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INTRODUCTION

This volume will present a description of Migrant Education
achfevement information as reported in the state programs’
Annual! Reports to ED for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. Forty-
eight states submitted Annual Reports for Fiscal Year 1982 and
49 states submitted them for Fiscal Year 1983. California did not
submit & report for 1982 and Hawaii was not involved in migrant
education during either of these two Fiscal Years. The District
of Columb!a and Puerto Rico submitted Annual Rerorts to ED for

both yeurs.

Each report was reviewed by a member of the Migrant
Education Workgroup. The workgroup consisted of staff from ED.
the National Association of State Directors of Migrant Education
(NASDME). and the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act

(ECIA) Chapter 1| Technical Assistance Centers (TACs).

Specifically, the workgroup attempted to extract the fol-

lowing information from “he reports for each Fiscal Year:

The subjects taught,

- The grade levels served.

- The school terms in which the programs were oFFerea‘(i.e.
regular and/or summer terms).

- fhe evaluation design employved.

- Tre type of test(s) and test edition(s) used.

- The testinag cycle or schedule followed for acquiring

achievement data.

A description of the achievement data,

1
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- The number of children upon whom the data were based.
- The data analysis procedures used, and
- The evaluation results to include any summary <able

provided in the report.

In many i{nstances some of the desired information was
found in the Annual Reports. However, this should not
construed negatively. While there was a requirement for an ann
evaluation report during this time perfod. there was no specif
format or set of guidelines for collecting tne data. Therefo
the s3tatec developed <their own locally-relevant criteria
collecting and reporting achievement data. Because of
autonomy allowed zach state in reporting evaluation data. <
report shoulu not be viewed as a nationai data colleccion or
attempt to provide a statistically-valid nationat profile
migrant programs. Rather, this report on achievement informat

represents a state-by-state summary of evaluation procedures a

achievement results.

2
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ANNUAL REPORT SUBMISSIONS

Regqular hool! Term Programs. Twenty-three states submitted
evaluation data which were aggregated at the state level for
either one or both of the years. (See Taole 1) Two states
submitted aggregated evaluatfon results for FY 1982 but not for
FY 1983. Four submitted such resuits for FY 1983 only. The
remaining 17 states submitted statewide aggregations each of the

two years.

Of those states which did not report statewide aggregations.
three reportec no statewide summaries in 1982 but did report in
1983. two reported no data in 1983 oniy. and 23 reported no

statewide aggregations either year.

Table 1| -
The Numbers of States Which Reported

‘Aggregates of Achievement Data

Ore Year Only

Both

1662 1983 Years Totals*
No Statewide
Data Reported 3 2 23 28
Reported Only
One Measure of
Program success 2 2 12 16
Reported Multiple
Measures 0} 2 5 7
Totals*® 5 6 40 51

*Totals obtained from 49 states, the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico.
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Summer School Programs. As shcwn in Table I,

roported aggregations for summer term programs in

15 states

migrant

education. Eight of these stated that the summer program was

either the only term in which it was offered within the state or

that {t was the most important program in terms of numbers of

migrant students served. These were states with relatively large

numbers of Currently Migratory students where the
typically entered the state in the late spring and

either §in late summer or early autumn.

Table 11

Reported Summer School! Evaluation Aggregations

Norm-Referenced Tests
(Non-TIERS)"*

Delawar~ Nebraska

Maryland Utah

Criterion-Referenced Tests
(Local or State-devcloped)

Colorade Montana
Massachusetts (1983) South Carolina
Michigan virginia

Minnesota (text series)

Local School District Determination

INlinois Wisconsin
Massachusetts (1933) wWyoming
New York

* - TIERS refers to the Title | Evaluation and

children

departed

Reporting

System required for program evaluation under the £ lementary and

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965.

4
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TYPES OF MEASURES AND EVALUATION DESIGNS EMPLOYED

Measurement of student progress was generally accompl i shed
througch achievement testing. The three types of tests most often
used were nationally-standardized norm-referenced tests.,
criterion-referenced tests prepared by state departments of
education or local school distiricts, and tests prepared by

classroom teacher fests.

Norm-referenced tests are characterized by scores reported
relative to a national average obtained by the publishers during
the test development process. The most commonly-reported scores
from norm-referenced tests were percentile ranks., grade
equivalents, and Normal Curve Equivatlents (NCEs). a metric
derived specifically for use with the ESEA Title | Evaluation and

Reporting System (TIERS) Model.

Criterion-referenced tests yreld results which are
fnterpreted in an absolute sense. That is. they are designed to
prévide the teacher with data relative to students’ mastery or
non-mastery of basic skills or specific objectives. Reports from
these tests were most often structured {n terms of average
numbers and/or percentages of skills or objectives achieved by

students.

Teacher-mcde classroom tests typically are moreg sinilar to
criterion-reference® tests than to norm-referenced tests, but
they usually do not undergo any formal development o: validation.

Because each classroom test is urique. resulits from any one test

b ()
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generally cannot be directly compared to results obtained from

any other test.

The three most common approaches used to evaluate
migrant educc:fon programs were (in order of preference): non-
TIERS norm-referenced test designs, the TIERS Model, and
evaluations using critericn-referenced tests. The methods
reported least (in crder of least to more frequent reporting)
were case studies, on-site reviews of p-ojects by SEA staffs, and
skills checklists which were used to record besic skills acquired
by migrant childi-en. The types and numbers of designs followed by

the states are listed in Table I1]l and fllustrated in the Figure.

bamd O
o




Table 111

Migrant Education Progrem Evaluation Methods

(Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983)°

Norm-referenced Tests (Non-TIERS)

Alaska North Carolins
Ar izona Oregon
Delaware (1983) Pennsylvanias
lowa South Carolina
Maryland Sauth Dakota
Mississ ippt Uta®

Nebraska vermont (1983)
New Jersey (1982) washington

Local Schoo! District Determination

Alaska New Hampshire
Catifornia (1983) New Jersey
Delaware (1982) Oregon
lcdaho Rhode lsland
I1linotls Tennessee
lowa West Virginia
Maine Wisconsin

F Hassachusetts (1982)

Title ] Evaluation ang Reporting System (TIERS)

Al absma Louisiana (1983)
Arkansas New Jersey (1982)
Colorado New Mexico
Connect fcut Ok | ahoma

Florida South Carol ina
Georgia (1982) Texas (1982)
Kentucky vermont (1982)

Criterion-referenced Tests (Loca! or State-Devel

Colorado Montana

lowa New Joersey
Meryland (1983) North Carolina
Massachusetts (1983) Pennsylvania
Michigan Puerto Rica (1982)
Minnesota virginia

Missour |

Percent f Successes Achieving Lriteria (Standards)

I1lirnis Texas (1983)
Michigan virginia
New York Wisconsin

Checkl ists of MSRTS or Other Skills Development

Alabsma Oregon
Alaska Wyoming
Project Reviews Dy State Teams
Maryland West Virginia
Massachusetts
Case Stugies
Maine

* -~ In some instances, states used more than one method of
evaluating their programs within & single Fiscal Year. Where tnis
o was known to be the case, states are listed under more than one

E]{J!:‘ category.
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BB - Sills Checklists

- State Project Reviews
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.

