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FOREWORD

This report was produced by_the _InterAmerica Research Associates under the
terms of a contract with the Center_for_Education Statistics (CES) formerly
known as the National Center for Education Statistcs (NCES). In a recent
organization_of_the Office of Educational Research and Improvement, within
the U._S._Department of Education; certain changes were made in the mission
and responsibilities of NCES and in that connection the agency was renamed
the Center for Education Statistics (CES).

This study was designed to examine the academic_growth of high school age
Hispanics as__compared with that of_ non-Hispanic whites and_ blacks. The
study_explores the academic growth of these students between the sophomore
and senior years; the_courses the students take while in high_school, and
the relationship__of schooling and student charaCteristics to academic
growth; Data used_ in the study were obtained from the High School and
Beyond (HS&B) sophomores in 1980 and from the same individuals again in
1982 when most of them were seniors;

For more information about this report, contact Carl Schmitt, Education
Outcomes Division, Center for Education Statistics, 555 New Jersey Avenue,
N.W., Room 308, Capitol Place, Washington, D.C. 20208-1328. For informa-
tion about how to obtain the report contact the Education Information
Branch, telephone (202) 357-6651.

Information about obtaining HS&B computer tapeu is available from the U. S.
Department of Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement,
Information Systems and Media Services Branch, 555 New Jersey Avenue, N.W.,
Room 327, Capitol Place Building, Washington, D.C. 20208-1327, telephone
(202) 357-6528.
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NOTE ON SIGNIFICANCE TESTING

High School and Beyond samples, while repre§entative and statisticallyaccurate, are not simple random samples. Students were seIectei withinschools grouped within strata. Sampling rates for schools within different
strata_varied, resulting in better data for policy purposes, but at a costof statistical efficiency. Hence, simple random sample techniques forestimation of standard errors and significance test parameters arefrequently underestimates. To_ overcome this problem, the standarderrors for estimate§ in this report used a conservative and simple approach.

For continuous, variables, the standard errors were first calculatedby simple random sample techniques, applying the following formula:

S.E. SQRT(STDr2)

For percentages the standard errors were first calculated by simplerandom sample technicues,

Second, the simple random sample e§tiMates of standard errorS wéréadjusted by multiplying _by a deSign effect;_ The design effactmultipliers_ have been previously estitated to be between 1;6 and 2.0 forHigh_ School & Beyond data; The_data tedeSSary for_ calculation of thestandard errors and confidence itterValS fOr the means and percentageS(i.e.,_ N's, standard deviations and deSign effect sizes) are provided inAppendit B.

Simple significance testing was conducted using Student's t. These t'swere estimated for the coefficient§ §hown in TabIes 3 and 4 and for thestandardized regression coefficients shown in Table 5 from data provided bySPSS analyses. Those coefficients found to be significant- at the .01 levelare shown with an asterisks. Some parallel analyses of these data wereconducted with the Balanced Repeated Replicate (BRR) method. Rqsulting BERcoefficients support the finding§ obtained from the SPSS analyses.Estimates of factors having a large impact on achievement obtained With SP3Sare somewhat more conservative (smaller) than those obtained with BRR, whileestimates of factors with little impact on achievement obtained with SPSSare somewhat larger that those obtained with BRR. Although coefficient§obtained by SPSS and BRR differ somewhat, the differences are onlymarginal. Additionally, it should be noted that many smaller coefficients,although shown to be statistically significant, are likely to have littlepractical impact on achievement within the time period that achievement wa§measured for this study. Influences on achievement are likely to be longterm and to have been set into motion prior to the sophomore year.

To_ determine the confidence in the,t eatimatesi the values werecompared wi thl.65, 1;96, and 2;58 for confidende levels of 90 percent, 95percent, and 99 percent, respectively.
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Executive Summary

This study was designed to examine the academic growth of high school age
Hispanics as compared with that of non-Hispanic whites and blacks. The
study explores the academic growth of these students between the sophomore
and senior years, the courses the students take while in high school, and
the relationship of schooling and student characteristics to academic
growth. Data used in the study were obtained from the High School and
Beyond (HS&B) sophomores in 1980 and from the same individuals again in
1982 when most of them were seniors. The study was conducted by Inter-
America Research Associates for the Center for Education Statistics (CES)
in the U.S. Department of Education under Contract No. 300-84-0195.

tujor Findings

Academic Growth from the Sophomore to Senior Year. Hispanics' average
growth in academic achievement between the sophomore and the senior year
was comparable to the academic growth of non-Hispanic whites and blacks.
Average Hispanic achievement was nevertheless substantially below the
ach!evement of non-Hispanic whites at both the sophomore and senior levels.
Thus, while Hispanics did not gain in achievement relative to non-Hispanic
whites or blacks, neither did they fall further behind. The pattern
with respect to individual tests of vocabulary, reading, mathematics,
science, .and writing was much the same.

Hispanics gained in achievement between the sophomore and the senior year
approximately as much as: non-Hispanic_whites and blacks. On some indivi-
dual achievement tests; the gain among Hispanics; although statistically
significant; was only marginally greater than that among non-Hispanic
whites; However; the gains among Hispanics were not sufficient to over-
come their initial disadvantage relative to non-Hispanic whites.

All Hispanic subgroups exhibited academic growth from the sophomore to the
senior year. Differences among the subgroups in the size of gain varied
from test to test, but in no case were they large enough to have practical
significance. The differences in academic growth among Hispanic sub-
groups were less than one test item.

High School Program In their senior_year far fewer Hispanics students
than non-Hispanic white students described themselves as in an_academic
program; _An estimated 31 percent of Hispanics were in an academic program
as_ compared_ with 45 percent of non7Hispanic whites and 35 percent of
blacks; In_contrast; approximately 52 percent of Hispanics reported they
w.?.re enrolled in a vocational progrzlm as compared with 34 percent of
non-Hispanic whites and 51 percent of blacks,



Analyses- Of differences among Hispanic subgrOupa indicated_ thatapprox-imately _26 peke-kit of Mexicans _were enrolled in_academic programs com-pared with _35 pereent of Puerto Ricans- And 34 percent of otherHispanics. An eatiMated 53 percent of Cubana Were enrolled in academicprograms.

An estimated 53 per-dent of Mexicans were_enrolled in Vecational programs;as were,52 pereett of PUerto Ricans; _and 53 percent of Other Hispanics;
Approximately_29 percent Of Cubans were enrolled in i3OdatiOnal programs;Thus; over half Of All Hiapanic subgroups except Cubana Were enrolled invocational programa.

Academic Credits ititheNewBasies; Further indidAtiOn that Hispanicswere less_likely than_ hen-Hispanic whites to partieipate_ in_ academicprograms_iwas obtained from_analysis of credits earned in the new basica;The new basles were_ part of the Minimum requitetenta for high school
graduation recomMended by the NationalCommisSiOn Oh Excellence inEducation_(3983) and inclUde English, mathematics, Sciehae, aociaI studiet;and computer sciendee.

Hispanics earned fewer eredits in the new basics by their_adnior year thandid non7Hispanic whitet. Hispanics had_approximately_8.1 eredits in_thenew basics,or the equivsleht of four full_years_of adadeMid work at abouttwo credits per year. In_ dentrasti_ non-Hispanie Whitet had_ an estimated10;2 credits or apprOXiMately an_extra year_of COUted Work at the rateof_two_credits per yar, Blac:k students_earned an_eatitated 8.8 credits inthe new basics over their foUr years of high school.

Data on Hispanic subgroup-a revealed that Mexican studenta had completed 83credits in academie Arkia_dompared with 8.7_credits_ftt Cubans, 7.0 credits
for Puerto Ricans, And 8.5 Credits for Other Hispanics.

Dropouts.;_ Although the adademic growth of Hispaniet waa_eOMparable_to thatof non,Hispanie whitea; more Hispanics dropped out Of aChoell. Approximate71y 21 percent of all Hiapanies dropped out of sehoel bet4den the sophomoreand the senior years Aa compared with an estimated 16 percent of blacks
and 12 percent of tOn;Hiapahic whites;

Among_the Hispanic aubgroUpai_an estimated 23 percent Of Mexidan studentsdropped out compared With _20 percent of Cubans, 28 perdent of PuertoRicans; and 13 percent Of Other Hispanics;

Influences on_Academid GreOth. Achievement in the sophomore year was oneof the major predictors Of academic growth by the senior_yeeti as measured
by the average cf HS&B etS in vocabulary, reading, _mathemAtieS; sciencei
and writingLiThis finding Waa_donsistent across tests. At ettimated 33;6percent of the total variAnce_in sentor year_ achievement Waa explained by
the student performance in the sophomore year independent of the other



variables included in the analysis: the student's socio-economic background
(SES), sex, educational aspirations, home language background, race/
ethnicity, and academic credits (Carnegie units). A total of 1.7 percent
of the total variance is explained by these predictors. An additional
48.8 percent of the variance in senior year achievLment is explained by the
joint and overlapping influences deriving from these variables. Although
the exact percentages differed for each achievement teat, the findings were
similar.

The_number of credits earned_in_academic courses from ninth through_twelfth
grade _had a small but statistically significant relationship to improve-
ments_in _achievement _between the sophomore and the senior years. The
relationship between the number of academic_ _credits earned and growth ih

mathematics was greater than the relationahip betWeen academic credits and
achievement in other areas. While the relationship of academic credits to
growth was generally modest, the number of academic credits earned between
the tenth and twelfth_grade_ may nevertheless be important because of its
impact on eligibility for college.

Discus-Sian

At the sophomore level, Hispanics scored significantly lower_on_achievement
tests than_mon-Hispanic, whites. _By the end _of high school, Hispanic
students had.gained about_as much_in_achievement as non-Hispanic whites in
all test areas, ut not enough to overcome their initial disadvantage.
Thus, Hiapanics remained behind non-Hispanic whites in achievement by about
the same.amount at the senior level as they were at the sophomore level;

Sophomore year achievement is the principle independent predictor of senior
year performance. Other potential predictors, such as socioeconomic back-
ground, sex, educational aspirations, home language back-ground, race/-

ethnicity, and course taking in academfc areas were found to have only a
slight effect on academic growth. Academic credits earned in high school
also have little average effect on academic growth from the sophomore to
the senior year. The search for meaningful educational influences on the
senior year high school performance of Hispanic students should be broaden-
ed and begin prior t the sophomore year of high school.

Credits earned and program enrollments in high school may be important
despite their apparent small influence on academic growth during the period
between tenth and twelfth grade. Public policy toward Hispanics should be
directed toward enhancing student achievement in the elementary and
interm?liate years, reducing the high school dropout rate, and increasing
the participation of Hispanics in high school academic programs.

Data Source

Data used to examine the academic growth of students in U.S. high schools
were obtained from the Sophomore cohort meM6ers of the High School and

vii
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Beyond (HSU) survey_ HS&B included _a lengitUdinal study of the 1980 hie)
schoel sophomore class_in both public and private schools in the United
Statea. The 1980 Sophomore base-year data inclUde a broad_range of inform=
atieh on studenfbackground and educatienal expekience obtained from ques-
tionnaires administered to_students, adMiniStrators, teachers; and_parents.
Additionally, students were administered adhievement tests in vocabulary,
reading, Mathematics, science, and writing. With financial support from
the U. S. Office of Bilingual _Education and Minority Languages Affairs
(OBBKLA),_ HS&B oversampled public schoolS Whieh -enrolled a high percentage
of Hiapanics.

The first follow-up survey conducted in Spring 1982 provided additional
data. A subsample of the students was re-administered the earlier achieve-
ment tests to measure academic growth over the two year period. In addi-tion, complete transcript data for all four years of high school were
collected on a separate subsample of students in the base year sample.Students who dropped out between the sophomore and the senior year were
also included in this analysis.

Test-Sdotbb-anA-Measures of Academic Graith

Tesfaceres reported in fhis study were rat4 Seeres that had been adjusted
on_the batia Of Item Response Theory (IRT) fet_gUessing, item difficulty,
and iteM discrimination_ power; Two measures Of_adademic growth were used.one is the difference between the senior_year_IRT adore and the sophomore
IRT scere ekpressed in Sophomore standard deViatien units; The other isthe gehicit year IRT score adjusted_for_ aophoMore level achieveMent;
This_adjustrileht removes from the senior leVel achievement any influencedue to initial sophomore performance;

viii
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I. INTRODUCTION

The educational disadvantage efHispanie youth relativeto jion7Hispanic
Whites has becomel.the subject of an intense_ national policy debate: This
debate concerns the.nature and origins .of the disadvantage, the range_of
acceptable solutions., and therole of_the'federaI_.government in Addressing
these concerns. ._Ope_ issue c:on which there is firm agreement iS the
existence _of a: disadvantage_ :forJlispanics in English janguage skills,
educational_ ,achievement, _nuMber _of years of school completed, and
occupational status .51ttainment in comparison to the non-Hispanic white
population Ouran, 1983; Hispanic.Poliey Development, Project (HPDP), 1984;
Center for Education Statistics (C25), 1982; National Council on Employment
Polidy (NCEP)', A982; Newman, 1978; Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (OASD), 1982; Roth, 1982; Veltman, 1980).

This report, the "Academic Growth of High School Age Hispanics in the
United States," was designed to examine the academic growth of Hispanics of
high school age compared to non-Hispanic whites and blacks. The study
explored the academic growth these students experience between their
sophomore and senior years, the courses the students take while in school,
and the relationship of course taking and student characteristics with
academic growth. The study used data from High School and Beyond (HS&B)
for 1980 sophomores who became seniors in the first follow-up in 1982; The
study was conducted by InterAmerica Research Associates for the Center for
Education Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education under Contract
tract No. 300-84-0195.

This report is divided into five major sections or chapters. The
introduction provides a statement of the background for the study and a
review of the literature. The second chapter shows the major resulti from
analyses of academic growth from the sophomore to the senior year among
Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites and blacks. The third chapter reports
on the high school programs (academics, vocational, general) in which
Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites and blacks are enrolled and the academic
credits these students earn. The fourth chapter presents findings from
analyses of the relationship of schooling and student characteristics with
academic growth. The final chapter is a summary which includes interpreta-
tions relative to policy issues and further research.

Rationale for the Study

The debate_over_the: status of Hispanics in education involves both policy
and__research issues; The policy issues have been concerned with .the
contribution_ to the _educw:ional sucCess of Hispanic children made by
bilingual Vs_Hs111-English_instrtictional systems (Baker & deKantor, 1983),
and_the proper role_ of the federal_government in regulating or assisting
educational decisions made_by_state and local education agencies (Education
Department (ED)4_1981ducation __Times, 1982; USA.Today, 1983). In an era
of limited federal expenditures, restrictions on direct involvement of the
federal government in education, and increasing questions about the



effeetiveness of federaI"education_prOgrams for minorityjanguage children;reeettendations have emerged to eliminate altogether or to alter substan-
tially the _nature and scope of the federal support (BikaIes, 1983; Rot=berg, 1982;- 20th Century Fund; 1983).

The research issues regarding HiSpanic students are no less complex.Researdh has_focusedrecentIy on therelative contribution to educatiehalattaintent and_ success of Ianguageibackground_ relative to socioeconeticstatus (DeAvila, 1980; Nielson. & Letter; 1982; Rosenthal; Milne, Elltat;Ginsburg & Bakeri.1983:So & Chan, 1984); _the importance of English rela=tive_to Sparlahlanguage usage and skiI1S-(CES, 1982; NtEP; 1982; NielSenand Lerneri._1982; Veltman; 1980); and the importance__of schooling_eRperi-ences_ and .aditinistrAtive -PoIicies_and -practices in comparison to_langUageor other baCkground' variables (Nielsen & Fernandez, 1981). Finding& frOMthese_studies indicate that both socipetonoMic status and language back=
ground are important.--

The_research issues_ converge with policy_ when _the researeh foeuada oninfluences that are subject to policy eentrol. That is; research -can notonly identify school practices that Affect stUdent achievement, bUt canalso prOVide important information that_ may be used in redirecting_Sehool
resources so that' students havo an improved chance of succeeditg inschool..

The_present study differp from pritit_ research and policy atalyseS in anumber Of_important ways The first_tajor distinction between the preaehtstudy _atd prior researdhand _poliey ahalyses is that _prior stUdiesconducted at the high school level generally _used cross,sectional data.They _were able_to address issues conterned only with:one-time asseSStehtof achievement but not_ academic growth measures on the same persona oVertime The effecteof' this Iimitation Were that the high school datafailed to reflect dhangesjit'aehievement
a-cress tiMe, and that achievementcomparisons_ betWeen- Hiepanics' and Other groups never adequatelycontrolled for initial performance. In iIaing longitudinaIdata, the presentstudy will be_Able to track the academie grOWth in achievement betWeen thesophomore _and _the senior year of high school._ Second, most analyses ofHispanics it_sehool have -been concerned_ With dropout or achievementissues_and did not examine, as this study_does, patterns of course takingfor Hispanics atd non7Hispanics as related_to selected language; socio-economic; and other variables. A _third :major distinction between the

present investigation and prior research is that past_studies did not ob-tain data on the_ relationahip between course taking and achievement. Thesestudies were, therefore4:.unabIe_to discern vhether_schooling was_reIatedto academic performance independent 'of the_ contributiona made by back-ground and language fact-Ors. The present _study_investigates whether aca-demic credits and_student: background are related tO achieVement in gradetwelve. A final distinction which sets this investigation_apart from priorstudies is that most of the prior analyses have not_ differentiated amongHispanic-subgroups by ethnicity. In analyzing ethtieity among Hispanics;
the_present study reveals_important differences for students who identifythemselves as being from Mekican, Cuban, Puerto Rican; And other Hispanicbackgrounds;

2
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Hispanic subgroups_ differ in a numdbet.Of itportant ways that could lead to

differences in academic groWth and_high tehoel partieipation (HPDP, 1984);
The groups differ in length of reSidende in that most Cubans have lived in

the United States fewer than tWo dedadeS. PUetto Ricans are more divetse

and__may be recent arrivals, U.S.1:iothi or move_back and forth between _the

island and the mainland.: .MexiCanS.Mar be dither long_term_residents or

recent arrivals. Other Hispanics Ake a diVerse_ group thatincludes long

term 'residents and immigtantS fat edtintitit and political -reasons;

Hispanic groups also diffek _in Median age. _The median age of Cubans falls

closest_ _to the median age_Of the tOtal population, while_the,median,age of

other Hispanics is conAidekably leSS. Cubans have higher,median incomes
than other Hispanics althOugh All subgroups art below_the median_income of

the total U.S._population. Mekiddha are least concentrated in white collar
jobs, while Othet HiSpanidt ate togt heavily employed in white collar jobs.

Far more Will _be Understood about the composite picture of Hispanic
secondary 64U-dation frot thit study than was available from prior research;

The _academic git4th Of Hispanies campared to non-Hispanic _whites and

blacks, the Couttea takeh by these students; and school _and 'student
attributes that ate Associated with academic growth are elements of A

larger_patteth that has _been understood incompletely, paiticularly among

Hispanic subgrOupt. A_ broader understanding of the conditions and

experiencea Of His-pat-de youth in the__nation's secondarr schools may

contribute_td A refinement of the policy options most likely to alleviate

the educational disadvantage of these students;

Purl)

The major purposes of this study are as follows:

To deseribe the academic growth of Hispanic
eompared with non-Hispanic whites and blacks,

o To_ identify the courses Hispanics take in

sehool in comparison to non-Hispanic whites

and blacks, and

To determine whether academic credits and

student background and language characteris-
tics are positively related to academic growth.

This Study is also concerned with differences among Hispanic subgroups

(Mexican, Cuban, Puerto Rican, Other Hispanic) with regard to the above

purposes. That is, an additional purpose was to determine whether there

were differences among Hispanic subgroups with regard to academic growth

from the Sophomore to the senior year, the courses taken in high school by

Hispanic Subgroups, and the relationship of academic credits and student

characteristicS to academic growth. A iecondary purpose of this study was

to determine if differences in academic growth between Hispanics and

non-Hispanic blacks and whites or among Hispanic subgroups vary by sex,

socioeconomic status, educational aspirations, and language background of

students.



Review of-the Literature

Differential_atedemic achievement .for Hispanic and tibt-Hispanic whitea has
been_reported in A number _of areas; Hispanics havelower test steres
Mational _Assessment of Educational progress (NAEp), 1983;_ CES; 1982a,
OASD; 1982);. _Ake more behind In grade (CES, _1982a),_ and have.lhigher
rates of functional illiteracy (Astin,_1982). School achievement differen-
tials are_ found consistently on reading; math,_ and vocabulary tests
(NAEP, 1983; CES;_1982a); Major differences have been found_ in _SChool
attainment_or .0UMber of years of schooling completed between Hispanics and
non-Hispanic White-a (CES, 1978; 1983; Steinberg, Blinde, & Chan; 1984).

.

A nuMber of influences have been suggested_toaffect the educational
attainment of Hispanics; Among.these are the folloWing: low proficiency in
Etglith (Lopei; 1982; Veltman; 1980), regular use_of Spanish,(Nielsen &
FernandeZ, 1981; Veltman, 1981); Iow socioetonomic status (Rosenthal,
Milne; Ellman, Ginsburg; &,Baker; 1983); low educational aspirations (CES;
1982b; NielSen & Fernandez; 1981); and longer. _residence in the United
States compared to more recent immigrants (Nielsen & _Fernandez; 1981). In
fatt, completion of the_student's early years_of stheOling_ prior to
immigration iS poSitively related to achievement_ (Cummina; 1981; Cummins,
Swain,_ Razuke; Handscombe, & Green; 1981). Educational attainment of
Hispanict is peSitively related to Spanish _language proficiency,
controlling for Sedieedonomic status (Veltman, 1981);_although this_may
be_true otly When EngliSh language skills are also well developed (Nielson
& Fernandez, 1981; NielSen & Lerner; 1982; Tienda & Neidert, 1981).

Three crucial elements missing in these analyses are:

o the academic growth of Hispanic students over time,
o course taking of Hispanic youth relative to

non-Hispanics, and
o the course enrollment and student characteristics that

are associated with academic growth.

Analyses_ of _academid gtot4th Ak0 essential to understand the _areasof
achievement in which HiSpanit Students gain_ from _school partitipatien
compared_ to non-Higptalid .StUdents. Information on_ course taking Of
Hispanics is importatttegain a perspective.on.the_ educational experiendet
of Hispanics andHispatic Subgroups. AnalySes of the course enrollment
and.student charatteristitt that are associated witkacademic growth will
be particularly importatt in Order_to- gauge the extent to_which education
is an important contributor to student perforMance over time;

The review of.the literattire.Whith_fellOWs_addresses three major areas of
concern. to .this investigatioh. The first area is academic_achievement
and_ growth_by_Hispatits in_tetendary Sdhool. This_review. is :based _on
cniss-section4 :analyses Of tetted4erferMance.in the sophomoreiand senior
years; The_second area _Of the literature review.is the courses taken_by
Hispanic high school studeitta totpared With_non-Hispanic whites; Studies
are reviewed_that reveal what it.dUkrehtly known about cOurse taking among
Hispanics, particularly with reapect to courses identified as part of the
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"new basics." The third area reviewed focuses on influences on academic

achievement of Hispanics in high school, particularly related to

socioeconomic status and language. In each of the areas reviewed, research
questions drawn from the literature are identified.

School Achievement an4H-Academie--GteOth. Hiapanid high .vehool students

consistently score below_the average thoWn _for non=Hispanic _whites on

measures of school_ achieVeMent ih vocabulary, reading, and mathematics
(Duran; 1983 NAEP; 1982; CES, 1982; OASD, 1982a; Owings & Fetters; 1984);
Hispanic performance in mathematieS Is_even slightly lower relative to

non-Hispanic whites than id theit_performance in vocabulary and reading at
both the sophomore and senior leVelt.

Analyses of Hispanic Subgroupt ih HS&B_ reveal that Cubans_ perform better
than other Hispanic subgroupt irrespective of achievement area both at the

sophomore and the senior levels, burremain below the average for non,

Hispanic whites JCES,_1982a). Cubatstypically score about one third

of a standard deviation below non=Hispanie whites; and other Hispanics
score over two_thirds Of a standard deviation or more below the mean score

for non-Hispanic whitea.

Some interesting patterns emerge when _Hispanic sophomore and senior

achievement in vocabulary; reading, and mathematics is contrasted with the

performance of non-HiSpanie whites. Although these HS&B data _are

cross-sectional_i a nuMber_Of hypotheses for academic growth can be drawm
Generally_, non-Hispanie_Whites_show growth between the sophomore and senior
years of between_one_ thitd_and title half a standard deviation; depending_on

the_test. This_is the equivalent ofroughly 1;5 to 2;5 test _items;

Although growth also occurs_for all Hispanic subgroups between the

sophomore _and Senier_years, the growth is generally not so substantial as

that found fez' _now.Hispatic whites. This means that the average

achievement disadVantage Of Hispanies relative to non-Hispanic whites

increases between the sophomore and senior years. The number of standard

deviation _units that_ scores of Mexiean-American students fell below

non=Hispanic whites shiftt between the sophomore and the senior years from

0.63 to 0.68 for_ vocabulary, 0.60 tO 0.80 in reading,_and 0;74 to 0.80 in
mathematics. _This avetage AdhieVeMeht deerement appears despite the fact

that proportionately ,tete Hispanies than non-Hispanic whites drop out

between the sophomore and senior years (CES, 1983b).

The present ._study ,Oftatiheg a_ number of research questions concerning
relative acadetie groWth by Hispanics that can be addressed through

analyses of HS&B. HS&B ineludes a_sample of students followed longitudi-

nally _from their sophomore to their senior years; HS&B also contains

academic tests of performance in_vocabulary, reading; mathematics; scienee;

andi writing. _Analyses _Can therefore be performed to determine the

academic growth of students in a variety of test areas; Analyses of

academic growth dan also be performed for Hispanics and non-Hispanics and

among Hispanic Subgroups.
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The first set of specific research questions that are addressed in this
study are as follows:

O 'what-- it the -Aeadervic Growth Among Hispanics and
Net=HiStableaT What differences _are there among
Hispahie SUbgrodpa -Cempared with non-Hispanic_ whites
and_ blecks denderning academic growth? Are there
differentet asiohg Hiapanic subgroups?

O Db Differentea ih Abademic Growth Between Hispanics and
Notl=lii--------.1trea? Are there
different-et betWeen Hispanics and non-Hispanics in
academic growth aMong tests ef vocabulary; reading,
mathematica, adienedi and_ writing? Are there differ-
ence, _it adadetieL growth by achievement area among
Hiapanic Subgroups?

Course Taking in School. Analysis of the courses taken by Hispanic
students is particularly important to determine .whether or not these
students had an opportunity to profit from educationally stimulating
experiences. Hispanics enrolled diaproportionately in nonacademic tracks
would have little opportunity to gain from exposure to advanced English,
mathematics, or science courses. While many of these students could have
initial achievement levels which fail to warrant placement in more advanced
courses, their lack of participation in these courses should spark inquiry_
into the origins of nonacademic placementa. If Hispanic ethnicity is
strongly related to academic program independent of initial achievement,
other seIf-selection or school decision factors may be influencing Hispanic
program enrollment.

Available evidence on Hispanic enrollment in high school programs indicates
that college-bound high school Hispanica who took the College Entrance
Examination Board (CEEB) were less likely than non-Hispanic whites to be
enrolled in college preparatory programs (Duran, 1983). Data available
from CEEB records in 1980-81 show that Hispanic students who took the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) were almost 15 percent less likely than
whites to have been enrolled in college preparatory programs during high
school. Approximately 80 percent of the non=Hiapanic white test takers had
been enrolled in a college preparatory program in comparison to about 65
percent of the Hispanic test takers. Although these differences are not
large, they were obtained on a select group of students who took the SAT
and who were probably college bound. The findings Are suggestive of the
magnitude of the differences which might be found in a more representative
sample of students.

College-bound Hispanics and non-Hispanie vhitos differ on_ nuMber of years
exposure to core academic areas among those takihg the SAT (Duren, 1983).
About 93 percent of non-Hispanic vhites compared to 84 Pereent of
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Mexican-Americans had studied English for four or more years. Almost 90
percent of Puerto RiCan youth taking the SAT studied four or more years of
English. Duran suggests that the high percentage of Puerto Ricans taking
four or more years of English may reflect differences in the type of
English courses taken. Puerto Ricans may be reporting exposure to English
as a second language (ESL) courses. The content of these ESL courses may
be substantially less demanding than English courses for native English
speakers. Analyses of prior exposure to mathematics instruction indicated
that about 60 percent of whites studied math for four or more years
compared to roughly 45 percent of Hispanics. In analyses of other areas of
study -- such as foreign languages, biological sciences, physical sciences,
and social sciences -- differences between Hispanics and non-Hispanic
whites were not so clear. Duran (1983, p. 8) cautioned against over inter-
preting comparisons of exposure to academic courses between Hispanics and
non-qispanics since the ]eve1 of the courses and quality of instruction
cannot be determined from the results. The data nevertheless indicate that
college admissions staff reviewing applications of college-bound Hispanic
students would find "lower academic qualifications than among non-minority
college candidates".

Other analyses of high school course taking ba6ad on national samples of
all students are consistent with these analyses of college-bound SAT
takers. Of particular interest in this regard are analyses of courses
taken toward a normative standard of course taking established for all
students by the National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) in
its report A Nation at Risk (1983). NCEE recommended that high school
graduation requirements include the following numbers of years of
instruction in what they referred to as the "new basics:"

four years of English,
three years of mathematics,
three years of science,
three years of social studies, and
.5 years of computer sciences.

Additionally, for college-bound students, two years of a foreign language_
in high school were recommended.

Recent analyses of a sample of 12,000 transcripts of 1982 high school
graduates by the Center for Education Statistics (CES) as part of HSU in-
dicate that only in English and social studies did more than 50 percent
of 1982 graduates meet the NCEE-recommended standards for graduation
(CES, 1984). In other fields, less than 50 percent of the 1982 seniors met
each of the individual standards. Fewer than 3 percent overall met the
requirements for students who were not college bound. These students
had no foreign language requirement. CES concluded that "the potential to
earn more credits in the new basics exists in every grade of high school,
particularly in the later years" (p. 1).

