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Chapter I: THE PROGRAM

Remedial reading instruction was provided for 776 students at
5 sites in 4 high schools. There was an evening program at 1 high
school. Initially, the participating economically and educationally

disadvantaged students were expected to meet either of the following

‘criteria: (1) January or June 1975 graduation with a certificate

instead of a diploma, or (2) entry of the 10th, 11th or 12th grades
in September 1975 with reading achievement below the 8.0 level as
measured by a standardized test. The second criterion was modified,
however, to include only students entering the 11th or 12th grade
with reading achievement below the 8.0 level. Qualified students
were enrolled primarily on the basisiaf referrals from their high
schools, with valuﬁtary enrollments by stgdenté and enrollments
th:@ughvreccmmendatiens by teachers.

The purpose of the program was tajhelﬁ the total group of
students perférm at .a significantly higher level on the standérdized
reading test on the posttest, and to help 70% of the students at one
site achieve mastery of an instructional objective which they had
not mastered on the pretest. The primary goal of the pupils, how-
ever, appeared to be to achieve on an 8.0 level by the conclusion of
the program.

17 experienced and well qualified remedial reading teachers were
recruited, together with 17 aides. Quantities of appr@priaté read-
ing materials were purchased, and the principals, reading coordina-

tors and supervisors of the site schools were requested to make

~available specified reading materials through the summer school

general assistant. The reading program itself appeared-to-be
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carefully planned and supérvised; Prior to the July 1, 1975 train-

ing session and first day of school the following correspondence was
sent to the indicated individuals:

Date  To Subject

5/7/75 TIC of Title I Summer Time and ?lace events of the sum-

day and evening H.S. mer program, materials and
equipment ‘

5/22/75 Principals of H.S. Request for cooperation on the
C Special Application Form for
students i

5/23?75 TIC of Day, Evening H.S. Special Aﬁpli:atianhFéTm for
students : '

5/29/75 Principals of Title I Request for the nse of Title I
site schools labs and reading materials in the
' summer program
6/9/75 H.S. Principals . Revised list of sites and criteria

6/13/75 Selected students Notification/request for acknowl-
edgement; site of training session

6/19/75 TIC, General Assistants Assignments of teachers, parapro-

fessionals, lists of materials
ordered for the summer progranm.

At the July 1 training session, each teacher received, a shopping
bag (with the teacher's name on it) containing the following
materials: "MAT (everything needed), profile sheets, taxonomy, guide
to grade level materials, mini-taxonomy, materials guidé, éssignmént
.5:1_1@31:5,i uniform answer sheets, conversion tables, student interview,
independent reading record, folders, and blank casseﬁtes. The
coordinator gave an overview of the Program, reviewed all activities

including classroom, MAT and evaluation, and introduced all person-

nel including the consultant-evaluator.
During the program, each teacher was visited at least once
weekly, usually by the teacher trainer. These visits servedias both

supervision (goal clarification, individualization, use of

5!
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materials) and administrati@n/prablem=5glvingﬁ There were 29 .
teacher sessions from July 1, 1975 to August 8, 1975, one of the
last days being a double session (testing, scoring, recording)
and 27 student sessions, July 1, 1975 to Auéust 7; 1975. Each
class was 90 minutes long, and class size wés approximately 15

pupils.

Chapter II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

T@e overall purpose of the evaluation was to determine product
and process effectiveness f@r the program within the context of
the pfcjeét pr@pésal andvevaluatign design. Product effectiveness
was measured through '"hard" data on student pre/pest achievement
on a standardized test.  Process effectiveness included the rela-
tionship between actual and ﬁrdpcsed program activities together
with éértain Dthéf qualitative data and was measured through sité
visits and teacher filled out questionnaires.

Evaluation Objectives

Evaluation Objective #1: To determine whether, as a result
of participation iIn the Remedial Reading Program, the read-
ing grade of the students will show a statistically signifi-
cant difference between the real post-test score and the
anticipated post-test score, .

NOTE: This objective was modified, as specified by the fol-
1éwing quote from the memorandum of June 16, 1975 from Dr.
Anthony J. Polemeni to Mr. Milton Schleyen:’
" . . . acorrelated t test will be applied to determine if the
difference between pre/post test grade equivalent means is statis-
tically significant." .

