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: 1
PROGRAM ABSTRACT

The program provided reading instruction to 1484 Title I eligible
pupils for 3-1/2 hours each day for 28 days, with some variations. Small
group and individuslized instruction was provided by 178 teschers assisted
by L6 paraprofessionals, nnder the supervision of 21 teachers-in-charge.
Tw. assistant coordinators :>nd the project cocordinator supervised the
ertire program. All pupila were given entry and mastery tests with
standardized criterion-referenced tests from the CROFT reading system.

A trip program provided recreational opportunities and socislizing
experiences. ‘

The major evaluation objective of this program was achieved in that
70 percent of the participents mastered at least one instructional objective
which prior to the program they did not master. The data further indicated
that pupils did benefit substantially and that the eriterion-referenced
test approach to the teaching of reading was an effective inatructional
procedure as evidenced by the post-instruction mastery of 20 instructional
objectives by 35 to 100 percent of the students attempting them.

Program implementation was as proposed with the exception of having
90 percent (1484) of the anticipated 1640 participants. The pupils
expressed and observed attitudes and behaviors further attested to the
effectiveness of the program. In consideration of the factors mentioned
it is recommended that this program be recycled.
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Chapter I: THE PROGRAM .

A. /DESCRIPTiQN OF THE PROGRAM

This program was designed to serve children attending the special
day schools, psychiatric hospitals and day and residential treatment
centers for the socially mslsdjusted and emotionally disturbed in
Kindergarten to 12th grade, who were in need of an extenéed school year
program in reading. The stated purpose of the program was "to improve
achievement in reading and to provide meaningful sccialization activities
for these children during the summer months."

The propossl cailed for provisions for instruction for approximately
1,6L0 Title I eligible pupils for 3-1/2 hours each day for 28 days in
school, agency, or institutional settings. The program was to take place
in 12 special day schools for socially maladjusted or emotionally
disturbed children,'ﬁine psychiatric hospitals, 16 day and/or residential
treatment centers for emotionally handicapped children, and 30 day and/or
residential trestment centers fﬁf addicted children., These 67 sites were
located in all of the five boroughs of New York City and four sites in
upstate New York. They were clustered into 21 school organizations for
purpoge of supervision of the insfructianal program. There was to be a
maximum class size of 10 pupils to each teacher.

The objective of the program was "To help pupils achieve mastery of
instructional objectives in reading which they fail prior to instruction
as measured by the CROFT (Reading) criterion referenced tests."
participants with standardized criterion referenced entry and mastery

tests. The former was to be administered to identify one or more specific



reading skill needs for each student, while the latter was to determine

'if the student had acquired any of these skills during the course of the
program. Small group and individualized:instruction directed toward
ramediétian of the identified specific reading needs of each pupil was
to be conducted by 177 teachers assisted by L6 paraprofessionals under
the supervision of 21 teaeher%—igieharge, A trip program of common
experiential activities, coordinated by a trip teachei, was to be utilized
to stimulate language skills development, provide recreational opportuni-
ties, and opportunities for'whalesamé socializing exyerieﬁces;.

The basic daily program structure was to consist of two segméntss
one period of at least 1-1/2 hours in reading in small groups or
individualized; and one additionsl segment in activities designed to
apply and reinforce reading skills. Recreational activities were to be
spread throughout the school day.

Two assistant coordinators assisted by two secretariez were to be
responsible for the supervision of the program dividing their responsibili-
ties geographically. They were to coordinate the instructional progranm,
serve as liaison with related programs, and work closely with the
evaluator,

There were to be 21 on-site secretaries provided to assist the
teachers- in-charge in maintaining student records, vreparing reports,
invéntories, requigitions, and payrolls.

The program was to commence on July 1, 1975 and céntinue ﬁhraugh
August 15, 1975. The number of days of instruction were expected to’
vary from site to site (23 to 28 days) depending on the needs afrthe

children and the program of the agency in which the program was located.



B. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAM

“'i;‘mipéwfugiiéz
The population of the program consisted of 1,484 Title I eligible

pupils. Dﬁring the course of the program a total of 1,588 pupils were served.
However, there wefg 104 pupils (7 percent) who did not compiete the program.
This was due in part to the transient nature of the participants in the
hospitals and residential treaﬁm&nt settings, as well as to the emotional
unavailability of some of the pupils. Dverailg 93 percent of the pupils
completed the program. V |
year were informed of the summer program by their teachers, guidance
counselors, and princigalé both by written and verbal communications prior
to the end of the term. All students volunteered. Applicants wererréviewéd
by the staff and had to be two years below grade level in reading and eligible
for Title I funds to be approved for participation in the program. Several
schiools accepted pupils (approximately 10 percent) who would be entering
the séhéal as regular pupils in the Fall term and referrals by community
schools. The number of students in the prégram varied from school to school,
with many having more volunteers thaﬁ sllotted places, and a few having low
registration. It was noted that these latter sites g;;qless advance
publication af the program, Also, at sites ﬁﬁere there was insufficient
registration, teacher and/or paraprofessionals were reassigned to sifes
with large enrollments.

