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Abstract

The re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2002,
commonly known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), increased the
accountability of public schools throughout the United States, holding them
individually responsible for the education levels attained by their studentsaasnee
by high stakes tests developed and administered at the state level. Adtamsistra
responded by developing programs targeted at increasing students’ test scores. One
program considered by administrators is the doubling of class time in math and
English for students that are at risk of not succeeding. This study antilgzes
viability of such a program as adopted in an urban Northern New Jersey high school.
In 2004-2005 the school increased math and English class time from 42 minutes to 88
minutes for low achieving students. This ex post facto study analyzes the ohffect
school doubling class time based upon the results of the New Jersey High School
Proficiency Assessment (HSPA) required under NCLB for all finse ti. 4" graders.
Analysis of variance and effect size are used to determine the suctesgaigram.
The period of time covered in the analyses are school years 2003-2004, 2004-2005,
2005-2006, and 2006-2007. The first year is the base year. By the third year, all
students in the target population had received the benefit of the double periods of math
and English during their entire time in high school. Test scores for the non-low
achievers that did not receive the treatment are also analyzed over thexsame t
period to ensure consistency of the test. The study resulted in no significaeindéfe
in the means of low achieving English students. However, after one year the means of

low achieving math students improved. In the second and third years they declined.
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A Study of Doubling Class Time for Low Achieving High School English and Math
Students and the Impact on State Tests Required under NCLB
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

The re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2002,
commonly known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), raised the bar and
increased accountability for public schools throughout the United States (U.S.
Department of Education, 2009). According to Nichols (2005) NCLB has renewed the
interest in methods that utilize class time more efficiently. Nicholedurovides
“Despite renewed interest in experimental and innovative scheduling structoiges
limited empirical research explores the impact of block-scheduling stesabar
potential student academic achievement” (p. 299).

Accountability is provided by means of high stakes standardized tests
prescribed at various grade levels. Schools are held accountable for studersts in the
prescribed grades to attain minimum established proficiency levels. $taderésted
when they are in the prescribed grade, and the percentage of students requized to at
minimum proficiency each year is defined by NCLB as Adequate Yeeotyr&€ss
(AYP) (N.J.D.E.A., 2007). The specific level of proficiency, as well as tte tes
instrument that is prescribed, are established by each individual stagetne=p
based upon the requirements of NCLB (State of New Jersey, 2008; U.S. Department
of Education, 2009). Schools that do not make AYP generally struggle to find the
magic formula that will improve student performance. Schools that are sfuteas
meeting or exceeding AYP generally seek to develop strategiesttitatrap

performance in anticipation of more stringent requirements (New J@G@9)



According to Nichols (2005) NCLB has renewed interest in methods that
utilize class time more efficiently. One such method is the doubling-upsd time in
critical subjects for students that are most at risk of not achieving prfsderes
(low achievers). Mowen and Mowen (2004, p. 4), identify this “modified block”
option as a potential strategy for specific subject areas in need of improvéimens
based upon the generally accepted wisdom that increased “time on tasksuliilim
increased student comprehension and skills. For example, if students taking one period
of math consisting of 42 minutes and one period of English consisting of 42 minutes
did not score proficient in either or both of math and language arts and the school did
not make AYP, perhaps increasing instructional time to 84 minutes or more would
improve student performance. Nichols (2005) further provides “Despite renewed
interest in experimental and innovative scheduling structures, only limited eshpiric
research explores the impact of block-scheduling structures on potential student
academic achievement” ( p. 299).

This study analyzes the impact of doubling class times of low achieving
students upon the proficiency levels attained by first tinfegtade students who
were administered the New Jersey High School Proficiency Asses3i&PA|. The
HSPA is the standardized test adopted by the New Jersey Department didaduca
(NJDOE) in response to the NCLB. It is administered to all first tinfegtaders
during the first full week of March in the school year, such that the 2004 HSPA was
administered in March of the 2003-2004 school year, the base year for this staidy. It i
stipulated that all New Jersey high school students are to score proficient or @laove a

graduation requirement, however, the State provides an alternative route toignaduat



for students that never pass the HSPA.

The students used in the study are the first tinfegtaders of a diverse
mediume-size regional high school serving approximately 800 students from three
communities that are in close proximity to the urban center of Paterson, iewy. Je
The school reflects the combined demographics of the communities such that there is
an increasing diverse population. Of the three communities, community #1 is low
income, community #2 is working class, and community #3 is a professional

community. The vast majority of students in the school come from communities 1 and

2. Most students from community 3 attend private or parochial school.

Community Diversity
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Figure 1.1, Community diversity. This figure shows the diversity among the thre

communities served by the regional school district.

Source: City-Data.com (2009)
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Figure 1.2, Estimated per capita Income of the three communities and the State
Source: City-Data.com (2009)

The number of free or reduced lunch students as reported biewhdersey
Department of Education Application for School State(Al8SA) has increased over
the past several years such that more than fifty percent now receive rfeeleced

lunch, representing a growing low-income population.
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Figure 1.3, Percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch.
Source: ASSA (2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007)
Results of the HSPA for the years of 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007 were used for

the study. It has been customary at this school tHagtaders, at some point in the



last two years, had been enrolled in algebra I, geometry, ninth gradsrEagd 16
grade English. These subjects had been taught in single 42 minute periods, five days

per week throughout the school year of 180 days until the 2004-2005 school-year.

BEnglish B Algebra | EScience BPhys. Ed. OForeign Lang.
BWorld Cult. Elective 1 O Elective 2 BElective 3

Figure 1.4. Distribution of typical nine period day. This shows that in a single period
class format, students would have nine equal periods.

Seeking to improve test results, during school year 2004-2005, administration
decided to provide an extra contiguous period of algebra I, geometry, and English for
students that were identified as low achievers. The term “low achieversgdsherein
to identify those students who entered high school without having passed the Grade
Eight Proficiency Assessment, which New Jersey required for eighdle gtudents
under NCLB. The additional 42 minutes of class time would be added to the original

42 minutes of class time and would consume the 4 minute passing period for a total



new class time of 88 minutes devoted to the targeted math and English classes. (By
school year 2006-2007, an additional one minute of class time would be added to

every single period class, increasing double periods from 88 to 90 minutes.)

48
<7
=y
I———— gy -
————%99]

WMEnglish BAlgebral EScience EPhys. Ed. OForeign Lang. BWorld Cult. @Elective 1

Figure 1.5, Typical distribution of nine period-day schedule conformed to nabdifie
block with double periods of English and math.

Figure 1.5 shows that English and math periods are double that of every other
period and that electives 2 and 3 have been replaced by the combined periods. In such
a scenario, students that might otherwise have selected electives sticmasia and
a technology course will be limited to only one of those courses until perhaps'the 11
grade after various ninth and tenth grade requirements have been met. Opportunities to
increase electives might also occur if students migrate out of lower lagsés by

earning higher grades.



Statement of the Problem

It is not known to what extent, if any, the doubling of class time in English and
math for low achieving students has impacted English (language arts) and math
performance on standardized tests such as the New Jersey High Schoarenofici
Assessment (HSPA).

Therefore, the purpose of this study is to determine if there is a significant
impact on the learning of low achieving students as a result of having doubled
instructional time in English and math as measured by their outcomes on the HSPA.
Due to the high percentage of minority and low-income students in the population, this
researcher will also conduct a secondary analysis by demographiepée will be
measured by the percent of students scoring proficient or better on the HSPA. The
percentage of students scoring proficient or better is the dependent variadle. T
independent variable is the doubling of class time. Doubling instructional time in this
case is also similar to adopting a modification of a student schedule desigrociym
known as Block Scheduling. This will be discussed further in the Review of the
Literature.

Hypotheses
This study seeks to test the following null hypotheses:
¢ Null hypothesis 1 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among all low achieving students that were provided
one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of all low achieving
students that received double periods of English each year.

e Null hypothesis 2 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as



reflected on the HSPA among low achieving Hispanic students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving Hispanic students that received double periods of English each year.
Null hypothesis 3 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving White students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving White students that received double periods of English each year.
Null hypothesis 4 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving low income students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving low income students that received double periods of English.

Null hypothesis 5 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving non-low income students that
were provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving non-low income students that received double periods of English
each year.

Null hypothesis 6 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflectieel on
HSPA among all low achieving students that were provided one period of math
are equal to the mean proficiencies of all low achieving students thataidce
double periods of math each year.

Null hypothesis 7 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving Hispanic students that were provided one period

of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving Hispanic students



that received double periods of math each year.
e Null hypothesis 8 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving White students that were provided one period of
math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving White students that
received double periods of math each year.
e Null hypothesis 9 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving low income students that were provided one
period of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving low
income students that received double periods of math each year.
e Null hypothesis 10 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on
the HSPA among low achieving non low income students that were provided
one period of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving non-
low income students that received double periods of math each year.
Delimitations and Definitions

This study examines the doubling of English and math class times or
establishing a double period instructional format for low achieving students in an
effort to improve performance on state mandated tests required under NCLB. Due to
the fact that these tests are specifically designed to be taken aifie goént in one’s
education, the test is administered to a different cohort group passing througiméhe s
grade each year. Therefore, the analysis incorporates a betweeatsstéggn. In
order to ensure minimal risk to the internal validity of a between-subjectpddss
study uses a population limited to a specific public high school in New Jersey that

adopted the modified block concept identified by Mowen and Mowen (2004) as a
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recommended approach to improving scores of low-achievers in academiclarsas
utilization of a specific public high school that adopted this strategy enbatdbe
populations studied in a between-subjects design are highly similar populations that
have also received instruction from the same or similar instructors in the same
academic environment. Therefore, the most different variable in the study is the
change in treatment, i.e. the doubling of class time.

The following definitions are provided to ensure uniformity and understanding
throughout this study.

AYP — Adequate Yearly Progress refers to the state-stipulated percentage of
students by subject (math/English) by demographic (race/socio-ecortcatag that
must pass the HSPA. Schools that do not meet or surpass AYP are subject to
sanctions. These may differ by state (U.S. Department of Education., 2009).

GEPA- The Grade Eight Proficiency Assessment required by the New Jersey
Department of Education in fulfilment of the requirements of No Child Leffirize
(State of New Jersey, 2008).

HSPA- The High School Proficiency Assessment is the New Jersey state
mandated test which is required to be administered to all first-y&agraders in

fulfillment of the requirements established by NCLB (State of New Je2€€8).

Low-Achievers— Students assigned to lower level math and English classes as
a result of entering high school without having passed the GEPA.

NCLB — The No Child Left Behind Act which is the common name for the re-
authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2002 resulting in

widespread changes in accountability for schools and districts throughout the United
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States (U.S. Department of Education, 2008).

Non low-achievers- Students assigned to higher level math and English

classes as a result of entering high school having successfully passed the GEP

Public Regional High Schoel A school consisting of grades 9 through 12

serving students hailing from a formal consortium of communities that support and

fund the school through their tax dollars (high school, 2009).
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This review of literature takes a brief look at the history of scheduling and how
and why block scheduling was developed. It includes a review of the various types of
block schedules, their advantages and disadvantages. It starts with a thieenago
and concludes with a review of related research and summary. It incorporaias va
online and print resources, both historical and current. Although the literature review
is not exhaustive, it includes that literature that is most relative totitie. st
Theoretical Background

Like all resources, the time teachers have available to deliver higlyquali
educational services are, by definition, scarce and must be used to its maximum
advantage. Prior to the turn of the twentieth century, high schools in the Unites State
were characterized by a high degree of flexibility in terms obdabkeduling. A
variety of formats had been used to teach various subjects. Different caseges
different numbers of days per week and time frames in which instruction had been
delivered (Hackmann, 2004). Between 1890 and 1900, enrollment in secondary
schools almost doubled. From 1910 to 1920, the number of 14 to 17 year olds in high
school increased from 15 percent to 32 percent. The expansion of secondary education
also increased the possibility of students enrolling in college. Prepafat college
became a key focus for standardizing secondary school education. Standardization
focused on various aspects of providing education including curriculum as well as the
amount and configuration of time required to master an academic subject. Two
committees were appointed in the 1890s by the National Education Association to

address these issues; 1) the Committee of Ten on Secondary School Studies and 2) the
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Committee on College Requirements. The essence of the committees was to
standardize college admissions requirements and prepare secondary sclembs st
according to those requirements. “Every subject which is taught at all ioradseg

school should be taught in the same way and to the same extent to every pupil. Thus,
for all pupils who study Latin, or history, or algebra, for example, the allotaient

time and the method of instruction should be the same” (National Education
Association, 1894, as cited in Shedd, 2003, p.7). By 1909, the accepted format of class
time was described as 120 hours comprised of classroom instruction of 40 to 60
minutes per day, five days per week for 36 to 40 weeks. Although this became
defined as a Carnegie Unit, Carnegie had not actually contributed to its foomula

His name became affixed to the concept because he provided pension funding to
colleges that adopted the requirements for enroliment (Shedd, 2003). This trend to
standardize the educational format was due in large part to influences from the
business world where scientific management had been characterizegldnsiralike
approaches that placed a high value of efficiency, mass production, and unifarmity i
the workplace. It was during this period in American history that the dailggeri
schedule was created as an organizational response to the problem of educating
increasingly large numbers of students efficiently (Hackmann, 2004).

Scheduling continued to follow this format almost exclusively until the late
1950s when modular scheduling gained some popularity. “Instructional
responsiveness was the hallmark of modular scheduling since class sessmbg coul
structured according to the number of modules (10, 15, or 20 minutes in length)

needed to teach a concept” (Trump and Baynham, 1961 as cited in Hackmann, 2004,
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p. 699). The modular approach also provided a variety of course formats including
classes that met on a daily basis or were staggered throughout the weeKevihtdi

class lengths (Trump & Baynham, 1961, as cited in Hackmann, 2004). The popularity
of modular scheduling reached its zenith by the early 1970s and had been represented
only in approximately 15 percent of the nation's high schools. The differences in the
length of class sessions involved some unexpected problems such as; students that
were between classes were left unsupervised during different parts ofdiod day.

This resulted in increased disciplinary problems. Consequently, while flendudelar
scheduling continued to be utilized in a few secondary schools, the approach became
unpopular, and the majority of the nation’s schools reverted to a daily-period
scheduling approach (Hackmann, 2004).

Impetus for change continued to gain steam during the 1980s. By the late
1980s, advocates of alternative scheduling models cited the fundamental problems
associated with the daily-period models. Among expressed concerns wassibat the
models simply supported teachers relying on the use of lectures as a primary
educational tool. Other drawbacks of the daily-period model included an excessive
fragmentation of the school day, inhibition of in-depth exploration, and unnecessary
constraints to the meaningful integration of curricular offerings (Hackniz004).

The 1984 reportA Nation at Risk(National Commission on Excellence in
Education) concluded, among other things, that school administrators and teachers
should allocate classroom time more efficiently. In its 1994 rdfxagoners of Time
the National Education Commission on Time and Learning further reinforced the

element of “time” as a potential avenue for increasing learning: “No contynn the
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United States is so small or impoverished that it cannot benefit from an eamifa
how it uses time-if not in extending the day or year, at least in re-configuring how
uses the time now available” (Develop local action, 1994, p 1).

Suggesting reforms such as block-type scheduling, the Commission went on to
advise: “New uses of time should ensure that schools rely much less on the 51 minute
period, after which teachers and students drop everything to rush off to the next class
(Fix the design flaw, 1994 p.1). One pioneer of block scheduling, Joseph M. Carroll,
hypothesized that increasing class time from 45 minutes to 90 minutes per day for
fewer days per year per subject would result in a more efficient model (1994). The
model would be more efficient because there would be less teacher burnout due to
teaching a fewer number of students per day; an improved student/teachmrsigiat
due to the increase in daily quality time; and improved workloads for students and
teachers. Other administrators feel that a 50 minute class period ensautagiire-
only environment, whereas a block schedule provides for more flexibility in tgachin
techniques and enables more in-depth study and detail each day (Coeyman, 2002;
Hughes, 2002; Metzger, 2003; Wood, 2002). One high school English teacher who
yearns for more time said: “Our schedule does a disservice to good teachéebrand t
students. It never fails — as soon as my students become deeply engrosseqy iora st
poem, the bell rings, and they're off to their next class” (Black, 2002, p.58).

According to Weller and Mcleskey (2000), “, several alternative scheduling
patterns have emerged under the general rubric of ‘block scheduling.” Whedtbdr c
the ‘intensive block,” ‘4x4 block,” ‘A/B plan,’ or ‘modified block,’ all the plans for

block scheduling reduce the number of classes offered during the school day, thus
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increasing the length of time (as long as 90 minutes or more) that is aviolable
instruction in a given subject area” (p. 209).,

During the past 2 decades, several different block formats have been used in
the nation’s secondary schools, including combination approaches that use both block
and daily-period features. “Two approaches have emerged as the most common: the
4x4 semester plan, in which students complete four classes each semedtaafafa
eight courses per year, and the eight-block alternating-day model, in sthegnts
receive instruction in one half of their courses on alternate days and continusein the
courses throughout the year” (Hackmann, 2004, p. 697).

Today, block scheduling represents one of the most popular alternatives to
traditional scheduling models (Danielson, 2002). While the term “block scheduling” is
typically used to describe any alternative arrangement of time witaiddily school
schedule, there are some differences between the models used in manyahiddie
and high schools in the United States (Wraga, Hlebowitsh & Tanner, 2000). A number
of middle schools, for example, emphasize flexibility in scheduling by providing a
large block of time wherein teams of teachers are able to provide instractdxéd
group of students for academic core subjects as well as their elective aratexypl
courses (Wraga et al., 2000).

The 4x4 block scheduling model also assumes its name from the fact that
students can enroll in four classes each semester, rather than the tradktiovitdh s
more intensive periods of study required for each of the four courses. “The concept
was pleasing to parents and students because students could take four courses each

semester, thus the name 4 x 4, for a possible total of thirty-two credits ovgeé&vsr
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That would allow students to take more elective courses and perhaps more advanced
courses in such areas as science and foreign languages” (Queen, p. 249).

An example of the 4x4 Block schedule is provided in table 2.1.
Table 2.1

Representative 4x4 Block Schedule Model

Period Semester Semester 2

1 Course A Course E
2 Course B Course F
3 Course C  Course G
4 Course D Course H

Source: Wraga et al., 2000 p. 337

The 4 x 4 block scheduling model has attracted a number of proponents who
point to its numerous benefits over traditional class scheduling regimens In thi
regard, Queen et al. (1996) emphasize that, “The 4x4 block is an excedamtale
scheduling model for the modern secondary school, especially for social studies
classes. At a time when high-school teachers are in a constant stouiggiease
academic achievement and improve test scores, many high-school adtorsisigam
to have found an answer in the form of flexible scheduling” (p. 249). Based on the
guidance provided by the National Association of Secondary School Principals
(NASSP) contained in its repoBreaking Ranks: Changing an American Institution
introduced at the organization’s annual conference in San Francisco, J.A. Lammel
(1996) cited the growing need for improved scheduling models, a finding that is

supported in the report. Based on the increasingly widespread view that emdyie fl
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scheduling arrangements provide teachers with larger blocks of timethbec
devoted to actual teaching in order to improve academic outcomes, Lammel also
emphasized that student achievement is “the primary goal of a flexible sEh@dul
cited in Queen, p. 249). In this regard, two well-known proponents of the block
scheduling model assert, “We strongly believe that scheduling is an untappetee
which can serve as a catalyst for school improvement” (Canady & Rettig, 2000 a
cited in Hackmann, p. 700)

Some educators, though, have experienced some problems with the use of the
4 x 4 block scheduling model. For example, Queen et al. report, “Teachers found that
they had to redesign their courses for a 90-day period, rather than the trad&i@nal
days. They soon found that even though the time period was extended on a daily basis,
the actual class time for the course would drop by 10 percent or more” (p. 249).
Likewise, other constraints to the use of the 4x4 block scheduling model have been
advanced by high school principals who cited the major adjustments required of many
teachers that would be required in order to make such an alternative approach viable;
this constraint was found to be particularly true of history teachers wheceitleee
unwilling or unable to adapt and who continued to use a lecture format throughout
their expanded class times (Queen et al., 1996).

As noted above, other block scheduling approaches include modifications or
variations of the above 4x4 approach. Table 2.2 displays the 4X4 model that has been

termed the “A/B” approach.
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Representative A/B Block Schedule Model
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Period Day
Dayl Day 2 Day 3 Day 4
1 Course A Course E Course A Course E
2 Course B Course F Course B Course F
Course C Course G Course C Course G
4 Course D Course H Course D Course H

Source: Wraga et al., 2000 p. 337

Some school districts have elected to use this alternate day block scheduling model

for different reasons, including the following:

1. A desire to meet with students throughout the year in a particular course; To
address the special problems unique to the music department and for upper
level courses, particularly advanced placement courses tested in May;

2. To eliminate the lengthy time gaps that can occur between sequenti@s;ours

3. To avoid conflicts with existing teacher contracts; and,

4. To gain many of the benefits inherent in the longer instructional period (Wraga
et al., 2000, p. 340).

A number of the benefits that accrue to the use of the 4 x 4 block scheduling model

are diminished with the alternate day schedule, or A/B model, including the foltowing

1. Students failing a course are unable to make it up during the next semester and
must attend summer school;

2. Students are still scheduled for six or more courses daily throughout the year,
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3. Few opportunities exist for accelerating a student's program, especially for
those gifted in one or more areas;

4. Teachers must continue to maintain grades and records for over 100 students;

5. Teachers must prepare for five or six classes each day and attempt to provide
the instructional needs for well over 100 students daily; and,

6. Students have six or more subjects to make up following an absence (Wraga et

al., p. 340).

Joseph M. Carroll, a former teacher and school administrator, designed anothe
block schedule model that is comparable to the trimester model used by many
institutions of higher education and is known as the “Copernican plan”

(Wraga et al.). The Copernican block scheduling model is far more intensive in nature
than the 4x4 or A/B models. It is comprised of two discrete patterns to deliver
educational services: (a) up-to-a-4-hour class each school day for of t8d days or
(b) two 2-hour classes each day for a total of 60 days (Wraga et al.).

Notwithstanding the more intensive nature of the Copernican model,
its author points out that it allows high schools to reduce their class sizes by a
much as 20 percent. This block scheduling approach also might reduce the teacher’s
average student load by between 60-80 percent and increases the number of sections
offered by high schools in the master schedule by a full 20 percent (Wraga et al.,
2000).

A representative Copernican model schedule is shown in Figure 2.1.
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Period Length*

Option A (60-Day

Period Length*

Option B (30-Day

Period) Period
8:00-10:00 a.m. Class | 8:00 a.m.- 12:00 p.;.  Class |
10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Class Il 12:00 p.m.-12:30 pim. Lunch

12:00 p.m.-12:45 p.m

.Interdisciplinary
Seminar, Elective

or P.E./Health

12:30 p.m.-1:15 p.m.

Interdisciplinary
Seminar, Elective

or P.E./Health

12:45 p.m.-1:15 p.m.| Lunch 1:15 p.m.-2:15 p.m. Elective,
P.E./Health, Study
or Tutorial

1:15 p.m.-2:15 p.m. Elective, 2:15 p.m.-5:00 p.m. Activities/Sports

P.E./Health, Study

or Tutorial

2:15 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Activities/Sports

* Schools determine passing time allotments based on building characteristics and
local needs. Source: Wraga et al., 2000, p. 340

Figure 2.1, Representative Copernican Block Schedule Model

Whatever block scheduling model approach is selected for a school’s

individual needs, specific implementation techniques tend to vary from region to

region. The implementation of an intensive or block scheduling approach at the high
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school level generally results in the following changes being made to theotraditi
operation of the high school:

1. Students are enrolled in four periods per day, instead of six or seven.

2. Teachers teach three periods daily, with one preparation period.

3. There are no study halls for students because they are fully scheduled.

4. Students take eight courses yearly, for a possible total of 32 by graduation.

5. Additional faculty members may be needed for proper implementation (Wraga

et al., 2000).

Table 4 is an example of a modified block schedule. In this example, a modified
block schedule modifies a standard daily-period model combining two periods for the
purpose of providing extended instructional time to targeted populations. As shown
here, it can be used to double the amount of instructional time in English and
mathematics if it is desired for more intensive instruction in these acadeurses.
Meanwhile, electives and other courses continue to be provided within the daily-
period structure. There is no set formula for applying a modified block schedule, and
there is no set period for doubling up of class time. The modified block schedule
doubles classes where needed in the class day as the daily-period schedtde perm
One student, as shown in table 2.3, might combine periods two and three for English,
while another student with another English teacher might combine periods one and
two for the modified block. The periods where the modified blocks are createchremai

in those established time frames throughout the week and throughout the school year.
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Table 2.3

Representative Modified Block Schedule Model for Math and English

Period Day

Monday —Friday
Elective
English
English
Science
Phys. Ed.
Lunch
Social Studies
Math.
Math.

© 00 N o o A W N P

[
o

Foreign Language

A key benefit of the modified block schedule is the flexibility within which it
can be implemented without disrupting the pre-established daily-period schedule.
As a result of NCLB, there is renewed interest in methods that utilize ichessbre
efficiently. “Despite renewed interest in experimental and innovative schgdul
structures, only limited empirical research explores the impact of babedaling
structures on potential student academic achievement” (Nichols, 2005, p. 299).

However, the organization of time and how it accommodates the learning
process is a subject that is controversial, and perhaps, not well addressed from an

empirical perspective. For example, Lawrence and McPherson suggelsethas a
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“lack of scientific support regarding the effect of block scheduling on academic
achievement” ( 2000, p. 171).

Advocates of block scheduling regimens suggest that this alternative approach
enhances student learning, provides superior working conditions for teachers, and
makes the transition to higher education and the world of work smoother for many
students today (Edwards, 1995). Other benefits cited by Mowen and Mowen, (2004)
include increased content emphasis and increased time on task. Some real-world
examples of these benefits can be found as well. For instance, Maryland high school
students experienced significantly improved academic outcomes as measiggd, by
while student behavior problems decreased dramatically after some schaabkdist
adopted block scheduling (Bukowski & Stinson, 2000). Yet still other schools may
not experience that same success. It was reported Ritthleurgh Post-Gazetten
April 4, 2004 that the Coatesville, Pennsylvania school officials abandoned their block
schedule (in place since the 1990s) because students’ test results did not meet the
NCLBguidelines (as cited in Way, A.S., 2006, p.4). Approximately 20 to 30 percent
of the schools in the United States already have some type of block scheduling
arrangement in place, but the rates go much higher in some states (Bukowski &
Stinson, 2000; Hackmann, 2004). For example, in North Carolina and Florida, three-
quarters of the schools used block scheduling and Wisconsin has 69 public high
schools that use block scheduling (Bukowski & Stinson).

Although block scheduling has become an established practice in many
American high schools, some educators remain at a loss to explain why this lapproac

is superior to traditional daily-period formats and what academic outcomés bloc
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scheduling is intended to provide (Hackmann, 2004). As noted above, there remains a
paucity of timely and relevant studies concerning the precise impactdikt bl

scheduling has on academic outcomes, as well as other factors such as pottisatisf

and morale levels among teachers using this alternative but more intehgdalsg

model (Loertscher & Woolls, 1999, as cited in Huffman, 2005). Still, today, there
remains a lack of theoretical foundational support for block scheduling, and there
remains a limited amount of timely and relevant research concernirffpdsveness

in improving academic outcomes (Bowman, 1998). According to Hackmann, “Many
teachers have struggled to make effective use of the longer time blocks because they
lack a conceptual understanding of the purpose for these extended time frames and of
how they may facilitate learning” (2004, p. 697).

As with any substantive reformation effort in the schools, block scheduling has
both strengths and weaknesses that must be taken into account when considering its
appropriateness for a given classroom setting.

Time in its various forms; increased time, maximized time, time needed) act
instructional time, and actual time-on-task; all tend to impact academeveantent.
However, there exists a multiplicity of other factors that impact on legrin any
single environment, one must be aware of the potential impact of socio-economic
status (SES), ethnicity, and even the security of the environment.

For example, students tend to develop perceptions of what they are and frame
themselves within those perceptions. This has been largely observed in minority
students who often struggle between establishing homogeneity with thelgenera

society or embracing their cultural diversity.
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Nasir and Saxe (2003) posit that minority students often negotiate with
themselves and with others some degree of maintaining cultural identity andflevel
academic achievement. While the focus of this paper is the impact of timaroinde
as measured by the New Jersey HSPA, it cannot escape the potential impact of
ethnicity in a diverse population. Nasir and Saxe site findings that indicatetmat s
students will try to appear “raceless” in their effort to succeed acealén(p.14).

These findings were the results of empirical studies in which ethnic students
were interviewed with respect to ethnic identification and the results werdated
to measures of academic achievement. They suggest a three-strandedhdpptbac
analysis of emerging tensions between ethnic and academic practeetrée-
stranded approach suggests observation or analysis of the following: 1) positioning in
local interactions (face to face interactions); 2) positioning over develoghtiems
(how individuals change in their ethnic identity and practices over time); and 3)
positioning and social history (identifying emerging and shifts in cultayaital
associated with the social history of communities) (Nasir & Saxe, 2003, pp. 15 & 16).

The analysis of how students manage the resultant tensions of ethnic identity
and perceptions in the academic environment might impact the educational system.
The authors suggest that understanding these tensions might move schooling to
mitigate these tensions in the classroom, and thus make education more &ctessibl
students regardless of ethnic perceptiddgidentshould not feel as if they have to

give up or mask cultural practices in order to be successful in school.
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Urban areas tend to have high levels of ethnic diversity. The experience of thi
writer is that schools in urban areas also experience low levels of parental
involvement. Urban areas also have greater concentrations of economically
challenged students, single parent families, and the frustrations that erfmamasuch
conditions. These conditions tend to foster an environment that includes negative
behaviors such as bullying, harassment, and fighting; which are a problerhdolssc
and disrupt the educational process (Gladden, 2002). According to Gladden, schools
generally respond to this kind of violence with prevention strategies that have not been
effective, including surveillance, security, and punishment. He cites the lack of
effectiveness due to lack of involvement by teaching staff, both in developing
discipline policy and execution. Consequently, schools in urban areas lack sufficient
parental involvement and sufficient teacher involvement.

