










Permanency 
Planning

No PO Permanency 
planning 
possibilities for 
child

Project-developed 
questions

	

N/A 4, 5 Permanency planning 
possibilities for children 
in out-of-home care, 
including adoption, legal 
guardianship, and long-
term foster care; also 
factors that encouraged 
or discouraged the 
caregiver’s permanency 
planning decision.  PO 
module replaced the AM 
module from prior waves.

History Before 
Case Report

No HB Prior reports of 
abuse/neglect

Project-developed 
questions

N/A 2 Child’s history with the 
child welfare system 
before the case report 
that resulted in the child’s 
selection for NSCAW; 
administered at Wave 3 
if the Wave 2 caseworker 
interview was not 
obtained

Court Hearings No CT Involvement with 
juvenile justice/
court system

Project-developed 
questions

N/A 2, 3, 4, 5 History of court hearings 
related to the case, 
including type of hearing, 
recommendations made 
by the child welfare 
agency, and outcome of 
the hearing

Living 
Environments

Yes LN Child’s 
placement 
history/parental 
living situations

Project-developed 
questions

N/A 2, 3, 4, 5 History of child’s 
living situations 
since investigation, 
including type of living 
arrangement and child’s 
contact with biological 
parents

Caseworker 
Involvement

Yes IV Caseworker 
involvement with 
child/family

Project-developed 
questions

N/A 2, 3, 4, 5 Caseworker’s individual 
involvement with case, 
including referrals made 
for family members, 
caseworker contact 
with siblings, number 
of contacts with service 
providers and family, 
attitudes about service 
to family

Family 
Compliance and 
Progress

No CP Family’s 
compliance 
and progress 
towards case 
plan

Project-developed 
questions

N/A 2, 3, 4, 5 Family’s progress with 
and adherence to case 
plan

Caseworker 
Background

No CB at 
Wave 
2BG at 
Waves 
3 and 4

Caseworker 
demographic 
characteristics

Project-developed 
questions

N/A 2, 3, 4, 5 Demographic information 
about the caseworker, 
including employment 
and educational history, 
and attitudinal questions 
about work as a 
caseworker; completed 
as a self-administered 
paper-and-pencil 
questionnaire or as a 
module of the CAPI 
interview.  Brief subset 
of items administered in 
subsequent waves.
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Module Illinois 
Study

CAPI 
Section

Construct Measure Author / 
Publisher

Perm/ 
Non-
Perm

Waves Information 
Gathered

Questionnaire 
Introduction

Modified QP N/A Project-developed 
introduction script

N/A P/NP All N/A

Up-Front 
Verification 
Module

Modified NP N/A Project-developed 
verification questions 
to drive instrument 
wording/flow

N/A P/NP All Verification of 
respondent 
contact 
information, 
relationship to 
child, out-of-
home placement 
status, and legal 
guardianship

Household 
Roster

No HH Family 
composition and 
demographics

Project-developed 
questions

N/A P/NP All Family 
composition and 
demographic 
information 
necessary for 
classification and 
description of 
subjects.

Group Home 
Household 
Roster

No GH	 Group home 
classification 
and composition 

Project-developed 
questions

N/A	 P/NP 4, 5 Composition 
of group home 
facility, including 
number of 
children in home 
and relationship 
to child, and 
demographics 
of group home 
caregiver

Child’s Living 
Environment

No LE for 
base¬line 
wave
LV for 
post-
baseline 
waves

Disruption 
in living 
environment

Project-developed 
questions

N/A P/NP 1, 3, 4, 5 Variations/
Changes of 
mother and 
father figures

Overview of NSCAW Current Caregiver Instrument

C-10



Community 
Environment

No CE Neighborhood 
factors

Adapted from 
“Philadelphia Family 
Management Study” 
Parent Interview 
Schedule

P/NP 1, 3, 4, 5 Behavior of 
individuals 
and families 
in terms of the 
environment of 
their community

Child Health & 
Services

Modified HS for 
permanent 
caregivers
CS for non-
permanent 
caregivers

Health and 
disabilities
Services received 
by child

Child and Adolescent 
Services Assessment 
(CASA);  
Child Health 
Questionnaire from 
National Evaluation of 
Family Support Programs; 
Brief Global Health 
Inventory; and project 
developed questions on 
services

Burns, 
Angold, 
Magruder-
Habib, 
Costello, 
& Patrick 
(1996)

P/NP All History of health, 
injury, and disability 
status of child; 
services received 
by the child

Independent 
Living Module 
for Caregivers 
of Emancipated 
Youth

No LP	 Child’s readiness 
to live on own

Project-developed 
questions

Eisen, 
Donald, 
Ware, and 
Brook (1980)

P/NP 4, 5 Most recent 
caregiver’s 
perception of 
emancipated 
youth’s readiness to 
live independently

Adaptive Behavior No VI for 
Children 
0-2
VN for 
Children 
3-5
VE for 
Children 
6-10

Adaptive Skills Vineland Adaptive 
Behavior Scale (VABS) 
Screener - Daily Living 
Skills

Sparrow, 
Carter, & 
Cicchetti 
(1993)

P/NP 1, 3, 4, 5 Regular behaviors 
the child exhibits

Prosocial Skills No PS for 
Children 
3-5
PT for 
Children 
6-10
PU for 
Children 
11+

Global Social 
Competence

Social Skills Rating 
System -- Social Skills 
Scale

Gresham 
and Elliot, 
American 
Guidance 
Service 
(1990)

P/NP 1, 3, 4, 5 Level of 
development 
of social skills 
possessed by the 
child

Emotional 
Regulation - 
Temperament 
(Child Ages 3)

No TE	 Emotional 
regulation / 
Temperament

How My Infant/Toddler/
Child Usually Acts from 
National Longitudinal 
Survey of Youth
Infant Behavior 
Questionnaire (IBQ) 

Baker, 
Keck, Mott, 
Quinlan 
(1993)
Rothbart, 
1981 
Worobey 
& Blajda 
(1989)

P/NP All Child’s 
demonstration of 
ability to express 
emotions and cope 
with highly charged 
emotional situations

Behavior Problem 
Index

No BX for 
Children 
2-3
BI for 
Children 4
BP for 
Children 
5+

Behavior problems Behavior Problem Index, 
with addition of items 
from Social Skills Rating 
System -- Social Skills 
Scale

Baker, 
Keck, Mott, 
& Quinlan 
(1993)
Peterson & 
Zill (1986)

P/NP 2 Added at Wave 2 to 
collect child well-
being measure from 
current caregiver
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Income No IN Income Project-developed 
questions

N/A P/N 1, 3, 4, 5 Financial resources 
available to the 
child’s household

Services Received 
by Caregivers

No SH for 
baseline 
wave
SR for 
post-
baseline 
waves

Services received 
by caregiver

Project-developed 
questions

N/A P All Frequency and 
duration that 
services were 
received

Social Support No SS Social Support 
and other family 
resources, 
including 
assistance with 
child-rearing

Adapted from Duke-UNC 
Functional Social Support 
Scale and Sarason Social 
Support Questionnaire-3

Broadhead, 
Gehlbach, 
deGruy, 
and Kaplan 
(1998)
Sarason, 
Levine, 
Basham, & 
Sarason, 
1983; 
Sarason, 
Sarason, 
Shearin 
& Pierce 
(1987)

P 1, 3, 4, 5 Perceived social 
support for child 
and family

Physical Health - 
SF-12

Physical 
Health - 
SF-12

PH Physical Health Short-Form Health Survey 
(SF-12)

Ware, 
Kosinski & 
Keller (1996)

P/NP 1, 3, 4, 5 Caregiver’s physical 
health status

Services Received 
by Foster 
Caregivers

No FC Services received 
by foster 
caregivers

Project-developed 
questions

N/A NP All Frequency and 
duration that 
services were 
received

Adoption Module 
for Foster Parents

No AP Adoption 
possibilities for 
child	

Project-developed 
questions

N/A NP 2, 3 Adoption 
possibilities for 
child, including 
factors that 
encouraged or 
discouraged 
adoption decision

Permanency 
Planning

No PP	 Permanency 
planning 
possibilities for 
child

Project-developed 
questions

N/A NP 4, 5 Permanency 
planning options 
for child, including 
adoption, legal 
guardianship, and 
long-term foster 
care

Depression No DP Mental Health - 
Depression

Composite International 
Diagnostic Interview 
Short-Form (CIDI-SF) - 
module for depression

