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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, llth OT 12th grades

_ 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 llth or 12th grade

h reading achievement below the 8.0 level. Qualified students

were enrolled primarily en the basis of referrals from their high

schools, with voluntary enrollments by students and enrollments

through recommendations by teachers.

The purpose of the program was to help the total group of

dents perform at a significantly higher level on the standardized

reading test on the posttest, and to help 70. _f the students at ono

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 o

the program.

17 experienced and well qulified remedial reading teachers we-

recruited, together with 17 aides. Quantities of appropriate 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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carefu_ y planned and supervi-

-2-

d. 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

5/7/75 TIC of Title I Summer
day and evening H.S.

5/22/75 Principa of H.S.

Sulaject

Time and place events of the sum
mer program, materials and
equipment

Request for coopera ion on the
Special Application Form for
students

5/23 75 TIC of Day,-Evening H.S. Special Application Form for-
student

5/29/75 Principals of Title I
site schools

6/9/75 H.S. Prin pals

Request for the Itse of Title I

labs and reading materials in the
summer program

Revised list of sites and criteria

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

6/1_/75 TIC, General Assistants Assignments of teachers_ parapro-
fessionals, lists of materials
ordered for the summer program.

At the July 1 training session, each teacher received,a-shopp ng

bag (with the teacher's name on it) containing the following

materials: -MAT (everything needed) profile sheets, taxonomy, guide

to grade level material54 mini-taxonomy, materials guide, assignment

sheets- uniform answi-r sheets, conversion tables, student ihterview,

independent reading record, folders and blank cassettes. 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 served:as both

sup rvision (goal clarification, individualization, use of

---
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materials) and adminis ration probl -solving. There were 29,

teacher sessions from July 1, 1975 to August 8, 1975, one of the

last days being a double sess on (testing, scoring, recording)

and 27 student sessions, July 1, 1975 to August 7, 1975. Each

class was 90.minutes long and class size was approximately 15

pupils.

Chapter II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

T e overall purpose of the evaluation was to determine product

and process effectiveness for the program within the context of

the project proposal and evaluation design. Product effectiveness

was measured through "hard" data'on student p e/post achievement

on a standardize&test. Process effectiveness included the rela-

tionship between actual and proposed program activities together

with Certain other qualitative data and was measured through site

visits and teacher filled out questionnaires.

Evaluation Ob'ective 11: To determine whether, as a result
71-1317.1icipation in t e 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 mo ified, as specified by the fol-

lowing quote from the memorandum of June 16, 1975 from Dr.

Anthony J. Polemeni to Mr. Milton Schleyen:

" . a correlated t test will be applied to de ermine if the
difference between prF/post test grade equivalent means is statis-
tically significant."

All students in the program were given the following batteries

of the Metro.olitan Achieve ent Test, Advanced level: Word Knowl-

edge and Reading Comprehension. Form H was given as the pretest

during the 4'irst week of the program July 1 3) and Form F was
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given as the posttest during the last week of the program (August

5). The tests were scored by the teachers and entered as grade

equivalent scores on the- da*a collection form. Of the 776 s'tudents

-for whom names were entered on the data collection for pre and

post test scores were available tor 635. The breakdown on the

discrepancy between total N and number tested is as tollows:

total of 158 students were absent from post test, 100 or 72.5%of

whom were discharged or had withdrawn. 3 non-English speaking

students were not tested on either Or both pre and post test. 'Of
,

the 635 students for whom pre and post teSt scores were available,

-only 36 or 5.6% had attendances of less than 75%.

Evaluation Objective_if2: To determine if,_as_a result of
partfailatien in-the -p-rogxam, 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

.All students in the program at Theodor:e Roosevelt High SChool

were administered a criterion referenced test (C.R.T.) developed

by SRA on a pre post test basis during the second .(week of July 7'

11) and last (week of August 4 8) week of the program- There

were 5 areas covered, phonic- structural analysis, comprehension,

vocabulary and study skills, with 3 objectives for each area (15

objectives) and 3 items'for each objective. The p etest was to

have been given during the first week of the program 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 instructional objective on the Class

Evaluation Record (C.E.R.) provided by the Office of Educational-

Evaluation. Data relevant to the evaluation objective were
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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_Ob'ective To d termine, as a result of_par-
tiCipation -in t_e-prog±am,. the extent to which the pupils
demonstrate mastery of instructional objectives,(Exploratory_

The evaluative instrument, dates of the evaluative procedures,

scor4ng and summarization are the ,same as for Evaluation Objective.

