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Abstract

The major aim of this project was to develonp dissemination packages
for reading programs that had demonstrated effectiveness in improving read-
ing achievement. Up to 2% pachkages were to be developed. In addition, a
catalog of reading programs was to be prepared. The total effort can be
regarded as one whose intended objective is to introduce change through the
dissemination of information about effective reading programs and practices.

AIR recommendations for packaging and citaloging were based on an
intensive nationwide search for program cancidates which were then screened
on the basis of program description and evaluation information. The search
invoived review of past research studies., computer-stored abstracts, and
library materials, as well as the obtaining of nominations from experts in
the field and staff of educational, professional, and government organiza-
tions. Program information was obtained from a study questionnaire, the
Program Information Form (PIF), and from more detailed program documents.
Initial screening, using a computer, scored and rank-ordered reading pro-
grams on criteria of effectiveness and on adequacy of program evaluation.
Screening was iterative with successively more stringent standards applied
at each stage; senior research staff conducted the more extensive examina-
tion of available program evidence.

The results of the search and screen tasks were as follows: over 1500
program candidates identified through nominations and literature searches
were sent PIFs; 728 of these returned completed PIFs which were key punched
and computer scored to rank programs on the basis of precoded answers to
items pertaining to program evaluation (i.e., concerning criterion measures,
statistical adequacy, experimental design, and other claims or considera-
tions); 27 programs were recommended for packaging and 222 were selected
for the catalog. The 27 recommended for j:ackcning were a very small frac-
tion of the programs reviewed, but they were the only candidates judged by
AIR staff reviewers to have met defensible standards for claims of effec-
tiveness. Even this group contained prograis that compromised evaluation
rigor.

One of five exemplary reading programs previously packaged by Right to Read
was approved by the Office of Education but was not repackaged; also six programs
selected in-a concurrent Title [ packaging project sponsored by the Office of
Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation were not candidates for AIR selection.

The search and screen activities described above fell within AIR's
contract with Richt to Read. However, during the search and screen and
prior to Right to Read approval of AIR recommendations, an additional
screening stage was required by the Nffice of [rucation Nissemination
Review Panel (DRP). The DRP reviewed program description and evaluation
information prepared by AIR for the 27 programs recommended for packaging.
DRP approved 14 of these for dissemination and action is pending on 2. Of
the 14, Right to Read approved 12 for packaging.
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Package development involved 5-day site visits to collect program
information for a filmstrip and sound cassette, a management handbook,
an instructional handbook, and charts that summarized program processes
and related objectives-activities-and-assessments. Information in the
filmstrip provides viewers with program highlights and simulated expcsure
to classroom activities. The more detailed information in the management
and instructional handbooks helps administrators at a new <ite judge whether
the program is suitable for local implew=ntation. The handbooks are also
useful for inservice training of managers, instructors, and other program
personnel, and as tools for them to usSt. wi-en the program is implemented.
The two charts have similar fuactions, summarizing in capsule form the most
essential features of the program. Intended mainly for program managers and
teachers, the packages were developed to serve a variety of purposes and to
be appropriate for a wider audience of persons concerned with educational
programs (e.g., school boards, parents, community members). A guiderule
was also produced that summavized 17 items of comparative information for
the 12 packaged programs.

The catalog of reading programs contains 222 one-page summaries of
basic information under the following standard headings. Program Size and
Target Population; Year Started; Staff; Major Features; Facilities, Materials,
Equipment; Cost; and For Further Information. The use of standard headings
and the separation of program summaries into elementary, secondary, adult,
and special education sections of the catalog, enables the reader to quickly
compare information across programs. Taken together, these program summaries
represent a wide range of approaches to teaching reading and provide a wealth
of ideas that may be adapted to fit local objectives and needs.

Looking to the future, AIR included two sets of recommendations in the
final report. The first set pertains to the need for upgrading the quality
of local program evaluation and includes specific suggestions for improve-
ment. The second set pertains to plans for disseminating the packaged pro-
grams. AIR recommends that a comprehensive diffusion and implementation
plan pe developed so that the exemplary reading programs packaged under this
contract can be successfully implemented in new locations. A delivery
system must be specified which brings together potential users, packaged
programs, and change agents who can supply whatever training and implementa-
tion support new sites need, when they need it. In making this recommenda-
tion, AIR assumes that the packages alone will not cause anything new to
happen. Instead, they must be activated by other components in a coordinated
plan to help new sites select, adapt, implement, and evaluate these out-
standing reading programs. A separate technical report, summarized below,
was prepared on these aspects of diffusion planning.

The supplement to the final report, entitled Diffusion Planning for the
Right to Read Packagec Programs, was prepared for Right to Read to use in
developing an efyective plan for interesting potential users in examining and
possibly adopting *he vaiidated programs packaged under this contract. The
six chapters in the dccument address key steps in the diffusion process:
setting objectives fc~ the diffusion effort, selecting sites where the packaged
programs will succeed, getting information about these programs to potential
users, finding out wha® .ites need tc implement them, supplying what sites need
when they need it, aiul evaluating the effectiveness of the diffusion effort.
Each chapter integrates intormation obtained from field intevviews and from
selected current lite“sture. This irformation comes from implementers and
researchers who nave introduced or studied educational change. Based on these
experiences, implicatin~: for use of the Right to Read packages are listed at
the end of each chaptzr to provide specifications for developing a sound dif-
fusion strategy--whethcr vor a field test of the packaged programs or for a
Timited dissemination efiart. 4
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE PROJECT

Background:

This is the final report of a project, sponsored by the National Riqght
to Read Program of the Office of Education, U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, under Contract OEC-0-73-7054, conducted by the Ameri-
can Institutes for Research (AIR) entitled "Identifying, Validating, and
Multi-Media Packaging of Effective Reading Programs." The title describes
three central tasks of the project: (1) the search for programs that were
effectively improving reading instruction in the United States, {2) the
refinement of criteria and the development of instruments and procedures to
review and to screen reading programs on the basis of these effectiveness
criteria, and (3) the development of multi-media products that describe

reading programs in a manner conducive to widespread dissemination. A

fourth task, one that is more often implicit than realized in similar efforts,
was the review of diffusion strategies so that the products of the project
might be effectively brought to the attention of potential users for their
axamination and possible adoption.

Central to these tasks was the definition of a reading program. As
defined for the purposes of this project, a program is viewed as an instruc-
tional system ongoing at a specific location that is describable in terms of
components or elements. These include needs, objectives, contexts, con-
straints, curricula, staffing organizations and policies, partic.pant char-
acteristics, facilities and plant, management plans, costs and budget, and
procedures for evaluation. Materials of instruction, therefore, represent
only one of the program components as defined here, rather than a "reading
program" as often conceptualized by a publisher. This definition of a
program certairly involves materials such as texts, books, coordinated
tests and exercises, but for the purposes of this project these are viewed
as materials used by teachers in a wider learning context. The context in
which learning occurs, regardless of curriculum or theory, involves stimuli,
motivators, active subjects, reinforcement schedules, and evaluation procedures.

The Right to Read-AIR project is basically an information-processing
effort. The quantity of raw information about reading programs in the
United States is not only enormous, but is available in a variety of formats




from many sources, and exists in differing levels of quality. Locating and
obtaining this informatior was the search task. The screen-and-review tasks
reorganized information obtained about reading programs into a common basis
that permitted cross-program comparisons, that was objectively measurable,

that was meaningful in a policy sense both to the sponsor and to the educa-
tional community, and that allowed educators and practitioners to relate
program information to management, instructional, and evaluation objectives

and operations. Screening criteria were operationalized through instruments
and review procedures that sifted information for each program and finally
orderec all reviewed proyrams along commcn dimensions of program effectiveness.

Although the search and screen tasks were concerned with information
retrieval and processing, the project's main task was the preparation of
program descriptions in order to disseminate information about effective
programs. Dissemination is tied to the transformation and delivery of re-
structured information to potential users who in most instances share similar
roles with the original instructional program developers. Thus, the entire
project can be overviewed as one directed toward a diffusion goal whose in-
tended effect is to i troduce the peosibility of che~ge th-ough the dissems-
nation of information about effective reading programs and practices.

The two major project products are a set of reading program packages
and a catalog of reading program descriptions. Packages were developed for
programs that were judged through AIR screening procedures to be effective
and that were also subsequently approved by the Office of Education for dis-
semination as exemplary programs. As in all selection systems, hits and
misses occurred. Procedures, notably a sequencing of increasingly tigiter
reviews, were designed to minimize Loth of these kinds of errors.

The Search

Chapter II details the search for effective programs which attempted
to spread as wide a net as possible in order not to Overlook effective pro-
grams. Contacts with professionals included sending an approved Program
Nomination Form to a panel of nearly 100 educators, teachers, evaluators,
reading theorists, educational sociologists, media experts, publishers, and
government officials. Program Nomination Forms were also sent tc State
Departments of Education, School Superintendents of cities with populations
of 100,000 or higher, research directors, and numerous professional organiza-

-
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tions. All together, 5600 nomination forms were mailed to these search
sources (over 1300 addressees). In one respect, the search itself becanme

tha initial screening review, since nominators were asked to identify loca-

tions wh=re reading instruction was taking place, although the question of
whether or not the instruction was effective was deliberately iqgnored at
this step. From the completed forms which were returned, 963 candidate
programs were identified. The National Right tn Read Program supplied lists
and materials that yielded leads to 320 programs, and a national adve. tising
campaign brought in another 65 nominations. Literature scarches identified

about 375 candidate programs.

In summary, over 1700 leads to candidate programs were chtained through
the various search strategies. Checks for dupiication reduced the candida:e

pool to 1520 programs.

erterjﬁhpfmgffpp;jygnes§

‘Chapter 111 describes the criteria defined to process the imuormation
obtained from surveyed reading programs. Criteria definitions were based
Lpoin thos: listed in the Right to Read request for proposal (RFP). Tlhese .
criteria needed to be operationalized to allow-comparisons of readirqg pro-
grams with one another on common bases so that they could be scaled 1n

terms of their relative effectiveness.

