R . . R LV . .
. . . . L . a . .
N ) N . L . )

. - ' - S B T s . .
4L .

) ’ : . s LT oo : ' "
o oY . DOCUMENT RESUME - S : T
et ws T moos ats T,
3 L Cov ' s ’ ' . T S
. 'AUTHOE™ .. Doucette, John' St. Pierre, - "Robért r .
TITLE - Anchor Test Study: School, Classroom,~and Pup11 e
e T Correlates of Fifth- Grade Reading Achievement. - -
INSTIEUTION - Abt Assoc1ates, Inc. Cambrldge, ‘Mass. ; Westat~
e U* Research Inc., Rockville, Md. oo :
SPONS AGENCY National Center for Education Statlstlcs (DHEH), : .
. Hashlngton, D.C.; Hestat Research, Inc., Rorkvmlle, ‘
} N ] ... i Hd. : ! f
‘{;'B_EPORT NQ°// NCES-77- 123
' x E . . ‘ 77 “ v - - . . .
—CONTRACT 300-76-CC16 %~ * e | LT
* . NOTE s 232p...For related documents, see ED 092 601 602, -
SO ' 604, 60 609, 612, 613, 614y 615 616, 617, 618,
'A;; Vx_ _ . 633, and 63& ‘Best copy ava11ab1e .
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC -$12.71 Plus- Postage.‘_ :
DESCRIPTORS : Ab111ty Grouplng, Glass Size; ‘*Correlation; Tl
Co . ~Elementary .Education; Elementary Schools, Elementary
- . ~ , School ‘Students; %¥Grade 5; Minority Group ‘Children;
U . Private Schools; Public Schools~ *Reading.
¢ S . Achievement; *Readlng Testss. Research Hethodology,

. So¢ioeconomic Status, Spanish Speaklng, -Statistical
- . S . Analysis; *Student Characteristics; Test Results
- IDENTIFIERS - . :*Anchor Test Study, Hetropolltan Achlevement Tests

ABSTRACT ‘ -

L ‘. Data collected dur1ng the Anchor Test Study norming. |
phase were uced to inveStigate substantlve‘relatlonshlps between-‘-,
-'readlng achlévement dnd school,. classroom, and’ pup11 variables. -
]School character1st1¢s,_such as locatlon “public or Prlvate, .
“scciodconomic. level, &nd percentage minority enrollment, were found ;o
to be related to achié.vement in. read1ng as measured by the = - .

' netropolltan Achlevemunt Tests. Reported IQ, race or ethnicity,
Jprimary language, ané the d1agn£s1s of a read1ng problem were K '
's1gn1f1cant correlates of reading achievement. Ability . grOuplng and
‘class’ s12e, ‘the ¢lassroon variables studied, were not related -to ,
reading proficiency. The‘lnterrelatlonshlps amopg' selected pupil and

" school characterlstlcs were analyzed in raddition to the univariate , -~
relat10nsh1p= of pupil varianles to- reading achievement. An overV1eu .o

. of thé Anchor, Test Study .and detailed descriptidns.of the - - , K
methodologles used in the present stady are prov1deu._(EVH) S {.

© X -
~

*4*******************************}**************************************.

. Documents. acquired by ERIC’ include many informal unpublished
materials not available.from. other gources.: ERIC makes every effort
to obtain the best copy available: Nevertheless, items of marglnal
“reprodnc1b111ty e ofien encountered and this affects ‘the ‘quality
of the micrcfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC maxes available’
via the ERIC Locument Reproduction servite- (EVRS). EDRS is mot
resgponsible fcr the quality of the original document. Reproductions

supplied by ELRS afe the best that.can be made from ‘the original.
*********41*1*****************************************g****************“,

e E R B % ¥
**g*é'**-**

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC




- . ' Sponsored Reports Series |
f | ) ,'~ i : .- .'- '.’ ) :' t ,": ' .

- T ";AN'CPOR‘TEST‘STUDYI.'L'E;_:‘- RO
Sehool, Classrgom, and, Pupil Correlate

~ Fifth-grade Reading Achievement

. . . - . . .
e B . .
: - . RSP - 5 - (
’ . N i . .o ) . . . . . o , < - o
- - . s N U.5. OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. .
’ et = “. .7 *EDUCATION & WELFARE.
! i I « NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
' o s C ) EOUCATICN
[ . - . N ' b

. R s ,
v ) . : . © THIS DOCUMENT Has®BEEN REPR
s ‘ ‘ ot sDUCED EXACTLY A% RELEIVED FRC

. . - BTN s . - +  THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGI

. . : ‘ : * -ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIDI
M . A . ‘. Coe - © $TATED DO NDT NECESSARILY REPR

o o ' ’ .~ SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE (

¢ LR . ) "+ EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
VLA . . . A , .. _ oY
~ . ; ! ° . . \ ! N ‘ ' C )
Y AN . 5 o3 i _
’ . z, .
' . e L
; . ‘
4 A = ..‘.- "
. . . | | ,
\ . -
- " 14 ‘l .
* \ - P 0
. RS N
) At . 4
v "q r - “
4
R : . R o
- . - .
‘“ B : . -
. - b e 7’ ! N D
! 4 . " N
. -
- . - \
A Y ‘| .
. Y .
. . ) . N .
‘ Al ' -
9 ’ - = * ~ Lo
° ! ‘ [ 1 P
- . “ : . . e
. - - ° R * - X
’ N
3 - - N
. n . - " 4 - _‘vi-‘
- ‘ . i
0 \- R
' " . ’ -
2 . . 2
- " LINEEN -
. .

o ' - N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. | ° ) SR ‘ ) L o ™ NCES 77123,
N o Y ' . . ) . Ot : e RN
. - - _ ANCHOR TEST STUDYZ . . ° -
by " . - L » ' l_ .:. N ‘ . . . ‘ . | . J, . i I . -
. Schcol (:lassroom, apd Pupil Correlates L
| - .
-~ " Fifth-Grade Reading_Achjevement -
. ‘ . N I A\’; L . M .
\ z LY . o . \

o R I ' ' Pr’owl'echffi.cer L e TR .
o ' B Mllton Chotvinsky -~ .~ o, e

. ;
~ R Natlonal Center for Edu;.a'tlon Statlstlcs

e . ’
© .
‘ ‘e ‘. ’ .
. . . . __4. . '
H E .
. . A » . L T
,5)
L4 ¢ i
. . .. . .
. . QD . i R B e
O . y N jc e
. - . e »
] o - . - »
' . ' )
? P )
; A «
a
- . .
. 7 .

. * o us. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH EDUCATION AND WELFARE
N . ‘ n
- . o ‘ Joseph A. Cahfano Secretary . _ ) .

EdUcatlon Dmsnon L
Mary F. Berry Asszstant Secremr) j()rl ducatzon . .
. . . ot

- "+ National Center for Education Statls_tlcs

- Marie D: Eldridge, Admiristrator
i :
- - e
- ¢ - o . = °
e, e
¢ .G
. »
!




| ) L o~ e
. L ; ie . L K Lo . ) . S f ) . R . : . D
I VA e : LU S T S
i copt u o - » B RN " “ '.'
. \ NATIONAL CENTER FOR E:DUCATION STATIS"I‘ICS B R
e, g “The purpose of thc Center shnll be to COllCLt‘ﬂnd dlsscn;mate stnnstxcs and other dnta rolstcd to educatxon in’
' the United States dnd in other nations. The Centerhall , . collect, collate, and from time to time, report full and
o . .complete statistics onthe conditions of education in the Umtcd Statcs ‘condpct nnd publish reports on specmhzed
- aralyses ofsthe meaning and agmf icance of such stzmsncs. .. .and review and réport ‘on' education activities. u\
forcign countries.’ "‘SC\."O" 406([)) of the Gcncral Educnuon Provxslons Act as amended (20 U SC. l22|c 1) \ :
| . o ' o
K " ¢ . 3 LY . . ) = N . ot .-.. P :. e ‘X
- LI R o b ;
. ' o ey P -)\1 . .
. SN v .
BT Prepared for the National Center for Education Statistics by .o 7
© 7 . Westat, Inc._ and Abt Associates- Inc., under Contract No. 300- .- '
" 7%-0016 with.the Education .Division, u. Ss\Department of- Health .
, : R Education, and Welfare. Contraq,tors undertaking- research projects s
o ' for the Government are encouraged"tp expréss freely their pro-. - = .¢
- fessional judgment. This report, thexefore, does . not’ necessarily
- reflect positigns and policies of the Fedéral Government, and .
\9 offic1al endorsement should be; inferred AR S T
. - * . ' : o . . .‘v"; ‘.‘ o
s I A \‘ .
! * \\ r ‘.I.
l g ® . i . ) " ) S
- " \ ) | v . .
X o ' . S ’ i L B '_ ‘ . 1.‘
¢ N . \ .. .
. » ¢ ‘;1 . ’,.
| ~ S
. -" . T~ N N . - -
- _ . . X 3 v
it t ° ) — L7 \“ \\.
o . Y - . .
. | ; : N --
. v : o + - v,
” "A n X e 4
. ; L}
B e T U , -
soe T - - : . T e ——
! o S ’ . . . T e e L
v S " U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE ' U B
- 'WA$HINGTON: 19-71 e : ' L .
- : . For sale i)y the E:upcrintendcm of Documems, 0.5, Government Prlnting Oftice .c ) :‘:
o ) . A .. Washington, D.C. 20402 ° ,
o B o ! . ‘Stock No. 017-080-01830-8
- -~ . o " t . 3
. ' SN . ) B T S 3 .o ) . . . ) oo '.‘\l ° f

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. . . . ) -..'. . . * .

- i . Lo )
.\J. . . N . R -t . M . N M 1
. .
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- iin June of 1975 as” a contractual activity of fhe National Center -for - -
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‘Education Stat1st1cs (NCES)-. The original’. study was undertaken-to’ provade'jy

a commion base,_or "anchor," for, equating various standardized reading test
. scores needed by the U.S. Office of Education td evaluate its Elementary. .and
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Secondary Education’ Act (ESEA) Title I reading programs This report .analyzes’.
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\“Director * This’ report, in turn, was prepared undef is directibn by Abt }"
”%ssoclates Inc ,'w1th John Do'_ette and Robert St , Pierre as uthors )

¢
@

- In NCES the work was carried out by Milton Chorvins:' as a project“of
the“former Div1sion of Intergovernmental Statistics :dpd”its Data Requirements

and interprets some of the data. collected in the original study, the: findings\

L. .
L o .

" and Pro;ects Branch headed by Absalom Simms and George H. Brown, respectively
The . latter, ‘now head of - ‘the nery ‘formed Postsecondary and Vocational Andlysis

- Branch in the Division of Postsecondary and. Vocational Education Statistics,
- retains respons1bi11ty ifor any remaining activ1t1es of .the ATS prOJect

Cs
. .- . . . L
' ' o L , S

- . ‘ . . . . . " . . = -

. Y
AP

‘-‘. ‘ . - . . \- . H .. . A. )




~-—-:‘:f§i2;: ¢ e R e e 7 . G ' oo .
' ! | . . ~ N ) P NY
" v ' TABLE OF CONTENTS * S
o \ . - , ” Cw .
\ . & ' B .  ‘ Eéii
& T Yo — : . R - “ .
o 'I.NTRODU"_(;erON AND §UMMARY OF FINDINGS \ xiids
’ ' ' . o R & ..
AR 1.0 BAC‘(GROUND LT L i s T - 1
’ ‘ 1:1 The Anohor Test, Study - ‘ ST ' 1
/ . L 1.2 The Present Study ‘ R . . 2 | 2
L 7' 1.3 Deflnltlon of Varlables . .\ T3
" 1.3.1 . Reading Achrevementi"' T - . 4
o 1.3.2 Sohool Location 'i : S e ‘ﬁ
.’, 1.3.3 Contrel of School -, . : 5
vl;é;4 School Soc1oeconom1c Level R
: lf3:5f pupll Rac;al/Ethnlc Group .. . e N .'65\
’ 1;3.6 :Prlmary Language ofrPupll o 2—"..*;’; | »6.
“”;5? . S 1.3.7 Remedial Readlng DlagnOSlS for Pupll f . 7
' . o ‘ 1.3.8 Reported Iqﬁof Pupil- - ) - ‘§ff
d‘:ih' L ;,L'3‘9 Grade Flve Percent Mlnorlty of School 7.
x . *‘; f”‘ '_'l.3o10 ClasSroom Abi%lty Grouplng - ' Ce -
. 1 3'll'Classroom Enrollment/ St 8
) l 4" Content "and. Interpretatlon of Unlvarlate Tables -8
'C. 1.5. Content .and Interprntatlon of Multlvarlate.Tables ‘ _’12
. ! \\.6 Statlgtlcal Slgnlflcance and Educatlonal’fhportanc s .3__J3'
.- . 1.7 LLmltatlons of the Study" o - - f ]' {/: 15
- 2.0 _SCHOOL CHXRACTERISTICS AND READING ACHIEVEMENT e
o \ 2.1 Lntroductlon ‘; . “'.) .'C‘ . o s ,VVZ.' ;'?Jlf"
.,' B, 2.2 " Locat'ion of "school S Vet e - l?'
N i ég3_ Control of School B o L o 20
ff . '2.4' Grade-Five PerGent Minority*~;‘ 7 .‘lf%.'go . i ~ 2@’:
2,5 'secioeconomic Level of School. - e C 27 -
2.6 Interrelatlonshlps Among School Charactermstlcs ”7;'7 3Q'
' -2.6.1 School Control and socloecononlc LeYel. . -{; "3l
c . .2.6.2 ‘School Contrcl and‘Locatlon o ﬁé'-.i St 31
e 25,3 sehgol 'oﬁatlen—and—Sosaoevonomlo—Leve&* P - 136:
.. . . ;_A, ' : o £>?.; B
' Lo v R . ’

EMC ‘ . Lt .. ] . ,‘ ..' . L . .- <"~_ ‘ ) “ .‘ .,‘,,'.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-

‘s

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i - -
] = :
| . . . vy,
j‘ ’ , ) ‘ . - ’ ' T
R A . TABLE 'OF° CONTENTS ) o’
S ) j (c(mtinued) . .
’ ' S . : .
A B - - - Page
!J : . t. ) : : s o -
./: - co . . N
i T 2:6.4 School Locatlon and Grade- Flve Percent Hlnorltt .. 38
. /; 2.6.5 School Control and Grade Flve Percent Mlnorlty- - 43
/ L 02.%.6 .School Soc1oeconom1c Level and Grade—Vlat . .
! . ' ‘Percent Minority . ° ” ~ o 45"
2.7 Summary of’S\hool Level Frndlngs ’ . 50
N ] . . 1
3.0 UPIL C“I{\RACTERIS'IICS AND READING ACHIEVEMENT . o I5.3
, 3.1 Introdyctjon ; ’ S 53
f .0 3.2 Remedlal Readlng Dlagn051s o - . }{/ﬁ .53
' 3.3 Primary, Language v S e . 55
. } A * ' B . ,
3. 4’ Rac1al/?thn1c Group S L S " < X -
3.5 'Reported IQ frtf e . oo o
R 3 6° Summary of Flnalngs T : ' ) ’ )
4 0 FUR’I‘HER 'EXPLORATION OF PUPIL RACIAL/ETHNIC GRQQP AND - N
' READING ACHIEVEMENT A N es
4.1 Pupil Racial/Ethnio.Group and’ Prlmary Language \ 65
. . 4.2 Pupil, Racial/Ethnic Group and Reported IQ _ ?67 :
—— : ] : : .o .
4 3 PupilvRacial/Ethnic Group and School Soc1oeconom1c Level 71
4 4 Pupll Rac1al/Ethnfc Group and thool Control ' ' . S\ T4
- 4.5 Pupll Rafmal/Ethnlc Group and Remedlak Readlng D1a9n051s , 74
416 Pupil” Rac1al/Ethn1c Group apd Grade Flve Percent Minority 79
:.4-7 Summary oﬁ»Flndlngs N d,' - S I‘ . 83
.. s il * ‘s
5 O CLASSROOM LHA'RHC’I‘ERISTICS AND R/E.QDI\IG A’CHIEVEMENT PV \ 86
. . i . - ;
5.1 AbllltJ Gnouplng : ,,.J!_ L o 86 ' °
\‘ ‘521, l Prev1ous Reseasch | / ’ 'A : ‘ ng'
e :
. By S.l\2 rlndlngs from Aach r,Test Study Data - 89
. N . \‘;‘ .’ . I
A 5.1.3 'Socaeecnomlc Leve/ and Abl%l*y Grouplng 91
S S 1.4 Papll Rac1al/Ethnfc Ggoup and Ablllt{ Grouplng ' a- 93
- .5.1.5 Reported IQ and ﬁbll{by Grou;@ng ‘, 977
C—}assroom—ﬁ-rroruuent N ;' e '., - v g7
P " '
- 5.2.1 Previous Research o _ : ' - 97
. X e . ) :
> T f/ “ : ‘ g o
Emnn . R -8 ..“ Y o X vf '. -
A R I a
= . - ,‘ . I ,’ \ - .
. oL e T L Tl




v
P
L ]
.-
@
0 - «
L
- .
T v -
.
L4
. N
v
-
- .
. . oy '(.
. G
<. *
. N

\:'/a' . " °5.2.
SRR -

e , ¥ 5.2,

’ . - "o v .
N Ll ' ‘ -
! - -0 . . .':.
V. mammeoEconments . -t T .
a . ; . LR

: (Continued) St

. ; ‘ V
. E FER
. - 3 ;. ’
\ . o ‘e -« _LPa e~
» . - . § N
O " N .

2  Findings from Anchor Test Study Data Lo .ol

3 School Sé¢ioeconomic Level and Class size © o101

4 'Pupll‘Rac1al/Ethn1c Group and Class size 104 .
« . 5.3, ‘Summary oT Flnhlngs BRI ' T « 108

L]
N . . . .
. .

S c . , . - " o : :
S . 6.0 'CONCLU‘S IONS AND‘ PQLICY 'IMP,LIC_A‘TIONS : S S « 1l1lv
' ' . [ LT - ' ‘ . a : .

Ny T \ X : ) : - o
¥ . 'REFERENCES . e - . 113

(Y4
S A.
M .
T B.
. .
-
e
~ C
‘ - ',
-’ .
1Y - )/
- .
.

s -~ M
g‘:,' . ) . R _ . . . .
) . . . : v S .
! .
N r
. / -
Yy A 1 .
RO . > . i
; _ ¢ _ - !
. a ; / ) M \
»” [ '_ \
Vo . L
. - i
-a ’ .
- Coa [N . . .
f- NS - P ) iy { .
L R - X * . . - .
oD T - . . : ! .,
o ~ ’ * . . 4 .2
) o . LY. |
f ) . NS - L 4 d o ) r \
e . ,
o . !
N\ . . o ":
s 9 .
- - ’ » . '
| £ C e . > 3 ;
e L 4 - . .
. ‘.
o LIPS :
. ° r . . .' Y .
§ [ e, s . f Ay
. o R .
i - R e !
'.3 S . Yo \
N o . : ' . .
) LI g'- . o * ° '
N ! L.t .
. . . e
o> L y
e - . i
- ’ *
: ; vii - N ‘
\
£y * s ' . 4
. N . .
. 1 -
“« . .
*
O ¢ . * .
~ - Sug . .
‘ : ' ’ 4

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. _APPENDICES ' 4 . 3 .- 0 o R . 117

. '(_ I
M . : N . . -

Summary *of Sample De51gn and Survey Methodology 2 a-Y

'Facs;mlles of Schnol Coordlnator and Test Admlnlst;atbr .
'Report Form .. L ' " . B-l

N\

'y : .
'Summary of Statlstlcal Methodology ' o ' R C-1

T

.

Sampllng Errprs and StatlStlcal Slgnlflcance e, p~1

Reference Tables < “ ; E
List of TaZles-gdh&plned in Prel;mlna:v Tabular Report F=1

a:r . .l . o

B-1



£ - G e LIST'OF TABLES - . . ' -

. 4 o . . | : A\ Page

. . - 'y . ) O

Table 1 1/////’Statlst1cs for total fifth-~ qrade sample and

. " population from the Anchor Test Study ‘United : .
States, sprlng, 1972 B N P S

‘ .

..
-

" Table 2-1: Statlst1¢s for flfth—grade sample, ‘and populatlon irom
o ¢ - the Anchor Test Study’ by school 18cation: United
' ' States,_sprlng, 1972 R e teneaaa R ..
oL e R
Table 2-«2:%  Statistics for fifth- grade sample and populatlon £rom
' the<anchor Test Study by control of school Unlted
 Statés, sprlng, 1972 et iaiei et enen Ceeaes R ...

—

_Tabls 2-3: Statistics for fifth-grade sample and popdlation from
N the Anchor Test Study by Grade 5 percent mlnorlt;
United c’tates, spring, 1972 B

Table 2-4: Statlstlcs for flfth-grade sample and population from
s ' ‘the anchor Test study by school .SEL: United States,_
Sprlng, 1972 ..... ._...._.........._.._...-...‘ ...... I '

Table” 2-5!¢ ) Estlmated numbex and percent of puplls and estlmated
periNY © MAT. Total Reading mean, By control of school and by

- spring, 1972 ... . et ceeane. eeeeeveiee e .
Table 2-4: ' Estlmated number and percent of, puplls and. estlmated
- MAT Total Reading mean; by control of school gnd by
location of school: United states, spr1ng,.1972 e,
. : v *; .
Table 2-7: -: Estimated MAT Total Reading mean and estimated. MAT
. : ‘Total Reading mean adjusted for control of school,
- by school. location: Grade 5, Unlted States, sprlng,
C1972 LLlleeeiillll P e
- Table 2-g: Estimated number and percent of phpils and estimdted’
' ) MAT Total Reading mean, by socioeconomic level of
v . school and by location of school Grade 5, Spring,

e Table 2-c : Estimated MAT Total Reading mean and estimated MAT
' -Total Readlng.meam adjusted for school SEL by school
' Iocation: Grade ‘5, Unlted States, spring, 1972 ..... _
Table "2-10:- Estimated number and pErcent of pupils and estimated’
e MAT Total Reading mean, by Gradé 5 percent minority of
- & . school and by logation, of schooi Grade 5, United
o . States, spfmg |'£r972 ceege ..:‘ ........ e ceeenn e

S o scc1oeconom1c level of—school: Grade 5 ‘United States, '



" Table

Table

Tablé:

o

Table

':fable

‘Table

.23}2:

2-13:

2-14:

2—15t

“a

471:

(Continued) - ‘,r'; : . ' '

-
s N

Estxmated MAT Total Readlng mean and estlmated MAT
Total Reading Mean ad]usted for/Grade 5 percent
minority, by school location: Grade'5, Unlted
States, sprlng, 1972 ..... P  REER R R R 42
Y ;
‘Estimated number and percent of puplls ‘and estimated
* MAT. Total Readlng mean, by contral of school and by
Grade 5 percent’ mlnorlty of school: Grade 5,
Unlted States, spring, 1972 ...... R Cesaae ‘ 44
Estlmated "MAT Total Readlng mean and estlmated MAT
Total Readlnq mean adjusted for Grade 'S percent
. mlnorlty, by'schgol control: Grade 5, United States,
spnlng, 1972 EEECEEEE R Meeeeeens R .46
" Estlmated number and percent of pupils and estimated
MAT Total Readlng meéan, by soc10econom1c level of
school and /by Grade 5 percent minority of school:
Grade 5, Unlted States, spr;ng, 1972 ............. L... 47

Y

Estlmated‘MAT Total Readlng mean and estlmated MAT

Total Reading mean ad]usted for socloeconomlc level,

by Grade ) percent'mlnorlty Grade 5 Unlted States,
sprlng, 1972 gucecerinnnacageonen I iieeeee. 49

;Statlstlcs for flfthhgrade sample and populatlon
. from the Anchdr Test Study by remedial reading v
dlagnosls. United States, spring, 1972, L iieaees e 54

"Statistics for flfth—grade sample and populatlon
from” the Anchor Test Study by primary. 1anguage
_Uhited ‘States, sSpring, 1972 e cccoecnecnadmoacecnns .. 56

e

Stat1st1cs for, flfth—grade sample and populatlon from
the Anchor ‘Pest Study by racial/ethnic group:
Unlted States,'sprlng, 1972 R R E R LR R 59

'Statrétlcs for flfth—gréde sample and populatlon _
from the Anchor Test Study»by reported IQ: Unlted _
States, sprlng, 1972 S R . 62

Estlmated number and percent of pupils and estlmated
‘ MAT Total. Readlng mean, by racial/ethnic group of
- pupil. and by -primary language Qf pupml Grade 5,

Unlted States, spring, 1972 .......t..n heecetecnaane 66
T B .
ix. - " '



Tapje 1-3:

Tahlg 4-4:

Tasie 47+

LIST OF TABLES oo S .
O (Cont_:inuedl .
\ e, .“ [

Estimated number ang percent of pupjls and estkmatea
MAT Total Reading mean, bY racial/ethnic. group Of

- pupil ‘and by reported IQ of pupil: Grade 5 United '

States, :pring, 1972 ........... e iees s et 68

Estlnated number and percent of pypils and estlmated

MAT Total Reading Mmean, bY Tacial/ethnic group.of

pupil and by socioeconomic level of school: Grade S; ° -
United States, SPring, 4972 ... .. . . ..ceeenni.uns e e 72

zstimated MAT Total Reading Mean and egtimatad MAT

Total Reading meqn adjusted for gchool SEL by pupil
racial/ethnic group: Grade 5 United-States, spring .
1972 vie i ien it i et e e e 73
Estimated number and percent of pupils and estimated
MAT Total Reading mean, by racial/ethnic group of
pupil and by control of school: Grade S, Unlted _
states, spring, 1972 ...... ., e e P e e 75

Pstlmated number and percent of quplls and. estlmated‘
MAT Total Reading mean, by racial/ethnic group of

pupll and .by~remedia)] ‘reading dlagn051s for. pupil: .
Grade %, Unlted States, spring, 1972 et e .76

AIndlcators of need for remedlal readlng services,

bv raClal/ethnlC @roup 'Grade 5, Unlted States, . -

R : | .\ssprlng,'x972 ............... e PR e e 78

- Table 4-9: .

2

‘*?SCLmated 1umber of puplls (ln thousands) and ‘MAT

Total Reading mean by Grade 5 percent mlnorltv
of school.and by racial/ethnic group of pupll o
Uni c=d atates, SPring, 1972 ......................... - 80"

Estimated MAT Total Reading mean' and estimated MAT o
Tocal Reaalng mean adjusted for soclOeconOmlc level,
for pupil racial/ethnig grOUP,caqd for both SgL axd
pupil racial/ethnic group:, 'bY Grade % yercent
minority: Grade 5, United States, sprlng, 1Q72 ...... .81

Results of studles of effects of a.bllllt}{ grouping -
on. achlevement B [ .. 58

2 . -
. . ‘.

Statistics of ﬁlfth-grade Sample and populatlon from:

-the Anchor Test Study hy. classroom abllltyrgrouolng

United States' SPring, 4972 ..., i et i 9q



.Table.

-Table

?able,

Taole'

" Table’

N .
- Table

Table

T'able

5-5:

L/

0 . :{':_
¢ L1t o TABLES , L B
¢ S ////(Contlnued) . ' v -
.' s S x : o , s

1

Estlmated nunber and percent of pupils-and estimated,

MAT Total Read;ng mean, by socioegononic level of .

school and by ability grouplnq of classroom: Grade 5
~..United Statess, Sprlng, 1974

Estlmated MAT Total Readlng mean and esblmated MAT
Total. Reading mean adjusted for school.SEL by ablllty
grouping status: United States, sprlng. 1972 :

5-4:

.

