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CHAPTER I: THE PROGRAM
”,

The Harlem Parents School Community Neighborhood Canter

program was designed to provide remedisl instfuction in reading
and math to students who needed agssistance in acquiring basic
reading and math skills as they were typically twb yesrs below
grade level. The program was designed to give individual
tutoring to B0 pupils from 22 poverty area public schools. Ths
tutoring teok place at the neighborhood.centcr Mondey through
Thursdsy, 3:30 to 8:10 P.M. Friday afterncon was devoted to
workshops end culturnl enrichment. The parants of pupils in the prsgrax
were counseled and infermed about thair child’'s naeds, progress,
and scheol activities. ' The pregram providad referral services
with follow ub for Pupils and parents, whera p:eb.ams uxinﬁo&
that interfarred with school learning. Pupila were selsctc:

an the basis ef consultation between tha canter’s steff, thas
stafff of the pupil'’s schasl, end the pir-nt- of the pupil.

The staff corsisted of one project coordinator, one head
t.-ch-r, three regular t..chqr.. one asmistent teecher, three
teacher nid.; and twelva educetionel assistants (tutors). Due
to lete hiring, the pregram did net start until the end ef
December. Some tutors left the program in October and November
beceuse they could not be given deflnit- assurence that they
weuld be hired.

All pupils were given the Houghten Mifflin Infermal Reading
Inyontory when they enterod.tho progrem. This brief disgnostic
test includes an Instant (word)-Recognition Test end a Silent-

Reading Comprehansion Test to estimete the instructional level
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for a given child. General observations of reading habits and
oral reading problems aré also noted. Irn addition, = ;hort
tezcher-made math test is given to all entering pupils that
covers addition, subtraction, multiplicatign, division and
fractions. Each tutor selected his own curriculum materisls for
each child on the basis of his evaluation of the pupil’s needs,
in consultation with the heud teacher. The diagnosie of basic
8kill weaknesses and strengths was based on previous testing
in the schools and at the center, and on reports Fronﬂth. pupil’'s
teacher concerning his work and progress at schacl. The program
focused on determining the specific reading sand math level of a
given child and then systematicelly attempting to progress to
higher levels. A wide variety of curriculum materiala were
available and easch tutor developed an 1nd1v1du-1;z-d.progr-- for
each pupil. The childran and their parents filled out cquestion-
rnaires concerning the v.riouQ functions of the c.nt.f. These
questionnaires were used by the staff teo .v.iunt. the strengthe

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

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

met with the parents to discuss the plans and progress of the

program. Systematic and periodic monitoring of tutorse and

teachers was conducted by the head teacher and project coerdinstor,
As a result of being in the program the pupils were expected

to achieve statisticelly significant growth in their reading end

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,'1976.
The program was operative for ‘the entire gcheol yesr 1875-1976.
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CHAPTER II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

The svalustion ebjectives were:

1. To determine whether as a result of attending 65X er mocre ef
the Herlem Perents Scheool-Cemmunity Neighbsrheod Center
progrem asessiena, the resding gradas of the participeting
Pupile would show stetisticelly significant differences

betwesn the resl pest-test scores snd the anticipated pest-
test sceres,

2. Te determine whetehr as ® result ef sttending 65X or mere ef
the Har'lem P-ront- School=Community Neighberhead Center
progrem sessivne, the msthematices grmdes of the perticipesting
pupils weuld show stetisticelly significent diFf-r.nc.nh
batween the resl pocst-test scores snd the anticipated post~
test scores. ' | 0

3. To determine the extent to which the pregram, ss sciuslly
implemented, ceincided with the progrem aes described in
the propossl.
| A Historical Regressien Aneslysis was used to determine if

the r-.ding ﬁr-dés on the New York Cityjid- Test (NYC Test) showed

e stetisticelly -iFnificaﬁt difference b.g,e-n_th- resl (or

obtained) ﬁ--tnt.-t score (April, 1876 NYC.tenting) ing the

-nticiﬁitud pd.t-t-ot -oorqltb-iod bn the April, 1875 NYC pre-

test sceres). Reading -c-r;s aveilable Fér 21 pupile in the

’pFogr-n besed on & variety of reading tests sther than the NYC Teessts

couid not b.-includad in the deata analyiia. Where pre-test and

post-test reading scores other than the NYC Tests were aveilable,
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the sample size per grade was only one or two. There were 11
pupils in the praogram who did net take the NYC pre-test or the
NYC post-test. Pre-test and pest NYC Test deta were availsble
fer 38 pupils on the Vocebulary subtest and for 41 pupile on
the Compr-ehension gubtest yho ettended 65X or more.ef the pregrem
sessiena. Elaven pupile with NYC pre-test and post-test sceres were
;lininatad because they ettended less than 65X of the progrem
sessione. Reading test dete were incomplete (ne NYC pre-test end/or
pest-test scores) or non-usable (non NYC Test results, or lese
than 65X ettendence in the program) for 43 participating pupile.
NYC Test date were enalyzed fer 41 of the B4 é-rticip.ting pupils.