#2.

Evaluation Obisctive To determine the extent to 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

questionnaire, were developed with regard to this objectiVe.

These.were developed following a study of.the program proposal and

evaluation design, interviews with the program coordinator and

teacher trainer on July 1 and 2, and attendance at the teacher

training (orientation) session on July, 1.

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 competent and have the necessary materials as of the

beginning of the program. The evaluative instruments were develop-

ed so as to measure on the basis of the following criteria: compe-

tent teachers (experience plus training), adequate physical facili-

ties and materials, teacher planning and evaluation with respect t_

individual diagnosis, prescription and retediation,-the use of

appropriate word attack skill tasks, comprehension skills,
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interpretation, reading rate activities, independent use of

materials, rapport with students, and ready access to and regu-

lar consultation with the High School Reading OffiCe. Site

visits were made on July 9, 28, 29 and 30, 1975. During :the

site visits, each teacher.was,observed and the observations

recorded on the observer checklist. 2 teachers were not observed

teaching pers_p_, 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 in, anonymously, br 16

out of the 17 teachers. An additionar check on teacher planning

and evaluation was an examination of the individual student

folders and the teacher's response to the Oneral. question of

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

Chapter III: FINDINGS

In the first section of this chapter, findings are presented

with respect to the objectives specified in the evaluation design

as measured by the evaluative procedures described in the previous

chapter. The following sections include a description of the

adequacy of facilities and materials, a discussion of the extent

to which the program serviced the needs of the speci ic target

population for which it was designed and implementation of the

recommendations from the last prior study. Because of the cutbacks,

there was little need to integrate with other district programs.

Evaluation Objective #1: To determine whether, as a result of
partiCipation inthe Remedial Reading Program, the reading
grade of the students will show a statistical:y significant
difference between pre/post test grade equivalent means through
the correlated t test methodology.

Findings shown in Table 1, following, indicate n significant

gain in achievement for students in thesprogram. Findings for

9
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total scores only are-reported in-the MIR; fin ings for pupil

achievem nt,on the subscales of word knowledge and reading com-
=

prehension are also included in Table 1. With rather, striking

gains during the program of 9, 8 and 8 months, all significant

at the .001 level, the students' achievement unequivocally met

the -first objective. This component should-qualify as an

exemplary-program.

TABLE 1

COMPARISON OP PUPIL PRE/POST GRADE.EQUIVALENT
MEANS ON THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST --

Word Kno ledge

Reading
Comprehension

Teta

6.1 1.7

6

8

6

vane

7.0 1.9 13.1 634 .001

6.7 2.0 6.8 634 .001

6 8 1.8 25.5 634 .001

Evaluation Objective it_2: To determine if., as a result of
particiPation in-The Program, 70 percent of the partici-
pants will demonstrate mastery of at least one instruction-
al objective, which prior to participation in the program,'
they did not master.

AS indicated in Table 2, following, 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.

TIM 2,

DISTRIBUTION OPTUPIL PRE/POST PAIL STER
ON INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

No. of o Jectives
fail/master

e ost
No. of
-uden

Cumulative
no. of

students

15
14

1

10-

_u at %re
% of

students
0.7%
0.7



Table 2 continued

o.
fail pre/
mas

ective
No. of

ost studen

ulative wnu ative
no. cf % of
udents students

13
12
11
10

0

0

0

0

1

1

0.7%
0.7
0.7
0.7

2 3 2.1
8 2 5 3.4
7 7 12 8.2
6 9 21 14.4
5 15. 36 24.7
4 26 62.. 42.5
3 16 78 53.4.
2 25 103 70.5

22 125 85.6
0' 21 146 100.G%

Evaluation Objettive 43: To_determine, as a result of par-
atipation in the program, the extent to which the pupils
demonstrate mastery of the instructional objectives (exploratory)..

The findings shown in Tables A and E, following, indicate that

a relatively small number of pupils de onstrated either all or none

mastery and that most 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

NTEF;Y-la Instruc
Ob' _lives Faile

ercenta-.e o
Pu i-s

9-10 27 16.5%
7-8 46 28.0
5-6 35 21.3
3-4 18 11.0
1-2 2 1.2
0 0.6%

TABLE B
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL

OBJECTIVES PRIOR TO INSTRUCTION

_a tery o
al0b-ectives Pu 115 Pu ils

75-100% 13 8.1%
51-75% 70 42.7
26-50% 57 35.6
0-25% 23 14.4

rof 1111pil non-mastery of

ii
objectives.
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The findings shown in Table C indicate which' nstructional

objectives were attempted and mastered by various numbers f
students. The assumption for the following discussion is .,that 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 had attempted) the objective.