All students in the program were given the following batteries

of the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Advanced level: Word Knowl-
edge and Reading Comprehension. Form H was given as the pretest
during the first week of the program (July 1 - 3) and Form F was

6
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given as the posttest during the last week of the-pfegram (August
5). The tests were scored by the teéﬁhers and entered as grade
equivalent scores on the data collection form. Of the 776 §Euden£s
for whom names were entered on the data collection forms, éfeéand
post test scores were available for 635. The breakdown on the
discrepancy between total N and number tested is as follows: a
total éf 158 students were abSEﬂt-fIDi post test, 100 ér 72.5% of
whom were diécharged or had withdrawn. 3 non-English speaking
studénts=were not tested on either or both pre aﬁd post test. ' Of
the 635 students for whom pre-and post test scores were avéiiabieh
-only 36 Gf 5.6% had attendances of less than fS%. -

Evaluation Objective #2: To détermine if, as a result of

participation in the program, 70 percent of the partici-

pants will demonstrate mastery of at least one instruc-

_tional objective, which prior to participation in the pro-
- gram, they did not master (exploratory; not part of evaluation).

.Ail students in the program at Theodore Roosevelt High School
were administered a criterion refefenceé test (C.R.T.) developed
by SRA on a pre/post test basis dﬁring the second (week of July 7-
11) and last (week of August 4 - 8) week of the program. There
were 5 areas covered, phonics, structural analysis, comprehension,
vocabulary and study skills, with 3 objectives for each area (15
objectives) and 3 items for each objective. The pretest was to
have been given during the first week of the prégfam; but a miscue
in shipping resulted in the test being delivered to the teachers
during the second week. The tests were scored and recorded by
program personnel in the pass/fail mode (pass was defined as 3 out
of 3 correct) by pupil and instru:tienal objective on the Class
Evaluation Record (C.E.R.) provided by the Office of Educational

Evaluation. Data relevant to the evaluation objective were




-5-
summarized from the C.E.R. Complete pre/post test information was
available for 146 out of the 160 students for whom pretest scores
were recorded. Of the 14 pupils absent, 11 had been discharged
prior to the posttest.

Evaluation Objective #3: To determine, as a result of par-

ticipation iIn the program, the extent to which the pupils ,
demonstrate mastery of instructional objectives (Exploratory).

The evaluative instrument, dates of the evaluative procedures,
scoring and summarization are the same as for Evaluation Objective
#2. | !

Evaluation Objective #i: To determine the extent te which

the program, as actually carried out, coincided with the
program as described in the Project Proposal.

Two evaluative instruments, an observer checklist and a teacher
questiannaire, were developed with regard to this objective.
These were developed f@ilﬁwiﬁg a study of the ércgram proposal and
evaluation design, interviews with the progranm coordinator aﬁd -
teacher trainer on July 1 and 2, and attendance at the teacher
training Ccriéntatian) session on Julyri; o

In summary, the program was to offer rather intensive attention
to the variety of reading problems which this particular group of
students could be expected to present. The time available was
rather limited. The teachers and educational assistants would
have to be c@ﬁpétent and ﬁave the necessary materials as of the
beginning of the program. The evaluative instruments were develcﬁﬁ
ed so as to measure on the basis of the following criteria: compe-
tent teachers (experience plus'trainingj, adequate pﬁysiﬂal facili-
ties and materials, teacher planning and e%aluation with respect to
individual diagnosis, prescription and :émediaticn;'thaAuse of

apprapriaté word atiack skill tasks, caﬁﬁrehensian skills,

8
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interpretation, reéding rate activities, independent use of
materials, rapport with students, and ready access to and regu-
lar consultation with the High School Reading Office. Sité
visits were made on July 9, 28, 29 and 30, 1975. 5ufing_the
site visits, each teacher.was observed and thé observations
recorded on the observer checklist. 2 teachers were ncteébserved
teaching per se, as they were administering the C.R.T. which had
‘arrived late. The teacher questionnaire was given to the teach-
ers during the site visits and were mailed iﬁ, anonymously, by 16
out of the 17 teachers. An additional check on teacher planning
and evaluation was an examination of the individual student

"how do you determine what assignments to make for this student?"

Chapter III: FINDINGS
In the fiist section éf this chapter, findings are presented
with Tespect to the objectives specified in the evaluation &esign
as measured by the evaluative procedures déscfibed in the previous
chapter. The following sections include a description of the
adequacy of facilities and materials, a discussion of the extent
to thch the program serviced the needs of the specific target
population for which ;t was designed and implementation of the
?ecémmEﬁdaticns from the last prior study. Because of the gﬁtbacks,
‘there was little need to integrate with other district programs.
: 1Evaluati§g Objective #1: To determine whether, as a result of
. participation in the Remedial Reading Program, the reading
grade of the students will show a statistically significant. _

difference between pre/post test grade equivalent means through
the correlated t test methodology. !

