6. DATA PREPARATION

As described in chapter 5, two types of data collection instruments were used for the Early
Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 1998-99 (ECLS-K) data collection in the spring-
fifth-grade: computer-assisted interviews (CAI) and self-administered paper forms (hard copy). The data
preparation approach differed with the mode of data collection. The direct child assessments and parent
interview were conducted using CAI techniques. Editing specifications were built into the computer
programs used by assessors or interviewers to collect these data. The teacher and school administrator
forms were self-administered. When the field supervisors returned these forms, coders recorded the
receipt of these forms into a project-specific forms tracking system. Coders reviewed the questionnaires
to ensure readability of data for transfer into an electronic format. Upcoding was conducted after the data
were keyed. Once they finished this review, the coders sent the instruments to data entry to be manually
transferred to an electronic format and reviewed for range and logic consistency. The following sections

describe the data preparation activities for both modes of data collection in more detail.

6.1 Coding and Editing Specifications for Computer-Assisted Interviews (CAI)

The very nature of designing a computer-assisted interview forces decisions about edit
specifications to be made up front. Both acceptable ranges and logic consistency checks were
preprogrammed into the electronic questionnaire. The next few sections describe the coding and editing
of the data collected using CAIL. Though the child assessments and the parent interviews were both
collected using CAl, the child assessments did not contain some of the additional range and edit checks
contained in the parent interview. The following sections describe the coding and editing that were

conducted on the CAI parent interview.

6.1.1 Range Specifications

Within the CAI parent interview instruments, respondent answers were subjected to both

“hard” and “soft” range edits during the interviewing process. (The child assessment did not have such

hard and soft ranges.) A “soft range” is one that represents the reasonable expected range of values but

does not include all possible values. Responses outside the soft range were confirmed with the respondent
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and entered a second time. For example, the number of hours each week a child attended a day care center
on a regular basis had a soft range of 1 to 50. A value outside this range could be entered and confirmed

as correct by the assessor or interviewer as long as it was within the hard range of values (1 to 70).

“Hard ranges” are those that have a finite set of parameters for the values that can be entered
into the computer, for example, “0-5 times” for the number of times the child, in the previous 5 days, ate a
breakfast that was not school provided. Out-of-range values for closed-ended questions were not
accepted. If the respondent insisted that a response outside the hard range was correct, the assessor or
interviewer could enter the information in a comments data file. Data preparation and project staff
reviewed these comments. Out-of-range values were accepted and entered into the data file if the

comments supported the response.

6.1.2 Consistency Checks (Logical Edits)

Consistency checks, or logical edits, examine the relationship between and among responses
to ensure that they do not conflict with one another or that the response to one item does not make the
response to another item unlikely. For example, in the household roster, one could not be recorded as both
a sister and male. When a logical error such as this occurred during a session, a message appeared
requesting verification of the last response and a resolution of the discrepancy. In some instances, if the
verified response still resulted in a logical error, the assessor or interviewer recorded the problem either in

a comment or on a problem report. Consistency checks were not applicable to the child assessments.

6.1.3 Coding

Additional coding was required for some of the items collected in the CAI instruments.
These items included “Other, specify” text responses, occupation, and race/ethnicity. Assessors or
interviewers keyed verbatim responses to these items. Once the data were keyed, staff were trained to
code these data using coding manuals designed by Westat and the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) to support the coding process. In this section, we describe the coding activities for the CAI

instruments.



Review of “Other, specify” items. The “Other, specify” open-ended parent interview
responses were reviewed to determine if they should be coded into one of the existing response
categories. During data collection, when a respondent selected an “other” response in the parent
interview, the assessor or interviewer entered the text into a “specify” overlay that appeared on the screen.
The data preparation staff reviewed these text “specify” responses and, where appropriate, coded them
into one of the existing response categories. There were no “Other, specify” items in the child

assessments.

Parent occupation coding. As in the kindergarten, first-grade, and third-grade data
collections, occupations were coded using the Manual for Coding Industries and Occupations (NCES
2000-077). This coding manual was created for the Adult Education Survey of the National Household
Education Surveys Program (AE-NHES)(1999)and used an aggregated version of industry and
occupation codes. The industry and occupation codes used by NHES were originally developed for the
1989-90 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS)(1990) and contained one to four digits.
Analysis of the NPSAS categories revealed that some categories had very small numbers of cases and
some categories that are similar had similar participation rates, suggesting that the separate codes could be
collapsed without significant loss of information. The NHES industry and occupation code categories use
a two-digit code, the highest level of aggregation, to have sufficient numbers of cases to support analysis
without collapsing categories. There are 13 industry codes and 22 occupation codes in the NHES coding
scheme. If an industry or occupation could not be coded using this manual, the Index of Industries and
Occupations—1980 (U.S. Department of Commerce 1982) and Standard Occupational Classification
Manual—1980 (U.S. Department of Commerce 1980) were used. Both of these manuals use an expanded
coding system and, at the same time, are directly related to the much more condensed NHES coding
scheme. These manuals were used as references in cases where the NHES coding scheme did not
adequately cover a particular situation. (See chapter 7, section 7.5.7 for an expanded description of the

industry and occupation codes.)

Occupation coding began with an autocoding procedure using a computer string match
program developed for the NHES. The program searched the responses for strings of text for each
record/case and assigned an appropriate code. A little over a third of the cases were autocoded (37.8

percent).

Cases that could not be coded using the autocoding system were coded manually using a

customized coding utility program designed for coding occupations. The customized coding utility

6-3



program brought up each case for coders to assign the most appropriate codes. In addition to the text
strings, other information, such as main duties, highest level of education, and name of the employer, was
available for the coders. The coders used this information to ensure that the occupation code assigned to

each case was appropriate. Over half the cases (62.2 percent) were manually coded.

The cases were then verified. Verification of coding is an important tool for ensuring quality
control and extending coder training. As a verification step, two coders independently assigned codes
(i.e., a double-blind coding process) to industry and occupation cases. A coding supervisor arbitrated
disagreements between the initial code and the verification code. The arbitration by the supervisor served
to further train coders by presenting concrete examples of appropriate coding. Initially 100 percent of
each coder’s work was reviewed. Once the coder’s error rate had dropped to 1 percent or less, 10 percent
of the coder’s work was reviewed. Of the cases that were autocoded, 8.9 percent required adjudication
because the verifier disagreed with the autocoding. Of the cases that were manually coded, 21.2 percent

required adjudication because the manual coder and the verifier disagreed.

Race/ethnicity coding. The same coding rules used in the kindergarten year were used to
code all race/ethnicity variables for children, resident parents, and nonresident parents. (See chapter 7,
section 7.5.1 for details on how the race variables were coded and how the race/ethnicity composite was

created.)

Partially complete parent interviews. A “completed” parent instrument was defined by
whether the section on family structure (FSQ)was completed by the respondent. Only completed
interviews were retained in the final data file. A small number of interviews in fifth grade (83, less than 1
percent) terminated the parent interview after the FSQ section but before the end of the instrument. These
interviews were considered as “partially complete” cases and were included in the data file. All

instrument items after the interview termination point were set to -9 for “not ascertained.”

Household roster in the parent interview. Several tests were run on the household roster to
identify missing or inaccurate information. These tests are the same tests run on the first-grade and third-
grade files. One flag was used to identify cases that were edited for any of the reasons described below.
The flag is POEDIT; the flag was set to 1 if the case was edited in the given wave. There were 446 cases
requiring edits in fifth grade.



There were essentially three general types of roster tests performed to determine which cases
required editing. First, the relationship of an individual to the focal child was compared to the individual’s
listed age and sex. Problems found were corrected on the basis of data from prior data collections
wherever possible. Second, households with more than one mother or more than one father were
scrutinized for errors. While it is possible to have more than one mother in a household—for example, a
household could contain one biological and one foster mother of the focal child—such cases warranted
closer inspection. Corrections were made whenever clear errors and a clear resolution existed. Lastly, the
relationship of an individual to both the focal child and the reference person was examined, as there were
cases in which the relationship of an individual to the focal child conflicted with his or her status as the
spouse/partner of the reference person. For example, in a household containing a child’s grandparents but
not his or her parents, the grandmother may be designated the “mother” figure, and the grandfather thus
becomes the “father” (for the purposes of some questions in the interview) by virtue of his marriage to the
grandmother. These cases were examined but left unchanged. Both the original—and correct
(grandfather)—relationship data and the new “parent-figure” designation (father)that had been
constructed were kept. In the fifth-grade data, there are 76 cases with these types of errors after the roster

tests were run; the cases can be identified by the flag “P6ERRFLG.”

Teacher responses to key child items. Teachers of sampled children were asked to respond
to child-level questionnaires for the reading, mathematics, and science domains. In many cases, teachers
had more than one sampled child in a class. The items in the child-level questionnaire that collected
information about classroom characteristics were redundant under these circumstances. The key child
approach was designed to minimize the burden on the teachers by designating one questionnaire in which
the classroom characteristics items were to be completed. See section 5.3.2 for a description of the key

child design and procedures.

