
DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 319 009 CS 010 062

TITLE Chapter 1 Reading Skills Center Program 1988-89.
Evaluation Section Report.

INSTITUTION New York City Board of Education, Brooklyn, MY.
Office of Research, Evaluation, and Assessment.

PUB DATE Mar 90
NOTE 48p.
PUB TYPE Reports - Evaluative /Feasibility (142)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO2 Plus Postag
DESCRIPTORS Elementary Education; ePrivate Schools; *Reading

Improvement; *Reading Programs; Reading Research;
*Reading Skills; Reading Strategies; *Remedial
Reading; Supplementary ucation; Teaching Methods

IDENTIFIERS California Achievement Tests; *Education
Consolidation Improvement Act Chapter 1; *New York
(New York)

ST ACT
A study evaluated the Chapter 1 Reading Skills Center

program which provided supplementary, individualized instruction in
reading and writing to 176 eligible students in grades four through
eight from four nonpublic schools in New York City. Major goals were
to enable students to develop competency in reading and to integrate
reading skills into all subject areas in the classroom. Face-to-face
services were offered to 144 students, while 32 students received a
combination of face-to-face and computer-assieted instruction (CAI) .

The program was evaluated through site visits, review of data from
program documents, interviews with program teachers, and analyses of
mean gaine in standardized test scores. Results indicated that
overall mean gains for students receiving face-to-face instruction
were statistically significant, meeting the program's criterion for
success. The overall mean gains for students receivins face-to-faea
instruction in combination with CAI were statistically significant
for the reading comprehension and language mechanics subtests, also
meeting the program's criterion for success. The overall gain on the
language expression subtest was not statistically signa:f.cant and did
not meet the criterion for success. Chapter 1 teachers utilized a
rich repertoire of teaching strategies derived from staff
development, and a parental involvement program sponsored workshops
for parents and kept them informed of their children's progress.
(Eight tables of data are included, and one appendix includes a brief
description of Chapter 1 Nonpublic School Reimbursable Services,
1988-89.) (MG)

ItItn*ItsrlimsftritsenettnesIstierhssnucrossusitngetoravinacl**nl)clxosli,/acoslouszasiv.11

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best ttat can be made it

from the original document. e

trvitio******eft*rsillzit****s********Itt*****e****n***QiillevitstiesitPttom*fzP*****t***



I IN I III II

CHAPTER 1
READING SKILLS CENTER PROGRAM.

1968-89

'PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY UAL DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OfFice al eduzattanot Rematch and inemitimiatit

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFOFNAATION
CENTER (ERIC!

C Ihrs document toe teen reproduced as
received ?corn the person or emarrestion
a:westing it

o Mift01 Ow:gm have been ntada to improve

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RE SOURMS
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."



EVALUATION SECTION
John Schoener, Chief Administrator

March 1990

EVALUATION SECTION REPORT

CHAPTER 1
READ11': SKILLS CENTER PROGRAM

1988-89

Prepared by
Tne Instructional Support Evaluation Unit

Frank Guerrero, Unit Manager
Joy Stevens, EvaluatiJn Specialist

Judith Ghinger, Evaluation Consultant

New York City Punic Schools
Office of Research, Evaluation, and Assessment

Robert Tobi Director



NEW YORK CITY BOARD OF EDUCATION

Robert F. Wagner, Jr.
President

Irene H. irnpeilizzeri
Vice President

Gwendolyn C. Baker
Amalia V. Betonzos
Stephen R. Fronse
James F. Regan

Edward L Sadowsky
Merl ibers

Joseph A Fernandez
Choncel!cr

I? is She POliCv 04 the Ne* dark ON Board oq EcvcctIon riot to csenrrwrive on me boss of face. Cot, cf sea fehgvbfl hattfriat brig -.
ape hdria"ZOODIrtg Candrffors. rhcrfeb' trofus, se=ver °glen/tottaw yr see erg ols octiootiorial programs 0m-ft' onz emoto,,re..-
pOricses es '0c:oleo by low Any petsbh who beheyes t cd she lids teen Et-StIrreriClled Owns? shabuta contact tsfs of he' U' V.'
ECIJO! 0000Pturirie COCeClr-C9C' irChirleS legCratrscl CCrricbanc el wilts ODPODMIS thy" May also be affected 10 Mercedes A
Nesfieit Offecta. Office of Ecr.ify Obberturity LivinQsl Ors Sheol. Poem 601. fribbktyn. New Yon 11201 at to the Mom. Office
for Gvl inn VOW States DebOrment d Eckicanart 26 Fecielot Rom Room 13-130. New Yorir. New Yak 1©27&

1/1/90



orFzu OF CHIEF EXECUTIVE YOR OPE TI NS
UREAU OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOL REIMBURSABLE SERVICES

CHAPTER 1 READING SKILLS CENTER PROGRAM
1988-89

Joseph J. Saccente
Chief Executive for Operations
Office of the Chancellor

5

Margaret O. Weiss
Director
Bureau of Nonpublic School
Reimbursable Services

Roberta Spiegelman
Coordinator
Reading Skills Center



CHAPTER 1 NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS READING SKILLS CENTER PROGRAM

EVALUATION SUMMARY, 1988-89

agacalip'
The Chapter 1 Reading Skills Center program provided

supplementary, individualized instruction in re ding w nd writing
to 176 eligible students in grades four through eight from four
nonpublic schools in New York City. Its major goals were to
enable students to develop competency in reading and to integrate
reading skills into all subject areas in the classroom. Face-to-
face services were offered to 144 students, while 32 students
received a combination of face-to-face and computer-assisted
instruction.

In 1988-89, Chapter 1 funding for the program was $552,9C3.
The staff included one coordinator and eight teachers.
Participating students were bused or escorted to program sites
for three to five sessions each week lasting from 30 to 60
minutes. Each teacher worked with small groups c.f four to five
students.

DIELE_MENTATION

To determine whether the program was implemented as
proposed, OREA evaluators reviewed data from program documents,
site visits, interviews with program teachers, and analyses of
mean gains in standardized test scores. The program objective
was that students would make statistically significant normal
curve equivalent (N.C.E.) gains from pretest to posttest on the
Reading Comprehension, Language Expression, and Language
Mechanics subtests of the California Achievement Test (CAT).

FINDINGS

Face-to-Face nstruction. The overall mean gains on all
subtests for students receiving face-to-face instruction were
statistically significant, meeting the program's criterion for
success. In addition, overall gains increased from the prewfious
year's gains on the Reading Comprehension subtest.

Combination Services. The overall mean gains for students
receiving face-to-face instruction in combination with C.A.I.
were statistically significant for the Reading Comprehension and
Language Mechanics subtests, meeting the program's criterion for
success. The overall gain on the Language Expression subtest was
not statistically significant and did not meet the program's
criterion for success.