Kessler, 
Andrews, 
Mroczek, 
Ustun, & 
Wittchen 
(1998)

P 1, 3, 4, 5 Caregiver 
experiences that 
indicate symptoms 
of depression

ACASI 
Introduction

No AZ N/A Project-developed ACASI 
practice questions

N/A P 1, 3, 4, 5 N/A

Alcohol 
Dependence 
(ACASI)

No AD Mental Health - 
Substance Abuse

Composite International 
Diagnostic Interview 
Short-Form (CIDI-SF) 
- module for alcohol 
dependence

Kessler, 
Andrews, 
Mroczek, 
Ustun, & 
Wittchen 
(1998)

P 1, 3, 4, 5 Caregiver 
experiences that 
indicate symptoms 
of alcohol 
dependence
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Drug Dependence 
(ACASI)

No DD Mental Health - 
Substance Abuse

Composite International 
Diagnostic Interview 
Short-Form (CIDI-
SF) - module for drug 
dependence

Kessler, 
Andrews, 
Mroczek, 
Ustun, & 
Wittchen 
(1998)

P 1, 3, 4, 5 Caregiver 
experiences 
that indicate 
symptoms of drug 
dependence

Involvement with 
the Law (ACASI)

No IL Criminal 
Involvement of 
Parents 

Project-developed 
questions

N/A	 P 1, 3, 4, 5 Caregiver criminal 
history and 
involvement with 
the criminal justice 
system

Discipline & Child 
Maltreatment 
(ACASI)

No DS Behavioral 
Monitoring and 
Discipline

Parent-Child Conflict 
Tactics Scale (CTSPC) 
with Neglect and 
Substance Abuse 
questions added

Straus, 
Hamby, 
Finkelhor, 
Moore, & 
Runyon 
(1998)

P 1, 3, 4, 5 Methods and 
frequency of 
discipline measures 
used by the 
caregiver with the 
child during the last 
12 months

Domestic Violence 
(ACASI)

No DV Domestic Violence 
in the Home

Conflict Tactics Scale 
(CTS1)

Straus, M.A. 
(1990)

P 1, 3, 4, 5 Type and frequency 
of violence 
occurring in the 
home and directed 
toward female 
caregiver in the last 
12 months, and 
subsequent use of 
services

Satisfaction with 
Caseworker

No S Satisfaction with 
Caseworker

Project-developed 
questions

N/A P All Satisfaction level 
with services 
received from 
caseworker

HOME Scales - 
Scripted Items 
(Child Age < 10)

No HO Emotional 
Nurturing, 
Cognitive/Verbal 
Responsiveness 
and Stimulation

Home Observation for 
Measurement of the 
Environment-Short Form 
(HOME-SF)
National Longitudinal 
Survey of Youth 1979 
Cohort Center for Human 
Resource Research 
(2000)

Baker, 
Keck, Mott, 
& Quinlan 
(1993)

P/NP P/NP Scripted items 
about the child’s 
home environment

Locator Form No LF N/A Project-developed 
questions to track 
respondent for future 
interview waves

N/A P/NP All Locator information 
for caregiver and 
up to 3 contact 
persons

Verifications, 
Change of 
Address, & 
Payment

No VF N/A Project-developed script 
informing respondent of 
potential recontact for 
interview QC purposes

N/A P/NP All N/A

Teacher 
Authorization

No TA N/A Project-developed 
questions to collect 
contact information for 
teacher survey

N/A P/NP 1, 3, 4, 5 Teacher contact 
information, 
including school 
name, address, and 
phone number

Permission for 
Data Linkage

No LK N/A Project-developed script 
requesting permission 
for researchers to link 
NSCAW data to data from 
other sources

N/A P/NP 3,4, 5 N/A

HOME Scales 
- Observational 
Items (Child Age 
< 10)

No OB Emotional 
Nurturing, 
Cognitive/Verbal 
Responsiveness 
and Stimulation

Home Observation for 
Measurement of the 
Environment-Short Form 
(HOME-SF)

Baker, 
Keck, Mott, 
& Quinlan 
(1993)

P/NP 1, 3, 4, 5 Field 
Representative 
observations of 
the child’s home 
environment
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APPENDIX D:
SUPPLEMENTAL DESCRIPTIVE 
AND BIVARIATE ANALYSES



Child Behavior Checklist
N = 273

Youth Self Report
N = 109

Clinical
N = 96

Clinical/borderline
N = 118

Clinical
N = 18

Clinical/borderline
N = 36

Total 32.7 (2.9) 
27.3 – 38.5

41.4 (3.1) 
35.4–47.7

16.4 (3.6) 
10.6–24.7

33.0 (4.5) 
24.7–42.4

Sex
	 Male

	 Female

35.8 (4.3) 
27.8–44.6

29.8 (3.9) 
22.8–38.0

43.8 (4.7) 
35.0–53.1

39.3 (4.3) 
31.3–48.0

12.3 (4.8) 
5.6–25.0

19.6 (5.1) 
11.4–31.5

29.9 (6.7) 
18.5–44.4

35.3 (6.1) 
24.4–48.0

Race
	 White

	 African American

	 Latino/a

	 Other

46.7 (6.4) 
34.5–59.3

27.2 (3.4) 
21.0 – 34.4

24.1 (11.1) 
8.8–51.2

54.6 (12.8)
30.3–76.8

58.8 (6.4) 
45.9–70.6

35.1 (3.7) 
28.2–42.8

36.9 (13.3) 
16.0–64.1

54.6 (12.8) 
30.3–76.8

23.3 (8.4) 
10.8–43.3

11.4 (3.8) 
5.8–21.3

Insufficient data

Insufficient data

38.7 (9.6)
22.2–58.4

27.0 (5.3) 
17.9–38.6

Insufficient data

Insufficient data

Living arrangement
	 Kinship care

	 Foster care

	 Specialized foster care

	 Group/ residential care

14.8 (3.8) 
8.7–24.0

40.9 (5.1) 
31.4–51.1

45.6 (6.2) 
33.9–57.7

45.1 (13.9) 
21.4–71.1

23.5 (4.8) 
15.5–34.1

52.4 (5.3) 
42.0–62.6

48.5 (6.2) 
36.6–60.6

61.6 (13.6) 
34.2–83.2

14.8 (5.6) 
6.8–29.5

9.1 (5.0) 
2.9–24.8

20.1 (8.0) 
8.7–40.2

32.9 (13.7) 
12.7–62.3

35.9 (7.8)
22.5–52.1

16.0 (6.6) 
6.8–33.2

38.9 (9.6) 
22.4–58.6

55.6 (14.6) 
28.1–80.0

Table D.1
Rates of Behavior Problems Among Children in Care 
by Demographic and Placement Variables

Notes: Youth Self Report, Borderline and Clinical and living arrangement: χ2 = 8.08 (df = 3, n = 109, p = .04)

Child Behavior Checklist, Borderline and Clinical and race: χ2 = 10.43 (df = 3, n = 273, p = .02)

Child Behavior Checklist, Borderline and Clinical and living arrangement: χ2 = 19.50 (df = 3, n = 273, p = .01)

Child Behavior Checklist, Clinical and race: χ2 = 10.15 (df  = 3, n = 273, p = .02)

Child Behavior Checklist, Clinical and living arrangement: χ2 = 24.15 (df = 3, n = 273, p = .01)
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Notes:  Findings for the Children’s Depression Inventory and the Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children, Post-traumatic Stress subscale 

are presented only to indicate the results of the current study. Given the very low number of positive responses, as reflected in large 

standard error terms and wide confidence intervals, total percentages may be considered representative of the population being studied, 

but individual bivariate comparisons are not valid due to insufficient variation.

