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An apparent d;screpancy between bu;ldlng Yevel’ scares

in ba ic skills ‘produced by Pennsylvania's state assessnment program
(EQA)\End building summary scores, generally a grade- eguivalent, ‘

- provided by commercial. standardized achievement tests ;s - P

- investigated. The impetus for the study came from occasional zéparts
ty school administrators that their school level grade.equivalent
suggested above average performance while the state assessment ’
percentile rank seemed low by comparison. Achievement test scores at:

the building level, pobtained from approximately 302 school districts,

were ‘nerged with state assessment scores in reading, writing skills
‘and mathepatics for grades 5, B8, and 11.~-Correlations in the .70 to
'.B5 range revealed a similar rank ordering of scaools by commercial
and state assessment tests. Rather than average building performance
be;ng equiva'lent to the grade-month of testing, as. bel;evei by many

administrators, the d;stributiam of building mean:scores for several .

commercial tests 1ndlcated that "average" corresponded to a grade
- equivalent of six months to & year beyond that point. Commercial
achievement test scores examined included thcse from the California
‘Achievement Tests, Comprehensive Tésts of ‘Basic Sk;;ls. Iowa Tests Df
Ea51c SKillsg uetragal;tan Echievement Tests, Sc;ence RESEafch N
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. : Thls study investlgated an apparent Eiscrqpanéy between building

: 1eve1 scores in basic skills pfndﬁced{by Pennsylvania's state assessment
pragram and building summa:y chrasgggénerally a grade equivalent;
prov;dgﬂ by Eﬂmmérclal staﬂdard,z d achievément tests. .The ihpatus for '

i

" the study came fram ccgaslcnal raports by 5¢haal admlnistrators ‘that"

. heir schaal level grade*equivalen gestgd above avéfage pérformancé
~__ . ,
WhllE the stata assessment percentile fank seemed'low by cnmpatisan.
s Y o : ‘q = =
Achievement test SCOIES at the bulldlng l§ Lfabtalned from appfnximataly
. y & §§f’ .
B 302 oal distriets, were merged with Etate assassment scores in- r&ading,

) wriilng skll;s and mathematlﬁs.
. R o,

revaaied a Sim;lar ‘rank ordering Ef

" assessment tes LES— Ratﬁef that avera 11d1ng péffcrmanca being

fequi%alent tg ‘the grada—manth of tESElﬂg, as beliEVEd by many adminig—
¢ : Ik

‘trators, the distri butian of bulldlng mean scofes th several commercial .

tests indicated Ehat "average' ccﬁrespanded ta a gfadeAequiValant of Sii‘" 

months to a year beyond' that poirnt, ST -
\ s ,
s . .
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--An Examination of the Relationship Between School Scores h

v Derived From Commercial Achidvement Tests and T
Thnaa Fram Statawida Aaaaaamant

’INTRGDUCIIDN'

= =

- This atudy was canduatad to 1nvastigata Eha parcaivai diacrapancy

o Quality Assessment Pragram (EQA) and tha buildlng aummary acnraa, generally

a grade aqnivalant, obtained from commercial atandardiaad achievement
taaﬁa. When camparing the  building laval raaulta frqm thesé two data
aanraaa, school adminiatratara sometimes ngticed that their ataadardiaad
‘test results appaarad to. be highar than the state aagaaamggp raaultai
Thia discrepancy presented Public relations problems whén attempting “to st
report seemingly’ canflicti,g taat results. An informal review of the
~ schwol ‘districts making this camplaint anggaatad that the prablam might
" be confined to just two.or thkee of the major standardized tests.: In
such inatancaa, the ganaral denario waa one in which the achanl building
grada equivalent suggested above avaraga parfarmancg whereas the EQA
state paraanﬁila séemed low by comparison. Expecting higher EQA performance
seemed to originate from the assumption by ‘school administrators that a
. grade aquivalant commensurate ‘'with the grade-month at which . esting took
place was indicative of "average' parfnrmanca (with raapaat to a nati;nal

%

norm) . Furtharmara, a grada equivalent higher than the grade—manth
_taating waa intarpratad as Qbava avaraga perfnrmanaa. .

