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A SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION
) FOR THE ,
1980 1981 LEARNING TO READ THROUGHfTHE ARTS PROGRAM

' Learning To Read Through the Arts (L.T.R.T.A, ), a Tit]e I Children's
Program, offefs intensive individualized reading instruction through the %in-
teqration of a total arts prograp with a total redding program. In 1980-1981,
the proqram served 1,160 children from all five boroughs who wereg&eadinq at
least one year below grade level, including 94 “special education students.
Most of the students were in grades four to six, although grades two and three
were included at the Staten Island site,

<

. Students participated in two reading-orientéd arts workshops which

. used the areas of theater arts, fine arts, and/or music to emphasize listen-

ing, speaking, writing, and reading skills. They also attended a reading work-
shop which employed a diaqnosticfprespriptive approach to reading through. indi-
vidual and small group instruction. he workshops were c]osely coordinated."

In ggdition,” the program's association with various museums, (the
Queens Museum, the Bronx Museum of the Arts, ‘the Brooklyn Museum, and the
Staten Island Children's Museum) the Ba]]et Hispanico of New York, and,the New
York Aquarium; provided students with field trips to view exhibitions and per-
formances culminating in the Learning to Read Through the Arts _Exhibition, Per-
. forming Arts, and Fi]m Festival. Al chi]drén participated 1n this event.

b

gram. Parents were encodraged.to participate in hands-on activitie
.workshops geared to déveloping their understanding of how childcen .learn and
.?pw to, help them at home. . -

L The eva]uation of L.T:R. T“A. in r980 1981 .included four components
1) assessment of reading achievement of 1,066 regular students; 2).assessment
‘of reading achievement of 94 special éducation students; 3) assessmeht-of com-
munications efforts between L.T.R.T.A. program staff and students' sending. ‘
. school teachers; and 4) -analysis of the L.T.R.T.A, staffs' reactions to specif-
ic National Diffusion Network Activities. Each of these is summarized below.
\

Parental 1nvo1;§ment was also an important part of the L. Tgszu A, pro-
di

~

The California Achievement Test was used to measure changes in reading

levels of the 1,066 requ]ar students. The evaluation ohjective was a mean .
dain .score of‘five N.C.E.'s, the criterion, for success in Title I programs.
The L.T.R.T.A. students attained an ayerage, gain of 13 N.C.E.'s; this indicates
that L.T.R.T.A. was very effective in improving students' readinq skills,

" .The specia1 education component Was similar in procedures and content
for the 94.stlidents involved.. The differences were a smaller class size, the
participation-of entire classes 4nd their classroom teachers, and the use -of a
different test to measure achievement. The Wisconsin Design Sk\ﬂ] Development

est, 'a criterion- referenced test, was used to assess mastery in four skill
areas: comprehension, phonetic analysis, structural analysis, and vocabulary.
" The evaluation results show that students far. surpassed expected objectivés

»




-

. g ! ‘ .
(60 percent ‘were expected to pass four objectives) with 88 percent”of the .
$tudents passing four ob3ect1ves .and 82 percent of the students. passing f1ve
objectives, which they had failed to master bn the pretest. ‘_“*; .

0Q§ervat1ons ina samp]e of 11 classrooms indicated the following
about the efforts of L.T.R.T.A. staff to increase communications between the
program and sending schools' .classroom teachers. 1) Teachers of reqelar stu-
,dents were hesitant.to carry-over L.T.R.T.A. _program methodo]oqy into their
*cjasspooms because not all the students part1c1pated in the program. 2) Teach-
ens_gf spec1a1 education students were more Tikely to carry -over L, T.R.T.A.»
. The L.T<R.T.A. program has been natlonally va11dated~s1nce 1975 and
has received funding from the National, Diffusion Network (N.D.N.) of the United
States Department of Education as a success ful program which can be transfer-
red to other schools and districts around the country.” A guestionnaire dis-.
tributed to all L.T.R.T.A. teachers reveals that the dissemination materials
developed with N.D.N. funding were helpful in-their training. A large percent- "
age of respondent§ reported numerous outside visitors to their c]assrooms, and
many teachers felt. that teach1ng at a deve]oper/demonstator site was profes-

. S1ona11y reward1ng. ) e

o

The major recommendét1ons resu1t1ng from the L T.R. T A. program eva-

1uat1on,are ‘the following. . .
| .

.The program should be continued and posSsibly expanded to.

£ accommodate some of the eligible students now on a waiting list..
. . N ;
’ o ’ N M = ] -_‘
.Program staff may. wish to consider ways of expanding the ; ‘
program ‘further to serve bilingual or nonpub11c school .- ‘

students. N ..

JMhere possible, tt is reéommended that. ent1re e]asses and

€7 their teachers part1c1pate in the prodgram to ensure maxi -
mum carry -over of program goals.

4 - .
.Strateqies should be explored for minimizing time.and effort /‘
spent estab11sh1ng and transferr1nq sites at the beq1nn1nq of

the year., .. . .
< : N
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. . . .
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.
Learninq to Read Throuqn tne.Arts
- 5001-48-11640"
September, 1980-June, 1981 . .
Q.é‘ Department‘of Education
se19;523%. , - . - o
(FULL YEAR)

" # pretested’ "1160 = - '
- # posttested JRY:Y 1) R
. #'pre- and posttested © B0 N T .

Students in ‘grades two to s1x read1ng at -least
one year below grade 1eve1 ”
P

Five,. -

-
I

\' .

‘e

(9

~» One site each in Bronx, Queens{ Ménhqttany i

Staten Island, and Brpoklyn.‘ Students were
bused to borough sites two afternoons a
. week except-in Staten Island, where children
. attended the program in the1r own school.
At each site, there were two cOncurrent week:
cycles, two days per'week.
the program eight hours per week.’

LY

Dur1nq each sess1on3 students part1c1pated.1n

|

Students attended .

‘two reading-oriented arts workshops where they.

rece1ved 1nstruc}1on i reading and art.
also received thiree hours of individualized:
directed reading instruction each week "in a

. reading workshop. Monthly field trips and a %
specialb end-of-year. exhibition erformance
‘were featu red W

A mean gain of five N.C.E.'s from pretest to (r
posttest scores. - . ¢
Ca11forn1a Acn1evemént.Test“in reading,.form c, X
TeVQ]S 11-16 P :'w ~

g/rm-referenced test
Oetober, 1980,-and T'1ay, *1981.

»

THey .

’




L

Pretest/posttest compar1sons were made in
accordance.with Model A far Title .l programs,
The treatment effect was determined by compar-
ing mean.pretest N.C. E.'s w1th posttest d

N.C.E."' "S-

\

Omera11 Treatment Effect

= 13.0
Grade 2 Treatment Effect = 14,6 N.C.E.'s -
Grade' 3 Treatment Effect = 15,7 N.Q.E.'s‘
.Grade 4‘Treatment Eﬁfett = 15,0 .N.CZF.:S
Grade 5 Treatment'Effect - 11,7 - N.CsE.'s
Grade, 6 Treatment Etfect'— 10.0 N.C.E.'s
-

N.C.E.'s

“The, program surpassed the cr1ter1on for

' program SUCCESS.

