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August 31, 1973

Dr. Anthony J. Polemeni
Director (Act,)
Bureau of Educational Research
BOARD OF EDUCATION
OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK .
110 Livingston Street ,
Brooklyn, New York 11201

Dear Dr. Polemeni:

In fulfillment of the agzeement dated March 21, 1973 between the New !
York City Public Schools and the Center for Educational Research and Field
Sexvices, I am pleased to submit three hundred copies of the final report,
AN EVALUATION OF THE GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM GHILDREN'S PROGPAM: LEARNING TO
READ THROUGH THE ARTS, 1972-1973. o

The Bureau of Educational Research and the professional staff of the New a
York City Public Schools were most cooperative in providing data and facili-
tating the study in general. Althougl the objective of the team was to
evaluate a project funded under ESEA Title I, this report goes beyond this
goal. Explicit in this report are recommendations for modifications and
improvement of the program. Consequently, this report will serve its purpose
best if it is studied and discussed by all who are concerned with education
in New York City -~ the Board of Education, professional staff, students,
parents, lay leaders, and other citizens. To this end, the study team is
prepared to assist with the presentation and interpretation of its report.

In addition, the study team looks forward to our continued affiliation

witb the New York City Publié Schools,

You may be sure that New York University and its School of Education will
maintain a continuing interest in the schools of New York City.

pect:fully ittel,

Dot

ARNOLD SPIX
Director




Executive Summary

Tne 1972-73 Gugg?nheim Museum Childrén{s Program "Learning to
Read through thg Arts" represented the fourté iﬂ a series of full-
time summer and part-time after-school academic year reading and
'arts:instruction programs for soqio-econo@icglly-deprived inner-
city preadolescents. By 1972-73, the addinistrative, teaching,
and supportive services staffs (augmented this year by a Parents!
Advi;ory Council) had becomed seasoned and efficient, as well as
highly dedicated., As a result, the 1972-73 program was smoothly
operated and highly successful both in terms of meeting the objec~
tives stated in the New York City'Board of E&ucation’s research
design and in tqe professiqnal opinion of the evaluat;on staff
headed by the w%iter of the report.
Approxima;ely one hundred 10 to i2 year old children came two
days each week Qafter school) and all day on Saturday for a perioa
of approximatelL six months to classes in reading and the arts

which were' taught by deeply-committed young proféssional artists

and reading specialists, importantly augmented by a core of para-
Pl

-

professionalsx?I;Ziuding two deaf youngsters who worked out beauti-
fully)., Once a ;eek tﬁey weée treated to speciél events and field
trips of a highly-stimulating professional nature. The analyses of
instruments and procedures used in evaluating these classes and
special events, contained herein, clearly indicates the success of
this'pioneering cultural and educational venture for inner-city

youngsters,




Eight evaluation instruments =--- aspiration scales, arts
interest inventories, academic curriculum attitude questionnaires,

and staff evaluation forms --- were created especially for the program,
. . v

and were administered on a pre/post basis to all of the children.,

-

'

‘gfatistically significant gains on all eight instruments are reportedi

herein. In addition, the California Achievement;Tést (Reading) was :
administered to all children on a gre)post bésis, and an‘exceptionally
significant reading score gain of 8,4 months %Ner a four-month chro- ;
nological period was determined., By even the most conservative of stén-
dards, utilizing the figure of an 8.4 month reading séore ggin, it can |

clearly and unequivocally be stated (without even applying a special '

0
-

allcwance formula for below-level readers) that an average gain of 4.5‘
months in the reading scprés of particinants can be attributed direct}y
to the Guggenheim Museum Children's Program 'Learning to Read through’the
Arts" 1972-73, These gains are, of course, particularly gratifying t%
leaders in the field of arts education who have long felt that readiné
and other &cademic s;bject competencies could be enhanced through |
programs of instruction in the arts, but who ﬁave until now not had '
persuasively hard data such as the statistically significant reading ;
score gains cited in this report to prove that their hypotheses have
been correct: - .

A problem encountered by the evaluation team, which had a direct
bearing on the overall evaluation, was the fact that there was a delay
between the time the program became operational and the time evaluation
activities began, [fhe program had been underway for two months before
the evaluation contract was awarded, Cénsidering that this program was

\
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- only of six months' duration and that the success of the program was to
be dctermined;by specified pre-post test gains in reading and art, it
is unfortunate that this delay resulted in the postponement of pre~test
procedures, Additionally, the evaluation design required the adminis-

- _ tering of nine different evaluag}on instruments, which became time-

consuming and‘resulted in a reduction in the time which the team might

otherwise have devoted to an overall professional evaluation of the

Hwe s e — -

program, %
Withouf qLestion, the Guggenheim Museum Children's Program

"Learning to Réad through the Arts'" should be continued or "recyéled."

It should, in fact, be greatly expanded in scope, as detailed in the

| N

following recommendations:

. e s e A et ——
°/ ‘

1. The Cuggenheim Museum Children's Program should be con-

ek vmnenm .

tinued as a year-round program of after-schoél, Saturday, and summer
classes sponsored by the Guggenheim Museum and supported with city,
state, federal, and private funds,

}

-2, The Guggenheim Museum Children's Program should be emu-~

N wmenan K em w e weeewae

‘ ' lated by other museums, by schools, and by other types of cultural

and.educational institutions throughout the world.,

- ——

3. The program should be expanded into a five day per week

venture during the academic year in order that as many as 300

|
children might be served, It would be possible to give two groups

- Al
v con caaptmom ®e row -

of 150 childreh each the excellent experiences in reading and the
arts which until now only one group has enjoyed, Appropriate pro-
portional additions should be made to the instructional staff, in-

cluding the services of at least ofje more reading teachar,

u
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original works by professional artists should be readily available

4. Reading-oriented arts classes in ceramics, jewelry,
leathercraft, woodcrafts, videotape‘(plus other aspects of the
communication and printing arts), and a reading-oriented arts
workshop for parents should be added. .

5. Origina{ works of art should be'used more -frequently and
extensively as reference objects and inspiration sources in day-
to-day classroom activities. They should be hung,‘plaqedl or other~ '
wisé shown or presented in each classiroom as a normal part of an
artistically-stimulating arts educational environment., Such works
éhould, in this case, be borrowed from the Guggenheim Museum's
colleccion, many examples 6f which are (like the collections of
all museums)‘%eposing unseen %n storage,

6. Continued emphasis should be p}aCed upon the importance
of self-discovery in the solution of artistic problems. On the

other hand, thoughtful and detailed professional instruction in

the arts should be provided when needed and appropriate, and ]

for inspiration and reference,
7. A greater variety and larger quantity of materials and
equipment should be provided, possibly through stepped~up efforts R

to secure tax-deductible donations of materials and equipment from

manufacturers,'distributors, and retailers, as well ag by a more
generous initial budgetary allocation.

8. 1In making future decisions concerning the worthinesg
and particularly the per-pupil costs of this program, ind of other
prograﬁs of this type, the Board of Education and other fund-
providing or\fund~channeling agencies should give more attention

to ultimate per-pupil cultural values, realizing that truly sig-
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nificant learning experiences in the arts not only have lasting

value for individual recipients but also for the larger society

of which they will soom be actively-functioning citizen elements,
The pdblic funds saéed in diverting even ‘a few poténtial delinquent .
youngsters into productive and wholesome personal and social lives

would more than pay for a year-long program of specialized instruction

in reading and the arts for 300 children.

\
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

The Guggenheim Museum Children's Program "Learning to Read
through the Arts: 1972-73" was a comprehensive arts and reading
enrichment program for one hundred socio-economically deprived
10 to 13 year old children from Title ;Jeligible public and
privatg schools‘in New York City. The program ran for six montﬂs,
from November to May, and consisted of thirteen special interest
area classes in reading, theater, sculpture, printmaking, animated
f;hn, super-8 filmmaking, photography, mixed-media, painting, danée,

music, puppetry, and the arts and cultures of the American people.

‘The classes met after school on Tuesdays and Thursdays, from 3 to

6PM, and all day on Saturday from 9:30AM to 4:30PM. ALl children
réceived specialized instruction in at least two carts workshops

of their choice, as well as in reading, and they were, in addition,
exposed-to an exceptionally wide range of special cultural events
and field trips pertaining to their arts and reading classes.