Once the child-level questionnaires were keyed and loaded into the editing system, a review
was conducted to identify cases in which teachers reported classroom characteristics on a different
questionnaire than the one designated as the key child instrument for the given class. This process
involved three steps: the review of missing data for classroom characteristics items within each domain
(reading, mathematics, and science) for key child records, a detailed review of all data records in classes
with multiple children and missing values for selected classroom characteristics items, and the updating

of appropriate records.



In the first step, data records for key children in all classrooms with more than one sampled
child were selected. Frequency distributions of the classroom items were examined for the level of
missing data within each domain. All classroom characteristics items were included in this review. The
results of this initial review indicated that missingness was largely confined to the items concerning the

race and sex composition of the classroom.

In the second step, all returned instruments were selected for classrooms with multiple
children that had missing data for the race and sex composition items. These cases were reviewed to
ascertain whether the teacher had mistakenly reported the classroom characteristics items on a

questionnaire other than that designated for the key child.

In the third step, update specifications were prepared, directing data preparation staff to
apply the classroom characteristics data to the key child record for the classroom. Updates were made to

10 reading records, 5 mathematics records, and 3 science records as a result of this review.

A review was also conducted to identify classrooms with multiple sampled children for
which no key child instrument was returned. There were 5 such cases for reading, 7 such cases for
mathematics, and 3 such cases for science. Another child for whom an instrument was returned was

designated as the key child in these classrooms.

6.2 Coding and Editing Specifications for Hard-Copy Questionnaires

6.2.1 Receipt Control

In order to monitor the more than 40,000 documents that were to be received in the fifth-
grade year, the project-specific receipt and document control system developed in the kindergarten year
was used, with some modifications. The receipt and document control system was initially loaded with
the identifying information, such as identification numbers for schools, teachers, and children; the links
between teachers and children; and the questionnaires that were expected from each school and teacher
for each cooperating school in the sample. As data were collected in the field, field supervisors completed

transmittal forms for each school to indicate which questionnaires were being mailed to the home office.



Once data collection started, receipt control clerks reviewed the questionnaires returned from
the field for accuracy and completeness. The identification number on each form was matched against the
identification numbers in the tracking system to verify that the appropriate number of forms for each
school was returned. When the clerks verified that the correct questionnaires were returned, they were
logged into the receipt and document control system. Once forms were logged in, if they had any data
(some forms had no data due to refusal by the respondent to complete them), they were then coded. The

data were then keyed into electronic format and edited.

The following sections describe the coding, data entry, and editing processes for hard-copy

questionnaires.

6.2.2 Coding

The hard-copy questionnaires required coding of race/ethnicity for teachers, review of
“Other, specify” text responses, and a quick visual review of particular questions in each questionnaire.
The quick visual review was to ensure that the questionnaire values were accurate, complete, and
consistent across variables and that the numbers were converted to the appropriate unit of measurement
prior to converting data to an electronic format. The coding staff were trained on the coding procedures
and had coding manuals to support the coding process. This staff also edited the data after data entry was
complete. Senior coders verified coding. The verification rate was set at 100 percent for each coder until
an error rate of less than 1 percent was established. After that point, work was reviewed at a rate of 10

percent.

Review of “Other, specify” items. The “Other, specify” text responses were reviewed by
the data editing staff and, where appropriate, upcoded into one of the existing response categories. The

small number of text responses that remained after upcoding did not fit into any preexisting category.

Coding teacher/race ethnicity. “Other, specify” text responses for race/ethnicity in the
teacher questionnaire part B were coded using the kindergarten, first-grade and third-grade procedures.
Many of these “others” included more than one response (e.g., African American/Asian or American
Indian/White). The open responses were coded into one or more of the following seven categories: one

Hispanic category; White, non-Hispanic; Black or African American, non-Hispanic; American Indian or



Alaska Native; Asian; Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander; and one unspecified multirace-ethnicity

category.

Coding teacher language. “Other, specify” text responses for language in the teacher
questionnaire part A were coded using the kindergarten, first-grade, and third-grade procedures.
Languages beyond the options provided were recorded in “Other, specify.” Groups of languages were
created based on geographic boundaries. Additional languages included African language; Eastern
European language; Native American language; sign language; Middle Eastern language; Western
European language; Indian subcontinent language; Southeast Asian language; Pacific Islander language;

and other language.

6.2.3 Data Entry

Westat data entry staff keyed the forms in each batch. The data were rekeyed by more senior
data entry operators at a rate of 100 percent to verify the data entry. The results of the two data entry
passes were compared and differences identified. The hard-copy form was pulled and examined to
determine what corrections had to be made to the keyed data. These corrections were rekeyed, resulting in
an accuracy rate exceeding 99 percent. The verified batches were then transmitted electronically to

Westat’s computer system for data editing.

6.2.4 Data Editing

The data editing process consisted of running range edits for soft and hard ranges, running

consistency edits, and reviewing frequencies of the results.

Range specifications. Hard-copy range specifications set the parameters for high and low
acceptable values for a question. Where values were printed on the forms, these were used as the range
parameters. For open-ended questions, such as, “Counting this school year, how many years have you
taught in your current school including part-time teaching?,” high and low ranges were established as
acceptable values. Data frequencies were run on the range of values to identify any errors. Values outside
the range were identified as errors and were printed on hard copy for a data editor to review. Cases

identified with range errors were identified, and the original response was updated. In some cases, range
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violations were retained in the data because the value was checked and found to be the value reported by
the teacher or school. These were marked as “keep as is” cases. Data frequencies were then rerun and

reviewed. This iterative process was repeated until no further range errors were found.

Consistency checks (logical edits). By programming logical edits between variables,
consistency between variables not involved in a skip pattern was confirmed. For example, in the school
administrator questionnaire, the number of children eligible for free breakfast could not exceed the total
number of children enrolled in the school. These logical edits were run on the whole database after all
data entry and range edits were complete. The logical edits were run separately for each form. All batches
of data were combined into one large data file, and data frequencies were produced. The frequencies were
reviewed to ensure the data remained logically consistent within the form. When an inconsistency was
found, the case was identified and the inconsistency was printed on paper for an editor to review. The
original value was corrected (or checked and marked “keep as is”’) and the case was then rerun through
the consistency edits. Once the case passed the consistency edits, it was appended back into the main data
set. The frequencies were then rerun and reviewed. This was an iterative process; it was repeated until no

further inconsistencies were found.

Frequency and cross-tabulation review. Frequencies and cross-tabulations were run to
determine consistency and accuracy across the various forms and matched against the data in the field
management system. If discrepancies could not be explained, no changes were made to the data. For
example, in teacher questionnaire part A, an item asking about languages other than English spoken in the
classroom included a response option of “No language other than English.” If a respondent circled that
response, but also answered (in subsequent items) that other languages besides English were spoken in the
classroom, then the response was left as recorded by the respondent because the discrepancy could not be

resolved.
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7. DATA FILE CONTENT AND COMPOSITE VARIABLES

This chapter describes the content of the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten
Class of 1998-99 (ECLS-K) Fifth-Grade Data File and focuses largely on the composite variables that
have been created. The fifth-grade data file can be used for longitudinal analysis in combination with the
files from the base year (kindergarten year), first grade, and third grade; see chapter 9 for details about
longitudinal analyses. For reference, the Base-Year, First-, and Third-Grade User’s Manuals are included

in appendix C of the fifth-grade electronic codebook (ECB).

There is one child-level fifth-grade data file or catalog, as noted in chapter 1. Each child
record contains data from the various respondents associated with the child (the child herself/himself, a
parent, one or more teachers, and a school administrator), as well as from the facilities checklist, school

records, and the Field Management System (FMS).

The fifth-grade child catalog contains one record for each of the 11,820 participating
students in spring-fifth grade. Included in the file are cases with either a child assessment, a parent
interview, or both. Fifth-grade school- and teacher-level data, including composites, are also stored in the
child catalog. The file, named child5p.dat for the public use data file and child5r.dat for the restricted-use
data file, is stored in the root directory of the CD-ROM as an ASCII file. However, it is strongly
recommended that users access the data using the ECB software available on the CD-ROM rather than
access the ASCII file directly. Appendix B on the CD-ROM contains the record layout for the child

catalog.

This chapter is divided into seven sections. Sections 7.1 through 7.4 focus on the
conventions used in the study and describe identification variables, the structure of the teacher variables,
missing values, and variable names. Section 7.5 provides details about the creation of composite variables
on the fifth-grade data file. Section 7.6 focuses on the methodological variables. Section 7.7 discusses
variables used to identify children who changed schools. Section 7.8 contains a table of the composite

variables. Finally, section 7.9 describes masked variables.
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7.1 Identification Variables

The fifth-grade data file contains a child identification (ID) variable (CHILDID) that
uniquely identifies each record. Teachers on the child records are identified with the ID variables
J61T ID (reading teacher ID) and J62T ID (mathematics or science teacher ID). The structure of the
teacher data is different in spring-fifth grade than in previous rounds of the study because, rather than one
main teacher, reading and mathematics or science teachers were asked to provide data. Information about
how to use these data and how they are stored is provided in section 7.2. In addition to teacher
identification numbers, there are also identification numbers that indicate whether a child was assigned to
a particular class (reading and math/science). For reading, the ID variable name is J61CLASS. For

math/science, it is J62CLASS.