Program criteria for screenin; included: (1) location within the
United States, (2) operation for at least 1 year and the expectation of
2 addiiional years of operation., (3) availability of program evaluation
avidance reported since 1968, (4) a focus on reliably easured reading
achievement, (5) an adequate assessment design and statistical treatment
comparing reading achievement gains for program participants with gains for
a credible non-participanc qroup, (6) adequate size, and (7) potential for
replication. These criteria indicate that adequate local evaluation was a
necessary, though not sufficient, condition for programs io be screened for
dissemination. Ultimately, hcwever, the quality of local proqgram evaluation
was the major discriminator between effective and non-effective pragrws.,
This condition sorted programs into the majority set charactericed by faulty
local 2valuations and the relatively few who survived ciose examination.
both by ithe AIR staff and finally by the Dissemination Review Panel of the
Office of Education.




The quality of local evaluation became essentially synonymous with the
judged quality of the program, because relatively few programs reported eval-
uations that were éufficient]y sound to demonstrate conclusive interpreta-
tions regarding learner outcomes. One of the strong recommendations result-
ing from this study is that l:cal evaluations must be upgraded. Evaluation
should be conceived of as a management function that begins with the planning
and start of the total instructional program. It is only through sound local
~evaluation designs that program managers and instructors can develop necessary
feedback data for program improvement and can begin to determine which program
components or elements require modification.

Instrumentation

Chapter III also describes the instrument and procedures developed to
process the information obtained from candidate reading programs. The
major instrument used for assessing program effectiveness was the Program
Information Form (PIF). The PIF contained precoded, objectively scored
items and alternatives as well as open-ended items. This format enabled
programs to be initially scored on effectiveness with the use of a computer,
and to be examined in greater depth by AIR staff review of available program
description and evaluation documents.

A PIF was sent to each program candidate located in the search with a
request for local program descriptions and evaluations. During the project,
1520 PIFs were sent to r2ading programs of which 804 were returned to AIR. '
Nearly 100 of these were incomplete; 728 were submitted to in-house data
processing.

The Screening Process

Chapter IV reports the procedures for screening and selecting programs
to be packaged and procedures for selecting programs to be described in the
catalog. These procedures define the interface of information collection
and information delivery.

Information obtained from the .responses to 55 of the PIF items was
summarized into six subscales and a total weighted (composite) scale.
Scores on the composite scalc initially rank-ordered the 728 programs who
supplied PIF information in terms of overall quality with respect to the

screening criteria. Following intensive examination of the programs

-4 -
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scoring highest in the initial rank-ordering, only 26 programs could be
recommended by AIR for packaging, a small fraction of those examined. Of
other programs located and reviewed later, an additional program was recom-
mended, bringing the total to 27. A reliability check relating the compos-
ite score rank-order to overall quality of program evaluation by four AIR
senior staff raters showed acceptable agreement. Subsequent analysis also
showed agreement between the composite scale score and the approved or
disapproved decisions by the Dissemination Review Panel.

Reasons for Rejection

Chapter IV also discusses the results of the screening procedures and
focuses upon the reasons that programs failed the screening process and
therefore were not recommended for packaging. Recommendations for the
improvement of local evaluation efforts conclude Chapter IV,

Product Development

The two major products of this project, discussed in Chapter V, are
(1) a set of packages presenting multi-media descriptions of effective
reading programs and (2) a catalog of reading program descriptions. Since
the purpose of preparing package descriptions for effective programs is to
distribute information about them in a form that permits and fosters repli-
cation, it is obvious that the dissemination material must be conceptually
organized within the context of a diffusion plan. '

Each program package was planned to contain a filmstrip with accompany-
ing audio commentary, a management handbook, instructional handbook, and
flow charts. The basis for package development assuned that:

* Programs to be packaged were those judged to be effective.
* Descriptions were to be faithful to the program.

* Descriptive information was directed both toward educational
managers such as superintendents, principals, and project directors,
and toward teachers and other instructional staff.

* The same information was to be presented in different levels of
detail. A filmstrip, which cannot carry a heavy information load,
was planned to highlight each program's essential qualities, to

enable the viewer to see classroom procedures, and to motivate




viewers interested in replication to examine the more detailed
descriptions provided in the handbooks for teachers and managers,

A guiderule, summarizing 17 items of information for the 12 packaged
programs, was also produced. This circular rule permits one to quickly and
conveniently compare the programs on a variety of characteristics.

The catalog of reading program descriptions was planned tc¢ present
summaries of the unpackaged programs that were rated highest on the initial
PIF rank-ordering of effectiveness. Programs selected for the catalog were
representative of different age levels and different types of participant
groups, both in school and out, and reflected at least attempts to develop
evaluations of program effectiveness. These programs, unlike those that
were packaged, were not officially endorsed by the Office of Education for
dissemination as effective programs.

Chapter V concludes with a discussion and general outline of a diffusion
plan for disseminating, implementing, and utilizing the products from this
project. The basic assumption is that it is impossible to design a sponta-
neously replicable information package. Rather, the packages and the cata-
log must be regarded as compunents of a diffusion plan that includes
making potential users aware of these materials, coordinating their use with
potential sponsors and adopters, possibly preparing special training materials
for workshops and teacher training sessions, identifying key opinion leaders
for implementation, planning implementation trials, and assisting in the
development of an evaluation plan for installation and program modification

prior to full-scale adoption.




Chapter 11l

THE SEARCH FOR EFFECTIVE READING PROGRAMS

Overview of Procedures

Riaht to Read's aim for the study was that a nationwide search be made
for outstanding reading proarams with sound evidence of their effectiveness.
AIR was to look for any hiahly effective readino nroaram, for any age or
taraet population, funded by any means, snonsored by any institution or
qrour. To scan such a vast array of vossibilities, several systematic
methods and special instruments were develoned. In this section, the
methods developed and used to identify leads to candidate nroarams are
described in detail.

During the.S-month period between August and December 1973, about
1500 candidate programs were identified as a result of a very extensive
search for effective reading orograms. The two main methods used to locate
candidate programs were nominations from the field and a literature search.
The nomination procedure sought leads to outstandinq reading nroarams known
to members of the study's Proaram Nomination Panel, officials of federal,
state, and local educational aaencies, members of nrcfesnional oraanizations,
ar. other concerned persons who read notices of the nationally advertised
study and wished to nominate their own or other proqrams as candidates. The
literature review consisted mainly of two comnuter searches and a subsequent
examination of microfiche copies of about 350 of the documents thus identified.
In addition, suitable candidates for the Studv were sought in nearly one dozen
major previous searches for successful .programs. A description of these and
other search sources is provided in the remainder of this section.

Program Homination Form

AIR staff developed a special instrument, called the Proaram Nomination
Form (PNF), o use in the search for candidate nroarams. Several cover
letters appronriate for the aroup solicited for nominations were also devel-

oped. A sheet listing and definina the criteria for eiiaible programs was




prepared to enclose with the cover letter and the PNFs. These materials are
described below and are included in Appendix A.

The PNF was printed on two sides of cne sheet of paper. The form asked
for basic identification and location information for the program beina
nominated as an outstandinag reading project, practice, or approach. The
nominator was also asked to indicate why he felt the program was exemnlarv,
and to indicate the nature and source of evidence to supnort his choice.
These questions were asked to increase the likelihnod that the nominator
would give careful thought to his choices. Generally speakina, the PNFs
were mailed to secondary sources, i.e., to peoble who miaht know of nroarams
but were not directly involved in their implementation. Several copies o
the PNF were sent with each cover letter.

The cover Tetters that accompanied the PNFs were appropriately modified
versions designed to communicate information about the study to the various
sources described below. Each letter explained the purpose of the study and
the extent of participation requested of nominators in providing leads to
reading programs. The nominators were asked to consider communitv-based as
well as school-based programs. The cover letters indicated that AIR would
screen and validate nominated programs; this information was supplied in the
hope that it would encourage nominators to weigh carefully the relative merits
of alternative nominations.

The accompanyina sheet listing and definina the criteria which should
be considered in nominating reading proarams supplied broad guidelines for
the nominators' selections. These criteria indicated that to be nominated,
reading programs must have been in operation for at least one year, must be
focused primarily on improvina the reading achievement of particirants, and
must make available recent evaluation data (since 1 Jarwary 1968). It was

also indicated that, ideally, some evaluation data showing the program's
success in improving the reading ability of participants was desirable. The
reference to evaluation data was deliberately subdued in favor of encour-
aging nominators to suggest programs they regarded as successful and worthy
of dissemination. Nominators were not asked to rate.programs on these cri-
teria because it would have been quite inapprogriate to rely on the possibly
inaccurate or hazy information available to & nominator in screening programs.
Also, lack of comparability among nominators in applyina ratina standards
would have made this procedure inadvisable.
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Each group that was asked to nominate readina proarams for the study
is described below.

Program Nomination Panel. A Tist of panel menbers is presented in

Appendix B.  The Program Nomination Panel was an interdisciolinary aroup
formed of nearly 100 members who were experts from several fields, includina
reading, linaquistics, special education, learninag disabilities, educatinnal
research, educational television and media, educational socioloqy, cultural
anthropology, compensatory education, publishina, and government. The members
were selected by AIR in consultation with both the internal and external ad-
visory panels for this study. Additional members were identified from the
files of National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reviewers. Final-
1y, membership was adjusted to comply with recommendations of the Project
Officer and to make the group broadly representative with respect to nro-
fessional affiliation or institution, ethnicity, specialty, sex, and ceo-
graphical location. Geographical representation on the panel was rouqhly
proportional to the number of children attendinc public and private elemen-
tary and secondary schools in each of the nine U.S. Office of Education
aeoaraphical regions. Each panel member was mailed a cover letter, the
criteria sheet, and several PNFs. Nearly 300 PNFs were mailed to this

group. About half of the members of the panel supplied nominations, and on

the basis of their completed PNFs. 46 candidate proarams were identified.

