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September 23, 1966

Mr. Donald Hess

Program Planning

Community Action Program
Office of Economic Opportunity
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D.C. 20506

Dear Mr. Hess:

We are pleased to submit this final report of the Field Test and Evaluation

of Selected Adult Basic Education Systems. This was a large-scale evaluation
of four reading systems which have been developed for functionally illiterate
adults.

This cooperative research project, involving the Office of Economic Opportu-
nity, the Welfare Administration, the Office of Education, and Greenleigh
Associates, began on March 1, 1965 and was conducted in the states of
California, New Jersey and New Yorl. Thirty-one different governmental
Jurisdictions were involved, including state education and state welfare
departments, county welfare departments, and local schooi districts.

The factual data about student gain scores, the reading systems and student
reactions to the literacy classes were arrived at through a thorough testing
program and a plan of systematic observation of the classes. In the total
project some 3, 000 potential students were screened to determine their
reading level, and approximately 1,100 who were assigned completed the

- seventeen weeks of classroom instruction. Although in each state there
were dropouts of assigned students before classes began, almost all who
remained for the first week continued to the end, Dropouts after the first

- week were due primarily to illness, child care or other personal problems.

This project leaves many questions still unanswered in the field of adult
o basic education. There is need for continuing research and study regarding
what attributes should be sought in selecting teachers of adult illiterates,
what kind of preservice and on-the-job training programs should be devised
for the teachers, what kinds of tests should be used to measure reading
gains, and how curriculum should be built. The field test has shown in
general that, given a reading system to follow, a high school graduate can
be as effective as a certified elementary school teacher in teaching adults
to read. It also points up the need to build adult basic education into the
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Mr. Donald Hess -2- September 23, 1966

ongoing school system with teachers trained in this specialized area of
education,

This project required appreciably more time than had been originally
anticipated. This was due to the fact that securing Federal funds through
state plans and special projects was time-consuming. In addition, numer-
ous delays were encountered. Time was also lost in getting all of the co-
operating agencies working together on this research project to plan for
and fo carry out the recruitment of students, the arrangements for classes,
and the selection and training of teachers.

We can not speak too highly of the caliber of cooperation we received from
both education and welfare at all three levels of government in implementing
and carrying the project to its conclusion. There were many problems that
had to be resolved, but each cooperating agency worked diligently and with
commitment. This was true despite the fact that this project was only one
of many new endeavors each was undertaking.

We are especially grateful for the whole-hearted cooperation of Dr. Sanford
Kravitz of the Office of Economic Opportunity, the Project Manager.
addition, we should like to express our deep appreciation to Mr. Charles
Lavin, who was assigned as liaison by the Welfare Administration, and to
Dr. Roy Minnis, who was assigned as liaison by the Office of Education.

We are confident that this report will be of use to all who wish to under-
take an adult basic education program. We are equally convinced that the
problem of adult illiteracy needs to be attacked on a mass basis, that it
should carry the majority through high school, and that such programs
should be available to every adult who has not attained a high school educa-
tion, )

We wish to express our deep appreciation to all who have in any way co-
operated in this endeavor.

Sincerely,
O\%%U\N\ Q “
Arthur GreenleM
President

AG/sbd

ccC: Mr. Charles Lavin, Welfare Administration

Mr. Derek Nunney, Office of Education
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I. INTRODUCTION

This is a report of the findings of a large-scale field test of four reading
systems which have been developed for functionally illiterate adults. It
describes the results of the field test conducted in three states which in-
volved thirty-one different Federal, state and local agencies, almost 1, 900
public welfare recipients reading below the fifth-grade level, and 108
teachers with varying levels of preparation for the task assigned.

The field test was conducted by Greenleigh Associates under contract
OEO-89 for the Office of Economic Opportunity in cooperation with the
Office of Education and the Welfare Administration,

A. Purpose and Rationale of the Field Test

- The purpose and need for this project were stated in the proposal which
lead to the field test as follows:

The purpose of the proposed project would be to evaluate
the effectiveness of selected learning systems in a large-
scale field test with economically dependent adults.

The inability of millions of Americans to participate in
and contribute to the mainstream of economic and social
- life in the United States due to lack of basic education has
been well documented. These individuals are seriously
handicapped in developing and utilizing their actual potential
- because of lack of basic educational skills. The severest
educational problem lies with those who are functionally
illiterate, that is, those who lack even an eighth-grade
+ reading ability and are, therefore, deprived of the neces-
sary background for effective performance as trainees,
as employees, and as citizens.

z,m«\..

As new Federal, state and local efforts aimed at meeting
the problems of poverty have been developed, there has
been a recognition of the importance of including massive
basic education programs to provide millions of functionally
illiterate citizens with basic reading skills to open the door
to further training, to larger participation in social, po-
litical and economic life, and to a more satisfying exist-
ence.
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Recognition of this problem and a determination to correct
it, however, do not solve the problem. The critical ques-
tion of 'how' still remains. It is toward this question that
the proposed project would be directed. There have been
developed a wide range of learning systems and materials
by private publishers, educators, research organizations
and others. These systems are largely untested with the
functionally illiterate population eighteen years of age and
over, Thus, the ability of Federal, state and local govern-
mental agencies to mount a large-scale program of basic
education is seriously limited unless objective field testing
and evaluation of the effectiveness of the newer, more
promising learning systems is carried out in the imme-
diate future.

The purpose of the proposed project would be to carry
out a sufficiently large field te<t of the more promising
learning systems with an acceptable research design
which would include varying levels of descriptive analysis
and evaluation of their effectiveness with an accessible
'high risk' population of public assistance recipients who
have different ethnic, social and educational character—
istics,

The problem of functional illiteracy is well recognized. It is not the inten-
tion of this report to document the seriousness of the problem nor the
tragedy and waste of human beings that result. Neither is it the intention
to describe the scope of the problem, except to state that the estimates

of the number of functionally illiterate adults in the United States is up-
wards of ten million.

At the same time that there is general recognition of the problem, it is
also recognized that the techniques for solving the problem have not been
perfected. It is true that some people will learn to read regardless of the
materials used and the effectiveness of the teacher. For these persons,
"Dick and Jane," the daily newspaper, advertisements on packages, and
any other reading material would be stimulating, However, even for per-
sons so eager to learn, materials adapted to the adult world are more
interesting and facilitate learning,

Most illiterate and semiliterate adults, however, are not so highly mo-
tivated. They are ashamed of not being able to read and try to cover up
the fact. It is difficult to recruit them for a remedial or compensatory
program, and once recruited, beginning motivation is often low. They
resent being talked down to through books or by teachers., In order to

hold their interest and help them understand the importance of reading,




instructional materials need to be geared to their real-life adult world.

The functionally illiterate adult, unlike the child entering school for the
first time, has had a wealth of life experiences. He is not without knowl-
edge, although he is lacking in the specific knowledge related to educa-
tional pursuits. He is not lacking in knowledge about human relationships,
the world of work, family problems and community pressures. What he
wants, if he can express it, is education which will help him function
better in the adult world he knows. He wants knowledge that he can apply
to his day-to-day life.

These adults do not fit any one pattern. They do not form a homogeneous
group. There are differences in age, sex and ethnic background which
account for various levels of understanding and knowledge. They have
many different reasons for wanting to learn: to be able to help children
with school work, to better qualify for a job, to be able to read bus and
street signs and move around the community freely, to have the respect
“of family or neighbors, to prepare for training in job skills, or simply
to be able to enter the world of books. Thus, teaching illiterate adults
iIs a complex problem, and the development of strategies for a large-
scale attack on the problem is also complex.

-- The results of the field test substantiate the feeling among adult educators
that a good many learning systeins are inadequate, and perhaps there is
none that is fully suitable for the semiliterate and illiterate poor. On the
- other hand, the evidence indicates that there are available systems that
can be used with success by teachers without the usual credentials, but
with qualities of heart and mind which make them responsive to their stu-
dents as human beings with potentialities that can be developed. And, it
served to identify many possibilities which could be developed in all fifty
states through the cooperative efforts of public agencies, especially

- education, welfare and health.

B. Design of the Field Test

As has been stated, the central burpose of the experimental work was seen
as primarily an evaluation of the effectiveness of selected learning systems
in a large-scale field test with €conomically dependent adults. There were,
in addition, some operational objectives of the project which were:

To provide overall planning out of which the proposed field
test could be formulated.

To define the nature and scope of the proposed field test,
ascertain the participation necessary to its success, and
define the roles of the participating elements.




To identify the basic learning systems, materials and teaching
situations best suited to bring functionally illiterate adults to
a learning level that would signiiicantly improve their educa-
tional, economic, and social situation within a reasonable
period of time.

To ascertain the ways in which existing basic education
systems may be adapted and improved to be more effective
in raising the basic education levels of adults.

It was foreseen that there were nine steps to be taken to set the field test
into operation, and these were called "action components' to distinguish
them from the items in the general plan for establishing the research com-
ponents. The nine steps were the following:

1. Action Components

a. Selection of Learning Systems

The selection of the specific learning systems to be included in the field test
was to be made jointly by the Office of Education, the Welfare Administration,
and the Office of Ecoromic Opportunity, using criteria developed by the Office
of Education. In accordance with preliminary consultations with the three
Federal agencies, it was proposed that four different learning systems be
selected for initial testing.

A thorough canvas was made of the available materials suitable for adults
which would take the students from below the fifth-grade through the eighth-
grade level. The process used is explained in detail in Chapter III. This
canvas and the joint action of the cooperating agencies resulted in the selec-
tion of these four systems:

"Learning to Read and Spell"
American Incentive to Read -

"Reading in High Gear"
Science Research Associates, Inc.

f

—

""The Mott Basic Language Skills Program"
Allied Education Council

g

"Systems for Success"
Follett Publishing Company

4
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b. Location

A series of field locations were established in each of three selected states
which were ready, willing and able to participate in the field test.

As will be seen in Chapter III, The History of the Project, it was not easy

to find states which would cooperate under the pressure of time and uncer-
tainties of funding arrangements which prevailed at the outset. In three
states selected, New York, New Jersey and California, these and other dif-
ficulties made the problem of securing county and local cooperation complex.
The final selection gave a reasonably varied and representative series of
locations~-~Syracuse and Utica upstate, and Nassau County downstate, in
New York, including the towns of Hempstead, Freeport, Glen Cove, Long
Beach, and Westbury; Camden, Paterson and Passaic in New Jersey; and

in Contra Cnsta County in California, the unified school districts of Richmond,
Pittsburg, Mount Diablo and Antioch, and the Liberty Union high school dis -
trict. In California the County superintendent of Schools' office played an

important role as liaison between the State department and the School districts.

These cities and counties provided a mix of urban and rural residents, as
well as diverse ethnic groups.

C. Auspices

The auspices for the classes in each of the participating states were the
respective state education and welfare departments. However, the day-to-
day operation of the education program was the responsibility of each parti-
cipating school district, and the supportive services to adult students were
the responsibility of each county welfare department.

d. I.carner Population

The learner population was composed of public assistance recipients aged
eighteen years and over who were functionally illiterate and not in school.
For purposes of this project, a functionally illiterate person was defined
as one with reading ability below the fifth-grade level. The planned total

number of learners to be enrolled in the field test classes was 540 in each
state.

e. Level of Teacher Preparation

The field test provided for testing of learning systems under three different
teaching situations, or levels of academic preparation of the teachers: (1)
trained teachers, preferably experienced in adult education, (2) college
graduates, and (3) high school graduates.




f. Organization of Classes

Thirty-six classes of fifteen students each were organized in the three
participating states. There were, thus, nine classes using each of the
four reading systems selected for testing.