TABLE C

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTERY BY INSTRUCT ONAL OBJECTIVE
AS A RESULT OF INSTRUCTION

Instructional
Ratio oObc ive .u.ils ac ievin ma _er ercentage

tis at n : 3flasteT of Maste:-

1 19/145 13.1%2 36/134 26.93 37/132 28.0
23/146 15.85 26/146 17.86 40/146 27.47 32/146 21.98 29/146 19.99 34/146 23.310 15/146 10.311 10/146 6.812 42/113 28.813 33/146 22.614 35/112' 31.315 32/135 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
the pupils. The success rates were much lower, however, with most

of the ratios ofjustery over attempted being in the 20-29% range.

Of the objectives-in which the success ratios were the highest

only objectives 9, irrence, and 13, book organization, were

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 objectives were

mastered:by some of the pupils.

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

12
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The findings shown in Table D parallel those shown in Table 2.

Most of the pupi s mastered but a few of the instructional objec-

tives.

TABLE D

DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES
MASTERED AFTER INSTRUCTION

.

uin.er o percentage
-u

15 1 0.7%
13-14 a 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

14;4

With regard to the data illustrated on Table E, each pupil-for

whom pre/post data are available took the. complte CRT and all

pupils could therefore be described as having attempted all objec-

tives. However, since data on the class evaluation record indi-

cate that some objectives were not covered with some students0-the

number of objectives attempted was defined as the number of objec-

tives failed on the pretest, less the number of objectives not

covered by the teacher.

Consequently, the number of Objectives actually attempted by

each pupil varied, but tended to be rather low. A frequency dis-

tribution of 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.

13
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TABLE E

DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIEVING VARIOUSo
LEVELS OF MASTERY OF INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES

ercentage o _ aste y
Instructional Objectives

Number of
u ils

Percentage .of
Pu ils# Ob'ectives Attem ted-

90-100% 6 4.11
80-89% 9 6.2
70-79% 9 6.2
60-69% 21 14.4
50-59% 30 20.5
40-491 15 10.3
30-39% 10 6.8
20-29% 14 9.6
10-19% 12 8.2
0-9% 20 13.7

In summary, pupil mastery tended to be of a subset of the

instructional objectives, clustered around 50%, whether the ratio

was 5/10 or 1/2.

Evaluation Obje tive #4: To determine the extent to which
the program ,. as actually carried out, coincided -i h the
program as described in the Project Proposal.-

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

naire (Appendix B) were deVeloped so 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. &indicate

that the desired qualities were present in the classrooms and be-

haviors observed, with the exception of-the Materials requested

of the site high schools. One of the project coordinator's goals

was to recruit competent teachers, and the observed teacher plan-

ning, evaluation and teaching certainly approximated thequalities

envisaged by the 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 discrepancies from the

proposal were the revised selection criteria and the problem with

securing materials from the host schools. The program was observed

to coincide with the description in the project proposal.

Ade uac of facilities and materials. Facilities were rela-

tively.adequate. As indiCated by item A on the ObServer Checklist

(Appendix A), the following qualities were observed for all 17

classrooms: size of area adequate space available for small group

'work, space available-for individual_work, storage facilities

available chalkboard available area attractive and adeqUate

physical provisions (light ventilation, etc. ). The median overall

rating of facilities was 4 on a S-point Likert-type scale. With

regard to materials, hoWever, the picture WAS somewhat mixed. On

item B, Materials a majority of materials specified to be le t

for use was not available for the teacher for 16 out of'17 class-
,

TOOMS although the materials ordered ,for the summer program were

available for 14 out of thel7 classrooms. The median overall

rating Of materials was 4 on a S-point scale. Items 13 through 16

on the- Teacher uestionnaire*also relate to materials. 14 out of

the 16 reporting teachers described the supply of materials as

adequate, the median rating being 4 on a S-point Likert-type

scale, although 14 out of the 16 teachers reported supplementing

theAprescribed materials with materials from other sources. Only

3 of the teachers described themselves as having found it necessary

to create-their own reading materials. The materials and labs

observed in use were appropriate for the program (labs such as

R.F.U., S.R.A. E.D. ; paperbacks, Daily News, games ). It would

appear, however, that the.High School Reading Office did a much

15
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better ) b of supplying _he teachers with materials than the host

schools. Facilities and materials were concluded t- be adequate.