Federal agencies, bureaus, reaional educational laboratories, research

and development laboratories, and the National Riaht to Read Program. Partic-

ularly good sources of program leads were provided by the National Rinht to
Read Program and other personnel within the Office of Education in the form
of lists, published series of project summaries, letters from project direc-
tors, and so on. These materials were carefully examined, with a soecial
effort made to identify community-based reading programs. Only solid leads
to programs were considered, and an attempt was made to net adequate address
information when this was not provided. On the other hand, brogram pronosals
with no indication that the proposal had been funded or implemented were

not followed un. These materials supplied titles and addregg informatiun
for 320 projects; as these were assumed to be suitable candidates, Proqram
Information Forms were mailed to each. (The Program Information Form is

described elsewhere in this report.)




The routine for all other federal sources indicated in the heading
above was to mail a cover letter explaining the project, the sheet listing .
and explaining the study's criteria, and several PNFs. Over 300 PNFs were
mailed to this group; of this number, over 200 went to community-based Right
to Read project staff so that they could provide nominations for more programs
in the private sector.

On the basis of completed PNFs returned by these sources, 29 candidate
programs were identified.

State Departments of Education Superintendents, Readina Supervisors, and
Right to Read Coordinators. State Superintendents of Instruction were noti-
fied of the study, and their assistance in securing leads to candidate pro-
grams was requested. The cover letter in this case also included a query con-
cerning the existence of state-wide test data that might indicate schools
where good reading programs were operating. Reading supervisors and Riaht
to Read Coordinators in each state department of education were also asked
to nominate candidate programs. Nearly 500 PNFs were mailed to these sources
and from those that were returned, 171 candidate programs were identified.

Local education agencies., Cover letters, criteria, and over 500 PNFs
were mailed to 182 school superintendents in cities with populations of 100,000
or higher. The superintendents were asked to use the PNFs if they knew of
good reading programs for adults, handicapped persons, institutionalized

participants, or other selected groups which are not typically included in
searches of this type. From the completed PNFs returned by these local
education agencies, an additional 128 candidate programs were identified.

Professional organizations and other groups. Nearly 4000 PNFs wera
mailed to state affiliates of national professional organizations and to
other groups which might be promising scurces of leads to exemplary reading
projects. A complete list of these groups is contained in Appendix C. Many
of these groups were contacted as part of AIR's intensified search for adult
programs, special education programs, and programs operating in the commun-
ity rather than in school settings. Publishers, contacted individually -and
through the President of the American Association of Publishers, were treated
as any other nomination source. That is, thev were asked to use the PNF to
indicate a specific site where their program or materials were being used
with outstanding success. The other national professional groups included
organizations of teachers, administrators, school board officials, univer-
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sity extension nersonnel, black professionals, readinn specialists, and so
on. All together, the PNFs returned by members of these organizations and
groups provided 589 candidate reading pruarams for the study.

Special additional effort to locate adult and sbecial education proaramns.

Although the cover letters asked for nominations for community-based oroarams
as well as those operating in schools, very few nominations for the former were
received. With the assistance of Right to Read, additional groups thought to
be good sources for such nominations were contacted. These groups are included
in the list in Appendix C. Also, organizations that had not responded to ini-
tial contacts were recontacted and urged to send in these nominetions.

Published announcements of the search. Professional organizatiors were

also provided with advertising copy to use for a nublished announcenent in
their newsletters, bulletins, and journals. About 65 proarams were nomina-
ted by people whc read this advertisement or heard about the studv in some
other way.

Overall results of the program nomination procedure. A total of approxi-

mately 5600 PNFs were mailed to the above search sources. From the completed
PNFs which were returned, 963 candidate programs were identified. In addition,
the 1ists and materials obtained from the National Riaght to Read Program
yielded leads to 320 programs, and the national advertising campaign brought

in another 65 nominations. In summary, 1348 candidate programs were identified
through the search strategies described above. Many more programs were added

to the pool of prospective candidates as a result of the review of literature
gescribed below.

Literature Searches

The literature review consisted mainly of two computerized searches
and a review of major previous searches for successful programs. Descrip-
tions of literature sources and the methods used to search them are detailed
below.

ERIC search. One computer search focused on the data base ¢f education-

al research reports cataloged in monthly issues of Research in Educaticn (RIE),

which contain abstracts of recently completed research or research-related
reports. The RIE ata base is maintained by the Educational Resources Infor-
mation Center (ERIC) and is supported by the U.S. Office of Education. ERIC




is a national network of clearinghouses that acquire, abstract, index, store
retrieve, and disseminate educational research reports and program descrin-
tions. To assist users in retrieving the stored information, ERIC has pub-
lished a Theseurus of ERIC Descriptors, a compilation of education terms
used to index, enter, and retrieve documents in the ERIC system. The
Thesaurus was consulted to develop a list of descriptors for use in retriev-
ing research and research-related documents that focused on reading. Print-
outs were requested in abstract format. The remainder of this section on
the ERIC search describes the strategies employed for refining the computer
search, for screening the abstracts provided on the printout, and for using
microfiche copies of the documents to obtain identification information
required before mail inquiries could be sent %0 candidate programs.

]

To trouble-shoot the computer search strateqy developed to identify
pertinent documents, a mini-search of the January thirough July 1973 RIE file
was run by the Institute of Library Research in Berkeley, California, at no
cost tu the project. Fifty-nine reading-related descriptors from the ERIC
Thesaurus were used in the mini-search and 1053 abstracts were retrieved.
Two AIR staff members then independently screened a random sample of 200
abstracts from the 1053 listed. Criteria for screening each abstract in
this sample were that instruction in reading or lanquage arts was reported,
and that evaluation was attempted. Abstracts were sorted into cateqgories
‘of "Good," "Questionable," and "Bad." Rater cross-classifications showed
approximately 75% agreement. Abstracts with conflicting "Good" and "Bad"
ratings were reexamined to increase rater agreement.

In addition to being used as a training device for the raters, the
mini-search printout was analyzed to edit the descriptor list prior to
submitting it for the major searches. The analysis indicated that use of a
single set of descriptors to identify reading programs retrieved an exces-
sive number of irrelevant documents, and suggested that crossing these terms
with a second set of descriptors composed of evaluation terms would have
retrieved a more relevant set of documents for further study. It was also
determined that by crossing the two sets of terms, the retrieval set in the
full-scale computer search of RIE abstracts could be reduced from approxi-
mately 10,000 documents to 3500--a large but more pertinent set of documents.
It was felt that this limited set would provide a higher percentage of
solid leads to outstanding reading programs with evidence to support claims
of effectiveness, a result consistent with Right to Read's aims for the
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studv. Of the 650C additional documents which would not he retrieved because
they did not carry evaluation terms, the most successful reading proarams in
this group were likely to be nominated through one of the several other search
strateqies employed in this study.

As a result of the above analysis, three additional descriptors were
added to the original list of reading-related descriptors, and a list of
evaluation terms was prepared. The reading-related descriptors and the
evaluation descriptors with which they were crossed to reduce the retriev-
al set are shown in Table 1. These two lists were submitted to the Lock-
heed Information Retrieval Service with a request for a search of the RIE
data base (1968 on). The printout from this search contained 3305
abstracts,

Three AIR staff members trained in the abstract review process scanned
this printout to identify and eliminate obvious irrelevant entries, to note
‘entries which appeared to be leads to candidate programs, and to identify
questionable entries for rescreenina. As in the mini-search, the three
classifications were "Good," "Questionable," and "Bad." To be classified
as "Good," the abstract had to confirm that the focus was on reading instruc-
tion and evaluation, and that the program operated in the United States or
its territories. After all the abstracts were read and classified, an inter-
rater reliability check was made. Agreement was better than 80'., higher by
more than 5% than the inter-rater reliability found in the mini-search.
Re-screening of the "Questionable" abstracts resulted in their classification
as ¢ither "Good" or "Bad."

From the 3305 ERIC abstracts examined in this way, 330 (about 10%) were
felt to provide leads to cardidate reading programs. However, this could
not be confirmed without examining microfiche copies of the abstracted docu-
ments. To do this, microfiche for all the "Good" ERIC abstracts were located
at the Stanford University ERIC Clearinghouse and read to obtain program
identification information necessary for mailing follow-up inquiries. The
followina information was obtained, if available, from each microfiche and
copied on a card: program title, program director, program address, direc-
tor's telephone number, school district, school district address and tele-
phone, target population, and date of document or the year of proqgram opera-
tion described in the document. The cards were then used to determine programs
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TABLE 1

Descriptors Used in the ERIC Search

Reading-Related Descriptors:

Achievement Gains
Adult Basic Education
Adult Development
Adult Education
Adult Education Programs
Adult Learning
Adult Literacy

_ Adult Reading Programs
After School Centers
After School Education
After School Programs
Basic Reading
Beginning Reading
Community Education
Correctional Education
Corrective Reading
Curriculum Evaluation
Ocvelopmental Reading
Directed Reading
Early Childhood Education
Early Reading
Functional I11iteracy
Functional Reading
Individualized Reading
Inplant Programs
Labor Education
Language Ability
Language Arts
Language Experience Approach
Language Skills
Literacy Education

Migrant Adult Education
Migrant Child Education
Migrant Education
Phonics

Prereading Experience
Preschool Clinics
Preschool Education
Preschool Evaluation
Preschool Programs
Reading

Reading Ability

Reading Achievement
Reading Centers

Reading Clinics

Reading Comprehension
Reading Development
Reading Improvement
Reading Instruction
Reading Programs

Reading Readiness
Readina Skills

Remedial Instruction
Remedial Programs
Remedial Reading
Remedial Reading Clinics
Remedial Reading Programs
Rural Education

Study Centers

Ungraded Curriculum
Ungraded Elementary Programs
Ungraded Primary Programs

(Continued)




TABLE 1 (Continued)

Evaluation-Related Descriptors:

Achievement Measurement

Analysis of Covariance Multiple Regression Analysis
Analysis of Variance Profile Evaluation

Classroom Research Program Effectivenes;-
Curriculum Research Program Evaluation
Educational Experiments Reading Research

Evaluation Research

Exceptional Child Research Research Methodology
Experimental Groups : Research Projects

to which follow-up inquiries would be mailed. This involved a further selec-
tion process to eliminate the following types of leads: (1) program leads
contained in abstracts of documents published before 1968 or which described
a project operating prior to 1968; (2) program leads for which documents did
not supply enough address information to permit follow-up; (3) program leads
for which address information indicated the program operated outside the
United States; and (4) program leads which duplicated those found in the
search of previous studies described later in this section. The results

of this screening yielded 136 candidate programs. This figure was modified
when checked for duplication against program nomination sources. Follow-up
consisted of mailing Program Information Forms directly to the programs
identified, unless a document dealt with the evaluation of two or more pro-
grams. In these cases, the evaluator or author was mailed a Program
Nomination Form so that he could specify the project site and the appro-
priate person to whom a Program Information Form should be mailed.