Ail classes were taught by young professional specialists in
their various fields; however, these practicing artists and réading
specialist were also required to possess demonstrated teachigg
abilities relev;nt to the ége and ability levels of the child
participants.

Because of the program's strong orientation toward reading
improvement, the Reading Specialist, aided by the Reading Im-
provement Teacher, the teachers of arts workshop classes, a team

of paraprofessionals (including two deaf youngsters whose handicap
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actually became an advantase to the learning development of sym=

e

pathetic children), and a Parents’ Advisory Council, conceived,

developed, and impleménted a comprehensive and excellent reading

v

program. The reading program was predicated upon the assumption

& i [RSUN P 2

that success in school is highly dependent upon reading ability,
and that every effort should be made in the Gugg;nheim Museum
Children's Program to. contribute to the realization of this goal,
Through staff planning conferences, a number of fe?ding
. activities were proposed which could bg incorporated.directly

into the art workshops themselves. It was also felt that a

Reading Improvement Teacher, working side by side with the arts

cT IR N LGOS [T JETIN g e

specialists, could diagnose, individualize, teach, and evaluate
reading skills through the arts by means of arts-oriented books
and magazines as well as to relnforce reading experiences to which

children would already have been exposed in the arts workshops.

WAITIRN AN N Y~

It was declided that the arts would serve as the core of sub-

ject matter for independent as well as instructional reading (the

.““P

o

instructional reading levels would be determined by the California
Achievement Test in Reading, by informal textbook tests, and by
means of individual diagnostic tools), It was'felt (and subse~

quently found) that children's enthusiastic ﬁarticipation in the

arts workshops would motivate them effectively to read for (a) pleas~-

ure, because of interest in and appreciation of new subject matter;

(b) information, required to achieve success in the various arts

workshops; (c) depth of historical background, because of constant

exposure. to various art forms; and (d) the satisfaction of their

ERIC " 10
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intrinsic need to read in order to participate more effectively
in such arts workshdps as theater, super-8 filmmaking, film ani-

maticn, and puppeéry. Also, because of the many field trips and

» ]

special.;rtistic events in which the children were to participate,
many ﬂew and exciting avenues of thought, insight, and interest wefe
to be opened to them which had nét been previously available. There

fwere to be countless new things £6 talk about, to discuss, to ex-
perience deeply, to explore, to appreciate, and to want and need to
read about.,

The Reading Improvement Teacher organized the reading workéhop
according to the strengths and weaknesses_of the reading skills of
the individual children as determingd by ;n item anélysis of the
CAT and other diagnostic tools. She grouped the children according
to similar rgading skill difficulties. Instruction was given in
these small workshaps’to correct and improve the deficie;t reading
skills of the individual children in that particular reading gfoup.
Where there was a multiple reading skill defigiency, children were
placed in the group working on the most elemegtal skills in which
they were weak. After the children succeeded in mastering defi-
ciencies, they-would move'toothe n;xt sequential skill that needed
improvement. In addition to the reading skiil period, children
attended on a regular basis one of the iibrary reading periods in
the reading workshop. During this period each child selected a
book on the arts to read for interest, appreciation, and/or infor~

mation. The Reading Improvement Teacher was available to answex

questions, and to guide and record the child's needs. In order

11
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not to interrupt the child's reading comprehension and interest,
N . \
\ ‘
at this‘time, the particular skill weaknesses discoVered during
the library period were corrected and.mastered in the bhild'

reading skills period,
\
The teaclier-artists, the Reading Improvement Teacher, and
' 4

the Project Coordinator (Reading Specialist) met weekly to eval-

uate the progress being made by the individual children, to make

‘the staff aware of each other's reading activities, and to incor-

porate ;dditional or other reading techniques and skills. in the
arts workshops. ‘
All the reading materials used in the program were planned
to take on a dlfferent visual appearance than that which is usually
found in an ordinary elementary school situation e.g. an oversized
sketch book was used as a notebook. Among the reading ;aterials
used were childre;'s reading books and baoks on tﬁe arte (fict%onal,
informational), and children's reference books on the arts. The
teacher-artists, student assistants, and Project Coordinator come~
piled a bibllography on three levels for each Workshop
1." children's independent reading level;
g. children's reference books in workshop area,
augmented by teacher's referehee booke;
03. experience charts on the”happenings in the Program
such as: things children learn in the workshop,

future events in the Program, field trip exper-

iences, special events in the Museum auditorium;

v
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4, Skill books;
5. Rexograph' skill sheets;

¥
6, Teacher-made materials;

5 o

7. Student-made materials;
8, Readiné~oriented field trips to librariesg local
as well as speéialized; such as the Donnell and
Lincoln Center librariés where children attended
. talks and presentations of ' books by librarians
on art topics. Additional‘fieid trips to educational
resource centers in museums and other cultural.
institutions were alsc .taken. | i
In~service training in geading ihs;ruction consisting of
oﬁe hour weekly seminar§ for értist~tea;hers were held by the
P;oject Coordinator (Reading Specialist) and Reading Improvement
Teacher. The workshop teachers were asked for comments, sugges-
tions, and progress reborts. The resulting dat; was evaluated for
implementation and diagn?sis by the Project Coordinator (Reading
Specialisé) and Reading Improvement Teacher.. The Reading Im-
provement Teacher met weekiy.with the Proiect Coordinator (Reading Spe~
cialist) to’deveiap suitable techniques, materials, and plans
for each child in'order to improve reading. The Project Coor-
dinator kept a record of thg lesson plans and techniques useh
in the Program.
. Six Title I secondary school student aides assisted the
teacher-artists in their workshops. Their duties consisted of

helping the teacher in class movement from one place to another,

1.3
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performances, exhibiting materials in workshop, keeping records,
and,;glggipg_with the éommunity. All this extra help contributed
greatly to the ovéféiligﬁcééss<6f’thé'reading program.

The reaaing program was exélained Fo the parents in terms of
their role in it. The parents were asked to ;are for the physical,
emotional, and social needs of the chilq thrgugh a good home en-
vironment:_and the development of a lqve for books. The parents
became involved by visiting workshOps,‘special events érograms,
performances, film festivgls, and the final exhibition. A Parents'

v

Advisory Council was formed, and it met regularly during the course
. }

of the program.

Y




PROGRAM OBJECTIVES, WITH METHODS AND PROCEDURES
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FOLLOWED IN CONDUCTING EVALUATION
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PROGRAM OBJECTIVES. The program is designed to foster_hnd stimulate

.
b' learning through the arts for children who are performing two years
below grade level in reading and/or math. The yarticipants will

develop, through the arts, the skills needed to improve achievement

PR

levels. The program'will focus on the improvement of reading and
reading skills through motivation and interest in thé arts, and’
correction of reading weaknesses in workshops devoted to reading.

The program will also have arts workshops which will focus on

ey 7o p’

academic areas also.

1. The children will improve in reading significantly on

' @
S B : selected standardized reading test?.
2" 2. To increase reading skills through creative arts activities,
i ‘ 3. To increase the students' interest in academic curricula
areas, .
. 4. To increase the aspirations levelé, agtitudes and sense

of self-worth of the students.
5. To develop students’ interest, knowledge, and $kills in
all the arts.

6. To increase motivation for culcural activities.

15
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r” f EVALUATION DESIGN OBJECTIVES, METHODS, AND PROCEDURES.

1. Objective: To determine if there is an improvement of two
‘ t

scaled points in aspirational levelé, self-concept, and

oyn Pumm . erwn s

. awareness of intellectual and creative abilities by 607
of the participants as measured by an attitudinal qes-
[ . tionnaire to be completed by the students.

Methods and Procedures: An attitude questionnaire will

. be developed by the evaluator which will have separate

!

sections devoted to aspirational levels, self-concept, and
’ ) \ awareness of abilities. Similar rating scales will be .- -
v "developed for use by the teaching staff. Teachers will B

be required tc make ratings on a pre-post test basis to

4 indicate the degree of change in the participants.

Data Analysis: Frequency distributions of pre and post

ratings will be made for both teacher and student ratings.

X

The amount of change. from pre to post will be calculated

* for each participant. The percentage of students whe have

an improvement of two or more scaled points will be deter-

mined to see if the objective was successfully achieved.