Schools are identified by the ID variable S6 _ID (spring-fifth grade). The ID variable S6 1D
indicates the school the child attended at the time of the spring-fifth grade data collection. Schools that
joined the ECLS-K in the fifth grade have an “A” as the first digit. Another identification variable
indicates whether the child moved within spring-fifth grade. Section 7.7 provides further details on
identifying children who changed schools.

Each type of respondent (child, parent, reading teacher, mathematics or science teacher,
special education teacher, and school) has a unique ID number. The original school ID number (S_ID) is
the base for all the subsequent ID numbers as children, parents, and teachers were sampled from schools
during the base year. The school ID number is a four-digit number assigned sequentially to sampled
schools. The number has a series of ranges: 0001-1299 for originally sampled schools; 2000 series for
new schools added to the sample during the first grade sample freshening process; 3000 series for
substitute schools that replaced nonresponding original sample schools; and 4000 through 6000 series for
transfer schools, which were assigned during processing at the home office. (See chapter 4 for a complete
description of the ECLS-K sample.) There is also a 9000 series of S_ID numbers that refers to children
who do not attend regular school because they are schooled at home (S_ID numbers 9101 through 9499).
There are also several specific 9000 series codes for children who were not located or not followed at the

end of a round. The school ID numbers start with 999 for these cases. These are described in section 7.6.
The child ID number (CHILDID) is a concatenation of the school ID where the child was

sampled, a three-digit student number and the letter “C.” For example, 0001010C is the ID number of the
tenth child sampled in school 0001. The teacher ID numbers (J61T ID and J62T ID) are a concatenation
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of the school ID where the teacher was sampled, the letter “T,” and a two-digit teacher number. In
previous rounds of the study, the numbering for the two-digit teacher number started with 01, such that
0001TO1 was the ID number for the first teacher sampled in school 0001. In spring-fifth grade, the two-
digit teacher numbers started numbering with T60 so that the teachers from this round of the study could
be identified easily. Thus, in spring-fifth grade 0002T60 is the ID number for the first teacher sampled in
school 0002. The parent ID number (PARENTID) is linked to the child ID number and is a concatenation
of the four digit school ID, the three digit student number, and the letter “P.” It is the same number as the
child ID with a letter “P” instead of a letter “C” at the end. For example, 0001010P is the ID number of
the parent of the tenth child sampled in school 0001. If twins are sampled, the ID of the first child
sampled is used to generate the parent ID. For twins, there are two child-level records with the same
parent ID. Children with the same teacher can be identified by finding all children on the child file with

the same teacher ID.

It should be noted that there is a difference in the variable names between the base year and
the first-, third-, and fifth-grade special education teacher IDs. In the base year of the study, information
from special education teachers was included in a separate file and was not part of the child or teacher
catalogs. The ID number for special education teachers in the base year special education file was T_ID.
In the fifth-grade data file (and the first- and third-grade data files), the special education teacher
information is included with the rest of the data, necessitating ID numbers to distinguish special education
teachers from regular education teachers. In the fifth grade file, J61T ID and J62T ID are used to identify

regular education teachers and D6T_ID is used to identify special education teachers.

If there is no special education teacher, D6T ID will be missing. If there is a special
education teacher, D6T ID will be filled whether or not the special education teacher responded. In either
case, it should be noted that there could be missing data for special education data in the part B
questionnaire. It is left to users to determine how they would like to set “Not Applicable” versus “Not
Ascertained” codes for such combinations. Users interested in links to special education services,
regardless of whether the source of the information was the starting or ending school, can use the
composite variable FOSPECS that is based on information from the FMS system rather than the receipt of

particular special education questionnaires.
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7.2 Using Teacher Variables

In the fifth grade, more students were expected to have different teachers for reading, math,
and science than in previous rounds of the study and the teacher questionnaires were changed to be
specific to each subject to reflect this. For the spring-fifth grade data collection, all students were assigned
to have a reading teacher complete questionnaires. Half of students were assigned to have a mathematics
teacher complete questionnaires, and the other half of students were assigned to have a science teacher
complete questionnaires. Thus, each student was linked to a maximum of two teachers: one for reading,
and one for either mathematics or science. However, a teacher could be linked to any number of students.
In addition, although each student was only linked for two subjects, a teacher could be linked for three

subjects (e.g., linked to student 1 for reading/math, and linked to student 2 for reading/science).

There are two types of data collected from teachers, taken from four questionnaires. The first
type is data about the teacher’s background and topics such as instructional practices, classroom
resources, views on teaching, and the school, collected in the teacher questionnaire (one per each teacher
linked to a responding ECLS-K student). The second type is data about the child, as reported by the

reading, math, and science teacher.

As discussed in section 7.1, teachers on the child records are identified with the ID variables
J61T ID (reading teacher ID) and J62T ID (mathematics or science teacher ID). These ID variables
indicate the teacher ID that links to the child regardless of whether there were data received from that
teacher. To determine whether data were receipted from a teacher, flag variables must be used. These

flags are described below.

7.2.1 Teacher Flags (J61TQUEX, J62TQUEX, FEMTHSCI, T6SAMTCH)

There are three teacher flags on the file (J61TQUEX, J62TQUEX, F6MTHSCI) that identify
the presence or absence of teacher data and indicate if the data are from the reading, math, or science
teacher. There is also a flag (T6SAMTCH) that indicates if the teacher linked to the child for reading and
math/science was the same. In previous rounds of the study, there was only one teacher (other than a
special education teacher, if applicable) assigned to answer questions about the child, and there were flags

corresponding to each of the three teacher questionnaires (parts A, B, and C) given to this teacher. In

7-4



spring-fifth grade, the flags also correspond to different teacher questionnaires but the data were collected

from reading, math, and science teachers.

The flag J61TQUEX indicates whether there were reading teacher data collected (0 = False;
1 = True) and the flag J62TQUEX indicates whether there were mathematics or science teacher data
collected (0 = False; 1 = True). To determine whether the child was linked to a mathematics or science

teacher, the flag FOMTHSCI should be used (1=Math, 2=Science).

Using the flags JOTQUEX and FOMTHSCI together will indicate the presence or absence of
data and whether the data were for mathematics or science. For example, if a user sought to examine
science teacher data, he or she would first determine whether mathematics or science teacher data had
been collected (J62TQUEX = 1) and, if so, examine data for children who were linked to a science
teacher (FOMTHSCI = 2) rather than a mathematics teacher (FOMTHSCI = 1). If the child had science
teacher data, the user would look at science questionnaire variables (all of which begin with the prefix
N6). Mathematics teacher data (variables beginning with the prefix M6) would be missing for that child.

Further information on variable prefixes is in section 7.4 below.
There is also a flag (T6SAMTCH) that indicates if the same teacher was linked to the child
for both reading and math/science. If the value of the flag is 1 (True), then the teacher linked to the child

for reading and math/science was the same person. If the value of the flag is 0 (False), then the teachers

linked to the child for reading and math/science were different.

7.3 Missing Values

All variables in the ECLS-K data use a standard scheme for missing values. Codes are used

to indicate item nonresponse, legitimate skips, and unit nonresponse (see exhibit 7-1).
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Exhibit 7-1. Missing values codes, School years 1998-99, 1999-2000, 2001-02, and 2003—-04

Value Description

-1 Not applicable, including legitimate skips

-7 Refused (a type of item nonresponse)

-8 Don’t know (a type of item nonresponse)

-9 Not ascertained (a type of item nonresponse)
(blank) System missing, including unit nonresponse

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-99 (ECLS-K), fall 1998, spring 1999, fall 1999, spring 2000, spring 2002, and spring 2004.

The “Not applicable” code (-1) has two purposes. Its primary purpose is to indicate that a
respondent did not answer the question due to skip instructions within the instrument or external reasons
that led a respondent not to participate. In the parent interview, where the parent or guardian was a
respondent, a “Not Applicable” is coded for questions that were not asked of the respondent because of a
previous answer given. For example, a question about a sibling’s age is not asked when the respondent
has indicated that the child has no siblings. A “Not Applicable” code is also used in the direct child
assessment if a child did not participate in any section due to a disability. For the teacher and school data
where the instruments are self-administered, a “Not Applicable” is coded for questions that the
respondent left blank because the written directions instructed them to skip the question due to a certain

response on a previous question.

