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The Intermediate and Junior High

Reading Programs of the 1974-75

Minneapolis Emergency School
Aid Act Procject:

An Evaluation

Summary _ o

Two ESAA-funded compensatory-education reading programs served i-2
1900 Minneapolis students in desegregated schools during 1974-75. Both
programs generally met their objectives for comprehension gain among 27-30
disabled readers. Students in the ESAA Intermediate Reading Program 27
achieved a median rate of about 3 grade-score months of comprehension
gain for every month enrolled in the Program. Students in the Junior
High Reading Program made slightly less than 2 months gain per month 29
enrolled if such students entered the Program with pretest grade scores
of 3.9 or less. For Junior High Program students entering with grade 29
scores of 4.0-6.0, the median monthly gain rate was about 3. Differ-
ences among schools .in gain rates are discussed in this report. Reading 30-35
gains were measured using Gates-MacGinitie Primary C or Survey D 5-7
comprehension tests.

Both programs emphasized the use of audiovisual teaching machines, 8-10
and commercial and Minneapolis-Schools-produced lessons usable with
these machines. The frequency of use of various materials is reported. 10-14

The Intermediate Program, operating in 18 public elementary
schools, had a staff of 15 teachers, 3 part-time tutors, and 16
teacher aides. The Junior High Program operated in 8 public junior
highs and 5 nonpublic schools with junior-high-level grades. The 1-2, 18
combined public and nonpublic Junior High Program had 15 teachers
(8 full-time teachers in public schools; 7 part-time teachers. in non-
public) and 17 teacher aides. Each program was coordinated by a read-
ing resource teacher.

The total ESAA budget for resading was $595,850, representing 48% 2
of the entire $1,247,256 in ESAA funds awarded to Minneapolis for 1974-75.
For each of the ESAA reading programs, the amounts allotted per student
were $331 for the Intermediate Program, $309 for the Junior High Program 15
in public schools, and $223 for the nonpublic part of the Junior
High Program.

An evaluation of these programs, based on a research design specified
in the Project application, was conducted by the Minneapolis Schools' 2
Research and Evaluation Department.

{"~In the event that programs like these are funded in the future,
the’ evaluator recommends (a) changes in pre-post testing procedure,
including alternate forms and diagnostic-type tests; (b) use of a 36-40
control-group evaluation design; (c) careful consideration of information
needs among staff and funding agencies before beginning evaluation;
(d) greater efforts to recruit both Native Americans and teachers with
reading certification for staff positions.

* Kk %

May 1976 Research and Evaluation Department .
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The Intermediate and Junior High

Reading Programs of the 1974-75

Minneapolis Emergency School
Aid Act Project:

. An Evaluation

During 1974-75 the Minneapolis Schools were awarded $595,850 under
the provisions of the Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA) to cperate two read-
ing prograﬁs. ‘The ESAA Intermediate Reading Program served 989 students
in grades 4-6 in 18 public elementary schools. The ESAA Junior High Reading
Program served 911 students in grades 7-9 in 8 public junior highs (758
students) and in § nonpublic schools (153 students).

The Emergency School Aid Act (1972) has been the federal government's
primary effort to help sclve the instructional and human relations problems
of school districts undergoing planned desegregation. Accordingly, the
Minneapolis ESAA reading programs were placed in public elementary and junior
high schools desegregated as of fall, 1974. (Elementary schools were deseg-
regated in fall, 1974; junior highs had been desegreéated in fall, 1973.

See Minneapolis Public Schools' desegregation-plan summary referenced
on p. 41 of this report.)

" Both Minneapolis ESAA reading programs were similar in their objectives,
materials, methods, and organization. Both programs sought to improve reading
comprehension among students with poor reading skills. Both provided the
same teaching machines and many of the same machine-usable reading materials.
Both employed reading teachers and teacher aides to work in participating
schools. The same pre-service and in-service training sessions were attended
by teachers and aides of both programs. Each program was coordinated by a
full-time lead reading resource teacher, who helped teachers and aides
implement the program in their respective schcols.

Schools participating in the 1974-75 ESAA reading programs. Grades 4-6

in the following 18 elementary schools participated in the Intermediate
Reading Component: Anwatin, Bancroft, Bremer, Bryn Mawr, Clinton, Corcoran,
Field, Greeley, Hawthorne, Holland, Irving, Lincoln Intermediate Center,
Lowell, Madison, Northrop, Shingle Creek, Webster, and Whittier %

The Junior High Reading Program served students in the following 8 public
junior highs: Anthony, Bryant, Franklin, Jefferson, Jordan, Olson, Phillips,
and Ramsey. The Junior High Program also served nonpublic school students

as follows: 7th and 8th graders at Ascension, Holy Rosaryl, Incarnation,

1The Junior High Prograin at Holy Rosary also served eight 6th grade students.
These students were considered part of the Junior High Program for data
analysis purposes.
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and St. Stephen; and 9th graders at Kegina High.

Background: The Minneapolis Schools’ ESAA Project

The Intermediate and Junior High reading programs constituted aboux
half of the entire 1974-75 Minneapolis Schools' ESAA Project. As described
in the Project's application for funding (Emergency School Aid Act Office,
Minneapolis Public Schools, 1974), the Minneapolis ESAA Project had seven com-

ponents and a total awarded budget of $1,247,256. Of this total, $327,218 (26%)
was allotted for the Intermediate Reading Program component. Another

$234,531 (19%) was allotted for reading in public junior highs; and $34,101
(3%), for grade 7-9 reading in nonpublic schools. While budgeted in the
Project application as separate components, public and nonpublic junior
high level reading were identical in their objectives and organization,

and had the same lead reading resource teacher. The public and nonpublic
junior high level reading components are therefore considered in this
report to be a single Junior High Reading Program.

The fourth and fifth components of the 1974-75 Minneapolis ESAA Project
provided Desegregation Counselor Aides for public elementary and secondary
schools, respectively. These ESAA Counselor Aides worked to prevent or
resolve various  interpersonal conflicts that might arise in their desegregated
schools.

The sixth component provided math aides for secondary schools.

the seventh component, administration, also included $16,000 budget
for project evaluation. The evaluation of selected components of the ESAA
Project was conducted by a research psychologist on the staff of the
Minneapolis Schools' Research and Evaluation Department.

The_development and Qarfial demise of the Minneapolis ESAA Project,
1973-1975. The ESAA Project began in Minneapolis Schools in fall, 1973.

The development of this project paralleled the implementation of the Minneapolis
desegregation plan. During 1973-74 Minneapolis received $535,441 in ESAA
funds for reading, math, and counselor aide programs in the newly desegregated
junior highs (and in the corresponding grades of selected nonpublic schools
servirng multiracial student ‘bodies). The 1973-74 junior high counselor aide,
math, and reading programs were described and evaluated by the present
evaluator (Higgins, 1974a, 1974b, and 1974c).

In fall, 1974, the planned desegregation of Minneapolis elcmentary

schools was carried out. Simultancously, new ESAA-funded Intermediatc




Reading and Elementary Desegregation Counselor Ajide programs were 1mplcment;
ed in these descgregating elementary schools.

At the same time that the ESAA Project was extended to elementary
schools, the Minneapolis ESAA math program was sharply curtailed. During
1973-74 the ESAA Mathematics Component served 1200 junior high students
with innovative materials and 25 teacher aides. In 1974-75 the ESAA Project
funded only 9 teacher aides for math and no math materials.

The Minneapolis Schools sought to maintain and extend its ESAA
Project for 1975-76, the third year ofvoperatioﬁ; In July, 1975, however,
proposed reading and math programs for elementary and secondary students
were rejected for funding by the federal ESAA administration.

The Minneapolis ESAA Project continues in 1975-76 with only the
elementary and secondary Desegregation Counselor Aides Program relatively
intact.

The relationship between ESAA and Title I assistance. Most of the

schools participating in the ESAA reading programs also received federal

aid under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. During
1974-75 all of the ESAA reading program schoo!s except Field, Shingle Creek,
Anthony, Olson, Ramsey, and Regina were also Title I schools.

Title I funds are used to aid the compensatory education of disadvan-
taged students. ESAA funds, to aid desegregating school districts, are not
necessarily carmarked for compensatory education, although they may be so
used. In Minneapolis, the ESAA Project from 1973 to 1975 did, however,
emphasize compensatory reading instruction. ESAA students in a Title I
school were presumably eligible for Title I assistance if they were, as
expected, among the school's poorest achieving readers. 1f a school had
both a Title I reading program and an ESAA reading program, a given ESAA
student might have been served by both programs. The extent to which ESAA
students were in fact served by Title I reading programs has not been
determined. Any such duplication of services was probably most rare at

the junior higlh level, where Title 1 programs were least well funded.

The Organization of This Evaluation Report

The following sections of this report provide answers to four questions
about the 1974-75 ESAA Intermediate and Junior High rcading programs:
1. What were the objectives of each program?

2. How did each program operate? The answer to this question includes
description of each program's curriculum, students, staff, and day-

to-day operation.
]
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. Was each program effective in meeting its objectives? Included in
the answer to this question is a discussion of factors possibly
related to differences among students and schocls in reading gain
rate.

4. What recommendations should be made concerning the improvement of
these reading programs, if the same or similar programs are again
implemented in Mimmeapolis?

Sources of information regarding the ESAA Reading programs. Most of

the information used to prepare this evaluation report was obtained from
paper-and-pencil instruments completed by the ESAA teachers and aides in
each school. For each student in the Intermediate and Junior High programs

and teacher and/or aides filled out an appropriate Student Information Form.

The Intermediate form is reproduced herein as Appendix A; “’' = Junior Hi gli
form, as Appendix 3. ESAA teachers and aides also answered questionnaires
describing their own job, their background, the ESAA reading program in
their school, and their suggestions for improvement of the ESAA program.
The ESAA Reading Teacher Questionnaire and the ESAA Reading Aide Question-

naire are reproduced as Appendices C and D. For a number of items on each

questionnaire, the responses of the total teacher or aide grou) have been

tabulated on the sample form.
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THE OBJECTIVES OF THE ESAA READING PROGRAMS

Both reading programs were designed to improve reading comprehension

‘among poor readers in each participating school.

The Objectives of the Intermediate Reading Program

The Project application (ESAA Office, Minneapolis Public Schools,
pp- 53-54) expected "ESAA-eligible" students in grades 4-6 to show the
following gains in reading coﬁprehension when they actually received ESAA-
funded reading instruction:

1. "25% will make 1.4 [or more] months gain for each month in the
program."

[\¥]

. "25% will make 1.0-1.3 months gain for each month in the program.™
3. "The median gain for all students served in the program will be 1.0
times the:number of months in the program."
An implied objective therefore was that 50% or fewer students would
make less than 1.0 months gain for each month in the program,

Eligibility for instruction. On p. 53 of the Project applicatioﬁ,

eligibility for ESAA instruction was defined in terms of the discrepancy
between a student's actual grade plzcement and that student's grade score
on a reading comprehension test. Fourth graders needed to be at least 1.5
" grade-score years below actual grade placement; 5th and 6th graders needed
to be at least 2 years below grade level in their reading achievement.
These criteria for ESAA eligibility proved unworkable in practice, however,
generating too few students at each school. The criteria for eligibility

were therefore changed early in 1974-75 to include any student one or more

years bel~w grade in reading.

Testing. Reading gain was to be measured using "the appropriate form
of the Gates-MacGinitie Comprehension Test' as both pretest and posttest
(application for funds, p. 54). The actual comprehension tests used were
from either Primary C, Form 2, or Primary C, Form 1, of the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Tests. Both tests, supposedly having the same difficulty level,
were originally designed for use with 3rd grade students.

Most of the Intermediate Program students took the Comprzhension Test
of Primary C, Form 2 (hereafter abbreviated as C2) for both pretest and
posttest. The evaluator had, however, in a previous year's ESAA evaluation
(Higgins, 1974c, pp. 21, 26) recommended the use of alternate, equivalént

forms for the testing of reading gain. The staff of the Intermediate
: S
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Reading Program partially impleménted this recommendation in spring; 1975,

by using the Cl as a posttest for some students in some schools.

The Objectives of the Junior High Reading Program

The Junior High Reading Program was aimed at the poorest-reading
students in each ESAA school. In each ESAA public junior high, the lowest-
achieving 125 "readers" were the target of the Reading Program. In the
nonpublic ESAA schools, smaller numbers of poor readers were selected for
the program. Each student selected for the ESAA Reading Program was
sﬁpposéd to be two or more reading-comprehension years below actual grade
placement,_at the start of the 1974-75 school year. Also, no student
was to be above the 6.0 grade level in pretest reading combrehension.

' The Junior High Program divided students into two groups, depending
Oon their pretest comprehension grade score, and then assigned a different
set of reading gain objectives to each group (see Project application,
pp. 17-18):
Objective Set I: students entering the Junior High Program with reading-

comprehension grade-equivalent scores of 3.9 or less were designated
Objective I students and were expected to show the following gains in

reading comprehension:
1. "30% will make 2.5 [or more] months gain for each month in the
program."
-2. "15% will make 1.7 to 2.4 months gain for each month in the program."
""30% will make 1.0 to 1.6 months gain for each month in the program."