More pertinent to the analyses performed here, CES also investigated
differences in courge completion, for Subgroup§ identified by race/

7
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ethnidity; socioeconomic_statUs (SES), high school program; and other vari=AK-es. Both non-Hispanic White and__Asian-Ameridan _Students_ earned sub-_Stantially-more creditt_it the new basics than_bletka and Hispanics, andHiSpanics earned, slightly leas than blacks, There WAS a detiine_betweengradea 9 and 12 in credits earned .toward .the new baSita that was _quitepronOUnced :ong Hispanics, Who in their senior year darned fewer creditstoward the new basics than Any other racial/ethnic_ group. The,Cubans,more than any other Hispanit_SUbgroup;_had a patterh Of tourse_taking whichwas Similar:to that of non-HiSpanic whites.; A concern_ for the quality_oftour-sea taken by Hispanics_LWAS evident in early_andlySes of HS&B by CES(Petigi Fetters; & Kolstad,_1981), which ..qhowed _that Hispanics had amongthe_ lowest percentaget Of 1980 high school seniOrS taking specific matht=matita and science courses such as algebra, trigoneMetry, physics, andtheMistry.

Further analyses of course taking _in HS&B by CES revealed differencesbetWeen Hispanics and other racial/ethnic groups in Carnegie units_(cre=ditS) earned by 1982 seniors OVer the four years of high school (Owing-aand Fetters, 1984). _Ote_ Carnegie unit ,is the equiValent of _a fullyear of course work _in high Sdhbol. In areas covered by the__new basics,cgs reported that Hispanita _received fewer Carnegie units than notiHiSpanit whites in all arerieLby margins ranging frbm 0.1 units in:sotialaciettea_to 0..4 units in math for a total difference Of 1.5 Carnegie unitsacrbaS all areas;

Analysea of HS&B data were alSo performed on mean courae grades over thefour years of high school for 1982 seniors (Owings & Fetters, 1984). Incourse areas covered by the five basics, distrepantiet between Hispanicsand non=Hispanic whites ranged from .32 mean grade points in math andphysical Sciences to .72 in social sciences (figures derived from tabledpercentages). The only area in which Hispanics obtained a higher meangrade point Average was in foreign languages, where the difference was .37favoring _Hispanics. Additional analyses revealed that thia advantage ap-peared only in Spanish_foreign language courses, regardleas of level, butnot in French (Fetters & Owings, 1984). Very few Hispanics took otherforeign language courses. Since none of these more recent analyses byCES included results for early graduates, transfer studentt, or dropoutsbetween the Sophomore and senior years, the gap between Hispanics andnon-Hispanic whites could be even greater than was reported.

The high dropout rate for Hispanics alluded to earlier (CES, 1978) meritsspecial conaideration in analyses of academic progress during the highschool yeara. Dropout rates (defined as premature school leaving) amongHispanics roge Steadily from 30 percent in1974 to 40 percent in 1979,while dropout rates among whites overall (including Hispanics) haveremained stable at about 25 percent since_1976 (Steinberg, Blinde, & Chan,1984). The various factors said to influence academic achievement amongHispanics, particularly language and Socioeconomic status, tend to bediscounted in rost discussions of school dropouts. At each of fourdifferent levela of poverty, for example, the Hispanic dropout rate amongthose aged 14=30 years in a national sample
was reported to be two to threetimes higher than the rate among non-HiSpanic whites of comparable incomes(Brown, Rosen, Hill, & Olivas, 1980). Further, Hispanic language
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minorities drop out at a substantially higher rate than non-Hispanic
language minorities. Language minority status per se, therefore, is not a
mcjor contributing variable to dropping out.

One analyst (Veltman, 1983) suggested .that it was speaking Spanish in

particular that contributed to high dropout rates. Veltman posits the
existence of a "linguistic ethnocentricism" among English language majority
persons in the United_ States that is triggered by the combination of
significant numbers of minority language persons and a perceived threat to
the integrity of the English language. The result is linguistic

stritification in both education and .the work place. A complementary
hypothesis of particular interest, although formulated originally to

explain the poor achievement of Mexican-Americans in middle schools
(Hernandez, 1973). suggests that one of the principal factors that should
be investigated is the school system's Lack of responsiveness to minority
students in general. This suggests that students with a high probability
of dropping out, primarily Hispanics, receive llttle special attention
either in their courses or in otter aspects of their school experience to

encourage rcltention. Although but a modest beginning in the investigation
of such potential school experiences, data should be analyzed at a minimum
on the course taking of Hispanic relative to other racial/ethnic groups
prior to dropping out;

Analyses of Hispanic dropouts using data originating in grade 10 da in HS&B
are problemmatic for a variety of reasons (Fernandez & Nielsen, 1983;

Hirano-Nakanishi, 1983;.Nie1sen & Lerner, 1983). The scope of the problem
is indicated by recent findings that as many as 40 percent of Hispanic
dropouts may leave school before the 10th grade, while many_of those who
remain in school are delayed in grade (Hirano-Nakanishi, 1983). The

Hispanics remaining in school, although educationally disadvantaged, are
likely to be more capable academically than Hispanic students who dropped
out and may fail to represent the broader Hispanic age group. These
Hispanic survivors may be quite different from enrolled non-Hispanic
whites, whereas the Hispanic dropouts themselves may not be comparable to
non-Hispanic white dropouts. Analyses attempting to treat_ dropouts and

non-dropouts as possessing parallel features could be misleading. At a

minimum, the differential dropout rates of Hispanics urge additional
analyses to identify associated factors, and at the same time suggest that
caution in interpreting the results of studies beginning in the high school
years is warranted.

This_study compares course taking among 1982 graduating_ and_ dropout Hia=_
panics and non-Hispanic.whites and _among subgroups_of Hispanics. _Most of
the prior analyses of_course taking have not identified results for Hispanic
subgroups. More_ information is needed on the type of_program in uhich the
student was_enrolled _during high School (generali academic, or vocational)_
and the number of academia Credita Accumulated in coure areas considered
Part of the neW baSida.
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The second set of research questions in this study are as follows:

o What are_the variations it High-SCheel-Program by
Racial/Ethnic Subgroup? Ate there differences in
high school, program between _Hitpanics and other
racial/ethnic groups? Are there differences by
Hispanic subgroup?

What are_thevariations_in-A-cadetie Credits in
the New _Basics't_ Are_ thera differences in the
nuthber_of Academic credits_ accUtUlated toward the
new basies_between Hispanics and Other racial/
ethni- groups? Are there differendet by Hispanic
subgroup?

Influenees-on Academic Growth. The impact of schooling_on the academic
growth. of Hispanic students at the secondary level has been overshadowed
by analyses of socioeconomic status (SES) and language t.ackground (e.g.
Baker & deKanter, 1983; CES, 1982b; Rosenthal et al., 1983). Attempts to
untangle the relative contribution of SES and language background are
important for federal education policy. Current federal legislation
supplying language=based instructional programs would be supported if the
dominant influences on Hispanic achievement are language related.
Conversely, if the major influences on Hispanic achievement are related to
SES, a compensatory education type of approach could be justified. Thecurrent language-related programs could be redirected, and arguments for
subsuming the federal bilingual program under Chapter I (the compensatory
education program) would gain strength. The debate is not about the need
to provide services to students who are limited in English proficiency,but over the determinants of the need and the implications _the deter-
minants have for specific instructional services (Rosenthal et Al., 1983).

At least_four_major fltWt can be found in most prior ttudiet attempting to
resolve thit debate. The first is that studies performed at the secondary
level have All been Crott=Sectional_ and were unable to attess change in
scores over_ time fer_ a single _group; A tecond major flaw_in these
studies is_that theydid not:have information available ot.tdhooling expe-
riences._ While analyiing the impact of SES and lanpage background is
important, the_ studiet Were never able to determine,the itpact of course
taking. A third ittue ia that achievement has usually been measuredin
verbal areas, such as VoCabUlary ancireading _without infOrtation on mathe-
maticsand aciences. There may be_differences among_achievement areas in
the relationship_of.test scores with Course taking SES, tit language back-
ground A fourth_coneern with.these:studies is Ulat the, ddhceptualization
of language variables iS limited :to: home language. While _home_lang-
guage is an_important defining feature for language_ tinority identifica-
tion,_home_language backgroundr would not be 'expected_ tO have a strong
relationship' with academic achievement. Students from _any type of
home language backgrOund can be _limited in English proficiency and con-
sequently not perform_well in school; The importance of English profi-
ciency_ in.school performance suggests that a measure_of English_use or
Englith proficiency should be included along with other language influencet
in analyzing tchoOl adhievements.



In order to address some of these concerns, So and Chan (1984) analyzed
data from HS&B while examining the,relationships among language background,
SES, and ethnicity. Students were classified into one of three categories:

English monolingual, English dominant bilingual (uses a non-English
language at home but not elsewhere), or Other Language Dominant Bilingual

(uses a non-English language both at home and elsewhere). Findings
indicated that about 50 percent of the reading test sap between English
monolingual students and Other Language Dominant Bililivals (Hispanics and

non-Hispanics combined) can be reduced by removing the effects of SES

(about 26 percent) and ethnicity (another 24 percent), leaving about 50

percent of the original gap attributable to language factors. So and Chan

went on to conclude that "both language background and SES have a

substantial impact on reading achievement score" (p. 38). However, SES had

more of an effect for whites than Hispanics, indicating that while much of
the reading obstacle to white students is related to SES, the reading

obstacle for Hispanic students may be addressed most effectively through
approaches that consider both language and SES.

In_a direct response tO the So and Chan investigation; Rosenthal, Baker,
and Ginsburg (1983) re-analyzed data from the Sustaining Effects Study of

ESEA Title I. This analysis modified the Rosenthal, Milne, Ellman,

Ginsburg, and Baker (1983) study; which had been performed earlier; The

specific modifications Rosenthal and his coworkers made _were to analyze

data longitudinally, differentiate race from socioeconomic status, and
analyze_a_variety of interactions not considered in their _original study.
The_Sustaining Effects Study (Hoepfner; Wellisch, & Zagorski, 1977) was a
nationally stratified sample of students in grades one through six selected
from_ schools in _1976-77.: Adhievement level_was defined as Fall Semester
reading and math scores on the:Comprehensive Test of Basic-Skills (CTBS) in
the firstyear of the study; A measure of_learningwas derived from the

comparison with Spring Semester scores in_the_same academic year. Students
were classified into one of three_groups based on the language parents used
in helping the child with homework! English only, English and_another

language; and other language only. Findings from the Rosenthal_et a1 .
study_indicated that slightly over half the difference between Spanish and
English language students :was _due to socioeconomic status and race/

ethnicity, while the remaining half was due to language_differences. These
results essentially confirm the findings from the So and Chan report.

Recent studies such as the So and Chan report suggest that the

conceptualization of language variables should be extended beyond home

language background to include individual language use and language

proficiency. For example, individual language use was coded in HS&B by

Neilsen and Fernandez. (1981) as the average frequency of listening and

speaking Spanish with mother and father. Students in HS&B who used

Spanish at home tended to perform more poorly on measures of mathematics

and reading achievement: Analyses also indicate that Spanish proficiency
is positively associated with mathematics and reading achievement, leading

some investigators to speculate on the absence of a cost to bilingualism
(Nielsen & Fernandez, 1981). That is, there may be no achievement

disadvantages resulting from the cognitive overload of dealing with two

languages simultaneously.
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Other petehtial influences on school achievement aMong Hispanic youth in
high Sehtiel_ can be cited._ Two important fectera Are educational
aspirations (OES4 1982; Nielsen & Fernandez, 1981X and Sex (CES;_1982e),
Although the influence of 3ex presumably_disappterS for Students when _con.
trellingfet ASPirations (Jackson; 1973). No diffetendea in aspirations
betwean HiSpanic males and females have been_repetted in HS&B (Neilsen and
FernandOti 1981). Nielsen and Fernandez (1981) raport that differences in
achievement &Meng Hispanic subgroups _generally disappeat_ When individual
factors suth as sex, SES,_ language variables, and litgth of residence in
the United._Statei are controlled. One exception was the difference between
Cubans and ether Hispanics. Length of residente ailittlg Hispanics has a
has_a significant negative _correlation with mathematidt Adhievement for
sophomores and With reading achievement for seniors (CES, 1982A). That is,
Hispanics with Shorter length of residence have higher store-a in reading.

The importance of Sthoel_variables in Hispanic high school echievement has
thus far been tegletted_in research.except for one analysis in_ HS&Zof
earlier_schooling related _to_ language_ of instruction (Chat & Se; 1982).
Findings in this study _indicated that_students_ireporting eXpOadre in
elementary school to &lel language classrooms performed better on *Oa-Sures
of_high school achievement in reading and mathematics than their_Hispanic
peers who experienced inatruction predominantly in English or SpatiSh.

This study 1411 determine whether or not_course taking is aasotiated With
academic growth for HIS-panic students and Hispanic subgroups independent ofthe influence of prior achievement, background variables,_and _language
characteristics. The fotUs in this study_is on the differential itpadt of
course taking on.HispanitS vs.non-Hispanics and on Hispanit_ SUbgroups
controlling for other variables. The definition of language fetters fs
particularly important and should consider the three major language
variables used in_prier analyses home language; individual_langUage use
and language profitieney. The third set of specific research titeationa of
concern in this study ate as follows:

o What Influences-are-.-Associated with Academic Growthl
What is the_telationship of course taking to atademit
growth for Hispanic students and Hispanic subgroups as
contrasted_with hi:in-:Hispanic _Whites and blacks?_ IS
course taking. related_to academic growth independent
of the relationship of SES and language background Ot
other student tharacteristic?

o WhELt_arethefie-Infinences of LanguazeVeriebles
and SES op -MadeMic-Orowth? Are language background
and languege_proficiency more.important than_SES in
explaining diffetehdes in academic growth between
Hispanics and non-Hiapanics and differences among
Hispanic subgroups?
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Qverview of Approach

The foregoing research questions concerning academic growth, course taking,
and influences that are associated with academic growth are addressed in
this study through analyses of HS&B 1980 sophomore base year and first
follow-up data. The first set of research questions focus on differences
in academic growth among Hispanics and non-Hispanics whites and blacks.
These questions are addressed through tabular analyses showing differences
in growth from the sophomore to the senior year. Academic growth it
reported on measures of vocabulary, reading, mathematics, science, and
writing. Separate analyses of academic growth are performed among Hispanic
subgroups. The second set of research questions pertain to differences in
course taking among Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites and blacks. These
questions are answered by investigating enrollment in high school programs
(academic, vocational, general) and academic credits earned in the new
basics. Separate analyses of high school program enrollments and course
taking are performed for Hispanic subgroups. The third set of research
questions concerns influences that are associated with academic growth.
These questions are addressed through analyses designed to determine the
relationship of academic credits to academic growth independent of other
variables that influence growth from the sophomore to the senior year. The
outcome measures of academic growth are senior year scores in vocabulary,
reading, mathematics, science, and writing adjusted for sophomore level
performance. The major variables that are related to academic growth are
student background (sex, SES, educational aspirations), language (home
language, language use, language proficiency), and academic credits
(Carnegie units in academic course areas defined by the new basics).
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II. ACADEMIC GROWTH FROM THE SOPHOMORE TO SENIOR YEW

The prevailing impression from prior research is that Hispanic achievement
in high school subject areas tends to be lower than that among non-Hispanic
whites (Duran, 1983; CES, 1982). Cross-sectional data from grade 10 to 12
also suggest that Hispanic students become increasingly disadvantaged
relative to whites. The achievement areas in which these findings have
been reported include vocabulary, reading, and mathematics. These patterns
in Hispanic test performance emerge despite the strong likelihood that
Hispanic students remaining in high_school by grade 12, although education-
ally disadvantaged, are a highly select group of academic performers rela-
tive to the substantial number of their Hispanic peers who dropped out
earlier.

The present analyses were designed to add to this picture of achievement by
identifying the pattern of academic growth among Hispanic and non-Hispanic
whites and blacks in selected performance areas. Measures of academic
growth show changes in achievement from the sophomore to the senior year.
Based on prior studies, Hispanic performance is predicted to be below that
of non-Hispanic whites in core achievement areas such as reading and
mathematics. What needs to be determined is whether the growth rate of
high school achievement in all academic areas is different for Hispanics
and non-Hispanics. Information is also needed on the variation in academic
growth among Hispanic subgroups.

The specific research questions addressed in these analyses were as
follows:

o What is the Academic Growth Among Hispanicsand
Non-Hispanics? What differences are there among
Hispanic subgroups compared with non-Hispanic whites
and blacks concerning academic growth? Are there
differences among Hispanic subgroups?

o Do the Differences in Academie Growth Between
Hispanics and non7Hispanics Vary with _Achievement
Areas? What differences are there in academic
growth for Hispanids: and non-Hispanics in_different
achievement areas such as vocabulary,_reading, math,
science; and writing? Are there differences among
Hispanic subgroups?

The areas in which academic growth was assessed_in this study were_voca-
bulary,_reading, mathematics, science, and writing. _The sciecei_writingi
and parts of the _mathematics test were designed to be particularly sensi-
tive to the affects of instruction.

The mean score reported in these analyses of academic growth is an Item
Response Theory (IRT) score which_was computed from weighted data. The_IRT
score is araw score adjusted for 'guessing, item difficulty0 and iteM
discriminating power. For each area of achievement, the mean Sophomore



and_senior level test scores are shown accompanied by a Measure_of the aca-
demic growth. Academic_ growth was defined hete aa the-Absolute change
between_the sophomore and senior year divided by the §-OphOMote_ year stand-
atd deviation, to form the basis of the index of atadetid growth. Academic
growth is a standardized measure of change expreSSed in tetMs of IRT
scores.

The changes on this IRT index of academic growth, used in thiS section, can
be interpreted in approximately the same way as academic growth on the raw
score distribution. The difference between this IRT index of academic
growth and an index based on raw scores is that the IRT values have a
slightly lower mean than the raw scores due to the adjuStments for guessing
and other factors. Another interpretation of academic growth derives from
the conversion to standard deviation units. Assuming a Standard deviation
of 5.0, as is typical of_mOst of these tests, an academic growth index
of .2 would be equivalent to a change of one test item (5.0 x .2). An aca-
demic growth index of .4 would be equivalent to a change of two test
items. There is no established convention for the practical significance
of standardized measures of academic growth. For convenience, the index
of academic growth will be described as small if it is at leaSt .2 but less
than .4, moderate if it is at least .4 but less than .6, and large if it
is .6 or more. The same principle applies to differences among racial/
ethnic groups in academic growth. That is, a difference of .2 but less
than .4 in academic growth between Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites
would be considered small. This approach is slightly more conservative
than the approach uSed by Rock et al. (1984) but seems justifiable since
a "small" change iS equivalent to an increase of about one test item for
most of these findings.

Academic Growth Among RaciallEtbnicGroups*

Hispanics tended to have as much academic growth from the sophomore to the
senior year as non-Hispanic whites and blacks. Results presented in Table
indicate that the average achievement growth of Hispanics across all

tests (vocabulary, reading, mathematics, science, and writing) did not
differ_from the average growth for non=Hispanic whites and blacks. Hispan-
ics had greater academic growth than non-Hispanic whites on three of the
five achievement tests. This finding is shown graphically in Figure 1.

The level of academic achievement of Hispanics was consistently below the
average achievement of non-Hispanic whites at both the sophomore and the
senior level. The achievement advantage of non-Hispanic whites was evident
on the average achievement score and on all individual tests. The achieve-
ment differences between Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites at the senior
level were statistically significant with p less than .01 on the score for
average achievement (t4.19, df-9782) and on the tests of vocabulary
(t-4.38,df.-9322), reading (t-3.50,df-8840), mathematics (t.6.08, df-8484),
science(t-4.17,df-9098), and writing(t-3.03,df-8633). The modest advantage

* Standard errors for t's shown in this portion of the text are given in
table on page 22.
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Table 1

Academic Growth from the Sophomore
to the Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity

and Achievement Area:
1980 High School Sophomores

Achievement
Area

Racial/
Ethnic
Group (a)

IRT Scores
Sophomore Senior
Mean SD Mean SD

Academic
Growth

Average Hispanic 7.2 4.2 8.8 4.9 .39

Achievement Black 6.3 4.0 8.0 4.6 .39

White 4.4 4.3 12.3 5.0 .34

Vocabulary Hispanic 6.4 4.5 8.2 5.4 .40

Black 5.4 4.3 7.3 4.9 .46

White 9.9 4.8 12.1 5.0 .46

Reading Hispanic 5.4 3.7 6.6 4.3 .33

Black 5.1 3.6 6.0 4.0 .24

White 8.3 4.4 9.5 4.7 .30

Mathematics Hispanic 9.8 7.5 11.8 8.7 .27

Black 8.3 6.9 10.3 8.1 .28

White 15.9 8.8 17.9 9.7 .23

Science Hispanic 6.8 3.9 7.7 4.2 .23

Black 5.8 3.6 6.4 3.8 .19

White 10.1 4.0 11.0 4.0 .23

Writing Hispanic 7.2 4.1 9.1 4.4 .45

Black 6.5 4.1 8.1 4.2 .39

White 10.0 4.3 11.6 4.2 .37

(a) The total number of cases was as follows: Hispanics (2.,362), Blacks
(2,471), Whites_(10,014). However, the number of cases with completed
tests at both the sophomore and the senior year varied depending on
the test (see Appendix A).

(b) Academic youth coefficient were based on calculations such unrounded
number asgeying the following formula (54 - Rp/SDi.
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FIGURE 1

AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT* 'BY HIGH SCHOOL YEAR AND RACE/ETHNICITY

1980 HIGH SCHOOL SOPHOMORES.
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* ACHIEVEMENT WAS DEFINED AS THE AVERAGE OF IRT SCORES IN=
VOCABULARY, READING, MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE AND WRITING
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in academie growth for Hispanics on tests of reading, mathematics, and
writing was insufficient to close the gap in senior year achievement
between Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites that was evident at the sophomore
level;

Academic Growth_AmonkHispanip Subgroups

There were only modest differences among the Hispanic subgroups on average
achievement gain and on the individual achievement test gains. These find-
ings, given in Table 2, shows that no single Hispanic subgroup was consis-
tently superior across the different test areas to another subgroup with
respect to the size of their academic growth from the sophomore to the
senior year. Between-group differences in academic growth among the sub-
groups of Hispanics were all less than .20 and did not exceed one test
item on most tests. The only exception to this pattern was in mathematics,
where Cuban students gained more than Mexican students by about 1.9 test
items. The larger difference on mathematics occurred because of a large
standard deviation relative to the other tests. Results showing the aver-
age academic growth from the sophomore to the senior level among Hispanic
subgroups are presented in Figure 2.

Cuban students concistently scored higher than other Hispanic subgroups
across all achievement measures at both the sophomore and the senior
levels. Typically Cubans score highest and either Mexican or Puerto Rican
students score lowest across all tests. The difference in senior year
achievement between Cuban and Mexican students was statistically signi-
ficant at p less than .01 only for mathematics (t-3.35, df-924)*.

Sary and DIScussion

Hispanics at tenth grade have an educational disadvantage that is not over-
come by the senior year despite an academic growth rate in most achieve-
ment areas that is comparable to that of non-Hispanic whites. The average
achievement of Hispanics was substantially below that of non-Hispanic
whites at both the sophomore and the senior level. Although all groups
gained in achievement from the sophomore to the senior year, the academic
growth made by Hispanics was insufficient to overcome their initial
disadvantage.

While Hispanics did not gain_enough to overcome their .initial educational
disadvantage,_at least the disadvintage did_not increase. That is, the re-
lative_educational disadvantage of Hispanics to non,Hispanic whites was
approximately the Same at both the sophomore and the senior level.

* Standard errors for t's shown in this portion of the text are given in
table on page 22.
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Table 2

Academic Growth from the Sophomore
to the Senior Year by Hispanic Subgroup

and Achievement Area:
1980 High School Sophomores

Achievement
Area

Hispanic
Subgroup

IRT Scores
Sophomore _Senior_
Mean SD Mean SD

Acadethic
Growth

Average Mexican 6.9 4.1 8.4 4.8 .38
AChievement Cuban 9.0 4.7 11.2 5.3 .47

Puerto Rican 6.0 3.7 7.4 4.6 .38
Other Hispanic 8.2 4.4 10.0 4.9 .43

Vodabulary Mexican 6.1 4.3 7.6 5.3 .37
Cuban 8.6 5.4 10.3 5.7 .31
Puerto Rican 5.8 4.4 7.6 5.6 .41
Other Hispanic 7.1 4.4 9.2 5.1 .46

Reading Mexican 5.1 3.6 6.3 4.2 .34
Cuban 7.7 4.8 8.8 5.3 .24
Puerto Rican 5.3 3.9 6.4 4.3 .28
Other Hispanic 5.6 3.6 6.9 4.3 .37

Mathematics Mexican 9.5 7.3 11.1 8.1 .22
Cuban 13.7 8.5 17.2 9.5 .40
Puerto Rican 8.5 6.6 10.5 9.3 .31
Other Hispanic 10.3 7.7 12.7 8.9 .32

Science Mexican 6.4 3.8 7.3 4.1 .23
Cuban 7.8 4.9 9.1 5.1 .28
Puerto Rican 6.4 3.9 7.1 4.6 .20
Other Hispanic 7.7 3.6 8.6 3.7 .26

Writing Mexican 7.3 4.0 9.1 4.1 .47
Cuban 9.1 4.6 11.3 4.5 .47
Puerto Rican 6.1 3.8 8.4 4.3 .61
Other Hispanic 7.1 4.0 9.0 4.8 .48

(a) The total number of cases was as follows: Mexicans
(252), Puerto Ricans (336), Other Hispanics (348).
number of cases with completed tests at both sophomore
year varied depending on the test (see Appendix A).

(b) Academic youth coefficient were based on calculations
number asseying the following formula (c - R2)/5D1.
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FIGURE 2

AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT* BY HIGH SCHOOL YEAR AND HISPANIC SUBGROUP

1980 HIGH SCHOOL SOPHOMORES

SOPHOMORE

HIGH SCHOOL YEAR
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OTHER HISPANIC
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PUERTO RICAN

SENIOR

* ACHIEVEMENT WAS DEFINED AS THE AVERAGE_OF IRT_SCORES_IN
VOCABULARY, READING, MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND WRITING
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Significance of Differences Between

Hispanics and Whites on Grade 12 Achievement

p. 16

Achievement
Area

Racial/Ethnic
Group Mdan SD SE

Average Hispanic 1638 12.34 4.99 .12 4.19
Achievement

White 8145 8.81 4.95 .06

Vocabulary Hispanic 1448 8.2 5.4 .14 4.38

White 7875 12.1 5.0 .06

Reading Hispanic 1353 6.6 4.3 .12 3.50

White 7438 9.5 4.7 .05

Math Hispanic 1247 11.8 8.7 .25 5.08

White 7238 17.9 9.7 .11

Science Hispanic 1433 7.7 4.2 .11 4.17

White 7666 11.0 4.0 .05

Writing Hispanic 1334 9.1 4.4 .12 3.0

White 7300 11.6 4.2 .05

p.19 Cubans and Mexicans

Cuban 197 17.2 9;5 189 3;35

Mexican 219 11.1 8.1 1;42
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III. COURSE TARING ACTIVITIES

Recent studies reveal strong differences between Hispanic and non-Hispanic
white students in the courses taken during high school (e.g., Duran, 1983;
Owings & Fetters, 1984). Relative to non-Hispanic whites, Hispanic
students tend to be overrepresented in vocational high school programs and
underrepresented in academic high schtud programs. They also tend to take
fewer courses in such core subjects as English and mathematics.

This section provides additional information about types of courses taken
in high school by Hispanic students. Two types of course taking activities
are analyzed: high school program (academic, vocational, general), and

credits earned in the new basics. Differences in course tlking between
Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites and blacks and among Hispanic subgroups
are emphasized. Hispanic subgroups differentiated for the analysis are
Mexican, Cuban, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic students. Findings are
also presented on the proportion of students who drop out between the
sophomore and the senior year.

Courses taken as part of the new basics are of particular intelest in these
analyses because the National Commission on Excellence in_Education (NCEE)

had_defined the course content in these areas as essential for all students
graduating from high school (NCEE, 1983). Courses_ included_ in the new
basics are English, mathematics, physical and biological sciences,_social
sciences, and computer sciences and for college_ bound students, foreign
languages; Data on foreign languages are not included in the present anal7
yses because the interest in this study is in the general secondary School
population;

The specific research questions addressed in this section are as follows:

What---are the .P ispanics and
nonHlepanics-Ahv Program--Ehrellment? Ate
there differences in_ high school program (academici
vocational, general) between Hispanics _and
non-Hispanics? .Are there differences in high School
program among Hispanic subgroups?

What are the--Diffe-
non-Hispanics-in-NumbercfCredits -in the NeW BatieS
Are there differences in the earned credits earned
toward the new basics between Hispanics and
non-Hispanics? Are there differences among Hispanic
subgroups?

In the following sections, analyses are presented of high _school_ program
enrollments and mean Carnegie units in the new basics. High school program
is_differentiated into three categories: academic,_general, or vocational.
Information_ on_ high school program is based on the student's self-report
during,the first followup data collection. The_percentage of students
enrolled in each type of program from different racial/ethnic _categoriet

is presented in the analyses. Mean Carnegie units in the new baSicS were

35
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derived from the high school transcript data and are presented for each of
the core course areas identified by NCEE. All figures presented are baSed
on weighted estimates.

High School Program*

Enrollment in an academic high school program is expected to equip students
for entry into college and to provide more advanced instruction in baSic
subject areas than would be obtained in non-academic programs. Students
from ficademic programs who subsequently apply for college admisSion will
presumably be in a stronger position than those from general or vocational
programs. Enrollment in a high school vocational programs may retult from
a self-seIection process or an imposed tracking system as part of explicit
or implicit school policies about students who perform poorly. Assignment
to a vocational program could result from an arbitrary school deciaion
based on a student's race/ethnicity. The analyses which follow will focus
on determining differences between Hispanics and non-Hispanics and among
Hispanic subgroups in high school program.

By their senior year, proportionately fewer Hispanics than non=HiSpanic
whites are enrolled in academic programs. These findings are preSented in
Figure 3. An estimated 31 percent of Hispanics were enrolled in academic
programs compared to 45 percent of non-Hispanic whites and 35 percent of
blacks. In contrast, approximately 52 percent of Hispanics and 51 percent
of blacks reported being enrolled in vocational programS compared to 34
percent of non-Hispanic whites. The difference in academic program enroll=
ments between Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites was statistically Signifi-
cant at p less than .01 (t-6.82, df-10835).

These findings are generally consistent with results presented in other
studies, such as the Hispanic Policy Development Project (HPDP, 1984).
However, the proportional representation of Hispanics in the veriouS high
school programs was different in the HPDP report. In the HPDP report, an
estimated 35 percent were in vocational programs, and 40 percent were in
general programs. The HPDP report was also based on HS&B data. The
differences between the HPDP study and the present findings could be due to
the use of different subsamples in the two studies (the test file we§ used
in the HPDP project, whereas a subset of the transcript file was used in
the present study), or to_different definitions of the Hispanic sample (the
National Opinion Research Center, which performed the data collection for
HS6B, used two different definitions of Hispanic at different points in
time). Differences between the present analyses and the HPDP findings
could also be due to the inclusion of dropouts in the study reported here.
However, unpublished analyses of HPDP data (Valdivieso, 1985) indicate that
most of the Hispanic dropouts were enrolled in general rather than academic
programs. Thus, this explanation should be ruled out.