Another use of the “Not Applicable” code is the circumstance in which it is not known
whether a respondent would have answered a question series following a lead question. One example of
this use of “Not Applicable” is school administrator questionnaire Question 21. Question 21 asks whether
the school received Federal Title I funds for this school year. If the answer is “yes,” the questionnaire
skips to question 22 about whether the school is operating a Title I targeted assistance or schoolwide
program. If the answer is “no,” the questionnaire skips to question 24. If question 21 was left blank by the

respondent, question 22 is coded “Not Applicable.”

The “Refused” code (-7) indicates that the respondent specifically told the interviewer that
he or she would not answer the question. This, along with the “Don’t Know” code (-8) and the “Not
Ascertained” code (-9), indicates item nonresponse. The “Refused” code rarely appears in the school and
teacher data because it indicates the respondent specifically wrote something on the questionnaire

indicating an unwillingness to answer the question.



The “Don’t Know” code (-8) indicates that the respondent specifically told the interviewer
that he or she did not know the answer to the question (or in rare cases on the self-administered
questionnaires, “I don’t know” was written in for the question). For questions where “Don’t Know” is one
of the options explicitly provided, a “-8” will not be coded for those that choose this option; instead the

“Don’t Know” response will be coded as indicated in the value label information for that question.

The “Not Ascertained” code (-9) indicates that the respondent left a question blank that he or
she should have answered. For the school and teacher self-administered questionnaires, this is the primary
code for item nonresponse. For data outside the self-administered questionnaires (e.g., direct assessment

scores), a “-9” means that a value was not ascertained or could not be calculated due to nonresponse.

“System Missing” appears as a blank when viewing codebook frequencies and in the ASCII
data file. System missing codes (blanks) in the fifth- grade data file indicate that an entire instrument or
assessment is missing due to unit nonresponse. (Note that in the first grade, system missing also indicated
that some questions were not asked in the school administrator questionnaire for returning schools but
were asked in another form of a questionnaire for new schools. This issue does not apply to the third- or
fifth-grade files because only one form of the school administrator questionnaire was used.) An example
of system missing is non-participation in the parent interview by a child’s parent. In this case, all
questions from the parent interview will be blank (system missing). These may be translated to another
value when the data are extracted into specific processing packages. For instance, SAS will translate these

(332

blanks into periods (“.”) for numeric variables.

Depending on the research question being addressed, cases with missing values (e.g., -1, -7,
-8, -9, and system missing) may need to be recoded. It is advised that users cross-tabulate all lead
questions (e.g., whether the child received child care from a relative) and follow-up questions (e.g., hours

of child care from a relative) before proceeding with any recodes or use of the data.

Missing values for composite variables were coded using the same general coding rules as
those used for other variables. If a particular composite was inappropriate for a given household—as the
variable POMOMID was for a household with no resident mother—that variable was given a value of “-1”
(Not Applicable). In instances where a variable was appropriate, but complete information to construct

the composite was not available, the composite was given a value of -9 (Not Ascertained). The “Refused”



and “Don’t Know” codes were not used for the composites, except in the calculations of the height,

weight, and body mass index (BMI) composites for spring-fifth grade.'

The ECLS-K Fifth-Grade Restricted-Use Data File is provided on a CD-ROM and is
accessible through an ECB that allows data users to view variable frequencies, tag variables for
extraction, and create the SAS, SPSS for Windows, or Stata code needed to create an extract file for
analysis. The child data file on the ECB is referred to as a “catalog.” Instructions for using the CD-ROM
and ECB are provided in chapter 8.

7.4 Variable Naming Conventions

Variables were named according to the data source (e.g., parent interview, teacher
questionnaire) and the data collection point. (A number is used to indicate in which round of data
collection the variable was obtained, as follows: 6 for spring-fifth grade, 5 for spring-third grade, 4 for
spring-first grade, 3 for fall-first grade, 2 for spring-kindergarten, and 1 for fall-kindergarten. This
numbering system is used for all variables except those beginning with “W.” For those variables, 5
indicates fifth grade, 3 third grade, 1 first grade, and K kindergarten.) These variable names are used
consistently throughout the catalog. The prefixes listed here are in two categories: (1) fifth-grade
variables, and (2) cross-sectional and cross-round longitudinal weights (exhibit 7-2). In general, variable
names start with the prefixes listed in exhibit 7-2. For a discussion of the weights, see section 4.7 for

cross-sectional weights and section 9.3 for longitudinal weights.

! Children’s height and weight measurements were each taken twice to prevent error and provide an accurate reading. Children’s BMI was
calculated based on height and weight. The rules for using “Don’t Know” and “Not Ascertained” codes for these values was as follows. If both
the first and second measurement of height in the child assessment were coded as -8 (Don’t Know), then the height composite was coded as -8
(Don’t Know). If both the first and second measurements of weight were coded as -8 (Don’t Know), the weight composite was coded as -8 (Don’t
Know). If either the height or weight composites were coded as not ascertained (-9), the BMI composite was coded as not ascertained (-9). If
neither the height nor weight composites were coded as not ascertained, and either the height or weight composite was coded as -8 (Don’t Know),
then the BMI composite was coded as -8 (Don’t Know).
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Exhibit 7-2. Prefixes for fifth-grade variables and cross-sectional and cross-round longitudinal weights:

School year 2003-04

Category

Description

Fifth-grade variables

Cé6

D6
E6
Fé6
G6
IF
J6
K6
M6
N6
P6
R6
S6
U6
W5

Data/scores collected/derived from spring-fifth grade direct child assessment and spring-fifth
grade weight variables

Data collected from spring-fifth grade special education teacher questionnaire A

Data collected from spring-fifth grade special education teacher questionnaire B

Data from spring-fifth grade Field Management System (FMS)

Data collected/derived from spring-fifth grade reading teacher child-level questionnaire
Imputation flags

Data collected/derived from spring-fifth grade teacher questionnaire

Data collected/derived from spring-fifth grade school facilities checklist

Data collected/derived from spring-fifth grade mathematics teacher child-level questionnaire
Data collected/derived from spring-fifth grade science teacher child-level questionnaire
Data/scores collected/derived from spring-fifth grade parent interview

Derived child demographic or child status variables for spring-fifth grade

Data collected/derived from spring-fifth grade school administrator questionnaire

Data collected/derived from spring-fifth grade student record abstract

Fifth-grade (cross-round) parent composite variables

Cross-Sectional and Cross-Round Longitudinal Weights

Co6C
Co6Pp
C6CPTR
C6CPTM

C6CPTS

C56C

Child-level panel weight variable from spring-fifth grade
Child-level panel weight for parent data from spring-fifth grade
Child-level panel weight for combined parent, child, and teacher data from spring-fifth grade

Child-level panel weight for combined parent, child, and teacher data from spring-fifth grade,
if using data from mathematics teacher

Child-level panel weight for combined parent, child, and teacher data from spring-fifth grade,
if using data from science teacher

Child-level panel weight variable from spring-third grade and spring-fifth grade

See note at end of exhibit.
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Exhibit 7-2. Prefixes for fifth-grade variables and cross-sectional and cross-round longitudinal weights:
School year 2003—04—Continued

Category Description

Cross-Sectional and Cross-Round Longitudinal Weights —Continued
C56P Child-level panel weights for parent data from spring-third grade and spring-fifth grade

C456C Child-level panel weight variable from spring-first grade, spring-third grade, and spring-fifth
grade

C456P Child-level panel weights for parent data from spring-first grade, spring-third grade, and
spring-fifth grade

C2 6FC  Child-level panel weight variable from spring-kindergarten, spring-first grade, spring-third
grade, and spring-fifth grade

C2 _6FP  Child-level panel weights for parent data from spring-kindergarten, spring-first grade, spring-
third grade, and spring-fifth grade

Cl1 _6FC  Child-level panel weight variable from fall-kindergarten, spring-kindergarten, spring-first
grade, spring-third grade, and spring-fifth grade

C1_6FP  Child-level panel weights for parent data from fall-kindergarten, spring-kindergarten, spring-
first grade, spring-third grade, and spring-fifth grade

C1_6SC  Child-level panel weight variable from fall-kindergarten, spring-kindergarten, fall-first grade,
spring-first grade, spring-third grade, and spring-fifth grade

C1_6SP  Child-level panel weights for parent data from fall-kindergarten, spring-kindergarten, fall-first
grade, spring-first grade, spring-third grade, and spring-fifth grade

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-99 (ECLS-K), fall 1998, spring 1999, fall 1999, spring 2000, spring 2002, and spring 2004.

A few exceptions that do not follow the prefix convention below are as follows:*

m The identifiers CHILDID, PARENTID, and S6_ID.
L] The composite TOGLVL. This variable indicates the grade level of the child.
] The composite variable RO6RSSCHG. This variable indicates change in school

between spring-third grade and spring-fifth grade. Source variables and other details
for this and all other composite variables can be found in table 7-15.

