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The T1tla I\Nonpubl1c Schools Corractlve Mathematics Servicaes Program,
horaaftur called the Corrective Mathematics Program,,served 8,547 nonpublic
| sqhoo1 students in gradas 1 through 11 at 167 sites. Participating students
ware Title I el1g1bla qnd required remediation in mathematics (six or more
Rmonths below grade 1ave1) The goals of the.program were: (1) to develop
pqp11s readiness,for mathemat1cs learning, (2) to improve pupils' develop-
ment of mathematfca1 cohcepts and (3) to increase pupils’ ach1eveMent'§n
computa;}ona] and prob]em solving sk111s o
e Instruct1on was given 1n small groups of five to ten students. Each
"aroup met two - to five times per week for 35 to 60 minutes per session Em-h '
_phasis was p1$oed on developmental and discovery techniques "The program.

»
provided referehce materials, measurement materiq]s. standard1;ed tests, pu=

A%}

p11 workbooks ana audio-visual materials.

I}

/// The staff- 1nd\uded one full-time eQuiva1ent (FTE)* coordinator, four

" FTE fie]d supervisors, 87.4 FTE teachers and three FTE secretarigs and/or

c1erks. ' . \ : T - ,
) : '

-

FTE: Fu]] time equivalent; one FTE .is equivalent to one-full- time staff .-
> - postion. Some tgachers in the program are hired on a part-time or
. per diem basis; / therefore, the amount of teaching .service is expressed

" in FTE' S in 11eu of reporting the number of teachers emp]oyed

! - '1'.. ~




[T, DATA ANALYSIS .

Objectives And Tests Used

‘ grgg 1. Students were to achleve gaiq? fn performance in mathemat-
‘1ca1 cnncepts. as measured by the Stanford Early School Achievement Tast,
Leval 11, greater than would have been expected in the absence of treat-
‘ment. L ’

© USOE -Evaluation Model Al was used to derive the “no-treatment expec-
tation." ' Pretest raw scores werg converted to Normal Curve Equivalents
(NCE's), a type of 'score which expresses performance in relation to the
per formance ef a nat{ona11y representative sample of students. Posttest
scores were also cohverted to NCE's. It was assumed that, in the absence
of treatment, the mean MCE of the group would be the same at posttest as
at oretest

An increase in mean NCE was interpreted as a gain in performance be-
yond what would have been exp3cted without treatment.

Grade 2-11. Studentswwere to achieve gains in mathematica1 compu-
tation, concepts, and problem solving, greater than‘wou]d have been expec-
_tédhin the'absence of treatment,' Thase skills were measured by tne Total
Mathematics Score on the Stanford Achievement Test for Grades 2-8 and by
the Total Mathematics score on the’ Stanford Test of Academic Ski]]s (TASK).
for Grages 9-11. USOE Model Al was used, as above, to deriye the "no-
treatment ekpectation{" A gajn in”mean NCE from pretest to posttest was

interpretéd as a gain in performance attributable to the program.



" CHART 1

\ TEST LEVELS AND-FORMS, BY GRADE
\ FOR CORRECTIVE MATHFMATICS PROGRAM

GRAﬁgs T TEST LEVELS -

Grade 1 . ‘ , SESAT, Level II

Grade 2; o SAT, PRIMARY 1, Form: A

Grade 3 % SAT, PRIMARY 2, Form A
Grade 4 SAT, PRIMARY 3, Form A
Grade 5 . SAT, INTERMEDIATE 1, Form A

Grade 6°  °  SAT, INTERMEDIATE 2, Form A

Grade 7-8 . SAT ADVANCED, Form A

Grades 9,10,11  TASK, 1 Form A+ *

Grade ‘12’ , v/f TASK, 2 Form A

*Although Léve] 11 was specified in the
evaluation design, Grade 11 students were
actually tested with TASK, .Level I. Eleventh

grade norms are unavail ,for Level I, so-
that results are not gped for this grade.

'{'.




‘Analysis of Evaluation fesults

Acuakying to the records kept, 8,047 ihd&ant: were served Ny the pra-
gram. This evaluation reports on 7,896 students for whon bulh.pre»'and bus(«
test data are avatlable, $quanus ware aliminated from analysis hecause of
arrors 1n data transcription, or becausa appropriate norms were unavallable.
For example, all 1lth araders in the program were testad with TASK Luvefal
instedd of Level [I. While this test may have been more appropriate to thetr
1nstrupé16nal level, NCE's have not héen.prnduced for 11th graders on this
tesﬁ and thg data were not analyzed, ﬂ

As the following table lndlbatas.\thu-brogf&m objuct ives were met';n

“all eleven grades raportaq: Pa;formance improvement 1s particulaély ﬁtrty—.
ing in grade r, where thgfé?wns a mean NCE gain of 24. . In grades 2 Lhrnggh
7, where program enro]]ﬁent is concentr%ted. medn NCE gaing ranged from six
to nine. | . |

Correlated t~tes£s were performed on the raw scores and NCE's for grades
1 through 10 and 12.. A1l aains were statlsticélly significant beyond the .001

level. . *

L.



L | CHART 11
| MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT SCORES FOR STUDENTS I
_ CORRECTIVE MATHEMATICS PROGRAM, GRADES -1

. Pre Pos g Pre  Pgst IN NCE
Frde TR e T ) B
N ® 77 Madian 21 43 21 40
SESAT LEVEL (!
Grade 2 Mean | i 45 EV I T O 6
N = L28) Median L) 4% 0 1
SAT, PRIMARY [ - :
Grade 3 Mean 44 o8 2t T !
N » 1456 Megian 44 68 21 K
SAT, PRIMARY I ,
Grade 4 Mean 16 57 10 14 Y
N « 1477 Median . »o LY 29 I
SAT, PRIMARY Il
Grade 5 Mean 4l | 60 1 16 ' 5
N = 1364 Madtfan 40 60 1 35
SAT, INTERMEDIATE 1
Grade 6 Mean 43 61 Y B 9
N « 944 Median 42 60 3o i7
 SAT, INTERMEDIATE 2 ‘ : ..
Grade 7 Mean 36 50 2y 37 9
N = 547 Maediah J5 47 i1 3y
SAT, ADVANCED
- Grade 8 Mean 43 56 ' 30 36 6
N = 324 Median | 42 53 - 31 36
+ SAT, ADVANCED 1 4
Grade 9 Mean &3 28 "33 41 8
N = 287 Median © 23 . 29 34 41
TASK 1 » ‘ | |
Grade 10 Mean 2y 2 38 6
N = 160 Median 24 0 - 32 39
CTASK 1 - .
_Grade 11 Mean 15 " 19 , * * *
N =71 Median 15 17 *
TASK 1 ) : | : ‘
Grade 12 Mean ‘ BT 18 28 10
N=6 Median - C12 14 19 26
TASK 2 :
BY ' . /7
*A11 11th graders were tested with TASK Level I’
instead of Level II; appropriate norms have not
been produced for 11th graders on Level I (See
.Page 4.) . .
Qo - -5- 11 .

