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CHAPTER I: THE PROGRAM

The Harlem Parents School Community Neighborhood Center

program was designed to provide remedial instruction in reeding

and math to students who needed assistance in acquiring basic

reading and math skills as they were typically two years below

grade level. The program was designed to give individual

tutoring to 80 pupils from 22 poverty area public schools. The

tutoring took place at the neighborhood center Monday throOgh

Thursday, 3:30 to 8:10 P.M. Friday afternoon was devoted to

workshops and cultural enrichment. The parents of pupils in the program

were counseled and informed about their child's needs, progress,

nd school activities. -The program provided referral services

with follow up for pupils end parents, whene p:lob oms exis4zod

that interferred.with school learning. Pupils were selected

on the basis ef consultation between the center's staff, the

taff of the pupil's school, and the parents if the pupil.

The staff consisted of one project coordinator, one heed

toucher, three regular teachers, one assistant tacher, three

teacher side, and twelve educational assistant (tutors). Due

to late hiring, the program did not start until the nd of

December. Some tutors left the program in October and November

because they could not be given definite assurence that they

would be hired.

All pupils were given the Houghton Mifflin Informal Reading

Inventory when they entered the program. This brief diegnostic

test includes on rnstent (word)-Recognition Test and a Silent-

Reading Comprehension Test to stimate the instructions' level
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for a given child. General observations-of reading habits and

oral reading problems are also noted. In addition, a short

teecher-made math test is given to all entering pupils that

covers addition, subtraction, multiplication, division and

fractions. Each tutor selected his own curriculum materiels for

each child on the basis of his evaluation of the pupil's needs,

in consultation with the howd teacher. The diagnosis of basic

skill weaknesses end strengths ems based on previous testing

in the schools mnd at the center, and on reports from the pupil's

teacher concerning his work and progress at school. The program

focused on determining tha specific reading and math level of a

given child and then systematically attempting to progress to

higher levels. A wide variety of curriculum materials were

available and each tutor developed an individualized program for

each pupil. The children end their parents filled out question-

naires concerning the various functions of the center. These

questionnaires were used by the staff to evaluate the strengths

and weaknesses of the center. Each week the tutors filled out

a report on his work with each pupil. Once a month the tutors

met with the parents to discuss the plans and progress o'f the

program. Systematic and periodic monitoring of tutors and

teachers was conducted by the hemd teacher and project coordinator.

As a result of being in the program the pupils were expected

to achieve statistically significant growth in their reading and

mathematics scores as measured by the New York City Tests. Changeo

in reading ability was measured by scores on the New York City

Test administered in April, 1975 and in April,'1975.

The program was operative forthe entire school year 1975-1976.



CHAPTER II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

The evaluation objectives were:

1. To determine whether as a result of attending 65% or more of

the Harlem Parents School-Community Neighborhood Center

program sessions, the reading grades of the participating

pupils would show statistically significant differences

between the reel pest-test scores and the anticipated post-

test scores.

E. Ts determine whetehr as a result of attending 65% or more of

the Harlem Parents School-Community Neighborhood Center

program sessions, the mathematicss grmdes of the participating

pupils would show statistically significant differences

between the reel post-test scores and the anticipated post-

test scores.

3. To determine the extent to which the program, as actually

implemented, coincided with the program as described in

the proposal.

A Historical Regression Analysis woo used to determine if

the reeding grades on the New York Citlide Test (NYC Test) showed

a statistically sifnificant difference between the real (or-

obtained) peste.test score (April, 1976 NYC testing) and the

anticipated post-test score based on the April, 1975 NYC pre-

test scores). Reeding scores available for 21 pupils in the

program besed on a variety of reading tests ether than the NYC Toasts

oeuld net be included in the data analysis. Where pre-test and

post-test reading scores other than the NYC Tests were available,
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the sample size per grade.was only one or two. There were 11

pupils in the program who did net take the NYC pro-test or the

NYC post-test. Pre-test and pest NYC Test data were available

for 38 pupils on the Vocabulary subtest and for 41 pupils on

the Comprehension subtest who attended 65% or more.of the program

sessins. Eleven pupils with NYC pre-test and post-test scores were

eliminated because they attended less than 65% of the program

sessions. Reeding test data were incomplete (no NYC pre-test and/or

pest-test scores) or non-usable (nen NYC Test results, or less

than 65% attendance in the program) for 43 participating pupils.

