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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

During the summer of 1967, 124 elementary schools in New York
City participated in a six-week, half-day program, designed to pro-
vide more than 40,000 children from disadvantaged areas who were re-
tarded in reading with additional instruction in reading, language
arts, and mathematics. In addition to a program in reading and math-
ematics, several schools had additional component programs for chil-
dren with special needs. For children who needed assistance with
language, a special non-English speaking or Engiish as a second lan-
guage component was established in 58 schools. Classes for mentally
retarded children were provided in 31 schools. Two special programs
were provided for children who were retarded in neither reading nor
arithmetic; one of these, for gifted children, was designed to pro-
vide children with a variety of subjects, with components established
in 18 schools; and the other, at 39 schools, was designated as an en-
richment program, and provided exclusively music and art activities.
The duration of these programs was from July 5 to August 15. Witn
the exception of seven schools having only the basic reading and math-
ematics program funded by the Board of Education, these programs were
funded entirely under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965.

This report includes the evaluation of each of these component

programs as well as of a special program for the training of educa-
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tional aides in the classroom. Since the large majority of children
were enrolled in the reading and mathematics program, more data were
obtained for that program than for the others. These data will be
reported in Part I of this evaluation. Part II will report the data
on the other component programs.

The research problems that arose in the course of this evalua-
tion were numerous. Most important, perhaps, is the fact that no
appropriate control group was available for comparison purposes, mak-
ing most of the conclusions, at best, only tentative.

This report presents data obtained while the program was in oper-
ation, from observers, principals, teachers, and the children themselves.
But we believe that the ultimate criterion for determining the effec-
tiveness of the program depends not only on how the children performed

during the program, but also on how the program will affect them in

the future. 1

1p Limited followup study will be undertaken during the 1967-68 school
year.
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Chapter II
EVALUATION DESIGN

The objectives of the program in reading and mathematics, as
stated by the Board of Education, were to raise the achievement
levels of pupils retarded in these two areas and, at the same time,
to foster an attitude favorable toward learning in general and to-
ward reading and mathematics in particular. The following objectives
were listed in the Board of Educaticn's project description:

a.. To improve classroom performance in reading be-
yond the usual expectation,

b. To improve classroom performance in other skill
areas beyond usual expectation,

c. To change (in a positive direction) children's
attitudes toward school and education,

d. To raise their educational aspiration levels,

e. To raise their expectation of success in school,

f. To improve the children's average daily atten-
dance, and

g. To modernize the individualization of instruc-
tion of disadvantaged children.

Participation in the program was voluntary, in that children
were not required to make up for failing performance the previous
school year. The only criterion for eligibility was that children
who did attend reside within an attendance zone officially designated
as located within a poverty area. No specific levels of achievement

in reading or mathematics were required for admission to the summer

program.




Sample

The sample consisted of 15 schools, randomly selected from the
124 elementary schools participating in the Summer Day Elementary
School (SDES) program. An attempt was made to maintain a proportion-
ate number of schools in each borough and a proportionate number of
schools possessing different numbers of component programs. Four of
the schools were in Manhattan, three in the Bronx, six in Brooklyn,
and two in Queens. Children from these sample schools who had been
in third- and fifth-grade classes during the previous school year
(i.e., representing two different grade levels) were selected as the
sample population.

Rather than selecting different sample schools for each phase
of the evaluation, data were collected, insofar as possible, from
the same classes in the same schools. The following data were obtain-
ed from each of the 15 sample schools: (a) achievement test data;
(b) data on pupil attitudes obtained from a paper-and-pencil test
developed for this study ("Me and My School"), and from personal in-
terviews with a sample of children; (c) classroom lesson observa-
tions; and (d) both initial and final teacher questionnaires.i

Additional déta were obtained from three other sources. Super-

visors (principals) of the summer schools were sent initial and final

lDepending on the source of the data, the number of children tested
and the number of respondents to questionnaires varied. The pre-
cise numbers are noted in the Results section.
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questionnaires; Librarians? were asked to fill out one questionnaire
at the end of the summer session. Also, a sample of teachers from

11 schools other than the 15 selected schools was obtained. The ques-
tionnaire sent to them will be referred to as the "Non-Sample™ Teach-
er Questionnaire to distinguish it from the "Sample" Teacher Question-
naire given to teachers from the sample schools. The schools chosen
included five in Queens, two in Manhattan, two in Bronx, and one in

Brooklyn.

Description of Instruments Used3

A. Academic Achievement

The Gates MacGinitie Reading Tests, Primary 8 (Forms 1 and 2),
were administered to the third graders to measure vocahulary and read-
ing comprehension. The fifth-grade children received the Gates Mac-
Ginitie ,Primary C (Forms 1 and 2). Achievement in arithmetic compu-
tation was measured by the Metropolitan fchievement Test (Elementary
Arithmetic, Forms A and B), for third graders and by the same test,
(Intermediate Arithmetic, Forms A and C) for the fifth graders. The
two alternate forms of each test were employed for the initial and
final test sessions; half the children received, e.g., Form 1l and

then Form 2, and the other half received, e.g., Form 2 followed by

2Appendix A discusses the results of the librarian questionnaire as
well as data obtained from other sources in the attempts to evalu-
ate the effectiveness of the library program.

3Copies of each of the instruments are included in the appendices.




Form 1.

The achievement tests were administered during the second week
of the program, on July 12, 13, and 14, and again during the last
week of the program, on August 9, 10, and 11. Those classes which
were given both reading ard arithmetic tests were tested on consec-
utive days. Because of pupil attrition, reorganization of classes
or absences, many children were not available for the final testing
session. The final sample consisted only of children who completed
both initial and final tests. Qualifiedu graduate students were
employed as examiners. While tests were administered solely by these
examiners, classroom teachers were present during the testing and
gave occasional assistance to the examiners.

Raw scores obtained for each of the tests were converted to
grade levels according to norms indicated in the test manuals.’ Med-
ians and means for initial, final; and difference scores were obtain-
ed and t-tests were performed for paired data to determine whether
there were significant changes from initial to final testing. The
numbers of children whose test scores increased, decreased, and did
not change were alsc calculated in order to determine whether a sig-
nificantly greater proportion of the children showed increased rather

than decreased scores on each test.

hRequired qQualifications were teaching experience and/or experience

in group testing.

These grade levels are based on national rather than New York Civy
norims, According to the Technical Manual accompanying the Gates Mac-
Ginitie Reading Test, norms were constructed based upon a nationwide
sample of approximately 40,000 pupils in 38 communities. These narms
were thought adequate for the purpose of detecting change from initial
to final testing.
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In addition to the evaluation of pupil progress, certain other
relationships were explored. Possible correlations were investigated
between (a) initial class test means and class difference scores (to
determine whether achievement depended upon how well'the children were
initially doing); (b) class difference scores ard teacher expectancy
(to determine whether there was a relationship between how well the
teachers expected their children to do and how well they actually did);.
and (c) class difference scores and years of teacher experience (to
determine whether achievement of a class depended upon phe amount of
experience the teacher possessed). For all tests, significance levels
were set at .05, though probabilities less than .05 were reported where

obtained.

B. Pupil Attitude Inventory

All children who were tested in reading and arithmetic were also
given a twelve-item attitude inventory developed for this study.
Testers administered this inventory prior to administration of achieve-
ment tests. As with the achievement data, only those children who
were present for both the first and second sessions were included in
the final sample.

The inventory consisted of six items (1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 10) intended
to tap attitudes toward summer school and six items (4, 7, 8, 9, 11,
12) intended to measure educational attitudes and aspirations in gen-

eral. The general items were not altered from initial to final test-
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ing; but those statements that referred to summer school were changed
to past tense. Certain informational items were added to the final
test.

The attitude inventory provided a four-point scale, representing
various degrees of positive or negative attitudes to each item. Re-
sponses were classified as positive (+), neutral (0), and negative
(-), using the extreme answers as positive or negative and grouping
the weaker intermediate responses into a category representing neither

strongly positive nor strongly negative opinion.

C. Individual Lesson Observations

During the third week of the program, the classes that were
tested in reading and arithmetic were observed by faculty members of
local college education departments. Over a period of six days, each
observer spent a minimum of one hour in each classroom observed, com-
rleting two classroom observations per morning. A totsl of 51 classes
were observed.

The observers rated the classes on various items which, for the
purposes of analysis, were grouped into three major categories: (a)
qualities of the lesson; (b) qualities of the teacher; and (c¢) over-
all evaluation. For each item, the number and per cent of observers
responding with each possible answer were obtained. Additional com-
ments made by observers were content-analyzed and percentages obtained

for each of the categories.
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As with the Pupil Attitude Inventory, the percentages obtained
were converted into a three-category scale: positive (+), neutral

(o), and negative (-).

D. Pupil Interviews

Concurrent with the classroom observations, a random sample of
the children tested in reading and arithmetic were individually in-
terviewed by graduate students in the School Psychology Program at
City College. A list of ten randomly selected children from each
class that had been given the achievement tests was compiled, main-
taining, however, an equal proportion of boys and girls. From this
list, the interviewérs themselves randomly selected five children to
be interviewed per class, with the five remaining names serving as
alternates in case of absences. A total of 45 third-grade and 70
fifth-grade children were interviewed.

As requested, most schools provided a separate room for the in-
terview. The interviewer took the child from his classroom to this
room and escorted him back to his classroom following the interview.
Interviews generally lasted for about 20 minutes. The child was told
that he would be asked some questions about his summer school and
about his regular school and was assured that whatever was said would
not be told to his teacher or supervisor. The interview guide con-

sisted of questions to be answered by the child and items to be rated

g
23
A
k:
3
3
A
k3
i
-
4
“

B
?
i
s
s
)i
%
gt
¥
:
¥
A
1
3
b
&
b
4




R i B A LU L o W SO A gt il 1 b Al et b ittt by

1

i e 24 XML AL b Al tsdhade SRS LI e 1 3. SLEISERIIACARELEN tocti (s L UL . Ladets

-

-11-

by the interviewer. Each rated item was based on a five-point scale.
The interviewer recorded the child's responses and rated the child
on the appropriate scales whiie the interview was in progress.

The ratings were tallied, summed, and converted to percentages.
Once again, the percentages were converted into a three-point scale:
positive (+), neutral (O), and negative (-). Open-ended responses

from the children were content-analyzed.

E. Questionnaires to Staff

1. Superviscr Questionnaires

At the end of the first week of the program and again in the last
week of the program, each of the 125 participating supervisors, func-
tioning in the capacity of summer school principals, was mailed a
questionnaire with an enclosed return envelope. One hundred three
supervisors (82 per cent) returned the initial questiomnaire and
102 supervisors (82 per cent) returned the final questiomnaire. Some
jtems on the two questionnaires were comparable, though the final ques-
tionnaire contained mainly evaluative data, while the initial ques-
tionnaire attempted to determine principals’ expectations abzvi the

program.

2. Sample Teacher Questionnaires

Questionnaires attempting to determine teacher expectations were

given to all teachers in the 15 sample schools at the time of the in-
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itial achievement testing. The final questionnaire, administered at
the time of the final achievement testing, attempted to determine

the extent to which teacher expectations were fulfilled,as well as

to obtain ratings of pupil progress and other aspects of the program.
At each school, one examiner distributed the questionnaires with an
attached return envelope either in the teachers' mailboxes or direct-
ly to those teachers whose classes were being tested. Of approximately
175 initial forms distributed, 96 (55 per cent) were returned. Of

an estimated 150 final forms distributed, 100 were returned (67 per

cent).

3. Non-Sample Teacher QJuestionnaires

Because of the length of the teacher questiomnaire the investi-
gators felt that additional questions would Jeopardize the rate of
return. Yet there were additional questions the research staff wished
to ask SDES teachers. In order to obtain answers to these questions,
11 additional schools (not part of the 15 sample schools and thus termed
"non-sample") participating in SDES procgrams throughout the city were
selected for distribution of a separate teacher questionnaire. Ques-
tionnaires (with return envelopes) were distributed in the mailboxes
of only the teachers in the reading/arithmetic program. Of approxi-
mately 110 forms distributed, 69 (63 per cent) were returned.

For questionnaire data obtained from supervisors and teachers

the per cent of respondents selecting each option of the multiple choice




-13-

items was obtained. Open-ended questions were subjected to content
analysis, and percentages for each derived category of response were

obtained.

Organization and Analysis of Data

In many cases, data relating to a given area of functioning
were obtained from many of the sources -- teacher ratings, supervisor
ratings, achievement énd attitude test scores, or pupil interviews.
Rather than organize this report in terms of separate discussions
of each of the instruments, a more meaningful presentation was thought
to be a discussion of each of the areas of functioning evaluated. In
the section on achievement, for example, data obtained from all the
available sources are discussed. Items from teacher and supervisor
ratings and from pupil interviews supplement test score data in the
overall assessment of pupil achievement. The report of the results,
presented in Chapter III, is divided into five sections: (I) The
Quality of Instruction and Instructional Staff; (II) Academic Achieve-
ment; (III) Pupil Attitudes toward School, School Subjects, and Re-
lated Aspects of Personal Growth; (IV) Staff Attitudes toward Pro-
gram; (V) Attendance; and (VI) Summary and Conclusions «n Reading
and Mathematics Progran.

Only standardized test score data were treated in an inferential
manner. All other data were described in terms of the percentages of

responses to each of the options in closed-ended items or in terms of
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percentages obtained from categories derived from content analysis,
in the open-ended or free-response items. In all cases where items
were omitted, where the rater indicated "no basis for judgment," or
where he indicated an item to be irrelevant, percentages obtained

for "relevant responses' were based on the total number in the sample
less the number of "omits" or "not-relevants.'

Finally, a note regarding the reliability of the instruments
used. Where standardized achievement tests were used, reliabilities
may be found by consulting the test manuals and technical reports.
The reliability of the Observer Rating Instrument was not determined;
however, for a very similar instrument from which the current instru-
ment was adapted,6 the reported reliabilities were between .90 and
.96, based on joint independent observations of the same classes. Re-
liabilities have yet to be established for the Pupil Attitude Inven-

tory and the Pupil Interview Rating Sheet.

6David J. Fox, "Expansion of the More Effective Schools Program"
(New York: Center for Urban Education, September 1967).
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Chapter IITI

RESULTS AND SUMMARY

I. The Qnalitxugz Instruction and the Instructional Staff

The data in this section were obtained from three sources:
(a) Individual Lesson Observations in third and fifth grades from
the sample schools; (b) Items from a Teacher Questionnaire given
to a sample of teachers dealing with teachers' background and ex-
perience; and (c) Ratings by a sample of supervisors, of their

staff members.

A. Individual Lesson Observations

Observers completed an observational checklist for each of 51
classes, rating specific items in three general areas: (1) +the
qualities of the lesson; (2) +the qualities of the teacher; and (3)
an overall evaluation. Ratings of items on the qualities of the les-
son were further subdivided into three areas: (a) planning, organ-
ization, and substantive qualities of the lesson; (b) stimulation
of interest and pupil responses; and (c) evidences of creativity and
originality in the lesson.

Seventy-three per cent of the cbservers indicated that they ob-
served either a language arts or a reading lesson; 22 per cent ob-

served an arithmetic lesson, and 28 per cent observed activities other
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than reading or arithmetic, or in addition to teaching and arithmetic.l
Almost all (98 per cent) of the observers indicated that they observed
what they felt was at least a reasonable approximation of normal func-
tioning in the classroom.

Table 1 shows the per cent of classes rated as positive, neutral,
and negative for each item within each category. Categorizing re-
sponses as positive, neutral, and negative was necessary because of
the non-comparability of the various scale items. The obtained pex-
centages for each response and delineation of the categories are pre-
sented in the appendix.

Considering planning and organization, a majority of classes were
rated as having lessons that were "well planned," ‘'well organized, "
"clear," and "steady." In the second area, stimulation of interest,
the most positive ratings were for the item dealing with pupil inter-
est in and ability to follow the lesson. The majority of observers
howaver, reported seeing few classes in which the lessons elicited
spontaneous pupils' questions. In terms of creativity and originality
evidenced in the lesson, the per cent of classes rated favorsbly was
consistently low.

In the final area, qualities of the teacher, high percentages of
favorable ratings were obtained for all teacher qualities, including
personal factors and demonstrated knowledge of subject.

For the overall rating (see Table 2) observers respoided to the

question, "How would you rate the lesson you have just seen consider-

1Percentages add up to a sum greater than 100 per cent due to multiple
responses, since in any one classroom more than one lesson may have
been observed.
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TABLE 1

FER CENT OF CLASSES RATED POSITIVE (+), NEUTRAL (0), AND
NEGATIVE (~) BY OBSERVERS OF THIRD AND
FIFTH-GRADE CLASSES IN A SAMPLE OF 15
SCHOOLS, FOR EACH OF 26 LESSON AND
TEACHER QUALITIES

Per Cent of Classes Rated:

&3) () (-)
Good or Average or Poor or b
Ttem (Item No.)? Positive _ Neutral  Negative N
I. Qualities of the Lesson
3 A. Planning, Organization
! and Substantive Quali-
; ties of the Lesson
3 1. Amount of Planning and
3 Organization (5) 58 30 12 50
3 2. Systematic and Organized (27) 68 28 Ok 50
- 3. Steady (vs. Erratic) (20) 74 20 06 50
3 L,  Foundation for Independent
- Work and Thinking (11) 2L 66 10 50
5. Possibility for Continuity
(10) 31 63 06 51
» 6. Clear (vs. Unclear) (26) "8 14 08 50
b 7. Deep {vs. Superficial) (21) 35 27 38 37
Be Stimulation of Interest
1. Interest and Enthusiasm (14) 39 37 24 51
2. Class Showed Interest In and
Followad Lesson (15) 64 20 16 51
3. Lesson Elicited Spontaneous
Questions (16) oL 20 76 50
4,  Stimulating (vs. Dull) for
Children (23) I 34 32 50
5. Hands Raised to Teacher
Question (17) 23 55 22 L7
6. Use of Child's Background

and Experience (13) 0L 57 39 Ly
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Per Cent of (lasses Rated:

(+) (0) (-)
a Good or Average or Poor or b

Item (Ttem No.) Positive  Neutral Negative N

C. Creativity and Origi-

nality in Lesson

1. Level of Creativity and Imagi-

nation in Lesson (6) 22 25 53 51
2. Stimdation of Creative

Thinking (8) 06 34 60 uy
3«  Imaginative (vs. Routine) (18) 26 36 38 L7
4. Creative (vs. Uncreative) (25) 20 35 4s L6
5. Original (vs. Stereo-

typed) (22) 24 29 Y 45
II. Qualities of the Teacher
l.  Flexible (vs. Inflexible)

(28) 50 31 19 48
2., Empathic (vs. Disinter-

ested) (29) 66 27 07 51
3+  Responsive (vs. Aloof) (30) 58 26 16 50
4. Alert (vs. Apathetic) (31) 62 28 10 51
5. High Expectations for Children '

(vs. Low) (32) 60 25 15 50
6. Committed (vs. Uncommitted)

(34) 59 24 17 w1
7+ Integrated Personality

(vs. Immature) (35) 70 18 12 50
8.  Demonstrates Knowledge of

Subject (19) 67 23 10 43

3see Appendix for full statement of item.
bAlthough 51 classes were observed, the numbers in this colum represent
the number of classes obtaining a substantive rating less Pomits,"” *no
basis for judgment,” or ot relevant” responses. Percent ages pre-
sented are based on the number of substantive ratings indicated in
this colum and varying from item to item.
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ing the quality of instruction?" 1In general these ratings tended to
be "average" or slightly "better than average.” A comparison was made
between the overall ratings obtained in this study and ratings to the
Same question in both the More Effective Schools Study and the Open
Enrollment Study. Table 2 presents the percentages obtained in each
of these studies for comparison with the present findings.

The per cent of classes rated as "better than average" or "out-
standing' (36 per cent) in the SDES program was about the same as the
percentage so rated in the schools serving as control schools in the
MES study (32 per cent), but lower than for classes in the MES schools
(46 per cent) and lower than both the sending schools (45 per cent)

and the receiving schools (42 per cent) in the Open Enrollment Study.
TABLE 2

COMPARISON OF OVERALL RATINGS BETWEEN SCHOOLS IN THIS STUDY
MES STUDY, AND OPEN ENROLLMENT STUDY

b4

 lore Effectiv

Schools Study Open Enrollment Stugxg

Per Cent of Control Sending Receiving
Classes Rated as: SDES MES Schools Schools School School
l. Outstanding 14 14 06 08 14
2. DBetter than

Average 22 32 26 37 28
3+  Average 41 34 52 27 33
4. Below Average 19 14 10 17 18
2o BExtremely poor O4 7 06 06 - 07

fumber of Classes
Observed 51 300 68 99 193

1pavid J. Fox, "Expansion of the More Effective Schools Program" (New
York: Center for Urban Education, September 1967),

2David J. Fox, "Expansion of the Free Choice Open Enrollment Program"
(New York: Center for Urban Education, October 1967).
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Observers were also asked to make open-ended comments on what
they had observed, and these comments were content-analyzed in terms
of two major categories, strengths and weaknesses mentioned (see
Table 3).

The strengths most often mentioned were teacher attitudes and
personal qualities, opportunity for individualized instruction, op-
portunity for child's expression and involvement, effective use of
materials, and plenning and organization. The items least often
mentioned as strengths were relationship of lesson to child's ex-

periences and needs, and depth of lesson.

B. Background and Experience of Staff

Based upon responses from 90 supervisors, it was learned that
86 per cent of summer supervisors had been assistants to principals
during the regular school year, and a few had been principals or act-
ing principals.

Part of the questionnaire distributed to the teachers pertained
to their teaching experience and background. Of the 78 teachers re-
sponding to the queshionnaire, 61 per cent were teaching the same
grade(s) during the summer as they had taught during the year, while
35 per cent did not teach the same grade. Almost all the teachers
(97 per cent) had Common Branch licenses. Forty-three per cent of
the teachers had from one to four years of prior teaching experience;

36 per cent had taught fcr five to ten years; nine per cent had been
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TABLE 3

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF CLASSES FOR WHICH OBSERVER COMMENTS REFERRED TO
SPECIFIED STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

No. and Per Cent of No. and Per Cent of o

Classes Mentioned for Classes Mentioned for E
Kach of Eight Strengths Each of Four Weaknesses =

Number Per Cent? Number Per Cent

l. Teacher Attitudes 1
and Qualities 24 51 15 32 :

2. Individualized
Instruction 24 51 0 0

3. Use of material 22 4y 0 0

L. Opportunity for child's f
expression and involve- ;3
ment 21 45 0 0 3

5. Planning and organiza-
tion of lesson 19 40 7 15

6. Use of assistants 10 21 0 0

7. Physical organization
of class size 10 21 0 0

8. Relationship of lesson
to child's experiences
and needs 4 09 8 17

9. Depth of lesson 0 0 9 19

3N = 47 lessons or observation periods.
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{ ;. teaching between 11 to 14 years, and 12 per cent had over 15 years
of experience. Moreover, almost all the teachers (99 per cent) had
taught children from similar background before the summer program.

Supervisors were asked to specify the number of teachers who
i dropped out during the summer. Of 102 responding, 60 per cent in-
dicgted no dropouts,.26 per cent had one teacher leave, and 12 per
cent had two teachers leave. The major reason given for the resigna-
tions was illness.

Supervisors were also asked how often staff conferences were
held. Of 102 responding, 22 per cent said '"once a week or more,” 70
per cent said "occasionally," five per cent "rarely," and three per
cent "not at all.”

When asked what recommendations supervisors had regarding salary,
recruitment, and pre-service training to improve summer staff for next
summer, 48 per cent suggested additional pre-service training; 25 per
cent indicated a need for an increase in salaries; 25 per cent sug-
gested earlier and better recruitment; 18 per cent wanted additional
paid time for conferencesé and 17 per cent indicated a need for addi-

tional in-service training.

~

C. Ratings of Staff by Summer Supervisor

Supervisors were asked to rate the "quality of their instructional
k- staff" and the "quality of instruction" provided. On the average, they

rated one-third of their staff as "superiorj" 4O per cent as "better
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than average;” 24 per cent as "average," and only 3 per cent as "be-
low average."
Since supervisors rated the "quality of instruction" provided

at their school, responses came from some 102 different schools. Ob-

servers, on the other hand, based their ratings on the 'quality of instruc-
tion" for specific third and fifth grade classes in 15 sample schools.
Quite clearly, the supervisors and the observers did not agree regard-

ing the "quality of instruction," if the observer ratings of third

and fifth grade can be considered representative of all the schools.
Ratings of the "quality of instruction" made by supervisors and ob-

servers are compared in Table L.

TABLE 4

RATINGS BY SUPERVISORS AND OBSERVERS COF THE
i "QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION"

P

Per Cent of Ratings of:

Outstand- Better Below Extra N
Ratings by: ing than Av. Aver. Aver. Poor
Principals 30 67 03 00 00 102 schools
Observers 14 22 41 19 o4 51 classes

Ninety-seven per cent of summer supervisors responding felt that
the "quality of instruction" at their school was 'better than average,"

and none thought it was 'below average." A further finding regarding

> the supervisors' ratings was that, while the supervisors rated 27 per
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cent of their staff as "average" or "below," only three per cent rated
the "quality of instruction" as "average" or "below." What this sug-
gests is that in only three per cent of the schools was the proportion
of teachers rated '"average" or "below" high enough to warrant the super-
visor to make the judgment that the overall quality of instruction at
that school was "average"” or "below."” This is not necessarily an in-
consistency. When the supervisors were further asked to compare the
sumier 1967 teachers to those who teach in their school during the
regular school year, 72 per cent rated their summer teachers as '"su-
perior," 28 per cent rated them as "the same,"” and none rated them

as "less abl

D. Summary

Observer ratings of the overall aquality of instruction were found,
for most classes, to have been "average' or somewhat "above average."
The distribution of these ratings was generally similar to ratings
obtained from previous studies, although ratings for the summer pro-
gram had somewhat more average and fewer better~than-average ratings.
Most classes had lessons rated favorably in terms of the amount of

planning, organization, and clarity. yet the modal response of obser-
b b [Y4 B

vers indicated some superficiality and little creativity or original-
ity in the lessons observed. Ratings of personal qualities of the

teachers were all favorable. Pupil interest in the lesson was most

often rated above average, though ratings tended toward the average or
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neutral point. Strengths most often mentioned were teacher attitudes
and qualities, opportunity for individualized instruction, effective
use of materials, and opportunity for child's expression and involve-
ment. L

Supervisor ratings of the "quality of instruction" and "quality

of staff" were highly favorable.

IJI. Academic Achievement

Academic achievement during the six-week summer program was
assessed through: standardized reading and arithmetic test score data;
teacher and supervisor ratings of improvement in selected academic
areas; and ratings of improvement made by interviewers based upon the
responses of a sample of children during personal interviews.

A. Academic Achievement as Measured by Standardized Test Score
Data

As stated in the description of the sample, children were asked
to indicate the grade they were in during the regular school year.
Identifying and separating the children was important for descriptive
purposes. Achievement data reported in this section are based on chil-
dren in third and fifth grade classes who reported that they had been
in either the third or fifth grades during the regular school year
preceding.

Table 5 presents the initial and final means and the means of




~26-

TABLE 5

ACHIEVEMENT DATA FROM PRE-AND POSTTESTING, BY
GRADE, FOR READING AND ARITHMETIC

Arithmetic
Vocabulary Comprehension Computation
Pre Post Dif, Pre Post Dif. Pre Post Dif,
Grade 3
Mean 2,40 2,49 +.09¥% 2,22 2,36 +.1h* 3.1 3.17 +.03
N - - 321 - - 222 - - 97
Grade 5
Mean 3.85 3.82 -.03 3.64 3.6 .00 L.56 L.62 +,06%
N - - 216 - - 198 - - 215
®p<. 0L

*p<.05
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the differences between initial and final ftesting obsaincd by third

and fifth grade children on the Gates Maclinitie Reading Test (Vo-

cabulary and Comprehension) and the Metropolitan Achievemen: Test
(Computatioﬁ), each expressed in terms of grade level. The differ-

ence column represents the amount of change or growth made after

5
M
y
&3

about 17 half-days of instruction.
As indicated in Teble 5, initially third graders were found to

be reading at é.&o in vocabulary and 2.22 in comprehension, about

1.5 years below grade level. Their average of 3.1k in arithmetic com-

: putation placed them slightly less thin one year behind. Fiitth graders
were found to .be more than two &ears behind in reading in both vocabu-
lary and‘co@prehension and about 1.5 years behind in arithmetic com-
putation;3

] Third graﬁers made étatistically significant gains in both vo-

cabulary and reading comprehensionk but not in arithmetic computation.

L&Y

3 For fifth graders, no statistically significant gains were made in
vocabulary or reading comprehension. For arithmetic computation, how-
ever, fifth graders significantly increased, gaining one-half month.

The same reading and arithmetic date are presented in Table 6 in

“m—

3These grade levels were obtained from the “est manual which bases
: its norms on 2 nationwide sample, rather thsn the New Vork City
E sample. typically used in other <est reporting.

“It must be recognized that these gains are statistically signifi-
; cant in large part hecause of the iarge number of children tested.
) In terms of prdctical classzoom functioning thay may have little

| meaning. B ‘
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terms of the per cent of children vho gained, lost, or did not change
from initial to final testing.

The previocus findings for third graders were corrobcrated by
tests of proportions. A significantly grester than chance proportion
of third-grade children increased than would have been expected to,
in both vocabulary and comprehension, but the data on change in arith-
metic were almost classically the 50-50 chance pattern, as were all
three sets of data for fifth graders. The fact that a significant
proportion of fifth graders did not change in either vocabulary or
comprehension corroborates the results cbtained from the t-tests pre-
viously reported. However, whereas fifth graders increased signifi-
cantly in arithmetic computation (5% .05), the proportion of fifth
graders who increased was not significently greater than would be
expected by chance. This finding suggests that among these fifth
graders who did change from initizl tc final testing the amount gained
was greater than the amount lost. Thus, even though about the same
proportion gained as lost, the overall mean change was significantly
positive.5

Consideration was given to the possibility that growth in read-
ing and arithmetic during the summer depended upon how far behind

the children were initially when they entered the program. For each

5Because there were differences between third and fifth graders in
achievement, the item dealing with '"The Quality of Instruction" on
the Individual Lesson Observation Rating Sheet was analyzed separate-
ly for third and fifth grades. Differences for this item were not
obtained, indicating that the observers perceived no difference in
the quality of instruction between third and fifth grade classes.
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class, the initial mean grade level in vocabulary, comprehension,

and computation was correlated with the mean change of that class for

3 each subtest. The results are summarized in Table 7 below.

4 TABLE 7

3 CORXELATIONS BETWEEN INITTAL MEAN GRADE LEVEL AND MEAN
2 CHANGE BY GRADE

e
i,

il

'% Reading s

e Arithmetic

k Vocabulary Comprehension Computation

4 Number Number Number
= r of Classes r of Classes r of Classes
Grade 3 =.13 25 ~.10 25 -0l 12

3 Grade 5  -.04 24 ~.13 23 .03 23

f None of the correlations were statistically significant, indicating

no relationship at the class level between initial ability and pro-

gress in reading or arithmetic,

3 B. Teacher and Supervisor Ratings of Achievenent®

PRy

3 At the beginning of the program both = sample of teachers and a

D Lt 2T
Losmih et

sample of supervisors were asked to estimate the gains in months they

expected their children would make in reading end arithmetic. Table

e T A e
e (haaad’s

T ey A T,

8 presents these data. At the end of the program teachers and super-

i

BT

visors were asked to estimate the progress actually observed in their

LTINS

s

A‘

et

6Teachers whose ratings were obtained were teaching at all grade levels
in the school, not just third and fifth grades.
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children in reading and arithmetic.

As may be seen from Table 8, most often teachers and supervisors
both expectsd and believed they obtained somewhere between two and
three months' progress in bothk reading and arithmetic. The large
percentages of "NR" (not relevant) responses for teachers in arith-
metic reflects the fact that many teachers did not stress or cover
arithmetic. It is interesting to note that while there was somewhat
of a downward shift from initial to final teachers' ratings of achieve-
ment in mathematics, there was a slight upward shift for supervisors.
Teacher estimates (post) of obtained achievement in arithmetic were
somewhat lower than what they indicated they had expected (pre), where-
as supervisors' estimates (post) of obtained achievement were somewhat
higher than they had expected (pre).

Of the teachers and supervisors who mentioned reading and/or
arithmetic as a goal of the summer program, 95 per cent stated that
they expected '"progress' or "improvement' in these subjects, whereas
only five per cent mentioned "maintenance" of current levels. This
was further supported by the data presented in Table 8, where only
three per cent of teachers and one per cent of supervisers stated that
they expected no improvement in reading, and five per cent of the
teachers and none of the supervisors stated they expected no improve-
ment in arithmetic. This indicates that SDES staff had as the goal
or expectation of the program more than maintaining reading and arith-

metic levels.
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Even where "significant" academic achievement was made, that
achievement, as indicated by test score data at two representative
grade levels, was lower than most teachers and principals expected
and lower than they thought they had obtained.

An attempt was made to determine whether there was any relation-
ship between the amount of achievement the teacher expected and the
actual achievement of her class. No significant relationships were
found between third grade teachers' estimates and actual improvement
in reading comprehension or arithmetic computation and none for fifth
graders in reading or arithmetic. The only significant relationship
found was between the third grade teachers' estimates of improvement
in reading and actual gains made in the vocabulary subtest, omne of
the two reading subtests. The obtained correlation was -.54 (p&.02),
and'ggg in the expected direction. Since none of the other correla-
tions supported this finding, it is possible that this one correlation
occurred by chance. Correlations were also performed between the
actual mean improvement made by each class in each of the subtests
and the yesrs of experience that each class teacher had in teaching
children from similar backgrounds. No significant correlations were
obtained, indicating that teacher experience and class improvement
were not related.

Teachers were asked to rate how their children would do in

academic performance and performance in other skill areas next fall,
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compared to similar children who did not attend the summer program.
Teachers rated these items initially and finally, whereas supervisors
were asked to rate them only initially. As may be seern from Table 9,
a considerably higher percentage of supervisors initially rated the
children as "better than comparable non-attenders" in both academic

performance and other skill areas than did the teachers. For both

jtems there was once again a slight drop from initial to final
teacher ratings.

Post program questions regarding achievement in academic and
skill areas were given to 69 teachers who were not among those in the
15 sample schools. These teachers, teaching in various grades, were
asked to rate whether children in their classes had made either little
or no improvement, some improvement, or much improvement, and for
each rating were asked to indicate whether this improvement was less
than, the seme as, or greater than expected. These data are pre-
sented in Table 10. While the highest percentages occurred in the
"rome improvement" category, the results here were clearly positive,
with between 66 to 97 per cent of the teachers indicating either some
or much improvement for each of the areas.

In general, the ratings of improvement indicated that most teach-
ers believed they had obtained "some' improvement, as opposed to
"little" (or "none") or "much." The expectancy ratings tended to re-
flect the fact that, in general, improvement obtained was the same
as expected. Most teachers, then expected and believed they had ob-

tained "some" improvement in all the achievement areas.
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C. Interviewer Ratings and Children's Responses In Interviews

Interviewers asked the children how they felt they had done in
reading and arithmetic at their old school, and how they felt they
were doing at the time of the interview (near the end of summer
schools). They then rated the responses in terms of whether the
child felt he was doing "better," the "same," or "worse" at the
time of the interview.

As indicated in Table 1ll, below, more than half the children
in both the third (59 per cent) and fifth (67 per cent) grade were
rated as feeling they were doing "much" or "somewhat better" in
"reading" now than they did last year. Almost half (45 per cent)
of the third graders and slightly more than half (58 per cent) of

the fifth graders were rated as feeling they were now doing "better™

TABLE 17

PER CENT OF THIRD AND FIFTH GRADE CHILDREN RATED BY INTERVIEWERS
AS DOING "BETTER," "SAME," OR "WORSE" IN READING AND MATHEMATICS

Per Cent Children Rated
As Feeling They Are Doing

Better Same Worse

Subject Grade + 0 - N

Reading Third 59 32 09 Ly
Fifth 67 30 03 70

Mathematics Third L5 L7 08 36

Fifth 58 31 11 Sk
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in "mathematics.” Thus, not only teachers and principals but chil-
dren, too, at least in the third and fifth grades, had positive per-
ceptions of their progress during the summer. In contrast to the
percentages of children who actually did improve, made no change, or
decreased (Table 6) in test score, self-perceived improvement was
considerably greater than actual improvement and perceived loss much
smaller than actual loss.

D. Comparison of Achievement in Reading During the 1966 and
1967 Summer Programs

In 1966 the Board of Education of the City of New York evaluated
the summer program. As part of that evaluation, fifth-grade children
were given the Metropolitan Achievement Test in Reading both initial-
ly and finally. In the Board's study and in this study, the period
of instruction intervening between initial and final testing was
about the same. While in 1966 a significant mean gain in "reading"'
of 2.5 months was reported, in this study there was no mean gain in
comprehension and a loss of .03 was obtained in vocabulary. Clearly,
findings for the fifth grade this year were not comparable to those

reported last year.

E. Summary of Achievement Findings and Recommendations

Teachers and supervisors generally rated improvement in academ-
ic areas moderately, with teachers more conservative in their ap-

praisals than supervisors. A high percentage of third-and fifth-

T

Whether this referred to vocabulary, comprehension, or an index
derived from both was not stated.
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grade children also seemed to feel that they improved in reading

and arithmetic. In addition, teachers and supervisors as well as
children seemed to indicate greater improvement in language arts and
reading than in math. This is to be expected since a greater empha-
sis was placed on reading than on arithmetic. Based on standardized
test score data, significant improvement was made in reading (vo-
cabulary and comprehension) by the third graders. Gains in arith-
metic computation for third graders were not significant, and no
significant improvement was made in either vocabulary or comprehension
for fifth-grade children.8 Where significant improvement was found
in mean arithmetic computation for fifth graders based upon t-tests,

the proportion of children increasing was not found to be significant.

This must reflect the fact that the extent of change for fifth graders
who did improve was greater than the extent of change for fifth grad-
ers who decreased.

The problem vwhich arose in interpreting these data was how much
progress could be expected after 17 half-days of instruction. Normal
progress during the regular school year for this amount of time would
be reflected by gains of less than one month. Knowing that many of
these children do not progress at a normal rate, it could be specula-
ted that normal progress for them might be about half of what would

be expected from children not retarded in reading. On that assumption,

8

Since standardized test score data were obtained only on third and
fifth graders, no inferences can be made regarding classes at cther
grade levels.
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the expected gain would be about one week. Such a small difference,
to be statistically significant, would require a much larger sample
than was employed in this study. Whether any given amount of change

is educationally significant could be evaluated by means of a control

group.

Without a group of comparable children who did not participate
in the summer program, no clear inflerence may be made as to the ef-
fects of a summer program, on achievement. All that can be deter-
mined is whether the children who attended did achieve. Had a com-
parable group of non-attenders been found to decrease significantly
over the summer, then the fact that the fif'th grade children who at~
tended did not decrease in reading could have been both statistical-
ly and educationally significant, since that would be evidence that

the program maintained skills that were acquired during the year.

Had such a non-attender group been found to gain a month, then the
fact that attenders did not change might reflect negative attributes
of the program. Had no change been found in the comparable group,
then the inference would have been that the summer program mskes no
difference,

To provide some guidance in this respect, members of the pro-
Ject staff reviewed studies dealing with achievement before and after
sumer recess. This review yielded no consistent evidence of either
losses or gains in reading, though several studies repcrted losses

in arithmetic skills. This would suggest that gains in reading, where
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found, might be attributed to the program; but more importantly, that
the program wray have been successful in preventing losses in arith-
metic computation from occurring.

What is of central importance is the determination of what hap-
pens to the children in the fall, when they return to school. There
is a four-week period for forgetting to take place, even for the
children who did make gains. It may be that as much forgetting will
take place in the four-week recess as in the ten-week recess. It
would be fruitful to compare attenders with non-sttenders on the
reading and arithmetic tests given during the school year. Such a
comparison might tell us whether improvement or even holding their
own during the summer is maintained better by attenders than by non-
attenders during the course of the school year.