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

-methematics scores present in the pupil recerds made eveilebe te

the present eveluator by the project directer. It sppears that
e liaited number of pupils took the April, 1976 NYC Tests in
mathemstics, and eo very few were ::nt in te the project dir.ctor.‘J
The eveluetion of mathemetics echievement, ae neted in the eecend
ob jective, therefeore, could naot be donae.
CHAPTER IIIX: FINDINB?_

A Historicel Regression Anelysis was used to determihe
whether es a8 result of attending SSZ or more ef the levpu
Parents School~-Community Neighberhoced Center prﬂgr.n sessiene,
the reading grades of the participeting pupils would shew a
statistic-lly gsignificent diFFarencn between the r-.l past-
test scores and the anticxpated post=test scores whan e correlsataed

t test was applied. Grades were cembined bscause of low sample

size in sech grade. There was one pupil in grade two, two pupils

.
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in greds three, thirteen pupils in grade four, four pupils
in grade fFive, ten pupils ih grade six, six studants in grade
seven, and five students in grade aight. 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
afd fourth<grade pupils (N=15) was 4,581, and the standard
deviation was 2.245., The mean post-test gcore for secend, third
and fourth grade pupils was $.347, and the standard deviatien was
2.473. The difference for vocabulary achievement between the
anticipated post-test and actual post-test scores was not
significant (correlated t = 1.751). For the fifth and sixth grade
pupils (N=12) the mean antigipated 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 wes 5.400 and thé standard
deviation was 1.573. There was 8 significant diFFerche (correlated
t = 4,237) between the anticxpnted and actual post-test veocabulery
scores For the Fifth and sixth gradars beyond the .0l level of
confidsnce.A The mean anticipated post-test score for tha seventh
and eighth grade students (N=11) wes 6,858, and thb standard
dcviﬁtion was 2,328, The post-test mean score for the seventh
2nd eighth grade students was 6.645, and the standaid deviatien
was 2.857, The corralaﬁed t test of -0.400 indicated that there
was o significant difference between the anticipated and
actual post-test vocabulary scaores for the seventh and eighth
grade students.

4

The ,cofrelated t test results for comprehension are shown

imn Table 2 on page 1l in the Apperndix. The mean anticipated
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post-test score for second, third and fourth grade pupils (N=16E)
was 3.955 and the standard deviation wes 1.366. The mesn post-
tét score for this group was 4.263 and the standard deviation
was 1.670. The difference on comprehension achievement bstween
the anticipated and actual post-cest scores was not significant
(correlsted t = 1.450). For the fFifth and sixth grade pupils
(N=14) the mean anticipated post-test score was 5.437 and the
standard deviustion was 2.169. For this group the mean post-test
score was 6.086 and the standerd deviation was 2.135. There was
no significant difference (cerrelsted t = 1,377) beween the
anticipated and the actual post--test vocasbulary scores for the
Fifth and sixth grade pupils. The mesn anticipeted post-test scores
for seventh and eighth grade students (N=11) was 6.604 and the
standard deviation was 2.402. For the seventh and sighth grade
students the mean post-test score wes 6.618 and the standerd
deviation was 2.129. There was no significont difference
(correlated t = 0,036) between the anticipated and the actusl
post-test comprshension scores for the seventh and eighth grede
students.