Goddard (2003) conducted a study that supports a widely held belief that
increased parental or community involvement results in higher academic achigve
It was hypothesized that such social capital is significantly and pogiteated to
differences among schools and the odds that their students would pass statednandat
achievement tests (p. 62).

The study used 45 randomly selected elementary schools in an urban mid-
western city, and it included 444 teachers who participated in surveys andaiests fr
2,429 third grade students. Upon completion of the data gathering, the social capital
survey results were submitted to a principal-axis factor analysis. reheral
generalized linear modeling (HGLM) was used for the pass/fail resfulte student

tests subject to a Bernoulli distribution. The principal-axis factor anabsusted in
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an eigenvalue of 8.31 which indicated high reliability on the social capital surveys
The HGLM analysis indicated that a one standard deviation increase in sqdial c

is associated with a 39 percent increase in students’ odds of passing the math test a
a 35 percent increase in odds in passing the writing test (Goddard, 2003, p.68).

Gladden (2002) suggests that the safety factor in schools will improve with
“strong relationships between teachers and students; a broad commitmertitagyteac
nonviolent behavior, a strong academic program, and responsiveness to students’
community and culture” (p.292).

Ultimately, this analysis seeks to understand the relationship between
allocation of time for classroom instruction and academic achievement asretehy
student success on the HSPA. However, Kuper (2006) criticizes the use of such
minimum competency tests (MCT) required for states to develop and admisister a
part of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). He cites a number of
underlying reasons for its ineffectiveness. Among the reasons are tharfglic@ne
is that the tests, while required to measure three levels of proficiencyeoniye an
established minimum level of proficiency, and the required level (estathlishe
independently by states) is generally unworkable. Also, while it is requinealss the
high school test in order to graduate, there are usually other means to graduate
circumventing the requirement to score proficient on the test. Therefar@oit, i
what the author calls, a high stakes test for the student. The author citeshbigh sc
exit exams required by 19 states as high stakes test that hold studenti$yprimar
responsible for learning. The NCLB is two-tiered in that both the student and the

school are assessed in their success in meeting Adequate Yearlys®(a8gfE). Due
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to the students’ ability to circumvent their performance on the test and the potentia
repercussions for schools not making AYP, much of the accountability for
performance has shifted from the student to the school. The author also expresses
concern that the NCLB’s focus on math and language arts might cause schools to
narrow their curricula (Kuper, 2006).
The author identifies several issues. The first issue concerns whatemcarev

is valued. The NCLB currently values achievement only in the areas of math and
language arts proficiency, and possibly science at some future dateontl sesue is
the cut scores, which are widely seen as “unworkable” (2006, p. 6). The author
suggests that other acceptable standards that work include the Armed Forces
Qualification Test and the GED. A third issue concerns who should be responsible for
meeting performance standards. In terms of accountability, Kupettiaels
motivation can be high if both students and teachers are held accountable. However,
even though teachers can help students realize their potential, they canndt be hel
responsible for specific levels of performance (Kuper, 2006, p. 9).
Related Research

Based on his hypothesis that increasing class time from 45 minutes to 90
minutes per day would result in a more efficient model due to improved workloads for
teachers and students, Carroll (1994) conducted a study with the following:résult
study of 650 students in grades 10 through 12 in 1991 showed that the reconfigured
class time resulted in an increase in students attaining honor roll by 50 percent (p. 32)

In their effort to bolster research in this area, Lawrence and McPherson

(2000) conducted a study in two southeastern North Carolina schools. The two
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schools were in the same district. One school was using block scheduling; the other
was using traditional scheduling. Students’ scores on the North Carolina End-of-
Course Assessments in the subject areas of Algebra I, Biology, EhglishU.S.

History were collected during the school years of 1992-93, 1993-94, fall semester
1994-95, spring semester 1994-95, and fall semester 1995-96 (p. 179).

The mean proficiency scores for each of the four subject areas werefbigher
students who were in the traditional schedule compared to those students for whom the
block schedule had been adopted. The findings indicated that the higher scores for
students with the traditional schedule were not due to chance alone. (Lawrence &
McPherson, 2000).

Nichols conducted a study of five high schools in a large metropolitan area.
While the overall student demographic was comprised of 72 percent White, 23 percent
African American, and five percent Hispanic, Native American and Asian, the school
varied in terms of ethnicity and socio-economic status (SES). Two schools ednvert
to block scheduling in 1994, one in 1995, and two in 1996. Nichols collected Grade
Point Average (GPA) data for each of the school years by individual school, gthnicit
and SES for the years 1992-1993 through 1998-1999. Therefore, data was collected
prior to the schools converting to block scheduling and after. After conducting
ANOVA, Nichols determined that “one can observe longitudinally small gains in
student achievement for each school following its block conversion” (2005, p.308).
However, the study also indicates that lower SES and minority students egpdrie

few gains after their schools converted to block scheduling.
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Hawkins Hughes (2008) conducted a three year study of the impact of block
scheduling and traditional scheduling in three high schools in Tennessee from 2005 to
2008. Among other things she tested the impact of end of course grades of algebra Il
students. The dependent variables were algebra Il students in a one senfester 4X
block schedule, algebra Il students in a two semester 4X4 block schedule, and algebra
Il students in a traditional year long schedule. According to Hughes, “The null
hypothesis was rejected when results showed a significant difégramd showed that
students who took algebra Il on a traditional schedule earned higher grades’(p. 78)

A study conducted by Karweit and Slavin (1981) indicates that the variable
“time” and its impact on learning is further complicated by such variases
scheduled time versus actual minutes of instruction and number of minutes students
are engaged. Pre-test scores and post-test scores were plotted astbregralysis
was applied to determine a correlation between time-on task and change mglearni
Observations were conducted to evaluate scheduled minutes of instruction, actual
minutes of instruction, and number of minutes students were engaged. Pre-test scores
and post-test scores were plotted and regression analysis was appliedhtondeter
correlation between time-on task and change in learning. The analysiswobttierd
grades indicated that an increase from a 3.2 to a 3.8 grade point average could result
from a 13 minute increase in instructional time from 37 minutes to 50 minutes. The
analysis of the three fourth grades indicated that there would be no significage cha
(1981, p. 169). Results were non-conclusive as one group showed a significant
increase and the second group showed no significant change. But, it does provide

support that there could be maximum and minimum perspectives to time and learning
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The concept of maximizing time available and minimizing time needed for
learning was studied by Gettinger (1989). In this study, Carroll's modetiagahe
relationship between time spent learning and time needed for learningstext The
sample was comprised of 118 third-grade children from six classrooms in three
elementary schools in southern, rural Wisconsin. Instruments included Group-
administered experimental learning tasks composed of two parts: (a) a unit, or
passage, of school-related material to be read and learned, and (b) a 10-itgte-mul
choice criterion-test. The experiment was divided into two phases. The firet phas
was to establish a baseline for “time-needed-for-learning (TNDhe second phase
established incentives for learning that were to be compared against tireeltase
determine if the incentives would maximize TNL. The mean number of times méquire
to achieve 100 percent accuracy in the baseline phase was 4.91. The effects of the
various incentives resulted in 4.72 and 3.85 respectively, reducing the TNL (1989, p.
84). The findings support theoretical assumptions surrounding student learning time
and achievement, especially as relates to incentives
Summary

The National Commission on Excellence in Education decried in its 1984
report,A Nation at Riskhat school administrators should allocate time more
efficiently. This was echoed again in 1994 by the National Education Commission on
Time and Learning in its reporisoners of TimeThis report further defined block
scheduling as a possible alternative. There are a number of variations of block
scheduling. However, for this analysis, the only element of importance refative

block scheduling is the element related to time. Time is the one element that is
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consistent among all variations of block scheduling. Block scheduling generally
incorporates the practice of increasing time for a class, usually doutdinigne of a
traditional single period class. Block scheduling increased opportunities fer mor
flexible teaching techniques providing greater opportunities to learn grahbjects
detail on a daily basis, improve student/teacher relationships, and reduce be@cher
out are the ultimate goals of block scheduling.

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) has increased schools’ accountability
for the amount and quality of learning of their students. This has caused renewed
interest in block scheduling as one element, among many others, that miglgeincrea
student performance, especially as it relates to student performanceeenataated
tests required under NCLB. The impact of ethnicity and socio-economic factting
use of class time is another category which must be considered. Admirsstetar
to provide the most effective classroom environment that is conducive to learning.
Providing effective class time has been a major focal point for a numberaafesdgc
yet the amount of empirical data relative to efficient use of time continues to be
sparse.

Research that has been conducted has yielded mixed results leaving the
educational world still questioning how to use time effectively to improve learning
Karweit and Slaven (1989) tested time-on-task and change in learning and found that
increasing class time from 37 to 50 minutes resulted in an increase in GRAdor t
graders, but not for fourth graders. Carroll's 1992 study indicated that block
scheduling led to a 50 percent increase in students attaining honor role status. Yet,

Lawrence and McPherson (2000) found that students with a traditional schedule
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performed better than students provided a block schedule.

This ex-post facto study seeks to provide further understanding of the
relationship of re-organizing class time to provide more quality time fougt®n,
and it seeks to measure its impact on state tests, such as the HSPA, required under

NCLB.



35

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Overview of the Study

This study examines the doubling of math and English class times or
establishing a double period instructional format for low achieving students in an
effort to improve performance on state mandated tests required under NCLB. Due to
the fact that these tests are specifically designed to be taken atfiz gent in one’s
education, the test is administered to a different cohort group passing througiméhe s
grade each year. Therefore, the study incorporates a between-subjgcis bies
order to ensure minimal risk to the internal validity of a between-subjectgpddss
study uses a population limited to a specific public high school in New Jersey that
adopted the modified block concept identified by Mowen and Mowen (2004) as a
recommended approach to improving scores of low-achievers in academiclarsas
utilization of a specific public high school that adopted this strategy enbatdbe
populations studied in a between-subjects design are highly similar populations tha
have also received instruction from the same or similar instructors in the same
academic environment. Therefore, the most different variable in the study is the
change in treatment, i.e. the doubling of class time.

The population of interest is the first timeMgrade students enrolled in a
mediume-size regional high school in northern New Jersey during the years 2003-2004,
2004-2005, 2005-2006, and 2006-2007. This study includes the entire population of
interest for each year, which is comprised of the first tinﬁ*égt&ders for the years
designated above. The significance of the population of first tifigetlers is that it

is the population that is required to take the New Jersey High School Proficiency
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Assessment (HSPA) the first week of March each year. Adequatk/ Yeagress

(AYP) for each school as required by NCLB is measured by the HSPA resuits of f
time 11" graders. The school is comprised of grades nine through 12, and it serves
three diverse partially urban communities neighboring a large northern Neay Jer
urban center. The total in-district school population ranges between 750 and 800
students during any given year.

Table 3.1

Total Enrollment and 11 Grade Enroliment by School Year

School Year Enrollment

Total Enrollment 11 Grade Enroliment
2006-07 793 207
2005-06 767 180
2004-05 769 181
2003-04 784 162

Source: State of New Jersey Department of Education (2008)

The number of students in the™drade can range from 160 to a little over
200 during any given year. Approximately 45 percent of the students are Hispanic,
approximately 15 percent are African American, and approximately 40 percent are
White during the years of interest. The school reflects the demographics of the
communities such that there is an increasing diverse population. Of the three
communities, community #1 is low income, community #2 is working class, and
community #3 is a professional community. The majority of students are from

communities 1 and 2. Most students from community 3 attend private or parochial.
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Community Diversity
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Figure 3.1, Community diversity.
Source: City-Data.com (2009)

The number of free or reduced lunch students as reported biewhdersey
Department of Education Application for School State(Al8SA) has increased over
the past several years such that more than fifty percent now receive rieeeaed
lunch, representing a growing low-income population. During the specifis year
included in the research, the percentage of free or reduced students almost daubled.
school-year 2003-2004, the percentage of students receiving free or reduced &inch wa
28.9 percent. By school year 2006-2007, the percentage of students receiving free or

reduced lunch had grown to 50.2 percent, as reflect in Figure 3.2 .
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Figure 3.2, Percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch.
Source: ASSA (2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007)

This also reflects in the 2007 estimated income for the two lower class
communities. Community #1's estimated per capita income is $19,111 which is 42.5
percent less that the state’s estimated per capita income of $33,832. Commasnity #2’

estimated $22,243 is 34.3 percent less than the state’s estimate.

Est. Per Capita Income (2007)

$40,000
$35,000
$30,000
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000 -
$10,000 -
$5,000 -

$0 -

$35,314

$19,111

Comm. 1 Comm. 2 Comm. 3 State

Figure 3.3, Estimated per capita income for each community served by theateqi
high school and the State.

Source: City-Data.com (2009)
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Design of the Study

This study examines the doubling of English and math class times for low
achieving students in an effort to improve performance on state mandated tests
required under NCLB. Due to the fact that these tests are specifically aegidme
taken at a specific point in one’s education, the test is administered to a different
cohort group passing through the same grade each year. Therefore, the study
incorporates a between-subjects design. In order to ensure minimal risk tethal int
validity of a between-subjects design, this study used a population limited tafecspe
public high school in New Jersey that adopted the modified block concept identified
by Mowen and Mowen (2004) as a recommended approach to improving scores of
low-achievers in academic areas. The utilization of a specific public highlshhbo
adopted this strategy ensures that the populations studied in a between-subpptts desi
are highly similar populations that have also received instruction from the same or
similar instructors in the same academic environment. Therefore, the niesrdif
variable in the study is the change in treatment, i.e. the doubling of class time.
Data Gathering Methods

Students’ scores from the administration of the New Jersey High School
Proficiency Assessment (HSPA) for the years 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007 were
collected and used for the statistical analysis. The HSPA was admuhidteneg the
first week of March each year, and it was administered during the &edt of March
for the years that are of interest for this study. The HSPA was developgthierthe
previously administered New Jersey High School Proficiency Testadinsnistered

to all first time 11" graders in public schools throughout the state of New Jersey. It is
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one of the battery of tests developed to satisfy the requirements of the No Ghild Le
Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). The HSPA is used to test student proficiency in all areas
of the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards for mathematics amag@ng
arts. All public school students in New Jersey must achieve a minimum level of
proficiency on the HSPA or pass the Special Review Assessment (SRA) as a
graduation requirement. The HSPA was field tested in 2002 for reliability. yeach
during the administration of the HSPA there are questions and problems thaldare fi
tested to be used in subsequent applications of the test.

The test of the null hypotheses consists of five independent control groups and
three independent experimental groups. The dependent variables are the mean score
on the HSPA that was administered to first tim# gdaders in March of the years
2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007. The independent variable is the expansion of
instructional time from 42 minutes to 88 minutes in 2005 and to 90 minutes in 2006
and 2007 (resulting from doubling the instructional period) for students that were
identified as low-achievers and qualify as candidates for one of the loweiehingt
algebra, geometry, and/or English courses. Therefore, one control group is the low
achieving 11 graders who received instruction in algebra I, geometry, and/or English
for only 42 minutes prior to taking the HSPA in 2004. The experimental groups are
the low achievers in the Igrade who benefited from the expanded instructional time
(doubling of the instructional period) prior to taking the HSPA in 2005, 2006, and
2007. The additional four control groups are all other students (non-low achievers) in
the 11" grade that participated in the HSPA in years 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007, and

had not received the treatment of the expanded instructional time. The purpose of
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these control groups is to determine if there is any variance from yg@autavithout
the doubling of class treatment as a result of different applications of the test or
differences in populations from year to year.
Instrumentation

The results of the HSPA were collected for each of the years of int20ed,
2005, 2006, and 2007. Scores for each of the first time eleventh graders from the
designated populations of interest for each year in the study were analyzed
determine if there was a significant change in performance from 2004 toZfibto
2006; and 2004 to 2007 as well as year to year. The low achieving populatidh of 11
grade students in 2004 constitutes one control group while the experimental groups are
comprised of the fAgrade low achievers in 2005, 2006, and 2007. The experimental
group in 2005 had the benefit of one year of the double periods of English and algebra
or geometry. The experimental group in 2006 had the benefit of two years of double
periods of English, algebra and/or geometry. The experimental group in 2007 had the
benefit of three years of double periods of English, algebra and/or geomel®pj H
scores for the non-low achievers will also be collected for the years 2004, 2005, 2006,
and 2007. The non-low achievers for those years will constitute another set of control
groups. These groups will not have received any double period instruction in English,
algebra, and/or geometry. The means of their scores from each year wiltllie use
provide additional validation to the test.

The study had to negotiate an anomaly that prior to 2006; students remained in
their cohort class regardless of number of credits successfully compliet2006, a

decision had been made to limit testing to students who successfully completed 60
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credits, the number of credits required to have been completed prior to entering the
11" grade. Consequently, the population of study of all groups will be th8se 11
graders that have successfully completed 60 credits or more. Students that have not
completed 60 credits will not be included in the population of study. This is to ensure
that the population for each year is similar to the population of any other yhar in t
study.

The HSPA provides separate scores for math and for language arts. Therefore,
the collection of data and analysis is separate as relates to mathquamarts
respectively, just as the null hypotheses are also stated separatefyHana for
language arts.

The experiments are a between-subjects design because the controbgoups
the experimental groups are from similar but different populations. The populations
are similar in that each population consists of first tinfe graders from the same
school. Many have been taught by the same teachers using the sameuourticul
some cases students of one population might even be siblings of students in the other
populations in the study. They are different in that each population belongs to a
distinctive cohort, such that one population is comprised of low-achievers who are
first time 11" graders during school year 2003-2004, and another population is
comprised of first time M graders during school year 2004-2005, and so forth.
Advantages of the between-subjects-design include the following: The individua
scores are independent of other scores, and scores are not influenced by scasfactor
experience gained in prior administration of the test, fatigue or boredom due to

participating in a series of treatments, and contrast effects ngsirtiim comparing
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one treatment to another. According to Rybarova (2006), disadvantages of the design
include individual differences i.e. characteristics that differ from one pagow ftat

another. These can become confounding variables or can produce high variability in
the scores.

The study incorporates three types of statistical analyses. One glopose
statistic is to test the effect size to assess the direction and thgstvéthe
difference between two means. The second statistic proposed is the Aoflysis
Variance (ANOVA) recommended for a between-subjects design.

Threats to internal validity might include the following:

Selection: Because the control and experimental groups do not come from the same
population, there is a greater risk of dis-similarity in the groups.

Experimenter: Knowledge of test elements and a need to incorporate othertmea
improve the skill level of the experimental group will have an added impact. Other
factors that might impact the outcome of test scores include changes in socio-
economics, demographics, absenteeism, and increasing mobility.

Comparability of Groups

As stated earlier, this is a between subjects design, comprised of four
independent groups. Therefore, the groups are different, but similar.

This section delineates the factors that indicate the similarities Hiekdces
between four independent groups in the study. Each group consists of first fime 11
graders. The first group is the control group and consists of first tiﬁwgraﬂiers
during the academic year of 2003-04. The first tim@ draders in the subsequent

academic years of 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-07 comprise the experimental groups.
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The independent variable is the doubling of class time for low achievers, such that the
control group was provided English and math instruction in the single period format,
and the experimental groups were provided English and math instruction in the double
period format commencing academic year 2004-05. THeyfdde cohort in academic
year 2004-05 had received instruction in the double period format for one year prior to
the administration of the HSPA test. Thé"Iftade cohort in academic year 2005-06
had been provided instruction in the double period format for two years, and the 2006-
07 cohort had received double period instruction for three years prior to the
administration of the HSPA test in their respective years.

The comparability factors are as follows:

e The 11" grade cohort groups are all from the same school.

e Prior to the administration of the HSPA, delivery of instruction was by many
of the same English and math teachers for each cohort at each grade level.

o Ten of 12 English teachers were the same for all four years of the
study; 11 were the same for three years of the study.

o Eight of 10 math teachers were the same for all four years of the study;
nine were the same for three years.

e Students with less than one year in the school were excluded.

e Curriculum content for both English and math had been revised in 2001 to
comply with the required New Jersey Core Content Standards and remained in
effect throughout the period of this study.

o0 Therefore, each cohort had received three years of instruction from

virtually the same teachers using the same curriculum
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o The only change in delivery was the implementation of the double
period instructional format that is the dependent variable of the study.
e Upon entering the flgrade, students in each group had attained a minimum
of 60 credits.
e The three-year class grade point average (GPA) at the conclusion of each
cohort’'s 11" grade year was similar; 2.05, 2.04, 2.02, and 2.20 respectively.
e Each cohort group included more than 30 percent of low-income students.
e Each cohort group included more than 40 percent of minority students of
which Hispanic comprised the dominant group with more than 30 percent.
Table 3.2

Group Comparability Factors

Cohort Year 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06  2006-07

GPA 2.05 2.04 2.02 2.20

Low Income 31.2% 41.9% 54.8% 48.9%
White 58.4% 42.6% 41.1% 39.3%
Hispanic 32.8% 46.6% 45.2% 45.9%
Black 6.4% 8.1% 7.3% 10.4%
Other 2.45% 2.7% 6.5% 3.7%

Data Analysis Procedures

Data collection will consist of obtaining HSPA scores for each control group
as indicated by the table below separately for math and for languagesalts. re
Means will be calculated for each group and inserted into the statisticalsmadthe

experiments will be a between-subjects design because the control groups and the
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experimental groups are from similar but different populations.

The HSPA provides separate scores for language arts and math. Therefore, t
collection of data and analysis will be separate as relates to matmgnodda arts,
respectively.

This study will test the following null hypotheses:

¢ Null hypothesis 1 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among all low achieving students that were provided
one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of all low achieving
students that received double periods of English each year such that:

Ho: 1 ce= M ee1= 1 ee2= u ee3 Where CE is the English control group and EE is

the English experimental groups for years 1, 2, and 3.

¢ Null hypothesis 2 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving Hispanic students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving Hispanic students that received double periods of English each year.

e Null hypothesis 3 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving White students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving White students that received double periods of English each year.

¢ Null hypothesis 4 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving low income students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low

achieving low income students that received double periods of English.
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Null hypothesis 5 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving non-low income students that
were provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving non-low income students that received double periods of English
each year.

Null hypothesis 6 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among all low achieving students that were provided one period of math
are equal to the mean proficiencies of all low achieving students thatagcei
double periods of math each year.

Ho W em = 1 Emi= 1 em2= U em3Where CM is the math control group and EM

is the math experimental groups for years 1, 2, and 3.

Null hypothesis 7 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving Hispanic students that were provided one period
of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving Hispanic students
that received double periods of math each year.

Null hypothesis 8 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving White students that were provided one period of
math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving White students that
received double periods of math each year.

Null hypothesis 9 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving low income students that were provided one

period of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving low
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income students that received double periods of math each year.

Null hypothesis 10 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on
the HSPA among low achieving non low income students that were provided
one period of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving non-

low income students that received double periods of math each year.

2004 HSPA 2005 HSPA 2006 HSPA 2007 HSPA
Language Arts | Language Arts Language Arts Language Arts
Pre-test Post-test Post-test Post-test

CE; (Nondow CE; (Nondow CEs(Nondow CE4;(Nondow
Achievers) Achievers Achievers Achievers
CELa (Low EE; Low EE, Low EEs Low
Achievers) Achievers) Achievers) Achievers)

Figure 3.4, Design of Language Arts Data Collection Substituting LadreGroups

Where:

CE:

CE, = Control Group 2 Non-Low Achieving T'1graders; 2005 HSPA-language

= Control Group Non-Low Achieving Mgraders; 2004 HSPA-language arts

arts
CE; = Control Group 3 Non-Low Achieving T'lgraders; 2006 HSPA-lang. arts
CE, = Control Group 4 Non-Low Achieving T'lgraders; 2007 HSPA-lang. arts

CE_a = Control Group Low Achieving figraders; 2004 HSPA-language arts
EE, = Experimental Group 1 Low Achieving "l yraders; 2005 HSPA-lang. arts

EE. = Experimental Group 1 Low Achieving "l yraders; 2005 HSPA-lang. arts
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EE, = Experimental Group 2 Low Achieving ' graders; 2006 HSPA-lang. arts
EE; = Experimental Group 3 Low Achieving "I graders; 2007 HSPA-lang.arts
2004 HSPA 2005 HSPA 2006 HSPA 2007 HSPA
Math Math Math Math
Pre-test Post-test Post-test Post-test
CM; (Nondow | CM; (Nondow | CM3(Nondow CM4 (Nondow
Achievers) Achievers Achievers Achievers
CM_a EM, EM, EMs3
(Low Achievers) | (Low Achievers) | (Low Achievers) | (Low Achievers)

Figure 3.5, Design of the Math Data Collection Substituting Labels for Groups
The following defines the labels and groupings:
CM; = Control Group Non-Low Achieving f1graders; 2004 HSPA-math
CM, = Control Group 2 Non-Low Achieving T'igraders; 2005 HSPA-math
CM3; = Control Group 3 Non-Low Achieving T'lgraders 2006 HSPA-math
CM, = Control Group 4 Non-Low Achieving T'lgraders 2007 HSPA-math
CM_a = Control Group Low Achieving i’igraders; 2004 HSPA-math
EM; = Experimental Group 1 Low Achieving "1 hraders; 2005 HSPA-math
EM, = Experimental Group 2 Low Achieving " fraders 2006 HSPA-math
EM; = Experimental Group 3 Low Achieving i jraders 2007 HSPA-math
The study proposes also to use a secondary statistical measure, thezeffect s
to assess the direction and the strength of the difference between two nfeans. O

particular interest is the difference between the means of the comingl igr 2004 and



50

the experimental group in 2007 when all students in the experimental group had
benefited from the maximum exposure of three years of double classes.

The effect size formula is as follows:
d = (M of EEa1) - M of CEA) / (SDof CEA)
where
d = effect size for the difference between the means
(M of E)= mean of the experimental group
(M of C)= mean of the control group
(SDof C)= standard deviation of the control group
Summary

This ex post facto study examines the doubling of class time for low achieving
English and math students and the resultant impact on their performance on the NCLB
required New Jersey High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA) which is
administered to all first time ih]graders in New Jersey. The study analyzes the HSPA
results of four separate low achieving"igrade cohorts for each of the four years
from school year 2003-04 through 2006-07. The primary statistical test is theetepea
measures one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), because the studgtiseeh
subjects design. The pre-test, or control group, is comprised of low achieving English
and math students that received instruction in these subject areas in the siadle pe
instructional format prior to their taking the HSPA in th& gtade. There are three
treatment or experimental groups comprised of similarly low achievingratuioe
subsequent three jrade cohorts that received instruction in English and math in

the double period instructional format or modified block schedule; one having
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received one year, the second having received two years, and the third hawimegirece
three years of the doubled class time instruction. A significant differenbe HIPA
results between the groups as measured by the ANOVA might indicate agossibl
impact of having implemented the modified block schedule. No significant diferen
in the HSPA results might indicate that the modified block had no impact. In the event
that a significant difference exists, a post hoc study of multiple comparssapplied

to determine where significant differences exist between groups. Aireezshe

effect size is also applied for the purpose of determining direction and streniggh of t
difference between two groups. Another level of validity is added by anglitze

HSPA results of non-low achieving students that received instruction in the single
period format only for each of the four years. A significant difference betwesa t
groups might offset a significant difference in the low-achieving post tezditm
experimental groups. The study looks at all low achievifygtade English and math
students, and it also looks separately at Hispanic and White ethnic groups and low

income and non-low income socio-economic levels.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS OF THE STUDY

As stated in Chapter 1, this study analyzes the impact of doubling class time

of low achieving students upon the proficiency levels attained by first tifhgratle

students that were administered the New Jersey High School ProficiepeysAtent

(HSPA). This chapter discusses the process used in obtaining data, identifiéa the da

that was obtained, and presents the results as relates to the null hypotheses:

Null hypothesis 1 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among all low achieving students that were provided
one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of all low achieving
students that received double periods of English each year such that:

Ho: 1 ce= 1 ee1= 1 ee2= U ee3 Where CE is the English control group and EE is
the English experimental groups for years 1, 2, and 3.

Null hypothesis 2 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving Hispanic students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving Hispanic students that received double periods of English each year.
Null hypothesis 3 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving White students that were
provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving White students that received double periods of English each year.
Null hypothesis 4 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving low income students that were

provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low



53

achieving low income students that received double periods of English each
year.

Null hypothesis 5 is that the means of the language arts proficiencies as
reflected on the HSPA among low achieving non-low income students that
were provided one period of English are equal to the mean proficiencies of low
achieving non-low income students that received double periods of English
each year.

Null hypothesis 6 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among all low achieving students that were provided one period of math
are equal to the mean proficiencies of all low achieving students thatagcei
double periods of math each year.

Ho W em = 1 emi= 1 em2= U emsWhere CM is the math control group and EM

is the math experimental groups for years 1, 2, and 3.

Null hypothesis 7 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving Hispanic students that were provided one period
of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving Hispanic students
that received double periods of math each year.

Null hypothesis 8 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
HSPA among low achieving White students that were provided one period of
math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving White students that
received double periods of math each year.

Null hypothesis 9 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on the
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HSPA among low achieving low income students that were provided one
period of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving low
income students that received double periods of math each year.

e Null hypothesis 10 is that the means of the math proficiencies as reflected on
the HSPA among low achieving non low income students that were provided
one period of math are equal to the mean proficiencies of low achieving non-
low income students that received double periods of math each year.

The dependent variable is the mean scores obtained from the results of HSPA
tests administered to first ime"graders in March each of the years 2004, 2005,
2006, and 2007. The independent variable is the doubling of class time from 42
minutes to 88 minutes in 2004-05 and to 90 minutes in the subsequent two years for
low-achievers in English and math. The primary control group is the low achieving
11" grade population in academic year 2003-04, the last year in which low achieving
students received instruction delivered in the single period format comprised of 42
minute periods in each of the subjects of interest, English and math. There are three
experimental groups that received the treatment of the doubling of class time
instruction or double period format such that at the time of the administration of the
HSPA test, the 2004-05 cohort group had received the benefit of one year of the
double period instructional format, the 2005-06 cohort group had received the benefit
of two years of the double period format, and the 2006-07 cohort group had received
the benefit three years of the double period format. An analysis of variance/gANO
was conducted because this is a between groups analysis. A post hoc Tukey’s HSD

analysis was conducted in cases where the ANOVA indicated a signififantémice
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in the means to identify specific paired comparisons that included a significant
difference in the mean. An additional post hoc test consisting of the effeatasize
conducted to assess the direction and the strength of the difference betaween tw
means. Of particular interest is the difference between the means of tieé gonips

in 2003-04 and the means of the experimental groups in 2006-07, the year by which
time all students in the experimental groups had benefited from the maximum
exposure of three years of the double period format.