Findings shown in Table 1, following, indi;ate a significant
gain in achievement for students in the program. Findings for
9
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i‘tctal 5cores gnly are reported in the MIR; findings for pupil
achigvémént-én the subssalas!éf word knowledge and reading com-
prehensignjare also included in Table 1. With rather striking
gains during the prégram of 9, 8 and 8 months, all significant
at the .001 level, the students' achievement unequivocally met
the first objective. This component should qualif& as an
exemﬁlary'pragram; -
| TABLE 1

COMPARISON OF PUPIL PRE/POST GRALE: EQUIVALENT
MEANS ON THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST

T T Pretest  TPosttest € p 1855
) ____Sectidn M sp M sSD _value df  than -

Word Knowledgelé6.1 1.7 7.0 1.9  13.1 634 .001

Reading L g
Comprehension [6.9 1.8 8.7 2.0. 8.8 634 . .001

?btalw, 6,0 1.6 6.8 1.8 15.5 634 - .001

Evaluation Dbgectlve #2 To determine if, as a result of
participation in the program, 70 percent Qf the partici-
pants will demonstrate mastery of at least one instruction-
al objective, which prior to participation 1n the program, -
they did not master.

As indicated in Table 2, fcllawing, 70.5% of the participa-
ting pupils actually mastered two of the instructional objectives
on the posttest which they had failed on the pretest. Since.
85.6% of the pupils mastered one objective on the posttest which
they had failed on the pretest, the second objective was also
met. '

TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL PRE/POST FAIL/MASTER
ON INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
No. of objectives . Cumulative  Cumulative
fail/master No. of no. of % of
pre/post _ students  students ____students

15 1 1 0.7%
7 S 0 1 0.7

_,;(IbW“,,ﬂﬁ B
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Eyglug;ien Objective #3: To determine, as a result of par-
ticipation in the program, the extent to which the pupils
demonstrate mastery of the instructional objectives (exploratory)..

The findings shown in Tables A and B, following, indicate that
a relativeiy small number of pupils demanstfated éither all or none
mastery and that ﬁ@st of the pupils were clustered in the mid-range
of pretest mastery/failure.
‘TABLE A

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

Number of Instructicgal ~ Number of  Percentage of
__Objectives Failed _Pupils _ _Pupils

9-10 27 ‘ 16.5%
7-8 46 ' . 28.0

) 35 - 21.3

- 18 : 11.0

0 1 3 _ 0.6%

TABLE R : :
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL
OBJECTIVES PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION

b=
LAV I ey

Percentage of Mastery of  Number of — —  Percentage oF
Instructional Objectives . Pupils Pupils
75-100% 13 8.1%

51-75% 70 42.7
26-50% 57 35.6
0-25% 23 14.4

Nnes not refer tn Dupili non-mastery of 11+ objectives.
\‘1 B e . -~ . R - = D . [P P (ORI - . o .- - e . = N T U S UG Sy -
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The findings shown in Table C indicate whiﬁh;instructianal
objectives were attempted and mastered by varipuégnumbérs of
students. The assumption for the following discugsian i;htﬁat if
an instructional objective was not entered in the“&skills not
covered" column on the class evaluation record for the CRT, the
teacher had taught (and the student héd attempted) the objective.

| TABLE C

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION®

Instructional
ijéct;yei

Ratio of 4

¥ _pup

pils achieving mastery — Percentage
Lls attempting mastery of Mastery

OO0 3 O e L [

19/145
36/134
37/132
23/146
26/146
40/146
32/146
29/146
34/146
15/146
10/146
42/113
33/146

35/112

13.1%

.26.9 -

28.0
15.8
17.8
27.4
21.9
19.9
23.3
10.3

6.8
28.8
22.6
31.3

s 327135 _23.7%

Objectives 1, 4-11 and 13 were attempted by 95% or more of the
Students, while objectives 12 and 14 were attempted by only 77% of
ﬁhe pupils. The success rates were much lower, hc#ever, with most
of the ratios af;mastery‘cvef attempted being in the 20-29% range.
Of the objectives in which«the Success ratios were the highest,
only objectives 9, ir"-rence, and 13, bcok}arganiéatian, ware
among the objectives attempted- by most of the students. It would
appear that although most of the objectives were attempted by most
of the pupils (and teachers), only some of the DbjéCtiVéS were
mastered by some of the pupils. |

* Table C refers to pupils attempting, as defined above, not total
number passing/failing.

12 R —
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The findings shaﬁﬁ in Table D parallél those shown in Table 2,
Most of the puplls mastered but a few of the lnstruct;qnal objec-
tives.

