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! ABSTRACT

j This report provides evaluation findings of the ‘-

| 1981-82 Promotional Gates program, a program designed to bolster

| instruction and 1earn1ng in order to enable New York City public

| school students in grades four and seven to meet city-wide

i performance standards required for promotion. Altogether, there are -

| six chapters. The first chapter deals with how well the program has

| - been 1mp1emented and the degree of academic progress of Gates
students in reading and mathematics skills. Chapter two outlines
program activities which occurred prior to September 1981. Also

| discussed are issues of pupil accounting, student eligibility,

| selection of instructional programs, and selection and training of

| staff. Chapter three deals with program implementation, most notably, .
organization, support from central and district offices, teachers'
reaction to curricula, impact of the program on participants and

* * their recommendations. Chapter four analyzes achievement outcomes for
students who were held over as a result of the Gates program. Chapter
five presents synopses of four case studies of Gates participants in
a bilingual, a district-optional, a self-contained, and a
departmentalized Gates program, réspectively. The £1na1 chapter
highlights program organ1zat1on, adherence to guidelines, and
staffing. (WAM)

khkkhkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkkhkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhkkkhkhkhkhkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhkhhkhkkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhkhkkk

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made ok

* from the original document. *
khkkhkhkhkhkkhkkhkhkhhkhkkkhkhkhkhkkkhkhkkkkhkkhkhkkhkhkhkhkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkikhkhkhkhkhkik




UD o212 oY

o

ERIC

JAFuiToxt provided by ERIC

0.E.E. Evaluation Report

-

December, 1982

A FINAL EVALUATION
OF THE 1981-82
PROMOTIONAL GATES
PROGRAM

U.S. CEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDU‘AT!ONAL RESQURCES INFORMATION
CENTER LERIT)

This document -has been reproduced as
recgved fram the peeson or organization
angindtng it

Minot Changes have been made to wnprove

reproduction quality

Paints of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessdrly represent official NIE

posibon ur pubcy

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

UK Mynme
Ny C '-?}A.JQ L
T

TO THE EDUC/(TIONAL RESOURCES
INFORN:ATION CENTER (ERIC).”

.

Prepared by the

- 0.E.E. Promotional Gates

Evaluation Team

" Raymond Domanico
~ Prudence Opperman

Norma Tan
Amy Hebard

With the assistance of
Rima Shore,
Evaluation Consultant

.

New York City Public Schools
Nffice of Educational Evaluation
‘Richard Guttenberg, Director

Haw




ERRATA

-~ On page 44, the third‘sehténce of text should read: Only one (who
handled more than 50 classes on d half-time basis) spoke solely of ex-
cessive pressure, | . ' '

-- On page 65, the first sentence of,the third full paragraph should read:
LEP students who had been in English-language schools for more than four
-“years were subject to promotional criteria on the CAT. \ -

-~

-- On page 139, the second sentence of the second paragraph should read:
To do this, we examined test records of New York City fourth and seventh
graders in 1979-80, and selected those stidents whose pre-test scores were
comparable to those of Gates participants., ' .
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BACKGROUND

The Promotional Policy

' A SUMMARY OF THE REPORT

Cl

. A new promotional policy for the New York City Pub]Jc Schools
was promulgated on June 30, 1980 to "establish requ1red performance
standards and new city-wide curriculum standards." The policy reflects
the belief that "a comprehensive citywide competency-based “instructional
program will, over a period of time, increase the number of students ac-
quiring basic skills."™ The span from September, 1980 to June, 1982 was
a period of transition, during which various aspects of the .policy were
phased in.

b .
4 . -

The Promotional Gates Program

Promotional criteria were established for the fourth and
seventh grades in 1980-81, as specified in the Guidelines for Implemen-
tation (Chancellor's Regulation A-505), issued April 14, 1981. This

requlation also established the 1981-82 instructional program for stu-

dents held over in June, "1981. The policy states that students will

not move forward until they are able to perform at prescribed levels;
but as the guidelines point out, its intent is constructive and not
punitive. The Promotional Gates Program was created to bolster instruc-
tion and learning by providing:

, @ reduced class size (15 to 20 students);

® instructional strateg1es proven effective in New York -
City classrooms; ’ .

-~ experienced teachers;

o staff development aimed at helping teachers use the
instructional approaches;

e increased daily exposure, in terms of “time on task,"
to reading and mathematics instruction.

The promotional criteria enforced at the end of the 1980-81

school year were: attainment-of a reading score on the California
Achievement Test (CAT) of not more than one year below grade level in

the fourth grade (grade equivalent of 3.7), and not more than one and
one-half years below grade level in the seventh grade (grade equivalent
of 6.2). The Guidelines specified that students held over be given in-
tenS|ve 1nstruct1on in reading and mathematics.’
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Student ETigibility for the Promotional Gates Program

' A total of 24,737 students -- 21.6 percent of all fourth and
seventh graders tested in April, 1981 -- became eligible in 1981 for the
Gates program based upon 'performance on the CAT. This total included
1,127 students assigned to special education resource rooms, and 820
- limited English proficiant students, who did not meet promotional cri-
’ teria on the CAT. Of this total, 498 were exempted from Gates. Per-

formance on the CAT in August, 1981 resulted in the promotion of 4,672
Gates-eligible students. In this way, 19,567 students were identified
"for program participation at the beginning of the 1981-82 school year.
A total of 123 limited English proficient students participated in the
Gates program after scoring below promotional criteria on ‘the Criterion
Referenced Pnglish Syntax Test (CREST). Students took the CAT or the
CREST again in January and Aprii, 1982; those who met the criteria at
these points became eligible for promotion.

a

: Scbpe of this Evaluation

[N

T ) ' Two overriding questions have guided this assessment: how well
has the Gates program been implemented, and what has been the academic
progress of- hiates students? The first question takes into account the
complexity of implementing an instructional program of .this magnitude,
centrally conceived and administered, in a decentralized school system.
The second reflects the program's stress on basic skills acguisition.

an

& .
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

The Office of Educational Evaluation gathered information on
numerous facets of program implementation from district facilitators,
principals, teachers, and parents involved with Gates. Their responses
reflect the diversity inevitable in a program which operates at so many
‘sites.

Adherence to Guidelines -

During the 1981-82 school year, the Gates program was put into
operation at 543 schools in the five boroughs. The challenges of imple-
menting a new pregram of this magnitude were met with considerable suc-
-Cess: ,311 teachers and district-level staff were recruited, and Gates
classes were organized. Appropriate curricula -- exemplary/optional in-
structional strategies selected by the 32 community school districts --
were introduced. ~Most participants reported adherence to progranm guide-
lines, hut problems surfaced in several areas, including identification
of eligible students, recruitment of highly expert reading and mathe-
mafics teachers, and parental partitipation. « 3

: . -




Program Support ‘

The Office of Promotional Policy monitored the program and
maintained contact with participants in the field. As the guidelines
anticipated, district-level staff (facilitators) were the primary re-
sources for Gates principals and teachers, providing assistance in
staff development, acquisition of curricular materials, and other as-
pects of program implementation.

Gates staff agreed that ongoing teacher training is a key to
the program's effectiveness. The great majority of teachers felt sup-.
ported by their supervisors. At the same -time, t-hey stressed their
need for more training in specific strategies for individualizing in-
struction. Facilitators and pr1ncﬂpals thought that supervisors should
be receiving more training, and many fac1111ators wanted more training
‘for themselves as well. :

Reactions.to Exemplary Programs '

i

‘ Facilitators' reactions to exemplary programs corresponded to
the ‘number of reading and meth programs adopted in their districts:
those responsible for the fewest curricula were most confident about
the programs' effectiveness and their ability to implement them.

Principals -- particularly those who had participated in cur-
ricula 'selection -- were largely positive about the exemplary programs.
Retween the beginning and end of the school year, teachers expressed in- -
creased confidence in the curricula and their ability to apply them.

In both reading and math, teachers were most positive about district-
optional programs. Seventh-grade teachers gave ‘the curricula lower rat-
ings than fourth-grade teachers. Ratings of bjilingual curricula were
low among all groups. t ' '

s

Impact on Students

_ Teachers were asked about students' growth in self-esteem,
.social relations, work and study habits, and academic skills. .The vast
majority 'of teachers, particularly fourth grade teachers, reported sub-
stantial growth.in}a]] areas. Most parents who returned quest1onna1res
thought that the program had helped their children. Again, parents of
fourth graders were more enthusiastic than parents of seventh graders.

Mid-Year Promotion

Teachers ‘expressed mixed reaction to the policy of mid-year pro-
motion; seventh=grade teachers regarded this policy more favorably.
Those who approved:-of mid-year promotion considered it a matter of equity,

PR
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and stressed the importance of incentive; those who disapproved urged
the reinforcement of skills with a full year of program participation,
and ‘expressed concern about discouraging students who were .not promoted
mid-year. ' , - . §

4

- : - . A

Overall Reactions of Stafﬁ‘ ‘ : S .

Most facilitators and teachers said that they would choose to
repeat their Gates assignment the following year. A11lfacilitators, and
the vast majority of principals and teachers, agreed that the program
should be continued, although many suggested improvements. Expans1on of
.student services (e.g., guidance and hea1th) emerged as the program s
most pressing need. . Lo

N . . .

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT = _ A

Evaluation Questions

¢

The promot1ona1 policy which under11es the Gates program set a
concrete goal for participating students: promot1on to the fifth or
eighth grade at the earliest possible date by scoring at or above the
criterion for their grade on a standardized" reading test. Attainment
data constitute the most critical information in this evaluation. How-
ever, we also examined: gains in reading achievement by the total Gates
population and sub-groups; mathematics achievement; and attendance.

Highlights of Findings',) ' ' ’ _ &

e 69.5 percent of Gates eligibie students with complete test
records attained prometional criteria in either August, 1981,
January, 1982 or Apr11 1982. .

e Gates students were able to attain end- of-year promot1ona1
criteria in greater proportions than students in a comparison

- group. .. ,

kg

“e As a group, Gates students made s1gn1f1cant progress in read-
ing as measured on both the CAT and-another test, the Degrees
of Reading Power; their gains on the CAT were not subsfant1a|1y
d1fferent from those of students 1n a compar1son group.

e Students promoted in e1ther August, 1981 or January, 1982 made
higher ga1ns in read1ng;than full-year holdovers. 3Students
promoted in Apr11 1982 a]so made s1gn1f1cant gains.
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e As a group, students who failed to attain promotional cri-
teria and hecame double holdovers had pretest scores well
below those of their Gates classmates, and posttest scores
substantially below the promotional criteria.

v ‘. ) .

e Fourth graders' attendance has remained stable or has slightly
improved since they entered the program. The attendance of
seventh-grade Gates students was problematic; the atteéndance
rate for these students was lower in 1981-82 than in 1980-81.

CASE STUDIES: GATES 'IN OPERATION AT FOUR SITES

Observations detailed in case studies Jeave clear impressions
of the 1981-82 Gates program as it functioned in two elementary and two
intermediate schools. The following points suggest directions for future
evaluations, but do not necessarily reflect the program's operation city-
wide. ",

The Chanédellor's Guidelines for Implementation were in effect,
with few exceptions. At all sites, participant identification, class
size, instructional treatment, and administrative support conformed with
these guidelines. Parental involvement was an exception: most teachers
reported some initiative, but limited success in this area.

District-level commitment to the program emerged as an impor-
tant variable at these sites; guidance services, parental participation,
and provision of supplemental materials, ‘were related to this support.
Consistent encouragement from principals and well! informed supervision
were also important factors.

Exemplary programs selected by the districts were followed or
adapted at three of the four sites. Staff were generally satisfied with
the curricula. Classroom organization and teaching styles varied mark-
edly, but students at all sites were paying attention to instruction,
and evaluators observed that learning was taking place. <

The program functioned more effectively in the elementiry than
the intermediate schools. While fourth-grade teachers were generally

_ positive about the program, its impact on their students, and the sup-

port they received, seventh-grade teachers were lecs anthusiastic.

Most felt that identification and treatment of Gates ~tudents should -
take place earlier. , While some said they had benefit:d "rom the assign-
ment, others were frustrated at the.lack of support ‘services, and thought
that being held over had discouraged their students.

The case studies poinx.tbward a number Ef areas whiéh need fur-
ther attention: 1limited guidance services; partial 1so1atiop of Gates
students due to scheduling problems, especially in tpgiinte?médiate )

N ‘ .
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schoo]s and increased test anxiety and worries. about future prospects
among .some seventh- grade Gates students.

The program s strengths, as indicated by the studies, include:
strodg social bonding -- a sense of pulling together -- among Gates stu-
dents:; enhanced self-esteem stemming from individual attention and spe-
cial activitiesy espec1a11y among fourth graders; possibi]fties for small-

. group and one-td-one instruction; and multi-level support available to
Gates teachers.

.
] - v -

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS
Since 1980, the school system has made substantial progress in

articulating performance standards for its students and 1nstruct1ona1 ap-

prodches designed to help students meet those standards. In '1981-82,

a large-scale, complex program, which maintains curricular and promotion-

al standards wh11e allowing for 1oca1 input, has been implemented across

the system. . - ) . .

. The policy. established promotional Gates at grades four and
seven. Results of this evaluation indicate that the policy was more ef-
.fective and better received at grade four than at grade seven.

The guidelines for program implementation directed that each
student be assisted in "developing skills through a well planned 1nten-
Sive 1nstruct10na1 program not limited by the constraints of time." To
carry out this cpmmitment and assure equity, students.were offered the
opportun1ty to ddvance out of the Brogram at three pd¥ints during the
year. '

'
.

Data elaborated in thjs report indicate that the 70 percent of
Gates- e11g1b1e students who met the promotional criterion for their
. grade dur1ng the school year were, in terms of basic skills, hetter pre-
pared to handle work at the next grade level than they wou]d have been
in the ansence of the Gates progran.

ki

For the 30 percent .of Fates student’s who became dbuble hold-
overs, actually only five percent of all 1981 fourth and seventh graders,
: one year was not sufficient to close the pre-existing gap between thenm
and classmates who gained promotion. This was surely disappointing for
the ‘children themselves, .their parents, and for the Gates staff who
worked with' then However the very low pretest scores of this aroup
nade At difficuYt to measure accurately their actual-gains in reading.
Whilg they did not attain the same level of skill.proficiency as their:
peers, they may well have made progress in reading which test data do
not reflect. In addition, the promotiomal policy has focused the aiten-
tion of the system on their needs. Identification of the Specific dif-
ficulties which hamper the educational growth of this group of students
and determination of ameliorating treatment should be a high priority in

)
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1982-83. Particular attention should be given to the causes and improve-
ment of poor attendance patterns.

Finally, the promotional policy has required an unprecedented
degree of coordination between people who staff the school system's
central offices and people in the field. They have begun to work toge-
ther more closely to consider effective instructional approaches, to in-
troduce more specialized staff development, and to strenghthen the basdic
skills of the city's lowest achieving students. This concerted effort,
and especially the sharpened focus on low achievers' specific needs,
promises tp have a long-term salutory effect on the school system as a
whole. ’
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" PREFACE

The poet T.S. Eliot wrote, "Between the idea and the reality
...falls the shadow." So it is with the 1981-82 Promotional Gates
Program, a complex, large-scale effort which, even for close observers,
is probably obscured by the press of time and events. The purpose of
this report is to shed some light on the Gates program and therehy make
it more palpably visible to those interested in its implementation and -

“effects.

As the reader will soon discover, this is a long, detailed re-
port -- a fact which reflects the scope of the program itself and the °
great many questions -about Gates raised both inside and outside the
school system. Even so, not all questions are addressed and answered
here. Some must be left for future evaluations of the program.

We have made an effort to present, an enormous amount of data as
simply as possib]e. Nevertheless, some questions, to be answered cor-
rectly, require .the use of statistical procedures and test metrics which
may not be familiar to the general public. Parts of the report are sure-
1y difficult, but the persistent reader will be rewarded with a wealth of
information about the Gates program. -The chapter which summarizes our
case studies is particularly revealing, and should not be overlooked, be-
cause it adds texture-to the more conventionally analytic sections of the
report. . \

In addition to the authors listed on the title page, many other
people contributed to the evaluation effort. Armando Cotayo and Judy
Lawrence served as field consultants and contributed espec1a11y to the
case studies. Susan Morgulas and Eileen Leond&rd assisted in the develop-
ment of data collection instruments. Rivka 0Oldak and Bob Nenmark helped
solve some of the more difficult methodological problems. Chaya Navid,
Rebecca Goldstein, Navid Miller, and Joyce Negrin did the computer pro-
gramming. Marina Gorbis and Madeline Strum worked as our college interns
during the summer. Regina Illery and Wendy Glaude handled the production
of the report. Jackie Wong Posner and April  Singer produced the charts
and tables. ' ’

L)

-Richard Guttenberg
Director
Office of Educational Evaluation
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1. INTRODUCTION

THE PROMOTIONAL POLICY

The Promotional Policy for Students in Grades Kindergarten

Through Grade 9 of thé New York City Public Schools (Chancellor's Regu-

" lation A-SOl)‘was prpmu]gatedfon June 30, 1980. The stated purpose of

this regulation was to "establish required performance standards and
new citywide curriculum standards." The policy'reflects the belief that

"a comprehens1ve citywide competency- based instructional program will,

. over a period of t1me, increase the number of students acqu1r1ng bas1c

skills." The policy characterizes.the span from Septemper, 1980 to June,

1982 as a period of trans1t1on, during which var1ous aspects of the

[y

p011cy would be phased in, Dur1ng this trédnsition period, promotional
policies in effect prior to June, 1980 remained operative for all grades
except four and seven. The,polity established. promotipna] gates in

grades four and seven as of the 1980-81 school year. The regulations:

1
7

state:
Grade 4 was selected as a check point after a careful"
‘review of relevant literature which ‘suggested that the
sequence from reading readiness to reading comprehension
should be achieved by the end of the 4th grade. Grade 7
was selected as a check point because it allows for
remediation before students enter a terminal grade.

[

THE PROMOTIONAL GATES _PROGRAM -

The promot1ona1 cr1ter1a to be app11ed in the fourth and

seventh grades during '1980- 81 were spec1f1ed in the Guidelines for the

Inplementat1on of Promotional Policy for Students in Grade Four -and

Grade Seven (Promotiona] Gates), Chancel]or s Regulat1on A-505, hereafter




referred to as Guidelines for Imp]ementat1on) issued April 14, 1981,

Th1s regulation also estab11shed the 1981-82 1nstruct1ona1 pragrar- for

students held over in June, 1981. The Guidelines for Imp]ementat1on

1

state:
The intent of the Promot1ona1 Po]1cy is construct1ve
and not punitive. Each student is to be assisted in
developing skills through a .well planned intensive
instructional program not limited by the constraints
of time. .
The promotiona]lcriteria enforced in grades four and seven in
the 1980-81 school year were: attainment of a reading score (on the

California Achievement Test) of not more than one year below grade level

in the fourth grade, and nat more than'one and one-half years helow grade

level in the seventh grade. Limited English proficient students who had

)

been in an English-language school system for less than four years were

subject to promotional criteria on the Criterion Referenced English

Syntax Test. The Guidelines for Implementation state that, "All students

* who -are retained in grade four or grade seven because of failure to meet

required reading achievemént Tevels must be placed.in special instruc-

tional programs offering intensive remediation in reading, mathematics,

[and writing in 1982-83]."

SCOPE OF THIS EVALUATION

Th1s evaluation.of the 1981-82 Promot1ona1 Gates Program is the

last of four reports issued by the Office of Educational Evaluation in

¥
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I/-\’\

1981-82.*

Two overriding questions have guided these assessments:’ how

I

. . LN .
well has the Gates Program been implemented, and what has been the aca-
demic progress of. Gates students? The first question takes into(acéount
the complexity of imp]ement}ng an'instructional program of’thiﬁ'magni-

tude, centrally conceived and administered, in a decentralized school

system."The~§econd reflects the program's stress dh hasic skills acqui-

¥

sition.' Some important issues have not been fully addressed in this

year's evaluation, most notably: the non-academic effecfs dﬁfthe Gates -
program on students; and the effect of the promotional standard on stu- J
dents. who attained that criterion in 1981. These questions have been ' “

. left to future years' evaluations. : - ’ L o

vChﬁpter“II of the report, "Progfam Backérodnd," outiﬁhes program '
activities which occurred -prior to September, 1981. Chéptér III,."Program
Implementationg" reports reactions af program staff and‘parggﬁg fb Gates
inlﬁﬁactice; Chapter IV, "Student Achievement,” analyzes achievement out-

cémes igr students who were held over as a result of the Gates program.

3 «

Chapter_V\preSenté a synopsis of. four case studies conducted by the eval - .

uation team. These case studies are an attemRt to provide a school and
classroan-level view of the program. Conclusions are presented in

.Chqpfér VI, - \ . )

'

7

‘

*The three previous Office of Educational Evaluation reports are:’ "An
Analysis of Summer School Participation and August, 1981 Test Scores"

(October, 1981); "An-Assessment of Staff Training in the Exemplary Pro-
grams, August, 1981 (January, 1982); and. "Mid-Year Assessment and Analysfis
-, of January, 1982 Test Results" (March, 1982).. - ,

A
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I1. PROGRAM BACKGROUND: Ape}L - ABGUST, 1981

¥

9

SELEtTION‘oF STUDENTS

A1l fourth- and seventh gra<e students, including mainstreamed

spec1a1-educat1on students, were given the California Ach1evement Test

(CAT) Form D im April, 1981, The Chancellor's Regu1atioh set the promo-
, tiopa1 criteria at drade equivalent scores on the CAT of 3.7 in the

fourth gr%ge and 6.2 in the seventh grade. Limited English proficient

students who had been enrolled in an English- 1anguage schoo! system for

fewer than four years were ‘tested for promotion with the Criterion Refer-

enced EngJish Syntax Test (CREST).* Promotional criteria were set at

' different levdls for students who had heen in bilingual programs for

o ’ two, three, and four years.

APPEAL PROCEDURES

- "% Appeals for exehption from the promotional policy were initiated
in 1981-82 efther bx!parents or by a, school through 1ts principal. Those
. 1n1t1ated by pr1nc1pals were sent to the appropriate district superinten-
; dents. Appeals approved by the super1ntendents were forwarded to the
Office of*Promotional Policy for, review and approval in the name of the
‘Chancellor. Appeals initiated, by‘a principal .but denied by the district
super1ntendeqt could not be further appea1ed however, at this point, a
‘s parent could initiate an a]ternate procedure.

y

.Parents could appeal the,retention of their children to the

*The CREST, a 10ca11y developed criterion-referenced test, has been used
in-many of New YorkK City's bilingual and English as a second language pro-
_ grams since 1978. . , ,

'




school principal. If the principal supported the appeal, the process de-
seribed abo&e was put into motion; if not, the parent could still appeal
difect]y to the district superintendent. If denjed by the superinten-
dent, the parent could direct the gppea] to the cgmmunity school board
and, finally, to the Chance]ior via the Office of Promotional Policy.

The Gffice of Promotional Policy did not issue written direc-

tions for the appeal procedure for 1981-82. Insteéd, thé Assistant

_ Superintendent for Promotional Policy held individual conferences with

~

district superintendents who assumed responéibi]ity for publicizing this
information. The Assistant Superintendent personally reviewed all ap-’
peals whiéh reached the Office of Promotional Policy, relying heavily on

information provided by the-districts.*

1981 SUMMER SCHOOL AND AUGUST, 1981 TESTING

A six-week remedial reading program was conducted for Gates-
eligible students in July and August, 1981. Attendance was optiomal and

all holdovers were eligible to take the August, 1981 CAT regardless of

‘summer school particibatioh. The Office bf Educational Eva]uation con-

ductedfan assessment of the 1981 summer program and issued a report on
Qctober %, 1981. The report concluded that a large percentage of stu-
dents-benefited from re-testing in August and that regular attendance in -

the summer program was associated with improved student achievement.

™

+

*The Office of Promotional Policy has institutedah new exemptioh/apﬁea]s

‘process, more formal and rigorous, for 1982-83; the process will be des-

cribed and . assessed ir subsequent evaluation reports. , <




PUPIL AGCOUNTING

- The complexity of coordinating a'reporting systen involving
»

: severalzorganizational units, combined with the need for timely informa-
tion, made puﬁil accounting one oflthe program's more difficult tasks in
the early stages of implementation. Thé Promotional Gates Program re-
quired that‘individua] students’ test scores and information on program
e]igibi]ity be reported to schools and central offices more rapidly thah
the school s;stem had ever done before. It called for a new reporting
system, allowing for a high degree of interaction and cooperation among
at least four separate orgénizational units of the school system's cen-
tral administration and an independént tESt-scorinP contractor. As this
system was bgt in place, data on §tuden€re1igibi1ity and program parti:

cipaticn were treated as preliminary until all information was available

-
.

and analyzed.

In spring, 1982, the Office of Educatioﬁai Evaiuation created

LI

a file of all fourth- and seventh-grade students tested in April, 1981:
: S . T
August, 1981; September, 198} (makeup examinations); and January, 1982.