'""The médian gain for all students enrolled in the program will be

1.5 times the normal number of months in the program." The

evaluator interpreted the fourth objective to mean that Objective I

students would gain 1.5 or more grade-equivalent-score months for
e every calendar month in the program.

Objective Set II: students entering the Junior High Program with reading-

comprehension grade-equivalent scores of 4.0 to 6.0, but at least two
achievement years below their actual grade placement, were designated
Objective II students and were expected to show the following gains in
reading comprehension:
1. "30% will make 4.0 [or morel months gain for each month in the program."
2. "15% will make 2.7 to 3.9 months gain for each month in the program."
3. "30% will make 1.0 to 2.6 months géin for each month in the program.”
4

. "The median gain.for all students involved in the program will be
2.5 times the normal number of months in the program.' Again, the
evaluator interpreted this objective to mean that Objective II students
would gain 2.5 or more grade-equivalent-score months for every calendar

6
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month in the program.

Eligibility for instruction. The application for funds stated that

the Junior High Reading.Program would serve "students in each schoo} who
are 2 or more years below grade level in reading (p. 14) ." The fact
that objectives were not stated for junior high students with grade scores
greater than 6.0 implied that such students were not cligible for the
Junior High Reading Program.

Testing. The measurement of J ram reading objectives
was conducted using two tests. Fo: v students (pretest grade-
score reading comprehension level of 0-3.9) reading gains were measured
using the same Gates-MacGinitie Primary C, Form 2 Comprehension Test
used in the Intermediate Program. For Objective II students (4.0-6.0
pretest comprehension level) the Gates-MacGinitie Survey.D, Form 2 or
Form 2M, Comprehension Test was used for both pretest and posttest. The
D2 and D2M tests had the same items but differed in the way students.
recorded their answers. Using D2, students wrote their answers on the
test booklet; using D2M, students wrote on a.separaté machine-scorable
answer sheet.

Unlike the Intermediate Program, in no case did Junior High Program

students use alternate, equivalent forms for pretest and posttest.

14




THE OPERATION OF THE ESAA READING PROGRAMS

This discussion includes a description of each program's instructional
approaches; a description of the students and their method of selection for
each program; and a description of each program's day to day administration

within the school.

Instructional Approaches Common to Both Reading Programs

Instruction in both the Intermediate and Junior High reading programs
emphasized the use of innovative curriculum watcr’ .ible with the
Dorsett M-86 A-V Teaching Machine. The Dorsett m@~hine, resembling a small
television set, contains a filmstrip projector and a record player. The
Dorsett Company also added a cassette player to each machine, to accommodate
lessons from the Basic Skills Centers Reading Program (see below). ESAA
funds were used to place Dorsett machines in every elementary, junior high,
and parochial school participating in either the Intermediate or Junior
High reading programs. The only exceptions were the three intermediate
schools that had half-time reading tutors; machines and machine-usable
materials were not provided to these schools.

Each lesson for an audiovisual teaching machine such as the Dorsett
consists of both a filmstrip and a synchronized soundtrack. For each frame
of the filmstrip there is a soundtracképresented comment Or question. If
a question is asked, the student responds by pressing one of three buttons
(some audiovisual machines have five buttons). A correct choice is follow-
ed by a soundtrack presentation of ''Yes,' '"Right,' ''Correct,'" or the .
equivalent, and the filmstrip automatically advances. On the Dorsett
machine, an incorrect choice is followed by a l-second '"error tone,'" and
the correct button must then be pressed for the lesson to continue. At
the conclusion of the audiovisual presentation, the student may complete'

a brief paper-and-pencil mastery test. Each lesson used in the reading
programs generally took 15-20 minutes; most students could easily complete
two lessons during a class period.

Two sets of curriculum materials were used with Dorsett machines in
each reading program. The previous comments on the design and use of the
materials generally apply to both of the following curricula:

‘1. The Basic Skill Centers Reading Program, developed by Minneapolis

Schools staff, was first used in the Basic Skill Centers of the Minneapolis

8

1

(oF



Public Schools (see Clark, 1972, 1973). Each lesson in the Basic Skill
cufriculuﬁ focuses on a particular "molecular'" reading skill, or several
rclated skills. With nonreaders, the lessons arc uséd in an invariant
sequence to develop syétematically the primary phonctic decoding skills
of word analysis. 1Individual lessons in the Basic Skill curriculum can
also be used in remedial work with readers having specific weaknesses.
The soundtrack for each Basic Skill lesson was provided by a cassette
tape synchronized with the accompanying filmstrip. A complete or near-

complete set of Basic Skill lessons was available in all schools partic-

ipating in the Junior High T am throughout 1974-75. In the Junior
High Program, Basic Ski! less. ..«re supposed to bhe the primary cur-
riculum for Objective I st.. \see Project application, p. 16).

The Basic Skill curriculum was not a part of the Intermediate Program
as originally proposed; however, the Project proposal (p. 54) said that
'"consideration will be given to acquisition of the Minneapolis Basic Skill
Program." By January, 1975, the decision had been made to pgrchase'these
materials and a set of Basic Skill lessons was available in half the
Intermediate Program schools.

2. The Dorsett Reading Program was the curriculum originally designed

for use with the Dorsett machines. Dorsett lessons were provided to every
ESAA school with Dorsett machines. All Intermediate Program schopls, except
those with tutors, had Dorsett lessons for the entire 1974-75 school year.
The Dorsett Program, more than the Basic Skill Program, emphasized story
reading in the development of reading skillé. Each Dorsett story is graded

according to the comprehension level it requires. A number of different

.Skills may be combined in the same high-interest Dorsett story. In the

Basic Skill Program, however, each lesson stresses one specific skill.

Cost of instructional materials and equipment. The Basic Skill Centers

Reading Program and the commercial Dorsett Reading Program, along with the
Dorsett A-V machinesithemserveg, accounted for nearly all of the ESAA funds
budgeted for instructional materials and equipment. In the Intermediate
Program $40,661 was budgéted for instructional materials, $19,250 for
Dorsett machines, and $4,500 for maintenance of .these machines.

The materials and equipment budget for the Junior High Program was
prepéfed separately for the public junior highs and the nonpublic séhools.
For public junior highs, $25,000 was budgeted for matcrials, $1,800 for
purchase of six Dorsett machines, and §$1,000 for machine maintenance. For

9
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nonpublic junior highs, $3,035 was allotted for materials and $1,480
for purchase of 5 Dorsett machines. The Junior High Program, in its
second year of operation, already had most of the needed materials and
machines,

Small portions of the materials budgets of each Program were used
to buy materials other than Basic Skill Centers and commercial Dorsett
materials. These supplementary materials included commercially prepared
high interest books with accompanying cassette narrations. Some com-
mercial Dorsett vocabulary lessons were also purchased for ESAA junior
highs and nonpublic schools.

\

Frequency of Use " : Reading Materials
Tables 1 anc oW tn;/frequency of use of differcnt reading materials
by ESAA students in the Intérmediate and Junior High reading programs.

These tables indicate that the mainstays of each program were the machine-
usable lessons just discussed. The Junior High Program, more than the
Intermediate Program, struck an even balance between the use of Dorsett
lessons and the use of Basic Skill lessons. Table 2 shows that in the
Junior High Program the average’per pupil use for Dorsett lessons

and for Basic Skill lessons was about "One or two days" out of every five
days attended. , ‘

Accoxding to Table 1, however. the Intermediate Pro. - relied very -
heavily on Dorset- lessons; about 3-5 days a week per pug: on the average.

Only 9 of tk= 18 Intermediate Program schools (1, 3, 9, 15, 17, 19,
25, and 26) had Bazsic Skill lessons. Each of these 9 schor : —eceived-—in
January, 1975--a .omplete set of all available.Minngapolis asic Skill
Centers Reading Frogram lessons. Each lesson set cost $1700.

Hard to understand, nevertheless, is the low frequency of use of Basic
Skill lessons even in those Intermediate Pfogram schools housing these
lessons. Of the 9 schobls with Basic Skill lessons, 6 reported an average
frequency of usage of only "once or twice' per student; 2 schools reported
an average usage per student of ''mever this year so far.'" -“mong the 9
Intgrmediaté Prograw schools, only 1 reportéd an average frzquency of use
as high as "less th:n one day oyt of five, but during at least several ESAA

class sessions.”
-
17
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Other reading materials. As mentioned previously, most students in the

ESAA reading programs were easily able to complete two (but not three) machine-
programmed lessons (either Basic Skill or Dorsett) within a 35-45 minute class
period. The ESAA reading teachers therefore had the practical problem of find-
ing supplementary activities for the remaining class time. Tables 1 and 2
show that all but two of the Intermediate Program teachers and all but
one of the Junior High Program teachers used materials to supplement Basic
Skill and Dorsett lessons. The avefage number of different supplementary
materials used per student was 2.4 for the intermediate ESAA students; 3.2
for the junior high students; and 3.6 for the junior high nonpublic
students. _

As shown in.Tables 1 and 2, these supplementary materials included:

1. Teacher-made materials to teach basic reading skiliéj' After

Dorsett and Basic SKill lessons, these teacher made materials were most
frequently used. In both programs the average per pupil frequency of use
was about 'Less tham one day out of five, but during at least several ESAA
class;éeésions.” These materials included worksheets, games, puzzles,
flashcards, and other exercises to teach vocabulary, spelling, phonics,
"comprehending the main idea in a story," writing, and other reading-
related skills. In two cases, teachers indicated they had adapted a TV
gume show to teach a reading-r:lated topic. Other teachers adapted
materials from commercial source: or borrowed materials created by other
teachers.

2. Commercially prepared mat=rials (other than Dorsett or Basic Skill

lessons) designed to teach basic reading skills. More than half of the

teachers in each program indicated they had used parts of reading series

and other commercially prepared materials. Tables 1 and 2, however, show

the average per pupil frequency of use to be quite low for these commercial
materials, especially in public junior highs. Only in the three Intermediate
Program schools witb tutors (and no Dorsett or Basic Skill lessons) and in
one Junior H:_:h Program notpublic'school did students use commercial
materials at least once a week, on the average.

3. Other materials infrequently used by ESAA students included

high interest sooks with accompanying cassettec narrations (ESAA funds were

used to purchizse some of these hook-cassette series); library hooks

and paperbacizx; popular magazines and reading-criented scholastic

magazines; ccmmercial word games; and newspapers. In only one Intermediate
13
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Program school, three Junior High Program public schools, and two Junior
~High Program nonpublic schools were any of these materials used once a
week or more.

Multi-ethnic materials. Since the total ESAA Project was designed

to help solve any problems associated with Minneapolis' school-desegregation,
"~ ESAA teachers were asked whether they had used ”multi;ethnic” reading
materials, "designed to promote understanding of, and respect for, different
racial and ethnic groups' (See Appendix C questionnaife, p. 48). Only one-
-third of the 18 Intermediate Program teachers said they used multi-ethnic
materials, whereas about two-thirds of the 13 Junior ii.gi. program ccacners
e ponding to their questionnaire said they used such materials. Scveral
—zachers indicated they had found entire series or workbooks devoted to
‘multi-ethnic themes (e.g., Black history). Several other teachers
apparently searched lang and hard for multi-ethnic materials, with varying
success. One teacher found a book on Wative Americans at the Minnesota
Historical Society; another found the school library a useful resource.
Only one teacher suggested that the Basic Skill and Dorsett lessons ful-

filled the definition of "multi-ethnic materials."

ESAA Reading Students: Their Selection and Characteristics

Projected numbers of service-elizible students for the ZSAA Reading

programs. The proposal for the 1974-75 Minneapolis ESAA Project estimated
the numbers of students that could be se—ved by each reading program, given
specified criteria for instruction-eligi®ility (see pp. 5 -7 of this report.)
The applicatidn for funds estimated that 17 of the 18 Intermediate
Program schools could, as of fall, 1974, each expect to find 137 students
eligible for ESAA instruction. The basis for these projections was an
unspecified '"'needs assessment' (Project application, p. 53).
The Project application (p. 13) used results of 1972 and 1973 citywide
testing to estimate that each Junior High Program public school could
expect as of tall, 1974, at least 263 students eligible for ESAA instruction
according to the above criteria. Cach Junior High Program nonpublic school
couzld expect 20 such students.

Selectiom of students for the Intermediate Program. A combination of

test scores, recommendations of classroom teachers, and other factors

spexific to each school (ez.g., Reading Coordinator judgments, availability

14
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of space in the ESAA Reading Center, etc.) were used in an attempt to
select students according to the ESAA Project proposal's criteria.
As noted on p. 5 of this report, the criteria for Intcrmediate

Program eligibility unexpectedly generated too few students ut each

school. In addition, Intermediate Program teachers at the start o~ 1974-75
had only Dorsett reading lessons, which presuprosz some decodir A& +ills.
These teachers could not therefore | .idle the porest reading stuucncs

in their school; i.e., those intermediate grade students two or more
years below grade in comprehension. In early fall, 1974, therefore,

the Intermediate Program began to seek students with some decoding skills

who were one or more years below grade lewel in compreh=msion.