Needs of _the_targeitiREII4tien. _t 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

scores; the population scored well below grade level in reading

achievement, and did demonstrate significant gains. Individual-

ized instruction was used throughout, and student assigntents/

records in folders were related to specific .needs (speed, compre-

hension, vocabulary, etc.) Of the 635 students for whom pre/

post information was available, 140 or 221 actually-ittained

8.0 level or higher who had not attained 8.0 on the pretest. This .

program does appear to be serving the needs of the target popula-

tion, and did meet an important need for a significant percentage.

Im.lementation Of retommendatiOns from last -lor stud-

There were 7 recommendation's from the last prior study. These are

discussed in sequence 'beginning with the first. 1. Seek_ to

recruit_ superior.WA teachers: on the basis of the observed

resUlts, it would appear that superior teachers were selected.

Data from items 1-5 on the Teacher Questionnaire indicate that the

credentials of the teachers were good, eg.; 2 were at ihe 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 5 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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Procedures, F. Teaching Behavior and G. Pupil_Participation. The

teachers wtre observed to be using the desired procedures and

exhibiting the desired teacher behaviors and the pupils vere ob-

served to be exhibiting the desired behaviors, with median ratings

of 4 on a 4-point scalelor all ratings. One frequent suggestion

by-the teachers, however, was to employ experienced paraprefessionals.

2. Set u alendai -d uidelines in June at home schools:- This

c_mmendation was also implemented, as indicated by the summary

of correspondence in Chapter I. Correspondence with the home

schools relevant _o- the recommendation actually began May 7.

Seek e-selec- on ocess_ithrou h school ear for :raduates and

uniors readin 'below 8.0 e.are their umme oll n There

is no data bearing directly on this point, but there app ars to be

lesS than optimal cooperation with the high 'school: for example,

the specified 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 requested supportive data for each

enrollee. 4. Establish a uniform credit s stein for readiu: Dis-

cussion c-ntinued; the recommendation appears to be somewhat out-

side the scope of a summer program. S. Seek to eliminate

necess t for Y'doublin ' b rovidin backu for immediate

re lacement for sick staff: Substitute time was prpvided for in

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

Iry_to eliminate over-testin-. All tests given were SED require-

ments.. 7. Materials need to b lace be o re 'ro:ram s

This issue has been discussed earlier. The only materials not in

place on time were the materials to be supplied by the host schools

and the CEV.L.

17
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Chapter IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINQS, CONCLUSIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Three major overall events were noied. First, the pupils in

the program were observed to demonstrate rather striking achieve-

ment, with 22% actually attaining the.desired 8.0 _n reading

achievement. Second, with regard to pupil mastery of objective

while-the objective of 70% of the pupils attaining at least one

objective was met, actual mastery was of a-subset of lie total

number of pbjectives. Third-, the program coincided with the

description in the proposal.

Conclusions

1. The summer program personnel were.highly competent with the

possible exception of lack of experience hindering the per-

'formance of some of the paraprofessionals.

The program needs more experience with CRT before useful

expectations can be speCified in an evaluation desiin.

The summer program needs more cooperation from the sending

high schools.

4. Title I money was well inves ed in this progra

Recommendations

1. The program should be refunded and further supported (addition-

al materials rncreased cooperation with the high schools) if

possible.

2. A mechanism should.be de oped (competency-based certification

would be one possibility) to facilitate the selection and

employment of reading personnel as competent as the obser ed

staff.

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

18
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al-hough the ataff was able to so use it on a limited basis.

The use of a diagnostic pr pos. test would have the same

instrument serve both an e aluative and d agnostic function

and is recommended.

4. Paraprofessionals experienced in remedial reading should be

selected (the aides observed were conscientious; for the short

duration of the program however, there was.not really time

for them to learn),
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component

Code

' Number

Activ- Test Form_ Level Total Group Teated reteet

ity Used B V ID 21 4 6i

Code 11 Pre Post Pre Peat Hen Si Date

tads ti al

Date

dv. 776 16 635 1 7/2 6.0 1.8 8/15

obgroup

I Identify test used and year of publication (HAT-58; C&T.70,

etc.)

2/ Total number of participants in the activity.

1/ Identify the participants by specific grade level (e1g.1

grade 3, grade 5). Where several gradea are combined,

enter the last two digits of the component code.

4/ Total number of participants included in the pre a d

posttest calculations.

5/ 1 - grade equivalent; 2 11 percentile rank; 3 11 ; score;

4 g Standard score (publisher's); 5 m stoning; 6 ra4

score; 7 m other*

20

01 SD P Standard Deviation

21 lest gaieties (e.g., t; F; X ).

