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The Intermediate aild Junior High
Reading Programs of the 1974-75
Minneapolis Emergency School

Aid Act Praject:

An Evaluation

Summary

See Pages

Two ESAA-funded compensatory-education reading programs served 1-2
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 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 dn 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 tofal ESAA budget for reading was $595,8E0, 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.

rIn 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.

* * *

U.

May 1976

4

Research and Evaluation Department



Table of Contents

Page_

INTRODUCTION

Background: The Minneapolis Schools' ESAA Project 2

The Organization of This Evaluation Report 3

THE OBJECTIVES OF THE ESAA READING PROGRAMS 5

The Objectives of the Intermediate Reading Program

The Objectives of the Junior High Reading Program 6

THE OPERATION OF THE ESAA READING PROGRAMS 8

Instructional Approaches Common to Both Reading
Programs 8

Freguency of Use of Different Reading Materials 10_ _

ESAA Reading Students: Their Selection and
Characteristics 14

The Staffing and Daily Operation of the Reading
Programs 18

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE ESAA READING PROGRAMS IN MEETING
THEIR OBJECTIVES 23

Attainment of Objectives by the Intermediate Reading
Program 27

Attainment of Objectives by the Junior
High Reading Program 28

Factors Possibly Accounting for Differences Among
Students and Schools in Reading Gain Rates 30

RECOMMENDATIONS 37

REFERENCES 42

APPENDICES 43

Appendix A: Student Information Form for 1974-75
ESAA Intermediate Reading Program 44

Appendix B: Student Information Form for 1974-75 .

ESAA Junior High Reading Program 45

Appendix C: ESAA Reading Teacher Questionnaire 46

Appendix ESAA Reading Aide Questionnaire 50

0



List of Tables

Number

1 Frequency of Use of Different Reading Materials
by Students in the ESAA Intermediate Reading
Program

page

11

2 . Frequency of Use of Different Reading Materials
by Students in the ESAA Junior High Reading
Program 4 12

3 Selected Characteristics of ESAA Reading
Students 16

4 Student Attainment of Objectives for the ESAA
Intermediate. Reading Program 24

5 Attainment of Junior High Program Objective Set I
by ESAA Students with Pretest Reading Comprehension
of 3.9 or Less 25

6 Attainment of Junior High Program Objective Set Il
by ESAA Students with Pretest Reading Comprehension
of 4.0 to 6.0 26

7 4. The Effect on Comprehension Gain Rates of Using
Identical vs. Different Gates-MacGinitie C-Level
Forms, Including a Correction for Apparent
Difficulty Differences Between the Test Forms 34

6

iv



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The following persons deserve special thanks for their

help during the conduct of this evaluation: Hallie Hendrieth,

ESAA Project Director; Jim Smrekar, Assistant Project

Director; Ernest Coleman, Lead Junior High Program Reading

Resource Teacher; Helene Dunphy, Lead Intermediate Program

Reading Resource Teacher; and Lary Johnson, Coordinator of

Desegregation and Reorganization Studies in the Research

and Evaluation Department. Also, from the Research and

Evaluation Department: Diane Boardman, Secretary; Judy

Bolduc, Secretary; Delores McPhail, Secretary; Barb Bowton,

Research Assistant; and Jo Smeltzly, Research Assistant.

I express my gratitude also to the ESAA teachers and

aides for their care and effort in providing student data

and for their frankness in responding to questionnaires.

7



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 operate two read-

ing programs. he 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 5 nonpublic schools (153 students).

The Emergency School Aid Act (1972) has been the federal government's

primary effort to help solve 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 desegregated 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 schools.

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 Rosary 1
, Incarnation,

1

The Junior High PrograA at Holy Rosary also served eight 6th grade students.
These students were considered part of the Junior High Program for data
analysis purposes.



and St. Stephen; and 9th graders at Regina High.

Background: The Minneapolis Schools' ESAA Project

The Intermediate and Junior High reading programs constituted about

half of the entire 1974-75 Minneapolis Sehools' 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 COT-

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 Evahaation Department.

The development and partial demise of the Minnea olis 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

serving 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 elementary

schools was carried. out. Simultaneously, new FSAA-Funded Intermediate

2
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Reaeng and Elementary Desegregation Counselor Aide programs were implement-

ed in these desegregating 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 of operation. 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 schoo3 except Field, Shingle Creek,

Anthony, Olson, Ramsey, and Regina were also Title 1 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 earmarked 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. If 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 high level, where Title 1 programs were least well funded.

The Ouanization of This Evaluation Report

The following sections of this report provide answers to four questions

about the 1974-75 ESAA Intermediate and Junior High reading 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.

10



3. 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 schools 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 Minneapolis?

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; -'1 Junior High

form, as Appendix "z. 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 group have been

tabulated on the sample form.

1 1



THE OBJECTIVES OF THE ESAA READING PROGRAMS

Both reading programs were designed to improve reading comprehension

-among poor readers in each participating school.

The Obiectives 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 comprehension when they actually received ESAA-

funded reading instruction:

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

2, "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
timesTthenumber of months in the program."

An implied objective therefore was that SO% or fewer students would

make less than 1.0 months gain for each month in the program.

Elithility_foriastruction. On p. 53 of the Project application,

eligibincy for ESAA instruction was defined in terms of the discrepancy

between a student's actual grade plazemcnt 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; Sth 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 &rade 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 Comprehension 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, equivalent

forms for the testing of reading gain. The staff of the Intermediate

12



Reading Program partially implemented this recommendation in spring, 1975,

by using the CI 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

supposed 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 comprehension.

The Junior High Program divided students into two groups, depending

on 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."

3. "30% will make 1.0 to 1.6 months gain for each month in the program."

4. "The median 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
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 more] 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 gain 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 foT 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 school 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 eligible for the

Junior High Reading Program.

Testing. The measurement of J ram reading objectives

was conducted using two tests. Fol 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 separate machine-scorable

answer sheet.

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

students use alternate, equivalent forms for pretest and posttest.



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_Apprpaches Common to Both Reading Programs

Instruction in both the Intermediate and Junior High reading programs

emphasized the use of innovative curriculum maLcr; Able with the

Dorsett M-86 A-V Teaching Machine. The Dorsett w-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 soundtrack-presented 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 1-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

15



Public Schools (see Clark, 1972, 1973). Each lesson in the Basic Skill

curriculum focuses on a particular "molecular" reading skill, or several

related skills. With nonreaders, the lessons are used in an invariant

sequence to develop systematically the primary phonetic decoding skills

of word analysis. Individual 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 P lm throughout 1974-75. In the Junior

High Program, Basic Skil les!, Jre supposed to be the primary cur-

riculum for Objective I st, Lsee 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 purchase 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 schools, 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 skills. 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 eguipment. The Basic Skill Centers

Reading Program and the commercial Dorsett Reading Program, along with the

Dorsett A-V machines-themserves, accounted for nearly all of the ESAA funds

budgeted for instructional materials and equipment. In the Intermediate

Program $40,661 was budgeted 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

prepared separately for the public junior highs and the nonpublic schools.

For public junior highs, $25,000 was budgeted for materials, $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 c, Reading Materials

Tables 1 anu .,ow LktL,requency of use of different reading materials

by ESAA students in the Int rmediate 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 averageper pupil use for Dorsett lessons

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

days attended.

AccWing to Table 1, however. the Intermediate Pro, relied very A--

heavily on Dorset: lessons; about 3-5 days a week per pup on the aveTage.