Analyses of differences in high school program enrollments among Hispanic
subgroups indicated that Cuban students were enrolled in academic programs

*Standard errors for t's shown in this portion of the text are given on page
page 31.
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PGURE 3

PERCENT SENIOR:YEAR ENROLLMENT

IN ACADEMIC (R)i VOCATIONAL_(V), AND GENERAL (G)

PROGRAMS BY RACE/ETHNICITY

1980 HIGH SCHOOL SOPHOMORES
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far more than any ocher Hiapanic subgroup. These results are presented in
in Figure 4. Approximately 26,percent of Mexican students were enrolled in
academic programa compared with 53 perceni of Cuban students, 35 percent
of Puerto Rican students, And 34 percent of Other Hispanics. In contrast,
an estimated 53 percent of Mexican atudents were enrolled in vocational
programs compared with 29 percent of Cubans, 52 percent of Puerto Ricans,
and 53_percent of other. Hispanics. The difference in academic enrollments
between Mexicans and Cubans was statistically at p less than .01 (t-3.94,
df-.1420).

Academic Cred ts in the New Basica*

Further indication that Hispanics were ieSS likely_than non-Hispanic whites
to participate in academic programs waS Obtained_in an analysis of credits
earned in the_new basics; By their getidt year HiSpanics_had earned fewer
credits in the new basics_than did tot4liSpanic whites. These findings are
ahown_ in Figure 5; The new basicsiwere _part of the minimum requirements
for _high school graduation recommended_ by the_ National Comthisaion on
EkCellence In Bducation (1983) and' include_Engliah,,Mathematics, science,
social studies, and computer sciences. Ahle Cettnegie Unit is the equivalent
of one full year of coursp ehrollment.

Findings presented in ,Figure 5 indicate,that Hiapanids had approximately
8.1 Carnegie units in the' 'new basics or the equiValent_of four'full years
at about two Carnpgieunits'per year; In contragt, non-Hispanic whites had
ith ebtithated 10.2 Carnegie units or approkimately dhe full year of course
enrollMenta 'Mara than Hispanics; The difference betWeen _Hispanics' and
non-Hispanid whites wai statistically significant at p leas than A05-
(t=2.40, df=12239).

Analyses of findings of Hispanic subgroups revealed that Mexicans had
completed 8.3 Carnegie units in academic areas compared with 8.7 units for
Cubans, 7.0 units for Puerto Ricans, and 8.5 units for Other Hispanics.
These findings are alio shown in Figure 5. None of the differences among
Hispanic subgroups was statistically significant.

Dropouts. Analyses of dropout data are presented in this section to gain a
further perspective on the limitations on Hispanic participation in aca-
demic programs. The preceding sections have indicated that proportionately
fewer Hispanics enroll in academic programs, and Hispanics earn fewer aca-
demic credits in comparison to non-Hispanic whites. In addition, between
the bophomore and the senior year, Hispanics drop out of school in pro-
portionately greater numbers than do non-Hispanic whites. Approximately
21 percent of all Hispanics dropped'out of school between the sophomore and
the senior years compared with an estimated 16 percent of blacks and 12
percent of non-Hispanic whites. These results are presented in Figure 6.
The figures on Hispanic dropout are consistent with the findings in other
studies.

*Standard errors for t's shown in this portion of the text are given on page
page 31.
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FIGURE 4

PERCENT SENIOR YEAR ENROLLMENT

IN ACADEMIC (A)i VOCATIONAL (V)i AND GENERAL (G)

PROGRAM BY HISPANIC SUBGROUP:
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The dropout rates between the sophomort and the senior year for Hispanic
subgroups indicated that an. estimated 23 percent of Mexican students

dropped out compared. with 20 percent of Cubans; 28 percent of Puerto
Ricans, _and _13 percent of Other *Hispanics. Thtse findings are also

presented in Figure 6;

Summary and Discussion

Hispania self-reported enrollment in academic high _school programs was
proportienately lesS than reported by non-Hispanic whites; This finding was
conaistent.with transcript.data indicating that Hispanics earned_fewer
academie credits in the new basics than did non-Hispanic Whites; Further-
more, Hispanitcs_drop out.of high school between the sophomore and senior
years in proportionately greater numbers than non-Hispanic whites;

For_Hispanics-to raise the average level of education, _not only must large
numbers enroll in academic programs but they must complete program require-
ments; Completion,of'high school and enrollment in academic prograMs are
important credentials for eligibility to higher education;
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FIGURE 6

PERCENT DROPOUT BY RACE/ETHNICITY

FROM GRADE 10 TO GRADE 12

1980 HIGH SCHOOL SOPHOMORES
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Significances of Differences Between

Groutis on Enrollment in Academic Programs
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TV. INFLUENCES ON ACADENTC GROWTH

Studies of the influences on academic achievement by Hispanids have focused
on the independent effects of_socioeconomic background (SES) and home lan-
guage as aAneans of determining_the importance OfCompensatory as contrast-
ed with_ language7based educational approaches. Virtually none of the
studies has_focused on the_ effects schooling has_on secofidary-level_Hispsnic
academic achievement or- growdL Only one study focused on the impact of
dual language programs on Englisb language Skills (Chan & SO, 198=2).

-

The present study goes beyond prior research by fOcusing directly: on the
relationship between credits earned and academic growth of Hispanics inde-
pendent of, the .influence_ of background, language, and prior_ achievement.
In so doing, the study addresses questiOna about the_relative importance _of
SES_and language factors in the_context_of the_importance_of -academic course
work. Data:are _analyzed at_ twopoints _in_time for the HS&B sophomore
cohort: in_the_ base_year.and in the first _follow-up year when theY became
seniors._ This investigation_looks at the.effects -_of-academic credits on a
series of outcome_measures of academic growth including vocabulary, reading,
math, science, and writing.

The research questions addreSsed in these analyses are as follows.:

o What Influences_-are Associated :with _Academic _Growth?
What is the: relationship of credits earned to academic
growth for Hispanic students as contrasted with non-
Hispanic whites and blacks? What_is the relationship
within Hispanic sub-groups? _Is course taking associated
with academic growth independent of SES And language
background or other student characteristics?

o What are the Speciffc Relationships of Language Vari-
&Iles and SES to Academic Growth? Are language back-
ground and language proficiency more,important than SES
in_explaining differences in academic growth between
Hispanics and non-Hispanics and differences among Hispa-
nic subgroups?

Academic_growth is defined in this section as the senior_year IRT score on
each test (vocabulary, reading, mathematics; science; writing) adjusted for
sophomore level achievement; The adjustment removes from the senior level
achiavement any influence due' to initial sophomore performance.

The relationship of credits earned to academic growth is_analyzed in two
ways in this study; The first reveals the marginal contribution to the
total variation in grade 12 achievement scores made by academic creditsi
independent of:the:influence of grade 10 achievement or other_predictors.
The second indicates the strength of the .relationship between academic
growth and academic credits independent of grade 10 achievement, student
background, language characteristics; and race/ethnicity. In this analysis,
grade 12 achievement iS adjusted for initial differences among students at
'grade 10, thereby removing from grade 12 achievement any variation associa-
ted with sophomore level performance.
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All analyses discussed in this section are multiple regression analyses ofthe relationship between a single dependent variable and a set of predic-tors. The dependent variable is academic growth from grade 10 to grade 12.The predictors ars deftned in terms of a conceptual model whidh suggeststhat grade 12 achievement is associated with initial achievement in grade10, student background (socioeconomic status, sex, educational aspira-tions), home language background (the language spoken at home), the stu:dent's race/ethnicity or Hispanic subgroup membership, and the number ofacademic credits the students earn In core curriculum areas. A more pre-cise definition of the predictors is as follows:

o iltiiAl.Qfichtemment-astudent's average_IRT achievementscore in grade 10 across_teats in vocabulary; reading, mathe-
matics,. science.; snd writing.

o
_ -
Soeldedonomic Status (SES)-,-s conatructed variable based ohfather's occupation father's education; mother's _educa=tion; family income;:and a:.set of items asking whether. theStudent's family receives :A daily newspaper, owns. .an
encydlopedia! .or -other reference books, or has_access_tO
other itOls which reflect the SES of the family (cOdedcontinuously).

lelt=Edoded_l for males anci2 for feMales; so that a positive
relatiOnShip with:grade 12 achieVetent would indicate that
femalsa.adored higher..

o EducatitinSaAmplrations-,the high-eat gradelsvel the student
expedts: tO_COMPlete, coded contin0oUaly (high school; soztcollege, d011ege; :College and beyond).

Nome Lantmage Badkgroundcoded Engliah Monolingual, English
Dominant BilingUal, and Non-English Dominant Bilingual basedon questiona concerning the usual and other languages usedin the home.

o Inglisbuirgself-reported prOfidiency for readingand writing in English.

Race/Ethnicity4ISI6Snic, non-Hispanic black; and mon-Hispa-nic white.

Oispanic SubgrOn0==Mexican, Cuban; Puerto Ridan, and OthcrHispanic:

o Academie CredIta==the number of academid -credits earned by
.the student ih _English, mathematics, smd adiences (academiccredit04 _todial sciences and in CoMpurer sciences werennt included bediniae they did not differentiate between
racial/ethnic groups).
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These predictors were selected based on the following criteria: (a) direct
relevance to the purposes of the study; (b) strength of relationship with
the dependent variable; (c) back of relationship with other predictors; and
(d) response rate. In some cases, one criterion was compromised to satisfy
another criterion. Home language had a modest relationship with the
dependent variable but was important to address the purposes of the study.
In other cases, the criteria were used to select among competing variables.
Home language background was selected in the analysis in preference to
language used by the student in speaking to parents and friends because the
item response-rate was lower for the individual's personal language use.
Self-rated proficiency in English was not used in the analyses because it
was positively associated with Grade 10 Achievement and had a Iow item
response rate.

These findings Are subject to the limitation that academic growth was only
measured from the sophomore to the senior year. As was pointed, out
previously, the sophomore level Score assessed,theaccumulated knowledge
of ten:years of prior exposure to school., Whereas the senior, level score
assessed only two additional years exposure.to school. _The relationship
between academic credits and. growth therefore woubi be expected to be
modest _unless _an unusually strong educational intervention were used in
high school._ _The influence of strong interventions in'isalated high.school
programs would be mitigated by averaging scores across all schools.

,-.

The findings- are also subjectto the limitation that the standardized
regression coeffidientsi although statistically:_significant,_may not_have a
great deal Of practicalisignificance: A standardized regression coeffidient
of_0.20, as in math, indicates _that._ an increase of one standard deviation
unit _in _academic_ Credits _(about 4.0 Carnegie units for all students) is
associated with 0.20:standard deviation units in achievement Labout one and
a half_test items, since the_standard deviation of most population groups
was about 8.0 on mathematics). That is, fer every tOo years of academic
credits in math (at V Carnegie. units per year)j the average student will
increase about one_and a half test items on the mathematics test. The
typical gain in achievement.associated with other test areas would be less
because the standardized regression coefficientS are smaller.

One further_ question about the _findings concerns the capacity. Of the
measuring instruments to reflect change. The small :academic growth
associated with increased academic credits:could be due to_characteristics
of the_measuring instrutheats rather than .characteristics.of students or of
academid courses., If the item content did_ not_measure:the content of higi
school curricula in each test area, the-_testsfail to_have_content
validity._ Although_the science writingand portiams of the:ffiattlimatics
tests were'purporte4y_ designed to reflect high school curricula;:the
success with which the instruments accomplished this goal may have been
less than desirable. .

Predictors of Grade 12.Achievement

Achievement in .the nophomore year_explained more variation in _grade 12
achievement than any other single predidtor. These :finding:51 are
illustrated in Figure 7; An estimated 33.6 percent of the total variance

35

4 6



FIGURE 7

INFLUENCES ON AVERAGE GRADE 12 ACHIEVEMENT* FOR TOTAL POPULATION

1980 HIGH SCHOOL SOPHOMORES
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de (1,7%)

UNEXPLAINED
1111111

COMMON'
VARIANCE (48.8;)

, GRADE 10 ACHIEVEMENT
(33.6%)

VARLANCEJANV
:ERROR

. _ .

* ACHIEVEMENT WAS DEFINED AS.THE_AVERAGEDF IRTSCORES IN
VOCABULARY,AEADING, MATHEMATICS, SCIENCE, AND. WRITING
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in senior year achievement is associated with stUdent PerforMinide in the
sophomore year. This means that 33.6 percent of:the variance in senior
year_achievement is explained by achievement in the _soPhomare_year alone
apart:from that whiCh may be explained by_adhievement inthettophOMere yeat
in its relationship with all other_variables in_the eqUation. A tetalof
1;7 percent of the total variance_beyond the variance eXplained by seitibei=

more achievement is explained by all otherpredictori of_grade 12 adhiette=
ment used in the analysis._These other_predictors included_SESi SeX, edited=
tional aspirations, home -language_backgroundi race/ethnidity, and adadetid
credits (Carnegie units) was explained_by simultaneous "intetadtidne Among
all the variableS in: the equation. This consists_of element:ft ddt4tin td all

and may be termed "common_variance". An additiOnel 48.8 petdehttif the
variance in senior_year achievement was common to these Variabled tOgether.
The predominant influende of grade_10 achievement_on achieVeMent in grade
12 was found consiStently_for individual tests of vocabUlary, _reAdirig,
mathematicsi science-4 And 'writing. The findings for average:achieveMent
and for the indiVidUal test scores on the total group OfiHititianiCO:and non=
Hispanics are shown in Table 3.

Among, Hispanic subgroupS, the variable most strongly associated With grade
12 achievement was achievement in grade 10. Thus, the finding# for His-
panics subgroups were essentially the same as for the total group although
the exact percentage of variance explained by individual predictors was
slightly different. These findings are shown in Table 4.

The large preportion.of Variation in.grade 12 achievement that is explained
by adhi-eVeMent in grade 10 can be related to MO factors. _First,_the grade
10 _SCOrd kiiflects ten years of_learning that has occurred. up?through the
SophoMore year_Of Sdhool. An additional tWo yearsof_school exposure would
not be expected to produce substantial new variation, in achieVeMent:a0ores,
Sedondi the torkelatien betWeen grade_10 and grade 12 scdreCVAS high.and.
peiSitiVe (aboUt .70_ _tO .80i depending_on_the test) indicating that the
teStS haVe Strong stability_over tWo years'. title. _ThiS means that.the:rank
order potitioh of StUdents_does npt change appreciably on_achievement be-
tOddh_gradeb 10 andJ2. _The rank order Of Hispanics woul&need to change
COntiderably if Hispanids were to:have_ moreacademie _grOwth:then non-
HiSpanid WhiteS. There is little indication that_instrUctional influences;
at leaSt ELS measured by acadeMic_credits,_have the Itind of leverage that
Would be required te effect thiS change within this two year period.

Relationthili-of-P-redittors -to Grade 12 Achievemgnt

Although the_predominant predictor of grade 12 achievement was achievement
level in grade 10, some of the other predictors nevertheless 'had statis-
tically significant relationships with grade 12 achievement. These results
are shown in Table 5 for the total group of students._ Table 5 contains
standardized- coefficients from the regression equation with grade 12
achievement as a dependent variable and the following' set of predictors:
grade 10 achievement, SES, sex, educational aspirations, home language
background (English dominant, non-English dominant)," race/ethnicity (His-
panic, black), and academic credits in the new basics (English,._mathema-
tics, and sciences). Standardized regression coefficients are the same as
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Table 3

Percent of Variance in Grade 12 Achievement
Attributable to Selected Influences

By Achievement Area:
1980 High School Sophomores

Influence on
Grade 12 Achievement

Average!
AchieVement Vocab Rdng Math Sdiende Writing

Grade 10 Achievement 33.56%* 28.62%* 33.00%* 24.53%* 23.93%* 23.08%*

Socioeconomic Status 0 .04%* .22%* .01% .02%* .00% .00%

Home Language .00% .05%* .00% .01% .04%* .02%

Aspirations .58%* 44%* .31%* .50%* .12%

Race/Ethnicity

(a).

.60%* .25%* .04% .14%*

Academic Credits .38%* .14%* 07%* 2.59%* .19%* .48%*

DJ)
n 14847

Signifidant at p:less than .0I

(a) Academic credits (Carnegie units) were selected from the following
areas for each achievement measure: English (vocabulary, reading,
writing), mathematics (mathematics), physical and biological sciences
(science).

(b) The actual number of cases varied due to test nonresponse.
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Table 4

Percent of Variance in Grade 12 Achievement
Attributable to Selected Influences

by Achievement Area for Hispanic Subgroups:
1980 High School Sophomores

Influence on. Average
Grade 12 Achievement
Achievement

Vocab Rdng

Grade 12 IRT Scores

Math Science Writing

Grade 10 36.05%* 31.16%* 29.17%* 26.61%* 26.90%* 25.26%*
Achievement

Socioeconomic .09% .16%* .03% 0.6% .02% .07%
Status

Home Language .01% .20% .06% .03% .07%

Educ. Aspiration 1.33%* 1.08%* 115%* 1.00%* .60%* 1.14%*

Hispanic Subgroup .04% .13% .05% .24%* .10%

Academic Credits (a) .36%* .13% .18%* 1.89%* .10% .67%*

n 2362 (b)

Significant at p less than ;01

(a) Academic credits (Carnegie Units) were selected from the following areas for
each achievement area: English (vocabulary, reading, writinL`, mathematics
(mathematics), physical and biological sciences (science).

(b) The actual number of cases verf.ed due to test nonresponse.
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semi,partial_correlatioht._ Ih_such coefficients; the indepetdent influence
of each of the variableS it given without the duplicating ihflUence of the
other independent variableS. These coefficients are calculated oh_the basis
of their Order_in the_ variablealist. -The_influence of all preceding .vari-
ables.is adjusted. The aequehee ef_the predictors in Table 5 wat_prespeci-
fled to:ensure that the_ relationthip between academic credits and grade 12
achievement would be indepetdent of -other predictors;

In Table_5;_a-csdemic creditt have a positive and_significatt relationship
to academic growth in all achie..iement

areas:independent_of,the ihfluence ofother wiriables. The atretigth of the relationship varies-depehding on the
achievement _area_ but it ._Strongest by far in math and teXt attengeet in
writing and then aciente. Thete Were the achievement tests that had been
developed to reflect currittilat -content in high school;

Further inspection of the regreSsion coefficients in Table 5 indicates thatthe relationship of race/ethnicity to academic growth varies depending onthe subgroup and the outcome measure. For vocabulary, being Hispanic orblack is negatively associated With academic growth relative to thereference group, non-Hispanic Whites, once all other variables arecontrolled. In reading, being black has a significant positive effect onacademic growth controlling for all other variables in the model. Thus,for students of comparable initial ability and background, black studentsgain more from the sophomore to the senior year than non-Hispanic whitestudents. Analyses of academic growth in math indicate that both Hispanic
students and blacks were at a significant disadvantage relative to thereference group, non-Hispanic white students. Comparable results werefound in science.

The relationahip of home language background with grade 12 achievement
varies depending on the outcome measure. Whereas being from an Englishdominant household is associated with higher grade 12 vocabulary achieve-
ment in comparison to English monolingual students, being from a nonEnglishdominant household has a negative relationship with science achievement.
The influence of SES is significant and positkve on vocabulary and math,two of the important basic skill areas. Educational aspirations have apositive and Significant effect on academic growth for all adhievementareas. Results for sex of student indicate that being female has a negative
effect on academic growth in mathematics and science and a positive effectfor growth in writing. Finally, the contribution of grade 10 achievement
to grade 12 achievement is strong and significant in all test areas.

These findings indicate that academic creditS are positively associatedwith academic growth independent of the influence of background, homelanguage, and race/ethnicity. This relationship was particularly strong inmathematics. Comparison of the standardized regression coefficients withineach test area indicates that the relationship of academic credits togrowth was generally stronger than any other influence except initialachievement level at grade 10 and educational aspirations.
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Influence of SESand_Lanmgc Background
. .

The relationship of_SES to academic growth and the corresponding relation-
ship .for 'language background controlling for other variables can:be seen
from_inspection _of Table 5.. As was noted above; the relationship of SES
and language_background with academic growth depends on the test area and
also'on the type of home language used. SES:had a strong and_positive re-
lationship to academic growth in vocabulary and mathibut not'in reading;
science, or writing. Being from an English dominant bilingual home had a
posittve_relationship to academic growth in vocabulary but not in reading;
mathematics, science, end writing. Being from a non-English deminant home
had a negative relationship to academic growth in science; Thus; there was
no siMple_answer to questions about the relative importance of SES and home
1.anguage in determining academic growth;

The_influence of SES and home language was:further analyzed by inspecting
their contribution to the variance in grade 12 achievement independent of
other variables_ in the analysis; as Shown in Table 3; Portions of this
table are reproduced here for convenience. The following table shows the
contribution of SES and home language to the'variation in grade 12 achieve-
ment_independent of grade 10 achievement and all other variables included
in the analysis;

TABLE 5A

Contribution of SES; Home Language; and Educational
Aspirations to Grade 12 Achievement

Variable Vocab Rdng Math Sci Writ
SES ;22%* ;01% ;02%* ;00% ;00%
Home Language ;05%* ;00% . 'An% ;04%* .02% .

Educ; Aspirations ;44%* ;31%*- ;50%* .12%*

The asterisk (*) in: the table indicates that the variable explained a
statistically significant percentage of grade 12 achievement. _SES explain-
ed_a_significant proportion of the variation in grade 12 achievement for
vocabulary and _mathematics independent of the influence of grade 10
achievement and other_variables in the analysis. Home _language explained
a significant proportion of the variation_ingrade_12 achievement on_tests
of vocabulary and science independent of the influence of other variables
in_the analysis. Although_these values are_statistically significant, the
proportion of variance explained by SES and home language was_lesethan one
percent for each outcome variable. This picture indicates_that the_influ-
ence of SES and.home.language background on grade 12 achievement depends
upon the outcome variable analyzed but generallY tends to 'be modeat when
grade 10 achievement is included in the analysis.



Table 5

Standardized Regression Coefficients Predicting Grade 12
Achievement in Selected Areas from Race/Ethnicity and Schooling

Independent of Pretest, Background, and Home Language:
1980 High School Sophomores

Predictor Variable Vocab
Grade 12 IRT Test Area

Reading Math Science Writing

Pretest Giade 10 Athvmnt .71* .76* ;68* .68* .63*

Back-
ground

SES
Sex

.05* .01 ;02* .01 .00

Plans .08. .07 ;09 .04 .11*

Home English Dominant =.01_ .01 .0I -.02 .02*
'Language Non-Eng Dominant :02* 40 opci Am. .00

Race/ Mexican -.03* .01 -.01 -.04* _0
Ethnicity Cuban .00 .01 .01 -;02* -.01

Puerto Rican .-.00 =.00 ;-..02* -;03* -.02
Other Hispanic -.00 .00 ;.01 -;OI -.01
Black -.05* .02 -.04* -.II

Acadetic
Credita Carnegie Units .04* .03* .20* .05* .07*

14847 A)

Adj RSQ: 6 .64 .57

Signifidaht At_ P less than Ja
(a) The actual number of cases varied due 'to test nonresponSe.
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Other Analyses

A number of exploratory Analyses were conducted prior to the analyses pre-
sented above; These exploratory analyses are summarized in the following
sections

o Individual Language Use. One preliminary analysis
contrasted individual language use and home language
use as covariates in separate regression analyses. The
results of both analYses were basically the same, but
because the n-size was larger on the home language
variable than on individual language use, home language
was reported in the regression analyses above.

o Language Proficiency. Self-reported language profici-
ency in Spanish was excluded because it did not have
substantial correlations with the dependent variables
and was correlated with one or more of the other pre-
dictors in the model. Self-reported language profici-
ency data were also based on small numbers of cases in
comparison to the home language data. More information
on the bivariate correlations is presented in Appendix
B.

o Length -of Residence. Another variable that was consi-
dered for the regression analysis was length of resi-
dence. The bivariate correlations with grade 12
achievement were small for this variable so it was not
included in the regression model.

o Dropout:Status. Dropout status was added ti) the set of
prediCtions in the ,preliminary analyses.: The stand-
ardized regression coefficient was statistically signi-
ficant in analysis of IRT senior -achievement scores;
This, however, requires further analysis.

o Interactton -Betmeen RacelEthnicity-and Academic Cre-
dits. One of the variables that was considered for in-
clusion-in the regression analysis was the interaction
of race/ethnicity and academic_credits (Carnegie units)
in _the new_ basics. This analysis would determine if
racial/ethnicgroups profit differentially from the
academic credits they earned. _The' proportion_ of the
variation in academic growth explained by this interac-
tion was_ smalli_ however, and the .variable was not
included in the final regression model.

Interaction-Retween-RaceiEthniel-ty -and-Grade 10-Ach4 eve-
ment. One of the interactions that was tested in
the analysis was the interaction between grade 10
achievement and race/ethnicity. This analysis would
determine if some racial/ethnic groups profit
differentially depending on grade 10 achievement.
This interaction was not statistically significant for
any of the outcome variables.
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beademic Credits': Last Five Seteatera- Only. The
regression analyses discussed _abOVe Were performed
using_ academic_, credits for all fent_ _years of high
sChool. However, because the initial athievement tests
were adMinistered in the spring of the Sophomore year,
academic' credits prior to that time (the_first three
semesters Of high school)* could have influenced the
sophomore_test-score. To ensure that_the analyses of
grade 12 achievement were not _diaterted by _the
influence 6f the first three semesters teurse work On
grade 10 Achievement,_ all .regresslon analyses _were
performed with the first three semestera_of academic
credits removed. The results were essentially the_same
as those discussed above; 'That is;-the relationship of
academic _credit-a to grade 12 achievement was
statistically significant but explained a Very small
proportion of the variation in grade 12 adore's.

o Average AchieVement:Math Excluded; The average
achievement acordiUged in the analyses discussed above
was based 'w.LIRT acores. invocabulary; readingE
mathematics, a-clan-de, and writing; A simple average of
these scores is subjectto the limitation that the teat
with the' jargest Variance will distort the average
scorea which are-_measUred on different scales. All
tests had comparable_atandard deviationsl(approximately
between 4,0and _5,0) eiccept for mathematics (between
7;_0 and 8.0)._ TO eh-ante that the findings were not
due to :the_ inflUende_ Of the mathematics test, the
mathematics_test Vita deleted from the average score and
the regresaion analyaea On average_achievement were_re-
compute& _The iiiajer findings were no different from
those reported:above although the specific relation=
ships varied slightly depending on the test area.

Summary and Discussion

The first purpose of these_arialyaea Was to_ investigate the relationship Ofacademic credits to _academic growth of Hispanics independent_ Of the
influence of background, language;_and prior achievement. A secOnd pUrpeaewas to determine the_ relationahiP of. SES and language background toacademic growth: Academic credits had a_ positive _arid signifiCant
relationship _with academic groWth independent of the influence of_ Other
variables _across _all achieVetent. Ardea. However; the proportiOn_ofvariance in grade 12 jachievetent that_was explained by academic credita
independent of other variables_in_the analyeis was_small. The relationahipOf SES and language_background With_adadeMIC growth depended on the oUt=dote measure; The percentage_of grade 12 adhievement explained by SES andlanguage background was small, ea it wet for academic credits;
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A number of implications for educational practice can be drawn from these

findings. The educational disadvantage of Hispanic students in secondary
schools begins prior to the time they enter grade 10. While Hispanic
students tend to show academic growth which is favorable in comparison to

non-Hispanic whites, at least in terms of changes in achievement scores
from the sophomore to the senior year, they start out so far behind that
even a greater degree of growth would still leave them behind the senior
level scores of non-Hispanic whites. Thus, high school educational pro-
grams, while contributing to academic growth for Hispanics and non-
Hispanics alike, appear inadequate to offset the disadvantage these student
students experience from elementary and intermediate schools. Programs
designed to offset the educational disadvantage of Hispanics at the second-
ary level probably should use both compensatory and language based ap-
proaches. There was no clear indication that one type of approach should
be used to the exclusion of others. Because student educational aspira-
tions are highly influential in determining academic growth independent of
the influence of other background or language variables or tenth grade
achievement, whatever schools can do to enhance a student's plan for
further education at the onset of high school would seem to be a useful
investment of effort.



V; SUMRPLRY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study was designed to investigate the academic growth of high school
age Hispanics in comparison to non-Hispanic blacks and whites. The study
examined the academic growth of these students from the sophomore to the
senior year, the courses taken by Hispanic and other students, and the
relationship of academic credits and other influences to academic growth.
The study.used data obtained from the High School and Beyond sophomores in
1980 and data supplied by the same individuals in 1982 when most of them
were seniors.

This study is unique for a number of reasons. First, the results on His-
panic and other secondary age students are based on a longitudinal survey
involving data collection in the sophomore and senior years. Second, the
study uses achievement data from a number of academic areas including voca-
bulary, reading, math, science, and writing thereas most studies focus on
literacy areas only. Third, because longitudinal data on achievement mea-
sures are available, the study analyzed data on academic growth from the
sophomore to the senior year. Fourth, this study used high school tran-
scripts to gain a complete record of the courses taken by students during
their secondary school career, thereby permitting analyses of credits in
academic areas. And finally, the availability of longitudinal information
on academic credits and academic achievement created an opportunity to
examine the relationship of academic credits to academic growth.

Findings from the study are presented on three major topics: (a) academic
growth of Hispanic students in comparison to non-Hispanic whites and
blacks; (b) course taking of Hispanic and non-Hispanic students; and (c)
the relationship between course taking and other variables with academic
growth. Each of these topics was examined for all racial/ethnic groups and
for Hispanic subgroups only.

Academic Growth

The_ first_ analysis_ topic in this _study was academie growth from the
sophomore to the senior year in vocabulary, reading, mathematics, science,
and writing. Academic growth for Hispanics_ was contrasted_ with academic
growth for _non-Hispanic white _and black students. Comparisons _were_also
made among_Hispanic subgroups. Results_identify_the mean and standard devi-
ationof the_ sophoMore_ and senior level achievement scores, the change
from the sophomore to_ the _senior level, and an_index of academic_growth
that consists of the absolute change divided by the sophomore year standard
deviation.