The cliuster schools attempted to inciude'all eligible students in the
program. At residential centers all eligible children participated, if
space permitted, both on a voluntary and mandatory basis depending on the

policy of the agency. Most of the day treatment centers had continued :



7dé§é§£vﬁéﬂééiﬁiéiﬁatéi“‘éeneféiiﬁm£ﬂé§e vere more students volunteering
than could be accommodated.

Without exception, the pupils exhibited very positive ettitudes toward
thé program, Their behavior was goal directed and in éll waye appropriate to
the setting. They seemed to enjoy good relationships with the staff and each
other.

2.__The Staff

There were from one to eight teaéhérs at each site, depending on the
~ number needed to maintain a 1 to 10 ratio between teacher and students for a
total of 178 teachers. Almost half (30) of the 67 sites had from one to
three paraprofessicnals, totalling L6,

Wherever possible the staff consisted of teachers énd paraprofessionals
who taught at that site during the regular school year. In instances where

there were insufficient teachers from that site to staff the summer program

It was interesting to note that while this program was primarily concerned
with reading; the teachers were not required to have had ?rior experience in
Lhe teaching of réaiing_ Many of the teachers were actually working out of
license, although they all had had experience with special education. |

The trip teacher coordinated the trip program, which differed from site
to site., This aspect of the program served both as a recreational activity
and a common experience from which to develop language arts skills.

The 21 teachers-in-charge were all principals. Some were at their
reguiar schools; others wére supervising eiustérs. It was their
responsibility to supervise the operation of all aspects of the program.

They were supposed to be thoroughly versed in the instructional component °
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of the program, so that they could provide assistance to the teachers when

‘needed.””

There were two assistant coordinators who visited the sites throughout
the duration of the program. They prévidei assistance and guiianée
wherever required to the teaéherSEinschargeg the teachers, and to the
evaluator,

Due to the fact that this was the first_time that criterion-referenced
testing (CRT) was being used in these schools, a staff person who is an
expert in this areé was called upon to serve the entire program as the
Reading Coordinator. He conducted three érientétimﬁ meetings at various
times, one preceding and two during the early weeks of ithe program to
familiarize the staff #ith the testing and instructional Pragedurésg
as well as being always available for advice throughout the program.

He also prepared a guide to the selection of instructional materials
suitable for remédiatiOﬂ of each instructional objective. These were made
available to the teaching starf,

The program coordinator was the overseer for the entire program.

He made spot visits to determine the effectiveness of the program, and
maintained liaison with State, Federal, and New York City Board of
~ Education offices and bureaus involved with the program.

Overell, the staff was composed é£ pe@pie who had all worked in special
education settings prior to this program. They were familiar_with -
the nature of the students in the program, and éith ways of aésisting
the students in order to promote learningf

3. Functioning of the Program

All students were tested by teachers during the first or second week

of the program (July 1 to July 10). Delays were caused by the teachers'

10



lack of familiariﬁy with the procedures involved in CRT. As soon as this

“was recognized emergency orientations were conducted by the Reading - - oo

Coordinator. Teachers-in-charge and reading teachers at the schools
also assisted those staff members who were unsure sbout how to praceeé;
Thus, the pr@blém was reetifiéd considerably.

Once teachers had identified the specific reading objectives for eagh
student the instructionsl process began. Materials and equipment available
at the schbalé were utilized to develop individualized or small gf@ug
instruction based on remediation of identified disabilities. Hﬁwewer,
geveral sites had barely adequate instrﬁctiana;'matari&lég

The basic design of the instrucﬁiénal program was maintained for the
most part, with onérénd a half hours used for reading in small groups
or individually, and & éegment for activities to reinforce these skills.
The recreational component ranged from playing ball in;the schoolyard
to a formal trip program. There was some variability evidenced in the
regularity of the;trips scheduled. At some schools it was a weekly
ongoing event to places such as the Statue of Liberty, the Aquarium,
the Bronx Zoo, etc. ‘Several schools had weekly swimming, while still
another had daily after-school activities (iief, bicycle trips) conducted
by the staff on a voluntary basis.

All students were given mastery teéts at some point during the
program, The large majority of teachers administérei these tests during
the last weék of contact with the students, while a small pféportipn of

teachers who were more familiar with CRT had students take the test when

“mgstéryfwas indicated informally on an. individual basis.