Only 9 of th.e. 18 Intermediate Program schools (1, 3, 9, 15, 17, 19,

25, and 26) had E...z.s1c Skill lessons. Each of these 9 schoc 2-eceived--in

January, 1975--a zemplete set of all available Minneapolis asdc Skill

Centers Reading Program lessons. Each lesson set cost $1700.

Hard to understand, nevertheless, is the low frequency of use of Basic

Skill lessons even in those Intermediate Program schools housing these

lessons. Of the 9 schoOls with Basic Skill lessons, 6 reported an average

frequency of usage of only "oncL or twice" per student; 2 schools reported

an average usage per student of "never this year so far." Among the 9

Intermediate ?rograr schools, only I reported an average frequency of uae

as high as 111es5thn 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 average 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 skills. 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

classsessions." 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

game show to teach a reading-r-Aated topic. Other teachers adapted

materials from commercial source:-: or borrowed materials created by other

teachers.

2. Commercially re ared ma.7-2erials (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 with tutors (and no Dorsett or Basic Skill lessons) and in

one Junior Hid;h Program noTublic school did students use comnercial

materials at least once a week, on the averape.

3. Other materials infrequently used by ESAA students included

high interes7 nooks with accompanying cassette narrations (ESAA funds were

used to purthase some of these book-cassette series); lihrary books

and paperback; popular magazines and reading-criented scholastic

magazines; commercial word games; and newspaper. 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 teachescs 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 questionnaire, p. 48). Only one-

-third of the 18 Intermediate Program teachers said they used multi-ethnic

materiads, whereas about two-thirds of the 13 Junior program L1Lners

ponding to their questionnaire said they used such materials. Several

achers indicated they had found entire series or workbooks devoted to

-multi-ethnic themes (e.g., Black history). Several other teachers

apparently searChed long and hard for mmlti-ethnic materials, with varying

success. One teacher found a book on Native 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-eli;ible students for the ESAA Reading

programs. The proposal for the 1974-75 Minneapolis ESAA Project estimated

the numbers of students that could be sec-ved by each reading program, given

specifieV criteria for instruction-eligiility (see pp. 5 -7 of this report.)

The application 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 coad

expect as of fall, 1974, at least 263 students eligible for ESAA instruction

accnrding to the above criteria. Each Junior High PrOgram nonpublic school

cot:1d expect 2b such students.

Selectiom of students for the Intermediate Program. A combination of

test scores, recommendatlns of classroom teachers, and other "factors

specific to each school ,(e.g., Reading Coordinator judgments, availability

1 4
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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, tho criteria for Intermediate

Program eligibility unexpectedly generated too few students at each

school. In addition, Intermediate Program teachers at the start 0- 1974-75

had only Dorsett reading lessons, which presuppose some decodir.

These teachers could not therefore I. Aidle 1:hc 1-,Jorest reading stuuunLs

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 level in comprehamsion.

Actual number of students served by the ESAA reading programs.

Table 3 shows that 1900 students were served by the combined ESAA reading

7%rograms. A total of 989 were served by the 18 Intermediate Program

=chools, for an average of 55 students per school. The 8 public Junior

High Program schools served 758 students, or 95 per school. The 5

Tionpublic Junior High Program schools instructed 153 students, or 31

7,er school.

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

each program (see p. 2 of this report), the Intermediate Program cost $331

for each enrolled student; the Junior High Program in publicschools, $309

per student; and the junior High Program in nompublic schools, $223 per

student.

Pretest 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 High Program

students in nonpublic 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 year above, and 1 grade-score year 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. In fact. 48 (6%) cf the junior

High Program publ school students and 37 (24%) of the Junior ligh Program

nonpublic school students had pretest grade scores greater than 6.0. These
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Tnble 3

Selected Characteristics of ESAA Reading Students

Sch ool

Student C aracteristics
a b

Grad
,

Sex Racec

Pretest

grade
Posttest

score grade score
Months
enrolled
in ESAA
Prog

M

4.4

ram
d

% of
students
bussed

to
schoole

Number
of

ESAA
Students

4th

%

5th

%

6th

%

MalelFo- TY,

537. .

White
Am.

-

,-

61

Black
An.

%

Nativs
AM.

% Mean
S

d

4.5

I Std.

dev.

1.2

Std.

2.r)

Total
..f3 Intermediate 989 217a 30%a 292, _.

35

10% 3.2 1. 61%
o0 School 1 85 8a 15a 20a 44 56 1 3.4

2.9

C.-7___,

C..7-1

4.5f
4.5

1.0
1.2

5.1
6.7

2.2
1.7

69
62su School 3 53 21 42 38 60 40 58 40 2

'" School 4 18 Oa Oa Oa 39 61 39 50 6 3.9 1.0 1 4.8 1.2 2.6 0.7 100

School 6 50 12 36 52 38 62 44 38 18 3.3 0.9 , 4.9 1.2 3.5 1.5 92

cD School 7 91 19 37 44 49 51 47 33 18 3.6 1.2 I 4.78 1.2K 3.0 1.2 60
oz School 8 95 24 40 36 65 35 60 39 0 2.8 0.7_4 4.1 1.1 3.6 1.5 44
0. School 9 37 19 46 35 43 57 43 8 41 2.8 0.8 , 4.0 1.0 5.3 1.5 49

z School 13 38 42 58 0 55 45 61 13 21 2.4 0.5 I 3.9 0.9 6.7 1.1 21

School 14 45 27 36 38 64 36 64 33 0 3.0 0.8 1 4.5 1.1 5.2 1.2 57

School 15 82 43 2a 43 51 49 74 4 18 3.6 1.1 4.6 1.1 4.1 1.4 62

School 17 84 33 36 31 51 49 39 57 4 2.8 0.9 I 4.0 1.1 4.9 2.4 44
to
H School 19 50 32 32 36 64 36 64 14 20 2.7 0.8 4.3 1.4 4.7 2.2 22

100 1

89

.4
1.4 School 20 11 27 18 55 55 45 45 0 55 2.6

2.6
0.21 _,

0.6 1

3.6
4.2

0.9
1.3

2.8
4.7

1.5

2.1en
School 22 9 44 33 22 44 56 78 22 0

School 25 53 Oa Oa 23 49 51 46 35 2 2.9
3.8
3.1

0.8J
1.0
0.8 I

4.51
5.6
4.5

l.2i

1.0

1.5

3.6
4.0
3.2

1.6
1.6
1.1

91
93

97

to
H School 26 74 26 32 42 54

56

46 42
44 ---T6)

49
21

8

7
Z
,-4 School 27 63 38 33 29

School 29 51 25 41 - 33 66 34 65 31 2 3.3 0.8 1 5.5k 1.0k1 5.2 2.0 6

CD 7th 8th I 9thl

Total Jr. H
CV C)
CC Hs Public 758 52% 32% 17% 59% 41% 56%

-
33% 10% I 4.1

I

1.3 5.7
1

2.01 5.4 2.5 53%
....1 VI

Z CO oSchool A 56 50 50 0 55 45 53 41 3 3.8 1.1 1 5-0 1.5 5.9 1.2 38

School B 119
132

52 48
77 23

0

1

61

48
39

52
43
61

50
7

6

33

3.7
4.8

1.14
1.4

4.9m
6.5

1.6111

2.1
4.3
6.8

2.3
1.6

57

336-School C
a wo School 0 101 0 0 100 57 43 45 5] 4 4.2 1.3 1 6.3n 2.2n 5.0 2.4 94

§ CS, School E 73 97 3 0 70 30 62 37 1 3.8 1.0 1 5.00 1.60 6.6 2.8 84

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 1.2 1 5.1 1.7 5.5 2.9 58
ooSchool H 91 54 46 0 1 69 31 85 11 3 4.2 1.1 1 6.1P 2.0P 4.3 2.2 3

..

