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This volume presents descriptive findings from the first two years of Prospects: The Congressionally
Mandated Study of Educational Growth and Opportunity, a six-year longitudinal evaluation of the impact of the
Federal Chapter 1 program. Prospects collects annual survey and achievement data from nationally-representative
samples of three student cohorts beginning in grades one, three, and seven. Additional data are collected each year
from school principals, the students’ current icachers, school records, and students’ parents. The stady is being
carried out by Abt Associates Inc. and its subcontractors, Westat, Inc., the Educational Testing Service, and the

Johns Hopkins University, under contract with the Office of Policy and Planning in the U.S. Department of
Education.

This report includes an Introduction and four sections describing:

1. thecharacteristics and educational experiences observed for students attending schools with high
vs. low concentrations of students from economically disadvantaged families;

2. the characteristics and school experiences of students receiving compensatory education
services provided through Chapter 1 programs, students receiving services through state and

local compensatory programs, and students who are not receiving compensatory education
services;

3. comparisons of the types of educational services received by students in high-poverty vs. low-
poverty schools;

4. the characteristics of and educational support services received by language minority and
limited-English-proficient students.

This Interim Report is the first of two reports to Congress. A final report, focusing on long-term impacts
of the Chapter 1 program, will be submitted in January of 1997.

The conduct of this study and the preparation of this report were
sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Policy and
Planning, under Contract No. LC91029001 (Elois Scott, Project
Officer). Any opinions, findings, conclusions, or recommendations
expressed do not necessarily reflect the views of the U.S. Department
of Education. Nor do the examples included herein imply judgment by
the Department or the contractor as to their compliance with federal or
other requirements.
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary

The Chapter 1 program represents the largest federal investment in elementary and secondary
education, intended to improve the education of children living in poor communities. Since 1965, Chapter
1 has grown to a program of more than $6 billion per year; more than 90 percent of all school districts
nationwide receive some funding. To find out what this investment is yielding, Congress in 1988 mandated
a “national longitudinal study of eligible children” to assess the program’s effects on students’ academic
achievement and other measures of school success. This study (referred to as Prospects: The Congression-
ally Mandated Study of Educational Opportunity and Growth) is designed to evaluate the short- and long-
term consequences of program participation by following, for five years, large national samples of public
school children in three grade cohorts, along with their parents, teachers, and principals. Baseline data were
collected on third and seventh grade students in the Spring of 1991 and on first grade students in the Fall of
1991. The first follow-up data were collected in the spring of 1992 when students were completing the first,
fourth, and eighth grades. (Throughout this report students are referred to by their cohort groups. Most of
the data reported in this volume were collected in 1992 during the first follow-up.) The final report is due
in 1997.

This report is the first interim report from Prospects; it provides a description of students’ character-
istics and the schools they attend. Part 1 focuses on students attending schools with high concentrations of
poor children. Part 2 focuses on the characteristics of children who receive Chapter 1 services or other state
or local compensatory education services. Part 3 describes students’ educational environment by looking
at the characteristics of the schools, the teachers who work there and their approach to classroom instruction,
the types of programs that were offered, and access to instructional materials. Part4 includes a description
of limited-English-proficient students and the types of compensatory services they receive.

The information presented in this report is descriptive and represents only a preliminary look at a
portion of the Prospects data. A complete analysis of all of the data collected during the first two years of
the project—including a description of compensatory educational services and a discussion of the complex
relationskips between child and family characteristics, student outcomes, and school interventions—will be
the subject of subsequent Prospects reports.

Students in High-Poverty Schools

More than one out of eight children in the first- and third-grade cohorts attend schools where at least
75 percent of the children are eligible for National School Lunch Program (NSLP) free or reduced-price
meals (schools with this concentration of eligible children are referred to in this report as “high-poverty”
schools).

Concentrationof P 0\'0rtl,\'- One-third of the first-grade cohort andabout one-fourth of the third-grade
cohort attend schools where at least 60 percent of the students are eligible for NSLP. The distribution of poor
children is considerably different for students in the seventh-grade cohort: only 13 percent of these children
are in schools where 60 percent or more of the students are eligible for free or reduced-price meals. This
difference in distribution is probably dueto two factors. First, middle schools generally receive students from
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anumberof elementary schools. This normally has the effect of increasing the diversity of students attending
middle or intermediate schools. Second, older students typically have a lower rate of participation in NSLP
as they are often embarrassed to acknowledge needing assistance. Consequently, if a middle school has 50
percent or more of its students eligible for free and reduced-price lunch, it is extremely poor compared to
other middle schools and may be comparable in terms of need to elementary schools that have 75 percent
or more students eligible.

Background Characteristics. Black and Hispanic children are far more likely than white children
to attend schools that have high concentrations of poor children. These minority children—who make up
from 23 to 30 percent of students in the first-, third-, and seventh-grade cohorts—account for from 75 to 88
percent of students in high-poverty schools. While there are some high-poverty schools in rural areas, most
tend to be located in urban areas.

The students in these high-poverty schools are more likely to live with a single parent, to have a total
family income of under $10,000 per year, to be receiving welfare benefits, to have a parent who is
unemployed, tohave aparent who has failed toattaina high school education, or to have a parent whose native
language is not English. Students attending schools with high concentrations of poverty also have a host of
educational and/or developmental problems.

Furthermore, students in high-poverty schools are less likely to have access to educational resources
at home, to read outside of school, or to make use of their public library. Older students in high-poverty
schools also report watching more television on school days than students elsewhere.

Finally, despite the growing consensus about the importance of preschool education, it appears that
children in high-poverty schools are less likely to have received the benefits of early education. Of the
children who have attended preschool, those in schools with high concentrations of poverty are more likely
to have participated in Head Start prograrns than are children in schools with low concentrations of poverty.
However, their overall rates of preschool participation are still lower than those of students in low-poverty
schools.

Student Achievement. Prospects data depict stark differences in academic achievement between
students in high-poverty schools and those in low-poverty schools. Regardless of the grade level, there are
large differences in reading and math scores between students in low- and high-poverty schools, especially
in higher-order skills. On average, students in low-poverty schools score from 50 to 75 percent higher in
reading and math than students in high-poverty schools. The average reading and mathematics achievement
of all students in high-poverty schools is almost the same as that of Chapter I students in low-poverty schools.

The relative annual gains made by students in low- and high-poverty schools are approximately the
same, leaving the achievement gap between these students unchanged. This finding applies to students in
both the third- and the seventh-grade cohorts.

In addition to standardized achievement test data, surveys of teachers, principals, and students,
corroborate the finding of lower student achievement in high-poverty schools. Students in these schools are
more likely than students in low-poverty schools to receive lower grades in reading/language arts, English,
and math; to have been retained in grade at some time in their school career; to have higher rates of
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absenteeism and tardiness; and to have been suspended from school. The teachers of students in schools with
high concentrations of poverty are also /ess likely to judge their students to have high “overall ability to

perform in school,” and are more likely to judge their students to be performing below grade level in reading
and math.

In addition, teachers of students in high-poverty schools are more likely to report that their students
have barriers that may affect their ability to perform in school, including health/hygiene problems and
inadequate nutrition or rest. Teachers of third-grade students in schools with high concentrations of poverty
are more likely than teachers in schools with less poverty to report that individual children cheat in school
and engage in physical or verbal abuse of others. This patternis different for the teachers ofthe seventh grade
students, where no differences are found between the teachers’ perceptions of students in high- and low-
poverty schools.

Education in High-Poverty Schools

Not only are there differences in the characteristics of the students who attend low- and high-poverty
schools, but there are also important differences in the schools they attend that may affect their educational
growth.

Schools with large numbers of poor children tend to have substantially higher rates of student transfers.
On average, about 34 percent of the students in high-poverty schools transfer to another school over the
course of a year. This mobility may lead to serious gaps in their schooling and make teaching more difficult
in classrooms where students are coming in at different times in the school year.

Students attending high-poverty schools tend to be in somewhat larger classes despite these schools’
generally having more total staff per enrolled student. This situation probably reflects the use of Chapter
1 and other compensatory education funds to provide more instructional aides and other staff (English as
a second language/bilingual teachers, special education teachers and aides, counselors, and psychologists),
but not more regular classroom teachers.

The schools of high-poverty students also appear more likely to use compensatory education funds to
purchase computers and instructional software, and students in high-poverty schools are generally more
likely to receive instruction using computers. At the same time, teachers in high-poverty schools are more
likely to report shortages of low-cost instructional materials such as pencils, paper, and notebooks. Schools
in general tend to have about the same amount of regular classroom instruction in math or reading/language
arts/English. Nor are there differences in the extent to which instruction is individualized (versus whole
class). There is, however, a greater use of instructional aides in high-poverty schools, and students in these
schools are more likely to receive direct instruction from the aides than do students in low-poverty schools.

There are cssentially no differences between high- and low-poverty schools in terms of teacher
certification and the extent to which instructional staff have obtained education beyond the baccalaureate
degree. There are also no differences found in the number of years that staffhave spent at their currentschool.
There are, however, differences between high- and low-poverty schools with respect to the total number of
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years of experience. On average, mrath tcachers in low-poverty schools have from 15 to 20 percent more
teaching experience than math teachers in high-poverty schools.

Parents of students attending high-poverty schools tend to rate their child’s school somewhat lower
than the parents of students in low-poverty schools, and they are also more likely to have been contacted by
the school regarding a problem with their child. Elementary school parents in high-poverty schools are less
likely to be involved in a variety of school activities, including the PTA, school committees, or volunteer
work in the school or classroom. Although most teachers report positive teacher-parent relationships,
teachers of students in high-poverty schools are less likely to report that a cooperative relationship exists
vetween the faculty and parents.

Students in high-poverty schools are also more likely to be taught using textbooks ar.d basal readers,
whereas students in low-poverty schools are more likely to be taught using literature or trade books, a
difference which emphasizes the more enriched curriculum in low-poverty schools.

Chapter 1 Participants

The Prospects data document that children who receive additional assistance through Chapter 1 face
serious learning gaps relative to their grade-level peers.

As with the comparison between students in high- and low-poverty schools, the Prospects data portray
poor academic performance by Chapter 1 students as compared to nonparticipants. Program participants
generally score in the lowest third of the achievement test distribution in both reading and math. In 1991
the average normal curve equivalent (NCE)' scores in reading and math were 36 and 37 respectively for
Chapter 1 participants in the third-grade cohert. Average NCE scores for nonparticipating third graders, on
the other hand, were 57 and 57 respectively. Furthermore, the achievement status of pasticipants and
nonparticipants remained relatis ely constant between 1991 and 1992. Consequently, the initial learning gap
for Chapter 1 students did not cl.ange during their participation in compensatory education over the school
year. This similar rate of annual educational growth between participants and nonparticipants overall
remained constant after preliminary attempts to “adjust” the gain scores for pre-existing differences between
the two groups of students. A comparison was also made between the adjusted achievement test scores of
studentsreceiving compensatory education and amatched group of nonparticipants. Students were matched
on approximately 60 variables to control for socio-economic and prior achievement differences. No
differences in gains on either norm-referenced or criterion-referenced adjusted scores were found.

Other measures of school performance show that Chapter 1 children are more likely to be retained in
grade, to be absent from school, to be suspended, and to receive lower grades in reading/language arts/
English and math. They are also more likely than nonparticipants to be judged pcorly by their teachers on
a wide range of educationally relevant dimensions. The students’ classroom teachers are more likely to
perceive Chapter 1 students as being less able to perform in school and as achieving below grade level in

'"The Final Report of the National Assessment of Chapter | used percentile scores to report student achievement. NCEs are

used here, however, for comparability with other studies and across tests. Later Prospects reports will also include
percentiles.
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reading and math. Furthermore, Chapter | students are judged lower on various psychological factors (e.g.,
maturity, motivation to learn, desire to work hard, concem for doing well in school), affective characteristics
(e.g., respect for authority, ability to get along with teachers), and measures of school behavior (e.g., ability
and willingness to understand and follow classroom rules and instructions, ability to work independently or
with other children, ability to concentrate for a sustained period of time, ability to complete seatwork or
homework). Teachersare also more likely toreport that Chapter 1 students have health or hygiene problems,
or receive inadequate nutrition or rest.

The Chapter 1 Program

Participation Rates. The Chapter 1 program (as well as state and local compensatory education
programs) provides extra help in school to many needy children. Overall, almost half of low-achievers
(students who score below the 35th percentile) in the first and fourth grades receive some form of
compensatory education assistance in reading/language arts. Participation levels in the upper grades are
considerably lower, however, with less than one-fourth of eighth-grade low-achievers receiving reading
assistance.

Rates of participation in compensatory education services for math are generally much lower—about
23 percent of low-achievers in the first grade, 37 percznt in the fourth grade, and 13 percent in the eighth
grade receive extra help in math.

The rate of participation in Chapter 1 (and other compensatory education programs) rises substantially
with increasing concentrations of school poverty, in accord with the program’s design. For example, about
two-thirds of the students in the first and fourth grades, and one-third of the students in the eighth-grade,
receive compensatory education in reading/language arts in high-poverty schools. These rates are eight to
nine times higher than the rate of participation observed in schools with low concentrations of poor students.

These findings notwithstanding, the data show that many children who need extra assistance are not
being served by the existing compensatory education programs, particularly in the upper grades. Twenty-
three percent of low-achievers in-the first-grade cohort, 18 percent of low-achievers in the fourth-grade
cohort, and about half of the low-achievers in the eighth-grade cohort do not have an available Chapter 1
program for reading/language arts in their school. Comparable figures for lack of math assistance are even
higher (57 percent, 35 percent, and 65 percent, respectively).

Service Configuration. The Chapter 1 program gives schools considerable latitude in deciding how
to provide assistance to disadvantaged students. The most prevalent procedure is to use pullout programs
in both reading/language arts and math (i.e., programs that remove students from their regular classroom for
special instruction). Students in high-poverty schools are more likely than those in low-poverty schools to
receive compensatory education in their regular classroom, thereby reducing the likelihnod of missed
instruction during the pullout time.

Students in the seventh-grade cohort are less likely to attend schools where Chapter 1 is provided
through a pullout program. Instead, the most prevalent procedure for students in both low- and high-poverty
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schools is to receive their instruction in the regular classroom. Other widely used practices in high poverty
schools include add-on programs either during the school year or over the summier.

Teachers’ Characteristics. Chapter 1 teachers are as likely as regular classroom teachers to have a
permanent teaching certificate, but have, on average, more total years of teaching experience and arc
somewhat more likely to have obtained education beyond their baccalaureate degree. On average, Chapter
1 teachers receive about three days of in-service training per year. This amount is similar to that received
by regular classroom instructional staff.

Limited-English-Proficient and Language-Minority Students

The Prospects study also examined the characteristics of students and the services they receive in
schools with large numbers of limited English proficient (LEP) students, through a supplementary sample.
The study defined language-minority (LM) children as children who come from families that speak another
language athome and LEP children as language-minority children who need assistance to become proficient
in English and are, therefore, eligible to receive services provided under a variety of language leaming
assistance programs.

Characteristics of LM/LEP students. Language-minority students make up 16 percent of the
Prospects first-grade cohort, about 15 percent of the third-grade cohort, and 22 percent of the seventh-grade
cohort. Studentsclassificdas LEP account for 7 percent of the first-grade cohort, 6 percent of the third-grade
cohort, and about 3 percent of the seventh-grade cohort. In the clementary grades, about 40 percent of the
language-minority children arc also LEP and nced language services. By the middle-school grades, the
proportion of LEPs among language-minority children drops to about one-quarter.

The western region has about twice the national average percentage of language-minority and LEP
students. Urban areas (central cities within standard metropolitan statistical arcas) contain far higher
proportions of language-minority and LEP students than other types of communities. For example, among
the third-grade cohort, 30 percent of the students in urban communitics have language-minority back-
grounds, and about one in seven students is classified as LEP.

Over 40 percent of students in the first- and third-grade cohorts who are of Asian/Pacific Islander or
Hispanic descent are LEP. Among the students in the third-grade cohort, over 20 percent of the Asian
students,and 41 percent ofthe Hispanic students are LEP. Theincidenceof LEPs inthe seventh-grade cohort
is about 16 percent for Asian students, and remains at over 23 percent for students of Hispanic background.
For the third-grade cohort, high-poverty schools have about four times the national rate for that student
cohort. Conversely, proportions of LEP students in low-poverty schools are far below the national average.

Academic Achievement. Language-minority and LEP students are greatly overrepresented among
the scgment of the student population that scores below the 35th percentile on the Comprehensive Test of
Basic Skills/4th Edition (CTBS/4). Among this low-achicving group of students, about 13 percent of the
first-grade and third-grade cohorts and about 6 percent of the lowest-achicvers in the seventh-grade cohort
are also classified as LEP.
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Provision of Services. The proportion of LEP students participating in Chapter 1 participants varies
by grade. Roughly one-sixth of the children in the first- and third-grade cohorts who are receiving Chapter
1 services (either in conventional arrangements or schoolwide programs) are classified as LEP.

A major question is the extent to which LEP students receive language education assistance. The
Prospects data show that LEP students receive language assistance from a variety of sources. For all three
grade cohorts, stateand iccal programs provide services to the largest proportion of LEP students. Most LEP
students (ranging from 92 percent of first-grade cohort to 84 percent of seventh-grade cohort) are receiving
somc language services. However, the proportions of LEP students receiving services vary somewhat across
schools with low, moderate, and high concentrations of LEP students. The lowest rate of language services
(58 percent) is found for students in the seventh-grade cohort attending schools with less than 5 percent LEP

students enrolled and the highest concentration (90 percent) is found in schools that have 25 percent or more
LEP students enrolled.

Conciusion

The Chapter 1 program serves a great nuzmber of the children it was intended to help--children with
educational needs located in schools with high concentrations of poverty. However, these schools still have
many children who are in need of assistance but are not being served. Problems faced by schools with high
concentrations of children who are in poverty are severe. They must meet the needs of a more diverse
population many of whom requirc language assistance, as well as cducating children who are viewed by their
teachers as having muitiple problems including health and nutritional needs and come from families who
may not be able to provide the necessary educational supports. At the same time, these schools often lack
many ordinary educational tools, such as a sufficient supply of paper and pencils. While the teaching staff

are well qualified, the number of children in need often requires the services to be provided by teacher aides
rather than trained teachers.

These compound problems may partially explain why students’ test score results show that participa-
tion in Chapter 1 programs from the base car (1991) to the next (1992) did not reduce the educational gap
between these children and their more advantaged peers. Norwere differences found in the test performance
of similar children who did not benefit from Chapter 1 services. Future analyses wili examine more closely
the relationship between instructional practice and educational bencfit as well as examine the extent to which
Chapter 1 may benefit participants over the long-term.
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Introduction

Prospects: The Congressionally Mandated Longitudinal Study of
Educational Growth and Opportunity

The Chapter 1 Program

Funded at nearly $6 billion per year, the Chapter 1 (formerly Title I) program reprcsents the single
largest federal investment in elementary and secondary education. Since the passage of the Eiementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965, over $70 billion has been distributed to loca! districts and schools.
The distribution of Chapter 1 funds is especially broad, with more than 90 percent of districts nationwide
currently receiving some amount of Chapter 1 funding. When Chapter 1 funding for state-administered
programs is combined with grants to local cducation agencies, total Chapter 1 expenditures appreach 50
percent of total federal outlays for elementary and secondary education.

Chapter 1 is simultaneously among the most and least evaluated social programs in history. Ithas been
extensively evaluated in the sense that, from the inception of Title 1, local districts receiving funds have been
required by law to conduct evaluations of their progress. Yet for a program on which more than $70 billion
has been spent, very few systematic research projects have been conducted at the national level. Prior
research on the effectiveness of Title I/Chapter 1 programs has found some positive, but generally modest,
short-term effects on student achievement, but evidence for longer-term effects is lacking.'

tSee Kaestle, C. F.and Smith, M. S. 1982, “The Historical Context of the Federal Role in Education.” Harvard Educational
Review, 52, 383-408.
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Study Mandate

Prospects is the firstlongitudinal study of Chapter I since the Sustaining Effects Study ofthe late 1970s.
The Prospects study was developed in compliance with the following mandate from Section 1462 of the
Hawkin -Stafford Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Public Law 100-297:

(@) NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDY.—The Secretary shall contract with
a qualified organization or agency to conduct a national longitudinal study of
eligible children participating in programs under this chapter. The study shall
assess the impact ofparticipation by such children in Chapter | programsuntil they
are 18 years of age. The study shall compare educational achievement of those
children with significant participation in Chapter 1 programs and comparable
children who did not receive Chapter 1 services. Such study shall consider the
correlations between participation in programs under this chapter and academic
achievement, delinquency rates, truancy, school dropout rates, employment and
earnings, and enrollment in postsecondary education. The study shall be conducted
throughout the country in urban, rural, and suburban areasand shall be of sufficient
size and scope to assess and evaluate the effects of the program in all regions of
the nation.

(b) FOLLOW-UP.—The agency or organization with which the Secretary has
entered a contract under subsection (a) shall conduct a follow-up of the initial
survey that shall include 2 periodic update on the participation and achievement
of a representative group of children who participated in the initial study. Such
follow-up shall evaluate the effects of participation until such children are 25 years
of age.

(¢) REPORT.—A final report summarizing the findings of the study shall be
submitted to the appropriate committees of the Congress not later than January 1,
1997, an interim report shall be so submitted not later than January 1, 1993.

Prospects meets a need that has been widely recognized and provides information that can be
generalized nationally and can be used to inform policymakers and program managers at the federal level.
Itis designed to support comparisons of cducational outcomes for Chapter 1 participants nct only to similar
types of disadvantaged students who do not receive Chapter 1 scrvices but also to nationally representative
samples of students in the same grade cohort. Thus Prospects may be used as a resource to evaluate the extent
to which the Chapter 1 program helps disadvantaged students attain the performance standards enunciated
by the National Education Goals Pancl.

In addition to Prospects, The Planning and Evaluation Service of the Office of Policy and Planning
within the U.S. Department of Education hasrecently conducted several ot*:er studies of the implementation
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of the Hawkins-Stafford Amendments,? the allocation of Chapter 1 funds,’ effective strategies for educating
disadvantaged students,* State-administered Chapter 1 programs,’ and Chapter 1 programs in nonpublic
schools.®

Research and Evaluation Objectives

1. Estimate the longitudinal impact of the Chapter 1 program on participating students throughout
elementary, middle, and secondary school years.

The authorizing legislation requires the primary purpose of the Prospects study to be an evaluation of
the long-term impact of “significant participation” *v students in the educational services sponsored by the
Chapter 1 program. The scope of the study is not restricted solely to evaluating program impacts on the
academicachievement of participating students, but also extends to other affective, behavioral and cognitive
outcomes essential to success in school, society, and the economy. To accomplish these goals, the Prospects
study has been designed to assess the progress of large samples of students annually through primary,

2 A study of Chapter 1 Implementation by Districts and Schools is being carried out by Abt Associates, Inc., under contract
LC89-038001. A study of State Administration of the Amended Chapter 1 Program has been completed by Policy Studies
Associates (PSA) under contract LC89-089001; PSA is also conducting a follow-up survey of SEAs.

3 A Study of Chapter 1 Resources in the Context of State and Local Resources for Education is being carried out by the
American Institutes for Research under contract LC91-003001.

“ A Study of Academic Instruction for Disadvantaged Studen:s has been conducted by SRI International under contract
LC88-054001. A study of Teaching Advanced Skills to Educationally Disadvantaged Students has been cc.mpleted by SRI
International under contract LC89-089001, Task Order LC900230. Two studies of Special Strategies for Educating
Disadvantaged Students, designed to complement the Prospects study, are being carried out by The Johns Hopkins
University and Abt Associates, Inc., under contracts LC90-010001 (urban settings) and LC90-010002 (rural and suburban
settings). A Schoolwide Project Survey is being conducted by RMC Research Corporation under the auspices ofa Technical
Assistance Center contract. A study of Retaining the Benefits of Preschool for Disadvantaged Children has been completed
by RMC Research Corporation under contract LC88-089001. An evaluation of the effectiveness of the Even Start Program
is being carried out by Abt Associates, Inc., under contract LC90-062001. An Qbservational Study of Early Childhood
Education Programs is being conducted by Development Assistance Corporation and Abt Associates, Inc., under contract
LC89-098001. Case Studies of Best Practices for Children and Youth at Risk of School Failure is being completed by Policy
Studies Associates under contract LC89-089001, Task Order LC89-0470. The Study of Chapter 1 Services in Secondary
Schools has been completed by Policy Studies Associates under contract LC89-089001, Task Order LC90-0130. A review
of Lessons for School Reform has been undertaken by Policy Studies Associates under contract LC89-089001, Task Order
LC91-1280. A study of Integration of Education and Human Services for Preschool and Elementary Children at Risk has
been completed by Policy Studies Associates and Mathtech, Inc., under contract LC89-089001, Task Order LC91-1410.

* A study of the Chapter 1 Neglected or Delinquent Student Program was completed by Westat, Inc., under contract LC89-
089001. A study ofthe Chapter 1 Migrant Program was completed by Decision Resources Corporation under contract LC89-
015001. An additional Descriptive Study of the Chapter 1 Migrant Program is being completed by the Research Triangle
Institute under contract LC88-625011. A study of the Provision of Chapter 1 Services to Limited-English-Proficient
Students has been conducted by Westat, Inc., under contract LC89-089001.

¢ Case studies of Private Sectarian Students’ Participation in Chapter | are being conducted by Policy Studies Associates
under contract .C89-089001, and by Westat, Inc., under Task Order contract LC91-003001.
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elementary, middle, and secondary schooling (see Appendix A for a detailed description of the research
design).

The collection of longitudinal data for the Prospects study will be completed within a six-year period
to satisfy the reporting requirements cf the congressional mandate and the project schedule established by
the Department of Education. Data collection began with the baseline survey in the spring of 1991 and will
end with a final follow-up survey in the spring of 1996. To collect evaluation data on students throughout

all elementary and secondary grades within this period, the study design includes three longitudinal student
cohorts:

1. First-grade cohort—Students beginning first grade in the fall of 1991 will be tracked from
entry into school through completion of the fifth grade in the spring of 1996.

2. Third-grade cohort—Students enrolled in the third grade in the 1990-91 school year will
be tracked from the end of their third grade year (spring 1991) through completion of the
eighth grade in the spring of 1996.

3. Seventh-grade cohort—Studentsinthe seventh grade during the 1990-91 schoo! year wili
be tracked from the end of scventh grade (spring 1991) through the completion of the 12th
grade in the spring 1996.

Exhibit I.1 shows the longitudinal data collection schedule for the three student cohorts. To date,
baseline and first follow-up data have been collected from the three samples. The baseline survey for the
third- and seventh-grade cohorts occurred between April 15 and June 15 of 1991; and the baseline assessment
for the first-grade cohort was completed between September 15 and October 20 of 1991. The first follow-
up survey and assessment for all three cohorts was completed between April 10 and June 15 of 1992.

As shown in exhibit 1.1, the Prospects design permits the analysis of change over time using six
observation points over a five-year interval for each of the three cohorts. In addition, the design includes
some cverlap inthe grade levels in which the students are observed during the course of the study. This feature
will support comparisons of longitudinal student outcomes both before and after the implementation of any
changes in Chapter 1 legislation that may occur as a result of the 1993 reauthorization process. For example,
by the end ofthe study, it will be possible to compare the third-to-fifth-grade experiences of the “third-grade”
cohort between 1991 and 1993 (pre-1993 reauthorization) to the third-to-fifth-grade experiences of the “first
grade” cohort between 1994 and 1996 (post-1993 reauthorization).

In addition, the cross-cohort overlap in grade-level observations will permit evaluation of the
feasibility of “synthetic” or sequential cohort analyses that may be undertaken during the later years of the
study. With a synthetic cohort model, data from all three cohorts would be treated as a single trend line to
analyze long-term program impacts of Chapter 1 participation on suchcritical outcomes as truancy, dropping
out, school compietion and graduation, tccnage pregnancy, gang membership, drug use and other criminal
or antisocial behaviors. However, if this model docs not prove feasible as a result of cohort-program
intcractions, analysis of these outcomes will be conducted on individual cohorts, as appropriate.

Significant Participation in Chapter 1. The mandating legislation for Prospects specifies that the
impact of Chapter 1 is to be evaluated by comparing outcomes for students with “significant participation”
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Exhibit .*: Prospects Student Cohorts and Survey-Assessment Dates

12th

12

Tth Grade Cohort

Modal Grade

15t Grade Cohort

Spring 91 Fall 91  Spring ‘92 Spring 93 Soring "4 Spring '95 Spring '9%6
Survey - Assessment Dates

in Chapter 1 programs with those of “comparable children who did not receive Chapter 1 services.” The
Prospects sample design must therefore include representative samples of students likely to have substantial
involvement in Chapter 1 programs and samples of comparable students who do not receive Chapter 1
services. The concept of “significant participation” has not been operationally specified, either in the
*mandating legislation or in contemporary educational theory. The Prospects study will develop a definition
on the basis of data collected during the course of the study. Given the longitudinal focus of the study, the
definition of significant participation must take account of students who exhibit persistent educational
disadvantagement during the entire duration of the study, as well as other aspects of their program
participation (e.g., types of programs, duration and intensity of participation, continuity of participation
across grades, and so on).

Comparison Groups. The legislative intent behind the Prospects study secks a level of clarity in its
findings comparableto those obtained by the well-known Perry Preschool project, alongitudinal study based
on asample of 123 children, which incorporated an experimental design with random assignment of children
to treatment (program services) and control (no program service; groups. Despite its small sample size, this
study succeeded in demonstrating persistent benefits of enrollment in preschool program many years after
initial exposure.” Because it was not possible to conduct an experimental design within Chapter 1 and to
assign children to receive services randomly, the Prospects design must rely on the existence of naturally

7 Beruetta-Clement, J.R., Schweinhart, L.J., Barnett, W.S., Epstein, A.S., & Weikart, D.P. (1984). Changed Lives: The
Effects of the Perry Preschool Program on Youths through Age 19. (Monographs of the High/Scope Educational Research
Foundation, 8). Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Press.
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occurring comparison groups of students who, despite comparable educational and economic disadvantages,
have not participated in Chapter 1 programs to a significant extent over the course of the study.

However, the use of naturally occurring comparison groups poses several methodological problems.
First, Chapter 1 funds are so widely distributed that large numbers of the children considered eligible for
services are, in fact, receiving some degree of program assistance. This fact not only reduces the potential
size ofthe pool of comparable students but also raises the likelihood that apparently comparable (i.e., equally
disadvantaged) students who do not receive Chapter 1 services may differ in subtle but crucial ways from
students selected to receive services.

Second, Chapter 1 is required to “supplement, not supplant” regular and compensatory education
services offered by states and localities. In many areas, students who do not receive Chapter 1 services may
be eligible for and may receive similar services funded by states or localities. Moreover, many states and
localities choose to concentrate Chapter 1 resources on primary and elementary school grades, and to target
state and local compensatory services formiddle and secondary school students. Consequently, it makes little
sense to assess program effects by comparing students participating in Chapter 1 with equally disadvantaged
students who did not participate in Chapter 1 but who reccived identical services funded by an alternative
source (possibly another federal funding program administered by the Department of Education).

These issues make it unlikely that a single “ideal” comparison group will be identified for the purpose
of estimating the impact of Chapter 1 programs, but, rather, a variety of contrasts will be developed using
different groups of students for different facets of the analyses. For example, short-term program effects on
school achievement gains (during a single school year) may be estimated using naturalistic comparison
groups of Chapter 1 eligible children who, for a variety of reasons, are not receiving Chapter 1 (or other
comparable compensatory services) in that particular school year. Alternatively, statistical techniques such
as “propensity matching” may provide a partial solution to the issue of selection bias for impact analyses.
In still other analyses, students whose Chapter 1 services are appropriately coordinated with the regular
school program may be compared with other students whose compensatory services reduce or otherwise
interferc with the children’s exposure to the regular curriculum.

Although further work is needed to devclop the final impact analysis plan, it is clear that in the absence
of random assignment, Prospects must rely upon the measurement of arange of factors to estimate statistical
models of Chapter | program effects. As described later, this strategy requires the collection of extensive
information about school and home environments from different types of survey respondents and other data
sources. Compared with other federally sponsored national studics, the measurement approach required for
Prospects places exceptionally heavy burdens on participating students, families, and the administrative and
instructional staff of cooperating schools.

Data Sources. Data to support the long-term program impact analysis, as well as a variety of other
policy research goals, are collected from many sourccs, using 15 questionnaires and other survey forms (see
Appendix B). Although student outcomes are the main focus of the proposed analyses, data on students’
educational experiences and environment are collected from parents, teachers, and school and district
officials. In addition, students’ school records arc abstracted to obtain official information on students’
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participation in a wide variety of educational support programs funded by the federal, state, and local
governments.

These additional data sources provide information not obtainable directly from the students them-
selves. In many instances, older students might be accurate sources of information about the home
environment, but younger students may not be able to provide the same types of information. Some survey
items are asked of multiple respondents (c.g., from students and their parents) even for data elements for
which experience indicates that either respondent may be an adequate data source. This approach ensures
that critical items on family demographics orbackéround willnotbe lost entirely ifthe student or parent does
not complete a questionnaire.

2. Estimate the longitudinal impact of Chapter 1 using a nationally representative sample of

sufficient size to estimate program impacts for the four census regions and for urban, suburban and
rural settings.

The authorizing legislation for Prospects requires a nationally representative sample of sufficient size
to evaluate program effects separately by geographical region, and in urban, suburban, and rural settings.
As described later, the Prospects research design is based upon a multistage sample® using public school
districts as the first stage, school buildings within districts as the second stage, and students within schools
as the third stage of sample selection. The student sample was allocated across 12 major sampling strata
defined by the three levels of urbanization within each of the four census regions. Within each of these strata,
districts and schools were further stratified by economic disadvantage and the concentration of limited-
English-proficient (LEP) students. The sample size is designed to permit analyses for the nation as a whole,
for each census region, and for cach level of urbanization. However, the sample size is not large enough to
permit separate analyses of urbanization categories within each of the four census regions.

Using proportionate allocation, a probability sample of students would have included only about 15
to 20 percent who were receiving Chapter 1 services in any grade between one and six (the percentage of
Chapter 1 participants in grades seven through twelve drops steadily from approximately 10 percent to less
than 5 percent). However, this evaluation requires a substantially higher proportion of study subjects to have
received at least some level of Chapter | services during the study period. To increase the number of Chapter
1 students in the sample, school districts with large numbers of Chapter 1 students were given a higher
probability of selection compared to other districts. To further support the proposed analyses of program
effects, the Prospects elementary school sample was allocated to two strata based on the total number of
disadvantaged students enrolled. High and low categories of disadvantage were established empirically
within each sampled district, based on the results of a canvass of the district sample concerning building-
level counts of eligible children.

This procedure moderately increases the proportion of children receiving Chapter 1 services in the
sample while preserving the efficiency of the design for making cross-sectional statistical estimates from

®Formore detail on the sampling plan, see Bryant, E. (1993). Technical Report #t1: Sampling Plan for the Baseline and First-
Jollow-up Surveys. Bethesda, MD: Abt Associates, Inc.
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each data collection. For example, by increasing the probability of selecting schools with somewhat higher
concentrations of eligible children, the Prospects sample design succeeded in raising the baseline sample
proportion of first- and third-graders recciving Chapter 1 services to over 30 percent.

Reporting Requirements and Progress Evaluation

Congress requires two reports on the Prospects study: this interim report, describing the evaluation
design, the results of the baseline and first follow-up data collection, and preliminary descriptive and
analytical findings; and a final report to be submitted in January of 1997, covering the analyzsis of the effects
of Chapter 1 services on students” growth and development.

In addition, Prospects will provide ongoing data for other Department of Education analyses and
reports. During 1992-93, data from the Prospects survey will be used to prepare portions of the congression-
ally mandated report for the National Assessment of Chapter 1.

Report Purpose, Format, and Organization

This interim report is intended to serve two purposes. The first is to provide a broad description of
students who are the focus of federal compensatory education programs: their demographic characteristics,
the characteristics of their families, the extent to which they are able to perform in school, and the nature
of the schools and classrooms in which they are taught. Although we examine the degree to which current
compensatory education programsare able to reach disadvantaged children, no attempt is made inthis report
to assess the impact of such assistance on students’ academic, behavioral,and affective performance. These
analyses will be the subject of subsequent reports.

The second objective of this report is to whet the reader’s appetite for the rich data that are being
collected as part of the Prospects study. The study involves the annual collection of detailed information on
anational sample of more than 30,000 students, including standardized tests of reading and math, and surveys
of district staff, school principals, teachers, and other instructional staff, students, and parents. The result is
a detailed annual snapshot of children’s educational experience which can then be linked to provide a
dynamic picture of their growth and development. Because the amount of data being collected is so great,
we have clected to present in this report only a sampling of information from a variety of research domains.
Itis hoped that the reader will be both informed by this information and eager for further reports. Public use
data files will be available by the spring of 1993.

Following this Introduction, the Prospects Interim Reporti: organizedinto four parts. The first focuses
on the characteristics of students in schools with high concentraticns of poor children (referred to as “high-
poverty” schools). The second part describes the characteristics of current Chapter 1 participants. The third
part describes the characteristics of schools and classroome vith dif ferent concentrations of poor children,
and the nature of Chapter 1 services. The fourth rart focuses un the characteristics of limited-English
proficient (LEP) and language minority students. £ach pait is o:ganized around topics of interest such as
students’ home environment and classroom instructio1al mehods. Under each topic, data are usually
presented in tabular form with an accompanying graph to hiculight key relationships. Limited interpretive
text is provided for each topic. Our intent here is not to provide an in-depth analysis of the Prospects data,
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but to provide a statistical sourccbook that readers can use for a variety of purposes. As noted earlier, the
complex task of examining the extent to which Chapter 1 makes a difference in the lives of disadvantaged
children will be addressed in later reports.

Data Sources

The tabulations in all sections of this report are based on responses collected using self-administered
questionnaires and cognitive test batteries from students, parents, school principals and teachers, and district
Chapter 1 coordinators to the Prospects surveys in 1991 and 1992 (see appendix B for a full description of
these data sources). Percentages shown in the tables have been statistically weighted® to compensate for
disproportionate sampling of districts and schools with higher proportions of Chapter 1 students, and to
permit statistical estimates for the populations of students who were enrolled in the third and seventh grades
in public schools in the 1990-91 school year, and who were cnrolled in the first grade in public schools in
the 1991-92 school year.

Readers should note that ncarly all members of the 1991 third-grade cohort sample had progressed to
the fourth grade by the time of the spring 1992 follow-up survey, and that nearly all members of the 1991
seventh-grade cohort sample had been promoted to the eighth grade by the spring of 1992. Members of the
Prospects first-grade cohort were assessed in the fall of 1991 and were resurveyed in the spring of 1992 at
the completionofthe first grade. Catcgory labelsinall tables and charts in this report refer to the grade cohorts
sampled for Prospects and not to the grades in which students were enrolled when the data were collected.

(Because the sample is not refreshed from year to year, the sample is not representative of the national
population of fourth and eighth graders.)

For this report, statistical estimates arc based on data from threc longitudinal student cohort samples.
Longitudinal data files were created containing records for all students who were in the samples in both 1991
and 1992. Asexplained inappendix A, the 1992 Prospects student samplesare smaller than the 1991 samples
for two reasons. First, in the 1991 baseline survey, the participation rate of districts and schools was higher
than anticipated, yielding a larger sample of students than required in the research design or provided for
in the contract budget. Second, students who changed schools between 1991 and 1992 were subsampled for
the follow-up study. The sizes of the linked 1991-1992 grade cohort samples are as follows:

First-grade cohort ...........ocoeeenn . 10,820
Third-grade cohort ........ccceeenin 10,333
Seventh-grade cohort ..o, 7,216

Report Methodology

Most of the tables in this interim report present survey results separately for two policy-relevant
classifications. The first classification, used extensively in Parts 1 and 3 ofthe report, is based on the degrec
of concentration of economically disadvantaged students in the schools that the students attend. Students

? See Bryant, E. (1993). Ibid.
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were assigned to one of five categories of “school poverty concentration” in accordance with the percentage
of students in their schools who were cligible for free or reduced-price school meals provided under the
National School Lunch Program (NSLP) operated by the U. S. Department of Agriculture (as reported by
the school principal in the spring 1992 survey). “Low-poverty” schools were defined as those with up to 19
percent of their students eligible for subsidized meals. “High-poverty” schools were defined as those in
which 75 percent or more of the enrolled students are cligible for subsidized meals. Three intermediate
poverty concentration catcgories refer to students who attend schools with 20 to 39 percent eligible students,
40to 59 percenteligible, and 60 to 74 percent eligible. Toreduce complexity in the tables, columns containing
the relatively few cases whose values arc “unknown” on the achicvement and school poverty classification
variables were excluded.'

The second classification, used in Part 2 of the report, is based on students’ participation in Chapter
1 or other compensatory education programs as shown in current school records. Three categories have been
developed for these tables:
+ Any Chapter 1 Program—includes students recciving Chapter 1 services for reading,
math, or both, as well as students attending a school with a Chapter 1 Schoolwide Program.

These students may, or may not, be receiving services from other compensatory education
programs at the same time.

+ Other Compensatory Education Program—includesstudents whoonly receive services
in reading, math, or both from other programs tunded by federal, state, or local sources (that
is, other than Chapter I).

+ No Program—includes all other students for whom Chapter 1 or other compensatory
servicesare notofferedat their grade level, and students whose schools have such programs
available but who do not themsclves participate in either Chapter 1 or other compensatory
programs.

Readers arc cautioned about using these data to draw conclusions about the effects of Chapter 1 on the
cducation and growth of children. The way children are sclected into Chapter 1 makes thesc comparisons
potentially misleading to the extent that important differences exist between program participants and
nonparticipants. Subsequentreports will use statistical methods to increasc the validity of such comparisons.

Part 2 of the report aiso makes usc of another classification variable for one sct of tables based on
students’ academic achievement levels. For this report, students were defined as “low achievement” if they
scored at or below the 35th percentile for the average of their total reading and mathematics scores on the
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills/Fourth Edition (CTBS/4). “High achievers” were defined as those who
scored at or above the 75thpercentile. Test scores used for this classification were the “basclinc” assessments
administered in the spring of 1991 for the third- and seventh-grade cohorts.

The basic guidelines for intcrprcting the tables presented throughout this report appcar on page 13.

10 The size of the excluded category can be determined, however, from the information on the “total N (or weighted
population estimates) provided at the bottom of each table.
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Missing Data

Because the analyses on which this report is based were initiated within a very short time after the
completion of data collection in 1992, and because the multimeasure, multirespondent design is inherently
complex, the sample weights used in thesc analyses have not been adjusted for nonresponse to specific survey
instruments (they have been adjusted to compensate for the relatively small amount of nonparticipation by
sampled districts and schools). Consequently, percentages shown in all data tables are based on all valid
responses received to the specificd item within the survey instrument indicated (in italics) at the foot of each
table. To help the readers evaluate the likely impact of nonresponse, in most tables the percentages of missing
data (combining both instrument and item nonresponse) are shown as the bottom row of each distribution

(without the “%” symbol). Subscquent reports will include more detailed analyses of potential bias and
discussions of methods of controlling for its effect to the extent possibie.

Readers should also note that the sampling variances (c.g., standard errors) necessary for the tests of
statistical significance of percentage diffcrences are not available at this time. In this report, percentage
estimates with very large sampling crrors have been suppressed by eliminating values based on fewer than
20 cases in atable ccll (denoted by “*” in the tables). Furthermore, to avoid drawing erroncous conclusions,

we have focused our attention on group diffcrences that are relatively large and likely to pass standard tests
of statistical significance.

Inassessing the potential forresponse biasinany of the distributions presented in this report, readers
should bear in mind scveral important features of the Prospects design that may affect response rates for
different groups of students.

First, the Prospects samplc design sclects all children enrolled in the first, third, or seventh grades
in the sampled schools. Unlike many othcr nationally-representative surveys, no exclusions of disabled or
limited-English-proficient (LEP) students were permitted. Thus, by dcsign, Prospects includes approxi-
mately 7 to 10 pcrcent more students (compared to other national studies) from whom data cannot be
collected with currently available survey instruments. Nonrespondents in the Prospects samples arc thus
more likely to be disabled and to have inadequate English-language skills to participate in all survey and
assessment activities.

Sccond, in orderto test students after they have been exposed to the maximum amount of curriculum
during the school ycar, Prospects conducts school surveys and student assessments during a relatively short
six tc eight week field period at the end (beginning in mid-April) of cach school year. This is a much shorter
survey period than that uscd by other recent national longitudinal studies, which collect school and student
data over a period of 18 to 20 wecks typically beginning in February of each year. The exceptionally short
field period increases the possibility that data will not be collected from students who may be absent during
both the primary asscssment week and the scheduled make-up sessions.

Third, the short assessment period increases the difficulty of identifying and tracing transfer
students who change schools in the sccond scmester of the school ycar. In many cases, officials at schools
where transfer students were initially selected do not know the names or locations of schools where transfers
may have re-cnrolled.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Fourth, to minimize study costs, Prospects rctains subsamples of about 20 percent of the transfer
students in each year of the study, thus sampling weights for transfers are significantly larger than for non-
transfer students. As a result of the differcnces in sampling weights, the somewhat lower response rates for
transfer students, their school principals, tcachers, and parents will be reflected in higher proportions of
missing responses in weighted statistical estimates for the total populations for each grade cohort.

Fifth, the Prospects design includes significant oversampling of schools with high concentrations
of poor childten, and schools with high concentrations of LEP students. This increases the numbers of
students whose families have low literacy levels and/or low levels of proficiency in English. Especially for
the Parent Questionnaire, the Prospects design includes relatively high proportions of cases for which
suitable instruments (e.g., versions of the questionnaires in several Asian languages) are not currently
available.

Sixth, sampling weights used for all cstimates provided in the Prospects interim report have been
adjusted only to account for the small amount of nonparticipation by districts and schools, but have not been
adjusted for any form of student-level nonresponse. Given the complexity of the Prospects design, the most
appropriate strategy for adjusting student weights for nonresponse to any set of data elements is far from
clear. Since the objective of nonresponse adjustments to sampling weights is to increase the weights of a
group of respondents so that they sum to the total population size, a critical choice is the definition of the
minimum combination of data from the entire sct of survey instruments that all members of the set would
have. Because of the unusually large varicty of instruments and items collected to support Prospects’
program evaluation objectives, and because of the Jarge number of descriptive and analytical purposes
Prospects data are intended to serve, at this time, we have not developed either a single adjusted weight for
the student samples, or a complex series of adjusted weights for a variety of data combinations.
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Most tables are designed to allow comparisons across the different categories
defined by the column variable. In this example, distributions of student character-
istics can be compared, by grade cohort, across varying levels of school poverly
(defined by the percentage of students enrolled in the child’s school who are eligible
for free and reduced-price school meals). This permits an analysis of the extent o
which student characteristics vary with increasing concentrations of poor children.

Exhibit xx.x: XxXXXXxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx by School Poverty
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Followup Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Concentration of School Poverty 4
TOTAL 0-19% l 20-39% l 40-59% I 60-74% I 75-100%
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX
1st Grade
XXXXXX xxx%| xxx% xxx% xxx% xxx%  xxx%
XXXX" .0 xxx%| xxx% xxx% xxx% xxx%  xxx%
Massing XX.X XX.X XX.X XX.X XX.X XX.X
3rd Grade
XXXXXX xxXx%{ xxx% xxx% xxx% xxx%  xxx%
XXXXXX xxx%| xxx% xxx% xxx% xxx%  xxx%
Missing XXX XX.X XX.X XX.X XX.X XX.X
7th Grade
XXXXXX xx.x%| xx.x% x% xxx% xxx% xxx%
XXXXXX xx.x%| xxx% xxX xxx% xxx%  xxx%
Missing XX.X XX.X xx.:\ XX.X XXX XX.X
Total N
15t Grade 3,555,521| 843,742 843595 5364 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade 3,042495| 962,336 700709 480394 N3I8,117 400,688
2th Grade 2045025) 783,545 108226 629,226 32 207328

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown school poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Abstract

Thelowersectionofthetable providesthe total
estimated size of the national population by
grade cohort. For example, it is estimated that
3.56 million students were in the first grade in
public schools during the 1991-92 school year.
An estimated 477,074 of them attended “high
poverty” schools.

For each data element (i.e., the row variables)
the table presents weighted column percent-
ages, For example, under the first column of
school poverty (0-19%) the data represent the
estimated percentage of students inaparticular
grade cohort who attend low-poverty schools
and who have the particular characteristic.
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Summary

The first part of this interim report focuses on a comparison of students attcnding schools with varying
concentrations of poor children as described in the Introduction. When reading this section, therefore,
readersshould keep in mind that the comparisons represent differences in the characteristics of students who
attend different types of schools and are no¢ comparisons of the characteristics of rich and poor children.

Although data are presented for five increasingly higher concentrations of poverty, the discussion
emphasizes the comparison of schools at two ends of the distribution. “Low-poverty” schools are defined
as those having up to 19 percent of the enrolled children eligible for free and reduced-price meals under the
National School Lunch Program (NSLP). “High-poverty” schools are those in which 75 to 100 percent of
the students arc cligible for frec and reducca-price meals. (Nationally, in 1991 about one-third of ali students
in public and private schools were cligible for subsidized school meals.) A school in the highest poverty
category is eligible to implement a “Chapter 1 Schoolwide Program,” a service delivery arrangement that
allows Chapter 1 funds to be used in combination with other instructional resources to improve the whole

school program. Thus, in a Schoolwide Program, all children receive cducational services funded at least
in part by Chapter 1.

Students in high- and low-poverty schools are compared on a wide range of characteristics including
social, economic, and demographic characteristics; kindergarten and preschool participation; academic
achievement; school performance; involvement in school activitics; and home educational support environ-
ment. In almost all cases, the data provide a “snapshot” of students’ characteristics and experiences during
the 1991-92 school year. Subsequent Prospects reports will focus onlongitudinal data permitting a long-term
analysis of the growth and development of children over time.

The Magnitude of High-poverty School Populations

More than one out of eight children in the first- and third-grade cohorts attend schools where at lcast
75 percent of the children are cligible for free and reduced-price meals. Over one-third of the first-grade
cohort, and about one-fourth of the third-grade cohort, attend schools where at Icast 60 percent or more of
the students are from poor familics.

The distribution is considerably different for students in the seventh-grade cohort where only 12
percent of these children are in schools where 60 percent or more of the students are cligible for free and
reduced-price meals. This difference is probably due both to changes in school organization which tend to
increase student diversity and to the lower rate of NSLP participation typically found for older students.
Consequently, policymakers may want to reexamine the current use of a fixed criterion for Chapter 1
Schoolwide Program ecligibility. A lowcr threshold may be more appropriate for middlc and secondary
schools.

Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

The data presented in this report paint a stark picture of the differences between students in high-and
low-poverty schools. High-poverty schools are far more likely tobeattended by blackand Hispanic children.
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These minority children—who constitute 23 to 30 percent of students nationally in the first-, third-, and
seventh-grade cohorts—account for 75 to 88 percent of students in high-poverty schools. Schools with high
concentrations of poor children are also primarily located in urban areas.

Furthermore, students from high-poverty schools are more likely to face a range of obstacles that are

cften associated with low school achievement. In comparison with students in low-poverty schools, students
in high-poverty schools are:

» more likely tc be living with a single parent;

. about 10 times more likely to live in a houschold with a total family income of under
$10,000, and less likely to have a parent who is cmployed (either full time or part time)
outside the home;

. from 10 to 15 times more likely to be receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDCY;

+ from six to ninc times more likely to have a mother who has not completed her high school
education; and

. from three to five times more likely to have a non-native-English-speaking parent.

Kindergarten and Preschool Attendance

Kindergarten programs arc nearly universally available, and the vast majority of students, regardless
of school poverty level, have attended kindergarten. However, despite the growing consensus about the
importance of preschool education, it appears thut children in high-poverty schools are less likely to have
received the benefits of preschool. Children in high-poverty schools are more likely to have participated in
Head Start, but their ¢ verall rates of preschool participation tend to be lower than those of students in low-
poverty schools.

Student Academic Achievement

Rega-dless of grade level, attending a school with high concentrations of poor students is strongly
negatively associated with student achievementinreading and math. That s, students in low-poverty schools
score, on average, from 50 to 75 percent highcr than students in high-poverty schools. For example, the
average 1991 normal curve equivalent (NCE) reading score for third-grade cokort students in low-poverty
schools was 59, compared with 39 for students in high-poverty schools. This large difference indicates
scrious learning gaps between students in low- and high-poverty schools. Morcover, obscrved differences
in achievement between students atiending low- and high-poverty schools are greater for “higher order”
skills than for basic skills. The average reading and mathematics achievement of a// students in high-poverty
schools is almost the same as that of Chapter 1 students in low-poverty schools.

in addition, Prespects longitudinal data spanning the 12-month period beginning in spring of 1991
provide little evidence for differential achievernent gains in reading or math between the end of the third
grade and the end of the fourth grade (1992), or between the end of the seventh grade (1991) and the end
of the cighth grade (1992) when comparing students in low- and high-poverty schools. Consequently, the
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large initial differences in achievement levels between students in low- and high-poverty schools do not
appear to be reduced by an additional year of schooling. It should be noted, however, that the aggregated
data presented in this interim report probably mask the fact that some students in high-poverty schools may
be making advances that will help them reduce their educational deficiencies over time, relative to students
in low-poverty schools.

School Performance

Not only is student achievement related to the concentration of poor children in the school, but
attendance at school with a high proportion of poor children is associated with a kost of other indicators of

negative school performance. Compared with students in low-poverty schools, students in high-poverty
schools are more likely to:

* have been retained in grade at least once;

* be absent from school more than 10 days during the year, and late for school more than 10
times; and

* receive lower grades in reading/language arts/English and math.

When asked to judge the achievement of individual students, classroom teachers in high-poverty
schools are less likely to perceive their students as having high “overall ability to perform in school.” In
addition, teachers in high-poverty schools are also more likely to judge their students to be reading below
grade level, and to be achieving below grade level in math.

Classroomteachers were furtherasked to judge their students on a variety of dimensions that may affect
their ability to perform well in school. These data, however, may reflect differences in teacher attitudes and
perceptions, actual differences in student characteristics, or both.

Classroom Behavior, Compared with first- and third-grade cohort students in low-poverty schools,
students in high-poverty schools are less likely to be judged by their teachers as able to work hard in school,
able to follow directions in classrooms rules, and caring about doing well in school. For students in the third-
grade cohort in high-poverty schools, teachers are more likely to report that they are disruptive in class.

In contrast, differences like these are not found for seventh-grade cohort students in low- and high-
poverty schools.

Classroom Performance Compared with students in low-poverty schocis, first- and third-grade
cohort students in high-poverty schoo!s arc judged by their teachers to be less able to work independently,
to be able to concentrate, to write a well-developed paragraph or paper, or to complete homework or
scatwork. These students in high-poverty schools are also judged by their teachers to be less motivated to
lcarn.

Although the dircction of the relationships is gencerally found to be similar for seventh-grade cohort
students, the magnitude of the differences between low- and high-poverty schools is much smaller.
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Affective Characteristics, Students in the first- and third-grade cohorts who are in high-poverty
schools are rated less favorably on some character and personality traits than are students in low-poverty
schools. For first-graders, teachers are less likely to judge high-poverty school students to be honest; for
third-graders, teachers are less likely to judge high-poverty school students to be honest, respectful of
authority and able to get along with teachers.

As with other teacher judgments, no differences are found for seventh-grade cohort students in low-
and high-poverty schools.

Personai and Behavioral Problems, Teachers of students in the first- and third-grade cohort in high-
poverty schools are more likely to report that individual children had health or hygiene problems and are not
receiving adequate rest or nutrition. For third-grade cohort children in particular, students in high-poverty
schools are more likely to be reported to cheat and to engage in physical conflict or verbal abuse of others.

There are only small differences between low- and high-poverty schoolsin the extent to which teachers
report the presence of personal or behavioral problems.

School Experiences

Third-grade cohort students in high-poverty schools are more likely to have been disciplined for
misbehavior, and more likely to have had something stolen from them or to have been threatened with harm
at school.

Seventh-grade cohort students in high-poverty schools arc less likely to report having reccived an
academic award or having their work pubiicly praised. But students in high-poverty schools are more likely
to report having received an award for good attendance. Students in high-poverty schools are also less likely
to report participating in a range of extracurricular activitics including school sports, performance activities
(band, choir, drama), and academic activities such as clubs, honor socicties, and student government.

Home Educational Support Environment

Parents of children attending low- and high-poverty schools give similar responses to questions about
the types of behavioral rules they have established for their children at home. However, for all three grade
cohorts, parents of children attending high-poverty schools are more likely to report having rules for their
children about their choice of friends than did the parents of students in low-poverty schools.

The parents of students in high-poverty schools are more likcly to report that they help their children
with homework. But, students in high-poverty schools report less reading outside school and are lessinclined
to make use of their public library, Seventh-grade cohort students also report watching more television on
school days. In both cohorts, students in high-poverty schools are less likely to report frequent attendance
at religious services.

Predictably, for all three grade cohorts, parents of students attending high-poverty schools are less
likely to indicate the existence of a varicty of cducationally relevant resources in the home, such as
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newspapers and magazine subscriptions, cncyclopedias, book collections, typewriters, and especially home
computers.

Educational Expectations

Students in the seventh-grade cohort in high-poverty schools have lower expectations for their future
cducational attainment than do students in low-poverty schools. For cxample, 83 percent of the students in
low-poverty schools expect to graduatc from a two- or four-year college, compared with 63 percent of the
students in high-poverty schools.

Prospects: Interim Report «& 21

o7




Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

The Magnitude of the High-Poverty School Population

The Chapter | program, along with other special programs for disadvantaged children, is intended to
“compensatc” for the effects of poverty on the growth and development of children. The program attempts
to attain this goal by directing federal funds to school distrizts and schools in accordance with the number

of children in poverty, and by targeting individual children within Chapter 1 schools for supplemental
services based on their low academic performance.

Exhibits 1.1 and 1.2 show the distribution of stucients by grade cohort and the concentration of poverty
at the child’s school (as measured by the percent of enrolled students eligible for free and reduced-price
school meals). More than one out of cight children in the firsi- and third-grade cohorts attend schools with
very high concentrations of poor children (i.c., at lcast 75 percent). Over one-third of the first-grade cohort
and about one-fourth of the third-grade cohort attend schools where at lcast 60 percent of the students are
from poor families.

The distribution is considerably different for students in the seventh-grade cohort, where a much
smaller percentage of students attend schools with extremely high concentrations of poor children (only 7
percent are enrolled in schools where at least 75 percent of the students are poor, and only 13 percent arc
in schools with at lcast 60 percent poor children). This distribution probably reflects the lower participation
in the school tunch program typically found for older students, and differences in school organization for
children in the middle grades. Thatis, in most districts, students from multiple clementary schools feed into
larger middle orjunior high schools.! This pooling of students from differentneighborhoods tends to incrcase
diversity and thus to reduce extreme concentrations of poor (or wealthy) students. Compared with the first-
and third-grade cohorts, the seventh-grade cohort has higher proportions of students in the 20 to 39 percent
and 40 to 59 percent poverty concentration categories. Thus, seventh-grade cohort students in the highest-
poverty middle schools arc probably living in arcas of pervasive poverty, where all of the “fecder”
clementary schools arc likely to have high concentrations of poor students. Consequently, policymakers may
want to reexamine the current use of a constant criteria for Chapter 1 Schoolwide Programeligibility. These
data support the view that a lower threshold may be appropriate for middle and secondary schools.

Readers should keep this cross-grade difference in mind when examining the tables in this part of the
report. Because seventh-grade students who attend schools with the highest concentrations of poverty may
be facing a qualitatively different environment than students in high-poverty elementary schools, cross-
cohort comparisons may be misleading in some instances.

' Depending on local school practices, these schools may inciude various combinations of grades six through nine.
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The Magnitude of the High Poverty Population

Exhibit 1.1: Distribution of Students by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

Percent / g . e . . ] ]
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W Unknown
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Exhibit 1.2: Distribution of Students by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follew-up Study
(Weighted Row Percentages)

e School Poverty Concentration
TOTAL 0-19%  20-39% | 40-59% 60-74% | 75-100%  Missing
Ist Grade Cohort 100.0%| 23.7% 23.7% 15.1%  20.0% 13.4% 4.1%
3rd Grade Cohort 100.0%]| 318% 23.0% 15.8% 10.5% 13.2% 5.7%
7th Grade Cohort 100.0%]| 266% 36.7% 21.4% 6.0% 7.0% 2.3%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536443 709,964 477,074 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,0424951 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325 207,325

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects Composite Variable

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Student Demographic Characteristics

Gender

There are generally small overall differences in gender representation across the three student grade
cohorts and between high- and low-poverty schools (exhibit 1.3%).

Race/Ethnicity

Across all three grade cohorts, black and Hispanic children are disproportionately represented among
students in high-poverty schools (exhibits 1.3 and 1.4). About 30 percent of first-grade cohort students are
black or Hispanic, yet they represent 76 percent of students in high-poverty schools. Similarly, black and
Hispanic students account for 24 percent of the third-grade cohort but represent 75 percent of students in
high-poverty schools. Finally, black and Hispanic students represent 23 percent of the seventh-grade cohort
but account for 88 percent of students in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.3: Race and Ethnicity by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

Low
1st  FPoverty
Grade

Cohort High
Poverty

Low
ard Poverty
Grade

Cohort  High
Poverty

7th
Grade ]
Cohort High

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Black =3 His
B RS AT S ST

SR

panic 3 Other 2
SRR+ PR TR 7 ¥
2 The tables presented throughout this report provide separate data for each of the three study cohorts—children who were
inthe first, third, and seventh grade in the spring of 1991. Each table presents the weighted number of' students in each cohort,
as well as the estimated number of students in each of the subgroups examined in the tables. Statistical data are presented
as weighted column percentages calculated on the basis of students for whom data are available. Weighted estimates of
missing cases are also shown, but, percent signs have been omitted for these estimates in erder to help the reader distinguish
them from valid cell entries.
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Student Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 1.4: Student Gender by School Poverty Concentration
and Graue Cotort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Student Gender TOTAL | 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% |75-100%
Ist Grade Cohort
Male S51.8%| 514% 53.7% 492% 53.3% 51.8%
Female 48.2%| 48.6% 46.3% 50.8% 46.7% 48.2%
Missing data 12.0 7.5 16.6 9.3 9.6 17.5
3rd Grade Cohort
Male 499%| 514% 50.6% 452% 496% 50.0%
Female 50.1%| 48.6% 494% 54.8% 50.4% 50.0%
Missing data 8.6 53 59 7.4 98 10.5

7th Grade Cohort

Male 524%) 54.5% 517% 512% 56.8% 48.5%

Female 47.6%] 455% 483% 488% 43.2% 51.5%

Missing data 99 43 7.6 9.3 19.1 16.4
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709.964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,4957 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945.025] 783.549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects. Student Abstract

Exhibit 1.5: Student Race/Ethnicity by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: [2-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Student Ethnicity TOTAL } 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59%% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
White, Not FHispanic 65.3%] 82.9% 88.7% 63.0% 47.1% 22.1%
Black, Not Hispanic 15.1% 5.8% 27% 16.9% 20.2% 41.7%
Hispanic 14.4% 4.9% 2.7% 12.3% 282% 34.4%
Other 5.2% 6.5% 5.9% 7.7% 4.7% 20%
Missing data 230 232 319 19.0 17.9 21.1

3rd Grade Cohort

White, Not Hispanic 70.1%f 86.2% 84.3% 648% S29% 22.7%
Black, Not Hispanic 12.4%}1 4.3% 5§3% 18.3% 10.9% 238.1%
Hispanic 11.8% 3.4% 4.1% 11.0% 264% 37.1%
Other 5.7% 6.1% 6 2% 5.8% 9.8% 2.0%
Missing data 16.2 17.7 14.3 10.9 16.7 13.3

7tb Grade Cokort

White, Not Hispanic . 71.8%| 86.6% 83.3% 586% 47.4% 11.8%
Black, Not Hispanic 124%)| 39%  71% 149% 24.5% 569%
Hispanic 10.7%| 4.8%  4.1% 223% 152% 31.1%
Other S.1% | 4.6%  5.5%  42% 128% *
Missing data 20.0 274 11.1 18.4 20.1 25.4
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521] 843,742 843,595 f36,443 709964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480.394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2.945.025] 783,549 108226 629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source Prospects. Student Abstract
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Handicaps/Disabilities

Students with handicaps or other disabilities may face greater challenges to success in school than other
students do. To examine this issue, information was collected from two sources. First, parents of sampled
students were asked, “Does your child currently have any of the following problems or handicaps?” The
checklistincluded 10 possible conditions including visual and hearing handicaps, speech problems, physical
disahilities, and mental or emotional problems. Sccond, data collectors abstracted information contained in
students’ school records on whether the child had any of the same conditions.

Exhibits 1.6 and 1.7 provide information on the incidence of two of the most commonly reported types
of handicaps—speech problems and specific learning disabilitics—as reported by parents and indicated in
school records, respectively. As shown in these tables, for all grade cohorts, these handicaps are relatively
uncommon and there are only small differences across categories of school poverty. Worth noting is the fact
that parents were more likely than school records to indicate that their child has a disability. However,
whether these differences result from parent overreporting or data limitations in school records is unclear.

Exhibit 1.6: Percentage of Students with Parent-Reported Specific Learning Disability by
School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

1st Grade Cohort - 4 7thG-ra_de Cohort

! Low Poverty (73 34 6.8 : 75
' High Poverty i 5.1 ) 49 ; 3.6

0
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Student Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 1.7: School-Reported Student Disabilities by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School-Reported Student School Poverty Concentration
Disabilities TOTAL 0-19% ﬁo-w% | 40-59% l 60-74% ] 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Speech problem 6.0% 7.6% 5.5% 4.2% 7.8% 4.2%
Specific learning disability 2.1% 1.6% 2.8% 1.8% 2.1% 2.2%
Missing data 13.3 9.2 5.2 11.1 27.5 17.5
3rd Grade Cohort
Speech problem 2.8% 3.3% 2.6% 3.0% 2.5% 2.3%
Specific learning disability 4.5% 5.9% 5.9% 2.5% 3.0% 2.8%
Missing data 14.5 10.7 13.1 7.6 224 13.3
7th Grade Cohort
Speech problem 0.9% 0.8% 0.5% 1.9% 0.8% 0.4%
Specific learning disability 4.3% 4.9% 4.0% 4.8% 2.6% 3.1%
Missing data 14.5 18.1 7.3 14.6 18.8 224
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 ] 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohont 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325
Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Kindergarten and Preschool Education

In recent years, a great deal of attention has been paid to early childhood education, with nearly
universal availability of kindergarten and a significant expansion of public and private programs for
preschool children. Student participation in such programs was collected from muitiple sources, including
students, parents, and school records. These sources are not, however, equally accessible or reliable.
Consequently, exhibit 1.8 prov:des information on kindergarten enrollment derived from student records,
and data on preschool education as reported by students’ parents.

Across all three grade cohorts, and ail categories of school poverty concentration, there is relatively
little variation inthe proportionnfchildren who attended kindergarten. The overallkindergarten attendance
rate is about 98 percent for the first-grade cohost and 96 percent for the third- and seventh-grade cohorts.
The variation in kindergarten attendance across poverty categorics is very low for the first-grade cohort.
Among the third-grade cohort, children attending high-poverty elementary schools reported the lowest rates
of kindergarten attendance (just under 90 percent). The lowest proportion of kindergarten attendance for
any cell in exhibit 1.8 was found for seventh-grade cohort children enrolled in the 60 to 74 percent school
poverty category (88 percent).

Preschool attendance rates are generally much lower than kindergarten attendance, and show a
pronounced relationship to the concentration of poor children in schools. Between 31 percent (seventh-
grade cohort) and 41 percent (first-grade cohort) of children attended some type of preschool other than
a Head Start program. Non-Head Start preschool participation rates ar~ markedly skewed in favor of
children now attending low-poverty schools, where attendance rates approach three times the level
observed for high-poverty schools.

Including participants in Head Start programs roughly doubles the proportion of children in high-
poverty schools who have had some preschool experience. This reduces the gap in preschool exposure
between children attending low- and high-poverty schools, but does not come close to eliminating the
difference. Combining both types of preschool experience (but excluding day care arrangements), 66
percent of the first-grade cohort children in low-poverty schools attended preschool, compared with only
42 percent of the children attending high-poverty schools. Similar patterns are evident for the third- and
seventh-grade cohorts,

Exposure of children to day care centers or family day care prior to or at the same age as involvement
in preschool and kindergarten programs is also somewhat more common for children now attending low-
poverty schools than for those with higher concentrations of poor children.

On balance, large rumbers of children in the threc cohorts were exposed to some form of day care or
preschool experience priorto starting firstgrade. However, thetypesand combinations or sequences of these
experiences are likely to be very different for children in low- and high-poverty commurities. Morcover,
although Head Start programs are responsible for a significant reduction in the large gap between wealthy
and poor neighborhoods in the chances for exposure of children to early school experiences, funding levels
for Head Start to date close only about half of the observed gap.
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Kindergarten and Preschool Education

Exhibit 1.8: Preschool and Kindergarten Attendance by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Petcentages)

Preschool/Kindergarten School Poverty Concentration

Attendance TOTAL Cao% L 2039% . 40-59% | 60-74% | 75.100%

1st Grade Cohort

Preschool Attendance
No program 1.9% 0.6% 2.3% 2.5% 2.8% 1.4%
Day care center 21.3% 19.7% 21 6% 22.5% 25.7% 16.8%
Fanily day care 21.3% 23.2% 25.5% 18.1% 20.8% 11.6%
Head Start 11.7% 4.6% 11.9% 13.2% 15.3% 19.0%
Other preschool program 41.1% 61.8% 45.7% 32.2% 29.6% 22.7%
Missing data 17.4 12.6 11.3 19.2 20.5 28.1

Kindergarten Attendauce

Kindergarten 97.7% 98.3% 98.4% 97.7% 96.6% 96.0%
Missing dats 24.2 10.9 225 25.5 38.6 29.3
3rd Grade Cohort
Preschool Attendance
No program 2.2% 1.3% 2.3% 3.1% 2.9% 22%
Day care center 17.1% 19.0% 17.0% 18.83% 18.0% 12.9%
Family day care . 18.2% 22.1% 18.9% 15.5% 16.4% 10.7%
Head Stast 10.3% 4.9% 11.6% 10.6% 14.6% 19.0%
Other preschool program 38.4% 58.1% 36.2% 27.6% 26.7% 19.6%
Missing data 220 153 181 293 20.0 29.1
Kindergarten Atteadance
Kindergarten 95.9% 98.5% 96.8% 95.2% 94.2% 89.5%
Missing data 14.6 11.4 13.6 12.6 12.8 15.1
7th Grade Cohort
Preschool Attendance
No program 1.9% 1.8% 1.9% 2.6% 2.0% 1.3%
Day eare center 16.0% 14.3% 16.7% 20.2% 14.3% 12.7%
Family day care 13.9% 16.3% 14.4% 15.2% 10.1% 5.7%
Head Stari 9.7% 6.5% 9.0% 13.1% 14.8% 13.9%
Other preschool program 31.3% 44.3% 329% 25.9% 12.5% 15.2%
Missing data 24.5 20.5 189 22.1 40.6 40.5

Kindergarten Attendance

Kirdergarten 96.0% 97.3% 96.5% 96.1% 88.3% 93.7%

Missing data 224 19.2 19.5 220 26.2 30.8]
Total Weighted N

Ist Grade Cohort 3,553,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,028 783.549 108,226 629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source' 1) Preschool attendance: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire, 2) Kindergarien Attendance (15 Prospects. Student Abstract. 3) Kindergarten
Attendance (3rd. 7th): Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Sc )ols

Family Structure and Household Environment

Parental Marital Status

|

|

} The presence of two parents in the child's home increases the child’s socioemotional and cognitive
development and may reduce the incidence of poverty. As shown in exhibit 1.9, a relatively strong negative
relationship exists between the degree of concentration of poor students in schools and the likelihood that
those students live in a two-parenthousehold. Across all three grade cohorts, studentsin high-poverty schools
are :auch less likely to be living in a two-parent houschold (i.e., a household in which the student’s parent
reported being married or living in a marriagelike relationship) than are students attending low-poverty

schools.
Exhibit 1.9: Percentage of Students with Married Parents
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
100 .
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Family Structure and Fousehold Environment

Exhibit 1.10: Parental Marital Status by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Marital Status TOTAL 0-19% ! 20-39% | 40-59% , 60-74% ] 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Married (or living in a marriage-like 74.4%) 88.0% 83.5% 76.7% 70.9% 64.2%
relationship)
Divorced/widowed/separated 15.7%] 10.8% 14.0% 164% 21.0%  20.7%
Never married 5.3% * 2.5% 6.8% 8.2% 15.1%
Missing data 18.7 13.4 12.2 20.6 21.8 31.0
3rd Grade Cohort
Married {or living in a marriage-like 76.0%1 86.5% 84.3%  122% 75.7%  €4.5%
relationship)
Divorced/widowed/separated 16.1%¢ 12.3% 13.6% 228% 19.6% 21.1%
Never married 39% * 2.1% 5.1% 4.7%  14.4%
Missing data 23.0 16.0 18.6 30.1 21.3 32.0
7th Grade Cohort
Married (or living in a marriage-like 76.9%1 855% 82.8% 71.8%  66.5%  50.6%
relationship)
Divorced/widowed/separated 17.2%] 14.1% 153% 189%  25.5%  34.9%
Never married 2.8% * 1.9% 3.3% 8.0% 145%
Missing data 254 202 20.1 23.1 40.8 42.4
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025) 783,549 108,226 629226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown Schoot Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire

Prospects: Interim Report « 31




Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Total Family Annual Income

Poverty can have a devastating effect on the growth and development of young children, with
consequences extending into theiradult lives. Exhibits 1.11and 1.12 display the strong relationship between
the level of students’ household income and the concentration of poverty at the school they attend. Not only
are there higher percentages of children from poor familics in hi gh-poverty schools, of course, butthe degree
of economic disadvantagement of the families of students attending these schools is more severe than for
students who attend schools with fewer poor students.