Among the nine classes using a given system were three classes using one
of the teaching situations or levels described above. Therefore, in each of
the three states, the organization of classes was as follows:

Number of Classes
Learning Iearning Learning Learning

Level of Teacher Preparation System I System II System III System IV
Certified Teacher (preferably

Adult Education) 3 3 - . 3 3
College Graduate ~ ° 3 3 g 3
High School Graduate 3 3 3 3

The classes were held for five hours a day, five days a week, for seventeen

weeks. All classes operated the same number of hours per day and days ner
week.

Classes were held in available buildings in as simple a setting as possible.
Some classes were conducted in schools and others in various community
“acilities such as churches, neighborhood centers and store fronts.

g. Control Group

In addition to the 540 in each state who were to be in classes, it was planned
to establish a control group of 125 public assistance recipients similar in
literacy level and other respects to the learner population as described above,
selected on a random basis. They were not to be given any adult basic educa-
tion during the period of the field test, but would be given the same tests as
the learner population at the beginning and end of the field test period. In
addition, basic social, economic and other characteristics would be ascer-
tained about the individuals in the control group, as in the learner group.

However, difficulties of recruiting enough students made it impossible to con-
tinue this desirable aspect of the plan in its entirety. A small group of con -
trols were studied, and the results are reported in the findings. However,
though these results tend to confirm the fact that the field instruction made
substantial gains possible for the learners beyond that achieved by the controls,
the number of the latte> is insufficient for the original purpose.

-6-
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h. Selection and Assignment of Teachers

Teachers were selected by local school districts in consultation with the
project staff according to criteria agreed upon by the three Federal agencies.
Selection criteria in addition to level of teacher preparation included interest,
warmth, motivation, flexibility, understanding, patience, maturity and the
ability to become involved positively in an assignment of this kind. Each
classification of teacher was assigned to his specific learning system on a
random basis.

The teachers were briefly oriented to the project and its purposes and pro-
cedures by the project staff. They were also given preservice orientation
and training in the particular learning systemn. they would be using; this was
conducted by the representative of the publisher of the system. The pub-
lishers or developers of the learning systems to be evaluated were invited
to provide additional teacher training in their own learning system beyond
the initial period of preservice training if they felt it desirable.

i. Selection and Assignment of Students and Control
Groups

The county welfare departments had responsibility for informing public
assistance recipients of the availability of the learning classes, for re -
cruiting and referring potential learners and providing supportive services
to the students. Selection of learners was made from among those who
fulfilled screening conditions and in accordance with criteria of the project
relating to age, sex and ethnic background. Placement of students in classes
was on a random basis. It was hoped that through the selection process a
rel. :sentative range of literacy and mental abilities of the learners, and a
sufficient representation of population subgroups would be assured. This
proved to be generally so, as“ean be seen in the tables in Appendix A.

2. Research Components

a. Data Collection and Use

The plan for the research components employed two basic approaches to the
collection and use of data. The first approach provided for a series of ob-
jective measures of the specified goals for the reading systems, together
with measures of the extent to which certain evaluative criteria were met.

The second approach involved expert observation of selected classroom
situations in order to gather descriptive information and analyze both pro-
cess and content. The purpose was to provide evaluative insights and in-
formation that would help the publishers, developers or sponsors improve
their specific systems.




During the initial phase of the project, representatives of publishers or
sponsors had an opportunity to observe the use of, and refine, their own
systems if they desired. Project field staff in each of the three states
carried out systematic observations or a regular schedule, At the same
time, there was sufficient flexibility in the observation process so that
classroom observation could be concentrated in the most productive areas.
For instance, if in the classroom observation a new or intervening vari-
able was identified, it could be followed up.

1) Data on Learners and Control Group

Selected data regarding each learner were collected at the beginning of the
project and punched on IBM cards along with data regarding hs progress

in the program at various intervals. Precoded instruments were used
which included information on variables such as sex, age, race or ethnic
origin, employment history, education, urban-rural background, previous
training, family structure, dependency history, attitudes toward learning,
intelligence level and initial reading level, using standardized tests. At
various intervals, the learning progress of ach individual was ascertained.
It was also measured at the end of the course. The degree and nature of
participation of the learner was recorded, including attendance.

Similar data were obtained on the control group.

2) Data on Teachers

Teachers were interviewed and significant data were recorded regarding
age, sex, education, motivation, ethnic and economic background.

3) Data on Characteristics of Learning Systems

In order to provide operational definitions of the four learning systems, de-
scriptive information was obtained from the publisher or sponsor of each.

b. Criteria for Evaluation

A set of criteria was emploved in evaluating the effectiveness of the various
systems. These criteria were related to the specific social, educational
and economic goals of the project and to factors that should be taken into
account in evaluating the learning materials and systems. These criteria
and the measures that would be used for evaluative purposes are de-
scribed as follows:

Criterion One: To teach functionally illiterate individuals to
reac in the shortest possible time,

wd




Measures: Change in reading level of euch learner
as recorded on selected standard achievement tests at specified time inter-
vals, such as at the beginning of the course, halfway through, and at the end
of the course. The specific tests to be used were selected jointly by the

Office of Education, Office of Economic Opportunity, and Greenleigh
Associates,

Criterion Two: To improve the ability of functionally illiterate
individuals to qualify for occupational training or
for available job opportunities,

Measures: Through objective data regarding num-
bers who become eligible for training programs, employment or in other
ways improve their economic position by the end of the course.

In addition, reading levels required for particular types of training pro-
grams and entry level positions could be related to reading levels achieved
in the reading systems in the field test,

C1 "erion Three: To enhance the ability of functionally illiterate
individuals to better meet their adult responsibili- -
ties,

Measures: Through_ questionnaires at beginning
and end of course, supplemented by interviews of a subsample, to obtain
data on attitudes and experience regarding education, citizenship, voting
and aspirations. An assessment was also made of improvement in such
secondary factors as self-expression and socjal adaptation,

Criterion Four: To identify those learning systems that have a
high degree of teachability, calling for the least
possible skill on the part of the teachers and
the capacity to withstand poor teaching,

Measures: Analysis and eross comparison of data
on rate and degree of improvement in reading levels by learners in each
of the three different teaching situations. These reading data were re-
lated to data regarding other characteristics of the teachers. In addition,
there was periodic observation in the classroom by expert observers
using a standard systematic observation method. Observers were able
to specify through descriptive material the nature of the teacher-learner
reading program interaction and identify the extent to which the reading
program can withstand adverse factors in teacher-learner situations.

P




Criterion Five: To ascertain the extent to which the learning
system is flexible in its entry level because it
can accommodate learners at different levels
of literacy and different educational backgrounds,

Measures: Analysis of initial and subsequent tests
of reading achievement with variables regarding characteristics of the
learners, e.g., age, previous education, ethnicity, etc.

Criterion Six: To assess the extent to which the learning system
provides a high level of interest and can "hold"
learners.,

Measures: Analysis of learning progress at
different points in time; classroom observation; dropout: rates, points at
which dropouts occur and reasons for dropouts; attendance; etc, Learners
were given opportunity to evaluate their own experience,

Criterion Seven: To determine the extent to which the system is
operationally feasible,

Measures: Analysis of cost data and relationships
of costs to speed and level of achievement, ability of system to be used for
large numbers of learners with minimum of equipment, teacher skill and
training, etc.

Criterion Eight: To ascertain the extent to which the learning
system contributes to a positive educational and
social experience for the learner.

Measures: By observation of materials and class-
room situation to ascertain (a) if the program builds on readiness, interest
and background of learners; (b) if it is related to real life experiences of
learners; (c) if it provides a system of rewards and satisfactions; (d) if it
contributes to self-respect on the part of learners: (e) if the task duration
can be adjusted to attention span; (f) if there is provision for group re-
inforcement; (g) if it allows for atmosphere of rapport and freedom in the
learning situation; and (h) if it contributes to motivation for further learning.

3. Project Administration

The project was to be planned and administered over all by Greenleigh
Associates, Inc. Certain aspects of the project called for the cooperation
and assumption of specific administrative responsibilities by the Office of
Economic Opportunity, the Welfare Administration, the Office of Education,

-10-
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! CHART 1. ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES

Green- O Otlice State 1/ State 1/ Pub-
leigh E Welf, of Ed. Welf,  lish- Houghton
Assoc. O Admin. Educ, Dept. Dept. ers Mifflin

Overall planning, administration,
supervision and direction X

Definition of research problem
and role of participants X

o

Research evaluation
Selection of states X X X X

Criteria for selection of
systems X X X

Selection of systems X X X X
Selection of teachers X

Teacher orientation to
project X

Teacher training in learning
- system X

Recruitment and referral
of learners X

Selection of learners and
control group X X

- Supportive services to students X
Provision of materials X

Provision of classroom space
- and equipment X

Achievement and intelligence ,
tests X X

Questionnaires and
interviewing X X

Administrative supervision
of classes X

Observation for evaluation X

Observation for improvement
of materials X X

o
>

Data processing and analysis
Progress and final reports X

Teacher training in admjnis-
tration of Iowa Test of Basic
o Skills and Lorge-Thorndike
o Intelligence Test X

1/ Most of these responsibilities were actually carried out by the local school districts
u and county welfare departments in consultation with their state departments,
-11-




and the state education and welfare departments. Other aspects entailed
cooperation and participation of the publishers of the particular learning
systems. The chart on the preceding page show= the distribution of these
various responsibilities.

As detailed in Chapter III the general plan was followed. But it is important
to note that at many points, some not foreseen, it was necessary for
Greenleigh Associates to assist and stimulate action, and to serve as a
general facilitator of communication and coordination. The need for such
facilitation was no doubt due in part to the fact that such a cooperative under-
taking was new to some education and welfare departments. But the urgency
of pro.lems and the need for quick action for their best resolution suggests
that sowe "third force" may be needed in the development of such programs.

4. Time Schedule

In the original plan, the field test was to be conducted initially in two different
states with consideration given to expanding the field test to three additional
states after the project was fully mounted. However, it was necessary to
include three states at the outset.

The estimate of the total time required for the field test in the two states was
seventeen months. The preparatory work began March 1, 1965, and the three-
state project continued until September 30, 1966, a total of nineteen months.
During this time, many difficulties had to be overcome, such as the decision

of several local jurisdictions not to participate, the fact that two of the reading
systems selected were not available until after September 1965, and the delay
in final commitment in California. As a result, the initiation of the project and
the operation of the classrooms began in New Jersey, using two systems only,
in August 1965 and ended in California in May 1966, a total duration of ten
months.

Editing and coding of project instruments and processing of data began in
September 1965 and ended in August 1966, a total of eleven months. The
analysis of data and preparation of three progress reports and the final report
were done between February and September 1966, a seven—-month period.

5. The Systems and the Research Instruments

Detailed descriptions of the systems, the research instruments and statistical
measures utilized are in later sections of this document. In summary, these
were:

a. The four basic systems which are discussed in detail
in Chapter VIII, are the products of the following publishers:

_12-
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American Incentive to Read (AIR)
Science Research Associates, Inc. (SRA)
Allied Education Council (Mott)

Follett Publishing Company (Follett)

b. The social studies and arithmetic materials produced
by USAFI (United States Armed Forces Institute).

c. For screening of learners, the Bender-Gestalt test,
the Vocabulary List (words from Wechsler 1}9u1t Intelligence Scale) and
Gray's Oral Reading Paragraphs were used=

d. At various points during the field test the following
were used:

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills - fifth day, thirty-fifth day,
sixty-fifth day, eighty-first day. There were four tests given.

Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Scale - fortieth day.
Publishers' tests in basic education systems were used at any time.

6. Curriculum and Daily Schedule

a.’ Two and.one-half hours each morning were focused on
the basic education systems materials. A one-half hour coffee break was
scheduled but not included in the two and one-half hour period. This was
considered essential for adults not accustomed to sitting for long periods,
but even more important for socializing.

b. The afternoon was divided into fifty minutes for
arithmetic and fifty minutes for social studies.

c. All testing, except publishers' tests of systems,
was conr’  -1in the afternoon sessions; publishers' tests were conducted
in the m. ung.

d. All interviews, discussions and evaluative instruments
were completed in the afternoon sessions.

e. Field trips, planned in conjunction with the social !
studies activities, were taken in the afternoon by some classes.

1/ Publisher's materials use various designations for this test, e.g.,
Gray's Oral Reading Paragraphs, Gray Oral Reading Test; usage in this
report is likewise varied.
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7. Presentation of the Results of the Field Test

The data is presented in this descriptive analytical report in text and tables.
In order that this report may be of maximum use to those developing learning
systems and to those responsible for the administration of basic education
programs for adults at the Federal, state and local levels, any insights that
weve gained even though they do not directly relate to the major purpose are
reported and discussed.

Conclusions are presented regarding the evaluation of the effectiveness,
weaknesses, and strengths of the various systems included in the field test
under varying teacher situations and with subgroups in the target population.
Conclusions are also offered regarding further improvement and adaptation
of basic education programs in relation to the needs of particular subgroups
within the broad functionally illiterate population, and other potential im-
provements.

The basic analytical tools used in determining the significance of gain dif-
ferences by reading systems and level of teachers were analysis of variance
and a correlation matrix. These same analytical tools were used to test
differences in gain scores for the variables of sex, age and ethnic background.

-14-
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II. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDA TIONS

A. Highlights of Findings

1. Almost all students showed some gain in reading ability during
the field test. However, there was no significant difference in student gain
scores by reading systems.

2. There were no significant differences in gain scores from the
first to the final Gray Oral tests by level of teacher preparation. However,
on some Iowa subtests there were significant differences in gain scores by
level of teacher. In every case where these differences were significant, it
was at the level of the high school graduate teacher.

|
|

3. Although all systems and teacher levels were tested by the
same instruments, the instruments themselves are not standardized for this
population. Actual gain according to teacher and observer judgment was

] probably in excess of the gain measured by the test.

4. On the basis of observation, certified teachers had the most
skill in dealing with learning problems, grouping students and class manage-
ment. The research design restricted all teachers to the publishers'

) instructions. Two reading- systems, b i ver, encouraged teacher
innovation and use of supplementary mat. ials. Even so, classes with
certified teachers using these systems did not have significant differences

{
.

in gain scores. This raises the question of the relative importance of accepted
class management techniques in teaching adult basic literacy classes.

5. There was significant correlation between the initial Gray
Oral and Iowa test composite scores and the final Gray and Iowa composite
scores.

6. There was a highly significant correlation between the final
Gray scores and the gain scores, but no correlation between the initial Gray
scores and the gain scores. Students who scored highest made the most
gain, and amount of gain was not predictable from initial level.

7. None of the four systems were able to bring the majority of
students from the 4.9 grade level or below to the eighth-grade level in
seventeen weeks of two and one-half hour daily use. However, all of the
systems brought some ciud.:nts to the eighth-grade level.

8. The achievement and intelligence tests used in this field test
lacked reliability and validity for this adult population. These were neither

geared to the knowledge base of the students nor standardized with this
> population.




9. Paper and pencil tests, particularly those with IBM score sheets,
are threatening to the functionally illiterate adult. Some have had little ex-
perience in manipulating a pencil, few are accustomed to reading instructions
and following them, eyesight is frequently faulty making it difficult to distinguish
the proper code to mark, and working against time deadlines creates frustration.
The teachers received careful training in the administration of these tests by
Houghton-Mifflin (publisher of the test) representatives, however, despite this,
test taking was threatening.

10. There is need to teach these adults how to take pencil and paper
tests. Inability to pass civil service system tests and tests administered by
personnel departments frequently is the reason an adult, although literate, can-
not obtain a job.

11. The students were almost unanimous in their expression of
appreciation for their teachers. They were also appreciative of the opportunity
to learn arithmetic. Social studies on the whole was not as popular, but
certain kinds of materials like information about civil rights, Negro history
and local community affairs were most appealing.

12.  The vast majority of students expressed great appreciation for
the opportunity to learn basic literacy skills. Almost all approved of the read-
ing system they used. There was, however, criticism of slang used in one
system and stories of persons on public welfare in another system. Students
obviously want to read good English and about things "the teacher knows!"
not what they know.

‘ 13. According to the statements of students in interviews, there
was considerable learning beyond classroom subject material. They learned
that they could learn. They learned new self-esteem, to speak up in a group,
and to work and mingle with persons of many different backgrounds. The
classes had a positive effect on family relationships, community relationships
and ability to travel around the community.

14. It is not possible to obtain data on attitude changes of these
students by using a form administered to a group. This can be done only
through individual interviews because any responses in a group situation are
affected by interaction. This is because functionally illiterate adults have
to have the questions read aloud and interpreted, which leads to group
discussion. Therefore, responses are group responses--not individual
responses.

-
-’

15. When more than one agency is involved in cooperative research,
coordination does not occur spontaneously. A third party is necessary to bring
the cooperating agencies together, to maintain communications, and to assure
that time schedules are kept. This is not due to any lack of willingness to
cooperate, but rather to the fact that no one cooperating agency is res-
ponsible for seeing that cooperation takes place.
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16. The different Federal funding arrangements make it difficult
for states and localities to plan for continuing cooperation. Since the time
limits on available funds vary from source to source and methods of obtain-
ing funds differ, it is impossible for one agency to guarantee that it can co-
operate beyond a given point. Thus, long-range cooperative plans to carry
students through a complete basic education experience cannot be made.
This problem became acute as the field test came to a close and students
were clamoring to know 'what next?"

17. States are not willing to plan for programs until they have the
Federal funds; similarly, local communities will not plan until there are funds
from the state. All have experienced making plans on the basis of announce-
ments that funds would become available, then having them fail to materialize.
The curtailment of Title II-B funds during the course of the field test threatened
the completion of this project in all states, made it impossible to plan for con-
tinuing programs for these students, and created considerable frustration.
Although the funds were reinstated, much time had been lost and confidence
shaken in commitments of the Federal government.

18. If students from the poverty population are to be able to attend
classes regularly, back-up services like those given by the welfare depart-
ments are essential. Transportation, child care, and health problems are
continuing problems which most students cannot handle without help.

19. Teachers require more supervision than they received during
the field test and continuing inservice training.

20. Attendance is affected adversely by any delay in funds to meet
the costs of attending classes and to pay for child care. On the days the welfare
checks are expected in the mail, and in some communities, when surplus
commodities are available only on given days, student attendance suffers.

B. Highlights of Recommendations

1. All of the reading systems in the field test need to be substantially
improved and adapted to the needs of disadvantaged adults.

2. Better supplementary instructional materials need to be developed,
especially in arithmetic, social studies, health and the world of work.

3. Instructional materials should not talk down to the students
and should be devised for adult students at below fifth-grade reading level
and extending through eighth grade.

4. New achievement and intelligence tests should be developed
that are applicable to educationally and economically deprived adults.

5. Although not supported by gain scores, on the basis of observa-
tion, it seems that teachers for adult basic education should be selected for
their warmth, interest, motivation, flexibility, understanding and patience.
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6. On the basis of Iowa gain scores alone, teachers who had no
more than a high school education were more effective. Therefore, in plan-
ning for adult basic education, persons who are high school graduates should
be considered an important resource and should be recruited. The fact that
the majority cf high school graduates, unlike the college graduates and
certified teachers, were Negro and the méjority of students were also
Negro may have contributed to the better success in terms of gain scores
of the high school graduate.

7. All prospective teachers in adult basic education should ke
given several weeks of preservice training.

8. All classroom teachers in adult basic education should have
supervision by a master teacher expert in education of disadvantaged adults.
Also, continuous inservice training should be provided.

9. On the basis of observation, where feasible, multilingual
teachers should be assigned to classes of adult students who have little or no
proficiency with the English language or bilingual students assigned to
perm: 21 '"buddy system. " '

10. The curriculum for adult basic education should include in-
formation about the world of work, how to apply for jobs, and how to take
various qualifying tests, especially paper and pencil tests.

11. Supportive services to assist adult students to remain in school
should be provided, such as assistance in arrangements for transportation, .
child care, physicians' appointments and follow-up of absentees.

12. To the extent possible, classes should be held in the daytime
for five days a week to maximize the learning. For mothers with small
children, day care facilities should be provided, preferably at the school.

13. Adult basic education should be made available for every adult
who needs it, regardless of socio-economic status.

14. Counseling and guidance services should be made available
to all students at the outset and throughout the adult basic education process.

-18-

]




III. HISTORY OF THE FIELD TEST

This field test was a cooperative research project which involved the Office of
Economic Opportunity, the Office of Education and tne Welfare Administration

at the Federal level, some twenty-eight state and local education and welfare
agencies, and Greenleish Associates. Even before the project was formally
undertaken on March 1, 165, there had been a series of meetings of represen-
tatives of Greenleigh Ass :iates, the Welfare Administration, the Office of
Education, and the Office of Economic Opportunity to assure that the proposed
cooperative research project and design was mutually acceptable to all concerned.

A. Responsibilities of Cooperating Agencies

To a large extent the responsibilities of each of the cooperating bodies were
determined by the funding sources. For example, the funds to be used for the
instructional costs of the field test were provided under Title II-B of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act. These are administered by the Adult Education Section
of the Office of Education. Thus all educational aspects of the project were the
responsibility of educational agencies. .

These adult basic education funds are made available to the state, and through
the state to 1ocal boards of education. In order for the project to be carried
out, it was necessary for the state to have an approved Title II-B plan. Each
state and each local school board had to agree to the project and provide funds
from the II-B money for its administration, teachers, space and equipment,
and to buy the necessary instructional and testing materials.

Similarly, the supplementary funds which made it possible for the welfare
recipients to attend classes were provided under Title V of the same Act and
administered through the Special Services Section of the Welfare Administration.
Title V funds are approved on the basis of a proposal for a work experience
program for public welfare recipients prepared by a county welfare department,
approved by the state agency and finally approved by the Welfare Administration.
Thus in order for funds to be available to administer the welfare responsibili~
ties of the project, recruit students, provide student costs for transportation,
child care, supplementary food and clothing, and provide other services to help
students remain in class, a proposed project had to be prepared, a budget devel-
oped, and approval obtained at the state and Federal levels. It was necessary to
obtain approval of the project from each state department, each :ounty welfare
department, and usually, county boards of supervisors.
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The Office of Economic Opportunity was responsible for providing the funds
for research and for general overall supervision of the praject out of Title
II-A funds of the same Act.

Greenleigh Associates, the research firm, was responsible for making cer-
tain that the research design to which all parties had agreed was carried out,
the data gathered, and brogress and final reports prepared. However, in
actual practice the research staff found it necessary to act as pronject coor-
dinators. The plan had not specifically provided for any one of the cooperat-
ing organizations to take this responsibility. At the Washington level the
Office of Economic Opportunity took responsibility for calling meetings of
the other two cooperating agencies. However, at the state and local levels,
neither the state nor local community action agencies were involved, and
there was no single agency responsible for calling the cooperating parties
together. Since there was a time limit on the research phase of the project,
the research staff acted in the role of coordinator.