UiTotal Jr. H

= tO4Nonpublic 153 38%b 26713

57b 3113

--i51, 411,

207b
OE
Ob

44%
46
55

56%
54

45 i

58%
41
68

26%
41
-14

15%
19

18

4.9
4.4r
4.9

1.4

1.1r
1.4 1

6.69
5.95
6.3

2.39
2.4M
2.1

6.6

9.0s
4.8

3.2
0.1s
2.5

-o a
-to., oSchool I 35

22.-.:. H
CD -2School J

x z co=School K 34 65 35 0 76 24 88 12 0 5.3 0.9 7.2s 2.1s 9.9 0.8 -

S c ho o 1 L 30 0 0 100 0 100 60 37 0 6.3 1.2 I 8.7 1.7 4.6 2.5 -

-) g School M 32 34b 250 Ob 44 56 I 38 22 41 3.8 1.0 1 5.1u 1.3u 3.8 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.

a19% 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%.

b16% 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--117., School J--36%, and School M--41%.

cAn additional .97 of all ESAA st=dents in bo-zil 77%:-.rams were Spanish-surnamed, .4% were Asian American,

and .7% were designated "Other" race or ethnic group..

dMonths in the program is 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.

eThis 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.

f
N=77 1<N=46 PN=76

gN=84
1
N=683 CN=141

h
N=10 I11N=103 rN=30

i
N=50 aN=76 50=32

3N=28 30=58
t
N=27

10
uN=29
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students were served by ESAA reading programs even though they were in-

eligible.

For the Intermediate Program, it is more difficult to determine the

number of ineligible students that were in fact served because 19% 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 courFe 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 eligibility

criterion hni 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 enrolled

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 students 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

pretest from 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. Tbe_ESAA-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 girlE, (b) the proportion of Black students was about one-third,

1 7
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(c) the proportion of Native American studeniS 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 IS 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 reading 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 not identify their 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 about .4ene7third (35%) had Minnesota teacher certification in reading.

The Junior High Program public-school teachers appeared best qualified to

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

18
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Program teachers and one of four respondents among nonpublic Junior High

Program teacher5-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 responding 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 evaluator 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. In about half of the schools,

teachers also involved students in some type of writing exercise during at

least several class sessions.

Discipline and the ESAA programs. The generally quiet, 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-
.

room. About half of the ESAA teachers responding to the teacher questionnaire

also felt that the ESAA ftogram was particularly appropriate for such students;

however, one-third indicated they didn't know whether thc 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 ESAA reading teachers and aides. These

relationships were reported "Very good" or tlExcellent" 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 analysis 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, some 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 iniprOvements (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

incorrectly receives not only a 1-second "error tone," but also a 10 or

15-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, 499. 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 such

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 diagnostic

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 diagnostic

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 programs were coordinated. In response

to the request for general suggestions (see Question 60, p. 48), two

teachers expressed a desire 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) Objective I students, who entered the Program
with comprehension levels of 3.9 or.below, would make a median gain of
1.5 grade-equivalent months for each month enrolled, and (b) Objective II
students, idth pretest of 4.0-6.0, would achieve a median gain of 2.5
grade-score 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 students)
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 students 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

. 2
According to the guidelines of the Intermediate Program, students wereto be tested using either a Gates-MacGinitie Cl or C2 Comprehension Test.

Instructiun-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 Dforms, 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 combinationsother than C2-C2 or D2-D2, the reading gains of 23 Objective I studentsand 20 Objective II students were not computed.
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Atta:inmemt ctives 1) the In-_ Program

ThE intennediate Reading Progra c-,ot on17,J, 71e'r lmt surpassed its goals

fox comr:hehion gain-among disable:: eader larzle 4 shows that Int7:7-

mediate P.,7:.;rm stucLents who took. a 3S C2 irrr (Ith pretest and 77; :test

made a meaiar of slightly over I month comprT'r7nsipn gain for ea&
month enrclled in th Programl. Stuckots who tc.:. (72 for their

and Cl for th-- pc7ttest had u media7 gain aa of 2.3.

These 85_ app7mriately tested students C-718 in the CZ-C2 gmup

171 in the C2--22 g7app) together constituted 90% c:±- all students ser:,ed

by the Intermadiate ?rogram. The 681 students clearly eligible for

service constttuted 69% of the total intermerte group. Although aleal-_-ly

instruction-eLigihje ("Elig.") students were only three-fourths as

-numerous as the total group of "All" appropriately tested students, within

a given test group (C2-C2 vs. C2-C1) the median and mean gain rates were

nearly identical for the "Elig." and "All"_ categories.

The objectives of the Intermediate Program also specified catezz7-.:-1:-:, of

gain that would be attained by different proportions of students: Z.57% wer:e

supposed to fa:11 into the .r,ighest category, 1-4 or more months gain per

Program month: 25% were to gain at the rate of 1.071.3; and the remainin-2 50%

wer r,? expected to gain less than 1.0 month in n'eading skill per Prograrz month.

As shown in Table 4, regardless of the testing procedure used, about

thre times as -many of the Intermediate students as expected fell intc the

highlest category of gain rate. ,gain, the use of the same form for DT.-

test and posttest was associated with higher proportions of students meet-

ing the objectives than the use of different, ecpivalent forms.

This general pattetn of reading gain result7., for the Intermediate Program

obtained for both (a) all students, regardless c)::: pretest score; and II))

instruction-eligibl-± students only, whose pretest grade scores were at least

one year below tneir grade placeramt at pretest time.

Also, this pattern of resah: held not only for the total Intermediate

group, but aLsc for individual: =hool:: Each Initermediate Program sdnool had

a median gain =le at least twice the 1.D that 14L.s expected. Eath sc:hool had

two-thirds ar mo7re cr:f its students in ta-e highest gain rate cateqor: 1_4 CT

more months gain pe= Program month. Lad wihen separate groups cr.:: 20 or more

students within a schuol had a C2-C2 test sequemce Vs. a C2-C1 rest suequence,

the C2-C2 group fared generally better than the ,C2-C1 group on indicc of

reading gain.
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Di5.!frence. aziong schools in averat;c:._ vim rates. The evnluative

compari,. of ageraEe gain rates among Irr-rmediate Program sohools must

be apprithed v:th

alri. schools met their ',;7ectives for reading gain,

schools :hat ot:triF7 lower ranks in a ..!-=tribution of mean gain rates

should r t necesarL, be evaluated neg. ely.

Sec.onL, tne gari tate statistic seem'e- unstable. even for subgroups

of students. Tr nrage of mean gain scort-L, is large_ If one ignores

differeaces amenaloups in tests use-Land in eligibility for in-

struction, the -1-.±7ng= mean gain rate by-raly subgroup in Table 4 was 7.5,

for the 37 appronzL,-,=Ly tested (C2-C2) sztidents at School 25. The

lowest rate was made by both the 36 c2-cl students at School 1 and

the 20 iastructiun-e1±4ib1e stude= at School 13.