Data was collected for four supplemental control groups consisting of the non-
low achievers that had not received the benefit of the treatment of the double period
format during the years covered by the study. In other words, the non-low achievers
only had the benefit of a single period of English and a single period of math during
the same years that the low achievers benefited from the double period farthat
event that a null hypothesis was rejected, the non-low achievers that had notlreceive
the benefit of the double period format were analyzed to determine any diffexence
their means. For example, if the analysis indicated a significant diffeia the
means of the non-low achievers, it might nullify any perceived impact of theedoubl
period format.

Data consisting of raw scores achieved b} gfaders on the HSPA were
collected from the New Jersey High School Proficiency Assessment Aibsec
Roster Grade 11 for the March administration for each of the years 2004, 2005, 2006,
and 2007 as provided by Measurement Incorporated, the company that produces and
scores the HSPA. Data includes each student’'s name, date of birth, sex, ethnicity,

socio-economic status, other pertinent data, language arts literacy dnscoras.
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This data was transferred to a spread sheet to accommodate additionallelctiarc

Other data collected and inserted into the spreadsheet include each studesrits ¢

math and English course, date of initial enrollment, and number of credits sultgessf
attained by the fgrade. This information was obtained from the school’s Student
Information Record System (SIRS). During the 2006 and 2007 administration of the
HSPA, only 11" graders that had successfully completed 60 credits were permitted to
sit for the test. This was prescribed by school policy which states that stoudestts
complete 60 credits in order to be eligible to proceed to tgyfade. As was the

custom in many schools, this school had heretofore ignored the 60 credit rule; students
had been socially promoted in order to maintain cohort age groups. Therefore, in order
for this study to achieve greater homogeneity between the groups, HSPA scores f
students with fewer than 60 credits were eliminated from the database for the 2004
and 2005 test cohorts. Further refinement of the databases included the elimination of
scores for students that had not participated in the math and English coursesghat we
the target of the study. These included students with less than one year of enyollme
students with disabilities that had been enrolled in resource and/or refregliah

and/or math courses (as applicable), and Limited English Proficiency stwademt

had been enrolled in English as Second Language classes. Figures 4.1 and 4.2
compare 11 grade enroliment by year, total valid™drade HSPA scores each year

and net number of scores used each year after refining data.
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11th Grade Enrollment vs. # HSPA Language Arts Scores

300 .
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Figure 4.1, Eleventh grade enrollment vs. number of HSPA language arts 3d¢ose
figure shows the number of students enrolled i grhde, the actual number of valid

HSPA language arts scores, and the number of language arts tesastaakhg used.

11th Grade Enrollment vs. # HSPA Math Scores
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Figure 4.2, Eleventh grade enrollment vs. number of math scores.
Figure 4.2 shows the number of students enrolled fhgtdde, the actual number of
valid HSPA math scores, and the actual number of math test scores used.

It is important at this point to note that Figures 4.1 and 4.2 indicate in some
instances that the total number of valid test scores is greater than the number of
students shown as enrolled in thd' Htade. These anomalies occur because

enrollment is reported as of October 15 each year, and the subsequent transfer of
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students in and out of the school by the time of the administration of the HSPA exam
in March of each year may result in an increase or decrease in net nuntbdenfss

The HSPA scores for low achievers were separated from the HSPA stores
non-low achievers by identifying the specific English and math courses ih whic
students were enrolled. For example, low achiever English students are those student
that were enrolled in English Ill, Level II; and low achiever math studeetts w
enrolled in either plane geometry or algebra Il, Level Il. Figure 4.3 inditlage

distribution of 11" grade English students between low and non-low achievers.

No. of 11th Grade Low Achievers vs. Non-Low Achievers
HSPA Language Arts Scores

200

150 -

100 { | 39 | ﬂ

R
0 .

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07

‘ E Non-Low Achievers OLow Achievers ‘

Figure 4.3, Number of eleventh grade low achievers vs. non-low achieverdiagcor
to HSPA language arts scores.
Analysis of English Students (HSPA Language Arts Scores)

As noted earlier, the population of interest is that 8fdrade low achievers
that benefitted from the double period format during the 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-
07 school years and the impact on their English and math skills as measured by thei
language arts and math scores on the HSPA administered in March of 2005, 2006, and

2007. Therefore, the English class population of interest is as represented id.figure



59

above and includes 39, 66, 35, and 37 valid HSPA language arts scores respectively in
the years, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-07. The results are reflected in the
descriptive as represented in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1

English Low Achievers Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.
2003-04 CIa Single Period 39 206.54 18.62 166 239
2004-05 Ela; Double Period 66 213.59 19.41 148 245
2005-06 Ea, Double Period 35 207.43 21.08 129 235
2006-07 Elas Double Period 37 205.67 17.96 160 242
Total 177 209.16 19.44 129 245

Table 4.1 reflects what appears to be very little change in the means fitom ye
to year. Of the four years of data, the year 2004-05, the first year of the ¢rewiald
format for English classes of the low achievers, appears to reveal thestjehange
in the mean HSPA scores. A repeated measures one-way analysis of waaance
used to test for differences in the mean HSPA scores of the low achieving control
population and the three low achieving experimental populations. The analysis
indicates that there is not a significant difference in the mean scoresfafithe
populationsF (3, 173) = 1.898p >.05. Therefore, null hypothesis number one is
accepted. The effect size was calculated using ColeA's stated in Chapter 3, the
population of most interest is the population of students which had received the benefit
of three full years of the double period format; those students that weneisténad

the HSPA in the 2006-7 school year. In this chse(M of EE a3)-(M of CE.A)/ (SD
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of CE.a) or (205.68 — 206.54)/18.61 dr= -.047 which represents a trivial effect. The
two distributions virtually overlap indicating that there is no appreciablerdifte in
the means, and that the impact was minimal. The first year that the doublotaast
was introduced experienced the greatest increase. Cahea's applied to this as
well yielding the following:d = (M of EE_a1)-(M of CE.A)/ (SDof CE4) (213.59 —
206.54)/18.61 d = .379. This is a medium effect size and indicates that after
receiving the benefit of one year of instruction in the double period format irsEng|
low achieving students achieved mean scores on the language arts HSRAveiitl
than one third higher than the means of low achieving students that had only
benefitted from the single period format.
Impact on Language Arts Scores by Ethnicity

The two main ethnicities represented are Hispanic and White. Figure 4.4 shows
the breakdown of Hispanic low achievers versus Hispanic non-low achievecsefle

in the language arts HSPA scores:
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Figure 4.4, Number of eleventh grade Hispanic low achievers vs. Hispariowon
achievers according to HSPA language arts scores.
Mean HSPA language arts scores for the low achiever Hispanic subgroup are

shown in the descriptive in Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2

English Low Achievers — Hispanic Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.

2003-04 CEx Single Period 18 202.22 15.57 169 233
2004-05 Efa; Double Period 36 211.92 21.39 148 243

2005-06 Efaz Double Period 23 203.96 22.80 129 235
2006-07 Elas Double Period 23 211.65 16.97 178 242

Total 100 208.28 20.03 129 243

The table indicates that there was an increase in mean HSPA language arts
scores in the first experimental group, which had received the benefit oéanefy
the double period format in English and the third experimental group, which had
received the benefit of three years of the double period format. A repeatstires
one-way analysis of variance was used to test for differences in the rB&anddores
of the low achieving Hispanic control population and the three low achieving Hispanic
experimental populations. The analysis indicates that there is not a significa
difference in the mean scores of the four populatibr{8, 96) = 1.544p >.05.
Therefore, null hypothesis number two which relates to the Hispanic subgroup is
accepted. The effect size was calculated using ColdeA's before, the population of
most interest is the population of students which had received the benefit of three full
years of the double period format; those low achieving students that were adedniste
the HSPA in the 2006-7 school year. In this chse(M of EE a3)-(M of CE.A)/ (SD
of CE.a) or (211.65 — 202.22)/15.57 d= .606 which according to Cohen is a little

larger than a medium effect size. Low achieving Hispanic students thadsaded
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three years of the double period format achieved mean language arts HSRAhstore
were more than half a standard deviation higher than the mean scores of lowngchievi
Hispanic students that had received instruction in English in the single period.forma
This is very slightly less than the effect size of low achieving Hispnaents that
received the benefit of only one year of double period English classg®/ of
EE_a1)-(M of CE)/(SDof CEA) or (211.92 — 202.22)/15.57 d= .623 which
according to Cohen is also larger than a medium effect size. Low achievingiklispa
students with only one year of double period English classes also achieved mean
scores on the language arts HSPA more than one half a standard deviation higher tha
similar students with only single period instruction.

Figure 4.5 shows the number HSPA language arts scores of low achieving

students versus non-low achieving students in the White sub-group:

No. of White Low Achievers vs. White Non-Low Achievers
HSPA Language Arts Scores
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Figure 4.5, Number of White low achievers vs. white non-low achievers accooding t
HSPA language arts scores.

Figure 4.5 indicates a diminishing number and portion of White students
participating in lower level English classes. Throughout the study, acagearic

2004-05 reflects a high number ofgraders as well as a corresponding high number
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of low achievers. The percentage of the White subgroup in the low achievgorgate

ranges from a high of 31.8 percent in 2004-05 to a low of 1 percent in 2006-07.
Mean HSPA language arts scores for the low achiever White subgroup are

shown in the descriptive in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

English Low Achievers — White Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.

2003-04 CIca Single Period 15 206.60 16.59 166 235
2004-05 Eka; Double Period 20 210.25 17.00 170 238

2005-06 EEa, Double Period 10 217.30 15.76 182 231
2006-07 Elaz Double Period 6 194.50 21.55 160 216

Total 51 208.71 17.87 160 238

Table 4.3 indicates that there was a small increase in mean HSPA language
arts scores in the first and second White experimental groups, which had relceived t
benefit of one and two years of the double period format in English, respectively.
However, the third White experimental group that benefitted from three yeties of
double period format experienced a sharp decrease in the mean score. A repeated
measures one-way analysis of variance was used to test for differencesaathe
HSPA scores of the low achieving White control population and the three low
achieving White experimental populations. The analysis indicates thatgherea
significant difference in the mean scores of the four populatio(, 50) = 2.325,
p >.05. Therefore, null hypothesis number three which applies to the White subgroup

is accepted. The effect size was calculated using CotleAs before, the population
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of most interest is the population of students which had received the benefit of three
full years of the double period format; those low achieving students that were
administered the HSPA in the 2006-7 school year. In thisccas@/ of EE a3)-(M of
CE.n) (SDof CERA) or (194.5 — 206.6)/16.59 dr= -.729 which according to Cohen
is approaching a large effect size. Low achieving White students thaeteived
three years of the double period format achieved mean language arts HSRAhstore
were almost three quarters of a standard deviation less than that of lowraghievi
White students that had received instruction in English in the single period .format
Impact on Language Arts Scores by Socio-Economic Status

Figure 4.6 shows the number HSPA language arts scores of low achieving low

income students versus non-low achieving low income students:

No. of 11th Grade Low Income Low Achievers vs. Low

Income Non-Low Achievers LA HSPA Scores
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Figure 4.6, Number of eleventh grade low achieving low income student vs. non-low

achieving low income students according to HSPA language arts scores.
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Mean HSPA language arts scores for the low achiever low income sub-group
are reflected in the descriptive in Table 4.4.
Table 4.4

English Low Achievers — Low Income Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.
2003-04 CEx Single Period 15 205.27 22.58 166 239
2004-05 Ela; Double Period 36 213.67 21.37 148 243
2005-06 Ea, Double Period 26 203.62 22.60 129 235
2006-07 Elaz Double Period 26 207.46 17.23 178 242
Total 103 208.34 21.02 129 243

Table 4.4 indicates that there was an increase in mean HSPA language arts
scores in the first experimental group, which had received the benefit oéanefy
the doubled period format in English and the third experimental group, which had
received the benefit of three years of the double period format. A repeatstires
one-way analysis of variance was used to test for differences in the rB&anddores
of the low achieving low income control population and the three low achieving low
income experimental populations. The analysis indicates that there is not igagnif
difference in the mean scores of the four populatibr{8, 99) = 1.344p >.05.
Therefore, null hypothesis number four, which applies to the low income low
achieving subgroup is accepted. The effect size was calculated using Gbh&h&s
population of primary interest is the population of students which had received the
benefit of three full years of the double period format; those low achieving students

that were administered the HSPA in the 2006-7 school year. In thigd ca@dé of
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ELaz)-(M of CEA)/ (SDof CE ) or (207.46 — 205.27)/22.58 dr=.097 which is a
trivial effect size, and the means of the two populations are nearly the saroatimgdi
almost no impact of the treatment. However, applying effect size to thgdast
experimental population indicates a greater effect after studeprtsaécthe benefit of
only one year of the double period format; (M of EE_a1)-(M of CE A)/(SD of
CE.a) or (213.67 — 205.27)/22.58 0~.372. This, according to Cohen, is a small
effect size. Low achieving low income students with only one year of the double
period format in English achieved mean scores on the language arts H&RA a li
more than one third of a standard deviation higher than similar students that received
instruction under the single period instructional format.

Finally, the non-low income subgroup of the low achievers was analyzed.
Figure 4.7 reflects the number of low achievers versus non-low achieversionthe

low income subgroup.

No. of 11th Grade Non-Low Income Low Achievers vs. Non-Low
Income Non-Low Achievers HSPA LA Scores
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Figure 4.7, Number of eleventh grade low achieving non-low income students vs. non-

low achieving non-low income students according to HSPA language arts.score
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Mean HSPA language arts scores for the non-low income low achiever
subgroups are reflected in the descriptive in Table 4.5.
Table 4.5

English Low Achievers — non-Low Income Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.
2003-04 CEx Single Period 24 207.33 16.13 182 239
2004-05 Ela; Double Period 30 213.50 17.12 175 245
2005-06 Eka, Double Period 9 218.44 10.39 200 230
2006-07 Elaz Double Period 11 201.45 19.77 160 227
Total 74 210.31 17.06 160 245

Table 4.5 indicates increasing HSPA language arts scores in the firstawgo ye
of the double period format for English. The experimental group in the third year,
which by this time had benefitted from three years of the double period format in
English, had not maintained the same pace. A repeated measures one-waya@halys
variance was conducted which indicates no significant difference in the rirg@ns,
70) = 2.394p >.05. Therefore, null hypothesis number five, which applies to the
non-low income low achieving subgroup is accepted. The effect size was ealculat
using Cohen’sl. The population of primary interest is the population of students
which had received the benefit of three full years of the double period format; thos
low achieving students that were administered the HSPA in the 2006-7 school yea
In this casal = (M of E_as)-(M of CE.a)/ (SDof CE.a) or (201.45 — 207.33)/16.13 or

= -.365 which is a small to medium negative effect.
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Analysis of Mathematic Students (HSPA Math Scores)

No. of 11th Grade Low Achievers vs. Non-Low Achiever
HSPA Math Scores
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Figure 4.8, Number of eleventh grade low achievers vs. non-low achieverdiagcor
to HSPA math scores.

As noted earlier, the population of interest is that fgrade low achievers
that benefitted from the doubling of class time during the 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-
07 school years and the impact on their English and math skills as measured by thei
language arts and math scores on the HSPA administered in March of 2005, 2006, and
2007. Therefore, the math class population of interest is as represented in figure 16
above and includes 68, 88, 62, and 51 valid HSPA mathematics scores respectively in
the years, 2003-04, 2004-05, 2005-06, and 2006-07. The results are reflected in the

descriptive as represented in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6

Math Low Achievers Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.

2003-04 CMa Single Period 68 199.13 22.92 149 244
2004-05 EMa; Double Period 88 210.33 23.14 149 257

2005-06 EMa, Double Period 62 204.95 20.71 162 247
2006-07 EMas Double Period 51 194.43 20.60 156 252

Total 177 203.25 22.76 149 257

Table 4.6 shows that mean HSPA math scores increased the first yelae that t
doubled period format was introduced. Mean HSPA math scores declined each of the
following two years. A repeated measures one-way analysis of variasce
conducted to test for differences in the mean HSPA scores of the low achieving
control population and the three low achieving experimental populations. The analysis
indicates that there is a significant difference in the means of the four popsi|at
(3, 265) = 6.64p <.05. Therefore, null hypothesis number six is rejected. A post hoc
Tukey's HSD test revealed a significant difference between the meA ki&th
scores of the low achievers in the first year control group that receivethtie
period of math instruction format and that of the students that had received one year of
the double period instruction format at the <.05 level of significance. The effect siz
was tested using CohertdsAs stated in Chapter 3, the population of primary interest
is the population of students that had received the benefit of three full years of the
doubled class time format; those students that had been administered the HSPA in the

2006-7 academic year. In this case (M of EMa3)-(M of CM_a)/ (SDof CM_a) or
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(194.43 — 199.13)/22.92 dr= -.205 which indicates a small effect size. Therefore, the
mean score of students that had received the benefit of three years of the doodble peri
format was approximately one fifth of a standard deviation less than studémss

control group that had been instructed according to the single period format. Cohen’s
effect size test was conducted at this level as well yieldivg (M of EM. a1)-(M of
CM_a)/(SDof CM_a) or (210.33 — 199.13)/22.92d= .489 which indicates a

medium effect size, or that after receiving the benefit of one year dbtitded math

class time format, low achieving students achieved mean scores on the math HSPA
almost one half a standard deviation higher than the mean scores of low achieving
students that had only benefitted from the single period format.

Because null hypothesis number six was rejected, mean HSPA math ecores f
the non-low achieving students that were provided single periods only of math
instruction were analyzed for differences in their means. The resultstatde 4.7.

Table 4.7

Math Non-Low Achievers Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.
2003-04 CM Single Period 57 232.81 26.18 152 269
2004-05 CM Single Period 62 234.19 21.30 176 269
2005-06 CM Single Period 64 235.36 21.53 187 267
2006-07 CM Single Period 84 222.80 26.20 156 271
Total 267 230.59 24.52 152 271

Table 4.7 shows that the mean HSPA math scores for the non-low achievers

with only single periods of math instruction over the four year period of the study
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appear to be relatively constant except for the fourth year of the study witingh i
lowest of all the mean scores. A repeated measures one-way analysisnuievaas
conducted to test for differences in the mean HSPA scores of the non-low aghievin
math students that had not received the benefit of the double period format over the
four years of the study. In this case, the analysis of variance revedldtktieas a
significant difference in the means of the four grolip&, 263) = 4.401p <.05. A
post hoc Tukey’s HSD indicates a significant difference in the mean HSHA mat
scores between the third and fourth years of the study with < .05 level of sigrefica
As with the results of the low achievers, the effect size of the non-low achveagrs
tested comparing the means of the population of students from the first year of the
study with the means of the population of students from the fourth year of the study
whered = (M of CMy)-(M of CM,)/ (SDof CM,) or (222.80 — 232.81)/26.18 dr= -
.3824 which reflects a small negative effect size. After four years, tae RR8PA
math scores of non-low achieving students that received a single period of math
instruction was approximately one third of a standard deviation lower thanrsimila
students during the first year of the study which had also benefitted from only the
single period format of instruction.
Impact on Math Scores by Ethnicity

Figure 4.9 shows the breakdown of Hispanic low achievers versus Hispanic

non-low achievers reflected in the math HSPA scores:
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No. of 11th Grade Hispanic Low Achievers vs. Hispanic Non-Low
Achievers HSPA Math Scores
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Figure 4.9, Number of eleventh grade low achieving Hispanic students vs. non-low
achieving Hispanic students according to HSPA math scores.

Mean HSPA math scores for the low achiever Hispanic subgroup are shown in
Table 4.8:
Table 4.8

Math Low Achievers — Hispanic Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.

2003-04 CMa Single Period 27 193.07 22.42 149 244
2004-05 EMaz1 Double Period 43 206.77 22.27 149 244

2005-06 EMa2 Double Period 38 202.08 18.77 167 242
2006-07 EMas Double Period 28 199.36 22.31 156 252

Total 136 201.21 21.70 149 252

As indicated in Table 4.8, mean HSPA math scores for the Hispanic subgroup
increased the first year that the double period format was introduced. Me&n HSP

math scores declined each of the following two years. A repeated measuresyone-wa
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analysis of variance was conducted to test for differences in the meandd6fA of

the low achieving Hispanic control population and the three low achieving

experimental Hispanic populations. The analysis indicates that there is not a

significant difference in the means of the four populatién8, 132) = 2.362p >. 05.

Therefore, null hypothesis number seven which applies to the low achieving Hispanic

subgroup is accepted. The effect size was tested comparing the means ofrtthe cont

group against two populations. The first population for which the effect size was

tested is the population of primary interest, the students that had received thte benefi

of three years of the double period format. In this daséM of EM_a3)-(M of

CM_n)/ (SDof CM_a) or (199.36 — 193.07)/22.42 dr= .28 which indicates a small

effect size. Therefore, the mean score of Hispanic low achievers thacbaedethe

benefit of three years of the double period format achieved a mean scoreshat wa

approximately one quarter of a standard deviation higher than the Hispanic low

achievers that had received instruction under the single period format. Tlyedirst

that classes were doubled yielded the greatest increase in mearasuongsthe three

experimental years. Cohen’s effect size test was conducted at thiadevell,d =

(M of EM: La1)-(M of CM_a)/ (SDof CM_a) or (206.77 — 193.07)/22.42d= .611

which indicates a medium to large effect size. Therefore, the meano$¢dispanic

low achievers that had received the benefit of one year of the double period format

achieved a mean score that was almost two thirds of a standard deviation higher tha

the Hispanic low achievers that had received instruction in the single period.forma
Because null hypothesis number seven which applies to the Hispanic math low

achievers was accepted, there was no need to look at the non-low achievers results.
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Figure 4.10 shows the breakdown of White low achievers versus White non-

low achievers reflected in the math HSPA scores:

No. of 11th Grade White Low Achievers vs. White Non-Low Achievers
HSPA Math Scores
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Figure 4.10, Number of eleventh grade low achieving White students vs. non-low
achieving White students according to HSPA math scores.

Mean HSPA math scores for the low achiever White subgroups are reflected i
the descriptive in Table 4.9:
Table 4.9

Math Low Achievers — White Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.

2003-04 CMa Single Period 33 204.21 24.15 166 244
2004-05 EMa1 Double Period 33 215.58 22.73 181 257

2005-06 EMa2 Double Period 20 213.00 23.00 162 247
2006-07 EMas Double Period 13 192.38 16.14 168 223

Total 99 208.22 23.56 162 257

Table 4.9 shows that the mean HSPA math scores for the White subgroup

increased during the first year of the doubled class time format. MeRA Hiath
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scores remained about the same in the second experimental group, but, declined for
the third experimental group in the fourth year of the study. A repeated meaiseres
way analysis of variance was conducted to test for differences in the r&&ah H

scores of the low achieving White control population and the three low achieving
experimental White populations. The analysis indicates that there is fecaigni
difference in the means of the four populatidng3, 95) = 3.949p <.05. Therefore,

null hypothesis eight, which applies to the low achieving White subgroup, is tejecte
A post hoc Tukey’s HSD test indicates a significant difference in the medms of
second and fourth groups of populations< .05 level of significance. This is the White
experimental group that received math instruction with the benefit of one yéar of t
double period format and the third experimental group which received the benefit of
three years of instruction under the double period format.

The size of the effect was tested comparing the means of the control White
control group against two white experimental populations. The first population for
which the effect size was tested is the population of primary interest, the sttident
had received the benefit of three years of the double period format. In thts gt
of EM_a3)-(M of CM_a)/ (SDof CM) or (192.38 — 204.21)/24.15 dr= -.490 which
indicates a medium negative effect size. Therefore, the mean score of White low
achievers that had received the benefit of three years of the double period format
achieved a mean score that was approximately one half of a standard desvedion |
than the White low achievers that had received instruction under the single period
format. The first year that classes were doubled yielded the gremiesise in mean

scores among the three experimental years. Cohen'’s effect sizasestivducted at
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this level as welld = (M of EM. | a1)-(Mof CM_a)/ (SDof CM_a) or (215.58 —
204.21)/24.15 = = .471 which indicates a medium effect size. Therefore, the mean
score of White low achievers that had received the benefit of one year of the double
period format achieved a mean score that was almost half of a standaradeviati
higher than the White low achievers that had received instruction under the single
period format.

Because null hypothesis number eight, White math low achievers, was
rejected, the mean HSPA math scores for the White non-low achieving stidnts
were provided only single periods of math instruction were analyzed foredifes in
their means. The descriptive table for the White math non-low achievepsaseated
in Table 4.10.

Table 4.10

Math Non-Low Achievers — White Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.
2003-04 CM Single Period 43 234.86 22.13 173 269
2004-05 CM Single Period 31 242.13 16.78 203 269
2005-06 CM Single Period 31 237.68 20.74 187 266
2006-07 CM Single Period 43 223.26 27.50 145 271
Total 148 233.60 23.49 145 271

As indicated in Table 4.10, mean HSPA math scores for the White non-low
achievers that were provided only single periods of math instruction over the four yea
period of the study increased the first year and decreased the next twdyears

repeated measures one-way analysis of variance was conducted to tettrematis
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in the mean HSPA scores of the White non-low achieving math students that had not
received the benefit of the double period format over the four years of thelstudy.

this case, the analysis of variance revealed that there is a sighdifference in the
means of the four populatiors(3, 144) = 4.846p <.05. A post hoc Tukey’'s HSD

test indicates a significant difference in two pairs of means, the secomolatid

years at <.005 and the third and fourth years at <.005.

The effect size of the non-low achievers was tested comparing the means of
the population of students from the first year of the study with the means of the
students from the fourth year of the study wheere(M of CM,)-(M of CM,;)/(SD of
CM;) or (223.26 — 234.86)/22.13 dr= -.524 which reflects a medium negative effect
size. After four years, the mean HSPA math scores of White non-low achieving
students that received a single period of math instruction was approximatelgifone h
of a standard deviation lower than similar students during the first year stiithe

Impact on Math Scores by Socio-Economic Status

No. of 11th Grade Low Income - Low Achievers vs.
Low Income Non-Low Achievers HSPA Math Scores
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Figure 4.11, Number of eleventh grade low achieving low income students vs. non-

low achieving low income students according to HSPA math scores.



78

Mean HSPA math scores for the low achiever low income sub-group are
reflected in the descriptive in Table 4.11.
Table 4.11

Math Low Achievers — Low Income Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.

2003-04 CMa Single Period 29 198.48 23.15 162 244
2004-05 EMa; Double Period 39 206.28 23.43 149 244

2005-06 EMa, Double Period 42 202.07 21.47 162 242
2006-07 EMasz Double Period 32 195.25 21.10 156 252

Total 142 200.96 22.43 149 252

Table 4.11 shows that the mean HSPA math scores for the Low Income
subgroup increased the first year that the double period format was introduced, and
decreased the following two years. A repeated measures one-waysaobilggiance
was conducted to test for differences in the mean HSPA scores of the lowraghievi
low income control population and the three low achieving experimental low income
populations. The analysis indicates that there is not a significant diffaretine
means of the four populatiors(3, 138) = 1.595p >.05. Therefore, null hypothesis
number nine, which applies to the low achieving low income subgroup, is accepted.
The size of the effect was tested comparing the means of the low income cantpol gr
against the third low income experimental group; the group of primary interest
because it had benefited from three years of the double period format. In thdscase
(M of EMa3)-(M of CM_a)/ (SD of CM_a) or (195.25 — 198.48)/23.15 dr= -.127

which indicates a very small negative effect size. Therefore, the ma@naddow
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income low achievers that had received the benefit of three years of the doubled
period format achieved a mean score that was somewhat more than one tenth of a
standard deviation lower than the low income low achievers that had received
instruction under the single period format.

Figure 4.12 shows the difference between the HSPA math means of non-low

income low achievers and non-low income non-low achievers.

No. of 11th Grade Non-Low Income Low Achievers vs. Non-Low
Income Non-Low Achiever HSPA Math Scores
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Figure 4.12, Number of eleventh grade low achieving non-low income students vs.
non-low achieving non-low income students according to HSPA math scores.
Table 4.12

Math Non-Low Income — Low Achievers Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.

2003-04 CMa Single Period 40 199.70 22.75 149 244
2004-05 EMa1 Double Period 50 213.70 22.41 170 257

2005-06 EMa2 Double Period 20 211.00 18.03 180 247
2006-07 EMas Double Period 19 193.05 20.21 159 236

Total 129 205.90 22.80 149 257

As indicated in Table 4.12, mean HSPA math scores increased the first year

that the doubled period format was introduced. Mean HSPA math scores declined each
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of the following two years. A repeated measures one-way analysis afcevias
conducted to test for differences in the mean HSPA scores of the non-low income low
achieving control population and the three non-low income low achieving
experimental populations. The analysis indicates that there is a signififardgrdie

in the means of the four populatiofs(3, 125) = 5.88p <.05. Therefore, null

hypothesis number 10, which applies to the non — low income population, is rejected.
A post hoc Tukey's HSD test revealed a significant difference betweeretie m

HSPA math scores in two sets of paired comparisons; between the control group
which had benefitted from only the single period format and the first experimenta
group which benefitted from one year of the double period format, significance < .05;
and between the first experimental group and the third experimental group which
benefitted from three years of the double period format, significance < .05.fébe ef
size was tested using Cohed:sThe population of primary interest is the population

of students that had received the benefit of three full years of the double periogd forma
those students that had been administered the HSPA in the 2006-7 academic year. In
this casal = (M of EM_a3)-(M of CMa)/ (SDof CM_a) or (193.05 — 199.70)/22.75

ord = -.292 which indicates a small effect size. Therefore, the mean score of the non
low income low achieving students that had received the benefit of three years of the
doubled period format was approximately one third of a standard deviation less than
students in the control group that had been instructed according to the single period
format. The first year that classes were doubled yielded the gremiestise in mean
scores among the three experimental years. Cohen'’s effect sizasestvducted at

this level as well yieldingd = (M of EM. a1)-(M of CM_a)/(SDof CM_4) or (213.70
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—199.70)/22.75 d = .615 which indicates a medium to large effect size, or that after
receiving the benefit of one year of the double math period format, non-low income
low achieving students achieved mean scores on the math HSPA almost two thirds a
standard deviation higher than the mean scores of non-low-income low achieving
students that had only benefitted from the single period format.