TABLE D

DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
- MASTERED AFTER INSTRUCTION

-

Number of Instructicnal ~Number of - Percentage of

_Objectives Mastered " Pupils " Pupils
15 1 0.7%

13-14 0 0.0

11-12 0 0.0

9-10 -2 1.4

7-8 9 6.2

5-6 24 16.4

3-4 42 28.8

1-2 47 32.2

.0 21 ~14.4 _

With regard to the data illustrated on 'I'al::lc.i;elEj each pupil for
whom pre/post data are available took the complete CRT and all
pﬁpils could therefors be described as having attempted alliabjac4
" tives. However, since data on the class evaluation record iﬁdi-
cate that some objectives were nat cavered'witg some, students;=the
number of objectives attempted was defined as the number of objec-
t;ves failed on the pretest, less the number of objectives not
Egvered by the tgacher; |

Canséquently, the number of cbjectivgs acﬁually attempted by
each pupil variéd but tended to be rather low. A frequEﬁsy dis-
tribution Df the numbers of pupils attempting from all to none of
the objectives is not indicated on the table, but the range was

from 1-13, with a median number of objectives attempted of 7.
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TABLE E

DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVING VARIDUSa
LEVELS OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIDNAL DBJECTIVES

Percentage of Mastery of
Instructional Objectives 7
# Objectives Achieved Number of Percentage of
# Objectives Attempted ____Pupils _____ Pupils

90-100% 6 _ 4.1%
80-89% : 9 6.2
70-79% 9 6.2
60-69% 21 14.4
50-59% : 30 ' 20.5
40-49% 15 10.3
30-39% : 10 ' 6
20-29% 14 , 9.
10-19% 12 8
_0-9% _ _ 20 S 13

In summary, pupil mastery tended to be af.é subset of the
instructional objectives, clustered around 50%, whether the ratio
was 5/10 or 1/2.

Evaluation Objective #4: To determine the extent to which

the program, as actually carried out, coincided with the
program as described in the Project Proposal.

The Observer Checklist (Appendix A) and the Teacher Question-

" naire (Appendix B) were develgpea S0 as to measure the program as

described in the Project Proposal and modified as a result of the
budget crisis. The findings shown in Tables 3 and 4 indicate

that the desired qualities were present in the classrooms and be-
haviors observed, with the exception of. the mate:iais requested
of the site high schools. One of the project coordinator's goals
was to recruit competent teachers, and the observed teache; plan-
ning, evaluation and teaching certainly approximated the—qualities
envisaged by tﬁé proposal., Class sizes were approximately 15,
with- the indicated activities taking place on an individualized

basis. The teacher trainer or project coordinator visited each

14
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teacher at least once weekly and the only discreﬁancies from the
proposal were the revised selection criteria and the problem with
rsecuring materials from the host schools. The program was observed
_to coincide with the dESEflptan in the prGJéEt proposal.

Adequacy of facllltles ‘and materlals; Facilities were rela-

tively adequate., As ;ndlzated by item A on the Observer Checklist
CAppendlx A), the fGllQWlng qualitles were observed for all 17
classrooms: 5125 af area adequaté, space ava;lable far small group
work, space available for 1nd1v;dgal,wark, starage facilities
availablé, chalkboard available, area attractive and adeqﬁate
physical provisions (light, ventilatign;getz.Ja Thé mediaﬁ overall
rating of facilities was 4 on a 5-point, Likertﬂtyﬁé scale. With
regSId to materials, however, the picture was somewhat mixed. én
item E Materials, a majority of materials 5pec1fied to be left

for use was not availsble for the teacher for 16 out of 17 class-
rgams although the materials ordered for the summer program were
available for 14 out of the 17 classrtooms. The median overall
rating Sf materials was 4 on a 5-point scale, Items 13 through 16
on the Teacher Questionnaire ‘also relate to materials. 14 out of
the 16 reporting teachers described the supply of materials as
adequate, the meéian rating being 4 on a 5-point, Likert-type
Sé513; although 14 out of the 16 teachers reported supplementing
tHe-pfescribed materials with materials from other sources. Only

3 of the teachers described themselves as haviﬁg found it necessary
to create their own reading materials. The materials and labs
observed in use were apprapfiate for the program (labs such as
R.F.U., S.R.A., E.D.L.; paperbacks, Daily Néws, games). It would

appear, however, that the High School Reading Office did a much
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better job of supplying the teachers with materials than the hest
schools. Facilities and materials were concluded to be adequate,

Needs of the target population. It would appear that there

were two needs for the target population, first, to attain an 8.0
in reading achievement, and second, to attain a higher level of
achievement in reading. As indicated by the mean pre/post MAT

ke

scores, the population scored well below grade level in reading
achievement, and did demcnstféte significant gains, Individual-
ized instruction was used-thraughaut, and student assignments/
records in folders were related to specific needs (speed, compre-
hension, vocabulary, etc.): Of the 635 students for whom pre/
post'ipfafmatian was available, 140 or 22% actually attained an
8.0 level or higher whé-haé not attained 8.0 on the pretest. This
piagrgm does agpear to be serving:thé ﬁeeds.of the target popula-
tion, and did meet an important need for a significant percentage.

