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CHAPTZR 1

THE PROGRAN ‘ * - .

> " “The teacher tralnlng and tutoral. program In read-

. ing is deSLgned to offer after gcnool ruadlng instruction

\J

to nlementary School and Junxor High School s'tudents in

s

.District 174 18, 22 and 23. ,The program is .presently in

operation in 13 tlementary Schools and 4 Junior High Schools.,
The program’started in September 1975 and ended .in June 1976,
* .In most of the schqols, the %}asses meeat for a t?tal of, )
.two hours of 1notruct10n once or twice per week, after the
o ) . .
school day ha) ended. In one Junior High\Sghéol. the @ro-
gram meets o days per week, iﬂ the morning before the
start of regular classes., In the Elementary Schools, there.
is a teachsr in charge, 2 paraprofes;iopal plus up to 15
student aides, who offer instruction.' . The ‘student aides
are high school 9tud°ntq, usually junior and Qenlors, who
are students-in four Communi tv High :chools\ Each student
a}deproyides individualstutorlng in reading for 2 or 5
Elementary Schocl students. There are %pprox1mate1y 160
student aides 1n the program and thev service approxxmately
350° blementary achool students.
In the four Jupior High Schools. there is one tcathor;
in charge and one paraprofe551ona1 for each school. There

are approxlmately 120 Junior ﬁdgh School students served.
Each child in the program has been given parental
permission to participate in the program. The parents are

Y /




= épnﬁinuallyﬂappfised of their childrens' progress:and

the parents are given facts about the pregram and are
. . Y »I . ) ) . W 9
invited to meetings, concermring the program.,

Y

\ -
EVALUATION PROCEDUREY

To determine if, as a resylt.of participatioﬁ'
in the program, there is a statistically significant im-

provement in all reading skills, incluliing .vocabulary,-com-

prehension and phonics of the students in the program,
b

Subjects:
All participants in the program,

wethods and Procedures:

! . o *

All participants,in the program were given the
appropriate level and the alternate forms of tne Stanford

;s O P O
Diagnostic Test, on a pre-test and a post-test basis,

"Data Analysis: ‘ '

Data was analysed for statistical significance

«-at the .Ugllevel. between the post-test scofes on comprehension

and the.anticipated post-test scores of the Stanford Diagnostic

Test. . .

“ .
Time Schedule:”

The pre-test was administered during the first week

o



https://result.of

%
.

. of Nqyember 1975 and the post-test during the first week ' |
of April 1976. ' ‘
In addition, thg/;valuator visited each of the 4

seventeen schools, interviewed the teacher in charge, the

para professionals and in some cases, the school principal.

-

The after school classes, were also observed in operation.

CHAPTER I11

/

- < L]
EVALUATION OBJECTIVE # 1M
Svaluation ijective'# 1, to determine if, as a re-
. . C ]
sult of participation in the program, there is a statistically"’
';signifiéant'improvement in the,comprehension skills of the
students in the program.
FINDING3 ' e T
Lelaindd . ;
Table.l presents the mean and standard deviation
! - p
of the comprehension scores for grades 2-9 for the post-
test score, .the pre-test score and the .anticipated post- o X .
test score,
- Inspection of Table I, shows that in grades 3, 4, .

5;y§'and 9, the pred}c%ed post-test pEAn. 1K larger than the
observed post-tdst mean. The ptedictea post-test meah as-
‘sumed that chiidrens‘growth in‘achievement is linear.‘ In-
spection of the raw data shows that this assumption does
not held for man}”bf the children in th}a-prograﬁ. For

ex&mple. in the third'gfade. a small'portion of the chiI&renj LI

©

) } "
% . 7
" .
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Summary of Pre, Predicted Post and
R Observed Post Procram Reading Crade

-~

## Si-nificant at .01 level

, Equivalents by Grade 3 .
: . . a
Fredicted Observed
Pre lest Post Test Fost Test Pre Test/ e
i . Obs. Pgst Predicted/
Srade . .ean S.D,  .ean S.D.  i.ean S.D. t - _Obs. Post .
2 - | J— 1,8 = I (— : x
3 22 2,52 0,47 2.96 0,56 2,56 0.57 0.50
L B0 2,99 0.48 3,12 0.56 3,07 0.79 2,95 -
5. 42 3,25 0,50 3.60 0,69 3.41 0,51 1.77
6 3% 3.95 0.5 T 4,32 0,88 4,30 0:84 3,12 *#
2. 27 "3.96 1.03 4,28 1.10  4.75 1.12 3.6l we 2.4 *
8 2 35 — Byl = Y, J— ' : -
9 .17 5,32 1.k . 5.6h 1.53 5.4k 1,57 0450




T, =

" tested, pad test scores on .the post-testing,vwhﬁ;h were

. lower than ..ie pre-test scofes. * The effect of these
_childréns' wagred'reaqfng achLeVement_was.tb lower the’
\ ’ ., mean observed post;fést score. Since the antiéipated post- .
«/ » -tes{ score was basédzoh the assumﬁtign of linear growth, Yh b
. this score showed a uniform increase., In those cases,™
' 1~ where the observed postjkest mean was smal}er,tpan the
p;gdicted post-test hean, a co;reiated t tést was‘Performed
bgtweén the observed post-test!mean-apd the pre-test mean.
. ' In'gréde.7, tn;gé was signif;cdhtvgr5wth between
the observed post-test mean and the” predicted post-test
mean. p (;Ol. In gradee,b and 6, there'ﬁas significané growth
betweer the ﬁre-test‘meah séoréstand the post-tést mean scoresS.
- p (.Ol.:'In g;ades 2 and 8, the mean scores show growth, < ®