Table D.2
Rates of Self-Reported Depression and Trauma 
Among Children in Care by Demographic and 
Placement Variables

Children’s Depression Inventory
N = 158

Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children—
Post-traumatic Stress Symptoms
N = 148

Clinical
N = 6

Clinical/subclinical
N = 12

Clinical
N = 8

Clinical/subclinical
N = 19

Total 3.7 (1.5)
1.6–8.0

7.5 (2.1)
4.3–12.8

5.8 (2.0)
2.9–11.1

12.5 (2.7)
8.1–18.8

Sex
	 Male

	 Female

1.2 (1.2) 
0.2–8.0

5.9 (2.6)
2.4–13.5

5.6 (2.7)
2.1–13.9

9.3 (5.2)
4.7–17.6

4.5 (2.5)
1.4–13.1

6.9 (2.9)
2.9–15.4

7.1 (3.1)
3.0–16.0

17.1 (4.2)
10.4–27.0

Race
	 White

	 African American

	 Latino/a

	 Other

7.2 (4.0)
2.3–20.2

1.2 (1.1)
0.2–7.6

Insufficient data

Insufficient data

12.1 (5.1)
5.1–26.2

2.3 (1.6)
0.6–8.8

Insufficient data

Insufficient data

11.4 (5.3)
4.4–26.6

3.8 (2.1)
1.2–11.0

Insufficient data

Insufficient data

13.8 (5.7)
5.8–29.1

11.0 (3.3)
6.0–19.3

Insufficient data

Insufficient data

Living arrangement
	 Kinship care

	 Specialized foster care

	 Specialized foster care

	 Group/ residential care

3.5 (2.4)
0.9–13.1

1.5 (1.5)
0.2–10.1

0

25.5 (12.8)
8.4–56.2

3.5 (2.4)
0.9–13.1

8.9 (3.8)
3.7–19.7

3.2 (3.1)
0.4–19.4

32.9 (13.7)
12.7–62.3

6.3 (3.5)
2.1–17.8

6.4 (3.60)
2.1–18.0

3.3 (3.2)
0.4–19.9

7.5 (7.3)
1.0–39.0

20.4 (5.6)
11.6–33.4

8.2 (3.9)
3.1–19.8

3.3 (3.2)
0.4–19.9

22.3 (11.7)
7.2–51.5
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Notes: Child Behavior Checklist, Clinical and time in care t (272) = 2.6, p < .05

Table D.3
Rates of Behavior Problems Among Children in Care 
by Age at Entry and Time in Care.

Child Behavior Checklist
N = 273

Youth Self Report
N = 109

Clinical
N = 96

Clinical/borderline
N = 118

Clinical
N = 18

Clinical/borderline
N = 36

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Age at entry (mean, st. dev.) 4.6 (0.4) 
3.9 – 5.4

4.3 (0.3) 
3.8 – 4.9

4.6 (0.3) 
3.9 – 5.2

4.3 (0.3) 
3.7 – 4.9

7.4 (0.9) 
5.6 – 9.3

8.4 (0.4) 
7.6 – 9.1

8.1 (0.7) 
6.8 – 9.4

8.2 (0.4) 
7.5 – 9.1

Time in care (mean, st. dev.) 4.0 (0.3) 
3.4 – 4.7

2.9 (0.2) 
2.5 – 3.3

3.7 (0.3) 
3.1 – 4.3

3.0 (0.2) 
2.5 – 3.4

5.1 (0.8) 
3.5 – 6.7

5.1 – 0.4) 
4.4 – 5.8

4.9 (0.6) 
3.8 – 6.0

5.2 (0.4) 
4.4 – 6.0

Notes: Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children, Clinical and age at entry t (147) = -2.52, p = .01
Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children, Clinical/subclinical and time in care t (147) = -2.17, p = .03

Table D.4
Rates of Self-Reported Depression and Trauma Among 
Children in Care by Age at Entry and Time in Care

Children’s Depression Inventory Trauma Symptom Checklist for Children – 
Post-traumatic Stress Symptoms

Clinical
N = 6

Clinical/borderline
N = 12

Clinical
N = 8

Clinical/borderline
N = 19

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No

Age at entry (mean, st. dev.) 7.1 (0.3) 
6.5 – 7.6

8.3 (1.4) 
5.5 – 11.0   

7.2 (1.0) 
5.2 – 9.2

7.1 (0.3) 
6.6 – 7.7

4.7 (1.1) 
2.6 – 6.8

7.5 (0.3) 
6.9 – 8.1

7.6 (0.9) 
5.8 – 9.3

7.3 (0.3) 
6.7 – 7.9

Time in care (mean, st. dev.) 3.7 (1.4) 
1.0 – 6.4

4.5 (0.2) 
4.0 – 5.0

3.5 (1.0) 
1.5 – 5.4

4.5 (0.3) 
4.0 – 5.1

4.6 (1.4) 
1.8 – 7.5

4.6 (0.3) 
4.1 – 5.2

3.1 (0.8) 
1.6 – 4.5

4.9 (0.3) 
4.3 – 5.4

Point estimate (s.e.), 
95% Confidence Interval

Sex
	 Male
	 Female

58.8 (4.4) 50.1 – 67.0
70.6 (4.4) 61.2 – 78.5

Race
	 White
	 African American
	 Latino/a or Other

58.3 (4.0) 50.4 – 65.9
77.1 (5.6) 64.3 – 86.2
76.6 (7.7) 58.5 – 88.3

Living arrangement
	 Kinship care
	 Foster care
	 Specialized foster care
	 Group/ residential care

54.2 (5.7) 43.0 – 65.1
65.0 (5.1) 54.5 – 74.2
75.6 (5.2) 64.0 – 84.4
81.9 (9.9) 54.9 – 94.4

Table D.5
Caregiver-Identified Serious Physical Conditions by 
Child Demographic and Placement Characteristics

Notes: Race/ethnicity: χ2 = 9.06 (2, n = 276), p  = .01
Living arrangement: χ2 = 9.18 (2, n = 276), p  = .02
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Identified as having 
a health condition

Not identified as having 
a health condition

Average age at entry 4.1 (0.3) 3.5 – 4.6 4.8 (0.4) 4.0 – 5.6

Average time in care 3.1 (0.2) 2.7 – 3.6 3.3 (0.3) 2.7 - 4.0

Table D.6
Caregiver-Identified Health Conditions by Age at 
Entry and Time in Care

Sex
	 Male
	 Female

29.7 (4.9) 21.0 – 40.2
15.8 (4.2) 9.2 – 25.8

Race
	 African American
	 White

21.7 (4.2) 14.6 – 31.1
35.8 (7.5) 22.8 – 51.4

Living arrangement
	 Kinship care
	 Foster care
	 Specialized foster care
	 Group/ residential care

22.0 (5.4) 13.1 – 34.
10.3 (4.3) 6.6 – 24.1
30.8 (8.1) 17.4 – 48.
55.6 (14.6) 28.1 – 80.2

Table D.7
Self-Identified Physical Health Conditions by 
Demographic and Placement Characteristics

Notes: Gender: χ2 = 4.50 (1, n = 158), p  = .03
Living arrangement: χ2 = 8.71 (3, n = 158), p  = .03

Sex
	 Male
	 Female

22.6 (3.2) 16.9 – 29.6
23.5 (3.4) 17.5 – 30.7

Race
	 African American
	 White
	 Latino/a or Other

23.7 (3.0) 18.4 – 30.1
24.0 (6.3) 13.8 – 38.3
20.5 (4.4) 13.2 – 30.3

Living arrangement
	 Kinship care
	 Foster care
	 Specialized foster care
	 Group/ residential care

16.0 (3.7) 10.0 – 24.7
19.5 (3.7) 13.3 - 27.7
40.4 (5.5) 30.2 – 51.4
37.1 (10.3) 19.8 – 58.5

Table D.8
Caseworker-Identified Physical Health Conditions by 
Child Demographic and Placement Characteristics

Notes: Living arrangement: χ2 = 15.44 (3, n = 413), p  = .01
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All children 	 Kinship care Traditional foster 
care

Specialized foster 
care

Group/ residential 
care

Mean for overall 
monitoring37

4.3 (0.1)
(4.2-4.4)

4.2 (0.1)
(4.0-4.5)

4.2 (0.1)
(4.0-4.4)

4.4 (0.1)
(4.2-4.7)

4.7 (0.1)
(4.6-4.8)

Child does not leave 
the house without 
telling caregiver

4.3 (0.1)
(4.1-4.5)

4.3 (0.2)
(3.9-4.6)

4.3 (0.2)
(4.0-4.6)

4.2 (0.2)
(4.2-4.9)

4.0 (0.7)
(2.5-5.4)

Caregiver knows 
child’s whereabouts

4.5 (0.1)
(4.4-4.7)

4.4 (0.1)
(4.2-4.7)

4.6 (0.1)
(4.4-4.8)

4.5 (0.2)
(4.01-4.9)

5.0

Caregiver knows 
whom child is with

4.3 (0.1)
(4.1-4.5)