Many teachers did not understand the record-keeping system adequately.

Hawé%er, this did not necessarily interfere with the instructional program,.



although the achlevement data might have been affected.

" In summary, the program was operational from July 1 t6 August 15

at 67 sites. There were 1,488 pupils participating, all of whom fulfilied
Title I criteria. The staff c@ﬁéisted of 2k adminiétratars and supervisors
(coordinators and teachers-in-charge), 178 teachers, 46 classroom para- '
professionals, and 24 secretaries. The instructional program utilized

CRT and individualized and/or small group instruetion in accordance with:
the iésign of the program. Almost all of the teachers were initially
unfamiliar with the procedures and record keeping system in?alvéd in the
program. The instructional materials varied from site to site, with

some utilizing Reading Laboratories, and others having barely adequate

supplies.

12



| Ghe:gter II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

:;;;vAk EVALUATIQE’ ee:ecmrv*&e - S
kvrf,ii— To determine if, as a reeult of - pertieipexien in the pregrem,b 5}'::’
. 70 percent of the pupils.master at lemst one inetructienel o
: "rebjeetive which prier te the pregfem they did not meeter.
.  ; Ueing the HE? l975 Title I eitywide test results ee a ;eveler, elie
l‘ipertieipente were edministere& as a preteet, eeleeted eriteriensrefereneed'ie
- 'iteete from the CRGH (Reeeing) eyet‘m to ascertain individual inatruetienel -
iﬂiebjeetives,fe: eeeh»pugi;.e Fe; inetruetienel eejeetive diegﬂeeed as o
'f:iequiring_femedietieg (ee_defefminedfby»peeteeﬁifeiiere);,eeﬁesﬁteet was
’eeeﬁinietefei{ehreﬁ'inﬂividuel beeie effer en'epﬁreﬁfieﬁe iﬁ%erielref B ;1v
iﬂeﬁeuetienr For each inetructienel ebjeetive, reeulte ef passing and

: e_CleSS»Eveluetien Reeefd - However the netetien ef failed pﬂetteets was

femtted by the program. B 7

Teb;e 1 ehewe the enelyeie ‘of the dete in tebuler ferm eeeerteiﬂing
‘J‘fﬁe:Pefeentege ef'pertleipente'demenetreting meetery or nen-meetery ef" -
each inetructiepel ebjective (Eeeerding to. SED eleesifieetien syetem) et
:1n1t1el teeting end final teeting. o

2. .To determine, as a result of Pertieipetian in the pregzem, “the
- extent to which pupile demenetrete meetery of inetruetienel

ebgeetiveei‘
Ihe same methods and preeeduree were ueed to eve;uete,thie eﬁjeeti?e_.

as were ueed for the first ebjeetive, as eteted ebeve. The’dete'were

if.enelyeed and presented in tabular and ne:r&tive form to ascertain each

' ef ‘the fﬂlLEHlﬂg aietrlbutiene*
- The dietributien of pupile'feiliﬁg to demonstrate mastery prior to -

instruction and not receiving euffieientiinetruetien to receive the posttest




s shewﬁrianEBle 2. | o

The dietributien Qf pupils iemenst:eting maetery of ﬂbjectivee p:iar
to inetruetlen is shown in Table 3.

- The dietributien ef pu@il msetery as a result of inetruetian by

ekigstructianal nbjeetivee ‘18 shown in Iable 4 : -

The dietributian Df tﬂe nuﬁher of abjeetivee meetered ag a result
of 1ﬂetruetian is’ ehcwn in Table 5.

The dietributian of percentege of pupils achieving veriaus 1eve15
af mastery of instruetignel abjeetjvee is shown in Teble 6 |

3. To determine the: extent to which the pregrem, a3 eetueliy'

carried out, coincided with the Prcgrem as described in

- the Prﬂ;eet Prﬂpesel_ . o L

Farty percent ef the Pert;e;pgting 67 gites were vizited by the
eveluetar. The persennel at each e;te were interviewed, a8 were a semgling of

' the students., Instructional meteria;s, plens, tests and reeeﬁﬂe vere

examined, All classes (total ef Bé)jet each site were observed. =

,B.f DESERVATTON OF EHE PRQGRAH v o
The eveluetian design eelled for 16 school visitation days,: Thase sites
7‘were to be observed whieh had the largest numher af teechefe and students end
represented the three sehaal eleeeif;eetiens in the pragrem_‘ ceﬂeequently 27
eites were abeerved eight dey eehaals, eight residentiel eentere, ani lD

" day tfeetment eenters. They were 1eceted iﬂ eeeh af the five EEIDUghE af

- New York.