- Case Studies

TOTAL: (1007)

16
13
14
13

3

Sl

——— e . S . & . St S—— ———— — o+ o

(2.0)
( 20.8)
(13,40
( 18.1%)
( 8.3
( 3,60)
( 4.2
( 1.4

19

- ——— —— —— - et e ke e ® @ ® e P v i i




As stated previously, 25 states did not report statewide
aggregations in 1982, 26 dicd not report in 1983 and 23 reported
data summaries neither vyear. The listing of the states are

presented in Table [V.

Table 1V

No Reported Statewide Aggregation®

Alaska

Arkansas

California

Delaware (1982)
District of Columbia
Georgia (1983)

Idaho

Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts (1982)

Mississippi
Nebraska (1982)
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey (1983)
New York

North Dakota
Ohio

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
Tennessee

West Virginia

* — Some states did not forward achievement evaluative
information to ED even thouah it was gathered. This was done for
a8 variety of reasons, e.g., nho common data set was used
throughout the state, thus precluding meaningful aggregation.

2V
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EVALUATION ISSUES AND EVIDENCE OF PROGRAM SUCCESS

Constraints_Unique to Migrant Education Program E-~aluation. As

noted above, while there was a requirement for program
achievement evaluation, no approach was mancated by ED. Thus,
there were no uniform standards or criteria established across
the nation for wuse in mak ing common determinations nf
instructional success. [.irther, . none of the evaluation models
traditionally used by schools to assess their regular educational
offerings appear to be sufficiently strong to overcome the
constraints to evaluation unique within migrant education

programs.

Unlike resident children who typically participate in
Chapter | Basic Programs, migratory children often do not remain
in any one schoo! system throughout an entire school term, let
alone a full school year. Consequently, many children who
participate in the programs are not present when LEAs conduct

theéir pretest and/or posictest administraticns.

Simiiar problems inhibit evaluation of tummer programs as
well. Summer sessions are too brief for to any conventional norm-
referenced evaluation designs since norm-referenced tests tend to
be relatively insensitive to the subtle changes in academic

performance which generally result from summer school programs.

Attempts to assess the impact of short-term participation by
migrant chiidren using criterion-referenced tests are confounded
from a national perspective because any effective measure of

cognitive growth reflecting instructional program involvement

8
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would necessarily be so highly specific to the 1locally-conducted

programs as to preclude meaningful national generalizations.

The evasluation design most often used in Chapter | Basic
Programs, the Title | Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS)
Model in which norm-referenced tests are administered either
annually or on a8 fall-spring basis, simply will not work for most
migrant education programs. The few <ceptions are found in
those few states which contain large numbers of Formerly
Migratory students, and in states where most migratory moves are

intrastate rather than interstate.

But even here, among states which used the TIERS Model for
evaluating their programs for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983, the
number of scores reported was verv small in comparison with the
total number of migrant students se.ved. Therefore, the reported
TIERS-derived data base 1is highly untikely to constitute &

nationally-representative sample.

As a consegquence, Ifn many cases., states have allowed local
agencies providing instruction to migrant children to implement
evaluation techniques of their own choosing. Often, LEAs were not
required to provide anyv annual achievement evaluation data to the

SEAs.

In a number of instances where data results were forwarded,
the measures were unigue to specific Iinstructional components
rather than to the program as & whole. Thus, these results
contained no generalizability beyond the immediate settina in

which the data were gathered. Frequentliy, evidence forwarded to

9
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the SEA was qualitative in nature rather than gquantitative and
therefore could nct be aggregated. Finally, there were no
discussions {in any of the reports of quality control measures

taken to ensure duta validity.

The end result of such lack of uniformity has bheen a
collection of designs so varied as to preclude any possibility of
a meaningful nationally-representative aggregation of data.
Thus., from & scientific perspective which relies on
systematical ly-gathered and objectively-analyzed empirical
evidence, the national impact of the migrant education programs

must remain, for the most part. speculative.

indicators of Success. Due to the problems in data collection and

reporting, only very few conclusions about achievement can be

drawn from the reviews of state Annual Reports:

1. When all achievement data are viewed collectively,
significantly grrater achievement was recorded in reading in 1983
as.compared to 1982, while achievement in the math and languaqge
arts programs was about the same for both years. This wes
verified statistically through the use of the Sian Test when
checked at the .05 probability level usiné a one-directionai

test. (Walker and Lev, 1953).

The procedure followed consisted simply of viewing whatever
guantitative evaluation evidence was provided in each SEA Annual
Report. If the data stowed a positive gain for a subject area
for FY 1983, agaregated across the state by grade level. the

resi'1t was assigned a plus (+). [If the result. indicated an

10
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achfevement deciine, a minus (-) sfgn was listed. The analysis
consisted of counting the number of positive signs, appliyina
them agafnst the total number of data sets examined. and
comparing the resuits to the bfnomial distribution. If the nuli
hypothesis were true, the sample wot:ild approximate an equal

number &f pluses and miruses.

There were 13 positive signs and five minus signs for
reading. The probabiifty of this occurrence being due to chance
factors is equal to or less than .048. Language arts showed five
gains ard two losses for a .227 chance ievel, while math showed

11 piuses and 5 minuses, a chance probabtiity of .105 or less.

2. Overall, more children’s scores were reported from the
reading programs and the fewest scores reported were from

‘snguaqe arts.

3. There were. on the average, more scores reported in 1982
than fn 1983. However, caution must be observed in attaching
meaning to this finding {in that the numbers are duplicated
counts. That is. many of the reported children participated in
more than one instructional program. Since this mix may have
charged substantially between the two years--for example, fewer
children may have participated in more than one subject the

second year—-the differences may be irrelevant.

11
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STATE-BY-STATE SUMMARIE:

ALABAMA

Reading .nstruction was offered to migrant students {n grades 7
through 12 curing the regular school term in Fiscai Year 1982 and
2 through 12 in Fiscal Year 1983. Math instruction was presented
to students fn grades | through 12 fn 1982 and 1| through 10 in
i983. Summer programs were also offered to these grades both
years, though the particular subject area(s) of instruction at

each grade ievel was not speciffed in the.report.

The programs for the regular school term were evaluated using
the TIERS norm-referenced model following the fall-spring testing
cycle. No achievement data were reported by the SEA for the
summer sessions. Summary results of the analyses, combining grade

level scores, are presented in Table V.

Table V
Reported NCE Gains from Regular School Year

Programs In Reading And Math

1982 1983

Number Average . Number Average
Tested NCE Gain Tested NCE Gair

Reading 71 +3.8 164 +0.1
Math 624 +9.4 736 +6.5
12
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The results show much greater participation {in the m
programs during both schocl years, with larger NCE ga
8180 occurring {in that subject. The gains in Fiscal Year I
were more substantfal in both subjects than those reported

Fiscal Yeer 1983.
ALASKA

The Annual Report for Alaska for Fiscal Years 1982 and |
contained no achisvement Iinformation. However, the st
evaluates its migrant education programs using an adaptation
the Continuous-Flow Monitoring System developed and used

Oregon.
AR1ZONA

Reading. math, and language &. ts instruction were offered
migrart stude ts at various grade levels ranging from grade
through grade 12 during both the regu:ar =chool term and

summer . The projects were evaell=ted through annual testing a
part of the ctate assessment, using a standardized no

referenced test.