Exhibit 1.11 shows the percentage of students in each grade cohort whose parents reported total
household incomes of under $10,000 per year for each of the five categories of school poverty concentration,
The lowest school poverty category (which includes 24 to 32 percent of the children in each of the grade
cohorts) contains very low proportions of chiidren from familics with household incomes below $10,000per
year (but includes very high proportions of families carnin gabove $50,000 per year—exhibit 1.12). Schools
with the highest concentrations of poor children present a mirror-image, with correspondingly high
percentages of students with family incomes below $10,000 (and very small proportions of students from
well-off families). To a great extent, schoolsreflect the social and economic stratification of the communities
they serve.

Comparison of the percentages in exhibit 1.12 shows that children from families with higher incomes
(over $50,000 per year) are 15 times more likely to attend schools that enroll less than 20 percent poor
children than they are to attend schools with 75 percent or more poor children. Conversely, students from
low-income familics (i.¢., less than $10,000 per year) arc over 15 times more likely to be enrolled in schools
withatleast 75 percent poor children than they are to be attending schools with less than 20 percentof'students
from poor familics. Across all grade cohorts, more than two-thirds of the children in low-poverty schools
come from families with annual incomes of $35,000 or hi gher. Atthe same time, for all three grade cohorts,
morethan one-halfofthe students in schools with the highest concentration of poor students are from families
with total annual incomes of iess than $15,000.

Exhibit 1.11: Percentage of Students from Families with Total Annual Incomes
under $10,000 by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.12: Total Annual Family Income by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Colun.n Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Total Aunual Family Income TOTAL 0-19% @ 20-39% i 40-59%  60-74%  75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
0- 4999 8.6% 1.7% 4.1% 9.0% 14.0% 25.1%
5,000 - 9,999 10.1% 2.6% 7.5% 10.6% 16.9% 20.7%
10,000 - 14,999 8.7% 4.0% 9.0% 8.8% 129% 12.7%
15,000 - 19,999 7.7% 2.8% 3.8% 10.4% 9.0%  10.2%
20,000 - 34,999 26.3% 20.8% 30.0% 31.4% 25.4% 21.1%
35,000 - 49,999 18.1% 22.6% 21.2% 17.5% 14.5% 7.0%
50,000 + 20.7% 45.6% 19.5% 12.2% 7.3% 3.3%
Missing data 251 22.2 19.2 25.8 26.7 36.2
3rd Grade Cohort —
0- 4,999 5.9% * 2.9% 1.7% 8.7% 23.3%
5,000 - 9,999 7.9% 2.9% 69% 102% 12.5%  18.0%
10,000 - 14,999 7.6% 2.5% 7.2% 8.7% 13.7% 13.4%
15,000 - 19,999 8.0% 5.3% 8.1% 10.9% 10.3% 12.2%
20,000 - 34,999 25.3% 19.7% 33.3% 24.7% 29.1% 20.0%
35.000 - 49,999 18.8%| 21.4% 21.4% 18.9% 15.0% 9.2%
50,000 + 26.6% 47.3% 20.2% 18.9% 10.7% 3.9%¢-
Missing data 28.6 22.9 24.9 34.0 21.5 36.4

7th Grade Coh_grt

0- 4999 5.0% * 2.7% 87% 150% 19.5%
5.000 - 9.999 5.8% 1.7% 4.6% 9.0% 103% 17.6%
10,000 - 14,999 7.5% 5.1% 5.6% 98%  146%  18.7%
15,000 - 19,999 8.1% 45%  10.0% 8.1% 13.7% 8.8%
20,000 - 34,999 267%| 23.6%  28.6% 292%  232% 22.7%
35,000 - 49,000 199%f 20.6% 22.6% 184% 13.1% 7.4%
50,000 + 26.9%{ 43.6% 25.7% 167% 10.1% 52%
Missingdata ] 317|268 212 293 412 4719
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843742  843.595 536443 709964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3.042.495] 967,336 700.709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 f 783.549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source Prospects, Pare #t Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Family Receipt of Public Assistance

As with family income, there is necessarily a strong positive relationship between family receipt of
public assistance and the concentration of poor students in schools. For example, as depicted in exhibit 1.13
for third-grade cohort students, the parents of children in high-poverty schools were about 16 times more
likely to report receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the nation’s largest cash
assistance program for poor families, than were parents of children m low-poverty schools. Similar
differences for studentsin high- and low-poverty schools were found for the first- and seventh-grade cohorts.

Exhibit 1.13: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students whose Famiilies Receive AFDC
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.14: Family Receipt of Public Assistance by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Family's Receipt of Public Assistance TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
AFDC 11.0%| 23%  76% 124% 180%  26.6%
SSI 20%| 08%  17%  27%  21%  4.5%
Unemployment benefits 6.4% 38% 103% 7.4% 4.8% 5.0%
Missing data 21.9 18.7 14.5 228 23.6 358

3rd Grade Cohort

ATDC : 7.9% 1.4% 6.7% 96% 11.7%  22.2%
SSI 2.1% 0.5% 1.4% 2.8% 3.1% 5.2%
Unemployment benefits 6.9% 49% 10.5% 6.5% 7.5% 6.1%
Missing data 25.5 18.8 20.5 322 248 35.6

Tth Grade Cohort

AFDC 5.4% 1.5% 4.7% 72% 11.6%  18.4%
SSI 3.0% 1.3% 3.4% 3.6% 5.4% 5.2%
Unemployment benefits 6.8% 5.7% 6.5% 9.1% 6.0% 5.4%
Missing data 28.3 22.4 237 26.5 44.8 46.1
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd«Jrade Cohort 3,042,495} 967,336  700.709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Mother’s Education

Maternal cducation can affect children’s development in two ways. Low educational attainment can
reduce employability and increase the likelihood of family poverty. Limited schooling can also diminish the
mother’s ability to serve as her child’s first tcacher.

Exhibit 1.16 shows the same negative relationship in mothers' educational attainment seen in the
previous tables on family income and welfare reccipt. The mothers of two-thirds of the children attending
high-poverty schools in all three grade cohorts reported attaining, at most, a high school diploma, while the
mothers of two-thirds of the children attending low-poverty schools in all three grade cohorts reported at least
some cducational activity beyond high school. Acrossall grade cohorts, students in low-poverty schools are
more than scven times as likely as those in high-poverty schools to have mothers who have obtained a
bachelor’s, master’s or higher degree. Moreover, students in the low-poverty schools are three to five times
as likely to have college-cducated mothers as students in the second-highest school poverty concentration
category (those with 60 to 74 percent poor students).

Exhibit 1.15: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students whose Mothers
Have not Completed H
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.16: Mother's Highest Educational Attainment by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Mother's Highest Educaticnal School Poverty Concentration
Attainment TOTAL 0-19% l 20-39% | 40-59% T 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Less than high school diploma 13.3% 3.5% 7.2% 13.9%  265% 31.3%
High school diploma/GED 312%) 20.1% 372% 314% 35.0% 36.7%
Vocational/trade school 10.6% 8.8% 10.8% 9.2% 10.5% 10.8%
Some college 19.5%}) 224% 213% 21.7% 16.2% 12.6%
2-Year college degree 8.1% 9.6% 8.8% 8.7% 6.5% 3.8%
4-Year college degree 13.2%] 264% 11.9% 11.1% 4.0% 3.5%
Master's/Ph.D. 4.2% 9.3% 3.0% 4.0% 1.5% 1.4%
Missing data 22.1 15.7 14.7 23.7 27.9 36.2
3rd Grade Cohort
Less than high school diploma 11.1% 2.8% 8.8% 13.4% 18.5% 35.7%
High school diploma/GED 31.6% 25.2% 39.7% 31.3% 359% 32.0%
Vocational/trade school 10.3% 8.3% 11.9% 10.9% 8.1% 8.9%
Some college 18.0% 19.8% 16.8% 17.3%  21.0% 14.2%
2-Year college degree 7.9% 9.5% 8.2% 5.4% 82% 4.5%
4-Year college degree 143%) 22.5% 11.0% 13.1% 7.1% 2.8%
Master's/Ph.D. 6.9% 12.2% 3.7% 8.7% 1.2% 1.9%
Missing data 25.3 17.2 20.8 34.1 24 4 36.0
7th Grade Cohort
Less than high school diploma 12.6% 5.9% 85% 208% 256%  36.2%
High school diploma/GED 335%| 28.1% 36.7% 362%  303%  29.4%
Vocational/trade school 10.0% 12.1% 10.0% 7.2% 8.2% 11.4%
Some college 17.9% 14.1%  21.5% 17.5% 14.5% 15.3%
2-Year college degree 71.7% 9.0% 8.4% 5.0% 10.6% 4.6%
4-Year college degree 12.6% 18.9% 11.2% 10.4% 7.5% 1.8%
Master's/Ph.D. 5.8% 12.1% 3.4% 3.1% 3.3% 1.6%
Missing data 27.7 232 21.7 26.3 443 446
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555.521] 843,742 843,595 536,443 709964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3.042,495) 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,0251 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Mother's Employment Status

Over half of the mothers of children in all grade cohorts, and in ail school poverty concentration
categories, reported that they were employed outside the home. The incidence of maternal employment
(either full or part time) ranged from a low of 50.8 percent for mothers of first-grade cohort students in high-
poverty schoolsto ahigh of 78.6 percent for mothers of seventh-grade cohort students in low-poverty schools
(exhibits 1.17 and 1.18). However, mothers’ employment was generally higher for students in low-poverty
schools. Mothers of children in low-poverty schools are from 29 percent (first-grade cohort) to 34 percent
(seventh-grade cohort) more likely to be employed outside the home than the mothers of children in high-
poverty schools.

These findings are consistent with the information previously presented on household income and
receipt of public assistance.

Exhibit 1.17: Mother’s Employment Status for 3rd Grade Cohort Students
by School Poverty Concentration
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.18: Mother's Employment Status by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Columin Percentages)

Student Poverty Concentration

Mother's Employment Status TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39%  40-59% | 60-74% . 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort

Works full time 44.7%}F 43.6% 45.7% 49.2% 419%  38.8%
Works part time 17.2%| 21.8% 17.0% 15.5% 15.0% 12.0%
Homemaker 30.0%| 30.2% 29.5%  26.2% 33.2% 34.2%
Unemployed 3.9% 1.5% 3.3% 4.1% 5.8% 9.8%
Retired/disabled 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 2.4%
Student 3.2% 2.4% 4.5% 4.1% 2.5% 2.9%
Missing data 21.0 17.9 13.0 22.0 23.2 356

; 3rd Grade Cohort

Works full time 49.9%| 48.7% 51.1% 58.0% 482% 43.1%
Works part time 19.8% 24.0% 21.2% 13.4% 16.9% 11.0%
Homemaker 22.1% 21.8% 21.0% 19.1% 23.7% 27.9%
Unemployed 4.2% 2.3% 4.1% 5.4% 49% 10.1%
Retired/disabled 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 3.4% 4.0%
Student 2.4% 2.5% 1.7% 1.9% 3.1% 4.0%
Missing data 25.1 18.6 204 314 222 35.8

7th Grade Cohort

Works full time 52.7%| 54.1% 53.5% 51.6% 488% 47.5%
Works part time 18.7%} 24.5% 18.7% 14.5% 12.9% 10.5%
Homemaker 208%{ 166% 21.4% 233% 25.1% 253%
Unemployed 3.7% 2.4% 2.3% 5.5% 7.3% 11.2%
Retired/disabled 1.7% 0.0% 2.8% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Student 2.3% 0.0% 2.8% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Missing data 27.3 21.8 23.0 24.4 43.4 422
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495} 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025} 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Parents’ Native Language

Although the ability to speak a language other than English can be an asset, children living in a
household with nonnative speakers of English may experience increased difficulty at school. To examine
thisissue, parents were asked whether English was their native language. Asshowninexhibits 1.19and 1.20,
children in high-poverty schools have a much greater likelihood than students in low-poverty schools of
coming from a family where English is nof the parents’ native language. Twenty-cight percent of students
inthe first-grade cohort at the highest-poverty schools live in a family where English is not the parents’ native
language, compared with only 8 percent at the lowest-poverty schools. Among students in the third-grade
cohort, the comparable figures are 33 percent in high-poverty schools and 6 percent in low-poverty schools.
For the students in the seventh-grade cohort, the percentages are 22 percent in high-poverty schools and 7
percentinlow-poverty schools. The percentage of non-native-English-speaking families in all grade cohorts
is noticeably lower in the 60 to 74 percent category of school poverty concentration than in the highest-
poverty schools, but nevertheless remains between two and three times the percentage of such families found
in the lowest-poverty schools.

Estimates ofthe percentage of families whose native language is other than English are typically biased
downward by the limitations in English-language fluency of the families that this type of survey question
isintended to identify. To reduce this problem, Prospects used Spanish translations of survey questionnaires
and related materials sent to students’ parents. However, because no other translations were available, these
data are likely to underestimate the percentage of familics with a non-English native language other than
Spanish, especially if these families have little or no proficiency in English. Additional data gleaned from
multiple data sources on students’ language-minority status and limited English proficiency (LEP) and
presented in Part 4 of this interim report are generally consistent with the trends in parental responses, by
school poverty, displayed here.

Exhibit 1.19: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students whose Parents’ Native Language Is
not English by School Poverty Concentration
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1:20: Parents' Native Language by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

| School Poverty Concentration

| Is English Your Native Language? TOTAL 0-19% ; 20-39% , 40-59% i 60-74% l 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Yes 89.4%| 92.2% 952% 902% 858% 72.1%
No 10.6% 7.8% 4.8% 9.8% 145% 27.9%
Missing data 18.6 13.8 11.9 20.8 213 31.0
3rd Grade Cohort
Yes 89.3%| 94.5% 93.6% 89.1% 843%  67.3%
No 10.7% 5.5% 6.4% 109% 157%  32.7%
Missing data 23.0 16.0 18.8 30.2 214 316

7th Grade Cohort

Yes 90.1%} 93.5% 95.0% 81.8% 84.1% 71.7%

No 9.9% 6.5% 5.0% 182% 159%  22.3%

Missing data 25.5 21.1 19.9 23.2 42.2 42.1
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 ] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unkrown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire

Prospects: Interim Report «& 41

o 5 77




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Child Supervision

Time spent alone after school can affect the extent to which students are making appropriate use of
their day, including attention to study and homework. To examine this issue, students in the third- and
seventh-grade cohorts were asked about the amount of time they typically spend alone at home after schocl.
The patterns of responses (exhibits 1.21 and 1.22) indicate somewhat different patterns, across school
poverty concentration categories, in the levels of child supervision provided for the two cohorts. Regardless
of the level of school, more than half the students in the third-grade cohort reported that they do not spend
any time at home alone after school. About three-fourths of the children in all poverty classifications spend
less than one hour at home alone. However, there appears to be a modest correlation between level of school
poverty and the likelihood that children spend large blocks of unsupervised time after school. For example,
for the third-grade cohort, more than one child in eight enrolled in high-poverty schools reported that they
were usually left alone for more than three hours after coming home from school—about three times the
percentage reported by children in the lowest category of school poverty.

The resporise pattemis quite different for children in the seventh-grade cohort. For these students, there
is very little variation across levels of school poverty in the proportion who report spending three hours or
more alone after school (about one child in eight). However, substantial differences among students in
different school poverty categories were observed in the proportion reporting no unsupervised after school
time—ranging from a low of 8 percent in the lowest-poverty schools, and rising steadily with increasing
poverty level to a high of 22 percent of the seventh-grade cohort in the highest-poverty schools.

The differences in patterns for the two cohorts are likely to arise from the higher levels of nonresponse
within the seventh-grade cohort, which could be masking greater similarities betwceen the two cohorts, for
example, if the nonrespondents in the older cohort in higher poverty schools are more likely to be
unsupervised for larger amounts of time.

Exhibit 1.21: Percentage of Students Left at Home Alone for More than Three Hours
after School by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.22: Typical Amounts of Time Spent by Studenis at Home Alone after School
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohiort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)
On Average, How Much Time is Spent School Poverty Concentration
After School with No Adult Present? TOTAL 0-19%  20-39%  40-59% 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
None 58.1%| 58.6% 613% 57.7% 558%  56.7%
Less than 1 hour 18.1%] 194% 16.7% 176% 188%  16.8%
1 to 2 hours 11.3%] 125% 105% 12.7%  10.4% 8.2%
2 to 3 hours 5.2% 4.8% 5.5% 5.0% 4.5% 5.0%
Over 3 hours 7.2% 4.7% 6.1% 7.0% 10.1% 133%
Missing data 16.1 12.3 14.4 14.2 15.6 18.3
7th Grade Cohort
None ' 11.0% 7.7% 9.2% 13.6%  18.35%  21.6%
Less than 1 hour 31.8%] 328% 309% 33.8% 262%  25.5%
1 to 2 hours 30.9%; 31.5% 335% 28.3% 31.0% 243%
210 3 hours 143%7 154% 153% 12.3% 9.0% 14.8%
Over 3 hours 2.1%) 127% 11.1% 12.0% 15.3% 13.8%
Missing data 23.2 20.2 19.4 23.0 28.0 331
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495} 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Parental Involvement in Educational Activities with Their Children Quiside of School

Elementary and secondary school students spend only a fraction of their time ina school setting. Thus,
most of the opportunity for motivating children toward education and learning occurs outside of school hours
and under the direct control of parents and other adults. Regardless of grade level, children in the poorer
communities enjoy substantially fewer experiences of this kind.

Activities Done with Child. Parents were asked about whether they and their children together
engaged in any of a list of activities typically associated with cducational goals, such as visiting a library,
attending concerts, going to art museums or galleries, or visiting science or history museums. With the
exception of attending music concerts, parents of students in the third-grade cohort were generally more
likely than parents of students in the first- and seventh-grade cohorts to report doing all of the listed activities
with their children. Parents of students in the first- and seventh-grade cohorts were about equally likely to
report visiting museums with their children, while parents of students in the first-grade cohort were more
likely than parents of students in the seventh-grade cohort to take their children to a library.

Differences in the likelihood of specific parent-child educational activities are usually much larger
between the highest and lowest categories of school poverty than those found among the three grade cohorts.
For example, students in the first-grade cohort in low-poverty schools are more than twice as likely as
students in high-poverty schools to visit science or history museums with their parents (64 percent vs. 30
percent). Similar relationships are also observed for third- and seventh-grade cohort students.

Exhibit 1.23: Percentage of Students whose Parents ITave Taken Them
to Science or History Museums
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.24: Parents’ Activities with: Child by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Parents' Activities with Child TOTAL 019% | 20-39%  40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Library 65.7%| 80.2% 68.0% 60.5% 564%  53.1%
Concerts 40.6%] 50.1% 40.7%  42.4% 295% 357%
Art museums 29.5%| 388% 26.5% 313% 23.1% 26.8%
Science/history museums 42.8%) 64.0% 40.6% 399% 28.0% 30.4%
Missing data 18.5 134 119 20.2 214 31.2
3rd Grade Cohort
Library 702%] 82.0% 69.7%  68.0% 58.8%  56.4%
Concerts 509%) 589% 52.7% 47.1% 40.1% 37.0%
Art museums 37.0%| 463% 33.3% 349% 269% 31.6%
Science/history museums 50.2%{ 66.7% 45.0% 474% 35.6%  33.6%
Missing data 22.8 15.9 18.5 29.8 21.1 31.6

7th Grade Cohort

Library 55.0%| 662% 55.0% 46.0% 45.4% 44.1%
Concerts 511%) 57.7%  50.0%  46.9%  48.6%  45.6%
Art museums 304%| 375% 273% 260% 26.7% 374%
Science/history museums 403%| 53.6% 38.0% 31.0% 26.8%  38.4%
Missing daia 251 21.2 19.5 22.8 41.0 40.9
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 | 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,349 108,226 629,226  177.332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sarnple cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Parental Academic Assistance

Parents were also asked about the extent to which they help their children with academic work, This
section presents data related to parental involvement in reading to or with their children, parental assistance
with homework, setting family rules on children’s education-related activities, and the availability of
educational resources at home.

Reading to or with Child. Parents were asked how often they or another adult in the household read
to or with their children. As expected, the prevalence of such behavior decreases sharply with the age of
the child. These data also indicate that there are generally small differences in the extent to which parents
report reading to or with their child by level of school poverty in both the first- and third-grade cohorts
(exhibits 1.25 and 1.26). The most noticeable differences arc found in the seventh-grade cohort where
parents of students in high-poverty schools are more likely to report that they read with their child at least
weekly than are parents of students in low-poverty schools (39 percent vs. 17 percent, summing the
percentages of the first two rows of the table).

Exhibit 1.25: Percentage of Students whose Parents Read to or with Them each Week
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

100 - e :

20
0-19% 20-39% | 40-59%____ 60-74% | _75-100%
15t Grade Cobort 96 94 | 94 95 90
| 3rd Grade Cohort % 62 s | 2 0 s 68

School Poverty Concentration

46 &= Prospects: Interim Report

82




Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.26: Parental Reading to or with Child by School Poverty Cancentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Parent Reads to or with Child TOTAL 0-19% 1 20-39% | 40-59% ' 60-74% L75-1oo%
Ist Grade Cohort
Daily 51.0%] 56.4% 46.5% 48.6% S55.8% 42.0%
1 to 2 times per week 43.6% 39.9% 47.3% 45.8%  39.6% 48.3%
Less than once a month 4.0% 2.9% 4.8% 5.0% 2.6% 6.2%
Rarely if ever 1.4% 0.8% 1.4% 0.6% 2.0% 3.4%
Missing data 18.8 13.2 12.2 20.6 21.7 31.6

-‘._’:I-'EGrade Cohort

Daily 16.6% 16.2% 15.2% 14.3% 17.1%  20.7%
1 to 2 times per week 45.5%)| 46.1% 439% 479% 419% 47.2%
Less than once a month 25.5%| 27.2% 27.5% 24.7%  262% 18.1%
Rarely if ever 12.4% 10.4% 13.4% 13.1% 14.8% 14.0%
Missing data 23.9 17.5 19.2 308 22.0 32.5

7th Grade Cohort

Daily 5.4% 3.9% 4.9% 5.0% 10.2% 14.4%
1 to 2 times per week 15.9% 12.7% 15.4% 17.9%  20.6% 24.6%
Less than once a month 22.4% 25.3% 22.1% 22.1% 19.2% 14.3%
Rarely if ever 56.3%} 58.1% 57.7%  55.0% 50.0% 46.7%
Missing data ) 26.9 23.0 21.1 5.1 43.1 42.9
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,07
3rd Gradc Cohort 3,042495)1 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unkrnown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Helping Child With Homework. Parents were also asked whether they helped their child with
homework assignments. These data, presented in exhibits 1.27 and 1.28, indicate a negative relationship
between the proportion of parents assisting on a daily basis and the students’ grade cohort, with nearly two-
thirds of the parents of students in the first-grade cohort indicating daily involvement compared with only
about one-seventh of the parents of the seventh-grade cohort.

The data also indicate a moderate relationship between frequency of parental homework assistance
and level of school poverty. The observed differences are similar to those found for parental involvement
in reading to or with their children, and are opposite to those found for parental involvement with their
children in cultural activities outside the home. For all three student cohorts, both daily and weekly parental
assistance with homework is more commonly reported by parents of students in the high-poverty schools.
The difference between high- and low-poverty categories appears to be similar (approximately 6 to 9
percentage points) for all three student grade cohorts, despite the significant differences in average level of
parental homework assistance across the three grade cohorts.

Exhibit 1.27: Percentage of Students whose Parents Provide Daily Help with Homework
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.28: Parental Help with Homework by Scheol Poverty Concentration

(Weighted Column Percentages)

and Grade Cohort: i2-Month Follow-up Study

School Poverty Concentration
Parental Help with Homework TOTAL 0-19% ‘ 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% l 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Daily 64.5%| 573% 650% T71.0% 71.8% 76.3%
1 to 2 times per week 27.6%% 31.4% 32.7% 24.6% 23.3% 19.2%
Less than once a month 4.3% 6.3% 6.2% 2.5% 2.9% 1.4%
Rarely if ever 3.6% 5.0% 5.0% 1.8% 1.9% 3.2%
Missing data 18.8 15.6 123 19.9 21.0 28.2
3rd Grade Cohort
Daily 43.4%]| 39.9% 44.0% 41.8% 41.1%  53.3%
1 to 2 times per week 44.1%) 47.1% 44.1% 452% 43.7%  34.6%
Less than once a month 8.1% 8.8% 7.6% 8.7% 10.3% 6.3%
Rarely if ever 4.4% 4.2% 4.3% 4.4% 4.9% 5.8%
Missing data 22.7 15.9 18.5 29.7 21.0 31.0
7th Grade Cohort
Daily 14.3% 14.2% 11.1%  157%  20.6%  26.0%
1 to 2 times per week 40.5%| 412% 415% 39.1% 39.6%  36.0%
Less than once a month 22.8%) 249% 235%  23.0% 17.7% 106.5%
Rarely if ever 22.5% 19.7%  23.9% 222% 222% 27.5%
Missing data 253 21.3 19.8 23.0 41.5 41.1
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495) 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945.025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Family Rules. Parents were asked whether they had “rules in your family that your child must follow”
concerning a range of activities generally considered to be related to orderly family life and support for
educational goals—including completion of homework assignments, restrictions on television viewing,
contributio:1 to household chores, and selection of friends. These data are presented in exhibits 1.29and 1.30.

Prospects data suggest that there are surprisingly few differences betwcen families in low- and high-
poverty schools with respect to the behavioral rules parents establish for their children. Although these data
do not reveal what the specific content of the rules is or how they are implemented, the range of bs .viors
governed by family rules is strikingly similar—cven across the three grade spans—with rules about
homework and when the child comes home being the most common. The one consistent difference relates
to rules about the child’s selection of friends. Such rules are more commonly set by the parents of students
in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.29: Percentages of 3rd Grade Cohort Students whose Parents Set Rules in the Home
for Specified Behaviors by School Po-erty Concentration
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 130: Family Rules in Student's Home by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Caluma Percentages)

Do you have rules n your family that your ehild School Poverty Concentration
must follow rbout smy of the follawlag activities? TOTAL 0-19% | 2039% . 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-i00%
13t Grade Cohert
r r. 1 -I. L T4
Yes 96 0% 94 8% 96.3% 972% 973% 97.2%
Missing data 18.2 138 1.9 197 21 29.2
Doing bousehold chores
Yes 83 8% 82.1% 84 4% 83 4% 36.3% 82.4%
Missing data 182 133 1.6 mn3 213 300
Amouant of TV walched
Yes 673% 69 8% 63.3% 66 4% 68 8% 12.4%
Missing data 185 136 120 204 216 30.7
Type of TV watched
Yes 90 6% 91 6% 919% 90.4% 90 1% 87.4%
Missing data 190 134 122 20.5 23.0 316
What time child must be home
Yes 953% 93 7% 95 0% 95 4% 970% 97.0%
Missing data 19.1 13.7 117 20.7 230 326
Who child's fnends are
Yes 65 6% 60 9% 60.7% 71.9% 69.1% 79.4%
Missing data 191 134 123 208 224 ns
Level of schoot performance
Yes 793% 76 1% 3% 827% 89% 11.3%
Missing data 193 136 123 08 230 n2
3rd Grade Cobort
Comoleting h 7
Yes 979% 98 1% 98 3% 98 3% 96 1% 97.9%
Missing data 24 157 183 98 207 98
Doing household chores
Yes 87 5% 86 0% 89 3% 861% 86 1% 88 7%
Missing data 28 160 184 300 218 307
Amount of TV warched
Yes 675% 66 4% 64 5% 68 7% 65 6% 75 1%
Missing data 31 162 183 301 219 31
Type of TV watched
Yes 879% 832% 889% 8716% 86.6% 86 8%
Missing data 233 163 191 303 219 39
What ume child must be home
Yes 96 9% 96 6% 976% 95 3% 97 6% 98 3%
Mussing data 21 162 184 302 219 320
Who chulds fnends are
Yes 639% 64 5% 68 0% T4 6% 70 5% 83 %
Missing data 232 162 187 303 22 21
Level of school performance
Yes 849% 810% 85 7% 87:% 872% 89 4%
| Missiog data D6 164 188 307 234 28
7th Grade Cobort
Completing homework
Yes 93 9% 94y 93 M 93 3% 96 1% 96 1%
Missing data 250 ¢ 194 228 410 410
Doing household chores
Yes 910% 383, 91 7% 91 3% 93 9% 95 ™%
Missing data 250 O 193 30 409 410
Amourt of TV watched
Yes 527% 818% 49 8% $3 4% 578% 69 8%
Missing data 253 210 196 24 414 411
Type of TV watched
Yes 2% 700% 7 1% 69 1% 76 3% 716 6%
Missing data 283 212 196 234 411 416
What ume chuld must be home
Yes 970% 96 9% 97 3% 96 3% 96 9% 98 6%
Missing data 282 21?2 194 232 410 411
Who chuld's friends are
Yes 69 2% 59 6%, 70 7% 13 4% 74 1% M 6%
Missing data 283 212 197 234 416 LIN
Level of schoot performance
Yes 369% §32% 8713% 37i% 89 2% 90 4%
Mgl b sl e e s a 4l
Totsl Weighted N
15t Grade Cehont 388580y 843,742 243,498 336443 709,964 417,074
31d Grade Cohort 3042494 967136 700,709 480,394 Jsa? 400,688
71h Grade Cohert 2948024 789 16K 22§ 629.224 171131 207,328

Notey Total Weighted N includeq caves with unk - ~wn Schoal Poverty status
¢ = fewer thar: 20 sample cases i cell
Source Prospects, Student Profile
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Home Educational Resources. Finally, parents were asked whether they had certain items in their
home, including such educational resources as newspapers and magazines, an encyclopedia, more than 50
books, and a computer. Data on parental responses are shown in exhibits 1.31 and 1.32.

As expected, parents of children attending low-poverty schools were more likely than parents of
students in high-poverty schools to indicate the presence of virtually all of the types of resources listed in
thequestionnaire. Exhibit 1.31 displays a few ofthe items on which the biggest ormost consistent differences
were found for students in the third-grade cohort. Theseitemsinclude bothrelatively inexpensive resources,
such as a daily newspaper, as well as expensive ones, such as an encyclopedia and especially a computer
in the home. Next to computers, a typewriter was the resource with the next largest consistent difference
across parents in low- and high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.31: Percentage of Students whose Parents Report Ifaving Specified Educational
Resources in the Home by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1,32: Percentage of Students with Access to Home Educational Resources by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Students' Access to Home Schooi Poverty Concentration

Educational Resources TOTAL 0-19% 1 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%

st Grade Cohort
Daily newspaper 56.9% 75.2% 56.6% 53.0% 43.0% 44.6%
Dictionary 91.9% 96.8% 91.5% 93.7% 87.6% 84.6%
Encyclopedia/other reference book 69.1% 75.1% 71.3% 71.0% 63.7% 56.4%
Regular magazine 71.5% 85.3% 76.6% 69.1% 59.1% 48.8%
Tape recorder/cassette player 954% 98.1% 97.4% 96.0% 92.3% 87.8%
Record player 77.4% 81.1% 78.0% 79.6% 73.6% 71.5%
Color TV 98.2% 99.1% 98.2% 98.2% 98.0% 96.0%
Video games 70.7% 72.5% 72.1% 73.0% 67.9% 66.3%
Typewriter 48.3% 59.2% 54.2% 48.1°% 33.8% 34.8%
Computer 28.1% 45.1% 28.6% 24.6% 17.0% 14.4%
More than 50 books 84.6% 95.9% 90.4% 84.0% 73.3% 61.7%
Vidco recorder or VCR ¥9.0% 95.7% 93.0% 89.2% 82.5% 75.3%
Pocket calculaior 80.3% 95.8% 93.4% 90.5% . 85.1% 76.0%
Missing data 20.0 14.0 13.1 20.7 223 319

3rd Grade Cohort
Daily newspaper 62.5% 76.4% 59.5% 59.0% 44.1% 47.6%
Dictionary 97.0% 99.2% 97.7% 97.0% 94.2% 90.1%
Encyclopedia/other reference book 78.4% 83.2% 79.7% 77.8% 74.3% 64.0%
Regular magazine 76.1% 87.1% 76.8% 71.9% 67.4% 51.6%
Tape recorder/cassette player 96.8% 98.5% 98.7% 97.0% 95.1% 88.5%
Record player 80.1% 83.6% 79.4% 79.6% 77.7% 72.8%
Color TV 99.1% 99.3% 99.4%% 99.3% 99.0% 96.9%
Video games 81.9% 83.4% 84.5% 80.7% 79.6% 75.6%
Typewriter 57.4% 62.9% 58.5% 54.7% 54.6% 41.3%
Comy.uter 35.7% 49.9% 32.8% 30.7% 24.3% 15.8%
More than 50 books 88.1% 95.5% 91.4% 85.8% 83.1% 64.8%
Video recorderor VCR 92.5% 97.1% 94.5% 90.6% 88.8% 79.9%
Pocket calculator 75.7% 97.4% 94.4% 91.0% 89.8% 82.7%
Missing data 24.6 17.0 19.4 311 234 349

Tth Grade Cohort
Daily ncwspaper 65.1% 73.3% 67.4% 55.6% 51.9% 56.0%
Dictionary 98.5% 99.7% 99.3% 96.5% 98.7% 95.4%
Encyclopedia/other reference book £5.0% 89.7% 86.4% 80.5% 76.3% 75.7%
Regular magazine 77.6% 88.1% 78.9% 69.6% 64.4% 58.9%
Tape recorder/cassette player 97.6% 99.4% 98.3% 96.9% 94.5% 90.3%
Record player 86.3% 89.4% 87.1% 82.8% 86.7% 78.8%
Color TV 98.9% 99.6% 99.1% 98.3% 97.9% 97.1%
Video games 82.2% §2.6% 86.7% 78.5% 83.2% 69.4%
Typewriter 67.3% 74.1% 70.7% 59.2% 57.1% 49.5%
Computer 39.1% 55.4% 37.2% 31.0% 21.2% 16.9%
More than 50 books 87.1% 92.9% 90.0% 81.9% 75.8% 67.6%
Video recorder or VCR 91.3% 95.1% 93.9% 87.8% 84.9% 72.9%
Pocket calculator 95.8% 95.6% 97.7% 92.9% 90.2% 84.1%
Missing data 26.0 21.9 200 241 43.6 42.8

Total Weighted N
1st Giade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 £36,443 709.964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,491 967.336 700.709 180,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783,549 1,082,225 629.226 177.331 207323

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaires
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Students’ School-Related Activities

In addition to the time students spend in the classroom, the extent to which they arc involved in
academic pursuits during their frce time can influence their growth and development. Time spent doing
homework, reading for pleasure, or taking advantage of the public library can increase their academic
achievement; time spent watching television, in contrast, can exert a negative influence.

Homework. Students were asked about a variety of behaviors or activitics that may support (or hinder)
their academic performance in school. These included questions about time spent doing homework each
week, reading for pleasure outside school, u.c of public libraries, and time spent watching television.
Because first-grade students were not asked to complete a questionnaire, these data exist only for the two
older grade cohorts. Rcaders should note thatto promote student comprehension of questions on these topics,
the wording of survey items was varied slightly in the self-administered questionnaires for the third- and
scventh-grade student cohorts. Wording differences are noted in the table stubs where applicable.

There are small differences in the frequency that children report doing homework in the third-grade
cohort by level of school poverty (exhibit 1.34). Across all school poverty categorics, just under three-
fourths of the children report doing homework every day or ncarly every day.

Among students in the scventh-grade cohort, however, there are more noticeable differences. Only
9 percent of students in the highest-poverty schools report spending more than five hours per weck doing
homework, compared with 21 percent of the students in low-poverty schools (exhibit 1.33). Some 44 percent
ofthe seventh-grade cohort students in high-poverty schools reported doing less than one hour of homework
perweek, compared with only about 20 peicent giving these responses in low-poverty schools. Itis possible,
however, thatthe extent of survey and item nonresponse forthe seventh-grade cohort in high-poverty schools
results in an understatement of the actual degree of difference in time spent on homework.

Frhibit 1.33: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students vho Spend Specified Amounts of Time
ot Homes 2k each Week by School Poverty Coneentration
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.34: Time Spent on Homework by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

How Much Time Do You Spend School Poverty Concentration
on Homework Each Week? TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Don't get homework 1.6% 8.6% 8.2% 4.4% 5.9% 2.2%
Have it, but don't do it 6.1% 2.3% 2.4% 3.0% 3.2% 3.8%
Sometimes do homework 20.9% 16.8% 22.5%  21.8%  263%  20.1%
Do homework almost cvery day 36.6% 39.0% 345%  29.7% 29.6% 30.5%
Do homework every duy 35.5% 33.2% 324%  41.2%  349% 43.4%
Missing data 15.3 12.0 13.7 13.2 15.3 16.3
7th Grade Cohort o »_‘
Homework not assigned 1.6% 1.2% 0.0% * 3.7% *
Have homework, but don't do it 5.9% 3.2% 6.0% 8.2% 9.8% 6.1%
Less than | hour per week 20.7% 15.3%  202% 229% 209% 37.8%
1 to 3 hours per weck 36.2%| 35.5% 372% 357% 38.3% 31.3%
4 to 5 hours per week 22.3%/ 233% 249% 208% 17.6% 13.7%
6 to 9 hours per week 8.8% 12.9% 7.7% 7.0% 7.4% 5.7%
10 or more hours per week 4.6% 8.5% 2.8% 4.2% * 3.7%
_Missingdata 224 19.3 22.2 27.1 31.6
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2.945.025 783.549 108.226  629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source- Prospecis, Student Questionnaire
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Part I: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Reading for Pleasure. Compared with students in high-poverty schools, students in low-poverty
schools are also somewhat more likely to spend more time each week reading for pleasure at home, but the
differences are not large (exhibits 1.35 A and B and 1.36). For the third-grade cohort, students in high- and
low-poverty schools differ by about 10 percentage points in the extent to which they report reading outside
of school "nearly every day.” For the scventh-grade cohort, nearly 70 percent of students in high-poverty
schools reported outside reading for less than one hour each week, compared with about 50 percent students
inlow-poverty schools. Similarly, nearly 20 percent of seventh-grade cohort students inlow-povertyschools
do outside reading more than four hours per week, compared with less than 10 percent of those in high-
poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.35.\: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students who Report Reading outside School
Almost Every Day by School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 1.35B: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students who Report Reading outside School
more than 3 Hours per Week by School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 1.36: Reading Outside School by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Extent of Outside Reading TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% ! 40-59% 'L 60-74% J 75-100%

3rd Grade Cohort

How Often Do You Read Books

Outside of School?
Almost every day 52.3%| 57.2%  51.7% 53.0% 45.5% 47.5%
Sometimes 39.5%) 36.0%  40.9%  39.4% 43.8% 41.2%
Never 8.2% 6.8% 7.4% 7.6% 10.7% 11.3%
Missing data 16.5 12.2 14.8 15.4 15.8 18.8

7th Grade Cohort

How Much Reading Do You Do
Each Week Outside of School, Not
in Connection with School Work?

None 15.1% 12.5% 16.2% 16.2% 17.4% 15.6%
1 hour or less 40.7% 39.7% 37.2% 41.6% 47.3% 53.1%
2 to 3 hours 26.3%| 28.5% 27.6%  24.6% 19.6% 22.1%
4 to S hours 8.1% 9.6% 8.0% 8.2% 6.7% 4.1%
6 hours or more 9.8% 9.6% 11.1% 9.3% 8.9% 51%
Missing data 23.8 21.0 19.6 24.1 29.7 3.0
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,4951 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Use of Public Library. Students’ use of the public library (not the school library) also varies by
concentration of school poverty (cxhibits 1.37 and 1.38). Among students in the third-grade cohort, only 11
percent of children in low-poverty schools have never used a public library, compared with 31 percent of
childrenin high-poverty schools. However, thercis evidence inthis cohort of abimodal distribution of public
library use among students attending high-poverty schools. That is, third-gradc cohort students in high-
poverty schrols are also almost twice as likcly (24 percent) as students in low-poverty schools (12.6 percent)
to report using a public library once per wecek.

Amongstudents in the seventh-grade cohort, 14 percen' of students in low-poverty schools report never
using a public library, compared with 29 percent of students in high-poverty schools. Wecekly use of the
library is essentially the same for students in low- and high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.37: Percentage of Students Reporting They Never Use a Public Library
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cahort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.38: Use of Public Library by Sehool Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

How Often Do You Go to the School Poverty Concentration
Public Library? TOTAL 0-19% , 20-39% j 40-59% L60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Once per week 16.8%| 12.6%  17.0% 19.8% 19.0% 24.0%
Once every 2 weeks 13.0% 15.8% 14.0% 9.3% 9.2% 11.2%
Once per month 17.3%| 25.5%  14.6% 17.0% 10.1% 7.6%
A few times a year 32.9%1 357% 34.9% 33.1% 309% 260%
Never 20.1% 10.5% 19.5% 20.7% 30.8%  31.1%
Missing data 15.9 12.5 13.9 14.1 15.5 18.2
7th Grade Cohort
Once per week 7.2% 7.9% 4.6% 8.4% 9.5% 10.6%
Once every 2 weeks 11.8% 14.2% 9.9% 14.0% 7.1% 10.0%
Once per month 19.9%] 25.6% 19.8% 15.4% 15.4% 17.1%
A few times a year 40.6%| 385% 463%  38.4% 279%  33.1%
Never 20.5% 13.9% 19.5% 238% 40.1%  29.2%
Missing data . 240] 209 19.8 24.5 29.8 334
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042.495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025F 783,549 108,226 629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown Schoot Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in ceil.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Television Viewing. Excessive time spent watching television can affect students' school perfor-
mance. Students in the third-grade cohort exhibit relatively small differences in the time spent watching
television on school days by school poverty concentration (exhibits 1.39 and 1 .40). In contrast, students in
the seventh-grade cohort who are in high-poverty schools are twice as likely as students in low-poverty
schools to spend more than four hours per day watching television (44 percent vs. 21 percent, respectively).

Exhibit 1.39A: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students who Report Watching over
2 Hours of Television per Day on School Days by School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 1.39B: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students who Report Watching over
4 Hours of Television per Day on School Days by School Poverty Concentration
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.40: Television Viewing by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

Schoo!l Poverty Concentration
Television Viewing TOTAL 0-19% . 20.39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
During the School Year, How
Much TV Do You Usually
Watch on School Days?

3rd Grade Cohort

Don't watch TV on school days 5.7% 4.7% 4.3% 5.7% 7.8% 7.6%
1 to 2 days per week 17.2% 159% 21.2% 174% 139% 17.8%
Most week days but not every day 19.6%]) 22.7% 19.0% 17.2% 18.3% 18.1%
Every day for less than 2 hours 20.6%| 24.6% 19.9% 18.2% 18.0%  15.4%
Every day for over 2 hours 368%| 320% 357% 41.5% 421% 41.1%
Missing data 15.3 12.0 13.7 13.2 146 16.2

How Many Hours per Day Do
You Watch TV on School Days?
7th Grade Cohort

Don't watch TV on school days 2.1% 2.8% 1.9% 1.6% * *
Less than 1 hour per day 10.0% 10.8% 11.5% 8.5% 4.8% 6.9%
1 to 2 Hours 21.3%| 26.0%  20.4% 18.7% 158% 17.3%
2 to 3 Hours 2.1%| 23.1%  23.0% 222% 207%  155%
3 to 4 Hours 15.7% 16.5% 14.3% 18.3% 129%  15.3%
4 to 5 Hours 11.0% 8.6% 12.3% 11.0% 104%  15.2%
More than 5 hours 17.7% 12.1% 16.6% 198% 324%  29.0%
Missing data 23.0 19.8 19.5 22.5 28.3 324
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495} 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cobort 29450251 783549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Students’ Activities Qutside School

Participation in nonschool activities can enrich children’s lives and make an important contribution
to their socioemotional, cognitive, and physical development.

Nonschool Activities. Students were asked to report on their participation in a range of activitics
outside school including community-bascd groups and teams, scouting, and a varicty of instructional
programs (Exhibits 1.41A and B). Among students in the scventh-grade cohort, students in low-poverty
schools are more likely to participate in a religious youth group, reccive religious instruction, participate in
a community sports team, and participate in a hobby club than are students in high-poverty schools.
Converscly, students in high-poverty schools arc more likely to report participating in a community youth
group and receiving instruction in computers.

Students in the third-grade cohort in low-poverty schools are more likely to participate in a diversity
of activities, including scouting, community tcam sports, and to reccive instruction in religion or sports.
Parallel to the findings for members of the seventh-grade cohort, third-graders in high-poverty schools were
more likely to report participating in a community youth group and to receive computer instruction.

More striking differences are secn in student reports ofrreligiousactivities for the older children (exhibit
1.41B). Some 40 percent of seventh-grade cohort students in low-poverty schools indicated that they often
attend religious services, compared with only 24 percent of students in high-poverty schools. While the
dircction of the relationship is the samc for students in the third-grade cohort, the differences are smaller
across categorics of school poverty.
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.41A: Percentage of Students who Report Involvement in Community Groups &
Teams outside of School by School Poverty Cencentration and Grade Cohort
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Exhibit 1.41B: Percentage of Students who Report Attending Religious Services Often
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1.42A: Out of School Activities by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Foliow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Activities Outside School TOTAL 0-19% , 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% ! 75-100%

3rd Grade Cohort

Student Participates in Activities

Outside School
Scouting 28.6% 36.2% 26.4% 26.0% 23.6% 21.7%
Religious youth group 27.6% 24.3% 29.9% 29.7% 26.5% 30.7%
Community youth group 14.3%, 11.1% 15.5% 13.3% 12.2% 22.2%
Community team sports 43.0% 53.7% 45.1% 31.3% 36.7% 30.2%
Hobby club 25.0% 23.5% 25.1% 28.1% 21.9% 28.7%
Missing data 203 17.5 17.9 17.7 19.6 23.5

Student Takes Lessons in:
Art, music, or dance 35.0% 37.8% 33.5% 32.8% 37.1% 36.7%
Language 5.7% 3.7% 5.7% 4.9% 9.1% 10.4%
Religious instruction 21.1% 27.1% 19.2% 16.7% 13.7% 17.7%
Computer 13.9% 8.6% 11.8% 15.7% 16.6% 28.5%
Sports or excercise 73.9% 80.4% 74.6% 68.0% 74.9% 60.0%
Missing data 36.3 30.8 36.2 39.0 39.3 364

7th Grade Cohort

Student Participates in Activities

Outside Schoe’
Scouting 9.2% 10.3% 8.9% 8.0% 8.4% 10.1%
Religious youth group 36.8% 39.4% 40.3% 34.5% 26.7% 18.9%
Community youth group 13.2% 10.6% 13.3% 13.1% 14.2% 24.2%
Community team sports 36.6% 40.6% 37.7% 34.6% 33.5% 23.1%
Hobby club 17.9% 22.3% 17.1% 15.3% 16.4% 15.6%
Community service activity 22.7% 28.4% ERR 22.5% 17.5% 22.7%
Missing data 23.9 21.7 19.8 235 28.3 34.6

Student Takes Lessons in:
Art, music, or dance 32.1% 38.2% 29.8% 26.0% 31.9% 33.9%
Language 4.8% 4.9% 3.8% 6.1% 6.4% 6.1%
Religious instruction 33.0% 409% 31.9% 32.2% 21.7% 17.8%
Computer 8.8% 6.8% 7.9% 10.8% 8.1% 19.2%
Sports or excercise 70.2% 70.1% 70.2% 72.7% 71.3% 65.7%
Missing data 49.1 44.8 46.5 51.4 53.8 57.1

Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Povcrty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.42B: Religious Activities by School Poverty Concenfration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Religious Activities TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% l 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort

Student Attends Religious Sservice

Often 455%) 43.7%  482%  50.1%  40.0%  40.6%
Sometimes 34.3% 328%  324%  33.0%  40.4% 39.2%
Never 202% | 23.5% 19.4% 16.9% 19.5% 20.i%
Missing data 18.7 17.2 15.6 16.0 17.6 20.2

Student Participates in Church/

Temple Activities
Often 27.4% 27.0% 28.0% 28.7% 26.7% 25.2%
Sometimes 40.0% 40.6% 41.4% 38.4% 37.4% 37.5%
Never 32.6% 32.3%  30.6% 32.8% 35.9% 37.3%
Missing data 20.2 18.0 17.3 17.6 20.5 22.6
7th Grade Cohort

Student Attends Religious Sservice

Often 38.2%| 403% 39.4% 379%  34.4% 23.9%
Sometimes 21.3%| 22.5% 20.5% 21.6%  20.9% 20.0%
Rarcly 16.3% 17.8% 16.2% 16.5% 16.6% 10.2%
Never 24.3% 19.4%  239% 24.0% 28.1% 46.0%
Missing duta 246 20.6 23.1 229 28.5 335

Student Participates in Church/

Temple Activities
Often 27.9%) 289% 27.0% 27.8% 293% 22.7%
Sometimes 23.0%| 203% 25.1% 22.7%  183%  30.2%
Rarely 21.4%| 232% 223% 20.8% 189%  14.4%
Never 27.7% ) 27.7%  25.6%  28.7%  33.5%  32.7%
Missing data 24.7 20.8 22.8 23.2 28.7 34.0
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783,549 108,226  629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
* = fewer than 20 samplic cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

After-School Employment. Seventh-grade cohort students were asked whether they worked for pay
after school at any time during the school year. Students may have answered yes to this survey item if they
performed any sortof work for pay (¢.g., babysitting) over any length of time during the 1991-92 school year
(including school vacations). Therefore, these reports should not be interpreted as indicators of regular part-
time or full-time employment among this student cohort. However, the results do indicate the extent to which
these students report involvement in some type of paid employment.

As shown in exhibits 1.43 and 1.44, students in low-poverty schools were far more likely to have
reported doing any work for pay than were students in high-poverty schools (41 percent vs. 17 percent,
respectively).

Exhibit 1.43: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students who Reported Doing Any
Work for Pay During the 1991-92 School Year by School Poverty Concentration
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.44: Working for Pay After School Reported by Students in the 7th Grade
Cohort by School Poverty Concentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)
| Have You Had a Paying Job This School Poverty Concentration
School Year? TOTAL 0-19% . 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
7th Grade Cohort
Yes 394%] 41.0% 451% 348% 345% 17.2%
No 60.6%| 59.0% 549% 652% 655% B2.8%
Missing data 229 19.6 195 224 219 323
Total Weighted N
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025} 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325
Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Educational Expectations. Expectations for cducational attainment arc a strong indicator of students’

perceptions of their academic ability and a mecasurc of their self-estecem. Positive attitudes on both
dimensions can enhance school performance.

To examine this issue, students in the schnth-gradc cohort were asked about their expectations
regarding how far they will get in school. As shown in exhibits 1.45 and 1.46, their expectations are strongly
related to the concentration of poverty at their schools. Compared with those in the high-poverty schools,
students in low-poverty schools were much more likely to report that they expect (at \he least) to graduate
from a two- or four-year college (63 percent vs. 83 percent, respectively). Thirty-two percent of students
in low-poverty schools expect to attend graduate school, compared with 20 percent of students in high-
poverty schools. Further, about 18 percent of the students attending schools in the two highest poverty
categories reported that they did not expect to progress any fartherthan attaining a high school diploma (and
of these, about 5 percent did not expect to complete high school). These pcreentages are about twice the
comparable rates reported by students attending schools in the two lowest poverty categorics.

Thus, by the end of the middle school years, substantial diffcrences in the expectations for educational
attainment have emerged between students in low- and high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.45: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Who Expect te Obtain
a College Degree by School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 1.46: Educational Plans Reported by Students in the 7th Grade Cohort by
School Poverty Cencentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Pereentapes’

Student-Reported Educational School Poverty Concentration L
Plans TOTAL 0:19% | 20-39%_140-59% T 60-74% T 75-100%
| 7¢h Grade Cohort
Won't finish high school 2.6% 1.2% 2.5% 3.4% 4.5% 4.7%
Will only finish high school 9.2% 8.1% 7.0% 11.6%  13.0% 13.2%
Go to vocational/trade school after
high school 5.0% 3.9% 53% 4.4% 59% 8.0%
Will finish vocational/trade school
after high school 3.5% 3.0% 3.2% 3.0% 4.5% 8.9%
Atiend 2- or 4-yr. college but not graduate 2.1% 1.0% 1.9% 3.5% 3.3% 2.5%
Graduat:: from 2- or 4-yr. college (and
not continue) 51.1% 50.6% 54.9% 5L.3% 40.0% 42.5%
Will attend graduate school 26.5%| 32.2%  252% 22.7%  287%  20.1%
Missing data 25.5 222 21.1 26.3 31.5 36.9
Total Weighted N
71h Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Home Living Arrangements, Children without a stable living arrangement generally face greater
obstacles to mastering academic material at any grade level than children in stable arrangements. The
combination of a high-poverty school environment with limited educational support in the home increascs
the risk that children will fail to attain ambitious school performance standards. To assess this possible cffect,

students werce asked whether they cver live somewhere other than in their regular home, and whether they
have their own room (exhibits 1.47 and 1.48).

With regard to living arrangements outside students’ regular homes, there arc relatively small
diffcrences among students in the seventh-grade cohort across all categorics of school poverty. But, students
in the third-grade cohort cxhibit relatively important differences between students in low- and high-poverty
schools, with 20 pereent and 35 pereent, respectively, reporting that they sometimes live somewhere other
than in their regular homes. Readers should note that the higher levels of nonresponse for the seventh-grade
cohort (especially in high-poverty schools) could mask similar differcnces for the oldest cohort if'scventh-

grade nonrespondents arc much morc likely to experience alternative living arrangements away from their
regular homes.

In terms of having a room of their own, students in the third-grade cohort at low-poverty schools were
more likely to report having their own room than were those in high-poverty schools (73 percent vs. 54
percent). Similar patterns (approximately 20 percentage-point differcnces) are also scen for students in the
scventh-grade cohort (85 pereent in low-poverty schools compared with 64 percent in high-poverty schools).

Exhibit 1.47: Percentage of Students Who Reported Living Somewhere other than
Their Regular Home by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Family Structure and Household Environment

Exhibit 1.48: Home Living Arrangemients by Schoel Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

Student-Reported Home ________School Poverty Concentration
Living Arrangemcnts TOTAL 0-15% —[ 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% I 75-100%
Ever Live Somewhere Qther Than
in Your Regular Home? =
3rd Grade Cohort_ i
Yes 25.6%) 204% 21.1%  335%  29.1%  352%
No 74.4%] 79.6% 789%  66.5%  70.9%  64.8%
Missing data 17.2 143 15.2 14.7 16.9 19.2
7th Grade Cohort L
Yes 182% 16.2% 19.0% 17.8%  24.5% 18.6%
No 81.8%¢7 838% 81.0% 822% 75.5% 81.4%
Missing data 239 21.0 19.7 246 28.5 343
Do You Have You Own Room?
3rd Grade Cohort “
Yes 657%| 728%  66.1% 610% 642% 54.1%
No 343%| 272%  33.9%  39.0% 358%  45.9%
Missing data 16.2 13.0 139 14.1 15.9 18.5
7th Grade Cohort
Yes 788% | 854% 79.7%  75.3%  (69.7%  63.5%
No 21.2% 14.6%  203%  24.7%  303%  36.5%
Missingdata ) 244) 205 205 251 M8 339
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555.521 843,742 843,595 536443 709964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,0424951 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 29450251 783.549 108,226 629,226 177332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Community Context

Region

Across all three cohorts, students in schools with high concentrations of poverty are more likely tc live
in the South than in any other region of the country (sce cxhibits 1.49A and B and 1.50). For cxample, while
41 percent ofall children inthe first-grade cohort attending public schools live in the South, southern students
in this cohort account for 61 percent of the students in high-poverty schools.

Compared with their percentages in the whole population, students in the first- and third-gradc cohorts
who live in the Midwest and Northcast are significantly underrepresented in the two highest catcgorics of
school poverty. Consequently, students in the Northeast and to a lesser extent in the Midwest make up a
disproportionate share of the first- and third-grade population enroiled in the low-poverty schools.

At the middle-school level, public school students in the seventh-grade cohort living in the Southare
overrepresented in the two highest poverty categorics, although the proportion of southern students in the
highest poverty category is substantially lower than that for clementary school students. Amongthe seventh-
grade cohort, students in thc Northeast are significantly overrepresented in the category of poorest
schools—but they are even more overrepresented in the category of wealthicst schools. About 63 percent
of the seventh-grade students in the Northcast are found in the two highest poverty categorics (compared
with 29 percent for the total population), indicating a relatively high degree of cconomic stratification (with
disproportionatcly more of the wealthicst schools) in the Northcast.

Urbanicity

Students in high-poverty schoolsarc heavily concentrated inurban arcas (scc cxhibits 1.49 Band 1.5C).
Across all three grade cohorts, urban students represent about onc-fourth of all children in public schools.
Howecver, depending on grade level, children in the highest-poverty schools arc from three times more likely
(¢lementary grade cohorts) to four times more likely (seventh-grade cohort) to be attending schools within
the central citics of standard metropolitan statistical arcas (SMSAs).

Students attending “suburban” schools (i.e., thosc cutside the central citics within SMSAs, accounting
for more than onc-third of students in the threc grade cohorts) are significantly overrepresented in low-
poverty schools. Howevecr, suburban students arc also overrepresented in the sccond highest school poverty
concentration group as well.

Across all cohorts, students in so-called rural communitics (those lying outside SMSAs) tend to be

overrepresented in the two poveriy concentration categories containing 20 to 39 pereentand 40 to 59 pereent
poor students.
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Community Context

Exhibit 1.49A: Percentage of Students Living in Each of Four Census Regions
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

All Schoots i
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Cohort
High Poverty Schools
All Schools
3rd
Grade Low Poverty Schools
Cohort
High Poverty Schools
All Schools
7th :
Grade Low Poverly Schools |
Cohort :

High Poverty Schools

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

12 Midwest {Z Northeast 73 South West ?

The four Census Regions are comprised of the following states (D.C. is included in the South):

Northeast: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, New York, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode
Island, New Jersey

South: Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, District of Columbia
Midwest: Ohio, Indiana, {llinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa, Kansas, Nebraska, Missouri, North
Dakota, South Dakota

West: Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, Nevada, California, Arizona, New
Mexico, Alaska, Hawaii
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Part 1: Students in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1,49B: Percentage of Students Living in Each of Three Urbanicity Categories
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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The three Urbanicity categories are as follows:

Urbaa: Locations within central city boundaries of a standard metropolitan statistical area:
Suburban: Locations inside a standard metropolitan statistical area but outside the central city
boundaries;

Rural: Locations outside a standard metropolitan statisticai area.
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Community Context

Exhibit 1.50: Region and Urbanicity, By School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Moenth Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

Student Poverty Concentration
Region TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% , 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Midwest 18.5% 27.0% 21.6% 15.6% 6.0% 7.9%
Northeast 16.8% 22.2% 22.9% 21.8% 3.8% 14.6%
South 41.0% 25.6% 33.3% 42.2% 55.6% 60.8%
West 23.8% 25.2% 22.3% 20.5% 34.7% 16.7%
3rd Grade Cohort
Midwest 20.9% 21.5% 29.7% 12.2% 16.5% 7.1%
Northeast 20.8% 27.5% 20.9% 24.7% 7.4% 17.4%
South 36.7% 31.1% 19.3% 48.2% 49.4% 56.3%
West 21.6% 19.8% 30.1% 14.9% 26.7% 19.3%
7th Grade Cohort
Midwest 24.0% 22.4% 43.8% 4.4% 2.9% 11.9%
Northeast 18.3% 35.0% 5.8% 15.8% 14.9% 28.1%
South 35.5% 24.4% 29.9% 49.0% 64.0% 46.9%
West 21.9% 18.1% 20.5% 30.9% 18.2% 13.1%
Urbanicity
» 1st Grade Cohort
Rural 36.2% 28.2% 54.8% - 39.7% 34.2% 21.5%
Suburban 38.2% 52.2% 27.3% 30.4% 54.8% 6.5%
Urban 25.6% 19.6% 17.9% 29.9% 11.0% 72.0%
3rd Grade Cohort
Rural 36.3% 21.8% 64.2% 42.0% 37.4% 21.5%
Suburban 36.9% 63.2% 18.1% 25.4% 43.5% 6.3%
Urban 26.8% 15.1% 17.8% 32.6% 19.8% 72.2%
7th Grade Cohort
Rural 40.6% 31.9% 59.3% 38.7% 24.6% 3.3%
Suburban 34.8% 61.7% 21.8% 29.7% 56.9% *
| Urban 24.6% 6.4% 18.9% 31.6% 18.5% 96.7%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783,549 1,082,225 629.226 177331 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell,
Source: Prospects
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Students’ Academic Achievement

This section examines students’ academic achievement using three perspectives. The first is based on
data derived from the administration of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Fourth Edition (CTBS/4)
to all students as part of the Prospects study (sce appendix C for background on the CTBS/4). These data
are presented only for students in the tuird- and seventh-grade cohorts because, as described in the
Introduction, the testing of students in the first-grade cohort does not permit the calculation of twelve-month

gain scores at this time. Test data for the first grade cohort will be made available as part of subsequent
Prospects reports.}

The second perspective on students’ achievement, reported for all three grade cohorts, is derived from
teacher judgments, including teacher perceptions gathered as part of the Prospects study, and class grades
abstracted from school records.

The final perspective is based on students’ self-assessment of their own competence in reading and
math. Because students in the first-grade cohort were not asked to complete a questionnaire, these data are
available only for students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts.

Standardized Achievement Tests

Norm-Referenced Test Data. The first type of information presented here from the CTBS tests is
referred to as norm-referenced assessments of students’ achievement. These data compare a student’s tested
achicvement in terms of normal curve equivalent (NCE) scores with that of the CTBS cross-sectional
norming sample.* That is, the test statistics provide an indication of how well an individual child (or a group
of children) is performing in comparison with a national sample of children who are in the same grade. This
comparison, however, poses a problem because the CTBS norming sample is not strictly comparable to the
sample selected for the Prospects study. The Prospects sample is restricted to students in public schools,
whereas the CTBS norming sample included both private independent and Catholic school students. In
addition, the CTBS norming sample is a cross-sectional sample gathered at the same point in time, whereas
the Prospects first 12-month follow-up is a longitudinal survey of the base-year sample.

This incomparability does not affect contrasts between groups within the Prospects study, because the
validity of those comparisons only requires that the same scale, however derived, be used. That is, when
groups within the Prospects study arc compared with respect to their relative gains in NCE scores, the

3 For students in the first-grade cohort, the tests were administered during the fall of 1991 and the spring of 1992, which
permits only the calculation of achievement gain scores for the nine-month school year, rather than 12-month change scores
available for the other cohorts. To improve the comparability of the analyses across cohorts, a third test was administered
with a small probability subsample of the first-grade cohort in the fall of 1992 just after the students started their second-
grade school year. This third test data point will permit the comparative analyses of nine- and twelve-month gains for the
first-grade cohort. These results are scheduled to be reported in June 1993,

* NCEs are similar to percentile ranks but are based on an equal interval scale that ranges from I to 99. Consequently, the
differcace between two successive scores on the scale has the same meaning throughout the scale (i.e., a five point
difference from 20 to 25 means the same as a five point difference from 80 to 85). This property facilitates comparisons
between tests (e.g., reading vs. math) and allows the calculation of averages for groups of students.
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Students’ Academic Achievement

resulting comparison is unbiased because the scores are based on the same scale. However, it is less
appropriate to interpret absolute gains in NCE’s for any cne group by itself because these NCE scores are
normed on the basis of the original cross-sectional CTBS norms, not the longitudinal norms that would be
more appropriate for the Prospects study.

Forexample, considera situation in which the average NCE score for a particular subgroup of students
(e.g., Chapter 1 participants) was 34 in the 1991 baseline year, and a year later the same group of Chapter
1 students had an NCE mean of 30. The simple interpretation (albeit probably a wrong interpretation) would
be that these students are further behind after an additional year of program participation, that is they lost
fou-NCEs. It is important, however, to ask “further behind compared with whom?” In this particular case
they are further behind than a group of students (the CTBS norming students) who we alrecady know are not
comparable, because they are neither a longitudinal sample nor a public school-only sample. Thus in
succeeding interpretations we will comment on relative gains or losses on the NCE scale among subgroups
of Prospects students and refrain from interpreting the absolute NCE score gains unless adding the
appropriate qualifications.

As shown in exhibit 1.51, there is a relatively strong negative relationship between student
performance in reading and mathematics and the concentration of poverty in the schools the students attend.

Exhibit 1.51: 1992 Normal Curve Equivalent Means by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Means)

School Poverty Concentration

Normal Curve Equivalent Means | TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40.59% , 60-74% | 75-100%
Ist Grade Cohort
Reading 48.2 52.0 51.5 46.9 43.1 38.5
Math 50.1 56.9 54.5 46.0 44.2 384
3rd Grade Cohort
Reading 53.4 59.5 54.8 50.1 479 37.8
Math 52.4 58.1 52.6 49.2 49.3 386
7th Grade Cohort
Reading 52.9 58.4 55.5 48.4 43.8 33.6
Math 51.1 56.5 52.7 48.2 43.3 35.1
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohcrt 2,945.025 783,549 108.226 629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
Means based on students who had CTBS/4 test scores in 1991 and 1992.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, CTBS/4 Test
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Part 1: Children in Hich-Poverty Schools

That is, on average, students in high-poverty schools score approximately one standard deviation below
those who attend low-poverty schools (standard deviations for the Prospects samples are approximately 20
NCE points—asshown inachievement score tables in Part 2) . This finding is consistent for both mathematics
and reading, and across all three grade cohorts. For both reading and mathematics the performance gap
between students in high- and low-poverty schools appears to increase slightly with grade level. The gap in
mean reading scores is about 14 NCE points for students in the first-grade cohort. This difference in mean
scores increases to about 22 NCE points for the third-grade cohort students when they are at the end of fourth
grade, and reaches 25 NCE points for seventh-grade cohort students when they are completing the eighth
grade. These comparisons Ieave little room for speculation about the extent of need for compensatory
services in schools with the highest concentration of students from poor families. As measured by Normal
Curve Equivalent scores, the average reading and math performance for all students in high-poverty schools
in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts shown in exhibit 1.51 is approximately the same as for Chapter 1
students in low-poverty schools (see exhibits 2.30D and 2.30E in Part 2, pp. 167 and 168).
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Exhibit 1.52: Normal Curve Equivaleat Scores In Reading and Math For 1991, 1992, and One-Year Gains
by Grade Cohort and School Poverty Concentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Means)

School Poverty Concentration

Normal Curve Equivalent Scores TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
TOTAL READING
1991 534 58.8 54.5 49.8 50.1 38.6
1992 534 59.5 54.8 50.1 479 378
One-Year Gain 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.3 222 -0.8
TOTAL MATH
1991 53.6 58.7 54.3 49.9 524 40.7
1992 52.4 58.1 52.6 49.2 493 386
One-Year Gain -1.2 -0.6 -1.7 -0.7 -3.1 -2.1
7th Grade Cohort
TOTAL READING
1991 52.6 58.8 54.9 48.1 43.1 32.8
1992 52.9 58.4 55.5 48.4 438 336
Onc-Year Gain 0.3 -0.4 0.6 0.3 0.7 0.8
TOTAL MATH
1991 52.3 58.4 53.2 50.3 436 35.1
1992 51.1 56.5 527 48.2 433 35.1
One-Year Gain -1.2 -1.9 -0.5 -2.1 -0.3 0.0
Total Weighted N

3rd Grade Cohort 3.042.495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108.226 629.226 177,332 207.325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown Schoof Poverty status.
Means based on students who had CTBS/4 test scores in 1991 and 1992.
Source: Prospects, CTBS/M data.
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Inspection of the relative gains made by the concentration of school poverty classifications (exhibit 1.52)
indicates little evidence for differential gains in cither reading ormathematics by subgroup or by grade. It seems,
thercfore, that the initial differences between the groups of students defined by their school’s concentration of
poverty remaincd relatively stable during the period between basc year and firs: follow-up.

Criterion-Referenced Test Data. In addition to producing norm-referenced test statistics, the CTBS
also provides curriculum-rcferenced information about whether a student has mastered a specific skill or
content knowledge. Each of the CTBS/4 subtests used for asscssing students’ reading and mathematics
achievement measures student performance on a sct of curriculum objectives (criteria) considercd by the
test developers to reflect the basic and higher order skills and curriculum content most likely to be taught
at cach grade level. Each of the reading and mathematics subtests includes from six to ten objectives, and
student performance on each objective is measured by scveral individual test items. To assess the same
objectives over scveral grade levels, the specific test items used to measure cach objective differ across the
14 levels of the CTBS/4. However, to support the computation of a reliable “mastery score” for each
objective and for cach test-taker, cach CTBS/4 test level includes itcms at varying difficulty levels within
each objective. An overview of the mastery objectives for the CTBS/4 subtests used in Prospects isprovided
below. Foracomplete description ofthe specific objectives tested incach level of the CTBS/4, see the CTBS/
4 Class Management Guide, published by CTB/Macmillan/McGraw-Hill in 1991,

The Word Analysis subtest of the Reading Battery is used for grades onc through three. A totalof 11
objectives are specificd for this grade range. Each grade level test includes 25 to 30 items covering between
five and seven objectives (depending on grade level). The Vocabulary subtest is used in grades onc through
twelve. Depending upon grade level, between two and four vocabulary objectives arc assessed incach grade,
using from 32 to 40 test items. A total of cight objectives are defined forthe Reading Comprchension subtest,
used for grades onc through twelve. Depending upon grade, four or five of the objectives arc assessed in
cach CTBS/4 test level, using between 28 items (for the lowest clementary grades) and 50 items for the
secondary school grades.

The Mathematics Battery includes two subtests, Mathematics Computation and Mathematics
Concepts & Applications. The Computation subtest assesscs students on a total «f 10 objectives, however,
only between two and seven objectives are included in cach test level. Between 28 and 44 individual test
items are used to measure student performance on the objectives included in each grade level test. A total
of six objectives are defined for the Concepts and Applications subtest of the Mathematics Battery, and all
six objectives are assessed at each grade. Depending upon grade level, between 32 and 50 individual itcms
are used to mecasure performance on the six objectives.

The combined Reading and Mathematics Batterics covering grades 1-12 thus include 41 Mastery
objectives covering basic and higher order skills. Depending upon grade Ievel, the four or five subtests
employ a total of between 107 and 214 test items to assess student achicvement on the specific objectives
included in each test level. Planned analyses of longitudinal impacts of participation in the Chapter 1 program
will emphasize the usc of the curriculum-referenced (also called criterion-referenced) information on
student performance provided by the CTBS/4.
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These data arc summarized in exhibits 1.53A and B and 1.54 as “odds ratios.” Odds ratios are
particularly appropriate statistics for comparing groups (c.g., students in high- and low-poverty schools) on
a variable such as mastering or not mastering a particular achicvement objective (i.e., defined as 0 or 1).

The odds of an event occurring is defincd as the ratio of the probability of the event occurring (e.g.,
mastery) to the probability of the eventnot occurring (non; wstery). For instance, if 90 percent of a particular
group, say, female students, have mastered word meanings, the odds that any one student drawn from that
group is a master of word meanings is 9 to 1 or .90/(1 - .90). Converscly, if 80 percent of the male students
have mastered word meanings, the odds that any given male is a master would bedto1 or.80/(1 -.80). The
odds ratio thatis formed by dividing the female odds (9:1) by the male odds (4:1) yields an odds ratio of 2.25,
indicating that females are slightly more than twice as likely to be masters of the “understanding word
meanings” learning objective than arc males.

Closely associated with the odds ratio is tne relative risk of failing to be a master of a particular
objective. Based on the odds in the foregoing example, about twice as many males are at risk for failing this
objective as are females. That s, based on the oddsof9: 1, for every 100 females, about 10 wouldbe expected
to fail; while for every 100 males 20 failures would be expected. Thus the relative risk of failure when
comparing males with females is 2.0. When the percentages of mastering an objective are quite high or quite
low, the mastery odds ratios and the relative failure risk ratios are quite close in size.

