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Executive Summary
Purpose of Study
- The present study evaluated the effects of SES programs on student achievement in
Jefferson County Public Schools(J CFS) in Louisville, Kentucky as part of an overall state-wide
‘SES evaluation for thel_;2.0_06707 school year. In an initial study, col_nd‘ucted.in JCPS in 2005-06,
SES students were compared to matched control students on the Kentucky Core Content Test in
R_eading and Mathematics, with no overall significant effects associated with an individual SES
provider or providers. |
_ Major F indings and Conclusions
7 The present stqdy replicated the quasi-experimental design (SES students vs. matched
eentrol students) employed in 2005-06. The major conclusions supi)orted by the present findings
o The ovefall_"effect_s of SES across providers were-nonsigniﬁcant and small in
comparison to sirrﬁlar non-SES students. For Reading, the overall effect size was -
.05, indicating virtually no group differences; for Mathematics, the effect size was
+.12, indicating a small-to-moderate directional (but nonsignificant) advantage for
SES students.
o Regular vs. non-regular attendance at SES sessions had 1o impact on R.eadi.n.g
achievemen‘;. However, there was a directionally positive but nonsignificant
' ad?-antage for st_udents with regular attendence in Mathematics instruction.
‘. Indivi—dua.l— provider results in Reading were ﬁostly inclusive. Of the 17 proViders that
served 15 or more students, only two were associated with significant effects:

Huntington Learning produced positive effects (ES = +.34), and Lincoln Foundation
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produced negative effects (ES = -1.48). Of the 17 providers examined, 8 had effects
that were positive in direction and 6 that were negative in direction.

o Individual providei*_ results inr Mathematics were also mostly inclusive. Of the 8
prOViders that served 15 or more students, only 1 was associated with significant
effects—Sylvan produced positive effects (ES = +.35). Of the 8 Mathematics
providers, 3 had effects that were positive in direction and 5 that were negative in
direction. -. | |

In judgiﬁ g individual providers, it is important to cbﬁsider that tﬁe present quasi-

'e;c'p.erimental design does not permit control over student selection. Thus, it is entirely possible
a;id very likely that certain prqviders seryed students who, due to personal characteristics, family
situations, and school expeﬁeﬁces, were more at risk thal_i others. Such factors cannot be

‘ eﬁiualized across proVi&ers via Sfaﬁsticéﬂ é.djustmenfs. Further, sémpié éiies 'fflir individual

- p}oviders were relatively small overall, and subject to error variance associated with multiple
gfades and schools. Asthe evalﬁation is repl._icated cach new year, the aggregated outcomes

should yield a more reliable p_icfure of the individual provider effects.
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2006-2007 Evaluation of Sﬁpplemental Educational Services in Kentucky:
Stude_nt Achievement Ana.lysis in Jefferson County Public Schools
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2001) Act is sweeping federal legislation designed to
i{elp all children become proﬁcient in reading and mathem-atics by 2013-2014. A core aspect of
NCLB is the offering of Supplemeﬁtai Educaﬁonal Serv.i.ces (SES). Through SES, students who

(1) Vatte.nd Title I _sc]ﬁ_qo_ls _in.t_he second year or more of school improvement and (2) participate in
t}:ie' free/reduced-price meal program are eligible to receive this extra academic assistance at no
cost to parents (Ross, Potter, & Harmon, 2006). The SES program offers tutoring before or after
sE_:hool hours, on Weekgnds, and durin;g.the summer, by state-approved providers, including

| qpmr_nﬁnityfbased., féith—based, and private brg_a.nizations.

