»

e

. o DOCUMENT RESUME
_ ED 213 737 - - : TM 820: 126
. . s . < 3

AUTHOR Ransen, -David L. ., - .

MTITLE : Compensatory/RemediJl Education Program (Act 433).

. : . Final Evalyation Report, 1980-81. :

INSTITUTION Louisiana State Dept. of Education, Baton Rouge.
PUB DATE - . 30 Sep 81 _ ~
NOTE - ' 5§p. N : '
‘EDRS: PRICE ' MF01/PC03 Plus Postage.

" DESCRIPTORS Accountability; *Competency Based Education;

. Elementary Secondary Edutation; *Pilot Projects;
. *Program Evaluation; *Remedial Programs; *School
(O Districts '
IDENTIFIERS *Louisiana

ABSTRACT . : i B g
: . ” The Louisiana State Department of Educatjon (LSDE)
competency-based education and accountability effort includes, as an
‘integral component, a_Compensatory/Remedial Education Prograift. The
primary' purpose of the program is to provide special .instruction to
those students who fail -- or, who are at risk to -fail -- to meet the
state's minimum standards, as pssessed by the upcoming Test of Basic
Skills, The first year's impleméntation of this program consists of
building aresearch database on a variety of compensatory/remedial
.;. instruction models for second-graders at risk for failure to meet the
minimum standards. Seventeen projects were awarded funding, of which
“two were planning projects; 13 were pilot projects, ‘and two were
demonstration .projects. It is intended that this evaluation report
will provide information required to select the most promising of
these models f§pr larger-scale implementation and demonstration. The
two projects approved for splanning and training of personnel excelled
in precisely those aiﬁis, and seven of the 15 pilot 'and demonstration
‘Projects demonstrated at least suggestive positive effects on student
achievement -in*one or mgre: skill areas. (Author/GK)
| . . .o ‘

%,

° 'Y ° - ’ -l . - . . ) - ; ¢
B . o : »
**************t**********3**‘********'&**4************?z*******************
* "Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the Best that can be made *

* o " from the original document. *
****************N***********‘***'*********-********?‘********************

~

[l




S .

: /

F

September 30, 1981

Accounfabilty
)QW@ﬂ@pm@mﬁ

~=Evaluation
M@m@mﬁ Inflormetion Systems
M@a_?@lﬁ

m

ED213737

> F]

COMPENSATORY /REMEDIAL EDUCATION. PROGRAM (ACT 433)‘

. i c R
F.‘ né] Repgrt us. DEPM}TMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
1980_ 1981 A EDUCATIONAL RESOQURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

X This “documept has been reproduced as
teceved from the person oy organization
orginating it

. Minor changes have been made-to improve
v N reproduction quality
.

L e Ponts of view or opinions stated in this docu
* ment do not necessarily represent official NIE
position or pohicy

/1

- ) . “PERMISSIGN TO REPRODUCE THIS
: MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

S Eburb

*TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) "

¥
~
’ Q
-
N

N

X STATE OF LWISIANA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Of fice of Research and' Dcvelopment

* - , P.0. Box 44064
tote BATON RouGE, LOUISIANA 70804 ,
. FEHGNe Spumbiht

L ) 2. -




<%

kY

L

L L -
s ¢ v

his public document was published at a cost of $2.79 per copy- by the Statz
epartment of Education to.gather, evaluate, and disseminate the results of
ampensatory and remedial model projects under authority of LA R.S. 17:400.
his material was-printed in accordance with the standards for printing by

. tate agencies established pursuant to R.S. 43:31:

1 ‘ 0y




4

\

v . .
COMPENSATORY/REMEDIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM (ACT 433)

-~

Program Administrator, Compens

s

-

*

Authored by» David L. Ransen.

Final Evaluation Report

-

o«

1980-1981

Submitted to:

.

4

L]

»
\/\

<

#illiam A. Davis, Director,
Bureau of Elementary-Edutation

»

a

— Susan Johnson, Supervisor, - .
Bureau of Elementary Education and

Education Program

'

'\

aiony/Remedial*

.




A

- - , -
_ o T ~ \ ]
‘ Compensatory/Remedial Education grogram\(Act 433) - Co ¢

. ‘/)%inal Evaluation Report
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L © EXECUTIVE SUMMARY L 7
\

Submitted byt Bureau of Eyg]uafion, Office of Research and DeVe]opmeﬁt /
Prepared by: - David L. Ransen, Ph.D. .

The Louisiana State Department of Education's competency-based education
and accountability effort includes, as an integral .component, a Compensatory/
Remedial Education Program. The primary purpose of the program is to provide -
ispeciat instr;;xion to those students who,fail -- or, who are at risk to fail
- -- to meet the state's minimum standards, as assessed by ‘the upcoming Test of

Basic Skills. - . S - , .

1 4

The first year's implementation of this program consists of building a
research database on a variety of compensatory/remedial instruction models, for
second-graders at risk for failure to meet the minimum standards. For the year
1980-1981, the Louisiana State Legislature allocated $100,000 to each of the
eight congressional-districts to support the development of model projects.
The Office of Research and Development drafted and sent requests for proposals

to_all Tocal superintendents, inviting them to submit proposals for planning,
pilot, or démonstration-projects. LT

The proposals received were reviewed by a joint committee 'of the Offices
of Academic Programs and Research and Development. Seventeen projects wer
awarded funding, of which two were planning projects, 13 were pilot projects,
and two were demonstration projects. It is intended that this evaluation report
will provide information required to select the most promising of thse models
for larger-scale implementation and demonstration. N :

The two projects approved for planning and.training of personnel excelled
“in precisely those areas in which deficiencies tended to exist in the other
projects: adequate planning and training. This suggests the argument that, .
in the future, it may be wise to-allow projects to engage in a year of planning
and training prior to the implementation of a pilot project. It is the opinion

of the Program Evaluator that both planning. projects are well-prepared to
initiate pilot projects. - .

]

Seven of the 15 pilot-and demonstration projects demonstrated at least
“suggestive positive effects on student achievement in one or-more skill.areas.
0f these seven, five ewidenced significant gains in all the achievement skill
areas addressed and tested. No evidence was found that students' affiliation for

school Eg; affected by any of the projects.

4 | 24

Overall, results suggest that the flexibility built in to the Reqﬁest :

et

for Proposals had a favorable influence. By .encouraging diversity among models, , «-°

both the LSDE and the participating parishes have acquired valuable information .
about the relative merits and_feasibility of a number of models. .

tbst of the parishes that experimented with computer-assisted instruLtion or
classroom management techniques experienced. a common core of difficulties. ft
appears that the state of the.art in the use of microcomputers #n classrooms is:’
‘not quite adequate for smooth operation on short-natice. It should he.noted,
showever, that many commercial concerns are working very rapidly ;to improve this
situation, and it may be only a year br two before dramatic iniprovements have

’ . 5 y . 4 .« v $
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been achieved, P

!

[ 4

Most of the projects that emphasized indi'vidualized.instruction showed
' promising- results. These projectd combined. the lowering of pupil-teacher ratios
with the institution of diagnostic/prescriptive instructional techniques. WhiTe
it is not clear which (if either) of these two components is the more potent,
" their combination seems to hold promise for remediation’ with high-risk second-
. é graders; and further testing of these modeis is ‘clearly warranted.,

"The clearest lesson ledrned was that compensatory/remedial education grograms
cannot be expected to function at optimal effectiveness when implementation does .
not begin untiT January or February, Although some projects can-be faulted °
for delays, all of "them were handicapped from the-outset by the fact that they
did not have their funding approved until after the beginning of the schbol
year. If state funding is to be forthcoming in the future, it is suggested .
that notification of funding be'giveF‘ at least one month prior to.the ‘béginning

A ' . hd N . .

of the school year. . .

[
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Compensatory/Remedial Education Program (Act 433)

. . . Final Evaluation Report ~ .

. . 1980-198] - E , -
Submitted by: Bureau of Eva]uat1on O0ffice of Research and Deye]opment
Prepared by: David L. Ransen, Ph. D . .

~ OVERVIEW

[}

‘The Leuisiana State Departmedt of Educat1on s competency-based eduéat1on
and accountab1]1ty effort. 1nc]udes, as an _integral component, ‘the anpensatory/
Remed1a] Educat1on Program The primary purpose of the program 1s t? provide _
spec1a] 1nstruct1on to. those students who fail -- or,.who are at r1sk to fail

LN N

¢
-- to meet thé"tate s minimum standards, as assessed by the upcoming Test of

~The f1rst year s 1mpTementatlon of th1s program cons1sts of bu11d1nq a

{
research database on a var1ety of compensatory/remed1a] 1nstruct1on MOde]s for

secogd graderslat Fisk; _for failyre to meet the-m§h1mum standards. It is
1ntended that th1s evaluation report will prov1de'1nformat1on requ1red to select
the most prom1s1ng models for ]arger sca1e 1mp1eme1cat1on and demonstration.

\For the year 1986\T981 the Louisiana §%ate Leg1s1ature a]]ocated $109¥900
to each of the eight ‘congressional districts to support the deve]opment of model

projects. The Office of Research ahd”Devegloprent drafted and sent requests for

£

" proposals to al) tocal superintendents, invitﬁng them to submit propoSa]s‘for'

¥
‘p]ann1ng, pilot, or demonstrat1on projects Tsee nexé sect1on for def1n1t1ons)

The proposa]s received weré rev1ewed by a Joint,comm1ttee of the Offices of

"Academ1c Programs and Research and Deve]opment <§eventeen projects were awarded

=fund1ng, of which two rere p]anning projects,'iB were pxlot projects, and'two

were denonstration projécts . T oL _f(.
v‘}

-

P




¢

' Purposes ) ) o .

The primary purpose of the.1980<1981 program was to generate prom1s1ng
" strategies for compensatory/remed1a] educat1on by supporting:planning, pilot,
and demonstration proJects‘ The proJects \purposes, in tgrn, depended on their

type
) ”

Planning P&Ojecté were to engage in intensive p]ann1ng, research,
and training of instructional personnel with the goal ‘of ready1ng
a schoo] district to implement a p1lot project.

¢

—

P&lot Pnoyecté were expected to exper1ment with novel progranis
of compensatsry/remedial education, so that the relative merits
of each program could be objectively evaluated. '

Demonaznai4on Pnoyectz were to demonstrate both the educat1ona1

.and cost effectiveness of instructional. programs that have already -

been piloted with success. Further, demonstration projects were
—— to serve as models of portable and effective programs for other =

school systems within the state to inspect and -possibly to -adopt.
. -

-
'

‘ - ' —~
Administration Procedures Adopted By The Department of ‘Education .

" The Departmeént of Education'(LSDE) has served two major functions in the
Compensatory/Remed1a] Educat1on Program adn1n1strat1ve and eva]uat1ve To
this end,;.a program coord1nator was appointed by the 0ff1ce of Academ1c Programs,

and a program evaluator was appointed by theQOff1ce of Research and Development.

-

’

"As soon as the l7‘successfu] applicants _were nottfied of their funding, ’
. “ .° -

negotiation sessrons were he]d between the Department and the LEA (Local Educat1on\\
/Agency) proJect personne] Represent1ng the Department'Were the. program coordi- -

nator and the program evakuator ‘Each project was represented h} one or more

contact persons appointed by each Tocal supér1ntendent The.purposes of -these '

négot1at1on sessions were: ;

-
~

1) to c]ar1fy and document the respect1ve ob}1gatfons.of the
- participating LEA and the LSOE;; \ ST

2) te assist ]oca1 project personne] w1th any anticipated prob]ems, and

3) to request rev1s1ons of proposals where necessary

"The program coordtnaton and the program eva]uator have maintdined close
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contact with local project personnel throughout the school year, and have )
gch conducted at Teast one onsite visit to all of the 17 funded proJects The\
pr1mary funct1ons of the program ooord1nator viere to ensure. that proJects were
being implemented as approved and as scheduled, and to provide assistance where
requested or requ1r%d. The program eva]uator was to take whatever stepst were
necessary to.eva]uate each project proper]y°andfobjective]y" These steps
1nc]uded ensuring that all_ quant1tat1ve and qua]1tat1ve data were subm1tted ‘

~ by project personnet as requ1red and in a tﬂﬂ!ﬁy fash1on, providing technical
ass1stance in eva]uat1on -related greas, and p]ann1ng and executing apprﬂpr1ate~
data analysis procedures te evaluate the effect1veness ) :

\

conclusion.

