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L. INTRODUCTION

The Student Achievement Guarantee in Education (SAGE) evaluation is being conducted
under contract to the Department of Public Instruction by the Center for Urban Initiatives and
Ré:search (CUIR) at the University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee. This is the first of five annual
evaluation reports.

The purpose of the SAGE evaluation is to determine the effectiveness of the Student
Achievement Guarantee in Education (SAGE) program in promoting academic achievement of
students in grades K-3 in schools serving low-income children. The SAGE program was enacted
by the Wisconsin legislature in 1995, with implementation in kindergarten and first grade
beginhing in the 1996-1997 school year. The SAGE statute [s. 118.43] requires-participating
schools to (a) reduce class size to 15 in grades kindergarten and one in 1996-97, grades
kindergarten to two in 1997-98, and grades kindergarten through three in 1998-99 to 2000-2001;
(b) keep the schools open from early in the morning to late in the day and collaborate with
community organizations to provide educational, recreational, community, and social services
(i.e., the “lighted schoolhouse™); (¢) provide a rigorous academic curriculum to improve academic
achievement; and (d) establish staff development and accountability mechanisms.

During 1996-97, the SAGE program was implemented in 30 schools located in 21 school
districts throughout the state, as shown in Table 1. Over the course of the year it involved 3,614
students and 220 teachers in 190 kindergarten and first grade classrooms. The gender, race, and

other characteristics of students in participating schools are displayed in Table 2.



Schools reduced class size in several ways. The SAGE legislation defines class size as "the
number of pupils assigned to a regular classroom teacher." In practice, reduced class size has been

interpreted as a 15:1 student-teacher ratio, implemented in the following ways:

A Regular classroom refers to a classroom with 1 teacher. Most regular classrooms have
15 or fewer students, but a few exceed 15.
— A 2 Teacher Team classroom is a class where two teachers work collaboratively to teach as
many as 30 students.
- A Shared Space classroom is a classroom that has been fitted with a temporary wall which
creates two teaching spaces, each with 1 teacher and about 15 students.
- A Floating Teacher classroom is a room consisting of 1 teacher and about 30 students,
except during reading, language arts and mathematics instruction when another teacher
joins the class to reduce the ratio to 15:1.

Two other types of classroom organization were also utilized in the SAGE program, but
to a limited extent. They are the Split Day classroom consisting of 15 students and 2 teachers,
one who teaches in the morning and one who teaches in the afternoon, and the 3 Teacher Team
classroom where there are 37 students taught collaboratively by 3 teachers.

The types of classrooms and the enrollments in each are displayed in Table 3.

In sum, SAGE classes range in number of students from 9 to 37. A few SAGE classrooms exceed
the 15:1 student-teacher ratio, but only by a few students. The average SAGE classroom contains

17.4 students.




The SAGE Evaluation

The SAGE evaluation plan for 1996-97 follows. Described are the purpose, design,
instrumentation, and data collection plan.
Purpose

The main purpose of the SAGE evaluation is to determine if the SAGE program of 15:1
student-teacher ratios, rigorous curriculum,'lighted schoolhouse, and staff development is of
benefit to students in promoting academic achievement. The main questions that guided the

evaluation effort for 1996-97 are the following:

1. What differences exist in student achievement between SAGE schools and comparison
schools?

2. How was each of the four SAGE elements implemented?

a) 15:1 student-teacher ratio (type of classroom, teaching methods, student behavior)

b) Rigorous curriculum (congruence with national standards)

¢) Lighted-schoolhouse (type and extent of before and after school programs)

d) Staff development (type and extent of program)
The first question focuses on the product of the SAGE program, i.e., student achievement. The
second question focuses on the process of the SAGE program, i.e., what happened in SAGE
classrooms and schools that may, over time, help explain achievement variations and suggest
future actions for teachers and administrators seeking to enhance student perfofrnance.
Research Design

A two-part formative evaluation is used to determine the effectiveness of SAGE. The first
part focuses on reduced student-teacher ratio, the main variable of the SAGE evaluation, through

a quasi-experimental, comparative change design. The comparative change design utilizes a



treatment group (30 SAGE schools) which has implemented the 15:1 student-teacher ratio and a
comparison group (16 non-SAGE schools) that is as identical as possible to the treatment group
except for reduced student-teacher ratio. Changes in achievement over time, as measured by a
standardized achievement pre-test (baseline) and repeated standardized achievement post-tests,
are compared between the groups.

To carry out this design 16 comparison schools were identified. The selection of
comparison schools was constrained by practical considerations. Originally, the evaluation
research design called for "matched pairs;" that is, one compafison school for each SAGE school.
However, because of limited incentives to encourage potential comparison schools to participate
in the evaluation the matched pairs design was changed to a "matched group" design, which
compares SAGE schools as a group to comparison schools as a group. Furthermore, the
evaluation team intended to draw comparison schools from among all elementary schools in the
state, but the lack of incentives foreclosed this strategy as well. Instead; comparison schools were
selected from school districts participating in the SAGE program, for whom cooperation with the
evaluation was a condition of participating in the program. Reliance on SAGE districts for
comparison schools resulted in underrepresentation of rural schools in the comparison group,
since rural districts have limited numbers of elementary schools from which to choose. Moreover,
some of the rural schools in the comparison group have class sizes only marginally above the 15:1
ratio required in SAGE schools.

The specific method of identifying schools for the comparison group was to minimize
Squared Euclidean Distance' betWeen the following variables (Z-scored) for each school: percent

scoring above standard on the Wisconsin Third Grade Reading Test; percent Asian, Native

! Distance (X, Y)=Z (X;- Y, )’



American, African American, and Hispanic; percent low income; and, total enrollment in grades
K-3. Squared Euclidean Distances were computed for all SAGE schools and schools within
SAGE districts. The first step was to check similarities among participating SAGE schools; a
relatively homogeneous group of SAGE schools requires only a single matching school. Several
relatively homogeneous groups of varying sizes were identified. The "best" matches were
determined first by one non-SAGE match per SAGE group, and second, by pairwise matches for
SAGE schools that did not fit a group. “Best” was defined as a combination of quantitative,
research design, and practical considerations. Because some SAGE schools do not resemble any
other schools in SAGE districts, particularly on racial composition. Squared Euclidean Distances
were recomputed, omitting the variable rendering schools so dissimilar, or substituting the
variable percent white in place of all other racial variables.

Difference of means tests between SAGE schools, as a group, and comparison schools, as
a group, showed no statistically significant differences on any of the variables at the .05 level.?
Similarly, difference of means tests between SAGE schools, as a group, and comparison schools,
as a group, from student demographic data collected by the SAGE Evaluation Team showed no
statistically significant differences on any of the variables at the .05 level. However, when these
data were subjected to tests at the individual-level of analysis, as shown in the composite profile
of SAGE and comparison schools in Table 4, the large increase in N yielded several statistically
significant differences.

The largest difference is the percentage of Native Americans in the SAGE versus the

comparison group. The over representation of African Americans in the comparison group

2 The SAGE evaluation team selected, a priori, .05 as the critical threshold for all tests of statistical

significance.
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reflects the high proportion of Milwaukee schools in the comparison group, nearly 44 percent of
all comparison group schools. Comparison group students are somewhat better off economically
than SAGE students. Further, the comparison group has fewer Exceptional Education Needs
(EEN) students and fewer English as a Second Language (ESL) students.

During the course of the 1996-97 school year records were compiled on 5613 students.
Many students withdrew from SAGE and comparison schools during the year, while others
enrolled. Those students who remained in their schools for the entire year are labeled "ongoing."
As Table 5 shows, enrollment in comparison schools was slightly more stable than in SAGE
schools. Moreover, in both SAGE and comparison schools, the number of students withdrawing
exceeded the number of students enrolling during the year. Thus the number of ongoing plus
newly enrolled students recorded during spring data collection totals 5038, distributed across
schools and grades as shown in Table 6.

In addition to the comparative changel design, the nature of the four SAGE program
elements is being examined to explain variation in achievement among SAGE schools, classes, and
students. This is accomplished through a repeated measures, reflexive controls design. SAGE
schools, classes, and students are compared to themselves over time, as measured at the beginning
of the treatment thrpugh an achievement pretest and other baseline measures and after the
treatment begins through repeated achievement tests and other indicators.

Data Collection Instruments

To provide information about the process and product of the SAGE program for 1996-97,

a number of instruments were created and administered as part of the evaluation’. These

instruments are the following:

3 See the Evaluation Design Plan for the Student Achievement Guarantee in Education (SAGE) Program,
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1. Student Profiles. This instrument, completed in October and May, provided demographic
and other data on each SAGE school and comparison school student.

2. Classroom Organization Profile. Completed in October, this instrument was used to
record how SAGE schools attained a 15:1 student-teacher ratio.

3. Principal Interviews. These end-of-year interviews elicited principals’ descriptions and
perceptions of effects of their schools’ rigorous curriculum, lighted-schoolhouse activities,
and staff development program, as well as an overall evaluation of the SAGE program.

4. Teacher Questionnaire. Administered in May, this instrument obtained teachers’
descriptions and judgments of the effects of SAGE on teaching, curriculum, family
involvement, and professional development. It also was used to assess overall satisfaction
with SAGE.

5. Teacher Activity Log. This instrument, administered in October, January, and May,
required teachers to record classroom events concerning time use, grouping, content, and
student learning activities for a typical day.

6. Student Participation Questionnaire. In both October and May teachers used this
instrument to assess each students’ level of participation in classroom activities.

7. Classroom Observations. A group of first-grade classrooms representing the various
types of 15:1 student-teacher ratios and a range of geographic areas was selected for
qualitative observations in October énd May to provide descriptions of classroom events.

8. Teacher Interviews. Although in-depth teacher interviews were not part of the original
SAGE Evaluation Design, they were added because it became apparent that teachers had

important stories to tell about their SAGE classroom experiences. The interviews, held in

August 13, 1996, for complete details.




May, dealt with teachers’ perceptions of the effects of SAGE on their teaching and on

student learning. The observed teachers served as the interview sample.

9. Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS). The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
(CTBS) Complete Battery, Terra Nova edition, Level 10 was administered to first-grade
students in the 30 SAGE schools and the 16 comparison schools in October, 1996 and
May, 1997. The purpose of the October administration of the CTBS was to obtain
baseline measures of achievement for SAGE schools and comparison schools. The
complete battery includes sub-tests in reading, language arts and mathematics. The CTBS
was chosen as an achievement measure because it is derived from an Item Response
Theory (IRT) model which allows comparison of performance across time. Moreover, it
is one of a few instruments that attempts to minimize items biased against minorities and
educationally disadvantaged students. Kindergarten students were not tested because of a)
concerns over the reliability and validity of standardized test results for kindergarten-aged
children, and b) the view expressed by many kindergarten teachers that standardized tests
would have a traumatizing effect on their students. The effects of SAGE on kindergarten
students will be determined when they are tested as first grade students the following year.

The methods of data collection by type of school and grade are listed in Table 7.

The instruments identified in the SAGE Evaluation Design that are not used in this report,
or used in only a limited way, were the Baseline Data Questionnaire, School Implementation Plan,
Teacher Profile, and the Teacher Development Plan. These instruments and program
requirements were either not completed, as in the case of the Teacher Development Plan, or were

only useful in part, as in the case of the Baseline Data Questionnaire.




The remainder of this report provides the results of the evaluation of the 1996-97 SAGE
program. Part II presents data about the effects of SAGE on student achievement in reading,

language arts and mathematics. Part III describes what went on in SAGE classrooms. Part IV

addresses rigorous curriculum, staff development and lighted schoolhouse programs.
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II. EFFECTS OF THE SAGE PROGRAM ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

The effects of the SAGE program on student achievement were evaluated by several
methods. Analyses were conducted at both the individual-level and class-level of analysis. SAGE
effects were assessed with both bivariate and multivariate statistical tests. Results are reported
first for individual-level analyses, then for class-level analyses.

The number of first grade students for whom valid test scores are available is substantially
less than the total number of students. First, the evaluation team presented' schools with the option
of allowing EEN and ESL students for whom the test may be inappropriate to take the test
anyway. These scores were invalidated based on a "Nonvalid/Missing Test Report," developed by
the evaluation team and completed by all first grade classes. Second, given withdrawals and
enrollments during the school year, a number of students had valid pre-test scores, but no
post-test scores, and vice versa. Third, some students took the reading and ianguage arts
components of the CTBS, or the mathematics component, but not both. Total scores are
unavailable for these students. Finally, some students were absent for all of the pre-test, ‘the

post-test, or both. The number of valid test scores for the 1996-97 school year is presented in

Table 8.

Pre-Test (Baseline) Results of Standardized Testing

Table 9 provides descriptive statistics on the scale scores from the pre-test, or baseline
results. Scale scores can be used to measure student performance across all grade levels. Given

the longitudinal nature of the SAGE evaluation, scale scores will serve as the primary measure of

10
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student achievement.* To place the pre-test scale scores in context, national percentiles are also
provided in Table 9. For example, the mean or average total scale score of 517.07 corresponds to
a national percentile rank of 38.90. That is, the average first grade student in the SAGE
evaluation scored as well on the CTBS as about 39 percent of students taking the test nationwide.
Since the SAGE program was created in response to lower levels of achievement among low
income students, this subaverage (below 50th percentile) performance on the baseline CTBS was
expected.

The results from difference of means tests between SAGE and comparison student scale
scores from the October CTBS are reported in Tables 10 through 13. Comparison school students
scored slightly higher than SAGE school students on reading, language arts, and total score, and
slightly lower in mathematics. However, none of the differences is statistically significant at the
.05 threshold; we fail to reject the null hypothesis of no difference between SAGE and
comparison school students on the pre-test. Since SAGE and comparison students are virtually
equal in achievement at the beginning of the SAGE program, any subsequent differences in
achievement tests that favor SAGE students may be more confidently attributed to the

student-teacher ratio of 15:1 in the SAGE program.
Post-Test Results of Standardized Testing

As noted above, student populations varied in SAGE and comparison schools due to

withdrawals and within-year enrollments. The post-test results are based only on those students

4 CTB/McGraw-Hill uses a three parameter logistic model to create scale scores.The total scale

score is computed by CTB/McGraw-Hill as the average of the three scale scores from reading, language
arts and mathematics.