- ' Tha Pennsylvania Eduaatlnnal Quality Aaaasamant (EQA) program )
utilizes state norms developed each year of the assessment on Pennsylvania

building mean scores. Natinnal norms produced by commercial achievement -

test aampaﬁiaa on a base nokm year are calculated on student'level :

scores,” Thus, part of the differepce in parfatmanaa is due to diffarancaa

in aggragaticn level and norm samples. Also, commercial achievement

tests utilize a base’ ?aat to nafm*whiia EQA haa ranarmad each yaar.

Ve L] ]

&

During the cénatruatian of tha EQA tests, aaudant level Qaffelatiana
in the .60 to .80 range were found betmeen EQA’ aubjant tests and similar
tests from several prominent standardized tests. . From these rasulta it
was anticipated that L,EQA building level scores iﬁ reading,. Writing=and
mathamatina wauld show raaaonably claaa agxaamant with feadlng, 1anguaga,

'Thla axpactatian 15 baaad on tha faat that whan aggragatad data anch as .
a building mean score is the upit of analyaia, a larger- magnituda in tha\
g cnrfalatlan coaffialant ia;ganarally abaarvad (Robinfen, 1950)
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" ‘The presenc EQ'
£ Qf Educatiﬂn sEaff“Q
1 Us ; ’,'ﬁThe assassmept package pravides schoal dlstfizts
j.th infarmatian atéﬁhe school buildlng level in both cognitive and.

v ”'fectiYE areas at _grades five, eight and eleven. Reading, writ;ng,;and-
~Hmathematics” were” th areas of primary concern in the present study. - All"
~ EQA tests are mgltl le choice format. The grade five raadlng test, :vf :
canslstiﬁg of 48 ite ms, is- comprised of - predcmimancly inferential camprahension
items. The writing skills test.includes 45 items measu:ing meghanics ‘
~and usage, sentence sense, paragraph: gense and .style, tone and flavor.
" The 60 item mathematiics ‘test,. measurlng cancaptual, cnmputatlonal, and’
- problem. salving 1avals, ‘contains -items dealing with numbeY systems, - :
numafati@ﬂ, nDEatlan geametry,-measuxemant,_,umber pattern élatlansﬁips )
~and other topics.” .The reliability and validity of these’ instruments is - -
‘documented in the manual, Gatting}lnéida The EQA Inventury (Kchr, Hertsgg o

and Selverling,.lssolgfk R _ﬁ f§ T %h* e 7 s

L

Commercial achiévement tests included were the-falla'i g '~Galif9;ﬁia._
Achievement Tests, CEmprEhensive Tests of- Basiﬁfﬁﬁifls (CTBS), Iowa ' -
Tests of Basie Skills, Matrapalitan Ach’ évaménﬁ\Tests,.SRA (Scienﬂe ,
Research Associate) Assessment Survey, and- the Stanford Achievement
Test Reading,. 1ang age, ana maﬁhematlcs scores. ‘were abta ne d “for the
achlevamant tests pre vlously listed . - .

i"’

cambined to prcduce EDEal readlng, tatal mathématics, or languaga sccres.

