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Chapter I: THE PROGRAM 

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 I'.S. r)4 Brooklyn. This program', locntqd 

in Bedford-Stuyvcsant, was ran on the basis, of after-school small group 

instruction. Prescriptive leaching was used TOidentify £he deficits 

and to plan remedial instruction according to the needs of the individual 

students in the program. Third, fourth, fifth and sixtli grade students 

who scored at least one year he-low expected grade level on New York City 

Reading 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 instruction. 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 

was low enough to allow an individually centered remedial program. 

Diagnostic testing by the teachers provided the prescriptions foe specific- 

tasks for each of the students. 

The remedial reading and math programs were begun on September 23, 

197").and continued into the middle of lune, 1976. Because of a variety of 

reasons, some students left the district during the school year. Remedial 

activities included group and individual instruction in both reading and

mathematics! Reading activities included word .ittack skill practice. 



reading for main ideas, vocabulary enlargement, dictionary skills, and 

silent as well as oral reading practice. Math activities included a focus 

on computational skills, .mathematical games, puzzles, strengthening basic 

math concepts, and practice'with many math instructional aids.

The second major component of this program focused on the teaching 

of English as a second language to 60 parents in the school community. 

These parents were basically representabive of the families in the school, 

and many of the parents of the children in the yifternoon program of remedial- 

instruction participated in the evening community based program. In this 

component, teachers from the school who were bilingual and. who understood 

the culture of the SpanisJi community were sent into both community agencies 

and private homes where chey ran classes of English language instruction 

for parents. The classes lasted 50 minutes, and three such classes were 

held on each of two nights a week. A total of 82 adults participated in 

this program during the project which began in September of 1975 and was 

scheduled to terminate in June of 1976. Fifty-six adults attended consistently 

throughout the year. The coordinator of both the after-school program and 

the evening program, Mrs, Hardy, was bilingual, and 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 

require-d 507,. for inclusion in i ho program. Each teacher met With three 

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

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 consisted of oral practice of sentence structure, 



grammar, and pronunciation -of beginning conversational English. Croup 

drills, individuai work on language mastery, and homework assignments were 

a part of the program. 

There.were three major objectives of tliis project. The first was 

to help pupils in the remedial reading program to achieve 'statistically 

significant growth in their reading functioning... The second objective was 

to help the sLrdents 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 significantly improve their conversational skills in English. 

Chapter II: EVAq'ATIVE PROCEDURES 

The three major evaluation objectives in this program were: 

Evaluation Objective .#1: Pupil participants in the program attending 
807, or more of the reading program sessions will improve significantly in' 
reading achievement above anticipation, as measured by the pre-posl 
administration of City-Wide Reading Achievement Tests. 

Eva 1u a t i on Ob j c c t i vc «2: Pupil part icipants in the program attending 
SO'/, or more of the mathematics program sessions will achieve a significant 
increase in mathematics achievement beyond anticipation as measurod by the 
pre-post administration of the Stanford Diagnostic Achievement Test. 

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

The instruments used LH the., program varied with each of the 

program objectives. For the first objective, the New York City-Wide Rending 

Test results of March, 1975 were used ns the pre-test data and also the 

selection criteria. Grade equivalent reading scores were taken ns're-ported 

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



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

Reading Test as post data. Data was collected fen all students who 

participated, except' in cases where students were discharged from P.S. 54 

during the year, or were unable to take the March, 1976 post-test due to 

illness, etc. 

While the original intention of the program was to serve 120 

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

participated. Twenty-six of these 104 children left the district during 

the year or did not attend the program regularly and were consequently 

dropped from 1 the program. Nine additional students did not complete the 

post testing, leaving a sample of 69 students- with both pre an'1 post' test 

data available in reading. The data was ana-lyzed using the historical 

regression treatment of "Real (treatment) Post Test versus Anticipated 

(without treatment) Post Tosl Design." 