2 It should be noted that in past rounds derived child demographic variables for gender, race/ethnicity, and date of birth (GENDER, RACE,
DOBMM, DOBDD, and DOBYY) in the kindergarten and first grade files did not follow the prefix conventions above because they combined
information across data collection points and/or several sources. In spring-third and spring-fifth grades, these same demographic variables begin
with the prefix R5 (e.g., RSRACE) for spring-third grade and R6 (e.g., RERACE) for spring-fifth grade. This was done because reports of these
variables from parent data were prioritized over other sources starting in spring-third grade and a prefix change was used to indicate the
difference to users.
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7.5 Composite Variables

To facilitate analysis of the survey data, composite variables were created and added to the
child data file. Most composite variables were created using two or more variables, each of which is
named in the text that explains the composite variable. Other composite variables are recodes of single
variables. Variables based on the child assessment include height, weight, and BMI. Variables based on
the teacher data include reading, math, and science class sizes, percentage of limited-English-proficient
children in the class, and student grade level. Variables constructed from the school data include the
percentage of minority students, school type, and school instructional level. Variables constructed from
the parent interview data include parent identifiers, parent demographics, household composition,
household income, and poverty, child care, and child demographics. Certain composites were created

using data from the Field Management System (FMS).

Table 7-15 lists all the composite variables for the fifth grade. All basic child demographic
variables are presented first. Child care variables follow the demographics and then household
composition. Imputed variables are listed next, followed by demographics for parents (resident father and
mother characteristics are followed by characteristics of nonresident biological parents and nonresident
adoptive parents). Teacher, classroom, and school variables are listed last. Once the user identifies the
composites of interest, he or she can refer to exhibit 8-8 for instructions on accessing the variables from

the ECB.

7.5.1 Child Composite Variables

There are many child-level composite variables on the child catalog. Table 7-15 describes all

of the composites. Some of these variables are described in further detail here.

7.5.1.1 Child’s Age at Assessment (R6AGE)

The child’s age was calculated by determining the number of days between the date when
the child completed the ECLS-K direct child assessment and the child’s date of birth (R6DOBMO,
R6DOBDA, R6DOBYR). The total number of days was then divided by 30 to calculate the age in

7-11



months. The child assessment date was tested for the appropriate range (March to July 2004). If the

assessment date fell outside these ranges, the modal assessment date for the child’s school was used.

It should be noted that the date of assessment used for ROAGE may be different from the set
of assessment dates and times incorporated into methodological variables that are described further in
section 7.6. These variables were not edited like those for ROAGE and are text variables that note both

date and time.

7.5.1.2 Gender (RG6GENDER)

The fifth-grade gender composite was taken from the third-grade gender composite, if it was
not missing. The third-grade gender composite was derived using the gender indicated in the parent
interview (INQ.016), child report (AIQ.050), and the FMS. Because of the discrepancies found in the
third grade of reports of a child’s sex from different sources, the most frequently reported gender was
used for the child. If there were an equal number of reports for male and female from these sources, the
following hierarchy of rules was used: if the data were from the parent interview in previous rounds, then
the third-grade gender composite, RSGENDER, was equal to gender from that parent data. Otherwise,
gender was updated from the third-grade parent interview question. If the parent interview data were
missing, gender was updated from child report. Otherwise, the third-grade gender composite was equal to
the composite GENDER from a previous round (because GENDER in previous rounds incorporated the
FMS, this last step meant that the FMS was used as the final source of data).

If the third-grade gender composite was missing, ROGENDER was decided based on the
most frequently reported gender from all sources of data, across all rounds of data collection. (The
composite variable for ROGENDER is on the file but not the source variables). For most of the cases the

data were collected in the base year. Gender was not asked in the fifth-grade parent interview.

7.5.1.3 Child’s Date of Birth (R6DOBYY, R6DOBMM, and R6DOBDD)
In the fifth grade, the child’s date of birth was derived from the third-grade date of birth

composites, if they were not missing. The third-grade date of birth composites were derived from one of

three sources: the parent report (CHILDDOB), the child report (AIQ.040), or the FMS. If the child’s date
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of birth had been reported in a parent interview from a previous round, that value was used. Otherwise,
the value from the third-grade parent interview was used. If those data were not available or outside the
criteria for inclusion (June 1, 1990 to March 31, 1995), the date of birth from the child interview was
used. Finally, if the child report was not available or outside the criteria for inclusion, the FMS value was
used. If the date of birth given was before June 1, 1990, or after March 31, 1995, the data were excluded

from the third-grade composite.

It should be noted that in the kindergarten and first grade files, the child date of birth
composites (DOBYY, DOBMM, and DOBDD) were created using two rather than three sources of data.
The two sources were parent interview data and, in cases in which the parent interview data did not exist
or were outside reasonable boundaries, FMS data. In spring-third grade, a third source—the child—was

added and used in the creation of the third-grade composite.

If the third-grade composite was missing, the fifth-grade composite for date of birth was

taken from a previous parent interview. Otherwise, date of birth was taken from the FMS.

7.5.1.4 Race/Ethnicity (WS5AMERIN, WSASIAN, WSPACISL, WSBLACK, WSWHITE,
WSHISP, WSMT1RAC, W5RACETH, and R6RACE)

In spring-fifth grade, the race of the focal child was no longer collected in the parent
interview; thus, race information is based on information collected in previous parent interviews and the
FMS. The composites for the child’s race/ethnicity are presented in the ECLS-K files in three ways: (1) as
dichotomous variables for each race/ethnicity category (WSAMERIN, WS5ASIAN, WS5PACISL
W5BLACK, WS5SWHITE, W5HISP, W5MTIRAC) from the parent interview data; (2)as a single
race/ethnicity composite taken from the parent interview data (W3RACETH); and (3) as a race/ethnicity
composite taken from either the parent data or the FMS, with FMS data used only if parent data were
missing (R6RACE).

Respondents were allowed to indicate that their child belonged to more than one of the five
race categories (White, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native
Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander). From these responses, a series of five dichotomous race variables
were created that indicated separately whether the child belonged to each of the five specified race

groups. In addition, one more dichotomous variable was created for those who had simply indicated that
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their child was biracial or multiracial without specifying a race. The retention of the dichotomous

variables on the file allows users to create different composites as needed.

Data were collected on ethnicity as well. Specifically, respondents were asked whether or
not their child was Hispanic. Using the six race dichotomous variables and the Hispanic ethnicity variable
(e.g., from spring-third grade PSHSP 1 to PSHSP_ 25, depending on household size), the race/ethnicity
composite variables for the child (WSRACETH and R6RACE) were created. The categories were: White,
non-Hispanic; Black or African American, non-Hispanic; Hispanic, race specified; Hispanic, no race
specified; Asian; Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander; American Indian or Alaska Native, and more
than one race specified, non-Hispanic. The child composites WSRACETH (race/ethnicity) and R6RACE
(race/ethnicity) both share these categories; however, FMS data were used to fill in missing parent report
data for the variable RORACE and only parent report data were used for the variable W3RACETH. A
child was classified as Hispanic if a respondent indicated the child’s ethnicity was Hispanic regardless of

whether a race was identified and what that race was.

For W5RACETH, if the child’s race/ethnicity information was available from the parent
interview composite in a prior data collection (e.g., W3RACETH, WIRACETH, WKRACETH), the
value from the most recent year composite was used and copied forward.® If the data were missing for a

child from one of these composites, WSRACETH was -9 (Not Ascertained).

For R6RACE, responses from the parent interview composite from third grade
(RSRACE) were copied forward. If the third-grade composite, RSRACE, was missing, then the race
variable based on parent interview data in the first grade was used (WIRACETH). If the first-grade
composite was missing, the race variable based on parent interview data in kindergarten was used
(WKRACETH). If the parent interview data were missing, then FMS data from a previous round were

used. If previous round FMS data were missing, then FMS data on race from the fifth grade were used.

It should be noted that for both fifth- and third-grade variables R6RACE and R5SRACE,
previous parent interviews were prioritized over the FMS. This is different from the method used to
derive the variable RACE in the first grade. In the first grade, the composite RACE was copied forward

from previous rounds and FMS data were used if parent reports were not available. Because parent

> A number of respondents, both in this and in prior rounds, gave some variant of “biracial” as the other-specify response to child race. In
previous rounds, these responses had been considered to be uncodeable, and the relevant children were given a value of -9 (not ascertained) for
WKRACETH and WIRACETH. In spring-third and spring-fifth grades, these responses were treated as multiracial, and the relevant children
were given a value of 8 (multiracial) for W3RACETH.



reports were expected to be more accurate than school records, if new information about race was
obtained in the third-grade parent interview it was used rather than previous information obtained from

the FMS. Therefore, the fifth- and third-grade variables RORACE and RSRACE are different from RACE

in previous rounds for a minority of cases.

7.5.1.5 Child’s Height (C6GHEIGHT)

To obtain good measurements, each child’s height was measured twice. For the height
composite COHEIGHT, if the two height values from the instrument (i.e., COHGT1 and C6HGT2 for
spring-fifth grade) were less than two inches apart, the average of the two height values was computed
and used as the composite value. Otherwise, the value that was closest to 57 inches, the median height for
11-year-olds as developed by the National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) in collaboration with the
National Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Prevention (NCCDPHP), was used as the

composite value.