O#erel;; 8L6 etu&ente, 86 teachers, and 2l ﬁereptefeeeianele‘pe:tieipeted
at the siﬁee visited by the evaluator. Thus, the ebeerveireﬁﬁdegt Papuletign
(846) was 57 percent of the tefget population of 1,484 students, 86 teachers

~ were 48 percent of the 177 participating teeehere;;end Ek'gefeprefeeeienelsr
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we:e more than half (52 percent) of the 46 pgrayrafeasiana;s. ' Consequently
it was assumgd that a representative selected gample of the gntire pragrag .

was abserved!,,

¢, LIMITATIONS OF THE DATA |

N This was the initial exposure of llmﬂst all of the staff in the
program ta a CRT approach to reading lnstfueﬁian. Despite efforts at
arientatlan, there is evidence of inapprgpriate 1gitial sélectian of the
tests. Also, the Crfot . (Reading) system extends'ta the siith grade level
’AWhPrEEE thé prngram was designed to service students thraugh the twelfth

. gr&de. Cansequently it was assumed that some Df the Pupils were beyﬁnﬂ ’

ﬁﬁe écape_af the tests used. However, the most relevant limitation to

. an iﬁterpretétian of the data was the prégrgm'é1aﬁtha:isatiﬁniéf thg,emigsicn
gf failéd p@sttests-fram;the Class Evglua;ian»ﬁeeari_. The famifigatians of

these limitations are discussed with the findings.
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Chapter III:  FINDINGS

Ihe fallawing presentstian of flndings is in accardance with the

evaluatian &esign speciiicaﬁiﬂﬂs regarding the analysis ef dgta rglating

tc’: each of the objectives.
7 The first etaiuatiéh abjecﬁiverw.as: 7
- . " To determine if, as a result of pa:tiéigation'in the program,
C 70 percent of .the pupils master at least one instructicnal_
ﬂbaective which prior to the pragram they 4id not master.
Ihis eva;u&tian Dbjective was satisfied as 7Q Qercent of the pqpulatian .
7 wha campleted the pragram (N = lhah) mastered at 1east one ahjeetive after
instruct;én. '_ -
"I‘a’tizle 1 provides ba; eamgléée_' &esérifpﬁi@n‘r af the CRT system Vﬁﬁﬂizatiaﬁzir -
and éscértaihs the nu@bé‘fs and pércg;n?ages of participants who took éE.Eh
'ef the subtéﬁts,‘aﬁd the ﬁumbers ﬁd péfcents Qf thase demnn;t:ating msstery
or non-mastery af éach 1nstruét;anal abgective at’ initial and final testingi )
A ff" Examination of the tests adminlstered 1naicates that a tﬁtal af 34# tests  |
were glven ‘at the initial testlng, indicating that eaﬂh af the l588 pup115 
who began the program had between faur and flve inltial tests,v These included
'El different subtests, with gsome given ta léss than l percent of the pupils i
and others glven tq 35 many as 62 gercsnt - Three instructicnal cbjective
ﬁesiérén 6féé§i§iﬁg Iﬁfﬂfiafian (SED élésgifieatiﬁns) were takeﬂ—by more N
than half of the total population: (Classifying (E-h-g) Identifying |
'Details (2-4=L) and Main Idea (2= h 5) Sixty—twc percent of the pupils were
g;ven the Classifying Test w1th 72 percent of thase tahing iﬁ mastering it :f
on the initial test ing; 58 percent of the 62 percent of pugils tahing ‘the

test on Main Idea msstered it on the initial tgsting, and hh percent of the',

16 e
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| TABLE 1

DISTRIBUTIGN OF PUPILs TESTED ON EACH INSTRUCTIONAL DBJEETIVE
~ THEIR MASTERY OR NON-MASTERY ON INITIAL AND FINAL TESTS, N
: , - NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES
: (HFE@)

| Initial Testing ' Final TEsting »

Instructlgnal PuPils Iested fgr Pupils ananstrating Pupils Demanstr&ting
Objectives - Each Ghjective Mastery NDn—Mastery Hasteryr Nnn-Mgstery

(SED. Classi- : - — — - ———
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53 gérﬁent tésted_cn'Identifying Details did 1ikewise,1 ‘Obviously attention

= 3

,'néé&s ta be given to developing a means to facilitéﬁevthe selection of
. ppropriate subtests. . 7
The iﬂapﬁfﬂpﬁiatéﬁEES'ﬁf test selaection is uﬂiérscéredrbyfthe fact- :

that across all 5ubtests given initially 13 subtésts Bf the 21 subtests .