These records were matched, using two separate algorithms based upon
combinations o% d student's identification number, name, and date of
birth. This,file was then matched to the file of the April, A982 cityi
wide test administraéion fo} grades ﬁéur, five, seven, andfeight to
gather posttest scores and information on Gates program participation.
The resulting file is a coTplete test history of fourth- and seventh-
grade hoidover students in 1981-82,

Ana]ysi; of the completed data base permits more defiditive

¢

statements about program eligibility than were poséibie during the 1981-

-7
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. 82 school year. Despite initfa] problems, data on pupil eligibility and
program part1c1pat1on reported pre11m1nar11y during the school year are,
not at great variance with what appears in the comp]eted test- h1story

fiie. \ C 4 ' .

STUDENT ELIGIBILITY

The Gates data base inditates that 22,047 eligible students scored
below the promotional criteri? on the April, 1981 Ca]iforqia Achievement
Test,//&n additional 1,936 students who did not take the April, 1981 CAT

‘receiteawﬁcore§ below the criteria on the August, 1981 bAT. In addition,
754 stuQents (absent froq the April and August tests) who took makeup tests
in their schools in %epteﬁbert 1981 became‘eligib]e for the Gate§ program.
A total of 24,73? students (21.6 pefcent of all 1981 fourth and seventh
graders) were identified in 1981 as éligib]e for the Prpmotiona] Gates Pro-
gram based upon performance on the CAT. This total inc]qged,l,lg;\;tudents
(834 fourth ﬁraders and\§4i seventh graders) aésigned~to special eéucation

‘resohrce rooms, who did not mget the promotional criteria on the CAT.

Of-this total, ‘498 were exempted froQ,Gates by the Assistant
Super1ntondent for Promotional Policy. Perfdrménce on the CAT in}August,

' f 1981 resu]ted in the pr0mot1on of 4,672 Gates eligible students. In'thig

way, 19,567 students were identified for program participation by October,
1981. The.identification process and data are summarized in Table 1 and
Figure 1. ‘

In 5dditioa to those students who failed-to meet promotional cri-

tetia on the CAT, 123 limited English proficient students participated in the

Gates program-after having failed to meet promotignal criteria on the CREST.

-8-
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. : o TABLE 1 . P
Stydent Eligibiity for the Promotional Gates Program .
, . N ~ ' Total Graded . Grade7 -
Eligible students scoring below criterion in April, 1981 ‘ 22,047 " 9,653 312.394
N Appeals granted — dune, 1981 » ~ 498 '~ 269 - 229
Eligible holdovers — July, 1981 ‘ 21,549 9384 12,165
Students (with April scores) above criterion in August, 1981 -4,672 -2124 . -2,548
Studepts below criterion in August (Iacking'April scqfes) +1,936 +. 882 _+1,054
. o i 7 [
Eligible holdovers — September, 1981 18,813 » 8,142 10,671
Students below criterion in September, 1981 i(ﬁmakeu’ps) + 754 + 355 ~ + 399
A oy
Eligible holdovers — October, 1981 19,567 8497 . {1,070
FIGURE1
Number of CAT-Tested Students in Gates, April, '§1 to October, '81
APRIL/MAY " JUNE JULY ) AUGUST SEPTEMBER ~ _ OCTOBER '
498 : 4,672 |,
STUDENTS- EXEMPT STEJDENTS PRO-
FROM GATES MOTED AS RESULT
AFTER APPEAL OF AUQUST CAT
RS "4 _ S
22,047 21,549 18,813 19,567
STUDENTS NOT P GATES STUDENTS ! GATES STUDENTS || GATES STUDENTS | .
MEETING CRITERIA Y
ON APRIL CAT \
‘ | 1,936 754
STUDENTS NEW TO STUDENTS NEW TO
GATES, AS RESULT GATES AS RESUL
OF AUGUST CAT OF MAKE-UP TE%
-9-
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SELECTION OF 'INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

. Before the Gates program started, ‘the Division of Curriculum
and Instruction designated as ekemp]ary four reading programs, two writ-
ing programe;* and two mathemaeics programs. ~Each prpgram'had been-used'

ucceszﬁl]y in a range of New York City community school districts, and

was endorsed by district administrators, superv1sors, and teachers. All

were‘Heemed appropriate for a broad range of urban 1nstruct10na1 settings.

Fram a practical viewpoint, each of fered ready materials for duplication,

, and required a manageable regimen of staff development. Optional pro-

gkams'se]ected by individual district superintendents for use by their

» 2} | .
schools had to meet similar criteria. Each reading program was to be .

embedded in a total communication-arts curriculum designed by the
- A

Division of Curriculum and Instruction or developed by district <urricu-

Tum specia1i§ts.. Appendix A contains a brief description of each exem-

plary instructiona]’program; Table A-1 indicates the 32 coamunity school
districts' adoption.of curricula, by subject and grade.
- The four readﬁnd programs -- Exemplary Center for Reading In-

struction (ECRI); High Intensity Learning System (HILS-11); Learning to
: . . : f
Read Through the Arts (L.R.A.); and Structured Teaching in the Area of
'@ .
Reading (STAR) =- were presented to district superintendents at borough
: ' A

. confeeences. Four selected ECRI, four chose HILS-I1, and two selected

- -

STAR for use by all Gates classes in their district. Fourteen districts
{

implemented. two or more reading programs, and seven districts imple-

mented cptional, district-developed reading programs in all their Gates

a.

*Writing programs were not mandated for the 1981-82 school:yéaf.

-10-
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classes. (Nne district which had implemented an optional program in.
- N . N
all Gates classes during the fall used HILS=II in all seventh-grade Gates

classes for the remainder of the year.) The.one remaining district based

\ v

an optional program on its Title I model, and employed ﬁhematic units
from Learning‘to{Read Through the Arts. ;
‘ . Fae
Two exemplary mathematics curricula -- NDiagnostic Prescriptive
Arithmetic (D.P.A.) and Real Math (R.M.) -- were présented to-districg
superintendents, Six districts selected D.ﬁLA. and four selected R.M.
‘for implementation in all Gates ciassesfr13 districtéiselecteq:U.P.A.
for some Gates classes and R.M. for others. Nine distriéts receiQed ber-
mi§sion to imp]gment optional, district-developed mathematics programs.
The Offiée of Bilingual Education developed a language arts cur-
riculum for bilingual Gates classes. Most bilinguai ;1asse§‘imp1emented

this curriculum in conjunction with the exemplary or optional reading

and mathematics programs used in their districts.

SELECTION AND TRAINING OF GATES STAFF

Selection and Background of Gates Teachers

~

The Chancellor's Guidelines for Implementation specified seven

ériteria for selection of Promotional Gates teachers. Teachers were
eligible if they:

1. had demonstrated effectiveness working with students who
function below the required performance standards in the
reading, writing, and mathematics basic skills areas;

2. had knowledge of a variety of teaching resoufces and tech-

“niques useful with students who function below the required
performance standards;

-11-
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3. were willing to participate in staff development workshops,
conferences, and training sessions;

o

4, were willing to hold individual conferences with parents as
\\\“ often as necessary and to encourage parent involvement;

5. hall three or more years of successful teaching experience;

6. were available for participation in paid staff geve]opment
activities during the last -two weeks in August;

7. had demonstrated skill in the appropriate curriculum for
fourth- or seventh-grade remediation classes.

Community school districts reported that 1,311 teachers taught

Gates classes in 1981-82, Completed teacher information forms were ob-

~

tained from 1,190* (90 percent) of these teachers, more of whom taught
seventh (675) than fourth grade'(SlS). Their responses suggest the ex-
tent to which selection of these teachers conformed to the gu1de11nes.
Srnce most (86 percent)'fourth-grade teachers taught both communication
arts and mathematigs, their responses are usually reported collectively
in thts report. Seventh-grade communication arts and mathematics teaca-
ers' responqes are reported separate]y where appropr1ate, since most (83
percent) teachers at this grade level taught only one or the other sub- *
Sect. Although some (14 percent) fourth- grade teachers taught only read-
ing or mathematics, and some (17 percent) seventh-grade teachers taught .
-"bszh reading and mathematics, grouping responses in this way simplifies

1 . .
discussion of staff characteristics. (See Table 2.)

A

*Cﬁhp]eted forms were obtained from an additional 366 teachers who attended
Gates tra1n1ng in summer, 1981 but were not assigned to a Gates class in
1981-82.

-12- ‘




TABLE 2 ,
Teaching Responsibilities of Gates Teachers ?

Subject area taught

Communications arts

Grade - Communications arts Mathematics and mathematics - Total )
N % N % N % . N '

Four 42 8% 30 6% 441 86% 513

Seven 347 52 21 K 115 -17 673

Total . 389 33% 241 20% 556 47% 1,186°

3 This table refers to teachers who completed information forms.

b Ari additional two tourth- and two seventh-grade teacners did not indicate their area of instruction.

Teﬁchers were asked to indicate whether they hadﬂvolunteered for

or were assigned to the Gates prbgram. More fourth- than seventh-grade ~;*’

téachers Yo]unteered (74 and 61 percent, respectively).

Fourth- and seventh-grade teachers' educations were comparable.
A11.possessed a bachelor's degree ana 76 percent had obtained a master's
degree. Almost half (46 percent) of the teachers had also completed’
credits beyond their masterIS degree. -

hates teachers' prior teaching expegience is comparable to thét
of the general population of New York City school teacheés. More than
90 percent had taught for at least four years prior to the1r Gates ass1gn-
ment. Often the1r teach1ng experience had been with students at the same
level as those in the1r 1981-82 Gates classes, Sixty-eight. percent of
the fourth-grade teachers had at least four yeérs of experience’ teach-

ing,ﬁ%ird, fourth, or fifth grade, and 81 percent of the ‘seventh-grade

teachers had taught sixth, seventh, or eighth grade for four or more years.

) «

-13- l \
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A significant number of Gates teachers gained experience in re-

medial instruction for the first time. Less than half t49 percent) of"

the fourth-grade teachers had taught a remedial reading class and fewer

(29 percent) were experienced with remedial mathematics instruction.

These figures are somewhat higher for sqyenth-grade.teachers. Sixty-nine /////
. percent of thdfi tepching communication grts at the seventh-grade level

had at least one year of experience teaching remedial reading, and 49

-

- percent of those teaching a Gates mathematics class had taught remedial
;maghematics_before. Although some Gates teachers had experience with re-
- medial instruction, few wege licensed (by the city) or certified (by the
state) for remedial reading dh mathematics instruction. (See Tables )3
g S
Y and 4.) | | ((

‘Pre-Service Gates Training .7

Gates teachers were asked about their familiarity with the exem-
p1$ry and dis;rict-optiona] programs se1eéted for the Gates classes in
their schools. The‘vast majority had Hot taught these curricula prior to
the 1981-82 school year. Ninety-two perésnt of the fourth—grade.teachers'«
and 86 percent of the seventh-grade reading teachers had névgr géught the

reading curriculum assigned to them. Similarly, 91 pércent of the fourth-

grade and 88 percent of seventh-grade mathematics téachers had no prior

experience with the mathematics curriculum assigned to theq.

Prospective Gategyteachers were expected to participate in pre-
service traiﬁing to prepare for their Gate$ assignments. Five half-days
of training in each of the exemplary reading and ymthematics péograms were

sponsored by theé Division of Curriculum and Instruction during the last -

I
-14-
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- TABLE3 ‘
New York State Teaching Certifications Held by Gates Téachers .

% of teachers holding certificates

‘ Fourth-grade teachers Seventh-grade teachers

Certificate . * Communication arts Mathematics

: ‘ (N*=483) . (N=44) (N=282)
K—6th grade ~ " 88% 28% 35%
Reading ‘ _ ' .9 19 .6
English . 1 38 19
Mathematics 0~ o 1 -~ 26
Special education 2 ' 2 1
Other . - : 8 _— 24 23
Total ® . 108% 112% ( S~ 10%
4 Number of teachers responding to question. Some seventh-grade teachers taught both communication arts and mathematics.
bThe percentages exceed 100 percent because teachers can hold more than one teaching certificate.

' .
. TABLE 4 _
¢ New York City Teaching Licenses Held by Gates Teachers
o " % of teachers holding license
Founh-g}\do teachers - Seventh-grade teachers
Licensas held Communication arts N Mathematics
(N*=483) (N=462) - (N=326)

Early childhood ) 9% 3% 2%
.Common branches 91 35 41
ES.L. \ 1 "1 0
English » 0 45 10
Bilingual common branch~es 10 - 4
Mathematics ' 0 ] 33
‘Other - ‘ 3 22 21
Total® 114% . 113% 11%

4Number of teachers responding to question. Some seventh-grade teachers taught both communication arts and mathematics.
bThe percentages excesd 100.percent because teachers tan hold more than one teaching license.

A}
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two weeks of August] 1981. One to four days of summer training were pro-

vided by ihdiwidua] districts in district-optional reéding'and mathematics
programs. Abbreviated versions of these sessions were also held for Gates

supgrvisors.

«
-

Most of the teachers in the 1981-82 Gates brogram attended the
sessions sponsored by the NDivision of Curriculum and Instruction or those’
provided by their districts. However, more seventh-grade mathematics

teachers (27 percent) failed to attend summer pre-service training than

S~

those- assigned to feach seventh-grade reading (17 percent) or fourth-grade
reading (11 pe;:fnt) or mathematics (12 percent). Those teachers who did

not attend summdr sessions received in-service training during the school
. 4 N )

year.
\ : , -
Participants in the summer training completed evaluation forms

&

at the close-of the sessions.* For?s were obtained from 1,046 teachers

and 289 supervisors who received training in the exemp{ary_curricp1a,

and from 309 teachers who participated in d?stritt-sponsored trainiqg

. sessions. (Sée'Tab]e 5.) Participants' ratings of tra%ning in the dis-
trict:optibnal programs‘and the exemplary mathematics curricula were gen-
erall ﬁore Sosifive than ratings of sessions on exemp]afy reading cur-
ricula. Among participants rating staff development in reading, ECRI

teachers gave the lowest ratings. This maf’have resulted from the de-

tailed and prescr{ptive teaching behaviors which ECRE geachers are re-

- -

~ < ., 4

i

A}

<

*See the January, 1982 Office of Educational Evaluation report "The Promo-
tional Gates Program: An Assessment of Staff Traiging inm the Exemplary
Programs." ‘ ' : : '

~
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TABLES *
Teachers’ Ratings of Curricula after the
\ ' : August, 1981 Training
Reading curricula ,' Math curricula
. ECRI STAR HILS L.R.A.  Optional " D.P.A. R.M. Optional
_ Question C (N=147) (N=233) (N=215) (N=13) (N=216) (N=241) (N=197) (N=136) )
" Understand o X
the program 32% 33% 59% 46% 62% 52% 64% 73% i
Agree with
program . , .
philosophy 43 54 60 61 70 63 65 67
Agree with _ A ’ B :
program methods 39 54 58 54 69 64 64 69
Believe program : : o
. will- pe effective 49 55 59 61 70 67 60 74 °
Feel prepared . . . _ .
to teach program 20 \ 37 5 54 64 . 49 66 67 .

&
»  Teachers trained in optional curricula, botll in reading and mathematics, responded most positively
" in every area.

* e HILS and L.R.A. te2chers wera mors pcsitive than reading toachors trained in ECRI ‘or STAR. Only
one in five ECRI teachers folt prepared to teach the pragram at the end of summer training.

e The range of responses from teachers trainad in various math programs was relatively narrow;
~D.P.A. teachers wers somewhat less secure than others in other their: grasp of the program and
4 preparedness to teach it. o ] ‘
' e

"~ quired to use. In general, teachers'.responses suggest insecurity and

- \ . ‘ N + y . .
feelangs of unpreparedness at the onset of the Gates prodgram's first
7 . -

-

. year. However, as indicated in the next section of the report, teacher

insecurity abated c‘onsiderably once the school year got under way.

- * . i B - v




I11. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION:  SEPTEMBER, 1981 - JUNE, 1982

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The 0ff1ce of Educat10na1 Evaluation gathered information on
the Promot1ona1 Gates brogram -- its workings day -to- day, its strengths,‘
its limitations --Vfrom.the peop]e most directly involved with Gates"
studepts (teachers and parents§ apdvtpe individuals providing adminis-
tratige and technical support (distrﬁct facilitators and principa1s).

"Jhése participants were askqg to identify activities which heiped"or
hampered program implementation, and to address the following areas:
conformity to guidelines; staff development; administrative and techni-
cal support; curricu1a§ and the program‘s,impact onlits participants.
Recommendations were eticited as well. Strategies used to collect data

were designed to’capture the broadest poss1b1e representatlon at each

part1c1pant 1eve1 * -
\
Facilitators
.y ' Each of the 32 Gates district faci1ftatorsppas'ﬁnter@iewed'dur-
ing spring, 1982,
\ _
Principals
Survey forms were distributed to the 543 principa]s with Gates
classes in their schools at the annual spring, 1982 beorough-wide princi-
ﬁpa]s‘ meetings or mailed directly to. the schools. Responses were col-
_*Copies’ofdfield sprvey inéiruments_are available -on request from the
Office of Educational Evaluation. s, oot -
. . NG
X -19-
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Tected anonymously, bdt principals were asked to identify their districts
and the grade level of Gates classes in their schools. The %43'princi-

pa]s~who comp1eted the survey represented 45 percent of those with .Gates

13

classes. The rate af response’ varied by district -from zero to 83 per;
cent. This variance did not correspond to the number of Gates sites

per district, and apparentiy reflects some other district characteristic.

2
3

- Teachers ‘

¥

> ‘. - B4

Teacher survey forms were distributed through Gates district . ;

facilitators during spring, 1982, primarily at.district staff develop-.

-ment meetings. Faci]itators were also asked to distribute the forms to

teachers who had not attended the meetings and to encourage them to re-

sponcd. This method of'distribotion resu1ted in a very high response

rate. Completed forms were obtained'from 797 teachers, 67 percent of

the 1,311 Gates teachers:

The information provided anonymously by respondents to this sur-

v

vey was compared"with that provided earlier in the year on teacher infor-

.mation forms. As on the teacher information forms, two-thirds of the sur-

vey respondents reported that they had volunteered for their Gates posi-

tions. As prev1ous1y reported more fourth-grade teachers were vo]unteers.

Response to the survey apparently 1ntroduced sone b1as respon-

¢

dents were primarily those who attended workshops, wh1ch focused more on

4

commun1cat“on arts than on mathematlcs fourth-grade teachers were more

highly represented both at workshops'and in the survey (76.percent) than

were seVentthradejteachers (58 pércent). Table 6- indicates the charac-

teristics of teachens who completed the survey.




" TABLE 6
Responsa to Teacher Survey

4

—
Grade 4 Grade 7 Combined grades
Responsibilites . ~ Response to iosponsi to . Response to
Numberof = U™ Numberof __SunveY  Number-of survey
teachers®> N %  teachers® N %  teachers’ N %
N Communication~ans 42 18 43% 347 213 61% 389 2 59%
_ Mbthematics ) 30 13 . 4 21 81 38 241 - 94 39
Communication arts ' .
and mathematics 441 358 81 115 9 69 556 437 ~79
’ :
No information on grade level . " * * . * - . * 17 ¢
No information on , . : ' '
instructional area _ 2 2 - £ 2 s 16 . 4 18 J
. _— e _— s
Total 515 391 76% 675 389 58% 1,190 797 67%

‘were asked to take the survey home;

? Number of respondents compieting the teacher information form.

percent).
o The least represented group was seventh-grade mathematics teachers (38 percent).

K
3
1
. 5
\ >

.The response rate also varied by district from 34 percent to
. T '
100 percent.

classes to have a h1gher rate of response than those with more ‘Gates
\ 19
classes, but there were several exéept1ons to this. Some facilitators

\

were evidently more diligent or successfut than ot\ers in obtaining re-

)

spanses from teachers.

’

Parents
. '

In June,‘i982 the Office of Educational Evaluation distributed

K

a Survey in English and Span1sh to the parents of Gates students.

parents were asked to comp]ete the

-21-
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survey anonymqusly aﬁd return it in a postage-paid envelope. In addition
to their general reagtion to the Gates program,'parents were ‘asked about.'
théif contact wifh the school during the yeaF, and'theirlknow1edge of the
program prior to September, 1981. ‘

By mid-July, 2,352 parents (13 percent) had responded to thelsur-
vey. Sevénty-hine percent_of the respondents used the English version of
the survey and 21 percent used thé Spanish version. To be representative
‘of the numbers of Gates parents at each grade level, the number of re-

spons;s from phfénts of foUrfh; and seventh-gra&ers should have‘been ap-

ﬂroximately-equa1. This was not fhe case;“surveys were returned bj 1,529

parents of fourth-graders and 823 parents of Seveqth-gragers.‘

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROGRAM

The citywide Promotional Gates Program was centrally adminis-

o

tered. !nder the direction of the Neputy Chancellor for Instruction, the
Office of Promotional Policy (O;P.P.) monitored the program. Inst ruat i6n-
al support services werebprovided by the Divfsion of Curriculum and
Instruction. Community syperiétendents were responsible for implement-
ing the program in Eheir distr}cts; principals were responsible for class-
‘es in their schog]s..

%
As head of 0.P.P., the Assistant Sunerintendent for Promotional

[y

" Po{icy was responsibTé for monitoring'the program, interpreting policy,
and rb]ing on student exemptions. His six assistants visited schools,
Meeting'with Gates district facilitators(aﬁg school supervisors to re-
view problems, interpret program guide]inesﬁ“anq review student class-

room assignments. They also visited classrooms to determine the extent

R
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of program implgmentation, to check on the-avaiiébility of ma;eria!s,
and to address teachers' questions and concerns.

The'cent;al administratioh’funded a ha]fexiﬁe Gates facilitator
“position in eachlot the 32 disfficts. Eighteen districts contributed
additional funding and assigned the facilitator more than half-time to
Gates. . The proportion of the faciiitator's time assigned to Gates did
not-reflect the number of Gates clasées:in the district, and appears to
suggest, rather, the district's commitment to the program.

Selected by community superintendents, the facilitators were
~the primary resource and contact peréons in the districts. . The facili-
" tators were s%1ected on the basis of‘prior district-level experience in
administration, curriculum development, an sbaffVQevélopment. The fa-
cilitators' responsibilitiés included monitéring'and interpreting pol-
icy, providing matérials, imgtoving communication with parents, and as-
sisting teachers and supervisors on an individual basis.

Gates principals or their dek{gnated assistant principals were
responsib1§‘for the day-to-day supervision-of‘Gates classes in the schools.
The Gates‘supervisor;' resﬁonsibi]ities included the seiection of teach-
‘ers, organization of Gates c]as§es: provision of materials, jmp]ementa;
tion of cdrricu]g, parental ihvo]yement, and jmprovemen; of fnstruction.

Essentially, these are the same responsibilities fhat school supervisors

»

have for all classes.

CONFORMITY TO GUIDELINES

Student Placement

Two out of three resbonding principals repbrted some difficul-
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ties in implementing student eligibility criteria. CAT eligibility cri-

teria, a]Ehough c]eaﬁ]y delineated in tﬁé Guidedines for Implementation,

were problematic for 22 percent of priﬁciﬁa1§. Newly admitted students
. | . .

without test historie% po§éd problens for 42 percent. Twenty-two per-
cent fgynd criteria fo} placement of limited English proficient (LEP)
studegts (as specifieq in notices from more‘than one unit of the central
i administrat{on) confusjng or unfair;rspecia1 education eligibility cri-
teria, in the absence of‘eva1uation or placement, posed problems fof 24

o . percent.
4,

, T %
One-half of the district facilitators agreed that LEP criteria

were confusing or unfair, One-fourtﬁ‘of the facilitators thought that
special provisions for resource-room students constituted an unfair ad-

/

, 'vantage over other "unidentified" Gates students who were equally in

need of these provisions.

Class Organization

.

p District facilitators were confident that, after some initial

s

cdéfusion, all 'districts complied with fequirements for class size (15 to

20 students) spelled out in the Guidelines for Implementation. Only

eight péréent of the principals reported‘ény difficulty in adhering to
this guideline. Teachers' réports of their average class registers, how-
ever, did not completely agree with ﬁrincipa]s' reports: while 65 per-

cent of teachers reported-that the average siZe of their registers was

between 15 and 20, a third (32 percent) reported smaller registers and
three percent reported registers above"20. These data were collected .

at thé»end of the schop] year; class registers therefore do ‘not include
.’ N ' :

-24-
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‘seventh- than in fourth-grade classes.

Gates participants who tested out of the program mid-year. Registers

below the stated minimum were more prevalent in fourth- than in seventh-

. grade classes; registers above the maxitnum were more prevalent in

&

Finding space for an increased number of smaller classes was a
pfob]em foé 12 percent of e]ementary and junior high school principals.
In other respects, organization of Gates classes proved probfematic for
junior high, but not fér elementary school principals. Thirty-one per-
cent of junior high principals reported problems in scheduling Gates
classes acaording to guidelines; for 19 percent, establishing seﬁf«con-
tained c1§sses posed diffi&g}ties,'apparently fe]ated to teacher recruit-’

ment problems.. 7 ] , ' ‘ AN

Teacher Selection

Teacher recruitment seemed to cause conside}ap]e’difficu[ty,
Half of the district facilitators stated that the guidelines were qog al-
ways followed, primarily because of shortages of well-qualified volun-
teers. 0n1y.55‘6ercént of the teachers considered-thé guidelines for
teacper selection clear and reasonable; 21 percent did not know that such
guidelines.existed, Fifty-six percent of responding prinbipa]s’51so re-

ported problems with teacher selection. (See Table 7.)