7.5.1.6 Child’s Weight (C6WEIGHT)

Each child’s weight was also measured twice. For the weight composite (COWEIGHT), if
the two weight values from the instrument (i.e., COWGT1 and C6WGT?2 for spring-fifth grade) were less
than 5 pounds apart, the average of the two values was computed and used as the composite value.
Otherwise, the value that was closest to 82.0 pounds, the median weight for 11-year-olds as developed by

NCHS in collaboration with the NCCDPHP, was used as the composite value.

7.5.1.7 Child’s Body Mass Index (C6BMI)
Composite Body Mass Index (BMI; variable name C6BMI) was calculated by multiplying

the composite weight in pounds by 703.0696261393 and dividing by the square of the child’s composite
height in inches.
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7.5.1.8 Child’s Disability Status (P6DISABL)

A composite variable was created to indicate whether a child had a disability diagnosed by a
professional. Questions in the parent interview about disabilities in spring-fifth grade asked about the
child’s ability to pay attention and learn, overall activity level, overall behavior and relations to adults,
overall emotional behavior such as anxiety or depression, ability to communicate, difficulty in hearing
and understanding speech, and eyesight. For each disability or behavior, a question was asked about
whether a diagnosis of a problem was obtained by a professional (CHQ.050, CHQ.110, CHQ.170,
CHQ.210, CHQ.300, CHQ.335, CHQ.360). A question was also asked about receipt of therapy services
or participation in a program for children with disabilities (CHQ.520).

The composite variable PODISABL was coded 1 (Yes)if any of the source variables
(CHQ.050, CHQ.110, CHQ.170, CHQ.210, CHQ.335, CHQ.360, CHQ.520) about diagnosis or therapy
services were coded 1 (Yes). This was done even if data for some of the source variables were missing. In
spring-fifth grade, unlike previous rounds, another source variable used to code P6DISABL was
CHQ.300 for vision-related problems. If the source variable for the vision diagnosis (CHQ.300) was
coded 1 (Yes)and the follow-up question (CHQ.316) was coded NOT “correctable by glasses” (i.e.,
either only “improvable with glasses” or “not correctable with glasses”), the composite PODISABL was
coded 1 (Yes). Also, in spring-fifth grade, the composite PODISABL was coded 1 (Yes) if the child had
vision problems such that the child’s best eyesight (CHQ.320) allowed him or her to see large print in
books, form and/or color of objects but not detail, shadows, lights, or saw no light or had no light
perception. If data for all the source variables were missing, the composite was coded -9 (Not

Ascertained). Otherwise, PODISABL was coded 2 to indicate no reported disability.

It should be noted that both the spring-third and spring-fifth grade composites are somewhat
different from the composites in previous rounds of the study because questions were added about overall
behavior and relations to adults and about emotional behavior such as anxiety or depression. Only
diagnosed emotional or behavioral problems were included in the composite. In addition, unlike the
disability composite in fall-kindergarten which included a question about children’s coordination in using
their arms or legs, the disability composites since spring-first grade have not included that question. In
addition, the disability composite in spring-fifth grade is different from other years of the study because it
excludes children who have a diagnosis, but the diagnosis was that the child had “no problem.” It also
excludes children with correctable vision. In addition, any answers that indicate, for children who do not

have correctable vision, what a child’s best eyesight allows him or her to see are also counted as having a
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disability. The question about what a child’s best eyesight allows him or her to see asks if the child can
see large print in books; form and/or color of objects, but not detail; whether the child can see shadows
and lights; or if the child sees no light or has no light perception. Also, in spring-fifth grade, questions
asked if the child ever had a disability rather than whether they had a disability since the last round of data
collection as had been done in earlier rounds of the study. Thus, disabilities that were diagnosed before

spring-fifth grade are included.

7.5.1.9 Nonparental Care (P6CARNOW)

There are several composite variables on the file that can be used to describe child care
arrangements based on information from the parent interview. One of these (P6CARNOW) describes
whether the child had any type of nonparental care at the time of the interview. The creation of
P6CARNOW was as follows. If the child was receiving care from a relative (CCQ.010), a nonrelative
(CCQ.150), or a day care center or before or after school program at a school or in a center (CCQ.260),
P6CARNOW was equal to 1 (Yes). Otherwise, if any of the three variables was unknown, PBCARNOW
was coded as -9 (Not Ascertained). If the respondent indicated that the child was not currently receiving
any of the three types of care (CCQ.010, CCQ.150, and CCQ.260 all equaled 2 [No]), POCARNOW was
coded as 2 (No).

It should be noted that the nonparental care as defined by POCCARNOW does not have to be
received on a regular basis. However, for the composite POHRSNOW (hours per week in child
care) described below, if the nonparental care is not regular, the number of hours in care is coded as zero.
This is because the child must have a regular arrangement in order for hours per week in care to be
reported. Users should be aware of the differences in definitions when comparing P6OCARNOW with
P6HRSNOW.

7.5.1.10 Hours Per Week in Child Care (P6HRSNOW)

Another set of child care composites indicates the number of hours per week the child spent
in child care. POBHRSNOW indicates the total number of hours per week the focal child spent in care at
the time of the spring-fifth grade interview. The variable combines hours in child care arrangements in

which the child spent the most time with hours from additional regular child care arrangements. It was
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coded as follows. If the relevant child care receipt variables for relative, nonrelative, and center-based
care (CCQ.010, CCQ.150, or CCQ.260) were equal to 2 (No Receipt), or if the indicator for regular
receipt of that type of care (CCQ.080, CCQ.180, and CCQ.340) was equal to 2 (No Regular Receipt), the
number of hours for that type of care was coded to 0. If the receipt variables or regular receipt of care
variables were refused or unknown, then the number of hours for that type of care was coded as -9 (Not
Ascertained). Also, if the regular receipt variable was coded as 1 (Yes), but the hours given was refused
or unknown, then the number of hours for that type of care was coded as -9 (Not Ascertained). Otherwise,
if the indicator for regular receipt of care was equal to 1 (Yes), and the hours given were greater than or

equal to 0, then the number of hours for that type of care was coded as the number of hours given.

The composite also includes hours spent with additional regularly scheduled providers of
care of the same type. This was done to include child care arrangements such as those in which two
different relatives cared for the child on a regular basis or two different child care programs were
attended. For each type of care, if the care receipt variables indicated no care of that type, or if the number
of providers of that type of care (questions CCQ.060, CCQ.165, and CCQ.325 indicated number of
regular providers of each type) was equal to 1, then additional hours were coded to 0. Otherwise, if the
number of providers or the number of additional hours (questions CCQ.140, CCQ.250, and CCQ.403
indicated number of hours spent with additional providers) was refused or unknown, then the number of
additional hours was coded as -9 (Not Ascertained). Otherwise the number of additional hours was coded
to equal the appropriate number of additional hours variables in the instrument (CCQ.140, CCQ.250, or
CCQ.403).

This process was followed three times, once each for relative care, nonrelative care, and
center-based care. If any of the three primary caregiver hour variables or the three additional hours
variables was missing then the total number of hours was coded as -9 (Not Ascertained). Otherwise the

total number of hours in regularly scheduled child care was coded as the sum of the six hour variables.

It should be noted that in rounds prior to spring-third grade, if the primary care arrangement
hours were not missing and the additional hours were missing, the primary caregiver hours were used for
the composite. In both spring-third and spring-fifth grades, if any of the primary or additional hours
variables were missing, the composite was missing. This change makes the variable represent all types of

regular care rather than prioritizing primary arrangements.
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Although POHRSNOW was created almost identically to the same composite variable in
kindergarten (PIHRSNOW), with the exception noted above, there was one other difference. In
kindergarten, questions were asked about whether the child was ever in a particular type of care. If not,
PIHRSNOW was set to 0. Because questions about the child having ever been in a particular type of care
were not included after the kindergarten year, they were not part of the composite variable definition for

the fifth-, third-, or first-grade variables.

7.5.1.11 Number of Child Care Arrangements (P6ONUMNOW)

Another composite variable (P6NUMNOW) was used to indicate the total number of all
types of care arrangements the focal child had at the time of the spring-fifth grade parent interview. The
variable was created as follows. If any of the child care receipt variables for relative, nonrelative, or
center-based care (CCQ.010, CCQ.150, or CCQ.260) was refused, unknown, or missing, then
P6NUMNOW was coded as -9 (Not Ascertained). If any of the care receipt variables was equal to 1
(Yes), but its corresponding number of arrangements variable (CCQ.060, CCQ.165, and CCQ.325) was
refused, unknown, or missing, then PONUMNOW was again coded as -9 (Not Ascertained). Otherwise,
the number of arrangements indicated in CCQ.060, CCQ.165, and CCQ.325 were summed to obtain the

total number of current child care arrangements.

The differences in how missing data are handled for each of the child care composites are
important to note when combining variables. For example, because PONUMNOW requires that the
number of child care arrangements be known, it is possible for a child to have PBCARNOW =1 (child
was in nonparental care) and have PONUMNOW be -9 (Not Ascertained).