ERNC | -




FEL. SUMMARY OF SURVEY DATA AND TEACHEW IHTERViEWS

A tedailher survey provided dats From B0 teacheis whu completed the
quastionnaire at 4 group MWatIng at the and uf the school year.  Tha survaey
wdd Copstrycted based on responsey from Lhe teacher Interviews, pretesled,

*

and revised by the Ofr|¢a af ﬁducdllnnltvdluatlun (OFE) with a::!at:nhu
trom the central Title | Nonpublic School ﬁrugéam amu\ni;tr;tur:

[nterviews Ldnductcd with tgachers and staft i 12 schools from May 9,
1980 through June 1, 1980 alsa pravided «valunlluﬂ\dn(a. bach site visiy

ineluded an observation of the Title I instvuctional program and an inlerview

with the teacher. The s1tés for the evaluation were selected fﬁhdumlyufram

a xtratified sample of schoul~ in the Title l\(n'tﬁgt1Vﬁ Mathematiwa Pw bram
The interview form was also constructad, prdtuatéd. and‘vevlﬁﬁd by the Ofa
fice of Educational Evaluation with assistance from the central Title [ Non-
public School Proqrom ddminlﬁtraturw Thv interviewer was trntnad‘|n Lhé
use of the form by OEE ‘taff and Title [ nonpublic S(hUQl p%rsunnvl baforuv
Londu9t1ng the interviews. The interviewed teachers were Taformed that the
purpose of the interview was to provide information to the program coordina-
tors and QEE. Teachers were assured that their responses'QOUWd be reported

and stored anonymously. The interviews ranged in length from 40 to 60 min-

utes; the average interview time was 49 minutes.

-
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Information About Teacﬁgr Respondents A%

A

Teaching Experience.\ The survey data indicate that, 6%-of the 80

- 2
teéchers had gne_to five years expe/ience, 45% Ead six to ten years, 40% had
7;11 to 15 years,“4% had 16 ta 20 years and 5% had more than 20 years teaching

¢ ‘-
~ 4 -7 \ ~

jfexperience.f\gik *35**F"gf,j_, x-"w R
- of the 12 intérvieWed teachers, 50% had Six to ten years teaching
experience, 33% had.11 to 15 years experience and 17% had 16 to 20 years

v,experience No interviewed teacher had less than five years ‘experience.

Teaching Experience in the Title I Corrective Mathematics Program

0f the surveyed teachers who responded to this question, 21% of the teach-l,Lf

ers indicated that they had one year of experience in the program, 2% had

two yéars experience 6% had tbree years, 6% had‘?our years, .and 61% had

five years on mpre experience in the Corrective Mathematics Prog '
Educational Background The survey revealed that 9% of the surveyed

/ |
teachers in the program have a BA/S degree on]y, 14% have a BA/S degree

p]us graduate credits and 76% have a MA/S degree

The interview ‘data show 17% have .a BA/S degree p1US graduate credits
and 83% have _a MA/&wdegree (in e]ementary‘education, gu1dance administra- |
~ tion and'supervisioggthistory,or math education). Forty percent Sf'thOSe
with graduate degrees'have taken graduate-credits.beyond their Masters

degree. - -,

PrOfessiona]'Development1Activities, The'surveyed teachers_were asked“
about the professional development activities;in:which.they,had partici—
pated during the past three years. THeir responses indicated that 65% had
earned co]]ege credits, 16% had participated in non- Tit]e I Board of Edu-
| cation workshops, 21% had taken UFT courses, all had participated in Title I -

¥ Fd
' P .

- .
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workshops. 39% had attehded Tocal and nationa] professional- conferences,
‘ 24% had participated in pub]isher s materia1 workshops and 24% had taken
other non-credit courses.. - ’

.A11 of the interviewed teachers indicated that they had participated
‘1n the in-service workshops conducted by the Tit1e I Mathematics Coordin-
. ator and f1e1d supervjsors 'Other types of profe551ona1 deveiopment act-
jvities during thé past three years included invo]vement/attendance at the}’
1Nationa1 Council of Teachers of Mathematics (Tocal and nationa1)~meetings,
'50% graduate courses, 50%; special workshops (Cui51naire or Madison Pro-
~ Ject workshops), 33%; and se]f-initiated work 17%; (one teacher gave work-
fshops during the summer for ‘Great Ideas and another teacher deve]oped a set

“of charts for ‘Stanford).

Pupi1 Profile ' o B

Number of Students Taught The"surveyed.teachers.were asked "How
“many -pupils do you teach at all sites Where you work?" - The averaqe number
of;students per teacher was approximateiy §6. |

The number of pupiisltaught by inte?@iewed teachers ranged from 40 to
100. The ~average number of pupils per teacher was 92. Thirty percent of -
the interv1ewed teachers taught at&on]y one site, 33% at, two sites, 25% at
three sites and 8% at four sites:

Criteria for Se]ection ' The. interviewed teachers were asked to identi-

%
fy the criteria for pupil se1ection in the Corrective Mathematics Program

A1 of the interviewed teachers indicated that 1ow achievement in reading,

‘residende in the target area, and low achievement in math were criteria for



selection.  Other.criteria mentioned were 1im1;ed English-speaking abil-

* B v ’
ity (25%) and teacher recommendations (17%). Teachers indicated that a

- student with a math disability~who did not also have a reading diSjEjli;y'

was not eligible for the program.

Participant Se]éctibn? Teachers in the survey were asked to indi- _

~

Eéte.é11 those who/barticipated in the selection of children to the pro-

gram: 95% resbondquthe Title I corrective mathematics teacher, 80% re-
sponded the nonpublic school principal, 77% se]écﬁed the nonpublic school
classroom.teacher, 36% indicated the ;bidance counselor, and.?21% fespond-.
ed the other Title I teachers. | |

A]l}of the interviewed teaghers said the Title 1 guidelines were used

in the selection of the pup11s.4‘N1nety-two percent of the interviewed

"teachers indicated that they participated in the selection of children for

" the program. The 1ntér§1eweq.teachers.a1so frequently mentioned thg

school principal (75%), other Title I teachers (75%), gﬁidance—cbunse]ots,
(8%), and the Mathematics Coordinator (8%), as people who participated 1H
the selection of pupils. | i |

| Clearly, selection of students for the program is a cooperative ef-. |
fort amdng the Title I teacher (using'thé Title I guidelines) with the

school principal as;umingkan active role.