The subgrour/ standard deviations are.also generally large. The

overall standard odeviatidn or?" scores, 4.t includes the value zero, even

though only 6% cf students had gain rates:of zero or less.

The distribuzjon cf individual student gain rates is positively

skewed by small numbe=of very high scorers. For nearly every subgroup,

the mean gain rate exceeds the median, usrully by at least ooe-half a

month. The posirtve few of gaim rates F--eems attributable to the 14% of

Intermediate 7:tuuents ,44ith near-perfect scores of 43 or more.correct answers

out of a possi.?. 48 on the Tates C posttest. These raw scores corresponded

to grade scorell of 6.0-7.0.

Despite 7..te hazards in Ezo cbi chools with relatively and low

mean gain ra.7.. will he sta4aLed our later discussion. The mean rate

of comprens;Aaa gaLn over adl tter mad tnstruction-eligibility groups in

the IntermediaiT '7,..ngram was 3.7_ Fatz. schools--8, 25, 26, and 27--had mean

gain rates al ,Tne grade-scama month: higher than the overall mean.

These 5.c.n6u1.3- mi:1 re calle.e...4 "h±ghergaftr_ schools." Three other schools--3,

=salt gain 1.1t=s at -east ane grade-score month lower than

the .overall nes . These schnois *ill: be. oalled "lower-gain schools."

Attainment ITT:the HIan Reading Program

Two sets :cf ,an:iectivesiwre establisieed for the junior High Reading

Program. Oktlective Set I apnlied to thos-342 students entering the Program

with pretest scores of 3.9 UT less. Obje.::tive Set II applied to the 394

students with preaest scores of 4.0-6.0.
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Objective Set 17: wae met by bon oup public-school
Objective I students anc the total grotli Ai 5ch0ot students.
Objective Set II was met by the toLa.I. kr"Alp tTran-ciate pubidc school
students but not by the Objective nonpoblic schatel:s. Both
sets of objectives were met in a majari--./ .aunilor fligh
Program schools for which reliable gaik rate couLd be
determined.3

Objective Set I. Table S indic '714llic----,:,choc4. Object_
students made a median pin of 1.7 bv,11-C1. gain per
month in the Prog---:am; therefore, th 0011:go-'4 1cIia11 app7:02c.j.mated re
median of 1.5 spe-rified in the objeis7e5-, NoilAbblic-se."0-0Q1 ObjecLT:ve I
students gained at a rate of 4.1, a Jn import-i-ace
because it was bL.iseza on -only 10 studs,

Objective Se-c. 7_ also specified h(Ve-r-;,i rf°Dortlions Of students in
varicus categories- of gnini rate: 30°. were 41Ice 2.S or More months gain
per Program month; 13% were to gain az 30% were tO gain
at rates of 1,0-1.6; and the rernainiag 2,1,/*1.0 to fil belOw 1.0 rate.
In fact., the rate distrihution obtained f.1,1,4 4pproriateiy 7.:ested
public-school students very closel: apprto"ed the (2,..istisibution specieC
in the objectives. The discrepancis e hoPci-for -prop,Drtions
-and the obtained proportior-g tO 12- In nonpublic sci-r,00ls,
3 of the 10 approp::.tely ate OL a&v 'f $11Cler tS va,,re
:;ain-rate category.

Objective Set U. Table 6 shL.- iischool r'.bjecti-.;,=. 1:
students made a modiJr gain of 3.: thc triopedr--zian
of 2.5. The obtained_lezdian school lbjectil
_students failed to meet ttas cri "kths gain per Prc-razi month.

Objective Set IT alsc sp y. th't ci'f the Objective Ii s-7-t2dents
:Mould make 4.0 cr mcze mcatbs per P,c3ift 114onth; 15$ shoulC make 2.7-

3Table 5 presents reslllts separAteJy )111-Y ±c'r tilose schools v4,th 19
or more Objective I studems; Table 6, ionl-J, for- zchool< wh 20 or mc7-,eObjective II studenrS. Results based of) fewer tticierits were judges.: 73:o
unstable for separate tabu.:.ation. IT1 eqericy distribuoms
(and for appropriately tf--ed s-sudents, nlç escriPtive
are presented only fc. r thie C: and 02.,,r-t1z Vt. sulnI7owp% number:Ing
8 or more. The resu- -for group G;'.111))-1Q arizi nonPublictude.-,itsin Tables S and 6 '/.1.1:z-i-eci on all snch sc);44"0t0 vcittl complete tr-'5t ar
enrollment data, everi =dents whose sclloak; 1%-e omitted from t7ular
presentation.
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3.9 months gain per Program month; 30% should gain at:rates of 1.0-2.6;

and the remainder would therefore gain at less than a I.0 rate. For

public-school Objective II students, the obtained rate dIstribution

closely approximated the distribution specified in the: Cb.7ectives.

Discrepancies between obtained and hoped-for proportions in each gain

rate category ranged from .03 to .12. Irc nonpublic sonom:Ls, however,

nearly half of the Objective II students fell into the IA-2.6 gain

rate category, a fact acconnting for the low median rane among this group.

Differences among schools in attainment of readinz rbbjectives. Um-

like the Intermediate Program schools, rmt every Junior -3tgh-orograin smhooa

met its objectives for reading gain. -The evaluator sougint same reasonable

criteria to differentiate those junior :righ schools that -.lad most success-

fully met their ESAA reading objectives trom those that had least success-

fully met their objectives. In the evaluator's judgment, clear evidence

that a particular school had or had not met its reading er-jectives

exist only when the school's ESAA ins:-ructLinn ierved a groun otf

students and when those students had also been appropriitly tested wit-th a

C2 or D2. The evaluator therefore decided to make -hualtt=,ive judpsments

regarding success only among junior highs (a-- havim Objeznive I zt: Okiee.ctive

II groups each numbering 19-2D and (b) havi lea.gt .3.1.....ents

or 8 Objective II students wht were appziate!ly tested. Using thesle

criteria, only 3 of 8 public --unior 3thcols A, amd F--clr- 1; 'T!et

Objective I. Four public juntor highs--E, F, amd E--iJ,ear1Ly met II.

Only in School F did appropriate2ly t..4-7med Obj.:i=tAve and ObjecTiv, II

students meet their respective sets of csb---ctives. Alzo, only for SzAlw G

was there clear evidence that Objective and Objective LT .students hac

both failed to meet their objectives.

Factors Possibly Accounting for DifferenceE-z Among St-..u(22mIt and SchocIs
in Reading Gain Rates

In this section a number of facrn, luzght accour f--

differences in reading gain will be c...niclzred. To an-ri::Apate the c.Ls-

cussaon, only two factors--.variatioiTs n testing:procutte.and long!
.

of time in the program--were importantly relateatc neadi:ag gain

rates.

The :Following additional factors were considered senarately fat

students in the Intermediate and pubILic school Jmnior Ri:h programs and

found to have no important relationship with gain r=e: -1e.number '11-7



supplementary-materials used, the frequency of use of teacher-made mairAkA,

pretest grade szore, percent attendance while in the Program, student't A
W'

placement leveLL, and whether or not the student was bussed to school.

An "imporhant relationship with gain rate" was.defined as a Pearpn

correlation between gain rate and a given variable accounting for at

least 6% of the variance (r=.25 or more, ignoring sign).