.
-

S

¥\
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; II. TITLE I CHILDREN'S PROGRAM: LEARNIN@ TO READ .THROUGH THE ARTS

-

PROGRAM DEscnIPTroN T N
\ The Title I-Chi]dren's Program° Learn1nq to Read Through the Arts
(LfT.R.T.A;) is an 'intensive, 1nd1V1duaT1zed readinq program that focuses -
on thevdmproyement of reading skills through the 1ntegratgon of a total arts.t'
",/program”wﬁth a total.reading program. ".In the schoo1'year 19§b:i9§1, the -
. “program was offered for fwo toncucrent;29-week;cycies'from 0ctobera 1980,
to June, 1981. Two afternoons a week Title I eligible children in the Bronx,
Queens, Manhattan and Brook]yn were bused to“afprogram s1te in the1r borough,
Each of these boroughs served 24b students. In Staten Is]and where the pro- .
> gram wa\\held in their schoo]s, two afternoons a week, 220 children partici-
pated A tota] of 1,160 children part1o1pated in the ‘program, 1nc1uding 94
Spec1a1 educat1on students. Eva]uat1on resu]ts for spec1a1 educat1on stu-
dents appear 1n Sections III and IV oﬂPthis report.
Except in Staten Island,” the program was offered to fourth “fifth :

and s1xth graders who were between Y and 12 years o]d and who were read1ng at

LY

s ) 1east one year below grade 1eve1 In Staten Is]and ch11dren in grades two

o to s1x who were reading a year be]ow qrade Tevel were e11q1b1e for the pro-
- gram. | The program Was schedu]ed for 12: 00 p.m. to 4: 00 p.m. at all- s1tes
' exceph Staten’ Island, where it was scheduled for 19t .00 a.m, to~3:00 p.m.

\ P At e\th programfs1t:;)studegts partic1pated in two reading-oriented
arts workshdps where listenifg, speaking, wc1tlng, and reading skills were
e . ) _emphasized, These workshops ot;éfed dance, theater, music, painting, " scu]p:.
. - : ture, graphicsgﬁégintnakinq, mi xed nedia, ceramics, andjphotography. As part

‘of each.workshop 1anguage was integrated with art by students recording the.

2
.
' ’ . 5 - ~
g - « ' .
. I . . . -
’ . -
- - 3
.
. . .




. .
- . - .’
. . RN

day's']angiage experiences i? their individual writing journals, mhiTe the'

- . . y

 workshop leader recorded this information in a master journal. These exper-
L} ’ :

) iences included the learning of .specialized vocabulary, norm-referenced voca- .

.
- . \ b . -

bulary, reading skills, creative writing, and -reading forvinformation, appre:

A

- ciation, and/or pleasure. ] - \ ‘ s . o k .
| In additi‘ ,‘students participated ~in a reading workshop which,used
‘ a diagnostic-prescriptive approach to reading and emphasized'indiuidua1 and
s ';ﬁha11 group instruction. Each student'rgceived at least three hours of read-

. - : e .
ing instruction per week. The reading workshops focused on comprehension,
word attack skills, study skills, and reading for apgreciation and/or pleas- -0

'ure..,The'reading-oriented arts workshops and the reading workshops were clo- ’

- ) sely- coordinated. .

) - : o« . FI

Field trtps were an inteqral part of’the proqram. The proqram 1s as- -t
soc1ated with the-Bronx Museum of ‘the Arts, the Brook]yn Museum, the Oueens
. -Museum, the Staten Island Childreh's Museum, Ballet H1span1co of New York,
- .' and the New York Aquarium. dﬁ; day each month was set aside for field trips
" to museums, galleries, art and educational resource centers, and Tibraries to

X L. \ytew exhibitions and performances. For the second year, .children. performed

PO

A{ the Macy's C1ty Kids Event, at Macy S Hera!d Square in New ¢er C1ty.

/

> : The Learn1hq to [Read Through the Arts-Exhibition, Performing Artss ot

3

and Film/ﬁestival represented the culmination of the year's activities. The
/

main exhibit1on was he]d at the School» of V1sua1 Arts Museum in New York; con-

commitantly, exhibgtions and performances were held at the five Learn1ng to
5 - )
Read Throuqh the A!ts Centers as part of this major f1na1 event., A1l children ’

AV -

] 4 -

participated in tﬁis event. .

) . Parent,workshnps were held at each site for 90 minutes a weel for . ¢

\ - . P ' - . .

. v . -~
s -4- .
~ - N

o 10 . =

) . ) : _—

3
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ten weeks. The workshops, which were conducted by the assistant coordinators

! .

- 7 and a social warker, focused .on how children learn and. on familyzlife,educa-

[

N . . «©
tion. " Parents also participateg in hands-on activities geared to teathing

« ?them'about the'proqram. The workshops also offered “suggestions on. how' parents

LT cou]d he]p their ch11dren w1th reading- at home. Parents were, invited ta ob-".

serve the1r chi]dren s, work shops. - - %

EVALUATION RESULTS .

The program obJective was for students in the program’to ach1eve a

.

mean: gain of. f1ve Normal Curve Equ1va1ents (N.C.E.'s) on the Ca11forn1a . .

s

Ach1evement Test in reading, * Pretest. and posttest data were ana]yzed using
Model A of the U.S. Department -of Educition's recommended approaches for.
\,‘\ . . .‘ S . , : . Y
. -Iﬁt]e I eva]uations.** .

?

Accordinq to this norm-referenced mode], 1t is expected that without

treatment, -a student's percentTTe on. a pretest w111 remain the same on a post-

test, i.e., under no-treatment cond1t1ons, a student Jds expected to rema1n in
the same pos1t1on, re]ative to other students, on both pretest and posttest,

If the ‘percentile status on the posttest is qreater tﬁ%n on the pretest, gain

¢ - r

‘ r. - . can be- attributed to the effecfiveness of, the program» The User's Gu1dé st1p-

L ulates that gains ‘are to be reported in N.C.E.' 's, which are based on an equa]

-

interval scale. _N.C.E.'s match the precenti]e‘ranks of tﬁE“distg}bﬁtiqn of

& R 4
*TheﬁL T R‘T1Y evaluation testing proqram was- administered at the stu-
dents functional level, at pretest (October, 1980) and posttest (May, 1981).
As part of the C1tywide Testing Program, students were administered an al- '
ternative form of the CAT in » 1981, - The Citywide Testing Program ;s

admin stered at the student s nstructiona] (grade) level.

**See. G, K Tallmadge, et a% User § Guide: Eséi Tit]e‘I Evaluation and
, Reporting System. Mountain View, Ca11forn1a. RMC’ Research Corp. (Prepared
for U.S, Department of Education), ‘Revised February, 1981 _ s :

B
7

%

\

~
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of a nationally representative sample of students.
4 * . : '

The California Achievement Test, form C, levels 11-16, in reading,
< o ,

was used to assess student readiﬁq ihprovement The Ca11forn1a Ach1evement

. 9
a

"Test is a standard12ed norm-referenced test.

.
.

/
The students in L.T.R, T A. not on]y surpassed the cr1ter1on for suc-
\ AN e
cess set for Title I programs, they qa1ned 13 N, C"E. S: The ‘mean pretest

score for students in the program was 27 N.C.E.'s, wh11e the mean posttest

"score was 40 N.C. .' (see Tables 1 and 2.) These scores Th?;cate cpnsider;

able imp roveme in part1c1pants reading skﬁ]]s, both overa]]oand for each

‘
~

. gﬁade level.

o~




" TABLE 1

A

s v .' K 7 = ‘ .,
4+ CCalifornia Achievement Test, Pretest/Posttest Means in N.C.E.'s

"For Participants Taking both Tests

s > :
Number of Pretest Posttest Mean
Grade Students . N.C.ED ~N.C.E. Gain
- Second 64 36,3 50,9 14.6 -
Third 39. 30.4 ‘46,1 15.9
Fourth 294 24,1 39.1 15.0
Fi fth 306 27.4 49,2 11.8
Sixth 137 26,7 36.7 10.0
Grades two to six B840 2730 T W0 T30
A%
) X v
‘g . . =~
ol :
o s . .
J. i . %
- ‘.
. ; .. B L) »
"L §
. 'F,% ' \
.‘ '}*/ -
. -
~ - .