NYC Test data were analyzed for 41 of.the 84 participating pupils.

There were only two complete pre-test end pout-test

mathematics scores present in the pupil records made availabe to

the present evaluator by the project director. It appears that

limited number of pupils took the April, 1976 NYC Tests in

mathematics, and so very few were sent in to the project director.

The evaluation f mathematics achievement, as noted in the second

objective, therefore, could not be done.

CHAPTER III: FINDINGS

A Historical Regression Analysis was used to determi

whether as a result of attending 65% or more f the Harlem

Parents School-Community Neighborhood Center pragram sessions,

the reeding grades of the participating pupils would show a

statistically significant difference between the real post-

test scores end the anticipated post-test scores when s correlated

t test was applied. Grades were combined because of low sample

size in each grade. There was one p!spil in grade two, two pupils
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in grade three, thirteen pupils in grade four, four pupils

in grade five, ten pupils grade six, six studants in grade

seven, and five students in grade eight. The correlated t test

results for vocabulary are shown in Table 1 on page 11 in the

Appendix. The mean anticipated post-test score for second, third

ahd fourth-gr-ade pupils (N=15) was 4.581, and the standard

deviation was 2.245. The mean post-test score for second, third

and fourth grade pupils was 5.347, and the standard deviation was

2.473. The difference for vocabulary achievement between the

anticipated post-test end actual post-test scores was not

significant (correlated t = 1.751). For the fifth end sixth grade

pupils (N=12) the mean anticipated post-test score was 4.321,

and the standard deviation was 1.755. The mean post-test score

for the fifth and sixth grade pupils was 5.400 and the standard

deviation was 1.573. There was a significant difference (correlated

t = 4.237) between the anticipated and actual post-test vocabulary

scores for the fifth and sixth graders beyond the .01 level of

confidence. The mean anticipated post-test score for the seventh

end eighth grade students (N=11) was 6.058, and the standard

deviation was 2.328. The post-test mean score for the seventh

end eighth grade students was 6.645, and the standard deviation

was 2.857. The correlated t test of -0.400 indicated that there

was no significant difference between the anticipated end

actual post-test vocabulary scores for the seventh and eighth

grade students.

The,cofrelated t test results for comprehension are shown

in Table 2 on page 11 in the Appendix. The mean anticipated
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post-test score for second, third and fourth grade pupils (N=16)

was 3.955 end the standard deviation was 1.36E. The mean post-

telt score for this group was 4.263 and the standard deviation

was 1.670. The difference on comprehension achievement between

the anticipated and actual post-test scores was not significant

(correlated t = 1.450). For the fifth and sixth grade pupils

(N=14) the mean anticipated post-test score was 5.437 and the

standard deviation was 2.169. For this group the mean post-test

score was 6.086 end the standard deviation was 2.135. There was

no significant difference (correlated t = 1.377) betwen the

anticipated and the actual post-test vocabulary scores for the

fifth end sixth grade pupils. The mean anticipated post-test score

for seventh and eighth grade students (N=11) was 6.604 and the

standard deviation was 2.402. For the seventh and eighth grade

students the mean post-test score was 6.618 and the standard

deviation was 2.129. There was no significcnt difference

(correlated t = 0.036) between the anticipated and the 'factual

post-test comprehension scores for the seventh and eighth grade

students.

Except for the fifth end sixth grade results for vocabulary,

the above findings indicate that objective number one was not

achieved. These findings, however, may be misleading. The

comparison of the NYC pro-test scores that were obtained in April,

1975 with the April, 1976 post-tent dote require the use of en

11 month period. In the Historical Regression Analysis the

estimate of the anticipated post-test score (believed to occur

if the pupils had not been in the program being evaluated) is

based on the period elapsing between the pre-test and the post-test,

9



or 11 months, and this period is supposed to reflect the number

of months the pupils were in the program. The growth in reading

scores of the wnticipated pest-test scorew l'eflects growth

believed to occur over an 11 month period if the pupils hed not

been in the program. In actual fact, however, tha 41 pupils

evaluated were only in the program between 3 and 5 months, as

the program did not start until Decembet:., 1975 and the actual

post-test data were collected in April, 1976. The use of 11

months required by the actual dates of pre-test and post-test

data collection produced an inflated or high estimate of the

anticipated post-test results. You expect much more improvement

over an 11 month period than over a 3 to 5 month period. A

maximum of five months, therefore, should be used, and not eleven

months, to estimate the growth,in achievement if the pupils had

net been in the program. The use of an 11 month period erroneously

reducers the magnitude of anticipated post-test versus actual

pest-test mean differences (by inflating anticipated post-test

scores) and so reduces the possibility of significant findings.