III. Pupil Attitude Toward School, School Subjects, and Related
Aspects of Personal Growth

Data are aveilable to provide different insights into pupil at-
titudes toward school in general and “oward the summer experience in
particular. First, the most direct data are based on the responses
of pupils to items on the Pupil Attitude Inventory they completed.
These data are presented in Table 12. There are also ratings of these
dimensions of pupil attitude obtained from the interviewers (Table 13),

and the "sample" teachers (Table 1k).

A. Pugil Expression of Attitude

The pupils themselves consistently expressed positive attitudes
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TABIE 12

PUPIL ATTITUDE TOWARD SCHOOL, RELATED ATTITUDES,
AND PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT AS INDICATED
BY ATTITUDE INVENTORY

Per Cent of Pupils
Responding Positively

Grade Item Pre Post
32 T wish I didn't have to go to school at all, 51 56
5b 65 67
3 T like everything about school, 76 70
5 58 51
3 I need to go to school so I can do what 1

want when I grow up. 76 76
5 76 78
3 T would like to go to school for as many

years as I can. 69 66
5 65 61
3 T will quit school as soon as I can. 53 60
5 79 76
3 I know that if I work hard at school I will

get good grades. 89 89
5 89 91
3 T liked being in school this summer, 72
5 58
3 My teachers really helped me, 83
5 76
3 Things learned this summer will help in

school next year, 84
5 8L
3 I would like to return next summer, 53
5 3
3 Learned more this summer than during the year 52
5 28
3 This was the best school I know, 50
5 27

8gasic N for third grade = 287,
bpasic N for fifth grade = 276,

CThis question was asked at the Posttest onlye
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¢ . toward school as reflected in their responses to six items of the
i Pupil Attitude Inventory. Differences between the pre and post

3 percentages were slight, indicating that these general attitudes
; were basically unchanged during the program.

When asked specifically about summer school, on this same

A inventory,? at least half of the third graders also responded pos-
itively to all the items, whereas half or more of fifth graders re-
sponded positively to only three of the items.

The three items which drew the high proportions of positive re-
‘ sponses all tapped the pupil's general attitude toward summer school.
3 The three items which drew smaller percentages of positive responses,
in some sense required the pupil to evaluate his attitudes in terms
of some standard; i.e., to make a comparison between two entities.
i . Thus, while a high proportion of children indicated that '"they liked
: being in school this summer" and that both the teachers and what they
learned would in some way help them, these attitudes were not neces-
sarily unique to this summer school but instead may typify the child’s

general attitude to school. Thus, more children felt that what they

_ lcarned would help them than felt they learned more this summer than
during the year. More children indicated they liked summer school
than said it was the best school they knew. In addition, fewer felt

they would like to come back next summer than said they liked being

W
3
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%
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5
2
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IThese questions on summer school were asked only at the "post"
administration.
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ig 2ummer school.

B. Interview Ratings of Pupil Attitude

Similar results were obtained during the individuel interviews
(Table 13). In both the third and fifth grades the percentages of
pupils who were rated as liking summer school better than their reg-
ular school were lower than the proportions rated positively on their
general attitude toward summer school.

Interviewers found about half the children in both third and
fifth grades to hold favorable attitudes toward school in general
and toward returning to school in the fall. Attitudes toward both
books and the library were slso consistently positive, with even
higher proportions of children favorably rated in these categories
than in school attitudes. When interviewers were asked to estimate
the extent to which the child's attitudes toward reading and mathe-
matics were more positive than before the summer program, they rated
about half the third and fifth graders as holding more positive at-
titudes "now."

C. Sample Teacher Ratings of Pupil Attitudes, Aspiration,
and Development

Sample teachers were asked to rate their children's attitudes
as a group in terms of their status both initially and finally. For

each of the five items dealing with "level of aspiration,’ "expecta-
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TABLE 13

PROPORTION OF CHILDREN RATED POSITIVELY
BY INTERVIEWERS

Per Cent

Grade Jtem _ Pogitive
3a Attitude towards child's regular L6
5b school 57
3 Attitude toward returning in fall L5
> L8

3 Attitude toward school in general 69

5 62

3 Attitude toward books 7

b 52
3 Attitude toward library 80

5 78
3 level of educational aspiration 53

5 59
3 Certainty of achieving aspiration 60

5 56

3 Child likes reading mcre now 53

5 Sk
3 Child likes math mcre now 51

5 58

& N = 45 for 3rd grade.
© § = 70 for 5th grade.
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tion of success in school,” and '"interest' in and "attitudes to
school” and '"to education,” the majority of the teachers rated their
children "average" with only 7 per cent to 15 per cent of the teach-
ers rating their children above average. On all five items the pro-
portion of teachers rating their pupils above average at the end of
the program (14 to 28 per cent) was greater than the proportion of
teachers rating their pupils above average at the beginning, and for
four of the five items, about twice as many teachers rated their
pupils above average at the conclusion of the program as they did
initially.

Most sample teachers felt that all or most of the children showed
at least 'some"” improvement in their attitude toward "school or edu-

cation,” and the '"most" of the children made "some' improvement in
their attitudes toward "school and learning.' About half the teach-
ers indicated that they expected and felt they had actually observed
"all" or "most" of the children in their class to have made notice-
able progress in "attitudes to school," "level of aspiration,” "rise
in expectation of success," and "emotional" and "personaiity develop-
nent." Most of the teachers who did not rate all or most of their
children as making progress in these areas rated "some" (about half)
of their children as having mec2 progress in these aress. A much
higher proportion of the teachers felt *that their children would im-
prove and actually did improve in attitudes to scncol and in educa-
tional aspirations when compared with a comparable hypothetical group

of children who did not attend summer school.




TABLE 1k

PROPORTION OF SAMPLE TEACHERS WHO "EXPECTED" AND BELIEVED
THEY "OBTAINED" POSITIVE CHANGES IN PUPIL ATTITUDE2

Proportion Who:
3 Expected | Reported
Positive | Positive
"z Concept and Nature of Change Change Change

i All or most making noticeable progress in
¢ 3 attitude to school and education 51 51

i All or most making noticeable progress in
rise in level of aspiration L0 45

All or most meking noticeable progress in
rise in children's expectation of
. success in the next school year 418 50

Al) or most maKing noticeable progress in
emotional development 38 4

: All or most making noticeable progress in
- 3 personality growth 43 51

. 1,,‘&' ‘Q\s‘ e

of!
‘,"Jl\ ,' 1 (P

More positive attitude to school and
education compared to similar non-

) atvenders 8l 91

5 Higher educational aspiration level
E compared to similar non-attenders 67 80
};; Above average in level of aspiration 08 17

Above average in degree of expectation

4 of success in school 12 15
4 Above average in attitude toward school

e ard education 10 28

Above average in degree of motivation
toward learning 13 29

Above average in level of interest in
school work 15 29

85ource: Sample Teacher Questionnaire.
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IV. Staff Attitudes Toward Program

A. General Attitude of Supervisors and Teachers

In both initial and final questionnaires supervisors and
teachers were asked to indicate, using a five-point scale, how they
felt about the 'value of the summer school program."

The data reflecting their initial and final attitude toward

the program are shown in Table 15.

TABLE 15

PROPORTION OF STAFF HOLDING INDICATED ATTITUDE TOWARD
THE VALUE OF THE SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM

Positive
Staff N Enthusi- but not Slightly Slightly Strongly
Level Time astic Enthusiastic Positive Negative Negative
Toachers Initial 96 55 30 10 03 02
Final 100 59 33 ol 03 01
Supervisors Initial 1032 17 21 0l 00 0l
Final 102 78 22 00 00 00

It can be seen that whiie more supervisors expressed 'enthu-
siasm' about the "value of the summer school program" than dig
teachers, half or more of both supervisors and teachers were

"enthusiastic," the most positive option offered. There was
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virtually no difference between the initial and final ratings for

ke

either teachers or supervisors.

B. Attainment of Objectives

S Dt l G oo/t

e 4 Non-sample teachers were asked to indicate the extent to
4 which certain specific objectives had been achieved and whether the

T

xtent to which they were achieved was "more,” "less," or ''the same"
3 . as expected. These data are presented in Table 16. The date indi-
;‘%L cate that, in general, most teachers believed that the several
objectives were either "somewhat" or "completely" achieved. More
than half believed they "completely achieved" a '"relaxed, informal
climate" (68 per cent), and "small group instruction” (52 per cent).
In general, the expectancy ratings indicated that these objectives
were achieved to the same extent the teachers had expected. However,
about one-fourth of the teachers believed they were able to provide
"training for educational aides" and "small group instruction" as

well as "individuaalized instruction'" to a greater extent than they

had expected.
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TABLE 16

PER CENT OF TEACHERS INDICATING THE EXTENT TO WHICH EACH OF
SIX SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES WERE ACHIEVED AND THE EXTENT TO WHICH
ACHIEVEMENT WAS EXPECTED &

Per Cent Indicating Extent Per Cent Indicating Whether

Objective Achieved: Extent Obj. Achieved Was:
Comptly Somewhat Not More than As Ex- Less than

Objsctiva: Achvd. Achvds Achvde Expacted pected Expected..

1, Provide relaxed, informal 68 32 (4} 1 83 3
climate

2. Provide small group 52 L2 6 27 61 12
instruction

3. Provide successful ex- k1 59 (4} 18 80 2
perience for child

le Provide individualized Lo L1 6 23 60 17
instruction

S. Train teacher Aides 38 5l 12 25 60 is

6. Try out new techniques 26 7 3 10 81 10

and approaches

a. N=69

C. Problems Reported by Supervisors and Teachers

Supervisors and teachers were asked to rate the extent to which
certain problems occurred during the summer. Responses to each
potential problem area consisted of ratings of '"no problem," "minor

LA {]

problem,” "moderate problem," or "major problem." Table 17 lists
these problems with the per cents of supervisors and teachers who
indicated the problem was observed. There were two problems which

more than half the supervisors indicated were of a "moderate or




-51~
TABLE 17

PERCENTAGES OF SUPERVISORS AND TEACHERS RATING THE EXTENT TO WHICH
SEVERAL PROBLEMS WERE ACTUALLY ENCOUNTERED

SUPERVISOR® TEACHER
Mode or Minor No Prob-|{Mcd. or Minor No Prob-
Major Prob, lem Ma jor Prob. lem
A. Sufficient timebfor T r
org., Of program B89 10 01l b » b
B. Sufficient time for
teacher orientation 65 27 08 b | »
C. Attrition of
students 42 43 15 26 36 38
D. Attendance 36 43 22 23 39 38
E. Parental Involve-
ment and Participation 28 22 49 31 36 33
F. Sufficient
Supplies 27 31 42 25 22 52
G. Maintaining Quality
of Program 21 24 55 15 31 54
H. Completion of
Desired Material 20 36 44 32 37 31
I. Behavior 09 43 57 15 39 46
J. Attrition of
Staff 04 15 81 04 12 84
K. Student Involve-
ment & Participation 03 25 72 17 43 39
L. Discipline
0l 45 56 12 36 52

%, The original categories "moderate and "major" were combined.
b, Asked only of principals

¢ . Number of Supervisors=102

d. Number of Teachers=100
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major" nature: "sufficient time for organization of program"

(89 per cent), and "sufficient time for teacher orientation" (65
per cent). Other frequent problems were "attrition of students,"

a "moderate" or "major" problem to 42 per cent of the supervisors,
"attendance" (36 per cent), "parental involvement and participation"
(28 per cent), and "sufficient supplies" (27 per cent). '"Disci-

pline," "behavior," and 'student involvement and participation,"
on the other hand, were almost unanimously rated as being either
"no problem' or only a "minor problem."

In contrast to supervisors, not more than a third of the teach-
ers said they encountered any of the problems listed to either a
"moderate” or "major" extent. The problem most frequently rated as
"major" or "moderate" was "completion of desired material” (32 per
cent), followed by "parental involvement and participation” (31 per
cent), "attrition of students" (26 per cent), "lack of sufficient
supplies" (25 per cent), and "attendance" (23 per cent).

It is most interesting that three areas often regarded as major
problem areas in the literature on disadvantaged children, namely,

discipline, behavior, and pupil involvement and participation, were

infrequently rated by either supervisors or teachers as problems.

D. Strengths and Weaknesses Indicated by Supervisors and

Teachers

On the final questionnsire, supervisors and teachers were asked
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to indicate what, in their opinion, were the major strengths and
weaknesses of the summer reading and arithmetic program, as well as
to make recommendations for improving future programs. Responses
were content-analyzed, and the categories obtained are presented
with the percentage of supervisors and teachers who so responded.
Corresponding percentages of strengths and weaknesses in Tables 18
and 19 add to more than 100 per cent because of multiple responses.

In all, some 4h6 separate strengths were mentioned by 103
supervisors. Each supervisor, therefore, on the average, mentioned
about four separate strengths. As can be seen from Table 18, three
strengths were mentioned by more than half the supervisors: the
quantity or quality of materials and supplies (65 per cent), the
quality of administration and staff (61 per cent), and the educa-
tional aides and student teacher program (57 per cent). Forty-three
per cent of the supervisors mentioned reduced class size as a strength.

For the teachers, the category receiving the highest percen-
tage of responses (44 per cent) was "good learning and social
experience." Responses in this category dealt with the meaningful-
ness of the program as a learning experience for the children, the
high degree of motivation and interest of the children toward
learning, and the program's positive effect on the child's attitude
toward school and his educational aspiration.

Compared to an average of about 4.3 strengths mentioned by each

supervisor, 160 teachers mentioned 384 separate strengths for an

M
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{3
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TABLE 18

STRENGTHS REPORTED BY SUPERVISORS AND TEACHERS

Per Cent of Per Cent of
Supervisors Teachers
f Strength Mentioned: (N=103) =

Materials and Supplies 65 36
Administration and Staff 61 1
Educational Aides and Student Teachers 57 36
Small Classes 43 29
Individual Attention 35 33
Good Learning and Social Experiences 35 Lk
Concentration on Academic Weakness 2 0
Commnity-Parental Cooperation 19 0
Flexible Curriculum 15 1
Permissive and Relaxed Atmosphere 15 17
lack of Discipline Problems 1, C
Voluntary Attendance 1L 0
Good Library Program 10 0
Short Day 5 7
Others 20 16

AT T TR AR AR R R
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average of 2.4 per teacher. The average supervisor, then, mentioned
about twice as many strengths as the averagé teacher; this reflects
th: generally more positive perception of the program on the part of
the superﬁisors consistently found in the data previously reported.

Table 19 preseﬁts the weaknesses mentioned by supervisors and
teachers. Supervisors most often mentioned materials and supplies
as a weakness of the summer program. Of the 59 supervisors mention-
ing this as a weakness, 25 reported late arrival of the materials
while 20 cited insufficient quantities. Additional comments in
this category were that the materisls were not appropriate for the
grade level of the pupils for which they were intended and that the
supervisors and teachers could not themselves select the materials,

The second most frequently mentioned weakness reported by the
supervisors referred to the late organization of the program (33
per cent). Responses in this category ranged from insufficient time
to organize the program before it began, to late registration or
late recruitment of pupils.

It ic interesting to note that a majority of the supervisors
rated materials and supplies both as a strength and as a weakness of
the program. It would therefore seem that in the cases where the
materials were adequate and arrived on time, they provided a major
source of strength to the program. On the other hand, when the
materials were late in arrivel and insufficient in supply, they

were a major drawback of the program.




TABLE 19
WEAKNESSES REPORTED BY SUPERVISORS AND TEACHERS

Per Cent of Per Cent of
Supervisors Teachers

Areas of Weaknesses Mentioned: (N=103 (N=160)
1. Materials and Supplies 57 33
2. (Late) Organization of Program 33 0
3. Large Classes 26 35
L. Attendance/Discipline Problems 20 17
5. Lack of Information on Children 18 13
6. Educational Aides and Student Teachers 15 09
7. Lack of Orientation and Conferences 13 0
8. Teaching Staff 10 0
9. Other Programs 09 o7
10. Insufficient Classes/Teachers o7 0
11l. Poor Pupil Placement 09 3
12. Supervisors/Principals 04 0
13. Lack of Parental Involvement 05 10
14. Insufficient Time 0 15
15. Poor School Organization and Testing 0 10
16. Lack of Enrichmenti 0 09
17. Interrupting 0 08
18. Others 15 12
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The weaknesses in the program most frequently mentioned by the

teachers were "large clasSes" (35 per cent) and "materials and
supplies” (33 per cent), again referring to the problem of late
arrival, insufficient quantity, or inappropriateness for the

grade and subject level of the children. "Poor pupil placement,"

or the grouping of children by age rather than by reading ability,

SO

was reported by 23 per cent of the teachers as an ineffective

aspect of the program.

A TR S JTEF N A ¥

E. Recommendations by Supervisors

I RRERT ¥

As seen in Table 20, the most frequent recommendation given by
supervisors concerned materials and supﬁlies‘(56 per cent). Twerty-
nine supervisors indicated that the suppiies should be available
i before or at the start of the program and 12 suggested that they be
” more varied and more appropriate to tﬁe grad;é for which they are
intended. In addition, eight principélé recommended that teachers
] and sﬁpervisors have more influence in the choice of supplies and
% seven éuggested simply that more supplies were needed.

The second most frequent recommendation (44 per cent) by super-

visors was that the entire program be organized at an earlier date.

They suggested such things as: earlier personnel selection, earlier
recruitment of pupils, pre-registration, and earlier setting-up of
the classroom by teachers. Thirty per cent of supervisors suggested

that more information on the children's backgrounds should be
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TABLE 20

RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY SUPERVISORS
FOR IMPROVING THE rROGRAM

Per Cent of
Supervisors
Recommendations . (N=103)

1. Materials and Supplies 56
2. Earlier Organization of Program Ll
3. More Information on Children's Background 30
I, More Time for Orientation and Conferences : 2
5. Smaller Classes 23
6. Teaching Staff 17
7. Educational Aides and Student Teachers 17
8. Parental/Commmnity Involvement 15
9. Other Programs 13
10. Bettexr Registration Procedures 1
11. Additional Classes and/or Teachers 08
12, Secretarial Staff 08
13. More Time in Program o8
1. Other 26

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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supplied by the sending school, and that more ongoing communication

between summer and feeder school be estublished.
The need for more time for personnel orientation and conferences,

both before and during the program, was mentioned by 24 per cent of

the supervisors. Approximately the same proportion (23 per cent)

recommended smaller classes to make possible more individualized

E instruction.

As regards the teaching staff, 17 per cent of the supervisors

suggested more careful selection of staff; higher and more prompt

4
: payment of salaries; and a bonus for those with good attendance

records. Seventeen per cent also discussed the educational aides

and student teachers and, in general, recommended that they be

better trained and more closely supervised.

Fifteen per cent of the supervisors made recommendations in the
In

{8

\ area of parental and community involvement with the program.
' general, they felt that there should have been more publicity in

3 the community and that parents should have been made more aware of

the attendance patterns of their children.

F. Recommendations by Teachers

The most frequent recommendation made by teachers (36 per cent)

was that the classes be made smaller (see Table 21). This, they felt,

would facilitate individualized instruction. Suggestions regarding

materials and supplies were almost as frequent. One-third of the

3 teachers recommended such things as earlier delivery of supplies,




AL e €T R ew

AR TR DY, T A

~60~

TABLE 21

TETRR TR RO ST TR WY s AT T wen T

RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY TEACHERS 7O
IMPROVE THE PROGRAM

Per Cent of

Teachers

Recommendations Made by Teachers (N=133)%
: 1. Smaller Classes 36
2. Materials and Supplies 33
3. Placement by Ability 25
L. More Information on Children 18
| 5, Better Registration and Crganization 17
6. Parental Involvement 16
7. Educational Aides and Student Teachers 15
8. More Time in Program 09
9. Additional Enrichment 08
10. Fewer Interruptions o7
11. Departmentalized Classes o7
12. Separate Disruptive Children oL
13. Other 17

# 27 teachers omitted this item completely. Percentages are
based on those who did respond.




B haniuih 2 sthl fae dinokicc Mhal- A0S 4

"

-61~

more varied and more appropriate supplies, and more teacher influence
in their selection.

One-quarter of the teachers recommended that better ability
grogping was needed in order to create more homogeneous classes.
Eighteen per cent felt that more information on the children should
be provided by the sending school. Recommendations for improving
school organization in general and registration in particular were
made by 17 per cent of the teachers. Sixteen per cent recommended
that there be more community publicity of the program and that
parents b: made aware of the attendance patterns of their children.
As regards educational aides and student teachers, 15 per cent
expressed the need for better training and supervision. As with
principals, 9 per cent of the teachers suggested that the program

would be more effective if conducted for longer than a six-week

period.

V. Attendance

Two means of obtaining attendance estimates were employed in
this study. In the sample classes from the 15 schools that were
tested and observed, the number of children who took both pre- and
posttests and who were in the class during the observation was

noted. Table 22 presents these data.
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TABIE 22

AVERAGE NUMBER OF CHILDREN PER CLASS IN ATTENDANCE DURING
INITTAL AND FINAL TESTING AND DURING CLASSROOM OBSERVATION

. Aver. No. Children
No. Children No. Classes Per Class

Initial

Reading Achievemeni--
July 12, 13, 1k 932 L6 20,26

Observations
July 25-July 31 835 5l 16.37

Final

Reading Achievement--~
August 10, 11, 12 77 46 15,58

There were about 19 per cent fewer children observed in classes
during classroom observations in the third week than were present
at the initial testing. There were about 23 per cent fewer children
who took the final achievement tests than who took the initial
tests. The greatest amount of attrition, therefore, seems to have
occurred during the first few weeks, after which attendance seems
to have been fairly stable, with an additional drop of only four
per cent from the third week to the fifth week. The difference
between the initial and final attendance figures obtained during
testing was examined by t-tests for paired data. The average drop

per class was found to be between four and five children (4.68), and
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statistically significant (t = 6.4, p < ,001)., Thus, significantly
fewer children took the final test than took the initial test, and
the inference is that significantly fewer children were in attend-
ance during the final week of the program than were in attendance

at the beginning.

The attendance figures obtained from the Board of Education of
the City of New YorklO indicated that the average daily class
attendance for pupils in the reading and mathematics program was
about 18, or about 85 per cent of those registered. Unfortunately,
no data which might indicate attrition during the program were
presented in that report. Had all the attendance data for the three
days on which they were collected in this study been pooled, an
average daily attendance figure of 17.4t per class would have been
found. This figure is quite comparable to that reported by the
Roard, and might therefore represent the attrition as opposed to

reorganization in the program.

A. Teacher and Supervisor Ratings

At the conclusion of the program both teachers and supervisors
were asked to indicate the extent to which attendance and attrition

of students presented a problem during the surmer (Table 23).

lOReport on SDES Program, 1967, Dr. Max S. Meiselman, Board of
Education.
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TABLE 23

RATINGS OF TEACHERS AND SUPERVISORS AS TO
ATTENDANCE AND ATTRITION (PER CENT)

o Per Cent

>
o Minor Moderate Major
Problem Problem Problem Problem N

Attendance Teacher 38 39 20 03 100
Supervisor 22 Y2 26 10 102
Attrition Teacher 38 36 23 03 100

of Students

Supervisor 15 43 29 13 102

Twenty-three per cent of the teachers and 36 per cent of the
supervisors felt that attendance presented either a moderate or
major problem for them during the summer. Almost identical findings
were obtained for teacher and supervisor ratings of attrition of
students. Interpretation of these data quite obviously depends upon
who is doing the rating. Since supervisors have a greater cverall
responsibility for attendance, more of the supervisors might have
been expected to rate it as a problem for them. For teachers, the
nature of the problem that attendance poses may be a pedagogic one,
whereas for supervisors it may present administrative and clerical
problems.

Other data obtained from teachers indicated that, following the
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program, 50 per cent of the teachers (N = 74) beiieved that most or
all of their children would "make noticeable progress" in their
average daily attendance in the next school year, 17 per cent said
about half their children would make noticeable progress, and 33
per cent said between some and no children could be expected to
make noticeable progress. Compared to comparable nonattenders, 55
per cent of the teachers felt their children would do better in
average daily attendance in the fall, 45 per cent felt that their
children would do as well, and none felt they would do worse. Fifty-
six per cent of the non-sample teache.”s, when asked to rate extent
of improvement in attendance, indicated that some improvement had
been made, 35 per cent indicated that much improvement had been

made, and 8 per cent that little or no improvement had been made.

VI. Summary and Conclusions on Reading and Mathematics

It is apparent that an evaluation of the effectiveness of the
. summer reading and mathematics program depends upon the source from
which the evaluative data were obtained. Using both academic
achievement and personal and attitudinal improvement as criteria for
success, it is clear that summer supervisors gave favorable evalua-
tions of both pupil progress and program effectiveness. Teachers,
while rating mosl areas favorably, did not do so to the same extent
as the supervisors., Data obtained from the pupils themselves from

both standardized and informal measures were also favorable, but
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consistently less favorable than ratings by either teachers or
supervisors.

Based upon standardized achievement test data, statistically
significant but slight mean gains in reading were obtained only for
third graders. In arithmetic, statistically significant but slight
mean gains were obtained only for fifth graders. Moreover, those
gains which were statistically significant represented, in one in-
stance, an increase of ahout one and one-half months, and two of the
three differences represented gains of less than one month. These
gains were considerably less than what e=ither the teachers or super-
visors expected, and in some sense they must therefore represent a
failure on the part of the sunmer program to achieve expected gains
in ascademic achievement. In no instance was dramatic improvement
shown and. basically, where gains were made, they were similar to
what would have been expected in the same period of regular class-
room instruction. However, the literature on what happened to
achievement during the summer suggests that the program may have been
successful, to the extent chat it may have prevented losses from
occurring due to forgetting over the summer. Such s conclusion
cannot be validated without comparison with a comparable group of
children who did not attend the program. Even if a comparable
control group of children had been found to decrease or forget over
the summer, forgetting for attenders between the end of the six-week
program and the beginning of school might negate even the maintenance

of reading and arithmetic skills achieved during the summer.
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Followup studies during the school year are suggested to determine
the holding power of skills maintained over the summer.

Ratings based on classroom observations did not reveal differ-
ences in the quality of instruction between classes in the summer
program and classes observed in similar schools during the regular
school year. In general, observers rated the quality of instruction
in the summer schools as average or slightly above average. Ratings
of the quality of instruction Gid not differ for third- and fifth-
grade classes observed, suggesting that any effort to explain
achievement differences by differences in the quality of instruction
provided is inadequate.

One possible explanation of why fifth graders did not gain in
reading while third graders did may be found in their different
attitudes toward summer school. While most of the third and fifth
graders were found to hold positive attitudes toward‘school in
general, more third-grade children showed favorable attitudes toward
sumer school than did fifth graders, more indicated they would like
to return to their summer school next sumer, and more third graders
felt, "This was the best school I know."

Teachers believed that, in general, most or ail of their child-
ren made at least some noticeable improvement in their attitudes
toward school and education, personal and emotional development, and
level of aspiration. While pupil responses to the attitude inven-
tory did not support these changes reported by teachers, at least in

terms of attitudes toward school, in large part this was attributable
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to the unexpectedly high percentage of positive initial responses

on the attitude inventory. Because of this, there was little room
for improvement to be observed. With more reliable and sensitive
measuyring devices, teacher estimates of growth might have been
substantiated. Certainly the children were in no instance more
negative in their attitudes at the conclusion of the program. Once
again, attitude change and personal adjustment, even if found, should
be evaluated in terms of the extent to which that improvement is
sustained in the future, and not based solely upon initial program
and final program measures.

There seemed to have been considerable pupil attendance attri-
tion during the reading and mathematics program. Attrition could
not be compared with the data supplied by the Board of Education
because the latter cited only the average daily attendance. 1In
general, class size was considerably smaller than during the regular
school year, with about 18 pupils reported in attendance in each
class each day. Based on Board of Education data, the percentage
of pupils in attendance was on the average 85 per cent. This com-
pared favorably to the average daily attendance of 89 per cent
during the regular school year.

To come to some overall evaluation of the reading and arith-
metic program, one must adopt one of two views &s to its function.
If it is seen as a simple extension of the regular school year,

these data suggest that it functioned with reasonable effectiveness.
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The data indicate that the quality of instruction was comparable to
that during the year, academic achievement was about what would be
expected for the amount of direct instructional time, and attendance
was comparable. If, however, one considers the aim of the program
to create a different kind of school setting and experience, or if
one aspires, as did the resolution suggesting the program, to develop
"ereative, innovative teaching m.ethods,"ll then this program did not
succeed, Neither observers not staff reported significant innova-
tive developments, so in this sense the program did not develop as

intended.

U pesolution of the Superintendent of Schools, May 2, 1967.
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PART II
OTHER COMPONENT PROGRAMS

As noted in the Introduction to this report, within the
Summer Dsy Elementary School Program there were five other specific
components which were organized and run as relatively discrete
aspects of the total program. They were evaluated separately, and
the substance of these evaluations will be reported as Part II of
this report.

The five other component programs were: (1) a program for
gifted children; (2) an enriched program for children without
reading handicaps; (3) a program for mentally retarded children;l
(4) a program for non-English speaking children; and (5) a program

for the training and utilization of educational aides.

lThis program for mentally retarded children was run as part of the
SDES program. It was completely independent of the Summer School
for Mentally Retarded Children which was also financed during
Surmer 1967 under Title I of the ESEA.
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Chapter IV

THE COMPONENT FOR GIFTED CHILDREN

R Sl e Bahit Eald & iy v -

Programs for gifted children were operated in 18 Summer Day
Elementary Schools. The purpose of this program was to expose

children from disadvantaged communities who were reading above or at

TR R AR A A

grade level to new experiences in both academic and nonacadenmic

areas. Children participating in the gifted component attended
classes at intermediate grade levels on a departmentalized basis.

Areas of instruction included, in addition to reading and arithmetic,

S Aol S A FEANG Dk 3 i C

wvere social studies, science, foreign language, music, and art.
Non-academic experiences, such as trips and lectures by specialists,

were scheduled for the program.

AR TR T RRAYT TSR R T e YRR RS

3 Procedure

B I. Sample

TRV WIS O T 3N YR

Seven schools were randcamly selected for the sample from the

18 schools with gifted components. The sample consisted of two

AR St R S S 31 A

é schools in Manhattan; one in the Bronx; three in Brooklyn; and one
3 in Queens. Children vho had completed either the third or fifth

grades in June comprised the sample population.l

lchildren who completed the fourth grade in June were grouped in
» classes with either third or fifth-grade classes. Thus, in the
"third-grade" sample, approximately 20 per cent of the children
were fourth graders, while in the "fifth-grade" sample, almost
half the children were fourth graders.
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The data obtained from the third- and fifth-grade classes in
these schools consisted of (a) reading and arithmetic achievement
test scores initially and finally; (b) estimates of pupil attitude
obtained from the Pupil Attitude Inventory both initially and
finally; (c) classroom observations; (d) pupil interviews; and

(e) teacher questionnaires.

II. Description of Instruments Used

A. Academic Achievement

The Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test was used to measure voca-
bulary and reading comprehension. Half the third grade sample
classes received Primary C, Forms 1 and 2, while half the fifth
grade classes received the Primary D, Forms 1 and 2. Achievement
in Arithmetic Computation and Problem Solving was measured, using
the remaining half of the third and fifth grade sample classes.
Third yraders were given the Metropolitan Achievement Test,
Elementary Arithmetic (Forms A and B) and fifth graders the Inter-
mediate Arithmetic (Forms A and C). Alternate forms of both the
reading and arithmetic tests were employed for the initial and
final testing sessions.

The achievement tests were administered on July 17 and 18 and

again during the last week of the program on August 10, 11, and 1h.

Since each class received either the reading or the arithmetic test,

testing was completed in one morning. Due to pupil attrition,
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absence, and reorganization of classes, only 96 of the 215 children
initially tested also took the final test. Table 24 presents the
breakdown by grade of the final sample population. Qualified
graduate students were employed as examiners and, while they solely
administered the tests, the classroom teacher i.as present during
the testing session and gave occasional assistance, primarily in

maintaining order.

TABLE 24

NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN
FINAL GIFTED SAMPLE POPULATION

Grede Completed Nﬁ%ﬁ::doé;ggilg;;;iin Nu%??ihcégggilgzﬁgiin
3rd L3 0
Uth 12 19
5th 0 22
Totals - 55 L]

Raw scores obtained for each of the tests were converted to
grade levels based on the norms given in the test manuals. In
reading, means for initial, final, and difference scores were
obtained for the vocabulary and comprehension test results, and
t-tests for paired data were performed to determine whether there

were significant changes from initial to final testing. The




M

~Th-

number of children who increased, decreased, and did not change in
level of performance was also obtained, and tests of proportions
were performed to determine if a significantly greater proportion
of children changed from the initial to final testing than would
be expected by chance. Because of the small sample size for both
grades in arithmetic, the data for the third and fifth grades were
combined and analyzed only in terms of number of children whose
scores increased, decreased, or remained the same from the initial

to final testing.

B. Pupil Attitude Inventory

All the children who were tested in reading and arithmetic were
given the same pupil attitude invenfory given to children in the
reading and mathematics program. This scale was admiqistered prior
to the achievement tests both at the initial and final testing. As
with the achievement data, only data from those children who com-
pleted both testing sessions will be reported. The data were
tabulated and then converted to the positive, neutral, and negative

scale from which percentages were obtained.

C. Individual Lesson Observations

During the fourth week of the program, the classes which were
tested in reading and arithmetic were observed by faculty members

from local college education departments. In addition to these
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¢lasses, the third- and fifth-grade gifted clssses in three addi-
tional non-sample schools were observed. Over a period of four
days, each observer spent a minimum of one hour in each classroom
observed, completing two classroom observations per morning. A
total of 21 classes were observed.

The classes were rated on various items which, for purposes of
discussion, were grouped into two major categories: (a) qualities
of the lesson, and (b) qualities of the teacher. For each item,
the number and per cent of observers reporting each possible response
were obtained, and these obtained percentages were then converted
into a three-category scale: positive, neutral, and negative.

Additional comments of the observers were content-analyzed.

D. Pupil Interviews

Concurrent with the classroom observations, a random sample of
children tested in reading and arithmetic were individually inter-
viewed by graduate students in the School Psychology Program at the
City College. The same procedure described in the reading/mathema-
tics report in Part I was employed with the pupil interviews of the
gifted classes. A total of 74 third- and fifth-grade children were
interviewed. Interviewer ratings were tabulated and then converted
to a three-point scale of positive, negative, and neutral categories
with percentages for each group obtained. Open-ended responses were

content-analyzed.
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E. Teacher Questionnaires

Toward the end of the summer program a questionnaire was sent
to all of the teachers of gifted classes. Of 100 questionnaires
sent out, 48 (48 per cent) were returned. Because of the length of
the proposed questionnaire, the questions were randomly divided into
two different forms, each form being sent to half the teachers.

The per cent of respondents selecting each option of the multi-
ple choice items was obtained, while open-ended questions were

content-analyzed.

Results

I. Quality and Content of Instruction and Instructional Staff

The data in thir section were obtained from two sources, indi-
vidual lesson observations of 21 third- and fifth-grade classes in

ten schools, and the Teacher Questionnaire.

A. Quality of Instruction: Individual Lesson Observations

Observers completed the observational form for each of the 21
classes rating specific items in two areas: qualities of the lesson,
and qualities of the teacher. Qualities of the lesson were further
categorized into planning, organization, and substantive qualities
of the lesson; stimulation of interest; and creativity and original-

ity evidenced in the Jlesson.
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Of the 21 lessons observed (one of which included two subjects),
nine were language arts or reading lessons; five were science lessons;
three were mathematics lessonsj; two social studies; and one each in
French and art and an assembly rehearsal. Almost all (96 per cent)
of the observers indicated that the observed lesson was completely
typical of normal classroom functioning.

Table 25 presents the per cent of classes rated as positive (or
good), negative (or poor), and neutral (or average) within the cate-
gories of qualities of lesson. As can be seen, a majority of teach-
ers were rated as having presented lessons which were organized,
systematic, well-planned, clear, and steady, with average or above
possibility for continuity. The depth of the lesson was rated some-
what less positively, with 35 per cent of the classes having lessons
rated as superficial.

In the second area, stimulation of interest, almost all the
classes had lessons in which the children followed and showed inter-
est, and a majority had lessons rated as both stimulating for the
children and appropriate in terms of the pupils' range of abilities.
Most of the classes had lessons rated somewhat less positively in
terms of using the child's background and experience, few of the
lessons elicited many spontaneous questions, and typically only a
few hands were raised in response to teacher questions.

In comparison with the ratings for the reading and mathematics

classes, proportionately twice as many gifted classes demonsirated
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TABLE 25 -

PER CENT OF CLASSES RATED AS POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, OR NEGATIVE
BY OBSERVERS IN 21 THIRD- AND FIFTH-GRADE GIFTED CLASSES

AW RS I I 1

Per Cent of (lasses Rated as:
Good or Average or Poor or
Qualities of the Lesson Positive Neutral Negative

Ae Planning and Organization

l. Amount of Planning and Organi-

zation 62 38 0

2. Systematic and Organized 76 19 5

s 3. Steady (vs. Erratic) 56 33 1n
' L4, TFoundation for Future Lesson L3 52 5
5 (lear (vse. Unclear) 61 28 11

6o Informsl (vs. Formal) 50 35 15

7« Deep (vs. Superficial) 45 19 35

8« Attractiveness of Classroom 52 38 10

Be Stimulation of Interest

le Interest and Enthusiasn 48 43 9

2. Class Showed Interest and
Followed ILesson 85 15 0

: 3o Lesson Elicited Spontaneous
i Questions 14 14 72

4, Stimulating for Children
(vse Dull) 62 19 19

5« Hands Raised to Teacher's
Quest.ion 19 33 48

6s Lesson Appropriate in Terms of
Range of Pupll Abilitiles 50 40 10
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TABLE 25 (continued)

Per Cent of Classes Rated as:
Good or Average or Poor or

Qualities of the Lesson Posltive Neutral Negative
7. Use of Child's Background

and Experience 24 38 38
8. Foundation for Independent Work

and Thinking 43 38 19

C. Creativity and Originality in Lesson

1. lLevel of Creativity and

Imagination 52 29 19
2. Stimulation of Creative Thinking 23 48 29
3¢ Effective and Creative Utiliza-

tion of Teaching Aids 10 52 38
4o Imaginative (vs. Routine) 38 38 24
5 Creative (vs. Uncreative) 48 33 19
6o Original (vs. Stereotyped) 40 20 40
7. Cbservation of Instructional 76 24

Innovations (yes) (no)
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interest, involvement, and enthusiasm in the lessons, and a greater

proportion of gifted classes were generally rated favorably in terms
of the extent to which- the lessons exhibited a foundation for inde-

pendent work and thinking.

In the area of creativity and originality, most of the classes
were rated as average or above average in level of creativity,
imagination, and originality, but typically only average in terms
of stimulation of creative thinking. Instructional innovations
were observed in approximately three-quarters of the classes, although
a majority of teachers did not effectively and creatively utilize
teaching aids. Comparison of the items in this category between
the gifted and reading and mathematics classes indicates substan-
tially and significantly higher proportions of gifted classes having
lessons rated as creative, imaginative, and original.

The most general item on the observation scale was the overall
rating of the lesson in terms of the quality of instruction (see
Table 26). Eighty-six per cent were considered average or above.
None of the gifted classes were rated as "extremely poor." Table
26 presents a comparison of the observer ratings of the quality of
instruction for the reading/hmthenmtics classes and the gifted
classes. Vhile the quality of instruction observed in the gifted
classes seems slightly more favorable than in the Reading and
Mathematics program, a chi-square test of the distributions of

ratings showed no statistically significant differences.
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TABLE 26

COMPARISON OF PER CENT OF OBSERVERS' RATINGS OF QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
TN READING/MATHEMATICS COMPONENT AND GIFTED COMPONENT

F’%nﬁ?ﬂmvﬂ'ﬂm
B T
£

Per Cent Receiving Indicated Rating

Better

than Below Extremely
Program Outstanding Average Average Average Poor N
Reading/Mathe~
matics Component 14 22 I3 19 b 51
Gifted Component 24 2l 38 14 0 21

B. Strengths and Weaknesses

Observers were also asked to comment on the major strengths,
or effective features of the classroom, as well as the major weak-
nesses. Content analysis of these responses led to the categories
shown in Table 27. The item mentioned most frequently, under
strengths as well as under weaknesses, Was "attitudes and personal
qualities of the teacher."” Almost one quarter (2L per cent) of

the observers indicated that they did not observe any weakness in

the lesson.