11

13



who remained in their schools for the entire 1996-1997 school year (88.2 percent of SAGE
students and 87.0 percent of comparison school students took both pre- and post-tests).

Although the CTBS allows measurement of performance over time, with younger children
different test levels can result in content-related invalidation. For example, when one attempts to
compare students on level 10 and level 11 of the CTBS, the scores are comparable from a
measurement point of view, but the contents of the two tests are not totally congruent. For this
reason level 10 was used a both a pre-test and post-test measure. However, as a consequence of
the decision to administer level 10 of the CTBS for both pre-test and post-test, a substantial
number of students achieyed perfect scores on the sub-tests of thé CTBS.

Perfect scores introduce an element of uné.exjtainty into comparative analyses; once a
student reaches- an achievement ceiling the extent to which a student might have 'achieved is
unknown. This "restricted range" issue is, on balance, more problematic than the issue of
content-related validity. Therefore, beginning in 1997-98 level 10 of the CTBS“WiH be
administered to first grade students in the fall, and level 11 will be administered in the spring.

As shown in Table 14, perfect scores are particularly prevalent in the Language Arts and
Reading sub-tests. The ceiling effect on the CTBS Language Arts sub-test is portrayed graphically
in figure 1. A perfect score in language arts equals 620, the point on the graph where a straight

line appears on the post-test and, to a far lesser extent, on the pre-test.

12 .
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Figure 1. The Ceiling Effect on the CTBS Language Arts Sub-Test
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As Table 14 shows, students in SAGE schools disproportionately achieved perfect scores.
Thus estimates of the effect of the SAGE program on student achievement are likely to be
" conservative. One approach to mitigating the ceiling effect is to conduct analyses first with all
cases, then truncating the sample and repeating analyses with those cases performing at or below
the 75th percentile on the pre-test. Students who achieved perfect scores on the post-test are
predominantly those who scored in the top quartile on the pre-test, and whose change scores from
pre-test to post-test are restricted. In language arts, for example, the average change in score
from pre-test to post-test is 49.67. However, the average change score for students who scored in
the top quartile on the pre-test is 22.59, whereas the average change score for the other 75
percent of students is 58.73. Thus the statistical tests of the effects of the SAGE program that
follow are presented first for all cases, then for those cases scoring through the 75th percentile on

pre-tests.
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Difference of Means Tests

Tables 15 through 22 show the results of difference of means tests for each of the CTBS

sub-tests and total scores. Unlike the difference of means tests for the CTBS pre-test, which

showed no statistically significant differences between SAGE and comparison school students,

‘ statistically significant differences are found in favor of SAGE students for each sub-test, and

for total scale scores on the post-test. These statistically significant differences are observed
whether all students are analyzed, or the top scoring quartiles on the pre-test are excluded.

The largest difference in means is found on the mathematics sub-test, followed by
language arts, and then reading. The largest gain in SAGE student scores from pre-test to
post-test, relative to comparison school students, was in language-arts, as shown in Table 23. The
smallest relative gain for SAGE students from pre-test to post-test was on the reading sub-test.

Finally, the expectation that observed differences between all SAGE and comparison

school students would be understated due to a ceiling effect was not met in all of the bivariate

.analyses. When the top scoring quartile on pre-tests were withheld from analyses, the differences

between SAGE and comparison school students on the language arts and mathematics sub-tests
were actually smaller than when all students were included. To reiterate, however, comparison
school students are better off than SAGE students in terms of family income and potential
impediments to educational achievement. It is therefore necessary to statistically control for some
of these differences through multivariate analyses.
Multivariate Analyses
The effect of the SAGE program on student achievement, controlling for other factors,

was tested through a series of ordinary least squares regression models for each sub-test and for

14
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total scale scores. Control variables were entered into the models in blocks, with the
SAGE/comparison student variable entered into the models last.

The first block of control variables included 1) student score on the pre-test; 2) eligibility
for subsidized lunch as an indicator of family income, coded 0 if student is ineligible, 1 if student is
eligible for reduced price lunch, and 2 if the student is eligible for free lunch (this variable is
assumed to be interval level); and school attendance, measured as number of days absent, as
reported by teachers in May of 1997.

The second block of control variables included dummy variables for race/ethnicity, coded
1 if a student was of a certain race/ethnicity, and 0 if not. Dummy variables were included for
African American,' Asian, Hispanic, Native Americén, and White. A residual category, Other, is
included in the constant term in the regression equations.

Finally, a dummy variable for SAGE or comparison school student was entered on the
third block. This variable is coded 1 if a student is from a SAGE school, 0 if a student js from a
comparison school.

Some limitations of the data should be noted here. First, some of the racial/ethnic variables
create complications. The variable "Asian" is a gross indicator which fails to distinguish among
various Asian sub-groups. For example, we are unable to distinguish Hmong students, who tend
to be more disadvantaged, from other Asian sub-groups. Native Americans are only minimally
represented among comparison school first grade classes (as few as 8 in one analysis). And many
Hispanic students are limited in English proficiency and did not take the CTBS (including one
4 entire first grade class in a Milwaukee Public School). Similarly, many exceptional education

students did not take the CTBS, or completed the test but had their scores invalidated. Whether a
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particular student took the CTBS, or had his or her scores invalidated, was left to the discretion
of the teacher. Thus variables for exceptional education needs and limited English proficiency

were not included in the regression models.
Regression Results

Results of the regression analyses are presented in Tables 24 through 31. For all analyses,
for each of the CTBS sub-tests and total score, membership in a SAGE school emerges as a
significant predictor of student achievement on the post-test, while controlling for pre-test
scores, family income, school attendance, and race/ethnicity. The magnitude of the effect of
SAGE on student achievement, as denoted by the "b" coefficient, varies depending on the CTBS
sub-test, and whether all students are analyzed, or the top scoring quartile on the pre-test is
excluded.

Consistent with the difference of means tests, the largest effects of SAGE are found on the
mathematics sub-test, while the smallest effects of SAGE are found on the reading sub-test.
However, unlike the difference of means tests, regression results show the effect of SAGE is
consistently larger when the top scoring quartile on the pre-test is excluded. For example, Table
28 shows the effect of SAGE on mathematics. The model predicts that a SAGE student will score
3.876 scale points higher than a comparison school student, after controlling for pre-test scores,
family income, school attendance, and race/ethnicity. In Table 29, where the top scoring quartile
on the mathematics pre-test is excluded, the model predicts that a SAGE student will score 4.63
scale points higher than a comparison school student, after controlling for pre-test scores, family

income, school attendance, and race/ethnicity.
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When all cases are analyzed the goodness-of-fit of the models (as denoted by the adjusted
R’ statistic), ranges from .24 in reading to .48 for total scale score. That is, in predicting total
scale score on the post-test, the variables included in the model explain 48 percent of the variance
in total scale scores. Most of the variance in the post-test scores is explained of course by the
pre-test scores. Family income and absenteeism emerge as consistent and statistically significant
prAedictors of performance on all sub-tests and total scale score. Race and ethnicity show some
relatively large effects (as denoted by the b coefficients), but the effects are highly variable and are
generally statistically insignificant (race is discussed further below)’.

When the top scoring quartiles on the pre-test are excluded from analyses, the magnitude
of the SAGE effect (b) increases for all sub-tests and for total scale score. In the case of total |
scale score, for example, the estimated effect of SAGE membership on post-test performa_mce is
+4.60, as opposed to an estimated effect of 3.30 when all cases are analyzed. The relationship
between SAGE and post-test scores is more variable however, when the top quartile is excluded
(as denoted by the lower values of T). Indeed, the goodness-of-fit of the models (adjusted R?) is
lower when the top quartile is excluded.

Whether all cases are analyzed, or the top scoring quartiles are excluded, membership in
SAGE schools has a consistently positive, statistically significant effect on achievement on the

CTBS.

African American Students

A precursor to the SAGE program is the Tennessee STAR experiment in reduced class

size, a statewide initiative involving 7000 students over four years in grades kindergarten though

3 Additional models were tested including interaction terms for SAGE student by race/ethnicity. The

interaction terms were not statistically significant.
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grade 3. One of the conclusions reached in the Tennessee experiment in reduced class size is that
"the advantage of being in a small class is greater for minority students than for whites," (Finn and
Achilles, 1990: 567). Note that no distinction is made among minority sub-groups. For reasons
discussed earlier, analyses of SAGE effects by race and ethnicity are problematic, particularly for
Asians, Hispanics, and Native Americans. Still, the "achievement gap" between white and
minority students on standardized measures of achievement remains a source of considerable
interest, among both scholars and policy makers.

Among minority students in SAGE and comparison schools, African Americans clearly
comprise the largest sub-group -- roughly 25 percent of all SAGE students, and 33 percent of all
comparison school students. The African American student population does not present the
analytical problems of interpretation raised by other minority groups. In the analyses to follow,
African American students are first compared across SAGE and comparison schools on CTBS
sub-test and total scale scores. Second, African American students are compared to white
students across SAGE and comparison schools on CTBS total scale scores.

Table 32 provides comparisons of means on the CTBS post-test, and change scores from
pre-test to post-test. African American SAGE students scored higher than comparison school
students on every sub-test, and on total scale score. The differences are, in the main, not
statistically significant. The change scores, however, consistently favor SAGE students and are
statistically significant. In other words, African American SAGE students scored lower on the
CTBS pre-test than African American comparison school students, but made significantly
larger gains than comparison school students from pre- to post-test, and surpassed African

American comparison school students on the post-test.
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Concern over the minority achievement gap on standardized tests has occasionally been
focused on African American male students. Table 33 further distinguishes African American
SAGE and comparison school students by gender. A élear pattern emerged during the first year of
the SAGE program. African American male SAGE students attained comparable or higher change
scores from pre- to post-test than African American female SAGE students. At year's end African
American male and female students scored virtually the same on the CTBS post-test. This result is
quite unlike the scenario in comparison schools, where change scores for females exceeded
change scores for males on every sub-test, and on total scores. Thus ét year's end comparison
school females scored substantially higher than males on the CTBS post-test.

African American and White Student Achievement on the CTBS

African American students, as a group, scored significantly lower than white students, as a
group, on the CTBS pre-test total scale score, as shown in Table 34. This result holds for both
SAGE and comparison schools, though the gap between African Americans and whites is larger in
SAGE schools. When all cases are analyzed, African American SAGE students achieved greater
gains on the CTBS total scale score than white SAGE students from pre- to post-test, closing the
achievement gap (though the gap remains statistically significant). In contrast, African Americans
in comparison schools achieved lesser gains and in comparison schools the achievement gap
widened.

Given the ceiling effect discussed earlier, the analysis was repeated excluding the top
scoring quartile on the pre-test total scale score. Regarding pre-test comparisons the achievement
gap is narrower for both SAGE and comparison school students, though still statistically

significant. Change scofes, however, vary considerably between African American SAGE and
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comparison school students. In SAGE schools, African American students who performed at, or
below, the 75th percentile on the pre-test achieved the same change score as white students who
performed at, or below, the 75th percentile on the pre-test. An achievement gap remained, but
grew no larger over the course of the first year of SAGE. In comparison schools, the achievement
gap widened, as was observed when all cases where analyzed®.

Finally, the analysis was repeated excluding the top two scoring quartiles on the pre-test
total scale score. The results are almost identical to those found when only the top quartile was
excluded. Thus, even among the lowest scoring 50 percent of students on the pre-test, the

achievement gap between African American and white students widened in comparison schools,

but remained essentially unchanged in SAGE schools.

Hierarchical Linear Models

Many social science research endeavors involve hierarchical data structures. Hierarchical
data structures are those in which individual units are nested within larger units, the latter being
the unit of interest. The SAGE data are a prime example: students are nested within classrooms,
and it is the classroom effect that is of particular interest to the SAGE project. Hierarchical data
structures pose special analytical challenges in that data analysis at the individual level may result
in a biased impression of the effect of the nesting unit (in the SAGE case, the classroom). At the
root of this problem is the fact that different classrooms often contain a different number of

students, thus those classrooms that contain a greater number of students have greater influence

§ It is worth noting that African American SAGE students are disproportionately found in large, two

teacher classes. The implications of this will become clearer in the next section, which uses a class size variable in
hierarchical linear analysis.
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over the results of analyses done at the individual level. In general, if the effects of the nesting
unit, the class, is of interest this is not a desirable outcome. An analytical approach known as .
hierarchical linear modeling (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) is designed specifically to accommodate
these types of data structures. Essentially, hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) estimates
individual effects by analyzing data within each class and then provides a weighted average of
these effects. The effects of the class are then estimated as if all classes contained the same
number of students. HLM was used with the SAGE data to provide an alternative and less biased
accounting of the initial effects of the SAGE experience on test scores. In these models variables
associated with individual students are referred to as level-1 variables and those associated with -
the class are referred to as level-2 variables.
HLM Models

Analyses were conducted for each of the relevant criterion post-test scores: reading,
mathematics, language arts, and total. For all analyses, the level-1 variables were pre-test score,
socioeconomic status (SES) measured as eligibility for subsidized lunch, and attendance measured
as number of days absent. The post-test scores were adjusted for these three variables at the
individual level, therefore the effects may be thought of as being statistically independent of the
effects of these variables. A number of different level-2 models, each containing different level-2

variables, were specified for each variable of interest.

Model A. Class Size ,
These models examined the effect of class size on the adjusted criterion score.

Model B. SAGE
These models examined the effect of SAGE participation on the adjusted criterion score.
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Model C. Class Size, SAGE

These models examined the effect of SAGE participation on the adjusted criterion score
after the classrooms were class size adjusted, viewed as the effect of SAGE participation
beyond the class size effect.