SSIE search. A second computer search was designed to identify reading
research projects in the Smithsonian Science Information Exchange (SSIE) data
base of basic and applied research in life, physical, social, behavioral, and
engineering sciences. The addition of the SSIE data base to the computerized
literature search was necessary in order to canvass reading research projects
currently in progress and funded by both public and private sources of support.
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The ERIC data base was estimated to be deficient in both these respects. The
same two lists of descriptors that were used in the ERIC search were submitted
to the Smithsonian Science Information Exchange to adapt for use in searching
their files. The printout supplied by SSIE contained 345 abstracts for cur-
rent projects. The three AIR staff members trained in the abstract review
procedures reviewed and classified these abstracts, according to the same
criteria specified above for the ERIC abstract review, as either "Good,"
"Questionable," or "Bad." An inter-rater reliability check was performed

and further screening of abstracts in the "Questionable" category was carried
it as alreedy described in the discussion of the ERIC f“ctract review process.
When the additional four-step screening process described above was applied to
the "Good" abstracts, 49 were believed to provide leads to candidate reading
programs. This figure was modified when leads were checked for duplication
againsc program nomination sources.

ERTIC/RCS 1ist. In addition to the computerized ERIC and SSIE searches,
the ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading and Communication Skills (ERIC/RCS) was
contacted to obtain any further leads which might not have been covered.

ERIC/RCS provided a list of index numbers of all documents in the ERIC system
pertaining to reading, and this 1ist was checked for duplication against the
index numbers of each abstract in the computer printout. Index numbers for
abstracts appearing in the RIE before 1968 were ignored. Usina the same
criteria as before, the 1468 abstracts for all non-duplicate numbers were
then reviewed in back issues of RIE. From this review, 65 candidate programs
were identified. However, this number was reduced by two-thirds when those
leads were checked for duplication against other search sources, and when
checked for adequate address information.

Review of previous searches for exemplary programs. Reports of previous

research studies which had searched for successful orograms were reviewed in
order to obtain leads to promising candidates for the study. This set of
documents came to the attention of project staff in a variety of ways,

e.qg., through staff involvement in much of this earlier work or knowledage

of research carried out by others. In the course of reading abstracts on the
ERIC and SSTE printouts, additional sources of previous searches were located.
To identify a previous search on the basis of information contained in the

abstract, the followina criteria were applied: (1) Was there any indication




that a survey was made? (2) Were two or more projects described? (3) Were
some selection criteria applied? In qeneral, if these three guestions could
be answered affirmatively based on information contained in the abstract, the
document was classified as 3 previous search. Reports listing all Title . ar
ESEA programs in a narticular geoqraphical area (usually a city) were not
considered, based on the third criterion above. Several previous searches
which were located had already been identified, for example, the cseveral AIR

catalogs of exemplary proarams in compensatory education.

For this part of the literature review, special procedures were develored
to screen the reports of previous searches. When examining each uf the several
project summaries contained in one of these docu~rts, an internal form was
used. On this form, the reviewer recorded each proaram's status with resnect
to the initial screenina criteria. Uniform procedures were devised for deci-
ding various questions of program eligibility under the criteria. Thase cri-

teria and procedural guidelines were as fo'lows:

¢ Eocation--The program operates in the United States. As exvected,

almost all proarams covered in these previous searches met this

criterion.

* Recency and Longevity--The proqram has operated for at least

1 year and should operate for 2 more years. Since it could not be
determined whether a program was presently operating from these re-
ports of past searches, only those proarams which had ceased or were
scheduled to cease operating at the time the renort was written could
be eliminated in this screening. For the remaining proarams, this
criterion was considered "passed" pendina subsequent contact with

the program.

Population and Size--Any population was eliqible, but several onro-

qrams did not pass the "size" criterion, i.e.. they were not desianed
for ali children at a gqrade level or cluster of arades. These pro-
qrams were preschool or day-care programs which also failed tc pass

the "focus" criterion, below.

® Focus of Treatment--The proaram aims to increase coanitive achieve-

ment in readina-related skills. There were three tynes of nuestion-

able programs. The first type was the preschool proaram vihich was

Y |




concerned with "school readiness" and might include language arts
but did not stress reading readiness activities specifically. In
this case, it was decided to contact any program which used either
a reading readiness test or IQ test to evaluate school readiness.

The second questionable type was the primary grades program which
covered the whole curriculum, including reading, but did not partic-
ularly stress a special approach to reading. It was decided to con-
tact any programs which evaluated student achievement in reading.

If there was definitely no evaluation on reading, no further contact
was made.

The third questionable type was the intermediate or secondary program
designed to raise school achievement in general, including reading.
It was decided to contact these programs if they included special
reading instruction, especially if reading evaluation was mentioned.
If a program was so integrated that it was difficult to extract a
coherent unit dealing only with reading, in the case of ejther
instruction or testing, no further contact was made.

Evaluation--The procedure followed was consistent with that used
to screen ERIC and SSiE abstracts. If a program evaluation was
described, aside from anecdotal or opinion measures, the program
was contacted. If no evaluation was mentioned, the contact was
not made. However, if the report indicated that hard evidence

of program effectiveness had been a precondition for inclusion in
the study, this criterion was waived.

The internal form used for initial screening of programs reported in the
previous searches also provides space for noting questionable aspects of the
program that would clarify the reasons for screening decisions. For every
program which passed the initial screening criteria, the name and address of
the person to be contacted for further information on the program were recor-

ded in a box on the form. These persons were later sent the Program Infor-
mation Form.




The previous searches which were reviewed, and the results of initizl
screening of programs they described, are contained in Téb]e 2. Although
125 candidate programs were identified in screening these reports, almcst
half of the programs were duplicated by leads discovered in other search

sources. Tihey were added to the 1ists of proarams to receive Program Infor-
mation Forms.

Review of current studies identifying successful programs. In addition
to the published reports of previous studies which had identified successful
programs, two current projects which were charged with evaluating educational
programs were also reviewed. These projects were contacted in person or by
phone in order to discover whether any of the projects studied met the ini-

tial screening criteria of this study. The results of these contacts are
summarized below.

1. Cooperative Lengitudinal Study of Demonstration Education Prograins.
This study was being conducted by AIR to identify the effects of
educational approaches in various contexts. Discussion with the
director of this project revealed that the data base was not designed
to permit evaluation of any particular vroject, but rathe  of dif-

ferent elements of educational treatments and their effect on students
with various characteristics. No leads to successful projects could
therefore be ottained from this study.

2. The Development of Project Information Packages for Effective
Approaches in Compensatory Education. Meetinas were held with the
contractor for this study to insure that projects would not be
duplicated, and to obtain any other relevant and helpful findinas
from their efforts. No new leads to successful projects that were
not to be included in that concurrent effort could be obtained,
based on a review of project reports and materials supplied to AIR
by the contractor.

Overall results of the literature searches. Well over 3500 abstracts

and about 350 project documents were screened during the search for candi-
date programs. The computerized literature search of the ERIC and SSIE
data bases yielded about 185 program leads. The 1ist of abstracts provided
by ERIC/RCS contained 65 leads. In addition, the review of nearly a dozen
major previous searches for successful programs yielded another 125 proaram

-19 -
29




(panuL3uo))

*$324N0S

Yyouaeas 43Yy3zo ul punoy spea! AQq pajedL|dnp 30U Ju3M

pue eLu433 14D buLuaauads |erLjLul 3yl passed Qg ¢cjuauwn
-20p 3sSAY3} ul paziJdeuwns s323foud gG ay3 40 - sydalfoud
353yl HuLU334IS UL PIALEM SEM UOLJUIILUD UOLIBN|BA3 3Y]

*KLn4SSadons pasn burLaq sem 3onpoud
9yl 943YyM S33LS 40 3ILS J131I3dS e ajeulrwou piLnrod A3yl
eyl os saaysiiqnd a0 saado|aAap 3onpouad ayjz 03 pa|lew

943M SWUO04 UOLIRULWON Wweabosd €S324N0S YyoU4eIS 43IYO0
jsurebe uoLjedL|dnp J40) PIaYI3YD IU3M SPe3| 3S3Y3 3duQ
*eL433 14D BuLuaauads 3ayj passed pue paje|aua-burpeaa
343M g| ‘340dad SLy3l ul pazid4ewwns s3onpoad /|| 3ul 30

*pajoejuod 3q 03 .

s323fouad j0 3sL| 3yl 03 pappe a4am pue ‘uoLiebrisaAul
43Yylany 4034 |eLjuajod pey 3a0dsa 3yl ul paqLadS2P
sweaboad x1s ay3 “papuny jou sem 3233Coad siyj ybnoyz
-1y -323fouad II1 a3l pasodouad ay3 uL 3sn 3|qLssod
404} uOLSSLWO]) 3y3 03 sweaboud 3ALIeAOUUL PIPUSURLOIDBA
pue s32afoud buLpeau pamalLAaa “asnoybuiraea|)d SIY/I1Y3
3yl 3J0 40323uaL( udy?r “Aajje] - sawep -~ag °SIdL4]
-SLp |00YdS 3S35J4e| S,eLuaojL|e) jO 334yl ul S|ooyds
3ALjeAOUUL 4O weabouad e ysiL|qelss 03 jueab I 3a3L]
e 40} uoLjedr|dde ue 03 Aseurwy|34d SeM ydaeasad SLY!

