by the teachers in
this pilot study varied considerably from a low of "1 to 5" completed by
five percent of teachers to a high of "more than 25", completed by Z1
percent of the teachers. The time reported to complete the checklists
varied concomitantly from less than an hour reported vy 16 percent of the
teachers to at least three hours for 18 percent of the teachers. A positive
relationship (Spearman correlation = .45, p < .01) was founa between the
number of checklists completed and the time spent in completing checklists.
[+ is interesting to note that although about half the sample of teachers
(56 percent) filled out at least 16 checklists, comparatively few (18 per-
cent) spent more than three hours working on them. An inference could be
made that it would take most teachers about 10 minutes to complete one check-
list, For a class with 20 children, this could mean the teacher spending
over three hours to complete checklists. The vast majority of teachers
{86 percent) agreed with the statement that they would indeed need additional

time to complete checklists for every child in their class.
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In describing weaknesses of the checklist, 21 administrators and 42
teachers stated that completing the checklist is time-consuming. A couple
of administrators added the proviso "but its value far outweighs its
weaknesses". However, the teachers expressed greater concern about the
additional burden completing checkiists placed upon them. They felt that
"for completion of a checklist such as this, ample time must be given to

the teacher in order to make a fair and objective assessment for each

child." Other concerns expressed were that checklist completion is "just
more paperwork", "I do not think that evaluations must always be written.”,
"Taking time out to assess means taking time away from other meaningful

activities." and, "The teacher knows all this already."
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MAT FINDINGS
Description of the MAT

The reading achievement test administered, the Primary I level of the
MAT6 (Form L) is made up of three sub%fcsts with a total of 103 items:
Vocabulary (22 items), Word Recognition (28 items), and Reading Comprzhension
(53 items). Most test items are at the primer and first-grade levei of
dgifficulty although within the reading comprehension section, items

1ncrease in difficulty to grade-three level.

Test Administration Procedures

Practice tests were made available to schools prior to testing to help
children pecome more familiar with the test format and the types of questions,
and to give them practice in marking their answers in the test booklets.

The MAT was administered to first graders during the same two-day period

&s the citywide reading tests for other grades, i.e., April 21 and 22, 1986.
The Yocabulary and Word Recognition sections of the test were administered
on April 21 and took a total of 35 minutes, excluding time for test distri-
bution, collection, preparation of the answer document, and sample questions.
The Reading Comprehension subtest was given the next day and the working
time for that test was 43 minutes. The Directions for Administering the

MAT recommend that no more than one subtest be administered in a single

sitting and that no more than two sittings be given during any half-day.

Total Test Results

The mean raw score (or number of items correct) on the total test (103
1tems) for the New York City sample was 52.7, 2.7 points lower than that

for the national norm group, as Table 11 shows.
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Tapble 11

Total Reading Test Results:
New York City* and National Samples

Mean Raw Standard Median Raw
Score Deviation Score
New York City Sample 52.7 20.8 48
Nationai Sample 55.4 21.4 56

* This sample includes only general education children.

The median raw score however, that is, the middle point in the distri-
bution of all scores, was eight points lower for the New York City sample
than for the national sample. This means that the distribution of scores
for the New York City sample differed from that of the national sample.
The implications of this difference become clearer when a graph of the New
York City distribution is analyzed.

Figure 1 graphically shows the frequency distribution of raw scores
for the New York City sample. It shows few children with raw scores below
20, a large cluster of students with raw scores in the 30's and 40's and a
slowly decreasing number of students obtaining raw scores of 50 and above.
The mean score is higher than the median because it is influenced by the
unexpectedly high number of first graders who d1d very well on the test.

The frequency aistribution for the national group is not available.
However, a comparison of the New York City and national samples' median
scores on the distribution in Figure 1 illustrates that a greater proportion
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‘FICURE I

TOTAL RAW SCORE ON MAT6 TOTAL READING TEST
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of the national norms sample had higher raw scores than the New York City
sampie. Note, however, that the New York City and national norms samples
have mean scores that are almost identical. This implies that there was
also a greater proportion of students in New York at the higher levels of
reading achievement than in the national norms group: given the group of
lTower test scores in New York City a greater number of high test scores
than in the national group would be necessary to raise the New York City
test score mean to the level of tke national mean. In sum, the grzph
suggests: (1) a large group within the New York City sample of first
graders read somewhat below the national average; (2) a larger than ex-
pected group of New York Ci.y students in the sample read at the higher
levels. These and all other test results must be tempered by the probability
that the pilot sample performance is less than that of all first yraders
in New York City.

The graph also depicts the wide variation in scores for the New York
City sample: there were sizable numbers of students getting each of the
raw scores érom 20 to 99. This considerable variation in scores among
students manifested itself in the high standard deviation (20.8). That
standard deviation implies that close to two-thirds of New York City stu-
dents had scores between 32 and 73. This wide range in scores is not
surprising given the large developmental differences in young children as
well as the strong influence of varying home environments at this age. A
very similar level of variability was found in the national norm group

(standard deviation = 21.4).
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Another way to compare the New York City sample with the norms sample
shows that the mean parformance of the New York City sample was better
than 45 percent of individuals in the norm sample. The median performance
of New York City children was better than 35 perceat of the children in
the national sample.

A little more than one-third of New York City general education first
graders in our sample (36.9 percent) were reading at or above grade level,
i.e., performing at or above the 50th percentile (see Table 12).

Table 12

Quartile Distributions:
New York City and National Norms Samples

First Second Third Fourth
Quartile (1-24) (25-49) (50-74) (75-99)
National Norm Sample 25% 25% 25% 25%
New York City Sample 38.5% 24.6% 15.2% 21.7%

A disproportionate number of children (38.5 percent) were reading in the
bottom quartile, i.e., the level at which the lowest 25 percent of the
national sample are.reading, and fewer New York City students than students
in the natfonal sample performed in the top two gquartiles. However, when
the top quartile was analyzed more closely, it became clear that there was
also a larger than expected group of children with very high reading
scores. As Table 13 shows, more New York City students scored in the top
decile (90-99), in the top five percentiles (95-99), and in the top
percentile (99) than students in the national sample.
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Table 13

Performance in Top Decile:
New York City and Natinnal Norm Sample

90-99 95-99 9
National Norm Sample 10% 5% 1%
. New York City Sample 13.0% . 8.9% 4.8%

When one compares these results to those of second graders, the pro-
portion of students reading at and above grade level are about the same.
The proportion of secona graders reading at or apbove grade level as of
spring, 1986 was 42.3 percent. This figure includes 6.9 percent of second
graders who were limited-English-proficient (LEP) and, hence, assumed to
score below grade level. The proportion of first graders reading at or
above grade level in the pilot sample was 36.9. However, if all first
gragers were tested, the true percent reading at or above grade level
would be higher, i.e., more 1ike the scores of second graders.