The results . re reported as percent of items correct for e
skill 3area tested. All students who were identified as migr
were tested in all skiil areas as a part of the assessment.
aggregate of their test scores was included by grade level [n
Annual Report even though they ..ay not have received finstruct

&as a part of the migrant sducation program.

13
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ARKANSAS

The evaluation deta from Arkansas were based upon a8 statewide
fall-spring aoninistration of a commercial, nationally-normed,
standardized test. The TIERS norm-referenced model was used
during both years to evaluate the reading and math programs
offered in grades 2 through 9. The results were reported by the
SEA by grade level for each subject area. The average NCE gains
for reading in Fiscal Year 1982 ranged from 7.0 through 14.0 and
for math from 7.0 through 16.0. In Fiscal Year 1983, the gains
ranged from 6.0 through 21.0 in reading and from 5.0 through 22.0

in math.
CALIFORNIA

The Annual Report from California for Fiscal Year 1962 contained
no achievement information. Copies of LEA reports to the SEA were
attached to the Annual Report submitted to ED for Fiscal Year
1983. Conseguently, there were no statewide aggregations of

acﬁievement from California for either year.
COLORADO

Instruction in reading and math was offered by LEAs to miagrant
students in grades 1 through 12 during both summer and recular
school terms. The projects were evaluated following two designs:
the TIERS model for Formerly Higratory students and a criterion-
referenced approach for Currentiy Migratory. and some Formerly

Migratory students. Both fall-spring and annual testing cycles
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were used for the TIERS evailuation, although the data were not

separated by testing cycle for analysls.

Included in the TIERS evaluation data in Fiscal Year 1982
were some scores from children who did not receive Chapter |
migrant educatfon instruction in the areas tested. The SEA was
unable to ascertain the extent to which this was the case.
Therefore, the results for this year did not reflect project
impact only. Due to this and other problems described {in the
report, the results of the 1982 TIERS evaluation are not included

in this report.

In Fiscal Year 1983, Formerly Migratory students achieved an

everage NCE gain of 4.2 in reading and 3.4 in math.

where the criterion-referenced approach was implemented. the
data were reported for Fiscal Year 1982 in terms of the total
number of objectives mastered and average number of days to
mastery per objective. Mastery was defined as the ability to pass
a test subsequent to instruction in a skill area. Fiscal Year
1983 data were reported as the number of students tested and the
average number of objectives achieved per child. Tests used to
determine mastery included lccally-ceveloped classroom tests as
well as standardized tests. Because of the differences in SEA
reporting, the results of the criterion-referenced approach are

summar i zed separateiy by year in Table VI.

The table reveals that there were many more students tested
in the summer program. and more objectives were mastered during

the regular term for both subjects, but the time to mastery
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Table VI

Reported Mastery of Objectives in Reading

and Math During Fiscal Year 1982

Number of Objectives Average Days
Students Mastered” to Mastery*®**®

Regular_Schoo!l Year Program

Reading 156 17.7 8.0
Math 97 14.3 8.9

Summer rrogram

Reading 973 5.5 6.4

Math 1,087 6.6 6.7

* - Represents the average number of objectives which
were mastered by the number of students 1isted.

»* _ Represents the average number of days required to
master each objective.
for the two subjects was longer for the regular term than for the
summer term. More reading objectives than math objectives were
achieved during the regular term, but the reverse was true for

the summer session.

Table VIl shows again that more students were served during
the summer term. and that the average number of objectives
achieved per child was greater during the reguiar school term.
Almost twice as many objectives were attained per child in
reading than in math for the regular school year term. but there
was relatively little differencé in achievement between reading

and math during the summer.
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Table VII
Reported Mastery of Objectives in Readirg

and Math Juring Fiscal Year 1983

Number of Average Objectives
Students Achieved Per Chiid

Regular School Year Program

Reading 348 18.6

Math 272 9.5

Summer Program

Reading 1,249 3.3
Math 1,027 3.7
CONNECTICUT

Programs were offered in both reading and math in grades 2
through 9 1in Fi'scal Year 1982 and pre-kindergarten through 12
during Fiscal Year 1983. Summer programs in cultural enrichment
weée offered both years but there were no statewide summary
evaluation data reported by the SEA for these programs. The
regular school! year programs were evaluated following the TIERS
norm-referenced mode!l with some local programs pretesting in the
fall and posttesting in the spring. Others followed an annual.
i.e., fall-to-fall or spring-to-spring, testing cycle. NCEs were
analyzed and NCE gains were reported. The data were summar i zed
for this report by aggregating across grade levels. The results

of the analyses are presented in Table VIII.
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Table VIII
Reported MNCE Ga'ns in Reading and Math

from Two Testing Cycles

1982 1983
Number Average Number Average
Tested NCE_Gain Tested NCE_Gain
Reading
Fall-Soring Cycle 104 +6 240 +8
Annual Cycle 375 +4 257 +2
Math
Fall-Spring Cycle 52 +5 83 +14
Annual Cycle 372 +5 240 +2

As can be seen, fall-spring testing cycle gains are greater
in reading for both years than are those from the annua! testing
cycle. This is true in math only for the 1982-1983 school year.
However, positive gains were evidenced in both subjects for each

of the two years measured through both of the testing cycles.

DELAWARE

Reacding and math programs were offer=sd in Fiscal Year 1982 during
both the regular school year and summer terms in kindergarten
through 12. No specific achievement evaluation was reported to
the S5CA for the regular term projects in 1982. Instead.
evaluations were conducted through LEA assessments using locally
selected and/or developed tests as well as teacher judaments of

student needs anc progress.
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The surmer program for this year was assessed through the use
of norm-referenced tests. Test results were reported for only
some of the students who participated in the 1982 summer program.
The data were 8nalyzed and reported separately for each LEA
project as grade equivalent gains with scores combined across
grade levels. The reported gains averaged about two months from

pretest to posttest.

In Fiscal Year 1983, the Migrant Ecucation Programs
implemented a longitudinal study fn conjunction with the student
assessment program conducted by the SEA. The resulting data for
this year were combined across grade levels and were presented in
the state achievement report in the form of general three-year
trends of NCE score gains. The tables in the state’s Annual
Report show gains of 3.0 NCEs in reading over the three-year

period, and of §.0 NCEs in both language arts and math.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The District of Columbia received only planring grants for Fiscal
Years 1982 and 1983. Thus, since there were no direct services to

students, no achievement evaluation was conducted.
FLORIDA

Florida offered instructfional services 'n reading in Fisca' Year
1982 in grades 2 through 10 and in grades 2 through 7 in Fiscal
Year  1983. Math was taught to migrant students fin grades 2
through 6 in 1982 and 1983. Because Fiorida has a large number of

Intrastate migratory children, LEAs followed the TIERS norm-
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referenced evaluation model. There was no separation of fall-
spring and annual test data in the 198 SEA report but the data

were analyzed and presented separately in 1983 as shown in Table

IX.
Table IX
Reported NCE Gains in Reading3 and Math
from Regular School Year Programs
1982 1983
Fall/Spring Annual
Number Average Number Average Number Average
Tested Gain Tested Gain Tested Gain
Reading 1,226 +0.4 103 +2.6 599 +0.83
Math 718 +2.7 216 +2.3 557 -0.8

The resuits show greater gains for the fall-spring testing
cycle as compared to the annual testing cycle. No other patterns

are evident.
GEORGIA

Migrant students iIn Georgia were provided instruction in reading
in pre-kindergarten through grade 12 and in math in grades |
through 12 for both Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. These
instructional programs were offered to migrant students during

both the regular school year and summer terms during both years.

