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FOREWARD

Accountability is a way of saying to Louisiana studentsand their parents that we care
about what happens in our schools, that we care whether or not children learn.
Accountability says that learning is not a mysterious process but a natural part of
living.

.Though all children léarn, each learns at his/her own rate. Each is capable of

" contributing to Louisiana and to our Nation. When a child makes no contribution, our
schools have received a bad report card.

Accountability defines what children should know and when they should know it. It is
concerned with how these things are taught and it assesses our level of success in the
teaching process. Accountability is a tool to be used or misused. This report is the
Department’s way of expanding its usefulness and is a step toward the goal of this

administraticn.

EACH CHILD — WELL TAUGHT

AL

Nix
State Superintendent of Education




INTRODUCTION

Act No. 709 of the 1976 Regular Session of the Louisiana Legislature amended as Act No.82Z1 in the
1977 Regular Session (Title 17 Sections 391.1 through 391.9 of the Louisiana Revised Samiuftes. o
1950) legislates a system of accountability for the entire educational commungy.

In mandating a system of arcountability of Louisiama schools, the legislation prowides a frameewark

_Within which the school systems, the State [Department of Education, the State &{¥ard of
Elementary and Secondary Education and the Legislature can weork cooperatvely to estaidlish &
true plan for accountability.

The student assessment phmse of the accountakility program, as distinguishes from ts, ° shase
having to do with school personnel evaluation and management, rests on the develspm- . and
implementation of a statewide assessment program.

The success of the student-assessment program is dependent on the fullest possible parzic-ie.. na
the local level. For this reason, the State Department of Education has appointed aBpwvic
advisory committees who are working and will continue to work with the State Demartment o;
Education staff in the selection of goals and objectives, in the selection of items to measare these
objectives, in the refinement of the overall instrument in each basic skill arez, and in-the. analyvsis
and interpretation of the results.

TEST DEVELOPMENT

The assessment instruments used to measure performance of Louisiana fourth, elg - .d
2

eleventh graders were based on the minimum standards of preceding grade levels as sek ; N
core group of Louisiana educators, the Reading Advisory Council on Minimum Proficienc. . 2P
standards are described in the Louisiana publication, Minimum Standards/Maximum+¢. s B¥

Reading, Grades 1-12 (Bulletin 1488).

The initial learning objectives upon which the tests were based were developed for the j# .gj2na
Department of Education by Intran Corporation during the 1976-77 school year. The ¢ - ives
were selected for field-test purposes by a statewide advisory group. The same groupreww -dthe
test items to check them for appropriateness to the Louisiana curriculum and studenty  ation
and for their vsefulness as test items. Four items per objective were field-tested in the gr gcf
1977 on an approximate 10% sample of Louisiana third, seventh and tenth grade -. ‘ery
parish/city school system was represented at one or more grade levels.

Concurrent with the fieldstesting of initially defined objectives was the development®© k. tletin
1488, Minimum Standards/Maximum Goals for Reading, Grades 1-12. Objectives ¢ ' items
selec or final use in the-:1977-78 Ing Assessment were approved by the Reading=2werisory
Council on' the basis of the criteria of analysis of the Spring field-test datm and the mesterg-6the

original objectives to minimum standards for the preceding grade as deffmed by Bulletiy 1 .488,
Minimum Standards/Maximum Goals for Reading.




The= criterwn-referenest- mstrmments assessed: fhe performamce of Louisiana students in zhe
folisswing awmes of dowmimms: Grade 4 - Vocabwdary, Phonetee Amalysis, Structural Analysis,
Commprehemsassy, Stusimsialis; Grade 8 - Vocabmlary, Phonetic. Amalysis, Struetural Analysis,
(SJ(*?ehemf-a; Stusly Sawils; Grade 11 - Vocabuilary, Word Attaek Siils, Comprehension, Study

The--rame 4 sest-messw?) 16 objectives, with four items per obfectivefor a tolm] of 64 test items.
Thesmstswior gemsie teamd gerade 11 measured 20 objeetives with four imems per nbiwctive for a total of
80 tm items.