Even the frequency of use of Dorsett and Basic Skills lessons was

not consistently related to gain rate. For Intermediate Program studOlt,

gain rate was uncorrelated with the number of times per week students

used Dorsett or Basic Skills lessons. In public Junior High program

schools, however, students with the highest gain rates tended to use

Dorsett materials mcre frequently and Basic Skill lessons less frequerAjr

(r's=--.37 and -.46 between gain rate and the frequency of use of DorsetiP

and Basic SIills lessons, 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 tidicate only that students having the greatest difficutty

learning to reati, (those with the lowest rates) tended to be assigned

Basic Skill lesF:ons, whereas students having less difficulty (high rate

students) .i.endeL to be assigned Dorsett lessons.

AgaiA the (valuator can point to only two Program factors--testin

procedure a7ld duration of ESAA enrollment--that have important, indepell\

dent relationshOs with reading gain rates.

The effect of testing procedure variations on measures reading gaiA

As noted above, zhe evaluator had in the previous year's evaluation of

the ESAA -eading Program (Higgins, 1974c) suggested the use of differen:k,

equivalent test forms for pretest and posttest to achieve a balanced

research design (p. 26). The basis for this suggestion was some studell'ks

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 yealP,

. as last, ESAA students generally used identical forms for pretest and

posttest. The only exception was the Intermediate Program, where subgr2u0

of students in Schools 1, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, 17, 19, and 25 took C2 as a

pretest and CI as a posttest. Other subgroups in the same schools took

C2 for both pretest and posttest.
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By comparing thc gain rates of C2-C1 and C2-C2 subgroups in schools

where both pre-post test procedures were followed, the evaluator hoped 415

determine the effect on these rates of taking alternate 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-C1 students.

The comparison of gain rates of C2-C1 and C2-C2 students is clouded,

however, because the CI Comprehension Test is apparently slightly more

difficult than the C2 Comprehension Test.

.The Technical Manual for the tests (Gates & MacGinitie, 1965b) describes

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 Cl 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 CI or the C2.

To attempt a-fair comparison between gain rates based on C2-C1 vs.

C2-C2 testing, the evaluator added 1.5 raw score points (correct answers)

to each CI 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 0 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-C1 gain rates

based on corrected vs. uncorrected CI scores. If CI 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.

4
The evaluator is indebted to Lary Johnson for pointing out the non-comparability
of C2-C2 and C2-C1 gain rates. The evaluator, however, takes responsibility
for,the method of correction used here.
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The 400 C2-C2 kijANict Ilq,d a- gAin rate of about 4 grade score months per
month enrolled; Stodeats, a. corrected gain rate of 3.6 months
per month.

If, howeve, tir zest Authors assert, Cl and C2 are in fact equivalent
tests, and if nc ot.IlL't)d-tion is neekieci to equate Cl and C2 scores, then read-
ing gain rates "k9kd r y iclentiGal pre- and post-test forms may be importantly
higher (0.7 monlile opr Aonth, e.e01-ding to Table 7) than reading gain rates
obtained using clifVerrt -cosT ferlas,

Based on tili9" 01%41 1`5cale ialrestigation of gain rates based on identical
vs. alternate pxse/V't lteyting, the evaluator is reluctant to conclude that
the use of alteV0,1 tet1)5 1 plce-1)o5t testing is generally unimportant.
Given the circunAsviOs jjnilar to those of the present study, with C level
testing of stu1 O4A average comprehension level of about 3,
however, the us c/v1tel'h_ate pTe-Pogt forms may be unnecessary.

A more adectuo. "t/t of the intpOrtance of alternate form testing would,
of course, have eAli Cl Ana C2 forms (as well as D1 and 02 forms
when appropriat 0=4 t31 t.7.,ident vested) for both pretest and posttest,
assigning one er" A Ati", test to sttadents in a balanced design. A
comparison of Cl 90t1 (ea' D1 Ana 02) pretest scores could also help decide
whether or not tlAe .kutz igkyns are equal in difficulty.

In the pre51) irVtj,gation, the evaluator did not monitor whether
the ESAA teacherA (Idp jinstrcted, randomly assign Cl and C2 posttests
to their studentA, To, ,cz_Cl. arid C?.-C2 test groups did, however, seem well
matched in the mar-n anda1-d devi-ations of their pretest scores.

One implicaifillt 4'qo1e 7 is that gaiD rates, when calCulated as
required y this elflitOk)rit desigib are highly sensitive to slight dif-
fel mces in the &if V1k),Y of sul3poSeolly equivalent tests (or to slight
changes in the scui' of a_ test).

In effect, 1.-04 Ottgests thAt z, factor '(including scoring error,
remembering previ_uo1{ disurered itorns, or true gain in reading competence)
that adds 1,5 poi-tivA e4ch Cl 5'a4 post-score will automatically add 0.7
months to the mefi-1-1,->a,r4i gain fate, if these rates are based on C2-Cl
pre-post test ing.

Given the la-geA vPtjAi-litY in reading gain rates shown in Table 7
(and elsewhere in tr% tdNi-t) gnd given also the large fluctuations in
rate that can res1,11 ffS 1 or 2 point changes in raw scores, the evaluator
suggests that objclirPs c)r" reaoing gain be stated in terms other than

33

40



Table 7

The Effect on Comprehension Gain Rates of Using Identical vs. Different
GatesofteGinitie C-Level Forms, Including a Correction for Apparent

Difficulty Differences Between the Teat. Forms

Variable
or

Statistic

Student group

C2-C2 .

Pretest=Primary C, Form 2
Pbsttest*Primary C, Form 2

Ni.1400

C2-C1
PretestinFrimary C, Form 2

PosttestskPrimary C, Form 1
N1=171

Mean Std. dev. Mean Std. dev.

Pretest grade score 3.1
0.9

3.0 ,
1.0

Months enrolled
a

4.4
1.8

4.7
2.2

Posttest grade score 4.4
1.1

Uncorrected Cl posttest

4.1
1.1

Correctedb Cl posttest

4.3

1.2

Reading gain rate

.

3.97
6.44

Uncorrected rate

2.92'

3.48

8--
Corrected rate

3.62

3.88

t test for independent means and unequal variances

t based on uneorrectedb rate

t=2.52 (d1=539, pa.01, 2-tailed)

t based on corrected
b

rate'

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

Notes.--,Reading gain rate is defined as pre-to-posttest grade score divided by the number of
months enrolled in the program.

These gainrate comparisons are based on the C2-C2 and C2-C1 subgroups at Schools 1, 7,- 8, 13, 14,
1217, 19, and 25.

a"Months enrolled" is the number of enrolled days (including absences) between the preteat and the
posttest, divided by 17.9, the average number of days in a school month.

b
Tb correct for the p robable greater difficulty of Cl over C2 tests, 1.5 raw score-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 Pro ram on readin: :ain. Among
appropriately tested students in both the Intermediate 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 obtained for C2-C1 students (r=-.34),
suggesting that the remembering passages from pretest to posttest, while a

*
possible determinant of reading gain, cannot explain this specific association
between lower rates and longer enrollment periods.

One plausible explanation for the negative relationship 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 Intermediate 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 mon0s. 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 materials 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-scl-ool 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 rates. 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). In 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, the

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 an 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 rewarding

class.

The evaluator is not aware of any differences in School G between

1973-74 and 1974-75 in either the characteristics of the entire 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 (and aide) skill and reward value account for some of the ob-

served differences between School 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 reading programs, or highly similar programs, are funded in the
future.

1. All important materials that will be used in the reading_program

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

Program, Basic Skill lessons were not placed in the schools until mid-year.