" E}yaluation Purpose

In concert with its emphasis on accountability fqr schools, NCLB (2001) explicitly
réquires all states to evéluate the effectiveness of each .SES provider in raising student

, _aph_ievg‘;ment. ‘The present study is part ofa larger étatefwide evaluatioﬁ of SES in Kentucky in
_:c;o_mpli_ance with federal,requ.irements to examine the effectiveness of SES providers at least
OEIIC’G every fwo years. Because JCPS _has the largest number of SES students in the state, has
uhique characteristics as a large urban district, and has ready access to student participation,

- achievement, and demographic daté; the déta-for JCPS was 'an.al.yzed separately. When similar
résults becoﬁle available for identical providers from other districts, aggregate effect sizes to
ihdicate state-wide provider effectiveness can_be computed. Based on this rationale, an initial
sﬁdy was conducted in J CPS in 2005-06, in Which SES students were compared to matched

- control .studerits on the"Kentu.ckj.( Core Content Test (KCCT) in Reading and Mathematics

(Potter, Ross, Munoz, Paek, & McKay, 2007). No significant effects were associated with

2006-2007 Student Achievement Analysis in Jefferson County Public Schools 3




individual SES providers or providers overall. The primary purpose of the present study was to
e;iztcnd the analysis of studenf, achievement analyses to the 2006-07 school year, As with the
2005-2006 study, other evaluation goé,ls- were to detenﬁine the perceptions of varied SES
7 parrticipantsr and stakeholders—_district_ _cot)rdina_,tors, principals/site coqrdinatqrs, teachers, and
phrents—toWards SES activities, implementation procésses, and educational outcomes. This
s?ction of the report deals with achie{rement only.

The major research question regarding student achievement was addressed via a
quan_titétive anailysié_ of student-level scores on state-mandated tests in i__eading and mathematics.
A randomized field trial (RFT), potentially the most rigorous research design, could not be

. | ifnplemented due to the SES i)ro gram’s emphasis on parents’ ability to choose whether to enroll
their children in SES aﬁd which ﬁroviders to choose, shbuid they enroll. Accordingly, as in
‘ 2005-06,_ the next most rigorous _bpﬁon (Pdtter_ et al., 2007), was adopted — a quasi-experimental
 design (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) using closely matched
pfogram and control students with rm}ltiple student-level covariates.
-}éesearch Context | |
.. The context for the current study was all SES partiCipahts in the Jefferson County Public
_S:Chool_s (JCPS) in Louisville, Kentucky. The district is the 260 largest school district in the
ﬁétion. JCPS is located in a large metropolitag area and_ has 150 schools serving more than
96,000 rstudentrs; 33 of these schools were require_d to offer SES during the 2006-2007 school
" year. SES is an expensive .cofnpénent of the Title I bu&gét, Wifh cost estimates of approximately
$45 million for a school year. JCPS educates a high percentage of at-risk urban students with
' h1gh poverty. levels (i.e., over 53% subsidized meals, 54% single-parent homes). The district has

a student assignment plan based on manéged chbice, which facilitates the racial desegregation of
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its schools by providing students with transportation from their home neighborhoods to other
parts of the disttict.r B |

’Ihe,pi'es.ent study is a contimuation of the study conducted in 2005-06 of SES
implementation in JCPS. Specifically, Mufioz, Potter, and Ross (in press) analyzed student-level
aehtevement scores for the SES and matehed control students on the Kentucky state assessment
sfzstem in Reading and'M'athematics [i.e., Kentucky Core Content Test (KCCT)] and school
- dlstnct measures [i.e., demo§rai3hics,l Predicti\}e Assesstnent Series (t’AS) T'est}. As previously
indicated, findings showed no significant advantages for SES in Reading and Mathematics for
any individual provider er for all-prov’iders combined. Importantly, with regard to interpreting
results from the present study, the Muiioz et al. ﬁndlngs 1ndlcated that 1mp1ementat10n of SES in
| the J CPS school dlstnct was cha:raetenzed by (a) 11m1ted duratlon of the tutonng activity relative
to rethIa:r scheol progran‘ls; (b) lack of sensitivity of high-stakes, standardized tests for assessing
gains on spec:lﬁc knowledge skllls that may be taught (Llnn & Miller, 2005); (¢) failure to
xmplement the mtervennons fully, and (d) absence of effectlve commumcatmn by prov1ders with
: teaehets and narents.. | | |

Method

The analysis of p.ro gram impaets.on cﬁterion-_referenced test scores was the focus of the
study and basis for the methodology described below. Given the relatively smatl sample sizes for
provider X grade-level groups, it was decided to replicate the Year 1 (2005-06) procedure of
-a_j..g_.gregating'data across all 25 service. providers in an initial a.nalysis. Subsequent analyses

examined individual previder_effects where sample size was 15 or more students.