C. Content of Instruction: Teacher Questionnaire

"The broadening of horizons and the provision of experiences
not encountered in the regular school program’ was a primary objective

of the gifted program, as stated by the Board of Education's project




TABLE 27

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF CLASSES FOR WHICH EACH OF INDICATED
STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES WERE MENTIONED

Number and Per Cent
of Clagses Mentioned

Number Per Cent

Stren hs?

1. Teacher Attitudes and Qualities 9 ks

2. Opportunity for Child's Expression

and Involvement 7 35
3. Use of Materials 7 35
4, Plananing and Organization of Lesson 5 25
5. Individual Instruction L 20
6. Physical Organization and Class Size L 20
7. Lesson Related to Child's Experience 3 15
Wea.knessesb
l. Teacher Attitude and Qualities 12 57
2. Superficial and Limited Lesson 6 29
3. Lack of Time 3 1k
Y4, ©No Weakness Observed 5 oL
% =20
By =21
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proposal. In addition, it was also proposed to have specialis*s
talk to the children and for the children to make trips, including
one bus trip selected by the staff of the program. Therefore,
several questions were included on the teacher questiénnaire in
order to assess the extent to which these goals were accomplished.
To ascertain the content of instruciion, the teachers were
asked to describe the general nature of their lessons. Over half

(58 per cent) reported that their lessons consisted predominantly

R

of instruction of new material not yet covered during the regular
school years; 27 per cent mentioned instruction of an enriched

natures; and 15 per cent responded that their lessons were partial

reviews of previously covered material and partial inclusion of new
material. The teachers were then asked to indicate whether, if new
: material were covered, they thought that some (or all) of this
material would be covered in the children's classes during the
coming school year. While half the teachers responded “maybe,"”
25 per cent did not know, and another quarter reported '"no."
Content analysis of 24 responses to the question regarding
the way in which the children were provided with experiences not yet
encountered before the program indicated that the major source of
provision for new experiences was through exposure of '"new subject
or curriculum matter;" 15 teachers listed this. Responses in this
category wentioned coverage of new areas in mathematics, lessons in

creative writing, and instruction in foreign language, music, or
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art. Other sources of new experiences were infrequently mentioned,
and included the "inclusion of new and supplemental materials”

(v = 5), field trips (¥ = 3), and utilization of different techni-
ques of learning (W = 3).

Finally, the teachers were asked to indicate the number of
trips their class made and the location of the trip. Of the 26
teachers responding to this question, it was found that 11 classes
made at least one trip; six classes went on two trips; three classes
made three trips; one class had four trips; and five classes did not
make any trips. The place most frequently visited by the children
was the World's Fair Science Museum, although trips were also made
to art and historical museums, musical events, and neighborhood
localities. When asked if specialists had been invited to talk to
their classes, 96 per cent of the teachers reported that no special-

ist had visited her class.

D. Teacher Estimates of Progress

On a question referring to the teacher's estimation of the
number of children who made noticeable progress in certain areas, 82
per cent of the teachers indicated that "most" or "all" of their
children made progress in broadening their horizons and experiences.
In addition, 70 per cent reported progress with most or all of their

children in the area of stimulation of new interests.
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E. Qualities of Instructional Staff: Teacher Questionnaire

and Individual Lesson Observation

Several of the items on the questionnaire distributed to the
teachers of the gifted classes pertained to their teaching exper-
ience and background. Table 28 presents the data on overall teaching
experience in subject taught and specific grade with disadvantaged
children and with gifted pupils. Forty-four per cent of the teachers
had taught\the same grades and subjects from one to four years, and
42 per cent had from five to ten years of experience. Ninety-two
per cent of the teachers had taught children from similar back-
grounds before. Almost one-third (29 per cent) of the teachers in
the summer program had no previous teaching experience with gifted
classes. Ninety per cent of the teachers taught similar subjects
and grades during the summer program as they do during the regular

school year.

TABLE 28

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE IN SUBJECT AND
GRADE, WITH DISADVANTAGED CHILDREN AND WITH GIFTED PUPILS®

Experience with
Experience with Disadvantaged Experience with

Subject and Grade Children Gi.fted Pupils
Nunmber of Years

Teaching Experience N % N ¢ N %
None L 8 L 8 i 29

1 21 Uy 23 U8 28 58

5210 20 42 20 42 6 13
11-14 1 2 1 2 0 0

15 and over 2 L 0 0 0 0

aN = 48
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The observers completed a rating scale containing nine items
rating the teachers they observed on aspects of personal qualities
and knovledge of subject matter. The summary of their ratings is
showm in Table 29. The majority of teachers were favorably rated
on all the items, with a particularly high proportion of teachers
receiving positive ratings in alertness, high expectations for
children, integrated personality, and empathy. In comparing the
teachers of the gifted classes with the teachers in the reading/
mathematics program, the teachers of the gifted were rated as having
higher expectations for children and slightly more knowledge of

subject matter.

F. Sumary

Ratings of the quality of instruction by the observers were
found to be predominantly average, above average, and outstanding.
A majority of the classes were considered to be well planned, organ-
ized, and clear by the observers, and most of the children in the
gifted classes were found to demonstrate a high proportion of inter-
est and enthusiasm in the lesson. Many of the classes were observed
to be above average in creativity, imagination, and originality, and
in greater proportions than the Reading/Mathematics classes.

It was found that the content of instruction in many of the
gifted classes consisted of instruction in material not covered

during the regular school year. Furthermore, the major source of
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E TABLE 29

§ PER CENT OF TEACHERS RATED AS POSITIVE (GOOD), NEUTRAL (AVERAGE), OR

. NEGATIVE (POOR) ON SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS BY OBSERVERS IN

g 21 THIRD-AND FIFTH-GRADE GIFTED CLASSES

E Per Cent of Teachers Rated:

% Good Average Poor

Qualities of the Teacher Positive Neutral Negative N

1. Flexible (vs. Inflexible) 39 29 32 21

2. Empathic (vs. Disinterested) 66 19 15 21

? 3. Responsive (vse. Aloof) 56 28 16 21

L L4, Alert (vs. Apathetic) 72 14 14 21
5« High Expectations for Children 72 18 10 21
6. Progressive (vs. Traditional) L3 24 33 21
7. Committed (vs. Uncommitted) 63 26 11 19

8+ Integrated Personality
(vs. Immature) 68 11 21 19

9. Demonstrates Knowledge of
Subject 52 48 0 19
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providing new experiences for the gifted children was through the
exposure of new curriculum and subject matter. Finally, the
majority of the teachers in the gifted classes received favorable

ratings from the observers. >

II. Academic Achievement, Expectancy, and Ability

Academic achievement, expectancy, and ability of the children
in the gifted classes was assessed through standardized reading and
arithmetic test scores, teacher ratings of progress in various g
academic areas and ratings of their pupils' intellectual ability, |

and interviewers' ratings of improvement in and expectancy of

il

academic achievement of the children.

A. Academic Achievement as Measured by Standardized Test

. .
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Score Data
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Table 30 presents the means and mean differences between the

-\

initial and final test scores obtained by third- and fifth-grade

.
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children on the Gates MacGinitie Reading Test (vocabulary and com-

prehension), expressed in terms of grade levels. The difference
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column indicates the degree of change or growth made after approxi-

mately 17 half-days of instruction.
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TABLE 30

INITTAL AND FINAL MEANS AND MEAN DIFFERENCES FOR THIRD AND
FIFTH GRADERS IN VOCABULARY AND COMPREHENSION BY GRADE IEVELS

Third Grade . Fifth Grade

Vocabulary Comprehension _ Vocabulary  Comprehension

Pre 4.89 L7l 6406 5457
Post 4,88 L,81 5.91 5430
Difference - 01 + 07 - ol5 - 027
t N.S. 2 NeSe NeSe NeSe
N 37 37 2 24

8N.S. = not significant

As can be seen in Table 30, the children in both the third and
fifth grade classes were found to be reading about one year above
their regular grade level. While no significant gains or losses were
made by either grade, the greatest mean differences occurred among
the fifth grade sample, with losses of 1.5 to 2.5 months in vocabu~
lary and comprehension scores, respectively.

The number and per cent of children who increased, decreased,
or did not change in test scores from the initial to final testing
in mathematics and reading are presented in Table 31. This analysis,
too, indicates no change for the third grade reading scores, while
the above-observed mean decrease in comprehension scores for the
fifth gradeis was strengthened by the significant proportion of

fifth graders who decreased from the initial to final testing.




TABLE 31

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF READING AND ARITHMETIC TEST SCORE CHANGES.
THIRD-AND FIFTH-GRADE (IFTED CLASSES

0f Those mmgigg
Did Not

Grade Ince Dece Change Total Ince  Dece
3 and 5 Computation 17 17 1 35 50 50
Problem Solwving 15 4 12 31 56 4
3 Vocabulary 18 16 3 37 53 7
Comprehension 21 13 3 37 62 38
5 Vocabulary 12 12 0 2l 50 50

Comprehension 7 16 1 24 30 70%

aTes!:s of proportions used only the increase and decrease categories.

*p < o05
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B. Academic Progress and Intellectual Ability: Teacher

Ratings and Observers' Comments

] Teachers were asked to indicate the amount of progress the
"average" child in the gifted classes made in reading and arithmetic

during the summer program. Of the 22 teachers responding to the

VAR AR RN TSI IANG gl T T,

item, eight mentioned that there was between "none" to "two months"”

ANEE

progress in reading, while ten reported that the question was not

relevant for them since they were not teaching an ecademic subject.

M R ahdeidie b Aati Ao i el S A ek

Four teachers felt that between "none" and "two months" progress in
arithmetic was made; two reported between "three and six months"
progress in arithmetic; and 13 indicated that the question was not
relevant to them. |
Comparisons were made by the teachers of the academic achieve-
ment of the children in the summer program both with children they
nad “'previously taught” and with "comparable non-attenders."
Fifteen teachers (83 per cent) responded that they believed the
children in the summer program would do better in academic performance
in the fall than ccmparaﬁle non-attenders, while three teachers (17
per cent) felt only that the children in the summer program would
do as well as comparable non-attenders. When comparing the per-
formance of the children.in the summer prcgram with children they
had previously taught, 36 per cent reported that the summer school
children performed better than children they previously taught; L1
per cent responded that the summer school children performed as

. well as children previously taught; and 23 per cent mentioned that
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childrea they nad previously taught performed better than the
summer school children.

Table 32 summarizes categories revealed from the content analy-
sis of the teachers' descriptions of their classes' intellectual
ability. Vhile nine teachers described their classes as comprised
exclusively of "gifted" or "bright" children, many others indicated
the presence of heterogeneity of intellectual ability. Additional
corments made by observers in seven classes indicated that either
the principals, teachers, or the observer himself observed that not
all the children in the gifted classes could be considered "gifted"
by typical standards. These judgments were based on the children's

normal grade level reading scores and their poor working habits

demonstrated in school.

TABLE 32

WUMBER OF TEACHERS MENTIONING EACH OF THE INDICATED DESCRIFTIONS
OF THE INTELLECTUAL ABILITY OF THEIR CHILDREN

1

Majority Described As: Other Children Described As:

1. Gifted, bright, above aver=-

age, high achievers No reference 9

-2o Gifted, above average Average 1
%, Gifted, above average Average and/or below average b4
« Average vo reference 2
S5« Average Above average 6
6. Average Below average 1
le ALl Tevels mixed A
Total 25
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Finally, the teachers were asked to indicate the proportion of
children in their summer classes who had not been enrolled in a
gifted class in their regular school and whom they would recommend
for a gifted class in the fall. More than half (59 per cent)
indicated that they would recommend “few" or "some" of their child-
ren. About one-third reported they would recommend ‘''about half”
their children, and only nine per cent mentioned they would recommend

tmost or all" of their children for gifted classes in the fall.

C. Summary of Achievement Findings

Based on the standardized test data, no significant gains were

made by either third or fifth graders in arithmetic or in vocabulary
and comprehension, and some indication of loss in these areas was

observed smong the fifth-grade children. (A significant proportion

of fifth graders decreased in comprehension scores from the initial

to final testing.)

Teacher comparisons of academic performance between the summer
school children and comparable non-attenders predicted better aca-
demic performance among the children in summer school in the fall.

Comparisons between the children in the summer program and those

$1cq thnoigl ghr g iaualn © 0% ARSI Ji TR AT Ak w0 ) by i g s

children the teachers had previously taught yielded small differences
between the two groups of children. It was also seen from teacher
and observer descriptions of the intellectual ability of the children
that less than half the children in the gifted classes were consid-

ered to be gifted by usual criteria.
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ITI. Evaluation of Other Aspects of the Summer Gifted Component

Organizational features, attitudes concerning the value of
the summer program, and goals, strengths, weaknesses, and recommend-
ations of the gifted program were obtained from children's responses
on the pupil attitude inventory, pupil responses and interview
ratings from individual interviews, and data from teacher question-

naires.

A. Organizational Features and Attendance

Information pertaining to the organizational aspects of the
gifted component was obtained from the teacher questionnaire. Addi-
tional data concerning attendance were supplied by the Board of

Education.

1. Departmentalized Period

About half (54 per cent) of the teachers had departmental
periods 45 minutes in length; among these teachers, 76 per cent
rated the L5-minute period as being "appropriate” in length, with
the other 2I per cent indicating that the period was too short.
Fifteen per cent of the teachers reported having periods of L0
minutes; these were also rated by most of them as "appropriate.”
One to three teachers indicated having longer periods of 50, 55,
60, 70, or 90 minutes. The overall ratings of the length for these

longer periods revealed that 77 per cent of the teachers were

A — T
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satisfied, while 18 per cent felt they were too short and 5 per cent

rated the periods as too long.

2. Materials and Supplies

Three-fourths of the teachers (77 per cent) indicated
that they did have special materials supplied by the school for
their subject area. SRA lab kits and workbooks were the materials
mentioned most frequently as being supplied by the school, while
several teachers also mentioned books, filmstrips, tape recorders,
newspapers, and supplies for music, art, and science. When asked
if they were given a curriculum guide to follow for the summer, 85

per cent of the teachers said they were not.

3. Reports to Parents and Home Schools

Almost all the teachers (90 per cent) reported that
some type of evaluation of the children in their class, usually in
the form of a general report card, would be sent both to parents and
to the child's regular school. In addition to report cards,
teachers mentioned check lists of areas studied, attendance reports,
subject and character ratings, and general teacher comments as
other methods of evaluating and describing the child's summer

experience both to his parents and to his home school.
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Iy, Attenfance

vigures supplied by the Board of Education revealed
that while 1,863 children were registered for the gifted component ,
an average of 1,475 children, cr 79 per cent of the total registra-
tion, attended. OF the 99 giited classes in the program, with an
average of 18 pupils registered per class, an average of 14 students
attended daily. About eight per cent of the children in the gifted

component came from nonpublic schools.

B. Pupil Attitude Toward School: Interviewver Ratings and

Attitude Inventory

Interviewers were asked to rate children's attitudes toward
summer school and regular school. Almost three-fourths of the
children (72 per cent) were rated as having wanted to attend
surmer school "very much,” and 85 per cent as having generally
positive and even enthusiastic attitudes toward summer school.
Attitudes regarding regular school were positive, but not as nearly
unanimously so as those toward summer school. Seventy-one per cent
wyere considered to have positive attitudes toward scheol in genersal,
and 55 per cent of the children expressed a desire to return to
school in the fall. This finding was consistent with the inter-
viewers' belief that a majority of pupils liked summer school "much
better" than regular school. Eighty per cent of the children did
indicate, however, that they would attend regular school even if

it were not obligatory.
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Data obtained from six items on the pupil attitude inventory
administered to third- and fifth-grade classes at the end of the
program are shown in Table 33. Two-thirds or more of both the
third- and fifth-graders responded positively to the first three
items. Two out’ of five (41 per cent) of the fifth graders mentioned
thét'théy'did not learn as much thié summer as they do during the
year, which to some extent supports the results of the fifth-grade
achievement test data.

Children who were interviewed were asked, "How did you happen
to come to school this summer?’ Content analysis of the responses
indicated that 39 per cent of the children said that they made the
decision to come to summer school on their own, while 38 per cent
mentioned their mother and 32 per cent their teacher as influencing

their decision to attend.

C. Teachers' Goals for the Summer Program

The teachers were asked to indicate what their major goals for
the summer school program were, and these responses were summarized
into six categories. Of 20 who responded, the goals cited by the
largest number of teachers were “enrichment of academic subjects"
and "review of academic subjects,” each mentioned by half the
teachers. The development of "creative and independent thinking"
was reported by eight of the teachers and "cultural enrichment" by
five. Finally, three each mentiored "understanding world events"

and "improved self image." Asked the extent to which they thought




TABLE 33

PER CENT OF ‘THIRD-AND FIFTH-GRADE CHILDREN MENTIONING POSITIVE,
NEUTRAL,OR NEGATIVE RESPONSES TOWARD SCHOOL ON
POST-ATTITUDE INVENTORY

Grade ja Grade °
(Yes) (No) (Yes) (o)

Posi- Neu~- Nega~ Posi- Neu- Nega-

Iten tive _tral tive  tive tral tive
1. I liked being in school
this sumer 68 28 |y 81 17 2

2. My teachers really helped
me 80 20 0 83 17 0

s 3+ The things I learned this
f surmer will help me in
school next year 79 19 2 81 19 0

4, I would like to return

next surmer 48 Ldy 8 39 46 15
5 I learned more this sum=

: mer than during the year 32 51 17 12 L7 L5 1
6« This was the best school

: I know 38 sl 11 24 Ly 32
N = 5k
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they had accomplished these goals, 26 per cent reported that they had
"completely" accomplisied their goals, while 74 per cent indicated
they had accomplished their goals “somevhat."”  Lack of time, materi-

als, and pupil interest were most frequently cited as reasons why

their goals were not fully accemplished.

D. Value of the Surmer School Program

When asked how they felt about the value of the sumer scnool
program, 55 per cent of the teachers responded "enthusiastically,"
while U5 per cent reported feeling "sositively but not enthusias-

tically." TMNone of the teachers mentioned slightly positive or
negative feelings about the program. Increase in the child's
motivation and the provision of experience and satisfaction for the
teachers were the primary reasons mentioned in explanation of strongly
positive and enthusiastic responses.

Intervievers, too, were asked to rate the extent to which they
felt that the summer experience had been valuable for the child
whom they interviewed. Of 72 children rated, 71 per cent of the
interviewers reported the summer school experience as being "very
valuable” for the child; 26 per cent stated thet the summer program

was rated as 'of some value,” and in only two cases was the summer

school considered of no value for the child.
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E. Strengths, Weaknesses, and Recommendations

The teachers were also asked what the major strengths and
weaknesses of the program were, as well as their suggestions for
next summer's program. Effective staff and administration was men-
tioned by the largest number of teachers (nine) as a strength, while
poor administrative planning and organization received the highest
number of responses (ten) as a weakness. Flexible and enriched
curriculum was mentioned by eight teachers as a major strength, as
were enthusiasm of the children (seven) and the opportunity for
small classes and individual attention (seven). Finally, materials
were a source of strength to six iteachers and a weakness to six
others, while other weaknesses included heterogeneity of classes
(six), poor attendance (four), and lack of information on the
children (three).

The most frequent recommendations made by the teachers for next
swamer's program were for the earlier arrival and more plentiful
supply of materials (nine) and better planning and organization of
the program (nine). Six recommended better pupil placement, speci-
Tically the grouping of children in classes by ability rather than
by age. Two suggested that more information on the children would

be helpfuil.

F. Summagz

It appeared that the children's attitudes toward and erthusiasm
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the sunmer program were rated by interviewers as being positive and
high. Attitudes toward regular school and the desire to return to
school in the fall, although not as favorable as those toward sumer
school, were still rated high and positive by the interviewers for
a majority of the children.

Enrichment and review of academic subjects was mentioned by
half the teachers as being their major goal for the summer. All the
teachers responded enthusiastically and strongly positively about
the value of the summer program, and a majority of interviewers
rated the program as being very valuable for tha children.

Staff and administration was found to be a major source of both
strength and weakness to the program by the teachers, while flexible
and enriched curriculum, enthusiasm of the children, and small classes
vere additional positive features of the program. Materials and
supplies, heterogeneity of classes, and poor attendance were other
veaknesses mentioned by the teachers. More specialists and materi-
als were the most frequent recommendations of the teachers, while
other suggestions referred to better planning and organization of

the program and better pupil placement.

Conclusions

On the basis of the obtained data, it is possible to make sever-
a1 conclusions concerning the gifted component. Most of the gifted
classes were rated by observers as average or above average in

stimalation, creativity, and level of interest and enthusiasm demon-
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strated by the children. Ratings concerning the quality)of instruc-
tion revealed that almost all the lessons were average, above average,
or outstanding. Content of more than half the teachers' lessons con-
sisted of new material not yet covered during the regular school
vear, and the major source of providing new experiences to the qhild-
ren was through exposure to new subject- and curriculum matter.
While only one specizlist visited a class, most classes did make at
least one trip during the summer. |
Standardized test results indicated that no sigpificant mean
gains or losses were made by a sample of third and fifth grade
children, although a significant proportion of fifth graders de-
creased in reading comprehension scores. Teacher descriptions of
their classes' intellectual ability revealed that while some classes
consisted solely of "gifted" pupils, many classes were comprised of
children with above average and average intellectual ability. Both
teachers and interviewers rated the summer school experience as

positive and of value for a majority of the participating children.
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: Chapter V

THE ENRICHMENT COMPONER

The enrichment component of the SDES was designed to expose
children without reading handicaps from disadvantaged areas to daily
art and music instruction. Children attended 90-minute classes in
music and in art every day, at either the primary or the intermediate
level. In the 32 participating schools, there were usually two art
and two music classeé at the primary level and two art and two music
groups for the intermediate levels, with four specialized teachers

per schecol.

Procedure

The data for the enrichment evaluation were obtained from three
sources: individual lesson observations; individual pupil inter-

views; and teacher questionnaires.l

I. Individual Lesson Observations

During the fifth wveek of the enrichment program observers
visited music and art classrooms in nine schools. Over a period of

Tive days, each ohserver spent approximately 90 minutes in each of

32 classrooms observed. TFaculty members of the City College School

of Bducation and specialists in art and music comprised the observa-

tional staff. Sixteen music and 16 art classes were observed.

lCopies of each of these instruments are in Appendix B.
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Lessons were rated on several items which for purposes of
discussion have been grouped according to "qualities of the lesson"
and ''qualities of the teacher." For each item, the number and per

cent of observers responding to each possible answer was obtained.

II. Pupil Interviews

Wy ®5 T B S TR T8 AT e 28

Concurrent with the classroom observations, children in the
enrichment classes were interviewed individually by the observers
and by graduate students in the City College School Psychology

Program. Children were randomly selected from the teacher's roll

aciiata b Lol LA

book. A total of 89 children from primary and intermediate music

B AL AR BN Y 73

and art classes were interviewed. Interviewer ratings were tabulated,
converted to a positive, neutral, and negative scale, and percentaged,

and children's free responses were content-analyzed.

III. Teacher Questionnaires

Toward the end of the program, questionnaires were mailed to

o SO AR IR NS A ATE AR BRGNS RIFCTEEA LTI B AT v T

all teachers in the enrichment component. Of approximately 100 forms

55 A

distributed to teachers, 59 were returned. Multiple choice items

AR

-

vere tabulated and percentaged and free responses content-analyzed.

NN

Results

I. Quality gzylnstruction and the Instructional Staff

The data in this section are derived from the observer ratings
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of classroom observations and information supplied by teacher

questionnaires.

A. Individual Classroom Observations: Music Classes

Observer ratings of the music classes are summarized in Table
34 under the headings of: (a) planning, organization, and depth of
the lesson; (b) stimulation of interest; and (c¢) creativity in the
lesson.

According to the observers, most of the classes had lessons
which showed evidence of planning and organization (81 per cent),
were clearly (82 per cent) and systematically (75 per cent) pre-
sented, and which frequently called for both sensory and emotional
involvement by the pupils (81 per cent). In only one-third of the
classes did the teachers make "some" attempt to relate music to
other areas of the curriculum, whereas in two-thirds of the classes
this was "seldom" or never observed.

In all the classes, all or most of the children were found to
have contributed to or participated in the lesson. In addition,

all the lessons were rated as appropriate to the age and abilities

of the pupils, and special guidance was offered to almost every child

when appropriate. While there was little spontaneous questioning

by the children,2 typically "some" hands were raised when the

2As the reader may remember, this lack of spontaneous questions
characterized all lessons.
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TABLE 34

PER CENT OF CIASSES RATED POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, AND NEGATIVE
BY OBSERVERS IN 16 MUSIC CLASSES

Per Cent of Classes Rated

Positive Neutral Negative N

I. Qualities of the Lesson

A. Plamning, organization, and depth

1. Amount of planning and

organization 81 19 0 16
2. Extent foundation was

laid for future lessons 55 36 8 11
3 Systematic 75 25 0 16
L, Steadys; consistent 75 19 6 16
5« Clear 82 12 6 16
6« Deep; Substantive

(vs. Superficial) 31 L 25 16

7. Extent music was related
to other curriculum 0 33 67 15

8 Extent of total involvement
called forj; use of eyes, ears,
kinesthetic sense and
feelings 81 12 7 16
B. Stimulation of interest
le Stimulating for children 69 31 0 16

2¢ Children interested and
enthusiastic 69 31 0 16

3. Extent of spontaneous
questioning by children 24 13 55 16

4o Extent of hands raised to
answer teachers' questions 26 61 13 15
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TABLE 34 (continued)

Per Cent c¢f Classes Rated

Positive Neutral Negative N

5. Extent of student parti-

cipation or contribution

to lesson 100 0 0 16
6e Lesson related to children's

background and experience 34 56 10 9
7 Appropriateness to age

level, aptitude of class 100 0 0 16
8. Special guidance offered

to children in terms of

direction relevant to the

lesson ol 0 6 16
9. Relating of the lesson to

common events outside the

classroom, e.ge concerts

at Lincoln Center 33 13 53 15

C. Creativity in lesson

l. Creative 37 38 25 16
2 Imaginative 25 25 50 16
3¢ Original 25 25 50 16
4e level of creativity and

jmagination in lesson 33 L7 20 15
5¢ Extent to which group's

creative thinking was

stimulated 6 4 53 15
6o Flexibility; provision for

individual self-expression 36 29 39 14
7« TFreedom and choice of music,

improvisation 6 19 75 16
8« Classroom climate where

experimentation was encouraged,

children were not afraid to

make orrors L Ly 12 16
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teacher asked a question. Only a third of the classes (34 per cent)
had lessons rated as "frequently" relating music to the children's
background and experience, and mcst were rated as doing this "infre-
quently” or "not at all.”

In contrast to the relatively high proportion of favorable
ratings given to previous jtems, the level of creativity in the
lessons was assessed less positively, with only a third of the
classes having lessons rated as imaginative, creative, original, or
flexible enough to allow for individual self-expression. In 88 per
cent of the classes, however, children were described as either
somewhat or very relaxed and uninhibited by the fear of making
errors.,

Tn the overall assessment of the quality of instruction (see
Table 35), 69 per cent of the music classes were rated as "better
than average” or "outstanding." Observer ratings for this item
were significantly more positive than ratings obtained from other

observers for classes in the reading and mathematics program.

TABLE 35

COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS ON QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
FOR MUSIC ENRICHMENT AND READING AND MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Per Cent of Lessons Rated As:

Outst. Bete Below  Ext.
Avex, Aver. Avere. Poor N
Music Enrichment 19 50 25 5 0 16

Reading and Mathematics 14 22 Ll 19 04 51
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B. Individual Classroom Observations: Art Classes

Observers also visited 16 art classes in the same schools,
completing an identical questionnaire for each class visited. The

observers' ratings fo£ art classes are summarized in Table 36.

According éo the obéervers most of the classes had lessons which
showed evidence of planning and organization, were consistently and
clearly presented, and frequently called for both sensory and emo-
tional involvement by the children. As was found in music, few
classes had lessons relating art to other areas of the curriculum,
and only "some" possibility for continuity with future lessons was
observed.

Most of the lessons were rated as stimulating, as opposed to
dull, for children and three-quarters of the classes had lessons
rated as either "outstanding" or "better than average" in terms of
pupil interest and enthusiasm. While pupils had "some" to "con-
siderable" opportunity to relate their own experiences to the lesson,
few teachéfs related the children's activities to events outside the
classroom such as art exhibitions. On the positive side, most
classes had lessons judged to be appropriate to the class age and
abilities; special guidance was given when relevant, and most classes
had much of thé students' art work displayed around the room.

The observers rated the level of creativity evidenced by the

teacher in the lessons as relatively high. Half to two-thirds of




-110~

TABLE 36

PER CENT OF CLASSES RATED POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, AND NEGATIVE
BY OBSERVERS IN 16 ART CLASSES

P ™

Pos. Neu. Neg. N

I. Qualities of the Lesson

Ae Plamning, organization and depth

l. Amount of plamning and organization 75 19 6 16
2 Extent foundation was laid for future

lessons 37 63 0 16
3« Systematic 62 38 0 16
o Steady; consistent 88 12 0 16
5 Clear 82 18 0 16
6. Deep; substantive s 50 6 16
7. Emphasis on the many different methods

of working with specific media, ee.ge,

clay, paints Ly 44 12 16
8 Extent art was related to. other cur-

riculum, e.ge language 6 W4 50 16
9« Extent total involvement was called for}

use of eyes, ears, kinesthetic sense,

and feelings 63 37 0 15

Be Stimulation of Interest

l. Stimulating to chiladren 75 19 6 16
2 Children interested and enthusiastic 74 26 0 15
3« Extent of spontaneous questioning by

children 31 57 12 16
k. Extent of hands raised to answar

teachers' questions 22 33 45 9
S5¢ Extent of student participation or

contribution to lesson 88 6 6 16

©

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TABLE 36 (continued)

Pos. Neu. Neg. N

6e Lesson related to children's background
and experience 3L 63 6 16

7. Appropriateness to age level, abilities of
class 81 19 0 16

8. Special guidance offered to children in
terms of direction relevant to the lesson 93 0 7 15

9. Relating of the lesson to cormmon events

outside the classroom, e.g., art

exhibitions in parks 16 28 56 14
10, Student art work displayed in the room - 81 13 6 16

C. Creativity in the lesson

1. Creative 69 25 6 16
2. Imaginative 67 33 15
3¢ Original 5 4 6 16

Lk, level of creativity and imagination
in the lesson L, 37 19 16

5 Extent to which group's creative
thinking was stimulated 25 63 12 16

6. Flexibility; provision for individual
self-expression sk 0 6 16

7« TIreedom to interpret and abstract rather
than stress on traditional realism and

detail 8 6 6 16
8+ Teacher emphasized goals beyond those

of mechanical practicing 93 0 7 12
9. Extent of rote drill 100 0 0 16

10, Classroom climate where experimentation
was encouraged; children were not afraid
to make errors 88 12 0 16
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the classes had lessons judged as creative, imaginative, and ori-
ginal, with considerable flexibility allowing for self~-expression,
and with minimal structure allowing for abstraction.

In terms of quality of instruction (see Table 37), 62 per cent
of the classes were rated as "better than average" or "outstanding."
The overall ratings for both the art and music classes comprising
the enrichment program were very similar. Classes in both were
rated significantly more positively than classes rated by observers

in the reading and mathematics classes.

TABIE 37

COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS ON QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION
FOR MUSIC, ART ENRICHMENT, AND READING AND MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Per Cent of Lessons Rated As:

Out - Above Below Extremely
standing Average Aver.ge Average Poor N
Art 12 50 25 12 0 16
Music 19 50 25 6 0 16
Reading and
Mathematics 14 22 L1 19 ob4 51

C. Instructional Staff: Observer Ratings and Teacher

Questionnaire

Observer ratings of the ''qualities of the teacher" for the art
and music teachers are found in Table 38. From two-thirds to four-

fifths of the music teachers were assessed as empathic, responsive,
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TABLE 38

PER CENT OF MUSIC AND ART TEACHERS RATED AS POSITIVE,
NEUTRAL, AND NEGATIVE ON SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

3 Per cent of Teachers Rated as:

Qualities of the Teacher Positive Neutral Negative

A. Music Teachers (N=16)

1. Demonstrates knowledge

of subject (2¢) 56 20 ol

E 2. Flexible (lc) Ly 31 25

i 3. Empathic (2c) 81 6 13

fé 4. Responsive (3c) 82 6 12
] 5. Alert (kc) | 75 25

] 6. High expectation for children

‘ (5c) 69 19 12

7. Committed (7c) | 75 13 12

E ; 8. Integrated personality (8c) N 50 6

% 9. Informal (7c) 69 6 25

& 10. Teacher confident and adept (21) ‘63 34 3

B. Art Teachers (N=16)

& 1. Demonstrates knowledge of

g subject (22) 82 18 0
ii 2. Flexible (vs. inflexible) (lc) 88 6 6
% 3. Empathic (vs. disinterested) (2c) 88 12 0
§ 4. Responsive (vs. aloof) (3c) 75 25 0

i 5. Alert (vs. apathetic) (lc) 81 19 0
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TABLE 38 (cont'd)

Per Cent of Teachers Rated as

Qualities of the Teacher Positive Neutral Negative

6. High expectation for

children (vs. low) {5¢) 81 13 6
7. Committed (vs. uncommitted)

(7¢) 100 0 0
8. Integrated personality

(vs. immature) (Sc) ol 6 0
9. Informal {vs. formal} (7c) 88 12 0

10. Teacher confident and adept 69 31 0
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alert, committed, informal, and holding high expectations for their
pupils.

The evaluation of the qualities of the art teachers was very
fayorable with three-fourths or more of the teachers given positive
ratings for all the qualities assessed.

The teachers completed several items on the Teacher Questionnaire
pertaining to their teaching background and experience. Teachers
were generally experienced. A little more than half the 59
teachers responding had from one to four years of teaching experi-
ence, 25 per cent had between five and nine years'experience, and
the rest had more than ten years of experience.

Almost all the teachers indicated that they had previously
taught children of similar backgrounds and also were teaching a
subject and grade they had taught prior to the program. The enrich-
ment teachers were almost evenly divided between those holding
Common Branches licenses and those who held special licenses in
music or art. More than three-fourths of the teachers said that
they had attended an orientation program provided for the enrich-

ment project.

D. Summary

Both the art and music classes were observed to be well planned
and organized and comparable in terms of stimulation of interest.

However, twice as many art classes were rated as creative and
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imaginative as music classes. A majority of both music and art
classes were rated as outstanding or better than average.

More art than music teachers were rated by the observers as
flexible and demonstrating knowledge of subject matter although all
teachers received favorable ratings on most qualities. Almost all
of the teachers had previous teaching experience with disadvantaged
children and had taught similar subjects and grades prior to the

program. Most of them attended a pre-service orientation program.

II. Progress and Attitudes of Children

Children's attitude toward the summer enrichment program and
their teachers' expectation and evaluation of their progress over
the summer were assessed through responses from individual pupil

interviews and teacher questionnaires.

A. Pupil Attitude Toward Summer Program: Individual Pupil

Interview

Table 39 presents the results of the children's responses and
interviewers' ratings concerning their attitudes toward summer

school and their interest in art and music.

Both in terms of current status and in terms of the interviewers'

Judgment of attitude change, high percentages of favorable or posi-
tive ratings were obtained. About 90 per cent of the children

reported positive attitudes toward music and art, and interviewers




- TABLE 39

, PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF INTERVIEWER RATINGS FOR
4 CHILDREN'S ATTITUDE TOWARD SUMMER PROGRAM
(N = 69)

C 2 Per Cent of Children Rated As:

: Area and Ttem Positive Neutral Negative

. E Increased Interest in Music and Art

1. Child reports liking music 93 6 1
E 2. Child reports liking art 91 9 0
: 3. Interviewer rating of increased
liking of music 66 26 8
' ‘ L, Interviewer rating of increased
A liking of art 81 15 L
- Attitude to Summer School
3 1. Interviewer rating of child's attitude
E . to summer school 92 L L
) : 2. Interviewer raiing of interest and
2 enthusiasm 89 7 L
E 3. Interviewer rating of extent child
3 wanted to come to summer schocl 87 9 4
E 4, Child reports liking summer school 89 7 L
5, Child reports wanting to return next
2 summer 82 12 6
"3 6. Interviewers' second rating of atti-
tude to summer school 87 11 2

il Lo s

Preference for Summer School

1. Interviewer rating of child's pre~

S ferencs for summer school to
. regular school 68 1 21
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felt that 66 per cent of the children held more positive attitudes
tovard music and 81 per cent held more positive attitudes toward
art "now” than "before” the program.

In terms of general attitude toward school, both the expressed

attitudes and interviewer ratings were positive for more than 80

per cent of the children. Perhaps most striking was the finding

that two-thirds of the children were rated by interviewers as

preferring summer school to regular school.

In additional questions other than those reported in Table 39,

one-third of the children reported they were doing well in music

and art, and wvere rated by interviewers as having an enhanced sense
of achievement in both subjects. When asked what changes they
woula like to see in the summer school, no consistent answers were E 3

obtained, the greatest percentage (13 per cent) indicating a desire

ror other subjects like reading or mathematics.
: Persistent interest in music and art was reported by the child-
ren themselves, three-quarters of whom said they practiced music
ancé art at home and 90 per cent of whom reported they would like to
continue with art and/or music lessons after the summer.

Two-thirds to three-fourths of the children were found to hold

positive attitudes toward regular school and toward returning to

school in the fall.
Intervievers were asked =2t the conclusion of their interview

to e-timate the extent to which they felt the summer experience was
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valuable for each child. The program was Jjudged "very valuable™ or
of "more than some' value for 67 per cent of the children; of 'some"
value to 23 per cent of the children; and of little or no value to

10 per cent of the children.

B. Teacher Evaluation and Expectation of Classes

Teachers were asked to indicate which of several given criteria
wvere used in the placement of students. Most frequently indicated
wvas "interest’” (81 per cent), followed by “potential aptitude" (45

124

ver cent ), “age” (40 per cent), and "demonstrated ability"” (32 per
cent). Thus, while more than one criterion was used, clearly ex-
pressed interest on the part of the pupil was most often taken into
account, and possibly was most important.

Table L0 presents teacher estimates of the general level of
their class at the end of July. It can be seen that their evalua-
tions were highly positive, with more than 4O per cent of the classes
descrited as ""above average"” in ten of the 13 areas covered in the
questionnaire, and no more than 13 per cent "below average" in any
area.

Table 41 presents a summary of the teachers' evaluation of the
numver of chiidren in their classes who made at least some noticeable
progress toward certain of the objectives of the enrichment progranm. g
In general, their evaluation of progress was highly favorable for

sach of the areas. At least half the teachers believed that "all"

or "most’ children showed noticeable progress towerd each of seven

+ TR o eSOy e
.
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TABLE 40

PER CENT OF TEACHERS RATING THEIR CLASSES AS ABOVE AVERAGE,
AVERAGE, OR BELOW AVERAGE IN EACH OF THE LISTED CATEGORIES

Per Cent of Classes Rated as:

Above Below

Areas Average Average Average N

le Level of pupil motivation 78 22 0 59

2. Development of musical or

{ artistic skills 77 23 O 55

3. Level of interest in school work 64 34 2 56

be Degree of motivation toward

learning 58 37 5 57

5« Inquisitiveness 53 Ly 3 57 3

t 6« Pocitive attitudes toward f

: school and education 49 43 2 57 3

7. Classroom performance 45 43 7 55 e |

8« Self-expression L6 52 2 57 )

S Degree of expectation of success 3 3

: in school Iy 16 G b 3 ;
10. Ingenuity 43 55 2 57 i
1l. Concentration 36 sy 10 57 b

12. Educational aspirations 31 56 13 54

13« Reading level 25 73 2 50
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TABIE 41

PER CENT OF CHILDREN RATED BY THEIR TEACHERS AS MAKING NOTICEABLE
PROGRESS IN THE LISTED AREAS

Some
A11 or Most (about Few or

Objectives Children Half 25%) None N
l. Music 82 18 0 0 34
2. Art 90 11 0 0o 36
3¢ Positive attitudes toward

school and education 77 15 8 0 48
4, Personality growth 63 19 19 0 48
5« Emotional development 49 30 21 0 L3
6. Rise in children's expecta-

tion of success in the next

school year 75 15 10 0 40
7. Rise in children®s educs-

tional aspiration ievel 58 27 12 2 L1

Much Somewhat Iittle or None N

8. Extent of improvement in the
level of creativity and
imaginatioan 62 38 0 57
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objectives. Music and art were the areas in which the highest pro-
portion (82 per cent and 90 per cent) of teachers felt that all or
most of their children had made progress.