ExparAm Activities. The Chapter 1 teachers utilized a rich
repertoire of teaching strategies derived from staff development.
In addition, a Parental Involvement program sponsored workshops



for parents and kept them informed of their children's progress.
About five parents attended each workshop.

BEMMIXEPAIDELE

sed on the evaluation f3ndings and other information
presented in this report, UN, .!ollowinr recommendations are made :

The smallest ,ueaAn gains for face-to-face only students en
11 subtests were ade by grades four, six, and eight, on

the Language Mechanics subtest. An exploration of the
reasons why this subtes'- showed smaller gains from pretest
to posttest than the others might suggest areas for emphasis
in next year's curriculum.

Curriculum and instructional techniques imple ented in areas
showing the strongest positive results for face-to-face only
students such as grade seven on the Language Mechanics and
Language Expression subtests, and grades five and six on the
Reading Comprehension subtest, should be reinforced.

Since the overall mean gain for combination services
students on the Language Expression subtest was not
statistically significant and, therefore, did not meet the
program's criterion for success, the software curriculum
that relates to the areas covered by this subtest should be
reviewed to see how it might be improved.

ii
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INTRODUCTION

PRQGRWYITRPQ S g

The Chapter 1 Reading Skills Center program provides

supp/ementary, individualized instruction in reading and writing

to eligible students in grades four through eight attending

nonpublic schools in New York City. The goal of the program is to

enable students to develop competency in reading so that they can

integrate reading skills into all subject areas, and integrate

reading with other communication skills, especially writing and

thinking skills. In addition, the program is designed to help

students develop a positive self -image through a series of

successful experiences in tIle Reading Skills Center program and

in the nonpublic school classroom.

ELIGIBILITY

Students were eligible for Chapter i services if they lived

in a targeted attendance area and scored at or below a specific

cutoff point on state-mandated tests or standardized reading

tests. The majority of the schools use either the Scott Foresman

Test or the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. The cut-off

point for program eligibility ranged from three months below

grade level for students in the first grade to two or more years

below grade level for students in high school.

aquinagERYID

In 1988-89, the Reading Skills Center prose are served 176

students in grades four through eight. The largest number of

11



students participating in the program, Z7 percent, were in the

seventh grade (see Table 1). Tha

percent, were in the eighth grade.

WmraEattigARtelAARthe PrilOAM

Table 1 also shows the length of time students have been

participating in the program. Close to three-fifths of the

students (58 percent) participated in the program for the first

time in 198 89. Twenty-two percent of the students were in

their second year of the program, and 20 percent had been in the

program three or more years.

STUpENT PARTICIPATION IN ANTHER CD-1(MMEXROGRAMS

Many students participated in other Chapter 1 nonpublic

school programs. Students who appeared to have social and/or

emotional problems that might interfere with their learning were

referred to the Clinical and Guidance program for diagnostic and

counseling services.' Sixty-three percent of the Reading Skills

Center students were referred to the Clinical and Guidance

program. Students also participated in the Corrective

Mathematics program when there was a demonstrated need. Ninety-

one percent of the Reading Skills Center students participated in

the Corrective Mathematics program.

DELIVERY OF CHAPTER 1 SERVICES: LEGAL PARAMETERS

On July 1, 1985, the Supreme Court held that local

educational ag ncies' most common method of serving Chapter 1-

llest number of rUldents, 14

See Appendix A for a brief d scription oi! Chapter 1
Nonpublic School Reimbursable Services; 1988-89.

2
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TABLE

Student Participation in the Reading Skills Center Program,
by Grade and rears in Program, 1988-89

Gradeb
3 or ioe

31EIMINrimMsin

28 16 27 36.4 1 3.6

5 41 23 24 58.5 15 36.6 2 4.9

35 20 22 62.9 9 25.7 4 11.4

7 47 27 23 48.9 7 14.9 17 36.2

24 14 5 20.8 7 29.2 12 50.0

Total 175 100 101 55.0 39 22.2 35 19.9

Thirty -two of these students received computer-assisted
instruction and the rest received face-to-face instruction.

bone student had missing data on grade level, making a total of 176
students.

More than half (58 percent) of the students were
participating in the program for the first time.

Almost a fourth (22 percent) of the students were in the
second year of the program.

. A fifth ( 0 percent) of the students were in the program
three or more years.

3
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eligible children--instruction by public school teachers on the

premises of nonpublic schools--was unconstitutonal. As a result,

alternative methods for providing Chapter 1 services were

devised. Eligible students attending nonpublic schools now

receive Ch «tpter 1 services at mobile instructional units

(M.I.U.$), public school sites, leased neutral sites,

nondenominational schools, and, via computer-assisted instruction

(C.A.I.) in designated computer labs in nonpublic schools.

In order to comply with the Supreme Court ruling, Chapter 1

teachers are not present in the computer labs. Instead, they

track student progress through the curriculum and assist the

instructional process via modems from a Board of Education

administrative center. Trained noninstructional technicians are

present in the computer labs with students to operate and

maintain the equipment and also to ensure order and safety.

In order to further comply with the ruling, the hardware and

software utilized for Chapter 1 students must be non-divertable;

that is, it cannot be utilized in the nonpublic schools for

anything but the instruction of Chapter 1 students. Therefore,

the hardware/software configurations were eut together with this

in mind.

Public school sites are designated classrooms in public
schools; leased neutral sites are classrooms in public buildings
such as community centers; mobile instructional units are obile
classrooms generally parked outsid- the school being served.

4
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ElagWILMIEEYMT

The following objective was to be achieved as a result of

the implementation of the 1938-89 Reading Skills Center program:

Students would make statistically significant N.C.E.. gains
from pretest to posttest on the Reading Comprehension,
Language Expression, and Language Mechanics suvtests of the
California Achievement Test (CAT).

mgRammalgA21DE

The purpose of the 1988-89 evaluation by the Office of

Research, Evaluation, and Assessment /Instructional Support

Evaluation Unit (OREA/I.S.E.U.) was to describe the

implementation of the Reading Skills Center program and assess

its impact on student achievement in language skills. The

following methods were used to conduct this evaluation:

Review of program documents and interviews with program
staff to describe the program organization and funding; the
curriculum, and staff development activities;

Review of data retrieval forms that report information about
grade placement, number of years in the program, frequency
of contact time, and referrals to the Clinical and Guidance
program;

Analyses of students' scores on standardizee reading tests
administered in the fall and spring of the school year; and

Classroom site observations, interviews with teachers, and
staff development workshop observations.