7.5.1.12 Primary Nonparental Child Care Arrangement (P6PRIMNW)

A composite variable (P6PRIMNW) was created to indicate the primary, nonparental child
care arrangement in which the child spent the most hours per week at the time of the spring-fifth grade
interview. This variable is for children in a regular care arrangement. The values for this variable are as

follows:
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m 0=No nonparental care

[ 1=Relative care in child’s home

[ 2=Relative care in another home

] 3=Nonrelative care in child’s home
[ 4=Nonrelative care in another home
] 5=Center-based program

n 6=Two or more programs

n 7=Location of care varies

To obtain the composite, hours were compared for relative care in the child’s home
(CCQ.090) or in other home (CCQ.070); nonrelative care in child’s home (CCQ.190) or in other home
(CCQ.170); and center/program care (CCQ.355). First, the composite POHRSNOW, described earlier,
was used to code individuals missing current hours of care (P6HRSNOW=-9) or with no hours of
nonparental care (P6HRSNOW=0). Those with missing hours of care were coded as -9 (Not Ascertained);

those with no hours of care or no regularly schedule care were coded as 0.

For the remaining cases, if the number of hours of either relative or nonrelative care (given
in CCQ.090 and CCQ.190) were higher than all other hours of care, the variable indicating location of
care for that type was examined using instrument items CCQ.070 and CCQ.170. If location of care was
missing, then POPRIMNW was coded as -9 (Not Ascertained); if POPRIMNW was not missing, then
P6PRIMNW was coded 1, 2, 3, or 4, depending on the type (relative/nonrelative) and location (child’s
home/other home) of care. Otherwise, if the number of hours of care in center-based programs
(CCQ.355) was higher than for relative or nonrelative care, then POPRIMNW was coded as 5. If the
number of hours of care was equal for two or more types of care, POPRIMNW was coded as 6.

P6PRIMNW was coded as 7 if the location of care varied between two homes.

It should be noted that it is possible to have missing data for the primary child care
arrangement (P6PRIMNW), but have information on the number of hours of child care a child has
(P6HRSNOW), because there must be information about the location of care in order to have a valid
value for POPRIMNW.
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7.5.2 Family and Household Composite Variables

Many composites were created to capture information about the sampled children’s family
and household characteristics. Several of these are described below. All of the family and household

composites are listed and described in table 7-15.

7.5.2.1 Number of Siblings (P6NUMSIB)

The composite PONUMSIB indicates the total number of siblings (full, step, adoptive, or
foster) with whom the child lived in the household (FSQ.160 and FSQ.170). Siblings were identified
through the respondents’ stated relationship of the sibling to the focal child. In addition, any child that

was reported to be a child of the focal child’s parent/guardian was considered a sibling of the focal child.

7.5.2.2 Parent and Household Members’ Age (P6LESS18, P60OVERI18, P6HDAGE, and
P6HMAGE)

There are several composite variables on the file that refer to the ages of adults and children
in the household. These are POLESS18 (total number of people in the household under age 18, including
focal child, siblings, and other children), POOVERI18 (total number of people in the household age 18 or
older, siblings, and other children), POHDAGE (age of resident father), and POHMAGE (age of resident
mother). The ages of these persons in the household were collected during the fall of kindergarten in the
household matrix. However, in subsequent years of the study, questions about age were not asked for
household members who were previously in the household. In the fifth grade, ages were collected for new
household members. Otherwise, ages were incremented in spring-third grade based on the round in which
the person joined the household, and then updated again in spring-fifth grade by adding two years to the
age calculated in spring-third grade. Age changes were made to increase the ages of all household
members other than the focal child and twin (the ages of the focal child, and twin, if applicable, were

updated based on birth date).
The ages of all household members who were not new to the study in spring-fifth grade

(other than the focal child and twin) were increased by spring-fifth grade by the numbers shown in table

7-1. Ages were increased incrementally each round of the study. The numbers in table 7-1 reflect the total
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number of years added to the first reported age for a household member when the household joined the
study. The guidelines for creating these were as follows: (1) half years could not be included, and (2) the
same number of years was added for those who entered the study during the same school year. The
numbers were made to err on the side of making persons older rather than younger because this would
cause fewer problems with range checks and displays in the parent interview if there was a discrepancy

between actual age and imputed age.

Table 7-1. Incremented ages of previous household members based on round entered study: School year

2003-04

Number of years added by spring-fifth grade to first
Round in which household member joined study age reported when household joined study
Fall 1998 +6
Spring 1999 +6
Fall 1999 +5
Spring 2000 +5
Spring 2002 +2

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-99 (ECLS-K), spring 2004.

7.5.2.3 Food Security Status

Food security status of the children’s families was assessed based on responses to the 18
food security questions (P6WORRFD through PONOMONY) in the spring-fifth grade parent interview.
The questions measured a wide range of food insecurity and reduced food intake issues. They were
combined into a scale using statistical methods based on the Rasch measurement model. The items and
the food security scale based on them have been validated using both ethnographic and statistical
methods. For spring-fifth grade, composites were created for Household Food Security scale variables,
Children’s Food Security scale variables, and Adult Food Security scale variables (for spring-
kindergarten and spring-first grade, composites were created only for Household Food Security scale
variables; for spring-third grade, composites were created only for Household Food Security and
Children’s Food Security scale variables). Calculations of the Household Food Security scale variables
were carried out in accordance with the standard methods described in Guide to Measuring Household
Food Security, Revised 2000 (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2000). Calculations of the Children’s Food

Security scale variables were carried out in accordance with the standard methods described in Measuring
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Children’s Food Security in U.S. Households, 1995-99 (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2002). Analysis
of the ECLS-K data using Rasch methods indicated that use of the standard benchmark household scores

was appropriate.

7.5.2.4 Food Security Status: Continuous Measures (P6FSSCAL, P6FSCHSC, and
P6FSADSC)

P6FSSCAL is the scale score presentation of the Household Food Security items. It is a
continuous, interval-level measure of food insecurity and is appropriate for linear models. This scale score
is a Rasch transformation of the raw score (POFSRAW). Valid values range from 1 to 13, with higher
values indicating more severe food insecurity. Under Rasch-model assumptions, the scale score for
families that affirm no items (raw score = 0) is indeterminate. It is less than the lowest measured value
(1.4), but its precise value is unknown and may vary substantially among families. POFSSCAL for such
cases is assigned a value of -6. If these cases (a substantial majority of all cases) are included in linear

models, appropriate methods must be used to take into account this indeterminacy.

P6FSCHSC is similar to POFSSCAL but is the Children’s Food Security scale score. This is
a measure of the severity of food insecurity or hunger experienced by children in the household in the
previous 12 months. Valid values range from 4 to 13, with higher values indicating more severe food

deprivation. The scale score is undefined for households that affirmed no child-referenced items (see

discussion of POFSSCAL above).

P6FSADSC is the Adult Food Security scale score. This is a measure of the severity of food
insecurity or hunger experienced by adults in the household in the previous 12 months. It is a continuous,
interval-level measure based on the Rasch measurement model and is appropriate for linear models, such
as correlation, regression, or analysis of variance. It is on the standard (logistic-unit) metric described in
Measuring Children’s Food Security in U.S. Households, 1995-99 (for households without children).
Valid values range from 1 to 12, with higher values indicating more severe food deprivation. The scale
score is undefined for households that affirmed no adult-referenced items (see discussion of POFSSCAL

above).
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7.5.2.5 Food Security Status: Categorical Measures (P6FSSTAT, P6FSCHST, and
P6FSADST)

P6FSSTAT is a categorical measure of Household Food Security status formed by dividing
P6FSSCAL into three ordered categories: food secure, food insecure without hunger, food insecure with
hunger. In previous rounds, the third category of “food insecure with hunger” was broken into two
categories: “food insecure with hunger (moderate)” and “food insecure with hunger (severe).” In spring-
fifth grade, these categories have been collapsed into one. P6FSSTAT is appropriate for comparing
prevalence rates of food insecurity and hunger across subpopulations and can be used as a categorical
variable in associative models. There are few cases in the most severe category, so, for most prevalence
reporting purposes, the two categories of food insecure with hunger (moderate and severe) should be
collapsed and reported as a single category. When interpreting food security statistics, users should
remember that food security status is a household-level characteristic. In most households classified as

food insecure with hunger, the children in the household were not hungry.

P6FSCHST is a categorical measure of Children’s Food Security status that identifies
households with hunger among children at some time during the 12 months prior to the survey. This
variable is appropriate for comparing prevalence rates of hunger among children across subpopulations.
There were few households (n=55, 0.5 percent) that reported hunger among children, so the analytic
utility of this variable is limited. However, for analytic purposes, other categories of children’s food
insecurity delineated by less severe thresholds (based on children’s food security raw scores or scale
scores) may be useful. For example, Nord and Bickel (2001) suggested a threshold of 2 or more
affirmative responses as representing reduced quality and variety of children’s diets. When interpreting
children’s food security statistics, users should remember that these variables represent conditions among
all children in the household and may not reflect experiences of the child in the ECLS-K study if there are
other children in the household.