Summer programs during both years were aralyzed by reviewing
the degree of child involvement in plannec activities, teachers”’

informal assessments, and comments from parents. None of these
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summer program data were reported by the SEA in i{ts Annual

Report.

The regular school year programs during Fiscal Year 1982
were evaluated using the TIERS norm-ieferenced model. There was
no fndication of the types of testing cycles utilized by LEAs for
this perfod. The SEA reported that there were insufficient data
to report test scores for the Fiscal Year 1983 programs. A
summary of the results reported for the 1982 regular school year
term i{s presented in Table X. The table of data shows that
there were more participants in the reading program and that it

had the greater average gain for that year.

Table X
R »ported NCE Average Gains in Reading and

Math from Regular School Year Programs

Number Average
Tested NCE Gain
Reading 236 +4.0
Math 139 +2.4
IEPAHO

ldaho offered instruction in reading, math, language arts, and
language development tnroughout the state at various grade levels
as determined by LEAs during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983.
Because .EAs were given the latitude of selecting their own
method- of evaluating local projects, there was no statewide

aggregation of achievemert data submitted by the SEA to ED.
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ILLINOIS

I1tinois offered both regular school term and summer programs in
four subject areas: math, English language arts/reading, Spanish
language arts/reading, and English oral language during each of
the two years. The regular term program in Fiscal Year 1982
served grades kindergarten through eight. The ninth grade wes
added to the regqutar term program in 1983. The summer programs
for both years served grade levels pre-kindergarten through grade

12.

A variety of instruments, including criterion-referenced
tests, teache~ —checkiists, norm-referenced tests, locally-
developed tests, and other instruments were used by LEAs, both
during and at the erd of the terms, to assess whether local
standards were met by the programs each year. LEAs reported to
the SEA the number of participants exceeding standa.-ds, meeting
standards, and Inot meeting standards. for each of the proaram
subject areas. A summary of the results reported by the SEA is
presented in Table XI.

The tabie 'showe overall higher participation and success
rates in the:széétkprograms fcr both years. The Spanish lanquage
arts/reading programs had the highest success rates but the
fewest nunber of participants. In general, the number of
participants and success rates were greater for Fiscal Ycar 1982

than for Fiscal Year 1983,




Tabie X]
Reported Success Rates in Basic Skill !~struction

From Regular School Year and Summer Programs

1982 1983
Number Percent Number Percent
Reported Success* Reported Success*

Regqular School Year

Math 457 86% 428 73%
Englist LA/Reading 592 837 561 66%
Spanish LA/Reading 26 92% 68 78%
English Oral 359 87% 213 82%

summer Term

Math 2539 89% 2501 5%
English LA/Reading 2564 £8% 2402 79%
Spanish LA/Readinc 442 94% 277 80%
English Oral 2193 887% 1303 89%

* - Success eqguals the sum of those who met standards and
those who exceeded standards divided by the total number
reportedﬂ\“ a«'& sl ArA

-~ LI}
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INDIANA

Migrant Education instructional programs were offered throughout
the state in reading and matn at various grade levels a5
determined by LEAs. The proJecté were evaluated through locaily-
selected methods, fincluding norm-referenced tests, = riterion-

referenced tests and checklists of skills. Because of this local
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zutonomy in evaluation design, there was no statewide agaregation

of data conducted.

10WA

lowa offered instruction in ra2ading, math and oral language for
age levels 3 through 18 during both the summer and the reguler

schoo!l year terms.

LEAs evaluated their migrant education programs using various
norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests at the end of
the regular term and summer programs. They then reported to
the SEA numbers of students who met or exceeded locally-set
standards of success. The SEA reported these results by
aggregating them into grade level groupings for each of the
subject areas. No statewide achievement data aggregations were

reported to ED.

KANSAS
Instruction was offered in reac.ng and math for migrant children
at grade levels selected by the LEAs. Each project was evaluated
according to local district choice. The Annual Report from Kansas
for Fiscal Years 1982 ond 1983 contained no achievement

fnformation.
KENTUCKY

Services were provided to migrant children during Fiscal Years
1982 and 1983 {n the subject areas of readi g, math, and language
arts. Programs were offered during the summer and the regular

schoo! year terms to children in grades kindergarten through 12.
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Because approximately 70% of the migrant students were Formerly

Migratory and resided in the state., LEAs across the state were
able to implement the TIERS norm-referenced model for the regular
schoo! term program. - No achievement information was reported for

the summer programs.

Projects within the state employed both fall-spring and
annual testing cycles, though there was no distinction in the
analysis between Currently Migratory and Formerly Migratory
student perrormance. A summary of the SEA evaluation results for
the regular school year program is presented in Table XII. The

grade level data are combined for this report.

Table X1l

Reporﬁjg NCE Gains in Basic Skill Instruction
oy
from Regular School Year Programs

—

1982 1983

Number Average Number Average
Tested ... Gain Tested NCE Gain

Reading
Fall-Sprirg 1228 +2.9 1308 +4.4
Arnual 1543 +0.4 1207 +1.9
Math
Fall-Spring 1377 +5.2 1242 +5.9
Annua! 1554 +0.7 1487 +1.°

Language Arts
Fall-Spring ©49 +4.9 201 +10.7

Annual 611 +0.2 507 1.2
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The most noitable finding Is the difference between fall-
spring and annual test cycle results. The former gains are
consistently much larger than those reported from the Iatter

testing cycle. The results also show that the gains repcrted Foc
al s

Fiscal Year 1983 exceeded those jk;:}FTsca! Year 1982 across -the
three skillgareas taught, even though the number of participating
students remained relatively constant for the two years. Further.
fall-spring gains in math and language arts were larger than

those in reading for both fiscal years.
LOUISIANA

Louisiana offered programs in reading, math, language arts, and
English-as-a-second-ianguage (ESL) in kindergarten through grade
12. In Fiscal Year 1982, pre- and posttest data for the reading
and math programs were drawn from approximately 2,300
participating students using a state-developed criterion-
referenced test. The scores were reported in terms of percent

correct.

The SEA elected not to report test resuits to ED for this
Fiscal Year because the year marked the initial administration of
the test and it felt *hat any gains reported would not adequately
represent program '‘mpact. In Fiscal Year 1983, the same test (ti.e
Louisiana Criterion-Referenced Test) ws» administered. Again., the
scores were not reported because of SEA concern that an adequate
mez ~ure of migrant education program impasct could not be obtained

for ‘studeiits who receive a combination of auxiliary services.
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MAINE

Reguiar school year and summer proarams {n reading F
math were provided to children in gradz2s: kirdergarten thr.wugh
during both Fiscal Years 1982 and :983. Each LEA evaluated
projects according to {its own preserences, then submitted
written narrative report of project effectiveness to +ihe S
Some of these reports, written as case studies, f{llustra
student growth tnrough tes* scoire performance, checklis
objective attairments or through other metnods. However, beca
of these differences in procedures, the 3EA did not submit

aggregated report of achievement to ED for either year.
MARYLAND

Reading, math, and oral language instructior programs w
offered to migrant children in Fiscal Years 1982 and 1383

grades ranging from the nursery school level through ar
12 during the reguiar and summer terms. The numbers »f child
paéticipating ir the regular school yea: programs were qu
smai!l as most migrants entered the state during these years

iate spring and left during the summer. Thus, the summer progr

constituted the major program effort by this state.