N.C.E. scores are similar to percentile ranks but, unlike
percentile rank', are based on an equal interval scale. Scores
are based on a scale ranging from 1 to 99 with a mean of 50 and a
standard deviation of approximately 21. Because N.C.E. scores
are equally sp ced apart, arithmetic and statistical calculations
such as averages are meaningful; in addition, comparisons of
N.C.E. scores may be made across different achievement tests.

5
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The purpose of this report is to describe the 1988-89

Chapter 1 Reading Skills Center program and assess the

effectiveness of its implementation. The first chapter introduces

the pr ram descriesdescri =yes the students served and the evaluation

ethodology. Chapter II provides an overview of the program's

organization and funding, including the curriculum, instructional

approach, and other program activities. In Chapter III, program

implement tion, including information from observations of staff

development workshops and classrooms, is described. Chapter IV

reports on student attendance and cadem.,c achievement findings.

Chapter V offers conclusions and recommend tions. The appendix

presents brief descriptions of Chapter 1 Nonpublic School

Reimbursable 1988-89 programs.

6
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II. PR G DESCRIPTION

F82g.FAILEIEUNCFMP-2801_LATMNZ

During 1988-89 the Reading Skills renter progr m was funded

at $552,903. The staff included the program coordinator and eight

teachers. Using a pull-out approach® the program provided

instruction for 176 students from four none lic chools.

ESEL--Tcr

Students from three nonpublic schools received supplemental,

face-to-face reading skills instruction t two M.I.U.s and one

neutral site. Each teacher worked with an average of four to five

students in sessions lasting from 30 to 60 minutes. Students

were scheduled for three to five sessions each week, with most

FWdents attending five sessions a week.

canKiclagn

The Reading Skills Center program curriculum combines

reading skills with metacognitive, or thinking strategies.

Reading skills are reinforced through the use of the writing

process.

Reading skills. Three reading skills areas form the core of

the program's curriculum at all levels of instTsction. They are

the tsilowing:

phonic skills. Students learn to identify and understand
words by recognizing and combining letters and sounds. For
instance, the student learns to identify the short "a" sound
in the word "bat."

Structuralalialmisskills. Students learn what tale

7
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components of words mean and how they work. Examples of
these components are: prefixes such as "pre," suffixes such
as, wing" and "er" and singular and plural forms.

ComprehgnalAIIalLULAIMLStnAltSit52. Students learn how to
use these skills and strategies to help them understand what
they read. Examples are: predicting, inferencing, noticing
details, and classifying.

ggtAgganitilskia_rsls.. The curriculum helps students to

become competent in the application of metacognitive strategies,

or thinking skills, to the reading process. Students are taught

to become aware of their thinking processes, so that they can

identify the causes of comprehension breakdown and solve their

reading problems independently.

Writing_ kills. Remedial activities in the writing component

are used to motivate and reinforce reading skills. They include

Lhe writing of book reports and story summaries, as well as other

exercises growing out of students' reading.

nstruct.oar19stig=trescriptive
The Reading Skills Center program uses a diagnostic-

prescriptive approach to provide individualized instruction to

students. StudenL= are tested formally and informally throughout

the school year to:

1) assess individual strengths and weaknesses in reading
skills in order to develop instructional objectives for each
student; and

2) determine when students have uastered skill areas and are
ready to move on to the next level of study.

nterials

A variety of materials designed to meet the needs,

interests, and abilities of students are used, including

8
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workbooks, reading kits, trade books, audio tapesa teacher-made

materials, and materials designed by the program coordinator.

Reading matter specific to the various content areas studied in

the classroom such as history, mathematics, and science is used.

EmrAiLltstes:j21a=g1

In addition to f = ce-to-face instruction and c puter

assisted instruction, the Reading Skills Center program also

included staff development and parental involvement activities.

StA/fpevekgpment. The Reading Skills Center staff

development program was designed to help teachers improve their

instructional practices. Activities incluied workshops, a

newsletter, supervisor observations, and post-observation

conferences.

Parental Invo ve ent: a ants s -P= Tiers." In order to

increase parental involvement in the Reading Skills Center

Program, teachers were encouraged to interact with parents and

were kept informed of the ost recent research on working with

parents. Parents were invited to attend workshops given by the

teachers at the local Reading Skills Center sites. Ten workshops

were scheduled, or two per site. About five parents attended

each workshop.

The workshops were designed to help parents participate in

teaching their children to read at home and, generally, to

encourage parental support of school-based projects. Teachers

gave an overview of activities in the Center. They also

demonstrated ways in which meter. ..ls were used in the classroom.

9



Diagnostic procedures were discussed to introduce parents to the

concept of ongoing evaluations designed to show children's

pr ress and growth.

The parents were also introduced to at-home activities

develop d as part of the Reading Skills Center "Parents-as-

Partners" project. These = activities included reading aloud to

children and encouraging children to read at home. Library books

were sent home with students for these activities.

In addition, reports on students' progress were sent home to

parents twice a year, at midyear and in June. These reports

provided information on students' achievement in skill areas and

the number of library books students read.

gc2MEIEEE-l'Lk5$.-LnEPTLSIRL--L-N3rTo

Dumber of Schools

By June of 1989, one school was on-line, with a program of

Computer-assisted Instruction (C.A.I.) as part of the Reading

Skills Center program. This was the first offering of C.A.I. by

the Reading Skills Center program. Thirty-two students were

participants.

gdgPfZstruct.on:otd10±1411112i.e.gg

Studerts worked in the Chapter 1 computer labs in their

nonpublic schools for 50 minutes, one day a week. In addition,

three days a week they were escorted to a neutral site for 50

minutes of face-to-face instruction by the same Chapter 1 teacher

who monitored their progress with C.A.I.

10



In order to comply with the Supreme Court ruling, Chapter 1

teachers monitor student progress and intervene in the

instructional process from computer rooms at the Board of

Education administrative center. One roc houses the computer

work stations which include both computers and printers. These

work stations may be shared with other Chapter 1 teachers. Not

only are the computers connected via modems to the nonpublic

school Chapter 1 computer labs, but there are also telephones in

each room to allow the Chapter 1 teachers to speak to the non-

instructional technicians who are located at the nonpublic school

sites.

The software company provides a teacher manual which is also

kept in the computer rooms. The manual contains information on

the operation of the system, software curriculum contents, and

the interpretation of printouts of individual and class progress

reports.

The teachers' time in the computer rooms is divided between:

Reading printouts of student progress and deciding
what, if any, teacher intervention with the software
is required;

Previewing student lessons;

Communicating with non-instructional technicians; and

Staff development in C.A.I.

ti C. n ubl'c S hoo Cha Stu e ts

The software package used was originally designed for

learning situations in which a teacher would be physically

11



present as students worked on the computers. Therefore, major

task of both the software company and the Chapter 1 staff has

been to find ways of adapting this learning system to a situation

in which teachers are not physically present. Teachers must not

only learn the system, but they also must work with the software

representatives to try to improve remediation and discover ways

in which the software needs to be amended.

