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Editor’s Note
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Abstract

This article offers methodological reflections based on the author’s experience reviewing classroom
action research and educational theses. It points out common issues such as misuse of statistical
tests, failure to question underlying research assumptions, and the neglect of individual-level data.
The author proposes alternative approaches including the use of normalized gain scores, individual
line graph analysis, and qualitative data collection and interpretation. These methods aim to capture
meaningful change beyond simply reporting p-values. The article invites teachers, graduate students,
researchers, and other stakeholders to reconsider prevailing research practices and adopt more
appropriate, context-sensitive methods.
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nandwisaldnisAuanludnuusil indsasenaisudnat 2 918019 An
(1) Kanjanawasee, S. (1989). Alternative strategies for policy analysis. An assessment of school
effects on students’ cognitive and affective mathematics outcomes in lower secondary
schools in Thailand (Publication No. 8910299) [Doctoral dissertation, University of California,
Los Angeles]. ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.
(2) A3dE NIYIUINE. (2557). N19ATUIUATUUUNRIUINIG (Gain Scores). 279877841AUTVE
Foaumansunirlezinalne, 1(1), 1-20.
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NN 2

WUIAMNEINY relative gain score l1v11989 Zuckerman (1954)

ages for the two treatments. Several types of measures were used:
(a) after-scores, (b) absolute-gain scores (after-minus-before
percentages), (¢) adjusted absolute-gain scores (after-minus-
before differences), with the “before” base stabilized by lumping
the before-test scores for both film and filmstrip group and basing
the gains on the combined before percentages, and (d) adjusted
“relative-gain® scores (obtained by dividing the difference be-
tween after-scores and combined before-values by the maximum
change possible).?

Results. Table I lists the percentages of correct answers to

‘Substantially the same pattern of results was obtained, however, when data for the
discarded iteme were examined.

5Relative-gain scores take account of the fact that there was more room for the improve-
ment on some itemns than others because of differences in before-level of correct responses.
Positive differences in after-min: before per t were divided by 100 percent minus the
before value to express the gains as a ratio of absolute gain to maximum possible gain. The
few negative differences were expressed as a ratio of maximum room for negative change by
dividing the after-min before differ by the before value.

AN 3
WUIAMNEINY relative gain score lusruway Osborn & Kraemer (1974)

An additional conversion was made in the basic data primarily to reduce the pre- vs.
post-test scores to a single measure, but also to dispel concern over the small pre-test
difference in the two final study groups. “Relative gain” scores were computed by
dividing the difference in adjusted post- and pre-test scores by one of two quantities:
(a) if post-test minus pre-test was positive, as in most ceases, the difference was divided by
the maximum possible gain that a man could have attained; (b)if the difference was
negative, it was divided by a maximum possible loss. Relative gain scores indicate the
amount of improvement shown by an individual as a proportion of what he might have
achieved. These scores are used in the subsequent analysis.

NN 4
WUIAMNEINY relative gain score luguay Hunt (1987)
acadenic gains. Correlations are often computed with

teaching behavior rating scores and student raw gain
scores (pretest scores subtracted from posttest scores).
When criterion measures vary in difficulty, item type, and
length and are used 1in the same study with different
students to measure student academic gain, a percentage
gain score:

aw_gain (posttest - retest) x 100
possible score - pretest

is often computed to adjust for the differences in the
tests being used. Correlations are then computed using
teaching behavior rating scores and percentage gains

(Ellett et al., 1980; McGarity, 1981; warren, 1985).
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