v - _ ' TABLE 2 )
' Frequenéy Distribution of N.C.E. Scores 6n Pre- and P:Zttests by. Quartile
o .
L]
For A1l Participants Taking Both  Pretest and Posttesty ‘ ’
M ) . -
) . -
Pretest Distribution by Quartile . - i ' Posttest Distribution by Qﬁérti]e ’
Grade 1-25 . 26-50 51-75 76-99 : 1-25 26250 51-75 76-99
] ' . N % N % N % N % ) N % N % N % N %
Second 12 19%. 44  69% 8 124 - - - - 37 58,24 37% 3 5%,
(n=64) _ . . .
. Q 0 -
Third - 14 36 21 54 ° 4 10 - - "2 52 ° 23 59 12 31 2 °*5
(n=39) . ) . _
+ N - /_\
Fourth 164 56 124 ~42 5 L7 1 °.3 44 ¥ 199 68 48 16 3 i
4 (n=294} : ' o0 v S
Fifth 116 38 184 60 6 2 - - 3 10 4. 236 | 78 34 1] 4 1
: (n=306) * : o e, W ,
. ( 4 °
f’f ' 14¥Sixth 63 46 73 53 1 1 - - 31 23 94 68 12 9
(n=137) ~ :
ATY . ' ;
Grades 369 442 W6 53 2 2.9%¢ T . .3 P9 13% 589 70% T3V 15% T7 2%,
(n=’840)_ . ’ . ) ) .
- 3
i ;\ , .
" ‘l . - 5

g -




I § 08 EVALUATION ABSTRACT \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\

PROGRAM: SPECIAL EDUCAIION COMPONENT

~

PROJECT .IDENTIFICATION NUMBER: .5001-62-01636 ' °

FUNDING PERIOD: September, 1980-June, 1981

FUNDING SOURCE: U.S Department>f Education
. ¢

NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN PROGRAM:

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS:

o

NUMBER OF SITES: S

SITE CHARACTERISTICS: ..
K3

<

2 Y. -,

3

EVALUATION OBJECTIVE: ﬂg%

{

X

EVALUATION INSTRUMENT: v

TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: }

TEST DATES:
LTI LD

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES:

\
(FULL YEAR) .
# pretested . 9
# posttested - %
v * ’

94 special-education students from
classes in Queens and Staten Island.

Two.

Queens special education classes with the
classroom teachers were bysed to the site
in Queens one day a week; in Staten Island,
the special education classes and teachers
were at the site in the1rshome school one
day a week.

o~ '

MAJOR PROGRAM COMPONENTS: S Students part1c1pated in tﬁgﬁnead1nd oriented

art worksfiops and one readimg workshop each
Friday. They took reqular field trips and
part1c1pated in the annua] exhibition and

performing arts festival. (
Sixty percent of the students will master
four instructional objectives at posttest
which they had not mastered at pretest.

o

" Wisconsin Design Skill Development Test,

forms P and Q, levels A, B, C, and D. -}

Criterion-referenced test..
Tests administered throuqﬁbut‘the year.

' : \ ~_\
Computation of percentage of students.
mastering each instructipng] objective. -
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- OBJECTIVE MET:

-t

" The objective was.surpassed.

f;} £ .
KE1qhty e1dﬁt percentxof the students passed
at least ‘four objectives.

Eighty-two. percent of the students passed at
least—five objectives.

Fifty-three percent of the students passed at
least .six ob3edt1yes.

»

-

t o~ .
»
.
2 ~ L, *
.
¢
o
.
4
< ’ .
.
- -
¢ “ -
-
¢
.
'Y N
),
b
- ~
<. P b
- ~
*
<
~
R 3
>
.
o .
g
A
\
1
-
s -
A .
-
‘
o . -
¢
-
r}\\‘
[
N -~
|
5
I
» \.4'
/ 4
-10-‘ ’ -
. -
17 ’




’ ’ A ! h
o o . IV. SPECIAL EDU_CATION PROG\%AM, ” AR
. ~ PROGRAY-DESCRIPTION kﬁ\ v) ': S . , ’ - ':
: " The following section of this repory presents the evaluation data:
.o i . . \ . . K . ¢ . “' H
¢ 7 for 94* specia] education students from the borouqhs of Queens and Staten

, Is]and who part1c1pated in the L.T.R.T. A. proqram.- "The special education stu-

- dents in Queens and Staten Island participated in the program on Fr1days for 29
e ]

_~~ weeks. Entire c]asses, with classroom teachers, were bused to the 51t7

o Queens. In Staten Island, tFE“program operated in the home school.

' . The speeialveducation«progranrfoilowed basically .the samé methodo- . )

P

Jogy as the parent Tft]e I;L:T.R.T.A. program. However; in the special'educa-

’\/.'

tion program, .group sizes were smaller than in‘the regular program and entire <
A Q@ . L ) * / ’
classes with their classroom teachers participated in the program. Allowances

A ’ :»:.

were made for the studentsj short‘attention spanQQ,with materials presented,,
in.a variety of ways. * Extra dssdistance was provided for students with speciai
S difficulties to enabie them to part1c1pate in all program act1v1t1es.

. The™ students participated.in a d1aqnost1c/prescr1pt1Ve reading work-

L« ‘ « shop and two separate reading-ariented arts workshops, which Yncluded paint-
o f ing, sculpture, drama, mu51c, puppetry, pr1ntmak1nq, mixed media, mime,\and

*_ draw1ng. The c]assroom teachers were a551qned to one of the reading-oriented

- ' ‘arts' workshops to work'w1th the artist teacher for one part of the. day and to

* ~—

- ! .~

/ .
’ , the reading workshop: for the other part of the day. ‘ A

*Approx1mate1y 900 special education students partic1pated in the program
however, $ince the funding sources were d1fferent, the other-student evalua=
tions'are discussed in a separate report. ' See Tobias, R., ReichmanégEH and -
Francois, F. Title I/PSEN Reading and Math Services for the Handica
“chapter III, pg. 31-43, Office of Educationai Evaiuation, New York City Public
Qghoo]s, 1980~ 81. : . A

’ »
- * < .
. . . >
-
T , . -11: : -
» . -~
‘ B - Lo N s ° 18 ..
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A ! -

. S ' , !
The special education students particip?ting'in the program went: on

«“

- ° ' . . ’ . * . \\ ¢ )
regu]ar field trips to the cultural institutions associated with the program,

P O ‘
\ L et
e as we]] as.to other museums, cultural 1nst1tut1ons, universities, and libraries.

In add1t1on, these students’exh1b1ted their art work a]ong side- that of the

' other Title I L.T R T. A. students in the annua] Exh1b1t1on and Film Festival J

«

- . - held at the Schoo] of Visual Arts. hl .
. ~
The spec1a1 education component followed the same -model as the Title I

L,T.R.T.A. with respect to teacher trajn%nq and parent workshops.

- -
s
2

EVALUATION RESULTS _—— ..

— )
Pra {

»'The program obJect1ve of the special, educat1on component was for 60

L

/'

////// percent of the students to master at least four 1nstruct1ona1 ob1ect1ves at
posttest which they had not mastered at pretest

The W1sconsin Design Skill Deve]opment Test forms P and Q, levels .

A, B, C and D, QE{e used to assess mastery. The test is a criterion-referenced

- 1

‘ test of reading skills which is adm1n1stered to students throughout the year on "

‘

a pretest and posttest basis. Students are pretesteq dur1ng the beg1nn1ng of
the year to determine the areas and Tevel of skills in wh1ch the studént needs

" instruction. The reading teacher determines when a student is ready to take

a posttest. The four skill areas emphas1zed in the program ‘were comprehension,

\

_ phonetic_ana]ysis,'structura1 ana]ysﬁs, and vocabuiary.