Parental Involvement

A1l facilitators reported that Gates teachers held the normally
requifed‘parent-teacher conferences. They encouraged teachers to make -

telephone calls and write 1ette;s to their students' homes. Two-thirds

-25-
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TABLE 7

* Principals’ Difficulties in Implementing“
Teacher Selection Guidelines

* , Schaol level
i Junior

Elementary high Total
Area of difficuity : : (N=161) (N=80) (N=241)
Obtaining applications to teach Gates classes 20% 33% 24%
Experience teaching reading ‘ 8 28 ' 15
Experience teaching mathematics 7 : 31 15
Experience teaching low-achieving students 0 21 g 14
Attendance at staff developmeht 1 31 18
Encouraging parent involvement 25 ° T 46 32

~ ® Junior high school principais reported far more dmlcuny with teacher solectlon and conformity to
guidelines than eiementary school principals.

e One-third of junior hlgh school principals found-it difficuit to obtain applications from qualified

teachers.
e Nearly haif of junior high school principals and a quarter of elemuﬁy school principals found
teachers refuctant to work at involving parents in the program.

of féci]itators reported that some schools provided additional activities
. for Gates parents including orientation meetings, wdrksﬁops, morning and
‘afternoon ﬁoffee-hours, and participation in class trips. Five districts
.he1d district-wide Gates meetings for parents. One district mandated
principal-parent conferences. Nonetheless, facilitators and principals

o~

were dissatjsfied,.and thought that more should be done to involve parents
in the future.
Data from the teacher survey also indicate some problems in im-

plementing thi"s aspect of the program. While time was provided for con-

ferences, teachers who met with more than half of Gates parents were a
" -26-
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minority. (See Table 8.) Teachers reported fhat fhe topics most fre;
quently digcussed in their Sgnferences with parents were stu&énts' work
and grades (for fourth graders).and attendance and tardiness (for);pventh
graders). Only 357 tgachers (45 percent) Eepdkted that a Gates pareni”
" orientation meeting had been held at thé,outset of the brogram. 0f

’

these, only 50 teachers (six percent of all\respondents) said that at

leést half of Gates parents had'attehded‘the meeting.

) ]

/ ' o )
/ . ‘ N
. TABLES  ° : B
Parent Attendance at Parent-Teacher Conferences
. : % of parents attending at lsasteag_conference
Number of teachers . . No @ents . 1-50 -- 51-100
Grade - responding . attended percent percent
Four . 298 2% Coae% 49%
Seven 316 L4 80 16
Total 614 3% 65% 32%

» Conferences were much more frequent with parents of fourth graders than with parents ot seventh
graders. ’ '

e About a third of the teachers reported conferences with more than half of Gates parents.

.AParents were aske&labout\thg\ggxaﬁt of their contact with the
schools in 1981;82.(’(See Table 9.) The majority (85 percent) reporteq
at least one indivi;ual meeting witﬁ/their children's Gates teachers.
This ;ate of coﬁtqgt would be acceptable to facilitators, principals,
and téachers,~but was apparently not representative of parental involve-

mehtéprogram-wide. It appears that parents who responded to the surVey

were also more likely to have had contact with the schools.
, N

P




TABLE 8
Plarents’ Reports of Program Involvement

% of parents attending at legst orie conference

. . Fourth Seventh Combined
' ’ (N=1,529) (N=823) (N=2,352)
Met alone with Gates teacher .
Never ' 13% 21% 16%
Once : o 1 23 15

Twice . 76 56 69

Attended Gatds meeting for parents
. » Never 6% . . 60% 51%

Once or more - : 54 ' 40 49

/

e  More than two-thirds of parents reported that they had met individually with their children’s Gates
/ teachers more than once. :

e Nearly half said they had attended group meetings about the Gates program.
e  More parents of fourth graders than seventh graders reported program involvement.

'Notification;té parents of the summer school for Gates holdover
students; while far from universal, was apparently more widespread than
notification of the apbea]s process. Nearly two;thirds of those who re-
sponded to the survéy -- presumably the most active and concerned parents
--"did" not know that thé decision to hold over Eﬁgi/ children could be

&
appealed. - This was a serious problem. (See Table 10.)

AR

SUPPORT FROM CENTRAL OFFICES

A11 32 district facilitators had contact at monthly meetings
with the Assistant Superintendent for Promotional Policy (head of 0.P.P.),

hig deputy, and the 0,P.P., assistants., The facilitators also reported




y

. ., TABLE 10
Notification of Parents About the Program

Last year, when were you motified that your child could go to summer school?

surveys May, June, '5:’3 July, Didn't No response
Grade returned 1981 1981 1981 know "to question
Four 1,529 7% 39% 1% 19% 14%
Seven 823 - 16 - 48 11 16 9
Total 2,352 17% 42% 1% 18% '1'2% )

Did you know you couid appeal the decision to hold your child over this year (in 1981-82)?

Total

surveys
Grade _returned - ’ Yos
Four 1,529 3%
Seven . 823 28
Total 2,352 30%

61%

67
63%

No response
_to_ question

8%
5
%

e Two thirds of fourth-grade parents and three-quarters of seventh-grade parents said that they knew

their children could go to summer school.

o About a third (31 percent) of fourth-grade parents, and even fewer (28 percent) seventh-grade
parents, knew that they could appeal the decision to hold over their children.

that, overall, the 0.P.P. assistants visited 87 percent of the'schéo]s ’

in which G{‘;‘tes classes were organized. Al1l 32 district facilitators

stated that this central monitoring was necessary, appropriate, and help-

ful. Half asked for more training for themselves and for more pupil ser-

vices,»including educational screening, guidance, and diagnosis of reading

_difficulties.

Fifty-eight percent of the Gates principals reported thgt the

N

0.P.P. site visits in.cluded meetings focusing on promotional policy,:
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class organization, teacher selection, ;taff déve]qpment, Gates curric-

. ula and matéria]s, or 1nd{v1dua1 student needs.  Most (63 percent5 re-
spondiﬁé priécipa]s required no;addit{ona1 suppirt from central offices.
Those who wanted more support asked for ﬁ{rect comhunication between

. the school and cehtra1 offices, more training and advice for théir teach-
ers, and additiona] gqidance and diagnosticjﬂérvices,for individual Gates
pupils. o |

Sixty percent of the“teacher respondénts reported thaf 0.P.P.
site visits had included visits to their classrooms. Since the O.P.P:
assistants functioned more as monitors than as resource people, it is

-’ \’é ’ .
/i/)not surprising that only about one-third of the visited teachers (38 per-

cené) found the 0.P.P. visits helpful to themselves.

- o

SUPPORT FROM{DISTRICT OFFICES . - o

Principals' Meetings with District Personnel - .

»

The primary’resource fdr Gates principals was the district fa-

cilitator: 92 percent of péincipa]s'r;ported meeting wfth~thé }aci1i£a-

tor to discuss Gates isihes. Most reported-discussions with other dis-
| . ;rict-1eve1\staff; including the district superintendent, a deputy super- ?
1 intendént, or a curriculum specja]ist. These discussigns addressed Gate ‘
| policy, c]éss orgahization, teacher selection and staff deve]bpment, cu{/i
ricula and materials, parent contact; or 'individual pupil ﬁegds. Princi-
pais said that thgse discussions met their ngeds 90 percent of the time.
Relatively few asked for adﬂitibnh] help from the districts; those who ]

did asked for more administrative hetp, more help for teachers, and more

- ,‘ . R . \
guidance and diagnostic services for-individual.pupils.
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Facilitators. Site Visits_

" The great majority 187 percent) of Gates teachers .‘requﬁzd that
. : \

they had rece'ived classroom visits from facilitators; most-\ (85'percven.t)

-

of those visited found the facilitators helpful. (Qe.e Table 11.) “

- a
b3

i

- TABLE M ,
Teachers’_nepdr.ts of District Facilitator Visits

. . " Helptulness of visits
Total % of responding : .

» ~ teachers teachers . Extremely Moderatsly - Not .
Grade responding visited helpful helptul . heiptul
Four 3913 92% . 39% 50% ' 1%
Seven 389 81 32 . 48 ‘ 20
Total 780 87% - 36% 49% 15%
“a poon

Three fourth-grade teachers did not answer the question about the heipfuiness of the vitiss

‘e More fourth- than seventh-grade teachers réported at least one visit by a district facilitator.

o  Eighty-nine percent ef fourth-grade teachers and 80 percent of seventh-grade teachers who
received visits from district facliitators found them moderately or extremely helptul. ;

©

Facilitators were generally dissatisfied with the amoynt of time
they could devote to site visits: 75 percent stafed that they did not
have sufficient timékto supﬁort instruction édequate]y. All faci]itagors
said that they had visited classrooms as often as possible, Sut"believed
that Gates teachers and subervisori_i7eéed more.individual supbori;
Twelve said they needed c]erici’ support from their di%trict§ to reduce
papef work, so that theyvcould spend more time visiting Gates c]assroomg.
Facilitators reported training %on gates supe:visors in 75 percent of'

the districts; almost half (47 percént) felt this training had beel help-

ful. Three-quarters considered suth training an ongoing prtority since
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_ ‘ _ e
facilitators themselves were often unable to visit\tll)schools, and (ac-

cordirg to a third of the facilitators) principats wéfe not as knowledge-

able abgh@ or ‘involved in\the'program~as they needed to be.
. - - ‘o 3
Teacher Training '

v

-Given the teacher recruitment problems they reported, it is not '

<

surprising that principals and facilitators considered staff development
foriteachers extremely important. Alj but one pr%nciga] reported special
training for Gatés teachers.A Eighty—fhree percent of elementary sﬁhoo]
principals and 80 percent of junior high school principals considered
thi's staff development helpful. ‘

- ’ Faci]it;torsﬂwere even more positive. The great hajority (88
ﬁéfcent) reported that Eﬁe staff development piavided for teachers was
extremely or modera}e1f~he1pfu1. Facilitators mentipnéd enhanced morale,
problem-solving in groups, reduced is&]ation, and better teaching as 6ut-

comes of this training. More than half indicated a need for even more

interpretation and dizmonstration of curriculum. -
?

.

Teachers were less enthusjas ic. Teéchers' responses were
group;d into those who felt the train?\g wasfgztreme1y or moderately
helpful and fhose who said it was slightly helpful, not helpful, not
available,, or gav2 no response. Positive responses (extremely or moder-
ate]y'hé]pfu]) are shown‘ih Table 12.\ (Negative response; to trainﬁng <

in parent involvement may ref]ect\]imited activities in this area rather

than the quality of training.) Table 12 aiso\indicates that teachers re-

Y::\ quested additional training in every.area.

A1 32 facilitators supported the need for ongoing teacher train-

~
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TABLE 12

. Teachers’ Reactions to Gates Training
— i
Grade 4 ~ Grade 7 _ Total
' (N=391) - (N=388) - (N=1797)
oo ‘ % Need. % Need % Need
" Training area . positive more positive more positive more
. :responss  fraining  response  training  response training
Program methods/techniques/ - - _ -
Iessops/materials 65% 31% 59% 28% 63% 30%
Pupil diagnosis/préscription/ . '
progress records 49 29 - 41 29 45 29
Classroom management : 44 26 40 20 43 23 ,
. Supplementary activities - : 56 21 <41 24 49 43 " \
, Parent involvement 24 % 13 26 19 26
R . - : g ( e
NOTE: Seventeeh respondents did not indicate grade level. These per%bmages indicate teachers' responses to y/separale but related Questions
- about’ Gates training. \ -
. B ! . , e
‘ * Fourth-grade teachers waere slightly but consistently more positive-about the training they received
than seventh-grade teachers. - : .
* Both groups wers most positive about training in exemplary-optional program-methodology. \
* Both groups were least positive about training related to parent involvement. ~ . .
-
ing. Facilitators whose districts implemented more than one reading or ’
Lt ' . ' . . . N~
. mathematics program felt that achers needed additional training, and

suggested borough-wide.sessions on specific programs. Fourteen facilita-

tors (44 percent) tﬁoﬁght that staff development should fogus more in-

Q

tensely on how to meet students' individual needs.
Support from School Supervisors a T~

Teachers wetge asked to describe the suppoct they had received

from their school supervisors (either the pfincipal or assistant princi-

pal). Responses of fourth-grade and seventh-grade teachers were remark-




J

L

aply similar, varying only by one or two percentége poinfs. 'Eightx-oné

percent of all teacher rgspondents felt highly or moderately supported.

B

Needg oflTeacheré
Teachers were asked in whic¢h of six different areas‘they needed
further assistance. (See Table 13.) "As woula be expecteh, teachers'who,
* had not been visited dr supported by a district facilitater, 0.P.P. assist-

ant,“ﬁr school supervisor were more likely to answer that they needed ad-

ditional help. The d}screpiancies were largest between teachers who felt

TABLE 13 | Y
Teachers” Needs in Relation to Suppori”
Received from Supervisors

% teachers needing additional helip

\ Respondents Respondents
indicating lacking
. . Al * supervisor's - supervisor's
el
respondents .support support -

Area ) (N=T74) (N=630) (N=144)?
Discuss student needs 34% 29% - “57"/\
Interpret or demonstrate curricutum . 29 . 25 " 44
Monitor class size and student placement ~ 27 ' 22 48
Review parent-teacher contacts 26 . 23 .43
Facilitate delivery of materials N 20 . .17 34
Convey policy directives 17 , 14 33

3in addition to the 17 teachers who failed to specify their grade of instruction, nine fourth-grad(and 11 seventh-grade teachers did not answer this
question. .

o The highest percentage 5 teachers'thought that more attention shouid be focused on students’
needs: 57 percent of those who lacked supervisory support, and 29 percent of those who had sup-
port, indicated this need. :

e Teachers expressed the least nead for assistance i‘n acquiring materials and receiving poticy
directives. ’
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supported or unsupported by their supervisors, and were consistent.acro;s
each of‘six surveyed areas. They were especially marked among fourth-
grade téach%rs; seventh-grade teachers who could ‘consult with other Gates
teachers i?“ihe same chco]ﬂappanent]y fared better in the absence of
supportive supervision. Visits by district facilitators and 0.P.P.

»

assistants did not-appéar to have as strong an impact.

EftMPLAﬁY/OPTIONAL PROGRAMS K/\

Community superintendents se]ected'exemp]ary/optiona] reading
: y

and mathematics programs for use in their distriéts' Gates classes.*
-3
One-third of the facilitators indicated that only district-level staff

contributed to the decision. Facilitators reported~that principals were

included in the decision procef@wﬁﬁ,about'half the districtyﬁ six facil-

-

itators reported that principals and their staffs were allowWed to select

from among the exemplary programs identified Centraliy. About half of

- \1‘— A
the principals confirméd that they had input into program selection, and

an additional 17ﬂpercent reported that Gates teachers were also ¢onsulted.

,

Eighteen percent of teacher respondents agreed that. they participated 1in
the selection of programs.

- ’{\N
Facilitators' Reactions to Programs

Facilitators were asked to assess the effectiveness of the_read-

ing and mathematics progrgms implemented in their districks, and their

*Appendix A contains descriptions of the instructional programs, and in-
dicates the program(s) selected by each district.

- -35- |
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preparedness to assist these programs. Those facilitating district-‘

\

‘opt1ona1 prograqf expressed the most*conf1dence, saying a]most without

exception that th? programs were effect1ve and that they felt well pre-

pared to fulfill their responsibilities. Given the choice, they would

ﬁmp]emeht the same programs in 1982-83. Facilitator's confidence related

"most clearly to the number,of reading and mathematics programé implement -

-

ed in the district. Those responsible for one exemplary read1ng and one
exemp]ary mathenat1cs program felt that the approaches were reasonably
effective,,and were uuite secure in their ability to coordinate them.
Facilitators iﬁ”f;e ten disgrtég§ which had implemented two or more
reading programs andﬁfwo or more mathematics programs were least likely
to feel confidént; they w;uld reduc;}the number of programs imp]ementéd
in their districts in'1982-83. -

The 18 facilitators in districts wjth bilingual Gates classes

were not well informed about the bilingugal language-arts curriculum.

Only four facilitators felt they understood it. Thirteen of the 18 ) N

S
facilitators explained that teachers of bilingual Gates classes were

also using the exemp;ary/optional reading program chosen ;gr other Gates
classes in their schools. Only ten of the 18 facilitators offered a
judgment on the effectiveness of the bilingual curriculum: six termed
this curriculum sufficiently or Very effective, three-thought it was

somewhat effective, and two thought it not at all effective tn preparing

students to meet the promotional criteria.

A

Principals’ Reag;ion% to Programs

In order to gauge their satisfactiou with the reading and mathe-

’ .
»
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matics programs used in their schools, principals we;e asked if they
would use the same programs in their Gates classes in 1?62-83. Overall,
threé-qﬁarter§ of the responses t; this question were positive. STAR,
L.R.A., distriét-optiona] programs, and HILS received consistently high

ratings, but only 58 percent of principals implementing ECRI would use

» it again. Grdde level generally did not affect responses; however, ele-

mentary school pFincipa]s implementing optional programs were more posi-
ny

tive (77 percent) than junior high principals (67 percent).

Principals expressed equal-satisfaction with various Mathematics
curricula. Seventy-two percent would use the same projram again. As
with reactions .to reading programs, there were few differences between
elementary and juﬁior high principals who implemented. an exemplary mathe-
matics éurricu]um, but school level did make a difference among princi-
pals using district-optional mathematicslprograms. Although 84 parcent

of the elementary school -principals would retain their district-optional

program, only 50 percént'of those at the junior high level would do so.

kel N

Principals' Input and Preferences

* - Those principals’ who said they had input into program selection

were more likely to express interest in using the program again the fol-
lowing year. (See Table 14.) .
As Table 15 indicates, a principal's input into the curriculum
4

selection process was crucial to acceptance of ECRI, This'patterh was

characteristic only of ECRI-schools, and suggests that districts plan-

~ning to use this program should solicit: principals' input and Arepare

carefully for its implementation,




TABLE 14

Curriculum Preferances ot Principals with
or without Input into Selection

Principal’s input into program selection

" A great deal Soms | None Total
Curriculum preferance c - (N=SO) | N=T77) (N=59) (N=226)
Would re-use reading program 86% 78% 54% 73%
Would re-use math program . 76 75 61 72

Note. Fiften principals did sot indicate how much input they had into selaction of the Gates curricula. Only 17 actually said they would preter not to
use the readirg curriculum and 20 said this about the mathematics program. The others were undecided. -

TABLE 15

Principals’ Input into Selection of ECRI and
Preference for its Re-use

'c , Lavel of InputJ :
. A great deal Some None Total
Preference for re-use (N=12) (N=14) (N=11) . (N=37)}
Yes - 83% NN% 18% 57%

No or undecided 17 29 8 43

2 )ne ECRI principal did not indicate the leve! of input.

¥

o Only 18 percent of principals who had no input into the selection of ECRI wanted to use it again.
o Most (83 percent) of those that participated in the declsion to adopt ECRI would do s0 again. '
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" TEACHERS' REACTIONS TO CURRICULA

At the end of’the August, 1981 Gatas pre-service training,
teacher pa;ticipanté were‘gurve;ed regarding their readinegs for assign-
ments and their reactions to the exemplary programs. Several of the
~August, 1981 questions were repeqted iﬁ the spring, 1982 t.eacher survey:

Teachers' responses (comB%neq for grades four and seven since there were
few differenges betweén the two) to questions about the reading curric-

ula are displayed in Table 16.

) ‘ Teachers' responses to questions about mathematics curricula_

B +

are displayed in Table 17; here substantial differences between grades
four and sévenAwere'observed and warrant discussion.°;'

| Similar data were collected in spring, 1982 from teachers of
bilingual Gates classes but had not been collected at the summer, 1981

. training. Results are discussed but cannot be compared to prior ratings.

Teachers' Rating of Reading Curricula

Reading teachers Qho completed the survey -- primarily those
who attended training sessions -- reported increased confidence between
summer, 1981 and spring, 1982. (See Table 16.) At both data éo]]ection
points, ECRI and STAR teachers indicated the weakest understanding and
least sense of preparedness of all groups offreading tgachers; teachers

of district-optional programs reported the greatest understanding and

strongest sensé of preparedness. At the same time, ECRI and STAR teach-
' ers, along with L.R.A. teachers, made the greatest gains in confidence.
These self-reports underscore the difficulties inherent in implementing

new approaches to curricula and the importance of experience and train-
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TABLE 16
Increases in Positive. Rgsponses by Teachers to _ ) (
-Questions about the Reading Curricula ' '

% positive responses to curriculum

Question | | ECRI  STAR  HILS  L.R.A. Optional  Tofal ~
August, 1981: (N=147) (N =23'3) (N=215) (N=13) (N=216) (N=824)
Spring, 1982: (N=98) (N=203) (N=178) (N=31) (N=167) (N=677)
Undgr.stand'tho program | _ '
August, 1981 32% 33% 59% « 46% 62% 47%
Spring, 1982 65 89 91 93 90 86
Feel prepared to teach program
August, 1981 20 37 56 54 64 46 ,
Spring, 1982 60 82 89 83 , 89 82
Agres with program phllosophy |
August, 1981 43 54 60 61 70 58
Spring, 1982 47 . 78 70 62 78 70 .
L-id
Agree with program methods '
August, 1981 39 54 58 54 69 56
Spring, 1982 ‘ 45 A 68 62 76 67
Program will be (is) effective ' .
August, 1981 ‘ 49 55 59 61. 70 59
Spring, 1982 42 62 56 52 70 - 59

NOTE A response was positive if the teacher checked either ‘sutficient or “'very much,’* The other possible responses were ‘'to some extent’" and
“‘not at all.”* The percentages of positive responses were computed on the basis of the number of people who answered the question (but did not
answer with “'not applicable’’). .

e Teachers using all programs reported marked increases (25 percentage points or more) in their
grasp of and readiness to teach the curriculum.

e Teachers using STAR and HILS reported increases of 24 and 10 porcentage points, respectively, in
agresment with program philosophy. Teachers using other programs indicated mors modest
increases in this afpa. N

* In terms of agreement with program methods, teachers registered increases ranging from slx
percentage points (ECRI) to 17 points (STAR). =

e ' Teachers’ judgments about the etfectiveness of these programs did not change substantially
‘between the beginning and the end of the year; teachers of ECRI, HILS, and L.R.A. became
slinhtly less positive.




ing in developing expertise ahd confidence.

Teachers were a]soﬁasked if, given the choice, they would use
the same ﬁea&ing programjégaﬁn in 1982-83. OQverall, 63 percent of the
teacher; replied affirmétive]y. STAR teachers were most positive: 74
percent woul& use this”program again. Sixty-four percent of HILS teach-
ers, 58 percent of teachers using d%strict-optiona] programs, 55 ,percent
of ECRI teachers, and 45 percent of L.R.A. teachers would use these pro-
grams again, $ <

‘v 7 Little difference was found in the responses of ECRI,‘STAR,h
and HI{S teachers when grouped by grade level. Substantial differences
on ai] question; were found for L.R.A. teachers and teachers of district-
optionaf programs, however, Seventh-grade teachers of L.R.A. ;ﬁd of
optional programs were consistently far-less positiwe than fourth-grade
teachers; fheir rate of‘positive*responses‘ranged from 10 to 30 percent
below that of fourth-grade teachers. Theée two groups of seventh-grade

teachers merit further attention.

-

Teachers' Rating of Mathematics Curriculum

Teachers of mathematics were also asked to rate their currich]a;
their responges‘}n spring, 1982 were compared to those at the end of
training in Augﬁst, 1981. (See Table 17.) While mathematics teachers'
cénfidence grew substanfia41y during the year, the increase Was less dra-
matic than that of reading teachers because they began the year with more
confidence, ‘ |

As with the readjhg programs, district-optional programs were

rated higher than either of the two exemplary mathematics curricula, al-

ou
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/ TABLE 17 ) "

Teachers’ Jud'gment of the E’ffectivaness of Mathematics Programs
by Grade Level Taught

Program raurth grade ' Seventh grade
. N % positive response o N Y% pasitive respdnse A
D.PA. 158 . - 52% 51 S 9% o
R.M. Co ) 80 55 43 .
Optional 80 81 .8 64 ‘ —

Yy L

" NOTE. Thirty-tive teachers did not answer the quegtion or did not indicate grade level. A response was positive if the teacher checked either “*suffi-
cient’ or “‘very much.”' The other possible respdnses were ''to some extent’ or “not at all.” '

« Only 29 percent of seventh-grade 0.P.A. teachers and 43 percent of seventh-grade R.M. teachers
. considered these curricula effactive. )

« Only half (52 percent) of fourth-grade D.P.A. teachers thought that the program was effective.

though the differences between Real Math (R.M.) and the distnict-éptioﬁa]
programs were generally slight. D.P.A. teachers wereileast 1ike1y to:
understand their program in spring,\}982, least likely to feel prepared
to teach the program, and least likely to judge it effective. In terms
of preparedness, only D.P.A. teachers varied substantially by grade Tevel
taught, wfth fewer seventh- (46 percent) than fourth-grade teachers (65
percené) feeling well prepared. Belief in the effectiveness of the D.P.A. *
" program declined from 67 percent in August, 1981 to 47 percent in sp?#ng,
1982, resu]ting in an overall decrease in teachers' belief in the effec-
tiveness of their mathematics programs from 66 to 61 percent.
Consistent and éxtreme dkfferencgs by grade level were found,
however, for teachers"confidence in the effectiveness of the mathema-

tics programs they were using. Seventh-grade teachers were consistently

1éss‘positive than fourth-grade teachers. The problems of these teachers,
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and of fourth-grade D.P.A. teachers,‘perit particular investigation,

Teachers' Rating of the Bilingual Curriculum

Bilingual teachers' ratings of their curricula were lower than
those nade by either reading or irathematics-teachers: - only half (49 per-
cent) of the 43 Gates bilingual teachers who responded to.theﬂsyriey in-

dicated they understood the curricula and only half (51 percent) felt

o

prepared to teach it. Forty-two percent considered the curriculun ef-
fective in helping their students meet the CAT reading $tandard. Most\‘
of the Gates bilingugj teachers, however, were supplementing the biling-

ual curricula with an exemplary or optional reading pr?gram geared to

meeting this standard.