L]

e v \

Number of Part1c1pat1ng Students )

The number of students directly served by the compensatory/remed1a]

\
proJects (“exper1menta{/groups") was 1850. A roughly equal number of students
( contro] groups") were not directly served but were tested and observed as

4
a means of establishing benchmarks against wh1ch the effect1veness of each

p;oJect cou]d be assessed The ‘average number of students served per project
was ng. "
The number of students d%rectiy served repreSents almost a 100% increase
oVer the numbers conta1ned 1n the or1g1na1 proposa]s as subm1tted &0 the. LSDE.
«The LSDE negot1ated this increase w1th representat‘ves from each project to

encourage maximum cost- effect1veness. Table 1'presents thé number of students

<

served, the total allocation and cost per,student, the main program component

and a summary of srgn1f1cant findings for each project. ~
a . ‘/\“

—_— . Eva]ua 1op Plan

1

The evaluation plan concerned itself with bot# the process and products of
-

-+ gach project. Becafise oT the large number of diverse projects, no single plan:

¢

-3-
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= Table 1 RN -
~ \ !
N . T Hain Students t Significarnt Redults ,
( . Project . Component 1 Served Mllocation  Cost/Student SOS Reading ‘iath ‘Lang- .
. L e - - uage ¢
. . . B . . . 2 : 4
. . B Plagning Projects . .
. . East Baton Rouge EAR S $50,000 $291 - aee aee L
" Professional 72 . $50,000 694 , * -ee  eee JE L
« - .Development Center:  ECRI . - .- -
’ i . Bossier R v . . * ,
v . €addo - ‘ .
Claiborne . . . . ‘ "
DeSoto R - .
- Red River c o L g : .
abine ' e oot
s v ernon . M . v
.-'.--‘.‘59535’.'--------.--------------------------.' ............... P S S
: Pilot Projects S . .
Aca’d'{\ ) eI © 124 " 50,000 403 - No Mo, Mo --- .
, Bossfer . I - 7 I 842 No === Yes Yes
Calcasieu car T oam 3,050 - 329 . N  Yes No ---
Iberville oMl 100 ‘40,000 400 Mo %o Mo ---
Jefferson Cooue 12 49,881 . ass Yo  Yes Yes ---
o I3 . \ . N R
o Lafayette . 11 91 49,492 . - 544 to to No o ---
T Qleans 11 . 144 50,000 . 387 - Mo Mo Mo a-m
: St. Charles ; CAI, 85 46,911 552 eee eee Yes -e-
- . St. John the Baptist 1I- 110 \ 45,000 . 409 ‘No No o to
» . ° . +
” St. Landry - - 130 50,000 385 o No Mo i
N - . \ L3
Tang1pahoa 1 ' 98 47,675 486 No  Yes MNo ---
st Carroll CMI/CAL 13 " . 45,000 398 No . ees Yes -o-
North La. Consortium  II 102 - 50,000 . . 490 No  No  Yes ---
LaSalle - ) .
Obachita . Y.
. Caldwell * - :
I T sgTomememeeees e A
Demonstration Projects ?
. Ascension ) sm 45,888 413 No-  Yé§ --- Yes
\ost.mermrd.. N 11 75 50,000 .67 Mo Mo Mo eee g
o ROE - 1851 . $798,640 3431.46 (Average) .
N . 3 -
. 1. EAR = /Extended Academic Readiness CAl = Computér-Assisted Instruction -
CHI = Computer-tanaged Inst‘ructior; - Il = Individua‘lizg Instruction
/ ECRI = Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction il /

. ' 3 > " ~
2 Planning Project: “Plans, researches, and trains prior to the impmentation of a
oo - pilot proJect. o .
/

3. /Pi'lot Project: Experiments with promising remedial education practices so that the
relative merits of each may be objectively evaluated. ° .

. [

N 4. / Demonstration Project: Demonstrates both the educationa) and cost effectiveness of
nstructional programs that have already, been piloted wi tr} success.
"o : N.B. Empty cel) indicates subject was not tested or scores not reported, *

ERIC -, o ol 4+ 10 ' ‘
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could: be deveﬁoped to.evaluate the process of implementing each project.
Onsite visits provided brief opportunities to observe project jmp]ementé??on
first-hand, but the responsibility of documenting activities and their impact

rested primarily with the Jocal evaluators df each.project. In some cases this

documentatibn was thorough and comp]etg,'but in others it was lacking. )

.Evéﬁuatiné the products of the projec%é vas the primary responsibility
of the State Program Evaluator, who deQe]ope& a product ‘evatuation design to
be followed by all, But the p]annjng projects. The eva]uatidn c0nf9rmed to
a pretest-po;ftest cgﬁfro] ?xqup désigh. That is;'a projégt vas required first
" to select a group of §fﬁdent§ Who"wdu]d'receiye compensatory/remedial services
(expgrimenta] group), then idenfify another group of similar students with
whom the e;perimenta] group could be compargd pefo;g and after the implementation
of the project. The purpose of the control groupvwés to provid a no—treatﬁ@nt

°

eXBectatjon of achievement progress;’%hateis, to estimate the eéxpected progress

of experimental -group children had they not received any com ensator&/remedia]-/ ¢

services.

I. Major Evaluation Questions

A. Questions Regarding Individual Projects: Process

!}

1. ~#¥as each project implemented as approved and as schedu]ed?'

2. In\éases whereé§ignificpnt departures froébdesign or schedule
" occurred, how did these departures affect the outcomes?

3.\ What were the major strengths and weaknesses of each project?
4. How could the p

project design be strengthened in a future
implementation? .. , ' .

Questions Regarding’ Individual Projects: . Outcome 1 N
1. Did studénts receiving compensatory or remedial services demonstrate
-significant, gains in achievement and attitudes toward school, , =
relative to comparable students who did not receive such services?
o S {

e
-

Quest®ns Regarding the Projects as a Group v

1.  How many of'the,projects demonstrated significaht gains in
achievement and attitudes toward school? ’

. ‘ ‘ -5-
. / ) 1 1 ]




What apparent characteristics d1st1ngu1shed the more successfu]
from the less succebsful prOJECts7 Are these character1st1cs .
amenable to manipulation in the future’ , i on "

What general conc]us1ons and recommendat1ons can bez1nferred
from the outcomes «of the prOJects as a group? s
. Y e - -

-II: Sources and Ktnds of Data ‘ ’ . - -

-

Data for therprocess eva]uat1ons were gathered exc]us1ve1y from 1nstruments.
empﬂoyed by the’ LEAs jThese 1nstruments varied greaggy across proaects They.
?anged in number from:wone to six, and in kind from da11y ]pgs to forma] question-'wxg
naires adm1n1stered to teachers, parents, pr1nc1pa]s, and/or superV1sors Onsite //
.V1S1tS conducted by the LSDE ppogram eva]uator prOV1ded 1ndependeﬁt information
to supp]ement and verify the 1nformatton rece1ved from the ]oca] evgkuat1on

1nstruments ) , - c. \

Data for the dutcome evaluations came from "three—sources: standard1zed
'ach]evement tests, a standardized att1tude‘?nventory,tand final budget reports.
Ach1evement gains were assessedgby means: of the standard1zed ach1evement tests
S1nce most of the part1c1pat1ng parishes already assess ach1evement with a test o
oF their choosing as a matter of rout1ne, the LSOE did not mandate tﬁe use of a
S1ngle test 1n an effort to avoid. mu]t1p]e testing of the part1c1pat1ng students

The tests used” were approv)d by the LSDF because they were deemed vaJ1d for

. use in the present context and suff1c1ent]y&comparab]e to each other. Al1- -

the tests used- have been emp1r1ca]1y va]1dated with nat1ona] s\Pples, and‘have

been in use in Lou1s1ana school districts for a number of years (See Table 2 for

‘names of tests) Att1tudes toward schoo] were asseSsed in a]] cases by the Self

-

0bservat1on Scale (Pr1mary Level) This 1nstrument has been enp1r1ca]1y va]1dated
using a ‘large nat1ona] samp]e (Stennér and Katzenmeyer, 1973). Flna]ly, the

fo]]owing additional. student data,were gathered

[ ethnieity -

sex ’ ¢
Title'I status (Yes/No) .

lunch status (free, reduced rate, or paid)
grade level status (repeating or not repeat1ng)

[y -6‘

;‘ | 12
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Table 2 ° C
-1 .
. Adjusted Standardized Gains \ ‘
S ' ‘ .
Project Achievement . Adjusted Gains .
Test R
Comp. & SOS Ru‘ding Math Lang.
. . . Exper.; Cont. [[Exper.| Cont. || Exper. Cont, 'Exper. Co;::.—'[
. - N L i
- Acadia SRA . =377 -0.4 || -s.0] -3.2% ;
. - » L A z
Ascension ( SRA n 6.89 -4u7 . 0.78 =8:6
-Bossier SRA 4 .2:0° 0.7 17 %.0 12¢ | -2.4 13% 1.6
Calcasieu SRA ¢ 2.3 | -3.7 474 =17 0.3] -0.3 -
Iberville ’ SRA . =11 f-12 0 -6.1] -6.9 -6.3| -7.8_
2 Ky . , x —_— . | . .
Jefferson ¢ CIBS A - L . 1.7 13%
B 17¢ 17%
\ ‘ AB . oL 13+ A7 [ 25« | 6.0
3 T~ y \
Lafayette SRA 1 5.0} 3.8
2 1.8]_ 5.2 3.6/ 6.8 .
‘Orleans CTBS -7.0 | -5.2 12 11 15 ) 14
St. Bernard " smA -3.5 | -9.2 66| - 2.2 73] V5.8 .
. .
o : *
St. Charles SRA 0.6 | -4.2 - 6.5¢ -o"9
Coe S o -
St. John the Baptist CAT =11 -17, =032 =2.7 6.4 0.9 3.8 1.7
St.Landry < v  SRA 9.1 | 5.1 sl 2.6 [ 7.4 62 '
/ » -~
Tangipahoa SRA -2.0 § =5.5 7.68 0.8 4,31+ =2.2 .
~ . .' - .
N. La. Consortium® * SRA /1 ~4.0 | -8¥ || 2.4 5.1 |- 3.00 -o.5 ' #
. -2 -6.4 |-11 * I 5.2]| -5, 7.9] 1.1 )
, . A | :
P S 2 = rd .

. Indicates result in stl&;tian‘ significant (P <.05).

Gr Exprene;i in Normal Curve Equivalents (ﬁczsi . K
2. D”_gtg;gtjz, B, and AB (see text).

::ﬁiple scores correspond to

P e = oL . ~ .
. 3. igg; scores correspoyd to-trextments one and two (see, text).

. '» P .
- 4‘\Hu1tigh scores correspond to components on'g and two (see text).

L)

R.B. Enpty cell indicates that subject \n‘o‘not tested or that scores

J

vere not available,

s

¥
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)There.were’two reasons for gathering the latter.set of data. First, it was

necessary to ensure that students receiving special services were comparable

)

R to those with whom they were compared with respect to economic and demograpgic
. £ *

.o * characteristics. Second, where these two groups - ("experimental” and “"controT")

* t

were found not to be comparable, the ava1]a ility of these, data permitted

stdtistical adjustments to be made to simulate the comparabi]ity.of the groups.

// III. Data Analysis * ‘ ; \\/( o . .

