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Chapter I: THE PROGRAM

o«
The T.E.A.T,H. Program had two major components in it., The first

component was remedial instruction in reading and mathematics to upper
elementary school students at P,S. 54 Brooklyn. ' This program, located
in Bedford-Stuyvesant, was run on the basis of after-school small group
\\\
£! &\ :
instruction. Prescriptive teaching was used to identify the deficits
and to plan remedial instruction according to the needs of the individual
. '. 2 2 i ~
$ NN s e e e :

students in thd® program. - Third, fourth, fifth and sixth grade students
who scortd at least one year helow expected grade level on New York City

Réading Tests were eligible to participate in the program,

After-school instruction was provided for two hours, one each of
)

reading and math, All students who participated were enrolled for two
afternoons per week. The program was staffed with three teachers whose time;
was split evenly between reading and math remedial inslruction; The program
served 104 students in the remedial reading groups and 123 students in the

remedial math groups. A typical group would include from 15 to 20 students,

one teacher, and an Educational Assistant. - The ratio of students to staff

s

was low enough to allow an individually centered remedial program,
Diagnostic testing by the teachers provided the préscriptions for specific
tasks for each of the studonL;.

The remedial reading and math programs were begun on September 23,
1975.and continued into the middle of Jjune, 1976. Because of a varjety of \
reasons, some students left the district diring the school year. Remedial

activities included group and individual instruction in both reading Jﬂd

1
h\ . 3 4 . 3 I3
mathematics. Reading activities included word attack skill practice,




readifig for main ideas, vocabulary enlargement, dictionary skil]sr and
silent as well as oral reading practice. Math activities include& a focus
on computational skills, mathematical games, puzzles, strengthening basic
math cohccpts, and practice' with many math instructional aids./ .
& ; The sc:ondlmnjor component of .this program focused on the teaching J
% (-’ - ]
of English as a second language to bQ\ﬁarans in the school community.
! These p$rcnrs were basically r?prcsonggLivc of the families in the schoql,
and many of the parents of the children in the afternoon program of rumodia\\
~ instruction participated in the evening community based program. In this B
component, teachers from the school who were bilingual and.who understood
the culture of the Spanish community were sent into both community agencies
and private homes where Lhc; ran classes of English language instruction
for parents. The classes lasted 50 minufus, and three such classes were
held on each of two”nighls a week. A total of 82 adults parlicipele?}in
3 S 2
thig program during Efhe project, which began in September of 1923 n/d was
scheduled to terminate in June of 1976. Fifty-six adults attended consistently
throughout the yunr.-.fhc coordinator of both the after-school ﬁrggrnm and
the evening program, Mrs. Hardy, was hilingunl,-nnd a. parent of long
standing in the community.

Two teachers were involved in the evening program. Class sizes

ran from seven to twelve per group and attendance was well above the

.

required 507 for inclusion in the program. Each teacher mgt with three

different groups each evening, going from location to location. Since the &
3 G

z N
program was community based, it was felt to be important that the teachers

go into the homes and provide instruction rather than ask the adults to go

to the school. Instruction copsisted of oral practice of sentence structure,

0



grammar, and pronunciation -of beginning conversational English. Group
drills, indiv%dﬁhl work on language mastery, and homework assignments were
a part of the program. ;
: , SN

Thcre;were three major objectives og this project. The first was ° \
to help pupils in the remedial reading program to achieve 'statistically
significant growth ié their reading functioning. The second objective was
to help the stirdents in the remedial math program to achieve statistically
significant growth in their mathematics functioning. The third objective .
was to help the parents who participated in the English as a Second Language
program to sign{ficuntly improve their conversational skills in English.

1

Chapter II: EVAILUATIVE PROCEDURES

The three major evaluation objettives in this program were:

Evaluation Objective #l: Pupil participants in the program attending
B 80% or more of the reading program sessions will improve significantly in
: reading achievement above anticipation, as measured by the pre-post
administration of City-Wide Reading Achievement Tests.