IMPACT OF PROGRAM ON PARTICIPANTS

Impact of. Program on Students : _' e
While the primary goal of the“Gates program has Been to in- '
crease students' academic achievement, theée are additional ‘ways to as-
sess its success. Teachers were asked to indicate how much growth they
perceived in their‘studehts in four different areas: se]f—e;teem; §o-
cial relations; work h&its and study skills; and academic skills. (See
Table 18.) All teachers who answered the questions perceived student‘
growth in three areés and the great majority perceived growth in fhe
fourth as well, . \
In general, parent respondents thoughp that the éates progran

had helped their children, é]though more so for fdurth graders than

seventh graders. (See Table 19).

-43-

. 5




. TABLE 18

Teachers' Perceptions of Students’ Growth .
, - . Percent of teachers

Student .« Substantial Moderate ~ Little or no
growth area ' growth growth growth No response
Self-esteem . )

Grade 4 \ 61% 34% 5% . :

Grade 7 ~ 46 38 15 1% .
Social relations -, ; v

Grade 4 45 43 - - 12

Grade 7 . 39 43 ™ * - 18
Work habits, study skills ' °

Grade 4 49 46 . . 4 £

Grade 7 32 52 . Y16 ¢
Academic skills .

Grade 4 45 50 * . S

Grade 7 ) 28 57 . 15

NQTE. The numbers in this table indicate the percentage of teachers estimating vanous levels of growth in dheir studems 394 fourth-grade and 389

seventh-grade teachers responded: * indicates less than one percent. p

 Fourth-grade teachers were more likely than seventh-grade teachers to report substantial growth in
each of the four areas.
e The majority of fourth- and seventh-grade teachers reported growth in their students’ self-esteem.

. &
o~
H

Impact of Program on Facilitators . w

P

Twenty-five of the 32 facilitators said they would aék for this
assignment again iﬁL}982-83; five facilitatars were undecided; only two
would not ask for this assignnent again. Even those faci1itatqrs who
felt overburdened by their responsibilities agreed that this had been

an opportunity f@f professional growth. Only one (who handled more than
50 classes on a half-time basis) spoke sorely Bf excessive pressure.

The other facilitators spoke of increased knowledge of curricula, en-

hanced superviso?y skills, and greater knowledge and appreciation of

the total school system.

-44-
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TABLE 19
Parents’ Reactions to the Promotional Gates Program i

Is the Promotional Gates Program helping your child?

/

v Total '
. surveys Not at A Very
' Grade returned all little much No response
Four 1529 8% 22% 64% 6%.
Seven 823 9 . 33 o4 4
. Total 2.352 8% 26% 61% 5%
Does your child iike to go to school more this ‘year than last year?
- f Total '
‘surveys ' co
Grade returned Less Same More No response
Four - 1,529 5% 34% 59% 2%
Seven 823 14 : 37 47 2
Total 2:352 8% c 35% 95% 2%
Does your child feel that he or she is learning more this year than last year?
) Total
o . surveys i .
Grade returned Less Same More No response
Four 1,529 3% 15% 80% 2%
| Seven. 823 “10° 20 68 2
| Total 2,352 6% 7% 2%

75%

e

-

* The majority (61 percent) of responding parents thought the program was helping their children

“‘very much’’; only eight percent said it was ‘‘not at all"’ helpful. *

More than half (55 percent) of responding parents said their children liked tg go to schosi-more

this year than last.

Three-quarters of the parants said that their children felt they were learning more this year than

last.
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Impact of Program on Teachers

Seventy-two penc,nt of Gates teac@ers said they would choose
a Gates assignment again in 1982-83, 16 penéent were undecided, and 12
percent would not. SeJenth-grade teachers we}e slightly less inctined
«o0 teach a Gates class again than were fourtgﬁﬁfade teachers. Eighty-
seven percent of the teachers said that their experience.in the proé?am
had had an impact on them professipna]]y. Most comments were positive:
teachers mentioned that .they had become acquainted with new teaching
methods, had learned to respond to students' differences.and to address

individual needs, and generally had become rore creative and resource-

ful, better organized, and more conscientious in their work.

PARTICIPANTS' RECOMMENDATIONS

.Continuation of the Program

A1l facilitators, 83 percent of principals, and 87 percent of

teachers agreed that the Gates program should be continued. Junior high

L
¥

school principals and teachers were slightly less positive than elemen- .
tary school principals and teachers. Of the relatively few participants

who were not clearly positive, more were undecided than negative.

of those part1c1pants who were positive about the program, more’

than half character1zed 1t as an effect1ve program that was meeting stu~

dents' needs. Others stated that standards are necessary, that the
schoo] system is obliged to he1p students meet these standards, and that
there is valye in program continuity. Many of these respondents sup-

ported continuatioh of the program with modifications and 1mprovegents.

0f those who were undecided or negative, most expressed concern for,

_46- o
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those Gates students who were not making sufficient progress and might

A

not be promoted at the end of theé school year.

Mid-year Promotion

Reactions to the mid-year promotion of Gates students were
mixed. More than‘half o% responding péinﬁipals and teachers approved
of mid-year promdtion of eiigible Cates students, hbut more than half of
the district facilitators djd not. Seventh-grade teachers_and princi-
pals were more favorable to.ihis policy than were their c;:Lterparts in
elementary schools. ‘

Those who approved of mid-year promotion felt that it was an
incentive for students as well as a matter of equity. Those who disap-
proved said that mid-year promotion did not allow students enough time
o0 consolidate gains”beforé facing a moée difficult curriculum in situ-
ations offering less support, and that it was discouraging fo those

other students who were not promoted.

Student Services

Facilitators, pr{ncipals, and teachers offered a variety of
suggestions for improve;ent of the Gates program, primarily concerning
expansion of seryices to students. All three groups recommended an in-
crease‘in guidance services, in educational and physical screenihg, and
in clinical reading and mathematics services. All suggested career-

oriented curricula for seventh-grade Gates students, connecting their

learning more closely to life experiences.

o




SUMMARY ' et
we’have gathered information on numerous facets of program im-
plementation from district facilitators, principals, teachers, and

N

parents involved with Gates. Their responses reflect the diversity in-

evitable in a program which operates at so mapy sites, under such vary-
ing conditions. DNespite this diversity, we offer a number of sum-

mary statements.

)

’

Adherence to Guidelines

4

During the 1981-82 school' ear, the Gates program was put into
operation at 543 schools in the five boroughs. The challenges of imple-
menting a new progr%m of gbis magnitude were met with a fair amount of
success. Some 24 thousand eligible students Qere identified, 1,311
teachers and district-level staff were recruited, and thes classes were
orgqnized. Appropriate curricula were 1ntrodUced; Most participants
reported adherence to program guidelines, hut problems surfaced in seve-
- ral areas. Many principals reported difficulties in applying student
eligibility criteria, particularly in relation to new admissions and LEP
students. (lass organization presented fewer problems, especially for
elementary school brincipa]s. A shortage of highly expert reading and
mathematics teachers among volunteers hampered teacher recruitment.
Facilitators, principalg, and teachers were dissatisfied with parental

o

participation. Parents' questionnaire responses 1qﬁicated that most

knew that their children could attend summer school, but did not know

that the decision to hold over their children could be appealed.

<
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Program Support

A11 facilitators, §nd a majority of principals and teachers, re-
. (

ported contact with the 0€?ice of Promotional Policy. Rut as the guide-
1ines anticipated,. district faci1ita£ors were the primary resources for
Gates principals and teachers. .Most principals and teachefs reported
helnful visits from facilitators; the facilitators themselves, however,
were often dissatisfied with the time they had avaik§b1e for site visits,
and appeared to need more clerical support.

Faci1ifators and principals adreed that additional training for
supervisors should be a priority, and that ongoing teacher training is
a crucial aspect of the prGQram. Many facilitators wanted'more training
for themselves as well. th1e facilitators and principals considered
staff developrment helpful in the progran's first year, teachers (espe-
cially at the seventh-grade level) were less enthusiastic, and indicated
a need for continued training. At the same time, nearly two-thirds of
surveyed teachers said that they fe]t supported by their supervisors,
Teachers stressed their need for additional training in spegific strate-

- 1
gies for individualizing instruction.

. -\
Reactions to Exemplary Programs

Facilitators' reactions to exemp1arx programs corresponded to
the number of reading and math programs adopted in their districts:
those responsib1é for one reading and one math curriculum were most con-
fident about the program's effectiQeness and their ability to implement
them; those overseeing four or more programs felt less secure.

.

Principals -- particularly those who had participated in cur-

~49-
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r{cu1a selection -- were largely positive about the exemplary prograns.
Those principals who gid not have input into the adoption of ECRL by
their districts were least positive. Retween the beginning and end of
the school year, teachers generally expressed increased confide%ce in
tge curricula aﬁd their aﬁility to apply then. .In hoth reading andvmath,
teachers were most positive about district-optional progﬁams. éeventh—
grade teachers gave the curricula lower ratings than fourth-grqde teach-
ers. Reading teachers were least.positive about ECRI. Ratings of bi-
lingual curricula were low among all groups; teachers of bilingual gates
classes tended to supplement tRe bilingual curricula with exemplary/

optional reading programs used in their district or school,.

Impact on Students

Teachers were asked about students' growth in self-esteenm,

social relations, work and study habits, and academic skills. The vast

| majority of teachers, particularly fourth-grade teachers, reported sub-

stantial growth in all areas. Most parents who returned gquestionnaires
thought that the program had helped their children. Again, parents of

fourth graaers were more enthusiastic than parents of seventh graders.

Mid-Year Promotion 5

Teachérs expressed mixed reaction to the policy of mid-year
promotion; seventh-grade teachers regarded this policy more favorably.
Those who approved mid-year promotion considered it a matter of equity;
and stressed the importance of incentive; those who disapproved urged

the reinforcement of skills with a full year of program participation,

by
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and expressed concern about discouraging those who were not promoted
. . \
nid-year.

e
M

Overall Reactions of Staff

N

Most facilitators and teachers said that they would choose to
repeat their Gates assignment the following year. A1l facilitators, and
the vast majority of principals and teachers, agreed that the progran

should be continued, though many suggested improvements, Expansion of

student services emerged as the program's most pressing need.
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"IV. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS

69.5 percent of Gates-eligible students with complete test
records attained promotional criteria in either Augqust, 1981,
January, 1982, or April, 1982.

Gates students w%re able to attain end-of-year promotional
criteria in greater proportions than students in a comparison
group. :

As a group, Gates students made significant progress in read-
ing as measured on both the CAT and another test, the DNegrees
of Reading Power; their gains on the CAT were not substantially
different from those of students in a comparison group.

Students promoted in either Augqust, 1981 or January, 1982 made
higher gains in reading than full-year holdovers. Students
promoted in April, 1982 also made significant gains.

As a group, sStudents who failed to attain promotional criteria
and became double holdovers had pretest scores well below
those of their Gates classmates, and posttest scores substan-
tially below the promotional criteria.

Fourth graders' attendance has remained Sstable or has slightly
improved since they entered the program. The attendance of
seventh-grade Gates” students was problematic; the attendance
rate for these students was lower in 1981-82 than in 1980-81.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Criteria Attainment .

The promotional policy which underlies the Gates program set a

concrete goal for participating students: promotion to the fifth or

-

eighth grade at the earliest possible date by scoring at or ahove the

criterion for their grade on a standardized reading test. Attainment

N
data constitute the most critical.information in this evaluation, for

~they answer the questions:
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-- what proportion of Gates students was successful in
meeting the promotional standard?

-- at what point in the school year were these students
successful?

-- how did their success compare with that of a compari-
son (non-Gates) group?

We have asked these questions about the'entire Gates population -- some
24 thousand students in 543 schools. We also analyzed critéria attain-
ment by sub-groups of the population with special characteristics or
needs:
-- limited English proficient (LEP) students: those
whose native language is not English, and who

scored below the twenty-first percentile on the
English version of the Language Assessment Battery;

-- resource room students: mainstreamed special educa-
tion students who have been assigned to resource
rooms for remedial work, and are subject to promotional
policy; .

-- potential holdovers: those who were in the fourth or
seventh grade for_the first time (and technically are
not Gates-eligible) but who were considered by school
staff to be at risk of retention in 1982-83.

Student Achievement

The Promotional Gates Program-focused‘on reading achievement:
Gates students received instruction in both fead{ng and mathematics, bhut
reading scores alone determined whether a student would be held over and
placed in a gates class or promoted to the fifth or eighth grade. Our
review éf'studen; achievement therefore stressed reading, but looked at
performance in mathematics as well.

To assess student achievement, we analyzed the scores of Gates
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students on standardized tests.* Looking at ﬂhe perfdrmance‘of the ’ |
whole group of Gates-eligible students, we asked:
-- what were their gains in reading achievement? -

-- how did these gains compare to those of a comparison
{non-Gates) group? -

*

-~ were gains in reading achievenment gonfirmed when a

) representative sample was given a reading test other
than that used for program selection?

-- what were students' gains in’@athemaﬁics achieveﬁent?‘

We also wanted to know ahout the reading achievement of differ-
ent segments of the total Gates population. Né examinedlthe scores of
the sub-groups listed above, and reported the achievement of the small
nunber of holdovers who were not assigned to Gateé classes. . In addition, .
we analyzed the gginé of‘the various promotiona1 categories of fGates-
eligible students: - ’

-- students promoted in August, 1981;
-- students promoted in January, 1982;

-- full-year holdovers promoted in June, 1982;

-- double holdovers (those who did not meet the
criteria on the Aprii, 1982 CAT).

We examined ﬁeading scores from two more viewpoints. In order
to assess gains of full-year Gates participants more closely, we looked
at reading scores across the several reading programs. We also examined

Fﬁfding achievement by district.

*See Appendix F: Testing Schedule.




Attendance
Attendance data were collected on Gatés fourth and seventh - s
graders. We have comparéd these attendance rates with those of their
grade peers .(non-Gates fourth and seventh graders in the same schools)
and with tﬁeir age peers (fifth and eighth graders). 1In addition, the
Office of Educational Evaluation conducted a survey of selected schools
to find out whether Gates students' attendance differed significdhtiy he-
tween 1980-81 (the school year prior to program participation) and 1981-

g2.

DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA BASE

The Analytic Group

The data that support this evaluation include gnformation on
first-year Gates-eligible students; The. Office of Educational Evaluation
aggregated the test records of 24,239 students who initially scored below
the promotional criteria in April, 1981 (or on a makeup test in August or
September, 1981), and who were not exempted from the promotional- policy;
holdovers represent 21.6 percent of a]l'fdurth and sevenfh graders tested.
This report evaluates the progress in 19€1-82 of this nrigiﬂalygroup of
Gates holdovers. |

The vast majority of these students were selected on the basis

of the California Achievement Test (CAT); only 123 students of limited

English proficiency (LEP students) were held over based on performance

“on the Criterion Referenced English Syntax Test (CREST).

The proportions of fourth and seventh graders, among those

originally held over, were 44 ‘and 56 percent respectively.
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The promotional policy allowed Gates holdovers fb exit the pro-

-~

gram in August, 1981 or January, 1982 if they met the promotional standard.

(A small number of students who attained the-criteria in August or January

[

were nevertheless held over at the discretion of parents 6r school staff.)
This report presents data on students in _various promotional categories:

those 4,672 who attained the criteria in August., 1981; those 1,722 who at-

Ve

tained the criteria in January, 1982; those 12,209'Students who remained

-

eligible for the Gates program after the.January, 1982 CAT administration,

> ~

In this report, we refer to the last group as full-year holdovers.

Missing Data

Some data_wj]l inevitably be incomplete in the evaluation of’
any prograi -- particu]aq]y one of this magnitude. Some students with
pretest sc§>es will lack posttest scores for various reaséns. Nf the
total sangle of Gates-eligible students, 18,653 had hoth p:?— and post-
test’scores availahle for analysis. |

We can account for many of the 5,586 students 1ackiqg posttest

. scores. A total of 720 were ahsent or excused from the April, 1982 test. .
To locate the remaining 4,866 students, A search ofiphe school 'systen's
Biofile was conducted. This process febea]ed that 1,051 students had

! been discharged from the school system between pre-‘anq'posttesting.

An additional 319 had heen assigned to self-contained spedial educatjon
'clasées; 652 were found in regular (neither Gates nor special education)
c{asses. |

The remaining 2,844 5tudent§,were notifound on the Riofile: " We

can only conclude that inaccuracies inh student identification information
-57-
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on the_pfetﬁsf answer document s made 1t 1hpos§ib1e to match their test
records;‘ Fhese'missing data represent 11.7 percent’of our original tar-
R get group. . S | . ) ‘\?3
The pretest scores of students with incomplete test records
did not differ significant]y fron those of students with both'pre- aéa
posttest ;cores in both grades."The.differences were not large enough

to have altered the results of .our analyses.

We ana]yied criteria attainment data for 18,652 students.

fFxclusion nf Students from Analyses /

0f the 18,653 Gates-eligihle students with pre- and posttest
scores, 2,480 were exc]uded.from ou}’ana1y§es of reading achievement.
(See Tahle 20.) Full-year holdovers who had not taken part in the Gates. «
progran for any reason (for example, those who had heen transferred to
self-contained special education classes) were not inc]uﬁed, even Fhough
they had complete test records. Stuhents.who had tékeh makeup tests in
September, 1981 wererexc1uded because hoth the time and thé conditions’
nf test administration varied, and because we have received only thq?f.

i . 4 - . :
grade-equivalent scores, whichtshou1d not be used for. computation.

-

Scores for students. who took makeup posttests (after April, 1982) were

.

submitted too late for consideration in our analyses.
A'total of 16,173 students witﬁ.pompTete test records were in-
cluded in our analyses of reading achievement by the entire Gates popu]é- .

tion.




TABLE 20

) Exclusion of Students from Analyses of CAT Scores
Total Grade 4 Grade 7
Students onginally held over? 24.239 ‘ 10.621 13.618
-Students lacking posttest scores : 5.586 2.187 3.399
) Students with pre- and posttest scores 18,653 8.434 10,219

Students éxcluded from analyses: ' .

Special education 512 340 ‘ 172
Septeniber pretest score 719 345 374
‘ No indication of program participation ~ 213 90. 123
- Late posttest . 386 144 242
‘ August or January promotions with no Aprit 1982 score 650 . 278 372
Total excluded 2,480 1.197 1.283.
TMa!anaWZedﬂ 16.173 7.237 8.936

*Stugents sCOnNG Delow Critend m eier Apn. August or Septemper 1981 exc!udlng sfudents granted exemptions

. 3

ATTAINMENT OF PROMOTIONAL CRITERIA: AN OVERVIEW

Attainment of Promotional Crif®dgia on the CAT
T . [ 4

- 0f the 18,653 Gates-eligible students with complete test records,

g™

12,970 (69.5 percent) met the promotional criterion for their grade level

on one of the three dates that the California Achievement Test (CAT) was

agministered: August, 1981, January, 1982, or Apri]t 1982. ‘A greater
proportion of fourth graders (77.0 percent) met the criterion than
seventh graders (63:4 percent). A total of 5,683 students (30.5 percent)
were unable to attain the criteria and became double holdovers* at the

?

*We are using the term double noldovers to refer to students who, on the
basis of April, 1982 CAT results, became eligible for continued partici-
pation in the Gates program at the end of the 1981-82 school year. The
number of students actually held over for the second time was smaller,
since some were subsequently granted exemptions, and others tested out

. -of the program in August, 1982.

Y




end of thé- 1981-82 school year. Table 21 presents these hroad find-

ings; Fft‘gure 2 illustrates then.

TABLE 21
Criteria Attainment on the. CAT
by Gates-Eligible Stutients through June, 1982

-

Total Grade 4 . Grade 7

Students originally held over? 24,239 10,621 13,618
Students lacking posttest scores 5,586 . 2.187 3,399
Students with pre- and posttest scores ) 18,653 8,434 10,219
Students meeting criteria — August, 1981 4,672 2,124 2,548
Students meeting criteria— January, 1982 1,772 488 . 1,284
Students meeting criteria — April, 1982 6,526 3,884 2.642
Total meeting criteria— 1981-82 : : 12,970 6.496 . 6,474
. o (69.5%) (77:0%) (63.4%) ¥
Double holdovers —June, 1982 5,683 ’ 1,938 3,745

2Students sconng below critena in either April, August. or Septmeber. excluding students granted exemptions.

. About 70 percent of program students met the promotional criteria; about 30 percent became
double holdovers.

* A larger proportion of fourth-grade than seventh-grade eligible students met the promotional
~ criterion at all testing points axcept January, 1982, -

e 5.8 percent of Gates fourth graders and 12.6 percent of Gates seventh graders (with complete test
records) were promoted mid-year.

o

@

Most of the 4,672 students who met the promotional criteria in

August, 1981 had taken part in the six-week summer remedial program, hut

they did not participate in the full-year Gates program. The remaining /
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FIGURE 2

Attainment of Promotional Criteria.
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35.0%

TOTAL : 10,219 GATES-ELIGIBLE
SEVENTH GRADERS

PROMOTED JAN. 1982
12.6%

PROMOTED
AUG. 1981

24.9%

// PROMOTED
APR. 1982

25.9%

DOUBLE
HOLDOVERS

36.6%

* ALL TOTALS INDICATE GATES-ELIGIBLE STUDENTS WiTH PRE. AND POSTTEST SCORES ON THE CAT,

'

N
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13,981 were Gates-eligible students during the school year.* Their per-
o . formance, isolated from that of the total population, represents the im-
pact of the full-year program. Of this population, 59.4 percent met the

promotional criteria in either January or April, 1982,

-

Attainment of Promotiongl Criteria by a Comparison Group
To.provide a fkamé of re%erencé‘fér interpreting the.data on
criteria attainment presented in fhe prgyiou§ section, the Office of
Educational Evaluation haspana]yzed the ;chievement of students in a
comparison group. Despite technfca] hrob]ems inherent in this type of
study, a comparison of their achievement with ihat of the Gates popu]a-
tion allows a clearer picture of the éducationa1 significanée of ‘Gates
students' achievement,**
The comparison group is historica]:( it consists of students
| who were fourth or seventh géaders during the 1&79-80 school year, and.
/ who scored belbw the present promotional criterié on the Apr{l, 1980
CAT. In other words, these are théfstudents who @ou]d have been Gates )
holdovers jad the program bheen initiated a year eak]ier.
TheucompariSon group includes 6,914 stude&fs who were in the
fourth grade in Apri?%’lQBO, and 10,2i4 who were in the seventh grade
at that tdme;; Only students for whom we have hoth a 1980 CAT score be-

«low the promotional criteria and” an April, 1981 score are included in

*0f these students, 284 were not assigned to Gates classes, since the
small number of eligible students in their schnols did not permit organi-
zation of Gates classes. ’

**These complexities are discussed in Appendix E. -
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the comparison group.
_ . ¥

In the absence of’promdtional gates,r77 perzzzl of the compari-
son groubphad been promoted to the fifth or eighth grade for the .1980-81
school year. The remainfng 23 percent were retained in the fourth or
Seventhjgréde,at the discretion of principals or teachers.