(55 perﬁéﬂt) were mastered by larger pércentages of studgfts thaﬁ failed
However, on the final testing glven to thase demﬂnstra£ing n@n—gastery
ran the initi&l testing, largér percent&ges of pupils mastered than fai;ed :.
18 out Gf 20 (90 Qercent) of the tests. These data indicated that this
_approach to rgading'instructign wasréffective.' Eessiyly more judiecious
_selégtian;gf'subtésts wauld'have‘yiéldea even more favaraﬁle reSults}

The seeand,gvaluaticnxijéetive was: . 7

To determine, as arreéult of participation ;ﬁ tﬁe pragram; the

extent to which pupils aemanstrgte mastery of instructional
abgect;ves. :

Table 2 sh;ws the dlstr;butlan of pupils fail;ng to exhibit mastery
on the pretest PTiEr to ;nstruct;@n? who had not dem@nstrated Qastery by”
the enirsfithe'pragfamraﬁ some or 511 of the skills attém?tgd_ tﬁithgut B
adiitianal inf@rmatian it is impassibl& to ﬁetermine Hhethéf Gr'nﬂt'theée
students were given final tests and fgiled them, or received insufficient

Vriqstructian to warraﬂt a pnsttest or did ﬂat cam@letg the Pragfam, as wa&
’the case w1th~1ﬂh studénts_ The method af,regarding on the CER calls for 7

" notation cnly when the pupll masters the test, nat for failure of retest
- or absent from Pastteqt or Wha dr@gped out of the Pragram. This Qrccedure

” requires change for these data ts be Dbtalﬂéﬂ.'

lThe felative percents cited in the text are bgsed oh the ratin ﬂf
ﬁumber of pupils mastering initial subfest = - R -
number of" puplls’taking the subtest : o
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"TARLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL NON-MASTERY ON PRETEST AND
NO POSTTEST FOLLOW-UP

(= 1588)2
 Number of Instructional . o L o o
___Objectives Failed - Number of Pupils - Percentege of Pupils

9-10 7 Lkb,{

7- 8 o »

5= 6 B 52 : 3'

- b . ' 122 | 8
1- 2 o 399 S e
'ﬁcne | ' 1004 | o 63

BPhis number includes 104 dropouts who are impossible to identify in
the data due to the recafi keeping system utilized by the progran.

bLess than 1 Percent

The daté indicate tﬁat 37 pergént of the tgtgl,pépulatiﬂn had not
rmastered skills requiring remgdiaticn (1 percent nan-mastered 7-1O objectives,
3 percent nan—mastered 5-6 abgectives, 8 percent nan—mastered 3—h abjectives,

 7and EE percent non-mastered 1-2 abjeet;ves) The 1argest group (25 Percent)

exhibited nan—magtery of 1=2 objectives Hhieh iz as magy as shculd be
 attémpted at ane time. Same ‘of these studenﬁs had maatered other abjectives o
after 1nstruetian. Perhaps students were expected to do mﬂfe than ting  *—
ﬁgrm;tted by teachers who were themselves unfamiliar with the CRT agpraach

in gEﬁerEl and. readiﬂg 1ﬁstructian, in particular._ It shculd be nated that

o these data include the th students who did not cuﬁplete the progran and
riha are unldentiflable therein.

Thg distribution of puplls demanstrating maste:y of DbJEEti?EE Qriar




to instruction is shown on Table 3. Almost half (hérﬁeicent) gf,theb
studenté mastered D=2§ percent of the objectives when first tested, with
28 percent demonstrating mastery on T6 té’l@Q percent of the fests aiminiéﬁ'
térei £a £hem. These data reinforce the need fai‘dévélaping a criterion or

guide for éppraprigte selection of initial tests for the individual puﬁil;
TABLE 3

DEJEEIIVES PRIQR TO INSTBUCTIDN '

(N = lSSS)a
PEfQEﬁtagéraf Mastery Gf e : . :
Instructional Objectives Number of Pupils =~ Percentage of Pupils
76-1006 M5 8
51- 7% | 180 - n
26- 50% 1225 i5
o-25% T8 : "

EThis number includes 104 drapauts who are impﬁssible to identify in
: the data due to the reccrd keeping system utlliged by the pragram.

7 Table h'pravides a détéiled Qféfviewréf‘pupil maétery as a resuit*afi
instruction by'each instfucfiénélrahjectife.' TﬁentF'QEjEEtiTESVWEfé mgstefed
by pﬁpiig ranglng fram 35 ta 190 percent.r The median percent of mastery

. was 557§3rcent. Férty-three percent af the ijectives (9 subtests) were

',masﬁéfeirhy more than 70 percent of the Pupils whé attempted them. cheve;;m
ST'pereéﬁt (12 subtests) ﬁe:e mastered by féwer than 69 percent of the pﬁpils

"attemgting them on the final testing. Thizs latter gtatemgnt i3 an assumgtinn'
Vsiﬁce no ratat;ans are called far it ﬂan-mastery is demﬁnstrated.