Results indicated that the index of academic growth_ from the_ sophomore to
the senior _year among_ Hispanics was _comparable to_ the growth by
non7Hispanic whites and blacks. These findings were consistent across all
test areas. Although Hispanics _tended _tc gain _as_much as non-Hispanic
vilites, the sophomore and senior level achievement in Hispanics in all teSt
areas _was significantly below that of non-Hispanic whites. Because the
academic growth of Hispanics was comparable to that of non-Hispanic whites,
teSt ScoreS of Hispanics were. approximately the same amount below the
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scores of non-Hispanic whites at the senior level as they were at the soph-omore level. ThUS; while Hispanics did _ntit'catth up to the performancelevel of tOn=HiSpanit whites, neither did they fall further behind.

Course Taking-ACtiVities

Course taking ActiVities were determined frot_ Self=report on the highschool progradt in which students,were_enrolled (general; academic; voca-tional). COUrSe _taking was also determined_ftOM trafiScript information onthe number Of Acedethic credits (Carnegie unitS) the Students had earned inthe new baSidS. ReSUlts for academic treditS AlSo identify the number ofCarnegie unitS in .specific courses that Are pakt of the new basics:English, ,Matho_Stience, social sciences, and_ doMpUter sciences; _Theseanalyses fctuSed oh_ the nature and magnitude tf the differences betweenHispanics and ton=Hispanic whites and among HiSpithid subgroups-;- Hispanitstudents AS a gOup enroll in academic programs_ proportionately less thannon-Hispanic white StUdents. Approximately 31 pet-dent of Hispanics wereenrolled _it adaddtit Programs compared to 45 pertent of non-Hispanicwhites and 35 perdAht of blacks; In contrast, apptokimately 52 percent of
Hispanics and_51 percent_ of blacks reported being in VOtational programscompared to 34 pertent -Of non-Hispanic whites.

Analyses of_ Hispanic SUbgroups indicated that aboUt 26 percent of±theMexican students were_ehrolled in academic programs cOtpared with 53 per7cent of the Cuban studentsi_35 percent_of the_Puerto Ritan students, and 34
percent±of_the Other_HiSpanics. Thusi_ analyses of _differences in highschool program enrolltentS among Hispanic subgroupS_inditated that Cubanstudents were enrolled ih Academic programs proportionately more than anyother Hispanic subgroup.

Hispanics had signifitantly fewer_aeademic credits (Carnegie Units) in thenew basics than non-Hispanid Whites. Hispanics earned about 8.1 Carnegieunits in _the new basidS Or the equivalent of four full years at twoCarnegie_ units per year. In contrast; non7Hispanic whit-6S _earned anestimated 10;2 Carnegie units in _the new_basits or approximately one fullyear of course enrollments tore than Hispanics;

Analysis_ for _Hispanit SUbgroups revealed that Mexican _Students had
completed 8;3 Carnegie unite in academic credits _compared With 8.7 unitsfor Cubans; 7;0 units for PUerto Ricans, and_8.5 units for Other HiSpanics.None of these differenceS among Hispanic subgroups waS StatiSticallysignificant;

Influences on Academic Grdwth

One of the purposes of this study _was to determine the relationship
between academic.creditt and atadeMic growth independent Of the influenceof other variables. The other variables in the analysit were_ student
background; home language, And race/ethnicity; The set Of Variables which
defined student backgroUnd donsisted of socioeconomic StAtUS (SE6), sex,and educational aspiratione. A related purpose of thiS Study was to
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determine _whether the relationship between SES and academic _growth was

stronger than the .relationship between home language background and

academic growth.

Results indicated that academic credits_ were positively and significantly
related -to academic growth independent of the influence of grade_10
achievement, student backgroundi home language, And race/ethnicity.
However, academic credits_ explained less_ than _1 percent 'of the total

variation in:grade_12 achievement. The relationship between SES and acade-
mic grot.7th varied depending on _the outcome .measure (vocabulary, reading,
mathematics, ._science,_ or writing), The same was true of the relationship
between home language baCkground and academic growth.

EducationalImpliCations

These results provide a general picture of the academic growth and high
school education of_Hispanic students in comparison _to non-Hispanic whites
and blacks.._Hispanic students_at the sophomore level have low scores in

key areas for _academic achievement in contrast to non-Hispanic_ whites.
Hispanics participate_disproportionately more in vocational high school

programs _as compared to academic programs. Over the years of_secondary
school, Hispanics also earn_ fewer _academic eradits in the new basics and
in _key areas -such as English,_ math, and sciences. _However, Hispanic

students experience . as much growth in academic achievement as

non-Hispanics betweln the sophomore arid the senior year. Because Hispanics
start out so far behind non4lispanic whites in achievement, however, they

fail to perform at the senior year as well as non-Hispanic whites; The

achievement difference between Hispanics And non-Hispanic whites is

approximately the same at_ both the sophomore and the senior level;

indicating_that Hispanics do not fall further behind over the last two
years:of high school. The achievement of Hispanic students in grade 12
relative to non-Hispanic whites is probablylimited by their achievement at
the sophomore level. Two potential influences on academic growth that had
modest but significant relationships with grade 12 achievement independent
Of the_student's grade 10 achievement were educational aspirations and
academic credits.

This picture probably reflects the experience of many students from

Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Other Hispanic backgrounds. Cuban students
appear different from this general depiction of Hispanics in secondary
schools, in cuat they are proportionately more heavily enrolled in academic
programs than other Hispanic subgroups. However, their performance in grade
12 is also influenced strongly by their performance in grade 10 inde-
pendent of other influences such as background and academic credits.

Credits earned in high school may have an important function despite their
small influence on academic growth from the tenth to the twelfth grade.

Enrollment in academic programs is an_important credential for eligibility
to higher education. t-Irger numbers of Hispanics must enroll in academic
programs, and must stay in school; Public policy toward Hispanics should be
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directed tOWard supporting achievement_in tr. lementary and intermediate
years, redUting the high school_dropout_rate Aild increasing the partici=
pation of Hitpanic in high school academic prcgra-s.

A_number Of Avenues may be open_to schools :_i:tempting to assist_Hispanicstudents tO:progress more effectively through high school into_careers_re=
quiting_adademic credentiaIs _From_the_very_onset of the student's contattwith_tthO61, efforts can be made to identify Hispanics with educational
disadvantaget Who can profit from_special_forMt 6f English_Ianguage_or eon-
tent_atea inttruction. These may include basid tkills instruction;_language
based progrAMS,_ or content,based_instructiOn detigned for students, withlimited Englith proficiency; School _assessment Attivities can identify
Hispanic_StUdefitt with academic_aptitudes thtt Are hot reflected in scoreson English language based tests;_ Special effOrtt tUraise educationalaspirations_ May_bd one of the most_effectively_approaches the schooIs_tan
take to astitt Hitpanic academic achievement. This tay_involve contact withparents_or peer oriented activities in school Where HiSpanic students in-teract in structured learning opportunities With AdademicaIly orientedstudents.

Implications for Retearth

One of the future directions that research on Hispanics in HS&B should takeis to identify individual students with particularly large or particularly
small academic growth. This research would determine if there are course:
related _experiences, other experiences,_ or student characteristics thatdifferentiate the two groups. The search for _meaningful school or otherinfluences that differentiate Hispanics with high academic growth from His-panics with low academic growth should be replicated on independent samples
of students to ensure that the findings are valid. Another direction forresearch in HS&B is to identify in detail the quality and level of academic
courses taken by Hispanics in comparison to non:Hispanic whites. That is,for equal nunbers of Carnegie units, Hispanics_may have taken less demand-
ing academic courses than non-Hispanic whites._ A related research direc-tion is to identify the paths or sequences of course taking that arecharacteristics of Hispanics and non-Hispanics across the four years inhigh school.

Apart_from _research conducted specifically on HS&B, the search for mean-
ingfUl_ academic .inf:I.usinets on grade 12 achievement should _begin beforegrade 10, _since academic courses taken between_grades 10 and_12 Are shownto have little impact on tenior year achievement; A related iSsde_concerns
the measurement instruments.. The tests used to reflect atademit achievementshould all.be. designed to tomplement high school course COntett in_areassudh:as mathmatics, sciettes, and social studies; There should_ also_be
enough ceiling on the teStS so that the academic growth of_ high scoring
groups.of students will not be obscured simply due to limitationt of the
measuring instruments.
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APPENDIX A

METHODOLOGY

ThiS dhapter presents_the detailed_approach to_the_andlySia of High School
and Beysand (HS&B) data used in this_study. The firat SeCticin contains a
general _description of the_ HS&B survey highlighting the features of the
study_ that are important for_theanalysis of -course _taking; academic
grouith, And influences on academidgrowth for iHiSpailida. The _second
SeCtibil ddadribes the specific_procedures used p5 identify the subsample
seledted fat these analyses from the_broader HS&B Survey. The third section
presents a_brief discussion of the instruments adminiatered to the students
at the_SOphoMore and senior years, and the final Section defines the
variables used in the analysis.

General DoStriptiari-of-Higb School and Beyond (HS&B)

HS&B iS A longitudinal survey of the high school SOphOMbre and senior
clasSea Of 1980 that is supported by therCenter_ far EdUdatiOn Statistics
(CES). HS&B is based_ on a stratifieditational probability sample of
pliblid and private high schools in the United States._ °Vet 30;000 sopho-
mores and 28;000 seniors enrolled in 1;015 high achOola participated in
the base year of the study; representing _the 3.8 million SaphOmbres and
3.0 milliat Seniors in more than 21,000_schools in_the United States dur-
ing Spring 1980. Questionnaires were administered tb StUdenta; adminis-
trators, teachers; and par-nts to obtain a broad range Of infOrtation con-
cerning student_ achieve ,Lt, ba9kground; and educational eXperiences.
Students were also adMinistered Ak range of _achievement _teata novering
vocabulary, reading, mathematics, sciences; writing; and divita.

A first follow-_up survey conducted in Spring 1982 provided data_oh_the
sophomore and senior cohorts to update information _on attitudeS;
achievement, current activitieS (primarily educational and occupational);
and changes in the status of_ badkgrOund information; A subsample of the
students was readminiatered the earlier achievement tests tb gait_ an
understanding of academia growth over the two year duration. In addition,
complete transcript data ft:1r All four years of high school were colledted
on_a separate subsamplenf the_ baSé _year sample; Because_of the scope of
the information obtained,_the longitudinal nature of the data base, and the
relationship of HSU to_the_prior National Longitudinal Study of the High
School Class of 1972 (Burkheimer &Novaki 1977; Fetters; 1974; 1975;_CES,
1976; Peng; Bailey; & Ecklund:, 1977);_HS&B provides the most exceptional
source of information on high achbOl Students available today;

In addition to these merits, the HS&B data base is of particular importance
for answering policy and research questions_concerning the educational and
occupational attainments of Hispanics. Public schools enrolling a high
percentage of (non-Cuban) Hispanics and a_high percentage of Cubans were
over sampled; yielding a_sample _of dbaUt 5,120 Hispanics. The aver sampl7
ing was undertaken with ,financial support from the_MS. Office of Bilingual
Education and Minority Languages Affairs, HS&B respondents answered the
most extensive set of home language badkground and individual language
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questions agked since the 1976 Survey of Income and EdUdatiOn_(CES, 1978a;

1978b; 1978c), the Children's English and Servitea Study (O'Malley, 1981;

1982), _the 1979 Current Population_Survey (CensUS, 1982), and _the _1980

Census (Waggoner; 1983). They also ansWered_ qUeStionS en educational

experiences that were tailored for students with_liMited_ptoficiency_in
English. When combined 'with data already AVailable Oh HS&B respondents,

the language background, use, and proficiency data produce_the opportunity

for extensive analysis of academic achievement And academic graoth for

Hispanics.

Source of Data

All _data in tho:-,e_tabulations and compUtationa were derived from_1980

sophomore responses to HS&B questionhairea in the_base year and_the first

follow-up (1982), from test Scorea in 1980 and 1982, and _from _HS&B

transcript files; Documentation for the test score and transcript data is

in

o High School and Beyond 1980 SOphotore Cohort First
Follow-up (1982) Data File Users Manual (CES 83-214),

and

o High School and Beyond Transdript SurVey (1982) Data
File Users Manual (CES 84=205).

Docutentation on students within the CoMplete_HS&Bdata file who reported

having a primary language Other than EngliShj a _nonEnglish language
background, or who currently spoke a language other than English is in

o High School and Beycind Language File Code Book
(unnumbered document available frOM CES).

Sample Selection; The subsample for all StatiStics_ presented in this

report includes_all sophOMores in the HS&B baSe year, follow-up survey, and

transcript_ file. The_ transdriptfile tOnSisted of_a subsample from the

base year for whom complete high Sdhool tranScript data were obtained. The

following groups were ex67...,ded from the analySit:

1; Nonparticipants in the base year and/or the first

follow-up surveys;

2; Hispanic students with otinflioting _ethnic identifica-
tion between _the haSe_yeat And follow-up year surveys
(i.e.i who claithed Mekidan ethnicity on the base year
and Puerto RiCan On the f011ow=up survey -- the number
of such cases was 172); and

3. All Asian and Pacific Islanders, and all American
Indians or Alaskan Natives.

The rationale for ekdlUding Hitpanics with conflicting ethnic identifi-

cation' was _that_ho Valid indication could be derived for their true

ethnic memberShip. Atient arid Pacific Islanders and American Indians and



Etna_ whites; Due tb theseexclusions the=tuMber of cases (unweighted) in thiS study is less than thetotal_ numbet lof HS&B respondents; DropOuts and transfer students Wereincluded in :this, analySis. .Dropouts- were inclUded _to provide a broaderpopulation on whith te_analyze- academic growth._ The final unweighted diS=tributiOn of students by race/ethnicity (HiSpanicSinon-Hispanic blackS, Andnon-Hispanic white-0 And dropout status ts.

Dropout
StatusTotal In School Dropout Missing

Hispanic 2362 2001 330 31

Black 2471 2125 324 22

White 10014 8729 1179 109

TOTAL 14847 12855 1833 159

In analyses concerning test performance; studentS were_ also Axcluded ifthey failed to have ScoreS On both the base year And the follow-up yearteStS.

Definition of Hisoan.L. Students were classified AS HiSpanic when thefolloWing conditions wiz,e met:

1. Hispanic ethnicity on both the base year and the first
follow-up were reported;

Jispanic ethnicity in the base year was reported butdata were missing in the first follow-up;

Hispanic ethnicity was missing for the Lase year but
reported in the first follow-up;

Non-Hispanic ethnicity WAS reportcl in tfte _boyear
bUt_ Hispanic ethnicity i:eported th. firStfollow-up;

i. panit Students were classified info fOUr suhgrrAips on the baSiS of theirrc.-nSeS_to the base year and firSt frAlow-up_surveys. The tategorieswere Mezticani Cuban; Puerto Ritan; and Olmr. Hispanit._ Students whoreported their ethnitity_as HiElpahib th c. baoe_ ykar bUt Specificallydent:A Hispanic ethnicity _in the fi.rst folInv-up_were ASSigned to theratial_gr'Up_(non-Hispanic ton41igranic _white) tb whibh they hadresponded_ (there were 232 SUCh eases). These _cases were_ treateddifferently than students in category NUmber 4 above becauSe the follow-up
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69



question was reformatted to provide more accurate information about

ethnic identity than was obtained in the base year. The final unweighted
numbers of Hispanics by ethnicity and dropout status was

Total In School Dropout

Dropout
Status
Missing

Mexican American 1426 1184 225 17

Cuban 252 221 26 5

Puerto Rican 336 280 51 5

Other Hispanic 348 317 28 3

TOTAL 2362 2002 330 30

Achievement Measures

The achievement measures used in this study were developed by Educational
Testing Service (ETS). forinvestigating trends in_ achievement betWeen the

1972 National Longitudinal Study and the 1980 HS&B senior_ year data. In

addition; the measures designed for sophomores were intended to permit the.
computation 4 changes in test scores from the 10th grade to the 12th

grade. The achievement measures in mathi_science; _and writing_ _contained

specific assessment items that are included in typical high school

curricula; As noted by Heyns and Hilton_(1982);_the change scores could

"be used in studies of academic growth in secondary schools and as tools
for evaluating the effects of educational programs" (p._91). However; as

Heyns _and Hilton go on to note; the appropriateness of _the tests for

reflecting changes over_time_ may _be litited for test items that assess
general achievement rather than achievement in specific courses.

General descriptions of_the instruments and their psychometric properties

are presented in _various reports by ETS (Heyns & Hilton; 1982; Rock;

Ekstrom; Goertz; Hilton, & Pellaek, 1984; Roek, Hilton, Pollack; Ekstrom;

and Goettz, 1985). The following areas of achievement were analyzed in.the
present study:

Vocabulary -- a 15-item insttument used to assess

vocabulary with items consisting of a single word
followed by five possible synonyms. The student is

asked_to select the one choiee which most nearly

resembles the stem. (9 tinUtes)

o ReadInt -- a relatively unspeaded measure of reading
comprehension in which five reading passages are given

along _with_ 20_ five-option multiple choice items

concerning What is stated or implied in each passage.

(15 minuteS)
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o Nathematics -- a_ _teSt_ br 25 items in which the_test
taker indicates_which ef tWei AUentities is greater, or
equal4 or that the_data given ia_insufficient to_make a
decision; The items Were aelected not to require
specific algebraic; geometrit or trigonometric skills.
(15 minutes)

o Science_ a 20-item 5=option multiple choice test
with items reflecting biology, chemistry,_ physics,
earth science; and scientific Methed. (10 minutes)

o Writing -- a l7-item; multiple Choice test of writing
Ability and basic grammar. (10 Minutes)

Reek et_al. (1985) analyzed th4i.,_reli-,i.Alities of these test for subgroupSidentified by race/ethnicity (blad:c White, Hispanic) ane se% by coeffi=
cient Alpha. Coefficient Alph ."-s at eatiMate of internal consistodcy athohgiteM_responses. It reflects holdogeniety_Of _item content and measurementpretiSion. The range of relinilitiea: (coefficieat alphc) found by_ROdket al. fer the above tests_was.74 te .87_fOr all 1980 sophomores and_.76
to .90 for. all 1982 seniorf.. The rahge df reliaiiities for FispaticaiblackS and non-Hispanic whites vary aeteWhat from tbe coefficient-a fiat thetotal _population; Rock et al. note_that the test sc-,res for blaCka andHiapanics were slightly less reliable_then corresponding,sceres fiat hoh=
Hiapat,id whites and that since the Standard errors of measurement were ohly
marginally different for Hispanics, blackSj and non-Hispanic whites, diffe-rences in reliability may be due te_pepUlation differences in test adorevariability. Test ncores for Hispatida, blacks, and non-Hispanie whittahave aiMiler precision; However, RoCk et_al. caution against assessing
change with a_test of civics that vas adMinistered as part of the asseSS=ment battery due to low reliabilities. Heyns and Hilton (1982) raise queS=abdut the applicability of the teata for measuring change betveenthe sophomore and enior year because the_Content was designed to be sensi=tive to Scheel _curriculum only for writihg, science, and mathematics.
Tests apecifically designed to emphasize teUtae content were the writingand science testsi while only an 8-item aUbtest of the full mathematicstest vas designed to assess course content. Because the subtest is brief,and subtest reliabilities are Iow; Rock et al. suggest using the fullmathematics test.

All tests were scored using Item Response Theory (IRT). IRT (Rock et al.,1985) describes the probability of answering an item correctly as a
mathematical function of ability level. The mathematical function has an
ability parameter for each student and three parameters charactrizing each
item: difficulty level, discriminating power, and the probability of a lowability individual guessing the correct answer. The total score is asummation of scoring weights reflecting the interaction of che item
parameters with the person's ability level. According to_the modA, a low
ability individual will receive little credit on a difficult item becausethe correct answer was probably obtained through guessing. An IRT score is
approximately interpretable in terms of the original raw score distributionexcept that the score will not reflect the actual number right but will
tend to reveal the "number right true score."
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Variables in the Analysis

There were three types of variables used in the analysis: background
variables, language variables, and school variables. Each of these types of

variables is described in the following sections.

Background_Varfables. The:four principal_background variables used in the

analysis were sex, _socioeconomic statua (SES)j length of residence,_and

educational aspfrations. The background Variablea obtained from the HS&B

base year survey were:

o sax coded male or_female as indidated by the Student's
response or imputed for missing data from name or Other
information.

SES a constructed variable based on _ather's occupa-

tion, father's education, mother's education, family
income, and a set of items that ask whether the student's
family receives a daily newspaper, owns an encyclopedia
or other reference books, a typewriter, an electric dish-
washer, two or more cars or trucks, more than 50 books,
or a pocket calculator; and whether the student has his
or her own room. Each item is standardized within
grade level to a mean of zero and a standard deviation of
one. The mean of the nonmissing items for each person is
used to compute the composite socioeconomic measure.

Data were taken from the base year where possible but
were selected from the first follow-up year if base year
data were missing.

O Length-of Residence -- the number of years the student
has spent_in:the United States; coded as 1-5 years, 6-10

years, and 11 years or more;

O Educational Aspirations -- the lowest level of educa-
tion the student would be ,latisfied with,, coded as high
school only, some college; aollege, college and beyond.

LatitilAge Variables. The analyses presented here made use of a nuMber Of

VariableS reflecting the lhome language; individuEI language use, or the

language_ proficiency of the student; Both Hispanics and non-Hispanics

were included in the analysis; The language variables obtained from the

HS&B base year survey were as follows:

o Home Language_ -- coded in three categories, English
monolingual, English dominant; and non-English dominant.
This_classification was based on responses to itemc con-

terning the language people in the person's home usually



speak,- and tiny other language people speak in the home.
Respondents were classified as

- EngliSh monolingual if the response to both_iteta
(uSnal and other_language) was English;_or if the
reSponte to usual language was_English, and the
reap-tinge to the other language was missing.

- EnglighdoMinant if the respondent indieated
Englith aa_the usual language and any non-EngliSh
language(s) aSthe other language;

- NOnEnglithdeminant if the respondent indicated
a not-English_language as the usual_home lanvage
and had no other response, or if the respondent
indicated 4 non=English language as_ the_usual
home language and had a multiple response to the
other 1,.nguage.

-- coded English monolingual,
English domYliant bilinfual, _or non-English dominant
bilingual; claSsflication was based on items
indicating language used_by the respondent at home _and
outside the home. The home language items were
language_the respondent speaks to mother, language
mother speaks to respondent; language_the respondent
speaks to father, and_ language father speaks to
respondent; The outside language items were language
the respondent_ speaks to beat friends, to other
students, in stores; and at_work._ A response to_any of
these items cther than "never" uses the language in
that contexc was taken as_an affirmative use of the
language; The classification WAS designated as
follows:

- English_monolinggal if _the student never used a
non-English language at home or outside the home,

- English dominant bilingual if the student used a
non-English language at home but never used it
outaide the home (a small_number of students
reporting to use the non EngliSh language outside
the home but never at home were exclUded),

= Non-English dominant bilingual if_the student
used a non-English language both at home And out-
side the home.



o Language Proficiency _-- coded separately for English
and for Spanish; and_coded separately for literacy
(reading, writing) and oral proficiency (speaking,
understanding)_within each language. Literacy is coded
continuously as the average of separate 1-4 ratings
(very well, pretty_well, not very_well, not at all) for
reading and writing.. Oral proficiency is coded the
same way and is the average of ratings for speaking and
understanding;

Course Taking; There _were two measures of course_taking used_ in the

analysis: high school program_and Carnegie units. The high school program
(general, academic; or vocational) was determined from students in_ the

first follow-up survey; Carnegie units were derived by CES from analyses
of courses appearing in high school transcripts. A Carnegie_unit is the
equivalent of one year of school work. A Carnegie unit generally requires
36 weeks at a minimum of 200 minutes per week for a regular Class and 275
minutes per week for a Iab class.

Dropout Status. Dropout information was obtained from data in the first

foIlowup. The dropouts included only those students who dropped out after
data were collected in the base year.

Variables Not Included

A number of variables were considered for inClusion in the analysis_but_for
a variety of reasons were rejected. One major variable that was omitted in
the analysis vas exposure to instructional _programs designed for

non-English language barAsround_ persons._ Respondents from non-English
language backgrounds or_individuals who used a language other than_English
were requested_ to indicate if they had _received instruction designed
specifically for non-English language background persons. The options
proVided for response were as followP:

An English course _designed for Students from non-
English language backgrounds,

Reading and writing i that language (i.e., the non-
English language), or

o Other subjects, such _as math or science, taught; at
least in part, in that language (the non-English
language).

This_study had intended _too analyze these data to determine the ex;ent to
which students were eypssed to any one of these course areas while in
grades 10.-12. Data from these questions were found t4., be inconsistent with
res4ts_from other surveys and therefore were not used iu this stydy. The
weighted percentage of Hispanic students reporting to have received English
language _instruction deSigned specifically for_students from _non-EngIish
language backgrounds was only _1.7 percent. _In_ contrast, the weighted
percentage_ of _StUdents reporting to have received instruction in other

Subjecta through the non=English language was 21.3 percent; This suggests
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that the percentage of Hispanic students receiving inttrUction through a
non=EnglishLlanguage in content areas w;ts_ over_ 10 tite the percentage
reeeiving English as a second languag-ESL). _From What 14 knoWn of the
proportion "of ESL_to non-English content area instruction in Other studies

O'Malleyi 1982; 1983); the _proportion _of stUdentt_reddiving ESL
should be far in excess of the proportion receiving nen=EngliSh language
content inStruction_ in grades 10-12; The validitY of retponSeS to these
HS&B itett_VAS examined in terms of their inconsistency With other items in
the qUeStiehhaire (Fernandezi_ 1983);_but the concurrent Validity iAth
measures Of the actual instructional approaches used in the_claSSroems does
not appear to_ have been analyzed; Because of the incontittenty of these
responses uith_data from other studies, the items were not uSed in ehe
present analysis.



APPENDIX B

SUPPLEMENTARY DESCRIPTIVE TABLES

TABLE

lA Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Year by Race/Ethnicity and Sex

1B Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Year by Race/Ethnicity and SES

IC Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Yeat by Race/Ethnicity and Home Language

ID Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Year by Race/Ethnicity and English Proficiency

lE Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Year by Race/Ethnicity and Spanish Proficiency

IF errcent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Year by Race/Ethnicity and Country of Origin

1G Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Year by Race/Ethnicity and Length of Residence

11 Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the Senior
Year by Race/Ethnicity and EduCational ASpiratiOn

2A Mean Carnegie Units In the New Basics by Race/Ethnicity
and Sex

2B Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics by Race/EthniCity
and SES

2C Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics by Race/Ethnicity
and Home Language

2D Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics by Race/Ethnicity
and English ProficiencY

Mean Carnpgie Units in the New Basics by Race/Ethnicity
and Spanish Proficiency

2F Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics by Race/Ethnicity
and Country of Origin

2G Mean Carnegie Units in t e New BasicS by Race/Ethnicity
and Length of Residence
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21 MeaniCarnegie Units in the New Basics by Race/EthniCity

and Educational Aspiration

3A Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year, Race/

Ethnicity and Sex

3B Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year Race/

Ethnicity and SES

3C Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary LI Academic Year, Race/

Ethnicity and Home Language

3D Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Yz.ar, Race/

Ethnicity and English Proficiency

3E Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year, Race/

Ethnicity and Spanish

3r Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year, Race/
Ethnicity and Country of Origin

3G Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year, Race/

Ethnicity and Length of Residence

3H mean_ IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year, Race/
Ethnicity and Carnegie Units in the New Basics

31 Mean_IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year Race/
Ethnicity and Educational Aspiration

4A Mean IRT Scores in Readng by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Sex

4B Mean_1RT Scores in Reading by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and SES

4C Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Home Language

4D Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Engsh Proficiency

);E Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Spanish Proficiency

4F Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Year Race/Ethnicity

and Country of Oripin

4G Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academit Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Length of Residence
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4H Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Carnegie Units the New Basics

41 Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Yea:., Race/Ethnicity
and Educational Aspiration

5A Mean IRT Scores in Math by Acacdemic Year, Race/Ethnicityand Sex

58 Mean IRT Scores in Math by Academic Year Race/Ethnicir,and SES

5C Mean IRT Scores in Math by itademic Year Race/Ethnicityand Home Language

5D Mean 1RT Scores In Math by ACademic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and English Proficienty

5E Mean IRT Scores in Math by Academic Year, Ract/EthhiCityand Spanish Proficiency

5F Mdan_1RT Scores in Math by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicidty
and COUntry of Origin

5G Mean_ IRT Scores In Math by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Length of Business

5H Mean_ IRT Scores in Math by Academid Year, Race/Ethnicity
amd Carnegie Units in the New Basics

Mean IRT Scores in Math_by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Educational Aspiration

6A Mean IRT Scores in Science by Academic .ear, Race/Ethnicity
and Sec

6B Mean IRT Scores in Science by Academic Year, Race/Ethnic1tyand SES

6C Mean IRT Scores in SCience by Academic Year, Race/EthniCityind Home Language

6D Mean IRT Score in Sciencce by Academic Year, ace/EthniCityand English Proficiendy

6E Mean_IRT Scores in Scienta by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicityand Spanish Proficiency

6F Mean IRT Scores in Science by Rdademic Year, Race/Ethnicityand Country of Origin
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6G Mean_ IRT Scores in Science by Academic Year, ReiEthn7:ity
and Length of Business

6H Mean IRT Scores in Science_by Academic Year, Race-. !city

and Carnegie Units in the New Basics

61 Mean IRT Scores in Science by Academic Year, Race/Eticity
and Educational Aspiration

7A Mean IRT Scores : 4riting by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity

and Sex

713 Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and SES

Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity

and Home Language

7D Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and English Proficiency

7E Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity

and Spanish Proficiency

7F Mean IRT Scores In Writing by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Country of Origin

7G Mean_ IRT Scores in Writ ng by Academic Year, ace/EthniCity

and Length of Residence

Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academic Year Race/Ethnicity

and Carnegie Units in the New Basics

71 Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity
and Educational Aspiration
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Table LA

Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the
Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity and Sex

Sex
Race/
Ethnicity n* Total

High School Program
General Academic Vocational

Total 12999 100.0 19.8 42.7 37.5

Hispanic 2003 100.0 18.0 30.5 51.5
Mexican 1199 100.0 21.3 25.5 53.0

Cuban 222 100.0 17.4 53.2 29.4
Puerto Rican 288 100.c) 13.3 34.7 52.1
Other Hispanic 295 100.0 12.9 33.7 53.3

Black 2163 100.0 14.5 34.5 51.0
White 8833 100.0 20.8 45.1 34.1

Male 6397 100.0 21.3 41.4 37.4

Hispanic 969 100.0 17.6 29.6 52.8

Mexican 576 100.0 20.2 24.5 55.3
Cuban 98 100.0 19.0 40.0 41.0
Puerto Rican 142 100.0 14.6 38.7 46.8
Other Hispanic 152 100.0 13.'7 32.1 54.2