The comparison group differs from the group of Gates students
in two ways which ob{bﬂte a simple comparison of criterion atfainment.‘
® First, tomparison—grdup students were not test;d in August loJanuary of
the 1979-80 school year. Secondly, thsrnajority (77 perceqt) of the stu-
dents.in thg comparison group were given CAT test levels geared to the
fifth or eighth grade in April, 1981, while only 34 percent of Gates
students were tested on those CAT levels in April, 1982. ,
. ‘ To compare levels of criteria attainment by the two.groups, we
%@éﬁg nust distinguish between those students in both groups who were promoted
before the end'of;the school year, and those who were retaingd for the
full year. For students in both groups who ende& the school year in the
fﬂfth pr'eighth grades, we have analyzed attainment of the promotional
cr%terié set for those grades. -

At_both grade levels, Gates students were able to attain tre
promotional criterion in gfeater proportions than comparison-groupastuﬂ
dents. (See Tah]e 22.) In the fifth and eighth grades, differences may

- be noted bhetween comparison-group studenfg, who had been placed in those

grades despite low CAT scorés (be]ow'current promotional criteria), and

Gates students who had attained promotional criteria and were promoted

to the fifth or eighth grade in either August, 1981 or January, 1982:
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- TABLE 22
Criteria Attainment by Gates and
Comparison-Group Students

Promotional Met Promotional Did not meet

Grade Group N Test date criteria criterion promotional criterion
N % N %
Gates 5,118 April. 1982 3,706 72.4%  1.412 27.6%
Four . - 3.7
- Comparison 1,502  April, 1981 N 1,050 69.9 452 30.1
AN
N . )
Five Gatés . 2,078 April, 1982 47 ) 1086 523 992 . 47.7
Comparison 5.412  April. 1981 ) ' 71,571 29.0 . 3.841 71.0
Seven Gates 5.922 April. 1982 6.2 2,983 43.6 3.339 56.4 -
Comparison 1,494  April. 1981 o 549 36.7 945 63.3
; \
it Gates 3.282  April 1982, 1899 579 1383 421 -
. Comparison 8.720  April. 1981 ‘ s 3.45'&\ 39.7 5262 60.3
Total Gates 16,400  April. 1982 - 9274 N\ 565 7126 435 .
Comparison 17.128 April, 1981 - 6.628 &8 7% 10,500 61.3%

NOTE Tha analy$is of Gates students inciudes those with Apnl or Aygust. 1981 pretest scores and Aprl 1982 posthst scores It excludes those with
September 1981 pretests or those with makeups on the Apnl. 1982 Dosttest N

N
e At every grade level, a larger proportion of Gates students than comparison-group\gtudents attained
the promotional criterion for their grade. ’

e The differences were most striking at the fifth- and eighth-grade levels; Gates-eligible students
promoted in August or January were much more likely to meet fifth- and eighth-grade promotmnal
criteria.

*  Full-year Gates holdovers were somewhat more likely to meet the tourth- or seventh-grade promo-
tional criteria than were comparison-group holdovers‘.” .

e

— ’

this comparison sub- group had 11tt1e success in meet1ng pranot1ona1 cri-
- teria for its grade level after & year in the f1fth or eighth grade
Gates-eligible students who were promoted in August, 1981 or January, Y
1982 were much more successful in the fifth and eighth grades. |
Gates students'who(were:retained-for the full year'were also
more successful phan sﬁudents 1n.the compgrison group who had been re-

tained for the fg]] year, although the difference was slight in: the -

-64-




L

\

hY

fourth arade.
‘Overall, 56.5 percenzﬁbf the Gates students were able to meet
promotional criteria at the end of the school year, as opposed to 38.7

percent of students in the comparison group.

ATTAINMENT OF PROMOTIONAL CRITERIA BY SUB-GROUPS OF THE GATES POPULATION

LEP Students Tested on the CREST

4

comes are not comparable. : : /

In addition to thosg student’s held over on the bhasis of CAT

E]

scores, 123 wére held over on the basis of CRFST scores. 0Of these stu-
dents, 78.8 percéq&ﬂgg; the promotional criterion for their grade on thé
CREST in Janwary or April, 1982. (See Table 23.) daution must be exer%
cised in comparing this finding to the percentage of students meeting
criteria on the CAT. Since cut-off‘points for these groups were estab-

i

lished on tests which differ markedly +in design and content, the out-,

t

LEP Students Tested on the CAT {

LEP students who had been in Eng]ish-]anguage schools for.mére

than two, but fewer than four years were subject to promotional criteria

on the CAT. Table 24 presents data on 817 students who fell into this

category and had canp]ete.tést records. Less than half of them met. the

r

promotional criteria in 1981-82; as a group, LEP students we?q{]es$.1ike-

J
ly than their English-proficient peers to gain promotion.

Resource Room Students ‘ 4

T

Mainstreamed special education students assigned to resource

rooms (as opposed to those in self-contained special education classes)
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TABLE 23
- Criteria Attainment by Gates-Eligible
LEP Students on the April, 1982 CREST

CREST-eligible Met promotional Did not meet

Grade students » criteria promotional criteria Untested
N % N % N %
| Four 95 - 66 69.4% e 24 25.3% 5 5.3% ’
| Seven 23 , 219 826 2 8.7 2 8.7
Total 118 85 72.0% . 26 22.0% s 7 6.0% -

Source Office of Testing memorandum

e 70 percent of CREST-eligible fourth graders met the promotional criterion.
) ~e B3 percent 0}/CREST-eligible seventh giaders!met the promotional criterion.

TABLE 24
Criteria Attainment by Gates-Eligible LEP Students
on CAT in 1981-82

CAT-eligible _ Met promotional Did not meet promotional
Grade LEP students criteria - criteria or untested ?
‘ N %, N %
Four 422 T 234 . 55.5% 188 44.5%
’ Séven . 395 148 375 247 62.5
Total 817 382 46.8% 435 53.2%

4Three of these students were not tested in April, 1982

-

* Less than half of all LEP students selected on the basis of the CAT met the promotional criteria in

1981-82.
*  Fourth graders in this group were more likely than seventh graders to attain the criterion for their
grade. ’ ) ¢

\
s These LEP students were less likely to meet the criterion than £nglish-proficient Gates students.
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were subject to the promotional policy. Those who became Gates-eligible
on the basis of th;ir CAT scores took part in the Gates program, but con-
tinued to receive resource room services as well. Table 25 indicates
that these students were as likely as other éates students to meet promo-
“tional criteria b& the end of the school year; more than two-thirds of

resource room students met the criteria,
&

Potential Holdover Studenats
In schools with unQér-enro]led Gates classes, potentiaf hold-

“over students were assigned to Gates g]assrooms. These students were in ;

the fourth or seventh grade for thetfirst time, but were §hought by ) -

school staff to be at risk of being held over in April, 1982. These

studenté are not numbered among the Gates;e1igib1é population whose

achievement is analyzed in this evaluation; however, since they received

program services, we.are reporting their success-in attaining the promo- N
¢§iona1 criteria at the end of the 1981-82 school year. (See Tahle 26.)
Uwe can do no more than report theif results; since this gro;p was not

systematically selected and is not representative of any population city-

wide, comparison with other findings would not be meaningfu]/’\

READING ACHIEVEMENT: AN OVERVIEW

Overall Achievement on the CAT

The CAT results of 16,173 Gates-eligible students with complete

test records were analyzed to determine gains in reading achievement.

4 .
3

Tab1e~27 presents findings for students with April, 1981 pretest scores;

outcomes for students with only August, 1981 pretest scores are included
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TABLE 25
Criteria Attainment by Gates-Eligible Resource Room Students
on the CAT in 1981-82
Gates-eligible
' resource room Met promotional Did not meet promotional
Grade students criteria ‘ criteria or untested * ~
N % N %
Four 880 651 74.0%. 229 26.0%
Seven 498 284 57.0 214 43.0
Total 1.378 935 67.9% 443 . 32.1%.

3cour of these students were not tested in April, 1982

¢ [Gates students assigned to rescurce rooms were as Ilkely as other Gates-eligible students to attain
the criterion for their grade. _
e Fourth graders in this grcup were i “ore likely than seventh graders to attain the criterion for their .

_grade.
TABLE 26 ‘
Criteria Attainment by Potenuarlﬁldover Students
y on the April, 1982 CAT
Potential Met promotional Did not meet promotional

Grade ‘ holdover critaria in April, 1982 criteria in April, 1982 o

h N % N %
Four ‘ 834 492 59.0% 342 41.0%

. Seven 341 140 41.1 201 58.9

Total 1,175 632 53.8% 543 46.2%

«  Potential holdover students were less likely to meet the promotional criterid at either grade level
than were Gates-eligible holdovers (see Table 21).

o A larger percentage of fourth-grade potential holdovers (59 percent) met ¢he promotional criterion
than did seventh-grade potential holdovers (41 percent).

!t
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_ TABLE 27
Reading Achievement by Gates-Eligible Students

April, 1981 ) April, 1982 Ditference

Observed Adjusted
mean scale mean scale  Grade Scale Grade Scale
Grade N? _score {S.0.) score equivalent  score {S.D.) equivalent score

Four 6.767 373.3 (22.0) 385.5 “ 3.4 422.8 . 4.1 373
Seven 8,432 450.6 (29.8) 463.6 5.4 492.2 4 6.4 28.6

A This analysis considers students with matcheu April, 1981 and Apni. 1982 CAT scores
b An adjustment was made to account for regression to the mean See Appendix D

in Appendix B. The gains of Gates students by district are presented in
Tahles B-5 and R-6.

For each grade, mean pretest and posttest performance is ex-
pkessed in scale séoré units so that qains by students taking different
levels of the CAT may be meaningfully compared. The scale score is the
only metric which allows us to compare the pre- and posttest scores of
a student who was tested in the fourth or seventh grade in 1981 and in
the fifth or eighth grade in 1982. Grade equivalent scores are pre-
sented to indicate the standing of the group in relation tp the promo-
tional criteria. Pretest means have been adjusted to account for regres-
sion to the mean, a statistical artifact which results from using the
same test for bupil selection and program evaluation.*

Analysis of overall achievement, on the CAT indicates that Gates-

*Only April, 1981 to April, 1982 scores can be adjusted for the regres-
sion effect. See Appendix D for regression adjustment procedure.




eligible studenss did make progress in reading during the 1981-82 school

) oA
year, and that these gains were statistically significant. -

)

Gains in Reading Achievement by a Comparison Group

Reading achievement of Gates stulents is juxtaposed with that
of our comparison group in Table 28. An ana]y’s‘is of covariance* is pre-

. sented. This analysis cllows vs to compare the posttest level of the

two groups after adjusting for the differences in the pretest levels of

! TABLE 28
Reading Achievement by Gates and. Comparison-Group Students

Observed Adjusted
Pretast Posttest mean posttest maean posttest Grade
Grade Group date date : N scals score (S.0)) scale score?  equivalent
Fou‘r/hve Gates April, 1981 April, 1982 6,924° 422.7 (33.0) 423.3 4.1
Comparison  April, 1980  April, 1981 6.914 420.6 (33.1) 4200 4.1
Seven/eight: Gates April, 1981 Aprfl. 1982 ‘8,659° 4918 (40.3) 491.5 T 64
. Comparison JApril, 1980  April, 1981 10,214 494.6 (39.8) 494.2 6.5

a Withjn- grade analyses of covariance were performed !o adjust posttes scores; these scores were adjusted to account for some of the differences \n
pretest, levels

b These\N s are larger than those In Table -7 because the analysis was performed later, on an updated data file.

o There were slight differences between the gains in reading achisvement of comparison grouo and
Gates students.

e Fourth-grade Gates students scored slightly, but significantly, higher than fourth graders in the
comparison group.

o Seventh-grade Gates students scored slightly, but significantly, lower than seventh graders in the
comparison group. ‘

*An analysis of covariance is a statistical procedure which indicates

whether differences between the gains made by two or more groups are |
real. This procedure adjusts for differences in the pretest level of |
the groups being compared. ¢




the two groups. fn the fourth gradé, Gates students scored higher than
students in the comparison group. The difference between fhe two .groups
- ) :
was slight but significant. 1In-the seventh grade, comparison-group stu-
dents scored slightly higher than Gates students. Again, the difference

was statistically significant,

Gates Students' Performance on the D.R.P.

In April, 1981, the Division of Curriculum and Instruction
selected three districts (8, 16, and 24) to participate in a pilot siudy’
/{ .

of the Degrees of Reading Power (D.R.P.) test. The test was administered

on a pre/post basis (April, 1981 and April, 1982) to students in these
districts -- including 845 Gates-eligible studeﬁts wﬁo also fook the CAT
pretest and posttest in the same ménths. The N.R.P. is a new test for
which no historical data for New York City are available. If is used
to identify the level of reading materials which students -can success-
fully absorb, and in this way differs from the CAT. Despite these dif-
ferences, the coincidence of testing dates afforded us an opportunity to
compare the performance of some Gates-eligible students on two reading
tests, and in this way to amplify findings on the CAT.

Table 29 presents the gains of Gates-eligible students in Dis-
tricts 8, 16, and 24 on the CAT; Table 30 displays gains by the same stu-

dents as measured on the D.R.P.* Overall, a consideration of these find-

*Results were not available in D,R.P, scale score units, the most appro-
priate metric for this analysis. To compensate for this we conducted
analyses 6n both the D.R.P. "instructional" and "raw" score gains of
these students. Raw score gains, elaborated in Appendix B, were con-
sistent with the instructional score gains displayed in Tahle 30.
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TABLE 29 o ,
CAT Scale Score Gains by o
‘Gates Students in Districts 8, 16, aud 24 .

T April, 1981 a April, 1982 * Difference
Mean scale ‘ ‘. . Mean scale Mean scale
Grade N T score (8.D.) score (S.D.) score (ty
Four 320 s 3157 (00 ' 4250 ) 493 125.4)
Seven 525 4513 (29-3) 490 3 {38 6) 390 1231

TABLE 30

D.R.P. Instructional Score Gains by Gates Students
in Districts 8, 16, and 24 N
April, 1981 Aprii, 1982 Difference
Mean ' Mean ‘ Mean
g instructional instructionai instructional

_ Grade N score (8.D.) score ($.D.) score {t?
Four 320 28.2 (7.7) 38.1 (8.7) 9.9 (18.7)
Seven 525 - 44.5 (7.4) 51.2 (7.6) - 6.7 (21.4)

NOTE' The analyses presented in Tables 29 and 30 include only. students with Aprit. 1981, 1982 CAT and D R P. scores “They do not include special
education students or those with only an nstructionai or raw 1981 D.R P. score. On Table 29. observed mean scale scores, which for sub-groups
cannot be adjusted for the regression effect, bverestimate actual gains. For both analyses, p < .001.

This t value was computed from a correlated 1-test of the signihcance of the pretest to postlest gain. The difference was statistically signiticant
p < .001). :

o CAT scores indicate that the D.R.P. sample is representative of the total population of Gates-eligible
students: when pre- and posttest sceres (observed mean scale scores) are compared at both. grade
levels, the difference between the D.R.P.'sample and the total population is no more than 2.5 scals
score unitz on any measure, (See Table 27.)

o The 845 Gates-sligible students who took both the CAT and the D.R.P. on a pre/posttest basis
demcnstrated gains in readiig achisvement on both tests. .

e Qutcomes on the D.R.P. are generally consistent with those on the CAT for this group.

| |




ings confirms our aqa]ysis of the CAT data: by the end of the 1981-82
schoo] year, Gates-e]igib]g studénts were able to read more sophisticated
materials than they had. been able to absorb a year earlier.

The. instructional score on the D.R.P. inaicates the "readabil-

ity" .index of reading materials which can be useq for instruction; it

) estimates the type of material which a student will be able to under-

stand sufficiently well .to learn from it. The mean posttest score of

Gates fcurth graders indicated their ability by the end of the school
year to learn from passages similar to the following, which has a "read-
ability" index, of 38:

A bird's wings are well-shaped for flight. The
wing is curved. It cuts the air. This helps lift the
bird. The feathers are light. But they are strong.
They help make bi~ds the best fliers. A bird can move
them in many directicns. BRirds move their wings for-
ward and down. Then they move them up and back. This
is how they fly. .The tail feathers serve as a hrake.
They also aid in steering.*

’ The mean posttest score of the D.R.P. sample indicates that by

P

year's end, Gates sevenih graders could learn from materials similar to
~this passage, which has a “readability" index of 51:

Most creatures take great care to protect their
eggs. The walking stick does not. It just drops its
eggs, scattering them loosely on the ground. Nozens

-and dozens drop at a time. As the eggs fall onto dry
leaves, they sound like raindrops falling. Many of
the eggs do not hatch. But enough do so that the
walking sticks will not diz out. .They have existed
on earth since before the era of the dinosaurs.

*This and subsequent sample passages are from Degrees of Reading Power
Readability Report (1980-81 Academic Year), "Table 3: The Readability
of Prose Samples in DRP Units and Spache or Dale-Chall Grade Levels: A
Conversion Table.,"
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Comparing passages assoéiated with posttest scores of different

promotional groups is another way that we Gan suggest; %n concrete terms,

the differenceé between Gates students who did or did not meet promotion-

al standards. For examp]e, ates seventh qraders who took the D.R.P. and -
f who met the criterion on the April, 1982 CAT registered an average in-

structional score associated with materials similar to the following pas-

/ sage. Rated at 55 for "readability," it confronts students with longer
sentences and with more unfamiliar words, such as "migrants,” "parched,"

/// "drought," and "aptly," as well as new usages of farmiliar words, such

as "some."

“'‘Between 1935 and 1939, some 350,000 migrants crossed -
the border from Arizona to California. These migrants ~o
came mainly from Oklahoma and Arkansas. For this reason
they were called Okies and Arkies. They came from areas
badly parched by drought. Lack of rain, combined with
strong wind<, had meant the loss of countless tons of top-
soil. The area was aptly called the "Nust Bowl."

READING ACHIEVEMENT BY' PROMOTIONAL CATEGORY

‘ Table 31 displays full-year gains in reading achievement
(April, 1981 to.April, 1982) for Gates-eligible students who partici-
pated in.the Gétes program for differént lengths of time: students pro-

moted in Auéust,_1981; students promoted in January, 1982; and full-year

holdovers.

Students. Promoted in August, 1981

~ The promotional policy allowed students who scored below the
| |
criterion on the April, 1981 CAT to take the test again four months

later, Most of these students attended a six-week summer remedial pro- o

"
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gram; the program was not mandatory, and stucents could be rettested
without attending. A total of 4,672 students -- 19.3 percent of all
Gates-e]igibie students -- attained the ﬁromotional criteriaaon‘the

August, 1981 CAT.

Table 31 displays full-year gains (April, 1981 to April, 1982)° ,
df those students who were promoted to the fifth and eighth grade in
September, 1981 after attaining the promotional criteria on the August,
1981 CAT.* These students were placed in regular fifth- and>eighth—
grade classes for the 1981-82 school year, Scale score gains at hoth
grade levels were statistically significant. This group'of students
had pretest scores which were slightly higher than phosé of students
pronoted in January, 1982 and notably higher than those of full-year
hofdovers. The gains of the August, 1981 promotees were aubstantially

higher than those of full-year holdovers.

Students Promofed in January, 1982

Promotional criteria were sat at higher levels on the January,
1982 test (4.5 grade equ1va1ent for fourth graders and 7.1 for seventh
graders) to ensure that students promoted mid-year would be able to per- L
form succossfu]]y in the f1fth and e1ghth grades, and would be likely to
attaln ‘the criteria for promotion to the sixth and ninth grades in April,

1982.

*A small .number of students who met .the promotional criteria in August,
1981 were, at the discretion of parents, principals, and teachers, held
over and assigned to Gates classes for the 1981:82 school year. For
the purpose of this analysis, those students are grouped w1th full-year
holdovers.
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This group of students pag}icipated in Gates classes for the
first five months of the School year and were placed in regular fifth-
and eighth-grade classes for the remaining five ‘months. ‘chle score
gains of those 1,208 students promoted mid-year were statisticglly sig-

nificant, and -- as might be expected of a group that met more stringent

standards -t\surpassed_tpose of students in other promotional categories.

Full-Year Holdovers

Table 31 also preseﬁts gains in reading achievement by full-
. \\
year holdovers. This group includes those students who had not met pro-

motional criteria in either August, 1981 or January, 1982 and those stu-

K

dents who did meet the criteria but who were held over at the discretion

of parenfs, teachers, and principals. Scale score gains of these stu-

: dents‘wére statistically significant but were substantially 1ower than
those oglstudents in other promotional categories. It should be noted
that the pretest level of this group was significantly lower than that
~ of the other promotional groups. | :

Table 32 displays the ;ull-year gains of those students who

had not attained promotional criteria in either August, 1981 or January,

’ 1982, and were therefore igible for the Gates program for the entine’
school year. The gains of full-year holdovers who attained the critéria

at the end of the school year ane compared with those' of students who

did not, and who became double holdovers in June, 1982. Students who’

~

attained the promotional criteria "n'April, 1982 made gains that were
-~

both significant and comparable to those of students promoted earlier

in the year. Students who became double holdovers made substantially

-76-




TABLE 31
Reading Achievement by Gates-Eligible Students,
) by Promotional Category

- —~T
April, 1982° April, 1982 Ditference ~ °
Mean scale - Grade Mean scale Grade Scale .
Grade N score (8.D.) equivalent score (S.D.) equivalent score (t)
Students promoted in August, 1981 .. ) )
Five 1,811 381.2  (17.3) 3.3 4429 T (27.2) 1.7 617 (89.2)
Eight 2,199 4629 {21.8) 5.4 517.8 317 7.4 549 (72.2)
Students promoted in January, 198'2 ‘ ’ ‘ .
Four - ? ’

3 237 379.5 (19.0) 3.2 443.7 (28.0) 4.7 64.2 (29.8)
ive %y
S%Vhet”' 910 4605 (22.4) 5.3 518.2  (32.2) 7.4 57.7 (47.6)

Full-year holdovers
Four 4725 369.9 {22.9) 2.9 414.0 - (31.0) 4.0 441 (87.1)
Seven 15,325 443.9 {31.6) 4.7 477.2 (36.6) 5.9 33.3 (58.7)

NOTE This analysis considers students with matched April. 1981and April. 1982 CAT scores. Observed mean scale scores, which for Sub-groups can-
not be adjusted for the regression effect, overestimate actual gains. For each of these analyses, p < .001.

¢ Fourth-grade Gates students promoted mid-year made the greatest gains in reading achievement of
any promotional category; fourth-grade Gates-eligible students promoted in Ayust imade the second
highest gains.

o Seventh-graders promoted mid-year made greater strides than other Gates-eligible seventh. graders.

*  Full-year holdovers, who started out with substantially lower pretest scores than the other promo-
. ‘ tional groups, made more modest gains. (This group encompassed about two-thirds of Gates- .
eligible students.) '




TABLE 32
Reading Achievement by

April, 1982 Promotees and Double Holdovers K R
April, 1981 ~ April, 1982 - Difference
Mean scale Grade Mean scale Grade Scale
Grade N score {§.D.)- equivalent score,  (S.D.) equivalent score ()

April, 1982 Promotees

Four 3,147 3717 (21.7) " 3.0 4281 (19.5) . 4.3 © O 56.4 (116.5)
*Seven 2,138 4512 (27.5) 49 - 5084  (17.9) 7.0 =572 (84.3)

Double Holdovers

Four 1,383 36413  (25.0) 28 3775 (90 32 132 (15.5)
© Seven 2973 4377 (33.3) 4.6 4525  (269) 50 148 (21.2)

NOTE: Observed mean scale scores, which for,sub-groups cannot pe adjusted for the regression effect, overestimate actual gains. For m‘ese analyses.
p < 001, . . -

.
lower gains than other Gates Students. "However, the observed gains of

double holdovers are particularly unreliable due to their verxxlow pre-

\. -
S repre-

~test level. The prétest, écbres of ' these students in many case
sent a raw score of 17 to 20 correét responsgsion a multiple-choice test
of 70 answers; since random guessing could produce the same results,
these are chance scores, which may not reliably measure what the student
actually knew. For this reason, we can offer no reliable estimate of
the- gains of double holdovers. The posttest’écorés of these students

are not suspect, however, and indicate-that they are stil)l scoring sig-

nificantly below the promotional criteria.

Summary: Reading Gains by Promotional Category |

Students in all promotional categories made strides in reading

during the school year. Breaking down gains by promotional category
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dramatizes the fact that the hates population is‘stratified. The pEo-
gran Qas'designed to release quickly those students who make r;pid pro-
gress; it retain; longest those\who have demdnstrated the most severe
need. Students most in need of services, as indicated By 1ow prete%t
scores, d4id indeed stay in the pfogram the "Ton ,f'howeyer, theSerful1-
year holdovers also registered the smallest gains o% any group that at-
tained the promotioné{ criteria. Figures 3 ang 4* illystrate the fact
thats fu11-y9ar.501doveré pronoted in April, 1982 had lower pretest
scores than sfudpnts who atta1ned prom;t1ona1 cr1ter1a in Auqust 1981
or January, 1982: The same qraphs show thag/}hose Gates-e1igih]e stu-
denEs who were able to attaiﬁ.promotiqnal criteria were also able to pro-
gress well beyond that m{nima1 level of achievement. Double holdovers
at both érade levels begah the year with weaker reading skills than all
other Gates:e1igih1e studenfs and their April, 1982 posttest scores did
not even reach the:Apri1, 1981 p?étest levels of the AugusF, 1981 or
January, 1982 promotional groups, and harely matched those of holdovers
prbmoted at the end of the school year.

| The variatioﬁ in gains among these éromotiona1 qfoups suggests

' f

that one year of program participation could not fully cohpensate for

1

the lagging achieverent of double holdovers, who were faf hehind other
|

holdovers when they entered Gates clasSrooms. We may a]#o nbserve that

Gates students promoted in August, 1981 or January, 1982/performed rea-

]
(

{

!
*The groupings in Figures 3 and 4 differ slightly from those in Table
32. In Figures 3 and 4 students are grouped according to the time at
which they attained promot1ona1 criteria as opposed to when they were
promoted. This results in a shift of fewer than 100 students.
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) FIGURE 3
Progress in Reading by Gates-Eligible Fourth Graders, b{/ Promotional Category.
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sonably well on the higher test level of the CAT in April, 1982.