Implementation of recommendations from last prior study.

There were 7 recommendations from the last prior study. These are
discussed in sequence, beginning with the first. 1. Seek to

recruit superior reading teachers: on the basis of the observed

results, it would appear that superior teachers were selected.
Data from itemsgl-slgn the Teacher Questionnaire indicate that the
credentials of the teachers were good, e.g., 2 were at the B.A.
level, 5 at the M.A. level and 9 at the M.A.+ level, although only
2 had had a major in reading; most reported specialized training,
median years of experience in teaching reading of 5 years in high
school, 6 years in junior high school and § years in elementary
school with considerable other experience in teaching reading.

-Appropriate items oh the Observer Checklist were items E. Teaching

16
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Pfgeedures, F. Teaching Behavior and G. Pupil Participation. The

teachers were observed to be using the deslred pracadurés and

served to be exhibiting the desired behaviors, with median ratings
of 4 on a 4-point scale .for all ratings. One frequent suggestion
by the teachers, however, was to employ experienced paraprofessionals.

2. Set up calendar and guidelines in June at home schools:  This

recommendation was also implemented, as indicated by the summary
of correspondence in Chapter I. écrrespaﬁdenie with the home
schools relevant to the recommendation actually began May 7. 3.

Seek a pre-selection prccess;thrdugh‘schcai _Yyear farggraduatesnagd

1pnlars readingibelgw 8.0 to Pprepare .their summer enrgllment‘ There -

is no data bearing dlrectly on this pc;nt but there appears to be
the SPElelEd reading materials were not shared. Without referring
specifically to this point, during the july 2 interview with the
program coordinator it became evident that the high schools typi-
cally do not presently send the reqﬁeste& supportive data for each

enrollee. 4. Establish a uniform credit system for rea&igg; Dis-

cussion continued; the recommendation appears to be somewhat out-

side the scope of a summer program. 5. 'Segkrﬁp eliminate

ge;éssitygfg;,"daubling up'' by providing backups for immediate

rep;aéeméﬁt for sick staff: Substitute time was provided for in

the budget; one aide absence was observed without a substitute.. 6.

Try to eliminate over-testing: All tests given were SED require-

ments. 7. Materials need to be in place before program starts:

This issue has been discussed earlier. The only materials not in
place on time were the materials to be supplied by thé host schools

and the CR.. .
17
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Chapter IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CDNCLUSIDNS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summaxy

Three major avérall events were neted‘ Fifst the ﬂup;ls in
the program were observed to dgmaﬂ;trate rather strvklng aEhlEVE*
ment, with 22% actually attaining the_des;red 8.0 in reading
achieveément. Second, with regard to pupil mastery of objectives,
while the objective of 70% of the pupils attaining at least one
ijéétive was met, actual mastery was of a'éubset of the total

number of objectives. Third, the program coincided with the

description in the proposal.

Conclusions

1. The Summer_program.éersaﬂnel were highly cgﬁpetEﬁt, with the
possible exception of lack of exﬁeriénce hindering the per-
'férmanﬁé of some of the paraprofessianélsi

2. The program needs more experience with CRT before useful
éxﬁeetatians can be specified in an evaluation design.

3. The summer program needs more cooperation from the sending
high éehgclsi

4. Title I money was well invested in this program.

Recommendations .

1. The program should be refunded and further supported (addition-
al materials; increased cooperation with the high schools) if
possible.

2. A méﬁhanism.sh@uld.be developed (competency-based certification
wauld‘be one possibility) to facilitate the selection and
employment of reading personnel as competent és the observed
staff.

3. The M.A,T. which is given pre/post is not a diagnostic test,

18



=15~
although the staff was able to so use it on a limited basis.
The use of a diagnostic pre/post test would have the same
instrument serve both an evaluatize and diagnostic fuﬁgtian
and is fecamﬁended.
Paraprcfessianals exp%fien:ed in remedial reading should be
selected (the aides observed were conscientious; for the short
duration of the program, héwever, there was not really time

for them to learn).
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Remedial Reading Skills, Unbrella I, Summer, 1975
“Function Number: 09-61613

Use Table 28 for norm referenced achievement data not appllcabile to Table 26, (See "Instructions" Ttea § before
| coupleting this table.)