The data provided in exhibits 1.53 A and Band 1.54 demonstrate the large differences found between
the likelihood of mastery for students in low- and high-poverty schools. For cxample, compare the oddsratios
for one of the more basic objectives mcasured in the CTBS/4— understanding word meanings—-for students
from low-poverty schools and thosc from high-poverty schools. As shown, when comparing students in
schools ‘with the lowest concentration of poverty in spring 1991 with those in schools with the highest
concentration inthe same year, theoddsrat'o is 3.8 in the third grade for understanding word meanings. That
is, students attending schiools with the lowest poverty concentration are almost four times more likely to have
mastered understanding word meanings than arc the students in the poorest schools. For students in tne
seventh-grade cohort, the value of the odds ratio for this samc objective increases to 7.2. A similar
companson canbe made foramonrcadvanced objective inthe CTBS/4—identificationof the “central thought
of [arcading] passage.” As expected, the differences between low and high-poverty schoolsarc even greater
for the advanced skills than were obscrved for the more basic skills, as evidenced by the odds ratios of 6.2
and 9.3 for the third- and seventh-grade cohorts, respectively.
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Exhibit 1.53A: Relative Odds Ratios for Mastery of “Understanding Word Meanings" Objective
between School Poverty Concentration Categories by Grade Cohort: Spring - 1992

0-19% vs 75-100% _20-39% vs 75-100% | 40-59% vs 75-100% _60-74% vs 75-100%
71 18 2.9 T 28
8.6 6.1 { 38 % 24

3rd Grade Cohort 5%
7th Grade Cohort ma

Exhibit 1.53B: Relative Odds Ratios for Mastery of "Central Thought of Passage" Objective
between School Poverty Concentration Categories by Grade Cohort: Spring - 1992
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Exhibit reads: Students in the 3rd Grade Cohort attending low-poverty schools are more than § times as
likely as students in high-poverty schools 1o have mastered the objective “Identifying the Central Thought of a
Reading Passage.”
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Exhibit 1.54; Gdds Ratios for Selected CTBS/4 Mastery Objectives by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Mcans)

. Schosl Poverty Concentration
Odds Ratios 0-19% vs 75-100% 20-39% vs. 75-100% 40-59% vs. 75-100% | 60-74% vs. 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Basic reading skills
Understanding word meanings: 1991 3.8 3 2.6 2.1
Understanding word meanings: 1992 7.1 4.8 2.9 2.8
Advanced reading skills
Central thought of passage: 1991 6.2 4.5 24 2.7
Central thought of passage: 1992 5.3 3.6 2.7 24
Basic math skills
Divide whole numbers: 1991 24 22 1.4 1.8
Divide whole numbers: 1992 3.4 2.4 1.6 2.5
Advanced Math Skills
Geometry problems: 199* 54 3.2 2.4 2.1
Geometry problems: 1992 6.0 3.7 2.9 2.7
7th Grade Cohort
Basic reading skills
Understanding word meanings: 1991 7.2 6.3 3.6 2.2
Understanding word meanings: 1992 8.6 6.1 3.8 2.4
Advanced reading skills
Central thought of passage: 1991 9.3 6.5 4.2 3.2
Central thought of passage: 1992 6.7 5.3 3.0 2.1
Basic math skills
Divide whole numbers: 1991 8.7 5.3 5.3 4.3
Divide whole numbers: 1992 7.6 5.7 4,7 43
Advanced Math Skills
Geometry problems: 1991 14.4 5.9 5.3 4.1
Geometry problems: 1992 8.7 5.9 3.2 2.0
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 981,789 706,239 490,397 325,300
7th Grade Cohort 796,854 1,094,270 603,447 180,429

Notes: Total Weighted 1 includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, CTBS/4 data.
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Teachers’ Perceptions and Judgments

Students’ Overall Ability. Teachers were asked to judge cach student’s overall ability to perform in
school using a simple “high,” “medium,” and “low” ability classification scheme. Across all three grade
cohorts, teachers’ pcrceptions were correlated with school poverty categories (exhibits 1.55 and 1.58).
Teachers were considerably more likely to rate students as having “high ability” in low-poverty scheols than
in high-poverty schools, with differences ranging from 10 percentage points for the first-grade cohort, to 18
percentage points among the seventh-grade cohort.

Thesc data, as well as those that foliow basced on teacher judgments, must be interpreted with caution,
however. To some extent, teacher perceptions of student ability and achievement may differ in high- and
low-poverty schools. That is, teachers’ lower perceptions ot students in high-poverty schools may reflect
both actual student differences in ability and performance and differences in teachers’ expectations. While
teachers’ judgments are typically of critical importance in the grading of student progress within schools,
Prospects has collected this information primarily as a incasure of teachers’ perceptions and expectations,
which may be compared with other performance and achicvement measures, and used to characterize
aspects of a specific student’s learning environment.

Exhibit 1.55: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having High Overall Ability
To Perforin in School by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cchort
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Students’ Achievement, Tcachers were also asked to fudge cach student’s “overall achievement in
school” as well as specific levels of achicvement in reading and math (exhibits 1.56 and 1.58). As with
asscssments of overall student ability, teachers’ judgments ot overall achicvemeni were correlated with the
concentration of school poveity. Teachers in low-poverty schools were more likely to rate siudents as high
achicvers, overall as weli as by subjcct arca, than were tcachers in hiph-poverty schools.

Differences across school poverty categories inteachers’ judgnients of the overall achievement levels
of their students appeared to vary by grade cohort. For the first-grade cohort, teachers of students in low-
poverty schools were about 10 percentage points more likely than those in high-poverty schools to perceive
them as above average achicvers. For the seventh-grade coliort, the percentage point differsnce increased
to 17. Teachers in low-poverty middle schools were more than twice as likely as teachers of students in high-
poverty middle schools to consider their students to be above a erage performers.

Teachers’ judgments about students” achievement levels in reading and mathematics display the same
patterns as were observed for the overall ability and achievement measures (exhibits 1.57 A and B). Teachers
of students in low-poverty schools are substantially more likely than teachiers of students in high-poverty
schools to rate students as being above gradr level in reading and math (with differences ranging 8 to 20
percentage points across grade cohoris and subject arcas)

Exhibit 1.56: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having Above Average
Overall Achievement by Schocl Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Exhibit LETA: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having Above Grade
Level Achievement in Reading by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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School Poverty Concentration

Exhibit 1 87B: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having Above Grade Level
Achievement in Math hy School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 1.58: Teachers' Judgment of Students’ Academic Achievement by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohert: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

| Teachers' Judgment of Students’ School Poverty Concentration
| Academic Achlevement TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-5%% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
High overall ability to perform in school
Yes 38.8% 44.5% 39.0% 41.2% 32.9% 33.4%
Missing data 16.2 17.7 14.9 9.1 11.7 24.2
Above average overall achievement in school
Yes 33.8% 38.9% 35.8% 36.1% 27.4% 27.1%
Missing data 16.4 17.8 14.8 9.1 12.1 25.4
Student is presently reading...
Above grade 25.4% 28.5% 30.4% 29.3% 17.4% 17.3%
At grade 50.1% 53.2% 50.5% 44.1% 51.6% 49.7%
Below grade 24.2% 18.2% 18.8% 26.3% 30.6% 32.2%
Don't teach reading to student 0.3% 0.1% 0.3% | 0.2% 0.3% 0.9%
Missing data 16.8 17.8 15.0 9.7 12.3 25.1
Student's math achicvement is presently...
Above grade 19.4% 22.1% 20.1% 27.9% 14.0% 14.2%
At grade 66.4% 68.9% 68.9% 57.6% 66.9% 65.0%
Below grade 13.4% 7.7% 9.3% 14.5¢ 19.1% 19.7%
Don't teach math 1o student 0.9% 1.3% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1%
Missing data 16.9 17.7 16.1 9.4 11.7 25.1
3rd Grede Cohort
High overali ability to perform in schocl
Yes 39.6% 42.5% 38.3% 43.6% 38.4%% 30.4%
Missing data 17.8 14.0 98 18.3 16.1 26.5
Above average overali achievement in school
Yes 34.7% 40.5% 35.4% 32.5% 31.6% 21.0%,
Missing data 17.7 13.9 100 18.3 15.8 25.8
Student is prescntly reading...
Above grade 32.1% 39.2% 34.4% 31.5% 26.0% 19.2%
At grade 41.4% 41.1% 39.9% 41.3% 44.9% 36.5%
Below grade 22.6% 17.1% 21.3% 26.1% 20.7% 39.7%
Don't teach reading to student 3.9% 2.6% 4.4% 1.0% 8.3% 4.5%
Missing data 17.9 14.6 102 183 16.0 25.7
Student's math achievement is presently...
Above grade 24.8% 32.4% 24.2% 23.6% 21.2% 15.6%
Atgrade 51.7% 49.0% 53.9% 52.4% 54.2%% 44.5%
Below grade 19.5% 15.5% 18.1% 21.5% 16.7%% 34.1%
Don't teach math to student 4.2% 3.2% 3.9% 2.5% 7.9% 5.7%
Missing data 18.0 14.2 99 18.7 17.0 26.5
7th Grade Cohort
High overall ability to perform in school
Yes 39.6% 42.5% 41.8% 39.0% 27.0% 24.8%
Missing data 23.2 21.8 20.8 18.3 18.8 416
Above average overall achievement in school
Yes 31.5% 35.1% 33.0% 30.3% 22.3% 17.1%
Missing data 24.0 230 211 193 19.0 414
Student is presently reading...
Above grade 21.2% 26.6% 19.9% 22.1% 11.3% 12.5%
At grade 25.5% 28.7% 27.0% 20.2% 16.6% 24.7%
Below grade 23.9% 20.2% 22.9% 21.0% 32.7% 51.5%
Don't teach reading to student 29.4% 24.5% 30.2% 36.8% 36.5% 11.2%
Missing data 23.6 225 20.7 18.3 20.1 428
Student's math schievement is presently...
Above grade 22.0% 25.1%% 23.6% 19.9%% 17.3% 8.7%
At grade 27.3% 27.3% 31.2% 22.7% 22.4% 22.5%
Bzlow grade 12.7% 15.2% 17.3% 2:.0% 30.6% 42.2%
Don't teach math to student 31.0% 32.4% 28.0% 36.4% 29.7% 26.9%
Missing data 24.5 222 215 21.6 19.0 45.1
Toval Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 180,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohert 2,945.024 783,549 1,082,225 629.226 177,331 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status
? ~ fewer than 20 sample cases i cell.
Scur.e: Prospects. Student Profile
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Grades. Student grades in reading (exhibits 1.59 and 1.60A), English/language arts (exhibit 1.60B),
and math (exhibits 1.59 and 1.60C) were abstracted from student records.* These data demonstrate that third-
and seventh-grade cohort students in low-poverty schools arc generally about twice as likely as students in
high-poverty schools to receive the highest grades (exceptional, ormostly A’s orabouthalf A’sand halfB’s);
in the first-grade cohort, the difference is smaller, about 50 percent.

Exhibit 1.59: Percentage of Students Earning the Highest Grades in Reading and Math
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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4 Exhibits 1.60A-C treat missing values differently from the way previous exhibits treated them. For clarity, we have
divided the “missing data" category into two parts—students who did not take the particular subject during the school year
and students for whom data were not available from schoolrecords. Valid column percentages are, therefore, based onthose
students for whom data are available and who took the particular subject.
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Exhibit 1.60A: Reading Grades by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

Student Poverty Concentration
Reading Grades TOTAL | 0-19% . 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 10.7% 1.3% 15.3% 15.1% 4.7% 15.6%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 4.4% 2.5% 8.7% 4.4% 1.0% 6.8%
Mostly B's (80-84) 6.3% 4.5% 7.0% 6.7% 1.8% 16.9%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 1.9% * 2.2% 2.9% 0.4% 5.6%
Mostly C's (70-74) 5.1% 2.2% 7.2% 5.2% 1.4% 14.3%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 0.5% * * * * 3.0%
Mostly D's (60-64) 1.4% * 1.0% * * 6.8%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.1% * 1.5% * * 5.6%
Exceptional 19.2% 28.0% 14.1% 15.5% 17.6% 4.7%
Satisfactory 39.1% 39.7% 37.7% 35.2% 60.5% 15.8%
Unsatisfactory 6.1% 3.8% 4.0% 8.4% 10.6% < %
Other 1.4% 3.2% 0.7% * 1.3% 1.2%
Did not take reading 2.6% 7.4% * 4.6% * *
Missing data 15.2 4.0 1.9 24.1 18.8 22.1
3rd Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 24.0% 24.5% 26.6% 22.7% 27.9% 13.0%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 9.5% 1.7% 7.5% 11.6% 15.9% 8.1%
Mostly B's (80-84) 23.8% 20.2% 29.2% 21.4% 24.9% 24.0%
About haif B's and half C's (75-79) 6.1% 3.9% 7.1% 4.8% 9.3% 9.8%
Mostly C's (70-74) 12.1% 6.8% 15.3% 12.5% 11.5% 22.4%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 1.6% 0.9% 1.7% 2.4% 0.9% 3.3%
Mostly D's (60-64) 2.6% 1.1% 2.0% 2.4% 3.0% 71.7%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.1% * * * 0.9% 4.0%
Exceptional 5.5% 11.8% 2.7% 3.2% 1.1% 0.7%
Satisfactory 8.0% 13.6% 3.4% 9.7% 2.7% 5.0%
Unsatisfactory 1.8% * 1.4% 2.3% * 1.8%
Other 0.9% 1.4% 1.6% * * *
Did not take reading 3.0% 6.0% * 5.5% * *
Missing data 12.5 4.6 9.6 10.8 20.6 18.3
7tk Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (50-100) 10.5% 13.7% 71.3% 12.1% 9.4% 9.2%
About half A’s and half B's (85-89) 5.2% 4.1% 4.6% 8.1% 4.1% 5.7%
Mostly B's (80-84) 10.6% 6.6% 8.0% 16.0% 19.2% 1€.6%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 5.1% 3.7% 3.4% 6.6% 5.7% 14.1%
Mostly C's (70-74) 5.5% 5.1% 7.4% 10.7% 16.9% 14.2%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 23% 2.4% 1.8% 3.0% * 3.1%
Mostly D's (60-64) 3.6% 2.9% 2.8% 4.4% 4.6% 9.1%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 2.4% 2.0% 2.2% 2.4% 4.7% 2.8%
Exceptional 0.5% * * 1.8% * *
Satisfactory 1.3% * 1.1% 3.9% * *
Unsatisfactory * * * * * *
Other 1.3% 4.8% 11.5% 7.4% * *
Did not take reading 42.5% 54.7% 49.8% 22.4% 32.7% 24.9%
Missing data 32.6 32.1 28.6 34.6 214 45.0
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325
Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown Sch Poverty status.
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospec:s, Student Abstract .
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1.60B: English/Language Arts Grades by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

Student Poverty Concentration

English/Language Arts Grades TOTAL | 0-19%  20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% |75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 9.7% 9.3% 14.5% 9.6% 3.0% 13.9%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 3.8% 3.7% 5.4% 3.6% 0.6% 6.7%
Mostly B's (80-84) 6.2% 4.5% 8.8% 6.8% 1.7% 14.3%
‘ About half B's and half C's (75-79) 2 0% 1.4% 2.4% 1.2% * 6.7%
; Mostly C's (70-74) 5.1% 2.1% 8.9% 5.9% 1.4% 10.2%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 0.7% * * * * 3.2%
Mostly D's (60-64) 1.2% * * 1.5% * 4.7%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 0.9% * * * * 3.1%
Exceptional 16.2% 26.5% 6.6% 14.0% 16.6% 4.1%
Satisfactory 48.6% 40.9% 29.4% 46.1% 63.7% 21.7%
Unsatisfactory 4.7% 2.8% 1.8% 10.4% 6.9% 3.3%
Other 2.0% 2.6% 1.3% * * 7.9%
Did not take reading 6.9% 5.0% 18.7% * 5.1% *
Missing data 17.3 7.8 14.5 222 19.2 238
3rd Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 24.4% 25.8% 28.9% 23.2% 22.5% 13.1%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 9.9% 8.0% 9.6% 9.7% 15.2% 9.9%
Mostiy B's (80-84) 23.3% 19.4% 25.5% 23.2% 26.7% 25.9%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 6.9% 4.3% 6.7% 8.2% 11.1% - 8.8%
Mostly C's (70-74) 11.5% 8.2% 13.9% 9.6% 11.5% 18.9%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 2.3% 1.0% 3.0% 2.3% 2.0% 4.9%
Mostly D's (60-64) 3.0% * 2.5% 5.5% 2.4% 7.4%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.5% * 1.3% 3.0% 0.8% 3.6%
Exceptional 6.4% 13.7% 29% 4.8% 1.2% 0.6%
Satisfactory 9.0% 15.9% 3.7% 9.4% 5.2% 4.8%
Unsatisfactory 1.1% * * * * 1.9%
Other 0.8% 1.3% 1.2% * * -
Did not take reading * * * * * *
Missing data 12.5 48 9.8 10.6 20.6 18
7th Grade Cohort . N
Mostly A's (90-100) 21.0% 23.7% 24.3% 16.8% 10.1% 8.3%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 9.3% 10.6% 9.7% 9.8% 4.8% 3.7%
Mostly B's (80-84) 21.5% 23.8% 21.4% 20.7% 27.2% 9.5%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 10.0% 8.2% 9.8% 12.6% 6.7% 12.0%
Mostly C's (70-74) 17.5% 16.1% 16.3% 18.2% 23.0% 24.9%
About half C's and halfD's (65-69) 4.6% 5.1% 4.2% 4.2% 2.9% 6.6%
Mostly D's (60-64) 83% 7.0% 8.6% 1.7% 15.5% 9.4%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 5.6% 4.8% 5.2% 4.4% 6.9% 14.9%
Exceptional * * * * *
Satisfactory 1.0% * * 2.7% * 6.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.5% * * 1.9% * *
Other . . . . . .
Did not take reading * * * * * *
Missing data R PR £ 7 - 5 VY - S I N0 19.8 274
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
. 7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Students’ Academic Achievement

Exhibit 1.60C: Mathematics Grades by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Student Poverty Concentration

Mathematics Grades TOTAL | 0-19% | 20-39% [ 40-59% , 60-74% [75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 15.5% 14.8% 20.6% 20.0% 5.1% 21.5%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 4.0% 2.4% 6.2% 5.2% 1.3% 6.9%
Mostly B's (80-84) 6.7% 6.0% 5.5% 1.1% 1.6% 19.9%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 1.5% * 2.0% 1.4% 0.4% 4.7%
Mostly C's (70-74) 4.2% 1.5% 7.1% 3.1% 0.9% 11.7%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 0.5% * * * * 2.2%
Mostly D's (60-64) 1.0% * . * . 3.9%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 0.8% * * * * 2.7%
Exceptional 20.7% 29.8% 14.1% 19.2% 21.7% 4.7%
Satisfactory 39.7% 39.8% 39.5% 33.5% 60.3% 17.6%
Unsatisfactory 4.1% 1.9% 2.3% 1.5% 6.7% 2.6%
Other 1.1% 2.2% 0.7% * 1.3% 1.1%
Did not take reading . * * * . *
Missing data 14.9 4.0 11.9 223 18.8 22.2
3rd Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 27.0% 29.1% 29.8% 25.3% 31.0% 15.3%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 11.3% 9.8% 9.0% 14.0% 16.8% 10.1%
Mostly B's (80-84) 22.9% 19.2%% 25.1% 23.7% 24.8% 24.5%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 6.9% 7.0% 6.5% 5.4% 6.0% 10.2%
Mostly C's (70-74) 11.3% 6.2% 14.5% 10.3% 10.5% 21.0%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 1.8% 1.0% 1.3% 2.7% 1.6% 4.6%
Mostly D's (60-64) 2.5% 1.1% 3.2% 2.9% 2.3% 5.2%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.0% * * . 1.0% 2.5%
Exceptional 4.1% 8.6% 1.8% 3.4% * 0.5%
Satisfactory 8.8% 14.5% 5.1% 10.3% 2.8% 4.5%
Unsatisfactory 1.2% * * * . 1.2%
Other 1.0% 1.6% 1.3% * ¢ ¢
Did not take reading * * * * . .
Missing data 12.8 4.7 9.6 11.5 20.8 19.9
7th Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 21.9% 24.7% 24.7% 17.5% 18.7% 6.1%
About half A’s and half B's (85-89) 10.2% 9.8% 10.8% 10.9% 7.9% 9.2%
Mostly B's (80-84) 21 7% 23.5% 21.8% 20.1% 26.1% 15.5%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 8.1% 7.0% 8.1% 8.5% 6.1% 12.9%
Mostly C's (70-74) 17.4% 17.2% 18.0% 15.0% 22.0% 19.1%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 4.3% 4.0% 4.2% 3.7% 5.7% 7.4%
Mostly D's (60-64) 6.6% 6.8% 6.0% 6.6% 5.6% 11.5%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 5.8% 6.5% 6.1°% 4.0% 4.6% 1.7%
Exceptional 0.4% * * * * *
Satisfactory 1.0% ¢ * 2.6% * 6.2%
Unsatisfactory 0.4% * * * * *
Othel‘ * L] * L] L] L]
Did not take reading 1.8% * * 8.2% . *
Missing data 11.8 5.0 1.6 13.4 19.8 27.5
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Students’ Self-Assessment

Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were asked to assess their own competence inreading
and math (exhibits 1.61 and 1.62). (Questionnaires were not used with first-grade cohort students.) In part,
these data confirm both cognitive test data and teachers’ judgments. However, self-assessment in basic
subjects also serves as an important psychological marker of students’ self-image as learners. Students who
believe they have difficulty with basic subjects may be less likely to sustain the motivation and effort to

overcome performance gaps between themselves and others, or to meet local or national performance
standards.

As found for other performance-related indicators, students in high-poverty schools were less likely
than students in low-poverty schools to consider themselves to be performing well in reading or math. For
examp.e, among students in the third-grade cohort, 75 percent of the children in low-poverty schools
indicated theirbeliefthat they were “very good” at reading, compared with 59 percent of the children in high-
poverty schools. For the seventh-grade cohort, differences in self-assessment in reading competence

between childrenin high- and low-poverty schools were smaller than for the third grade but were in the same
direction.

Self-assessments concerning mathematics performance showed larger differences for both cohoris
between students in high- and low-poverty schools. Some 61 percent of third-grade cohort members in low-
poverty schools reported that they were “very good at math” compared with 49 percent in high-poverty
schools. This pattern continues for the seventh-grade cohort with 57 percent of the students in low-poverty
schools reporting that they “have an casy time with math” compared to only 38 percent in high-poverty
schools. Moreover, compared with students in low-poverty schools, about twice the proportion of both the
third- and seventh-grade cohorts in high-poverty schools said that they “have a lot of trouble with math.”

Exhibit 1.61: Percentage of Students Who Believe They Are "Very Good™ at Reading and Math
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Students’ Academic Achievement

Exhibit 1.62: Students' Self-Assessment of Reading and Math Competence by School
Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Students' Self-Assesment of School Poverty Concentration
Reading Competence TOTAL 0-19% l20-39% | 40-59% L 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Have a lot of trouble 2.0% * 1.5% 2.0% 4.0% 4.6%
Find it hard, but do okay 282%) 23.7% 30.1% 256% 32.0% 36.8%
Am a very good reader 69.8%| 754% 635% 72.4% 64.1%  58.7%
Missing data 15.1 12.0 13.5 13.4 13.9 16.3
7th Grade Cohort
Have a lot of trouble 22% 2.0% 2.0% 2.5% 2.5% 2.9%
Find it hard, but do okay 208%1 18.7% 198% 234% 223% 24.4%
Am a very good reader 77.0% 79.2% 78.2% 74.1% 75.3% 72.7%
Missing data 23.0 20.1 19.6 224 28.4 31.8

Student Self-Assesment of

Math Competence
3rd Grade Cohort
Have a lot of trouble 6.3% 4.5% 4.6% 10.2% 7.0% 9.5%
Find it hard, but do okay 37.6%| 347%  39.1% 35.7%  419% 42.1%
Am very good at math 56.1%| 60.8% 563% 54.1% 51.2%  48.5%
Missing data 15.0 12.0 134 13.2 13.0 16.4
7th Grade Cohort
Have a lot of trouble 8.8% 6.8% 7.9% 9.6% 16.1% 12.5%
Find it hard, but do okay 37.0%| 355% 31.0% 428% 449%  494%
Have an easy time 540%% 574% 609% 47.4%  38.0% 38.1%
Not taking math . . . . . v
Missing data 23.3 20.1 20.0 22.4 28.6 31.7
Total Weighted N
3-d Grade Cohort 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Classroom Behavior and Performance

Teachers’ judgments of students' classroom performance are an important indicator of their availability
for learning and, in the aggregate, an assessment of the classroom educational environment. Consequently,
teachers were asked to provide information for cach child in their classes on a varicety of factors, including
students’ ability to follow rules and directions, the extent to which students work hard at school, and the
likelihood that they will cause disruptions inthe classroom. Teachers werc asked to indicate “how well you think

each characteristic describes the student” using the response categorics “very much,” “somewhat,” and “not
atall.”

Classroom Bzhavior

The teachers of students in the first- and third-grade cohorts in high-poverty schools generally judged
their students less favorably than did the teachers of students in low-poverty schools (exhibits 1.63and 1.64).
Teachers of children in high-poverty schools were less likely to indicate that their students work hard, are
able to follow directions or classroom rules, or care about doing well in school, and teachers of students in
the third-grade cohort in high-poverty schools were more likely to indicate that children are disruptive.

However, there were no important differences in the teachers’ judgments of scventh-grade cohort
students in low- and high-poverty schools.

As for other data reported on teachers’ judgments, the reader is cautioned that it is difficult to
disentangle actual student differences from differences in teachers’ expectations in high- and low-poverty
schools.

Exhibit 1.63: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Very Able to Follow Directions
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

[A_ls_t___C}_ragieCo}]'Qrt i 3rd Grade Cohort ;  7th Grade Cohort
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Classroom Behavior and Performance
Exhibit 1,64: Teachers' Judgment of Students' School Behavior by School Poverty Concentratlon
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Foilow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)
Tenachers’ Judgment 6f Extent to Which School Poverty Concentiration
"Very Mach*' Describes the Student TOTAL 0-19% I 20-39% | 40-59%  ,  60-74% L 75:100%
1st Grade Cobort
Works hard at school
Yes 49 7% 57.1% 47.2% 50.3% 44.8% 43.4%
Missing data 16.7 18.1 14.9 9.8 13.2 25.1
Is willing to follow rules .
Yes 58.6% 64.4% 57.6% 59.4% 56.1% 52.5%
Missing data 16.7 18.0 14.7 9.9 13.1 251
Cares about doing well in school
Yes 62.7% 723% 61.5% 62.0% 58.4% 54.7%
Missing data 17.3 18.3 15.0 10.6 14.5 25.2
Enjoys school
Yes 69.3% 73.6% 68.2% 69.8% 69.9% 62.1%
Missing data 18.4 19.1 17.8 10.8 154 259
Can follow and understand directions
Yes 55.9% 62.5% 56.0%% 58.6% 49.3% 49.6%
Missing data 17.2 18.1 15.7 10.6 134 253
Is late for school
Yes 5.8% 7.4% 3.8% 5.3% 6.0% 8.5%
Missing data 174 19.1 17.2 10.1 111 26.6
Disrupts the class
Yes 15.2% 126% 17.8% 17.9% 12.2% 17.6%
Missing data 23.1 239 20.3 21.7 15.1 345
3rd Grade Cobort
Works hard at school
Yes 45.8% 51.4% 46.2% 43.9% 43.4% 35.4%
Missing data 18.2 14.0 12.1 18.5 16.0 254
Is willing to follow rules
Yes 61.5% 66.3% 64.9% 51.5% 58.9% 50.1%
Missing data 18.0 14.1 11.1 18.8 15.7 25.1
Cares about doing well in school
Yes 58.7% 66.6% 59.1% 55.9% 54.9% 46.1%
Missing data 18.3 14.2 11.8 18.7 15.8 26.7
Enjoys school
Yes 53.7% 56.7% 57.9% 52.4% 50.3% 47.8%
Missing data 213 15.9 16.2 20.8 214 29.2
Can follow and understand directions
Yes 55.9% 59.2% 57.5% 55.2% 53.7% 46.5%
Missing data 17.8 13.9 10.1 189 16.9 25.1
Is late for schoo!
Yes 4.4% 3.4% 3.7% 5.3% 5.7% 7.1%
Missing data 234 209 20.2 20.6 188 29.3
Disrupts the class
Yes 11.6% 84% 12.0% 14.5% 10.4% 18.5%
Missing data 273 25.2 21.6 304 19.0 339
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783.549 1,082,225 629,226 177,331 207,325
Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1,64 (Continued): Teachers' Judgment of Students' School Behavior by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which

School Poverty Concentration

"Very Much" Describes the Student TOTAL, 0-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-74% 75-100%
7th Grade Cohort
Works hard at school
Yes 36.0% 40.2% 37.2% 32.8% 26.9% 30.0%
Missing data 247 243 21.3 199 212 43.0
Is willing to follow rules
Yes 56.7% 57.6% 57.5% 56.5% 49.8% 51.8%
Missing data 239 233 21.0 18.7 213 41.8
Cares about doing well in school
Yes 48.6% 50.5% 49.5% 47.8% 35.8% $0.2%
Missing data 25.0 25.0 21.8 19.2 215 44.7
Enjoys school
Yes 38.3% 38.8% 38.0% 41.0% 30.2% 39.6%
Missing data 31.1 31.8 28.8 24.1 26.6 489
Can follow and understand directions
Yes 55.2% 57.5% 54.7% 57.1% 0.0% 46.6%
Missing data 24.1 226 21.8 18.8 226 418
Is late for school
Yes 1.7% 5.4% 0.0% 6.8% 7.5% 71%
Missing data 58.0 58.3 60.5 523 42.7 67.0
Disrupts the class
Yes 0.0% 13.2% 12,2% 13.9% 9.9% 16.6%
Missing data 30.8 317 28.0 234 306 48.8
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709.964 477,074
3rd Grade 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade 2.945.024 783.549 1.082.225 629,226 177,331 207.325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in ceil,
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Classroom Behavior and Performance

Classroom Performance

Teachers were asked to judge individual students on a range of indicators of classroom performance
including their creativity, ability to work independently, concentration level, writing proficiency, ability to
work cooperatively, completion of homework and scatwork, attentiveness, and class participation. Primarily
in the first- and third-grade cohorts, teachers’ perceptions were strongly related to the concentration of
school poverty (exhibits 1.65 and 1.66A through 1.66C). For example, teachers of students in the third-grade
cohort in high-poverty schools judge their students to be less able to work independently (46 percent vs, 63
percent), less able to concentrate (47 percent vs. 58 percent), Iess able to write a well-developed paragraph
or paper (28 percent vs. 47 percent), less motivated to learn (33 percent vs. 49 percent), and less able to
complete homework (45 percent vs. 59 percent) or seatwork (47 percent vs. 59 percent) than do teachers in
low-poverty schools. Although the direction of the relationships is gencrally the same for seventh-grade
cohort students, the magnitudc of the differences between high- and low-poverty schools is much smaller.

Exhibit 1.65A: Percentage of 1st Grade Cohort Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having
High Levels of Specified Characteristics by School Poverty Concentration
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1,65B: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having
High Levels of Specified Characteristics by School Poverty Concentration

Is a creative person
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Classroom Behavior and Performance

Exhibit 1.65C: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having
High Levels of Specified Characteristics by School Poverty Conczntration
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Pait 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1.66: Teachers' Judgment of Students' Classroom Performance by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Wcighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent tc Which _ School Poverty Concentration
"Very Much" Deseribes the Student TOTAL 0-19% . 20.39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
 Ist Grade Cohort
Is a creative person
Yes 37.5% 46.4% 32.4% 44.7% 32.5% 32.4%
Missing data 16.6 18.0 16.0 11.4 149 26.0
Can work independently on an assignment
Yes 57.1% 61.1% 58.0% 59.7% 51.2% 51.6%
Missing data 16.6 178 14.6 10.1 13.2 249
Can concentrate for at least 1/2 hour
Yes 48.6% 52.3% 48.8% 52.4% 45.9% 42.5%
Missing data 17.0 18.3 15.0 10.4 13.3 254
Can writc a well-developed paragraph/paper
Yes 36.9% 44.2% 39.7% 351% 30.7% 25.5%
Missing data 284 251 24.1 26.5 26.6 385
Can cooperatively with other students
Yes 61.4% 63.6% 64.3% 62.4% 58.4% 55.9%
Missing data 16.2 17.7 147 10.1 10.8 252

Teachers' Rating of Student as "High"
on the Following Characteristics

Maturity level

Yes 26.7% 31.8% 25.8% 259% 24.8% 24.6%

Missing data ' 16.3 17.7 14.7 11.3 10.4 25.6
Motivation to lcarn )

Yes 46.7% 55.3% 43.5% 46.9% 44.9% 38.3%

Missing data 18.5 21.0 148 12.8 149 272
Completes homework assignments

Yes 56.4% 63.7% 58.3% 59.8% 52.1% 47.9%

Missing data 343 399 48.5 16.0 247 339
(Completes seatwork

Yes 52.5% 59.3% 53.1% 55.3% 46.1% 45.9%

Missing data 16.8 19.3 15.6 10.2 10.6 25.9
Pays attention

Yes 39.1% 45.9% 37.6% 45.1% 30.9% 34.0%

Missing data 16.0 17.7 14.6 99 10.2 252
Asks questions in class

Yes 26.9% 24.0% 25.5% 33.6% 28.1% 24.1%

Missing data 17.4 18.4 154 12.0 12.9 258
Volunteers answers in class

Yes 44.2% 46.8% 44.3% 48.2% 36.4% 43.0%

Missing data 16.2 17.7 147 10.2 10.5 252
Asks for extra help

Yes 17.7% 16.9% 17.8% 18.5% 15.1% 19.6%

Missing data 181 19.4 158 12.8 14.1 26.8

Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783,549 1,082,225 629,226 177,331 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Classroom Behavior and Performance

Exhibit 1.66 (Continued): Teachers' Judgment of Students' Classroom Performance by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which School Poverty Concentration
"Very Much" Describes the Student TOTAL 0-19% |, 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% , 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Is a creative person
Yes 33.0% 34.1% 33.9% 34.0% 344% 27.5%
Missing data 20.3 153 16.0 19.1 18.5 28.8
Can work independently on an assignment
Yes 58.3% 62.8% 59.7% 57.5% 53.1% 46.3%
Missing data 17.6 140 10.1 18.7 15.7 24.8
Can concentrate for at least 1/2 hour
Yes 55.2% 58.3% -5.2% 53.0% 51.7% 47.2%
Missing data 17.9 139 10.5 18.9 16.1 25.6
Can write a well-developed paragraph/paper
Yes 41.9% 47.3% 42.0% 42.9% 41.6% 28.0%
Missing data 21.6 17.1 17.4 20.6 19.5 28.8
Can cooperatively with other students
Yes 62.2% 65.1% 62.1% 62.1% 62.1% 55.4%
Missing data 17.8 14.0 10.1 18.9 16.1 25.8
Teachers' Rating of Student as "High"
on the Following Characteristics
Maturity level
Yes 30.2% 34.0% 27.6% 31.0% 32.1% 23.3%
Missing data 17.9 14.1 10.8 183 15.4 26.3
Motivation to ! ~am
Yes 42.9% 49.0% 42.5% 41.4% 38.4% 32.5%
Missing data 19.4 14.5 14.2 18.9 16.2 26.6
Completes homework assignments
Yes 52.8% 58.3% 50.5% 50.8% 51.9% 44.6%
Missing data 20.7 15.7 17.1 222 16.0 27.3
Completes seatwork
Yes 55.8% 58.8% 56.4% 54.9% 53.4% 47.3%
Missing data 18.3 14.5 11.0 19.1 16.3 26.1
Pays attention
Yes 42.7% 49.8% 41.1% 42.4% 39.6% 31.5%
Missing data 17.7 143 10.2 18.5 15.5 25.1
Asks questions in class
Yes 24.9% 26.5% 22.9% 25.3% 26.9% 26.4%
Missizng data 18.4 14.6 11.3 18.9 157 25.9
Volunteers answers in class
Yes 39.0% 42.6% 39.0% 38.4% 37.0% 35.1%
Missing data 17.9 14.2 104 18.7 15.7 255
Asks for extra help
Yes 16.2% 16.3% 15.4% 14.7% 16.9% 21.8%
Missing data 19.4 153 12.0 22.1 163 27.0
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,294 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783,549 1,082,225 629.226 177,331 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in ceil.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Exhibit 1.66 (Continued): Teachers' Judgment of Students' Classroom Performance by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teschers' Judgment of Extent to Which

School Poverty Concentration

"Very Much" Describes the Student TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% . 60-74% | 75-100%
7th Grade Cohort
Is a creative person
Yes 28.3% 30.3% 27.5% 29.8% 14.9% 33.9%
Missing data 419 38.6 42.8 35.6 43.0 55.1
Can work independently on an assignment
Yes 51.8% 53.5% 51.1% 51.9% 46.6% 49.5%
Missing data 237 22.1 209 18.7 22.8 418
Can concentrate for at least 1/2 hour
Yes 51.1% 54.5% 51.4% 48.3% 43.6% 50.6%
Missing data 257 233 25.0 19.1 23.7 41.9
Can write a well-developed paragraph/paper
Yes 38.1% 41.6% 40.3% 37.4% 25.9% 28.8%
Missing data 48.8 438 54.9 379 44.5 62.5
Can cooperatively with other students
Yes 57.1% 57.7% 56.3% 59.1% 47.5% 60.3%
Missing data 25.1 22.8 26.0 19.7 20.0 43.4
Teachers' Rating of Student as "High"
on the Following Ccharacteristics
v
Maturity level
Yes 31.4% 32.1% 34.1% 29.9% 18.8% 28.2%
Missing data 248 242 22.7 18.6 215 42.3
Motivation to leamn
Yes 35.8% 38.8% 36.9% 35.3% 24.7% 27.7%
Missing data 25.5 254 229 20.2 20.3 42.2
Completes homework assignments
Yes 45.1% 47.9% 46.6% 42.7% 38.8% 34.1%
Missing data 25.5 234 23.1 20, 250 43.2
Completes seatwork
Yes 53.5% 50.4% 59.5% 51.3% 42.4% 42.4%
Missing data 249 225 23.6 19.9 18.9 42.5
Pays attention
Yes 38.8% 40.4% 40.4% 31.3% 30.9% 33.1%
Missing data 234 225 21.0 18.1 18.8 41.4
Asks questions in class
Yes 18.4% 15.8% 21.5% 21.6% 15.8% 203%
Missing data 23.7 223 215 1€.6 19.0 42.2
Volunteers answers in class .
Yes 29.4% 30.2% 30.6% 30.2% 23.3% 23.9%
Missing data 24.0 220 226 182 19.3 42.1
Asks for extra help
Yes 14.7% 12.8% 14.7% 16.6% 15.0% 16.1%
Missing data 4.9 23.5 23.2 19.1 20.1 42.2
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3.042.494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783.549 1.082,225 629,226 177,351 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Grade Retention

Retaining a student in grade, while appropriate in some situations, can seriously impair students’ self-
esteem and attachment to school.

According to responses from students’ parents, the prevalence of grade retention is related both to the
grade level of the student and to the concentration of school poverty (exhibits 1.67 and 1.68). For the total
student population there is an increase of roughly 5 percentage points in the proportion everretained in grade
between the first- and third-grade cohorts (10 to 15 percent), and between the third- and seventh-grade
cohorts (15 to 20 percent). As expected, the relationship between the poverty level of the student’s school
and the likelihood of grade retention becomes stronger in the later grades as the number of opportunities for
retention increases, and the reasons for grade retention become more closely tied to school performance.
Among students in the third-grade cohort, students in high-poverty schools are more than twice as likely to
have ever been retained than students in low-poverty schools (26 percent vs. 10 percent).

Among students in the seventh-grade cohort, 36 percent of studerts in high-poverty schools have been
retained by the time they reached the eighth grade, compared withabout 13 percent of students in low-poverty
schools.

About equal proportions of students have been retained in grade by the first grade in high-poverty
schools as have ever been retained by the time they have reached the eighth grade in low-poverty schools
(12.9 percent).

Exhibit 1.67: Percentage of Students whose Parent Reported They Had Ever Been
Retained in Grade by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Grade Retention

Exhibit 1.68: Percentage of Students Who Have Ever Been Retained by School
Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Has Student Ever Repeated School Poverty Concentration
a Grade? TOTAL 0-19% I 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% l 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Yes 10.1% 4.4% 10.9% 10.6%  14.5% 12.9%
No 89.9%| 95.6% 89.1% 89.4% 85.5% 87.1%
Missing data 18.2 13.0 11.5 20.2 213 304
3rd Grade Cohort
Yes 15.2% 10.4% 13.7% 18.4% 185%  26.1%
No 84.8%| 89.6% 86.3% 81.6% 815%  73.9%
Missing data 22.8 15.6 18.7 29.8 213 312
7th Grade Cohort
Yes 19.8% 12.9% 18.8% 239% 309%  35.6%
No 80.2%| 87.1% 81.2% 76.1% 69.1%  64.4%
Missing data 25.1 20.9 19.4 23.1 41.5 414
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042495] 967,336 700,709 380,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire

Prospects: Interim Report ~» 105

140




Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Absenteeism and Tardiness

Excessive absences from school or excessive instances of tardiness can affect students’ learning by
decreasing the time of exposure to the educational curriculum. In the aggregate, frequent absenteeism or
tardiness can affect teachers’ ability to meet their instructional goals.

Absenteeism

Schools with high rates of student absentecism find it difficult to deliver effective instruction. The
seriousness of this problem is compounded to the extent that it is most prevalent in those schools where
students show the greatest need foradditional instruction. Data abstracted from student records indicate that

schools with the highest concentrations of poor children suffer disproportionately from frequent student
absences.

As shown in exhibits 1.69 and 1.70, students enrolled in high-poverty schools are more likely than
students in low-poverty schools to have becn absent more than 10 days during the current school year, arate
considered by most educators to represent a significant reduction in instructional time. Compared with
students in low-poverty schools, cxcessive absentecism is more than twice as likely for first-grade cohort

students in high-poverty schools, and nearly 60 percent more likely for third- and seventh-grade cohort
students in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.69: Percentage of Students Absent more than 10 Days during the Current School Year
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Absenteeism and Tardiness

Exhibit 1.70: Absentecism by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Number of Days of School School Poverty Concentration

Missed This Year TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% , 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%

1st Grade Cohort
None 9.6%] 12.2% 7.6% 7.7% 9.5% 9.0%
1 to 2 days 19.0%! 19.0% 183% 16.8% 180%  19.9%
3 to 4 days 18.0%) 19.6% 189% 182% 149% 15.1%
5 to 10 days 33.4%) 36.8% 362% 309% 324% 303%
11 to 20 days 16.1%) 113% 166% 204% 185% 18.2%
Over 20 days 3.9% 1.1% 2.3% 6.0% 6.3% 7.5%
Missing data 9.7 4.7 8.9 8.8 10.9 17.6

3rd Grade Cohort
None 140%{ 13.7% 11.7% 146% 163% 11.4%
1 to 2 days 21.1%) 225% 221% 165% 17.3%  22.7%
3 to 4 days 18.9%) 199% 181% 19.0% 19.7% 17.5%
5 to 10 days 303%) 30.8% 329% 306% 282% 27.9%
11 to 20 days 129%] 113% 134% 15.1% 14.6% 15.0%
Over 20 days 2.8% 1.7% 1.8% 4.2% 3.9% 5.5%
Missing data 9.5 5.4 8.7 6.5 7.4 15.5

7th Grade Cohort
None 9.7%f§ 11.6% 9.6% 7.9% 7.7% 9.0%
1 to 2 days 19.5%) 228% 200% 16.7% 16.0% 16.3%
3 to 4 days 162%F 165% 174% 14.4% 154% 15.1%
5 to 10 days 306%) 282% 31.5% 33.7% 283%  262%
11 to 20 days 17.1%| 174% 14.9% 182% 21.5% 17.7%
Over 20 days 7.1% 3.6% 6.6% 9.1% 112% 15.6%
Missing data 10.6 52 8.0 10.5 17.7 18.3

Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709  480.394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 | 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Tardiness

Although the consequences are not as severe as for being absent from school, tardiness is a second
potentially serious barrier to stable and continuous academic instruction, especially for important subjects
traditionally taught at the beginning of the schcol day when students are most alert. Like absences, school

tardiness is most disruptive for students most in need of the full scope of regular and compensatory
instruction.

Data obtained from school records show that students attending high-poverty schools tend to be late
for school only slightly more than do students enrolled in low-poverty schools (exhibits 1.71 and 1.72). For
the seventh-grade cohort, however, students enrolled in high-poverty schools are about four times more

likely than those attending low-poverty schools to be late for school more than 10 days during the current
school year.

Exhibit 1.71: Percentage of Students Whoe Were Late for School more than 10 Days during the
Current School Year by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Absenteeism and Tardiness

Exhibit 1.72: Tardiness by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Number of Days Late This Year TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
None 60.3% 60.2% 55.7% 65.6% 55.1% 67.5%
1to 2 days 227%]| 242% 252% 19.6% 229% 16.7%
3 to 4 days 6.6% 6.1% 7.7% 5.1% 8.9% 5.9%
5to 10 days 6.7% 6.4% 7.9% 6.1% 8.1% 5.3%
11 to 20 days 2.8% 2.3% 2.8% 2.6% 4.1% 2.7%
Over 20 days 0.9% 0.8% 0.7% 0.9% 1.0% 1.8%
Missing data 21.7 214 14.1 19.9 31.8 24.8
3rd Grade Cohort
None 653%] 669% 63.7% 61.6% 68.5%  68.3%
1 to 2 days 19.6%) 199% 19.4% 22.8% 185% 15.8%
3 to 4 days 5.7% 5.1% 7.4% 5.1% 4.5% 6.6%
5 to 10 days 5.7% 6.3% 6.3% 5.3% 5.7% 4.9%
11 to 20 days 2.5% 1.3% 2.6% 4.7% 2.5% 2.6%
Over 20 days 08% * * * * 1.8%
Missing data 25.1 278 20.5 16.1 33.2 24.5
7th Grade Cohort
None 51.6%1 573% S42% 443% 34.0% 42.6%
1 to 2 days 237%1 21.7% 244% 24.5% 278%  24.5%
3 to 4 days 8.2% 7.1% 8.2% 99% 10.4% 6.5%
5to 10 days 9.5% 8.0% 89% 113% 16.1% 9.5%
11 to 20 days 43% 4.3% 2.7% 5.7% 8.0% 7%
Over 20 days 2.7% * 1.6% 4.2% 3.7% 9.0%
Missing data 28.9 26.9 21.0 329 40.3 40.5
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Suspensions

Suspensions from school represent an extreme type of disruption to school progress in that they arc
typically caused by students’ behavior that cannot be tolerated in an orderly instructional setting. The fact
that suspension is often a last-resort mechanism to cope with students’ behavioral problems suggests that
students who have been suspended are more likely to havebeen engaging in some form of disruptive behavior
for an extended period of time. Although a high rate of suspensions may denote a strict disciplinary
environment within a school, it is also likely to rcpresent a setting in which discipline problems regularly
interfere with effective instruction for entire classrooms or student bodies.

Among students in the first- and third-grade cohorts school suspensions are very rar¢ and have not been
reported in exhibit 1.74. However, about 9 percent of seventh-grade cohort students were suspended during
the current school ycar (exhibits 1.73 and 1.74). Furthermore, there are large differences by level of school
poverty. One-fifth of all se\./cnth—grade cohort students in high-poverty schools were suspended during the
current school year, compared with only about 6 percent of students in low-poverty schools.

Exhibit 1.73: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Who Were Suspended from School
by School Poverty Concentration
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Suspensions

Exhibit 1.74: Student Suspensions for Students in the Seventh-Grade Cohort by
School Poverty Concentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Was Student Suspended School Poverty Concentration
This School Year? TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% , 40-59% ! 60-74% l 75-100%
7th Grade Cohort
Yes 8.6% 5.6% 9.3% 64% 13.7%  20.0%
No 914%1 944% 90.7% 93.6% 86.3%  80.0%
Missing data 18.7 14.3 13.6 23.2 19.3 19.2
Total Weighted N
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025§ 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

poverty. One-fifth of all seventh-grade cohort students in high-poverty schools were suspended during the
current school year, compared with only about 6 percent of students in low-poverty schools.

School-Related Experiences

Success in school depends in part upon students’ holding a positive oricntation toward the school
setting and environment. Lack of interest in school, apathy about doing well, or fears for physical safety, can
severely compromise the development of a positive image of school as an interesting, ck allenging, engaging
place. To explore these issues, students in the seventh-grade cohort were asked to report on a variety of
positive and negative school-related experiences they may have had over the last school year. Students in
the third-grade cohort were asked to describe how they feel about going to school every day, and to report
on the occurrence of a bricf list of negative events they may have experienced at school (exhibits 1.75 and
1.76).

Third-Grade Cohort

The great majority of third-graders (83 percent) in all categories of school poverty reported positive
orientations toward school. However, students in high-poverty schools are more likely to have had negative
experiences in school than are children in low-poverty schools. For example, 39 percent of students in high-
poverty schools report being sent to the office for misbehaving, compared with 22 percent in low-poverty

Exhibit 1.75: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students Who Reporied Specified
Negative School Experiences by School Poverty Concentration
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School-Related Experiences

Exhibit 1.76: Schoo!-Related Experiences for Students in the 3rd Grade Cohort by School

Poverty Concentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Wcighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
School-Related Expericnces TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Did the Following Events Ever
Happen to Student This School Year?
Sent to the office for misbehaving 26.9% 21.8% 25.2% 28.8% 29.2% 38.6%
Kept after school for misbehaving 11.7% 6.6% 11.4% 12.7% 17.3% 21.5%
Parents were called in for misbehaving 14.0% 11.8% 11.9% 14.3% 11.1% 24.3%
Had something stolen at school 47.7% 43.0% 47.2% 48.6% 564% 54.3%
Was threatened with harm 358% 30.5% 34.5% 43.0% 39.0% 40.8%
Missing data 18.4 14.5 16.2 169 19.0 21.0
How Do You Fecl About Going
to School Everyday?
Like it a lot 39.7% 36.5% 38.9% 39.2% 319.9% 48.6%
Like it okay 42.9% 46.8% 41.9% 43.3% 40.1% 34.3%
Don't care 6.8% 7.2% 7.0% 5.9% 8.1% 5.0%
Don't want to go 11.3% 96% 12.2% 11.5% 11.8% 12.1%
Missing data 15.6 12.6 13.8 134 14.6 164
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318.117 400,688

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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schools. Forty-onc percent of students in high-poverty schools were threatened with harm at schiool and 54
percent had something stolen from them; the comparable figures for students attending low-poverty schools
are 31 pereent and 43 pereent.

Seventh-Grade Cohort

Among students in the seventh-gradc cohort there were few important differences in experiences
acrossschool poverty categories, even forsuch negative cvents as having something stolen at school or being
offered drugs at school. Unexpectedly, students in low-poverty schools were somewhat more likely than
students in high-poverty schools to report having been threatened with physical harm at school (31 pereent
vs. 22 percent).

Differences were most apparent with respect to the incidence ot positive cvents. For example, students
attending low-poverty schools were more likely to report having had their work publicly praised (35 percent
vs. 24 percent) or having represented theirschool atan outside event (39 pereentvs, 26 percent). But students
attending high-poverty schools were more likely to report receiving an attendance award (47 percent vs. 24
percent), a situation that illustrates a potentially important difference in the need perceived by officials in
this group of schools to address the problem of low attendance rates.

Exhibit 1.77: Percentage of 7th Grade Coheort Students Who Reported
Specified School Experiences by School Poverty Concentration
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School-Related Experiences

Exhibit 1.78: School-Related Experiences for Students in the 7th Grade Cohort by School Poverty
Concentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Peverty Concentration

School-Related Experiences TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% , 75-100%

7th Grade Cohort L

Did the Following Events Ever

Happen to Student This School Year?
Classwork was publicly praised 32.9% 35.0% 34.1% 33.0% 25.2% 24.3%
Given an award for good attendance 23.8% 23.5% 17.7% 25.7% 36.9% 46.6%
Given an award for grades 41.6% 43.1% 37.9% 47.4% 39.5% 39.3%
Served on a school activity committee 21.6% 21.8% 22.6% 23.1% 15.5% 16.6%
Represented school at an event outside school 19.4% 38.7% 42.3% 39.6% 40.5% 26.3%
Elected class or club officer 14.3% 13.1% 14.6% 16 4% 11.9% 14.2%
Sent to the principal's office for misbehaving 37.6% 34.1% 38.7% 40.0% 39.3% 38.2%
Kept after school for detention 40.2% 44.7% 38.5% 41.0% 31.7% 36.9%
Put on in-school suspension 13.7% 11.9% 13.4% 15.0% 17.8% 16.2%
Put on out-of-school suspension 9.7% 7.1% 8.7% 10.6% 14.6% 14.6%
Put on probation 2.9% 22% 2.2% 3.2% 1.0% 5.0%
Had something stolen at school 55.9% 56.6% 55.9% 57.4% 50.5% 57.9%
Was offered drugs at school 11.8% 11.4% 12.5% 10.6% 15.9% 11.2%
Was threatened with harm 32.5% 30.7% 36.7% 30.8% 32.7% 22.2%
Missing data 23.9 20.8 19.9 24.0 28.6 34.3

Total Weighted N
7th Grade Cohort 2,945.028 7383.549 108.226 629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N inciudes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Extracurricular Activities

Extracurricular school activities have long served as an important vehicle for transmitting such
important educational and moral values as teamwork, individual and group responsibility, physical strength
and soundness, mental acuity, competitiveness, awareness of artistic and cultural diversity, citizenship and
connection with the local community and larger economy.

As exhibit 1.80 shows, students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were asked whether they
participated in a variety of extracurricular activities at school, including sports (both organized teams and
intramurals), performance activities, student government, or academically oriented activities. Among
students in the third-grade cohort very small differences were observed across categories of school poverty,
except that children in low-poverty schools were slightly more likely to report participating in performance

activities such as acting, singing, or dancing in school plays than were students in high-poverty schools (72
percent vs. 63 percent).

However, seventh-grade cohort students in high-poverty schools generally reported /ess participation
inseveral types of extracurricularactivities than did students in low-poverty -chools. The largestdifferences
between students in low- and high-poverty schools were observed for school sports teams (50 percent vs.
30 percent), playing in the school band or orchestra (30 percent vs. 13 percent), and hobby clubs (20 percent
vs. percent). But students in high-poverty schools were more likely to report participating in vocational
education clubs at school.

Exhibit 1.79: Percentage of Students Participating in Specified Extracurricular Activities
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

School sports P ::: .
3d
Grade Band or orchestra
Cohort
Chorus or choir #
School sports
Grade  Band or orchestra
Cohort R N S
Chorus or choir l, !
! . L ;
0% 20% 4% 60% 80% 100%

:- High Poverty Schools 3 Low Poverty Schools
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Extracurricular Activities

Exhibit 1.80: Participation in Specified Extracurricular Activities by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Have You Participated in School Poverty Concentration
School Activlties This Year? TOTAL 0-19% | 2039% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Sports
School sports 46.1% 51.2% 50.4% 63.8% 52.9% 56.7%

Performance Activities

Band/orchestra 90.5% 88.0% 90.5% 94.5% 91.7% 89.5%
Chorus/choir 80.8% 75.2% 83.6% 87.6% 80.9% 78.3%
Acting, singing or dancing in school plays 69.4% 71.7% 70.2% 66.5% 71.8% 63.0%
Missing data 17.1 133 14.5 15.6 17.2 20.6

7th Grade Cohort

Sports
School sports teams 49.3% 49.9% 52.4% 48.7% 50.6% 30.0%
Intramural sports 41.6% 43.0% 41.3% 41.9% 42.1% 38.1%
Cheerleader 11.1% 9.8% 11.4% 12.0% 9.7% 14.6%

Performance Activities

Band/orchestra 24.4% 29.6% 24.1% 24.1% 17.1% 12.7%
Chorus/choir, drama club 23.3% 25.7% 24.2% 22.1% 16.5% 20.8%
Academic Activities
Hobby clubs 15.9% 19.9% 14.7% 14.2% 18.2% 11.1%
Subject-matter clubs 22.1% 20.4% 22.0% 22.4% 31.4% 23.0%
Honor societies 14.4% 11.6% 14.6% 19.8% 15.0% 7.4%
Student government 13.3% 13.5% 14.2% 12.3% 9.2% 10.0%
Debating/speech team 4.2% 42% 4.1% 4.7% 2.9% 4.7%
Newspaper/yearbook 13.4% 13.4% 12.1% 17.2% 5.9% 16.1%
Vocational education clubs 5.5% 4.7% 4.9% 5.8% 4.9% 13.5%
Missing data 233 20.4 19.8 22,7 28.0 32.7
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783.549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire

Prospects: Interim Report « 117

o 152
ERIC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Students’ Affective Characteristics

Schools can strongly influence the development of key character and personality traits considered
fundamental to the successful adoption of adult roles. With few exceptions, most public schools cannot seek
out students with desirable personal characteristics but must accept all children in their legally defined
catchment areas. Prospects examiines the extent to which students in high- and low-poverty schools differ
on a range of personal qualities believed to be related to success in school.

Teachers were asked to judge their students on a variety of affective characteristics including their
honesty, friendliness, happiness, respect for authority, and overall self-esteern. In the first- and third-grade
cohorts, teachers of students in low-poverty schools were somewhat more likely to give their students high

ratings on these measures than were teachers of students in high-poverty schools (exhibits 1.81 and 1.82A
through C).

Teachers of first-grade students in low-poverty schools were more likely than teachers of students in
high-poverty schools to give their students strongly positive ratings when asked whether the student “is
honest most of the time” (77 percent for low-poverty schools vs. 60 percent for high-poverty schools), “feels
that he/she is a person of value, equal to others” (71 percent vs. 61 percent), and “has respect for authority”
(76 percent vs. 66 percent). Teachers in all school poverty categories were similar in their categorization of

first-graders on such traits as “‘makes friends easily,” “gets along with teachers,” and “‘is happy most of the
time.”

Teacher judgments of students in the third-grade cohort were generally similar in pattern, but
occasionally showed greater differences between students attending low- and high-poverty schools, for
example, in response to questions about student honesty (78 percent vs. 56 percent), getting along with
teachers (77 percent vs. 65 percent), and having respect for authority (78 percent vs. 60 percent).

Differences across categories of school poverty in teacher judgments on the specified student affective
characteristics virtually disappeared for the seventh-grade cohort. In fact, on the item asking whether the
student “feels s/he is a person of value, equal to others,” teachers of students in high-poverty schools were
much more likely to rate their students highly on this trait than were teachers of students in low-poverty
schools (64 percent vs. 49 percent).

As in other parts of this report, readers arc advised to use caution in interpreting these data because
of the possibility that differences in teacher expectations at low- and high-poverty schools may contribute
to the observed differences in their judgments of students’ qualities.
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Student Affective Characteristics

Exhibit 1.81: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having High Levels of
Specified Personal Characteristics by School Poverty Concentraticn and Grade Cohort

Is honest most of the time

Makes fricnds casily

1st Gets along with teachers
Grade

Cohort  Fecls he/she is a person of value

Has respect for authority

Is happy most of the time

Is honcest most of the time

Makes friends casily

3rd Gets along with teachers
Grade

Cohort  Fecls hesshe is a person of value

Has respect for authority

Is happy most of the time

Is honest most of the time

Makes tricnds casily

7th
Grade
Cohort

Gets along with tcachers
Feels he/she is a person of value
Has respect for authority

Is happy most of the time
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1.82: Teachers' Judgment of Specified Student Personal Characteristics by Sckool Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which Schoot Poverty Concentration
“Very Much* Describes the Student TOTAL G19% | 2039% | 4059% OTA% | 75.100%
1st Grade Cohort
Is honest most of the time
Yes 69.5% 71.3% 67.5% 70.6% 67.9% 60.2%
Missing data 175 18.6 15.3 104 15.5 25.1
Makes friends easily
Yes 56.2% 59.8% 51.1% 60.8% 56.2% 54.9%
Missing data 179 18.3 159 10.2 17.0 252
Gets slong with teachers
Yes 74.8% 79.1% 73.5% 77.1% 72.8% 73.4%
Missing data 17.6 18.3 153 103 179 25.6
Feels that he/she is a person of value, an
equal to others
Yes 68.1% 70.8% 65.8% 67.6% 72.2% 61.0%
Missing data 204 227 174 16.0 13.1 258
Has respect for authority
Yes 71.2% 76.8% 71.2% 72.2% 69.4% 66.1%
Missing data 16.9 18.0 149 10.0 13.3 248
Is happy most of the time
Yes 66.5% 71.5% 62.6% 68.3% 65.5% 64.1%
Missing data 17.6 19.1 17.0 10.5 13.4 25.2
3rd Grade Cohort
Is honest most of the time
Yes 71.7% 78.2% 73.4% 69.0% 71.7% 56.3%
Missing data 18.6 14.1 12.6 19.3 17.4 25.6
Makes friends casily
Yes 53.2% 54.6% 53.7% 52.8% 58.8% 51.1%
Missing data 20. 15 16.8 19.1 17.8 27.1
Gets along with teachers
Yes 72.5% 77.5%% 71.2% 72.6% 70.1% 64.5%
Missing data 18.6 150 123 18.3 16.7 25.7
Feels that he/she is a person of value, an
equal to others
Yes 58.4% 60.3% 61.2% 58.0% 56.8% 52.2%
Missing data 216 16.7 18.4 20.6 18.1 29.7
Has respect for authority
Yes 71.6% 78.4% 71.8% 70.1% 65.8% 60.4%
Missing data 182 13.9 12.0 19.4 159 25.2
Is happy most of the time
Yes $7.8% 61.9% 59.0% 55.7% 57.6% 52.9%
Missing data 19.8 154 149 19.7 19.9 25.4
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783,549 1,082,228 629,226 177,331 207,328

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Student Affective Characteristics

Exhibit 1.82 (Continued): Teachers’ Judgment of Specified Student Personal Characteristics by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which School Poverty Concentration

"Very Much® Describes the Student TOTAL 019% | 20.39% i 0s9% | 60-71am 1 75-100%
7th Grade Cobort

Is honest most of the time

Yes 62.9% 58.2% 67.2% 63.1% 60.6% 52.6%
Missing data 310 323 289 247 26.4 45.1
Makes friends easily
Yes 45.1% 43.83% 43.1% 48.2% 46.5% 46.8%
Missing data 332 323 322 26.0 28.8 51.6
Gets along with teachers
Yes 60.1% 57.4% 63.0% 59.1% 57.6% 57.9%
Missing data 26.1 260 24.0 20.1 211 423
Feels that he/she is a person of value, an
equal to others
Yes 50.9% 49.4% 52.0% 51.3% 43.4% 63.7%
Missing data 347 324 359 257 29.1 532

Has respect for authority
Yes 59.9% 59.7% 61.0% $8.5% 55.5% 61.1%
Missing data 28.5 237 249 18.6 22,0 42.1

Is happy most of the time

Yes 45.8% 45.5% 45.2% 48.4% 45.6% 43.7%

Missing data 30.4 29.3 28.2 25.1 28.7 47.2
Total Weighted N

st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783,549 1,082,225 629,226 177,331 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects. Student Profile
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Part 1: Children in High-Poverty Schools

Students’ Personal and Behavioral Problems

Students’ school progress may be impeded, moderately or even dramatically, by personal problems
such as poor health and nutrition, by deviant behaviors such as excessive absenteeism and truancy, and by
antisocial behaviors such as conflict with others ir: school. Prospects attempted to assess the extent to which

teachers of students attending schools with different concentrations of poor children judge their students to
be affected by these conditions or behaviors.

Teachers were asked to indicate whether each of their students had any of a series of specific personal
problems. Questions focused on both topics for which a classroom teacher may be a relatively poor source
of information (e.g., health or hygicne problems, inadequate nutrition and rest), and those for which the
teacher may be the best available information source (e.g., student absenteeism, class cutting and truancy,
cheating, physical conflict, and verbal abuse of other students). Readers should, therefore, interpret these
data with this difference in mind.

Across all three grade cohorts, teachers of students in high-poverty schools were almost universally
more likely than teachers in low-poverty schools to indicate the presence of such problems (see exhibit 1.83).
For example, for the first- and third-grade cohorts, teachers of students in high-poverty schools were
substantially more likely than teachers of students in low-poverty schools to characterize their students as
having general health or hygiene problems, or inadequate nutrition or rest. Even in the first-grade cohort,
school poverty was related to teachers’ likelihood of reporting that their students cheated and engaged in
physical conflict or verbal abuse of other students, although observed differences are small atthis grade level.
For the third-grade cohort, these same differences persistand increase slightly inmagnitude. For the seventh-
grade cohort, differences across categories of school poverty in the likelihood of teachers’ reporting these
types of student problems are somewhat smaller than for the elementary grade cohorts.
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Student Personal and Behavioral Problems

Exhibit 1.83: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having Specified Personal or

Behavioral Problems by Schoo
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Part 1; Children in High-Poverty Schools

Exhibit 1.84: Teacher-Reported Student Problems by School Poverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Perceniages)

School Poverty Concentration
| Teacher-Reported Student Problems TOTAL 0-19% { 20-39% Ji 40-55% }  60-14% I 75-100%

15t Grade Cohort
General health or hygiene problem

Yes 17.1% 12.6% 12.0% 18.7% 24.8% 21.6%

Missing data 16.7 17.9 15.8 10.6 10.6 263
Inadequate nutrition

Yes 5.6% 3.2% 4.8% 10.4% 3.9% 7.8%

Missing data 22.0 21.7 20.1 14.8 19.6 334
Inadequate rest

Yes 10.1% 6.5% 10.3% 14.9% 7.6% 14.5%

Missing data . 26.9 244 . 25.0 254 24.2 36.6
Absenteeism

Yes 8.3% 5.7% 6.9% 6.2% 12.7% 11.4%

Missing data 16.2 18.2 15.3 9.7 9.8 255
Class-cutting

Yes 12% * . . . 1.0%

Missing data 17.8 20.5 14.5 14.8 10.8 270
Truancy

Yes 2.1% . . * 6 3% 2.7%

Missing data 17.7 20.4 15.0 11.9 11.0 28.1
Cheating

Yes 9.7% 8.2% 8.4% 7.8% 12.3% 13.0%

Missing data 18.3 20.5 18.9 10.7 11.6 269
Physical conflict

Yes 14.9% 12.8% 17.0% 14.1% 14.8% 15.0%

Missing data 17.3 18.5 16.0 13.5 10.6 26.1
Verbal abuse of others

Yes 12.4% 9.8% 12.9% 11.3% 14.1% 14.7%

Missing data 18.2 183 16.8 13.5 10.7 289
3rd Grade Cohort
General health or hygiene problem

Yes 10.7% 7.6% 11.8% 11.8% 13.8% 15.4%

Missing data 20.1 15.8 13.5 19.7 19.4 28.8
Inadequate nutrition

Yes 3.4% 1.9% 5.6% 2.5% 2.3% 7.1%

Missing data 24.2 19.5 22.1 26.2 252 38.0
Inadequate rest

Yes 8.1% 6.1% 9.9% 7.1% 6.1% 14.3%

Missing data 30.0 20.2 23.0 27.9 41.1 412
Absenteeism

Yes 6.3% 5.5% 6.1% 7.0% 7.2% 8.1%

Missing data 18.2 15.2 10.4 18.2 15.3 26.3
Class-cutting

Yes . . . . . 8.0%

Missing data 18.7 156 111 18.4 163 26.9
Truancy

Yes 0.9% . . 1.9% 1.3% 1.5%

Missing data 19.5 16.3 12.2 19.6 15.8 28.3
Cheating

Yes 4.6% 3.6% 3.8% 4.3% 4.5% 9.2%

Missing data 20.7 174 12.8 20.8 19.1 29.8
Physical conflict

Yes 11.2% 8.9% 9.9% 14.0% 9.0% 17.4%

Missing data 18.8 15.4 12.3 18.6 15.8 264
Verbal abuse of others

Yes 14.0% 10.7% 14.5% 15.3% 15.8% 21.1%

Missing data 194 154 13.4 20.5 174 26.6
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohost 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
| _7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783.549 1,082,225 629.226 177.331 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Student Personal and Behavioral Problems

Exhibit 1.84 (Continued): Teacher-Reported Student Problems by School Poverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Foilow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Teacher-Reported Student Problems | TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% [ 40-59% | 60-74% [ 75-100%
7th Grade Cohort
General health or hygiene problem
Yes 12.7% 13.2% 9.9% 14.2% 18.2% 16.4%
Missing data 33.7 333 340 254 25.6 49.2
Inadequate nutrition
Yes 5.9% 9.9% 3.8% 4.4% 5.8% 7.4%
Missing data 47.6 52.5 478 377 29.6 61.2
Inadequate rest
Yes 9.4% 9.0% 9.3% 10.0% 4.9% 11.7%
Missing data 55.9 58.9 573 483 422 62.2
Absenteeism
Yes 11.4% 10.8% 11.6% 11.2% 11.6% 14.4%
Missing data 253 27.1 214 19.5 213 42.0
Class-cutting
Yes 4.0% 4.6% 3.3% 3.3% 2.9% 10.0%
Missing data 259 240 240 214 21.5 433
Truancy
Yes 3.8% 33% 4.0% 3.8% 2.8% 6.6%
Missing data 313 308 30.6 25.7 22.7 45.7
Cheating
Yes 11.5% 16.1% 9.3% 10.0% 7.0% 16.2%
Missing data 339 35.6 335 25.7 26.5 45.5
Physical conflict
Yes 9.9% 11.1% 9.6% 10.1% 5.0% 10.7%
Missing data 335 305 355 26.9 26.2 46.2
Verbal abuse of others
Yes 14.7% 14.1% 16.1% 14.1% 10.3% 16.6%
Missing data 336 331 32.2 29.0 29.2 45.5
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 471,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 783,549 1,082,223 629,226 177,331 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cel!.

Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Summary

Summary

This part of the interim report shifts the focus to the characteristics of Chapter 1 students. Comparisons
are made among three mutually exclusive groups of students: (1) students who receive Chapter 1 assistance
in reading/language arts or English or math or attend a Chapter 1 Schoolwide Program (these students may
also receive assistance from another compensatory education program funded by state or local sources); (2)
students who receive assistance from only a non-Chapter 1 compensatory education program; and (3)
students who do not reccive compensatory education (including students for whom Chapter 1 is notavailable
at their grade level). Students are again compared on a variety of characteristics including their social,
economic, and demographic characteristics; kindergarten and preschool participation; academic achicve-
ment; school performance; involvement in school activities; and, home educational support environment.
As in Part 1, these data provide a “snapshot” of students’ characteristics and experiences during the 1991-
92 school year. Subsequent Prospects reports will provide longitudinal data permitting a long-term analysis
of the growth and development of Chapter 1 children over time.

Participation in Chapter 1

As described in Part 1, students in high-poverty schools exhibit poor academic achicvement, as well
as a host of other characteristics that may affect their school performance. To alleviate these problems, the

Chapter 1 program (as well as other types of compensatory education assistance) is intended to reduce the
learning gaps of disadvantaged children.

Overall, almost half of the low-achievers in the first- and third-grade cohorts receive some form of
compensatory ¢ducation assistance in reading/language arts. Participation in the upper grades is consider-
ably lower, however, with less than one-fourth of seventh-grade cohort low-achievers receiving reading
assistance.

The rates of participation in compensatory education services for math are gencrally much lower; about
23 percent of low-achievers in the first-grade cohort, 37 percent in the third-grade cohort, and 13 percent
in the seventh-grade cohort receive extra help in math.

As expected, the rate of participation in Chapter 1 and other compensatory education programs rises
substantially with increasing concentrations of school poverty. For example, the percentage of students
receiving compensatory education in reading/language arts in high-poverty schools (about two-thirds inthe
first- and third-grade cohorts, and one-third in the scventh-grade cohort) is eight or nine times higher than
the rate of participation observed in low-poverty schools.

These positive findings notwithstanding, it is also clear from the data reported here that many children
who need extra assistance are not being served by the existing compensatory education piograms,
particularly in the upper grades. Twenty-three percent of low-achievers in the first-grade cohors, 18 percent
of low-achievers in the third-grade cohort, and about half of the low-achicvers in the seventh-grade cohort
do not have an available Chapter 1 program for reading/language arts in their school. Comparable figures
for math assistance are even higher (57 percent, 35 percent, and 65 percent, respectively).
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Chapter 1 participants ar¢ more likely to be black and Hispanic than white. Participants also tend to
be heavily concentrated in urban areas with the concomitant increased likelihood of being exposed to high
rates of crime, physical violence, drug abuse, and substandard living conditions.

Chapter 1 students are also more likely to face a range of obstacles that are often associated with low
school achievement. Chapter 1 students are:

+ more likely to be living with a single parent.

* about three times more likely to live in a houschold with a total family income of under
$10,000. Overall, about one-third of Chapter 1 students live in houscholds with total annual
incomes of under $10,000.

* lesslikely to have parcnts who are employed (either full time or part time) outside the home.

« about three times more likely to be rcceiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC).

s about three times more likely to have a mother who has not completed her high school
education. This not only affects the child’s home educational environment, but reduces
parents’ ability to move out of poverty.