This adaptation process has been necessary for all the

software used in C.A.I. for the various Chapter 1 nonpublic

school programs. For two years, as C.A.I. has been implemented

in the nonpublic schools, teacher feedback has contributed in

varying degrees (depending on the comp ny) to the software

companies' development of their own product. Receptivity of

software companies to teacher feedback is vital because of:

the need to adapt C.A.I. to a situation where the
teacher is not physically present; and

the need to do this with New York City remedial
population at different grade levels.

C}.I. Staff Development

The C.A.I. teachers, besides participating in the staff

development of the Reading Skills Center program, also receive

staff development directly from the software company in c.A.I.

The software company representatives have scheduled training

sessions throughout the school year on specific topics, and are

available in person and by phone for individual problems. The

software companies also provide training to the noninstaictional

technicians and hotlines are available for technical assistance.

12



The training task was made more complex by the differing

levels of knowledge of the C.A.I. teachera. The availability,

flexibility, and responsiveness (or lack thc: -eof) of C.A.I.

trainers was thus of great importance.

cRTIATIal

The 1988-89 Reading Skills Center program provided face-to-

face instruction, and co Illation services to eligible students

from nonpublic schools. In addition, the staff development

program provided activities to enhance teachers professional

development and promote increased parental involvement in the

education of their children.

13



III. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

INTReDUCTX0

The foil wing chapter describes staff develop ent activities

and classroom observations and illu traces the influence staff

development on classroom instruction.

ATAFX_REMPEKEEZ

e S f ve o

The goal of the 1988 9 staff develop ent progr was to

help teachers improve their instructional practices. The

program's approach stressed the integration of reading and

writing skills with cognitive, or thinking strategies. The

program consisted of the rollowing components:

Workshops. The program coordinator and staff met to discuss
professional issues through researched presentations, group
discussions, and hands-on activities.

Newsletcer. A monthly new letter, ligigaktyjmigf_mgyLthe
Reaftinxlkills Center, written by the program coordinator,
reviewed, developed, and expanded upon material covered in
the workshops. It also explored additional research in the
field.

Eiglaataitsancsgfe)aIsagtg. Random site
visits were made to classrooms through'ut the school year by
the program coordinator. These visits included observations
of lessons, observations of one-on-one pupil-teacher
conferences, and demonstration lessons by she coordinator.
Post-observation conferences, at which professional and
personal concerns were shared, were held between teachers
and the coordinator.

Nine staff development workshops were held during the 1988-

89 school year, including the El venth Annual Reading and Writ-

ing Skills Workshops," a week-long series conducted in February.

14



The workshops were organized around pilot projects based upon

information provided by the program coordinator on current

resear,:h in the field. They consisted of presentations, given by

the program coordinator and teachers, with oce sional invited

speakers. The three main areas of instruction vxphasized in

staff development workshops inJolved reading, writing: and

thinking skills. In addition, information on parental

involvement was presented as part of a "Parents-As-Partners42

ther,

Ite4inggkillQIQQATIfthgnat n tr The following

reading skill areas, which facilitate comprehension, were focused

upon in the workshops:

CrIntext and dLfinition cues

Paragraph organization

Inferencing

Classifying

Predicting outcomes

Rereading passages

Vocabulary development

Word relationships: Comparing/contrasting; alike/different

Writ' s . The ggatimait

atrAtlay is an example of the use of writing to reinforcel reading

skills. It is 6esigned to encourage students to engage in

sustained silent aaing, that is, uninterrupted sessions of

reading literature to themselves. On the basis of their reading,

students write mini book reports or one-sentence opinions of

15



books. These are positioned on dittoed segments that coy pose u

picture of a centipede. The centipede's body unfolds as the

students progress with their writing.

LatAcagnitimesing. Metacognitive, or
"thinking about thi king, strategies re used to teach the

student to onitor his or her own thinking pr cesses. The purpose

is to make the student an independent reader, able to pinpoint

his or her comprehension problems and to solve them. The

following is a summary of the tools for thinking stressed in

staff development workshops:

° aPhema Claformat:anisaefigit2. A lack of prior knowledge in
an area about which the student is reading or writing. When
these information deficits are identified, the teacher end
student can seek out the missing information.

prg_instgrming. Thinking aloud, usually in small groups, to
arrive at more information about a subject.

atgrygIgnmAx. Analyzing a story by identifying its
separate elements such as character, setting, plot, and
solution.

agmantiQjftming. Making a visual representation of words
and phrases arrived at in brainstorming sessions to find the
meaning of a word.

SentengsgtasiseIs. Completing phrases such as: "This means
that . ." to create a bridge between thinking and
verbalization.

Lassptal Involvement. Another area addressed by this year's

staff development workshops was how to develop greater parental

involvement in the reading experience of students. One workshop

presentation wrs devoted to at-home teaching tools for parents to

use with their children. It was suggested that parents use story

grammar strategies when reading with children at ho, e asking

16



questions such as: "tea t are characters? What is the setting?"

,;ft

Every year, a special week-long series of reading and

writing workshops s held. This years series was entitled,

"Meeting the Needs of the Target Population Across the

Curriculum. Each to cher particip ted in the series by

presenting research on a teaching method and reporting n the

application of the ethod in her classroo

The following are selected examples of the topics covered

as part of this series of present tions:

Liter c ,4:41 iA.Mtc nt te o te
ArgaLgAtgrialg. Introduction of a program of map-study
skills using various teacher-made and commercially prepared
materials.

ALA1111121gaia 1

process Using Teach
use of highly motivational, co
to facilitate comprehension.

h h Cu re A

,7,--C---MlanigRIM. The
ercially-prepared materials

2 1 P r h s t Contept
Katerials. Applying research-based strategies to paragraph
organization using samples of texts from key subject areas.

samples of lesson plans, teacher-made materials, charts, samples

of students work, and other written materials were distributed

at the workshops.

gangLLIaim

In general, the workshops involved participants in a rich,

in-depth exploration of metacognitive strategies and their

application in the classroom. Presentations were well-organized,

wel2-researched, and provided teachers with first-hand experience

in using relevant skills and instructional techniques. The

17
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participants were generally enthusiastic, actively questioning

presenters, offering information, nd eagerly participating in

the hands-on aspects of the workshops.

141§AMCOISMERITATION

'oducti ®n

In order to assess the ple entation of the Reading Skills

Center instructional goals and the impact of staff development,

OREA evaluators conducted classroom observations. In conjunction

with the observations of staff development workshops OREA staff

visited four Reading Skills Center teachers several times

throughout the school year. This concentration on a few teachers

over a long period of time provided an in-depth examination of

the linkages between classroom activities and staff development.