Estlmated number and pergent of pupils and est1m3ted
MAT Total Readlng mean, by rac1a1/ethn1c group of puptl
and by ability grouplpg of classroom Grade 5, United
States,. sprrng, 1972 it ieereenermdseeasieiiai e ?5
5-6: - Estlmated number and percent of puplls and estlmated C.
MAT Total Readirg mean, by classroom.ability grouping - '
and by reported IQ- of pupll"Grade 5. United States, '
spring, 1972 ...c.ieeiiiiinnee REEREEERREE e ie e e ae s '
: -Statistics for fifth-grade sample .and populatior from
the Anchor Test Study by classroom enro lment! United
Sta*es, spring, 1972 .................. _.g...q..:.,...'
Estimated number and oercent of puplls and estimated - | T s,
MAT: Total Reading mean, by socioeconomic level of . o
school and by enrollment of classroom Grade 5, ° . . v

United States, sprlng, 1972 ..... ..,...::ﬁ,.m;;’-loi ; —

5-9:. Estimated MAT Total Readlng mean_and bstlmateQ'WAT C
Total Reading mean adjusted _£of school SEL, by :

classroom enrollment {ted States, sprlng, 1972 -105 k\,T

Estimate r and.percent of puplls and estlmated . ;

;:2;(2921 Readlng mean, by rac1al/ethn1c group of . - : \
il and by enrollment‘of classroom:. Grade 5, Unlted : e

x/// States, sprlng, 1972 Ceedeeaen ? S v.,....,...:._ﬂ.. -

— N B

5-10:

5—11: Estlmated MAT Total Reading mean-'and estimated MAT .

Total Reading mean adjusted for pupil racial/ethnic =~ .
group, by claSsroom ,enrollment: Grade 5; United - . S
States, -spring, l97° ..... e .

.......................

‘ . .
“1 . R



@ ° i . )
,‘4 .. ) ‘;‘;‘, . s : < . ‘ . Ev »
N i ;D : LIST OF FIGURES
’ . f - ) ¢ ~ :. ’ ~ 1,
- t.\ . . ‘ . . ) ' . S . - ) . f - . / )
. . . . . K i B . A
!4 . B0 s .u ) . L g L " S . i +‘ie_,’
- . : :

o Figurq 4-1: " Estimated MAT Total Readlng mean by reported IQ for1~
: \ = Black and CaucaSLan,pupl s n....................-....:.. 69,

. B .
l’\"’" PR

A . - . N
. Figure\ 4--2: & Estimated MAT Total Readlng mean by percent R

e - ) N m¢POIl‘V1~OI Caucasian, Spanlsh-surnamed, angd - RN C
s ' ' - Black. puplls ....i.................................%.... 79

. o

a . .

. _»r Figure 4-3: Raw and adjusted estlmated MAT ToLal Readlng meana5' s
P by percent mlnorlty .............a ~: 82°

~e

< n \
o, L .
. - \ © : - 'd ‘
) (-} " ¢
. . 5 o - ° - P
- v
. LR .
. PR «° . 2.
;4 b4 . .
yd \ 'y -‘n .. I3
e T . -
. - - . .
¢ .
. W i _ .
) - ¥ > RY el
* i ¢ - / L
e - [\ “Y e e
- (2 ~ . A .
- . . s . F . ,Q
- . .,
N R . N S o "
S oA
- L - s 1
. ' ) i
N B
o .
. N
WA
«
. . . L)
. . -
. '.
c A )
. . -
, . .
° . ~ oy .
\ w - SRR
o LS B ~
N (L - v \_ H -
" L]
& 1 , ~
. . P ~ 3
- "
‘ N .
f
% , e e E
¥ 5
B - -
B i : : .
- .- ’ .
? : o N . ] ‘ .
. - N ..
- B .
’ . ‘
' g
B ’ - id
. ~
. 2o - v} -
- ’ - - s
¥ ]
FEa—- ”
“3F
. ' * o
- S - -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



o 3 ‘ﬂ . © . ] X , ' . ‘.- _ . A . ) i
INTRODUCTIOHW AND “SUMMARY OF .FINRINGS, - . . e

%

e ', o
': - qﬂlhls monoqraph conta1ns an analysrs and 1nterpretaflon of data col—
lected in the course of the 1972 Aﬁchor Test Study 'In thar study, data were
collected from 65 399 flfth-grade puplls 1n 845 schools for the purposes of =
equatlhg scores on several dlfferent tests of readlng achlevement and creating

S\ new natlonal norms ﬂn:‘htse rests. 'ln addltlon to test scores,Qdata were

‘°w,~gathered‘on a number of relevant schaol, classroom and pupil var;aoles._ The ’

» purpose of thlS monograph is to examine the Anchor Test’ Study data base, to-
ldentlfy variables., -and 1ssues of educatlonal and pollcy interest, andoto report

the flndlngs in the context-of previous research.

o . . . .

leltatlons of.the”’ Data _ o ‘ }
A - As explalned more’ ﬁully elsewhere in the. report, this stédy\has a

-

number of limitations that‘tge leader should keep clearly in mlnd in read1ng

v

§ -
the report as a whole or. lggreadlng ‘the hlghly condensed.snmmarynof prlnc1pal”
=3

flndlngs presented below. The most lmportant of these llmltatlons are-

\ 7 ‘f :
l. ~ The data on whlch thls study is based are essentlally descrlptlve.

. .

They often do not 1nclude the kinds of measures. that would be needed for analytx-
o

cally evaluatlng alternatlve hypotneses as to, why one category of studentsdb

-

o scores hlgher in readlng achlevement thanﬂanother. R .

- In v1ew of the well known pos1t1ve relatlonshlp bétween scholastlc‘“

.,.~ y -

;é achlevement and socloeconomlc status . (whlch is conflrmed in the present study)
", .it would be hlghly desirable to have an 1mpeccable measure of th1s lmportant
,varlable.? Unfortunately, the measure ‘actually used, which is the best that

could be %eVLsed'from the avallable data, was less. than optlmal. it lS based
‘ solely on ks%&mates ‘made by the test coorolnator of each part1c1pat1ng school,
~of the perdentage of chlldren in the school Wwho came fro&(famllles in certalm :
lncome cateborles and\of ‘the percentage of chlldren whose famllles were on :
i welfare. (The actual formula for computlng SoCLoeconomlc Level (SEL) is
- descrlbed in Sectlon 1.3.4.) It should be noted that this 1ndex applles to the
- school, fiot the student. All sample subjects who attended the same. school .

‘

necessarllugwere ass19ned the same SEL value: hlgh mlddle,'or low.' SN
.. %__,‘a.;j e v . )

. ;.'%.-" B ' R : "“‘.. : ; L . xiii '-. : y
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o equallze the effects<pf SEL' ,';.?

L tzcal adjustmen s wbre made 1n an attemp//
ol e y .

.

¥ Teduced substanglally the dlfferences E

v

dlfference; ' Such ad Jtments general
b o
An, readlng scores-among the groups

_elng compared It 1s 90551ble that- such

dlfferences would ave been reduced still further 1f the socabeconomlc varlable L

» o

could lrave been measured and controlled in' a more rxgorous fashlon. T, g\ ,;

o hd . / . . ." " . . —_—
9

Summaryiof Flndlngi R o <qv' . 5} Y N wr’“ K S ‘»Lﬁ

A summary of the ma]br flndlngs of thlS study follow. Flndlngs are
;esented w1th respect to school, pupi lg and classroom characterlstxcs Flnally,
flndlngs about relatlonshlps between h -cnaracterlstlcs and reaclng achleve-,t

«_- ment are presented . _ A - L

~ ‘Q., . ) 1 ) . . o . B R L

) . * : AT » ) . . T ¢, . _;A1

" 1. Scnool Characterlstlcs o . .o o

.- @ Location of School.‘ Pupils- attending schools in ﬁuburban,ff
. . . o . small, or middle-sized cmtlés had higher aberage readlng
c - . Voo scores than pupils attendqu school in, rural areas who, .
*. . . 1n .tprn, had higi.er average readlng scores than puplLS '

e R 1 large c1t1es. CLoee N - R

< C e . - -
. . . . -~

. Control of school -‘Puplls attendlng nonpubllc schools hadu
. . ) " higher average readlng scores than‘puplls attending publlc_
- , e schools. R I T R /.. L

- . . -

¥ L School ‘sociocecdacmic level: Puplls attenalng hlgh soc1o-
'_;' R economlc level schools had - h1gher average -reading scores
than puplls a‘tsndlng mlddlewsocloeconomlc level: schools

O ' ' who, in turn, hadxhlgher average reading scoreb than pupils .
-y
. . . enrolled in low socloeconomlc schools ' h;“ S
. . O “ . . "

~ ¥

°

SR - : ° Grade-five percent minority enrollment "An inverse ‘rela-
e o - “tionship was observed between percent mlnorlty enrollment
. of a school and 'the average reading scores of all Flfth-"b‘;
grade pupils ln those schools. Puplls attendlng schools_' )
with 0-10 perCent m1nor1ty enrcllment had the highest :'é'?
average, more than a: full stanard ‘deviation above the ’ *“-ﬁ
'average for- puplls,attendlng schools®with- qver -75 percent-«;_'
. mlnorlty enrollment. The inverse relationship. mentioned
. ‘ . above also prevalled when the data were- analyzed separatgly
T SR .for Caucasian, ‘Black, ard Spsnish- -surnamed pupils. ‘It was -
~)ﬂ_”_' : ’ . hot’ p0551ble, w1th the ‘avaiiable- data, to evaluate the
. ) ' role that SEL clfferences may have played in medlatlnc
A . thig relatlon hlp

a . ‘ . L xiv "‘.-:l' ) . . - .“

a2l

- ,
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2. ;:,Pupil Chara'z\';ter.i'stics"'—':',.'-" S e e

t:—:

o : ? RemedLJl readlng dlagnps1s.-,£uplls d1agnosed as not needlng: i .
T ' Lremedlal réading serVJces had. ‘higher average reading’ scores
- S .than phplls 1agnosed as belng 1n need of: those services. £ . -

v .
. 0
v R . . L4

e . Prlmary Langpaqe Puplls class1f1et as’ speaklng Engllsh P

’ © . as their primary language had h1gher average: 'reading -*. - on

T scores. than pupils classified as being educatlonally . R

. ' randicapped by not. speaklng Engllsh as their prlmary

o ~ language. L . 0 s e EREEEr

S e ) S . . ) b .

R » u‘Raclal/ethnlc groqpr Orlencal and Caucas1ap puplls had ;‘ﬂ.
: '_'hlgher average reading scors than Black puplls.‘ Amertcan R Coii

o . Indians and Spanxsh ~surriamed puplls averaged‘sllght1y~-f SN -

ne % hlgher than Blacxs. The numbers or,Orlentals and™ AmerLcan' o RN

;Indlans in the sample were coo ‘small to. provmde rellable '

~means., A ) : -

5 ' W . . . . . o o

. e Reported‘Ig 'A strong oos1c1ve relatlonshﬁp was: observed o b N
C - between reporteo Q and average readﬂnrfscores.~ S

« . ., o LT e

-
: < - ’ : . . (3
. 3. Classroom Character1st1cs.‘ ‘f/ . w.“"» : . . s e
cs - " B ] o ‘ ‘ . . ° Ve .

v
.

.. There were no dlScernlble dlrferences in the average rea’

~ - » scores of puplls wnd are and are not ability grouped onc .

school soc1oeconom1c level is- held constant. S ‘ ] . ;;:

) B . vty to A

‘o There rwere no observaule relatlonshlps between class slze B R
' and - reading achlevement ‘ oo L o

o . —f—\m L

4 i Relatlonshlps Among Selected Pupll and ‘Schoel Character1st1cs‘

s

Ay

Iz B . . } . . . . .
o . ° The dlf erence in averg%e reading scores among types of ' N
C S school location were found to Be attributable malnly to- o
oo other school characterlstl S (school soc1oeconom1c *level ° »
* and’ grade-flve percent mlnorlty enrollment), although .
maximum mean differerces as large as five polntswremalned.

.~ 7 after adjustments were made ‘for these characteridsics. .
. - : " < . oo : . ARY
Y Elght oercent of . the puplls d1agnosed 3s needvng remedlal K ' .
'~ reading serv1ces .scored above.the 50th percentile on- ‘the ‘
MAT, while 19 percent of the puplls not so dlagnosed
scored below the:-25th perCentlle. this indicates- that
there 15 some: overlap in the distributions of read1ng
scores for these two sets.of pupils, perhaps as a result
of mlsclassitlcatlon or; oF "arylng rrlterla for d1agnos1s.

P (-

f; ) _1o,' Most puplls class1f1ed as belng éducatlonally handlcapped
- due to blllnguailty were Spanlsh-surnamed “Phis lS con-

,'s1stent Wlth the fact that Span;sh-surnamed people are.

8 ’ e : . . . . . .
¢ . .

ERICT = 2 L e Tl
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probably the largest group of not nat1ve Engilsh speakers
¢ L 1n “the country Not .surprisingly, puplls so. dlagnosed had
S .2 lower- average readlng score than Spanlsh -surnamed puplls

However, the lattem group stlll scored

‘ A  .,not so diagnosed.
C lower than Caucas1an puplls

5 . [!

. : ,ferpnces in- readlng*achlevement amon
‘ , f ra 1al/ethn1c groups. . : .
SRR I TP R .
" .  Tne. standards for dlagnoclng remedlal
et o . drffer with a puplls ruclal/rtunl
. N readlng score of Caucasian pupils dia
' N wemedlal serv1ces was ‘almost che same
read1ng sco;e of Black puplls whd- are

needlng such serv1ce._' . . :

e . . . [ C e

?o‘ "while a large part of the observed ‘ne

_ rac1al/ethn1c group,, pupils attéhdlng
s percent mlnorlty edrollment still had

, ‘. The soc 1oeconomic level of schools, as measured 1n th1s
‘ : study, appeared toi have only a smallJefrect on the dif-.

y -

pupils of dlfferent

i
L]

reading need appeared
‘greup. ‘The average

‘gnosed as needlng

{f

‘as the .average *’
not diagnosed as.-

.
.

jative relationship. -

'”f“'7: - between peércent minority . enrollment :and reading. achlevement
' could be explalneq y school soéxoecoromlc level and pupll

schools: wich 1-10 .wx{
a higher average’ B

reading score than'puplls attendlng srhools 'with 36-100
percent minority” eﬁrollment. .The. readen>should bear in ‘
mind the limitations of our  SEL measure,: however, as__;: i
' ekplained}near the beglnnlng of this . summary I

'Orga ization af ‘the ‘Report A AR -;;-] o R
.Th

'Thls\repo t is. orgaulzed 1nto Six chapterSu- flrst prov1des back—i

~grou d concernlng the ‘Anchor Test Study.and ‘the present analys1s.: The second

'cha ter addresSes school level varlablﬂs and their relaL;onshlp ta readlng
e achtevement both 1ndependently ‘and . 1n.pairs. The th1rd ohapter presents fI'Eé

“-Anf rmatlpn about the unaﬁari t

l
. ach1evement, whlle the fourth conslderSIselected pa1rs of pupll and sch001
v, - variables. Chapter five. conta1ns an examlnatlon of readlqg achlevement w1th

ablllty grouplng and class s1ze, the two classroom varlables. Flnally,

"Chipter sxx'presents the conclu51ons o‘ the study : In addttlon,'several7

appendlces are 1ncluded,°wh1ch prov1de detalled 1nformatlon about procedu

‘_;ﬂ_T"l and methodologles used 1n th1s report together w1th addltlonal data for,the
;! /_les gresented in the body of the repnvt. . ot j : .(/"~55<< i

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. 1:0° - - -BACKGROUND IR o L
'. I' 4 .. '.'\ ”.'." - - . .- ;' : ) » .. . ) ) . " . B . . . "- . . . - ()
e D R The'Anchor TestvStugy?~ . : e 3 -

PP .

RN .“ﬂ T -1968 an effort to evaluate ESEA Tltle I read1ng programs led
the Unlted States Offlce of Educatlon ‘{(USOE)- to conclude that, although
pupll scores on standardlzed readlnq achlevement tests were avallable from
many elenentary schools throughout the country, such data were not useful
in- evaluatlon studles of natlonal scope. The problem was that dlffermnt
5chool systems utlllzeo dxfferent tests to measure reading achlevement and

scores were not. comparable from one’ test to another.-

“-[. ) In response to, this problem, USOE developed speclflcatlons for o
o N .
a naj“fﬁstudy wh1ch would prov1de a means of translatlng a pupll S score‘-

on any ‘one of e1ght w1dely used readlng tests 1nto an equlvalent_score on.
“,any of the other seven tests° In addltlon new national norms, were to be
prov1déd for all e1ght tests. ,Thg deslgn requlred'that one 1nstrument - the

Metropolltan Achlevement Tes;s (MAT) - would serve as a common base, or 1#
--Con-

anchor against whlch the other tests were to be equated and normed

sequently, the project—became known .as_.the "AnchornTest Study"'“|

h 5. . . R . N
ps L : -.,..

S jf" : The Anchor Test Study 1nvolved two concurrent data gatherlng
' efforts in Aprll 1972. “the, quatlng phase and~the "restandardlzatlon

(or norm;ng) phase.

The.gguatlng ‘hase'entalled aamlnlstratlon ‘of alli,
elght tests, 1n couﬂterbalanced comblnatlon " of two tests’ per School to‘"'

a total of 134 855 fourth flfth and 51xth—grade puplls. The resultlnguté_ }:
data we a’ used to develop a'serdes of equlvalency tables show1ng, for each j?““

raw score on’ any one test, the . percent—equlvalent raw score on.all seven

.k

'lother tests. The normlng phase 1nvolved admlnlstratlon pf the vocabulary
*("Word Knowledge") and readlng comprehenslon ("Readlng") subtests of the e‘¢ﬂ

.
3

‘;MAT to all fourth flfth end slxth grade puplls in a stratlfled random . 'f
f sample of 940 schools. Usable test data were g%talnéd from 192 749 puplls f

i
'

/

(See Appendlx ‘A for a more romplete )

B 1n 90 4 percent of: ellglble schools..

new natlonallyf

j_dascusszof\of response rates. ) As a. result bF thls effort,
L . 31\ L ,‘, )

repreSentatlve norms were,pbtalned for tho two Subtests ‘and- for the MAT
\

\nga\scale (formed*by summlng the scores of the two subtestsﬁ i
~ nd n were'comb1ned to’ roduce
?1nally,{the equatlné\\\a qQ\\\ng phase findi gs oined p ’ o
and comparable norms for the remalnlng seven tests. B
. g Y el e . e o .
el f@u - .

ERI!
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.‘.'.v-\t;" . - . ; -." . . o a . 3 .- . ) . . T e L 9 . . " B
- - o . . . I . & o
P _ Dur1ng the normlng phase data collectlon process, cons1derable;v %
oyt wot i o L6 B,
"wa.g;x\_,.lnformatlonnwas obtalned about the characterlstlcs of the schools, class- '

rooms,,and puplls contalned ln the sample.} Thls lnformat;on was not used
-t . < . . -

N . . in the orlglnal study,’ however, except as 1t pertalned to. the normlng and L
\) . .'. \'«\9 : ) .-n:
‘ : equatlng efforts.,'It 1s these data, together with %AT readlnq scores, D

\ﬂ“'f“ . that prov1de fhe basls for the presené»monograph
¢ o ! N . A _r‘ b4 : T } a L’
The Presenthtudy" Ty : - - .

’ * o . D6 " e LN

1.2

. P ;," i Rerognlzlng that data collected durlng the*Anchor Test - Study

<(— ~.'nrnorm1ng phase proV1de a unlque opportunlty fore 1nvestlgatlon/or substantlve""
$7'~ oo relatlonshlps between readlng achlevement and a number uf seemlngly 1mportant

Ay

) school, classroom, and pJpll variables. in a larqeeﬁha:S:nall' represep tlve

aa-y-.,‘ sample of-. puplls, the Natlonal Center for Eduearlon,s istics (NCES) hrded
j“f" " a cont.agg in July, l97S for the performance of’ such ‘an- 1nvestlgatlon. ‘Thls.":
o . contract was awarded to a- consqgtlum of two research flrms, Westat,?Inc. ,;ﬁﬁ,\u
e’ﬁ ‘,“pi"' The prOJectvdes1gn called for the MAT Total hegdlng ‘score, to be ’Qf?

. = used-as the operatlonal‘deflnltlon of readlng achlevement and for the flfth-
grade segment oﬁ the.normlng phase sample to be the sample upon whlch analyses 4
._»!f' . .
e “would be performed Thzs sample cons1sts of @5 399 flfth—grade\pupais drawn
o e 3

- from 845 schoels Addltlonalélnformation about the sample deslgn is pre- j'vj'“

f; L sented in Appendlx A e “3_‘ f‘;‘ ‘”., , } &
L~ o oL T » . ! )

".'_, J?_‘_ ‘ﬁThe projéct speclflcatlons called for the productlon of an

»

R exten51ve serles of tabulatlors descrlblnq the MAT Total Readlng performance

G ) ‘Ab.of flfth—ggade puplls who possesslcertaln characterlstlcs,'as deflned by

: selected comblnatlons of ten "1ndependent varlables. hese varlables 1nclude B

‘*f‘r‘ four school-level varaables (control locatlon, socloeconomlc level_ and 41
T, : percent mlnorlty in grade flve),-two-classroom-level varlables (enrollment o
, and ablthy grouplng)h and four puerhleLel varlablesi(raclalﬁetnn;c group,_ *;
prlmary‘language, ramedlal readlng d1agnos1s, and reported IQ) . Productlon .

\ o
_‘ of- adtptal of 42 tables, representlng varlous two- and three-way comafnatlons

. -*,\

of these varlables, was’ spec1f1ed in a prellmlnary analysis plan.
\

/2/11;, . gf“13'7_ “Foér each tharacterlstlc 1nvest1gated i.e., for each- category
g-' " .of" the above 1ndependent varlables and for each comblnatlon of categorles ' .
o, . . . ’» :
. i E N4 ’ . .
4 . N e . e Tt R R
. fi N 4 . . o o . , .
2 . ¢ . :I'u B ;
r o
.o . L’k\;’"g \ " .
: - ‘ N -
. Lo ] h
‘ . 2 R
f“ " Cn i . i, ’
e e ¢ W .

[ERJ!:j;;rEV‘ o S . [ y'..: o
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specrfled in the" analys1s plan),,a total of eleven statlstlcsMWere producedf,k_

.the nuMber of pup&ls and schools ‘in the sample,_the estlmated number and e

.percent of puplls 1n the populatlon, natlonal esosmates of the MAT Total

R L
estlmates of the proportlons of puplls Who score‘below uhe 30th and 25th : ;o.

percentlles on the MAT Total Readlng scale, and sLandard errors of these e

S
: two proportlons. These tables were presented w1thout 1nterpretatlon 1n ’

u-.

&% a Prellmlnary Tabular Report 1ssd§d by VCES in 1976 - llstlng of tables

| contalned in that report may. be found in__ppendlx F. fﬁfffﬂfﬁf,g*descrrbes : ,;.;f-ff
ithe stftlstlcal methodology uﬁédgln the préparat;on’o these tables.f,x"f‘-~~u 'fJ"'
o _/ Y S

vl

e

Eollow1ng produc:fin/and,examlnatlon<oﬁ tha 1n1t1al tabulatlops?

’severab addltlonal table= (nct 1ncluded in the_prellmlnary report) we%e
produced, and the preseut monOgraph was prepared The purposes of thls\v‘ _Qg

é (nonograph are: (a) to descrlbe major flndlngs concernlna relatlonshlps 2 ) ;ﬁ -
. y W .

IR

between ‘the above—ménuioned "1ndependent varlables" and flfth—grade.readlng _"od; .

'flachlevement asvmeasured by the MAT Total’ Readlng scé@ (b) tondescrlbe the~f . %,~j}

manner and ex“ent to whlch tﬁese var1ables~1nteract w1th one another or are

otherw1se 1nterd%péndent in relatlon to readlng achlevement ‘and (c) to : .o

n\- a

asseSS the s1un1f1cance of the flndlngs 1n context of prev1ous reseatch
L

’?\ S

present monograph, or: the orlglnal Anghor Test Study may be obtalned from.

‘ L g__dtf B} Mllton Chorv1nsky T ' S o \ Ag
DA Natlonal Center for Educatlon Statlstlcs S el R
] G 'Rdota 3036, FOB-6 U - o
= 400 Maryland hvenue, S.W. R el ; ‘ o "
C 'Washxngton,,D C.quDZOZ . . S '. s . i
. .8 ) . .

’i l;3i-’ " Deflnltlon of Varlables L ’u?:- 5fiv . . S e ﬁ; T
oo . e . - : . o . “-“ N

In th1s sec'-on the dependent and 1ndependent varlables 1nves-

tlgated Ln the present study are deﬁlned i All data were collected 1n Aprll

1972 as. part of the normlng phase of ‘the- Anchor Test Study Informatlon ‘ o
concernlng school and classrdom‘characterlst}cs was rePorred by School D

: Coordrnatorsww(generally school prlnclpals g%, thefr deslgnates) Pupnl coe e
b g ‘u}*t .. ’ . .

‘&o . "‘.
o

' gg ST N “L . ' __:,-{.',‘ - | 20 ’, . _( ». - . ‘"." h' .""l,' i \-«‘a ;.t . .:_‘ .{;
_f.. 7 TS . . . . ‘ » . . ‘ . R '..:.:-L_ . . .

T e os T : : = ta L » R
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i ' " L] . . o (
formatlon was reported by "Test Admnlstrators who were, in most case ’

. ]1! o vy =3
the pupils 'hOmeroom teacher. Eac51mzle4<ﬁ:the 1nstruments used to collect

x

a
.th se data are presented 1n Appendlx B.: .

" '«,
- "a,':

i l 3\l . Readlng Ach1evement1
' o , .

Do . - . 4

S »"j ’ | . The dependentuvarl le of thlS studygls the Total: Readlng

\

- v

scale\raw score for Fbrm F of the Metrppotltan Achlevement Tests (MAT),

@

"; . ‘ fntermédlateTLevel, 1870 Edltlon. The Total Readlng scale con51sts ‘of two
";T'“. - subtests, "WOrd Knowledge“ and WReJdlng,,-In WOrd Knowledge, the pupll 1s
. o presented wltn 50 stlmulus words‘arranged roughly in increasing order of
dlfflculty and, for each is- 1nstructed to seleét a synonym (or antonym)
. fk; the st_mulus from among’four po551ble anSwers.v The Readlng subtest

. co 51sts of elght paragraphs, each of which is followed by four ‘to elght

2 . g~

3 -

compxehen51on questlons The subtest contalns a total onAS quesflons, all
“in: mdltiple ch01ce fo;mat. As with: Word KnoWledge, faur p0551ble-answers

ffﬁare llsted for each questlon, and the pupal 1s asked to choose the one whlch

is correct, gLven the- 1nformatlopﬂ1n the precedlng paragraph. '
Rl ol ;

3§5 The MAT 1s de51gned for group. admlnlstratlon and machlne scorlng.u

»-“ o

pupll s scoré,on the Total Readlnq s&ale 1s”the total number of questlons

> ) ‘ansWered correctlyj. Thus, the range “of p0551ble es is 0 95. The scale
T | is reported by its publlshers ‘to- have an odd-even '_lrablllty of .96 (Harcourt
ot - g .Brace;Jovanov1ch 1973) ' "F;._' S '-‘:%_: . B d..‘
S ) 1.3;2- _ 'School'LoCationv o : ‘fq . ;. .,f\'dr , sl s B ‘5
b;”“:!_‘-; p 1 i . School locatlon was determaned from the'schpol coordinator s ~;u
Qf" 'i: answer to the followlng questlon :"Whlch of the follow1ng descrlptlons ' .
R _i-best deflnes the location of your school?" . 90551ble responses are: o ;
. . : ST o % S
SI- ‘ . # - Large city, over§500 000 populatlon ': 2
. I T o -g Large clty, over 200,000 populatlon o . ' .; ;‘;*,.
!n_." ‘Tt ',f_fMlddle,i' e clty, 50,000-200,000 Populatlon E;"“ . 1?

;,f.meall Q,F ”or town,_less than 50 000 populatlon

- Suburb of a middle-size or large c1ty e

2 . . il J
- . L . KRN
. : S : . Rural area near a middle-size or large'crty. = R
v . . Sy > . .o
. - o L . o B . o = . .
w7 _ ., .+ = -Rural area not near a middle-size or large city S LoD
W ) o : . L ' R ' S
- - LY '
- 2 1' ! . )
. . . R :,
) b % . ' .
, : R Ry
' ! a * ’ ". )
. ‘ g : 4 ‘ ST .
4 - ' LIV |
S s 8 '
O . h . -4 - o : . o

ERIC
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C For three of the 845 sampled schools, the school coordlnator did not prov1de .