Because null hypothesis number ten for low income math low achievers was
rejected, mean HSPA math scores for the non-low income non-low achieving students
that were provided single periods only of math instruction were analyzed for
differences in their means.

The results are in table 4.13.

Table 4.13

Math Non-Low Income — Non-Low Achievers Descriptive

Group N M SD Min. Max.
2003-04 CM Single Period 48 232.65 27.41 152 269
2004-05 CM Single Period 37 236.92 21.42 189 269
2005-06 CM Single Period 37 240.00 19.29 195 267
2006-07 CM Single Period 50 226.72 24.43 159 271
Total 172 233.42 24.04 152 271

As indicated in Table 4.13, mean HSPA math scores for the non-low achievers
that were provided only single periods of math instruction over the four year period of
the study appear to be relatively constant except for the fourth year afidiyengtich
appears to be the lowest of all of the mean scores. A repeated measuray one-w

analysis of variance was conducted to test for differences in the meandd6fA of
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the non-low income non-low achieving math students that had not received the benefit
of the double period format over the four years of the study. In this case, thesanalysi
of variance revealed that there is not a significant difference in thesnoéthe four
groupsF (3, 168) = 2.565p >.05. As with the results of the low achievers, the effect
size of the non-low achievers was tested comparing the means of the population of
students from the first year of the study with the means of the population of students
from the fourth year of the study whete= (M of CMy)-(M of CM;)/ (M of CM;) or
(226.72 — 232.65)/27.41 dr=-.216 which reflects a very small negative effect size.
After four years, the mean HSPA math scores of non-low income non-low achievi
students that received a single period of math instruction was approximatéifgtone
of a standard deviation lower than similar students during the first year stithe
which had also benefitted from only the single period of study format of instiuct
Summary

The mean language arts and math HSPA scores of first time low aghidlin
grade English and math students for each of the four school years 2003-04 through
2006-07 were analyzed using ANOVA. The 2003-04 low achievifiggtdde cohort
had received English and math instruction in the single period format. Double period
instruction (modified block schedule) was introduced in school year 2004-05 for all
low achieving English and math students at all grade levels in the high schavhshat
the subject of the study.

The results were as follows: ANOVA indicated that there were no signific
differences in the means of the language arts HSPA scores of the |ewiagHii"

grade English students, neither the whole sample, nor among any of the subgroups
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which separately included Hispanic, White, low income, and non-low income. There
were significant differences in the math HSPA results in the math samale/aole

and in the White and non-low income subgroups. A post hoc multiple comparisons
test revealed a significant increase in the second year of the study velsicifter one
year of the double period instructional format in math for these groups. However,
mean scores decreased in the third and fourth years of the study. There was no
significant difference in the math HSPA means of the Hispanic and low income

subgroups.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

This study analyzes the impact of doubling class times of low achievihg 11
grade English and math students upon their scores on the New Jersey High School
Proficiency Assessment.
Statement of the Problem

It is not known to what extent, if any, the doubling of class time in English and
math for low achieving students has impacted English (language arts) and math
performance on standardized tests such as the New Jersey High Schoarenofici
Assessment (HSPA).
Review of the Methodology

As explained in Chapter 3, this study examined the doubling of English and
math class times for low achieving students in an effort to improve perfoenoanc
state mandated tests that are required as a result of the re-authoriztiteon of
Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2002, commonly known as the No Child
Left Behind Act (NCLB). Students’ scores from the state of New Jerseysson of
such mandated tests, the High School Proficiency Assessment (HSPApbiasned
for the years 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007 and used for the statistical analysis. The
HSPA is administered at a specific point in one’s education; the test is aenaitit
a different cohort group passing through the same grade each year, in thisecase, t
11" grade. Therefore, the study incorporates a between-subjects desigderlto
ensure minimal risk to the internal validity of a between-subjects desigsfulis
used a population limited to a specific public high school in New Jersey that adopted

the modified block concept identified by Mowen and Mowen (2004) as a



85

recommended approach to improving scores of low-achievers in academicTérea
utilization of a specific public high school that adopted this strategy ensutdbdegha
populations studied in a between-subjects design are highly similar populations that
have also received instruction from the same, or similar instructors in the same
academic environment.

The test of the null hypotheses consisted of five independent control groups
and three independent experimental groups for English and math, respectively. T
dependent variables are the mean scores of the HSPA that was adminisiesed to f
time 11" graders in March of the years 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007. The independent
variable is the expansion of instructional time from 42 minutes to 88 minutes in 2005
and to 90 minutes in 2006 and 2007 (resulting from doubling the instructional period)
for students that were identified as low-achievers and qualified as casdmlat@e
of the lower-functioning algebra, geometry, and/or English courses. One control
group was comprised of low achieving™graders that received math instruction,
and/or English instruction under the single period format (42 minute period) prior to
taking the HSPA in 2004. The experimental groups are the low achievers ifthe 11
grade that benefited from the expanded instructional time or double period format
prior to taking the HSPA in 2005, 2006, and 2007. Four additional control groups
consisted of the non-low achievers in th& gtade that participated in the HSPA in
years 2004, 2005, 2006, and 2007, and had not received the treatment of the expanded
instructional time.

The HSPA provided separate scores for language arts and for math. Therefore,

the collection and analysis of data are separate as relates togamgisaand math



86

respectively. The experiments are a between-subjects design becaum#ithie
groups and the experimental groups are from similar but different populations.
Summary of the Results

English Class Low Achievers

Based upon the results described in Chapter 4, low-achievihgrade
English students that had been provided instruction in a double period format from one
to three years (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07) compared to similar students in the control
group that had been instructed in the single period format (2003-04) saw little or no
improvement based upon New Jersey High School (HSPA) results over the four year
period of the study. The means are shown in figure 5.1 and reflect a slight increase
after students received one year of instruction in the double period format.vétowe
after two and three years of double period instruction, mean HSPA scores leveled off

to that of the control group in 2003-04.
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Figure 5.1 Mean HSPA Language Arts Scores; English Low Achievers
An ANOVA indicated no significant difference in the mean HSPA language

arts scores of the four populatiofs(3,173) = 1.898p >.05. Therefore null
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hypothesis number one was accepted. A measure of the effect size betweearthe m
scores of students having received single period instruction in 2003-04 and those at the
end of the study having received three years of double period instruction ydetded
.047 which is a trivial effect.

As with the total low achieving English students, the sub-groups of Hispanic
and White English low achievers showed little or no improvement after having been
provided instruction in the double period format for one year. The means for each
subgroup are shown in Figure 5.2. Although the means of the White population
appears to dip in 2006-07, it should be noted that there are only six scores in the
database for that year. The small low number of scores in the White low adatver

base may render the mean for this group not reliable.
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Figure 5.2, Mean HSPA Language Arts Scores; English Low AchieverthbicEy

An ANOVA indicated no significant difference in the mean HSPA language
arts scores of the four Hispanic populatida$3, 96) = 1.544p >.05. Therefore, null
hypothesis number two was accepted. A measure of the effect size betweearthe m

scores of Hispanic students having received single period instruction in 2003-04 and
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those at the end of the study having received three years of double period orstructi
yieldedd = .606 which indicates that the means of the low achieving Hispanic
students were approximately 60 percent of a standard deviation higher aker thr
years of double period English instruction.

An ANOVA also indicated no significant difference in the mean HSPA
language arts scores of the four White populatibr(8, 47) = 2.325p >.05.

Therefore, null hypothesis number three was accepted. A measure of theizffect s
between the mean scores of White students having received single periodiamstruct
in 2003-04 and those at the end of the study after having received three years of
double period instruction yieldetl= -.729 is a large negative effect. It indicates that
the means of the low achieving White students were approximately 73 percent of a
standard deviation lower after three years of double period English instruction, Aga
the 2006-07 data base includes only six scores representing White low achievers in
English.

The study also looked at the English class low achievers from a socio-
economic perspective, i.e. low income versus non-low income. Again, both subgroups,
low income and non-low income, showed little or no improvement after having been
provided instruction in the double period format. The means for each subgroup are
shown in Figure 5.3. It should also be noted that the mean scores for the non-low
income reflect only nine scores in the 2005-06 database and 11 scores in the 2006-07

database.
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Figure 5.3, Mean HSPA Language Arts Scores; English Low AchieverthbicEy

An ANOVA indicated no significant difference in the mean HSPA language
arts scores of the four low income populatidn$3, 99) = 1.344p >.05. Therefore,
null hypothesis number four was accepted. A measure of the effect size between the
mean scores of low income students having received single period instruction in 2003-
04 and those at the end of the study having received three years of double period
instruction yieldedd = .097 which is a trivial effect essentially indicating a trivial
change in the means of the low income students’ scores after the three ykanslef
period English instruction.

An ANOVA also indicated no significant difference in the mean HSPA
language arts scores of the four non-low income populattofss,70) = 2.394p
>.05. Therefore, null hypothesis number five was accepted. A measure of the effec
size between the mean scores of the non-low income students having received single
period instruction in 2003-04 and those at the end of the study after having received
three years of double period instruction yieldeed -.365 which is a medium effect. It
indicates that the means of the low achieving non-low income students wdee a litt

more than one third of a standard deviation lower after three years of double period
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English instruction. Again, the 2006-07 data base includes only 11 scores representing
non-low income achievers in English.
Math Class Low Achievers

The mean HSPA math scores of low-achievinj grade students that had
been provided instruction in a double period format (modified block) from one to
three years (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07) were compared to similar students
comprising the control group that had been instructed in math in the single period
format (2003-04). An ANOVA indicates a significant difference in the medPAS
math scores of the four populatioRs(3,265) = 6.640p <.05, and null hypothesis
number six was rejected. Because the null hypothesis was rejected, &l parall
comparison was made with the means of the non-low achievi’hgrﬁﬂie students
that had received math instruction in the single period format each of the &vsirofe
the study. An ANOVA conducted on the means of the four single period populations
also indicates a significant difference in the me&n8,263) = 4.401p <.05. The
mean scores for both low achievers and non-low achievers are shown in figure 5.4.
The means of the non-low achievers are consistently higher than the loweashie
However, the mean scores of the low achievers that had received one year of double
period instruction show an increase, while those that had received two and thsee year
of double period instruction decreased. In fact, a post hoc Tukey HSD test indicates
that the increase in math scores for low achieving students after ond yestruation
in the double period format is a significant increase at <.05 level of sigriéca
Therefore, the increase after one year of double period instruction might not toe due

chance alone, and it is possible that the increase could have been the result of the new
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instructional format. This is further substantiated by the fact that theomon-|

achievers that had received instruction in only the single period format did not show a

significant increase in any year. The ANOVA showing a significaf¢m@ince in

means for this group is due primarily to the decrease between year tweaaridur.
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Figure 5.4, Mean HSPA Math Scores; Low Achievers vs. Non-Low Achievers

A measure of the effect size between the mean scores of the low achievers

having received single period instruction in 2003-04 and the low achievers at the end

of the study in 2006-07 having received three years of double period instruction

yieldedd = -.205 which is a small negative effect. A measure of the effect size

between the mean scores of the non-low achievers having received single period

instruction in each of the four years yieldd -.382 which also is a small negative

effect.

The mean HSPA math scores of low-achievin§ gdade Hispanic students

that had been provided instruction in a double period format (modified block) from one

to three years (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07) were compared to similar students

comprising the control group that had been instructed in the single period format (2003-

04). An ANOVA indicates that there is no significant difference in the mean suores
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the four Hispanic populationk, (3,132) = 2.362p >.05, and null hypothesis number
seven was accepted. Because there is no significant difference in the arehthe

null hypothesis is accepted, an analysis of the non-low achieving Hispanic stilmnt
received instruction in the single period format throughout the course of the shady is
necessary. The mean HSPA scores for the low achievifigratie Hispanic students

are shown in figure 5.5. The mean scores of the low achievers that had received one
year of double period instruction show an increase, while those that had received two

and three years of double period instruction decreased.
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Figure 5.5, Mean HSPA Math Scores; Hispanic Low Achievers

The mean HSPA math scores of low-achievin§ drade White students that
had been provided instruction in a double period format (modified block) from one to
three years (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07) were compared to similar students
comprising the control group that had been instructed in the single period format

(2003-04). An ANOVA indicates a significant difference in the mean scores of the
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four populationsF (3, 95) = 3.949p <.05, and null hypothesis eight was rejected. It
should be noted that the 2006-07 data might not be reliable because there were only 13
scores in the database. Because null hypothesis number eight was rejeateliela
comparison was made with the means of the non-low achievihgratle students

that had received math instruction in the single period format each of the fosirmyear

the study. An ANOVA conducted on the means of the four single period White
populations also indicates a significant difference in the méaf3s144) = 4.846p <

.05. The mean scores for both low achievers and non-low achievers are shown in

figure 5.6. The means of the non-low achievers are consistently higher than the low
achievers. The mean HSPA scores of both low achieving and non-low achieving

White students increased in 2004-05 and decreased the subsequent two years.
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Figure 5.6, Mean HSPA Math Scores; White Low Achievers vs. White Non-Low
Achievers
A measure of the effect size between the mean scores of the White low

achievers having received single period instruction in 2003-04 and the low achievers
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at the end of the study in 2006-07 having received three years of double period
instruction yielded! = -.490 which is a medium negative effect. Students having
received three years of instruction in the double period format scored almostfane hal
standard deviation lower than students that received instruction in the single period
format. A measure of the effect size between the mean scores of the WHib&/non-
achievers having received single period instruction in each of the four yelaiedgi
= -.542 which also is a medium negative effect; students in the 2006-07 cohort scored
a little more than one half a standard deviation than students in the 2003-04 cohort.
The mean HSPA math scores of low-achieviny gade low income students
that had been provided instruction in a double period format (modified block) from
one to three years (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07) were compared to similar students
comprising the control group that had been instructed in the single period format
(2003-04). An ANOVA indicates no significant difference in the mean scores of the
four populationsF (3,138) = 1.595p = .193, and null hypothesis number nine was
accepted. Because there is no significant difference in the means, and the null
hypothesis is accepted, an analysis of the non-low achieving low income sthdénts t
received instruction in the single period format throughout the course of the study is
not necessary. The mean HSPA scores for the low achieVihgrade low income
students are shown in figure 5.7. The mean scores of the low achievers that had
received one year of double period instruction show an increase, while those that had

received two and three years of double period instruction decreased.
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Figure 5.7, Mean HSPA Math Scores; Low Income Low Achievers

A measure of the effect size between the mean scores of the low achkieving
low income students having received single period instruction in 2003-04 and the low
achieving — low income students at the end of the study in 2006-07 having received
three years of double period instruction yieldid .127 which is a small effect.

The mean HSPA math scores of low-achievin§ grade non-low income
students that had been provided instruction in a double period format (modified block)
from one to three years (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07) were compared to similar
students comprising the control group that had been instructed in the single period
format (2003-04). An ANOVA indicates a significant difference in the mearesadr
the four populations; (3, 125) = 5.88p < .05, and null hypothesis number ten was
rejected. It should be noted that the 2006-07 data might not be reliable because there
were only 19 scores in the database. Because the null hypothesis was rejected, a
parallel comparison was made with the means of the non-low achieVirgrdde
non-low income students that had received math instruction in the single period format

each of the four years in the study. An ANOVA conducted on the means of the four
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single period non-low achieving — non-low income populations indicates no
significant difference in the mearts(3,168) = 2.565p > .05. The mean scores for

both low achievers and non-low achievers are shown in figure 5.8. The means of the
non-low achievers are consistently higher than the low achievers. Howevegghe m
scores of the low achievers that had received one year of double period instruction
show an increase, while those that had received two and three years of double period

instruction decreased.
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Figure 5.8, Mean HSPA Math Scores; Non-Low Income Low Achievers vs. Non-Low
Income Non-Low Achievers

A measure of the effect size between the mean scores of the non-low income
low achievers having received single period instruction in 2003-04 and the non-low
income low achievers at the end of the study in 2006-07 having received three years of
double period instruction yieldeatl= -.292 which is a small negative effect. A
measure of the effect size between the mean scores of the non-low incortel non-
achievers having received single period instruction in each of the four yelalesg

= -.216 which also is a small negative effect.
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Discussion
Interpretation of the Findings

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) renewed the interest in methods that
utilize class time more efficiently (Nichols, 2005). Under NCLB, schools are
individually held accountable for the success of their students on high risk state-
mandated tests. Pre-determined rates of success must be met. Thid isdedjeate
Yearly Progress (AYP), and AYP is designed to become increasinfibullifo attain
over time. Due to repercussions for schools not making AYP under NCLB, much of
the accountability for performance has shifted from the student to the school (Kuper,
2006). One regional high school bordering a northern New Jersey urban center
recognized the need to prepare low achieving students for the “high staktes” st
assessment, the HSPA which is administered to first tir‘HegﬂeiUers. The school
implemented a double period instructional format for low achieving English and math
students in school year 2004-05, increasing class time for these students from 42
minutes to 88 minutes (including the four minute passing period that was also
absorbed. This is a modified block schedule, an option for specific subject areas in
need of improvement (Mowen and Mowen, 2004).

Language arts and math HSPA scores for 535 of the school’s qualifying first
time 11" graders were used in this post hoc study that covers four years. The students
were grouped by low-achievers, non-low achievers, ethnicity, socio-econaiis, st
and year that they were administered the HSPA. Statistical analgbedeid
ANOVA, Multiple Comparisons (Tukey’'s HSD), and effect size.

The school anticipated that implementing a double period format for English
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and math would result in lower achieving students performing better acadgmicall
within the school as well as on high-stakes state testing such as the HSPA. This
researcher was a teacher at the subject school and a member of the tteaade¢ithe
decision to implement the double instructional period or modified block in 2003-04.
Carroll (1994) conducted a study that showed reconfiguring class time from 45
minutes to 90 minutes per day resulted in an increase in students attaining honor roll
by 50 percent. However, the results of this current study of between 35 and 66 low
achieving 11 grade English students per year over a four year period indicate that
doubled class time did not result in a significant change in mean languag&Baas H
scores during any of the three years following the application of thenefa The

results as represented in the total population of low-achieviigrete English

students carried through in the represented sub-groups as well, such that there was no
significant change in the means of the Hispanic, White, low income, and non-low
income low achieving English class populations. Table #5.1 below shows that the null
hypothesis was accepted for each population.

Table 5.1

Null Hypothesis Status/f'1Grade Low Achieving English Students

Status All  Hispanic White  Low Income Non-Low Income
Accept X X X X X
Reject

According to English teacher, Mr. Smith, the double period instructional

period was difficult to implement. He said, “You’re taking students that have
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generally a very short attention span, and even though you might modify your
teaching patter sot that you break up the routine, you still have students thaakgse
have a difficult time sitting through one period, and you double the period. And, |
found that students begin to tune out after a certain period of time (2008).” A study by
Nichols (2005) indicates that lower socio-economic status (SES) and minoritgtstude
experienced few gains after their schools converted to block scheduling. Acdording
Harvey (2008), “There were no significant differences found between thgrade

MCAS CPI scores of schools that employed traditional schedules and schools that
employed block schedules. This held true for both the English Language Arts and
Mathematics MCAS tests (p.126).”

While there might be no significant difference in the means of the English low
achievers, the data showed one other interesting, but not unexpected, phenomenon.
Figure 5.9 is a composite of mean scores of both the English low achieving Hispanic
population and the English low achieving low income population. Note that the means
of the two populations practically overlap. This indicates that the Hispanic population

and the low-income population are nearly the same.
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Figure 5.9. Mean HSPA Language Arts Scores, Hispanic vs. Low Income
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One by-product of the study is a realization that although there did not appear
to be a significant difference in the means of the population of low achievinghenglis
students, there did appear to be a migration away from the low achiever gétggor
certain subgroups. For example, as indicated in Figure 5.10, White studentsetkbcreas
as a percentage of low achieving English students from 38.4 percent in 2003-04 to
16.2 percent in 2006-07. Non-low income students also decreased as a percentage of
English low achievers from 61.5 percent in 2003-04 to 29.7 percent in 2006-07. While
the null hypothesis was not rejected, the successful migration of studentsvdrom
achiever to non-low achiever status might be a better test of the impact of tiieanodi
block schedule. This also suggests that minority and low income students experienced
greater difficulty migrating out of the low achiever status and did not signtfic
increase their performance on the HSPA. Low income status and minoriti éBldc
Hispanic) status were variables negatively related to poor performamzedG 2002
and Erbe, 2000 as cited in Harvey, 2007). Minority students often negotiate with
themselves and with others some degree of maintaining cultural identity andflevel

academic achievement (Nasir and Saxe, 2003).
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Figure 5.10. Whites and Non-Low Income as Percent of English Low Achievers
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An analysis of the means of the HSPA math scores over the four years reveals
somewhat more variability. For example, there is a significant diféeren the means
of the total population of igrade low achieving math students. An analysis of
multiple comparisons indicates that there is a significant increasesaftients
received one year of instruction in the double class format (2004-05). This suggests
that the increase is not due to chance alone, and it reflects a positive impact of the
newly implemented modified block schedule. However, this increase is offset by two
subsequent years of decreases in 2005-06 and 2006-07. An analysis of the non-low
achievers that did not receive the double period or modified block treatment also
reflected a significant difference in means. However, unlike low achidthersgsults
of the non-low achievers did not show a significant increase in the firsof/des
study. Similar to the low achievers, means of the 2005-06 and 2006-07 non-low
achiever math cohort groups decrease. Therefore, the results are ingenclusi

An analysis of the White and non-low income subgroups, both low achieving
(double period treatment) and non-low achieving (single period format) reflect
significant differences in their means. A positive difference in tise ygar was
followed by a significant decrease over the next two years. The fourtlofydéhite
low achievers may not be reliable due to a low N in the database (N = 13). Math
teacher Mrs. Brown said “| feel that low achieving students can benefit framgha
more time in the classroom for such things as projects and group actRaos.{
Table 5.2 reflects the status of accepting or rejecting the math null hypdihesis
subgroup, and where applicable, compares the differences of means of the non-low

achievers acting as a second control group.
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Table 5.2

Math Null Hypothesis Status vs. Non — Low Achiever Performance

Status All  Hispanic White  Low Income Non-Low Income

Null Hypothesis Status/{iGrade Low Achieving Math Students
Accept X X

Reiec X X X

Significant F/1Y' Grade Non — Low Achieving Math students

Sig. F Yes n/a Yes n/a No

An ANOVA of the Hispanic and the low income math subgroups reflect no

significant differences in the means after three years of the double petrodtingsal

format. A study of the impact of types of schedules, including block and traditional,

on the ACT test in three northeast Tennessee high schools (Hawkins-Hughes, 2008)

indicates no significant difference in the mean math scores. Similar twxhe |

achieving English class subgroups, when the mean HSPA math scores of low

achieving Hispanic math students are overlaid with the low income students ia Figur

5.11 the populations appear to be nearly the same.

250
198.48 206.77 202.08 199.36
200 _4%.‘ e — .ﬁi
193.07 206.28 202.07 195.25
150 . . . .
2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
=== N\ath LA /Hisp.  ==ll==Math LA/Low Income

Figure 5.11, Mean HSPA Math Scores of Low Achievers

As with the White and non-low income" grade English students, White and
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non-low income 14 grade math students also appear to migrate out of the low
achiever population and into the non-low achiever population over the four year
period of the study. For example, as indicated in Figure 5.12, White students
decreased as a percentage of low achieving math students from 48.5 percent in 2003-
04 to 25.5 percent in 2006-07. Non-low income students also decreased as a
percentage of math low achievers from 58.8 percent in 2003-04 to 37.3 percent in
2006-07. While rejection of the null hypothesis is not supported in this study, the
successful migration from low achiever classes to non-low achiewseslanight be a
better test of the impact of the modified block schedule. This also suggests that
minority and low income students had greater difficulty migrating out of the low
achiever status. Low income status and minority (Black and Hispanic) stateis w
variables negatively related to poor performance (Gmarat, 2002 and Erbe, 2000 as
cited in Harvey, 2007). Minority students often negotiate with themselves amnd wit
others some degree of maintaining cultural identity and level of acadeneverciant

(Nasir and Saxe, 2003).

100.0%

80.0%

58.8% 56.8%

60.0% &
— \ 32.3% 37.3%
40.0% 28.5% —— — —
20.0% 37.5%
32.3% 25.5%
0-0% T T T

2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07

el Math LA/White  ==fe=Math LA/Non-Low Income

Figure 5.12, Whites and Non-Low Income as Percent of Math Low Achievers
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Implications

As a result of NCLB, there has been a renewed interest in methods that utilize
class time more efficiently (Nichols, 2005). Much of the reason for this ihisrdeat
schools are individually held accountable for their students’ success on high ask stat
tests required under NCLB. The success rate of schools is determined by state-
mandated levels of achievement on the tests or Adequate Yearly Progré€ys (AY
Schools that do not meet or exceed AYP for a pre-determined number of years are
subject to any number of interventions starting with improvement plans and as far
reaching as school restructuring including the possibility of replacimgréstration
and teachers. The stakes also tend to get higher as AYP may become nooitetdiff
attain if the percentage of students required to pass the English and maticteatei
over time as with the New Jersey HSPA. Due to repercussions for schools nug maki
AYP under NCLB, much of the accountability for performance has shifted frem t
student to the school (Kuper, 2006). This study provides more insight into the practice
of extending class time for the purpose of providing increased instruction and
increased time on task for students. In this case it was the doubling ofrol@ss ti
similar to a block schedule or modified block schedule approach.

National and state funding is often targeted for “at-risk” students. ThedJnite
States Department of Education has proposed a $4.9 billion grant that will be divided
between 10 and 15 states that provide “winning” proposals. New Jersey’s proposal is
targeted specifically to “at risk” students (NJDOE, 2010). This study looked at the
doubling of class time as a strategy for increasing the success otiemarlow

achieving students that would fit the definition of “at risk” students. The studyeesul
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in no significant differences in the means of btade low achieving English students.
However, the study did result in finding a significant increase in the performénce

the overall population of low achieving students and the sub-group of low achieving
Hispanic students after one year of receiving instruction in the double pericat.form
After two and three years of double period instruction, the mean scores of all math
students declined. This could possibly be due to the newness of the program wearing
off, for both students and teachers, a sort of Halo effect. The study alsaeadiczt

the actual percentage of students in the low achieving population decreased over the
four-year period. This suggests that the double periods might have been instrumental
in students improving enough to migrate out of the low achiever population.

A portion of the study was devoted to the impact of increasing class time by
demographic grouping and socio-economic status. While as a sub-group, low
achieving Hispanic math students improved after one year of the double period
instructional format, there were no other significant increases in taesnod the low
achieving sub-groups. However, the percentage of low achieving White students and
low achieving non-low income students decreased over the course of the study, and
minority and low-income students dominated the low achiever population. Low
income status and minority (Black and Hispanic) status were variablesvegga
related to poor performance (Gmarat, 2002 and Erbe, 2000 as cited in Harvey, 2007).
Minority students often negotiate with themselves and with others some degree of
maintaining cultural identity and level of academic achievement (ldadiSaxe,

2003). The study also indicated that the mean HSPA scores for low achieving

Hispanic and low income students virtually overlapped in both English and math.
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Limitations

This study followed an ex post facto design. Therefore, test scores and
demographic data were collected after students experienced the changditesthe
was limited to a single school in a diversified community. The study wasdintate
four cohort groups of students, each passing through thgratle in different
successive years. Therefore, while many of the same teacherstheugaime subject
in the new modified block scenario, minimal staff changes did occur. Students in each
11" grade cohort group obviously are different students from the other cohorts, and
many were the product of the same elementary schools and experienced tearbame
high school teachers and similar instruction. However, the mobility rate mighttimpa
that mix of students, and mobility was not taken into consideration in the study.

Every attempt was made to ensure that the populations were similar inpnake
and experience, but the study does recognize that there are probably sormecaisfer
that were not able to be considered in a work of this relatively small magnitude.

The dependent variable was the mean HSPA math and language arts scores of
low achieving students The HSPA test is based on the core content standards required
in the curriculum in New Jersey schools. However, scores for students thaedhigrat
out of the low achieving group as a result of better performance in the schoolovere
longer included in the low achiever population.

This study did not consider teaching methods in a traditional schedule versus
the modified block schedule, nor did it consider how time was utilized within the
classroom. The study also did not consider student behavior or attendance, both of

which might impact student performance.
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Recommendation s for Further Research

This study leads to further research that might assess the impact of block
scheduling on the ability of students to increase knowledge as reflectedrby thei
performance in the classroom that might result in retention in or migration out of
lower performing tier groups, i.e. migration from low achiever status to non-low
achiever status.

This study suggests that minority students and low income students were more
likely to either not perform better on the HSPA or not migrate out of the low achieve
population. Further research might assess on a broader scale than this studydhe impa
of the utilization of class time on the performance of minority and low income
students that might lead to further improving their ability to succeed in thenaicade
environment.

Summary

The re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2002,
commonly known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)), intensified the need for
schools to examine strategies for providing instruction to students. As a result of
NCLB, schools became accountable for student performance on high risk state tests
with minimum proficiencies required in order to satisfy Adequate Yearlyr€seg
(AYP). This study analyzed the one such strategy used by a northern New Jerse
regional high school, the doubling of class time (modified block schedule) for low
achieving English and math students, and its impact on the New Jersey High School
Proficiency Assessment (HSPA) required under NCLB.

The review of literature provides a brief history of scheduling modifications
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and a review of various types of block scheduling. It includes various studies of the
use of time in the classroom and the impact of block scheduling which supports the
need for this study.