Model D. Class SES, Class Size

These models examined the effect of class size on the adjusted criterion score after the
classrooms were SES adjusted, be viewed as the effect of class size once the effects of the
classroom SES are removed.

Model E. Class SES, SAGE

These models examined the effect of SAGE participation on the adjusted criterion score
after the classrooms were SES adjusted, viewed as the effect of SAGE participation once
the effects of the classroom SES are removed.

Model F. Class SES, Class Size, SAGE

These models examined the effect of SAGE participation on the adjusted criterion score

after the classrooms were class size and SES adjusted, viewed as the effect of SAGE
participation beyond the class size and SES effects.

It is important to note that the "class size" variable used in these analyses measures the number
of students in each class, and not the student-teacher ratio. As discussed earlier, some SAGE
classes contain a relatively large number of students (e.g., 30), and some comparison school
classes contain a relatively small number of students (e.g., 16).

Table 35 provides a summary of the effects of each of the level-1 and level-2 variables for
each of these analyses. Level-1 effects can be interpreted as the weighted average of the within
classroom effects of the level-1 variables. Level-2 effects can be interpreted as the classroom
effects of the level-2 variables of interest. Level-1 coefficients may be thought of as the average
effect of the modeling variable on the criterion score at the individual level. For example, for the
fotal scale score, each day absent resulted in a .205 point drop on the post-test (-.205 coefficient)
for the individual. These effects vary from classroom to classroom, however. Results for all three

sub-tests and the total score are fairly consistent. On average, attendance loss resulted in a drop
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in post-test scores, lower SES resulted in lower scores and higher pre-test scores resulted in
higher post test scores. No dramatic differences in these coefficients were observed across
sub-test scores.

The coefficients associated with the level-2 variables can be thought of a classroom
effects. For example in model A for the total score, an increase of one student in class size
resulted in a drop of .879 points for the class average (-.879 coefficient). Likewise, SAGE
participation resulted in a 6.397 point gain in the class average. A discussion of each model
follows.

Model A. Depending on the test, an inérease in class size of one person can be expected
to produce a .5 to 1.2 point loss in average post test performance. The results for all scores
shows this effect to be significant.

Model B. Participation in SAGE shows significant class average increases in post-test
performance for the total score (6.4 points) and the math subscore (8.0 points). Results for the
reading and language arts scores were somewhat below this and were not statistically significant.

Model C. Combining class size and SAGE participation in a single analysis isolates the
effects that SAGE might have beyond those produced by lower class sizes. Again, with the
exception of the language test, class size has a significant effect on class average post test
performance. Once class size has been accounted for, SAGE has no significant effect on class
average performance.

Model D. Since socio-economic status (SES) is known to have an influence on academic
test scores, a surrogate for this variable was used as both a level-1 and level-2 predictor. The

level-2 variable was the average SES for the class and estimates the effect of the overall class SES
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level beyond that associated with the individual, which is accounted for in the level-1 model. This
model combines class SES and class size and the results indicate that both have a significant effect
on class average post test performance. The effect of a 1 point class average gain in SES equates
to between 16 and 21 points on the average post test score, depending on the test (keep in mind
that SES was measured on a three point scale - thus a one point difference on average would
quite pronounced). The effect of class size in this context is not much different than when entered
alone (see model A).

Model E. When class SES and SAGE participation are entered in the same level-2 model,
both variables have a significant effect on class average post test performance. In this context,
SES has a slightly greater effect that in Model D, possibly indicating that SAGE participation and
SES are less highly correlated than class size and SES. The effect of SAGE participation on class
average post-test scores beyond those produced by SES differences ranges from about 7 points to
about 12 points depending upon the sub-test. In general, these effects are larger than when
SAGE is the sole variable in the model (see Model B). The likely explanation for this is that, in
general, SAGE classrooms have a lower SES that control classrooms, and once this is accounted
for, the benefit of SAGE participation is amplified.

Model F. This model combines SES, SAGE participation and class size in a single
analysis. For all sub-tests, SES once again has significant effects on the class average post test
score. For the total score, both class size and SAGE participation have a significant effect of class
average performance. Class size has a significant effect on class average performance for the

mathematics sub-test. Neither variable made a significant contribution to the average for the
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language arts and reading subscores once SES was accounted for. This is likely due to the fact
that these two variables (and SES) are relatively highly correlated.
Analysis for Truncated Group

As noted earlier, the use of CTBS Level 10 used for post-test resulted in a significant
proportiqn of ceiling effects for project participants. These effects likely had an undetermined
influence on the results displayed in Table 35. As with the individual level analyses, the HLM
models were also applied to the data after removing the top quartile of scorers on the pre-test.
This procedure eliminated most of the cases that were observed with a ceiling effect, and
therefore the results are expected to be free from any bias introduced by these effects. In
addition, for purposes of the HLM analyses, classrooms with fewer than 5 students after the
elimination procedure were dropped from the analysis. This was done to avoid having a very few
individuals in the classroom determine the effects for the classroom.

It should be noted that the regression coefficients generated from this truncated sample
may be biased. Assuming linearity, it can be shown (e.g., Linn, 1982) that the regression
coefficient resulting from the variable used for truncation (in this case pre-tests) will be unaffected
by this procedure. However, the coefficients associated with other variables, which were
subjected to incidental selection (to the extent that they correlate with pretest) can be expected to
be attenuated. In addition, in all cases the standard error of the coefficients can be expected to be
higher, therefore statistical significance is more difficult to attain. In all cases, then, the results
from the truncated sample can be thought of as conservative estimates.

Table 36 shows the HLM modeling results for the 75 percent sample. In the majority of

cases, the regression coefficients in Table 36 are attenuated with respect to the corresponding
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values in Table 35, as expected. There are several instances where the values actually increase,
however. These differences are most likely due to sampling error. Even though the standard
errors are expected to rise in the truncated situation, the pattern of significant coefficients is quite
similar across the models in Table 35 and Table 36. Consequently, the interpretation of the

results changes little from the full sample.
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III. LIFE IN SAGE CLASSROOMS:
THE REDUCED STUDENT-TEACHER RATIO

To accurately comprehend the SAGE program it is important to understand how SAGE
schools structure classrooms and implement features of the SAGE initiative (i.e., 15:1
student-teacher ratio, rigorous curriculum, lighted-schoolhouse, and staff development). The
focus of this section is on process, i.e, what went on in SAGE schools and classrooms rather than
on the effect SAGE had on student achievement. In particular, this section is centered on the
reduced student-teacher ratio implemented by SAGE schools.

Contained in this section of the report is a description of teaching and learning in SAGE
kindergarten and first-grade classrooms. Data collected from teacher interviews, classroom

observations, teacher activity logs, and teacher questionnaires are reported.

Teacher Interviews

Thirty first-grade teachers from 13 schools in 8 districts were interviewed during May
1997. This sample consisted of 18 individual interviews, and 6 interviews of teacher teams who
taught in 30:2 student-teacher ratio classrooms. The teachers selected to be interviewed were
those who served as the observation sample of the SAGE evaluation effort, except for two
teachers whose schedules did not permit interviews. Of the represented classrooms, 14 were 15:1
Regular classrooms, including 3 classrooms that contained both first grade and kindergarten
students, 4 were 15:1 Shared Space classrooms, 5 were 30:2 Team Taught classrooms, and 1 was

a 30:2 Floating Teacher classroom.
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The interviews, which were tape recorded and transcribed, were 20 to 45 minutes in
length and focused on three main questions. Teachers were asked to describe 1) the extent to

which their teaching changed as a result of having fewer students, 2) the extent to which they

" believed their students’ achievement improved as a result of being in a class with fewer students,

and 3) changes they anticipated in their teaching for the 1997-98 school year. Findings regarding
each of the questions follow.
Teacher Change

All of the interviewed teachers, except two teacher teams, indicated that their teaching had
changed as a result of having a reduced class size. These two teams stated that their basic
teaching style had not been altered, but they described many adjustments that they had made in
teaching, which were consistent with the changes described by the other 22 teachers. The
changes that the teachers described related to discipline, instruction, and personal enthusiasm.

Discipline. Although one teacher felt that the amount of time devoted to discipline had
not changed from previous years when she taught a larger class, all of the other interviewed
teachers said that they spent much less time in dealing with student misbehavior. Some teachers
stated that misbehavior had nearly vanished from their classr;)oms.

Several explanations were given for the reduction in student misbehavior. With only 15
students they can get the attention of the class more easily, teachers indicated. They can see what
every student is doing. They can have direct eye contact with students and can be physically close
to students. This leads to identifying problems early and dealing with them instantly, teachers
said. Further, because the class is small a family atmosphere develops in the classroom. A

different relationship emerges as students come to respect each other. In addition, teachers who
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team taught in 30:2 Team Taught classrooms remarked that during those portions of classroom
time when all 30 students were being taught as a group by one teacher, the other teacher was able

to focus exclusively on student behavior and take action if needed.

Examples

Well, it’s wonderful not having to stop instruction to do discipline. I mean that’s
probably one of the biggest plusses, that learning still goes on while another adult
deals with the problem.

Behavior is probably not very much of a problem any longer .... It’s basically

because you got a small number and you're on top of them all the time. You're
monitoring them all the time. So, they know how to behave now.

Instruction. A result of greatly reduced need to discipline students was substantially more
time devoted to instruction, teachers indicated. Every SAGE teacher interviewed remarked that
he or she v;/as able to devote more time to instruction this year. A few suggested that leés “paper
work” associated with small class size also contributed to increased instructional time. More
instructional time, teachers stated, permitted them to be less rushed in their teaching. They could
spend more time interacting with students, reteaching when necessary, and providing more and

- varied learning activities. The main consequence of increased instructional time, however, was an
increase in individualized instruction.

Examples

There is definitely more time on instruction. Just having fewer bodies in the classroom,
there are fewer, ah, fewer problems arise and so there can be more time devoted to
instruction.

It definitely changed, you know. Ido have more time that we 're spending, you
know, specifically doing instruction. '

Now I feel as if I have time to really facilitate as well as interact with kids.
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When teachers talked about how having a student-teacher ratio of 15:1 affected their
teaching, the topic of individualization was mentioned the most often and generated the most
emotion. All of the teachers agreed that they now could turn to the needs of individual students.

A class with fewer students enabled teachers to diagnose the learning needs of individual
students and to diagnose them earlier. The teachers remarked that they knew their
students’abilities better and that they came to know each student as a person. In addition to
diagnosis, having fewer students also permitted teachers to teach students on an individual basis.
They were able to get around to work with each student and they could do it frequently. Students
were not required to wait idly for the teacher’s attention. Those students who understood the
lesson were given accelerated tasks while those who had difficulties or problems were remediated.

Besides this type of tutoring individualization, small class size resulted in individualization
in another sense, teachers indicated. With fewer students each student gets more turns, to share
ideas, to answer teacher questions, to ask questions of others, and to read aloud. Increased
participation of this sort permits teachers to see individuals’ present level of understanding and to
take needed action, and it permits students to clarify their thinking on the basis of the feedback
they receive.

Examples

It was much easier to pinpoint what students need.

Oh my gosh. 1 get to return so many more times. I mean it could be the same
lesson, but I come back to them more than once to see how they re doing. So, I
might work with them and have the time to work with them one-on-one.

Most of the time everybody gets to have something they 're really interested in
brought out. I mean, even if we 're just having a discussion on a topic everybody
will get to say something about it because there’s time for that, because there are
only 14 kids.
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Well, with comparing this year to last year, I think that this year I was able to get
around to more kids and see the mistakes right away and address them right away
instead of waiting until I pick the papers up.

In addition to individualization, another area that most teachers believed had changed was
content emphasis. All but one teacher said that because they had smaller classes they were able
to teach more content and teach it in greater depth. Several mentioned that they had moved into
the second-grade reading curriculum and books. A few also mentioned that they were able to

introduce thematic teaching.

Examples

This year we finished up with grade one and we went through the second book.

I think the kids are getting so much further than I've seen first graders at this
point in the year.

Another instructional change mentioned by some of the interviewed teachers was
increased use of student-centered activities, however, far fewer teachers mentioned this area than
individualization. These teachers believed that smaller class size enabled them to provide interest
centers, more hands-on activities and the use of manipulatives, give students choices in tasks,
provide more opportunities to solve problems, and engage in more activities that require

creativity.

Examples
I can do a lot of, like I said, hands-on and that type of thing, things I wouldn’t
dare attempt with a large class.

Now I have kids in cooperative groups ... learning from each other, working
together, sharing each other’s materials. And, manipulatives, I really really like
them to work on manipulatives.
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Personal Enthusiasm. An area related to instruction about which teachers had strong
feelings was teacher enthusiasm as a consequence of having small classes. Teachers indicated
they had a much more positive attitude toward teaching and had much more energy and
motivation regarding teaching because they were able to develop personal relationships with
students and they could see substantial educational growth in their students. Some teachers also
mentioned that they experienced less stress because they had fewer students to whom they had to
attend. This resulted in fewer papers to correct and less work to be done at home in the evening.

Examples

This year has been much more positive. Part of that is because of the success of the
children because that is the goal. When they are successful, then that makes you want to
teach. That success is an upper in itself, and that makes the whole experience more
enjoyable.

I think that it gives you less stress because when you're teaching and trying to do a good
job, you’re worried about the students. You’re worried about them and trying to help

them. It’s a lot easier to give your attention and help to 15 kids than it is 30 kids, and
that has to bring down the stress level.

Student Learning

There was nearly unanimous agreement among the interviewed teachers that student
academic growth was affected by reduced class size. Teachers remarked that their students
achieved at a high rate in reading, language, and mathematics. Because a solid foundation of
reading skills could be built early, students were able, as has been mentioned, to proceed to
second grade materials. Some teachers also said that student writing ability improved considerably

as did their problem-solving ability in mathematics.

Examples

Their writing skills are much higher than in the past. That'’s because of all of the extra
practice that they got this year.
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I think that their skills are stronger because they just get more attention, all of
them.