- ‘this lnformatlon. School location was determlned from the school address

Py in these cases. , ‘_,“1-’3_.__J ‘ . A
o vy , : PN o . ”v.‘ . N - L ) - e ) v'
"+ 1.3.3 . Control of Schoot .. 7 i L. S el ¢
T o The orlglnal Anchor Test study sample selegtion process rnclud(d
. A .
provxslon for obtalnrpg a natlonally representattv—'sample of schools in .
each o£ three categories: publlc, Cathqllch/ and nongubllc non—cathollc. N
o o -
School orlginally clasSrfréd as."Cathollc"' r ”nonpuhllc non-Cathollc"
were comblned for analytlc purposes because the sample: for nonpubllc non-
7, Cathollc sc:hool'= (255 pupll~) was too pmall to perm t =eparate analyse~=
_ i A S
The - resultlng categorles are.: f P .V SEER “; ST
] ’..- Publlc ",- - : I h - ¢ | \:. ‘“V . _-:;_';; : i
.;aT‘"z‘ - Nonpubllc }‘ : o , S 'g’. . D S
e 1344 School Soc10egonom1p Level .. ' =~ v 7 T :
,\ - '..‘:-.,-'-7..' "‘*‘L‘,-‘,. o, . - : .
8 T School Sbc;oeconomlc level (SEL) was &etermlned Jrom the school ‘
4
-coordlnator s answers for two questlons. "Estlmate the percentages’of ?
R g
puplls ‘in your school who come from households in whrch the cotal yearly-_ _ °
rncome from all sources falls wlthln ‘the followrag ranges. '
L - under $3,000_ . b, ..o s ‘ ;
“. . -'s3yo00-$5,999% . P oo e
= $6,000-§9,999° - * PN ..
B To- slo"'bdo and over, S B i
B ) . T o . : ’ - 3 ° - .
. . - - ;él :
and "lee your best estlmate of the ‘percent ‘of puprls in your school who
_are members-of famllles whose.prlmary means of support_is ‘a publlc welfare
Erogra.m. '. . ,} N ' _.,‘-. ‘ _ . -
e {“' . . " L. ’ ¢ ot L . u .
o ) S T ) ) . ! ST o . -
s =.nome . . o oot - : o e "
gﬁﬂ. .-i ~ .=10 percent ) , ;g#u A
) - 11-25 perdent e ) 'ﬂ; ' . N
. -'26750?9ereent S : ‘}"; .‘\“ K
B ,..' . -.e ' _ 51_75 peICE.nt . .- e e 9 ’.;'. '_ N . ";! , L
N R S T ' e . Lo -
= 76-90 percent - - e . ‘
7 ;- g ‘;‘; o .7 . ’ ! -. . . s |/
. '='91-100 percent - .- - ) :
» A e - Sfo S B N

Q i w - g . ] o | - o . - ) , , . . ‘\.-,.
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ot ' . Thesg. two ltems WEIE‘comblned throuqh use of an algoritam. de51qned

0%, ) . . . . . -

_,,_l

. , or lower quarter of an :EL dlétrlbutlon.' The resultlng class:fication ls.v

0y

B . _, N "

e L/ ' e hlgh ﬁ: (@t ielst 40 percent of families ha'e lncomes of
. o S "$10,000 or above, no’ more than 20Q percent have
v . ‘ - #eiprcomes under $6,000; and no more than lO percent
c-‘ . '4‘ “‘ . - '.
ey
- low
‘ - . . - - -of $lO, 000 or more and atjaeast &0 percent have - N
RN : BRI . 1ncomes andgr $6,000; or more tHan 50 pércent are '
' . .* . . prim2dfily supported by. publlc welfare pxograms)
e ) L »’ s . :."" . "}
i L}v 1-'ﬁidd1e (neit r. hlgh nor low as defined above) ;5
: e e

In cases whe e percent welfare was not xeported, schools were class1:1ed

oh the bas*s of -ncome alone *If income was not reported Eﬂiwas esti-

..;: mated from communlty ingome data obtained during original AnChor‘TQSt f
: -, StudY_ sample selection. ..~ | i
70T 7,135 ' pupil Racial/Ethnic GeoGp R ‘ | ‘
. . ' . he
. ] .4.The_racial/ethnic grop?rbf each pugil was determined from the
« test administraFPF's answer to the folloying éuestion: "of which' one, of E

the fotlowind racial or national original groups isvthls.pupil a member?"

-

- Aﬁerican ‘Indian L . L R
. s, - Black/Negro o e R TR -
-'Orlental i - -%. _ ‘ . ‘?;' .- T
?F . - Spanlsh~Surnamed American . A n T L ;
et : . _ sz Gaucaslan (except spanlsh Surnamed American) or other - referred
5 ,; o . -t as "Cauca5¢an" thrqgghout the following text _p o
. In cases where the test admlnlstrator dld not prov1de this 1nformatlonq -
v zac1al/ethn1c grOup was cdotied as’"not reportéd" "_' - f{, ", ' R
| N 1.3.6 "~ - primMary panguage of Pupll ) / L \_ ._ o - Yoo
Ce i.‘\ ;. s ”-The prlmary language of each“pupll was[determlned frem the ”i.
- - test admlnlstrator s answers to the fOllOwlng questions:- "is this pupil™s

_ prlmary language Engllsh°"- and‘(lf no),-"You ha%e J.ndJ.catedpthat this.

.

pupil's primary }apguage is not Lngllsh . In your oplnlon, does this fact

constltute a learnlng handlcap for the pupll in reading and most other

Y .
Y

e o, academlc subjects?" From responses to these questlogs, puplls were cate- s
‘- _.' \ —— ¢ e f
: gorlzed as fOllOWs RS .- 'bi o e - -
B _ ﬂ' Engllsh is prlmary language. _ . .
-~ .o ‘ " ) . ’W‘\c L .
TN S - English is not prmary language:,thls is.pet®felt to - -
‘ A e - constlgute a learnlng handlcap for pupil; . ° - . ‘ .
', L] . b 6 )

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. N .t

" . . = P : 4
- t . - Engllsh is not primary: 1anguage, this is felt to consti-
. . ) : . tuie a 1earn1ng handlcap for. pupil:. - . L J
T . . - =
— 4—‘Vot”reported (response comblnatlons other than above or . .
- ‘no response) PR , L .
. N f v ~ s M ady
2 L - : . . .. R
1.3.7, . RemeéialfReading Diagnosis for pupil . = . L :'l SRR

Ce e Remedial readlng diagnosis for each pupll was determlned from

Qﬂ*- chlld been speclflcally diagnosed as needlng correctlve or. remed1a1 work -~

;'-*diagnosed~need,(yesq -
~ no diagndsed need (no) - T R T S
- not reported (don't know or'no response) . ] 2
‘..;1 L : . - . ) \v. N . . ¢ : B ‘ .
i’ : Y . . . ] . e . . 5 B R R .
<: #1.3.8 - 'Reported IQ of Pupil K , R
A . .'v. ‘ o I . ' ' .
P } H' RN The reported IQ. of each pupll was” determlned'from the test .
admlnlstrator s response to the fo’low1ng question: - "Which of the follow— . w
."".P
1‘1ng¢IQ Langes on-youn most re;ently admlnlstered standardlzed 1ntelllgence -
. test best de5cr1b°d th;s pup11°"-' - .- ”h S T ‘\
St - Below 75 C e - ! f‘ .
. ] # N
S From 75 to. 89 : e '
. - From 90 to 110 4 o
R RN . .*- From 111 to’ 125 . T o ’ e
[ .- Above 125 '“W L. o ) EE
’ . ‘ e © - . ) t
" - Mo IQ test administered’ . p ’ '
- v s - vt ’ a
‘ In cases where the adanlstrator reported ‘that no IQ test had been adm;nls—
o tered or when no response ‘was given to the abo¥e questlon, the item was ‘
. _coded as "not reported" T ST RN e
- 1‘9_9 . Grade-Five Percént Minority of School ’ e .
<o ) LI - .
s _.'-_ Tz Grade-ftve percent minority in each school was determlned by
computlng the percent of tested puplls in-a school whose “raclal/ethhlc Ty .
DT group was reported by the test admlnlstrator as belng other than Caucas1an,
‘.'as deflned above.g Schools were c1as51f1ed 1nto the following categorles foz
L tabulatlon purposeS‘_ o . o o :
» . i R ' . o0 . ' . ‘. .
o - 0 percenf mlnorlty S ST : - . : Te.
i ,; . '-: - l-lo percent mlnorlry R .
' 2 T 11-35 oerceﬁt minority s - o ;i
. L ' . ' . . .
. =~ 36-~70 percent minority , °
' 1476-100 percent minority o ’ . 1 ) o : .
o v - 7 . . ., [
i o
h RIS (9
- . « , 21.

-
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o . o

only two SChoolS did not report ra°1al/ethnlc 1“formatlon for at least SO

e - 1nfo, for at
s /\ e e s o T e —— -
S “Percent of thelr fifth-grade pupils. Percent minority infurmation obtained
. < durlng orlglnal Anchor Test StudY sa.mple seleCthn was used to Classlfy . Y. .
L . . LT A : - . »
SR theSe schools: ) . - o : o

“ . . ° *

- . .

. .‘f: ) - . v e E . .
’”tf - ;\10 Qfassroom Abllltz Grouping e . o
claSSIOOm abllltY .grouping was déﬂtermlned £rom the school °
°°°rd%y tor's blass;flcatJon of ‘the. Pupil's QlaSSrqom as:

o I n .
- N .

! . P, Th - not a‘blllty grouped i
a o O ;’{’ - ablllty grouped above average ’ _— L
A : ) o :

’ - ab1lltY Qrouped- average :

o ¥

g ; T ablllty QIOﬁEed' ‘below average . _ o :
® VS S -
1.3, 7 E}assroom Enrollment LI ' .

7 ’ : ' ..

I classroom gnrollment ﬁhs deterﬁLBEd from the school coordlnator s.

-

e Teport of the number’ of pugeig enrolled in the samp]ed pupll s,classroom
on.the day the report: form was rECE1ved (early &pri1, 1972). For tabulatlon "

»

Purposes, theKOllowmg Categorles WEre used: « -

R 7 = 1M23 pupils enrolled'
. ‘ = 24-27 ﬁupils enrolled
' - '28-31 pupils enrolled ‘.’ . | . .

~
1

32-34 pupils enrolled ) } : o

T © . ~.35 or more pupilé enroIled? . : .o S -

"‘i" ‘1.4;_ . ;Qgg&ggt and Interpretatlon_:ﬁ_ggizgsiéEs_zégisiv — e

=

. IAS noted earlJ.er, cieven stdtl tics were computed fOr each tate-
gory of each ingependent viriaple and. foy- all table cells arising from

,selected twO~ and three—waytcomblnatlons of varlables in descrlblng overall
PrOJect f;ndlngs for 1nd1v1dua1 varlables’ all eleven statlStlcs W1ll T
- e .

Preg Enf‘ed ) - ‘ , .

¢

' : . . 4 oL o
Table 1-1 illustrates the format to be usea n the s resentatiom -mm-

Of sych "uniVariate findings: this table contains a sipgle column presenting -
Ancher Test Study statistics as computed from the total flfth‘grade sample. .
LatEr unlvarlate tables will CQntaln ‘this "total' column Hft Will also contaln .

o

col“mns repreSenting each caterTY of the variable under discussion.
Tabl - 1-1 is Presgnted ‘at’ this poant bOth to acquaint the reader w;th the

. purPOSe ‘and lmport of. the ‘varinus- Statlstlcs and to prOVJ.de' baSElJ.ne infor-

matlo1 about the ctatlstlcal c1aracter1,zlc5 of ahe total flfth'grade sample
. Voo or *

and’ on. : ’ . - ‘
e pOPUlatl ' ’ 2 K . !

. : oo oo 1 . s N . - )
)\‘ ' ‘ . s . . X . 8&‘ . . . | . | e e

Q LT . L , ] i

FRIC ~ .« e e e
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Table 1-1 --Statistics for total fxfth—grade sample and populatLOn : . Ll
, from the Anchor Test Study: Unxted States. sprxng, 1972.% - . R e
/ . & - N - . ) ° . R I o |

‘Statistig : - ' L -+ ., ‘Grade & :

* . - ’ . . . .
/ N et ., ] . . . = ¢ o . 'Total Do o
y g -,‘,' g .‘) . - . ' . . A / " .

A b : , : ' R o ' A s
. samle sizes S v . o B ‘; ‘ - . 1 . . -,

s

as

‘umber of pupiié ; | S A B I ",§5,3§9’ .
. Number of échobls ) L EEEEEEE w7 845 - w
i \ c ' . ‘ ' . R 4

Estxmated populatxon size: . . e .; o, e,

: Numbér of pupils ‘(in thousands) AL S £ L ”'4)609{'”’ ;7
< Percent of pupils ’ _ - e 10040 /

- Estimated MAT_reading achievement : ini‘ . - e ST 4
Percent scoring below 50th percentile T s S 51. R R
Percent scoring below 25th percentile .. - ;.S\n’i Y1 ' o

Stand_ard_d@xatloz__________& TP RS t- 1t A

Estxmated standard error of o v}g A ' | R ‘_ s -_; .

<«

pgan e L SR : 2.
e ‘Percent below' 50th h . o ",'””":-W'\H **_ - ' '”f .6
1 2ercent below 25th O L 5Lf,th [T * T IR

. .
h - e P—— JU—— p—————————— e — - ___.__’..._
- ” .
- . . - 3
> ) .
~ i i
s .
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e T N - i f .
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-
o 4 2 2
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P The flrsE_EEEEIBE‘GfrTableyl-l/presents the number/af pupnls KA
(65 399) and schools (845) contalned in the fifth-grade segment of the aAnchor .
Test Study sample. These two entrles indicate the s12e of the data base -upon
which other statlstlcs --'allhof which are- natlonal estlmates d 1ved~from'
fsample data -- ,are based. eenerally, the greater, the nuhber-zrﬁzampled
pupils and- schools upon whlch a given estlmate 1s_based the greater the
degree of confldence which may y be placed Jn the accuracy of that estlmate.'
This applles to estlmates of sampllng error as well as to estlmates of
‘ means, standard dev1at1ons, and the’ like. - Although there is no s1ngle
cutoff- poant to dlstlngu1sh "accuraﬂe" from "1naccurate:'est1mates, a useful
hrule of thumbk 1s that estlmates based upon ‘a sample’ of‘§5 or more schools
. may be regaxded as.at least moderately accurate,. but estimates based: upon
' fewexfthan 25 sampled schoofs s‘ould be treated with cautlon:*, Throughout
this report, all est*mates derlved from samples of less ‘than 25 schools
will be 1nd1cated as such (through use of table footnqtes) to alert the

. reader to the need for cautlon in interpreting results.

EY

 The next section of Table 1-1 presents estimates. of’the tota1
- number (rn thousands) and pegcent of flfth-grade pupile who were enrolled .
in the natlon S schools in the spring of 1972. The estlmated total number

-f,' of pupils is approxlmately 4,009,000 and thlS, of course, represents 100
percent of the estlmated total flfthwgrade populatlon. These population

o d1str1butlon deta represent basic. demographlc 1nformat10n wh1ch 1s of
lnterest 1n 1ts own r1ght but, at the univariate level., is of llttle sub- .
stantlve 1mport. However, these statlstlcs w111 be of con51derable value
in later sectIons of' thlS report, where they w1ll play a ma]or role in -

~t

clar1fy1ng ;nterdependencles among varlables. " N

L The next section of Table 1-1 conta1ns seveqal statlstlcs which
: prov1de Summary estlmates of the reading achlevement (as measured by the
o MAT, Total Readlng scale) of the total f1fth-grade pupll populat1on.' These‘

lnclude ‘three 1nd1ces of level of achlevement the estimated MAT mean '

-and ‘the estlmated percentages of pupils who score below the MAT SOth and

25th percentlles, as. defined by the Anchor Test Study natlonal horms LT

w' e
> '

* e B a7
See Append;x D whlch d1scusses the rationale for select;ga 25 schools as

- a cutoff o NEA , : _ _»;7/// o
. -~ . . - ~—
' .. SO o W ) . . B - . ~ :
’ S ) - T g r - : - : e
i ' 27 - C

lo. . 7 o« S




: i .
::(fg;et, et al., 1974: p._78) *  These three"statistics convey‘mPch the same -
'-Lnformatlon, but ‘do so in somewhat different ways. Th¢ mean is a direct

"festlmate of’ average ievel of; reading achievement while the. estlmated percent*
" below the 50th percentlle tells how many puplIs in a glven subpppulatlon
_:(1 e., what percentage) are below Qhe na &onal medlan 1n read1ng achievement. **
{:The estlmated percent below the 25th percentllegmay be viewed as an 1ndex of
:'how many members of the subpopulatlon are "substantlally“ belpw average. The
‘?estlmated MAT Total Readlng scale mean, for the total flfth-grade populatlon .

'ls 53 6. The estimated percentages below the 56th and 25th percentlles are,’

f of course, very: close to 50 and 25 percen espectlvely.' This is hardly

. surprlslng since these eStlmates were dezlved from the same sample that ‘was-

- used to construct the nat1onal percentlle norms. e . S

v The fourth SLatlSth in thls séctlon of Table 1- l is the estlmated | \‘;_;
.,standard dev1atlon of the MAT Total Readlng score.: This is an index of the- v
i;extent to which members of a glven populatlon or subpopulatlon differ from one"
'anotherlln level of readlng achlevement 1f the d1str1but1on of Total Feadlng
‘_score'- is approxlmately'"normal“' (i.e., symmetrlcal and bell*shaped), approx-:
}1mately 68 percent of the scores Wlll fall within on;'standard dev1at1on of
"Lthe mean The estlmatedestandard dev1at1on ‘for tha total f1fth—grade p6p~
g&ulathn is lg 2 Thls suggests that about 68 percen“ of f1fthrgraders obtaln
. MAT Total Readlng scores between 35 (53.6 = 18 2) and 72 (53 6 + lE 2) ’

’ ~ '

e The final, sectlon of Table 1-1 presents the standard errors

~

'vassoclated with the estlmated mean and ‘with the estlmated percentages below
~ the. 50th and 25th percentiles. These standard exrors 1nd1ca§€ the probable

.-extent to wh1ch thelr assoclated ‘estimates may differ from "true" popu’atlon

. * Based upbn these norms, a MAT Total Readlng scale score of 54 or. less
© falls below. the, 50th percentlle, and a score of 38 or less falls below the -
25th percentllez \ -

R The SOth percentlle, or median, is an 1ndex of. central tendency Whlch is.

not. necessarlly synonymous with the mean, or arlthmetlc ‘average. However, ‘
. the overall’ distribution of£ MAT ‘Total Reading Scale scores in the Anchor e s
.  Test Study norming sample is a close enough approximation to: the class1c

" ""normal curve" that the mean and’ medlan are essentlally 1dent1cal - L.
_eﬂ——+—f~"’7f7“_————— -
% oo
- o . hd -
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vaIﬁes’asfa‘result of'Sampling error. The probability is about .68 that o e
* the "true" p0pulat1on value falls wlthan one standdrd error of the estlmated
va;ue. ‘The standard error of the estlmated total populatlon mean is very . -~ :
.small, . 0. 25. This sugges\s that the probab111ty is, .68 that the actual MAT
Total Reading scale mean for all f1fth-grade pupllS dur1ng April of‘l972
was between 53.35* (53.6 ~ 0. 25) and 53.85 (53 6_+ 0.25). The standard .
, errors assoc1ate3 ‘with the estlmatgs of the, percentages of all f1fth-grade
T puplls who' score below the SOth and 25th percpntlles are also very small.v'”
0. 6 arid. 0 5. respectlvely.' Estlmates based upon smaller samples w111, of

couzse, teénd to have Iarger standard errors. S . L . : | ;

"1.5 s ' Cbntent and Interpretatlon of Multlvarlate Tables " L é

" . . -

After unlvarlate flndlngs GEr a glxen set of var1ables (e. g.,'ﬁ

'qschool-level variables) are'presented, selected two and threenway comblna- ”~"{
-tirns of var1ables will be xamlned to assess ways in which the_ varlables
‘may be 1nterdependent in their relatlonshlp to read’ng ach1evement For
each'"cell" in such mxltlvarlate tables (i.e., for each combxnat;on of _
categorlﬁs of.the varlables in questlon), three statlstlcs w1ll be presnntod.:,f

. the Mstlmated number and percent of puplls in the populatlon and the estlmated
&hElTotal Readlng scale mean for those puplls. Addltlona’ statlstlcs (number
of schools, number of puplls, and the standard erxor of the mean) are pre-, f‘;xk

B

_'sented in Abpendlx E. '-,f _ . . R

.
e . . " . . MK .
o . . . . L S

N Two (or more) varlables may be 1nterdependent 1n relatlon to.
readlng ach1evement ln either or both of two ways. Flrst, there may. be an”
o ‘ »‘"1nteractlon" between the variables: the relationship between one varlableb‘
"-and r°ad1ng ach1evement may-be dszerent for d1fferent categorles-of a . f
second varlable._ Such would be the case, for example, if no dlfference in .
average level of readlng ach1evement is found betwaen publlc and nonpubllc
.schools wh1ch are located 1n -suburbs butlarge d:Lff%:rencee between ‘the two
types of schools are found in al other locatiicn categorles. Such Lnter-

-gctlons w111 be readily apparent from an examlnatlon of mean achlevement

_scores. . o o 5 S | s

P e

The above example 1llustrates how the relatlonshlp.of one var1-

T able to read1ng ach1evement may be contlngent upon another var1ab1e. g 1s f
éf\hat the relatlonshlp of one varlable to read1ng achlevement

i

also pOSSlb




ymayrto‘some extent be a consgguence of its association with another variaolef
,Foryexample, -assume that high socioeconomic&ievel schools ténd tq be concén- )

: trated in suburbs and that there is a.strong positive relationship between

i school socioeconomic level and reading:achievement. 'If suburban schools were

found to have a higher -average level of reading aéhievement than schools in

other locations, one would wonder about the extent to which the location dif-

‘ ference is attributable to the influence ‘of SEL or, more. specifically, to the

covariance of locatiCA with §EL. ‘This: kind of issue will arise frequently.
since the variables examined.in this study tend to be*stronglv intelrﬂlated.
‘4.5.' 4 In .the case stated above, one may pose and attempt to answer a hypo-

of high, middle and loijEL schools\hat been. the same in: each location g

thetical questiOn k what' would the location means have been if the proportions ?.

5:__ﬁ';category a° for the nation as a .whole? Assume that, nationwide, the proportionS;

}fof nigh, middle and low SEL Schools avxe: 25, 50, aqd .25, respectively..

5Within each location category, one may multiply the . estimated means for high, /.'

L

‘:middl d: low SEL schools . in that category by -hese proportions and then

sum th roducts. This simple procedure, a iorm‘of covariance ad]ustment.
effectively ad\usts the univariate location means to eliminate the influence of
SEL. This means ad)ustment procedure will be.utilized throughout this report,_
wherever it appoars that univariate findings for one variakle may be- substan—
tially a\tribufable tg the influence of another variable. For other applic-'r

atiOns of this technique see Wiley (1976) . . .
L ) " e

1.6 - ' Statisdical Significancerand Educational lmportance

" \\

The maJ r data to. b\ presented ‘in this‘;epoft\ estimates of

’

average level of reading achievement for varigus segménts*qf the fifth-grade
pgpulation - specifically, estimated MAT Total Reading scale means. From 4'

; a desnx:otive point of view, the findirgs‘will be largely self—explanatory.

stimaten means wil1 be presented, aionyg with. informa ion which permits ‘the.

reader te ssess the p*obable accuracy of the estimates - the number of

: schools and pupils in tle sample and the estimated standard errors of the

‘ mean. The onJy reservation we have about these data is that the estinates

of standard nrrors are themselves of questionable accuracy when the sample

’which we would recommend uSing ‘in such Situations.

less .than 25). Appendix D presents a generalized variance estimation method

[

»n

* For multivariate tables, accuracy of estimation statistics are presented in
Appendxx E. . .. A . - . > . . .
s ‘ .13 o
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N - e Although -€f timates of . average reading achievement for indiVidual
segments of the fifth grade population axe of interestg interpretation ‘of. ‘:'

. findings ineVitably focuses upon aifferences between achievement of one\
population subgroup and that dﬁ-&nother - e'g is the average reading
achievement of public school pupils higher or lower than that of nonpubli
school” pupils°; A claSSic question thus arises: When is a difference”

» T v

between two estimates large enou - to warrant attention?.

_ One.anSwer to thiS question is that the difference must be’ o \T?

: statistically reli?ble,bi ey “the’ likelihood must be remote that the obtained y
' LT difference could have oecurred Solely on. tﬂgLSJSis of . chance 'The Subject 'fv A
- of Statlstlcal Significance is diScuSSed ir Appendix D, where the following ';

. formula is shown . to proVide a si mple method of asseSSing the Statistical f{'

‘.
e

el

reliability of the difference between two estimated means:’
N . . ; . \ - v ..

. '— ..~c§3£\‘»- . E ; - ; ‘ E '

o St 13 2 A
¢ :. . o 0—2 l+ 2 . S
A\ "'r,. *2 ‘

o

v oot

where xl and x2 are the estimated means for he’two groups being compared

.and o;- and o—-are the estimated standard errors of ch@ mean for the two e

groups.! - 25 R RS .
If z is greater thar l 96 ip absolute value,-the difference is fm
"Statistically Significant” at . the p<. 05 level. Throughout this report, the
criterion of Statistica’ Significance is regarded as. one which must be met .
Sin- order for a difference between the estimated mean fozx one grouo and that
for another to be worthy of attention. . ‘, _ o o <, »
. We Should note, however, that a differencn which is’ Statisticallyl
Significant is not necessarily important from an educational point of view. '

c Many of the estimates to be reported are based upon extraordinarily large

s Samples of SchoolS and pupils and consequently, have very ‘small” Standard
errorS. ThiS implieS that differences ‘of only one or, two-points will often

fifi - be Sufficient for Statistical Significance. Conversely, even Substantial
. differénces between SubgroupS aS defined by one A.riable may later turn out_

o be largely attrabutable to the-influence of another variable : For these‘

‘reasons, we feel there 'is no Simple way to determine whether oxr not a giVen .

0

;
Ve . . ' I : ) . - . : '
) . L. Sy, . ~
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diffotenoo is "im@ortant" Ve, shall use our Judgment in 1denti£y1ng d1f-
ferences which seem part;cularly noteworthy or 1nterest1ng to us, but the )

~

roader should feel free to”make add1tiona1 dbservatrons.“r“ - ",,

[ "r .
B v . g e
v . —

1:? ; Lxmitatlons of the Studx f }Lﬁ

{ \.

When lnterpreting the data presented 1n the*following sectzons, .

N

'gﬁthe reader is advxsed to keep the followlng ltmltatlons .in mlnd. . ‘

PN R -

A. The data are not poPulatxon values, but rather are estlmates
L The Anchgr Test Study sample was designed to yxeld
rellable estlmates for the f1fth-grade populatlon asra whole and-for certaxn -
l major subclasSLfléatibns of' thxs populatxon.i However, whzk‘the sdhple xs
'_simultaneously'subc1a4s1f1ed 1n terms of two or more varlables, A number of

of varying preclsxon.

"cells ln-fhe resultlng tag}e may contain very few (if any\ samoled puplls,
and estlmates computed for Such cells ﬁend to” be mereclse. Th1s report is
Iimlted to a presentatlon of tables whxch do: consxst prxmarxly of cells for

" whrch the sample s:ze 1s large enough.to perm;t reasonably accurate estlmates.

. This 1s not che case'for"all ce119'of all tables, however, and the - reader is ’
advxsed tB exerﬂlse dautxon in® the 1nterp etatxon‘of flndxngsrfor 1nd1v1§ual

cells. Reference to the accuracy of estlmatlon 1nformat1on contalnod in
- L DA . « . N

Appendxx E 1s recomwended.
RAN 3

[ o . . k .