In both fiscal years, the LEAs employed a state-acopt
coymmercial norm-referenced test for measuring sk}ll developn
using the fall-spring testing cycle to evaluate the reac
school year piograms. In adcition, skill mastery by students

recorded on the MSRTS Skill Checklists. However, the LEAs w
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not required to report achievement data to the SEA. Instead, the

SEA evaluated local projects through on-site reviews.

The summer program was assessed for Fiscal Year 1983 using
grade equivalent scores from the norm-referenced test. Five LEAs
reported score gains for children who participated in at Jleast
twenty days of summer school fnstructfon. The grade equivalent
gains ranged from .02 throug: .32 for 158 children in reading
across the grade levels served, and from .07 through .43 in math
for 157 students. A Criterion-Referenced Test for Migrant
Education developed by Massachusetts was also administered to the

migrant ci.ildren, but the results were not reported to the SEA.
MASSACHUSETTS

Massachusetts provided instruction {n reading in grades |
through 12, excluding grade 10, and in math in grades 1| through
9 during the summer ancd regular school terms for both fiscal
years. No achievement data were reported by the SEA for 1982.
Hoéever. evaluations were accomplished through on-site reviews
which examined project achievement against project plans.
Included among the specific information reviewed were the total
numbers of hours spent by children in each content area., the
total numbers of skills which were taught compared to the numbers

attafined, and participant attendance rates.

In 1983, similar evaluation techniques were followed with one

addition being the administration of a criterion-referenced test
to the children. The test was developed to measure specific

instructional needs of the migrant children in areas deemed
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important by the SEA. The state reported the results by
summarizing the percentages of children who were above, at or
below grade level for each grade level served by the program.
These findings are interpretable only in 1ight »f the specific

objectives taught.

MICHIGAN

Instruction was offered in reading, math and oral language during
both summer and regular school terms to migrant students in pre-
kindergarten through grade 12 in Michigan for each of the two
years. Each LEA set its own curriculum by specifying objectives
to be taught from the Migrant Student Record Transfer System’s

(MSRTS) basic skills list.

The programs were then evaluated using a state-constructed
criterion-referenced test matched to that list of skills. That
is, LEAs individually measured the extent to which participating
migrant children achieved their particular objectives through the
use of the state test at the conclusion of each program. They
then reported the number of children achieving the objectives to
the SEA. Separate reports were submitted for the summer and for

the regular term prcojrams.

The SEA report presents test data for fall, summer, and
regular schoo!l t:rms separately for Interstate, Intrestate. and
formerly Migratory students. 'They also provide aggregated
subtotals for the percentage of objectives achieved across all
terris for each year. Table Xll1 reporcs aggregated subtotals for

Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983.
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Table Xl1il

Reported Success Rates in Basic Skill
5 Instruction from Combined Terms
&C
2 1982 1983
; Number Percent Number Percent
: Reported of Total Raported of Total
i Reading
100% of Obj. 1741 25.0% 1659 27.5%
75% - 99% 1586 22.8% 1394 23.1%
50% - 749 1509 21.7% 1164 19.3%
25% -~ 499 743 10.7% 657 10.9%
- 1% - 24% 281 4,0% 140 2.3%
4 0% of Obj. 1086 15.6% 1010 16.8%
Totals 6946 6024
Math
100% of Obj. 1372 20.0% 1458 25.3%
75% - 99% 1623 23.67% 1483 25.7%
50% - 749 1496 21.8% 1205 20.9%
25% - 497 690 10.0% 633 11.9%
1% - 247 - 183 . 7% 111 1.9%
0% of Obj. 1008 14.7% 823 14.3%
Totals 6372 5763
Language Arts
100% of Obj. 1878 33.6% 1730 35.1%
75% - 99% 973 17.4% 778 15.8%
50% - 747% 974 17.4%% 960 19.57%
257 -~ 499 580 10.47% 554 11.2%
19, - 247 81 1.49% 83 1.7%
0% Lf Obj. 1107 19.8% 830 16.8%
Totals 5593 4935
Tab e X111 shows that more students were tested in Fiscal Year
1982 and that the total number of children who achieved at the
O
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75% level or higher was greater for that year. However, higher
percentages of children achieved 75% or more objectives in Fiscai
Year 1983 compared with the previous year. In 1932, greater
percen%ages of children were achieving 75% or more objectives In
language arts than were achievi&g those levels in efther reading
or math. The percent of participating children achieving these

levels oOf ovbjectives was about the same across subject areas in

1983.

MINNESOTA

Migrant Education ﬁrograms were offered in reading and
math during the summer in kindergarten through grade 2. The
programs were evaluatecd using a text-book series seat of
criterion-referenced t=2sts in oral language development, reading.
and mathematics on a pretest-posttest oasis. Further, oral

language development was assessed by recording the number of
. 48 Srov =

objectives which were achieved by the chi1drenfb?56@»f%b¢h/%1¥+
ZER { padp w Towie XIV,
Table X1V
Reported Success Rates in Basic Skill [nstruction

£av
F?é@ Summer Progrzus

1982 1983

Reading Math Reading Math

Three or more months 449, 22% 53% 287%

Two to three months <0% 30% 18% 25%

One to two months 29% 37% 24% 3é%

Less than one month 7% 11% S% 11%
31
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The SEA reported the number of objectives accomplished by the
children across all grade levels as measured by these criterion-
referenced tests. Specifically, they reported the percentage of
swudents who gained fn objectives achievement of less than one
month, one month, two months, and those vho gained three or more

months over the course of the six-to~eight week summer program.
MISSISSIPPI

Mississippf <conducted both regular and summer school programs in
reading, language arts and math at 22 locations th-oughout the
state durfng Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. Grade levels ranging
from grade | through grsde |l were served and the subjects
offered varied from location-to-location. The programs were
evaluated through pre-post, norm-referenced testing using both

€all-to-spring and annual testing cycles.

The SEA examined program success through the use of grade
equivalents from a variety of standardized tests. Programs which
acﬁfeved gains of six or more months on their respective tests
were deemed to be successful. The gains made by each school
district by subject and by grade were presented individually in
the Annua! Report. That is, there were no statewide summaries.
However, the SEA did indicate the number of projects that met the
criterion * of success for each subject and grade. There was no
differentiation betveen fall-spring and annual test cycles in the
summaries. An overall su mary of success rates with grade levels

combined are provided in Table XV.




In general, greater success was achieved statewide during the
1982-1983 school year than the previous year. Math programs
showed the greatest overall success., with language arts having

the least.

Table XV

Reported Success Rates

in Basic Skill Instruction
1982 1983
Average Number Percent Average Number Percent
Successful of Total® Successful of Total*
Reading 7 35% 10 487
Math 8 447 9 50%
Language Arts 3 337% 3 33%
* - The base from which the percentages were

calculated varied according to the number of LEAs
which offered a particular subject in each year.