They're so far, it’s like they 're beginning second grade .... As for a like reading

goes, as far as their comprehension of different things, or as far as math goes, all
over.

Anticipated Change

The teaching changes teachers revealed that they plan to make during the 1997-98 school
year are of two kinds. Some teachers, after a year of teaching small classes, have learned the
demands of this new environment and are considering how they can improve the practices they
used during the first year of the program. They indicated that they need to plan more carefully
because students learn and progress so quickly in this setting. Further, as the new first-grade
classes will contain large numbers of children who have experienced small classes as kindergarten
students, they know that planning an accelerated curriculum will be necessary. Other teachers
seem to be more satisfied with the teaching they employed during the first year but now want to
expand their use of student-centered teaching. These teachers mentioned that they intend to use,
for example, more guest speakers, curri.culum integration, creative activities, problem solving,

readers’ workshop, and student decision making.

Examples
I think what I would do is let the kids make more decisions, let them be more problem
solving.

I'would probably plan more to bring more people into the classroom like speakers
to talk about things that I haven’t had a chance to plan.
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Classroom Observations

Classroom observations were made in 26 first-grade classrooms, including 2 classrooms
that also contained some kindergarten children, in October and April during the 1996-97 school
year. These classrooms, taught by a total of 31 teachers, were selected to reflect the variety of
types of 15:1 student-teacher ratio classrooms in the SAGE program, and a range of geographic
areas. Of the 26 classrooms 15 were Regular classrooms, 15 were Shared Space classrooms, 5
were 2 Teacher Team classrooms, and 1 was a Floating Teacher classroom. The 26 classrooms
were located in 13 schools from 9 school districts.

The October observations lasted from one to three hours. The purpose of these
observations was to become familiar with the classrooms and to record a reading or mathematics
lesson to serve as a baseline measure of classroom events. Upon completion of each observation,
the observer wrote an expanded narrative account baseci on the notes recorded during the lesson.
These accounts were transcribed and analyzed using previous research on class size as well as
constructivist teaching theory as a guide. Previous research suggests that achievement benefits of
reduced class size may be related to less time needed for managing the classroom, fewer students
with whom the teacher must interact, and greater homogeneity of student needs. Constructivist
teaching theory suggests that for student understanding to occur instruction must be based on
students’ prior knowledge, make students active participants, provide feedback on students’
constructions, and encourage student reflection. This procedure yielded a set of categories which
was then used to complete the analysis of each observation. The main categories of
individualization, engagement, and management as well as subcategories are displayed in Table

37.
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The April observations were more focused observations. These observations, which
lasted from 30 to 90 minutes, used the categories established during the first observation as a
guide. Observers looked for instances of these categories of behavior but also recorded other
prominent behaviors or events.

Data from the two sets of observations follow. First, the classroom behavior of the total
group of observed classrooms is presented. Second, classroom behavior by type of SAGE
classroom is discussed.

Total Classroom Behavior

The observed behaviors for the total group of classrooms from both fhe fall and spring
observations are presented in Table 38. The findings are expressed in total frequencies and in
mean percents. Because of varying length of observations, the frequency with which different
teachers used particular behaviors, and the observation style of different observers, data for
individual classrooms were standardized by converting behavior tallies for each category to
percents of total behaviors used and then computing mean percents to facilitate total group
analyses.

Table 38 reveals that few changes were observed in teacher classroom behavior from
October to April in the three areas of individualization, engagement, and management. By
comparing frequencies it appears that there was increased use of nearly all categories of behavior
from October to April, but this increase is most likely a function of focusing on the categories
revealed by the first observation.

Individualization. Table 38 shows that considerable individualization occurred in

observed SAGE classrooms. Although the teachers do not regularly permit students to choose or
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create their own learning activities, they frequently provide help to individual students and actively
involve many, if not all students, in classroom events. Also, but to a lesser degree, they monitor
student progress and subgroup the class or single out individuals for special attention. Changes
that appear from October to April are that participation increased while both subgrouping and
total group instruction decreased somewhat. An example of a lesson in which individualization is

prevalent is the following:

Individualization Example

In the first portion of this observation, the teacher introduced the lesson to the
entire class. The class was working with different numbers which could be added
together to make 11 and 12. The teacher individually called on students to come
up with answers to her examples. When the second student that she called on
struggled, the teacher offered assistance. When the third student responded with
“4+7=11" the teacher said to him, “Right!” The teacher continued explaining what
the class was going to be doing, including a discussion of math “fact twins.” She
continued to call on students to give examples, ending this portion of the lesson
having called on half of the students present.

The class then broke into groups of two to complete a cooperative worksheet
using fact twins. The sheet involved using 11 chips in various groups of two. It
was arranged that one student would attempt the first question while the other
student checked the answer. The roles were then reversed for the second
question, and so on. As the students worked, the teacher walked around the
room, providing assistance when necessary. This ranged from helping them in
their own management to specific discussion of the lesson to modifying the activity
for those who completed it quickly. One group that could not decide who should
go first and were arguing about it was reminded by the teacher of a way to settle
the dispute. The students used the rock/paper/scissors game to make this
determination. The teacher then worked with a pair, helping them complete both
the initial number sentence and its fact twin. When one group finished the 11's
quickly, the teacher got another chip so that they could work on the twelve’s. She
told this group “good job!” Finally, as groups began to finish, she encouraged
them individually to work on something on their own. Some began reading.
Others began looking at pictures of the field trip they had recently taken. The
teacher continued to monitor the entire class, helping those that needed it, as well
as checking all students’ homework. The lesson ended as the bell rang and the
students lined up for recess. (15:1 Regular classroom)
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Engagement. Taken together, the analysis categories of listening, practicing, and
responding represent more teacher-centered teaching because students are assigned a passive role
in learning, while gaming, manipulating, creating, dialoging, problem solving, and the remaining
engagement categories represent more student-centered teaching because students are more
actively involved in learning activities. In both the October and April observations the observed
classrooms were dominated by teacher-centered teaching. However, there is a slight decrease in
teacher-centered teaching and a corresponding increase in student-centered teaching from
October to April. In particular, listening and practicing are used less, on average, while
responding is used more in terms of teacher-centered teaching. In student-centered teaching the

average percents increase for dialoging and problem solving but decrease for creating.

Engagemeht (Teacher-Centered) Example

In this team-taught classroom, the 30 children sat at their desks as the teacher
directed their attention to the blackboard on which she had written the letter “J.”
The teacher asked the class to look at the Wordwall and find a word that began
with that letter. A student went to the Wordwall and pointed out the word “jump.”
The teacher then directed all the students to write jump on their papers. As the
students did this both teachers circulated among the tables helping students where
needed. The process was repeated four more times with different students called
on each time to provide a word from the Wordwall. After the students had written
all the words the teacher told them they are going to put them in ABC order. She
called on one student for the first word (GO) and then had all the students write
that word. She continued the process until all five words were alphabetized. The
last portion of the lesson consisted of adding “ing” endings. To begin this portion
the teacher began hopping up and down, and asked the students what she was
doing. “Jumping!” they called out. She then had them go through all five words
adding the “ing” endings. As each word is written, both teachers circulated to
check that all students have written it correctly. When a student was having
difficulty, the teacher (not the one leading the lesson) remained at the student’s
desk providing the extra assistance needed in order to keep up.

When this portion of the lesson ended, the class was divided into three groups. Six
children left the room to meet with the reading resource teacher. Three children worked
with one teacher on one side of the room, while the remaining children worked with the
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other teacher on the side of the room. One group read a story from their readers with
different students reading different pages. As they went through the story, the teacher
complimented the children who read well and helped those who had difficulty. She made
sure that all students understood the content of the story. At the same time, in another
portion of the room, the other group of three students worked with the story of the three
little pigs, cutting out pictures and pre-printed words which tell the story. The teacher of
this group helped the students individually match the words with pictures, with the
ultimate goal of having each student create a book of the story. In each portion of the
lesson, the teacher drove the activity. She asked questions and the students responded to
the questions directly. (30:2 Team-Teaching classroom)

Engagement (Student-Centered) Example

This lesson began with the teacher distributing bags of geometric shaped blocks
consisting of triangles, squares, trapezoids, etc. The teacher encouraged the
children to experiment with the blocks to make patterns of their own. The
students immediately constructed their own patterns. The teacher then passed out
sheets which had two patterns pre-printed on them: a star and an octagon. The
students were then asked to arrange their blocks in these shapes, beginning with
the star. The teacher monitored, providing help when needed, and encouraged
students to use different blocks to form the same shape. The students worked on
their own, raising their hands when they wanted the teacher to check their work.

The teacher then used the overhead projector and her set of blocks to show one
way of ma king the star. She then invited students to come to the overhead and
show the blocks that they used in creating the star. Four different children
demonstrated their constructions on the overhead, as the teacher praised them by
saying, “Good Jeffrey!” and “I like the way that you are trying to find a different
way.”

The lesson continued as the students began working on the octagon pattern. This
time the teacher checked the patterns as she monitored, rather than using overhead
demonstrations. Finally, students were instructed to create their own patterns with
the blocks, draw them on a sheet of paper, and then later, have other students try
to make them. The students become engaged in making their own patterns using a
variety of blocks. The teacher continued to walk around the room, monitoring and
helping. The class session ended, however, before students could challenge each
other with their newly created patterns. (15:1 Shared-Space classroom)

Management. The data regarding management are difficult to interpret because of the
large increase in the average percent for the teaching category labeled "permits" in the April

observation data. Undoubtedly, more instances of students sharpening pencils, taking bathroom
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breaks, and engaging in other out-of-seat behaviors on their own volition occurred, but the
occurrence of this type of behavior appears to be exaggerated by observer attention due to its
addition to the observation guide for the April observation. It can be seen in Table 38, however,
that observed SAGE teachers are much more positive than negative in their classroom
management. Praising, reminding students about behavior that is expected, warming the
classroom climate, and permitting students free classroom movement make up nearly all of the
classroom management. Reproving students or cooling the classroom atmosphere through
sarcasm or ignoring students is used very infrequently. From October to April, however, there is a
decrease in several types of positive management. This could be a result of béth the end of the
school when students may become less attentive and also it may be an unavoidable consequence
of the huge increase in the permit category of behavior. That is, as students more freely move

about the classroom abuses of freedom may require a response from the teacher.

Management Example 1

In one classroom, as the noise level of the students increased, one of the teachers
said to the students, “Matt is really focusing on those dots, he isn’t talking. That’s
what you need to do.” Later, she said, “Nice job Rodney, he’s working so
quietly.” Toward the end of this particular lesson the teacher said, “I’m checking
for superstar behavior. Wow! I could pick a bunch of kids from each table.
Superstars are always ready!” (30:2 Team-Teaching classroom)

Management Example 2

In another classroom, the teacher asked, “who is ready?” When a few voices were
still audible, she said to one student, “I like the way you are listening!” She went
around the room praising students’ good behavior. (15:1 Regular classroom)

Classroom Behavior in Different Types of SAGE Classrooms
The observed average percent frequencies for each of the four main types of SAGE

classrooms are presented in Table 39. Because of the small number of classrooms observed it
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would be a mistake to generalize from these data to other classrooms of a particular type of
student-teacher ratio, but the findings displayed may suggest trends for future analyses.

In general the findings for the four main types of SAGE in gach of the three areas of
individualization, engagement and management echo the findings for the total group of observed
classrooms, as would be expected. There are some observed différences among the types,
however. In terms of individualization, 15:1 Shared Space classrooms use monitoring and
provide help more and have students participate less than the others. The 15:1 Regular
classrooms subgroup for special attention less than the others except for the one 30:2 Floating
Teacher classroom. For engagement, 30:2 Team Taught classrooms use teacher-centered
teaching the most, while 151 Shared Space and 30:2 Floating Teacher use manipulatives and
dialogue more than the others. Regarding management, the 1 5:1 Shared Space classrooms use
much more praise than the others, but permit students to move about the classroom less than the

others. The 30:2 Team Taught teachers use behaviors to warm the climate more than the others.

Teacher Activity Logs
Activity Logs designed to provide descriptions of typical school days were completed by

SAGE kindergarten and first-grade teachers three times (October, January, and May) during the
1996-97 school year. The logs required teachers to record classroom activities at 15-minute
intervals for a complete school day in four areas: time use, grouping, content, and student
learning activities.

A total of 638 logs were completed and returned. Of these, 218 (K=97, 1st=155,
combined grade=6) were completed in October; 200 (K=93, 1st=101, combined grade=6) were
completed in January; and 220 (K=100, 1st=116, combined grade=4) were completed in May.
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For this analysis, October logs were viewed as a baseline measure of classroom activity while
January and May logs were combined to form a measure of classroom activity reflective of the
effect of reduced class size.

Overall Results

Table 40 presents mean percent scores for time use, content, grouping, and student
learning activities for all SAGE teachers. Mean percent scores were determined by converting
frequency of category use for each teacher to percents based on total frequency and then
computing an average percent use for each category for the total group or subgroup of teachers.

As can be seen in Table 40, time use for all teachers is dominated by instruction. Mére
time is spent on instruction than time spent on routines, planning, and personal matters combined.
This finding for instructional time is stable from October to May, as are the results for rout.i.nes_,
planning, and personal activities.

In terms of grouping, whole class instruction is the most prevalent organizational form
teachers use to develop content and skills, yet it only accounts for roughly half of the time spent
on instruction. Small group and individual instruction account for most of the other half. Over
the year small group instruction increased while whole class, individual, and combined grouping
decreased slightly.

Time spent on content; as revealed in Table 40, was constant over the year with tWice as
much time spent on reading-language arts compared to mathematics. Reading-language arts
taught as separate lessons consume about thirty percent of the instructional time while
mathematics consumes bout 20 percent. Altogether, including integrated lessons,

reading-language arts and mathematics account for about 75 percent of the instructional time.
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Overall, the main student learning activities used were practicing, listening, receiving
help, creating, manipulating, and dialoging. The activities used less frequently were problem
solving, answering, reporting, receiving critique, and reflecting.