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.)

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

siderable trainin& in reading instruction should be recruited for reading
programs. Only about one-third of the ESAA teachers had reading certifi-
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 majority of 1974-75 ESAA students ivere well suited to

the program, 9% of the Junior High Program students had pretest 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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5..,Although the ESAA reading_DroRrams did a Rood job of recruiting_

tlaslc American's 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 iaTograms 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 1-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

the 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 ofzireading gains should use--

different forms of a given-level test for both pretest 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-pencil 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. 311 the evaluo ''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 also

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 preserved for future use:

10, Appropriate Minneapolis Schools personnel should prepare an

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

in _programs. A procedure should then be established for (a) distribution

of this equipment 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, Minneapolis 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 investment 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 ex erimental 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 students, 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 programs or taught reading by their regular classroom

teacher.

In short, given the evaluation design used in the present study, onr

cannot obtain data about the "goodness" of the ESAA programs relative to

other reading programs_

12. Before anothez evaluation like the ESAA reading evaluation

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

are the informatiam needs of program staff? (b) What, if any, are tht

information needs of 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 conducting an evAuation. If the local

program staff and the State or federal funding agency have no important

information needs tl-at 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

197475 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 staff
5

requires only that

ESAA project applications include a research design. 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.

5
Goldberg, Herman R., Associate Commissioner, Office of Education. Memo
and proposed regulations concerning applications for Emergency School
Aid Act Funds. Washington, D.C., November 17, 1972.
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Form 2
12/74

Appeludix A
MimmeapolielhliblicSohools .

StudentInforewitias Formr.-for 1974-75
ESILA Intermediateaeadin Pro ram

(1-7)

(8) Blank

(9)

LI
5

Studimtt's code number

Student's grade placement during IF/4-75. Check one:

4th grade

5th grade

6th grade

1 Ungraded upper elementary

2 Other. Please specify:

(10) Student's sex:

1 Male

2 Female

Pretest Reading Comprehension Test Score (biased on the
(lates-Racainitie test given at the tiMe student enrolled
in the ESAA remedial reading lab)

(11) Which pretest did the student take? Check one:

1 Primary C, Form 2

2 Survey D, Yorm 2 (student wrote on thc
test booklet)

3 Survey D, Form 114 (student wrote on a
separate machine-acorable answer sheet)

4 Other test. Please specify:

Student's raw score on may.. the
Comprehension part of the Iretest

Student's grade score on the
Comprehension pretest

What was the date of

c1:1 day
the pretest?

(21) WES the pretest given on the same approximate
date that the student enrolled in the._ESAA lab?

1 Yes

No. If the answer wan "No," please explain:

Posttest Reading Comprehension Test Score ;baeed on the
Detes-MacGinitie test given at the time student left
the ESAA lab)

(22) Which posttest did the student take? Check one:

1 Primary C, Form 2

2 Survey D, Form 2

3 Survey D, Form IM

4 Other test. Please specify:

Attendance

Combs=-.Tessoni. .

Paul Himins.:...:Rrolact Evaluator
Tel. 348-61.4a:mv..61NO

MinneapolisiBublic!SChools
807 N. t. Bnamaway

Mismeepolies;AM 2241.1

Between the pretest and the posttest, and during that
part of the school year that ESAA lab instruction wan pre-scribed for7-the student--f II How many days wastthe student resent
(33-35) in the ESA& remeetel reading lbF

I 1 I

How many days wawmthe student absent
from the lab, evemthough the student
was scheduled to =ale the lab on those
days?

(39) Describe the actual schedble
by wh.j.chl.-this student

used the ESAA lab (not the studentsmtual attendance).
Check one:

5 Every day, during that par-.of the school'year
that MA lab inatruction~wprescribed

for
the student.

4 Three or four-days a week. . .

3 One or two days a week. .

2 Less than once a week. .

1 Other schedule. Please deacribe:

Reading Materials Used b This Student

On those daya 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
th .. material, by placing the

appropriate nuimber in the box
to the left of the matergsl:

5= Avery day,,am-lIsse4y, so
4= 'Murree mr fwurmdava,out of every five days a,..tended
3= A)ne or-twa, daymmout of five
2= less thanJone:day out of five, bat:Juring at least

several-1mb sessions
1= awnly oncel.Tmr twice while in the lah
0. Bever thisryear:so far

(4i) [

(42)ED

43)f 1 Teacher-made materials to teach basic reading
skills

Commerctal.11orsett Reading Provrac

MinneapoliaBaeic Skills Heading ProRiam

Other commercially predered materials designed
to teach basic reading:skills

(44)0 High interest books with accompanying cassette
narration

(45) ri Other books or paperbacks (not designed to teach
reading and hewing no reading-relited questions)

Student's raw score on only the
(23-24) I Comprehension part of the posttest

(25-27) I [ -

Student's grade score on the
I Comprehension posttest

What was the date of
(?8-31) the posttest?

month day

(32) Was the posttest given on the same approximate
date that the student left the ESAA lab?

1 Yes

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

44
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(46) Ej Magazines

(47) ni Newspapers

(48) ni Other materials

(49) Did this student ride a bus to school as part of the
Minneapolis Public Schools' desegregation plan?

.1 Yes

2 No

do not fill in



I. 1 j 1

Form 2
12/74 - SR

(1-7)

AppendiX
MiAneapolis Public Schools
Student Information Form

for the 1974-75 IMAA Junior High

-(8) Blank

-(9) Student's grade placement during

7th grade

8th gradeax.*

warip

9th grade.

1 Other, please specify:

Readinigaram

Student's code number

1974-75. Check one:

....*
(10) Student'a pet:

1 Melo

2 Female

twilwom.0.

eamplaa.

Pre est eadthftCr.heDsion Test Score (biased on the
040 ', aciniie teat g ven at the time the student
enrolled in the puk. reading clasa)

(11) Which pretest did the student take? Check

1 Primery 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)

4 Other test. Plemee samealy:

...1

WWbal

one:

(12_13) OD
(14-16)

(17-20)

a.

JEM.

reg=10flat's sp7teltVrethteet
Student's grade score an the
Comprehension pretest

What was the date of
the pretest?

day

(21) Was the pretest given on the eame approximate
date that the atudent enrolled in the ESAA lab?

1 Yee

2 No, If the answer woe "No," please explain:

sol.
sol.

Poetteat ReadiptComprehenaion Test Score (baaed on the
Cates.AaCtInitie teet given at the time student left
the ESAA reading class)

(22) Which poettest did the student take? Check one:

1 Primary C, Form 2

2 Survey D, Form 2

ONOINII.

( 23-24)

3 Survey D, Form 2M

4 Other test. Pleaes specify:

C 1
Student's raw score on _ace the
Cosprehension part of the yosttest

grade score on the
(25-27) , Comprehension posttest

(28-31) //f
What was the date of
the posttest?

mont day
_

(32) *Ls the posttest given on the same approximate date
that t4e student left the ESAA lab?