Two teachers at an M.I.U. and one at a leased neutral site were

observed and inLerviewed about staff development four ti es each

from November 1988 to April 1989. Another teacher at the leased

neutral site was observed and interviewed three times during the

same time period.

sstri-roments
In the Reading Skills Center program each teaching space was

shared by two teachers who worked with separate groups of

students. The leased neutral site was housed in a large,

colorfully decorated room. The M.I.U. site, although less

spacious, was bright and generously decorated. The following were

If one of the teachers is absent, the other will teach
both groups.
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displayed at these sites:

A bulletin board headed, The Writers' Workshop," with
s pies of students' writing;

The PWriters'Checklist," a skills checklist chart;

General writing by students including autobiographies,
reports, and monthly assignments relating to holidays;

Seasonal displays relating to subject matter;

Displays reflecting the children's ethnicity. For example ,

at one site there was a map indicating the students'
countries of origin;

Alphabet and weather charts, story grammar charts, and
calendars; and

Charts listing curriculum areas and children's names. The
charts indicated when the students mastered curriculum
areas.

In addition, the leased neutral site contained a large book

library and an audio tape center.

StudentELEILLinAti2n

In general, students applied themselves to the work at hand.

When working in small groups, they appeared eager to p rticipate.

When working independently, they were focused on their tasks.

One student was observed to be engrossed in reading a book about

Robin Hood on his own while the teacher worked with another

student. When the teacher discussed with the student what he had

read independently, she found that his comprehension of the story

was excellent.

Instructional Goals Implemented

The Reading Skills Center program was geared toward

improving students' reading and writing performance through

intensive, individualized instruction. The teachers observed

19



worked very closely with individual students. In addition, each

student's progress in curriculum areas was charted by the

teachers. Tasks were assigned at levels appropriate to students'

achievement.

Some of the techniques used to =evelop students' skills

were: reading aloud, sustained silent reading, reading

comprehension exercises, and group and individual discussions.

Writing exercises such as mini book reports, short essays

describing students' personal experiences, cnd story summaries

were often assigned.

Teacher Interviews

OREA evaluators talked with the teachers observed about the

je.lfluence of staff development on their classroom activities.

The teachers were very articulate about the uses of methods and

concepts gleaned from the curre.'t staff development program and

fron staff development in past years. One teacher mentioned the

October 1988 newsletter which focused on the particular story

grammar techniques that she was using. Teachers were especially

enthusiastic about the opportunity for communication with other

Chapter 1 teachers that the workshops provided. In addition,

they appreciated being kept abreast of the latest literature in

the field.

Staff Development Implementation in the Classroom

In the lessons observed by OREA evaluators, the methods

discussed at staff development workshops and in the newsletter

were used extensively. The following are examples of ways in

20



which staff development was implemented in the classroom:

A cartoon was used as a bridge to prepare students for the
use of gtaryargmmgr strategies with literature. Students
analyzed the cartoon using a 'story organizer' separating
characters, plot, and setting to better understand the
story.

In a conversation, a teacher used igm.oryfocabular
techniques to help the student arrive at the meaning of
"predicting outcomes" without using the dictionary.

Ngtagggnitign. A teacher told a student that he had made a
good prediction about a story he was reading, making the
student aware of his own thinking processes. At another
point in the lesson, the student, answering comprehension
questions about the passage read, skipped one of the
questions and went on to the others. The teacher provided
positive reinforcement for the student's recognition of his
difficulty with the particular question and praised his
decision to go on and antwer the others. She asked, "Do you
know how wonderful it was that you skipped that and went to
the others?"

CONCLUSI2n

AREA evaluators found that Reading Skills Center teachers

implemented many of the methods and concepts from their staff

development training in the classroom. Skill areas and

strategies focused upon in staff development were well-integrated

with currculum areas to provide students with intensive,

individualized instruction.
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IV. STUDENT OUTCOMES

ATTENDANCE

Reading Skills Center teachers worked with an average of

five students per session. Most students participated in four to

five 30- to 60-minute sessions a week. The average attendance

for the program was 96 percent.

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT FINDINGS

MethoOology

The effect of the 1988-89 Reading Skills Center program on

student achievement was determined by examining the change in

participating students' scores on standardized tests from fall

1988 to spring 1989. The main objective for the 1988-89 Reading

Skills Center program was that students would make a

statistically significant mean N.C.E." gain from pretest to

posttest on the Reading Comprehension, Language Expression, and

Language Mechanics subtests of the California Achievement Test

(CAT). The Reading Comprehension subtest measured progress in

reading, while the Language Expression and Language Mechanics

subtests measured writing skills.

To determine whether the program reached its oa10 students'

raw scores were converted to N.C.E.s, and statistical analyses

were carried out on these converted scores. Correlated t-tests

Aggregate attendance information was provided by program
administration to °REA.

lb*
A zero N.C.E. gain represents growth that is about the

same as would be expected from participation in the regular
classroom alone. A positive N.C.E. gain is assumed to be a
direct result of participation in the Chapter 1 program.
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were used to determine whether the mean gains were statistically

significant. Statistical significance indicates whether the

changes in achievement are real, or occur by chance. However,

statistical significance can be exaggerated by large sample size

or depressed by small sample size. Furthermore, statististical

significance does not address the issue of whether the

achievement changes are important to the students° educational

development. Thus, an effect size (E.S)* is reported for each

comparison to indicate the educational meaningfulness of each

mean gain or loss, independent of the sample size.

Comparisons were made for two groups of Reading Skills

Center students: those who received face-to-face instruction only

and those who received a combination of face-to-face and C.A.I.

Data were analyzed by grade for all students for whom pretest and

posttest scores were available. Then, total mean differences

were computed for each subtest.

In addition, a t-test was used to compare the overall mean

gains of students receiving face-to-face instruction only and

those receiving Combination Services. Finally, for students

receiving face-to-face instruction only, the overall gain on the

Reading Comprehension subtest in l988--. was compared with the

overall gain on that subtest in l98--88.

The E.S., developed by Jacob Cohen, is the ratio of the
mean gain to the standard deviation of the gain. This ratio
provides an index of improvement irrespective of the size of the

sample. According to Cohen, .2 is a small E.S., .5 is a moderate
E.S., and .8 is considered to be a large E.S. Only E.S.s of .8
and above are considered to be educationally meaningful.
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Scores for Students Receiving Eace -f.Q-Face Instruct' orb pr,.y

Rsp2Immtemig_tpt.adicol The mean N.C.E. gains for

all grades and the overall mean gain were statistically

significant, satisfying the program's criterion for success. The

major findings for the Reading Comprehension subtest, shown in

Table 2. are summarized below:

The overall mean gain of 8.6 N.C.E.s (S.D.=9.7) was
statistically significant and represented an educationally
meaningful gain.