Tne instruments usedv in the analysis of the mathematics remediation 

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

test in Mathematics. The pre-tcst data was drawn from the city-wide 

testing in Mar.ch of 1973, and the post-test data was drawn from the city- 

wide testing in March of 1976. All students who. pac.t icipau-d in the 

mathematics remedial program were tested, except for those students who 

were not in attendance on those da.tes. In this component   123 students 

were enrolled, twcntyrsix left the school during the year, and six students 

did not complete the post-testing due to illness, etc. 1'rc-and post Lest 
- 

information was available on <)l students, 

The instruments usi-d in Evaluation Objective "3, English as a 

Second Language, included a Teacher Made Test of Conversational English, 



as well as the New York City Non-English Rating Scale. Both of these   

scales were administered at the start of the program in September of 1975 

as prc-tests and again.in May of 1976'as post tests. Results of the 

Teacher Made Test and the Non-English Rating Scale were analyzed using a 

'correlated t test.on pre and post raw scores. While a total of fifty-six 

adults'participated in the program during the year, pre and post test data 

on the Teacher Made Test of Conversational English was available on only 

.'25 of the parents. The. adults responded poorly to the need to collect 

data, <ind in some cases refuged to participate. in the post testing. 

Data from the''Non-English Rating Scale was available for fifty-
  

s.ix: adults on a pre and port basis. This test provided a categorical 

rating (A through ;F) of English language, performance. Since the. pre and 

post data was in  the form of .categorical ratings, a chi-square analysis 

of shifts' in,- the ratings across categories was applied to this data. .It 

 should be noted that the data available for this aspect of-1 lie program was 

substantially greater than that on the Teacher Made Test of Conversational  English.

Chapter III:' FINDINGS 

The data utilized'to evaluate objective #1 consisted of reading 

achievement scores of elementary school agt-d children at P.S. 54 

Brooklyn. Tible 1 presents.a summary of this information on reading 

achievement. 
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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 
New York City Reading Test'. 

. 

Pre- Anticrlpated Observed 
Test Post-Test Post-Test Value Level of Per Cent 

Group N Mean Mean Mean of t Significance Attendance 

Grade 3 16 2.52 2.96 3.72   +4.507 .01 90.6 

Grade 4 21 3.40 3.81 5.03 +7.^148 .01 92.2 

Grade 5 21 3.85 4.20 5.27 +5'i054 .01 90^2 

.Grade 6 11 4.28 4.63 5.51 +11.054 .01 91.2 

ALL 69 3.47 3.86 4.88. +10.874 .01 91.1 

It can. be seen from the above data that, the students presented sign!-

fleant growth in reading, both -.is a whole group, and when the students were

grouped according to 75-76 grade leve;!. IV should also be noted that the 

attendance was quite high; 91.17, of all possible sess'ibns were attended. Hie 

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

14.1 months.   

-Table 2 presents a summary of this information on evaluation 

objective <>2, a significant increase in mathematics achievement scores. 

Table 2 - Summary of Grade Equivalent D.ita on Mathematics^ Achievement 
on Pro-Test, Anticipated Post-Test, and Observed' Post -test Scores on the 
Stanford Achievement Test. 

Prc-.- Anticipated Observed 
Tost. Post- Test Post-Tost,. Value Level of Per Cent 

Group 

 

N Mean Mean Mean   . of t Significance Attendance 

Grad'e 3 22  2.27 2 .63 3. 51, +10 .694 .01 89. 7 

Grade 4 26 3.29 3 .68 .. 4.63 +11 .847 .01 9-1. 2 

Gn-de 5 27 3.4-4 3 .73  4.56 +13 .284 .01 91. 0 
- 

Grade 6  16 4.03 . 4 .35 4.96 + '5 .933 .01 90. 1 

ALL 91 3.22 3 .56 4.40 +20 .489" .pi . .90. 6 



   

  

The above data suggests significant growth -in mathematics achievement 

for all pupils who participated, as well as for each grade level. The 

.average gain in mathematics, achievement was 11.8 months for the period from 

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

reading achievement for comparable groups were higher than the levels of

achievement-in mathematics. The very-high leveLs of attendance, 90.6X, 
" 

speaks well of the students' reaction to the program. 

Table.-3 presents the results of the data analysis related to 

 evaluation objective #3, the growth of skill in conversational English on 

the part of parents' in the evening program. For simplicity both the 

results of the Teacher Made Test of. Conversat ional English and the Non- 

English Sating Scale of the City of New York are presented together in 

this table. 

Table 3 - Data on Parent Testing of Competency in. English as a 
Second Language. . 