Evaluation Objective #2: Pupil partlclpanL§ in the program attending
80/ or more of the mathematics program sessions wilN achieve a significant
increase in mathematics achlevemcnt beyond anticipatiQu as measured by the
pre-post administration of thc Stanford Diagnostic Achievement Test.

Evaluation Objective #3: Parent participants attending 507 or more
of the scheduled parerit sessions will improve significantly in conversational
English as measured by the pre-post administration of teakther made tests

’
The instruments used in the.program varied with each of the
| \
program objectives. For the first objective, the New York City-Wide Reading
Test results of March, 1975 were used as the pre-test data and also the

selection criteria. Grade equivalent reading scores were taken as reported &

to the District. All students who participated in the remedial reading

£
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were post-tested using the bmrch, 1976 results of the New York City

/7 \
Reading Test as post dapa. Data was collected on all students who
A \

_participated, except in cases whfre students were discharged from P.S. 54

( ., during the year, or were unable 1Q take the March, 1976 post-test due to
: illness, etc. ST .
i While the original intention of the program was to serve 120 t Y

students in the reading component, a total of only 104 students

¥ pnfticipatcd. Twénty~six of these 104 children lgft the district during .
LQJ year or did not attend the /program regularly and were consequently
dropped ffom'tho program. Nine additional students did not complete the
ﬁus(‘icéling, leaving a sample of 69 slu&unts with both pre and post’ test '
data available in reading. ,The data was analyzed using the historical
regression treatment of '"Real (treatment) Pos{ Test versus Anticipated
(without treatment) Post Test Design." . s
The iﬁslrumcnls used in the ﬁnnlysis of the mathgmatics remediation

0

program, Evaluation Objective #2, was the Stanford Achievement Test sub-

. 3 .
test in Mathematics. The pre-test data was drawn from the city-wide
testing in March of 1975, and the post-test data was drawn from the city-
wide testing in March of 1976. All students who pauticipated in the

mathematics remedial program were tested, except for those students who

)
' were not in attendance on those dates. In this component-123 students =2
Vit .

were enrolled, twentyrsix left the school during the year, and six students
NG ¥ .»/. .
y did not complete. the post-testing due to illness, etc. Pre-and post test

information was available on 91 students, 2 ;
The instruments used in Evaluation OBjective #3, English as a

Second lLdnguage, included a Teachér Made Test of Conv?xsnlionnl English, l;

0 £ A A,



. |

gy

as well as Lhe'New‘York City Non-English Rating Scale. Both of these
scales were administered at the start of the program in‘September of 1975
as pre-tests and égain.in May of 1976 ‘as post tgsts. R;;ulis of the
?eachcr Made Test and the Non-English Rating Scale were-analyzed using a
'correlatea t test .on pre and post raw score;. While a total of fifty-six
;d;itstparticipated in the program during the year, pre and post test data
on ghe Teacher Made Test of Conv;rsattonal English was available on only
;é; of.;he ﬁaréﬁts. Thc_adu{ts respbnded‘poorly to the need to collect
data, and in some cases refused to participate.in the post testing.
Data rrom thé Non-English Rating S;a{e-was available for fifty-

‘ ~

)
six{adults on a pre and post basis., This test provided a categorical

ﬁat@ng (A through'F) of English language performance. Since the.ﬁrc and

rost data was in'the form of categorical ratings, a chi-square analysis
of shifts’ in-the ratings across categories was applifd'to this data. It
'should be noted that the data available for this aspect'of:Lhe'program was

\}sgbstantially greater than that on the Teacher Made Test of Conversational

éhgliéﬁ.\ 4

Chapter IIT: PINDINGS

3 _ " The data utilfiéd'to evaluate objective #l consisted of reading

.