Most Common Learning Problems. The survey listed eight 1éarn1ng pro-

‘blems and asked the teachers to identify the three most common to the stu-

dents thev taught. The surveyed teacher responses were as follows: 54%,

poor 1listening skills; 50%, retention skills;-48%, general problems in con-

Seventy-five percent of the teachers responded that limited English

- .speaking students were not assigned to a Corrective Mathematics Program
_ while the other 25% indicated that some of their students were limited

. English speaking. Therefore, it is possible that limited English speak-
ing is not a program criterion of eligibility, but an added factor.

~9-
- -
45'




. N { ’ . ) ‘. * T e . : ~ '—\
cept deve]opment' 36% attention problems; 31%,poor’se1f-images (1nc1ud1ng
ﬁfear of fa11ure) 29%, behaviora] problems; 27%, problems. from other ach1gye-_

-

ment areas; and 16% 1anguage prob]ems L .

The 1earn$ng prob?an most frequent]y ment1oned by the 1nterv1ewed
fteachers-was reading (79%). Other pﬂleems ment1oned ‘were poor. conceptual
labi]itfes“(42%)£ behavioraT problems (33%); short attention span (50%); %
prob]ems in 1isten1ng 50 and fo110w1ng 1nstruct1ons (42%)5 language problems
.(33%), anxiety (17%), and. prob]ems at home (17%). Soﬁévteachers also repor-
‘ted specific problems with content materials such-as: ~ difficulty wi th’word
"problems, difficuTty;in abstrgﬁt thinking, and lack of basic mathematics |

; facts; i ‘ : | | | -

-

Teaching Methodoloay - ' - ‘ '“

Major Areas of Focus' Magor areas of -instructional focus 1nd1cated

by surveyed.teachers’were 1earn1ng of basic ar1thmet1c facts, 79%; ac-

. Quisition of computational skills, 79%; 1ncrea51ng_prob]em'so1vnng ability,
95%; diScove#ing number yelationships, 79%; qnd.formfng generalizations,
56%. | o |

Al TntérvieWed te;chers named the 1earn1ng/9f“basic aﬁithmet{c facfs
and increasing problem so]V?ng ébi]ity aé the.majof foci of instrUctioﬁ
Ninety-two percent of these teachers viewed acqu1sit1on of computat1ona1
@*ﬁ]]s, discovery of number re]ationsh1ps, forming genera11zat1ons and

: fixing learning as the major foci of their instrucion. Other responses

1nc1uded conceptual deve]opment, 25%, .geometry, 8%; thinking 1og1cal1y,

8%; and pract1ca1 arithmetics, 8%.




T1me A1location Interviewed teaChers were asked to est1mate the .'

tine a1Tocated to various 1nstruct10na1 activites. Segenty f1ve oercent

of the teachers 1nd1cated that they sbend between “0% and 75% of the1r//

/ o

time d1rect1ng 1nstruct1on to the eﬁt1re group\of an average of ten pup11s
. These interv1ewed teachers usua11y Spent 25% o? the1r t1me on 1nd1v1dua1-
1zed instruction (1nc1ud1ng mon1tor1ng p%p11s work), and 10% of the1r t1me )
in forma] and 1nforma1 d1agnosis No 1nterv1ewed teacher spent more than |

102 of the t1me in. discipline and housekeep1ng duties i
| -Motivation " The surveyed teachers were. asked to identify the methqu
/or techniques they used 40° motav&&é students '91. 2% ‘¢hecked games ,, 83, 8% 'kp

reported us1ng man1pu1at1ves,(56 2% checked{i:ward systems (stars, stamps, ;‘

etc. ) 36. 2% 1nd1cated pupil se]f—eva]uat1ve echniques and 25% reported
graphs For) se1f track1ng ‘The survey a]so asked the teacher respondents

/ H
to check the two most obv1ous pup11 behav1oraJ changes that resu]ted from

4

the increased motivat1on - The responses were: 64% more part1c1pat1on in
'T1t1e I c1a§‘?oom act1v1t1es 39%, w1111ngness to try more. d1ff1cu1t mate- !
A r1a1s, 39%, better se1f—1mage 25% greater rapport w1th the teacher, 23%
;more attent1ve, and 16% undertaking 1ndependent work- N |
A11' of the intenfYewed teachers indicated the use- qi\games and/or v;;\
manipulative-type mater1a1s as.motivational techn1ques The ' 1nterv1ewed' |
'teachers also not&d that students have trouble sitting still; it 1s, there- i
fore, 1mportant that the students be involved in actnv1t1es that allow for
movement ~Some movement activ1t1es were a c]assroom store drawing p1ctures,
and making pancakes as a way of dea11ng with fractions. Forty-two percent
of the interviewed teachers tried to coordinate learning objectives with
rea1-1ife“proh1ems,Vstores and questions. Seventeen percent used'areward'

«




N

system (stars/stickers) as a motivational'toOI. 151xty-seven percept indi-

cated that positive changes had occurred in the students' attitudes toward

mathematics. Specifically, students were‘eager to come to c]ass, they re- .
-quested extra work,.they became more‘conf1dent 1n the1r abilitiesy and the1r

se1f-]mage improved. In add1t1on 42% of the teachers reported a decrease

./\

“in_discipline prob]ems and 25% reported an 1ncrease 1Brc1ass part1c1pat1on

E
- s
{ &

PeervTutor1nglglndgpendent Study and Ind1v1dua11zed Instruction.-

'Forty-s1x percent of the surve/ed teachers 1nd1cated the1r students were

1nvo1ved 1n peer tutor1ng and 64% 1nd1cated that the1r students were 1n-
»vo]ved 1n 1ndependent study activities. o L
S b p : T
Dur1ng the'lnterv1ews, 67% é% the 1nterv1ewed teacherst1nd1cated -

':the1r students were involved 1n some form of peer tutor1nq - This qener-

- a]]y;took the form of one ch11d who had mastered a top1c he]p;ng'another
éhﬁ]d with're1ated work. ‘Eiohty-three percent reported that their, stu--
dents part1c1pated in self- eva]uat1on act1v1ties by check1ng their own

'work and answers A11 but one of the 1nterv1ewed teachers indicated
'the1r sfudents part1c1pated in 1ndependent study Twenty-f1ve percent’

a.reported the1r students d1d 1ndependent sfudy in the form of homework as- '

P another 25 reported that they would give an 1ndependent study

ass1gnfent to 1nd1v1dua1s who were perform1ng at a level d1fferent from :
the rest of the class and 33%-said Zhey sometimes gave students work to '

do 1ndepentent1y suchyas math games, d1tto shezz:—aﬁ??puzzles. Only one

interviewed - teacher indicated that children w involved in longer term B
S oo

1ndependent study act1v1t1es 1nvo]v1ng several days work on a topic or

. project. -

Ty " v . V
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.-Pupil Assessment.' SurVe&ed teachers were asked to spécify items they

used to,asse5§ their,students’ academic abiiities at the'beéinning offa year

'aand'durfno the’year. The folidwing table summarizes their responses.
Vo Co . Lo o .
o, o .k