Influence of early childhood education on reading achievewent. One of

the reasons for testing first graders was to provide irnformation on the
reading achievement of children with different amounts of early childhood
education experience. Information on amount of this experience was
available for about ha'f of the pilot “matched" sample (n=2,153). Us*ng

this smaller sample, comparisons were made among the mean reading scores*

* For the purpose of statistical analyses, raw scores were coaverted to
scaled scores, which provide an equal interval scale.
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for three groups of first-grade children: those with pre-kindergarten and
kindergarten, those with kindergarten only, and those with no early cnild-
hood experience at all.

Table 14 shows that children who haa early childhood education demon-
strated higher reading achievement than children without such experience.
Children who had poth pre-kindergarten and kindergarten scored significantly
higher than those who had either kindergarten only or no formal experience
at all. Even children with kindergarten experience only performed better
than those with no early childhood education at all. It is interesting to
note that most children for whom we had information had some early childhood
education experience.

Table 14

Mean Scaled Scores: Reading Achievement
of Children with Differing Early Childhood Education Experiences

(n =2,153)*
Pre-K and K K Only No Pre-Schocl
N of children 442 1,472 239
Mean scaled score 521.6%* 500.5%* 490.9%*

F=57.82, p < .001

* Regular and Resource Room only.

-41-

hs




The above results seem to support the impor.ance of early educational
experience in improving first-yrade reading achievement. [t is necessary
to consider, however, that this analysis does not include information on
other possible causes for higher test scores among these children. For

. example, research has shown that home environment is a critical factor in
student achievement. It is possible that chiidren who haa the most early
educational experience also had the most supportive home environment. In
that case, attributing higher scores to educational experience per se is
an jnaccurate interpretation of the data.

To better understand how early educ. .~onal experience affected reading
test scores, a second analysis was conducted. The reading achievement
score was correlated with the amount of experience (coded as “"2" for two
year's experience, "1" for one year of experience, an¢ “"0" for no exper-
1ence). The results (Spearman r = .20, p < .05) reveal that previous
school experience accounts for only a small portion of the variance (.04)
in the test scores. This lends support to the hypothesis that sigr:ficant
differences in mean test scores among chiidren with different educational
experiences may be due to other factors which are related to pre-school
participation, e.g., home environment. It is ‘also possible that effects
of early education experience would be confounded by a year's worth of
first-grade instruction.

Influence of gender on reading achievement. Girls in the first-grade

sample had higher average :2ading scores than boys. This finding is con-
sistent with a large body of research which suggests that girls at this
age are developmentally more mature and better able to read than bays.
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Table 15

Comparison of MAT Scores for Boys and Girls
1n the Pi1lot Sample

Number of Mean Standard Median

Children Raw Score Deviation Raw Score
Boys 2,078 50.9% 20.2 46
Girls 2,087 54.6* - 21.2 50

* t=5.85, p< .00l

This difference is also reflected in the pidportion of girls reading at or

apbove grade level (40.9 percent) as compared to boys (32.7).

MAT Subtest Results

The MAT is made up of three subtests: Vocabulary, Word Recognition,
and Reaaing Comprehension. The distribution of scores in these subtests
does not always mirror the total test score distripution. Further, the
content and level of the subtests are different. Thus, it makes sense to
examine the subtest results separately.

Vocabulary subtest. The vocabulary subtest is made up of 22 items

that "measure the meaning of words in context." All items are read by the
chila and require the student to fill in the missing word in a sentence.
This subtest is essentially at the primer and grade 1 reading level.

The mean raw score fo. the Vocabulary est for New York City first-
grade students in regular and resource rooms is slightly lower than the

national average. However, as was the case with the total raw score, the
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median for the New York sample is clearly lower than the national sample

score. The level of overall vocabulary achievement for New York City first

graders is reflected in the finding that 37 percent of first graders have

vocabulary skills at or above grade level, i.e., at or apbove the 50th percentile.
R Table 16

Vocabulary Raw Scores: New York City* and National Samples

Mean Standard Median
Raw Score Deviation Raw Score
New York City sample 11.1 6.2 9
National sample 11.8 6.5 13

*This sample includes only general education childrern.

A graph of the aistribution of Vocabulary subtest scores shows a very
interesting pattern of scores. Although half of the sample received
sccres of nine or below, there is a group of about 500 students (or 12
percent of the sample) who scored perfect or almost perfect scores on the
vocabulary subtest. The extremely high scores of this group of students
raises the New York City mean score so it is close to the national mean.
However, for the New York City sample, the subtest data show that in
vocabulary achievement, half the students performed below the national

. sample's mean score but a smaller group strongly outperformed the national
sample. The data also suggest th:it the test was not hard enough for these
top students, i.e., it did not include enougn difficult items to adequately

measure their vocabulary level,
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Word recognition subtest. The word recognition zubtest contains 28

1tems that "measure phoneme/ grapheme; consonants, phoneme/grapheme;
vowels, and word part clues." This subtest is a combination of teacher-
dictated and printed items. For the first ten items, the child is given a
picture and a list of four words and asked to choose the word that begins
with (or ends with or includes, depending on the item) the same sound(s)
as the picture. For each of these items, the teacher says aloud what ihe
picture is. For the next ten items, a sound in a word is underlined and
the child must choose, from a 1i1st of four words, the word that has the
underlined sound. This section is not read by the teacher. The last
eight items asks the child to read and complete sentences by chnosing the
correct word from a 1ist of four words.

The mean raw score of New York City children on word recognition was
exactly one point less than the national sample mean raw score. Although
not quite as dramatic as the vocabulary findings, the distribution of
scores does reveal that few students performed very poorly on the test,
the majority perform at or somewhat below average and a subgroup of about
400 scored quite high. As above, this is reflected in a median score for
New York City children which is lower than their mean score and .ower than
the national median score. The proportion of first graders reading at or

above grade level on this subtest was 38.8 percent.
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Table 17

Word Recognition Raw Score:
New York City* and National Samples

Mean Standard Median
Raw Score Deviation Raw Score
New York City sample 15.2 6.5 14
National sample 16.2 6.2 17

*This sample includes only general education children.

Reading comprehension subtest. The Reading Comprehension subtest
contains 53 items measuring comprehension of rebus (4 itéms), sentences (4
items), and passages (45 items). The reading level for the nine passages
begins at primer level and increases in difrficulty to third grade level.
The 45 passage-related items are designed to assess th. child's ability to
“recognize detail and sequence; infer meaning, cause and effect, main
idea, and character analysis, and draw conclusions."

Out of 53 items on this section of the MAT, the mean scores and
standard deviation for New York City children and for the national sample
were very similar. As with the other two subtests, the median scure for
reading comprehension was lower than the mean score and than the national
sample median. Unlike the other two subtests, the Reading comprehension
scores were more normally distributed. This likely occurred because there
were enough difficult items (this subtest included items up to third grade
daifficulty) to spread out the distribution of scores. The percentage of
childrer reading at or above grade i1evel 1n this subtest was 38.3 percent.
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Table 18

Reaaing Comprehension Raw Scores:
New York City* and National Samples

Mean Standard Median

Raw Score Deviation Raw Score
New York City sample 26.5 9.8 24
National sample 27.0 10.3 28

*This sample includes only general education children.