Of the 12 student learning activities, 4 are most closely identified with teacher-centered
teaching: listening, practicing, receiving help, and answering. These 4, which comprise 25 percent
of the options, account for 50 percent of the activities reported.

Those activities that decreased slightly in use after October were receiving help and

receiving critique. Practicing was the one activity that increased in use over the year.

Results for Kindergarten and First Grade

Table 40 also presents results for kindergarten and first grade separately. The results
show that in main findings the two groups are quite similar, but that some differences exist. For
example, kindergarten teachers spend comparatively less time in instruction and comparatively
more time on routines. They also use whole class and individual grouping less and small groups
more often than first-grade teachers, especially in the Fall. Reading and language arts was the
dominant content area in kindergarten, but much more time is devoted to this content area in first
grade. Kindergarten teachers used comparatively more integrated content than first-grade
teachers,

In regard to student learning activities, the two grade levels are remarkably similar.
Although both emphasize the use of practicing, listening, receiving help, creating, manipulating,
and dialogue, they differ somewhat in the extent to which some of these activities are emphasized.

First-grade teachers appear to use listening, practicing, receiving help, and answering, the set of
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behaviors representing more teacher-centered teaching more, and creating anci manipulating less
than kindergarten teachers.

Results for combined kindergarten and first grade classrooms most often reveal a middle
position compared to kindergarten and first grade findings. Two exceptions evident in the
combined January and May logs are that they use individual grouping less but problem solving
more than other classes.

Results for Different Types of SAGE Classrooms

Results for the four main types of classes are reported in Table 41 in the form of mean
percents. Combined January and May logs for Regular, 2 Teacher Team, Shared Space, and
Floating Teacher classrooms are basically alike but some differences are evident as can be seen.
The Regular classrooms differ from t_he others in that whole group instruction is used more often
as is integrated content. The 2 Teacher Team classrooms use small groups more and individual
instruction less than the others. They also are comparatively high in their use of integrated
content. The main features of the Floating Teacher classrooms are that they use planning and
evaluation, individual grouping, receiving help;, and answering more frequently along with more
time spent on reading-language arts than the other classrooms. Integrated content and creating
were used comparatively less. In relation to use of more teacher-centered teaching (listening,
practicing, receiving help, and answering), the Floating Teacher group is the highest. The
Shared Space classrooms spend the most time on instruction and the least on planning and
evaluation. They also spent the least time in small groups, but the most in combined classes. In

terms of student learning activities they are comparatively high in receiving help and

43

45



comparatively low in problem solving. In terms of activities most closely associated with

teacher-centered teaching, they are the lowest.

Teacher Questionnaire: Classroom Teaching

The first section of the Teacher Questionnaire, which dealt with the effects of reduced
student-teacher ratio on classroom teaching, reveals results similar to those of the other classroom
measures. This section, which contains two parts, was completed by 206 kindergarten and
first-grade teachers. The first part required teachers to rate their agreement with each of 11
statements concerning classroom practices. The second part asked them to rank the 16 statements
by identifying up to three statements that represent the most significant ways their teaching had
changed as a result of reduced class size.

As can be seen in Table 42 the results show that teachers felt that all of the teaching
behaviors listed were affected positively by reduced class size. The behaviors that were seen as
being affected most, based on ranking, were reduced management-more teaching,
individualization, assessing progress, diagnosing learning problems, and covering content in

greater depth.

Student Participation
Student participation in the classroom was measured by a Student Participation
Questionnaire. SAGE kindergarten and first grade teachers completed the questionnaire for each
of their students in both fall 1996 and spring 1997.
The Student Participation Questionnaire consists of 16 items, measured on a 1 to 5 scale,
designed to assess student behavior and participation in SAGE classrooms (see Table 43 for a list

of questions). Following principal component analysis (see Table 43), 15 of the 16 questions were
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combined into two additive scales. As shown in Table 44, one scale comprises 9 questions and
measures the extent to which student behavior is "On Task." A second scale comprises 6
questions and measures the extent to which students are engaged in "Active Learning." Further
analysis shows the On Task and Active Learning scales to be highly reliable indicators (as
measured by the alpha coefficients shown in Table 44).

Student participation in the classroom represents both process and product. The
questionnaire measures the extent to which individual students are engaged, or actively participate
in the learning process. But one of the ways in which a smaller student-teacher ratio could raise
academic achievement is by first increasing students' level of participration in the learning process.
Student participation represents an intervening measure between reduced student-teacher ratios
and academic achievement; increasing student participation is an achievement in itself.

Student participation has indeed increased over the course of the first year of the SAGE
program. Descriptive statistics on the fall 1996 and spring 1997 student participation scales are
provided in Table 45 (because the two participation scales comprise a different number of items,
the scores were transformed to a common scale ranging from 0-100). The mean On Task student
participation score increased by 8.9 percent from fall 1996 to spring 1997; the mean Active
Learning student participation score increased by 12 percent from fall 1996 to spring 1997.
Perfect (maximum) scores on the participation scale also increased from fall to spring. In fall, 143
(4.5 percent) SAGE students attained perfect scores in Active Learning, and 114 (3.6 percent)
had perfect scores in On Task behavior. In spring, 345 (12.0 percent) students had maximum

scores in Active Learning, and 201 (7.0 percent) attained perfect scores in On Task Behavior.
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The Active Learning and On Task behavior scales were entered into OLS regression
models (first grade only) to test their effect on achievement on the CTBS (see Tables 46-49).
After controlling for pre-test scores, attendance, eligibility for subsidized lunch, and
race/ethnicity, both Active Learning and On Task behavior emerge as significant predictors of
achievement on all sub-tests and total score 'on the CT. BS. Active Learning had the largest effect
on reading scale scores (b=.46). An increase of a single point on the Active Learning scale (on a
1-100 scale) predicts nearly a half a point increase in the reading scale score. The largest effect of
On Task behavior is found for reading and mathematics (b=.37 for both).

Since the Student Participation Questionnaire was not administered to comparison school
students the impact of SAGE on increasing student participation cannot be determined. Some
increase in participation may be expected to result naturally as a function of a child's maturation.
Further research and analysis of the antecedents and covariates of student participation is

necessary.

Conclusion

Taken together the teacher interviews, classroom observations, teacher activity logs, and
the teacher questionnaires provide a picture of teaching and learning in a 15:1 student-teacher
ratio classroom. What emerges after one year of the SAGE program is a classroom where
discipline problems and classroom management are greatly reduced, and when classroom
management is néeded, it is overwhelmingly positive. The direct beneficiary of this reduced time
spent on managing the class is increased time spent on instruction, i.e., on actually teaching.
Further, the increased instructional time that is now available to teachers is used to attend to the

learning needs of individual students. As much as half the time in classrooms teachers are helping
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individual students with difficulties they encounter or extending their learning beyond minimal
competencies, checking their work and monitoring progress, and providing opportunities for them
to become actively involved in learning by articulating current understandings and receiving
feedback. The increased instructional time also permits greater emphasis on quantity and depth of
reading-language arts and mathematics content. Well over 50 percent of the instructional time is
specifically devoted to these areas.

The type of instruction that students encounter in SAGE classrooms is predominantly
teacher-centered. Listening, practicing, receiving help, and answering account for between 50 to
75 percent of the teaching-learning that occurs. Although teachers indicated that their use of
more student-centered activities such as creating, manipulating, and problem solving increased
because of reduced class size, and there is evidence of use of these behaviors from both the .
observations and logs, student-centered teaching only plays a supplemental role in most SAGE
classrooms.

Several pictures do not emerge from a composite of the interviews, observations, logs,
and questionnaires. Although all teachers said some changes had taken place in their teaching
 during the first year of SAGE and observational and self-report log data substantiated these
changes, a major change in classroom events from October to May was not observed. A possible
explanation might be that the October data, rather than representing a baseline, show adjustments
that teachers had already made in their teaching. That is, they quickly made changes in their
teaching during September and part of October prior to initial data collection. These changes may

have been fine-tuned throughout the year, but the first-year response to reduced class size in
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rudimentary form may have already been established by October when the first observation
occurred.

Another picture that does not emerge is a large swing to student-centered teaching, a
change that some might expect as an result of reduced class size. Most SAGE teachers appear to
have made real, substantial changes in their teaching. However, these changes are not of the
magnitude of substituting one set of coherent practices for another. Instead, SAGE teachers
appear to have enriched their teaching and student learning with student-centered teaching, but
the major change they have made is to use their teacher-centered teaching with individuals, a
change that fewer students has permitted by reducing the need for management and increasing
instructional time.

Still another picture that has not emerged is a clear difference among the four main types
of SAGE classrooms. They differ in isolated behaviors and events, but generally they appear to
reflect the patterns found for the total group of SAGE teachers. Differences among classroom
types, however, as well as differences from the beginning to the eﬁd of the year in general and in
relation to type of teaching may emerge over time. The present data represent only one year of
the five-year SAGE program. Longitudinal data to be collected during the next four years are

needed to bring all of the pictures of classroom life into sharper focus.
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IV. OTHER SAGE INTERVENTIONS

During the first year of the SAGE program the focus of participating schools has clearly
been on implementing the reduced student-teacher ratio. The other SAGE interventions --
rigorous curriculum, staff development, and lighted schoolhouse programs -- have been attended
to by SAGE schools in varying degrees. This section of the report briefly describes the state of the

other SAGE interventions near the end of the first year of the SAGE program.

Rigorous Curriculum

The Teacher Questionnaire and Principal Interviews, both completed in May 1996, are the
sources of data regarding rigorous curriculum.

The Teacher Questionnaire contains a section on classroom curriculum designed to
determine the congruence of SAGE classroom curricula with professional curriculum standards
developed by the International Reading Association (IRA), the National Council for Teachers of
English (NCTE), and the National Council for Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM).

Teachers were asked to indicate, on a five point scale, the extent to which items on the
questionnaire described the curriculum in their classrooms. A classroom’s curriculum would be,
according to the teacher’s self-report, considered perfectly congruent with the professional
curriculum standards of the IRA, NCTM, and NCTE if the teacher responded “5" on all
curriculum items on the Teacher Questionnaire.

A total of 211 SAGE teachers completed the curriculum section (K=88, 1st=109, mixed
grade=4). The responses of each teacher yielded mean scores for reading/language arts and for

mathematics. As can be seen in Table 50 the mean scores for reading/language arts ranged from
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2.11 to 4.84 with an overall average score of 3.88 (78 percent of perfect congruence). Mean
scores for mathematics items ranged from 1.62 to 4.83 with an overall average score of 3.61 (72
percent of perfect congruence).

The responses of first grade and mixed grade teachers indicates that their reading/language
arts curricula are more congruent with professional standards than SAGE kindergarten curricula.
The responses of kindergarten, first grade and mixed grade teachers resulted in no significant
difference in the degree to which their curricula were congruent with professional standards in the
area of math.

It is interesting to note the three reading/language arts items that produced the highest
means - and were thus closest to the recommended professional standard. Accordiflg to SAGE
teachers, students in their classrooms were most likely to be: 1) taught to apply a variety of
decoding strategies (mean score=4.65), 2) taught the names of the parts of books (mean
score=4.74), and 3) encouraged to choose books they are interested in reading (rﬁean
score=4.78). In mathematics the most notable divergence from the pattern mean responses at the
3 or 4 level was in response to the item on calculator use. This item had a mean response of 2.17
which suggests that calculators do not play much of a roll in SAGE kindergarten and first grade
math instruction.

All SAGE principals were interviewed. Their responses to curriculum related questions
suggests that, for SAGE principals, a rigorous curriculum includes basic skills, problem solving,
and higher level thinking. Only a handful of principals seemed to believe that the curriculum of
their school was rigorous. However, most SAGE principals regarded parts of their curriculum as

strong.
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Staff Development

The section of the Teacher Questionnaire that dealt with staff development asked teachers
about their individual level of professional development as well as the extent to which their school -
district provides staff development programs. The questions were derived from standards for staff
development published by the National Staff Development Council, in cooperation eith the
National Association of Elementary School principals.

With respect to individual professional development, the SAGE contract requires that
teachers and administrators develop professional development plans that focus on how they will
help improve student academic achievement. Despite of the contractual requirements, roughly 60
percent responded that they had no "personal, formal, written development plan.” As can be seen
in Table 51, those teachers who had individual plans were more likely to engage in activities
aimed at professional development. Teachers were asked if, over the past school year, they had
participated in any of twelve activities aimed at further developing their teaching skills. Of the
twelve professional development activities, four were found to be significantly related to existence
of an individual professional development plan. Teachers who reported that they had a formal
individual development plan were more likely to have 1) collaborated with other schools and
institutions, 2) conducted research connected to teaching, 3) attended a professional conference
or skill building workshop, and 4) taken a course for graduate or CEU credit.

Other questions concerned the extent to which their school district had a staff
development program. Using categories established by the National Staff Development Council,
teachers were asked to identify the stage of their district's program. Twenty one percent answered

that their district was at the "initialization" phase, 66.4 percent responded that they were in the
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"implementation" stage, while 9.3 percent felt that their school district was currently
"Institutionalizing" their staff development program. Similar statistical analyses were conducted
to determine the relationship between the presence of a school directed staff development
program and professional developrr;ent activities. Teachers who felt that their school district was
either in the "implementation” or institutionalization” phase were significantly more likely to
have participated in eight of the twelve personal development activities during the past school
year, as shown in Table 52.

The professional development activities that were most highly related were those that
occurred within the framework of the district's level of development. More simply, those school
districts that were further along in implementing a staff development program were more likely to
ha\}e their teachers participate in such activities as teacher-to-teacher mentoring programs, joint
planning, collaborative teaching, collaborative evaluation of student progress, and school-wide
instructional initiatives or themes. This finding indicates that individual professional development
plans and school district staff development programs may differ in the impact that they have on
individual actions aimed at professional development.