Actual number of students served by the ESAA readimg programs.

Table 3 shows that 1900 students were served by the combined ESAA reading
nTtograms. A total of 989 were served by the 18 intermediate Program
:chools, for an average of 55 studénts per school. The 8 public Junior
iigh Program schools served 758 students, or 95 per school. The 5
~onpublic Jurior High Program schools instructed 153 students, or 31

ser school.

Per pupil cost of the programs. Based on the amounts budgeted for

2ach program (see p. 2 of this report), the Intermediate Program cost $331
for each enrolled student; the Junior High Program in public schools, $309
per student; and the Junior High Program in nonpublic schools, $223 per
student. |

Prectest reading comprehension. Table 3 indicates that the mean pre-

test grade score was 3.2 for Intermediate Program students; 4.1 for Junior
High Program students in public schools; and 4.9 for Junior tligh Program
students in nonpublié schools. The standard deviations of the pretest
means for each school were generally near 1: in general, about two
thirds of the ESAA students at each school had pretest scores between 1
grade-score ycar above, and 1 grade-score ycar below, their school's
ESAA mean.

Guidelines for the Junior High Program specified that no student would
have a pretest grade score greater than 6.0. 1In fact. 48 (6%) ¢f the Jjunior
High Program public school students and 37 (24%) ¢f the Junior ligh Program

nonpublic school students had p;2test grade scores greater than 6.0. These
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Table 3 .
Selected Characteristics of ESAA Reading Students

Student Characteristics
ab c Pretest ] Posttest Months % of
Grade Sex __Race grade score,grade score| enrolled |students
School Number J White| Black|Native ’ : in ESAA. | bussed
of 4th 5th 6th[Male {Fo- Y« Am. Am, Am. Program to
ESAA | 5 - [ Sta. Std .| school®
Studentd 7 z % .z % Mean | d: dev. M . i
Total | i
“ Intermediatd 989 | 21%% 302% 2931 s3x . oo 10% | 3.2 1.0 4.5 1.2 |44 2.0 | 61%
S School 1 85 ga 15a 20a| - 44 _ 56 61 35 1 3.4 C.7 . 4.5f 1.0f[5.1 2.2 69
5 School 3 | 53 |21 42 38 60 40 58 40 2 2.9 .7 V4.5 1.216.7 1.7 62
¥ School 4 T 18 0d 0a 03] 39 61 39 50 6 3.9 1.0 | 4.8 1.2 [2.6 0.7 | 100
2 School 6 50 12 36 52 38 62 4 38 18 3.3 0.9 , 4.9 1.2 3.5 1.5 92
% School 7 91 |19 _ 37 44 49 51 47 33 18 3.6 1.2 | 4.78 1.2g|3.0 1.2 60
€ School 8 95 | 24 40 36 65 35 60 39 0 2.8 0.7 | 4.1 1.113.6 1.5 44
® School 9 37 19 46 35 43 57 | 43 8 41 2.8__0.8 , 4.0 1.0]5.3 1.5 49
£ School 13 38 42 58 O 55 45 61 13 21 2.4 0.5 ! 3.9 0.9]6.7 1.1 21
8 School 14 45 27 36 38 64 36 64 33 0 3.0 0.8 4.5 1.1 5.2 1.2 57
g School 15 82 4a 2a 4al 51 49 74 & 18 3.6 1.1, 4.6 1.1 |4.1 1.4 62
o, School 17 84 33 36 31 51 49 3957 &4 2.8 0.91 4.0 1.1]4.9 2.4 44
& School 19 50 32 32 36 64 36 | 64 14 20 2.7 _0.814.3 "1.4]4.7 2.2 22
= School 20 11 27 18 55 55 45 45 0 55 2.6 0.9, 3.6 - 0.9 2.8 1.5 ] 1008
g School 22 9 4h 33 22 44 56 78 22 - 0 2.6 0.6 4.2 1.3 4.7 2.1 89
# School 25 53 | _oa 02 23] 49 - 51 46 35 2 2.9 0.8 ] 4.51 1.2013.6 1.6 91
£ School 26 74 26 32 42 54 46 42 49 8 3.8 1.0, 5.6 1.0]4.0 1.6 93
& . School 27 63 38 33 29 56 44 463 213 73 3.1 0.81 4.5 1.5[3.2 1.1 97
School 29 50 |25 _ 41 . 33 66 34 ' 65~ 31 2 3.3 0.81 5.5%x 1.0Kl5.2 2.0 6
2y 7th 8th 9th
= % % 2 .
2 Total Jr. H] | 1 1
2 Y Public 758 52% 32% 17% 59% 41%| 56% 33% 10% 4.1 1.3, 5.7 2.07]5.4 2.5 53%
= @ BSchool A 56 50 50 0 55 45 | 53 41 3 3.8 1.11 5.0 1.515.9 1.2 38
< £ 85chool B 119 52 48 0 61 39 43 50 6 3.7 1.1 4.9m 1.6M 4.3 2.3 57
= « BSchool C 132 | 77 23 1 48 52 61 7 33 4.8 1.4 . 6.5 2.1]6.8 1.6 33
5 E “'school D 101 0 0 100 57 43 45 51 4 4.2 1.31] 6.3n 2.2005.0 2.4 94
§ & School E 73 97 3 0 70 30 62 37 1 3.8 1.0] 5.00 1.69 6.6 2.8 84
3 & school F 98 56 44 0 59 41 62 24 14 4.1 1.4, 5.7 1.9]4.7 2.3 60
School G 88 31 42 27 58 42 38 57 3 3.7 1.21 5.1 1.7}15.5 2.9 58
“YSchool H 91 1 54 46 0 69 31 85 11 3 4.2 1.11 6.1P 2.0M 4.3 2.2 3
E;Total'Jr.’ H [ N '
= & PNonpublic 153 3870 267b 20%b  44% 56%] 58%  26%  15% 4.9 1.4, 6.69 2.39 6.6 3.2 -
S & oSchool I 35 | 57b 31b 0P| 46 54 | 41 41 19 4.4t 1.1r] 5.95 2.49 9.08 0.15| =
= > 3School J 22 23b ~ 41b 0b] 55 45 68 14 18 4.9 1.4 ] 6.3 2.114.8 2.5 -
% & SSchool K 3% | 65 35 0] 76 24 88 12 0 5.3 0.9 7.25 2.15 9.9 0.8 -
Z £ Z5chool L 30 0 0 100 0 100 | 60__ 37 0 6.3 1.21 8.7t 1.794.6 2.5 -
3 & Z5chool M 32 345 250 05 44 56 | 38 22 41 3.8 1.0 5.1u 1.343.8 2.3 =

Note.~-Statistics for each variable in this table are based on students with complete data for that variable.
For each variable the total number of students is not footnoted unless this N is at least 5% less than the
total number of ESAA students.

2197 of the Intermediate Program students were enrolled in general academic programs classified as "ungraded
upper elementary."” The schools and their percents of ESAA students ungraded were School 1--56%, School 4--100%,
School 15--88%, and School 25--98%. ’ '

blﬁ% of the Junior High Program nonpublic students were upper elementary students. The schools and their
percents of ESAA students in elementary grades were School I-~11Z%, School J--36%, and School M——i1l7Z.

€An additional .9% of all ESAA students in both proyrams were Spanish-surnamed, .4% were Asian American,
and .7% were designated "Other' race or ethnic groun.

dMonths in the program is defined as the number of enrolled days (including absences) butween the pretest
and the posttest, divided by 17.9, the average number of days in a school month.

©This statistic is based on the number of students riding a bus as part of the Minneapolis Public Schools'
desegregation plan. Nonpublic schools did not participate in this plan.

fn=77 n=46 PN=76
En=84 1y-683 . GN-141
ix=10 MN=103 TN=30
in=50 N=76 SN=32
Iyn=28 ON=58 En=27

Lo u
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students were served by ESAA reading programs even though they were in-
eligible.

For the Intermediate Program, it.is more diffiéult to determine the
number of ineligible students that were in fact served because 1§% of
the Intermediate Program students were enrolled in schools or general
academic programs classified as ''ungraded upper elementary." For such
students the discrepancy between grade placement and grade score could
not of coursz be computed. Among Intermediate Program students who could
be classified as 4th, 5th, or 6th graders, however, 38 (4%) should not
have been enrolled if the '"one-year-below-grade-level' revised cligibility
criterion had been strictly followed.

Months enrolled and attendance in the ESAA reading programs. 'Months

enrolled" was defined as the number of enrolled -days (including absences)
between the pretest and the posttest, divided by 17.9, the average number
of days in a school month. (During 1974-75 there were 179 school days.)

For the Intermediate Reading Program, the average number of months enfolled
per student was 4.4 months; for the Junior High Program in public schools,
5.4 months; and for the Junior High Program in nonpublic schools, 6.6
months. For students who remained in their ESAA reading program until the
end of the school year, the number of months enrolled is underestimated
because the timetable for the conduct of this evaluation required completion
of all testing by mid-May.

In the Intermediate Program, 71% of the sfudents took their ESAA pre-
test during September, October, or November; 70% took their posttest in
April or May. While enrolled, the attendance of these students in the ESAA
class was 82% (standard deviation = 15%).

In the Junior High Program, 72% of the public school students took the
pretestvfrom September through October; 68% took the posttest in April or
May. Among the nonpublic students, 81% took their pretest in September or
October, and 84% took their posttest in May. T@gMESAA—class attendance of
Junior High Program public school students was 85% (s.d. = 15%); the
attendance of nonpublic students was 90% (s.d. = 11%).

Other notable student characteristics. In both the Intermediate

Program and the public school Junior High Program (a) boys somewhat out-

numbered girls, (b) the proportibn of Black students was about one-third,




(c) the proportion of Na;ive American students was 10%, and (d) a majority
of students rode the bus to school as part of the Minneapolis Schools'
desegregation plan. In the nonpublic schools (a) girls outnumbered boys,
(b) about one-fourth of the ESAA students were Black, and (c) about 15%

were Native American. .

The Staffing and Daily Operation of the Reading Programs

Staffing. The Intermediate Program's instructional staff consisted
of 18 teachers and 16 teacher aides. The combined public and nonpublic
Junior High Program had 15 teachers and 17 teacher aides.

Not all of these personnel worked full-time, however. For most of the
school year, the Intermediate Program had funding for 15.5 full-time-
equivalent teaching positions, 3 reading tutors at 3 hours per day, and
16 full-time-equivalent teacher aide positions. The three part-time
tutors in the Intermediate Program (in Schools 4, 20, and 22) worked with-
out benefit of the teaching machines and many of the materials provided to
the other ESAA intermediate réading centers.

During the entire 1974-75 school year, the Junior High Program had
funding for 9 full-time-equivalent teaching positions and 11 full-time-
equivalent teacher aide positions. All 7 nonpublic Junior High Program
teachers WOrked_half—time or less with ESAA funding.

Among the 33 aides in both ESAA reading programs combined, about one-
fifth worked half-time (4 hours per day) or less with ESAA funding. About
four-fifths worked as ESAA aides for a full school day (between 6 and 7
hours).

Staff characteristics. The staff in both reading programs were predom-

inantly White and female. Among those 31 of 33 teachers answering the ESAA
Reading Teacher Questionnaire (Appendix C), 26 (84%) were White and 24 (77%)
were female. Among those 32 of 33 aides answering the ESAA Reading Aide
Questionnaire, 26 (81%) were White and 30 (94%) were female. The only
minority group apparently represented among the teachers or aides was Black
American, although two aides did nof identify théir racial/ethnic group.
Among teachers, almost one-third (29%) had a master's degree, about half (46%)

of the public school teachers had tenure in the Minneapolis Public Schools,

- and aboutuouefthird (35%) had Minnesota teacher certification in reading.
The Junior High Program public—schoo] teachers appeared best qualified to

teach reading: 7 of 8 had reading certification. Only 3 of 15 Intermediate

18
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Program tcachers and one of four respondents among nonpublic Junior High
Program teachers-held reading certification.

‘About half of the teachers in each program had taken four or more
courses in reading. The mean number of reading courses was 4.1 for the
entire respondirg group; the standard deviation 2.9. Four teachers in
the Intermediate Program had taken no reading courses as of May, 1975,
the date of the teacher questionnaire.

Daily operation. In each ESAA school with Dorsett machines, one

Classroom was designated as an ESAA reading center or reading lab. While
enrolled in an ESAA program, nearly all intermediate and junior high
students were scheduled into the reading center at least four times a
week. Nearly every full-time public school teacher had a full class
schedule of ESAA classes. One teacher funded for full-time ESAA work,
however, inexplicably reported working half-time with ESAA students and
half-time with non-ESAA students.