* twice as likely to have a non-native-English-speaking parent. Overall, about one-sixth of
Chapter 1 students have a parent for whom English is not his/her native language.

Kindergarten Attendance and Preschool Participation

As described in Part 1, kindergarten programs are nearly universally available, and the vast majority
of students, regardless of their participation in compensatory education, have attended kindergarten. With
regard to preschool education, Chapter 1 participants are more likely to have attended a2 Head Start program
and less likely to have attended another type of nursery or preschool program. Differences in financial
resources are certainly associated with this finding.

Students’ Academic Achievement

Not surprisingly, participation in Chapter 1 or other compensatory education programs is character-
ized by relatively low achievement scores in reading and math in both the third- and seventh-grade cohorts,
Program participants score, on average, in the lowest third of the achievementtest distribution in both reading
and math. In 1991 average NCE scores in reading and math ranged from 31 to 37 for participants. Average
NCE scores for nonparticipants, in contrast, ranged from 53 to 57. The average reading and mathematics
achievement of Chapter 1 students is approximately the same as for all students in high-poverty schools.
Furthermore, the achicvement status of participants and nonparticipants remained relatively constant
between 1991 and 1992. Conscquently, the initial learning gap for Chapter 1 students did not change during
their participation in compensatory cducation over the school year.
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Summary

These differences can be quite misleading, however, because of the rather large differences between
participants and nonparticipants on a host of social, economic, and demographic characteristics. To arrive
ata mere appropriate comparison, preliminary analyses “adjusted” the annual gains to reflect, to the extent
possible, the preexisting differences be.ween participants and nonparticipants. The results of these early
attempts to create, similar comparison groups did not fundamentally alter the conclusions derived from the
“raw” gain scores that there is little or no evidence to suggest any differential gain in achievement between
students receiving compensatory services and those not receiving such support.

School Performance

Participation in Chapter 1 is associated with other indicators of negative school performance. Chapter
1 students are more likely to:

* have ever been retained in grade;

+ be absent from school more than 10 days during the year (for first- and third-grade cohort
students only); and

» reccive lower grades in reading/language arts or E~glish and math.

When asked to judge the achievement of individual students, classroom teachers were less likely to
perceive Chapter 1 students as having a high “overall ability to perform in school.” Inaddition, teachers were

morelikely to judge Chapter 1 students to be reading below grade level and to be achieving below gradelevel
in math.

Classroom teachers were further asked to judge students on a varicty of dimensions that may affect
their ability to perform well in school. Again, as noted in Part 1, teacher judgments can reflect the
environment in which they work but these data do provide valuable insights about the recipients of
compensatory education assistance.

Classroom Behavior. Compared with nonparticipants, Chapter 1 participants are judged by their
teachers to work less hard in school and to be less able to follow rules and directions.

Classroom Performance. Compared with nonparticipants, teachers judged Chapter 1 students to be
less creative, less able to work independently or to cooperate with their classmates, less mature and motivated
to learn, less able to complete their school work, and less likely to participate in class.

Affective Characteristics. Again, teachers are less likely to report that Chapter 1 students, compared

to nonparticipants, are gencrally happy at school, honest, able to make friends casily, able to get along with
their teachers, and respectful of authority.
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Personaland Behavioral Problems. Finally, teachers are more likely to report that Chapter 1 students,
compared with nonparticipants, cheat and have other problems that may inhibit their school performance.
These differences, however, are small.

School Experiences

Chapter 1 students in the third-grade cohort were more likely to report that they had negative
experiences inschool (e.g., sent to the office for misbehaving, keptafier school, parents called in) than were
their nonparticipating counterparts. Despite this, there was no difference between the two groups in terms
ofhow they felt about going to school every day; the majority "likeditalot,” or "liked it OK." For the seventh-
grade cohort, the pattern of more Chapter 1 students having negative experiences continued. The only
experience in which Chapter 1 students fared better was in receiving awards for attendance. There were
essentially no differences in participation rates in extra-curricular activities among third-grade cohort
students. However, there isa decline in the extent to which Chapter 1 participarnts inthe seventh-grade cohort
participate in a variety of school activitics, such as playing in a school band or orchestra.

Home Educational Support Environment

There were no differences in the extent to which parents of Chapter 1 students reported having home
rules governing students’ behavior with regard to school performance, household chores, television
watching, and choice of friends. The parents of Chapter 1 students are, however, less likely to report doing
a variety of activities with their child, including attending sporting events, going to different types of
museums or other cultural events, and playing sports together.

The parents of Chapter 1 students in the first-and third-grade cohorts are slightly more likely to report
that they help their child with homework and slightly more likely to read to, or with, their child. Chapter 1
students in the seventh-grade cohort report that they spend slightly less time on their homework.

Chapter 1 students report less reading outside school and are less inclined to use their public library.
There are no differences in the extent to which Chapter 1 participants and nonparticipants watch television
on school days.

Educational Expectations

Students in the seventh-grade cohort who arc receiving Chapter 1 assistance are less likely to indicate
that they expect to attain a college degree.
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Participation in Compensatory Education

As described to this point, students who attend schools with high concentrations of poverty are
considerably more likely to manifest severe educational needs and to face a host of barriers to their success
inschool. To alleviate these problemsand help disadvantaged students succeed inscheool, Chapter 1 and other

state and local compensatory education programs have attempted to provide extra assistance to needy
students.

The extent to which such programs are reaching their target audience is shown in exhibits 2.1A and B
and 2.2A and B. These charts and tables indicate the levels of participation in compensatory education during
the 1991-92 school year for the three Prospects grade cohorts using five mutually exclusive categories:

+ Chapter 1 participants—students who are receiving Chapter 1 services, not in a

schoolwide program, and who may or may not be receiving assistance through another
compensatory education program;

+ Chapter 1 schoolwide—students who are attending a school that is implementing a

Chapter 1 Schoolwide Program at the grade in which the student was enrolled in the 1991-
92 school year;

+ Chapter 1 nonparticipants—students who are attending a school where Chapter 1
services are offered atthe student’s grade level but who are not receiving Chapter 1 services
or any other type of compensatory services;

+ Chapter 1 not offered —students who are attending aschool where Chapter 1 is not offered
attheir grade jevel and who are not receiving any other compensatory education services;
and

* Other compensatory education only —-students who are receiving compensatory services
only through a state or local compensatory education program.

Data are displayed in this section by both students’ achievement status in the initial Prospects
assessment in the spring of 1991 (referred to as “baseline student achievement” level), and the level of
concentration of poor students in the school they attend (as described in Part 1 of this report).

Reading Assistance

Retween 42 and 47 percent of low-achievers in the first- and third-grade cohorts, and about 22 percent
of low achievers in the seventh-grade cohort, receive some form of compensatory education assistance in
reading. Notwithstanding the large number of students who are being helped through these programs, these
data clearly indicate that many educationally disadvantaged students arenot getting the assistance they need
to perform at a satisfactory academic level. The lack of compensatory assistance is particularly noticeable
in the oldest Prospects sample cohort, where more than one-third of students in the seventh-grade cohort
(who are currently in the eighth grade) lack access to Chapter 1 reading programs in their schools.

Participation in compensatory education is, however, much greater in schiools with high concentrations
of poorstudents than in schools with few poor children. For all grade cohorts, compensatory reading services
funded under Chapter 1 are not available to the majority of children attending low-poverty schools. For the
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first-grade cohort, Chapter 1 program services are not offered to more than 70 percent of students in schools
with the lowest concentration of poor children. Over half of the students in the third- and seventh-grade
cohorts in these schools do not have Chapter 1 services available to them. At the other end of the spectrum
for the elementary grade cohorts, only very small percentages (between 3 and 8 percent) of students attend
schools where Chapter 1 reading services are not offered at their grade level.

In the first-grade cohort, only about 7 percent of students in low poverty schools participate in a
compensatory reading program (about half of these are in programs funded by Chapter 1), compared with
64 percent of students in high-poverty schools (Some 98 percent of compensatory students receive services
funded by Chapter 1). Among students in the third-grade cohort, the differences are similar—7 percent in
low-poverty schools and 62 percent in high-poverty schools. Again, 95 percent of compensatory students
receive services funded by Chapter 1. Although the overall pattern is the same, the differences across
categories of school poverty are much smaller among the seventh-grade cohort—4 percent in low-poverty
schools, compared with only 32 percent in high-poverty schools. Also, for the seventh-grade cohort, Chapter
1 funds about 60 percent of the compensatory reading services.

Schools with 75 percent or more poor children may organize their Chapter 1 services as a Schoolwide
Program, which has the effect of reducing or eliminating the distinction between Chapter 1 program
participants and nonparticipants. In these schools, Chapter 1 funds may be commingled with other funds for
the purpose of improving the entire instructional program. Just under 50 percent of the first- and third-grade
cohort students receiving Chapter 1 services in the highest category of school poverty are involved in Chapter
1 Schoolwide Progra:1s. Only about 13 percent of the students in the seventh-grade cohort who receive
Chapter 1 reading scrvices are receiving them through Schoolwide Program arrangements.
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Exhibit 2.1A: Percentage of Students Participating in any Compensatory Reading Program
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Exhibit 2.1B: Participation in Reading Compensatory Education by Baseline Student Achievement, School
Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compen«atory

School Poverty Concentration

Baseline Student Achievement
T

Education TOTAL Low Med. | High 0.19% | 20-39% . 40-59% 60-74% | 75-100%

Reading Program

1st Grade Cohort
Chapter 1 participants 15.7% 30.1% 12.4% 2.5% 3.7% 9.5% 16.4% 28.5% 32.1%
Schoolwide Chapter 1 4.0% 7.9% 2.7% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.6%
Chapter 1 nonparticipant 42.2% 35.3% 46.5% 43.4% 20.9% 49.6%% 45.7% 63.7% 28.6%
Chapter 1 not offered 35.2% 22.7% 35.5% 52.0% 71.5% 39.7% 32.9% 3.7% 7.7%
Other compensatory education only 2.9% 3.9% 2.8% 1.1% 3.8% 1.2% 5.0% 4.0% 1.1%
Missing data 94 132 7.7 48 3.6 4.9 8.9 184 134

3rd Grade Cohort
Chapter 1 participants 12.3% 30.8% 7.7% * 3.4% 12.1% 142% 13.9% 32.1%
Schoolwide Chapter 1 3.6% 7.7% 3.1% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 26.9%
Chapter 1 nonparticipant 50.5% 35.2% 55.4% 61.3% 39.5% 55.7% 63.0% 69.4% 34.8%
Chapter 1 not offered 29.4% 17.9% 30.9% 36.5% 53.1% 26.3% 18.7% 13.2% 3.1%
Other compensatory education only 4.2% 8.4% 2.9% 0.8% 4.1% 5.8% 4.2% 3.6% 3.1%
Missing data 10.0 134 8.1 6.4 4.2 11.9 6.1 18.6 8.3

7th Grade Cohort
Chapter 1 participants 5.5% 12.9% 2.5% . 3.4% 3.1% 6.1% 16.8% 16.4%
Schoolwide Chapter 1 0.2% hd M * 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4%
Chapter 1 nonparticipant 35.1% 26.9% 35.9% 44.1% 41.1% 33.4% 26.4% 56.7% 30.2%
Chapter 1 not offered 55.0% 50.7% 59.3% 55.7% 54.6% 61.8% 57.4% 21.7% 38.0%
Other compensatory education only 4.3% 9.2% 2.1% * 1.0% 1.7% 10.0% 4.8% 13.1%
Missing data 1.8 12.5 9.2 6.1 49 9.7 13.5 184 17.6

Total Weighted N
Ist Grade 3,555,521 ) 1,093,045 1.430455 791,553 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade 3,042,495 766,034 1,104,493  707.827] 967,336 700,709  480.394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade 2,945,025 802937 1,066.001 540,729| 783.549 108,226 629226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N excludes subgroup cases with unknown status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source Prospects, Student Abstract
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Exhibit 2.2A: Percentage of Students Participating in any Compensatory Math Program
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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School Poverty Concentration

Fxhibit 2.2B: Participation in Matii Compensatory Education by Baseline Student Achievement,
School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Particlpation In Compensatory Baseline Student Achlevemens School Poverty

Education TOTAL Low Med. High 019% | 20.30% | 40-59% . 60-74% | 75-100%

Math Program

1st Grade Cohort
Chapter 1 participants 5.6% 12.4% 7.1% 1.2% 1.8% 5.9% 8.4% 3.9%% 10.4%
Schoolwide Chapter 1 4.0% 79% 2.7% 1.1% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 00% 30.6%
Chapter | nonparticipant 25.8% 21.4% 29.1% 25.3% 71% 38.0% 40.5% 14.9% 27.5%
Chapter | not ofiered 63.3% 56.7% 62 9% 724% 88.4% 56.1% 50.8% 78.8% 30.4%
Other compensatory ¢ducation only 1.3% 2.0% 12% 0.5% . . 0.3% 2.4% 1.1%
Missiog data 9.7 134 8 48 36 49 9.6 18.9 136

3rd Grade Cohort
Chapter | participants 8.3% 21.2% 5.2% . 13% 7.8% 130% 7.1% 22.6%
Schoolwide Chapter | 37% 7.7% 3.1% 11% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 27.5%
Chapter 1 nonparticipant 34.4% 28 1% 362% 37.2% 149% 41.5% 53.6% 42 9% 34.8%
Chapter 1 not offered 49.7% 35.3% 52.6% 60.7% 78.7% 46 3% 307% 46.9% 12.2%
Otber compensatory education only 3.8% 76% 2.9% 0.9% 50% 4.4% 2.7% 3.0% 28%
Missing data 107 13.9 34 6.7 42 132 59 19.0 10.6

7th Grade Cohort
Chapter 1 participants 28% 7.4% 11% . . 1.9% 42% 9.7% 4.4%
Schoolwide Chapter 1 0.2% . . . 00% 00% 00% 0.0% 26%
CRapter 1 nonparticipant 26 1% 21.3% 25.6% 323% 29 6% 21.4% 20.4% 37 1% 31.2%
Chapter 1 not offered 68.4% 64 9% 72.2% 67.6% 67.9% 75 6% 72 8% 29.2% 46 1%
Other compensatory education only 26% 6 0% 10% 0.1% 1.4% i.0% 2.5% 4.1% 15.7%
Missing data 12.3 127 9.3 C 61 49 9.7 13.7 189 235

Total Weighted N
15t Grade Cohort 3,555,521 1.093,045 1,430,455 791,553 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3.042.495 766,034 1,104,493 707,827 967.336 700,709 480,394 318117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2945025 802,937 1,066,001 540,729 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weighted N includzs cases with unknown School Poverty status
® = fewer than 20 sample cases incell
Source Prospects, Student Abstract
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Math Assistance

About 23 percent of low-achievers in the first-grade cohort, 37 percent of low-achievers in the third-
grade cohort, and 13 percent of low achievers in the seventh-grade cohort receive some form of
compensatory education assistance in math. As with reading, many educationally disadvantaged students
are not getting the help they appear to need. This lack of assistance is particularly noticeable in the upper
grades, where about two-thirds of the low-achieving seventh-grade cohort students do not have access to
Chapter 1 math programs in the schools they attend.

For math as for reading, levels of participation in compensatory education are much greater in high-
poverty schools than in low-poverty schools. In the first-grade cohort, about 2 percent of students in low-
poverty schools participate in a compensatory math program, compared with 42 percent of students enrolled
in high-poverty schools. The magnitude of the percentage difference is similar among third-grade cohort
students—o6 percent in low-poverty schools, 53 percent in high-poverty schools. However, the differences
in participation levels are much smaller among the seventh-grade cohort—1 percent in low-poverty schools
and 23 percent participating in compensatory math services in high-poverty schools.

In high-poverty schools, at the elementary grades, Chapter 1 funds are nearly all (94 to 98 percent) of
the compensatory math services received by students. However, for the seventh-grade cohort, about three-
fourths of the students receiving compensatory math services are in programs funded by state or local sources
rather than Chapter 1. Compared with the service arrangements for reading, a significantly larger percentage
(76 percent) of the students in the first-grade cohort who receive Chapter 1 math compensatory services in
these high-poverty schools are receiving them through Schoolwide Programs. For the third-grade cohort,
for which Chapter 1 math services are somewhat more prevalent in high-poverty schools, about 56 percent
of the Chapter 1 students receive math services through Schoolwide Program arrangements. As for reading
services, Schoolwide Programs are uncommon for the seventh-grade cohort.
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Community Context

The remainder of Part 2 focuses on the characteristics of Chapter | students. Forthis purpose, students
in each of the three grade cohorts have been classified into the following mutually exclusive groups:
+ Any Chapter I Program—includes students receiving Chapter 1 services for reading or

math as well as students attending a Chapter 1 Schoolwide Program school. These students
may or may not be receiving services from another compensatory education program.

* Gther Compensatory Education Program—includes students who are only receiving
services in reading or math from any other program funded from federal, state, or local
sources.

* No Program—includes all other students for whom Chapter 1 is not offered at their grade
level, and students who have the program available but are not participating.

Readers are cautioned about using these data to draw conclusions about the effects of Chapter 1 on the
education and growth of children. The way children are selected into Chapter 1 makes these rather simple
comparisons potentially misleading to the extent that important differences exist between participants and

nonparticipants.
Region and Urbanicity

Chapter 1 students are heavily concentrated in the South and in urban areas. In light of the emphasis
on poor children that is inhcrent in the Chapter 1 funding formula, this distributive pattern is not surprising.

Exhibit 2.3: Percentage of Students in each Census Region
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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No Program |
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Community Context

Exhibit 2.4: Participation in Compensatory Education by Region and Urbanicity
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Participation in Compensatory Education
Education TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Other Comp. Ed. I No Program
Region
1st Grade Cohort
South 41.0% 52.9% 51.5% 37.6%
West 23.8% 20.8% 4.1% 22.2%
Midwest 18.5% 16.9% 15.2% 20.7%
Northeast 16.8% 9.5% 29.2% 19.4%
3rd Grade Cohort -
South 35.5% 50.9% 30.8% 33.8%
West 21.3% 14.7% 22.2% 18.4%
Midwest 21.7% 19.2% 11.9% 24.5%
Northeast 21.5% 15.3% 35.1% 23.4%
7th Grade Cohort
South 36.3% 39.3% 64.4% 35.0%
West 21.0% 26.0% 4.4% 20.4%
Midwest 24.2% 7.9% 10.6% 25.9%
Northeast 18.5% 26.7% 20.6% 17.7%
Urbanicity
1st Grade Cohort
Urban 25.6% 31.9% 19.1% 20.9%
Suburban 38.2% 32.8% 26.8% 41.3%
Rural 36.2% 35.3% 54.1% 37.8%
3rd Grade Cohort
Urban 26.2% 40.7% 19.2% 21.2%
Suburban 36.5% 21.0% 55.5% 41.5%
Rural ; 37.3% 38.3% 25.3% 37.3%
7th Grade Cohort
Urban 23.8% 27.3% 35.0% 22.1%
Suburban 34.9% 37.4% 39.4% 35.2%
Rural 41.3% 35.3% 25.6% 42.7%
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178.986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Total Annual Family Income

As intended, poor children are far more likely than others to receive Chapter 1 services (exhibit 2.5).
Across all three grade cohorts, the families of students who receive Chapter 1 assistance are about three times
more likely than students receiving no compensatory education assistance to have an annual income of under
$10,000. Overall, about one-third of Chapter 1 children have total family incomes under $10,000, with
families of younger children tending to have the lowest income levels.

Among the first- and third-grade cohorts, students receiving Chapter 1 services are substantially more
likely (the difference ranges from 18 to 25 percentage points) than students receiving compensatory services
funded by other sources to be from families with total annual incomes below $15,000, areflection of the way
that Chapter 1 funds are targeted for compensatory services. However, in the seventh-grade cohort there are
essentially no differences between these two groups of students.

Exhibit 2.5: Percentage of Students from Families with Total Annual Incomes under $10,000
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.6: Total Family Income by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Total Family Income TOTAL Any Chapter 1 . Other Comp. Ed. l No Program
1st Grade Cohort
0- 4,999 8.6% 19.9% 10.5% 5.7%
5,000 - 9,999 10.1% 16.8% 10.6% 8.1%
10,000 - 14,999 8.7% 12.7% 10.5% 7.5%
15,000 - 19,999 7.7% 11.0% 9.4% 6.9%
20,000 - 34,999 26.3% 29.2% 29.9% 26.7%
35,000 - 49,999 18.1% 10.3% 11.0% 20.2%
50,000 + 20.7% 5.1% 18.1% 24.8%
Missing data 25.1 27.6 18.9 17.8
3rd Grade Cohort
G- 4,999 5.9% 16.5% 6.5% 3.6%
5,000 - 9.999 7.9% 16.4% 7.0% 6.2%
10,000 - 14,999 7.6% 12.8% 7.7% 6.0%
15,000 - 19,999 8.0% 12.1% 8.2% 7.1%
20,000 - 34,999 25.3% 23.2% 28.4% 25.6%
35,000 - 49,999 18.8% 12.0% 14.2% 20.7%
50,000 + 26.6% 6.9% 27.9% 30.7%
Missing data 28.6 34.8 277 20.6
7th Grade Cohort
0- 4,999 4.4% 12.7% 11.7% 4.2%
5,000 - 9,999 5.8% 14.2% 11.8% 4.9%
10,000 - 14,999 7.5% 14.3% 15.5% 6.8%
15,000 - 19,999 8.1% 14.3% 8.9% 7.8%
20,000 - 34,999 26.7% 21.7% 28.0% 27.2%
35,000 - 49,000 19.9% 13.3% 14.5% 20.1%
50,000 + 26.9% 9.4% 9.6% 29.0%
Missing data 31.7 31.3 32.1 24.8
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in ccll.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Receipt of Public Assistance

Along with the observed pattern oftotal family income, the families of Chapter I studentsarealso about
three times more likely than students not receiving compensatory educational services to be receiving
assistanceunder Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). These data reinforce the conclusion that

Chapter 1 children are poor and facing all of the concomitant barriers to school success that are associated
with poverty.

According to parent-reportcd data, Chapter 1 participants are also at least twice as likely to receive free
or reduced-price breakfast or Junch at school than nonparticipants,

Exhibit 2.7: Percentage of Students from Families Receiving Public Assistance through AFDC
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.8: Family Receipt of Public Assistance by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Family Receipt of Public Assistance TOTAL Any Chapter 1 T Other Comp. Ed. | No Program

1st Grade Cohort
AFDC 11.0% 21.6% 12.0% 8.0%
SSI1 2.0% 4.3% 1.1% 1.4%
Unemployment benefits 6.4% 7.6% 5.1% 6.2%
Missing data 21.9 26.1 12.8 13.9
Free or reduced price breakfast 24.0% 48.8% 35.9% 18.0%
Free or reduced price lunch 38.1% 67.7% 40.2% 30.9%
Missing data 194 23.1 14.8 11.2

3rd Grade Cohort ]
AFDC 7.9% 18.3% 7.5% 5.3%
SSI 2.1% 4.4% 1.4% 1.7%
Unemployment benefits 6.9% 8.2% 8.5% 6.5%
Missing data 255 33.1 25.5 17.1
Free or reduced price breakfast 20.7% 46.2% 27.4% 15.5%
Free or reduced price Junch 33.3% 65.3% 39.1% 25.8%
Missing data 23.7 30.1 245 154

7th Grade Cohort

AFDC 5.4% 14.6% 5.8% 4.7%
SSI 3.0% 8.0% 3.4% 2.7%
Unemployment benefits 6.8% 8.7% 5.6% 6.4%
Missing data 283 29.5 29.0 20.9
Free or reduced price breakfast 11.6% 28.6% 28.7% 9.7%
Free or reduced price funch 27.1% 52.2% 55.1% 24.3%
Missing data 25.8 26.2 28.1 18.2
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cobhort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire
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Mother's Educational Attainnent

Low parental educational attainment can increase the probability of child poverty and reduce parents'
ability to foster their children’s educational growth and development.

Data collected from Prospects indicate a strong relationship between Chapter 1 participation and
parental educational attainment (exhibit 2.9). The parents of Chapter 1 children are about three times /ess
likely to have completed their high school education than are the parents of students not receiving
compensatory education. Similarly, the parents of Chapter 1 students are four or five times /ess likely to have

obtained a four-year college degree than are the parents of students not receiving compensatory educational
services.

Exhibit 2.9: Percentage of Students whose Mothers Have Less than High School Education
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Exhibit 2.10: ‘Mother's Highest Educational Attainment by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Mother's Highest Educational Participation in Compensatory Education
Attaininent TOTAL Any Chapter 1, Other Comp. Ed. I No Program
ist Grade Cohort ]
Less than high school diploma 13.3% 28.8% 21.8% 9.8%
High school diploma/GED 31.2% 39.4% 41.5% 29.3%
Vocatiopal/trade school 10.6% 10.1% 6.2% 10.4%
Some college 19.5% 11.6% 14.3% 20.7%
2-Year college degree 8.1% 43% 8.2% 8.7%
4-Year college degree 13.2% 4.8% 7.6% 15.7%
Master’s/Ph.D. 4.2% 1.0% * 5.4%
Missing data 22.1 26.6 18.0 3.1
3rd Grade Coliort
Less than high school diploma 11.1% 27.8% 16.6% 8.7%
High school diploma/GED 31.6% 37.1% 34.8% 28.9%
Vocational/irade school 10.3% 12.9% 7.8% 9.5%
Some college 18.0% 12.8% 16.7% 18.3%
2-Year college degree 7.9% 4.2% 9.9% 8.1%
4-Year college degree 14.3% 3.4% 10.5% 17.6%
Master's/Ph.D. 6.9% 1.8% * 8.9%
Missing data 25.3 320 244 16.3
7th Grade Cohort
Less than high school diploma 12.6% 31.3% 40.1% 10.7%
High school diploma/GED 33.5% 37.5% 28.1% 32.0%
Vocational/trade school 10.0% 10.3% 8.3% 9.2%
Some college 17.9% 10.2% 14.7% 18.2%
2-Year college degree 7.7% 4.0% 4.7% 8.3%
4-Year college degree 12.6% 5.3% * 14.1%
Master's/Ph.D. 5.8% * * 7.4%
Missing data 27.7 253 27.6 19.6
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with uriknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Mother’s Employment Status

Parental employment can reduce the likelihood that children will suffer the negative consequences of

poverty, but employment can have a negative cffect on parent-child relationships including supporting
student learning.

Prospects data indicate that there arc modest differences in the employment status of Chapter 1
participants and nonparticipants (exhibit 2.11). As with income, rates of employment tend to be higher for
families with older children; however, across all three grade cohorts the parents of nonparticipants are 15
to 20 percent more likely to be employed outside the home than are the parents of Chapter 1 children.

Exhibit 2.11: Mother’s Employment Status for 3rd Grade Cohort Students
by Participation in Compensatory Education

No Program | _Other Comp. Ed. ; Any Chapter 1
, Other WS 5 ; 6 ; 6
Unemployed I 4 i 4 7
Homemaker E3. 26 i 31 : 31
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.12: Mother's Emplovment Status by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade f ohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Columin Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Mother's Employment Status TOTAL Any Chapter ! l Other Comp.Ed. | No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Works full time 44.7% 44.8% 42.3% 49.2%
Works part time 17.2% 11.4% 17.0% 16.5%
Homemaker 30.0% 31.3% 31.3% 26.0%
Unemployed 3.9% 7.0% . 3.7%
Retired/disabled 0.8% 2.9% . 1.5%
Student 3.2% 2.6% * 3.2%
Missing data 21.0 235 113 12.9
3rd Grade Cohort
Works full time 49.9% 46.2% 54.9% 54.5%
Works part time 19.8% 13.3% 14.0% 18.9%
Homemaker 22.1% 24.5% 20.6% 18.8%
Unemployed 4.2% 8.4% . 3.6%
Retired/disabled 1.5% 4.5% . 2.3%
Student 2.4% 3.1% * 1.9%
Missing data 25.1 30.7 24.0 16.6
/th Grade Cohort o .
Works full time 527%| < 50.1% 50.0% 57.4%
Works part time 18.7% 13.9% 9.0% 16.7%
Homemaker 20.8% 29.7% 27.2% 17.9%
Unemployed 3.7% 6.6% 9.0% 3.5%
Retired/disabled 1.7% 6.0% . 2.3%
Student 2.3% * * 2.1%
Missing data 213 25.6 249 19.5
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample eases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Parenis’ Marital Status

The presence of two parents in the child's home may reduce the incidence of poverty and increase the
child’s socioemotional and cognitive development.

As shown in exhibit 2.13, across the three grade cohorts about two-thirds of Chapter 1 participants live
with parents who are married (or are living in a marriagelike relationship). Students not receiving

compensatory education services are, however, about 14 percentage points more likely to be living with
married parents.

Exhibit 2.13: Percentage of Students with Married Parents
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.14: Parents' Marital Status by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Pereentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education __~
Parents' Marital Status TOTAL Any Chapter 1 - Other Comp. Ed. | No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Married or living like married 79.1% 69.3% 76.1% 81.8%
Divorced/widowed/separated 15.7% 20.2% 17.6% 14.1%
Never married 53% 10.5% 6.3% 4.0%
Missing data 18.7 22.3 10.4 10.5
3rd Grade Cohort
Married or living like married 80.0% 69.4% 77.9% 82.7%
Divorced/widowed/separated 16.1% 19.8% 18.1% 14.7%
Never married 3.9% 10.7% 31.9% 2.7%
Missing data 23.0 29.0 23.8 14.7
7th Grade Cohort
Marricd or living like married 80.0% 66.9% 72.1% 81.2%
Divorced/widowed/separated 17.2% 26.0% 24.8% 16.3%
Never married 2.8% 7.1% 3.1% 2.5%
Missing data 25.4 24.0 254 18.0
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in ccll.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Parenrs’ Nuative Language
guag

Although the ability to spcak a language other than English can be an asset, children living in a
household with non-English-speaking parents may experience increased difficulty at school.

According to the data col! - ~ted through Prospects, the parents of about one-sixth of Chapter 1 students
report that English is not their native language (exhibit 2.15). This incidence of nonnative-En glish-spcakers
is about twice the rate observed among nonparticipating children.

Estimates of the percentage of families whose native ianguage is otherthan English are typically biased
downward by the limitations in English-language flucncy of the families that this type of survey question
is intended to identify. To reduce this problem, Prospects used Spanish translations of survey questionnaires
and related materials sent to students’ parents. However, because no other translations were available, these
data are likely to underestimate the percentage of families with a non-English native language other than
Spanish, especially if these families have little or no proficiency in English. Additional data gleaned from
multiple data sources on students’ language-minority status and limited English proficiency (LEP) and
presented in Part 4 of this interim report are generally consistent with the trends in parental responses, by
school poverty, displayed here.

Fxhibit 2.18: Percentage of Students whose Parents’ Native Language Is other than Englich
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.16: Parents' Native Language by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Siudy
{(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Is English Your Native Language? TOTAL Any Chapter 1 | Other Comp.Ed. | No Program

1st Grade Cohort
Yes 89.4% 82.3% 92.7% 91.2%
No 10.6% 17.7% 7.3% 8.8%
Missing data 18.6 21.9 10.8 10.4

3rd Grade Cohort

Yes 89.3% 80.4% 84.9% 91.8%
No 10.7% 19.6% 15.1% 82%
Missing data 23.0 29.2 22.6 14.7

7th Grade Cohort

Yes 90.1% 83.5% 83.5% 90.9%

No 9.9% 16.5% 16.5% 9.1%

Missing data _ 25.5 243 28.6 17.9
Total Weighted N

Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 132,463 2,096,623

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,254,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Student Gender

There are only very small gender differences between Chapter 1 students and children not receiving
compensatory education (exhibit _.17).

Students’ Race/Ethnicity

There is a strong relationship between Chapter 1 participation and students’ racial and ethnic
identification (exhibits 2.18 and 2.19). Between 40 and 50 percent of Chapter 1 participants are white, not
of Hispanic origin. In contrast, about three-quarters of the nonparticipants are white, a difference of 50 to
80 percent higher than that observed for the Chapter 1 students.

Among students in the first-grade cohort, black and Hispanic students make up a larger proportion of
Chapter 1 students (54 percent) than do other compensatory students (31 percent). However, this relationship
does not hold for the third- or seventh-grade cohorts, where black and Hispanic students appear to be a
slightly higher proportion of the group receiving compensatory services funded by state or local sources.

Exhibit 2.17: Race and Ethnicity by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.18: Students’ Gender by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Msonth Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Students' Gender TOTAL Any Chapter 1 1 Other Comp. Ed. [ NoProgam
1st Grade Cohort
Male 51.8% 56.3% 51.3% 51.0%
Female 48.2% 43.1% 48.7% 49.0%
Missing data 12.0 6.1 5.0 52
3rd Grade Cohort
Male 49.9% 49.8% 56.9% 49.3%
Female 50.1% 50.2% 43.1% 50.7%
Missing data 8.6 2.7 1.7 1.5
7th Grade Cohort
Male 52.4% 56.2% 54.5% 51.9%
Female 47.6% 43.8% 45.5% 42.1%
Missing data 9.9 0.8 1.8 0.8
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178.986 §32,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
*# = fewer than 20 samgle casesin cell.
Source. Prospects. Student Abstract

Exhibit 2.19: Students' Rece/Ethnicity by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Collow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Students' Race/Ethnicity TOTAL Any Chapter 1| Other Comp. Ed. | No Program
1st Grade Cohort
White, not hispanic 65.3% 41.2% 65.6% 72.7%
Black, not hispanic 15.1% 28.0% 24.6% 11.1%
Hispanic 14.4% 26.4% 5.9% 10.7%
Other 5.2% 4.4% 3.9% 5.5%
Missing data 23.0 11.5 15.9 17.2
3rd Grade Cohort
White, not hispanic 70.1% 44.4% 57.9% 77.5%
Black, not hispanic 12.4%; 27.6% 16.0% 8.8%
Hispanic 11.8% 23.9% 17.7% 7.8%
Other 5.1% 4.1% 8.4% 5.9%
Missing data 16.2 8.1 33.2 8.5
7th Grade Cohort
White, not hispanic 71.8% 51.2% 45.6% 74.7%
Black, not hispanic 12.4% 21.1% 32.0% 10.6%
Hispanic 10.7% 22.4% 20.6%% 9.4%
Other 5.1% 5.3% 1.8% 5.3%
Missing data 20.0 5.8 9.3 12.0
Total Welghted N
15t Grade Cohort 3,585,521 634,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,028 178.986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Absiract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Students’ English-Language Proficiency

Information on students’ receipt of instruction in English as a Second Language (ESL) or bilingual
education was obtained from school records. Although services to LEP and language-minority students are
examined in more detail in Part4, exhibit 2.21 provides data on the percentage of students who are receiving
ESL services through different funding sources according to their participaticn in compensatory education.

In the first- and third-grade cohorts, Chapter 1 participants are more likely than nonparticipants to be
receiving such services. For example, 6 percent of the students in the first-grade cohort who receive any
Chapter 1 service are receiving Chapter 1-funded ESL assistance. The receipt of ESL services by seventh-
grade students is too infrequent to draw any conclusions from the data. Data on services for students in the
first- and third-grade cohort, the most prevalent, are depicted in exhibit 2.20.

Exhibit 2.20: Percentage of Students Who Reccive ESL/Bilingual Fducation Services from Any
Source by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.21: Receipt of ESL/Bilingual Services by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Receipt of ESL/Bilingual Services TOTAL Any Chapter 1 i OtherComp.Ed. | No Program

1st Grade Cohort
Chapter 1 1.4% 6.0% 0.0% 0.2%
Title VII 0.8% 1.7% 0.0% 0.6%
State program 2.4% 5.9% 2.9% 1.4%
Local program 2.5% 6.5% 2.2% 1.5%

3rd Grade Cohort

Chapter 1 1.5% 7.5% * *
Title V11 0.7% 2.3% . 0.2%
State program 2.1% 6.4% 4.3% 0.8%
Local program 1.6% 4.1% 2.8% 0.9%
7th Grade Cohort
Chapter | 0.4% . * *
Title VII 0.6% . . 0.5%
State prograr. 1 9% * * 1.9%
Local program 04% * * 0.5%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92.690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2.945.024 178.986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Student Abstract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Students’ Handicaps/Disabilities

Students with handicaps or other disabilities may face greater challenges to success in school than do
other students. To examine this issue, information was collected from two sources. First, parents of sampled
students were asked, “Does your child currently have any of the following problems or handicaps?” The
checklistincluded 10 possible conditions including hearing and visual handicaps, speech problems, physical
disabilities, and mental or emotional problems. Second, data collectors abstracted information contained in
students’ school records on whether the child had any of the same conditions.

Exhibits 2.22 and 2.23 provide information on th= extent to which Chapter 1 students have two of the
most commonly reported problems, difficulties with speech or specific learning disabilities. As these data
indicate, for all three grade cohorts there are no observed differences between Chapter 1 participants and

nonparticipants in the extent to which they have been identified by their school as having such potentially
handicapping conditions.

Exhibit 2.22: Percentage of Students Diagnesed as Having Specific Learning Disabilities
/ by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Social, Economic, and Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 2.23: School-Recorded Handicaps/Disabilities by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentagcs)

School-Recorded Handicaps/ Participation in Compensatory Education
Disabilities TOTAL Any Chapter 1 [ Other Comp. Ed. f No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Speech problem 9.9% 14% d 5.7%
Leaming disability 3.9% 2.6% 4.5% 1.9%
Missing data 18.4 11.5 1.3 5.3
3rd Grade Cohort
Speech problem 4.9% 23% 10.2% 2.6%
Leaming disability 6.1% 3.8% 20.0% 3.9%
Missing data 23.0 44 9.4 6.9
7th Grade Cohort
Speech problem 2.4% * v 0.6%
Learning disability 5.8% 1.2% 9.2% 3.8%
Missing data 25.4 24 0.3 5.0
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N inciudes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects. Student Abtract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Kindergarten and Preschool

A consensus has developed regarding the importance of early childhood education, especially for low-
incomechildren. To examincthecxtenttowhich Chapter 1 studentsreceive the benefits of early intervention,
data were collected from three sources: (1) parents were asked whether their child attended kindergarten and
a variety of preschool programs from the ages of one to five years of age; (2) students in the third- and
seventh-grade cohorts were asked whether they had participated in any preschool program and if they had
attended kindergarten; and, (3) data were collected from school records on kindergarten attendance as well
as on prescheol program participation. These three data sources were found to produce quite different
estimates of preschool and kindergarten program participation. Consequently, the information presented in
exhibit 2.24 is derived from those data sources that were judged to produce the most reliable estimates of
students’ receipt of early educational services. Students’ data are used for kindergarten participation, and
parents’ data for preschool participation. (Because students’ questionnaire data are not available for students
in the first-grade cohort, kindergarten participation is not reported for these students.)

As shown in exhibits 2.24 and 2.25, kindergarten attcndance is nearly universal, with reported
participation rates in excess of 90 percent. Mo}eovcr, there are only relatively small differences between
Chapter 1 participants and nonparticipants in the extent to which they attend kindergarten (nongarticipants
report, on average, only a slightly higher rate of attendance). With regard to other preschool programs, not
surprisingly, Chapter 1 participants are about twice as likely asnonparticipants to have been enrolled in Head

Start, whereas nonparticipants are generally more likely to have attended a preschool or nursery program
funded through another source.

Exhibit 2.24: Percentage of Students Who Participated in a Head Start Program
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Kindergarten and Preschool

Exhibit 2.25: Reported Participation in Kindergarten and Preschool by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Reported Participation in Participation in Compensatory Education

Kindergarten and Preschool TOTAL Any Chapter 1 . Other Comp, Ed. T No Program

1st Grade Cohort
Day care center 26.1% 24.6% 32.7% 26.2%
Family day care 26.1% 22.5% 18.4% 27.3%
Head Start 14.4% 26.4% 14.9% 11.5%
Nursery school/preschool 50.3% 34.5% 42.3% 54.4%
Missing data 18.4 21.1 12.0 10.3

3rd Grade Cohort

Day care center 22.2% 19.5% 21.6% 23.1%
Family day care 23.7% 17.1% 25.7% 25.1%
Head Start 13.4% 24.2% 17.9% 10.7%
Nursery school/preschool 49.9% 31.4% 53.2% 54.3%
Missing data 23.1 29.1 243 14.6
Kindergarten 95.9% 91.9% 89.7% 97.5%
Missing data 14.6 9.9 15.6 7.7

7th Grade Cohort
Day care center 21.5% 21.7% 24.2% 21.6%
Family day care 18.6% 15.3% 18.2% 19.0%
Head Start 13.0% 21.7% i55% 12.1%
Nursery school/preschool 41.8% 29.6% 25.5% 43.8%
Missing data 253 25.4 248 17.8
Kindergarten 96.0% 90.6% 917.3% 96.3%
Missing data 223 15.9 159 14.8

Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2473270
3rd Grade Cchort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: 1) Pre chool attendance: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire: 2) Kindergarten Attendance (1st): Prospects, Student Abstract: 3) ilindergarten
Attendance (3rd, 7th): Prospects. Student Questionnaire

Source: Prospects, Student and Parent Questionnaires.
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Students’ Involvement in Schooi Activities and School-Related Events

Extracurricular school activities have long served as an important vehicle for transmitting important
educational and moral values such as teamwork, individual and group responsibility, physical strength and
soundness, mental acuity, competitiveness, awareness of artistic and cultural diversity, citizership and
connection with the local community and larger economy.

Invoivement in Organized School Activities

Exhibits 2.26 and 2.27 provide information on student reports of their involvement in a range of
organized school activities including school sports, performance activities (e.g., music and drama), and
academic organizations (e.g., student government, clubs and honor societies). Because students in the first-
grade cohort were not asked to complete a questionnaire, these data, as well as those presented on the next
page, are available only for third- and seventh-grade cohorts.

Overall, students receiving Chapter 1 assistance and students receiving no compensatory services
exhibit no important differences in participation in such activities. However, some differences were
observed between Chapter 1 students and those recciving other types of compensatory educationassistance.
Most of these observed differences are small; moreover, the direction of the differences is reversed for the
third- and seventh-grade cohorts.

Exhibit 2.26: Percentage of Students Involved in School Activities and Events by Participation in
Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Student Involvement in School Activities And School-Related Events

Exhibit 2.27: Students' Participation in School Activities by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

Students' Participation in Schoel Participation in Compensatory Education
Activities TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Ioum Comp. Ed. 4[ No Program
3rd Grade Cohort
Sports
School sports 46.1% 44.7% 47.0% 45.9%
Performance Activities
Band/orchestra 9.5% 8.6% 14.1% 8.9%
Chorus/choir 19.2% 20.3% 26.1% 18.6%
Acting, singing or dancing in school plays 30.6% 33.9% 31.1% 29.8%
Missing data 17.1 13.7 18.4 10.1
7th Grade Cohort
Sports
School sports teams 49.3% 50.1% 39.9% 49.9%
N Intramural sports 41.6% 43.1% 35.0% 42.2%
Cheerleader 11.1% 6.7% 11.1% 11.6%
Performance Activities
Band/orchestra ) 24.4% 13.9% 13.2% 25.4%
Chorus/choir, drama club 23.3% 19.4% 10.7% 24.6%
Academlic Activities
Hobby clubs 15.9% 15.9% 18.9% 15.9%
Subject-matter clubs 22.1% 25.4% 18.2% 22.2%
Honor societies 14.4% 4.8% * 15.9%
Student government 13.3% 8.5% 7.5% 14.0%
Debating/speech team 4.2% 6.2% * 4.0%
Newspaper/yearbook 13.4% 15.9% * 12.9%
Vocaticnal education clubs 5.5% 7.3% 16.1% 4.9%
Missing data 23.3 15.9 16.6 15.8
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
® = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

School-Related Events

Students were also asked about their experiences at school. Because different questions were asked
of students in the third- and seventh-grade cohort, these data are discussed separately by grade.

Chapter 1 students in the third-grade cohort were more likely to report that they had ncgative
experiences in school (e.g., sent to the office for misbehaving, kept after school, parents called in) than were
their nonparticipating counterparts. Despite this, there was no difference between the two groups in terms
ofhow they felt about going to school every day; the majority "liked italot," or "liked it OK." For the seventh-
grade cohort, the pattern for more Chapter 1 students to have negative experiences continued. The orly
experience in which Chapter 1 students fared bettcr was in receiving awards for attendance. There were
essentially no differences in participation rates in extra-curricular activities among third-grade cohort
students. However, there is adeclinein the extent to which Chapter | participants in the seventh-grade cohort
participate in a variety of school activities, such as playing in a school band or orchestra.

Exhibit 2.28: Percentage of Students Who Were Sent to the Principal’s Office for Misbehaving
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort

50 :

40 ;

20- ............

10
0 2
7th Grade Cohort
No Program — 24 36
. Other Comp Ed. &8 30 44
Any Chapter 1 IR 40 47
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Student Involvement in School Activities And School-Related Events

Exhibit 2.29: School-Related Events by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
School-Related Events TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Other Comp. Ed. ) No Program
3rd Grade Cohort

Did the Following Events Ever
Happen to You This School Year?

Sent to the office for misbchaving 26.9% 39.9% 30.4% 23.6%
Kept after school for misbehaving 11.7% 20.5% 11.9% 9.6%
Parents were called in for misbehaving 14.0% 22.1% 20.0% 12.0%
Had something stolen at school 47.7% 54.4% 45.5% 45.8%
Was threatened with harm 35.8% 39.2% 42.1% 34.6%
Missing data 18.4 149 204 113

How Do You Feel About Going to

School Everyday?
Like italot 39.0% 40.7% 37.7% 38.7%
Like it okay 42.9% 39.1% 38.4% 44.2%
Don't care 6.8% 7.2% 7.6% 6.7%
Don't want to go 11.3% 13.0% 16.3% 10.4%
Missing data 15.6 11.2 17.6 86
Tth Grade Cohort B

Did the Following Events Ever
Happen to You TF . chool Year?

Classwork was publicly praised 32.9% 23.8% 20:.5% 34.3%
Given an sward for good attendance 23.8% 30.0% 28.7% 23.3%
Given an award for grades 41.6% 27.9% 35.6% 43.2%
Served on a school activity committec 21.6% 13.8% 11.8% 23.0%
Represented school at an event outside school 39.4% 30.7% 31.8% 40.7%
Elected class or club officer 14.3% 1.3% 8.6% 15.3%
Sent to the principal's office for misbehaving 37.6% 46.6% 43.9% 36.2%
Kept after school for detention 40.2% 42.5% 50.5% 39.2%
Put on in-school suspension 13.7% 19.6% 21.5% 12.9%
Put on out-of-school suspension 9.7% 15.9%% 11.5% 8.9%
Put on probation 2.9% 6.1% 5.4% 2.5%
Had something stolen at school 55.9% 51.8% 53.1% 56.3%
Was offered drugs at school 11.8% 10.3% 13.9% 11.7%
Was threatened with harm 32.5% 27.7% 22.2% 33.2%
Missing data 23.9 16.3 18.2 15.9
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178.986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell,
Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Standardized Achievement Tests

Thissection, as in Part 1, examines students’ academic achievement using data from the CTBS/4. Data
are again provided for only the third- and seventh-grade cohorts, and the same caveats discussed in Part 1
apply to the use of this information in this part of the interim report.!

Norm-Referenced Test Data. Exhibits 2.30A, B,and Cpresent students’ test performance (including
annual gains) by program participation status separately for each of the grade cohorts. Exhibit 2.30A
provides informaiion for participants of Chapter 1 and other compensatory education services for reading/
language arts. Exhibit 2.30B provides data for recipientsof math assistance, and Exhibit 2.30C provides data
for participants who receive reading or math assistance.

The average differences in Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores between students participating
in Chapter 1 programs and those who are not receiving compensatory services are substantial--equivalent
to about one standard deviation on the NCE scale distribution, The magnitude of the difference between these
groups of students isroughly the same for reading and mathcmatics and for both the third- and seventh-grade
cohorts. For both subjects and both grade cohorts, the average NCE scores for all Chapter 1 students is
approximately the same as for students in the highest school poverty categories (see the discussion in Part 1).

These exhibits suggest that Chapter 1 participants have lower achievement scores at the baseline survey
(1991) than nonparticipants and that the gap between program participants and nonparticipants did not
significantly change during students’ participation in a compensatory education program.

It should be kept in mind, however, that all of the foregoing comparisons are purely descriptive. In
particular, the gains are not adjusted to reflect the large differences in individual and family characteristics
of the compensatory program participants and the nonparticipants described throughout this part of the
report. Furthermore, the 1991 baseline NCE scores of the Chapter 1 participants are sufficiently different

' The format of the presentation in this section increases the possibility that readers will be tempted to draw premature
conclusions about the nature of the impact on students’ educational achievement of participation in the Chapter 1 program.

The authors of this report believe that the Prospects study has not yet collected enough longitudinal data to carry outa study
of program impacts, so this analysis has not been attempted here.

However, because tables in this section present initial longitudinal comparisons for the third and seventh grade cohorts,
several additional precautionary measures have been taken. First, rather than basing comparisons in this section upon
differences in group means, all comparisons are based upon annual test score changes for individual students. Thus, the data
provided in thetables and charts in this section of the report are based on those students who were tested in both the baseline
(spring, 1991) and first follow-up (spring, 1992) surveys. Only students who took the English-language CTBS/4 are
included, no achievement score equating has been attempted for students who took the Spanish Assessment of Basic
Education (SABE}) n either or both years. Finally, because time available for completing the interim report did not permit
a thorough analysis of the detailed subtest patterns and psychometric properties of longitudinal changes in achievement
scores, a small proportion of the observations having either end-point scores or change scores at the extremes of either score
distributionwere excluded from the analyses. Consequently, the sample sizes reported in the tables in this section are smaller
than those reported elsewhere. Subsequent Prospecls reports based on additional longitudinal measures will address these
analytical issues in more detail.
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from those of nonparticipants to suggest that the two groups are making gains at different points along the
scale. If, for example, participants arec making gains in the low cnd of the NCE score distribution, and
nonparticipants are making gains at the middle and upper ends of the NCE score distribution, the two groups
are probably making gains in qualitatively different skills. That is, changes in the upper end of the score
distribution typically involve gains in higher-order skills while changes at the lower end of the score
distribution typically involve more basic skills.

Exhibit 2.30A: Normal Curve Equivalent Scores in Reading for 1991 and 1992, and One-Year Gains
by Grade Cohort and Participation in Compensatory Education for Reading:
12-Month Follow-up Study
[Weighted Means (Standard Deviation))

Normal Curve Equlvalent Scores Participation in Compensat. ry Education
in Reading TOTAL Chapter 1 Reading Other Comp. Ed. Reading | No Program
3rd Grade Cohort
Total Reading
1991
Mean 53.4 35.8 375 57.3
Standard Deviation (19.4) (15.7) (16.5) (17.9)
1992
Mean 534 344 38.6 57.5
Standard Deviation (19.6) (14.6) (14.2) (18.2)
One-Year Gain
Mean 0.0 -1.4 1.1 0.2
Standard Deviation (12.0) (1.1 (10.7) (12.2)
7th Grade Cohort
Total Reading
1991
Mean 52.6 31.4 325 54.6
Standard Deviation (19.7) (13.6) (12.7 (9.1
1992
Mean 52.9 333 33.0 54.8
Standard Deviation (19.6) (13.0) (11.0) (19.2)
One-Year Gain
Mean 0.3 1.9 0.5 0.3
Standard Deviation 9.9) (11.8) 9.7) 9.7)
Totsl Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3.042,495 266,223 63,401 1,508,573
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 91.720 59,523 1,542.378
Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
Standard deviations reported are the standard deviation of student scores, not the standard crror of the estimated mean.
Participants include Chapter 1 and Schoolwide Programs. Nonparticipants include students for whom programs are not available.
Sowurce: Frospects, CTBSH data
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Exhibit 2.30B: Normal Curve Equivalent Scores in Math for 1991 and 1992, and One-Year Gains
by Grade Cohort and Participation in Compensatory Education for Mathematics:

12-Month Follow-up Study

[Weighted Means (Standard Deviation))]

Normali Curve Equivalent Scores Participation In Compensatory Education
in Math TOTAL Chapter 1 Math Other Comp Ed. Math No Program
3rd Grade Cohort
Total Math
1991
Mean 53.6 36.7 37.2 56.6
Standard Deviation (19.2) (15.7) (16.0) (18.3)
1992
Mean 52.4 34.8 349 55.6
Standard Deviation (20.7) (15.9) (17.0) (19.8)
One-Year Gain
Mean -1.2 -1.9 -2.3 -1.0
Standard Deviation (12.9) (12.0) (12.5) (13.9)
7th Grade Cohort
Total Math
1991
Mean 52.3 34.2 26.2 534
Standard Deviation (20.0) (13.0) (12.4) (19.6)
1992
Mean 511 329 26.0 52.2
Standard Deviation (19.6) (12.3) (12.9) (19.4)
One-Year Gain
Mean -1.2 -1.3 1.6 -1.2
Standard Deviation (10.7) (10.3) on (0.6
Total Welghted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 207,468 64,496 1,561,341
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 50,428 36,554 1,605,104

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

Participants include Chapter 1 and Schoolwide Programs. Nonparticipants include students for whom programs are not available.
Standard deviations reported are the standard deviation of student sccres, not the standard error of the estimated mean.

Source: Prospects, CTBS/4 data.
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Exhibit 2.30C: Normal Curve Equivalent Scores in Reading and Math for 1991 and 1992, and

One-Year Gains by Grade Cohort and Participation in Compensatory Education for
Reading and Mathematies: 12-Month Follow-up Study
[Weighted Means (Standard Deviation)]

Normal Curve Equivalent Scores in Participation ir Compensatory Education
Reading and Math TOTAL Chapter | | Other Comp. Ed. i No Program
3rd Grade Cohort
Total Reading
1991
Mean 53.4 26.7 399 57.9
Standard Deviation (19.4) (15.6) (17.5) (17.8)
1992
Mean 534 36.1 40.2 58.0
Standard Deviation (19.6) (14.7) (15.6) (18.2)
One-Year Gain
Mean 0.0 -0.7 03 0.1
Standard Deviation (12.0) (1t.4) (11.0) (12.2)
Total Math
1991
Mean 53.6 378 39.0 58.0
Standard Deviation (19.2) (15.1) (15.8) (18.0)
1992 .
Mean 52.4 355 36.9 57.1
Standard Deviation 20.7) (15.5) (16.5) (19.5)
One-Year Gain
Mcan -1.2 -2.3 -2.1 -0.8
Standard Deviation (12.9) (12.2) (12.8) (13.0)
7th Grade Cohort
Total Reading
1991
Mean 52.6 316 32,5 55.1
Standard Deviation (19.7) (14.4) (13.8) (18.8;
1992
Mean 52.9 340 32.5 55.3
Standard Deviation (19.6) (13.2) (14.2) (19.0)
One-Year Gain
Mean 03 24 0.0 0.2
Standard Deviation 9.9) (11.8) (9.8) (9.6)
Total Math
1991
Mean 523 3€3 32.9 54.4
Standard Deviation (20.0) (14.3) (16.3) (19.5)
1992
Mean 51.1 35.2 334 53.2
Standard Deviation (19.6) (12.8) (13.5) (19.4)
One-Year Gain
Mean -1.2 -1.1 0.5 -1.2
Standzrd Deviation (10.7) (10.3) (11.0) (10.6)
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 315,467 76,166 1,447,565
7th Grade Cohort 2.945,025 113,238 73,743 1,506,640

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

Standard deviations reported are the standard deviation of student scores, not the standard error of the estimated mean.
Source: Prospects, CTBS/ data.

Participants include Chapter 1 and Schoolwide Pograms. Nonparticipants include students for whom programs are not available.
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Exhibits 2.30D and 2.30E compare NCE scores for Chapter 1 participants to thosc for all students ir
the third and seventh grade cohorts by the five poverty concentration categories introduced in Part 1. The
pattern of reading scores for the third grade cohort displayed in exhibit 2.30D is found for botn reading and
math scores for both student cohorts shown in exhibit 2.30E. The average achievement level for all students
declines sharply with increasing concentration of students from poor families. However, the achievement
level of Chapter 1 students is low inall five school poverty concentration categories. For both subject areas
and in both grade cohorts, the achievement levels of Chapter 1 children in the lowest school poverty category
is about equal to the performance of all students attending the highest poverty schools.

Exhibit 2.30D: Comparison of Normal Curve Equivalent Scores in Reading
between Chapter 1 Students and All Students in the 3rd Grade Cohort
by School Poverty Concentration

65
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168 & Prospects: Interim Report




Performance of Chapter | Students

Exhibit 2.30E: Normal Curve Equivalent Scores In Reading and Math For 1992 by Grade Cohort,
Chapter 1 Participation, ind School Poverty Concentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study
[Weighted Means (Standard Deviation))

School Poverty Concentration

Normal Curve Equivalent Scores TOTAL 0-19% | 20.39% i 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
READING
Chapter 1 Students
Normal Curve Equivalent Score 33.2 36.2 35.5 332 33.1 29.7
Standard Deviation (13.1) (6.2) (14.3) a13) (12.5) (13.1)
All Students
Normal Curve Equivalent Score 53.4 59.5 54.8 50.1 47.9 37.6
Standard Deviation (19.6) (16.2) (16.9) (19.6) (17.9) (16.6)
MATH
Chapter 1 Students
Normal Cusve Equivalent Score 31.8 306 35.8 339 312 284
Standard Deviation (13.7) (14.5) %9 (13.9) (14.6) (14.7)
All Students
Normal Curve Equivalent Score 52.4 58.1 52.6 492 49.3 36.6
Standard Deviation (20.7) (20.3) (19.3) (20.3) (19.2) (18.2)

7th Grade Cohort
READING

Chapter 1 Students

Normal Curve Equivalent Score 332 35.8 322 36.1 32,0 25.9
Standard Deviation (12.8) (16.0) (9.5) (12.3) (13.0) (11.1)
All Students
Normal Curve Equivalent Score 529 56.4 55.5 484 43.8 33.6
Standard Deviation (19.6) (18.9) (18.7) (18.4) (18.5) (16.2)
MATH
Chapter 1 Students
Normal Curve Equivalent Score 323 333 32.9 345 29.4 31.5
Standard Deviation (11.9) (8.3) (14.5) (8.4) (13.0) (10.2)
All Students
Normal Curve Equivalent Score 51.1 56.5 527 482 433 35.1
Standard Deviation __(19.6) (20.0) (19.0) (18.3) (19.1) (14.4)
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Tota! Weighted N includes cases with unknown Schooi Poverty status.
Means bascd on students who had CTBS/4 test scores in 1991 and 1992.
Chapter 1 participants do not include Schoolwide Programs.

Source: Prospects, CTBS/4 data.
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Adjusted Norm-Referenced Gains. In an cffort to comparc participants with a morc appropriatc
“control” group, that is, a group that is similar in as many respeets as possiblc, a preliminary multivariate
matching procedurc known as propensity analysis (Roscnbaum & Rubin, 1985)* was implemented. This
analysis began with an identification of nonparticipants who had similar profiles on background and
achicvement measures as participants in the bascline year. Analgorithm was subscquently developed to find
“optimal” matches from this reservoir of similar ronparticipants. After the matching was done, the
propensity scorc (a singic scorc that summarizes all the matching information) was uscd as a covariate to
“adjust” the raw gainscores to reflect, to the extent possible, the preexisting differences between participants
and nonparticipants. 1t should be noted, however, that this is only a preliminary aitempt to adjust for the

underlying group differences. Further analysis of this type will be conducted during the coming years of
the Prospects study.

The results of this analysis, presented in exhibit 2.3 1A, shows the adjusted mean differences between
program participants and nonparticipants for total reading and total math scorcs. In this cxhibit “participants”
are defined as students recciving any form of compensatory cducation (Chapter 1 orastatcor local program).
The value of -0.73 for the third-grade cohort for total reading indicates that the adjusted mean for the
participantsis.73 NCE points below that of the matched non-participants. Or said differently, the third-grade
cohort participants gained 0.73 /ess NCE points than did the non-participants. This preliminary analysis
suggests that thereiscssentially no difference in the performanceonstandardized tests between students who
reccive compensatory cducation assistance and those who do not reccive such support.*

the Propensity Score.” The American Siatistician, 1985, Vol. 39, pp. 33-38

*Given the sample size involved in these analyses, and an assumed approximate design effect 0f2.0 - 2.5, none of the mean
differences presented in this section are likely to be statistically significantly different from zero. However, these data are

aggregated across schools, some of which have positive program effects while others undoubtedly have negative program
effects.
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Exhibit 2.31A: Adjusted Mean Differences in NCE Scores between Compensatory Education
Participants and Nonparticipants on Total Reading and Total Math by Grade Cohort
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Exhibit 2.31B presents similar contrasts between participants and nonparticipants, but here the
comparison is limited to Chapter 1 students in the participant group (i.e., eliminating recipients of state- or
locally-funded compensatory education assistance). As the data show, the results change very little, and the
observed differences are unlikely to be statistically significant. The conclusion is again that there is no
statistical evidence for differential gains by Chapter 1 students compared with students who are not receiving
compensatory education services.

To explore the possibility that Chapter 1 may show some differential effect at some lesser levels of
aggregation, the matching and covariance adjustments were carried out within a 12-cell matrix defined by
the four regions (defined in Part 1) and urbanicity (urban, suburban, and rural). However, because of the
small cell sizes, the results, presented in exhibit 2.31C, have been pooled only by region. While the
disaggregation of the estimates by region is less stable than for the total aggregate, there is some preliminary
evidence for differential effects. This suggests that although there are no overall mean differences between
participants and nonparticipants, higher (or lower) gains may be found in later analyses for subgroups of
students.

Exhibit 2.31C: Adjusted Mean Differences in NCE Scores between Chapter 1 Participants
and Nonparticipants on Total Reading and Total Math by Grade Cohort and Region
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Criterion-Referenced Test Data. Exhibit 2.32A presents adjusted odds ratios for the third-grade
cohort, calculated as described in Part 1, comparing program participants with a matched set of non-
participants. The question being asked here is whetherstudents who started the fourth grade, and were similar
in background and previous achievement but different with respect to whether they had participated in
Chapter 1 in the third grade, differed in their likelihood of having mastered various curriculum objectives.
The odds ratios presented in the exhibit are the odds in the spring of the fourth grade that the program
participant would have mastered a particular curriculum objective divided by the analogous odds for the
matched nonparticipants. For example, at the time of the first follow-up study of the third-grade cohort for
reading, the odds ratio is 0.99 for “understanding word meanings,” indicating that the program participants
have the same likelihood of having mastered this objective as do their counterparts among the nonparticipants.
(An odds ratio of 1.00 indicates that participants and nonparticipants have the same likelihood.

Inspection of exhibit 2.32A indicates that with one minor exception in reading, the program
participants have a consistent tendency to show a slightly lower likelihood of having mastered the respective
curriculum objectives. While the direction of the odds advantage in favor of the nonparticipants is consistent
for both reading and mathematics, the effect is actually quite small. In fact, in no case would the difference
be statistically signiticant. These odds ratios arc also consistent with the differences in total test scores
reported earlier. it should be kept in mind, however, that these results are aggregated across schools with
programs having qualitatively different types of interventions. Some schools may have programs that lead
to significant increases in student performance.

Exhibit 2.32A: Adjusted Ratios of the Odds of Mastery of Curriculum Objectives
Third-Grade Cohort: (Chapter 1Participant Odds/Nonparticipant Odds)

Understand word meanings

Basic Identify multi-meaning words
Reading [dentify meanings of affixes
Skills Use context to infer missing word

[dentify meaning of sentences

Advanced .Analyu and interpret passages | -
Readin Identify central thoughts of passages
Sklllsg Identify/interpret written forms, structures
Critically asscss information; form hypothesis

Add whole numbers JllB
Basic Subtract whole numbers Jill
Math Multiply whole numbers i

Skills Divide whole numbers
Add, subtract, multiply, divide decimal numbers

Numcration concepts, applic. in problem solving

Number theory concepts, applic. in problem solving

Advanced Graphs, probability, statistics, problem solving

Math Algebra skills, application in problem solving

Skills  ppeasurement concepts, applic. in problem solving B

Geometry concepts, applications in problem solving ! ;

0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00
Odds Ratio
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Exhibit 2.32B presents similar odds ratios of the first follow-up study of students in the seventh-grade
cohort. These results are similar to those found for the third-grade cohort, that is, the program participants
appear to be fess likely than the nonparticipants to achieve mastery of the curriculum objectives. It also seems
that the program participants are at a somewhat greater disadvantage in math than in reading. It is important
to note that there are fewer program participants in seventh and eighth grades than in the third and fourth
grades, and at time of entry (spring of the seventh grade) the seventh-grade participants have particularly
low achievement scores relative to the nonparticipants. This lack of initial similarity makes the comparison
somewhat problematic, because itis difficultto find achievement score matches for the seventh-graders who
have such low initial scores. The combination of the cxtremely low achievement scores (and thus poor

matching) and the resulting increased potential for regression effects makes the seventh-grade results
somewhat tentative at best.

Exhibit 2.32B: Adjusted Ratios of the Odds of Mastery of Curriculum Objectives
Seventh-Grade Cohort: (Participant Odds/Nonparticipant Odds)

Understanding of word meanings and relationships

RE:g.;:mg Identify multi-mcaning words —
Skills Use context to infer missing word (NN
Identify meaning of sentences; recall information
Analyze and intcrpret passages
Advan.ced Identify central thoughts of passages RN m
Rea('img Identify/interpret written forms, structures
Skills Critically assess information; form hypothesis
Basic Add, subtract, multiply, divide whole numbers § -
Math Add, subtract, multiply, divide fractions IR
Skills Add, subtract, multiply, dividc intcgers
Solve problems involving percents KN SR
Solve problems involving standard order of opns |
Numeration concepts, applic. in problem solving
Ad;ianced Number theory concepts, applic. in problem solving § 7
gk?l':; Graphs, probability, statistics, problem solving
Algebra skills, application in problem solving
Mecasurement concepts, applic. in problem solving ..

Geometry concepts, applications in problem solving | ) :
030 040 050 €65 070 08 0% L0
QOdds Ratio
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Exhibit 2.33: Adjusted Ratios of the Odds of Mastery of Curriculum Objectives by Grade
Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study (Participant Odds/Nonparticipant Odds)

Grade Cohort
Objectives 3rd | 7th
Reading Skills
Basic Skills
Understanding of word meanings ] 0.99 3rd-grade objective
Understanding of word mcanings and relationships 7th-grade objective 0.97
Ider “ify multimcaning words 1.01 0.88
Identify meanings of affixes 0.87 3rd-grade objective
Use context to infer missing word 0.77 0.71
Identify mcaning of sentences 0.94 3rd-grade objective
Identify mecaning of sentences; recall information 7th-grade objective 0.60
Advanced Skills
Analyze and intcrpret passages 0.80 0.69
Identify central thoughts of passages 0.86 0.61
Identify/interpret written forms, structures, techniques 0.84 0.84
Critically assess information; form hypothesis 0.78 0.67
Math Skills _ ~ h
Basic Skills
Add whole numbers 0.90 3rd-grade objective
Subtract whole numbers 0.93 3rd-grade objective
Multiply whole numbers 0.76 3rd-grade objective
Divide whole numbers 0.76 3rd-grade objective
Add, subtract, multiply, divide whole numbers 7th-grade objective 0.53
Add, subtract, multiply, divide decimal numbers 0.94 3rd-grade objective
Add, subtract, multiply, divide fractions 7th-grade objective 0.83
Add, subtract, multiply, divide Integers 7th-grade objective 0.71
Advanced Skills
Solve problems involving percents 7th-grade objective 0.97
Solve problems involving standard order of operations 7th-grade objective 0.72
Numeration concepts, application in problem solving 0.81 0.55
Number theory concepts, application in problem solving 0.92 0.49
Graphs, probability, statistics: problem solving 0.8z 0.63
Algebra skills, application in problem solving 0.79 0.42
Mecasurement concepts, application in problem solving 0.91 0.59
Geometry concepts, application in problem solving 0.87 0.33
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Students’ Grades

In addition to assessing students’ performance through the use of standardized tests, students’ school
performance was also examined by obtaining information on students’ grades in reading/language arts/
English and math.

Reading/Language Arts/English. Not surprisingly, there are rather striking differences in the grades
received by Chapter 1 participants and nonparticipants in reading/language arts* and English (exhibits 2.34
and 2.35). Focusing on top grades (described variously as at least half A’s, 85 percent or higher, and
“cxceptional”), nonparticipants in the first- and third-grade cohorts are two to three times more likely than
Chapter 1 students to be rated at this highest level. Smaller differences, but in the same direction, are noted
for students in the seventh-grade cohort. These results are consistent with those presented in Part 1 for high-
poverty schools, and with the data on achievement test results previously presented.

Exhibit 2.34; Percentage of Students Earning the Highest Grades in Reading and Math
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort

1st Grade Cohort

3rd Grade Cohort

7th Grade Cohort

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

(M Any Chapter 1 B3 Other Comp. Ed. (3 No Program

* More than 40 percent of seventh-grade cohort students do not take reading/language arts. Consequently, English grades
are the better indicator of school performance for these children.
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Exhibit 2.35A: Reading Grades by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

{(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compcnsatory Education
Reading Grades TOTAL Any Chapter | [Other Comp. Ed. | No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (30-100) 10.7% 8.9% * 11.5%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 4.4% 5.1% * 4.4%
Mostly B's (80-84) 6.3% 9.8% 8.0% 5.4%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 1.9% 4.0% * 1.4%
Mostly C's (70-74) 5.1% 10.0% 9.5% 3.7%
About half C's and haif D's (65-69) 0.5% 1.9% * 0.2%
Mostly D's (60-64) 1.4% 3.7% . 0.8%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.1% 4.1% * 0.4%
Exceptional 19.2% 5.5% 14.9% 22.9%
Satisfactory 39.1% 33.5% 46.9% 40.2%
Unsatisfactory 6.1% 10.1% . 4.8%
Other 4.1% 1.8% 0.0% 1.4%
Did not take reading 2.6% 1.5% . 3.0%
Missing data 15.2 7.5 10.0 6.2
3rd Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 24.0% 7.4% 12.4% 29.0%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 9.5% 8.1% 5.3% 10.1%
Mostly B's (80-84) 23.8% 26.2% 25.4% 22.8%
About half B's and half C's (75-"9) 6.1% 9.7% 7.5% 4.9%
Mostly C's (70-74) 12.1% 23.5% 18.9% 8.8%
About half C's and half D'. (65-69) 1.6% 2.7% * 1.3%
Mostly D's (60-64) 2.6% 7.3% . 1.5%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.1% 3.4% * 0.6%
Exceptional 5.5% 0.5% hd 6.9%
Satisfactory 8.0% 7.0% 14.5% 8.0%
Unsatisfactory 1.8% 2.0% 5.4% 1.5%
Other 9.0% ¢ * 0.9%
Did not take reading 3.0% 1.6% 0.0% 3.6%
Missing data 12.5 73 35 4.0
7th Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 10.5% 4.5% 5.7% 11.4%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 5.2% 6.1% 8.2% 5.0%
Mostly B's (80-84) 10.6% 14.6% 22.8% 9.5%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 5.1% 6.2% 15.0% 4.3%
Mostly C's (70-74) 8.5% 12.2% 15.4% 7.8%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 2.3% 3.7% * 2.1%
Mostly D's (60-64) 3.6% 3.9% * 3.4%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 2.4% 5.7% . 1.9%
Exceptional 0.5% . . .
Satisfactory 1.3% * * 0.8%
Unsatisfactory * * 0.0% *
Other 1.3% 6.2% . 6.3%
Did not take reading 42.5% 30.2% 10.1% 46.8%
Missing data 326 20.8 6.5 26.8
Total Weighted N
ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2.096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Exhibit 2,35B: Language Arts/English Grades by Participation in Compensatory

Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Language Arts/English Grades TOTAL Any Chapter 1 |Other Comp. Ed. | Ne Program
1st Grade Cohort ~
Mostly A's (90-100) 9.7% 7.9% * 10.4%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 3.8% 4.0% * 3.8%
Mostly B's (80-84) 6.2% 8.9% * 5.6%
About half B's and half C's [75-79) 2.0% 43% * 1.4%
Mostly C's (70-74) 5.1% 9.7% 8.2% 3.8%
About half C's and half D's (65- 69) 0.7% 2.1% * 0.4%
Mostly D's (60-64) 1.2% 3.1% * 0.7%
Mostly “elow D (Below 60) 0.9% 29% * 03%
Exceptio.nal 16.2% 6.1% 10.8% 19.0%
Satisfactoy 40.6% 36.3% 55.2% 41.2%
Unsatisfac ory 4.7% 8.4% * 3.3%
Other 2.0% 3.1% 0.0% 1.8%
Did not take English 6.9% 2.9% * 8.2%
Missing data 17.3 84 16.9 8.7
3rd Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 27.0% 8.5% 13.3% 32.6%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 11.3% 9.4% 8.0% 11.9%
Mostly B's (80-84) 22.9% 26.1% 19.3% 21.7%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 6.9% 10.3% 8.6% 6.0%
Mostly C's (70-74) 11.3% 22.3% 17.7% 8.3%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 1.8% 3.9% * 1.5%
Mostly D's (60-64) 2.5% 7.2% * 1.4%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.0% 2.7% * 0.5%
Exceptional 4.1% hd * 52%
Satisfactory 8.8% 7.2% 18.0% 8.8%
Unsatisfactory 1.2% 1.2% * 1.1%
Other 1.0% * * 1.1%
Did not take English * * 0.0% 0.0%
Missing data 12.8 8.3 3.2 4.2
7th Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 21.9% 5.1% 6.2% 24.3%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 10.2% 6.0% 5.7% 10.8%
Mostly B's (80-84) 21.7% 20.7% 15.3% 22.2%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 8.1% 11.1% 11.4% 7.6%
Mostly C's (70-74) 17.4% 18.5% 24.7% 16.7%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 43% 7.0% 6.9% 3.9%
Mostly D's (60-64) 6.6% 11.7% 11.6% 5.8%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 5.8% 12.9% 7.0% 5.2%
Exceptional 0.4% * 0.0% *
Satisfactory 1.0% * * 0.8%
Unsatisfactory 0.4% . . *
Other * * 0.0% *
Did not take English 1.8% 0.0% 9.3% 1.6%
Missing :lata B 11.8 2.4 2.4 3.0
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Math. As with recading/language arts/English, Chapter 1 participants are less likely to receive top
grades (i.c., at least half A's, 85 percent or higher, and “exceptional”) in math than are nonpatticipants
(exhibits 2,36 and 2.37). These differences are smaller in the first-grade cohort and greater for students in
the seventh-grade cohort.