TEST ADMINISTRATION

A Reguest for -Pru.posssis "ws:issued by the Louisiana Department of Educasson mad proposals were
submitsed by jpstentaal ¢ ortractors. Both internal and external evalustifens of zil proposals were
condmismd pricor to ohe fBnal selection of the contractor. The criterimm for m=lection was cost
effectiesmess fiwr < areee=s féndered. The contract fordest design, printixp-. distribmtion, scoring and
data mmalyss- was aasreted to Westinghouse Learning Corporatinfe/Measurement Research
Center-. A Dividsion of Vagatinghouse Learning Corporation. -

The crmerion-reeferencentists were administered in the fall of 1977 to%50,771 students in grades 4,
8, anf 11. Thee Lmuisimme Department of Education coordinated ne statewide testing. Test
admizstration was condicted by the local school systems.

REPCRTING

Par=n¥-and stame-level resmits were reported back to the school systsms. School level results were
mae= yailablie to the parishes at their expense on an optional basss.

Dosr .-a:are mot consistentacross grades but are unique to grade-lewes: therefore, any comparisons
acre~ @Rdess are not valid.

Stusist=nerfaemance: was reported in terms of average percent correct (APC). Four items were
usetkm->neasmre attainment of each objective. Depending upon themumber of items to which a
singisepittentresponded correctly, if any, his percent correct would bed), 25, 50, 75, or 100 for 0, 1, 2,
3, or-4-cggeectresponses. The APC for group is determined by dividimg the total number of correct
respomsesesto items ina domain or an objective by the number of studients who were tested in that
domain ae~objective amd multiplying by 100.




FIGURE 1
1977-78 SHEFE-WIDE READING DOMABN PERFORMAMCE

GRADE &4
0 - Average®ercent Correct
100%

T

84.08

6350

79.19

. Sv:Gills L | - | 8307
SUMMARY O RADE 4 STUDENT DOMAIN PERFORMANCE

Fos¥puv4sagiants’. sverage percent ed from 85.60 on the domain, Comprehension to 84.08 onthe Vocabulary

m&“ﬁ_mmdomainsm was only slightly below performance on Vocabulery. Average percent correct
on Stumameldnsfiuie was rearly ten percew®®8® points higher thanaverage percent correct o the domain, Phoratic Analysis
(79.1 SammmusSMER, respectively). PerformailiGRon the latter domain, while wp«iortopodormlmonthow
domaimmtsfiesnd ‘bypidess than five percentagusmpnts.



FIGURE 2
1977-78 STATE-WIDE DOMAIN/OBJECTIVE PERRFORMANCE

GRADE 4
: . P Al Pessmnt Correct
Reading Domain/Objective 3 3 v".?-; % 0% T00%
T = T \z =T

DOMAIN | - VOCABULARY
State Domain | Masn
‘Obj. 1-Word Meaning
Obj. 2- Pronouns

DAMAIN 11 - PHONETIC ANALYSIS

State Domasin Il Mean

.Obj. 3- Initisl and Final Consomants

:Oby.-4-initisl Consonant Blands

‘Oby. 5-Short and Long Vowels

Oby. €-Vowsl Digraphs and Dipinhongs

DOMAIN i1l - STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS
State Domain Ill Mean

Obyj. 7-Verb Endings

Obj. 8-Singular and Pilural Nouns

Obj. 8-Compound Words

Obj. 10-Contractions

DOMAIN IV - COMPREHENSION

State Domain IV Mesn TEFEREUS I COATL A, O 65.60
‘Obj. 11-Story Detsil C ] 7341
Ob;. 12-Story Sequence — 1 62.38
Cbj. 13-Main kiea L | 61.04
DOMAIN {V - STUDY SKILLS
State Domain V Mean L J 8307
©Obj. 14-Alphabstizes L —] 8330
Obi. 15-Following Directions [ 1 8096
Obj. 18-Locates Information | - ] 8496

SUMMARY OF GRADE 4 STUDENT PERFORMANCE BY DOMAIN/DBJECTIVE

VOCABULARY - Less than three percentage points separate student performance on objectives meazuring Word Meening
(82.66) and Pronouns (86.51).

PHONETIC ANALYSIS - Slightly less than two percentage points separats student performance.on Initial and Final Consonants
(83.38) and Initisl Consonant Blends (86.18). Weaknesses are indicated by a 32% decline in student
performance on Short and Long Vowels (53.02) and Vowsl Digraphs and Diphthongs (68.40).

STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS - Approximately ten percentage points separate student performace on Verb Endings (71.64) and
other objectives measuring this domain. Student performance on Singuiar and Plural Nouns
(81.47), Compound Words (80.79) and Contractions (82.85) indicates areas of relative strength.