Special education.students far surpassed the criterign for proqram “
v . “dn
success. The objective was for 60 percent of the students to pass at 1east

" fdur instruct1ona1 obJect1ves at posttest which they didn't pass at pretest

In fact, 88 percent of the students passed four ObJECt]VES, 82 percent of the

. students ﬂassed,at least five objéctives, 53 percent, or one'haif,'passed'six
8 k4 . 3

objeggi{e§%”and,35 percent of the students passed seven objectives.

et




QOMMUNICATION B%ﬂdEEN-L T.R T. A’ STAFF AND CLASSROOM TEACHE&&\\

L4

.
" “a

¥

COMMUNICATION oea@crlves L . - ' 4

I

One of the 1onq stand1nq aims of educators re]ated to Title I pull-out = <

programs (that,]s, where.TTtJe L,1nstruct1on occurs outs1de the child's c]assfy
¢ %v > “. . . v
room) is to integrate. Title I instruction with the classroom instructional pro- -

gram. In order for integration and exchange of information te occur, communi-

~

cationioetween staff members must take place. In 1980-1981, one of the goals

L4

of the L.T.R.T.A, program was to promote communication between the prograp and

from sending school classes. The goals of the increased communicatiogs were -

- o«

the fo]]owing:/

to inform sending schoo] teachers of L,T. R T.A. act1v1t1es
and procedures; . ¥ ¢

to promote continuity- of 1nstruct1on and proV1de-opportun1-
ties for teachers to reinforce theask1lls taUqht n the
programi and

to “enable program ahd c]ass?oom teachers to exchange re-
levant information about pupil. hehavior and academic
progress. - Lo 3* '

o L3
- ﬁ

<

~—

‘;? In order-to achieve these goa]s, the following 1nformat1on was sent
on

regular bas1s to the c]assroom teachers by - L T. R T A. coord1nators. Ve
o

~= lists of spec1a]1zed vocabu]ary words found #n norm-referenced
tests, as used and diagnosed in the L.T.MT, A, program,

~

L. T R.T.A. 1esson p]ans, Voo _.- AN
lists of suqqested act1v1t1es which wou]d re1d//rce,bhe
L.T.R.T.A. methodoloay;

"-

[

d1agnost1c progress . repésts of students' 42/{d1nq\needs and
achievement twice a year, . .

s’ /‘ .
readinq—oriented art workshop proqress reports tw1ce a year;
and -

destrﬁptions of field trips as they*otcurred.

’ 13-




. . - ! . > - i ) '- « , '4:.
. ' . ' jn add1t1on, c]assroom téachers were encouraqed to sen®, to L.T. R T A

s
* ~

staff lists of yocabulary wo used in the CTassroom. Efforts were aTso~made oot

by the L, T.R. T. A coord1nators to meet the classroom teachers and/or to esta-
) . . N . !
» b11sh phone contact ) o - . .
. N

T ‘  ASSESSHENT PROCEDURES ' ' ol - ST ‘/"

‘ )

. .
n"' I [}

In order to assess the 1mpact of these efforts, a sample of cTass-

- rooms v1s1ted at the beg1nn1ng and end of the proqram year. THe criteria
used t6 Select classrooms was that edch c]assr;om sent at Teast five students
’ to'the program. In‘each case, the c1assroom teacher was_ sendinq students‘to o
. | . the program for the f1£§t t;me. A tota] of 11 classrooms in three schoo]s were . »‘f
observed for 45 m1nutes each Four spec1a1 educatLon c+asses and seven requ]ar'
> c]asses were observed classroom teachers were informally 1nterv1ewed A°‘- -

- e
-

classroom observat1on form was designed to’ determine: 1) whether or not class-

‘ ‘a

room instruction réf]ected the pﬁocedures and, goals of the oroqramf 2)'wEEther
. ' 9r not c]assroom disp]ays and mater1als ref]ekted the program procedures:°and

)| whether or not there were any direct references to L. T R, T A on the part of

. -
vﬂ

. the teachers-or students(see Appendrx A) Dur1nq the v151ts, _any observab]e
‘ ,chanqes that had oocurred during the course of the year'were noted and'the eva-
o e *
’ ’ luator discussed with c]assroom teachers any contacts they may have had with - -

S ,LcT.RtT.A.rstaff and/or orogram infonmat1on..

D . ‘ . . —
* . v - . w

* ¢ s
ASSESSMENT RESULTS . e 4 T L .

* ~
N . . . .

*

v ) .+ At the endJof-the-year visit, teachers evidenced much greater“hnow; ///<
" ledgé-of L.T.R.T.A, than they had during the first visit. Teachers described o

-

, ' meeting with the program staff and receivipg lesson plans and other written .




‘

Yy

’

' might arouse envy among the non- part1c1pants.

. the exchange of “tnformatien related to pup11 progress and behavior.

- [4

“staff cou]d di'scuss progrdm procedure

materiats.,

[ N
. .

that ﬁhq program staff were cons1stent1y ava11ab1e for ass1stance.

LI S

«

Severa] teachers said the mater1a15 were we]] des1qned and commented

- Ev1dence of.carry-over to the sendan schoo] c]assroom was more ap- .

parent ip special educat1on c]asses, where entire c]asses and teachers parti-

cipate¢ in L.T.R.T.A.
r
board d1sp1ay1ng sculpture and pa1ntinq vocabu]ary words.
A

LN

< b

One specih] educat1on teacher had an L. T.B8.T h bu]]et1n

In another cJassroom

the ch11dren decided to make small cut out self portraits’ based on work they

had done in L.T.R.T.A.

v-vg

Another specia] educat1on teachen'commented“that there

was natura] carry- over 1nto “the é]assroom,ev1denced by the Ch11dren s 1ncreased

N

1iking for music. | ' ' C .

In the regu]ar c]assrooms, the carry- over was not appdrent.

]

-~

Nhale

y

-

-;eachers had'rece1ved the materials sent and thouqht they were potentia]]y'very

El

.

’

e

useful, they said it was somewhat d1ff1cu1t to carry over the)program ‘Pthfﬂﬁlf e

The reason cited by severa1 teachers was that on]v a'Bortion of”'
1

the class was.part1c1pat1ng and that referr1nq to L.T.R, T A. in the1r c1assrgpm

2

C]&SSPbSNSb'

Two teachers specif1ca11v stated

>

" that they wou]d prefer to.have the who]e c]ass participate. - a o

Two conc]usions caﬁ be drawn from the classroom observat1ons and d1s-

cussions w1th c]assrdom teachers, . K . .. i

.‘I -~ 'y

1y The. proqram achieved its qoa] w1th reqard to informing sepd1nq

’ J

schoo] teachers/aBput the L.T.R.T. A act1v1t1es and/grocedures, and promoted

t

Thej

»
DR

L TeR, T.ﬂ staff appear to have made themselves ava11ab1e té classroom teachers

“‘."‘4‘

" for teacher initiated discussions and

J

g

A
Py

rranged sessions in wh1ch L.T.R.T.A, -

activfties, andvstudent progress,

"-15-
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2) Gontinu1ty of instruction between the'program and sendinq'schoél

»o,

c]assrooms appears to be Mmore feas1bJe under the special educat1on mode]’ in ﬁ§
whtch an ent1re c]ass, along w1th the classroom teacher, part1c1pates in the

\

program.' D1scussions with teachers revealed that special education teachers

.o .

, Were abe to prompte such carry-over both because they were participants in -
the program and Because'ﬁt.was-a shareJ experience for the entire class.

5 ¢ B .