. e
achigvement scores of elementary school aged children at P.S, 54
© Tl Hi T Sl @ ' \4
Brbékiynwv Table 1 presents.a summary of this information‘on reading
;ﬁ\? -
* aehievement. N . i

At

°Q
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° Table 1 - Summary of Grade Equivalent Data on Reading Achievement
*on Pre-Test, Anticipated Post;, and Observed Post. Test Scores on the 3
New York City Reading Test. 3 )

Pre- Antxcipated Observed i3
Test  Post-Test Post-Test = Value Level of Per Cent
| Group N Mean Mean ‘I. Mean of t Significance Attendance
L Grade -3 16001 205201 2096 iayyD +4.507 .01 30 6
Grade 4 21 3.40 3.8l S08F 7,148 e S0l 92.2
| ROt
Grade 5 21 3.85 4.20 5.27 +5..054 .01 90.2
L
o~ \Grade 6r 11 k2863 5.51 +11.054 .01 11912
ALL 69  3.47  3.86 NGy +10.874 [0 91.1 %
. ]
S \. It can be seen from the above data that the students presented signi-

5 X o A . &nse o - Sulden -
ficant growth in reading, both as a whole group, and whéﬁ#i%exq@uupn;s were |
grouped according to 75-76 grade level. 1k should also be noted fhai the

. \ 3 ) \

attendance was quite high; 91.17% of all possible sessions were nttpndea. The

average gain in reading achievement from March of 1975.to March of 1976 was

v14.1 months. i i

.Table 2 presents a summary of this in[o;mafion on evaluation

7

) s g f G
objective #2, a significant increase in mathematics achievement scores.

Table 2 - Summary ‘of Grade Eqd{;;lent Data on Mathematics Achlevement
on Pre-Test, Anticipated Post-Test, and Observcd Posb<Isff Sforee ‘on the
Stanford Achievement Test. ;

# ot

-Pro- Anticipdtcd:‘ Obsc;yéd

7 Test « Post-Test Post-Test, Value Level of Per Cent .
; Group N  Mean Mean —Mean .of t  Significance Attendance
: Grade 3 ' 22 -.2.27 2,63 350, +10.694 .01 c89.7 0]
] 2 : At LA S
2 Grade 4 < 26 . 3,29 @ 3.68°% 4.63 +11.847 .01 91,2 ;
k- GEndean S 07 Aitte 1 SSTBY e 5k +13.284 .01 91.0

r . grade 6 Y6 4.03, 4.35 4.96 t +5.933 .01 90Ny

/ i
) / \ -

< ALL /a1l 18,221 3,56 4.40 +20.489 .01 . 90.6




-9- bl

. ¢ n

The above data suggests significant growth ‘in mathematics achievement

for ‘all pupils who pariic&patcd, as well as for each grade level. The

saverage gain-in macheﬁatics\achievgment was 11,8 months for the period from

March of 1975 to March of 1976. 1t can also be noted that the.levels of

N

reading achievement for comparable groups were higtier than the levels of

‘achievehent: in mathematics, The very high levels of attendance, 90.67%,

speaks well of the students' reaction to the :program. s

e

b 'Table;} presents the results of the data analysis related to =ik
evAluation objective #3, the growth of skill {n cdnvcrsgffgggj_English‘6n
i : 8y S &
the part of parents in the evening program. For simplicity both the
results of the Teacher Made Test of, Conversational English and the Non- ;
* English Rating Scale of thc'City of New York are presented together in
thig table. > 1 !
. : X Sz
Table 3 - Data on Parent Testing of Competency in. Engllsh as a
”Second Language -
: ‘ g “i~ii2caleulated s ! 5 4
Py : Statistical ' Vvalue of Level of i
Type of Data : N Me#sure Used Measure Significance //

1. Teacher Made Test
of Conversational

Bnglish . 25 t test | + 7,287 o //
2. Non-English Rating 2 : 5 ;

Scale of the City of 5 Al :

New York 56 chi-square +23.017 ,01 \

Table 3 indicates that significaht results werc recorded on.both

instruments which were used to measure the growth on .the patt of adults

~—

in English language “usage. , It should be noted that, the Teacher Made Test

of Conversational English;ﬁwhile'containing a total of 92 items, Yemains,

et '.. - _.. & 'il //‘ h |
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The pupils served were certainly eligible for the remedial program. There y