For many ESAA students, the ESAA reading class substituted for social
studies, English, or at the intermediate level, for reading instruction
by the regular classroom teacher. _

While visiting ESAA classes, the evaluatcr found students generally
active, attentive, and productive. As they entered a machine-equipped
reading lab, most students began their Dorsett or Basic Skill lessons with
a minimum of verbal instruction by staff. On completion of a lesson,
students completed a short written exercise which they took to an aide or
teacher for scoring. Students then either returned to the machine for
another audiovisual lesson or began one of the supplementary reading activ-
ities described earlier in this report. 1In about half of the schools,
teachers alsc involved students in some type of writing exercise during at
least several class sessions.

Discipline and the ESAA programs. The generally quiect, orderly

atmosphere of the ESAA class suggested to the evaluator that a reading

program with audiovisual teaching machines might be particularly well'suited
to poor readers who are also disruptive and hard to manage in a regular class-
réom.v About half of the ESAA tcachers responding to the teacher questionnaire
also felt that thc ESAA program was particularly appropriatc for such students;
however, onc-third indicated they didn't know whether the ESAA program was

particularly appropriate for disruptive students (see p. 45).
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When asked, '"What proportion of your total ESAA student group came

to the ESAA Reading Center mainly because they were disruptive and hard

to manage in other classes, and not because they had severe reading problems?"

9 of every 10 teachers answered, "Very few..." or "None..." (see p. 45).
Only one teacher felt that "About half" of the ESAA students were mainly
discipline problems and not poor readers. In short, the ESAA programs do not

appear to have been 'dumping grounds' for teachers’ disciplinary cases.

Working relationships between ESAAlreading teachers and aides. These
relationshipsvwere reported "Very good" or "Excellent'" by nearly all of
the aides and teachers. Three-fourths of both groups, teachers and aides
used. "Excellent' to describe this working relationship (see pp. 45 and 49).

The role of the teacher aides. When asked to list their three most

important job activities (see p. 50), ESAA aides most frequently mentioned

the following activities: Encouraging or praising the student; Working
directly with students and helping them with their work; Maintaining up-to-
date student records; and Organizing and storing the reading materials, _
and preparing them for use. Only a few aides and two teachers indicated
any need for change in the aides' role.

Although three-fourths of the aides paid they enjoyed their work
"Very greatly" (see p. 49), about one-fifth of the aides indicated some
dissatisfaction with the conditions of their employment; e.g., pay scales,
Civil Service seniority regulations, job insecurity, etc. (see p. 49).

A time znalysis of the Junior High Program reading aide's role was
included in the previous year's evaluation report (see Higgins, 1974c,
pp. 15-16).

The Dorsett machine: again, socme mechanical problems. This year, as

last year (see Higgins, 1974c, p. 17), some teachers and aides had complaints
about the mechanical operation of the Dorsett machines. About half of this
year's teachers had dissatisfactions with the machines or their servicing
(see p. 46). Five teachers said the machines were too easily broken (e.g.,
"wiring too easily accessible'"); 5 teachers cited mechanical difficulties
(e.g., "trouble with film advance,' "errors in sequencing"). Six teachers
mentioned inconvenient features that suggest needed improvements (e.g.,
"needle difficult to maneuver,' "earphones don't fit...," '"machine should
allow student to reverse filmstrip...without losing place," "light bulbs

burn out too quickly," ''replace records with cassette tapes").
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The evaluator has already advocated (1974c, p. 26) that a time-delay
feature be added to the Dorsett machine, so that a student answering
incorfectly receives not only a l-second "error toﬁe," but also a 10 or
IS—second ""time-out' period when further responding cannot advance the
filmstrip. The evaluator's observations and teacher comments suggest
that the error tone is not aversive for many students. Such students
sometimes carelessly press the machine's buttons until the correct answer
is located, and so progress through the lesson without reading it. A
time delay for incorrect answering would eliminate reinforcement for
random button pressing and therefore make such careless responding less
frequent.

This year teachers were asked if they would favor a time delay for
incorrect responding (see p. 46). Over three-fourths of the teachers in-
dicated they would favor such a change in the Dorsett machine.

Training in the use of Dorsett machines, audiovisual reading lessons,

and other reading materials. Teachers and aides generally found their

pre-service and inservice training sessions to be at least moderately
valuable (see pp. 48, 49). Both teachers and aides made a number of
suggestions for improved training including: (a) More sharing of ideas
and materials between teachers (suggestion made by 6 teachers); (b) More
sessions on adapting Dorsett and Basic Skill lessons to individual needs
(7 teachers and 3 aides); and (c) More formal academic training in.guch
topics as child psychology and remedial reading (6 aides and several

teachers).

Expressed desire for use of a diagnostic reading test instead of a

survey tesc. Teachers were asked to indicate the testing procedure they

would most favor if the ESAA reading programs were continued beyond 1974-75.
Three-fifths of the teachers indicated they would prefer a diagnoétic
reading test that attempted to measure different types of reading compre-
hension and other reading subskills {(p.- 46). Only 3 teachers said they
would prefer retaining the Gates-MacGinitie survey-type tests used during
1974-75. Four-fifths of the 31 responding teachers said they would be
willing to spend 2 or 3 hours scoring and profiling a set of 30 tests (this
time estimate based on the manual for one popular standardized diagﬁostic

test). In response to another question--one requesting general suggestions
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for program improvement--10 of 19 teachers responding suggested the use
of diagnostic tests or the testing of specific reading subskills (see
Question 60, p. 48).

Other remedial reading programs in ESAA schools. Most of the public

and nonpublic ESAA schools had other programs besides ESAA to teach basic
reading skills (see Question 31, p. 45). These other reading programs
included SLBP (mentioned by teachers in 18 schools), Title I (mentioned
for 12 schools), Basic Skill Centers (students were bussed to these
centers from at least 6 ESAA schools), other special education programs,
and tutors.

‘The evaluator does not know the degree to which the ESAA reading
program and these other reading progiams were coordinated. In response
to the request for general suggestions (see Question 60, p. 48), two
teachers expressed a desireé for greater coordination of their school's

reading programs.
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THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ESAA READING
PROGRAMS IN MEETING THEIR OBJECTIVES

Did students enrolled in ESAA reading programs during 1974-75 make
those gains in reading comprehension stated in the objectives for each
program (see pp. 5-7)? The objectives for the Intermediate Program
stated in part that the median gain would be 1.0 grade-equivalent month
for each month enrolled. The objectives for the Junior High Program
stated in part that (a) Objéctive I students, who entered the Program
with comprehension levels of 3.9 or.below, would make a median gain of
1.5 grade—edu{valént months for each month enrolled, and (b) Objective II
students, with pretest of 4.0-6.0, would achieve a median gain of 2.5
grade-scoré months for each month enrolled. ' .

Table 4 shows the reading gain rates made by students in the Inter-
mediate Program. Table 5 shows reading gains made by Objective I students
in the Junior High Program. Table 6 shows the reading gains achieved by
Objective II students in the Junior High Program. These tables show
reading gains both for individual schools (if they had 19-20 ESAA Sstudents)
and for total groups of students. For the Junior High Piogram, separate
totals are presented for public vs. nonpublic schools.

Tables 4-6 also show (a) the degree to which sfudents were inappro-
priately tested, (b) the extent to which students ineligible for ESAA
instruction were actually served, and (c) the proportion of students for

whom data needed to compute reading gain were missing.2

2According to the guidelines of the Intermediate Program, students were
to be tested using either a Gates-MacGinitie Cl1 or C2 Comprehension Test.
Instruction-eligible students were those at least one year below grade place-
ment in comprehension. Table 4 shows that of the 989 total students in the
Intermediate Program, only 60 (6%) were inappropriately tested with Gates D
forms, or other tests. Another 40 students (4%) had missing gain-rate data.
Among the 889 appropriately tested students, only 7 (1%) were clearly in-
eligible for service. Another 201 (23%) were enrolled in academic programs
classified as ''ungraded upper elementary,'" and their eligibility for instruc-
tion could not therefore be determined.

The guidelines of the Junior High Program specified that Objective I
Students were to be tested using a C2; Objective II students were to be
tested using a D2 or D2M. No student in the Junior High Program should
have had a pretest comprehension grade score greater than 6.0.

Tables 5 and 6 show that the Junior High Program had 911 students. Of
these 342 (38%) were Objective I students, 394 (43%) were Objective II
students, 79 (9%) had pretest scores above 6.0 and were therefore served
though ineligible, and 96 (11%) were missing some data item needed to
compute reading gain rate. Because they took pretest-posttest combinations
other than C2-C2 or D2-D2, the reading gains of 23 Objective I students
and 20 Objective II Students were not computed. '
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Attzinment o~ “~jectives b. the In. =~ .diate Y ading Program

The Intermediats Reading Progrz. ot onir mr  bit surpassed its goals
for comrehenzion gain among diszbles 2aderc Tivle 4 shows that Int :r-
mediate Prr jrum sStucsnts who took. a Tz 3s C2 foc— “oth pretest and wos :test
made a mecizr of slizhtly over 3 mom—h: compraricnxion gain for cack
month enrclled irn th= Program. Studc nt's who to. - C2 for their jrer:.
and Cl for th-  r pcetest had a mediz- gain oz of 2.3,

These 85. =zpr—-mriately zested s-udents (™IS in the C=-C2 group !

171 in the CIZ-I1 g—omp) together conscituted 20% of all students sar.ead

by the Interm=diate Program. The 681 students clezcly eligible for
service const=tuted 49% of the total Int ermeciate group. Although clearly
instruction—e;igibie ("Elig.") studerts were only three-fourths as
numerous as the tocal group of '"All" zppropriately tested students, within
a given test group (C2-C2 vs. C2-Cl) the median and mean gain rates were
nearly identical for the "Elig." and "A11l" categories.

The objectives of the Intermediate Program also specified categor 22 of
gain that would be attained by di~<ferent proportions of students: 73% wsre
supposed to fz.!1 into ‘the irighest category, 1.4 or more months gair wer
Program month: 25% wexs to gain at the rate of 1.0-1.3; and the remainingz 50%
wer:z expected ~o gain less than 1.0 month in =eading skill per Program momth.

As shown in Table 4, regardless of the testing procedure used, about
thrzsz times as many of the Intermediate studemts as expected fell intc the
higmest category of gain rate. Again, the use of the same form for pr=-
test and posttest was associated with higher proportions of students mneet-
ing the objectives thar the use of different, gcaiivalent forms.

This general pattern of rezding gain result= for the Intermediate Program
obtained for both (a) all students, regardless 0. pretest score; and (b)
instruction-eligibl:s students onir, whose pretest grade scores were at least
one year below t:ieir grade placem=nt at pretest time.

Also, this pattern of resul-. held not only for the total Intermediate
group, but alsc for individuzl zchool . Each Imzermediate Program scipool had
a median gain rxte at least twicz the 1.0 that wes expected. Each scnool had
two-thirds oxr more of its students in tae highest gain rate catewor . 1.4 cT
more months gain pz— Program month. Amd when separate groups ot 20 ¢r more
students withir a schwol had a C2-C2 tmst sequemce vs. a C2-Cl tast ssquence,
the C2-C2 group tfared generally better than the (2-Cl group on indicg: of
reading gain.
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DiTference among schools in average yain rates. The evaluative
compari=e: of awerzge gain rates amomg Tr~errmediats Program s—hools must
be approached v tth - awsion.

Imat, sin: ¢ zil schools met their '#:-ectives for reading gain,
schools -~hat ozzup™ =2 lower ranks in z ! *tribut-on of mean gain rates
should r 't necs=sssri:: ke evaluated nege=. =ly.

Sec.onc, the gs:in Tate statistic sees unstable. even for subgroups
of students. Ths raznge of mean gain scor=: is large. If one ignores
differerces amor: =umgroups in tests uses: and in eligibility for in-~
struction. the k==t mean gain rate by my subgroup in Table 4 was 7.5,
for the 37 apprommzz=y tested (C2-C2) =—idents at School 25. The
lowest rzte was ..., made by both the 36 ([2-Cl students at School 1 and
the 20 imstructizm-sliZgible 22-L2 sTuden=s az School 13.

The subgrour stamdard aeviations are.also generally large. The
overall standard deviatica oFf scores, 4.¢ includes the value zerd, even
though only 6% cf students had gain rates .of zero or less.

The distribuziom ¢f individual studemt gain rates is positively
skewed by small mumbers: of very high scorers. For nearly every subgroup,
the mean gain raz= exceeds the median, uswmally by at least ome-half a
month. The positive riew of gaim rates seems attributable to the 14% of
InteTmediate -~“uwents with mear-perfect scores of 43 or more correct answers
out of a pos=i" iz 48 an the ‘Gates C posttest. These raw scores corresponded
to grade scor=: of 6.0-7.0.