or example, the California Achievement Test: includes in the language
“Sgcnfe both mechanics:and 1a guage. e ’,ression.: Language mézhanics o

nﬂtains capltalization an&’pungt*, i itéms while language express;an

Hill 1978) The g tropclitan Achievemgnt Test 1nc1udes 1tem§ measuring ;
xlistaning camprehe ian, grammar and syntax, 5pell;ng, study sk%lls, , ' |
. punctuation and Qapi§alizatlan, and usa'éras a part of the language - '*l'\
. 8COTe (Psychclng;eal‘Corpcfatlau, 1979 ;,‘__ d on the content description .
- offered by the publishers, there are differendes in:the content included ‘ \

fas areas suzh as la&guaga. Heﬁae, there are not.. anly dlfferances in v

METHDD

Over 380 school diSE'iQts who participated An the state assessment
+ during the three year period of 1978 to 1980 wefe requested to submit
" photocopies of the building level standardized” achievement test results
for ‘grades five, eight, and eleven. The request was for ‘test results
only for the year that th }achaal distriet. paftlﬁlpated in the EQA
. program. Replies were teceived from 302 school districts by the end of
July 1980. Some .returns WEEE unusable because achievement tests were
not admlnlstarad in the reEu1rEd grades. Data representlng six test

ong the usable returns.

+ companies- were 1nc1uded am

-
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Eagh sthool's summary statistics, ingluding the ‘me an’ raw score, .+
grade aqqivaiant, percentile rank, staniney and standard: scare were . ‘o
me:gad with EQA test scores and’ znndizignvvafiables. The EQA Jprogram

: gathefs data-on thirty-five gandltioﬁ vsriablgs wﬁich reflect the apératianal_
caﬁditians nfrthé school including socioeconemic iﬁdicacnts.; These data
Enabled analees to be Eanducted, comparing the samples df}schaals using

L&

iiandgatﬁer candltinn vaflables.

Achievemenﬁ ‘test cﬁmpanies were 5551gned a éﬁde 1ette; sn ‘that.
: A"iﬂéividual companies could not be identified in Ehe study. For grades
ceight and Eleven, the sample gathered for ‘each aghiEVEment test'was
. rather small. This was dup mainly to a decréease in the use of achievemenﬁ
vtests at hlgher grade levels. Theréfare,;the only- data. analyzed and
g rapbrted were fot the" fifth grada. S . : .

¥

= ) . L RiESIILT - - . - ‘ . = ) / A .
 Correlations with Gféda Equivalents ‘| . ," ° .
,1iF: Ccrralatians wvere calculated to Evaluate the nature and magnitude

of the reiatinnship between EQA reading, writlng, and mathematics scorasi
and the appfgpfiste scores derived from each of tha standardized tests.
Initially, the intent was to use mean number of items correct or a
‘standard score from the standardized achievement test resulta as a
metric to correlate with the EQA building mean raw scores. Upon examinatign
of the.data), it was found that, because school districts can opt to
- receive the scores they wish, an insufficient number of schools requeste&
.the d351red scores.  All schopls did receive building level grade equivalent
scores. Thus, the grade equivalent was chosen as the metric for analysis.
The correlations presented are between EQA building mean raw scores and
achievément test grade equivalents. Correlations were calculated for
two graups,_thasa schools' that -administered zémmEfclal achlevament tests
: iﬂlth& fall and thase testing in the spflng. : :
B :
Table 1 presents the Eérrelatiéﬂs for grade fiva reading scores,
These correlations-reveal & strong positive relationship between EQA
‘mean scores and achievement test gradb® equ1valants for reading. The
highest correlations were found in the case of schools administering the
achlevement test in the spring.. fThis ‘1s to be expected since the EQA_
tests: are also given ip the spring’of ‘each year. .- As noted in Table 1,
the samﬁie size is extremely low’ for several tests under ‘the fall testing
column.. In these instanaes, the carrelatlons were Qmittad (1ndicated by
NA). 'In general, the correlations indicate that schools scoring high on
the EQA measure of reading also tended to have® high grade equivalent .
scores in reading on commercially produced’ achievement tests. . Conversely,
schools wiEP lcy EQA scores tend to have low grade equivalent scores. R

!
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e . . Table 1.