Exhibit 2.36: Percentage of Students Earning the Highest Grades in Math
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort

1st Grade Cohort

3rd Grade Cohort §

7th Grade Cohort b

] | l
| |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

(I Any Chapter 1 Ot
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her Comp. Ed. 1 No Program %
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Exhibit 2.37: Mathematics Grades by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participstion in Compensatory Education
Mathematics Grades TOTAL Any Chapter 1 __} Other Comp. fid. [ No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 15.5% 13.1% 7.6% 16.5%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 4.0% 5.9% * 3.6%
Mostly B's (80-84) 6.7% 11.1% 6.8% 5.6%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 1.5% 3.7% . 1.0%
Mostly C's (70-74) 4.2% 8.2% 5.6% 3.1%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 0.5% 1.7% . 0.2%
Mostly D's (60-64) 1.0% 2.4% . 0.6%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 0.8% 2.5% * 0.4%
Exceptional 20.7% 6.8% 18.2% 24.5%
Satisfactory 39.7% 36.4% 46.8% 40.2%
Unsatisfactory 4.1% 6.4% . 13%
Other 1.1% 1.7% 0.0% 1.0%
Did not take mathematics . . . .
Missing data 14.9 6.7 10.0 6.1
3rd Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 24.4% 8.3% 10.7% 29.2%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 9.9% 9.7% 6.3% 9.9%
Mostly B's (80-84) 23.3% 25.1% 23.7% 22.7%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 6.9% 11.3% 7.0% 5.8%
Mostly C's (70-74) 11.5% 19.1% 21.9% 8.9%
About half C's and half D's (65-69) 2.3% 4.9% * 1.6%
Mostly D's (60-64) 3.0% 8.7% * 1.7%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 1.5% 3.7% . 1.1%
Exceptional 6.4% 0.8% * 7.7%
Satisfactory 9.0% 6.5% 12.8% 9.6%
Unsatisfactory 1.1% 1.4% . 1.0%
Other 0.8% * . 0.8%
Did not take mathematics . . 0.0% 0.0%
Missing data 12,5 7.2 3.2 4.0
7th Grade Cohort
Mostly A's (90-100) 21.0% 4.4% 6.3% 23.2%
About half A's and half B's (85-89) 9.3% 5.2% * 10.0%
Mostly B's (80-84) 21.5% 17.4% 18.7% 21.8%
About half B's and half C's (75-79) 10.0% 12.0% 20.9% 9.2%
Mostly C's (70-74) 17.5% 26.6% 22.0% 16.6%
About haif C's and half D's (65-69) 4.6% 5.9% . 4.4%
Mostly D's (60-64) 8.3% 11.9% 9.0% 8.0%
Mostly below D (Below 60) 5.6% 9.4% 13.0% 4.8%
Exceptional . . . .
Satisfactory 1.0% . . 0.9%
Unsatisfactory 0.5% * * *
Other L] L] L] L]
Did not take mathematics . . . .
Missing data 11.8 2.3 2.4 2.9
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555.519 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096.623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178.986 132,838 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell,
Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Studets’ Aeademic Self-Assessment

Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were also asked to characterize their own competence
in reading and math (exhibit 2,38). For reading, students were asked whether they had “alot of trouble” with
reading, found reading “hard but do OK,” or considered themsclves a “very good reader.” With respect to
math, students were asked the same questions except that students in the seventh-grade cohort were asked
to indicate whether they had “an easy time” with math instead of whether they considered themselves to be
“very good at math” which was asked of students in the third-grade cohort. Students in the seventh-grade
cohort were also asked whether they were taking math at all this ycar.

ehiiat 2.38: Percentage of Students Who Believe They Are "Very Good" at Reading and Math
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort

3rd Grade 7th Grade 3rd Gradc 7th Grade
Reading | Reading Math Math
Any Chaptcr | B8 53 5 54 T 46 40
Other Comp. Ed. & 53 ! 61 57 33
No Program [ 75 | 80 f 59 56

1 m e o
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

In general, students’ self-assessments of achicvement in reading and math arec more positive than
indicated by the previously discussed tests and grades, with relatively few children reporting that they were
having a great deal of trouble with either subject. Only 2 percent of students in both grade cohorts thought
they were having “alot of trouble” with math, and only 6 to 9 percent of students belicved they were having
“a lot of trouble” with reading. These sclf-assessments are at variance with the other indicators of student
achievement and may reflect a variety of factors: Students may be hesitant to indicate their actual ability,
may have a different interpretation of what it mcans to be having “a lot of trouble,” or may simply feel more
positive about their abilities than is indicated by the other achievement measures.

Despitc the tendency toward more positive self-assessments, there are differences between Chapter
1 participants and nonparticipants (cxhibit 2.39). Chapter 1 participants are generally two to three times more
likely to report having difficulty with reading and math. Students who reccive only non-Chapter 1 services
arc also more likely to report having trouble with these two subjects, but the differences between them and
nonparticipants are smaller.

Exhibit 2.39: Students' Academic Seif-Assessment by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

____ Rarticipation in Compensatory Education

Student's Acadenmsic Self-Assessment TOTAL Any Chapter 1| Other Comp. Ed. | Mo Program

Reading Competence

3rd Grade Cohort L
Have a lot of trouble 2.0% 3.8% 2.1% 1.4%
Find it hard, but do okay 28.2% 43.2% 44.7% 23.7%
Am a'very good reader 69.8% 53.0% 52.7% 74.9%
Missing data 15.1 10.5 16.8 83

7th Grade Cohort

Have a lot of trouble 2.2% 6.1% S 41% 1.8%
Find it hard, but do okay 20.8% 40.4% 35.0% 18.7%
Am a very good reader 17.0% 53.5% 60.9% 79.5%
Missing data 23.0 16.4 17.2 15.5

._Math Competence

3rdGradeCobort ]
Have a lot of trouble 6.3% 12.3% 6.6% 4.8%
Find it hard, but do okay 37.6% 42.2% 36.9% 36.6%
Am very good at math 56.1% 45.5% 56.5% 58.6%
Missing data 15.0 10.4 15.6 8.1

7th Grade Cohort

Have a lot of trouble 8.8% 16.5% 14.1% 7.9%
Find it hard, but do okay 37.0% 43.3% 53.0% 35.8%
Have an casy time 54.0% 39.9% 32.8% 56.1%
Not taking math d * * *
Missing data 2331 16.6 17.7 15.8
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohent 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2.945.025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Grade Retention

The decision to retain a student in a grade, while appropriate in some situations, can have a scrious
negative effect on student sclf-esteem and attachment to school. To examine this issue, parents were asked
whether their child had ever been retained in grade. As shown in exhibits 2.40 and 2.41, the incidence of
retention increascs as children move through school with increasing opportunities for such administrative
placements. About 10 percent of the children in the first-grade cohort had been retained in first grade, but
by the cighth grade (the current grade of the students in seventh-grade cohort), about one-fifth of the students
were reported to have been retained at least once in their school careers.

There are small differences in parent-reported grade retention between Chapter 1 participants and
nonparticipants for students in the first-grade cohort but relatively large differences for students in the third-
and seventh-grade cohorts. According to parents, Chapter 1 participants in the third- and seventh-grade
cohorts e more than twice as likely as nonparticipants to have beenretained at least once. In the third-grade
cohort 28 percent of Chapter 1 participants have been retained at least once by the time they reached the fourth
grade. In the seventh-grade cohort, 41 percent of Chapter 1 participants have been retained at least once by
the time they reach the eighth grade.

Exhibit 2.40: Percentage of Students whose Parents Reported They Had Ever Been
Retained in Grade by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort

60 :
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40 ..................................................................................................................
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20 - 3 ...........

s Grade Cohon | 3rd Grade Cohont | 7 Grade Cohort
|[ No Program D] o m -
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' Any Chapter 1 -i 13 J 28 | .
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Exhibit 2.41; Parent-Reported Grade Retention by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Particlpation in Compensatory Education

Ever Repeat a Grade? TOTAL Any Chapter 1 1 Other Comp. Ed. No Propram

| 1st Grade Cohort
Yes 10.1% 13.1% 15.1% 9.3%
No 89.9% 86.9% 84.9% 90.7%
Missing data 18.2 214 11.1 10.0

3rd Grade Col.ort

Yes 15 2% 28.3% 26.2% 11.8%
No 84.8% 71.7% 73.8% 88.2%
Missing data 22.8 28.6 234 14.4

7th Grade Cohort

Yes 19.8% 40.6% 49.4% 16.8%

No 80.2% 59.4% 50.6% 83.2%

Missing data ) 254y 2358 26.5 17.6
Total Welghted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,004 423

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,658 2,284,081

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewor than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire
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School Attendance

Excessive absences from school can affect students’ learning by deercasing the time of exposure to
the cducational curriculum. To cxamine this aspect of school performance, information on students’
attendance was obtained for the year from school records. Focusing on excessive levels of absenteeism, these
data indicate that, across the three grade cohorts, 16 to 24 percent of students are absent for more than 10
days during the year and 3 to 7 percent are absent for more than 20 days.

For the first- and third-grade cohorts, Chapter 1 participants are 20 to 30 percent more likely than
nonparticipants to have missed more than 10 days of school (exhibits 2.42 and 2.43). Conversely, among
students in the seventh-grade cohort, nonparticipants have a much higher rate of absentecism (24 pereent)
than Chapter 1 participants do (11 percent). This finding correlates with the previously presented data which
showed that older Chapter 1 participants arec more likely to receive awards for good attendance.

Exhibit 2.42: Percentage of Students Absent more than 10 Days during the Current School Year
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort

0 - - e

25

5

L ,_._J___ 1st Grade Cohort 3rd Grade Cohort 7th Grade Cohort
No Program E]l 18 14 24
Other Comp. Ed. @l 22 18 I 25

___Any Chapter 1 H| 24 17 | 11
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Exhibit 2.43: Absentccism by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Fellow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Number of Days of School Participation in Compensatory Education

Missed This Year TOTAL AnyChapter | | Other Comp.Ed. | NoProgram

1st Grade Cohort
None 9.6% 8.9% 8.5% 9.9%
1 to 2 days 19.0% 19.4% 21.7% 19.1%
3 to 4 days 18.0% 16.0% 12.9% 18.8%
5 to 10 days 33.4% 32.1% 31.2% 34.0%
11 to 20 days 16.1% 17.7% 22.2% 15.3%
Over 20 days 3.9% 5.8% * 2.9%
Missing data 9.7 36 2.4 2.2

3rd Grade Cohort
None 14.0% 10.7% 8.5% 15.3%
1 to 2 days 21.1% 23.5% 16.3% 21.2%
3 to 4 days 18.9% 17.1% 16.4% 19.8%
5 to 10 days 30.3% 31.9% 35.2% 29.5%
11 to 20 days 12.9% 13.0% 18.0% 11.9%
Over 20 days 2.8% 3.7% * 2.4%
Missing data 9.5 3.7 2.7 24

7th Grade Cohort B
None T 9.7% 7.5% 6.8% 10.1%
1 to 2 days 19.5% 15.7% 19.4% 20.0%
3 to 4 days 16.2% 15.8% 14.2% 16.4%
5 to 10 days 30.6% 30.0% 34.7% 30.0%
11 to 20 days 17.1% 2.3% 16.5% 16.7%
Over 20 days 7.1% 8.2% 8.4% 6.8%
Missing data 10.6 0.3 1.3 1.7

Teotal Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Tardiness

As with absenteeism, excessive tardiness can diminish students’ opportunities for learning. To
examine this issue, information on the number of times each student was late for school over the course of
the year was also obtained from school records. About 3 percent of students in first- and third-grade cohorts

were late for school more than 10 times during the school year. For students in the seventh-grade cohort the
rate was 7 percent.

Across all three grades there are essentially no differences in tardiness between Chapter 1 participants
and nonparticipants (exhibits 2.44 and 2.45). From 4 to 10 percent of Chapter 1 participants were late for
school more than 10 days, compared with 3 to 7 percent of nonparticipants.

Exhibit 2.44: Percentage of Students Tardy more than 16 Days during the Current School Year
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Exhibit 2.45: Tardiness by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Number of Days Late This Year TOTAL Any Chapter 1 , _ Other Comp. Ed. ] No Program
1st Grade Cohort
None 60.3% 62.4% 62.9% 60.5%
1 to 2 days 22.7% 21.5% 17.8% 22.9%
3 to 4 days 6.6% 5.9% 5.7% 6.7%
5 to 10 days 6.7% 6.1% 8.7% 6.6%
11 to 20 days 2.8% 2.6% * 2.6%
Over 20 days 0.9% 1.5% * 0.7%
Missing data 21.7 20.1 12,7 14.6
3rd Grade Cohort
None 65.8% 62.8% 66.8% 67.2%
1 to 2 days 19.6% 18.6% 19.3% 19.3%
3 i0 4 days 5.7% 6.3% 6.0% 5.5%
510 10 days 5.7% 6.3% * 5.5%
11 to 20 days 2.5% 53% * 1.8%
Over 20 days 0.8% 0.8% * 0.9%
Missing data 25.1 16.6 23.0 20.6
7th Grade Cohort
None 51.6% 40.9% 40.7% 52.6%
1 to 2 days 23.7% 27.0% 31.3% 23.2%
3 to 4 days 8.2% 9.8% 11.2% 8.0%
S to 10 days 9.5% 12.1% 7.6% 9.5%
11 to 20 days 4.3% 7.1% * 4.1%
Over 20 days 2.7% 3.0% * 2.6%
Missing data 28.9 20.2 44.6 19.9
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Suspensions

Suspensions are typically alast-resort mechanism to cope with students’ behavioral problems. Hence,
students who have been suspended are likely to have been engaging in some form of disruptive behavior for
an extended period of time. Although ahigh rate of suspensions may denote a strictdisciplinary environment
within a school, it is also likely to represent a setting in which discipline problems frequently and regularly
interfere with effective instruction for entire classrooms or student bodies.

Information on the number of times each student was suspended during the year was obtained from

school records. Information on the reason forthe suspension was, however, notcollected aspart of the record
abstraction process.

Not surprisingly, the use of suspensions is quite rare for students in the first-grade cohort; less than 1
percent of the students were suspended during the school year. The use of suspension clearly increases by
grade level, with nearly 9 percent of children in the seventh-grade cohort (currently in the eighth grade)
having been suspended from school for some reason at least once during the year (exhibits 2.46 and 2.47).

There are also substantial differences between Chapter 1 participants and nonparticipants in the
incidence of suspensions. For example, slightly more than 4 percent of the third-grade Chapter 1 participants
had been suspended at least once, compared with less than 1 percent of the nonparticipants. Similarly, 15
percent of the Chapter 1 participants in the seventh-grade cohort were suspended, comparcd with 8 percent
of the nonparticipants.

Exhibit 2.46: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Who Were
Suspended from School during the Current School Year by
Participation in Compensatory Education
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Exhibit 2.47: Student Suspensions by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Was Student Suspended Participation in Compensatory Education
This School Year? TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Other Comp. Ed. l No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Yes 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% -
No 99.7% 99.4% 100.0% 99.8%
Missing data 14.1 8.4 1.0 7.3
3rd Grade Cohort
Yes 1.4% 4.4% * 0.6%
No 98.6% 95.6% 96.0% 99.4%
Missing data 13.1 9.9 0.6 6.1
7th Grade Cohort
Yes 8.6% 15.2% 14.0% 7.5%
No 91.4% 84.8% 86.0% 92.5%
Missing data 18.7 6.5 15.4 9.4
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Abstract
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Teachers’ Judgmenis—Ability and Achievement of Students

Teachers were asked to provide their judgment about students’ “overall ability to perform in school,”
and their “overall achievement in school.” Teachers were also asked to judge each student's specific
competence in reading and math (exhibits 2.48 and 2.49). With respect to the two global measures, teachers
were three to four times more likely to give nonparticipants the highest ratings on overall ability and
achievement, compared with Chapter 1 participants. Across all three grade cohorts, between 12 to 18 percent
of Chapter 1 participants were judged by their teachers as having “high” overall ability or achievement,
compared with from 35 to 48 percent of nonparticipants.

Teacher judgments of students’ competence in reading and math indicate that roughly one-fourth to
one-third of the students in all three grade cohorts are above grade level in reading or math. There are,
however, large differences between Chapter 1 participants and nonparticipants. About 8 to 9 percent of
Chapter 1 students in the first- and third-grade cohorts were judged to be performing above grade level in
reading or math. In contrast, 31 percent of non-participating students in the first-grade cohort were judged
above grade in reading, and 23 percent were judged above grade level in math. For the third-grade cohort,
the comparable figures for reading and math are 39 percent and 30 percent.

The differences in teacher judgments are somewhat greater for seventh-grade cohort students. About
4 percent of the Chapter 1 participants are judged to be above grade level in reading or math, compared with
about 26 percent of the nonparticipants. The increased difference for the older students may reflect larger
learning gaps, as well as the much reduced level of Chapter 1 participation in the eighth grade. Students who
arestill receiving Chapter 1 services in the eighth grade may have much greater educational deficiencies than
students in the primary grades.

Exhibit 2.48: Percentage of Students Judged by Their Teachers as Having High Overall Ability
To Perform in School by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Exhibit 2.49: Teacher's Judgment of Students’ Academic Ability and Achievement by Participation
in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Students’ Academic Participation in Compensatory Education
Ability and Achievement TOTAL Any Chapter 1 _|Other Comp. Ed. i No Program
13t Grade Cohort
High overall ability to perform in school 38.8% 17.1% 16.3% 45.5%
Above average overall achicvement in school 33.8% 14.2% 15.1% 40.2%
Missing data 16.4 89 1.4 10.9
Student is reading...
Above grade 25.4% 8.6% 11.4% 31.1%
At grade 50.1% 47.0% 39.8% 52.0%
Below grads 24.1% 43.8% 46.7% 16.8%
Missing data 16.8 9.1 1.4 11.4
Student's math achievement is...
Above grade 19.4% 7.8% 10.8% 22.8%
At grade 66.4% 64.3% 58.6% 67.6%
Belew grade 13.4% 26.6% 30.7% 8.7%
Missing data 16.9 9.6 1.4 114
3rd Grade Cohort
High overall ability to perform in school 39.6% 13.5% 15.3% 47.6%
Above average overall achievement in school 34.7% 9.1% 12.4% 42.6%
Missing data 17.7 10.8 17.4 10.8
Student is reading...
Above grade 32.1% 8.2% 11.4% 38.9%
At grade 41.4% 34.8% 29.5% 43.8%
Below grade 22.6% 52.7% 52.9% 13.7%
Missing data 17.9 15.2 173 1.1
Student's math achievement is...
Above grade 24.8% 7.6% 8.3% 29.7%
At grade 51.7% 483% 44.1% 53.5%
Below grade 19.3% 39.9% 40.8% 12.7%
Missing data 18.0 15.7 17.9 111
7th Grade Cohort
High overall ability to perform in school 39.6% 12.1% 15.8% 43.7%
Above average overall achievement in school 31.5% 8.6% 79% 34.8%
Missing data 24.0 18.0 17.0 18.0
Student is reading...
Above grade 23.4% 3.5% 3.8% 26.2%
At grade 21.9% 20.3% 11.0% 22.9%
Below grade 20.5% 46.4% 60.7% 16.0%
Missing data 24.0 18.1 15.6 17.8
Student's math achievement is... o
Above grade 22.0% 4.3% 4.5% 25.1%
At grade 27.3% 21.8% 10.6% 29.4%
Below grade 19.7% 38.4% 46.9% 17.0%
Missing data 245 159 18.2 18.6
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Teachers’ Judgments—Students’ Behavioral Characteristics in School

Teachers were asked to provide their judgment about a range of students’ behavioral characteristics
in school, including the extent to which the student works hard atschool, the student’s willingness to follow
class rules, the extent to which the student cares about doing well in school and seems to enjoy school, the
student’s ability tounderstand and follow directions, and the extent to which the student is often late for class
or is disruptive in class.

Thesedata, shown in cxhibits 2.50 and 2.51, demonstrate that teachersare gencrally less likely to report
favorably about Chapter 1 students than about nonparticipants. Chapter 1 students, according to their
teachers, work less hardinschool and are generally less able to follow rulesand directions. These data should,

however, be used with caution because, as discussed in Part 1, the data, by definition, reflect the judgments
of individuals.

Few noteworthy differences are observed on these items between Chapter | participants and students
receiving only non-Chapter 1 compensatory assistance.

Exhibit 2.50: Percentage of Students Given High Ratings by Their Teachers on Specified School
Behaviors by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Exhibit 2.51: Teachers' Judgment of Students' School Behavior by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which Participation in Compensatory Education
"Very Much" Describes the Student TOTAL Any Chapter 1 i Other Comp. Ed. | No Program
1st Grade Cohort T
Works hard at school 49.7% 35.5% 33.0% 54.2%
Missing data 16.7 9.7 32 11.0
Is willing to follow rules 58.6% 47.2% 48.2% 62.1%
Missing data 16.7 9.7 32 11.0
Cares about doing well in school 62.7% 46.7% 42.8% 68.0%
Missing data 173 10.0 4.8 115
Enjoys school 69.3% 571.7% 52.8% 73.2%
Missing data 18.4 10.7 3.5 12.8
Can understand and follow directions 55.9% 36.6% 31.9% 62.2%
Missing data 17.2 10.2 4.2 11.4
Is late for school 5.8% 6.4% 7.4% 5.4%
Missing data 17.4 10.0 3.9 1.7
Disrupts the class 15.2% 18.7% 22.3% 14.0%
Missing data 23.1 14.9 115 18.5
3rd Grade Cohort
Works hard at school 45.8% 28.4% 28.5% 51.2%
Missing data 18.2 15.9 17.5 11.2
Is willing to follow rules 61.5% 48.9% 55.1% 65.1%
Missing data 18.0 154 17.1 . i1.0
Cares about doing well in school 58.7% 36.0% 41.3% 65.4%
Missing data 18.3 16.4 17.9 11.3
Enjoys school 53.7% 38.6% 37.1% 58.6%
Micsing data 213 19.9 19.9 14.5
Can understand and follow directions 55.9% 31.9% 32.0% 63.5%
Missing data 17.8 154 16.9 10.7
Is late for school 4.4% 5.8% 5.3% 4.1%
Missing data 23.4 20.6 20.6 17.3
Disrupts the class 11.6% 18.8% 17.0% 9.3%
Missing data 273 229 27.5 22.1
7th Grade Cohort
Works hard at school 36.0% 20.3% 20.2% 38.3%
Missing data 24.7 17.3 17.9 18.5
Is willing to follow rules 56.7% 47.4% 41.7% 58.4%
Missi.g data 239 16.5 16.2 18.0
Cares about doing well in school 48.6% 33.7% 35.7% 50.7%
Missing data 25.0 17.8 215 18.9
Enjoys school 38.3% 22.9% 22.1% 41.1%
Missing data 311 22,6 21.8 25.7
Can understand and follow dircctions 55.2% 31.8% 37.9% 58.0%
Missing data 24.1 16.5 15.5 18.1
Js late for school 7.7% 5.6% 3.1% 8.1%
Missing data 58.0 45.9 50.9 55.6
Disrupts the class 12.9% 13.0% 18.7% 12.6%
Missing data 30.8 22.3 17.1 26.2
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Teachers’ Judgments—Students’ Classroom Performance

Teachers were also asked to provide their judgment about a range of other student characteristics that
are more related to how the students perform in class. These judgments included whether the student can
work independently on an assignment, can concentrate for a steady period of time, can write a well-
developed paragraph or paper, and can work cooperatively with other students. Teachers were also asked
to judge the students’ creativity, motivation to learn, level of maturity, attentiveness, and class participation.

These data, shown in exhibits 2.52 and 2.53, again denionstrate that teachers are less likely to report
favorably about Chapter 1 students than about nonparticipants. Regardless of grade cohort, Chapter 1
students, according to their teachers, are less creative, less able to work independently or with their
classmates in a cooperative situation, are less mature and motivated, and less able to complete their work
or to participate in class. As reported by their teachers, Chapter 1 students appear to be children who arc
having a generally difficult time in school. Again, the reader is cautioned about placing too much emphasis
on these data, because they, by definition, reflect the judgments of individuals.

No large systematic differences are evident between Chapter 1 students and those receciving
compensatory assistance only from other sources.

Exhibit 2.52: Percentage of Students Given High Ratings by Their Teachers on Specified
Personal Qualities by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Exhibit 2.53; Tedachers' Judgment of Classroom Performance by Participation
in Compensatory Education: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which Particlpation in Compensatory Education
"Very Much"” Describes the Student TOTAIL Any Chapter I _|Other Comp. Ed. T No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Is a creative person 37.5% 24.7% 22.0% 41.1%
Missing data 17.7 1.2 1.9 12.0
Can work independently on an assignment 57.1% 38.0% 31.1% 63.6%
Missing data 16.6 9.6 1.7 10.6
Can concentrate for at least 1/2 hour 48.6% 32.1% 27.3% 53.8%
Missing data 17.0 9.9 2.3 11.3
Can write a well-developed paragraph/paper 36.9% 17.5% 16.6% 43.1%
Missing data 28.4 26.3 13.6 22.8
Can work cooperatively with other students 61.4% 48.2% 41.1% 66.2%
Missing data 16.2 8.5 1.7 10.5

Teachers' Rating of the Student as "High"
on the Following Characterlistics...

Maturity level 26.7% 14.6% 15.9% 304%
Missing data 154 8.6 2.0 10.9
Motivation to learn 46.7% 30.5% 26.6% 51.9%
Missing data 18.5 12.0 4.5 12.8
Completes homework assignments 56.4% 40.4% 41.6% 61.4%
Missing data 343 23.0 338 315
Completes scatwork 52.5% 34.8% 37.3% 58.0%
Missing data 16.8 8.8 1.4 11.6
Pays attention in class 39.1% 21.3% 23.2% 44.5%
Missing data 16.0 8.4 1.4 10.5
Asks questions in class 26.9% 18.0% 13.7% 30.4%
Missing data 17.4 10.2 4.4 1.9
Volunteers answers in class 44.2% 33.1% 22.8% 48.5%
Missing data 16.2 8.5 14 10.7
Asks for extra help 17.7% 24.9% 22.5% 15.7%
Missing data 18.1 10.2 1.6 13.0
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3.555.519 654,146 92.690 2,473,270

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Exhibit 2.53 (Continued): Teachers' Judgment of Classroom Performance by Farticipation

in Compensatory Education: *2-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which

Participation in Compensatory Education

"Very Much" Describes the Student TOTAL Any Chapter 1 |Other Comp. Ed. | No Program
3rd Grade Cohort
Is a creative person 33.0% 19.4% 21.3% 37.3%
Missing data 20.3 18.1 211 13.5
Can work independently on an assignment 58.3% 35.5% 31.4% 65.7%
Missing data 17.6 15.1 16.9 10.7
Can concentrate for at least 1/2 hour 55.2% 32.6% 27.2% 62.7%
Missing data 17.9 15.9 17.7 10.8
Can write a well-developed paragraph/paper 41.9% 16.7% 18.5% 49.5%
Missing data 216 169 208 149
Can work cooperatively with other students 62.2% 50.3% 44.3% 66.6%
Missing data 17.8 16.0 16.7 10.8
Teachers' Rating of the Student as *High" T
on the Foliowing Characteristics...
Maturity level 310.2% 13.7% 15.5% 34.8%
Missing data 17.9 16.2 17.4 10.8
Motivation to leam 42.9% 20.6% 21.7% 49.3%
Missing data 19.4 18.1 18.2 11.9
Completes homework assignments 52.8% 33.7% 33.2% 59.1%
Missing data 20.7 19.3 193 13.9
Completes scatwork 55.8% 36.1% 31.0% 62.2%
Missing data 18.3 16.2 19.3 11.1
Pays attention in class 42.7% 23.5% 22.6% 48.6%
Missing data 17.7 15.2 17.2 10.8
Asks questions in class 24.9% 17.0% 11.5% 27.8%
Missing data 18.4 15.9 17.7 11.5
Voluntcers answers in class 39.0% 23.9% 21.0% 43.9%
Missing data 17.9 16.4 17.7 10.7
Asks for extra help 16.2% 22.1% 16.1% 15.1%
Missing data Jdoa| 163 184 128
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133.463 2,096,623

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unkaown School Poverty status,

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Exhibit 2.53 (Continucd): Tcachers' Judgment of Classroom Performance by Participation
in Compensatory Education: i2-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which . ___Participation in Compensatory Education
" Very Much" Describes the Student TOTAL Any Chapter | “TOther Comp. Ed. 1 No Program
7th Grade Cohort
Is a creative person 28.3% 13.5% 26.9% 29.6%
Missing data 41.9 34.8 374 380
Can work independently on an assignment 51.8% 32.7% 30.6% 54.5%
Missing data 23.7 16.6 15.3 17.6
Can concentrate for at least 1/2 hour 51.1% 29.2% 37.8% 53.4%
Missing data 25.7 17.7 16.3 20.0
Can writc a well-developed paragraph/paper 38.1% 10.2% 16.8% 41.9%
Missing data 48.8 44.3 42.0 45.4
Can work cooperatively with other students 57.1% 42.0% 52.5% 58.5%
Missing data 25.1 15.7 16.3 19.3

Teachers' Rating of the Student as "High'
on the Following Characteristics...

Maturity level 30.5% 13.1% 14.0% 33.8%
Missing data 24.8 18.8 15.4 19.0
Motivation to feam 34.5% 13 7% 15.0% 38.7%
Missing data 25.5 18.2 15.9 19.6
Completes homework assignments 45.1% 26.3% 22.4% 48.3%
Missing data 25.5 25.1 18.4 18.9
Completes scatwork 52.0% 36.7% 29.7% 56.4%
Missing data 249 15.9 15.5 19.0
Pays attention in class 38.8% 23.5% 23.0% 41.2%
Missing data 23.4 15.5 15.3 17.5
Asks questions in class 18.4% 15.9% 16.1% 20.2%
Missing data 23.7 i6.2 15.3 17.8
Volunteers answers in class 29.4% 19.6% 21.9% 30.9%
Missing data 24.0 15.9 16.0 18.1
Asks for extra help 14.7% 13.5% 17.7% 14.9%
Missing data o d229) veo  s6 192
Total Weighted N

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects. Student Profile
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Teachers’ Judgments—Students’ Affective Characteristics

Teachers were further asked to judge their students with respect to a variety of affective characteristics
including, honesty, friendliness, happiness, self-csteem, ability to get along with teachers, and respect for
authority. As in the previc s discussions of teacher judgment, these data (shown in exhibits 2.54 and 2.55)
must be used with caution, particularly because these items are very subjective and require greater judgment
on the part of the teachers. This is particularly true of students in the seventh-grade cohort who may spend
far less time with the teacher making the judgments than is the case for students in the first- and third-grade
cohorts. The higher degree of missing data for students in the seventh-grade cohort reflects the increased
likelihood for teachers to declinc to judge a student on a particular item.

These caveats notwithstanding, these data again portray a negative picture of Chapter 1 students
compared with nonparticipants. Teachers are generally less likely to report that Chapter 1 students,
compared with nonparticipants, have high self-esteem, are generally happy at school, are honest, are able
to make friends casily or get along with their teachers, and are respectful of authority. The observed
differences are quite comparable across the three grade cohorts.

Chapter 1 participants and those receiving only compensatory aid from other sources were rated
similarly by their teachers on these measures.

Exhibit 2.54: Percentage of Students Given High Ratings by Their Teachers on Specified
Affective Characteristics by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Performance of Chapter I Students

Exhibit 2.55: Teachers' Judgment of Students' Affective Behavior by Participation in
Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Judgment of Extent to Which Participation in Compensatory Education
"Very Much" Describes the Student TOTAL Any Chapter 1 -Other Comp. Ed. | No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Is honest most of the time 69.5% 56.5% 60.1% 73.4%
Missing data 17.5 10.5 33 11.9
Makes friends easily 56.2% 44.2% 48.5% 59.9%
Missing data 17.9 10.7 5.1 12.3
Gets along with teachers 74.8% 67.5% 67.0% 77.2%
Missing data 17.6 10.4 3.7 12.0
Feels that he/she is a person of value, an equal to others 68.1%% 57.0% 46.5% 72.5%
Missing data 204 12.9 9.8 15.1
Has respect for authority 71.2% 62.4% 58.5% 73.9%
Missing data 16.9 9.9 1.7 11.3
Is happy most of the time 66.5% 57.0% 55.6% 69.2%
Missing data 17.6 10.6 1.8 12.1
3rd Grade Cohort ]
Is honest most of the time 71.7% 55.8% 55.2% 76.7%
Missing data 18.5 17.0 17.3 11.6
Makes friends easily 53.2% 45.2% 40.0% 56.1%
Missing data 18.6 17.9 18.1 13.7
Gets along with teachers 72.5% 61.6% 67.7% 76.0%
Missing data 18.6 16.4 18.4 11.7
Fecls that he/she is a person of value, an equal to others 58.4% 40.0% 36.5% 64.2%
Missing data 21.6 19.9 21.9 14.8
Has respect for authority 71.6% 59.9% 65.1% 75.1%
Missing data 18.2 16.1 17.0 11.3
Is happy most of the time 57.8% 48.0% 47.4% 61.7%
Missing data 19.8 16.8 17.4 13.4
7th Grade Cohort
Is honest most of the time 62.9% 57.6% 42.7% 64.3%
Missing data 31.0 27.6 22.8 25.8
Makes friends easily 45.1% 35.9% 35.8% 46.3%
Missing data 332 26.7 27.8 279
Gets along with teachers 60.1% 48.8% 46.8% 61.9%
Missing data 26.1 17.9 16.6 204
Feels that he/she is a person of value, an equal to others 50.9% 35.3% 42.2% 52.8%
Missing data 347 284 30.9 29.8
Has respect for authority 59.9% 49.6% 52.6% 61.1%
Missing data 25.5 20.0 15.4 18.2
Is happy most of the time 45.8% 37.7% 38.3% 47.0%
Missing data 304 25.9 18.8 24.8
Total Welghted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Profile
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Teachers’ Judgments—Potential Obstacles to Students’ Learning and Growth

Finally, teachers were asked to judge whether a child was currently facing a variety of obstacles that
might affect his or her ability to achieve in school. Some items—whether the student is often absent, truant,
cuts class, cheats, engages in physical conflict and verbal abuse of others—were relatively easy to judge.
Other items—whether the student has a general health or hygiene problem or gets innadequate nutrition or
rest—were probably much more difficult for teachers to assess.

With this in mind, as well as the previously discussed caution about the possible overrcliance on teacher
judgments, the overall pattern of teacher judgments indicates that Chapter 1 students are more likely to face
difficulties that may inhibit their current school performance and may have serious implications for their
long-term educational growth and development.

As for other resuits on teacher judgments, both categories of compensatory students were rated
similarly at all grade levels.

Exhibit 2.56: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Judge them To Have
Specified Problems or Obstacles to Success in School
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Performance of Chapter 1 Students

Exhibit 2.57: Teacher Reports of Students' Problems by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

{Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education _
'Llcher Reports of Student Problems TOTAL Any Chapter | Other Comp. Ed. No Program
1st Grade Cohort
General health or hygiene problem 17 1% 20.6% 16.0% 16.7%
Missing data 16.7 94 23 111
Inadequate nutrition $.4% 6 5% 4 8% $.3%
Missing data 220 18.4 11.9 158
Inadequate rest 8.7% 15.3% 9.9%0 8.8%
Missing data 269 244 143 21.2
Absentecism 8 1% 11.7% 7.0% 7.1%
Missing data 162 8.9 2.4 10.7
Class-cutting 1 2% 0 7% 0.0% 1 4%
Missing data 17.8 10.7 23 12.8
Truancy 21°% 2.3%% 3 8% 2.0%
Missing data 17.7 11.2 2.1 121
Cheating 9.7% 15 8% 20.5% 7.8%
Missing data 18.3 108 2.8 13.2
Physical conflict 14.9% 18.1% 21.7% 13 9%
Missing data 7.3 10.1 38 120
Verbal ebuse of others 12 4% 15.6% 159% 11.2%
Missing dsta 18.2 13.4 23 12.3
3rd GPEGe Cohort e __—_
General hezlth or hy gicne problem 10.7%0 16 1% 15 8% 9.3%
Missing data 201 18 4 19.4 128
Inadequate nutriticn 3 4% 64% 4 0% 2 6%
Missing data 262 268 126 188
Inadcquate rest 8 1% 13 7% 116% 6.6%
Missing data 290 29.6 32 219
Absenteeism 6.3% 9.4% 10 6% $.2%
Missing data 182 158 17.6 113
Class-cutting * 0 7% 0.5% 0.4%
Missing data 18- 16 3 1”8 11.8
Truancy 09% 1 4% 0 4% 09
Missing data 19.5 176 180 128
Cheating 4 6% 8.9% 10 4% 3.1%
Missing data 207 19.9 182 138
Physical conflict 10 9% 19 $o0 16 1% 8 8%
Missing data 188 16 6 192 1.9
Verbal abuse of others 14 0% 22 8% 17.4% 11 8%
Missing data 194 17.3 19.4 128
7th Grade Cohort —_“__ N
General health of hygicne problem N 12 7% 16 8% 12 39 12 4%
Missing data n- 301 48 281
Inadequate nutrition $9% 11% 10 %% < 8%
Missing data 476 42" 312 40
fnadequate rest 9 4% 13 7% 12 %% 8 9%
Missing data 89 a7 399 34
Absentecism 11 4% 17.2% 11 8% 11 0%
Missing data 251 202 19 4 19.3
Class-cutting 4 Pe 3 4% 8 0% 1.9%
Missing data 259 18 8 04 201
Truancy 3.8% § 8% 4 4% 3.6%
Missing data 27 263 264 259
Cheating 11 8% 10 9% 22 4% 11 1%
Missing data 339 26.8 267 292
Physical conflict 9% 12.1% 15 8% 9 %%
Missing data 33 26.8 222 290
Verbal abuse of others 14.7% 18 2% 19.3% 14.6%
Missing data o oMel s J243 A 292
Total Weighted N
15t Grade Cohort 3885519 654.146 92.690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 1042.494 508.279 133.461 096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2945024 178 986 132.8<8 2,284,581

Notes Total Weighted N includes caces with unknown School Poerty status

* = fewer thas 20 sample cases in cell
Source Prospects Student Frofile
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Home Educational Support Environment

Family Rules Governing Child’s Behavior

Parents were asked about whether they had established a variety of rules at home to govern different
aspects oftheir child’s behavior: rulesrelated to school performance, completion of homework assignments,
household chores, television watching (both amount and content), time when the child comes home, and
choice of friends. Of course, the importance of such rules varies by the child’s age.

Across all three grade cohorts, most parents report having rules in all of these areas. Rules governing
homework completion and time when children must be home were, by far, the most commonly reported; well
over 90 percent of the students reportedly have such rules at home. Rules governing the amount of television
the child may watch, and the choice of friends are the least reported items, even these items were typically
reported for more than two-thirds of the students in all three grade cohorts.

Across the three grade cohorts, there are essentially no differences among Chapter | participants, other
compensatory service recipients, and noncompensatory students in the extent to which parents establish rules
for their children (exhibits 2.58 and 2.59).

Exhibit 2.58: Percentages of Students whose Parents Set Rules in the Home
for Speclﬁed Behaviors by Partu:lpatmn in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Grade
Cohort Time child comes home
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Cohort Time child comes home

Choicc of fricnds :

School performance —————
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.59: Parent-Reported Existence of Specific Family Rules for Child by Participation in
Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Existence of Family Rules for Student TOTAL Any Chapter] | OtherComp.Ed | No Progrem
1st Grade Cohort
Completion of homework 96.0% 96.1% 97.5% 95.9%
Household chores 83.8% 85.9% 83.6% 83.5%
Amount of TV watching 67.3% 69.4% 63.7% 66.8%
Type of TV watched 90.6% 87.4% 87.5% 91.3%
Time child comes home 95.3% 96.4% 95.4% 94.9%'
Choice of friends 65.6% 71.5% 66.7% 64.1%
Schoo! performance 79.3% 82.8% 81.6% 78.5%
Missing data 18.2 20.6 10.6 10.2
3rd Grade Cohort
Completion of homework 97.9% 97.5% 98.3% 98.0%
Household chores 87.5% 88.7% 84.0% 87.1%
Amount of TV watching 67.5% 72.1% 65.6% 66.2%
Type of TV watched 87.9% 86.0% 85.5% 88.4%
Time child comes home 96.9% 98.4% 97.8% 96.6%
Choice of friends 68.9% 75.2% 71.7% 67.5%
School performance 84.9% 85.7% 80.9% 84.7%
Missing data 22.4 21.5 22.7 14.3
7th Grade Cohort
Completion of homework 93.9% 95.0% 94.1% 93.6%
Household chores 91.0% 94.2% 90.7% 90.5%
Amount of TV watching 52.7% 56.9% 56.7% 52.1%
Type of TV watched 73.2% 71.5% 65.0% 73.9%
Time child comes home 97.0% 97.71% 98.6% 96.7%
Choice of friends 69.2% 74.6% 82.3% 67.8%
School performance 86.9% 86.8% 84.0% 86.9%
Missing data 25.0 23.5 25.8 17.4
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92,690 2.473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown Schoo! Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Sourcs: Prospects, Parent Questionnairs
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Parents’ Activities with Child

Parents were further asked about the extent to which they share a variety of activities with their child:
playing nonschool sports together, attending sporting events as spectators, going to the library together,
attending concerts, and sharing cultural or educational activities such as visiting museums or the zoo. These
activities, which vary by the age of the child, are important indicators of parent-child relationships, the child’s
access to educational or otherwise enriching activities outside school.

Acrossall three cohorts the majority of students reportedly share these activities with their parents. The
most commonly reported activities—reported by the parents of more than two-thirds of the students—include
going to the library together, visiting the zoo, and attending sporting events. Visiting museums or galleries
was the least reported activity, typically involving about one-third of the students.

Regardless of the child’s age, the parents of Chapter 1 students are less likely than the parents of
nonparticipants to do any of these activities with their children (exhibits 2.60 and 2.61). These differences
probably reflect, to some extent, differences in the financial resources available to Chapter 1 parents.

Exhibit 2.60: Percentage of Students whose Parents Take Part in Specified Activities with the
Chiid by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2,61: Parent-Reported Activities Done with Child by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Activities with Child TOTAL | Any Chapter | Otier Comp. Ed. | No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Visit library 65.7% 52.1% 53.6% 69.1%
Attend concerts 40.6% 31.1% 34.2% 43.7%
Visit museumy/gallaries 29.5% 22.5% 21.8% 31.1%
Visit science/history muscums 42.8% 28.5% 35.2% 46.5%
Go to z00s 81.5% 69.2% 75.6% 84.8%
Go to sporting events 66.6% 57.6% 71.0% 69.1%
Play nonschool sports together 55.0% 48.4% 53.1% 56.8%
Missing data 18.5 21.4 11.3 10.4
3rd Grade Cohort
Visit library 70.2% 56.4% 59.8% 73.1%
Attend concerts 50.9% 37.9% 43.9% 53.8%
Visit museums/gallaries 37.0% 27.0% 34.3% 39.4%
Visit science/istory museums 50.2% 332% 41.0% 55.1%
Go to zoos 79.0% 71.9% 74.2% 81.7%
Go to sporting events 74.5% 67.5% 70.5% 75.8%
Play nonschoo! sports together 60.4% 51.8% 55.7% 62.2%
Missing data 22.8 29.3 23.0 14.6
7th Grade Cohort
Visit library 55.0% 43.8% 41.1% 56.6%
Attend concerts 51.1% 38.1% 41.5% 52.3%
Visit museums/gallaries 30.4% 21.6% 29.2% 31.3%
Visi. science/history museums 40.3% 26.1% 31.1% 41.8%
Go to zo0s 65.7% 54.5% 58.5% 67.2%
Go to sporting events 73.9% 65.4% 58.8% 75.3%
Play nonschool sports together 51.5% 49.9% 44.1% 52.1%
Missing data 25.1 23.5 249 17.7
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132.858 2,284,581

Notes: Total N includes cases with unkonwn participation status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Parents’ Reading to/with Child

Parents were also asked about the extent to which they read to (or along with) their child at home. As
one would expect, such parent-child interactions are most likely to be reported for students in the first-grade
cohort and least prevalent among students in the seventh-grade cohort who were in the eighth grade in the
spring of 1992. (Exhibits 2.62 and 2.63). Over 90 percent of first grade students have parents who report
reading with their child every week (see the top two rows of exhibit 2.62). This proportion decreases to about
two-thirds of students in the third-grade cohort, and about one-fifth of these in the seventh-grade cohort.

The parents of Chapter 1 children (and other compensatory students) in the first- and third-grade
cohorts are more likely than are parents of nonparticipants to engage in such activitics, but the differences
are relatively small. For example, 96 percent of Chapter 1 students in the first-grade cohort have parents who
report reading to or with them each week, compared with 91 percent of the nonparticipating students. In the

third-grade cohort, the comparable figures are 70 percent for Chapter 1 participants and 60 percent for the
nonparticipants.

Exhibit 2.62: Percentage of Students whose Parents Report Reading to or with them Every Day
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.63: Parent-Reported Reading to or with Child by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Foliow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Reading to or with Child TOTAL Any Chapter | . Other Comp. Ed. i No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Daily 51.0% 72.2% 71.6% 61.9%
1 to 2 times per week 43.6% 24.0% 23.7% 29.0%
Less than once a month 4.0% 1.6% * 5.1%
Rarely if ever 1.4% 2.2% * 4.0%
Missing data 18.8 20.9 111 11.0
3rd Grade Cohort
Daily 16.6% 21.4% 21.7% 14.9%
1 to 2 times per week 45.5% 48.3% 44.0% 45.1%
Less than once a month 25.5% 18.6% 20.7% 27.3%
Rarcly if ever 12.4% 11.7% 13.6% 12.8%
Missing data 23.9 29.9 23.6 158
7th Grade Cohort
Daily 5.4% 7.0% 9.7% 5.1%
1 to 2 times per week 15.9% 16.9% 20.1% 15.3%
Lcss than once a month 22.4% 22.0% 18.5% 22.5%
Rarely if ever 56.3% 54.2% 51.7% 57.0%
Missing data 26.9 25.4 27.4 19.5
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473.270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,622
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2.284,581 §

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 2. Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Parental Assistance with Homewo, k

Parents were asked about the extent to which they help their child with homework. Not surprisingly,
such parental assistance is most likely to be provided to students in the first-grade cohort, and least likely
among those in the seventh-grade cohort (exhibits 2.64 and 2.65). For example, two-thirds of students in the
first-grade cohort receive daily assistance with homework from theis parents. This proportion decreases to
43 percent of the third-grade cohort, and 14 percent of the seventh-grade cohort.

In the first- and third-grade cohorts, Chapter i children (and students receiving other non-Chapter 1
compensatory assistance) are more likely to receive homework assistance from their parents than are
nonparticipants. Among students in the third-grade cohort, 55 percent of the Chapter 1 participants receive
daily homework assistance from their parents, compared with 40 percent of the nonparticipants. In the first
grade the comparable figures are 72 percent for Chapter 1 participants and 62 percent for nonparticipants.

Exhibit 2.64: Percentage of Students whose Parents Help them with Homework Every Day
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.65: Parental Help with Homework by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatery Education
Parental Help with Homework TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Other Comp. Ed. L No Program
1st Grade Cohort
Daily 64.5% 72.2% 71.6% 61.9%
1 to0 2 times per week 27.6% 24.0% 23.7% 29.0%
Less than once a month 43% 1.6% hd 5.1%
Rarely if cver 3.6% 2.2% . 4.0%
Missing data 18.8 209 111 11.0
3rd Grade Cohort
Daily 43.4% 55.0% 56.1% 40.0%
1 to 2 times per weck 44,1% 36.7% 34.5% 46.3%
Less than once a month 8.1% 4.5% 5.1% 9.1%
Rarely if ever 4.4% 3.8% 4.3% 4.6%
Missing data 22.7 284 233 14.5
7th Grade Cohort
Daily 14.3% 17.9% 24.5% 13.3%
1 to 2 times per week 40.5% 42.2% 30.8% 40.9%%
Less than once a month 22.8% 17.0% 21.5% 23.1%
Rarely if cver 225% 22.9% 23.2% 22.7%
Missing data 253 244 257 17.8
Total Weighted N
15t Grade Cohort 3,555,521 654,146 92,690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178.986 132.858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.

Source: Prospects. Parent Questionnaire

Prospects: Interim Report «& 211

o 243
ERIC '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Time Child Spends Doing Homework

Students in the third and scventh-grade cohorts were asked to report (questionnaires were not
administered to first graders) the time they typically spend doing homework (exhibits 2.66A and Band 2.67).
The questions that were asked of each grade cohort were worded differently. More than two-thirds of
students in the third-grade cohort report doing homework almost every day. Students in the seventh-grade
cohort were asked about the number of hours they typically spent doing homework each week. The reported
times were surprisingly low, with only 13 percent of the students reporting that they spend more than five
hours per week doing homework.

There arc only small differences among Chapter 1 participants, other compensatory cducation
students, and noncompensatory education students in the third-grade cohort. Sixty-five percent of the
Chapter 1 participants in the third-grade cohort report doing homework cvery day or almost every day,
compared with 71 percent of the nonparticipants. However, Chapter 1 participanis (and other compensatory
students) in the seventh-grade cohort are somewhat /ess likely than nonparticipants to spend over five hours
per week doing homework. Only 5 percent of Chapter | participants average more than one hour per school
day, compared with 14 percent of the nonparticipants.

Exhibit 2.66A: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students Who Do
Homework Assignments Every Day
by Participation in Compensatory Education

40 ................................................................................................................................................................................
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Exhibit 2.66B: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Who Do Four or
More Hours of Homework Assignments Per Week
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.67: Student-Reported Time Spent on Homework by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

How Much Time Do You Spend Participation in Compensatory Education |

on Homework Each Week? TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Other Comp. Ed. r No Program

3rd Grade Cohort
Don't get homework 6.7% 5.6% 6.9% 6.9%
Have it, but don't do it 2.7% 51% 4.1% 2.1%
Sometimes do homework 20.9% 243% 23.1% 20.1%
Do homework almost everyday 34.9% 28.5% 33.5% 35.9%
Do homework everyday 35.5% 36.4% 32.4% 35.0%
Missing data 15.3 11.1 17.6 8.2

7th Grade Cohort
Homework not assigned 1.6% 1.8% * 1.4%
Have homework, but don't do it 5.9% 6.7% 8.9% 5.6%
Less than 1 hour per week 20.7% 30.7% 35.9% 18.8%
1 to 3 hours per week 36.2% 32.3% 29.7% 36.8%
4 to 5 hours per week 22.3% 21.1% 16.0% 23.2%
6 to 9 hours per week 8.8% 4.6% * 9.5%
10 or more hours per week 4.6% * * 4.7%
Missing data 22| R - T 7 15.1

Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178.986 132,858 2,284,581

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Studenis’ Reading Outside School

Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were alsc asked about the extent to which they read
outside school. About halfofthe students in the third-grade cohort report reading almost every day, and about
8 percent report doing no outside reading atall. Chapter 1 participants in the third-grade cohort are somewhat
less likely than nonparticipants to read almost every day (45 percent vs. 55 percent). The pattern is similar
for non-Chapter 1 compensatory education students (see exhibit 2.68A).

Students in the seventh-grade cohort were asked to report the number of hours they typically spend
cach week reading for pleasure outside school. Among thesc older students, only 18 percent report reading
more thanthree hours per week, and 15 percent claim that they dono reading at all outside school (see exhibit
2.69). There are also large differences between Chapter 1 participants and nonparticipants in the seventh-
grade cohort. Only 4 percent of Chapter 1 participants report reading for pleasure for more than two hours
per week, compared with 19 percent of the nonparticipants. Chapter 1 participants in the seventh-grade
cohort are also more likely than nonparticipants to report doing no reading during atypical week (21 percent
vs. 14 percent). Non-Chapter 1 compensatory students report a pattern of outside reading similar to that for
Chapter 1 participants.

Exhibit 2.68A: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students Who Read
Qutside of School Every Day
by Participation in Compensatory Education

- Any Chapter 1 Other Comp. Ed. ! No Program-

45 | 38 | 55

Exhibit 2.68B: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Whno Read Outside
of School Two or More Hours per Week
by Participation in Compensatory Education
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.69: Student-Reported Reading Outside School by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation In Compensatory Education

\ Students’ Reading Outside School TOTAL Any Chapter 1 , _ Other Comp. Ed. I- No Program
3rd Grade Cohort

How Often Do You Read Books

Outside School?
Almost every day 52.3% 44.5% 37.5% 54.7%
Sometimes 39.5% 44.2% 46.9% 38.4%
Never 8.2% 11.2% 15.6% 6.9%
Missing data 16.5 13.4 19.9 9.0
7th Grade Cohort

How Much Reading Do You Do
Each Week Gutside School, Not in
Connection with Schoolwork?

None 15.1% 20.5% 21.9% 14.4%
1 hour or less 40.7% 52.5% 52.9% 39.3%
2to 3 hours 26.3% 19.3% 15.2% 27.5%
410 5 hours 8.1% 4.1% hd 8.5%
6 hours or more 9.8% d > 10.2%
Missing data B 23.8 A 20.2 16.6 16.2
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178.986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Students’ Use of the Public Library

Inaddition to being asked about how much they read outside school, students in the third- and seventh-
grade cohorts were asked about the extent to which they use the public library in their community (as opposed
to their school library). Across both grades, about one-fifth of all students report that they have never used
their public library. Somewhat surprisingly, frequent use of the public library—at least every two weeks—is
higher in the third-grade cohort than in the seventh-grade cohort (30 percent vs. 19 percent). One would
expect the older students to have a greater need to access the public library for their school assignments.

For both grade cohorts, Chapter 1 participants are about equally likely as nonparticipants to report
frequent use of their public library, although, as with the overali population, use is lower in the seventh-grade
cohort. But, Chapter 1 participants in both grade cohorts are about twice as likely as nonparticipants to report
that they never use the public library (exhibits 2.70 and 2.71). This difference may be due to student
preferences or access to community facilities.

Exhibit 2.70: Percentage of Students Who Use a Public Library at Least Every Two Weeks
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.71: Student-Reported Use of Public Library by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

How Often Do You Go to the Participation in Compensatory Education

Public Library? TOTAL Any Chapter 1 ‘ Other Comp. Ed. l No Program

3rd Grade Cohort
Once a week 16.8% 22.2% 25.4% 14.8%
Once every 2 weeks 13.0% 8.6% 12.8% 14.0%
Once a month 17.3% 10.5% 9.3% 19.3%
A few times a year 32.9% 26.9% 31.0% 34.5%
Never 20.1% 31.8% 21.5% 17.3%
Missing data 15.9 12.0 16.1 9.0

7th Grade Cohort
Once a week 71.2% 12.7% 11.0% 6.4%
Once every 2 weeks 11.8% 10.2% 8.3% 12.2%
Once a month 19.9% 9.7% 16.3% 21.0%
A few times a year 40.6% 30.2% 36.3% 41.8%
Never 20.5% 37.2% 28.0% 18.5%
Missing data 24.0 20.2 174 16.3

Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133.463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,936 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Students’ Television Viewing

Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were also asked about a variety of things they do for
pleasure outside school. Oneitem involved the extent to which they watchtelevision on school days (exhibits
2.72 A and B and 2.73) which may have a negative effect on school performance. About 37 percent of the
third-grade cohort and 67 percent of the seventh-grade cohort report spending over two hours per day
watching television on school days. In fact, 29 percent of the seventh-grade cohort report spending over four
hours a day on school days watching television, and 18 percent report watching for more than five hours a
day. This amount of viewing clearly leaves little time for school work or cther activities fora large proportion
of students in the seventh-grade cohort.

Across both grades, there are only small differences among Chapter I participants, other compensatory
participants, and nonparticipants in their reported propensity to spend large amounts of time watching
television during the school week.

Exhibit 2.72A: Percentage of 3rd Grade Students Who Watch More than
Two Hours of Television per Day on School Days
by Participation in Compensatory Education
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ExLibit 2.72B: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Who Watch
Television Four or More Hours per day on School Days
by Participation in Compensatory Education
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Exhibit 2.73: Student-Reported Television Viewing by Participation in Compensatory Education

and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentagces)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Student TV Viewing TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Other Comp, Ed. | No Program

During the School Year, How

Much TV Do You Usually

Watch on School Days?

3rd Grade Cohort
Don't watch TV on school days 5.7% 7.0% 8.7% 5.1%
1 to 2 days a week 17.2% 18.0% 15.6% 17.1%
Most week days but not everyday 19.6% 17.8% 13.3% 20.5%
Every day for less than 2 hours 20.6% 17.8% 18.7% 21.3%
Every day for over 2 hours 36.8% 39.3% 43.7% 36.0%
Missing data 15.3 1.3 17.8 8.2

How Many Hours a Day Do You

Watch TV on School Days?

7th Grade Cohort
Don't watch TV on school days 2.1% * * 2.0%
Less than 1 hour a day 10.0% 8.9% * 10.3%
1 to 2 hours 21.3% 14.2% 15.1% 22.4%
2to 3 hours 22.1% 19.1% 17.8% 22.8%
3 to 4 hours 15.7% 23.3% 8.0% 15.4%
4 to § hours 11.0% 11.8% 12.8% 10.9%
More than 5 hours 17.7% 20.2% 38.2% 16.2%
Missing data 23.0 16.2 16.7 15.5

Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132.858 2.284.581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Student Questionnaire

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Prospects: Interim Report «& 219




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Students’ Activities Outside School

Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were asked to indicate whether they participated in
one or more of a variety of activities outside school at any time during the school year: scouting, a religious
youth group, community-sponsored sports teams or youth groups, a hobby club, or a community service
activity. Students were also asked whether, at any time during the school year, they were enrolled in one or
more nonschool instructional classes: art, music, or dance lessons; language instruction; religious instruc-
tion; computer classes; or lessons in a sport or exercise activity. These data, shown in exhibits 2.74 and 2.75,
indicate that participation on a sports team, or taking lessons in sports, is the most common nonschool activity
for students in both grade cohorts. Other popular activities include instruction in performance skills and
participation in a religious community group or religious instruction.

There are small differences in the exten: to which Chapter 1 participants, other compensatory
participants, and nonparticipants are involved in such activities, with Chapter 1 (and other compensatory
programs) participants in both grade cohorts slightly more likely to take computer instruction, and third grade
Chapter 1 participants slightly more likely to be involved in a community youth group.

Exhibit 2.74: Percentage of Students Involved in Specified Non-School Activities
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort

Religious youth group

3rd |
Grade Community youth group E
Cohort :
Community team sports :

7th —
Grade  Community youth group Z
Cohort :

Community tcam sports

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

(€2 No Program €2 Other Comp. Ed. M Any Chapter 1 ‘D

220 &~ Prospects: Interim Report




Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.75: Student-Reported Activities Outside School by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Activities Outside School TOTAL Any Chapter 1 | OtherComp. E4 | No Program

7th Grade Cohort

Student Participates in Activities

Outside School:
Scouting 9.2% 9.0% 12.3% 9.1%
Religious youth group 36.8% 20.3% 31.4% 38.7%
Comrmunity youth group 13.2% 12.3% 13.1% 13.4%
Community team sports 36.6% 37.0% 28.7% 37.0%
Hobby club 17.9% 13.5% 14.2% 18.6%
Community service activity 22.7% 19.4% 25.0% 22.8%
Missing data 23.9 17.2 18.2 16.5

Student Takes Lessons in:

Art, music or dance 32.1% 23.3% 26.1% 33.2%
Language 4.8% 6.0% d 4.7%
Religious instruction 33.0% 22.5% 19.1% 34.5%
Computer 8.8% 13.9% 14.8% ) 7.8%
Sports or excercise 70.2% 75.7% 69.7% 69.6%
Missing data 49.1 45.1 52.6 43.4

3rd Grade Cohort

Student Participates in Activities

Outside School:
Scouting 28.6% 22.8% 23.2% 30.6%
Religious youth group 27.6% 28.4% 23.6% 21.7%
Community youth group 143% 20.7% 14.8% 12.8%
Community team sports 43.0% 30.8% 39.7% 45.9%
Hobby club 25.0% 28.0% 28.9% 24.3%
Missing data 20.3 14.7 18.1 11.3

Student Takes Lessons in:

Art, music or dance 35.0% 35.1% 28.0% 35.0%
Language 5.7% 9.7% 7.4% 4.3%
Religious instruction 21.1% 15.6% 28.5% 22.2%
Computer 13.9% 26.3% 20.7% 10.1%
Sports or excercise 73.9% 65.0% 70.0% 76.4%
Missing data 36.3 34.6 34.0 309
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cobort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Students’ Involvement in Religious Activities

Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were further asked about the frequency with which
they typically attend religious services and the extent to which they are involved in church-sponsored
activities. Such participation may be an important measure of the child’s home environment.

About 46 nercent of the students in the third-grade cohort, and 28 percent of students in the seventh-
grade cohort, report tha. they often attend religious services. Frequent participation in church-sponsored
activities is higher for the students in the seventh-grade cohort (38 percent) than for the third-grade cohort
(27 percent)—a difference that may reflect the greater availability of programs for young teenagess.

Across both cohorts there are relatively minor differences between Chapter 1 participants and
nonparticipants in their involvement in religious services or church-sponsored activities (exhibits 2.76 and
2.77). The largest difference is related to participation in church-sponsored activities among students in the
seventh-grade cohort. Twenty-five percent of the Chapter 1 participants report that they are often involved
in such activities, compared with 39 percent of the nonparticipants.

Exhibit 2.76: Percentage of Students Involved in Specified Religious Activities
by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Exhibit 2.77: Student-Reported Participation in Religious Activities by Participation in
Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Menth Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

‘ Participation in Compensatory Education

' Student Participation in Religious Activities TOTAL Any Chapter 1 Other Comp. Ed. No Program
3rd Grade Cohort

How Often Do You Go to Church Services?

Often 45.5% 42.8% 37.6% 46.6%
Sometimes 34.3% 37.1% 36.9% 33.6%
Never 20.2% 20.1% 25.5% 19.8%
Missing data 18.7 14.1 19.1 12.1

How Often Do You Participate in Church-

Sponsored Activities?
Often . 27.4% 23.0% 24.4% 28.6%
Sometimes 40.0% 42.1% 34.9% 39.9%
Never 32.6% 34.9% 40.7% 31.6%
Missing data  ° 20.2 17.3 20.0 13.3
7th Grade Cohort

How Often Do You Go to Church Services?

Often 21.9% 24.5% 29.7% 28.0%
Sometimes 23.0% 22.0% 32.4% 22.9%
Rarely 21.4% 16.2% 14.6% 22.1%
Never 27.2% 37.3% 23.4% 27.0%
Missing data 24.7 18.6 17.3 17.5

How Often Do You Participate in Church-

Sponsored Activities?
Often 38.2% 24.8% 31.9% 39.9%
Sometimes 21.3% 23.8% 14.9% 21.6%
Rarely 16.3% 13.1% 14.9% 16.4%
Never 24.3% 38.2% 38.3% 22.1%
Missing data 24.6 18.7 17.7 17.3
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Child’s Expectations for Educaiisi:z! Attainment

Students in the seventh-grade cohort were asked about their expected future ievel of educational
attainment. Most students expect to graduate high school; only 3 percent expect to drop out before completing
their high school education. This figure is, of course, well below actual national dropout rates.

Furthermore, 78 percent of the students in the seventh-grade cohort expect to complete and graduate
froma two- or four-year college, and 27 percent expect to attend graduate school. Again, these figures reflect
educational expectations well beyond actual rates of postsecondary attendance and completion.

Students who are not Chapter 1 participants are more likely (80 percent vs. 64 percent) to indicate that
they expect to attend and graduate from college (exhibits 2.78 and 2.79). Nonparticipants are alsomore likely
than Chapter 1 participants to expect to attend graduate school (28 percent vs. 18 percent).

Exhibit 2.78: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Who Expect to Obtain
a College Degree by Participation in Compensatory Education
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.79: Studcnt-Reported Educational Plans by Participation in Compensatory Education
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Students' Educational Plans TOTAL Any Chapter 1 T Other Comp. Ed. I No Program
How Far in School Do You Think
You Will Get?
7th Grade Cohort
Won't finish high school 2.6% 5.5% * 2.2%
Will only finish high school 9.2% 15.3% 23.8% 8.1%
Go to vocational/trade school after
high school 5.0% 7.8% * 4.8%
Will finish vocational/trade school
after high school 3.5% 3.9% * 3.1%
Attend 2- or 4-y. college but not graduate 2.1% 3.8% * 1.7%
Graduate from 2- or 4-yr, college 51.1% 45.2% 52.3%
Wil attend graduate school 26.5% 18.4% 11.4% 27.8%
Missing data 25.5 21.1 253 17.5
Total Weighted N
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospecis. Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education §. vices

Child Supervision

Studentsin the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were asked about the time they typically spend athome
without an adult present after school. Some 58 percent of students in the third-grade cohort reportedly spend
no time at home alone after school. Only 7 percent report spending over three hours alone at home.

As one would expect, the amount of time children spend unsupervised after school is greater for
students in the seventh-grade cohort. Eleven percent report that they are never alone at home after school,
and 12 percent report spending more than three hours alone at home on school days.

In the third-grade cohort, there are only small differences between Chapter 1 participants (and other
compensatory students) and nonparticipants in the amount of time they report spending alone at home after
school (Exhibits 2.80and 2.81). About 13 percent of the Chapter 1 participants spend more than three hours
at home after school without an adult present, compared with 6 percent of the nonparticipants. Among the
seventh-grade cohort, however, there arc no differences betwecen participants and nonparticipants in the
extent to which they are alone for more than three hours after school. However, there are no data for almost
one-quarter of the sample.

Exhibit 2.80: Percentage of Students Who Spend More than Two Hours at Home Alone after
School by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.81: Time Spent Alone after School by Participation in Compensatory
Education and Grade Cehort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Time Spent Alone After School TOTAL Any Chapter || Other Comp. EA. | No Program

3rd Grade Cohort
Never 58.1% 54.5% 52.3% §9.0%
Less than 1 hour 18.1% 16.5% 17.6% 18.7%
1to 2 hours 11.3% 11.0% 16.2% 11.2%
2 to 3 hours 5.2% 5.4% 4.7% 5.3%
Over 3 hours 7.2% 12.6"/1&? 9.3% 5.8%
Missing data 16.1 124 18.4 8.8

7th Grade Cohort

Never 11.0% 16.8% 18.9% 10.2%
Less than 1 hour 31.8% 32.9% 29.1% 31.8%
I to 2 hours 30.9% 26.5% 22.6% 31.5%
2 to 3 hours 14.3% 10.8% 14.2% 14.5%
Over 3 hours 12.1% 13.1% 15.2% 12.1%
_Missing data 239 16.0 17.3 15.7
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohornt 3,042,494 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,024 178.986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.

Source: Prospects. Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Home Residence

Students in both the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were asked whether they ever, during the school
year, live somewhere other than in their primary home. Students were also asked whether they have their
own room in their home. Overall, betwcen one-fifth and one-quarter of students report living somewhere
other than in their regular residence. About one-third of the students in the third-grade cohort report not
having their own room, as do about one-fifth of the students in the seventh-grade cohort.

However, responses for Chapter 1 participants and nonparticipants differ on both items (see exhibits
2.82 and 2.83). Chapter | participants in the third-grade cohort are about 50 percent more likely to have lived
somewhere other than in their primary residence; students in the seventh-grade cohort are about 33 percent
more likely to have lived elsewhere at some time. Chapter 1 participants in both grade cohorts are about 33
percent more likely to share a room with another family member.

Students receiving non-Chapter 1 compensatory services tend to fall between Chapter 1 participants
and noncompensatory students on these two measures.

Exhibit 2.82: Percentage of Students Who Reported Living Somewhere other than Their
Regular Home by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.83: Home Living Arrangements by Participation in Compensatory Education

and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education
Home Living Arrangements TOTAL Any Chapter 1 J Other Comp. Ed. No Program
Do You Ever Live Somewhere Other
Than in Your Regular Home?
3rd Grade Cohort
Yes 25.6% 34.0% 28.5% 23.5%
No 74.4% 66.0% 71.5% 76.5%
Missing data 17.2 14.2 20.2 10.1
7th Grade Cohort
Yes 18.2% 23.6% 22.3% 17.6%
No 81.8% 76.4% 71.7% 82.4%
Missing data 23.9 20.3 19.2 6.1
Do You Have Your Own Room?
3rd Grade Cohort
Yes 65.7% 56.8% 62.1% 68.5%
No 34.3% 43.2% 37.9% 31.5%
Missing data 16.2 12.7 174 9.2
7th Grade Cohort
Yes 78.8% 72.7% 77.1% 79.5%
No 21.2% 27.3% 22.9% 20.5%
Missing data 24.4 19.6 19.3 16.9
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 508,279 133,463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 178,986 132,858 2,284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 2: Students Receiving Compensatory Education Services

Home Educational Resources

Parents were asked whether they had a variety of educational resources at home, ranging from
relatively low-cost items such as a daily newspaper and a dictionary, to high-cost items such as a computer
and an encyclopedia. As shown in exhibits 2.84 and 2.85, the likelihood of having such items at home
increases with students’ grade cohort, following the previously shown patterns of higher inc. mes for families
with older children.

Across all three cohorts, although the differences are generally small, students receiving Chapter 1
services (and, to a lesser extent, students receiving other compensatory services) are somewhat less likely
than noncompensatory education students to have any of the listed resources. Not surprisingly, the largest
differences are noted for a home computer; noncompensatory education students are twice as likely to have
a computer in the home as are Chapter | students.

Exhibit 2.84: Percentage of Students whose Parents Report Having Specified Educational
Resources in the Home by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Home Educational Support Environment

Exhibit 2.85: Percentage of Students with Access to Home Educational Resources by Participation
in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Participation in Compensatory Education

Home Educational Resources TOTAL | Any Chapter | | Other Comp. Ed. ! No Program

1st Grade Cohort
Daily newspaper 56.9% 44.5% 52.0% 59.8%
Dictionary 91.9% 85.5% 87.3% 93.4%
Encyclopedia/other reference book 69.1% 61.8% 71.1% 70.8%
Regular magazine 71.5% 54.8% 59.7% 75.9%
Tape recorder/cassette player 95.4% 89.3% 92.1% 96.9%
Record player 77.4% 69.6% 81.9% 78.8%
Color TV 98.2% 96.4% 97.7% 98.6%
Vidco games 70.7% 68.4% 70.3% 71.6%
Typewriter 48.3% 37.1% 41.4% 51.2%
Computer 28.1% 15.9% 24.1% 31.2%
More than 50 books 84.6% 67.2% 78.6% 88.9%
Video recorder or VCR 89.0%% 79.0% 852% 91.6%
Pocket calculator 80.3% 76.1% 86.9% 88.7%
Missing data 20.0 25.0 11.9 12.3

3rd Grade Cohort i
Daily newspaper 62.5% 49.0% 64.8% 65.6%
Dictionary 97.0% 92.7% 95.7% 97.9%
Encyclopedia/other reference book 78.4% 69.1% 77.5% 79.9%
Regular magazine 76.1% 57.9% 72.4% 80.4%
Tape recorder/cassette player 96.8% 91.7% 95.7% 97.9%
Record player 80.1% 76.1% 81.5% 81.0%
Color TV 99.1% 98.1% 98.8% 99.2%
Video games 81.9% 76.7% 87.6% 82.6%
Typewriter 57.4% 45.2% 54.6% 59.7%
Computer 35.7% 18.0% 34.0% 39.0%
More than 50 books 88.1% 72.2% 85.1% 91.6%
Video recorder or VCR 92.5% 83.8% 94.4% 94.1%
Pocket calculator 75.7% 68.4% 74.6% 84.3%
Missing data 24.6 321 253 16.0

7th Grade Cohort
Daily newspaper 77.8% 74.2% 65.3% 78.6%
Dictionary 65.1% 53.1% 53.0% 67.1%
Encyclopedia/other reference book 98.5% 95.6% 93.9% 99.0%
Regular magazine 85.0% 72.2% 77.0% 86.4%
Tape recorder/cassette player 77.6% 57.9% 55.4% 80.1%
Record player 97.6% 94.6% 89.3% 98.2%
Color TV 86.3% 81.6% 85.9% 87.0%
Video games 98.9% 97.2% 99.0% 99.0%
Typewriter 82.6% 75.6% 71.3% 83.7%
Computer 67.3% 50.8% 49.2% 69.3%
More than 50 books 39.1% 20.5% 19.3% 44.2%
Video recorder or VCR 87.1% 70.6% 70.1% 89.0%
Pocket calculator 91.3% 82.2% 77.3% 92.5%
Missing data 260] 256 18.5 26.8

Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,519 654,146 92.690 2,473,270
3rd Grade Cohort 3.042.494 508.279 133.463 2,096,623
7th Grade Cohort 2.945.024 178.986 132,858 2.284,581

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown Schoal Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source. Prospects, Student Abstract
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Summary

This part ofthe Prospects interim report switches from a focus on students to a description of the types
of schools they attend; the characteristics, perceptions, and attitudes of their teachers; and the nature of the
classroom instruction they receive. Asin Part 1, the discussion explores the relationship between school and
classroom characteristics and the degree of concentration of poor children within schools.