This study looks at mean language arts and math HSPA scores of firstwime |
achieving 11 grade English and math students in the subject school for each of the
four school years 2003-04 through 2006-07, and they were analyzed using ANOVA.
The 2003-04 low achieving lgrade cohort had received English and math
instruction in the single period format. Double period instruction (modified block
schedule) was introduced in school year 2004-05 for all low achieving English and
math students at all grade levels in the high school that was the subject of yhe stud

The results were as follows: ANOVA indicated that there were no signific
differences in the means of the language arts HSPA scores of the lewiagHii"
grade English students, neither the whole sample, nor among any of the subgroups
which separately included Hispanic, White, low income, and non-low income. There
were significant differences in the math HSPA results in the math samale/aole
and in the White and non-low income subgroups. A post hoc multiple comparisons
test revealed a significant increase in the second year of the studyirigllone year
of the double period instructional format in math for these groups. However, mean
scores decreased in the third and fourth years of the study. The indteasaeayear
of double period instruction might not have been by chance alone and might possibly
be attributed to the introduction of the modified block schedule. The decrease in
means might be attributable to a halo effect or to an increasing percehlage

income population. There was no significant difference in the math HSPA means of
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the Hispanic and low income subgroups.

The study also revealed that over the four years of the study, a percdntage o
White and non-low income students successfully migrated out of low achiever status
This suggests that the modified block schedule (double period instructional format)
might have contributed to their moving from low achiever to non-low achiever status.
The study also indicates that minority and low income students did not perform better
on the HSPA after double period instruction in English or math, and they did not
migrate from low achiever status to non-low achiever status, or both.

This study makes many references to the elements of “time” and “lgarnin
Few can argue that against a simple equation: If students spend more tmmgJear
and if they use that time well, they will learn more effectively. Everjppmaport,
from the 1984 reporf) Nation at Riskio the 1994 reporRrisoners of Timeto
ongoing studies today, speaks to the need of the efficient structuring andionilcfat
class time. This study provides additional support for both the success and the need to

structure learning time more effectively.
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Appendix A
Timeline
e Summer, 2008; Topic Selection
¢ November-December, 2008; Convene dissertation committee
e March, 2009; Obtain IRB approval
e Spring/Summer, 2009; Collect data and conduct analyses
e Fall, 2009; Complete first three chapters

e January, 2010; Complete chapters 4 and 5
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April 8, 2009

Dr. Fernando Garzon
Liberty University

IRB Review

1971 University Boulevard
Lynchburg, VA 24502

Dear Dr. Garzon:

This letter is to serve as official permission k. Richard Ney to conduct an ex post
facto study of students’ scores as achieved ohlitjle School Proficiency Assessment (HSPA)
for the years 2003-04 through 2006-07.

It is my understanding that this data will be uasdhe basis of study for his dissertation
entitledLow Achievers Benefit from Double Class Times ithMad English: Fact or Fictionlt
is my further understanding that any records wéliused under strict conditions of anonymity and
confidentiality.

Sincerely,
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To: Ney, Richard J; rney@mrhs.net; Mowen, Carol; Garzon, Fernando L.

Cc: Institution Review Board

Subject: IRB Approval 693.030309: Low Achievers Benefit from Double Class time in Math
and English: Fact or Fiction

Dear Richard,

We are pleased to inform you that your above study has been approved by the
Liberty IRB. This approval is extended to you for one year. If data collection proceeds
past one year, or if you make changes in the methodology as it pertains to human
subjects, you must submit an appropriate update form to the IRB. Attached you'll
find the forms for those cases.

Thank you for your cooperation with the IRB and we wish you well with your research
project. We will be glad to send you a written memo from the Liberty IRB, as needed,
upon request.

Sincerely,

Fernando Garzon, Psy.D.

IRB Chair, Liberty University

Center for Counseling and Family Studies Liberty University
1971 University Boulevard

Lynchburg, VA 24502-2269

(434) 592-4054

Fax: (434) 522-0477
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HSPA Scores Data Base
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English Non-Low Achievers 2003-04/ Single Pd. English Non-Low Achievers 2004-05/Single Pd. English Non-Low Achievers 2005-06/Single Pd. English Non-Low Achievers 2006-07/Single Pd.
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CE1061 w 1 247 CEz0s0 w 2 209 CEsos0 H Y 3 202 CEa0s0 H 4 233
CEro52 w 1 235 CEas1 H Y 2 228 CEsos1 H Y 3 212 CEaos H Y 4 240
CEio53 H Y 1 220 CEs050 H Y 2 240 CEsos0 w 3 214 CEu052 H 4 242
CE 064 w Y 1 230 CEzos w 2 233 CEss3 w Y 3 243 CEu0s H Y 4 214
CEr0s5 w 1 247 CEaos0 w 2 215 CEs0s0 H 3 223 CEos: H Y 4 236
CE 1065 H 1 237 CEaoss H Y 2 246 CEsoss H 3 216 CEaoss H ) 244
CEsg67 A 1 218 CEaoss w 2 246 CEsos6 w 3 243 CEoss w Y 4 220
CE 1065 A 1 232 CEas7 w 2 231 CEsos7 H Y 3 218 CEaos7 w 4 218
CE1069 w 1 224 CE2058 w \ 2 204 CE30s5 w 3 247 CEaoss w Y 4 226
CEon w 1 216 CEa0s H 2 245 CEs0s9 H Y 3 233 CEcss w 4 218
CEr072 w 1 235 CEa060 H 2 251 CEs060 H 3 251 CEaseo w 4 236
CE1073 H Y 1 232 CE2061 W Y 2 200 CEso61 A 3 241 CEu051 H Y 4 244
CEr071 H 1 258 CEaos2 H 2 228 CEsos2 H Y 3 231 CEaos2 H 4 236
CEr075 w Y 1 237 CEas3 w A 2 227 CEss w 3 231 [CEuoss w 4 233
CE106 w 1 228 CEaoss H 2 25 CE 3064 w 3 233 [CEuoss w 4 236
CEro77 B 1 235 CEaoss H Y 2 231 [ H Y 3 179 CEaoes w 4 234
CE1079 w 1 224 CE2066 w \ 2 218 CEso66 H \ 3 198 CEas w 4 227
CEL0s0 w Y 1 146 CEa67 w 2 236 CEs67 H 3 231 CEucsr w 4 261
CE 1061 H 1 218 CEaos w 2 222 CEso6s H Y 3 21 = A 4 231
CE1053 w 1 271 CEa0s9 w 2 231 CEs050 H \ 3 247 [CEuoso H Y 4 224
CE 50 w Y 1 239 CEaon A 2 223 CEsom H Y 3 26 CExoro w 4 226
CE 086 H 1 209 CE 07, \ 2 238 CE 307, H \ 3 243 CEao71 w 4 244
CE 1087 w 1 218 CE2072 w 2 246 CEson2 w 3 214 CE47 H 4 227
CELcss w 1 243 CEaors H Y 2 195 CEsors H 3 231 CEaors H Y 4 222
CE1059 H 1 245 CEz07a w 2 230 CEsor4 w 3 250 CEao7s H Y 4 222
CE 1000 w 1 218 CEaors w 2 243 CEsors w 3 225 CEurs H Y 4 216
CE1001 w 1 216 CEa07s w 2 216 CEsors w 3 223 CEao7s H Y 4 247
CE1003 w 1 233 CEa0n) w 2 243 CEsor7 H Y 3 198 CEnr H Y 4 251
CE 00 8 Y 1 211 CEaors H Y 2 230 CEsors w 3 258 CEuors w 4 229
CE 1095 w 1 237 CEa079 w 2 195 CEso79 w 3 228 CEao7 w 4 209
CE1006 w 1 239 CEa0s0 B 2 235 CE30s0 w 3 200 CEa50 w 4 242
CE 1007 w 1 232 CEa0m1 A 2 265 CEsom1 w 3 24 = w 4 238
CE,,001 w Y 1 200 CE s H Y 2 202 CEsom2 w Y 3 258 = B 4 220
CE,,005 H Y 1 220 CEjos3 w 2 238 CE 303 H M 3 231 CEu0s3 H 4 231
CE,,009 w 1 212 CEaos0 w 2 223 CEs080 H Y 3 186 = H Y 4 242
CE,,011 H 1 220 CE 085 w 2 238 CEsoss B 3 252 CEu05 w 4 234
CE,,016 w Y 1 205 CEsoss w 3 256 CEcss w 4 231
CE, 4026 w 1 209 CE 3087 H Y 3 243 CE a7 H Y 4 139

CE308s w 3 254 CEuops w Y 4 216
CE 009 A Y 3 191 CEoss A Y 4 240
= | 4 229
CEon1 w 4 216
= H Y 4 236
CEqnos w 4 244
= w 4 234
[ H 4 242
CEuo0 H 4 245
CE.or B 4 233
[CEuons w Y 4 214
= H 4 224
CEw w 4 234
= w 4 240




English Low Achievers Hispanic 2003-04/Single Pd.

English Low Achievers Hispanic 2004-05Double Pd.

English Low Achievers Hispanic 2005-06/Double Pd.
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English Low Achievers Hispanic 2006-07/Double d.

(ode | EC | B HSPA Lang, Arts ST | K| B HSPA Lang, Arts (ode | EC | B HSPA Lang, Arts Code K| B HSPA Lang, Arts
00 | K| Y il e I | | K| Y i BN | K| Y| 4 1
(E08 | H iU | 26 By | K ) B | | Y|4 W
(00 | H m e | H | Y m B | H | Y n B | H | V| 4 m
(E00 | H m B | K| Y 1 B | H | Y ] B | H | V| 4 n
(E,00 | H Y 18 L i i 18 e i W EEums H Y 4 18
(E,05 | H 18 i i i 13 ey i Y 19 EEa H 4 m
(E,03 | H Y i EE s i 1% fEys i Y 18 EEas H Y 4 m
(E,05 | H Y 197 EE i JEi} oy i Y 18 EEus H Y 4 189
(E,07 | H Y 03 EE i 189 ey i Y I} EEqy H Y 4 19
00 | 4 m I 1% s | H | % BEws | H | Y | 4 3l
(] i o | H n By | B | Y s EEgs | H | VY | 4 9
o | H m e | K| Y 8 o | H ) EEr | H | V| 4 n
(E H IS ey i 16 tEs i Y 18 427 H Y 4 B
(s | M m B | B | Y i} B | B | Y L] e | K| V| 4 m
(E g H Y m L i 15 s i Y 1% EEus H Y 4 %
oy | K | m o | H | Y m By | H ] B | H | V| 4 1%
G | 0| Y 18 e | B | Y i) By | B | Y 1 EEs | H | YV | 4 0
(i H Y 169 i i i 05 oy i Y 19 327 H Y 4 0

e | B |V | B | M i BB | H | YV | ¢ 1%
e i Y 1 fEy i 0 Ea H 4 w0
Ly i 209 s # Y M EEay H 4 n
e | K| Y 18 s | B | Y W BEw | H | V| ¢ 0%
L H ¥ 14 s i Y 208 EExs H Y 4 w
I 15
g H m
e i i 0
EE i i IS
L i i JEl]
EE s i i 15
] i a3l
EE s i 13
L i i m
e | B |V 8
e | B |V 18
e | B |V 3
e | W 18
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Englsh Non-Low Achievers Hispanic 2003-04 Single Pd. English Non-Low Achievers Hispanic 2004-05/Single Pd. Englsh Non-Low Achievers Hispanic 2005-06/Single Pd. English Non-Low Achievers Hispanic 2006-07)Single Pd.
(ode EC 1) HSPA English Code EC D HSPA English Code [ 1) HSPA English Code | EC D HSPA English
(Es H 6 CE,001 i 1 30 by H i 06 i H il
(oo i Y i3] CE i Y 1 bit} (i i 1 CEOR | HO| Y m
(Egs i 50 CEy H 1 Bl (i i m CEr | H | ¥ b}
CEi i f il [i H 1 258 Ky H y W CEamy H Y b2
(i H n (b i 1 0 (b H 1% CEa H 9
(E s i n CE i Y 1 36 (1. i Y w CEe | H | Y 18
o | H 3 Gy | H | ¥ | 2 38 s | H | Y w CEos | H | Y al
(o H 135 (Eyg i 1 Up byt H i 18 CEay H ¥ w
(i H 05 (B i 1 nm (b H b} CEany H ¥ 209
(L H 205 By H Y 1 35 (Exy H Y 208 CEz H Y mw
CEyosy H ut (B H 1 15 By H Y 13 CEzp H Y 206
iy H 3 (B i 1 Bl by H i 0 CEamg H ¥ bt}
(Fisg H 09 (Bt i i 1 Bl (i H i m CEaso H bt}
[ H Y 00 (Es H 1 10 (Exey H Y 0 CEst H Y 240
CEy s H nB1 (B H Y 1 36 [ H Y m CEs: H m
(i i f i) By H f 1 m (Eys, H m CEyss H ¥ il
(i H 58 (b i 1 m (s H 16 CEust H ¥ 36
(E s i m (i H Y 1 u £y H y 1 CEes | H u
CEy55 H 209 (B H Y 1 m [ H Y 33 CEst H Y )
F iy H us (s i 1 3 (b H 51 (B H 36
CE005 | H i 18 (b i i 1 136 (b H i Bl CEus H ¥ il
CE01 | H b (Es H i 1 m [ H i 1m CEn H w
oy | H 1 38 e | H | Y 1% B | H | Y b/
(Est i i 1 m (b H Bl CEan H y w
(Fng i i 1 U0 (s H i n CEas H ¥ 16
(55 H Y 1 o (0 H Y u7 CErs H Y u1
[ H 1 15 By H Y Ly CErr H Y 251
[ i 1 L byt H i m CEuy H piil
(En i 1 m (s H i CEuat H ¥ u
(et H 1 15 [ H Y 19 CEsr H Y 139
(B H Y 1 Bl (Ey H Y Bl CEs H Y 26
(E i i 1 19 (g H i 186 CEuss H 12
(B i i 1 30 by H i m CEuss H us
(E) H Y 1 02 CEs H 24




English Low Achievers 2003-04/ingle Pd.

English Low Achievers 2004-05Double Pd.

English Low Achievers 2005-06Double Pd.

English Low Achievers 2006-07 /Double Pd.
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Code | K i) HSPA Lang, Arts LAST | B )] HSPA Lang. Arts Code | EC )] HSPA Lang. Arts Cade EC | B HSPA Lang. Arts
CE000 | W | Y 0 B0 | W 1 oL oWy m W il
(E,006 | W B s W i) a2 Wy W By | W 160
(A I s B | W 1 e | W | Y Bl s | W 0
008 | Wy 2 B | W | Y ] s | W | Y W s | W il
(E009 | W m tap W 216 s Wy m B | W 189
(E03 | W un iy W 18 g Wy 18 s | W 18
006 | W | Y 05 s W m g W JEll
007 | W b 2 W m g Wy m
E09 | W m 2 ] Bl oy ] m
(E00 | W 18 iy ] 1 s W w
(B0 | W m s W 19
(B0 | W m by Wy 05
(E04 | W 166 gy W m
E06 | W i 2 Wy 0
(E,08 | W i s W Bl

s, W 3

s W 1%

s W 09

e W 1

B | W 1




English Non-Low Achievers White 2003-04/ Single Pd.

English Non-Low Achievers White 2004-05/Single Pd.

English Non-Low Achievers White 2005-06/Single Pd.
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English Non-Low Achievers White 2006-07/Single Pd.

Code EC ED HSPA English Code EC ED HSPA English Code EC ED HSPA English Code EC ED HSPA English
CE,002 W 1 207 CE,002 W 2 5 CE,001 W ¥ 3 51 CE W 4 24
CE 04 W Y 1 m i3 w 2 238 ey W 3 30 CEucs w v 4 224
CE 06 W 1 254 5 W [ 2 21 CE 005 W [ 3 ] CEano W 4 2%
oy w 1 24 ey w 2 262 CEyr w ¥ 3 210 CErs w 4 214
CE s w Y 1 200 o5 w 2 w ey W 3 138 CEuny W 4 194
CE 0 w 1 m o6 w 2 5 CEsis W ¥ 3 25 CEuyr W Y 4 227
CEyor0 w 1 237 CEyoi0 w 2 13 CEyz6 w Y 3 235 CEuny w 4 240
[ w 1 26 [ w 2 u5 By w 3 254 CEwn w 4 253
CEp15 w 1 pLE] CExns w 2 25 CEs0s0 w 3 254 CEqz w 4 27
CEp15 w 1 254 CExs w 2 28 (4 w 3 27 CEz w 4 211
Ko w 1 209 [ w 2 u5 sy w 3 2139 CEa W 4 216
K w 1 230 [ w 2 26 s w 3 28 CEan W 4 22
Ko w 1 24 oy w 2 30 s w 3 i) CEuu: W 4 %7
CEin w 1 19 s W i 2 U1 s w 3 i} CEuss W 4 227
CEi0 w 1 209 o W [ 2 253 sy w 3 w4 CEuzs W Y 4 24
CEi w 1 251 s w [ 2 8 s w [ 3 210 CEan W 4 264
CEio w 1 21 [ W 2 200 s w 1 3 151 CEuut W 4 u1
CE s w 1 u5 st w 2 246 e w [ 3 28 CEa W Y 4 234
CEpy w 1 21 [ w 2 w3 CEs w 3 236 CE.is W Y 4 u1
CEpy w 1 214 CE s w 1 2 81 CEs w 3 208 CEau W 4 209
CE 5 w 1 m CE s w 2 w CE w ¥ 3 256 CEais W 4 4
CE 34 w 1 235 0 w 2 250 ey W 3 51 CEuis W 4 227
CE 035 w 1 m 050 w 2 209 CEs0is W 3 w4 CEqy W Y 4 %7
CE 035 w 1 239 053 w 2 33 CExnes W 3 236 CEi W 4 234
ey w 1 260 CEyoss w 2 215 CEys, w 3 214 CEss w Y 4 220
CE 30 w 1 233 056 w 2 U6 (= W ¥ 3 w3 CEusr W 4 218
ey w 1 233 CEans7 w 2 231 CEys¢ w 3 2143 CEuss W Y 4 26
CEyous W 1 251 CEyose w ¥ 2 204 CEyse w 3 217 CEuso w 4 218
o w 1 232 CEare: W Y 2 200 CEyes w 3 231 CEe0 w 4 236
ey w 1 216 (o w ¥ 2 01 CEyge w 3 233 CEuss w 4 233
CE 05 w Y 1 3 56 w ¥ 2 218 ey W 3 24 CEus: W 4 2%
CEypss w 1 25 e w 2 236 CEx w 3 250 CEuss w 4 234
CE 051 w 1 20 CExs w 2 2] CEsors w 3 225 CE.55 w 4 27
CE w 1 33 s w 2 31 s w 3 w3 CEugr W 4 261
CEss w 1 37 st W 2 238 e w 3 258 CEan W 4 26
CE 055 w 1 21 [ w 2 246 CEars w 3 28 CEan: W 4 24
CEo5 w 1 m [ w 2 30 e w 3 200 CEurs W 4 229
CE 051 w 1 u7 s w 2 W e w 3 w4 CEars W 4 209
K0 W 1 235 s W 2 216 g w [ 3 258 CEuen W 4 %2
CE w [l 1 230 s w 2 195 CEass w 3 256 CEa: W 4 238
CEs w 1 u7 s W 2 238 o w 3 254 CEuss W 4 234
CE g9 w 1 24 CE 054 w 2 m CEungs W 4 231
CE 070 W 1 19 CE s w 2 28 CEunes W Y 4 216
CEyg7y w 1 216 CEup w 4 216
CEn w 1 235 CE.os5 w 4 244
CEygrs w Y 1 237 CEus W 4 234
CEr75 W 1 28 CE w Y 4 214
[ w 1 24 CEn W 4 234
CEyoe0 w Y 1 146 CEuo: w 4 240
CErpgy w 1 25
CEyoes W 1 71
CEppey w Y 1 239
CEyer w 1 218
CEyoss w 1 23
e | W 1 218
e | W 1 26
CEuss w 1 233
CEyss w 1 237
CEuuss w 1 239
CEysr W 1 232




English Low Achievers Low Income 2003-04/Single Pd.

English Low Achievers Low Income 2004-05/Double Pd.

English Low Achievers Low Income 2005-06/Double Pd.
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English Low Achievers Low Income 200607/ Double Pd.

Code | EC D HSPA Lang, Arts
CE,002 H Y 01
06 | W 2%
w0 | W | ¥ 05
0 | w | ¥ 2%
CE,012 H Y 186
CE,018 B Y el
s | B | ¥ 0
I 16
CE,05 H Y 197
o [ h |y 0
s H ¥ m
Gy | A il
oo | H | Y m
(3 H Y 188
Eon H | 169

LAST EC D HSPA Lang, Arts (ode EC D HSPA Lang. Arts| Code EC ED HSPA Lang, Arts
i H v 2 il 00 [ wo |y 3 n EE00L | H ¥ 4 17
s H v 1 bl (00 | K ¥ 3 i) 0 | H Y 4 m
i wol oy 1 w e, Wy 3 m EEos | H Y 4 Y
oy H Y 1 216 ey Wy 3 Bl EEow | H Y 4 n
2 ] Y 1 i EEys W ¥ 3 m EEq 8 Y 4 1
EEy H Y 2 it EE s B Y 3 1% EExs H Y 4 18
e H v 2 n ey 8 ¥ 3 0 2 Y 4 a1
Foyy H v 1 1% EE s H ¥ 3 m EEoe | B Y 4 178
o 8 v 1 W EEy H ¥ 3 16 EEos | H Y 4 18
FEp. 8 Y 1 n EEuy H ¥ 3 1 EEqs 8 Y 4 mn
EEys H Y 2 m EE H Y 3 186 EExy H Y 4 19
i § v 1 Bl ey H ¥ 3 18 s | H Y 4 ol
iy H v 2 pit] e Wy 3 n E2 L Y 4 19
i Wy 1 191 ey Wy 3 1 Ew | B Y 4 0
s H Y 1 18 ey H ¥ 3 i) EEn | H Y 4 Y
e H v 1 "W ey H i 3 35 B | B | ¥ 4 0
i H v 1 05 e | W | Y 3 n E L Y 4 <)
. H v 2 bE| e,y H ¥ 3 6 EE | H Y 4 Y
ey wol oy 1 205 ey H ¥ 3 18 EEws | H Y 4 28
e wol oy 1 m ey, H ¥ 3 1 EEr | H Y 4 1%
e H Y 1 pi e H i 3 19 E L Y 4 am
s H v 1 185 ey H i 3 18 B | H Y 4 wm
i H v 1 18 .05 H i 3 191 Em | H Y 4 1%
e wol oy 1 P e H ¥ 3 m EE | H Y 4 2%
e H v 1 mw ey H ¥ 3 m EEss | H Y 4 0
FEyps H Y 1 3 EE s H ¥ 3 i} EEqy 8 Y 4 18
sy H Y 1 B
iy wo| oy 1 31
ey, 8 Y 1 m
EEyse W Y 1 38
EEss H ¥ 1 1
o wo| oy 1 m
iy H Y 1 P}
ey, H Y 1 pit]
ey H Y 1 18
. H Y 1 3




English Non-Low Achievers Low Income 2003-04/ Single Pd.

=
E]

jers Low Income 200

5/Single Pd.

=
E]

ers Low Income 2005-06/Single Pd.

HSPA English

251

206

m

210

129

English Non-Low Achievers Low Income2006-07/Single Pd.

233

211

156

20

213

27

208

231

186

25

208

2143

25

202

P2l

m

210

151

28

256

202

m

Low A
Code | EC B0 E§C ) HSPA English
CEyons w ¥ 1 m e H ¥ 2 218
e [ [ 1 200 CEas [ [ 2 21
CE.0i0 W 1 237 e H [ 2 26
CEion H Y 1 233 CExon H Y 2 238
CEss H 1 250 CExyr H ¥ 2 235
2 H ¥ 1 216 CEon H ¥ 2 251
CEy H 1 233 CEnas 8 Y 2 25
CEyus w [ 1 232 e H Y 2 236
CExs H 1 205 CExyr H Y 2 218
CE.i50 H 1 211 ez H [ 2 21
i w 1 235 e, w ¥ 2 261
CExoss H ¥ 1 220 CEnss H ¥ 2 28
CEyos0 W ¥ 1 230 CEoz W Y 2 253
CEyy H Y 1 232 CExsy w Y 2 28
ey w ¥ 1 237 ey H Y 2 236
e [ [ 1 146 e [ [ 2 31
ey W [ 1 239 CEris H [ 2 m
CEar w 1 218 CEs: H ¥ 2 28
CEss H 1 25 CExs: H ¥ 2 20
e B [ 1 211 e H [ 2 26
ce,001 | w Y 1 200 CEross w Y 2 204
CEL,005 H ¥ 1 218 e [ Y 2 200
CeL016 | w [ 1 205 e [ [ 2 07
ey H [ 2 231
CExss W Y 2 218
CEars H Y 2 1%
CEas H Y 2 230
CEner H ¥ 2 202

2143

218

233

231

179

198

P2l

2147

246

223

198

258

Code | EC ED HSPA English
CE002 H Y 4 229
CEcos w Y 4 24
CEqar H Y 4 28
CEwcs B Y 4 238
CEuog H Y 4 20
CEan H Y 4 182
CEqss H \ 4 21
CEwr w Y 4 27
CEan H Y 4 27
CEan H Y 4 209
CEuczs B Y 4 206
CEuz A Y 4 24
CEon H Y 4 27
CEucss w Y 4 214
CEwss H Y 4 206
CEan H Y 4 233
CEwx w Y 4 24
CEus w Y 4 %7
CEqar w Y 4 %7
CEwst H Y 4 240
CEuss H Y 4 214
Cuuss H Y 4 236
CEws w Y 4 220
CEuss w Y 4 26
CEuce: H Y 4 244
CEus H Y 4 24
CEurs H Y 4 2
CEuane H Y 4 2]
CEurs H Y 4 216
CEqs H Y 4 2147
CEwrr H Y 4 251
CE e H Y 4 %2
CEug H Y 4 139
CEs w Y 4 216
CEqzes A Y 4 240
CEus, H Y 4 236
CEugs W Y 4 214

21

186

2143

5
l=l=|==|=|=|=|=|=|=]|=|=|=|=|=|=|=]=|=|=|=|=|=|=|=|=|=|=]|=|=|=|=|=|=|~=|=|=|=|=|=|5]|

191




English Low Achvers Non-Low Income 2003-04/Single Pd.

English Low Achivers Non-Low Income 2004-05/Double d.

English Low Achivers Non-Low Income 2005-06/Double Pd.
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English Low Achevers Non-Low Income 2006-07/Double Pd.

Code | EC | B HSPA Lang, Ats
(£ | H 19
(E004 | H 0
(E00 | H m
(B8 | W n
(E04 | 8 w
(B05 | H 1
(B0 | W Jii]
(E008 | W 0
(E,00 | W 18
(B0 | W m
(B02 | W nw
(E08 | W 09
(E09 | H m
E0L | K 05
(i H w
(E B 05
(i W 19
s § 18
(g i JE
(i W m
(s i 0
(i W 19
(i W 13
(i B I

AT | EC 4] HSPA Lang. Arts (ode | EC 0 HSPA Lang, Arts Cote €| B HSPA Lang. Arts
EE,001 P JE| EE H 0 EEus W 6
600 W 15 ey H m EEimn H m
EE H i) EE W i) EEun W 160
e | W 1 | # m B | B 1o
(i3 W i) EE s H 0 EEa B 19
Li3m W 1% EE H 1 EEus W i
i B 1 L H 0 EEu H i)
65 H 1% L W m EEiy H n
L W m EE W m Eiy W il
L B m B | W 18
s ] n EEu W 18
L3 H JEl

L3 H 18

L3 B 0

s | W i

g i m

ey W 5

i3 H 116

L3 H 3

L3 B 116

e | # 1

e | f 1

e | # m

Li3TS B 116

Li3Ps W 1%

Li3Tss H Bl

i3 H JEi]

L3 W 09

L3 W 116

s H il
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English Non-Low Achievers Non-Low Income 2003-04/ Single Pd. English Non-Low Ach Low Income 2004-05/Single Pd. English Non-Low Achievers Non-Low Income 2005-06/Single Pd. English Non-Low Achievers Non-Low Income2006-07/Single Pd.
Code E D HSPA English Code EC D HSPA English Code EC D HSPA English Code EC D HSPA English

CE,002 W 1 07 CE,001 H 2 30 CE;002 P 3 pis] CE001 H 4 i}
CEys f 1 6 o | ow 1 15 CExe f 3 W CEow | A 4 w
CE e W 1 25 CE W ) 38 CE s W 3 bE) CEg | W i 244
K W 1 m CE A ) m CE s b 3 3% CEgy | W 4 2%
CE s W 1 m B H 2 1 CEq f 3 n CEqy H 4 0
CEygyy w 1 26 (B H 1 258 By H 3 35 CEss w 4 14
CEygss w 1 m (B w 2 262 CEyyss w 3 28 CEse w 4 194
CEygss w 1 254 o3 H 1 260 CEyyss A 3 m (= w 4 20
By w 1 209 [ H 1 26 (9 H 3 0 CEq: w 4 253
CEyg w 1 30 g H 1 m B w 3 254 CEaz w 4 2
By w 1 m [ w 1 m By w 3 254 CEs w 4 Al
By w 1 209 [ w 2 25 (2 w 3 m CEa w 4 216
CEy w 1 51 [63% H 1 15 (o2 w 3 39 CEgn w 4 b7/
CEys H 1 M (63 w 1 E) By w 3 P CEg B 4 26
(o H 1 203 o H 1 Bl By w 3 m CEgy w 4 ut
CEyg w 1 51 (639 B 1 35 By B 3 38 CEss w 4 21
CEig w 1 25 (634 w 1 25 By w 3 33 CEgy B 4 26
CEyy w 1 u s H 1 %0 By w 3 P CEqn w 4 64
CEos W 1 m B W 2 15 (B B 3 216 s | W 4 u
CEypy w 1 35 (634 w 1 m (e B 3 38 CEu w 4 209
By w 1 m (63 H 1 m (s W 3 36 CEqis w 4 24
By w 1 39 ey w 2 15 (s W 3 208 CEqis w 4 0
) W 1 260 (63 w 1 U6 sy W 3 251 CEqi w 4 24
By W 1 33 (s W 2 30 (Exp w 3 ) CEus B 4 u5
By w 1 33 By H 1 33 (b w 3 36 CEas) H 4 23
CEou W 1 51 B ] 2 0 (B2 W 3 il o | H 4 w
CE W 1 m CE W 1 2 CE s H 3 n CEys5 H 4 w
CE W 1 216 CEn W 1 " CEgss f 3 116 CEy | W 4 218
CE f 1 3 CE 5 W ) m CEsc W 3 " CEgy | W 4 218
CE W 1 %5 (B H 2 38 CE s W 3 w CE | W 4 2%
CE f 1 05 CE W ) 250 CE g f 3 1 CEqsy H 4 2%
CEygsy w 1 30 (Ep B 1 25 CEypey A 3 11 CEs w 4 23
CE ey W 1 3 CEs W ) 09 CE s W 3 Bl CEgs | W 4 2%
CE s f 1 3 [ W ) 3 CE gt W 3 3 CEgs | W 4 )
CEygsy w 1 n1 By w 1 15 By H 3 Bl (K w 4 2
CEygss w 1 u1 By w 1 26 By w 3 m (= w 4 %1
CEyoss B 1 u1 (Eys7 w 2 Bl By H 3 Bl CEs A 4 281
By w 1 m sy H 1 25 CEsn w 3 20 CEan w 4 26
By H 1 209 gy H 1 251 B w 3 0 CEqn; w 4 24
By w 1 u1 [ H 1 m CEyss w 3 m CEan H 4 2
By w 1 u1 [ H 1 25 CEys w 3 258 CEa w 4 29
By H 1 n7 e w 1 36 B w 3 m (= w 4 209
By A 1 m8 [63% w 1 m (o2 w 3 200 CEm w 4 %2
CExgs A 1 o) ey w 1 Bl B w 3 P CEu: w 4 28
ey w 1 m (Ey A 1 m By B 3 23 CEs, B 4 2
ey w 1 16 (634 w 1 38 By w 3 26 CEg: H 4 81
B, w 1 35 (634 w 1 U6 By w 3 254 CEss w 4 284
B i 1 258 B W 2 30 CEs | W 4 piil
B w 1 m (o w 1 PE) CEyqy | 4 29
B B 1 35 s w 1 216 CEa: W 4 216
CEi w 1 m By w 1 195 CEyey w 4 24
CEgy H 1 m8 By B 1 35 CE ey w 4 24
By w 1 m sy A 1 265 CEss H 4 %
By H 1 209 By w 1 38 CEypes H 4 25
By w 1 pLE} (634 w 1 m CEy B 4 23
K w 1 m CEyggs w 2 28 CEyes H 4 24
W W 1 216 CEun W 4 B
CE s W 1 3 CEwr | W i %0
CE s W 1 b

CE s W 1 pi]

[ W 1 bl

CE,,009 w 1 m

CE,011 H 1 0

CE,026 w 1 209
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Math Low Achievers 2003-04/Single Pd. Math Low Achievers 2004-05/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2005-06/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2006-07/Double Pd.