COMPREHENSION - Highest student performance is on s.tory Detall (73.41). Student performance drops more then 16
percentage points on Story Sequence (62.33) and Main Idea {61.04).

STUDY. SKILLS - Approximately five percentage points separate student performance on Locates Information {84.96) and
Foliows Directions (80.96).
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FIGURE 3

‘WF77-78 STATE-WIDE READING DOMAIN PERFORMANCE

GRADE 8
Domaim ] Average Percent Correct
: 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
. . I J T T
N "
Structural Amnalysis 66.36
Comprehenasion 72.38
Study Skl 68.06

SUMMARY OF GRADE 8 STUDENT DOMAIN PERFORMANCE
The highest average percent correct achieved by Grade 8 students was on the domain, Structural Analysis (86.36) while the

lowest score achieved was on Study Skills (88.06). Scores on the other three domains were practically identical between
Cainprehension and Phonetic Analysis (72.38 vorsus 72.01, respectively) and slightly higher on Vocabulary (75.33).
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FIGURE 4
1977-78 STATE-WIDE DOMAIN/OBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE

GRADE 8
. .t Avefage Percent Corroct
Reading Domain/Objectives % o o ol oo
- — ‘-r B Zm—
DOMAIN I-VOCABULARY

State Domasin | Mesn ] 7533
Obj. 1-Word Meaning L i | 80.56
Obj. 2-Synonyms and A L | 70.10

DOMAIN #1-PHONETICS

Stats Domain I| Mean - 7201
Obj. 3-Consonant Blends R | 80.50
Obj. 4-Long and Short Voweis : - 63.10
Obj. 5-Vowels Digraphs and Diphthongs L | 62.84
Obj. 8-Silent Lettars | 3 81.59
DOMAIN 111-STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS

Stata Domain (il Mean T s
Obj. 7-Compound Words L ) 9384
Obj. 8-Plurals | - J 84.78
Obj. 9-Affixes L . | 83.45
Obj. 10-Syilables L | 83.37

DOMAIN IV-COMPREHENSION

State Domain IV Mean ] 7238
Obj. 11-Story Detail C ] 77.14
Obj. 12-Story Sequence L J 74.86
Obj. 13-Main idea L ] 75.19
Obj. 14-Conclusions L | 63.74
Obj. 15-Cause and Effect L —J 78.15
Obj. 16-Character Definition L j | 80.26
Obj. 17-Fact and Opinion C ] §7.30

DOMAIN V-STUDY SKILLS

Stata Domain V Msan 68.06
Obj. 18-Following Directions C 1 67.54
Obj. 19-Graphic Information L —] 60.92
Obj. 20-Reference Matarials L ] 75.72

SUMMARY OF GRADE 8 STUDENT PERFORMANCE BY DOMAIN/OBJECTIVE

VOCABULARY - Approximately ten percentage pointa separate student performance on objectives measuring Word Meaning
(80.58) and Synonyms and Antonyms (70.10).

PHONETIC ANALYSIS - Highest student perfor:nance is on objectives measuring Consonant Blends (80.60) and Silent Letters
(81.59). Student performance drops approximately 18 percentage points on objectives measuring Long
and Short Vowels (63.10) and Vowel Digraphs and Diphthongs (62.84).

STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS - Approximately ten percentage points separate student performance on Compound Words (93.84)
and other objectives measuring this domain. Student performance on Plurals (84.78). Affixes
(83.46) and Syllables (83.37) indicates areas of relative strength.

COMPREHENSION - Student performance on objectives measuring Story Datall (77.14), S8tory Sequence (74.86). Main Idea
(75.19), Cause and Effect (78.15) anc Character Definition (80.26) is consistent. There is a decline in
student performance frcm 17 to 24 percentage poinu on objectives measuring Conclusions (63.74) and

Fact and Opinion (67.30).

STUDY SKILLS - Student performance on the objective measuring Reference Materials (75.22) is approximately eight to
fourteon percentage points higher than student performance on Foliowing Directions (67.54) and Graphic

Information (60.92).
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FIGURE 6
1977-78 STATE-WIDE READING DOMAIN PERFORMANCE

GRADE 11
Domain Average Percent Correct
0% 20% 40% 80% 80% 1?0%
Vocabulary 89.10
Word Attack Skills 80.47
Comprehension 72.40
Study Skills 80.97

SUMMARY OF GRADE 11 STUDENT DOMAIN PERFORMANCE

Performance of Grade 11 student on pairs of the four domains tanded to be simost identical for one pair and within four
percentage points with respect to the second pair. Average percents correct were 80.97 and 80.47 on Study Skills and Word
Attack Skills, respectivaly. On the other pair, aversge percents correct were 72.40 on Comprshension and 89.10 on Vocabulary.