&

2

Techniques used by Teachers (1n‘pencentages¥ to Assess Pupil
' Achievement at the Beginningyand During The Year

[

- - . Beg1nn1ng - Duging ,

Type of Assessment . ° ,psrof Year e Year
Title I Program Assessment ' A 19%' | ) 9%
An, Informal Reading Test# R ' T o
- A Standardized Norm/Referegced Test 90%‘Q‘.h& 60% |
A Standardize dtr1ter1on Referenced Test. 7% oo - 26%
 Teacher- Madefjritgrion Referenced ‘Test _"10% | e ' f26%- .
‘Conference with' Classroom Teacher . .  20% ) 31u;i' 27% |
An InfoghalMathematics Test -~ 208 * 5 0%
‘Classroom Observation - " .h”40% '
4 A —
o

Surveyed teachers ‘were asked to name their two maJor uses{ 0 the re-r

su]ﬁs of the 1n1t1a1 assessment 65% mentioned eva]uat1on of progress, 49%, '

- 1nd1vidﬂa112at1on of 1nstruct1on, 40% organizat1on of group work lesson.

"plans, 6%, teacher se]f eva]uation and 2% 1nd1cated using the results of the :

{
assessment for d1agnost1c purposes

A1l interviewed teachers 1nd1cated that- they gave the Stanford Ach1eVe-
ment Test for initial diagnosis and assessment of the students “dchievement
' tn math;matics. Fffty‘percent of the interviewed teachers also used teacherr
'made,in&truments\gcriterion-referenced tests). In addition, the'interviewed‘

13- 4 -
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teach;>F said they USed the regu]ar c1assroom”teachers recommendat1ons
as part of their 1n1t1a1 and on -going’ assessments -‘ |

3

Interviewed teachers used the 1n1t1a1 pupv# assessment~as a basic

v'

ﬁ/
too] for long range p1ann1ng and for organ1z1ng the studepts in groups.

The maJor1ty of th?’1nterviewed teachers, 83% a1so reported uswng this _
pre11m1nary test1ng for 1nd1v1dua1iz1ng 1nstruct1on _

¥ Ha]f of the 1nterv1ewed teachers stated that the Stanford ﬂch1eve- N
ment Test was not’an adeuqate diagnostitc. 1nstrument because it was a mu]-
tiple choice test Thesé teachers felt the students had an advantage be-‘l
cause: they ‘could guess correct answers to questions on skills they had
not yet mastered. © S : ¢°§j ;?

‘ E1ghty-three percent of the 1nterv1ewed teachers indicated that they

used the Spr1ng, 1980, adm1n1strat1on of the Stanford Ach1%?ement Test to
reeggess students ach1evement In add1tion, a11 of the interviewed"

teachers gave some type of teacher-made test, usually at the completion

of a unit. A11.the 1nterv1ewedfteachers sadd that their prfmary method

of reasses§ment was by observation.of daily work; and they Keep torma] re-
_cords of the ski115'the.student has mastered. \kﬂl interviewed teachers
meet.with the regular classroom teacher for additional information for
reassessing pupils. - ¢ 'af' R | o Y |

A1l of the 1nterviewed teachers felt the 1nforma1 and formal reassess- .

ments ‘were important in the eva]uat1on of éach student s progress S1xty-
seven“percent of the 1nterv1ewed teachens responded that on- go1ng reassess-
ments helped them ‘to 1nd1v1dua11zed 1nstruct1on, 67% reported that 1t a1ded
in organ1z1ng group work and 50% used the assessments for. short(and 1ong
range p]anning Addit1ona1 responses were to provide input to parents, feed-

‘back to pupils, informatiom for pupil self eva]uat1ons, and data to compare

w1th the assessments made by the regu1ar c]assroom teacher .

S
® - s
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Student Records. Al1l interviéwed teachers kept records;of’attendance .

test scores, pupils' progress, students work, a check]ist of skiii mastery
:for each student, a record.of c1assroom teacher conferences and notes from -
their meetings w1th the nonpubiic schodi principais Other records inc1uded,
progress reports, records of conferences w1th other Title I teachers and

“pupil. related correspondence.

Related Duties. A]] of the interViewed teachers indentified the. fo]]ow-
ing areas as dutiés re]ated to teaching: administering standardized tests, \
diagnoSing pupil needs, impiementing instruction, participating in in-ser- '
vice conferences, preparing and maintaining lesson plans and pupii records,
and confering with parents. Other responses incioded: prepa;ing instruct-'

rionai-materiais, organizing classrooms, conferring with teachers and the
principal, preparing progress reports, 1istening.to’student_prob1ems, help-.
: ing with reggiar c1assroom mathematics, and p1anning"the schedules.

Materials. | A]i interViewed teachers found the materials to be approp-’,
riate for the pupiis they taught. Teachers indicated ‘that commercia1 mate-
\riais were helpful and indicated a desire for additional ones.

A1l of the teachers indicated that the'Titie I Corrective Mathematics

superVisory staff se1ected the materiais they used vin their classroom. How-

X

'ever, 75% of the teachers said that they had some input into the selection

decisions because:they could reconmend materials.

A T : ®

Support sgrvices T - <;*%§\\\\

Y Clinical ‘and Guidancé. The survey asked teachers td identify those

- staff members who.referred pupils for clinical and guidance services; 91%
checked,the Titip I Corrective Mathematics teacher; 85%, other Title I non-
‘public schqol teachers; 83% classroom teaghers; 75%, principa]s; and 27%,

parents. Nineteen percent‘oi the survey respondents judged these services to

N T 2




be extreme]y effective 26%, very effective, 39%, somewhat effective 1% not
at all effective and 9% 1ndicated they did not know.
‘pring 1nterv1eWs, all of the teachers sa1d they/referred children to
guidance services. Ogher responses 1nc10ded were: recommendations from
the reguiar c1as§room teachers (67%), other Title I teachers (42%), the prin-
cipaTs (17%), and parents (8%). J -7 i,',wk;g-
The 1nterv1ewed teachers had varying responses about the effectiveness-
/of the c11n1ca1 and guidance services. Twenty -five percent of the 1nterv1ew-
ed teachers felt that guidance services were extremeTy effective; 8% very
effective 8%, effective, 42%, somewhéq effective; and 8%, not effective at

'aii; The predominant opinion was that effectiveness of the gu1dance services

varied in qua11ty from schooT, dependent on the specific guidance counseTor

Title 1 CentraT Staff. The survey.asked teachers‘to indicate support

serv1ces prov1ded by the T1t1e I Corrective Mathematic superv1sory staff
The surveyed teachers noted superv1sory visits, imstructional suppiies and

=

Jaudio-v1sua1 equipment o
ATT of thelﬁnterv1ewed teachers 1nd1cated the T1t1e I Corrective Math-
'vematics superv1sory staff suppiied 1nstructiona1 mater1a1s, made supervis-
ory vis1ts, provnded'reference'materiais, made ava11ab1e audio-v1sua1 equip-
‘ment, and conducted workshops. |

Nonpublic School PrincipaT }Eighty-five percent of~the surveyed teach-

ers responding to the questionnaire indicated that the nonpub11c schooT
pr1ncipa1 provided orientation to school procedures Sixty-two percent re-’
ported the principai arranged schedu11ng, 18% indicated the pr1nc1pa1 held
monthTy conferences and 16% checked that the pr1nc1pa1 arranged onferences
"with the regular c1assnoom teachers. Most of the teachers 1nter3\ewed found

the pr1ncipa1s to be cooperative and available when necessary.