MISSOURI

Missouri offered programs in reading, math and oral language to
children in kindergarten through grade 12 during both the regular
ana summer terms. They evaluated thei: programs by reporting the
average number of objectives achieved and the average percentages
of gain with respect to these objectives over the course of the
instructional term. The statewide average number and percent of
objectives achieved were.obtained using common teacher rating
scales across all projects. Nn statewide aggregation of

achievement data was reported.
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MONTANA

Montana offered six-to-seven week summer programs in reading and
math to migrant students in grades one through six. There were nc
regular schoo! term migrant programs in the state during 1982 and
1983. The programs were evaluated following a pre-posttest
matched scores approach using curriculum-embedded non-normed
tests for each of the two subjects taught. The data were reported
as raw test scores and, therefore, cen be interpreted only in

light of the specific subject area programs offered.
NEBRASKA

Summer programs were offered in the areas of reading and math for
grades one through ei¢ght. Thera were no regular school! term
programs. The evaluation of the 1983 summer program was
accomplished through pre- and posttesting the students with a
norm-referenced instrument. The SEA provided an evaluation report
only for the 1983 summer program, but included data from the two

previous years.

Even though the evaluation model was non-TIERS, the data were
reported in NCEs in both reading and math for ages 6, 8, 10, 12,
and 14. The 164 students, for whom test data were provided, in
the reading program for Fiscal Year 1983 gained an average of
nine NCEs. The same number of students averaged an NCE gain of

8.3 in math for the same period.
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NEW HAMPSHIRE

Ouring Fiscal Year 1982, the “ocus of the migrant education
program was on recruitment and on the development of a plan for
serving tge children. Consequently, there was no Instructional
program to evaluate. In F scal Year 1983, achievement dsata were
gathered at the Initietive of LEAs and were targeted toward
mastery of fndividually-identified basic skills for each child.

No effort was macde to aggregate the data at the state level.
NEW JERSEY

Migrant Education instructional services were offered in reading,
math and English-As-A-Second-Language (ESL) in grades 2 through
12 during the summer and the regular school terms during each of
the two fiscal years. Approximately 200 participating children
were tested in Fiscal Year 1982 using the TIERS norm-referenced
evaluation model. Criterion-referenced measures were applied for
assessing the skill develcpment of children who entered the

diétrict after the original pretesting was ccmpleted.

Although both fall-sprinn and annual! testing cycles were
used during the regular school term in Fiscal Year 1982. the
results of the individual LEA data analyses were combined in the
SEA report. In additfion, secondary school grade level results
were combined because of the smajl aumbers of children in these
grades. Overall, the state obtained an average NCE gain of 4.7 in
reading and 4.2 in math. No data were reported by LEAs to the

SEA for Fiscal Year 1983.
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The summer programs were evaluated using locally selected or
“eveloped criterior-referenced tests before and after the progrem
terms. The {nformation gained from the tests was intended for
diagnosis of skill deficiencies and for reporting on the MSRTS
Skills List. No achievement Information from the summer
evaluations conducted either year was reported by LEAs to the

SEA L]
NEW MEXICO

Most migrant students 1{In this state were Formerly Migratory
during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. Instruction was provided in
reading anc¢ language arts in kindergarten through grade 12, and
fn math in grades | through 12.Regular schoo! year projects were
evaluated using the TIERS norm-referenced model. Although both
fall-spring and annual testing cycles were used by LEAs to
conduct the evaluations, the resuits were not reported by cycle
to the SEA. There were no evaluations reported for the summer
programs. Summary results of the regular schonl year analyses,

with grade level data combined, are reported in Tabie XVI.

In general, the 1982 score averages were higher than those
in 1983 and math averaged greater gain: than did the other two

sub jects offered. More students were tested in 1983 than in 1982.




Table XVI
Reported NCE Gains in Basic Skill Instruction

from Regular School Year Programs

1982 1983
Number Average Number Average
Tested _ _NCE Ga'in Tested NCE Gain
Reading 1361 +4.2 1379 +3.2
Math 872 +6.1 1073 +6. 1
Language Arts 443 +3.3 400 +2.2
NEW YORK

New York offered regular school year and summer programs during
both Fiscal Years in reading, math and language arts to migrant
students from kindergarten through eligible adult age. All
migrant students were pretested for diagnostic purposes whenever
they ente =2d the school. ~“ney were then instructed in specific
basic skills drawn from an SEA-determined standardized 1list of
Fiéty areas of instructional concentration. At the discretion of

the teachers, students were pos*tested on those skills taught.

At the end of each school year, LEAs submitted to the SEA the
number of objectives attempted by the students and the number
achieved. The SEA then calculated the percent of objectives
achieved across the state within each area of corcentration.
Thus, the results are interpretable only in 1light of the

spec “fc statewide areas of concentration.




NEVADA

The Annual Report for Fiscal Ye: s 1982 and 1983 contained no

achievement {nformation.
NORTH CAROL INA

North Carolina offered instruction to migrant children in reading
and mathk In grades one through three and grades six and nine.
Spelling and language arts were also provided f{n grades three.
six, and nine. These instirructiona: programs were avaiiable to the
chilidren during the summer “erm as well. The regular term
programs were evaluated annualiy using a variety of norm-

referenced tests which make up the statewide testing program.

The raw test scores were converted to grade equivalents and
percentites and were then compared to state and national
averages, The tables 1ist scores of the migrant chilgre~
converted to national percentiies and as deviation averages of
migrant student scores from the annually-derived state averages.
Interpretations of the deviation averages can be made only in
light of the state values. There were no achievement evaluation

ocats provided for the summer programs.

The national percentiles obtained from the migrant students.
excluding those from grade one, were converted to an equal
interval scale (the arcsin), aggregated across grade levels,

and retransformed into percentiles for presentation in Table XVII.
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Table XVII

Reported National Percentiles of Migrant Students

in Reading, Math, and Language

1982 1983
Number of Average Number of Average
Students Percentile Students Percentile
Reading 3070 39 2143 42
Math 3070 52 2143 53
{.anguage 2325 43 1643 46

Table XVI1 suggests that the math and language programs
achieved greater success than reading both years, and that Fiscal

Year ;983 scores were higher than those of 1982.
NORTH DAKOTA

Reading and matH instruction were offered during the summer and
regular school terms in Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. LEAs were
aliowed to seliect the means of evalusating their programs. The
results were not aggregated by the SEA. Thus, the annual reports
from North Dakota for these years contained no aggregated

achievement information.
OMIO

Ohfio provided programs in ~eading, math and language arts for
chiildren at all grade levels during these two years.
Instructional projects were offered during both the reaguiar and

summer programs. Each project was evaluated using locally
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determined techniques. Consequently there .nefi’ no statewide

899reqatfon’,[ C‘F 065;'?4“"’-’"'}' G“’fa .
OKL AHOMA

Reading, math and languag: arts were offered to migrant students
fn grades kindergarten through 12 during the regular school terms
of Fiscal VYears 1982 and 1983. Since the local programs were
designed for the specific students they served, not all basic

skill areas were offered at every yrade level.

The programs were evaluated through the TIERS norm-referenced
evaluation model usirg NCE scores acquired from both fall-spring
and annual testing cycles. A summary of the SEA results with

grade levels combined is presented in Table XVIII.