Black 1025 100.0 14.4 35.6 50.1
White 4403 100.0 22.7 43.3 34.0

Female 6602 100.0 18.4 44.0 37.7

Hispanic 1034 100.0 18.4 31.5 50.1
Mexican 622 100.0 22.8 26.6 50.7
Cuban 124 100.0 15.7 67.4 16.9
Puerto Rican 146 100.0 11.6 29.3 59.1
Other-Hispanic 142 100.0 12.1 35.7 52.3

Black 1138 100.0 14.6 33.6 51.8
White 4430 100.0 19.0 46.8 34.2

* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response
rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table 1B

Percent of,Enrollment in High School Program in the
Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity and SES

SES
Quartile

Rade/
Ethnicity n* Total

High School Program
General Academic Vocational

Lowest 3440 100.0 22.7 23.5 53.7

Hispanic 1024 100.0 18.3 22.0 59.7
Mexican 696 100.0 20.8 18.3 60.9
Cuban 59 100.0 14.8 47.7 37.5
Puerto Rican 178 100.0 14.4 38.7 47.0
Other Hispanic 91 100.0 14.0 12.9 73.1

Black 857 100.0 17.6 27.2 55.3
White 1559 100.0 26.0 22.4 51.6

Second 3100 100.0 21.5 34.7 43.8

Hispanic 421 100.0 16.1 30.4 53.5
Mexican 241 100.0 21.8 28.0 50.2
Cuban 54 100.0 23.7 41.8 34.5
Puerto Rican 54 100.0 14.1 29.7 56.2
Other Hispanic 72 100.0 5.5 32.4 62.0

Black 540 100 0 12.9 37.0 50.1
White 2140 100.0 23.3 34.6 42.1

2958 100.0 19.8 45.5 34.6

Hispanic 304 100.0 23.3 39.9 36.8
Mexican 159 100.0 28.2 37.4 34.4
Cuban 50 100.0 21.1 68.6 10.3
Puerto Rican 32 100.0 16.1 22.3 61.6
Other Hispanic 64 100.0 18.3 46.7 35.0

Black 428 100.0 14.1 40.0 45.9
White 2226 100.0 20.3 46.4 33.3

Highest 3369 100.0 15.8 65.8 18.4

Hispanic 235 100.0 13.7 55.9 30.5
Mexican 90 100.0 14.4 48.6 37.1
Cuban 58 100.0 14.9 58.0 27.1
Puerto Rican 21 a a a a
Other Hispanic 66 100.0 16.1 66.7 17.2

Black 274 100.0 7.9 60.1 32.0
White 2861 100.0 16.3 66.4 17.3

a - Sample size too small_for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response

rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table 1C

Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the
Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity and Home Language

Home Rape/
Language Ethnicity

Non-English

h* Total
High School Program

General Academic Vocational

Dominant. 1033 100.0 19.7 34.9 45.4

HiSpanic 881 100.0 19.3 33.9 46.8

Mexican 494 100.0 20.1 24.4 55.5

Cuban 162 100.0 22.5 56.2 21.3

Puerto Rican 153 100.0 18.0 40.4 41.6

Other Hispanic 73 100.0 14.0 47.5 38.5

Black 11 100.0 a a a

White 141 100.0 20.8 37.1 42.1

English
Dominant 1325 100.0 19.1 46.5 343

Hispanie 557 100.0 21;9 38;1 40;0

Mexican 427 100.0 246 34;8 40;7

Cuban 26 100.0 a a a

Puerto Rican 153 100.0 17.3 28;9 53;9

Other Hispanic 61 100;0 13.0 54;8 32;3

Black 69 100;0 10.1 45;8 44;1

White 699 100;0 18.9 48;6 32;4

Monolingual
English 10601 100.0 19.9 42.6 37.6

Hispanic 551 100.0 14.8. 24.7 60.6

Mexican 268 100.0 19.5 19.4 61.1

Cuban 34 100.0 I1.1 39.8 49.1

Puerto Rican 92 100.0 67 30.0 63.3

Other Hispanic 158 100.0 12.5 27.3 60.2

Black 2080 100.0 14.6 36.2 51.2
White 7970 100.0 21.0 44.8 34.2

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response

rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table ID

Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the
Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity and English Proficiency

Speak/
Understand Race/ High School Program
EngliSh Ethnicity Total General Academic Vocational

NOT AT ALL 3 100.0 a a

Hispanic 1 100.0 a
Mexican 1 100.0 a a
Cuban 0 100.0 .0 .0 ;0
Puerto Rican 0 100.0 .0 ;0
Other Hispanic 0 100.0 .0 .0 ;0

Black 0 100.0 .0 .0 .0
White 2 100.0 a a

NOT VERY WELL 26 100.0 11.0 20.8 68.3

Hispanic 20 100.0 a a
Mexican 14 100.0 a a a
Cuban 0 100.0 .0 .0 .0
Puerto Rican 4 100.0 a a a
Other Hispanic 2 100.0 a a a

Black 2 100.0 a a a
White 4 100.0 a

PgETTY WELL 294 100.0 17.3 28.7 54.0

Hispanic 235 100.0 15.0 26.4 58.5
Mexican 167 100.0 16.3 16.5 67.2
Cuban 24 100.0 a A a
Puerto Rican 26 100.0 a A a
Other Hispanic 18 100.0 a A a

Black 8 100.0 a a a
White 51 100.0 18.7 33.4 47.8

VERY WELL 2167 100.0 18.1 46.6 35.3

Hispanic 1230 100;0 21.8 37.6 40.6
Mexican 767 100.0 24.0 32.1 44.0
Cuban _ 164. IMO 19.6 60.9 19.6
Puerto Rican 169 i00.0 19;3 35.3 45.4
Other Hispanic 126 IC0.0 15.9 51.5 32.6

Black 90 1000 8.7 44.0 47.3
White 847 100:0 17.0 50.8 32.3

a - Sample size too_smaII_for reliable estimation;
* The number of cases in each ariz.: .1 according to the response
rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table lE

Percent of Enrollment in High zchool Program in the
Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity and Spanish Proficiency

Speak/
Understand Race/ High School Program

Spanish Ethnicity n* Total General Academic Vocational

NOT AT ALL 108 100.0 22.7 35.0 42.3

Hispanic 14 100.0 a a a

Mexican 10 100.0 a a a

Cuban 0 .0 0 0

Puerto Rican 2 100.0 a a a

Other Hispanic 2 100.0 a a a

Black 9 100.0 a a a

White 85 100.0 20.5 37.2 42.3

NOT VERY WELL 444 100.0 20.4 47.5 32.1

Hispanic 135 700.0 19.1 33.0 47.9

Mexican 99 100.0 17.1 35.5 47.4

Cuban 1 100.0 a a a

Puerto Rican 13 100.0 a a a

Other Hispani 23 100.0 a a a

Black 22 100.0 a a a

White 287 100.0 20.6 51.2 28.1

PRETTY WELL 1011 100.0 15.0 50.9 34.1

Hispanic_ 606 1000 21;3 32.4 46.3

Mexican 444 100.0 23.4 26.8 49.8

Cuban 55 100.0 28.8 54.5 16.7

Puertb Rican 66 100.0 19.5 40.5 40.0

Other Hispanic 41 1000 5.3 52.6 42.1

Black 49 100.0 9.7 59.1 31.2

White 356 100.0 12.0 60.0 27.9

VERY WELL 943 100.0 18.9 36.4 44.7

Hispac 773 100.0 18.8 39.2 42.0

ME ,an 396 100.0 20.6 29.4 50.0

Cuban 136 100.0 17.4 60.2 22.4

Puerto Rican 120 100.0 16.7 442.3 41.0

Other Hispanic 81 100.0 15.9 54.7 29.4

Black 22 100.0 a a a

White 188 100.0 19.8 31.6 48.6

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response

rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table IF

Percent of Enrollment in High School Progra0 by_

Country
of
Origin

Senior Year by Race/Ethnicit: d Country of Origin

Race/
Ethnicity n* Total General Academic Vocational

USA 11614 100;0 21.1 42.E 36.4

Hispanic 1490 100.0 21.3 28,', 50.3
Mexican 993 100.0 23.9 25.a 50.8
Cuban 105 100.0 22.7 53.6 23.7
Puerto Rican 196 100.0 15.9 31.7 52.5
Other Hispanic 196 100.0 16.8 31.6 51.6

Black 1904 100.0 16.0 34.4 49.6
White 8220 100.0 21.9 44.8 33.4

OUTSIDE USA 622 100.0 15.8 43.9 40.3

Hispanic 340 100.0 .5 44.7 37.7Mexican 124 100.0 I8.7 '3.2 48.1
Cuban 99 100.0 19.1 55.6 25.3Puer Rican 55 100.0 20.2 41.2 38.6
Othe '.spanic 61 100.0 11.8 59.1 29.1

Black 88 100.0 3.2 37.5 59.3
White 194 100.0 17.5 44.8 37.7

* The number of cases in each andlyais varied according to the reaponae
rate on the variable analyted.



Table 1G

Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in tl-e.
Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity and Length of Residence

Length
of
Residence

Race/
Ethnicity n* Total

High School Program
General Academic Vocational

1 to 5 Years 354 100.0 12.4 42.7 44.9

Hispanic 184 100.0 11.3 43,2 45.5
Mexican 75 100.0 9.7 30.7 59.5

Cuban 36 100.0 11.0 49.6 39.4
Pnerto Rican 35 100.0 11.2 49.4 39 4
Other Hispanic 38 100.0 15.0 58.7 26.4

Black 67 100.0 5.2 30.3 64.0
White 102 100.0 16.6 48.0 35.5

6 to 10 Years 404 100.0 18.2 40.5 41.4

Hispanic 135 100.0 23.5 31.2 45.3
Mecan 50 100.0 27.1 25.3 47.6
:73uban 41 100.0 21.5 50.0 28.4
Puerto Rican a 100.0 a a a

Other Hispanic a 100.0 a a a

Black 67 100.0 4.3 28 8 67.0
White 202 100.0 19.7 45.3 35.0

11 or More 11492 100.0 21.1 42.7 36.3

Hispanic 1514 100.0 21.6 29.5 48.9
Mexican 993 100.0 24.5 25.9 49.6
Cuban 130 100.0 22.4 54.3 23.3

Puerto Rican 190 100.0 17.1 29.2 53.8

Other Hispanic 201 100.0 16.3 34.7 49.0
Black 1864 100.0 16.1 34.6 49.3

White 8115 100.0 21.8 44.8 33.4

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response
rate on the variable analyzed.

79



Table 11

Percent of Enrollment in High School Program in the
Senior Year by Race/Ethnicity aild Educational Aspiration

Post Sec
Educ
Plans

Race/
Ethnicity n* Total

High School Program
General Academic Vocational

HS ONLY 2441 100.0 25.0 13.6 61.4

Hispanic 446 100.0 15.2 13;6 71.2
Mexican 310 100.0 17.1 108 72.2
Cuban 16 100.0 a a a
Puerto Rican 71 100.0 14.7 18.5 66.9
Other Hispanic 49 100.0 11.7 15.8 72.5

Black 338 100.0 14.5 18.8 66.7
White 1657 100.0 279 128 59.4

SOME COLLEGE 2441 100.0 26.4 17.4 56.3

Hispanic 403 100.0 20.9 15.4 63.8
Mexican 262 100.0 24.4 15.7 59.8
Cuban 32 100.0 4.9 35.2 59.9
Puerto Rican 58 100.0 25.6 11.0 63.4
Other Hispanic 51 100.0 11.1 11.8 77.1

Black 424 100.0 20.8 18.9 60.4
White 1614 100.0 28.0 17.3 54.7

COLLEGE 2278 C.0 22.0 41.0 37.1

Hispanic 727 1C0.0 21.8 29.3 48.9
Mexican 241 100.0 28.0 26.9 45.1
Cuban 40 100.0 53.'1 22.0 24.5
Puerto Rican 61 100.0 4.4 40.5 55.1
Other Hispanic 53 100.0 11.1 29.6 59.3

Black 419 100.0 13.5 33.7 52.7
White 1464 100.0 23.6 43.4 33.1

COLLEGE AND BEYOND _ 25 100.0 13.0 71.3 15.7

Hispanic 727 100.0 16.3 59.9 23.8
Mexican 370 100.0 19.1 52.8 28.1
Cuban 1 2 100.0 12.5 75.1 12.3
Puerto Rican 90 100.0 10.2 61.5 28.3
Other Hispanic 135 100.0 16.5 65.9 17.6

Black 948 100.0 11.0 53.3 35.7
White 4050 100.0 13.1 74.6 12.3

a Sample_size too small-for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied According to the response

rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table 2A

Mean Carnegie Unita in the
New Basics by Race/Ethnicity and Sex

Sex
Race/
Ethnicity n*

Total
Units

Mean Carnegie Unitg in the New Basics
High School Program

Phys/ Soc

English Math BioSci Sci
Comp
Sci

Total 14689 9.8 3.4 2.3 1.7 2.4 .1

Hispanic 2332 8.1 2.9 1.9 1.3 2.0 .I

Mexican 1409 8.3 2.9 1.9 1.3 2.1 .1

Cuban 247 8.7 3.0 2.2 1.4 2.0 .1

Puerto Rican 332 7.0 2.6 1.7 1.0 1.7 .1

Other Hispanic 344 8.5 3.0 2.n 1.3 2.2 .1

Black 2449 8.8 3.1 2.1 1.3 2.2 .I

Whtte 9908 10.2 3.4 2.4 1.8 2.4 .1

Male 7297 9.8 3.3 2.4 1.7 2.3 .1

Hispanic 1132 7.8 2.7 1.9 1.2 1.9 .1

Mexicwa 684 8.1 2.S 1.9 1.3 2.0 .1

Cuban 103 8.0 ., 2.0 1.3 1.9 .1

Puerto Rican 167 6.5 1.6 1.0 1.5 .1

Other Hispanic 172 8.1 ,, 1.9 1.3 2.0 .1

Black 1183 8.4 3.0 2.1 1.3 2.1 .1

White 4982 10.2 3.4 2.5 1.8 2.4 .1

Female 7392 9.9 3.4 2.3 1.7 2.4 .1

Hispanic 1200 8.6 3.1 2.0 1.3 2.2 .1

Mexican 725 8.5 3.0 1.9 1.3 2.2 .0

Cuban 138 9.4 3.3 2.4 1.5 2.0 .1

Puerto Rican 164 7.8 3.0 1.8 1.1 1.9 .0

Other Hitpanic 172 9.1 3.4 2.0 1.3 2.3 .1

Black 1266 9.1 3.3 2.1 1.4 2.2 .1

White 4926 10.1 3.5 2.4 1.8 2.4 .1

Sániple 1.te tdö small for reliable estimation;

* The nUMber of caSeg in each analysis varied according to the responSe

rate on the variable,analyzed;
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Table 23

Mean Carnegie Units in the
NeW BaSida by Race/Ethnicity and SES

Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics

SES Race/
Quartile Ethnicity

Total
Unita English Math

Phys/
Bio Sci Sci

Comp
Sci

Lowest 2860 8.9 3.2 2.0 1.3 2.3

Hispanic 1186 8.3 3.0 1.9 1.3 2.2
Mexican 813 8.7 3.1 2.0 1.4 2.3 .

Cuban 68 8.9 3.3 2.2 1.3 2.0 .1
Puerto Rican 197 7.9 2.9 1.8 1.1 2.0 .1
Other Hispanic 103 7.0 2.7 1.5 1.0 1.7 .1

Black 971 9.1 3.3 2.1 1.3 2.3 .1
White 1889 8.9 3.3 1.9 1.3 2.3 .1

Second 3008 9.7 3.4 2.2 1.6 2.4

Hispanic 480 8.9 3.2 2.1 1.3 2.3
Mexican 273 8.7 3.2 2.0 1.3 2.3 .1
Cuban 63 9.2 3.2 2.5 1.3 2.1 .2
Puerto Rican 62 7.5 3.0 1.9 1.0 1.7 .0
Other Hispanic 82 9.7 3.4 2.2 1.5 2.6 .1

Black 597 9.5 3.3 2.3 1.5 2.3 .1
White 2411 9.8 3.4 2.2 1.6 2.4 .1

Third 2902 10.4 3,5 2.5 1.8 2.5 .1

H11-Tanic 334 9.4 3.3 2.3 1.5 2.3 .1
Mexican 176 9.5 3.4 2.4 1.5 2.3 .0
Cuban 51 10.1 3.5 2.6 1.7 2.3 .1
Puerto Rican 34 8.5 3.4 2.0 1.3 1.8 .0
Other Hispanic 74 9.3 3.2 2,1 1.4 -.5 .1

Black 469 9.5 3.3 2.3 1.5 9.3 .1
White 2433 10.5 3.6 2.5 .A..9 2.5 .1

Highest 3304 11.5 3.7 2.9 2.3 2.5 .1

HiSpanic 257 10.2 3.4 2.5 1.8 2.4 . 1
Mexican 101 n 6 3.2 2.4 1.6 2.4 . 1
Cuban 61 9.4 3.0 2.4 1.8 2.2 . 1
Puerto Rican 22 a a a a a
Other Hispanic 74 11.6 3.9 2.8 2.1 2.7

Black 295 10.1 3.5 2.5 1.7 2.3 . 1
Whitt 3009 11.6 3.7 3.0 2.3 2.5 . 1

a Sample Site tdo Stall for reliable astir n;
* The number of CaSea in each Analysis varied according to the response
rate on the Variable analyied.
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Table 2C

Mean Carnegie Units in the
New Basics by Race/Ethnicity and Home Language

Mean Carnegie UnitF, in the New Basics

Home Race/
Language Ethnicity

Non Engl

n*
Total
Units EngliSh Math

Phys/_
Bio Sci

Sipe.

Sci
Cbillp

Sci

Dnminant 11,3 9.1 3.1 2.2 i.5 2.2 .1

Hispanic 980 9.0 3.1 2.1 1.4 2.2

Merican 564 9.1 3.1 2.1 1 5 2.4

Cuban 174 9.2 3.3 2.4 1,4 2.0 .2

Puerto Rican 164 8.0 3.(.. 1.8 1.2 1.9 .1

Other Hispanic 78 10.2 3.3 2.5 1.7 2.4 .2

Black 14 a a a a a a

White 159 9.6 3.2 2.3 1.8 2.3 .1

English
Dominant 1409 10.6 3.5 2.6 1.9 2.5 .1

Hispanic 596 2 2.3 1.6 2.4 .1

Mexican 457 J.1 2.3 1.6 2.4 .1

Cuban 27 a a a a a

7uerto Rican 47 9.2 3.1 2.2 1.7 2.2 .1

_Other Hispanic 66 9.o 3.4 2.4 1.5 2.3 .1

Black 78 9.7 3.4 2.4 1.8 2.2 .0

White 735 10.9 3.6 2.7 2.0 2.5 .1

English
Monoling 12083 9.8 3.3 2.3 1.7 2.3 .1

Hispanic 740 7 2 2.6 1.7 1.1 1.8 .0

Mexic.cn 377 .1 2.6 1.7 1.0 1.8 .0

Cuban 45 1.1 2.4 1.6 1.0 1.9 .1

Puerto Rican 120 6.0 2.3 1.5 .8 1.5 .0

Other Hispanic 198 8.1 2.9 1.8 1.2 2.1 .0

Black 2354 8.8 3.1 2.1 1.3 2.2 .1

White 8988 10.1 3.4 2.4 1.8 2.4 .1

a - Sample size too small for reliahle estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response

rate on the variable analyzed.



Table 2D

Carnrc.e Unita it the NeW Basics by

Speak

fEhnLi and EngliSh ProfiCienCy

_Yoan Carnegie Units in the
New Basics

Understand Race/ Total Phys/ Soc Comp
English Ethnicity Units EngliSh Math Bio Sci Sci Sci

NOT AT ALL 4 a a a a a a
Hispanic 2 a a a a a a
Mexican a a a a a a
Cuban .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Puerto Rican .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Other Hispanic .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

Black 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
White a a a a a

NOT VERY WELL 30 6.8 1.9 1.9 1.3 1.,? .0
Hispanic 23 a a a a a a
Mexican 15 a a a a a a
Cuban 1 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 5 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 2 a a a a a a

Black 2 a a a a a a
White 5 a a a a a

PRETTY WELL 333 9.3 3.2 2.1 1.5 .1
Hispanic 270 9.1 3.2 2.1 1.5 2 ) .1
Mexican 197 9.2 3.2 2.1 1.5 2.5 A
Cuban 26 a a a a a d
Puerto Rican 27 a a a a a A
Other Hispanic 20 a a a a a a

Black 8 a a a a a aWhite 56 9.4 3.3 2.1 1.6 2.5 .0

WAY WELL 2338 10.3 3.4 2.5 1.9 2.4 .1
Hispanic 1335 9.3 3.2 2.2 1.6 2.3 .1
Mexican 838 9.3 3.2 2.2 1.5 2.4 .1
Cuban 178 9.6 3.3 2.6 1.7 2.0 .1
Puerto Rican 185 8.5 3.0 2.0 1.4 2.0 .1
Other Hispanic 134 10.0 3.4 2.5 1.6 2.4 .1

Black 101 _9.2 3.2 2.2 1.7 2.0 .1
White 903 10.8 3.5 2.7 2.0 2.5 .1

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response
rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table 2E

Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics by
Race/Ethnicity ans Spanish Proficiency

Speak

Mean Carnegie Units in the
New Basics

Understand Race/ Total Phys/ Soc Comp

Spanish Ethnicity n* Units English Math BioSci Sci Sci

NOT AT ALL 117 10.0 3;5 2.4 1.7 2.4 .6

Hispanic 18 a a a a a a

Mexican 14 a a a A a a

Cuban 0 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 2 a a A a a a

Other HiSpanic 2 a a a a a a

Black 10 a a a a a a

White 90 10;1 3.5 2.4 1.7 2;4 ;1

NOT VERY WELL 480 10.8 3.6 2.5 2.0 2.6 .1

HiSpanic 146 9.4 3.2 2.2 1.5 2.5 .2

Mexican 106 9.7 3.2 2.2 1.5 2.5 .2

Cuban 1 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 15 a a a a a

Other Hispanic 25 a a a a a

Black 25 a a a a a a

White 309 11.1 3.8 2.6 2.1 2.6 .1

PRETTY WELL 1094 10.3 3.4 2.6 1.9 2.4 .1

Hispani 663 9.2 3.1 2.2 1.6 2.3 .1

Mcxican 492 9.3 3.1 2.2 1.6 2.4 .1

Cuban 57 10.4 3.6 2.8 1.8 2.0 .2

Puert,:s 12L:.an 72 8.5 3.1 2.1 1.3 2.0 .1

Othsr rds?auic 42 9.3 3.1 2.3 1.6 2.2 .1

Black 54. 9.9 3.4 2.5 1.7 2.2 .1

White 376 10.9 3.5 2.8 2.1 2.5 .1

VERY WELL 1030 9.5 :k.2 2.3 1.6 2.3 .1

Hispanic 806 9.1 3.2 2.2 1.4 2.3 .1

Mexican 442 9.0 3.2 2.1 1.4 2.4 .0

Cuban 147 9.1 3.2 2.4 1.5 1.9 .1

Puerto Rican 130 8.2 2.9 1.9 1.4 1.9 .1

Other Hispanic 87 10.7 3.6 2.7 1.8 2.5 .2

Black 23 a a a 1.9 a a

White 202 10.0 3.2 ;1.5 1.9 2.4 .1

a -_sattile size too small for reliable estitioft.

* TLe'ntiDa :-.)f cases in each amlysis varied according to the response

rat. )n fhe variable analTLed.
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Table 2F

Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics by
Race/Ethnicity and Country of Origin

Mean Carnegie Unite in the WN
Country
of
Origin

Race/
Ethnicity n*

Total
Units '!sh Math

Phys/
BioSci

Soc
Sci

Comp
Sci

USA 12753 10.2 3.5 2.4 1.8 2.4 .1

Hispar'. 1642 9.1 3.2 2.1 1.4 2.3 .1
Mexir- 1111 9.0 3.1 2.1 1.4 2.3 .1
Cubal 111 10.2 3.5 2.5 1.7 2.4 .1
Puer.. n 210 8.3 3.1 2.0 1.2 2.0 .1Other L .4anic 210 9.6 3.5 2.1 1.5 2.4 .1Black 2085 9.4 3.4 2.2 1.5 2.3 .1White 9027 10.3 3.5 2.5 1.8 2.5 .1

OUTSIDE USA 692 9.3 3.1 2.3 1.6 2.2 .1

Hispanic 384 8.8 2;9 2.3 1.4 2.1 .1
Mexican 143 8.5 29 2.2 1.2 2.2 .1Cuban 108 9.0 3;2 2.4 1.4 1.9 .2
Puerto Rican 63 8.1 2;7 1.9 1.5 1.8 .1
Other Hispanic 69 9.6 3;0 2:6 1.5 2.3 .2Mack 98 8.5 2.8 2.1 1.4 2.0 .1White 210 9.7 32 2;4 1.8 2.3 .1

* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response
rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table 2G

Mean Carnegie Units in the New Basics
by Race/Ethnicity and Length of Residence

Length
of Race/
Residence Ethnicity n*

Mean Car-.1Aic

Total
iiitS English

in the New Basics
SC-wol Program

Phys/ Soc Comp
Math BioSci Sci Sci

1 to 5 Years 403 9.4 3.1 24 1;6 2;3 .1

Hiapanie 209 82 28 2.1 1.3 2;0 .1

MeXidan 87 8.2 28 2;1 1.1 2;1 .1

CUban 43 69 25 18 1.1 1.4 .1

PUetto Rican 37 7;6 2;5 1;9 1.2 2.0 .2

_Other Hispanic 42 98 3;1 2;5 1.6 2.4 .2

AlOrc 73 89 31 22 1.2 2.3 .1

Whl-,:e 120 105 33 2;6 1.9 2.6 .1

6 to 10 Yeara 441 9.2 3.2 2.3 1.6 2.1 .1

Hispanic 145 8.5 3.0 2.2 1.3 2.0 .1

Mexican 54 8.7 3.0 2.4 1.3 2.1 .0

Cuban 43 9.4 3.4 2.5 1.5 1.9 .1

Puerto Rican 26 a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 22 a a a a a a

Black 81 7.6 2.q 1.7 1.0 1.8 .1

White 215 9.8 3.3 2.4 1.8 2.3 .1

11 or More 12615 10.2 3.5 2.4 1.8 2.4 .1

Hispanic 1674 9.2 3.2 2.1 1.5 2.3 .1

Mexican 1115 9.0 3.1 2.1 1.5 2.3 .1

Cuban 136 10.5 3.6 2.6 1.8 2.5 .1

Puerto Rican 210 8.5 3.1 2.0 1.3 2.0 .1

Other Eispanic 214 9.6 3.5 2.2 1.5 2.4 .1

Black 2035 9.4 3.4 2.2 1.5 2.3 .1

Whit: 8906 10.3 3.5 2.5 1.8 2.4 .1

=_sampie size too small for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each anAysis varied according to the reaponSe

rate on the variable analyzed.
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Table 21

Mean Carnegie Units it the NeW Basics
by Race/Ethnicity and EducatiOnal Aspiration

Post Sec
Educ Race/
Plans Ethnicity n*

Total
Units

Mean Carnegie Units
in the New Basics

Phys/
EngliAl Math Bio Sci

Soc
Sci

Comp
Sci

HS ONLY 3219 7.7 2.9 1.7 1.I 2.0 .0HiSpanic 576 6.5 2.4 1.5 .9 1.7 -0Mexican 414 6.8 2.4 1.6 1.I 1.7 .0Cuban 17 a a a a a
Puerto Rican 85 5.3 2.0 1.3 .5 1.4 .0
Other Hispanic 60 6.7 2.6 1.4 .8 1.8 .0Black 437 71 2.7 1.7 .9 1.9 .0White 2207 7.9 3.0 1.7 I.1 2.1 .0

SOME COLLEGE 27c(2 8.8 3.2 1.9 1.3 2.4 .1Hispanic 1:i, 8.3 3.1 1.8 1.2 2.2 .1Mexican 8.5 3.1 1.8 1.2 2.4 .1Cuban 8.4 3.0 2.0 1.3 1.9 .1Puerto Rican 7 6.6 2.6 1.5 1.1 1.4 .1Other Hispanic 58 8.9 3.4 1.8 1.2 2.4 .0Black 484 8.0 3.0 1.8 1.1 2.1 .1White 1812 9.1 3.2 1.9 1.4 2.4 1

'OLLEGE 2492 10.0 3.5 2.3 1.6 2.5 .1Hispanic 445 8.8 3.1 2.0 1.3 2.3 .1Mexican 262 9.3 3.3 2.1 1.4 2.4 .1Cuban 48 7.5 2.8 1.8 .9 1.9 .2Puerto Rican 69 8.2 3.2 1.9 1.1 2.0 .1Other Hispanic 65 8.6 2.9 1.9 1.3 2.4 .1Black 460 9.0 3.3 2.1 1.3 2.3 .1White 1587 10.3 3.6 2.4 1.7 2.5 .1

COLLEGE AND 877ND 5988 11.9 37 3.0 2.4 2.4 .1Hispanic 781 10.4 3;4 2.7 1.9 2.4 .1Mexican 398 10.5 3;4 27 1.9 2.5 .1Cuban 138 10.1 3;3 2.7 1.8 2.2 .1
Puerto Rican 95 _9.5 3;3 2.3 1.6 2.2 .1
Other Hispanic 150 11.0 3;6 28 2.0 2.4 .2Mack 1007 10.7 3;6 27 1.8 2.5 .1White 4201 12.1 3;8 3;1 2.5 2.6 .1

Sample size too small for reliable eatiMation.
* The number of cases in each analysia Varied according to the responSe
rate on the variable analyzed;
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Table 3A

Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by
Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity and Sex

Sex
Race/
Ethnicity

Sophomore Senior
Mean SD** Mean SD

Effect
Change Size*

Total 10900 9.2 5.0 11.4 5.3 2.2 .4

Hispanic 1448 6.4 4.5 8.2 5.4 1.7 .4

Mexican 884 6.1 4.3 7.6 5.3 1.6 .4

Cuban 171 8.6 5.4 10.3 5.7 1.7 .3

Puerto Rican 197 5.8 4.4 7.6 5.6 1.8 .4

Other Fispanic 196 7.1 4.4 9.2 5.1 2.0 .5

Black 1577 5.4 4.3 7.3 4.9 2.0 .5

White 78'5 9.9 4.8 12.1 5.0 2.2 .5

Male 5323 9.4 4.9 11.5 5.2 2.1 .4

Hispanic 677 6.4 4.5 8.2 5.A 1.8 .4

Mexican 417 _6.2 6.3 7.9 5.1 1.6 .4

Cuban 66 10.4 5.9 11.3 6.1 1.0 .2

Puerto Rican 95 6.3 4.6 8.5 6.0 2.2 .5

Other Hispanic 100 6.1 4.2 8.2 5.1 2.1 .5

Black 775 5.8 4.3 73 4.9 1.9 .4

White 3871 10.1 4.7 12.2 5.0 2.1 .4

Female 5578 9.1 5.0 11.3 9.3 2.2 .4

HiSpanic 771 6.4 4.4 8.1 5.4 1.6 .4

Mexican 468 5.9 4.3 7.4 5.4 1.5 .4

Cuban 105 7.4 4.6 9.6 5.2 9.2 .5

Puerto Rican 102 5.2 4.0 6.6 5.0 1.4 .3

Other Hispanic 96 8.4 4.3 10.3 4.9 1.9 .4

Black 802 4.9 4.2 7.0 4.9 2.1 .5

White 4004 9.8 4.8 12.1 5.0 2.3 .5

* The nUtber of cases in each aria:, . 4. according to the responee

rate on the variable analyzed.