16-




Eighty-three percent of the interviewed teachers reported that the princi-
pal enqouraged coord1nat1on with ‘the regular classroom teacher Sixty-seven
percent 1nd1cated that the pr1nc1pa1 a]so provided support 1n the areas of

or1entat1on to the school schedu11ng and pup11 re]ated conferences

- Parent dontact.

Number of Frequency. The data indicated that surveyed teachers met an.

average of 32% of the parents. Teachers reported seeing some parents on a
continuous basis, either weekly or monthly.

Interyiews revea]ed_that those teachers met with a range of 7% to 61%"

-

of the parents of a]] the students they tauqht (See Table 2). .The mean!
~ number of parents met per teacher was 30 (the range was from seven to. 59)

Thirty-three percent of the 1nterv1ewed teachers had met with 1ess than 25
.of the parents (range for parents 7%= 20%) 42 with between 25 and 50 of the.
_ parents (25% -44%) ; 25% with more than half of the parents (517 61%) No in-
terv1ewed teacher met with more than 61% of their students' parents.

fhe number of parents.met at each classroom site (see Table 2) rénges
‘frpm aero to 59. The average numben of parents met at any one classroom
site was 14. Forty:}our percent: of the c]assroom'sites in thelsample had
contagt withiless than 25 of the parents (0%-23% range); 40% of the ¢lass-
rooms' in the samp]evhad contact with 25%' to SO% of the parents, and 16%
had éontect with more than 50 (52%-75% range). No classroom site had con-

tact with more thanf75% of the parents. : -

12

. "* .
This figure is based on the total number of parents for a11 sites that
- each teacher serviced.
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The 1nterv1ewed ;eachersiindiceted that most of the meetings ogcurredrin-_
formally either before or after school. The teachers noted that they had

. met 10% or fewer of the narents in a formal manner. Contact with Barents
seemed to be. dependent on the prox1m1ty of the schoo1 to the home addres§x
Contact was high when students walked to schoo] and 1ow when students were
bussed in from far away. The interviewed teachers sa1d that s1ncermost

parents work, they are often unable to meet with their‘chi]dren's teachers.

- TABLE 2 .

Percentage of Parents Met by Each Interyiewed Teacher by Each School Site -

_ - B : _ ‘
1 .2 3 4 5 3 7 8 9 10 - 11 - 12

SEHOOLS — TWELVE INTERVIEWED TEACHERS -

S¢hool 1 o : S
Pupils Taught 40 40 60 96 19 62 26 100 20 82 43 60
Parents Met 13 5 10 59 3 18 5 25 8 50 10 45
Percentage 33% 13% 17% 61% 16% 29% 19% 25% 40% 61% 23% 75%.

School [1 v . ' '
Pupils Taught 40 40 .59 40 56 21 43 36
Parents Met- * 8 10~ -2 12 20 11 4 10

. Percentage 20% 25% % 30% 36% 52% % 28%

School I11 ,
Pupils Taught 19 - v 0 SR [ B 19 °
Parents Met 3 2 ‘ 20 ‘ 0
Percentage - 16% 10% ‘ 50% , 0%

School IV - E
Pupils Taught ' 20
Parents Met - . 5
Percentage , ‘ 25%

Totals T ' ‘

Pupils 40 99 100 96 98 102 82 100 101 82 = 105 96

Parents Met 13 16 =~ 20 '59 7 30 25 25 +44- 50 14 55
, Percentage  33% 16% 20%°61% 7% 29% 30% 25% 44% 61% 132 57%

=18~
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’ Only'iﬁ% of the interviewed teacﬁers reported daily meetings with any
parenté; when this contact gid occur it waS informal (on the street, be-
fore or after school). An~additional 33% éf_thg teaéhers sawAsome parents
informé]]y'op a‘weék1y basis. ‘Eighty-tﬁ;;e percent of the interviewed
teachers indicated(contaét with-some parents every repartinglperiod, 58%
on a monthly basis, and_106% rep?rted segihg some parents‘on a yearly bas-

- is (both formally and informally). (See Table 3.)

. -

A . TABLE 3
Fregquency of Parent Contéct by;Each,Interyiewéd Teécher"
N . __ \
TWELVE INTERVIEWED TEACHERS |

1 2 3 4 5 6 7.8 9 10''n 12
Number of' ,
Parents Met 13 16 20 59 7 30 25 25 44 44 14 55 -
#seendaily 0 0 * 0 0.0 0 0 030 0 0
% seen weekly 50 0 % 50 0 3 0 0 030 0 50
% seen monthly 50 0100 75 0 3 0 O 0730 20 50
% seen every , ' '
reported period 30 100 20 100 100 5 0 100 100 95 50 O
% seen vearly - 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

—

Method. According to the "survey, the most commonly reported means of -
communicating with parents was face-to-face (80%). ~Other means reported
were by telephone (22%), by written communication (20%), and by parent/

tutorial wdrkshops (35%).

* Missing daﬁa I b ('ES



tnterviewed teachers were also asked about the ways they communicated

¥

with parents. A1l of the teachers reported face-to-face meetﬁngs{ Other
methods included by telephone (83%) written communncat1ons (inc1udingi"‘

:wr1tten orogress reports), and form 1etters

—

Initiation. Seventy-nine percent of the survey. respondents indicated ‘
that the Tﬁt]e‘I corrective mathematics teacher 1n1t1ated the majority of
teacher-parent_eontazts; 15%‘named thefparents ann 1% tn&icated the re§n1ar’

,ciassrbom teacher. . ° . 7 |

/-two percent of'the ine viewed teachers identified the Title I

teacher “as 1n1t1aé/pg the paren: her contact. Eighty-three precent of

the intervie chers stated t

e of the parents also made the in- 5

itial contact. Other reportéd responses 1nc1uded the classroom teacher
k] .

(50%), pupils (33%), guidance counselprs (17%), and principals (8%).