 1. Teacher Made Test 
of Convevsationa-l 
English 25. t lest + 7.287     .01

2. Non-English Rating 
Scale of the .City of 
New York 56 chi-squarc +23.017    .01

Calculated 
Statistical Value of Level of 

Type of Data N Measure Used Measure Significance 

Tabte 3 indicates' tliat signii Ic.nTit results- were- recorded on both 

instruments which were u«ed to measure the growth on the part of adults 

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

of Conversational English, while containing a total of 92 items, remains. 
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an unstandardized instrument. This instrument appeared lengthy to the < 

adults, perhaps explaining why so few of the adult completed the testing 

on both a pre and post basis. The second instrument, the New York City 

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

used in evaluating English language competency on a much wider basis'. 

In general, this evaluator would, rate the facilities and the 

materials utilized in this project as excellent. The afternoon program 

. . . 
 of remedial math and reading instruction used-thr.ee regular classrooms in 

P.S. 54, one of which was a mathematics laboratory. 'There-was qn abundance

of remedial materials in both read.ing and mathematics^, both commercially 

prepared as well as teacher made materials. The evening program with 

adults also had more tha'n a sufficient amount of materials. 

This project is certainly meeting the needs of the target population 

of the proposals The students in the afternoon program presented evidence 

of both r eading and mathematics retardation as called for in the proposal. 

The pupils served were certainly eligible for the remedial program. % 'Iliere 

appeared to be a degree- to whicii the program did not meet the projected 

120 students ^in the'afternoon remedial program, since only 104 students 

participated in the' remedial reading component, while 123 studgnts did 

participate fn the mathematics program^,. 

Tlie attitudes of both the students and tcac'fiers who participated* 

in the after school remedial progr.lm were c-ttcouraging 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 li.is to bt- attributed lo the fine

efforts of the Project Coordinator and her abiWty nnd her willingnessto 

work with the parents and the children in this program. Per bilingual 

https://progr.lm
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background, .ind the tact lh.it she know so much of the culture and the 

community, were v»'ry important. There were lew discrepancies between the 

proposed progr.im and the program which was observed by this evaluator. 

The program is certainly serving the. needs of the specific t.irget population 

for which it was designed. 

In the evening component , the evidence suggests that 82 separate 

adults participated during the year. Data was collected on a pre'and a

poet test basis for 5f> out of 60 cases called lor in the proposal. This 

aspect of. the program clearly met the 'projected goals, from the field visits of

the ovaluaior it was easy to ascertain that tin parents nut the 

eligibillty criteria ot minimal competence in English. Parent participation  and

parent attitudes toward this component were exceptional. The parents 

were, enthusiastic in their dfcsire to become competent in conversational 

Kii^lish. The skill-; .m.i attitudes a( the project coordinator .md the 

teachersin the piv>t,i.ii. .re exct-pt Innal ly gooil . Several recomneml.it {'ins 

iron the last_ evaluation 01 the progr.im Were implemented during the 

current year's activities.• specifically, the program was recycled as 

recommended. An increase to twice the s i /.e of  the program was recommended, 
<.• 

but Jue to a lack of addlt ional funds allocated to this project ,, this 

recommendation cmild not be implcitienfed . Obviously the failure of the 

program to increase its own size is outside of its control. An

idditiO'nal piraproTpasfonal was hired : for the afternoon part of the program* 
\ 

in agreementwith the recommendation. of theprevious evaluation. 

A recommendation- ' for bilingual teachers and • teachers of Spanish  heritage for the evening program with the parents

was partially satisfied. The teachers of the evening classes are obviously proficient in
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conversational Spanish while they are not of Spanish heritage and 

culture. Tills did not appear to this evaluator to be seriously damaging 

the program. Additional host homes lor the evening component were also 

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

Finally, better publicity .and dissemination were recommended tor the evening 

pfogram. This was met by coordinating the evening program with several 

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

participated in t-he program attests to its successful publicity.' 

Chapter" IV: ^SUMMARY OF MAJOR KIMUNCS. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The statistical evidence reported in this evaluation supports the 

conclusion th.it this project was highly successful. The data suggest* 

significant academic growth in reading"and mathematics functioning. The 

average growth in readrng v i . ..1 months lor ,i u-n month period. The 

average growth in mathem.ij i«.s .1 chievonenl was '1.8 months for the. ten 

• month period.St.itis tic.il measures, t scores, suggest significance i! the 

.0! level *n both reading and mathematics using the standard historical 

regression formula. 