Except for the fifth and sixth grade resulte for vecabulery,
the above findings indicate thet objective nunber'oﬁe was not
achieved. fhene findings, hewever, may be nisleéding. The
comparisor: of the NYC pre-test ascores that were obtained in April,
1975 with ﬁhe April, 1976 post-test deta requires the use of an
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
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or 1l months, and this period is supposed to reflect the number

2f months the pupils were in the program. The growth in reading

scores of’ the gnticipated pest-test scores i‘aflects growth
believed to occur over an 11 month period if the pupils had not
been in the program. In actual fact, howzver, the 41>pupils
evaluatedlwera only in the program between 3 and S months, as
the program did not start until December, 1975 snd the actual'
post-test data were collected in April, 1876. 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 rasults. You expect much more imprevement

" over an 11 month peried than over a 3 to S menth period. A

maximum of five months, therefere, should be used, and not eleven
months, to estimate the grewth (in achievement if the pupils hed
net been in the progrem. The use of an 11 month period erroneously
reduces ths u-gnitudo of snticipated post=test versus actusl
pest-test memn differunces (by inflating snticipeted post-test
scores) and so reduces the passibility of significant fFindings.

A more suitable analysis would be to test each pupil when
he starts the progrem and again at the end of the program, and
then apply the Historical Regression Analysis. This procedure
Qould not only be mare sound statistically, it would greatly
facilitate the accumulation of reading and mathematics test
data in contrest to relying cn the schools to send in scores
obtained only in April.

. The atmosphere in the pbserved classes was quite conducive
to loarning; In general there was one tutor for one pupil, and

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

10
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a great desl of individual instruction. The rooms and halls
were quiet, the pupils were relaxed, well behaved, and appeared
aotivated to learn. The teaﬁhaés wore hard working, cempetent,
patient, well organized, ana énthusiaatic about their work. The
physical facilities were adequate snd enhenced individuslized
insfruction.

The'projact coordinator, head tencher; and tutors indicated
that they had enough materials and supplies for this program.
The supply room was welil stecked with a large variety of readers,
workSooks. and educstionsl games.

The program appesrs to clearly sevice the neesds of the terget
pepulatien, pupils whe were retarded in reading end/er nath-n-tien‘

by two or more years belew grade level. The program se implemente:

‘did coincide with the pregram ss described in the project propesel.

CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY CF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS

Sunmarz

The statistical analyaiﬁ'oF the mean NYC post-test versus
the anticipated post-test scores indiceated no significant
improvement in comprehension and significent improvement in
vecabulary only fer the fifth and sixth grade pupils. Serious
questions were raised, however, concerning the use of 1l months
(April, 1875 te April, 1976) as & basis for predicting post-
test improvement when in fact the students spent betwaen three
and Five months in the progfam when they were tested in»April, 1976.
An evaluation of mathematics improvement could.nox be done as i
pre-test and post-test scores were éot available in the pupil records.

The program was in full operation during the school year

ERIC : 11
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'

end effectively coordinate& by the program director, Physical
facilities and materials used in the program were adequate and
@s described in the proposal.

Cenclusiens

Beceuse the program was implemented according te tha
damcriptioﬁwin éﬁe pre ject preposal, and since there esre
serious questions concerning the use of thé giit;;£5.l Regression
Analysis for the present sample, the prregram can be considered

successful, and it is recommended that the pregram be continued,

Recommendations

1, Have teachers in the program test each child when he starte
the program in mathematics snd reading.and at the end ef the
program with a standardized test such as the MAT. In ordar te

R evaluate improvement ef reading and iuthem-tic-, en indicetien
ef achievement level must be abtained when the pupils start
the progrem, ' ;

2. Incluce parsnt reactions end participatien irn the pregram s
@ specific pregram objective tc be evelusted in r systsamtic
end objective manner,

3. Ineure sarly hiring ef tuters se that tutorial functiens cen
start in September sr poctober.

4., Use MAT pre-test results as 8 Jiognestic toel te blun
specific remedial work for each pupil, especislly inr

building mathematica skills,
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APPENDI X

Table 1
Comparison of Anticipeted Post-test versus Actusl Post-test

Mean NYC Grade Equivalency Vocabulery Scores by Grade Level

Anticipated Actuel
Pre-test Post-test Post~test
Grades N M SO M so M 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 2.03e 6.858 2.328 6.645 2.857 0.400 n.s,.
Table 2
Comparison of Anticipated Post-tasst versus Actual Pﬁat-tust
Mesn NYC Grade Equivalency Comprshension Scores by Grade Level
Anticipated Acﬁual
Pre=-test Post-test Post-test
Grades N M SO M SO M 80 t ‘“é
2=-4 16 3.281 l1.080 3.955 1.366 4,263 1.670 1.450 n.s.
5=6 14 4,714 1.835 5.437 2.168 6.086 2.135 1.3?7 n.s.
7=-8 1) 5.818 2.085 6.604 2.402 6.613 2.129 0.036 n.s,
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