4.3 (0.2)
(3.9-4.6)

4.2 (0.2)
(3.8-4.6)

4.3 (0.1)
(4.0-4.6)

5.0

Caregiver gives child 
a curfew

4.4 (0.1)
(4.2-4.6)

4.4 (0.2)
(4.1-4.8)

4.4 (0.2)
(4.0-4.8)

4.4 (0.2)
(4.0-4.8)

5.0

Caregiver establishes 
a time for the child to 
return home

4.0 (0.1)
(3.7-4.3)

3.8 (0.2)
(3.4-4.3)

3.8 (0.3)
(3.3-4.3)

4.4 (0.2)
(4.0-4.9)

4.5 (0.4)
(3.8-5.2)

Child is not left home 
without an adult or 
sitter (ages 7–11 only)

4.1 (0.2)
(3.7-4.6)

4.0 (0.3)
(3.4-4.7)

4.1 (0.4)
(3.2-4.8)

4.4 (0.4)
(3.5-5.2)

--

Table D.9
Caregiver Monitoring Scale,35 Mean Scores36 (as 
reported by the youth, Illinois sample)

35 Dishion, Patterson, Stoolmiller, & Skinner. (1991).

36 Mean estimates within a 95% confidence interval.

37 On a 5-point Likert Scale with 1 = never and 5 = very often.

In the past 12 months Total Kinship foster care Traditional foster care Specialized foster care Group/ residential care

Times adult explained why 
something was wrong	
	 Never
	 1–2 times
	 3–5 times
	 6 times or more

26.9 (0.1) (19.2-36.2)
30.2 (0.1) (22.1-39.7)
14.2 (0.1) (8.7-22.4)
28.8 (0.1) (20.9-38.2)

34.4 (.08) (20.9-50.9)
28.4 (.07) (16.2-44.7)
13.3 (.06) (5.6-28.7)
23.9 (.07) (12.8-40.3)

19.6 (.07) (8.9-37.6)
22.8 (.08) (11.1-41.1)
13.5 (.06) (5.1-31.3)
44.1 (.09) (27.7-61.9)

26.3 (.09) (12.9-46.4)
38.6 (.10) (22.0-58.5)
12.0 (.06) (3.8-31.6)
23.1 (.08) (10.6-43.2)

3.8 (.12) (7.6-54.2)
35.6 (.14) (13.8-65.6)
23.7 (.12) (7.5-54.2)
17.0 (.11) (4.2-49.0)

Times child was put in a 
“time out”	
	 Never
	 1–2 times
	 3–5 times
	 6 times or more

45.2 (0.1) (36.0-54.9)
25.8 (0.1) (18.3-35.0)
12.4 (0.1) (7.2-20.3)
16.6 (0.1) (10.6-25.0)

58.6 (.08) (42.3-73.2)
18.2 (.06) (8.8-33.9)
7.8 (.04) (2.5-21.9)
15.5 (.06) (7.0-30.9)

26.9 (.08) (14.4-44.7)
38.1 (.09) (22.9-56.1)
22.7 (.08) (11.1-40.8)
12.3 (.06) (4.6-29.0)

56.5 (.10) (37.0-74.1)
19.7 (.08) (8.3-39.8)
11.9 (.06) (3.8-31.4)
12.0 (.07) (3.9-31.6)

28.0* (.14) (9.2-60.0)
30.2 (.13) (11.3-59.5)
0
41.8 (.14) (18.1-70.0)

Times adult yelled at child
	 Never
	 1–2 times
	 3–5 times
	 6 times or more

35.6 (0.1) (27.0-45.3)
29.0 (0.1) (21.0-38.4)
17.0 (0.1) (10.9-25.6)
18.4 (0.1) (12.1-27.0)

34.1 (.08) (20.7-50.6)
24.1 (.07) (12.9-40.6)
20.9 (.07) (10.7-37.0)
20.9 (.07) (10.6-36.9)

30.7 (.08) (17.1-48.7)
31.6 (.08) (17.8-49.7)
16.5 (.07) (6.9-34.2)
21.3 (.07) (10.3-38.9)

33.1 (.09) (17.8-52.9)
35.2 (.09) (19.3-55.3)
15.9 (.07) (6.0-35.9)
15.8 (.07) (6.0-35.7)

59.4 (.14) (31.1-82.6)
22.6 (.12) (7.2-52.6)
9.0 (.09) (1.2-44.2)
9.0 (.09) (1.2-44.2)

Times child was grounded
	 Never
	 1–2 times
	 3–5 times
	 6 times or more

24.4 (0.1) (17.0-33.6)
34.5 (0.1) (25.9-44.1)
19.6 (0.1) (13.0-28.3)
21.6 (0.1) (14.7-30.6)

28.7 (.07) (16.4-45.1)
31.3 (.08) (18.5-47.8)
22.0 (.07) (11.3-38.5)
18.0 (.06) (8.7-33.7)

16.0 (.07) (6.7-33.6)
40.0 (.09) (24.5-57.8)
24.9 (.08) (12.8-42.9)
19.0 (.07) (8.7-36.8)

27.6 (.09) (13.5-48.1)
36.0 (.10) (19.7-56.4)
7.5 (.05) (1.8-26.2)
28.9 (.09) (14.4-49.8)

26.6 (.13) (8.6-58.4)
25.9 (.13) (8.5-57.1)
23.7 (.12) (7.5-54.2)
23.7 (.12) (7.6-54.3)

Table D.10
Forms of Discipline by Placement Type (Illinois sample)
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Illinois NSCAW

Mild violence
	 Adult yelled at a person
	 Adult spanked a person
	 Adult threw something at a person
	 Adult pushed a person
	 Adult slapped a person

84.4 (77.9–89.3)
68.0 (60.2 –74.9)
29.3 (24.2–39.1)
32.5 (25.6–40.3)
27.5 (21.0–35.1)

71.7 (65.5–79.1)
60.3 (51.2–68.6)
31.4 (24.4–39.4)
29.0 (24.4–39.4)
25.0 (17.8–33.8)

Severe violence
	 Adult beat up a person
	 Saw adult steal from a person
	 Saw adult get arrested
	 Saw adult deal drugs
	 Adult pointed a weapon at a person
	 Adult stabbed a person
	 Adult shot a person with a gun

19.1 (13.7–26.1)
39.4 (31.9–47.3)
37.1 (29.8–45.0)
18.0 (12.6–24.9)
  8.5   (5.1–14.0)
  3.8   (1.7–8.3)
  1.2   (0.3–4.7)

26.0 (19.2–34.3)
33.0 (25.6–41.2)
39.5 (32.8–46.7)
18.7 (12.9–26.2)
17.3 (12.4–23.5)
  4.2   (2.1–  8.0)
  6.3   (3.0–12.9)

Table D.11
Percentage38 of Children Who Have Witnessed Violence 
in a Home They Have Lived In: 
Comparison Between Illinois and National Samples

38 Point estimate within a 95% confidence interval.

Illinois NSCAW

Mild violence
	 Mean frequency for mild violence40 
	 Yelled at by an adult
	 Spanked by an adult
	 Pushed by an adult
	 Adult threw something at child
	 Slapped “really hard” by an adult

  1.6   (1.5–1.7)
72.7 (65.1–79.1)
50.3 (42.3–57.9)
18.0 (12.7–24.8)
16.1 (11.1–22.9)
22.2 (16.3–29.5)

  1.8   (1.6–2.0)
68.4 (61.1–74.9)
48.3 (37.4–59.4)
24.5 (18.1–32.4)
27.7 (19.0–38.4)
21.7 (14.1–31.8)

Severe violence
	 Mean frequency for severe violence
	 Beat up by an adult
	 Gun or knife was pointed at child by an adult

  1.3   (1.2–1.4)
17.8  (12.6–24.6)
  3.1   (1.3–7.4)

  1.2   (1.1–1.4)
17.2  (11.0–25.9)
  9.3   (4.7–17.6)

Table D.12
Percentage39 of Children Who Have Experienced Violence 
in a Home They Have Lived In: 
Comparison Between Illinois and National Samples

39 Point estimate within a 95% confidence interval.

40 On a 4-point Likert Scale where 1 = never, 2 = one time, 3 = a few times, and 4 = lots of times.
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Item All children Kinship foster 
care