8] Obtained value

2/ Provide data for the following groups separate y:

Neglected (code se ti), Delinquent (code is 0),

and Handicapped (code as B). Place the in-

dicated code letter in the last column to

signify the subgroup evaluated.

21



0 CriterIon Referenced Test ke ults: In the table below, enter the requested information about criterloo ,

=firmed test results used to evilest, the effectiveness of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in reading

or mathemstics. Ose the instructioaal objective codes provided on pp,24 of the instruction mama. Provide

only those instruction:a objective codes which vire addrmed by the treatment end provide separate date for4,:

each test used sod lab level WM. Use additimel sheets if otemerp Record in columns 2, 3 mid 4.enly,

thoemparticipente who completed both ttete. Isplemitory pOpOsif Only, Not pert tit eveluation. Erik goLiini

Consultant:evi

PosttestPretest

Code Iestructional

Objective

Publisher Passing bilk/

No. of

Pupils

from

Col. 2

a sin

21067

Beginning con on.

Long vowels

.2201

Details

Hein ides

Inference

3.

01 Book o ani- n

No. of

Pupils

'from

Col. 2

FatlZ

1

66 )6 30

74 7

23

1 45 26

3 4 23

71 32

112 2 8

124

15 13

.14 10 4

31 7

1 2 6

102 35

1/ Indicate the component codelesed in previous sections oithis report Pied to describe treatment and populitio4.

71 Provide dsta foe the following groups separitely: Neglected (code As 1), Delinquent (code is 0, Eiliegual

code 48 8) and Handicapped (code is H). Place the indiceted code letter la the last column to sl oily the

subgroup evalusted.



Criterion Referenced Test Results! In the table bolo, encer thoztlue cad informationAout
criterion re .

fenced test results used to evaluate the effeetivenese of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in reading
or mathematici,. Use thuinstructional objective coke provided on,pp.24 of the instruction manual. .Provide

only those instructional objective codes which were Addressed_ bY the treats* ood ptovide !operate data for
etch test need and each level1ested. Use itoeal eheetsif nOCUIAAtk lAgOrd in ecliiims 21 3 api 4 only
thole participate mho completed both,teets, &muter! forte Nib Pot pcl!t pelmet* stilt cailiat

ceolOtaatiltiottor

Prelatet

Instructional
Objective

Pupils,

frce
Col. 2

Fail

1/ Indicate the component cods ased la previous sections efthis report used to describe treatment sad population.
2/ Provide data for the following groups separately; Beglecte4 (CodA AS 11), Delinquent (code as D), Bilingual

code AA 0 and Handicapped (cede at II). Place the indicated'iode-letter in the last column to signify the
Art

subgroup evaluated.



SHSRRP
Umb. 1

Checklist
e two

YES NOE. Teachig Procedures NA

1. Use of individualized approach in reading class -- _is2. Evidence of folder or contract system in use --------- /53. Teacher working one-to-one with students as needed 154. Weekly report on student progress by teacher or
student -- ----- ------------ 155. Variety of simultaneous reading activities is evidence

6. Immediate reinforcement of success -------------- 157.. Specific skill teaching in
a. Phonetics, structural analysis, decoding 15b. Context clues -------- - ----------------- 15c. Word study -------- --------- /58. Specific skill teaching in comprehension skills and
interpretation ----------------------- 25Specific skill teaching in reading Tate, e.g.
a. Application of appropriate rate 15b. Increasing reading rate :510. Exercises differentiated to include various types of
meanings--literal, interpretive, critical evaluation 1511. Grouping of pupils (small group or individual) for
special needs ----------------------- 1512. Procedures appropriate to maturity and ability of
pupils

1513. Use of class time: pacing, variety of activities 16

Overall Rating of Teaching Procedures

F. Teaching_ Behavior

1. Appears enthusiastic ------------ ------ --------------- 17
2. Establishes a good rapport with pupils (relaxed,

informal, confident) -------------- --- -
3. Encourages all pupils to participate ------------ 27
4. Instills confidence in pupils--uses positive reinforce-

ment)

Rating of teacher's self-confidence

Rating of teacher's utilization of skill

Pu 11 Partici _ation

1. Actively respond during reading period
2. Interact with each other

33. Show interest in independent reading -------- --- 15
4. Able to work independently with skills material 15
S. Students appear to be working on individual skills

according to diagnosis
6. Indication by students of their awareness of their

17

- 15

relative strengths and ---aknesses in reading.