In an effort to’encourage innovativeness and diversity among the projects

proposed for fund1ng, the LSDE imnposed few constraints on the mode] projects ¢

-

2

As a consequence, there existed much var1atﬁon in the, manner in which the projects <
were designed. For example, tgg manner in which students were selected for
- part1c1pat1on and a]]ocated to eithe® experimental or control oroups var1ed con- '
siderably from project to prOJect Moreover,’the projects varied with respect
- to the number of students served.ﬁvA]so, the choice of academic skills (i.e.,
reading, mathematics, language) was made at the discretion of each proJect
Data ana]ys1s was performed separate]y for each proJect The techn1que
emp]oyed to assess true gain was san ana]ys1s of adjusted standardized gain scores.
The adjusted gain score ana]ysis'standardiges both pretest and posttest scores, - !
then computes the average gains for both experirente] and control groups, then =
adjusts these ga1n scores on the basis of any prior d1fferences between experi-
mental and contro] group adjusted gains. The adjustmepts in «the procedure are L
necessary in o:?jer to ensure that test score d1fferences are attr1butab1e to the
compensatony/rened1a] services, and not simply to prior differences between ‘A/.
. experfhenta] ‘and control groups N X K
- : , The purpose of a control group is to provide a no-treatment expectation
of students’ progress. That is, a pretest-posttest contro] group design,

when.properly executed, allows one to assess the effects of an experimental

-\ project by comparing students’ progress with the progress one viould have

Q A -8-
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. |
-Program Evaluator because it is the most suitable of the commonly used units for .- \

2

expected dn the absence of special treatment. Occasionally, one finds that « . <
exper1menta] and contro]‘groups are d1fferent at the outset with respect to

e1ther academ1c ach1evement or other educationa]]y re]evant variables. This s
)

- means that .one group cannot provide a valid no- treatment expectat1on for the

other group, ° s1nce any difference$ found at the end of a proaect may be
attr1butab]e to prior d1fferences, as opposed to the effects of the proaect
*A]though the stat1st1ca] adJustments referred to. above can often contro]

for minor pre-project group d1fferences, the va}ad1ty of such adjustments

'decreases as the d1spar1ty between groups increases. Foer.this reason, cautionary
‘.remarks.are found in several of the pquect descriptions Be]ow. When phrases

‘such’ as "ihterpret with caution" appear in these descriptions, the intended

]

mean1ng 1s that the results should be 1nter9reted only as suggest1ve and in need

L%

of replication: - . ‘ 8

The unit of measurement for analysis of achievement'gains was the normal

‘curve equivafent-(NCE) An NCE is a unit on a standardized scaie that ranges in

valie from 1 to 99, with a nat1onu] average of 50. An MCE has the same magnitude

regard]ess of where it is located on the scale (unlike percentiles and grade

" equivalents which -are not on -equal-interval scales). ' Thé NCE was chosen by the

v

r

-

computing pretest-posttest‘Fains in academic achievement.




b PLANNING PROJECTS

East Baton:Rouge Parish . s o

5

- Description and Process ‘

" The Expanded Academic Readiness Program in/East Baton Rouge Parish was
approved as a p]ann1ng project. Its primary goal was to' develop organ1zat1ona]

.Structures, 1nstruct1ona1 strateg1es, and procedures as a prerequisite to imple-

R

menting a compensatory/remed1a1 education proJect with second- graders

The Academic Readiness concept is bu1]t upon the not1on that mastery
learning is an effect1ve way to enhance' the achievement of hagh\r1sk students,
and that individualized instruction is necessary to promote mastery. The mastery
learning approach adJusts for 1nd1v1dua] differences in students' 1earning rates
and sty]es by adding feedbaék-corrective techniques to regu]ar c1assroom instruc-
t1on\%2d\oy providing additional 1nstruct1on time for high-risk students. 1In

other words, the spec1a1 1n§truct1on supplements, rather than supp]ants, regular

% classroom instruétion. . . - \ ]

-

A]though the project.was approved for planning, a large body of students

actually participated 1n the developmental stages of the prdﬁ%g& (no formal eval-
¥

uation or testing of students was required of p]ann1ng proaects) Students were ¥

se]eeted for part1c1pat10n on the basis of low aoh1evement test scores, teacher

&

recommendation, and low sc0res on a locally- deve]oped screenlng test. , .
The screening test Was des1gned express]y for the purposes of this proaect,
and 1t conpr1sed the f1rst major activity. It was developed-by key teachers

and supervisors. The screening test was pilot-tested, and a §Ereen1ng test

Po

\ manual was written and d1ssem1nated to. teachers. A]though it-is premature to .

assess the ‘merits of this test, _the précess by wh@ch 1t ‘was deve]oped was very
O ) ' . o )
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¥

, goals of these sessions were as follows:

v
<
. . '
. .
. - . . A . —_—
": o - . -
.

tho;odgh]& described and justified in the screening manual.

+

o

The" second major activity was the deye]%pment of an inservice training ' \\

program fov—téacher§: A total of 48 teachers in .18 schodls were involved in

.
”

thisaétage of the project. Five full-day training sessions were conducted. . The

1) To impart 2 general understanaing of the nature of the K
planning project; - C

2) To aquaint teachers fu]]y;with the screening test and

manual;
. ~N
“3)" To impart the training required to conduct the pilot
© testing of the screening test items; -
) )
*4) To provide a forum for assessing the reliability of —~ ° L
¢ ' screening test administration; .

5) To train teacﬁeré in the skills required to keep prober

Jrecords and t9 correlate the results of testing to the
instructional ‘materials available to them; and -

6) To train teachers thoroughly in‘diaénosticlprescriptive
© - instruction techniques. )

o~

These sessions took place and the, activities wete fully documented in the final
p .
project report. '

3

The third phase of the project involved the actual development of the -

Extended Academic Readiness model in selected schools. Once students had been

‘selected for remediation, the diagﬁbstic-prescriptive teaching procédurgs were

imp]emeﬁted. The deficiencies of each student were charted, and individual lesson

plans were developed based on each student's deficienties. Then students‘ybre' l/,‘

grouped acéotQing to their needs; so that each groupas re]ativeﬁ;r%omogeneous
Qith réspect to skill ﬁastery. “Instruction was then given to these groups w{thjn
their rejular classroom. Concurrent with hese activitieé, the teachers received
fo%ma] ané informal inservicedtraéﬂ$hg and were observed by‘subervisory personnel.
In conversation with\the Program Eva]ugior, the teachers appeared to have

been supportive of the precepts of the project. Some dissatisfaction was noted,

" however, with respect to it:\?mPlomentationJ Some’ teachers said that they were

not adequate]y,prepared,to accept another instructor's presence in the classroom.
' -11- '
17
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Experience in other proaects has revea]ed that th1s can be overcome with suffi-
c1ent pre-service orientation and careful’ pa1r1ng of regu]ar and remed1a] teachers.
A further source of d1ssat1sfact1on noted by the Program Eva]uatdr was the pupil-,
teacher ratio: Some remdial teachers be11eved that they were being asked to {
work w1tg<too many children at a given time, and that this had the effect of
. undercutting some of the merdts of individualized 1nstruct1on D1scuss1ons

with project superv1$ors ndicated that these prob]ems have been recognized

‘and accorded due attention.

- N LY

-\
Conclusions “‘F ‘ . x
A]though no formal instruments were employed to evaluate the impact of
this proaect, the documentat1on provided suggests that cons1derab]e ~effort was
expended. Informal observations and conversations led the Program Evaluator to
"believe that much of this effort bore fruft. According, to the teachers and
supervisors, many teachers are now train‘ed either. in the use or understand1ng of ”‘
academic screening ﬁshh]]s group1ng, and diagnostic- -prescriptive 1nstruct1on §
A screening manua] has been g1ven a "dry run," and information necessary for
\ 1ts,enhancement was acquired. In general, the project appears to have comp]eted
. 1tS.pfanning objectives and appears ready for pilot testing under more rigorous
evaluative conditions. .

Fdurth District Educational Consortium

, - (Caddo Parish, Fiscal Agent)

Bescription and Process

The Consortium conS1st1ng of the Par1shes of Bossier, Caddo C]a1borne, Red
River, DeSoto, Sabine, Vernon, and Webster was funded to conduct a planning
proaect. The primary aim of “the proaect was to train 16 teachers in Caddo Parish v?
in the use of the methods and materials of an 1nstruct1ona1 system called ECRI

& (Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction). A secondary aim was to arrange and

@ cover the expense of 1mport1ng teachers from the other parishes in the conSort1um

ERIC S ‘18 L *
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to observe‘the conduct of the ECRI classes. ‘ :"

The ECRI system was not well-explained in the Consortium's reports. How-
ever, onsite visits provided'some insights into its characteristics. 'The
teaching style is highly structured. Virtually every pedagogical move'is )
dictated by‘the training manuals. The on]y notab]d difference in the teaching
bghaVior of’ teachers was the degree to which they had fully menorized‘and !
mastered the ru]es to be followed.

The typical'instruction session consists of rapid-iire introduction, ~
repetition, prompting, and correcting hehaviors on the part of teachers, and
"highly routine responses on the part of students. Each’]esson differs only
in content, but ali follow the same format. .Based on preliminary observation, 1
itjmou]d appear that the primary strength of ECRI lies in its effects on students’
time on task: The very high,proportion of time spent attending and yesponding
to the teaching vas striking During the time in wh)ch high-risk students
were involved in~an ECRI Tesson, the remainder of the class was roved to the ‘
opposite corner of“the classroom, and was assigned quiet work.

A1l the participating teachers concurrently were receiving training in ECRI
from outside certified ECRI instructors. However, this training cannot be dohe
in a few short days. Consequent]y, the teachers began inp]eanting the instruc-

'tional system well before .they had demonstrated mastery of the techgggges (mastery
was assessed by means of an 1nstrument developed by the ECRI consu]tants) e;iégﬁg
the end of the school year, a]i of the partygipating teacﬁers “had demogstrated
mastery of ECRI techniqyes as assessed by the EGRI consu]tants - In additiop,
seven of the teachers subsequent]y enrolled in a summer session university course
on ECRI. ™ Thus, all of the participatiﬁg teachers are expected to be fully R
prepared to implement ECRI neth%ds at full strength at the beginning of the next

“school year. - ¥
Y

" No formai instruments were employed to evaluate the strengths a\d\weaknesses

8

of the project as, implemented in the Consortium. Some 1nforma] surveys were

T : taken among the staff, and, the responses are described as ]arge]y favorable.

. . - 139
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C6nclusions

.
a -

¥

Neither were the reactions of the visiting educators from the Consortium formally- -

" assessed, but their reactions were described as mixed. "

«
s
r
- . -

-

»

~ ‘ o L ¢ r
sThe Consortium's final report conclude® that ECRI techniques were démon-

strated to be’uffect1ve. The Program Eva]uator cannot po1nt to any, emp1{3ca1
support for th1s claim. The local eva]uat1on did 1nc]ude an analysis 6f standard—
ized pre. and posttests (a]though these were not required of a planning prOJect)
but the absence of information about the experimental design. and the part1c1pat1ng
students, together w1th the failure to report the results in a form suitable for
valid pre-post ana]yses, prec]uded an 1ndependent statistical evaiuat1on of these
resutts. ‘Accord1ng to the ]oca]]y preﬁéred eJ;]uat1on, no significant tesﬁ score

gains were found. »

In sum, there is 1ittle doubt that one objective of the project was achieved:

16 teachers were well-trained in {he use of ECRI. Unfg?funate]y, that is the’soTe )

conclusion that can be justified.in this report. It remains }o be seen whether

the project can be effective in enhanc1ng the ability of teqehers to address

’successfu]]y the needs of students at risk to fail to meet minimum standards,pf

a&ydemic performance: Tf\\\ . . L
£ . o )

«
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PILOI'PRQQECTS
\ Acadia

Parish’
3

) r
‘Description ahd Process

-
kd

, The pi]ot prOJect 1mp1emented by Acadia ?arish was ah’experiment in Com-

puter Managed Instnuction (CMI), One hundred tewnty- fOur experimental and 100
. -~
contr ] students were'selected for 1nc1us1on on the ba51s of prev1ous1y poor

t

performa e on tests and’ on teachers recommendations. ‘

The primary aim of thé CMI project was to free teachers from some of the
- -z »

. : . Y
tedious, but important, work attendant t% diagnosing students' instructional

needs and prescrlbing instructional strategies in the~areas of readinq ahd mathe-

matics., Specificaihy, the project contracted w1th a vendor to proV1de the
fo]]ow1ng automated services: . ' ©o '
1) _compiling inventories of prescriptions;

2) reporting formativé test results; \ ;
3) generating 1nd1v1dua] student profi'lesw . D

- K '

4) generating c]ass profiles; .