28, Standardized Test Results

In the table belov, enter the requested assésgment information sbout the tests used to evaluate the effect-

fveness of major project conponents/activities in achieving desired objectives, Before coupleting this form,

read all footnotes, Attach additional sheets if necegsary, -

| - T Waber [ [statlereal]
Component | Actly-\Test | Forw | Level |Total Group| Tested | 'Pretest | Posttest | Data | Subgroup
(ode ity |Used | | Wy (Y & [ b AN ] )

' Joode | I/ PreiPost PreiPost) 1 | N 1 iDate|Hean;SD |Date|Mean)SD |fest|Value_
D | | Mvidv, |76 (16 | 635 [1 7260 [L8{8/1s6.8 (18 £ 15,5

i i e,

6 |0[8)1]6

1/ Identify test uged and year of publication (MAT-58; CAT-70, 8/ 5D = Standard Deviation ,
ete,) 1] Teat statistics (e.g., t; F; X4,
2/ Total nunber of particlpants in the activity, 8/ Obtained vale -
'3/ Ldentify the participants by specific grade level (e.g,, 3/ Provide data for the fellowlng groups separately:
grade 3, grade 5). Where several grades are combined, Neglected (code as K), Delinquent (code g3 D),
_ enter the last two digits of the component code, and Handicapped (code 2 H), Place the in-
4 ‘Total nunher of participants {ncluded in the pre and dicated code letter {n the last column to
" posttest calculations, signify the aubgroup evaluated,
- 5/ 1= grade equivalent; 2 = percentile rank; 3 » ¢ score; |
" 4 = Standard score (publisher's); 5 = stanine; 6 = raw |
gcore; 7 ® other, ‘ ‘ Co g
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30. Criterion xefermgd Test Results; In the table belov, enter the raqugsted ioformation about criterfon re~ .

* ferenced test results used to eviluste the effectiveness of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in reading
or mathematics, Use the instructional objective codes provided on pp.2=4 of the instruction manual. Provide
only those fnstructional objective codes which vero sddressed by the treataent and provide separate data fu:
each test used and each level tested, Use sdditional eheets if necageary, Record in coluans 2, 3 and 4 ﬂnly

fhm participsats vho coaploted both tests, Byploratory purpnm mly. Mot part of evaluation, Brik Colltas »

e et e et I — . congultant=evalystor
S - T Preteul: _’_' ' Eusrtest 12

_Bo, of Pupils _ [No, of | Mo, of
Component oL Puptls | Puplls
' Gode Instructionsl | Publisher leval | Cods | Subgeoup| Paselng | Faildeg | from | ‘from

Objective | y y B - Gl 2 | ol 2
e et e 1 (01 (3) - Passing | Failing

202 eyt coun |0 fuon | ems | w | om | w8

UoGel|Loogvowels | SW |" " Cojw | e | ¥ |30

2105 | odetal bla:di N L L L I O L 3

L i i, i g = i

2201‘3@“&“1‘“ M " |06 Wl ono|

200 |Contractions " - " " ] o | & | % |18

04| Prete AN L AL SN I T

Cup foeeatte [0 fw e ) Im ) omel @ W

s lwatatdes " |t | | fw | w ||

L T U

g | | el

o0 | |

203 |Geogrophy 1 L

sl sockorgeteatn " |0 )0 o la ol | op 69

| II Indicate the coupaneat cods’ md in previous sections of this ropoct used to describe tmmnt and population,
29 2/ FProvide data for the folloving groups separately: Neglected (code 43 N), Dalinquent (code as D), Bilingual
code 23 B) and Hand{capped (code as H), Place the {udfcated code letter 1o the last column to signify the

WM;@mMnmmm o | | | Y
* ' 4




30, Criterion Referenced Test Results: In the table belov, enver the vequented iﬁfﬁmtién.abaai celterion re-

~ each test used and oach level tested. Use addit onal sheets 4f necaggary, Reeoed iy colums 2, 3 apd 4 on}y
those part{cipants who conpleted bﬂtb-teutn?di‘?tmt“!__’i’ﬂ“:“ aly, el prt of F‘Etiﬂ! ik Sl -

. ferenced test results used to evaluste the effectivencss of sliort treatments (leas than 60 hours) dn resding

of wathenatics, Use the-inatzuctional objective codes provided on Ppedeh of the {asteuctlon wansal, Provide
only those fnstructionsl objective codes which vers addressed by the tresthoat snd provide separate data for -