Mean gains ranged from 6.0 N.C.E.s (S.D.=8.1) for the
seventh grade to 10.9 N.C.E.s (S.D.=9.0) for the sixth
grade.

Except for the seventh grade, whose effect size was
moderate, all effect sizes were educationally meaningful.

,Language Expression Subtest. The mean N.C.E. gains for all

grades and the overall mean gain ol the Language Expression

subteEt were statistically significant, satisfying the program's

criterion for success. The major findings for the Language

Expression subtest, shown in Table 3, are summarized below:

The overall mean gain of 7.8 N.C.E.s (S,D.=11.0) was
statistically significant and represented a moderate effect
size.

The mean gains ranged from 5.0 N.C.E.s (S.D. =6.4) for grade
eight to 10.5 N.C.E.s (5211.1=10.2) for grade seven.

The effect sizes for grades four, five, and six were
moderate. The effect sizes for grades seven and eight were
large and educationally meaningful.

Language The mean N.C.E. gains for grades

five and seven and the overall mean gain were statistically

significant, satisfying the program's criterion for success. This

criterion was not met, however, for yLadas four, six, and eight.
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TABLE 2

Mean N.C.E. Differences on the Reading Comprehension
Subtest of the CAT for Full-Year Face-to-Face
Reading Skills Center Program Students, 1988-89

Grade
Pretest EARELIEEL

Mean S.D. Mean
Effect
SizeMean S.D. S.D.

4 20 20.6 11.7 30.0 14.7 9.4 12.0 0.8

5 34 27.9 1101 38.1 10.5 10.2 11.2 0.9

6 21 31.3 8.5 42.2 11.1 10.9 9.0 1.2

7 35 35.0 8.3 41.0 7.3 6.0 8.1 0.7

8 21 30.3 9.3 37.7 12.2 7.4 7.4 1.0

Total 131 29.7 10.7 38.3 11.4 8.6 9.7 0.9

°All mean differences were statistically significant at the
p<.05 level.

The overall mean gain of 8.6 N.C.E.s was statistically
significant and represented an educationally meaningful effect
size.

Mean gains ranged fi:zm 6.0 N.C.E.s for the seventh grade to
10.9 N.C.E.s for the sixth grade and were all statistically
significant.

Except for the seventh grade, whose effect size was moderate,
all effect sizes were large and educationally meaningful.
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TABLE 3

Mean N.C.E. Differences on the Language Expression
Subtest of the CAT for Full-Year Face-to-Face

Reading Skills Center Program Students, 198889

Grade

wpm.

Pretest s_ttgpt Biagicgock"
Mean S.D.

Effect
SizeMean S.D. Mean S.D.

4 20 22.1 13.2 29.3 14.9 7.2 14.8 0.5

5 34 34.5 13.4 41.6 10.4 7.1 9.8 0.5

6 20 34.2 13.3 41.1 10.1 6.9 12.3 0.6

7 35 35.8 11.5 46.3 13.8 10.5 10.2 1.0

8 21 32.8 11.5 37.2 7.9 5.0 6.4 0.8

Total 130 32.8 13.4 40.6 13.8 7.8 11.0 0.7

°All mean differences were statistically significant at the
p.05 level.

The overall mean gain of 7.8 N.C.E.s was statistically
significant and represented a moderate effect size.

The mean gains ranged from 5.0 N.C.E.s for grade eight to 10.5
N.C.E.s for grade seven. All mean gains were statistically
significant.

The effect sizes for grades four, five, and six were moderate.
The effect sizes for grades seven and eight were educatonally
meaningful.
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The major findings for the Language Mechanics subtest, shown in

Table 4e are summarized oelow:

The overall mean gai: of 7.7 N.C.E.s (52104=13.5) was
statistically significant and represented a moderate effect
size.

Mean gains ranged from 2.5 N.C.E.s (as.n,=11 ) for grade
eight to 12.] N.C.E.s (S. .=11.8) for grade seven. The mean
gains for grades five and seven, 9.8 N.C.E.s
and 12.1 N.C.F.s (S.D..=11.8), respectively, were
statistically significant. The mean gains for grades four,
six, and eight were not.

The effect site for grade seven was large and educationally
meaningful. The effect site for grade five was moderate.
Effect sizes for grades four, six, and eight were small.

ITIComrima2KithErgyiplag_Xpars. In 1987-88 and 1988 -89,

students were tested with the 1985 edition of the CAT (CAT/E).

In previous years, the 1977 edition (CAT/C) was used. Because

national levels of achievement in the basic skills have increased

in recent years, students tested with the CAT/E were being

compared with a higher norm than that used to measure CAT/C

results.

A four-year comparison of overall mean gains from pretest to

posttest on the Reading Comprehension subtest as shown on Table

5, indicates the following:

The overall mean gain increased from 1985-86 to 1986-87
from 11.9 N.C.E.s (S D.=14.5) to 12.1 N.C.E.s
(S.D.=13.3). These mean gains were statistically
significant and educationally meaningful.

The overall mean gain increased from 1987-88 to 1988°89
from 1.9 N.C.E.s ( .D =13.8) to 8.6 N.C.E.s (S.D.-9.7).

For more detailed information on the renorming of the CAT
includiAg "equated" scores on the Reading Comprehension subtest
for CAT/E and CAT/C, see Tvaluation qtgljsgLIPIRothIntgt_14_
Reading Skills Center Program, for 1987-88.
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TABLE 4

Mean N.C.E. Differences on the Language Mechanics
Subtest of the CAT for Pull-Year Face-to-Face
Reading Skills Center Program Students, 1988-89

Grade
Pretest pnttps_ Aifferenm_

Mean S.D.
Effect
SizeMean S.D. Mein S.

4 20 27.3 13.6 32.0 14.3 4.7 14.9 0.3

5 33 31.9 16.5 41.7 19.6 9.8 14.9 0.7

6 20 38.0 13.2 42.6 8.1 4.6 12.1 0.4

7 35 36.4 15.2 48.5 11.4 12.1° 11.8 1.0

21 46.1 13.5 48.6 13.7 2.5 11.8 0.2

Total 129 35.7 15.6 43.4 15.? 7 7° 13.5 0.6

"These mean differences were statistically significant at the
p.05 level.

The overall mean gain of 7.8 N.C.E.s was statistically
significant and represented a moderate effect size.

Mean gains ranged from 2.5 N.C.E.s for grade eight to 12.1
N.C.E.s for grade seven. The mean gains for grades five and
seven were statistically significant; the mean gains for grades
four, six, and eight were not.