P6FSADST is a categorical measure of Adults’ Food Security status that identifies
households as food secure, food insecure without hunger, or food insecure with hunger among adults.
This variable is appropriate for comparing prevalence rates of food insecurity and hunger among adults

across subpopulations.
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7.5.2.6 Food Security Status: Raw Scores (P6FSRAW, POFSCHRA, and P6FSADRA)

The Household Food Security raw score, POFSRAW, is a count of affirmative responses to
the 18 items. This is an ordinal-level measure of food insecurity. It is not recommended for direct use in
analysis, but can be used to identify categories of food insecurity additional to the categorical measures
provided in the NCES data file. The Children’s Food Security raw score, POFSCHRA, is a count of
affirmative responses to child-referenced items. Responses to items skipped because of screening are
assumed to be negative. Families with no valid responses are coded as missing (-9). POFSADRA is the
adult food security raw score, a simple count of the number of household- and adult-referenced food

security items affirmed by the parent. It ranges from 0 to 10.

7.5.2.7 Socioeconomic Status (SES) and Poverty (WSDADSCR, WSMOMSCR, WSSESL,
W5SESQS, WSINCCAT, W5POVRTY)

Socioeconomic status (SES) was computed at the household level using data for the set of
parents who completed the parent interview in spring-fifth grade. The SES variable reflects the
socioeconomic status of the household at the time of data collection for spring-fifth grade (spring 2004).

The components used to create the SES were as follows:

] Father/male guardian’s education;

(] Mother/female guardian’s education;

] Father/male guardian’s occupation;

] Mother/female guardian’s occupation; and
L] Household income.

Occupation was recoded to reflect the average of the 1989 General Social Survey
(GSS) prestige score. This was computed as the average of the corresponding prestige scores for the 1980
Census occupational categories covered by the ECLS-K occupation. Table 7-15 provides details on the
prestige score values (W5DADSCR, W5MOMSCR).
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The variables were collected as follows:

L] Income. The information about income was collected in spring-fifth grade. Broad-
range and detailed-range income questions were asked of all participants. The broad
range classifies household income as $25,000 and less per year, or as greater than
$25,000. The detailed range classifies household income as shown in table 7-2.

Households that were determined to meet the size and income criteria related to
poverty shown in table 7-3 were asked to report income to the nearest $1,000. (We
call this exact income for simplicity.) Because not all households were asked to report
exact income, the midpoint of the detailed income range was used to compute the SES
composite variable.

[ Parent’s education. The information about parent’s education was collected or
updated in spring-fifth grade.

L] Parent’s occupation. The information about parent’s occupation was collected or
updated in spring-fifth grade.

Table 7-2. Levels of the detailed income range, spring-fifth grade: School year 2003—-04

Detailed income range Total household income
1 $5,000 or less
2 $5,001 to $10,000
3 $10,001 to $15,000
4 $15,001 to $20,000
5 $20,001 to $25,000
6 $25,001 to $30,000
7 $30,001 to $35,000
8 $35,001 to $40,000
9 $40,001 to $50,000
10 $50,001 to $75,000
11 $75,001 to $100,000
12 $100,001 to $200,000
13 $200,001 or more

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-99 (ECLS-K), spring 2004.
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Table 7-3. Households asked to report income to the nearest $1,000, spring-fifth grade: School year

2003-04
Household size Total household income
One $10,000 or less
Two or three $15,000 or less
Four $20,000 or less
Five or six $25.,000 or less
Seven $30,000 or less
Eight $35,000 or less
Nine or more $40,000 or less

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-99 (ECLS-K), spring 2004.

Not all parents completed the parent interview; among those who did, not all responded to
every question. Therefore, there were missing values for some of the components of the SES composite
variable. Only a small percentage of values for the education and occupation variables were missing; a

larger proportion of households had missing values for the detailed income range (see table 7-4).

Table 7-4. Missing data for SES source variables, spring-fifth grade: School year 2003—-04

Variable Number missing Percent
Mother’s education 159 1.49
Father’s education 160 1.83
Mother’s occupation 100 0.90
Father’s occupation 166 1.90
Detailed income range 883 8.10

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-99 (ECLS-K), spring 2004.

A two-stage procedure was used to impute missing values for each component of the SES
composite variable. First, if a parent had completed an interview in the kindergarten-, first-, or third-grade
year, missing values for the spring-fifth grade education, occupation, and detailed income range were
filled in with values from the previous years. The rationale for this approach was that the best source of

data for an individual or a household was the data from a previous year.

This first imputation stage was implemented as follows:

L] Education level was brought forward from the most recent previous round. This was
done only if the same person was the parent figure both in spring-fifth grade and in
the earlier round.
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L] Occupation was brought forward only if the individual was in the labor force (i.e., was
working at a paid job, on vacation from a paid job, or looking for a job). It was also
required that the same person be the parent figure both in spring-fifth grade and in the
earlier round. NOTE: Prestige scores were not assigned to individuals unless they
were in the labor force, regardless of whether they reported an occupation.

] Detailed income category was brought forward from the most recent previous round.

Second, data still missing after this initial step were imputed using a hot deck methodology.
In hot deck imputation, the value reported by a respondent for a particular item is assigned or “donated”
to a “similar” person who failed to respond to that question. Auxiliary information known for both donors
and nonrespondents is used to form groups of persons having similar characteristics. These groups of
similar respondents and nonrespondents are called “imputation cells.” The imputed value for a case with a

missing value is taken from a randomly selected donor among the respondents within the cell.

Imputation cells were defined by respondent characteristics that were the best predictors of
the variables to be imputed. These relationships had been determined previously by Chi-squared
Automatic Interaction Detector (CHAID) analyses of the base year data. Missing values for the education,
occupation, and detailed income range variables were imputed by the hot deck method for all households.
Hot deck imputation was done in a sequential order, separately, by type of household (female single
parent, male single parent, and both parents present). For households with both parents present, the
mother’s and father’s variables were imputed separately. Imputed as well as reported values were used to
define imputation cells; missing values for donor characteristics were treated as a separate category. No
imputed value was used as a donor. No donor was used more than once. The order of hot deck imputation

for all the variables was education, occupation, and income category.

Occupation imputation involved two steps. First, the labor force status of the parent was
imputed (i.e., whether the parent was employed). Then the parent’s occupation was imputed only for
those parents whose status was identified as employed either through the parent interview or the first
imputation step. The detailed income range was imputed in two steps: first for cases where the broad

income range was known, and second for cases where it was unknown.
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For households where both parents were present, the order of hot deck imputation was as

follows:

[ Mother’s education;

[ Father’s education,;

n Mother’s labor force status;

] Mother’s occupation;

n Father’s labor force status;

] Father’s occupation;

[ Detailed income range, where the broad income range was known; and
L] Detailed income range, where the broad income range was unknown.

At this point, all of the missing values had been imputed. However an exact income value
was still required to construct the SES composite. The midpoint of the detailed income range was

assigned for this purpose to all households.

The log of the detailed income range midpoint was then used to compute the SES composite.
This value does not vary widely within the levels of the detailed income range, so the midpoint was a
reasonable choice. It was used only for the purpose of computing the SES composite and was not retained

in the data file.

All missing values of the SES components were imputed by the process described above.

Tables 7-5 through 7-8 summarize the results.

Table 7-5. Selected statistics on imputed parental education variables, spring-fifth grade: School year

2003-04
Total Number of values filled Number of values Number of cases
SES component missing from previous rounds  imputed by hot deck resolved
Mother’s education 159 108 51 159
Father’s education 160 97 63 160

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of
1998-99 (ECLS-K), spring 2004.

7-29



Table 7-6.

Selected statistics on imputed labor force status, spring-fifth grade: School year 2003—04

Number of values filled

Number of values

Number of cases

Labor Force Status from previous rounds imputed by hot deck resolved
Mother
Total missing 106
In labor force 68 7 75
Not in labor force 26 5 31
Father
Total missing 88
In labor force 66 13 79
Not in labor force 7 2 9

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of

1998-99 (ECLS-K), spring 2004.

Table 7-7. Selected statistics on imputed occupation variables, spring fifth grade: School year 2003—-04
Number of values filled Number of values Number of cases
Occupation from previous rounds imputed by hot deck resolved
Mother
Total missing 131
Occupation 18 82 100
Not in labor force' 26 5 31
Father
Total missing 175
Occupation 16 150 166
Not in labor force' 7 2 9

! No occupation was imputed if “not in labor force” was filled from previous rounds or imputed by hot deck.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of

1998-99 (ECLS-K), spring 2004.

Table 7-8.
2003-04

Selected statistics on imputed detailed income range, spring-fifth grade: School year

Number of values filled

Number of values

from previous rounds imputed by hot deck
Total Broad income r