Frequently the research staff was used by the state to communicate with the
Federal agencies and by counties to communicate with the state. Thus, with-
out official authority, the research team had to assume responsibility for
keeping communications open and for bringing the cooperating agencies to-
gether. There were many problems involved in assuming this role which
were resolved as more experience was gained. However, it points up one

of the basic problems for any cooperative research, and that is the need for
a coordinating agent.

A second problem in the cooperative nature of the project was related to the
different funding mechanisms under Titles O-B and V. Since each depended
on a different approval method and each was for different periods, it was dif-
ficult to assure funds h€cessary to start the projects as soon as had been anti-
cipated. The first classes were delayed because Title II-B funds were not
available at the time the classes were scheduled to begin. Furthermore,
project approvals using Title V funds have a specific beginning and ending
date. If there is delay in beginning a project, it is necessary to get an

amendment to the project. This is not only time consuming, but also leads
to frustrations.

B. Cooperation of Federal A gencies

As has been said, before the project was formally begun, there had been a
series of preparatory meetings of the three Federal agencies and Greenleigh
Associates. During these preliminary meetings, the length of the class day
was set at five hours and the number of weeks duration of the field test were
increased from twelve to not more than twenty. It was decided that social
studies and number skills should be added to the curriculum to enrich the
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program. It was also decided that there should be joint meetings of the
three Federal agencies and the research staff to choose the reading sys-
tems to be tested, to determine which states would be invited to partici-
pate, to decide what tests would be used to measure progress, and to se-
lect arithmetic and social studies materials.

The first of these meetings was held on March 2, 1965. At this meeting
it was decided that California and New York should be asked to participate.
The criteria for choosing the states were that the states should:

1. Represent different parts of the United States.

2. Have strong state adult education and welfare programs
with a history of cooperation.

3. Have large enough welfare recipient loads to assure the
number of persons required by the research design.

4. Have a diverse population base to assure a mixture of
ethnic groups, as well as urban and rural populations.

5. Have a II-B plan for adult basic education approved or
ready for approval.

In order that the project might be started as quickly as possible it was a-
greed that the Office of Education and Welfare Administration representa-
tives would contact their counterparts in the two states to quickly ascertain
their willingriess to consider the project and arrange for meetings to dis-
cuss their participation.

At the same meeting a number of reading systems which might be included
in the project were discussed. It was decided that 1) only one system of
a single publisher would be included, and 2) the systems to be included
should represent different approaches to reading, i.e., phonics, linguis-
tics and programmed materials.

Finally, various testing materials to be used to measure reading progress
were discussed. It was agreed that the tests would be those recommended
by a special committee on testing materials for MDTA programs of the La-
bor Department and the Office of Education. These tests were the Lorge-
Thorndike Intelligence Test and the battery of Iowa Basic Skills Tests. To
a large extent the expertise of the Adult Education Section of the Office of
Education was relied upon in making these decisions, since they were large-
ly educational in nature.
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C. Preliminary Meetings with State Education and Welfare Departments

Following the preparatory meetings of the three Federal agencies and the
Greenleigh staff, both New York and California education and welfare de-
partments expressed interest in the project, and meetings were arranged
with the states. In March 1965, meetings were held in Albany and in Sacra-
mento.

Atthese meetings Dr. Roy Minnis of the Office of Education and Mr. Charles
Lavin of the Welfare Administration took responsibility for explaining the
funding ¢ rrangements and the educational and welfare responsibilities to

their sta ‘e counterparts. Greenleigh Associates representatives had respon-
sibility {>r explaining the research design and how the project would be carried
out. Regional office staff were also present at these meetings in order that
commun cations between the state and Federal agencies could be maximized
and to provide for ongoing consultation in relation to the project.

These meetings were attended by top represzntatives of both education and
welfare departments and were essentially exploratory. During the meetings
certain changes were made in the research design. -For example, because of
prior experience in New York State, it was agreed that no pencil and paper
test would be used to screen students. The state adult edueziors reported
that such tests were threatening to functionally illiterate adults and, if given,
resulted in preregistration dropouts. It was agreed that the Gray's Oral
Reading Paragraphs would be used for screening. Also the proposed class
size was reduced from twenty to fifteen to meet state adult education stand-
ards. Similarly, California requested that reading systems being used in
the state be considered for inclusion. As a result a reading system not
previously considered was included in the field test.

Each state wanted to review the research design and method of analysis.
Subsequent to the meeting the research design was written up in full and
submitted to the research section of each of the state agencies.

While both New York and California expressed interest in the project, they
raised doubts about whether they could get the project under way by June
1965 as had been planned. Even so, in each of the states the counties which
might be asked to cooperate were discussed. Criteria for the selection of
counties was similar to that for the selection of states:

1. A large enough public welfare recipient load to guarantee
the numbers required for student and control groups.

2. Strong adult education and welfare programs with a his-
tory of cooperation.

~22-
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the project, review the amplified research design and let their Federal coun-

LAV L4,

terparts know if they would cooperate

By April it was apparent that although both California and New York would be
included in the field test, they would not be able to start classes until Septem-

ber. The inability to move as quickly as had been planned included such
reasons as:

1.~ Many of the students who should be included in classes

were farm laborers and would be employed in the sum-
mer.

2. Title II-B funds were not yet available.

3. There was not sufficient state staff available to pre-
pare and submit Title V proposals.

4. There were other new competing projects which were
pre-empting staff time.

Although it was agreed that New York and California should be included at
that late date, the Federal cooperating agencies decided to select a third
state. After considering several alternatives, the only state which had a
Title II-B plan approved at the time and was large enough to provide the re-
quired number of students was New Jersey. Therefore, a similar meeting
was held in New Jersey in early May. At that meeting it was agreed that
New Jersey would participate and could make the necessary arrangements

to start classes in July. Camden and Passaic Counties were selected for
participation.

Subsequent meetings were called of state education and welfare personnel to
discuss the project with local education and welfare personnel. Interest was
expressed by Camden County education and welfare personnel, and similar-
ly by Paterson and Passaic. The approval of county boards of supervisors
and boards of education was obtained. Persomnel from the Welfare Admin-
istration worked closely with the state and county welfare departments in

drawing up the Title V proposals. The proposal was then cleared through
the Welfare Administration.
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In preparation for the project a series of meetings was held in Trenton of a-
Jult education and welfare personnel with Greenleigh Associates staff. There
were also meetings in each of the two counties to make plans for the project.
A meeting of all casework staff was held in each county at which the project
was explzined by the research staff of Greenleigh Associates. Since the
casework staff was responsible for identifying and referring public welfare
recipients for screening, it was essential to obtain their cooperation and

for them to undersiand the importance of the field test. This pattern was
repeated in all three states.

D. Selection of Reading Systems

There were some twenty reading systems considered for the field test. At
the outset, however, it became apparent that few met the criteria of the re-
search design and those set by the cooperating agencies. The reasons for
eliminating a number of systems included:

1. Some were too costly becsuse they required expensive
hardware;
2. Some did not claim to have reading materials which

went through the eighth-grade level;

3. Some required extensive teacher training which would
increase costs sharply;

4. Some could not be taught by untrained teachers;

5. Others had not been published by the time the classes
began, and some were in process of revision;

6. A number were not oriented to the adult learner.

As a result when the classes began in New Jersey only two learning systems
that met the criteria were available, and consequently only one-half of the
classes were started. Two other systems were selected which would be a-
vailable in September when the second half of the classes would start in New
Jersey and when all classes were scheduled to begin in New York.

During muck ~f March and April the project staff of Greenleigh Associates -
visited publivners to discuss reading materials to be included. It was on
the basis of these discussions and information provided by the Office of
Bducation that the four systems were selected. One publisher was reluc-
tant to participate because they felt that other materials published by the -
firm might be adversely affected. However, after some period of consul-
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tation the publisher agreed to participate.

E. Selection of Supplementary Material

The selection of supplementary materials to be used in the classes proved
very difficult, One arithmetic text which was considered could not be in-
cluded because it had been written by one of the persons in the Federal in-
‘teragency committee, Another had been published by a publisher of one of
the reading systems to be tested, and it was felt this might affect the de-
sign. There were few that were suitable for adult students,

Similarly, there was no single social science text book appropriate for the
adult learner with poor reading skills. The best material available was

selected, but it was not considered ideal for the target population.

F. Launching the New Jersey Classes

Subsequent to the meetings, teachers were recruited by adult education person-
nel in each of the three cities, and they were provided training by Greenleigh
Associates and the publishers of the reading systems in late July. Following
the teacher training, welfare recipients were referred for educational screen-
ing, and classes began in mid-August. The starting dates for both teacher
training and the classes were delayed because Title II-B funds were not avail-
able to the state until late July.

During the recruitment, the problem of male participation developed. In

New Jersey there were very few men on the public assistance rolls because
there is no AFDC-U program, i.e., aid to families with dependent children

in which there is an unemployed parent. Because of this, special approval

was given to New Jersey by the Welfare Administration to include up to seventy-
five male general assistance recipients who were on city welfare rolls. This
made it necessary for the county welfare departments to obtain cooperation
from the city welfare departments.

Also, it was decided to reduce the number of weeks of the field test in New
Jersey from twenty to seventeen. This was done to allow state education and
welfare personnel to arrange for three separate but continuous work training

or work experience projects over the span of a year. This plan for a continuum
of work training projects including different patterns of basic education and

work training was part of the Title V proposal and was included in the plan of

the state adult education section. In order for the data to be comparable from
state to state, the number of weeks was reduced to seventeen for all three states.

G. New York

By June, New York State education and welfare personnel had agreed to par-
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ticipate and begin classes in September. However, one of the counties which
had expressed an interest in being included in the project withdrew. The
adult education director in the city board of education which would have been
responsible for the classes objected to one of the reading systems chosen

for the field test, It became necessary to choose another county, One coun-
ty approached would not cooperate because it could not accept the hiring of
noncertificated teachers as called for in the design..

It is important to point out that each of the three states had to make an ex-
ception to their state regulations requiring certification of teachers. This
was a particular problem in California where certification is required by
law. Since the field test design made mandatory the employment of high
school and college graduates who were not certified teachers for two-thirds
of the classes, it was necessary to ¢btain an exception to state rules for

research purposes. However, in one city in New York this exception was
not acceptable,

Finally, the Oneida Welfare Department and the City of Utica Board of Edu-
cation, the County Welfare Department of Onondaga and the City of Syracuse
Board of Education, and the Nassau County Welfare Department and boards

of education of Hempstead, Long Beach, Freeport, Glen Cove and Westbury
agreed to cooperate. In one county there was some reluctance to submit a
Title V proposal because an earlier one had not yet been acted upon, In

each instance it was necessary to secure the approval of the county board of
supervisors and the boards of education. This was a time-consuming process.

As in New Jersey, Federal staff assisted the counties in preparing the Title
V proposal. Although the pattern established for New Jersey was helpful,
local differences made it necessary for each county to prepare its own

project proposal. As in New Jersey, approval in Washington was expedited
because of the high priority enjoyed by the field test.

In New York teachers were recruited and trained in early September, and
classes began near the middle of the ruonth.