Code EC ED HSPA Math LAST EC ED HSPA Math| Code EC ED HSPA Math| Code EC ED HSPA Math
CM,,001 w 1 188 EM,001 [} 2 187 EM,001 w Y 3 214 EM;001 H Y 4 174
CM,,002 H 1 162 EM,002 H 2 202 EM,002 H Y 3 193 EM;002 H Y 4 211
CM,,003 w Y 1 173 EM 105 H Y 2 173 EM 05 w Y 3 205 EMsooz H Y 4 190
CM,,004 w Y 1 238 EM 00 w 2 244 B w Y 3 168 EMsoo: B Y 4 211
CM,,005 H 1 207 EM 105 H Y 2 219 B w Y 3 234 EMsoos H Y 4 198
CM,,006 H 1 200 EM 106 w 2 187 B w Y 3 242 EMsooe w 4 198
CM,,007 H Y 1 207 EM 107 w Y 2 181 EM 07 8 Y 3 192 EMsoor H 4 220
CM,,008 8 1 186 EM 105 w 2 216 0 H 3 242 EMsoos H 4 185
CM,,009 H Y 1 200 EM 100 8 2 218 0 8 Y 3 190 EMsoos H Y 4 174
CM,,010 w Y 1 237 EM 010 H Y 2 244 o 8 Y 3 173 EMsoro w 4 213
CM,,011 w Y 1 195 EM s H Y 2 189 EMy01; H 3 225 EMsorz B 4 159
CM,,012 H 1 235 EM .01, H Y 2 205 O H Y 3 227 EMsors B Y 4 178
cM,,013 H 1 244 EM .15 H 2 199 B H Y 3 230 EMsors w 4 182
CM,,014 w 1 193 EM 116 H 2 173 o H Y 3 202 EMsorr H Y 4 231
CM,,015 w 1 23 EM 15 w 2 243 EMy1s H 3 193 EMsors w 4 223
cM,,016 w Y 1 244 EM .16 H Y 2 227 o H Y 3 203 EMsoro B Y 4 184
CM,,017 w 1 178 EM .17 H 2 216 o H Y 3 22 EMsozo w Y 4 187
cM,,018 w 1 184 EM 016 8 2 170 EMy01s w Y 3 221 EMsoz1 B 4 195
CM,,019 w 1 218 EM 1010 w 2 250 0 H Y 3 198 EMsozz H Y 4 198
CM,,020 H 1 192 EM g2 w 2 224 EMaoz0 H Y 3 177 EMsozs w 4 207
cM,,021 w 1 180 EM g5, B 2 233 M0 H Y 3 178 EMsozs B 4 202
CM,,022 w 1 210 M,z H 2 210 My, w 3 206 EMaoze B Y 4 168
CM,,023 H 1 175 EM 55 H 2 210 M5 H Y 3 175 EMsozr H Y 4 156
cM,,024 H Y 1 177 EM 550 H 2 200 EMyon, w Y 3 192 EMaoze H Y 4 202
CM,,025 w Y 1 205 EM 5 8 Y 2 236 M55 B 3 213 EMaozs w Y 4 200
CM,,026 B 1 200 EM 6 B Y 2 216 EMy0s5 w Y 3 162 EMaozo w 4 191
CM,,027 H 1 149 EMyg7 w 2 221 EMyop7 H Y 3 185 EMaozy H Y 4 207
CM,,028 w Y 1 177 EM 55 w 2 24 M6 w Y 3 221 EMsosz H Y 4 234
CM,029 w 1 166 EM 29 H Y 2 199 EMy0n9 w 3 234 EMaozs B Y 4 162
CM,,030 B Y 1 195 EM 30 H 2 192 Mgy w 3 214 EMsoss H Y 4 177
CM,,031 w 1 188 EM 31 w 2 184 EMy05; w 3 228 EMsoar w 4 175
CM,,032 w 1 169 EM g5, w 2 234 P H Y 3 200 EMsoss H Y 4 177
CM,033 w 1 192 EM 35 H 2 192 M35 H Y 3 211 EMsozo w 4 198
CM,,034 B 1 200 EM 1554 H \ 2 213 EM,g, w 3 222 EMapay H Y 4 197
CM,,035 H Y 1 203 EM 35 H Y 2 149 EMy055 H 3 211 EMsorz H Y 4 200
CM,,036 H Y 1 195 EMigs5 H 2 224 EM,o55 H 3 192 EMsoez H Y 4 205
CM,,037 w 1 238 EMgs7 w 2 251 Moz H Y 3 185 EMsous H Y 4 192
CM,,039 w 1 188 EM 1036 w 2 236 EMy055 H 3 202 EMsoes H Y 4 195
CM,,040 w Y 1 244 EM 59 w 2 202 EMy039 H Y 3 227 EMsoes H Y 4 252
CM,,041 H Y 1 173 EM 010 H Y 2 211 B H Y 3 214 EMsoer w 4 185
CM,,042 H Y 1 200 EM 011 w Y 2 218 EMygq; H Y 3 221 EMsoig B 4 180
CM,,043 w 1 180 EM i, w 2 257 EMaoey w 3 202 EMsoeo H Y 4 195
CM,,044 w 1 214 EM 1013 H Y 2 231 EMaois H Y 3 175 EMsoso H Y 4 198
CM,,045 w 1 22 EM 006 H 2 233 EM 04 H Y 3 202 EMasy H 4 177
CM,,046 H Y 1 218 EM 005 w Y 2 189 EMaus H 3 195 EMaos; H 4 236
CM,,047 H Y 1 173 EM 046 H 2 210 EMygq5 H Y 3 219 EMaoss w 4 168
CM,,048 w 1 192 EM 017 B 2 239 S H Y 3 193 EMaos: H Y 4 177
CM,,049 8 1 225 EM 005 8 2 191 EMy04s H Y 3 237 EMaoss H Y 4 195
CM,,050 H Y 1 192 EM 010 H Y 2 192 B H Y 3 192 EMas7 H Y 4 229
CM,,051 w Y 1 182 EM 150 w 2 231 B H Y 3 217 EMaos w 4 174
CM,,052 w 1 209 EM g5, H Y 2 219 B H 3 205 EMaoso B Y 4 194
CM,,053 8 1 192 EM g5, H Y 2 215 B H 3 180
CM,,054 H 1 205 EM 1055 H Y 2 237 M55 w 3 187
CM,,055 w Y 1 203 EM ¢ H Y 2 175 B w 3 205
CM,,056 H Y 1 200 EM 55 H Y 2 213 B H Y 3 187
CM,,057 H Y 1 180 EM 56 w 2 208 B w 3 217
CM,,058 H 1 184 EM 057 w Y 2 230 EM 07 w Y 3 239
CM,,059 w 1 242 EM 155 w Y 2 219 B H Y 3 167
cM,001 H 1 188 EM 150 H Y 2 213 B H Y 3 190
M55 H Y 1 203 EM 160 H 2 239 B H Y 3 214
My, [H Y 1 223 EM 61 H 2 205 B H Y 3 193
Mgy, w 1 216 EM g6, H Y 2 160 B w 3 247
M5 w 1 235 EM 165 w Y 2 202
CMy36 H y 1 166 EM e H 2 208
M35 A y 1 214 EM 15 w Y 2 184
M35 H Y 1 162 EM 16 w Y 2 181
M5, w 1 216 EM 167 H Y 2 199
M5 B Y 1 177 EM 166 H Y 2 234

EMy0eo H Y 2 181
EM 070 w Y 2 219
EM g7y 8 Y 2 168
EM g7, [} 2 200
EMygs A 2 247
EMgrs w Y 2 27
EMygs H 2 175
EM g7 H 2 239
EM,77 w 2 191
EMyors w 2 21
EMiong w 2 215
EMige; H \ 2 213
EMyos: H Y 2 205
EMige; H \ 2 241
EMyoga w 2 186
EMyogs B 2 210
EM g5 w 2 207
) H Y 2 218




Math Non-Low Achievers 2

03-04/Single Pd.

Math Non-Low Achievers 2

104-05/Single Pd.

Math Non-Low Achievers

005-06/Single Pd.
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Math Non-Low Achievers 2006-07/Single Pd.

Code | EC | ED HSPA Math Code | EC | ED | Group | HSPAMath Code | EC | ED | Group [ HSPAMath Code EC | ED HSPA Math
cmM002 | w Y 1 225 cmM001 | w 2 255 CM;001 H Y 3 203 CM,001 H 4 217
CMo03 H 1 212 CM,002 H Y 2 250 cv002 [ w Y 3 198 CM,002 H Y 4 228
Moo, w 1 250 CMao0; H 2 208 CMsog3 P 3 267 CMaoos A 4 231
CM 1006 w 1 205 CM 004 w 2 239 M0 H 3 208 CMaos H Y 4 195
CM 007 w Y 1 220 CMaoos H Y 2 211 CMsoos w 3 239 CMacos w 4 237
CMao0s w 1 255 CMa00s w Y 2 224 CMs006 w Y 3 208 CMag0s w Y 4 236
CM 1000 w 1 255 Moy w Y 2 210 CMsgg7 8 3 219 CMaoos H Y 4 222
V010 H Y 1 230 CM oo A 2 189 CMs005 A Y 3 238 CMa010 w 4 244
Mo, w 1 229 Moo w 2 241 CMso0s H 3 248 CMaoi2 B Y 4 226
CM013 w 1 258 Moo H 2 221 CMs0s0 H Y 3 192 CMaois H Y 4 213
CMao1s w 1 265 CMao1y H 2 252 CMyoy, P Y 3 237 CMaoi H Y 4 200
CMigis w 1 229 CMaoi W 2 252 CMyo5, w 3 221 CMaois w 4 248
CMuois w 1 218 CMaos H 2 253 CMsors A 3 231 CMuois w 4 191
CMior7 w 1 188 CMao1 H Y 2 240 CMs014 H Y 3 222 CMao17 H Y 4 200
M0 B 1 152 CM 015 H 2 224 CMs0s5 A Y 3 266 CMaos w Y 4 236
M09 w 1 237 M0 w 2 255 CMs0s A Y 3 203 CMaoio H Y 4 223
CM 1620 H 1 210 CMagr7 w 2 255 CMao17 w Y 3 228 CMacz0 H Y 4 197
M1 H y 1 244 Mo w 2 224 M0z H Y 3 235 CMaga1 w 4 237
CMao3 w 1 255 CMy05 H 2 252 CMyo;5 H 3 227 CMaoz2 w 4 200
CMaops w 1 259 CMaop H Y 2 237 CM3o0 B Y 3 188 CMagzs w 4 239
CMuozs w 1 255 CMaon1 w 2 257 CMso1 w 3 253 CMucos H Y 4 195
CMuoz7 w 1 252 CMaoy w Y 2 218 CMson w 3 210 CMuczs A Y 4 222
M0 w 1 244 M3 w Y 2 218 CMs0z5 w 3 200 CMaozs w 4 229
CM 1550 w 1 243 CMagas H 2 239 CMana w 3 232 CMaoze B 4 185
CMi030 w Y 1 254 Moz H Y 2 176 CMsozs w 3 243 CMaoz0 w 4 256
M0 H 1 214 7 H Y 2 243 Moz w 3 243 S H Y 4 187
CMao3, H y 1 250 Mgy H Y 2 230 CMsg7 w 3 253 CMaozz H Y 4 175
CMao33 H 1 195 CMaos W 2 230 CM3og B 3 195 CMaoz; H Y 4 261
Mo H 1 214 Moo B 2 195 CMsnzs H Y 3 234 CMaga w 4 242
CMio35 w 1 246 CMa030 H 2 194 CMs030 w Y 3 243 CMagzs w 4 216
CM 137 w 1 229 CMo1 w 2 244 CMs0a, B 3 224 CMagss w Y 4 223
CM 03 w 1 249 Mo, w 2 203 CMs03, w Y 3 237 CMaoss w Y 4 168
CM 035 H 1 255 M3 H Y 2 260 CMs035 H Y 3 237 CMuozo w 4 228
CM 100 w 1 232 CMaosa w Y 2 257 M3z w 3 234 CMa0i0 w 4 236
Mo W 1 240 CMag35 H Y 2 225 CMag35 w Y 3 247 CMagas w Y 4 220
Moz w 1 225 CMaoss w Y 2 252 CMyo36 w 3 251 CMaosz w 4 202
Mo w 1 261 Mo w Y 2 262 CMso3 w Y 3 187 CMuoss H 4 245
CM 00 H 1 162 CM g3 B Y 2 227 CMsos w 3 234 CMagus H Y 4 260
Moy w Y 1 193 M50 H Y 2 237 CMs03 w Y 3 230 CMaois H 4 197
CM 1005 w 1 249 Moo w 2 241 CMsoi H 3 225 CMuoss H Y 4 264
CM 1009 H 1 262 ™ w 2 244 CMaar w 3 261 CMaoir H 4 247
CM 1050 A 1 235 Moz w 2 216 CM3i H Y 3 202 S w Y 4 240
CMaos, A 1 262 CM a5 H Y 2 213 CMagu w 3 265 CMaoig B Y 4 174
CMaos; w 1 250 CMaoss W 2 237 CM3oq H 3 267 CMaoso w 4 229
CMaoss H 1 254 CMaous H 2 239 CMsgq A 3 256 CMags: w 4 201
CMaoss w Y 1 252 CMaoss H 2 195 CMsos6 H Y 3 243 CMa0s2 H Y 4 237
CM 1056 w 1 240 Moy w Y 2 227 CMso7 w 3 255 CMaoss H 4 248
CM 157 w 1 207 CM0a H 2 246 CMagig H Y 3 256 CMaoss w 4 261
CM 1055 H 1 232 CMga H 2 246 CMsois H 3 232 CMagss H Y 4 197
CM 05 w 1 237 CMaos H Y 2 218 CMs0s0 H Y 3 251 CMaoss w 4 202
CMaoso W Y 1 235 CM5, w Y 2 257 CMags, H \ 3 239 CMags7 w 4 247
CMaos; w 1 195 CM05, w 2 252 CMyos, w 3 259 CMaoss w 4 245
Mo w 1 216 CMaos; w 2 243 CMyos; H 3 253 CMagse A 4 260
CMues w 1 173 CMaose w 2 250 CMsose w 3 232 CMuceo w 4 223
CM 00 w 1 269 CM 055 w 2 224 CMs0s w 3 256 CMags: w 4 248
CM 066 w 1 238 CM 05 w 2 257 CMs0s w 3 250 CMaos: H 4 223
cm,038 | H 1 255 CMaosy w 2 256 CMags7 w 3 243 CMa0s H Y 4 220

M55 A 2 260 CMs0s; w 3 224 CMags H Y 4 156
CMaoss H Y 2 200 CMsgs9 H Y 3 248 CMaoss H Y 4 210
CMaoso H Y 2 216 CMsg60 B 3 238 CMaoss H Y 4 268
CMaos: w 2 269 M5, w 3 266 CMagsr w 4 223
CMaos w 2 255 CMsos; H Y 3 261 CMaoss w 4 200
CMao63 w 3 266 CMagss w 4 245

CMsogs A Y 3 250 CMaoro H 4 226

CMaors w 4 247

CMagr w 4 233

CMaors H Y 4 220

CMagrs w Y 4 228

CMagrs H Y 4 210

CMagr6 A Y 4 261

CMagr7 | 4 236

CMagrg W 4 239

CMagrg H 4 159

| CMaoso w 4 205

| CMags1 w 4 242

CMagz2 H 4 261

CMags3 H 4 233

| CMagss B 4 220

CMages w Y 4 207

| CMagzs w 4 164

| CMags? H 4 208

| CMagzs w 4 202

CMagsg w 4 271

| CMagag H 4 208
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Math Low Achievers 2003-04/Single Pd. Math Low Achievers 2004-05/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2005-06/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2006-07/Double Pd.

Code EC ED HSPA Math LAST EC ED HSPA Math Code EC ED HSPA Math Code EC ED HSPA Math
CM,,002 H 1 162 EM,002 H 2 202 EM,002 H Y 3 193 EM;001 H Y 4 174
CM,005 H 1 207 EM 3003 H Y 2 173 EMg0s H 3 m EM;002 H Y 4 211
CM006 | H 1 200 EM 05 H [ 2 219 Mgy H 3 s E H ¥ 4 190
CM,,007 H 1 207 EM 1019 H Y 2 244 EMy1, H Y 3 21 EMsos H Y 4 198
M09 | H ¥ 1 200 Mgy H ¥ 2 189 EMygss H ¥ 3 230 E H 4 20
CM,012 H 1 235 EMyory H Y 2 205 EMyg H Y 3 20 EMsis H 4 185
CM,013 H 1 24 EMyq13 H 2 199 EMys5 H 3 193 EMsio9 H Y 4 174
M0 | H 1 192 Mgy H 2 13 My H 1 3 03 E H ¥ 4 21
M3 | H 1 175 EMygs H ¥ 2 0 EMygyy H ¥ 3 m E H ¥ 4 198
oM,04 | H Y 1 1 EMygyy H 2 216 EMygso H ¥ 3 198 E H ¥ 4 156
CM,027 H 1 149 EMyp H 2 210 EMany H Y 3 m EMaos H Y 4 202
CM 4035 H 1 203 EMyge H 2 200 EMypy1 H Y 3 178 EMao; H Y 4 207
CM 4036 H Y 1 195 EMypo H Y 2 199 EMyos H Y 3 175 EMaer H Y 4 234
CM 041 H Y 1 173 EMig30 H 2 192 EMypy7 H Y 3 185 EMaag H Y 4 m
CM 4042 H Y 1 200 EMyg33 H 2 192 EMyppy H Y 3 200 EMaap H Y 4 m
CM,046 H Y 1 218 EMyg30 H Y 2 13 EMypz3 H Y 3 1 EMse; H Y 4 197
CM 047 H Y 1 173 EMyg5 H Y 2 149 EMyp3s H 3 1 EMser H Y 4 200
CM,050 H Y 1 192 EMy36 H 2 224 EMypys H 3 192 EMses H Y 4 205
CM 4054 H 1 205 EMigig H Y 2 1 EMypy7 H Y 3 185 EMaag H Y 4 192
CM4056 H 1 200 EMygi3 H Y 2 231 EMyg35 H 3 202 EMses H Y 4 195
CM 4057 H Y 1 180 EMyie H 2 233 EMapze H Y 3 21 EMses H Y 4 252
CM,058 H 1 184 EMyig H 2 210 EMypi0 H Y 3 214 EMseg H Y 4 195
CM,001 H 1 188 EMygig H Y 2 192 EMys; H Y 3 m EMasp H Y 4 198
(M 105 H Y 1 203 EMygs1 H Y 2 219 EMypi3 H Y 3 175 EMas; H 4 m
CMig1s H Y 1 m EMygs5 H Y 2 215 EMypus H Y 3 202 EMas, H 4 236
CMip35 H 1 166 EM 1053 H Y 2 237 EMyoss H 3 195 EMas H Y 4 m
M. H ¥ 1 162 M5, H ¥ ) 175 Mg H ¥ 3 219 ET H ¥ 4 195

EMygs5 H Y 2 213 EMyy H Y 3 193 EMas7 H Y 4 229
M5 H ¥ ) 1 Mgy H y 3 37
Y H ) 239 Mg H y 3 19
Mg, H ) 205 EMagsy H y 3 07
Mg, H ¥ ) 160 EMygs; H 3 205
Mg H ) 208 EMygs; H 3 180
Mg H ¥ ) 199 EMygss H y 3 187
Mg H ¥ ) 234 EMagss H y 3 167
Mgy H ¥ ) 181 EMagss H y 3 190
Vs H ) 175 Mgy H y 3 14
Mg H ) 239 EMagg; H y 3 193
Mg H ¥ 2 m

Mgy H ¥ 2 205

Mg H [ 2 211

EMygs7 H Y 2 218

EMygss H 2 199




Math Non-Low Achievers Hispanic 2003-04/Single Pd.

Math Non-Low Achievers Hispanic 2004-05 Single Pd.

Math Non-Low Achievers Hispanic 200506 Single Pd.

135

Math Non Low Achievers Hispanic 2006-07/Single Pd.

(ode | K 1) HSPA Math AT | K 1) HSPA Math|
Wy | H m IR u
(Mg H i JEl] (i i 08
My | H il Mys | H | ¥ i
Mg | H W W | H ul
(W H W (Mg H 5
Oy | ) Uhys | 5
Mg | H 1% Mg | H | ¥ b
(Mg | H m My | H 2]
(A # 1% (Mg H ]
O | 18 W | H | ¥ m
Mgy | H ) Mg | H m
Ol | ) Ohgs | K | ¥ 1
(M55 H etk My H i m
(M08 | H 1% My H i JEIl

Ul | 5
Mgz H Y 0
(M5 H i 05
(Mg H i Bl
Ul | B | ¥ 1
(M H 39
(M H 1%
Ul | %
g | K | ¥ 1
(Mg H i 00
(Mg H i 16

(e | EC | B HSPA Math Code K| B HSPA Maih
(MO0L | H f bl 0L | K 4 u
My i Ji M2 | 4 ¥ 4 m
(Mys i " Chle H ¥ 4 19%
My i f 19 My H ¥ 4 m
My H Y n Mgy H Y 4 m
My i f 3% e H ¥ 4 il
My i m Clgy H ¥ 4 0
(Mypg H Y B Oy H Y 4 m
My H i B Mgy H Y 4 97
My i 0 Clls H Y 4 1%
My i f n Cly H ¥ 4 1
My i % iy H ¥ 4 175
My i f " My H ¥ 4 %1
My i f 1% Chlg H 4 5
My i » Chl H ¥ 4 20
Mgy i y 9! g H 4 197
My i f JE s H ¥ 4 264
Mgy | H 8 oy | H 4 u
My i f " (i H Y 4 n
My i f i (e H 4 "

Oles | H | vV | ¢ | W
Ol | H 4 n
(s H ¥ 4 Al
s H ¥ 4 15
(Mg H Y 4 il
Mz H ) 4 268
Ol H 4 06
My H ¥ 4 P
Ol H ¥ 4 JAl)
(o H 4 159
Ol H 4 1
(o H 4 Jid
Mg H 4 108
Mg H 4 108




136

White

Math Low Achievers 2003-04/Sin Math Low Achievers 2004-05 Double P, Math Low Achievers 2005-06 Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2006-07/Double Pd,
(ode | EC | B HSPA Math WT| K| B HSPA Math| (ode | EC | D HSPA Math Code €| B HSPA Math
ot | w 18 Mg | W 244 oL | oW |y M Bl | W 19
M08 | W i ] EMgs W 1 EMys W i 105 Bl | W n
00 | W 3 g | W | Y 18 /T I T 168 Bl | W 10
MO0 | W m EMig W 11 EM s W i el Bl | W 0
ot | W | 1% Bl | W 243 Bl | W | ¥ n Bl | W | Y ]
M0 W 19 EMig ] 150 EMyg W Y n Bl | W il
M5 )W n EMig W m By W 06 Bl | W Y 0
(M6 | W Y W M W m Ey W Y 19 Bl | W 19
M7 | W 1 EMg W W EMg W i 10 Bl | W 1%
M08 ) W 184 EMy W 184 EMs W Y n s | W 19
w0 | w 18 Mg | W M Bl | W B Bl | W 18
0L | w 18 By | W Bl By | W hil} s | W 168
w0 | w w0 Mg | W % By | W n Bles | W m
05 | W ] B | W n B | W n

M08 | W ¥ m EMigy ] Y it} EMyy W 0

M09 W 166 By W 37 EMyges W 18

M0L W i 1% By W Y 18 EMgsy W 105

o | w 18 Mg | W B Bl | W m

M3 W 19 Mg | W 08 ey | W | Y i

07 W JE) Eg ] Y JEl| EMg W w

M09 | W 18 Bl W i 19

(MO0 | W W M W i n

M3 1 W 180 EMges W i 184

(M0 1 W i EMgs ] i 18

M5 | W m B W i 19

(M08 | W 19 EMie W i m

01| W i jty] Mg W 9

M052 | W 09 EM ] m

M0 | W 0 EMig ] 15

M09 | W W EM ] 18

Mg | W 15 Bl | W m

Wgs | W % Bl | W 131

W | W 15 My | W m




Math Non Low Achievers White
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Math Non-Low Achievers White 2003-04/Single Pd. Math Non-Low Achievers White 2004-05/Single Pd. Math Non-Low Achievers White 2005-06/Single Pd. Math Non Low Achievers White 2006-07/Single Pd.
Code EC ED HSPA Math LAST EC ED HSPA Math) Code EC ED HSPA Math Code EC ED HSPA Math
CM,002 w Y 1 5 CM,001 w 2 255 CM,002 w Y 3 198 CMass w 4 27
(Mo w 1 250 My w 2 39 CMyygs W 3 39 (CMggg w Y 4 26
(Mo w 1 205 (Mg w Y 2 24 Mg w Y 3 208 CMygyp w 4 24
((Mygi7 w Y 1 0 (Mygr w Y 2 10 Mgy w 3 m CMgss W 4 248
(Mg w 1 255 (Mg w 2 11 Mgy w Y 3 08 Moy W 4 191
(Mg w 1 255 (Mg, W 2 252 Mgy w 3 253 Mg w Y 4 26
(M, w 1 9 (L w 2 255 (M, W 3 10 Mgz w 4 27
Mgz | W 1 258 My | W ) 25 gy | W 3 20 gz | W 4 20
My w 1 25 (o w 2 04 My w 3 2 (CMazs w 4 29
Mgs | W 1 m My | W ) %7 Mg | W 3 " My | W s )
(Mg w 1 18 My, w Y 2 18 Mg w 3 m CMygzp w 4 256
((Myg17 w 1 188 My w 2 30 My w 3 23 Mgy w 4 2482
(o w 1 37 (Mg w 2 14 My w Y 3 M3 M5 W 4 216
(Mg w 1 255 (Mg w 2 203 (M3, w Y 3 n1 CMasss w Y 4 m
(Mg w 1 259 ((Magsy w Y 2 257 (M3, w 3 24 Mg w Y 4 168
(M, W 1 5 My W ¥ 2 %2 [ W ¥ 3 u Mg W 4 b}
My w 1 25 (™ w ¥ 2 2% Mgz w 3 251 CMag w 4 26
(o w 1 i) Mgy w 2 11 My w Y 3 187 Mgy w Y 4 20
(Mg w 1 L] (Mg w 2 24 Mg w 3 24 Mgy w 4 202
((Mygz0 w Y 1 254 (Mg, W 2 16 Mgy w Y 3 20 CMygg w Y 4 240
(Mg w 1 26 (Mg w 2 37 Mgy w 3 261 My w 4 29
Mgy W 1 29 gy W ¥ 2 w My W 3 265 Olgey W 4 201
(Mg w 1 219 g5y W ¥ 2 57 My W 3 25 CMigss W 4 261
Mgy | W 1 m My, | W 1 5] Mgy | W 3 %9 Mz | W 4 i)
Mgy | W 1 0 My | W ) 1] Mgy, | W 3 m Ol | W 4 u
My w 1 05 Mgy w 2 250 M5 w 3 26 Mgy w 4 25
My w 1 261 (M5 w 2 24 CMagss w 3 250 CM ey w 4 m
((Mygy w Y 1 193 (Mg W 2 257 (Myysy w 3 M3 CMagsy W 4 248
(Mg w 1 249 ((Mys7 W 2 256 (Mygs w 3 m Mgy w 4 i}
(P w 1 250 (Mg, w 2 269 (Mg w 3 26 CMasss w 4 200
(Mygss w Y 1 252 ((Mygey W 2 255 (Myggy w 3 266 Massy W 4 245
Mg | W 1 0 M | W 4 u
Mg | W 1 W M, | W 4 3
Mgy w 1 37 CMagre w Y 4 28
Mgy w Y 1 135 CMigre w 4 29
((Myge; w 1 195 Mgy w 4 205
((Myge, w 1 26 Mg w 4 2
Mgy W 1 13 CMages w Y 4 200
Moy W 1 269 CMases w 4 164
Mo | W 1 3 Mo | W 4 m
Mgy W 4 m
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Low Income
Math Low Achievers 2003-04/Single Pd. Math Low Achievers 2004-05/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2005-06/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2006-07/Double Pd.