'READING ACHIEVEMENT BY SUB-GROUPS OF THE GATES POPULATION

' promotional category. Seé\é1so Figure 5.)

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students

LEP students who were subject to promotional criteria on the
CAT achieved gains that -were slightly lower than those registered by

all Gates students. fains at both grade levels were statistically sig-

nificant. (Table 33 presents gains at hoth grade levels, regardless of

'S

Resourte Room Students

Table 34 reports -gains in reading achievement by all Gates-
eligible resource roon students (regardless of promotional category). ’
Their gains weﬁé statistically significant, and were comparable to those

achieved by the entire Gates population. (See Figure 6.) *

Gates-Eligible Students Not in Gates Classes

At some sites, the numbers of fourth or seventh graders held
over on the basis of the CAT were too small to warrant organization of
Gates classes. For this reason, 2?84 Gates-eligible students -- less
than one percent of the total population -- did not receive the full
range of program services. Since this evaluation covers all Gates-éligj
iblé studénts,.we are reporting their reading gains a; measured by CAT
berf@rmance. However, these students constifute a very narrow samb1e,
and their distr?cts or schools are not representative of conditions
citywide. Furthermore, we have no systematic iniurmation on the type

of instruction they received. For these reasons, this sample cannot be
) ;

%
“

-81-

30



73

TABLE 33
Reading Achievement by Gates-Eligible LEP Students -

»
April, 1981 . April, 1982
. Scale
Mean scale Grade Mean scale Grade score
Grade N score (§.D.) equivalent score (8.D.) equivalent difference t)
Four 317 368.2 (23.0) 2.9 4089 (37.1) 3.9 40.7 (18.9)
Seven 286 440.3 (31.8) 4.6 471.2 (43.6) 56 30.9 (11.8)

NOTE. This analysis considers students with matched April. 1981,and April, 1982 CAT scores. Observed mean scale scores. which for sub-groups
cannot be adjusted for the regression effect, overestimate actual gains. For these analyses, p < .001

. Gateéleligible LEP students at poth grade levels began the year with pretest scores below the
average for the total Gates population, but comparable to those ot full-year holdovers. (See Tables
27 and 31.)

\ ‘ e At both grac~ levels, LEP students registered smaller gains than the total Gates-eligible population,
and smaller gains than all full-year holdovers.
9

FIGURE 5

Progress in Reading on the CAT by L imited English Proficient (LEP)
Participants vs. Total Gates Population.
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TABLE 34
Reading Achievement by Gates-Eligible Resource Room Students

April, 1981 April, 1982
. Scale
Mean scale Grade Mean scale Grade score
Grade N score (§.0.) equivalent -score (8.D.) equivalent differénce ) .
Four 719 3733 (2L.8) 30 4213 (33.7) 41 480  (35.6)
Seven 408 448.9 (28.9) 49 490.5 . (39.3) 6.4 4.6 {20.5)

NOTE This analysis considers students with matched Aprii 1981 and-Aprn 1982 CAT scores Observed mean scale scores. which for sub-groups

cannot be aajusted for the regression effect. overestimate actual Gains For thése analyses. p « 001 ,

* QGates-eligible resource room students began the year with pretest scores similar to those of the
total Gates-eligible population. (See Table 27.)

e (bservsd gains in reading achievement by resource room students were coniparable to those
registered by the total population of Gates-eligible students.

FIGURE 6

Progress in Reading by Resource Room P'articipants vs. Total Gates Pobulation.
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thought of as a control group. These students made scale score gains
" of 48.5 (fourth grade) and 40.2 {(seventh grade), 'slightly less than

other Gates students.

READING ACHIEVEMENT ACROSS INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

Students in Gates classes receivéd reading instruction based
on one of the four recommended curricula -- HILS, STAR, ECRI, or-L.R.A.
-- or on an optional program selected by the district. (In one district,
the optional program Qas implemented in conjunction with L.R:A.) Appen-
dix B, Tables B-5 and R-6, present gains in Qeadinq\igfjewement by stu-
dents in each of fhe 32 . community school ‘districts. -

Table 35 compares gains by students in the various prodrams.
An_anaXyéis of covariancé‘was performed to adjust for differences in pre-
test levels. Our datavindicate that city~wide, differences among the
programs were neg1igib3e.‘ In specific districts or échoo}s, some pro-;
grams probab1y’wereAm0re effecine than others; but when the 1qstrJEtion-
al apprqaché@"are compared,in 1érge scale, the diffeéences diminish; var-
%atidh 1ﬁ }ndividua1 distr{ﬁts"apparent1y had more'tb do with implementa-
tibn issues than with the instructional programs themselves. No one pro-
gram categ;ry emerges 55 most or least effective; our findings at‘this

‘point in time do not subport the adoption or eXfminatioﬁ of any one in-=

structional approach by schools or districts.

.
3

MATHEMATICS ALHIEVEMENT

~

During the first year of Gates program implementation, fourth-

and sevéﬁth-grade students were not held to a mathematics criterion.
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TABLE 35
Reading Achievement by Full-Year Holdovers
Across Instructional Programs

Reading . -0

bserved mean Adjusted mean - Grade

Grade program N3 scale score (5.0.) scale score equivalent
Four HILS " 954 416.2 (30.2 415.8 4.0
STAR 829, - 412.7 (29.7 412.7 4.0
ECRI : 703. 411.2 (30.8 411.5 ‘3.9
L.RA. ' 122 411.1 (28.9 4116 - 3.9
: L.R.A-Optional 197 409.4 (31.4y 418.3 4.0
Optional ‘858 415.0 (29.7 415.2 4.0
Seven ° HILS 1,175 473.8 (37.6 473.6 5.7
STAR 1,158 S 478.9 (38.1 479.1 5.9
ECRI 683 . 478.2 (35.0 - 476.6 5.9
L.R.A-Qptional 354" . 476.0 (33.3 476.7 5.9
Optional 931 480.9 (35.9 480.3 6.0

3 This analysis includes only those students whose April, 1982 test agswer documents indicated their reading program.
An analysis of covariance has been performed to adjust postiest scores; these adjusted scores account for some of the differences in pretest levels -
fSeventh-grade L R.A is opitted from analysis because the small number of students, only 16, would make the comparison unreliable

1

*  Only minor differences emerged from this comparison: no single program category appeared to
produce greater or jesser gains in reading achievement.

TABLE 36

Mathematics Ai:hievement by Gates and Non-Gates Students

April, 1981

April, 1982 -

Observed
Mean ‘Mean 5 mean N.C.E.
Grade Group N N.C.E. (8.D) N.C.E. (8.0 difference ?
Four Gates 458 118 (3.5) 310 (12.1) 19.2
Seven Gates 4,803 22.0 (7.5) 294  (12.5) 7.4
y ,
Eight Non-Gates 6,074 25.5° (6.3) * 25.8 (11.5) 0.3

NOTE. All students were tested on the New York City Mathematics Test. Fifth-grade students were posttested with a different test level than fourth
graders. Since April, 1981 scale scores were unavailable for analysis, a cross-level comparison of these students was not possible.

3 0bserved gains, which for sub-groups cannot be adjusted for the regression effect, overestimate actual gains.

]

A
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However, Gates students did receive remediation in mathematics as well

&s reading during the 1981-82 school year. Table 36 presents observed

gains (for Gates students who in April, 1981 scored below the prospec-
A

f

tive April, 1982 math criteria) on the New York City Mathemafics Test,

a locally adaptéd veﬁsioh»of the Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics Test.*
Achievement is expressed in terms of nomal curve équivalent (N.C.E.)
écores** since these were the.only scores‘avai]abie for analysis. Stu-
dents held over for the full year in the fourth grade made significant//;/~
gains of 19.2 N.C.E.'s in mathematics achievemeht. .Séve&th-grade stu-
dents‘who participated in the Gates program made gains of 7.4 N.C.E.'s.
The gains of both fourth- and seventh-grade Gates students reflect an
upw;rd movement in relation to other fourth and seventh graders. We

were also able to compare gains in mathematics achievement of seventh-
grade students to those of\eighthégrade students who had been below the

math criterion on the April, 1981 test but paésed the CAT criterion ***

' L

*Observed gains, which for sub-groups tannot be adjusted for the regres-
sions effect, overestimate actual gains. N

**Normal curve equivalent (N.C.E.) scores are equal-interval, nomalized
scores derived from the percentile ranks of the population on whom the
test was normed. They express where a score is in relation to the dis-
tribution of scores in the noming sample. For example, an N.C.E. of -~
50 corresponds to the 50th percentile of fourth- or seventh-grade stu-
dents' performance on their level of a test and reflects on-grade per-
formance. An N.C.E. score below this means that a student's standing is
below the averade of the noming group, while a gain in N.C.E. scores
reflects a change in a student's status relative to that group.

***Saventh- and e1ghth grade students take the same level of the New
York City Mathematics Test, enabling us to make this comparison. “Fourth.
_ graders take a different 1eve1 of the test than do fifth graders, S0 a

. comparison of their scores-is not possible.
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The eighth-grade students made N.C.E. gains of 0,3 which indicates that
their position in relation to the eighth-grade population was similar
to what it was in relation to seventh graders when they were in that

grade.

ATTENDANCE

To further aséess Gates students' ‘performance and to measure
the p?ogram's impact, we examined attendance data compiled by the 0Office
of Student Information Serv;ces. To brovide pojﬁts of reference, Gates
, students' average attendance rateé are compared (see Table 37) with the
rates of non-Gates students in grades four and seven.’ Because attend-
ance rates are typically related to both age and grade level, attendance -
by éates students is also' compared with that o; their age peers in the

fifth and eighth grades. '
¢ The Gates program encompasses the lowest achieving”stuqents of
their age groups -- those who hisiorical]y have .the lowest aftehdan;é
rates. ~ Our findings indicate that the Gates program has not altered the
attendance pattern of these students as a whole.

In order to gauge the program's impact, we wanted to compare
Gates students' attendance with their records of\;he previous year. A
survey of selected schools, conducted in June, 1982, furnished data for

thi's comparison.* Table 38 presents attendance data on the sample of

3,351 students for whom attendance rates for both years were available;

*Data were received from 89 elementary and 53 junior high schools in the
five boroughs. Appendix C contains further information on the sample.




TABLE 37

Attendance in Gates Classes compared'
to Non-Gates Classes, September, 1981 - April, 1982

L4

I3
- Percentage
daily attendance
Fourth grade
Gates group , . . 87%
Comparison groups .
Non-Gates fourth graders . 91 ;
Fifth graders . -9
Seventh grade
Gate’s group ' , 75%
’ Comparison groups .
Non-Gates seventh graders : 87 -
“Eighth graders ‘ 86

s At both grade levels, attendance by Gates sfudents' was somewhat lower thanAhan that of their
non-Gates grade or age peers.

s Gates fourth graders had a higher average attendance rite (87 percent) than Gates seventh grihers .
_ (75 percent). " :

t [
" TABLE 38
Attendance Survey Results: Attendance by Gates
Participants in 1980-81 and 1981-82. - .,
\ _ - 1980-81 . 1981-82
P , «  Msan percent ' . Mean percent
: Grade ' N attendance (S.D.) attendance ($.D.)
Four 1,319 \ 89.3% +~ (11.0) 90.0% (10.5)
Seven 2,032 . . 814 _ (17.5) ' 76.2 (22,9) -

NOTE: Attendance is expressed as the percentage of days a student is

present in school, based on the numl;er of days the student is on register.




“this number represents approximately 18 percent. of all full-year hold-

overs,- -, .
- }

Anaﬁysis of these data §ugdests that foqﬁth gjaders' attendance

2

" has remained stable or‘has slightly imp%qvédjsﬁncg they entered the
ates brogram._ Older Gates stddéﬁté bresgp?'a different pictire: .at-
tendance;by seventh graders.in our samp]g declined by,five percen:abe
points frdm'1980-81 to 1981-82. Clearly, aFtendan&e'by Gates' seventh
graders %s'g problem which neegs:to be addrg;sed. .

. We looked at attendance figures from a third viewpoint. Re- ®
cause answer documents for sFudents tested on the CAT in Apfi], }982.'

also brovided attendance data, it was theoretically possible to corre-.

-

late students' reading achievement with attendance. Major technical

problems obv{ated ;hé use of our data for thi§ puﬁpoée, However. éorre- - .
lation studies, which‘attempt to establish a're]étidgship hetween two
variab]és, qssumé a normal distribution of values %or both. Program
selection criteria meant that Gates students had uﬁiform]y 16@ scores
on the CAT; this fed‘to Hesu]ts on the correlation study which were not

meaningful.* However, Appendix C, Table C-1, presents data which sug-

' ‘gest that high attendance was associated with high performance in the

Gates p;ogram. Students with hoor attendance, .rates lower than 75 per-.
cent, made reading gains two months below those -of high atteqding

students.
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V. SUMMARY OF FOUR CASE STUDIES

‘ " PURPOSEY . - . _ .

‘ . Dafa presentéd in this report reflect the expecjence of chil-
dreﬁ‘and‘teachers who work together in moré than a thousand New York
City classrooms. To assess thé impact of. this‘]arde program; we have
had to step back from the daily 1ife of, Gates participants, looking at
the whole program as\if.thfough the reve}se end bf binogcutars. But as
Gates enters its second year, it is.important to ask how promotional
policy, centrally conceived and gdmin?ste%ed, translates into concrete
c1assroom,con$erns.

The Office of Educational Evaluation has taken a‘c1ose look at

Gates at work in four schools. We traced patterns in some'areas, and
fouﬁd vqriation in others; however, we can hérd]y assume that what we

observed ‘at these sites typifies the program as it functions throughout
the five bo;oUghs. Our purgdse is, rather, fo accompany hard data with
concrete déécriptions of Gates in action. Our observations may suggest
afeas whiéh desefve more systematﬁc review, or issues which might be
profitably addressed by those whpfrun thé.p;ogram. B;t we cannot draw
firm cogciusiohs §f granq genera]?zations from so limited a sample,
Three'quéstions motivated the selection of the sitgs. How do

Gates youngsters fare in a self-contained sevgnth-gra&e class, as
compared with seventh graders_in'a departmentalized program? How does

the Gates program function in q bilingual setting? And what hdppens

when supplementary gquidance services are made/gyai]abfé to Gates children?
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' school. But sub-stafidard housing, poverty and unemployment, and crime

No éxpected to find variation based on these distincﬁioog. I;
was soon.apparent, however, that other variables might be more crucial:
the climate of the school; teachers' attitudes toward participation in
the program and its staff development activities; thé vision andnpoiori-
ties of administrators at the site; oistrict-1eve1 support. |

. The pages that ‘follow summarf;e material in.four case studies.
to be isdued at' a later date by the Office of Educational Evaluation.
_The following usages Will refer to the four sites:

Bilingual Gates E]ass, fourth grade

Bilingual-4

Optional-4 v Nistrict-optional program, fourth grade

Self-contained-7 Self-contained class, seventh grade

Nepartmentalized program, seventh grade

Nepartmentalized-7

CONTEXT

Two of the four sites were located in Brooklyn; the others were

. p \
in Manhattan and Gueens. Thé neighborhoods differ markedly, but black
Americén and Hispanic residents dominate the attendance areas of all

four sites.

t

A modern, well-equipped school; Riiingual-4 is situated in a

once foshionable neighbqﬁhooo now oTighted\oy deteriorap1ng economic and
social conditions. A school official described the area as an.ethnic

pocket -- a blook neighborhogd-in a 1arge1y Hispanic:distoict. Signs of
éhe a}eg:s former affluence oemaio, renovation efforts ape visible, and

4
communi%y resources, including a mental health center, stand near the

persist. "Our children walk through a lot," the official commented,
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rgferring to drug traffic and an active street culture around 1he e
scﬁoo]. : 'Vﬁfi
Optional-4 is ]ocqted a few blocks from(thé city line. <The
neighbérhood is almost suburban, with private homes (§omgﬁconverted to "w
Vo mu{fi:}ami1y dwe}]ings) lining shaded streets. Over the last two de- }
cades, this neighborhood ha§ changed from an exclusively white commynity
to one of ethnic diversity; Many black families have bought or rented -
homes here; concentrations of Hfspanic, Haitian, and some Greek immigrants
also live in the area.
Self-contained-7, a fastidiously maintained building, sEands
.‘among many decrepit, deéerted’6u11dings. Empty lots near the school
leave aniimpressdon of brokenlélass anid héaps of tires and charrea \«
mattresées. A 1§rge plant operates ﬁearby, as do some small factories
and autombbi]e bédy shoPs, buﬁ the overall feeling is one.qf devastatidﬁ.

Two-thirds of the school's poQu]ation is Hispanic. Many students live

,some distance from the school; few apartment houses remain functional in

v .
/

~—"7 the -immediate vicinity.

L3

“NDepartmentalized-7 is loc#ted in what:h;s traditionally been a
blue colldr area. The school's surroundings are.being rapidly upgraded:
a- house facing the school re;ent]y sold for 200,000 dollars. But the

. attendance area éncomﬁassed eéconiomically diverse sectors of the horough:
from one of the city's wealthiest neighﬁorhoods to low-income housing
_project;. While re]ati@e]y few hlack and Hispan}c families live in the
school's immediate’vicinity, they are heavily repreéented in.the attend-

/

ance area and in the school.
> ' ‘ ~
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ORGANIZATION

District Involvement

0ptioha1-4 enjoyed particularly strong supporf on the district
level; the district's interest and initiative took the form, in part, of
commitment to supp]ementary guidance services for Gates participants,
and selection by the district of an alternative, optiongj'approach to
Gates curriculum. The individual appbinted as Gates\disﬁrict facilita-
tor, who also directs the district's diagnostic reading program, peréon-
ally supervised Gates classes, viciting Optional-4 four times during the
year. She also assisted in acquiring resources, and Fohducted monthly
staff development activities. \ o N |

District;féve] involvement was less pronounced at the other
;%tes. The district faéilitgtors conveyed policy, assisﬁéd in the
acqu%sition of materia]%, and demonstrated curricula, hut relied on the
school for classroom supervision. The distri;t which ingludesﬂnepartment-

,alized-7 integrated Gates into its established efforts at remediation in

language arts.

0.P.P. Involvement

Office of Promotional Policy (O.R.P.) assistants, through dis-

, trict faii]itators, apprised Gapes staff of developments and deciéiqns
coming from the school system's central édmiﬁistration. In some cases,
teachers received their advice on use of materials, recordkeeping proced-
ures,-placement, and parental involvement. But all agreed that monitor-

ing by 0.P.P. was minimal. Teachers generally thought that discussions

'with the 0.P[P. assistants were helpful; some complained that 0.P.P. re-
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quired excessive paperwork.

Gates Within the School

Gates students at two sites appeared to be somewhat integratgd‘
into the life of the school. The fourth graders in the self-contained
Gates class at Optional-4 had recess and lunch with third and fourth

graders, and were active in schoolwide extra-curricular activities.

< They seemed to experience.little or no stigma from assignment to a Gates

classroon. The principal at Self-contained-7 said that he wanted to
avoid creating a "Gates ghetto," and had therefore scattered the self-
cqntained Gates classes in the building, ratherathan clustering them to- >
gether in one wing. Students at this site mixed with non-Gates peers in I
elective shop classes, athletic,programs, and other activities,

Studenfs at Rilingual-4 and Nepartmentalized-7 appeared to be
more isolated. Whereas classes at the same grade féve] at Bilinqual-4
were generally grouped together in separate corrijdors, the bilingual,
Gates fourth graders were ass{gned to a room*set off both from oiher
fourth graders and from othér Gates students. ZWhile they saw other
children in the p]aygrqund or at iunch, they appeared to have relatively
Tittle contact with other students. Théy did, however, participate in
enrichment activities with the monolirgual Gates students. At ﬁépartﬁent—
a]ized-7, Gates students _were assigned to elective courses (band, orches-
tra, graphic arts, etc.), English as a second 1anquage, or the resource
room, with non-Gates studeﬁts. But the intensive Gates schedule made it
difficult for students to take full part in schoolwide activities. For

example, in a school in which musical groups have an important place,
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Gates students generally rehearsed for band, orchestra, or jazz band

separately from other students until just bhefore a concert.
' \
Administrative Support

° Administrators at three sites appeared so]id]y.to support the
Gates program. At Bilinqual-4, an‘assistant principal personally
reviewed work by Gates children, énd recognized them individually for
improved performance. .At this site, the teacher derived the greatest
assistance from the bilingual education coofdinator, who was fami]jar
with Gates students and the curriculum. At Optional-4, ghe Gates class

. was asgigned to one of the school's more éxperienced and spccess?ﬁ]
teachers; she waéigiven the 1argest, most suitahle classroom in the build-
ing, and received swift response to any and all requests. ~

At Departmentalizea—7, the introduction of Gates classes did
not constituté a dramatic shift in policy or practice. The administration
had already instituted its own promotional po]iéy, requiring a student

to score at the 6.8 grade level on,the CAT befofe proceeding to‘the
eighth~grade; it had a]ready_deve]opgd,remedié] programs in reading and
matﬁ. The seven Gates classes, grouped on the hasis of CAT scores, fit -
into the school's overall $tructdre of homogeneous]x'grouped c]&sses,
and. used existing 1abohatoﬁy and qther materials. |

At Sglf-contained—7,'Gates was described as one of many programs
implemented by the administratibn, and not necessgri]& a prjérity. ‘Thé
principal was characterized by Gates teachers’ as gehera]ly encouraging

but distant. The individual who provided supervision at the(site lacked

'knowledge of the program, and learned along with the classroom teachers.
96~
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The practice of grouping Gates seventh graders into homogeneously

grouped, self-contained classes conformed with the admznistration's over-
all policy. .Only e1ghtw graders in this school, serving grades six
through eight, have completely departmenta11znd programs.

Teachers at all sites were reticent about the impact qf‘Gates
on the school! as a whole. At Bilingual-4, fifth-grade teachers commented
that tﬁe program barely affected their classes. High mobility in the
neighborhood resulted in a constant flow of new children into their class-
es; their students' range of ability was therefore as broad as ever. At
Optional-4, where Gates students recefved considerable attention from
their teacher and the Gates guidance counselor, a fifth-grade teacher
worried about how the chi]dren would adjust to a larger class and fewer
resources when they got to the fifth grade. Teachers at several sites

mentioned that students in both Gates and mainstream classes have become

-more serious, and sometimes more anxious, about test-taking. They said

that some teachers at various grade levels have been concentrating more

on specific reading skills needed to score well on the CAT.

Guidance Services ?

Students at three of the four sites received limited, if any,
guidance services.\ The guidance counselor at Bilingual-4 stated that
Gates students were not a special priority in her work; students received
services according to.a set of criteria Sniform1y applied to all. She
recalled meeting with two Gates chi]dfen during the year. The intense

need for guidance services was recognized at both intermediate schools,

but the resources were not available. The guidance counselor at Self-
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contained-7 said that paperwork, particularly in relation to high school
articulation, leaves little time for individual or group counseling.
Gates teachers at that site spoke of daily frustrat{on: they have nei-
ther the training nor the time to deal with the emotional ‘turmoil
exgerienced by all of their adolescent students, and the severe problems
suffered by many.

At the fourth sife, Optional-4, the district funded a guidance
component attached to the Gates program. DNistrict-wide services rest on
the assumption that Gates studentg.are "quiet failures" -- those who
have not acted out in the classroomn and therefore have not gotten the
attention needed for a sense of personal adequacy. The district assigned
one guidanceé counselor to its e]éven-Gates classes. She visited each
class every other week; at Optional-4, she used a small room near the
. Gates class to meet with each student privately at least once. She pre-
ferred individual to groqb counseling, and took each child's total en-
virgnqspt into account in her wotk{l She also worked with the Gates tea-
cher during her preparation period to réView each child's progress and

[y

problems.

School-Based Suppart Teams

At three sites, Gates staff reported contact wifh the school -
based support team (S.B.S.f.); at the fourth site, no assistance from
the S.B8.S5.T7. was mentioned. At Optipnal-di the district Gates guidance
counselor made several referrals to the team, which had already been
notified about half of the Gates students. Their evaluation led in one

case to assignment to a special education program, and to the school's
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resource room in several others. At Se]f-contained-7, three of 15
students referred for éva]uation were actua]lj assessed. At Department- .
alized-7, many participants had been on the wa{ting listf;or S.B.S.T.
screening before assignment to Gates. Of 77.referrals made to S.B.S.T.
during the school year {from other than special education classes),

about half were Gatés studen5§. Several Qere agsigned to the school's

resource room for one or two periods each day; here a teacher worked

with no more than five students at a 'time.

-

t

Parental Participation %
- Teachers at three sites reported little contact with parents.