Pullout programs remain the predominant mode by which schools provide Chapter 1 services to
children in the Prospects first- and third-grade cohorts, but are less commonly used for students in the
seventh-grade cohort. In-class supplementary instruction is used for 40 to S0 percent of the students in all
three grade cohorts.

Schoo! Staffing

The ratio of studentsto totai school staffis higherin low-poverty schools (15 students per staff member)
than in high-poverty schools (18 students per staff member). However, there are more students per classroom
teacher in high-poverty schools (34) than in low-poverty schools (23). The difference is duc to the higher
number of classroom instructional aides and noninstructional staff (e.g., counselors) in high-poverty schools.
School aides account for 13 percent of total school staffin high-poverty schools and 9 percentin low-poverty
schools; special staff (ESL teachers, social workers, counselors, media specialists) make-up 27 percent of
the staff in high-poverty schools, compared with 17 percent in low-poverty schools.

Onaverage, nearly one-fourth ofali students receive reading/language arts/English or math instruction
in classes with more than 25 students; no systematic differences were observed between high- and low-
poverty schools on measures of class size.

Students’ Mobility

Highly mobile students are at increased risk for learning gaps or disruptions in their education, which
may translate into being unsuccessful in school. Overall, about 20 percent of students transfer schools over
a 12-1nonth period. However, high-poverty schools have substantially higher rates of student transfers (34
percent) than low-poverty schools (14 percent).

Teachers® Education and Expericnce

Highly qualified and experienced teachers are necessary to provide high-quality instruction. Thereare
essentially no differences between high- and low-poverty schools in terms of teacher certification and the
extent to which instructional staff have obtained education beyond the baccalaurcate degree.

There are also no differences in the years that staff have spentat their current school, but there are some
differences between high- and low-poverty schools with respect to teachers’ total years of experience. On
average, math teachers in low-poverty schools have had from 15 to 20 percent more teaching experience
than math teachers in high-poverty schools.
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| With regard to staff development, teachers report having received very littie in-service training during
| a 12-month period—about three days. There are no differences in the amount of in-service training that the
teachers of students in the first- and third-grade cohort havereceived. The teachers of students in the seventh-
grade cohort in low-poverty schools, however, have received an average of 15 to 20 percent more hours of
staff development in the last year than the teachers in high-poverty schools.

School Governance

Because of the increased interest in site-based school management as a means to improve education,
school principals were asked about the extent to which they have control over a variety of school-related
decisions (e.g., students’ promotion and retention, use of instructional grouping strategies, use of funds). No
systematic differences between high- and low-poverty schools were observed in principals’ reports.
However, when asked about their control over classroom-related decisions, the teachers of students in low-
poverty schools were more likely to report that tney had control over their instructional curriculum than were
the teachers of students in high-poverty schools. This difference may stem from the fact that high-poverty
schools are more likely to be located in large urban centers where there may be a greater likelihood of
centralized bureaucratic control over instruction and administrative procedures.

Parental Contact with School

Parental involvement is an essential component of Chapter 1, the assumption being that there is a
relationship between parents’ involvement and students’ academic success.

There are essentially no differences between high- and low-poverty schools in the extent to which
parents report receiving positive feedback from schools about their children; nor are there qualitative
differences in the extent to which parents receive information about school programs or services. In general,
however, parents of students in high-poverty schools are more likely to have been contacted by their child’s
school about a negative event (e.g., poor academic performance, behavior or discipline problems, and
problems with absenteeism) than are parents of students in low-poverty schools.

With regard to parental involvement in school activities, parents of students inthe first- and third-grade
cohorts in high-poverty schools are somewhat less likely to be involved in the school PTA, in fund raising
activities for their child’s school, or to serve as a classroom or school volunteer.

School Climate

Because school climate can affect the educational process, teachers were asked about their attitudes
toward their school administrators and fellow teachers. Although many teachers express positive feelings,
a relatively large proportion of teachers at all grade levels express concerns about their current school,
including a lack of clear goals and priorities, or lack of a principal who makes and implements plans or
supports and encourages staff. Furthermore, 25 to 35 percent of the teachers believe that their colleagues
do not maintain high standards or seek to learn new idcas for use in their classrooms. There arc no systematic
differencesin teacherattitudes by school poverty concentration, cxcept that teachers in high-poverty schools
are more likely to feel that student misbehavior interferes with their ability to teach.
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Most teachers (80 percent or more) indicate that a positive relationship between parents and teachers
exists at the school, but teachers in high-poverty schools are Jess likely than teachers in low-poverty schools
to report that such a cooperative relationship exists in their school.

Similarly, although most students’ parents are positive about their child’s school, the parents of
students in high-poverty schools were less likely to rate their child’s school as “above average’ than were
the parents of students in low-poverty schools. This difference is especially large inthe seventh-grade cohort,
where parents of children in low-poverty schools were nearly twice as likely as parents in high-poverty
schools to rate their child’s school above average.

Availability of Instructional Resources

For all three grade cohorts, and for beth reading/language arts/English and math, teachers in low-
poverty schools are about 60 percent more likely to report that they have adequate supplies of low-cost
instructional materials (pencils, paper, access to photocopying) than are teachers in high-poverty schools.

Teachers were also asked about whether a variety of instructional resources were not available in
sufficient quantity to meet their instructional needs. The most commonly cited items were computers,
programmed instructional materials, manipulatives, and vocational educational equipment. The least often
cited items included textbooks, teacher-developed materials, and workbooks. There were no clear differ-
ences between high- and low-poverty schools in the availability of instructional resources.

Use of Computers for Instruction

Computers are becoming an increasingly important component of today’s educational environment.
Despite their cost, students in #igh-poverty schools are more likely to use computers as part of their regular
classroom instruction in both reading/language arts/English and math than students in low-poverty schools.
This difference is observed across all three grade cohorts but is particularly large for students in the first
grade. The cbserved difference demonstrates the effect of Chapter 1 and other compensatory education
assistance on the availability of computers.

Regular Classroom Math Instruction

Students in all three grade cohorts and across all school poverty categories receive math instruction
every day for between 37 and 46 minutes. Students in high-poverty schools are more likely than those in low-
poverty schools to have an aide in their classrooms during math instruction, and the aides in high-poverty
schools are more likely to be responsible (at some time) for direct instruction than are the classroom aides
in low-poverty schools.

About two-thirds of students in all three grade cohorts receive math instruction with their whole class,
with the remainder either receiving instruction in small groups or individually. Nodifferences were observed
across categories of school poverty.

With respect to grouping, about one-fifth of the students in the third- and scventh-grade cohorts are
grouped within their classes for math instruction. There are no differences by poverty for the seventh grade,
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but students in the third-grade cohort in high-poverty schools are nearly four times as likely as students in
low-poverty schools to be grouped, primarily by ability.

Math teachers were asked the extent to which they used a variety of instructional resources in their
classrooms. Textbooks were by far the most commonly used instructional resource, followed by workbooks
and teacher-made materials. The teachers of students in the third-grade cohort were also more likely to use
manipulatives, and the teachers of students in the seventh-grade cohort were more likely to use calculators.
However, for over half the students in all three grade cohorts, math textbooks are the only resource being
frequently used for instruction.

Computer-assisted instruction (CAI) is used for the math instruction of about haif of the students in
the third-grade cohort and for about 20 percent of those in the seventh-grade cohort. There are no differences
inthe likelihood of use of CAlin the third-grade cohort by school poverty, but students in the seventh-grade
cohort in low-poverty schools are more likely than those in high-poverty schools to be taught using this mode
of instruction.

The use of specific pedagogical practices also varies with school poverty. Most important, it appears
that students in high-poverty schools are more likely than students in low-poverty schools to be taught using
the Mastery Learning method which places a greater emphasis on basic skills than on higher order skills.

Regular Classroom Reading/Language Arts/English Instruction

Students in all three grade cohorts receive reading/language arts/English instruction every day with
no variation across concentrations of school poverty. However, as would be expected, the amount of
instruction varies by grade, decreasing from 83 minutes per day in the first grade, to 33 minutes per day in
theeighth grade. The only sizable diffcrence across categories of school poverty concentration was observed
forstudents in the seventh-grade cohort in high-poverty schools, who receive an average of about 33 percent
more instruction time per day in this subject.

Students in high-poverty schools are more likely to have an aide present in their classrooms during the
reading/language arts/English instruction period than are students in low-poverty schools, and the aides in

high-poverty schools are more likely to be responsible for direct instruction than the aides in low-poverty
schools.

On average, about two-thirds of students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts receive reading/
language arts/English instruction with their whole class. The remaining students receive either small-group
or individual instruction. Students in the first-grade cohort are, however, more likely to receive their
instruction through the use of small-group or individual teaching. There are no differences across the
different categories of school poverty.

With respect to within-class grouping, about 80 percent of the students in the third- and seventh-grade
cohorts are grouped for reading/language arts/English instruction. Grouping is used for about two-thirds of
students in the first-grade cohort. There are no differences by school poverty for students in the third- and
seventh-grade cohort, but grouping is more likely to be used for students in the first-grade cohort in high-
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poverty schools. Moreover, where grouping is used for instruction, students in the seventh-grade cohort in
high-poverty schools are more likely than those in low-poverty schools to be grouped by ability.

Reading/language arts/English teachers were asked about the extent to which they used a variety of
instructional resources in their classrooms. Textbooks and literature/trade books were by far the most
commonly used instructional resources, with basal readers and language experience stories commonly used
in the primary grades. There are no clear relationships between the selection and use of instructional
materials and school poverty categories, except that high-poverty schools seem to make greater use of
textbooks and basal readers. Low-poverty schools seem to make greater use of literature and trade books,
indicatinz a more enriched instructional program in these schools.

Computer-assisted instruction is increasingly used for reading/language arts/English instruction as
students progress through school. This method of instruction is used (at some time) for 56 percent of students
inthe first-grade cohort, 64 percent of those in the third-grade cohort, and 80 percent of those in the seventh-
grade cohort. Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts have greater access to these systems in low-
poverty schools, but in the first-grade cohort, students in high-poverty schools are more likely to receive such
instruction at some time.

The Availability of Chapter 1 by Grade

Chapter 1 funding is heavily concentrated on elementary school students, especially those in the lower
primary grades. Students in grades 1 through 3 are about six times as likely to receive Chapter 1-funded
services as are students in grades 9 through 12.

In accordance with applicable laws and federal regulations, Chapter 1 funding flows primarily to
schools with the highest concentrations of economically disadvantaged students. Regardless of grade level,
students in high-poverty schools (i.e., schools where 75 to 100 percent of the children are pocr) have much
greater access to Chapter 1 services than do students in low-poverty schools.

Not surprisingly, high-poverty schools are more dependent on Chapter 1 funding than are low-poverty
schools. For example, the percentage of total school staff paid by of Chapter 1 is about seven times higher
in high-poverty schools than in low-poverty schools.

Chapter 1 Services

Atthis point, only a limited analysis of the Chapter 1 service data collected through the Prospects study
has been completed. Subsequent reports will, therefore, present amore complete picture of the nature of such
assistance, F.ow it varies by grade and school poverty, and, most important, how compensatory education
affects student cutcomes.

Service Configuration. Under Chapter 1, schools have considerable latitude in choosing how to
provide assistance to disadvantaged students. Nationwide, pullout programs in rcading/language arts and
math (i.e., those that remove individual students from their regular classroom for special instruction) arc used
in the schools attended by most students in the first- and third-grade cohorts. But students in high-poverty
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schools are more likely than those in low-poverty schools to receive compensatory education in their regular
classroom, thereby reducing the likelihood of missing instruction during the pullout time.

Students in the seventh-grade cohort are less likely to attend schools where Chapter 1 is provided
through a pullout program. Instead, middle school students, especially those in high-poverty schools, are
more likely to receive their compensatory education through an add-on program, either during the regular
year or over the summer. This difference between elementary and middle schools probably reflects the fact
that far fewer students participate in Chapter 1 in the later grades.

individual Tutoring. Disadvantaged students can also receive special tutoring services. Students in
high-poverty elementary schools are more likely to receive such individual assistance from paraprofession-
als or same-age students than from volunteers or older students, who provide assistance in low-poverty
schools. Tutoring in high-poverty middle schools is more likely to be provided by older or same-age students
than by teachers or paraprofessionals.

Teacher Characteristics. Chapter 1 teachers are as likely as regular classroom teachers to have a
permanent teaching certificate, but have, an average, more total years of teaching experience and are
somewhat more likely to have obtained education beyond their baccalaureate degree.

In-Service Training. On average, Chapter 1 teachers receive about three days of in-service training
per year, a level comparable to that of regular classroom teachers.
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Availability of Chapter 1 by Grade Level

School administrators have considerable iatitude in deciding how to use Chapter 1 funds for students
at different grades. As shown in exhibit 3.1, students in the early primary grades (grades 1 to 3) are about
six times as likely to participate in Chapter 1 as are students in secondary schools (grades 9 to 12).

This relationship varies by level of scheol poverty, however, with students ‘n high-poverty schools
having much greater access to Chapter 1 services, as would be expected, than students in low-poverty
schools. Consequently, disadvantaged students in all grades, but especially those in the upper grades, are

more likely to participate in Chapter 1 if they attend a high-poverty school than if they attend a low-poverty
school.

Across all poverty concentration categories, Chapter 1 participation peaks at just under 20 percent of
students participating in grades 1 through 3. Chapter 1 participation rates are slightly lower than the overall
mean for students attending low-poverty schools. In high-poverty schools, elementary school students
receive Chapter 1 services atabout twice the national average participation rate; between one-third and two-
fifths of children in high-poverty schools receive Chapter 1-funded services. High school students in this
high-poverty concentration category receive Chapter 1 services at four to five times the national average.

Exhibit 3.1: Percentage of Students Participating in Chapter 1 Programs by Grade
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Exhibit 3.2: Percentage of Students in Chapter 1 by School Poverty
Concentration: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Student Wesghted Percentages)

Percentage of Students School Poverty Concentration
Particigating in Chapter 1 Program TOTAL 0-19% , 20-39% i 40-59% l 60-74% , 75-100%
Kindergarten 11.5% 9.6% 125% 13.7% 8.1%  29.0%
Grade 1 18.3% 153% 16.7%  24.4% 20.5%  39.0%
Grade 2 18.0% 157%  20.0% 234% 17.7%  35.4%
Grade 3 18.5% 13.8% 18.8% 268% 22.1% 35.8%
Grade 4 16.2% 11.1% 163% 263% 155% 33.8%
Grade § 15.1% 87% 146% 248% 182% 31.6%
Grade 6 12.0% 52% 122% 222% 15.5%  24.0%
Grade 7 9.0% 4.1% 8.1% 162% 11.4% 19.7%
Grade 8 7.3% 3.1% 7.9% 154% 1.9% 19.4%
Grade 9 4.7% 0.6% 21% 13.0% 0.7% 16.0%
Grade 10 3.1% 0.5% 2.1% 5.5% 0.7% 13.2%
Grade 11 2.4% 0.2% 1.4% 51% 0.6% 9.9%
Grade 12 1.6% 0.3% 1.1% 2.7% 0.4% 7.0%

Notes: Schools in the 75 to 100 percent category include Chapter 1 Schoolwide Programs.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Chapter | District Coordinator
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Exhibit 3.3: Percentage of Students Participating in Chapter 1
by Grade and School Poverty Concentration
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Schools’ Dependence on Chapter 1 Funding

As reported by school principals, Chapter 1 funding supports nearly 8 percent of total school staff
resources (measured in terms of full-time-equivalent positions or FTEs) on average, across all categories
of school poverty (see exhibit 3.4).

As expected, the high-poverty schools are much more heavily dependent on Chapter 1, with about one-
sixth of total staff resources paid for with Chapter 1 monies. In low-poverty schools, only about 2.5 percent
of the staff resources are funded by Chapter 1 (see exhibit 3.5).

Exhibit 3.4: Average Percentage of Total School Staff (in FTEs) Paid with Chapter 1 Funds
by School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 3.5: School Dependence on Chapter 1 by School Poverty Concentration:

12-Month Follow-up Study
(Student Weighted Mcans)

School Poverty Concentration

School Dependence or Chapter 1 TOTAL 0-19% 1 20-39% | 40-59% ‘ 60-74% { 75-100%
Percentage of total school staff (in FTEs)
paid for with Chapter | funds 7.8% 2.5% 4.9% 1.5% 11.8% 16.0%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025} 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

Schools in the 75 to 100 percent category include Chapter 1 Schoolwide Programs.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Characteristics of Schools and Programs
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School Staffing

Sagdenis-to-Stuff Ratios

On average, low-poverty schools have a somewhat higher ratio of students to total school staff and
teaching staff (including instructional, noninstructional, and administrative staff) than do high-poverty
schools (see exhibits 3.6 and 3.7). There are nearly 18 students per staff member in low-poverty schools,
compared with about 15 students to each staff member in high-poverty schools.

No sizable differences were observed across categories of school poverty concentration in the ratios
of students to all instructional staff (i.c., regular classroom teachers plus aides and other instructional staff).
However, when the ratio of students to only regular classroom teachers is examined, the ratio is lower in the
low-poverty schools. On average, there are about 23 students per classroom teacher in the low-poverty
schools, compared with neariy 34 students per classroom teacher in high-poverty schools.

Consequently, it appears that although high-poverty schools have more total staff per student than low-
poverty schools, class sizes for professional teaching staff are, on average, about 50 percent larger in high-
poverty schools. This difference is primarily the result of an increased availability of support staff (e.g.,
counselors, psychologists, teaching aides) in high-poverty schools.

B0 coovermeeees meeees + e eremnienenns senrenisiinis e e s S et s s
0; :
0-19% 20-39% ;. 40-59% 60-74%  75-100%
Students to Total Staff 18 14 16 v |1
Students :0 Total Instructional Staff 21 19 19 18 20
Students to Regular Teachers ™ 23 22 22 22 ] 34

School Poverty Concentration
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Fxhibit 3.7: Average Students to Staff Ratios by School Poverty
Concentration: 12-Month Folow-up Study

sNtedent Wenehted Means

School Poverty Concentration

Ratios TOTAL 0-19%  20-39%;  40-59% !  60-74% ' 75-100%
Students to all staff 16.1 17.8 14.1 15.8 19.2 14.9
Students to all instructional staff 19.5 214 18.8 18.6 18.0 203
Students to all regular teachers 19.4 229 222 21.8 215 33.8
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536.443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3.042495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117  400.688

7th Grade Cohort 2.945.0251 78> 549 108,226 629226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
Schools in the 75 to 100 percent category include Chapter 1 Schoolwide Programs.
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Characteristics of Schools and Programs
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Staffing Patterns

This section examines school staffing patterns in more detail using data provided by school principals.
On average, regular classrocm teacners account for a higher proportion of staff in low-poverty schools (68
percent) than in high-poverty schools (56 percent).

Instructional aides account for 13 percent of the staffin high-poverty schools, compared with 8 percent
in low-poverty schools. The figures for other support staff—compensatory education teachers and aides,
special education staff, social workers, parent liaisons, counselors, psychologists, and media specialists—are
27 percent in high-poverty schools and 17 percent in low-poverty ones. This difference almost certainly
reflects the additional support provided to high-poverty schools for the full range of compensatory
educational services to ameliorate the educational disadvantagement of their students. In general, however,
these additional staff do not completely offset the considerable differences by category of school poverty
found in the ratios of students to regular classroom teachers.

Exhibit 3.8: School Staffing Pattern by School Poverty Concentration

Regular Tethers - 56% Regular Teachers - 68%

Administrative Staff - 4% Administrative Staff - 7%

2 Instructional Aides - 13% » Instructional Aides - 8%
Other Staff -27% Other Staff - 17%

High Poverty Schools Low Poverty Schools
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Exhibit 3.9: School Staffing Pattern by School Poverty Concentration:
12-Month Follow-up Study
(Student Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Staffing Patterns TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% . <-59% 60-74% : 75-100%

Percentage of Total Schoo! Staff

That Are:
Regular classroom teachers 65.0%] 68.0% 66.0% 650% 62.0% 56.0%
Teacher aides 12.1% 8.6% 10.5% 13.0% 19.9% 12.6%
Administrative staff 52% 6.9% 4.9% 4.7% 3.0% 4.5%
Other staff 17.7% 16.5% 18.6% 17.3% 151%  26.9%

Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521} 843,742 843,595 536443 709964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknov:n School Poverty status.
Schoois in tire 75 to 100 percent category include Chapter | Schoolwide Programs.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Characteristics of Schools and Programs
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Students’ Mobility

High rates of mobility among students can decrease the ability of aschool to meet students’ educational
needs. To examine this issue, school principals were asked to provide information on the number of students
who transferred out of their school both during the 1990-91 school year and between the end of the 1990-
91 school year and the start of the 1991-92 school year (i.e., over the summer).

As shown in exhibits 3.10 and 3.11, about 20 percent of students transferred over the course of the
combined 12-month period, with large differences observed in studeats’ mobility rates across categories of
school poverty. On average, about 14 percent of students in low-poverty schools transfer over the year,
compared with 34 percent of the students in the schools having the highest poverty concentration.

Exhibit 3.10: Percentage of Students Who Transfer between Schools in a 12-month Period
by School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 3.11: Students' Mobility Rates by School Poverty Concentration:
12-Month Follow-up Study
(Student Weighted Means)

School Poverty Concentration
Students’ Mobility TOTAL 0-19% 20-39%] 40-59%] 60-74%[ 75-100%

Percentage of students who transferred
out of school during the school year 10.9% 7.7% 8.9% 13.4% 11.3%  21.5%

Percentage of students who transferred out
of school over the summer 7.8% 5.8% 6.7% 7.6% 10.8% 12.7%

4
Percentage of students who transferred

over the past 12 months 19.0%f 138% 162% 212% 21.8% 33.7%
Tetal Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort { 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945.025% 783,549 ' 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Totai N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Character:-tics of Schools and Programs
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Use of Time by Regular Classroom Instructional Staff

Classroom teachers were asked to indicate the portion of their weekly time spent on instructional and
noninstructional activities (including tasks related to students’ social or personal development, behavior
management, and classroom management). On average, the teachers report spending slightly over two-
thirds of their time on direct instruction, with little variation by school poverty, grade level, or subject area
(exhibit 3.12).

Exhibit 3.12: Allocation Of Teachers' Time by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Allocation Of Teachers' Time TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Euglish Teacher
Academic instruction 69.7%]| 71.1% 693% 712% 69.6% 71.4%
Noninstructional task 303%| 289% 30.7% 28.8% 304% 28.6%
3rd Grade Cohort
English Teacher
Academic instruction 704%) 70.1% 69.3% 70.7% 70.1%  73.5%
Noninstructional task 29.6%1 29.9% 30.7% 293% 299%  26.5%
Math Teacher
Academic instruction 700%| 70.0% 70.1% 69.2% 664% 71.4%
Noninstructional task 30.0%| 30.0% 29.9% 30.8% 35.6% 28.6%
7th Grade Cohort
English Teacher
Academic instruction 683%) 67.1% 67.8% 694% T13% 678%
Noninstructional task 31.7%| 329% 322% 30.6% 28.7% 32.0%
Math Teacher
Academic instruction 69.0%| 658% 71.5% 694% 70.7% 61.7%
Noninstructiona! task 31.0%) 34.2% 28.5% 30.6% 293% 38.3%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 1 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042495F 967,336 700,709 480394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 29450271 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Quistionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

School Governance

Control over School Policies

Recent efforts to reform schools have often included a shift to site-based management of school
policies. To examine this issue, school principals were asked to indicate the extent to which administrators
and teachers have control over a variety of imporiant instructional and administrative decisions. Issues
included such critical matters as students’ promotion and retention, procedures for selecting students for

special assistance, instructional grouping, staff performance assessments, selection of instructional mate-
rials, and use of school funds (exhibit 3.13).

Exhibit 3.13: Percentage of Students in Schools Where School Staff Have Control over Student
Promotion and Retention Policies by School Poverty Conceniration and Grade Cohort

1st Grade Cohort l 3rd Grade Cohort 7th Grade Cohort
High Poverty Schools 81 : 82 75
i Low Poverty Schools (73 98 ! 88 83

School Poverty Concentration
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School Governance

According to Prospects study data, principals perceive that school staff have control over many of the
decisions that affect the day-to-day administration of their school. Moreover, there appears to be relatively
little variation in perceptions about the locus of control across categories of school poverty concentration.
As shown in exhibit 3.14, a modest degree of variability by grade and level of school poverty was observed
in control over student promotion and retention policies.

Exhibit 3.14: Percentage of Students in Schools Where School Staff Control Instructional Policies
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Coiumn Percentages)

School Poverty
Staff Control over School Policles TOTAL |  019% | 2030% | 40-50% | 6074% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cokort
Student promotion/retention policies 88.6% 97.9% 77.3% 85.3% 98.8% 80.7%
Assessment of staff performance 78.9% 84.3% 73.4% 78.3% 71.5% 59.6%
Use of school funds for instructional equipment/supplies . . . . * M
Texts and raaterials used in class 80.4% 86.5% 81.9% 69.2% 85.8% 79.9%
Selecting methods for strudent assessment 93.6% 70.4% 78.9% 74.3% 79.5% 67.3%
Selecting students for special or remedial services 91.2% 87.2% 96.3% 93.9% 95.6% 85.1%
Selecting teachers to pravide special or remedial services 78.3% 71.3% 73.6% 71.3% 82.7% 78.4%
Determining whether students will be grouped in classes by ability 88.3% 94.7% 90.7% 71.7% 89.9% 89.7%
3rd Grade Cohort
Student promotion/retention policies 88.6% 88.3% 94.7% 84.7% . 82.1%
Assessment of staff performance 75.2% 71.9% 86.1% 65.3% 78.9% 62.1%
Use of school funds for instructional equipment/supplies . . . . . .
Texts and materials used in class 82.1% 88.5% 81.3% 73.9% 85.8% 82.0%
Selecting methods for strudent assessment 74.9% 71.3% 78.4% 72.3% 85.4% 69.2%
Selecting students for special or remedial services 91.2% 90.1% 94.9% 92.7% . 86.2%
Selecting teachers to provide special or remedial services 81.1% 83.0% 76.0% 76.9% 94.7% 77.4%
Determining whether students will be grouped in classes by ability 90.5% 95.6% 91.7% 78.0% 97.1% 91.0%
‘7th Grade Cohort
Student promotion/retention policies 81.0% 83.4% . 79.8% 81.8% 75.3%
Assessment of staff performance 84.3% 87.7% 88.0% 66.0% 94.3% .
Use of school funds for instructional equipment/supplies . . . . . .
Texts and materials used in class 93.3% 94.4% 96.5% 95.3% 54.3% 96.4%
Selecting methods for strudent assessment 85.7% 94.3% 282.3% 85.0% 55.6% 96.4%
Selecting students for special or remedial services 91.3% 94.5% 96.4% 84.8% * 96.4%
Selecting teachers to provide special or remedial services 85.3% 88.8% 89.1% 79.2% 55.6% .
Determining whether students will be grouped in classes by ability 91.9% 89.3% 94.3% M 33.8% *
Tutal Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,498 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,028 783,549 108.226 629.226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases wath unknown School Poverty status
® = fewer than 20 samyle cases b cell.

Sowrce. Prospects, Pracipal Questionnatre
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Teachers’ Involvement in Decision Making

Teachers were also asked the extent to which they have influence over a variety of school-related

policies and procedures. The largest differences by level of school poverty are noted in the area of
establishing curriculum (exhibits 3.15 and 3.16).

Approximately 60 percent of students in this study have teachers who report having influence over
classroom curriculum in both math and reading/language arts/English. Across all three grade cohorts,
however, students in high-poverty schools are markedly less likely to have teachers who report having such
control than are the teachers of students in low-poverty schools. For example, the reading/language arts or
English teachers of about half the students in high-poverty schools feel they have influence over their
curriculum, compared with about three-fourths of teachers in low-poverty schools.

Distributions of responses for math teachers were very similar to those for reading/language arts or

English teachers.
Exhibit 3.15: Percentage of Students whose Reading/Language :Arts or
English Teachers Feel They Have Influence over Curriculum Choices
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
100 ;
80 “ ........
60 ¢
40
20
0 . .:
1st Grade Cohort 3rd Grade Cohort 7th Grade Cohort
High Poverty Schools B 50 45 I 48
Low Poverty Schools (3 74 74 [ 75

School Poverty Corncentration
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School Governance

Exhibit 3.16: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Fecl They Have Influence over
Curriculum by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Teacher Influence over Curriculum TOTAL 0-19% ; 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts teacher 60.6%| 742% 684% 568% 62.i%  49.9%
3rd Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts teacher 582%1 74.0% 740% 523% 52.7%  44.7%
Math teacher 557%] 74.6% 73.4% 48.7% 45.2%  42.8%
7th Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts/English teacher 61.7%| 745% 67.2% 549% 38.6%  47.6%
Math teacher 612%0% 67.0% 68.1% 644% 272%  35.5%
Total Weighted N /
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843595 536443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495| 967,336 700,709 480,394  318,1 17 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 | 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
» = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Parental Contact With School

School-Initiated Contacts

Many people consider parental involvement with their children’s education to be an important part of
the effort to increase opportunities to learn, especially for disadvantaged students. Consequently, parents of
students in this study were asked the extent to which they had been contacted by their child’s school regarding
a variety of school-related topics, including students’ academic performance, behavior, attendance/
tardiness, and health (exhibits 3.17 and 3.18).

There are few (if any) meaningful differences between high- and low-poverty schools in the incidence
of positive contact between teachers and parents regarding students’ academic or behavioral performance,
but there are differences across grades. For example, the parents of about half of the students in ihe first-
and third-grade cohorts report being contacted about their child’s good academic performance, compared
to 36 percent of the parents of students in the seventh-grade cohort.

There are also small differences between students attending low- and high-poverty schools in the
extent to which schools inform parents about school programs or services. But the extent of suzh contact
appears to decline between the elementary and middle/intermediate grades (42 percent vs. 29 percent).

The one major difference observed across school poverty categories appears to be related to negative
school contacts (i.e., those calling attention to students’ poor academic performance, behavior or discipline
problems, class cutting, and absenteeism or tardiness). Parents of children in high-poverty schools are
generally more likely to report having heard from the teachers or administrators of their child’s school about
such co: cerns than are the parents of children in low-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.17: Percentage of Parents Who Were Contacted by their Child’s School
about Behavioral Problems by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

50 , e errre o eeeeeeeer i e . reaeran ............................ .....
40
30
20 |l
10
0-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-74% 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort 19 25 26 { 34 \ 31
3rd Grade Cohort m# 19 22 28 | 21 37
( 7th Grade Cohort M8 24 21 i 31 l 23 40

School Poverty Concentration
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Parental Contact With School

Exhibit 3.18: Parental Contact with School by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Reasoans for School Coatact School Poverty Concentration
About Student TOTAL 0-19% | 20-3%% 40-59% | 60-74% 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Good academic performance 52.2% 49.5% 51.7% 48.4% 57.7% 53.1%]|°
School programs/services 42.2% 39.2% 41.4% 42.8% 43.3% 44.3%
Positive student behavior 39.6% 38.6% 38.3% 37.8% 42.0% 40.3%
Poor academic performance 20.1% 13.3% 16.7% 21.7% 28.3% 28.7%
Student behavior problems 25.9% 19.3% 24.7% 26.3% 34.1% 31.2%
Attendance/tardiness 5.4% 2.6% 4.3% 5.2% 8.3% 11.4%
Skipping/cutting class 0.5% 0.0% * * * 1.2%
Discipline problems 14.6% 9.5% 13.9% 14.7% 21.2% 19.2%
Health problems 21.9% 21.2% 21.3% 21.6% 24.5% 22.6%
Missing data 19.9 13.8 12.9 213 24.0 33.6
3rd Grade Cohort
Good academic performance 49.5% 49.1% 50.1% 47.7% 45.7% 51.4%
School programs/services 42.2% 39.6% 43.2% 44.1% 40.0% 45.2%
Positive student behavior 37.5% 36.7% 39.4% 34.9% 32.5% 38.4%
Poor academic performance 24.1% 21.6% 24.2% 27.5% 21.1% 34.4%
Student behavior problems 23.3% 18.5% 21.9% 28.2% 20.9% 37.2%
Attendance/tardiness 4.6% 3.4% 4.0% 4.1% 6.5% 9.4%
Skipping/cutting class 0.7% * * * * 2.2%
Discipline problems 13.1% 9.7% 12.1% 16.9% 11.7% 13.6%
Health problems 18.5% 18.6% 17.0% 21.7% 15.0% 24.1%
Missing data 23.7 16.2 19.1 30.7 223 34.3
7th Grade Cohort
Good academic performance 36.2% 34.2% 35.7% 38.2% 40.8% 38.6%
School prograins/services 28.9% 28.7% 29.4% 28.0% 25.7% 32.7%
Positive student behavior 24.5% 23.2% 25.1% 25.5% 22.3% 26.1%
Poor academic perfermance 33.4% 32.4% 29.0% 33.1% 352% 34.9%
Student behavior problems 25.4% 24.4% 21.2% 30.7% 22.7% 39.5%
Attendance/tardiness 13.1% 11.0% 13.0% 14.1% 11.1% 23.0%
Skipping/cutting class 4.6% 3.2% 4.0% 5.7% 4.4% 11.5%
Discipline problems 16.7% 14.9% 14.2% 21.6% 16.3% 24.4%
Health problenis 15.1% 14.9% 14.3% 16.3% 16.4% 15.0%
Missing data 25.8 21.5 20.1 241 41.6 42.3
Total Welghted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325
Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Parental Involvement in School Activities

Parents were also asked about the extent to which they were involved in their child’s school during the

previous year, including their participation in the PTA, school governance committees, and fund-raising
activities, or as a school or classroom volunteer.

In general, parental participation drops between the elementary and middle/intermediate grades,
particularly in the areas of PTA participation {from 40 percent to 27 percent), fund-raising activities (from

over 50 percent to 34 percent), and serving as a school or classroom volunteer (from 25 or 30 percent to 6
percent).

Formost parental involvement activities participationrates for the parents of children in high- and low-
poverty schools differ, especially for students in the seventh-grade cohort. However, the parents of students
in the first- and third-grade cohorts in high-poverty schools are less likely to be involved in the PTA or in
fund-raising activities for their child’s school, or to serve as a school or classroom volunteer. (exhibits 3.19
and 3.20). These data may, however, be affected by the differential response rates noted in exhibit 3.20.

Exhibit 3.19: Percentage of Students whose Parents Serve as a School or Classroom Volunteer
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Parental Contact with School

Exhibit 3.20: Parental School Involvement hy School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Parental Involvement in School Poverty Concentration
School Activities TOTAL 0-19% l 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) 394%| 46.3% 39.3% 37.3% 34.6% 35.3%
Parent advisory committee 1.8% 7.4% 6.9% 7.4% 6.7% 122%
Fund raising 514%| 64.6% 50.0% 51.3% 395% 421%
Class/school volunteer 314%) 47.3% 308% 203%  26.1% 19.4%
Chapter 1 aide 4.8% 5.3% 4.3% 3.9% 5.0% 6.1%
School governing board 5.1% 6.9% 4.5% 4.0% 3.6% 4.1%
After school program 89%]| 11.4% 9.6% 8.8% 5.7% 7.1%
Missing data 19.5 13.5 12.6 214 229 332
3rd Grade Cohort
Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) 40.1%] 46.7% 38.2% 37.1% 35.4% 35.8%
Parent advisory committee 8.1% 6.5% 8.4% 7.8% 6.7% 12.2%
Fund raising 533%] 619% 519% 521% 415% 41.1%
Class/school volunteer 25.1%| 34.0% 22.0% 175%  20.7% 18.1%
Chapter | aide 43% 3.6% 3.6% 2.8% 4.0% 6.3%
Schoo! governing board 5.5% 6.2% 4.5% 6.9% 3.5% 5.4%
After school program 119%) 138% 12.9% 6.9% 8.4% 9.8%
Missing data 23.8 16.8 19.5 303 23 334
7th Grade Cohort
Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) 26.8%| 274% 262% 22.5% 36.9%  36.4%
Parent advisory committee 7.8% 7.6% 7.8% 62% 11.0% 13.3%
Fund raising 33.5%;1 35.0% 36.6% 25.6% 37.0% 33.0%
Class/school voluriteer 5.7% 4.6% 6.5% 4.9% 4.6% 11.0%
Chapter | aide 1.6% * 1.4% 1.3% 5.3% 5.0%
School governing board 3.0% 4.6% 2.5% 2.0% 1.4% 4.0%
After school program 118%] 120% 129% 85% 17.8% 6.6%
Missing data 25.7 214 20.1 23.7 42.1 419
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521} 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495| 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 3. Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

School Climate

School climate can powerfully influence students’ educational progress directly or indirectly (through
the mediating influence of teachers and/or parents).

Perspective of Instructional Staff

Teachers were asked to indicate their attitudes about a varicty of school characteristics including staff
values and beliefs, student discipline, administrative burdens, and school lcadership (cxhibit 3.21). These
data show that although many tcachers have positive feclings toward their school, fellow teachers and

Exhibit 3.21: Percentage of Students with Teachers Having Certain Attitudes Toward Their School by
Type of Teacher, School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Schocl Poverty Concentration

|Reading/Language Arts/English Teachers TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% 40-59% 60-74% 75-100%

1st Grade Cohort

Colleagues share belief and values 70.1% 83.6% 79.2% 69.7% 70.6% 58.7%
Students' misbchavior interferes with teaching 17.9% 9.7% 13.8% 17.1% 20.1% 23.9%
Principal sets priorities, makes and implements plans 62.8% 63.8% 64.1% 70.8% 56.4% 60.9%
School goals and priorities are clear 67.5% 75.6% 70.0% 77.4% 63.3% 59.4%
School administration support and encourage staff 66.1% 73.5% 61.4% 78.0% 63.9% 60.0%
Teachers in school lcarn and seck new idcas 72.1% 84.1% 69.7% 80.0% 68.1% 65.7%
Staff maintain high standards 76.1% 85.5% 75.7% 78.5% 70.5% 74.7%
1 look forward to cach working day at this school 74.6% 82.7% 78.9% 75.9% 67.7% 71.4%
Principal is interested in innovation and new idcas 73.4% 75.8% 67.6% 81.5% 70.0% 73.8%

3rd Grade Cohort

Colleagues share belicf and values 67.4% 69.2% 71.3% 68.0% 62.0% 65.4%
Students’ misbchavior interferes with teaching 22.8% 15.0% 16.1% 26.5% 21.2% 30.8%
Principal sets prioritics, makes and implements plans 59.1% 54.7% 54.8% 59.1% 69.7% 62.1%
Schoo! goals and prioritics are clcar 59.8% §5.6% 64.8% 54.7% 55.9% 62.6%
School administration support and encourage staf{f 65.5% 70.7% 58.2% 71.1% 75.1% 58.7%
Teachers in school learn and seck new ideas 67.3% 78.0% 69.4% 72.1% 65.8% 58.3%
Staff maintain high standards 70.9% 75.7% 75.4% 74.6% 74.5% 60.8%
1 look forward to each working day at this school 72.2% 85.3% 75.3% 68.4% 79.5% 62.5%
Principal is interested in innovation and ncw ideas 74.0% 78.5% 70.3% 76.7% 81.3% 67.6%

7th Grade Cohort

Colleagues share belicf and values 58.2% 57.3% 53.4% 59.0% 65.4% 69.6%
Students' misbehavior interferes with teaching 27.1% 21.4% 35.7% 21.1% 18.1% 33.7%
Principal sets priorities, makes and implements plans 56.3% 63.8% 49.8% 57.0% 60.2% 56.5%
School goals and priorities are clcar 52.3% 45.5% 58.3% 47.6% 61.0% 57.7%
School administration support and encourage staff 58.7% 69.3% 54.8% 54.1% 354.9% 63.5%
Teachers in school learn and seck new idcas 50.7% 48.2% 47.6% 52.0% 61.9% 57.4%
Staff maintain high standards 63.1% 68.9% 54.3% 66.7% 65.4% 68.0%
[ ook forward to each working day at this school 62.5% 75.2% 54.9% 65.1% 61.8% 51.8%
Principal is interested in innovation and new idcas o 61.2% 57.0% 52.3% 68.2% 64.2% 78.0%
Total Weighted N

Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Giade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207.325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status,
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Schoo! Climate

administrators, a relatively large proportion of tcachers atall grade levels appear to have concerns about their
current school. For example, 40 to 50 percent of teachers do not believe that their school has cleariy
established goals and priorities or has a principal who makes and implements plans, or who supports and
encourages staff. About 25 to 35 percent of teachers also believe that their colleagues do not maintain high
standards or seek to learn new ideas for use in their classrooms.

Examining the data by category of school poverty concentration does not suggest any systematic
relationships on most dimensions, as the proportions holding positive and negative perceptions vary
considerably across the categorics of school poverty. The most consistent pattern, which holds true across
grades and subject arcas, is that teachers in high-poverty schools are generally much more likely than
teachers in low-poverty schools to feel that students’ ~isbehavior interferes with their teaching. This
difference might account for the previously noted higher incidence of school contacts about students’
behavior problems in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.21 (Continued): Percentage of Students with Teachers Having Certain Attitudes Toward Their
School by Tvpe of Teacher, School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration

Math Teachers TOTAL | 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort i

Collcagues share belief and values 66.4% 65.9% 72 4% 66.7% 60.6% 64.3%
Students' misbehavior interferes with teaching 20.0% 11.3% 11.8% 24.8% 18.0% 29.0%
Principal sets prioritics, make* -nd implements plans 58.6% 53.9% 54.7% 60.9% 58.3% 61.3%
School goals and priorities arc clear 58 2% 54.8% 66.3% 53.5% 47.3% 62.3%
School administration support and encourage staff 64.3% 67.7% 60.4% 68.9% 70.0% 58.9%
Teachers in school learn and seck new ideas 67.9% 77.0% 67.9% 72.5% 68.2% 60.1%
Staff maintain high standards 69.8% 76.8% 73.7% 73.4% 70.6% 60.7%
I look forward to cach working day at this school 70.8% 82.8% 75.6% 67.0% 77.6% 60.0%
Principal is interested in innovation and new ideas 72.5% 77.0% 68.5% 74.0% 80.3% 66.9%

7th Grade Cohort

Eollcagucs sharc belief and values 54.5% 59.4% 59.3% 49.14 45.5% 49.4%
Students' misbehavior interferes with teaching 31.4% 18.0%% 30.3% 30.3% 46.8% 57.6%
Principal sets prioritics, makes and implements plans 46.4% 52.3% 42.4% 46.6% 51.7% 44.5%
School goals and prioritics arc clear 44.6% 51.4% 43.9% 41.9% 40.5% 43.1%
School administration support and encourage staff 52.3% 70.9% 46.0% 34.9% 32.8% 37.3%
Teacliers in school leam and seck new ideas 41.8% 52.8% 44.6% 27.6% 45.9% 48.5%
Sta(f maintain high standards 56.8% 72.1% 59.4%% 44.9% 46.3% 56.1%
I look forward to cach working day at this school 55.5% 72.4% 54.5% 51.7% 26.1% 50.3%
Principal is interested in innovation and new ideas _ _514%]) _708% 61.1%  48.0% 53.4% 45.5%
Total Welghted N

ist Grade Cohort 3,585,821 843.742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,498 967.336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,028 781.549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source Prospects, Classroom Teucher Questionnaire
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The teachers were also asked to rate the degree of cooperation or conflict between school staff and
parents (exhibits 3.22 and 3.23). In general, teachers of about 88 percent of the studentsreported that parents
are cooperative. However, across grade levels and subject areas, teachers in high-poverty schools are
somewhat less likely to report a cooperative relationship with parents than are teachers in low-poverty
schools. This difference in teachers’ attitudes at high- and low-poverty schools is especially large (24
percentage points) for math teachers of students in the seventh-grade cohort.

Exhibit 3.22: Percentage of Students whose Reading/L.anguage Arts/English Teachers Report a
Cooperative Relationship between School Staif and Parents
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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School Climate

Exhibit 3.23: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Believe That School and Parents
Cooperate by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Teachers' Assessment of Parents' School Poverty Concentration
Cooperation TOTAL 0-19% l 20-39% ] 40-59% ] 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts/English teachers 91.9%} 979% 96.4% 90.7% 96.2%  83.9%
3rd Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts/English tcachers 88.7%] 979% 90.4% 89.2% 904% 81.2%
Math teachers 88.4%| 973% 90.7% 89.7% 87.7% 81.3%
7th Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts/English teachers 81.6%! 831% 827% 84.1% 689% 75.2%
Math teachers 87.8%| 962% 934% 81.7% 84.3%  72.0%)|
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cascs with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Perspective of Parents

Parents were asked to provide an overall rating of their child’s school. The parents of most students
feel very good about their child’s school, typically rating their child’s school as “above average.” However,
the parznts of children in high-poverty schools were less likely to rate their child’s school as above average
than were the parents of students in low-poverty schools (see exhibits 3.24 and 3.25).

Moreover, the largest differences across categories of school poverty are noted for the parents of
students in the seventh-gade cohort; parents of studerts in low-poverty schools were nearly twice as likely
to rate their child's school above average as were the parents of children in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.24: Percentage of Parents who Rate their Child’s School as "Above Average"
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohiort
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School Climate

Exhibit 3.25: Parents' Rating of Their Child's School by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Parents' Rating of Child's School TOTAL 0-19% l 20-39% © 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Well above average 19.4%] 232% 17.4% 16.0% 18.7%  19.8%
Above average 421%f 51.0% 40.8%  399% 37.9% 32.6%
Average 348%1 244% 375% 399% 379% 432%
Below average 33% * 3.6% 3.9% 5.2% 3.3%
Well below average 0.5% * * * * 1.1%
Missing data 18.6 13.6 11.8 20.0 22.3 30.6
3rd Grade Cohort N
Well above average 19.0%) 255% 156% 151% 14.1%  17.6%
Above average 40 7%y 482%  384%  38.0% 362% 28.0%
Average 364%| 249% 414% 434% 442% 46.1%
Below average 3.3% 1.3% 3.8% 2.7% 5.3% 7.1%
Well below average 0.6% * * * * 1.2%
Missing data 23.1 16.0 19.1 30.1 22.0 319
7th Grade Cohort
Well above average 11.7% 1% 16.1%  100% 10.0% 12.3% 7.9%
Above average 38.1% ) 48.4% 38.4% 30.5% 25.5%  26.1%
Average 43.4%| 322% 454% 494% 518%  53.7%
Belew average 5.7% 2.9% 5.4% 8.4% 7.6% 11.0%
Well below average 1.0% * 0.8% 1.8% * *
Missing data o 25.3 21.2 19.7 23.2 40.7 418
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783.549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Parent Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Teachers’ Characteristics

Teachers’ Certification, Education, and Experience

Across all three grade levels, more than 90 percent of students have regular math and reading/language
arts/English teachers who have obtained a permanent regular teaching certificate (exhibits 3.26A and B and
3.27). There are essentially no differences in teacher certification across different levels of school poverty.

Furthermore, Chapter 1 and regular classroom teachers exhibit comparable levels of professional certifica-
tion.

Similarly, about two-thirds of students in the first- and third-grade cohort, and four-fifths of those in
the seventh-grade cohort, have regular classroom teachers who obtained education beyond their baccalau-
reate degree. There are gencrally small differences in the e..tent to which regular classroom teachers have
pursued an advanced degree across all categories of school poverty concentration. Chapter 1 teachers are,
however, somewhat more likely to have obtained education beyond their undergraduate degree.

Exhibit 3.26A: Percentage of Students whose Reading/Language Arts/Engllsh Teachers
Have Continued their Education beyond the Bachelor's Degree
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohurt
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Exhibit 3.26B: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students whose Math Teachers
Have Continued their Education beyond the Bachelor’s Degree
by School Poverty Concentration
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Teacher Characteristics

Exhibit 3.27: Teachers' Certification and Education by School Poverty Concentration
and Grade Conort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentratlon
Teachers' Certification and Educsution TOTAL 0-19% 20-39% L 40-59% { 60-74% | 15-100%
13t Grade Cohort

Regular Reading/Language Arts/

English Teacher
Permanent regular certification 95.9% 96.0% 93.6% 93.2% 99.1% 96.6%
Education beyond bachclor’s 67.7% 75.6% 58.3% 68.3% 71.7% 65.2%

Chapter 1 Reading Teacher

Permanent regular certification 89.1% 100.0% 94.5% 80.8% 95.2% 85.5%
Education beyond bachclor's 11.8% 100.0% 62.7% 87.9% 66.6% 67.6%
3rd Grade Cohort

Regular Reading/Language Arts/

English Teacher
Permanent regular certification 90.7% 89.2% 96.1% 89.0% 89.2% 84.4%
Education beyond bachelor's 66.7% 68.6% 71.5% 56.1% 71.3% 61.4%

Chapter 1 Reading Teacher

Permanent regular cortification 92.7% 100.0% 93.5% 93.6% 90.3% 92.6%
Education beyond bachelor's 84.9% 100.0% 87.0% 66.5% 89.2% 90.3%
7th Grade Cohort

Regular Reading/Language Arts/

English Teacher
Permanent regular certification 94.6% 98.9% 93.1% 90.0% 100.0% 98.3%
Education beyond bachelor's 82.0% 89.8% 85.4% 66.4% 69.2% 90.2%
Regular Math Teacher
Pen. nent regular certification 93.0% 92.5% 92.8% 94.8% 96.6% 88.5%
Education beyond bachelor’s 84.2% 84.5% 85.8% 83.1% 68.9% 90.0%

Chapter 1 Reading Teacher

Permanent regular certification 94.6% 100.0% 92.3% 100.0% 79.2% 92.8%

Education beyond bachelor's 92.2% 100.0% 100.0% 94.7% 100.0% 79.2%
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 700,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in ceil.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Quastionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Teaching Experience

According to sclf-reports, there are essentially no differences in the teaching experience of regular
classroom reading/language arts or English tcachers in high- and low-poverty schools. However, the math
tcachers of students in low-poverty schools have had from 15 to 20 percent more experience than math
teachers in high-poverty schools (exhibits 3.28 A and B and 3.29). For ecxample, the regular classroom math
teachers of students in the third-grade cohort attending low-poverty schools have had 16 years of experience
in tcaching, comparced with 14 years experience for math teachers in high-poverty schools.

Chapter | instructional staff have generally had more teaching experience than regular classroom
reading/language arts/English tcachers,

There are essentially no differences across categories of school poverty in the average length of time
teachers have spent at the school to which they are currently assigned. This finding is somewhat surprising,
given the conventional wisdom about higher staff turnover in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.28A: Average Number of Years Teaching Faperience of Reading/Language
Arts/English Teachers by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Exhibit 3.28B: Average Numiber of Years of Teaching Experience of Math Teachers
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Teacher Charactorist’ s

Exhibit 3.29: Average Years of Teaching Experience by Subject Area, School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Means)

School Poverty Concentration
Avcrge Years of Teaching Experlence TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% 1T 60-74% | 75-100%
15t Grade Cohort -

Resading/Language Arts/English Teachers

Total teaching experience 13.3 13.6 13.9 15.0 111 13.2
Total years in school 8.3 7.9 9.2 9.8 6.8 8.0

Chapter 1 Reading Teachers

Total teaching experience 15.2 24.1 15.9 16.2 12,3 15.9

3rd Grade Cohort

Reading/Language Arts/English Teachers

Total teaching experience 14.2 16.2 13.6 13.4 13.3 14.7

Total years in school 9.0 9.8 8.9 8.0 8.7 9.3
Math Teachers

Total teaching expericnce 14.0 16.1 13.7 138 12.5 14.1

Total years in school 8.8 9.9 9.4 7.6 8.1 9.1

Chapter 1 Reading Teachers

Total teaching experience 16.9 22.2 13.4 16.0 12.9 19.1

7th Grade Cohort

Reading/Language Arts/English Teachers

Total teaching experience 15.7 15.5 15.5 15.2 16.5 17.9

Total years in schoo! 9.8 9.5 9.9 8.9 9.6 12,6
Math Teachers

Total teaching experience 15.5 17.7 15.8 13.9 16.4 14.5

Total years in school 9.8 9.3 11.0 8.7 11.1 9.9

Chapter 1 Reading Teachers

Total teaching experience {181} 188 158 158 307 186
Total Welghted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,821 843,742 843,595 236,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,028 783,549 108.226 629.226 177.332 207.325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Staff Development

Many people consider staff development to be an important component of high-quality schools.
Consequently, teachers were asked to report the amount of in-service training they had received in the
previous 12 months that was provided by their school district, including workshops and other continuing
education programs. Overall, the amount of staff development provided through in-service training is less
than 24 hours per teacher per year.

Thereare only small differences in the amounts of in-service training received by the regular classroom
math and reading/language arts/English teachers of students in the first- and third-grade cohorts (exhibits
3.30 A and B and 3.31). Siudents in the seventh-grade cohort in low-poverty schools are, however, taught
by regular classroom math and English teachers who received an average of 15 to 20 percent more hours
of staff development in the last year (4 hours more per year) than the teachers of students in high-poverty
schools.

Chapter 1 teachers have similar patterns and levels of staff developm.ent as those observed for regular
classroom teachers.

Exhibit 3.30A: Average Number of Hours of In-Service Training Recelved by
Reading/language Arts/English Teachers
by Schoo! Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

10
§
0
0-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-74% 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort - 24 2 23 22 22
3rd Grade Cohort W 22 19 25 26 23
7th Grade Cohort M 21 20 19 16 18

School Poverty Concentration

Exhibit 3.30B: Average Number of Hours of In-Service Training Received by Math Teachers
by School Poverty Cancentration and Grade Cohort
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Staff Development

Exhibit 3.31: Average Hours of In-Service Training Last Year by Type of Teacher,
School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Means)

Average Hours of In-Service School Poverty Concentration
Training Last Year TOTAL 0-19% ] 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts/English tcachers 227 235 22.4 22.9 22.3 224
Chapter 1 reading teachers 22.0 18.7 22.6 26.2 18.2 22.1
3rd Grade Cohort
Reading/tanguage arts/English teachers 23.2 22.0 19.4 25.1 259 23.0
Math teachers 22.9 21.1 20.2 25.1 26.5 223
Chapter 1 rcading teachers 242 20.9 19.2 26.8 273 23.0
7th Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts/English teachers 19.2 20.5 19.6 19.1 15.9 17.6
Math teachers 19.3 223 18.3 18.7 19.4 17.9
Chapter 1 reading tcachers . 193] 162 23.8 25.2 16.9 15.9
Total Weighted N
1st Giade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Regular Classroom Instruction

Use of Computers

Computers are becoming an increasingly important part of classroom instruction, but they are a
relatively expensive educational resource. To examine the extent to which computers are used in low- and

high-poverty schools, teachers were asked whether they used computers atall during the yearand, if so, how
frequently they used them for classroom instruction.

The use of computers for at least some purpose in reading/language arts/English and math instruction
was much more frequently reported by teachers of students in the seventh-grade cohort (48 to 55 percent)
than by teachers of students in the elementary grade cohorts (11 to 17 percent). However, the teachers of
students in the first- and third-grade cohort who used computers for instruction were more likely to report
using them every day (about 25 percent).

Across all three grade cohorts, and in both math and reading/language arts/English, students in high-
poverty schools are more likely to have computers used as part of their regular classroom instruction than
are students in low-poverty schools (exhibits 3.32and 3.33). This difference is particularly large for the first-
grade cohort, where students in high-poverty schools are about five times more likely to be using computers
as partof'their reading/language arts instruction as studernts in low-poverty schools (37 percent vs. 7 percent).

Exhibit 3.32: Percentage of Students whose Reading/English/Language Arts Teachers
Use Computers as Part of Regular Classroom Instruction
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.33: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Use Computers for Instruction by Subject Area,
School Poverty Concentration, and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose Teachers Sckool Poverty Concentration
Use Computers for Instruction TOTAL 0-19% © 0-30% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort

Reading/Language Arts Teachers

Using computers for instruction 17.2% 7.1% 185% 10.4% 22.6% 36.8%
Using computers every day for instruction 24.5% 7.7%  20.0% 203% 443% 27.2%
3rd Grade Cohort

Reading/Language Arts/English Teachers

Using computers for instruction 142%] 11.2% 14.1% 154% 19.7%  20.0%

Using computers cvery day for instruction 24.1% 15.0%  30.1% 23.4% 37.6% 27.7%
Math Teachers

Using computcers for instruction 11.2% 50% 143% 17.0% 95% 16.8%

Using computcrs cvery day for instruction 26.4% 176% 31.5% 272% 38.1% 31.8%
7th Grade Cohort

Reading/Language Arts/English Teachers

Using computers for instruction 483%) 32.5% 469% 353% 60.7% 41.5%

Using computers every day for instruction 4.5% 2.3% 4.6% 5.4% . 17.6%
Math Teashers

Using computers for instruction 549%| 44.6% 52.7% 63.7% 63.5% 88.2%

Using computcrs evary day for instruction 3.4% 4.5% 3.2% 3.1% 1.2% 20%
Total Weighted N

st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536443 709964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495F 967336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2.945,025] 783,549 108,226 629.226 177.332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionraire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Adequacy of Basic Instructional Supplies and Materials

Teachers were asked whether they believed they had adequate supplies of a variety of low-cost
instructional materials (e.g., notebooks, paper, pens/pencils, dittos, photocopies) for their current educa-
tional needs. Teachers of students in low-poverty schools were about 60 percent more likely to report that
they have adequate access to instructional supplies than were the teachers of students in high-poverty schools
(exhibits 3.34 A and B and 3.35). The difference between low- and high-poverty schools remains relatively
constant across both grade levels and subject areas, indicating that this basic, and potentially easily solved
problem, continues to hamper instruction in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.34A: Percentage of Studants whose Reading/Languuge Arts/English Teachers Have
Adequate Supplies of Low Cost Teaching Materials
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Exhibit 3.34B: Percentage of Students whose Math Teachers Have Adequate Supplies of Low

Cost Teaching Materials by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.35: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Report Adequate Supplies of Low-Cost

Materials by Subject Area, School Poverty Concentration and Grade
Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose Teachers School Poverty Concentration
Report Adequate Supplies of Materials TOTAL 0-19%  20-39% J 40-59% | 60-74% i 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Reading/language arts teachers 72.1%] 86.8% 69.0% 752% 842%  54.7%
3rd Grade
Reading/language arts teachers 63.7%] 84.1% 63.1% 609% 62.6% 55.1%
Math teachers 62.5% 85.1% 59.8% 58.1% 63.5% 54.1%
7th Grade
Reading/language arts/English teachers 64.5%}) 73.8% 62.7% 656% 50.4% 54.5%
Math teachers 54.2%1 56.4% 48.7% 67.2% 40.7% 36.3%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495} 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

¢ = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Adeguacy and Availability of Instructional Resources in Math

Math teachers were askd whether items on a list of critical instructional resources were not available
in sufficient quantity to meet their instructional needs. The items most commonly cited by math teachers of
clementary and middle school students arc computers, programmed instructional materials, manipulatives,
and vocational education equipment. The lcast often cited items arc textbooks, teacher-developed materials,
and workbooks.

Differences related to category of schoo! poverty in types of materials reported as lacking arc not
consistent, making gencralizations difficult. However, especially at the clementary level, math teachers of
children in high-poverty schools were generally more likely to report inadequate supplics of many resources,
including computers, of which they already have a greater supply than low-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.36: Percentage of Students whose Math Teachers Report that Instructional
Resources Are Inadequate by School Poverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose

Teachers Report Inadequate Supplies School Poverty Concentration

of Instructional Resources TOTAL 0-19% ,20-39% 40-59% (60-74% !75-100%

3rd Grade Cohort
Textbooks 12.4% 8.4% 14.7% 10.0% 9.2% 16.3%
Tradebooks 27.5% 233% 30.2% 31.2% 21.4% 29.3%
Teacher-developed materials 12.2% 13.6% 71.7% 15.4% 11.7%% 13.0%
Programmed instructional materials 41.8% 37.6% 35.4% 49.0% 42.3% 44.4%
Workbooks 10.5% 6.0% 12.2% 6.5% 4.1% 18.1%
Manipulatives 40.0% 40.3% 39.7% 42.7% 38.8% 39.8%
Life skills materials (newspapers) 30.2% 27.7% 29.5% 33.6% 25.3% 33.4%
Audiovisual equipment 24.3% 11.6% 20.1% 22.83% 25.9% 34.5%
Computers 43.9% 33.2% 42.6% 44.4% 56.6% 43.8%
Vocational ed. vquipment 39.1% 33.0% 35.0% 384% 40.9% 45.9%

7th Grade Cohort
Textbooks 12.6% 22.4% 1.1% 11.2% 10.4% 14.9%
Tradebooks 8.6% 2.8% 6.5% 11.0% 27.7% 9.5%
Teacher-developed materials 10.5% 17.3% 6.5% 10.8% 12.3% 6.9%
Pregramiaed instructional materials 31.2% 30.0% 22.0% 40.9% 16.9% 44.0%
Workbooks 13.6% 11.4% 13.9% 15.2% 8.9% 15.8%
Manipulatives 41.0% 54.6% 35.9% 30.6% 53.9% 51.7%
Life skills materials (newspapers) 22.7% 27.4% 18.7% 23.5% 318.5% 15.2%
Audiovisual equipment 21.9% 27.7% 271.5% 11.0% 10.4% 28.4%
Computers 65.3% 72.4% 59.9% 60.9% 78.1% 73.7%
Vocational ed. equipment 33.6% 23.8% 34.3% 34.5% 50.4% 40.0%

Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783.549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Regular Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Adequacy and Availability of Instructional Resources in Reading/Language Arts/English

Like math teachers, reading/language arts/English tcachers were also asked to indicate whether
instructional resources were not available in an adequate supply to meet their needs (exhibit 3.37). Again,
computers, programmed instructional materials, and manipulatives were most frequently cited, as were trade

books in the upper grades. The items least often cited were again textbooks, tcacher-developed materials,
and workbooks.

There arc inconsistent differences across classifications of school poverty, making it difficult to draw
firm conclusions about the degree of school poverty and resource availability. With few exceptions, teachers
of students in high-poverty schools are more likely to report inadequate supplics of most items on the list
of resources at their schools. However, at Ieast for the teachers of students in the third- and seventh-grade
cohorts, it docs appear that those in high-poverty schools were less likely to indicate that computers are in
short supply.

Fxhibit 3.37: Percentage of Students whose Reading/Language ArivEnglish Teachers Report that Instructional
Resources Are Inadequate by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Mouth tollow-up Study
(Wesghted Colamn Percentagess

Percentage of Students whose
Teachers Report lnadequzte ___ School Poverty Concentration
Supplles of Instructiona! Resources TOTAL | o9, 20-39% 40-59% 60-74% 74-100% '_4
15t Grade Cobort: Reading
Textbooks 9.9% 6 0% 12.7% 8 3% 9.7% 11.4%
Tradcbooks 26.1% 15.7% 29.5% 31.0% 28 4%, 24.7%
Teacher-developed materials 13.7% 7 8% 18.1% 11 1% 13.2% 14.0%
Programmed instructional materials 35 4% 299% 38 1% 36 0% 32 2% 38.3%
Workbooks 90% 4 3% §.9% & 6% 11 6% 12 0%
Manipulatives 36 5% 20.3% 39.7% 38 2% 36.5% 39.9%
Life skills materials (newspapers) 16.9% 10.2% 23.8% 15.5% 14 7% 17.9%
Audio-visual equipment 20.9% 3.5% 18 9% 28 6% 12.4% 31 4%
Computers 35 4% 18.2% 18.3% 35 0% 35 1% 42.3%
Vocational ed. equipment 20.3% 12 3% 229% 16 4% 22.7% 22.9%
.}rd‘?}r_n‘d‘c (‘oi\?)l"i:» R-udingA o B
TI'ext books 127% 7.8% 14 0% 99% 9 3% 15.8%
Trade books 28 6% 22 5% 34 6% 31 2% 20.5% 30 9%
Teacher-developed materials 13 5% ."r 13 6% 18 2% 12 8% 11 4% 15.8%
Programmed instructional materials 42 5% 39 1% 31.3% 18 &% 47.5% 7 4%
Workbooks 10 7% 4 6% 11.9% 8 3% 413% 18.4%
Manipulatives 40.5% 41 5% 36 (% 41 8% 40 0% 43.8%
Life skills materials (newspapers) 321% 29 0% 31 8% 33 6% 30 9% 34.6%
Audiovisual equipment 24 5% 14.4% 19 5% 24 2% 22.2% 35.4%
Computers 43.3% 37 1% 42.7% 54.1% 43 7% 8 6%
Vacational ed. equipment 39 1% 519 31.0% 37.7% 41.1% 48.1%
fih Grade Caorts Fngiih_
Textbooks 209% 16 3% 17.3% 22 8% 24 1% 36.1%
Tradebooks 29 6% 22.1% 34 7% 21 0% 26.5% 54 8%
Teacher-developed materials 9.7% 12.5% 9.9% 8.2% 6.7% 8.0%
Programmed instructional materials 323% 30 6% 28 1% 29 3% 60.1% 42.1%
Workbooks 17 8% 23 5% 12 8% 17 8% 10.3% 26.5%
Manipulatives 38.6% 37.5% 31 3% 43 4% 28 1% 57.2%
Life skills matenals (newspapers) 20 S% 25.1% 20 6% 16 0% 16 2% 23.8%
Audiovisual equipment 16 7% 18 8% 13 4% 16.4% 17.8% 22.5%
Computers 58 .G% S8 (1% 57 6% 66.5% 62 1% 42.3%
Vocational ed. equipment ] 268% _158%  312% 27.2% 0 30.0%  33.9%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,568,821 843,742 843,598 5364483 709,964 477,074
Ird Grade Cohon 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,028 783,549 108,226 629226 177,332 207,328

Notes Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status
* = fewer than 20 sanipie cases i celf
Source Prospects Regular Classroom Teacher Quesnannaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Regular Classroom Math Instruction

Instructional Time. Students in all three grade cohorts' receive math instruction nearly every day (for
an average of 4.8 to 4.9 days per week as shown in exhibit 3.38), and there is essentially no variation in
teachers’ reports across categories of school poverty.

On average, children receive math instruction for t etween 37 aud 46 minutes each day, with students
in the third-grade cohort spending the most time on math. There is no clear pattern of difference iu total
instructional time reported by teachers for the five categories of school peverty concentration.

Exhibit 3.38: Average Math Instruction Time by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Means)
School Poverty Concentration
Average Math Instruction Time TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% ] 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Days of instruc..on per week 438 4.9 4.9 49 4.6 4.9
Minutes of instruction per day 369 392 348 394 344 42.1
Minutes of instruction per week 178.2 194.0 170.0 194.6 162.4 203.0
3rd Grade Cohort
Days of instruction per week 4.9 5.0 49 5.0 4.6 49
Minutes of instruction per day 45.8 43.5 45.0 39.5 57.0 50.8
Minutes of instruction per week 226.7 216.7 223.3 196.5 275.9 253.2
7th Grade Cohort
Days of instruction per week 48 43 49 4.5 49 4.6
Minutes of instruction per day 377 309 424 39.8 37.7 31.7
Minutes of instructicn per week 179.8 147.1 206.9 182.5 185.5 145.9
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 7 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,638
7th Grade Cohort 2,945025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire

! For students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts, scparate questionnaire data were collected for each child’s regular
classroom reading/lang uage arts/English teacher and math teacher. For students in the first-grade cohort, data were collected
from only the child’s reading/language arts teacher.
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Classroom Staffing. Several differences emerged in teachers’ reports about classroomn staffing for
instruction in math, Perhaps the most dramatic is that teachers of students in the third-grade cohort in high-
poverty schools were much more likely to report having an aide in their classroom during math instruction
(27 percent) than were teachers of students in low-poverty schools (4 percent). Students in the poorest middle
schools are also more likely to have an instructional aide (14 percent) than students in low-poverty schools
(3 percent). These differences demonstrate that Chapter 1 and other local, federal, or state programs are
supporting compensatory education where it is most needed.

The students in the seventh-grade cohort in high-poverty schools are much more likely to have more

than one regular teacher in their math classroom (10 percent) than are students in low-poverty schools (2
percent).

In both grades, students’ teachers reported that the aides used in math classes in high-poverty schools
are generally more likely to provide (at some time) direct delivery of instruction independent of the classroom
teacher than are the aides in math classes in low-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.39: Percentage of Students Who Have Teaching Aides in Their Regular Math
Classroom by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

0

0-19% 20-39% 40-59% |  60-74% 75-100%
| 3rd Grade Cobort 4 ! 9 4 9 27
| 7th Grade Cohort w8 | 3 | 3 : 9 13 14

School Poverty Concentration
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Exhibit 3.40: Class Staffing Pattern for Math Instruction by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Staffing Pattern for Math Instruction TOTAL 0-19% - 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Percentage of students with more than 1 teacher 3.9% 3.6% 4.8% 6.4% 1.4% 3.1%
Percentage of students with class aide 12.6% 4.2% 8.9% 13.9% 89% 27.2%
Average number of hours per week students
spend with class aide 59 2.7 24 2.5 6.5 4.6
7th Grade Cohort
Percentage of students with more than 1 teacher 4.1% 1.6% 22% 8.9% 6.7% 9.8%
Percentage of students with class aide 5.1% 3.0% 2.6% 8.6% 13.3% 13.8%
Average number of hours per week students
spend with class aide 4.5 4.1 3.8 4.2 4.8 53
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,4957 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 _ 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Dustricts, Schools, and Classrooms

Type Of Instruction. In both the third- and seventh-grade cohorts, about three-fifths of the students
receive their math instruction with their entire class. The remaining students are taught using individual
tutoring (21 to 24 percent) or small group instruction (15 to 19 percent), There are no major differences in
the way that instruction is provided across the five categories of school poverty concentration.

Exhibit 3.41: Percentage of Math Instruction Provided to Whole Classes, Small Groups, and
Individuals by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

Low Poverty
3rd :
Grade :
Cohort High Poverty !
Low Poverty -
Tth T
Grade
Cohort .
High Poverty -
0‘7 e 40%60% o ol

284 & Prospects: Interim Report

O

ERIC 312

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.42: Percentage of Students with Type of Math Instruction by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students with Type School Poverty Concentration
of Math Instruction TOTAL 0-19% l 20.39% | 40-59% ! 60-74% L7s-1oo%
3rd Grade Cohort
Individual 20.5%] 19.5% 184% 19.0% 23.0% 21.7%
Small group 18.8%) 168% 17.0% 19.5% 168% 21.7%
Whole class 60.8%f 63.6% 641% 61.5% 603% 56.6%
7th Grade Cohort
Individual 236%] 19.1% 262% 252% 278% 18.5%
Small group 15.1%) 164% 14.1% 12.8% 194% 18.7%
Whole class 61.3%] 645% 597% 62.0% 52.8% 62.7%
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,686
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,0254 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

firouping. Educators are engaged in a renewed debate over the advantages and disadvantages of
group...g. Some consider that grouping students within a grade level constitutes tracking, which prevents
minority and disadvantaged children from having access to classes that will prepare them to go to college.

Overall, within-class grouping for math instruction is used for about one-fifth of the students in both
the third- and scventh-grade cohorts (cxhibits 3.43 and 3.44). Although there are smali differences by
category of school poverty in the seventh-grade cohort, students in the third-grade cohort in high-poverty

schools are much more likely to be grouped for instruction in their math class (44 percent) than are students
in low-poverty schools (13 percent).