The effect size for grade seven was educationally meaningful.
The effect size for grade five was noderate. Effect sizes for
grades four, six, and eight we,:e small.
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TABLE 5

Mean N.C.E. Gains of Face-to-Face Reading Skills Center
Students on the Reading Comprehension Subtest of the

CAT6 Over Four School Years

ear Mean Gain S.D. .s.
1985 546 11.9 14.5

198E 182 12.1 13.3 0.9

1987-88 191 1.9 13.8 0.1

1988 89` 131 8.6° 0.9

This mean gain was statistically significant at p<.05.

bStudents were t sted with the 1977 edition of the CAT (CAT/C).

`Students were tested with the 1985 edition of the CAT (CAT/E).

The overall mean gain increased from 1985-86 to 1986-87.
These mean gains were statistically significant and
educationally meaningful.

The overall mean gain increased from 1987-88 to 1988-89.
The mean gain for 1988-89 was statistically significant
and educationally meaningful. The mean gain for 1987-88
was not statistically significant and represented a small
effect size.
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The mean gain for 1.988-89 was statistically significant
and educationally meaningful. The mean gain for 1987-
88 was not statistically significant and represented a
sm 11 effect size.

Scores

The following is a sum ry of findings concerning the

overall mean gains from pretest to posttest for students

receiving a combination of C.A.I. and face -to -face instruction.

The program criterion for success was met on the Reading

Comprehension and Language Mechanics subtests, but not on the

Language Expression subtest. The following are the findings,

shown on Tables 6, 7, and 8, for the three subtests:

Reading gpluxglIensimagittggta The overall mean gain of
8.5 N.C.E.s (S.D.=13.8) was statistically significant
and represented a moderate effect size. (See Table 6.)

language Expression Subtest. The overall mean gain of
1.2 N.C.E.s (S,P.=8.6) was not statistically
significant and represented a small effect size. (See

Table 7.)

LamlagelArch2:snic5Subtest. The overall mean gain of
6.1 N.C.E.s (S.D.=12.7) was statistically significant
and represented a mod rate effect size. (See Table 8.)

CorkN...P4Ll'EP_Iatid_IelltsReceiving Face-to-
race and Cor.bination Services

An analysis of mean N.C.E. gains on the three subtests for

face-to-face and combination services students shows that:

There was no statistically significant difference
between the overall mean gains for face-to-face and
combination services students on the Reading
Comprehension and Language Mechanics subtests.

The overall mean gain of face-to-face students was
higher than the gain of combination services students
on Language Expression subtest. This difference was
stet_ eically significant t the p.05 level.
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TABLE 6

Mean N.C.E. Differences on the Reading Comprehr =nsion
Su test of the C T for Full-Year C.A.I. Reading Skills Center

Program Students, 1988-89

Grade N
Pretest

Mean S.D.
Posttest Riffgxgmcg_ Effect

SizeMean S.D. can S.D.

4 25.5 11.8 23.8 15.3 -1.7 9.0 0.2

7 19.7 7.5 .7 11.0 -8.0 10.1 0.8

6 8 17.4 11.9 22.6 12.8 5.2 17.0 0.3

7 12.8 7.8 31.1 8.1 18.3° 1 .1 1.8

3 16.3 16.0 22.0 3.0 5.7 17.6 0.3

Total 30 17.7 10.4 26.2 10.9 8.5w 13.8 0.6

°These mean differences were statistically significant at the
p<.o5 level.

. The overall mean gain of 8.5 N.C.E.s was statistically
significant and represented a moderate effect size.

The mean differences at each grade level cannot he interpreted
because of the small number of students.

All C.A.I. students received combination services.
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TABLE 7

Mean N.C.E. Differences on the Lariguage Expression
Subtest of the CAT for Full-Year C. .I. Reading Skills Center

Program Students, 1988-S9

Grade
?retest __Eiegttrat PiffArgmg_ Effect

Mean S.D. idea,' S.D. Mean S.D. Size

4 4 25.5 12.7 24.5 18.9 -1.0 7.9 0.1

5 7 19.7 10 5 24.1 7.1 4.4 7.2 0.6

6 16.4 12.6 22.8 13.0 6.4® 7.5 0.9

7 8 22.0 6.3 19.9 10.8 2.1 9.0 0.2

3 24.7 6.7 16.7 3.5 -8.0 5.3 1.5

Total 30 20.7 10.1 21.9 U.1 1.2 8.6 0.1

°This mean difference was statistically significant at the
p<.05 level.

The overall mean gain of 1.2 N.C.E.s was not statistically
significant and represented a small effect size.

The mean differences at each grade level cannot be interpreted
because of the small numbers of students.

All C.A.I. students received combination services.
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TABLE

Mean N.C.E. Differences on the Language Mechanics
Subtest of the CAT for Full-Year C.A.I. Reading Skills Center

Program Students© 1988-89

Grade N
Pretest Posttest kilitigncg_ Effect

SizeMean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

4 4 17.8 19.6 28.5 9.6 10.7 15.5 3.7

5 7 23.1 15.6 24.0 9.2 0.9 14 0.1

6 8 14.3 18.5 22.0 13.4 7.7 10.2 0.8

7 15.0 12.6 25.3 13.3 10.3° 10.0 1.0

8 3 21.0 5.3 17.7 16.0 -3.3 15.3 0.2

Total 30 17.7 15.1 23.8 11.8 6.1 12.7 0.5

"These mean differences were statistically significant at the
p<.05 level.

. The overall mean gain of 6.1 N.C.E.s was statisti.;ally
significant and represented a moderate effect size.

The mean differences at each grade level cannot be interpreted
because of the small number of students.

All C.A.I. students received combination services.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

The major goal of the Reading Skills Center program is to

use individualized instruction to enable students to develop

competency in reading. The main objective of the 1988-89 program

was that students would make statistically significant N.C.E.

mean gains from pretest to posstest on the Reading Comprehension,

Language Expression, and Language Mechanics subtests of the CAT.

An analysis of test results by OREA showed that the Reading

Skills Center program had a positive impact on student

achievement and, on the whole, met the program criterion for

success.

Face-to-Face Instruction

The overall mean gains on all the subtests for students

receiving face-to-face instruction were statistically

significant, meeting the program's criterion for success. The

overall effect size on the Reading Comprehension subtest was

large and educationally meaningful, while the effect sizes on the

Language Expression and Language Mechanics subtests were

moderate.

Over the past four years, the overall mean gains on the

Reading Comprehension subtest showed fluctuations due, in part,

to the reforming of the CAT. Scores improved from 1985-8G to

1986-87. However, there was an apparent drop in 1987-88. This

drop may be accounted for by the use of the updated version of
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the CAT (CAT/E) discussed in Chapter IV. Then, in 1988-890 mean

gains improved considerably fro the year before and approached

the range of gains made in years when the CAT/C version was used.