A summary of the teachers' expectations for their pupils when

they return to school in the fall is given in Table

TABLE 42

PER CENT OF TEACHERS EXPECTING SUMMER SCHOOI CHILDREN TO DO BETTER
THAN, AS WELL, OR NOT AS WELL AS COMPARABLE NONATTENDERS
I SELECTED AREAS

Summer Sumer Summer
Students Students Students
Will Do Will Do Wll Not

Better As Well Do As Well N

Attitudes toward school and

education 87 13 0 56
Nonacademic skills 73 27 0 56
BEducational aspiration level 71 29 0 53
Average daily attendance 65 35 0 sk
Academic performance 56 b2 2 sl

The teachers were asked to compare their students to comparable
nonattenders and to predict whether the summer school students would
do "better than," "as well as," and "not as well as" children who
did not attend. Their expectations were generally quite high. More
than half and as many as 87 per cent of the teachers expect the

summer enrichment students to do "better"” than comparable nonattenders
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in all five areas dealt with in the questionnaire. It is inter-
esting to note that about half the teachers responding indicated
that they expected their students to do better in "academic
performance"” than comparable children who did not attend, and
about half felt there would be no difference. This may reflect
the extent to which there is disagreement on the part of the
teachers as to the transfer value of music and art activities,

or of the enrichment program in general.

C. Summary

Extremely positive attitudes toward summer school and interest
in art and music were found for most of the children by the inter-
viewvers. Almost two-thirds of.the interviewers judged the program
to be very valuable for the children. Teacher ratings of the
children's level were predominantly average and above average, and
their evaluation of the children's progress revealed that most or
all of the children made noticeable progress in music, art, and
other personal areas. Comparison of the summer school children with
comparable nonattenders favored the summer school children's better

progress in the fall.

III. Evaluation of Enrichment Program

Problems encountered during the program and the goals, strengths
weaknesses, and recommendations for the program were obtained from

responses on the teacher questionnaire.
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A. Problems Encountered

Teachers were given a list of areas which might have been
problems for them and were asked to assess the extent to which each
area was a problem. Options offered were "major problem," "moderate
3 problem,” "minor problem," or “no problem.” Table 43 summarizes the
i results. Only ten per cent or less found any of the areas to be a
% "major"” problem, and no more than 20 per cent found any area a
? "moderate” problem with the exception of "attendance," which 36
; per cent found a "moderate"” problem. About half the teachers felt
that attrition of pupils was at least a minor problem. With the
exception of attendance and attrition, most teachers rated each of
? the areas as "no problem."

Teachers were also asked to rate the adequacy of the supplies

AT

b2

22 1334

3 they received for the program. Almost half (47 per cent) judged

the supplies as "adequate” and although 17 per cent complained of

Y L.
i 7

"too few" supplies, 36 per cent indicated they were "more than
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t

adequate.” TLate arrival of materials and both insufficient quan-
E tity and over-abundance and waste of supplies were reasons cited
by some teachers for their rating of the adequacy or inadequacy of

A naterials.

K B. Goals

Teachers' responses to a question concerning their major goals

—~ for the enrichment program were categorized through content analysis.

3 The largest proportion of teachers' responses were categorized as
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TABLE 43

PER CENT OF TEACHERS RATING THE EXTENT OF OCCURRENCE EACH
OF SEVERAL POTENTIAL PROBLEMS

Extent
Major Moderate IMinor No

Potential Problem Problem Problem Problem Problem N
1. Attendance 10 36 30 2l 59
2. Bufficient supplies 10 17 15 58 59
3. Attrition of students L 16 35 45 51
4, Completion of desired

material 3 16 21 60 57
5. Parental involvement

and participation 6 6 6 82 L7
6. Student involvement

and participation 0 10 12 78 59
7. Behavior 0 9 29 62 58
8. Discipline 0 8 29 63 59

9, Maintaining quality of
program 0

28 55 58

~J

10, Attrition of staff b 2 8 86 51
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"extension of knowledge of music or art" (63 per cent), followed by

‘offering a variety of music and/or art experiences" (42 per cent),

and "deepening appreciation of art or music" (31 per cent). Other
goals mentioned less often were concerned with the student rather
than with the subject matter, and included "opportunity for self-

expression” (19 per cent), "promotion of a feeling of success” (10

IR 3

per cent), "development of thinking ability" (8 per cent), and
; "improvement of self-image" (L4 per cent).

In appraising the extent to which their major goals had been

PR e 444

achieved, 81 per cent of the teachers indicated that "all" their
major goals had been met, and another 13 per cent noted that "most"
had been achieved. The two reasons most frequently given for having
successfully achieved all their goals were that "children worked bard’

E and enthusiastically" (28 per cent) and had "freedom of choice among

various activities" (28 per cent).

C. Value and Effectiveness of the Program

; In response to the question concerning the value of the program,

g 80 per cent of the teachers reported feeling "entihusiastic" and 15
| per cent were strongly "positive." Only six per cent were either
"slightly" positive or negative and strongly negative. When asked
their opinion as to the effectiveness of the program, almost half
considered it to be either "extremely effective" (45 per cent) or

"effective" (48 per cent). fb
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D. Strengths of the Program

The strengths of the program as indicated by teachers were
content-analyzed.

"New and unusual ooportunities and experiences" for the students
was the strengt’ most frequently cited (65 rer cent). Then there is
a large diop in frequency to "motivated pupils” (29 per cent) and
"small classes, individual attention (23 per cemt), "good staff"

(2). per cent), "sufficiently long periods” (19 per cent), and
nexcellent materials,” "creative, free class atmosphere,” and Ystu-
dents' feeling of success,” each noted by 17 per cent of the teach-
ers, and "opportunity to learn free of the pressure of grades,”

noted by 15 per cent.

E. Recommendations

Teachers were asked their suggestions for future enrichmenc pro-
grams, and their replies were categorized through content analysis.
Most frequently (46 per cemt), the suggestions were categorized as
involving "better organization and planning," which most often spe-
cified earlier advertisement or announcement of the program. A third
of the teachers' suggestions (35 per cent) referred to "expansion
of program," particularly to include more trips. The problem of
not receiving materials in time brought suggestions to remedy this
by another third (33 per cent) of the teachers, and "smaller classes"
and "fewer public presentations" were each suggested by a few (7

per cent) of the teachers.
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Summary

While a majority of teachers found most potential problem areas

TR AT TR AN R ANy, TR O NG

to be actually either minor or no problems, some did mention attend-
ance and supplies as moderate or major problems. Almost half the
teachers rated their supplies as adequate or better. Major goals
cited by the teachers for the summer program were to extend know-
ledge of music or art and to offer a variety of experiences, and
almost all reported they had achieved their goals. Most teachers
were enthusiastic about the program and all considered it to be
effective. Provision of new and unusual opportunities and experi-
ences was the major strength of the program reported by the
teachers, while motivated pupils, small classes, and good staff
were mentioned by about one-quarter as positive features. Finally,
almost half the teachers suggested better organization and plan-
ning, particularly earlier announcement, and expansion ¢f the

program for next sumer.
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Chapter VI

COMPONENT FOR CHILDREN WITH RETARDED MENTAL DEVELOPMENT

The CRMD program was organized in 31 schools throughout New
York City. BEach school had two CRMD classes with ten pupils per
class. Classroom activities consisted of language arts, motor
and manual activities, including arts and crafts, and mathematics.
These activities were presented within the context of a core wnit

on Recreation and Leisure Time Activities.

Procedure

The evaluation of the CRMD program consisted of data obtained
from three sources: (a) observer ratings of various aspects of the
lesson and classroom activities; (b) teacher ratings of improvement
and evaluation of the program; and (c) supervisor ratings of certain

general aspects of the program.

I. Individual Lesson Observations

Observers completed an observational checklist similar to the
one described for the reading and mathematics program. Eighteen
CRMD c¢lasses from ten different summer schools were observed. (In
eight schools, two classes were observed, and in two schools one
class was observed.) The sample of schools consisted of two in
Manhattan, four in Brooklyn, three in the Bronx, and one school in

Queens.
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Observations were made by three observers at different times
between August 3 and August 10. Each observer spent a minimum of
one hour in each classroom, usually completing two classroom obser-
vations per morning. The observers rated the classes on various
items which, for the purposes of analysis, we: jsrouped into four
major categories: (1) the qualities of %the lesson; (2) the qualities
of the classroom,'routines and management; (3) the qualities 6f the
teacher; 2nd (4) oversll evaluation.

For each item rated, the number and per cent of observers
responding with each possible answer was obtained. Additional com-
ments made by observers were content-analyzed and percentages were
obtained for each of the categories. These percentages were converted

into a three-category scale: positive, neutral, and negative.

IT. Teacher Questionnaire

During the last week of the program questionnaires were sent to
the 60 CRMD teachers in the various schools. Thirty-eight question-
naires (63 per cent) were returned. Census and evaluative questions
were included on all questionnaires distributed. Half the teachers
received additional questions designed to obtain estimates of pupil
improvement in various areas, and the other half werz asked to indi-
cate how much time or empnasis they devoted to each of those same
areas. The questionnaire was split in this way in order to insure

the independence of ratings of improvement and emphasié. Nineteen
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i?‘ E of the 30 teachers who had been asked to rate extent of improvement
2 f returned the questionnaire, and the same number who had been asked
to indicate extent of emphasis returned their questionnaire. Copies

of both questionnaires are included in the Appendix.

E III. Supervisor Ratings

1
o
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Supervisor ratings are described and discussed in Chapter IX in
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terms of how each of the various components compared with one another.

Results
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T. Individual Lesson Observations

In considering the observational data, the first point to note
is that 89 per cent of the 18 classes observed were rated as being
either "completely typical" or at least "a reasonable approximation"
@ of normal functioning in the classroom, and in only two classes

(11 per cent) did observers believe that what they observed was
"]ess than a reasonable approximation" of normal classroom function-
ing. Table'hh presents the per cent of classes given positive,
neutral, and negative ratings for each item within each category.
The following discussion of the ratings is primarily in terms of

the mod2l rating for each item.

A. Qualities of the Lesson

As may be seen from the ratings in Table Ly, in the first area,
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TABIE Ll

PER CENT OF CRMD CLASSES RATED POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, OR
NEGATIVE BY OBSERVERS IN A SAMPLE OF 10 SCHOOLS

Per Cent of Classes Rated:

a Positive Neutral Negative b
Ttem (T+em No.) N

I. Qualities of the Lesson

A. Appropriateness

l. Appropriateness of lesson re:

ability levels of the children 93 NA 07 15
2. Understood by children 72 11 17 18
3« Appropriate level of problem-solving o

demands 61 NA 39 18
B. Planning, Organization, and

Substantive Qualities
1. Extent of planning and organization 28 50 22 18
2. Systematic (vs. disorganized) 50 17 33 18
3. Steady, consistent (vs. erratic) 56 11 33 18
L. Extent continuity tfor future lessons 1l 67 22 18
5¢ Clear (vs. unclear) 53 x} 06 17
6. Deep, substantive (vs. superficial) 11 33 56 18
C. Stimulation of Interest and

Participation
1. Interest shown by class 45 28 27 18
2. Interest and enthusiasm due to lesson 33 33 33 18
3« Stimulating (vs. dull) 39 28 33 18
4. Responsiveness to teacher questions 28 28 by 18
5. Lesson elicited spontaneous questions 00 17 83 18
6. Use of child's backzround and experiencel? 50 33 18
7. Stimulation of thinking and problem-

solving 06 bl 50 18
8. Stimulation of creative thinking 05 28 67 18

9. Extent meaningful verbalization
encouraged by teacher 33 28 39 18
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TABIE 44 (continued)

Per Cent of Classes Rated:

a Positive Neutral Negative b
Ttem (Ttem No.) N

> II. Qualities of the Classroom:
*4 Routines and Management

k] l. Clean and orderly 61 22 17 18
k. 2. Attractive 61 17 22 18
3« Warm atmosphere . 50 33 17 18
4o Displays children's work 67 22 11 18
5 Informal (vs. formal) 50 22 28 18
] 6s Clarity of teacher directions k7 7 06 17
7+ Responsiveness of class to
; routines z.d management Ly 39 17 18
8. Extent of disciplining 50 33 17 18

III. Qualities of the Teacher

;] l. Flexible (vs. inflexible) 53 18 29 17
2. Empathic (vs. disinterested) 39 39 22 18
: 3. Responsive (vs. aloof) 56 22 22 18
L4, Alert (vs. apathetic) 55 28 17 18

5. High expectations for children
. (vs. low) 2L LA 35 17
6. Committed (vs. uncommitted) 68 13 19 16

7. Integrated personality (vs.

k immature) iy 28 28 18
s. 8, Likes children (vs. dislikes) 33 56 11 18
: 9. Respects children (vs. no respect) 33 L5 22 18
¢ 10. Knowledge of subject 36 36 28 11

8See AppendixB for full statement of item,

bThis column represents the number of classes obtaining a substantive
rating and does not include Momits" or items rated "not relevant.”

Percentages are based on the number for each item irn this column,

CThese two items were answered yes or no only, and NA represents not
applicable.
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appropriateness of lesson to the ability levels of the children,

most of the classes were rated as having lessons that were appro-
priate to the ability levels of the children, demanded an appro-

priate level of problem-solving, and were understood by more than
half the class,t

In the area of organization, most of the classes had lessons
rated as both "systematic" (or organized), steady (or consistent),
and clear. Most lessons were rated as being more superficial than
substantive.

In terms of the modal ratings, two of the seven items dealing
with interest and participation were positive. In most of the
classes (73 per cent) half to more than half the children seemed
interested in the lesson. Nevertheless, typically few or no hands
were raised when the teacher asked a question, and rarely did the
lessons elicit spontaneous q_uestions.2 Ratings of the extent to
which the lesson stimulated creative thinking and problem-solving

were also generally negative.

That the modal response represents more than half the class
cannot be determined from the table as presented.

2Pa.rticular care must be taken in this sub~study in interpreting

negative ratings of pupil responsiveness to questions and
responsiveness to the lesson in terms of spontaneous questioning.
In many instances these were the typical mode of responding of
children in all programs studied and so did not represent any
particular deficiencies of the teachers or lessons in the CRMD
component.
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B, Qualities of the Classroom and of the Teacher

Ratings established for qualities of the classroom and qualities
of the teacher were all generally positive. In two-thirds of the
classrooms there were extensive displays of children'!s work and
most of the classrooms were clean and attractive, A warm and in-
formal atmosphere was characteristic, and most classes generally
responded well to routines and management. The most positive
ratings obtained for qualities of the teacher were "committed,"
"responsive," "alert," and "flexible," Thé modal response for two
other items, unique to the CRMD rating sheet, was, surprisingly,
the neutral category. These items were "likes" and "respects
children." More than half the CRMD teachers (56 per cent) were
rated neutrally in terms of likes vs. Qislikes, and almost half
(45 per cent) were rated neutral in terms of respect for children.

Observers were also asked to rate the lesson they observed in
terms of the quality of instruction. Table 45 presents the percent-
age of classes rated in each of five categories ranging from "out-
standing" to "extremely poor" for both the CRMD and reading and
mathematics programs.

While approximately the same percentages of CRMD classes and
of reading and mathematics classes were rated as being either "better
than average" or "outstanding," a greater percentage cf CRMD classes
were rated either "below average" or "extremely poor." Thus, there

was considerably more variability in the ratings obtained from the

CRMD classes,
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Forty-one per cent of the classes in the reading and mathematics

program, but only 17 per cent of the classes in the CRMD program,
were rated as "average." However, a chi-square test for significance
performed between the ratings obtained from the two programs in
terms of three categories ("above average," "average," "below aver-
age") showed that these observed differences were not statistically

significant (X2 = 4,38, 2df).

TABLE 45

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION ON QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION FOR
CRMD AND READING AND MATHEMATICS COMPONENTS

Out- Above Below Extremely
standing Average Average Average Poor N
CRMD 05 33 17 28 17 18
Reading and
Mathematics 14 22 1 19 o4 51

II. Pupil Growth as Judged by Teachers

Part of the questiomnaire sent to CRMD teachers consisted of
ratings of extent of improvement made in numerous areas of develop-
ment. The specific items rated were obtained from a list of "Ob-
jectives of the Summer School Program for the Mentally Retarded,"
prepared by the program coordinators of the Bureau for Children

with Retarded Mental Development of the Board of Education. Some

¥
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additional items were added, and certain items were somewhat modi-
fied by evaluation staff. Teachers were asked to indicate the
extent of progress they felt the children in their class, as a
group, had made during the summer. The choices given were: little
or no improvement, some improvement, and much improvement., In
addition to these, some teachers were ash.d to iﬁdicate whather the
improvement made was "less than," "same as," or "more than" they
had expected, Table 46 presents the proportion of 19 teachers who
indicated that "much" or "some" improvement had been made.

The areas in which greatest improvement seems to have been
made are reflected in the proportions indicating much improvement.
These were greatest in social and interpersonal skills and personal
competence,

As the data in Table 46 indicate, the modal ratings for all
but the first variable was the rating "some" improvement. Thus,
between two-thirds and all of the teachers saw either "some" or
"much" improvement for most of the categories. The five items
which were added to the categories supplied by the Board of Education
(including memory, creativity, and thinking abilities) were the
items least positively rated. While these items drew no more than
one teacher (five per cent) who rated "much® improvement, more than
50 per cent of the teachers did feel that "some" improvement was
made by their classes in these areas, though about the same propor-

tion felt that "little or no improvement" was observed.
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TABLE 46

PER CENT OF TEACHERS INDICATING IMPROVEMENT FOR
EACH OF 36 CATEGORIES

N =19

: Per Cent of Teachers Indicating
- < Much Some

Category Rated Improvement Improvement
1. Getting Along with Peers 53 L7
1 2. Liking of School Ly 53
3. Knowledge of good habits 47 Ly
' . Listening Skills 42 58
| 5. Knowledge of Others 42 53
i - 6. FExperiential Reading (Charts) 42 3
| 7. Conversational Speech 42 53
t 8. Knowledge of Daily Happenings 37 63
| 9. Getting Along with Teacher 37 63
10. Knowledge of Self 32 é8
11l. Visual Discrimination 32 63
] 12. Participation in Class 26 é8
2 13. Ability to Follow Directions 26 é8
. 14. Left to Right Movement 26 68
15. Recognition of Numbers 26 68
16. Computation Skills 26 63
17. Adapts to Routines 26 68
18, Knowledge of School 21 79

19. Arts and Crafts 21 Th
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TABIE 46 (continued)

Per Cent of Teachers Indicating

Category Rated Much Some

‘ 20, Ease of Mobility z1l 74

] 21. Vocabulary 21 %
22. Audiodiscrimination 21 79

23« Conformity to Rules 21 74

i‘ 24, Seeks Friends 21 68
» 25. Gross Muscle Activity - 16 7
26+ HNon-numerical Concepts 16 74

: 27. Meaning of Numbers 16 63
28+ BSmall Muscle Activity 11 78
\ ° 29. Reading Comprehension 10 ™
30. Written Communication 05 63
;‘ - L. Use of Nunbers 05 8l
32. Memory* 05 58
33. Creativity* 05 53
N 34. Ability to Generalize 00 53
2 35. Ability to Abstract* 00 53
36. Reasoning* 00 58

*Items added by evaluation staff
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In areas other than personal and social competence s however,
and particularly in the academic areas, considerably fewer teachers
rated their children as having made "much" improvement,

While teachers indicated that typically "some" improvement was

made in motor and manipulative skills, never more than one-fifth

of the teachers felt that their classes had made "much" impro-ement

in any of the areas dealing with motor or manipulative skills.
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Finally, for all the items or categories, it should be noted
that. when the teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which
they believed the amount of improvement was as expected, for every
item or category more than half indicated that the improvement

observed in their class was the "same" as they had expected. In

no instance did more than two teachers report that improvement was
"less than expected" for any single category.

Since no other data were obtained to verify teacher ratings
of improvement, an additional questionnaire was constructed.
Employing the identical areas or categories s a second set of
teachers was asked to indicate the approximate amount of time and
. attention (or emphasis) they devoted to each of the areas. Possible
ratings consisted of either: (i) little or no time spent, (2) some
time spent, and (3) much time spent, Table L7 presents the propor—
ticn of teachers who indicated they spent "some" or "much" time or
emphasis on each ¢f the categories or areas.

"Much" emphasis was placed on social skills and personal
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TABLE 47

;" PROPORTION. OF TEACHERS INDICATING “"MUCH" OR "SOME" TIME OR
E EMPHASTS SPENT IN THE LISTED CATEGORIES

N = 19
2 Per Cent of Teachers
Category Much Time Some Time
5 l. Participation in Class 95 00
2. Conversational Speech 90 05
: 3. Adapts to Routines 89 11
4. Ability to Follow Directions 89 00
s 5. Experiential Reading 79 16
| 6. Visual Discrimination 79 16
7. Knowledge of Gec~d Habits 74 21
; 8. Reading Comprehension 74 21
9. Getting Along with Peers 74 16
10. Listening 69 26
1l. Conforms to Rules 69 26
12, Vocabulary™ 65 29
13. Audio Discrimination 63 32
14%. Use of Numbers® 61 1

15 Arts and Crafts 37

26

58

16. Written Communication 5
17. Getting Along with Teacher 58 26

50

50

18, Knowledge of Daily I*I:aappeningsb

19. Computation SkillsP 28
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PABIE 47 (continued)

Per Cent of Teachers :

Category Much Time Some Time

20. Left to Right Movement 42 32 :

2l. Seeks Friends b2 7 ;

22. Ease of Mobility 37 21 é
23« Non-numerical Concepts 37 63
24. Likes School 37 37
25. Knowledge of Self 32 63
26. Recognition of Numbers 32 5
27. Reasoning 32 47
28. Meaning of Numbers® 28 55
29. Knowledge of Others 26 69
30. Memory 26 37
3le Creativity 26 b2
32. Ability to AbstractP 22 28
33« Ability to Generalize 21 L7
3%. Small Muscle Activity 21 74
35. Gross Muscle Activity? 17 72
36, Knowledge of School® 11 61
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competence, “Participation in class," "conversational speech,"
"adaptation to routines," and "ability to follow directions" were
all given "much" emphasis by at least 80 per cent of the teachers,
with "reading comprehension" and "vocabulary" given "much" emphasis

by three-fourths and two-thirds of the teachers, respectively.

ITI. Census and Evaluatiwve Data Obtained from Teachers

While the sections of the teacher questionnaire dealing with
pupil growth were different for half the teachers, all 38 teachers
responded to the identical census and evaluative questions as part
of the teacher questionnaire.

The average enrollment, based on data obtained from the teacher
questionnaire, was 11.8 children per class. Thirty-four per cent of
the teachers, however, reported having 13 or more children in their
class, The range was between 8 and 15. Eighty—eight per cent of
these children were reported to be classified as educable and the
rest as trainable.

Teachers were also asked to indicate what they believed their
average daily attendance to be. The average was nine children per
class per day. Based upon the observers! count of children in the
classroom for their single observation in 18 classes, the average
daily attendance was eight. The Board of Education reported an
average daily class attendance of seven,

Ninety-seven per cent of the teachers noted that they had taught
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children from similar backgrounds before, They were generally
experienced teachers who had previously taugh* CRMD classes, Speci-~
fically, LO per cent of 35 teachers responding indicated they had
from one to four years of teaching experience; 29 per cent had from
five to nine years'experience, 23 per cent from ten to 14 years of
experience, and eight per cent had 15 or more Yyears of experience,
All tbs teachers had experiencé teaching CRMD children previously,
with nine of the 38 indicating that this experience was at the
Junior high school level,

Teachers were asked whether their children differed from CRMD
children they had previously taught during the regular school year.
While 16 of the 38 who responded reported no difference, seven
teachers felt that their children were more motivated, and five
teachers indicated that their children were more cooperative, In
terms of the group as a whole, eight teachers indicated that the
children in their summer class were more heterogeneous than usual,

While seven teachers stated that their methods, content of
their lessons, or classroom organization were not different from
the regular school year, eight teachers indicated that they were
able to provide more individualized instruction and nine felt that
a less formal atmosphere permitted them to orient their lessons in
terms of recreation and fun as well as in terms of the interests of
the children,

In terms of materials and supplies, 23 teachers indicated that

the materials they received adequately or more than adequately met
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the needs of the children. Thirteen felt the materials and supplies
were inadequate, and, in fact, nine of these 13 indicated that they
never received materials at all,

When asked how they felt about the value of the summer school
program for CRMD pupils, teachers ali had positive perceptions.
Seventy-six per cent of the teachers indicated that they were "enthu-
siastic" about the program (the most positive option offered) and
the remaining 24 per cent indicated that they felt "positive though
not enthusiastic" (the second most positive option). None of the
teachers indicated that they felt slightly positive, slightly nega-
tive, or strongly negative.

| When asked to indicate the effective aspects or strengths of
the program, teachers most often mentioned the "improvement of skills
and learning" of the children (17), the possibility of "individual
instruction and small groups" (16), the "informal friendlier atmo=
sphere" prevailing (12), and the "quality of the materials" (11).
Seven teachers also mentioned the "presence of educational aides"
as an effective aspect.

Teachers were also requested to note the ineffective aspects
of the program. Most often mentioned was the "lack of transporta-
tion" and the fact that bus service was not provided for the children
(20). Fourteen teachers also felt that their "groups were too
heterogeneous" either in terms of age or ability level. Seven

teachers felt that the "registration procedures' could have been
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improved, providing more time for prior notification. Six teachers
felt that there was '"no opportunity for outdoor activities and trips"

as well as exercise for the children.

IV. Summary

Most CRMD lessons were rated as being appropriate for the
children, organized, and steady. While ratings concerning the
extent to which the lesson stimulated creative thinking and problem~
solving tended to be negative, ratings for the qualities of the
classroom and teacher were generally positive., The overall ratings
of the quality of instruction yielded an equal proportion of above-
average and below-average ratings, and in general considerably more
variability than was apparent for the reading and mathematics lessons.

Teacher ratings for 36 areas of pupil progress were quite
favorable, with more than half the teachers responding that at
least "some" progress had been made in each area. The largest pro-
portion of positive ratings occurred in areas of personal and social
competence, with somewhat fewer favorable ratings for specific
academic skills, In addition, most teachers felt that improvement
in all areas was equivalent to their expectations. All the respond-
ing teachers indicated they were either enthusiastic or positive
about the value of the summer school program. The two weaknesses
most frequently mentioned by teachers were the lack of daily bus

transportation for the children and insufficient homogeneous grouping.
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Chapter VII

THE COMPONENT FOR NON~ENGLISH SPEAKING CHILDREN

Classes for non-English speaking children were operated in 58
of the SDES summer schools., Children in the reading and mathematics
program were selected from their classes for instructica in English
as a second language on the basis of the language competency scale
used during the regular school year. Classes, limited to ten pupils,
met for a minimum of one half hour per day, twice a week. Teachers
assigned to these classes were experienced teachers of English as a

second language.

Procedure

Information concerning the non-English speaking component was
obtained from the following sources: Individual Lesson Observations;

Individua). Pupil Interviews, and Teacher Questionnaires.

I, Individual Lesson Observations

During the final week of the summer program, a sample of 16
classes in the non-English component was observed by faculty members
of the City College School of Education., Over a period of five days
observers visited ten schools and spent about half a day observing
each non-English speaking class. Ratings of the classes on items
pertaining to the qualities of the lesson and instruction were tab-

ulated, and data will be reported in terms of a three-category scale
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of positive, neutral, and negative,

II. Individual Pupil Interview

During the last week of the program a sample of children in the
ten schools observed were individually interviewed. Bilingual
interviewers conducted the interviews either in Spanish or English,
depending on the language in which the child was more fluent. A
total of 55 children were interviewed, 36 in Spanish and 19 in
English, Interviewer ratings were tabulated and also will be re-

ported as a three-category scale of positive, neutral, and negative,

III. Teacher Questionnaire

Toward the end of the summer program, questionnaires were
mailed to all the teachers of English as a second language. Of the
6L forms distributed, 51 were returned. Multiple~choice items were

tabulated and open-end questions were content-analyzed.
Results

I. Individual Lesson Observations

Table 48 summarizes observer ratings of qualities of the
lessons, éonsidering the first area--planning, organization, and
substantive qualities of the lesson--a majority of the teachers were
rated as having lessons which were "systematic and organized,"
"clear" rather than "unclear," and which "evidenced planning and

organization." The percentage of teachers found to have "average"
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TABIE 48

E PER CENT OF 16 NON-ENGLISH CLASSES RATED AS
POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, OR NEGATIVE BY OBSERVERS

Per Cent Rated as:
Good or  Average or FPoor or

Item Positive Neutral Negative

A. Planning and Organization of Lesson

1. Amount of vlanning and

organization ol 06 0
2. Clear (vs. unclear) 63 37 0
3. Systematic & organized ol 06 0

L, Demonstrates knowledge
of subiect 81 13 06

B. Creativity and Originality in Lesson

1. level of creativity and

imagination in lesson Ll hly 12

2. Stimulation of creative thinking 25 hly 31

3. Imaginative (vs. routine) 62 19 19

' 4, Original (vs. stereotyped) 69 19 12

C. Stimulation of Interest

: 1. Use of child's background

and experience 75 19 06

2. Interest and enthusiasm 63 31 06

3. Class showed interest in and
followed lesson ol 06 0

4, Hands raised to teacher question Ly 56 0

5. Stimulating (vs. dull) for )
children 56 19 25

6. Informal (vs. formal) 81 06 13

7. Good. rapport (vs. poor rapport)
with class 87 13 0
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or "above average" lessons in this area when compared to the com-~
parable data in the reading and mathematics program was considerably
higher for organization and planning, but lower for clarity. A
majority of the teachers in the non-English program prepared lessons
that demonstrated a knowledge of the subject matter.

Lessons were also evaluated in terms of the creativity and
originality they displsyed. Observers found a majority of teachers
having lessons characterized as "imaginative" rather than "routine,"
and "original" as opposed tc "stereotyped." In contrast, a majority
of the reading and mathemetics lessons were found to be neutral or
negative in these particular areas.

In the third major area, stimulation of interest, the majority
of teachers had "above average" lessons in terms of "interest and
enthusiasm" displayed, use of child's "bachground and experience,"
and student's ability to "follow the lesson.! In general, the
ratings in this area were consistently more favorable (positive) than
the comparable data for the reading/mathematics component.,

The most comprehensive rating made by observers concerned the
overall quality of instruction. Six per cent of the lessons were
rated as "outstanding;" 38 per cent as "better than average;" 50
per cent as "average;" 6 per cent as "below average;" and none as
"extremely poor." Thus, 94 per cent were rated as average or above,
The distribution of these overall ratings was not significantly

different than in the reading and mathematics program.
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. II. Individual Pupil Interviews

Items concerning the child's attitude toward summer and regular
school are summarized in Table 49. Most of the children were rated
j ) by the interviewers as demonstrating high enthusiasm and interest

(75 per cent) and positive attitudes (72 per cent) toward the

TS —

summer program, although a smaller proportion of children (55 per

cent) were positively rated on the extent of their desire to attend

P

: E summer school. The proportion with positive attitudes toward regu-

lar school were equally as high (77 per cent) as those for summer

w2 et e e
PRI

school, while a lower percentage of children (55 per cent) were

rated as looking forward to returning to school in the fall. About

half the children interviewed felt they were doing "well" in reading

(50 per cent) and were rated as having a high achievement expectancy

in reading (55 per cent).

. Table 50 presents the results of some of the children!s responses
concerning specific aspects of the program. Most of the children
indicated that, when compared to the pre-summer period, they now

? were better able to understand their teacher (80 per cent); could

i~ ; understand more English (86 per cent); and spoke more English {89

per cent). In addition, 84 per cent of the children were rated by

the interviewers as having a more positive attitude toward the

3 S AN ETE MY A L e e ot 2 Famee e e Feyasome ~

é summer non-English program than the program during the regular
school year and almost all the children (94 per cent) as having posi-

tive attitudes toward learning English.
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TABLE 49

PER CENT OF CHILDREN RATED BY INTERVIEWERS AS HAVING
POSITIVE, NEUTRAL, OR NEGATIVE ATTITUDES TOWARD
SUMMER AND REGULAR SCHOOILS

>
:
E
i
g
2
:
4
:

Per Cent of Children Rated As:

Positive or Neutral or Negative or
Ttem Good Average = Poor N

A. Attitude Toward Swmer School

1. Extent child wanted to

attend summer school 55 Iy ol 53
: 5. Interest and enthusiasm

1 for summer school 75 23 02 53
5 3. Attitude to summer school 72 20 06 50

B. Attitude Towzsd Regular School
and Academic Subjects

1. How child feels he is doing
in reading 50 20 30 50

2. Achievement expectancy in
reading 55 41 ok Ik

3. Child's attitude toward.
regular school 77 13 10 52

4, Child's attitude toward returning
to school in fall 55 37 03 51

:
:
;
.
.
3
4
4
:
3
3
>
;
,
)

3
:
!
3
E
3
E
E
t
;
é‘:
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TABLE 50

INTERVIEWER RATINGS OF CHILDREN'S RESPONSES ON
SEIECTED ASPECTS OF [HE NON-ENGIISH PROGRAM

Interviewer Ratings in Per Ceple.
Yes No
More ox Neutral Lessor
Item Positive Same Negative N
1. Extent to which child is
better able to understand
teacher 80 15 05 54
2. Extent child thinks he knows
more English now than before
the summer program 86 0 1k 52
3. Child speaks more English now
than before sumer program 89 11 0 Lo
L, Child's attitude toward summer
program compared to program
during regular school year 8l 15 Ol 39
‘ *¥5, Child's attitude toward
learning English ok o 6 18

¥ Ttem included only on English speaking interview
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Interviewers! separate ratings of the value of the language
program and of the summer experience indicate that almost half (43
per cent and 45 per cent) considered the program and summner experi-
ence respectively to be "very valuable" or "valuable," while nearly
half (47 per cent and 48 per cent) considered it of "some value,"
Only 8‘per cent rated the program and the summer experience as of

"ittle value."

IIT. Teacher Questionnaire

A. Experience and Training of Teachers

Almost all (90 per cent) of the teachers in the non-English
component had previous experience working with non-English speaking
children. Half (51 per cent) had taught English as a second lan-
guage from one to five years, 35 per cent had between six and ten
years of experience, and 14 per cent had taught from 11 to 15 years.
When asked whether they had university or in-service training courses
in teaching English to non-English speaking people, 30 per cent
indicated they had both; 14 per cent mentioned only university pre-
paration; 18 per cent had taken in-service courses; and 38 per cent
had neither university nor in-service courses.

Almost two-thirds (61 per cent) of the teachers reported that

they spoke Spanish as a second language. Among these teachers,
one~third (33 per cent) rated themselves as speaking the language

"fluently," one-third as speaking it "well but not fluently," and
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the remaining one-third indicated they knew "some words and phrases"
in Spanish. Six teachers who did not speak Spanish mentioned that
they spoke French, and nine teachers reported that they did not

speak a second language,

B, Pupil Progress and Motivation

Teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which children in
their classes had received previous instruction in English as a
second language. Almost half (49 per cent) reported that "few" or
"'none" of their children had previous instruction, while 31 per
cent indicated that "some" had prior instruction, and 20 per cent
responded that "most" of the children had previous instruction.
Typically (66 per cent), teachers described their students as
having "high and intense' motivation, while 26 per cent rated moti-
vation as "average." Almost all (90 per cent) of the teachers
indicated that most of the children had made a "good" or "excellent!
adjustmeng to classroom routines,

Table 51 summarizes teacher ratings of the amount of progress
made by most of the children in their classes in seven areas of
language development. In general, most children made "good" of
"some" progress in all of these areas. The greatest progress was
seen by teachers in vocabulary. The least dramatic changes were

in intonation and overall fluency.
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e ] TABIE 51

¥ -

] TEACHERS! RATINGS OF AMOUNT OF PROGRESS

MADE BY MOST STUDENTS IN THEIR CLASSES2

Per Cent MakinE:
3 . Much Good Some e 0

f f Area Progress Progress Progress Progress Progress
? 1. Vocabulary 22 56 16 06 0

2. Comprehension 12 53 31

ol

3. Language Patterns 06 50 38 ol 01
4, Pronunciation 10 Ly 38 08
08

2 5. Use of Words 02 46 bl

: K '~, 6. Intonation ol 3k 56 o4 02

; 2 7. Overall Fluency 08 26 56 ol 06

4 aN=51

. g i
b o
..
{
>

-
x
Es
v o
8
3 by
R
P
g
E

v
#
%
S
o
"3
B2
¥




~157~

C. Class Size

Half the teachers indicated that they taught three claéses per
day, while 4L per cent had four or five classes per morning, Most
teachers (80 per cent) reported that their average class size
ranged from five to ten children, with the remaining one-fifth

indicating classes with 11 or more children.

D, Strengths, Weaknesses, and Recommendations

Asked to comment on the strengths of the program, a majority
of teachers (59 per cent) felt that the major strength of the pro-
gram was the small class size which facilitated an informal teaching
experience. The second most frequently stated strength (45 per cent)
was that the program placed the non-English speaking child with
other students with similar problems and thus helped him gain con-
fidence in his speaking ability. Twenty-nine per cent felt that a
major strength was the individualized instruction pupils received,
and a slightly smaller proportion (22 per cent) mentioned the posi~-
tive influence of the continuity of daily instruction. Finally, a
small proportion (6 per cent)! noted the experienced teachers.

As to weaknesses, half the teachers (52 per cent) found the
lack of supplies to be a weakness of the program. In fact, Ll per
cent of all teachers reported that they had actually received no
supplies at all. Another frequently mentioned weakness (27 per cent)

was that there was not enough tinme in the program to accomplish its
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goals., Fourteen per cent also found that there were not enough
teachers, and a slightly smaller proportion (11 per cent) felt that
the program received inadequate publicity. A few teachers (7 per
cent) indicated that there was insufficient teacher-orientation
both before and during the program.

Teachers were also requested to make recommendaiions for next
year's program, The most frequently mentioned recommendation (48
per cent) was that teachers be given more materials with which to
work. Seventeen per cent of the teachers also recommended: more
teachers with more experience, more educational. aides as assistants,
and more trips and walks in the school neighborhood. More parent
contact, more publicity, smaller classes, and the need for teacher
conferences were also mentioned by approximately 10 per cent of the

teachers.

Summary

A majority of non-English lessons were considered by observers
to be organized, systematic, and above average in imagination and
originality, and in interest and enthusiasm of students. Concern-
ing the overall quality of instruction, almost all the classes were
rated as average, above average, or outstanding. Most of the
children were rated by interviewers as having positive attitudes
toward and interest and enthusiasm for the summer school program.

A majority of children indicated during the interview that as a
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result of the® non-English program they could understand and speak
mere English and were betier able to understand their teachers.
Teacher ratings of the amount of progress evidenced by most of their
students revealed that "good" or "some! progress in seven areas of
language development was made, with the largest gains cccuring in

vocabulary and comprehension.
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Chapter VIII

THE EDUCATIONAL AIDES COMPONENT

Procedure

Data concerning the educational aide program were obtained from
the following sources: educational aide questionnaires, teacher-

trainer questionnaires, and educational aide interviews.

I, Educational Aide Questicnnaire

At the time of the initial achievement testing, examiners admin-
istered questionnaires to educational aides in the 15 sample schools.
L total of 175 questionnaires were completed., The same procedure
was employed at the final testing session and a total of 154
questionnaires were returned., Multiple choice items were tabulated,

and open-ended questions were content-analyzed.

II., Teacher-Trainer Questionnaire

At each SDES school one teacher or supervisor, designated
"teacher-trainer," was in charge of the educational aide program.
Of approximately 125 guestionnaires mailed to each teacher-trainer
toward the end of the summer program, 83 were returned. Again,
multiple choice questions were tabulated and open-ended items con-

tent-analyzed.