**SD Standard Devi.' .Lon.

Note#: Effect size is computed with the following general formula

(Ri - y/SDi where Ri and SDI, refer to sophOtore ',ear
mean test score and standard deviation and

aenior year mean test score;
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Table 38

Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by
Adademic Year; Race/Ethnicity; and SES

SES Race/ Sophomore Senior
Quartile Ethnicity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Lowest 2732 6.6 4.4 8.5 4.9 1.9 .4

Hispanic 698 5.5 4.1 6.9 5.1 1.3 .3
Mexican 489 5.4 4.2 6.7 5.2 1.4 .3
Cuban 37 8.0 5.3 9.3 5.5 1.3 .2
Puerto Rican 115 5.6 4.4 7.4 5.4 1.8 .4
Other Hispanic 56 5.6 3.1 6.3 3.9 .8 .3

Black - 595 4.5 3.7 6.4 4.5 1.9 .5
White 1439 7.4 4.4 9.5 4.7 2.1 .5

Second 2669 8.6 4.6 10.8 4.9 2.2 .5

Hispanic 312 6.0 4.3 7.9 4.9 1.9 .5
Mexican 191 5.8 3.8 7.5 4.8 1.8 .5
Cuban 39 8.6 6.0 10.5 5.8 1.8 .3
Puerto Rican 40 5.7 4.9 6.5 5.3 .8 .2
Other Hispanic 42 6.0 4.0 8.7 4.1 2.8 .7Black 395 5.3 4.1 7.4 4.5 2.0 .5

White 1962 9.1 4.5 11.4 4.7 2.3 .5

Third 2558 9.8 4.7 12.0 4.9 2.2 .5

Hispanic 241 7.7 4.5 9.6 5.3 1.9 .4
Mexican 128 7.5 4.4 9.1 5.3 1.6 .4
Cuban 43 9.9 4.1 10.8 4.6 .9 .2
Puerto Rican 23 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 48 7.8 4.7 10.1 5.4 2.3 .5

Black 324 6.2 4.7 8.2 5.3 1.9 -4White 1993 10.2 4.6 12.4 4.7 2.2 .5

Highest 2819 11.8 4.6 14.1 4.7 2.3 .5

Hispanic 176 9.7 4.3 12.4 5.1 2.7 .6
Mexican 65 8.9 4.2 11.7 4.9 2.9 .7
Cuban 50 9.4 5.2 12.5 5.1 3.1 .3
Puerto Rican 13 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 48 11.2 4.0 13.9 4.3 2.7 .7

Black 226 8.0 5.2 10.5 5.4 2.5 .5
White 2417 12.1 4.5 14.3 4.5 2.3 .5

= Sample size too small for reliable eStitation.
* See table 3A "*".
**See table 3A "**".
O See table 3A "note".
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Table 3C

Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary
Academic Year; Race/Ethnicity and Home Language

Home Race/ _

Language Ethnicity

Non_Engl

SóphOMote
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

EffeCt
Site#

Dominant 819 6.3 4.5 8.3 5.3 2.0 .4

Hispanic 684 5.8 4.3 7.6 5.1 1.8 .4

Mexican 378 5.0 4.0 6.5 4.8 1.5 .4

Cuban 130 8.4 4.6 10.4 5.1 2.1 .5

Puerto Rican 122 5.4 3.9 7.7 5.3 2.3 .6

Other Hispanic 54 8.2 4.4 10.1 4.9 1.9 .4

Black 10 a a a a a a

White 125 7.5 4.8 9.7 5.3 2.2 .5

English_
Dominant 1135 10.2 5.0 12.7 5.2 2.5 .5

Hispanic 450 7.8 4.9 9.9 5.6 2.1 .4

Mexican 345 7.2 4.6 9.2 5.5 2.0 .4

Cuban 23 15.0 4.8 16.2 4.6
Puerto Rican 36 8.9 4.6 11.0 5.0 2.1 .5

Other Hispanic 46 8.9 5.4 11.7 5.3 2.7 .5

Black 57 7.7 4.9 10.8 5.4 3.1 .6

White 627 10.8 4.8 13.3 4.9 2.5 .5

English
Monoling 8909 9;2 49 11;4 52 21 .4

Hispanic 305 6.0 4.1 7.5 5.1 1.4 .3

Mexican 155 5.9 4.0 7.1 5.0
Cuban 18 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 39 4.4 4.2 4.8 5.3
Other Hispanic 93 6.5 4.0 8.3 4.9 1.9 .5

Black 1507 5.3 4.3 7.2 4.9 1.9 .5

White 7097 9.9 4.8 12.1 5.0 2.2 .5

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 3A "*".
**See table 3A "**".
# See table 3A "note";
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Table 3D

Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary
Academic YearioRace/Ethnicity and English Proficiency

Speak/____
Understand Race/ _SoPhomore Senior Effect
English Ethnicity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size#

NOT AT ALL 2 a a

Hispanic .0 .0 .0 .0 ;0
Mexican .0 .0 .0 .0 ;0
Cuban .0 .0 .0 .0 ;0 .0
Puerto Rican .0 .0 .0 .0
Other Hispanic .0 .0 .0 .0 ;0 .0

Black .0 .0 .0 .0 ;0 0
White A a a a a a

NOT VERY WELL a

Hispanic a a a a a a
Mexican 5 a a a a a a
Cuban 1 a A A a a a
Puerto Rican 1 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic a a a a a a

Black a a a a
White .0 .0 . .0

PRETTY WELL 215 5.4 4.2 6.9 4.7 1.5 .4

HisPanic 170 4.4 3.5 5.7 4.3 1.3 .4
Mexican 124 4.2 3.3 4.9 3.9 .7 . 2
Cuban 17 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 17 a a a & a a
_Other Hispanic 12 a a a a a a

BlaCk 3 a a a a a a
White 43 7.7 4.7 10.1 4.5 2.4 .5

VERY WELL 1840 9.8 5.1 12.1 5.4 2.3 .5

Hispanic 994 7.2 4.7 9.2 5.5 2.0 .4
Mexican 619 6.9 4.5 9.1 5.3 2.2 .5
Cuban 138 10.6 4.9 12.3 5.0 1.8 .4
Puerto Rican 142 6.6 4.5 8.6 5.5 2.1 .5
Other Hispanic 94 9.4 4.8 11.9 4.8 2.6 .5

Black 76 7.4 5.1 11.0 5.6 3.7 .7
White 771 11.0 4.8 13.4 4.9 2.3 .5

4 .;! Saint0.4

* See table
*.*See table
# See table

size too small for reliable estimation.
3A "*".
3A "**".
3A "notett .
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Table 3E

Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary
AcademiC Yeari Race/Ethnicity and Spanish Proficiency

SPeak/
Underatand Rade/ Sophomore Senior Effect

Spanish EthniCity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size#

NOT AT ALL 99 9.0 4.7 11.5 5.1 2.5 .5

Hispanic 15 a a a a a a

Mexican 12 a a a a a a

Cuban 0 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 2 a a a a a a

_Other Hispanic 1 a a a a a a

Inadk 4 a a a a a a

White 80 9.1 4.7 11.7 4.8 2;6 ;6

NOT VERY WELL 398 10.5 4.8 12.7 5.1 2;2 ;5

Hispanic 108 7.6 5.0 9.5 5.9 1.9 .4

Mexican 79 7.3 5.0 8.9 6.0 1.7 .3

Cuban 1 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 12 a a a a a a

_Other Hispanic 16 a a a a a a

Black 21 a a a a a a

White: 269 11.1 4 5 13.3 4.7 2.2 .5

PRETTY WELL 834 9.7 5.2 12.0 5.6 2.3 .4

Hispanic 474 6;6 4;5 8.3 5.2 1.6 .4

Mexican 347 6;0 4;3 7.6 5.1 1.6 .4

Cuban 47 10.3 5;6 12.2 4.7 2.0 .4

Puerto Rican' 53 7;4 4;1 8.9 4.4 1.4 .4

Other Hispanic 27 a a a a a a

Black 43 6;8 5.1 10.3 5.2 3.5 .7

White 317 11.3 4.8 13.8 4.9 2.5 .5

VERY WELL 752 7;4 5.1 9.6 5.7 2.2 .4

Hispanic 580 6;4 4.6 8.6 5.5 2.2 .5

Mexican 312 5;7 4.1 7.7 5.3 2.0 .5

Cuban 107 9;2 4.8 10.8 5.4 1.6 .3

Puerto Rican 96 5;4 4.5 8.3 5.9 2.9 .6

Other Hispanic 64 8;1 4.8 10.5 5.2 2.4 .5

Black 15 a a a a a A

White 157 8.7 5.3 10.9 5.6 2.3 .4

a - Sample
* See table
**See table
# See table

size too small for reliable estimation.
3A "*";
3A "**";
3A "note";
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Table 3F

Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year;
Race/Ethnicity and Country of Origin

Country
of_ Race/ Sophomore SeniorOrigin Ethnicity Mean SD** Mean SD

USA 10311 9.3 5.0 11.5 5.2

Effect
Change Size#

2.2 .4

Hispanic 1175 6.5 4.4 8.1 5.3 1.7 .4Mexican 779 6.2 4.3 7.8 5.3 1.6 .4Cuban 91 9.1 5.4 10.5 6.0 1.4 .3Puerto Rican 153 5.5 4.2 7.2 5.5 1.7 .4Other Hispanic 152 7.1 4.4 9.0 5.1 1.9 .4Black 1482 5.4 4.3 7.3 4.9 1.9 .4White 7655 10.0 4.8 12.2 4.9 2.2 .5

OUTSIDE USA 482 8.1 5.0 9.9 5.7 1.8 .4

Hispanic 255 6.4 4.9 8.3 5.6 1.9 .4Mexican 93 4.6 4.2 5.8 5.0 1.1 .3Cuban 77 8.4 5.3 10.2 5.3 1.8 .3Puerto Rican 42 6.6 4.8 8.6 5.8 2.0 .4Other Hispanic 42 7.6 4.8 10.6 5.0 3.0 .6Black
White

64 6.8 4.9 10.7 5.7 3.9 .8
162 9.1 4.8 10.5 5.5 1.4 .3

* See table 3A "*".
**See table 3A "**".
# See table 3A "note";
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Table 3G

Mean IRT Sporesin Vocabulary bY Academic Yeari
Race/Ethnicity and Length Of Residence

Length
of Race/ Sophomore Senior Effect
Residence Ethnidity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size#

1 to 5 Years 250 7.1 5.0 9.1 5.9 2.0 .4

Hispanic 125 4.8 4.0 6.5 5.2 1.6 .4

Mexican 45 3.0 2.7 3.9 4.0 1.0 .3

Cuban 27 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 25 a A a a a A
Other Hispanic 28 a a a a a a

Black 44 6.1 4.3 9.1 5.0 3.1 .7

White 82 8.6 5.2 10.5 6.1 1.9 .4

6 to 10 Years 309 8.5 5.4 10.6 5.8 2.1 .4

Hispanic 93 7.4 4.8 9.9 5.7 2.5 .5

Mexican 31 6.7 4.3 8.5 5.6 1.8 .4

Cuban 34 9.4 5.3 11.8 5.0 2.4 .4

Puerto Rican 15 a, a a a a a
Other Hispanic 13 a a a a a

Black 51 4.1 3.6 6.6 5.3 2.5 .7

White 166 9.6 5.2 11.5 5.5 1.9 .4

11 or More 10239 9.3 4.9 11.5 5.2 2.2 .4

Hispanic 1214 6.6 4.5 8.2 5.3 1.7 .4

Mexican 797 6.3 4.3 7.8 5.3 1.6 .4

Cuban 108 9.2 5.6 10.5 5.9 1.3 .2

Puerto Rican 154 5.8 4.3 7.4 5.5 1.6 .4

Other Hispanic 155 7.2 4.4 9.2 5.1 2.0 .5

Black 1451 5.4 4.3 7.4 4.9 1.9 .4

White 7575 10.0 4.8 12.2 4.9 2.2 .5

a Sample size too small for reliable estimation;
* See table 3A "*";
**See table 3A "**";
# See table 3A "note":
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TAblé 311

Mean 1RT Scores ih VOCabtilary by Academic Year;
Race/Ethnicity, tied Gernegie Units in the New Basics

Carnegie
Units in the
New Basics

Race/
Ethnicity

_Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Sitett

Lowest 2075 6.8 4.3 8.7 4.8 1.9

Hispanic 294 4.8 3.7 5.8 4.2 1.0 .3
Mexican 172 4.5 3.5 5.6 4.1 1.1 .3
Cuban 31 6.6 5.7 7.9 6.0 1.3 .2
Puerto Rican 63 4.7 3.5 5.0 3.9
Other Hispanic 28 5.3 3.4 6.3 3.9 .9 .3

Black 304 4.5 3.7 6.1 4.3 1.6 .4
White 1477 7.3 4.2 9.3 4.7 2.0 .5

Second 2907 7.9 4.6 10.0 4.9 2.1 .5

Hispanic 441 5.9 4.2 7.5 5.0 1.6 .4
Mexican 286 5.6 4.0 7.0 5.0 1.4 .4
Cuban 31 6.9 4.3 8.1 4.9 1.2 .3
Puerto Rican 62 5.4 4.4 7.7 5.5 2.3 .5
Other Hispanic 61 6.7 4.5 8.5 4.6 1.8 .4

Black 453 4.5 3.7 6.4 4.3 1.9 .5
White 2012 8.6 4.4 10.8 4.6 2.2 .5

Third 2654 9.5 4.8 11.8 5.1 2.3 .5

Hitpanic 390 7.1 4.3 8.9 5.4 1.8 .4
Mexican 264 6.4 4,3 8.1 5.3 1.7 .4
Cuban 49 8.9 4.1 10.0 3.8 1.2 .3
Puerto Rican 35 6.5 3.9 8.9 6.0 2.4 .6
Other Hispanic 42 8.9 3.8 11.0 5.0 2.1 .6

Black 420 5.4 4.3 7.5 5.0 2.0 .5
White 1844 10.3 4.5 12.7 4.6 2.3 .5

Highest 3265 11.9 4.7 14.3 4.6 2.3 .5

Hispanic 323 9.0 4.9 12.0 5.2 3.0 .6
Mexican 162 9.4 4.4 12.1 4.8 2.7 .6
Cuban 60 11.5 5.1 14.2 4.6 2.7 .5
Puerto Rican 36 8.5 5.2 11.9 5.5 3.5 .7
Other Hispanic 65 7.8 4.9 11.1 5.4 3.3 .7

Black 400 7.6 4.9 10.0 5.2 2.4 .5
White 2542 12.4 4.4 14.7 4.3 2.3 .5

Ic_See table 3A
**See table 3A "**".
# See table 3A "tote.
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Table 31

Mean IRT Scores in Vocabulary by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity'and Educational Aspiration

Post Sec
Educ
Plans

Race/
Ethnicity

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

HS ONLY 2150 6.4 4.1 8.2 4.6 1.8 .4

Hispanic 303 4.3 3.3 5.4 4.1 1.1 .3

Mexican 221 4.1 3.1 5.1 4.0 1.0 .3

Cuban 12 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 49 3.5 3.1 4.7 4.3 1.2 .4

Other Hispanic 22 a a a a a a

Black 227 4.2 3.3 5.2 4.1 1.0 .3

White 1620 6.8 4.1 8.8 4.4 1.9 .5

SOME COLLEGE 1990 7.5 4.3 9.5 4.6 1.9 .5

Hispanic 268 5.7 4.1 6.3 4.8 .6 .2

Mexican 177 5.4 4.0 6.1 4.7 .6 .2

Cuban 15 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 39 6.1 4.6 7.1 5.1 1.0 .2

Other Hispanic 37 5.7 3.7 5.9 4.8 .3 .1

Black 288 4.0 3.2 6.1 4.0 2.1 .6

White 1434 8.2 4.1 10.2 4.4 2.0 .5

COLLEGE 1888 9.0 4.5 11.3 4.8 2.3 .5

Hispanic 296 7.0 4.2 9.4 4.6 2.5 .6

Mexican 185 6.9 3.9 9.2 4.7 2.3 .6

Cuban 29 a a A a a a

Puerto Rican 42 6.4 3.8 8.2 4.7 1.8 .5

Other Hispanic 40 7.4 5.0 10.5 4.2 3.1 .6

Black 293 4.8 3.7 7.0 4.6 2.2 .6

White 1298 9.8 4.2 12.1 4.4 2.2 .5

COLLEGE AND BEYOND 4814 11.7 4.8 14.1 4.7 2.4 .5

Hispanic 567 8.5 4.8 11.1 5.4 2.6 .6

Mexican 293 9.2 4.8 10.7 5.4 2.6 .5

Cuban 113 ).4 5.4 11.6 5.4 2.1 .4

Puerto Rican 64 7.7 4.6 10.6 5.9 2.9 .6

Other Hispanic 97 9.0 4.5 11.7 5.0 2.8 .6

Black 754 6.9 5.0 9.2 5.2 2.3 .5

White 3494 12.4 4.3 14.9 4.1 2.4 .6

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 3A "*".
**See table 3A "**".
# See table 3A "note".
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Table 4A

rteat In Scores in Reading by
Academic Yeaki RACe/Ethnicity and Sex

Sex
Race/
Ethnicity

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD

Effect
Change Size#

Total 10375 7.6 4.4 8.9 4.8 1.3 .3

Hispanic 1353 5.4 3.7 6.6 4.3 1.2 .3
Mexican 847 5.1 3.6 6.3 4.2 1.2 .3
Cuban 156 7.7 4.8 8.8 5.3 1.1 .2
Puerto Rican 169 5.3 3.9 6.4 4.3 1.1 .3
Other Hispanic _181 5.6 3.6 6.9 4.3 1.3 .4

Black 1535 5.1 3.6 6.0 4.0 .9 .2
White 7488 8.3 4.4 9.5 4.7 1.2 .3

Male 4978 7.8 4.5 9.2 4.8 1.4 .3

Hispanic 625 5.5 3.9 6.9 4.4 1.4 .4
hexican 387 5.2 3.6 6.7 4.2 1.5 .4
Cuban 64 8.7 4.8 9.2 5.8 .4 .1
Puerto Rican 82 5.8 4.2 7.1 4.8 1.3 .3
Other Hispanic 92 5.3 3.7 6.7 4.1 1.4 .4

Black 732 5.4 3.9 6.4 4.0 1.1 .3White 3621 8.3 4.5 9.7 4.7 1.4 .3

Female 5398_ 7.5 4.4 8.7 4.8

Hispanic 728 5.3 3.6 6.3 4.2 I.1 .3
Mexican 460 5.0 3.5 5.9 4.1 1.0 .3
Cuban 02 6.8 4.5 8.5 4.8 1.7 .4
Puerto Rican 87 4.8 3.4 5.6 3.5 .9 .3
Other Hispanic 89 5.8 3.4 7.1 4.5 1.3 .4Black 803 4.9 3.4 5.7 3.9 .7 .2

White 3867 8.0 4.4 9.3 4.7 1.3 .3

* The number of ceses in each analysis varied According to the response
rate on the Variable analyzed;

**SD Standard Deviation;

Note#: Effedt_size is.cOmputed with the following general formaa
(kJ - 3U/SE1 _where Ri_and spL, refer to SothoMoke year
Mean test score and standard deviation and X2 refer to
senior year mean test score.



Table 4B

Mean IRT SCOr6g ih Reading by_
Ac&d6mic Y6Ar, Race/Ethnicity and SES

SES Race/
Quartile Ethnicity

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Lowest 2591 57 3;8 67 4;1 1;I ;3

Hispanic 657 4.9 3.4 5.7 4,1
Mexican 471 4.9 3.5 5.8 4.1 1.0 .3

Cuban 37 6.6 4.5 6.6 5.5
Puerto Rican 98 5.2 3.9 6.0 4.2
Other Hispanic 50 4.3 2.2 4.4 2.7

Black 591 4.6 3.3 5.5 3.5 .8 .3

White 1342 6.1 3.9 7.4 4.2 1.2 .3

Second 2529 7.2 4.2 8.3 4.5 1.1 .3

Hispanic 287 4.8 3.4 6.3 3.9 1.5 .4

Mexican 180 4.5 3.1 5.7 3.7 1.2 .4

Cuban 35 7.4 4.2 9.6 4.9 2.2 .5

Puerto Rican 34 5.4 4.0 6.6 4.0 1.2 .3

Other Hispanic 38 4.4 3.1 6.4 3.5 2.1 .7

Black 387 5.1 3.4 5.9 3.8 .7 .2

White 1855 7.6 4.2 8.7 4.5 1.1 .3

Third 2445 8.1 4.3 9.4 4.7 1.3 .3

Hispanic 224 5.9 3.8 7.7 4.1 1.8 .5

Mexican 123 5.5 3.6 7.6 4.1 2.1 .6

Cuban 37 8.0 4.5 8.3 3.9 .3 .1

Puerto Rican a a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 45 6.2 3.9 7.6 4.1 1.4 .4

Black 313 5.6 4.0 6.5 4.3 .9 .2

White 190) 3.4 4.3 9.7 4.6 1.3 .3

Highest 2703 9.5 4.5 11.1 4.6 1.6 .4

Hispanic 166 8 4.2 9.6 4.8 1.6 .4

Mexican 63 7.7 4 8.5 4.6 .9 .2

Cuban 46 9.1 5.4 11.2 5.1 2.1 .4

Puerto Rican a a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 46 8.3 3.7 10.4 4.7 2.1 .6

Black 208 7 4.5 8.6 4.7 1.5 .3

White 2329 9.7 4.4 11.3 4.6 1.6 .4

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 4A "*";
**See table 4A "**";
# See table 4A "note";
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Table 4C

Mean IRT Scores in Reading
Adademic Year, Race/Ethnicity and Höte Language

Home Race/
Language Ethnicity

Mon Engl

n*
Sophomore

Mean SD**
Senior

Mean SD Change
Effect
Size#

Dominant 774 5.4 3.8 6.8 4.3 1.4 .4

Hispanic 646 5.1 3.5 6.2 4.0 1.2 .3
Mexican 372 4.6 3.1 5.7 3.6 1.2 .4Cuban 117 7.1 4.4 8.7 4.6 1.6 .4
Puerto Rican 105 5.1 3.6 6.3 4.0 1.2 .3
Other Hispanic 51 6.3 3.5 6.8 4.5 .4 .1Black 8 aaaa a aWhite 120 6.1 4.2 8.0 4.7 1.8 .4

English
Dominant 1086 8.5 4.6 9.9 4.9 1.4

Hispanic 423 6.6 4.2 8.0 4.5 1.4 .3Mexican 325 6.2 3.9 7.5 4.4 1.3 .3Cuban 22 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 33 7.4 4.0 8.1 4.4
Other Hispanic 43 7.0 4.5 8.7 4.1 1.7 .4Black 58 7.1 4.3 7.9 4.9 .8 .2White 605 8.9 4.6 10.4 4.8 1.5 .3

English
Monoling 8480 7.6 4.4 8.9 4.8 1.3 .3

Hispanic 274 4.8 3.4 6.0 4.3 1.2 .3Mexican 143 4.6 3.5 5.7 4.3 1.1 .3Cuban 16 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 31 4.2 3.9 5.4 4.6 1.2 .3
Other Hispanic 85 5.1 3.2 6.4 4.1 1.4 .4Black 1467 5.1 3.6 5.9 3.9 1.4 .4White 6739 8.1 4.4 9.4 4.7 1.3 .3

a r. Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 4A "*".
**See table 4A "**".
# See table 4A "note".
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Table 4D

Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Yeari
Race/Ethnicity and English Proficiency

Speak
Understand Race/ Sophomore Senior Effedt

English Ethnicity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size#

NOT AT ALL 2 a a a a

Hispanic . 0* . 0 .0 . o

Mexican . 0 . 0 .0 .0 . o

Cuban . 0 . 0 .0 .0

Puerto Rican . 0 . 0 .6 .0

Other Hispanic . 0 . 0 .6 .0 . 0

Black . 0 . 0 .6 .0 . 0

White 2 a a a

NOT VERY WELL 6 a a

Hispanic
Mexican

a a
a

a
a

Cuban .0 .0 0 0

Puerto Rican a a a

Other HiSpanid
BIack

.0 .0 . 0
a a

White .0 0

PRETTY WELL 197 4.7 3.3 5.8 3.7 1.1

Hispanic 155 4.2 2.8 5.5 3.3 1.3 .5

Mexican 120 4.0 2.6 5.4 3.1 1.4 .5

Cuban 12 a a a a

Puerto Rican 13 a a a a

Other Hispanic 11 a a a a

Black 4 A A a a a a

White 38 5.5 3.8 6.5 4.1 1.1 .3

VERY WELL 1759 8.1 4.5 9.5 4.9 1.4 .3

Hispanic 946 6.0 3.9 7.3 4.4 1.3 ;3

Mexican 596 5.6 3.7 6.9 4.2 1.3 ;4

Cuban 131 8.3 4.9 9.6 5.2 1;3 ;3

Puerto Rican 129 6.0 3.8 7.2 4.3 1;2 ;3

Other HiSpanid 90 6.7 4.0 8.0 4.6 1;3 ;3

Black 73 6.4 4.5 7.4 4.8 1;0 ;2

White 740 9.0 4 4 10.4 4.7 14 .3

a !!.._SampIe

* See table
**See table
# See table

size too small for reliable eStimation.
4A "*".
4A "**".
4A "note".