5) 1dentdfy1ng of additional 1nstructiona1 resources,
6) report1ng of mas tery test resuT%s,

i.9)’ simplifying reports to parents; "* .

10) developing test ‘item analysis reports, agd* -t |

11) generating administrative reports. , . S - _

'A secondary aim of the project was to enlist parent support by 1nvo1v1ng\
them in workshops and by providing them with computer and narrative reports of
their chi]dren S progress. The project as proposed: :Was_ to include formai eva]ua-
tions of the reactions of participating staff members and parents by means of

‘15- : . YT
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questionnaires. However, no such eva]uatﬂons were Repi%@gd oy proJect personne].

0nsfte observatlon revealed severa] 1mportant d_screpan¢1es between the * =

act1V1t1es$planned and those actua]]y 1mp]emented as we]] as some problems w1th

* qa‘ u (a3 -
those act1v1t1es that were 1mp]emented - L.

- Ke

F1rst, a computer software package that was to haue enab]ed a local CMI
funct1en was not de11vered by the contractor, and’ hence was not implemented

N\
during ;he schoo] year, Instead test scores had to be sent to a location

&

in a ne1ghbor1ng par1sh for: ana}ys1s and the resu1t1ng reports arr1Ved at b1- ’
weekly 1nterva]s 1n,Atad1a The fee]1hg expressed hy thi part1c1pat1ng teachers

was that the reports were arr1v1ng too ]ate and too 1nfrequentTy tozpe of much

‘e

service to them. “» -+ O XA

‘>

L]

- Second, fhe teachers comp]a1ned that the computer reports they rece1ved .

were either d1ff"ou]t to 1nterpret h1gh]y repet1t1ved or nof rzevant to- the

ts.. The/( .

2
opinion of the Program Eva]uator is that these comp1a1nts were ]arge]y Just1f1ed

spec1f1c eds 1nvo]ved in remedwatlon of the part1c1pat1ng stu

It appears ‘that insufficient attent1on was paid to the coord1nat1on between

what the teachers needed and what the contractor was prov1d1ng ‘

Odtcome oL ' . e T a ) < )
No significant differences were ﬁund in perfornance between the exper1menta1

and control groups in any of the tested ‘areas. Table 2 lists the adjusted stand-

ardized dain scores for all tested areas in th1s and all other proJects The

exper1m§hta] group's adjusted gains were negat1ve in direction, 1nd1cat1ngﬁghat

their performance re]at1ve to national norms actua]]y dec]1ned s]1ght]y dur1ng ‘

thi course of the school year. .

Conclusions \ ' B A =.‘ N

The process and pngducts of. this program were not. encouraging. Some
important components ofAthe proJect were e1ther not 1mp]emented o"1mp]emented
in an unsatisfactory manner, It is Jlikely that these def1c1enc1es wege respon-

| Y A




" sible for the students' lack of 9rogress, as assessed by standardized tests.

‘Th1s may meap that the concept of computer managed instruction was not afforded

a_fair*test in thasﬂproJeet, S0 it would be premature to 1pfer that CMI has .
no place-in compensatory/remedial education.

Projects of this nature could probably benefit in. the future from.same
: {

- !
of the experiences in Acadia Parish. It would appear that the timeliness of

. L
CMI-generated reports is crucial, and that late reports é%vere]y\restrict ‘.

-

teachgrs' abi]it& to respond-appropriately to the assessed needs -of ‘their

students. Moreover, the reports should be ta1]ored to the teachers perce1ved

9
."

needs. In particular, the number, formats, and kinds of reports shou]d be
determined by 1nstruct1ona] personne], and only then communicated to those in

charge of operat1ng the computer1zed’system.

'
Aty

Bossier Parish

Description and Process

2

Bossier Parish's "Achievément P]us" p11ot proJect‘Was designatéd to foster

growth in 1anguage arts agd mathematics among high-risk second grade students

-

and to help them to build more pos1t1ve self- -concepts by prov1d1ng frequent

experiences with academic success. ?

s

Project deve]o?ers proposed to maximize the individual attent1on afforded

to students by p] cing them in small c]asses In addition read1ng instruction

was structured with the aid of a basa] read1ng series and mathemat1cs 1nstruc:m
—

t1on with a basic deve]opmenta] program of skill deve]opment exerc1ses

-

Project personne] attempted to involve parents by sending progress reports
and’conduct1ng some group donferences. However, the project did not include
an evaluation of the impact of the parenta] involvement component.

Students were selected for inclusion in the project on the basis‘of seven
criteria: A ' . ’ ' -
1) grades achieved in language arts and/or mathematics;

2; scores on criterion;referenced tests 12 thefabove.areas;

. ¢

\
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. [}

3) achievement on SRA Primary Mental Abilities Test;

4) degree to which demonstrated mastery of skills fell:
short of those listed in the Louisiana Minimum Standards,

5) teacher recommendat1on, )
6) *regularity of school attendance; and
7) absence of Title I services.

*ﬂ

Instruction in language arts was structured b& Harper and Row's Reading

" Basic Plus series. This is a developmental re;ding program with a carefully |

: p]anned and doub]e-checked pattern of cons1stency in the sub- areas of vocab-
ula/p, phonics, sentence ana]ys1s, comprehension, and study sk11]s Skills

wete introduced, reinforced and reviewed at regu]ar intervals throughout the
project pec\od Support1ve mater1a]s for the series included a teacher s
manual, sk1]1s workbooks, phonics workbooks, dup]1cat1ng masters, diagnosticiand

£
mastery tests, alphabet cards, 'sound and word cards, language chagts, and.
1nd1V1dua1 record-keeping cards for recording student progress In add1t1on,
some aud1o-v1sua] media were emp]oyed for teach1ng and re1nforcement

“Instruction in mathemat1cs was structured by the Laidlaw ﬂathemat1cs Program

with supp]ementary practice prov1ded by wonRsheets and the Spectrun.ﬂathemat1cs .

& o .

Series.: Emphases were placed on numerat1ons measurenent prob]em-so]v1ng, and
basic computational skills. A few problematiic 1ssues came to light as a resilt
of a). 1rregu]ar1t1es in broject des1gn, and b) 1mp1enentat1on\def1c1enc1es
observed onsite. . .

The design of the project was highly irregular from an eva]uat1on p%rspec-
tive. 0ne7group of students received enhanced 1nstruction in language arts, and
an equal number of students served as controls with which the exper1menta] :
group could be compared. Additiona]]y, a group of students rece1ved enhanced
. mathematics 1nstruction, and they, too, were compared with a control. group The
project's reports 1nd1cate that some students received enhanced 1nstruction“
in beth areas, some in one area. but/not the other, and some in neither area

Further comp]icating the design is the fact that an experimental mafhemat1cs

~ : - 18-
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J
student cou]d s1mul;iheous]y be serv1ng as a contro] reading student, and vice-.

versa. Finally, the reports do not ass1gn either status (Lo Some students f

1

who were tested. . ¢

These 1rregu]ar1t1es not on]y make for a complicated ana]ys1s prob]em,
but also cast doubt on the validity of any f1nd1ngs resulting from stat1st1ca1

ané]yses. The outcomes ‘of ana]yses rxgorted be]ow, then, should Se 1nterpreted ‘

. with caution. o .

As”was the case with most of the other*projects, the single most deb1]1tat1ng

prob]em for this proJect was the 1nsuff1c1ent lead time g1ven to prOJect planners

L}

prior'to the onset of the school year. Th1s prob1em, in turn, resulted in the

" perception by both proJect personne] amd ‘the Program Ewa]uator that teachers

ybrej1nsuff1c1ent]y trained in the use of the 1nstruct1ona] series. Further a]]

-

part*es agreed that the time period between pre and posttest1ng vias undesirably

\short ?1ess than six months)

A]though exper1menta] and control students rece1ved instruction emp]oy1ng

d1fferent curricular mater1a1s, project personne] frequent1y emphas1zed -- both

1n repbrts and in conversation -- that the1r Rpriwary opbfﬁ~§m was grounded in
the Tow (10 to 1) pupgl teacher ratio afforded the exper1menta] students. The

" Program Eva]uator found tHis puzzling, since it was learned that v1rtua]1y all

[

second graders in the parish are afforded similarly low pupil- teacher ratios,

'AWhen questioned about this, proJect personnel congeded that, although they were

very optﬁm1st1c about the prospects for progress among the second graders, they

<«

did not expect significant differences to emerge between experimental and control

students It thus appears that the use of contro] groups in experimental stud1es

was not well understood by project personne]

Outcome
Experimental group ga1ns were significantly greater in ]anquage and mathe-

matics than those of the contro] gFoup. Ana]ysjs of the School Affiliation

>

scores revealeg_ng significant gains (Table-2). )
* "19" L‘ [ 5 . r—
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*high:risk second-graders.

Con\iusions - ) .

-

«The results af the statistica] ’naiyses indicate ‘that the 1anquage arts .

and mathematics scores af experimental students shpued significant]y greater

‘gains, on the average, “than did those of the contro] students Conc]usions

drawn from these analyses must be tempered by caution however, for -the reasons ‘

stated above C]ear]y, the superiority of the experimental group s gains can-
not be attributed to the low pupit teac\er ratio; becausé'the'control students

éxperienced.equally Jow ratios. It is tikely Fhat the 1nten51ve structured
v v
instruction and practice afforded exper1menta] students had 1mportant effects
RN
on their progress. This wou]d/;eem to be the most p]ausib]e conc]usion but

’ L 4
one cannot place comp]ete conf1dence in"it. The teachers se]ectéd for 1nstruct1ng
the exper1menta] Sstudents were described as master teachers, and ons1te discussions
1nd1cated that proJect personne] weregrighly supportive of the efforts of those )

teacherS‘ These two facts alone are rguably sufficient to have resu]ted in the

- *

observed gains . - -
. The most prudent conlusion, in sum, would seem};o be that experimentai .

students in Bossier Parish's. project probably benefited frqm somethnng, but only

' a more’ carefu] repl)cation of the project can tqﬂ] us de!hnitive]y which facto?s i

were in fact the most va]uab]e for these second graders

o . ‘ N . >~

Calcasieu PariSh,

Description and Process A <{

The pilot project implemented by Calcasieu Parish \Was an_efperiment in

~

- computer-assisted. instruction ( CA%? By giV1ng each participating child access

to a structured series of drill experiences via online conputer terminals, it

I

was expected that performance 1n reading and mathematics wou]d improve among

S
e’ “ ) - ®

- Prior-to se]ecting the participants, inservice training was,‘gnducted to . -

:fami]iarize teachers and princ1pals with the CAI programs and.its principles:

» T . - - < ot '
¥ - -20- o L. .
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Next, students were se]ected for participation on the basis of prior test

scores and teachers' recommendat1ons One hundreq twenty-n1ne,exper1menta] ana
131 csntrol students were identified. Efforts to match the two groups were
> quite successfu], with the exception that-the exper1menta1 group contained a
A " s1gn1f1cant]y higher proportion of students who were currently repeating second
. * grade.’ A , )
Q', 'By the time a site was prepared for.installation of the terminals and a
proctor Qas trained to supervise the use of the‘termina1s, it,was near the end
.» & 0of January before students acfuallxrbegan to use the CAI progrdm. This means
that the actual duration o% compensatory services was only four months, a period
nofi generally considered suff%lient for sighificanf gains. Because of physical
Timitations, it was deemed necessary to house the terminals in a central location,
and to move partisipating students to }hat ]ocat%on at regular times for their
CAI sessioms. The location was we]]lprepared and was characterize@ by a pleasant
. ) atmosphére The enthusiasm with which students participated in the CAI left
f_ the Program Evaluator with the opinion that the CAI activities had strong not1va-
. ( ,tional Properties. ) -
@’
; Ouicome X
Desﬁite the rather short auration of actual CAI, exper1menta] students
. showed significant progress in reading, refative both to the control students
and to national norms. No significnat gains were dbtained in mathematics

}
ach1eVement or in school aff1]1at1on (Table 2).