Code EC ED HSPA Math LAST EC ED HSPA Math Code EC ED HSPA Math Code EC ED HSPA Math
M08 | W Y 1 13 EM g5 H Y 2 3 EMOOL | W Y 3 m B0l | H Y 4 174
oM,009 | H Y 1 0 tMgs | H Y 1 | om EMQ2 | H ¥ 3 19 B0 | H Y 4 an
oM011 | w ¥ 1 15 . W [ ) 181 My W ¥ 3 25 EMas H Y 4 19
M016 | W ¥ 1 24 Moo H ¥ ) 2u4 Mo W ¥ 3 168 E B Y 4 21
om0 | H Y 1 17 My, | H Y ) 189 My | W | ¥ 3 P Bllws | H Y 4 198
CM,028 w Y 1 1 EM1y H Y 2 205 EMaggs w Y 3 m EMyzoo H Y 4 174
M0 | B ¥ 1 15 M55 H ¥ ) w My B ¥ 3 19 E B Y 4 17
ov,036 | H ¥ 1 15 M55 8 Y 2 3% EMgs B Y 3 190 E H Y 4 231
M0 [ H ¥ 1 13 Mg | B Y 1 | s EMy, | B ¥ 3 3 Blle | B Y 4 184
CM,042 H Y 1 200 EM g0 H Y 2 199 EMny H Y 3 n1 EMaoz w Y 4 187
ov,06 | H ¥ 1 218 M50 H ¥ ) 1 My H ¥ 3 &) EMyo H Y 4 19
ov,047 | H ¥ 1 17 M55 H Y 2 149 EMgss H Y 3 0 EMyzs B Y 4 168
0,00 | H Y 1 19 M H Y 2 a1 EM s H Y 3 0 EMzy H Y 4 15
CM,051 w Y 1 18 EMygy; W Y 2 218 EMaory H Y 3 m EMyzzs H Y 4 202
M057 | H ¥ 1 180 M,y H ¥ ) B Mg W ¥ 3 n EMyze W Y 4 20
om0 | w 1 28 s | W Y 2 189 EMgso H Y 3 198 EMigas H Y 4 207
o007 | H 1 207 EMss H Y 2 19 EMg H ¥ 3 m Bz, H Y 4 3
M0 | w 1 24 EMogs: H ¥ ) 219 My H ¥ 3 178 EMasy B Y 4 1
M05 | W 1 25 M52 H ¥ ) 215 My H ¥ 3 17 E H Y 4 m
oM,05 | H 1 0 Mg | H Y 1 | W My | W | Y 3 19 Bl | H Y 4 1
CM,010 w 1 27 EM g, H Y 2 175 EMapns w Y 3 162 EMany1 H Y 4 197
M0%5 | W 1 203 M55 H [ ) 13 My H ¥ 3 185 ET H Y 4 20
M0%6 | H 1 200 . W ¥ 2 30 EM s W Y 3 n E H Y 4 205
My H Y 1 0 Mg | W Y 2 219 EM gz, H Y 3 20 T H Y 4 19
(Mo H Y 1 m EMgss H Y 2 13 EM gz H Y 3 21 Ebass H Y 4 195
M5 H ¥ 1 18 . H ¥ ) 160 My H ¥ 3 185 EMysis H Y 4 %
Vs B ¥ 1 1 Mgy W Y 2 0 EMgss H Y 3 w E H Y 4 19
(Myss H 1 166 Mgs | W ¥ 2 184 EM g0 H Y 3 m EMssy H Y 4 19
(Mg A 1 214 EM 55 W Y 2 181 EMyyy H Y 3 nt EMaose H Y 4 m

My H ¥ ) 199 M H Y 3 175 EMyss H Y 4 19
Mg | H Y 1 | EMy, | H ¥ 3 m By | H Y 4 )
Mg | H Y 2 181 EMys | H Y 3 219 Bl | B Y 4 194
Mg | W Y 1 | w My, | H Y 3 19
Mg | B Y 2 168 EMys | H Y 3 1
Mg | W Y 2 w EM g H Y 3 19
EM g5, H Y 2 213 EMysy H Y 3 m7
Mgz H Y ) 205 EM s H [T 3 187
EM g5 H Y 2 1 Mg | W Y 3 3
EM H Y 2 218 EM H Y 3 167
EM s H Y 3 19
EM gy H [T 3 i
EM e H ¥ 3 19




Math Non Low Achievers Low Income
Math Non-Low Achievers Low Income 2003-04/Single Pd.

Math Non-Low Achievers Low Income 2004-05 Single Pd.

Math Non-Low Achievers Low Income 2005-06/Single Pd.
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Math Non Low Achievers Low Income 2006-07/Single Pd.

Ok | K€ | @ HSPA Math wi | i | o HSPA Math] e | K| B HPA Math ) HPA Math
oo | wo| oy i o0 | K ¥ 1| om0 My | P %7 oMo | H Y 4 pri]
Mgy | W | Y m s | H ¥ 1| My, | H 1 sy | H v ol o4 1%
Mgy | H ¥ bEll s | W | ¥ 1| w Mys | W 9 Wy 4 2%
Mg | W | ¥ 254 gy | W [ Y 1w My | 8 19 [l v ol o4 m
Mgy | W | Y 193 gy | H ¥ 1| W My | H u8 B Y 4 b}
s | W | ¥ b3} My | H ¥ 1| W My | W n [l v ol o4 pik]
Mgy | W | ¥ i3 My | W | Y 1| m My | A Bl [l ¥ 4 0
(Y W My | H ¥ 1| 1 My | H m [l vl o4 0
Mg, | H 250 My | H ¥ 1| o My | W 53 Wy 4 2%
Mgy | H ¥ PRI} My | W 210 [l vl o4 n
My | H ¥ 1| M My | W 0 [l ¥ 4 197
Oy | W | Y 1| ® My | W hi3} [l vl o4 1%
My | H ¥ 1| W My | W w Al 4 m
s | W | ¥ 1| ®m My | W w [l Y 4 187
Oy | W | Y 1| m My | W 5 [l ¥ 4 175
Mgy | B ¥ 1| w My | B 19 [l Y 4 %1
My | H ¥ 1| W My | B 0 Wy 4 n
My | H ¥ 1| 3 My, | W B4 Wy 4 168
gy | W | Y 1| w My | W 51 Wy 4 b
My | H ¥ 1| m My | W B4 [l y 4 %
My | W | Y 1| ® My | H 05 [l v ol o4 264
My | H ¥ 1w My | W %1 Wy 4 P
Mgy | H ¥ 1| e Mg | W %5 B vl o4 17
My | H % [l y 4 bl
My | A 256 [l v ol o4 197
Mgy | W 55 H ¥ 4 b
My | H bi3) [l v ol o4 15
My, | W 59 [l y 4 bl
My | H 53 [l v ol o4 28
Mgy | W bi3) [l y 4 b
My | W 256 Wy 4 pri]
Mg | W 250 [l ¥ 4 bl
(Mg w 3 A Y 4 261
Mg | W 0 Wy 4 w
Mgy | B 28
Mgy | W %6
Mg | W %6
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Math Low Achievers 2003-04/Single Pd. Math Low Achievers 2004-05/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2005-06/Double Pd. Math Low Achievers 2006-07/Double Pd.

Code EC £D HSPA Math LAST EC ED HSPA Math! Code EC ED HSPA Math! Code EC ED HSPA Math
CM001 | W 1 188 EM,001 P 2 187 EM g H 3 212 EMaoos w 4 198
CM,,002 H 1 162 EM,002 H 2 202 EMgq; H 3 25 EMa7 H 4 220
CM,,005 H 1 207 EMyo0s w 2 244 EMyg15 H 3 193 EMaoo H 4 185
CM,,006 H 1 200 EM 06 w 2 187 EMy3 w 3 206 EMs10 w 4 213
CM,,008 B 1 186 EMyops w 2 216 EM s B 3 213 EMyz, B 4 159
CM,,012 H 1 235 EMyopg B 2 218 EM g w 3 234 EMy1s w 4 182
CM,013 H 1 244 Mo H 2 199 EMags w 3 214 EMzo1s w 4 223
CM,,014 w 1 193 EM 101 H 2 173 EMapy w 3 28 EMa1 B 4 195
015 | W 1 3 My W 2 w3 Mg, w 3 w EMzs W 4 207
imM017 | W 1 178 EMyony H 2 216 EM o35 H 3 211 EMaoos B 4 202
imM018 | W 1 184 EMyos5 8 2 170 EM o35 H 3 192 ENzoo W 4 191
M09 | W 1 218 EMyg10 w 2 250 EM g3 H 3 202 EMaoyy w 4 175
CM,020 H 1 192 M0 w 2 2 EMyyi; w 3 202 EMaoss w 4 198
M0 | w 1 180 Moy B 2 233 EM s H 3 195 EMoi7 w 4 185
M2 | w 1 210 Moy H 2 210 EM s H 3 205 EMioig B 4 180
CM,023 H 1 175 Mo H 2 210 EM s, H 3 180 EMais: H 4 177
CM,026 B 1 200 Mo H 2 200 EM 53 w 3 187 EMzos; H 4 236
oMu027 | H 1 149 My W 2 0 EM e w 3 205 EMass w 4 168
M09 | W 1 166 ES W 2 24 EM 55 w 3 217 EMansg w 4 174
M0 | w 1 188 Mgz H 2 192 EM e, w 3 07
CM 4032 w 1 169 EM g3 w 2 184
M033 | w 1 192 Mo, w 2 234
CM,034 B 1 200 My H 2 192
CM,035 H 1 203 Moz H 2 24
CM037 | w 1 238 Moz w 2 251
M039 | w 1 188 Moz w 2 236
CM,,043 w 1 180 EM iz w 2 202
CM,,044 w 1 24 EMygy W 2 257
CM,,045 w 1 0 EM;a H 2 233
CM,,048 w 1 192 EMgs6 H 2 210
CM,,049 B 1 225 EM 0 B 2 239
M052 | W 1 209 Mo B 2 191
CM,053 B 1 192 EMyoso w 2 231
CM,054 H 1 205 EMygs5 w 2 208
CM,058 H 1 184 EMyoeo H 2 239
CM059 | w 1 242 EMyoey H 2 205
CM,001 H 1 188 EM,g6 H 2 208
Mgz w 1 216 Mo, B 2 200
CM 25 w 1 235 EMygr3 A 2 2147
M5, w 1 216 M7 H 2 175

My H 2 239
EMyon w 2 191
My w 2 21
EMyon w 2 215
EMyoss w 2 186
EMy0g5 B 2 210
EM 1056 w 2 207
EM 105 H 2 199
EM 105 w 2 191
EM 100 w 2 21
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Math Non Low Achievers Non-Low Income

Math Non-Low Achievers Non-Low Income 2003-04/Single Pd. Math Non-Low Achievers Non-Low Income 2004-05/Single Pd. Math Non-Low Achievers Non-Low Income 2005-06/Single Pd. Math Non Low Achievers Non-Low Income 2006-07/Single Pd.
Code EC ED HSPA Math LAST EC ED HSPA Math) Code EC ED HSPA Math Code EC ED HSPA Math
(e H 1 212 CM,001 w 2 255 (M35 P 3 267 CM,001 H 4 217
(M W 1 250 Moy H 2 208 M H 3 208 CMas A 4 231
CM 105 w 1 205 (M0, w 2 29 CM3ggs w 3 239 CMaggs w 4 237
CM 05 w 1 255 (I A 2 189 (Mg B 3 219 CMagsy W 4 244
CM 00 w 1 255 CM 005 w 2 U (Mg H 3 8 CMagss w 4 248
(CMagr, w 1 29 ((Myo1o H 2 2 (e w 3 2 CMagss w 4 191
(CMags3 w 1 258 (CMagyy H 2 252 (Mg A 3 81 CMugpy w 4 237
CM g1 w 1 265 ((Magy W 2 252 (Mg H 3 g My w 4 200
CMags5 w 1 29 ((Magys H 2 253 (Mg w 3 253 M3 w 4 239
(M5 w 1 218 ((Magss H 2 24 (Mg w 3 210 M w 4 229
(M1 w 1 188 (s W 2 255 (Mg w 3 200 Mg B 4 185
CM 55 B 1 152 My w 2 25 My w 3 3} CMagzg w 4 256
My w 1 37 CMygss w 2 m Mg w 3 3 CMigs, w 4 %2
(CMigz0 H 1 210 (P H 2 2% (e w 3 43 CMygss W 4 216
(S w 1 255 (Mo w 2 257 Mgy W 3 253 CMagag W 4 28
(M4 w 1 259 (Mg H 2 239 (M35 B 3 195 w 4 236
CM 156 w 1 255 CM s w 2 20 (M35, B 3 24 W 4 202
Mgy w 1 252 (Mg 8 2 195 M w 3 84 H 4 245
(ol w 1 24 CM 29 H 2 194 (M5 w 3 251 H 4 197
CM 50 w 1 243 (M5, w 2 244 (Mg w 3 234 H 4 247
CMag3; H 1 24 ((Mags W 2 203 (Mo H 3 225 w 4 229
CM g3 H 1 195 (o W 2 41 Mgy w 3 261 w 4 201
(M3 H 1 24 ((Magay W 2 284 (e w 3 265 H 4 248
(M35 w 1 246 ((Magy W 2 216 (e H 3 267 w 4 261
(M3 w 1 29 (o W 2 237 (M5 A 3 256 w 4 202
(M35 w 1 249 ((Magus H 2 239 (Mg w 3 255 w 4 247
(Mg H 1 255 Mgz H 2 195 Mg H 3 2 w 4 %5
M1y w 1 22 Mg H 2 16 CMygs, w 3 259 A 4 260
(M4 w 1 240 ((Mags W 2 25 (M35 H 3 253 W 4 3
(Mg, w 1 05 Vs W 2 w3 My w 3 232 w 4 3
CM 100 w 1 261 (M, w 2 250 (M35 w 3 256 H 4 23
(Mg H 1 162 Vs W 2 w My W 3 250 W 4 23
(Mg w 1 %9 (Vs W 2 27 My W 3 u3 W 4 20
CM 0o H 1 262 ((Mygs; w 2 256 CMysp w 3 24 W 4 45
CM 5 A 1 235 CM g5 A 2 260 Mgy B 3 238 H 4 26
CM g5 A 1 262 (CMagsy W 2 269 (CMage; w 3 266 w 4 247
(el w 1 250 (Magsy w 2 255 (Mg w 3 266 w 4 233
CM g5 H 1 254 | 4 26
CM 055 w 1 240 w 4 239
CM g5 w 1 207 H 4 159
CMygs5 H 1 32 w 4 205
CM 555 w 1 37 w 4 %2
M e, w 1 195 H 4 261
CM o5 w 1 216 H 4 33
CM 053 w 1 173 B 4 20
CM 5, W 1 269 w 4 164
CM 1565 w 1 238 H 4 208
cMu038 [ H 1 25 w 4 02
W 4 271
H 4 208
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Appendix E

ANOVA Tables



English Low Achievers

Descriptives
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LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation | Std. Error | Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
1.00 39 206.5385 18.61217 2.98033 200.5051 212.5718 166.00 239.00
2.00 66 213.5909 19.40736 2.38888 208.8200 218.3618 148.00 245.00
3.00 35 207.4286 21.07868 3.56295 200.1878 214.6694 129.00 235.00
4.00 37 205.6757 17.95992 2.95259 199.6875 211.6638 160.00 242.00
Total 177 209.1638 19.43554 1.46086 206.2808 212.0469 129.00 245.00
ANOVA
LAScore
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2117.922 3 705.974 1.898 132
Within Groups 64364.326 173 372.048 Post
Hoc
Total 66482.249 176 Tests
Multiple Comparisons
LAScore
Tukey HSD
95% Confidence Interval

(I) Group (J) Group | Mean Difference (I-J) | Std. Error | Sig. | Lower Bound | Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -7.05245| 3.89574.272 -17.1587 3.0538

3.00 -.89011| 4.49106 | .997 -12.5407 10.7605

4.00 .86279 | 4.42663 ] .997 -10.6207 12.3462
2.00 1.00 7.05245| 3.89574|.272 -3.0538 17.1587

3.00 6.16234 | 4.03324 | .423 -4.3006 16.6253

4.00 7.91523| 3.96137|.193 -2.3613 18.1917
3.00 1.00 .89011 | 4.49106 -10.7605 12.5407

2.00 -6.16234 | 4.03324 | .423 -16.6253 4.3006

4.00 1.75290 | 4.54811].980 -10.0457 13.5515
4.00 1.00 -.86279 | 4.42663|.997 -12.3462 10.6207

2.00 -7.91523 | 3.96137|.193 -18.1917 2.3613




3.00

-1.75290 | 4.54811 | .980 | -13.5515

10.0457 I

English Non-Low Achievers

Descriptives
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LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound Minimum Maximum
1.00 87 228.7701 18.27675 1.95947 224.8748 232.6654 146.00 277.00
2.00 85 233.9882 15.17163 1.64559 230.7158 237.2607 195.00 265.00
3.00 89 226.4045 21.67095 2.29712 221.8395 230.9695 151.00 258.00
4.00 101 228.7129 15.98333 1.59040 225.5576 231.8682 139.00 261.00
Total 362 229.3978 18.04939 .94865 227.5322 231.2634 139.00 277.00
ANOVA
LAScore
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2670.216 3 890.072 2.772 .041
Within Groups 114936.502 358 321.052
Total 117606.718 361




Multiple Comparisons
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Tukey HSD
95% Confidence Interval
(I) Group (J) Group | Mean Difference (I-J) | Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -5.21812 2.73264 .226 -12.2714 1.8352
3.00 2.36562 2.70140 .817 -4.6071 9.3383
4.00 .05724 2.62087 1.000 -6.7076 6.8221
2.00 1.00 5.21812 2.73264 .226 -1.8352 12.2714
3.00 7.58374 2.71743 .028 .5697 14.5978
4.00 5.27536 2.63739 .190 -1.5321 12.0828
3.00 1.00 -2.36562 2.70140 .817 -9.3383 4.6071
2.00 -7.58374° 2.71743 .028 -14.5978 -.5697
4.00 -2.30838 2.60501 .812 -9.0323 4.4155
4.00 1.00 -.05724 2.62087 1.000 -6.8221 6.7076
2.00 -5.27536 2.63739 .190 -12.0828 1.5321
3.00 2.30838 2.60501 .812 -4.4155 9.0323
English: Low Achievers/Hispanic
Descriptives
LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 18| 202.2222 15.56601 | 3.66894 194.4814 209.9630 169.00 233.00
2.00 36(211.9167| 21.38674| 3.56446 204.6804 219.1529 148.00 243.00
3.00 23(203.9565| 22.79649| 4.75340 194.0986 213.8145 129.00 235.00
4.00 23] 211.6522 16.96684 | 3.53783 204.3152 218.9892 178.00 242.00
Total 100]208.2800| 20.03082] 2.00308 204.3054 212.2546 129.00 243.00




Multiple Comparisons
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! Tukey HSD
(1 ) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -9.69444 5.73534 334 -24.6901 5.3012
3.00 -1.73430 6.25233 .993 -18.0817 14.6131
4.00 -9.42995 6.25233 437 -25.7773 6.9174
2.00 1.00 9.69444 5.73534 .334 -5.3012 24.6901
3.00 7.96014 5.30348 441 -5.9064 21.8267
4.00 .26449 5.30348 1.000 -13.6020 14.1310
3.00 1.00 1.73430 6.25233 .993 -14.6131 18.0817
2.00 -7.96014 5.30348 441 -21.8267 5.9064
4.00 -7.69565 5.85869 .557 -23.0138 7.6225
4.00 1.00 9.42995 6.25233 437 -6.9174 25.7773
2.00 -.26449 5.30348 1.000 -14.1310 13.6020
3.00 7.69565 5.85869 .557 -7.6225 23.0138
English: Non-Low Achievers/Hispanic
Descriptives
LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 221 224.0909 15.31233| 3.26460 217.3018 230.8800 203.00 258.00
2.00 34| 233.4118 14.74453 | 2.52867 228.2672 238.5564 195.00 260.00
3.00 331 220.1515 20.75621 | 3.61319 212.7917 227.5113 177.00 251.00
4.00 341226.8235 20.70496 | 3.55087 219.5992 234.0478 139.00 251.00
Total 123 | 226.3659 18.79888 | 1.69504 223.0104 229.7214 139.00 260.00
ANOVA
LAScore
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3083.300 3 1027.767 3.055 .031
Within Groups 40031.237 119 336.397
Total 43114.537 122

Multiple Comparisons
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LAScore
Tukey HSD
) 6)) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -9.32086 5.01845 .252 -22.3975 3.7557
3.00 3.93939 5.04823 .863 -0.2148 17.0936
4.00 -2.73262 5.01845 .948 -15.8092 10.3440
2.00 1.00 9.32086 5.01845 .252 -3.7557 22.3975
3.00 13.26025 4.48195 .019 1.5816 24.9389
4.00 6.58824 4.44838 452 -5.0029 18.1794
3.00 1.00 -3.93939 5.04823 .863 -17.0936 9.2148
2.00 -13.26025° 4.48195 .019 -24.9389 -1.5816
4.00 -6.67201 4.48195 448 -18.3507 5.0066
4.00 1.00 2.73262 5.01845 .948 -10.3440 15.8092
2.00 -6.58824 4.44838 452 -18.1794 5.0029
3.00 6.67201 4.48195 448 -5.0066 18.3507
English: Low Achievers/White
Descriptives
LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 15]206.6000| 16.59088| 4.28375 197.4123 215.7877 166.00 235.00
2.00 20 210.2500 17.00426 | 3.80227 202.2918 218.2082 170.00 238.00
3.00 10]217.3000| 15.76247| 4.98453 206.0242 228.5758 182.00 231.00
4.00 61194.5000| 21.54762| 8.79678 171.8872 217.1128 160.00 216.00
Total 51 208.7059 17.87098 | 2.50244 203.6796 213.7322 160.00 238.00
ANOVA
LAScore
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2063.638 3 687.879 2.325 .087
Within Groups 13904.950 47 295.850
Total 15968.588 50

Multiple Comparisons
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LAScore
Tukey HSD
Mean 95% Confidence Interval
) Difference (I-
Group  (J) Group J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -3.65000 5.87502 .925 -19.2975 11.9975
3.00 -10.70000 7.02199 432 -29.4023 8.0023
4.00 12.10000 8.30853 472 -10.0288 34.2288
2.00 1.00 3.65000 5.87502 .925 -11.9975 19.2975
3.00 -7.05000 6.66164 716 -24.7926 10.6926
4.00 15.75000 8.00630 .215 -5.5739 37.0739
3.00 1.00 10.70000 7.02199 432 -8.0023 29.4023
2.00 7.05000 6.66164 716 -10.6926 24.7926
4.00 22.80000 8.88219 .063 -.8567 46.4567
4.00 1.00 -12.10000 8.30853 472 -34.2288 10.0288
2.00 -15.75000 8.00630 .215 -37.0739 5.5739
3.00 -22.80000 8.88219 .063 -46.4567 .8567
English: Non-Low Achievers/White
Descriptives
LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 60 230.5833 19.85310| 2.56302 225.4547 235.7119 146.00 277.00
2.00 43| 233.1163| 15.69988| 2.39421 228.2846 237.9480 195.00 262.00
3.00 41 232.7805 20.32180| 3.17373 226.3661 239.1948 151.00 258.00
4.00 49 230.3878 13.46418 | 1.92345 226.5204 234.2551 194.00 261.00
Total 193| 231.5648| 17.54717| 1.26307 229.0735 234.0560 146.00 277.00
ANOVA
LAScore
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 289.781 3 96.594 .310 .818
Within Groups 58827.659 189 311.257
Total 59117.440 192

Multiple Comparisons



149

LAScore
Tukey HSD
) ) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -2.53295 3.52508 .890 -11.6701 6.6042
3.00 -2.19715 3.57481 .927 -11.4632 7.0689
4.00 .19558 3.39703 1.000 -8.6096 9.0008
2.00 1.00 2.53295 3.52508 .890 -6.6042 11.6701
3.00 .33579 3.85100 1.000 -9.6461 10.3177
4.00 2.72852 3.68656 .881 -6.8272 12.2842
3.00 1.00 2.19715 3.57481 .927 -7.0689 11.4632
2.00 -.33579 3.85100 1.000 -10.3177 9.6461
4.00 2.39273 3.73414 919 -7.2863 12.0718
4.00 1.00 -.19558 3.39703 1.000 -9.0008 8.6096
2.00 -2.72852 3.68656 .881 -12.2842 6.8272
3.00 -2.39273 3.73414 919 -12.0718 7.2863
English: Low Achievers/Low Income
Descriptives
LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum | Maximum
1.00 15| 205.2667 22.57833| 5.82970 192.7632 217.7701 166.00 239.00
2.00 36| 213.6667 21.36619 | 3.56103 206.4374 220.8959 148.00 243.00
3.00 26| 203.6154 22.60279 4.43277 194.4859 212.7448 129.00 235.00
4.00 26| 207.4615 17.23306 | 3.37968 200.5010 214.4221 178.00 242.00
Total 103 | 208.3398 21.02172| 2.07133 204.2313 212.4483 129.00 243.00
ANOVA
LAScore
Sum of Squares | df [ Mean Square| F |Sig.
Between Groups 1763.558 587.853 | 1.344 | .265
Within Groups 43311.549 | 99 437.490
Total 45075.107 | 102

Multiple Comparisons
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LAScore
Tukey HSD
) 6)) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -8.40000 6.42795 .561 -25.1976 8.3976
3.00 1.65128 6.78178 .995 -16.0709 19.3735
4.00 -2.19487 6.78178 .988 -19.9171 15.5273
2.00 1.00 8.40000 6.42795 .561 -8.3976 25.1976
3.00 10.05128 5.38322 .249 -4.0162 24.1188
4.00 6.20513 5.38322 .658 -7.8623 20.2726
3.00 1.00 -1.65128 6.78178 .995 -19.3735 16.0709
2.00 -10.05128 5.38322 249 -24.1188 4.0162
4.00 -3.84615 5.80113 911 -19.0057 11.3134
4.00 1.00 2.19487 6.78178 .988 -15.5273 19.9171
2.00 -6.20513 5.38322 .658 -20.2726 7.8623
3.00 3.84615 5.80113 911 -11.3134 19.0057
English: Non-Low Achievers/Low Income
Descriptives
LAScore
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum | Maximum
1.00 23]220.6522| 21.65978| 4.51638 211.2858 230.0186 146.00 250.00
2.00 281 230.3214 16.02326 | 3.02811 224.1083 236.5346 195.00 255.00
3.00 421218.3571 25.69125| 3.96425 210.3512 226.3631 151.00 258.00
4.00 37| 224.6486| 20.29808| 3.33698 217.8809 231.4164 139.00 251.00
Total 130 | 223.1308 21.88390| 1.91935 219.3333 226.9282 139.00 258.00
ANOVA

LAScore
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Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 2631.377 3 877.126 1.869 .138
Within Groups 59147.400 126 469.424
Total 61778.777 129
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
(1) ) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -9.66925 6.09712 .390 -25.5440 6.2055
3.00 2.29503 5.62019 977 -12.3380 16.9280
4.00 -3.99647 5.75299 .899 -18.9752 10.9823
2.00 1.00 9.66925 6.09712 .390 -6.2055 25.5440
3.00 11.96429 5.28601 112 -1.7986 25.7272
4.00 5.67278 5.42699 723 -8.4572 19.8028
3.00 1.00 -2.29503 5.62019 977 -16.9280 12.3380
2.00 -11.96429 5.28601 112 -25.7272 1.7986
4.00 -6.29151 4.88507 572 -19.0105 6.4275
4.00 1.00 3.99647 5.75299 .899 -10.9823 18.9752
2.00 -5.67278 5.42699 723 -19.8028 8.4572
3.00 6.29151 4.88507 572 -6.4275 19.0105
English: Low Achievers/Non-Low Income
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 16| 207.0625 12.94846 | 3.23711 200.1628 213.9622 182.00 224.00
2.00 30| 213.5000| 17.12379| 3.12636 207.1059 219.8941 175.00 245.00
3.00 91218.4444 | 10.39364 | 3.46455 210.4552 226.4337 200.00 230.00
4.00 11 201.4545 19.77050| 5.96103 188.1725 214.7365 160.00 227.00
Tota 66| 210.6061| 16.51002| 2.03224 206.5474 214.6647 160.00 245.00
I
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
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Between Groups 1926.371 3 642.124 2.521 .066
Within Groups 15791.387 62 254.700
Total 17717.758 65
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
(1) o) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -6.43750 4.94052 .565 -19.4810 6.6060
3.00 -11.38194 6.64972 .326 -28.9379 6.1740
4.00 5.60795 6.25086 .806 -10.8950 22.1109
2.00 1.00 6.43750 4.94052 .565 -6.6060 19.4810
3.00 -4.94444 6.06547 .847 -20.9579 11.0690
4.00 12.04545 5.62535 .152 -2.8060 26.8969
3.00 1.00 11.38194 6.64972 .326 -6.1740 28.9379
2.00 4.94444 6.06547 .847 -11.0690 20.9579
4.00 16.98990 7.17318 .094 -1.9480 35.9278
4.00 1.00 -5.60795 6.25086 .806 -22.1109 10.8950
2.00 -12.04545 5.62535 152 -26.8969 2.8060
3.00 -16.98990 7.17318 .094 -35.9278 1.9480
English: Non-Low Achievers/Non-Low Income
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 64| 231.6563 16.13260| 2.01658 227.6264 235.6861 203.00 277.00
2.00 56 | 235.6607 14.64026 | 1.95639 231.7400 239.5814 195.00 265.00
3.00 47(233.5957| 14.07690| 2.05333 229.4626 237.7289 200.00 258.00
4.00 58| 231.5345 12.57848 | 1.65163 228.2271 234.8418 194.00 261.00
Total 2251 233.0267 14.48087 .96539 231.1243 234.9291 194.00 277.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 653.099 3 217.700 1.039 .376