| 2006-2007 Student Achievement Analysis in Jefferson County Public Schools 5




Participants a_ﬁd Matching Procedure

= Disﬁiét dé,ta.i.dé.nt.iﬁeAd tﬁe SES Vproviderrs from vlvhich each eligible gtu&ent received
s;:rvices during the 2006.-200'7 school year. Providers serving students in Jefferson County
ranged from large national c_or_npanies' to local community-based organizations. A typical
tutoring session lasted 1 hour after_ school, two days per Wec_k. Provider pro grams had a variety
of instmctidnal methods including one-on-one or small-group instruction; home-based tutoring,
_ and oniine ins.truction. Most pro grams lasted for several weeks, with the majority of tutoring
qucurring duriqg the second (spring) éem.estef of the school year.

The SES Ijrq\._/_i(_ler data were combined with databases containing student demographics,
formative assessment results, and state assessment results for students in Grades 2-11. Ofthe
16,684 students who were eligible to receive SES services, 3,381 (20.3%) had valid state
ai;:ssessment data in Reaéing’ and/or Méthematiés; however, only 2,637 (15.8% of total eligible)

“had bo_fh state assesément and previous test scores. Of these, 1,772 students (10.6%) actually
rc_%ceive_:d sefvices, whereas 865 students applied for services but did not participate in SES. The
shrinkage in sample size is due largely to the characteristics of the state assessment in Kentucky.
Only students in gradesr3-8 and iO take the annual staté asse.ssment in Reading, whereas only

those 111 grades 3-8 and 11 are tested m Mathematics. Because no ﬁrevious achievement baseline
_a§sessﬁ1ent ..sc_or_es were available for third graders in both subjects, and eleventh graders in
Mathematics, these students were not included in the analyses. |

Reading parricz].;)ants. The sémple included SES participants and a demo graphically

-matched sample of SES-eligible, non;partiéipating “control” students. The participating service
providers began implem_entiné SES services in the 2006-2007 school year. Table 1 illustrates the

key characteristics by which the treatment and control students were matched at the beginning of
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the school year for the analysis of Reading outcomes. As shown, the matches were based on
fbur variables,'includin.g pi‘eﬁous diagnbstic tést scores in Reading, gender, race, and
, p,ar,tici?ation in the free or reducedfpr_'ice lunch program. All students included were active
p:érticipants_in the free or redﬁced-price lunch program and were comparable on grade level. The
comparability of the remaining matchles was evaluated using chi-square tests for categorical
v:ariables {gender,x (1, N =2540) = .48, p = .49; race, x (1, N=2540)=9.75, p=.01] and
- ANOVAs for continuous variables. [previous test scores, (1, 2538) = 9.94, p < .01]. As
ir.idiéated in. Table 1, the comparison sample tended to include more minority students and scored
siightly over 2 points lqwer (d=-.13) than did the SES sample. As a result, we included these

variables as covariates in the posttest analysis.

TABLE 1. Treatment and Comparison Students in Reading Matched on Key Characteristics (N = 2,540)

SES Students Comparison Students
M 8D n % M - 8D n %

Pravious Test 50.06 17.67 1,697 47.71 17.71 843

Gender 7 _ :

Female : 840 ~ 49.50 405 48.04
Male 857 50.50 438 51.96
Race ' L _ '
~Minority _ o 1086 6400 : L . 592 70.23
Non-Minority _ 611 36.00 251 29.77
Grade

3 : 60 3.50 - 35 4,20
4. 160 9.40 ' 64 7.60
5 175 10.30 60 7.10
6. 482 2840 ' 259 30.70
7 357 21.00 - 200 23.70
8 : : - 359 212 158 18.70
10 e 6.10 87 7.90

~Note. Only students with complete demographic and testing data were included in the analysis. An aggregated matching
procedure was utilized.