H. California

Although it had been expected that the field test in California would begin in
September, classes did not begin until January 1966, There were several
unique problems encountered in this state,

1. In one county the board of supervisors refused to accept

the project despite interest expressed by the welfare de-
partment.
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2. Another county could not accept the project because
the time the classes were scheduled to begin coin-
cided with the harvest of important crops. It was
felt that the men who most needed basic education
would be employed and not available.

3. Another county welfare department refused to sub-
mit a proposal for a Title V project because another
had not been acted upon.

In August, Contra Costa County expressed interest in having the total
California project in that county. However, because there were a number

of school districts to be included it took considerable time to obtain the
necessary cooperation and to make plans. The county board of supervisors
was unwilling to consider the project until all of the requisite approvals from
the school boards were obtained. It was not until mid-October that such ap-
roval was obtained. Other delays were encountered, and it was decided that
it was not feasible to begin the classes until after the first of the year. The
reasons for further postponing the classes were:

1. The food stamp program had just been started and
casework staff did not have the time in October to
select the recipients who should be referred.

2. It required at least six weeks to secure approval of
the civil service system to employ community aides
who would act as liaison with the education perscnnel
and help students stay in classes. Thus,staffing was
not availablke until December.

3. It would require about two weeks to reprogram the
data processing in order to provide the subsidiary
public assistance allowance to pay for child care
and other student costs.

4. If students were screened in December and given
special allowances just prior to Christmas, it
was feared that the allowance would be dissi-
pated during the shday.

Teacher recruitment and training took place in early December, and student
screening took place during the remainder of the month.
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I. Problems Common to All States

In each of the states there were problems encountered once the decision to
undertake the project had been made and plans laid. However, one of the
anticipated problems did not arise except in one county. It had been feared
that it would be difficult to recruit teachers; except for Passaic County, New
Jersey, this proved not to be the case. However, student recruitment was
difficult in all counties except Oneida County, New York. This problem is
dealt with more fully in Chapter IV.

In getting the project under way there was some lag in providing .ae extra
money required for child care and other student costs. This was because
classes began soon after students had been screened and there was not
sufficient time for county welfare departments to reschedule their account-
ing procedures for these cases. When such allowances were delayed,
attendance was markedly affected.

Almost without exception the acquisition of sites for the classes was aprob-
lem. The major exception was Syracuse, New York which has a school
for adult education that could accommods.te all eight classes involved in the
field test. In other communities churches, temples, community centers,
store fronts and YMCA's or YWCA's were found for tne classes. However,
this took considerable time and effort. In some communities like Nassau
County, New York and Richmond, California the rentals were high. Some
of the sites were excellent, but some had heating, lighting, ventilation, and
sanitary problems which affected class morale. At least one site was too
small to allow class grouping. Itis clear that one problem in establishing
daytime classes for adult students is locating good sites. Even if school

rooms are available, if there are children in the school, adults are uncom-
fortable.

In California the choice of a church with good facilities included a bonus. The
women of the church, who had a weekly luncheon, prepared an inexpensive
meal one day a week for the students. The women of this church also pre-
pared coffee and did much to make the students feel at home. This was a
good experience for the students and the church.

In one state there was a problem of paying the teachers on time, and for sev-

eral weeks they went without salary. This was due to a disagreement between

the state adult education personnel and the local school board about what could
be charged to the project.

In every state the distribution and storage of books, materials, and other
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classroom supplies was a problem in most communities.

Attendance was also affected on the days regular welfare checks were ex-
pected in the mail. Students feared that mail boxes would be rifled and

the checks stolen. This problem had been identified by personnel in New
York on the basis of previous experience. Likewise, on days when surplus
commodities were made available, attendance was affected in some commu-
nities.

Child care arrangements were difficult to make, transportation posed a prob-
lem in the more suburban and rural areas, student and child illnesses in-
creased as the weather became more inclement, and in every state a number
of persons scheduled to begin classes decided to drop out before classes be-
gan.

Despite these problems, most persons who attended classes for at least a
week continued for the entire seventeen weeks. The morale of bioth teach-
ers and students remained high until near the end of the field test. Then,
uncertainty about the future of the program affected both teachers and stu-
dents.

In New York and New Jersey there was doubt that there would be Title II-B
funds available to continue the classes or any education-work training pro-
gram after the field test. Only about 15 percent of the students had reached

the eighth grade level; those who hadn't, wanted to continue their education.
Newspapers carried stories that Title II-B funds had been cut in half and

that classes would be discontinued. Faced with this possibility, students in
several counties asked if they could write letters to the President, Mr. Shriver,
their congressmen and senators. This they were pormitted to do as part

of their educational experience. Whether as a result of these letters--or

other pressures--the funds were reinstated.

In California a similar uncertainty arose because Title II-B funds ran out
June 30. The students wanted to be assured that classes would be contin-
ued, but the state could not promise funds. Like their peers in New York
and New Jersey they wrote letters to Washington and their congressmen.
Much to the delight of the students the letters to the President were ans-
wered.

In all three states the students learned they could take action and have re-
sponse from their government. This was a new and exciting experieuce.
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IV. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDENTS

According to the research design the students to be recruited were to be
public welfare recipients. This group was chosen because other studies
had shown that there was a relatively {arge number of functionally illiter-
ate adults among this population. Furthermore, public welfare is the

only establishment with continuous contact with large numbers of the poverty
population. In addition, the field %est was considered important to the Wel-
fare Administration for future policy and program decisions. Finally, it
had the only source of funds which could defray the student supplementery
costs. Since the classes were five days a week for five hours, the costs of
attending were not inconsequential. Thus, through Title V funds, the extra
costs of food, clothing, transportation and child care could be met. An
extra welfare allowance was made available to each student to defray these
costs. In California, where there i; a ceiling on welfare grants for large
families, the normal welfare grant was also increased because, by regula-
tion, full budgetary need raust be met for persons in Title V programs.

Although most Title V participants are only those who are considered employ-
able, for purpose of the field test any functionally illiterate adult was eligible.
It was recognized that basic education would be useful in the future for helping
mothers and their children.

Any public welfare recipient who had reading skills below fifth-grade level
was eligible. However, AFDC recipients were considered the main target
group. An exception was made by the Welfare Administration for research
purposes to include, in California, up to 125 single males not eligible for
public assistance, and in New Jersey seventy-five men from the general
assistance rolls, as explained previously. Students could be no younger than
eighteen and, although acceptable, less emphasis was placed on recruiting
those fifty-five years of age or older.

According to the plan, all students identified by the casework staff as being
functionally illiterate were to be referred for vision and hearing tests. These
were simple tests intended to screen out those students with obvious defects for
referral to physicians. If the defect were correctible, glasses and hearing aids
were to be provided and paid for from Title V funds.

The screening was done in all participating counties, but correcting defects was

a major problem in all. In most states it was not easy to arrange for doctors'
appointments expeditiously. In addition, students frequently failed to keep
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appointments once they were made. As a result many who had defects attend-
ed classes without glasses or hearing aids. Others were not placed in
classes, especially those with severe hearing defects. In some counties,
because of the pressure of time, vision and hearing screening followed the
educational screening.

Even if phy..cal screening had run smoothly, recruitment was still a problem
in all but one of the counties.

A, Selection and Recruitment

In a]l counties the regular casework staif carried responsibility for identify-
ing and referring the prospective students for educational screening, In
Camden, Syracuse and Utica the screening was done in one central place.
However, where more than one city was involved, screening was carried on

in several locatiohs simultaneously. The teachers who had been through the
training program and the research staff were responsible for the educational
screening process. The welfare department was responsible for scheduling a
prearranged number of persons for screening at given hours during the screen-
ing days. Although many appeared at the appointed time, only in one locality
were there sufficient numbers to screen on the appointed days. Because of
this, in most counties a letter was sent to all welfare recipients explaining

the project and asking if they would be interested in participating. This method
coupled with the continued efforts of the casework staff proved effective in
getting the necessary numbers of students in all but one county. However, in
most of the localities this necessitated screening for most of the month after
classes began in order fo obtain sufficient numbers or replacement of dropouts.

According to the project design, students could be added to classes during the
first twenty days. The countinuing screening process made it possible to {ill
all classes by the time classes were closed, except in one county., However, in
order to fill classes, all thoese who had been selected for the control group were
placed in classes, except in New Jersey and Utica, New York.

The plan provided for a control group of 125 in each state. These persons were
to be given the Gray's Qral Reading Paragraphs Test at the beginning and end of
the field test, and their gain scores were to be compared with the gain scores
of the participant students. Because of the problem of recruiting students, the
control group had to he abandoned except ior sixty-one in New Jersey and six-
teen in Utica, New York.

It is important to bear in mind that recruitment of this population is a problem
for a numher of reasons:

1. It is difficult for an adult to admit he is functionally illiterate.
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2. Many welfare recipients as well as other adults in poverty
lead re’atively isolated lives. The idea of going to school creates fears
«f the uaknown. It is difficult to alter human patterns.

3. Leaving children in the care of other persons presents
many problems. Making satisfactory arrangements for children is
difficult--at times impossible.

4, Casework staff are already overburdened with other tasks
and often resist added responsibility. Furthermore, case records are not

. explicit about the literacy level of recipients. To recruit takes time and

effort and means that other work falls behind. To persuade an adult to try
a new experience also requires skill. Even with the highest degree of co-
operative effort on the part of casework staff, recruitment is difficult and
time consuming. -

From the experience in the field test it is apparent that time, planning and
training are necessary in order initially to recruit adults. However,
satisfied students frequently recruit their friends. In at least one county

- friends of students were clamoring for new classes to be set up for them,

For continuing programs, persons who have been in classes might be used
to recruit others.

The amount of prescreening by casework staff varied from county to county.
For example, in one county only one out of every three referred for educa-
tional screening read below the fifth>grade level. In another county almost
nine out of every ten met the critervia of less than fifth-grade reading.
However, in the first county all classes were filled, but not in the second.
Whether prescreening was too strict in this county cannot be determined.

B. Services

In both New Jersey and New York persons who had been caseworkers or met

the criteria for caseworkers were employed to provide services to the students

which would assist them in staying in schocl. This staff was responsible for
following up on absentees, helping make arrangements for child care and
transportation, assisting students in making physicians' appointments which

would not interfere with attendance and, if practical, taking a child to the clinic

while the parent attended class. Such back-up services were found to be
essential. In addition, the casework counselor was responsible for making

plans for a continuing work and education program at the conclusion of the field

test. In every community most of the students were offered continued classes

in basic education, given work training or a job. The pattern, however, varied

markedly from community to community.
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These casework ceunselors were the link betwecen education and welfare. It
is important to note that at the outset of the program these counselors,

as they were called to differentiate them from the casework staff. were
most successful if they had been on the welfare staff before reassignment.
In those counties where new persons were employed and given the assign-
ment, services to students were more spotty. The new workers were

faced with the problems of a new job, learning the county, and learning how
to get information needed to help them carry out the service aspects of their
assignment. This seexs to indicate that planning for such services and

training staff to carry out the services is essential if they are to be provided.

However, new staff did learn how to do the job as the project progressed,
and they performed admirably.

In California, the persons selected to provide these services with the assist-
ance of the ongoing caseworker were community aides. The new case aides
were all former AFDC mothers who had had eight months of work experience
training. They were given training in their new responsibilities and--very
important--civil service ratings as community aide trainees.

These community aides were also used to assist in recruiting students. One
of them reported the following story, illustrative of the time and ingenuity
recruitment takes:

I went to see Mrs. Y. and she was ironing. She told me
she didn't want to go to school. I sat down and talked to

her while she ironed. After awhile i said 'go get your hat.
We are going downtown to have you take the tests.' Mrs. Y.
put down the iron and came with me. By the time we got
downtown she was glad she had come.