101

1 8



Table 4E

Mean IRT Scores in_Reading by Acadetie YeAri
Race/Ethnicity and Spanish Proficieney

Speak/_
Understand Race/ Sophomore Senier Effect
Spanish Ethnicity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size#

NOT AT ALL 92 7;3 4;2 8.6 4.7 1.3 .3

Hispanic 14 a a a a a
Mexican 11 a a a a a a
Cuban 0 a a a a a
Puerto Rican_ 2 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 1 a a a a a a

Black 5 a a a a a
Whitt 73 7.2 4.2 8.4 4.6 1.3 .3

NOT VERY WELL 38 8.6 4.3 9.6 4.7 1.1 .2

Hispanic 98 61 4;3 7.2 4.5 1.1 .3
Mexican 72 62 4;1 7.1 4.4 .9 .2
Cuban 1 a a a a A a
Puerto Rican_ _9 a a a a A a
Other Hispanic 16 a a a a a a

Black 18 a a a a a a
White 262 9.1 4;0 10.1 4.5 1.0 .3

PRETTY WELL 805 79 4;7 9.4 5.0 1.5 .3

Hispanic 453 5.4 3.6 6.4 4.0 1.0 .3
Mexican 333 4.9 3.3 6.2 3.7 1.3 .4
Cuban 42 8.5 4.4 9.7 5.2 1.2 .3
Puerto Rican_ 51 6.1 3.6 6.3 3.3 .2 .1
Other Hispanic 27 a a a a a a

Black 44 6.4 4.3 6.8 5.0 .4 .1
White 307 9.1 4.6 10.9 4.8 1.8 .4

VERY WELL 703 6.8 4.4 8.3 4.8 1.6 .4

Hispanic 544 5.8 3.9 7.3 4.5 1.6 .4
Mexican 305 5.2 3.5 6.6 4.2 1.4 .4
Cuban 99 7.8 4.9 9.3 4.8 1.5 .3
Puerto Rican_ 81 5.3 4.0 7.2 4.8 1.9 .5
Other Hispanic 58 7.0 3.4 8.8 4.1 1.8 .5

Black 13 5.9 3.2 7.7 3.2 1.9 .6
White 146 7.9 4.8 9.5 5.0 1.6 .3

a - Sample_
* See table
**See table
# See table

size too small for reliable estimation.
4A "*";
4A "**";
4A "note";
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Table 4F

Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Country of Origin

Country
of
Origin

Race/
Ethnicity n*

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD

Effect
Change Size#

USA 9824 7.7 4.4 9.0 4.8 1.3 .3

Hispanic 1101 5.3 3.7 6.4 4.3 1.1 .3

Mexican 750 5.1 3.5 6.2 4.2 1.1 .3

Cuban 81 8.2 4.7 8.9 5.4 .7 .2

Puerto Rican 133 5.2 3.8 5.9 3.8 .7 .2

Other Hispanic 137 5.4 3.6 6.7 4.3 1.3 . 4t-

Black 1443 5.1 3.6 6.0 3.9 .9 .2

White 7280 8.2 4.4 9.5 4.7 1.3 .3

OUTSIDE U A 452 6.5 4.1 8.3 4.5 1.9 .4

Hispanic 236 5.8 3.9 7.5 4.3 1.7 .4

Mexican 87 4.5 3.4 6.7 3.4 2.2 .6

Cuban 72 7.4 4.8 8.8 5.1 1.5 .3

Puerto Rican 36 5.7 4.0 8.1 5.2 2.4 .6

Other Hispanic 42 6.5 3.2 7.3 4.0 .8 .2

Black 60 6.4 4.6 7.7 5.0 1.3 .3

White 155 6.9 4.1 8.9 4.5 2.0 .5

* See table 4A "*".
**See table 4A "**".
# See table 4A "note";
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Table 4G

Mean 1RT Scores in Reading by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Length of Residence

Length
of
Residence

Race/
Ethnicity n*

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

1 to 5 Years 230 6.5 4.5 8.1 4.9 1.6

HiSpanic 109 5.0 3.4 6.6 3.8 1.7 .5
Mexican 38 4.4 2.6 5.7 2.8 1.3 .5
Cuban 23 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 20 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 29 a a a a a aBlack 42 5.1 3.7 6.3 4.3 1.2 .3

White 79 7.9 4.8 9.5 5.2 1.7 .3

6 to 10 Yee.rs 295 7.1 4.7 8.7 4.7 1.6 .3

Hispanic 90 6.0 4.4 7.9 4.7 1.9
Mexican 34 4.8 4.4 7.4 4.1 2.6
Cuban 33 8.2 4.7 10.2 5.4 2.0 .4
Puerto Rican 12 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 11 a a A a a aBlack 47 3.9 3.5 5.9 3.9 1.9 .6White 159 8.0 4.7 9.4 4.6 1.5 3

II or More 9755 7.7 4.4 9.0 4.8 1.3 .3

Hispanic 1141 5.4 3.7 6.5 4.3 1.1 .3
Mexican 766 5.2 3.5 6.3 4.2 1.1 ;3Cuban 99 8.1 4.9 8.6 5.4 .5 ;I
Puerto Rican 136 5.3 3.9 6.2 4.1 .9
Other Hispanic 141 5.5 3.6 6.8 4.2 1.3

Black 1415 5.2 3.7 6.0 3.9 .8 .2White 7199 8.2 4.4 9.5 4.7 1.3 .3

a = Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 4A "*".
**See table 4A "**".
# See table 4A "note".
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Table 4H

Mean IRT Scores in Reading by Academic Year;
Race/Ethnicity; and Carnegie Units in the New Basics

Carnegie
Units in the Race/
New Basics Ethnicity

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Lowest 1869 5;5 3;6 6;5 4;0 1;0 ;3

Hispanic 253 3.9 2.8 4.9 3.6 1.0 .4

Mexican 148 3.7 2.7 5.1 3.3 1.3 .5

Cuban 26 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 52 3.6 2.0 4.3 3.5
Other Hispanic 28 a a a a a a

Black 291 3.9 3.1 4.7 3.3 .8 .3

White 1325 5.9 3.6 6.9 4.0 1.1 .3

Second 2735 6.5 3.9 7.5 4.3 1.0 .3

Hispanic 400 4.9 3.3 6.0 3.9 1.0 .3

Mexican 273 4.7 3.1 5.8 4.1 1.1 .4

Cuban . 25 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 51 5.4 4.2 6.4 3.7 1.0 .2

Other Hispanic 50 5.4 3.3 5.9 3.6 .6 .2

Black 433 4.7 3.1 5.1 3.3 .5 .1

White 1902 6.8 3.9 8.0 4.3 1.1 .3

Third 2556 7.8 4.3 9.1 4.5 1.3 .3

Hispanic 373 5.9 3.6 6.9 4.2 1.0 .3

Mexican 262 5.5 3.6 6.3 4.9 .9 .2

Cuban 43 8.5 4.0 9.2 4.0 .7 .2

Puerto Rican 30 6.2 3.4 6.7 2.5 .5 .1

Other Hispanic 38 6.3 3.1 8.1 4.2 1.8 .6

Black 411 5.0 3.6 6.1 3.8 1.1 .3

White 1773 8.4 4.2 9.7 4.4 1.4 .3

Highest 3215 7.8 4.3 9.1 5.4 1.3 .3

Hispanic 326 7.3 4.5 9.4 4.5 2.0 .4

Mexican 164 7.0 4.3 8.9 4.2 1.9 .4

Cuban 62 9.8 5.2 11.2 5.7 1.4 .3

Puerto Rican 35 8.2 4.6 10.9 4.7 2.6 .6

Other Hispanic 65 6.6 4.2 8.9 4.2 2.3 .5

BlaCk 400 7.3 4.1 8.6 4.4 1.3 .3

White 2489 10.4 4.3 12.0 4.4 1.6 .4

a - Sample s
* See table
**See table
# See table

ize too small for reliable estimation.
4A "*".
4A "**".
4A "note".
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Table 41

Mean 1RT Scores in Reading by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Educational Aspiration

Post Sec
Edue Rade/ Sophomore Senior Effatt
Plahs Ethtieity h* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Si2e#

HS ONLY 1917 5.3 3;5 6;2 38 .8 .2

Hispanic 270 3.9 3.0 4.2 3.0 .2 .1
Mexican 203 3.7 2.7 4.2 3.0
Cuban 9 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 39 3.7 3.2 3.8 2.9
Other Hispanic 20 a a a a a a

Black 200 4.0 2.9 4.7 3.2 .7 .2
White 1447 5.6 3.5 6.5 3.8 .9 .2

SOME COLLEGE 1891 6.1 3.8 7.1 4.0 1.0 .3

Hispanic 248 4.5 3.1 5.7 3.9 1.2 .4
Mexican 169 4.3 2.9 5.4 3.9 I.1 .4
Cuban 16 àa a a a
Puerto Rican 34 5.3 3.4 5.4 3.5
Other Hispanic 29 a a a a a

Black 290 4.1 2.8 4.8 2.9
White 1353 6.6 3.8 7.6 4.0 1.0 .3

COLLEGE 1807 7.2 4.0 8.5 4.3 1.3 .3

Hispanic 275 R.5 3.4 6.9 3.8 1.4 .4
Mexican 176 5.5 3.5 7.0 3.7 1.5 .4
Cuban 24 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 36 5.2 3.5 6.2 3.4 1.0 .3
Other Hispanic 39 5.1 3.0 6.4 4.1 1.3 .4

Black 288 4.6 3.2 5.6 3.5
White 1245 7.8 3.9 9.1 4.3 1.3 .3

COLLEGE AND BEYOND 4711 9.7 4.5 -11.3 4.6 1.6 .4

Hispanic 548 7.0 4.1 8.9 4.5 1.9 .5
Mexican 292 6.7 4.0 8.5 4.4 1.8 .5
Cuban 106 8.2 5.0 10.1 5.2 1.9 .4
Puerto Rican 58 6.9 4.3 9.5 4.2 2.6 .6
Other Hispanic 93 7.2 3.8 8.8 4.3 1.7 .4

Black 741 6.4 4.2 7.5 4.5 1.0 .2
White 3422 10.2 4.3 11.9 4.3 1.7 .4

a Sample_size too small for reliable estimAtion.
* See table 4A "*".
**See table 4A "**".
# See table 4A "note".
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Table.5A

MeanIRT Scores in Math by

Sex

Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity,

Race/ Sophomore
Ethnicity n* Mean SD**

and sex

.Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Total 9810 14.8 9.0 16.8 9.8 2.0 .2

Hispanic 1247 9.8 7.5 11.8 8.7 2.0 .

Mexican 760 9.5 7.3 11.1 8.1 1.6 .2

Cuban 165 13.7 8.5 17.2 9.5 3.4 .4
Puerto Rican 151 8.5 6.6 10.5 9.3 2.1 .3

Other Hispanic 170 10.3 7.7 12.7 8.9 2.4 .3

Black 1326 8.3 6.9 10.3 8.1 2.0 .3

White 7238 15.9 8.8 17.9 9.7 2.0 .2

Male 4745 15;2 9;3 17;6 10;2 24

Hispanic 568 10.5 7.6 12.8 9.2 2.3 .3

Mexican 347 10.4 7.4 12.3 8.4 1.9 .3

Cuban 62 17.0 8.1 19.5 10.7 2.5 .3

Puerto Rican 74 9.1 7.1 11.8 9.9 2.7 .4

Other Hispanic 85 10.1 7.7 13.1 9.5 3.0 .4
Black 643 8.3 7.3 10.6 8.7 2.4 .3

White 3534 16.3 9.2 18.7 10.0 2.4 .3

Female 5065 14.4 8.6 16.1 9.4 1.7 2

Hispanic 678 9.2 7.3 10.8 8.0 1.7 .

Mexican 413 8.6 7.1 10.0 7.7 1.4 .2

Cuban 103 11.6 8.1 15.7 8.3 4.0 .5

Puerto Rican 77 7.6 5.8 8.8 8.1 1.2 .2

Other Hispanic 85 10.4 7.7 12.2 8.1 1.8 .2

Black 683 8.3 6.6 99 7.5 1.6 .2

White 3704 15.5 8.4 17.1 9.2 1.7 .2

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response

rate on the variable analyzed.

**SD - Standard Deviation.

Note#: Effect size is comPuted with the following general formula
<Xj - R2)/SD1 where RI. and SDI., refer to sophomore year
mean test score and standard deviation and R2 refer to
senior year mean test score.
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Tabl6 58

Mean IRT Scores in Math by
Academic Year, Race/Ethhidity, and SES

SES Race/
Quartile Ethnicity

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Lowest 2308 9.9 7.5 11.4 8.2 1.4 .2

Hispanic 585 8.4 6.9 9.8 7.9 1.4 .2
Mexican 408 8.8 7.2 9.7 7.7 1.0 .1
Cuban 40 10.7 9.0 13.8 9.0 3.1 .3
Puerto Rican 91 8.1 6.1 9.7 8.7 1.6 .3
Other Hispanic 45 6.3 5.2 8.8 7.1 2.5 .5

Black 492 7.3 6.4 8.8 7.2 1.6 .2White 1231 11.0 7.7 12.4 8.4 1.4 .2

Second 2375 13.7 8.2 15.4 9.0 1.7 .2

Hispanic 264 8.8 6.7 10.9 7.9 2.1 .3
Mexican 162 9.4 6.8 11.0 7.1 1.7 .2
Cuban 36 13.6 7.8 17.6 11.0 4.1 .5
Puerto Rican 29 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 37 7.5 5.7 9.8 6.9 2.3 .4

Black 323 8.8 6.5 10.7 7.6 1.9 .3
White 1788 14.5 8.1 16.1 8.9 1.7 .2

Third 2352 16.0 8.7 18.0 9.4 2.0 .2

Hispanic 215 11.0 7.4 14.2 9.0 3.3 .4
Mexican 116 10.1 7.3 13.2 8.5 3.1 .4Cuban 40 13.4 4.6 16.5 8.5 3.1 3
Puerto Rican 19 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 41 12.2 7.6 16.0 9.4 3.7 .5

Black 285 9.2 77 11.9 9.2 2.7 .4
White 1852 16.7 8.6 18.6 9.2 1.9 .2

Highest 2697 18.8 8.8 21.5 9.5 2.8 .3

Hispanic 172 15.2 8.1 17.4 8.9 2.2 .3
Mexican 65 13.0 7.9 15.6 8.9 2.6 .3
Cuban 49 18.0 9.0 21.6 7.5 3.7 .4
Puerto Rican 11 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 47 18.2 7.0 19.1 8.3 .9 .1

Black 200 11.0 7.9 13.3 9.2 . 2.3 .3
White 2325 19.2 8.6 22.0 9.3 2.8 .3

a - Sample size tee Small for reliable estimation.
* See table SA "*",
**See table 5A "**"._
# See table 5A "note".

108
.115



Table 5C

Mean IRT Scores in Math_by
Academmic Yeari Race/Ethnicity and Home Language

Home Race/
Language Ethnicity

Non_Engl

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Dominant 729 10.4 7.4 12.5 8.9 2.2 .3

Hispanic 606 9.0 6.9 10.9 8.2 2.0 .3

Mexican 340 7.9 6.2 9.7 7.3 1.8 .3

Cuban 127 12.9 8.0 16.2 8.9 3.2 .4

Puerto Rican 92 7.8 6.7 9.7 9.0 1.9 .3

Other Hispanic 47 13.7 6.0 15.1 7.8 1.5 .2

Black 9 a A a a a a

White 114 13.3 7.6 15.8 9.4 2.5 .3

English
Dominant 1050 16.9 8.9 18.8 10.0 1.9 .2

Hispanic 399 12.5 8.3 13.9 9.2 1.5 .2

Mexican 304 11.8 8.3 13.1 8.8 1.3 .2

Cuban 23 a A a a a a
Puerto Rican 33 11.8 6.0 14.0 9.1 2.2 .4

Other Hispanic 38 14.5 8.5 15.7 8.8 1.3 .1

Black 54 13.5 6.9 15.6 8.3 2.1 .3

White 598 17.8 8.8 19.8 9.9 2.0 .2

English
Monoling 7995 14.7 8.9 16.7 9.8 2.0 .2

Hispanic 232 8.7 7.0 11.2 8.6 2.5 .4

Mexican 109 8.8 6.6 10.8 7.7 2.0 .3

Cuban 15 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 26 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 83 8.8 7.4 11.6 8.9 2.8 .4

Black 1260 8.2 6.9 10.1 8.0 2.0 .3

White 6503 15.7 8.8 17.7 9.6 2.0 .2

a Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 5A "*".
**See table 5A "**".
# See table 5A "note".
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Table 5D

Mean IRT Scores Math by Academic Year;
Race/Ethnicity and English Proficiency

Speak/
Understand Race/
EngliSh Ethnicity

NOT AT ALL
Hispanic
Mexican
Cuban
Puerto Rican
_Other Hispanic

Blaek
White

n*
Sciphomore
Mean SD**

a a
.0 .0
.0 .0

.0 .0

.0 .0

.0 .0

.0 .0
a A

Senior
Mean SD

a a
; b
;0

;0

;0

;0
.0 0
a a

Change

A
.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

a

Effect
Siie#

.0

.0

.0

.0

.0

a

NOT VERY WELL__ A a a a aHispanic A A a a a aMexican a a 4 a a aCuban .0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0Puerto Rican a a A a a a
Other Hispanic A a a a a a

Blitek a A a a a
White .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

PRETTY WELL 191 9.4 6.6 10.9 7.6 1.5 .Hispanic 151 8.6 6.5 9.7 6.8 1.1 .Mexican 108 8.5 6.3 9.6 6.7 1.1 .2Cuban 19 a a A a a a
Puerto Rican 14 a a A a a aOther Hispanic II a a A a a aBlack 4 a a a a a aWhite 36 10.3 6.5 12.4 8.0 2.0 .3

VERY WELL 1683 15.8 9.0 17.8 10.1 2.0 .2Hispanic 879 10.8 7.8 12.7 8.9 2.0 .3Mexican 551 10.0 7.7 11.7 8.4 1.7 .2Cuban 136 14.7 8.6 18.4 9.5 3.7 .4
Puerto Rican 113 9.4 6.8 11.7 9.5 2.2 .3
Other Hispanic 80 13.9 7.1 15.7 7.8 1.8 .3Black 74 11.0 7.5 12.1 8.3 1.I .1Wiite 730 17.7 8.7 19.7 9.9 2.0 .2

a !- Sample size too small for reliable estimation;
* See table 5A "*".
**See table 5A "**".
# See table 5A "note".
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Table-5E

Mean,IRT Scores in Math by_Academic
Race/Ethnicity and Spanish Proficiency

Speak/
Understand Race/ :±Sophomore_ Senior Effedt
.Spanish Ethhidity Mean SD** Mean SD Change Site*

NOT AT ALL 90 14.7 8.5 15.5 9.9 .8 .1

Hispanic 12 a a a a a a
Mexican 9 a a a a a a

Cuban 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

Puerto Rican 2 a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 1 a a a a a a
Black 4 a a a a a a
White 74 14.6 8.5 16.0 9.7 1.3 .2

NOT VERY WELL 370 17.0 8.7 18.3 9.5 1.3 .1

Hispanic 91 13.0 8.1 14.0 8.5 1.0 .1

Mexican 68 13.3 8.2 14.4 8.1 1.2 .1

Cuban 1 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 9 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 13 a a a a a a

Black 19 a a a a a
White 260 17.8 8.6 19.1 9.4 1.4

PRETTY WELL 770 15.4 9.2 18.0 10.1 2.6 .3

Hispanic 428 9.5 7.1 11.9 8.4 2.3 .3

Mexican 309 8.9 6.9 11.2 8.1 2.3 .3

Cuban 47 13.4 6.4 18.3 9.5 4.8 .8

Puerto Rican 47 8.4 5.9 10.1 7.6 1.7 .3

Other Hispanic 25 a a a a a a
Black 42 9.9 7.5 11.8 8.2 1.9 .3
White 299 18.3 8.8 21.0 9.5 2.8 .3

VERY WELL 668 12.7 8.6 14.6 10.5 2.0

Hispanic 511 10.3 7.7 12.1 8.8 1.8 .2

Mexican 279 8.8 7.1 10.2 7.8 1.4 .2

Cuban 106 14.4 9.4 17.3 9.2 2.9 .3

Puerto Rican 71 9.2 7.2 11.6 10.4 2.4 .3

Other Hispanic 54 13.7 6.5 15.4 7.4 1.6 .2

Black 16 a a a a a a

White 141 15.6 8.7 17.7 11.5 2.1 .2

a - Samplesize too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 5A "*".
**See table 5A "**".
* See table 5A "note".
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Table 5F

Mean IRT SoOrea in Math by Academic_Year,
Race/EthniCity and Country of Origin

Country
of_ Racn/ Sophomore Senior EffeatOrigin Ethnicity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size*

USA 9295 14.9 8.9 16.9 9.8 2.0 .2

Hispanic 1013 9.6 7.5 11.5 8.6 1.9 .2Mex-zan 672 9.6 7.5 11.3 8.2 1.7 .2Cuban 89 15.1 8.5 17.9 9.4 2.9 .3Puerto Rican 125 7.6 6.1 9.6 8.8 2.0 .3Other Hispanic 128 9.8 7.8 11.8 8.7 2.0 .3Black 1246 8.3 6.9 10.3 8.0 2.0 .3White 7036 15.9 8.8 18.0 9,6 2.0 .2

OUTSIDE USA 428 12.8 8.8 14.4 9.6 1.6 .2

Hispanic 222 10.6 7.3 13.1 8.9 2.4 .3Mexican 82 7.7 5.8 9.1 7.1 1.3 1.-Cuban 74 12.9 8.3 16.6 9.6 3.7 .4Puerto Rican 27 11.6 7.3 13.8 10.3 2.2 .3Other Hispanic 40 13.2 6.9 16.5 6.9 3.3 .5Black 56 10.1 7.2 13.1 9.2 3.0 .4White 150 14.2 9.3 15.2 9.8 1.0 .1

* See table 5A "*",
**See table 5A "**"._
See table 5A "nOte".

112

119



'Table 50

Mean IRT Scoes in Math by Academic_Yeari
Rade/Ethnicity and Length of Residence

Length
of
Residence

Race/
Ethnicity n*

Sophomore Senior
Mean SD** Me n SD Change

Effect
Size#

1 to 5 Years 208 12.9 9.1 16.0 10.5 3.1

Hiapanic 107 9.2 7.3 12.6 9.5 3.4 .5

Mexican 34 7.6 5.2 9.4 7.8 1.8 .3

Cuban 25 a a a a a A

Puerto Rican 15 a a a a A a

Other Hispanic 27 a a a a a

Black 24 6.4 5.8 9.8 7.6 3.4 .6

White 47 16.6 8.8 19.6 10.3 3.0 .3

6 to 10 Years 268 12.9 8.8 15.2 9.9 2.3 .3

Hispanic 85 11.3 7.6 12.4 8.4 1.0 .1

Mexican 29 a a a a a
Cuban 34 15.0 9.2 18.1 9.4 3.2 .3

Puerto Rican 12 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 10 a a a a a

Black 32 7.5 6.2 8.3 7.2 ;8 ;1

White 152 13.9 9.0 16.7 9.9 2;8 ;3

11 or More 9252 14;9 8;9 16;9 98 2;0 ;2

Hispanic 1051 9.8 7.5 11.7 8.6 1.9 .3

Mexican 689 9.6 7.5 11.3 8.2 1.7 .2

Cuban 105 14.5 8.1 17.8 9.4 3.3 .4

Puerto Rican 124 7.8 5.9 10.0 8.8 2.2 .4

Other Hispanic 133 10.2 7.7 12.1 8.6 2.0 .3

Black 1236 8.4 7.0 10.3 8.1 1.9 .3

White 6966 15.9 8.8 17.9 9.6 2.0 .2

a - SampIe_size too small for reliable eatimation.
* See table 5A "*";
**See table 5A "**"-;
# See table Sh."note".
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Table 5H

Mean IRT Scores in Math by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity, and Carnegie Units in the New Basics

Carnegie
Units in the
Basics

Race/
Ethnicity

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Seniot
Mean SD

_ Effect
Change Size#

Lowest 1606 9.2 7.1 10.1 7.4 .8 .1

Hispanic 208 6.6 6.0 8.1 7.3 1.6 .3
Mexican 117 6.3 5.5 7.1 5.8 .9 .2Cuban 29 9.9 8.3 12.3 8.5 2.4 .3
Puerto Rican 38 6.6 5.9 6.7 7.1 .1 0
Other Hispanic 25 aaaa a aBlack 215 5.5 5.2 6.5 5.8 .9 .2White 1183 9.9 7.2 10.6 7.5 .7 .1

SeCond 2539 12.1 7.7 13.1 8.2 1.0 .1

Hispanic 360 8.6 6.2 9.7 7.8 1.2 .2Mexican 239 8.6 5.9 9.9 6.9 1.3 .2Cuban 25 a a aaka
Puerto Rican 50 8.1 5.6 9.4 8.9 1.2 .2
Other Hispanic 46 8.5 6.6 9.0 8.8 _.5 .1Black 368 6.7 5.4 7.8 6.5 1.1 .2White 1811. 13.0 7.7 14.1 8.0 1.0 .1

Third 2459 14.9 8.2 17.2 8.8 2.3 .3

Hispanic 355 10.5 7.2 12.2 7.6 1.7 .2Mexican 241 10.1 7.5 11.3 7.8 1.2 .2Cuban 49 13.3 5.8 16.5 7.1 3.2 .6Puerto Rican 27 a a a a
Other Hispanic 39 11.7 6.0 14.5 6.1 2.8 .5Black 352 8.4 6.9 10.4 7.6 2.1 .3White 1752 16.1 7.9 18.4 8.5 2.3 .3

Highest 3206 20.3 8.5 23.7 8.6 3.4 .4

Hispanic 324 14.1 8.8 18.2 8.8 4.1 .5Mexican 163 13.5 8.8 17.3 8.9 3.8 .4Cuban 63 18.2 7.8 22.3 8.9 4.1 .5
Puerto Rican 27 12.2 7.4 18.9 8.5 6.7 .9
Other Hispanic 39 14.6 9.2 17.9 7.9 3.4 .4Black 352 12.5 7.9 16.3 8.6 3.8 .5White 1752 21.2 8.1 24.5 8.2 3.3 .4

Sample site too Small for reliable estimation.
See table SA "*",

hvSee table 5A "**"._
P See table 5A "note".
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Table 51

Mean IRT Scores in Math by Academie Yeari
Race/Ethnicity and Educational Atpitatioh

Post Sec
Educ
Plans

Race/
Ethnicity

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD

Effect
Change Size#

HS ONLY 3703 9.3 7.0 9.9 7.1 .6 .1

Hispanic 231 6.2 5.0 7.1 6.4 1.1 .2

Mexican 175 5.8 4.6 6.7 5.7 1.0 .2

Cuban 9 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 30 6.1 3.3 6.6 6.3 .5 .1

Other Hispanic 17 aaaa A a

Black 151 5.4 5.2 6.2 5.6 .8 .1

White 1321 9.9 7.1 10.5 7.1 .5 .1

SOME COLLEGE 1709 11.4 7.5 12.6 7.9 1.2 .2

Hispanic 208 8.5 6.6 9.5 7.6 1.0 .2

Mexican 132 9.9 6.8 9.8 6.5 -.1 .0

Cuban 17 A A A a a a
Puerto Rican 30 4.9 4.6 6.2 6.6 1.3 .3

Other Hispanic 29 a a a a a a
Black 225 6.7 5.2 7.9 6.1 1.2 .2

White 1276 12.2 7.5 13.3 7.9 3.1 .2

COLLEGE 1715 13.8 8.1 15.5 8.5 1.8 .2

Hispanic 250 9.7 7.2 10.8 7.3 1.2 .2

Mexican 163 9.0 6.5 10.4 6.2 1.3 .2

Cuban 25
Puerto Rican 31 8.4 6.6 9.4 8.0 1.0
Other Hispanic 32 10.4 7.6 11.6 8.4 1.2 .2

Black 250 6.8 5.8 8.5 7.0 1.7 .3

White 1216 15.0 7.8 16.9 8.1 1.8 .2

COLLEGE AND BEYOND 4650 19.2 8.6 22.3 9.0 3.1 .4

Hispanic 549 13.1 8.2 16.7 9.0 3.6 .4

Mexican 284 12.5 8.3 15.9 9.1 3.4 .4

Cuban 114 14.2 7.7 19.0 9.0 4.9 .6

Puerto Rican 59 11.9 7.3 15.9 10.1 4.0 .5

Other Hispanic 92 14.3 8.3 17.6 7.8 3.3 .4

Black 693 10.8 7.8 13.6 8.8 2.8 .4

White 3408 20.5 7.9 23.6 8.4 3.1 .4

a Sample size too small for reliable estimatiorL
* See table 5A "*";
**See table 5A "**"
# See table 5A "note"
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Table 6A

Mean IRT Scores in Sciende by

Sex

Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity,

Race/ Sophomore
Ethnicity n* Mean SD**

And Sex

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Total 10682 9.4 4.2 10.3 4.3 9 .2

Hispanic 1433 6.8 3.9 7.7 4.2 .9 .2Mexican 888 6.4 3.8 7.3 4.1 .9 .2Cuban 165 7.8 4.9 9.1 5.1 1.4 .3Puerto Rican 188 6.4 3.9 7.1 4.6 .8 .2Other Hispanic 191 7.7 3.6 8.6 3.7 .9 .3Black 1583 5.8 3.6 6.4 3.8 .7 .2White 7666 10.1 4.0 11.0 4.0 .9 .2

Male 5187 10.1 4.3 11.1 4.3 1.0 .2

Hispanic 666 7.5 4.0 8.6 4.1 1.1 .3Mexican 414 7.1 3.9 8.2 4.0 1.1 .3Cuban 65 8.9 5.4 10.3 5.8 1.4 .3Puerto Rican 91 7.7 4.1 8.8 4.8 1.1 .3Other Hispanic 97 8.0 3.5 9.2 3.1 1.2 .3Black 767 6.6 3.8 7.3 3.9 .7 .2White 3754 10.7 4.1 11.8 4.1 1.1 .3

Female 5495 8.8 4.1 9.6 4.2 .8 .2

Hispanic 766 6.1 3.6 6.7 4.1 .6 .2Mexican 475 5.7 3.5 6.4 4.0 .6 .2Cuban 100 6.8 4.3 8.2 4.2 1.4 .3Puerto Rican 97 4.9 3.1 5.3 3.6 .4 .1_Other Hispanic 94 7.4 3.7 8.0 4.1 .6 .2Black 816 5.1 3.2 5.7 3.5 .6 .2White 3912 9.5 3.8 10.3 3.9 .8 .2

* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the responserate on the variable analyzed.

**SD Standard Deviation.

Note#: Effedt size is computed with the following general formula
- 22)/SD1 _where Ri and spl, refer to sophomore year

teen test score and standard deviation and 3C., refer tosenior year mean test Score.
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Table 6/3

]
Mean_IRT Scores in Scienc by

AdadeMiC Year, Race/Ethnicity, and Ses

SES Rade/
QUArtild EthhiCity n*

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Lowest 2723 7.4 3.9 8.1 4.0 .7 .2

Hipanic 702 5.9 3.3 6.9 3.9 1.0 .3

Mexican 493 5.8 3.4 6.7 3.8

Cuban 41 6.3 4.2 7.5 4.7 1.2 .3

Puerto Rican 113 5.8 3.6 6.9 4.4 1.1 .3

Other Hispanic 54 6.3 2.1 7.9 2.7 1.7 .8

Black 605 5.3 3.1 5.9 3.6

White 1416 8.3 3.9 9.0 3.9

Second 2620 9.1 4.0 9.9 4.1 .9 .2

Hispanic 310
Mexican :195 6.4 37 76 3;6 1.2 ;3

Cuban 37 8.0 5.2 9;6 5;4 1.7 ;3

Puerto.Rican 36 5.4 3;0 6.1 4;1 ;7 ;2

Other Hispanic 42 7.1 40 7;4 3;9
Black 396 57 3;3 6;5 3;7
White 1914 9;7 3;8 10.5 3;9

Third 2485 9;9 4;0 10.9 4.1 1.0 ;3

Hispanic 231 8.2 3.8 8.8 4.2 .6 .2

Mexican 121 7.8 3.9 8.3 4.5 .5 .1

Cuban 42 8.6 4.6 9.4 4.7 .8 .2

Puerto Rican 22 a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 47 8.6 3.3 9.3 3.2 .7 .2

Black 324 6.4 4.0 6.9 4.0 .6 .1

White 1929 10.3 3.9 11.4 3.9 1.1 .3

Highest 2740 11.3 3.9 12.3 3.9 1.0 .3

Hispanic 171 9.3 4.3 10.1 4.6 .8 .2

Mexican 68 8.5 4.4 9.2 4.6 .7 .2

Cuban 44 9.7 4.7 11.5 4.7 1.7 .4

Puerto Rican 12 a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 48 10.1 3.8 11.0 4.1 .9 .2

Black 217 7.4 4.4 8.1 4.1 .7 .2

White 2351 11.5 3.8 12.5 3.7 1.0 .3

a - Sample size too small for rellable estimation.
* See table 6A "*".
**See table 6A "**".
# See table 6A "note".
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Table 6D

Mean 1RT Scores in Science_by.Adademic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and EngliSh Proficiency

Speak/
Understand
English

Rade/
Ethhidity

SophoMOte
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

NOT AT ALL 2 a a a a a

HiSpanid 0 0 .0 .Q .0
Mekibah 0 0 .0 .0 .0
.AUban 0 0 .0 .0 .0
Puerto Rican 0 0 A .0 .0 .e
Othdr Hispanic 0 A .0 .0 .0 . e

Bladk 0 ;0 .0 .0 .0 .0
White 2 a a a

NOT VERY WELL 11 a

Hiepatid 10 a a A a a aMexiCan 7 a a a a a aCuban 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 ;0 ;0
Puerto Ridan 2 a a a A a a
Other Hispanic 1 a a a A a aBlack 1 a a a A a aWhite 0 ;0 .0 .0 .0 ;0 .6

PRETTY WELL 224 6.8 3.5 7.6 3.8 .8

Hispanic 179 6.0 3.2 6.7 3.7 .6
Mexican 129 5.9 3.2 6.4 3.4 .5 .Cuban 19 a a a a a aPuerto Rican 18 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 13 a a a a a aBlack 5 a a a a a aWhite 41 8.0 3.6 8.9 3.7 .9 .3

VERY WELL 1802 9.6 4.2 10.7 4.4 1.1 .2

Hispanic 971 7.2 3.8 8.2 1.3 1.0 .3Mexican 615 6.7 3.6 7.7 4.2 1.0 .3Cuban 133 9.0 4.7 10.3 5.1 1.3 .3
Puerto Rican 132 7.2 3.8 8.3 4.4 1.1 .3
Other Hispanic 91 8.2 3.9 9.2 4.1 1.0 .3Black 78 7.4 4.1 8.2 4.0 .8 .2White 753 10.7 3.9 11.7 3.9 1.1 .3

= Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
*_See table 6A "*";
**See table 6A "**".
# See table 6A "note";
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Table 6E

Mean IRT Scores in Sciene by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Spanish Proficiency

Speak/
UnderStand Race/ Senior EffeCt

SpaniSh Ethnicity
_Sophomore
Mean SD** Mean. SD Change Size#

NOT AT ALL 94 9.2 4.2 10.5 4.2 1.3 .3

Hispanic 14 a a a a a a

Mexican 11 a a a a a a

Cuban 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

Puerto Rican 2 a a a a

Other Hispanic a a a

Black 5 a a a

White 75 9.2 4.3 10.8 4.0 1.6 .4

NOT VERY WELL 395 10.2 3.9 11.2 4.0 1.0 .2

Hispanic 111 7.3 4.1 8.5 4.6 1.2 .3

Mexican 77 7.5 3.6 8.8 4.5 1.4 .4

Cuban 1 a a a

Puerto Rican 13 a a a

Other Hispanic 20 a a a a

Black 21 a a a a a

White 263 10.9 3.5 11.8 3.6 1.0 .3

PREITY WELL 823 9.5 4.3 10.8 4.5 1.2 .3

Hispanic 469 6.8 3.7 7.8 4.1 1.0

Mexican 345 6.4 .5 7.3 3.8 .9 .