The table shows that there were more students tested in
Fiscal Year 1982 than in t..e fo »>wing year and that fall-spring
testing cycles résulted in larger NCE gains. Finally, fall-spring
reading and math gains were larger than language arts gains for
both years. But the reverse was true for the annual gains in

Fiscal Year 1983.
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Table XVII1

Reported NCE Gains {n Basic Skill Instructicn
138z is83
Number Average Number Average
Tested NCE Gain _ Tested  NCE Gair
Reading
Fall-Spring 839 +8.2 558 +5.9
Annual 193 - .4 148 +2.2
Kath
Fall-Spring 435 +5.0 %96 +6.8
Annual 189 +2.3 151 +0.7
Lancuage Arts
Fall-Spring 107 +3.7 278 +5.3
Annual 167 -0.3 155 +2.3
OREGON

Oregon evsluated migrant programs through anr approach ca
Cont inuous-Flow Monitoring. Basically, it is a plan in which
specific student otjectives, educational treat.nent,
evaluation methods and instruments are detailed for eaci proj
The process has heen standardized so that consistent informe
can be provided scross years. The Apnual Report from Oregon

Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 contained no achievement informati
PENNSYLVANIA

Reading and math instructfon were offered tr children at var

grade levels across the state during both regular and swu
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school terms. Since the projects were reported by LEA service
centers in varfous ways (e.g., Ssore by grade level and some by
migrant status), the specific grede levels served couid not be

determined from the reports.

Migrant children were tested in each of these two Fiscal Years
using the Massachusetts Criterion-..ferenced Test and & norm-
referenced test. Although the results were recor--~ed on individual
student records, no test data were reported to the SEA. Instead,
ILEAs reported preficiencies achieved for those Migrant Student
Record System Transfer System (MSRTS) skill a&reas in which
instruction was provided for the chfldren. These data do not lend

themselves to statewide summary aggregations.
PUERTO RICO

The migrant education programs for both Fiscal Years 1982 and
1983 consisted of instruction in three areas: reading (Spanish),
math (Spanish), and English in grades | through 12 during both

thé summer and the regular school year terms.

A criterion-referenced test developed by the Puerto Kico
Department of Education was administered in the spring of 1981
and again in 1982 to assess the combined effects of both *he
summer and regular programs for the intervening year. In Fiscal
Year ° 3, pre- ard posttesting was done only for the summer
program. There was no evaluation of the regular term program for

this year.
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The resuits of the summer testings for Fiscal Year 1983 were
compiled f{individually for each of the three regions to determine
the percentage of students who demonstrated mastery of the
measured skills prior to and Fol{owtng the instruccional programs
offered within those regions. There was no overall summary of
results reported by the Commonwealth for either of the two fiscal

years.

RHODE ISLAND

Fiscal Year 1982 was the first operational vyear for migrant
education within this state. Efforts during .the year were
focused on structuring an evaluation system for later use by
LEAs. The (983 Fiscal Year program focus was on reteaching and/or
reinforcement of skills introduced in regular classroom settings
to 28 participating students who were located at only one site.
Program evaluation for this year consisted of teacher-develéped
classroom tests and written reports of individual student

progress. No data were aggregated at the SEA level.

SOUTH CAROL INA

Instructional programs Iin reading and math were offered to
migrant students during the regular school and summer terms. The
regular school term program consisted of basic skill development
in pre-kindergarten through grade li. [t concentrated mostiy on
intrastate migratory children. The vast majority of migrant
children served by the state, approximately 95%, were interstate
migrants who entered state schools in late spring and summer and

left in the early fall. Thus. the bulk of the children were
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served each year by the summer program. The evaluations of the

projects for each of the two years were based on eighteen

performance objectives determfned by the state.

One state-determined objective specified that children
participating {n the regular school year program would achieve
more than would be expected in the absence of the program. This
objective was assessed through the use of the TIERS norm-

referenced model. The test cycle which was used was not reported.

The 1982 regular term program test administrations showed an
overal' average gain of 1.3 NCEs ir reading and a 3.5 NCE gain in
math. Consequently, the SEA objective was met. Achievement data
from the 1983 regular term were deemed by the state to be
insufficient for any determination of project success ana were,

therefore., not reported.

The summer programs were assessed through a criterion-
referenced approach, examining the average number of basic skills
thé students mastered each week they were in attendance. The
pertinent objectives stated that children participating in the
summer programs would master an average of two reading skills
per week and thnse in math would average two math skills per
week. The results of tre data analyses are summarized in Table

XiX.
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Table XIX

Reported Averages of Skill Mastery

in Reading and Mathematics

1982 1983
Number of Average Skills Number of Average Skil.s
Chiildren Mastered/Week Children Mastered/Week
Reading 468 2.1 439 2.3
Math 459 2.4 427 2.7

The table shows that the SEA objectives were achieved in all
four i{nstances with the 1983 level of achievement higher on
average than the level attained than the preceding year. Math had

a higher attainment leve! than reading

SOUTH DAKOTA

-

Reading and ma£h instructional programs were offered, aercts
grades | through 10 during the regular school terms for Fiscal
Years 1982 and 1983. Norm-referenced test data were collected on
an annual bastis in April 1981, 1982, and 1983. The average score
changes across grades | through 10 were -1.0 NCEs in reading and
about -10.0 NCEs in math for the 17 studenis reported between
1981 and 1982. Gains between the spring of 1982 and 1983 averaged
about 1.0 NCE in Reading and 1.5 NCEs in math for the 22 students

reported.
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TENNESSEE

Summer and regular school year instructional programs fn rearing
and math wrre offered to migrant students. The grade levels
served were left to the discretion of the LEAs. The programs
state ‘de were evaluat - using locally-selected norm-referenced
test- and the results reported using l1ocally- selected scales.

Thus, there are no SEA aggregations of achievement data for these

two years.

TEXAS

Varfous instructional programs 'vere ofvered to migrant students.
However, evaluation data were only reported by the SEA in reading
and math for the reguiar school term in grades 2 through (2. 1In
Fiscal Year 1982, LEAs evaluated their projects using the TIERS
norm-referenced model. Scores were reported by grade for both

“all-spring and annual testing cycles.

+ summary of the 1982 Fiscal Year results is presented in
Table XX. It should be noted that provisions are made for both
remedial and enrichment programs (for averane and above-average

students) in the local schools.

During this reporting period, no dis:inctions were made
between students enrolled in these tw» diverce programs, so that
the data reported by the SEA to ED reflecis a collective
representation of scores of students in both
programs.Additionally, the scores reported in the table represent

test data from 94 LEAs operating migrant education péograms.




0O
. /"

which is 24 percent of the total number of migrant education
programs funded {n Texas. This is a resuit of a sampling plan
Texas had instituted fn 1979 which required only one-third of the

LEAs to submit evaluation data each vear.

Table XX shows that fall-s.ring gains were larger than
annual gains {in both reading and math (no annual data were

reported for language arts). Second, math gains were larger than

reading gains.