Relationship Between the MAT and Checklist

The MAT and the checklist are two different kinds of measures, each
assessing different aspects of communication arts abilities and each using
different assessment approaches. Thus, a significant correlation be-
tween sCores on these two measures implies that knowledge about a chila's
score on one helps to predict the other but does not necessarily mean that
the two are measuring the same skills. A strong and positive relationship
(Pearson correlation = .58) between children's reading achievement on the
standardized test (total score on MAT) and teacher observations of com-
munication arts skills recorded on the checklist (total checklist score)
was found. In other words, children who do well on the MAT are also
l11kely to be rated highly by their classrcom teacher.

Although the total test and total checklist scores are based on dif-
ferent kinds of items, there are selected individual items within each
measure which seemed to be assessing the same concept. For example, on
the MAT word recognition subtest, there were five items in which the
teacher said the name of a pictured object and the child chose one of four
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given words (printed next to a picture of that object) that began with the
same sound(s). On the checklist, item 21 asks the teacher to judge
whether the child "recognizes initial sounds and letters“. Although the
MAT is a direct measure of child performance and the checklist depends on
teacher assessment, the concept being measured is similar. Thus, a series
of correlations were computed to determine the relationship between
individual items on the MAT and on the checklist which were thought to be
measuring similar behaviors. The items chosen for this analysis were
initially selected by 0.E.A. and subsequently r¢viewed by and chosen in
conjunction with the Early Childhood Unit of C. & I.

Correlations between individual items ranged from .11 to .36; all were
statistically significant. It is not surprising that item correlations
were lower than total score correlations due to the nature of the correla-
tion statistic. What these findings suggest is that there is indeed a
relationship between the two ways of assessing students' performance on

similar communication .rts tasks, but the relationship is far from perfect.

MAT Results for Special Education Children

Based on individual needs, modifications to testing procedures were
made for children in special education classes. Modifications, which are
permittea when they appear on a student's IEP, included: time limit ex-
tended or waived; examination aaministe~ed in special location; questions
read aloud; and answers recorded in any manner. However, the test (MAT6,
Form L) given to special education children was the same as that administered

to the rest of the first-grade children.
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There were 45 readiness-delayed students for whom both MAT and checklist
information was available. Table 16 shows that both the mean and median
raw scores for these children were about 15 points lower than those for
the general-education children in the pilot sample. The distribution of

. test scores shows that most children obtained scores between 26 ana 35,
out of a possible raw score total of 103. The highest score obtained in
this sample was 61. It is interesting that in this group of 45 children
classified as developmentally delayed, there were four children who scored
above the national norm and ten ..ho scored above the New York City median.
Thus, by the time the MAT was administered in the spring, close to one-
fourth of these children were performing at a a level comparable with
general-education first graders in the New York City pilot sample. How-
ever, considering the whole group of readiness-delayed learners in the
sample, only 8.9 percent of the MIS IV first graders were reading at or
above grade level.

Table 19

MAT Test Scores: Special Education Children
Compared with General Education Children*

Mean Raw Standard Median
Score Deviation Raw Score
Special Education 38.0 11.0 35
(n = 45)
General Education 52.7 20.9 48
(n = 4,189)

*New York City pilot sample




There was less variation among the scores of children in the MIS IV
spacial education classes when compared to the general education or the
national norm sample. This makes sense since children were purposefully
grouped to make homogeneous instructional groups. The stancdard deviation
of 11 for this group of children means that about two-thirds of this pilot
sample had total MAT scores between 27 and 49 (as compared to a range of
between 32 and 74 for two-thirds of the general education sample.)

As with the general education sample, results for each of the three
subtests were separately examined to judge whether students' performance
varied from one category of reading achievement to another. Qut of a
possible 22 points on the vocabulary subtest, the mean score for the
special education children in the sample was 7.3 and the median was §.
These average scores are about three po’nts lower than the general education
students in the New York City sample. It is particularly interesting to
note that three MIS 1V children had vocabulary scores that were at the
level of the national median score (raw score = 13) and three others had
very high scores. However, the majority did perform poorly compared to
the national norm group: only 13 percent were reading at or above grade
level.

There were three children in this sample of special education children
who scored at or above the national mean raw score of 16 out of a possible
28 points in word recognition. However the average score of readiness-
delaved learners on this subtest was 9.8, well below the national mean and
the New Yor« City mean (15.2). The percent of children in this special
2ducation sample whose word recogniti;n skills were at or above grade

level was 4.4 percent.
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The Reading Comprehension subtest included the most difficult items on
the test, some of which were at the third-grade level. The mean raw score
for the national and the New York City pilot sample was about 27 of the 53
items correct. Interestingly, there were eight children in the readiness-
delayed pilot group who scored 27 or higher on this subsection. The mean
score of 20.9 for the entire group of special education children was six
points lower than the national and New York City'sample average. The
proportion of the special education sample who had a reading comprehension
performance at or above grade level was 15.6 percent.

Although it is inappropriate to make generalizations based on one
sample of 45 students, it is interesting to observe that reading performance
of this sample of students was best in the area of comprehension and

poorest in word recognition.

Opinions on MAT

Responding to the same questionnaire which asked for opinions on the
checklist, 323 teachers and 154 administrators gave their reactions to the
MAT. Some of the questions were closed-option, such as "Was the difficulty
level of the test 1) too easy, 2) just right, or 3) too difficult?" Other
questions, such as "What do you see as the strengths of a test such as
this?", allowed for open-ended responses. As was done for comments on the
checklist, each comment was systematicelly categorized using a content
analysis approach which classified statements with similar meaning into
one category. Then, the number of statements in each category was added
up to understand the degree of consensus on each of tae strengths and
weaknesses of the MAT identified by teachers and administrators.
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Survey responses provided important information from administrators
znd teachers who were testing first-grade children with the MAT for the
first time. Their attitudes toward testing first graders with the MAT
have implications for future testing of children in this age group.

. Quotes from teachers and adaministrators are included below to more clearly
illustrate the reactions of participants in the pilot sample.

Appropriateness for New York City curriculum and Students. Almost

“-1f of the teachers ‘47 percent) and more than half of the aaministrators
(57 percent) responded "yes" to the question "Does the test adequately
reflect the New York City communication arts curriculum?” Open-ended
comments reflect this almost even division of opinion as to how well the
MAT represents the curriculum. Some teachers thought the MAT "covers
what is taught throughout the school year" and that "each of the reading
skilis are adequately covered." An administrator agreed that "the MAT
contains and tests all reading skills for which first graders should be
held responsible.” For those who feel the MAT is not an adequate test of
what was taugnt, concerns range from specific comments -- “The test given
is not valia in view of our phonics oriented program (Lippincott)" -- to
more generalized comments -- “It didn't evaluate many of the things which
were taught in the first grade."