Cuban 45 8.8 4.8 10.6 5.0 1.8 .4

Puerto Ridan 53 6.6 3.4 7.9 4.2 1.3 .4

_Other HispaniC 26 a a a a a a
Black _44 7.5 3.7 8.7 3.5 1.2 .3

White 309 11.0 3.9 12.3 4.0 1.4 .3

VERY WELL 743 7.8 4.3 8.6 4.4

Hispanid 570 6.8 3.7 7.7 4.3 1;0 ;3

MeXican 319 6.2 3.6 7.0 4.0 .8 ;2

Cuban 104 8.3 4.5 9.4 4.8 I.1 .2

Puerto_Rican_ 87 6.8 3.5 7.7 4.8

_Other HiSpaniC 59 8.0 3.1 9.7 3;5 1.7 ;5

Bladk _17 a a a a a a

White 156 9.2 4.5 9.7 4.4 .5 .1

a Sample
* See table
**See table
# See table

size too small for reliable eStimation.
6A "*".
6A "**".
6A "note".
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Table 60

Mean IRT Scores in Science by_Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Length of RLzidence

Length
. -

of Race/ Sophomore_ Senior EffectResidence Ethnicity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change_
,---

Size#

1 to 5 Years 247 7.6 4.2 8.6 4.8 .9

Hispanic 122 6.3 3.6 6.7 4.6 .5
Mexican 46 5.6 3.3 5.3 3.5 -.3
Cuban 23 a a a a a aPuerto Rican 27 a a a a A aOther Hispanic 27 a a a a a aBlack 42 5.2 3.6 5.8 4.1 .6 .2White 83 9.2 4.1 10.6 4.3 1.3 .3

6 to 10 Years 303 8.7 4.5 9.2 4.8 .6 .1

Hispanic 88 7.3 4.1 8.4 4.7 1.1 .3Mexican 28 a a a a a aCuban 35 8.1 3.9 9.5 4.7 1.4 .4Puerto Rican 14 a a a a a aOther Hispanic 11 a a a a a aBlack 50 5.0 3.4 5.0 4.0 .1 .0White 166 9.7 4.3 10.2 4.5 .5 .1

11 or More 10027 9.5 4.2 10;4 4;3 ;9 .2

Hispanic 1208 6.8 3.9 7.7 4.1 ;9 .2Mexican 805 6.4 3.8 7.4 4.0 ;9 .2Cuban 106 8.0 5.3 9.5 5.3 1;4 .3
Puerto Rican 144 6.1 3.8 6.9 4.3 ;8 .2
Other Hispanic 153 7.9 3.6 8.5 3.6 ;6 .2Black 1455 5.8 3.6 6.5 3.8 .2White 7364 10.1 4.0 11.1 4.0 .9 .2

Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
See table 6A "*";

.

HrSee table 6A."**".
E See table 6A "note";
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Table 6H

Mean IRT Scores in Science by Academic Year;
Race/EthniCity; and Carnegie Units in the New Basics

Carnegie
UhitS in the Race/
NeW BaSiCS Ethnicity

_Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Lowest 2018 7.4 3.8 8.2 3.9 .8 .2

Hispanic 281 5.1 3.3 6.3 3.7 1.2 .4

Mexican 167 4.8 3.2 5.7 3.5 1.0 .3

Cuban 26 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 54 5.1 3.2 5.8 3.2 .7 .2

Other Hispanic 34 5.7 3.0 7.6 3.6 1.9 .7

Black 314 4.7 2.9 5.3 3.3 .6 .2

White 1422 8.0 3.8 8.9 3.8 .9 .2

Second 2848 8.5 3.9 9.3 4.1 .8 .2

Hispanic 423 6.8 3.7 7.2 3.8 .4 .1

Mexican 284 6.6 3.7 6.9 3.8 .3 .1

Cuban 26 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 58 6.2 3.8 6.6 4.3 .4 .1

Other Hispanic 55 7.9 3.1 8.2 3.4 .3 .1

Black 460 5.3 3.2 5.8 3.6 .4 .1

White 1965 9.2 3.7 10.0 3.8 .8 .2

Third 2597 9.5 4.0 10.4 4.1 .9 .2

Hispanic 392 7.2 3.7 8.0 4.0 .8 .2

Mexican 267 63 3.6 7.8 3.8 1.1 .3

Cuban 47 7.0 3.7 8.6 3.9 1.6 .4

Puerto Rican 38 5.7 3.8 5.5 4.4 -.1 .0

Other Hispanic 40 9.1 3.0 9.6 3.3 .5 .2

Black 403 5.7 3.4 6.5 3.5 .9 .3

White 1802 10.3 3.7 11.2 3.8 .9 .2

Highest 3219 11.6 4.0 12.7 3.9 1.1 .3

Hispanic 336 8.7 4.2 10.1 4.5 1.5 .3

Mexican 169 8.1 4.0 9.6 4.7 1.5 .4

Cuban 67 10.6 4.2 11.3 4.7 .6 .1

Puerto Rican 37 9.8 3.5 12.6 3.6 2.8 .8

Other Hispanic 63 8.4 4.4 9.6 4.0 1.2 .3

Black 406 7.6 4.2 8.5 4.1 .8 .2

White 2477 12.1 3,7 13.2 3.5 1.1 .3

a .._Sample size too small for reliable eStimatiOn.
* See table 6A "*".
**See table 6A
# See table 6A "note".
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Table 61

Mean IRT Scores in Science by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Educational Aspiration

Post Sec
EdUe Race/
PlatiS Ethnicity ii*

Sophomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD

Effect
Change Size#

HS ONLY 2129 7.2 3.7 810 3.9 .8 12

Hispanic 311 50 3.2 5.7 3.3 .7 .2Mexican 231 4.6 3.1 5.3 3.2 .7 .2Cuban 11 a a a a a aPuerto Rican 46 4.5 3.0 4.7 3.0 .3 .1_Other Hispanic 24 a a a a a aBlack 231 4.6 2.8 419 3.1 .3 11White 1587 7.7 3.7 8.6 3.7 .8 12

SOME COLLEGE 1937 8.4 3.8 912 3.8 .7 .2

Hispanic 255 6.4 3.6 714 3.6 1.0 .3Mexican 165 6.5 3.4 7.3 3.5 .8 .2Cuban 19 a a a a a aPuerto Rican 35 5.8 315 616 3.8 .8 12Other Hispanic 35 6.7 318 7.9 3.4 1.2 .3Black 291 5.1 3.0 518 3.2 .7 .2White 1391 9.1 316 938 3.6 .7 .2

COLLEGE 1856 9.1 4.0 939 4.1 .9 .2

Hispanic 296 6.7 3.7 7.7 4.1 .9 .3Mexican 189 6.6 3.7 7.5 3.8 .9 .2Cuban 27 a a A aPuerto Rican 42 5.7 3.0 7.0 317 1.2 .4Other Hispanic 38 7.2 3.6 7.8 412 .6 .2Black 298 5.1 3.1 6.0 3.6 .8 .3White 1261 9.9 3.8 1018 3.7 .9 .2

COLLEGE AND BEYOND 4708 11.3 4.0 12.3 410 1.1 .3

Hispanic 558 8.7 3.9 9.7 4.5 1.0 .3Mexican 296 8.2 3.8 9.2 4.5 1.1 .3Cuban 108 9.2 4.7 10.3 4.7 1.1 .2Puerto Rican 62 9.0 4.0 9.9 5.3 19 .2Other HiSpanic 93 914 3.4 10.2 3.7 18 .2Black 750 710 4.0 7.7 4.1 18 .2White 3401 1210 3.6 13.1 315 111 .3

a Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 6A "*".
**See table 6A "**".
# See table 6A "note".
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Table 7A

Mean IRT ScOrdS in writing by

Sex

Academic Year; Race/Ethnicity;

Race/ Sophomore
Ethnicity Mean SD**

and Sex

Senior
Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

Total 10054 9.5 4.5 11.1 4.4 1.6 .4

Hispanic 1334 7.2 4.1 9.1 4.4 2.0 .5

Mexican 833 7.3 4.0 9.1 4.1 1.9 .5

Cuban 151 9.1 4.6 11.3 4.5 2.1 .5

Puerto Rican 170 6.1- 3.8 8.4 4.3 2.3 .6

Other Hispanic 179 7.1 4.0 9.0 4.8 1.9 .5

Black 1420 6.5 4.1 8.1 4.2 1.6 .4

White 7300 10.0 4.3 11.6 4.2 1.6 .4

Male 4691 8.5 4.5 10.2 4.6 1.7 .4

Hispanic 581 6.5 4.0 8.6 4.5 2.1 .5

Mexican 357; 6.6 3.9 8.8 4.3 2.2 .6

Cuban 58 7.9 4.7 10.3 4.7 2.4 .5

Puerto Rican 77 6.1 3.7 8.4 4.5 2.3 .6

Other Hispanic 91 6.3 4.0 8.2 4.6 1.9 .5

Black 649 5.8 4.0 7.2 4.2 1.4 .3

White 3461 9.0 4.4 10.6 4.5 1.7 .4

Female 5363 10.3 4.2 11.9 4.0 1.6 .4

Hispanic 752 7.8 4.1 9.6 4.3 1.8

Mexican 478 7.8 4.1 9.4 4.0 1.6 .4

Cuban 93 10.2 4.2 12.1 4.2 1.9 .5

Puerto Rican 93 6.1 3.9 8.5 4.2 2.4 .6

Other Hispanic 88 8.1 3.8 10.0 4.7 1.9 .5

Black 772 7.1 4.0 8.8 4.0 1.8 .4

White 3839 11.0 4.0 12.5 3.7 1.5 .4

a = sample size too small for reliable estimation;
* The number of cases in each analysis varied according to the response

rate on the variable analyzed.

**SD =. Standard Deviation.

Note#: Effect-Isize is computed with the following general formula
(RI -50/SD1 where RI and SDI; refer to soEhomore year
mean test score and standard deviation and X2 refer to
senior year mean test score.



Table 78

Mean IRT S-Okes in Writing 15,-
Academic Yeati Race/Ethnicity;. arid SES

SES
Quartile

Rade/
Ethnicity

_Sophomore
Mean. SD**

Sanior
Mean SD

_

Change
Effect
Size#

Lowest. 2521 7.6 4.2 9.2 4.3 1.6 .4

Hispanic 662 6.3 3.7 8.2 4.1 1.9 .5Mexican 474 6.7 3.9 8.5 4.0 1.8 .5Cuban .36 8.8 4.3 10.8 4,9 2.0 .5Puerto Rican 101 5.4 3.5 8.4 4.3 3.0 .9Other Hispanic 50 5.1 2.5 6.2 3.5 1.1 .4Black 551 6.0 3.8 7.5 4,0 1.5 .4White 1308 8.3 4.2 9.9 4.3 1.6 .4

Second 2436 9.1 4.3 10.8 4.3 1.7 .4

Hispanic 269 7.3 4.0 9.1 4.4 1.7 .4Mexican i6; 7.3 3.9 9.4 4.0 2.1 .5Cuban 31 10.9 4.0 12.5 4.7 1.6 .4Puerto Rican 32 7.3 4.1 8.2 4.3 .9 .2Other Hispamtx 39 6.9 3.8 8.4 4.7 1.5 .4Black 350 6.7 4.1 8.3 4.3 1.6 .4White 1816 9.5 4.3 11.2 4.2 1.7 .4
Third 2352 10.0 4.3 11.6 4.2 1.6 .4

Hispanic 219 8.3 4.1 10.4 4.1 2.2 .5Mexican 117 8.7 4.0 10.5 3.9 1.9 .5Cuban 37 9.4 3.6 10.5 4.0 1.1 .3Puerto Rican a
a aOther Hispanic 45 7.9 4.2 10.6 4.4 2.7 .6Black 296 6.8 4.4 8.6 4.3 1.8 .4White 1847 10.4 4.2 12.0 4.0 1.6 .4

Highest 2657 11.2 4.2 12.7 2.8 1.5 .4

Hispanic 167 9.0 4.4 11.6 4.2 2.6 .6Mexican 65 8.9 4.4 11.4 3.9 2.5 .6Cuban 47 8.3 5.4 11.5 4.3 3.2 .6Puerto Rican a
a aOther Hispanic 45 9.7 4.0 12.4 4.1 2.7 .7Mack 206 8.2 4.4 9.9 4.3 1.7 .4White 2283 11.4 4.1 12.9 3.8 1.5 .4

= SaMple:size too small for reliable estImation
*_56-6 table 7A "*".
**Se-6 table 7A "**"._
# See table TA !'note".
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Table 76

Mean IRT Scores in writing by
Academic Year, Race/Ethnicity, and Home Language

Home
Language

Non -
EngIieh

Race/
Ethnicity

Sphomore
Mean SD**

Senior
Mean SD

Effect
Change Size#

Dominant 762 7;3 4;0 9;6 4.1 2.3 .6

Hispanic 635 6.9 3.9 9.3 4.1 2.4 .6

Mexican 364 6.7 3.7 9.0 4.0 2.3 .6

Cuban 114 9.1 3.8 11.3 4.0 2.2 .6

Puerto Rican 106 5.9 3.4 8.7 4.1 2.8 .8

Other Hispanic 51 8.2 4.4 10.8 4.2 2.6 .6

Black 8 a a a a a a
White 118 8.2 4.1 10.2 4.0 1.9 .5

English
Dominant 1061 10.2 4.4 11.9 4.1 1.8 .4

Hispanic 426 8.3 4.3 10.2 4.3 1.9 .4

Mexican 327 8.1 4.2 9.9 4.1 1.9 .4

Cuban 22 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 35 8.7 3.9 10.2 3.8 1.4 .4

Other Hispanic 43 8.0 4.6 10.6 5.0 2.5 .6

Black 49 9.0 4.4 10.8 3.9 1.8 .4

White 586 10.6 4.3 12.3 4.0 1.7 .4

English
Monoling 8196 9.5 4.5 11.1 4.4 1.6 .4

Hispanic 261 6.7 3.9 8.2 4.5 1.5 .4

Mexican 134 7.1 4.1 8.4 4.0 1.3 .3

Cuban 15 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 29 a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 84 6.7 3.6 8.3 4.7 1.6 .4

Black 1361 6.5 4.1 8.1 4.2 1.6 .4

White 6574 10.0 4.3 11.6 4.2 1.6 .4

a - Sample.size too small for reliable estimation
* See table.7A "*".
**See table 7A "**"._
# See table 7A "note".



Table 7D

Mean IRT Seates in Writing by Academic Yeari
Race/Ethnicity and English Proficiency

Speak/
Understand Raee/ Sophomore Senior EffettEnglish Ethnicity h* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Site#

NOT AT ALL
a a a a

HiSpanic .0 ;0 . .0 ;0Mei-titan .0 ;0 . .0 ;0Cuban .0 ;0 . .0 ;0Phérto Rican .0 ;0 . 0 .0 ;0Other Hispanic .0 ;0 .0 ;0Alaek' .0 ;0 ;0 .0 ;0White A a a A a a
NOT VERY WELL

a a a

Hitpanic 6 a a a A a a.Mekican 3 a a a a aChban _ .0 ;0 .0 .0 .0Phérto Rican 2 A a a A a a_Other Hispanic A a a a a aBlaCk 1 A a a a a aWhite 0 .0 ;0 0 .0 .0

PRETTY WELL 204 6.6 3.8 8.7 4.1 2.1 .6

Hispanic 162 6.3 3.7 8.5 4.0 2.2 .6Mexican 119 6.5 3.7 8.6 4.0 2.1 .6Cuban 17 a a a a a aPuerto Rican 17 A a a a a aOther Hispanic 10 a a a a a aBlack 4 a a a a aWhite 38 7.1 3.9 9.2 4.1 2.1 .5

VERY WELL
1716 9.9 4.4 11.7 4.1 1.8 .4

Hispanic 930 7.7 4.1 10.0 4.2 2.2 .5Mexican 591 7.5 4.0 9.6 4.1 2.1 .5Cuban 123 10.4 4.2 12.5 4.2 2.1 .5Puerto'Rican 125 7.2 3.8 9.8 4.0 2.6 .7Other Hispanic 91 8.0 4.4 10.6 4.6 2.7 .6Black. 65 8.1 4.9 10.3 4.0 2.2 .5White 721 10.8 4.1 12.4 3.9 1.6 .4

A '7" BAMple_size too small for reliable estimation.
* S4e table 7A "*";,
**See table 7A "**"._
# See table 7A "note".
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Tabld 7E

Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academis Yaar,
Race/EthniCity and Spanish Proficiency

Speak/
Understand Race/._ _Sophomore Senior Effect

Spanish Ethnicity . Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size#

NOT AT ALL 83 9.0 4.3 11.1 4.2 2.1

Hispanic 14 a a a a a a

Mexican 11 a a a a a a

Cuban 0 .0 ;0 ;0 ; 6
Puerto Rican_ 2 a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 1 a a a a a a

Black 3 a a a a a a
White 66 9;1 43 11;3 4;2 2;2 ;5

NOT VERY WELL 375 10;4 4;1 12;1 4;0 1;7 ;4

Hispanic. 102 80 4;3 10;0 4;2 2;0 ;5

Mexican 75 8;7 3;9 10c7 3;7 2;0 ;5

Cuban 1 a a a a a a

Puerto Rican 11 a a a a a a

Other Hispanic 15 a a a a a a

Black 16 a a a a a a
White 257 108 3;8 12;4 3;9 1;6 ;4

PRETTY WELL 778 9.8 4;4 11;6 41 1;9 ;4

Hispanic 437 7;5 4;1 1 4;0 2;3 ;5

Mexican 321 7;3 4;0 9;4 4;0 2;1 ;5

Cuban 43 104 4;1 12;6 4;9 2;2 ;6

Puerto Rican 45, 68 36 10;0. 3;0 3;2 ;9

Other Hispanic 28 a a a _ a a a
Black 39 9;3 4;2 9;7 3;9
White 301 10;8 4;2 12;5 3;8 1;8 ;4

VERY WELL 705 8;3 4;6 10;2 4;5 1.9 .4

Hispanic 548 7.2 4.0 9.5 4.4 2.3 .6

Mexican 307 6.9 3.9 8.9 4.2 2.0 .5

Cuban 94 9.9 4.1 12.0 3.7 2.1 .5

Puerto Rican 87 6.5 3.8 8.9 4.6 2.4 .6

Other Hispanic 59 8.1 3.6 11.1 4.2 3.1 .9

Black 14 a a a a a a

Vihite 143 9.9 4.9 11.2 4.5 1.3 .3

a ....Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* See table 7A "*";
**See table 7A "**";
# See table 7A "note";
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Table 7F

Mean IRT..Scores in Writing by Academic_Veari
Mae/Ethnicity and Country of Origin

Country
of
Origin

Rade/
Ethnitity n*

Sophomore Senior
Mean SD** Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

USA 9526 9.5 4.5 11.1 4.4 1.6 .4

Hispanic 1088 7.2 4.0 9.0 4.3 1.9 .5Mexican 737 7.4 4.0 9.2 4.1 1.9 .5Cuban 80 10.0 4.9 11.8 4.7
Puerto Rican 131 5.8 3.6 8.1 4.0 ' ' 2.3 .6Other Hispanic 140 7.0 3.8 8.6 4.8 1.6 .4Black 1341 6.5 4.1 8.1 4.2 1.6 .4White 7098 10.1 4.3 13.7 4.2 1.6 .4

OUTSIDE USA 437 8.4 4.6 10.5 4.5 2.1 .5

Hispanic 229 7.4 4.4 9.8 4.7 2.4 .5Mexican 85 6.2 4.3 8.2 4.4 2.0 .5Cuban 68 9.5 3.9 11.7 4.2 2.2 .6Puerto Rican 39 6.9 4.1 9.1 5.1 2.3 .6Other Hispanic 38 8.3 4.6 11.7 3.9 3.4 .7Black 53 7.3 4.3 10.1 4.4 2.8 .7White 154 9.0 4.6 10.9 4.4 1.9 .4

* See table 7A "*";
**See table 7A "**".
# See table 7A "note";
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Table 7G

Mean IRT Scores in Writing by_Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Length of Residence

Length
cf
Residence;.

Race/
Ethnicity n*

Sophomore Senior
Mean SD** Mean SD Change

Effect
Size#

1 to 5 Years 230 7;9 4;5 100 4;7 21 ;5

Hispanic 111 5;9 3;9 86 4;3 27
Mexican 35 5;3 3;7 8;7 37 34
Cdban 24 A a a a A a
Puerto Rican 27 a a a a A a
Other Hispanic :26 i a a a A a

Black 40 66 37 86 4;5 2;0 ;5

White 79 9;4 4;5 11;2 4;7 19 ;4

6 to 10 Years 278 88 4;5 10;9 4;4 2;1 ;5

Hispanic 84 76 3;9 100 4;4 2;4 ;6

Mexican 33 7;6 3;7 8;6 4;3 IA ;3

Cuban 31 I0;1 3;6 12;4 4;2 23 ;6

Puerto Rican 12 a a a a a a
Other Hispanic 8 aaaa a a

Black 39 6;4 4;2 8;2 5;0 1;8
White 156 9;4 4;4 11;4 4;2 21 ;5

Il or More 9560 9.6 4.5 11.1 4.4 1.6 .4

Hispanic 1126 7.3 4.1 9.1 4.4 1.8 .5

Mexican 756 7.4 4.1 9.2 4.1 1.9 .5

Cuban 95 10.1 4.6 11.9 4.5 1.8 .4

Puerto Rican 130 6.2 3.9 8.3 4.1 2.0 .5

Other Hispanic 145 7.2 3.9 8.9 4.8 1.8 .4

Black 1315 6.5 4.1 8.1 4.2 1.6 .4

White 7020 10.1 4.3 11.7 4.2 1.6 .4

a - Sample size too small for kelidble estimatiOn.
* See table 7A "*".
**See table 7A "**".
# See table 7A "nOte".
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Table 7H

Mean IRT Scores in Writing by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity, and Carnegie Units.in the New Basics

Carnegie
Uhit# ih the Race/ Sophomore Senior Effeet
NeV Baaida EthniCity n* Mean SD** Mean SD Change Site#

Lowest 1735 7.3 4.2 8.6 4.4 1.3 .

Hispanic 244 5.7 3.7 6.8 4.0 1.1 1.8
Mexican 142 5.8 3.5 6.6 3.8 .8 .2
Cuban 22 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 51 5.2 3.5 7.1 4.0 1.9 .5
Other Hispanic 29 a a a a a a

Black 247 5.4 3.6 6.4 3.9 1.1 .3
White 1263 73 4.2 9.1 4.3 1.4 .3

Second 2654 8.5 4.3 10.2 4.2 1.7 .4

Hispanic 393 6.8 3.8 8.5 4.1 1.7 .4
Mexican 268 7.1 3.9 8.6 3.7 1.5 .4
Cuban 20 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 51 5.7 3.5 8.1 4.1 2.4 .7
Other Hispanic 54 6.6 3.7 8.2 4.7 1.6 .4

Black 409 5.7 3.8 7.3 3.8 1.5 .4
White 1853 9.1 4.2 10.7 4.1 1.7 .4

Third 2497 9.7 4.3 11.4 4.1 1.7 .4

Hispanic 373 7.7 3.9 10.3 4.0 2.6 3
Mexican 259 7.6 3.9 10.2 4.0 2.6 3
Cuban 45 8.3 4.0 11.6 3.1 3.3 .8
Puerto Rican 32 6.0 4.0 7.9 4.1 1.9 .5
Other Hispanic 39 8.5 3.5 11.4 3.8 2.9 .8

Black 372 6.3 4.1 .8.1 4.2 1.8 .4
White 1752 10.4 4.0 12.0 3.9 1.6 .4

Highest 3149 11.6 4.0 13.3 3.5 13 .4

Hispanic 324 9.1 4.3 11.8 3.8 2.8 .6
Mexican 165 9.1 4.4 12.0 31 2.9 .7
Cuban 65 11.3 .4.1 12.9 4.2 1.6 .4
Puerto Rican 36 . 8.5 3.6 11.9 3:7 3.4 .9
Other Hispanic 58 8.2 4.3 11.0 4.4 2.8 .6

Black 393 8.9 4.0 10.9 3.5 2.0 .5
White 2433 11.9 3.8 13.6 3.4 1.6 .4

a Sample size too small for reliable eStimation.
* See table 7A "*".
**See table 7A "**".
# See table 7A "note";
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Post Sec

Table 71

Mean 1RT Scores ln Writing by Academic Year,
Race/Ethnicity and Educational Aspiration

Educ Race/ Sophomore Senior Effect
Plans Ethnicity Mean SD** Mean SD Change Size#

HS ONLY 1863 7.0 4.1 8.4 4.4 1.4 .3

Hispanic 270 5.4 3.3 6.7 3.9 1.3 .4
Mexican 207 5.6 3.5 6.9 3.9 1.3 .4
Cuban 6 A a a a a a
Puerto Rican 43 4.0 3.4 5.9 3.8 1.9 .6

Other Hispanic 25 a a a a a a
Black 187 4.6 3.4 6.0 4.0 1.4 .4

White 1396 7.5 4.1 8.9 4.3 1.4 .3

SOME COLLEGE 1812 8.0 4.3 9.5 4.3 1.5 .4

Hispanic 237 6.3 3.8 8.0 3.9 1.6 .4

Mexican 159 6.7 3.9 8.6 3.4 1.9 .5

Cuban 17 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 30 6.6 3.3 7.1 3.7 .5 .2

Other Hispanic 30 5.1 3.1 6.6 4.2 1.4 .5

Black 266 5.6 3.6 7.0 3.8 1.4 .4

White 1308 8.5 4.2 10.0 4.2 1.5 .4 !'

COLLEGE 1764 9.4 4.1 11.2 3.9 1.9 .5

hispanic 271 7.5 3.9 9.8 4.1 2.3 .6

Mexican 175 7.9 3.8 10.4 3.8 2.4 .6

Cuban 26 a a a a a a
Puerto Rican 35 6.3 3.2 8.9 3.5 2.7 .8

Other Hispanic 35 6.9 3.8 9.0 4.5 2.1 .6

Black 270 6.1 3.9 8.1 3.5 2.0 .5

White 1223 10.0 3.9 11.8 3.7 1.8 .5

COLLEGE AT1D BEYOND 4571 11.5 3.9 13.1 3.5 1.7 .4

Hispanic 534 9.3 4.0 11.7 3.6 2.5 .6

Mexican 283 9.3 3.9 11.3 3.6 2.1 .5

Cuban 102 10.4 3.9 12.8 3.3 2.4 .6

Puerto Rican 59 8.0 3.7 11.4 3.5 3.4 .9

Other Hispanic 90 9.5 4.3 12.3 3.7 2.8 .7

Black 684 8.1 4.1 9.7 4.1 1.6 .4

White 3353 12.0 3.7 13.6 3.2 1.6 .4

a - Sample size too small for reliable estimation.
* Sae table 7A "*".
**See table 7A "**"..
# See ta'Ae 7A "note".
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Table Cl

Intercorrelations.Showing Bivariate Relationships Among
Dependent and Predictor Variables Considered for the

Multiple Regression Equation

Predictor
Variable Vocab

Grade 12 Achievement
Reading Math Science WrIting

Grade 10 Achievement .81* .78* .84* 79* )0*

Background
SES .44** .36* 44* .39* 33*
Sex =.06* _.06* =.09* -.18* .20*

Educational Aspirations .47*' .45* 53* .40 .45*

Home- Lanvage
English Dominant -.14* - .10* .11* .15* '08*

Non-Eng Dominant .06* .05* .05* .05* .05*

R466-/-Ethiiieity

Mexican =.16* =.12* -.14* =.16* -40*
Cuban =.01* .00 .01 =.03* '00

Puerto Rican =.09* =.08* -.09* -.10*
Other Hispanic =.02* -.03* -.03* -.03*
Bladk =.25* -.19* -.23* -.29*

AbAAktilb-Creditt
English .25* .23* .26* ;18* .28*

MathematicS .25* .23* .26* ;18* .28*

Science .42 .42 ;53* 43*

* Significant at p less than .01



Table C2

Estimated Design Effects* in High School and Beyond
by RaciaI/Ethnic Group and Variable:

Sophomore Cohort

Puerto

DEFTS*

Other
Non-

Hispanic
Variable Mexican Cuban Rican Hispanic Black White

Grade-12 -Achievement

Vocabulary 1.60 1.70 1.90 1.79 1.56 1.77
Reading 2.12 1.46 1.72 2.67 1.81 1.74
Mathematics 2.22 1.61 1.58 2.12 2.23 1.74
Science 1.84 1.65 1.51 1.83 1.76 1.79
Writing 2.05 2.23 1.29 1.57 1.58 1.65

HihSchooPrán

General 1.70 1.57 .88 1.65 1.52 1.44
Academic 1.56 1.83 1.93 1.88 2.47 1.96
Vocational 1.68 1.67 1.85 1.92 2.11 1.93

Carnegie-Uhits

Academid Credits 2.45 2.04 3.16 2.61 2.52 1.94

The design effect (DEFF) is a measure of the efficiency of the sample
estimate relative to a simple random sample. It is the ratio of the actual
variance of an estimate (the standard error) to the variance of the same
estimate from a simple random sample -Jith the same number of cases. The
square root of the design effect (the DEFT) is the value shown in this
table, and is the mean of the root design effects for change estimates.
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