" -
’
, ‘(—’
< " -

;/' . Conclusions -
. The find1ng that significant. gains were found in re€d1na but not ip mathe-
matics is particu]ar]y interesting in 1ight of the fact that the promised reading
‘software package was rot received by project persbnnel. HMuch staff time went into

prepéring students ‘and staff for the use of a substitute package of considerably -

<

Q . ' . “"'21-
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less face value. This may lead one to speculate that the extra attention
given to the problem of overcoming a lTogistic problem in ‘the reading area
may have had an impact on student progress in that Zéea. In any case, the ' N\\\\\'

resu]ts in reading are encouraging, and suggest that the CA%. approaz:h.piiletedw«*““""':5

\\\\\\\\

stration.

Iberville Parish .

Description and Process ? . . o

The pilot project implemented by Iberville "Parish represented an experiment

in developing a maxima1]y}efficient system for providing\iﬂdividua]ized reﬁedia]
. 6‘{5 R ¢

services to high-risk students. As proposed, the project was to make use of a -

commercial computer-based classroom management\system designed to identify

deficiencies and suggest prescriptive action for remediaIQteachers. The vendor
of this system, Science“Résearch Associates, defau]ted on dts delivery date,

and Iberville Parish had not received the software as of the end of the schoo]
year. Thig situation was doubly troub]esome for the project: Not only vas it
necessary to alter the project in m1d-stream, but also the computer hardware
already purchased lay idle after having drained funds that would otherW1se

have been available for useful purposes -

Despite th1s very serious handicap, project personnel showed adm1rab1e ¢
Jd

determination to "make do." In lieu of a computer, a clerical worker was

employed to manage the collection of formative test results,) compile the results
and organize them in useful ways, and correlate observed student def1c1enc1es
with available curriculum materials.

In addition to the clerical worker and eight regu]qr classroom teachers,
the project invo1ved two classroom aides and a classroom management specialist. X
Both the aides and the specialist conducted individualized ‘instruction daily,
during regular class periods. Each participating child rece1ved approximately

5 hours pen week in individua1ized instruction.

Y ~22~
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the basis of prior retent1on, low achievement,tea er recommendatjon and

El

eligibility for TitTe I The exper1menta] and contr groups were fairly

" well-matched with respect to demograph1c character1st1cs, although the.

_~experimental group showed s]1ght]y higher pretest scores than did the control

group ‘

. Because of the midtcourse alteration tn project plans, the aides and)parti-
cipating teachers did not receive as much inservice training as was planned.

On the basis of obsgrvation and d1scuss1on, it appeared to the Progran Evaluator
that the degree of coordination among the staff affetted by the project. was “less
than would have been,ach1eved if suff1c1ent planning and 1nserv1ce training time
had been avai]ab]e In sum, onsite observation suggested that the classroom
management system was not we]] -oiled, but also that herdetermination and morale

4

of part1q1pat1ng staff remained high.

<

@

Qutcome
» -~ . . v
; The project cannot be called successfu], in terms of the test scores. Both

ejper1menta] and control students evidenced mean declines in all areas relative
A
/

to national nprms although the scores of experimental students dec11ned slightly

]ess than did those of control students. Nevertheless, the adjusted gain scores-~
3y : ' ’

Q‘ - . were consistently negative in direction (Tab]e 2);
Conclusions )
. It is of course imposstb]e g; infer the true value of the computer-based .
management system as proposed because it was never truly 1mp1ewented A]] that .

~can be 1nferred is that the activities that actua]ly took p]ace were 1nsuff1c1ent

'»

in quality and/or duration to effect an avérage increase in the tested ab111ty

\, 1

of "the group of students 1nvo]ved
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. . Jefferson Parish ' : : -

-

Description and Process

3efferson Parish's iProject Impact" was a pilot project impiemented tn

seven schoo]s Its aim was to provide aﬂd1t1ona1 instruction to 112 high-risk
!

A4

students in the areas of read1ng, language and//?thematics. Three experimenta]

\

1) ! Treatment A: in-school tutoring by a paraprofess1ona] 5 days per
week, 16 to 1 pup1] teacher ratio;

strateg1es were emp]oyedn

2) . Treatment B: after-school tutoring by a certified teacher, 3 days

" per week for 45:minutes, 8 to 1 -pupil-teacher rat1o and
2 - 4

3) Treatment AB: both of thecabove compogents. el )

A comn1ttee of profess1ona] personnel reviewed the current performance of :
each student and prepared-an individual remediation program that addressed all
the basic skills criteria and déve]dbed & prior;ty list of those objectives that
required mastery, reinforcement, or introduction. The dim was to provide addi-
tional 1nstruct1on in those areas not mastered during the regular c1assroom

time. Add1t1ona]1y, parents were kept informed of their children's performance

by means of week]y progress repdrts and three meetings with participating teachers.

Students were selected as follows: 'for each of tht seven treatment schools,
- ~
a control scpool was identified whose student characteristics, closely resembled

its treatment counterpart: Then a random sample of 16 students was drawn from -

eath of-the treatment and control schools. The control schools were not informed

of ‘the names of the' 16 control students. - . : ', N
Instruetiona1 activitﬁes for Treatment B aftervschool instrhction) consisted
of one hour every Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday.‘ Fifteen n1nutes were allotted

at the outset“of each sess1on for the students to "get- §E¥%1ed " Instruct1on

‘e

-time was devoted equally to read1ng, ]anguage and mathemat1cs Parents were

1nformed weekly as to theLr ch1]dren s progress, and frequent comnun1cat1on vas

ma1nta1ned between the remedia] and the regu]ar classroom teachers in order to
- -24- -
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. . . ‘
ensure continual updating of each student's individual learning prescription.

~

Treatments A %}n-schoo]) and AB_were impiemented in a similar manner.

The in-school tutors attempted.to provide -their service with minimal disruption

‘of classroom activities, and appear to have been successful in this effort.

\
The three meetings involving the profeagionals and the parents were

evaluated by asking noth groups tg’complete formal quedtionnaires to indicate
their ‘reactions to the project. The reactions of the parents whe responded

were almost uniformly positive in tone. Professionals' react\ons were also

very pos1t1ve, with the except1on of some after-school teachers who complained .
that both they and their students began to exper1ence fatigue aS/the project
neared completion. The reactions of schoot principals were also. so]1c1ted, and
the principals .responded very positively to the project as indicated by letters
from them appended to the project's final report.

NS
On the basis of both the information alluded to above and onsite visits

by the Program Evaluator, it appears that the after-school component (B) could

Qutcome

benefit siQnificant]y through the more careful selection and trainﬁng of parti-

. Ne———
cijpating teachers. Better sélection wou]d identify those teachers who possess
the most energy to funct1on well after a regular school day, and better training
would equip, them w1th some ‘special skills that may be he]pfu] for such a unique
assignment. Another enhancement m1ght entail the 1nv1tat1on of parents to observe

"the after-school sessibns from time to time.

a%, . }
Data ana]ys1s revealed that in reading, the adJusted.qa1ns of students in

Treatments B and AB were significantly greater than those of the controls. In
other words, children receiving after-scheo] instruction benefitedﬂmeasurabT&

from the project.: In mathematics, all three treatment.gropps'showed greater -

adjusted gain scores than did the ‘control grodp. No significant findings

emerged with regard to school affiliation (Table 2).
L J
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Cbnc]usion; : —

There is fa1r]y strong evidence that the inclusion of high- r1sk second-
«graders 1n the after school’ program was effective in increasing their achievement
in both read1ng and mathematics., The ev1dence is more equivocal 1n the case
of the ih-schooJ treatment.’ Before inferring, however, that after- schoo] inter- ,
vention is mere effective than in-schob]l 1ntervent1on, one must consider that
providing instruction after school is probab]y a hardsh1p for the average
teacher. A teacher who volunteers to work Tong ‘days may well be more ded1cated,

" or have more confidencg in the value of remediation, than one who chooses not to.

Further trials are necessary to d1sentang1e the .difference# in the strateo1es

7. ‘from differences in the personnel who 1mp1emented them.

o ) Lafayette Parish

’

Description and Process

The pilot project}implemented by Lafayette Parish was designed to enhance
the achievement of students who had been retained or who were deemed Tikely to °
be retained this year through the addition of a certified teacher to the

regular classroom. Once reta1nees and\ftudents at risk foh’retent1on (according
7

to teachers) had been identified, they were a]]ocated randomlyipto three
groups: Treatment One, Treatment Two, and Control, Uith some sma]] d1spar1t4es,

the three groups were in fact comparab]e at the outset of the project. Students

numbered 44, 50, and 37, respect1ve1y ) :
Treatment One consisted %f individualized 1nstruct1on for a 50-minute per1od

*  each day. The instruction was- d1agnost§t/prescr1pt1ve 1n,a;ture that is, it
N N was based, for each student, on his or her def1c1encies The remedial spec1a11st
\
worked closely with the regular teachers. to coordinate their act1V1t1es In

- . -

add1taon, the specialists solicited parental support by conducting three 2-hour

evening workshops - during which suggestions were made as to how parents might

£} 5 . a

[N »
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- L4
re1nforce the1r ch11dren s Tearn1ng in the home setting. Both the
é
spec1a11sts and ‘the reguTar téachers were tra1ned and given ongoing support

by two members of the faculty of Educat1on Department at the Unlyers1ty of
Southwestern Lou1s1ana A c]ose wd’i1ng relationship among these parties
was one ‘of the‘goals of the proaect staff, and informal observat:on 1nd1cates
that such a rg‘at1onsh1p was estabT1shed

Treatment Two cons1sted of" instruction by an added teacher for the same

period of 50 m1nutes each day. Howe&e;; the instruction was not diagnostic/

prescr1pt1ve in natufe. Rather, the extra contact time was devoted merely to

rev1ew and drill of the squects and skills taught by the regu]ar teacher. In /

essence, then, Treatment Two m1ght be termed, "more of the same. N The inclusion

of this treatment was deemed necessary.in order to d1sentangTe the effects 9}
increased te&cher-pupjT contact time from those of structured d1agnost1§/pre-
scriptive instruction. Should no difference be found between these two groups,
the inference would be that the extra attention is sufficient. Should the
Treatment One students outperform the Treatment Two students, the Anfe;ence
wou]d be that the particular method of instruction employed effected.change
Lbeyond that caused by e;tra instruction time. The Control- Group, of course,
received no special treatment, and its purpose was to contrast both treatments

-
4

with no treatment.

v d e
Qutcome ' .

No - stat1st1ca]1y s1gn1f1cant differences were found among the mean gain
scores of the three groups in any of the tested areas. In fact, there is a
: ‘l ' suggestion.that both treatment groups were outperformed by the contro] group,

-although a1l three groups showed small gains (Table 2). Scoring delays pre-
cluded an analysis of $S0S scoJ%ZEhang . * -
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Conc)usions . “ ¢ -

L

.
. . .
s
- . . . /\
,

The failure of test sgores to demonstraté'projecﬂﬁeffectiveness is - ¢

L

—— - particularly striking in the case of Lafayette. On thefbasis of -both reporfg

%

submitted and onsite visits, -this project appeared to be well-conceived-and -
well-executed, and technical expertise was readi]y'ﬁvia]ab]e. Moreover,
teStimonials indicated that the.proJect enjoyed’ the support of principals and
parents. In sumsk\he ingredients for success appear to have been present.

The local proJect eva]uator expressed the informed ‘opinion that treatment
versus contré] differences were obscured because of the unusual progress made
by control group students She places this phenomenon in the category of a
John Henry effect, which refers to the possibility ;hat a strong and positive
competitive spirit was induced among the teachers of cod!’ﬁ],group students,

which, in _turn, Ted to a marked performance gain among that group. Although

"such a gain did occur, it is not poss1b1e to confirm or refute this explanation;
. ‘ ‘

~-one can’say only that it is plausible on the basis of evidence(in.the coﬁpen-

A satony'education Titerature.

- -

The Tocal eva]uator is.currently compiling data on all second-graders com-
parable to those who participated in the roject, so that the two treatment groups

may be compared w1¢h a broader control group from other schoo]s.gp-the parfsh

3

.-- schools wherein the teachers had no know]edge_of the project. Until a subse-

2

quent analysis is performed, however, one cannot term the projedé a success in

terms of relative achievement gain.