R ’ ‘.: Bulldihg Level Carfelaticns Batwean Gr d Fiv ve . ) f
. EQA Reading Mean Raw Scores and Achievement Tes;f . , -
Hean Reading Gfada Equivélent Scor e u.
] 4 N ;
’ g’%"g i R ) er, 77 - 3 7; . i e = b . = : . o 5 . :
'+) ' Standardized .. : . JFall = .. Sprigg .
o Test -t - Testing ) __Testing o *
- A - I
T A : V V!BS‘ . - & 567 T -
‘ ' ) m=16" - n="32. : i
B i .Y N . .83
. o =35 ‘n-= 35 - .
. s - L . o~
- c Ty ] .10 s . Pl S
- N\ n=29 _ 86 ! .
D NK .59 :
n= 7" n = 61
E - - , 75, .86 !
b ; B = 33 n =69
F ) .73 .85 T
. n'= 51 n = 211 ;
= — 7 — — (—' - N - _'77 777 — = _i_’; ~4 = - -

. As féwaaled by thaﬁcarralatlons found in Table 2 thera was g -
strong positive.statistical relationship betwegn ‘EQA writing scores and
grade equivalent scores in writing on cqmmercial achievement tests. :
Achievement test companies A and B were used by only a few “schools thus
the correlations should be viewed with caution: -For both réading and
. writing CDfrElaElﬁﬂgrthE relationship between EQA scores and achievement ag§¥ '
tests was rather strong as expected-due to the similarity Df.:antent of- - -,
the EQA and commereial achlevemant tests. It was noted that correlations “
fnr the larger samples of over 50: schools ranged from 71 for achievement )
‘test D for- spfing tEStlng to .87 fcr ach;evament test E for spring- .
testlng, . s : ) ‘2;3 . :
aCurrelatlons between the EQA mean scores and ‘achievement test gra d
equivalents in mathematics were placed in Table 3.-. For matﬁématics
there was a strong positive relatlcnship between all of the achlevement .
.tests- and. EQA. Correlations for the larger samples%of- over 50 schools~

ranged from ..75 on achjevement test F for fall EEStlﬁg to .85 faf -
achisvemsnt test F 5p:1ng EE?Eng. : : - L
RS .
= . s s s ~ -
:\, ‘ = - . o ) : o . : »ff
& _ Tt
& : S XA
™ . L i , %
5 T
= ! S
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... always positive for reading,
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In sﬁmmary, the’ statistic&l relatiunship faund between EQA mean

sc@res and achievemgnt test grade equivalents was. father Strcng and .
g-%J:r:lt‘:u:ng and mathematics. Cn relazlgns o PR
., between EQA scores and mean. school scores administering” a hievamant N
tests im the- sﬂting were almast alwvays the’ highest,. - Sehc‘jf admlnisEEfing
achievement tests in the fall were anticipated to have 1',er mean grade
aquivalent-sccres than those schools adminiscaring achievemgnt tests

in the .spring. Achievement tests B, C and D at times had slightly lawéf

.correlations with'EQA thar other achievement tests. .considered. In | -
general the cosmrelations indicated high agreement betwaen achievamenb
_test scores and‘EQA scores. R 2 i . . .
. Table 2 - . L
N . - = e .
: Building Level. Caf:eLatiané Between Grade Five . - .-

: EQA Méan Writing Raw Scores and Achievement Test,
) Mean Writing Grade Equivalent Scores %

- @ o a;.!. / R ‘3_'
x!; : ,,";i,,,i,;,:, ,,ﬁ' I N N S
Stawdardlzed 7, . . _Fall . il
L Test .~ ' . Testing - = Testing .
” A, ' ) .70, . . .83
. n = 16 " n = 28 - . )
, B ; 3 . NA g .64
g e n=5 . om= 25
S - - ’
c cel ! Y
M a=29 .. n=86
D 0 N . NA Ny
b . r n=17 n = 58 ‘
E it .79 § . -87 .
' ) = 33 " - “n = 69
.F - T .75 : . 185 :
2 51 . o= 211
LY ) f
\ - . * .
;,7,' — = - — —_ — - — e — e,, .77 — =
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! % x 8 . . —
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‘Table 3. . \ o
S © Bu ildlng Level Correlations Between Crade Five &~ = 1 == = 4
A . EQA Mean Mathematics Raw Scores and Achievement: Test e
- IR Hean Mashematlcs'craiiiEquivalent ‘Scores = .

