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Research	  goals:	  

•  Who	  is	  GATE	  /	  AIM	  idenGfied	  in	  the	  DJUSD	  
– How	  has	  this	  changed	  over	  Gme?	  

•  What	  is	  the	  causal	  impact	  of	  AIM	  on	  student	  
academic	  achievement	  for	  students	  in	  AIM	  self	  
contained	  classrooms?	  

•  What	  is	  the	  causal	  impact	  of	  AIM	  on	  student	  
academic	  achievement	  for	  students	  not	  in	  AIM	  
self	  contained	  classrooms?	  
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What	  is	  AIM?	  

•  AIM:	  AlternaGve	  InstrucGonal	  Model	  	  
(formerly	  GATE).	  

•  It	  is	  the	  mission	  of	  the	  DJUSD	  GATE	  Program…to	  
provide	  a	  quality	  educaAonal	  program	  for	  giBed	  
and	  talented	  students	  in	  order	  to	  develop	  their	  
knowledge,	  skills,	  abiliAes,	  and	  values	  (2008	  
Master	  Plan).	  

•  Students	  who	  qualify	  for	  AIM	  are	  eligible	  to	  
receive	  differenGated	  instrucGon	  in	  self	  
contained	  classrooms.	  
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How	  large	  is	  AIM?	  
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How	  large	  is	  AIM?	  
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How	  do	  students	  qualify	  for	  AIM?	  

There	  are	  three	  main	  channels:	  
1.   Universal	  Tes0ng:	  If	  a	  student	  scores	  in	  the	  96th	  

percenGle	  on	  their	  total	  score	  AND	  and	  on	  either	  
their	  verbal	  or	  nonverbal	  score	  on	  the	  OLSAT	  the	  
student	  qualifies	  for	  AIM.	  

2.   Retes0ng:	  If	  a	  student	  scores	  within	  +/-‐	  5	  standard	  
errors	  of	  measurement	  of	  a	  96th	  percenGle	  on	  the	  
OLSAT,	  the	  student	  automaGcally	  qualifies	  for	  
retesGng	  by	  the	  DJUSD.	  Students	  can	  also	  qualify	  for	  
retesGng	  through	  the	  search	  and	  serve	  process.	  
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How	  do	  students	  qualify	  for	  AIM?	  

There	  are	  three	  main	  channels	  (cont.):	  
3.   Private	  Tes0ng:	  A	  student	  can	  also	  qualify	  by	  taking	  

a	  test	  of	  mental	  reasoning	  administered	  by	  a	  
licensed	  psychologist.	  	  
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How	  many	  students	  qualify	  for	  AIM	  
during	  universal	  tesGng?	  
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Master	  Plan	  2005	   Master	  Plan	  2008	  

Transfers	  /	  Other	   6.8%	   1.2%	  

RetesGng	   29.6%	   39.6%	  

Private	  TesGng	   23.0%	   29.8%	  

Universal	  TesGng	   40.6%	   29.3%	  
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OLSAT	  scores	  of	  all	  students	  who	  
qualify	  for	  AIM:	  
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OLSAT	  scores	  of	  students	  who	  qualify	  
for	  AIM	  though	  universal	  tesGng:	  
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OLSAT	  scores	  of	  students	  who	  qualify	  
for	  AIM	  though	  retesGng:	  
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OLSAT	  scores	  of	  students	  who	  qualify	  
for	  AIM	  though	  private	  tesGng:	  
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OLSAT	  scores	  by	  qualificaGon	  type:	  
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Are	  all	  the	  students	  retested	  who	  have	  OLSAT	  
scores	  outside	  the	  SEM,	  students	  with	  risk	  
factors?	  
•  No	  
– Of	  the	  492	  students	  who	  qualify	  for	  AIM	  by	  retesGng,	  
331	  (67%)	  have	  no	  risk	  factors.	  