A more suitable analysis would be to test each pupil when

he starts the program and again at the end of the program, and

then apply the Historical Regression Analysis. This procedure

would not only be more sound statistically, it would greatly

facilitate the accumulation of reading and mathematics test

data in contrast to relying on the schools to send in scores

obtained only in April.

The atmosphere in the observed classes was quite conducive

to learning. In general there was one tutor for one pupil, and

at times one tutor for two or three pupils. Each pupil received

10



8

a great deal of individual instruction. The rooms and halls

were quiet, the pupils were relaxed, well behaved, and appeared

motivated to learn. The teachers were hard working, competent,

patient, well organized, and enthusiastic about their work. The

physical facilities were adequate and enhanced individualized

instruction.

The project coordinator, head teacher, end tutors indicated

that they had enough materiels end supplies for this program.

The supply room was well stocked with a large variety of readers,

workbooks, and educational games.

The program appears to clearly service the needs of the target

population, pupils whe were retarded ln reading and/er mathematics'

by two or more years below grade level. The program as implemented

did coincide with the program as described in the project proposal.

CHAPTER IV: SUMMAAY OF MAJOR FINDIN6S,_ CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The statistical analysis of the mean NYC post-test versus

the anticipated post-test scores indicated no significent

improvement in comprehension and significant improvement in

vocabulary only fer the fifth and sixth grads pupils. Serious

questions were raised, however, concerning the use of 11 months

(April, 1975 to April, 1976) as a basis for predicting post-

test improvement when in fact the students spent between three

and five months in the program when they ware.tested in April, 1976.

An evaluation of mathematics improvement could_not be done es

pre-test and post-test scores were not available in the pupil records.

The program was in full operation during the school year
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and effectively coordinated by the program director. Physical

facilities and materials used in the program were adequate and

as described in the proposal.

Conclusions

Because the program was implemented according to the

description in the project proposal, and since there are

serious questions concerning the ..sse of the Historical Regression

Analysis for the present sample, the program can be considered

successful, and it is recommended that the program bs continued.

Recommendations

1. Have teachers in the program test each child when he starts

the program in mathematics and reading.and at the end of the

program with a standardized test such es the MAT. In ordar to

e valuate improvement of reading end mathematics, an indication

e f achievement level must be obtained when the pupils start

the program.

2. Include parent reactions end participation in the program as

a, specific program objective ta be evaluated in c systematic

and objective manner.

3. Insure early hiring of tutors so that tutorial Functions can

start in September er October.

4. Use MAT pre-test results as a Liiognostic teal to plan

specific remedial work for each pupil, especially in

building mathematics skills.

12
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APPENDIX

Table 1

Comparison of Anticipated Post-test versus Actual Post-test

Mean NYC Grade Equivalency Vocabulary Scores by Grade Level

Anticipated Actual
Pre-test Post-test Post-test

Grades N M SO M SD Pi SO t P

2-4 15 3.747 1.790 4.581 2.245 5.347 2.473 1.751 n.s.

5-6 12 3.458 1.580 4.321 1.755 5.400 1.573 4.237 .01

7-8 11 6.118 2.032 6.858 2.328 6.645 2.857 0.400 n.s.

Table 2

Comparison of Anticipated Post-test versus Actual Post-test

Mean NYC Grade Equivalency Comprehension Scores by Grade Level

Anticipated Actual
Pre-test Post-tst Post-test

Grades N M SO IA SO IA SO t P

2-4 16 3.281 1.080 3.955 1.366 4.263 1.670 1.450 n.s.

5-6 14 4.714 1.835 5.437 2.188 6.086 2.135 1.377 n.s.

. 7-8 11 5.818 2.095 6.804 2.402 6.619 2.129 0.036 n.m.