“evelustor

e o, 0f Pupils _[Ho, of | Mo, of x
| N I Cosponent |  [bupdls | Bupil
Code “Instructional | Publisher level | Code Bubg:a_upL Pasnieg | Pafling
Objective o Y Y R :
W Lowp | o wlems | | s T
— -~ e, s e ——— o = i ia-ﬁﬁ .
— i - H
] ) _ g.
T

1/ Indfcate the component code used dn previous sections of this report used to describe treatment and population,

2/ Provide data for the folloving groups separately; feglected (cdde 4 ), Delinquent (code as D), Bilingual
code 48 B) and Handicapped (code as H), - Place the {ndicated ‘éod'g"iat:_a’r 1o the lagt column to eignify the
subgroup evaluated, . b | |

e



. SHSKRP

Jumb. 1
"0bs. Checklist
i'ige two
, i . . YES N
k. Teaching Procedures #4 = 2.
1. Use of individualized approach in reading class ------ £
2. Evidence of folder or contract system in use --------- T7:
3. Teacher working one-to-one with students. as nceded --- 75
4. Weekly report on student progress by teacher or T -
student ------e-meeo oo L., 13
5. Variety of simultaneous reading activities is evidence 15
6. Immediate reinforcement of success Ei e e R = -
7.: Specific skill teaching in - I
a. Phonetics, structural analysis, decoding ------- 15
‘b. Context zlues e R T —
€. Word study =----cmcmcmm ot i ceea .. 75 -
8. Specific skill teaching in comprehension skills and - i
interpretation I ek R
9. Specific skill teaching in reading rate, e.g, T —
a. Application of appropriate rate =-----ceceecoman- 15
b. Increasing reading rate --------==o- i T 75 s
10. Exercises differentiated to include various types of | T -
meanings--literal, 1nterprét1ve, critical évaluatlﬁn 15
11. Grouping of pupils (small group or individual) for - -
special needs =----------c-eeno Lo I Tl ... 1! B
12. Procedures appropriate to maturity and ability of - ﬁi_
PUPLLS =---o-emcecccmcnoia Ll g5 o
1X. Use of class time: pacing, variety of activities ---- 15 .
Overall Rating of Teaching Procedures 1 2 3 4 5§
7 : 0 0 3 12 2
¥. Teaching Behavior
1.° Appears Enthu51ast1c i bbb L L R ¥ 3
2. Establishes a good rapport with pupils (relaxed, -
informal, confident) -----------ma-a- oo loL.... 17 . _
3. Encourages all pupils to participate --=----------.... 7.
4. Instills confidence in pupils--uses positive re1nfarte-7" -
L ek L L LT upp 17 .
Rating of teacher's self-confidence 1 2 3 4 5
C ' 0 0.3 9 5§
Rating of teacher's utilization of skill 1 2 3 4 5
L : 00 & 13 2
iz, Pupil Partizipaticn
1. Actively respond during reading period -------=ma-aa-- 15 .
2. Interact with each other =-----------oo ... ___ ... _3 _ha
3. Show interest in independent reading ---------=----o-- “JE L
4. Able to work independently with skills material ------ 75 —
5. Students appear to be working on ;nd1v1dual 5k111s - -
: according to diagnosis ~-----e--e-ceen .. 15 —
6. Indication by students of their awareness cf thclr own )
relatlve %tr51gths and 'zaknessss in reading ------- 13 o
Degree of self- dlICC+1DH éxhlblted by students 1 2 3 4 5
0 0 112 4
ﬂﬂpree of self- nﬂnildEPLE exhibited by students 1 72 3 4 5
2 ¢ ¢ 1r =
}1]
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Appéﬁdix B
SUMMER dIGH SCHUOL REMEDIAL READING PROGRAM
Umbrella I

Erik Collins, Ph.D.
ECRC/UMES, Princess Anne, MD 21853

Teacher Questionnaire

Please circle the appropriate answers, filling in information where neces-
sary. Please turn in the sealed envelope on August 8. Neither you nor
your school is identified.

i
ol
oy
—

1. What is your present level of education? (v

a. B.A.
bi M!Ai
c. M.A.+

fobuls

Z. Did you have a major in reading at any time?

a. Yes.
b. Ne 1

b, o

3. Have you taken other specialized training in remedial reading
(inservice, college, other)?
Yes

14
Inservice 7 —— No 2

Lollege (Graduate Studies) 8 S e

Workshops 4 _ — e e .
4. How many years have you taught reading '
4, Md = 5 (N=16)

€ (N= 8)
5 (N= 3)

a. in high school? 8-
b. in junior high school?  2-7, Md
C. 1in elementary school? 1-5, Md