– Of	  the	  students	  who	  qualify	  for	  AIM	  by	  retesGng,	  with	  
original	  OLSAT	  scores	  that	  fall	  outside	  of	  the	  standard	  
error	  of	  measurement,	  58%	  have	  no	  risk	  factors.	  
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What	  are	  the	  effects	  of	  AIM	  on	  
students	  in	  AIM?	  
•  What	  are	  the	  effects	  of	  parGcipaGon	  in	  AIM	  on	  
student	  outcomes	  for	  those	  students	  in	  AIM	  
self	  contained	  classrooms?	  

•  How	  do	  these	  effects	  differ	  by	  gender,	  race/
ethnicity,	  free/reduced	  lunch	  eligibility	  and,	  
previous	  academic	  performance?	  

25/40	  June	  4,	  2015	  



How	  do	  we	  measure	  the	  affects	  of	  AIM	  
on	  students	  in	  AIM?	  
We	  cannot	  compare	  the	  outcomes	  of	  students	  in	  AIM	  to	  the	  
students	  not	  in	  AIM	  because:	  
•  We	  would	  expect	  that	  the	  students	  in	  AIM	  self	  contained	  

classrooms	  to	  have	  different	  characterisGcs	  from	  students	  not	  in	  
AIM	  self	  contained	  classrooms.	  

•  Students	  in	  AIM	  classrooms	  are,	  on	  average,	  higher	  achievers	  
than	  students	  not	  in	  AIM	  classrooms.	  Students	  in	  AIM	  
classrooms	  are	  also	  likely	  to	  differ	  in	  ways	  that	  are	  unobservable	  
to	  researchers.	  For	  example,	  they	  may	  have	  parents	  that	  have	  
more	  experience	  navigaGng	  educaGonal	  resources.	  

•  So	  even	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  AIM,	  we	  would	  expect	  the	  students	  in	  
AIM	  classrooms	  to	  have,	  on	  average,	  be@er	  academic	  outcomes	  
than	  the	  students	  not	  in	  AIM	  classrooms.	  
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How	  do	  we	  measure	  the	  affects	  of	  AIM	  
on	  students	  in	  AIM?	  
Under	  ideal	  research	  condiGons,	  we	  would	  run	  a	  randomized	  
control	  trial	  (RCT)	  to	  evaluate	  AIM.	  

•  In	  a	  randomized	  control	  trial,	  a	  researcher	  randomly	  divides	  
the	  subjects	  into	  treatment	  and	  control	  groups.	  

•  Since	  group	  assignment	  is	  randomly	  assigned,	  we	  would	  
expect	  the	  two	  groups	  to	  have	  similar	  characterisGcs	  before	  
treatment.	  As	  such,	  we	  would	  expect	  the	  two	  groups	  to	  have	  
similar	  outcomes	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  treatment.	  

•  If	  the	  two	  groups	  had	  different	  outcomes,	  we	  could	  then	  
conclude	  that	  the	  treatment	  caused	  the	  difference	  in	  
outcomes.	  

•  There	  are	  many	  ethical	  and	  logisGcal	  reasons	  why	  a	  school	  
district	  might	  not	  want	  to	  run	  a	  RCT	  to	  evaluate	  a	  program.	  
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How	  do	  we	  measure	  the	  affects	  of	  AIM	  
on	  students	  in	  AIM?	  
In	  the	  absence	  of	  a	  randomized	  control	  trial,	  how	  can	  we	  
evaluate	  AIM?	  

•  Methodology:	  Regression	  DisconGnuity	  Design	  (RDD)	  
•  IntuiGon:	  Scoring	  a	  95%	  vs.	  a	  96%	  on	  a	  test	  is	  largely	  random.	  

So	  we	  can	  compare	  students	  who	  just	  qualify	  for	  AIM	  (or	  
retesGng)	  with	  students	  who	  just	  miss	  qualifying.	  