These community aides were successful adjuncts to the educational process.
Although not a finding of the field test per se, it is important to poiut out
that this opportunity was very meaningful to these women. Two were still
eligible for supp:ementary public assistance because of the size of their
families. However, both refused such aid because they wanted to be wholly
independent.

If these nine women alone are successful and work for only six years they
will have paid for the total educational costs and more incurred during the

field test in terms of welfare benefits saved.

C. The Screeniung Process

Students at the educatior i screening sessions were given three tests. The
research staff of ireenieigh Associates explained the project to those refer-
red in groups of ten to thirty and administered the Bender-Gestalt Test to
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the group. The purpose of this test was to screen out those with severe
perceptual and motor problems.

&
Following the Bender-Gestalt Test the teachers administered the Gray's
Oral Reading Paragraphs and the forty-word Wechsler vocabulary test
on an individual basis. After the screening was finished, those reading
at below the fifth-grade level were identified and placed in classes on a
random basis. However, in order to assure that each class would be-
balanced according to sex, age and ethnic background, the class assign-
ments were randomly stratified, Once class assignments had been made
they were reviewed to determine whether a particular assignment would
create transportation problems for the student. If this was the case, a
student with similar characteristics was substituted for another. This
method resulted in fairly well-balanced classes by system and level of
teacher. (See Appendix A,) -
The following are summaries of the number referred, screened and
assigned to classes by state and locality.

Table 1

Department of Welfare Screening of Students
for Visual and Hearing Difficulties, New Jersey

County

Casc : Total Camden  Passaic
Total family caseload 4127 2327 1800
Number referred for vision and
hearing screening 601 342 259

Not qualified because of failing

vision and hearing test 36 36 0
Needing visual correction 93 83 10

Glasses provided : 27 21 6
Needing hearing correction 94 63 31

Hearing correction provided 38 27 11
Number referred for educational /
screening 3529 23912 1138

a/ Includes persons from other than family cases; these were eligible for
literacy classes although family cases were the target group.

Source: Welfare department
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As can be readily seen, only about one-sixth of those referred for educa-
tional screening were also referred for vision and hearing tests in New
Jersey. This was largely due to the pressure to get classes started. If
educational screening had followed the vision and hearing tests in every
case, the beginning of classes would have been delayed for a number of
weeks. In New Jersey the county welfare departments cannot purchase
medical services which can be obtained free. The free services are not
always readily available. Neither hospitals nor pools of doctors are
available to provide services quickly to large numbers of persons. Even

if the services could have been purchased, it is doubtful that the numbers
would have been accommodated in the time allotted. It is also significant
that in both New Jersey and California, roughly 10 ﬁercent .of those referred
for vision and hearing tests were eliminated from further screening because
they had "failed" the vision and hearing tests.

Unlike New Jersey, all persons in New York identified as needing glasses
or hearing aids received them. However, a number began classes before
such aids were made available. In New York, with the exception of Onon-
daga County, the casework staff prescreened those referred for classes
very carefully. Almost all were eligible in terms of reading level,

Table 2

Department of Welfare Screening of Students
for Visual and Hearing Difficulties, New York

County
Cases Nassau Onondaga Oneida
Total family caseload 9,000 5,250 3,100
Number referred for vision
and hearing screening 790 150 . 182
Needing visual correction 73 54 12
Glasses provided 73 54 12
Needing hearing correction ‘ 5 - 1
Hearing correction provided 1 - 1
Number referred for
educational screening 418 250 119

Source: Welfare department

Note: Numbers and percentages of "no answers' are excluded from
tables and text throughout report, except when significant. Percentages
may not add to 100 percent and numbers may not equal totals hecause of
use of electronic data processing, rounding, exclusion of "no answer "

or because of multiple responses to items which were not mutually exclusive.
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California fell between the two extremes as can be seen in the following
table. The distances iit Contra Costa County, the lack of public trans-
portation facilities, and the difficulty in mobilizing medical resources
resulted in less than total attention to vision and hearing problems.

Table 3

Department of Welfare Screening of Students
for Visual and Hearing Difficulties, California

Cases Contra Costa County
Total family caseload , 13,655
Number referred for vision and
hearing screening . : 915
Cases not qualified because of failing
vision and hearing rest 99
Needing visual correction 254
Glasses provided 133
Needing hearing correction 56
Hearing correction provided 0
Number referred for educational screening 816

Source: Welfare department

D. Student Characteristics

In each county the caseworker counsellors assigned. to the project were asked
to fill out a form providing the basic characteristics of all students assigned
to the classes. There were 1, 815 student characteristics forms submitted:

... 662 in New Jersey
... 552 in New York
... 601 in California

The findings are summarized in the following sections.

1. Race, Sex, Age and Public Assistance Status

It can be seen that the racial composition of the student population was dif-
ferent in each state. For example, almost 75 percent of the students in
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New York and 69 percent in New Jexrsey were Negro, while in California
only 45 percent were Negro. (See Table 4.)

In California over 30 percent of the students were white, compared with

13 percent in New York and 11 percent in New Jersey. These variations
in percentages probably reflect the differences in the welfare populations
in the localities from which students were drawn.

New York had fewer Spanish-Americans (11 percent) than did eéither New
Jersey or California. New Jersey and California had approximately the
same proportion of Spanish-Americans, 20 percent and 18 percent re-
spectively. However, the term "Spanish-American'" refers to different
populations in the eastern states than in California. In New York and New
Jersey '"Spanish-American't usually referred to Puerto Ricans, while in
California it usually designated those of Mexican origin.

The pfoportions of male and female students differed tremendously from
state to state. In New Jersey there was no AFDC-U program, and because
of this few males were eligible for the field test. The few males that did
participate in New Jersey were from the general assistance rolls. Thus,
in New Jersey only 9 percent of the students were men, in New York 22
sercent, and in California 42 percent.

- There were differences among the three states with regard to age. In

New Jersey 36 percent of the students were less than thirty years old, while
in New York this was 20 percent, and in California 28 percent. In New York
and California 40 percent of the students were forty years of age or older,
while in New Jersey less than 30 percent were in this group.
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" Table 4

Population Characteristics of all Students
Assigned to Classes (in percents)

States
Characteristics New Jersey New York California
Number of students 662 552 601
Total percentage 100 100 - 100
1. Race o/
White 11 . 13 31~
Negro 69 74 45
Spanish-American 20 11 18
I, Sex
Male 9 22 42
Female 91 78 58
111, Age
20 years or younger 5) 2 6
21-29 years old 31 18 22
30-39 years cld 37 39 30
40 years or older 27 40 41

¥ Remaining percentage consisted of Orientals, Indians, others, etc.

e
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Roughly three-fourths of the participants in all states had been receiving
assistance for two years or more. prior to being assigned to the classes.
This was used as the break point because a change in AFDC in Naw Jersey
made it difficult to determine length of dependency prior to 1963. As can

be seen in Table 5, the majority of students in all three states were AFDC
recepients:

Table 5

Public Assistance Status of all Students
Assigned to Classes (in percents)

States

Status New Jersey New York  California

Number of students 662 552 601

Total percentage 100 100 100
Receiving public assistance 100 97 97
Type of assistanceﬁ/
APTD 1 5 9
ATFDC 90 72 51
AFDC-Uu _ - 4 23
GA 7 ‘ 15 10
Receiving public assistance

two years or more 80 71 69

a/ APTD--Aid to Permanently and Totally Disabled
AFDC--Aid to Families with Dependent Child: en
AFDC-U--Aid to Families with Dependent Child

ren with Unemployed Parent
GA  --General Assistance

2. Empioyment History

The great majority of students (1,505) had been employed at some time prior

to being selected for the field test program. The following percentages indicate
those who had held jobs at some time:

-+ 80 percent in New Jersey
.« 92 percent in New York
«+. 18 percent in California
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As can be seen by the fact that the percentages following the job classifica-
tions in Table 6 add to more than 100 percent, some of those who worked
held more than one type of job.” However, about 90 percent of those who
had been employed were either unskilled or semiskilled laborers, or serv-
ice workers.

Table 6 ,
Types of Jobs of Those iiver Employed (in percents)

States

Job_Category Total New Jersey New York California

Total number of students 1815 662 552 601

Number employed ‘ 1505 .532 507 466

Percent employed 100 100 100 100
Professional 1 - 1 1
Managers - 1 -
Clerical/sales 4 5 4 2
Craftsmen ) 1 5 9
Unskilled or semiskilled

factory workers 37 48 32 30
Service workers 56 56 74 36
Farm labor 12 8 ] 12 18
Other labor 15 3 13 30

3. Residence and Place of Birth

In all three states the data on residence strongly indicate that the overwhelm-
ing majority were not meinbers of a shifting population, moving from place to
place and seeking aid from a community to which they had recently moved.
Over 80 percent of the students had lived in the same state for five years or
more, over 50 percent ten years or more..

In all three states 2 high proportion of students were born in the southern
United States. ThLe percentages ranged from a low of 47 percent in New Jersey
to a high of 72 percent in New York.
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Table 7

treographic Characteristics of All Students
Assigned to Classes (in percents)

States
Characteristics New Jersey New York California
Number of students 662 552 601
Total percentage 100 100 100
I. Length of residence in state
Five years or more 84 80 85
Ten years or more 61 56 73
II, Birthplace
Present state 21 5 10
Puerto Rico 20 10 1
Mexico - - 11
Southern, USA 47 72 59
Northeastern, USA
(excluding present state) 10 7 2
Western, USA
(excluding California) - - 10
4. Family Characteristics

New Jersey had the highest percentage of the students with children (98
percent), the lowest proportion of married students living with spouse (15
percent ) and the largest number of persons per household. On the other
hand, California reported the lowest proportion of students with children
(77 percent), the highest percentage of students married and living with
spouse (47 percent) and the smallest number of persons per household.
This was probably due to the difference in the proportion of men in the
California student population compared with New Jersey and New York.
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Table 8

Family Characteristics of All Students
Assigned to Classes (in percents)

States

Characteristics New Jersey New York California

Number of students 662 552 601

Total percentage 100 100 100
Single, never married 25 25 13
Married, living with spouse 15 33 417
Separated 37 * 23 23
Deserted 12 5 -
Widowed 5 8 5
Divore - 4 5 9
Students with children 98 81 77

The numbers of persons per household in students' households were larger
than those reported in the 1960 Census for the general population in same
geographical areas:

. 4.8 persons per student household and
3.3 in the general population in New J ersey

. 4.2 persons per student household and
3.1 in the general population in New York

... 4.1 persons per student household and
3.0 in the general population in California

Of the 1, 815 students for whom characteristics forms were returned, 1,554
or 86 percent had children. The proportion of students with children varied
from state to state:

. 98 percent of students in New Jersey had children
. 81 percent of students in New York had children
... 77 percent of students in California had children

The 1, 554 students had a total of 5,733 children, of whom almost 2, 000 were
age five or younger. For those students with children, the average number
of children was 3.69, with little variation from state to state.
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5. Educational Background

The educational background of students varied by state. For example, the
proportion of those with a fifth-grade education or less was almost 30 per-
cent in New Jersey, over 40 percent in New York, and almost 50 percent
in California. The most surprising fact was the number who were reported
to have completed ninth grade or higher, roughly 30 percent in New Jersey
and 21 percent in California.

Over 80 percent of the students in New York and New Jersey had not been
in school for more than ten years, some for a great many more years. In
California this figure was almost 70 percent.