Despite —fxe hazards in =0 doirz schools with relatively hi.i and low

mean gain razwsr will bhe simiiad ouc <=t later discussion. The ms=zn rate

‘of compreisension gain over all twesr mmc imsStruction-eligibility groups in

the Intermedizte ®Togram was 35.7. Foo schools--8, 25, 26, and 27--had mean
gain rxies at = mme grade—srcwm= momth higher than the overall mean.
These scneols will. pe callsst "higher-gair schools.!" Three other scheols--3,
9, an: 13--has @eqr gain rar=s @ _.zzst dme grade-score month lower than

the overall me=z These schools wiil be malled "lower-gain schools.

Attainment of Euiertivers bw the Junior Himh Reading Program

Two sets =T amiectives were establiswed for the Junior High Reading
Program. Obiective Set I apmlied to those: 342 students entering the Program
with pretest scor=s of 3.9 or less. Objextive Set II applied to the 394

students with premast scores of 4.0-¢.0.



Objective Set I wa: met by bors th WAL QrouF of public-~school
Objective I students anc the total groiy ¥ WM pubiiz schpol studenys.
Objzctive Set II was met by the toval Qrf-‘\\;p Y4 pproOprigte publiic school
studemnts but not by the Objective Il s’kuﬁen&% in jonpublic schawis. Boch
sets of objectives were met in a majori-y o7 =% indivigus) Jumior High
Program schools for which reliable indZc. s ¢ Teading ggin rate could be
determined.3

Jbjective Sex I. Table 5 indic &, N PWlicsachet, Opject. e I

Students made a wedian rain of 1.7 wyfis / < MpreBegsion gain per
month in the Program; therefore, th= obwiq/id Mdian gpproximated tie
median of 1.5 spezified in the objeszivies. Ny/Publicescingl Objeczve 1
students gained z: a rate of 4.1, = StAIN, ¢ éﬁminished An importunce
because it was bused on only 10 studenRs.

Objective Set I also specified hope- Xy p7 "Portions Of students in
various categories of gzim rate: 30% «2re g wAke 2.5 or more montis gain
per Program month; 15% were to gain ut TNy of 1.7-2 45 30% were to gain
at rates of 1,0-1.6; and the remaining WA J#2xd Yo £aul below = 1.0 rate.
In fact. the rate distritution obtzined &, 1¢¢ approv—istely zested
pubiic-~-school students very closel: appro'3‘\\\1r¢=1téd the <¢istTibution speciz.ec
n the objectives. The discrepancizs VAT A WA 7he poped- for protortions
'nd the obtained proportiors ranged “rgm ~z tJ +12. In Noppublic schools,
2 of the 10 approp-zatsly tested O zr—iy@ s swWertS ware =p th. aighest
sain-rate category.

Objective Set TI. Table 6 she. - u7: E,uh; iQ»-school F‘hjectizxe I

ftudents made a medisn gain of 3... sf: 2Dy 2y tding the noped-toT =dian

of 2.5. The obtained mzdian of .5 {cor “"‘Q“DAV:: school Tbjecti: 2 IT

students failed to mset tizs wizcti' 2 &7 L5 ¢wMehs gain per Presran morth.
Objective Set [I alsc spz . fisc thA: \\U% g'f the Objective 11 s—udents

should make 4.0 cv more meaths :ain per Pf‘n"(fam Month; 15% shoulc make 2.7-

3Table 5 presents rezults separateldy Y, 1y foy those schools w:th 19
or more Objective I studems; Table 6, Onky £oy SchoOls wilh 20 or mome
Objective II students. Results based oN fswﬁr Alydents were judgec o
unstable for separate tabu:ation. In addfyn, frequiency distribuc-ioms
(and for appropriateiv te~ed s:zudents, wFhy ¢fScriptive Statist:izs)

are presented only fir tmase CI -1 and N2~V te Al subgroups numbering
8 or more. The resuizs for zotrn] groups 0 g 4le arfd nmonpyblic.studets
in Tables 5 and 6 w» zseci on all such :sfhu'ynt;ﬁ With complete t=zst ar i

enrollment data, evsmn soudents whose scl’«\ooﬂ WX omitred from t.-rular
presentation.



3.9 months gain per Program month; 30% should gzin at ratss of 1.0-2.6;

and the remainder would therefore gain at less than z 1.(C rate. For

public-school Objectiwve I¥ students, the obtained ratz diztribution

closely approximated the distribution specified in the corectives.

Discrepancies between obtained and hoped-for proporticins in each gain

rate category wanged from .03 to .12. Ix mompublic scrowmls, however,

nearly half of the Objective II students fell into the 1..0-2.% gain

rate category, a fact accomnting for the low median rz—s =zmong this group.
Differences among schools in attairmerxt of readinm wmbjectives. Um-

like the Intermediate Program schools, nmt every Junior -igh program school
met its objectives for reading gain. Tka =valuator sought: some reasonable
criteria to differentiate those junior i—igh schools that mad most success-
fully met their ESAA reading objectives “~om those thaz kad least siccess-
fully met their objectives. In the evaiustor's judgment, clear evidence
that a particular school had cor had nct met its reading anjectives couii
exist only when the school’s ESAA ins-rucriun served a s.:azble groun of
students and when those students had also teen approprizte:ly test=d with 2
C2 or D2. The evaluator therefore decided to make uualItamive judgments
regarding saccess only among jumior highs (2" kmvimg Objecive I v Objmctive
II groups each numbering 19-2C and {b) havimg s lezst ¥ Thjective 1 =wents
or 8 Objective II students wht were approrrately —=stexd. Usimg thess
criteria, only 3 of 8 public iunior highs-- 3hmols A, 7. amd F--clez=l =et
Objective I. Four public jumior highks-~B. . F, amd B—.early met Chisctive
Only in School F did appropriately wassrad Objrztive T and Objectiv. 11
students meet their respective sets of ob-=zesrives. Almo. only for Schos. G
was there clear evidence that Jbjective . zmd Objectiw= IT students hac
both failed to meet their objectives.

Factors Possibly Accounting for Difference: Among Szuwents and Schocls
in Reading Gain Rates

In this section a number of famicr- %+ .7 mmght pliz:sivliy accous: £
differences in reading gain will be crwsidzrted. To an—x:ipate the o:s-
cussion, only two factors--variatioms ir t=sting procozze and leng:
of time in the program--were impertamtly related tc Temading gain
rates.

The following additional factors were consider=d sermrately fo—
students in the Intermediate and pubiic school Jwnier Hizh programs and

found to have no important relationship with gain rz=e: ~nae number -7

=0

i ~(.
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supplementary materials used, the frequency of use of teacher-made mavgﬁﬁhfg
Pretest grade s.ore, percent attendance while in the Program, student'x;gayde
placement level, and whether or not the student was bussed to school.

An "imporTant relationship with gain rate" was defined as a Peargy,
correlation hetween gain rate and a given variable accounting for at
least 6% of tie variance (r=.25 or more, ignoring sign).

Even the frequency of use of Dorsett and Basic Skills lessons wag
not consisteﬁtly related to gain rate. For Intermediate Program studet\t#,
gain rate was uncorrelated with the number of times per week students
used Dorsett or Basic Skills lessons. | In public Junior High program
schoois, however, students with the highest gain rates tended to use
Dorsett materials mecre frequently and Basic Skill lessons less frequenky”
(r's=.37 and -.46 between gain rate and the frequency of use of Dorset&
and Basic St ills lassons, respectively). These correlations, however,
probably do not indicate that use of Dorsett lessons promoted reading
gain more than use of Basic Skill lessons. Instead, these correla-
tions probably i.idicate only that students having the greatest difficufyy
learning to read: (those with the lowest rates) tended to be assigned
Basic Skill lesw=ons, whereas students having less difficulty (high rate
students) iendec. to be assigned Dorsett lessons.

Agai. the c¢valuator can point to only two Program factors--testing
procedure and duration of ESAA enrollment--that have important, indepem\
dent relationshins with reading gain rates.

The efrfect of testing procedure variations on measures reading gail},

As noted above, the evaluator had in the previous year's evaluation of
the ESAA "eading Program (Higgins, 1974c) suggested the use of differen,
equivalent test forms for pretest and positest to achieve a balanced
research design (p. 26). The basis for this suggestion was some studen?g
whose reading gains were implausibly large considering their short stay
in the ESAA reading program (pp. 21-22). The evaluator suggested that
such results might be attributed to remembering comprehension passages
from pretest to the identical posttest. '
This suggestion for alternate forms was not followed, and this year
. as last, ESAA students generally used identical forms for pretest and
posttest. The only exception was the Intermediate.Program, where subgm?up§
of students in Schools 1, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, 17, 19, and 25 took C2 as g
pretest and Cl as a posttest. Other subgroups in the same schools took

C2 for both pretest and posttest.
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By comparing the gain rates of C2-Cl and C2-C2 subgroups in schools
where both pre-post test procedures were followed, the evaluator hoped ®#
determine the effect on these rates of taking alternmate vs. identical test
forms. On the basis of the previous year's evaluation cited above, the
evaluation suspected that reading gains of C2~C2 students might be higher
than those of C2-Cl1 students.

The comparison of gain rates 6f C2-Cl1 and C2-C2 students is clouded,
however, because the Cl Comprehension Test is apparently slightly more

difficult than the C2 Comprehension Test.

C Form 1 and C Form 2 as '"paralled forms" (p. 7). For norm samples of over
1000 3rd graders taking each 48-item form, however, the Form 1 Comprehension
Test (mean raw score=23.2) was 1.5 correct answers more difficult than the
Form 2 Comprehension Test (mean raw score=24.7). While the standard de-
viations are the same (10.8 for Form 1, 10.7 for Form 2), unless the means
are also equal, the two tests cannot, strictly speaking, be called parallel
or equivalent tests.

The test authors ignored the apparent nonequivalence of the C1 and C2
Comprehension Tests in constructing both (a) the raw to standard score
conversion table and (b) the raw to grade score conversion table (Gates §
MacGinitie, 1965a, p. 8). For a given Comprehension raw score, these con-

- version tables assign the same grade score {(or the same standard score)
whether the student took the Cl or the C2.

To attempt a .fair comparison between gain rates based on C2-Cl vs.
C2-C2 testing, the evaluator added 1.5 raw score points {correct answers)
to each C1 posttest score.4' The test authors' raw to grade score conversion
table was then used to compute Comprehension gain, and then gain rate.

The evaluator's corrections resulted in from O to 6 months being added to
each Cl grade score; 43 of the 48 corrections were included in the range
from 0.5 months to 4 months.

Table 7 compares C2-C2 Comprehension gain rates with C2-Cl gain rates
based on corrected vs. uncorrected Cl scores. If Cl raw scores are ac-
curately corrected by adding 1.5 points acorss-the-board, then Table 7
suggests that it matters little whether identical or different forms

are used to measure gain rates.

4The evaluator is indebted to Lary Johnson for pointing out the non-comparability
of C2-C2 and C2-Cl gain rates. The evaluator, however, takes responsibility
for ,the method of correction used here.
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The 400 c2-c2 9tuﬁgn"ts had 2 g&ip rate of about 4 grade score months per
month enrolled; ¢/ Ay C2-Cl Stydepts, 2 corrected gain rate of 3.6 months
per month.

If, howeve?X 3 tPY zest aughors assert, C1 and C2 are in fact equivalent
tests, and if na @Qrﬁ‘g‘/tion 1s needed to equate Cl and C2 scores, then read-
ing gain rates WAy w ldentical pre. and post-test forms may be importantly
higher (0.7 mon?y# pﬁb Mynth , 2ccording to Table 7) than reading gain rates
obtained using C]jf%fqn/t teést forms,

Based on tBRys A Ageale investigation of gain rates based on identical
Vs. alternate |2 VAW /tegtirlg, the évaluator is reluctant to conclude that
the use of altery, rof’ng inl pTe-posSt testing is generally unimportant.
Given the circurasg‘ﬁnfgs Similar to those of the present study, with C level
testing of studeyA /itf‘a,n initial average comprehension level of about 3,
however, the use ¢ L Pthate pre-post forms may be unnecessary.

A more adeqw@Q WA of the jimportance of alternate form testing would,
of course, have WA, Y, YeCl and ¢Z forms (as well as D1 and D2 forms
when appropriate (A t;;he SGtudents tested) for both pretest and posttest,
assigning one or ¢y Ay test to stldents in a balanced design. A
comparison of C1 z#4 A, [z Dl and p2) pretest scores could also help decide
whether or not t2, YA {“bﬂls are eQual in difficulty.

In the presqyf \/Migation, the evaluator did not monitor whether
the ESAA teachera £y, 43 dnstructeq, randomly assign Cl and C2 posttests
to their studenta A Q01 apd C2.C2 test groups did, however, seem well
matched in the may\ Ay ‘randard deviations of their pretest scores,

One implicafjgy At /rfible 7 is that gain rates, when calculated as
required "y this Qlfqtflﬁn design, are highly sensitive to slight dif-
fer>nces in the difSifulf)’ of 'supposedl.y equivalent tests (or to slight
changes in the sy Y,/ f a test).