B. Thls study 1s well deslgned.for 1dent1fy1ng and*descrabxng

-

ways in wh;ch pup11 roadlng achleyement is assoclateq w1th the tyoc cf .
'school or classroom“ttended, but it 1s extremely lxmlted 1n 1ts capabelty._l
to explaln ;;x such felatlonshlps occur.. The Anchor Test Study was not
1ntended to prov1de a baSls for. analyt:c reseanch, and 1t d1d not attempt
to obtazn theé kinds of~measures wh1ch would be needed for an ln-deptn
exploratlon‘of alternatzve hyPotheses as to why the average read1ng ach:eve-
ment of puplls i1 one, tjpe or school or cl ssroom mlght be hlgher or lbwer
than that of puprls in. another. The abseéze ofuany d1rect measufes of pupxl

motlvatlon or socloeconomic background ls partlcularly 11m1t1ng in this

imrespect ThlS study 15 not 1n a posxtlon to 1nst1tute statlstlcal controls
over such varlables and. consequently, 1s not able ﬁp assess the extent to
whxch school or classroom dlfferences in qchlevement(are attrlbutable to"
other facths_::,per pupll expendltuzes,_empha31snupo§5$he teach i of R

r'adlngaskllls, overall qualltx of 1nstructlon, et' hemvarlﬁhles

o . L. ( ot . .
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inte;pretations of findings\but, typically, the analyses will raise more

. - . T

"

-
[

,question*ﬁthan they answer‘ -,j\\\m\

:C. The Metropolitan AchievementQTest Tot%l Reading scale is a KE
convenient and- useful meadhre of the~extent to which\pupils'have acquired
basic reading skills, but it is not an exact or complete measure.- Its two ’
subtests certainly do ABt tap the full range of skills involved\in reading.-'

TMoreover, the. test is. administered in a group context&b One would’ hope uk”;iﬁiJ;
-that all of the pupils-tested made a serious effort to, "do their best" - on | B
_the test and -that they were well-rested and alert when the test was admins’ o
'}iistered. There is no‘way to know whetherxthis was actually the case, how~- };
,f.ever, or to rule out the pOSSiblity that obtained test scores may substantially

underestimate or overestimate actual reading skills for certain kinds of pupils.

. . . . E V. I- ~

',, L 'D.' Recently,,conSiderable inteiest has developed in the issue'-

-
. »
Lty

‘ of whether or not the averaqe level of educational attainment of American
public school pupils has rhanged over the past several years._ The, data
presented in this report were obtained at essentiaily a. Single EOlnﬁiln S ;
_time’ (April, 1972), and thus do not address the guestion of change.. The

4 -
=3

K possibility exists that some and perhaps many of the findings presented in . ,f
('\ this report are no longer relevant because of reoent changes in the structure
"of American education. In the absence of information to the contrary, '
'however, we are inclined to assume that the baSic nature of relationships
. among - the variables discussed in this report is. not greatly different today

o than it: wap in 1972.5
‘ L 'E; Finally, it should be noted that an unknown number ‘of" pupils

, were intentionally excluded from participation in the Anchor Test Study --,”
pupils ‘with, severe physical, mental or emotional handicaps who, in the
Judgment of local school officials, were incapable of taking the MAT.

bias in the data. ASsuming that such pupils tend to have relatively poorly
developed reading skills, one mignt anticipate that the Anchor Test Study

e

data tend to overestimate ‘the . average level of reading achievement, '

especially for those segments of the population in which such pupils are

concentrated The extent of such bias. is unknown, but it is" assumed to

a

'be slight.” L . . - - o

. - L '
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2.0 - SCHOOL cnmcwsmsnés AND. READING ACHIEVEMENT - .

ﬁ-z.l: : Introductaon

Thls chapter descrlbes relatlonshlps between grade-flve readlnq

achxevement as measured ‘by. the Metropolltan Achievement Test Total Readlng'

Scale and. four school characterlstics.~mp

e ~r, . v ‘
A . D «

. school location (seven categorles rangxng from ) .

large clties to rural areas), ' . )

school control (pub]xc vS. nonpubllo),

. i * »
grade-flve percent mlnorltyfenrollment (flve categorles'
ranglng from 0 to 100 percent)/_and .

-:.A.

‘school socloecOnomlc level (hlgh‘ middle, low)

AR ,.‘

: These “four varlables are d1scus€ed in turn.

©a summary of the prevxous research 11terature As- presented and the over-

- ali relatlonshlp of the Varlable to readlng achlevement 1s’dlscussed.

ThlS is followed by an examlnatlcn of-bavarlate relationships between

; palrs of school characterlstlcs and readxng achlevement. - . o ;

= T N 1ncatJon of School SR

e

,.: ' ,’.’QJ

Puplls 1n both hlohly urban aﬂa rural aﬁeas have consxstently been

’-found to have lower levels of readlng achlevement than students 1n suburbs

(Coleman, g;_gl4, 1966 Natlonal Assessment’ of Educatlonal Progress, 1&]4).

‘ Studles of puplls 1n.rural communxtles have sxmllarly shown that rural

p'students perform less well than nonrural, when urbanism is, treated as a

'dxchotomous varlable (Fltzs1mmons, 1976 Nerriott and Hodgklns, 1973;

and ‘U. S. Department of Agrlculture,_l967). However,'when ‘the effects of

socxal and economac varlables have been statlstlcally controlled by

regress;on technaquesy flndings reqarding locatlon have changed. In

o separate reanalyses of the "Coleman Report" data, Jencks (l972a) and Smlth

For each characterlstlc,

"

‘(1972) each found the 1ndependent effnct of "locatlon" to be in. fact quite, ‘.

Sﬂﬂll% NORC (1973) reported a_s;malar f1nd1ng, whan the covarlance between

W

locatlon and socloeconomic status was taken 1nto accouht "However, the

-confoundxng of the 1ndependent relatxonshlp between locatlon and achleve—

ment by soc10economic variables contlnues”to occur in the llterature.

-

I . . "
] .
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The lack of adequately desiyned . comparisons of. é;ban and rural

communities limits the generalizability of much of . the exi ing liter~ _ *a
ature, as noted by Randhawa and Fu (1973) 'While some well-designed
< studies do exist (e -0 Edington, 1971), their availability and scope .ﬂ’:
_ are restricted Nany of the natronal stud&es that involve both urban
* and rural commuzities have been program evaluatioﬁs and have been f; AR

'intentionally structured to eliminate any pOBSlble influence of location N
. ‘on the assessment of program outputs., Finally, the lack of a standard
N terminology to describe and measure school ldécation has also led. to Some
- -confusion regarding the association between location and achievemcnt. |

' Such terms. as. urban and nonurban, suburban ahd. nonsuburban, and ‘rural ’u

*

N ‘ and nonrural have been used in a number of studies but have{seldom begn
o Y

defined in exactiy the same. way from study “to study. ' .
. The achLevement of fifth-grade pupils attending schools in different

locations, as reported in the Anchor Test Study data is examined*below

.+ These data will ailow us to avoid SOme of the problems Cited earlier by

g
T

' making direct conparisons among locatign categories and 1ater, by taking
the effects of socioeconomic level and other variables into account. '
h',(The effect of SEL an pupil achievement Will.receive conSiderable attention
- in several other sections of this report.) . - _
| . o Table 2-l presants eleven Anchor Test Study statistics for the®.
"“fifth-graae sample and population, claSSified by school location. Almost
.vthree-quarters of the - populatien (73 percent) live\in cities, with pop- ¢
ulations under 50 000, suburbs, or rural- areas. The rema-ning 27 perqent
¥ » -'ﬁof the population live in cities with populations ranging upwards from.
50,000. | ) | T
o It may aléo be seen that, reading scores vary widely across school
Alocations. The average scores for -pupils; attending schools in suburbs «
* and cities with populations Aunder 200,000 are in the middle and high 50's,_ .
' about one-half’ standard deviation higher than the average reading\scores .
in cities of 200,000 or more population. . Puplls in rural areas average . :
. -between these two groups, Findings concerning’the proportions of students.-
.

-
. [ -

o * For example, an evaluation of the Emergency School Asstistance Program -
' conducted by the National Opinion Research.Center (NORC, .1973) reported
certain findings separately for urban and. rural fifth and tenth‘grade
pupils in the ‘South, but did not- report any.explicit comparison of the ,

achievement of these tuo groups. B

: .
o - . R




‘l‘ablo 2-1.--Statist1cs

spring, 1972

for ﬂ!th grade aamplg and pcpulation frpm the Anchor 'rm Btudy

W ' by school iocation: United States, .
[ —— — .
Py f - : - School locatibn
o, : ; : e N
- Statistic o cityof Cityof gbwbof, Munlare - Relare
City of 200,000 50,000 - City of cityof - nearcity not near
y . hwer to « to. ~under Qi of over ity of
/ ' \ fotal 500,000 500,000 199,999 50 Qpﬂy | 50,000 50,000 . over 51,000
. . : " “(“I , . ’ k i
” Number of‘pupils; 1 gt , o o f f
. insanple + 65,399 8,866 2,000 6917 16,955 4,578 1,192 8,074 .
wog Nunber b schdbls . o R -
Al insaple TR R e 06l 9 i
 Eatinated nuiber I | | '
. of pupxls fn ] , \ v
. population (in v} J o
‘»-' thousands) J""' 4,009 8] 19 418 1,019 Bl 461 62V
" paccentiof - o | - L .
L ‘ejtinated nuber R , | ‘ | .
! of pupils 1000 12,0 45 04 ., B4 W2 12,0 e 185 g
. MAT Total . , N . I ]
radhgsen | 86 #2406 5 5.5 . 52,9 8T
MAT Total Reading . - h"‘”w'w!‘ o ) . v j |
© tanded deviation |0 182 11 189 18 a6 1.6 18.0 186
VAT Total Reading f' . | | | L
standard error of ‘ : , : ' ’ : T A
: - Mean : 0,25 L L2 2,01 0.8 0.60 053 » 0N 0.69 "
v ) ‘l' ) ' ‘ ) . : '
Petcent of | : o . |
. pupxls below - . " : . : C - . ‘
the 0t pmemle R0 6.0 60 @0 40 0o B SN0 |
, Standard error | S o\ S | -
y below S0th 06 24 - A0 20713 WIS 15
N  Percgpt of pupils N T ﬁr‘, | . '
below the 28th | ’ , | s |
i percennle s L0 ;o A0 w0, e 0.
1 standazd error belov R ] , f/ B f”‘ '
s loes 28 TR L L IR (LI U I
- ‘ — .
] . : .
, ! 5“' -'.»:l. l. ,‘ i 3‘ “
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.. suburbs and mlddde-SLzed to small cities have the\lowest percentages of

‘e

o

"'2.3l;n Control of ' School ‘,‘ ..

-o'l

<

. -

' average. This is’ cons1stent w1th previous f1nd1ngs and will be explored

scoring aolow the SOth and 25th'percentlles reflect the same pattern: wz“mk“

pupils scorlng "below aVerage", rural areas the next, and large c1t1es
- the highest. : About forty percent of the pupils- 1n c1t1es with
populations over 200, 000 are estimated to score at or below the 25th
'percentile while’ only 16 percent of suburban area puplls do so. The
standard deviation of the read1ng scores for pupils in each location closely
vapproximatfs that of the total populatlon. that is, the varlablllty of
'scores within each locatlon is about the . same. v A
. In sum, puplls ln‘Euburbs and c1t1es Wlth populatlon, under

200 (o]o]0] have,the highest average readlng scores, substantlally above those
for pupils in large c1t1es, who have the lowest average scores. Pupils 1n

E]
-rural areas have,lntermed&ate average scores, sllghtly below the national

-further in Section 2. 6 where the blvarlate relationships of school locatlon ‘
and other varlables to readlng achievement are discussed.' In these b1var1ate7~
tabulatlons the two "rural area"‘categor-es and the two "large clty"
categorles will be combined, to produce larger cell sizes and more rellable

estlmates than would otherwise be possible.

L4

-For' purposes of this study,'schools were classlfiFd as either ' -

. publlc or nonpubllc, Parochlal and other pr1vate Catholic schools represent

by ‘ar the largest .component of the nonpubllc sector. -Based on the- Anchor
Test Study, an est;mated 88.3 percent of f1fth—grade pupils who are ,
enrolled in nonpubllc schools . attend Catholic schools.

A good deal of 1nformatlon is ayallable concerning the comparative -
achievement of public and Catholic‘school'pupils. One recent review of
" this llterature noted that, in the’ standardlzatlon samples for several:
natlonal achlevement tests (such as the Iowa. Tests ‘of Baslc Skllls, the
Comprehensxve Tests of Basic Skllls, and the Callfornla Tests of Academic
Achlevement), the ach1evement norms for .Catholic school puplls are cons1der-'
ably higher than those for 'the natlon as a whole (Eyickson and Madaus,
l97l).‘“Th1s sameﬁrevlew.descrlbed.several studles/z;.whlch-Caﬁhollc school»,

A

_ pupils in various cities wereufound to have mean‘achievement test scores

above_the;national;average. R .

S 20 .



R Téble 2-2 presents Anchor Test §tudy-statistics for the fifthr
‘grade sample and population,v By type of school atte'nded-' public or
_nonpublic. It may be seen that, of the estimated 4,009,000 fifth-grade

spupils in the nation, an estimated 90.4 percent attended public schools
Thpse enrollment figures compare favorably with estimates derived from the
NCES ElementarYrSecondary General Information'Survey (ELSEGIS) for the
1971-1972 school year'. The ELSEGIS estimate that a total of 3,833,000
fifth-grade pupils were enrolled in public schools differs from the : | .
. Anchor. Tesé‘Study estimate (3,623,000)- by only five percent (Scott, 1975).
Simllarly, the ELSEGIS estlmate that 10.3 per&ent of all elementary and-
secondary ‘pupils were enxolled in nonpublic,schools compares favorably
with the Anchor Test Study estimate of 9.6 percent (for grade “five only).

_ Table 2-2 reveals a lakge dxfference between the estimated average
reading scores of public and nonpublxc school §upils. .The estimatc.a-

. nonpublxc school mean of 61.4 is about one-half standard deviation above - '
the publxc sghool estimate (52.8). I§, is ‘estimated that only One-thxrd
of nonpublxc school fifth-graders score below the national average, as . o
compared to 53 percent of oublic school pupxls Slmxlarly, only an '
estlmated nine percent of nonpublic school puplls score below the 25th -
percentile, as compared to 27 percent of public school pupils.-

‘As noted earlier, the nonpublic - ‘'school sector consists prlmarxly,'
but not ent1rely, of Catholic Schools.- The Amchor Test Study sample of
non-Catholic nonpublxc schools (255 pupxls from 14 schools) is. too small
to permit detalled analysxsg However, it is noteworthy that pupils +attend-
ing non-Catholxc private schools have a somewhat hlgher estimated reading
mean than catholic school pupils (64 4 vs. 61.1). f\-

The basxc Anchor Test Study finding that, on the average, non-.

. public school pupxls obtain consxderably ‘higher readxng achievement test '
scores‘than publlc school pupxls is in accord with pxevxous research find-
~ings. As has been the case with earlxer researc 1owever, the flndxng 154 ’
difficult to 1nterpret. One pOSSlblllty is that nonpubllc schools are doxng,
a better Job of . teachlng basxc reading sLxlls than schools in thé'publxc

., Sector. It is also possxble, however, that the difference in achxevement
is largely (and perhaps entirely) a result of factors other than sector

differences in content or quality of 1nstruct10n.
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,‘ . ‘Table' 2A2 Statisttcs for fifth-grade sample and population fron the © |
T Anchor 'Iest Study by control. of school Unlted States, spnng, 1972
1y r ' * - i N ' o - ' ) ,
T J , ' ‘ - )
: o . Control of school " ‘;“ ’
Statistic — — .
SR - Total Public o Nonpublic
| aberofpupils in saple | 65,399 . 6007 4,992
Cow T e of schools h sample | © - 84 3 s
N “Estinated number of pupfrl,é | S .
' in po'p’ulatidn (thousands) 4,009 3,623 e
i AR 0 . o ‘
Percent of estimated L ,
, nunber of pupilst . - 4 1000 904 © 9.6
N | ~nnn fotal feading réan. 53,6 5.8 6.4
- NAD otal Readrng standard '. L S .
| devxation . 182 18.4 5.7
W ‘lbtal Reading standard N e !
. | error of mean : 0,25 0% - 0,63
L K Pnrcent ofpuils | .. - L
o ~below the SHpercentile | L0 -0 o
4 0 B ': Standard error below 50th' 06 0.6 LT -
| Percent of g:u is - y A S
. « - ebelow the 2t percenttle - 250 i v 2.0 9.0
- Standard error below 25th' 4 0.5 R 100
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Joj Nonpublic schools differ from public schools in numerous ways,

”Qmany of which may have consequences for educationalfachﬂe“ement. First, R

5jnonpublic schools are free to ‘accept or re]ect pupils on'rhe basxs of

qwacademic aptitude, motivation, deportment, or other criteria. The extent -

. nonpublic school system is unknown but qpﬁld wvell be an importantlfactor

- in ‘accounting for ‘the" achievement differences noted above.

A ‘second potentially important factor is self-selection. - Since'

)'most nonpublic schools charge tuition, lt may be assumed'that parents

.. who sen9 their children to such a school believe it has something to offer

‘that lS not available at the local public school and are sufficiently

“'interested in their children s education to pay. for this "something extra "
;'ConSistent with this hypothesis, parents of childrtn in® parochial schools

’have been found to have" greater7interes* in and information about their =

childwen s school acthltleS than parents of public school children in the

¢ same neighborhoods (Brickson, Madaus and Greaney, 1970) Socioeconomic

factors must also beeconsidered Greeley and Rossx (1960), for example,
found that poor and uneducated Catholic parents arewrelatively unlikely to
send their children to available parochial schools. These same authors

noted a relatively high degree of homogeneity among Catholic school pupils

- as compared to public school pupils and argued that this commonality factor

o ha?e been’ expected.{‘

)

‘alone may have led to higher leveIs of achievement than would otherWise

. u . ; } .

.-

. \ -
- As’ wi most preVious research the present study is unable to
isolate or asses s the relative importance of the many faccors w‘ich may

eXplain ‘the comparatively high. level of reading achievement of pupils

-attending Catholic and other nonpublic sector schools. We,can only

-agree with Erickson and Madaus, (1971) that- : . e . . IR,

K

"While we know Ehat Catholic s;hool students generally score
higher on. the average than public school students on tests of,

P  academic achiesvement; the extent to which' this difference is

attributable to the effects of Catholic'schools per se is-
‘unknown" y-R VIII-Q) e . . _ & g



R 2.4 Grade-Flve Peg;ent Mxnorlgy : R o '
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' The desegregatlon of formerly racxally 1solated schools. has

f_”_: . caused: fears 1n ‘some quarters ‘that the academic achxevement of student5ﬂ1nif
these schools (both mlnorlty and majorxty) would be adversely affected- by
e desegregatlon. The best-known survey of the relatxonshlp between school

racxal/ethnxc composxtzon and achxevement 1s the Equalr;y of cducatzonal

3

“; gpg ity study, whlch reported a negatxve relatxonshxp bétween
f extent of m1nor1ty enrollment and achxevement, (Coleman, et al., 1966). - .
~ _ . ‘Later reanalysxs of these data concluded that, desp1te some. methodologlcal
'weaknesses, thrs basic conclusxon was ‘accurate (Jencks, 1972a).
' . Table 2-3 presents Anchor Test Study’ statxstlcs for the. f1fth-
/)grade sampie and population, class1f1ed by schoﬁI”Eercent minority in f : .
— grade-five. It may be seen that an estlmated 22.2 percent of’ fxfth-graders .
. attepded schools contaln:ng no m1nor1ty group pup11s 1n grade-fxve, and :
’ an addrtxonal 37.5" percent attended schools with Yess than 11 percent
E mlnorxty enrollment. At the other extreme, an estimated 11.7 percent of
o~ fxfth-graders attended schools thh mmnorxty enrollments of" more than ~

75 §ercent. Only '28.6. percent* attended schools w1th mid—range m1nor1ty

enrollment (11-75 percent).A 'pf _ .
The estimated mean- readxng score fo; puplls in schools w1th no

grade-fxve mlnorxty pupxls, 58. 7, is about one-thlrd standard devxatxon St

above the overall populatmon mean and 19 essentxally ldantxcal to the < .T

i . ‘mean for- pupx-s wnose schools fall 1nto the 1- 10 percent mxnorxty category
e 7 .
. (58. 6).' The mean scores for pupils rn schools w1th more than: 10 percent )

m1nor1ty enrollment are all belbw the populatxon mean, and decrease as the

percentage of minorxty enrollment 1ncreases. Puplls in schools with

_ _kminorxty enrollments of more than 75 percent have an\estlmated mean of

e S 37 3 more- than a full standard devxatxon below the estlmate for pupxls 1n
- P schools w th 10 percent or less m1nor1ty enrollment The proportxons of
IR pupxls scorxng ‘at or below the SOth and 25th nercentxles are. relatxvelyslow

N . ?

(40 percent and 15 perqent, respectlvely) for schools WLth 10 percent or.

less mlnorxty enrollments. As percentage of m1nor1ty enrollment 1ncreases

"'* More detailed analysxs indicates that the dxstrlbutxon i& even more o .
. skewed than these’ fxgures 1nd1cate.‘ For egample, an.estzmated 85 percent. . *-

: ‘were enrolled in schools of less than 6 percent m1nor1ty, ‘and an\estamated
. T B2 2 percent of pupils _attending schools with over 75 percent minority . .
' , ‘enrollment were actually in -schools of above 95.percent m1nority e ro:l.lment.‘._.j

oL 2 e
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. dabte 2 -3, --Statrstrcs for frfth-grade sample and populatron from the Anchor Test , |
Study by grade-five percent .nnnority United States, sprinq, 1972 o
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= above lO peruent, so do the proportions of pupils scoring below the .

ISOth and 25th percentiles.A In §chools where’ minority pupils com-'i"*%;'

ﬂprise mpre than three-quarters of the total fifth-grade enrollment,

;‘an estimated 85 percent of" the student body scoré elow the 50th per- o
centile and 61 percent score below the 25th percentile., ?he standard

'~dev1ation of reading scores is relative v low for pupils in schools with
small (less than 11 percent) or large (more than 75 percent) minority

‘enrollments, indicating that. pupils in these schools ‘tend. to be relatively

oo

f*wf*w*évhbvwmore ‘homogeneous: in-reading achievement than pupils in-sckools- with mixed -
L enrollments.' .“ T . ' ‘ - |t'

. In sum,.there is a strong inverse relationship between reading
achieyement and the percentage of minority pupils enrolled in a school
pupils ‘in schools with low minority enrollments tend to have relatively ;i

. high average scores while pupils in schools with high minority enrollments.:
- " “tend to have much lower averages. ' - S S 'b '
s » - While prev1ous research has found that a high concentration of ;

» minori.v sfudents in a classroom.is associated with reJatively low levels of
v . academic achievement, an observation corroborated by . the.Anchor Test Study

A N . data, it cannot be assumed that these two variables are causally- related.

e -
[

In fact, there is some evxdence to suggest that the relationship between
o ‘“f"j racial concentration and acauemic achievement may largely ‘result (among

Voo ' other things) from the covariance of “ace with pupil socxoeconomic status -

o '(Wllson, 1967) . Several major studies of school productiv1ty -have’ CE
ifwv5'“\ ) expliciiiy rejected the hypothesxs thatugacial concentration "causes“ -
k low achievement.' For example, WLlson (1967) concluded that.__ . vh_ -

_ "Given similar social-class compostions, “the racial balance of &
. school has, slight bearing on. the academic performance of ¢
N students.n (Social class and. racial’ compoSition are, of course,

closely correlated D § - T 202) :

o

'Coleman EEZEL’ (1965) rea"hed a similaz conclusion
S v _ "The higher achievement of all racial and" ethnic groups in- i
S ' ‘ schools with greater proportions of white: students is 1argely,A
S N perhaps wholly, related.to effects associated with the student’
fj;i o . .. wbody"* s educational background -and aspirations. This’ means that
o ' ' . the apparent beneficial effect of a student body with a high
o , proportion of white studehts ‘comes. not from racial. composition
S LT . pexr se, but from the better educational background and higher
educational aspirations that are, on‘ ‘the average, found among
white studeats.": (p. 307)

M T




i'achlevement ha~ been one. of the most cons1stent and powerful flndlngs ‘of .

- .
n « . o

e

'}The relatlolshlps among percent mlnorlty enrollment, raclal/ethnlc

“group, and school soc1oeconom1c level wtll be explored ‘further in <ectlbn N

2.6 and in' Chapter. Four.. ‘ s, y

SN

‘§~]é;5 ’“‘ Socloeconomlc Level of School . B

- The relationship'between socioeConomic status‘(SéS) and student )

.

.

¥

. the research on academlc achlevement, holdlng for a w1de .range of outcome

]

fmeasures and fOr many deflnltions of SES as noted 'in recent rev1ews by

'a>”Bryant, et al. (1974) and Randhawa and Fu (1973).- .This’ relatlonshlp "has

also pers 1sted for analyses of :the effects of SES conducted at the school

‘level, the classroom levil and for 1nd1v1dual puplls with much the same

]vfesults. For example, Maye ke et al. (1970) report that an aggregate SEH

'school varlable created by averaglng the 1nd1\1dual SES of each student

.accounted for - approxlmately the same proportlon of the varlance in achleve— Q

reported data.* What contro— '

ment for 51xth-grade puplls as 1nd1v1dual

'versy regarding SES ex1sts 1n the llteratur does not concern the exlstence

of the~relatlonsh;p per se, but the best’w ys’ 1n.wh1ch toc capture_the

effect of SES. - Many variables have been u_ed(to measure pupil SES

including famlly 1ncome, rent, parental educatlon, occupatlon of house—

‘hold head and the presence of selected items in the home, iricluding -

" [

o 1nd1cators of income and. general and" speclal educatlonal env1ronments. .

J\nd achlevement was the Equallty of Educatlonal Opporthnlty study,, the “

Such 1cems have been found to be highly lntercorrelated and the results 1n .

_explaankﬂg pup11 achlevement have been. reasonably 1nvar1ant.

!.' '

The 'basis for nany later studles of the relatlonshlp betWeen SES

“

‘so-called "Coleman Report" (Colemanr et al., 1966) Coleman's. purpose in

- conductlnggthls Study was to 1nvest1gate the relatlonshlp ‘of certa1n school

*lcharacterlstlcs to the- achlevement and affective chq;acterlstlcs of

PR

-

”students of d1ffe1ent races. The! study of soclal class was a, secondary )

”n'obJectlve, consecdently, llttlc attention was d1rected expllcltly to the:

\vmeasurement of oES as. such. Instead, Coleman's approach was to report

\\' 1,
results foxr 1nd1v1dual varlabhes thought to ‘be indicators of SES, 1nclud1ng

w“mother s éaucatlon ané the presence of various 1tems (such" as encyclopedlas)

ERIC..

l e
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* Further research has conflrmed this type of aggregate measure ‘as a valld
estlmate ‘of school=zlevel SES effect (Herr;ott and Hodgkins, 1973)
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. :" .jinfthe home .. Such'variables were individually found%to'be:associated with
H ﬂ. achlevement. _ Later reanalyses of the Coleman data, such as those performed
by Mayeske, et al. (1970) and - Smlth (1972) created and. analyzed CompOSlte
measures of SES assembled from pupll leVel-varlables in. Coleman s data '
‘base.' These studles have found SES. to account for about 25 percent of . thei
. varlance in grade-six acherement {Mayeske, et al., 1970, pp. 16=17).

A

- Vlrtually every other maJor study of school product1v1ty has related
- meagures of SES to pup11 outcomes. For example, ProJect TALENT, using a
natJ.onal sample of &,900 twelfth-grade males, found SES J.tems to account

. for 28 .percent of the varlance in measures of general informatlon .

' (Flanagan, 1964) As measures of student output became more abstract, the 'j_
percentage of varlance explalned,decreased to a low of six percent.

&JAf'“ S ' The'abov€fﬂﬁﬂﬁnnﬂrﬁﬁmrbeen—bama%<xrpup&l—level SES data, either
- “; analyzed at the pUOll level or studied as a school- ~level factor created by

" aggregatlng data for individual puplls. The Anchor Test Study uses a
_-somewhat d1fferent measure termgd school soc10econom1c level (SEL), which
is based dpon School Coordinators' estlmates ‘of the average income and wel—l
~}f”' o fare status of the-families served by each sampled -school (see Sectlon 1.3. 4P
' Research con“ernlng relatlonships between sxmllar school—SES measures and .