- N d el N

Time Schedule: Pre-ratings will be made during the first !

three weeks of the program operation. .Post~ratings will
be ﬁade during the last three weeks of the program.

2. Objective: To determine i1f after participating in the program °*
six months 607% of the students improve six months in reading

as measured by the California Achievement Test (Reading).

Methods and Procedures: All student participants will be |

16
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tested on a pre-post test basis with the appropriate level
of the CAT (Alternate forms will be used). Raw scores ]
will be converted to grade equivalents for each student.

i " In addition, the pre and post tests will be analyzed
to determine if there are improvements in the areas of

(a) word identification, (b) interpretation, (c) drawing
inferences, (d) fluency and rate, etc.  This will be bas-

{
]
{
}
}
1
|
[}
i
'. ically a clinical ‘evaluation of the areas considered im-
! portant to reading success,

- Data Analysis: A frequency distribution of pre and post

€

test grade equivalent scores will be constructed.. Dif-
- " -

ferenges between these grade equivalent scores will then
be calculated. The percentage of cases. showing improvement
of two month; or more will then be calciilated. Furthex,” -
a t-test for dependent means will be calculated to deter-
mine if the gain was statistiéally significaﬁt. The
P - following plan cf data analysis wil‘l be. applied in addi-
. tion to the one described "in the proposél:

Step 1. Obtain each pupil's pretest grade eqﬁlvalent.

Step 2. Subtract 1 (since most standardized tests

start at 1.0).

Step 3. Divide the figure obtained in Step 2 by the

T CICTY e .

number of months the pupil has been in school
»
to obtain a hypothetical (historical regression)

rate of growth per month. (Ignore Kindergarten

months; 1 school year = 10 months).

17
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Step 4. Multiply the number of months of Title I
treatment by the historical rate of gréwth‘
per month.

Step 5. Add the figure obtained in Step & tc the
pupil's pretest grade equivalent.‘

Step 6. Test the difference for significance be-
tween'the gfoup’predicted posttest’ mean
and the obtained posttest mean with a
correlated t-test.

Time Schedule: The tests will be administered at the begin-

ning'and conclusion of the program.
Objective: To develop students' interest, knowledge, and
skills in the arts. Specifically, the evaluators'-and

teachers' ratings will show that 60% of the students have

- gained 1.5 scaled points in one afea of skill ;nd one

scaled point in interest in the arts. Questionnaire re-

- sponses by students will show two scaled points of im-
provement in interest, knowledge, and skill in two areas. ®

Methods and Procedures: Students' skill and interest in

program'area'will be rated by evaluators and teachers at
the beginning and end of the program dsing a rating scale

to be devised by the evaluator. A self report form for the

students will also be developed by the evaluator.

Data Analysis: Ratings will be tallied and growth scores

calculated. Appropriate summary tables will be prepared.

Iime Schedule: Ratings will be completed during the first

18
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" test vratings will be constructed for both teacher and

. uators who will also prepare summary tables

and last week of the program. ‘
Objecti&e: To determine if as a result of the prog;am 607
of the participants show an improvement of two scaled points
in interest in academic curricular areas as measured by
teacher and self ragings. ,

Methods and Procedures: An attitude questionnaire will

be developed by the evaluator to assess interest in aca-
demic curricular areas. Ratings will be completed on a
pre-post rating basis by both students and teachers.

Data Analysis: Frequency distributions of pre and post

student ratings. The amount of growth from pre to post -
will be determined to see if the objective was success~

fully achieyed.

Time Schedule; Pre~-ratings will be made during the' first
1]

three weeks of the program. Post ratings will be made
during the last three weeks of the program.

Objective: To increase motivation for cultural activities.

Specifically, attendance levels will be at 757 of the register.

Methods and Procedures: Administrative records will be exam~

ined at the conclusion of the program.

Data Analysis: Attendance tallies will be made by the eval-

Time Schedule: Records will be kept by program personnel
throughout the program. The evaluators will examine the

attendance records periodically throughout the program,

19




6. Objective: As part of a process evaluation, to determine
if the program was implcmented as proposed.

Methods and Procedures: A scale will be developed which

specifies job responsibilities of both professional and para-
professionals as specified in the grant proposal. Trained
observers will then observe the programs to d;termine if
staif are functioning within the general intents of the

proposal,

Data Anilysis: An analysis of observation and interview

data in terms of frequency distribution.

Time Schedule: Throughout the duration of the program,

<0
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EVALUATION DESIGN

THE EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVE 1. To determine if there was

improvement of two scaled points in aspirational levels,
self-concept, and awareness of intellectual and creative
abilities by 607 of the participants as measured (a) by
themselves and (b) by the teaching staff, evaluation forms
A and B (See Appendices) weré designed, printed,, adminis-
tered on a pre and post test basis, in January and in May,

and statistically analyzed by the evaluator and his staff.
TABLE I

SUMMARY: Aspiration Level, Self-Concept, and
‘ Ability Awareness as Perceived by
Participants Themselves (Foxrm A)

Pre Program Post Program
Mean = 7.58 Mean = 8.20 -
Standard Deviation = 1.53 Standard Deviation = 1.13

N = 55 N =15
t (correlated) = 2,36%

*t significant at the .05 level

Analysis of Data in Table J_(pertaining to Form A)

Table I is a summary of student evaluations of theig aspi-
ration level, self-concept, and ability awareness. Students were
asked to rate these areas on a one to téﬁ scale., Pre-program
self- evaluations yielded a’group mean of 7.58 as compargd to a
posb;program mean of 8.20. ‘A statistical comparisan of the data
using a correlated t-test yielded a t ratio of 2.36 which was
significant at the .05 level. Sixty percent of the participants did‘
imprdve two scaled poiats in aspiration 1evels; self-concept, and

awareness of intellectual and creative abilities. : ;31.
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. TABLE II

SMRARY: Teachers! Perceptions of Pupils'
. Aspiration Levels, Self-Concepts,
and Ability Awareness (Form B).

Pre Proeram- ‘ Post Program ‘

Mean = 6,38 Mean. = 8,17 i
Standard Devigtion = 1.76 Standard Deviation = .99
N=70 N=170

¢ (c&%related) = 7.31%

*t significant at the .01 level

Analysis of Data in Table II (pertaining to Form B)

-

In additien to having students evaluate themselves (Tablé 1),
téachers were asked to evaluate studen?s' self-concept, ability,
awareness, and aspiration, -A ten point scale was used in this
evaluation, The Pré-program mean was equal to 6,38 as cop-
pared to 3 post-program average of 8.17. This 1.79 differen;e
was significant at the .01 level (t correlated = 7.31), .

Toe objective was met since sixty percent of the participants
&id improve two scaled points in aspirational levels, self-
Goncept, and awareness of intellectual and creative abilities

as measured by the teaching staff,

. *t 4
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ZHE EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVE 2. To determine if after parti-

~

0

ipating in the program six months, 60% of the cstudents im-
proved ;ix nonths ig reading, the standardized California
Achievement Test (Reading) was administered on a pre/post
basis, under the direct supervision of the evaluator, to all
of the children.partibipating in the program. Alternate forms
(A and B) of the CAT Level 3 (Reading) were administered at '
the beginning (actually, at the end of the second month, due

‘ to a delay on the part of the Board of Education in awarding
the evaluation contract) and conclusion of the program. Dué
to severe reading retardation on the part of approximately 10%
of the children, the Level 2 (Readingi test was used for these -
participants. It cgﬁ be seen from the data reported below that
Objective 2 was achieved, Participants tested on Level 3 of the
California Achievement Test gained 8.4 monthsoin reading; parti-

cipants tested on Level 2 of the California Achievement Test

. gained 1,78 school years (based on a ten-month year) in reading.

TABLE ITI-A

SUMMARY: A Comparison of Pre, Pre- f
dicted Post, and Actual Post .
Test. Scores for Participants
in the Guggenhéim Project,
on CAT Reading Level 3 i

Actual Post Program

Pre Program Predicted Post Program

Mean = 3.97 : Mean = 4,19 Mean = 4.81

Standard Deviation = 1.16 Standard Deviation = 1.80 Standard Deviation = 1.74
N=60 N = 60 _ N =60

t (correlated) = 5,33%

' . 23

*t significant at the .01 level :




Analvsis of Data in Table III-A (pertaining to the
California Achievcment Test - Reading)

Student growth in reading vas measured with the reading section
oZ the California Achievement Test. At the inception of the program,
the: participants averaged a 3.97 grade equivalent reading score with
a standard deviation of 1.16.