FIGURE 6
1977-78 STATE-WIDE DOMAIN/OBJECTIVE PERFORMANCE

GRADE 11
Reading Domain/Objective | —— A&"" "";"' “""%z -
DOMAIN I-VOCABULARY i T :

State Domain | Meen ] 69.10

Obj. 1-Word Recognition [ ] 71.25
Obj. 2-Synonyms anc Antonyms L— ] 66.45

DOMAIN iI'WORD ATTACK SKILLS

State Domain 1l Mean D 80.47

Obj. 3-Compounds and Contractions [ ] 76.44
Obj. 4-Possessives and Plurals — J 78.56
Obj. &Am L ] 86.41

DUMAIN H—COMPREHENSION

State Domain {il Mean 72.40

Obj. 8-Detail 80.50
0Obj. 7-Specific Information L B| 85.80
Obj.|8-Main Ides C | 7195
Obj. 8-Sequence of Events | - . | 84.41
Obj. 10-Fredictz Qutcomes | ] 83.82
Obj. 11-Fsctual Information L J 67.54
Obj. 12-Fropaganda Techniques [ — 54.73
Cbj. 13-Author’a Purpose | | 78.72
Obj. 14-Drawing Conclusions i i | 87.14

DOMAIN IV-STUDY SKILLS

. Stats Domain IV Masn AR 8097
Obj. 15-Graphic Meterial L J 81.74
Obj. 18-Using Variety of Media L J 89.63
Qbj}. 17-Outiining L J 78.75
Obj. 18-Refersnce Sources [ ] 9381
Obj. 19-Symbols L | 85.77
Obj, 20-Reads and Follows Directions | J 56.04

SUMMARY OF GRADE 11 STUDENT PERFORMANCE 8Y DOMAIN/OBJECTIVE

VOCABULARY - Approximately four parcentage points sepacate student performance on objectives measuring Word
Reocognition (71.26) and Synonym snd Antonyms (66.45).

WORD ATI’ACK SKILLS - Approximately two percentage points sepsrate student performance on ob}octivu measuring
Compounds and Coniractions (76.44) and Posssssives and Plurals (78.56). Student performance
increases approximately aix to eight percentage points on the objective measuring Affixes (86.41).

COMPREHENSION - Highest student performance is on objectives messuring Detail (80.50), Specific Information (856.80) and
Predicts Outoomes (83.83). Students performed less well on objectives measuring Author’ ‘s Purposs
{75.72) and Mein idea (71.96). Student performance was poorest on objectives mouufing Squneo of
Events (64.41), Factual Informgtion (67.64) and Drawing Conclusions (67.14).

STUDY SKILLS - Highest student performance is on objectives meesuring Using a Veriety of Media (£9.63), Reference Sources
(93.91) and S8ymbols (85.77). Approximately 23 percentage points separate student performance on Outlining
(78.75) and Rnads and Foliows Directions (56.04) _




CONTEXT GROUP REPORT '

The local school systems were given a socio-economic status classit:cation based on average family income and
average years of school completed according to 1970 Census Data. The parishes were ranked on these two
indices. For each perish the two ranks were averaged. Context Group | is composed of the 26% highest rank
averages. The 26% lowest rank averages were designated as Context Group Ilf. Context Group Il is composed of

the middie 50% rank averages.
. FIGURE 7 2
1977-78 STATE-WIDE CONTEXT GROUP DOMAIN PERFORMANCE
GRADE 4
i~ sReporting Average Percent Correct
Domain/Grou S N S S S
L4 T T T { 4 _ .
sute Mean | HIEEENEENEENETE 84.08
ContextGroup1 | L_ 4 83.28
K Y .
-VOCABULAR ContextGroup2 | L J 87.00
ContextGroup3 | [_ | 82.04
sue Mean | (NIRRT 69.50
II-PHONETIC ContaxtGroup1 | {__ ) 69,33
ANALYSIS ContextGroup2 | {C | 71.72
ContextGroup3 | L__ J 66.01
suta Maan | ENIEEEIEREETNNEINE. 79.19
-STRUCTURAL ContextGroup1 | [— ] 78.50
ANALYSIS Context Group2 | [ - 82.i7
ContextGroup3 | L__ i | 76.48
State Mean ISR ol ; 65.60
ContaxtGroupt | L___ ] 65.74
V-
COMPREHENSION Co Groupz | C — 87.50
ContextGroup3 | [ | 61.45
Stata Mean e 83.07
V-STUDY ContextGroup1 | [ — 83.37
sSKILLS ContextGroup2 | [ J 85.95
ContextGroup3 | [ Jd 80.59
1
1. Statistiosl Profile of Loulsiana