ST

e v

3
4

S
23
i
3
3
4

1
;
¢
4
3
‘f
;

3

DEECAAAE T Rt T Sabal 3 e et o A A S A

+ I r“;’: VN TN RS TR TR A Ay T e

-161-

III, Educational Aide Interview

During the last week of the SDES program, a sample of 25
educational aides in three schools were individually interviewed by
a member of the evaluation staff. Responses to the interviews

were content-analyzed.

Results

A, Descriptive Information

About two-thirds (68 per cent) of the educational aides were
between 16 and 21 years of age, with approximately 20 per cent
over 30 years of age, and the remaining 12 per cent between 22 and
29 years of age. The average cge of the educational aide was 23.
Ninety per cent of the aides were high school graduates or better,
while 6 per cent had some high school education.

Information concerning the sources from which the aides found
out about the summer educational aide program was supplied from
questions on the final questionnaire., While a majority of aides
(63 per cent) applied for the job as an aide through a Community
Progress Center, 31 per cent found out about the job through a center
and 30 per cent from a friend. Other sources reported by the aides
were their high school (6 per cent), guidance counselors (7 per
cent), and parents (7 per cent). Approximately 16 educational

aides were assigned to each SDES school.
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B, Training and Supervision

Both pre-service and in-service training sessions were held for
educational aides. When questioned about the sessions prior to the
program, almost three-fourths of the aides (73 per cent) stated they
had known about them, and 61 per cent of these had participated.

But this means that of the total sample of 175 aides, 13 per cent
did not know about the pre-sessions and 24 per cent knew about ]
them but did not participate. The major reason given for non-

participation was lateness in entering the program. According to

the responses on the final questionnaire, of aides who did parti-

cipate, the pre-service training program concentrated on several ;
areas of instruction, with "assisting the teacher," "teaching
reading," and "handling behavior problems" heading the list. After
the program the majority (81 per cent) of aides felt "adequately"

or "more than adequately" prepared to assist in the classroom.

Teacher~trainers who were interviewed stated that the pre-
service training sessions comprised the major portion of their
training program. Subsequent in-service training and supervision
was limited by teacher~trainers! other duties, with the result that
more than half the trainers (57 per cent) responding to the question-
naire found they lacked time to observe the aides in the classroom.
This was corroborated by the two-thirds of the aides {62 per cent),
who reported that they were not observeu in the classroom by their ]

trainer. In fact, only 32 per cent mentioned teacher-trainers as a
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major source of help in learning their job, while 62 per cent felt

that the teacher with whom they worked was their best mentor. Inter-

view data with the aides revealed a similar perception of the rela-
tive help provided by the teacher-trainer and the classroom teacher,

However, on the final questionnaire, "experience," both past and 3

on the job, was cited most frequently by the aides (82 per cent) as
the single factor most accounting for their feeling of preparedness.

Half (53 per cent) of the aides rated the supervision and

training they received from their teacher-trainers as "excellent"
on the final questionnaire, while 33 per cent considered their super-

vision and training as '"good.,"

C. Teacher Ratings of Aides! Effectiveness

Teachers in the various component programs and teacher-trainers
were asked to rate the effectiveness of their educational aides.
Table 52 presents the results of their ratings. A majority of
teachers and trainers rated their aides as "very effective," with
the highest proportion of this rating coming from the trainers. Most
of the remaining teachers rated their aides as "effective," while
15 per cent of the teachers in the enriched program considered their
aides to be "satisfactory" and 8 per cent of the CRMD teachers

rated their aides as "ineffective."
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TABLE 52

TEACHERS! RATINGS OF EFFECTIVENESS OF EDUCATIONAL AIDES
IN GIFTED, ENRICHED, AND CRMD COMPONENTS

Teachers! Ratings (Per Cent):

Teacher

Rating of Aides Gifted Enriched CRMD Trainers
Very effective h 72 68 81
Effective 26 11 2l 17
Satisfactory 0 15 0 0
Ineffective 0 02 08 0L
Very ineffertive 0 0 0 Ol
N 23 47 3k 83

D. Responsibilities of Educational Aides

Half the educational aides (54 per cent) indicated on the
initial questionnaire that they had specifically assigned duties to
perform each day and a majority (86 per cent) reported their present
responsibility as "assisting the teacher,' Other aides mentioned
"teaching individual students" (42 per cent) and the "preparation of
materials" (33 per cent). On the final questionnaire the aides were
asked to list the three major activities they did during the summer.
Mbst'frequently listed were two instructional activities, "assisting
individual children in reading and arithmetic" (67 per cent) and

"working with small groups of children" (29 per cent). Next came
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some non-instructional functions such as "clerical work" (13 per
cent), "marking homework" and tests (13 per cent), "escorting
children to and from activities" within the school (11 per cent),
and "maintaining order and discipline in the classroom " (10 per
cent).

Teacher-trainers were also asked to indicate the areas in
which they felt the aides could operate most effectively, Almost
all the trainers (90 per cent) mentioned "providing individual
instruction to children needing it," while 71 per cent mentioned
"relieving teachers of paper work." Other trainers indicated '"moni-
torial duties" (35 per cent) and "assuming the role of a second
teacher" (2, per cent).

Most of the aides (72 per cent) said during the interview that
the training they received was '"very related" to the work they
actually did, However, more than half (60 per cent) indicated that
during the summer they often found themselves with little to do.
When asked on the final guestionnaire the extent to which their
supervising teacher permitted them to utilize their abilities, 79
per cent responded "completely" or "most of the time." A majority

of aides (80 per cent) were assigned to one class each day.

E. Problems Faced by Aides

Table 53 summarizes the per cent of teacher-—trainers mentioning
each of several problems expressed to them by their educational

aides. '"Maintaining discipline" was the problem aides reported most
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frequently (30 per cent) to the trainers., Among the interviewed

aides, some (28 per cent) mentioned "diseipline problems" and
"difficulties in motivating indifferent children' as their most fre-
quent problem. However, one-third of the aides (32 per cent) indi-
cated during the interview that they did not encounter any problems

during the summer,
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TABIE 53
PROBLEMS EXPRESSED BY EDUCATIONAL AIDES TO TEACHER TRAINERS

; a Per
Problems N Cent
; 1. Maintaining discipline 23 30
‘ 2. Lateness of pay checks 18 23
:
3. Insufficient conference time with
i teachers and/or teacher trainers 14 18
% i, Incorrect utilization of aides by
teachers 14 18
5. Shortage of oppnortunities to assist
and/or teach children 13 17
6. Too much paper work 08 10
3 7. Insufficient time in orientation
1 meetings 08 10
8. Insufficient materials ol 05
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F. Benefits Derived by Educational Aides

At the beginning of the summer, the aides were asked to discuss
the ways in which they felt they could contribute to the program.
Content analysis of their responses indicated that approximétely one-~
fourth of the aides mentioned helping the teacher and alleviating
her program load (26 per cent) and providing individual assistance
to the children (29 per cent). Table 54 summarizes the ways in
which the aides felt they had helped the children during the summer
at the time of the final questionnaire. Most often (42 per cent)
aides reportad "catering to individual needs" and "helping to
improve language skills" (36 per cent) as ways in which they had

helped children over the summer.

TABLE 54
WAYS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL AIDES SAID THEY HELPED STUDENTS

TYPE OF HELP N g:flt

1. Catered to individual needs 60 42
2. Helped improve language/English skills 53 36
3. Gave children self-assurance and helped them adjust

to the classroom 2l 17
i+ Helped improve arithmetic skills 19 13
5. Helped children to understand Erdisn 11 8
6. Helped children with musie I 3
7. Aided in maintaining order 3 2
8. Workad with poorer students thus allowing rest of

class to progress faster 3 2

aN = 143
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Almost all (95 per cent) of the educational aides reported on
both the initial and final questionnaires that they would benefit
and had benefitted from the program. Table 55 presents the ways in
which aides mentioned they had profited from the summer experience,
One-quarter (28 per cent) reported that they had gained insight into
dealing with children in different behavioral situations and that
they had gained insight into what it is like to be a teacher (27 per
cent), Others expressed satisfaction in vworking with children in
the role of teacher (25 per cent). In fact more than half the aides
(56 per cent) who were interviewed indicated at some point during
the interview that the summer experience had affected their career
goals in terms of their decision to now become a teacher. On the
final questionnaire, too, about half (46 per cent) reported that
the summer experience has affected their career goals and 28 per

cent indicated they had decided to teach.

G. Strengths, Weaknesses, and Recommendations

At the end of the program the educational aides were asked what s
in their opinion, were the major strengths and wealknesses of the
educational aide program; 135 aides responded, "Provision of indi-
vidual attention and small groups for the children" was the most
frequently mentioned strength (36 per cent), while "releasing the
teacher of some of her burdens," particularly clerical work, was

reported by 30 per cent of the aides, Additional strengths
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TABLE 55

WAYS EDUCATIONAL AIDES SAID THEY BENEFITTED FROM THE PROGRAM

Way Benefitted N*  Per Cent

1. Gained insight into how children behave
and react to different situations, and
methods to deal with these situations b1 28

2. Gained insight into what it is like to
be a teacher, and what occurs in the
classroom 40 27

3. Experienced satisfaction in working with
children and in being a teacher 36 25

i, Desire to teach 22 15
5. Developed classroom skills and learned

to vse school materials (e.g., S.R.A.
kits, audiovisual material) 15 10

6. Now realized the need for competent
"understanding" teachers 05 03

T. Gained experience in working with small
groups and individuals 03 02

N=146
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mentioned were the "experience of teaching" (18 per cent), "slow
children receiving additional assistance" (13 per cent), "aide close
in age to student," and "aide helped student" (10 per cent each),
and the "good training program" (7 per cent).

Of the weaxknesses mentioned by the aides, most frequent was
the "improper utilization of the aides" by the teacher (29 per cent).
Responses in this category referred to the undefined nature of their
job, leaving the aides "at the mercy" of their teachers with the
assignment of too many non-instructional duties., One-fifth of the
aides reported insufficient training and conferences with both
their supervising teacher and teacher-trainer as a weakness of the
program., Additional weaknesses indicated were late receipt of pay-
checks (15 per cent); insufficient time to help children (15 per
cent); and too many interruptions such as visitors and meetings
which "did not accomplish anything" (9 per cent). One-ninth (11 per
cent) of the aides responded that there were ''no weaknesses" in the
program,

Table 56 presents the recommendations of the educational aides
and teacher-trainers for the educational aide program. The most
frequent recommendation of the trainers (4L per cent) and aides (21
per cent) was for additional and earlier pre-program orientation and
training., Of the trainers mentioning this category, half indicated
that the participating teachers should be involved in the pre~program

orientation in order to meet their aides prior to the program and to
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TABLE 56

RECOMMENDATIONS MADE BY TEACHER-TRAINERS AND EDUCATIONAL AIDES
(Percentage Distribution)

3 Per Cent of
Per Cent of Educational
4 Teacher ~Trainers Aides
-3 Mentioning Mentionigg
Recommendation Categoxry® Category"
: l. Pre-program orientation and
3 training o 21
' 2. More effective utilization of
E educational aides 18 27
: 3. Higher salaries for aides and
k. payment on time 14 21
Y
-‘ 4, Materials available earlier and
3 in sufficient supply °l 06
z 5. No regular teaching assignment
2 for teacher trainers 25 02
; 6. More careful selection of
3 educational aides 3k -
' ; 7. Additional meetings, observations,and
training during program 29 -
;' 8. longer day - 11
‘ 9. Use of aides during regular
3 school year - 10
: 10. Decentralization of program 08 -
1l. Require minimum of one year
3 college education for aide
3 position o7 --
12, More individual instruction and
3 smaller classes - 06
3 13. Follow up aides during year 05 -
¥ 14, Trainer be more familiar with
3 program and its objectives 05 -
15. Program successful and fine as is 10 o7
<
‘ AN=77
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become familiar with the program's objectives. Other trainers sug-
gested training aides in the schocls and districts where they would
be working during the summer, and hiring aides far enough in advance
30 they could participate in the training program. More effective
utilization of educational aides on an instructional level and a
clearer definition of their responsibilities was mentioned by 18
per cent of the trainers and 27 per cent of the aides.

One of the major recommendations made by the teacher-~trainers
(34 per cent) was for more careful selection of the aides. Trainers
indicated that many of the aides were deficient in basic language
arts skills and therefore were not qualified to teach these skills
to the children. A little less than a third of the trainers (29
per cent) suggested additional meetings between participating
teachers, trainers, and aides, and additional observations of the
aides in the classroom. One-fourth of the trainers recommended that
the teacher-trainers be relieved of regular teaching assignments in
order to devote the full morning to their training duties.

Teazher-trainers were also asked to indicate how they felt the
teacher-trainer orientation and training program might be improved.
As seen in Table 57, the most frequent suggestion made by the
trainers (32 per cent) was to have materials which were to be used
in the classroom available at the training sessions. Slightly fewer
(28 per cent) mentioned an improved preparation of the aides in
teaching techniques and skills and in various subject areas of

instruction., Better crganization of the training session and meetings
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TABLE 57

RECOMMENDATIONS BY TEACHER - TRAINERS FOR THE PRE-SERVICE
TRAINING PROGRAM

Per Cent of
Teacher-Trainers
Mentioning
Recommendation Categg;uff
1. Materials available at training session 32
2. Improved preparation of aides in teaching
skills and subject areas 28
3. Better organization of teacher-trainer
orientation program 27
L. Meetings between participating teachers,
aides, and trainers 27
5. Clearer definition of educational aide's
role and responsibilities 23
6. Begin training program earlier 19
7. Longer training program 18
6. Others 16

N=76




174~

between the participating teachers, aides, and trainers were each
suggested by 27 per cent of the trainers. A clearer definition of
the role and responsibilities of the educational aides was recom-

mended by 23 per cent of the trainers,

H., Prinecipal!s Evaluation

Principals were asked to rate the value of the educational aide
program. A mzjority (71 per cent) rated the program as "'very valu-
able" and one-quarter (25 per cent) considered it to be "valuable,*
When asked if they would include the educational aide component in
next yearts program, more than half (58 per cent) responded "yes"
and 42 per cent said "yes, with modifications." Of those wishing
modifications of the program, 12 per cent suggested additional and

improved orientation and training of aides,

I. Attrition and Recruitment of Aides During Program

Teacher~trainers were asked on their questionnaire the number
of aides in their program at the beginning and end of the program.
More than half the trainers (52 per cent) reported increases in
the number of aides in their program during the summer, with an
average gain of seven aides in those schools. On the other hand,

27 per cent of the trainers indicated a loss of aides during the
summer, with an average attrition of three aides in those schools
decreasing in aide staff, The remaining 21 per cent of the trainers

reported no change in the number of aides, Thus, it appears that
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recruitment exceeded attrition during the summer program.

Summary

Over half the educational aides attended a pre-service training
program that concentrated on several areas of instruction and ade-
quately prepared them to assist their teachers in the classroom.

The fact that more than half the trainers indicated they lacked time
to observe the aides in the classroom was corroborated by almost
two-vhirds of the aides who reported that they had not been observed
by their trainer. Half the aides rated their supervision and train-
ing as "excellent," while one-third considered it to be 'good."
Almost all the trainers and classroom teachers of the various coum-
ponents rated their aides as "effective" or "very effective," Both
aides and trainers recommended additicnal and earlier pre-program
orientation and training, more effective utilization of aides on an
instructional level, and earlier arrival of materials. Trainers
also suggesced reduction of classroom duties in order to allocate
more time to supervision of aides, more careful selec*ion of aides,

and additional meetings and observations during the program.,
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Chapter IX
PART II PROGRAMS: SUMMARY RATINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Observer ratings of the quality of instruction provide a simple
basis for an overall summary. The ratings are presented in Table 58
for the reading and mathematics program and for each of the other
component programs. Three components had larger proportions of
classes rated as "outstanding" or "above average" than the reading
and mathematics program, and another (CRMD) had about the same pro-
portion so rated, Clearly the enriched program obtained the highest
proportion of above average ratings with 66 per cent of the classes
observed as being "above average." The next most positively rated
compcnents were the gifted program, with 48 per cent of the classes
rated as "above average," and the non-English speaking program,
where 4/, per cent of the classes were rated "above average.”

Another overall comparison is available from supervisors since,
for each of the component programs at their school, supervisors
were requested to rate the effectiveness of their staff, the effect;
iveness of the curriculum,l and the selection of participants, as
well as to indicate whether they thought the program should be con-
tinued in 1968, These data appear in Table 59.

In terms of the "effectiveness of the curriculum," the enriched,

non-English speaking, and gifted programs were each rated either

1 The reading and mathematics program was not included in these
ratings,
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TABLE 58

OBSERVERS' RATINGS OF THE OVERALL "QUALITY OF INSTRUCTION"
BY PROGRAM IN PER CENT

Non-

Reading & 1 English
Math Enriched” Gifted Speaking CRMD
Outstanding 14 16 oL 06 05
Better than average 22 50 2l 38 33
Average b1 25 38 50 17
Below average 19 09 14 06 28
Extremely poor ok 0 0 0 17
N 51 32 21 16 18

1. DPooled for Music and Art.
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TABLE 59

PER CENT OF SUPERVISORS' RATINGS BY
PROGRAM AND VARIABLE

Program 3
“NOI=ENgIisn
Variable CRD Enriched Speaking Gifted |
1. Effectiveness of 4
Curriculum: 3
Out standing 32 56 46 50 1
Above average 40 31 36 31 p
Average 20 13 18 13 4
Below average 08 0 0 06
Very poor 0 0 0 0 3
N 25 32 50 16 3
2. Effectiveness of »"
Staff: 3
Outstanding 52 53 50 53
Above average 32 x] 31 Lo
Average 12 06 19 o7
Below average ol 0 0 4] )
Very poor 0 0 0 0 :
N 25 32 48 15 3
3. Selection of
Participants: 4
Very well selected 46 39 45 26
Well selected 11 30 35 32 3
Average selection 25 12 08 16 ;'
Poorly selected 11 15 06 05 1
Very poorly selected  O7 ok 06 21
N 28 33 49 19
4, Include next year: .s
Yes, as it is L6 67 79 50 ;
Yes, with modifica- 3
tions 50 33 17 39 4
No Ok 0 oly 11 :
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. . "above average' or "outstanding" by more than 80 per cent of the

supervisors in schools with those components in effect, while 72

3 per cent of the supervisors rated the effectiveness of the CRMD ;

g 3 curriculum as either "outstanding" or "above average."

3 In terms of "effectiveness of staff," the ratings were gen-
‘4 erally as positive as those of effectiveness of the curriculum,

~ f Supervisors were also asked to rate how they felt about the 3
"selection of participants" for each of the components., While a

E_* 3 majority were positive in each component, the most positive per-

ceptions were for the non-English speaking program where 80 per

cent of the supervisors felt the selection to have been either
"above average" or '"outstanding."

ﬁ*.': Finally, supervisors were asked to respond to the question:
"Would you suggest this component be included next year?" In no

3 instance did more than two supervisors respond negatively to the

? two positive options offered: "Yes, include as is," and "Yes,

44‘I include with modifications.," An attempted content analysis of data
%A *3 obtained regarding suggested modifications did not yield responses
?{ ] consistent enough for categorization.

| ~ Teachers in all but the non-English speaking program were asked
to indicate how they felt about the value of the summer school pro-
gram, Eighty per cent of the 60 teachers in the enriched program
and 76 per cent of the 38 teachers in CRMD program selected the most

positive option presented--""enthusiastic." Considerably fewer
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teachers in both the reading and mathematics program (59 per cent)2
and in the gifted component (55 per cent)3 were "enthusiastic"
about the value of the program, Almost all the teachers in all the
components who were not enthusiastic did select the next most
positive option, so teachers were unanimously positive about their
respective programs.

Finally, of the several items rated by interviewers, one item
might be considered to be of more general interst for comparison
purposes. Table 60 presents the percentage of children in all but
the CRMD 4 component who were rated as deriving "much," "some," or

"1ittle or no value" from the summer school experience.

TABLE 60

INTERVIEWER RATINGS OF AMOUNT OF VALUE CHILDREN DERIVED FROM FROGRAMS

Per Cent of Children Rated As Deriving:

Very much & Some Little or

Program much value value no value
Reading/math-3rd grade L2 25 33
Reading/math-5th grade b1 29 30
Non-English speaking ks b 08
Enriched 67 23 10
Gifted 71 26 03

2 N = 100
3n=2
4

CRMD children were not interviewed.
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In each of the components, more than two-thirds of the pupils
interviewed were rated as having derived at least "some" value from
the summer school experience., The most positive ratings were ob-
tained for children in the gifted and enriched programs where more
than two-thirds were rated as deriving "very much" or "much" value
from the program. The proportion of children in the non-English
speaking program making at least "some" improvement was greater
than the proportion of pupils so rated in the third- or fifth-grade
classes of the reading/mathematics program. Using only the most
positive category, however, about the same proportion of non-English
speaking pupils were rated as having derived much or very much out
of the program as the proportion of pupils so rated in the reading/
mathematics program.

The separate evaluations of the component programs were con-
sistently positive., Whether based on the data provided by observers
who visited classes, or on the evaluations provided by teachers and
administrators, the impression received is of programs with clear
objectives, of lessons planned to realize these objectives, and
of children responding well to these programs of instruction. There

is little doubt that these specialized programs functioned well,




Appendix A
THE LIBRARY PROGRAM 4

Data used to evaluate the activities and effectiveness of the

library program came primarily from 96 librarians representing as

S g Vet Ha s Lt

many schools, who responded to a questionnaire. Additional data

were obtained from teachers as well as from pupils,

A. Background and Training of Librarians

Bighty per cent of the librarians indicated that they had been
librarians during the previous school year. Only thirty-one per cent
of the librarians, however, indicated that they possessed degrees in "
library science, the largest majority holding degrees in education A
(common branches)., Forty-eight per cent of the librarians indicated
that they had up to 3 years' experience in library scieace, thirty- .
five per cent had b4 or more years of experience, and seventeen per ﬁ
cent had no previous experience. >

Twenty per cent of the librarians indicated +that they had had no
orientation session prior to assuming their summer responsibdilities. 4
Sixty-four per cent, however, reported one full day of orientaticn %
during the course of the program; seventy-seven per cent of the
librarians stated that they were visited once by a field supervisor,

and twenty-three per cent were visited two or more tines,
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B. Materials and Facilities

&
:
53
A
b

Sixty-eight per cent of the librarians said that special materials
and facilities were available to them. Of these, almost all mentioned
filmstrips, and two-thirds mentioned records. In general, two-thirds
of the librarians felt that the materials and facilities they had avail-
able adequately met the needs of the students. Of those indicating
that the materials were not adequate, most felt that there simply were
not enough materials.

From Table A 1 it is apparent that the activities most often
employed were '"Recreational Reading," ''Independent Browsing by
Children," *'Story Telling," "Use of audiovisual materials," "Allowing
Children to share Reading," "Instructions concerning the Use of the
Library," and '"talks given on authors, hobbies, and other topics."
"Story Telling" was most often rated as being very effective with the
children, followed by independent browsing and the use of audiovisual
materials. One aspect of the program in which it was hopec there would
be greater participation was with the involvement of parents in terms
of helping them select books for themselves and for the entire family
in the program. This was not, however, obtained and where it was, the
librarians were ~uite evenly spiit in their opinions of its effective-
1ess,

Librarians were also asked to indicate their goals for the library
program. OCf 91 responding eighty per cent of them stated that they be-
lieved the goal of the program was to both encourage and improve reading
skills, and forty-six per cent indicated that the goal was to provide

reading guidance encouragemeut. Twenty-~two per cent mentioned the use
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of the library, and fifty-five per cent indicated that their goal was
to acquaint children with the library. The aspect of the program
attempting .0 involve parents and community was mentioned by only
eighteen per cent of the librarians, tending to corroborate the data
obtained for ratings of extent of usage and effectiveness mentioned
earlier,

C. Activities of Library Program and their Effectiveness as Rated
by Librarians

Librarians weres asked to indicate the extent to which each of
18 activities was employed during the summer and to indicate how
effective each of these activities was. The list of activities
vas obtained mainly from a list of suggested activities by the co-

ordinator of the program.




Al

Table A1l
Librarians'Evaluation of Usage and Effectiveness b
& S les 18
3 o | & |23 |8
PEasl o2 |6 2|0 =W [ o
® ] ©e < o >N 0 VY O
- ooyl 98 |4 =z |H W EC> (po
Activity i Y () > o - .
a) Instructions concerning
use of library and its
facilities 61 33 6 57 43 0
b) Independent Research
by children 22 42 36 31 49 20
¢) Independent browsing
by children 97 3 0 389 11 0
d) Recreational reading 93 2 0 85 15 0
e) "Baby Sitters Club" 9 11 80 2 52 39
f) Story telling 93 7 0 95 4 0
g) Creative dramatics 25 44 31 37 55 8
h) Recitation of poems
by children 29 28 53 26 66 8
i) Let children share
readinyg 68 24 3 43 57 0
j) Let children complete
stories which you began 27 44 29 21 76 3
k) Pantomiming stories 15 29 56 27 54 19
1) Giving talks on authors,
hobbies, and other topics 60 32 8 45 53 2
m) Use of audiovisual
materials & graphic arts 77 12 11 86 13 0




n) Use of exhibits

0) Organizing library
squads to maintain
order

p) Working with art
and music teachers

q) Helping parents
select books for entire
family

r) Helping parents select
books for themselves

44

21

10

13

15
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13

27

18

32

69

77

60

67

45

31

17

38

35

47

38

40

39

28

31

43

23

37
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D. Attitudes Toward, and Involvement In, The Library Program

Librarians were asked how effectively they thought teachers at their
school were working in accord with the library program. Almost all (97%)
said that teachers were working at least "somewhat effectively" with the
program. Ninety-five per cent believed that "most or all" of the teachers
were "enthusiastic" about making use of the library, and eighty-six per
cert said that all the teachers at their school accompanied their classes
to the library.

Of 79 librarians who responded to the question of how effective they
believed the library program to have been, fifty-one pcr cent felt the
program was "very effective," forty-nine per ceni rated it as "effective,”

1

and none believed it to be "ineffective." In coantrast to these ratings,

only eighteen per cent of 69 teachers from 11 non-sample schools felt that

the program was "very effective,"

seventy-four per cent felt it was
"effective," and eight per cent felt it to be "ineffective."

Almost all the librarians (91%) indicated that "all or most" of the
classes at their schools took full advantage of the 1ibrar&'s facilities,
and ninety-nine per cent indicated that "all or most" of the children who
visited the library took books out. Perhaps another measure of pupil
enthusiasm in the library program was that eighty-seven per centof the
librarians felt that children seemed to be more enthusias*ic about the
iibrary than when the program began.

During the pupil interviews, children were rated as to the extent of

their knowledge about both books and about the library. Fifty-five per

cent were rated as having "much" or "very much" knowledge of the litrary,
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and thirty-seven per cent as having at least "some" knowledge. These
percentages were about the same for interviewer rating for pupils' know-
ledge of books., Higher percentages were obtained for the extent of inter-
est in and attitude toward the library, where seventy-nine per cent of
the third and fifth graders were rated positively. Similarly, seventy-
six per cent of the children were rated as holding favorable attitudes
toward books. It might be mentioned that these two attitude items drew
the highest percentages of children rated positively by interviewers

during the individual interview.

E. Iibrarians' Overall Evaluation

Librarians were asked to comment as to the strengths of the
library program and to make suggestions regarding future improvement
of the program. Seventy-seven librarians indicated one or
more strengths of the program. Of these the strength most often
mentioned, by forty-nine per cent was the widening of interest in,
and appreciation of books. In addition, about thirty per cent of
the librarians also mentioned the informal relaxed atmosphere, the
availability of audiovisual materials, and the opportunity to provide
individual attention and reading guidauce,

Regarding suggestions for improvement, of 54 librarians respond-
ing, most mentioned the need for more materials (35%},for:more assist-
ance (30%), and more cooperation on the part of the staff (30%). Some
meniioned that the books and other materials they had were not appropriate

in terms of the reading levels of the children.
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b 3 More than three-iourths oi the librarians stated that they often made

£ 3 use of audiovisual materials and graphic arts, noting that, in general,these
; were most effective with the children.

]
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils Summer-1967

t

E We would like to know how you feel about school. Here are some things that some
% boys and girls feel about school. How do you feel about them? If they are very
true for ycu, CIRCLE the big "YES!" If they are pretty much true for you, but
not so very true, circle the little "yes!" If they are mostly NOT true, but a

i little true, circle the little "no." If they are pot true at all, circle the
1 big "NO!"
] ME_AND MY SCHOOL
YES! yes no No!
1. I think I will like being in school
this summer. YES! yes no NO!
2. The things I will learn this summer
3 will help me in school next year. IES! yes no NO!
3. Someone at home made me come to
school this summer ! yes no NO¥
S 4. I need to go to school 80 I can do
T | what I want when I grow up. YES! yes no NO!
; 5. I think my teachers will help me
5 this summer. YES! yes no NO!
1 6. I would like to be somewhere else
this summer, YES! yes no NO!
b 7. I would like to go to school for as
3 many years as I can. YES! yes no NO!
. 8. I know that if I work hard at school
b I will get good grades. YES! yes no NO!
9. I will quit school as soon as I can. YES! yes no KO!
10. Someone at my other school told me to
. | go to school this summer. YES! yes no NO?
4 11. I wish I didn't have to go to school
] at all. YES! yes no NO!
E 12. I like everything about school. YES! yes no NO!

Name Class School
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THE CITY COLLEGE

OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10031

THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

Office of Research and
Evaluation Services
368-1101

July 20, 1967

Dear

I would fipst like tc take this opportunity to express my gratitude for your
cooperation during our reading and arithmetic testing. I sincerely hope you
were only minimally inconvenienced and I greatly appreciate your assistance.

We are now in the process of preparing the second stsp of our evaluation of
‘the Summer Day Elementary Program. This phase will be comprised of obssrva-
tions during the next two wseks in some of the third and fifth grade classes
which were previously tested, as well as several classes in the Gifted, Enriched,
CRMD and Non=-English components. In most instances we will be able to supply
you with the specific class and teacher's name. If there are one or two addi-
tional classes you foel should be visited because of their quality and contri-
bution to your program, they may also be inciuded. Since we do not wani to
Interfere with your daily school program in any way, I wiill leave the actual
scheduling of the observations within your school to your convenience. My
assistant, Valerie Barnes, will contact you at the beginning of next week to
arrange an cobservation date which would be most convenient for your school.

Finally, we are beginning to formulate the schedule for our post~program test
mesasures. We expect to administer these tests during the week of August 7. If
there are any days during that week in which we could pot test in your school,
please indicate these dates below and retwurn this letter to our office. A
stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to call me at 368-1101.

Sincerely yours,
[wein St piro
NS: j1 Norman Shapiro
encl. froject Director
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils-Summer 1967

INDIVIDUAL LESSON OBSERVATION REPORT

School . .. BOTOUgR Class Grade _Date___

Teccher's Name Sex __ Approximste Age (Circle) 20-29;
30-39;
40 49
S0+

Length ¢f Observation ) Activities observed o o

Approximate number of children in class

1£ this is 8 joint observation, check here and trecord name of Che other
observer o Joint cbservations should be repoxted dy csch

" observer withuut consultation,

1. Content of iesson observed:
i, Resding
2. Spelling
3. Arithmetic
& Science
5, Social Studiea
6. Musfic or Art
7., Other

2, Did you see the entire lesson?
i. Yes
2. No, I missed the deginning
3. No, I missed the end

3. How typieal do you think this lesson was of normal functioning fin this
1. Coupletely typical classroom?
2. Ressonable approximation
3. Less than reasonsble approximation., Yhy?

prowa - PP v —

‘o Who taught thia lesson?
1, Regular classroom teacher
2. Substitute teacher
3. "Cluster” teacher
4. Special steff, Indicate who3

5. More thsn one member of the staff. Indicate whos

3. WVhat amount of pleanning and orgunization was 2vident in this lesaon?
1.Leseon was exceptionaliy well organized and plenned
2. Lasson was organized and showed evidence of planting

3. Lesson showed some signs of previcus teacher preparagica
4. Letson showed few or no signs of organizaticn or planning

p
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6. How would you ckaracterize the level of cxeativity and imagination evidenced
in this lesson?

1, Extrcamely creative

2, Modezately creative

3. Avexage

&, Somewhat sterotyped

3. Very uncreative and sterotyped

?. If you rated the lesson as "modcrately” or “extremely creative” please explain
the basis foxr the rating

O. To what extent was the group's creative thinking stimelated?
1. Very much
20 Somewhst
3. Very litcle
40 Not at all

9. To what extent, and how effectively, were teaching ajdes utilized?
1, Wide variety used ereatively and effectively
2, Wide variety used but not particularly effectively
3. Some used creatively and effectively
%, Some used but not particularly effestively
5. Little or no use of teaching aids

10.To what extent did this lesson lay & foundstion for future lessons?
1. Considerable possibilty for continulty
2, Some opportunity for continuity
3. Little or no possibilcy of continuity

11.To what exteut did this lesson lay a foundation for independent vork and
1. Considerable possibility for independeat work thinking?
2, Some possibilty for independent work
3. Little or no possibility for indepcndent work

12,Bow vouid you rxate the lesson you have just seen, considering the quality
of instruction?

1. Cutstanding

2. Better than sverage

3. Average

4. Below average

3. Extremely pooex

13.What use of the child’s background and experiences was evident in this lesson?
1, Consistent opportunities for child to relate lesscn to his own
expericice and/or bring experiences to lesson
2.Some opportunity for child to relate lesson to his experience snd
use experience in lesson
3. Leseon vas remcte fpm child’s experience
4. Question not applicable, Explain:
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14, Bov would you rate the leston you have just scen judging from the children®s
faterest and enthusiasm?

io
2,
3.
4o
5.

15, To what
| 9
2.
K P8
&,
L

To what
1.
2.
3
bo
S

16,

17,
1.
2.
3.
b

Outstanding

Better then average
Average

Below aversge
Extremely poor

extent did the class seem interested and follow the lesson?
Every or slumost svery child

Moxe than half the class

About half of the class

Less then half the class

Tew children

extent did the legson itself elicit spontaneous questions?
Very frequent elicitation of questions

Often olicitation of questions

Only occaissioaally elicited questions

Rare;y elicited questions

No reason for lesson ¢2 elicit spontaneous questions

In gensral,, vhan the teachar asked a question, how many hands were raised?

Almcet ali hands were ratsed
Most hands were raised

Sove hzaads were raised

Pew ¢z no h mds vere Taised

Please cxplain your rating for question 19:

Go to next page
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18, Rate the characteristics or behaviors exhibited by the teacher or lesson on
the five pojnt continuum given below, The ead points of the scale (1,5) represent
the extremes of the charscteristics, wheress 2,3,4 represent graater or less:r

degrees of that behavior, If there is ng basie for judgment =i any characteristic,
check the column to the left, NB

KB QUALITIES OF TEACHER

e lo Flexible ] 4 3 2 1 Inflextble
waee 2¢Emphatic 5 4 3 2 1 Disinterested
e 3JeResponsive 5 4 3 2 1  Aloof
- G.Alert 5 4 3 2 1  Apathetic
—— J.HBigh Expecta-
tion for childe § 4 3 2 1 Low expectation
ren, for chiidren
; —_ 6.Progressive 5 4 3 2 1 Tredittonal
wcmw 1sCommitted 5 4 3 2 1  Uncommitted
—— 8.Integrated 5 b 3 2 1 Imsture personality
personality
LITIES OF LES
? e lolmaginative S 4 3 2 1 Rou:ine
i s 2s0emonstrates 5 4 3 2 1 Limited knowledge
i knowledge of of subject
% subject
: o—me 3.Steady 5 4 3 2 1 Erstfe
c ——— &oDeCp 5 4 3 2 1 Superficial
i e I.0riginal 5 4 3 2 1 Sterotyped
E —— e ehilirn S 4 3 2 1 Dull for children
g wmew  1oInforma} 5 4 3 2 1 Formsl
% ——— SoCreative 5 4 3 2 1 Uncreative
E e JeClear S 4 3 2 1 Unclear
- 10.Syatemstic 5 4 3 2 1 Disorganized

Comments: (More space was allowed on original questionnaire)
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QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)

III, WHAT DO YOU DO HERE
DURING THE MORNING? (List order given, note effect)
(Probes: What else:

Do yon have reading?
Do you have arithmetic?
Library work?

Iv. WHAT DO YOU LIKE TO
DO BEST? WHAT NEXT
BEST?

V. DO YOU LIKE READING?

DIC YOU LIKs IT AS WELL
IN YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL?
DID YOU LIKE IT BETTER
THERE OR BETTER HERE?
HOW_COME?

RATING

L., €hild seems to like reading: 1 2 3 L 5
more same less
now now

QUESTION{S) RESPONSE(S)

(4)

o kX

VI. HOW ARE YOU DOING IN
READING NOW? (DOES IT
SEEM HARD?)

HOW DID YOU DO IN READ-
ING LAST YEAR IN YOUR
BEGULAR SCHOOL? (VWas it
harder or easier there?)
HOW COME)

RATING

5. In reading, child feels he is doing: 1 2 3 L 5
much much
better sane worse

%* %k %k X
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QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)
v—-——-—~;~—=—-—=———-————-—*§-—w—r—'-—
) Now RECEWING TNSTRUCTION )
2, ID YOU LIKE IT AS WELL
£ YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL?
D0 ¥YOU LIKE IT BETTER
HERE OR THERE? HCW COME?
TATING
*
*
6, CHild seems to like arithmetic: O 1 2 3 by 5 »
. u\?r?wnw more sane less *®(6)
now now *
QUESTION(S) RESPGNSE(S)
(AsK 0%7 IFCHILD IS
VII. 1OW ARE YOU DOING IN Now RECEIVING TNSTRUCTION)
ARITPBETIC MOW?(DOES
IT SEEN HARD?)
HOYW DID YOU DO 1IN
ARITHMETIC LAST YEAK
II; YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL?
(Yas it harder or easier
there? How come?)
RATING
*
+*
7. Cn arithnetic, child feels he *
is doing: O 1 2 3 b 5 *
WO much snne much * (7)
INSTPICTION 4t tery worse "
QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)
VIII. HOY IS THIS SCHOOL
DIFFERENT FRCM YOUR
CTHER SCHCOOL? (Hew is
1t 1ike your other
school? iIs the teacher
the same? or different?
How?
WHICH SCHOOL DO YCU LIKE
TEE BEST?
RATING .
&*
8. Child seems to 1ike this school: 1 2 3 47 5 : (8)
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QUESTION(S)

RESPONSE(S)

IX, IF YOU COULD CHOOSE A BOOK,
IS THERE ANY BOOK YOU WOULD
LIKE TO HAVE? (which book?)
What others?

PEOPLE READ BOOKS FOR DIFFERENT
REASONS, WHY WO.LD YOU READ A
BOOK?

WHAT ARE SOME REASONS PEOPLE
READ BOOKS?

IF YOU WANTED A BOOK WHERE
COULD YOU GET IT? (Probe: Where
else? If child mentions adult,
where would adult go to get it?)

Mention of library?

X, THERE ARE A LOT OF REASONS WHY
SOME CHILDREN DON'T LIKE TO GO
TO THE LIBRARY? WHAT ARE THEY?

DO YOU LIKE TO GO TO THE LIBRARY?
WHY OR WHY NOT? (Probe: Do you
know how to use the library?)

RATINGS

9. Extent of knowledge about library:

1 2 3 L 5

A very much some none

10, Extent of interest and attitude
toward library:

1 2 3 4L 5
Likes neutral Dislikes

11, Extent of knowledge about books:

1 2 3 L 5

very much some none

12. Extent of interest and attitude
toward bcoks:

1l 2 3 L 5
Likes neutral Dislikes

XI. HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT GOING BACK

TO YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL NEXT YEAR?
ARE YOU LOOKING FORWARD TO GOING
BACK? WHY IS THAT?

sk ok ok ok ook sk s sk sk e ok e ok ok ok ok oK

{(9)

(10)

(1)

(12)




B 12 Se

RATINGS

13. Attitude toward regular school: 1 2 3 L 5
positive negati

DR IR

(13)

14. Attitude toward returning in Fall: 1 2 3 L 5
Enthusiestic Apathetic

* &%

(1%)

QUESTIOK (S) ne. JONSE(S)

XIXI, HOW DO YOU THINK YOU WILL DO
IN YOUR SCHOOL WORK WHEN YOU
GO BACK TO YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL
IN THE FALL? BOW WILL YOU DO
IN READING? IN ARITHMETIC?