Table XX
Reported NCE Gains in Reading and Math

for fFiscal Year 1982

Number Average
Tested NCE Gain
Fali-Spring
Reading 7059 +2.6
Hagh 5119 +3.6
Language Arts 3906 +2.7
Annual
Reading 7118 +0.7
Math 2957 +4.4
Language Arts @ *

* — Not Reported

In Fiscal Yea, 1983, LEAs submitted percentages of students
in grades three, five., and nine who mastered objectives on the
Texas Assessment of P ic Skills. This information represented

status cata on the population rather than gains, since the
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assessment s conducted only in February and can be finterpreted
only 1in 1light of the LEA’s specific objectives. A visual
compar ison between the data submitted to the SEA in Fiscal Years
1982 and 1983 evidenced an increase in the percentage of students
mastering the objectives 1{in all grades for all subject areas

assessed: reading, math, and writing.
UTAH

Utah operated only six-week summer migrant programs in reading,
math and language arts. Grades kindergarten through 8 were server
in Fiscal.Year 1982 and kindergarte , through grade [0were served
in 1983. The programs were evaluated using an SEA- adopted norm-
referenced test on a pre-posttest basis. The test scores were
reported as grade equivalents. The state report summarized the
data using unweighted means. Table XX| presents the state

averages across weighted grade level averages.

Table XXI

Reported Grade Equivalent Gains from Reguliar

School Year Basic Skill Instruction
1882 1983

Number Avg. G.E. Number Avg. G.E.

Tested Gain Tested Gain
Reading 293 +0.2 349 +0.4
Math 293 +0.1 329 +0.2
L.anguage Arts 293 +0.2 279 +0.2
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More students were tesied in Fiscal Year 1983 and the gains
were equal to or higher than those from the previous year. Most

of the gain appears to have occurred in the 1983 reading program.
VERMONT

vermont offered reading instruction only during the regular
school year terms in Fiscal Years 1982 and 1383 to migrant
children hetween the ages of 5 through 16, inclusive. Enrichment
programs containing no formal evaluation reporting system were

provided to children during the summer scssions.

The TIERS norm-referenced model was utilized in evaluating
the regular term programs. However, the.SEA reports for the two
years did not specify the type of testing cycles used. The
weighted NCE gains from the test administrations are presented in

Table XXII.

Table XXII
Reported NCE Gains in Reading for

Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983

1982 1983
Number Average Number Average
Tested NCE Gain Tested NCE Gain
Elementary
(5-11 years) 52 +0.1 76 +1.7
Adolescent
(12-16 years) 24 +1.7 24 +4.1
49
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In both age groups, greater gains were made in 1983 than in

1982. The adoliescent group gains were larger than those of the

elementary age migranrt children.

VIRGINIA

Instructional! programs were offered to migrant children in the
subject areas c¢f reading and ma:h in pre-kindergarten through
grade 12 in Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 during both the summer and
the regular school terms. An early childhood education program
was aiso provided during the summer of 1983. All programs were
evaluated using the Virginia Migrant Education Criterion-
Referencec Test of Basfc Skills, The regular program was
evaluated using a fall-spring testing cycle while the summer
programs were tested at the beginning and again at the end of the
terms. The results of the evaluation are presented in Table

XXIIl.
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Table XXI111
Reported Success Rates in Reading and Math from

Regular School Year and Summer Programs

1982 1983

Regqular Schoo! Year

Reading
Number Tested 211 125
Number Successful 71 90
Percent Succcsstu! 33% 72%
Math
Number Tesced 180 97
Number Siccessful 52 62
Percent Successful 29% 64%
Summer School
Reading
Number Tested 144 68
Number Successful 122 66
Percent Successful 85 97%
Math
Number Tested 155 65
Number Successful 117 58
Percent Successful 5% 89%

The prime object.ve of the programs was that

childrer would achieve at
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each month of fnstruction in each subject area as measured by the
test. The evaluation, then, consisted of determining the percent

of migrant children achiecving the objective.

The table shows that for both reading and math, fncluding the
summer terms, the percentage of children showing success in
meeting the objective was greater in 1983 than in 1982. However,
the number of participating students in Fiscal Year 1983 was
roughly one-haif of that for 1982. Across both years, greater
success was evidenced in reading than in math, anc the summer
programs were more successful in achieving the state goal than

were the regular school year programs.

WASHh INGTON

Although reading, math, and language arts were offered across
several grade levels during both the regular and summer school
terms, the only -evaluation data reported for the two-year period
were test scores for fourth-grade students only. The data were
gafhered as a part of the statewide annual assessment in the fall

of each year, using a common standardized norm-refer-nced test.

The data summaries, presented in Table XV, were reported as
median percentiles. As can be seen in the tablz, more migrant
students were tested in Fiscal Year 1982 than in 1983. The median
percentiles in reading and language arts were lower in 1983 than

in 1982. while the reverse was true in math.
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Table XXV

Reported Median Percentiles of Migrant Children

Following Basic Skill Instruction

1982 1233
Number Median Number Median
Tested Percentile Tested Percentile
Reading 599 34 483 33
Math 602 38 478 490
Language Arts 604 36 481 33

WEST VIRGINIA

Most of the children who participated in the migrant education
programs within this state during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983 were
Currently Migrant and were in the state for very short periods of
time in the summer and early fall. Conseguently, the SEA did not

require LEAs to submit achievement evaluation reports.

instead, LEAs used locally-developed and standardized norm-
referenced tests of their choice to assess individual projects.
The SEA evaluated projects through on-site reviews and end-of-

project written summaries.

WISCONSIN

Wisconsin provided instructional services to migrant students in
reading, math, and oral language in pre-kindergarten through
grade 12 during both the regular and summer terms. The programs

were evaluated through a variety of finstruments ranging from
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norm~referenced standardized tests, criterion-referenced tests,

and locally-constructed tests to teacher checklists.

The state reported achievement in terms of the numbers and
percentages of students who attained (t least one month of
academic growth as measured by the criterion-referenced tests
for each month of finstructfon. How tihis standard was determined

is not outiined in the report, however. The results reported are

presented in Table XXV.

Table XXV
Reported Success Rates in Basic Skill Instruction

”~
_f,é&'Regular Schoo! Year and Summer Programs

1982 1983

Number Percent Number Percent
Tested Successful Tested Successful

Regqula:r Schoo! Year

Reading 665 86% 674 0%
Math 590 81% 466 83%
Language Arts 359 897% 531 97%

Summer_Program

Reading 1174 81% 1159 68%
Math 1179 78% 997 75%
Language Arts 876 82% 997 727%

One can easily see that the summer terms served larger
numbers of migrant students than the regular school term

programs, but they har' lower percentages of students who achieved
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the desired stancard of academic growth. The regular :‘chool ¢
program success rates for Fiscal Year 1983 ex.eeded those of

1982 term, but thr reverse vas true for the summer programs.
VYOMING

Summer progrems in reading,language arts ancd math for miJn
children between the ages of 5 through 17. inclusiv:.. ¢
offered during Fiscal Years 1982 and 1983. No regular schcol f
programs were presented during that time. The surmmer prog
were evaluated by LEAs using an objectives-based apprcach,
which data were generated by fnterviews with parents =nd pro
directors, by staff questionnaires, analysis of video tapcs

learning sfituations, and local classroom tests.

On the basis of these evaluation approaches, indivi/
student data in terms of skill acquisitions were recc:ded loc
using MSRTS skil cod-c. Local evaluators then aggregated t
data into age band groupings (5 through ¢ ~nd 10 thrcugh 17)
compared the tctai number of students in each band to the <
number of skilis acquired by th;t group. These ratics
converted to average rat:0s which were then compsred to
average number of days attended by each yroup Nco  state

summary achievement data were reportec by tie S“A,
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