Degree of self-direction exhibited by students

Degree _f self-confidence exhibited by

27

1 2 3 4

0 0 2 121234 S

!? 0 0 7-



Appendix B
SUMMER diGh SCHOOL REMEDIAL READING PROG

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 noryour school is identified.

1. Whal your present level of education? (N 16)

a. B.A. 2
b. M.A. 5
c. M.A. 9

2 Did you have a maior in reading at any e?

a. Yes
b. No 4

Have you taken other specia
(inservice, college, other)

n- ervice

d trainin renedial reading

= 14
2

udie

Workshou 4

4 How many years have you taught reading

a. in high school? 2-24, Md = 5 (N= 6)
b. in junior high school? 2-7, Md = 6 (N= 6)
c. in elementary school? 1-5- Md = 5 (N= 3)

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

S h ho Al-

Co

P e arato Communi Own Chiidren

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

a. Yes 16 C. N/A R
b. No

7 What is the approach of this read ng program in your school?

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

28



Tencher Questioni ire
rage. five

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

not effective_ 1

moderately effective 6
very effective 9

How effective do you feel such an appro
attitudes toward reading?

a. not effective 1

b. moderately effective 7

c. very effective 8

was ilnpr

10. How comfortable were you as an individual with this approach,

a. uncomfortable 1

b. moderately comfortable 1

c. very comfortable 14

Do you feel that this course is helping students in related subjec

a. no, not at all 0

b. yes, but only very little 0

c. yes, to some extent 7

d. yes, quite a bit 8

e. yes, a great deal 1

12. Now that you have experience teaching this course, how do you feel

about it?

it was un uccessful 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 yea- but could be better next
summer. 0

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

d. Comment .omezdhat:=8_4par,_fj.._.a-iGooci,Be8t:_ro:raL ever.
13. Did you receive an adequate quantity of the prescribed materials witil

which to conduct the course?

a. Yes 14
b. No 2

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

2 3 4

oad 1 _-low average ave age above average good
(0) (1) (5) (5) (5)

IS. Did you supplement the prescribed ma orials with rntcriais from oth:

sources?

a. Yes 14

b. No 2
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Teacher Ques nnaire
Page throe

16. Did you, find it necessary to create your own reading m- e ials.

a. Yes 3'

b. No 13

17. How many times did your coordinator or teacher trainer visit your
school this summer?

a. once
b. twice
c. three time
d. more than three ti

0

0

2

14

18. In total, what length of time did they spend in your school?

NA days One visit per week

Did you profit from the con ultation-in terms of

a. defining the goals of this particular program llyes Inc
b. gaining skill in individualized teaching techniques lOyes 2no
c. gaining familiarization with materials 1/yes lno
d. gaining confidence and a feeling of ease with the

format of the course NA = 4 22yes Ono

20. How accessible and helpful was the High School Reading Office this
summerl

a. very much 14
b. so-so 2

c. not at all 0

21 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

22. Would you want to participate in this program next year?

a. Yes 16

b. No 0

23. We would welcome_any further comments, criticism, or suggestions you
might wish to offer:

More BarnelZ Loft reading mate :cas.; hi e experien-ed parapro -essLo;.:

newspapers., paperbacks good; good program.;

sZow payro set u- time for teachers.

'ng overemphasized.;
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OPPICE orlucATioM. EVALUATION - DATA LOSS FORM
(attach to Nli, item #30) Function #09.61613

In this table enter all Data Loss infortton. Between HIR, item #30 and this form, all participants
in each activity must be accounted for% The component andActivity codes used in completion of item #30
should be uaed here so that the WO tables match. See definitions below table for further knstructions.

Component

Code

Activity

Code

Group Test

I.D. Used

4

Total Thber
Tested/

nalyze

fi

Reasons why students were not tt

sted, were not analyzed
do Or if

unber
ason

0 8 1 6 7 2 0 16 MAT71 776 min
Withdrew or discharged from program

Absent from posttest'

dentify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9). Where several gradea
enter-the last two digits of the component codn.

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication OAVr-70, SDAT-74, etc.

(3) Number of participants in the aitivity.

(4) Number of participants included in the praand pcottest calculations found on i

(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on item#30.

(6) Specify all reasons why students were not teoted and/or analyzed. Yor each reasen specified rovide a separate
riumber count, If any further documentation ii available, please attach to this form. If further Specs is-
uteded to specify and explain data loos atta41 additional pages to this form.

3/75