1.Yee

2 No. If the anewer was "No," please explain:

70011116111=1

Attendance

Between the pretest
was enrolled in the AMA

(33-35)

( 36 - 38 )

OontlOk",44

Tel. gf 142 01?lielf("Uet-
Paul

Minneapolis Publi"616,,A
807 N. E. Broadve0 -
Minieapolis,

and posttest, andeAlek""mtt
reading clean--

How many days woe the
in the ESAA reading cleo0e1

How many days was theol" Ai51.4
from the ESAA reading

(39) Bleak'

Reading

On those days When the student was pre"it, 4 214ALA
clams how often did the student use each or
materials? Rate the frequency with which th" oc-Alt(treltri.
the material, by placing the appropriate o4Aer
to the left of the material:

5= Every day, or nearly so
4= Three or four days out of every five don d
3= One or two days out of five
2= Less than one day out of five, but dOk16004144 144et

several ESAA class sessions
1= Only once or twice while in the ES4 elfPN
0= Never this year so far

(40)0 Minneapolis Basic Skills Reading0PW4

(41) El

(42) El

(43) El Teacher-made materials to teach bOktiO
skills

Commercial Dorsett Reading ProgrinA

Other commercially prepared matetAve- t1,10?"1
to teach basic reading skills

(44)0 High interest books with accompato/Awi V4G/14
narration

(45) El Other hooks or paperbacks (not deqtrt)t/e4th
reading and having no reading-releked Veti/134)

(46) Magazines

(47) ED Newspapers

(48) 0 Other materials

(49) Did this student ride a bus to school
Minneapolis Public Schools' desegregati"pAq

1 Yes

(5o)

2 No

do not fill in
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RT 5/75

(1-7) ETTITTT1
Do not write in awe above

Entries

Appendix C
Minneapolis Public Schools

ESAA Reading Teacher questionnaire

Return to:
Paul Higgins (Tel. 3484140)
12esearch and Evaluation Dept.

N=31 respondents Minneapolis Public Schoolts

on questionnai re are frequencies
meltela.0031.1.13:ray5z43.1

Your Teaching Situation

(8) What type of school

0 1 An elementary

6 2 An elementary

12....5 An elementary

8 4 A junior high

do you work in? Check one:

school with grades K-3

school with grades 4-6

school with Krades

school 1

_EL.5 A senior high achoor 3

_a_fi. Other. Please specify:1

(9) Are YOu a (check one)--

a_l Pull-time ESAA tencher7

6 2 Part-time ESAA tutor?

(10) Dryaha,453traiif i4garik it4ing mat er tau ?

Parochial K-8
Parochial 1 - 8
Parochial 9- 1 2

.28 1 yes

No

(11) Do yoU have Basic Skill Centers Program reading
materials?

21_1 Yea
9 2 so 1 NA

(12) Do you have Dorsett vocabulary lessons?
14 1 Yes

16 2 No 1 NA
op a typical school dear,

(13) How many hours each day do you spend teaching
reading to ESAA students? Round your answer to
the nearest I hour and write it in the box below:

(Note: We want the number of 60 minute
hours, not the number of class periods
For exalc, if you worked hours and
30 minutes you would write

hours.)

hours.

Mean=4.6
St. dev.=1.3

(14) How maw hours
students other
hour:

each day do you spend teaching
than ESAA students? Round to nearest

Mean= .5 -

hours.
Std. dev.=1.1

(15) Row many hours each day do you spend in school on
activities other than teaching studente Round tonearest hour: ED

haure. Mean=1.2
Std. dev.=1.0

(16) If you sunervise one or more ESAA Reading Aides, how
would you d,..scribe your working relationship with
these Aides? Check one:

20 1 EXcellent

6 2 very good

2_3 Good

0 4 Fair

0 5 Poor 1 NA
4 6 I do not supervise any ESAA Reading Aides.

.

(17) Can you suggest any ways your relationship with your
reading aides might be improved?

2 lYee

212 No 3 NA
(18-21) If you answered "Yes" to (17), what are your

suggestions (please be brief):

53
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Selection of Students for the ISM Reading, Prosram

Please answer belaw=,.

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

(26-30) What person(s) made this decision in most ogees?

(31) Are ther--: other remedial
reading Programa in your

school (that ia, other than the ESAA Reading
Program, or reading instruction by a regular class-
room teacher who doesn't specialize in reading)?
aaj Yes
5 2 No

__LJ I don't know

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

(37-41) Given the reading materials you now have, what
students would you moat like to have in the
ESAA Reading Program in zgat school? Briefly
describe the reading levels and reading
problems of those students:

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

Yes

N°

123 I don't know 1 NA
(43) What proportion of your total ESAA student group

came to the ESAA Heading Center maily
were disruptive and hard to yanage in other claseel,
and not because they had severe reading prohlems?--

Check one:

0 1 All, or nearly all, of my ESAA students

0 2 More than half...

1_3 About half...

0 4 Less than half...

jul., Very few...

17 6 None-

3 7 I don't know
Sep either



MisCeIlantous Itens

(448) Ples Se list the cinema ,11,t"oie:49,6tOriti-ea

that yOnr EBSA etUdente n(4004140%400 came,.
to you for'.ESAA reeding Aor,

Alvenciii4 C

If you hava Used the igraett:040100k4v;Vlaamwer
thi felleilIng. questions:

./

(49) Would ypu faVor building_Urt",4": tectaran
a ..L_,101-:1..,..a..f.,.....2t,t,":01)0/ theat&.
stud-est rWg.1presaing-theinitinefard
avather buttonpries0 Cie emNe9thir/A6otatt

24 3. Yes

2 2 go

5 NA
(50). Do you have any dissatidf4014""

machine or its servicing?

15 1 Yes

1.12 N0
2 NA

(51-54) If you answered "Yes" to (5r,"0,4ttx
dissatisfactions:

Degrsevt

yoar

(55) If you are familiar with Dor-ae"triVAIttlast bv°1
level 6 and level A, would Pott 84( thrs
one):

2l Level M lessons are KeitiANtu, ttlan
Level a lessons.

11 2 A lessons are generallZ.
lessons.

and AA lessons
difficulty.

1 4 I don't know.

I am not faMiliar with ber\elp"ritd-g3
at both level A and level

3 NA

.(56)1-kmw.often do you try to teacaleAegettlia
'Ito Your

ESAA'stadentsT

5 l Onde a week or more

10 2 Less than once a week, 1,40r41,10:,4b knit

.

several ESAA class seseq"

_LA Only once or twice thilm"

8 4 Never this year sO far

have akb007,tvAq erAk,

47

(continued)
Page 2

,..1AW...0..Te5t1 for Stgiegle

(57) If we east measure readinetomprehenelon-gain
next Yter as part of O. ESAA evaluation, which
of the folloVing tests *Wild you Meelfavor?
Check one:

25 1 same temts as thia year: the Gates-,
HaeGinitie C and D level Comprehennion Tests

2 2 Other level(s) of the Oates-Naceinitie
Comprehension %sta. Please specify:

gj Oiher doMOrehension test by different
auther (tor example, an appropriate-level
Stanford Achievement Teit). Mime a-test,
if yoU 'eight . ,

19 4 A diagnostic reading test (for example, an

appreptiate-level Stanford Diagnostic
Reeding Test) that claiMe to measure (a)
different tYpee of readiag comprehension
and (b) other reading sdbekille. Name a
diagnostic test, if Sent-Wish:

A test other than those specified above.
Please name or describe:

5 6 I do not now have a favorite test.

(58) If we need a iegnostic teat such as the Stanford
Diagnostic Reading Test next year for the ESAA
avialwation, would you be willing to score this
test not only for Cosprehension, but also for 5
or 6 other reading schekilla? (You would probably

0
vend 2 or 3 houra ecoring ahd profiling a set of
3 tedte.)

25 1 Yes

4 2 No

/ don't know

(59) Can you suggest anY other ways that the ESAA test-
ing procedure might be improved next year?