Classroom and Home Involvement. Ninety-two percent of -the interview-

ed teachers reported having individual conferences with parents to discuss
“the students' progress. Over half of the interviewed teachers (58%) indi-
~cated that parents cane to. the c]assroon'to observe. Aga1n the 1nter-
‘v1ewed teachers reported that 1nadequate transportat1on for parents to the f
school h1ndered parental 1nvo1vement act1v1t1es. It was also reported that
some parents- had full time job ob11gat1ons or were unable to he1p the1r
child (e.g., because of 1anguage d1ff1cu1t1es) _

Teachers also reported ongq1ng articulation and eemmuntcation with

‘parents, both through homework assignments and through parenta] involve-

ment in game playing and math act1v1t1es

Major Concern of Parents. According to the survey, teachers feel the
’major concern of parents was whether their children were performing on

grade level.

S



A1l of the intenvieued teachersjindicated that,the:primary'concern of
the pareﬁts.was their chilﬂren'sjprogress. Other major parental concerns,
__asﬁassessed hy intervigwed teachers; included having:their children .reach -
: grade'ievei performance (58%) and'whether or not the child wou1d be promo-
ted'(SO%f Other reported parenta1 concerns inciuded behavior in the o
-c]assroom (17%): other services avaiiab]e to the child (8%), how they as
parents can heip their child's achievement (8%), and removing the child
'fromlthe regular classroom to attend Title I'ciasses (8%).'

Recommendations

-

Survey Results. The survey .listed seven recommendations and asked

teachers to che the one they considered most important. The results

. P . oo
were: 4 ‘ -

Wy

36% - More teacher involvement in materiais selection
33%‘?,Fewer(students seen more often ‘//{
18%

More workshops based on fit1e I teacher 1nput (re
~teaching techniques)

5% - More opportunity for.coordination with the c1assroom
teachers ~

2% - No significant'improvement is required

1% - More opportunity for coordination with the guidance
counse1or :

4%% - More opportunity for coord1nation with other Title I
personnel o

. - General. General recommendations suggested by the 1nterv1ewed teach-
ers included: .increase the frequency of instruction from twice a week to
" three to five times per week (33%); decrease group size to permit more in-

*dividualized attention (25%); more teacher involvement in materials select- -

.2]-‘ _
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ion (25%); more teacher exchange workshops (17%). change in the suudent
{e11g1b111ty ru1es so that those who are poor 1in math. but good readers ;an
.be included in the Corrective Mathematics Program, (8%); and.increase gu1d-
ance services (8%), .

Staff Deve1opment.s The most common recoﬂmendat1on was to have more

workshops Some Suggest1ons for these workshops included a course on 1earn-
'1ng d1sab111t1es making your own mater1a1s and model 1essons Other rec-
ommendations included more teacher-to teacher exhanges, and more teacher
intervisitions.

Para-professional. - Several 1nterv1ewed teachers indicated that they

“would 11ke to have a para-profess1ona1 to help w1th 1nd1v1dua1 pu011s A1l
of the 1nterv1ewed teachers w1th para -professional aides were very pleased
~w1th them. .' : l

It shou1d be noted that para- profess1ona1s are employees of decentra1-
‘1zed programs and as such are hired, supervised, and eva1uated by commun1ty
Qschoo1 district staff. ST o,
Para-profess1ona1 staff when assigned“by.comnunity school disticts w%ﬁi;

dnder the guidance.of the Title I teacher: (1) work with the selectéd pupils
on a'one-to-one or small group basis on specifjca11y planned activities geared"
to foster ski11s as diagnosed and taught by the Title I teacher; (2) assist
with preparation of materials; and (3) assist with clerical and housekeeping
tasks. o

- Pupil Se1ection Seventy -five percent of the interviewed teachers rec-

~

'ommended that students be p]aced in the pragram on the basis of the1r math.

disability only. Presently, the students must 1n1t1a11y show d1sab111ty

‘1n;read1ng'bef0re‘b9°°m1“9 eligible for the“Correct1ve Mathematics Program.

b
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Coordination with the Regular Classroom Teacher. The Title I teach-

er.confers perjodjcaJ1y with the n$npub1ic school classroom teacher to as-

certain thé'sdecjfjé ﬁeeds énd wea&nessess of the assigned pupils. Ev§1-
uation of pupil ach&evement.and progress reports are reviewed with nonpublic

ZSChooi stgff. §é;§}a1 1nferv1ewed-teachers recommended more communication

| with. théEETHssroomiféﬁcherw Constatutiona1 11m1tat1on and judicial decisions

determ1ne the extent to which T1t]e I staff are 1nvo1ved 1n the nonpub11c
i .;,'.; il

schoo1 1nstruct10na1 program.

. Coordination with other Nonpub11c School Title I Program Staff. Several

interviewed teachers indicated that communicationis a problem because the

days the different teachers are at.the same site do not always overlap.

P
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- III. CLASSROOM QBSE ' N SUMMARY
- e )

v

‘;ntroductinn ‘
| At each of the 12 sites visited, ¢lassroom observations were made
the same day as the teacher 1nterv1ew. The classroom observation usua]]y
took two and one-half hours., Fifty percent of the observations were fade

“in the morning and 50% in the afternoon. | | |

-

&

Classrdom Cha#acteristics
Ten of ths 12 é]assrqons were adequate in the cafegories of.lighting,

physjcal.order]iness{‘spacé, ventilation, f]exinility and freedom from ex-
tgrna] noise.ﬁ Many of theyc]qssfooms were large and sunny and perm1ttednan
extensive display of'teaching materia]s and student work. Ofithe classrooms
found 1nadequate one was on a poor]y 11t stage with poor ventilation. The
space was shared with the readinq teacher and thus provided 1ittle roon for.
math‘d1sp1ays ;nd/ogbmath assignments. The other class met in the,]ibrary, _

and thatllibrény was'quite crowded. There seemed to be Tittle blackboard

“space, and the math matg?ia]s, although sufficient, yeré not readily access-

P

ible.

General Observations -

A typical ifsson was divided into ihree activities: (1) a game bro-
viding dr1]]~on a'pnéviously ]earnsd skill nr the topic of the day; (2) a
devg]opment']esson during which the teqcher 1ntr6duéed a topic, many of
these;]essons included the use of manipu]afives;‘and (3) a.ﬁb]]ow-up ac-
tivity 1n§o]v1ng a pencil and paper;task at wn1ch‘t1me the teacher4pro-
vided for individual needs by circd]afing from child to child.

, =24~



Teachers éave students {mmediate oral feedoack through the lessons
.observed Some teachers guided the children 1n discovering the algorithm
ﬁwh11e others tended ta tell the children the process they shou]d use, De-
, ve]opmenta1 lessons in all c1asses 1nc1uded dialogue between the teacher
"and the students. therg were no lecture c1asses. ‘ Ll - ff5

i Seventy-f1ve percent of the teachers used man1pu1at1ve mater1als dur-
1ng the observat1on period. Eighty-three percent of the teachers used games
“to re1nforce and teach skills. A1l of the surveyed teachers used games and/
‘or man1pu1at1ves. This observation s in 'keeping with the teacher inter-
' views as well as the survey responses 1ndicat1ng that 91% of thevteachers
reporting us1ng-games and 84% reported. using man1pufat1ves. Twenty-five
percent of the'surveyed'teachers used a discoueryjtypé aporoach'in‘the1r
lessons and utilized a written or oral drill to reinforce skills. In ad-
~ dition, visual adds were observed in 17% of ‘the c1assrooms.