Mathematics participanis. Tp.ble 2 presents the key characteristics by which the
tl;reatmcnt and control studénts were matched at the beginning of the school year (2006-07) for
: the-analysis_ of Mathematics outcozﬁes;' All students included were active participants in the free
or reduced-price lunch program and were comparable in grade level. As in the case of the
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Reading sampfe, the comparability of thé remaining matches on the three key variables was

‘ ef)aluated using chi—sqﬁare te_sts for. categorical variable's.[gender, X (1,N=648)=.97,p= .33.;
race, y (1, N = 648) = 8.31, p=.01] and ANOVAs for continuous variables [previous test scores,
F (1, 646) =1.97, p=.16]. As found for the Reading sample matching analyses, the comparison
s.;:xmple_for' Mathematics tended to inclucie more mindrity students than did the SES sample.

- Thus, we again included this variable and previous test scores as covariates in the posttest

"ah’alysis.

TABLE 2. Treatment and Comparlson Students in Mathematics Matched on Key Characieristics (N = 648)

SES Students : Comparison Students

.M SD N % M D n %
Previous Test - 45183 71617 468 T 4324 1583 - 180
Gender '
Female o 249 53.21 . 88 48.89
Male ' 219 46.7% : o2 51.11
Race
Minotity . _ ‘ 281 60.04 130 72.22
Non-Minority ‘ : o - 187 39.96 - 50 2778
Grade : '
3 ' R . 135 28.85 57 3187
4 o Lo 159 3397 .. . B -84 " 35.56
5 174 37.18 59 32.78

Note. Cnly students with complete demographlc and testing data were included in the analysis. An aggregated matching
procedure was utifized. _

Iﬁstrumentatio’n_

Achieyemenf measures. The achievement measure employed was the KCCT in Reading
' and Mathematics, with each subtest consisting of 24 multiple choice and 6 constructed response
items. The ;‘diaglostic” test, used for matching SES and control stﬁdents on prior achievement
and as the pretest covariate, was the Predictive Assessﬁent Series (PAS), which consisted of 24
_ mu}tip_lé—_choice-itemé. The PAS ThinkLink benchmark test (ThinkLink, 2007) is considered a
ré:liable predictor of student performance on criterion referenced tests. ThinkLink PAS results

canbe used to gauge progress toward proficiency levels as defined by each state under the
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rrt:aquirement_s of NCLB. KCCT Reading and Mathematics contribute 14.5% of the 100%
abcountability formula used és part of the annual state assessment (Kentucky Department of
E_ducation,. 2005). All criterion (KCCT Reading and Mathematics) tests were group-

_ a_dmi_ni_étere_d and sc§red following standardized procedures.

Onljr the students who had complete data encorﬁpassing the PAS and KCCT Reading and
Mathematics served as the basis for the student- Ievei matching component (Rossi, Freeman, &
tipsey, 1999). The PAS was administered af the begiﬁning of the school year to students in

_grades 3-1 0 in Reading and to students in grades 3-5 in Mathefnatic& - At the end of the 2006-
_ 2007 é_chool year, students in_ grades 3-8 and 10 took the KCCT Reading subtest, and those in |
gfades 3-8 and 11 took the KCCT Maf[hematics subtest. Eleventh graders were not included in
t£1e present study due to the lack of a baseline test in Mathematics. A summary of the tests and

-analyses employed is provided in Table 3.

TABLE 3. Summary of Anal'ys'es Comparing SES to Control Students on Student Achievement '

Qutcome Measure _Year Analysis Covariate(s)

Grades 3-8, 10 KCCT Reading ' 2006-2007 ANCOVA Prior achievement oh PAS {beginning of Grades
B o ~ 2:8,10) and race
| Grades 35 KCCT Mafhemétibs - R 2006-2007 ANCOVA Prior achievement oh PAS (beginning of Grades
3-5) and race

- Note. KCCT = Kentucky Core Content Test, PAS = Predictive Assessment Series.