Other feelings about how appropriate the test is for New York City

children were obtained in response to the open-ended guestions about the

MAT's weaknesses. The responses reveal concerns about cultural bias in
the test items. Admimistrators (n=10) and teachers (n=25) thought "the
subject matter and much of the vocaoulary...were inappropriate fc inner-
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city children." An even stronger issue was the appropriateness of testing
first-grade chidren. "The average first-grade student is not developmentaily
mature enough to attend to the same task (such as reaaing stories and com-
prehension questions) for 35 minutes," said one of the 38 teachers and 27
administrators who commented that children this age should not be given
standardized tests. Some teachers (n=25) specifically questioned the ap-
propriateness of the MAT for low-ability children. Their perspective is
illustrated by the following comments: "It did not arcurately test the
abilities of children in the lower third of the grade" or "did not adequately
test the abilities of a child who is just beginning to reaa".

Ore of the survey gquestions designed to examine the apsropriateness of
the MAT for first graders asked teachers and aaministrators to classify
the difficulty of the MAT: virtually no one selected "too easy"; about
ten percent said “just right", and most (close to 90 percent) chose "too
dgifficult." Indeed, the overall difficulty of the test ~as mentioned as a
weakness of the 1.AT by both administrators (n=38) and teachers (n:81).
Typical stateﬁents were that the test was "too difficult" or "much too
arfficult” or "teo difficult fo the average first grader." There were
additional comments-that identified subtests as being especially aiffi-
cult. The comprehension section was criticized :he most: “There were too
many stories. The children were restless and didn't attempt to do their
best" or “The comprehension difficul ty threatens the children" or "The
reading comprehension passages are high above first-grage reading ability."

The latter comment is accurate to some extent. The MAT Directions for

Aaministering state that the comprehension section includes passages that
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are of third-grade difficulty and tells teachers to say to children before

they take the comprehension section “you may not be able to read all of
them, just do your best." While the Directions also ask teachers to en-
courage pupils even though "Some of the pupils may become discouraged”,
the teachers’ comments suggest that some children moved beyond discourage-
went to frustration.

Administrators (n=33) and teachers (n=58) also expressed concern that
the length of the MAT was inappropriate for New York City first-grade
students. The most frequent comment simply was that “the test was too
long" for children to sit through. One teacher said "the test was so long
that I believe it was more of a test of endurance than reading".

The length and aifficulty of the test, given the age of the students,
contributcd to the most common criticism of the MAT, that it was a stressful
and frustrating experience for the children. Many teachers (n=89) and
aaministrators (n=38) made strong statements about how stressful the
experience of taking the MAT was. Comments included "It made most of the
students whd took it highly anxious and frustrated," "many students became
frustrated and cried”, "children became frustrated just looking at the
passage and did not take time to read carefully", "The frustr:tion |evel
surfaced very quickly in my class of slow learners...they either put their
heads down to cry or just filled in any circle."” and "The comprehension
part of the test frustrated the children who are still struggling with
decoding words and who lost the aim o¥ this portion of the test." The
frequency and strength of these comments considered in conjuntion with
other statements made about the test's length, difficulty, and relevance
for this population raise concerns.
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On a more positive note, some admnistrators (n=6) and teachers (n=19)
suggested that the MAT may be an appropriate test for identifying or
assessing gifted children.

MAT format. The majority of teechers* felt that MAT test items were
clear (75 percent) and that directions waic understandable (77 percent).
Almost all teachers (96 percent) agreed that directions to the teacher
were understandabie. Responses to the open-ended questions reveal why
one-fourth of teachers felt directions to the children were not understand-
able: directions were too wordy, there were too many examples and too many
changes of directions.

Other criticisms of the test format arose {n=34) in response to ques-
tions about weaknesses of “he MAT. One concern was that "there was no
progression in complexity”, i.e., the test should have started with easier
1téms and gradually increased in difficulty. The layout of test items was
also perceived to be a problem. For example, some sections ended in the
middle of the page and ore teacher thought the column layout was confusi
Another format problem identified by a number of teachers was the smal’
print size, including the STOP signs designed to signal the end of each
subtest section. Finally, a number of teachers did not feel it was ap-
propriate or necessary to give first graders a timed test.

Use of results. When asked to rate how useful MAT results would be in

instructional planning, only eight percent of teachers indicated it would

be “very useful” and 30 percent said it would be "moderately useful." The

* Aaministrators were not asked these questions.
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majority thought the MAT results would be "minimally useful" (39 percent)
or "not at all useful" (23 percent). Admnistrators viewed the test
resul ts somewhat mor. favorably: ten percent thought the MAT results
would be "very useful" for instructional planning, 43 percent thought
results would be "moderately useful” and oniy 12 percent indicated "not at
all useful”. Some teachers (n=22) and administrators (n=25) did specificaliy
comment that the MAT results would be useful, e.g., "to guide tre teacher
in planning an instructional piogram if used correctly”. There was clearly
a range of opinion on the instructional value of the MAT r~esults though
relatively few were very enthusiastic about this use of test results.

Responses to the specific questions on the usefulness of test results
for overall assessment of first graders' communication arts skills were
very similar to those discussed above. Comparatively few respondents felt
MAT results would be “very useful" for this purpose and most felt results
would be moderately or minimally useful. However, responses to the ques-
tion asking for stiengtns of the MAT suggested some interest by adminis-
trators (n=51) and teachers (n=71) for eval :ting students' achievement
and, in particular, strengths, weaknesses, and needs. Teachers' comments
included: "It could be an objective measure of the skills the children
have been taught”, "The only strength would be to aid teachers in determining
1n what areas the children need the most help,"” and “The test .ndicates
how well the first grader reads and knows hi1s skills." Aaministrators also
believed the resuls could serve a diagnostic purpose as well as provide
an objective evaluation of a child's ability. Some respondents felt the
MAT might serve as a tcol to identify or assess gifted children.
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Teachers (n=36) and administrators (n=19) suggested that administering
the MAT in grade one was heipful in introducing formal testing procedures
to children and gives them "practice with test-taking techniques." A few
teachers emphasized that "test-taking skills are a necessary tool in our
society." and suggested the MAT's "greatest strength is future preparation
for standardized testing in the second grade."

Another strength of the MAT testing program was that results could be
used for peer comparisons, e.g., "Because it is a standardized test you
are able to compare scores of children throughout the district." As one of
the administrators remarked, "As a supervisor, I am interested in how well
my students perform on a national basis."

Although a number of uses for the MAT results were suggested, there
were 60 teachers who emphatically believed there were no values in testing
with the MAT. Reactions range from "I don't see any strength in a test
such as this as 1t does not recognize the developmental levels of a first
grade child" to a succinct "The test had no strengths."” Fewer aaministra-
tors (n=15) had a negative view of the value of the MAT.

Others expressed concern that results would be of Timited value be-
cause they were not a true reflection of a child' 1wility. For example,
one teacher remarked “Results can be deceiving. A few of my best readers
dgidn't fipnish because they worked too slowly. Their scores will surely be
deceprive.” Others were sure that children were guessing and thus test
scores would present an inaccurate and inflated picture of reading acnieve-
ment. Theie was also the concern that the MAT “"does not truly measure the
‘real’ progress many first graders have made. We have so many youngsters
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coming to school severely lacking in skills. Over the years these youngsters
have made great strides in reading. The MAT does not measure this."