Teachers in regular c]assrooms were hesitant to carry over\the proqram “di-

rectJy into the c]assroomcbecause°on1y a portTon of the1r c1ass part1c1pated

\

Nhether or not the mater1a1s and discussions sént by the proqram will .have a

more far-reach1ng effect on tiré these teachers than cou]d be obsefved in their

- -

-c]assrooms-is a matter of conjecture, One of the teachers, for example, said

v

" he would cons1der the procedures and 1nformat1on he received in future curricu-

" lum plamning, . ‘
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. v . K . . ’
. VI, IMPACT OF PROGRAM INVOLVEMENT IN THE NATIONAL .

DIFFUSION NETWORK p
" R ) : i
BACKGROUND ) i
____l_____‘ o /’\ . . ' .
Jn its rote a eveloper/demonstrator (D/D) site, the L.T.R.T.A.

program receivessfundinq from She.Nataona] ‘Diffusion Network* (N.D.N.) to pro-
v / "" *
vide training mater1als and technical’ ass1stancg to. schools and districts. The

“N.D. N. grant award has enabled the program to: develep training materials (cur-+

-

r1cu1um gu1des, handbooks, lesson plaps); conduct awareness workshops des1qned
\ 9 N

to dlssem1nate ififormation aboqt the proqnam to' school djstnjcts_1ntenested in

adoption; and develop manaqement procedures to monitor the implementation of ;‘

'oroqram‘adoptions. Through N. R'N 1nvo]vement the L T R. T A. deve]oper/demon-A
s
strator has deve]oped sk111s beyond 1ts or1q1na1 strenqths as an exemplary

% v
: AV s 3

LY st

“This part1cu1ar evaluation assessed the ways in wh1ch 1) N.D. N fund-

reading proqram.

-~

ing 1nterfaces with T1t1e IV-C and Ttt]e I funding to promote the d/ye]opment '

’

of the program and @) 1nvo]vement 1n N. D N. has affected New York City Public--

It

) \;schools. “The resu]ts may be useful to other schoo] d1stricts and proqram de-'
. /
ve]opers in showing how N.D.N. fund1ng allows the de&elopment>of expert1se
w1th1n the deve]oper/demonstrator program and thereby.he]ps the school system
v &‘ » ~< N

L4

itse‘kfo v
? M -

" The evaluators identified three areas of ND.N, impact on the school

. i . s Ao
system: 1) the mater1als, management procedures, and staff expertise can pro-
vide.New York City with a "turnkey" system for inbroving student reading

achievement; 2) the program's credibitity as a nationally identified "exemplary

b
P . -

-

*The National Diffusion Netwank_is a u, 3 0. E. sypported, nation-yide
system designed to helg those involved in educat1on atqu1re the ‘materials and




program" encourages eooperatiye networking with other New YorRN(ity organtza-

, -
tions, and 3) the high standards and visibility of the D/D.site improve
/ -

morale which in turn may affect student motivation.

’

MANAGEMENT, MATERIALS AND STAFF EXPERTISE «i

<

LN

Participation in N.D. N’)has enab]ed L.T.R.T. A. staff to gain expert1se

.

in all phases of program dissemination and management. L.T.R:T.A. 'staff have

ident{fied the vital steps needed to operate a D/D_site and reﬁiﬁed these steps )

td'prqvfde effective service to adopters and potential adopters.

:\\ As a D/D site, L.T.R.T.A. is responsible for ensuring that school

districts adopting the progcam retain the essentfal characteristics of
yLeTe R.T.A. while shccessfu]]y adapting these basic functions to meet tﬁeuindi- 4

l

vidual needs of the schoo] d1stricts involved. /Th1s complex process is accom«

e

plishegﬁthrouqh -a we]] -coordinated comb1nation of persona] contact and carefu]-

" 1y designed materla]s. ’; . ¢ o Y ..
/, ., [«: . 4 . '
. The f1rst step 4n the process 1s to make schoo] d1sr1cts aware of the,
\ ,._, o
L. T R. T A. program. An "awareness" brochure and f]yerﬂProv1de information about
K ‘the_program's'philosoﬁhy,,essent1a1_comgonents; and "track record", D1str1cts
P ¢ ' - { . - . o .
. adopting the program are.provided with two days of intensive, pre-service train-

+ing for participating staff. pi‘he training‘covers the prquam"S dnique d%agnos-

tic-preécriptive’techniquas and its integration of arts and réading-oriented

=
. N -~ .

, . 1 . s
arts worksh . .. ' T s ‘
‘ The D/D%;goject director.and’ teacher trainers provide, on-going techiti- .

"~ I3 - N -

cal assiétan§e~. They help the.program construct an evalpation'desiqn, select

I‘,”

* . . ‘u -
field trips, and develop a*student exhibition. They provide feedback on curri-

—

culum design and monitor the program to ensure that aH.the;’ssentja] components

-18-
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“

'

v
= Iy . A4 . - * v

, ar¢ implemented appropriatély. “ The collection of ‘student achievement data by

. . ‘

the adopter site is also monitored by the D/D site. At the end of the imple- -
mentation’year, L.T.R.T. A provides the adopter site with an eva]uation report

of student achievement at the site, inc]uding when appropriate,'recommendations
for improving the student asessment process. S j \)

t
v 4 . ,

CLLT.R.T.AL s selection 45 one of thg exemplary readinﬁ programs to be R

1.

used in the system" Promotional Gates Program* may ‘also be reTated to the pro-

" gram' s N D.N. participation and exemp]ary program status. Nationa] recognition

s

of L T.R.T.A. as a successfu]ﬁreadinq program made L T R.T.A. a natural chaice’
SR K L
for the Promotional Gates Program which w111 aimat 1mprov1qg*the read1ng skills
A A
of children who have been ret ined in fourth and seventh’ grades due to Tow

s

achievement. )Because the L.T.R.T.A: program has established an effective Sys-

s
hs

tem for dissemination of information, training personne] and monitoring adop-

©

tions of the program, it is a]ready equipped to ‘help create effective replica-

A . ‘ ) . - . ~
tions." . ‘ L 4 *
Another way 1n which the New York City schoo]s benefit from L. T R. T A,
" ? P -
'invoivement is through adoptions o¥ ‘the program' 12 public schoo]s and 13 non-
, A,

pub]nc‘schools repiicated L.T.R.T. A over the past two years: These schools

! .
Title IV C mini-grants; and Title I and Title IIF funding. In 1980-1981, adon-

tions in New York City EFached,over 500 students who have directly benefited

" from the L.T.R.T.A. program's Title IV-C and N.D.N. involvement.’

[ .1‘.1 i - .
*The program 1s a result of the policy which estabiished‘minimum pro-

motion standards for all students in grades kqndergarten through n1ne. (See

Chanceiior s Reguldtions, June, 1980.) . ‘

»

' have become eiigibie for various types of fundinq, 1ncTud1nq replication qrants, )




%4

2

&

NEiNORKING WITH NEW YORK CITY éULTURAL AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS
N.D.N. fundinq has .helped in establishing associations with many cu]-
) tura] institutions universities, and private corporations who -have formed
associations with L.T.R.TJA. because it is an exemplary proqram. These associa-
;_ ‘ tions have resulted in proqram expansion and have‘benefited the schoo] system . \\i
.in general, as exemplifiéd below. ' : ’
During the 1979-1980 and 1980-1981+school years, the program's annual
performing-arts festival was held at Macy s department store (Macy s City- kids)
® This activity provided an emrtree for further association between the Board of
v “Education and Macy S. ?or‘:;ample, through the Muriani Corporation, Macy S
gave $3, 500 in schoiarships to ei ht L.T.R.T.A, students for summer day camp.