- o

,

. Orleans Parish

Description and Process

«  .The pilot project gmp]e nted by Orleans Parish represented an attempt to
enhance the achievement of“high-risk second-graders through the addition of basic

skills 'specialists to regular classrooms. Four such specialists served 103

.
4

experimental children. -

, R . -28-
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The- exper1mental students and an equa] number of control students were
R selected by random]y dividing into two groups*a11 second "raders at four
//fhoo]s whose prior achievement test scores: fe]] at orlw’ow the 40th nat1ona]’/

percentile. In fact, the a]]ocat1on produced two groups that were well -matched «
/
on every measured d1nens1on except pretest reading scores, en which the exper1-

~ e

. mental group showed super1or1ty

Pr1or to 1mp1ementat1on the bas1c skills spec1a]1sts and the regu]ar

“ ) teachers attended four woNkshops designed to train both. groups 1h§remed1at1

= ~work in co—teacher situations. The 1mpact of each workshop was assessed by

means of formal questionnaires compPeted by a]l—part1c1pants "and the resu]ts

indicate very positive reactions to all four workshops ' A v

v

In practice, the teachers and the specia]ists were expected to engage in

Y

v team teaching. The specialists worked _excyusively W1th the h1gh risk students,

while the reguTar teacher 1nstructed the ent1re class. Each pair of teachers -
) ot week ,91/
met weekly to coordinate their 1nstruct1ona] activities and to compare ndtes

the progress of project students Accord1ng,t6 the resuits of a questionnaire,
both ‘types -of teachers reported faVorabLe reactions to‘the teamsteachingkapproach.
-x\ . However, the results 1nd1cated that some prob]ems were .experienced in ac;gss1ng *
. -~ instructional mater1a1s for the proJect because of shortages and the absence :

of a centra] 1ocat1on for their storage. g

Invadd1t1on to their work with students, the ;pec1a]1sts attempted to gain

. -

e 3 the support of parents by conmun1cat1ng w1th them by mail and by conduct1ng

monthly workshops with them. The parent attendance at .these workshops was e

/- typically low (many were working fu]]-time), but surveys compﬂeted by those who
« . N
gﬁd atténd were positive in tone. Attempts to induce p;rents to_volunteer ‘their

z

assistagce in‘class met with very 1ittle success : ‘ o
Like most of the other projects, th1s one was p]agued by a late start-up
time. Instruct1on did not beg1n until February, and posttest1ng was conducted *

§,1n late April, This period ‘is genera]]y regarded as too short for s1gn1f1cant

CERIC ' R T N - "y




'gains to occur. . Although the project managerwas not notified of state
funding until after .the beginning of tﬁe schob1 year, asubstantiaf portion

of the delay in 1mp]ementation can’ be attributed to manageria] problems.

¢ et 1y

One prob]em was that a local prOJect eva]uator and des1gn consu]tant were
_ . nog des1%?ated unitl February Another, mentioned above, was the difficu]ty
&
" experienced by teachers in obtaining necessary 1nqiructiona1 materia]s In.

" .general, the’Program Eva]ua&or gained the impress1on that it was not unti] \\~

February that tbe proaect began to function smoothly.
. N

.. \ "4
Outcomé . .

An analysis of adjusted gain. scores revedled no significant differences

petWeen experimental and’ control students, either in achievement or in affilia-
. . ~ : -

tion for schgbl (Table 2). e : .
~ / ‘ A\}

-t

4
L A

' . - Y%

-

" Conclusions '?f i .
The failure of

the. éZ;t scores to demonstrate any progect impact’ is not
a]together surprising, given the yery short duration of 1nstruction Less formal'
1nd1cat10ns'are, h0wever, that- some meaningful benefit was incurred as a result
of the project. Teachers gained experience in remedia] 1nstruction agp team’
teaching, and expressed interest ¥n continuing the pnoJect once the problems were
.reso]ved One might reasonab]y specu]ate that, given this kind of attitude -
among staff, such a project wou]d yieid greater fruits 1f 1ts duration were
increased. ]

AN

St. Charles Parish

~ : ..
Description and Process R .

¢ »

The pi]ot\prOJect,imp]emente by St. CharTes Parish represented an experiment
in the use of computer-assisted 1 truction (CAI) in mathematics Specifica]]y, -

the CAI strategy empioyed was -designed primarily to afford participating students.

e a
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extra practice in- computational ‘skills. .
A half-time co-teacher and an aide were eMployed in each of two schools
to sgperV1se a m1n1mum of two weekly sessions per child in CAI. Regular class-
room teachers attempted to coordinate both schedules and instruction with the
project staff, ' \
. ’ One hundred and e1ghteen experimental and 113 control students were
s se]ected for ihvolvement on yhe basis of pr1or test scores and teacher recommen-
dations.c The matching of the two groups was not entirely successful: pretest
math scqres were s1gn1f1eant]y higher among experimental than among control
students, and the exper1menta] group was comprised of. s1gn1f1cant]y more blacks .
and s1gn1f1cant1y fewer T1t1e I students than was the control group. The full
’1mp]1cat1ons of these d1§par1t1e5~are d1ff1cu]t to determine. One can sayNon]y
that inferences based on data analysis should be interpreted with caution, -
since the\stat1st1ca1 procedures rest on the assumption that experimental
. versus control group d1fferences are due to random fluctuations. .
| The project was gampered by a Jate start, for two reasons. First, notifi-
. . cation of funding from the State Department of Education was not rece1ved until
S . after the school year had begun.. At that point, it was difficult to secure the
" . equ1pment and qualified personne] requ1red Second, further de]ays in the
acqu1s1twon of computer software packages were experienced. Thus, the actual
1nstruct1on“d1d not begin until 1ate January The instruction time, then, was N
on]y four months T ‘ / ’ ~

°
~ >

? . 5

Of the two experimenta] classrooms, ong wasof - the open type and the other
was traditional in ]ayopt and organization. In the former case,.1nsta]]1ng and
using the computer equ1pment praved easy and non:disruptive In the latter case
1t was necessary to move partfcipants to another room for their CAI, and this

proved somewhat disruptive.

B »




Through the use of questionnafres administered to both staff and parents,
it was ]earned that ‘the Tevel of approval was high among. both groups, and
informal -observation 1nd1cated that the students themselves typically found

-

the CAI enjoyable and stimulating.

Al

- :
-Qutcome -
— ‘
Results of data analys1s indicate that the exper1menta] group showed stat1st—
cally s1gn1f1cant gains relative to the control group and that these gains were

of suff1c1ent magnitude to be considered educat1ona]1y meaningful. It mugt be

reca11ed however, thag these resu1ts should be 1nterpreted with caut?yn for the
reasans discussed above No significant gains were found with respect to the
School Aff111at1on score of«the S0S test (Table 2).
AN
nclusions 4 \
Despite some moderately serious de1ays in imp1ementation and problems with

students' allocatior to experimental and control groups, the outcome of this
experiment appears encouraging. The gains observed in the short period ef instruc-
t1on were of suff1c1ent magnitude to suggest that CAI in mathematics for a
%—leat1on of high-risk second-graders 1s an idea worth pursuing in greater depth

and scope.

-St. John The Bapt1st Par1sh

Descript1on and Process

-

. The pilot project implemented by St. John the Baptist Parish was dubbed ~
"Project RIVER ( RemZdiatéd Instruotion as Vital to ileet Educational Require-
ments), " The-ﬁngject employed two co-teachers to provide sindividualized sinstruc-
tion to selected students in reading, mathematics, and writing. /

’

-tudents were se€lected on the basis of teacher recommendations and previous

. scores-on the Califorhia Achievement Test and the Ginn 720 Readjng Placement Test.

\ -32- \
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Théy were not random]y allocated to experimental and controT status. Rather,”
experimental students were selected from schools designated as experimenta]
schoo]s, and control students were se]ected from schools designated as contro]
schoo]s. An effort was made to match the experimental and controi groups on
* ,J// the basis of overa]] demographic characteristics and test scores.
In fact, this effort to produce matched groups for comparison was Jess
' than successfu]. Experimental students scpred significantly Tower on reading,
]anghage,’and mathematics pretests than did control group students. Moreover,
the experimenta] group contained significantly larger proportions of Title I
tudents,\retainees, and recipients of free lunches ( the 1atter being a good
proxy measure of socioeconomic status). The ana]ytica] prob]ems caused by
these discrepancies -- and the responses to these prob]ems ~- will be addressed
below. \ K
Considenable effort wae expended by project persdnne] to evaluate the
process of implementation.- Qiestionnaires were distributed to and comp]eted
by parents, teachers, principa]s and participating students. The resu]ts of
_ these questionnaires generally indicate a favorable response from all groups.
It should be noted, however, that since contro] students and the parents and
professionals associated with them we:: not po]]ed, it is difficult to evaluate
the significance of these questionnaires.
: N\

‘ OQutcome - .

- j [ Al =

“ Analysis of adjusted gain scores revealed small, nonsignificant gains

-

in reading, mathematics, and Tanguage. No significant findings emerged with

< respect to school affiliation (Table 2). - . .
Conclusions ’
: L) .
TE? fact that no statistically significant effects emerged does not, of
course, speak well for the impact of this projéct. The fact that scores did

- -
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rise slightly in all three skill areas, however, may be an 1nd1cation that

the project was beg1nn1ng to take hold at the time of posttest:nq It should
-be recalled that (he experimental group initially was characterized by lower
. ® achievement score pridr-to the imp]ementation of the projec? It is poss1b1e,z

then, that the experimental students were slower 1earners than the contro]s .and

ek

-

. ' that the gains thay q€h1eved would have proven more significant had they been

contrasted with those of a more carefully matched control group.
-——/ ~

St. Landry Parish

Descr;ption and Process ‘ . - -

The pilot proJect implemented by St.°Landry Parish was des1gned to provide

high-risk students with rened1a] services by the addition of cert1f1ed teachers
. to the regular classroom sett1ng Three exper1enced teachers p\ov1ded individ~
ua]1zed instruction to 130 students identified by teachers as havin® deficiencies

2
in read1ng or mathematics. Contro]l students numbered 107.

T “The matching of experimental and contro] students was successful: No
large d1spar1t1es between the two groups existed prior to the beginning of the &
projéct. ‘

A project coordinator and one instructor were employed in November. fhe i
_,second instructor was not engaged til early in danuary, because of severe
"difficu]ty experienced in ]ocating a replacement to take over instruction of her

regu]dr\ﬂassroom A ser1es of inservice training workshops was. conducted to
¢//§h1]1ar1ze theﬂgtaff w1th the objectives of the program and to- encourage coordi- .
nation of efforts between added and regular teachers. In addition, and throughout

the rema1nder of the school year, the staff met week]y with the Title I learning

5
-

center teachers for add1tiona] consultation and coordination.
Instruct1on began in ear]y January, making for an 1nstruct1ona] period of

N\
- only four months. Diagnostic- -prescriptive ipventories were maintained for each

¢ N
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‘experimental group student, and token awards and certificates were meted
out to studepts as they demonstrapld mastery of skill c]usters Dur1ng this ’
per1od, parent tgacher,COnferencestwere held monthly. Roughly half the parents
F‘nnv1ted attendéd these conferences and questionnaires indicated that their
response to the project was very favorable. S1m11an,quest1onna1res completed
by teacners and proJect staff members yielded equally pos1t1ve responses. Onsite
d1scuss1ons with and observat1ons of teachers supported the results of the

quest1onna1re. Enthusiasm appeared very high, although considerab]e frustration

&

+ . .was evident as a consequence of having to address so many deficiencies in so

. 7
short a time Ber1od.
[ 4

' eid
.Outcome .

. Data analysis revealed no significant project effects on any d1mens1on,

e%though the adjusted achievement gains of the experimental group were slightly

greater than those of the control group (Table 2).

4

4

-

Conclusions , ", ' ) K
Lonclusions

2 t .

From all’ appearances, th1s project was we11-conce1ved and well-executed,

LY

Because of tate not1f1cat1on from the state and a local sﬁortage of qualified

-

personne] the proJect was hampered by a Iate start +Although obJect1ve measures

Pl

fa11ed te va11date the merits of thlS project, the SubJect1ve and anecdota]

_ev1dence suggests that the concept has promise. o . -

. . .
Y . ’ - . H

.