*30'3U0D 43YIany

40} 3|1qLbL|3 3q 03 paseadde sweaboad z| ©a3yiabol
LLY °~P3ud3JdS OS|® 343M paysL|qnd J0u 343aM YdLym
sweaboad |euoLiLppe 3AL} <ApN3S SLy3} }JO s3juodad

paysi|iqnd 3y3 ul papn|doul sweaboad Q| aa3M 3a3y]

Apnys ayj 4oy 3|qibL|a
L:gnd sweabouad gz j0 InQ

343M G| €S3LJ43S SLY3} ul pays

(€461 pue Z/61) "s4leq p3

(L "ON 340day wiraajul)
©$12Npoad Ju3wdo|3A3Pp pue ydJueasSad |[euoll
-eonpa j0 3oedwi 3y3 jo uoLjenjeAl -3 °)

“3ybraM g “°M "Q ©LLAYd03eUy T [ “pAOjmMeRA)

(1L61) -fpms
UOLSS LU0 Yd4R3S3Y |euollednpl eLuaOjL|®)

*buLpeaa ¢ suieaboud

[3POW "Ydae3aSay 403 SIINILISU] uRD LAY

*uoL3ednpa pooyp|Lyd ‘sweuaboud

[2POW °“YdJ4eas3y 40j S3INILISU] uedLJ43uy

SUSWAWO0Y)

324Nn0§

spea weabouad 40} P3uld3LIS SILPNIS SNOLAIAJ

¢ 318Vl

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




(panuijuoy)

*buLuaaLds

[BL3lULl }JO SLSEQ 3y} uO uol}ebl]S3aAuUL A3YIAN U404
31qLbL|a auam g| “Apnis 3yl 03 JulduLIusad SeaUE ul
343Mm jeyl sweuaboud [z JO °palen|eA3 A|3D0L435 ulaq
134 j0u pey A3ul 4L u3aA3 “3d13deud |ePUOL}LpRA] O3
S3AL]RUUIY | JuedLjlubls pouadjjo Aoyl asnedaq Saaylo
JWOS pue ‘S|eL4] p|3Ll: 4O SiSeq 3yl uoO papn[dul 3J3aM
SA3Yl( "~ SSIIIONS 40J SwLe|Dd Jua0ddnS 03 uolLIen|eAd
snoaobLa » y3Lm sweaboud 03 uaAaLb sem bolejeds ayj

UL uoLSN[DUi 103} A3raorad 3sar{ -sweaboud |enbui|
-1q pue °‘sjuae abenbue|/yst|bu] ¢sweuaboad pooyp|Lyd
Al4ed “Bulpead Hulpndul ¢Se34® JU3LBS4Lp G| ul sweub
-0ouad 03 A403234lp B SL 3] -3juawdo|3A3(] pue Yyd4easay
[euotlednp3 40j Au0jeaoqe 3SSM JAe4 3y} SO WIISAS
uoLjewJdojul 1¥3JT¥ 9yl 40 3onpouad e si boreed siyjp

‘1433 L4D Buluaauds
ay; passed ¢ yoLym 40 “s3oalfouad || LeuoLyLppe
ue pagqLadsat Apn3s 3A0OQe 3yl JO UOLIPNULIUOD SLY]

"PLJ43 14D Buluzaduds |eL3lul 3yl 38w

€l ¢sweabouad 3sayl 0 “S[SA3| P3IICX3 40 SNOLA3Ud
413yl 3aAoqe wuaojaad 03 uaap|Lyd pabejueapesip buid(ay
UL |N}SS32ONS 3Q 03 PIEp UOLIeN|BA3 pJ4BYy JO SLseq 3yl
UO UMOUS 343M yoLym sweuadouad Qz parjriuapL Apnis siyjl

31

- 2]

-s30afoad pue sweuabouad e ndtauand Aurjuawa |3
40 %00Qa24n0s ¥ :1¥3TY (°P3) "N °S ‘al4udy

"U3J4F | LYD pabejueape
-SLp }JO uoL3ednpa 3yl 404 sweaboad Aue|dwax3

Pa3d3;iaS 4aylani O Apnls y " “d ‘33O L4] pue
“TWOCY “3ILM3Q "7 "d “neadwe) -5 G ‘ebpLajmey

11 pue ] sSjded ‘uaJsp|lyd

pabejueApesip jOo uoirjednpa ayl 403} sweabouad

Aaedwaxa pa333|3S 40 ApnIS Yy °“H Q0 "V
‘s3uaaqoy B ‘g 'y ‘Aysdniey)y ‘-9 g ‘abpLrajmey

(panuijuo)) z 379Vl

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




"2L433L4d Buruaauds |erjLul ayjz passed

g8 ‘sweaboud asayl j0 -S|9A3| pa3zdadxa 40 snoLAaud *udJ4pjlLyd .
413yl 9aA0Qe wuojaad 03 ulaaplLlyd pabejueapestp bul panejueApesip buriednpa aoj sweabouad o~
~d|ay- uL |NJsSEIINS 9q 03 UOLIEN|BA3 punos jo sLseq Ade|dwaxa JO uoLjeULWEXS J3YIAN] Y ‘9 N
3yl U0 uUMOYS 343M YdLym s3dafoad g| punoj Apnis sLyj ‘obpewjie] 3 ¢ -4 ‘neadwe) <-p ‘| ‘obuaepm '
"WA04 uoLjewuoju] weuaboad ayy 404 3si| Huljprew o §
3yl 03 pappe SeM pe3a| MU 3uo Y| -Apn3S 3yl 40} ™

S324N0S Yd24e3as 43y3o ybnoayy paryLzuaplL uaaq Apeau

-le pPey || ING 2.6l A4enuep jo se burjesado [|L3S

Se paqL4ISIp QuaM 2| “9S3ayl JQ °PIIdeIUO0D IAL3IM S|3pou

[N4SS3d2dns se 3JOSN AQq pajeublLsap ula3aq pey ydLym udup|Lyd

pabejuesoestp a0 swedapoad burpeaua |eLpawada |2 <Apnis

Siy3l Ul °"SLS3Yl S,493Sew © ul pauLeIUOI d43amM Apms

9yl JO S3|NS3ay -oulpeau ul sweaboud 1 a|3L] jJO

Apnls e p3aldnpuod yoLym aba| |09 auuaape] e oLuL()
JuswaAoudw] bulpeay ayjl woaj paulelqo sem juaodau y Apn3s 3ba| |09 auuape]

(L.

(panuijuo)l) 2 378vVL

=

§
3
H
;
;

E\.




leads. These numbers, especially the number of leads supplied by the review
of the ERIC/RCS and previous search materials, were substantially reduced

when checked for duplication against other search sources, and when checked
for adequate address information.

Combined Results of the Searches for Candidate Programs

The results of the program nomination and literature review strategies
are shown in Table 3. These numbers include about 200 duplicate leads. In
round figures, over 1700 leads to candidate programs resulted from AIR's
systematic, nationwide search. About 80% of these leads were supplied by
the program nomination procedure, and 20% by the literature search. The
most productive nomination sources were professional organizations and
groups, and federal sources--particularly tie National Right to Read Progria--
which supplied lists of programs. The best sources of leads to candidate
programs in the literature search were the ERIC data base and reports of
previous searches for successful programs.

The most productive source of leads to candidate nroarams, therefore,
was the program nomination procedure. However, the literature search sup-
plied over one-fifth of the candidate programs and so may be judged to have
been a worthwhile activity. The mu.t economical source of leads was provided
by Right to Read and other federal sources in the form of lists of school-
based and community-based reading programs.

- 23 -
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Results of the Search for Candidate Reading Programs

TABLE 3

by Major Search Source

Number Percentage
Source of Leads of Total
Program Nomination Sources:
Program Nomination Panel 46 3 %
Federal Sources 349 20
State Sources 171 10
Local Sources 128 7
Professional Organizations
and Other Groups 589 34
Response to Advertisement 65 _ 4
Total Leads from Nominations 1348 78 %
Literature Search:
ERIC Search 136 8 %
SSIE Search 49 3
ERIC/RCS 65 4
Reports of Previous Searches 125 7
Total Leads from Literature 375 22 %
TOTAL LEADS FROM ALL SOURCES 1723 100 %

Note. The numbers in this table include about 200 duplicate leads.

34
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Chapter III

THE CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
AND THE PROGRAM INFORMATION FORM

Criteria for Assessing Program Effectiveness

The screen and review process was that of reordering the large quantity
of raw program information on the basis of criteria for judging program
effectiveness. Screening criteria were the key organizing concepts opera-
tionalized through data collection instruments and procedures that would
permit comparisons on common, objectively measurable standards. The major
instrument developed to assess program effectivencss was the Program Infor-
mation Form (PIF) which contained precoded items enabling all programs
completing the PIF to be objectively scored. The PIF and "ts accompanying
cover letter are shown in Appendix D.

Information from the PIF, together with available program description
and evaluation documents obtained from the local programs, served as the
primary data sources for programs selected for intensive review by AIR
staff. All of these sources, as well as direct telephone consultation with
program staff, supplied the information used to prepare description and
evaluation summaries for recommended exemplary programs submitted to the
Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) of tt« Office of Education.

The stipulations of the National Right to Read Program regarding the
criteria for assessing prcgram effectiveness were clear; these provided a
firm skeleton onto which it was relatively easy to put flesh. The criteria
are listed below, with appropriate PIF items noted in parentheses:

® Location--The reading program must have been located within the

United States, its territories or possessions (Items 4, 5).

* Longevity--The program must have beer. in continuous operation for
at least 1 year and must also have had plans for continuing opera-
tion for at least 2 more years (Items 7, 8).

* Available and R.cent Documentation--Program description and eval-

uation reports must have been available and based on evidence
obtained since 1 January 1968 (Items 9, 10, 11, 20).

- 25 -
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® Focus--Evaluation data must have been focused on cognitive gain
and academic achievement (Item 6).

Measures--The measures of program effectiveness must have been
reliable and valid, preferably ohtained with nationally standar-
dized reading tests, although locally developed instruments with
adequate measurement characteristics were acceptable (Items 13-19,
58, 60).