Prepered by the Public Affairs Resssrch Council of Louisiana, Inc.
Baton Rouge, Loviclana, 1973

2.Se0 Appendix |
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FIGURE 8 *
1977-78 STATE-WIDE CONTEXT GROUP DOMA!IN PERFORMANCE

GRADE 8
mvm A%g Percent Correct -
' Stote Mesn 78.33
VOCABULAR ComextGroup | L___ i | 75.23
- Y ContextGroup2 | L___- J 77.33
ContextGroup3 | | ] 71.88
sue Meon | IR 7201
I-PHONETIC Context Groupt | [ : } 72.18
ANALYSIS Context Group2 | [ ] 73.98
ContextGroup3 | [C ] 67.83
suee Mean | NN 86.38
HI-STRUCTURAL ContextGroupt | [_ — 88.08
ANALYSIS ContextGroup2 | [ | 87.48
Context Group 3 : — 85.42
State Mean 7238
ContextGroupt | L__ J 72.51
IV-COMPREHENSION ComextGrovp2 | [ — 73.78
ContextGroup3 | L | 69.11
State Mean R 68.08
v-STUDY ContextGroupt | [ i | 68.69
sKILLS ContextGroup2 | ] 69.07
ContextGroup3 | | -3 6383
FlounE o 4
1977-78 STATE-WIDE CONTEXT GRCUP DOMAIN PERFORMANCE
GRADE 11
Reporting A Percent Cortect
Domain/ Gy o s - — o—
Y 1 v
Swute Mean | RN TR 69.10
ContestGroupt | [ 69.04
LVOCABULARY 1
ContextGroup2 | [ J 70.34
ContextGroup3 | [ J 84.81
State Meen 80.47
H-WORD y
ATTACK ContextGroupt | [ 80.66
sKiLLS Contaxt Group2 1 81.38 |
ContextGroup3 | T R | 78.38
Stato Mean e —— —) 7240
ContextGroup1 | [ ] 7248
N-COMPREHENSION
ContextGroup2 | [ J 73.67
ContextGroup3 | [ J 69.83
State Mean " : . | 8097
N-STUDY Context Group 1 — ] 0.7
SKILLS CoitextGroup2 | [ " ] 228
ContextGroup3 | ) | 70.01
3. 800 Appenain | A
- 4 Soe Appendn | L ..
e .. T - 15
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SUB - GROUP REPORT FINDINGS *

CLASS SIZE

Data on individual class size were collected at the fourth-grade level only since the other two grade
levels had departmentalized organizations. On the basis of these data, parishes were classified as
having average class sizes less than 27, 27 to 30, and over 31. Although the data show that parishes
with average class size in the over 31 range had larger average percents correct across domains and
objectives, this is probably an artifact of the small number of students and hence classes in this
range. There were 203 students enrolled in classes in this range as compared with over 20,000
students in classes in the 27 to 30 range and over 32,000 in the less than 27 size range.

COMMUNITY TYPE

- At all grade levels and across all domains, students in suburban community-type schools
outperformed those in city-, t»wn-, or rural- community-type schools. Performance differences
were greatest between suburban and city students.

SCHOOL SIZE

Schools were categorized as being in one of three groups on the basis of size-- roughly small,
medium, or large. Differences in reading performance among the three size-groups were toosmall
to be significant for grade 4 across all domains. For grade 8, the only difference approaching
significance was on the Study Skills Domain in favor of students in the largest schools. For grade
11, differences were again too small to approach significance across all four domains assessed.

BIRTH DATES
On the basis of dates of birth, students were classified as behind, on, and ghead of schedule. At all

grade levels and across all domains, those students classified as “on schedule” achieved higher
scores than those achieved by the other two birth-date groups. Differences between the behind
schedule group and the ahead of schedule all favored the accelerated group. As grade level

increased, differences tended to be less pronounced among the birth-date groups.