In the 20 percent of instances where within-class grouping is used for math instruction, students in the
third-grade cohort in low-poverty schools are more likely than those in high-poverty schools to be grouped
by ability level (83 percent vs. 58 percent). However, the reverse relationship was observed for students in
the seventh-grade cohort, where 10 percent of the students who are grouped in low-poverty schools are
grouped by ability, compared with 31 percent of students grouped in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.43: Percentage of Students Who Are Grouped within Classrooms for Math Instruction
by School Poverty Concentration wid Grade Cohort

_ 019% 20-39% 40-59% 60-714% _ 15-100% |
3rd Grade Cohort ' 13 16 16 13 44 :
7th Grade Cohort mt| 28 9 23 4 | 2

School Poverty Concentration
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Exhibit 3.44: Percentage of Students who Are Grouped for Math Instruction by School
Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Montt Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

School Poverty Concentration
Percentage of Students TOTAL 0-19% L 20-39% J 40-59% ] 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Within-class grouping is used ‘ 229%) 128% 155% 164% 13.1% 44.0%
Where grouping is used, percentage of
students, grouped by ability 58.7%| 82.7%. 787% 48.7% 304% S584%
7th Grade Cohort
Within-class grouping is used 18.7%) 27.6% 87% 22.5% 24.0%  20.2%
Where grouping is used, percentage of
students, grouped by ability 14.2% 102%  14.5% 12.7% 94%  30.6%
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Quesiicnnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Use of Instructional Resources. Math teachers were asked to provide information on the extent to
which they use any of a specified list of instructional resources. Exhibits 3.45 and 3.46 displays the
percentage of students whose math teachers report that they frequently use each of these items.

Textbooks are by far the most commonly used instructional resource, followed by worksheets and
teacher-made materials. Students in the third-grade cohort are also frequently taught using manipulatives,
while the teachers of students in the seventh-grade cohort frequently use calculators. In general, however,
only textbooks are frequently used for over one-half the students in both grades.

Across categories of school poverty, math teachers of students in the third-grade cohort were more
likely to report frequent use of computers in high-poverty schools than in low-poverty schools. Among
students in the seventh-grade cohort, math teachers of students in hrigh-poverty schools were more likely to

report frequent use of worksheets, manipulatives, and teacher-made materials, and less likely to report
frequent use of calculators.

Exhibit 3.45: Percentage of Students whose Math Teachers Report Frequent Use of Specified
Instructional Resources by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

Math kits m

3rd Computers with software ™
Grade

Worksheets
Cohort

Teacher made materials

Calculators

TeXtbOOks ™.
Math kits _

7th Computers with software E
Grade '
Cohort

Worksheets [

Teacher made materials o

Calculators

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.46: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Frequently Use Specified Resources
for Math Instruction by School Peverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose

Teachers Frequently Use Specified School Poverty Concentration

Resources for Math Instruction TOTAL 0-19% 1 20-39% —| 40-50% | 60-74% , 75-100%

3rd Grade Cohort
Textbooks 83.6%| 903% 86.7% 882%  68.5%  83.4%
Math kits 168%] 14.5% 13.2% 17.2% 17.7%  20.3%
Computers with software 17.4% 8.1% 121%  22.1% 22.2% 19.2%
Worksheets 50.1%| 56.1% 603% 455% 30.5% 559%
Manipulatives 398%F 372% 37.1% 352% 49.0% 41.8%
Teacher-made materials 357%) 37.0% 34.1% 33.3% 309%  42.0%
Math games 32.0%] 34.6% 35.6% 29.3% 34.0% 29.7%
Audiovisuals/videos 6.1% 5.2% 4.1% 8.2% 8.7% 5.3%
Calculators 108%] 11.8% 6.4% 10.8% 12.4% 12.5%

7th Grade Cohort
Textbooks 88.2%1 932%  90.9% 855% 944%  74.4%
Math kits 4.3% * 2.0% 4.0% * 22.4%
Computers with software 2.8% 2.7% 1.4% 3.0% 4.7% 5.6%
Worksheets 40.3%) 27.5% 41.0% 38.5%  251%  72.5%
Manipulatives 10.6% 10.8% 10.1% 7.9% 23%  23.2%
Teacher-made materials 40.1%] 36.5% 38.9% 36.7%  263%  65.4%
Math games 9.8% 10.7% 10.0% 9.2% 2.3% 13.2%
Audiovisuals/videos 11.3% 5.8% 10.0% 14.2% 27.0% 9.2%
Calculators 40.9%) 559%  45.7% 31.8% 479%  20.0%

Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495) 967,336 700,709 480,34 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945025] 783,549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Use of Computerized Instruction. Teachers were asked whether they made any use of a variety of
computer-assisted instruction (CAI) programs including systems marketed by CCC and Jostens, and
Pogrow’s Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS) computer program (exhibits 3.47 and 3.48). About half of
the students in the third-grade cohort have access to these programs as part of their math instruction; about
20 percent of the students in the seventh-grade cohort do.

There are no differences in the use of such computerized programs among third-graders in high- and
low-poverty schools. However, seventh-graders in low-poverty schools are more likely to have teachers who
use these types of computer-assisted instruction than are those in high-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.47: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Use Computer-Assisted Instruction
Programs for Math Instruction by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.48: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Use Computer-Assisted Instruction for
Math by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose

School Poverty Concentration

Teachers Use CAl in Math TOTAL 0-19% ] 20-39% | 40-59% l 60-74% , 75-100%

3rd Grade Cohort 49.6% 45.3%

Tth Grade Cohort 21.1% 26.5%

56.2% 46.7% 64.5% 49.9%

20.4% 18.8% 20.0% 5.2%

Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549

700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Pedagogical Approach. Teachers were also queried regarding the extent to which they use a variety
of specified pedagogical approaches during their math instruction: the Madeline Hunter method, whichuses
guides to effective lessons that emphasize anticipatory set, input and modeling, checking for understanding,
and other features; the Mastery Learning method, which involves teaching methods in which students who
do not perform at a preestablished level (e.g., 80 percent correct on quizzes) receive corrective instruction,
while others receive enrichment; and, the Cooperative Learning method, in which students often work in
small groups and are expected to help each other learn.

The math teachers of about 70 percent of students in the third-grade cohort report the use of the
Madeline Hunter method, the teachers of 79 percent use Cooperative Learning, the teachers of 46 percent
report the use of Mastery Learning techniques, and the teachers of 39 percent report the use of other
innovative pedagogical procedures. Students in high-poverty schools are more likely to be taught using
Mastery Learning than are students in low-poverty schools.

The math teachers of 68 percent of the students in the seventh-grade cohort report the use of the
Madeline Hunter method; 62 percent, Cooperative Learning; 26 percent, Mastery Learning techniques; and
17 percent, other structured procedures. Students in high-poverty schools are more likely than students in
low-poverty schools to be taught using Mastery Learning or other pedagogical techniques.

The more frequent use of Mastery Learning methods in high-poverty schools appears to indicate a
greater emphasis on basic skills, than on higher-order thinking skills.

Exhibit 3.49: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Employ Specified Pedagogical Methods for
Math Instruction by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction
Exhibit 3.50; Percentage of Students whose Math Teachers Report Using Specified Pedagogical
Methods for Math by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)
Percentage of Students whose School Poverty Concentration
Teachers Report Using Method TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% 20-59% . 60-74% | 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Madeline Hunter (3) 70.3% 83.0% 65.4% 64.1% 48.5% 66.9%
Mastery Leamning (3) 45.6% 38.3% 36.2% 53.2% 57.2% 50.3%
Cooperative Leaming (3) 78.9% 85.1% 73.0% 79.0% 80.2% 69.4%
Gther Methods 38.6% 43.3% 32.8% 35.2% 51.8% 36.7%
7th Grade Cohort
Madeline Hunter (3) 67.8% 70.6% 72.4% 57.0% 67.9% 61.7%
Mastery Learning (3) 26.2% 12.9% 30.8% 24.6% 64.5% 33.1%
Cooperative Learning (3) 62.3% 79.2% 54.6% 49.2% 71.3% 78.9%
Other Methods 16.8% 6.1% 22.6% 19.7% 6.4% 27.0% |
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783.549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207.325

Notes: 1) Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

2) * = fewer than 20 sample cases in ccll.

3) Madeline Hunter uses guides to effective lessons that emphasize anticipatory set, input and modeling, checking
for understanding, and other features. Mastery Leamning involves teaching methods in which students who do
not perform at a precstablished mastery level (c.g.. 80% correct on quizzes) receive corrective instruction,
while other students receive enrichment. Cooperative Learning includes methods in which students often work
in small groups and are expected to help each other leamn.

Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Regular Reading/Language Arts/English Instruction

Instructional Time. Students in all three grade cohorts receive either reading/!anguage arts/English
instruction essentially every day (exhibit 3.52). But the total amount of instruction taey receive varies by
grade, with students in the first-grade cohort receiving nearly three times the instruction time as received
by seventh-grade cohort students (83 minutes vs. 33 minutes per day, and 413 minutes vs. 155 minutes per

week, for the two cohorts respectively). Modest variations in daily instructional time were observed across

categories of school poverty.
]

Exhibit 3.51: Average Minutes per Week of Reading/Language Arts/Englisb Instruction
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.52: Average Reading/Language Arts or English Instruction Time by School
Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{(Weighted Means)

Average Reading/Language Arts School Poveriy Concentration
or English Instruction Time TOTAL 0-19% E 20-39% ; 40-59% | 60.74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Days of instruction per week 5.0 5.0 49 5.0 5.0 49
Minutes of instruction per day 83.1 83.6 93.2 98.2 62.8 88.4
Minutes of instruction per week 413.3 417.1 462.4 488.5 312.0 440.6
3rd Grade Cohort T
Days of instruction per week 49 4.9 4.9 4.7 5.0 5.0
Minutes of instruction per day 71.5 76.9 70.5 68.3 62.5 75.9
Minutes of instruction per week 353.1 380.3 347.8 336.6 308.7 375.5
7th Grade Cohort B B
Days of instruction per week 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.6
Minutes of instruction per day 333 334 325 219 34.0 45.3
Minutes of instruction perweck ) 15461 1548 1476  154.0 158.4 2127
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 7 353,521]1 843,742 843,595 536443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967336 700,709  480.394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945025] 783,49  108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Classroom Staffing. Teachers of about two-thirds of the students in the first- and third-grade cohort
reported that instructionai aides are present in reading/language arts/English classes, but teachers of only
about 10 percent of the seventh graders reported having instructional aides in their classrooms.

Across all three grade cohorts, students in high-poverty schools are more likely to have an aide present
in their class during reading/language arts/English instruction than students in low-poverty schools (see
exhibits 3.53 and 3.54). With the exception of the third-grade cohort, students in high-poverty schools also
spend considerably more time than those in low-poverty schools with instructional aides.

In the first- and seventh-grade cohorts, the aides used in reading/language arts/English classes in high-
poverty schools are generally less likely to be responsible (at some time) for the direct delivery of instruction
independent of the classroom teacher than are the aides in similar classes in low-poverty schools.

Type of Instruction. With little variation related to level of school poverty, whole class instruction
is the most common mode used by teachers, although the extent of its predominance increases significantly
by grade level.

Exhibit 3.53: Percentage of Students Who Have Teaching Aides in Their Regular
Reading/Language Arts/English Classroom by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.54; Class Staffing Patterns for Reading/Language Arts or English Instruction by
School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Class Staffing Patterns for Reading/ School Poverty Concentration
Language Arts or English Instruction TOTAL | o0.19% [ 2039% | 40.59% | 6074% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Percentage of students with class aide 28.3% 17.4% 20.3% 425% 24.1% 382%
Average hours per week with aide 6.1 4.8 4.4 7.6 6.1 73
Aide provides direct instruction 67.7%| 89.1% 52.8% 49.1% 70.0% 65.4%
3rd Grade Cohort
Percentage of students with class aide 13.3% 5.5% 12.6% 128%  123%  30.6%
Average hours per weck with aide 1.9 8.7 42 6.1 8.0 6.3
Aide provides direct instruction 65.9%}) 54.1% 76.0% 76.0%  23.7%  58.9%

7th Grade Cohort

Percentage of students with class aide 9.8% 8.9% 11.0% 6.7% 12.6% 16.6%

Average hours per week with aide 5.6 8.2 11.0 6.7 12,6 16.6

Aide provides direct instruction 34.2%) 83.1% 5.0% 45.1% 116%  242%
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074

3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,0251 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Inboth the third- and seventh-grade cohorts, about two-thirds of the students receive reading/language
arts/English instruction with their whole class; the remai«ing students receive cither individual or small-
group instruction (exhibits 3.55 and 3.56). There is littlc variation across different concentrations of school
poverty.

Not surprisingly, students in the first-grade cohort are more likcly to be taught through individual or

small-group instruction (56 percent). Again, there are essentially no differences across categories of school
poverty.

Exhibit 3.55; Percentage of Students Who Receive Reading/Language Arts/English Instruction
in Whole Class, Individual, and Small Group Settings
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Cohort
High Poverty 1%
Ird Low Poverty 61%
Grade A .
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.56: Percentage of Students with Various Types of Reading/Language Arts or English
Instruction by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Cotumu Percentages)

Percentage of Students with Type
of Reading/Language Arts or School Poverty Concentration .
English Instruction TOTAL | o0-19% . 2039% [ 40-50% | 60.74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Individual 16.2%) 172% 14.0% 145% 148% 17.3%
Small-group 39.4%] 33.7% 355% 49.1% 45.1% 41.3%
Whole-class 445%) 49.1% 505% 37.0% 402% 41.4%
3rd Grade Cohort
Individual 17.8%f 189% 17.0% 16.1% 19.0% 20.2%
Smali-group 23.2%) 199% 22.7% 248% 30.5% 27.7%
Whole-class 53.9%} 61.3% 603% 59.1% 50.1%  52.0%
7th Grade Cohort ] o
Individual 19.8%] 199% 19.7% 20.0% 192% 19.2%
Small-group 16.8%) 141% 158% 22.0% 184% 17.7%
_Wholeclass o 63.4%| 66.1% 64.6% S580% 61.6% 63.0%
Total Weighted N
Ist Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,817 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025} 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Grouping. Overall, within-class grouping for reading/language arts or English instruction is used for
one-quarter of the students in the third- and scventh-grade cohorts, but for almost two-thirds of students in
the first-grade cohort (exhibits 3.57 and 3.58). Students in the first-grade cohort in high-poverty schools are

much more likely to be grouped within their reading class than are students in low-poverty schools (77
percent vs. 50 percent).

Where within-class grouping is used for reading/language arts/English instruction, teachers were
asked whether the grouping was done on the basis of students’ ability. Ability grouping was reported by
teachers for 82 percent of the students in the first-grade cohort, with little variability by level of school

poverty. Ability grouping for reading/language arts/English instruction is thus used for over half of ali
students in the first-grade cohort.

Among students in the third-grade cohort, about three-fourths of the 25 percent of students who are
grouped are grouped by ability level, indicating that ability grouping is used for only about one-fifth of third-

grade cohort students. Ability grouping appears to be substantially more common in low-poverty than in
high-poverty schools.

Students in the seventh-grade cohort in high-poverty schools are typically more likely to be grouped
by ability than are students in low-poverty schools. For example, 2 percent of the students who are grouped
in the seventh-grade cohort in low-poverty schoels are grouped by ability, compared with 43 percent of
grouped students in high-poverty schools. However, overall, only about 2.5 percent of students in the
seventh-grade cohort are grouped by ability for English instruction.

Exhibit 3.57: Percentage of Students Who Are Grouped within Classrooms for
Reading/Language Arts/English Instruction by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

100 e RS R .,

0 o100 20-39% 4059% | 6074% | 75-100%
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.58: Percentage of Students Grouped for Reading/Language Arts or English
Instruction by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students Grouped
for Reading/Langusage Arts or School Poverty Concentration
English Instruction TOTAL 0-19% l 20-39%  40-55% ] 60-74% ] 75-100%
ist Grade Cohort
Within-class grouping is used 62.6%) 499% 46.0% 68.7% 90.7%  76.7%
Where grouping is used, percentage of
students, groupzd by ability 81.7% 77.5%  80.9% 78.8% 86.2% 78.9%
3rd Grade Cohort
Within-class grouping is used 25.0%) 22.0% 15.3% 30.0% 31.4% 50.7%
Where grouping is used, percentage of
students, grouped by ability 74.3% 82.4% 84.0% 58.7% 89.2% 61.8%
7th Grade Cohort
Within-class grouping is used 24.5%)| 27.4% 18.4%  35.1% 13.8% 18.2%
Where grouping is used, percentage of
students, grouped by ability 10.5% 2.3% 10.9% 14.8%  22.9%  43.0%
Total Weighted N ’
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 29450254 783,549 108,226 625,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Use of Instructional Resources. Reading/language arts/English teachers were asked to provide
information on the extent to which they use any of a specified list of instructional resources. Exhibits 3.59
and 3.60 display the percentage of students whose teachers report that they frequentlyuse each of these items.

Textbooks and literature or trade books are by far the most commonly used instructional resources used

inall three grade cohorts, with basal readers and language-experience stories commonly used in the primary
grades.

As with math instruction, the differences observed by levels of school poverty vary by resource and
grade cohort. However, it appears that high-poverty schools make greater use of textbooks and basal readers,
whereas, except for the seventh-grade cohort, low-poverty schools make greater use of literature and trade
books. This situation indicates the more enriched instructional curriculum used in low-poverty schools.

Exhibit 3.59: Percentage of Students whose Reading/Language Arts/English Teachers
Report Frequent Use of Specified Instructional Resources
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.60: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Frequently Use Specified Resources for
Reading/Language Arts or English Instruction by School Poverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose Teachers

Frequently Use Specified Resources School Poverty Concentration
Reading/Lang. Arts or English Instruction | TOTAL 0-19% . 20-39% | 40-50% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Textbooks 63.5% 39.6% 71.3% 76.6% 671.7% 70.4%
Literature/trade books 63.5% 76.5% 68.8% 50.4% 53.1% 49.4%
Basal readers 68.7% 57.0% 81.6% 75.4% 64.1% 80.8%
Children's newspapers/magazines 11.5% 6.0% 14.4% 16.6% 8.7% 18.0%
Adult newspapers/magazines 2.6% * 5.0% 5.8% * 4.5%
Language-experience stories 52.2% 59.5% 44.5% 69.5% 41.1% 50.8%
Reading/language arts/English kits 9.5% 9.5% 3.0% 21.5% 1.7% 20.2%
Computers with software 17.1% 23.8% 10.1% 20.6% 17.1% 21.5%
Controlled vocabulary materials other
than basals or reading kits 40.9% 55.9% 45.7% 31.8% 47.9% 20.0%
3rd Grade Cohort
Textbooks 63.7% 53.8% 65.0% 61.7% 60.0% 80.7%
Literaturs/trade books 56.0% 63.6% 52.0% 54.4% 82.8% 41.8%
Basal readers 60.4% 52.8% 64.1% 56.1% 53.4% 71.0%
Children's newspapers/inagazines 13.5% 15.2% 11.0% 16.7% 14.6% 13.8%
Adult newspapers/magazines 6.7% 9.6% 3.6% 7.9% 11.3% 2.5%
Language-experience stories 23.4% 253% 19.0% 19.7% 35.1% 30.2%
Reading/language arts/English kits 4.8% 2.9% 3.7% 3.9% 13.1% 7.9%
Computers with software 10.4% 3.0% 12.9% 9.0% 18.7% 21.8%
Controlled vocabulary materials other
than basals or reading kits 8.1% 1.7% 9.5% 8.7% 16.5% 16.0%
7th Grade Cohort T
Textbooks 62.0% 64.7% 54.9% 60.5% 95.5% 75.3%
Literature/trade books 53.7% 47.9% 60.0% 56.2% 28.8% 52.8%
Basal readers 12.2% 2.5% 8.5% 16.1% 38.9% 65.9%
Children's newspapers/magazines 7.1% 4.5% 3.4% 12.0% 8.2% 34.9%
Adult newspapers/magazines 11.3% 3.4% 7.6% 25.2% 5.0% 32.0%
Language-experience stories 13.0% 7.2% 9.0% 23.0% 7.6% 41.7%
Reading/language arts/English kits 4.5% 4.7% 2.6% 4.7% 16.6% 6.0%
Computers with software 2.6% 1.5% 1.0% 6.9% * 3.9%
Controlled vocabulary materials other
than basals or reading kits b 156%)_ 188%  8.1% _  189% _23.1% _ 347%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843.595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3. Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Use of Computerized Instruction. Teachers were asked whether they made any use of a variety of
computer-assisted instruction (CAI) programs, including systems marketed by CCC and Jostens, and
Pogrow’s Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS) computer program (exhibits 3.61 and 3.62). Forty-four
percent of students in the first-grade cohort have access to these programs as part of their reading/language
arts/English instruction, as do about 36 percent of students in the third-grade cohort, and 20 percent of those
in the seventh-grade cohort.

Students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts in high-poverty schools have greater access to these
programs, but students in high-poverty schools in the first-grade cohort are less likely to make use of
programs for reading/language arts.

Exhibit 3.61; Percentage of Students whose Teachers Use Computer-Assisted Instruction
Programs for Reading/Language Arts/English Instruction
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.62: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Use Computer-Assisted Instruction
for Reading/Language Arts or English by School Poverty and Grade
Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose

Teachers Use CAI for Reading/ School Poverty Concentration
Language Arts or English Instruction TOTAL 0-19% | 20-35% | 40-59% | 60-74% , 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort 439%| 51.9% 36.5% 324% 519%  3995%
3rd Grade Cohort 359%] 29.6% 355% 30.5% 38.6% 63.7%
7th Grade Cohort 20.1% 23.0% 16.6% 14.0% 38.4% 35.4%

Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495% 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2945025 783,549 108,226 629226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Pedagogical Approach. Teachers were also queried about the extent to which they used a variety of
specific pedagogical approaches during their reading/language arts/English instruction (exhibits 3.63 and
3.64). Among students in the first-grade cohort, 62 percent have teachers who use Madeline Hunter’s
techniques, 70 percent have teachers who use Cooperative Learning, 53 percent have teachers who use the
Whole Language method (a program that is based on use of children’s litcrature rather than basal readers,
deemphasizes the teaching of isolated skills, and integrates reading and writing instruction), and 31 percent
have teachers who use Mastery Learning techniques. Children in low-poverty schools are generally more
likely to be taught using the Madeline Hunter method than are students in high poverty schools. Students in
high-poverty schools are more likely to be taught using Reading Recovery.

Among students in the third-grade cohort, the reading/language arts teachers of about 71 percent of
the students report the use of Madeline Hunter’s methods, 74 percent use Cooperative Learning, 41 percent
report the use of Mastery Learning techniques, and 23 percent report the use of Whole Language. Students
inlow-poverty schools are more likely tobe taught using Cooperative Learning than students in high-poverty
schools. Students in high-poverty schools are more likely to be taught using Reading Recovery.

Among students in the seventh-grade cohort, the English teachers of 74 percent report the use of
Cooperative Learning, 57 percent have teachers who use Madeline Hunter methods, 27 percent have
teachers who report the use of Mastery Learning techniques, and only 6 percent have teachers who report
the use of Whole Language. Students in iow-poverty schools are more likely to be taught using Cooperative
Learning than students in high-poverty schools but less likely to be taught using Whole Language methods.

Exhibit 3.63: Percentage of Students whose Teachers Employ Specified Pedagogical Mcthods for
Reading/Language Arts/English Instruction by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3,64: Percentage of Students whose Reading/Language Arts or English Teachers Use
Specified Pedagogical Metheds by School Poverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students whose School Poverty Concentration
Teachers Report Using Method TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort ’
Madeline Hunter (3) 62.4% 74.3% 70.8% 34.9% 66.5% 47.4%
Mastery Leaming (3) 31.1% 36.6% 29.1% 19.0% 32.2% 38.4%
Cooperative Learning (3) 70.4% 87.9% 56.6% 57.1% 83.3% 52.3%
Whole Language (3) 52.8% 51.4% 53.0% 58.9% 49.1% 53.2%
Reading Recovery (3) 7.6% 3.2% 3.5% 7.0% 19.2% 5.9%
3rd Grade Cohort
Madeline Hunter (3) 70.7% 84.5% 64.6% 65.8% 50.7% 64.4%
Mastery Leaming (3) 41.0% 36.5% 34.3% 42.1% 55.6% 39.0%
Cooperative Leaming (3) 74.4% 84.3% 71.3% 72.7% 81.9% 24.5%
Whole Language (3) 234% 17.7% 28.9% 20.3% 36.3% 25.7%
Reading Recovery (3) 100.0% * * * * 3.2%

7th Grade Cohort

Madeline Hunter (3) 57.0% 54.1% 65.3% 51.4% 28.6% 51.3%
Mastery Leaming (3) 26.8% 21.1% 22.8% 38.0% 43.6% 35.9%
Cooperative Learning (3) 74.0% 79.5% 71.5% 75.1% 78.1% 50.3%
Whole Language (3) 5.9% 2.6% 3.0% 9.0% 27.2% 20.4%
Reading Recovery (3) 1.0% 2.7% * . * *
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400.688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notcs: 1) Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

2) * = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

3) Madeline Hunter uses guides to effective Iessons that emphasize anticipatory set, input and modeling, checking
for understanding, and other features. Mastery Leamning involves teaching methods in which students who do
not perform at a preestablished mastery level (¢.g., 80% correct on quizzes) reccive cormrective instruction,
while other students receive enrichment, Cooperative Learning includes methods in which students often work
in small groups and are expected to help each other lcarn. Whole Language Reading program is bascd
on use of children's literature rather than basals, deemphasizing teaching of isolated skills, and integrating
reading ard writing instruction. Reading Recovery is a specific one-to-one tutoring program from
Ohio State University, which uses specially trained certificd teachers with students.

Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Students’ Writing in Class

There has been increasing emphasis on the importance of writing skills, especially with the movement
toward whole-language instruction. To examine this issue, students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts
were asked to report on the extent to which they carry out writing assignments in school. (These data are not
available for first-graders because questionnaires were not administered to them). The results of this
question, presented in exhibits 3.65 and 3.66, indicate some surprising differences by category of school
poverty.

Abouthalfthe students in both cohorts report thatthey have writing assignments every day, and another
one-quarter report that they have writing assignments in school 3 or 4 days a week. Very small proportions
of students report that they do not write in school. Writing assignments do not appear to be neglected in high-
poverty schools. In fact, in both grade-seven and grade-three cohorts, students in high-poverty schools were
more likely than students in low-poverty schools to report that they write almost every day in their English/
reading/language arts classes. This demonstrates the attention being paid to higher order skills in the most
disadvantaged schools.

Exhibit 3.65: Percentage of Students Who Report Having Writing Assignments Every Day in
Reading/Language Arts/English Class by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Conort
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Regular Classroom Instruction

Exhibit 3.66: Student-Reported Frequency of Writing in Class by School Poverty
Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Column Percentages)

Amount of Writing Done in English

School Poverty Concentration

or Reading Class per Week TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% , 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Write almost every day 49.7%] 37.6% 52.8% 56.3% 476%  60.0%
Write 3 to 4 times a week 24.3%) 259% 24.3% 22.6% 274% 21.6%
Write | to 2 times a week 23.5%) 33.0% 20.7% 19.0% 21.2% 16.4%
Do no writing 2.6% 3.5% 2.1% 2.2% * *
Missing data 229 20.1 19.2 22.7 27.7 31.8
7th Grade Cohort
Write almost every day 50.8% ) 46.9% 52.3% 49.1% 50.6% 552%
Write 3 to 4 times a week 23.7% 29.8% 20.4% 23.9% 17.9% 19.1%
Write 1 to 2 times a week 21.5%) 21.5%  22.4% 228% 232%  20.6%
Do no writing 4.0% 1.7% 4.9% 4.1% 8.4% 5.1%
Missing data 16.0 12.9 14.0 15.1 14.8 17.1
Total Weighted N
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
" th Grade Cohort 2945025) 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325
Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.
Source: Prospects, Student Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Chapter 1 Organization and Instructional Services

Under the Chapter 1 program, schools have considerable latitude in choosing how they provide
supplemental services to their students. To examine this issue, exhibits 3.67 and 3.68 provide estimates of
the percentage of students, by grade cohort and category of school poverty, who are in schools that provide
Chapter | instruction using various service delivery models. As these data indicate, pullout programs are the
approach most commonly used in the first- and third-grade cohorts, for both reading/language arts/English
and math. However, Chapter 1 first- and third-graders in high-poverty schools are far more likely to receive
services in their regular class than are those in low-poverty schools. In fact, in high-poverty schools, in-class
instruction is the predominant service-delivery model.

Chapter 1 students in the seventh-grade cohort are less likely to receive services through the usc of a
pullout program,; they are more likely to be served through add-on programs—either during the regular year
or over the summer—particularly in high-poverty schools. This probably reflects the fact that far fewer
students participate in the Chapter | program in middle schools.

Exhibit 3.67: P¢ ntage of Students in Schools that Provide In-Class Chapter 1 Instruction
by Subject Area, School Poverty Concentration, and Grade Cohort
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Chapter 1 Organization and Instructional Services

Exhibit 3.68: Type of Chapter 1 Instruction or Services by Subject Area, School
Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Type of Chapter 1 Instruction _ School Poverty Concentration

or Service TOTAL 0-19% 20-39% - 40-59% . 60-74% . 75-100%
Ist Grade Cohort: Reading
In class 38.7% 17.1% 26.9% 37.4% 29.7% 67.4%
Limited pullout 68.6% 100.0% 72.0% 73.8% 68.7% 32.7%
Extended puliout 5.4% * 15.8% 1.8% 1.6% 8.1%
Add-on, regular school year 2.7% * * * * 15.9%
Add-on, summer 15.4% * 21.6% 3.0% 26.6% 11.0%
Replacement 1.8% * 5.7% - - 3.5%
Tutoring 17.7% . 4.2% 19.3% 33.5% 17.3%
Other 2.0% * * * * 11.8%

3rd Grade Cohort: Reading

In class 45.7% 32.8% 26.0% 46.1°% 35.1% 73.8%
Limited pullout 60.1% 97.3% 63.8% 37.8% 39.1% 40.7%
Extended pullout 14.4% * 22.3% 18.3%% 7.1% 21.0%
Add-on, regular school year 2.7% - * * * 12.8%
Add-on, summer 10.6%% * 16.7%% 7.6%% 1.0% 23.8%
Replacement 4.8%% * * 8.0% 31.6% 2.2%
Tutoring 13.5% * 10.5% 23.3% 31.2% 17.6%
Other 1.7% * * * * 7.5%

| 7th Grade: English

In class 48.9% 79.9% 33 3% 51.4% 2.0% 53.3%
Limited pullout 35.8% 43.7% 18.1% 70.4% * 11.5%
Extended pullout 12.2% 20.1% * * 1.0% 33.3%
Add-on, regular school ycar 6.9% * 11.5% * 2.0% 27.1%
Add-on, summer 12.0% * 1.6% 35.8% * 4.8%
Replacement 10.1% * * * 97.1% *
Tutoring 21.6% * 48.8% 29.4% * 25.0%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843.742 843,595 536.443 709.964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3.042.495 967,336 700.709 480.394 318,117 400.688
7th Grade Cohort 2.945.025 783.549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cascs in cell.

Source: Prospects. Characteristics of Schools and Programs
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Exhibit 3.68 (Continued): Type of Chapter 1 instruction or Services by Subject Area,
School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Type of Chapter 1 Instruction

School Poverty

or Service TOTAL 0-19% L 20-39% I 40-59% |, 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cobort: Math
In class 52.1% 21.6% 30.1% 58.2% 41.0% 72.0%
Limited pullout 54.9% 100.0% 68.7% 61.5% 49.3% 19.1%
Extended pullout 2.8% * 1.5% 3.2% 2.4% 6.1%
Add-on, regular school year 2.7% * * * * 13.6%
Add-on, summer 17.6% * 8.1% 5.2% 41.2% 8.6%
Replacement * * * * * *
Tutoring 8.4% * 5.5% 10.9% 6.4% 17.5%
Other 1.7% * * * * 8.4%
3rd Grade Cohort: Math
In class 46.9% 24.4% 31.7% 36.7% 45.4% 76.0%
Limited pullout 58.5% 95.8% 62.0% 43.8% 42.9% 34.9%
Extended pullout 12.9% * 10.1% 23.3% 11.8% 17.7%
Add-on, regular school year 1.3% * * * 1.7% 14.4%
Add-on, sumr. - 3.5% 1.0% 4.1% 2.7% 2.0% 6.8%
Replacement 3.2% 1.0% * 9.5% 12.7% 1.9%
Tutoring 10.6% * 7.5% 19.5% 22.0% 14.6%
Other 1.5% * * 1.0% * 5.3%
7th Grade Cohort: Math
In class 30.7% 20.3% 29.8% 31.7% 5.5% 71.4%
Limited pullout 26.5% 34.5% 25.3% 48.4% * 8.8%
Extended pullout 17.2% 12.8% 23.2% 17.4% 30.4% 1.3%
Add-on, regular school year 16.2% 32.5% 1.7% * 1.9% 44.6%
Add-on, summer 6.8% * * 18.2% * 27.7%
Replacement 13.6% * 22.0% * 63.5% *
Tutoring 16.0% * 27.6% 31.2% * 19.0%
Other 2.3% * 4.7% * * 5.4%
Total N
Ist Grade 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade 3,042,495 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade 2,945,025 783,549 108.226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects, Characteristics of Schools and Programs
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Tutoring in Regular Math Class. In addition to the services that are provided by Chapter 1 teachers
and aides, regular classroom instructional staff also provide assistance to cducationally disadvantaged
students. To examine how such services are provided, regular classroom math teachers were asked about
their use of one-to-onc tutoring for students at risk for failure (exhibits 3.69 and 3.70). In both grade cohorts,
the most common providers are certified teachers and same-age student tutors.

The notable differences are that at-risk students in high-poverty schools in the third-grade cohort are
more likely to receive individual tutoring from paraprofessionals or same-age students, whileat-risk students
in low-poverty cchools are more likely to be tutored by volunteers or older students. At-risk students in the

seventh-grade cohort who are in high-poverty schools are more likely to be tutored by older or same-age
students.

Exhibit 3.69: Percentage of Students whose Math Teachers Use Various Types of Tutoring for
At-Risk Students by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

Certified teachers —
Paraprolcssionals (v eummren
3d
Grade Adult volunteer
Cohort !
Older students
Same-age studeats f%
Certificd teachers NSNS
Paraprofessionals o
7th
rade Adult voluntcer fooe
Cobort - -
Older students RN

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

(- High Povarty Schools [3 Low Poverty Schools \i
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Chapter I Organization aid Instructional Services

Exhibit 3.70: Percentage of At-Risk Students Receiving Various Types of Math Tutoring
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students Receiving School Poverty Concentration
Type of Math Tutorirm TOTAL 0-19% T 20-39% | 40-59% l 60-74% l 75-100%
3rd Grade Cohort
Individual using certified teachers 46.8%| 47.9% 522% 41.8% 51.2% 49.2%
Individual using paraprofessionals 2.6%% 142% 22.8% 209% 39.1%  30.0%
Individual using adult volunteer 18.8%} 261% 24.1% 13.5% 5.0% 10.6%
Individual using older stud.nts 10.9% 15.3% 7.3% 10.6% 18.9% 6.2%
Individual using same-age students 58.3%] 483% 633% 605% 72.6% 64.5%
7th Grade Cohort
Individual using certified teachers 47.2%) 406% 41.1% 70.5% 31.7% 49.1%
Tndividual using paraprofessionals 233%| 17.5% 289% 23.1% 9.1%  22.8%
Individual using adult volunteer 13.4% 13.3% 11.8% 11.0%  40.6% 7.6%
Individual using older students 16.5% 8.0% 23.2% 8.5% 30.7% 27.4%
Individual using same-age students 56.7% 48.0% 55.2% 65.6% 71.8% 60.7%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495} 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell,

Source: Prospects, Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Part 3: Districts, Schools, and Classrooms

Tutoring in Regular Reading/English Class. Reading/language arts/English teachers were also
asked about their use of one-to-one tutoring for at-risk students (exhibits 3.71 and 3.72).

Tutoring arrangements for reading/language arts/English instruction resemble those reported for math
instruction, except that the overall prevalence of individual tutoring arrangements is slightly lower for this
subject. For the elementary grade cohorts, student tutors remain the most common arrangement, with
tutoring by certified teachers slightly less common. Among students in the seventh-grade cohort, however,
tutoring by certified teachers was twice as prevalent as tutoring by students.

Compared to students in low-poverty schools, at-risk students in high-poverty schools in the first- and
third-grade cohorts are more likely to receive tutoring from paraprofessionals or other students. Similarly,
compared to students in low-poverty schools, students in the seventh-grade cohort in high-poverty schools
are less likely to be tutored by certified teachers or paraprofessionals.

Exhibit 3.71: Percentage of Students whose Reading/Language Arts/English ~eachers
Use Various Types of Tutoring for At-Risk Students
by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort
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Chapter 1 Organization and Instructional Services

Exhibit 3.72: Percentage of At-Risk Students Receiving Various Types of Reading/
Language Arts or English Tutoring by School Poverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students Receiving
Type of Reading/Language Arts or School Poverty Concentration
| English Tutoring _ TOTAL 0-19% | 20-39% | 40-59% | 60-74% | 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Individual using certified teachers 36.3%) 44.9% 17.2% 43.1% 37.6%  36.9%
Individual using paraprofessionals 25.8% 12.5% 15.6% 29.8% 36.6%  29.1%
Individual using adult volunteer 309%] 258% 34.6% 28.4% 37.0% 15.2%
Individual using older students 16.5% 75% 18.1% 21.6% 21.6% 18.2%
Individual using same-age students 50.2%1 43.5% 52.6% 454% 56.6%  48.5%
3rd Grade Cohort
Individual using certified teachers 364%| 349% 33.1% 34.1% 657% 34.8%
Individual using paraprofessionals 16.3% 9.4% 15.1% 13.6%  30.7% 31.2%
Individual using adult volunteer 19.3%) 203%  29.2% 8.3% 15.6%  15.4%
Individual using older students 7.4% 7.3% 5.3% 4.0% 17.5% 10.2%
Individual using same-age students 42.7%k 30.1% 47.8% 474% 55./% 52.3%
7th Grade Cohort
Individual using certified teachers 50.1%| 66.7% 38.7% 48.8% 59.9% 31.8%
Individual using paraprofessionals 18.7%4  29.1% 18.4% 8.0% 1.5% 9.9%
Individual using adult volunteer 13.6%| 18.8% 6.0%  23.3% 9.7% 9.1%
Individual using older students 6.0% 4.5% 7.4% 7.8% 1.0% 1.2%
Individual using same-age students 25.6% 193% 260% 359% 24.3% 23.8%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,555,521 843,742 843,595 536,443 709,964 477,074
3rd Grade Cohort 3,042,495] 967,336 700,709 480,394 318,117 400,688
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025] 783,549 108,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 sample cases in cell.

Source: Prospects. Classroom Teacher Questionnaire
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Summary

Summary

This final part of the Prospects interim report focuses on two subgroups of chiidren:

« Language-Minority Students—Children are classificd as language-minor:ty if they are
reared in a setting in which a language other than English is commonly used.

« Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) Students—Children are classified as LEF if their
native language is other than Englishand their skills in speaking, reading, or writinig English
are such that they can derive limited benefit from school instruction in £nglish.

In this report, LEP and language-minority status is measured by the following procedures:

Students are classified as LEP in Prospects if any of the following criteria are true in the data
collected in the spring 1992 wave of the study:

The school listed the student as being assigned to instruction by an English as a
Second Language (ESL) teacher for at least some portion of instruction.

The school identified the studentas “language limited” for purposes of standardized
testing, regardless of whether the student actually took the test.

The student was classified by the school as not sufficiently proficient in English to
take the English-language test battery used in Prospects, but was classified as able
to take the Spanish-language standardized test (Spanish Assessment of Basic
Education) used in this study.

The student’s school records showed evidence of the child’s current participation in
ESL or Bilingual Education classes or services, whether funded by Chapter 1, other
federal funds, or state or local sources.

The student’s teacher identified the child as LEP in the studeni profile form
completed for each student (teachers were provided an appropriate definition to
consult).

Students are identified as language-minority if any of the following conditions hold in the
data collected in the spring 1992 wave of the study:

Students were classiried as LEP by any of the criteria listed above.

The student’s teacher identified the child as language-minority in the student profile
form (teachers were provided an appropriate definition to consult).

The student identified him or herse!f as having learned another language tefore
English (not available for first-grade students).

The student’s parent identified the child as ever having participated in an ESL
prograin.

Thestudent's parent reported that a language other than Englishis spokenin the home.

The student's parent reported that English is spoken in the home less than allthe time.

These criteria were applied to all three cohorts. However, a few features of the study are important to
keep in mind when examining the exhibits in this part.
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

First, with support fromthe Office of Bilingual Educationand Minority Language Affairs(OBEMLA),
Prospects oversampled schools in sampled districts that district administrators identified as having high
concentrations (i.e., over 25 percent) of LEP children. After consultation with OBEMLA, in order to
maximize the policy relevance of the study, oversampling was focused on those schools where LEP students
are most common—¢lementary schoois. Therefore, the first- and third-grade cohort data reported here
include cases from the OBEMLA-supplement schools, and the results reflect specially derived weights to
compensate for the oversampling. However, because the seventh-grade cohort was not similarly oversampled,
the weights for the seventh-grade analyses are derived from the overall sample design. Coupled with the
smaller sample size for the seventh-grade cohort, this has thc consequence that estimates of language-
rninority or LEP student status have larger sampling variances for students in the seventh-grade cohort than
for members of the first and third-grade cohorts.

Second, as in Parts 1 through 3 of this report, the approach taken in this section is purposefully
descriptive, as befits a preliminary report. Although there are many latent theories of causal processes
embedded in the layout of the tables, for the sake of clarity, we have limited the numbers of statistical controls
applied to the tables. While this presentation is cconomical, it is important to note that the myriad issues
surrounding school achievement and program participation for language minorities will be investigated in
further work using Prospects data. In particular, the focus on the question of determinants of scholastic
achievement, such as grades, growth in test scores, and grade delay, will be sharpened. In addition, the
feasibility of estimating the effects of ESL program participation (c.g., by using the longitudinal structure
of Prospects to determine what the exit rate from LEP status is for those who have received ESL services,
compared with the rate for students who do not receive such services) will be examined in detail in future
reports.

The Size of the Language-minority and Limited-English-Proficient Populations

Using the definition described above, it is estimated that language-minority students make up about
16 percent of the first-grade cohort,about 15 percent of the third-grade cohort, and 13 percent of the seventh-
grade cohort. Students classified as LEP comprise 7 percent of the first-grade cohort, about 6 percent of the
third-grade cohort, and about 3 percent of the seventh-grade cohort.

In the elementary grades, about 40 percent of the language-minority children are also LEP and need
language services. By the middle-school grades, the proportion of LEPs among language minorities drops
to about onec-quarter.

Geographical Distribution of the Language-Minority and LEP Populations

Prospects data confirm that in the 1991-92 school year, language-minority and LEP students were far
from uniformly distributed across geographical regions or types of communities. The concentrations of
language-minority and LEP students were roughly equivalent to the national average in both the Northeast
and the South. The western region includes language-minority and LEP students at aboutdouble the national
average. The student population in the midwestern region includes about one-third the proportion of
language-minority and LEP students in the nation as a whole.
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Summary

Urban communities (central cities within standard metropolitan statistical areas) contain far higher
proportions of language-minority and LEP students than other types of communities. For example, among
the Prospects third-grade cohort, 30 percent of the students in urban communities have language-minority
backgrounds, and about one in seven students is classified as LEP. The corresponding proportions are far
lower in suburban communities (slightly more than half that found for urban areas) and rural communities
(about one-sixth the rate for urban settings).

Demographic Characteristics

A strong association exists between the mother's educational attainment and the student’s statusasLM
and LEP. For example, whereas about 6 percent of all children in the third-grade cohort are classified as
LEP, among families in which the mother has no more than eight years of schooling, the percentage of LEP
students exceeds 40 percent.

More than 40 percent of students in the first-grade cohort of Asian/Pacific Islander or Hispanic descent
are LEP. Among third-grade cohort students, 19 percent of the Asian students and 41 percent of the Hispanic
students are LEP. The incidence of LEPs in the seventh-grade cohort is about 16 percent for Asian students
and more than 23 percent for Hispanic students.

Students’ Academic Achievement and School Poverty

In the first-grade cohort, the prevalence of LEP children in schools with the highest concentration of
poor children is about three times the rate for the entire first-grade population. For the third-grade cohort,
high-poverty schools have about four times the national rate for that student cohort. Proportions of LEP
student in low-poverty schools, conversely, is far below the national average.

Language-minority and LEP students are also greatly overrepresented among the segment of the
student population that scores below the 35th percentile on nationally normed achievement tests. Among
this low-achieving group of students, about 13 percent of the first- and third-grade cohorts and about 6
percent of the lowest-achievers in the seventh-grade cohort are classified as LEP.

Participation in Compensatory Education and ESL/Bilingual Services

The proportion of LEP students among the population of Chapter 1 students varies by grade. About
one-sixth of the children in the first- and third-grade cohorts who are receiving Chapter 1 services {either
in conventional arrangements or Schoolwide Programs) are also classified as LEP.

LEP students receive language education assistance from a variety of sources. For all three grade
cohorts, state and local programs provide services to the largest proportion of LEP students. However, there
is considerable variation by grade level.

When data about services received by LEP students are combined from multiple sources (e.g.,
student records and teacher reports), the evidence indicates that the large majority of LEP students 92
percent of LEP students in the first-grade cohort, 89 percent of LEP students in the third-grade cohort, and
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

84 percent of LEP students in the seventh-grade cohort) are receiving some form of language services
(although the funding source may not be identified in Prospects data).

Rates of service provision to LEP students were examined across three categories of schools that varied
intheirproportion of enrolled students who were classified as LEP. The proportion of LEP studentsreceiving
services remains high (generally above 85 percent) for students in all three grade cohorts attending schools
with 5 percent or more LEP students. Sizable variation in the percentage of LEP students receiving language
services was observed across the three grade cohorts for LEP students attending schools with low
concentrations (less than 5 percent) of other LEP students. Although LEP services for students in the first-
grade cohort in schools with low LEP concentration remains high at 87 percent, the comparable percentages
for students in the third- and seventh-grade cohorts were 73 percent and 58 percent, respectively.
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

The Size of the Language-Minority (LM) and
Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) Popuiations

As shown in exhibits 4.1 through 4.3, estimates of the percentages of language minorities range from

about 16 percent for the first-grade cohort, to 15 percent for the third-grade cohort and 13 percent for the
seventh-grade cohort.

The percentage of students who are estimated to be LEP ranges from 7 percent for the first-grade
cohort, to 6 percent for the third-grade cohort and about 3 percent for the seventh-grade cohort. These
estimates are generally consistent with those from other national data sources on these grade levels.

In the elementary grades, approximately 40 percent ofthe children who are language-minority students
are also LEP; this proportion is lower for the seventh-grade cohort, reflecting the rate that students gain
English proficiency as they advance in grade level. The percentage of all students who are language-
minority, but not LEP, ranges from 9 percent in the first-grade cohort, to 8 percent of the third-grade cohort,
and 10 percent of the seventh-grade cohort.

Exhibit 4.1: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority
! or Limited English Proficient by Grade Cohort

0 : .

1st Grade Cohort 3rd Grade Cohort 7th Grade Cohort
Limited English Proficient il 7 6 3 !
Language Minority &3 16 15 | 13
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The Size of the Language-Minority and LEP Populations

Exhibit 4.2: Percentage of Students Classified as Language
Mineority or Limited English Proficient or Both by
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Columnn Percentages)

Language Limited English

Percentage of Students Minority Proficient
1st Grade Cohort 16.3% 7.2%
3rd Grade Cohort 14.9% 5.5%
7th Grade Cohort 13.4% 33%
Total Weighted N

Ist Grade Cohort 3,576,528 3,576,528

3rd Grade Cohort 3,057,515 3,057,515

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 2,945,025

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 cases in ccll.
Source: Prospects Composite Variable

Exhibit 4.3: Percentage of Students Classified as Language
Minority or Limited English Proficient or Both by
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study

(Weighted Percentages)

Percentage of Students

1992

1st Grade Cohort

Language Minority and Limited English Proficicnt
Language Minority, but not Limitcd English Proficient
Neither Language Minority nor Limited English Proficient

3rd Grade Cohort

Language Minority and Limited English Proficient
Language Minority, but not Limitcd English Proficient
Neither Language Minority nor Limited English Proficicnt

7th Grade Cohort

Language Minority and Limited English Proficient
Language Minority, but not Limited English Proficicnt
Neither Language Minority nor Limited English Proficient

1.2%
9.1%
83.7%

5.5%
9.4%
85.1%

33%
10.1%
86.6%

Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort
3rd Grade Cohort
7th Grade Cohort

3,576,528
3,057,515
2,945,025

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School

Poverty status.

* = fcwer than 20 cases in cell.

Source. Prospecrs Composite Variables
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

Regional Distribution of the Language-Minority and LEP Populations

Region

There is enormous variation in the percentages of language-minority and LEP students (exhibits 4.4
and 4.5) across the four U.S. Census Regions. Across all three grade cohorts, the western region contains
the highest percentages of both language-minority and LEP students, and the midwestern region contains
the lowest percentages of both types of students. Percentages of language-minority and LEP students found
in the Northeast and South are approximately equal. About one-fourth of students in all three grade cohorts
living in the West are classified as language-minority students,

Approximately one-seventh of the students in the Prospects first- and third-grade cohorts located in
the western region are identified as LEP. All other regions contain substantially lower proportions of LEP

students.
Exhibit 4.4: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient by Region and Grade Cohort
1st &
South  3rd
7th ki,
1st .
West 3rd
Tth ® .
Midwest  3rd | | . (8 Cimited English Proficient Y, - -
7th ol Language Minority % }
Northeast

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
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Regional Distribution of the Language-Minority and LEP Populations

Exhibit 4.5: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited English
Proficient by Region and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Column Percentages)

| Percentage of Students TOTAL South l West Midwest | Northeast
1st Grade Cohort
Language Minority 16.3% 15.3% 26.5% 5.9% 14.1%
Limited English Proficient 7.2% 6.4% 13.7% 2.7% 4.0%
3rd Grade Cohort
Language Minority 14.9% 16.2% 26.5% 4.5% 12.9%
Limited English Proficient 5.5% 3.8% 14.0% 1.6% 3.1%
7th Grade Cohort
Language Minority 13.4% 14.4% 23.8% 3.4% 11.9%
Limited English Proficient 3.3% 3.6% 7.0% * 2.2%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,576,528 1,385,055 902,637 614911 673,925
3rd Grade Cohort 3,057,515 946,587 608,001 553,816 568,117
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 979.338 565,494 653,278 497,431

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell.
Source: Prospects Composite Variables

Prospects: Interim Report « 329

erlc 353

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-FEnglish-Proficient Stu..cnts

Urbanicity

Both langnage-minority and LEP students arc heavily concentrated in urban areas (exhibits 4.6 and
4.7). More than one-fourth of students in the first-grade cohort, aind nearly one-third of students in the third-

grade cohort and over one-fifth of students in the seventh-grade cohort attending school in urban areas are
identified as language-minority.

About one in seven students in the first- an¢ third-grade cohorts attending schools in urban areas are
classified as LEP. The rates for LEP students in urban communities are substantiaily higher than those
observed for suburban sites, and over 20 times the rate for rural areas. In the seventh-grade cohort, however,
LEP students make up only about 7 percentof students in urban areas. This percentage is considerably greater
than that found within either suburban communities (about 4 percent) or in rural areas (less than 1 percent
of students classified as LEP).

Exhibit 4.6: Percentages of Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient by Urbanicity and Grade Cohort
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Regional Distrikution of the Language-Minority and LEP Populations

Exhibit 4.7: Percentage of Students Ciassified as Language Minority or Limited
English Proficient by Urbanicity and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

Percentage of Students TOTAL Rural | Suburban | Urban
1st Grade Cohort

Language Minority 16.3% 5.4% 19.5% 26.9%
Limited English Proficient 7.2% 0.6% 8.4% 14.7%

3rd Grad; (_Zlohort

Language Minority 14.9% 6.2% 14.2% 30.0%
Limited English Proficient 5.5% 0.6% 4.3% 14.1%

7th Grade Cohort

Language Minority 13.4% 6.3% 14.9% 22.8%
_ Limited English Proficient 1 33%)  06% 0 4% 65%
Totail Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,576,528 1,296,387 1,370,670 909.471

3rd Grade Cohort 3.057.515 992,076 981,353 703,092

7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 1,113,058 941,913 640,571

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell.

Source: Prospects Composite Variables
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-FProficient Students

Demographic Characteristics

Mother’s Education

There is a strong relationship between the mother’s education and the student's language-minority and
LEP status (exhibits 4.8 and 4.9). Across all three grade cohorts, the highest rates of language-minority and
LEP status are found within the lowest maternal educational levels. In the first-grade cohort, 64 percent of
the students whose mothers have eight or fewer years education are classified as language minority; among
students in the third-grade cohort, 76 percent of the students whose mothers have eight years or less education
are language-minorities; for the seventh-grade cohort, 69 percent of students whose mothers have eight or
fewer years of schooling are language-minority.

Similar relationships exist for students classified as LEP. Among students in the first- and third-grade
cohorts whose mothers have eight or fewer years of schooling, nearly 45 percent are classified as LEP. This
percentage decreases to 21 percent for members of the seventh-grade cohort.

Exhibit 4.8: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient by Mother’s Educational Attainment and Grade Cohort
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Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 4.9: Perceatage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited English Proficient
by Motaer's Education and Grade Cohort: 12-2onth Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Peicentages)

Educstios of Mother
8 Years 9t 11 Voc. Ed Some 2-Year | 4-Year Masters PhD,MD. Missing
Percentage of Students TOTAL | oriess 1 Years 12 Years Training | College College College Degrce | Degree Data
13t Grade Cobort
Language Minority 16.3% 64.4% 25.9% 13.9% 11.6% 8.7% 10.3% 10.1% 14.7% 21.5% 19.4%
Limited English Proficient 71.2% 44.7% 9.4% 4.2% 4.0% 1.8% $.7% 2.2% 2.5% ¢ 11.3%
Jrd Grade Cobort
Language Minority 14.9% 75.8% 23.8% 12.9% 10.5% 8.1% 11.9% 8.9% 7.1% . 16.4%
Limited English Proficient 5.5% 43.3% 7.8% 2.9% 2.9% 1.5% 3.2% 1.2% . * 8.5%
7th Grade Cohort
Language Minority 13.4% 68.6% 23.5% 11.8% 8.3% 8.4% 10.4% 8.5% 6.2% . 12.1%
Limited English Proficient 3.3% 20.6% $7% 1.7% * * * * . * 5.0%
Totsl Weighted N
st Grade Cohort 3,576,528 106,024 255,590 847,504 264,589 502.679 205,966 345,625 35999 21314 941,140
3rd Grude Cohort 3,057,515 87,209 169,24 680,284 224,249 379,502 174,247 306,888 122,792 14,537 898.592
7th Grade Cohort 2,945,025 89,709 174,270 673,522 158,028 338.420 154,303 258.939 103,742 15918 938,174

Notes' Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poveriy status

¢ = fewer than 20 cases in cell.
Source: Prospects Parert Questionnaire
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

Race and Ethnicity

Notsurprisingly, students of Asian and Hispanic descent are highly likely to be classified as language-
minority or LEP students (exhibits 4.10 and 4.11). Among members of the first-grade cohort, 65 percent of
the Asian students were classified as language-minority, and 41 percent were classified as LEP. The
observed distributions were slightly higher for Hispanic members of the first-grade cohort.

Therelative proportions of language-minority and LEP students were somewhat different for the third-
and seventh-grade cohorts. Nearly three-fourths of the Hispanic students in the third-grade cohort, and over
two-thirds of Hispanic students in the seventh-grade cohort were classified as language-minorities.
However, the proportion of LEP students among Hispanics drops sharply between the elementary and
middle grades. By the 1991-92 school year, only about onc-third of the Hispanic students in the seventh-
grade cohort classified as language-minorities were also identified as LEP, compared with well over half
of Hispanic language-minority students in the elementary grades who were also classified as LEP.

For students of Asian and Pacific Islander descent, the proportion of LEP students decreases by grade
level much more rapidly than among those of Hispanic descent. About 41 percent of Asian students are
classified as LEP in the first-grade cohort. Among those in the third-grade cohort, the proportion drops to
19 percent. Among Asian students in the seventh-grade cohort, although over two-thirds are identified as
language-minorities, only 16 percent are also classified as LEP, a somewhat lower ratio than that found for
Hispanic students in the seventh-grade cohort. Observed differences by grade cohort in LEP percentages
between Asian and Hispanic students could be due either to differences in immigration rates for the two
ethnic groups within the three cohorts or to differences in speed in attaining proficiency in English for the
two ethnic groups. Data are not yet available to explore these possibilities.

Exhibit 4.10: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient by Race-Ethnicity and Grade Cohort
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Demographic Characteristics

Exhibit 4.11: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited English Proficient
by Race/Ethnicity and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Fellow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

. : American | | Missing

Percentage of Students TOTAL Asian Hispanic Black + White . Indian ; Other i Data
1st Grade Cohort

Language Minority 16.3% 64.9% 69.6% 12.7% 4.5% 19.5% 59.3% 12.5%

Limited English Proficient 7.2% 40.7% 43.7% 0.8% 0.8% . 21.8% 3.8%
3rd Grade Cohort

Language Minority 14.9% 55.2% 73.5% 13.7% 3.7% 19.6% 54.1% 11.9%

Limited English Proficient 5.5% 18.9% 40.9% 1.5% 0.5% - 26.9% 2.5%
7th Grade Cohort )

Language Minority 13.4% 67.3% 67.4% 9.3% 4.6% 25.8% * 10.0%

Limited English Proficient 33%|  157%  22.9% * 0.7% * * 2.1%
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3,576,528 73,595 395,152 432,791 1,749,717 52,851 12,360 860,063

3rd Grade Cohort 3,057,515 90.501 299,195 325,682 1,791,792 38,960 15,008 496,377

7th Grade Cohort 2,945.025 62,238 252,881 291,029 1,691,146 46,417 11,470 589,843

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell.
Source: Prospects Student Record Abstract Form
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

Students’ Academic Achievement and School Poverty

Language-minority and LEP students are disproportionately represented among low achievers and in
schools with high concentrations of poor children (Exhibits 4.12 through 4.14). In the first- and third-grade
cohorts, language-minority students are about three to six times more likely to be found in high-poverty
schools than in low-poverty schools. In the seventh-grade cohort, language-minority students are nearly
three times as common in high-poverty schools (25.1 percent) as in low-poverty schools (8.5 percent).

The contrasts across categories of school poverty are much sharper for LEP students. In the first-grade
cohort the percentage of LEP students in high-poverty schools (21.6 percent) is nine times the proportion
found in low-poverty schools (2.4 percent), and is about three times the percentage for the entire first-grade
cohort (7.2 percent). In the third-grade cchort, the proportion of LEP students in high-poverty schools (21.7
percent) is about four times that for the entire grade cohort (5.5 percent). Even at the middle-school level,
more than 8 percent of the students are identified as LEP, compared with about 3 percent for the seventh-
grade cohort as a whole. (The numbers of LEP students observed inboth the third- and seventh-grade cohorts
in low-poverty schools were too small to permit reliable statistical estimates.)

Exhibit 4.12: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient by Achievement Level and Grade Cohort

30%
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: M Limited English Proficient
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High Achievement Medium Achievement Low Achievement
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Student Academic Achievement and School Poverty

Exhibit 4.13: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited English
Proficient by School Poverty Concentration and Grade Cohort

50% - -
40% ruh ................................................. \ .................................................................................
[- Limited English Proficient :
Language Minority
30% ° - -
20%
10%
0% H ERAs - R . i
1st Grade 3rd Grade  7th Grade 1st Grade 3rd Grade  7th Grade
Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort Cohort
Low Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Exhibit 4.14: Percentage of Students Classificd as Language Miunority or
Limited English Proficient by Scheol Peverty Concentration and
Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weoighted Column Pereentages)
School Poverty Concentration
Percentage of Students TOTAL 0-19% i 20.39% | 40-59% | 60-74% J 75-100%
1st Grade Cohort
Language Minority 16.3% 9.4% 79% 16.2% 23.1% 35.7%
Limited English Proficient 1.2% 2.4% 2.8% 7.2% 8.9% 21.6%
3rd Grade Cohort
Language Minority 14.9% 6.8% 9.4% 15.3% 23.8% 40.4%
Limited English Proficient 5.5% * 3.0% 5.1% 7.7% 21.7%
7th Grade Cohort
Language Minority 13.4% 8.5% 7.0% 24.9% 19.3% 25.1%
Limited English Proficient 3.3% * 1.1% 1.3% 6.9% 8.4%
Total Weighted N
1st Grade Cohort 3,576,528 856,555 832,374 550,512 713,070 500,370
3rd Grade Cohort 3,057,515 959.542 710,956 500,296 313,595 401,718
7th Grads Cohort 2,945,025 783,549 1,082,226 629,226 177,332 207,325

Notes: Total Weightzd N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell.
Source: Prospects Composite Variable
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

Participation in Chapter 1

Language-minority students constitute a significant proportion ofthe childrenbeing served by Chapter

! reading/English/language arts and math programs, including Chapter 1 Schoolwide Programs (exhibits
4.15 and 4.16).

Atthe first-grade level, 24 to 28 percent of the students served in either regular or Schoolwide Chapter
1 programs are language-minority, and 11 to 17 percent are identified as LEP. This is considerably higher
than their representation in the total grade cohort.

Among the students in third-grade cohort, these proportions increase slightly. Nearly one-third of the

third-grade cohort served by Chapter 1 are language-minority students, and 11 to 19 percent are classified
as LEP.

At the middle school level, LEP students are considerably overrepresented within the population

served by Chapter 1 programs (about 9 percent) compared with their percentage of the total seventh-grade
cohort {(about 3 percent).

Exhibit 4.15: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient by Participation in Compensatory Education and Grade Cohort
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Participation in Chapter 1

Exhibit 4.16: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited English Proficient
by Participation in Compensatory F.ducation and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

¢ Chapter |  Not Chapter 1: 4Chapler 1 iPart. in Other  Missing
Percentage of Students Total Chapter | ' Schoolwide i Participant Not Offered ! Comp.Ed. Data
1st Grade Cohort

Language Minority 16.3% 28.1% 23.5% 13.8% 12.9% 12.6% 16.8%

Limited English Proficient 7.2% 16.9% 10.9% 5.2% 4.7% 5.5% 6.8%
3rd Grade Cohort

Language Minority 14.9% 29.0% 30.7% 11.0% 11.8% 20.6% 12.3%

Limited English Proficient 5.5% 18.9% 11.4% 2.5% 2.7% 7.3% 4.6%

7th G G_.rads_cef@r_?_-_..

Language Minority 13.4% 25.5% * 12.0% 13.2% 20.3% 8.7%
Limited Englsh Proficteny_ | 330} 8s% 0 2d% 3% 6l% .t
Total Weighted N

1st Grade Cohort 3576528 540,345 138,231 1,364.034 1119912 97,570 316,437

3rd Grade Cohort 3,057,515 418,929 108,340 1,287,130 812973 134,678 295,415

7th Grade Cohort 2945025 174938 4,048 906,990 1,377,591 132.858 148,600

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell

Source. Prospects Student Record Abstract Form
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

Participation in ESL/Bilingual Services

Across all three grade cohorts, more language-minority and LEP students are served by ESL and
Bilingual Education programs funded by state or local education agencies than by federally sponsored

programs, including Title VII services and Chapter 1 ESL/Bilingual services (exhibits 4.17 A and B through
4.21).

Among LEP students in the first-grade cohort, about 20 percent participate in Chapter 1 ESL/Bilingual
assistance programs, and about 1 6 percent were identified as being served by other federally funded language
services. Some 33 percent of these students were participating in state-funded programs, and about 31
percent in locally funded language services.

Among LEP students in the third-grade cohort, about 10 percent were receiving Chapter 1 ESL/
Bilingual services, and about 4 percent were identified as receiving other federally supported assistance.
About 16 percent were receiving services that could be identified as sponsored by their state agencies, and
11 percent were receiving locally funded sources.

The pattern for LEP students in the seventh-grade cohort was somewhat similar: about 7 percent were
participating in Chapter 1 ESL/Bilingual programs, and about 12 percént were receiving assistance from
another federal source. About 36 percent of LEP studentsin the seventh-grade cohort were receiving services
funded by state sources, and 9 percent were receiving services funded by local sources.
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Participation in ESL/Bilingual Services

Exhibit 4.17A: Percentage of 1st Grade Cohort Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient Receiving ESL/Bilingual Services by Funding Source
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

Exhibit 4.17B: Percentage of 3rd Grade Cohort Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient Receiving ESL/Bllmgual Services by Funding Source
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Participation in ESL/Bilingual Services

Exhibit 4.17C: Percentage of 7th Grade Cohort Students Classified as Language Minority or
Limited English Proficient Receiving ESL/Bilingual Services by Funding Source
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

Exhibit 4.18: Percentage of Students Classified 25 Language Minority or Limited English
Proficient by Participatien in Chapter T ESL/Bilingual Education
Programs and Grade Cohort: 12-¥Month Follow-up Study
{Werghted Row Percentages)

Percentage of Students Total Weighted N Participant i Not Participant }rmm Not Offcred L Missing Data
1st Grade Cohort
Language Minority 582,087 8.6% 13.9% 67.7% 9.9%
Limited English Proficient 255,865 19.6% 15.2% 56.0% 9.2%
3rd Grade Cohort
Language Minority 455,546 9.4% 23.9% 58.0% 8.7%
Limited English Proficient 169,354 25.2% 24.0% 42.3% 8.6%
7th Grade Cohort
Language Minority 394,129 2.5% 12.2% 77.4% 7.9%
Limited English Proficient 96,401 10.0% 7.8% 75.6% *

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in ccll.
Source: Prospects Student Record Abstract Form

Exhibit 4.19: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited Engiish
Proficient by Participation in Other Federally Funded ESL/Bilingual Education
Programs and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
{Weighted Row Percentages)

Percentage of Students Total Weighted N Participant J Not Participant LProgram Not Offered ;  Missing Data
1st Grade Cohort
Language Minority 582,087 6.8% 21.8% 60.1% 11.3%
Limited English Proficient 255,865 15.5% 10.0% 62.6% 11.9%
3rd Grade Cohort
Language Minority 455,546 3.7% 17.0% 67.2% 12.1%
Limited English Proficient 169,354 9.9% 11.8% 64.4% 13.9%
Tth Grade Cohort
Language Minority 394,129 4.2% 18.6% 69.8% 7.4%
Limited English Proficient 96,401 17.1% 17.6% 59.4% *

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell.
Source: Prospects Student Record Abstract Form
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Participation in ESL/Bilingual Services

Exhibit 4.20: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited
English Proficient by Participation in State-Funded ESL/Bilingual
Programs and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Row Percentages)

Percentage of Students Total Weighted N Yes | No l Not Offered LMissing Data
1st Grade Cohort
Language Minority 582,087 14.6% 32.8% 41.0% 11.6%
Limited English Proficient 255,865 33.3% 20.7% 33.7% 12.2%
3rd Grade Cohort
Language Minority 455,546 14.1% 31.2% 43.2% 11.4%
Limited English Proficient 169,354 37.9% 21.2% 28.9% 11.9%
7th Grade Cohort
Language Minority 394,129 12.4% 39.3% 40.6% 71.7%
Limited English Proficient 96,401 50.8% 18.5% 23.7% s

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell.

Source: Prospects Student Record Abstract Form

Exhibit 4.21: Perceniage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited
English Proficient by Participation in Locally-Funded ESL/Bilingual
Programs and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Row Percentages)

Percentage of Students Total Weighted N Yes No | Not Offered  Missing Data
1st Grade Cohort
Language Minority 582,087 13.7% 32.1% 40.5% 13.6%
Limited English Proficient 255,865 31.2% 17.6% 35.6% 15.5%
3rd Grade Cohort
Language Minority 455,546 9.8% 30.7% 47.7% 11.7%
Limited English Proficient 169,354 26.4% 15.1% 45.9% 12.7%
7th Grade Cohort
Language Minority 394,129 2.9% 23.3% 65.6% 8.1%
Limited English Proficient 96,401 12.0% 14.3% 66.7% s

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in cell.

Source: Prospects Student Record Abstract Form
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Part 4: Language-Minority and Limited-English-Proficient Students

LEP Services From Any Funding Source

To determine the proportion of LEP students currently receiving ESL/Bilingual services from all
funding agents, data on receipt of services were collected from a variety of prospective information sources,
including official school records, administrative lists of students enrolled in classes taught by ESL/Bilingual
teachers, and reports from knowledgeable classroom teachers. This approach is necessary to ensure against
underestimation of service coverage that might arise as a result of the inaccessibility of confidential student
records, or the typical procedural difficulties of identifying all aspects of special service arrangements for
individual students.

As indicated in exhibit 4.22, the percentage of LEP students in all grade cohorts who are receiving
some form of language assistance (regardless of funding source) is quite high, amounting to 92 percent in
the first-grade cohort, 89 percent in the third-grade cohort, and 84 percent in the seventh-grade cohort.

Note that for the third- and seventh-grade cohorts (but not the first-grade cohort), the percentages
displayed in exhibit 4.22 are substantially higher than the total percentages served by each ofthe enumerated
funding sources given in exhibits 4.18 through 4.21. This finding raises two measurement issues. First, the
higher percentages obtained for the measure of services without regard for funding source illustrates the
difficulty that administrators and teachers experience in trying to identify precisely the funding sources for
services provided to individual students, even though they may be fully aware of the mix of resources
available at their school. Each student in a school may have a more or less unique mix of services with an
erally complex funding arrangement supporting the child’s program. Second, the Prospects survey forms
took no explicit me1sures of the language assistance that is provided in schools by nongovernment funding
sources, including uncompensated sources of assistance that may be provided on a voluntary basis by regular
or specialized teaching staff in the school setting. The differences in the two sets of results may arise from
these two unmeasured sources of support for English-language services. )

Exhibit 4.22: Percentage of Students Classified as Language Minority or Limited
English Proficient Students by Participation in any ESL/Bilingual
Programs by Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Row Percentages)

Percentage of Students Total Weighted N Yes | No Not Offered
1st Grade Cohort

Language Minority 582,087 41.1% 37.0% 22.0%

Limited English Proficient 255,865 92.0% 5.9% 2.1%
3rd Grade Cohort

Language Minority 455,546 33.5% 46.4% 20.1%

Limited English Proficient 169,354 89.0% 8.2% 2.8%

7th Grade Cohort

Language Minority 394,129 21.0% 55.9% 23.0%
Limited English Proficient 96,401 83.7% 10.9% .
Notes: Tot2l Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.

* = fewer than 20 cases in ccll.
Source. Prospects Student Record Abstract Form
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Participation in ESL/Bilingual Services

Language Services and the Concentration of LEP Students within Schools

Because of the potentially high costs and logistical difficulties of providing language services to LEP
students who may be isolated in relatively small numbers in some schoels, an important policy question is
the extent to which receipt of services varies with the concentration of LEP students within schools. To
explore this issue, students in the Prospects sample cohorts were grouped into three categories based on the
quantity of LEP students as a percentage of all students enrolled in the school. The three school concentration
categories are (1) zero through 4 percent LEP students, (2) 5 through 24 percent LEP students, and (3) 25
percent or more LEP students.

In the clementary grade cohorts, most LEP students—about 70 percent of the first-grade cohort and
nearly 60 percent of the third-grade cohort—attend schools with relatively high concentrations of LEP
students. Only about 7 to 9 percent of LEP students inthe elementary grade cohorts attend schools with fewer
than 5 percent LEPs. In the scventh-grade cohort, however, only 37 percent of LEP students attend schools
with 25 percent or more children classified as LEP, and more than 40 percent attend schools in the middle
LEP concentrations category. About 15 percent of the LEP students in the seventh-grade cohort attend
schools with fewer than 5 percent LEP students enrolled. (These percentages are not shown in the exhibits
but are derived from the weighted population figures provided in the tables.)

As displayed in exhibit4.23, for the first-grade cohort, which has the largest absolute number of LEP
children, relatively small differences exist across the three categories of LEP student concentration in the
percentage of LEP students who were identified as receiving some formoflanguage services (withoutregard
for funding source). This finding confirms that LEP services arc being provided to first-graders at high rates
(87 percent) even in those school settings where it may be most difficulties to arrange—schools with very
low concentrations of LEP children—and at even higher rates (93 percent) where there are high concentra-
tions of LEP children.

The Prospects data contain some cvidence that the receipt of language scrvices by LEP students
varics with the concentration of LEPs within schools. For students in the third-grade cohort, the percentage
of LEP children receiving language services appears to vary dircctly with the extent of the concentration of
other LEP children in the schools they attend. For this cohort, in schools with low concentrations of LEP
children, less than 75 percent receive language services from any source. However, where LEPs account

for more than 25 percent of the grade enroliment, about 93 percent of LEP children arc recciving language
services.

The relationship between percentage of LEP children served and concentration of LEPs within
schools is even stronger among the seventh-grade cohort than for the third-grade cohort. Some 58 percent
of the LEP children in “low concentration schools” (i.c., where less than 5 percent of the chiidren are LEPs)
are recciving language scrvices from any source. However, where the LEP studeni concentration is 25
percent or higher, nearly 90 percent of LEP children receive some language services.