Table 9

Educational Characteristics of All Students
Assigned to Classes (in percents)

States
Characteristics New Jersey New York California
Number of students 662 262 601
Total percentage 100 100 100
Out of school ten years or more 80 86 67
Fifth-grade education or less 29 44 47
Eighth-grade education or less .70 85 77
Ninth-grade education or higher 29 14 21

E. Students' Intelligence Quotient

Two tests were used to measure the intelligence quotients of the student
population: 1) the Wechsler Vocabulary Test and the Lorge-Thorndike
Intelligence Test, However, it is important to note that neither of these
tests has been standardized for this population. Furthermore, for non-
English speaking students, the tests have no pertinence. With these caveats
in mind the results of these two tests are bresented in Tables 10 through 15.

It is obvious that the Wechsler Test provides a much higher score. It is
equally obvious that the means of the tests by class are highly consistent
from state to state and by level of teacher and reading system. Although a
few students scored over 100 on each test (range of scores: 45 - 123), on
the basis of the achievement of the students it seems apparent that the actual
intelligence of the students was grossly understated.
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Table 10

Mean Tentative Verbal I. Q. Scores (WAIS Vocabulary List)

by System and Level of Teacher, New Jersey=

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I II i v

Total 82 81 81 83 83
H.S. Grad. 81 81 83 85
Coll. Grad. 80 80 86 85
Cert. 83 82 81 81
N=611

Table 11

Mean Tentative Verbal I.Q. Scores (WAIS Vocabulary List)

by System 2nd Level of Teacher, New York

Level of Basic Education Systéms
Teacher Total 1 11 11 v

Total 80 80 80 82 80
H.S. Grad. 81 79 83 80
Coll. Grad 80 77 82 80
Cert. 79 83 80 82
N=557

Table 12

Mean Tentative Verbal 1. Q. Scores (WAIS Vocabulary List)

by System and Level of Teacher, California

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total 1 IT 111 I\Y

Total 86 84 87 87 84
H.S. Grad. 82 88 86 81
Coll. GreA. 85 87 88 84
Cert. 85 87 87 86
N=566

1/ The systems throughout this repoxrt will be designated as I, II, III, and IV,
The key is: I, AIR; II, SRA; III, Mott; and IV, Follett.




Table 13

Lorge-Thorndike Mean Scores, New Jersey

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I II Iil IV

Total 65 64 65 65 66
H.S. Grad. 66 63 67 68
Coll. Grad. 64 62 67 67
Cert. 64 69 63 62
N=404

Table 14

Lorge-Thorndike Mean Scores, New York

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I II III IV

Total 61 61 62 62 61
H.S. Grad. 62 60 62 61
Coll. Grad. 60 61 60 60
Cert. 61 64 63 62
N=411

Table 15

Lorge-Thorndike Mean Scores, California

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total 1 1I 111 IV
Total 63 63 64 62 62
H.S. Grad. 60 64 66 61
Coll, Grad. 65 63 60 63
Cert. 63 65 61 61

N=452




F. Student Attendance and Dropouts

Over all, the attendance rate of students was roughly 75 to 80 percent
over the seventeen-week period. This varied only slightly by reading
system and level of teacher. In fact, where variation occurs in one
state it is almost invariably different in another state, indicating that
neither reading system nor level of teacher was the operating factor
affecting attendance.

The same is true for dropouts. There were dropouts in each of the
reading systems. However, these do not form any pattern. There
were two types of dropouts which need to be distinguished: 1) those
who were assigned to classes and either never attended a single day
or attended less than one week, and 2) those who attended more than
a week. If was not until the end of the first week that classes could
be considered to have been operating fully. Confusion over place,
arranging child care and transportation, and the inability of casework
counselors to follow up quickly on all students having problems caused
some problems to be unresolved until a week had elapsed. For this
reason, dropouts during the first week were more like those who never
attended than those who continued to attend,

1. Dropouts

If the first group of dropouts is exciuded, no pattern can be discerned
between reading systems. The following table points this out.

Table 16

Percent of Dropouts by System and State

Total New Jersey” New York California
System I 21 17 20 25
System II 18 17 14 24
System III 22 31 18 17
System IV 21 24 6 31

Although in New Jersey the largest numbers of dropouts were in Sys-
tems IIT and IV, in New York System IV had by far the smallest percent
of dropouts, and in California System IV had the most dropouts,

When all dropouts are considered, both those who attended for a week or

more and those who did not attend or attended for less than a week, there
were: 282 in New Jersey, 174 in New York and 211 in California. Al-
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though it cannot be substantiated by any data, it is likely that the most
important factor in helping people come to and stay in classes initially
was the ability of the welfare department to interpret the program, solve
child care and transportition problems and follow up on dropouts.

In a few cases students were asked to leave the classes because of per-
sistent unsocial behavior, but this was rare.

In order to ascertain the reasons for dropout of both groups, the casework
counselors conducted an exit interview with all dropouts who could be
located. Of those who never attended, a substantial numbez could not be
found for the interview. Based on those interviews, the reasons given for
dropout are numerous. These can be seen in Table 17.

Table 17

Reasons for Dropout

Total New Jersey New York California

Took a job 64 12 15 37
Illness of student 138 40 51 47
Illness in family 30 6 16 8
Child care problems 70 25 30 15
Pregnancy 15 5] 8 2
Moved 31 3 10 ] 18
Loss of interest 156 80 36 40
Never ascertained 75 60 9 6
Other, including

no transportation 72 10 19 43

The majority who lost interest, took jobs, or for whom no information was
obtained were those who dropped cut before classes began or during the first
few days of the classes. Dropouts after classes began were due primarily to
illness and child care problems, Transportation was a problem in counties
like Nassau in New York and eastern Contra Costa in California, These are
suburban and rural counties in which public transportation is poor or non-
existent, This kind of comnunity presents particular problems in establishing
adult basic education class<s,

Weather was also a factor. The difference in dropout rates between Systems
I, II, III and IV in New Jersey were probably due to difference in time. The
first two systems were completed before the worst weather set in, and the
last two went irtc winter months., In upstate New York, classes had to be
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suspended for a week because of heavy snows. During the winter in both
New York and New Jersey illness of students and their children increased.

It is important to note that the research staff observing the classes were
impressed by the number of illnesses the students had. Furthermore,

even a slight illness like a headache was frightening to many, beyond the
fear that persons of a different socio-economic group would have. At the
same time illnesses were often real. It is significant that sixteen persons
in New Jersey who completed the severnteen weeks were too ill to be placed
in a combination education and werk training program. The physical exam-
ination uncovered heart ailments and similar physical problems which made
it impossible for these persons to undertake work training.

Tables 18 through 20 show the comparative data on all dropouts between the
three states by system. As can be seen there is no consistent pattern by
system from state to state. For further detail on dropouts and replacements,
see Appendix B.

Table 18

General Attendance and Dropout Data by System, Entire 17 Weeks, New Jersey

Basic Education Systems

Total I I II1 1V
Total assignment 685 148 158 194 185
Number never attended 125 12 16 52 45
Number attended less
than five days 41 4 11 2 17
Number attended more
than five days 519 132 131 133 123

Of those attending more

than five days, number

of dropouts 116 23 22 41 30
Of those attending more

than five days, percent

of dropouts 22 17 17 31 24
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Table 19

-

General Attendance and Dropout Data by System, Entire 17 Weeks, New York

Basic Education Systems

Total 1 I 111 1V
Total assignment 585 150 153 137 145
Number never attended 92 24 23 20 25
Number attended less
) than five days 11 4 5 1 1
Number attended more
than five days 482 122 125 116 119

Of those attending more

than five days, number

of dropouts 71 25 18 21
Of those attending more

than five days, percent

of dropouts 15 20 14 18 6

~3

Table 20

General Attendance and Dropout Data by System, Entire 17 Weeks, California

Basic Education Systems

Total I I II1 IV
Total assignment 603 144 157 148 154
Number never attended 57 ©,13 20 11 13
Number attended less
than five days 27 8 8 4 7
Number attended more
than five days 519 123 129 133 134

Of those attending 75
days, number of

dropouts 127 31 31 23 42
Of those attending 75

days, percent of '
dropouts 25 25 24 17 31
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The data by level of teacher is similar for all three states, and all data points
clearly to the fact that neither level of teacher nor system affected the drop-
out rate. Dropout was due to factors outside the classroom.

2. Attendance

Similarly, factors affecting attendance were neither reading system nor
level of teacher. This is clearly evident in the following data.

Table 21
Students Completing Program,

Average Percent of Attendance, Entire 17 Weeks, by State

N. d. N. Y. Calif.

System I 89 76 79
System II 81 75 75
System III 81 70 78
System IV 83 73 80
H.S. Graduate 82 72 81
College Graduate 82 73 74
Certified Teacher 82 74 79

The most frequent reasons for failure to attend were illness, failure
of child care arrangements, doctors' appointments, school or other
problems of children, breakdown in transportation arrangements, and
similar problems. Some poor attendance could be traced to incipient
alcoholism, but this was uncommon.

Particularly in urban areas, attendance was affected adversely on those
days when welfare checks were expected in the mail. Students were
fearful that if no one was home when the mailman arrived the check would
be stolen. This is a common problem of recipients of monies through the
mail at regular intervals. In one county arrangements were made to hand
deliver the checks tc the students attending classes.
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V. READING GAINS

As has been stated, the purpose of this field test was "to evaluate the effect-
iveness of selected learning systems. . . with economically dependent adults. "
The students were selected from the public welfare rolls and were all func-
tionally illiterate adults. The functionally illiterate adult was defined as any
person eighteen years of age or older reading at 2 4.9 grade level or below.
As explained earlier the reading level was determined by administering
during screening sessions the Gray's Oral Reading Paragraphs test to all
public assistance recipients referred by the casework staff of the county
welfare departments participating in the field test.

In analyzing the achievement of the some 2,000 persons who were assigned
to classes, several different sources of information were used. However,
the basic tools were gain scores in reading achievement as measured by
Gray's Oral Paragraphs and Iowa Basic Skills tests. These gain scores
were analyzed by reading system, level of teacher, and by age, race, sex
and ethnic origi s of the students.

A. Student Scores

As was statca to qualify for the field test classes students must have been
reading belr: the fifth-grade level as determined by the Gray's Oral Read-
ing Paragraphs test. The actual mean reading level of students at entry

as measured by the test were:

... 3. 049 grade level in New Jersey
...2.786 grade level in New York
...2.702 grade level in California

The first Jowa scores on reading level were similar:
... 3.31 grade level in New Jersey

...2.66 grade level in New York
... 3.02 grade level in California

Thus, it is evident that the target population was obtained as far as it can
be determined by testing methods available.