EE T - The effects of the ;nsﬁruetignal pragram are ?resented in Table 5 -

fﬁh;ch shows the distribution of the number Qf;;ﬁstruetisnal ijéetifes
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TABLE 4 |
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE AS A

'RESULT OF INSTRUCTION
(N = lhak)»‘

Iﬁstruet}ejnal O‘qﬁgctifvg g.-giﬁ - - Percentage of lfia:.stgry 4
2141 72/100 72

o1z LT ukes on
2-1-l - 78#/;39 | 60
2;1-5‘- ’ - 132/206 Vi _ 6h
2-1-6 , ©165/286 58
2.1-8 Coa : 0
2-1-9. 25/34 L TH
2.2-1 | 11/13 85
p-2.2 - bl /54 | e
2-2-3 26/33 19
2-2-L | _ 97/115 | 8l
2.5 o omy/so | "82,
21 . 19/46 '””ﬁr B
2-h-2 - akg/er9 o 53
2-4-3 90/150 éQV
ok  326/478 68
46 - L ' o71/W18 - 65
2-h-8 L 110/118 59
2-14-9- S e1h8) 35
2413 - - kymo ; 66
0.5-6. . - : . 3/3 ... 100

8patio is number of pupils aglgigngigi';mstég, SR
' *> number of pupils attempting mastery
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maéterei as ﬁ result of instruction. Seventy Pereent of the pupi;s maatered
| at 1east one instructianal objective post- instruetian while 30 percent did
not ggster anyi' The largest pr@partian (48 pereent) of the pupils maatered v
from aﬂefta two abqectivgsg with 17 percent mastering three to four
Dﬁjectives; Gﬁlyiﬁ percenﬁ mastered m@revégan fiverabjectivgs;r Tﬁes§ 
-findings'are m@ét’lagical chSidering the sha%t aurétianicf the prégram

anﬂ thé staffs' initial lack of familiarity with the CRT appraach ta the o

teaching of reading_

TABLE 5

DISTRIEUIIDN GF THE NUMBER OF INSIRUCIIGNAL GEJECTIVES MASTERED
' . AFTER INSTRUCTION FOR:-TOTAL POPULATION. -
(N = 1484)

Number af Instructional Total Eapulatign
_Objectives Mastered N 98 ,
None R ' ks6 30
1.2 _ 799 48
3- b a7 a7
5-6 . 57 u
" 7-8 - 3 b
9-10 2 bi :

EIatals,lcﬂ percent with two groups of less than 1 percent.

bigssAthan 1 percent

Iabie 6 presents thé'distributian cfrpéreentagés af pupils achieviﬁg
various 1evels of mastery of 1nstructianal abjectlves The 1argest prgpara
tion” (Ah percent) of puplls ach;eved at the’ QaalOG percent level meaning

that they mastgred almost all of the abgeatives attem@ted. Thg_secﬂnd
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- Jargest grouping at the 0-9 pgrcegt 1evel (28 percent) ﬁastered less than

10 pereent af the abjectives they attem@ted. Here, too, the 1m§értance
vaf initial subtest selectian is manifested by the distributian of 72 percenu

*'(hh percent and 28 percent) of the Pupils at either eztremg.'

!EABLES

DISTRIBUTIGN oF PERCEBTAGE oF PUPILQ ACHIEVING VABIOUS ]
LEVELS OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

(H = 1481;)
’ Peieenﬁage of Hastery of o S S -
; Iﬁstructic:m.,l Objectives -~ Number of Pupils ~ Percentage of Pupils
VBQévBQ% o : . | 2 : - ‘_1‘
70- 18 19 1
60- 69% o B E U} 8
50- 595 e 8
40- L9% . = o 13 2
BECE IR 10 5
7 _16— 9% - o 9 ' 1
o- % b2 28

In sum@ar?, these data reveal that the pfagiam Hééﬂsuccessful im that
it met its primary abjectlve in that 70 percent af the participants m& bEfEd
‘at least one iﬂstfuetianal @bjective after iﬁstfﬂctien which.they had-nét
mastered prev1@usly.: Further ev1dence af the mgrit af this apgraach was
‘the mastery ﬁf 20 instructianal abjgctives by 35 to 1DQ percent of the e

students ‘attempting them.