' Tangipahoa Parish

.Description:and Process

.- °’3,

L} ' - . )
The pllot project {n TangipahOa Parish was ca]]ed DRILL \}ts aim was to

a
provide remed1a1 instruction for h1gh-risk second- graders through da11y 1nd1v1d-

ua11zed instruct1on in 1anguage arts and mathematies.




L4 “ai-

Students were selected far e]igibd]ity on thé basis of low prior test

scores; prior grade retention, and teacher recommendation. Of these, 72 were

a]]ocated to the experimental group and 62 to the contro] group. The alloca-
tion was not random in effect: pretest achievement scores were lower among °
experimental .than among control students, and the _experimental group contained_
fewer prior repeaters and fewer students served by Title I. These d1spar1t1es
in the composition of the tyo groups 1nd1cate that ana]yses of project impact '
be interpreted w1th caution, since any relative ga1ns found could be attributable
" to prior differences between the gorups, as opposed to the impact of the
instructiona]'procéss. : .

The experimental students were served by three itinerant teachers trained’

in the use of an instructional system called DYSTAR, marketed commercially
by Science Research Associates. Although project staff was initially 1mpressed
~ by the promise of DYSTAR, it was soon evident that serious problems were
deve]opdng in its use. DYSTAR is, above all, a sequent1a1 curr1cu1um That is,
every student must begin at ‘the same point-and progress through the same stages .
in the curriculum.. The concept may be sound, in that every lesson 1s predicated
on student understand1ng of prior lessons. In pract1ce, however, 1t proved
awkward. Most of the students in the proJ;%t were achieving at a level s1gn1f1-
cantly higher than the start-off point of theYSTAR materials. Teachers were
compe]]ed to restrain their natural des1re to skim or skip lessons until -a
" student's abilities were we]]-matched with the 1glel of difficulty of a lesson,
According to the project supervisor, this cauSed considerable frustrat1on on,
the part of hoth teachers and- students, and also retarded the process of
addressing the deficiencies most apparent to the teachers.
Upon recognition of this problem, the project director'decided to abandon
some of the str1ngenc1es of DYSTAR and to concentrate on using the periods of
1nd1v1dua1 1nstruct1on to her best advantage by asdress1ng def1c1enc1es as they

*

were discovered, . .}
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The project's development was hampered by a“jate start whick in itself
worked 'to its disadvantage. fhe late start was compounded by, the‘inabiTity -
of the project staff to secure instructionai materia]s of appropriate diffficulty
for the sample of students being served. Because of late not1f1ca¢1on of
funding by the- LSDE, the project director was required to purghase the mater1a]s
before the students had been selected afd evaluated. By the time the problem
was recognized, it was too late to acquire a different set of materials.

The' reactions of teachers and parents were so]icited through question-
‘naires, but the actual Fresults were ngt reported. Selected comments that were

included in the project's report suggest that teachers’ reactions were mixed,

and that-parents were generally supportive of this or any attempt to further -
\ N

aid their chﬂdren ' TR |

Outcome L .

Data anqﬁysis indicated that,‘relative to the contro] students, treatment
students showed stat1st1ca11y 31gn1f1cantvga1ns in read1ng but not in mathemat1cs
A nonsignificant loss occurred in schoo] aff1]1at1on Again, these findings

must be interpreted w1th caution, for the reasons d1scussed above (Table 2).

.

Conclusions - A

This is ]ear]y a case where1n the true mer1t of the proJect has not been

'

assessed s1nce it was not implementéd to the full extent proposed. The sugges-.
t1on was: that gains\in read1ng were ach1eved but these resu]ts requ1re rep]1ca-
tion The prob]ems exper1enced -could be attrwbutable to the novelty of the
instructional program, but it is the opinion of the Program Evaluator that -‘
ear]ﬁer notification of state support m1ght have a]]owed project personne] the g

necessary time to evaluate- proper]y both the def‘p1enc1es of the Students and

the level of the mater1a]s. in order-best to match %ﬁe two.: .
. . 6 " - ) / R IS
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- , West Carroll Parish

Description and Process y
' The West 6arro]1 pilot project,was dubbed, "Mathematics Achievement.
Growth In ComputationaI Skills (MAGICS) " The project made use of a ¢ puter- . )
ized instructional management system to diagnose and prescribe remedial serv”ces (
« for second-gr. rs who,exhibited marked deficiencies in computational skills
“The system ifcluded an online.component as well through which students could
) receive practice and symbolic reinforcement in computation at their optimaf levei'
.of difficulty i . ‘ ’ E
Unlike the other proJects involv1ng computers, this project emﬁaoyed a
minicomputer, -as opposed to a microcomputer -The power of minicomputers is
conSiderably greater, and the software more f]exible and sophiSiticated than
- that current]y available with microcomputers. A
. . Although the computer performed most of the work necessary to customize .
’,'g | drills and reports to students, %h\}c]assroom teachér was always in control. That
is, she cou]d alter or override thejdictates of the computer at will. 0n ‘the basis
of observation and discuSSion, it became apparent to the Program Evaluator that .
this f]ex1bility has several important advantages First, the teacher, unlike
‘ the computer, can conSider various intangible factors in additioﬁ to a student's
.~ current level of achievement. She is sensitive to a child's mood on a given day,,
and may be inclined to prov1de prob]ems at a lower or higher Tevel of diffﬁculty
.than is recommended by the computer This would seem to have the potentia] to

. make the custom tai]oring pgocess even more fineTy tuned Second, affording ‘

the teacher the power and responsibility tb override, the deciSionsdof the

. ' computer has the effect of, restoring spme of the teacher's sense of efficacy ;
L _ which 15 eaSily undermined i by~an* infieSN?g;jﬁﬁéuterized system. ¢ - Y.
. ' Experimenta] students-(113) and tontrol students (46) were selected on

the basis of preVious mathematics achievement scores beiow the 50th percentite.

g
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“cantly higher proportion of black students than did the control group.

“the pretest- posttest comparisohs was only four months in duration.

Qutcome

Conclusions : -

<

The groups were fairly well-matched, with the exception that the experi-

mental group performed s1ightly better on the pretest and contained & signifi-

Because of-late notification of fundiMy, the computer equipment was not
ordered until 1ate;September, and was not.operational unt™. early January. fwo
weeks of training fo]]owed, and actual 1mp]ementat1on began in mid- January
As posttest1ng was conducted in m1d -May, tfie 1nstruct1ona] period ref]ected W

Informa] surveys were conducted ‘with students staff, and parents, and
the_react1ons are repo/ted to have been uniformly positive. The Program
Evaluator's onsite observations supported the contention that the system was

work1ng smooth]y and that teacher and pr1nc1pa] support was at*a high level.

«
.
» l ‘\

Data analysis revealed that the adjusted ga1n scores-of the exper1menta]
group s1gn1f1cant1y exceeded those of the control group. No significant differ-
ences were found in school aff1]1at1on (Table 2). Thus, evidence of the,efficacy
of“\hi project is not']acking, despite the'shortness of the instructional period..

' N

A4
The computer1zed instruction and instructional management system appears

to have operated effect1ve]y One concern held by the Program Eva]uator was tha7
the system was far more expensive than those using m1crocomputers Thus, the
cost of the system per pupil served was high. Fortunate]y, such a system can
accomodate more students than were served in the pnq;ect Moreover, this .
can be achieved without ]ozer1ng the pupil-terminal rat1o, since a m1n1computer
of this type can.accomodate many term1na]s at distant phys1ca] 1dcations. /lh
sum, there is reason to bel1eme that the effectiveness of this system may be'\d/’

enhanced by lengthening the Jdnstructional period, and that its cost -effectiveness

i
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may be increased by increasing the number of sites with tennina]s;

North Louisiana'Consortium'For Education

‘) (Ouachita Parish School System, Agent)

Description and Process ' : : .
—~

The North Louisiana Consortium for Education represents 20 public

) schoo] systems and one parochial schoo] system in the Fifth Congressiona] District

»

of North Louisiana The Consortium s pi]ot project consisted of two components.

1) ‘the addition of certified remediaT teachers to existing classrooms,. and 2) the
implementation of a transition class for students at risk far retention. Both
components served second graders who had preViousiy been retained at ]east orice.

- Component One, invo]Ving addition of certified teachers, was impl emented
in Quachita Parish and in Lasa]le Parish Each remediai teacher was assigned
to m:;k Wi th students in at least two c]assrooms in small groups. Efforts
were.made to coordinate these sessions with the overall schedules of the regular

classroom teachers, and with other personnel including those in Title I and

s ~

special education.
e - Q) .
‘The 102 students selected for compensatory/remedfgi-services were those

1n the target school who were at highest risk for retention Symdents were not,

L4 '

+ however, a]]ocated at random to experimental and control groups, nor were schools
se]ected through random ass19nment In fact, pretest scores indicated that

experimentai group students averaged significantiy lower initia] scores in reading;

]

and slightly Tower scores in mathematics than, did’ the control group students.

Q

Therefore, the results of the outcome anaiyses should be interpreted with caution

~«Despite the specifications in the Consortiun s proposa] project personne]
&

_decided to alter somewhat ?ﬁie operation of the component in LasaHe Pari sh.
Because participating students resided in five classirooms, the additiona] teachers
were 1nitia11y required to overextend themselves, such that -they could work with

' students in eacheclassroom only one hour per.day. The project director decided,

- Y
-
3 +
%
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‘reassigning teachers, . alJocat1ng and scheduling teachers and- students, and

~

therefore, that those students demonstrating the greatest need from all five
classrooms would be removed to another room for three hours per day for com-
pensatory/remedia] instruction. In other words, all participating students
received_at Teast one hour of special instruction, and some receiued thiee
hours in a separate room.

.Component Two, the trans1t1on class, was offered in Caldwell Parish. The
pr1mary obJect1ve of this component was to g1ve s]ower Students an opportun1ty'
to "catch up" 1o the-grade !eve] to which they were putat1ve]y to be promoted,
by providing them with intensive compensatory/remedial instruction. In this

way,, it was hoped that the subsequent class of third graders'wou]d be more . ,

homogeneous with respect. to ab111ty level, and that third grade teachers cou]d

L2

be more effective in teach1ng\ch1]dren more near]y equa] in ab1]9ty Project

N

developers expressed the belief that(xhe trans1t1on class concept m1ght be an

option preferable to retention. : . ‘z

-
&

Rrticipating students received'compensatory/remedia] instruétion for a

.
.

o

full day, every day, in groups whose pupﬂ-teacher' ratio wa’s 17 o 1. v —

The Consortium project, :1ike most others was p]agued ngs sgvere]y by «°

-a ]ate start, which in turn was caused by 1ate not1f1cat1on of“fund1ng by the

LSDE. The late start made part1cu]ar]y difficult the tasks of hiring and -

-’
e

acqu1r1ng curr1cu1um/support mater1a1s ) . -

Another problem'was caused by what was perce1ved as too h?ah a pup11 teacher
rat1o. The @average number of" pud1]s per teacher was 17, whereas exper1ence

1ed both proJect/personnel and the Program Evaluator to recommend 8 to 12 pup1]s

‘a

per teacher. - ‘ " ' ‘ T

‘-‘ o
[} ; i A * ’ L]
K . - ’ °
L ; . \ "t
, .
4 : t i’"

An ana]y51s of adJusted da1n scores revea]ed that the Componefit Gne experi-’

Outcome

mental group demonstrated s1gn1f1cant gains in mathemat1cs but not Egﬁread1ng

‘ ) % . R4
-~ v

4

.
L}
.
) o Y § N
Y % ° » P ~
8 o . # , ey
» \
. « 2
: ' .
.

*




-,

. N
Component Two (trans1t1on class) exper1menta1 students showed measurab]e gains

relative to contro]s, but because only one class was involved, the numbers were

~
insufficient for the gains to achieve statistical significance. HNo differences

were found with respect to school affiliation in either component (Table 2).