Individual, formal professional development plans seem to be related to those activities
that are most directly controlled by the individual independent of the school district's commitment
to professional staff development. For example, a teacher who has a formal professional
development plan in place may be more likely to conduct research related to his or her teaching in
spite of the fact that the school district may not have a well-developed staff development
program. Additionally, the commitment of the school district toward staff development relates

most directly to those activities that occur within the boundaries of everyday school life. In other
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words, staff development programs seem to correlate most highly with those activities that are

directly under the district's control.

Lighted Schoolhouse

Data regarding implementation of lighted schoolhouse activities were obtained from the
Principal Interviews and year end reports required by DPI. In addition, data regarding lighted
schoolhouse activities existing prior to SAGE were obtained from the Baseline Data
Questionnaire administered in May, 1996, and the school contracts completed for DPI prior to
enrollment in the SAGE program.

Most schools have continued the activities they offered in previous school years. Principal
Interview data suggest that SAGE schools have taken responsibility for the conception and
operation of the lighted schoolhouse activities (as opposed to activities initiated by parents or
community volunteers). However, they have not tended to focus heavily on their lighted
schoolhouse activities in the first year of SAGE implementation, Some SAGE schools have
experienced financial and transportation difficulties as a result of their lighted schoolhouse
activities.

Regarding the differences between the pre-SAGE and SAGE years, Table 53 shows that
of the thirty SAGE schools, 20 reported an increase in participation in lighted schoolhouse
activities, while 3 reported a decrease in participation. Change related to the remaining 7 schools

could not be determined due to incomplete or inaccurate information.
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Table 1. SAGE Schools

District District

School School
Adams-Friendship Area Menomonie Area

Adams Elementary River Heights Elementary
Beloit Milwaukee Public Schools

Robinson Elementary Carleton Elementary
Cudahy Fairview Elementary

Parkview Elementary
Gilman

Gilman Elementary
Glidden

Glidden Elementary
Green Bay Area

Jefferson Elementary
Janesville

Wilson Elementary
Kenosha

Durkee Elementary
Lac Du Flambeau #1

Lac Du Flambeau Elementary

LaCrosse
Franklin Elementary
Hamilton Elementary
Laona
Robinson Elementary
Madison Metropolitan
Glendale Elementary
Menominee Indian
Keshena Primary

Longfellow Elementary
Maple Tree Elementary
Maryland Avenue Elementary
Sherman Elementary
Wisconsin Conservatory of Lifelong Learning
Prentice
Ogema Elementary
Tripoli Elementary
Siren
Siren Elementary
South Shore
South Shore Elementary (Port Wing)
Superior
Blaine Elementary
Cooper Elementary
Suring
Mountain Elementary
Webster
Webster Elementary
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Table 2. Characteristics of SAGE Students, Spring 1997

Percent of

Characteristic Students
Gender

Female 48.6

Male 514
Race/Ethnicity

African American 24.8

Asian 5.7

Hispanic 6.6

Native American 11.7

White 48.8

Other 1.6
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility

Free 57.7

Reduced 10.9

Not Eligible 314
Repeating Grade in 1996-97 32
English as Second Language 82
Referred to M-Team 13.6
Exceptional Education Need 13.1
Individualized Education Plan 8.2

Source: Student Profiles

Table 3. SAGE Enrollment by Classroom Type and Grade, Spring 1997

Kindergarten
Grade 1
Mixed Grades

Totals

Regular

N of N of
Students  Classes

683 50
858 61
48 4
1,589 115

2 Teacher
Team

Nof Nof
Students  Classes

615 24
525 18

0 0

1,140 42

Floating
N of Nof
Students  Classes
57 3
138 7
0 0
195 10

Shared Space
Nof Nof
Students  Classes
29 2
115 8
25 1
169 11

Split
Nof Nof
Students  Classes
0 0
25 2
0 0
25 2

3 Teacher
Team
N of Nof
Students  Classes

37 1

0 0

0 0
37 1
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Table 7. Methods of Data Collection by Type of School and Grade

SAGE Comparison
Schools Schools
Data Collection Method K 1 K 1
Student Profiles v v v v
Classroom Organization Profile v v v v
Teacher Activity Log v v
Student Participation Questionnaire v v
Classroom Observations * 4
Teacher Interviews * v
Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (CTBS) v v
Teacher Questionnaire v v
Principal Interviews v

* A sample of SAGE classrooms.
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Table 38. Observed Classroom Behaviors in Selected SAGE First
Grade Classrooms

Fall Spring

Classroom Behaviors | Mean (%) | Frequency | Mean (%) | Frequency
Individualization
11 Monitoring 12.27 36 13.39 70
12 Grouping 18.4 41 11.47 74
13 Choice 2.66 8 2.13 14
14 Help 28.13 66 29.58 174
15 Participation 21.26 46 36.24 235
16 Whole Class 15.64 25 5.72 18
All Children 1.63 3 1.48 9

Total 99.99 225 100.01 594
Engagement '
E1 Listening 38.69 243 33.94 319
E2 Practicing 14.96 73 7.01 69
E3 Reading 26.16 166 32.99 351
E4 Gaming 3.31 22 2.45 25
ES Manipulating 3.74 28 422 41
E6 Creating 4.07 19 1.87 16
E7 Dialoging 1.95 13 4.29 42
E8 Problem Solving 0.76 6 5.55 54
E9 Reporting 3.03 14 4.5 45
E10 Reflecting 0.48 1 0.59 7
E11 Initiating 2.84 21 2.59 39

Total 99.99 608 100 1,008
iManagement
M1 Praise 41.62 53 21.55 143
M2 Reproof 5.46 10 8.62 60
M3 Reminds 25.1 33 14.67 110
M4 Warms 15.24 17 7.36 27
MS Cools 7.02 7 2.75 20
M8 Problem Solving |  0.67 1 5.89 29
MI11 Permits 4.89 10 39.16 276

Total 100 131 100 665

‘ TOTALS 964 2,267
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Table 39. Observed Classroom Behaviors in Four Types of Selected SAGE First Grade Classrooms

All Classes | 15:1 Regular | 30:2 Team | 15:1 Shared [ 30:2 Floating

Categories ' n=26 n=15 n=5 n=5 n=1
Individualization
11 Monitoring 13.39 12.07 12.47 18.79 10.71
12 Grouping 11.47 7.99 15.4 19.57 3.57
13 Choice 2.13 1.57 2.02 222 10.71
14 Help 29.57 28.67 27.26 3411 32.14
15 Participation 36.24 39.81 39.96 20.48 42.86
16 Whole Class 5.72 8.04 1.74 3.89 0
All Children 1.48 1.86 1.15 0.95 .0

Total 100 100.01 100 100.01 99.99
Engagement
E1 Listening 33.94 32.51 37.5 34.13 36.73
E2 Practicing 7.01 4.64 9.47 12.69 2.04
E3 Reading © 3299 34.96 33.43 28.33 24.49
E4 Gaming 245 2.45 3.62 0.95 4.08
ES Manipulating 422 3.06 3.31 7.83 8.16
E6 Creating 1.87 1.73 0.16 3.56 4.08

' |[E7 Dialoging 4.29 2.9 3.19 7.13 16.33

E8 Problem Solving 5.55 6.95 1.77 5.38 4.08
E9 Reporting 4.5 6.98 243 0 0
E10 Relfecting 0.59 0.69 1.03 0 0

Total 100 100.01 99.98 100 99.99
Management
M1 Praise 21.55 16.79 21.41 40.65 10
M2 Reproof 8.62 8.62 6.08 11.25 6.67
M3 Reminds 14.67 12.86 17.79 16.76 10
M4 Warms 7.36 5.06 18.77 4.1 3.33
MS5 Cools 2.75 3.73 1.05 0 6.67
M8 Problem Solving 5.89 8.47 2.18 2.86 6.67
M11 Permits 39.16 4448 32.72 24.39 56.67

Total 100 100.01 100 100.01 100.01
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Table 40. Activity Log Data for Kindergarten and First Grade SAGE Classrooms

LOG 1 LOGS2 &3
Kindergarten | Grade 1 Mixed Grade | Population | Kindergarten| Grade 1 Mixed Grade | Population

Category n=97 n=120 n=6 n=223 n=100 n=120 n=4 n=224
Time Use
|ROUtines 0.19 0.11 0.09 0.15 0.2 0.12 011 | 0.16
Planning and Evaluation 0.2 0.18 0.25 0.19 0.19 0.17 026 | 0.18
Personal Time 0.08 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.1 0.08 0.09
Instructional Time 0.53 0.61 0.57 0.57 0.52 0.6 0.54 0.57

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Grouping
Whole Group 0.49 0.52 033 0.5 0.49 0.5 047 0.49
Small Group 0.26 0.23 0.35 0.25 0.28 0.27 0.28 0.28
Individual 0.17 0.2 0.2 0.19 0.17 0.18 0.15 | 0.18
Combined Classes 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.07 0.06 0.05 “0.1 0.05

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Content
Reading/Language 0.28 0.43 0.3 0.36 0.29 0.43 0.32 0.37
Math 0.18 0.19 0.21 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18
Integrated 0.26 0.16 0.29 0.2 0.24 0.16 0.24 0.2
Other 0.29 0.22 0.2 0.25 0.29 0.23 0.27 0.25

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Learning Activities

Listening 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.12 0.15
" ||Practicing : 0.15 0.18 0.14 0.17 0.18 0.2 022 0.19
Creating 0.1 0.08 0..08 0.09 0.11 0.07 0.09 0.09
Receiving Help 0.1 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.09 0.1
Manipulatives 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.1 0.08 0.1 0.09
Dialoguing 0.1 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.09
Problem Solving 0.06 0.06 0.08 006 | 0.07 0.06 0.09 0.07
" [Receiving Critique 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.04
Reflecting 0.03 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03
Answering 0.07 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.02 0.06
Reporting 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.04
Other 0.06 0.04 0.08 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.06
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
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Table 41. Activity Log Data for Four Types of First Grade SAGE Classrooms, Logs 2 and 3

Category 15:1 Regular 30:2 Team 30:2 Floating 15:1 Shared
n=65 n=34 n=10 n=8
Time Use
Routines 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.11
Planning and Evaluation 0.18 0.16 0.2 0.12
Personal Time 0.11 0.1 0.09 0.12
Instructional Time 0.59 0.6 0.58 0.65
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Grouping
Whole Group 0.52 0.49 0.44 0.48
Small Group 0.23 0.34 0.29 0.18
Individual 0.21 0.13 0.23 0.2
Combined Classes 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.13
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Content (
Reading/Language 0.41 0.44 0.52 0.49
Math 0.17 0.18 0.25 0.19
Integrated 0.17 0.19 0.05 0.09
Other 0.25 0.2 0.18 0.23
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Learning Activities

Listening 0.15 0.17 0.16 0.15
Practicing 0.18 0.21 0.19 0.2
Creating 0.1 0.08 0.04 0.09
Receiving Help 0.1 0.09 0.13 0.12
Manipulatives 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.09
Dialoguing 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.07
Problem Solving 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.04
Receiving Critique 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.04
Reflecting 0/03 0.03 0.03 0.02
Answering 0.06 0.07 0.1 0.08
Reporting 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.05
Other ' 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.04
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
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Table 42. Perceived Effects of Reduced Student-Teacher Ratio on Student Participation by Kindergarten

and First-Grade SAGE Teachers

Strongly Strongly
Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree | Mean | N | Rank

1. I spent more time teaching rather than 0.5 4.4 7.8 38.3 49 43 1206] 1

managing the classroom.
2. I covered content at a quicker pace. 1 6.8 19.5 | 42.4 | 30.2 39 |205] 8
3. I covered content in greater depth. 0.5 24 10.7 41 454 | 43 205} 5
4.1 spent more time diagnosing students’ 0 1 8.3 48.1 | 427 | 4.3 |206( 4

learning problems.
5. I'spent more time with individual students

planning and implementing learning activities. 1.0 1.5 8.7 393 | 49.5 4.4 {206 2
6. 1 spent more time assessing students’ progress. 0 1.5 6.3 39.3 | 529 44 (206
7. I spent more time developing, discussing and

answering students’ questions. 0.0 1.0 59 478 | 454 44 1205 7
8. I involved students in more hands-on activities. 0 1 49 | 345 | 597 | 4.5 (206 2
9. I more often based activities on students’ prior

knowledge and interests. 0.0 0.5 223 | 47.6 | 29.6 | 4.1 [206] 10
10. I more often involved students in problem solving,

creating and experimenting. 0.0 1.9 9.2 48.1 | 40.8 43 1206 6
11. 1 offered students more opportunities to choose ‘

among learning activities. 0.0 39 122 | 429 | 41.0 42 1205 9
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Table 50. SAGE Teachers' Congruence with National Curriculum Standards

Variable Mean Minimum Maximum Congruence N
Reading/Language Arts (Total) 3.88 2.11 4.84 0.78 211
Mathematics (Total) 3.61 1.62 4.83 0.72 211
Reading/Language Arts (Kindergarten) 3.7 2.11 4.79 0.74 88
Mathematics (Kindergarten) 3.52 1.62 4.67 0.70 88
Reading/Language Arts (1st Grade) 3.99 2.84 4.79 0.8 109
Mathematics (1st Grade) 3.66 1.79 4.71 0.73 109
Reading/Language Arts (Mixed Grade) 4.14 3.79 447 0.83 4
Mathematics (Mixed Grade) 3.79 3.68 3.83 0.76 4

Table 51. District Staff Development

Have a formal

professional

Personal Development Actions Development Plan?
Over the past school year, I have: YES NO N)
engaged in mentor relationship w/ another teacher 62.8%  57.1% 126
participated in joint planning w/other sage teachers 95.3% 90.5% 196
collaborated with other teachers in delivering lessons 87.2% 80.2% 176
collaborated with other teachers in evaluating student progress| 90.7% 84.1% 184
participated in a study group or on-line network 22.1% 18.3% 42
collaborated in school-wide intstructional initiatives or themes | 69.8% 60.3% 136
collaborated w/other schools or institutions 39.5% 21.4% 61
conducted research connected to my teaching 39.5% 27.8% 69
attended a professional conference or skill-building workshop | 93.0% 78.6% 179
attended workshops, etc. focused on diversity/human relations | 32.6% 26.2% 61
training
attended a workshop, etc. focused on teaching smaller classes | 18.6% 12.7% 32
taken a course for graduate or CEU credit 57.0% 36.5% 95