Aaministration of the MAT. Test administration procedures ran smoothly

.and no wajor problems were identified. Most concerns expressea had to do
with tne length and difficulty of the MAT and resulta“t student stress and
frustration. A few acministrators noted there were a large number of

absences from the test due either to i1l ness or giving the test on a
Monday. Other than that, the aqministration process itself seemed relatively

uneventful.

ADMINISTRATOR ANL TEACHER OPINIONS ON
OVERALL FIRST-GRADE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

Most administrators and teachers felt the checklist should be a part

of an overall first-grade assessment program, either in combination with a
standardized test or alone. Almost no one recommended assessment of first
graders using a standardized reading test alone. A greater proportion of
aaministrators than teachers thought there was a role for standardized
testing in a first-grade assessment program, albeit not as the sole
measure. Some teachers (13 percent) did not feel either assessment
approach was appropriate.

Each administrator and teacher was given an opportunity at the end of
the survey questionnaire to offer comments or recommendations regarding a
citywide first-grade assessment program and what it shoulc include. The
most frequent comment was a criticism of the MAT. Many of the sujgestions
elaborated upon choices reported above, i.e., use the checkiist. either in
combination with a stanaardized test or hy its21f. One teacher endorsed
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"3 short checklist two to three times a year regarding what skills should
have been completed by a certain time. These checklists should be citywide
and be used as a standard for all first-grade teachers." OQthers agreed
that "The communication arts checklist seems like the right tool for
assessing first graders. Teachers and parents would have an excellent
basis upon which to assess each child's needs.” Those who supported the
combined use of the checklist and a standardized test typically recommended
a test other than the MAT. Examples of alternative tests included: "test
from basal reacing programs, e.g., Houghton Mifflin"; or a shorter standardized
test given under more relaxed conditions. Some administrators and teachers
did not discuss the possible use of the checklist but did comment on the
need for an alternative to the MAT. A number of teachers did not feel
that first graders should be tested on a citywide basis and that reading
series tests provide a better assessment of what is learned.

Table 20

Administrator and Teacher QOpinions on Approach to
First-Grade Assessment

Administrators Teachers
] R
Checklist alone 33 40
Test aione 4 3
Checklist and test 60 44
Neither checklist nor test 3 13
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IV. CONCLUSIONS

The pilot test provides important information to be used 1n deciding
the most appropriate means of assessing first-grade students' reading
achievement. Student performance data, as measured by a standardized test
and a teacher observation checklist, revealed the range of abilities 1n
New York City students and suggested strengths and weaknesses of children's
reading performance and also of the measures of their performance.

Teacher and administrator reactions to the pilot test and their ideas for
future assessment approaches suggested ways to assess first graders that
they felt woula be poth fair and informative.

A1l findings on student performance must be tempered by the fact the
pilut sample probably under-represents the achievement of all first
graders in New York City If all first graders were to be tested, it is
likely test and checklist scores would be higher. Nevertheless, the

results are still valuable and led to the following conclusions.

STUDENT PERFORMANCE

e It is likely that the level of reading achievement of first
graders is slightly less than but comparable <o that of second
graders in New York City, i.e., 42.3 percent of second graders in

the spring of 1986 were reading at or above grade level.

e There is wide variation in reading achievement test scores among
children in the first grade. For example, although there is a
larger group of children in the pilot sample who performed below
che national average, there was also a larger than expected group
of children whose performance was much higher than the national

average.
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e Children performed at roughly the same level for each of the
three reading subtests: vocabulary, word reccgnition, and
reading comprehension,

e According to checklist findings, over two-thirds of the children
coula perform "most of the time" basic reading skills such as
recognizing initial and final sounds and letters, identification
of sight words and associating letter with sound. Fewer than
half the children (40 percent) could routinely perform the more
complex skills, such as using contextual clues when coming upon
unknown words, or making inferences from materials read.

e There is a strong relationship between students' performance on
the standardized achievement test and teachers' ratings on the
observation checklist, i.e., students who perform well on the
test are likely to be rated highly by teachers.

* Children who participate in early childhood education programs
perform better on both the standardized test and the teacher
checklist wuan children without such experience. However, it is
likely that other factors not measured in this study are contributing
to these performance differences.

e The special education sample in the pilot study included readiness-
delayed learners only. A few of these children performed at
levels comparable to children in regular classrooms though most

scorea lower than the New York City average.
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USEFULNESS OF THE MAT AND CHECKLIST

o The usefulness of the MAT results was seriously weakened by
aaministrators’ and teachers' concerns regarding the difficulty
and length of the test as w&ll as its inappropriateness for first
graders,

e The checklist results were thought to be useful in guiding
teachers as part of their ¢« “ort to assess individual student's
strengths, weaknesses, and progress during the school year. A
number of important considerations for futyre use were suggested:

- In geciding how frequently to use the checklist during tha
school year, it is imperative to recall that it adds ap-
proximately three hours to a teacher's workload each time a
class is evaluated.

- «he three-point scale should be carefully re-evaluated to
judge whether frequency of skill performed (i.e., “not yet"
to "most of the time™) is an important measure or should
quality of skill performance be judged instead (or, 1n
aadgition). Also, does the three-point scale provide adeguate
c¢ifferentiation or might a five-point scale be better.

- In light of the pilot test findings are skills listed on the
checklist providing teachers and otherc with new or useful
information? Should other skills, suggested by teachers in
this pilot study, such as “blending” or “word families" be

added?

-62-




* Teachers and administrators would Tike to see a teacher

checklist inciuded as part of a citywide first-grade

assessment process. Most feel, however, it was not

comprehensive enough to be the only measure of reading

performance. Although many would also like to see a

standardized test as part of the assessment program, there
were strong concerns expressed about using the MAT.

In sum, the pilot assessment program yielded valuable information
which has both practical and theovetical implications. Based on these
findings, New Yorx City did not mandate citywide testing of first
graders for the 1986-1987 sch601 year and wiil consider test results
and teacher and administrator opinion in planning future testing of
fi~st graders. They further point to the instructional value of a
revised checklist but indicate caution in its use as a citywide

assessment measure.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FIRST-GRADE ASSESSMENY

The following recomnendations are made as & result of the pilot

study:

* A citywide assessment program for the firs%i graders should
reflact the need for diverse types of assessment
instruments to suit diverse purposes, such as identifying
students' strengths and weaknesses, comparing of New York
City children with national norms, and evaluating early
childhood programs

* Becai: : of the generally negative reaction to using
stan“ardized citywide tests at this grade level, a

-63-




sampling approach to cityw'de testing should be considered.
A carefully chosen sample would give the data needed for
citywide program evaluation without requiring that every
student be tested, or that results be reported ior every
school and district.

Since teachers and administrators reacted more negatively
to the MAT than to the concept of ;tandardized testing of
first graders in general, an aiternative might be to seek a
more acceptable standardi~ed test to administer to the
selected sample. The benefits of any alternative test
would have to be weighed against the benefits of a uniform
citywide testing program fron. grade to ¢rade, since the
MAT is used citywide at grade 2.