. 7 T . ) . «
Stanfardized T Fall -~ Sorime g "4
‘~ Test - . - 7 Testing - Testing Coa

A R isa S -7 R .
o : ' n 16 n=28 - - 7 '
V o : H ‘;; V » R —
‘ /. B . NA . v ".89
7 n=5 n=35 =»
,C . ‘. u51: 760 - -
. o 1
. K ‘ o, G 29° n = 86
~ A * )
o D . NA . -79
o _ 7 n=17 n =65
E S B0 % - . 84 L
’ - n =.33 n=69 .%,
F .75 ,asq%;- ,
) n =Rl n =0 -
! V N 7.
d R o
. i ) = £ ~ =
L SR T T -
B- ,ﬂgaﬂ~§fade Equivalents : . o oy St :
SIEEE the ccttelatlmnal analysgﬁ suggestad a Slmilar raﬂk ctderiﬁ ;f%
~ of Schaals by EQA and commercial aéhievam"z_tasts, an examination of * “w—_
maan grade equivalent sggres was. undertaken. It was. suspected that the = -
\interpretatlve dilemma experlenced by sc':al administrators lay in the - )
assumption that "aVETage!peffDrmancai was expe:ted" to.be a . uildlng -
mean grade equivalent that was: equal to thk grade-month of testirng. One.
could anticipate variation: among schools using different-testing programs
“on the basis of Williams' (1980) repoirt, documentin® the inconsistency -
‘among tests in the grade’ Equivalent carrezpanding to different percentiles
_pn ‘student narmsi' . . o
Y S ,
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"The reeding ‘grade equivelent meene—fer achievement tests, found’ in
__Teble 4, reveeled that echievement teets A ‘B, D, and F hed means that.
were higher than ' expecced " An enelysie ef the means fez ‘schgols
‘testing in.the sprin feund ‘that test. F'had’the-highest meenéwhleh was
. " ‘over one -year highuf thar entiei?eted. Me ene were not included in Table
4 fe::geste B and D where sample 'size was-e; tremely small. Also, the -
~means - preeented fer the rethet emell semplee should be viewed with ®
' eautlen. e o s , - c L L

L3

&

) Erede five. writing means were pleeed in Table 5 fer eeeh eehievemene
test. Writing achievement tests A, B, D, and F hed grade equivelent -

means higher than expeeted Nene of the means for spring testing was-
+ ..below 6. 2. for writipg.- The meeng for’ Ehree ‘achievement tests were aheve
* 7.0 for -spring Eeseing whieh is ‘over one year. highet then expeeted.A
' ‘Table_4 .
' Building Level Mean Grade Equivalent
Scores - fer Reeding at Grade Flve “ 3,
_SEendefdieed [ 7;7ffiéif:747Fe11 e — Spring T e
— Test . . ' . - Testing U . Testing o
Y L B.78 - 6.58
C S . " ﬂglﬁ : - 11232 fos
* a" o i o
B : - NA © 6.6%
. . " n=.5 n = 35
T c , 5.29 . .5.97  °
R n= 29 & n= 86" .
D oy NA 6.66
n =7 ‘*n = 61
. P 7 ]
E - M 5.17 ' 7
. . . n =33 69 :
Foo r , 5.93 :
. . R
— N NI - i - -
L !
L ~ T N
"“‘S‘f ' 1 o
-
A : Y ‘i ) oo ' .
- L ;, . E . ‘t '
+ : "‘\‘/ - L . N - x >
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. S Tébleii B S
- Building Level Mgan Grade Equivalent C oo
' Scores for Wfiting at G:ade Five L e
Standardizad 71;;; 7.71 o .:_.ﬁiFéil‘{L;gi-? , . ing .
' Test e e T Testing ! ing *
» T R - Ly
A 6.09 - 7,13 A
) ’ n=16 Con =287, .,
4 s & o 5 o
B . NAC 7,75 .
- -, m=75 ‘n=25
B T _
c - ! ) 5.65. 6.21
n = 29 . ns= 86 \
% . ;» a
D S NA 6.94 .
- T :-; 527 n = 58 :
. A ST
et = L £ B
E iy , 5.20 6.53"
- R ’ n = 33 v n= 67
F o 5.66 © 7,03 ,
o m e n =209
= & : / f": = B o