Macy's Corporation also suppoyted the Chancellor's drive to improve schoo] at-

. tendance in 1981. The exposure that the prognam~gaﬁned thro N cts

increases therpossibility of additional associations in the future.
P

-

A

N.D.N. recogn: tion has alsa been instrumentdl in faci1itating networks

'~ . With the city s universities. In January, dnd in the summer*of 1979, Fordham
. ® University offered a course in” Learé?ig to Read Throuqh the Arts. Thy'course
' introduced the L.T.R.T.A. methodology to New York City teachers and™other par-
ticipating educato;s?and heiped to generate interestfin.proqram adoptions,
- Other\univérsities ie.g. New Yorh University, the SchooT of Visual Arts, and

City College of the City of New York) have sent student teachers te observe.the

= program, as part of field courses. Y

- -( ‘ .:0. * oA
ASSESSMENT OF STAFF SKILLS’AND MORALE ;

- @ ‘e

- Another approach to determining the impact of N.D.N. participation on
. Y

r a‘schoo] system is to assess- how teachers are affected by-it. When teachers
/ - ’ ' . . ‘

¢ . LT Al ' ~
. °\~2.(\ | . .

- -




" the dissemination materials, develgped with N.O.N. funding, were helpful to

| N =
o . he r\'

-gain new skills or increase their motivation, the implementation of the’pﬁbgram

i's streﬁgthened. _

t

To evaluate the impact of N.D.N. involvement on New York City school
>

teachers implementing L.T.R.T.A., a qdestionnaire was developed which foigied

on the teachers' training, their cbntributions to training others and their

J— e

performance and motivation. It was intended to assess the role of the

L.T.R.T.A, 1ns£ructiohqj/s£’ f with redard to N.D.N. involvement. (See sample
[ K .
questionnaire, Appendix B.). The questionnaire were-distributed to L.T.R.T.A.
RN g T ) -
staff at a meeting in April, 1981./,F1fty-three of the 84 instructional staff

, members returhed .completed quesggbnnaires; Of these, 23 were special education

staff members and 30 were reqular.staff members. Most of the staff thought that

/

them in their own training'in L.T.R.T.A, At least 73 percent of the réspondents

found the staff training manual, curricu]um_guide, and sample materials useful.

Most of the respondents had contributed to one or more of the curricu-
s ) 1 ,
Tum materia]s. A1l of the respondents who offered additional comments said con-*

tributing to the materials was meaningful in some way, 1nc1udiﬁg enhanglgg v
® ,

skills, clarifying ideas and qoa[s, gaining self-confidence, and practicing

communication ideas. (See %%su]ts section of Appendix B.)

Nearly all of the respondents reported that outside visitors observed

\their workshops. These visitors gncluded New York City principals and district

superintendents, as well as .evaluators and school personnel.from other school

~

4

systems. Forty-three percent of the re§pondents had 15 or more visitors during

‘the xgaf. actions td the vigitoré were genefally quite favorab]e, and 40 per-

cent of the ndents reported that visitors gave them the incentive to plan

_ {

more carefully. -

-21-
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CONCLUSIONS . . . .

4
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Over half of the respondents said that-work1nq 1n a, deve]oper/demon-

o

trator site hadfa strong effect on the1r performance and 47 percent said it had

<

— -

A

.a strong effect on their morale. .t < .

3

st a

4

N.D.N. invo]vement,b%s provided the L.T.R.T.A. program with a method

for'deVeLpping”mafériels and training procedures which benefits the, New York

~

City s¢hool system. Through N.D.N. sponsored activities, L.f.R.T.N. has deve-

Toped program management skills which are used witn the Promotional §ates Pro-

.-

: gram, schools which adopt L.T.R.T.A. Qecome eligible for federal funding, and

) * . y ’ ] . ) . . b
associations with private and public institutions in New York City have been

%
)
<

established,

®
]

IS L

tunded mategia]s are a valuable resource to téechérs’implemeniing the program, -

Teaching at a deve]oper/demonstrator site has affected teadher morale and‘per-
[

formance, prov1d1ng staff members with motivatton to plan curriculum more *

—- - EY

» ) . :
carefully. . . .2 .
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

¢ . The following recommendations are hased on the'assessments of student -

> ) .
achievement, site visits, interviews with program staff, and feedback about

N. D N. part1c1pat1on. “ . . . -

1. Since L.T. R T.A. *has been- so successfu], it shéuld be recyc]ed and . °

[y

expanded tor serve more students.

.

t

'.2, Due to its success with special education students,’the L. T.RT.A.
‘ \

' program should cont1nue to serve these students on a c1ty—w1de basis, with a

N

site in eachﬁtoroUgh ' . , ' 0

3. Carry-over of program goals from the program to the sending

's

' school classroom appears most feasible when entire classes, along with send-

ing school classroom f}achers,fparticipate. It is recommended therefore, tmat
i N

/

éntire cJasseséﬁuic]assroom'teachers participate in the program.
‘4."Brookdyn has a°1argetWaiting 1ist of students eiiqiﬂle for the

program. Because of the size of the borough and the number of efigible chil- -

dren waiting to participate, it is recommended that ways beainvestiqated to

serve these chi]dren.

5& As a deve]oper/demonstrator s1te, L T R.T.A. staff have gained

»

-

experience and expertise in all phases of program d1sseminat1on and manaqement

N D.N. 1nvo]vement has been found to have a pos1t1ve 1mpact on the program.

Further evaluative efforts should focus on ident1fyinq character1st1cs of suc-

cessful program adoptions. This type of eva]uation may further the city's

-

efforts to'dissemiﬂate successful educational programs, as in the Promotional
% S ' -

. ~

Gates Program. '

- o B ( S XX | \
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e‘ v . .
—  Also, the school system should draw on the expertise of L.T.R.T.A,
K\ . . P’ .
stdff ds a valuable resource in efforts to—improve reading=skills, disseminate
-~ . . .

information, and transfer successful practices.

6. L.T.RsT.A. has been very, successful'ﬁ?th specia] education pupi]§§

- who can benefit from innovative .and individualized 1nstruct1qna1 methodo1oq1es.
Bilinqual students a]so need the o\nef1t of methodologies which are innovative
and'frequent]y not offered in the regu]ar c]assroom. ,Therefore, it 1s suggested

that the L.T.R.T.A. administrators consider including bi]ingoa] pupils in the

program, - X e ] ‘
N | — 7., It is suggested that L.T.R.T.A. administrators present their model
of the ways in which the program staff work in the schoo]s to the nonpublic
¢ school administrators in order to determ1ne the feas1b111ty of L.T.R.T.A, in
the nonpuinc schoo]s. (The L.T.R. T.A, Program could be supported with private,’
. Title IV-C, and/or Tit]e I‘funds.)
8 . The time and energy spent by the L. T R, T A. staff establishing and
~ transfering sites in-the beginning of, the year causes real concern which should
be seriously addressed by administrators in L.T.R.T.A. and the_Division-of Cur-
riculum and‘Instruction. So]utionsrto th1s prob1em shou]d be identif1ed and °
-considered for imp]ementation (for examp]e, securinq space for more than one
year; maintain1ng ne1ghborhqod schools which might otherwise be closed down be=
= So e

cause of under-uti]ization, or, when oossib1e, identifying schools and setting

; . f up new, sites at the end of the scﬁoo] ye&c ‘ .
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i . S - APPENDIX A Ehf;
" e B Y
. : - ' - -~ Decembery 1980 -~

. \ ‘ . ’ ' . &

Learning ‘to Read- Through the Arts . |
Classroom Observation ‘Form - e

- A
‘ Observer: R Date: - . ' .
s ' : , . .- Time in:

v ’

. - Time out:

+ .

Borough: o " .