,,,,,

pupll—level SES and for pupil-level data aggregated tc school level. o

Herrlott and St. John (1966), for example,vconcluded ‘that "Achlevement 1n
] 'readlng dramatlcally d1fferent1ates puplls in schools of d1fferent SES .
L; o o levels" (p\ 204) Similarly, Wllson (1959 1963) ‘'studied the 1nterattlon
_-ﬁ . | _ ; of pupll Aand school SES and found that each made an lndependent contrlbut— :
' lon to d1fferences in academic achievement and asplratlons._ Thus, it
appears that while school=level measures of average famlly affluence behave >
generally like pupll and aggregate pupll level SES ‘measures, the two are
“not entirely 1nterchangeable. ) . .
5-¢ - Table 2. 4 presents Anchor Test Study stat;stlcs for f1fth—grade
-pupils reported for three.categorxes of school soc10econom1c level (SEL) .
Approximately one—quarter of the puplls in the populatlon attended schools .
classified as belng of low—SEL, another quarter attended h1gh—SEL schools,
.and the remalnlng‘half attendedrm;ddle*SEL schools. ,Thls distribution

' »~ e -, :
. ‘reflects the method in, which. the school SEL measure was constructed
' A . . ‘

48 :
~’) \ T ~28

(see Section 1.3.4).
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Table 2 4 --Statlstics for fift
Anchor Test Study by school "EL; United States,

h-grade sample and population from the
spring, 1973

School SEL *

‘Standard error below 25th

0.5

L

© - statistic / ; —
' | motalr . High Middle v
" Nunber of pupils in amle | 6% - LA BUS 1%
Nusber of schools in sanple a5 . 18 451 . 206
' Estinated number of pupils ' :
in popalation (thousands) 4,009 909 2,15 %6
percent of estimated ' IR | . o
number of puplls ‘ '~ 100.0 2.1 ,”»\53,,.‘8 AN )
. MAT Total Readtng mean 53,6 7 6.6 54.5ﬁd
3‘MAT \otal Reading standard
| 18,2 8 - 11 181
MAT T‘tal Reading standard K o | ; S |
ertor|of mean . 0% 04, 03 0.8
Percent of pupils | -
below the 50th percent'ile . 51,0 o 50 720
Standard error below SOth.v 5 0.6 - 1.0 | 0.8+ 1.3
Percent of pupils o | o N
below the 25th percentlle_ - 25,0 CALG 20 45.0
0.6 08 L5
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and experlence,'etc ) ' Any or all. of these relatlonships may be

@, . .
Thererare large_differences in thelmean reading‘scores across the
three levels of SEL. Pupils attending high-SEL schools have an estimated. *
mean (61.6) which is about one-half standard deviation higher than the
estimate for pupils in niddle-SEL schools (54.5).;‘The.latterAmean in

turn is about one-half standard deviation above the estimated mean for

_puplls in low-SEL schools (43.9). Similarly; the proportions of . pupils in

h1gh-SEL schools who score ‘below the 50th and 25th percentlles (32 and 11 °
percent, respectlvely) are much lower than the comparable proportions for.
pupils from low;SéL schools (72 and 45 percent, respectively). Flnally,
the standard devxatlons of MAT scores increase slightly as .school SEL
decreases, 1nd1cat1ng that puplls attendlng h1gh-SEL schools_are.somewhat
more homogeneous in_terms of +eading achievément than pupils in low-SEL
schools. - : . | L L

In conclusion, there is a strong relationship between school SEL

and pupils'-average reading scores~ the estimated mean for pupils in

hlgh-SEL schools ls about one' standard devxatlon h1gher than that for
pupils ln*low-SEL schools. In other words, puplls attendlng schools 1n
affluent areas tend to have a conslderably higher average level of’ read1ng
ach1evement than pupils attending schools in relatlvely poor nelghborhoods.
Because the Anchor Test Study data base lacks 1nformatlon about iddividual
pupll SES, 1t will not be p0551ble to determine the extent to which these
f1nd1ngs reflect relatlonshlps betwedn achlevement and pupll level SES
characterlstlcs (Such as famlly -income, parental anlratlons, etc. ),
relatlonshlps between achlevement and aggregate pupll SES characterlstlcs
(such -as peer asplratlons, group values related to achleVement, etc )

v

and/or relatlonshlps between achievement and communlty SES factors,
school f1nanc1al resources, - quallty of school facllxtles, teacher salary

’

reflected in the/flndlnqs dlscussed above.

2:6 . Interrelationships hmonq School~Characteristics .

The follow1ng sectlons examlﬁe ‘the b1var1ate relatlonshlps between

.readlng achlevement and each pair of the four, school characteristics dls-

cussed above. Because the number of school location categorles is

relatlvely rarqe, we have Collapsed the classlflcatlon of school locatlon

30
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[; ‘school than 1f one attends a nonpubllc school.

: grade puplls in the natlon and their- estlmated MAT Total Readlng means, : %

©

.. school'mean is higher than that for public schools at all three SEL ‘ \w;a£‘

AY

2.6.1 School Control ‘and Socioeconomic Level . ’ ' .

.As great among low—SEL than :fong high-SEL schools (11 polnts,*as

3 . - . ’ . . : .

into five categories (for bivariate analysis). 'This results in larger -

‘cell sizes and more reliable estimates of population characteristics in

‘\

these cells.

3 3

“~—~m;‘ Table 2-5 presents Anchor Test Study'population'and reading

;
achlevement estimates for flfth-grade puplls cr - ~class1f1ed 1n terms

cioceconomic level. Looklng flrst at the

of school control and schoo
estimated mean ,achieyement test scores, it may be seen that the strong

: ' y
univariate relationships of both control and SEL’ with reading achlevement :

noted in previous sectlons are agaln ev1dent.‘ the estlmated nonpublic * .- )

levels, and the estimated SEL means fall in hlgh-mlddle—low sequence for R .
both nonpubllc and publlc sector schools.‘ As one goes from hfghef to ‘
lower~scor1ng categories, the effects of these two varlables appear to be , -

omewhat cumulatlve._ TH"sy the publlc-nonpubllc dlfference is about tw1ce, K

mpared to five p01nts), e high-low SEL dlfference is a good deal
largel for publlc than for nonpubllc ‘'schools (18 pOlntS, as compared to ;;‘. [P

11 p01nts) Put another way, the statlstlcaladlsadvantage of attending a i,
oubllc school is apparently greater 1f one llves in a low-SEL nelghborhood T

than if one llves in a h1gh-SEL area, and ‘the dlsadvantage of living in a

low~SEL nelghborhood 1s.stat1st1cally greater 1f one attengs a publlc

The populatlon d1str1butlon estlmates contalned in Tab’e 2=5.
indicate that, whlle nonpubllc.schools tend to be somewhat hlgher in SEL’
than public schools, the publlc-nonpubllc dlfference in SEL d1str1butlon
"is not ‘great. An estlmated 29.2 percent of - the flfth-grade puplls who

“attend nonpublic. schools are in hlgh-SEL.schools, and the comparable =~ .

n2.6m2 : School‘Control and Location

estimate for public school, pupils is oniy a slightly lower 22#0 percent. I

., . .
. . . «
-

> -

Table 2- 6 presents the estlmated number and percent of flfth- -

by scnool control and locatlon.‘ Looklng flrst at the means, it may be o

seenrthat each variable has.the same,general relationship to -reading ,
\ i Rk L . " ) ',v. . 'Y L . °
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achievement within the categories of - the other variable as for the natioh

_ . as a whole. Thus’, the estimated mean for nonpublic school pupils is:
T o substantially higher than that for public school ' pupils in" all lobation

1 .
categories, and theiestimated means for the five location categories are o

‘ “in the same rank érder for nonpublic schools as’ for public schools.

- that for large city public schools - is noticeably

' "out of line" with .the others, - however. This mean, 44 8, is nearly seven

) points below.that for the'next lowest public school category (rural

e ' areas), and is nearly 13 pOimfgabelow the highest public school category

(suburbs), Among nonpublic schocls, large cities also have the lowest -~

) ’ mean,,but it is only 1. 6 pOints below -the next lowest category and only ,

- ;’ﬂ - 7.3 p0ints below the highest cat egory Thus, the relationship between
’ T school location and reading, achievement is . conSiderably lesé.pronounced

s,in thernonpublic than in’ the public sector -and, among public schools, the
major location finding is that schools in Cities of over 200 000
population stand out. from tnose in aIl other location categories by virtueb
of their pupils ~anusually low average level of achievement. It may’ , <!
also be seen that, because the large city public school mean. is so low, ';:
the/difference between public and nonpublic schools is conSiderably ‘

' bigger in largt cities (over 12 poants) than-elsewhere, the difference '
being about seven p0ints in gach ‘of the remaining four: location categories..

L

, . The population distribution data in Table 2-6 indicate that public
L . h .
and nonpublic schools are not distributed similarly across the five IE

1ocation categories. In’ comparison to public schools, nonpublic schools'

‘ are proportionately overrepresented ﬂ larger cities and suburbs'and are ;j
. underrepresented in fural areas.‘ : SRR . : ..
‘ _ Given the conSistently higher level of achievement of nonpublic
oo _rg; than public school pupils, this finding raises the pOSSibility ' ‘
,that ‘to some extent, the overall location means may simply reflect the ih
" varying ‘degrees to which nonpublic schools are represented in the various !
loqations. Table 2-7 presents the results of the'means adJustment .
procedure described in .Section 1. 5, in this case deSigned to eliminate .

< the effect of differential ren\esentation of public and nonpublic schools

'EZA , ~Jﬁf .across the five locations. Because the number of pupils who attend

n nonpublic schools is relati\rely smal-l in all locatiorg categories, the

PO
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. 'all have’ approximately the same estimated average level f reading achieve-

s

. (49.9) is 4-7 points below ‘the means for other ‘middle~SEL" schools,

. . '
‘ LY

¢ ' e

adjusted location means are not greatly different from the unadjusted ones.

-

It may be Seen, that the overall ‘Fnadjusted) mean for large city schools,
already the 1owest of the five locations, would have been even lvwer (bBYy
0 6 points) were it not for the overrepresentation of nonpublic schools in
large cities. ConVersely, ‘the rural area mean would.rise (by 0.5 pOints) ’

to within one pOint of the national average if that location had ith"fair

e
I%

_share" of nonpublic séhools.'w )

.
%

In sum, pupils enrolled in nonpublic schools have - conSiderably
higher estimaged average reading achievement test scores than public~
School pupils in all location categories, and ‘the major locagion°findingtﬁ
that pupils attending 1argé caty schools have’” conSiderably lower estimated
mean MAT Total Reading scores than pupils at- any other location - is- '

primarily a\public school phenomenon. The relatively poor performance of w

f large city public school pupils is a subject that will be explored further \

as other cross-tabulations are presented. . . -

2.6.3 'SchOol'L0cation and Socioeconomic.Level a

.

ot The Joint relationship of school ‘location and socioeconomic level ;%
(SEL) to fifth-grade reading ievement is. described in Table 2- -8 It el
may be 'seen that the strong relationship between school SEL and average .

pupil reading achievement noted earlier is apparent within a11 1ocation

;f_categories. The reverse is not true, however.: Within each of “the three

- -

" SEL categories,‘rural areas, suburbs, and sma11 and middle-sized Cities

]

PR

ment (i.e., the.means ‘are all within three pOints of one another) Againtk;u

th gh, things are somewhat different for large city schools.= The
)estimated mean for high-SEL large city schools (60 6) is” comparable to- ',:'.,

those for other high-SEL' schools, that for middle-SEL large city schools
d .

is 8-10 pOints below those for o er

the low-SEL large city me‘an,«(38,1)

low-SEL schools.'

Table 2—8 alsd—i d'cates that high, middle, and low-SEL. sdhools e

are not evenly distributed’across “the - five location categories. Thus,

nearly half of suburban fifth-graders (48-6 percent) attend schools .
claSSified as high-SEL, as compared to’ only 14 2 percent of large city

pupils and to an even lower 8 2 percent of rural area pupils. Conversely, f
only 4.6 percent of suburban students attend low-SEL: schools, as compared '

36
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large Cities stood out, from other locations_ as_haVing unusually low i

IS
L)
........ ,

to 38.9 percent -of large city pupils and 33.4- percent of rural area
pupils. Middle-sized and small cities have intexmediate SEL distributiOns,

”roughly approximating national average. .

) These findirgs suggest that the, overall differences among location

categories discussed earlier (see Section 2-2) may largnly reflect

locational difference= in: SEL. - Table 2-9 presents overall location means

statistically adJusted to eliminate the influence of locational differences

in»SEL.distributuion. It may be. seen that most but not all of the originally

noted variation,bmong locations in .average reading achievement is elimin-

ated by this procedure and'is thus attributable -to SEL. '
It is noteworthy, however, that the estimated mean for large CityL

schoolsg is’ still 3- 6 pOints lower than the means for other locations

even when SEL is taken into account. This reflects ‘the finding, noted

earlier. that pupils attending low (and, to a lesser extent, middle)

SEL large city schools have considerably lower'’ average reading ‘scores

than their SEL counterparts ‘at’; ‘all other locations.' -

! In the preVious section, it was noted that therunusually low
\

»

'average reading scores of pupils attending school in Pltles of- over

AN

. 200, 000 population is primarilyla public school phenomenon. Now we can

- go one step further ‘and’ suggest that it is largely a low and middle~

N L . jl\"ﬁ
2;6.4 . School Location and Grade-Five Percent Minority

The strong relationship between grade-five percent minority ‘and

SEL publif school phenomenon.

reading achievement is basically the- same within as across school .

locations. Table 2-10 shows that for all locations, schools with

'minority enrollment under 11 percent ‘have the highest scores, and average

MAT scores. progressively decline as minority enrollment percentage

wincreases. Within percent minority class1fications, however, locational

differences-are less,; pronounced than they are overall~"Overall, the

I
maximum difference -among location means is about 12 pOints, whereas it

is six pOints or less within all percent minority classifications.

The pattern of differences among locations is different in this

table than in the cross-tabulations described earlier. Previousiy,

average achievement scores. Table 2-10 indicates that, when school

Cq
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percent minorxty enrollment (for grade—flve) is taken into account,u

‘”e city schools do not have unusually low achlevement scores, ~In—all

, _one -of .the percent minority categorles, the estxmated mean_for. large
clty schools is" essentlally 1dent1cal to the estlmated overall meén for
;1 schools in the’ category. ‘The only category where - thls is not the

case is that of sohools with 36-75 percnnt mlnorlty. There, the

i;estxmated mean for large city schools (although of questlonable rellablllty
because of the small nurber of ‘schools represented in the Anchor Test ““fm'”‘wfnssr

;xStudy sample) is- actually hlgher than the estimated mean for any other’ '

‘ locatxonl It is 1nt~rest1ng to note that, for each of the percent '
manorlty CIESSlflcatlcnS, schools located in rural areas have lower
est;mated MAm means than schools in any other locatlon.

These flndings suggest that prev1ously noted ov;rall achlevement
differences among locatlons may, to a conslderable extent, reflect.
locatlonal dlfferences in percent mlnorlty. The.populatlon dlstrlbutulon
data presented in Table z-lO lndlcate that there are 1ndeed pronounced

- d;fferences among locatlons 1n-representatlon of schools with dlfferent
percent m1nor1ty enrollments. The most dramatlc dlfference is that between
large c1t1es -and’ all other categorles in representation of schools w1th

 very high concentratxons of m1nor1ty group puplls. An.estlmated 4l S
percent of large clty puplls attend schools with over‘75 ‘percent m1nor1ty

[y

enrollment. This compares to estlmates of 5 0 - 6 5 percent for all other

locatlons. e °

g ~ - Overall locatzon means stat1st1cally adjusted to elxminate the
’ effects of locatxonal differences in school percent mlnorlty d1str1butlon ®
. are presented in: Table 2=11.. As suggested ‘above, the prev1ously noted
def1c1t of large c1ty schools in comparlson to other locatlon categorles
is largely “attrlbutable“ to the proportionate overrepresentatlon lnjx
large clt-es of schools with h1gh concentratlons of minority group puplls.,
| the ad:usted estlmate ‘of average readlng ach1eVLment for large c1ty pupils
- 453. 3; is essentlally identical to the average for the natlon as a ~
' whole (53. 6). . R ' - ¢ o _ .-
L In sum, a stfbng negatlve relatlonshlp betwees cverage reading R
‘ achievement and school percent minorxty enrollment is observed across

all locatlon categorlesk " To,a considerable extent, this relationship
A rJ3
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s not to say that overall locatzonal dlfferences 1n achlevement:
eépot realn" but rather that they are “largely at ctrioutable to the jf

influence of var1ables other than locaulon, per “se.

- ) o P

éfg’ School Control and . Grade-Flve Percent Mlnorrgx_ _ ' /

o

Table 2-12 presents Anchor Test Study pOpulatlon and reading .', ’,“
'chievement esthates for f1fth-grade puplls crOSS'CIBSSLfled by school
contr01 and grade-frve percent minorlty enrol.mentu As can be. seen
rom thxs ‘table, nonpublic'SChOOls ‘have higher estlmated MAm Total

’ adlng scale means than public 'schools across all levels of percent
minorlty. However, the magnltude of the difference between publrc and.
onpublrc schools is dlrectly related to the degree of concentratlon of
mxnorlty group puplls-' the dlfference for schools w1th mznorlty S

'enrollments ‘of over 35 percent (about 15 raw score poxnts) is-three times .

as great as the d1fference for schools w1th mrnorlty enrollments of 0-35

percent (about 5 raw score poxnts). _
» "It may. also be seen from Table 2-12 that there is a negatlve
relatlonshlp between . percent minority and readrng achlevement for non-
publlc as well as publrc schools. However, this relatlonshxp is. not (-
j nearly as. strong in the nonpublic as in the publrc sector. Among nonp lic 3
.schools, those WLth percent mlnorrty enrollments ranging from zero to V5
percent do not d1ffer srgnrflcantly from one anotner in estimated” average

achlevement. {The drOp—off does not occur untxl percent minority enrollment

: exceeds 75. percent. Even in the 76~100 percent category, however, the

estlmated nonpubllc school mean (50 5) is only three raw- score points
Lt e Y "

'“below the 1at1onal average. ‘ﬂ ‘ . T AR #'»g
R -)'4 contrast, the estlmated MAT Total Readlng mean -for ‘pupils who

attend publrc schools thh 76-l00 percent mlnorxty enrollment (35.9) 1s

extremely’ low, about is raw score poxnts below the national average..

Translated into percentages, an estrmated 87 percent of fxfth-grade
pupxls who attend publrc schools where the mlnorlty enrollment i above

75 percent obtain” ‘MAT Total Readrng scores below the national average and

an estlmated 65 percent of *he puprrs obtain scores below the 25th percentlle.

As was the case for the relatlonshrp between school control ani

o socloeconomrc level, it appears that the statrstlcal effects of school

unts for previously noted locationar d:.fferences 1n ar"uevement. S e
_ ;

s o3¢
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'ntrol and percent minorltv are ad&rtive. On'the average} pupils who

with low. minority enrollment, and pupils who.atten

Turnlng now to the populatlon .distribution findings, Table 2- 12

R

indica 3 that there 1s a substantlal difference in the raclal/ethnlc
composmtions of publlc and nonpublic schools. It may be seen- that nearly
half of the flfth—graders in nonpubllc schools (47: 2 percent) attend
schools contalnlng no minority group students in the flfth—grade. By’
contrast, only one—fxfth {19.6 percent) of publlc sector puplls attend ,

such schools." At the other end of the spedtrum, the flgures are reversed.

g,42 ‘2 pexcent .z tbllc sector puplls attend schools with m1nor1ty~q;dup

enrollments of over ten pertht, as compared to only 19.4 percent of

ﬂpuplls in the no'publlc sector. These dlstrlbutlonal differences not-

',wlthstandlng, st tlstlcal adjustment of the estimated overall publlc and

§inonpub11c sectoy means to ellmlnate the influence of dlfferentlal
Ttmlnorlty group,/enrollment produces only small chanqes -= the estimated
'publlc schoo mean increases from 52.8 (unadjusted) to :53.0 (adjusted)
:‘whlle the e tlmated nonpubllc school mean decreases £rom 6l1l.4 {unadjusted)

‘#to 60.3 {ad usted). The effect is to reduce the over:all difference

between publlc and nonpubllc schools, but not greatly (see Tablﬂlz—13).

fd2.6.6 School Socloeconomlc Level and Grade—Flve Per rcent’ ilnorltx

rd v

The findings presented.thus far indicate .-school>socioeconomic

- level and‘percent minority are similar 'in their :2lationships to reading
?jachievement and'to other school-level variables. The population distrib-
futlon data presented in Table 2 14 1nd1cate, as - one mlght anticipate, that

ﬁfthese two varlables are also strongly related to one another.. Schools

which are high in SEL tend to be low in mlnorltv enrxollmeni and conversely

schools which are high in mlnorlty enrollment (1 e., above 75 percent)

: tend to be.low in SEL. 1In the high-SEL category, an estlmated 83.2
'-pereent.of the pupils attend schools Wlth minority enrollments of under 11
apercent, and only 2. 6 percent of the puplls are estimated to attend schools

with minority enrollments ‘of more_than '35 percent. In the low-SEL category,
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Table 13, --Estlmated MAT Total Readlng nean and estinated ¥AT Total Readmg
mean adjusted for grade-five percent minority, by school control:
 Grade 5, United States, spnng, 1972 |
J
|
A R
School control 1
| % , " . ‘ ( (
- Statistic * Public Nonpublic
8 | ' -
() ‘ 3 , ~ ,
. ' ] | Raw mean 52.8 6l.4
- Mdjusted mean” . 53,0 60,3
S . ,‘ Difference " 0.2 | S T
7:‘) , ) L'! '
.0‘ ¢ " |
{
J
. ﬂ” ! i S %
v / | /
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‘ Total High Kiddle lw
Grade: 5 percent L Total - ) Tetad [ Total | Total
" alnordty of school Grade § pupils | Resding | Grade S pupils | Reading | Cradé § pupils |Reading | Grade 5 pupils IReading
Number$ | Percent | mean ' [Number# | Percent | mean [Numberd| Percent| mesn |Nusber#| Percent | mesn
 Toal 6009 1000 536 %09 27 L6 2L B S - W 06 0.9
| L1000 587 k8 6h1 S 609 S 1 WSk
0 LS - 100.0 S&6 53 3.3 63 s S5 SME LT 104 30.9
11-35 Mo1000. SL1 19 163 S0 499 63.0° SL3 .l 27 Wl
315 COBE 1000 655 r 68% SBIY 16T L2 466 16 AR AL
76-100 8 L R BN LI 1A L L I /5 I Y

Table;! 14-- Estinnted nunbcr cnd percent of pupils and eatimted AT Total" Reading nean, by aocioecononic lpvel of ‘school and by -

Grade § percent ninority of school: Grade 3, United States, Spring 1972
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. Socioeconomic level of school
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100,0 -
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$ -Estinated number 'invnghb’nsands.
* Eatinate bised upon sample ‘of less than 25 schools,
o W Saple contadng no pupian this category,
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e the comparable estlmates are -30. 0 and 52 6 percent, respectlvely. &txiS'
o ,also~noteworthy that the Anchor Test Study sample of 845 schools - care-
fully selected to ensure adequate representatlon at all levels of SEL and

. percent minority - does not contaln a srngle school which is both h1gh 1n,,zu2
SEL and high (i.e., above 75 percent) 1n Binority enrollment. No doubt o
such schools exist, but we are unable to make any estlmate of their- F‘

pupils’ average level of readlng achlevement. o S =

_ Turnlng to the readxng achxevement data contalned.ln Table 2-14

it may be. seen that'fornall percent mlnorlty categorles the esthated
means (fall in the usual hlgh-mlddle-low SEL ‘'sequence... Wlthln SEL categorles.

Y the usual tendency for 1ncreases in percent q}norrty -to betassoclated’wath -

RN
Y decreases in average readxng achlevement is also apparent.' However, thzs

T “L?frelatlonshlp is not nearly as strong for hlgh—SEL schools as for schools
" in the middle and low-SEL cat;gorles. - : A’._-.ﬁ
- Table 2~15 presents the results of statistical adjustment of:
percent minority means for the effect of the covarlance between percexn
mlnorlty and SEL. slnce the Anchor Test study sample ‘contained no hlghr L
O .SEL schools in the 76-100 percent minority category, it was necessary. for
T purposes of this adJustment to collapse the two highest. percent mlnorxty
categorles. It may be seen that the hlghest resultlng category of percent
m1nor1ty (36-100 percent) beneflts con51derably from this" adjustment (the
~adquted mean belng 5 3 raw score points -higher than thedunadjusted .
mean) but that the three remaining”’ categorles are essentlélly unchanged by.
- the adjustment. This suggests that sqme of the overall {unadjusted) N

o , -varxatlon 40~§g5g1ng achievement among ‘schools thh’dlfferent percentages“-‘

o&R

. R 2

of minority enrollment is attrlbutable to the cqg}rlance between’ percent R A
.minority and SEL, but that schools with varylng percentages of mznorlty

‘lp enrollment continue to dxffer from one another in ‘average readlng achxeve-\[ﬁ

. ment - even when SEL 1s controlled. Thzs flndlng is. 1n apparent confllct. j

. with earlier studies clted in Sect10n 2.4 which have reported that‘the . a'{

statistical association between school raclal/ethnlc comp051tlon and f;;
academic achlevement essentially dlsappears ‘when social class is helda - {ﬁﬁ;
‘constant. It should be noted, however, that the present. flndxngs are not ;':i
\entlrely comparable to those reported earlier, by vxrtue of the fact that o

‘the present school—level measure of SEL is not -comparable to previously

Toms

studied pupil-level measures of socioeconomic statusﬂ Itlls.entxrely

. s . -

o . . : 1 . -7 . . . :
. . . P

. X .
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L | Table 15 --Estlmated MAT ‘rotal Readlng mean and esnmatcd MM‘ fotal Reading nean
. - adfusted for socioeconomic level of school by grade-flve percent mmonty

. . Grade 5, Umted States, sprlng, 1972 . o
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possible that, if a pupll -level index of socioeconomic status had been

Nt

,’obtained in the Anchor Test Study, we too would have found this varxable‘
N
capable of accounting for the assoclatlon between percent mxnorxty and

SR readlng acﬁlevement.

®e

- ‘ 2. summary of School-LeveI Findings
AT ‘- In this chapter,. indxvxdual and Jjoint relationznlps between four
Dl e scrool characteristics (locatlon, control, socioeconomi.c level, andggrade—v

'fxve percent mxnorxty) and pupll readlng achlevement »ere examined. ‘For
.each of these characterlstics, the overall (unlvar -e) results were

' generally cons1stent wlth/preVLous research flndlngs. All four-vaxlables
were ' ‘found strongly assocxated w1th average pupll readxng achiévement as
estlmated from the Anchor Test Studyfdata base. .The major unlvallate

flndlngs were as follows- “r

1 : ‘ o . :
'3 o ' e Location of school: Pupils attending suburban schools had the
.- ) - . highest average MAT score (58. 4), followed by pupils attending
o schools in middle-sized and small cities (both about S€),
o /" schools in rural areas (51. 7) and, f1nally, puplls attendxng
schools .a large cities (46 6).

@ Corirol of school. The estimated MAT mean for pupils attend-
ing nonpublic schools. (61.4) was:'substantially h1gher than .
that for publlc school pupxls (52 8) ) . - .

e So xoeconomxc level- Pupxls attendigg h1gh-SEL schools hjd
a substantlally hlgher estimated MAT mean (61. 6) than pupils

- attending mlddle—éﬁu schools (Sduv) who, in turn, ‘h a

'.substantyally hig’ est;hated méfn than pup ls en;olled 1n
low-3EL schools 44 9).‘] [ '%’_ i
. v i

1/

® Grade—flve per ent ‘minor ty. x(i.};trong lnver e.rela 1onsh&p
- was observed between “thel percerdt minority e ollmen of a

‘ o school aid the estlmated average level of"- readxng achlevemcnt,

h " - -the estimate for schools in' the 0-10 percent range be1ng

' _hlghest (se.6), followed by schools with 11-35' percent :

. minority (51.7), schools with 36-75 percent minority '(45. S), "

" and schools with e 75 percent mxnorlty (36 8).