Summarized 4n Tagié’ﬁ are the mathematics mean grade equivalents
for ‘each acbiévement test. Mathematics had lower mean grade aquivaieﬁts
‘than readlng and. writing, however, the means’ far achlevemenﬁ tests A, B,
D, and F were highar than Expectad. S
; Dvérall, the grade equlvaient means iﬁdécatéd schaals ware scgflng
- much, higher than agticipated for,all three areas:. reading, wrltlﬁg, and:

gﬁmathématics. .The grade. equlvalent means revaaled large differen:es

‘between achievemént test means with, tests.A, B, D, ‘and F prbvidlng T

"jhlgher scores thaﬂ tests C.and E. Mean gradé aqulvalents for .tests C

‘and E on. reading and mathemati&s came closest to the grade aqulvaleq;s
. anticlpated - . e P 1o ) - e

L.
»
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T T e Table 5 R
S o o :Building Level Maaﬂ Gradg Equivaleaﬁ
cL L e Scoras far Mathematics at Grade Fivg -YA?},

ST = = . . s e T 2
¢ *w- _i’, e , f ,,' . ‘ ~_f i ) E L

v, W S - . R R

. Standaraizéd . . ... Fall . . .7
| et e o Testing "

Ihe results elped to explain why - several schnal dlstzlct emplayr es
. indlcated Ehere was a discrepancy between EQA and a:hievemant test .-~
;SEéIES. In order . to be above the state méan a grade ' five mean gchool -,
* . score .on’ ap achievement test for spring testing’ often- had to be. ovet a .
grade équivalent-of 6.6. and in.several cases. even higher.A From an _;
analys;éfgf 211 elementary schools using test. F Nfthe most extreme case)
‘an average- grade equlealgnt for SH;ing‘tESEing of 7.09 was found for .,
total reading and 6.71 for total. math.. It is instfuctive to e ine the
distribution of grade equivalent scores for, the" 262 schools usiig test’
F. Tkirty-seven.percent of thée reading scores ‘were :7.0 or -higher. Only
Saventeen percent of the schools gcored 13war than 6.0 Table 7 summarizes
tﬁe building level grade équlvalent sco:es assaclatad With percentile
,,,,, Thus), a school
/ wltH a mean grade equlvalent Df 6 4 1ﬁ:readlngawas found to have a
. srpercentile rank in the sample of schaals using’ test F-that was equlvalent
", to @ppr@xlmately the 30th percentile.
ﬂ§§=PEfC31YEd meart - achlevament test’ scores aa‘b21ng hlgb ‘when tMe grade e
. EqulVElEHES were above Ehé»year and' .month of - testiig.v This view &ppears.
" to be incorrect since much hlghez grade equivalent gcores .are requlred
to be abave the state ‘mean’ on several achléVEment tests.
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o '~ Grade Equivalents for Schools UsingwAchievement Test F
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e S o - : , : ‘
;7,5§;f7enﬁ;1e R SR Rée&iﬁg . Ma themetlce S
¢ @ Rank . Crede Equ}ﬁe}ept . Grade qulvelent
. F;i*_ . = o j- ,7 g , ¥ 1: - — e E .
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- . .70 . 7.4, 6.9
- ‘é\},s
. - 50 , 6.9 ' 6.5 s .
¢ . |
oo . BD' 6.3 . 6.0
10 SRR TV A 5.6
n = 262 - e o

With, the results of .this study EQA staff members-and school district
cemployees should be better able to interbret both .EQA scores and achievement
Yo test scores eepeelelly grade equivalents from the aeh;evement tests.