A

an ugﬁtandérdizod'inStrumcnt. This instrument appeared le

on both a pre and post basis. The second jaStrument, the .\‘o@\’ork City Gy

Non-English Rating Scale, presents much more substantial data, and is

“used in evaluating English language cofipetency on a much wider basis'
; . 2 % i

In general, this evaluator would rate the facilities and the
% o .

materials utilized in this/ﬁrojqu as excellent. The aftermoon program

¥ . \
-of remedial math and r€éading instruction used: thyee regular glassrooms’in

=
e

P.S. 54, one of which was a mathematigs labornLory.5’Ihg£g~was an abundante
of remedial materials in both reading and mathematics, both cdqgef?{;ily !

togram with

prepared as well as teacher made materials. The evening

adults also had more than a sufficient amount of materials. by L
-~ } 3 X . i 3
This project is certainly meéting the -needs of the target population

of the proposal. The students im-the afternoon program presented evidence e

of both' readipg and mathematics retardation as called for in the propoial.

appeared to be a degrec to whicn the program did not meet the projected
s ¢ i . ‘. Ay v s
; 4 .
120 students ‘in the «afternoon remedial program, since only LO4 studerts
2 / [

participated {n the remedial reading component, while 123 students did
‘ ) ) . i3 .

P’

participate fn the mathematics program, . 2 AL

The attitudes of both the students and teachers who participated®
in fhevafter school remedial program vere cncqgraging to this observer. % .

A great deal of work went info keeping the attendance of the students high, - |

and part of the success of the program has to be attributed to the fime

\ ‘

efforts of the Project Coordinator and her abjility and her Wildiﬁggéss to »

work with the parents and the childrén in this program. , fer bilingual

% : P ot q ; 3
5 4
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background, and the fact that she knew so much of the culture and the
community, were very important. There were few discrepancies between the
proposed program and the program which was observed by this evaluator.

[he progrgm is certainly serving the.needs of the specific target populat iéll

for which it was designed,

In the evening component, "the evidence suggests that 82 separate
idules participated during the year. Data was collected on a pre and a
post test basis for 56 out of 60 cases called for in the proposal. This

he program clearly met the projected goals. From vhe field visits

the evaluator it was casy to ascertain that the parents met the

L »ility criteria ot 1imal competence in English., Parent participation
i parent attitudes toward this component were exceptional. The parents
serg enthusia ¢ their desire to become ompetent in conversational
¢ ki 5 and actitude »f the project coordinator and the
' } Irogra . pti illy goo Several recommendations
%
¢ ¢ t DI we e plement during the

r ( ica & ! ) Iram \ « 1 s
T I W ! ) ¢ progra 8 I nded,

liti ) | Is_project, thi

'
3 '
w7 0 ) € DV1O 3 11iyre
'u ) Ol A\
Tt r { ) »ar yrogram ¥
-
' ¢ Comm t ¢ ) .
QT 1 ) ¢ W Sp
‘ | : it € par 1t ed,
v
eni " i ¢



https://progr.im
https://recomneml.it
https://piv>t,i.ii
https://progr.im

“12-

)
.
conversational Spanish while they are not of Spanish heritage and
culture. This did not appear to this evaluator to be seriously damaging .

the program, Additional host homes for the evening component were also

provided this year, as per the recommendations of the last evaluation,

Finally, better publicity .and dissemination were recommended for the evening
‘ \
« prrogram. This was met by coordinating the evening program with several
\

*community agencies, and the fact that 82 parents throughout the year

participated in the program attes

to its successful publicity.

o

Chapter IV: “SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, (AUTI(IH'SIUT.'S: AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The statistical evidence reported in this evalpation supports the
sful, the data 4:1;;;:' St
ematics. functioning. The
ten month period. ¢