N) 126 86 212
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Table 52. District Staff Development

Personal Development Actions Districts' phase of Staff Development
Over the past school year, [ have: Initialization Implementation Institutionalization (N)
engaged in mentor rel't w/ another teacher 46.5% 63.3% 80.0% 124
participated in joint planning w/other sage teachers 88.4% 96.4% 95.0% 195
collaborated with other teachers in delivering lessons 72.1% 88.5% 85.0% 174
collaborated with/other teachers in evaluating student progress 79.1% 91.4% 90.0% 182
participated in a study group or on-line network 14.0% 21.6% 30.0% 42
collaborated in school-wide intstructional initiatives or themes 39.5% 71.2% 90.0% 134
collaborated w/other schools or institutions 25.6% 28.15 55.0% 61
conducted research connected to my teaching 32.6% 34.5% 30.0% ' 68
attended a professional conference or skill-building workshop 88.4% 85.6% 85.0% 177
attended workshops, etc. focused on diverity/human rel't training 23.3% 27.3% 55.0% 59
attended a workshop, etc. focused on teaching smaller classes 4.7% 18.7% 20.0% 32
taken a course for graduate or CEU credit 44.2% 43.9% 60.05 92
(N) 43 139 20 202
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Table 53. Lighted Schoolhouse Activities and Number of Participants in SAGE Schools

Number of Schools

Number of Participants

Offering Activity in Activity

Activities Pre-SAGE _Spring 1997 Difference [ Pre-SAGE  Spring 1997 Difference
PTSA 1 1 0 50 600 550
Student Clubs/Sports 1 6 5 20 545 525
Community Ed. 2 8 6 62 509 447
Community Rec 14 19 5 872 1,310 438
Family Nights 1 4 3 265 642 377
Social Services 1 4 3 107 464 357
Health Clinic 4 8 4 1,078 1,393 315
Parent/Comm. Council 15 18 3 175 366 191
Parent Resource Ctr. 4 5 1 325 497 172
Adult Tech, Classes 5 4 -1 298 444 146
Head Start 6 5 -1 209 341 132
Library-community 6 5 -1 544 668 124
PTA/PTO 19 16 -3 321 434 113
Youth Group 0 2 2 0 108 108
Health Clinic 8 11 3 405 511 106
Boy Scouts 13 12 -1 277 360 83
Parent Computer 0 2 2 0 82 82
Health Center 3 3 0 45 125 80
Say No Club/ DARE 0 2 2 0 74 74
Library Hours 6 8 2 843 913 70
Summer Camp/Rec 0 1 1 0 65 65
Lunch Prog. 0 1 1 0 65 65
Parenting Classes 0 1 1 0 60 60
Technology 0 1 1 0 60 60
Girl Scouts 15 12 -3 381 432 51
Dance/Music Clubs- 0 2 2 0 49 49
Literacy/ Reading 0 2 2 0 45 45
4-H 1 3 2 15 50 35
Arts/Crafts 0 1 1 0 35 35
Right Start 0 1 1 0 23 23
Mega Skills 0 1 1 0 20 20
Special Olympics 0 1 1 0 20 20
Even Start 0 1 1 0 18 18
Even Start Literacy 1 1 0 29 47 18
GED Prep 3 3 0 46 61 15
Odyssey of the Mind 0 1 1 0 13 13
Minority Excellence Org. 0 1 1 0 10 10
Parent Tutoring 0 1 1 0 10 10
Salvation Army 1 0 -1 25 0 -25
FAST 5 5 0 157 115 -42
Hunter/Snowmobile Safety 2 1 -1 60 10 -50
Tutoring 16 16 0 575 519 -56
Day Care 12 13 1 408 334 -74
Music Lessons 9 5 -4 295 191 -104
Community Rec adult 9 11 2 552 378 -174
Breakfast 15 18 3 2,626 2,349 =277
Homework Helpline 4 2 2 385 94 -291
Totals 202 231 29 11,766 15,678 3,912
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Table 4. Composite Profile of SAGE and Comparison Schools

Percent of Students
SAGE Comparison
Characteristic Schools Schools 1 Prob.
Gender 272 .601
Female 48.6 494 .
Male 514 50.6
Race/Ethnicity
African American 24.8 32.9 38.268 .000
Asian 5.7 5.5 .085 770
Hispanic 6.6 8.0 3.171 .075
Native American 11.7 1.4 167.339 .000
White 48.8 49.0 .010 918
Other 1.6 2.7 7.304 .007
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility 43.853 .000
Free 57.7 494
Reduced 10.9 9.9
Not Eligible 314 40.7
Repeating Grade in 1996-97 32 2.6 1.409 235
English as Second Language 8.2 4.9 19.276 .000
Referred to M-Team 13.6 9.2 21.19 .000
Exceptional Education Need 13.1 9.7 12.82 .000
Individualized Education Plan 8.2 5.5 13.048 .000

Table 5. Enrollment Changes in SAGE and Comparison Schools, 1996-97

SAGE Schools -~ Comparison Schools All Schools
Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
Number of SAGE Number of Comparison | Number of All
Students Students Students Students Students Students
Ongoing 2,943 814 1,706 85.3 4,649 82.8
Withdrew 397 11 178 8.9 575 10.2
Enrolled 274 7.6 115 5.8 389 6.9
Table 6. Number of Students in SAGE and Comparison Schools by Grade, Spring 1997
SAGE Schools Comparison Schools Totals
Kindgergarten 1,494 820 2,314
1st Grade 1,723 1,001 2,724
Totals 3,217 1,821 5,038
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Table 8. Number of Students with Valid Test Scores

Total SAGE Comparison

Fall, 1996 Pre-Test

Reading/Language Arts 2,511 1,558 953
Mathematics 2,492 1,538 954
Total 2,437 1,515 922
Spring, 1997 Post-Test

Reading/Language Arts 2,537 1,575 941
Mathematics 2,515 1,566 928
Total 2,491 1,552 918
Pre-Test and Post-Test

Reading/Language Arts 2,230 1,386 844
Mathematics 2,199 1,368 831
Total 2,138 1,336 802

Table 9. Deécriptive Statistics on CTBS Pre-Test Results (includes SAGE and comparison school students)

Scale Score National Percentile
Standard Standard Number
Sub-Test Mean Deviation Mean Deviation Taking Test
Reading 532.04 3741 40.82 27.46 2,511
Language Arts 527.99 43.85 38.76 27.76 2,511
Mathematics 489.98 40.34 38.37 26.36 2,492
TOTAL 517.07 35.17 38.90 26.46 2,437

Notes: Maximum achievable scale scores for the level 10 test are: Reading, 626; Language Arts, 620;
Mathematics, 629; Total Score, 625. A TOTAL scale score is available only for those students who completed all
parts of the CTBS.
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Table 10. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Pre-Test Language Arts Scale Scores

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 529.15 44.27 953
SAGE School Students 527.29 43.59 1,558
Difference of Means = 1.86

t-test for Equality of Means: t = 1.03, 2-tail sig. = .30

Table 11. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Pre-Test Reading Scale Scores

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 533.66 38.24 953
SAGE School Students 531.04 36.88 1,558
Difference of Means = 2.61

t-test for Equality of Means: t = 1.68, 2-tail sig. = .09

Table 12. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Pre-Test Mathematics Scale Scores

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 489.76 40.56 954
SAGE School Students 490.12 40.21 1,538
Difference of Means = 0.36

t-test for Equality of Means: t = 0.22, 2-tail sig. = .83

Table 13. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Pre-Test Total Scale Scores

Standard

Group Mean Deviation N

Comparison School Students 518.03 35.43 922

SAGE School Students 516.49 35.08 1,515

Difference of Means = 1.54

t-test for Equality of Means: t = 1.05, 2-tail sig. = .30
Table 14, Perfect Scores on CTBS Post-Test

All Students SAGE Students Comparison Students
Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Perfect Scores Perfect Scores | Perfect Scores Perfect Scores|Perfect Scores Perfect Scores

Reading 653 26.1 421 26.8 232 24.8
Language Arts 907 36.2 599 38.2 308 32.9
Mathematics 180 7.2 129 8.3 51 5.5
Total Battery 86 3.5 64 4.1 22 2.4
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Table 15. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Language Arts Scale Scores: All Cases

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 575.31 42.71 875
SAGE School Students ’ 581.09 39.45 1,451

Difference of Means = 5.78
t-test for Equality of Means: t = 3.25, 2-tail sig. =.001

Table 16. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Language Arts Scale Scores: Excluding Top Quartile

on Pre-Test ]
Standard

Group Mean Deviation N

Comparison School Students 568.06 40.58 623

SAGE School Students 573.09 39.57 1,036

Difference of Means = 5.03
t-test for Equality of Means: t = 2.48, 2-tail sig. = .014

Table 17. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Reading Scale Scores: ‘All Cases

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 578.66 39.99 875
SAGE School Students 582.33 37.17 1,451

Difference of Means = 3.67
t-test for Equality of Means: t = 2.20, 2-tail sig. = .028

Table 18. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Reading Scale Scores: Excluding Top Quartile on

Pre-Test

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 571.76 37.96 618
SAGE School Students 576.66 3574 - 1036

Difference of Means = 4.90
t-test for Equality of Means: t = 2.64, 2-tail sig. =.010

Table 19. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Mathematics Scale Scores: All Cases

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 538.27 44.50 866
SAGE School Students 545.56 42.64 1,444

Difference of Means = 7.29
t-test for Equality of Means: t = 3.87, 2-tail sig. =.000
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Table 20. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Mathematics Scale Scores: Excluding Top Quartile

on Pre-Test

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 527.64 39.88 625
SAGE School Students 534.34 39.42 1,015

Difference of Means = 6.70
t-test for Equality of Means: t=2.01, 2-tail sig. = .001

Table 21. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Total Scale Scores: All Cases

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 564.50 35.58 856
SAGE School Students 569.90 33.93 1,433

Difference of Means = 5.40
t-test for Equality of Means: t = 3.57, 2-tail sig. = .000

Table 22. Difference of Means Test on CTBS Post-Test Total Scale Scores: Excluding Top Quartile on

Pre-Test

Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Comparison School Students 555.58 31.59 585
SAGE School Students 561.36 32.16 1,001

Difference of Means = 5.78
t-test for Equality of Means: t = 3.45, 2-tail sig. = .001

Table 23. Change in Mean Scores from Pre-Test to Post-Test

Change from Pre-Test to Post-Test
Subtest SAGE Comparison Difference
Langauge Arts 53.80 46.16 7.64
Reading 51.29 45.00 6.29
Mathematics 55.44 48.51 6.93
Total 53.41 46.47 6.94




Table 24. OLS Regression Results for Language Arts; All Cases Analyzed

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b t b t
Pretest Score 430 22.83 410 21.60 410 21.63
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -4.771 5.55 -3.208 3.52 -3.42 3.74
Days Absent -476 4.88 -422 4.28 -419 4.24
African American -6.085 1.12 -6.167 1.14
Asian -2.677 44 -2.826 47
Hispanic 7512 1.27 8.060 1.36
Native American 11.684. 199 | 10.146  1.72
White 6.248 1.18 5.745 1.08
SAGE 3.849 243
Constant 361.789 34.60 | 367.374 3146 | 365.513  31.27
Adjusted R? 272 291 293
Standard Error of the Estimate | 34.07 33.64 33.60

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05

Table 25. OLS Regression Results for Language Arts; Top Quartile on Pre-Test Excluded

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b t b t
Pretest Score 456 14.59 428 13.69 429 13.72
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -5.092 473 -3.505 3.06 -3.781 3.28
Days Absent -.543 4.80 -495 4.30 -4.490 426
African American -10.201  1.50 | -10.356 1.52
Asian -7.362 .98 -7.694 1.02
Hispanic 3.654 .50 4.300 .59
Native American 8.098 1.11 6.475 .88
White 1.895 28 1.376 21
SAGE 4.041 2.06
Constant 349.16  21.11 | 362.804 20.34 | 360.745  20.22
Adjusted R? .181 201 203
Standard Error of the Estimate | 36.42 35.97 35.94

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05
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Table 26. OLS Regression Results for Reading; All Cases Analyzed

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b t b t
Pretest Score 415 19.88 .398 18.80 340 18.86
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -5.145 6.16 -4.092 4.59 -4.24 4.73
Days Absent -.435 4.62 -.386 4.02 -.383 3.99
African American -8.879 1.68 -8.824 1.69
Asian -4.240 72 -4.332 73
Hispanic -3.851 .67 -3.461 .60
Native American 5.854 1.02 4.760 .827
White -243 .05 -611 118
SAGE 2.743 1.77
Constant 370.236  32.04 | 380.157 30.04 | 378.141 29.77
Adjusted R? 228 238 239
Standard Error of the Estimate | 33.08 32.86 - 32.84

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05

Table 27. OLS Regression Results for Reading: Top Quartile on Pre-Test Excluded

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b t b t
Pretest Score 404 13.67 378 12.58 382 12.70
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -4.759  3.81 -3.767 354 -4.027 3.77
Days Absent -401 4.74 -.368 3.41 -363 3.36
African American -8.935 1.45 -9.133 1.50
Asian -6.971 1.02 -7.331 1.08
Hispanic -3.736 .56 -3.227 A48
Native American 6.518 .99 4.660 71
White 1050 17 | <1798 30
SAGE 4.345 2.35
Constant 374.817 23.78 | 389.842 22.95 | 386.171  22.67
Adjusted R? 152 .164 167
Standard Error of the Estimate | 33.97 33.74 33.69