~ The teacher at Bilingual-4 tried to involve parents in classroom concerns,

but was only successfd] when a decision, .such as placement in a special
education program, was imminent, At Self-contained-7, some meﬁbers of
the Parents' Association initially responded negatively to the Gates

program, and expressed particular concern about the Ege of holdovers.

3

They were reported to be more comfortable with the program by the year's

end. Teachers at this site mentioned that personal and family problems
probably kept many parents from involving themselves in their chi]dren's

schooling.

At 0ptioﬁa1-4, parents were clearly’ more involved than at the

other sites. This‘level of participation may have resulted from the ‘\

-

guidance component at the site, and the efforts of the classroom teacher.
: ’ . «
" It may also reflect economic circumstance: parents in this attendance

area appeared to have more employment opportunities and greater financial

. i :
_stability ghan at other sites. The Gates teacher here met at least once
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with a parent of-each student; more than a third of the paﬁents came for

individual conferences more than once. Most Gates children had parents

at the fall orientation meeting. In addition, the Gates guidance counselor

“met with a group of ten parents.

PARTICIPANTS
\ //

Identification of Participants

Criteria for selecting participants at all sites confoiméd wjth .
0.P.P. guideline§. Fourth gfaders had scored below the 3.7 grade level
on‘the CAT at thé beginning of the school year.' The range of scores at
Bilingual-4 was 1.9 to 3.4; the range at Optional-4 was somewhat more
Hafrow, from 2.4 tQ 3.5, Seventh graders had scored below 6.2. The ad-
ministration at\Debarﬁmenta]iied-7 had established its own promotional
policy, with a score of 6.8 on the CAT required for entry into ths

eighth érade. ‘Students who scored between 6.2 and 6}8 were assigned to

a transitional class.
{

Student Characteristics

Most of the students in classes obSe}ved by the evaluation team
were members of ethnic minorities (predomihant]y black AMericanior
Hispanic) reflecting the popuTatidﬁs of the schools selected for case

2

studies. The 14 students in thg bilingual Gates class at Bilingual-4
were Eisganic, either‘Dbminican or Puerto Rican, and came from home$ in
whic Spanish is spoken. At Optional-4, four of\tﬁe 17 Gates students
spdke other than English at home. At Self-contained-7, where two-thT?i;:

of the 84 Gates students were Hispanic, a bilingual Gates class was dis-
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band?d early in the year when the teacher retired. Students were dis-
trﬁbuted.among.the other self-contained Gates c]assroohs. Some Spanish-
domiﬁant students at Nepartmentalized-7 Meré obseéyed to have difficulty
unde}standing iﬁstructions; one stud:nt graspeh material ontv Qhen in-
- structions wére translated.

Half of the bilingual Gates students in Bilingual-4 were born

- ‘ and raised in the U.S. Most used primarily English, and occasionally
Spanish, to converse with each other or the teacher. It appeared that
several of the childrea in the bilingual Gates.class were English-

dominant, while at other schools, some students in monolingual Gates

[ )
e

ctasses were Spanish-domjnant. - .

At the end.bf the schop] year, fourth-grade students a£ the two
elkmentary ;chools ranged in age from 10-to 13 ye&rs; seventh graders ag
the other sites ranged from agé 13 to 16. _Many Had been helq over at
.1eést once befdre. Of‘the'17.fourtﬁ‘§radé55/at Optio;aleA,»four Had )

previously been held over. Jﬁdging by their ages, half of the 84

’

~ seventh-grade Gates students at Self-contained-7 had been retained once

before; a quarter had been held over twice before. Many Gates students

K
1

at Nepartmentalized-7 had been retained in the seventh-grade .before,

~

when they failed to meet the school's internal promotional standard.

\

4

Mobility
' fhe Gates class at Bi]ingga1-4'diminished during tHe‘scheo1

year, aé two $tu&ents‘moveg‘aﬁay;Aof the 14 who remained; test scores

were avéi]ab!e for-all but one. - At Optional-4, the class: increased in

size, with nine students added in the first month and one more in the

. -101-
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second. Two students left dur1ng the year, and one was asskoned to a

7
spec1a1 educat1on program Re11ab1e information about. student mob11]ty

v

among seventh graders was not obtained.

_Students' Behavior and Attitudes

3

Teachers and supoort stoff reported some restlessness and feel-
1ngs of inadequacy among Gates part1c1pants In some cases,(Particular-
t ly in the fourth -grade classes, a strong sense of social bonding, of
pulling together, helped to'undercut nedati;e feelings as the year pro-
gressed. .

The tgacher atABflingua1-4 ascribeo emotional, disciplinary,
or learning problems to more than half of her Gates chnloren. The
teacher reported that academic performance was sometimes jmpaired by i

poor concentration and impatience in working out problems. At the same
t1me, strong ties that deve]oped among the children affected the1r work.
Each student spoke of severa] friends in the class, and was hard pressed
to choose among several to name a "best" friend. ]he'cﬁi]dren appeared
to value the teacher's-opinfonfnighly. RBoys seemed more assertive thon
girls, who tended to be unprofitab]y oassiye; tne teacher said tnat E !
these children haveg a strong sense of sex-role behavion, and that she
tries to promote this identificationt ,
: At‘bptiona1-4, Specta1 attention to Gates students”apparently
. eqted as an antidote to possible embarrassment at being held ooer. Stu-
_ dents seemed to ,share a sense that the Gates classroom is an exciting
- S

place to be,\and were pleased to have enrichment outings organized just

for them? There was a sense of pulling together, and little overt com-

! N ’. \1 1,‘) ‘ - - A i
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'petition in the classroom.

Seventh graders at Self-contained-7 Qere reported to have more

than their share of severe problems. Most were defensive, frightened,

’

or embarrassed much of the time; others seemed to be immature, and were

resistant to autho ity. Teachers described the emoti6nal turmoil

typical among these youngsters; more severe problems' were common as

well, \ 3

Staff members at Departmentalized-7 mentioned fewer Severe

problems among their students but stressed that mannyates\parqicipants

3

" seem to have negative feelings about themselveS'and-their school jife.
While many are refative]y attentive, some behave uith hostility and ag-
~gression toward teachers. ‘

* Students, teachers, and support staff were‘asked about’ the
impact‘of Gates participation, on students? “Informants at three sftes
offered positiVe responses. At Bl]lngua1 4 the teacher spoke of the " -
strong soc1a1 context for learning which the sma]] "homogeneous Gates
class has’ provfded Students and teachers at Opt;onal 4 thought that
supplementary gu1dance serv1ces, 1nd1v1dualized attent1on, and spec1a1

{pr1v1leges had enhanced students sense of\personal adequacy. At Se]f:
contained-7, the faculty reported that they had witnessed real étademic
gains in some Gates participants, ‘

In contrast, staff members and students‘at Departmentalized- T
expressed concern that some seventh graders were d1scouraged at be1ng

'he1d over. Even some of those who are able to perform well have become

" more nervous about tests, and worry about not mak1ng 1t td high Schoo1

»
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’e ‘Members of the S.B.S.T., including the psyeholodist, spoke of diminished

. ., self-esteem s}emmjng'from Gates testing and retention. The social work-
B ’ !

er éhd guidance counselor expressed concern about oveﬁ-aged students,
—whp.feel out of place in the §ocia1 setting. uA Studen;ywas reported to
have said, "If 1 don't pasé it this time, that's }t.,'I'll drop out of
schod]." The. guidance counse]or was so concerned about this prospect -
fhat she said she will now recomnend special education placement for
somé*studénts, in the hope that they will get into a high school program

that provides vocational skills, rather than spend a.third year in.’'the

seventh grade and ultimately drop out.

CLASSROGM OBSERVATION

Jeachers

Teachers at the four sites had'subStant%a] experience in areas
apprbpriate to their Gates assignments. A native speaker of Sbadish,
) }he teacher at ﬁi]ingua]-d had fouF years of exgerience in bjlingdal
+  education. The teacher at Opfiona1-4'h;d worked for ten years in
primary, intermediate, and special education. The Gates teachers at the
ingermediate schools were experienced inm teaching reading an& mathematics,
and had woiked with remed%él currjcu]a.ﬂ Self-contained-7 was the Bn1y
site where teachers vo]anéereq for the assignment.
iy The'th fourth-drade teachershwere most satisfied with the
program, éoth appreciaged the opportunity for small-group and individual
work. The Optional-ﬁ teacher stressed the invaluable support she had

~eceived from the district and the school. Both said they would also

like to be assigned to Gates agaipn.

BN
’
. t
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Climate

The four Gates teachers at Self-contained-7 described their

"role as promoting self-esteem- first, and achievement second; they framed

some of their goals in terms of behavior modification. More than one\\

expressed frustration at the paucity of support services available to

[y

students. They also were distressed by parents' lack of involvement,
and spoke of the local community school “board as ‘generally .uninformed
about Gates. Six language arts and four mathematics teachers implement-

ed the departmehtalized program at Departmentalized 7. Teachers at this
site focused more on- academ1c ach1evement than on affectlng behavior.
Seventh- grade teachers, at both sites commented that the Gates program
should be introduced earller in students"® academic experience, and that ‘
thé .seventh grade is too 1ate for th1s kind of 1ntervent10n. o g'
Fourth -grade teachers at both sites reacted posltlvely to staff
development act1v1t1es. The teacher at B1llngua1-4‘took part in eight

e

Gates workshops; the thiona1~4 teacher found the'monthly training

sessions offered by the d1str1ct facilitator to be 1nva1uah1e. She said

that addltlonal tra1n1ng in parenta] involvement and methodo]ogy would

be helpful. Only one of the four Gates teachers at Self-contained-7
attended preservice training. This teacher disliked both the training
and the program itself, preferr1ng who]e -group to individualized 1nstruc-

tion. The other three teachers attended training sessions in the dis-

trict during the year. . )

- »

At all sites, work generally pFoceeded in an"orderly, purposeful

1

‘way. At Bilingual-4, the teachet made her presence felt, and the chil-
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dren knew that'she was aware of everything going on in the room; The
style of discipline seemed inconsistént, but students received frequent
assessment and feedback; often they were recodnized for special achieve-
ment. Transitions presented fhe most persistent problems in this class-
room: it occasionally took from ten to thirtyﬁminutes for the class to
settle ihto.a new activity.

At Optional-4, work proceeded at a rapid pace, with a minimum
of tra&sition tiﬁe. Chi]drenvwere praised fon;good work ; insgffizient

effort was met with.statements like, "Ycu can do much better, young

lady...." There appeared to be little overt competition in the room,

‘

The climate at Nepartmentalized-7 w34 generally friendly and’

.

$upportfve. Despite occasional hostile outbursts or aggressive behavior

o~
N -

by students, teachers were in control of their classrooms.

-

The four self-contained classrooms at Se]f-containéd-( differed

. in tone -and atmosphere, according to the philosophy and style of the

v

teacher. These differences will be further detailed below.

'
'

Classroom Organization -

.Classroom organization varied markedly at‘the differegx sites,
and with differentﬂactivities. At Rilingual-4, much of the work appeafed g
to be.feacher-céntened,‘though students also initiated interactions at
tiﬁes. The teacher worked witﬁ clusters of about five students for
reading; these groups were assembled on the basjs'of.abiliti. ‘Other
activities, §uch as science lessons, engaged the whole class at once,
and were Yess éffectjve. In generaf, the teacher vaed aroundi'the room

\ « ,

often, calling for the attention of any who seemed, to be distracted.
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At Optional-4, the day was structured into eight periods, with

each day's agenda posted for the children to see. The horseshoe arrange-

ment of the desks, with the teacher's chair in the center, lent itself

to whole-group work, such as spelling exercises. But children also did

independent work on art projects, or occupted tQETng;;; in-oﬁe of the

room's reading or listening corners. Grouping was flexible,'depending

»

on the situation,

\ .
At Self-contained-7, the organization of self-contained class-

N7

rdoms h}nged on fhe‘style and pHilosophy:bf the individual teacher. One
‘teacher offered who1e-§roup instruction, which was dominated by the teach-
* er. Another directed students to work on individual writing projects,
"and walked about the ciassroom offering help to students, one at a time.

Two teachers gave individwal or small-group instruction based-on the

+High Intensity Learning (HILS) curr{culum. In general, students at this

f '
r]

site were observed to be relatively passive; some did initiate contact
with teachers, however, either to get help or to seek recognition.
Students at Departmentalized-7 were quite involved in their

/ /o ¢ .
classwork, volunteering answers to teachers' questions.' Except in. the
. - - ]
14bs, teachers worked with the whole group at once, and the interactions
were teacher-centered. Howe@er, these groups were small -- usually no

more than eight students.

7

P

Curriculum
Each site had selected a sbetific curricular approach to Gates
instruction. At each, teachers adapted the exemplary program to suit

students' needs, teachers' strengths, and available materials. At each,
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the curriculum qorreéponded‘with 0.P.P. guidelines 'in terms of supject
métter and durafion 6f instruction. )

The evaluator who visitéd Bilingual-4 noted that the teacher
worked sole1y.with fhe literal meaning of reading passages when, she used

#
the biy;ﬁgua1'1anguage-arts curriculum. She introqﬁced analysis, infer-
eﬁce, and evaluation oﬁ1y when following the STAR curriculum, which
stresses these skills. A-lesson based on STAR was observed: the teach-v
er worked wjth smai] groups, and frequently reiteratéd the objectives of
. r

tasks in which studentsﬁgereAenqaged. These tasks were adapted to the
children's cultural expe%ience: the curriculum specified that after
reading about summer camé, children were to write a letter from cémp;
instéad,.after reading about camp, children were asked to write a letter
from a visit to their native countries. The teacher said that she‘was
very familiar with both_the STAR and bilingual language-arts curriéu]a.
She expressed reéervations about the 6i11ngua1 curriculum, which was
‘not specifically directed to helping students meet fhe promptiona] cri.-
terion for their grade level. : .

Opt{onal-4‘was=1ocated in a distfic& which decided against the -
recommended exemplary reading progréms,«and‘opfed instead to use Science
Research Associates' (S.R.A.y diagnqst;c materials. This is a strategy
based on the analysis of reading objectives in the most widely used ele-
mentary reading programs. Teachers' guides, workbooks, and dup]ications
masters contained activities correlating with these objectives. fhe
Ginn Management Program, Sstressing mastery learning procedures, was used

L

for math instruction. O0.P.P. accepted these programs, WH%ch were at
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least as highly struetured as the recommended exemplary 5rograms;

At Self-contained-7, Gates instrtction was based on HILS-II, a
modé] which sbecifies'that students will spéng time on'individually
prescribed tasks, with continuous assessment and-re-direction fo ensure
and quide prcgress. However, HfLS-II was r{gorously applied in only one
of the four classrooms. One teacher rejected the indiv}¢ualizéd'instruc-
tion of the HILS approuach altogether, shbstituting a teacher-dominated
direct instructjon approath; In two c]assroqms, imp]emeqtatibn of HILS-
Il was hampered by a lack of appropriate materials. If had been assumed
that the sEhoo}s would supply indiv{dualized materials suitable for am- -~
plifying HILS-II; those were not available in the school. Iq general;
materials were limited to those providéd by 0.P.P.'s central office un-
til late fall. Those available were not on apprgpriatg_1évels. In all
But one classroom, there was an absence of clear direction: In general,
tegchers appéared to be getfiné results, bhut objectiv2s were‘difficulp
Eo defing; and the curricula followed in three‘classréoms were not HILS.
Jn.a11 classrooms, the district-optional mathéﬁ%@?cs curriculum was be-
ing’fol]qwed. | |

The Gates program blended into the curricular apéroacﬁ a1rea$y
in effgcp at Departmentaiized-7. This approach combined.thevHILS
orogram with Educational Dgy@*bpment Laboratories maéeria]s and S.R.A.
diagnostic materials. The lanmguage arts teachers adaptéH Gates currigu-
1a to include more reading aloud and more ro]e-rla&ing by studgnts. They

also introduced supplementary activities allowing active participation,

and more work related to students' daily lives, Audio-visual equipment .

&
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for self-paced programmed learning had an important place in the 13ng-
uage arts program. Newspapers were included in students' reading‘mater-
jals. In mathematics;‘tﬁe D.P.A. method was applied. [Gates funds were

used to buy equipment for math activities, including pocket calculators

e

for- individual use. Students attended one math laboratory per week .

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT -

A total of 236 students with complete test records were en-
rolled in Gates classes at the four case étudy‘sftes. This number re-
presents approximateTy one perEent of.all Gates-ef%gip]e spUdehts -- far
too limited a sampie to allow generé] statements abouf city-wide achieve-
ment., ‘ -
At bofh seventh-grade sites, 1es§ than a thirdmof Gates stu-
"dents met the promd@ioné] critefrion during the school yeér; outcomes at
the two schools were similar. The fourth-grade sites, on the other hand,
had widely divergent results. Half of the 14 students at Bi]ingua1-4
met the promotional standard; all byt two of the 14 students at Optional-
4 attained thé criterion.
We cannot hazarc conclusions about how or why these results
came about. Characteristics of the schools and of the students differed
markedly, as this summary’ has demonstrated.‘ Furthermore, students : -
started out at different pretest levels, a}feéting posttest findings.
However, we mayEnote that these findings correspond to an O:er-
all impression gained by the eva]ua;jon team: that sgveral facets of

program {mplementation proved more problematic in the junior high schools

thdn in the elementary schools.
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OVERALL IMPRESSIONS

Observations detailed in four case studies leave clearsimpres-
;sjons of the 1981-82 Gates program as it functioned in four schools. The
:BTﬂowigg points suggest directions for future evaluations, but do not
necessarily reflect the program's operation citywide.

: .
The Chancellor's Guidelines for Imp]ementatioﬁ\Were in effect,

with few exceptions. At all sités, participant identification, class
size, instructional treatmgnt: and administrative support conformed with
: the;e guidelines. Parental involvement was an exception: most teachers
reported some initiative butilimited successjin this area.
District-Tevel commitment to~fhe prcgram emerged as an impor-
tant variable at these sites; gufdance services, parental participation,
-and provision of supplemental materials, were related to this support.

Consistent encouragement from principals’and well informed supervisﬁbn

-

were also important factors,

Exemplary programs selected by the districts were followed or
adabtéd at three of the four sites. Staff were generally satisfiedfwith
the curricula. fThe\degree to which reﬁding and math programs were fol-
Towed depended on the leadersHip of the‘schob]'ﬁ administration, the
teacher's ;tyle of instruction, and the.availability of materials. "Class-
room organization and teaching styles varied markedly, but students at
all sites were paying af;ention to instruction, and eya]uatorg observed

that learning-type behavior was occurring., Non-Gates teachers inter-

. \
viewed by evaluators (including fifth)fand eighth-grade teachers) did ~
v A - - ,
/7 not feel that the program had appreciably affected their classes. Th )
‘ —
~
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‘be learning.

evaluation team gained the impression that the Gates program was adapted
¢

to the schoo]/pé’much or more than the schools adapted to the Gates program.

The 5rogram functioned more effectively in the elementary than
the inténmediate schools. While fourth-grade teachers were generally
positive about the program, its impact on their stuqents, and the.5up—
port they received, sevenfh—grade teachers Wére less enthusiasfic. Most
felt that identification and treatment of Gates students should take
place earlier. While some said they had benefited from the assignment,
others were frustrated aé the lack of support services, and thought that
being helqyover had discouraged their stqdents.f _ 3

The case studies point toward a number of areas which need fur;
ther attention: limited guidance §ervices and delays in assessment by
gchgo]—based_support teams; partial isolation of Gates students, espe- -
c{ally in the intermediate schools where scheduling problems keep some
Gates participants from schoolwide activities; and increased-test anxi-
ety and worries -about future prospects among somé seventh-grade Gates
students, |

The program's strengthg, as suggested by the .studies, include:

- strong social bonding -- a sense of ﬁu]]ing together -- aﬁong Gates stu-

dents; enhanced self-esteem stemming from individual attention'and spe-

'‘cial activities, especially among fourth graders; possibi]ities for small-

group and one-to-one instruction; and multi-level support available to
Gates teachers. In all the classrooms observed by the evaluation team,

teachers were offeriﬁg remedial instruction,.and students appeaqed"to

S
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

Since- 1980, the school system has made substantial progress in

articulating a policy which estab]ish?s performance standafds for its
students and requires its staffhto introduce instructional approaches
which Help students meet those standards. In 1981-82, this policy moved
from baper into the city's classrooms: a 1argé-sca1e, complex program,
which maintains currﬁcqﬂar and promotional standards, while allowing ﬁ%r
local input, has been implemented across the systen.

‘The policy e!tab]ished promotionaf\ﬁates at es fouf and
seven. Results of this eva]uqtion indicate gkaf the”§:;§>y was more 3f-
fective and-better received at.grade four than at grade seven.

The guidelines for program mplementation directed that‘each
student be assisted in "developing skills throdgh a well planned inten-
'sive'instructional program not limited by the constraints of time." To
cérryyout this commitment; students were offered the opportunity to ad-
Qance out of the program at three, points during the year. The poiicy
of retééti&g students in August, 1981 and January, 1982 was equitable.
Students pfomoted at all.three testing points made significantlgains
in achievement.

NData elaborated in this report indicate that the 70 percent
of Gates-e]igibleﬁgtudents who met the promotional critérion for th;ir
grade du?ing the school year were; in terms of basic skills, better'pre-

pared to handle work at .the next grade level than they would have been
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in.the absence of the Gates program,

For the 30 percent of Gates students who becarre -double hold-
overs, actually only five percent of all 1981 fourth and seventh graders,
one yearvwas not sufficient to close the pre-existing gap befween them
and clessmaies who gained promotion.. Th1s was surely d1sappo1nt1ng for'
the ch11drenﬁ$hemse1ves, their parents,'and for the Gates staff who worked
with them. .;owever the very low pretest scores of this group made it

difficult to measure accurately their actual gains in reading. While they
v .did not attain the same level of skill prbfic%ehcy as their peers, they
may well have made progress Jdn reading which test data do not ref]ect _In\
addition, the promotional p011cy has focused the attent1on of the system
on the needs of this group. The Gates Extension‘program.has heen deve]oped
for these students. Identification’of the speeifie difficulties which ham-'
per the educational growth of this group and determinatidn of ameliorating

<4 ’
treatment should be a high priority 1n 1982-83. Partifular attention should

be given to the causes and improvement of seventh graders* poor attendance’
\ ' . :
patterns. BN

Finally, th\\hromotional policy has required an unprecedented de-

\
gree of coord1nat1on between people who staff the school“system S central

offices and people in the field. They have begun to work togeéher more
closely to consider effective instructional-approaches, to ihtroduce more
specia]ized staff development, aqq to strengthen the basic skills o€ the
city‘s towest achieving students, :This conce}ted effort, and especially

the sharpened focus on low ach1evers spec1f1c ﬂ[}ds, prom1ses to have a

1ong term salutory efféct on the school system as a whole.

-
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T

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROGRAM . B , | “
The implementation of the Gates program required a higher de-

gree of interaction between the central offices of fhe school system and

the community school districts than had typically occurred in the past. -

%

s

Central offices exhihited vigorous leadership Qﬁile respéct{ng the infg- ﬁ‘
érity §nd capacity of the community school districts. The division of
responsibility between central and district offices was appropriate. #
There are indications, however,vthai districts varied considerably in
their support of the Gates program‘fn their §cHBoLs, that is, jn the . -
provision of materials }nd guidance services. In addition, Eﬁe divi;' »

sion Bf respénsibility for supervision between district offices and zg’ |
_schools was somewhat probEematic.' The data indicate that all districts

should clearly define the ‘locus of resbonsibi]%ty for'kn6w1edgeab1e day- -
fo-gay supervision if all Gateé‘teachers,aré to réceive adequate subé}- ' ; /‘C

(

visory support.

ADHERENCE TO GUIDELINES ' ‘ ' “ -

1

Overall, adherence to progﬁam guidelines characterized program

\implementation in 1981-82. The challenges of program organization were
9

met with relative speed and reasonable success for the first year of

[N

operation. Two areas of compliance presented problems: fewer highly

o

» expert teachers volunteered or were assigned to Gates classas than had *

been hoped; and parent involvement was not as extensive as had been in-
‘ L

I

tended. Parental involvement may be particularly important in improv-
' . . '
ing students' attendance and attitudes.
School, and district priorities ahd procedures also had more | ‘ s
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,impact on the Gates program Within the schools than the program had on
schools, teachers, andvschoo1 populatiens. This was most apparent in’
the intermediate and junior high schools, where_traqitional schedules
and assignments often tpok precedence over those recommended for Gates
claéses. Nenethe1ess, an increased focus throughout the school on de-

veloping basic skills was reported by participants.