Traditional foster 
care

Specialized foster 
care

Group/ residential 
care

Child has an adult they can turn to for support
      There are adults I can go to for help
      I can go to a parent or someone like a 
         parent with a problem
      I can go to another relative with a problem
      I can go to a non-relative adult with a problem
      This non-relative adult has made a difference 
         in my life
      Scale score (sum of previous items)

94.2 (.02) (87.5-97.4)

94.1 (.03) (87.4-97.4)

83.7 (.04) (75.1-89.7)

71.6 (.05) (62.1-79.8)

81.9 (.04) (73.2-88.3)

4.4 (.08) (4.2-4.5)

97.1 (.03) (81.9-99.6)

94.4 (.04) (79.8-98.6)

84.3 (.06) (68.9-92.9)

64.6 (.08) (48.2-78.2)

75.8 (.07) (59.2-87.1)

4.2 (.13) (3.9-4.5)

96.6 (.03) (78.9-99.5)

96.5 (.03) (78.6-99.5)

81.4 (.07) (63.8-91.6)

75.5 (.08) (56.4-88.0)

86.3 (.06) (68.5-94.8)

4.4 (.13) (4.1-4.7)

88.6 (.06) (69.5-96.4)

91.6 (.06) (71.3-97.9)

82.7 (.08) (61.4-93.5)

65.4 (.10) (44.1-81.9)

87.9 (.07) (67.8-96.1)

4.4 (.18) (4.1-4.8)

91.0 (.09) (55.8-98.8) 

91.9 (.08) (58.2-98.9)

91.0 (.09) (55.1-98.8)

100.0

75.6 (.12) (44.9-92.2)

4.6 (.20) (4.2-5.0)

Religion/Spirituality
      Importance of religion/spirituality to me*
      How many times I have gone to religious 
         services within the past year (average)**

3.1 (.09) (3.0-3.3)

3.3 (.12) (3.0-3.5)

3.4 (.12) (3.1-3.6)

3.4 (.19) (3.0-3.8)

3.1 (.18) (2.7-3.4)

3.4 (.25) (2.9-3.9)

3.0 (.21) (2.6-3.4)

3.3 (.27) (2.7-3.8)

2.9 (.35) (2.2-3.6)

2.8 (.30) (2.2-3.4)

Table D.13
Protective Factors: Children Responded Positively to 
These Items (Illinois sample)

*Scale of 1 to 4 with 1 = not important and 4 = very important

**Scale of 1 to 4 with 1=never, 2=not often, 3=often, and 4=all the time

All children Kinship foster care Traditional foster care Specialized foster care Group/ residential care

Loneliness and Social 

Dissatisfaction

28.7 (1.0) (26.9-30.6) 28.7 (1.5) (25.8-31.7) 27.7 (1.6) (24.4-30.9) 27.5 (1.7) (24.1-31.0) 36.6 (4.1) (28.5-44.8)

Note: This is a scale with a range from 16 to 80, with 16 being the least lonely. Overall, children in Illinois fall toward the less-lonely side of this scale.

Relationship with caregiver is 

important to child

394 (0.8) (37.9-40.9) 39.6 (1.3) (37.0-42.1) 39.3 (1.3) (36.8-41.8) 39.4 (1.5) (36.4-42.3) --

Note: This is a scale with a range from 12 to 48, with 48 meaning that the child places the most importance on this relationship. Overall, children in Illinois fall closer to 

the end of the scale where they see these relationships as important.

Table D.14
Relationships with Others (Illinois sample)
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41 On a 6-point ordinal scale where 1 = no chance, 2 = some chance, 3 = about 50-50, 4 = pretty likely, 5 = it will happen, 

 and 6 = it has already happened.

42 Mean estimates within a 95% confidence interval.

All children Kinship foster 
care

Traditional foster 
care

Specialized 
foster care

Group/ 
residential care

Child’s chance of living to 
be at least 35

4.25 (0.1) (4.1-4.4) 4.17 (0.1) (3.9-4.5) 4.49 (0.1) (4.2-4.8) 4.30 (0.2) (3.9-4.7) 3.62 (0.4) (2.8-4.5)

Child’s chance of being 
married by age 25

2.91 (0.1) 2.7-3.2) 3.09 (0.2) (2.7-3.5) 2.45 (0.2) (2.1-2.8) 3.13 (0.3) (2.6-3.7) 3.22 (0.5) (2.3-4.1)

Child’s chance of 
graduating from high school

4.53 (0.1) (4.4-4.7) 4.46 (0.2) (4.2-4.7) 4.70 (0.1) (4.5-4.9) 4.66 (0.1) (4.4-4.9) 3.94 (0.4) (3.1-4.8)

Child’s chance of getting a 
good job by age 30

4.28 (0.1) (4.1-4.5) 4.30 (0.1) (4.0-4.6) 4.38 (0.2) (4.0-4.7) 4.22 (0.2) (3.9-4.5) 3.97 (0.4) (3.1-4.8)

Child’s chance of raising a 
family when he/she is older

3.62 (0.1) (3.4-3.9) 3.56 (0.2) (3.1-4.0) 3.39 (0.2) (3.0-3.8) 3.89 (0.3) (3.4-4.4) 3.93 (0.4) (3.1-4.8)

Child’s chance of having a 
child before the age of 18

1.61 (0.1) (1.4-1.8) 1.60 (0.2) (1.2-2.0) 1.49 (0.2) (1.1-1.8) 1.49 (0.2) (1.1-1.8) 2.33 (0.6) (1.1-3.6)

Table D.15
Future Expectation Scales,41 Mean Scores42  
(as reported by the youth,  Illinois sample)

All children Kinship foster 
care

Traditional foster 
care

Specialized foster 
care

Group/ residential 
care

Do not like living with 
current people

5.6 (.02) (2.9-10.5) 6.9 (.03) (82.6-97.4) 3.5 (.02) (0.9-13.1) 3.3 (.03) (0.5-20.2) 16.1 (.02) (2.9-10.5)

Tried to leave current home 10.3 (.03) (6.4-16.2) 9.4 (.04) (3.9-20.8) 7.2 (.03) (2.7-17.8) 14.9 (.06) (6.3-31.5) 16.4 (.02) (4.0-47.9)

Siblings do not live with you 
in current home

83.8 (.03) (77.1-88.9) 80.6 (.05) (67.9-
89.0)

84.9 (.05) (72.4-92.3) 82.0 (.07) (65.1-91.8) 100%

Never see biological mother 26.5 (.04) (19.6-34.8) 11.5 (.08) (5.2-23.6) 40.2 (.08) (26.6-55.5) 35.3 (.09) (19.9-54.5) 18.1 (.12) (4.5-50.7)

Table D.16
Attachment to Current Placement 
(as reported by the youth,  Illinois sample)
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Permanency outcome Males Females

Reunification 12.2 (2.0) 8.8 – 16.7 9.9 (1.8) 6.9 – 14.0

Guardianship/Adoption 44.8 (2.9) 39.2 – 50.6 51.1 (2.9) 45.4 – 56.9

Still in care 38.7 (2.9) 33.2 – 44.5 32.0 (2.8) 26.9 – 37.6

Impermanence 4.2 (1.0) 2.6 – 6.8 7.4 (1.3) 4.9 – 9.9

Table D.18
Gender and Permanency Outcomes

Race or Ethnicity Number of moves (std. err.) 95% C.I.

African American 2.9 (0.2) 2.6 – 3.2

White 2.9 (0.2) 2.6 – 3.2

Latino/a or Other 2.8 (0.4) 2.0 – 3.6

Table D.17
 Race/Ethnicity and Placement Stability
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APPENDIX E:
EDUCATION AND SCHOOL 
ENGAGEMENT: CAREGIVER REPORTS



Introduction
A number of questions about the caregivers’ perspectives 

of the educational status of the children in their care were 

included in the interviews of caregivers carried out as part 

of the IL-CWB study, Round 2. This Appendix reports 

basic data representing these perspectives, including both 

overall percentages of children reported in each condition 

(for example, number of children reported as being over 

the chronological age expected given their grade levels, 

or overage in grade) and the association of the number of 

children in each condition with other, commonly associated 

demographic and placement variables (for example, the 

number of children who are overage in grade by gender). The 

section opens with a brief literature review and then presents 

findings concerning achievement, special needs, discipline, 

attendance, and school transfers. Comparisons between 

school engagement in Illinois and nationally conclude the 

results and are followed by a summary section. 