besign and Pr;:;éedure

“The research desi gn employed a matched treatment-control pi'éﬁ).os'tté'st'design (Cook &
Campbell, 1979; Rossi et al., 1999; Shadish et al., 2002). To control for prior achievement,
sfudent-level data were analyzed via ANCOVA, with the treatment condition as the between-

subjects factor. The PAS pretest scores and race were used as covariates.
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Results
Table 4'displays a snmmary of tne KCCT Reading and Mathematics student achievement
' anallys.es.' The directiori of .the rneans'in Mathematics slightly favored the SES treatment group
over the control group.
KCCT Readfng Test Scores
| Tests of the homogeneity of regression indicated fhat assumptions of homogeneity were
‘ Inet and thai usage of enalysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was justiﬁe'd.r The ANCOV_A
| p‘erformed on KCCT Reading posttest scores yielded significance for the PAS [F(1, 2536) =
16.35, p<.01] and race [F(1, 2536) = 6.20,p <.05] covariates. More importantly, the Program
effect [F(I 2536) =1. 69 p= 19] was nonsrgmﬁcant 1nd1cat1ng no differences between the SES
. | a.nd the comparison students . -

As a follow-up, a sub-group analysis by number of service hours was conducted, using
previous test scores and race as covariates. The service hour variable was derived using a
median spht for the entire sarnple whereby the duration of partlcrpatlon by regular attenders >

18.25 hrs. per year and by non—regular attenders <18.25 hrs. The ANCOVA performed on
IéCCT Reading by greup (i.e., regular attendee, non-regular attendee, comparison group) again
yielded signiﬁ_cance for the PAS'[F(I' 2535) =16.32, p <.001] and race [F(1, 2535) =5.86, p <
05] covariates. More 1mportant1y, an overall 51gn1ﬁcant effect was found for treatment groups

| [F(2 2535)= 4 45 ,P= 01] However post—hoc analyses 1ndlcated that the statlsncally
s_igniﬁcant difference was between regular (Mag; = 679.05, SD = 158.03) and non-regular (Mg =
703.33, SD = 169.40) attendees_, but surprisingly favoring non-regular attendees (Mean

D_ifference =24.28,p <.05). Comparison students did not differ from either group. The effect
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_ s_i_zes fdr _regu_lar f_md nq_n-reg_ular at_ter_zders 'relgt_ive to th_e comparison group were -.09 and +.06,
' réspecﬁvely. | N
KCCT Mathematics Test Scores
Tests of homogenelty of regreésmn confirmed that assumptions to justify ANCOVA were
~met for Mathematics. Accordingly, an ANCOVA using the baseline (Fall 2006) PAS scores and
r?ce as covariates was Vcondu(':ted on the KCCT Mathematics subtest scores. Results indicated
: that the PAS [F(1, 644) = 29.06, p < .001] was a significant covaﬁafe; race however was not
féund tobea sigrﬁﬁcaﬁf [F(1, 644) =0.72, p = .40] cofariate. More importantly, the Program
_effect was not significant [F(1, 644) =1. 52 , p = .22], but effect sizes directionally favored the
Program group (see Table 4)
As performed for Reading, a sub- group analysis by number of service hours based on the
Ifledian participation hours (1. . , regular attendee > 23. 50) was conducted, using previous test
. 8COTES and raceé as covdriates.. The ANCOVA performed on KCCT Mathematlcs by group (1 e.,
regular attendee, non-regular attendee, comparison group) yielded significance for the PAS
cdvariate [F(1, 643) = 29.09,33 < .001], but not for race [F(1, 643) = .69, p = .41]. More
ifnportantly, an oVe_rail sigﬁiﬁéémt e_ffect- was not found [F(2, 643) = 1.09, p = .34]. However,
- KCCT-mathematics test scores ﬁrere directionally hight_er for regular attendees (M = 443.74, SD
= 81.24), followed by nbn—regular attendees (M = 437.23, SD = 81.66), and comparison students
(M =430.25, SD = 82.02). Relative to the comparison group, the effect sizes for the regular and

non-regular attendees were +.19 and +.17, respectively.
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TABLE 4. Unadjusted and Adjusted Means and Standard Deviations for SES and Matched-Confrol Comparisons on
KCCT Scale Scores in 2006-2007

Comparison Group and Test 7 N M . Mag SD ES ESag
-2006-2007KCCT Reading™~+ ..+~ LT '