•  RDDs	  are	  a	  design	  commonly	  used	  in	  educaGon	  research	  to	  
establish	  causality	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  random	  assignment.	  This	  
methodology	  meets	  the	  U.S.	  Department	  of	  EducaGon,	  
InsGtute	  of	  EducaGon	  Science’s	  What	  Works	  Clearinghouse	  
evidence	  standards.	  
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Methodology:	  regression	  disconGnuity	  
(hypotheGcal	  scenarios)	  
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Findings:	  ELA	  
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The Effect of AIM on Math CST Scores

Findings:	  Math	  
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AIM	  has	  no	  effect	  on	  the	  Math	  CST	  scores	  of	  AIM	  students.	  
(effects	  do	  not	  differ	  by	  race/gender/free	  lunch/ELL)	  

ELA	  CST	  scores	  from	  4th,	  5th,	  and	  6th	  graders	  who	  took	  the	  OLSAT	  as	  3rd	  graders	  from	  AY	  2006	  –	  AY	  2012	  are	  included.	  



Why	  do	  we	  care	  about	  standardized	  
test	  scores?	  
•  Growing	  literature	  connecGng	  achievement	  
test	  scores	  with	  outcomes	  later	  in	  life.	  
–  IntervenGons	  like	  smaller	  class	  sizes	  and	  be@er	  
teachers	  that	  raise	  test	  scores	  also	  increase	  the	  
likelihood	  of	  college	  a@endance,	  increase	  future	  
earnings,	  and	  decrease	  teenage	  pregnancy.	  
(Che@y	  et	  al.	  2011,	  Che@y	  et	  al.	  2014)	  

•  Test	  scores	  are	  the	  basis	  of	  school	  
accountability	  systems.	  
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Why	  do	  we	  find	  no	  effect?	  

Possible	  explanaGons:	  
•  AIM	  has	  no	  effect.	  
– Our	  results	  are	  consistent	  with	  recent	  literature	  on	  
this	  topic,	  see:	  Bui	  et	  al.	  (2014)	  and	  Card	  &	  
Giuliano	  (2014).	  

•  AIM	  may	  affect	  other	  potenGal	  outcomes.	  

33/40	  June	  4,	  2015	  



Previous	  studies	  meeGng	  What	  Works	  
Clearinghouse	  evidence	  standards:	  
•  Bui	  et	  al.	  (2014),	  “Is	  Gioed	  EducaGon	  a	  Bright	  Idea?”	  
–  The	  authors	  find	  that	  GATE	  has	  no	  effect	  on	  seventh	  grade	  
test	  scores	  of	  GATE	  students	  in	  math,	  reading,	  language.	  
There	  is	  some	  evidence	  of	  posiGve	  effects	  on	  science	  test	  
scores.	  

•  Card	  and	  Giuliano	  (2014),	  “Does	  Gioed	  EducaGon	  
Work?”	  
–  The	  authors	  find	  that	  GATE	  has	  no	  effect	  on	  fourth	  and	  
fioh	  grade	  math	  and	  reading	  test	  scores.	  Some	  evidence	  of	  
posiGve	  effects	  of	  GATE	  classes	  on	  the	  test	  scores	  of	  
students	  who	  do	  not	  “qualify”	  as	  gioed	  but	  who	  are	  high	  
achieving.	  
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What	  about	  those	  not	  in	  AIM?	  

AIM	  could	  affect	  students	  not	  in	  AIM	  by	  causing:	  
•  Differences	  in	  Resources	  
– e.g.,	  parental	  involvement	  

•  Differences	  in	  instrucGon	  
– e.g.,	  teacher	  training/experience,	  differenGaGon,	  
and	  the	  curriculum	  

•  Peer	  group	  changes	  
– e.g.,	  achievement,	  behavior,	  and	  moGvaGon	  
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What	  are	  the	  effects	  of	  AIM	  on	  
students	  not	  in	  AIM?	  
•  What	  are	  the	  effects	  of	  parGcipaGon	  in	  AIM	  on	  
student	  outcomes	  for	  those	  students	  not	  
eligible	  for	  AIM?	  