. The four school—level va 'ables were also. found to be h1ghly Mz;
h\‘ related to one another, schools ‘i the h1gh—scor1ng category of one
_ varlable (e g., h1gh—SEL, nonpublic, . suburban, or 1ow percent mlnorlty)
) ' also tendlng to fall in the hxgh—scorlng categor;es of other varwables.
3 Thxs tendency for schools to Le multxply advantaged - or multiply dis~- 'T :
',‘A;'a "advantaged - meant that,gto some extent, the overall assoclatlon between

- . . . ., . ., .
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: any one vaxxable and reading achlevement could be v1ewed as an ixdlrect

: reflection of other var1ables relationships to readlng_achleve-

-

ment,.._..__,. o ._f__,,__...,.‘v o I . L

Co For one vérlable, school locatlon,'almost all of the orxglnally .

ey

noted variatxon among categorles 1n average readlng ach1evement ‘was found
;-to be attrlbutable to: other school characterlstlcs. Wh=n locatlonal
dlfferences in SEL distribution were statistically controlled, achxevement '

differences between suburbs, rural areas, and smdll and mlddle slzed
cities were -found, to dlsappear.' The” notably poor average pexformance of o

pupils in the remaining location category, large cltles, was not totally e
attrlbutablu to SEL, but was Jttrlbdtable to the firding that average.
Ve

'enrollments is

f rearlng achlevement for schools with high m1nor1t _ ,
g extremely low (at all locatlons) and that such sckrols tend to be concen-
: trated in large c1t1es.‘ The proportlonate overrepresentatlon of such
.,schools in large\cltles was found sufflclent to account for the. overall
dlfference between large cltles and other locatlon categorles 1n average

pupll readlng ach1evement These flndlngs lead to a conclu510n ﬁhit

-

'.school locatlon, per ‘se, ls not an lmpo*tant determlnant of readlng achleve-;

ment at the flfth-gfade level. Tgat 1is, when thelr schools SEL and percent S

' mlncrlty characteristics are taken into account, large Clty school. systems
do not appear to be/any more or less effective than t 05e in. suburbs,

| .
small c1t1es\ or other‘lo atlons in, b'achlhg baslc:‘e dlng sk lls

ntrol, ‘ocboecon mic

.&ieoél, and ¢ wlth ‘one anof hen U

'*heir relatﬁZ
‘lnteractlon

] to1interacl
ent,}and th general fo 1 of the
tion: of thése varlables as alwéys

etween any two-way comby Ly,

the same. Wlthln the h1gh scorlng category of any one varlable, other.

_ varlables' relatlonshlps to readlng achlevement wete nuch less pronounced .
' than for the mlddle or ‘ow-scorlng categorles of the varlable. This waS'
most clearly the - case for sch?ol soc10economic 1evel. In all categorles

"of all other varlables, puplls at”endlng hlgh—séu schools =24 estlmated )
VMAT means well above the natlonal average. In ﬂtner words, scthls
"'erv1ng predomlnantly h1gh—1ncome populatlons tend to be well above '.“r

average in readlng achlevement, pretty much irrespective of whatever other

..characterlstlcs they mlght have - publlc vs. honpubch, suburban location

-

o I S I W A /

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘ ] - . , .‘-’;\,,.
‘ 'zve.,large city or rural locatioen, etc. Yor low-SEL schools"howevez;' .
'fother characteristics mattered a great deal. The estimated MAT means fo
‘ low=SEL schools varied over a 20-point range; from an above-averaqe 54.7
'“*to a substantially belowdaveiage 35.2. ' ' ,;u '
. In sum, the findings presented in *his chapter indicate that average'f‘
. pupil reading achievement vaiies substantially and systematlcally as a func-‘.'
tion of . three of the four ma;or school characteristics examlnedl-SOCLpeconomicr
5level, percent minority, and control (1n roughly that order of importance) A\ﬁ
fourth variable, schocl location, does not appear to have any s19n1f1cant .
1ndependent relationship to reading ach1evement The flndings also
'indicate that the effects of 'these three major variables tend to be
cumulative. “Although not’ d1rectly apparent from the tables presented in “
Chapter Two, Qne might anticipate that the highest estimated AT mean
3 would be ootained for pupils who attend high-SEL nonpublic schools
chontaining no minority grouv ‘pupils and that the lowest estimated mean
‘would be for pupils attending low—SEL public schools Wlth minority
nrollments of over 75 percent. This is indeed the case, the estimated
means?being 68.8 and 34 8, respectively. ) -
( lAs suggested earlier, it is far ea51er tr Aescribe -how schools 4
' diffen in average reading achievaent than to explain W thesé differencaa ‘ﬁ
exlft 0or to determihe what, if ahything, can or should—tz Je to attempt

e do
! o
to rais: the 2ch é@éﬁent level. ofj

‘rrently ow—Scori Hschools% These
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3.0  PUPIL CH.. ¥RISTICS AND READING ACHIEVEMENT

A . . . i

53:1° - Introurst . v S

<

Chapte; described relationships between school characteristics

}and reading achievement. The present chapter Wlll examine overall

.univariate relaticaships between fifth-grade reading achievement and

~éach of four pupil-level characteristics: remedial redding. diagnosis,

fprimary-langua Y, racial/ethnic group, and reported IQ. Chapter 4, .

;characteristics.'

\3:2y-" Remedial Reading Diagnosis

dneiﬂing soo e of pupils so agnosed is more than a ‘full standarq deviation: \“ -

jl kely used
VL ans is not‘surprising. _ o
‘ ‘The standard deviation of ‘the MAT Total Reading scores of pupils _

focusing prima.ily on the racial/ethnic group variable, ’111 then continue
the analysis by describing selected interrelationships among thes : pupil

characteristics, as well as relationships between 'school and pupil

L o

Remedial reading diagnoSis is a dichotomous variable reflecting

thelteacher s report of whether or not & given pupil has been officially -

diagnosed as needing remedial reading instructjon. Table 3-1 contains
-statistics from the Anchor Test Study classified by remedial reading
diagnoSis. It may he seen that an estimated nine percent of all fifth— :
'grade pupils were known by their teachers to have been diagnosed as

'requiring remedial Eeading instruction. The estimated average MAT Total

(35.3 vs. 56‘4). Since tandardized tpsts Pf ading Skills were- étry

determin e if pupils require r ediat#on, the diffefean in

"“r

diagnosed as requiring .ﬂmdlal instruction is smallkr tha: the populatLon

Estandard deViation (12. vs. 18.2). While the rzan for pupils requiring

'remedial instrhctzon i <1gnificantly lower than the mean score of \upils

enot so. diaaf~sed, the Size of the standard deviations’ indica*es that tne

ftwo grouus distributipns do overlap. That is, some ﬂupils diagnosed as

requiring remedial. reading instruction have ﬂ}gher MAT scores than some
p .
indiViduai pupils not considered to requixe it. Inspection of the

upercentile data in Table 3-1 proVides additional information. Over 90

percent of pupile who we.. iiagnoscd as needing remedial reading score

53

below, that . % pupils ot jconsidered to|r re- remedial instructioH !M“\K‘,
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" w‘ By renedial reading d»aanosis: United States, sprlnq, 197 . 1
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. Co ‘ " Remedial reading dlagnosis
, ‘ Sta»}stlc | 114 ol Dlagnosed Mo diagnosed Not .,
, T Need ' need . reported
Nuber of pipils in sanple | (399 5,803 SO R 4,219
Nusber of schools in sample | 845 6% M0 517
‘a l. . Bstimated number ‘o'f pupils l' ‘ -
' 5 4, LR
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| Percent of éétinated number Y \u 99 S 606 s y
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below the 50th percentile, and 65 percent score helow ~ﬁ€’33th percentile.
"While these statistics indicate that those pupils di//(osed as being in need
of reading services score quite low on the average,.it is . surpriSing that
eight percent of these pupils score above the population median while 19 percent
' of those not diagnosed as needing speci .1 help score below the.25th percentile.
‘  Some of this overlap may be attributed to mlSClaSSlflCatlon of pupils,
measurement error rn the MAT, diagnosed needs in aspects of reading not
measured by. the MAT, or im;roved rea.ing achievement by some diagnosed pupils
as a result of serVices received. . On the:.other hand, the possibility also

- !
exists that some segment.s of the population are being systematicully diagnosed -

as requiring remedial ~'ead_ng either more or less frequently than a criterion
such as "lowest gurarter of the national norms" would justify. Jencks (1972b) has
suggested that one explanation for observed inequality in acadenic performance
i55that ccmpensatory.services are inequitably distributed throughout the popula-
tion of school children,-that compen . 2ry services are not always provided to
t&osekpupils with the greatest 'need". fhis issue will be explored further .

" in later sections of this report.

3.3 Primary Lang;age

Literature asseSSing the re]ationsnip between primary languazgkand
the

{

}reading achieyement lS sparse. However, the available data demonstr
Mkind of relatfi onshlp we might ‘expect. y For ,example, d t$ analyzed by tebbins,

fet al. (1976) as part cf th national evaluation of P O]ect ﬁbllow Th ough f5

Y \ \ |
showed tjit Ve peécent of third-grade pupils‘in the study did not .
;S‘ ak En

these pupils was about one-half standard ‘deviation below the mean of pupils

ish as a first language ThL MAT. Total Ré ding meak score &or ! i

vspeaking English as a first language.
Table 3-2 contains selected statistics from fifthégrade pupils in °

vthe Anchor Test Study. ' On the basis of teacher reports,'pupils were

‘clasSiF .ed as havihg English as a primary language, not haVing Englfsh as
‘fa primary language but not being handicapped" by this fact, ot not ‘having L,
‘ Englisn as a primary language and having a learning handicap in reading

and othe! subjects as a result. The great majority of pupils in the _
'population lan estimated'95.8 percent) speak English as alfirst language.

About two percént are estimated to fall in each of_the other two
‘icategdries; 4 ' |
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'l‘able 3-2,=Statistics for fifcthrade sample and population fron the Anchor st Study

by primary language: United States, spring, 1972 ' ‘, /o
.

o

Prinary language

~Statlst1c N \ " Not English, Mot English, Not

| ’ Tl English o handicap @ hand‘icap reported
oot ppls b mle | 608 @0 T 1 W9
wuber of schools n sample ‘| 85 B4 1% » 1% 211
Bstinated nunber of .pupils in | A |
. : SV
population (in thousands) hoe 38 | “ T
. ' , J
Pfrcent of estinated number 10 5.5 L s 1
" of pupils | | | .
) | | | ‘
MAT Total Reading mean 53.6 54,2 $.4 3.2 40.2
(MAT.To'tal R»‘aadinqtstandard 18.2 181 162 RIY 19.3
deviatlon | : ;
39 © W Totel Reading stadar | g5 g 119 g L8
\ error of mean ‘ , | ‘
1 ‘ 'Pér’ceht ofipupils | | | | X .
| ’ below the 50th percentile 510 50.6 Vl.:o 90 630
A o : . ‘ : ‘ ;r
| 3 St‘andaf\d error @be_lqw 50511} 0.6 ‘ 0 !3.0 | 11 40
S I O R L ;‘ P
Percent-of pupils ] f / b j ! <;’i Y
© below the 25th percentile 5.0 {24.0 | 00 73.0 i.0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. Aa'one might expect, the estimated MAT Total Reading mean for
| pupils claasified as being handicapped as. a result of not speaking English
- as -a& first language is quite low (33.2), m¢ - than a full standard
daviation telow the estimated mean of. pupils who speak‘English as a first ;
5§language (54.2). More than 90 percent of the pupils in the tormer group |
iZScore at or below the population median., 'On the average, pupils classi‘ied
. as not speaking English as a firsr lasuguage and not being handicapped as a
. result score between pPupils in the twe other groups (45.4) . The fact that
" they do average one-half standard deviation below pupils vith English as
a first language L~ somewhat of a.svrprise, since they were specifically
. cited ‘as not having a learning handicap. Two hypotheses can be advanced.
First, teachers' classifications of many of the "not English-not a |
handicap" pupils/may have been incorrect. Perhaps some teachers did pot -
fully appreciate the extent to which some pupils are handicapped by Virtue
of their bilingualism. Second, it is possible that the classification may
have been essentially correct. This w0uld suggest that many bilingual
“pupils may be below average in reading achievement for reasons other than
language problems,§per se, e.g., because of caltural factors, type of

school attended, etc.

3.4 Racial/Ethnic Group

The relationship between racial/ethnic'group_and average performance

‘on standardized achievement tests has been well documenteu in recent years.
Colem@n et al. (1966)|reported that differences in educational ‘outcomes B
between minoxr}ty groups Ahites are}largest for Blacks and Puertc Ricans,
and'dmall st for Orienta. .. .milarly, the National Assessment of
.“Ed cation 1 P og;ess (NAEP). fpund that Whites at all age levels Studlfd

‘(9 13 17 and adult) characteristically score above national norms while !
' Blacks score below (AAEP 1974). In his review of, the 1 terature concerning
'the association between race and achievement, Jencks (1972b) found that
'~th£e childrén, on the average, score\abbut one-standard deviation above:
' Black/children -n both IQ and. standardized achievement tests. . )
Not onl have researchers found large variations among the achieve-
ment levels of pupils from different racial/ethnic groups, but these .
_ differences have oersisted even after adjustment for other background

characteristics. .For example, Mayeske (1970) showed that, beyond
2T - ' T | :

57 e .
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‘ o . .
available SES and family structure variables, race was ‘associated with
: ~ an extra five, to ten percent ‘of the variation in achievement scores.

f" - Table 3-3 presents selected atatistics from fifth-grade pupils
who participated in the Anchor Test Study,’ irratified by five racial/ethnicw
'categories The majority ‘(an estimated 79.3 percent) of. fifth-grade
pupils in the population is CaucaSian, about 14 percent are Black, five
percent are«Spanish-surnamed, and less than one percent "each are Oriental
or American Indian Large variations in average reading achievement among
the differént racial/ethnic groups are also? apparent in this’table.
Orientalvand Caucasian pupils have the highest estimated meahs (59. 4 and
57.6, respectively), followed by American Indians who average about tro-
thirds of a standard deviation below the former two groups (44 8). Spanish-
surnamed pupils (40.6) score somewhat lower than American Indians, and Blacks,
' score lowest (36.3), more than a full standard deviation below the‘estimated,’
# averages for, Orientals and Caucasians. v _ i, J
These findings, although nthheE new nor unexpected -- given preVious
research, are ‘truly dramatic. Table 3-3 indicates that, while approximately
"Slx out of ten~Oriental and CaucaSian fifth-graders score abcve the national
average (50th percentile) on the MAT, seven out of every ten pupils ‘of
American Indian heritage, eight out of every ten Spanish-surnamed pupiis,
and nearly nine out of every ten Black pupils (87 percent) are estimated to
_ ‘score below the national aVerage. One begins to appreciate 'the extent oﬁ
;' _ ' ' the underachievement of minority group upils -- éspecially Rlacks -- when
| f one realizes that the ‘estimated average7reading achievemeht for the entire
| population of Black fifth-graders (36.3), is comparable to that for pupils
; who_ have been specifically diagnosed as needing remedial wo k in reading i
f ! (35. %, see Table 3- -1} and is o ly slightly above that/for pu pils cdnSidered/
t<> have a learning handicap by fvirtue of not speaking English Aas their 3
'primary language (33. 2 see T le 3-2). The pronounced racial/ethnic:

’ . group dlfferences in ‘averade zading achievement Will be djscussqd further '1
. : .

\

n Chapter Four

‘3.5 | Reported 1Q : -. : S

.
AN .
So—called intelligence .or “IQ“ tests have ‘become increasingly 'l

\

controverSial in recent years. Some of the more ardent prop nts of

IQ tests have argued that indiViduals differ along a general ability-to-learn
\ t

AN 2 . . .
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‘s Table 3-3. --Statlstlcs for f1fth-grav* sample and populatlon from the Anchor Tast -

.+ Number of schoolsyin, sample *|

"+ Percent of estinated nunber |

e below: the-25th perbeqﬁ;le

Study by ra01al/ethn1c qroup» Unlted States,qsgr\ng, 1972 SN
1 S

R " merican |
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dimenSion, that such differences are . to a laﬂge degree genetically S ..
determined, and that-IQ test scores reflect such indii}dual differences R '

o, in’ innate ”intelligence" (e. g., Jensen, 1969). Equally impassiOned
,.critics‘have argued that 10 tests are "racist" or "culturally biased“
Cin- that they reflecr white middle-class cultunal values and socialization ‘
: .practices and are ‘thus. inherently discriminatory against members of minority

L

e gruups (e ges Kagan, 1969). Critics have also questioned ‘the. claimithat

S IQ tests measure "ability" as distinct from "achievement,"-noting that ”f
}‘“- there is 1little discernable difference in the .content of tests;erporting

tp measure ax pupil s "IQ" or "aptitude" and those claiming only to~provide'

a summary index of the pupil s current level of accomplishment in one or %
r . .
. more’ &cademic'subject areas (Bryant et al., 1974) O . .
L Al ) /" "
/

,l—‘n

gf “1h the course of Anchor Test Study da;a collection, fifth-grade N

!"~“" A .
teachers were asked to report -their pupils Scores on“"Your most. recently i

i3

;2 administered standardized intelligane test. ?hese data provide some '{ Vo

Basis “for' examining two intriguing questions. (a) ﬁow Widespread was”the

. ﬂ"‘ ‘_

use of standardizeu ‘intelligence thua-ln _he ‘American’ educational’system, )“,"

© as of April 1972. in’ light of the controversy about the validity and meaning-

fé fulness of.IQ scores, had many schools. discontinued routine/administration ' '

;;of intelligence tests, or was an "IQ" score still a: common element of
and (b) What is-the relationship between "IQ

Ipupils‘ academic records’
"' ". ~as- measured by whatever tests were then in use, ané; - "reading achievement"
i ﬁ' as’ measured by ‘the MAT? : 'igi' . 'f 3 '/‘;b - '
QﬁiAL," We would caution that the Anchor Test Study fiﬂdings probably
represent lower limit estimates with respect to both of ‘these’ issues
Thus,,insofar aS°there was ‘any bias in thg repbrting/of available R i -
test scores,’it most likely-was in the dire tion of underreporting..

IndiVidual teachers may not have known that IQ test/data were available,

may not have wanted to take the time to assemb e’ this information, ‘may -

have had personal reservations about the propriety of "giVing out" such \\\&\

'information, or for some other reason may not'have réported IQ Scores.

- which”were.in fact available. The second caveat/stems from the assumption

Lo x‘*‘

/‘-
that schools in the Anchor fest Study’probably did not .all use the same

test to measure IQ ’ Insofar as’ the Anchor sest Study IQ data represent

. Ay
a hodge’podge of scores obtained from tests of differing ﬂontent. adminis-
_ tration procedure, scoring system. etc., the estimated IQ-MAT relationship'
"should be less strong than would have been the ‘case if a single IQ test
. d sed. - Lo : .
ha been u N -, L 60 | -
., - .

C e .
Y cu K w i - -
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Overall Anchor Test(Study findlngs for reported pieh are presented

ﬁ:? ;l' in Table 3-4 Looklng flrSt at the population/disurlbution findings, it
”’5_ ,'l"' may be seen that. usage of IQ tests 1n 1972 was indeed widespread Based
r ' upon the reported data, IQ test scores were avallable for an estimated “}:".-"
'74 1 percent of fifth‘grade puplls in the nation.» -This; for reasons SN

S dlscussea above'-is probably a, minimum estimate. It is 1nteresting fo. \(
.f? | note that 737 of the 845 schools in the Anchor Test Study sample were ;'”ifi;
e represented in the‘"normal" (90r110) IQ range If one- assumes' that ‘most: ,tQ,-g
e ..]‘_ schools would Have at least one fifth-grade pupil falllng in th1s range, T
o : this means that at least 84. 5 percent of the schools in the Anchor Test

' _ T'Stud? sample maihtained (and were willing to report) pupil IQ test data.; .
TR . _ - . Thé sample and poputation distrlbutlon data also 1ndicate that :Q,;l"
| ’ he distrlbutlon of reported IQ scores ‘is skewed, w1th numerically and >1 o

. average categories._ Since most IQ tests are structured to produce
symmbtg}cal score distributlons, this suggests that usage*and/or reportlng
- of IQ test data’ was greater for puplls falling toward the upper end of

:bf SN .th' "1Q spectrum" than for. those at the‘lower end. _\\ . -

o

Turning now to the reading achlevement data, it may, be seen that

: the relationshlp between repoz%ed IQ and average MAT Total Reading

”performance ds z strong, P ticularly when- one recalls\that IQ data

were not obtained from any s1nqle test. The estimated MAI\Total Reading B ;ﬁ

: \
. meahs. zange from 27 9 for ‘the lowest IQ category (below 75)\to 78.4 for \‘

the highest category (above 125). Slmllarly, nhe estimates of the.percent

;5-"3( %_1' of pupils scorino below the. nationad average ‘on, the MAT nange from 99- .; 'fjé
‘; W“‘Qf-?.' percent at the low end of the I0. dlmenSLOn to three percent at the high end.;,.
«w ; ‘h: E .. The IQ-MAT relationship descr1bed above 1s nearly as strong AS one L,lf

; would expect to’ flhd between the MAT - and another test of. "reading ach1eve-.17f;

.o .
= .

"7 ment" or between\thls 10 index.and another, 1ndependently obtained IQ‘
? ‘.test. Cons1stent w1th these f1nd1ngs, the publishers of the MAT - report ‘
correlations above 80 between the MAT‘and«grdﬂﬁ-admlnlstered IQﬁtests

: — /
e v (Harcourt, Brace, Jovanov:ch, 1971).. / AN

5 Wﬁmmmuyuu o

. L \ i
one s views about 1ntelligenqe tests'. - If one begins with the premise that

- IQ tests measure 1ndiv1dual d1fferences in® 1nnate 1ntellectual aST&rty,
one’ would have to conclude that readlng achievEnent at- the, flfth-grade\“

‘.a . . ) : . @ VoL

L i . 8l .
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Table 34, --Statistics‘for fifth-qrade sample and population from the Anchor, Test Study

v

;o

by reported 10: United States, spring, 1972 \ L

.\‘
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R Ievel -< as- measured by the MaT -- is almoat entirely a result of the
S indiViduq;s' innaté intelligence aﬂd thay any °ther factors which might

" be thought to aﬁfect such achjevement are essentxally inSignificant._

I£ one beginsayith the view' thal the meanlng of 19" test scores 'is'an open
qu' tioh, one would ,; tempted to PrOPOSe .that the I19Q tests which were,
admini tered to £4 th—qrade pup115 acr0ss the nation in 1972 actually b,_
if anythlnq - more’ than the pupils' reading-achievement.

"«w'measured little -l

" Another way of s

ing this iy that 19° tests do not explaih a pupil' o
; . reading achievem nt; they Slmply measure 1t. IR . | EANIEML SRR
\7i., ' However intdtpreted, the- extremely strong relationshxp between !
. reported IQ and average MAT readind. achievement would Seem to" Justify

. _
: at least one practlcal admonltmon t° Parents, teachers, and school admin-

. m;";ILStrat°rs"“thlnk tW1ce—bef°ne dr5W1n9 any pOBCIu51on5“from a“frfth-~~
N N { N
grader s IQ test score that YOu woﬂld not make on. therbasis of a readlng "

achievement test score.. fe .‘¢ ) -e o o
e L . - A - . C . ~ . .
3.6 Summary of Findings g _ '__ _ U w\‘

4"- . : ! o

Kf In this chapter the uni“agiate relatLOnshxps of four pupil
'¥° pharacteristics (remedlal reading diagnOSls. Primary 1anguage, raCial/ethnic':i
group, and reported IQ) with reading aehlevement were. examined._.The ‘find-
o ings are conSiﬁtent wlth Prevlously COnducted research and with expectations.
A 1§ fOur variables wers founa to be Strongly related to reading achievement.

. mhefmajor findings were as fOlLOWs' ’ RS »vc” s,

™ . .
‘ B S
..

e Remedial reading d;agn051s .+ Pupils diagnosed as needing remedxahm
R T ‘reading services had a subStantlally lower estimated MAT ‘\Total '
v - . Reading mean (35, 3)- tban'bupils not, diagnosed as needing such .

o - instz‘uction (56. 4. ' v ~ ) -

.+ ! ‘e primary 1an9uage~ oupils Cﬂ.a,gsn.fiEd as being educationally
o T handicapped as ‘a gesult of not speaking English as a first
' '~ languagd. had - a.mycp 1ower. estimated ‘MAT mean (33.2) than’
pupils qlaSSified as 5peaklng Engllsh as a first ianguage (54 g)

° RBCLal/ethnlc group‘avorlental and Caucasian puplls had hlgher
- . estimated MAT Tota} ggadlng mearns (59.4 and 57.6, respectively)
R . than American Indjan'. Spanish-surnamed or Black pupilS (44.8, - -
,#_.u;~ s ) _ 4o 6, and 36. 3, respeacively) o : L . ‘
. e Reported IQ A Strong POSitlve relaCLOnshlp was observed .

' between reported 1g an eStimated WAT Total Reading Means, the

|

o
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' . . R ) L .

SR I estimate.for-pupils in the over—125 reported IQ range being | -
..+ . *. highest (78. 4) and ‘the estimate for pupils)in the below-75 ‘“‘f' o
Y reported I10. range being lowest. (27 9. L

»

None of these“findings conflict with previous research. However, : . y:

.

' there are some- surprising findings 1n the data. First,” the magnitude of fi .
the differences between estimated MAT means of certain groups of pupils is 2“' = 3‘M24
substantial..\wore than a full standard deviation separates the estimated L Ce

- ~ . [

.MAT: mpans of the highest scoring from the 10west scoring groups of pupils-

for each of the four pupiL characteristics listed abéve. Second, eight
; percent of those pupils diadnosed as being in need of remedial reading
. services Scored above the'SOtH percentile; while 19 percent of ‘those’

‘~pupils not diagnosed ds needing such servaces scored bglggithe 25th _ R '”3_
percentile. This indicates that there is an overlap in the distributions
" of reading stores for. these two sets of pupiIs, perhapsha- ‘4 result of ‘;~ T
misclas5ification of pupils, different criteria for classification, or inequi- '
i?table distribution of - remedial reading serVices.: In the next chapter, inspection
:1of selected ‘two- and three—way relationships of pupil racial/ethnic group and '
‘”other pupil and school characteristics to\reading achievement W1ll qualify these_;

findings to a certain extent. P I P ,ZF- R
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! FUREHER EXPLORATION OF PUPIL RACIAL/ETHNIC GBOUP "AND READING )

"Acnmvr-:um'r s e ) - L _ B S
. Y ' 3 - [ * e ‘ ‘l : > .
e rn this chapter we examine selected two~, and three—way relationships T

'between pupil racial/etHnic gqoup and a’ variety pf other variables,ijf_.: “y‘r~
-.inoluding primary language, reported IQ, school ‘SBL, school control, ;; , \;g

¥

: remedial readi diagnosi§ and grade-five percent minority»finvan eﬁﬁprt s
5 to gainf§552/22§itional understanding of factors associated with rac&al/ o

;~‘ethnic differences in reading achievement. For purposes of this chapﬂbr we

-rf// -i_?focus on the three largest*racial/ethnic groups, Caucasians, Blacks ‘and

' 5panish-surnamed puplls.' The sample sizes for other groups are 'tdo small
>

* : : . A

. tO permit further subclassificatidns., . L . .
j“j*'***’*’*n ’I“'T"‘ pﬁpirnaciai/ztnnic Grogs“and Primary—ﬁanguage D o
- - N © In section 3 3._it was noted. that pupils who do not speak E“glksmvas e
‘ )
' ) their primary language tend to obtain lower scores .on the MAT Total Reading ?Vﬁ

”scale than pupils—whose primary language is English Table 5 l examihes

o . ; the association between primary 1anguage and raCial/ethnic group.- It may
?43 - ‘pe seen that the great majority of pupils whose primary language is not )
:English are Spanish-surnamed., of the estimated 115,000 bilingual fifth- SRR PR
\graders, an«estimated 96 000 (82 6 percent) are SQanish-surnamed.‘ Table 4 1
o ' also rndicates that nearly hAIE‘SE all Spanish—surnamed fifth-graders -.‘~ -
.~“‘3 (47 8 percent) do not speak English as’ their primary language and, of those,.'f'
L -a substantial proportion are considered to ‘have a learning handicap by °
virtue of their "langudge problem (61, 000/95; 000 = 64.2 percent) '
\; :” The data .presented in Table 4-1 support two additional conclusions.
. First, at 1east for Spanish-surnamed pupils, teacher assessments of whether
© of not a pupil is ”handicapped" in. reading by virtue of not speaking Englikh
f} 3-: B as his/her primary language appear . to have been valid the éstimated mean
. '.‘i ~ for bilingual s;anish-surnamed pupils not considered to have a learning
S o handicap (44 4) is essentially identical to that tor Spanish—surnamed . .
L - pupi1s——whQ—speak—Enq%ish—as—theis—9rimaEy—langBa9e—445~LH—4uu1—is—substantially—
o higher than that for- Spanish-surnamed pupils whq are conSidered,to ‘have a . :
»ﬁ. . . language-related handicap in reading’ (31. 8).o Second. 1anguage problems -‘()f§
among - SPanish-surnamed pupils account “for: some, but by no. means all of the

s

oVerall differenee in average reading achievement between Spanish-surnamed

’ - " and*Caucasian pupils-vthe estimated meaﬁs for Spanish-surnamed pupil= who- A\_
'\“' _ - G\t ‘ ‘ ' : ., -. ;_‘k- dﬁ-? o :'j . ". : ) , - . . ' - .. ) . .
, o : . yooFo - T S
. % RN A ? - 65 | R i . @
o ) } .0.4 -~ ' ° - .
- _ . #
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. ove;all averajz/teading score of C ucasian puprls (57.6). This suggﬁétsy.' : :"
e 1 7 B

-~ Lo e i":'
LY _/.'.