MALE/FEMALE

Grade 4 females scored higher than males across all five domains, with differences being six to
seven percentage points. Similarly, the 8th grade level female scores were higher with differences
averaging about five percentage points. Grade 11 females scored higher than males on three
domains with differences of two to four percentage points. No sex differences were observed in the
fourth domain, Vocabulary.

8. For detalied roport. see Appendix 1
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TITLE I PARTICIPATION

Reading performance of Title I Participants on the various domains varied across the three grade
levels in both expected and unexpeeted directions. Comprehension and Phonetic Analysis scores
increased as grade level increased. Performance on the Vocabulary Domain was in the opposite
direction with scores declining ten percentage points between Grades 4 and 8. Grade 11 Vocabulary
scores continued the decline across grade levels but less markedly. On Structural Analysis, average
percent correct increased between Grades 4 and 8 and then declined between the latter grade and
Grade 11. The trend of scores for Study Skills was in the exact opposite direction, first declining
then increasing. '

TITLE I NON-PARTICIPATION

Average percent correct score of students who did not participate in the Title I programs was
higher than those of students participating in these programs for all domains across all grade
levels. Trends of scores were similar to those of students who were Title I Participants with the
exception of Phonetic Analysis for which all scores of Grade 4 and 8 students were almost identical.

P

BILINGUALISM

Across thé four language categories--English Only; English and French; English and Spanish;
and, English and Other--differences in performance increased as the grade levelsincreased. At the
fourth grade level, the greatest difference was 4.82 percentage points in Study Skills between
students.speaking English and a language other than French or Spanish and students speaking
English and Spanish. Among eighth grade students, differences across the four categories were
larger, generally favoring individuals speaking English and either Spanish or French over those
speaking English only or English and a language other than French or Spanish. Small differences
between;‘the latter two groups favored the English Only group on two domains (Vocabulary and
Structural Analysis) and the English and Other group on Study Skills. These two groups did not
differ significantly in Phonetic Analysis and Comprehension. Differences of 5.69 to 11.42
percentage points were observed among the four language categories at the 11th grade level.
Students speaking English and Spanish ycored higher than all other students in all domains.
Students speaking English Only had lower average percents correct than those in the remaining
two categories although some differences were not significant (e.g., English Only versus English
and French in the Comprehension domain).

L
.

ETHNIC GROUP

Among Grade 4 students, White Americans and Oriental Americans scored higher than the other
ethnic groups in all domains. Performance between these two ethric groups was significantly
larger for the white group in Structural Analysis only. Other differences werenot significant

- (ranging from .45 to 1.55 percentage points). Black American students had lower average percents
carrect across all domains. Performances of the other ethnic groups - American Indian, Spanish
Surnamed American and Other - fluctuated from domain to domain between the above highest and
lowest average percents correct.

—

Atthe eighth grade and the eleventh grade levels, White Americans and Black Americans had the
highest and lowest average percents correct, respectively, across all five domains. The other ethnic
groups demonstrated performances between these two extremes although the order varied from
domain to domain. '

17
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LENGTH OF ENROLLMENT

At the grade 4 level students were, om the basis of length of time enrolled in the reporting schools,
classified as new, one semester or lesis. more than one to two years, more than two full years, and
invalid (no response or unknown). The largest differences were observed between the best
performers (regardless of duration):and the “invalids”. The only other significant differences were
for the domains of Phonetic Analysis and Comprehension. In both instances the group with the
shorter. period in the school scored higher than the group with the longer period therein.

' Among grade 8 students no significant differences in reading performance were observed on the
_basis of reporting length of enrollment in the reporting school. Differences between the “invalids”
- and all groups whose length of enrollment was reported were significantly in favor of the latter

:groups. Performance trends for grade 11 students, with one exception, were similar to those for
~ grade 8 students. The exception was the Vocabulary Domain with the difference between new
students and those enrolled more than two years approaching significance in favor of the new
students. In general, reported length of enrollment appeared to have little effect on reading
performance. In the few differences observed, the students with the briefer enrollments
outperformed those enrolled for longer periods.
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The Context Group Report énd the Sub-
Group Report Findiﬁgs have been re-
moved from the original document due
to small print size.

(Appendices I and II, pp.l1l4-21)
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