•  How	  do	  these	  effects	  differ	  by	  gender,	  race/
ethnicity,	  free/reduced	  lunch	  eligibility,	  and	  
previous	  academic	  performance?	  
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How	  do	  we	  measure	  the	  effects	  of	  AIM	  
on	  students	  not	  in	  AIM?	  
In	  the	  absence	  of	  an	  RCT,	  how	  can	  we	  evaluate	  AIM?	  

•  Methodology:	  Instrumental	  Variable	  (IV)	  Student	  Growth	  
Model	  

•  IntuiGon:	  Compare	  the	  outcomes	  of	  students	  with	  similar	  
demographics	  and	  test	  scores	  in	  the	  same	  schools	  in	  years	  
when	  more	  students	  score	  above	  an	  AIM	  threshold	  with	  years	  
when	  fewer	  students	  score	  above	  an	  AIM	  threshold.*	  

•  IV	  growth	  models	  are	  a	  quasi-‐experimental	  design	  commonly	  
used	  in	  educaGon	  research	  to	  establish	  causality	  in	  the	  
absence	  of	  random	  assignment.	  This	  methodology	  meets	  the	  
U.S.	  Department	  of	  EducaGon,	  InsGtute	  of	  EducaGon	  Science’s	  
What	  Works	  Clearinghouse	  evidence	  standards.	  

*	  We	  focus	  on	  schools	  that	  have	  self	  contained	  AIM	  classrooms	  
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Findings:	  
We	  find	  no	  evidence	  that	  the	  AIM	  program	  has	  any	  
effect	  on	  students	  who	  do	  not	  qualify	  for	  AIM.	  

•  Our	  esGmated	  effects	  overall	  are	  small	  and	  not	  
significant.	  
– However,	  we	  find	  significant	  negaGve	  effects	  for	  
Hispanic	  students	  

•  Departure	  of	  students	  for	  the	  AIM	  program	  
lowers	  the	  test	  scores	  of	  students	  leo	  behind:	  
–  4th	  grade	  ELA	  CST	  scores	  drop	  by	  approximately	  1.7	  
points,	  on	  average,	  per	  student.	  

–  4th	  grade	  math	  CST	  scores	  drop	  by	  approximately	  3.9	  
points,	  on	  average,	  per	  student.	  
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Conclusions:	  

Iden0fica0on	  into	  AIM	  is	  inconsistent.	  	  
•  Students	  who	  qualify	  for	  AIM	  though	  retesGng	  
and	  private	  tesGng	  have	  a	  wide	  range	  of	  OLSAT	  
scores.	  

•  It	  is	  likely	  that	  many	  students	  who	  are	  not	  
given	  the	  opportunity	  to	  retest	  or	  do	  not	  have	  
the	  resources	  to	  be	  privately	  tested	  could	  also	  
qualify	  for	  AIM.	  
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Conclusions:	  

Who	  qualifies	  for	  AIM	  has	  changed	  over	  0me.	  
•  Fewer	  students	  now	  qualify	  through	  universal	  
tesGng.	  More	  students	  now	  qualify	  through	  
retesGng	  and	  private	  tesGng.	  

•  The	  average	  and	  minimum	  OLSAT	  scores	  of	  
students	  eligible	  for	  the	  AIM	  program	  has	  
decreased	  over	  Gme.	  
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Conclusions:	  

There	  is	  no	  evidence	  that	  the	  AIM	  program	  
affects	  academic	  performance.	  

•  The	  AIM	  program	  does	  not	  improve	  the	  
academic	  performance	  of	  students	  in	  AIM	  self	  
contained	  classrooms.	  

•  The	  AIM	  program	  does	  not	  help	  or	  hurt	  the	  
academic	  performance	  of	  students	  who	  do	  
not	  qualify	  to	  be	  in	  AIM.	  
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