Likewise the students' initial reading level was fairly equally distributed

among the classes by reading system and level of teacher, as can be seen
in the following three tables.
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Table 22

Initial Gray's Oral Means by System and Level of Teacher, New Jersey

Level of Basic Education Systems ]
Teacher Total I II 111 IV

Total 3. 049 2.989 2.962 3.074 3.145
H.S. Grad. 3.105 2.963 3.022 3.125 3.249
Coll. Grad. 2.885 2.841 2.683 2.962 2.940
Cert. 3.178 3.173 3.185 3.127 3.229
N=679

Table 23

Initial Gray's Oral Means by System and Level of Teacher, New York

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I I I IV

Total 2,786 2.824 2,703 2.868 2.751
H.S, Grad. 2,751 2,818 2.638 3.030 2.536
Coll. Grad. 2,645 2.734 2. 656 2.672 2.515
Cert. 2.971 2.918 2,843 2.909 3.190
N=574

Table 24

Initial Gray's Oral Means by System and Level of Teacher, California

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I IT 11 vV

Total 2.702 2,744 2.932 2.635 2,494
H.S., Grad. 2.799 T 2.663 3.223 2.888 2.398
Coll. Grad. 2,609 2,711 2,716 2.440 2.553
Cert. 2.695 2.849 2 855 2.563 2.533
N=601
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The final Gray's scores for the three states were:

...5.326 grade level in New Jersey
.. .4.405 grade level in New York
...4.642 grade level in California

And the average gain by state as measured by the Gray's scores was:
- 160 grade level in New Jersey

.509 grade level in New York
. 844 grade level in California

= DO

et

Thus, on an average, students progressed between 1.5 grades and two grades
in the three states. Final and gain scores by system and level of teacher
are presented in Tables 25 through 30. Since a high correlation was found

to exist between Gray's scores and Iowa scores, only the former are pre-
sented in detail.

Table 25

Final Gray's Oral Means
by System and Level of Teacher, New Jersey

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I I1 I IV
Total 9.326 9.505 0.465 2.073 9.205
H.S. Grad. 5.245 4.531 5.187 5.006
Coll. Grad. 2.763 0.785 5.293 9.194
Cert. 5.479 6.297 4.704 5.328
- N=364
Table 26
Final Gray's Oral Means
by System and Level of Teacher, New York
Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I I1 : I1I IV
.Total 4.405 4.014 4.091 4.823 4.671
H.S. Grad. 3.675 3.948 5.556 3.991
Coll. Grad. 3.984 3.685 3.697 4.306
Cert. 4.436 4.617 5.274 5.657
N=369
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Table 27 {

Final Gray's Oral Means ,
by System and Level of Teacher, California

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total [ IT n v
Total 4, 642 4,838 4.877 4.424 4,492
H.S. Grad. 4,485 5.628 4,816 4.729
Coll. Grad. 4.083 4,813 4.085 3.881
Cert. 5.800 4.235 4.39%4 4.807
N =346
Table 28
Gmay'sOral Mean Change, Initial and
Final Test Scores, New Jersey
Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I i 011 v
Total 2.160 2.334 2.359 2.051 1.829
H.S. Grad. 2.081 1.553 2.263 1.061
Coll. Grad. 2.726 2.904 2.129 1.988
.Cert. 2.179 2.837 1.723 2.097
N=364
Table 29
Gray's Oral Mean Change, Initial and
Final Test Scores, New York
Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total 1 11 111 v
Total 1.509 1.121 1.266 1.781 1.838
H.S. Grad. 0.772 1.364 2.211 1.348
Coll. Grad. 1.103 0.704 1.187 1.852
Cert. 1.539 1.659 1.981 2.286
N=369
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Table 30

Gray's Oral Mean Change, Initial and
Final Test Scores, California

Level of Basic Education Systems
Teacher Total I I III IV

Total 1.844 2.067 1.914 1.656 1.792
H.S. Grad. 1.878 2.312 1.816 2.300
Coll. Grad. 1.148 1.813 1.597 1.108
Cert. 3.004 1.658 1.569 1.867
N=346

At the final testing using the Gray's scores as a base, 122 students in New
Jersey, seventy-six in New York, and eighty-seven in California scored
at the sixth-grade level or above. The numbers of persons who attained
eighth grade or above wére seventy-seven in New Jersey, twenty-five in
New York, and thirty-eight in California. These were approximately the
same by system and level of teacher for the total participant group and
within each state. These data are set out in Tables 31 and 32, Note that
on this basis, differernces in initial level are not taken into account.

Table 31

Comparison of Students Completing Field Test Program
Who Scored 6.0 or Higher on Final Gray's Oral Test, by State

. System and Level of Teacher Total New Jersey New York California
Number of students completing 1,093 3175 371 3417
Number scoring 6.0 or higher 285 122 76 87
Percent of completing students

scoring 6.0 or higher 26 33 21 25

(in percents)

System I 26 33 15 30
System II 27 37 17 27
System III 25 29 27 21
System IV 25 29 23 24
H.S. Grad. teachers 26 30 19 28
Coll. Grad. teachers 25 38 18 18
Cert. teachers 28 29 24 29
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Comparison of Students Completing Field Test Program

Table 32

Who Scored 8.0 or Higher on Final Gray's Oral Test, by State

System and Level of Teacher Total New Jersey New York California
Number of students completing 1,093 375 371 347
Number scoring 8.0 or higher 140 77 25 38
Percent of completing students

scoring 8.0 or higher 13 21 7 11

(in percents)
System I 13 24 2 11
System II 15 27 ) 11
System III 11 16 9 8
System IV 13 13 11 14
H.S. Grad, teachers 12 15 6 14
Coll. Grad. teachers 11 24 3 5
Cert. teachers 16 22 11 14
Table 33

Change Scores from Test to Test, Iowa Reading Comprehension, by State

Grade Level

Basic Education Systems

and State _ Total 1 11 I v
New Jersey
Grade 3 to grade 4 .421 .478 . 352 .502 . 346
Grade 4 to grade 5 . 452 .561 .544 . 322 . 303
Grade 5 to grade 6 .092 .048 .265 .091- .210
New York
Grade 3 to grade 4 . 344 .188 .462 . 363 . 383
Grade 4 to grade 5 .567 .668 .592 .500 .511
Grade 5 to grade 6 .458 .466 .492 . 348 .523
California
Grade 3 to grade 4 .4417 . 047 . 447 . 653 .534
Grade 4 to grade 5 .408 .411 .141 . 343 .702
Grade 5 to grade 6 .380 .551 .583 . 360 .081

B

L.

L J




In order to ascertain which of the sy!stems could teach the functionally
illiterate to read in the shortest possible time, the mean gains from test
period to test period were examined. The gain scores by testing period
are presented in Table 33. As can be seen, there is no consistent pattern
from state to state by system. In other words, when the most progress
in one state in one system occurred in a certain period it did not neces-
sarily follow that the pattern was the same in another state.

In addition to examining mean differences in gain between the systems and
levels of teacher preparation, differences were examined on the basis of
individual progress. For those students who showed the ieast and the most
gain, it was found that no statistically significant differences existed ejther
by reading system or level of teacher. In other words, those students who
made the most and least progress were found in basically the same propor-
tions in each of the four systems and in each of the three teacher levels.

Change scores of two groups of perssns making the most and the least
progress were studied in relationship to the individual's initial reading
level. Of those who made the most progress, 66 percent of the group was
reading at 3.1 or above on the initial Gray Oral test. There was varia-
tion by system. Of those making the most progress, the following are the
proportion in each system whose initial reading level was 3.1 or higher:

...System I, 58 percent

. ..System II, 72 percent
.. .System III, 56 percent
.. .System IV, 85 percent

There was also variation by level of teacher, Of students with a high school
graduate teacher, over 50 percent of those whe made the most progress
started the program reading at 3.0 or befow, while the comparable figure

for the college graduate and the certified teachers was slightly less than 30

percent. In other words, the students in classes taught by high school grad-
uates were reading initially at a lower level than the students taught by cert-
ificated and college graduate teachers.

Of those students who made little or no brogress, half were initially reading
above third-grade level and half below. There was no differcnce in the
initial levels of this group either by system or level of teacher.

B. Analysis of Variance

To determine and assess the significance of differences in reading gains,
both analyses of variance and correlations were used. The mean gain for
each class was determined and was the basic datum for the analyses of
variance. The differential gain or loss from initial to final testing is pre-
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sented in terms of first and last testing with Gray's Paragraphs and from
third- or sixth-grade gains on the Towa Tests of Basic Skills. These lat-
ter tests were broken into subtests: vocabulary, reading comprehension,
language skills, work study skills, and arithmetic, as well as utilizing
composite scores.

The analysis was intended to include gains for the following categories

as dependent variables: total sample, Negro, white, Spanish-American,
male, female, twenty-nine years of age and under and thirty years of age
and over. However, because of the lack of male and Spanish-American
participants in certain geographic areas, it became unrealistic to do sub-
group analysis for these groups. Of the 108 classes, twenty-one were
lacking males, and thirty-three were lacking Spanish-Americans.

The findings reveal that in terms of reading systems, level of teacher
and state,there were few significani differences in gain scores. Where
there were significant differences in gain scores it was in relation to
level of teacher and state.

The detail of the analyses of variance follows:

1. Total Sample

a. Gray Oral Reading Paragraphs Test

No significant differences at the . 05 level of confidence were found to exist
for the mean total sample change values for any of {he three main effect or
independent variables: state, reading system, or level of teacher prepara-
tion. In fact, even using.a .25 level of confidence, there were no statisti-
cally significant differences for the independent variables. For all the sub-
samples except the white group, this test yielded no statistically significant
differences for any of the three independent variables.

b. Jowa Test of Basic Skilg

On various subtests of this test significant recurring differences were found.
The major finding was that there was a difference in gains in the three states.
This difference appeared in three of the five subtests at various levels of
confidence as follows:

1) reading comprehension - . 05
2) work study skills - . 001
3) arithmetic - . 001 o

The difference also appeared in composite change scores at the . 001 level
of confidence. As can be seen below, on all three subtests students in New e
York State made the most gain and those in New J ersey the least. -
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Table 34

Significant Mean Changes on ITBS Subtests by State,
Total Sample

Level of
ITBS Subtest Confidence New Jersey New York California
Reading comprehension .05 1.0188 . 1.3979 1.2002
Work study skills .001 . 7432 1.4928 1.0372
Arithmetic .001 . 6828 1.2759 .9217
Composite . 001 1.0366 1.4684 1.1820

In the fotal sample there was also a significant difference by level of teacher
on the work study skills subtest (. 01 level of confidence) and the composite
score (. 05 level of confidence). As can be seen in Table 35, the students

in the classes of high school graduate teachers showed the most gain.

Table 39

Significant Mean Changes on ITBS Subtests by Level of Teacher Preparation,
' Total Sample

Level of Teocher Level
ITBS Subtests Confidence H.S. Grad. Ccll. Grad. Cert.
Work study skills .01 1.3249 . 9842 " . 9641
Composite .05 1.4072 1.1165 1.1634
2. Female Subsample
a. Gray Oral Reading Paragraphs Test

As was true in the total sample analysis, no significant differences were
found to exist for the mean change values for any of the independent varia-
bles, nor were there any significant interaction effects. For all the sub-
samples, with the exception of the white population, which is questionable
because of the paucity of data, the Gray Oral Test yielded no statistically
significant differences for any of the three independent variables.
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b. Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Considering that the vast majority of participants in the field test were
females, it is not surprising that the analysis of the female Ssubtests
closely resembled the findings in the analysis of the tota] sample. The
difference in gain by state was repeated in this subsample at various
levels of confidence as follows:

1) reading comprehension - . 05
2) work study skills - . 001

3) arithmetic - . 05

4) composite - . 01

As can be seen in Table 36, students in New York State showed the most
progress and those in New J ersey, the least.

Table 36

Significant Mean Chanées on ITBS Subtests by State,
Female Subsample

Level of
ITBS Subtests Confidence  New J ersey New York California
Reading comprehension .05 L9111 1.3515 1.1043
Work study skills . 001 . 7445 1.4623 .-8958
Arithmetic . 05 . 6504 1.1517 . 9539
Composite .01 . 9865 1. 4225 1.1604

an this female subsample, there were significant diiferences in student
progress on work study skills and in the composite change according to
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