WHY IS THAY?

RATINGS

15. Achievement Expectancy in Readlng: 1l 2 3 b 5

%*
Very Very *(15)
High Low *

16. Achlevement Expectancy in Arithmetic: 1 2 3 4 [ »
Very Very #(16)
High Low *

XIII, ALL CHILDREN GO TO SCHOOL.
SOMETIMES THEY LIKE IT AND
SOMETIMES THEY DON'T. WOULD
YOU SAY THAT RIGHT NOW YOU
ARE WITH THOSE CHILDREN TAAT
LIKE IT OR THOSE WHO DON'T?

DO YOU USUALLY FEEL THAT WAY?

CHILDREN GO TO SCHOOL FOR
DIFFERENT REASONS? WHY DO YOU
GO TO SCHOOL?(WBY ELSE?)

WOULD YOU GO TO SCHOOL IF YOU
DIDN'T HAVE TO0?

RATINGS

L7. Attitude toward school: 2 2 3 4 5 »
positive negativel #(1i7)

XIV. DO YOU LIKE THIS SCHOOL?
WOULD YOU COME BACK NEXT
SUMMER?

IF YOU COULD CHANGE SOME=
THING ABOUT THIS SCHOOL
WHAT WOULD IT BE?
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QUESTIONfS) RESPONSEQSZ
(cont!')

= WHAT CHANGES WOULD YOU MAKE FOR
| NEXT SUMMER?

§ RATING

bd

K

" 3 é 18. Child's attitude toward summer school: 1 2 3 4 5
— positive negative

*

* (18)

UESTION(S RESPONSE(S)

g XV. DO YOU HAVE ANY IDEA WHAT

] YOU WANT TO BE OR DO WHEN

3 ‘ YOU GROW UP? WHAT IS IT?
(Probe: Anything else: If
not, JUST PICK SOMETHING
YOU MIGHT LIKE.)

PRV

WHY DO YOU WANT TO BE THAT?

i WHAT DO YOU HAVE TO DO SO
. YOU CAN REALLY GET TO BE
THAT?

WHAT ELSE?

WHAT DO YOU THINK YOU WILL
BE WHEN YOU GROW UP?

VLR AL Shen nbvembeaAt sy o

| (If different from what
; wants to be ask why the
{ two are different.)

i RATING

19. Level of Educational Aspiration: 1 2 3 4 5 3*
very aver- very #(19)
high age low 3*

——avassen 4 imme

© 20, Certainty of Achieving Aspiration: 1 2 3 L 5 *

very Very 3#(20)
sure Unsure 3*

END OF INTERVIEW: THANK CHILD AND RETURW HIM TO HIS CLASS.
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COMMENTS

21. To what extent do you feel the
summer experience has been valuable for

t}lis Child?........................... l 2 3 L" 5
Very Some No
. Valuable Value Value

Explain your answer to item 21 above., Indicate how and why or why not.

ANY OTHER COMMENTS:
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THE CITY COLLEGE

OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK

NEW YORK, N. Y. 10031 .
0ffice of Research and

Evaluation Services
THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 862-7002

July 3, 1967

Dear

I am writing at the suggestion of Dr. Max Meiselman to advise you that
the evaluation of the Summer School Programs for Elementary School

Pupils funded under the provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Educa- :
tion Act (Title I), will be carried out by the City College Office of :
Research and Evaluation Services. 3

We will, from time to time, be asking you and members of your staff to
express your attitudes, expectations and evaluations of the summer program
from interviews and through questionnaires. Your siatements will be held
in strictest confidence and to assure the anonymity of your opinions final
evaluations will be made only in terms of the group of principals as a
whole.

As a first step, we are asking you to please fill out both the "Registration
and Census Form" and the "Attitude Questionmaire” which are enclosed. Since
our final report to the Board of Education is due by the end of September,

we must set tight deadlines for the return of each of our instruments. There-
fore, we must ask your cooperation in returning the enclosed questicnnaires
by no later than July 15.

If you have questions about our study or any instruments please feel free
to call the Project Director, Mr. Norman Shapiro at 862-7002.

Wishing you a productive sumer I remain,

Sincerely yours,

770 vl 9 Fex

David J. Fox, Associate Professor
Director, Office of Research and
Evaluation Services

Noxman Shapiro
DAr: 31 Project Director
encl.
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils Summer-1967

Questionnaire to Principals

Name of school, Borough Date

Name _ __

-ty

Vhat did you do before becoming principal here?

At what school?

3
:
g
ﬁ
i
A
:
£
1
.
:
v
¢
3
3
d
1

Location of school

For how long

W e D

aat g

Please answer the following questions in terms of the Reading/Arithmetic program
only.

1, What are your major goals for this summer elementary school program?
(Use additional space on other side of page.)

TETAN e e EEETLN

ey T ey

2. Do you have any plans to involve or inform parents about the program?
(circle one)

a) Yes
b) No
¢) Not certain at this point.

SR AR AT
T S
- * >

AT ROV A TSR AR Y AT AN

If yes, how?

TeTH ramAPS RN TRRT ORT

When?

SRR T v e e

i o it .
S L e T T N T
. ,




N o
1 it

B 17 ES003/007

2.

3. The following are a list of problems which could occur this sumeir. To what
extent do you anticipate each will be a problem. Indicate your response by
circling either 1) no problem; 2) minor problem; 3) moderate problem; L) major
problem or O) not relevant.

No Minor Moderate Major  Not
_provlem problem problem _problem velevant.

a) Attendance 1 2 3 I 0
b) Attrition of students 1 2 A 0
¢) Attrition of staff 1 2 3 A 0
d) Sufficient supplies 1 2 3 L 0
e) Parental involvement and

participation 1 2 3 L 0
f) Student involvement and

participation 1 2 3 [ 0
g) Discipline 1 2 2 I 0
h) Behavior 1 2 3 L 0
i) Maintaining quality of program 1 2 3 L 0
j) Completion of desired material 1 2 3 L 0

k)

List below any other problems you
consider to be of possible importance:

2 3 L
2 3 L
2 3 b

— - @

How_much progress do you expect the average child to make in reading achievement
during the summer? (circle one)

a] None

b) 1-2 months

c¢) 3-4 months

d) 5-6 months

e) If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress expected
f) Not relevant for me

How much progress do you expect the average child to make in aritimetic this
summer? ?circle one)

a) None

b} 1~2 months
¢) 3-4 months
d) 5-6 months
e) If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress expected

f) Not relevant for me




6.

a)

b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

g)
h)

i)

3)

k)
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3.

The project proposal lists the following areas as possible objectives of the
summer program. Circle the approximate number of children you expect will

make noticeable prczress in these areas.
either 1) if you expect few or no ¢
given area; 2) if you expect some ch
progress; 3) if you expect about half of
progress; 4) if you expect most children (

hildr

Indicate your response by circling
en to make noticeable progress in any
ildren (about 25%) to male noticeable
the children to make noticesble
about 75%) to make noticeable

progress; 5) if you expect all children to make noticeable progress. Again,

0) if not relevant.

Few or
no
children
Iglish as a
second language 1
Art 1
Music 1
Science 1
Social Studies 1l
Emotional
development 1

Personality growth 1

Positive attitudes

towards cchool and
education 1l

Rise in children's
educational aspira-
tional level 1l

Rise in children's
expectation of success
in the next school
year

Improvement of children's
average daily attendance
in the next school

year 1

' List below any other areas

in which your children
could make noticcehle
progress:

— s -

F T

Some Most

children Half children

(asbout  of the (about A1l Not

25%) children _75%) children relevant _
2 3 L 5 0
2 3 L 5 0
2 3 L 5 0
2 3 I 5 0
2 3 4 5 0
2 3 5 0
2 3 L 5 0
2 3 L 5 0
2 3 L 5 0
2 3 I 5 0
2 3 4 5 0
2 3 L 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
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k.

At this poini, how do you feel about the value of the summer scheol program?

2) Enthusiastic
b) Positive, but not enthusiastic
c) Slightly positive
d) Slightly negative
e) Strongly negative
Why?

How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in academic
performance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders? (circle one)

a) Children who attend will not do as well as comparable non-attenders.
b) Children who attend will do as well as comparable non-attenders.
¢) Children who attend will do better than comparable non-attenders.

How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in gther
skill areas next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders? {circle one)

a) Children who sitend wiil not do as well as comparable non-attenders.
b) Children who attend will do as well as comparable non-attenders.
c¢) Children who attend will do better than comparable non-attenders.

How well do you think the shildren who attend this program will do in average
daily attendance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders? (circle one)

a) Children whe attend will not do as welil as comparable non-attenders.
b) Children who atiend will do as well as comparable non-attenders.
c¢) Children who attend vill do beissr than comparable non-attendere.

Compared with comparable non-atienders, de¢ you think the attitudes towards
school and education of the children who attend this program will be:
(circle one)

a) less positive than comparable non-atienders
b) the same as comparable non—attenders
c) more positive than comparable non-attenders

Compared with comparable non-attenders, do you think the educational aspira=-
tional Jevels of the children vho attend this program will be: (circle one)

a) lower than comparable non-attenders
b) the same as comparable non—attenders

c) higher than comparable non-attenders
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THE CITY COLLEGE

OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
NEW YORX, N. Y. 10031

THE SCiiOOL OF EDUCATION

0ffice of Research and
Evaluation Services
368-1101

August 9, 1967

Dear Principal:

Once again we must ask for your assistance in providing us with final
evaluative information regarding the SDES program, This information
is vital for the suceessful impiementation of future SDES programs.

Let us reassure you that your opinions will be kept sirictly con-
fidential. Because of the deadlines imposed upon us by the Board
of Education we would zp preciate receiving your completed question=
naire by no later than August 20.

The members of our research staff will be preparing summaries of

these data obtained from the one~hundred and twenty five principals.
If you would like a copy of this summary please print your name ad
mailing address below and enclose with your completed questionnaire.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

Pt /4%
Norman P. Shapiro
Project Director

AP Gn WD WD W G Ab W N - AP AR WRED W e - e Dy P D S G S G G GO G G A5 wF Hh Al wP G Tl G ab 9B WS A 0P

Name
Address




. Y

B 21 POST

THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Sunmer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils Summer-1967

Questionnaire to Principals

Name of School Borough Date -

flame -
PLEASE ANSVER QUESTIONS AS THEY RELATE TO THE READING AND ARITHMETIC PROGRAM ONLY-
CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE WHERE APPROPRIATE.

ORGANTZATION & ATTENDANCE

1. By what date was registration and class organization stabilized?
(N.B. Questions 2, 3, 4 may be answered in terms of approximate number of child-
ren. If approximate figures are not available, indicate this by writing "N.A.")

2. About how many children pre-registered for the reading/arithmetic program
at your school?

3. Of the children who pre-registered about how many are currently attending?

L. About how many children attended who did not pre-register?

STRENGTHS & WEAKNESSES

5. What, in your opinion, were the major strengths or effective aspects of the
summer school reading and arithmetic program?

6. What, in your opinion, were the major weaknesses or ineffective aspects of the
sumer school reading and arithmetic program?

7. What recormendations would you make for improved implementations of the
summer school reading and arithmetic next summer.
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STAFE

8. Indicate the approximate percentage of your teachers you feel are:

1. Superior %
2. hbove average %
3. Average 7
l,. Below average %
5. Unsatisfactory __ %

9. How frequently did time permit staff conferences to be conducted?

1. More than once a week
2. Once a week

3. Occasionally

L. Rarely

5., Not at all

10. In your opinion, how many of the teachers on youw staff are specialists in
the following areas:

Area Number

1. Both reading and math
2. Only reading
3. Only math

11. On the basis of your observations, how would you rate the quality of
jnstruction provided at your school?

1. Outstanding

2. Better than average

3. Average

l.. Below average

5. Extremeiy poor

6. No opportunity to observe

12. How would you compare the teachers you have this summer to those who teach
in your school during the regular school year?

1. Superior to regular teachers

2. About the same as regular teachers
3. Less able than regular teachers
L. Unable to ascertain
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13. How many teachers dropped out during the summer?

Why?

14. What recommendations regarding salary, recruitment, pre-service or in-service
training can you make to improve the summer staff for next year?

MATERTALS & FACILITIES

15. a). Do you feel that the materials available adequately met the needs of the
children?

1. Yes 2. No

b). If no, explain how materials were deficient and what you were able to
do about it?

16. a). Were you permitted to make use of all the materials and facilities at the
school?

1. Yes 2. No

b). Ifn hich materials or facilities were you unable to use and why were
" you gﬁagle to use them? (if necessary, usg reverse side of this s eet.s

3

17. The project proposal lists the following areas as possible objectives of
the summer program. Circle the approximate number of children you believe
have made noticeable progress. Indicate your response by circling either:
1) if you think few or no children made noticeable progress in any given
area; 2) if you think some children made noticeable progress (about 25%);

3) 1if you think about half of the children made noticeable progress;
4) 1if you think most children (about 75%) made noticeable progress; 5) if
you think all children made noticeable progress. Again, 0) if not relevant.
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Few or Some Half Most All Not
no children of the children child- rel- ]
children (about 25%) children {about ren evant 3
15%)
a) English as a 1 2 3 4 5 0 ;
second language
b) Art 1 2 4 5 0 3
¢) Music 1 2 3 A 5 0
d) Science 1 2 3 4 5 0 ?
e) Social Studies 1 2 3 4 5 0
f) Emotional 1 2 3 4 5 0 :
development 3
g) Personal growth 1 2 3 4 5 0 ‘
h) Positive attitudes 1 2 3 4 5 0
towards school and
education
i) Rise in children's 1 2 3 4 5 0
educational aspira-
tional level
j) Rise in children's
expectation of success 1 2 3 4 5 0
in the next school
year
k) Improvement of children's
average daily attendence 1} 2 3 4 5 0

in the next echool year

1) List below any other areas
in which your children could
have made noticeable progress:

2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5

STUDENT

18. How much progﬁess do you think the agerage child made in reading achieve-

ment during the sumer? (circle one

a) None

b) 1-2 months
¢) 3-4 months
d) 5-6 months
e; 1f more than é months, indicate approximate progress made
f) Not relevant for me
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19. How much progress do you think the average child made in arithmetic this
summer? (circle one)

; a) None

X b) 1-2 months

4 ¢) 3-L months

d) 5-6 months

] e) If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress made o

E 3 f) Not relevant for me

20. The following are a list of problems which might have occured this summer.
; To what extent do you feel they did occur? Indicate your response by cir-
4 cling either: 1) no problem; 2) minor problem; 3) moderate problem; 4) mejor
: problem; or 0) not relevant.

No Minor Moderate Major Not
problem problem problem problem 1elevant
: a) Attendence 1 2 3 A 0
f b) Attrition of students 1 2 3 4 0
: c) Attrition of staff 1 2 3 4 0
3 d) Sufficient supplies 1 2 3 A 0
- i e) Parental involvement and 1 2 3 4 0
: participation
E Z . f) Student involvement and 1 2 3 4 0
r participation
A ? g) Discipline 1 2 3 4 0o
' h) Behavior 1 2 3 & 0
] ¥ i) Maintaining quality of program 1 2 3 4 0
j) Completion of desired material 1 2 3 4 0
k) Sufficient time for teacher 1 2 3 4 0
orientation
1) Sufficient time for organizing
the program 1 2 3 4 0

List below any other problems you
consider to be of possible importance:
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21. In what ways has the shortening of vcur working day affected your effective-
ness?

5 PROCRESS & INVOLVEMENT

22..Will progress reports on the children be sent to their parents?
1. Yes 2. No

23. Will progress reports on the children be sent to the home school?

1. Yes 2. No

2h. About how many parents served in the following capacities at your school?

4 # Parents Major Responsibilities

A. School Aides
B. Lunch Aides
, C. Volunteers

3 D. Other

25, Now that the summer session terminating, how do you feel about the value
of the summer school program? (circle one)

a) Enthusiastic

b) Positive, but not enthusiastic
c) Slightly positive

d) Slightly negative

e) Strongly negative

Why ?
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26, List below are several of the components in the 1967 Summer Day Elementary
School Program. For each of the five criteria listed on the left, please
indicate your evaluation of each component which you had in your school.
Please circle the number which best reflects your opinion of that component.

CRMD |ENRICHMENT {NON-ENGLISH| GIFTED { ED. AIDES
1. Effectivepess of
Curriculum
Outstanding 1 1 1 1 —
Above average 2 2 2 2
Average 3 3 3 3 —
Below average 4 4 4 4 -_-
Very poor 5 5 5 5 —
Doesn't apply ! -
in my school 6 6 6 6
2. Effectiveness of
Staff
Outstanding 1 1 1 1 1
Above average 2 2 2 2 2
Average 3 3 3 3 3
Below average 4 A 4 4 4
Very poor 5 5 5 5 5
Doesn't apply
in my school 6 6 6 6 6
3. Selection of
Participants
Very well selected 1 1 1 1 1
Well selected 2 2 2 2 2
Average selection 3 3 3 3 3
Poorly selected 4 4 . 4 4 4
Very poorly selected 5 5 B 5 5 5
2
L. Yalue of component in |4 4
summer session V!
Very valuable 1 1 H 1 1 1
Valuable 2 2 4 2 2 2
Of unlimited value 3 3 ; 3 3 3
Of no value L L , L L 4
Doesn't apply in
my school 5 5 5 5 >
5. Would you suggest
this component be
included next year?
Yes, as it is 1 1 1 1 1
Yes, with modification# 2 2 2 2 2
No 3 3 3 3 3

If with modificatinns, or'neo plabhe< =xplain:

(if nerereeury, use reverse side of
this sheet) ’
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THE CITY COLLEGE

OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10031

THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

Office of Research and
BEvaluation Services
862-7002

July 6, 1967

Dear Teacher:

The evaluation of the Summer School Programs for Elementary School Pupils
funded under the provisions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Aet
(Title I) will be carried out by The City College Office of Research and
Evaluation Services.

Our evaluation of the summer program will corsist both of data obtained from
the children, and information from teachers and adminisirators directly in-
volved in the program.

We will, from time to time, be asking you to express your attitudes, expecta-
tions and evaluations of the summer program. Your statements will be held in
strictest confidence and to assure the anonymity of your oupinions, final
evaluations will be made only in terms of the group of teachers as a whole.
Moreover, in our reports no findings will be identified with a specific school.

As a first step we are enclosing a "Teacher Nuestiomnaire" which we would like
you to complete. Since our final report to the Board of Education is due by
the end of September, we must set tight deadlines for the return of each of
our instruments. Therefore, we ask your cooperation in returning the enclosed
questionnaire no later than July 20. A stamped, self addressed envelope is
enclosed for your convenience.

If you have any questions about our study or any instruments, please feel free
to call the Project Director, Mr. Norman Shapiro at 862-7002.

Wishing you a productive summer, I remain

Sincerely yours,

le 5%
Dav1d J. Fox, Associate Professor

Director, Office of Research and
BEvaluation Services
DJF: jL Norman Shapiro
encl, Project Director




B 29

ESO07

THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research end Evaluation Services

Sumaer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils-Summer 1967

Teacher Ouestionnaire

Name of School Borough Date

Teacher'!s name

What subject(s) and grade(s) are you teaching in this program?

What subject(s) and grade(s) did you teach before this program?

For how long?

Have you taught children from similiar backgrounds before? Yes No (circle one)
If yes, where?

For how long?

Did you attend any training or orientation program for this project? Yes No

In what area(s) and grade(s) do you have your license(s)?
Please answer the following questions in terms of the subject(s) you are teaching.

1. What are your major goals for this summer elementary school program?
(Use additional space on other side of page)

2. Do you have any plans to involve or inform parents about the program?
(circle one)

a) Yes
b) No
¢) Not certain at this point

If yes, how?

When?
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2.

3. The following are a list of problems which could occur this summer. To what
extent do you anticipate each will be a problem. Indicate your response by
circling either 1) no problem; 2) minor problem; 3) moderate problem; 4) major
problem or 0) not relevant.

No Minor Moderate Major Not
problem _problem prchlem _ sroblem relevant
a) Attendance 1 2 3 L 0
b) Attrition of students 1 2 3 L 0
¢) Attrition of staff 1 2 3 L 0
d) Sufficient supplies 1 2 3 L 0
e) Farental involvement and
particigation 1 2 3 I 0
£} Student involvement and
participation 1 2 3 L 0
g) Discipline 1 2 3 L 0
h) Behavior 1 2 3 L 0
i) Maintaining quality of program 1 2 3 L 0
j) Completion of desired material 1 2 3 L 0
k) List below any other problems you
consider to be of possible importance:
2 3 L
- 2 3 L
—_——— 2 3 L

L. How much progress do you expect the average child to make in reading achievement
during the summer? (circle one)

a) Lone

b) 2.-2 months
¢/} 3=l months
d) 5-6 months
e} If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress expected
f) Not relevant for me

5. How much progress do ycu expect the average child to make in arithmetic this
sumaer? (circle one

None

1-2 months

3~l, months

5-6 months

If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress expected

f) Not relevant for me

O Q0T
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3.

6. The project proposal lists the following areas as possible objectives of the
summer program. Circle the appruximate number of children you expect will
make noticeable progress in these areas. Indicate your response by circling
either 1) if you expect few or no children o make noticeabie progress in any
given area; 2) if you expect some children (about 25%) to make noticeable
progress; 3) if you expect about half of the children to make noticeable
progress; 4) if you expect most children (about 75%) to make noticesble
progress; 5) if you expect all children to make noticeable progross. Again,
0) if not relevant.

Some Most
Few or children Half children
no (about  of the (about ANl Not

children 25%) children _ 75%) children relevant

a) Pnglish as a

second language 1 2 3 L 5 0
b) Art 1 2 3 L 5 0
c) Music 1 2 3 L 5 0
d) Science 1 2 3 L 5 0
e) Social Studies 1 2 3 L 5 0
f) Fmotional

development 1 2 3 5 0
g) Personality growth 1 2 3 L 5 0
h) Positive attitudes

towards school and

education 1 2 3 L 5 0
i) Rise in children's

educational aspira-

tional level 1 2 3 L b 0

j) Rise in children's
expectation of success
in the next schocl
year 1l 2 3 A 5 0

k) Improvement of children's
average daily attendance
in the next school

year 1 2 3 L 5 0

1) List below any other areas
in which your children
could make noticeable

progress:
———— 2 3 L 5
- - 2 3 4 5
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h.
7. At this peint, how do you feel about the velue of the summer school program?

a) Enthusiastic *
b) Positive, but not enthusiastic
c) Slightly positive
d) Slightly negative
e) Strongly negative
Why?

8. How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in academic
performance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders? (circle one)

a) Children who attend will not do as well as comparable non~attenders.
b) Children who attend will do as well as comparable non-attenders.
¢) Children who attend will do better than comparable non-attenders.

9. How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in other
skill areas next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders? (circle one)

a) Children who attend will not do as well as comparable non-attenders.
b) Children whe attend will do as well as comparable non-attenders.
¢) Children who attend will do better than comparable non-attenders.

10. How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in average
daily attendance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders? (circle one)

a) Children who attend will .iot do as well as comparable non-attenders.
b) Children who attend will do as well as comparable non-attenders.
¢) Children who attend will do better than comparable ron-attenders.

11. Compared with comparable non-attendert » do you think the attitudes towards
schopl And education of the children who attend this program will be:
(circle oi.2)

a) less positive than comparable non-attenders
b) the same as comparable non-attenders

¢) more pesitive than comparable non-attenders

12. Compar<a with comparable non-attenders, do you think the educational aspira-
tional levels of the children who attend this program will be: (circle one)

a) lower than comparable non~attenders
b) the same as comparable non-attenders

c¢) higher than comparable non-attenders
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13. Indicate the general level at which you consider your class to be at this time
in each of tne following areas. Circle 1 if you consider your class to be
below average for their age and grade; 2 if you consider your class to be
average for their age and grade or 3 if you consider your class to be above
average for their age and grade.

Below Above
Average _ _Average ___ Average
a) Educational Aspirations 1 2 3

: b) Positive attitudes towards

3 school and education 1 2 3

1 c) Degree of expectation of
' success in school 1 2 3
| d) Degree of motivation
| towards learning 1 2 3

e) Level of interest in school
work 1l 2 3

HEE S T TR TR ML M AR e

1
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Some Most
Few or children Half children
5, continued no (about of the (About A1l Not
children 25%) children 75%) children Relevant
g) Personality
growth 1 2 3 L 5 0
h) Positive atti-
tudes towards
school and
education 1 2 3 L 5 0
i) Rise in child-
rents educational
aspiration level 1 2 3 L 5 0
j) Rise in child-
ren's expecta-
tion of success
in the next
school year 1 2 3 L 5 0
k) Improvement of
children's aver-
age daily attend-
ance in the next
school year 1 2 3 L s 0
1) List below any other
areas in which your
children made notice-
able progress:
2 3 L 5
- 2 3 5
2 3 L 5

6. How do you feel about the value of the summer school program?
a) Enthusiastic
b) Positive, but not enthusiastic
c) Slightly positive
d) Slighily negative
e) Strongly negative

Why?

7. How we}l do you think the children who attended this program will do in
academic performance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders?
(Circle one)

a) Children who attended will not do as well as comparable
non-attenders,

b) Children who attended will do as well as comparable non-
attenders.

¢) Children who attended will do better than comparable non-
attenders.
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THE CITY COLLEGE

OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10031

THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

Office of Research and
Evaluation Services
368-1101

August 8, 1967

Dear Teacher,

Thank you for your prompt return of the last questionnaire we sent you.
The high rate of response was indeed impressive.

Once again we must ask for your assistance in providing us with final
evaluvative information regarding the SDES program., This information is
vital for the successful implementation of any future SDES programs.

Let us reassure you that your opinions will be kept strictly confidential,
Because of the deadlines imposed upon us by the Board of Education we
would appreciate receiving your completed questicnnaires no later than
August 20,

The members of our research staff-will be preparing summaries of the
data obtained from teachers in the Reading and Arithmetic program.
If you would like a copy of this summary please print your name and
address below and enclose it with your completed questionnaire.

Thanking you far your assistance, I remain
Very truly yours,
/ ~
il / :
orman P. S piroW

Project Director

- o - P <D A 0o S o @0 0o - oo = - s ad e my ™ - > - e ® a9 oy

Name

Address.

R&A
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ES007/PCST

THE CITY COILEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer School Program for
Elemenitary School Pupils-Summer 1967

Teacher Questionnaire

Name of School Borough Date.

Teacher?s name Grade teaching

Ple ase answer the following questions in terms of the subject(s) you are
teaching,

1. Did you involve or inform parents about the program?
(eircle one)
a. Yes
be No
I yes, how?

When?
2, The following are a 1ist of protiems which might have occured this
summer. To that exten’ did they preseat problems? Indicate your

response by circling either 1) no proslem; 2) minor problem 3) mode
erate problem; l)) major prodiem or o) not relevab,

No Mipor lModerate Major Not

Problem  Problem  Problem Problem  Relevant
a) Attendance 1 2 3 L 0
b) Attrition of students 1 2 3 N 0
¢) Attrition of staff i 2 3 b 0
d) Sufficient supplies 1 2 3 N 0
e) Parental involverent 1 2 3 N 0
and participation
f) Student involvement 1 2 3 ks 0
and participation
g) Discipline 1 2 3 4 0
h) Behavior 1 2 3 L 0
i) Maintai ning quality 1 2 3 N 0
of program
j) Completion of desired 1 2 3 L 0
material




B 37

2. continued

k) List below any other problenms
You encountered:

2 3
2 3
2 3

3. How much progress do you think that the average child made in reading
achievement during the summer? (circle one)
a) None
b) 1~2 months
¢) 3-4 months
d) 5-6 months

e) If more than 6 months, indicate approximate
£) Not relevant for me ’ PP progress achieved

k. How much progress do you think that the average child made in arithmetic
this summer? (circle one)
a) None
b) 1-2 months
¢) 3-4 months
d) 5-6 months : _
e) If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress achieved
£) N ot relevant for me

5, The oroject proposal list the following areas as possible objectives of
the summer program. Circle the approximate number of children who made
noticeable progress in these areas, Indicate your response by circling
either 1) if few or no children made noticeable progress in any given
area; 2) if some children (about 25%) made noticeable progress; 3) if
ebout half of the children made noticeable progress; L) if most children
(about 75%) made noticeable progress; 5) if all children made noticeable
progress, Azain, 0) if not relevant.

Sone Most
Few or children.. Half -"children
no (about of the (About A1l Not

children 25%) children 75%) children relevant

a) English as a

second language 1 2 3 L 5 0
b) Art 1 2 3 4 5 0
¢c) Music ' 1 2 3 4 5 o
d) Science - 1 2 3 L 5 0
e) Social Studies 1 9 3 Iy S 0

£) Emotional
development 1 2 3 4 5 0
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Some Most
Few or children Half children
5. continued no (about of the (About A1l Not
children 25%) children 75%) children Relevant

g) Personality
growth 1 2 3 L 5 0

h) Positive atti-
tudes towards

school and
education 1 2 3 L 5 (o]

i) Rise in child- ;
rents educational ;
aspiration level 1 2 3 b 5 0 3

J) Rise in child- 2
ren's expecta- 3
tion of success ) ‘ :
in the next ' ;
school year 1 2 3 L s 0 3

k) -Improvement of
children's aver-
age daily attend-
ance in the next
school year 1l 2 3 L 5 0 é

1) List below any other §
areas in which your ;
children made notice-
able progress:

2 3 5
2 3
] 2 3 5
6. How do you feel about the value of the summer school program?
a) Enthusiastic
b) Positive, but not enthusiastic

¢) Slightly positive

d) Slightly negative

e) Strongly negative
b ?

7. How well do you think the children who attended this program will do in
academic performance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders?
(Circle one)

a) Children who attended will not do as well as comparable
non-attenders,

b) Children who attended will do as well as comparable non-
attenders.

¢) Children who attended will do better than comparable non-
attenders.
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8. How well do you think the children who attended this program will do
in other skill areas next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders?

(circle one)
a) Children who attended will not do as well as comparable non-

attenders,

b) Children who attended will do as well as comparable non=-
attenders.

c¢) Children who attended will do better than comparable non-
attenders.

9, How well do you think the children who attended this program will do
in average daily attendance next Fall compared to comparable non-
attenders? (circle one).
a) Children who attended will not do as well as comparable non-
attenders, ‘
b) Children who attended will do as well as comparable non-attenderss
c) Children who attended will do better than comparable non-
attenders. t

10, Compared with comparable non-attenders, do you think the attitudes towards
school and education of the chiliéren who attended this program are:
(circle one)

a)} Less positive than comparable non-attenders.
b) The same as comparable non-attenders,
c) Hore positive than comparable mon-attenders

11, Compared with comparable non-attenders, do you thimk the educational
aspirational levels of the childrep-uifo attended this program are:
(circle one) .

a) Lower than comparable non-attenders
b) The same as comparable non-attenders
c) Higher than comparable non-attenders

12, Indicate the general level at which you consider your class to be at
this time in each of the following areas. - Circle 1 if you consider
your class to be below average for their age and grade; 2 if you
consider your class to be average for their age and grade or 3 if you
consider your class to be above average for their age and grade.

Below Above
Average Average Average
a) Educational Aspirations 1 2 3
b) Positdve attitudes towards
school and education 1 2 3
c) Degree of expectation of
success in schocl 1 2 3
d) Degree of motivation
towards learning 1 2 3

e) Level of interest in
school work 1l 2 3
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13, Please make any additional comments or recommendations relative to the
summer school library program that you feel are relevant.

1, What do you feel are the strengths of the summer school program? (if
additional space is necessary for questions 1,15 ard 16 please use

the back of this sheet)

-
b~

Sty

iy

¥
Cowd i

nesses of the swmmer school program?

eak

15, What do you feel are the w

e

= o B R AT AINET P

16. What are your suggestions regarding the structure of the summer school
program for the future and how can it be improved?
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' THE CITY COLLEGE
OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10031

THE SCHOOL OF EPUCATION

Office of Research and
Evalqation Services
368-1101

Y w2

August 9, 1967

oy YRR w

B2 el
L S 4

Dear Teacher:

The evaluation of the Summer School Programs for Elementary School
Pupils is being carried out by the City College Office of Research
and Evaluation Services.

p: .
i
3
&

U N 8

Our evaluation of the summer program consists both of data obtained
from the children as well as inforwation from teachers and adminis-
trators directly involved in the prograin.

We are asking all the teachers involved i» this program to complete
the enclosed "Teacher Questionnaire!, Your statemenis will be held
in strictest confidence and to ass.re ancnymity of your opinions,
final evaluaticns will be msde only in terms of the group of teachers
as a whole, HMoreover, in our reports no findings will be identified
with a specific school,

We are asking your cooperation in returning the questionmaire no later

= than August 22. Since our final report to the Board of Bducation is
due by the end of September, we must set tight deadlines for the re-
turn of each of our instruments.

If You have any questions concerning our study or instruments, please
feel free veo eall the Project Director, Mr. Norman Shapiro at 368-1101.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

//)/f}%{én / , AT
Norman P. Shapiro

- . S W Gy > P s R S PP P W P WD e S T B e WP D O W D mh D AP W T WS S S N SR ABF M L P P T G e T S e T . W e e A P S S G D G S S D GO T e D o €

P.S. If you are interested in obtaining a copy of our summary of
the way in which tbe teachers as a group, responded to this
questionnaire, please fill out your rame end mailing address
below, detach, and return with the completed questionnaire.

Name
Address

NSTQ
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation

Summer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils Summer 1967

Teacher Questionnaire

Name of School Borough Date

Teacher?!s name Grade teaching

Please answer the following questions in terms of the subject(s) you are
teaching.

1. About what percent of the average school day was devoted to instruction
in Reading and Language Arts %

2, About what percent of the average school day was devoted to instruction
in Mathematics

3+ Please indicate other activities or instruction and the approximate
percent of the school day devotad to each.

Other
1. &
24 &
3. %
I &

lis Do you feel that the library program was:
a) Extremely effective
b) Effective
c) Moderately effective
d) Slightly ineffective
e) Very ineffective

Why?

t. Please make sny additional comments or recommendations relat ive to the
summer school library program that you feel are relevant,
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o 6, What do you feel are the strengths of the summer school program?
(If additional space is necessary for questions 6,7 and 8 please
‘ use the batk of this sheet)

7. What do you feel are thz weaxnssse. of the swmmer school program?

8. What are your suggestions regardin. the structure of the summer school
program for the future and how can it be improved?
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FORM A

THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer School ’rogram for
Elementary School Pupils~Summer 1967

Teacher Questionnaire
Gifted Component

Name of School Borough Date

Teacher's name

What subject(s) and grade{s) are you teaching in this program?

What subject(s) and grade(s) did you teach before this program?

For how long?

Have you taught children from similar backgrounds before? Yes No (circle one)

If Yes, for how lonz?

Have you taught gifted classes before? Yes No (circle one)
If Yes, for how long?

Did you attend any training or orientation program for this project? Yes No -

In what area(s) and grade(s) do you have your license(s)?

Please answer the following questions in terms of the subject(s) you are
teaching,

1l How long was your departmental period?

1b, How would you rate the length of this period? (circle one)
1. Period was too long
2. Period was appropriate in length
3. Period was too short

If you circled 1. or 3. please explain:
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2,

2. In terms of children you have previously taught, how well do you think

this summer's children performed in the classroom?

1. Children in the summer program did not perform as well as children
I have previously taught.

2. Children in the summer vprogram performed as well as children I
3 have previously taught.
- 3. Children in the summer program performed betier than children 1
3 have previously taught.

E li. Unable to ascertain performance of children this summer.

3 5. Not applicable to me.

3, Approximately how many children in all of your summer classes either have
been, are presently enrolled or will be entering gifted classes in the Fall?
1. About 25%
2. About 50%
3. About 75%
L. A1l the children
5. Unable to ascertain

] i What proportion of the children in your present classes, who are currently
z not in a gifted class in their regular school would you recommend for the
3 gifted class in the Fall?
e 4 1. Few or no children
3 2. Some children (about 25%)
. 3. Half of the children
li. Most of the children (about 75%)
S. A1l of the children
O. Not relevant to me

g, Will any evaluation or other information on the children in your class be
sent to their regular school?
1, Yes
" 3 20 NO
2 If yes, informtion of what kind?

6, Will any evaluation or other information on each child be sent to his
parents?
1, Yes
2. No
If yes, information of what kind?
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7. How much progress do you think the average child made in reading
achievement during the summer? (circle one)
e None
b, 1-2 months
¢. 3«4 months
: d, 5-6 months
: e. If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress made
- £. Not relevant for me

3 8, How much progress do you think the average child made in arithmetic this
: summer? (circle one)

a. Nons

; b. 1-2 months

3 c. 3-li months

d. 5-6 months

e. If more than 6 months, indicate approximate progress made

f. Not relevant for me .

9. How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in
academic performance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders?

(circle one)

a. Children who attend will not do as well as comparable non-attenders.

b. Children who attend will do as well as comparable non-attenders,

c. Children who attend will do better than comparable non-attenders.

10. What were your major goals for this summer school program?

11. To what extent do you feel you have accomplished these goals? (circle ome)
1, Completely accomplished my goals.
2. Somewhat accomplished my goals.
3. Have not accomplished my goals.
. Unable to assess accomplishment of my goals.

AR PR ANENA AT kY

12. Which of your goals were you unable to accomplish? Why? (Please explain)
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13, What were the major strengths of the program?

1k, What were the major weaknesses of the program ?

15, What suggestions do you have far the program next summer?

16, How do you feel about the value of the summer school program?
1. Enthusiastic
2. Positive, but not enthusiastic
3. Slightly positive
L. Slightly negative
5. Strongly negative
Why?

L.
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_FORM B

THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Reseurch and Evaluation Services

Summer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils-Summer 1967

Teacher Questionnaire
Gifted Component

Name of School Borough Date

Teacher!s name

What subject(s) and grade(s) are you teaching in this program?

What subject(s) and grade(s) did you teach before this program?

For how long?

Have you taught children from similar backgrounds before? Yes No (circle one)

If Yes, for how lcnz?

Have you taught gifted classes before? Yes No (circle one)
If Yes, for how long?

Did you attend any training or orientation program for this project? Yes No

In what area(s) and grade(s) do you have your license(s)?

Please answer the following questicns in terms of the subject(s) you are
teaching,

1 How long was your departmental period?

1b, How would you rate the length of this period? (circle one)
1, Period was too long
2., Period was appropriate in length
3. Period was too short

If you circled 1. or 3. please explain:
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2a, How would you describe the general nature of your lessons?

1., Predominately review of material previously covered during the
regular school year.

2, Partial review of previously covered material and partial in-
clusion of new material.

3, Predominately instruction of new material not yet covered
during regular school year.

4. Other: Please Indicate.

sh. If new material was covered, do you think that some (or all) of this
material will be covered in the children's classes during the coming
school year? (circle one)
1. No
2. Yes
3. Maybe
i, Dontt know

3. Were you given a curriculum guide to follow for the summer? (circle one)
1. Mo
2. Yes
Hame of gzuide
Was this cumpiled specifically for use in this program?
{(circle one) Yes No

L. In what way wers the children provided with experiences they had not
encountered prior to the program?
Please explain:

5, Did you have special materials supplied by the school in your subject
area? {(circle one)
1. No
2. fes

If Yes, what were these materials?

6. Did you have an educational aide? Yes No (circle one)
If yes, what were hiz duties?

7. How effectively did he perform his duties?
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8. Were specialists invited to talk to your classes?
1, Yes

2, No
If Yes, in which areas? 3

How frequently?

o How many trips did your class make? :

Which of the following places were visited?
No. of times

0y

<{
7
e
ct
@®
o7

PLACE

1. Science Museum

2. Art Museum
3, Historical Museum

L. ZoO

oy Vi
o }.rb Feget o,

5. Music Events

(S

Y
b

6. Theatrical Events

o ‘;_:‘a_.,«\,l""‘,.f e

7. Community/Neighborhood
Agencies ( eg.Fire Station;
Police Staticnj Bakery, Library)

PRY FatA

8. Industrial Areas

9. List any other areas:

IR

10s, How would you describe the intellectual ability of your class? i
(Please explain) E
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1}, The project proposal lists the following areas as possible objectives of
the summer program. Circle the approximate number of children you think
made noticeable progress in these areas. Indicate your response by
circling either 1) if you think some children (about 25%) made notice-
able progress; 2) if you think about half of the children made notice-
able progress; 3) if you think most children (about 75%) made notice-
able progress; L) if you think all children mads noticeable progress.
Again, 0) if not relevant.