e T

A need far more speeific initial test selectian criteria is ind;cated
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by therfeeﬁlthet over helf the eﬁudente ievthe y:egrem eere—gi?ee threeﬂvv
subtests as shown endTeble 1: 'Gleeeifying (Esh—é)gdldeefifying Details
(éék-k) and Main Idea (E Y= 6) ‘Given the wide range of- giedee served

dvby the pregTem it gseems unlikely that such a large prepertieu ef ea?tieigente
would be defieient iﬂ the same skills. In fact, the Clese Eveluetien -

bReeerde ehew thet entire eleseee were often given the same teetej Uhieh

is not the inteﬂt or methedelegy ef the CRT individualized eyetem of 1eeding
'55 . .

instruetion.
' The third eveluetien ebjeetive was:

To determine the extent to which the program as eetuelly

carried out coincided with the program as described in: the
‘Freaeet PreFesal.r ) .

The pfegrem was implemented as called for in the prepeeel with

1 meteriels, and services the needs ef the pepuletien for Hhieh it was
deeignedg The enly departure from the prepeeel was in the size of the

target population. Theﬁpregeeel eelled‘fer eppreximeiely ith pepile and
theveetuel pregrem had 148# peetieipente; a differenee ef'9 gefeeet;'lpuring .
the six weeks in which the pregrem was in eperetien there were l 588 |
peftieipente. Hewever, le etudente drepped out befere the pregrem
tefeieeted. Ceneequeﬂtly 1,484 participants completed tbe pregrem, er B

, 93 pereent. of the eetuel pdpule.tien. ' —

Several of the underenrelled eitee ware visited by the evaluater a.nd as

: ;fer as could be determined there was ineuffieient edvegee publieetien of

- the program. This was pertieuierly noticeable at eitee where the sgtaff was
notified very late about their participation in the program, or where the -

staff was not from the regular teaching faculty at that school, thus




Aindicating the need for increased a:ticulg.tian between the summer staﬂ‘

and the regular Etaff ‘at, 1east at the supervisary ievel prinr ta the

beginning af the pragram

The liaiscﬂ factﬁr alsa cantributed a gfeat deal tc the wide range

-of ins*rugtianal materials available to the pragram. Hhere the summer

staff was frém tbe sahgal, there were generally greater ‘access tc all of

x,the schools' resaufces_ ﬁevertheless,r'ith the exeegtiﬂn-af one site
7 visited all had. at minimuﬁiadequate, and most had extenaive materialg

and equipﬁent. Three of these sites vere using thg schaal 8 Reading

’Labarataries equipped with scghistitated hardware and saftware.vi

. At-all of the sites visited a sample of at 1east 10 percent of the

-gtudents were inteﬁiewed with respeet‘ta how they felt a.baut the gragﬂm- :

In almost all 1nstances the respanses were. enthusiastic. The éamments¥
encampassed ‘the teachers, the activities; and the reading prﬂgr&m These -

p351tive feelings and attitudes were cbv;aus &8s the students, in all but

r»rfive af the 86 classes Qbserved were agtively engagedr,: whaﬁ they were

daing. Alsa, examinatlan af their Eark folders indicated their seriausness
éf pu rﬁ, se,
In reviewiﬁg the functianing of the pragram three Etaffing

deserve ccnsideratian. First it was dent fram anisite abservatians

'1'gnd the data reported, that the presence Df a teacher—inacharge daily is

essential for aptimal functiaﬂing af the pragram, except in several highly

5pecialized treatment cénters, Where this wauld be unfeasible, one tea:her,
should be given TESPDnslbility fcr gcarﬂinating the prﬂgzam and maintaining
-cantaﬁt vith the tgagher—in-charge. This was the case in more than ane-half

”(8 cut of 1k sites) of the cluster schools visited




Secanﬂ at sites where the summer pr@gr&@ gbeff is Qﬁt'régﬁléflétaff f
"'at that school egmmunicatian betweeﬂ ‘the summer prngfam Bt&ff and the f}
'regﬁiaf éehcﬁl staff and supervisnrs needa imgrovement A 1131593 parsan;"_ 

for each site where there are out- cf schaal staff to serve: 1n this » |
c;apacity before the summer wc:ulci éﬂhéﬂcé the p’ragaﬂii ' )

» Last, but of paramgunt impértance, the teaching BtEff shauld haver
yrhai exper;ence with ‘the teachlﬂg of read;ng tg the greatest Extént passible fv
. and be thoroughly fam;liar with the methadalagy assaeiated with Rf,

system. : . , - , E

The l974 summer Pragrgﬁ evaluatién méié éeven récséméﬂdatians.” They
wlll bé cited and follawea by a statem&nt regarding thezr immlemgntatian*:,

l;r Mske sure that each schoci can agree on . a common test to be
used or a cammcn set,; or no mﬂre than tga ar three tests. -

2. Make sure that each school has an adeguate nunber of the: L
- required tests on hand to meet the evaluaticn and testing : T

needs.