School: , \ ) o

‘Class? T .. - . ‘
- . ' \ ' a
* Teacher's name: .
~‘A .

.

*

#°Ch11dﬁen present/on register: . o ' ’ . B N

# Children participating in program:

Time Period -

Lt ] Lesson{s) Observed g From: To:
; \
) 3 _— « -
- - . ’ v e
N\
-~ i - P
I'\ ) ' !

a .- Rémarks: C : , .o Co _ -

LI e L
- .
. * .
. . -
N L]
,A . . . ©
- e
J , < » .
B .
. - . ’
' -
. 3 . . E -
u
.
. ! . * AN .
- Ay
.
).
. “
5 ‘
¢ -3
[




-

»

Classroom Observation “Form, Page 2 , .

A - - e

I.

.

How does classroom instruct1on reflect the methodo]
Learning to Read Through the Arts?

A. Does the read1ng lesson observed 1nteqrate rea

areas?
#Yes

No

Cdmmenps:

7

N~

&

and goals of

~—

\ng with other subject

<~

e

B. .Does the-lesson make

drama, etc.)?

*Yes

No

Comments:

-

-~

- -

A

C. If yes, are written materials (e.g., song sheets, play d1rections,

etc.) used as part of arts experience?

Yes

No.

Comments:

«

).

~

-

D. Are specia]ized yocabulary. words used in 1nstruction? ’

-Yes

No

Comments:

-
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QJ A / - . - \l -
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2 4 ]
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- )l . M - )
* - -z . ‘- l . - ], e )
Classroom Observation Form, Page 3 f'q . i
oo E. Are.norm-referenced vocabu]ary words used in 1nstruction? *
Yes : , . -
. ' ¥ =
. \ G" - NO— ' ) . . _
P . " , . N . - . . ’ .
. © Comments: o ..
. o [ -
- N P . .
. ] v ) 1 ) ‘ . & s ’
‘ - % ' '.-.;:W » ) - -
. - T ‘\ ¥ s '2"’..‘ '-
’ .. - F. Are teacher-made materials used in 1hstruction? v 2
o Yes. . w . - ‘ ' .
) No . S e ’
1 — é
‘ ~ . A . M e !
Comments? L. ) R
P Fs] ¢ N - N ..'
' 4 ! v a !
J " . ~
{ —_
. o R B
. . B .
1., o cromaremm e SRAN |
+ XI._ Do classroom disp]ays and matema]s f]ect program‘methodo]ogy'? o=
T %
> A. Is student art work or wri ing displayed in the classroom? —
¢ - Yes . T . - 0 K
-~ 0 . . No j hi . - ' , -
\ Comments: - . < 4
"— '. . 7 R - . NW ] ) j
N . ° [ Y 4 ' ) ‘ i
‘ ° . ' \__—/ o ’
p L® T - —
- ° .
. , - i ‘ 7
. », B. Are there reading materials (e.d., books, magazines, posters, siqns*)
- other than basal readers which ref]ect arts or other subTect area con=""
L ot tents? . R L 2 .
e Yes o s T o e
- . No . " .
: . Comments: . > . ;
® \
N ‘- ' [} . . ’ —_
y z — :
J "
" ” . . —_
=28zt -
- et T ) o T
SR g . LA Y .
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. Classroom Observation“Form, Page 4 « - ' S A

C. Is there a place where students,can record their own stories, activi-
‘ties, ideas, etc. (e.qs, individual journals, experience chart)
YES e % K >
No : ' O ' )

: y Comentsi___ B A -l

. S 1
hind - [y . &
- A 7 S e 4
* L . . AR SV
= 3 C— —
N 4 ’ . LA ©
-~ . . - . LI 3
. s - . ¥ . ,
] : ] b : -
P T - ¢ O
. ° : . .
« N .
a.\' .
&_- _* ot T - .
N - ’ - -

R ’ D. Are norm- referenced words on disof/7 . .
Yes ) ’

o | > . E

Comments

. 4 ’ i h ¢ .‘ N\ * ‘3
. © ’ ’ nd : : r'Y 2 i
0\ -

3>

- - [ L
- -
s/ . N - . (:
“ ' -l
. . - = L4 e . . R Y
|4
1 4 -
- - . ~

y . E. Are specialized vocabulary words on display? .

es =
v @ - v M »
o X . . No D —— . . . , KA
- - -
. - g /’ O e [ . . A P -

~ ! . ©
. s ’ . . e e .
NS . Comments: : PR .
- - . 4 . ’ .‘ . »
:- - A - b '
&9 s e . . i
Vd »
¥ Y A - - - ¢
L I ¢ - o , H [}
4 L) - _
- . ’ . .. . o \ -
- . -~
. _
- Ld

y o . F. Are teacher-made materials on display in the c]assroom (worksheets,,

. v .t charts, etcy)? .7 T L. . X
‘e . Yes . . . s .
" No =~
., o
r 4 C - A & .
S i~ Comments: - e . < e
R ) P . >

L]
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C]assroom Observation Form, Paqe 5

K

-+* Learning to Read Throuqh the Arts curriculum or methodology.

-

III.. Misce]]aneous ' )

A. Discuss any other ways that classroom teachers are observed to use the

- ' ] s ~

. /

B. Discuss any ways that students in the program are observed to use the
Learning to Read Through the Artsacurriculum or methodology.

o ‘o N °

) B . N ’ -
€ B
4 c - .
’ .

_ C. Describe any direct referentes to Learning to Read Through the-Arts
- (e.q., mertion of f1e1d trip experience) on the part of teachers or stu-

’ dents.

R -




Date:

" Reading Teacher ' CoL U

Coe "APPENDIX B

. ’ . ‘.1 ¢ ‘ .o g ——\ )
NATIONAL DJFFU§JON NETWORK: «

. ] ) y
N - o L.T.R.T.A. STAFF.QUESTIONNAIRE

Q

. .
. .
. <
{ . I
. ’ /
.
.

Staff position. (check one)

Coordinator _

Workshop Liai'son

Artist Teacher ) : !

Specia] Educatio Yes No ' Q & . .

1 Nhich materials were helpful to° °you when you receiyed traiging in the
LTRTA program methodo]ogy7 Check _the apbrogriate items.

Staff training manualy
~ Curriculum guide-reading lessons
__-Sample materials (e.g., master 1ournals)
E S]ides oy ' .
—_~Other® _ .

LY

, &

.

2. . If you have had input in the development of lesson plans and materials
. used in training others, please indicate below what your specific in-
volvement has .been.

Contribution to curriculum guide (e.g., lesson plans) .

Contribution to staff training handbook

Contrfbution to dissemination materials (e.q., brochures, s]ides,

— video-tape)

Materials, to be used for revised editions of above ‘and new guides ¢ »
ther .

~No specific involvement . AR

A. If this involvement has been meaningful to you ggr;n educator please
indicate in what ways it has been meaningful,

-
veooe - M

\
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NoDoN.: L.T.R.T:A. STAFFAQUESTIONNAIRE, Page 2 -

N TR ]
o 2]

© .

u"_/

; < N - - L ":t' : 1
/ 3." Have you had visitorssfrom outside the program observe you in the class-
\\. .

' _ room? . \
- Yes . No

S A. 1If yes, which of the folYowing personnel h)ave visited your classroom
-/ “ - .site.. Check off as many as apply.

v

7 . \ _-_v_NY—C teachers o 9 o s
T NYC school principals .