Evident :rom this report suggests a basic conclusion found in 

much of the achievement tcsiing fn schools, that is, the ohler the groups, 

of children, the further below expected grade level functioning, the average 

SC'T'- 1^ usu.iVly appear. Clearly, iiowevei , ihis pro^r.m was successful in 

rrdu-i:'.; liiis ti: s i--piv . b> ',:,•• age level n-.l ruiii t ' on i ix in reading .ind 

mathematics. For the- aiiovi- roasoiv- , and in light ol the i.irue amount ol 

significantlypositive evidence in this project, this evaluator would mako 

the following s'pecific recommendations. 
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1. It would be recoinmcnded that a fourth teacher'-be hired for the 

after school program, B0 tnnt there might be two reading teachers and two 

matli teachers. The target population would tlien increase to'160 children  for

the next school year for both reading and mathematics instruction. ' "* 

The addition of the fourth teacher, a reading specialist^ with experience 

in the fifth and sixth grades, would help to round out the teaching staff 

of the afternoon program. 

2. Uhl'le this program presented significant data i'n rending and 

mathemat ics- it appeared to take a toll on the teachers iiwolved. Since 

all of the teachers who worked in the abler school program were community 

teachers who had i.night all day, on occasion it seemed that to work four 

extra afternoons-was pushing-the staft to the limit of their 'energy.• 

Perhaps- it the target population was srt-.-it lhf>. children, with each teacher 

servi.ng forty children, the. teachers should be limited -to working only 

two days per week in the after school program. This wou lid require, lour 

teachers for each 01 two sets ot days, 4 or eight teachers. It might also  " 

be suggested that some students would respond well to female teachers,

and if security was not, a problem, perhaps some female teachers should be 

recruited for-the a fler-school program. 

3. The evidence i rum this component also suggests that greater

i-L:orts should be made to i-ncouragi- ">th and 6th gr.rde students to participate 

>;inc« the degree of achievdmenl log increased .is the students appro ached

the sixth grade.

 i. It won HI seem logical to recommend that theVeading program should 

be stressed more , and .11 tempts to hring that population up to the target 

population should be made. fhis would probably require more time from the 
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Project Coordinator, and the recommendation dial she be used an additional 

hour each day is suggested. If and as the project grows as a response to

its success, the need for coordination with commity programs and with

parents will become greater. 

The evidence from the evening components of teaching English to 

Spanish speaking adults in their homes appears .genuinely positive. 

Statist ica 1 ly signif leant positive shifts in the language skills o!' the 

pnrents in English ungo were reported on two instruments. Both data 

analyses reported significantly positive shifts at the' .01 level. It was 

this evaluator's conclusion that this element of .1 cocimunil'y based English 

as a Second Language program of. instruction did much to maintain 
. 

communication between .1 large number of community families and the school. 

The successful results lead to a very strong recommendation that this 

aspect of. the total program be continued, with the iol lowing spe.-ific 

'recommendations lor improvement. 

1. This part of tlic project appeared to, be operating at or IUMI' tbe 
' . . - 

fiaximum level. Ft would be recommended that the target popu l.il ion lie 

minla itu'd .it '>') paivivbs or community members , wh ich appears appropr iVite, 

in I ight of the resources of the project . 

2. This i-va lua! or would r ce online nd ih-il I ho Ua i-er M.ulc lesl of 

Convcrsat ion.il 'English hi dropped • i m;i UM i ir the ;>;'..je.;. It appeared 

10 be- too lengthy, .ind lh.> p.irenis' :• n -,.'11-. • to ; t were very negative. 

The- other i us t rumeiit , -Hie N\'W York ,i';i ' '. ".on-ljig 1 i t;li Hating Scale, seemed 

much more appropriate for usi.- in the project . 

}. The Project Coordinator appeared" ID he strikingly apprepriate

ior this component, and. worked e:.cept ionn 1 ly with the adults in this • -



community project.- While her time appeared stretched in many directions, 

the coordinator seemed uniquely competent in understanding the community. 
.. 

Bei'ng-'biLiTigual herself, a very strong reommendation is made that she 

should be given more time to devote to this combined project which seems 

to be so appropriate tor both the school children ns well as the adults

in this community. 