STAFF ING

& Program gu1de11nes set high qualifications for Gates teachers.
In many,cases there was a gulf between actual staff ¢haracteristics and
the gu%de]ines"standards for experience in reading and mathematics for
low-achieving students. Teacher training was therefore extreme1y im-

portant. ,The willingness of most Gates teachers to attend training ses-

sions, and their-requests for additional training, testify to thelrtsn-

terest in sharpening skills'and to the quality of the training they re-

ceived. ‘ ' /~3u

As would be expected in a new, 1arge-sca1e.arogram, it took

time for teachers to deve]op confidence in their ability to carry out
their asslgnments effectively. We expect that the exper1ence gained by
these teachers in the program“s first year should have pesitive effects
an subsequent program outcones. v

‘

- ‘ > ?
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MATERIALS RELATING TO INSTRUCT¥ONAL PROGRAMS

EXEMPLARY READING PROGRAMS

- ) " A1l of the exemplary reading programs have been used.success-
fu]]y in New York City public schools, and as Title I remedial programs.
In addition, ECRI, HILS-II, and L.R.A. have been validated by the
. United States Department of Education.

Each program is based on a major, current learning theory.
Each specifies pupil behaviors for development and supportive teacher
behaviors. Verbal and behavioral pupil response is critical, as are
teacher expertise and enthusiasm.

Exemplary Center for Reading Instruction

. This tétal language arts éprricukum uses a multi-sensory ap-
proach, e11c1t1ng spec1f1c verbal responses through precise directions,
corrections,. and praise (prompts) to\max1m1ze .attention, retention, ac-

. . curacy, and comprehension. In word recognition 1essons, pupils hear
-~ .and see words (or word parts) and immediately say, spell, and write them.
In comprehension lessons, teachers orally model tasks which students
jmitate and practice. -As students internalize response modes, teachers
phase out -prompts. Building on systematic past learning réviews, pupils .
lTearn to apply strategies to new s1tuat1ons. Individual mastery tests
- assess pupil performance. .

Teachers are trained to four proficiency levels: initial, in-
troductory, intemmediate, and proficient. Proficiency is assessed,
through a comb1nat1on of curriculum complexity and teaching eff1c1ency

(speed)

High Intensitj'Learpﬁhg System

4

This 1nd1v1dua11zed diagnostic-prescriptive approach to .read-
ing instruction assumes that learning results from time spent on ‘fndi-
vidually appropriate activities. Teachers are instructional ‘managers °
who keep pupils focused on these activities. \

The HILS-1I-management system provides sequences of instruc-
-tional objectives and*related materials drawn from a wide range®of
published reading programs. Teachers 1dent1fy individual pupil needs
through diagnostic tests, ensure that pupils understand+prescribed ob-
.jectives; provide persona] support, abserve pupil progress through in-
dividual mastery tests, and move them through the system. Pup1ls re-
cord’ their own progress.




Teaching preparation focuses on learning management system de-
tails, reviewing instructional materials, and-hecoming efficient in
classroom management practices.

Learn1ng to Read Through the Arts

This program uses both a d1agnost1c prescr1pt1ve and an experi-

ential lanquage arts workshop approach to reading instruction. Pupils

« alternate between concrete (non-verbal) andvabstract (verbal) experi-
ences. In arts workshops, pupi]s listen to instruction, dévelop con-
cepts and vocabulary, engage in activities, verbalize about experiences,
read, and record observations about different activities. DNuring class-
room reading instruction, teachers present directed reading-skill les-
sons designed to meet needs identified in individiual diagnostic tests.
Field trips to _Mmuseums, resource centers, libraries, and cultural in-
stitutions are 1ntegra1 to the ‘curricutum,

Classroom and artist-teachers work in teams, g;aring lesson
plans and observing each others' lessons to coordinate instruction.
Reading skills lessons are based on arts workshops. The curriculum is
developed through classroont experiences; teacher training is individual-
ized and conducted on-site. o

P ] .

Structured Teaching in the Area of Reading

v - ¥ .
This curricqlum uses a psycholinguistic approach ‘to reading in-
struction, guiding pupils to use language cues efficiently for under-
standing. Growth in reading ability is considered a holistic process
r rather than the acquisition of isolated discrete skills. Teachers are
trained to distinguish between miscues made by proficient readers which
retain the meaning of a passage, and miscues made by inefficient readers
which do not make sense. oy
//J
STAR stresses difect téaching of semantic and syntactic strat-
S egies for making sense of written materials. Teachers receive exten- '
sive examples of strategy lessons as well as examples of listening com-
1 - .prehension lessons, language experience lessons for non-readers, and
- teacher-directed comprehension lessons. Although selected published
materials are particularly recommended for classroom use, teachers base
d1rected comprehens1on lessons an a wide range of materials.

. M
* }
. 3

, OPTIONAL-ﬁEADING PROGRAMS

N1ne districts 1mp1emented alternative reading curricula in
Gatés classes; all provide on-going pupil assessment. One program is
an adaptation of STAR; another is an adaptation of L.R.A. Two combine.
basal reader lessons with individual skills development in;a lab set-

» ‘ \'.
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ting. .One provides basal reader lessons in\conjunction with daily in-
struction on test-taking skills. Four are primarily diagnostic-prescrip-

tive programs. _ ‘ |
) 7/
4

LANGUAGE ARTS CURRICULUM FOR LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT~STUDENTS

Grade Advancement Through Enrichment Skills (GATES), developed
by +he Office of Bilingual Education, draws on bilingual- pupils’
strengths in their first .language to develop skills in English. RATES
teachers use the Language Assessment Management System to identify in-
dividual and class needs; and guide planning for instruction. The cur-
riculum emphasizes development of vocdbu]ary and language structures,
comprehension, and language skills' integration. While relying heavily
on teacher-directed activities, the approach also uses other organ1za-
tional forms to meet the varied needs of bilingual pupils.

EXEMPLARY MATHEMATICS.PROGRAMS'

‘Each of the two exemplary mathematics curr1cu1a NDiagnostic-
Prescripfive Arithmetic (D.P.A. ) and_Real Math (R.M.), teaches basic )
arithmetic skills. They differ fram ordinary "back-to-basics" curricula.

"by stressing development of mathematical thinking and providing activity-

based instruction. D.P.A. and R.M. share-several other features: diag-
nostic tests for periodic, individual student assessment; a system for
recording student progress; and emphasis on games and other activities
which reinforce newly- acqu1red skilis. o ~
.

The format of R. M. resembles traditiona]‘proqrams moTe closely ~
than does D.P.A.% R.M. proyides a teacher' s guide and student textbooks.
ND.P.A., on the other hand, can be used with any text selected by the’
schooi. R.M. provides a wide range of materials to supplement instruc-
tion; ND.P.A. provides some of these materials as well as instructions
for designing and developing a variety of teacher-generated materjals..

-

OPTIONAL MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Ten districts implemented optional mathematics programs (in-
c]ud1ng one exclusively for seventh-grade classes). All include criter-
ion-referenced periodic assessment tests. Each program provides concrete
activities which stress problem-solving skills and arithmetic concept
development. .

» S,
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Adoption of Reading and Mathematics "Prpgr‘ams by Grade by District 2

.
A v
Sl

TABLE A-1

L

3

1 - ! Optional . Optional
i, ECRI | HILS-N L.R.A. STAR Reading D.P.A. R.M. Math
District | 4th  7th 1 4th  7th | 4th 7th . 4th 7th | 4th 7th | 4th 7th | 4th 7th | 4th Tth
1 Jr ; X X X X X X .
2 ? ﬁ‘ X x| Lxox X X X X
) 3 | X b ox X X X X
4 ﬁ ) ] x x X X
5 ; X | [ . X X
- 6 *ﬁ T x XX Dx o« X X X
7 X T | T | X X
8 X ‘ T X X X X
' 9 x i k X L x X X X X X /
o K N
11 C L X X X X
)12 - BE Lo X X X
13 x x X X X ‘
14 ’ Lx x| ox X X X
15 i X X X X
L E— +——
16 : x| | X X X
17 CoX X X X X X
18 X X . X X X
‘19 X X } X X
+
29 X' X X X ' X X X X X
i R .21 X ! , , X X
' 22 X X | X X !
23 X X X X
- 24 X X X | X x
25 . X X X X i X X X
26 x X X X
. 27 X X X X
28 X X X X X X X X
29 X X ] X X
* 30 X X X X X ' X . X X
31 X X L S
32 X X . X X
aas reported by the commuhity school districts on the District Promoticnal i’qlicy Form, September 18, 1981 »
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) " . TABLE B-1

Roadlng/Achlovomont by Gates-tligible Students with Matched
August, 1981 and April, 1982 (but not April, 1981) CAT, Scores

August, 1981 ] April, 1982 Ditference
Mean scale Mean grade Mean scale . Mean grade Mean scale
Grade N score  (S.D.) equivalent score (S.D.) eguivalent score t)
Four 4\70 . . 363.5 (3?.9) 2.8 4i3.7 (35.5) 4.0 50.2 23.7
Seven - 504 442.0 (55.1) 47 487.7 (40.8) 6.3 45.7 16.1

NOTE. Forthese analyses, p < .001. Observed mean scale scores, which tor sub-groups cannot be adjusted for the regression effect, overestimate
actual gains. ' ,

—
. q ‘ ~ TABLE B-2
! D.R.P. Raw Score Gains by Gates Students in
Districts 8, 16, and 24 ‘ r
Aprll, 1981 _Apri, 1982 Ditfersnce
. Meanraw = Meanraw Mean raw
Grade N score (S.D.) - score (S.D.) score (S.D.) 1) (n
Four « 320 23.4 (7.9) 32.4 (8.8) 9.0 (9.4) (17.1) (.36)
Seven 525 31.1 (9.2) 39.9 (9.9) 8.8 (8.4) (23.9) (.61)

NOTE. These analyses include only students with April, 1981 and April, 1982 CAT and 0.R.P. scores. They do not includeyépaclal education students
or thosg with only an instructional or raw 1981 D.R.P. score. For these analyses, p <.001.




TABLE B-3

Comparison of D.R.P. Raw Score Gains by Gam Students Who
Did or Did Not Meet Criterla by April, 1982

Observes 1982 . Adjusted1982
raw score raw score

Mean (8.D.) © Mean? " (F)

Fourth-grade students

Attained criterion 268 T340 (8.2) 33.7 (37.4) R
Did not attain criterion 52 24 1 (6.9) 25.9 ‘
Seventh-grade students , ' \
Attained criterion X 326 . 444 (7.7) 429  (121.7)
Did not attain criterion 199 E 32.5 (8.5) 35.0
4These adjusted means were determlned from separate ANCOVA's by grade which used 1981 D.R.P. raw scores as the covariate. ']
For these analyses, p <.001. ”
TABLE B-4

Comparlson of D.R.P. Instructional Score Gains by Gates Students Who
Did .or Did Not Meet Criteria by April, 1982

Observed 1982 Adjusted 1982 .
. instructional score instructional score
N Maan® (8.D.) Mean® F)

Founh-g}adl students

Attained criterion 268 399 - (79) 39.5 (52.5)

Did not attain criterion _ 52 . - 28.8- (6.5) 30.7

* Seventh-grade students ‘ N ' : .
Attained criterion . ' 326 - 54.6 (6.0) . 53.8 (148.8)
vid net attain eriterion ’ 199 45.6 (6.5) ° 47.0

These adjusted means were determined from separate ANCOVA s by grade whnch used 1981 D.R.P. mstructlonal scores as the covariate.
For thesé analyses, p <.001.

K
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TABLE B-5

" Gates Fourth Graders’ Reading Achievement by District
A ~ April, 1981 April, 1982 ‘ Ditference * .

District N Mean = S.D. ' Mean S.D. . Mean S.D.~

1 179. 374.7 200 415.9 +31.6 41.2 31.1

2 121 376.5 19.4 437 1 29 1 - 60.6 29.4

) 3 151 370.2 22.8 426.2 29.2 56.0 31.3
' 4 J .. 94 a76.7 ' 19.3 423.3% 38.1 46.5 36.9

5 ~/,f 175 - ° 368.6 26.5 420.8 316 - © 522 . 345

6 353, " 369.4 24.5 4178 - 339 ¢ 484 33.3,

7 302 371.9 21.4 _ 419.8 339 479 36.3

8 248 - - 376.0 19.5 420.4 31.2 . 444 - 327
.9 " 480 371.3 22.2 . 409.2 3 37.9 34 5
10 526 370.7 . 232 417.8 314 47 1 35.2
11 161 3750 222 427.9 " 33.8 52.9 33.7
12 1233 373.6 225 418.5 36.1 44.9 38.3
13 207 ' — 3753 18.9 416.2 321 40.9 33.4
14 222 3748 20.0 416.5 324 417 31.6
15 256 .378.4 18.4 432.7 32.0 54.3 33.5
16 196 371.4 23.0 423.5 35.3 52.1 . 39.9
17 271 3748 21.3 417.9 - 33.3 431 - 357
18 92 373.8 245 432.5 26.4 . 587 28.0
.19 489 - 3715 22.4 4219 325 50.4 35.4
20 115 371.9 - 25.3 4306  ° 39.0 58.7 38.4
21 , 148 373.6 23.7 426.8 293 53.2 34.4
22 149 373.9 221 430.9 . 29.2 57.0 31.1
23 201 374.7 20.0 419.7 29.3 . 45.0 31.6
24 134 374.2 23.5 430.2 320 56.0 32.3
25 .43 3769\ 212 , 438.2 24.9 61.3 29.4
26 18 380.6 2 439.2 19.6 58.6 26.7
27 311 373.7 22.7 4261 31.2 - 524 323
28 189 376.7 18.4 431.2 28.9 54.5 31.0 /
29 180 374.3 19.3 439.6 27.7 65.3 31.2
30 165 373.6 23.5 4289 - 30.1 55.3 310 -~
31 106 378.7 21.2 433.9 31.5 . 552 ° 31.9
32 251 372.2 220 426.3 ¢ 319 " 541 34.4

N 3For all gains, p <.001 (correlated t-test). } h T
Pre
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TABLE B-6

. ’ Gates Seventh Graders’ Reading Achievement by District
April, 1981. - April, 1982 . Difference
District N Mean S.D. : Mean S.D. Mean S.D.. ;
1 214 454.2 257 493.9 429 <397 419 '
2 84 458.1 -~ 25.8 ' 498.4 38.2 ‘ 40.3. = 47
3 184 4405 ,  38.8 ¢ 494.2 39.3 : 53.7 472
4 143 % 4498 29.4 491.0- 40.3 41.2 42.0
% 216 \453‘2 28.8 494.7 41.0 41.5 39.1
, 6 246 4446.5 32.6 492.5 317 - 45.0 36.8 o~
7 340 4488 31.3 492 1 35.2 © 433 40.8
8 470 451.6 28.8 490.4 38.1 - 38.8 37.7
9 481 - 448.7 28.8 489.0 45.4 403 . 448 -
10 585 449.0 28.9 490.7 39.1 ' 41.7 40.3
1 254 4476 , 342 497.3 ' 36.8 49.7 42.4
12 260 449.2 30.1 4855 -~ 454 36.3 46.0 i
13 301 446.9 36.6 484.0 38.4 371 411 i
14 389 . 449.6 29.5 482.9 37.6 33.3 37.0
15 189 ) 452 1 27.4 485.1 35.5 33.0 36.7
16 * 188 450.0 32.7 477.8 37.0 27.8 38.9
17 529 449.0 30.6 488.3 36.0 39.3 35.6
18 . 185 . 4551 26.0 496.1 37.5 41.0 38.5
19 481 - 451.2 29.3- 489.6 42.4 38.4 43.2
20 . 264 . 453.2 27.2 ~4994 41.2 46.2 41.0
o2 187 : 458.1 22.5 493. 42.9 35.6 39.4
22 151 456.6 26.0 504.5 38.0 47.9 37.9
23 339 ' 448.4 31.7 495.2 46.6 . 468 . 462
24 . 239 4475 33.4 495.3 43.2 47.8 42.5 .
25 A 459.4 271 . 513.4 34.3 54.0 35.4 .
26 3 456.3 29.7 519.6 35.3 63.3  46.8
27 298 , 449.2 30.4 497.3 38.2 ‘ 48.1 37.9
28 158 454.7 242 494.9 40.4 40.2 42.0 ,
gg . 259 455.0 26.6 . 496.5 35.1 415 " 369 ,
.30 151 453.3 28.0 499.0 43.1 45.7 ~41.1
31 -252 '456.6 24.5 505.7 . 36.7 49.1 39.5
32 . 289 ‘ 449.8 28.0 © 4879 37.6 38.1 40.9

LY

Akor all gains, p <.001 (correlated 1-test).
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ATTENDANCE SURVEY AND CORRELATION
‘BETWEEN ATTENDANCE AND ACHIEVEMENT

PROCEDURES FOR SELECTION OF ATTENDK%CE SAMPLE. -

. classes was requested from a total of "

A sample of elementary and .junior high schools from the five
boroughs was surveyed; the sample incYuded the same percentage of elemen-
tary and junior high schools from each borough as exists city-wide, In
addition, the register size of the school (large vs. small) and the per-
centage of low income students (Title I school 'vs. non-Title I school)
were taken into account in selecting the sample. The sample was designed
to include equally large and small schools, and. Title I and non-Title I
schools. DNata collected confirm that differences exist in attendange
rates among these four types of schools. (See Table C-2.) Information
on. the past two years of attendance of Gates-eligible students in Gates

303 elementary schools and 55
Junior’ high schools; data were received from 89 elementary schools and
53 junior high schools. :

CORRELATION BETWEEN ATTENDANCE AND ACHIEVEMENT

To determine whether a relationship existed hetween attendance
and reading achievement for Gates students tested on the CAT in April,
1982, percent of days in attendance and April, 1982 CAT scores were cor-
related,, controlling for the effect of pretest score. Separate corre-:
lations were performed for Gates students in diffefent gradeS and
matched pretest groups. The correlation between percent attendance and
CAT scores were low: for fourth-grade students with April, 1981 pretest -
scores the correlation was 0.16 (N ='4,455, p < ,001); the correlatign
for fourth-grade students with August, 1981 pretest scores was 0.09
(N = 374, pg§ .05). The'correlation for seventh-grade students with an
April pretest score was 0.17 (N = 5,133, p < .001); for seventh-grade
students with an August, 1981 pretest score (N = 370), the correlation
was nonsignificant. . R
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s e - : TABLE C-1 :
' Reading Achievement of Full-Year Holdovers, by Attendance Category :
< . ' n Y ‘ \ ® '..-}f
April, 1981 April, 1982 - Differance R
i o <
Attendance Mean scale Grade  Mean scale Grade Scale
Grade category N? score .(8.D.) equivaient score (5.D.) equivalent score
Four 95-100% 1,596 369.8  (22.9) 2.9 "418.7. . (28.5) 4.0 48.9
90- 94 1,060 370.3 (21.9) 29 4153 (30.6) 4.0 45.0
85- 89 741 . 3703 {22.3) 2.9 412.1 (30.2) 39 41.8
80- 84 358 370.0 (23.4) 29 ~409.0  (32.7) 39 - 39.0
75- 79 217 . 368.9 (22.0) 2.9 409.7  (32.6) 3.9 40.8
74 & below 644 369.7 (24.8) 2.9 406.6 (34.1) 3.8 36.9
Seven  95-100% 1,017 . 4446 (31.8) 4.8 483.4 - (35.5) 6.1 38.8 .
90- 94 861 4457  (29.3) 4.8 4805  (36.0) 6.0 34.8
85- 89 775 443.8 {30.7) 4.7 479.7 (348 .60 359
80- 84 542 4429 = (31.4) 47 4759  (35.8) 58 33.0
75- 79 402 442.2 (33.8) 4.7§ 4351 {36.6) 5.8 32.9
74 & below 1,620 443.0 (329) - 47 4712 (38.0) 5.6 28.2

a rull-year holdovers, with April, 1981 and April, 1982 CAT scores and for whom aneﬁdance information is available.

TABLE C-2

Attendance Survey: 1981-82 Attendance by Students
in Different Types of Schools : - .
Titie | Schools ' . Non-Titie | Schools
No. of students Attendance rate No. ‘of students Attendance rate '

Grade four

Large schools 589 89.3% 251 91.8%

"Small schools ' 341 . 89.0 138 92.3 e

. A1

Grade seven .
. Large schools ' / 707 76.7 481 799

Small schools Y 92 72.8 151 781
Total 2,329 80.5% 1,021 84.2%

NOTE. The average registers of New York City’s public elementary schools (686 students) and intermedjate schools (1,056 students) were used t0
classily schools as large or small. Schools with registers greater than the average were classified as large.
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STATISTICAL ADJUSTMENT OF PRETEST SCORES
TO ACCOUNT FOR REGRESSION TO THE MEAN

The equat1on used to adJust pretest scores to account for the
regression effect is taken from:.A.0.H. Roberts, "Regression Toward the
Mean and the Regression Effect Bias" in New Directions for Testing and
Measurement, Number 8, 1980, (San Francisco, -dJossey-Bass), pages 85 82.
The equation_is: . o L

. - &2
Xcs £ Xs + =5 R
TR0y (-

Where, given the April, 1981 administration of the Cal1fornia Ach1eve-
menit Test (Reading), Form D: . -

Grade 4 Grade 7
4
corrected pre-test (scale sd%re mean (*) (*)
of program participants : '

|
>

Xs = pre -test (scale score) mean of progran/// .
4 par\]c]pahts.0000000000000040oooooo.o./. 37303 450.6

citywide (Scale score) mean on

pf‘et St**(oooo.ooooooooo:\ooo.ooooo.oooo ¢ 441.2 520.7

o

>
w
]

. "6 = standard deviation of pre-test scale ;

Scores nationa]]y....................... 60.8 75.9

s = standard deviation of pre-test scale
Scores c]tyw]dEO....................l... 53.6 66.0
g o= coeffici of re]iab111ty...,......,... 0.86 0.86

3

*These values are computed on the following page.

**These mean scores include 317 students tested. Th6§ differ slightly
from those reported ‘in the 1981 edition of "New York City Public Schools
Pupil Reading Achievement," which excludes special education students
and the results of make-up tests.




Using the formula and values from the previous page, the com-
putation of regression adjustment (*) for Gates students tested in
April, 1981 and April, 1982 is: - -

. LN
.o

y ,
Grade Four

.86

where Xs = 373.3; Xg = 441.2; 6 = 60.8; s = 53.6; and, Q

_ , 012 .
Xcs = 373.3 + (EQ;Q)Z (1-.86) (441,2 - 373.3)
~ (53.6)

Xcs = 385.5

“wherd Ys = 450.6; Xg = 520.7; 6 = 75.9; s = 66.0; and, Q.

€

Grade Seven

.86 .

_ 2 /
Yes = 450.6 + 12:9) (1..86) (520.7 - 450.6)
- (66.0) ,
~ Xcs = 463.6
19
|
s
g - ~
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. k]
DISCUSSION OF COMPARISON GROUP STUDY,

A challenge in evaluation is to offer evaluative Jjudgments
about the meaning of achievement in the absence of an obvious point of
reference. A group of students has taken part in a remedial program,
and has made certain gains. But how would the group have. fared without
the - program7 Informed speculation requires a comparative study.

We have located a group of students which in many ways resem-
bles the Gates population, but which did not receive Gates services. '
To do this, we dxamineqd test records of New York City fourth and seventh
graders in 1980-81 (thSTyear before Gates), and selected those students
whose CAT pretest.scores were comparable to those of Gates participants.
This. procedure'allows us to evaluate the program's impact, but it pre-
sents some methodo]og1ca1 problems.

. First, while predating the Gates program, the comparison-group
may still be cons1der°d a treatment group of some kind. Like, the .Gates
group, it consists of the lowest scoring segment (approx1mate1y 20 per-
cent) of students at their grade .level. We have no systematic informa-
tion, about the kinds of instruction (including remedial work) these stu-
denﬁs were receiving. It is difficult to establish whether the instruc-
tion given to this group matches that which our Gates populat1on would v
have received in the absence of the program.

: Secondly, there is some pverlap of the groups being compared,
Some Gates fourth or seventh graders (1981-82) were members of the
~ fourth- or seventh-grade classes (1980-81) selected for the comgarative
' study. This overlap presents measurement and interpretation.problem
’ o but it is not extens1ve enough to invalidate our study. //)y
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TESTING SCHEDULE

v

Date

Test

Studew@s Tested

April, 1981:

Auéust,'1981:

January, 1982:

" April, 1982:

April, 1982:

California Ahhjevement
Test-Reading (CAT), Levels

. lzkand 17, Form D

New York City Mathematics
Test ,(N.Y.C.M.T.), Levels
Red and Blue, Form A

Criterion Referenced
English Syntax Test
(CREST)

Degrees of Readini,Power

(D.R.P.)

CAT, Levels 14 and 17,
Form C; CREST

CAT, Levels 14 and 17,
Form D; CREST

CAT, Levels 14 and 17,
Form C

CAT, Levels 15 and 18,
Form C

N.Y.C.M.T., Levels Red,
Green, and Bjue, Form B

A1l fyurth--and seventh-
- grade students, except.
CREST-eligibles

A1l fourth- and seventh-
grade students

A1l LEP students in
grades four and seven who
had been in an English
language school system
for less than four years

A1l students in districts
8, 16, and 24

A1l Gates students who
chose to be tested

A1l Gates students in
the fourth and seventh
grades

A1l Gates students in the
fourth and seventh grades

Fifth- and eighth-grade
" students

Fourth-, fifth-,
seventh-, and eighth-
graZe students

CREST T " CREST-eligible holdovers
D.R.P. ' A11/ students in grades
four and seven
~142- O -
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