14 1 /es

_1142 No

(60.63) If You answered "Yes" to (59), what are your
eaggestione?

5it
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Appendix C (continued)

Reading Materials Other Than Dorsett or Basic Skill Centers Reading Programs
For each of the following types of

supplementary reading material, please indicate:a. 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 publishedmaterials and briefly describe unpublished materials).

Page 3

Reading Material

For each reading material listed in the left column,
Question a and Question b below--

answer both

a. 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 materials
and describe briefly unpublished materials):

Commercially prepared materials
(othor than Dorsett or Basic
Skill Centers programs) designed
to teach basic rnading skills

(64)

20 1 Yes
(8-11)

11 2 No

Teacher-made materials to teach
basic reading skills (these may
include materials you adapted
from commercial sources or
borrowed from other teachers)

(65)

74 1 Yes
(12-15)

__12 No

Nigh-interest books with
accompanying cassette narration

(66)
21 i Yes

(16-19)

10 2 No

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

(67)

1 Yes
(20-23)

.

_24

72 No

.

Ma gaz ines

(68)

1'; l Yes
(24-27)

182 No
......__

Newspapers

(69)

6 1 Yes
(28-31)

_212 No

Vocabulary materials (other
than Dorsett)

(70)

171. Yes
(32-35)

142 No

Games and puzzles

(71)

291 Yes
(36-39)

22 No

Other materials
(72)

101 Yes
(40-43)

See other side--

192 No

2 NA

Do not write in space
belaw:

(73-79) Blank

(Bo) 1

Card 2

rs

(1-7) Dup. card 1

48



Appendix C (continued)

More questions on Materials

(44) Hve important is it that you have extra reading
materials to supplement the Dorsett and Basic.Skill
Centers reading lessons?

18 I Extremely important

9 2 Moderately important

2 3 Slightly iMportant

Jje Not at all important

1 NA
(45) Now important is it that Lea personally select the

supplementary materials for your own ESAA students?

12 I Extremely important

16 2 Moderately important

_2..3 Slightly important

_12; Not at all important

(46) Did you use any "multi-ethnic" reading materiale,
designed to promote understanding of, and respect

. for, different racial and ethnic groups?

15 1 Yes

16 2 No

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

Your ESAA Training

You have had several ESAA training sessions, both
before and during the school year. Some of these
training sessions helped you une the Dorsett machines,
the Dorsett lessons, and the Baaic Skill Centers

lessons. During other training sessions you shared
ideas and problems with other ESAA teachers.

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

13 1 Extremely valuable

12 2 Moderately waluable

3 3 Slightly valuable

0 4 Not at all valuable

3 NA
(53) Can you suggest any ways these training sessions

might be improved?

_14_1 Yea

162 No
1 NA

(54-58) If you answered "Yes" to (53), what are your
suggestions? (Be brief)

56

49

ThkgEttt

Your General Suggestions

(59) Can you suggest any other ways that tbe ESAA
Reading Program in your school might be improved

next year?

25 1 yes

6 2 Nb

(60-66) If you answered .!Yes" to (59), what nre r

suggestions?

Personal Data

(67) Mat is your highest earned degree?

21 1 Bachelor's degree

9 2 Master's degree

1 3 Other. Please specify:

(68) Do you now hold tenure as a teacher in the
Minneapolis PUblic Sehools?

12 1 Yea

19 2 No

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

Yes

20 2 No

(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 number or diffr-rent
college or graduate-school courses in reaqinf.,
you have taken.

(73) Your sex:

6 1 male

24 2 Female

courses.

1 NA

Mean=4.1
Std. dev.=2.9

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

26 1 White American

5 2 Black American

0 3 Native American (Indian American,

First American)

0 4 Spaniah-surnamed American (for example,

Chicanos Puerto Rican, Latin American)

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

0 6 Other. Please specify:

(75-79) Blank

(8o) 2
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Appendix
Minneapolis Public Schools

ESAA Reading Aide Questionnaire
N=32 respondents

Your code number (do hot write Entries on questtonnaire
Year name on TISAIAZEW2 are frequencies

Return to:
Paul Higgins (Tel. 348-6140)
Research and Evaluation Dept.
Minneapolis Public Schools
807 N.E Broadway
Minneapolis, MN. 55413

Tour Work Situation

(8) What type of school do you vork in?
Check one: (based on all 33 aides)

0 1 An elementary school with grades K-3

72 An elementary school with grades 4-6

9 3 An elementary school with grades 1,6

11 4 A junior high school 2 Parochial K-8
0 5 A senior high school 3 Parochial 1-8

0 6 Other.. Please speci4: Parochial 9-12

(9) How many hours each typical day do you
work with pay as an ESAA Reading Aide?
Round your enswer to the nearest 1/2
hour and write it in the box below:

0 hours. (For example, if you are paid
by ESAA for 74 hours per day.

Mean=5.7 would write--

Std. dev.=1.7 hours.)

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

24 6 Excellent

7 5 Very good

1 4 ..00d

0 3 Fair

0 2 Poor

0 1 Very poor

(11) Can you suggest any ways to improve your
relationship with the ESAA Reeding Teacher
you assist?

2 1 yes

30 2 No

(i2-16) If you answered "Yes" to (II), what
are your suggestions? (Please be
brief.)

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

24 1 Very Greatly

6 2 Greatly

1 3 Somewhat

_1_4 Slightly

0 5 Not at 411

1 NA (not ascertained)

50
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(18) Are you dissatisfied in any vay 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 vith
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 another job?

2 1 Yes

12 2 No 1 NA
17 3 I don't know

(27-30) If the ESAA Reading Program la not con-
tinued. what will you probably do during
the next school year?

Your TraininK

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

28 1 Yes

4 2 No

(32) If you answered "Yes" to (31), how valuable
were these training sessions to you?

14 1 Extremely valuable

11 2 Moderately valuable

3 3 Slightly valuable

0 4 Not at all valuable

(33) Can you suggest any ways the trainin3 for
ESAA Reading Aides could be improved?

10 1 Yes

22 2 No

(34-40) If you aniwered "Yes" to (33) what are
your suggestions? (Please be brief.)

Please answer Questions on reverse aide--



Appendix D (continued)

Your Job Activities

Please list what you consider your three
igegt.ftoMpt jOb ectivttlas as an EMU Maading
Aida. examples of Buda activities might include

. (a) ascouraging or praising students. (b) keep-
'lug up-to-date records of student progress,
(o) organising sod storing the reading materials.
etc., etc.

(42.42) My most important job activity is:

(43-44) My second most important job activity is:

(45-46) My third moat !important job activity is:

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

1 1 Yes

31 2 No

(48-54) If you answered "Yes" to (47), please
describe these 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 things you
don't do that you should be doing?)

1 Yes

29 2 No

(56-62) If you answered "Yes" to (55), please
describe these job activities:

51
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Your General enagestions

(63) Can you suggest any mays (other than those
you have described in previous sowers)
that tha ISA4 Lading Program in Your
sChool slot be improved next year?

jul_i Yes

1 1 3 ISo

2 NA

(64-73) If you answered "Yes" to (63). what are
your euggestions?

Personal Information

(74) Your sex:

1 1 Male

30 2 Female

I NA

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

26 1 white American

4 2 Black American

0 3 Native American (Indian American,
First American)

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

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

1 6 Other. Please specify:

1 NA

(76-79) Blank
(80) 1