3. Fecreatianal and cnmmunlty vi51tatlan shguid be cgntinued

These réggmmendatlons ‘were implementsd 1nto the ;975 summer. pragram.,ﬁ ;f;,:»

Cr;terian-réferénced tésts weze selected frgm the CRGFI reailng systém. )

These were in- the. form af rexagrayhed stenciﬁes, from wh ich the required

p es were duplicated as needed.j The ecreatignal and visitatiaﬂ

m
H
‘HJ

phase was continued under the supervisian of the t:ip caordlnatori '

',hf Recycle and expand the prggram to service ‘more puplls
maiﬂtalﬂlng existing pupll ~gtaff rat;cs, _

5 'Hbre funalng fér lower teacher DUpil ratics wauld b lpful.

6. EaghAsummer school must be pravided wi th sufficient educatinnal
materials. Where requested this should include pragrammed
materlals aut:h as the MIND kituraﬂd the EDL kits.

_Since edditionsl funds were not availeble, the program di
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the fingﬁcial resources to iﬁcarpsrate these suggestions into the pragr&m;'
Haiever,'with respect to materials, each school was asked to provide
adequate supplies and instructional materials. All sites had adeguater
materials, with some having much more than others.

7. Intersetting communications regarding educational techniques

mist be fostered through more planned meetings. This should
be done before the start of the summer program if possible.

The response to this recommendation in the prapgsai referred to the
continuous widespread expansion during the regular school year of an
,individﬁéli;ei reading program of diagnaéis and prescription, with -

!
accompanying intra-school workshops. However Ehen'cﬁnsidéring that many
of the 5uﬂmerrstaff were not involved with teaching reading during the

year, the need for a total orientation progrem is reaffirmed. If this

cannot be caﬂaﬁéted“priar—taﬁthe—begigningﬂaf—tEEapragram-aue;ta funiingaméA_fﬁémm%;
restrictions, the first day of the program should be a full day intensive

~ orientation, consisting of demonstrations and workshops for all supervisors,

teachers, and .paraprofessionals. This is the only way to insure maximal

. effectiveness of the reading program.




Chapter IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The major evaluation ebjeetive of this program was eehieved_in that
70 percent of the participants mastered at least one instructional objective
which prior to the program they did not master. The data further indicated
that the CRT system eee an effective ;netruetienel greeedufe as evidenced
by the ?eet—iﬂetruetien mastery of 20 instructional objectives by 35 to 100
percent of the etudente attempting them.

Program implementation wvas as Erepeeed with the exception of having
90 pereenﬁ (148k4) of the anticipated 1640 participants. ,The'pupile expressed
and observed attitudes and beheviere'further attested to the effectiveness
of £he program. In eeneiieretiee of the feefere mentioned above it is

etrengly reeemmendei thet this pregrem he reeyeledf

The fellcwing reeemmendetione fer strengthening the prngrem were

rbeeed on the findings and site ebeervetiens.

- There should be prevlelens for an intensive orientation’ pregrem-rw

If it cannot be arranged prior to the program because of funding
problems, one full day should be devoted to an orieatation _
workshop for all staff members. The criterion-referenced test
indi* idualized approach to teaching reading should be thoroughly
explered Test selertion, pretesting, retesting, scoring, record
keeping, should be among the aspects discussed. Instructional
methods and materials should be reviewed. Complete printed, descrip-
tive materials with examples ehnuld be distributed to every steff .

member.,

2. All sites eheuld have a teaeher-in-eherge te supervige the instruc-=-
- tional and recreational activities. Where this is unfeasible one
teacher should be reepcneible for .coordinating the pregreﬁ end be
direetly eeeeunteble to the teeeher-inseherge.

3. The inetruetienel eteff should to. the greetest extent peeeible
' heve had prier experienee in the teeehing of reading. o

4. At each site, the swmer pragram s teacher-in-charge should act

' as a liaison to articulate on.behalf of the program with the -
regular supervisor in inctances where this is a different person

end eteff This eheuld begin in -early Spring to assure advance
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publicity for the program, facllitate selection of pupils,
and permit utilization of the schools' or centers' instructional
materials, reading laboratories and supplies.

5, The record keeping procedures for a criterion-referenced test
system should be simplified. All posttest data, pess, fail,
or absent should be included for each pupil. :

6. The program should be expanded to service a greater number of
eligible pupils maintaining the same teacher-pupil ratio.

2k
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