The pPre program scores were used to obtain predicted post test

\
\

data for the group. 1In order to obtain the predicted posc test scores,

\
an historical regression formula was applied to the data. The results

\ .
of the nistorical rcgression formula yielded a predicted post test mean
of 4.03 with a stahdard deviation of 1.80.

Actual post progrem results, however, were higher than the pre-
dicted post test scqré@. The post program mean was 4.81 with a
stazadard deviation of 1.74. Thus, there was an ,84 ten month aca-

d'*ic~yearu(ox‘8*éhmonth;) increase in participants' reading scores
from the inception of tﬁé;program until its conclusion.

In addition to calculatory means and standard deviations, the pre
and post program data was compared for statistical signific;nce with
a correiaée& t~test. The t ratio for the éata was 5.33, and was, in
fact, significant at the .01 level.

In addition to obtaiding descriptive staéistics for the pre and
post test program scores, the evaluator éhought it meaningful and im-
portant to obtain the reliabilities for each sub scale of ;he reading
test (vocabulary and comprehension). Reliabilities were calculated

using the Kude; Richardson 20 formula. A summary of these relia-

bilities are listed in Table III-B.
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TADLE ITII-C

SUMMARY : Pre-Program Item Analysis of.
California Achievement Test Items
related to Words in Context (Vocabulary)

. » .. % distribution of responses
it 4 % of participantsy i 2 3 4
answering
. correctly v . .~
z Q682 Na03 0,83 Vel 2 CeC2 0. 02
Z J, 82 0.C Cel2 0.82 Ce 02 0,0
3 e 77 0. 07 Gel2 0. 77 0, G2 0.07
< Ce73 Ce® 0,73 Qe 20 Cel5 0. 02
5 Je48 3.07 0,18 Us18 ¢.48 0,12
o Ue53 D.03 Ueli8 0e 25 0. 53 002
7 e 67 0,03 Celz 0.15 Ce 67 0.05
8 0.70 Je 27 0,70 L.02 Ce 20, Go03
9 Jo 72 Oe0 0e72 0el5 0,05 0,08
10 Je 62 © 0403 C,10 0,62~ Co03 .2z
‘ ) i Jde 58 010 Co 17 Ql3 0,07 0,58 :
22 D¢ 55 0,12 Ne 05 0e 55 Ce25 | 0,08
13 Je 52 Cel2 0,20 0,52 0,1iC 0,12
14 Je +7 Qe 17 0. 35 0&1.3 Ce %7 Q.27
i5 3042 Ce 2z Gs 42 0,19 Te18 0418
le 3263 Ce20 04395 0,20 0,63 0402
7 Ja gH 0,28 0,22 0. 45 Cel5 0. 08
s 2043 020 . C,10 0e42 Ge l8 O.18
9 0s 45 "0y 23 Ue 45 0. 20 0s 15 008
29 Ja 28 Ce27 .0.20 Ce22 0617 0.28
21 0435 Q.30 0.35 0,33 0. 10 0,07
22 Js &2 Ceél 0e10 Ce 20 0. 08 0642
24 Jd¢ 35 Os 40 0e 13 Del 7 0., 35 0.15 ,
25 De 25 De47 Le 10 0,17 Cs 15 0.35
26 Je 37 0.47 Cs08 0,37 017 0.15
27 Cs 43 D052 , 0,017 - 0e12 0s 43 0eclz
. 23 Qe 32 9.6L  0s32 0,20 0412 0,07
29 : 2,22 0462 0,18 0,12 e 15 0,23
3¢ 0.23 . 0e 67 0el13 0. 22 0, 28 0,03
3: Ve-28 Ga 73 C.07 Cel2 Os17 0.28
32 de 22 Je 73 0¢22° 0,13 Cel2 0.17.
33 Je2) 00 77 0,18 o 10 G. 20 0.12
34 Ce 28 J. 89 0,12 0.28 C. 20 0.0
36 Je 27 *0.82- 0,08. 0,20 Qe 27 0,03
’ 37 Qe17 - Ye93 0417 2,07 G,25 0.l0
38 Ot 3.8 0.-97 Co 1.2. : 0013 C‘o 18 g 0. 08 .
39 Qe l5 0493 0,12 Ue 20 0el5 : 0,07
49 0.12 Ce 97 Os15 Qe 5 Col2 . Q.18

v = . ‘e mmein . SN NI 8 e e - A veve———— T g
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The comprehension subscale of the California Achievement Test
is broken down into éevetar areas. These include reference skills, c
interpretation, relationships, generalizations, and inferences; A -
breakdovm of the item'anal}sie for the comprehension part of the CAT -
is listed in Table III-D. ' . -

-

in reference to tﬂe subscele, 64.5% of the participants ensweted
the questions related to reference skills correctly, 37.5% of the
participants answeted the question concerning interp;etation cor-
rectly, and 207% o the participants answered the subscale re1ating .
to relationships correctly. Finally, the subscale concernlng gen-
eralizations was answered correctly by 31 7% of the partlcipants
and 33 3% of the partlclpants answered the questions referring to
inference correctly. -

Of forty questions on the post test vocabulary test over 50%
of the program participants answered eighteen questions correctly.
This was an increase of four questions ot a 287 increase from pre
test results. In addition over 407 of the participants answered
twenty-seven questions correctly. This was ; 29.6% increase from
pre test results. An item enalysis for the post teet vocabulary
section can be found in Table III-E.

As noted earlier the comprehension snb.test of the California
Achievement Test is broken down into sevetal eubscales {reference
skills, interpretation, relationships, and inferences). A com- .
posite sumary of the item analysis for the post program comprehension

results may be found/in Table III-F.

-

N
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TABLE III-D

SUMMARY: Pre Program Item Analysis of

California Achicvement Test Iteéms
related to Reading Comprehension*#
% of participants % distribution of responses .8
answering -
ITEM  ‘correctly v 1 2 3 4 >
. ' 1 Ve 87 C.07 0.03 " Oe0 0. 87 0;07 8.0
. 2 0. 82 0.03 0,03 Ce82 0.13 0.Q 0.0
3 2,58 Ue 30 O, u8 Q. 58 0.12 - 0.07 C. 0
4 T 0e79- 0.07 0,95. 0.12 '0,70 0.10 Q.0
5 " 0.48 317 0,12 0.23 0. 38 0.48 2,0
- 7 0. 68 0,10 J.68 0+ 05 0. 10 Cel2 0.0 -
M ~'8 Gva3 - w13 Gs17 Qe 43 Cal? 0e17 0.0
s9 . Oa &0 . 0613 U 40 0el7 Cel7 - Ce 20 . C.C
C ) " 0. 0,45 0,13 0,10  0.22  3.45 . 0.17 0.0
- 11 0s45 - 0,20 0,10 0,17 Ce 45 C.18 Ce0
12 . Ce40 . 0.10 0e.15 . 0a%0 Se33 "0.,07. 0.0
13 0,23 0,20 0,07 0030 Je22 0,20 . C.0.
. 14 0.%8 Cel3 0,15 0.15 0,48 0,15 0,0
15 C. 28 0,17 0,15 0438 Q.20 .18 0.0
16 0265 £el7 0,17 ° 0.45 Ce 25 Ce05 = Co0
17. 0e40 . J6l0 0el7 0.23° 040 Q.15 Q.0 -.
- 18 025 C. 20 0.13 ~ Q.27 0e25 0.25 0.0 - °
29 .- 0,27 . 0,17 0,27 0s 30 Cel? 0,18 C.D
zg 0.18 2,20 0,18 0ue28  (Cau25 0,18 _¢,C
21 0620 0. 27 0. 05 Ce28 Ce32 . 0,20 .0
) 22 0,13  0.23 0622 0, 20 0a22 0,13 0.0
‘23 0,28 017 0625 0,27 Ce 28 0e 12 0,0
24 . 0,35 0.10 Oe35 0,37 Cel7 0,07 - 0,0
" 25 /0,32 9423  0s15° 0,23 0,18 0.32 ' 0.0
) " 27 032 0, 20 Cel3 0, 23 Ce32 0,22 0,0
: 28 Ce 23 Ce20 . 0430 - 0432 Js05 0,23 0,3
' ‘29 0:23 0,20 0,23 0.23 .22 0422 0,0
30 0,15 0e 27 Oel3 032 - LaZ27 0,15 Geo C
a] . 0,27 027 0.15 0,33 Je27 De12 040
32 0922 0. 33 Ge22 0. 22 2427 Cr13 0.1

Ce 2D 0.23 De32 0. 25 e 25 0s 07 d, 0.