However/ the sample size is too small for telsts df's;atistipal :

g % oy “a
~significance., '

There were a number of limitations in-the origimnal »
study desigﬂ. which also have to be taken irito account, in

irterpreting the results, First, the vocabulary scores could

e

not be used becausé‘the Stanford Diagnbstic Test, does not

. L}

) . i . , "
have grade equivalent norms, for the vocabulary subtest. p

Secondly, some of the childgen who were prel;ested, in - -
November 1975,'were no longer’ in the classes and available
for tgstiﬁg in April 1??6.7 In the second:®grade, the level I

- of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, was too difficult

for most of the secﬁnd graders.v«Thefefore. they could not

- - 3 . .,
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- 4 chlldreng

" EVALURTION stECTgva' 4 2 . | L

be.adequately evaluated with this instrument. These limit="

‘;o which the p}ogram as actually carried out, boinci@ed withs }%

_the programs proposal.: . :

- The tutors were also hlghly motxvated and dedigated. Many

= of the tutq;s. however, had Yery‘litfle knowledge of phonics.

‘ 5 <
lagging and.could be improved.

be sent home when children were absent, There was no discrépancy .

a%ions limited the sample size within our’ population. 'Never-
neless, the stailstlcally 31gn1fxcant reoults do 1nd1cate"

‘that the progran is educatlonally'gseful for a large number

’ o . ¥ - ' &t 7

AV

¥ Evaluation Objective # 2, to determirie the'extent, .7

.

- Yy
f

C

In the evaluatioq reporf. thé evaluator must mgke;g
statement concerning any discrepancies befWeer the Q!ogramfg
propQ§al and. the actual implementatioa. of the program. . :

‘Ob ervatlons were also conducted at 13 nlementary . !
Schools and the & uunlor.ngh.Schools. durlng the pericd from’
Febrnary I, 1976, tbcough April 12 19?6 liany of the teachers &

were qulte effectlve and dedlcated. A large number of the

chlldren also seemed to be highly motlvated for learnlng.

Such, knowledge would help them in their work. The materials

used in the classes were varied, adequate and generally
' - A} . s

abundant. - The bhysical plant was adequate. In some. cases, |
cormunication between the home and the school, seemed to Be

For example, poét cards could

'

.
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between “the program proposal and, the actual implementation

*+ of the program. .

Recommendations from, 1974-75 Evaluation

The Evaluation for 1974-75, made 5 'recommendations s
4 A T S N TR :
1, The program should be recycled., _Implemented. . L

2, Plans to barry out all admfnistrativg procedures for
tutors \at one tlme, in one place, should be implemented, e
Implementnd. ] .‘

J. Because the 1nteresv of teachero. tutors, and“pupils,

) .seem to wane,. once’ oprlng testing ‘has been concluded, PR
consxderatlon was tq have been given to- hold1n~ more '
‘frequent sqﬁslons durlng part of the ochool year, over

A certain Qprlod of tgme. Impiementnd.
2 M .
4, Because the teachers are trained- and the tutora are -’

- not, it would seem to be more effective if the teachers
" moved from group to group, and the tutors reviewed
_what ‘the teachers did, "The edudational assjistants’
"could .provide more help durlng the "settling down"
period, and return to thbir paper work, while ‘the 3 .
tgqqherb, ppplls and tutors are at work. Implementeq

5. Future evaluatoré might want to .study the effect that : .
' partiqipétion'hés on tutors, e.g. does their GPA or
ee}f-esteem 1mptove. Not implemented because this is
,hot part of ‘the off1c1al N.Y.C., Board of Education ~
. study deoagn. =

yl - % 01 ~
CHAPTER 1V :

- 4 ' .
- L 2 - Wy . \' ' ’

4 o ) * .
SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMIENDATIONS a4

S
.

* Observation of the program in all 13 Zlementary

-
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Schools and. 4 &unlor High Schools, showed that the program -

. v

was educatlonally meaningful to a larpe number of chlldren.
- P

A rev1e« -of test scores, showed that larbe numbers ‘of chlldren
made s1gn1f1cant valns in thelr readmcr achievement, In thg '
‘seventn grade, the;e was a otatlsplgaﬂly smgnlflcané‘inére:;e
P <.01; between the_observe&Apost-test coqrepnens%on'score

and the predicted post-test comrephensiqn. In the fourth

and sixth grade, the-post- test score. showed a statistically
sxgnlflcant gain p (. 01, over the pre -tdst score,

-
.

Conclu51ona

\ -
A

The 1975*19?6 tutoral .program in readxng, was found
to be Succeosful in the 7th grade and the 4th and 6th grade.
There was,growth Ln the 2nd, Jird, 5th 8th and 9th gradeq but |

it was not Statlutl ally SLgnxflcant.~

Recommendatidns

1. Récycle and expand the present program.,

A “p

2, Future testlng should yse a test such as the hetropolltan "
Acnlevement Test which has a wide range of dlfficulty
and can more easily accommodate a range from the second
to the hinth grade. i ’ ’

A hand boox for <the tutors should be developed to present
the tutors with some lnstructlon in phonxcs. as well as,,
“a general orientation o the program.

- 9

Greater effofts should be made 1n(§bstering home)scﬁool
cpommunication in the children being served in the program,
b hav1ng ‘post cards sent home when chllQpen are ‘absent’
- frjom’ the ‘program. g ’




.

o
5« Those teachers who are new to the program, should be

* allowed to visit those teachers, who are more experienced
‘and effective in the program.

-

6. Those tutors 10 are new to the program should be allowed
to visit those tutors, who are more experienced and

effective in the program,