Literature Review
Many studies have focused on the need for educational 

assessment and services, for foster children generally and 

for foster youth with learning disabilities in particular. 

Estimates of the percentage of children in foster care are 

receiving special education services range from 24% (Evans, 

Scott, & Schulz, 2004) to 44% (Geenen & Powers, 2006). 

In a focus group study, Zetlin (2006) noted that foster 

children are over-represented in special education; they 

are also often under-identified for special education; lack 

of information to schools about a child’s foster care status 

often leads to confusion and delay of services, and caregivers 

are often not kept informed; special education procedures 

create problems, especially around accountability and 

appropriateness of services; and children in group homes are 

often required to attend restrictive schools on site that may 

not meet the children’s needs.

In their comparison of children in an urban school district, 

Geenen and Powers (2006) found that youth in foster care 

and special education, compared with those in general 

education, had significantly lower GPAs and earned 

significantly fewer credits toward graduation. In addition, for 

all foster care youth, as the number of placements increased, 

GPA and performance on state math testing decreased. This 

study highlighted the fact that just being in foster care or just 

being in special education presented major challenges for the 

student; the interaction between the two systems multiplied 

these challenges.

Most studies on the educational needs of foster children 

point to the need for collaboration between the local school 

system and the child welfare system in order to provide the 

individualized services to meet these children’s specialized 

needs (e.g., Geenen & Powers, 2006). Zetlin, Weinberg, and 

Kimm (2004) reported that having an education specialist 

(ES) as the liaison between the child welfare office and the 

local school district resulted in improved knowledge on the 

part of caseworkers about the school system. Findings from 

this study also demonstrated that caseworkers with access 

to the ES were more likely to complete documentation 

of educational status and to include comments about the 

educational needs of children on their case loads in the 

case files than was the case in control settings. The findings 

support the need for advocacy by child welfare and school 

systems to develop policies and practices that will have a 

positive impact on the educational achievement of children 

in foster care (Zetlin, Weinberg, & Kimm, 2004).

Results – Illinois Sample
Academic Progress

Overage in grade
A student’s grade level relative to his or her chronological 

age is one of the most important factors in predicting school 

dropout (Jimmerson, Anderson, & Whipple, 2002). Research 

is conclusive in this regard, even when achievement status 

and a variety of other salient potential predictor variables 

are taken into consideration. Being “overage in grade” 

can result from a number of circumstances, including late 

entry into school and failure to advance because of school 

transfers, runaway, grade retention, and others. In order 

to analyze whether a student was overage in grade or not, 

a new variable was calculated. First, each child’s age as of 

September 1, 2003 was calculated. This was compared to the 

caregiver’s report of the grade the child was in as of that year. 

Caregiver interviews that were completed after June 15, 2004 

were not included in the analysis because it was uncertain as 

to whether the caregiver would have answered with the grade 

E-2



the child was in the previous year or the grade the child 

would be in the following year. This resulted in minimal 

loss of cases, as most interviews were conducted prior to 

this time. Based on this strategy, 21.9% of caregivers (std. 

err. 2.9, 95% C.I. 16.7 – 28.2) indicated that the child was 

overage in grade. Based on caregiver reports, the likelihood 

of being overage in grade did not vary by race, gender, or 

living arrangement. The likelihood of being overage in grade 

also did not vary significantly by the child’s age at entry into 

foster care or the number of years the child had spent in 

foster care. Another indicator of academic success is whether 

the child has been held back or has repeated a grade. While 

exact estimates of the impact of retention vary, Mann (1987) 

reported that students who were retained in one grade were 

40% to 50% more likely to drop out of school, and students 

retained in two grades were 90% more likely to drop out of 

school than those who had not been retained. Overall, 22.1% 

of children were reported as having been “held back” (std. 

err. 3.1, 95% C.I. 16.6 – 28.8).

Grades and Test Scores
Caregivers were asked whether children were receiving 

grades of ‘C’ or higher and whether they were reading at or 

above grade level in reading and math. In all cases, while 

most caregivers indicated that children were performing 

well in school, a significant proportion indicated that the 

children in their care were struggling. A total of 70.2% of 

caregivers (std. err. 3.4, 95%. C.I. 63.2 – 76.3) indicated the 

children were receiving grades of ‘C’ or higher in all their 

classes. In terms of achievement, 63.4% of caregivers (std. 

err. 3.5, 95% C.I. 56.4 – 69.9) indicated that the children 

were reading at or above grade level.This finding appears to 

point to some level of conflict between caregiver perceptions 

and actual, reported achievement based on test scores as 

documented in Chapter 6 in this volume. Specifically, given 

that approximately 70% of children are functioning at less 

than the 50th percentile with regard to reading based on test 

scores (as reported in chapter 6) while approximately 63% of 

caregivers indicate that their children are reading at or above 

grade level, one may consider the possibility that caregiver 

are often not appraised of the functional achievement levels 

of the children in their care. While it is likely that some 

records are present in the educational record review data 

set that are not present in the caregiver interview data set 

and vice versa, there is likely to be considerable overlap, and 

this finding recommends further investigation into levels 

of communication between caregivers and schools. A total 

of 58.0% (std. err. 3.6, 95% C.I. 50.9 – 64.8) of caregivers 

indicated that the children in their care were performing at 

or above grade level in math. This finding also appears to 

conflict to some extent with the finding reported in Chapter 

6 that 71.9% of children evaluated scored below the 50th 

percentile with regard to math achievement. 

The likelihood of receiving grades of ‘C’ or higher on report 

cards was not reported to vary by race, gender, living 

arrangement, or years in care. However, grades as reported 

by caregivers did vary by age at entry into care such that 

children who were not receiving adequate grades were older, 

on average, at entry into foster care (Table E.1). 

Mean age at entry into foster care Mean years in care

Grades ‘C’ or higher
Yes
No

6.2 (0.3, 5.6 – 6.8)
7.7 (0.5, 6.8 – 8.6)

Ns
Ns

Reading at grade level
Yes
No

Ns
Ns

4.3 (0.3, 3.7 – 4.7)
5.5 (0.4, 4.7 – 6.4)

Performing math at grade level
Yes
No

Ns
Ns

4.3 (0.3, 3.8 – 4.8)
5.1 (0.4, 4.4 – 5.9)

Table E.1
Variations in academic achievement by age at entry into 
care and years in care

Grades ‘C’ or higher, mean age at entry: t (1, 187) = -2.6, p < .01
Reading at grade level, mean years in care: t (1, 191) = -2.5, p < .01
Math at grade level, mean years in care: t (1, 192) = -1.7, p = .09
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Kinship care Traditional foster care Specialized foster care Group or residential care

Reading at or above 
grade level

72.5
(5.8, 59.9 – 82.3)

66.3
(5.6, 54.5 – 76.4)

55.1
(6.9, 41.5 – 68.0)

32.6
(15.2, 11.1 – 65.2)

The proportion of children reported to be reading at or 

above grade level did not vary by race or gender but varied 

in a marginally significant manner by placement type such 

that children in more restrictive types of care were more 

likley to be reported as not reading at grade level (Table 

E.2). Caregiver-rated reading abilities did not vary by age 

at entry into foster care, but children who were rated by 

caregivers as not reading at grade level had spent more years 

in foster care. This finding is reflected in Table E.1.  Whether 

caregivers rated the children in their care as performing at 

or above grade level in mathematics did not vary by race, 

gender, type of care, or age at entry into foster care and 

varied in a marginally significant manner by years in care, as 

reflected in Table E.1. Children rated as not performing math 

at grade level had been in care longer.

Special Needs
Caregivers were asked a series of questions about special 

educational needs of the children in their care. The 

questions were: 

Has (child) been tested for learning problems, special 

needs, or developmental disabilities by an education or 

health professional? (Yes, 54.8% (std. err. 3.7, 95% C.I. 

47.5 – 61.8)).

Since (child) was placed with you, have you been told by an 

education or health professional that the child had learning 

problems, special needs, or developmental disabilities? (Yes, 

40.8% (std. err. 3.5, 95% C.I. 34.1 – 47.8)).

An Individualized Education Plan, or IEP, identifies 

problems a child with a disability might be having that 

interfere with his or her education and explains what 

services the school system will provide to help a child. An 

Individualized Education Plan is written with administrators, 

educators, and specialists from the school district and is 

not part of DCFS or your child welfare agency. Does (child) 

have an Individualized Education Plan (I.E.P.)? That is, has 

(child) been classified as needing special education? (Yes, 

41.0% (std. err. 3.6, 95% C.I. 34.2 – 48.1).