NYC district superintendents
—_Evaluators -~
+__School personnel fram outside N.Y.C.\

__Qther

[ ' V4 '
B. . App @mate]y how many visitors have you had during the géurse of the
year :
W

v

< 13 4-6_. 7-10__ 10-15 ' 15+ None,

- C. What was_your reactlof t§ghaving visiters at your site?
' i Check .off as many stdtements as apply. .- L@ -
___Gave me incentive to plan more carefully : \
___Enjoyed sharing experience with colleagues . :

Increased my gnthusiasm for the program . : »
~= Had no significant impact
¥ __Children enjoyed the experience -~
’l" ':_'__Other > « Y.

i ' . , I

)

4. Do you-feel that 'working in a Developer/Demonstrater site.of the
-National Diffusion Network affects your performance in any of the
following ways? v o ) .

" %A Performar}ce/Pro&uctivity (circTe \the .e‘apprppriate ’re'.spons,e): ‘
& L — Little effect 2. Some effect 3. Stropg effect ’ ¢

B. MoraT¥ (circ]e the approp;riate' response):

- e 1. Li.tt]t; effect” 2. Some effect 3. Strong, éffect ' L

«
v -
i - e
. ' v *
) + -
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N.DeNo: L.T.R.T.A.: QUESTIONNAIRE, Page 3 ‘ <
. .:a’ - * )

, -

above, please indicate below:

N

+

c

Pmnt 20 FRE I e L

. . )

~ * . A - > /~
If you have any additiona® comments to support your responses to the ques-
\ S

LR
1Y
L 4
' . ’
! —p—
~
Thank you for your cooperation. - A
T é ‘ . 1 ¢
) -ii
3 . ) ~ . ‘ - 3
\ ~ ’ *
. r - .. _
. .
5 —w\ B
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Described below are the responsgs given by L.T.R.T.A, staff &o each

N.D. N, QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS > ’ ..w »

question on the’N.D:N. Ouestionnaire.a The special ethation teachers' and

« b “. . .
regu]ar teachers' questionnaire responses are discussed together, since there

did not appear to be sign1f1cant differences between responses of staff members

wgrking in the two different areas. F1fty three of the 84 instructional staff

¢ e
.

members returned comp]eted questionnaires.. - '

"
+
..

.' . , N

L9

lQuestion.lz

Which materials were hglpful to you when you received training

2

. iyfthe L.T.R.T.A program,methodology? (N=53)
" . , M . ,. ) 1;‘%“‘“* . ‘ ® ) ' *
%aﬁnaterials Number 7 )
A . °' i
' Staff training manua] 41 . 77%
Curcjdulum quide - reading lessons + 42 k ‘ 79% )
7 ' . v - ’ .
: Sample.matenia]s_ 39 ; 73% /
. . - S, « i i o ¥ . e ,
511ajs L R , 26% '

tibns, sampies of chi]dren s work and dﬁscussions with artist teachers were

\

%*helpfui

Seven respondents wrote that in serv1ce meetings were he]pfu]

The second quest?%ﬁ“asked staff members £o indicate their role in’

> o .

~ the development of materiais used to train otﬁers: There were several write-inPA;

'anSWers to this questvon, with né”pondents i\Eicating involvement in staff

’l- L]
_traininq, tape and s]ide deve]opment condqcting N.D.N. workshopse and demon-

‘e

A
e ﬁ .l . \
-strations for v1sitors. , ° oo L
& - . o e
. f ° N v Al . N
LB . - -
,.'. . . .
P oo =34 - . »
" 41+
Ad . R
. ’ oo
& . ~ . oF e
) P ‘



Question 2: If you have had input in the development of lesson plans and mate-
' rials used in training others, please indicate what your specific
involvement has been, (N=53), .

P .
R ’ ‘Material . Number® % .
~ Curriculum guides . 2 | 45y e
Staff training handbook 12 ' 22%
’ Dissemination mater1a1s | 15 | 30%

Revised editions of forthcom1nq
guides ) 17 - i o 32%

—

*Multiple responses reported.
When asked to describe how invo}uement in curriculum development and
training was,meanianﬂl to them: A ‘

s ' --nine said it-enhanced their skills;
' . <-six said’it helped them c]ar1fy their ideas-and qoa]s, .
~ ' =-three-said it helped them gain self confidence; 'and '
. ) --two said it 'gave them'practice commnicating. ) -/

A
- . \

Other respondents said contributions were ‘meaningful because:of the °

T o team 1nvo]vement " because they had pride in their work", because "it added =
v o ~ ’ .
to a resume", and because the program “provided an impdrtant art experience ~

for children." - _ o

¢ -~
~

. Question three asked if. the staff‘member had visitors from outside

-~

+
w

~ the program observe his/her workshops. As a Deve]oper/Demonstrator site, one

“of the functions of the N.D.N. involvement is to prov1de v1s1tors w1th a model

of the program in acéion - F1fty-two out of the 53 respondents answer1nq this

question siﬁd that. outside visitors had observed their s1te. Forty -5ix, or

* 86. percent, of the respondents said that N Y.C. teachers had observed their

<

- " ;Iassroom. Forty-two, or 79 percent, said N.Y.C. princ1pals had visited their

¢ . B
e .
’- . ‘ t

3.




- ~

c]assroom. Twenty -one, dr 40 percent, said N.Y.C. d1str1ct super1ntendents had

v1s1ted the1r cJassroom. Thirty- -six, or 68 percent, had been observed by eva-
1uators. Twenty- sézen, or 51 percent had been observed by schoo] personne]
outs1de of N,Y.C., from school super1ntendents to classroom teachers. Other
-v1s1tors included: spec1a1 education superv1sors§ art therapists, artists,
college supervisors, parents, and education students. '

_The_ next quest1on, answered by 48 respondents, asked how many visitors
- L]

had come to the workshops. The resu]ts 1nd1cated that: v

. =-three or 5% had one to three visitors; e -
--nine or 19% had four,to six visitors;
--six or 13% had seven to ten visitors;
--seven or 15% had 11 to 15 visitors; and
--23 or 48% had 15+ v1s1tors.

Staff pembers were asked to indicate their reaction to having visi-

- »

tors at the site. Fifty respondents answered the question.
--Twentyrone (40%) indicated that having visitors gave them the incen-
tive to plan more carefully. ’ ' _

— - o

g

.-=Forty- three (81%) indicated that they enjoyed sharing exper1ences with
. . : co]]eaques. . -
[ 4 ~
--Twenty-eight (53%) 1nd1cated at having visitors increased their ~
enthus1asm for the program, “‘

“

--Six (11%) indicated that hav1ng v1s1tors had no s1gn1f1cant 1mpact.

P

4.

' --Twenty seven (51%) 1nd1cated that, the ch11dren enJoyed the experience.
’ , ? - o

.-

Other‘responses included one comment that having visitors "kept
. I3 ' D

eVeryone on bhe1r toes " another that they worked as usua], and a th1rd that
. {:dt~_;1t\provided input and quidance for teach1nq. N e

¥ ) B3
I
.- Quest1on four asked if working at a de;e;ope>Xdemonstrator s1t% af o

fected teaching performance. The responses were as follows: ot -

7 . , . -~

‘ .
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2y . . .

o { .
--five (9%) said there was- little effect; °
", --20 (38%).said.there was some effect; and '
.  --28 (583%) said there was strong effect. :
Asked if working at a deve]oper/demonstrator site affected their
morale; L.T.R.T,A, $taff answered af -follows:
’ —-six (11%) said there was Titk]e effect; .
o --20 (38%) said there was -some €¥fect;
--25 (47%) said there was stromg effect; and |
v - --two (4%) gave no response. . . J\ -
v. ® ) A - '
. R
4/ _ . ‘— - %ﬁ‘ .
/ ' . ~
- $
\, ( - j M “ ;
“\/ b4 % <
. v ) h . ‘ » ’ “rmq;.—
5 , , }
v e . ' 2, . ,.; : - e \ - \
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