[/}

5. What other experience do you have in teaching reading, other than
that listed above?

Tutoring, Tegehing English in Junior High School, High School, Al-

r Programg, Eveni

Preparatory, Community College, Own Children — o

6. Do you have a separate room for your classes?

a. Yes 16 c. N/A ¢
b. No _¢

|

What is the approach of this reading program in your school?

a. individually oriented, primarily 13
b. group oriented, primarily 0
c. both individual and group oriented, equally 3
d. Other S , o




Teacher Questionnaire
Page two

8. How effective do you feel such an approach was in improving actual
reading ability?

“n

be

not oifective 1
. modcrately effcctive &
. very effective 9

o

O
[
<

9. How effective do you feel such an apprecach wze in improving
attitudes toward reading?

. not effective 1
. moderately effective 7
. very effective 8

n o'

!

it
o
o
L

approach?

‘T

10. How comfortable were you as an individual with

. uncomfortable
moderately comfortable
. very comfortable ¥)

N
Wy, e ey

o

!
=

1¥%? Do ' feel that this coursc is helping students in related subjects?
no, not at all
ves, but only very little
. yes, to some extent
. yes, quite a bit
. yes, a great deal

0D oW
O ) Wy

Mow that you have experience teaching this course, how do you fecl
about it?

ot
I
»

a. it was unsuccessful this summer and, due to the framework in
which you have to work, it would continue to be unsuccessful
next summer. 0

b. it was unsuccessful this year, but could be better next
Summer. 0

c. it was successful this year and could be successful next
summer. 16

d. Comment Somewhat successful; Good program; Best program ever.

13. Did you receive an adequate quantity of the prescribed materials witn
which to conduct the course?

a. Yes 14
b. No 2

14. How would you rate the quality of the materials which you have
received?

T 2 - . 5
bad  below average average above average good
(0) (1) (5) (5) (5)
15. Did you supplement the prescribed materials with materials from otk
sources? '




iTeaQHar Questionnaire
Fage three

16.

18.

20.

21!'

22,

23

Did you find it necessary to create your own reading materials?

3 ¥

a. Yes 4
b. N»n 13
How many times did your coordinator or teacher trainer visit your
school this summer?
a. once 9
b. twice 0
c. three time 7 2
d. more than three times 14
In total, what length of time did they spend in your school?
NA ~days One vigit per week
Did you profit from the consultatiom in terms of
a. defining the goals of this particular program Ilyes Ino
b. gaining skill in individualized teaching techniques I0yes 2no
c. galnlng familiarization with materials l11lyes 1no
d. gaining confidence and a feeling of ease with the
format of the course N4 = 4 : I2yes Ono

How accessible and helpful was the High School Reading Office this

. summeTr?

a. very much 14
b. so-so0. 2
¢, mnot at all ¢

Given the guidelines set for you, how would you rate this reading
program? :

“a. very poor 0
b. below average 0
c. average 1
d. above average 7
e. very good 8

Would you want to participate in this program next year?

a. Yes 18
b. No 0

We would welcome any further comments, criticism, or suggestions you
might wish to offer:

More EQPHEZZ uaft rsadiﬁg matsPZaZE, hl?é éxﬂéﬁléﬂgéd parapr@fgsszp

newspapers, paperbacks good; good program; testing overemphasized;

glow payroll!, set up time for teachers.




OFFICZ OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUNTION - DATA L3S FORM
(attach to MIR, item #30) Function #09-61613

In this table enter all pata Loss information, Between MIR, Ltem #30 and this form, all participants
in each activity must be accounted for. The component and activity codes used in completion of {tem £#30 o
should be used here go that the two tables match, See definitions below table for further Instructions,

L @] @ @ ) () (6) ' ) o
Component | Activity | Group | Test [Total | Number | Participants | Reasons why students were not teated, or if
Code Code |I.D. Used | N |Tested/| Not Tested/ tested, were not analyzed — .
Analyzed  Anslyzed Nuaber/
_ , . 1N |72 , , _ eagon
' ) - - - - o Hithd!é‘d or diEEi’lEtSEd frsm ptﬁgrem 100
6101816 7|20} 16 |MAT71{776 635 Jd41 18.2% | Abeent from posttest™ | 38 B
Non-Englich-gpeaking 3
(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9), Where several grades are combined,
enter'thée last two digits of the component coda,
(2) Tdentify the test used and year of publication (M\T-70, SDAT-74, etc.), o
(3) Number of participants in the activity, _ =)
(4) Number of participants included in the pre and pcsttest calculations found on item30, b
(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on item#30, ’ ’3,
(6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed, For each reason specified, provide a sepsrete ..
~ wumber count, If any further documentation 43 available, please attach to this form, If further space s - 8
a

needed to specify and explain data loss, attach additional pages to this form,
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