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. <.05
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Table 28. OLS Regression Results for Mathematics; All Cases Analyzed

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b t b t
Pretest Score .66 32.25 619 29.74 618 29.69
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -2.665 3.10 | -1.090 120 | -1.315 1.45
Days Absent -413 417 -373 3.73 -.369 3.69
African American -12.011 224 -12.140 2.26
Asian -10.013  1.67 | -10.140 1.69
Hispanic -4.812 .82 -4.189 71
Native American 629 108 | 4727 81
White .592 11 .074 .01
SAGE 3.876 2.45
Constant 228.705 21.85 | 247.073 21.05 | 245.953  20.97
Adjusted R* 391 406 408
Standard Error of the Estimate | 33.73 33.30 33.26

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05

Table 29. OLS Regression Results for Mathematics; Top Quartile on Pre-Test Excluded

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b t b t
Pretest Score 591 18.91 555 17.63 .554 17.60
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -3.520 3.36 -1.915 1.72 -2.241 2.00
Days Absent -.429 3.84 -.398 3.50 -.386 3.40
African American 12.795 2.04 | -13.000 2.07
Asian -10.764  1.55 | -10.944 1.58
Hispanic -6.028 .88 -5.269 a7
Native American 5.812 .86 3.933 .58
White -1.368 22 -1.995 32
SAGE 4.63 2.43
Constant 259.072 1691 | 79.106 16.93 | 277.789  16.87
Adjusted R? 225 244 246
Standard Error of the Estimate | 35.15 34.72 34.66

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05
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Table 30. OLS Regression Results for Total Scale Scores; All Cases Analyzed

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b - t b t
Pretest Score .64 35.94 .61 33.81 61 33.86
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -2.80 431 -1.97 2.89 -2.15 3.15
Days Absent -.38 5.21 -35 4.75 -35 4.72
African American -8.14 2.03 -8.19 2.04
Asian -5.20 1.16 -5.27 1.18
Hispanic -1.41 32 -.86 20
Native American 7.26 1.67 5.98 1.37
White .027 .01 -0.37 0.10
SAGE 3.30 2.79
Constant 244,67 2557 | 257.64 2472 | 256.06  24.57
Adjusted R? 462 476 478
Standard Error of the Estimate | 24.90 24.58 24.54

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05

Table 31. OLS Regression Results for Total Scale Scores; Top Quartile on Pre-Test Excluded

BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 BLOCK 3
Variable b t b t b t
Pretest Score .65 23.00 .62 21.49 .62 21.53
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -2.88 3.53 -2.34 2.73 -2.61 3.04
Days Absent -.47 5.43 -47 523 -46 5.18
African American -6.90 1.46 -7.08 1.50
Asian -4.11 .78 -4.41 .83
Hispanic 15 .03 1.07 21
Native American 8.54 1.69 6.76 1.33
White -.83 18 -1.40 .30
SAGE 4.60 3.11
Constant 239.83 16.41 | 256.11 1640 | 254.13 16.30
Adjusted R? 318 333 337
Standard Error of the Estimate | 26.64 26.34 26.27

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05
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Table 32. African American Post-Test and Change Scores, by SAGE or Comparison School

Score SAGE Comparison sig.*
Language Arts

Mean Post-Test Scale Score 563.3 558.7 208
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 54.3 40.3 .000
Reading

Mean Post-Test Scale Score 568.3 563.3 .149
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 52.7 43.8 .022
Mathematics

Mean Post-Test Scale Score 5242 517.0 .043
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 55.3 425 .000
Total

Mean Post-Test Scale Score ' 552.3 546.8 076
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 54.4 42.0 .000

* Analysis of Variance F-Test

Table 33. African American Post-Test and Change Scores, by SAGE or Comparison School, by Gender

SAGE Comparison
Score \ Male Female Male Female
Language Arts
Mean Post-Test Scale Score 562.9 563.7 552.3 564.2
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 55.3 53.5 36.4 43.8
Reading
Mean Post-Test Scale Score 567.0 569.4 556.5 569.2
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 56.2 49.7 39.5 47.7
Mathematics
Mean Post-Test Scale Score 524.8 523.6 514.7 518.9
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 55.5 55.2 41.0 43.9 '
Total
Mean Post-Test Scale Score 552.7 551.8 541.2 551.8
Mean Change, Pre-Test to Post-Test Scale Score 56.0 53.0 39.4 445
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Table 34. African Americans versus White Achievement in SAGE and Comparison Schools on Total Scale

Scores
SAGE Schools Comparison Schools
African African

American ~ White sig.* |American  White sig.*
ALL CASES
Pre-Test ' 498 530 .000 505 531 .000
Change 54 49 .004 42 48 .006
Post-Test 552 579 .000 547 579 .000
EXCLUDING TOP QUARTILE
Pre-Test 493 511 .000 497 513 .000
Change 56 55 557 45 53 .001
Post-Test 550 567 .000 542 566 .000
EXCLUDING TOP TWO QUARTILES
Pre-Test 483 497 .000 489 498 .003
Change 57 56 745 46 57 .002
Post-Test 542 554 .000 535 554 .000
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Table 35. HLM Results; All Cases Analyzed

Source Total Reading Language Math
Arts
Level-1
Pre Test 0.59 041 0.40 0.68
SES T -3.22 -4.44 -5.65 -2.44
Attendance -0.21 -0.30 -0.28 -0.10
Level -2
A Class Size -0.88 * -0.54 * -0.72 * -1.17 *
B SAGE 6.40 * 4.50 6.01 8.05 *
C Class Size -0.80 * -0.47 -0.63 * -l.12 %
SAGE 1.28 1.79 3.57 1.54
D Class SES -18.08 * -15.99 * -16.13 * -21.03 *
Class Size -0.83 * -0.48 * -0.68 * -1.16 *
E Class SES -20.35 * -17.59 * -18.19 * -23.67 *
SAGE 9.75 * 7.14 * 897* ° 1228*
F Class SES -19.36 * -17.12 * -17.47 * -22.42 %
Class Size -0.61 * -0.27 -0.45 -0.90 *
SAGE 6.07 * 5.53 6.33 6.81
* prob. < .05
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Table 36. HLM Results; Top Quartile on Pre-Test Excluded

Language
Source Total Reading Arts Math.
Level-1
Pre Test 0.77 0.48 0.55 0.75
SES -2.62 -3.17 -5.46 -3.80
Attendance -0.19 0.12 -0.22 -0.37
Level -2
A Class Size -0.82 * -0.86 * -0.91 * -0.75 *
B SAGE 6.22 5.73 7.14 6.37
C Class Size -0.76 * -0.82 * -0.84 * -0.66 *
SAGE 1.76 0.97 1.85 2.74
D Class SES -9.30 * -9.73 * -11.88 * -8.67 *
Class Size -0.84 * -0.81 * -0.88 * -0.77 *
E Class SES 11.10 * -11.80 * -14.13 * -10.47 *
SAGE 8.56 * 7.62 * 9.54 * 8.57*
F Class SES -10.33 * -10.52 * -12.95 * -9.87 *
Class Size -0.68 * -0.68 * -0.68 * -0.59
SAGE 4.42 3.51 5.06 5.19
* prob. <.05
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Table 37. Observation Analysis Categories

Individualization
I1. Monitoring

I12. Grouping

I3. Choice

I4. Help

IS. Participation

16. Whole Class
ALL

T moves about room to check on progress of students' work.

T divides class into subgroups or pulls out a student for special attention.

T permits students to create own learning activities, select learning centers, etc.
T offers feedback critique, assistance, guidance, scaffolding, help to student.

T requires student participation by calling on students individually (Identify each
participant S1, S2, S3, etc.)

T provides whole-class instruction.

T enables ALL children in the class to participate in a specific activity or instruction.

Management
ML1. Praise

M2. Reproof
M3. Remind
M4. Warms

MS. Cools
MS. Peer
MI11. Permits

MI11. Initiating

T gives oral praise, stickers, prizes, etc., for academic achievement or appropriate
behavior.

T gives oral reproof, isolates a student, issues a threat for inappropriate behavior.
T reminds students of class rules, procedures, etc., regarding appropriate behavior.

T personalizes learning by relating topics, ideas, etc., to students' lives, telling jokes,
sharing own experiences, laughing, etc.

T turns students off to learning by ignoring students, making cutting comments, sarcasm,
etc.

T allows students to develop socialization skills in areas relating to problem solving
amongst peers.

T permits students to make choices regarding behavior (bathroom, water, other physical
behaviors).

T allows students to make choices regarding behavior (bathroom, water, other physical
behaviors.)

Engagement
El Listening
E2. Practicing

E3. Responding

E4. Gaming

ES. Manipulating
E6. Creating

E7. Dialoguing

E8. Problem solving

E9. Reporting
E10. Reflecting
E I 1. Initiating

S listen to teacher directions, demonstrations, lectures, explanations, stories, etc.

S work at their seats to complete workbook exercises, board work,worksheets, read
textbooks, read trade books, use flash cards, etc.

S respond orally to teacher questions, follow teacher direction to write on the chalk
board, point to an object, read aloud, recite in unison,etc. (Identify each participant,
e.g., Sl, 82, S3)

S play educational or recreational games, role play, dramatize, sing.
S manipulate blocks, markers, objects, etc.
S draw, paint, make displays, work on projects, write stories, etc.

S engage in discussion with other students and/or the teacher in which positions are
stated, questioned, critiqued, clarified, etc.

S engage in investigation, inquiry, experimentation by formulating questions, drawing
conclusions, collecting data, etc.

S share, present, report on accomplishments, ideas, etc.

S evaluate their knowledge and skill based on teacher critique, experiential feedback, etc.

S volunteers own idea, perception, understanding, questions to class interaction.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Table 46. Regression of Total Scale Score on Student Participation

Variable b t
Pretest Score 510 21.21
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -1.602 2.00
Days Absent -.293 3.19
African American -6.206 1.21
Asian -10.856  1.90
Hispanic -4.510 .08
Native American 4.772 .90
White -.724 15
Active Learning Behavior 346 6.42
On Task Behavior 281 5.07
Constant 263.316 20.63
Adjusted R? .543
Standard Error of the Estimate 22.929

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05

Table 47. Regression of Langauage Arts Scale Score on Student Participation

Variable b t
Pretest Score 326 13.24
- |Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -3.152 2.89
Days Absent -.252 2.12
African American <9433 - 134
Asian -12.072 1.54
Hispanic 5.669 71
Native American 3.940 .54
White 153 .02
Active Learning Behavior 387 5.33
On Task Behavior 272 3.65
Constant 365.622 25.34
Adjusted R? 355
Standard Error of the Estimate 31.548

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05
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Table 48. Regression of Reading Scale Scores on Student Participation

Variable b t
Pretest Score 282 10.55
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility ~ -3.687  3.50
Days Absent -1.556 1.35
African American -11.069  1.63
Asian -13.968 1.85
Hispanic ) -6.836 .89
Native American -331 .05
White -4.763 72
Active Learning Behavior 458 6.53
On Task Behavior 375 5.23
Constant 379.948 24.73
Adjusted R? 327
Standard Error of the Estimate 30.539

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05

Table 49. Regression of Mathematics Scale Scores on Student Participation

Variable b t
Pretest Score 548 20.13
Subsidized Lunch Eligibility -010 .09
Days Absent =335 2.72
African American -5.060 72
Asian -13.220  1.70
Hispanic 3.860 48
Native American 8.251 1.14
White 4.130 .61
Active Learning Behavior 331 4.56
On Task Behavior 372 5.02
Constant 223.532  15.19
Adjusted R? 464
Standard Error of the Estimate 31.360

Note: When t-statistic >1.96, prob. < .05

83




Table 43. Principal Components Analysis of Student Participation Questionnaire

Factor Loadings
Questions (This student:) Factor 1 Factor 2
Q1 pays attention in class. .80 38
Q2 completes work on time. .66 46
Q3 works well with other children. 72 29
Q4 loses, forgets, or misplaces materials. -.67 =22
QS5 is frequently tardy. -23 -.14
Q6 attempts to do his’her work well, rather than just trying to get by. .70 38
Q7 acts restless, is often unable to sit still. -81 .00
Q8 participates actively in discussions. 15 88
Q9 is persistent when confronted with difficult problems. 45 .64
Q10 doesn't seem to know what is going on in class -57 -.56
QI1 is withdrawn, uncommunicative. -.05 -74
Q12 approa_ches new tasks with enthusiasm. 40 a2
Q13 asks questions to get more information. .18 .83
Q14 talks with other children at inappropriate times. -.81 13
Q15 works well independently. 71 47
Q16 volunteers information when the teacher asks a question. .20 .85
Eigenvalues 7.92 2.16
Percentage of Variance 49,5 13.5

Note: Factor loadings are the product of a varimax rotation.

Table 44. Student Participation Scales

On Task Behavior

Active Learning Behavior

This student:

pays attention in class.

completes work on time.

works well with other children.

loses, forgets, or misplaces materials.

attempts to do his/her work well, rather than just trying to get by.
acts restless, is often unable to sit still.

doesn't seem to know what is going on in class.

talks with other children at inappropriate times.

works well independently.

This student:

participates actively in discussions.

is persistent when confronted with difficult problems.
doesn't seem to know what is going on in class
approaches new tasks with enthusiasm.

asks questions to get more information.

volunteers information when the teacher asks a question.

Cronhach's Alpha=.9166

Scale mean: 31.72

Scale standard deviation: 7.87

Cronhach's Alpha= .9099
Scale mean: 24.67
Scale standard deviation: 6.17

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table 45. Descriptive Statistics on Student Participation Scales

Active Learning On Task
Fall 1996 Spring 1997 Change Fall 1996 Spring 1997 Change
Mean 69.85 78.39 824 - 70.50 71.22 6.27
Standard Deviation 17.84 16.84 14.33 17.48 16.59 12.54
N 3,189 2,887 2,828 3,189 2,880 2,820
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