In 1987-88 the overall mean gain was 1.9 N.C.E.s 0122..=13.8

while in 1988-89 the overall mean gain was 8.6 N.C.E.s

(S.D.=9.7) an increase of 6.7 N.C.E.s.

Combination Services

The overall mean gains for students receiving face-to-face

instruction in combination with C.A.T. were statistically

significant for the Reading Comprehension and Language Mechanics

subtests meeting the program's criterion for success. The

overall gain on the Language Expression subtest was not

statistically significant and, thus, did not meet this criterion.

The effect size on the Reading Comprehension subtest was moderate

and the effect sizes on the Language Mechanics and Language

Expression subtests were small.

Additional Conclusions

In addition to the above, the following conclusions may be

drawn from OREA findings for the 1988-89 Reading Skills Center

program:

Among those receiving only face-to-face instruction, sixth
grade students made the largest mean gain on the Reading
Comprehension subtest, 10.9 N.C.E.s (S.0.=9.0).

Among those receiving only face-to-face instruction, grade
seven made the largest mean gain, on the Language Expression
and Language Mechanics subtests, 10.5 N.C.E.s ($.D.=10.2),
and 12.1 N.C.E.s ($.0.=11.8), respectively. However, grade
seven made the lowest mean gain on the Reading Comprehension
subtest, 6.0 N.C.E.s (S.D.=8.1).
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Among those receiving only face-to-face instruction, grade
eight made the lowest mean gains on the Language Mechanics
and Language Expression subtests, 2.5 N.C.E.s (S. D.=11.8),
and 5.0 N.C.E.s (S.D. =$.4), respectively.

Analyses of variance of th( overall mean gains for face-to-
face and combination services students on the thee subtests
showed a statistically significant difference between the
two groups on the Language Expression subtest only. Face-
to-face students° gains were higher than combination
services students on this subtest.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Tie smallest mean gains for face-to-face only students on
all subtests were made ty grades four, six, and eight, on
the Language Mechanics subtest. An exploration of the
reasons why this subtest showed smaller gains from pretest
to posttest than the others might suggest areas for emphasis
in next year's curriculum.

Curriculum and instructional techniques implemented in areas
:glowing the strongest positive results for face-to-face only
students such as grade seven on the Language Mechanics and
Language Expression subtests, and grades five and six on the
Reading Comprehension subtest, should be reinforced.

Since the overall mean gain for combination services
students on the Language Expression subtest was not
statistically significant and, therefore, did not meet the
program's criterion for success, the ways in whie-
combination services address language expression should be
reviewed to see how these might be improved.
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APPENDIX A

grief Description of Chapter 1 Nonpublic School
Reimbursable Services, 1988-89

Chapter 1 Nonpublic School Reimbursable Services provide
supplementary, individualized instruction to students attending
nonpublic schools in New York City. Students are eligible for
Chapter 1 services if they live in targeted attendance are and
score below a designated cutoff point on state- andated or
standardized reading tests.

On July 1, 1985, the Supreme Court held that instruction by
public school teachers on the premises of nonpublic schools- -
local educational agencies' most co on method of serving
Chapter 1-eligible children--was unconstitutional. As a result,
alternative methods for providing Chapter 1 services to eligible
nonpublic school students were devised. Students attending
nonpublic schools now receive Chapter 1 services at mobile
instruction units, public school sites, leased neutral sites,
and nondenominational schools and via compute assisted
instruction in designated classrooms in nonpusLic schools.

CORRECTIVE RE DING PROGRAM

The Corrective Reading program provides instruction in
reading and writing. The goal is to enable students to reach
grade level in reading. During 1988-89, the program served 7,943
students in grades kindergarten through twelve in 162 nonpublic
schools. The total included 3,287 students receving computer-
assisted instruction and 4,656 students receiving face-to-face
instruction. Program staff included a coordinator, three field
supervisors, and 90 Corrective Reading teachers. Instruction was
provided to small groups of students, one to five days per week,
in sessions ranging from 30 to 60 minutes. Chapter 1 funding
totaled $7.8 million.

READING SKILLS CENTER P_ROGRAM

The Reading Skills Center program provides instruction in
reading and writing to students in grades four through eight.
The goal is to enable students to reach grade level in reading.
During 1988-89, the program served 176 students from fou:
nonpublic schools. Program staff included coordinator and
seven teachers. Instruction was provided to small groups of
about five students, three to five days per week, for sessions
lasting from 45 to 60 minutes. Chapter 1 funding totaled
$552,903.
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COIM=LnitIMA=1.2E.Q.OM
The Corrective Mathematics progra provides instruction in

mathematics. The goals are to deepen students' understanding of
mathematical concepts and to improve their ability to perform
computations and solve problems. During 1988-89, the program
served 5,806 students attending 130 nonpublic schools. The total
included 3,689 students receiving face-to-face instruction and
2,117 students receiving computer-assisted instruction.
Program staff included a coordinator, two field supervisors, and
70 Corrective Mathematics program teachers. Instruction was
provided to small groups of students, one to five days per week,
in sessions ranging from 45 to 60 minutes. Chapter 1 funding
totaled more than $5.4 million.

E LEI... a 621LAW.E.g.0.2......0.111E

The English as a Second Language program provides intensive
English language instruction to limited English proficient
students. The goal of the program is to help students gain the
listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills necessary to
iL.prove their performance in school. During 1988-89, the program
served 2,445 students in kindergarten through eighth grade in 69
nonpublic schools. Two thousand and twelve of these students
received face-to-face instruction, and 433 of them computer-
assisted instruction. In addition, a Read-Along component
provided some students with tape recorders, storybooks, and
audio tapes for home use. Program staff included a coordinator,
two field supervisors, and 42 teachers. Instruction was provided
to small groups of students, two to three days a week, in
sessions ranging from 30 to 60 minutes. Chapter 1 funding
totaled $2.7 million.

flJNICAL 4,Engna&ligEBlagghEi

The Clinical and Guidance program provides diagnostic and
counseling services to students enrolled in Chapter 1 nonpublic
school programs--Corrective Reading, Reading Skills Center,
Corrective Mathematics, and English as a Second Language. The
goal of the program is to alleviate emotional or social problems
that interfere with the students' ab3lity to profit from
remedial education. During 388 -89, the program served 5,707
students from 123 nonpublic schools. The staff included two
coordinators, two field supervisors, 58 guidance counselors, 36
psychologists, one psychiatrist, and 12 social workers.
Chapter 1 funding totaled $5.8 million..
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