. 0432 0,30 0407 0.32 G.25 0,22 o0.p .
o "0e32 7 0,33 Cel7 0,18 (32 Je05 © Qg,12
" 0e 25 Q¢ 20 0425 0. 15 Cel8 0,25 0. 07
Oes4?2 0. 23 0.08 D25 Cee2 0. 07 0.07
0008 . 0417 0,13 . 0,17 5,27 (.15 020
0622 0423 0,22 0,27 Cu18 0.12. 0.10
.22 0.20  C.1B. .25 0a22 0,13 0,12
0el8  0.20 0422 0,18 0,17 0.18 - 0.15

BB P W W W
N™CODNE VD W

S , 14 .
**gubscales ‘ .
Reference Skills:-1-6 . Relationships: 19; 20, 22, 32
. Intexpretation: 3, 10, 12, 16, 17, Generalizations: 7, 11, 15, 23, 30,
e . - 21, 24, 25, 27, 29, 35-38,740 -+ .31, 39, 41, 42 I '

Inferences: 8, 13, 33; 34 .- .




TABLE III-E

SUMMARY: Post Program Analysis of
California Achievement Test:
Items related to Word Context

(Yocadulary)
% of particibants % distribution of responses
. ITEM answering 0 b < 2 - .3 4
correcrly )
1 O¢ 88 OeQ 0088 " '0.C3 Ce 02 0e 07
? 0e 80 060 0413 0,03 -Ce03 0,80
2 0e 73 0, 03 0a13 0e02 ,.i0e1C 0,72
4 0e70 00 0623 Ge70 0e.02 0. 05
5 0.58 0.C 0,03 0058 0.30 0.08
6 Us 58 Oe O 0.1o.u 0e23" . 0458 0,08
7 0667 0.0 0el3 Cel2 0.08 0e 67
) 8 052 0, 03 0 32 0,08 Ga'52 0607
9 0e50 0.0 0013 0e 50 Gel7 .0020
‘ 10 Je55 0.0 0el2 0.28 0e05 0e55
11 0e 50 0.0 0e18 0560 Jo1C 0,12
S 12 De42 De0 0e42 0el7 017 =~ 0e25
13 . 0637 " 0603 " 037 0615 0s28 0el8
14 0463 Ge 03 0e12 0el2 Ce &3 0,12
15 0e40 V.07 0a40 . CGol0 0617 003G
16 0657 0,07 Q10 0e15 Gs 57 0.15
17 065G " Uel0 - 0el8 Oe 50 0013 0el3
- 18 0e52 ' 0410 "'0415 8,10 * 0452 0,18
19 O0e 48 ° 0s10G O0el3 Ve27 '0e48 0.07
21 0e50 Oel3 0.05 0e23 0e60 0.05
22 Je &5 0,413 Os 13 0s 23 Oel2 0e45
23 -0e45 Oe13 0610 0e45. (o222 - 0,17
24 Ue33 De'13 012 0s38  Cu33 0,10
25 0. 70 Qel7 0. 70 0e 10 Ge 07 0. 08
‘ 26 Ve &2 0e23 " 0615 0e42 0Oel7 0el5 .
27 Jas 38 0s 27 0s12 . 0422 Oe 38 Osl5
28 De3 0e3C . 060l2 Jel3 017 Oe 43
29 e 32 Ve33 Je32 Oe 18 Ca 20 Oel3
30 "Je43 0437 Oel0 0.20. .08 Qe 43
31 . Qe 25 037 0e25 Oa 32 Ce 20 Ce 05
32 2027 0.37 037 0s22 Ce02 0.15
33 " 0et2 De 43 0407 0el5 0u 42 0,15
34 Je30 0e 53 0,08 - 0,18 Uel7 0630
35 J.ZS ‘3. 6G 0005 0020 0020 0025
36 0e22 De 63 De22 0620 Ce25 0.02
37 0+ 30 Ce 63 0.08 0615 Oe 30 0al5s
38 Jel8 Ce 63 Ge 18 O« 15 Oe 15 0s20
/ 2% Je 27 0643 0.20 0,18 Q427 0,03
40 - Qe28 Ce 653 Jal3 012 Dal5 0e 28
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TABLE ITI-F

SUMMARY: Post Program Analysis of California |
Achievement Test Items related to . . ‘ |
Reading Comprehension** ? |

% of perticipants % distribution of responses
o answering ,
' ITEM  correctly 0 1 2 3 s 5
) 1 0. 93 0s0 . Ged3 Ca9: 0,03 059 0. 0
2 0.92 0,0 n, 0 0,02 0.,G7 0.92 Q. C
3 0. 58 " Ce03 0.C8 . C. 58 . 0.25 . Ge 07 CQC
4 Qe 78 0.0 0.03 0.22 " Ce78 ° Uo7 0. C
5 0. 33 0.9 0.07 0, 45 Gy 15 0.33 Ge 0
6 0,38 0,03 Os 42 0.38 Ce 07 0,12 0.0 .
7 G, 73 0,02 0.73 J.05 0.02 0,17 £. G
8 0.35 e 02 Qe 07 0. 35 ‘0e28 ''0,28 C.0
/ 9 0. 43 ’ 0.03 0.17 0.33 4 0.4’3 N 0.05 000
. ) 1c 0.38 't 0,03 0e25- (o038 Ce38 0427 - Q.0
: 11 0e33 ' Ce03 022 0423 042C 0e32 0,0
12 . Je23. 0,07 0,23 Ge20  3e22 0.2C C.OC
12 0.43 0. 07 0,10 0.43 , 0e15 0.28 0.0
14 Ce 50 0.07 0.02 0e 59 J0.13 0.32 0,0
15 050 0,03 0,13 Gel3 Ge22 0.50 0.0
16 ) 0¢ 38 Qs 03 . Cel3 De 28 003.8 0,18 Ce 0
17 . . Ge40 . 0a03  Cel7 - 0.22. Cpu0 " 0e22 Qa0 .
18 0s &2 Ve 07 0,28 0,42 De 27 0,20 0,0 °
; 19 0. 38 0,03 Cs10 0.38 0s22 ., 0428 0. 0
' 20 " 0628 Q.07 0,15 0,33 Ce 20 0028 - 0.0
21 Ce28 0,07 0. 28 0e15 0s4C - 0,13 0.0
22 Ce 40 2,02 Gel7 0,40 0422 ' Ge20 0,0
23 Co 38 0.33 0420 020 0,20 2,38 - 0,0
26 00 20 0,03 Ce 20 Qe 32 Ce35 0,12 G, C:
‘ 26" Ge 43 0s07 0u43 . 0e30. 0418 0.05 ~ 0,0
27 Ce 40 0.03 0.13 0,20 © (.25 0 40 0,0
28 Ce 45 Ced2 Cv45 Ce 23 JelS Del5 C.0
29 Ue 30 0,07 0.29 Ce 28 Cal8 Ce30 0, 0
‘ 39 Le32 0, 02 0,17 | QeciZ -~ Te28 0.32 0,0
31 0,43 0,97 0. 25 0, 26 0043 0.08 - @,0
32 Ce &3 0,07 ' 0.15 Co 43 Cel? Ce22 C.0
33 0,42 0.07 0,43 D¢ 25 0ei? Del2 0,C
34 0,37 0,17 0,22 0.37 Cs12 0,27 0.0
35 e b3 0.C2 J.03 0.C5 Ce 63 Jel2 Cs15
36 0o 25 0,02 0,12 0,12 Cel?7 0.35 0,23 i
37 0e 23 Ce 03 0.12 0,33 Cel5 0.23 0el5
38 0, 30 0.03 J.13 0, 35 0.23 0.12 0,29
29 0,45 0,07 C.12 Cell Ce 5 G, 18 Oe lD
4Q Ce (05 Ue10 0,22 CeC3 Col?7 Oel8 0s25
4) 027 Vel7 0,20 Go27 .Ge23 0,07 0el5
42 Je 25 Oe 13 0. 25 Js 23 Co 08 Je22 0.13
**subscales - ";353. .
Re ference Skills: 1,'2, 4-6 Generalizations: 7, 20, 22, 24, 28, 31
x , Interpretation: 3, 4, 10, 16, 21, Relationships: 18, 34, 42
- 26, 32, 35-37, 39-41 Inferences: 11-13, 15, 23, 29, 33, 38
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On the reference skills subscale 65,37 of the participants
ansvered the questions correctly. Further;ore, 37.7% of the
participants answered the interpretation questions correctly, 34.67%
of the participants answered the reiationship subscale correctly, and

39.57% of the students answered the generalization subscale correctly.