Comparisons--A sound basis for comparing the effect of the reading
program upon its participants must have been established. Comparisons
of pretest and posttest score gains for program participants with

an appropriate control group were preferable, although comparisons
with a norm group or with the achievement of pre-program groups

were also acceptable if these were persuasive and compelling (Items
21-26, 53). |

Sampling--Generalization from the participant sample to a defined
target population should have been evident. In particular, the
effects of attrition upon the soundness of the interpretation of
positive program impact should have been minimal (Items 29-43, 59,
62).

Size--The evidence of positive program effect must have been

based on samples of sufficient size, on more than one classroom,
and over more than a single year preferably, so that explaining
resttits in terms of a single teacher or group of students was not
2 credible rival hypothesis (Items 11, 12).

Significance--In assessing program effect, appropriate statistical
tests and evaluation designs must have been used in summarizing the
evidence. One-tailed tests must have lead to rejection of the null
hypothesis at the .05 alpha level. Furthermore, educational as well
as statistical significance must have been observed so that trivial
positive differences resulting from extremely large sample sizes did
not lead to claims of statistical significance only (Items 27, 44,
45, 47-60).

Exportability--Instructional materials, activities, services,

organizational details, and key procedural information must not
have precluded the possibility of widespread dissemination (Items

- 26 -
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28, 46, 63-69, plus two open-ended items requesting detailed
staffing, objectives, and assessment information).

The Program Information Form (PIF)

" To spare respondents wasteful effort, items relating to the four
crucial criteria were placed at the beginning of the PIF and the least
satisfactory answer for each was marked with asterisks. Respondents who
had selected one or more of these marked answers were asked to complete
and return only the first three pages of the PIF (which included identify-
ing information).

Each of the requirements imbedded in the criteria above were measured
by items found within the PIF. Some items could be answered "Yes" or "No,"
for example:

Item 6: Is cognitive improvement in reading and
reading-related skills a major focus of
your program?

YES NO

F—'l** (6)

Answer: (]
g 1

For others, a range of answers was provided. In these cases, the response
range commenced below the threshold for selection and continued beyond it.
This was done both to avoid, straining the honesty of the respondents and to
permit room for flexibility in assessment. For example:

Item 9;: Are evaluation reports (e.g., baseline

test data, retest data, measures of the
program's effect) available?

Answer: None available and none “‘1 * (9)
planned I
None available but initial B

steps taken

Available but not published

Most recent publication -
prior to 1/1/68 ﬁﬁ]

Most recent publication i
since 1/1/68 —

R ¥




In some cases, it was necessary to break the question into a number of
parts, with "Yes-No" answers to each, for example:
Items 54-57: Which of these factors were taken

into explicit account in the analyses
of BOTH program AND comparison data?

YES NO

Answers: Age l__] (54)
l__.l

Grade level [—__ (56)

Ethnic propor- (57)

tions in group

The Program Information Form consisted of three sections. Section I,
"Identification Information," contained five questions to identify the
program and key personnel. Section II, "Program Screening Information,"
was designed to permit immediate coding for subsequent ca*d punching and
computer analysis. Section III, "Brief Descriptive Information," was
designed to obtain certain program information that was not amenable to a
precoded format. |

Scoring PIF items. There were 55 PIF items, starting with Question 6,
on which programs were scored. These 55 fell into six categories:
* Criteria (i.e., conditions imposed by the RFP)
* Statistical Adequacy
* Experimental Design

¢ Comparison Claims

® Other Considerations

* Target Populations
For each category except the last, scores were derived by allocating varying
scores for answers with varying degrees of acceptability. Information on
scoring PIF resronses is summarized in Tables 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9.

Response to the PIF mailing. Searches of the literature, together with
responses to the Program Nomination Forms, produced a 1ist of 1520 programs

to whom PIFs were sent for completion. Of these, 804 PIFs were returned to
AIR for data processing. Nearly 100 of these were so incomplete that they
were unusable.

- 78 -
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TABLE 4

Category 1:

Criteria .

(5 questions; maximum score 9)

QUESTION #

QUESTIONS

COMMENTS

6**

9**

]0 * %k

27

"Is cognitive improvement in
reading and reading-related
ski11s a major focus of your
program?"

"Are evaluation reports (e.g.,
baseline test data, retest data,
measures of the program's ef-
fect) available?"

"Evaluation data are available
for how long?"

"How many participants or indi-
vidual records are included in
the evaluation?"

"How significant were the sta-
tistical results showing the
effect of your program?"

Answer "Yes" essential.

Five choices, but availa-
bility essential; extra
point for "since 1/1/68."

Six choices, but availa-
bility essential; extra
point for "more than two
years.,"

Seven choices, but more
than 10 essential; one

point for "more than 30"
and extra point for "more
than 50."

Five choices; one point
for "better than 5 per-
cent one-tailed" and

extra point for "better
| than one nercent."

** Respondents who marked one or more of these questions with
unsatisfactory answers were asked to complete and return
only the first three pages of the questionnaire.




TABLE 5

Category 2: Statistical Adequacy
(5 questions; maximum score 8)

QUESTION # QUESTIONS COMMENTS
7 "How long has your program been Five choices; one point
operating continuously?" for "at least one year"
and extra point for
longer.

11 "Are the data evaluating your Three choices; one point
total program approach available for "your site only" and
for one or more sites?" extra point for "more

than one site."

46 "In this program, how many nours Seven choices; one point
per week are scheduled for the if less than six hours.
subject Lanquage Arts?"

53 "How large was the estimated Seven choices; one point
program effect on achievement if "one-quarter of a
(i.e., the average gain cf stu- standard deviation unit"
dents in the program over and and extra point if larger.

above the gain expected in a
comparison group)?"

58 "What was the reliability co- Seven choices; one pnint
efficient of the test used to if 0.7 or iarger.
mcasure reading achievement
for this program?"

- 30-

40




TABLE 6

Category 3:

Experimental Design

(21 questions; maximum score 18)

QUESTION # QUESTIONS COMMENTS
13-19 "What measures have been ana- Seven "Yes-No" options; one
lyzed to show the success of point for (14), Analysis of
your program?" locally developed reading
test results; also, two
points for (13), Analysis
of nationally standardized
reading test results.
44, 45 "Are specific diagnostic tech- One point for each "Yes."
niques or instruments used to:
(44) Determine each student's
level of reading readiness or
skill (e.q., his reading grade
level)? (45) Determine each
student's strengths, weaknesses,
and difficulties in language
and reading skills (e.g.,
difficuity with decoding)?"
87-52 "What summary statistics were Six "Yes-No" options.
used in the analysis of pra- point for each "Yes" to:
gram data?" (47) Means or medians, (48)
Standard deviations or var-
iances, (49) Covariances
~or correlation coefficients,
(50) Frequency counts, per-
centages, or proportions,
(51) Significance tests.
H4-57 "Which of these Tactor:z were Five "Yes-No" options.
taken into explicit account in One point for each "Yes"
the analyses of BOTH program to: (54) Age, (55) Sex,
AND comparison data?" (56) Grade Level, (57)
Ethnic proportions in
group.

59 "What percentage of annual at- Six cnhoices; one point for
trition or loss of students any answer except "No al-
from the program was allowed lTowance was made for
for to correct for bias in losses."
statistical analysis (e.g., by
eliminating from consideraticn
persons who start the program
but do not finish?"

60 "How similar were the pre- and Seven choices; one point for

posttests used to determine
gain in reading skills?"

One

"Only one test has been applied";
two points for either "Were
parallel forms of a single
test" or "Were consecutive
forms from the same source."

No points for any other answer.

- 3] -
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TABLE 7

Category 4: Comparison Claims
(6 questions; maximum score 9)

QUESTION # QUESTIONS COMMENTS
21-26 "What kind of improvement or Six "Yes-No" options. One point
gain by program students was for each "Yes" to: (21) The mean
found?" test score of the students ex-

ceeds a specified norm; (23) A
mean gain for less than one year
is bigger than expected. Two
points for each of: (22) A mean
gain over exactly one year is
higger than expected; (24) The
mean of students in the program
exceeds that of comparable stu-
dents not in the program. Three
points were given for response
(25) The mean gain of students in
the program is greater than for
comparable students not in the
program.

TABLE 8

Category 5: Other Considerations
(3 questions; maximum score 4)

QUESTION # | QUESTIONS COMMENTS

8 "Do you plan to keap your program One point for "Yes."
operating for at least two more
years (through the 1974-75 academic
year)?"

20 "Are up-to-data program descriptions One point for "Yes."
available (e.g., staff, participnts,
schedules, and activities)?"

28 "By what amount does the annual per- Eight ranges: two points
pupil cost of this program exceed for "less than $100," one
that of the regular district pro- point for "between $100
gram?" and $199."

42 -2~



TABLE 9

Category 6:

Target Populations

(13 questions, used for classification only)

QUESTION # QUESTIONS COMMENTS

29-35 "For what target population of Seven "Yes-No" options,
students is your program de- including ones for "Men-
signed?" tally retarded," "Bilin-

gual," "Disadvantaged,"
etc.

36-41 "Are 20 percent or more of your | Six "Yes-No" options,
program students in any of the including ones for
following categories?" "Black," "Spanish-speak-

ing," etc.
42 "In which area do the majority Six descriptors on a rural-
of the program students live?" to-urban continuum.
43 "What is the average family in- Three income ranges.

come level of students in the
program?"

- 33 -
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Chapter 1V

SCREENING EFFECTIVL READING PROGRAMS
AND REASONS FOR REJECTION

The Sequence of Screenings

There was no single operation that identified exemplary programs.
Rather, a sequence of four successively tighter screenings was applied:

®* First, the literature search combined with the individual
and organizational nomination procedures defined a first-
stage screen to locate effective programs. Criteria
related to program effectiveness, recency, focus, loca-
tion, size, and longevity were outiined doth for nomi-
nators and for AIR literature revicwers.

Second, as indicated in the last chapter, responses to
the PIF were summarized into five subscale scores related
to indices of program effectiveness.

Third, the 728 programs supplying complete PIF data

were rank-ordered on the PIF ‘composite score. For all
programs with PIF composite scores of 30 or higher

(78% of the total), available documentation was re-
viewed by senior AIR evaluators. Of these programs, 26
programs were recommended to the Dissemination Review
Panel (DRP) of the Office of Education as exemplary
programs. Of other programs located and reviewed later,
an additional program was recommended, bringing the
total to 27.