¥

1.8 months for the, t

gest 1gnificance t the
e sta rd rica
» ]
i 1sio ound it
is, the older the groups.
V¢ mctioning the average
\ 1s successful i
1 t in readi ind
t ) thg e imount oi
thiis evaluator would make
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Perdn,

g [1

7 1, It would be recommended that a fourth teachet ‘be hired for the
; .'1ding'“lqachcrs and two

R

\ "

after schooi program, so that there might be two :
Theétarget population would then increase to”160 children

math teachers,
1 reading specialist with experience

wwr“iwxl school year for both reading’and mathematics instruction.
) ,"

The addition of the fourth teacher,
the fifth and sixth grades, would help to round out Q1<- teaching staff

‘ in
of the afternoon program. 3 o
. While this program:presented significant data in reading and
Since

2

mathematics,, it appeared to take a toll on the teachers involved,
in the afiter school program were community
1

warked
A}
seemed that to work four

1

all of the teachers who wc
: : teachers who had taught all day, on occasion it
extra afternoonsiwas pushing- the staff to the limtt--of their energys
1 : 1 . ! . :
Perhaps if the target population was sc¢t.at 160. children, with each teacher
serving forty children, the. teachers should be limited ‘to working only
two days per week in the after school program. This'would require, four
Y
teachers for each of two sets of' days, or eight teachers. It might\alsp
3
s be suggested that some students would respond well to female teachers,
ind if Security was not, a problem, perhaps some female teachers should be
récruited for the after-school program,
i [ N .
4 3, The gvidence from this component lso, suggests that greater
'] wrts shoul'd be ade to encourage 5Sth and 6th grade students to particiipate
: : \ i
i the degree of achievém creased as the students ppproached
the sixth grade
+, Tt woulll seem logi Lo rece nd that e reading program should
B i -
be stressed more, and attempts to bring that population up to the target
population should be made. This would probably require more time from the
%) :
.
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Project Coordinator,

ind

the

<14
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ndation
hour each day is suggested

its success, the need for

parents will become greater.

The evidence from the evening

Spanish speaking adults in their

homes

that

g components

she

If and as the project grows a

oL Ut

be used an additionad

8.d

coordination with commupity=programs and with
b

e

hing English to

ippears genuinely positive.

tistically significant positivd shifts in. the lan skills of the
‘ -
parents in English u Jece reported on two instruments, Both data
t
analyses reported

significantly positive

shifts at the .01 level, It was
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commnity project.. While her time appeared streotched in many directions,

the coordinator seemed uniquely competent in/understanding the community.

: ! / ;
Being/bilingual herself. a.very strong refommendation is made that she
/
should be given more time to devote l(/this; combined project which seems
/

to be so appropriate for both the sghool children as well as the adults

in this community.

i In conclusion, a very strong recommendation for continuation of the

project is made, with the/recommendation also that this model project be

v ; <
duy rated and expanded /if at all possible.
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TUACHSE MADE TEST OF CONVERSATIONAL: BNGLISH

T.2.A.T.H, PROGRAM . :
195 Sanford Street %) Nrs. Carmen Hardir
3rooklym, N.Y, 11205 ) .~ Cocrdinator
Class_ Name Py
3 N,
Date N )

Reading Inventory -

3

e 2 very ‘cood hoy. ( is, are)

.

2. Rgbert snd: Mary :oingiio school. (is, are) . .
3. They ' VDTJ bappy. (isp't, aren't) : .
4. She Foing to the party. (isn't, aren't)
5. John i verf smart. (wsfo, was)
6. We gnint heme. (was, were)
7. They going to play baseball today.(wasn't,weren't)
8. Jorn ~rying. (wasn't, weren't)
. 9. John 190 Hart Street. (lives on, lives at)

10, She Fulton Street. (lives on, lives at)

11. Do you have ,' hoys? | (to, two, too)
12. I will go . (to, two, *o00.)

13. He all his homework. (do, does)

14. What you enjoy? (do, does) 3
5. Yolanda ‘ nine brothers. (has, have)

16. Peter and Robert : - three dollars.(have, has)
17. Mary . like Robert. (doesn't, don't)
18, What you like? (doesn't, don't)

19. I very old. (am, is)

20, Mike ten years old. (am, is)

»

PAST TENSE SHOQW the past tense of the following preserit words.