. S

Classroom Observation Checklist: Teacher

Other observations 1isted in Table 4, include the fo11ow1ng 92% of-ﬁ
.the teachers encourage ch11dren who work independently; one teacher 1n§1st-
‘ed onsgroup part1c1pation (8%). Ninety-two percent encouraged the child-
. ren tovwork'together; one teacher had,preoared individual assignments for
each child and did not encourage conversation'among the pupils (8%): There
were no social prob]ems eVident in any of the‘c1assrooms Therefore, there
was no opportun1ty to observe teachers solving soc1a1 problems. ATl of
the teachers worked with the ch11dren, talked to them about their activ-

1t1es, helped . chi]dren solve academic prob]ems and encouraged children in
- - . ) 3\ .
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their work., Twenty~f1ve perccntmof th taachers were .involved in pup11 d1ag-

nos1s/prescr1pt1on during the ob;%fyat1on per1od

. w
t

TABLE 4

Classroom 0bsenygt1oniﬁheck1ist: Teaeher‘
e : :
' +__ACTIVITIES § - . ¥ OBSERVED
- Encourages ch11qren to work independently 92%
"Encodreges children to work™ together o 92%
Talks with children about their actjvities
for the instruction period - . 100%
Works along with children -ﬂi: - 100%
He]ps ch11dren solve academic’ prob]ems : 190%_

‘ ,.He1ps ch11dren so1ve socfal prob]ems i‘ e " 423
iEncourages/reinforces ch11dren 1n their‘work 1-5‘ iOO%
Gives feedback to ch11dren on their progress 'ii 83%
Pup11 diagnosis/prescription '; 7; = 5 ; ‘?5%
Genera] discussions with pup11(s) :ﬂ ' f y ‘ f /o% '

Individual pupil conference 0%

!

Classroom Observation Check]iet: Children

s L

Observations of the ch11dren were ano made and summarized 1n Tab]e 5,
Ch11dren 3 work was v1sib1y disp1ayed in a11 c1assrooms : There were no
c]asSes 1n wh1ch _groups of children worked 1ndependent1y4br decided what
act1v1ty they would engage 1n Children® spent t1me wor51pg 1ndependent1y
jn 83% of the e1assrooms. o L ’ : t‘“: ,iytt

< _ B : S T T
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" TABLE §

i Cia;sroom Observation Checklist: Children’

-

T RCTIVITIES ¥ CLASSROOWS DBSERVED™
wbrkfindependentIy : ’ ' | 83w
Work 1n small group independent ‘of teacher | 0%

Children decide what they will do (their plan
1s not 1imited to specific teacher conceived

activities) ‘ . 0%
Children's work: 1s visibily displayed in ‘ 100% -
c]assroom . -

- -.7-‘  . |
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. ) : ' Q . 'D‘. )
Introduction . ¥ CoN T

This sact1on prov1da!ﬁa summary of two saparate 1ntarv1ews one with

the program coord1nator an, the othar with the field suparv1sor. Both peo-
‘ ple have baam\1nvo]vad with tha program for 14 years. The program cooro1na-

tor has been in th t" pos{ on_for the entire 14 years and the field superv1-
| sor!was a teachet nﬁkhe \firam for f1ve and one-half years and has served

as the field superv1$or forg he“past eight and one-half years
’
# ’/ﬁ \

Goals. The primary 9o 1 of ‘the” program is to 1mprove the mathmet1ca1
ability of those 9h1fdren w1§r\a1agnosed weaknesses in the areas ‘of compu-

Program Considerat1iﬂk

‘tat1on. mathemat1ca1 concegts/, &nd prob]em so]v1ng r The: coord1nator sug-
gested that a h1ddéh goaIQ%%<to improve the ch11dren S attitude toward mathe-
matics by creatggg an,1nterest, e11m1nat1ng fears and deve]op1ng an apprec1-

ation of the idea tﬁ%

9'«\

ymath is all-around us.

In 1966, when th"program began, the stated goa] was to b 1ng the child-
.ren’ up to grade level. As the program evo]ved it was d1scovered that the
th11dren ‘had to be mot1vated and thus the hidden goa1 was-tonce1ved - to
develop an-interest and apprec1at1on of mathematics. Thesa~goa1s were es-

tablished by the program coordinator.

Strengths and Needs. The strengths of the program are centered in the
' sma1¥ group size. and the opportun1ty for 1ndtr1dua1'attention; the super-
visor added that the dedication and training of the_staffvwas'an asset; 'and

the coordinator also emphasized the teachers' tratntng in e[ementary o
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mathmetics. The coprd1nayoxfpo1ntod to the need for adequa}a time and space
for staff development. The coord1nator also suggested a spacial certific-
ation category for teachers of corrective mathematics. No changes arc pres-
ently ant1c1pat‘%. thn program will cont1nue as currently formulated.
Purpose of Pr ogrgm Assessment.. The coord1nator said that program as-
'sessments sgrved for futyre planning and adJustment,1n the program as well
as changes 1n»teach1n61mgfhpgglp§§fg The supervisor added that tpe(pup1] asQ
sessments helped to gear the program toward the jctual need of the individ-
ual child. i ” o ““;' |

Instructional Considerations

Approaches to Instnuction. The use of games and concrete manipulatives

_were. emphasized. The coordinator focussed on the use of technological devel-
‘opments such as computers and ca1cu1ators. - The supervisor ménf1oned an eclec-
tic approach (audio -visual, man1pu1at1ve,‘and the 1ike) and a problem-solving

approach using the various computational téqhniques.

7bai1y7ﬁes§on.“'The sUpervﬁsor outlined a standard lesson plan format

consisting of a review:of prereauiste sk111s;vfo11owed‘py a drill on the
new or previous topics,  a mptivagfgna1 activity presented as a question or

a problem, .and the‘1esson devé]opment. The final goal is to have the stu-
dents app1y theirﬁunderstand1ng of a part1cu1ar concept or skill to the mas -

teny of a new concept. or skill. .