Is (child) receiving special education services? (Yes, 38.7% 

(std. err. 3.5, 95% C.I. 32.2 – 45.7)

Upon examination, the second and third questions were 

found to be highly correlated. Of caregivers who responded 

to these questions, 33.5% indicated that they had been 

told that the child had a learning problem, special need, 

or developmental disability by an education or health 

professional and that the child had an IEP, and 51.8% of 

caregivers indicated that neither was true. The 7.4% of 

caregivers who indicated that the child was receiving special 

education but did not have learning problems may have been 

caring for children who were receiving educational supports 

as a result of behavioral disturbances or health problems. 

The 7.3% of caregivers who said that they had been told 

the child had a learning problem but that the child was not 

receiving educational supportive services are noteworthy, 

but the circumstances in these cases are not really known. 

Additional research on this topic using standardized 

assessments and school records would be appropriate and 

beneficial. For purposes of this report, the indication of 

whether or not the child had been identified as needing 

special education services was used for subsequent analyses. 

A number of differences in processes for identification of 

and in formal identification of special educational needs 

were found by demographic and placement variables. The 

proportion of children tested for learning problems varied 

by race, gender, and living arrangement. These results 

are presented in Table E.3. The relationships between 

having been identified as being in need of special education 

services and race, gender, and living arrangement were also 

Table E.2
Variations in Academic Achievement by Placement Type

Reading at or above grade level, χ2 (3, 191) = 7.0, p = .07
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examined and were found to range from highly significant 

to marginally significant. The data suggest a differential 

pattern of likelihood of being identified as needing special 

education services by race and living arrangement among 

children who were tested. Some differences in reported 

delivery of special education services to children who are 

supposed to be receiving them are also evident based on 

caregiver data; for example, while females reported as having 

IEPs are all reported to be receiving services, this is not the 

case with males. Similarly, children in group or residential 

care who are reported to have IEPs appear to be less likely 

to be reported as receiving services than children in other 

care types. Again, these findings suggest a need for further 

examination of these dynamics. 

The average number of years in care of children who were 

tested differed in a statistically significant manner from 

the average number of years in care of children who were 

not tested. Differences in age at entry were marginally 

significant. These results are presented in Table E.4. The 

finding that the average age of entry of children who were 

identified as not obtaining grades of at least ‘C’ on report 

cards is older than that of children obtaining adequate 

grades but that children who entered care at older ages are 

also less likely to be tested for special learning needs might 

have significance for assessment practices at intake. Children 

who were tested for learning problems, identified as being 

in need of special education, and receiving special education 

services had been in care for longer than children for whom 

this was not the case.

Discipline
Caregivers were asked how many in-school suspensions or 

detentions the children in their care had been assigned since 

the beginning of the school year, how many out-of-school 

suspensions had been assigned in the same time period, 

and whether or not the child had been expelled within the 

past two years. Given that the majority of the interviews 

were completed between March and May of 2004, the only 

adjustment for time made in the analyses reported here was 

to subpopulate the data set to include only those interviews 

Tested for learning problems, special 
needs, or devlopmental disabilities

Identified as needing special education 
services (child has an IEP)

Receipt of special education 
services

Sex
	 Male
	 Female

63.3 (5.1, 52.8 – 72.7)
46.8 (5.2, 37.0 – 57.0)

51.7 (5.3, 41.4 – 61.8)
31.4 (4.6, 23.1 – 41.2)

46.0 (5.1, 36.3 – 56.1)
31.9 (4.7, 23.4 – 41.7)

Race
	 White
	 African American
	 Latino/a or Other

48.4 (4.7, 39.4 – 57.4)
62.0 (6.9, 47.8 – 74.3)
77.9 (9.8, 53.5 – 91.4)

35.2 (4.4, 27.2 – 44.2)
54.1 (6.9, 40.5 – 67.1)
44.3 (11.2, 25.7 – 65.9)

NS
NS
NS

Living arrangement
	 Kinship care
	 foster care
	 Specialized foster Care
	 Group/ residential care

39.4 (6.6, 27.5 – 52.8)
46.3 (6.2, 34.5 – 58.6)
72.9 (6.2, 59.1 – 83.3)
100

21.6 (5.4, 12.9 – 33.9)
33.2 (5.7, 23.0 – 45.1)
62.1 (6.7, 48.4 – 74.1)
91.9 (7.8, 59.0 – 98.9)

19.8 (5.2, 11.5 – 31.8)
29.2 (5.4, 19.8 – 40.8)
63.0 (6.7, 49.1 – 75.0)
83.5 (10.8, 52.2 – 95.9)

Table E.3
Differences in Rates of Testing for, Identification of Need for, and Receipt of 
Special Education Services by Demographic and Placement Variables

Gender, tested: χ2 (1, 184) = 5.0, p = .03
Race, tested: χ2 (2, 184) = 7.2, p = .03
Living arrangement, tested: χ2 (3, 184) = 26.1, p < .01
Gender, IEP: χ2 (1, 184) = 8.1, p = .05
Race, IEP: χ2 (2, 184) = 5.1, p = .08
Living arrangement, IEP: χ2 (3, 184) = 30.9, p < .01
Gender, service receipt: χ2 (1, 184) = 4.07, p = .04
Living arrangement, service receipt: χ2 (3, 184) = 32.6, p < .01
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Mean age at entry into 
foster care

Mean years in care

Tested for learning problems, 
special needs, or developmental 
disabilities
                Yes
                No

6.1 (0.4,5.4-6.8)
7.1 (0.4,6.4-7.8)

5.4 (0.3, 4.7 -6.0)
4.0 (0.3, 3.3 -4.7)

Identified as needing special 
education services (has an IEP)
                Yes
                No

NS
NS

5.6 (0.4, 4.8 - 6.4)
4.1 (0.3, 3.6 - 4.7)

Receipt of special education 
services 
                Yes 
                No

NS
NS

5.9 (0.4, 5.1 - 6.6) 
4.0 (0.3, 3.5 - 4.5)

Table E.4
Differences in Rates of Testing for, Identification of Need for, and Receipt of 
Special Education Services by age at entry into care and years in care

Race, tested: χ2 (2, 184) = 7.2, p = .03
Tested, mean age at entry: t (1,184) = -1.68,  p < .06 
Tested, mean years in care: t (1,184) = 2.68,  p < .01
IEP, mean years in care: t (1,192) = 2.89, p <.01
Service receipt, mean years in care: t (1,195) = 3.77, p<.01  

that took place prior to the end of the 2003-2004 school 

year. Caregivers, then, reported that: 

Children received an average of 1.1 in-school suspensions or 

detentions (std. err. 0.2, 95% C.I. 0.7 - 1.5). The range was 

from 0 to 22 with the mode at 0. 

Children received an average of 0.5 out-of-school 

suspensions (std. err. 0.1, 95% C.I. 0.2 - 0.7). The range was 

from 0 to 8 with the mode at 0. 

A total of 8.8% of children were reported as having been 

expelled within the past two years (std. err. 2.1, 95% C.I. 

5.6 – 13.8). 

In-school suspensions were not significantly associated 

with gender or race. In-school suspensions were 

associated with living arrangement ((3, 197), F = 2.80, p 

= .04). These results are represented in Figure E.1. These 

data suggest that children in both kinship care and group 

or residential care received fewer in-school suspensions 

or detentions, as reported by caregivers, than children in 

specialized foster care.

Number of in-school suspensions was not significantly 

associated with age at entry or years in care. 

Number of out-of-school suspensions was not associated 

with sex but was marginally associated with race. Children 

of Latino/a or Other race or ethnicity received an average of 

0.2 suspensions (std. err. 0.1, 95% C.I. -0.1 - 0.4), and White 

children received an average of 0.2 suspensions (std. err. 0.1, 

95% C.I. 0.1 – 0.4), but African American children received 

an average of 0.5 suspensions (std. err. 0.1, 95% C.I. 0.3 

- .0.7) (F (2, 194) = 2.4, p = .09). However, number of out-

of-school suspensions was not significantly associated with 

living arrangement, nor was it associated with age at entry or 

number of years in out-of-home care. 

School expulsion was not associated with gender or race/

ethnicity but was associated with living arrangement in 

a marginally significant fashion as reflected in Table E.5. 