Finally, the inferences subscale was answered correctly by 31.5% of

<

the participants,

TABLE III-G

SUMMARY: Pre and Post Program Reading
Scores for California Achieve-
ment Test (Level 2) in Reading

Pre Program - Post.Program

Mean = 1.90 Mean =-3.68

Standard Deviation.= .42 Standard Deviation = .75
N=25 J ’ N=5 .

t (correlated) = 4,10%

. *t significant at .01 level

A comparison of pre and post program reading scores on Level II
of the Californmia Achievement Test yielded a ;ignificant result
(t correlated = 4.10). Reading scores went from 1.90 on the pre
test to 3.68 on the post test., Thus, according to the comparison
students gained an average of 1.78 school years (10 month year) while
participating in the program. It is realized that the n ié too small
to be reliable but since the evaluation design necessitated the

reporting of this data, the t- test was considered to be the best

available method,
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THE EZVALUATICN OF OBJECTIVE 3. To determine if (in the

-

opinion of evaluators and teachers) 60% of the students
gained 1.5 scaled points in one are; of skill and one
scaled poiat in interest in the arts, and to determine if
students’ questionnaire responses showed two scaled pointé
of improvement in interegt, knowledge, and two areas_of
skill, evaluation forms C and D (see Appendices) were
designed,‘priuted, administered oﬁ a pre and post tést
basis, ané_st;tistically analyzed by the evaluator and

his staff,
TABLE IV

'SUMMARY: Teachér Evaluation of Participants
Art Interest, Art Knowledge, and
Art Skills (Form C) -

Pre Programm =~ " Post Program

Mean = 5.42 Mean = 7.76
Standard Deviation = 1.1. Standard -Deviation = 1,1
N=173 . N =173

t (correlated) = 9.3%*

*t significant at the .0l level

Analysis of Data in Table IV (pertaining to Form C)

In addition to students rating theméelvgs in the areas of
art interest, art knowledge, and art skills,.teachers evaluated
these areas. Tabdble IV is a summary of the teacher evaluations.
The pre prograa mezn was 5.42 as compared to 7.76 at the program
conclusion., This difference batween pre and post scores was
tested for significance with a correlated t-test. The difference

was in fact significant at the .0l level. 1In fact, 60 percent of the

29
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participaats geined 15 scaled units in one skill area, one scaled point

in aret iaterest. Thus, the evaluaticn objective was met.




TABLE V

SUMMARY: Participants' Evaluation of. Their
Art Interest, Art Knowledge, and
Art Skills (Form D)

/

v-.",,\->A { e

. 1y
¢ Pre Program » PoSt Program
Mean = 5.82. Mean = 7.5 -

Standard Devlation = 1 12 Standard Deviation = 1.29

= 46 N =46

-t (correlated) = 6,54%
- significant at tne 01 level
: ‘ ' ‘ Y
" Analysis of Data in Table V (pertaining to Form D) -
; ‘ ;

. Pr ogram participants were asked to evaluate nerceived art
interest, art knawledge, and art skills on a ten pozné.scale;
The pre program evaluation had a group mean . of 5.82 as com-
pared to a post program mean of 7.5. The data was statistic-
ally analyzed for significance with a correlated totest.
The 't ratio was equal to 6.54, and was in fact significant

\\ at the .01 level, ‘Sixty percent of the participants showed

\g scaled p01nts of improvement in art 1nterest, art knowledge,

and art skills. The objective was achieved.
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THE EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVE 4. To determine if, as a

result of the program, 60% of the participanfs showéd
an improvement of two scaled points in interest in aca-
demic curricular areas as measured by teachers and by
participants themselves, evaluation forms E and F, re-
produced below, were designed, printed, administered oﬁ
a pre and post-test basis,’and statistically analyzed by
the evaluator and his staff. a
TABLE VI
_SUMMARY; Teachers' Evaluations of Academic

Curriculum Attitudes of the Par-
ticipants (Form E)

i

Pre Program Post Program

Mean = 5.66 ' Mean = 7.21

Standard Deviation = 1,75 ° Standard Deviation = 1 25
N=59 . o N =59 L

t (correlated) = 5.44% .

<

*t significant at .0l level

Analysis of Data in Table Vlr(peftaining to Form E)

>

In addition to asking participants to rate the curriculum
teachers were requested to rate the curriculum and attitudes
of the participants to the curriculum. The.pre evaluation mean
was 5.66 compared to a post evaluation mean of 7.21. The dif-
ferences between the pre and post scores was tested for signif-
icance with a correlated t-test. In fact, the results were
significant at the .01 level. The evaluation objective that 60 per-
cent of the participants show an improvement of two scaled pointe in
interest in academic curricula areas as measured by teacher and

self-rating was achieved. . . . :3:3




TABLE VII

SUMMARY: Participants' Self-Evaluation
of Academic Curriculum Atti-
tudes (Form F)

i

Pre Program ’ Post Program
" Mean = 7.78 ’ ' Mean = 7.44 .
Standard Deviation = 1.57 . Standard Deviation = 1.97

N =52 -. . ‘N =52

t (correlated) = 0,94%

LI

*t not significant

"Analysis of Data in Table VII (pertaining to Form F)

~. >
a

Partieipants .in the. program were ask;d'ﬁo eéaldate.tﬁeié
feelings toward the academic curriculum and éheir attitudes’,
@owards the general proéram. At the inception of'the‘program
it was rated 7.78 on a ten.point scale. At the conclusion of
ghe.prcgram the program was vated 7.44. These results were
co;pared for statistical significance. in-fact, the cor~
related t was equal to 0.94_an§ égs notisignificapt. Sixty.
percent of the participants éid not improve 2 scaled points,

and therefore the evaluation objective was not achieved during

the program.
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IHE EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVE 5. To determine if wotivation for

cultural activities was increased, as reflected io 75% or higher
attendance leyels, administrative records were examined peri-
odically throughout, and at the_end of the program. Atten.ance
averaged between 807% and 85%; hence, in the judgment of the

,evaluator, objective 5 was ampl& realized,

'

THE E\}ALUATION OF OBJECTIVE 6. To determine if the program

was nmplemented 2s preposed, in terms of the functions of
professional and paraprofessional staff members, evaluation
forms G and H, reproduced below, were designed prlnted,.adﬁ
ministered on a pre and post test basis, and statistically
analyzed by the evaluator and his staff., In addition, trained
observers visited each of the thirteen arts and reading classes
1east twice, 1nterviewed staff members to determine the .
" degree of their understanding of program objectives and the
implementation of the program's philosophy, accompahied children
and staff hembers on several field trips ahd several events,
and made observations (augmented with written notes) of the
functions of all professional and paraprofessional staff members,
In the professional opinion of the evaluator, all staff members,
both professional and paraprofessional, were functioning very
effectively within the general intents of the proposal, and in
a number of cases their contributions to child participants'
learning experiences in the arts and reading (plus other subject

areas and, most importantly, in overall pexsonality development)
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went far beyond the normal "call of duty', and well beyond

the program's specified objectives, For example, one arts //)
> -

éeacher invited the children in her class to an after-class
"bake-in'" at her nearby apartment wheré children excitedly
(and no doubt: lastingly) learned the art of home-made bread-
making "frop scratch", sifting flour, kneading dough, and

waiting with their ffiendly teacher for the finished product

. to be removed from the oven and tasted.

e —
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TABLE VIII

SUMMARY: Professional Staff
Evaluation (Form G)

Pre Program Post Program
Mean = 8.76 Mean = 9.50
Standard Deviation = ,50* Standard Deviation = ,50
N = 28 . N =28
t = 5.24% ~

1

*t significant at ,01 level

Analysis of Data in Table VITI (pertaining to Form G)

o"

The p;ofessional staff of the program waQ evaluated by the
'project director and the program's administrators prior t; the im-
plementaticn of the frogram on the assumption that a contract
would be received shortly. The professional staff average.a'
ra2ting of 8.76 on a ten point scale érior to the program, :During
the program, the §taff received supervision about their perférmance
and effecfiveness on the job. The staff was reevaluated at the
ternination of the program and received a'9.50 rating on a ten
point scale, “Ratings were compared for statistical significance
between pre and post program ratings. In fact, there was a

significant difference, t = 5.24 (significant at the ,0l level).