Within Groups
Total

46318.741
46971.840

221
224

209.587
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Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
) ) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -4.00446 2.64904 432 -10.8620 2.8531
3.00 -1.93949 2.78102 .898 -0.1387 5.2597
4.00 12177 2.62457 1.000 -6.6724 6.9160
2.00 1.00 4.00446 2.64904 432 -2.8531 10.8620
3.00 2.06497 2.86390 .889 -5.3488 9.4787
4.00 4.12623 2.71223 426 -2.8949 11.1473
3.00 1.00 1.93949 2.78102 .898 -5.2597 9.1387
2.00 -2.06497 2.86390 .889 -9.4787 5.3488
4.00 2.06126 2.84128 .887 -5.2939 9.4164
4.00 1.00 -.12177 2.62457 1.000 -6.9160 6.6724
2.00 -4.12623 2.71223 426 -11.1473 2.8949
3.00 -2.06126 2.84128 .887 -9.4164 5.2939
Math: Low Achievers
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 68| 199.1324| 22.92096| 2.77957 193.5843 204.6804 149.00 244.00
2.00 88 210.3295 23.13713| 2.46643 205.4273 215.2318 149.00 257.00
3.00 62| 204.9516| 20.71067| 2.63026 199.6921 210.2111 162.00 247.00
4.00 51|194.4314| 20.60025| 2.88461 188.6375 200.2253 156.00 252.00
Total 269 | 203.2454 22.76304 | 1.38789 200.5128 205.9779 149.00 257.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 9709.190 3 3236.397 6.640 .000
Within Groups 129156.617 265 487.383
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Total 138865.807 268
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
(1) 6)) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -11.19719° 3.56453 .010 -20.4129 -1.9814
3.00 -5.81926 3.87665 438 -15.8420 4.2035
4.00 4.70098 4.08949 .659 -5.8720 15.2740
2.00 1.00 11.19719° 3.56453 .010 1.9814 20.4129
3.00 5.37793 3.66053 458 -4.0860 14.8419
4.00 15.89817 3.88523 .000 5.8533 25.9431
3.00 1.00 5.81926 3.87665 438 -4.2035 15.8420
2.00 -5.37793 3.66053 .458 -14.8419 4.0860
4.00 10.52024 4.17344 .059 -.2698 21.3103
4.00 1.00 -4.70098 4.08949 .659 -15.2740 5.8720
2.00 -15.89817 3.88523 .000 -25.9431 -5.8533
3.00 -10.52024 4.17344 .059 -21.3103 .2698
Math: Non-Low Achievers
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 571232.8070 26.18031| 3.46767 225.8604 239.7536 152.00 269.00
2.00 62| 234.1935| 21.29715| 2.70474 228.7851 239.6020 176.00 269.00
3.00 64|235.3594| 21.52692| 2.69087 229.9821 240.7366 187.00 267.00
4.00 841 222.7976 26.20392 | 2.85908 217.1110 228.4842 156.00 271.00
Total 267]230.5918| 24.51626| 1.50037 227.6376 233.5459 152.00 271.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 7641.653 3 2547.218 4.401 .005
Within Groups 152236.849 263 578.847
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Total 159878.502 266
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
(1) &) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -1.38653 4.41491 .989 -12.8014 10.0284
3.00 -2.55236 4.38175 .937 -13.8815 8.7768
4.00 10.00940 4.12871 .075 -.6655 20.6843
2.00 1.00 1.38653 4.41491 .989 -10.0284 12.8014
3.00 -1.16583 4.28728 .993 -12.2507 9.9191
4.00 11.39593" 4.02831 .026 .9806 21.8113
3.00 1.00 2.55236 4.38175 .937 -8.7768 13.8815
2.00 1.16583 4.28728 .993 -9.9191 12.2507
4.00 12.56176 3.99193 .010 2.2405 22.8830
4.00 1.00 -10.00940 4.12871 .075 -20.6843 .6655
2.00 -11.39593 4.02831 .026 -21.8113 -.9806
3.00 -12.56176 3.99193 .010 -22.8830 -2.2405
Math: Low Achievers/Hispanic
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 271193.0741| 22.42067| 4.31486 184.2048 201.9434 149.00 244.00
2.00 43| 206.7674| 22.26661| 3.39563 199.9148 213.6201 149.00 244.00
3.00 381]202.0789 18.76653 | 3.04433 195.9105 208.2474 167.00 242.00
4.00 281199.3571| 22.30631| 4.21550 190.7077 208.0066 156.00 252.00
Total 136(201.2132| 21.70489| 1.86118 197.5324 204.8941 149.00 252.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3240.098 3 1080.033 2.362 .074
Within Groups 60358.718 132 457.263
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Total 63598.816 135
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
(1) ) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -13.69337 5.25068 .049 -27.3560 -.0308
3.00 -9.00487 5.38228 .342 -23.0099 5.0001
4.00 -6.28307 5.76771 .697 -21.2910 8.7249
2.00 1.00 13.69337 5.25068 .049 .0308 27.3560
3.00 4.68849 4.76101 .758 -7.7000 17.0769
4.00 7.41030 5.19277 .485 -6.1016 20.9222
3.00 1.00 9.00487 5.38228 .342 -5.0001 23.0099
2.00 -4.68849 4.76101 .758 -17.0769 7.7000
4.00 2.72180 5.32579 .956 -11.1362 16.5798
4.00 1.00 6.28307 5.76771 .697 -8.7249 21.2910
2.00 -7.41030 5.19277 .485 -20.9222 6.1016
3.00 -2.72180 5.32579 .956 -16.5798 11.1362
Math: Non-Low Achievers/Hispanic
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 14| 227.7857 28.37436 | 7.58337 211.4028 244.1686 162.00 262.00
2.00 25|227.1600| 21.73070| 4.34614 218.1900 236.1300 176.00 260.00
3.00 20| 234.1500| 20.72698| 4.63469 224.4495 243.8505 192.00 267.00
4.00 341217.9412 28.54549 | 4.89551 207.9812 227.9012 156.00 268.00
Total 93] 225.3871| 25.62948| 2.65765 220.1088 230.6654 156.00 268.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 3579.915 3 1193.305 1.868 141
Within Groups 56852.149 89 638.788
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Total 60432.065 92
Multiple Comparisons
Tukey HSD
(1) o) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 .62571 8.43678 1.000 -21.4638 22.7152
3.00 -6.36429 8.80722 .888 -29.4237 16.6951
4.00 9.84454 8.02593 .612 -11.1693 30.8584
2.00 1.00 -.62571 8.43678 1.000 -22.7152 21.4638
3.00 -6.99000 7.58228 .793 -26.8422 12.8622
4.00 9.21882 6.65878 512 -8.2155 26.6531
3.00 1.00 6.36429 8.80722 .888 -16.6951 29.4237
2.00 6.99000 7.58228 .793 -12.8622 26.8422
4.00 16.20882 7.12231 112 -2.4391 34.8567
4.00 1.00 -9.84454 8.02593 .612 -30.8584 11.1693
2.00 -9.21882 6.65878 512 -26.6531 8.2155
3.00 -16.20882 7.12231 112 -34.8567 2.4391
Math: Low Achievers/White
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 33]204.2121 24.15155| 4.20425 195.6484 212.7759 166.00 244.00
2.00 33| 215.5758 22.73218 | 3.95716 207.5153 223.6362 181.00 257.00
3.00 20| 213.0000| 22.99657| 5.14219 202.2373 223.7627 162.00 247.00
4.00 131 192.3846 16.13763 | 4.47577 182.6327 202.1365 168.00 223.00
Total 99 | 208.2222 23.56214 | 2.36808 203.5228 212.9216 162.00 257.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 6032.458 3 2010.819 3.949 011




Within Groups
Total

48374.653
54407.111

95
98

509.207
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Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
(1) &) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -11.36364 5.565527 179 -25.8912 3.1639
3.00 -8.78788 6.39460 .519 -25.5103 7.9346
4.00 11.82751 7.38920 .383 -7.4959 31.1509
2.00 1.00 11.36364 5.565527 179 -3.1639 25.8912
3.00 2.57576 6.39460 978 -14.1467 19.2982
4.00 23.19114 7.38920 .012 3.8677 42.5146
3.00 1.00 8.78788 6.39460 .519 -7.9346 25.5103
2.00 -2.57576 6.39460 .978 -19.2982 14.1467
4.00 20.61538 8.03928 .057 -.4081 41.6389
4.00 1.00 -11.82751 7.38920 .383 -31.1509 7.4959
2.00 -23.19114 7.38920 .012 -42.5146 -3.8677
3.00 -20.61538 8.03928 .057 -41.6389 .4081
Math: Non-Low Achievers/White
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum | Maximum
1.00 43| 234.8605 22.12796 | 3.37448 228.0505 241.6704 173.00 269.00
2.00 31|242.1290 16.78043 | 3.01385 235.9739 248.2841 203.00 269.00
3.00 31| 237.6774 20.74028 | 3.72506 230.0698 245.2850 187.00 266.00
4.00 43| 223.2558 27.50333 | 4.19422 214.7915 231.7201 145.00 271.00
Tota 148 | 233.6014 23.49229 | 1.93105 229.7851 237.4176 145.00 271.00
I
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 7439.873 3 2479.958 4.846 .003




Within Groups
Total

73687.607
81127.480

144
147

511.719
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Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
0] 6)) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -7.26857 5.32987 524 -21.1224 6.5853

3.00 -2.81695 5.32987 .952 -16.6708 11.0369

4.00 11.60465 4.87862 .086 -1.0763 24.2856
2.00 1.00 7.26857 5.32987 .524 -6.5853 21.1224

3.00 4.45161 5.74580 .866 -10.4833 19.3866

4.00 18.87322° 5.32987 .003 5.0194 32.7271
3.00 1.00 2.81695 5.32987 .952 -11.0369 16.6708

2.00 -4.45161 5.74580 .866 -19.3866 10.4833

4.00 14.42161° 5.32987 .038 .5678 28.2755
4.00 1.00 -11.60465 4.87862 .086 -24.2856 1.0763

2.00 -18.87322" 5.32987 .003 -32.7271 -5.0194

3.00 -14.42161° 5.32987 .038 -28.2755 -.5678
Math: Low Achievers/Low Income

Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean

N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 29 198.4828 23.14955| 4.29876 189.6771 207.2884 162.00 244.00
2.00 39 206.2821 23.43406 | 3.75245 198.6856 213.8785 149.00 244.00
3.00 42| 202.0714| 21.47420| 3.31354 195.3796 208.7633 162.00 242.00
4.00 32 195.2500 21.10496 | 3.73087 187.6409 202.8591 156.00 252.00
Total 142 200.9577 22.43442 | 1.88265 197.2359 204.6796 149.00 252.00

ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between Groups 2377.822 3 792.607 1.595 .193




Within Groups
Total

68587.925
70965.746

138
141

497.014
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Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
(1) 6 Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -7.79929 5.46648 .485 -22.0155 6.4169
3.00 -3.58867 5.38257 .909 -17.5866 10.4093
4.00 3.23276 5.71578 .942 -11.6318 18.0973
2.00 1.00 7.79929 5.46648 .485 -6.4169 22.0155
3.00 4.21062 4.95758 .831 -8.6821 17.1034
4.00 11.03205 5.31748 .167 -2.7967 24.8608
3.00 1.00 3.58867 5.38257 .909 -10.4093 17.5866
2.00 -4.21062 4.95758 .831 -17.1034 8.6821
4.00 6.82143 5.23119 .562 -6.7829 20.4257
4.00 1.00 -3.23276 5.71578 .942 -18.0973 11.6318
2.00 -11.03205 5.31748 .167 -24.8608 2.7967
3.00 -6.82143 5.23119 .562 -20.4257 6.7829
Math: Non-Low Achievers/Low Income
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 91233.6667 19.53842| 6.51281 218.6481 248.6852 193.00 254.00
2.00 23] 230.0000 21.38606 | 4.45930 220.7520 239.2480 176.00 262.00
3.00 37| 240.0000| 19.29306| 3.17176 233.5674 246.4326 195.00 267.00
4.00 34| 217.0294 27.98754 | 4.79982 207.2641 226.7947 156.00 268.00
Total 103 | 229.6311 24.63299 | 2.42716 224.8168 234.4453 156.00 268.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 9527.010 3 3175.670 6.004 .001




Within Groups
Total

52364.971
61891.981

99
102

528.939
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Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
(1) &) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 3.66667 9.04259 977 -19.9635 27.2968
3.00 -6.33333 8.54790 .880 -28.6708 16.0041
4.00 16.63725 8.62137 .222 -5.8922 39.1667
2.00 1.00 -3.66667 9.04259 977 -27.2968 19.9635
3.00 -10.00000 6.10680 .363 -25.9583 5.9583
4.00 12.97059 6.20922 .164 -3.2554 29.1966
3.00 1.00 6.33333 8.54790 .880 -16.0041 28.6708
2.00 10.00000 6.10680 .363 -5.9583 25.9583
4.00 22.97059° 5.46376 .000 8.6926 37.2485
4.00 1.00 -16.63725 8.62137 222 -39.1667 5.8922
2.00 -12.97059 6.20922 .164 -29.1966 3.2554
3.00 -22.97059° 5.46376 .000 -37.2485 -8.6926
Math: Low Achievers/Non-Low Income
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 40| 199.7000 22.74970| 3.59704 192.4243 206.9757 149.00 244.00
2.00 50| 213.7000| 22.41196| 3.16953 207.3306 220.0694 170.00 257.00
3.00 20| 211.0000 18.03214| 4.03211 202.5607 219.4393 180.00 247.00
4.00 19| 193.0526 20.21131| 4.63679 183.3111 202.7942 159.00 236.00
Total 129 | 205.8992| 22.80414| 2.00779 201.9265 209.8720 149.00 257.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 8235.843 3 2745.281 5.883 .001




Within Groups
Total

58327.847
66563.690

125
128

466.623
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Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
(1) Q) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (I-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -14.00000° 4.58236 .014 -25.9321 -2.0679
3.00 -11.30000 5.91580 .229 -26.7043 4.1043
4.00 6.64737 6.01869 .687 -9.0249 22.3196
2.00 1.00 14.00000" 4.58236 .014 2.0679 25.9321
3.00 2.70000 5.71521 .965 -12.1820 17.5820
4.00 20.64737 5.82164 .003 5.4882 35.8065
3.00 1.00 11.30000 5.91580 .229 -4.1043 26.7043
2.00 -2.70000 5.71521 .965 -17.5820 12.1820
4.00 17.94737 6.92028 .051 -.0725 35.9673
4.00 1.00 -6.64737 6.01869 .687 -22.3196 9.0249
2.00 -20.64737 5.82164 .003 -35.8065 -5.4882
3.00 -17.94737 6.92028 .051 -35.9673 .0725
Math: Non-Low Achievers/Non-Low Income
Descriptives
95% Confidence Interval for
Std. Std. Mean
N Mean Deviation Error Lower Bound | Upper Bound | Minimum Maximum
1.00 481 232.6458 27.41369 | 3.95682 224.6857 240.6059 152.00 269.00
2.00 371236.9189| 21.42478| 3.52221 229.7755 244.0623 189.00 269.00
3.00 37| 240.0000 19.29306 | 3.17176 233.5674 246.4326 195.00 267.00
4.00 50 226.7200 24.42902 | 3.45479 219.7773 233.6627 159.00 271.00
Total 172 | 233.4244| 24.03896| 1.83295 229.8063 237.0425 152.00 271.00
ANOVA
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 4328.202 3 1442.734 2.565 .056




Within Groups
Total

94487.816
98816.017

168
171

562.427
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Multiple Comparisons

Tukey HSD
) ) Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval
Group  Group (1-J) Std. Error Sig. Lower Bound Upper Bound
1.00 2.00 -4.27309 5.18825 .843 -17.7362 9.1901
3.00 -7.35417 5.18825 .490 -20.8173 6.1090
4.00 5.92583 4.79226 .605 -6.5098 18.3614
2.00 1.00 4.27309 5.18825 .843 -9.1901 17.7362
3.00 -3.08108 5.51375 .944 -17.3889 11.2267
4.00 10.19892 5.14289 .198 -3.1465 23.5444
3.00 1.00 7.35417 5.18825 490 -6.1090 20.8173
2.00 3.08108 5.51375 .944 -11.2267 17.3889
4.00 13.28000 5.14289 .052 -.0654 26.6254
4.00 1.00 -5.92583 4.79226 .605 -18.3614 6.5098
2.00 -10.19892 5.14289 .198 -23.5444 3.1465
3.00 -13.28000 5.14289 .052 -26.6254 .0654
Appendix F
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Date: July 30, 2008
Richard J. Ney

1:30 p.m.



Interview with Math Teacher, Mrs. Brown

4th Set of Notes

Interview with Math Teacher, Ms. Brown

R: Good Afternoon Mrs. Brown. | would like to ask you
some questions. These questions have to do with the
transition from single period math classes for low
achieving students to double period math classes for low
achieving students. Is it ok if | record you during this
interview?

Brown: Yes.
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R: When did your school first introduce the double
periods for math?

Brown: Uh, fall 2004.

R: Can you tell me what your understanding is of why the
school transitioned to double periods versus a single
period for algebra?

Brown: Um, | feel that low achieving students can

benefit from having more time in the classroom, um, for
such things as projects and group activities, which
normally you wouldn’t have enough time to cover the whole
curriculum in a single. And, if you have a double period
and they can do more hands on things, such as algebra
tiles and things that | use in my class, um that they can
get a better feel for why they’re doing what they're

doing. Um, working with other students in a small group
or partners, one student can help the other, and also |
find that, uh if you have more time in class, you can
incorporate different types of word problems, more
involved word problems, more practical every day type
things that they would maybe not have as much time to do
during a single period.

R: Okay, if | understand your response, you're saying

that the administration more or less made the
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determination to move into double periods in order to
provide an opportunity for students to learn through
these methods that you're talking about?

Brown: Yes.

R: Okay, do you recall any of the background that drove
administration towards making that decision?

Brown: Guessing low HSPA scores.

R: You've mentioned a number of advantages. Are there
any additional advantages of double periods?

Brown: Um, yes, well in my opinion | know that there are
a lot of times when you have a lesson that you are trying
to get through that you can’t get through in 42 minutes

it spills into the next day and you lose the continuity

of the lesson. If you know the students walk away and
they’re focused they’re not thinking about what you just
were teaching, as opposed to if you can keep them there
you can you know you can work yesterday’s lesson into
today’s lesson. And, at times actually complete the
lesson, try a few problems make sure they understand

before they leave you to do their homework. Otherwise

you know you’ve only done half a lesson and they go home

and try to do the homework, they might not have learned

it yet. So its not always that great, so it’s nice if

167



168

you have the two periods you have enough time to
accomplish one full lesson.

R: You mention that they can get work done in school
that they might not do at home. In this particular

school, have you had any issues with students doing
homework?

Brown: Yes. A lot of students don’t do their homework.

| don’t think that they feel that it's that important.

They, | guess that they don't feel that they don’t need

to practice, and in math, if you don’t practice then you
know practice obviously makes perfect, and you know it’s
not every student that can just sit there and just look

at the board and retain everything that they’ve just

seen.

R: What are some of the disadvantages, if any of having
double periods of math?

Brown: Umm, the only thing that I've found is that if

you have problem students in your class, that whatever it
could be | mean you can have a student who can’t focus
for a long enough period of time, or you could just have,

| don’t know, an overactive student you know whatever the
case may be. If you have a problem student that can’t

sit for longer than 42 minutes, that becomes a problem,
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and you kind of have to keep them entertained. So, you
know | find that there are different ways to do that by
breaking up the lesson. But other than that, | really

enjoy the double periods.

R: Did you receive any kind of training, or what kind of
training did you receive prior to going into the double
period classroom model?

Brown: | believe we had a short workshop on it where we
met with our math supervisor to discuss different things
you can do to change your routine, you know, to break up
the hour and a half.

R: Can you tell me some of the ways that you modified
your instruction as a result of the double periods?

Brown: | definitely try to establish a routine so that

they were used to how everything went. At certain times
we accomplished certain things. Like everyday, when we
came in we went over the homework and frequently | would
have them put the problems on the board. And they can get
points for going to the board, and | let them explain

what they did and everything. Um, which is good because
the more that they teach everyone else than the more
they’re going to remember what they did. Then also, you

know, as opposed to if you just had a single period, you
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are more likely to just read off the answers. Does

anyone have any questions, and everyone says no, and if
you put them on the board, and then they see something on
the board they are more likely to respond to it. So, you
put homework problems on the board, you have our lesson
whatever it happened to be that day. It might be just a
warm up and a lesson, it might be a project, it might be

a group activity, whatever the case may be. Um, then
after that | give them a couple problems to practice what
we just did, and then again ,I'd let them go up to the
board and, you know, I'd go around and see if they were
working with partners, if they had any questions,
whatever. And after that, | would give them whatever

their assignment was for that day, and | would give them
enough problems that it should keep them very busy. And
that might be, hmm, it might be the last 20 to 25 minutes
of class;enough that will keep them busy that if the
smarter kids in the class will probably finish in class.

The average student will probably have some spill over as
homework. So, they knew everyday whatever they didn’t
finish would become homework. And then, at the end |
would just circulate as they were doing their problems

and we would conclude whatever the lesson was for that



day. So, we would kind of break it up into little
timeframes.

R: So, if you started the double period classes in the

fall of 2004, you have had more than 3 years experience
with double period classes.

Brown: Yes.

R: What impact have you seen over that period of time?
Brown: Umm, | find that students that will frequently

not do homework that would have normally ended up they
don’t do their homework, they do poorly on the quiz, they
don’t do well on the quizzes they don’t do well on the
tests, etc. etc. A lot of those students, given the time

in class, and when they can be more focused, and they can
have more help. If they do the problems in class, and
they feel some form of success, then they tend to do
better on quizzes and tests and everything else. So, you
find that you get a lot more students to pass given more
time.

R: Would you say that you have been able to cover more
ground or less ground as a result of this?

Brown: Definitely more, definitely, and more in depth.

R: Are there any other comments that you would like to
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make about double period classes?

Brown: No, I think that that's good.

R: Approximately how many minutes are in a double period
class?

Brown: Aah, 88.

R: Thank you for allowing me to interview you and

thank you for your time.

Brown: Thank you.

Date: July 29, 2008
Richard J. Ney

10:30 a.m.



Interview with English Teacher, Mr. Smith

3rd Set of Notes

Interview with English teacher, M. Smith

R: Good Morning Mr. Smith, thank you for meeting with me
this morning.

Smith: Good Morning.

R: I wanted ask you a little bit about your experience

with double period classes in English for low achieving
students. First of all during the interview | would

like to record you if | have your permission to do that?
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Smith: Yes.

R: O.K. Thank you very much.

R: Mr. Smith, what do you teach?

Smith: | teach freshman English as well as two electives
that incorporate students anywhere from freshman to a
senior.

R: When did your school introduce double periods of
English for low achieving students?

Smith: | believe it was the fall of 2004.

R: What is your understanding of why double periods were
introduced?

Smith: from what | understand it was a desire to raise
the HSPA test scores, to provide more intensive training
and testing for the students that were lacking these

skills to perform well on the HSPA.

R: What are some of the advantages of doubling the
periods?

Smith: On students’ needs we can try to identify perhaps
some problems that can be addressed in a longer time
period. There’s certainly no interruption. You have a

full 80 minutes to address these problems. Ah, | think

it was a good concept, but in reality it was a little

more difficult, at least for a teacher’s perspective.
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R: Why do you say it was difficult to implement?
Smith: Well, now were getting into the disadvantages.
The disadvantages that | witnessed in my own class...
you're taking students that have generally a very short
attention span, and even though you might modify your
teaching pattern so that you break up the routine, you
still have students that essentially have a difficult

time sitting through one period, and you double the
period. And I found that students begin to tune out
after a certain period of time.

R: How did you modify your instructional patterns to
meet these students’ needs?

Smith: Well, let me just explain in the beginning,
because it is a double period, it’s still English. So,
your curriculum took priority during the first period, so

it would be curriculum based. In other words, short
story, whatever we were doing at that particular time,
plays, ah anything that we would read, students would
have to answer questions. The second half of the period
was skill based, trying to improve their skills, ah
writing, reading comprehension, things of that nature.
Whether it was curriculum based or it was school based, |

tried to get a lot of student involvement or student



participation, sometimes breaking the class up into small
groups. Anything to keep them focused on their task.

R: What kind of training, if any, did you receive prior

to going into double periods?

Smith: When the program was initiated we did a training
seminar that was held in house, and we had a gentlemen
that | believe was from Columbia University, but | could

be mistaken. Came in, gave a presentation, how to

implement the double period teaching. Uh, he gave us some

tips on how to organize it, and he actually gave us a
program to follow.

R: What were some of the elements of that program?
Smith: The elements of the program dealt with silent
reading at first followed by questions, then there was a
modeling procedure where we would read out loud to the
students and model correct pronunciation, correct reading
techniques, once again followed by a question-answer.
Then there was a specific unit focusing on, it could be
grammar, it could be a writing process identifying what
you know what constitutes a five paragraph essay, and
then we would focus on that particular skill. At the end
we would summarize what we had tried to accomplish and

assign any homework that was to be given for the next
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day.

R: I know you talked about this already, but can you
elaborate a little bit more on how you incorporated those
into the classroom?

Smith: Uh, as far as, well the curriculum part we have
textbooks, we have reading materials | selected as well
as, you know, our textbook. The skill base we would
identify the objective on the board, and we would break

it down into simple components, such as writing a five

paragraph essay, and we would focus on the introduction.

And we would spend that period having them write, um,
outlining on the board what I'm looking for, collecting
samples. And then from that point, we would work on the
body of the essay, and we would just take it step by
step. Following that, we might go into another type of
essay, that's basically what we worked on.

R: Were there any classroom issues that developed as a
result of the double periods?

Smith: Only in regards to that it was a long time with
one teacher. Certain teachers relate to certain

students, certain students might have a difficult time

with a particular teacher. If that was a problem, then

the problem was magnified because you're there for a
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double period. The only real problem, that | saw was that
a lot of these students tuned out because sitting for two
straight periods in the classroom is sometimes beyond
their capability. That was the primary issue, was, was
dealing with keeping them motivated for a full 80
minutes.

R: Can you remember any particular scenarios that you
that you might want to reflect on?

Smith: Well, positive, | did have students say that they
enjoyed being in my particular class because | infuse
humor in the teaching and | try to get them to

participate in and draw on their own creativity to come
up with some answers. Negatively, yes other than a
general sense that they were tuning out, and that | was
losing them after a certain period of time. That was
probably the biggest negative that | encountered. | had
very few disciplinary problems in my particular class.
But, there were a few students that once again did show
very little interest in learning and now there sitting

there for 80 minutes instead of 40 minutes and these are
tough students to deal with.

R: If you had a choice of staying in the double period

classes with these students or going into a single period
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of instruction, what would your preference be?

Smith: My preference would be to break up the double
period. You have a curriculum based class, normal
length. Then to see the student again perhaps or another
teacher, for the second part, just give them a little bit

of a break in between so that they don’t feel, they don’t
feel that they are sitting there for a full 80 minutes.

Give them the chance to get up stretch a little bit, talk
with another teacher, whatever, and then come back,
whether it's with me or another teacher. So, uh, |
definitely am not in favor of the double period. | think
it's a good concept, | think it's addressed to the wrong
students.

R: I’'m going to digress just a little bit only because
something just came into my mind, | was thinking about,
and | was wondering if you would reflect for me a little
bit about your own instructional style.

Smith: First and foremost | try to infuse a sense of
respect in the classroom right from day one. Uh, | want
the students to respect me as an individual and as a
teacher. In doing so, | have to respect them. | think
when we develop mutual respect things progress a lot more

quickly. There’s things that | will tolerate, things
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that | won't tolerate in my classroom. Uh, | expect them
to behave as a student. |try to set guidelines right

from the start so we know what's acceptable, what's not
acceptable. Beyond that, | try to diffuse any potential
situation with a sense of humor. I try to get them to
relax in class. | don’t want them to feel that I'm, that

it's an antagonistic situation. | never back a student
down into a corner, because uh, for me its counter
productive. | believe in getting students involved, |
want them to come up with their own answers; | try to
pick subject matter that | think is creative and
stimulating. Uh, I'm a firm believer in getting them to
express themselves on paper, write their thoughts down
and of course, that then lends itself to skills were they
can write a letter or essay that is clear cohesive. And

it seems to work for me, what | do may not work for
another teacher.

R: I had the opportunity to observe your class last
week, and | did note that there is enormous amount of
interaction with you and the students. You have a
tendency to stimulate students thinking with provocative
guestions and you keep the students engaged through your

inter active style of teaching.
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Smith: 1 also think its important, | don’t see how as a
teacher you can just sit behind the desk and teach. You
have to get out, circulate among the students and keep
them on their toes. And it's a non stop teaching
approach from the minute you get into the classroom till
that bell rings. You're in there with the students
circulating, lecturing if you have to, but always making
sure that they are stimulated and involved.

R: Well Mr. Smith, this concludes our interview for
today, | want to thank you for giving of your time and
expressing your thoughts and perceptions about the
advantages and disadvantages of what we call mini blocks
of time for instruction.

Smith: Thank you. Before we terminate the discussion
entirely, | would just like to add that | do feel that

the block scheduling does have potential, but we are
addressing the wrong students. | think that the potential
lies with the students; | hate to say higher level,
students who are more mature and honors students and
level one students. These students can sit down and
really benefit from a double session, so that you are in
the middle of very stimulating discussion or are

discussing a particularly difficult concept you can
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continue on. | know in my classes we read some very
challenging books like 1984, Lord of the Flies, | mean
these are books that demand attention, and I really think
that these students would benefit whether its in math,
science or English from a double period. | just thought
if I could add that.

R: | appreciate that very much. That's very
enlightening and certainly provides more perspective for

me to consider as | continue my research. Thank you.