Those districts that continue to use the MAT for their own
evaluation purnoses should offer appropriate staff
development in the use and interpretation of the test
results, particularly in 1light of tne pilot respondents'
strong concsrns about the test at this grade level.

If the checklist continues to be used either as an option
or as part of a citywide assessment program, aspects of the
checklist such as which skills it measures and what kind of
rating scale it should have need to be re-examined.

The MAT test results should be shared with the Division of
Curriculum and Instruction so they are aware of the large
number of first graders performing below the national
average on the skills assessed by this test.
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In sum, these results have implications for both test developers

and public education decision-makers, particularly regarding attitudes

of teachers toward standardized testing of young children and
appropriate ways to gather standardized reading achievement data for

the first graders.




New York City Board of Education Appendix A
Spring, 1986 First-Grade Pilot Study
Communication Arts First-Grade Checklfist
(Monolingual Classes)

Please complete the following information.

STUDENT INFORMATTON

[.D, Kumber _ B o
T 7 T -F % 5T 7T B 9
Name —
o 1T 7 3 & T e I 18 9 20 721 72 73 72§ 5 76
(First) (Last)
Birthdate Limited-English Proficient 1) 2) |
¢ FA I I k) I 72 Yes No |
(Month) (Day) (Year) (33) |
. OTHER INFORMATION
District School Classroom
L - 35 3T 3/ [ 0 AT
For each statement, circle the number which indicates the degree to which the child has
developed the communication arts skill in English. (The skills are defined in the attached
Teacher's Guide.)
Not Some- Host of DO NOT
Yet Times the Time WRITE
(1) (2) (3). IN THIS
COoLUMN
A} LISTEHING SKILLS
1. Listen; to others reading aloud with
interest and pleasure. 1 2 3 (42)
2. Retells a simple story in sequence. 1 2 3 (43) ‘
3. Perceives the main fdea of a story. 1 2 3 (48) |
4. Follows oral directions. 1 2 3 (45)
5. Recognizes rhyming words aurally. 1 2 3 (46)
B) SPEAKING SKILLS
6. Looks at pictures and demonstrates
understanding of content. 1 2 3 (47)
7. Relates own experiences, ideas, and feelings. 1 2 3 (48)
8. Asks questions. 1 2 3 (49)
9. Reveals understanding through replies and
reactions to questions. 1 2 3 (50)
10. Expresses thoughts clearly enough to
. be understood. 1 2 3 (51)
11. Predicts next probable event in a sequence, 1 2 3 (52)
C) WRITING SKILLS
12, uwrites upper and lowar case letters. 1 2 3 (53)
13, Uses invented spelling i 2 3 (58)
14, Writes simple stories with minimal
assistance from adult. 1 2 3 (55)




MGHUL [UGUAL (LASSES e
Mot  some- 13st If D0 NOT
Yet Tines the Time ARITE
(1) (2) (3) IN THIS
D) READING SKILLS COLUMN
15. Distinguishes between realism and fantasy. 1 2 3 (56)
16, Establishes left to right and top to bottom
direction2iity on a printed page. 1 2 3 (57)
17, Ildentifies sight words, print {n the |
environment, and signs and labels. 1 2 3 {58)
18. Reads experfence charts. 1 T2 3 (59)
19, Reads and understands a variety of
mathematical symbols, e.g., numerals,
clocks, calendars. 1 2 3 (60)
20. Follows written diractions. 1 2 3 (61)
21. Recognizes initial sounds and letters. 1 2 3 (62)
22. Recognizes final sounds and latters. 1 2 3 (63)
23, Associates letters of the alphabet with
their sounds. 1 2 3 (64)
24, Reads aloud to and with others from books
and owa stories. 1 2 3 (65)
25. Sounds out words. 1 2 3 (86)
26. Uses contextual clues when coming upon
urknown words. 1 2 3 (67)
27. Reads high-frequency words easily in any
format or context. 1 2 3 (68)
28. Uses texts to find answers to questfons
posed by adults. 1 2 3 (69)
29, Makes inferences from materials read. 1 2 3 (70)
30. Recognizes the sound of different consonant .
clusters (e.q9., bl, tr). 1 2 3 (71)




New York City Board of Education Appendix A
Spring, 1986 First-Grade P{lot Study
Communication Arts First-Grade Checklist
{811ingual Classes)
Please complete the following information,
TSTUDENT TNFORMATION
1.0, Numher
T 7T T T ¥ § T 8§ T
Name
B ) S VD & B LI T T 18 ™ 20 2T 22073y &% 5 75
(First) {Last)
Birthdate Limited-English Proficient 1) 2)
LA P k) BV Yes W0
(Month) {Day) {Year) (33)
OTHER INFORMATION
District School Classroom
L S ¥ I 3§ 35 W0 i
For each statement, circle the number which indicates the degree to which the child has
developed the communication arts skill in his or her native lanquage. (The skills are
defined in the attached Teacher's Guide.)
"ot Some- Most of D0 NOT
Yet Times the Time WRITE
(1) (2) (3) IN THIS
COLUMN
A) LISTENING SKILLS
1. Listens to nthers reading aloud with
interest anc pleasure. 1 2 3 (42)
2. Retells & simple story in sequence. 1 2 3 (43)
3. Perceives the mais idea of a story. 1 2 3 (44)
4. Follows oral directions. 1 2 3 (4s)
5. Recognizes rhyming words aurally. 1 2 3 (4s)
8) SPEAKING SKILLS
6. Looks at pictures and ocmonstrates
understanding of content. 1 2 3 (47)
7. Relates own experiences, ideas, and feelings. 1 2 3 {48)
8. Asks questions. 1 2 3 (49)
9, Reveals understanding through repiies and
reactfons to questions. 1 2 3 {50)
. 10, Expresses thoughts clearly enough to
be understood. 1 2 3 {51)
11. Predicts next probable event in a sequence. 1 2 3 {52)
C) WRITING SKILLS
12. Writes upper °nd lower case letters. 1 2 3 {53)
13. Uses invented spelling.
14, MWrites simple stories with minimal
assistance from aduit.




BILINGUAL CLASSES

0)

Not Some- Most of
Yet Times the Time
(1) (2) (3)
READING SKILLS
15. Distinguishes between realism and fantasy. 1 2 3
16, Establishes left to right and top to bottom
directionality on a printed page. (Not ap-
plicable in all languages.) 1 2 3
17. ldentifies sight words, print in the
environment, and signs and labels. 1 2 3
18. Reads experience charts. 1 2 3
19. Reads and understands a variety of
mathematical symbols, e.g., numerals,
clocks, calendars., i 2 3
20. Follows written directions, 1 2 3
21. Recognizes initial sounds and letters. 1 2 3
22. Recognizes final sounds and letters. 1 2 3
23. Associates letters of the alphabet with
their sounds. 1 2 3
24, Reads aloud to and with others from books
and own stories. 1 2 3
25. Sounds out rds. 1 2 3
?6. Uses contextual clues when coming upon
unknown words. 1 2 3
27. Reads high-frequency words easily in any
format or context. 1 2 3
28. Uses texts to find answers to questions
posed by adults. 1 2 3
29. Makes inferences from materials read. 1 2 3

30. Recognizes the sound of different consonant
clusters (e.g., b1, tr).

00 NOT
WRITE

IN THIS
COLUMN

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)

(61)

(62)

(63)

(64)

(65)

(66)

(67)

(58)

(€9)

(70)




NEW YORK CITY BOAR} . EDUCATION
SPRING, 1986 FIRST-Gr+ -. 1iLOT STUDY
COMMUNICATION ARTS FIRST~. RADE CHECKLIST

TEACHER'S GUIDE

The purpose of this assessment form is to identify some salient characteristics
of each first-grade child in a natural setting, i.e., the classroom. The
teacher, who is in daily contact with the child, is able to provide an ongoing
evaluation and to give a comprehensive picture of the child at a particular
time. Gbserving the child at work during the independent and small group
work/play time provides opportunities to fill in the observation 1ecklist on
an ongoing basis. Completion of the items may take olace over a period of days.