-
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. TABLE I1X ¢

SUMMARY : Paraprofessional Staff
. Evaluation (Form H)

Pre Program ' ' Post Program '

tean = 8,65 Mean = 9.05
Standard Deviation = .59 Standard Deviation .36
N = 28 . N = 28

t = 3.89%

i

.*t-significant at .01 level )

-

Analysis of Data in Table IX (perfaining to Form H)

In addition to evaluating the professional staff, paraprofes-'~
sionals were also evaluated by the project director and’ the pro- -
gran s administrative staff, Before the inception of the evaldétion.
the paraprofessional staff rated 8.65 on a't;n point-s;ale; At the
termination of the program, however, the paraprofessional staff was
reevaluated,and averaged a rating of 9.05 on a ten poi;t scale. .Pre
and post program eéaluatioh ratings were coépared for statigtical sig~
nificance with a t-test. The comparison was statistically significant

at the .01 level (t = 3.89).
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EVALUATION SUMMARY, CONCLUSTIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary. In the professional opinion of the evaluator,
The .Guggenrheim Museum Children's Program: Learning to Read
through the Arts, 197?-73 vas a highly successful educational
venture. The program exceeded the requirements of its stated ,
. obJectives, particularly in terms‘of reading 1mprovement scores
(shown to be significant at the 01 level) which offer a strong
ndorsement to the hypothesis that it is possible to teach
children to read through the arts, In this‘respect; particularly,
the Guggeﬁheim Program serves very importantly as a!very aesirable’
rep’icable model, not only in terms of its own continuation and
hopefully, expan51on, but also in terms of 1ts being emulated by
other museums, by public and private schools ‘by summer camps, ’
and by a wide variety of formal and informal arts enrichment programs.
It should be pointed out most clearly, however, that though the .
Guggenheim Fuseum Children s Program- Learning to Read through .
the Arts was reading-oriented, it was’ first and;foremost an arts

program. The hundred or so. children in this program not only grew

remarkably in terms of their ability to read, they learmed to express

37

themselves creatively a2nd significantly in at least two of. the arts as well.

The animated films, paintings, scrulptures, silkscreen prints,
dances, musical compositions, dramatic parts, photographs, motion

pittures, puppets, craft objects, and mixed media works they created
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(and later performed or exhibited), were clearly worthy of

artistic note and are felt by the evaluator to be directly

2

reflective of the value of utilizing the services of carefully

selected professional artists as teachers.

Conclusions. A number of conclusions may be drawn from

a study bf this evaluaéion reporﬁ. Among them are éhe following:

1.

3.

It is'possible to efféétively teach reading in a program
of instruction primarily focused upon the arts. .

Professional artists can effectively be used as in-

.

structors in an educational brdgr;m f?r'childfen.

The arts and reading appear to be'mﬁtuglly-enhancing
bomponenés of zn enrichment program.for inner-city .. .
children.

Attitudes toward academic cucriculum subjects in general
can be enhanced through an arts and reading enéichment
program, . o
Children's aspirations'and self-concepts, and an im-
proved.awareness of their intellectual and creative

abilities, can be enhanced through a successfully

administered program of instruction which is oriented

~

primarily toward the arts and reading.

* Children's overall cultural awareness and knowledge of

2

the arts can be significantly enhanced through a well-

organized program involving frequent and regular inpﬁt'

experiences in iegitimate theater and gallery-going;

40
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14brary and museum visiting, orchestral and dance per-

formances, and other professional-level events.

Recommendations.

1. The Guggenheim Museum Children's Program should be con-

“tinued as a year;rdund program of after-school, Saturday, and

summer classes sponsored by the Guggénheim Museum and supported
with city, state, federal, and.private funds.
2. The Gugéenheim Museum Children's Program should be .

emulated by other nnééums, by séﬁools, and by other types of

" cultural and educational institutions throughout the world.

3. The program should be expanded into a five day per ‘

vweek venture during the academic year in order that as many as

.300 children might be served. It would be possible to ggvg two

groups of 150 children each the excellent experiences in reading
and the arts ghich until now only one group has enjoyedl ~Appro;
ﬁriate proportional addition$ should. be mgde to th; instructional
staff; inciuding che_se;vices éf at 1éast~one more reading ﬁeacher.
4, Reading-oriented arts classes in ceramics, jewelry,
ieathercraft, wooﬂcrafts, vidgotape‘(plﬁ; other aspecEs of the
communlcation and printing arts), and a reading-oriented arté

worksﬁop for parents should be added.

5. Original works og art should be used more frequently and

A

extensively as‘reference objects and inspiration sources in day-

to~-day classroom activities. They should be hung, placed, or other-

wise shown or presented in each classroom as a normal part of an

t
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artistically-stimulating arts educational enviromnment. Such works

should, in this case, be borrowed from the Guggenheim Museum's

collection, many exaoples of which are Slike the collections of
all museuns) reposing unseen in storage. |

6. Continued emphasis should be placed upon the importance
of self-dlscovery in the solution of artistic problems. On the
other hand thoughtful and detailed professjonal’ instruction.in

the arts should be provided when needed and appropriate,.and

,original works'oy professionallartists shouid'be'roadily available

4

for inspiration and reference.’

AN

7.- A greater variety and larger quantity of materials and
equlpment should be provided poss1b1y through stepped-up efforts
to secure tax-deductlblehdonations of materials and equipment from
manufacturers, distributors, and retailers, as well as by a more
generous initial budgetary allocation.

8. In making future decioions concerning the worthiness
and particularly the per-pupil costs of this.program, and of other .
programs of thio type, the Board of Education ond otter_fund-
providing or fund-channeling agenoies shculd give more attontion
to’ultimate per-pupil cultural values, realizing that truly sig-
nificant léarning experiences in the arts not only have lasting

value for individual recipients but also for the larger society

of which they will soon be actively-functioning citizen elements.

* The public funds saved in divérting even a few potential deliquent

youngsters into productive and wholesome personal and social lives

42

would more than pay for a year-long program of specialized

40
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instruction in reading and the arts for 300 children.
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FORM A: ASPTRATION LEVEL, SELF-CONCEPT, AND ABTLITY AWARENESS UESTIONNAIRE
' FOR PARTICIPANTS IN THE GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73 |

Designed by Dr. Howard Conant, New York University, Evaluator

DIRECTTONS: Using the following 10 point scale, rate yourself on
all items.  Circle one number after each item.

NEVER __ SELDOM SOMETIMES: OFTEN ALWAYS

I want to do‘good work in school 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 _10
I want to become a successful adult 1 2 3 & 5 é : 7 é 9__10
’, I want to be well 1jked ' 2 3 4 5 "6 7 8 9 10
I think I am a nice person. . | 1 .2 3 &4 5 6 7 '8 9 10
I_think most children like me 1 2 3.4 5 6 7 8 9 10
I think most adults like we L _2 23 &4 5 6__7 8 9 10
I am an intelligent persom . - -1 2 3 4 5 - 6 A& 8 9 10
I am a good ¥eader L1 2 .3 4 5 6 7.8 9 10
I am a goad artist 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 '8 9 10
" I am a good dancer 1 2 3 &4 5 6 _7_8 9 10
I am a;go&d musician 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 8 9 10




@

FORM B: TEACHER'S EVALUATION OF ASPIRATION LEVELS, SELF~-CONCEPTS, AND ABILITY
AWARENESS OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73

Designed by Dr. Howard Conant, New York University, Evaluator

DIRECTIONS: Using the followiné 10 polnt scale, rate the
above~named child on all items. Circle one
number. after each item.