SES . - - 1897 68541 = 68518 16129
o - ' ‘ - _ -0.05 -0.05
" Contro] 843 £93.62 894.07 164.71
# 2006-2007 KCCT Mathematics TR S o

SES 468 441,71 440,94 81.34

: o ' +0.14 +03.11
Control : _ : 180 430.25 432.25 82.02

| Sewice Provider Analyses
ANCOVA procedures coptrolling for prior achievement were conducted to assess the
irﬁpact of speciﬁed service. providers on-Reac.iin'g and Mathematics test scores. Analyses were
: only conducted for service pr.ovi;clel;s with é.total sa:mpie size equal to or greater than n = 15 in
the target subject. Application of this criterion yielded 17 providers in reading and 8 in
mathematics (see Table 5). The analytical procedure included the use of dummy-coded variables
f;)r each pirovider. Most of the Variance_ Was captured.by the statistically significant previous
a@hievement covariate '-.(PAS), but sigﬁﬁc@t results We'ré obtained in several analyses, as
described below.
In Reading, 2 of the 17 providers were associated with statistically significant effects:
. 'Huntington Learning (n = .256,_ Maéj =7 10.64; SD = 149.91) had é positive adjusted
effeéf'size 6f+.34, F(1,509)=8.07,p= .Oi). |
e Lincoln Foundation had a negative adjusted effect size of -1.48 (p <.001).

e Sylvan showed a positive trend (ES = +.18) that approximated significance (p = .06).
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In Matkema.t.i.és, 1 of the 7 providers with sufficient sample size was associated with
' s?atistically significant results:'
o Sylvan (n= .256, M,y = 444.14, SD = 81.36) had a posiﬁve adjusted effect size of
+.35, F(1,189) = 4.51, p = .04).

¢ Huntington showed a pdsitive trend (ES = +.47) that approximated significance (p = .07).

TABLE 5. 2006-07 Service Providers in Reading and Math (n = > 15 students)

Service Provider Fstats Eprob ~ ADJ-M Eiffect Size
“SiReading o T T
Huntington Learning ' 8.07 01 +.34
Sylvan - 389, .08 +18
_APlus Tutoring =~ ; o .68 4 . -18 -
Ato Z In-Home Tutoring _ .01 92 +02
ATS Educational Consulting 03 87 +.10
Bates Community Development 12 73 -18
Brainfuse Online Instruction 23 B4 -35
Catapult Online 13 .72 . -04
Club Z! _ .00 99 -00
Dr. Lee Epstein 41 - B3 -43
Learning Disability Association 18 69 =28
Lincoin Foundation - . ©10.09 00 -1.48
" Urban League o T 47 50 +27
Porter Education ' 04 .85 +.07
SOAR 7 271 10 +.38
The Salvation Army 1.00 32 -32
_Yes! All Students Can Learn .07 .80 +11
L5 Mathematics: . . LA
Sylvan . _ 4.51 04 _ +.35
Huntington Leamning . 3.40 07 +47
A Plus Tutoring : 12 a3 -13
- Ato ZIn-Home Tutoring -~ 27 - .61 =19
Catapuit Online 1.64 20 : +.26
Club Z! 53 47 -15
Lincoln Foundation o : 1.90 18 -85
The Salvation Army 10 75 -13
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Summary and Conclusions
Similar to other recent _evaluations of SES (Potter, Ross, Paek, Pribesh, & Nunnery, 2006;
Potter, Ross, Munoz Paek & McKay, 2007; Muiioz, Potter & Ross, in press) the present results
| showed only 1solated achlevement advantages for the SES part101pants on state—mandated test
sco_res n readlng and mathematics. Specifically, on the KCCT Reading subtest in grades 3-8 and
10, and the KCCT Mathematics subtest in grades 3-5, SES participants across the 25 providers
servmg JCPS were not s1gmﬁcant1y different than the matched control students The overall
effect sizes were - 05 and +, 12 in Readmg and Mathematics respectively, mdicatmg small
differences. However, there were isolated significant effects for three individual providers:
Huntington Learning was associated with positive im_paets and Lincoln Foundation with negative
impacts in Readingj Sylvan had positive effects in Mathematics;
| : dne poSSibIe ei(planetion for the absence of effects is the limited duration of the tutoring
eetivity relative to regular school programs and other educational experiences. A second, related
ebtplanation concerns the lack of sensitivity of high-stakes, standardized tests for assessing
7 Iiigher—order l_eai.'nin.g" or gains n sp'eeiﬁc knowledge skills that may be_tau_gi_it (Linn & Miller,
2_005). But a third, even more direct cause of limited program impacts would be failure to
iinplement the interventions strongly or fully. Although implementation quality was not
evaluated directly in the present study, the peiceptions of the district coordinator and school
principals/SES coord_inators did no_t show strong support for provider services at schools within
tlie distriet.
The present findings ore qualified by several factors. First, due to the inability to employ
i a randomized experimental design, ﬁrm.'causai conclusions cannot be reaciied. Sampling