Some Half Most
1 children of the children AL Net
s~ (about children (about children relevant
25%) 75%)
A) Language Arts 1 2 3 I 0
B) Arithmetic 1 2 3 L 0
1 C) Art 1 2 3 kL 0
” D) Music 1 2 3 L4 0
; E) Science 1 2 3 L o]
3 F) Social Studies 1 2 3 L 0
: G) Emotional development 1l 2 3 L o]
< H) Personality growth 1 2 3 b 0
I) Positive attitudes towards 1 2 3 L 0
B school and education
3 J) Rise in children's educational 1 " 3 h 0
e aspirational level
3 K) Rise in childref's expectation 1 2 3 4 0
of success in the next school
year
L) Improvement of children's 1 2 3 L 0
average daily attendance
in the next school year
. M) Improvement of child's self- 1 3 4 0
image
N) Stimulation of new interests 1 3 k 0
; in children
0) Rise in amount of motivation 1 2 3 k 0
5 and effort towards school work
] ?) Broadening of children's 1 2 3 4 0
' horizons and experiences
Q) Personal woerk and study habits 1 2 3 b 0
E R) List below any other areas
in which your children made
noticeable progress:
l 2 3
3 1 2 3 4
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THE CITY COLLTGE 4
Office of Rescersh and Evaiuation Services 3
Summer School Prograw for "
Blemer tary Schoul Pupils-lurmmer 1867 .
3
UMIVIDYAL LESSON ODSERVATION REPORT B
CIFTED COMPGITIaD =
School Borough Ciass Crade Date
Teachor's Kame Sex; Svoroximste Age{Circle) 20-29; g
30~29; 3
40“69; .
50+
Observer's Heme Longth of Chnervation A
Approxivate nunbder of childrer in clescs b
2
If this 4s a Joint cbscrvetion, nheck here, s ST vegerd nome of the other ;
odhaerver « Join: observations shuuld de veported by ezch g
obsezver witioue consulfation, E
1. Content of lessom observed:
1. Rezding
2. Spelling 3
3. Acithoetie 3
L. Science E
5. forzial Studies 2
b« Husic ov Art A

7. Other

2. Bid you cee the entire lascor

l. Yes -
2. Vo, I misced the bdeginaing ;
3. o, I missaed the end E
3. Bou typical uwo vou think this lesson was of norms! funetiocaing in this ,
cla.;.vzoofn? o
1. Completely typical
2. tessonable npo*'o"'ims ien g
3. Lese then reasonable spprowimaticn. Why? }
&, Who tauwsht this lesson? 4
il. Kogular classroom teacher :
2. Substitute teacher _ -
3. "Cluster”tescher ,
4. Specinl staff, Indicate wad: - g

5, Moze thon one member of the staff, Indiszte whed

3
st k:

e
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5. Yhat amount of planning and organization was evident in this lesson?
. Lesson was exceptionally well ozganized and planned

Lesson was orgonized end showed evideace cof planning

Lesson showed come sizns of previous teacher preparation
Legsen showed few or uo signs of organization or planning

& ro e
o o

6. Iow wvould you rate the stiractiveness of the clessrocm?
1. Zultrenely sttractive
2. Tairly attractive
3. 0f average sttractivaness
5, Less than average atirxactiveness
5. Unettrcctive .

7. Tow would you characterize :he teacher®s ievel of creativity and imagination
evidenced fn this lesson?
1. Sxtzomely ereative
2, tioderately creative
3. fiverage
&, Somewhat stereotypad
e

by

5. Very uacreative 2na stereotyped

3, If you watgd the lesson as "moderstely” or "exatremely creativa" please explain
the baols fosithe rating

8, To what cxient was the groun ‘e crestive thinking stimulated?
1. Very mech
2. Sowmswnot
3. Yery little
&4, Not at sll

10. To what extent, and how eficetlvely, were teaching aids utilized?
1. Wide variety used creatively and effectively
2, Wide varioty used but rot perticulariy clifectively
3. Some used creatively and effestively
4, Some used bdut not particluacly offectively

h

5. Littie or no use of teaching aids

11, To what exteat did this lesson lay 2 f£oundaticn for future lessons?
i. Considerasble possibliiity for continuity
2. Some opportunity for cenlinuity
3. Zittle or no possidility for continuity

12. 7o wirat extent did this lesson lay 2 Zoundation for irdependent woxk and
thinking?
1. Considersble posscidvilipy for independent work
2. Scme possidility for indenendent worl
3. Little or no posgibility for independent work

13. FEow would you rate the lesson you have just scen, considering the guality
of instxuection?

1. Ouestanding

2. Better then average

3. Average

4. Belaw average
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14, Vhat use of the child's backzround znd enperience was cvident in this lescon?
1. Consistent cpporiunltiss for child 2o xrelae lessen to his oun
exparisace andf/or dring experienzes o lesson
54

2. Soume opportunity for caild to relete lesson to his experience ond use
experience in lescon
3

. Lesson was vewote f£uom child's experience
4, Question not opplicabla., Emplain:

3 15. How would you rate the lesson you have just geen judging from the children's
: interest and enthusiasm?
1. Outstanding
) 2. Better than averege
28 3. Average
L &. Gelow average
.3 5. Extremely poor

3 16. To whot extent did the closs seem interested egnd follow the lesson?
E 1. Lvory or almost every child

3 2. lioze then half the class

5 3, About half the elass

1 4, Less than half theclass

3 5. Tew children

17. To whot cxtent 3id the losson

ftse .cit spontanecus guestions?
1, Yery frequent eliciiation of
e

[}

3, Only scecassionally clic
4, Rarely elicited questia
5. o zcagon for lesson to clicit zpontancouss questions:

>
3
[ |

18. In gzeeeral, vhen the teacher zsked ¢ question, how many hoads sere ralsed?
1. Alpoct 21l hauds were zaloed

2. Magt hands vezxe raiged

3, Some handz were zaliused

4, Tew or no hends were zaised
Y. Vot adle ¢o ohsesve

19. L!d you observe any inetructicrol fnnovations?
1. . No.
Yes. :Please explain,

). Bssed upon the re-ponses of the chlldren, to wiat extent do you think this
lesson was appropriate in texns of the range of pupll abllitiess

1. Yecy appropriate

2, Somgwhat appropriate

3. Inappropricte
Exploin why:

21, VWhat differcnces did you notice between the classes you ovserved last week in the
Reading and Avithmetic Pregran and this class? {Base your answer on qualities of the

lesson, teacher and ehildren.ise Nhor Side nt cuge IS _Kecessar Y

h ot b - .1




B 57

22, Rate the characteristics ot b
the five point continuvua given be

e cxerenes of the characteoristy
degraen of that btenavior., IS ¢

Y

check the coluxn to the lest, I3

uD QUALETIES OF TRACHER

W]

3 —— 1o Fleuible 5 4 3 2 1 Inflexible
3 —— 2o Pophotic 5 4 3 2 b4 Disinterested
. 3. Responsive 5 4 3 2 1 Aloof
emeece 4o Alezt 5 h 3 2 1 Apnthetic
’ — e Hi-gh expect- Low axpecistion
ation for 5 4 3 2 1 oz cnildren
children
—— 0o Progressive 5 4 3 2 1 Troditional
E 3 ——— 7o Committed 5 & 3 2 1 Uncoomitted
'. ’ e 8o Integrated 3 £ 3 2 1 Imrature
3 ] pexsonality . personality
=
= _QUALITIZS OF LESSON
——— 1o Imoginative 5 4 3 2 1 Routine
——n?s Demonstrotes 5 % 3 2 1 Linmited knowledge
koovledge of ¢f subject
subject
e 3. Steady;Consistent 5 4 3 2 1 Eratic
e bo Docp;Substantive 5 4 3 2 1 Superficial
— e O.x'iginal 5 4 2 2 1 Stereotyped
— o Stimulating Dull for
for children 5 & 3 2 1 Children
e 1+ Informsl 5 & 3 2 1 Formal
—... 8.. Creattve 5 & 3 2 1  Uncreative
— s Clear 5 & 3 2 1 Unclear
— 10. Systemstic S 4 .3 2 1 Disorgonized
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COMITMRTS
[ SO Shingg e e ¥

23, Yot were the major effective feotures in the elassroom? In enswering thiz question,
olease coasider methods of fnstruction, structure end organization of the cless and

tess0n,

24, VThat were the major weaknesses of the classroom you visited?

25. Additional Comments-

- Sori %
NRIY R R

o

b s

vl
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Sumaez School Program for
Elementary School Pupils-Summer 1967

INDIVIDUAL LESSON OBSERVATIOR REPORT
ENRICHED COMPONENT

School Borough Axt Class_ Music Class
Grade Date__
Teacher's Name Sex Approximate Age {Circle} 20-29;
30-39;
Coserver's Nzue 40-49;
50+
Length of Ubservation _Activities observed

Approximate number of children in class
Lpproximate age range of children {n class

1f this is a joint observation, check here _and record name of the other
observer . Joint observatioas should be reporied by each

observer without consultation.

1. Describe the content of lesson observed.

2. Dic you see the entire lesson?
1. Yes
2. Mo, I missed the beginning
3, No, I missed the end

3. How typical do you think this lesson was of normal funcitoning fa this classrcom?
1. Completely typical
2. Reasonable approximation
3. Less than reasonable approximation., Why?

4. Who taught this lesscn?
1. Regular classroom teacher
2, Substityte ieacher
3, "Cluster" teacher
4. Specisl staff. Indicate who:__
5. Yore thsn one member of the staff. Indicate who:

5. What amount of planning and organization was evident in this lesson?
1. Lesson was exceptionally well orgsanized and planned
2. Lesson was organized and showed evidence of plananing
3. Lesson showed some signs cf previous teacher prepzration
4, Lesson showed few or no signs c¢f organizstion or planning
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2.

6. low would you characterize the level of creativity and imsginstion evidenced
in this lesson?

1. Extremely creative

2. Moderately creative

3. Average ; )

4, Somewhat stereotyped

5. Vexy uncreative and stereotyped

7. If you rated the lesson as "moderately” or "extremely " creative plesse explain
the basis for the raiing

8. To what extent was the group's creative thinking stimulated?

3 1. Very much
. 2. Somewhat
- 3 3. Very little
o7 4. Not at all
-

o 9. To what extent, and how effectively were avlio-visual 8id8 wu:ilized?
E 1. Wide variety used creatively and effectively
t: 2. Wide veriety used but not particularly effectively
| A . 3. Scme used creatively and effectively
4 4. Some used but not particularly effectively
5. Little or no use of teaching aids

R 10. To what extent did this lesson lay a foundation for future lessons?
1. Considerable possibility for continuity

2. Some opportunity for continuity

9 3. Little or no possibility of continuity

< 11. How would you rate the lesson you have just seen, considering the quality
K of instruction? o
4 1. Outstanding
2. Better than average
3. Average
3 &4, Below average
5. Extremely poorx

12. What use of the child's background and experiences was cvident in this lesson?

: 1. Consistent opportunities for child to relate lesson to his own

; experience and/or bring experiences to lesson.

2. Some opportunity for child to relate lesson to his experience and use
experience in lesson

: J. Lesson was remote from child's experience

¥ 4. Question not applicable. Explain:

13. How would you rate the lcsson you have just seen judging from the childrenb
interest and enthusiasn?

g 1. Outstanding
3 2, Better than average
x: 3. Average
N 4. Below aversge
¥ 5. Extremely poor
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QUISTION(S) RESPONSES )

IV, DO YOU LIKE MUSIC?

DID YOU LIKE IT AS WELL IN Ask only if pupil receives instruction
YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL? »ID during regular school,
YOU LIKF IT BETTER THERE
OR BETIER HERE?
HOJd COME?
RATING
lto Child seems to like Music: 1 2 3 L ]
more now -Same less now
QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S )
V. HOW ARE YOU DOING IN MUSIC NOW?
(DOFES IT SEEM HARD?)
HOW DID YOU DG IN MUSIC LAST YEAR . Ask only if pupil receives mrt during
IN YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL? (Was it regular school. )
harder or easier th:re?)
HOW COME?
RATING
S, In muaic, child feels he is doings 1 2 3 L s
much same much
better worse

Vi. DO YOU LIKE ART?

Ask only 12 cbild receives instructions
DID YOU LIKE IT AS WELL IN YOUR in regular school.
REGULAR SCHOOL? DO YOU LIKE IT BETTER
HERE OR THERE? HOW COME?

RATING

6, Cnild seems to like art: 0 1 2 3 L s
no mMOre NOW same less
instruction now
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22, How many studeats participated or contributed to the lesson?

1. A11
2, Many
3. Some
Lo Faw
5¢ Nonws

23, Approximately what percent of the class received individual ~ttention? y 4
Was the individual attention limited tos
1, Slow group
2, Average group
3, Excelling group
4o Not particularly limited

2, What did the teacher reward? (circle all that apply)

1, Output
2, Effors
3. Correctness
4o Other

25, Hhat did the classroom climate, ingeneral, appear to be one of relaxation and
informality? (liere the students unafraid to make errors or mistakes?)
1, Very relaxed
2o Somewhat relaxed
3. Rather inhibited
Le Very inhibited

26, How did the teacher handle leas skilled studenta?
1. With understanding
20 Nith sarcasm
3. With encouragement
4o Other

27, bid the teacher omphasize goals beyond that of continuous mechenical practicing?

1. Very much
2+ Somewhat
3. Very little
he Not at all

28, Approximately what percent of the lesson time was spent with rote drill? ]

29, Did the teacher of fer any special guidance to the children, in torms of direction
relevant to “he lesson?
1, Yes
2. No

30, Did the lesson appesr to be a miltisensory and lifelike experience? (Were the
students required to involve the use of their eyes, cars, kinesthstie sense and
feelings?)

1, Very Frequently

2, Frequently

3, Sometimes

4o Rather Infrequently
5. Not at all
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So

31, Wag there an elemsnt of frsedom and choice within the classroom? Were the
students able to salect their own tunes, make up selodies, improvise harmony
aud/or comp.38 own pleces?

1, Vary often
2. 0ften

3o Somstines
Lo Not at all

32, Was thers any hisiory, appreciation and theory introduced in the lesson?
Yes
No

If Yes, how were they introduced?
1. As the central focus
2. Incidentally

33. Does thore appear to be an emphasis on the aany diifersnt methods of working
with one spacific media, such as clay, papier mache, paints, etc,?
1, Very mach
2o Somswhat
3~ Nome at all

3k, Does there seem to be any type of introduction to uncomion media?
Yes
No

If Yes, what?

35, Does the art legson seem o be structured, stressing the realism and detail
of the traditional schools or does it ssem to be vary flsxible in that it
allows for mach freedom and abstractness?

1l Very stracturad
2, Structured
3o Slizhtly structured
Ue Not structurad at all

36. Hov much of the students' art work is displayed ahout the room?
lo Much
2. Some
3. Little
ho None
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3% ghore io o,

€2 the lelt, K8

&

&

%

Comments -

[N

L

$?

W W W W w

w

Ny

[y

tha characterishics or bhonavicre oxiibited by the t:acher
yaimc continuma glves hn’n“ The 20d points of the scale
af the cbouaeteristics, vheraasn 2,38, vepreocn: greate

gugis Yor Judgcst of any ¢

3l e

-

fodd

Pt

used in original questlonnalre)

6,

g<on on

g 4(";.:8@"

1c

»3} represent
3

na

Iullextsle

spaihetsic

Yow erpecintion
for childrea

Traditional

Unconmitted

Inmature
perconality

Eoutine

Linited hnowledge
g€ aunjace

.

Bxratic

Suverfinial
Steveotypal

Tull for
shildren

FPornsl
Unereative
Urnclesy

Risorgenined




B 65

FUPIL XNTERYIEA
ENRIGHMENT COMFONENT

Name Grade School
Age .. Class Teach,ef
* Interviswer Date
QUESTION(S ) o 4 RESPONSES)

I, HOW DID YOU HAPPEN TO ' (Neme person who sugrested- teachers,
COME TO SCHOOL THIS SUMMER? {Probes: 1:~'f~.x\ncipc'=l,Q parent, eteco. Did this
Did someone suggest it to you? . verson mzke the child come?)

Who was that? Did you deside
By yoursei’f?i

II. HOJ4 DO YOU FEEL ABOUT

COMING TO SCHOOL THIS
" SUMMER? (Probes: Do

you think it is a good ides?
Did you have much doubt about
coming? Did you have to come?
Would you rather be do:mg some.w
thing else? What?) -

RATINGS

1. Extent to which child‘war{ted to comz2 to schocl? i 2 3 L 5
very ymuch much same 1little not

at all
2. Attitude toward summer schocl? 1 -2 T T {
pusitive wsutral vegative
3. Attitude toward summer schocl? R ¥ 3 k 5
interested no interest
% enthusiasiic & apathetic

> A

III. WEAT DO You LIXE 70 DO BEST?
WHAT NEXT BEST?
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QUISTION(S) RESPONSES )
IV, DO YOU LIKE MUSIC?

DID YOU LIKE IT AS WELL IN Ask only if pupil receives instruction
YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL? DID during regulaxr school,

YOU LIKE IT BETTER THERE

OR BETTER HERE?

HOW COME?
RATING
o Child seems to like Music: 1 2 3 L 5
more now -same less now
QUESTION(S) . RESPONSE(S z
Vo HOW ARE YOU DOING IN MUSIC NOW?
(DOES IT SEEM HARD?)
HOW DID YOU DC IN MUSIC LAST YEAR . Ask only if pupil receives art during
IN YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL? (Was it regular school, ]
harder or easier th:cre?)
HOW COME?
RATING
¢, Inmusic, child feels he is doingz 1 2 3 L g
mch same much
better worse

VI. DO YOU LIKE ART?

Ask only 12 cbild recelves Instructions
DID YOU LIKE IT AS WELL IN YOUR in regular school.
REGULAR SCHOOL? DO YOU LIKE IT BETTER
HERE (R THERE? HOW COME?

RATING

6. Child seems to like art: (1] ) | 2 3 N s
nO MOre NOW  same less
instruction now
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QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S )
Vi1,

HOW ARE YOU DOING IN ART NOW?
(DOES IT SEFM HARD?)

HOW DID YOU DO IN ART LAST Ask only if child receives instructions
YEAR IN YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL? in regular school,

(Was it harder or easier

there? How come?)

RATING

: 7. In art, child feels he is doing: (¢} 1 2 3 L S
4 no mch sane much
; instruction better worse

QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)

VIil. HOW IS THIS SCHOOL DIFFERENT
FROM YOUR OTHER SCHOOL? (How
is it like your other school?
Is :.i:a teacher the same? or

different? How?

e

- Bty & I

WIIICH SCHOOL DO YOU LIKE BEST?

RATING

AR e SRR

W
&=
W

8. Child seems to like this school: 1l 2
- much better same much worse

QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S )
QUESTION(S) _ RESPORSE(S )

IX. IF YOU COULD CHOOSE ANY INSTRUMENT,
IS THERE ANY INSTIUMENT YOU WOULD
LIKE TO PLAY? WHAT OTHERS?

ISR SR

DO YOU PRACTICE YOUR ART AND MUSIC AT HOME?

ARE THERE PEOPLE AT HOME WHO ARE INTERESTED IN
WHAT YOU DO IN ART AND MUSIC CLASSES?
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DO YOU THINK YOUR SUMMER CLASSES TN ART AND MUSIC
WILL HELP YOU IN ANY WAY WITH YOUR READING

AND ARITHMETIC?

HOW?

X. HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT GOING BACK
TO YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL NEXT YEAR?
ARE YOU LOOKING FORWARD TO GOING
BACK? WHY IS THAT?

RATINGS

9. Attitude toward regular school: 1 2 3 4 5

positive negative
10. Attitude toward returning in Fall: 1 2 3 b 5
enthusiastic apathetic
QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)

XI. HOW DO YOU THINK YOU WILL DO IN
YOUR SCHOOL WORK WHEN YOU GO
BACK TO YOUR REGULAR SCHOOL
IN THE FALL? HOW WILL YOU DO
IN READING? IN ARITHMETIC?

WHY IS THAT?

RATINGS

1.1, Achievement Expectancy in Reading: 1 2 3 b 5

Very Very
High Low

12. Achievement Expectancy in Arithmetic: I 2 3 4 5

Very Very
High Low

XII. ALL CHILDREN GO TO SCHOOL.
SOMETIMES THEY LIKE IT AND SOMETIMES
THEY DON'T. WOULD YOU SAY THAT

RIGHT NOW YOU ARE WITH THOSE CHILDREN
THAT LIKE IT OR THOSE WHO DON'T?




DO YOU USUALLY FEEL THAT WAY?

- CHILDREN GO TO SCHOOL FOR DIFFERENT
' REASONS, WHY DC YOU GO TC SCHOOL?
(WHY ELSE?)

WOULD YOU GO TO SCHOOL IF YOU DIDN'T HAVE TO?

RATINGS
13. Attitude toward school: 1 2 3 I 5
positive negative

; XIITI., DO YOU LIKE THIS SCHOOL?
3 WOULD YOU COME BACK NEXT
’ SUMMER?

. IF YOU COULD CHANGE SOME-
f ¢ THING ABOUT THIS SCHOOL

: WHAT WOULD IT BE?

] .3 WHAT CHANGES WOULD YOU MAKE FOR NEXT SUMMER?

_RATING

14. Child's attitude toward summer school: 1 2 3 L 5
positive negative

QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)

XIV. DO YOU HAVE ANY IDEA WHAT
YOU WANT TO BE OR DO WHEN
YOU GROW UP? WHAT IS IT?
(Probe: Anything else? If
not, JUST PICK SOMETHING YOU MIGHT LIKE.)

WHY DO YOU WANT TO BE THAT?




i

B 70

IF YOU COULD CHOOSE ANY ART MATERIALS /

(clay, paint, etc.) WITH WHICH TO WORK
WHICH ONE WOULD YOU USE '

DO YOU THINK THERE WILL BE AN OCCASION
FOR YOU TO MAKE USE OF YOUR TALENTS
SOCIALIY? {for friends, at parties, etc.)

-
dc

2,

3o

ko

5a

6

QUESTION(S } RESPONSE(S )

vual insirement do you piay?

Do you know anyone famous who
plays your instrument?

v_mo?

What is your favorite art activity?

which ciass do you like better, music or art?
Why? Wwhy don't you like the other as much?

Will you contimue with your masic and art
lessons when the summer is over? Do you
take private lessons? ifould you like to?

Do you have an opportunity to write your own
melodies and select your own music in music clgss
and to selest your own media and subject matter
in art class?

Do you always have an opportunity to participate
in the lesson?

Do you receive individual help from the
teacher when you want it?

DO YOU HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS YOUR
OWN FEELINGS AND IDEAS IN BOTH CLASUES?

DO YOU ENJOY DOING DIFFERENT AND UNUSUAL THINGS
IN YOCUR ART AND MUSIC CLASGES?

DO YOU LIKE TO PLAY THE SONGS YOU ARE LEARNING
AND PRODUCE THE THINGS YOU ARE PRODUCING IN
YOUR CLASUES?

IF YES, WHY?

IF NO, WHY?




';

®

YWHAT DO YOU HAVE TO DC SO YOU
CAW REALLY GET TO B2 THAT?

WHAT EISE?

WHAT DO YOU THINK YOU WILL EE
WHEN YOU GROW UP?

(If different from whai

RATINGS

15, level of Educationil Aspiration: 1 2 3 h 5
very high average very low

16, Certainty of Achiering Aspiration : 1 2 2 4 3
very sure very unsure

END OF INTERVIEW THANK CHILD AND RETURN HIM TO HIS CLASS.
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COMFENTS
17, To uhat extent do ycu feel the swnrer
experience has teen valuavle for
thi= Childoooocooooaoosonooovoo-uuouool 2 3 ).L 5
Very Sone No
Valuabie Value Value

Explain your answer in item 17 atove, Indicate how and wiy cr way note

ANY OTHER COMMENTS

FARNEA L AT T AR TN AP T i i gt by ?
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THE CITY COLLEGE
of
0ffice of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer School program for
Elementery School PupilseSummer 1967

Teacher Questionnaire
Enrichment Component

Name of School Borough Date

Teacher?s nane

What subject(s) and grade{s) were you teaching in this program?

What subject(s) and grade(s) did you teach before this program?

For how long?

Have you talght childrer from similiar backgrounds before? Yes No (circle one)
If yes, where?

For how long?

Did you attend any training or orientation program for this project? Yes No

In what area(s) do you have your license(s)?

What is the general age range of your class? From to

Approximataly how many students do you have in each of your classes?

Do you have an educational aide assigned te you?
1. yes
2: no

If yes, describe his or her duties and responsibilities,

How effectively did he perform bhis cduties?
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Ficase answer the following questions in terms of the subject(s) you are teaching,

1, What were your majcr goals for this summer elementary school enrichment program?
(Use additional space on other side of page)

2. Which of these goals were achieved?

Why?

3c Which ef thess goals were not achieved?

Why?

Lo The following are a list of probiems which mighi, have occurred this summer,
To what extent did each category present 2 preblem, Indicate your response by
circling either 1) no problem; 2) minor problem; 3) moderate problem;

;) mAjor problem or 0) not relevant.

No Minor Moderate Major Not
problem preblem problem problem relevant
a) Attendance 1 2 3 L o
b) Attrition of studsnts 1 2 3 L o
¢) Attrition of staff ] 2 3 L 4]
d) Sufficient supplies 1 2 3 L 0
e) Parental involvement and
participation 1 2 3 L o
f) Student involvement and
participation 1 2 3 L 0
g) Discipline 1 2 3 L 0
h) Behavior 1 2 3 L 0
1) Maintaining quality of Progran 1 2 3 I 0
}) Completion of desired material 1 2 3 L 0
k) List below any other problems you
consider to be of pcasible importance:
2 3
2 3
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5, The project proposal lists the fcllowing areas as possible objectives of the
summer program, Circle the approximate number of children who made noticeable
progress in these areas. Indicate your response by circling either:

1) if few or no children made noiicable progress in any given area;
2) if some children (about 25%) made noticeable progress;

3) if abovt half of the children made noticeable progress;

4) if most children (about 75%) made noticeable progress

5) if all children made noticeable progress,

0} if not relevant. ...

Some Most
Few or children Hzif children
ne {abcus of the (about A1l Not
children 25%) children 75%) - children relevant
2) Art 1 2 3 4 5 0
b) Fusic 1 2 3 L 5 0
¢) Emotional
éevelopment 1 2 3 I 5 0
d) Personality growth 1 2 3 L 5 Y
e) Fositive attitudes
towards school and
education 1 2 3 b 5 0
f) Rise in children's
E educational aspirational
level 1 4 3 N 5 0
g) Rise in children's
expectation of suc-ess
. in the next school
year : 1 2 3 L 5 Y
h) Iist below any other
areds in which your
childrzn could make
noticeable progress:
2 3 L 5 0
2 3 4 5 Y
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6. How would you characterize the improvement in the level of creativity and
imagination evidenced in your class?
1) much improvement
2) somewhat improved
3) little or no improvensnt

7. To what extent were the music end art lessons related to other aspects o the
curriculum? (e.g. language development, arithmetical and mumerical concepts s €tco)
1) very much
2) somewhat
3) very little
L) not at ald

8. In your opinion and from what you have observed about your pupils, what criteria
were used for placement of students in the enrichment classes? (circle all that appl¥)
0) no apparent criteria
1) age
2) interest
3) potential aptitude
k) demonstrated ability
S) other

9., How many trips did your class take?

Where?

10, How did your class react to the school trips?
1) sathusiasticelly
2) positively, but not enthusiastically
3) slightly positively
4) slightly negatively
5) strongly negatively

11, How do you feel about the amount of time children spend in Music and/or Art
classes?
1) Too much time spent on Music and/or Art
2) Too little time spent on Music and/or Art
3) Appropriate amount of time

If you circle 1 or 2, please explain,

12, Were the parents informed of and involved with the program?
1) yes
2) no

If yes:
How?

13, Select the phrase that best describes parent's interest in the program.
1) Apathetic
2) little interest
3% average interest
Iy} high interest
5) no basis for judgement
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1li. How would you describe the level of pupil motivation?
1) Apathetic
2) Low
3) Average
L) High
5) Intense

15, How well do you think the children who aitend this program will do in academic
rformance next Fall compared to comparable non-~attenders? (circle one
E; Children who attend will not do as well as comparable non-attenders. s
2) Children who attend will do as well as compamable non-attenders.
3} Children who attend will do better than comparable non-attenders.

16. How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in other
skill areas next Fall compaied to comparable non-attenders? (circle ome
1) Children who attend will not do as well as comparable non-attenders.
2) Children who. attend will do as well as comparable non-attenders.
3) Children who attend will do better than comparable non-attenders.

17. How well do you think the children who attend this program will do in aversge
daily attendance next Fall compared to comparable non-attenders? (circle one )
Children who attend will not do as well as comparable non-attenders.
2) Children who attend will do as well as comparable non-attender.
3) Children who attend will do better than corparable non-attenders.

18, Compared with comparable non-attenders, do you think the attitudes towards
school and education of the children who attend this program will bes
(circle one)

1) less positive than comparable non-attenders
2) the same as comparable non-attenders
3) more positive than comparable non-attenders

19, Compared with comparable non-attenders, do you think the educational aspira-
tional levels of the children who attend this program will be: (circle one)

1) lower than comparable non-attenders
2) the same as comparable non-atienders

3) higher than comparable non-attenders
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20, Indicate the general level at which you consider your class to be at this time
in each of the following areas. Circle 1 if you consider your claiss to be
delow average for their age and grade; 2 if you consider your ciass to be
average for their age and grade or 3 if you consider your class to be above
average for their age and grads.

Below Above
Average Average Average
a) Educational Aspirations 1 2 3
b) Positive attitudes towards
school and education 1l 2 3
s) Dzgree of motivation
towards learning 1 2 3
d) Degree of expectation of
: success in school 1l 2 3
3 e) Level of interest in school
: work 1 2 3
£) Reading level 1l 2 3
‘ g) Classroom Performance 1 2
h) Development of musical or artistic
skills 1 2 3
i) Ingemity 1 2 3
: J) Inquisitiveness 1 2 3
k) Concentration 1l 2 3
i 1) Self-expression 1 2 3

21, How often were you visited by a field supervisor?
22, Please list all special materials obtained for the summer emrichment program?

S~
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20, Indicate the general level at which you consider your class to be at this time
in each of the following areas. Circle 1 if you consider your class to be
velow average for their age and grade; 2 if you consider your ciass to be
average for their age and grade or 3 if you consider your class to be above
average for their age and grade.

Below Above
. Average Average Average

a) Educational Aspirations h | 2 3
b) Positive attitudes towards

school and education 1 2 3
s) Dzgree of motivation

towards learning 1 2 3
d) Degree of expectation of

success in school 1 2 3
e) level of interest in school

work 1 2 3
£) Reading level l 2 3
g) Classroom Performance 2 3
h) Development of musical or artistic

skills 1 2 3
i) Ingemiity 1 2 3
J) Inquisitiveness 1 2 3
k) Concentration 1 2 3
1) Self-expression 1 2 3

21, How often were you visited by a field supervisor?
22, Please list all special materials obtained for the summer emrichment program?
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23, How would you rate the adequacy of supplies for this program?
1) More than adequate ‘
2) adequate
3) less than adequate

If you rated them less than adequate (1) or more than adequate {3), please
explain your rating.

2lj, Please list the places where art exhibitions were held or music concerts wsre
performed and the number.

25, At this point, how do you feel about the value of the summer school enrichment
program?

1) enthusiastic
2) positive, but not enthusiastic
3) s8lightly positive
%) slightly negative
S) strongly negative
why?

26, In your opinion, what are the strengths of the enrichment program?
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27. What are your suggestions regarding the structure of the emrichment program
for the future? How can it be improved?

28. Do you feel that the enrichment program was an effective one?

1) extremely effactive
2) effective

3) Moderately effective
i) slightly ineffective
5) very ineffective

29. Please make any additional conments or recommendations relative to the sumer
school library program that you feel are relevant,
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PUEIL INTERVIEW

NON-ENGLISH SFEAKING

Name Grade School.
Age Class Teacher
Interviewer Date
QUESTION‘ S 2 RESPONSE‘ S !

I, HOW DID YOU HAPPEN TO COME TO (name person who suggested-teacher,
SCHOOL THIS SUMMER? (Probes: principal, parent, etce Did this
Did someone suggest it to you? person make the child come?)

Who was that? Did you decide by
yourself?)

IT, HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT COMING TO SCHOOL
THIS SUMMER? -(Probes: Do you think it
is a good idea? Did you have much
doubt about coming? Uid you have to
come? Would you rather be doing some~
thing else? Vhat?

RATINGS

. 1, Extent to which child wanted to come to schools

1 2 3 L 5
very much some 1little not

much abyall
* (1)
*
2, Attitude toward summer school: 1l 2 3 L 5 e
positive neutral negative *
*
% (2)
3. Attitude toward summer school: 1 2 3 kb 5
interested No interest
& enthusiastic & apathetic
%*
%(3)

*
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QUESTION(S) RESFONSE(S)

(List order given, note affect)
IIT, WHAT DO YOU DO HERED URING THE
MORNING? (Probes: “hat else?
Do you have reading? Do you
have arithmetic? Library work?)

IV, VHAT DO YOU LIKE TO DO BECT? VHAT
NIXT BEST? ’

V. DO YOU LIKE READING?

DID YOU LIKE IT AS WELL AS SCHOOL
IN THE WINTER?

DID YOU LIKE IT BETTER THERE OR
BETTER HZIRE?

HOW COME?
RATING
Le Child seems to like reading: 1 2 3 b 5
more same less * (L)
now now T %
*
*
QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S) »
VI. HON ARE YOU DOING IN READING NOW?
(DOES IT SEEM HARD?)
HOT DID YOU DO IN READING LAST YEAR
IN YOUR SCHOCL IN THE WINTER?
(Was it harder or easier there?)
HON COME?
'RATING
5« In reading, child feels he is doing: 1 2 3 I\ 5
much same much
better worse
*(5)
*
UESTION(S PONSE(S :

VII . HOW IS THIS SCHOCL DIFFERENT FROM
YOUR OTHER SCHOOL? (How is it like
your other school? Is the teacher
the same? or different? How?
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WHICH SCHOOL DO YOU LIKE THE.BEST?

RATING

6. Child seems to like thisschools 1 2 3 L4 5 :(6)
much better same much worse

¥%*
*
QUESTION(S) : RESPONSE(S)
VIII, IF YOU COULD CHOOSE A BOOK, IS THERE
ANY BOOK -YOU WOULD LIKE TO HAVE?

(which book?)
Phat others?

PEOPLE READ BOOKS FOR DIFFERENT
REASONS. WHY HOULD-YOU READ A

i d
%?ﬁl'f"m SOME REASONS PEOPLE READ BOCKS?

IF YOU WANTED A BOOK WHERE COULD YOU MENTION OF LIBRARY?
GET IT? (Probes: Where else? If

child mentions adult, where would

adult go to get it?)

IX, THERE ARE A LOT OF REASONS WHY SOME
CHILDREN DON'T LIKE TO GO TO THE
LIBRARY, WHAT ARE THEY?

DO YOU LIKE TO GO TO THE LIBRARY?
WHY OR WHY NOT? (Probe: Do you
know how to use the library?)

RATINGS

7o Extent of knowledge about librarys - 1 2 3 L 5
very much sone none

%* %k %k ¥k %k %

~~
<S
e’

8, Extent of interest and attitude :
toward library: 1l 2 3 L 5
Likes Neut ral Dislikes

9¢ Extent of knowledge about books: 1l 2 3 L 5
very much some none

* % % % % ¥ %k %

10, Extent of interest and attitude
toward books: 1 . 2 3 4 5

(8)

(9)

Likes neutral Dislikes
* (10)

*
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QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)
Xo HOX DO YOU FEEL ABOUT GOING BACK TO

YOUR SCHOOL NEXT YEAR? AR® YOU
LOOKING  FORWARD TO GOING BACK? WHY

IS THAT?
BATINGS "
©ow (1)
11. Attitude toward regular schools 1 2 3 L 5 :
positive negative *
12, Attitude toward returning in Fall: 1 2 3 b 5 *
Enthusiastic Apathetic (12)
*
QUESTTION(S) RESPONSE(S)
XI. HOW DO YOU THINK YOU WILL DO IN YOUR
SCHOOL WORK WHEN YOU GO BACK TO YOUR
SCHOOL IN THE FALL? HOW WILIL YOU DO
IN READING?
WHY IS THAT?
*
RATING *
. . * (13)
13, Achievement Expectancy in Reading: 1 2 3 4 5 *
Very Very
High Low

XII, ALL CHILDREN GO TO SCHOOL.
SOMETIMES THEY LIKE IT AND SCMETIMES
THEY DON!'T. WOULD YOU SAY THAT
RIGHT NOW YOU ARE WITH THOSE CHILDREN
THAT LIKE IT OR THOSE WHO DON?T?

DO YOU USUALLY FEEL THAT WAY?

CHILDREN GO TO SCHOOL FOR DIFFERENT

REASONS? WHY DO YOU 20 TO SCHOOL?
(WHY ELSE?)

WOULD YOU GO TO SCHOOL IF YOU
DIDN'T HAVE TO?
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RATING

U Attitude toward schoolt 1 2 3 A )

positive negative

* ok * *

X111, DO YOU LIKE THIS SCHOOL?
WOULD YOU CCME BACK NEXT SUMMER?
IF YOU COULD GHANGE SOMETHING
ABOUT THIS SCHOOL WHAT WOULD IT BE?

WHAT CHANGES WOULD YOU MAKE FOR
NEXT SUMMER?

" RATING

' 15, Child's attitude toward summer schoold 1 2 3 L 5
positive negative

QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)

XTIV, DO YOU HAVE ANY IDEA WHAT YOU WART .
TO BE OR D0 WHEN YOU GROW UP? WHAT IS
IT? (Probe: Anything else? If not,
JUST PICK SOMETHING YOU MIGHT LIKE.)

WHY DO YOU WANT TO BE THAT?

WHAT DO YOU HAVE TO D0 SO YOU CAN
REATIY GET TO BE THAT?
WHAT ELSE?

WHAT DO YOU THINK YOU WILL BE WHEN
YOU GROW UP?

(If different from what wants to be
ask ¥hy the two are different.)

RATINGS

16, level of Educational Aspiration: 1 2 3 b 5
very aver- very
high age low

(26)

17. Certainty of Achieving Aspiration: 1 2 3 L 5
) Very Very
Sure Unsure

7)

% k %k Kk Kk ¥ %

END OF INTERVIEW THANK CHILD AND RETURN HIM TO. HIS CLASS.
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OUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S

18, ABOUT HOW MUCH TIME DO YOU SPEND
LEARNING ENGLISH EACH DAY?

19. Do you do this every day? 1. Yes
2. No

20e If no, how many times a week?

W Bt

2le Some children like to spend less 1. More
time learning English, others like 2. Less
to spend more time. What about you? 3. Same

22, Vhat will knowing English do for you?

23. Can you understand your teacher now
better than you could before ?

PROBE How well? Every word?
2li. Outside of school when do you speak English? To whom?

25, Do the people at home speak English or Spanish or both? Always?

26. What subject has English helped you most in?

27. Do you think that you know more 1, Yes

Englisbh now than before? 2. No

28, Would you attend a class after school 1, Yes

to learn more English? 2. No
Why?

29. Are the people at home happy that 1, Yes

youlre here? 2. No

30. Has anyone at homs visited this 1, Yes

school to see your work? 2., No

If yes, why did they come hare?
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2,
31, Can you read Spanish? 1. Yes
2. No
32, Do you read books in Spanish? 1. Yes
2. No

If Yes, What books?

Do you read more books in Spanish or more books in English?