® Fourth, the DRP reviewed the AIR recommendations. This
panel's decisions to approve or disapprove programs for
dissemination were found to be consistent with the second
and third stage evaluations carried out by AIR. DRP
approved 14 of the 27 programs AIR recommended for
packaging; DRP action is pending on 2 programs.

This four-stage screening procedure, imposing successively more
rigorous selection standards, would appear to be Jjustifiable and fair.
While errors of selection or rejection are possible, as in all human judqe-
ments, the consistency of the agreement with which programs were evaluated
at the various stages was considered to be convincing evidence that such
errors were reduced to reasonable limits.

The remainder of this chapter will describe the second and third stage
evaluation procedures and the results of fourth stage screening by the DRP.

S 4y




PIF _Second Stage Screening

As PIF replies were received, they were at once screened, obvious
errors corrected, marks made to give the benefit of the doubt where called
for, and the five categories of items described in the previous chapter
were hand-scored. Those prcgrams that passed all the criteria covered by
PIF items marked with asterisks and had Experimental Design scores of 14
or higher, were given closer scrutiny. For those programs that appeared to
be likely prospects, the PIFs were photo-copied and the accompanying docu-
ments passed on to evaluators for immediate review.

As a substitute for a pilot run, the first 65 cases were put through
the computer, which revealed commonly occurring errors in coding that needed
careful attention before card-punching. Thereafter, PIFs were accumulated
in batches of approximately 100 for card-punching. Each PIF was assigned a
five-digit identification number, with the fifth digit indicating additional
reports from a single site. These code numbers occupied the first five
columns on the cards, with coded answers starting with the sixth. Double-
punching was avoided, and all card-punching verified.

When 287 cards had been accumulated, they were again scored by computer,
category scores accumulated, and the summary statistics computed for each.
As could be expected in view of its greater length, the Experimental Design
category had a standard deviation about twice that of each of the others
except for Comparison Claims. These scores were doubled for the categories,
Criteria and Statistical Adequacy, in order to give them equal weight with
Comparison Claims and Other Considerations. 7he composite score for the
whole PIF was therefore calcuiated as follows:

PIF Composite Score = 2 Criteria + 2 Statistical Adequacy +
Experimental Design + Comparison Claims

+ Other Considerations.

The first four categories thus carried roughly equal weights and the
last about half as much as each of the others. This scoring system was
maintained thereafter for all PIFs. A check on the summary statistics
after 728 PIFs had been processed showed only trivial changes from those
of the first 287. These first 287 were scored on the composite, the print-
out showing not only composite score, hut also the individual category
scores and the individual question scores from which the composite score
was derived. Programs were arrangec in order of their code number, making
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it easy to refur to all data for a particular program, and to begin the
next stage of review while waiting for remaining PIFs to be returned.

The return of completed PIFs had virtually ceased, except for one or
two a week, when 728 were received. At this point, a final printout was
called for with all statistics; the more technical aspects are summarized
in Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13.

The composite scor2 and empirical results. Table 10 presents the
frequencies of scores that resulted, with descriptive statistics.

TABLE 10

Distribution and Univariate Statistics of the PIF Composite Score
Scores  Frequencies % Cum.

60+ ] 0.1 0.1 N =20

55-59 12 1.7 1.8 Mean = s6.4

50-54 51 5.6 7.4 Standard Deviation = 9.1
45-49 34 11.6  19.0 Skeviness = -0.3
40-44 139 19.0 38.0 Kurtosis = +0.3
35-39 133 19.7  57.7 (The range of scores
30-34 148 20.3 78.0 20-55 showed a close
25-29 . 103 14,2 92.2 approxination to the
20-24 31 4.2 - 96.4 Normal Distribution.)
15-19 16 2.2 98.6

10-14 4 0.6 99.2

5- 9 5 0.7 99.9

0- 4 | 0.1 10G.0

TOTAL _ 728 100.0

Statistical summaries of categury scores. From Table 11 it will be
seen that Criteria scores had a mean in the upper half of the range, though
with only a small amount of negative skewing. Infrequency f low scores
here i5 due to the fact that respondents were invited to save effort and
not to complete the questionnaire if several answers in this section were
below the cut-off. Experimental Design had a relatively hijh correlation
with the criterion, since satisfactory answers on Criteria scores were
logically necessary to Experimental Design, so that here too the mean is
fairly high with some negative skewing. The distribution for Other Consid-
erations, however, is fairly well negatively skewed, with a mean located
at three-quarters of the range, meaning that most respondents obtained

- 3
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~scores of 2, 3, or 4. In fact, only 42 programs scored below this. The
high negative kurtosis was due to the fact that all 142 cases were dis-
tributed on the two modes, at 2 and 4. Comparison Claims had a low mean
and relatively high standard deviation. Here too the distribution was bi-
modal, at the scores 0-1, and at 3.

TABLE 11

Univariate Statistics of Category Scores (before weighting)

Category Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis Range
Criteria 6.09 1.45 -0.21 0.30 1-9
Statistical Adequacy 4.10 1.41 0.03 0.14 0-8
Experimental Design 9.87 3.45 -0.31 0.11 0-18
Comnarison Claims 3.1 2.85 0.67 -0.72 0-9
Other Considerations 3.04 1.02 -0.43 -1.27 0-4
Composite 36.39 9.08 -0.27 0.30 3-60

Scale intercorrelations are shown in Table 12. The most noteworthy
fact is that Other Considerations had very little relationship to the
other four scales. This, together with its small standard deviation (1.02)
and only unit weight, accounts for the low correlation with the PIF com-
posite score. In fact, even that is largely the result of the part-whole
correlation. As intended, the Other Considerations score contributes very
little to the PIF composite score. '

TABLE 12
Intercorrelations of Scores
Category Iq;erco?;elatlfn wii?: Com;ézite
Criteria .48 .45 .35 .06 .76
Statistical Adequacy 35 .31 .09 .70
Experimental Design 44 13 .78
Comparison Claims .09 .70
Other Considerations .22

Reliability of the PIF compesite score. Correlations of the individual
scales with the PIF composite score are, of course, all sharply raised by
the part-whole effect. However, a conservative estimate of the reliability
of the composite score can be derived from the matrix in Table 12 by assum-
ing that the lower bound of the reliability for each subscore is the highest
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correlation that it has with any of the other subscores, then applying an
extension of the Spearman-Brown formula. From this, we find that the reli-
ability should be at least 0.71 which would make the standard error of
measurement less than 5 PIF composite score points.

Validity of the PIF composite score. A partial quick check, in the
absence of time to conduct a large-scale validity study, was conducted by
selecting 30 programs, 10 each with PIF composite scores of 30, 40, and 50.
The documentations for these 30 were randomized, and each of four AIR eval-
uators, independently and without knowledge of the PIF composite scores,
rated each program on a three-point scale (3=high, 2=middle, 1=1ow), solely
on the basis of the documentation. Table 13 shows the interrelationships of
the AIR ratings and the PIF composite score.

TABLE 13
Intercorrelations of Evaluators and PIF Composite Score (CS)
Rater ] 2 3 4  CS
1 - 59 .35 .73 .35
2 .59 - .63 .68 .55
3 .35 .63 - .50 .40
4 73 .68 .50 - .59

Composite Score .35 .55 .40 .59 -

If correction for restriction of range only is made, the lowest cor-
relation of Rater and Composite Score (.35) becomes .48, and the highest
(.59) becomes .67. The validity of the sums of all ratings with the PIF
composite score was .58, depressed by course grouping (three-point scales),
and also by speeded rating. Nevertheless, this correlation is significant
at the 5% level. Thus, the agreement between the PIF composite score and
rapid rater judgement is significant.

Specific contributions to rejection. Low PIF composite scores resulted

from unsatisfactory answers to important questions on the Program Information
Form. For example, of 728 respondents:
58% had unpublished reports or none
43% had evaluation data for a year or less, or none
62% did no tests of significance, and a further 14% found insufficient
significance (Some respondents probably called simple comparisons
"tests of significance.")
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Of the 24% who apparently did find significances at the 5% level or
better, a surprisingly large proportion were to make only the

completely trivial finding that posttest results were better
than pretest results, i.e., that some growth of unknown source

had occurred

69% did not calculate standard deviations or variance

26% did not even calculate means or medians

60% took no account of attrition (loss of sample)

17% ignored "practice effect" and gave the identical test for both
pretest and posttest--often 3 or 4 month; apart

41% achieved their results,in part at least, by spending 8 hours
or more per week on the program

14% achieved resulis by spending more than $300 extra per pupil per
annum

18% did not use nationally standardized tests

61% had unsatisfactory information about the reliability of tests
for their samples

The mean PIF composite score was 36, with a standard deviation of 9.
A11 available documentation was eventually examined for every program with
a composite score of 30 or more (78% of the total). Many had no documen-
tation at all; most of those that did confined it to descriptions of the
program, and included local newspaper reviews. A large proportion of
those that did try to present data used simple frequency counts only, often
reporting the softest observations such as: "Before the start of the
program X teachers considered progress of pupils satisfactory; afterwards
Y teachers did so."

Even when real data was collected and treated statistically, a mere
test of significance of gains betweer pretest and posttests was considered
adequate proof. There were obvious arithmetical errors. For example, in
one case the sign was lost, and a loss over the treatment period was called
a gain.

Several programs sought help from outside consultants, not always with
profit. In one such case, the consultant found that in 20 out of 21 classes,
posttest means exceeded pretest. The actual gains were minute, the largest
being less than a tenth of a standard deviation. However, the consultant
obscured this by testing the frequency of 20 out of 21 on the chi-square
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test, and showed that this table was highly significant.

One consultant put wrong data through the computer, resulting in a
demonstration of the grossest possible lack of matching between ostensibly
matched experimental and control groups. The table reached us with incom-

patible discursive treatment of the data, and the facts emerged as a result
of an enquiry prompted by a puzzled phone call.