., . .

ge-related han 1cap (44-45) are considerdbly below hé%.-

Y

‘do not have a° lan

that cultural /and socideconomic f tors¢ in" additidn to language

. may play important roles in-acco' ttng for the overall underac “evement of

".'4.2 pupil Racial/E;hnic Group,and Reported Q R a e Tl

v Table 4-2 presents statistics fromsthe Anchor Test Study for each R
'.pupil racial/ethnic group by reported IQ range. A strong relationship|7'”’
‘betwéen reported IQ and reading achievement ;s observed within each of. the

1-racial/ethn1c catexaries.” 0verall, IQ was/mot reported for 25.9 per ent )

I

of all pupils in the Anchor Test Study sémple. Nonreport ‘of IQ appears to”

6 percent of Caucasian pupils have

[

. no. reported IQ while data were not reportedrfbr 42. 5 percent of- Black and

_be aggociated with race, since only

-39.7 percent of Spanish-surnam pupils. This selectiye unavailability . “f L
Jand/or nonreporting of the 10/data may: be ‘related to the perception of o
.many educators, especially thels chool Coord}nators who. collected the Anchqr R

tests are not valid meaeures of the intellectual

a
.on
-

ils. . - ;ﬂ . .,

" pest Study. data, that I

v ability of. minority p
Table 4-2 sHows that-pupil racial/ethnic group has the same baslc

relﬂtionship th' Leported IQ that lt does w1th the MAT itself ) Thus, Black ;Q,
: . N A B

. andfépanish- amed pupils are/substantially overrepresented‘un comparison

to | Caucasia in the "below aVerage"’IQ cutegorres (1 e.,lless than 90), as .-

they ‘were/in the "below the/%ith/percﬁ/tile" 4htegory of,the MAT. These--' A
T & -

- distribdtion findings cl '8 reflect the strOng relationship between MAT -_7
] test scg;es’noted éarlier in Section 3.5. : S - . o
///Ptgﬁre 4.1 graphically illustrates the IQ—MAT relationshipX separately
--6//Black and Caucasian pupils. It may be seen that, for IQ ranges up to

.,_and

L]
//125, the two curvés basically parallel one another, with the Black. estimated A f
MAT means being about. 10 poxnts below those for Gaucasians (excep& in ghe

;below 75 IQ category, where the dlf erence is only abOut five poxnts) qung
"from the lll-lZS IQ range to the over-125 category, Figure 4.1 indicates

'».-'that the curve for Cauca51 ns continues to increase, while that for. Blacké’

levels off with the result that the estimated mear for‘,laek pupilscis 19 LT,

poxnts below that- for Caucas1an pupils in ‘the abové:lzs IQ catego AR
: O . . ’. , . RO H < 0t v
0‘ : ® M . - . S ':‘ 67 . . . .f. ' “ :‘ : . : m' d

. ’ B .o
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Lo K T Black . %panish-surnamed ‘ Ceucesinn I
o Rgpor[ed IQ? of pul;ph ol v | Total | | Total | ‘Total Total:
S \ R (‘rade5Puplls | Readlng” Grade S Puplls feading. Gmde S P_pils madins GmdeS,P pi"ls : ading
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One argumenu for cOntanulng to use IQ tests qn schools 1s that they

iy

!
thelr'overall level of current 1ntellectuakKEccompllshment (as assesséd . by

.-

IQ tests) and who thus may need speclal help ‘or attentlon in. those subjetts

(e g., Wardrop, l976). Vlewed from that perspectlve, the flndlngs descrLbed e
above suggest “hat at alJ ~IQ. levels and partlcularly at the hlgh end of the

IQ drmeqs;on, Blatk puplls are "underachlevlng" 1n readlng relatlve to the

ﬁ;Caucaslan.(or,valmost equlvalently to the overall natlonal) norm.

. : T e 'x'
.:. . ' PR

Pupll Raclal/Ethnlc Group ‘and School Socloeconomlc Level " ¥ g '
i{ifv f _ A posslble explanatlon for d1fferences 1n performance between Caucaslan - i
Lfand m;norlty group puplls reported 1n prevlous sectlons ‘may be dlffezences - .'*'-fgi,
'Q ‘-

‘l;n the socloeconomlc status of 1nd1v1duals or of the schools they attend.f‘fgfl'é

° Table 4-3 presents statlstlcs from the Anchor Test Study by pupll rac1al/ ' ’_' L

Yo

faethnlc ycoup and school soc1oeconom c level (SEL) . - '-f“':'ﬂd

¢

: | : '3;
* The maJorlty of Black puplls (60.0 percent) are enrolled in lo' 2o &

{‘schoois, ymth only 35.3° percent 1n mlf”le—SEL schools and 4.7. percent 1.

13
.1-_‘

ffhlgh—SEL schools. Spanlsh—surnamed puplls are abcut“equally d1v1ded _
[ >
‘;between low and m1ddle—SEL schools (34 7 and 49.1 percent) By contraet, ' P

K i
. only 1s. 6 percent of . Ca;caslan guplls are enroII"dTin‘low-SEL schools.

}- Large d1fferences are observ d in estlmated MAT Total Readlno means

'over SBL categorles w1th1n each raclal/ethnlc group.v Within SEL categorles,” o Yo

}ﬁhowever, there are Stlll large dlfferences between rac1al/ethn1c oroups.,

The estlmated MAT Total Read1ng mean for Black pupIIs attendlng h1gh-SEL :

- schools is: 42 6, 9. 2 pornts lower than the mean of 's1. 8 for' caucaslans
attendlng low—SEL schools. Table 4-4 presents estimated MAT means for the °
varlous raclal/ethnlc groups adJusted for d1fferences in SEL,. The d1fference_f,
between Black and Caucaslan puplls is rediuced somewhat by.the—adjustment v*m”?'; 'ﬁf;

°(from 21. 5 to'18 2) but remalns large. We conclude that school SEL (as

‘\recorded 1n th1s study) has but a small relatinn to' the d1fference rn % K
performance between puplls of d1fferent raclal/ethnlc groups._ One posslble
explanatlon for this rather surprlslng f1nd1ng Js that the Anchor Test
Study—school ‘SEL measure may be a poor proxy for the klnds of pupll level .
gES measures used rﬂ other research and hence, lS Smelyfnot adequate for* 3;;§Afa~"“
cnntrolllng SES' factors when studylng raclal/ethnlc dlfferences 1n ach1evement. !

A AT . . e a
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L

R Bl‘nck"
N

Snnzrlsh-surnumed

A ot bl S
I e ‘,‘:/n-'y",/“ S Coh : : B
' [ " v ! ya . ti ' " ' : .' ¥
. '» ) / [ 1 . [ . " W :
‘ ‘ . J, |\‘-"‘.i A o 1 . . 'l ] ) . ‘L
I AT ) o : . . .
o ,‘,"'\‘ ’ ‘ ! "‘_ ,'-‘(}‘ " L‘;( ‘ i
oo - iy Lo ,‘7’;)"1 I..‘ ) “'A
' , . v L " K LIS I
‘ R Y / l Lo i“ '; v . V’"’ ] B ) .
" M / \ ll R
‘l'able 3, - Eetimr nunber and percent b wils nnd estimated MAT Total Reading mean, by raciallathnic group of pupil and by
E eocioecononic level of schnnl rnde 5,! Unired \Statee, Spring 1971. . |
‘ ity o ‘ : ST
SRR S i \ ‘9 \ , . .o -~
C ¢ { ef: \\f'“ " | ‘ _\‘ , C » . ;- :
7 ; B \ ) \ AR "‘ SR I 3
L ) / ! P \ Wi . T WU’ . ¥ .
. ‘ . [ ) “, 1 o . A l’:' P ] . | , - oy . I I'l.‘
AN i1 | i Racjal/ethnic rgrou of‘pupil‘ '
‘X/ / Sy DR
2 Caucnninn

SRR Socioecononi" Jevel of .
' schoo

- Nunber#

| Yotal |
'R'éadihg\:

Crade 5~ nuni_ls

‘fotal -
mading

crade § pupils

mean

Numbex#

Per.cenr

Totel
Teidiag

Grade 5 pupils ‘

ki’ Nunter#

Percent

| Total -
hading

‘ nean

’ N’ - i R
‘ |;‘ ,, \"" K TOtﬂl f I ‘ (!0 009 100.
S A R

FERR T /"_' / .
Middle /" | 2455 538
946 2}.6"

mean.
L
Y,

54.5 .o

Nunberj ;Per'cent
85
L 26(’ Y
195
332

[N

B3

' ;’100.0" .

»3

615 406
! 39.2#
(N

' ‘199

e .

n.
w -
KRS

'6;0
- 492
8

100 oj' gt

‘n.n

'y

'415

B

3 178

ass LAy
zzs ~81h
B

9

100'01,-

57 a;'

62, 4,'.'.;'.:
64
E 8

‘ N o :
n N \ !

N + Esr[nered number \n thousands :

\** Includee all racial/et’nic gréups. -‘ K

- t .
- . '
ot
v
[
Ll
I [ .
] y ' '
n" o
0 vt




Table 4-4.--Estimated ¥AT Total Reading fean and estlmated MATiTotal Readinq man L
A “>"*”' adjusted for school SEL, by pupil racial/ethnic group Gtade 5, Y L i
e “mf United Statas, spring, 1972 '
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. Pupil Raciai/Ethn'i' Grou ;;nd School Control , o (4

In an earller dlscusSlon\of school control (Sectlon 2 3) 1t was T,
rted that approxlmately 90 pelﬁcent of all flfth-grade pupils . attend
.“Pﬁb lc s°h°°ls and that there was a large un;var;ate dlfference between

- thé

altho gh the reasons for thig dlfferen;:e are unClear,_ Table 4- 5 presents | -

Stxmated MAT‘Total Reading means of publlc ang’ nonpubllc school pupils,”

‘S¥at s ics from the AnChor Test StudY bY pup;l ;Eclal/etnnlc group and -
" .

. - . - 3
Rl "_ P s ¢ 3 .

fschook contrgl A : L : : S
(;m ;J' ’f’l ] 11e/zn estlmated 9.6 peraent °f all Puplls\?ttend nonRPbllc schools, B..:
o the petcentages for Black (5.4’ pe,-cent) and’ Spahlsh-surnamEd (6.5 percenglﬁpupgls‘;
in n°nPUb11c schools are lower thaﬂ the percentage of Caucaslans (10.6 percent)
SR The. achlevenent dlfference betweep Public and Nonpublic school puplls 1Sf‘,
’ _larger for Black (16 1 pointg)- and Spanlsh-surnameq/ks 4 po;nts) pupils ‘than

I‘A\

;for~Cauca51ans (5.9 poxnts) The" small number Of mlnorxty puplls dtfendlngﬂﬂ>*° -

A

n°nPubllc _schools prohibits: furthef 1nvest19atk0n of thlS 1nteractlon - The

pOSSlblllty ex1sts that if- the 1ngtructlonal or soc1a1 characterlstlcs of ) "5-5

. nonpubllc schools,pmre rengnSLble for the ob’erved dlfferences (ra&her than
25 Y
selectlon hlas oh thg"Part of pareﬂts and sch0°15) "“fhen the beneflts of
. i
attenﬁ;ng nonpﬁbllc sch001s Tay be,greater ‘for- mlnorlry than for Caucas;an

.PUPlls However, the selectlon bxas explanatlon cannot be ruled out. ..

4.5

In. Sectlon 3 2, atlarge difference 15 readlng ach1evement between

{*

.Pu 11 Racial/Eth ic Grou and Remedlal Readxn D1a nos1s;

R

PUPlls dlagn058d as neealng temedlal readlng 1nstructlon and ‘those not so

e .

}f dlagnosed was reportéd. Table 4-6 contains StatlStlcs from the Anchor Test

¥ .

studY by remedlal readlng dlagnos15 and taCIBI/ethnlc group., -_t’A\' -

) 1nclude remed1a1 readlng) are dlstrlbuted unequally among the population-' |
e thﬂt low income and minority pup:.l—s are less 11kély to receive such’ servxces'{;f
than ‘White or, more afflignt’ Pppils:’ While the-"remed1a1 read1ng"~varrabie
used in the Ancho: Téet udy meagures d;gggosis of a need for remed1a1 -
servites rather” thhn EE_CE-PL of such Seruces (that is, .some- puplls )
- dlagnOSed as, need;rg services may ﬂ°t actuallY Qet them), 1t may SerVe as
T a Prde varlable 'to partlally lnvestlgate Jencks' assertlonu{ Fromk-
'Table 4-6. we note “that 7.8" Percent °f Caucaslan puplls are dlagnosed as

requlring remed:.al readlng 1nstmat1°n wlule 14 6 petcent of Black pup:.l,s :

' R . . a

. . L . . R . " . A . . . .
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lcaucasians, so it is expected that a“greater proportlon of pup;ls w0uld be . -
in needvof renedlal servxces.. The crxtlcal questlon -is: ‘"Is the probabllity

) Lot

‘fiethnxc gronps?“’ N o L yu“‘ ) '_ . SR ,A_;- : S Yo

ﬁﬂ';:' Several Lndlcators of need for remedlal_;eadlng exlst 'in the Ancho

ZﬂfTést Study aata basé“‘ -the diagnosls d1scussed<here, the recognltlon that av L
L e L
‘vﬂpupxl is’ handlcapped because Englrsh 1s not h1s or her prlmarly language (See ;,é*né

‘ifsectLOn 3. 3).\and the proportlon of puplls below the 25th percentlle on the' .QJ-5
ﬁf;MAT;' Table 4-7 contalns data relevant to ‘these three yarlables for- Black. fﬁ\ B

EEAN B

“;Spanish-Surnamed and,Caucaslan puprls and, in adstLOn,Wshowsga:#serVLce"

'ilndex of the relatlonshlp between remed1a1 readlng dlagnosls and MAQ Total . ‘
fReadlng score ranges. Thls Lndex is computed by d1v1d1ng the percentage of :‘ ", .
-puplls dlagnosed as requlrlng remed;al-reaq%ng by the percentage of puprls . -
‘scoring below the 25th percentlle on the MAT * thle the’ percentage of .

TL_CaucaSLan puplls dlagnosed ‘as’ edrvg remedlal readlng rseabout half the . o -

> perceptage for Black and’ Spanlsh-surnamed puplls. the percentage of * '7?5

IR
L S «*

- Caucnslan pup11s below the 25th percentale 1s only’about on fourth that ‘of

S

T

BoA LA L 3
wuthe other two groups. Consequently, the servrce index shows that as a fract;on

X33 puplls scor1ng below the 25th percentlle, the Qercent of mlnerlty puplls

' dlagnosed as requlrlng remedlal readlng 1nstructron 1s only haif .that for

caucasran puprls. We also ‘see that 30 7 percent of all Spanlsh-surnamed

m@,puplls are consxderedeby‘thelr teachers to have a:learnlng handicap in .7 . e

eadrng because the1r prlmary language is not Engllsﬁ Yet‘only half that ‘i_, [
number. 15 6 percent of all Spanlsh—surnamed puplls, are reported to have

J‘* ,'\ —:vv, - “ e, l

been dlagnosed as_needlng remedlal readlng serv;ces. téEt . S

'f?nf;‘ . Another brt\of ev1dence about%gbésgble dlsparltl

R

, . ‘E;ngWQEn Caucaslan ;‘4{‘-,J
B and mlnornty puplls 1n;access to remediil'lnstruct;on i the dlﬁferenCe rn».“7gqf

ﬂ; estlmatedgMAT means shown in Tablg 436.\ The eStlmated mean score for ‘Black”

&~

A.puplls-dlagnOsed as%needlng remedual readlng is 28.7, that for Spanlsh-surnameq L

.- : -« .
» b Twp . . L c Ve ’-"-.‘,.,.: X o < / L
Nl @ ! . . o o T ot ”-. : .

Ly Sinde not all puplls dlagnosed as need1ng remedlal ‘help in readkné score ) J N
. below the 25th percentlle, this -index provldes an upger limit éstimate of/ me i T
™. ‘the_ pnrdent oﬁ,puplls vlth +MAT Total Readlng scores'belowathe 25th percentllc
‘"“who have been dlagnosed as needing: remedlal readlng serv1ces:\\ c

B I » — . ”
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T Table 4-7. ——Indlcatot% of need for remedial readlng
. o _ services, by racial/ethnic group: Grade 5,
‘ L. vl o " United States, SP;:J.,ng. 1972 ', "
: - i - H ) “  . ’ “ .
: o ERE ; ‘|~ Racial/Ethpic ‘Group
LT R . . Caucasian/ * %panish—
. - ¥ " Indicator Other “Black __ Surnamed
L Percent of . puplls S - At A _
; diagnosed as reeding lls*‘__ L. . -
 remedial reading ' 7.8 14.6 = 15.6
T 'Percent of pupils at ’
oL . . ‘'or below. 25th percentlle : S0 :
! ' of MAT ' S "16.0 - . .64.0 53.0
.o N - K . 2 . L
Puplls dlagnosed as L
needing remedial reading .
as a perggnt of puplls ‘at , } .
or below 25th percentlle* © 48.8 - 22.8 29.4
- Percent of pup;ls handl—' o )
. capped because their pri-| == o .
‘mary language is’ not - . - ' BRI
Engllsh ‘ _ ' .0.2 . 0.2° . .~30.7
. “*Computed by dividlng item A (percent of pU§llS dlagnosed
<~ as needlng remedial reading) by item B. (percent of puplls
‘at or. below the 25th percentfle)
“ ) ; - .8, .
‘l‘ 1
yl
S & '
’
: /
- 77 =~ .
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pupils is 3l 6. However, the estimate for. CaucaSian pupiLs so diagnosed
-is substantially higher (38.0) and is nearly identical €9 the mean ‘for:
lack pupils not diagﬂbsed as requiring remediation (38.4). " Given. this_n fi, R

-pattern, we conckude that the rate at Xhich Black and Spanish-surnamed
ﬁpupils are diagnosed .as needing remedial help in- reading (which,'presumably,
‘is a first step in a sequence of events. lealing to receipt ‘of such help) -

- Ry .
is lower ‘than would ‘bé expected on. the baSis of MAT performance and perhaps

f /

lower than is equitable. T ?.‘.ﬂ‘u. e

2 .
o~ PR oy

RS

r476'- ~ Pupil Racial/Ethnic Group and Grade-F‘ve Percent Minority f

b
y

?*?:a”' _ The concentration of minority pupils ‘in certain schools has long o

. been a cohtroversial topic. Many opponents of desegregation have Cited data
(such as that deScribed in Segtion 2 5) éhowing a negative association between

F‘»the minority enrollment of a school and. the achievement-of its studentsi;.In:

. séction 2. 6 6 it was reported that school SEL could account foc only part of
the observed univariate differences in achievement among pevcent minority '
categorx:s. Here we Will expioxe the relationship of percent minovrty'and
the racial/ethnic -haracteristics of indiVidual pupils ' 1 ) ) . f ,

Table 4-8 contains statistics from the‘Anc e* Test Study of racial/

— ethnic groups and grade-five percent minority. The es(imated means for certain :W :f
major groups are also presented graphically ‘in Figure 4~ 2. within each racial/ e
ethnic group, . the negative relationship between percent minority aud achievehent

- is observed. We note that the trend for Spanish—surnamed pupils is- very similar
. “to that for CaucaSian pupils. Unfortunately it was not statistically pOSSLble.-':"T
to. remove the effect of SEL_from these curves (via the means adjustment tech—-: ?ﬂ§¢~}
nique)‘because of the. fact that certain cells contained too few cases to provideiﬁi
‘reliable means.; Specifically, there were - very few. Blacks and Spanrsh—surnamed *i'tﬂ
pupils attending High SEL schools where percent minority was above lO percent.
e ! Table 4 -9 shows the univariate means fcr difféient percent minority
;?'categories adjugted for schooi SEL (as shown in Table 2 l4), for pupil. racial/

ethnic group, and for both‘together. We see that when adjusted for | the Joint

effect of school SVL and pupii race/ethnicity, the difference between the 11~ -35

percent and the 36—100 percent minority enrollment categories virtually disap- | %
pears and the di enceebetween these two cateqories ‘and the l—lO ‘percent -~ L
———’—'-‘—'. .

category is: reduced to-approximately four points (compared to the - lB-point

difference between the 1-10 percent and 36~ lOO percent categories before adjust-

kS

ment).' Figure 4 3 portrays the ‘raw and adjusted means presented in Table 4-9.°

hed -
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Figure 4 2. —-EstlmaLeJ MAT Total Readlng mean by percent mlnoplty foi
_Caucasian," Spanlsh—surnamed and Black pupils : .
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T . Section 2.6. 6, we repor.ted that school SEL *accounted for: only

' part of the observed mean differencee in reading achievement among percent“

“ minority categories. he adjustment for pupil racial/ethnic greup shown '
‘in Table 4-9° accounted

‘Finally, the adjustmen for both SEL and pupil race reduced the univariate -

r, a somewhat larger ahount of the difference.

" peércent minoxity n2an differepceSvconsiderably s This indicates that the }'
'observed negative relationship between midority enrollment and reading

..‘achievement is, to a ilrge extent, a reflection of the relationships among
percent minority,‘gchool SEL and pupil racial/ethnit group. However,.even“
after adjusting for both race and °EL, .there is still a slight tendency for

reading achievement to be negatzvely associated Wlth percent minority

oo . . ¢ *

enrollment. T T ;s : : _.(' P

.

4.7 Summary of Findings e ‘

_ In this chapter the relationships of reading achievemept to pupil
jA’_. racial/ethnic group and other pupil and” school characteristics were- examinedx
“. . fThe findings qualrfj to ome extent the resurts of" Chapter Three.. '; .

‘ ‘The univariate relationship between primary language and reading "
‘ -achievement is maintained within each racial/ethnic group. As we might
expect, most pupils who are classified as haVing a learning handicap as a
;" result of bilinguality are Spanish-surnamed, and these pupils score Jower .
| on the average (31.8) than Spanish-surnamed pupils who are classified as
o being not handicapped because of bilinguality (44 4) or who are clasSified _
as haVing English as their primary language (45 0)4» However, the latter f:?'
.'-groups still score lower than Caucasian pupils (57. 6)-. o f‘g ( ,“w :
' The relationship betweenvreading achieVement and reported IQ differs
somewhat acrosé racial/ethnic groups.' The reading-IQ relationship is strong
:and positive for Caucasians, but for Blacks, the relationship shows a
pronounced ceiling effect for pupils with IQs over 110 (see Figure 4~ l)
. Several possible explanations for this phenomenon come - to mind, including
'-inadequacy of the data (scores in the highest IQ,range were reported for ¢
' _very. few BQFcks); misclaSSification of high IQ Black pupils, d ‘the
~v‘fprobable ennollment of high ability Black pupils in schools containing

~high prpportions of l¢w achieving dupils. .In the latter case, the: classroom
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: ~

N

'H needs than low income and minority pupils. The Anchor Test Study data

. almost the same as the achievement lev

festablished in- this stud’, has only a small effect.on the differences in

smalldportiqn 13 l pOints "or about 15 percent) of the mean achievement

[

difference betweeh Blacks and Caucasians. That is, the SEL of schools, as

‘ ading adhievemenb among pupils of. different racial/ethnic groups.. .
".,‘

L Inspection of the relationship of school ‘control and racial/ethnic
group to. reading achievement provides another interesting observation° While
the public/nOnpublic difference exists for all racial/ethnic groups, it is
largest for Blacks ‘and smallest for Caucasians. This suggests that if the '
instruction received (and not selection bias) is responsibre for the superior
achieVement of. pupils attending nonpublic schools, the benefits of attending
such schools are greater for minority pupils than for CaucaSians.

. ' .. Two further observations on the relationship of racial/ethnic

. group to reading achievement need to be made. . First, it has been suggested
(Jencks, 1972b) that compensatory serVices are unequally distributed, and
that White and affluent pupils receive more services in relation to their
appear to support this hypotheSis, Since the a) ragelachievement level of.

ial. reading services is :
-

White pupils wﬁo are.diagnosed as needing‘

of Black pupils who are not :

diagnosed as needing ‘such instruction. In addition, about twice as many .

Caucasian pupils in the lowest quarter of ‘the MAT norms are conSidered to

f need remedial Services as Black or Spanish-surnamed pupils in ' the same

(

' school SEL and pupil facial/ethnic‘group. we must point out, however,

quarter.(see ‘Table 4~7). It appears that different standards are being
applied for diagnOSing neec for remedial reading among'white and non-White:‘
pupils. . C ; et ,

.' It is possible to" greatly reduce the achievement differences betWeen
pupils attending_schools of dirferent percent minority enrollments by
adjusting for both. school SEL . and racial/ethnic group. This suggests that

the observed negative relations ip between minority enrollment and" reading

achievement is in larg; vart due to tﬂe relationships among reading achievement,

v

-

- | “~ ' 84

e




.that while these adiustments haVe :educed the reeding achievement differences
‘amonq pupils in schools of varied percent minority enrollments by about 77
percent. there still is.a 4.2 point difference in everage reading achieve-
ment between pupils who attend schools with 1-10 percent minority enrollment
"and pupils attendinq schools of 36-100° percent minority en;ollment. THe
nevidence'points ts- a measurable decline in achievement test Scores with'
-increasing minority enrollment that does not disappear with the type of school

SEL adjustments that were made in this study
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}:. achievement and two classroom characteristios. ability grouping and

.a'

'

L]

-t

FE P

: attention iﬁ the research literature.} However, previous investigations

iia

CL&SSROOM CHARACTERISTICS AND READING ACHIEVEMENT

" This ch;bter explores the relationships between reading

‘class size. These two classroom ‘variables have received considerable

Bl

B have fnired to produce consistent results and have been generally . R

inoonclusive. ,Among educators, uncertainty persists about the true
relationship of- clﬂ%s size or ability- grouping to student. achievement.

' ~Because these ‘two variables are to some extent under the control of

school administrators, they have considerable policy importance and

warrant additional investigation through the Anchor Test ' Study d base.
'

Sebtion 5.1 examines the relationship of ability grouping to achievement,

NI

while section,ﬁ 2 addresses class size.'

'-~5l1 ility Grouging

'5.1.1 - Prevxous Research . i ¥ L ' D
L . The practice of ability“grOuping and studies of its effects on

> -

achievement have been reported in the educational lxterature since the’

;lQiOs. Broadly defined, ability grouping is the organization of instruc-'

. tional classes for a certain grade level‘sr subject ter in which all
"_students exhibit approxlmately the same level .of lity. In elementary
grades, ability group1ng generally may aﬁply to al Jexzs, since‘pupils

) are often taught as intact classes throughout the school day.

O

. x. ‘

The prlmary rationale for ability grouping is. that is is easxer

and more effective to tailor the level of dlfficulty of instruction to the

l.‘ability level of a class. Homogeneous grOuping on the basis of ability makes

. -

'1t possible for a teacher to direct 1nstruction or activities at the, perform-

'ance leyvel of more pupils.l The psychological -foundations for the practrce

. are found in the, aptitude-treatment 1nteraction (ATI) research literature

_le.g., Berliner and Cahen, 1973; Tobiag, 1976).