NEVER _ SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTE ALWAYS

Wants to do good work in school : ' 2 3 4 5 67 8 9 10
Wants to become a su;cessful adult _ .1 2 3 '4 S 6 7 8 9 10 .
Hants ;o be well-liked . 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Thinks he is a nice person’ - 1 2 3 4 's g 7_8 9 lé
Thinks most children 1ike him . 1 2 3 4 5 6..7..8 9 10:
| Thinks most adults like him 1.2 3 &4 5 6_7 8 9 10
Considers hinself an intelligent person 1.2 3 4 | 5 6 1.8 9 10
Considers himself a good reader 1 _2 3 4 5 67 8 9 10
Considers himself a good artist 1 2 3 4 5 6.7 .8 9 10
Considers himself a good dancer 1 _2 3 u4 5 6 _ 7 8 9. 10
Considers himsélf a good musician 1 2 3 4. 5 6 7 8 9 10
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FORM C: 7TEACHER'S EVALUATION OF ARTS INTEREST, KNOWLEDGE AND SKILL OF
PARTICIPANTS IN THE GUGGENHEIM MUSECM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73,

Designed by Dr. Howard Conant, New York University, Evaluator
DIRECTIONS: Using the following 10 point scale, rate the ' L

above-named child on all items. Circle one
number after each item.

NEVER SELDOM  SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS

/ .
. \. . Child is interested in: . . .

, drawing — 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
painting 1 2. 3 4 5 -6 . 7 8 9 10
sculpture 1 2 3 .4 5 6 7 .8 9 10
mixed media 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

. music 1 2 34 5 6 7___ 8 9 10
b dance 1 2 3 4 5. 6 7 8- 9 3¢
i photogzraphy 1 2 "3- 4 5 6 7 8 9 __-10
{  Super-8 filcmaking 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 8 9 10
| theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
! Jpuppetry 1 2 3 4 " s 6 7 8 9 10 . .
i printmaking 1 -2 3 4 5 6 78 9 10 "
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FORM C_(Cont'd.) .

i

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS

Child ‘knows a lot about at 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
least two of. the art areas , '
listed above.

Child can name at least two 1 2 3. 4 5/ 6 7 8 ‘9 10
professional artists or per- /
forming groups.

Child can tell the differ- 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 -8 9 .10
) ‘ ence between art and or- . . . o
( dinary things.

Child is skillful in per-~ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
forming or producing work :

in at least two of the arts

areas listed above.

Child can make cr pérform " 1 2 '3 & 5 6 "7 '8 9 10
a work of art as well as a
professional artist does.

Child knows how to begin 1 2 3 4 5 ' 6 7
creating or performing
Work of I of 4% ' )

. Child can finish creating 1 2 3 4 5 6 - 7
! or performing a work of .
art after someone has

shown him how to begin.

Child knows enough about 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
creating or performing art

¢ to be able to teach other

' people how to do it,
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FORM D: ARTS INTEREST, KNOWLEDGE, AND SKILL EVALUATION SCALE FOR PARTI- ) -
CIPANTS IN THE GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73.

Designed by Dr. Howard Conant, New York Univeisity

DIRECTIONS: Using the following 10 point scale, rate
yourself on all items. Circle cne number
after each item, )

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN  ALWAYS

I am interested in:
10

drawing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9:
painting 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
sculpture 1 2 3 4 5 ‘6 7T 8 9 10
mixed redia 1 2 2 4 5 6 7 ' 8 9 10
nusic 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
dance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
photography 1 2 3 4 b) 6 7 8 9 10
Super-8 filmmaking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
film enimation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
theater 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
puppetry 1 2 3 4 -5 6 7 8 9 10
crafts 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |
printmaking 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
I know a lot about at 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

least two of the arts

areas listesd above.

I can name at least two 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
professional artists or )

performing groups.

I can tell the difference 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
between art and ordinary .
things. ) L.

b
N
W
E o
w
()}
~
(o]
(X}

X an skillful ir performing 10
or producing work in at )
least two of the arts areas

listed above,

I cen nmake or perform a 1 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 8 9 10
work of art as well as a

professional artist does.

I know how to begin cre- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ating or performing a work

of art.

I can finish creating or 1 2 3 4 5° 6 7 8 9 10

perforning a work of art
after someone has shown me
how to begin.

I know enough about creating 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
or performing art tqQ be able
to teach other people how to
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FORM E: TEACHER'S EVALUATION OF ACADEMIC CURRICULUM ATTITUDES OF
PARTICIPANTS IN THE GUGGENHEIM MUSEUM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73.

Designed by Dr. Howard Conant, New York University, EQaluator.

: DIRECTIONS: Using the foilowing 10 point scale, rate the
) above-named child on all items. Circle one
number after each item.

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS

Child likes school: 1 2 3 & 5 6 78 9 10
Child likes reading. - 1 2 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10
@ Child likes arithmetic, 12 3 & 5 6 7 8 9 10
Child likes sciemce. _ 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 _.10
Child likes sociel studies. 1 2 3 &' 5 6 7 8 9 10
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FORM F: ACADEMIC CURRICULUM ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARTICIPANTS
IN THE GUGGENHETM MUSEUM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73.

r Dasigned by Dr. -Howard Conant, New York University, Evaluator

DIRECTIONS: Using the following 10 point scale, rate
. -yourself on all items. Circle one number
after each item.

o

NEVER _SELDOM SOMETIMES OFTEN ALWAYS

® I like school. 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10

‘ I like reading. L 2 3 4 5 -6 7 8 ¢ 10
Llike avichweric. 1 .2 3 4 5 ¢ 7 8 9 10 “

I like science. 1 2 3 4 S " 6 % 8 9 10

Ilike social studies. 1 2 3 4 s 67 8 o 10
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FORM G: PROFESSIONAL, STAFF JOB RESPONSIBILITY EVALUATION SCALE
GUGGENHSIM MUSEUM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73.

Designed by Dr. Howard Conant, New York University, Evaluatoxr

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES USUALLY  ALWAYS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 g8 9 10

Provides competent instruction
Has good rapport with children
Encourages children to help teach
Demonstrates complicated processes

Explains things well __ _

Speaks clearly and effectively

Handles disciplinary problems well

Effectively makes use of student assistants

Plans and orders supplies

Makes good use of audio-visual materials in art and reading
Evaluates and records progress in reading activities
Evaluazes and records progress in art skills .
Takes attendance regularly

Supervises snacks effectively

Submits reports promptly -and neatly

EfZective cleanup procedures

- Takes proper care of materials

Cooperates with Reading Improvement Teacher o

Cooperates with Reading Specialist

Works well with Program directors

Attends staff weetings regularly

Attends workshops regularly

Responsible for children's well-being on field trips and special events
Suggests field trips

S

Expresses an over-all interest in Program operations
Offers learning experiences for student assistants
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FORM H: PARAPRUFESSTONAL, STAFF JOB RESPONSIBILITY EVALUATION SCALE
GUGGENH=IM MUSEUM CHILDREN'S PROGRAM, 1972-73. :

Designed by Dr. Howard Conant, New York University. Evaluator

NL . ER SELDOM _SOMETIMES USUALLY ___ ALWAYS

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Is able to assume full responsibility for workshep when teacher
leaves room

Cooperates with Teacher-Artlsts

Cooperates with Reading Improvement Teacher
Cooperates with Reading Specialist
Cooperates with Program directors

Handles telephone calls efficiently and courtecusly
Willingly runs errands

Takes attendance effectively

Distributes snacks properly

Prepares materials effectively

Good cleanup procedures

Attends assistants® meetings regularly

Attends workshops regularly
Assists teachers during field tri; trips and special events

" Walks children to subways

Is courteous to visitors

Encourazes children to participate in activities
Pg¥sﬁna11ty‘we11-su1ted to this type of work
Industrious and diligent .

Shows good promise of future vocational success
Shows good promise of possible professional career