Note that these results demonstrate that the only living 

arrangement that may be thought to offer a significant 

protective effect with regard to school expulsions is group 

or residential care. This may be the case due to the fact that 

children in these care types often go to therapeutic schools 

which are organized and staffed differently and may have 

different policies with regard to suspension and expulsion. 

Expulsion was not associated with age at entry into foster 

care or years in care.
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Figure E.1 
Association Between In-School Suspensions and 
Living Arrangement

Kinship Care Traditional Foster

Care

Specialized Foster

Care

Group and

Residential Care

Kinship care Traditional foster care Specialized foster care Group or residential care

School expulsion in 
the past two years

11.6
(4.1, 5.6 – 22.5)

7.5
(3.2, 3.1 – 16.9)

9.2
(3.9, 3.8 – 20.4)

0

Table E.5
Variations in School Expulsion by Placement Type

Expulsion, χ2 (3, 191) = 7.81, p = .05

School Attendance and School Transfers
Analyses of attendance were restricted to cases where 

interviews occurred prior to the end of the 2003-2004 school 

year in order to avoid confusion. The question asked of 

caregivers was how many days of school children had missed 

in the past month. Caregivers indicated that the children in 

their care have missed an average of 0.9 days (std. err. 0.2, 

95% C.I. 0.7-1.2) with a range from 0 to 31 and the mode at 

0. Clearly, children cannot miss 31 days of school in a month, 

as they are not required to attend school on weekends and 

holidays. Caregivers who responded in this fashion are 

understood to be indicating that the children did not go to 

school at all. Attendance was not related to gender, race/

ethnicity, living arrangement, age at entry into foster care, or 

time in care. When asked about why children missed school, 

the vast majority of caregivers reported the main reason was 

illness. Some caregivers of children in the least restrictive 

settings, kinship care and traditional foster care, reported 

that children missed school because they refused to attend; 

this reason was not reported as a factor in specialized foster 

care nor in residential settings. 

Caregivers were also asked, to the best of their knowledge, 

how many times the children had changed schools in the past 

two years. Caregivers indicated that children had changed 

schools an average of 1.1 times (std. err. 0.1, 95% C.I. 0.8 

– 1.4) with a range from 0 to 8 and a mode at 0. School 

stability was not related to gender, race/ethnicity, living 

arrangement, age at entry into foster care, or years in foster 

care. Respondents were most likely to indicate that transfers 

occurred due to grade promotions or due to changes made to 

better meet the needs of the children. 

Results - Illinois and National 
Comparison
The School Engagement questions utilized in the Illinois 

study of Well-being were based upon those used in the 

NSCAW, which were in turn based upon the Drug Free 

Schools Outcome Study questions (U.S. Department of 

Education). The questions were asked of children and youth; 

in Illinois, the sample included children ages 7 to 17, and for 

the NSCAW, the sample included children ages 6 to 15. For 

the purposes of this analysis, the sample was constrained 
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NSCAW
Ages 7-15
N=371

ILLINOIS
Ages 7-15
 N=128

Estimated percentage within a 95% confidence interval45

Point Estimate Confidence Interval Point Estimate Confidence Interval

Mean Score for 11-Item 
Scale: lowest possible 
score=11; highest 
possible score=44)

31.5 30.8 – 32.1 34.7 34.0 – 35.5

Percentage answering “Often” or “Always”

How often do you enjoy 
being in school?  

67.5 58.5 – 75.3 71.6 63.0 – 78.9

How often do you find 
your classes interesting?

56.8 49.1 – 64.1 71.6 54.1 – 71.0

How often do you find 
that school work is too 
hard to understand?

26.5 21.2 – 32.7 19.8 13.5 – 28.1

How often do you try 
to do your best work in 
school?  

87.4 80.2 – 92.2 86.6 79.3 – 91.7

How often do you listen 
carefully or pay attention 
in school?

78.3 72.7 – 83.0 82.5 74.6 – 88.3

How often do you get 
your homework done?

80.7 74.6 – 85.6 82.5 74.0 – 88.3

How often do you fail to 
complete or turn in your 
assignments?  

28.9 21.7 – 37.5 22.1 15.5 – 30.3

How often do you get 
along with your teachers?  

73.7 66.7 – 79.8 81.2 73.3 – 87.2

How often do you get 
along with other students?

76.7 68.0 – 83.6 65.0 55.8 – 73.3

How often do you get 
sent to the office or have 
to stay after school for 
misbehavior?

7.7 4.8 – 12.1 7.9 4.1 – 14.4

for both groups to children aged 7 to 15. With regard to 

educational engagement, Illinois generally manifests the 

outcomes of the nation at large. No significant differences 

emerge at the item level between the two samples, and a 

slight but statistically significant difference is evident for 

the scale score. Students in Illinois, overall, appear to be 

slightly more engaged educationally, according to their own 

reports, than children nationally (Table E.6). Educational 

engagement has been demonstrated to have a significant 

association with school achievement regardless of gender, 

race, or socioeconomic status (Finn, 1993). Overall, students 

report high levels of engagement; however, despite the fact 

that a majority of students report themselves as engaged, a 

sizeable minority appear to struggle with regard to interest, 

involvement, and relationships with people at school.

Summary
While many children appear to be functioning well 

educationally while in foster care, these data demonstrate 

that, from the perspectives of caregivers, a substantial 

proportion of children are struggling in terms of 

achievement. Caregivers report that 23% of children are over 

the chronological age expected given their grade levels, that 

30% are receiving grades below ‘C’ in at least one subject, 

that 37% are not reading at grade level, and that 42% are not 

performing mathematics at grade level. Many students are 

reported to be receiving special education, but the likelihood 

of receipt of special education varies in complicated ways by 

a number of factors. Specifically, males are more likely to be 

tested for and to be identified as needing special education 
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services and are more likely, according to caregivers, to be 

receiving such services. The pattern of testing, identification, 

and services receipt has an association with race or ethnicity 

such that students of Latino/a heritage or other racial/ethnic 

backgrounds are more likely to be reported as having been 

tested for learning or developmental problems than White or 

African American students. White students are more likely 

than African American students to be identified as needing 

special education, and race/ethnicity has no relationship with 

the actual delivery of services as reported by caregivers. In 

all cases, children in more restrictive living arrangements are 

reported to be more likely to receive special education testing 

and services. A total of 39% of children overall are reported 

by caregivers to be receiving special education services, but 

84% of children in group or residential care are reported to be 

receiving such services. Children who have spent more time in 

foster care are also more likely to be tested for and identified 

as needing special education services and to be receiving such 

services, according to caregivers. 

Most children are also doing well in terms of behavior in 

the schools, as the most common report from caregivers 

of how many in-school suspensions and out-of school 

suspensions had taken place was 0. However, a small number 

of students are struggling in this regard with a maximum 

for in-school suspensions at 22 and a maximum for out-

of-school suspensions at 8. A total of 9% of students were 

reported to have been expelled in the past two years. In-

school suspensions were associated with placement such that 

children in specialized foster care received more in-school 

suspensions than children in kinship care or group care. Out-

of-school suspensions were associated with race or ethnicity 

such that African American students were more likely to 

receive out-of-school suspensions than White or Latino/a 

students. Expulsion was associated with living arrangement 

such that children in group care were expelled at lower rates. 

This may be due to a higher rate of enrollment in therapeutic 

day schools among children in group and residential care. 

Attendance was generally good, with most students not 

having missed any school in the past month. However, a 

small number of students were reported by caregivers as 

missing all their days of school in the past month. Most 

students were reported not to have changed schools within 

the past few years, but a small number of students had 

changed schools multiple times with the maximum number of 

school transitions at 8. 

The findings presented suggest that, while most students 

are doing well in terms of behavior and attendance and 

while most have stability in their school placements, a small 

number of children are experiencing serious difficulties 

and are in need of additional interventions to allow them to 

succeed in their school settings. A much larger number of 

children are reported as doing well in terms attendance and 

behavior but nonetheless not receiving adequate grades and 

not working at grade level in reading and mathematics. These 

students may not appear to need supports, as they are not 

experiencing overt failure; however, they are not on track to 

graduate from high school with skills sufficient to equip them 

for higher education or advanced employment opportunities. 

Additional research on the services that are available to 

support students in their efforts to achieve at grade level, 

who is using them, how they are being used, and what their 

effectiveness might be is warranted for this vulnerable group 

of children.
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