33, Where were you born?

3. Would you like to read books about 1, Yes
the land you come from? 2. No

( PROBE: "heritage material" -customs, background)

Why?
Ratings
35.D0 you speak more now in English than 1, More
you did before this class? 2. Less

30 Same

36, Child's attitude toward learning English

1 2 3 L 5

positive neutral negative

37. Child’s attitude toward program compared with same program in regular
school,

More Same Less
positive Positive

Note: Attempt to obtain from teacher the child's "language scale rating" at
the onset of the program as well as his current rating if available., Indicate
this below:
Rating at beginning
Rating now

38, To what extent has the language program been valuable?
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39. To what extent has the language pro-
been valuable?

oooooo.ooot.oo.'.ooooooooool 2 3 l'- 5
Very Some No
Valuable Value Value
Lo, To what extent do you feel the summer
experience has been valuable for
this Childo.oooooooooooooooooooooool 2 3 L& 5
Very Some No
Valuable Value Value

Explain your answer in itcm 19 abcvee Indicate How and Why or Why note

ANY OTHER COMMENTS:
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PUPIL, INTERVIEY

NON-ENGLISH SPEAKING

Name Grade________School,
Age Class Teacher,
Interviewer: Date .
QUESTION(S) ' ONSE(S

I. ¢ Por cuél razca’n.vienes , tu a escuela

este verano? (¢Alguien lo sugerd a
£8? 4Quien era? ¢ Decidaste tu?)

II. ¢ Cgmo te sientes a eso de venir a
escuela este verano?
(J Crees tu que es un buen idea?
o Tenfas mucha duda de venir?
¢ Tenias tu a venir?
¢.Ouisieses hacer otra casa?
d Qué casa?) S

RATINGS
1. Extent to which child wanted to come
to school: 1l 2 3 L 5
very much some little
mch not
at all
2, Attitude toward sumuer school: 1l 2 3 L 5
positive neutral  negative
3, Attitude toward summer school: 1l 2 3 I 5
interested no interested
& enthusiastic & apathetic

QUESTION(S) RESPONSE(S)

I1I. Que’ casa haces tu aqu{ durante
la manana?

¢ Que mas?

d Tienes la lectura en leer?

d Tienes arithmetica? .

¢ Tienes trabajo de biblioteca?)
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2¢
QUESTIONS RESPONSE (S)
IV, 4 En é quieres esmerarte?
& Tué otra cosa mis?
Ve ¢ Gustas a leer?
s,
¢ Gustaste a leer en la escuela
de invierni’inclusivo?
& Gustabe mas aqi o alla?
¢ Par qui?
RATING .
1. Child seems to like reading: 1 2 3 ls 5
more same less
now now
VI, ¢ Cdmo te vas las cosas en la clase
de leer? ( ¢ Pareces dificil la
trabajo?)
¢ Como te fuiste las cosas en la clase
de leer en la escuela regular?
(¢ Estuiste la lectura mis diffcil
o menos alla? ¢ Por qué?)
RATING
5, In reading, child feels he is doing: 1 2 3 k 5
much same mach
better worse
VIiI, ¢ Cémo contrasta esta escuela
con la otra? ( ¢ Como te pareces
esta escuela a la otra? ¢ Es el
maessro el mismo? - o diferente?
¢ En cufl manera?)
¢ CufAl escuela te gustas nfs?
RATING
6. Child seems to like this school: 1 2 3 N 5
much same much

better worse
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QUESTIONS RESPONSES (S)

VIII, ¢ Si tu podfas escoger un libro,
hay un libro que tu quiseses?
(¢ cull libro?)
& y otras nds?

. N P d
Personas leen libros gor ragones
difer;ent.es. ¢ Por cual razdon
leerias tu un libro?

¢ Culil sori algunos razénes por que
algunas personas leen?

dsi tu ,quer{as un libro dénde
‘noderias encontrar uno? - - -

( ¢ Bn que otro sitio?) .

If child anspers adult; ask:( d y
donde poderia esta persona encontrar
uno?)

IX. Hay algunas motivas por que algunos
mychachos noc gustan ir a biblioteca?
d, Por qué si?
¢ Por qué no?
( ¢’Sabes usar la biclioteca?)

RATINGS

7. Extent of knowledge about library: 1 2
: very much

3

some

none

8. Extent of interest and attitude 1 2
toward library: Likes

3

neutral

N 5
Dislikes

9. Extent of knowledge about booxs: 1 2
very much

3

some

b 5

none

10, Extent of interest and attitude
toward books: l 2
Likes

3
Neutral

N 5
Dislikes

i ;
X. ¢ Como te .sientes a eso de volverte
atrds a la escuela regular el &ho
que viene? /
d Estas mirando con anticipacion

cuando te volverfs atras?
Por que ?

RATIN GS

11. Attitude toward regular school: 1 2
positive

L 5

negative

12, Attitude toward returning in Fall 1 2
enthusiastic

L 5
apathetic
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he
QUESTIONS RESPONSES

XI. ¢ Como te crees que hacerfs en el
" “trabajo de escuela quando te
vuelves a la escuela regular en
otono?
¢ C6mo te haceras en la lectura de
leer?
¢ Por que crus eso?

RATINGS

13. Achievement Expectancy in Reading: 1 2 3 N 5
Very High Very Low

XII, Todos los muchachos vayan a escuela,
Algunas veces ellos la gustan y
otras veces no. ¢ £n este morento crees
que tu sientes el mismo como ellos
muchachos que la gustan o como
ellos que no la gustan?

.« Sinetes asi ordinariamente?

Los muchachos vayan a escuela para
motivas diferentes.

¢ Por qu€ voyas tu a escuela?

(¢ Por qué mas?)

\}
d 1rias a escuela si tu no necessitarias?

RATINGS

1. Attitude toward school 1 2 3 Yy &5
positive negative

XIIX ¢ Te zusta esta escuela?
Te volverfas atrés el verano cue
viene?
d Si tu poderias cambiar algo de esta
escuela quil cosa haberia?

P & . g
o’ Tixe cambios hacerlas para el
verano que viene?

RATING

15, Child's attitude toward s - mer school: 1 2 3 L S
positive negative
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QUESTIONS | 262 INSES

—————.

: XIV. ¢ Tienes una idea de que tu quieres
ser o hacer cuando hombre (rjer)?
¢ Tvé es eso?

(' tigo m&s? Si no, escoges algo
tu puecles querer,)

¢ Por qie quieres ser eso?

o Tu€ tienes hacer para hacer ?
¢ Tub maé? :

¢ Tu® crees que tu haceris cuando
hombre {mujer) ?

RATINGS

16. Level of Educational Aspiration: 1 2 3 k 5
very high aver= very low

17. Certainty of Achieving Aspiration: 1 2 3 L 5

Very Very
Sure Unsure
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lB.é Cudnto tiempo nds o menos pasas tu aprendiendo ingle/s cada dfa?

19.¢Haces eso cada dia?

1, Si
2. No

20, Cuantos vecea por semana?
21 Algunos muchachos gustan pasar menos tiempo aprendiexndo ingles, otros
gustan pasar mas tiempos. Ytu?
1, Mas |
2. Menos

3. E1 mismoc

22, Entiendes mas el maestro ahora que ante?
( En que manera? Todos las palabras?)

23. Fuera de escuela, cuando hablas ingles? A quien?

2li, Hablan las personas en casa ingles o espanol o uno y otro? Siempre?
25. En que sujeto ha ayudado mas el ingles?

26, Crees que sabes mas ingles ahora que ante?

l, Si
2. No

27« 1Irias a clase despues de escuela para aprender mas ingles?

1, Si
2 NO

Por que?
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28, Son feliz los padres en casa de derte en esta escuela?

1, 51
24 NO

29« Ha visitado alguien de casa a esta escuela a mirar tu trabajo?

l. 5i
2« No

30¢ Puedes leer espanol?

1. Si
2+ No

3le Lees libros en espanol?

1., Si
2. No

If yes, Cual libros?

If yes, Lees mas libros en espanol o en ingles ?
326 Donde naciste tu?
33¢ Gusterias leer libros del pais donde tu venia?

(“material de tu herencia - costumtres, historia)

1, Si
20 No

Por que?
RATINGS
3lte Do you speak more now in English than you
did before this clzss? 1 2 3

more less samse
35 Child's attitude toward program compared

with same program in regular school iss - 3 b 5
more same less
positive positive

Note: Attempt to obtainu from teacher the child's " language scale rating"
at the onset of the program as well as his current rating if
available, Indicate this belowe

Rating at beginning

Rating now
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COMMENTS

36, To what extent has the language program been

valuablEeeesoceceescenvence 1 2 3 h 5
Very Some No
Valuable Value Value

37, To what extent dp you feel the summer
experience has been valuable for
this Chj-]rd....o....O.....OO0.0....000..1 2 3 h 5
Very Some No
Valuable Value Value

.-----------------ﬂoooo-----------q----.

Explain your answer in item 37. above, Indicate How and why or Why note

ANY OTHER COMMENTS:
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Teacher Q“'St?'om Non-English Classes

Nams of School Boroo Date

Teacher's nams

1o Prior to this Summer, have you had previous expsrience world.ng with non-English
spazking children?
1. yes
- 2c no
IS yoss
For how long?
What type of experience?

20 Have you had either university or in-ssrvice courses on tescuing English to
non-Engliah speaking people?
1= yes, both university and Masorvim eoursas
2= yea; only university courses
3> yes; only ineservice coursas
&y 10, neither unimnty noxr in-ssrvice courses

3o 1f mjmnity courses takm(abova 1=2), how marw credits do yon have in thase

axress below?
Area Nuzber of crsdits
1~ methods snd materdals
2- Ungusitics

4o Do you speak a second language?
l- yes  Which language?
2-'no : .

Yy
2- well but ot fluently
3~ lnow only a few words and phraaes

5o Hosr would you rate the sdequacy of suppl&ea for ’ehis program?
1~ morw then adequate
sdaquate
3~ less than adequate
L=~ received no supplies
If. you rated them lass than adequate{l) or more than adequats(3), plese

explain your ratihg,

‘)

6. Were parents informed of erd involvedwith the program?
1~ yes
2~ no
If yes:
How?
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2o

7. Select thae phrase that best deseribes parent interast in the program.
1. Apathetic
2. Little interest
3. Average interest
it digh interest
5. No basis fer judgment

8. How would you describe the level of pupil motivation?
1. Apathatic
2. Low
3. Average
Lo High

5. Intense

9.1dst the awbder of children at each level of the language scale both at the
begimming of the summer and now.

Beginning of summer Now
LEVEL No. of ehildren 1EVEL No. of children

b 3

A
B
c
D
E
?

NENEE

B W o Q i

10e, Do you have an edicational aide assigned to you?
1. Yes
2. No

10b. If Yes, describe his cr her duties aud responsibilities.
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11. Select the phrase that best describes the progress made in the following
areass by most of the students.

great good some 1ittle no
progress progress progress progress progress

a) Vocabulary (is extent
of vocabulary, choice
of words.)

b) Pronunciation

c) Use of words

d) Over-all fluency
e) Comprenension

£) Intomation ( ie rhythm,
stress, pitch)

|
BN
NN
N
NN

g) Longuage Patterns
(structure, use of words)

12, Prom your personal observations o what extent do you feel most of the ct#ldren
have adjusted to regular classroom routines?
l- excellent adjustment
2~ good adjustment
3~ fair adjustment
I~ poor adjustment

13. To what extent have the children,now receiving instruction in English as a
second language, received previous instruction in this area?
1- most of the children have had previous instruction
2- a majority of the ehildren have had previous instruction
3= some of the children have had previous instruction
L~ only a few of the children have had previous instruction
5~ almost none of the children have had previous instruction

1. How memy classes do 7vu teach per day?
1- one
2- two
3~ three
b= four
Se five /
6= more than five /

15. What ie the total number of children you see?

16, Whet i3 the average class sige?

17. On the vhole how would you describe student attendance? /
1~ almost all children attend dakly !
2- most. children attend daily /
3= most children are sometimes absent /
4~ most children are frequently absent j
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What are the major strengths of the "English as a Second Language" Program?

What are the major weaknesses of the "English as a Second Language" Program?

What recommendations would you make for next years program?
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INDIVIDUAL L&SSON 0B5ZRVATICN REPORT

Sehool — _Borough Class Grade

Teacherts Name Sex Approximate Age (Circle) 20-29
30-39
Lo.4i9
50¢

Observer's Name Lanzth of Observation Dato

Approximate mumber of children in Class _ .

If this is 2 joint observation,; check here and record name .of other

obgerver . Joint obaervalions should be reported by

each observer withont consultatiocn.

1, Content of lessopf)observed: {Circle one or nore)
1, Laoguage Arts (Specify)
2. Arithmetic
3. Science
L. Social Skills
50 Music or Art
6. Othat' )

2. How typical do you think this lesson was of normal facctioning im this classroom?
1. Completely typical
2. Reasonable approximation ,
3. Less than reasonsble aporoximation (Why?)

3. dow did class react to presence of observer? (Circle one or more)
1. Glass forgot observer was present after a few ninutes
2. Clagg geemed to fael anxious or -ajitated by observerts presence
3. Cladiffeninded of observer by tsacher who persistently referred
to cbserver, eg., "lat's show lir. how wall we clNeeco
4. Other, explain

B Who taught during your abservation?
1, Hegular classriom teacher
2. Special staff. Indicate who:
3. Morz than one member of the siatf. Indicate whor_

5. What amount of plamning and organization was svident in the lesson(s):
1. Lesson was excsptionzlly well organized and planned
2. lesson was orgaanized aml showed evidence of planning
3. lesson showed seme signs of previous teacher preparation
h. Lesson showed fow or no sizns of organization or plnning

6. To what extent were the objectives of the lesson.made clear?
1, Always clear
2. Sometimes clear, somstimes unclear
3. Moatly lacked clarity

7. l{as :ha lesson appropriate for the children in terms of their apparent ability
evel?
10 Yes
2. No
3. Other:Explain
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8. How would you characterize the tescher's 1level of creativity snd fmsgination 4
evidenced in this lesson? <
1. Extremely ereative 3
,, 2. Moierately creative _
- 5 3. Average
4. Somawhat atersotyped
5. Very uncreative and stereotyoped 4

Fxplain your answers:

g #. To what extent was the group's cPeative thinking stimulated?
] 1. Very much

2. Somswhat

3. Very 1it .le

ke Not at all

10, To what externt was problem solving and thinking stinulated in ithe lesson?

1. Very much :
2. Somewnat E
& 3. Very 1litile E

: ho Not at all

3 11, To what extent, and how silectively, w-re resource materials and teaching

a alds utilized?

1 1. Wide variety used creatively and effectively

3 2+ Wide variety used bub nob partienlarly effectively

b 3. Some used orsat¥vely end affectivsliy,
4. Some used but uot particularly affeciively
5. Little or none used ted appropriate Sor partioular lesaon 3
6. Little or none uged (where they c-mlc% have been) e

i 12, T¢ what extent did Chis lesson lay a fwnda‘éios’? for fubture lessons?

1. Considerabls possinility for conbinuity

3 2. Sams opgortunity for conbinuity 3
3. Little or no possibility for continuity &

13. How wuld you rale the lesson you have just s:em, considering the quality
: of imstruction?

2. Better than averagzs

3. Averago

L. Below average

5. Extremely ooor

U, what uss of tha child's oacksround and experiences was svident in this
lesson?
1. Consistent opportunities for child to -~elate to his experience
and/or briug experiences to Messon

2. Some apportunity for caild to relate lesson to his experience

3 and use experience in lossomni o
~ N 3. lesson was remote from child's exserience

- L. Question not ap,licable. Ex lains

R
-\
o
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15. Hov would you rate the legson you have just seen judging from the children's
interest and enthusiasm?

1. Qutstanding

2. Better than average
3. Average

4. Below average

5. Extremely poor

16. To what extent did ihe class seem interested ifn the lesson?
i. Every or almost every child geemed interested
2. Hore than half the class
3. About half the class
4. Less than half the class
5. Few children

17. To vhat extent did the class understand the lesson?
l. Every or almost every child understocd.
2, More hhan half the class
3. About half the class
4. Less than half the class
5. Few children

18. To what extent did the lesson itself elicit spontaneous questions?
1. Very frequent elicitation of questions '
2. Often elictitation of questions
3. Only accassionally elicited auestions
4. Rarely elicited questions
5. Ko reason for lesson to elicit 3pontanecus questions

19. In genersl, when the teacher asked a question, how msny hands were raised ?
1. Almost all hands vere raised
2. Mos¢ hands were raised
3. Some hands were raised
4. Few or no hands were raised

2). To vhat exteat did the teacher encourage meaningful verbalfzation?
1. Very much
2. Somevwhat
3. Very iittle
4. Not at all

2l. To what extent did the teacher encourage socisl interaction?
1. Very much
2. Somewhat
3. Very little
4. Not at all

22/ Bow do children respond to classmom routines and management?
1. Children usually know and respond to routines
2. Children sometimes know and respond to routines
- 3. Children rarely respond to routines

23. To what extent did the teacher have to diacfoline her childrer.
1. Very frejuently
2. Frequently
3. Occsssionally
4. Rarely _
5. Not at all
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Are directions, vhen given, clear to the children?
1. Fot clear, tescher constaatly has to repeat
2. Scmetimes clear, sometimes repetitive
3. Alvays clear, minimal repetition
4. No opportunity to observe

In terms of the abilfity levels of the children, wvhat demands does the
teacher make on the child's intellectusl problem solving abiiity?
1. Demands less than could be expected from these children
2. Demands problem solving and thinking appropriate to childrens®
intellectual abilitges.
3. Denands more from the childrea than could de expected from them.
4. Other: Explain

What were the major effective features ir the classroom you visited?

What wers the major weaknesses in the classraom you visited?

What instructional inncvations have you observed in this classroom?
Describe briefly.

29. Comments:
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Rate the characteristics or behaviors exhibited by the teacher or lesson on
the five point continuum given below. The end poiats of the scale(l,5) represent
the extremes of the characteristics, whefas 2,3,4, xepresent greater or lessor

degrees of thet behavior. If there is np basis for judgment of any characteristic,
check the column to the left, NB--

NB_A. QUALITIES OF TEACHER

wwe 1o Flexible 5 4 3 2 1 Inflexibde
weww 2. Empathic 5 "4 3 2 1  Disinterested
- wae. 3+ Responsive 5 4 3 2 1  Aloof
—— . Alext 5 4 3 2 1  Apathetic
e O+ High expecta- 5 4 3 2 1  Low expectation
tion for child~ for children
ren
. 6. Progressive 5 4 3 2 1 7ZTraditionsl
. 7+ Committed 5 4 3 2 1 Ukclmmttted
e 8. Integrated 5 4 3 2 1  Immsture personality
pe rsonality
e 9 Likes child- § 4 3 2 1  Dislikes children
ren
wne10. Respects child-$ 4 3 2 1  No respect for
ren childzen
B. QUALITIES OF LESSON
e 1. Imaginative 5 4 3 2 1  Routine
—e 2. Demonstratés 5 4 3 2 1 Limited knowledge
knowledge of of subject
subject
e 3+ Steady,Cons 5 4 3 2 1 Erratic
sistent -
4. Deep, 5 4 3 2 1 Superficisl
Substantive
5. Original S 4 p 2 1 Stereotyped, Sticks
- to Workbook or Text only
6. Stimulatiug S 4 3 2 1 Dull for children
T for children
—_7. Informal 5 4 3 2 1 Formal
. 3. Creative 5 a4 3 2 1  Uncrestive

3. Clear . 5 4 3 2 1 Unclesr
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i0. Systematic 5 4 3 2 1 Disorganized

11. leaningful 5 4 3 2 1 Rote

C. QUALITIES OF CLASSROCH

1. Clean §& Orderly 5 4 3 2 1 Dirty and Disorderly
2. Attractive 5 (/3 3 2 1 Unattractive

3. Warm atmosphere 5 4 3 2 1 Cold atmosphere

4, Displays children's
work 5 4 3 2 1 No display of children's work
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CRMD

THE CITY COLLEGE
of fice of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer School Program far
CRMD Pupils-Summer 1967

Teacher Questionnaire

Name of Schoel Borough Date

Teacher!s name

What subject(s) and grade(s) did you teach before this program?

For how long?

Did you teach in the CRMD summer ﬁrogram last year? (circle one) Yes No
Have you taught children from similar backgrounds before? Yes No

If yes, where?

For how long?

Did you attend any training or orientation program for this project?
Yes No

In what area(s) do you have your license(s)?

1. How many children are enrolled in your class? .

2« Of these children:
a) how many are classified as educable? .
b) how many are classified as trainable? .
¢) how many come from public schools?
d) how many come from parochial or private schools? .

3. What has been your approximate average daily attendance? .
e In what way, if any, would you say the children in your class this

summer differ from CRMD children you have taught during the regular
school year? (if none, write none).
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5. Is your instmct19ml method; content of lessons; or organization
of your classes different from the regular school year? Yes No

If yes, how?

6. To what extent do you feel. the resource materials and suppli
i . lie
available to you adequately met the needs of the childregl‘.g =
a) Materials supplied were inadequate
b) Materials were adequate
c) Materials were more than adequate

If materials were inadequate s describe in what way.,

7. How often did you have the opportunity to meet with parents of
your children during the summer?
a) No opportunity to meet wi th parents
b) Occasional meetings with parents
c) Frequent meetings with parents
8. Did your school have a parent workshop? Yes No
If yes, how often did it meet?
9. Were you able to attend the meeting(s)? Yes No

10, What were your major goals for your children during the summer program?

11. Will you send evaluative reports on yow children to their parents?
Yes Mo

12, Will you send evaluative reports to the home schools? Yes No
13, Did you have an educational aide? Yes No

If yes, vhat were his or her duties?

14, How effectively did he perform his duties?




-,
]

A N PR

AN A

3
b -
4
=
!
3

g W OETERNeT TG 8

B 109

15. How do you feel about the value of the summer school program for
LD pupils?
a) Enthusiastic
b) Positive, but not enthusiastic
c) Slightly positive
d) Slightly negative
e) Strongly negative

Why?

16, What were the strengths or effective aspects of the summer school
program for CRMD pupils?

17. What were the weaknesses or ineffective aspects of the summer
school program for CRID pupils?

18, In what way or ways do you think the children who attended the
summer school program have progressed during the summer compared
to ccmparable children who did not attend?
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CRMD L.

19, Directions: Please indicate the approximate amount of time and
attention (or emphasis) that you devoted to each of the areas listed
below. If you placed little or no emphasis and spent little or no
time in any given area- eircle 1; 1f you spent some time and placed
a fair amount of emphasis or instruction in an area - circle 2;
you spent much time and a good deal of emphasis~-circle 3

NBt We have included many more areas than any one teacher is
likely to have been able to stress in a half-day, six week program,

Little or Some Much
AREAS No Time Spent Time Spent Time Spent

I. Language Arts-Oral

a. Knowledge of Self

b. Knowledge of Schocl

c. Kncwledge of Others

d. Knowledge of Daily
Happenings

8. Listening

f. Participating

ge Knowledge of Good
Habits

he. Ability to Follow
Directions

N N o i
NN NN
W W AW w W W W \w

-
N

II. Motor Development and Manual Dexterity
a. Physical Activity: 1
Gross Muscle Activity
b. Physical Activity: 1l
Small Muscle Activity
ce Arts and Crafts 1
d. General Ease of 1l
Mobility

NN N
W W w W

I1I. language Arts- Reading Readiness

a. Audio Discrimination 1

be Visual Discrimination 1

ce Left to Right Move~- 1
ment

de Ability to Speak 1
Conversationally

e. Vocabulary 1l

f. Comprehension 1

g. Experiential Reading- 1
(Charts)

h, Written Communication 1 2

NN

NN
\ A\VERVE RV w W W \e
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19 (Continued)

IV, Mathematies - Understandin

a, Non-numerical 2 3
Concepts

b. Recognition of 1 2 3
Numbers

c. Computation 1 2 3

d, Meaning of Numbers 1 2 3

e. Use of Numbers 1 2 3

V. Adaptability
a. Gets along with peers

1 2 3
b, Seeks friends 1 2 3
¢, Conforms to Rules 1l 2 3
d, Adapts to Routines 1 2 3
e. Gets along w/teacher 1 - 2 3
f, Likes School 1 2 3

VI. Intellectual Functioning

a, Memory 1l 2 3
b. Creativity 1 2 3
c. Ability to Generalize 1l 2 3
d. Ability to Abstract 1 2 3
e, Reasoning 1 2 3

If you have stressed any areas not listed please indicate them on the back,
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(Leave blank)

THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research arnd Evaluation Services

Summer School Program for Junior High
and Intermediate School Pupils-Summer 1967

Educational Aides Questionnaire

Name___ Male __ Female

Acdress__ Summer School,

Age Summer Class

Former High School Teacher: ——
Date of Graduation Borough

Circle appropriate answer)

1. How did you find out about the summer school educational aide program?

1. High 3chool L. Parent
2. Guidance Counselor 5. Community Progress Center
3. Friend 6. Other

2. Where did you apply for the job?
1. Community Progress Center
2. High School
3. Church
L. Other
3. llas there a training session for your job as educational aide?

Yes No Don't knovw

L. Did you participate in this special training program for your job as educa~
tional aide?

1. Yes
2. No

If yes, who sponsored the program?

If no, why didn't you participate?
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5, How prepared do you feel to assist in the classroon?

1. More than adequately prepared
2. Adequately prepared
3. Less than adequately prepared
). Not prepared at all

If you circled 3 or 4, please explain vhy.

6. Do you have any specific assigned duties to perform each day?

1. Yes
2. No

List them:

7. What are your present responsibilities as you see them?

1. Teach entire class

2. Teach individual students
3. Assist teacher

L. Prepare materials

5, Other

8. How many classes are you assigned to each day?

9. Do you assist in Math Reading or other

g ——

(check one or fill in other)

‘o

10. In what way do you feel you can contribute to the program?

11. Specifically, how do you feel you can help the students in the classroom?
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12. In what ways do you think the program will help the students this summer?

13. Do you think that you will benefit from this program?

1. Yes
2. No

If yes, in what way?

If no, why?

1%4. Vhat would you like to be?

15. What do you think you will be?

16. Do you intend to continue your education in the fall?

1. Yes
2. No

If yes, where do you plan to go to school?

If no, what do you plan to do?
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Office of Research and Evaluation Services
Summer Day Elementary School=1967
Educational Aides Questlionnaire

Neme Male Female

Address Summer School
Age Summer Class
% Former High School Teacher
; Date of Graduation Borough
: |
(Circle appropriate answer)

1la. Did you participate in a pre-service training session for your job as

an educational aide?
] 1- yes
- 2- no
P \/ 1b, If yes, check areas in which you were trained.
: le in teaching reading
2- in teaching arithmatic
3 3= in assisting teacher
; L= in handling behavior problems
- ! 5- in operating machines (please specify machines)
6~ others (please specify)
V 2, To what extent do you feel that your supervising teacher permitting
: you to utilize your abilities?
: 1~ completely
2 2- most of the time
u 3~ some of the time
=1 L~ very little of the time
Ja, Were you observed in the classroom by the teacher~trainer?
1= yes
2= no

b, If yes, how often ? (record answer in number of times per summer)

o How would you evaluate the supervision and training given to you by
your teacher-trainer?
1- excellent
2= good
3~ fair
L= poor
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5. Who was the major source of help to you in learning your job?
- teacher~trainer

2= teacher I worked with

3= principal (if different form teacherwtrainer)
= experience

5= other (specify who)

6. How prepared do you feel you were to assist in the classroom?
l- more than adequately prepared
2- adequately prepared
3= less than adequately prepared
k- not prepared at all

7. List,in order of time spent, the 3 major activities you did this summer.
1-

2w
3=

8. Specificallv how do you feel you have helped the students in the
classroom?

9. In what ways do you think the program haz helped the students this
summer ?

103, Do you feel that you have benefitted from this program?
l- yes
2« no

10b, If yes, in what way?

10c, If no, in what way? Why?

11, Has this experience affected your career goals?

l- yes
2= no
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12@.Based on this experience I have (select the 1 most appropriate phrase )
1~ decided to go into teaching
2~ decided not to go into teaching
3- decided to remain an educational aide
L~ dther (explain)

12b, If you have decided to go into teaching, what preparation do you
think you will require?

12c. Where do you plan to get this preparation?

13, How much formal education have you received? (circle last level
completed)

1~ eighth grade or less

2~ some high school

3~ high school graduate

L~ 1-2 years of college

5~ 3 ) years of college

6~ Others (e.ge. professional training)

1. What were the major strengths of the educational aides program?

15, What were the major weaknesse: of the educational aides program?

16. What recommendations would you make for improving the educational
aide program?
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THE CITY CCLLEGE
OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK, N. Y. 10031

‘THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

August. 8, 1967
Dear Teacher~Trainer,

We find we must ask you for your assistance in providing us with final
evaluative information regarding the role of the teacher~trainer and
educational aide in relation to the SPES program. This information is
vital for the successful implementation of any future SPES program,

let us assure you that your opinions will be held in strictest confidence.
Because of the deadlines imposed upon us by the Board of Education, we
would appreciate receiving your completed questionnaires no later than
August 20,

The members of our research -staff will be preparing summaries of the
data obtained from Teacher-Traii.ss. If you would like a copy of this
summary, please print your name aid address below and enclose it with
your completed questionnaire.
Thanking you for your assistance, I remain
Very truiy yours, ,
770%‘“‘ /2//4 L)
Norman P, Shapiro

000000000000 00080000000 00000 s Ooooo.oooooooo.oooooooouoOo.oo.'.ooo.o‘.oo,’o‘

ToT,

Nase

Address
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THY CITY COLLIGE
Office of research and Ivaluation Services

Summer- Day Elementary School-~1957

Teacher-trainer questionnaire

Name Male Female
Address; Summer School

Age Summer- Class Regullar CIass

Regular Scheoll Borough

(Cirele appropriate answer)

la, How prepared do you fell you were to train the aides?
1- more than adequately prepared
2- adequately prepared
3~ less than adaquately prepared

(If items I or 2 are checked)
1be "hat single factor most accounts for your feéling of preparedness?
1~ the quality and amount of the preeservice orientation and
training
2=~ prior experience
3« other (please specify)

(If item 3 checked)
Ice "hat single factor most accounts for your feeling of unpreparedness?
1- deficient pre-service orientation and training
2- lack of experience
3- other (please specify)

24 To what degree did your expectation of the work involved with this
program coincide with the actual amount of work that needed to be done?
1~ there was more work than I anticipated
2= there was less work than I anticipated
3=~ there was much work but it was anticipated
L there was little work but it was anticipated

3ae At the onset of the program how manyeducational aidus were assigned to
your school?

3b. Now that the program is nearing completion how many aides do you have in
your school?

li From where were the aides recruited (church groups, Haryou, etc,)
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5. How effectively have the aides operated in your school?
1~ very effectively
2« somewhat effectively
3~ with little effectiveness
li= not effective at all

6. How would you characterize the ratio of teacher-trainers to aides?
1~ there are too many aides to a teacher trainer

2=~ there are too few aides to a teacher trainer
3« the ratio is fine as is

7ae Did you observe the aides ir the ¢lassroom?
le yes
2= no

(If yes)
To. How often (record answer- in number of times this summer”) ?

8, In what areas do you feel that the aides can operate most effectively?
1, Relieving teachers of paper wrk
2, Providing individual instruction to children who need it.,
3, Monitorial duites e.g. watching the children in the yard.
li. In assuming the role of a second teacher
5. Other (please specify)

9a., Do you feel that you had adequate time for supervision?
1. Yes
2. No

9o, If No, why not?

10, What kinds of problems did the educational aides most frequently express?

11. How might the pre service teacher-trainer orientation and trdning program
be improved?

12. How might the teacher-trainer/ed.-aide program be improved?
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THE CITY COLLEGEH
Office of Resaarch and “wvaluation

Surmer School Program for
Elementary School Pupils Summer-1967
INTERVIEW GUIIE FGR EDUCATIONAL AIDES

1. When and vhere did you et your training as an aide?

2. What was the nature of the trainiug you received?

3. How related to the training is what you actually do?
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k. How wuld you evaluate your teacher-trainer? Why?

5. To what age/grade are you assizned?

6. How meny childrem are in the clags?

(enrclled regularly attend ;

s
O gt LM Y P 1.9, o

1. How many othier adulis are in the clasgs?

Who are they (roies)?

6. Wnhat ars your major rasponsibilities
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9, What problens do you erperisncs

10. How often do you fimd yocurself with littla %o do?

11. Do you feecl the teacher lets you vse your skills in the best way possible?
{If yes, how? If no% why net?)

12, What is the nature of the Supervision you received from the teacher-trainer?
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18.
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20.
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How did it help you?

Were you nbserved in the classroom by the teacher-trainer? How often?

What was the major source of help to you in learning and doing your job?

Has this experience affected your own career goals? In what way?

(1f planning to become a teacher) How long do you think it will take you

to acquire the necessary training?

Where planning cn future education?

Do you think the educational aide program should be continued?

In what ways could the educational aide program be improved?

Note: On original questionnaire, questions calling for extended
comments allowed considerably more space than is shown here.
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THE CITY COLLEGE
OFFICE OF RUSEARCH AND EVALUATION SERVICES

SUM/ER SCHOOL PROGRAM FOR
ELZMENTARY SCHOOL PUPILS SUMMER~1967

Iibrarian Questionnaire

Name

School

(Circle appropriate response)

1. 2. Were you a librarian during the previous academic year?

1, Yes
2+ No

be If yes, at what school?
If no, what did you do?

2. In what area(s) are you licensed?

3. Did you receive your graduate degree in library science?

1. Yes
2. No

If no, in what field did you obtain your degrea?

4, How many years of experience have you had in the area of library science?

S. Please describe the goals of the library program at your school, (use addi-
tional space on the other side of the paper)

Rab AL Sllat o~ U L N A O

T

R bt
——

3
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6e Did you attend en orientation session at the begirning of the summer school
period?
1. Yes
2. No
If yes, for how many days?

7« Do you have any assistants?

3
Lo
e
=
z

lo Yos
2, No

R

If yes, how often do they assist?

If no, do you feel you needed them?

5 8. How often were you visited by a field supervisor?

9. With which special programs does the library work in conjunction? (circle
one or more)

1. Enrichment program
2o CRMD progranm

3. Reading program

L. Arithmetic program
5. Non-English program
6& Gifted

) 10, How effectively are the teachers in your school working in accord with the
library program?

1, Very effectively
; 2, Effectively
. 3o Moderately effectively
4e Slightly effectively
5. Ineffectively

- 1l. About how many of the teachers usually accompany the students to the library?

l, A1l of them
. 2, Nost of them
3 3, Some of them
e Few of them
5e None of them

12, How many of the teachers are enthusiastic about having their classes make
use of the library?

1, A1l
2, Most
] 3¢ Some
5. None
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13, How many classes would you estimate take full advantage of the library
facilities?

1, A1l
20 Most
3. Some
L!s Pow
5. None

1. About how many students seem to be enthusiastic about making use of the
library?

1, More than when program began
2. About the same
3+ Less than when the program began

15, How many of the students who visit the library borrow or take hcme books?

1., A1l
20 Most
3., Some
ho Few
5« None

16, How long may a book be kept out of the library by a pupil?

174 Were special materials obtained for the library summer program?

10 Yes
2. No

If yes, what were they?

18, Do you feel that the materials available in the library adequately met the
needs of the students?

l, Yes
2. No

If no, why not?

19, Please rate the space allocated for housing all library facilities and
students.

1, Extremely adequate
2. Adequate

3. Slightly adequate

Lis Iess than adequate
Se Very inadequately
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20, The following are a list of activities which might have been employed during
the course of the summer school program. Please note the extent of their
usage and their effectiveness at your school, Indicate your response to_
Extent of Usage by circling either (1) very often, (2) often, (3) occasional=
Ty, () seldom, or (5) never, Indicate your rating of ugffectiveness" by
circling, Base your estimate of effectiveness on whatever your own personal
goals and standards were for the program.

Activitles o Extent of Usage E-fectiveneg_sg__
g o| %
[
LAl O
g < Lek-pe i e
1] (0] o g BOP e a
@ $ ord (] N a=zo0 3
Ep Gy g ke ] ) hmnm:.ww o
Ss| c |8 |9 5| 8gss {8e|8=
8 0 Z| >xlnd [E] =<

a) Instructions concerning
use of library and its
facilities 1 2 3 L s L 2 3 b

b) Independent Research
by children 1 2 3 L] 5

T
N
W
P

¢) Independent browsing i

by children 1 2 3 L|isfr} 214 3 I
d) Recreational reading 1 2 3 Ll 5] 1 2 b 3 4
e) "Baby Sitters Club" 1 2 3 Ll s 1 2 3 L
£) Story telling 1l 23 |uelslafa} 3| b
g) Creative dramatics 1 2 3 Ll1sl1}] 2 3 N
h) Recitation of poems

by children 1 2 3 LS| 1 2 3 4
i) Let children share :

reading 1 2 3 Lis|1y} 2 3 L
j) Let children complete:

stories which you began 1 2 3 L {s]1 2 3 4
k) Pantominming stories 1 2 3| L}ist1 2 3 L
1) Giving talks on authors, ﬁ .

topics, hobbies. etce 1 2 {3 L | 5t 1 2 3 L

m) Use of audio-visual
materials & graphic arts 1 2 3 L | 5] 1 2 3 L
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n) Use of exhibits

0) Organizing library
squards to maintain
order

p) Working with art
and music teachers

q) Helping parents
select books for entire
family

r) Helping parents select
books for themselves

s) Other (please specify
any activities or pro=
blems not covered in
previous items)

B 129

21 3
21 3
2| 3
24 3
2

21 3
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21, In your opinion, what are the strengths of the library program?

22, What are your suggestions regarding the structure of the library program
for the fututre? How can it be improved?

23. Do you feel that the library program was an effective one?

1. Extremely effective
2. Effective

3« Moderately effective
. Slightly ineffective
S« Very ineffective

2li. Please make any additional comments or recormendations relative to the summer
school library program that you feel are relevant.

sevn i

Ao s




Appendix C
Cl

Staff List

Dr, David J. Fox, Evaluation Chairman
Associate Professor
Director, Office of Research and
Evaluation Services
Chairman, Department of Social
and Psychological Foundations
The City College of New York

Norman P, Shapiro, Project Director

Research Assistant, Office of Research and
Evaluation Services

The City College of New York

Valerie Barnes, Senior Research Assistant

Roberta Centner, Research Assistant
Val Karan, Research Assistant
Marietta Shore, Research Assistant
Leslie Smith, Research Assistant

Susan Bliss, Interviewer

Rene Buder, Interviewer
Violet Hernandez, Interviewer
PierNico Solinas, Interviewer
Lenore Weinless, Interviewer
Herbert Zwieg, Interviewer
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Observers and Consultants

Mr. David Balis
Instructor
New York City Community College

Mrs. Gloria Chotin

Supervisor of Student Teachers
School of Education

New York University

Dr. Harold Davis

Assistant Professor

School of Education

College of the City of New York

Dr., Harwood Fisher
Assistant Professor
School of Education
College of the City of New York

Mr. Robert Grossman
Consultant in Art

Dr. Ruth Grossman

Assistant Professor

School of Education

College of the City of New York

Mr. Stephen Jablonsky
Lecturer, Music
College of the City of New York

Dr. Elayne Kahn
Assistant Professor

School of Education
College of the City of New York

Dr. Lisa Kuhmerker
Assistant Professor
Department of Education
Hunter College

Dr, Elizabeth Langley
Associate Professor
New York State University

Dr. Bruce Maliver

Private Practice

Dr, Joseph Minskoff

Assistant Professor of Educational
Psychology

School of Education

New York University

Mrs, Beverly Persl_cx
Music Consultant

Dr. Wilma Rausa

Lecturer

School of Education

College of the City of New York

Dr. Julius Rosen

Assistant Professor

School of Education

College of the City of New York

Mr, Si Rothschild
Adjunct Professor, Fashion Institute
Member, American Society of Arpraisers

Dr. Sol Schwartz

Assistant Professor

School of Education

College of the City of New York

Dr. Marvin Siegelman
Associate Professor
School of Education
College of the City of New York

Mr. Richard Smolens
Lecturer

Department of Education
Hunter College