In effect, ’E‘WQQ 7ﬂlgg.ests that apy factor (including scoring error,
remembering previ,wﬁl)/ o Nyered dtems, or true gain in reading compectence)
that adds 1.5 poi A g9 Fxh Cl ray poSt~score will automatically add 0.7
months to the meay ARy gain rare, if these rates are based on C2-C1
pre-post testing.

Given the layR Ay %ility in reading gain rates shown in Table 7
(and elsewhere in tﬁis whrt) , ang given also the large fluctuations in
rate that can res3y ¥ ¢ L or 2 point changes in raw Scores, the evaluator
suggests that objﬂcﬁivﬁs fﬁr reading gain be stated in terms other than
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Table 7

The Effect on Comprehension Gain Rates of Using Identical vs. Different
GatessMacGinitie C-Level Forms, Inclnding &« Correction for Apparent

Difficulty Differences Between the Test Forms

Student group

Variable C2=C2 l Cc2-C1
or Pretest=Primary C, Form 2 Pretegt=Primary C, Form 2
Statistic PogttestaPrimary C, Form 2 Posttest=Primary C, Form 1
' N=k0O - B=171
) Mean 8td. dev. Mean Std. dev.
" Pretest grade score 3.1 3.0 I
0.9 1.0
Months enrolled” b W7
' 1.8 2.2
Uncorrected C1 posttest
b
1.1
Posttest grade score LIRS 5
1.1 Corrected C1 posttest
L.3
1.2
Uncorrected rate
2.9
3.48
Reading gain rate 3.97 5
6.44 Corrected rate
3.62
3.88

t test for independent means and unequal variances

t based on uncorrectedb rate -

t=2,52 (df=539,.

p=.01, 2-tailed)

t bused on correctedb rate’

t=0.8 (Af=506, p=.4, 2-tailed)

Notes.--Read:lng gain rate is defined as pre-to~posttest grade score divided by the number of

months enrolled in the progrem.

These gain.rate comparisons are based on the C2-C2 and C2-~Cl subgroups at Schools 1, 7, 8 13, 14,

15, 17, 19, and 25.

BoMonths enrolled" is the number of enrolled days (including absences) between the pretest and the

- posttest, divided by 17.9, the average number of days in a school month,

b’.I‘t." correct for the probable greater difficulty of Cl over C2 tests, 1.5 raw gcore”’points were
added to each Cl test score before calculating grade score and gain rate.
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monthly grade-equivalent improvement.

The effect of months enrolled in the Program on readlng gain. Among

appropriately tested students in both the Intermedlate Program and the public-
school Junior High Program, gain rate was negatively correlated with months
enrolled in the Program (r was approximately -.30 for each program).
In general, the longer a student was enrolled in a program, the lower was
that student's reading gain rate. The negative correlation between gain
rate and months in the Program also obtalned for C2-Cl students (r=-.34),
suggesting that the remembering passages from pretest to posttest, while a
poss1b1e determinant of. reading gain, cannot explain th1s spec1f1c association
between lower rates and longer enrollment periods.

. One plausible explanation for the negative relatlonshlp between gain
rate and enrollment duration is that after a certain duration, further
attendance in the ESAA class produces diminishing returns. To support this
explanation, in the four Intermedlate Program schools with the “highest gain
rates (Schools 8, 25, 26, and 27), the mean number of months enrolled in
the Program ranged from 3.2-4.0 (see Table 3). In the three "lower- -gain
schools" (3, 9, 13) the mean enrollments were between 5 and 7 monghs. In
the Junior High Program, School F students, who generally met both Objectives
Sets I and II, had a mean enrollment period nearly one month shorter than
students in School G, who generally failed to meet their reading objectives,

The use of reading materidls to supplement the Dorsett and Basic

Skill lessons. One might have supposed that the use of a variety of read-

ing materials to supplement Dorsett and Basic Skill lessons would maintain
student interest and promote reading gain. Among both Intermediate and
public-scla0l Junior High Program students, however, gain rate was un-
correlated with the number of different supplementary materials used.
Also, "higher-gain' and "lower- -gain" Intermediate Program schools were not
different in the mean number of supplementary materials used by each
school's students. In the Junior High Program, the relatively more success-
ful students of School F each used an average of only one supplementary
material; the relatively less successful students of School G used an
average of 5 different materials.

As discussed earlier (p. 13), the most common” supplement to machine-
programmed lessons were teacher-made materials. Again, however, the gain
rates of ESAA students or Schools were not related to the frequency .with

which they used these teacher-made materials.
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The possibility that teacher differences account for differences in

reading gain ratés. School G was the only school that clearly failed to

meet both sets of Junior High Program reading objectives during 1974-75.
During the previous 1973-74 school year, however, School G was ‘among those
schools with the highest gain rates for Objective I and Objective II
students (Higgins, 1974c, pp. 22-23). 1In 1973-74, the School G median
gain rates for Objective I and Objective II students were 2.8 and 4.5,
respectively. In 1974-75, the School G corresponding median rates-were
1.8 and 2.0. For all public school Junior High Program students, thé
median gain rate for Objective I students decreased slightly from about
2.5 in 1973-74 to 1.7 in 1974-75, whereas the median gain rate for all
public school Objective II students stayed the same, slightly over 3.
Between 1973-74 and 1974-75, there was a change in the ESAA teacher
{and aides) assigned to School G. The 1973-74 teacher was aﬁ attractive
personality who provided a smorgasbord of materials and individualized at-
tention to students (see Higgins, 1974c, p. 24). A few of last year's
students, who had completed all their Basic Skill and Dorsett lessons, even
attempted to '"flunk" their ESAA posttest, hoping to remain in this rewaiding
class. '
THe evaluator is not aware of any differences in School G between
1973-74 and 1974-75 in either the characteristics of the gntire school
or the selection procedure for the ESAA Program. This year's ESAA
teacher inherited most of the materials prepared by last year's teacher.
Apparently, these'supplementary materials were used in 1974-75, but perhaps
not with the same effect. The possibility exists, therefore, that differences
in teacher (an& aide) skill and reward value account for some of the ob-

served differences between Schocl G's 1973-74 and 1974-75 gain rates.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Even though federal and local decisions have already been made to
discontinue the ESAA Intermediate and Junior High reading programs, the
evaluator offers the following suggestions in the hope they will be useful
to those who plan and seek funding for similar programs. _

The first four recommendations should be implemented in the event that
the ESAA readlng programs, or highly similar programs, are funded in the
future.

1. All important megeriais that will be used in the reading program

should be available at the start of the school year. 1In the Intermediate

Program, Basic Skill lessons were not placed in the schools until mid—yeaf.
This delay in the availability of Basic Skill materials seemed to greatly
hinder their use and usefulness. (See pp. 9-11.) If new reading programs
such as ESAA are funded materials should be ordered early enough to be

on hand when the program starts.

2. Teachers' desires to have a small budget so that they can select

their own materials to supplement Dorsett and Basic Skill lessons should be

considered. Nearly all ESAA teachers indicated that they used .supplementary
materials. And nearly all ESAA teachers indicated that it was at least
'"Moderately important" that they continue to have these supplementary materials.
Furthermore, nearly all teachers felt it at least ""Moderately important"

that they personally select these materials for their own students. (See p- 48.)

5. In the future, teachers with certification” in reading and/or con-

siderable training in reading instruction should be recruited for reading

programs. Only about one-third of the ESAA teachers had reading cert1f1—»
cation. About one-third of the teachers had taken two or fewer courses ‘
in reading; among these, four had taken no coursework in reading. (See
pp. 18-19.) '

4. Staff should carefully screen incoming students to insure that

students selected are those for whom the reading program is intended.

Although the great mejority of 1974-75 ESAA students were well suited to
the program, 9% of the Junior High Program students had pfetest scores
above the limit specified for program eligibility (see p. 15).

The following three recommendations are repeated from last year's

+ evaluation (Higgins, 1974c, pp. 26-27):
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S. Although the ESAA reading programs did a good job of recruiting

Black Americans for staff positions, greater effort should be made to

recruit Native Americans for any new reading programs. From 1973 to

1975 no Native Americans were employed as teachers or aides in ESAA

reading programs.

6. Supplementary materials (and any newly developed Dorsett and

Basic Skills lessons) should be reviewed to insure that they.are multi-

ethnic. Although the objectives of the ESAA reading programs did not

specify the use of multi-ethnic materials, the adoption of such materials
whenever possible would serve one purpose of the Emergency School Aid
Act; namely, the promotion of interracial understanding.

7. A time-delay feature should be added to the Dorsett machine, so

that a student who answers incorrectly receives not only a l-second
"error tone," but also a 10 or 15-second '"time-out" period when further
responding cannot advance the filmstrip. Two ESAA teachers noted that
fhe error tone is not aversive for many students. Such students some-
times carelessly pressed the machine's buttons until the correct answer

was located, and so progressed through tHe lesson without reading it.

.A time delay for incorrect answering would make random button pressing

much more unpleasant and therefore less frequent.

The next two recommendations concern testing:

8. Different, equivalent forms of tests should be used for pre-post

testing and the computation of reading gains. Data presented on pp. 31-35

suggest that the use of different vs. identical Gates-MacGinitie C-level
forms may not affect reading gain rates. Further studies with greater
eXperimental control are needed, however, to establish the equivalence of
gain rates based on alternate vs. same-form pre-post testing. Until such
controlled studies are undertaken, assessment ofvreading gains should use -
different forms of a given-level test for both prétest and posttest, in

a balanced design.
9. Diagnostic reading tests, appropriate to the age group tested,

should be used instead of the present Gates-MacGinitie single-score,

survey-type reading tests. For ease of administration and scoring, paper-

and-ﬁbncil,diagnostic tests that can be group-administered, should probably
be used. As discussed on p. 21, most ESAA teachers would like to use a
diagnostic reading test instead of the present survey test. They have also’

indicated a willingness to spend the extra time needed to score and profile
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such tests. In the evalua==r's opinion, a carefully selected diagnostic
test could Provide a meaningful picture of students' reading strengths

and weaknesses not now available with Gates tests. Such a test could alsc
be used to assess reading comprehension gain rates, if required by an
evaluation design. Teachers might therefore regard the collection of
diagnostic test scores as useful in their own day-to-day planning and not
just useful in screening students and summarizing their reading gains.

The next recommendation is not a suggestion for improving the ESAA
reading programs or similar programs, but is instead a suggestion that the
materials of the 1973-75 ESAA reading programs be presérved for future use:

10. Appropriate Minneapolis Schools personnel should prepare an

inventory of all equipment and materials previously used in the ESAA read-

ing programs. A procedure should then be established for {(a) distribution

of this eguipmgnt and materials to Minneapolis reading teachers and {(b)

the maintenance of the items in this inventory, particularly the Dorsett

machines.

Based on the ESAA Project Applications for 1973-74 and 1974-75
(Office of Planning, Development and Federal Programs,.Miﬁneapolis Public
Schools, 1973; and the ESAA Office, Minneapolis Public Schools, 1974), the
evaluator believes that 214 Dorsett machines were purchased with ESAA funds
from 1973 to 1975. These machines represent an inveétment of about $72,500.
During 1974-75 a total of $5500 was budgeted for maintenance of these machines.
Now that the ESAA reading programs have ended, the evaluator would suggest
that these machines (and their accompanying Dorsett and Basic Skill lessons)
be maintained in proper working order so that they may continue to be a
valuable resource for Minneapolis Schools.

The final two recommendations concern future evaluation of experi-
mental compensatory education programs in Minneapolis such as the ESAA

reading programs considered in this report.

11. Wherever possible, the evaluation of programs like the ESAA read-

ing programs should include control groups of students comparable to students

served by the experimental program. Both this year and last year evaluations

of the ESAA reading programs were able to state that ESAA students, in-
general, had met program objectives. Knowledge that the ESAA programs met
their objectives had limited usefulness, in the evaluator's opinion, for
two reasons: (a) The objectives may have been chosen arbitrarily, since

there is no stated rationale for their selection. (b) There is no reference
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group against whom the gains of the ESAA students can be compared.
To say that the ESAA programs were successful because students made
"high" rates of gain would beg the question, '"What is a 'high' rate

of gain?" Gain rates are dependent on the specific formula used; i.e.,

both on the definition of 'time in the program'" and, judging from data
presented in this report, on the particular testing procedure used to measure
gain.

The specific formulas used to measure gain rate among ESAA students
were not used with any other groups of Minneapolis compensatory education
students. Without control groups administered the same fall and spring
tests as ESAA studénts, one cannot confidently assert that the gain
rates of ESAA students were higher than the gain rates of otherwise com-
parable Minneapolis compensatory education students either enrolled in
non-ESAA reading progfams or taught reading by their regular classroom
teacher. -

In short, given the evaluation design used in the present studv, onr
cannot obtain data about the ''goodness' of the ESAA programs relative to
other reading programs.