Conclusions

/) .. The finding of gains in mathematigs (and nonsignificant gains in reading)

- .

suggests -the possfb111ty that the proJect was beg1nn1ng to have a measurable 1mpact

™

at the time of posttest1ng. The short durat1on of the 1nstruct1ona] period in

Component One, coup]ed with a high pup1] teacher ratio, were likely the pr1mary

,reasons for the marg1na1 success of this project. Component Two showed promise,

but the number of ch1]dren involved was too sma]1 for s1gn1f1cant results to be oy

L%

N
detected. Were these cond1twons reqedied, there is reason to believe that

results would be con§iderab1y more positive.
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DEMNSTRATION PROJECTS. © -~ *

~ Ascension Parish “

~ - Description and Process

The demonstration project imp]emented in Ascension Parish represented an
attempt to demonstrate the impact of a computer-ass1sted management system in
. two 1nstruct1ona1 resourte centers. ‘The ski]]s addressed were reading and
]anguage arts. The object was to demonstnate a system that would incorporate
the state minimum ‘standards, the basal reading text, and the ex1st1ng 1nstruc—
. tionai system, Ideally, a computer-ass1sted management system would enabﬂe
these,threé components to be eff1c1ent1y coordinated within th corpus of a .
single curriculum. o ST =

B Y L
The spec1f1c functions of the resource cneters would be to jdentify students

N in need of ‘compensatory/remedial serv1ces -to diagnose their def1c1enc1es\ and

to presc1be 1nstructiona1 mater!a]s and strateg1es A

~/  One hundred twelve students were selected for inclusion in the experimental .
group, and 113 students in other schools were Selected to serve as- contro]s In
fact, the experiménta] group evidenced sOmewhat lower pretest scores 1n read1ng

L4

and ]anguage: and it contained more b]acks, fewer T1t1e I students,«any more
students rece1v1ng free Tunch than did the_control group. Because of these dis-
-, “parities, results- of data ana]ys1s should be 1nterpreted with caut1on
- . ' The job of corre]ating ex1st1ng materials, state ‘minimum standards,*and
"stdgent prescriptions is veny time-comsuming when done by hand. . It is for 167;
reason that microcomputers were proposed to perform much of this work, 1eay1ng the

* teachers free to deyote their full attenti%; to instruction. However, it was

-, .
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this component’of the prOJect that proved most troublesome. Compounding the
delay caused by ]ate not1f1cat10n of funding were further delays in the acquisi-
tion and setup of the computers .« Most ser1ous was the fact that obvious m1s-

" matches occurred between the prescriptions generatedAnrthe computers\
and - resources actually ava1]ab1e in the resource centers. in other words,
1nsuff1c1ent attention was g1ven at the outset: to the need to custom tailor
the management system to an existing resource center. . -

: Accord1zg“to resource center teachers,- some of them attempted to

-

accomodate the computer-generated prescriptions, while, most simply abandoned

‘e .

the use of the computer for all but the‘*most trivial taskfch as.generat1ng

\

pr1ntouts of group performance There are p]ans to intro e better-matcheg

software into the computers for use during a planned summer session.

v

Despite (or, perhaps, because of) the d1ff1cu]t1es with: the computers, the
&

resolve of the'part1c1pat1ng teachers was str1k1ng Their morale was high, and
S0, too, was thaﬁ«of the students Informa]*observat1on 1nd1cated that the
studgnts were spénding a very h;gh proport1on of the1r t1me 1n the ¢enters on
task.- Thestéachers uere rather@voca] about- their frustrat1ons and free]y vo]-_
unteered suggestions as\tofhow the system might be 1n£roved A planned summer l
_session may well be arhetter test of the vfab1]1ty of the system as it was meant

e

" to be implemented. ;)

a

Qutcome - : . - - s '
. Data analysis revealed that:s;gnifjcant gains were ach1eVed.by the experi-
" mental .group in both reading and ]anguage. ~'No sdgnﬁf%cnat gains were found with
respect to school affi]iation (Table 2). A%These results Should be rep]icated w1th

. groups more carefu]]y matched before any firm 1nferences are drawn.
Oonclusions . M

. Th1s demonstratiop prdject'was ambittous and quite complex. Its execut?on

was flawed primarily because of 1nsuff1c1ent 1ead\t?me in which to proper]y

| -4 50
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match a ciassroom mangement system with existing practices and resources.
Nevertheless; the resu]ts suggest that. student did benefit from the experi-
ence of intensiue instruction_in the resource rooms, and one can only speculate
that a more efficient computer-assisted system might well engender significant
improvements inlthe effectiveness of the resource centers.

> *

-

St. Bernard Parish

Description and Process . /

' mastery of the state minimum competencies.

- ' °

The demonstration project 1mp]emented by St. Bernard Parish was dubbed

"Project:Competency." 1In addition to the goal of fostering studént achievenient

-

and attitudes toward. schoo], this project aimed exp]acitiy to as51st students in

AY

"the basic skill areas of read1ng, writing, and mathematics, as demonstrated by

LY

. . ;
The project employed three~certijied teachers,-one specializing in each of

‘the three skill araas, to work with selected students in the classroom during
/ > ‘ *

ﬁegu]ar class periods. The threeateachers’Were itinerant, moving from one
school to anpther according to 3 prearranged schedule. In this-'way, the three

teachers were able to provide remed1a] serv1ces to 75 needy students, and each

rgroup of eligible students/reeelyed the same number of hours of remediation in

a given week,
The remediation prov1ded can best be described as diagnostic/prescriptive.

For each participating student an Individual Remedial Prescription (IRP) was

. prepared by the proaect teachers, in coopgration with the regular c]assropm

H

teachers. The IRPs identifiedlin detai] the particular mastery-objectives on .

: which each student was current]y workinga the materiais used for‘remediation

L 4

. with each student, and the progress made by the student over time

Students were deemed eligible for the projectson the basis of previous -

standardized test scores, teacher-assigned gradés, and teacher recommendationq’

Once e]igibi]ity had been determined, the eligible students were divided into
\ e :

- <45~ .




g ™
two group:s representiné a treatment and a comtrol group. The,a]]ocation of

students go| the two groups was done in such anﬁanner as to render the resulting
4 H

groups as simi]ar as possible with respect to a.variety of tionally relevant,
W
factors. IThis effort was quite successful, as ev1denced by e faCt that the

average phetest achievement and SOS scores of the two groups did not differ

sign1f1cart1y.‘ﬁbreover, the demographic profiles of the two groups were
alike on 611'd1mensions except the proportion of students served\by Title I.

The group designated.for remedial instruction 1nc1uded a significantly sma]]er

praportio of Title I students than did the contro] group. ‘ -~
In.a d1t1on-to the remed1a] services provided directly to students, the
project h d two secondary obgectives inservice training of the 1t1nerant

teachers py outside consu]tants, and parent-teacher workshops 1ntended to pro-
\

mote reinforcement at Home bf the learning activities taking p]ace in school.
These activitjes in fact took place, but no documentation was prov1ded by St

Bernard Parish regaﬁging the impact of the activities.

- 3 -
-

- §§
Qutcome .

s
e

Ana]ysie of adjusted g%in écores revealed small, non-significant gains in

both groups with the exper‘imenta] group*showll'ng sTightly greater gaihs in,

reading but not in mathemat'cs No sigpificant differences were found in school.

affiliation (Table 2).

* Conclusions

",

iderable problems attendant to the schedullng of

- X

itinerant teachers, and to train the itinerant teachers in the app]1cat1on of

~ -
+ ) >

of action, to solve the co

S
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. }
d1$§nost1c/prescript1ve tec:}1ques to the teach1ng of state minimum standards
Given the non- s1gn1f1cant tfend in the direction of positive impact, 1t s (

possible tha;z}he true mer1t of the prOJect wou]d show itself, were the pro&ect

rep] cated with adequate lead time and 1mp1ementat1on time.




. ) AN . . '
: \ OVERLL SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

< ~

« Planning Project ’ : & . ’

.

The two prOJects approved for, p]ann1ng and tra1n1ng of personne] were the :'
‘ msot d1ff1cu]t to evaluate in aQ:bbJectlve manner, because of the pauc;ty of
verifiable and quantifiable‘data. As such the dJscusslons above emphas1ze the
degree to which stated goals appear to have been ach1eved on the bas1s of forma] s
and 1nforma1 observattons. In’both cases (East Baton Rouge and the Consortium),
the projects received high marks'on this crtterion. In fact, it appears that
' tﬁes\\projects excelled in precisely that area in which deficiencies tended to
exist.in the other_ proaects adequate plann1ng .and tra1n1ng._ Th1s suggests the
argument that, in the future, it may be wise to al}ow projects to engage in a .
year of planning and tra1n1ng-pr1pr(tE the 1mp1ementat10n of a pilot project. ° | >
It is the opinion of the Prcgram Evaluator that both planning projects are well-
prepared to initiate p1]ot projects, and that such prOJects, were they imple- - ~
mented, would be unlee]y to suffer:from- the effects of severe delays exper1ence;)

. by the other projects. - . A o s

Pilot and Demonstration Projects -

Seven of the ;5 projects in these‘categor1e§ demonstrated at least ~
-Eq' suggestive positive effects on student achievement in one“or m%re skill areas. |
b, ¥ - Of the]g‘seven, five evidenced significant gains in a1’ achievement skill .
! ] | .areas addressed and testpd No evidence was found that students aff1]1atﬁon ,
: .for‘school as assessed by the SOS was affected by any of the prOJects (Tab]e‘Q

% There 1s no obvious reason for the failure of the SOS to detect any 1mprovement

R < in students attit& toward s,chool One possibility is that att1tudes slmp]y

Q - .
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cannot be expect. d to change 1n a short period of time, evert in cases where B
' achievement ga1ns are found. Anather possibility is that tﬁe 1nstrument 1tse1f
-, ]acks ,validity W1th%the particular sample of ]ow-ach1ev1ng students 1nvo]ved in
these projects: T o S S 't '
« a At .the outset.pf this program the Program Evaluator made plans to assess
the cost- effectiveness Qf each: proJect, particu]ar]y those funded for demonstra-
. tion. .These p]ans ‘were abandoned &hen it became clear that v1rtua1]y aH the
| projects had been serious]y hampered by 51gn1f1cant de]ays 1n implementation.-
Many of the proaectsowere simply not ab]e, in the time permitted to make optimal
use of the funds a]]Ocated to them. The variafce 1n,1nstructiona1 time among
' proJects further complicated the situation, to the extent that a.cost-effective-
| ness ana]ysis was no longer deemed useful or statistically valid.

. Overall, resu]ts suggest that the f]exibi]itv built in to the Request for
Proposa]s had a favorabie 1nf1uence If a]]‘;he proJecIs'had been required to
pi]ot or demongtrate the, same 1nstructiona1 mode], one wou]d have ]earned some-
thing_ about the ability of-each parish to implement it successful]y, but little

about the merits of the chosen model. By encouraging diversity among mode]s,

both the LSDE and the part1c1pat1ng parishes have acquired valuable information
about the relative merits and feasibility of & number of models. .
" With the exception of West Carroll, those parisfies that experimented with -~ |
computer-a551sted techniques- experienced a common core of difficulties It
appears that the state of the art in the useé of microcomputers 1n classrooms is .
not quite adequate for smooth operation. It should be noted, however, thft many
commercia] concerns are working very rapid]y to improve this 51tuation, and it
may be only a year or two before dramatic improvements have been achieved.

( Most of the projects that emphasized individualized instruction showed
promising results. Most of these projects combined the 1owerihg of pupil-teacher

4
ratios with the 1nstntution of diagnostic/prescriptive 1nstructiona1 techniques.

While it is not.clear which (if either) of these twd components is the more

- : )-49-




potent, their comb1nat1on seems to hold promise for the remediation of h1gh r1sk

isecqnq graders, and further test1ng of these models_is clearly warranted.
‘ Certainly the clearest lesson learned was that compensatory/remedial educa-

~ tion programs caant be expected to function at optima? ef}ectiveﬁess when y
implementation does‘not begin uﬁti] January or February of the school yegr.:
Although some projects can be faulted for delays, all of them were handicépped
from the outset by the fact that they did not have thetr funding approved unt11
after the beginning of the school year. W1thout except1on, Tocal project - R
-directors c1ted late notification as the single most vexing problem they exper1* .
enced. If state funding is to be forthcom1ng in future efforts of this kind, #t -
is ,imperative that not1f1cat1on of funding be given at least one month prior to

4.

the beginning of the school year.
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