To help define checklist items more clearly and co establish a uniform
observation guide, illustrations of the items which will "elp focus on the
shild's behaviors in a 5. e detailed manner are included. These items may be
manifested in ‘different ways.

(A) LISTENING SKILLS

1. Listens to others reading aloud with interest and pleasure
Listens attentively nd identifies aspects of the story. Is
interested in listening even when not being addresseu specifically.
Ezample: responds appropriately to humorous parts of a story either
by facial expression and/or verbally.

2. Retells a simple story in seguence.
Ts able to recall or reconstruct verbally, or in picture form, a
story in prop.  sequence.
Example: uses puppet or felt board for a retelling of Three Little
Pigs, or other stories. Draws pictures illustrating different parts
of a story.

3. Perceives the main idea of a story.
Is able to understand the most important ides of a story told, and
tell, dramatize, write or draw about it.

4. Follows oral directions.
1s able to follow oral directions that have two or three different
commands.
Example: cooperates with transition routines such as putting awav
materials and choosing books for quiet reading.

5. Recognizes rhyming words aurally.
Uses rhyming words as a way for enjoying language;
uses rhyming words in informal classroom situations;
1s able to find a rhyme for a given word, e.g., my, pie, ey~;
understands and uses rhyming language to evoke emctional responses,
e.g., laughter. When asked to rhyme an unfamiliar word the child
will substitute letters until a rhyme is formed (fling, swing).
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(B) SPEAKING SKILLS (continued)

6. Looks at pictures and demonstrates understanding of content.
Makes personal associations with pictures presented;
makes up a story about a picture;
tells sequential story from a book using only pictures
Example: engages in pretend reading of familar books to friend.

7. Relates own experiences, ideas, feelings.
Can give verbal explanation of a picture or story based on personal
s experience; relates story to own experiences; gives evidence of own
fears, preferences and values in discussion or circle time.
Example: fears of animals, witches, giants, getting lost; preferences
. for foods, activities, books.

8. Asks questions.
Is able to use language appropriately to ask questions in a variety
of settings and experiences.
Example: asks questions about a classroom pet: Where does it sleep?
What does it eat?

9. Reveals undevstanding through replies and reactions to questions.
Is able t> react to questions with appropriate responses either
verbally or through non-verbial expression.
Example: able to select or choose appropriate dress for various
weather situations presented; can express appropriate emotional
reactions to a given situation,

13. Expresses thoughts cleariy enough to be understood.
IS able to use language appropriately in formal and informal settings;
relates incidents in simple terms even with few details;
uses sentences averaging 3 - 5 words;
uses sentences with grammat.cal structure appropriat: to age and
developmental stages;
uses many parts of speech.
Example: children share perscnal experiences in a small or large
group; children will sometimec respond differently in a small group
from their response in a large group.

11. Predicts the next probable event in a sequence.

Is able to report past events and predict future events either
verbally or in picture form;
is able to give verbal responses to questions based on predicting a

. story ending.
Example: engages in scientific activities like plar .ng seeds and can
record 1n pictures the sequence of the experience.

~ Example: responds to questions such as, "What do you think will
happen next?"
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(C)
12.

13.

(D)
15.

l16.

17.

18.

19.

WRITING SKILLS

Writes upper and lower case letters.
Can copy and write independently most of the upper and lower case
letters.

Uses invented spelling.
Uses invented spelling througn experiential and language contexts,
such as verbal cues, rhyming words and knowledge of sound;
uses invented spelling tc enrich independent writing projects.
Example: Sistr, eyscrim, toi for sister, ice cream, toy.

Writes simple stories with minimal assistance from adult.
Writes stories independently based on. simple, personal and common
experiences. Stories may consist of two or more sentences.

KEADING SKILLS

Distinguishes betwe2n realism and fantasy.
Is able to understand real and imaginary representation of ideas and
show evidence of this understanding through group discussions, play
activities and drawings.
Examples: questions about whether a story iz true/real or pretend
will elicit resporises from the children such as:
*that's a make-believe story";
"let's pretend we're doing this";
*that's not a real srory"; or
"I'm only fooling®.

Establishes left to right and top to bottom directionality on a printed
page (not applicable to all languages), as evidenced by teacher observation
of the child's interaction with printed materials, e.g., experience charts,
big books.

Example: runs finger under ..ory (sentence) written under picture.

Identifies sight words, print in the environment, and signs and labels.
Reads aloud or matches as evidenced by child's performance using
these materials.

Example: puts materials away appropriately as indicated by signs and
labels at clean-up time; indicates understanding of signs such as:
Stop, Go, Up, Down.

Reads experience charts.

Reads experience charts to complete a recipe, recall events of a trip,

folirw a sequence of class rules at clean-'p time, etc.
Example: enjoys re-reading a chart or story when a discussion is
recorded about. classroom activities such as making play dough, spring
tim' etc.

Reads and understands a variety of mathematical symbols, e.g., numerals,
clocks, calendars.
Is able to respond verbally and in written form to questions by using
mathematical terms appropriately, e.. , identifyingy class room
number, finding a date on the calendar.
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(D)

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

26.

27.

READING SKILLS (continued)

Follows written directions.
Is able to understand an{ respona to sequentially oraered
instructions of two to three items.
Example: Can understand directions to color, cut, write, circle,
and/or underline.

Recognizes initial sounds and letters.
identifies some of the initial sounds and letters (more than ten).

Recognizes final .unds and letters.
Identifies some of the final sounds and letters (more than ten).

Associates letters of the alphabet with their sounds.
Identifies most of the let.ers of the alphabet and associates them
with their sounds.
Example: Demonstrates this skill in individual conference or group
activity.

Reads aloud to and with others from books and own stories.
Example: Reads original stories and/or trade buoks to the teacher or
other children.

Sounds out words.
Is independently able to sound out words while reading aloud, as
evidenced by reading experience charts, classroom signs.
Is able to read independently by using word attack skills;
uses familiar so'nds, rhyming words, similar words as clues.