12. Before anothec evaluation like the ESAA reading evaluation i:

begun, program staff should realistically consider: (a) What, if any,

are the informatiom me=ds of program staff? (b) What, if any, are the

information needs @f the funding agency? - {c) What, if any, use will

. be made of results and recommendations arising from the evaluation?

In the evaluator's opinion, the mere availability of funds for
evaluation does not justify conduéting an evuluation. If the local
program staff and the State or federal funding agency.have no important
information needs trat can be served by an evaluator--then no evaluation
should be contracted.

The evaluator has no reason to believe that the 1973-74 evaluation
report was important to the Office of Education's decision to discontinue
funding the Minneapolis ESAA reading programs. Both during 1973-74 and
1974-75 the'ESAA reading programs generally met their objectives for '
comprehension gain among poor readers.

The 1972 Emergency School Aid Act [Sec. 710. (a) (15)] as interpreted
in regulations written by Office of Education staffS requires only that
ESAA pfoject applications include a research désign. .The-act, as inter-

preted, does not seem to require that an evaluation based on the proposed
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design actually be completed; or if completed, that such an evaluation be
read by Office of Education staff and used as a basis for subsequent years'
program suggestions and funding.

5Goldbei‘g, Herman R., Associate Commissioner, Office of Education. Memo

and proposed regulations concerning appiications for Emergency School
Aid Act Funds. Washington, D.C., November 17, 1972.
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Appengiix A _ : - o
- Form 2 Hirmeapolis . Biublic:Schools . Contm:-:: Pemson -
Student-Informatian Form:for 1974-75 - i
12/74 - IR ESIA_Yrtermedimte Ressting Progran poul p B o -Srojuct Evaluator

. [ Minneapolis.iPublic /Schools
ar LT T T T T Jstutemro cote numser 807 N. 5. Srommuay
I 2 3 &% 35 5 7 Attendance Minnespalis, i 55413
(8) Blank Between the prevest and the posttest, and during that

part of the achool ysar that ESAA lab iwstruction was pre-

(9) Student's grade placement during I®74-95. Check one: scribed for-the student-—

bth grade How many days was=the student present

Sth grade . ) (33-35) l:]:]:] in the ESAA remagma) reading 1a

6th grade How many days wae=the student absent

1 Ungraded upper elementary (2£.38) DI] Iron the lab, evem~though the atudent
_— 2 Other. Please specify: ::;B:ChEdUIEd to mse the lab on those

(10) Student's sex: (39) Describe the actual schedule by wh:ci::this student
1 Male . used the ESAA lab (not the student s mmctual attendsnce).

Check one:
2 Female S5 Every day, during that part:of the ‘school "year

Pretest Reading Comprehension Test Score (based on the ) that ESAA lab instruction s prescrived for
Gateamaainitge test given at the time student enroll!.ed the student,

in the ESAA remedisl reading lab) L Three or four days a week. . .
- (11) Which pretest did the student take? Check one:
1 Primary C, Form 2

3 One or two days a week, . ...
2 Less than once a week. . .
1 Other schedule. Please describe:

————_—
m—
—
t——

2 Survey D, Form 2 (student wrote on the

test booklet) ————
3 Survey D, Form 1M (student wrote on a

separate machine-acorable mnswer sheet) ° Reading Haterials Used by This Student
L Other test. Please specify: On those days when the student was present in the ESAA~

lab, how often did the student use each of the following
materials? Rate the frequency with which the student used

Student's raw score on only the - th. material, by placing the appropriate number in the box

(12—13)' I IConjrehenaion part of the pretest 1to the left of the waterigl:

. Student's grade score on the ! 5= Ewery dmy,, o ey mp
(14-16) [::j . D Comprehension pretest 4= Maree ar Zpur—digs out of every five days a.‘ended

3= Une ortws dayszout of five

, / What wa: t:l: date of 2= Less than.one-day out of five, butidurimg at 1east

(17-20 L_1—]h E——J—]th’ pretest: Beveral lmp sesatons -
mont day 1= Only once:mr twice while in the iamb
(21) Was the pretest given on the same approximate O= Never thim-year:-so far
date that the student enrolled in the.ESAA 1ab?
1 Yes (%) l l Comuerczal larsett Keading Prowrea

# No. If the answer was "No," please explain:
- _ ) (41) B Minneaplis :Bamic Skillg Heading Fropram

Posttest Reading Comprehenaion Test Score ibased on the 42) D Other commercially pr d materials designed

- i i t :
stes-MacGinitie test given at the time student left to teach basic remding skills

the ESAA lab)
i i ? : e hwy

(22) Which posttest did the student take? Check one 43) D Teacher-made als to teach tasic resding

1 Primary C, Form 2 . skills

2 Survey D, Form 2 (

' L) D High interest books with accompanying cassette
—~— 3 Survey D, Form 1M narration
L Other test. Please specify:

(45) D Other books or paperbacks (not designed to teach
reading and haring no reading-related questions)

~ Student's raw score on only the
(23-24) [— l lComprehenaion part of the posttest D
Student's grade score on the (46) Hagazines
(25-27) [:D . D Comprehension posttest .
' (47) D Newspapers

: Yhat was the date of
(28-31) D:]/ED the posttest? s I:]

month day Other materials
(32) Was the posttest given on the same approximate (49) Dié this student ride a bus to school as part of the
dste that the student left the ESAA lab? Minneapolis Public Schools' desegregation plan?
1 Yes ) 1 Yes
2 No. If the answer was '"No," please explain: 2 No
(50)
44 do not fill in

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appendix B
Minneapolis Public Schoola

[

Contgmy, ﬂ;ﬂ

Student Information Form . o
o2 for the 1974=75 ESAA Junior High o S :?g;fg WA o
e e e S assding Frog r— Minneapolis Publig ﬁ\wﬂh
[ Ll 1 [ 1 Jstudent's cote number 807 N. E. Broadusy
‘ - 7 P udent’s o Attendance .Hjnn... 1is, MN uﬂ

“18) Blank
--£9) Student’e grade placement during 1974~75. Check ome:
7th grade
8th grade
9th grade.
1 Other, please apecify:

s~
w———
e~
————

(10) Student’s sex:
o 1 Male
VT 2 Fenmsle
Preteést 'Boadinﬁ Comprehension Test Score (based on the
Gaten-H initie test given at the time the student
enrolled in the BSAA reading class)
(11) Which pretest did the student take? Check one:
1 Primary C, Form 2

2 Survey D, Form 2 (student wrote on the
test booklet)

3 Survey D, Form 2M (student wrote on a
separate machine-scorable answer sheet)

-l Other test. Please spwmfy:

Szm_lo‘n‘t‘.'a raw BCOre OR O the

(12-13) [T ] coupronension part of the pretest

’ — Student's grade score on the
(14-16) E:[:] o E:IConprshenaion pretest
’ [: - ] thnt was the date of
manth day

the pretest?
(21) Waa the pretest given on the same approximate
date that the studemt enrolled in the ESAA lab?

1 Yesn
2 No, If the answer was 'No," please explain:

(17-20)

Posttent Rasding Comprshension Test Score (based on the
ates-Na in!tie test given at the time student left
the ESAA reading class)

(22) Which poattest did the student take? Check one:
—__ 1 Primary C, Form 2 :
__;__, 2 Survey D, Form 2
—_ 3 Survey D, Form 2M

, 4 Qther test. Please specify:

——

Student's raw score on only the

(23-24) Comprehension part of the posttest

Student's grade score on the
(25-27) E:D . Comprehension posttest

] g
.-+, mondl . day

What was the date of
the posttest? ’

(32) Was the posttest given on the seme approximate date

that the student left the ESAA lab?

‘1. Yes
2 No. If the answer was "No," please explain:

P v

\)‘ P SR

RIC".

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Between the pretest and posttest, and v} Wepy
wag enrolled in the BSAA reading class— e W f en

How many deys was the s\, /2 iy
(33-35) [:E:]:] in the ESAA reading cl,\‘;i " ASe

How meny days was the g\ & 2}
(36-28) D::D from the ESAA reading yl::ﬁgl A',/ﬁ\

(39) Blank

Rggi_ss Materimls Used by This Studenmt

On those days wher the student vas prewy, { A), A
class, how often did the student use each of 2 N ;Qo/‘ng
materials? Rate the frequency with which thA ﬁﬁ\!q:/‘\ Sy
the material, by placing the appropriate nuA, ) Ay
to the left of the material: '

5= Every day, or nearly so
b= Three or four days out of every five Na f\,/d\‘a
3= One or two days out of five d
2= Less than one day out of five, but Ay A 1/‘%
several ESAA class sessions 8
clf\

Yy

1=
0=

Only once or twice while in the ESA)
Never this year so far

(‘00)‘[:] Minneapolis Basic Skills Resding ﬁof\%
o[ ]
w [_]

ws [_]
wn []
ws) [

ey [
an []

(b8) l I Other materials

(49) Did this student ride a bus to school ag ot A tf‘“
Minneapolis Public Schools' desegregatiyd Pﬁ\‘;

Commercial Dorsett Reading Progryf

Other commercially prepared materZ.y/ A /1M°d
to teach basic reading skills *

Teacher-made

materials to teach \Ayy N
skills W 1,/’!

High interest books with accompang’ Y4 ﬂw/t"
narration v

Other books or paperbscks (not dmé&gﬂ*q {/Q f‘eh
reading and having no reading-relpty) % /Qlif%)

Magazines

Newspapers

1 Yes
2 No

(50)

do not fill in
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RT 5/75

e 11T LT T

Do not write in spaca above

Apgendix C
Minneapolis Public Schools
ESAA Reading Teacher Questionpaire

N=31 respondents
Entries on questionnaire are frequencies

Return to: ’
Paul Higgins (Tel. 3u8~6140)
Qesearch and Evaluation Depi.
Minneapolis Public Schools
807 N, E. Broadway
Minneapolis, MN 55413

Your Teaching Situation

(8) What type of school do you work in? Check one:
__Q___l An elementary school with grades XK-3
5 _2 An elementary school with grades 4-6
12_3 An elementary school with grades k-6
8 U A Junior high achool 1 Parochial K-§
0_5 A sentor bigh schoor” 3 Parochial 1-8
0_6 Other. Please speciry:l Parochial 9-12
- {9) Are you a (check ome)=~
24_1 Full-time ESAA tencher?
6_2 Part-time ESAA tutor?

(10) 2% 3ot bad B B AEE SELBIN S g mmtertata?

(11) Do you bave Basic Skill Centers
’ materials?

21 1 Yes

9 2% 1 NA

(12) Do you have Dorsett vocabulary lessons?
14 1 Yes
16 2% 1 NA

On a typical school day,

(13) How many hours each day do you spend teaching
reading to ESAA students? Round your answer to
the nearest 3 hour and write it in the box belows
(Note: We want the mmber of 60 aimte
[::l hours.,

Program reading

hours, not the number of class perioda ]

For example, if you worked 3 hours and

Mean=4.6 30 mimtes you would write @ hours .|

dev.=1.3 - *
(14) How meny hours each day do you spend teaching

students other than ESAA studentﬁ

hour:
: DOUTB. Std. dev.=1.1
(15) How many hours each day do you spend in school on
activities other than teaching studenht/;f? R to
nearest 4 hour: hours ean=1.2
* Std. dev.=1.0
(16) If you supervise one or more ESAA Reading Aides, how
would you d.scribe your working relationship with
these Aides? Check one: :

20 _1 Excellent

_§___2 Very good

0 _3 Gooa

O b Fair

0 5 Foor 1 NA .

A 6 I do not supervise amy EsAA Reading Aides.
with your

? Round to pearest
ean= ,5 .

(17) can you suggest any ways your relationship
readipg aides might be improved?

2 1 Yes
Z__Q__? No 3 NA

(18-21) If you answered "Yes" to (17), what are your
suggestions (please be brief):

53

Selaction of Students for the ESAA Readi
e ICoRe Loy the ENAA Reading Program

Ploase answer below-.-

(22-25) How was the decision made to enroll a
particular student in the ESAA reading program?

(26-30) Wnat person(s) made this deciaion in wost canes?

(31) Are ther. other remedial reading programs in your
sckool (that 18, other then the ESAA Reading
Program, or reading instruction by a regular claga-
room teacher who doean't specialize in reading)?

251 Yes
5 2 No
13 I don't know

(32-36) If you answered "Yes" to (31), please list
these other remedisl reading programs:

(37-41) Given the reading meterials you now have, vhat
students would you most like to have in tbe
ESAA Reading Program in Your school? Briefly
describe the reading levels and reading
problems of those students:

(42) In your opinion, is ths ESAA Reading Program with
teaching machines particularly well suited to poor
readers who are also disruptive and hard to manage
in a regular classroom:

1S 1 Yes

52“0
10 3 I don't know 1 NA

What proportion of your total ESAA student group
came to the ESAA Reading Center mai bacause the

were disruptive and hard to manage in other clagaes,
and rot becguse they had aevere reading problems
Check one:
0 1 A1, or nearly all, of my ESAA students
0_2 More than helf...
1_3 About haif..,
0 4 Less than half...