Alee,-et should be noted that grade equivalents are net endorsed by the.
euthera as being the most. useful statistic that could ‘be empleyed to
preeent achievement test results. Grade equivalents are not consistent
dfrom- aehlevement test to eehlevement test and from subject to subject.
s ‘For example, a SEUdEnt ecorlng 2.0 yeere above grade level in readlng
may not receive the same percentile rank in reading and metﬁematlee
although scoring 2.0 years abdve grade level in math. Differences in
-achievement test grade equivalents were noted in Tables 4, 5, and 6
EKEmPllleﬁg the inconsistencies from test to test. Aleo, empleyeee of
stete eeeeeemeet pregreme DutSlde ef Penneylvenia may find this study

s

VCemperahility of  the Semple'te'the State L SN

Siﬂee dete were eellected frem a tetel ef 302 eeheel dietriets
Semple utllleed in the study was perfermed The semple mlght be queetlened
as to whether it is representative of ;ﬁ%&pepuletien of schools undergoing
assessment during the 1978 te 1980 period. To facilitate this comparison,
mean scores on a set of variables depicting EQA basic skills achievement,
sociceconomic background, demographic characteristics and indices of
teaching staff perceptions are presented in Table 8. To determlne

i
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whether the mean scores for the 660 schaols providing standardized test
data differed’ significantly from the 1590 schools assessed from 1978 to
1980, a z test was ‘employed (Hays, 1963, p. 250). All tests were
. nDnsigﬁiflzant with the exception of parental education (z = 4.58, p<
, .01), parental occupation (z = 2.99, p< .01), population dens;ty (z =
. 2.82, p=.01), family size (z = 2.60, p=<. 01) and amount of reading
' material in the home (z = 2.91, p< .01). T& assist in evaluating these
SLgnlficant differences, given the large sample, a measure of "effect .
size" (Cohen, 1969) was calculated by forming a ratio 6f the observed
difference to the population standard deviation. In each case, the L4
effect gize” was quite snall, only: .07 except for parental edugcation
_*which reached .11. All can“be Safely dleegarded ’ . -
The examination of the cnmparabllity of the schools” ;omprlsiﬂg each
‘sample was continued by calculating percentiles -and EQA variables. The .
characteristics of the schools Providing data on the different standardized
tests were analyged by converting mean scores and EQA variables to -
percentile ranks. Percentiles for the EQA variables were placed on
Table 9 by’ achievement tests published. The samples gathered for the
study when analyzed by test had most EQA scores at or close to the state
¢ median (50th percentile). This indicated the samples were based on
schools that, when averaged together, were representative of the state. ’ :
Achievement test B had the lowest. percentiles in the EQA basic skill
-areas of raadlng,rwr;ting, and mathematics and was the test that differed
most from the state median. A review of achievement. test B mean grade
equivalents found in Tables 4, 5, and 6 fevealed grade equfvalents
“higher than anticipated. Thus, the schools using achievemént test B’
‘have the lowest EQA medn scores, but the mean grade equivalents were “
among the highest. Possibly in part, the unexpected findings for test-
. B could be explained by the rather small sample of only forty schools
-creating inconsistent results. ; Achievement test A had the highest
percentiles in the EQA basic sklll areas and on the other EQA varlables.:
For test A the mean grade equivalents found in Tables 4, 5, and 6'were
- rather high which may be explained by the dian aﬁhlEVEmE1t levels in
EQA scores. But, the mean grade equlvalen2§ for test A were rather high
even for schools that were above the state tedian at the 55th percentile
or 60th percentile: 1In general, the schools sampled were on EQA mean
scores typical of the state. This supported the assumption that grade
- equivalents were for the most achievement tests producing higher than
antiéipat’éd scores.
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Table 8