Prospects data thus confirm that the delivery of language services to LEP students varies with the
overall level of need for services (i.c., the overall proportion of LEP children within the total enrollment)
that exists within schools, especially for middic-school children. Exhibit 4.23 indicates that schools with the
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lowest concentration of LEP students that have the highest proportion of LEP students for whom language
services are not offered at their school. This relati .nship is strongest in the seventh-grade cohort, which
contains the fewest absolute numbers of LEP children. However, language services are almost universally
available at schools with LEP concentrations at 5 percent or higher.

Exhibit 4.23: Percentage of Students Participating in Chapter 1 ESL/Biiingua
Education Programs by Concentration of Limited Engiish Proficient (LEP)
Students within School and Grade Cohort: 12-Month Follow-up Study
(Weighted Column Percentages)

_Fercentnge of Students 0-4%:iEP | 5-24%LEP ] 25+% LEP
1st Grade Cohort
Participant 86.6% 91.2% 92.9%
Not participant 2.3% 5.7% 6.5%
No program offered 11.2% 3.2% 0.6%
Missing data 24 12.4 5.6
3rd Grade Cohort
Participant 73.1% 82.7% 93.0%
Not participant 4.9% 14.7% 6.5%
No program offered 22.0% 2.6% 0.4%
Missing data 2.0 L1 5.2
7th Grade Cohort
Participant 58.0% 86.2% 89.4%
Not participant 10.4% 11.5% 10.5%
No program offered 31.6% 2.5% 0.0%
Missing data 13.8 2.3 1.1
Total Weighted N
15t Grade Cohort 22,472 56,081 177,313
3rd Grade Cohornt 12,260 46,209 98,094
7th Grade Cohort 14,919 41,445 33,077

Notes: Total Weighted N includes cases with unknown School Poverty status.
* = fewer than 20 cases in ccll.

Source Prospects Composue Variable
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Appendix A: Features of the Prospects Research Design

Appendix A:

Features of the Prospects Research Design

The design of the Prospects study was initiated by the U.S. Department of Education immediately after
the passage of the cnabling legislation (the Hawkins-Stafford Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary
Education Improvement Act). During 1988, the Department’s Office of Policy and Planning (then the Office
ofPlanning, Budget, and Evaluation) scheduled a serics of conferences and commissioned morethanadozen
papers from national experts in rescarch design, program cvaluation, and compensatory education. To
resolve remaining design issucs and prepare appropriate research materials, the Department awarded a
competitive contract to Abt Associates (and its subcontractors, Westat, the Educational Testing Service, and
the Johns Hopkins University) to complete the design by preparing an cvaluation and analysis plan and a
detailed data collection plan; developing survey instruments and sclecting cognitive test batteries; and
designing, selecting, and recruiting a sample of districts and schools.

The Prospects Sample Design

The sample of schools and students for the Prospects study was designed to serve two objectives:

+ to support the cvaluation of long-term cffects of significant exposure to Chapter 1 services,
and

+ tosupport cstimation of national and subnational cross-scctional and longitudinal statistics
on the characteristics and progress of Chapter 1 students, as well as their more advantaged
peers.

In important respects, these two rescarch objectives arc atleast partly in conflictand will not be cqually
well served by the same sample design.

For a given budget, a study designed to provide precisc statistical cstimates on cducational processcs
and outcomes for many subpopulations should sclect a relatively large number of districts and schools as
“primary sampling units,” and a rclatively small number of sampled students within cach sclected school.
This approach gencrally provides a more “cfficient” sample (in terms of the level of statistical precision for
a given cost), by minimizing the negative cffects of intracluster corrclations on the precision of statistical
estimates. However, a sample designed like this would fail the Prospects program cvaluation objectives in
important ways: First, it would probably include too few students who were cxposed to compensatory
cducation programs within a specific leaming environment (suchasa district or school). Second, and more
important, it would contain few potential comparison group cascs to whom the outcomes for program
participants might be contrasted.

Strictly for purposcs of Chapter 1 program cvaluation, an optimal design would sclect relatively few
districts and schools to take account of the limited variability in rcgular and compensatory program
characteristics, but would sclect a relatively large number of students within cach site to cnsure adequate
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coverage of within-site variability of students who may be selected for Chapter 1 services, and to improve
the ability to identify students appropriate for assignment to comparison groups for the evaluation.

In view of the overriding importance of the congressional mandate to determine long-term program
effects, the sample design for Prospects number of districts and schools was reduced and the number of
students selected per site was increased to provide added flexibility in choosing comparison groups within
the selected sites. Thus the Prospects sample was designed primarily to support analysis of program effects
rather than to maximize sampling efficiency for reporting national statistical estimates.

The main goal of the sample design is to ensure that the longitudinal sample includes enough Chapter
1 participants (who had substantial longitudinal exposure to the program “treatment”) and enough
comparably disadvantaged children who did not participate in the program to any significant extent. The
necessity for contrasting Chapter 1 participants with multiple “comparison groups” requires that the sample
size for “non-Chapter 1 participants” be large enough to support altemative groupings. Furthermore, to
determine the extent to which Chapter | services help educationally disadvantaged children reach the
achievement levels of theirmore advantaged peers, the sample mustalso include enough studentsin this latter

category to provide reliable estimates of the extent of the differences in educational performance between
the groups.

The Prospects sample design will permit estimation of Chapter 1 program cffects on a variety of
specific educational outcomes (e.g., achievement scale-score gain, percentage of students who master
specified curriculum objectives, students’ attitudes about school and learning, percent retained in grade,
percent dropping out of school, etc.), and will enable research on the variation in program effects across years
of the study as experienced by the three student cohorts. The sample size and allocation thus represent an
effort to balance competing research objectives and to cope with uncertainty about future variability in the
longitudinal measures of interest — especially longitudinal participation in Chapter 1 and related program
treatments.

Under the provisions of a separate contract to determine the Prospects research design, several sample
designs were evaluated for their suitability to meet the multiple objectives of the study and for their cost-
effectiveness. The design recommended by Abt Associates and adopted by the Department of Education
includes large samples (approximately 12,000) of students in the initial first- grade and third-grade cohorts,
and a significantly smaller sample (7,000 students) for the 1991 seventh-grade cohort. To support the mix
of interest in both impact analyses and statistical reporting, and to minimize costs, the sample design includes
three stages of selection: school districts, school buildings within sampled districts, and (where necessary
for design efficiency) students within designated grades of selected schools. The Prospects sample design
is described in detail in a report produced for the Prospects Design Contract.! The major features of the
sample design are described in the next section.

! See Bryant, E.C., Chu, A. and Hansen, M (1991) Prospects: The Congressionally Mandated Study of Educational Graowth
and Opportunity. Sample Design. This report was produced under the terms of Department of Zducation contract LC 89-
027001 by Westat under subcontract to Abt Associates, Inc. Requests for this report should be directed to Dr. Elgis Scott,
Project Officer for the Prospects Study, Planning and Evaluat on Service, Office of Policy and Planning, U.S. Department
of Education, 400 Maryland Avenue SW, Room 3127, Washington, DC 20202.
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Appendix A: Features of the Prospects Research Design

Prospects Sample of Districts and Schools

Three stages of sampling were implemented for Prospects: (1) selection ofasample of school districts;
(2) selection of a sample of schools within sampled districts; and (3), if necessary to limit the total number
of students in a grade selected from any one school, sampling of students in the designated grades within
sampled schools (details on within-school sampling of students are presented later). Stratification was used
to improve sample efficiency at each stage. In the first stage of sampling, 120 districts were drawn from
across all major strata, including the four census regions (as prescribed by the Department of Education) and
three levels of urbanization. Major sampling strata used for district selection are described in exhibit A.1.
Within strata, districts were selected proportionate to a measure of size reflecting the estimated number of

economically disadvantaged students, a measure highly correlated with district eligibility criteria for
participation in Chapter 1.

Once the sample ofschool districts was selected, districtofficials were canvassed to obtain information
about the concentrations of disadvantaged students (i.e., those eligible for free or reduced-price schooi
lunches) and limited-English-proficient (LEP) students in each of their schools. Using information from the
district canvass, schools in the sampled districts were then stratified in accordance with their proportions of
poor and LEP children, and schools with higher concentrations were selected with higher probabilities. This
approach increased the proportion of economically disadvantaged districts and schools in the sample
compared to their proportion in the population, thus ensuring that the Prospects sample would include
sufficient numbers of students eligible for or participating in Chapter 1 programs and Title VII services.

The initial sample of districts and schools was designed to permit a predicted noncooperation rate of
20 percent. However, after the sample was selected and during the district and school recruitment process,
the Department of Education’s Office of General Connsel ruled that districts and schools receiving Chapter
1 funds were required to participate in the evaluation. As a result, more than 95 percent of the sampled
districts agreed to participate, a result that threatened to increase baseline data coliection costs over budget
amounts. To keep the sample size within statistical and budget parameters, in March 1991, the sample of
districts and schools was reduced by approximately 10 percent. The reductions in the sample were primarily
from strata containing districts and schools with the lowest percentages of disadvantaged students. Schools
in “certainty” districts, and the stratum of schools with high percentages of LEP studunts (selected for a
supplement sponsored by the Office of Bilingual Education and Minerity Language Affairs) were not cut.
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Exhibit A.1: Prospects Primary Sampling Strata

The Prospects design supports separate estimates for the four primary census regions and for the threce
census urbanization categories (urban, suburban, and rural). However, the Prospects design does not

provide sufficient precision for estimates for the three urbanization categories within the four Census
regions.

The four census regions include the following states (D.C. is included in the South):

Northeast: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, New York, Pennsylvania,
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, New Jersey

South: Maryland, Delaware, Virginia, West Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee,
North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama,
Mississippi, Arkansas, Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, District of
Columbia

Midwest: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, lowa,
Kansas, Nebraska, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota

West: Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Utah, Colorado,
Nevada, California, Arizona, New Mexico, Alaska, Hawaii

The three urbanization categories include:

Urban: Locations within central city boundaries of a Metropolitan Statistical
Area,
Suburban: Locations inside a Metropolitan Statistical Area but outside the central

city boundaries;

Rural: Locations outside a Metropolitan Statistical Area.

The 12 largest public school districts were included in the Prospects sample with certainty (i.e.,
selection probability = 1.0). In most districts threc schools were selected: two elementary schoels and one
middle or junior high school. However, to prevent excessive variability in the selection probabilities for
schools and students, the four largest districts were treated as if they were sclected with certainty multiple
times.2 This procedure reduces the difference between the selection probability for a student attending a
school in one of the country’s largest school districts and the selection probability for another student who
attends a schoo} in a smaller city, or a suburban or rural area. In the case of the four largest scheol systems,
the numbers of schools selected ranged between six and ten. In total, 372 schools were selected for the

2 Within the citywide N-w York City School District, six separate substrata of school, ..cre formed. Four substrata of
schools were formed in the next three largest citywide districts, Los Angeles, Chicago, and Philadelphia. For estimating
sample sizes, this arrangement is equivalent to considering New York to be three districts, and Los Angeles, Chicago, and
Philadelphia to be two districts.
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Prospects core sample for the spring 1991 survey of the third- and seventh-grade cohorts. Ofthis total, 247
of the selections contained first or third grades, or both, and 137 contained seventh grades; 12 schools in the
core sample contained only first-grade students, seven schools contained only third-grade students, and 12
schools contained all three grades sampled for the baseline survey and assessment.

Student Sampling Procedures

Within most sampled schools, all students enrolled in all classrooms containing the target sample
grades were included in the sample, only in schools with exceptionally large #-rollments were students
subsampled. The Prospects study thus includes al/ enrolled students within designated grades in sampled
schools, with no exclusions on the basis of disability, lack of English proficincy, or any other reason. As
explained in more detail later, certain types of sampled students were excused from specific data collection
activities (e.g., cognitive testing or self-administered questionnaire administrations) if school staffidentified
them as unable to participate because of disabilities or lack of proficiency in the English or Spanish
languages, or if a parent refused to permit his or her child’s participation. However, with the exception of
parental 1efusals, all basic data elements (e.g., program participation information from student records,
teacher evaluations) were collected for “excused” students wherever possible. Each sampled student is
reevaluated for ability to participate in each data collection activity for cach follow-up survey. For example,
if a formerly “excused” LEP student 1s classified by school officiais as able to complete a questionnaire or

test in English or Spanish, that student will be included in the survey and assessment sessions for the current
survey wave.

Because the Prospects design generally selected all students withina grade, no special procedures were
used to attempt to augment the subsamples of special population groups. Thus, students in Special Education,
Migrant, and Gifted and Talented programs and members of racial and ethnic subgroups (e.g., African
Americans, Asian or Pacific Islanders, American Indians or Alaskan Natives, and students of Hispanic
descent) are included in the sample in propartion to their numbers inthe Prospects school sample. A sample
supplement sponsored by the Department of Education’s Office of Bilingual Education and Minority
Languagg Affairs (described later) increased the proportion of schools in the sample with high concentra-
tions of limited-English-proficient students, and thus increased the proportions of language-minority and
LEP students in the sample.

In a small number of schools, enrollment sizes in designated grades were so large that subsampling
of students within schools was required. Subsampling was done differe. .ly for clementary schools, which
typically have self-contained classrooms, and for middle or junior high schools where the seventh-grade
cohort was selected. If the enrollment in a third grade exceeded 125 students, four intact classrooms were
sclected 2t random from the list of five or rore classrooms. This procedurc usualiy yielded a samplc of about
75 students. Ifa departmentalized middle or junior high school’s seventh-grade enrollment exceeded 125
students, a sample of 75 students was selected from the entire sev nth-grade student roster. For the fall 1991
baseline assessment of first-graders, if the grade cnroliment exceeded 100 students, three intact classrooms
were sampled. The average sample size per school was approximatcly 70 students.
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Asalready indicated, norestrictions were placed on the eligibility of students for the Prospects sample.
However, school staff at each sampled school annotated student rosters to identify students who were
classified as LEP or as physically, emotionally, behaviorally, or learning disabled. These children were
included in the Prospects sample but, in consultation with knowledgeable school staff, were excused from
both achievement testing and completion of self-administered questionnaires. LEP students judged by
school staff to have adequate proficiency in the Spanish language were asked to complete self-administered
Spanish-language questionnaires (if they were in the third grade or higher), and were tested using a Spanish-
language achievement test battery (the Spanish Assessment of Basic Education or SABE) that has been
calibrated to the English-language Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Version 4 (CTBS/4). With the
exception of the self-administered questionnaires and cognitive tests, every attempt was made to complete
the remainder of the Prospects data collection protocol for all LEP and disabled students in the sample.

Procedures for Including Parents and Teachers

The selection of the student sample determined the inclusion of other individuals in the Prospects
sample. One parent or guardian for each sampled student was asked to complete a questionnaire about the
student’s home environment. In addition, the sampled students’ regular classroom teachers for reading/
language arts/English and mathematics, and (if any) the Chapter 1 reading/language arts or mathematics
teachers oraides were asked to provide information on classroom instruction and other educational activities.
Data from regular and Chapter | teachers (or aides) on learing activities are intended to be attached to
studentdatarecords. Assclected for Prospects, the teachers surveyed in any year of the study are not across-
scctional probability sample of teachers and cannot be analyzed separately. Moreover, in each follow-up
study, the Prospects design requires that the child’s current teachers be included in the study. Thus, although
longitudinal data on classroom instructional experiences will be available for each student, in general,
teachers are not asked to participate in Prospects more than once.

Although participation in Prospects was mandatory for districts and schools receiving Chapter |
funding, individual students, parents, and teachers were not required te participate. Considerable cffort was
dirccted at obtaining the voluntary cooperation of sample members in the base-year data collection. Of
special innporiance was the need to satisfy local regulations and policies conceming parental consent for the
particifration »f the sampled students — both with respect to active involvement of students in the testing
and questionnaire sessions and the extraction of program participation data from students’ cumulative files.

Supplementary Samples Included ist the Prospects Study
1. Schools Serving LEP Student;

Analysis of the sample design developed to serve the core descriptive and evaluation objectives for
the Prospects study indicated that the first- and third-grade student samples would include too few students
classified as having LEP for separate analyses of this group. To increase the number of LEP students, the
Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs (OBEMLA) has supported a supplementary
sample of 25 additional schools containing first- and third-grade students, and having high concentrations
(over25 percent) of LEP students. Data collection activitics parallel those uscd in the corz Prospects sample
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of schools. At present, OBEMLA has agreed to support the supplementary sample for the first three years
of the Prospects study. Continuation of support for the supplement depﬁnds upon the policy research value
of the results of the first three years of data collection. Other additions to the Prospects study for the
OBEMLA supplement are described in Appendix B.

2. Special Straiegies for Educating Disadvantaged Students

Through contracts with Johns Hopkins University, the Department of Education is sponsoring two
qualitative studics of Special Stratcgies for Educating Disadvantaged Students, which are closely coordi-
nated with the national longitudinal Prospects study. Together, the two contracts (one covering schools in
urban -ettings, the second focusing on rural and suburban schools) are collecting data from a purposive
sampleof24 schools thatusc especially innovative practices for educating disadvantaged students, including
Schoolwide Programs, extended-time strategies, cooperative learning, and computer-aided instruction.
Student grade cohorts included in the Special Strategies studies are similar to those included in the Prospects
study. However, members of the youngest student cohort included in the Special Strategics schools were
enrolled in the first grade in the 1990-91 school year (compared to the 1991-92 school year for the Prospects

first-grade cohort), and the Special Strategics study includes a ninth-grade cohort, rather than a seventh-
grade cohort.

Schools included inthe Special Strategies study participate in the same survey and assessment protocol
as do schools in the core Prospects sample. Inaddition, twice during cach school year, professional research
stafftrained in qualitative research methods observeall regular and compensatory instructional practices and
record classroom and student-tcacher intcractions. Also, during cach observational visit, researchers follow
a small sample of Special Strategics students throughout their “whole school day,” in order to collect
additional observational data on classroom practices and student behaviors.

Combining quantitative data collected using the Prospects instraments with qualitative data collected
through interviews and observations will provide a more detailed view of the effects of specific cducational
practices on the achievement of disadvantaged students. These findings will be uscd with data from the
Prospects study to inform Congress about cffective practices.

3. Catholic Elementary Schools

In coordination with the U.S. Catholic Conference, beginning with the fall 1991 assessment of the
Prospects first-grade cohort, a supplementary sample of 35 Catholic clementary schools in high-poverty
locations in school districts sclected in the first stage of the Prospects sample design also were included in
the study. The Catholic school sample permits inclusion of a first-grade cohort on the same time schedule
as the Prospects cohort sample. In addition, data collection for a fourth-grade cohort from the same Catholic
schools was initiated in the spring of 1992. With the exception of the questionnaire for district Chapter 1
coordinators, the Prospects data collcction protocol was implemented in exactly the same manner in the 35
Catholic clementary schools. These students will be followed for the length of the Prospects study.
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Appendix B:
Measurement Approach and Survey Instruments

This section presents an overview of the types of information collected from the full range of data
sources included in the Prospects design.

1. District Chapter 1 Coordinator Questionnaire

District Chapter 1 coordinators were asked to complete a self-administered questionnaire focusing
primarily on systemwide policies and administrative operations likely to affect all school buildirgs in the
district. Exhibit B.1 presents the topics included in this questionnaire.

Exhibit B.1: District Chapter 1 Coordinator Questionnaire

Section Topics

Background Information Background and responsibilities of the District Chapter
1 coordinator

Gencral Information Basic information on the composition of the district, the
characteristics of member schools, and the allocation
and administration of Chapter 1 funding and other
compensatory cducation funding sources

Selection of Attendance Process for selecting sites to reccive Chapter 1 funds
Arcas or Schools

Selection of Students Process for selecting students to be served by Chapter 1

Program Design Chapter 1 program design and methods of delivering
services

Program Management Allocation of Chapter 1 resources, staffing and program

management activities

Program Evaluation, Details of program cvaluation methods, measures used
Assessment of Sustained for skills assessment, approaches to necds assessment,
Effccts, and Needs Assessment  and use of TACs and RTACs

Parental Involvement Processes used to involve parents in the Chapter 1
program

(continued}

Prospects: Interim Report «& 359




Appendix B: Measurement Approach and Survey Instruments

Exhibit B.1: District Chapter 1 Coordinator Questionnaire (continued)

Section Topics

Compensatory Education Other  Basic information on other funding sources for
Than Chapter 1 Basic Grants compensatory education activities and on
Funded by Other Sources allocations of such funds

Language-Minority and Limited- Basic information on existence and availability of

English-Proficient Students language minority and LEP services, program design

(LM-LEP) and implementation, student eligibility and sclection,
and program overlap with other compensatory
cducation

Program Improvement Development and operation of Program Improvement
procedures

2. School Principal Questionnaire

The school principal questionnaire is a self-administered form that was distributed to the principals of
all the schools approximately two weeks before the arrival of the data collection staff to conduct student
survey and assessment sessions. The formatrequires principals to report some statistical information on their
schools similar to the type that is required by states for reporting purposes. The questionnaire also includes
questions related to each principal’s role, background, experience, and creder-tials, school policies,
administrative leadership and decision-making techniques, perspective on teachers’ attitudes, major
challenges to the school staff, and information on Chapter 1 and other compensatory education programs

and practices. Compensatory cducation questions focus on issucs regarding the principal’s views of program
objectives, resource allocation, student selection proccdures, program features, instructional practices, and
parental involvement. (Becausc this questionnaire contains only onc scction, this description contains no
cxhibit.)
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3. Characteristics of Schoals and Programs Questionnaire

This questionnaire may be completed by the principal or may be delegated to other knowledgeable
staff. This instrument focuses primarily on the overall structure and organization of the school, as well as
the economic, sociological, and demographic fzatures of the school, its staff, and its student body. This
questionnaire is delivered to the school at the same time as the school principal questionnaire. Exhibit B.2
describes its topics.

Exhibit B.2: Characteristics of Schools and Programs Questionnaire

Section Topics

School Staff Size and organization of school staff and quality of the
school’s staff

School Enrollment and Numbers of students, student mobility, and

Student Characteristics demographics of school population

Instructional Program Organization for instruction, instructional materials, and
Characteristics methods

Special Services Organization and content of Chapter 1, Chapter 1

student participation, Chapter 1 instructional design and
evaluation, coordination of Chapter 1 and regular
education program, parental involvement in Chapter 1,
other instructional setvices, and ion-Chapter 1
compensatory education services

School Policies Special instructional programs and techniques, lines of
communication with and involvement of parents, grade
retention and discipline policics, and social problems in
the school environment

Services for language-minority ~ Structure and content of program services for language-

and LEP Students minority and LEP students including the numbers of
children served, student selection procedures, types of
services offered, resource allocation, program design,
assessment practices, and coordination with other
programs, especially Chapter 1 services.

Because the school structure, enrollment, student population served, and size and scope of the
Chapter 1 program may change from year to year and new programs may be adopted, any changes to this
information will be collected in each follow/-up study.
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4. Regular Ciassroom Teacher Questionnairves

The regular classroom teacher questionnaire collects detailed classroom-level information about
the regular instructional program provided to the sampled students. For the base-year survey, there were
three forms of the questionnaire for teachers of specific subject areas (mathematics, reading, language arts
or combined reading/language arts). Appropriate classroom teacher questionnaires were distributed to all
teachers of Prospects sample students in each school approximately two weeks prior to the scheduled survey
administration. Exhibit B.3 lists its topics.

Exhibit B.3: Regular Classroom Teacher Questionnaire

Section Heading Topics Covered
Characteristics of Regular Grade assignment, teaching load (classes and students),
Program use of computers in instruction, student evaluation and

assessment methods, interactions with compensatory
students and programs, use of teaching aides, and
teaching of language-minority and LEP students

Teaching Responsibilities Subjects taught, inst(uctional practices, and non-
instructional activitics

Resources Use/availability of instructional materials and
perceptions about adequacy of materials

Coordination of Regular Interaction and coordination with Chapter 1 program,
Services with coordination responsibilities and instructional focus
Chapter 1 Program

School Climate Attitudes and beliefs concerning educational climate,
contacts and interaction with parents, pcrsonal
orientation toward educational challenges, nature of
interactions with administrators and other teachers, and
teacher influence over school policies

Teacher Backgiound Demographic and professional characteristics,

aad Activities crcdentials, other employment, participation in
professional development activities inside and outside
the school, and practices with respcct to grading

students
Regular Mathematics Grades taught and teaching loads in mathernatics,
Instruction instructional techniqucs, practices for tcaching at-risk

students, use of computers for mathematies instruction

(continued)
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Exhibit B.3: Regular Classroom Teacher Questionnaire (continued)

Section

Topics

Coordination with Chapter 1
Mathematics Instruction

Responsibilities for teaching or coordinating with
teachers of compensatory mathematics

Classroom Instruction

Series of 44 items asked (as appropriate) about each
separate mathematics class or course provided by the
teacher, covering types and average performance levels
of students, frequency/intensity of instruction,
instructional aides - extent of use, qualifications of
aides, tasks performed by aides, students served by
aides, instructional styles and techniques, grouping of
students within classrooms, instructional materials used,
instructional content, homework assigned, achicvement
of students, and instruction of language minority and
LEP students

Regular Reading/English/
Language Arts Classroom
Instruction

Grades taught and teaching loads in reading/English/
language arts instructional techniques, practices for
teaching at-risk students, use of tutoring techniques, and
usc of computers for instruction

Coordination with Chapter 1

Responsibilities for teaching or coordinating with

Reading/Englist/LA tcachers of compensatory reading/English/language arts
Instruction
Reading/English/Language Scries of 48 items asked (as appropriatc) about each

Arts Classroom Instruction

separate reading/English/language arts class or course
provided by the teacher, covering types and average
performance levels of students, frequency/intensity of
instruction, instructional aides (extent of use,
qualifications of aides, tasks performed by aides,
students served by aides) instructional styles and
techniques, student grouping within classrooms,
instructional materials used, instructional content,
homework assigned, achievement of students, and
instruction of language-minority and LEP students
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5. Chapter 1 Teacher/Aide Questionnaires

Questionnaires for Chapter 1 teachers and aides are similar in structure and cnntent to those for regular
classroom teachers, but include sections that focus specifically on the nature of the compensatory services
provided. These questionnaires are distributed to the Chapter 1 teachers and aides of Prospects sample
students two weeks prior to the scheduled survey week. These forms are also tailored for Chapter 1 teachers
of specific subject matter combinations such as Chapter 1 reading. Exhibit B.4 describes its topics.

Exhibit B.4: Chapter 1 Teacher/Aide Questionnaire

Section Topics
Characteristics of Grade assignment, teaching load (classes and students),
Regular Program use of computers in instruction, student evaluation and

assessment methods, interactions with compensatory
students and programs, use of teaching aides, and
teaching language minority and LEP students

Teaching Responsibilities Subjects taught, instructional practices, and non-
instructional activities

Resources Use/availability of instructional materials, and
perceptions about adequacy of materials

Coordination of Regular Interaction and coordination with Chapter I program,

Services with coordination responsibilities, and instructional focus
Chapter 1 Program

School Climate Attitudes and beliefs concerning educational climate,
contacts and interaction with parents, personal
orientation toward educational challenges, nature of
interactions with administrators and other teachers, and
teacher influence over school policies

Teachers’ Background Demographic and professional characteristics,
and Activities credentials, other employment, participation in

professional development activities inside and outside
the school, and practices with respect to grading
students

(continued) ?
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Exhibit B.4: Chapter 1 Teacher/Aide Questionnaire (continued)

Section Topics
Chapter 1 Mathematics Grades taught and teaching loads in Chapter 1
Instruction mathematics, instructional techniques, innovative

practices for teaching compensatory students, use of
tutoring methods, usc of computers for compensatory
mathematics instruction, and continuity across grades in
Chapter 1 mathematics services

Class-level Information Series of 46 items asked (as appropriate) about each
separate mathematics class or course provided by the
teacher, covering types and average performance levels
of students, frequency/intensity of instruction,
instructicnal aides (extent of use, qualifications of aides,
tasks performed by aides, students served by aides)
instructional styles and techniques, student grouping
within classrooms, instructional materials used,
instructional content, homework assigned, achievement
of students, and instruction of language-minority and
LEP students '

Chapter 1 Reading/English/ Grades taught and teaching loads in reading/English/

Language Arts Instruction language arts instructional techniques, innovative
practices for teaching at-risk students, usc of tutoring
techniques, and use of computers for instruction

Class-level Information Series of 47 items asked (as appropriate) about cach
separate rcading/English/language arts class or course
provided by the teacher, covering types and average
performance levels of students, frequency/intensity of
instruction, instructional aides (extent of use,
qualifications of aides, tasks performed by aides,
students served by aides) instructional styles and
techniques, grouping of studcnts within classrooms,
instructional materials used, instructional content,
homework assigned, achicvement of students, and
instruction of language-minority and LEP students
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6. ESL/Bilingual Teacher Questionnaire

Questionnaires for ESL/Bilingual teachers and aides were developed for the supplementary study
sponsored by OBEMLA. These forms are similar in structure and content to those for regular classroom
teachers, butinclude sections that focus specifically on the nature of the ESL/Bilingual instructional services
provided. These questionnaires were distributed to the ESL/Bilingual Education teachers and aides of
Prospects sample students two weeks prior to the scheduled survey week. These forms focus specifically

onthe ESL/Bilingualservices provided, ratherthan on the subject matter areas covered. Exhibit B.S presents
the sections and topics.

Exhibit B.5: ESL/Bilinguai Teacher Questionnaire

Section

Topics

Characteristics of ESL/
Bilingual Instructiona
Program :

Grade assignment, teaching load (classes and students),
use of computers in instruction, student evaluation and
assessment methods, instructional approaches,
interactions with compensatory students and programs,
use of teaching aides, and language backgrounds of
language-minority and LEP students taught

Teaching Responsibilitics

Subjects taught, instructional practices, and non-
instructional activities

Resources

Usc/availability of instructional materials, and adequacy
of materials

Coordination of
ESL/Bilingual Services
with Regular Program

Interaction and coordination with Chapter | program,
coordination responsibilities, and instructional focus

School Climate

Attitudes and beliefs concerning educational climate,
parent contacts and interaction, personal orientation
toward educational challenges, nature of interactions
with administrators and other teachers, and teacher
influence over school policies

Teacher Background
and Activitics

Demographic and professional characteristics,
credentials, other employment, participation in
professional development activitics inside and outside
the school, and student grading practices
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Appendix B: Measurement Approach and Survey Instruments

Exhibit B.5: ESL/Bilingual Teacher Questionnaire (continued)

Section Topics

ESL/Bilingual Instruction Grades taught and teaching loads in ESL/Bilingual
education, teaching techniques, innovative practices for
teaching compensatory students, use of tutoring
methods, use of computers for compensatory
mathematics instruction, and continuity across grades in
ESI/Bilingual services

Class-level Information Series of 43 items asked (as appropriate) about each
separatc ESL/Bilingual class or course provided by the
teacher covering: types and average performance levels
of students, frequency/intensity of instruction,
instructional aides - extent of use, qualifications of
aides, tasks performed by aides, students served by
aides, instructional styles and techniques, student
grouping within classrooms, instructional materials
used, instructional content, homework assigned,
achievement of students, predominant languages of
language minority and LEP students, and nature of
English instruction provided

7. Chapter 1 Counselor Questionnaire

The Chapter 1 counselor questionnaire is a 12-page self-administered form with three sections:

Exhibit B.6: Chapter 1 Counselor Questionnaire

Section . Topics
Characteristics of Chapter 1 Nature of counseling services provided to students and
Counseling Program relationship of counseling program to other Chapter 1

program services

Counselor Background Demographic and professional data on counselors
and Activities

Services to language-minority  Additional counscling services provided to Chapter 1
and LEP Students language-minority and LEP students
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8. Student Questionnaire (for students in third grade and above)

In the basc-year study students in grades three and seven completed self-administered questionnaires
in classroom settings. In grade three the survey administrator read cach question aloud to ensure that
students’ reading ability did not etfect their ability to complete the questionnaire. In grade one, background
data for children were collected from teachers, parents, and school records.

Most of the items in the student questionnaires replicate, cither exactly or in a slightly modified form,
similar items used in other federally funded Jongitudinal education studics. A substantial proportion of the
topics covered in student questionnaires are constant across age-grade levels. In some cases, the same
questionsare also asked of parents, partly to ensure that accurate data were obtained on factual matters, partly
to protectagainst parent nonresponse, and partly to measure differences in attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions
between parents and their children about school and home activities.

Separate questionnaires are used for elementary students (grades 3-5), middle-school students (grades
6-8), and sccondary school students (grades 9-12). The differences in the three grade-adaptive survey forms
address differences in reading ability, school and classroom organization at the three levels, and the types
of educational and social experiences considered most likely to affect student progress and achievement.
Spanish language translations of the student questionnaires are available for usc by Spanish speaking
students who have limited English proficiency. When Sganish questionnaires are used by third-grade
students, a bilingual survey administrator is employed to read the questionnaire during the survey session.

Third graders often need more than a single session to complete the questionnaire. This procedure
accommodates the children’s shorter attention span and prevents them from becoming too tired. The
questionnaires are typically administered in the classroom where there are 20 to 30 students. However,
larger sessions of more than one class were used to survey older student cohorts.

Exhibit B.7 shows the topics covered in the student questionnaire. As noted, not all content areas and
topics are included on questionnaires for different grade levels.

Exhibit B.7: Student Questionnaires

Section Topics
First Years of School Nursery school, kindergarten, and age at first grade
Student Educational History Types of schools attended, school transfer, grade

retention, and special help received in the past

Current School Work Special help this year (subjects, location of help, who
gives help, and class sizc)

Course of Study Current or planned high school program (9-12, 6-8
only), special programs, and current courses or classes

L (continue;gi“}___

368 &= Prospects: Interim Report

3.0




Appendix B: Measurement Approach and Survey Instruments

Exhibit B.7: Student Questionnaires (continued)

Section

Topics

Grades and School
Performance

Grades, perceptions of ability, achievement, and work
required in English and math, amount of writing, and
types of instruction

School Participation

Extra-curricular activities, attendance patterns (days
late, and classes cut, unexcused absences), dropping
out, and discipline and other problems personally
experienced at school

Student Activitics
outside School

Social or educational activitics out of school (classes
taken outside school, recreational activities, hobbies and
interests, reading, usc of the library), television
watching, and homework

Other Activitics
outside School

Employment (paid summer and school ycar work,
required chores), and other behavior (9-12 only:
attitudes and behavior regarding sex, parenthood, gang
membership, drinking and drugs, and cigarette usc)

About Family

Race/ethnicity, languages spoken, mother’s and father’s
employment status and educational levels, family
structure and houschold composition, and home
environment (home ownership, houschold possessions,
own room and place to study, other place of residence)

Family Involvement
in Student’s Education

Parent contact with school, discussions with parents and
other adults, family rules, parental expectations, trust
and help, time spent alone before and after school,
social activities with parents, and summer activitics

Opinions about School
and Self

Current attitudes toward school (views of school
climate, other students, and teachers), and attitudes
about self (sclf-concept, locus of control)

Future Plans

Goals and expectations (educational expectations of
student and parent, occupational expectations), 9-12
only: actions regarding postsecondary plans (schooling
and military service)

For all student cohorts, a section of the questionnaires collects detailed information for use in tracking
respondents between survey waves.
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9. CTBS/4 Achievement Test Battery (Reading and Mathematics)

To obtain an assessment of the Chapter 1 program’s cffects on student achievement as measured by
a nonreferenced strand test. The test selected was the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) Fourth
Edition (1989). Appendix C describes the rationale for the selection of CTBS/4 for the Prospects evaluation.

Prior analyses published by the test developer! (CTB Macmillan/McGraw-Hill) indicate satisfac-
tory performance characteristics (e.g., high item and scale reliabilities, absence of ceiling and floor effects,
absence of obvious cultural biases, low error of measurement, etc. ) in the national norming sample used for
evaluating the Fourth Edition of the CTBS. In addition, in an independent test of the publisher’s claims, the
CTBS/4 Complete Battery performed in accordance with these measurement objectives when evaluated
with samples of first, second, third, fourth and seventh grade students in the Prospects Ficld Test conducted
in 12 schools located in urban, suburban and rural school districts in two states during the spring of 1990.
Exhibit B.8 indicates the item counts and testing times by subtest for each grade level form of the CTBS/

4 used in the Prospects study. Appendix C presents key psychometric data on the Prospects assessments in
1991 and 1992.

As part of Prospects CTBS/4 test is administered in regular classroom settings by trained contractor
staff. To ensure valid measurement and consistency with procedures used to calculate national performance
norms, assessment sessions are designed and scheduled in the manner prescribed by the developer. While
older cohorts are gencrally able to complete all subtests in one or two days, for the younger cohorts testing
is divided into shorter subtest sessions spread over three days (morming sessions on Tuesday, Wednesday
and Thursday), as suggested in the CTBS/4 Administrators Manual. When nccessary to accommodate
school building schedules, assessment sessions may be extended to include Friday morning. Monday
assessment sessions are avoided.

In the Base Year study and each subsequent follow-up, students in each selected grade will take seif-
administered paper-and-pencil cognitive test batteries covering reading and mathematics. With the
exception of the baseline assessment of first graders (which was carried out in the fall of the 1991-92 school
year, student assessments w:ll be conducted in the spring of cach year.

! Documentation of test battery design, the national norming procedures, and psychometric properties of the items are
included in the following publications available from CTB Macmillan/McGraw-Hill of Monterey, California: The
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills - 4th Edition: Preliminary Technical Data,June, 1989; The Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills - 4th Edition: Technical Bulletin 1, December, 1989; The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills - 4th Edition: Norms
Book, March through June, 1989; and The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills - 4th Edition: Test Coordinator's Handbook,
1990.
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Exhibit B.8: CTBS/4 Complete Battery Reading and Mathematics

Tests, Grade Spans, Levels, Items and Testing Times
Grade Spans Level N of Items Testing Time
Reading:
K.6 — 1.6 10 85 1:.06
1.0—2.2 11 94 1:11
1.6 —3.2 12 100 1:20
2.6 —4.2 13 104 1:30
3.5—129 14 —21/22 90 1:10
Mathematics:
K.6— 1.6 10 32 0:22
1.0—2.2 11 62 0:54
1.6 —3.2 12 72 1:05
2.6—4.2 13 82 1:10
3.6—129 14 —21/22 94 1:32

Note: Total testing time includes only actual working time, and does not include time for instructions, the 30 minute
practics test given before actual testing begins, or breaks between subtests.

Assessment of Limited-nglish-Proficient Students

With the exceoticn of students of Hispanic background who are considered proficient in the Span h
language, Prospects will not attempt to collect standardized test data from students classified as limited-
English-proficient by their school staff. These students will be included in the cognitive assessments only
when the school staff judge them to be sufficiently proficient in either English or Spanish that standardized
testing procedures will yield valid, reliable scores. To support the research objectives of the supplementary
study sponsored by the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs, a decision was made
to assess Spanish-speaking students who were judged by their teachers as being LEP, but also as having
adequate Spanish language listening and reading skills to be assessed with the Spanish Assessment of Basic
Education (SABE) developed by CTB Macmillan/McGraw-Hill. This instrument is comparable in content
coverage and structure to the CTBS series, and can be statistically equated to the CTBS/4 using a two-step
crosswalk in which both the SABE and the CTBS/4 are related to the older CTBS Form U test battery.
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Exhibit B.9: Spanish Assessment of Basic Education (SABE) Reading
and Mathematics Tests, Grade Spans, Levels, Items and Testing Times

Grade Spans Level N of Items Testing Time

Reading:

10—19 1 80 65

1.6 —2.9 2 88 63

2.6 —3.9 3 84 62

3.6—89 4,5 &6 90 63
Mathematics:

1.0—19 1 46 35

1.6—29 2 51 45

2.6-—39 3 76 56

3.6—89 4,5, &6 85 64

Note: Total testing time includcs only actual working time, and does not include time for instructions, the 30 minute
practice test given before actual testing begins, or breaks between subtests.

No alternative assessment will be used in the Prospects study for LEP students who are not judged to
have sufficient Spanish language skills to takc the SABE or for LEP students whosc native language is other
than Spanish. Note, however, that these students will be included in the Prospects universc and sample, all
other appropriatc data collection activitics (c.g., record abstracts, student profiles, parent and teacher
questionn.‘res, ctc.) will be carried out for these students. There are questions in these surveys that provide
us information on studcnt outcomes, such as gradcs, retest, tcacher perception of the student’s facility torcad,
write, and speak the language, ctc. Spanish-speaking students who arc initially assessed using the SABE,
and all other children initially excluded from testing because of language proficiency limitations will be
assessed using the English language CTBS/4 battery as soon as they are classified as non-LEP by their
tcachers and school administrators for purposcs of participating in the regular school program. English
proficicncy level for cach student initially classificd as LEP for the 1991 baselinc asscssment will be
rcevaluated priorto each follow-up assessment and survey between the spring of 1992 and the spring of 1996.

10. Parent Questionnaire
One parent of each sample child will be surveyed annually. The parent questionnaires were directed
to the parent or guardian who considers himself or herself to have the greatest involvement in the child’s

schooling. These same prior studics have also demonstrated that questionnaires can be delivered
successfully to parcnts by having them carried home by the sampled students. Parents are asked to rcturn
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the completed self-administered questionnaires to the contractor in postpaid cnvelopes, or to return them in
sealed cnvelopes to the school with the child for pickup by survey representatives on scheduled survey days.

The parent questionnaire is 30 pages long and takes an average of 45 minutes to complete. Reading
specialists assisted questionnaire developers to cnsure that the questionnaire material did not require more
than an eighth grade reading level. A combination of postcard prompts, telephone follow-up, and personal
interview follow-up are necessary to achieve adequate responsc rates for parents. A Spanish language
version of the parent questionnairc has been prepared and Spanish.-speaking interviewers assist with
telephone and personal follow-up. The parent questionnaire includes topics listed in Exhibit B.10 below.

Exhibit B.10: Parent Questionnaire

Section

Topics

About the Child

Demographic data, preschool and kindergarten
attendance (type of school, hours per week attended,
services. age), view of the child’s qualitics, and
handicaps of child

The Child at Home

Family rules, educational activitics with the child,
classes out of school, how the child spends time afier
school, and who is home with the child and whether the
child is home alone

The Child at School

Special and remedial programs, parent involvement in
programs and evafuation of them, summer school,
attendance (times late and missed schooi, unexcused
absences), grade retention, transfer between schools in
and out of district, and rating of child’s ability,
achicvement and view of teacher ratings

Parent Contact with

Parent involvement in school (times and rcasons

Child’s Schooi contacted school, times visiizd school, participation in
school cvents), and parcat view of school (satisfaction
with and rating of school)

The Child’s Future Parcnt cducational expectations for child, and financial

planning for futurc education

About the Parent and Family

Houschold composition, child’s race and cthnicity,
number of child’s siblings and their school performance
and status, languages spoken, parent and spousc
educational level and occupation, parent and spouse
race or cthnicity, marital status, income, and home
environment and possessions
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Information will be collected from parents in cach follow-up survey. Although basic demographicand
family history information nceds only to be asked in the baseline year, other questions should be repeated
in the follow-ups. Features of home environment, family composition, family health, financial condition,
attitude toward and suppuit of education may change over time and need to be measured repeatedly because
of their potential impact on the child’s educational experience and success. In addition, a family move to
a new school attendance arca or a change in the custodial parent may have an impact on the student’s
educational progress.

11. Student Record Abstract Form

The Student Record Abstract form is the primary means for recording information maintaincd at the
school levelabout the range of educational services outside the regular program experienced by each student
in cach ycar of the study. This form is completed by trained contractor staff in consultation with the school
administration or by school staff if required by the district. A substantial proportion of the records data are
extracted from students’ cumulative folders, however in many cases, program participation is determined
by extracting data from rosters of participating students maintained by the schoo! administrator or teacher
responsible for program implementation. All records abstraction is carried out in strict compliance with
Federal, State and local statutes, regulations and policies. Morcover, district and school policies concemir.g
parcental notification or permission are scrupulously observed. A portion of the abstract form includes
personally identifying information used to track sample members who may move or change schools between
survey waves. These data are scparatcd from the rest of the form and are kept under tight security, in full
compliance with the relevant provisions of PL 100-297 and the Family Education Rights and Privacy Act.

The Student Record Abstract form contains the following types of items:

Exhibit B.11: Student Record Abstract Form

Section Topics

Identifying/Locating Names, addresscs, and telephone numbers of students’
Information parents and/or guardians

Student Background Basic demographic information, migrant student status,
Information numbers of absences and late arrivals during current

school year, and numbers of suspensions and expulsions

Educational Expericnces Attendance at Head Start, preschool, Kindergarten
programs, grade retention, results of state competency
cxams given in current school ycar

(continued)
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Exhibit B.11: Student Record Abstract Form (continued)

Section Topics

Impairments & Disabilities Existence of any of 12 impairment conditions during
this school year or the prior school year

Chapter 1 Services Participation or enrollment in any of nine types of
scrvices under the Chapter 1 program

Other Services Student participation (including access to) a list of 19
Federal, State or local compensatory or educational
support programs, inciuding remedial academic
services, ESL/Bilingual services, Special Education,
Migrant Education, summer programs, nutrition
programs, and counscling programs

Academic Grades Overail average grades on academic subjects

12. Student Profile

The Student Profile form collects up to 66 ratings (depending upon student characteristics) from the
teacher (usually the regular classroom teacher) who knows the student best. The Profile forms arc organized
so that each form collects rating data on up to 10 students, whose names are prerecorded onto the forms.

The topics covered in the Student Profile include teachers’ assessments of the student’s ability,
achicvement level (by subjcct), motivation to learn, student’s sclf-image and psychological status, classroom
deportment, attitudes towards school, sclf-csteem, maturity, independence, cooperativencss, health status,
and such school-related behaviors as absenteeism, class cutting, cheating, and getting along with other
students. This form also includes a detailed series on teachers™ asscssments of the students’ language-
minority or LEP status and their language skills in both English and their native language.

13.Survey Administration Forms (Student-Teacher Rosters & Survey Administration Schedules)

A variety of forms arc uscd to organize and manage cach annual survey/assessment scssion. These
include the initial student roster, which typically identifics sampled students by name, scx, and birth date,
and such classifications as Chapter 1 participant, language-minority or LEP, or disabled/impaired, the
student-teacher roster, through which sampled students are linked to individual teachers and to specifiz
classrooms taught by the teachers, administration schedules used by ficld staff to organize survey and
assessment sessions and track student (in)eligibility (c.g.. LEP, disabled or parent-refusal status) and
participation in cach session, and survey obscrvation forms, on which information is recorded by data
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collection staff to indicate the assessment session for an individual student is not valid because of departures
from required or appropriate practice (student arrived late, became ill, misbehaved, did not complete the
session, etc.). Data from the survey administration forms are used primarily to supplement other primary
sources for obtaining basic student data (e.g., birth date, sex), and to link students to teachers and classrooms.

As indicated, they are also used to help determine the validity of the standardized assessment data for each
individual participant.
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Appendix C:
Tested Achievement in Reading and Mathematics

The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, in its new or Fourth Edition (CTBS/4), was selected as the
primary assessment instrument for measuring both status and gains in Reading and Mathematics. The CTBS/
4 is a vertically equated test series that is designed to measure achievement in the basic skills as taught in
the schools throughout the nation. ltems for the CTBS/4 are organized by content areas that are reported
to reflect the educational objectives that are commonly found in state and district curriculum guides and in
major text books, basal series, and instructional programs. There are eleven overlapping levelsin the CTBS/
4 test series covering the following grade levels:

Level K = K.0-K.9

Level 10= K6-1.6 Used in fall of grade one

Level 11= 1.0-2.2 Used in spring of grade one

Level 12= 1.6-3.2

Level 13 = 26-42 Used in spring of grade three

Level 14 = 36-52 Used in spring of grade four

Level 15= 4.6-6.2

Level 16 = 56-72

Level 17/18= 6.6-9.2 Used in spring of grade seven and grade eight

Level 19/20= 8.6-11.2

Level 21/22=10.6-12.9

The above comparison of test levels and grades can be interpreted as follows: For example, form 15
is appropriate for students from the sixth month of grade four to the second month of grade six. All levels
are put on the same vertical scale. This implies that if a student gets a scale score in mathematics of 400
on level 13, he or she would be considered to have comparable achievement to another student who had a
similar score on the level 14 test battery.
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The CTBS/4 comes in three different configurations. The three configurations share the same content
arcas but differ in amount of testing time required and in the number and type of scores that are reported.
The “Survey” form is the shortest with respect to testing time and has about half the items as the other two
configurations. The survey form provides only norm referenced information. Two parallel forms (denoted
“A" and “B”) measuring the same content with differert items have been constructed for the Survey test.
The “Benchmark” form is similar to the Survey form in that it too only provides normative information, but
it is a longer and more reliable test. Alternate forms are not available for the Benchmark test. It, however,
would be preferred to the Survey form if testing time was not considered critical and more accuracy in the
norm referenced scores is needed. The “Complete Battery” form was designed to provide both norm
referenced and criterion referenced scores that are tied to specific curriculum objectives. The Complete
Battery test has two parallel forms. The complete battery was selected for the Prospects cvaluation. The
rationale for this choice will be developed in the next section.

Rationale for Selecting CTBS/4

Five primary criteria were used in the sclection of an assessment instrument for the Prospects
evaluation. They were (1) fairness, (2) availability of new forms and up to date norming samples, (3)
psychometric soundness, (4) item coverage with respect to both content and process as specified by the more
recent thinking by curricular experts, and (5) availability of both norm referenced and criterion referenced
scorcs.

Onc alternative approach to the Prospects assessment would be to allow local districts to usc their
present assessment instruments as long as they yield nationally normed normal curve equivalent (NCE)
scores. The NCE scale ranges from 1 to 99 within a particular school grade and is calculated such that it
coincides with the national percentiles at 1, 50, and 99. In theory, scores based on different standardized
tests could be equated based on their NCE’s. This approach was rejected for two reasons. First, it would
not provide an equal playing ficld for all program sites, since some sites have been using their present test
batteries for some time, thus there could be the potential for “tcaching to the test™ at such sites. Other sites
that have more recently adopted a relatively new test could be at a possible disadvantage when compared
to sites that have been using the same test for some time.

Norming Samples. The sccond reason focuses on the assumption that NCE’s based on different
standardized tests arc comparable. For this assumption to hold both the test specifications and the norming
samples have to be essentially the same.

Tests built at the same time tend to have both comparable test specifications and norming samples.
However, tests that have been on the market for some time may have somewhat different test specifications
than more reeently constructed tests since curricular changes and changes in emphasis are typically reflected
in the latest test batteries.  Similarly cohort differences in norming samples which in turn are likely to be
reflected in somewhat different NCE score distributions are more likely to occur when two tests of different
vintages arc equated using the NCE scores.
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The answer to these potential problems is to use the same test battery for all Prospects students,
preferably one that is new and thus has recent norms. Eventhis approach leads to concerns about comparability
of the original norming samples and the present Prospects sample, as noted in Part 1 of this report .

Recent developments {Lord & Novick,1968, Hambleton & Swaminathan, 1985)' in Item Response
Theory (IRT) that incorporate item characteristic curves based on three parameter item models are particularly
appropriate for building and vertically scaling test forms that must span a relatively lengthy periodin astudent’s
development as in the case of the Prospects study. Test batteries such as thc CTBS/4 that make use of these
recent psychometric developments in their vertical scaling procedures arc preferable.

Item Coverage. Moreover, current thinking by prominent educators and curriculum specialists has
emphasized the importance of both the tecaching and assessing of problem-solving skills as opposed to
emphasizing simple rote learning. The Prospects battery should be comprehensive enough to include
reliable assessment of both knowledge bases as well as problem-solving applications.

Norm Referenced and Criterion Referenced Assessments, Along with the shift towards problem
solving skills, there has been a renewed intcrest among both educators and psychometricians in furnishing
not only normative information but criterion referenced information. Normative information tells us
whether Johnny is doing better than Janc but tells us little about whether either of them is performing
satisfactorily. Many recent large scale assessments, e.¢., NAEP and NELS attempt to not only rank order
individuals but also provide additional information on what tasks Johnny and Jane can do. The Prospects
study was committed to finding a test battery that not only provides normative scores but also provides at
least some criterion refercnced information.

Summary. When the test publication literature was surveyed, only one test battery seemed to pass all
of the above criteria. At the time of the inception of the Prospects study only the new CTBS/4 battery was:

» Sufficiently new to minimize potential bias due to some sites teaching to it. In addition,
due to its recent development, it had quite recent norming information.

« Provided both normative and criterion referenced objective scores. Also, the estimation
of the criterion referenced scores used up-to-date methods, incorporating Baysian methods
and Item Response Theory techniques.

. Uptodateinrespectto testspecifications inthat it provided subscale scores on applications
and problem-solving skills in addition to just scores on basic knowledge and skills.

. Psychometrically sophisticated in its use of the three parameter Item Response Theory
model in cstimating item parameters, ability scores, and vertically cquating the across
grade forms.

! Erederic M. Lord and Melvin R. Novic, Statistical Theories of Mental Test Scores, Addison-Wesley Publishing Company,
Inc., Reading, MA, 1968; Ronald K. Hambleton and Hariharan Swaminathan, /tem Response Theory. Principles and
Applications, Kluwer-Nijhoff Publishing, Boston, 1985.
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Psychometric Properties

While the CTBS/4 test manual provides considerable documentation of the specific psychometric
characteristics of the CTBS test, the question arises about how those characteristics generalized to the present
Prospects sample. Below, we present documentation of the reliability, appropriateness of the item
difficulties, and the relative speededness of the CTBS/4 forms as used with the Prospects sample. It is
sufficient to note that the CTBS/4 forms that were used appear to be appropriate with respect to both item
difficulty and testing time allocation for their respective grade cohorts. The reliabilities of virtually all
subscales at all grade levels were of sufficient magnitude to provide the level of reliability necessary for
carrying out a valid evaluation. Only for the fall administration to the beginning first graders did the item
reliabilities fall slightly short of the averages observed for other times and cohorts. This cutcome was not
unexpected, however, and we remain confident that there is sufficient reliability in these results to permit
the calculation change scores for scores aggregated for most of the subgroups of interest.

Tables 1 to 8 present the psychometric characteristics of the CTBS/4 test battery as used in the base
year and first follow-up in the Prospects study. Table 1 presents the reliabilities, standard errors of
measurement by selected subgroups for the base year and first follow-up for the first-grade cohort. Base
year for the first-grade cohort refers to the testing at entry of the first grade in the fall. The first follow-up
columns for the first grade refer to the spring testing at the end of the school year. For the other two cohorts-
grade three and grade seven, the bas~ year and first follow-up refer to spring to spring testings.

The reliabilities of the first grade base ycar test were not as high as one would like but were quite
acceptable for a group administered test given to entry level first graders. After completing the first grade
the student test scores showed quite marked improvements in reliability. As indicated above a different form
of the CTBS was used at the completion of the first grade than was used at entry. With the exception of the
seventh-grade cohort the usc of different forms at base year and follow-up allowed us to more appropriately
match the item difficulties to the students ability and at the same time minimize ceiling effects when
measuring student gains.

Table 2 presents the average item difficulty (average of the proportions passingthe items) and average
item-total score biserial correlations for the base year and first follow-up forms for the first grade. In general,
a finding of item difficulties in the .50 to .60 range suggest a relatively optimal match of test difficulty to a
population ability. Similarly item-total score biserial correlations in the .50 and above range are considered
quite satisfactory. Ii would appear that the forms selected for the first-grade cohort worked relatively well.

Table 3 through 5 present the reliabilities, average proportion correct, and percent reaching last item
for the third-grade cohort. In general, the reliabilities are quite high for all the subscales with the possible
exception of the vocabulary scale in the base year. At the first follow-up of the third graders all the subscales
had quite highreliabilities. Similarly the average proportion correct and the average biscrials were also very
much on target for the grade level. Table S presents the proportion rcaching the last item which is used as
an indicator of speededness. This analysis was not done for the first grade since the first-grade youngsters
are paced through the test and, thus, all students will attempt the last item. The first follow-up of the third
grade is the first time that the test is administered using separately timed subsections.
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Appendix C: Tested Achievement in Reading and Mathematics

A rule of thumb that is often used is that if more than 80 percent of the students reach the last item the
test or subscale is notconsidered to be speeded. Only the vocabulary subscale showed any evidence forbeing

speeded and even then the potential for some speededness only applied to two of the subgroups (Chapter 1
students and Hispanic students).

Tables 6 through 8 present the reliabilities, average proportion correct, and percent reaching the last
item for the seventh-grade cohort. Inspection of these tables indicates that the seventh grade test was quite

reliable and on target with respect to item difficulty. In addition there appears to be no speededness present
in the seventh grade.
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Table C.1: Reliabilities and Standard Errors of Measurement,
by Subtest and Subgroup, and Totals for First Grade

BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP

Subgroup Fux SEM Tyx SEM
Reading Vocabulary

# of Items = 32 # of Items = 32
Male 75 2.21 .89 2.29
Female .76 2.19 .89 2.27
Black 71 2.26 .85 2.41
White .75 2.11 .89 2.22
Hispanic 7 2.23 .87 242
Chapter 1 .68 2.25 .85 2.37
Non-Chapter 1 77 2.13 .90 2.19
TOTAL .76 2.18 .39 2.29

Reading Comprehension

# of Items = 28 # of Items = 34
Male .69 2.25 .85 2.43
Female 71 2.24 .86 2.32
Black .64 2.35 .82 2.49
White .66 2.19 .85 2.30
Hispanic .67 2.36 .83 2.55
Chapter 1 .63 2.35 .81 249
Non-Chapter 1 .70 2.21 .86 2.33
TOTAL .70 2.25 .85 2.43

Math Concepts and Applications

# of Items = 32 # of [tems = 34
Male 81 1.96 .85 2.24
Female .79 1.98 .84 2.19
Black .78 2.13 .82 2.33
White 77 1.90 .82 2.13
Hispanic .78 2.09 .85 2.27
Chapter 1 .76 2.17 .82 2.32
Non-Chapter 1 .80 1.92 .85 2.14
TOTAL .80 2.01 .85 2.18

Word Analysis

#of Items = 25 # of Items = 28
Male .84 2.03 .86 2.00
Female .84 1.96 .85 1.96
Black .81 2.11 .83 2.11
‘White .84 1.89 .85 1.86
Hispanic .83 2.06 .85 2.08
Chapter 1 .81 2.16 .84 2.09
Non-Chapter 1 .84 1.94 .86 1.90
TOTAL .84 2.00 .86 1.96
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Table C.2: Average Proportion Correct and Average Biserial,
by Subtest and Subgroup for First Grade

BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP
Subgroup D r -BIS p r-BIS

Reading Vocabulary

Male .62 Sl .58 63
Female .63 Sl .62 65
Black .58 46 52 .55
White .66 49 .65 .66
Hispanic 57 .49 S1 .58
Chapter 1 57 44 52 .54
Non-Chapter 1 .65 53 .64 .67
TOTAL .62 Sl .60 .64

Reading Comprehension

Male .59 45 .64 .55
Female .59 .45 .68 .58
Black .53 40 .60 .50
White .63 44 1 .58
Hispanic .53 42 .59 Sl
Chapter 1 .54 40 .60 A8
Non-Chapter | .62 46 .70 .59
TOTAL .59 45 .66 .56

Mathematics Concepts and Applications

Male .69 .59 .68 61
Female .69 57 .69 .61
Black .62 52 .60 54
White 73 57 73 .60
Hispanic .63 .53 .64 .59
Chapter 1 .62 .50 .62 .55
Non-Chapter | ar - .59 .70 .62
TOTAL .69 58 .68 61

Word Analysis

Male .66 .62 .66 65
Female .69 .63 .68 .66
Black .60 55 .59 .59
White 12 .65 72 .66
Hispanic .62 .60 61 .62
Chapter 1 .59 .56 .60 61
Non-Chapter 1 .70 .64 .69 .66
TOTAL .67 63 67 .66
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Table C3: Reliabilities and Standard Errors of Measurement,
by Subtest and Subgroup, and Totals for Third Grade

BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP

Subgroup Py SEM Tex SEM
Reading Vocabulary

# of Items = 34 # of Items = 40
Male .84 2.35 .89 2.59
Female .81 2.32 .89 2.50
Black .80 2.45 .85 2.68
White .79 2.36 .88 2.47
Hispanic 81 2.45 .86 2.70
Chapter 1 .79 249 .83 2.71
Non-Chapter 1 .81 2.26 .88 2.49
TOTAL .82 2.34 .89 2.55

Reading Comprehension

# of Items = 40 # of Items = 50
Male .92 2.66 94 2.96
Female 91 2.62 .98 2.82
Black .89 2.79 .92 3.09
White 91 2.52 .94 2.68
Hispanic .90 2.78 .93 3.00
Chapter 1 .88 2.83 91 3.09
Non-Chapter | 91 2.55 .94 2.71
TOTAL .91 2.64 .94 2.92

Math Computation

# of Items = 38 *of Items = 44
Male .88 2.28 91 2.73
Female .87 2.24 .90 2.66
Black .89 2.34 91 2.68
White .86 2.21 .90 2.68
Hispanic .89 229 .90 2.79
Chapter 1 .88 2.37 .90 2.82
Non-Chapter 1 .87 2.22 .90 2.68
TOTAL .88 226 91 2.64

Math Concepts and Applications

# of Items = 44 # of Items = 50
Male .89 2.75 91 3.10
Female .87 2.74 .90 3.03
Black .85 2.85 .87 3.17
White .87 2.66 .90 3.04
Hispanic .86 2.82 .88 3.12
Chapter 1 .84 2.87 .85 3.18
Non-Chapter ! .88 2.71 .90 3.07
TOTAL .88 2.75 91 2.99
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Table C.4: Average Proportion Correct and Average Biserial,
by Subtest and Subgroup for Third Grade

BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP
Subgroup P r-BIS P r -BIS

Reading Vocabulary

Male .60 .56 .59 .56
Female .62 .54 61 .55
Black .54 .49 52 47
White .66 .56 ' .66 57
Hispanic .54 .50 51 A8
Chapter 1 52 47 .49 43
Non-Chapter 1 .65 .56 .65 57
TOTAL .61 .55 .60 .56

Reading Comprehension

Male .61 .64 .60 65
Female .66 .62 .66 .66
Black 54 .56 .52 57
White .70 .65 .70 67
Hispanic .54 .57 .53 .59
Chapter 1 .50 .54 .49 54
Non-Chapter 1 69 .64 .70 67
TOTAL .63 .63 .65 .65

Math Computation

Male 1 .63 .63 .60
Female 73 .61 .68 .59
Black 67 .61 .60 .59
White 75 .60 .69 .60
Hispanic .70 .63 .62 .58
Chapter 1 .66 .60 .58 .58
Non-Chapter 1 74 .62 .68 .59
TOTAL 72 .62 .65 .60

Math Concepts and Applications

Maie .62 .55 .57 .56
Female .63 .53 .57 .53
Black .55 48 47 47
White .69 .54 .63 .55
Hispanic .56 .50 .50 48
Chapter 1 .53 47 .46 44
Non-Chapter 1 .65 .55 .61 .55
TOTAL .62 .54 .57 .54
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Appendix C: Tested Achievement in Reading and Mathematics

Table C.5: Percent Reaching Last item
by Subtest and Subgroup ior Third Grade ang First Follow-up

SUBGROUP BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP
Reading Vocabulary
Male 97 .82
Female 97 .82
Black .96 .81
White .97 .85
Hispanic 97 77
Chapter 1 97 .79
Non-Chapter 1 97 .84
TOTAL 97 83
Reading Comprehension
Male 95 .96
Female .96 97
Black .96 .96
White 95 .98
Hispanic 94 95
Chapter 1 .96 .95
Non-Chapter 1 95 97
TOTAL 95 97
Math Computation
Male 97 .95
Female 96 .93
Black 97 .93
White 97 .95
Hispanic 97 93
Chapter 1 97 .92
Non-Chapter | 97 .95
TOTAL 97 .94
Math Concepts and Applications
Male 93 .94
Female 92 .94
Black 92 .94
White 94 .94
Hispanic .90 93
Chapter 1 92 .92
Non-Chapter | 93 .94
TOTAL 92 94
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Appendix C: Tested Achievement in Reading and Mathematics

Table C.6: Reliabilities and Standard Errors of Measurement,
by Subtest and Subgroup, and Totals for Seventh Grade

BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP
Subgroup Fyx SEM Pax SEM

Reading Vocabulary

ff of Items = 40 # of Items = 40
Male .87 2.66 .89 2.71
Female .85 2.68 .88 2.58
Black .79 2.79 .84 2.76
White 85 2.65 .88 2.58
Hispanic .80 2.75 .84 2.76
Chapter 1 81 2.83 .76 2.81
Non-Chapter 1 .85 2.70 .88 2.62
TOTAL .86 2.66 .89 2.60

Reading Comprehension

ft of ltems = 50 # of Items = 50
Male 92 2.88 94 294
Female 91 3.04 93 2.96
Black .88 312 91 316
White 92 2.95 94 2.81
Hispanic .88 3.19 91 3.12
Chapter 1 .83 3.21 .84 3.23
Non-Chapter ! 92 2.96 .94 2.83
TOTAL 92 3.01 94 2.89

Math Computation

ft of Items = 44 # of Items = 44
Male .90 2.80 92 2.82
Female .88 2.83 92 2.70
Black .84 2.86 91 2.74
White .90 2.76 92 2,70
Hispanic .86 2.79 90 2:82
Chapter | .30 2.85 .87 2.82
Non-Chapter | .89 2.85 92 2.72
TOTAL .89 2.84 92 2.78

Math Concepts and Applications

# of Items = 50 # of Items = 50
Male .89 3.14 91 3.09
Female .88 3.11 .90 315
Black 81 3.1 .86 3.17
White .89 3.10 91 3.04
Hispanic .80 3.20 85 315
Chapter | 1 3.10 73 3.20
Non-Chapter 1 .89 3.07 91 3.04
TOTAL .89 3.07 91 3.05
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Table C.7: Average Proportion Correct and Average Biserial,
by Subtest and Subgroup for Seventh Grade

BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP
Subgroup p r-BIS D r -BIS

Reading Vocabulary

Male 52 .51 .55 .55
Female .53 49 57 .55
Bilack 43 41 46 46
White .57 .51 .62 .58
Hispanic .44 41 A7 47
Chapter 1 .39 .35 .40 .38
Non-Chapter 1 .55 .50 .59 57
TOTAL .52 .50 .56 .56

Reading Comprehension

Male .55 57 .56 .63
Female .60 .57 .63 .63
Black 48 47 49 .54
White 63 .59 .65 .66
Hispanic .48 48 .49 .53
Chapter 1 43 41 41 41
Non-Chapter 1 .61 .58 .63 .65
TOTAL 57 .57 .59 .63

Math Computation

Male .50 .56 .55 .62
Female .54 .53 .61 .62
Black 45 47 .48 .57
White .56 .56 63 .63
Hispanic 47 .48 .50 .56
Chapter 1 Al 42 39 49
Non-Chapter 1 .54 .55 .60 .62
TOTAL .52 .55 .58 .62

Math Concepts and Applications

Male A48 51 52 .55
Female .50 49 .55 54
Black 40 .40 43 46
White 54 Sl .58 .56
Hispanic 40 40 44 44
Chapter 1 35 33 37 32
Non-Chapter 1 .50 .50 .55 .55
TOTAL 49 .50 53 .55
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Table C.8: Percentage Reaching Last Item
by Subtest and Subgroup, for Seventh Grade and First Follow-Up

Subgroup BASE YEAR FIRST FOLLOW-UP

Reading Vocabulary

Male .89 92
Female .90 .94
Black .82 88
White 93 95
Hispanic .87 90
Chapter 1 .80 .82
Non-Chapter 1 91 95
TOTAL .89 93

Reading Comprehension

Male .96 95
Female .96 97
Black .94 .92
White 97 .98
Hispanic .96 94
Chapter 1 .94 .87
Non-Chapter 1 97 .98
TOTAL .96 96

Math Computation

Male 98 .96
Female 98 97
Black 95 92
White .98 .98
Hispanic .98 95
Chapter | 97 .83
Nen-Chapter 1 98 98
TOTAL .98 .96

Math Concepts and Applications

Male 95 95
Female 94 95
Black 92 91
White .96 .96
Hispanic 95 .94
Chapter 1 .94 .34
Non-Chapter 1 95 .96
TOTAL 95 .95
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Appendix D:

Prospects Work Group Members and Consultants

Prospects Stakeholders Work Group

Dr. Judith Billings

Superintendent of Public Instruction
Washington State Dept. of Education
Old Capitol Building, FG-11
Olympia, WA 98504-3211

(206) 586-6904

Dr. Cynthia Brown, Director

Resource Center on Educational Equity
Council of Chief State School Officers
One Massachusetts Ave., NW

Suite 700

Washington, DC 20001-1431

{202) 408-5505

Dr. Ronald Friend

Chief, Compensatory Education Branch
Division of Compensatory Programs
State Department of Education

200 West Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(301) 333-2412

Dr. Richard Hardebeck
Reports Management Division
Texas Education Agency

P.O. Box 13162

Austin, TX 78711-3162

(512) 475-3536

Ms. Phyllis McClure

NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund
1275 K Street, NW

Suite 301

Washington, DC 20005

(202) 682-1300

Dr. Evelyn Moore, Executive Director
National Black Child Development Institute
1463 Rhode Island Avenue

Washington, DC 20005

(202) 387-1281

Dr. Floraline Stevens
National Science Foundation
1800 G Street NW

Rm. 1249

Washington, DC 20550
(202) 357-7425

Dr. Ronald C. Miller

Disirict Program Evaluation
New York City Public Schools
110 Livingstone Street

Rm. 736

Brooklyn, NY 11201

(718) 935-3783

Mr. Robert Witherspoon
402 Queens Row St.
Hemdon, VA 22070
(703) 471-7149
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Dr. Richard Duran, Director

Linguistic Minority Research Project
University of California, Santa Barbara

Graduate School of Education
Santa Barbara, CA 93106
(805) 893-3555

Dr. Edgar Epps, Professor
Department of Education
University of Chicago
5835 8. Kimbark Avenue
Chicago, IL 60637

(312) 702-1578

Dr. Eric Hanushek, Chairman
Department of Economics
Harkness Hall

University of Rochester
Rochester, NY 14627

(716) 275-5059

Prospects Technical Work Group

Dr. Lyle V. Jones, Director

L. L. Thurstone Psychometric Laboratory
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
CB #3270

Chapel Hill, NC 27599

(919) 962-2325

Dr. James Lytle, Superiritendent
Philadelphia School District #6

c/o Leeds Middle School

Mt. Pleasant and Woolston Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19150

(215) 248-6640

Dr. G. Kasten Tallmadge
446 Guadelupe Drive
Los Altos, CA 94022
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Special Consultants to the Prospects Study

Dr. William Cooley, Professor Dr. Andrew Porter, Director

University of Piitsburgh Wisconsin Center for Education Research
LRDC University of Wisconsin, Madison
Pittsburgh, PA 15260 1025 West Johnson Street

(412) 624-7085 Madison, WI 53706

(608) 263-4200
Dr. Mary Kennedy, Professor

National Center for Research on Teacher Dr. Brenda Tumbull
Education Policy Studies Associates
College of Education - Erickson Hall 1718 Connecticut Avenue, NW, Suite 400
Michigan State University Washington, DC 20009
East Lansing, M1 48824-1034 (202) 939-9780

(517) 336-2795
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EIAC Committee Members

Dr. Richard J. Hardebeck,
Reports Management Division
Texas Education Agency

P.O. Box 13162

Austin, TX 78711-3162

(512) 475-3536

Dr. Gene Gardner, Deputy Director
School Finance

Arizona Department of Education
1535 West Jefferson

Phoenix, AZ 85007

(602) 542-5393

Dr. Kenneth Gentry, Chapter 1 Coordinator
Kansas Department of Education

120 East 10th Street

Topeka, KS 66612

(913) 2964961

Dr. Ann Harrison, Director
Program Planning and Evaluation
Kansas Department of Education
120 East 10th Street

Topeka, KS 66612

(913) 296-3604

Dr. Claudia Merkel-Keller
Planning and Evaluation
Division of Vocational Education
Department of Education

255 West State Street

C.N. 500

Trenton, NJ 08625-6500

(609) 292-6340
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Department of Education Policy Officials and Key Actors of other Federal Agencies

Dr. Beatrice Birman

Assistant Director for Education Programs
U.S. Government Accounting Office
Government Accounting Office

441 G. Street, NW

Washington, DC 20548

(202) 512-7008

Mr. Joe Conaty

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
Room 610C, Capitol Place Building

555 New Jersey Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20208

(202) 219-2079

Ms. Mary Jean Le Tendre, Director
Compensatory Education Programs
Room 2043

400 Maryland Avenue, SE
Washington, DC 20202

(202) 401-1682

Dr. William Lobosco, Associate Director
Compensatory Education Programs
Room 2043

400 Maryland Avenue, SE

Washington, DC 20202

{202) 401-1682

Dr. Martin Orland

National Education Goals Panel
1850 M. Street, NW
Washington, DC 20036

(202) 632-0952

Dr. Jeffrey Owings, Chief

Longitudinal and Household Studies Branch
National Center for Education Statistics
Capitol Place Building

555 New Jersey Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20208

(202) 219-1777

Ms. Bayla White

U.S. Office of Management and Budget
702 Jackson Place, NW

Washington, DC 20503

(202) 395-5880
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