H) 5 Very few,..

17 6 None...

(43)

46

_-.’}._7 I don't know See athrv atAan.



»méemmoun' Itm .

(4l-8) Please 1ist the classcy ay, N étivitsen
that your ESAA students 2,‘,%@{% t;:y e
to you for ESAA reading 1Py, A/

he Follswing guestionas

It you have used the Dopsect mcRyA, Aus wrwer
4 - = ) :
(49) Would you favor building in®, A " mchigk
il B AL R
wrong BN Y5t DArPe
can u:'f?ﬁ\“;\'ﬂ‘/‘wﬂm -

student pressing the”
apother button press

24 1 Yes
2 2m

. 5 NA '
(50) Do you have any dissatisfacty,P\ A Yy Dosaatt
" machine or its servicing?

15 1 ves

14 2 %
2 NA
(51-54) If you answered "Yes" to () Ay A ymr
dissatisfactions:

N

(55) It you are familiar with Dory A Y& 3t Yoth
lavel A and level AA, would 1:4 a%‘%é b check
one):

.2 1 Level lessons are ge.g h/“\l 7 Iy,
Level %Alaauons. F “AU’Q = "

112 lessons are generall:} fﬁmﬂ tﬂ“ M
lessons.

.5 3 A and AA lessons have R Ay Ay e
difficulty, 7 ' v

14 I don't know.

-9.5 I am not familiar wits WA o gl

_ . at both level A and le=vy \g\\\'

3 NA

(56) How often do you try to tesc? ﬂtﬂ VA VRN you

ESAA“students?:
5 1 Once a week or more

10 2 Less than once a week, A
_ several ESAA clasa BesAy,A

8 3 Only once or twice thiR y%\,

8 I Never this year so far -

W e least
r,ﬂl ¥

A7

Abpfmdi)ﬂ C (continued)

. », -3

Resding Temts for Stidents nee 2

(57) 1f ve mist meapure reading=comprehension-gain
next year ﬁ;«?ﬁ of the E8AA evaluation, which
of tha fo ng tests ¥Huld you most favor?
Check one: ,

3.1 game teste as this year: the Gates-
MacOinitie C and D level Comprehension Tests

2 2 Other lavel(s) of the Gates-MscGinitie
~" Comprehension Yests, Flease specify:

s

0 _3 other comprehension test by different
_ author (for example, an appropriate-level
+ Nama a -test,

Stanford Achievemsnt Test
it you wishy _ .

A diegnostic reading test (for example, an
appropriate~level Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test) that claims to medsure (=)
different typen of rehging comprehension
and (b) othér reading subskills, Name a
diaguostic test, if you wishe _

—
o
P~

"

—

2 5 A test otber than those specified above.
Please mame or describe: .

b

5 6 I do not pow have a favorite test.

If ve uded a disgnostic test such as the Stanford -
Disgnostic Reading Test next year for the ESAA
.evaluation, would you be willing to score this
test not only for Comprehension, but also for 5
or 6 other reading subskills? (You would probably
apend 2 or 3 hours scoring aml profiling a set of
30 te’tﬂo)
Zi_ 1 Yes
2 Ko

2 3 I don't know

(58)

(59)
ing procedure might be improved next year?

14 1 Yes

172 %o

(60-63) It you answered "Yes" to (59), what are your
suggestions?

-

&

Can you suggeat any other ways that the ESAA tegt-'



- ‘ Appendix C (continued)

RT 5/75 Page 3
Reading Materials Other Than Dorsett Oor Basic Skill Centera Reading Programs

For each of the following types of supplementary reading material, please indicate:

8. Did you use this type of reading material with your ESAA students this year?

b. If you answered "Yes” to a, please name or describe the material (name published
miterials and briefly describe unpublished meterials).

For each reading meterial listed in the left column, answer both
Question & and Question b below--
Reading Material
ne 8. Did you use this type of |b. If you answered "Yes" to a, please name or
reading material with describe the material (name published materials
your ESAA students this and describe briefly unpublished materials):
year?
Commercially prepared materials (64) (8~11)
(other than Dorsett or Basic 201 Yes
Skill Centers programs) designed
to teach basic reading skills 12 No
Teacher-mede materials to teach (65) . (12-15)
basic reading skills (these may 241 Yes
include mnterials you adapted
from commercial sources or - 7.2 No
borrowed from other teachers)
(65) (16-19)
lligh-interest books with 211 Yes
accompanying cassette narration
102 N
Other books or paperbacks (not (67) (20-23)
designed to teach reading and 241 Yes
having no reading-related 7
Questions) 2 No
(68) (24-27)
Magazines 131 Yes
182 No
(69) (28-31)
Newspapers —61 Yes
252 No
(70) (37-35)
Vocrbulary mpterials (other 171 Yes
| L
than Dorsett) 142 1o
(71) (36-39)
Games and puzzles 291 Yes '
22 No
(72) (h0-43)
Other materials 1Q1 Yes
192 M
2 NA
Do not write in space
below:
(73-79) Blank
(80) 1
Card 2
(1~7) Dup. card 1
48
5 he See other side==
3]

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appendix C (continued)

Hore Questions on lhterials

(loh) How important is it thet you have extra reading
mterials to supplement the Dorsett and Basic- Skill
Centers resding lessons?

" 18 1 Extremely important
_9 2 moderately important
_2 3 s1igntly important
_1 b Not at all important

1 NA
(45) How important is it that you personally select the
suPPlementary materials for your own ESAA students?

12 1 Extremely important
1_6'_2 Moderately important
_2 3 Slightly important

. _1 b4 Not at al) important

(46) Did you use any "milti-ethnic" reading materials,
designed to promote understanding of, and respect
. for, different racial and ethnic groups?

15 1 Yes
16 2 1o

(47-51) If you answered "Yes" to (46), please describe
the milti-ethnic materials:

Your ESAA Training

You have had several ESAA training sessions, both
before and during the school year. OSome of these
training sessions helped you use the Dorsetr machines,
the Dorsett lessons, and the Basic Skill Centers
lessons. During other training sessions you shared
ideas and problems with other ESAA teachers.

In general--

(52) How valuable were these ESAA training scssions
to you?

13 1 Extremely valuable
12 3 moderately valuable
3 3 s11ghtly valuable

0 4 Not at all valuable

(53) Cag yoﬁAsuggest any ways these training sessions
" might be improved?
141 Yes
162 v
1 NA

(5k-58) If you ansvered "Yes" to (53), what are your
suggestions? (Be brief)

56

49
O
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Your General Suggestions

(59) Can you suggest any other ways that the ESAA
Reading Progrem in your school might be J.mproved
next year?

25 1 Yes
6 2

(60-66) If you answered "Yes" to (59), whai nre --ur
suggestions?

Personal Dats
(67) What is your highest earned degree?
_2__1_1 Bachelor's degree

_9 2 Master's degree
....,,_1_3 Other. Please Specify:

(68) Do you now hold tenure as a tesacher in the
Minneapolis Public 3chools?

12 1 Yes
19 2 wo

(69) Do you now hold Minnesota teacher certification
in reading?

1 | 1 Yes
(70) If you answered "Yes" to (69), what type(s) of

reading certificate do you hold (Elementary
Remedial, Secondary Remedial, etc.)?

(71-72) In the blank below, write the pumber of difi~rent
college or graduate~school courses in reuadling
h ta .
you have ken Mean=4.1

courses. gtd, dev.=2.9
(73) Your sex: ’
6 1 Male

24 5 remnle 1 NA

(74) Your racial/ethnic group. (With which of the
following raclal/ethnic groups do you most closely
identify as a member?) Check one:

26 1 White American
5 __2 2 Black American

O U 3 Native American (Indian American,
First American)

0y Spanish-gurnamed American (for example,
Chicano; Puerto Rican, Latin Americaen)

0 _0 5 Asian American (for example, Chinese,
Japanese, Korean)

( 6 Other. Please specify:

L

(75-79) Blank
(80) 2
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Appendix D

ESAA Reading Aide Ouestionnsire

Return to:
Paul Higgins (Tel. 348-6140)
Research and Evaluation Dept.

lic Schools

N=32 respondents Minnespolis Public Schools
Your code number (do hot write Entries on guest onnalre. 807 N.E Broadway
your name on_questionnaire) are frequencms Minneapolis, MN. 55413

Your Work Situation

(8) What type of achool do you work in?-
Check one: (based on all 33 aides)
0 1an

7 2 An elementary

elementary school with grades K-3

AR school with grades 4-6
___9_3 An elementary school with grades K-6

11 4 A junior high school 2 Parochial K-8
__0_‘5 A senior high school 3 Parochial 1-8

0 6 other. Please apeclf}:ParOChial 9-12

(9) How many hours each typical day do you
work with pay as au ESAA Reading Aide?
Round your answer to the nearest 1/2

hour and write it in the box below:

D hours. (For example, if you are paid
by ESAA for 7% hours per day,
Mean=5.7

ou would write--
Std. dev.=1.7 @ hours . )

(10) How wouid you describe your working re-~
lationship with the ESAA Reading Teacher
you assist? Check one:

24 6

Excellent

~
w

Yery good
~ood
Fair

lo|-|

o

2
1

Poor

o

VYery poor

(11) Can you suggest any ways to {mprove your
relationship with the ESAA Reading Teacher

you asgsist?
2 1 Yes

30_2 No
(i2-16) 1f you answered "Yes" to (11), what
are your guggestions? (Please be
brief.)

How much do you enjoy your work as an ESAA
Reading Aide? Check one:

a7

24 1 Yary Greatly
6 2 Greatly
1 3 Somewhat

PSR,

0 4 silightly
0 5 Not at all

1 NA (not ascertained)

(18) Are you dissatisfied in any way with any
of the conditions of your employment?
(For example, are you dissatisfied with
Civil Service regulations or pay scales?
Or do you have any beefs or gripes with
your employer over working conditions,
hours, duties, etc.)

7 1 Yes

25 2 No
(19-25) If you answered "Yes" to (18), please

explain your dissatisfication(s):

{(26) If the ESAA Reading Program were not funded

next year, do you think you would have
trouble finding ancther job?

2 1 Yes
12 5 o 1
17 3 1 don't know

NA

(27-30) If the ESAA Reading Program iz not con-
tinued. whet will you probably do during

the next school year?

Your Training

Have you participated in any training ses-
sions to prepare you for work as an ESAA
Reading Aide?

28 1 Yes
4 2 No

(31)

(32) 1If you answered "Yes" to (31). how valuable

were these training sessions to you?
14 1 Extremely valuable
_1_1___2 Moderately valuable
_3 3 slightly valusble
O _4 Not at all valuable

(33) Can you suggest any ways the training for

ESAA Reading Aides could be improved?

10 1 Yes
- 22 2 No

(34-40) If you answered "Yes" to (33) what are

your suggestions? (Please be brief.)

50
57

O
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Appendix D (continued)

Your Job Activitiea

Please 1ist what you consider your three
most {mportgnt job activitiss ss an ESAA Rusding
Aide. Examples of such sctivities might inclode
. (8) encoureging or pratsing otufiemnts, (b) keep-

" ing up-to-date records of student progresa,
{c) orgenistiag acd storing the reading materisla,
atc., atc.

_(leAZ) My wost importamt job activity is:

(A3-44) My second most importamt job activity fo:

(45-46) My third moat importesit job sctivity is:

(47) Do you now perform any job activities that
you feel you should not perform? :

1 1 Yes
31 2 o

(48-54) 1If you answered 'Yes" to (47), please
describe thase job activities:

(55) Are there job activities you don't perform
that you feel you should be performing ae an
ESAA Reading Aide? (Are there thinga you
don't do that you should bes doing?)

3 1 Yes
ZQZNo

(56-62) 1If you answered “Yes' to (55). pleese
describe these job activities:

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

51

58
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Your Gansral Suggsations
(63) Can you suggeat sny ways (other than thoae
you hsvs described in previous snswera)
that the EEAA Resding Program in your
school might be inproved next year?
219 1 Yes

11 2 %
-2 NA

{64-73) 1f you snswared "Yes" to (63). what are
¥Your suggeationa?

Personal Information

(74) Your sex:
1 1 male
30 2 Femsle

1 NA

(75) Your racial/ethnic group. (With which of

the following racial/ethnic groups do you
woat closely identify as a member?)
‘Check one:

26 1 White American
4 2 Black Awmerican

0 3 Native American (Indian American,
First American)

0 4 Spanish-surnsmed American (for ex-
ample, Chicano, Puerto Rican, Latin
Awerican)

___Q_S Asian American (for exsmple., Chinese,
Japanese. Xorean)

] 6 Other. Please specify:

1 NA

(76-79) Blank
80) 1