. T Do o "'; »VSEhDDlg Supplying ‘
Variable " Test Data (n=660) - (n=1590)

H35377: : ,,Sﬁr_,ff :,Heaﬁr 7 7 !SD

 Reading : ez 396 . 2758 . 3.75

| Wtiting. o o 29.08, . 3.2 28.92 - 3.1
Mathematics - ¢ - ' 37.45  ©  <4.35 3720 4:03

Grade enrollment : _ 62.66 : 40,22 - 63.61 - 42,46

students B 20.39. T 14,81 19.95 13.38

Parental education . ' 3.69 ' 0.65 B.EZHE C 0?61
Parental occupation 56.41 $12.85 55.49 . 12.28
‘Population density . . - 2.35 .83 ['r2.22 . . 1,84

Percéntaga of WhltE.{? ' o - s :
Studenf‘s : 92.44 ~ 13.95 92.88 wh 12,61

" Family size « , 2.36 0.44 2.39 .. - 0.46
Amount of reading mater;als . . - : :
in home . : 10.96 : 1.00 10.89" 0.96

*actors dlaruptive to i .
classroom management 20.04 ' 1.49 19.99. : 1.47

Discipline problame® ' 10.91 1.95 10.99 1.82

Teacher influente on - Lo
instructional decisions 20.13 2.58 - 20.05 2.1

13-




_,Earitiies on EQA Variables by/ Achievement Test Samples~”

JEQA . Test  Test  Test  Test

e - B
Variable =~ = . = A B L .D " E . F

‘Mathematics = 60 . .40 55 50 - 60 A 45
¥ . ’ o .

Percentage of low ) : S : .
"* incgme ‘students 55 75 50 55 60. 55

¢ Factors disruptive

, - to classroom

. management

. Discipline
. problems

‘Parental
educat%én
Parental

occupation

Population
-density’ “

:Studeﬁt perception
of parental

55

50

60

.55

47

a

45
60

35

45°

55
60

. F

50

interest in school 55 »%_ﬁf« 45 45

For Test A _ﬁvg 64, Test: B n = 40, Test'c;gnx; 116, Test D n = 72,
= 106, Test F n = 262 o S LT

=3
m
m
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. Data® ware’ avallabla DD the Festlng datas for Each achleﬂement test,
‘hentceé; a summary was pfaduced for grade fige.test F the achievement ta°t='
with the most. Séha@ls responding.’ .The numﬁ%t of schools testing was

, Summarlged in Table 10 for each month from %eptamber to June. .It was
1ﬂterest1ng to: find testing conducted moriths before and after ‘the fall -
and spring’ norming dates. 'This is a questionable practlﬁé on the part
of school district empl@yees, -It was noted that over 60 perce ent of tha

“sthools test'in the spflﬁg.

:‘; = . - ‘ -v a IF . / -
R R | E{e" “,- TaEle 10 ' L - #f

Ach;evemant Test F Iegtlng Dates /'
Grade Five '

\ N - )
Month' Frequengy - Percentage arcentager
September . . ;20 ‘ . ) 7.6 .‘ 7.6
A ;' v_Dg;@Eér- S e :i ' ; ::f_ ‘5;? T ;.!V _i ; éB.Bx:
Eivémbar - | Tiéﬁ e 6.1 _v;x ;*’ 19.4 L ;;
ﬁé;embér - - /ﬁi 19.4
7 January i 8.0 < 274
) Fé%ruafy _ ;;E : 27.4
March 5‘“J>3 5.7 - B x?B;i*
~dpril B RETIIN 49,0 {' : ?‘!782.1\
o May, 43 - 164 . 985
| June 4 rs . 100.0 -
. . — L .
Tgta; , 262 -
) e R o .
A 4 -~
: ' -9
\
=15-" :

il : 77‘}‘
- g 17
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