representativeness is limited by student choice in program enrollment and participation. As a
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r;:sult, it is difficult to isolate the'impact,of the SES program participation from other possible
explanations fér student achievément changes. For example, the paﬂicipation and outcomes of
sfudents might be affecl:ted bsf teacﬁefs or parental invollvement. Despife coﬁféunding variables,
fine systematic matchir-lg-procedure .and statistical controls should have established sufficiently
strong internal validity for attributing differential group-rchange more to the interventions than to
pbtentiélly confouhding intervening fac;tors (Cook & Campbell,' 1979; Shadisl_l et al., 2002).

A second limiting factor was the shrinkage of sample sizes for both the SES and control
groups due to incomplete testing data. Direct year-to-year comparisbns of KCCT scale scores or
proficiency l_evels are difficult because the reading and fnathematic tests are given to particular
grade lévels_. Our fesgl_ts indicate that only a small subsef of SES and c@mparab_le students had
_tés_t 'sc'f_)res on the accountability grades. Differences of this sort could limit to whom we might
generalize our results and, thus, might compromise the study‘s exterﬁal validity.

| In summary, thé major cdncluéio’ns supported by ﬁe present findings are:

e The ovef_éil; effects of SES across providers Were.nonsiglliﬁcant and small in
éomparison to similar non-SES students. For Reading, the overall effect size was |
-.05, indicating virtually no group differences; for Mathematics, the overall effect size
was +. 1_2, indicating a small-to-moderate directional (but nonsignificant) advantage
for SES students.. |

. Regular vs. non-regular attendance at SES sessions did not improve Reading -
achievemen‘;. Howeyer, there was a directional but nonsignificant advantage for

regular attendefs 111 Mathematics. |

o Individual provider.results in Reading weré_rﬁosﬂy inclusive. Of the 17 providers that

served 15 or more students, only two were associated with significant effects:
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Hl-mti.ngton‘ Learﬁing prociuced positive effe;:ts (ES= +.34),. and Lincoln Foundation
produced négative effecfs (ES = -1.48). Of the 17 providers in the analysis, 8 had
~ effects that were positive in direction and 6 that were negative in direction.

,-. Individual pro_vid_e; rgsults in Mathematics were alsé _most_ly_inclus_ive. Of the 8
providers that served 15 or more students, only 1 was associated with significant
effects—Sylvan produced positive effects (ES = +.35). Of the § Mathematics
providers, 3 had effects thﬁt were ﬁositive in ciirection and 5 that were negative in
direction.

In judging individual providers, it is again impdrtant to consider that the present quasi-
experimental design does notrpermit control over student selection. lThus, it is entirely possible
éhd very likely that ceﬁain providers éer'ved students who, due to personal characteristics, family

_ c_onditi_éns, and school experiences, were ﬁlo_re_ at risk than others. Such factors cannot be
é;lualized across providers via statistical adjustments. Further, sample sizes for individual
providers Wére relatively small overall, and subject to error variance associated with multiple
g}ades and schools. As the_ evaluation is replicated each new year, the aggregated outcomes

-should yield a more reliable picturé of the individual provider effects.
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