> .

LT over the past So,years, - hundreds of studies,éf the effGCtS of -

uv

'ability grouping on achievement have been performed‘-/The results of thls re-

search have varied. 'In 1968 the Nafional/Ea’catio Association (NEA) con-

180 e



"gelected 50 of the most: methodologically sound recent reports (NEA, 1%68a).. ¢ .. 4
" NEA differentiated results of the studies reviewed by Jtudent ability level
_and by the direction of findings - favorable to ability grouping, mixed

’summary findings. Other .major-reviews of the literature gGoldberg, Passow

effects, proponents of ability grouping have often respnnded that the prac- - ;ﬂ

.ing schools involved in the Emergency School AsSistance'Prégram “(ESAP) in 1971,

. “Ne
. 3 o a . . o * .
e . - . I . B
. I - . 0 . I R
G ,/ U Y

dUcted a comprehensive review of the research on ability grouping and 'f' -

effects, and. unfavorable or insignificant effects. Table 5*1 presents their.

and Justman, 1966, Esposito, 1973) have reached similar conclhsions. 'In. short,
the research on ability grouping is inconclusive. Although small effects '

favoring high ability students (oftpn n "enriched" curricula) have sometimes
been reported ‘these have been.offset by unfavorable findings for low. abiIity

. students and many studies have found no relationship between'ability group-'

»

ing and achievement (Esposito, 1973). : o K

When faced with a lack of conclusive evidence of beneficial academic ﬂ

’tice has significant non-cognitive benefits. Ability gronping has. been said. |

fo reduce’ pupil anxiety and to improve the quality of soCial interactions

among classmates. However, in schools containing students from widely aif-"
ferent ethnic and economic backgrounds, ability gro&ping can have the effect

of segregating students, since minority and poor children often " have 18w ;.i:"

s ’ M

measured ability. The National Opinion Research Center (NORC), in evaluat-

“found- that fifth-grade pupils in ability grouped classrooms did no better or .
';worse than pupils in non-grouped classrooms in terms of achievement but. that ?{ﬂ

'_'their racial. attitudes were significantly mdre negative (NORC, 1973). Other

reviews of the literature have reported similar findings (Esposito, 1973, Jencks i

’ . . -

1972b) . | L - -

~ The NORC study cited above recommended that ability grouping be
permitted in ESAP high schools, notvithstanding ESAP regulations to the con- ,53
trary and the negative findings of the evaluadion._ The reason given for the; -

: recommendation was the apparent prevalence of the practioe. Likewise, St
‘Esposito (1973, p. 164) describes abilkity. grouping as ‘ra predominant'method

" of organizing teachers and’ students into instructional units NEA (1968b)

T2

A . : . : s

conducted a survey ‘to which 27 percent of all elementary schools reported

) .87 - S . ;_ i/ )
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| Table 5-1,--Results of atudies of effects of ability
,;' | ' grouping on achievement .o o
" I

- T e

Ability 1evh;o.'_-; S . Effects . .
of ‘students ' Unfavorable or

- racal]

R Favorablel‘ ' Mixed o iqd_gﬁifgpant

. 'y s
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18 1l SRV

. Talented N
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fli - ;mey grouped all pupils, 45 percent grouped some’ pupils, 25 percent used

S randcn" grouping while the remaining sehools did not report. Teachers e

,‘?j and principals are also reportedfto favor the practice (COleman, 1966 .
. NEA, 1968b). : - :’- - : e

)

. .

'i.1=2 | Pindings from Anchor Test Study Data_
. . YA
Table 5-2 contains selected statistics frOm the Anchor Test Study

féf fifth-grade pupils by type of ability grouping. We observe that 18.8 ”ff
i percent of all fifth—grade pupils are enrolled in abxlity grouped classes, "_ Q'
- 81.2 percent are in heterogeneously grouped classes. . This, number is .
:v: : consxderably smaller Ehan the ‘frequency of ability grouping reported at the _
- school level ‘'by NEA (1968b), suggesting that the practice may have become
. '.bless common in the 1nterval between that study (1967) and the Anchor Test

“
e

data collection (spring of 1972).

The mean MAT Total Reading score for pupils whoﬂwere not grouped
15 54 0, cumpared to a total population mean of 5316.' The weighted average'. Tl
“of the roading score means for' the three categories of ability grouped stu-ip'
~dents. is aporoximately 51 8._ This difference df 2.2.points hetween grouped
and ‘not grouped students is statistically significant, but relatively small, .
given that the standard deviation of the MAT Total Reading score is 18. 2.x A

.

may conclude that, at a unxvar‘ate level, nongrouped pupils have a higher mean o
roading score than do grouped pupils, although thig difference is slight. _'u-if
R Further examination of the data in Section 5.1% 3 wxll consider'other variables':%
.. wHich may cOntribute to the observed difference. L 'f _'d«1’f S :ﬁ

.f S Hithin the three groupxng categorﬁes. differences in achievement
1,& are quite large, in the neighborhood of 12 to-l3 poxnts between categories.
} - The nongrouped pupils, like the awerage 'grouped pupils; score near “the ’
. ' population mean. Since groupings were presumably made on the basis of RPN
o measured abilxty; these’ observations are hardly surprisxng. However; inspec- ”?7
tion of the standard devtations,and prcportions o pupils at or below the 50th ;
percentile suggests that.the assignment of students to groups 1§“not thhout (ln
error. _The standard dev1ations of the groups: range from 15. 5 £6°17. Bd—not "
much lower ‘than the overall population standard deviation of" 18 2, Thus,

S
3

J_b} ability grouped<classes are not greatly more homogeneous than the overall R

. s ‘-'. Ll .
. . w . B - -

z’:;-




Table 52, -Statistics\for fxfth—grade sample and population from the }Anchoz\'l‘es* Study
“by classrooh ab111ty grouplng Unlted Statas, sprina. 1972~ s

.4

\

. Statistic .

‘
Total .-

‘Not ability

. pverage . AVerage .
- ,ﬁgerage N

\
SR ) Classcoon ability grovping ' "
' -" 1: . . _ - 4 | v
. average..- v

: qx;ouped

Nuber of pupils in saple | 65,99 s - 3 s |

4,22

CwowmT o om
s, we, . M mn

845 09

- " Number of schools in sample,
S Bstinated nu;nbef'of pup'ilér ' ,4 00'9‘- %
in populatlon (in' thousands) | -
8 et o et mm; |
) , “.( “ ercen 0 es lmae n .100 ; 81‘2.9 . | : ,
e ofpuplls - A S T e o S
e MAT\:ﬂTotal Reading-mean ?53{.6 M0 '
“ ' i i \ . ' ‘ Il ‘ ' , +
MAT 'I‘otal Readmg standard Ty | 89 '
. deviatdon, -, L ; S el e
. MM Total Rea‘dmg staudard | 0'25 Sy .
' '% . error of pean -
N | ‘
S |
Perceht of pupils

“below the 50th percentlle 50.0 ¢

e foso

13* - Standard error below 50th | IR X oy

| Percentofpupns T /
below the 25th

oBsa. ékp"f
B e R
R O T PRI B EVERN X Rt o

Standard error. belc}w Nth




et

‘:—'~ . ' s

P fifth-grade populatloq’or than the "heterogeneous" classrooms of nongrouped :
o :puplls. Further, 25 percent of the puplls 1n the “above-average" groub ."~?;£
't 1n fact scored belcw ‘the 50th percentlle, 2l percent of the pupils in the j\; e
o v'below-average group dld not score below the 50th percehtlle. On the . T ”'f
N basis of the Anchor Test Qtudy data, appxoxxmately one quarter of’ the puplls“v“ivi
;assigned to above—average or below—average groups appear to have been mls-' ' "Z
v classxfled. That 'is, WLth respect to natlonal Norms , these puplls' perform- 3.y;
. ance and thelr grouplng category are not -consistent. While some of thlS ‘
S - . ‘ap arent misélassxflcatlon may reFlect local horms. which are hlgher or
L lower than‘natronal norms, the magnxtude of the dlfference warrants further

consxderatlon. The hlgh degree of apparent m;sclassxflcatlon of puplls in

«

,ablllty gfbups may well contrlbute to the apparenmrineffectlveness of - ablllty//
/,"'groupxng as an educatlonal technlque,'Sane the -effectiveness of -an Lnstrucffh‘ N
'tzonai procedure tallored to student characterlstlcs lS dependent upon the

. ,preclsion (rellabillty),wlth wh1ch the characterlstlcs are meas:f/d (Berllner s

. and Cohen, 1973k. -7‘- ;”;ﬁ“"_i .
v:; In the followlng sectlons, the relatlonshlps agpﬁ//:eadlng achleve-'
ment ablllty grouplng and several oéhef varlables WLll be explored. v e
5 l 3 Socxoeconomlc Level and Ablllty Grouplng - ' ' N

- X . . . -

Table 5-3 presents statlstlcs frqm/the Anchor Test Study by ablllty
ﬁf".ﬁgrouplng and socloeconcmlc level (SEL).~/The pract:.c° of ablllty groupxng~’
appears- more pre"alent in- low-SEL schools than in mlddle or. hlgNrSEL schools.

Overall, "18. 8 percent of all flfth7grade pup;ls were ablllty grouped._.,owé'-p

'_ ever, 25 8 percent of pupx]s in low-SEL schools were Ln some type of aﬂilxty F‘
' 'igrouped classroom,as opposed/tg/ls 1 percent in hlgh-SEL schools and 16 9 »_,ff

e
. SN e - N o T - - -

ﬁ..percent in . mlddle—SEL schools.' ;_ e -"';~« . RN , . :
__\\\ \/ , a ) .. ...‘ \ ..." e e _. . . o

Wlthxn all/three SEL categorles,~we observe that the mean MAm Total h{f

bi:;Read;ng\score for/ungrouped puplls exceeds the mean for the grouped puplls, f”'la
ralthough the diffe*ence lS qulte small for pupllr enrolled Ln hlgh and*mlddle-
‘ ySEL schools.~ Prev1ous research has Lndlcated that abllity grouplng lS 'l-
:}least effectlve (even harmful) for low ablllty students. If we assume '

oA e P

.'ffthat the concentration of such students is; hlgher 1n low—SEL schools than -“¢;,g

Lo in hlgh or: mxddle«SEir chools, then our observatlon that the largest ;~;T,“Hu"

e 4 o Tl . . . :
; 1 S, - DIREARS- "L ST T e l'" ) ) AU \'
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; Toble 5 3. - Estinated nunber and percent of pupils snd estdnsted W\T total reeding ncen. by socioeconondc level of school cnd
" R ability grouping of classroom. Grsdes United States Spring 1972. S Coal
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Notabilit}groupe o ¥ SR
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Ability grouped" I R R
~ Total L -',‘754 188 519 146 161* 611 365‘ 169 75&0 244 258 42‘7
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grouped/hongrouped difference occhrs in low—SEL schools is quite consistent

;f with previous research. .If we' conSider the reverse "of this logic, ‘that high

ability students are relatively more common in high-SEL schools; then we would

anticipate findings favoring grouping in high-SEL séhools if ability grouping
= benefits high ability students (Esposito, 973).. This' difference was not R

o e

observed in the Anchor Test study data.a However, a more direct investigation 'f

2

:in a later section (Section_5._.5) where pupil‘IQ range and grouping are

~

) Referring again to Table’ 5—3, we note that ability grouped pupils
ir low-SEL schools are more likely to be in below average clasSes ‘than are
gzouped pupils in either high or middleJSEL schools. This may oontribute to
" the apparent negative -effect of grouping at the univariate level presented
in the preVious section. Table 5—4 presents means ‘for various grouping .'
categories adjusted for éEL distributions within cateqories. The difference
between grouped and ungrouped pupil means is reduced from 2.2-to 0.8 pOints

s e
“ H

by this adjustmént. 'fw ' L P

1 .

We conclude frdm the tables presentedﬁin this section that the lgiﬁ_"

a

small difference between grouped and nong uped pupils observed at the v

univariate level persists OVer all SEL egories. However, the difference

I is’ iargely attributable to the fact tha -ability grouping is more commonly
_— practiced in low—SEL schools than in, either middle or high—SEL school@.

e LA

' L 2
5.1;4. Pupil RaCial/Ethnic Group and Abilit Grouping

. K Table 5—5 contains statistics from the Anchor Test Study by ability
grouping and pupil racial/ethnic group. ~The practice of grouping dppears
to be applied d*fferentially tofpupils of different racial/ethnic charac-
teristics ‘kginority pupils were enrolled in ability grouped classrooms
moxe frequet eiy than either CaucaSian pupils or the total population._'

i Por all fifth-qrade pupils in the Anchor Test Study sample, we ' observed

) o that 18, 8. percent were - -in grouped classrooms ; However, 25 6 percent of

o . . -, ) . ) ) s
B 1_ " i - ' ’ Rt
-

. e

o
-~ . .
C . .
J,- . . 3

*Due to the small number. of pupils in other categories,»data are reported
Only for. Black Spanish—surnamed and Caucasian pupils in Table 5=S. .~

I

'fﬂ ‘of the interaction between grouping and pupil ability level»will be: performed ;f

&
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Table 5-5, == Rstimated number and percent of pupils and estimated MAT Total Reading mean, by
" racial group of pupil and by ability groupmg of classroon; Grade 5, United ,
States, sprinq 1972 . ‘
L Racleal/ethnic group of Mﬂ :
: ALl pupilgtk o Dak . Spanish-sirnaned CIumhn -
Chmoon |b111ty o Tl |t 'al S Total Total
grouping " | Grade 5 pupila’ | reading| Crade 5 pupils |eading| Grads 3 pupils | reading _Me_!i_g wpils (reading
, . [Nubers | Percent | mean | Nunber# [ Dercent | mean |Nusber| Percent| mean | Number#| Percent l sem
! e ! - . I \" o '.‘ ) .
Total | 4.009' 100.0 56 B3 0.0 0363 19 0.0 406 3,11 1.0 57.6
. Not abmty roupad o B e - R
b Total 35 8,2 S0 W5 T2 NS M8 Thd 10,60 831 306
.Abilitygrou\ed"‘ o . o L -
Total | Bh188° S B 268 X8 51256 N1 9B 169 N6 R
Above average SO/ T 'R U T X T IR LAY X I /LIS | I 1
AVLI’G[}Q ’( 3"0 ‘ 8.5 5300 ' ’60 ‘I 10.3 100.0 23 ' 110& * 39_09, . 252 7‘9 57" '
. belov average ) R A A U U R S R O R 1
- | @ . 5 “:.,, -
4 Estinated nusber in thousands. A S
% Estinate bused upon sample of losa than 25 schools. N
W Tocludes all racial/pthude groups, d )
e K k:‘} ‘I }‘ .‘.‘ . |
! l:"h“ l‘ ] | ':f“.’?‘;..
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- Spanishesurnamed pupils and 6.8 percent of.Black pupils were found to be

‘Lin ability grouped classrooms. Further, these pupils were’ more likely than e
: ‘Caucasian pupils to be assigned to average or below average groups.! These :
ﬁ;‘;findings are consistent with-thf allegation notedﬁby Espos1to (1973) and .
l;’Jencks (1972b) that ability gro%ping has’ the effect of increaSing the

Ti'concentration of minority pupils in low ability classrooms. e S , ..

E3' 'u-v - Results relating to achievement test performance by racial/ethnic o
”#ogroup are mixed. Caucasian pupils, comprising 79:3'percent of the total. fifth- |
l grade pOpulation, evidence no difference in perfzfmance whether in grouped -~
orxummgrouped classes. that is; the mean ‘MAT ‘Total’ Reading score for. non-;’
‘;grouped Caucasian pupils is exactly the same as the,total population?d%an
for CaucASians. Blacks’ and Spanish-surnamed pupils show a smaﬂl difference L

: favoring heterogeneous grOuping (the not-ability-grouped mean is- higher’ -~

"tban theatotal mean.for these two grqups). The relatively smaIl “sampl R 5
- sizes involved fOt’t&Cl&l/éthnlc groups other ‘than Caucasian limits our _ —
confidence in. these findings and the differences noted above are not o . 'l ¢
| b P‘ &“Nant. - - . ! Lt ! ) k . o’\ - . . ’ v - 4 ‘_ .. (I\:-:\;‘
n Y

. '?J 8 We conclude that ability grouping appears to have little or no

differenfial effect on pupils of -different racial/ethnic origins except

that minority puprls are taught in ability grouped classrooms more frequently
_F*than CaucaSian pupils. The extent to which this is a consequence of the :

‘number of minority students enrolled in low-SEL' schools (where grouping is
;;,more prevalent) is not known. If grouping were selectively applied to
“f.minority pupils, then ‘the effect would be for low-SEL school§ to exhibit
.'-relatively more ability grouping than middle or high-SEL schools. The
%;fpresent data do not allow*us to make any causal statements c0ncerning the

?

iﬁ?reasons that- minority pupils ‘and . low-SEL schools are involved in relatively
‘Lmore grouping an majority pupils or higher-SEL schools. Further examina- : \
n'tion of this phenomenon is in- order to determine whether it represents

racial or socioeconomic discrimination.

1 s . : N




5.1.5 Reported Ig;and Ability Grouping a . j

-

. , Much of the research on the academic effe(ts of ability grouping .
suggests that its effect may, be different for pupils of different "abilityL"'
Ability grouping has Sometimes been shown to be effective for "high ability"

sl students but more often it appears to be ineffective or harmful to- pupils
" of "low ability. The Anchor Test Study data discussed in Section 5.1.3
partially confirgbth observation., Tab'e 5-6 allows examination of the

) .
joint relatio pgpf ability, grouping ‘and student IQ ‘range. ’

' 4 N
( We ohse

<t

e from Table 5«6 that ability grouping is applied about .

equally to. pupils, t all levels of IQ.. ' For each of ‘the four IQ range

o

categories up’ to 11 -125 the nongrOuped pupils have the same mean as the -

total population, indicating no difference between ability grouped and notr"
grouped pupils at those levels. In the "above 125"% range, there is a ;

small but nonSignif cant difference faVoring heterogenéous grouping.' o s
. These trndings do not provide: any support for the‘propoSition
: that ability grouping is beneficial for high ability pupils, Since pupils

/7

- in the "above 125" IQ range in nOngrouped classrooms have a slightly ‘

: This lack of effect may be due to the fact that nearly half 47 percent) . -
‘of grouped pupils in this range were- ink"average" or even "bélow average" -
 groups’ where the effect of enrichment or acceleration~would ﬁot be present»”
B Such ambiguity is less present,among pupils in the -"below 75"-IQ range.
. Here also, we found no difference between grouped and not grouped pupils g

i and thus cannot provide support to.the- hypothesis that ability grouping is

i

g

harmful to low ability students. , ' : C o

-

5.2 C Classroom.Enrollment, . : ) ] : . ) )

Previous Research. ‘ R - -

[}

zﬁ' Like ability grouping, ‘classroom enrollment has been a popular topic

of educational research for many years.. A review’of the research literature |
. by Shane (1961) identified studies dating back to 1896. S ane traced research v
through the 19205 and noted .a decline in the number of. studies performed ono.-b

“the effects of class size because mast previous results had shoWn class Sizeu,;
' F. " - . ‘u-- B L.
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e te have o effects However, w1th the 1ntroductlon of new mﬂthods of educa-,

Iy LN

‘hnology (computer-ass1$ted 1nstructlon, telev1sxon,—etc ) “in- the “jﬁ‘
* .

and early/19605,lln€erest Ln the effects of .class s1ze was

’f['ﬁV'if tlonal te
' late. 1qso .

ffﬂ-\7§‘ reklndled Presently,vlnterest in. the top1c 1s.alSO motlvated by economic

questlons ho'w many puplls ‘can be taught effectlver 1n the same c'lassr‘um”'

.

school,system, the dlfference between a maxlmum class s1ze jfﬁ>..u§;’

s ‘, In a larg‘

‘_1n teacher salarles per year. Slnce class s1ze limits. are becomlng a.”. et

m . '

bargalnung toplc 1n teacher contracts (Educatlon Dally, 1976), research .

. on the subJect has:assumed new lmportance.‘“ ‘47‘h" “Q.’ S f
Class s1ze 1s s1mply the nfﬁber of pupr&s enrolled 1n a glven class-?
/
'-I

“fcroom and 1s a- rough 1nd1cator of the amount of human resources (teacher

£ ot tlme) rece1ved by puplls. There 1s -the possxbll{ty that resources (1nstruc-'

-v

’ tlonal time and/or serv1ces) wlll be d1fferent{ally dlstrlbuted to. puplls -

-

L w1th1n a’classroom,’ so class size per: se se is by--no means a perfect indicator
of resources recelved ' Some current stu91es of the effects of educat1onal ‘
. resources’ are being des1gned to. captu /this d1fference at the student .
- level (Vanecko, et,al., 1976) . Ano:hé§

he pupll/teacher rat;o, whlch 1s effec —_—

r lndlcator of the amount of Seacher
resources avallable ‘to students 1is
- tively class s1ze d1v1déd by the, urber of 1nstructlonal personnel In. 2
conventlonal classroom, class f{ze'and puprl/teacher ratio are: 1nterchange—
>g able.» However, when more thah one adult is present in a classroom (as when
team teach1ng or -teacher awdes are employed), qpolmportant dlfference
. ‘]' between the two’ measureS/émerges. ‘More resources are" dellvered to a’ pupll
- in a qlass of 40 with two teachers than a class of 30 w1th @, single teacher. e

- In the Anchor Test Study data, we cannot.determlne if- the large classes in | ..

.

the. sample have more than one teacher. .

The presumed educat1onal beneflts of small class s1zes derlve

e from thé‘opportunlty for 1ncreased student/teacher contact. ThlS allows ‘ .

- ¥ . a

the teacher to spend more tlme'worklng with 1nd1v1dual puplls 4as needed,

allows the opportunlty to learn the . abllltles (and llmitatlons) OF 1nd1v1dual

puplls more thoroughly, _etc. In addition, small ‘olasses. are eas1er to ‘ »

control than large classes, reduclng the 1nc1dence of dlsclpllnary problems s

: and disruptions. For any glven number _of pupils in a school district,
small classes are more expens1ve than large classes because they reqque

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



-~the.employment of more teachers and can, ‘even requlre addlflonal classroom A .

"space.’ These econom.c costs are the primary s;.gmf:.cant reasons for not
&

~

'reduclng class s;zes. o T S . . o

-

Slnce reductlon in the s12e of c}asses ‘is expensxve, can the prac-

t1ce be Justlfled becauSe 1% brlngs w;th 1t lmproved achlevement? Current

research 11teratpre baséd on 1arge scale studies. 1s uniform ln f1nd1ng that R
'1;.class sxze is not: slgnlflcantly assoclated w;th achxevement ' In the gualltx

of Educatlonal'OpgortunL&y (Coleman, et al., 1966), Coleman states-*fg;t

0 s . .

. ¥ . B Yo [ ° B 5 x ©

oo "pupll/teacher rat1o shdws a cons1stent lack of relatlon o
' ‘to achlevement ‘for all groups under all condltlons. (p. 312) L

Mosteller and Moynlhan (1972) cons1der the Coleman report and its data to

P

be the deflnltzve study of the relataonshlp between - class s;ze and achleve-

.

:_ment, flnally documentlng 1n unequxVocal form the’ 1ack of ass0c1atlon of>

° : N

class s12e and achlevement.' Coleman (1972) and Jencks (IBTQa), also wrltrhg

. ln Mosteller and Moynzhan s On the Equallty of Educatlonal Opportunlty, con-.

cur that no relatlonshlp between class’ size and achlevement can be found in

" the Coleman data.;

— - ",-.

T 7wmf“ Other studies focused more expllcltly on class sizé policy decisions .
. have " reported s1m11ar flndlngs. Dessart and Frandsen (4973) report.reVLeWLng

' studles of mathematlcs lnstructlon ln whlch class sizes up to 69 pupllS R

g
-

were . émployed w1thout unfavorable results. ‘Carpenter and: Hall (l97l), '«;:,
their report on the Offlce of Economlc Opportunlty performance contractlng ‘

experlments, found that classes of 40 to 60 puplls show . apgroxlmateiy the -

v c-
I\

same devels of achlevement as classrooms of 25 or fewer puplls'1 Averch,.et al. .f'
T

(1972) and Maxeske, et al. ;19701_report that "school resources‘" Whlch 1ncludc

class size among other factors (such as teacher salarles, per’ pupll expen- '

. 4 . : 1
d1ture, etc ) account for somewhere. between 1 percent and 5. percent of the
varlance 1n student achlevement. Averch, et al. (1972) conclude tnat "no \

‘ school resource 1s con31stently related to student outcomes "o

v _ Summers and WOlfe (1974) stud1ed educatlonal achlevement rn the" : .1\ ;
“““““ Phlladelphla puhllc schools Thexr_conclus;ons were that low achlev;nq - |
: puplls’could_he taught in: classes’of‘un'to'28_bupils withoutfdetrimental .-

" effects, \while other .students could be enrolled in classes of up to 33

[

LN

I 0 e




N T I

e toe

;3;5“;pupils WIthOUt negatlve effects._ The observatxon‘that low”achzeying pupils-~‘

2
. E

AN T

imay benefit from smaller classes is’ the only way 1n ‘which the general findlng

.- . e ] '

- that class351ze 1s not related to ach1evement is challenged\:n the*litera-

L ' ,ture. o {,-. . - . ) . ,.‘. ) .“. o .
' T §.2.2. F 1ndlngs/from Anchor Test Study Data ',}‘ '“’ﬁyﬁ;bf\‘

° s : A""',ﬂ'l : . PR :'L
Table 5 7 contalns statxstlcs fram the Anchor Test Study by '

l?class slze. Most (55 7 percent) of thenflfth-grade pupxls 1n 1972 were

.:taught in classes hav1ng enrollments between 24 and 31. The medlan class. ,.,,

e R Asxze is est:l.ma'ted to be w:.thg?the 28-31 pupﬂ mterval- ' Gonsidering the)) S
( . extremes of the class sxze range we - fand‘l4 1 percent of ‘all f1fth—grade Cev
?1pup11s 1n classes of 23 or fewer puplls and- l3 .3 percent in classes of&&S '

- | A 0 s . N-: . . . . .
or more.. - - oo R f' L R ..
s .. ) : i ‘. N ? e / - - E

There is no conslstent pattern of differences in readingyachxevement

means over the range of class size categorxes 'Indxvidual category ‘means s

o7

range from 52.0 to 54, 9, compared to a total populat1on mean of 53; 6._'No S
class slze category mean is szgnzflcantly different from the populatzon.' f;f
mean The dnffergnce between cateoorzes“with the hxghest and lowest means.Afl ;
Lo (24-27 and.32-34) is 2 9 poxnts and is stat;stlcally srgnzflcant but small. J'Q
. l Informatxon concernzng the proportlon of puprls below the-50th and 25th '
.- percentzles conflrms thg.gbsqrvat1on made about mean AT Total"Readlng
scores- there is llttle d1fference among the ' class size.categorzes. The
standard deviatzons of the readlng scoré% for each of the five’ class szfe

categorzes are slxghtly larger than the- population standard devzatxon, |

further evxdence of the lack.of a° class size effect on: achlevement 1
» . ~ K Co P

55.2,3 . School Socloeconomic Level and. Class °1ze

4 -l

. Some authors, such as Jencks (l972b), ‘have suggested that the .
.:'7”,/ occa31onal findxng that class s1ze 1s assoclated thh ach1evement is an 'ihlﬁ
fﬁ’“)‘“ artifact of the relatlonsth of other varxables to achzevement For example,'

a: school distrlct—whlch haa avallable the - f1nanc1al resources to support

small classes may have. other attributes which are known to have a dlrect _;t

‘gelatxonshlp to ach1evbment (such-as- hlghwper-pupll expendlture on educatlon~ .55
o . or high . cOmmumlty SES). Table 5—8 shows the JOlnt relatzonsth of class s

szze and school® SEL to ach1evement. T o g E

v
v

7 R P S 101




o 'rable 5- --Stétistics for fiftthrade sample and population fro the Anchor 'l'est Study ;*
o by classroom enrollmentx ‘United States, spnng, 1q72 T
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