In conclusion, a very strong recommendation for continuation of the 

project is made, with the recommendation nlso thnl this model project be 
. . 

duplicated cmd expanded if at all possible. 
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TEACHER MADE TEST OF CONVERSATIONAL ENGLISH
Iil^^^— 

 

N.Y. 11205 

Class Name 

Date

Reading; Inventory 

Grammer
1. He a very good boy. ( ir , are)  
"> , Robert and mary going to school, (is, are)" 
"<. They very happy. fisr't, aren't) 

goingto the pprty. (isn't, aren't) 
5- < T ohr. very f?mart. (WPTR, was) 

going home. (was, v'f>ro) 
?. They ta piny bap^ball today, (wfts 1 t,w«ren' +.) 
?. John crying. (wasn't, veren't) 
Q. John 190 Hart Street. ( liven o", vt's at) 

 10. Shp Fulton Street, (lives on, lives at) 
11. Do you have hoys? (to, two, too) 
12. I will p;o (to, two, toe.) 

13- He a 11 ^s homework, (do, does) 
What you enjoy? (do, rfoes) 

15. Yolanda nine brothers, (has, have) 
16. Peter and Robert three dollars. (have , has) 

1?. Mary like Robert, (doesn't, don't^ 
18. What you like? (doesn't, don't) 

19. I very old. (am, is) 
20. Kike" ten years old. (am, is) 

PAST TENSE SHQW ."the past tense of the following preserit words. 

Present Past. 

1. cry 
'2. work 

3- run 
^i jump 
5- walk 



List the months: List tho months of the year in order. 

•5-. 1. 

"i. 

.1?. 

List your home address: 

Listthe seasons of the year

1. 2. 

write two telling sentencesi 
l'. 

.2. 

Write two asking, questionsi 
1. 

2. 

Complete the following, irt ordflr to make a sentence. 

1. Where are 

2. John is 

Change the. following words from singular to plurali 

1. work I*, coat
2. hat 5. man 
3. ball 

CONTRACTIONSi Write a rontraction-'for each pair of worfls. 
1. H<? is 
2. fT>^y arc 
?. I an not 
'i.-'Vould not 
5. Hav<> not 



page 3 - test 

Change each sentence to make it correct! 

1. he is nine years old? 
2. robert and rrary is happy 
3- how ir, you doing 
^. Do you like mi friend? 
5. i is tree years old? 

Write a letter to a friend:

R^adinp Comprehension 

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

When John comes home from school, the first thinr he does in 
to drink milk artd eat cookies. Then he does his homework,. 

Answer the ,'f ollowlng questions i 

1. What subject doesn't John-like? 

2. Does John ?pt. homework every ni^ht? 

J'. What is the first thin?; John does when he comes home from school? 

MATCHING COLUMN! COLUN?! II 
1. blue a. a drink • 
2. Brooklyn_ b. a weather condition 
3- sofa ., c. vehicle 

juice d. a part of' the body 
auto mobile e._ to buy food at 

f. a color 
supermarket g. a borough of'N.Y. City 

8. breakfast h. a me a1 

9. baseball i. furniture 
16.snow j. a fame 



Page k terst 

ORAL COMPREHENSION TKST PICTURE 

What is the red buildinp? 
2. Where are these children ?oing? 
T. What is the lady doir.er1?. 
U. What js 'on tdp of the school building? 

5. What Js the man driving? 

VOCABULARY 

1. "Tuesday is (a) a house, (h) a day, (r) a rrtnth, (d) a color. 

2. Morning is (a) a friend, (b) a tinp of day, (c.) an anima^ ,* 
(d) n kind of weather. 

3. Snow is (a) cold, (bl hot, I c.) wirm, ^d) runny/ 

U. A doctor. 5c (n) a lawyer, (h) a fnrtory, (c) helps sick people
i'd) ir a nurse

 5. A mailman(p^ delivers JGt-tTS, (b) works in a restaurant
(c) teacher; in- pchool , (d) works in a Hospital.. 

6. : non is h) 3 Af.", (b) "» Pf>v (c) \? o'clock, (d) 
* 

2 AM

?. A mar \F. (n^ ' a car, ,(b) ' n  per?cn, (c) a building, (d) a state.

! °. ears are for '^) seeing, ^h) smelling,  (c) talking, (d) hearing.

r'. Thi"1 h^nd of No 1 " v ofk City Government is called ? :
(a) the Kir^, (b) the Governor, (c) the mayor, (ri) the president.

in. A ?yn.ilir.g chrlri in (a) aa^, (b^ fri n-htor-oH, I c.) big, (d) happy. 
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