Present \Past;ﬁ
1. cry ‘}
* 2. work \
3. run N T e ;
Ly jump _»_____
54 walk




BAes 2 - cent e 170

List the Months: List the months of the year in nrder. .
1% 2851 Q,
2. €. 10
T e e :
; a3 Al

List your hor: address:

.

Li=* the seasons of the year:

1, 2. FRE 3 . g o
“Write two telling sentences: .
i -
4 -
2 ; -
.
Write two asking questionsi
.
1. 3
2, :
Complete the following in order to make a sentence.
1. Where are % . .
TR
: : - N
2. John is E2 <

Change the following words from singular to plural:

1. work : 4, coat.
aanat.i 5. man
Foiail

CONTRACTIONS: Write a contraction-for each pair of worts.

« He i §

5. Have not

”
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Change each sentence to make it corrrct:

" 1. he is nine years o01d?

2. robert and mary is happy

‘3. how is you doing

4, Do you like mi friend?

5. 1 is tree years old? .

Write a letter to a friend:

I‘ s
| i

Reading Comnréhension

John walks five blocks to school eyery day. He likes school
very much. His best subject is social studies. He does not like
math. John's favorite teacher-is Mr. James. Mr. James is a very,
tall man. Jphn always gets a lot of homework every night. .

When John comes home from school, the first thing he does is
to drink milk and eat cookies. 'Then he doesg his homework. .
Answer the 'following questions:
1. What subject deesn't John 1like?
2. Does John get homework every night?

3. What is the first thing John does when he comes home from school?

MATCHING COLUMN I COLUNN II :
1. blue 3 a. a drink -

2., Brooklyn b. a weather condition

Simigota L ; c. vehicle o'

L, juice : d. a part of the body 3 -
"5, automobile ' e. to buy food at

F.\élpnw f. a color

7. supexrmarket g. a borough ofiN,Y. City .

8. breakfast h. A meal ; :
9. bﬁéeballn\; i. furniture

10.5now_ j. a game

: 21 : !
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ORAL COMPREHENSTON == TEST PICTURE

1.,\What is the red building? : _
2. Where are these children zoing? ; .
3. What is. the lady doing?.

-, wﬁat is bh'top of the school Quilding?

5, What is the man driving? . y $
VOCARULARY 4 2
1."Tuoﬁday is (a) a house, (b) a day, (o)'a month, (d) a color. . 2

2.‘Kornink is' (a) a friend, (h) a time of day, (c) an animqif
3 (d) a kind of weathrr. . y :

\ &

3, Snow is (&) cold, (b) hot, (c) warm, (d) sunny/

L. A doctor is (a) a lawyer, (h) a factory, (c) helrs sinlr noaple,

(d) ie a nurs»

. A mailman (2) deljvers let*ers, (b) works in 4 regtaurant,
(c) teaches’ in. school, (d) works in a hospital,

&, Noon is (a) 3 AM, (b) 7 PM, (ec) 12 o'clock, (A) 2 Al - ;
) a car, (b) a person, (ec) A bwilding, (d) a atate,
2, pavrs are for iﬂ) f'(;(\iv\c' ('ﬂ.) -jmr-]]jv’]_," '((\\ +r|]l(4y-_:r' (d):r\(\_"zy\:v\n.

9, The hdad of New York City Governmernt is called a '

‘

(a) the K?x~3 (b) the Governon,’(ec) the Fayor, (d) the Bpasident,

10, A smilirg child ig (a) aad, (B) frichtered, (c) hie, * °
/,1\ k-mr\.,.
L
7
/
; iz j
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