L - 4
Motivation. The coordinator and supervisor stressed that the use of

colorful materials, a hands-on approach to 1earh1ng ar1thmet1é concepts; and

the application of mathematics to everyday situations encountered by the child’

1',__ i)




,werq'thh primary motivational techniquas.nﬂﬂo one taxtbook 1s prescribad,
however, several taxtbook series are provided for teacher reference.

at 13 Taught and What 13 Tested. The c&rract1Va.

mathematics instrudtional objectives are more comprehensive than those mea-

sured by QL‘Fandard iad test. The codrd1nator fcatad that the {nstruction
1s based on weaknessas ravealed by the pretost. " The supervisor stated that

teachers use the New York City's Scope and Sequence, and Minima) Teach1ng

Essentidls and other New York City Board of Education publications.
' Intéoduct1on of New Ideas[Approachq;/Top1cs. The coordinator noted

that‘during the last three years there has beeT'dh fncrease use of calcula-

tors as well as an increased emphasis on gebmefry at the e]ementary school

level. The superv1§9r pointed out the new emphasis on the metric system.

She also noted an embhas1s toward‘a senéory (auditofy, visual tactile) ap-

proaéh'to instruction. The coordination of reading and math skills was also

: mentionad by the supervisor. , " | |
New ideas/topics/approaches are developed by the coord1nator and the |

supervisor. ‘The supervisor emphas1zed that they kept abreast of the newest

methods ahd endeavored to adapt thesé'to the Corrective Mathematics Program's

teachers' and pupils' needs. New ideas/fopics/approaches are ‘taught to teach-

ers during in-service workshops.

Student Cons1derat1ons

Reporting of Students Progress. The teachers d1scuss progress with
the students daily. The supervisor reported that each student has a fold-
er containing all of his work. The teacher also discusses the bi-yearly

.progfess reporg#with the student.
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The parent reeqjvoa.two wr1tten prograss reports on the child during
the year. The uubor?@;or'edded that parents are able'to discuss thefr
’child's.pfogres; dur1ng fnrme1 and informal contacts with teachers at
parent workahops. ’ | | | |

The schoo\_prﬁne1pn1 1s given 2 coéy of each ch1ld's September and Ma&
Stanford Achievdhent Tast scores, The superv1sor also indicatad that teach-
ars ma1nta1n an on- go1ng d1alogue with the pr1nc1pal

Retention of Students. Retention in the program was determined by two

cr1terja; remaining on.the.e11g1b111ty st and’ failure to reach grade lav-

el performance.

Personnel Considerations

Supervisory Staff's Responsibilities. Informal field visits are made
by the field supervisor to each teacher based on individual needs. A forma]f:
observation is made and forms the basis for a written report. Recommendations
concerning teacher performance are discussed during post-observafion confer-
ences and through follow-up visits.

The supervisoﬁ mentioned that all supervisors and coordinators meet
throeghout the year and exchange input on the various Title I nonpublic
school pregrams.‘ The coordinator said that a supervisor might occasionally
stop in ‘to see teachers in other Tié]e I programs in order to maintain inter-
program communications.

velopment. ° New methodo]ogies and materia]s are

Program Changes ai .‘:

" first discussed at the ?Lperv%éory 1eve1 and then presented to teachers at
_workshops. Small groups of teachers are then asked to try the new method-

3

glogybor ma%eria]s for possible program-wtde‘1mp1emehta§{on,
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Tha ~aord1nntav and super-

visor itrllle the aodisac1qn a? thd thehars to thq program, their qualifi-
cations, knowledge of the subject manner and their empathy for the childran

as the major strangths of the teaching staff,

* |

In order to strangthen the instructional staff, the supervisor suggests
4d the possibtlfity of requiring an MA dagrae in remadial mathematics educe-
tion for all future teachers. The coordinator stressed the need for A'd¢s1g~

nated central prpgknm location and more time for staff training,

Recommendationy

General, Both the coordinator and tﬁe supdrvisor stressed tﬁat'pup1ls
~should be selectad based on the mathematics disabiltty alone and should allow
‘Inclusfon of children with good reading sk11ls who are deficient in mathema-
tics skills. | ' ' |

Staff Development. The coordinator suggested requiring special certi-
ficiation for C@rrcct1vc Mathematics teachers. The coordinator also recom-
mended making videotapes of master teachers available as a resource for the
staff. '

‘Materials. Both the supervisor and the coordinator stressed‘thc impor=-
tance of keeping abreast of new materials and adapting'“uséful" materials
for the program. : '

Coordination with the Central Title I Program Staff. Both thg coordi-

nator and the supervisor felt that all Title I central staff work very -

closely together. No recommendations were made.



Analysis of thoxﬁrn-qnd posttast data for corrective mathematics
students indicates that the program had significant educational impact on
puptls' mathematics achievement. The most striking gain in scores occur-
¢d in grade 1, where the average NCE gain was 24. This finding {s worthy
of further {nvastigation. A major issue to address {s: Are there spact-
fic instructional varfables accounting for this gatn? [f specific instruc~
tional variables can ba 1ndan:1f}¢d. the likelihood that they will ba im-
plemantad in the following years will be increased.

Observations of clissrﬁom: ravealed that teachers waere implementing
the program according to 1ts guidelines. Furthermors, children were en-
gaged in their lessons; all teachers provided encouragement and reinforce-

v~mj%t to chi]drnn at work.

Bgcommendations

Corrective mathematics teachers offered the following recommendations
for program improvement: 1) fewer students seen more often, 2) greater in-
volvement in materials selections, 3) more workshops including a course on
learning disabi11t1e53 making materials, and model lessons. In addition,
50% of the interviewed teachers felt that the Stanford Achievement fest was
not an adequate diagnostic 1nstrument, because the test items are multiple v
choice and hence, gave the student an opportunity to guess the correct an-
swer. The evaluation team cannot fu11y assess'the feasibility or desirabil-

ity of implementing all of these recommendations. However, we do suggest

]
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that the Arogram'coordiRGtar discuss thesa 1ssues With Ceachars at ataff
‘meetings or during fleld visits.

One problem mentioned by both teachars amd superyisors was the st;ta
mandated criteria for pupt) selection. Puﬁiﬁs are selected for participa-
ttag only 1F they are ?Q]Ow grada leval in reading as well as mathematics.
Furthermore, 78% of the interviewed teachers mentioned that poor reading
abtlity was one of the most common learning problems of thelr stydents.
The evaluation team supports the program staff's concern with this Issug.

)

An admlniatratt&u practice worthy of pratse ts the manner in which
instructional materials are selected for use. The nlat,:!h‘ia,la ara piloted
on a sample of teachers to obitain thelr feadback before. the material 1s
cons tdered for distrihut!&n system wide. We suygest that thiy wrécttce
be adopted In the other program cbmponants. [n addition, the program
coordinator recommended that video tapes ha made of master teachers as a
resource for the staff. Implementation of this ;uqqaition would help to
sat}sfy the teachers' desires for workshops focused on model 1;3sons.
Furthermore, it may cut down on the time needed for teacher intervisita- .

tions. ' _ ’ -

Finally the eva}uation staff recommends that the effect of the tutor

“computer and the parent tutorial program be exasined to determine the im-
pact oh'pupil mathematics achievement. ' '
. 2 \
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