Uses ¢ ntextual clues when coming upon unknown words.
Is able to understand unfamiliar word meanings through experiential
and language clues, such as pictures, intra-sentence clues and in
relation to meanings in surrounding sentences.
Example: reads ahead tc look for context clues for meanings of
unknown words, reads sentence and then gces back to fill in unknown
word.

Reads high frequericy words easily in any format or context.
Reads fluently the words used in the classroom.
Example: signs and labels, experiznce charts, recipes, work charts,
learning center directions, as we.l as common words used outside of
the classroom.
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Appendix B

OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL “SSESSMENT

SPRING, 1986 FIRST-GRADE PILOT
ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

Please fill in the following information:

District __
School

Please respond to the questions that follow. Your comments
will help us as we study different methods of assessing first-
jraders' reading achievement.

L

Communication Arts First-Grade Checklis®

Does the checklist adequately cover the skills included in
the New York City first-grade communication arts curriculum?

1) Yes 2) No

Do the difficulty levels of the skills on the checklist
adequately reflect the difficulty level of the first-grade
curriculum?

1) Yes 2) No

——— ————

Are the items clearly defined on the Teacher's Guide?

1) Yes 2) o

Are directions for completing the checklist understandable?

1) Yes 2) No

How usefil do you think results from this checklist would
be for instructional planning?

1) Very useful 3) Minimally useful
2) Moderately useful 4) _  Not at 711 useful
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FIRST-GRADE PILOT ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

How useful do you think results from this checklist would
be for overall assessment of first-graders' communication
arts skills?

1) Very useful 3) Minimally useful
2) Moderately useful 4) Not at all useful

At what time of year would administratior of this checklist
be most helpful to you?

1) Fall
2) Mid-year
3) Spring

How, if at all, would you like to see a checklist sucn as
this used in an overall first-grade assessment program?

1) The checklist alone would be most useful.

2) A standardized first-grade reading test
alone would be most useful.

3) A combination of the checklist and a
standardized test wculd be most useful.

4) Neither the checklist nor the test would be
useful.
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FIRST-GRADE PILOT ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY PAGE 3 of 6

9. What do you see as the strengths of a checklist such
as this?

10. What do you see as the weaknesses of a checklist such
as tnis?

11. Please describe any problems that occurred with the
administration of this checkiist in your school.

(Please go on to next page and respond to questions about the
standardized test administered as part of the pilot.)
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FIRST-GRADE PILOT ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

13.

14,

15.

METROPO. .TAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Did the test adequately reflect the New York City
communication arts curriculum?

1) Yes 2) No

Was the difficulty level of the test

1) Too easy
2) Just right
3) Too difficult

How useful do you think results from this test we '1d be for
instructional planning?

1) Very useful 3) Minimally usefui
2) Moderately useful 4) Not at all useful

How usef ‘1 do you think results from this test would be
for overall assessment of first-graders' communication
arts skills?

1) Very useful 3) Minimally useful
2) Moderately useful 4) Not at all useful
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FIRST-GRADE PILOT ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY PAGE 5 of 6

16. What do y'u see as the strengths of a test such as this?

17. what do you see as the weaknesses of a test such as this?

18. Plerse describe any problems that occurred with the
administration of this test in your school.

-73-

~-
b~




FIRST-GRADE P7 7 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY PAGE 6 of 6
SUMMARY

19. Please indicate any comments or recommendations you have
regaraing a citywide first-grade assessment program and
v what it should include.

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Please return
it in the envelope provided to your district test liaison.
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OFFICE o EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT

SPRING, 1986 FIRST-GRADE PILOT
TEACHER SURVEY

Please fill in the following information:
District L |
School e ___
Class
Type of Class: 1) __ Monolinguai 2) __ Bilingual
1) __ Special 2) __ General
Education Education

Please respond to the questions that follow. Your comments
will help us as we study different methods of assessing first-
graders' reading achievement.

Communication Arts First-Grade Checklist

1. Does the checklist adequately cover the skills included in
the New York City first-grade communication arts curriculum?

1) Yas 2) No

2. Do the difficulty levels of the skills on the checklist
adequately reflect the difficulty level of the first-grade
curriculum?

1) ____ Yes 2) No

3. Are th. items clearly defined on the Teacher's Guide?

1) Yes 2) No

4. Are directions for completing the checklist understandable?

1) Yes 2) No

o e ——— ———

5. How useful do you think results from this checklist would
be for instructional planning?

1) Very useful 3) ______ Minimally usefu,
2) Moderately useful 4) Not at all useful |
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FIRST-GRADE PILOT TEACHER SURVEY

6.

In which of the following ways would you use the checklist?
(Chack all that apply.)

1) ___ For grouping

2) ____ For curriculum planning

3) _____ For instructional purposes

4) _____ For planning individualized activities
5) For assessing children's progress

How useful do you think results from this checklist would
be for overall assessment of first-graders' communication
arts skills?

1) Very useful 3) Minimally usaful
2) Moderately useful 4) Not at all usefu’

How many checklists did you complete?

1) 1-5 4) __ 16-20
2) 6-10 5) 21-25
3) 11-15 6) more than 25

9. How much time did it take you to complete all the checklists?

1) Less than one hour
2) At least one hour bui less than two
3) At least two hours but less than three
o 4) Three hours or more
* 10. At what time of year would administration of this checklist
be most helpful to you?
1) Fall
2) Mid-year
3) Spring
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(20)

(1)

(22)

(23)
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11. In the future, if you were asked to complete these check-
1ists once a year for every child in your class, would
you need additional time in order to do this?
1) Yes 2) No
(25)
12, How, if at all, would you like to see a checklist such as
this used in an overall first-grade assessment program?
1) The checklist alone would be most useful.
v 2) A standardized first-grad2 reading test
alone would be most useful.
A combination of the checklist and a
standardized test would b2 most useful.
Neither the checklist nor the te-t would be
useful.
(26)
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13. What do you see as the strengths of a checklist such
as this?

14, wWhat do you see as the weaknesses of a checklist such
as this?

(Please go on to next page and respond to questions about the
standardized test administered as part of the pilot.)
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15. Did the test adequately reflect the New York City
communication arts curriculum?
1) Yes 2) No
(Z7)
16. Was the difficulty level of the test
1) Too easy
2) Just right
3) Too difficult
- (Z8)
17. MWere test items, in general, clear?
1) Yes 2) No
I R (29)
18. Were directions to the children understandable?
1) Yes 2) No
- I (30)
19. Were directions to the teacher unders$tandable?
1) Yes 2) No
- - (31)
20. How useful do you think results from this test would be for
instructional planning?
1) Vary usef | 3) Minimally useful
2) Moderately useful 4) Not at all useful
- I (32)
21. How useful do you think results from this test would be
for overall 3ssessment of first-graders' communication
arts skills?
1) Very useful 3) Minimaliy useful
2) Moderately useful 4) Not at all useful
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22. What do you see as the st:engths of a test such as this?

23. What do you see as the weaknesses of a test such as this?

SUMMARY

23. Please indicate any comments or recommendations you have
regarding a citywide first-grade assessment program and
what it should include.

Thant you for completing this questionnaire. Please return
it in che envelepe provided to your discrict test liaison.
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