Another consultant converted pretest scores to grade equivalents using
the 1964 norms, but converted posttest scores on the 1973 norms. His erro-
neous procedure led the consultant to claim that program participants had
made substantial "gains." What the 1973 norms do show, however, is how far
standards have dropped over the past 9 or 10 years. A performance that would
have been equivalent to grade 1.0 in 1964 is still worth the same in 1973;
children entering the system are as good as ever, and even a year later are
still "par for the course." Thereafter, they would be credited with increas-
ingly higher grade equivalents on this well-known test. A performance on
Reading Comprehension at grade 3.0 in 1964 would get a grade equivalent of
3.6 in 1973; 4.0 in 1964 would be a 4.6 in 1973; and 5.0 in 1964 would
become 5.7 in 1973. By the tinc grades 8 and 9 are reached, the difference
is more than a full year.

Samples of rejected programs with PIF composite scores of 36. Brief

descriptions of five programs with PIF composite scores of 36, the mean for
the entire set of 728 programs, are presented below. The five programs
were randomly drawn from the 26 with a composite score of 36. Only one of
these five sent any additional evaluative documentation, and two sent very
brief descriptions of the program.

Case Comments

1 Had no standardized tests in 1972 because of lengthy teachers'
strike and could show no evidence of gains on the criterion,
and of course no statistical analysis of any sor%.

2 PIF responses indicated "Mean gain for less than one year
is bigger than expected," but "No significant differences
found yet." Program takes about 10 to 12 hours per week.
No allowance made for biases due to attrition. Descriptive
material and two tables of data; nu sample size.

3 First grade gains were significant between 5/ and 10% one-
tailed levels. No significance tests for other grades.
Program takes 10 to 12 hours per week. No account taken of
bias due to attrition. Comparison with norms.




Comments (continued)

4 Not known whether program will continue for 2 more years.
With regard to kind of improvement or gain, "Information
not known." Significance tests were said to have been ap-
plied, but no significant differences found yet, and no
answers given about any other statistical summaries. Reli-
abilities of tests "not yet determined."

5 Evaluation reports "available but not published." Program
in operation for less than ¢ years. Significance between
5% and 10% one-tailed levels. Reliability of tests not

yet determined. No account tiken of biases due to attrition.
Comparisons with norms.

Samples of rejectec programs with PIF composite scores of 50 or higher.
There were 64 programs with PIF composite scores of 50 and up. A random
sample of 10 was drawn, of which one had been selected for packaging, and
two for the catalog. One of those cataloged was rejected for packaging
only for lack of detailed comparison and checking of its control group. There
would have been difficulty finding a suitable control group because it was
for vocational students. Apart from this lack, it was very well done, having
one of the highest PIF composite scores (60) with correspondingly high values
for each of the subscores. The other program that was cataloged had a PIF
composite score of 51, Criterion 89%, Experimental Design 83%, but Statis-
tical Adequacy of only 50%. A small amount of supporting evaluation was
sent, though it was somewhat primitive (bar-graphs only) and inadequate.
Presented below are brief descriptions of the other seven programs, with
reasons for rejection.

Case Comments

1 PIF composite score 50. Criterion 89%, Statistical Adequacy
50%, Experimental Design 83%. Good materials, good re orting
and evaluation, but data inconclusive due to usual proglems
of lack of satisfactory baseline. A promising program for
re-examination in the future.

ro

PIF composite score 50. Criterion 78%, Statistical Adequacy
75%, Experimental Design 72%. No tests of significance; gain
of a quarter of a standard deviation.

3 PIF composite score 54. Criterion 78%, Statistical Adequacy
75%, Experimental Design 100%. Sent no supporting data or
evaluation; included a paperback book instead with only
tenuous relevance to the particular site.

4 PIF composite score 51. Criterion 89%, Statistical Adequacy

637, Experimental Design 67%. Little data and no analysis;
gains in standard deviations too smalt.
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Case ___Comments (continued)

5 PIF composite score 51. Criterion 100%, Statistical Adequacy
637, Experimental Design 947. No tests of significance ap-
piied yet, as data not complete. Anotier program that should
be re-examined when the opportunity presents itselr.

b PIF composite score 50. Criterion 78, Statistical Adequacy
887, Experimental Design 83”. No evaluation data or analysis
sent.

7 PIF composite score 52. Criterion 78., Statistical Adequacy
757, Experimental Design 727. No data, evaluation, or analy-
Sis sent.

There were six evaluators, all with some background of statistical
training and experience. At first, all programs with PIF composite scores
of 40 or higher were examined by these evaluators, but later this was
extended to include those with scores of 30 to 39. Before starting, the six
evaluators met to discuss and establish guide rules. During evaluation
there was also constant referral and consultation. For borderline cases,
the telephone was used freely to obtain additional information or clarifi-
cation.

Classification of reasons for rejection. Rejections were made because

of serious flaws or lacks under one or more of the following headings:

Supportive documentation--A minimai requirement here was for some

descriptive materials and evaluative data. Statistical analysis including
significance tests was preferred, but failing this, some reference to testing
and to accumulation of data was necessary. In fact, it was frequently neces-
sary to compute elementary statistics such as the mean, standard deviation,
and t-tests from raw data. Computations reported were also checked for

gross errors that were frequently associated with spuriously enhanced

claims, but on occasion incorrect figures or formulae were applied to a
program's disadvantage (e.g., using t-tests for uncorrelated means, when

the data were correlated). Gross arithmetical errors were not uncommon;

one involved a reversal of sign converting a 1oss into an apparent gain.

Programs were not followed up where the only material received,
in spite of a request for supporting documents, was the completed PIF
questionnaire.
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Hypotheses tcsted--These could be explicit or implied, the only
requirements being that they had to be relevant and focused appropriately;

i.e., they had to concern cognitive achievement in reading, and should not
be trivial. An example of a frequently found but trivial hypothesis tested
by innovators was that pupils achieve higher scores on posttests than on
pretests.

Test used--These could be nationally standardized or locally
developed, but they had to test some aspect of reading achievement directly,
and include normative measurement; i.e., they had to allow meaningful com-
parisons of group performances. So-called "criterion referenced tests"
were of Tittle value unless norms had also been established. Measurements
of affect, motivatioh, or attitude,while important learning outcomes, were
of no persuasive value as central themes.

Sampling--While sampling is practical economy, it must not preclude
useful generalization, and it must be large enough to imbue the generaliza-
tion with sufficient precision. The method of sampling used had to allow
generalization to a usefully defined population. For example, if volunteer-
ing was used to recruit groups, one is unable to generalize legitimately
the findings to "all grade 3 students" without adding the restrictive quali-
fication "...and who would volunteer to attend on Saturdays."

Samples of 30 or smaller are borderline at best, and had the
further handicap that the results of activities of one or two teachers only
could be represented. These were found acceptable only if there were strong
additional arguments.

The chart on the following page was used as a guide to acceptable
sampling practice.
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Shaded areas represent unacceptable sampling designs, and partly
shaded areas, those that might be acceptable cepending upon specific provi-
sions. White areas are acceptable. For example, uce of the complete available
student population (e.g., all grade 4 students in the district) or a random
sample of these students could have compared pei‘formances against either a
blocked matched group, or their own previous performance, or a random sample
(as a control group), or previous classes in that grade, or national norms.
They could not be compared with performances of students above or below cut-
off points on a test, or of volunteers. Voluntecrs could be compared only
with blocked matched groups, or with previous performances.

Comparison group--There had aiways to be a comparison group,
explici* or implicit, or the program was rejected. T' comparisor qroup
had to be a reasonable "competitor." More or less ~rbitrary setting of
achievement of criteria (as in "criterion referenced tests") is no substi-
tute for a comparison group. This was a frequently used device, but in
the absence of additional nornative measurement, it was always rejected.
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Equally unsatisfactory was the common procedure of setting up a
straw man as a comparison group, as for example when the only comparison
was posttest with pretest, or when the control group was unduly handicapped
by a poor alternative program, or by conditjons outside the educational
environment. In some cases, sophisticated respondents used covariance analy-
sis in an attempt to compensate for gross inequalities between control and
experimental groups. Covariate adjustments are legitimate only where rela-
tively minor discrepancies occurred after reasonable attempts had been made
to match the contrast groups. One such rejection involved a case where a
full standard deviation separated mean pretest performances of the two
groups.

Use of national norms was acceptable as long as ,ome attempt was
made to demonstrate that the experimental group was reasonably normal. In
fact, this is the only device open to a large number of district-wide pro-
grams, and unfortunately several were unable to provide the additional
demonstration needed, and through no fault of theirs.

Data collection-- There are several ways in which faults in data
collection can nullify a demonstration. For example, especially when the

treatment period was short (often as little as 4 months), discrepancies
between testing dates of experimental and control groups can account for
differences in gains. Or when the two groups consisted of only two or
three classes each, casual approaches to time limits by even a single
teacher could generate apparent differences in performance. For this
reason, small samples with this design were regarded with added suspicion.

Units of measurement wer: not considered as critical. Respondents
were free to use raw scores, centiles, standard scores, stanines, or grade
equivalents, as long as the usage was consistent and referred to a single
source or table.

Control of confounding--This was a prolific source of rejection.

The worst of it is that sources of confounding often tend to be correlated
with other sources of bias, and therefore cumulative. For example, absen-
teeism ha~ a Yow but significant negative correlation with performance, so
that missing data tend to be that of poorer performers; and poorer performers
can sometimes find anonymity more easily in control groups, than under the
spotlight of special programs. Sample attrition is often partly the result
of itinerant Families, and itinerancy can be both en effect and a cause of
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poor home backgrounds. Studies were reported with up to 60% loss of sample
between pretests and posttests. Again, with small samples, the confounding
effects of individual teaching styles can influence results markedly.

Descriptive statistics--Minimal requirements demandea at least a

measure of central tendency (e.g., mean or median, and one of scatter (e.g.,

standard deviation or interquartile range). When significances of gains

were at stake, correlations, covariances, or at least individual differences

were necessary. This last involved recalculations of significances. Several
projects submitted raw data only, and when possible, AIR staff programmed and
produced the needed statistics.

Statistical analyses--Sophisticated analyses were not demanded,
although several provided analyses of variance and of covariance. In fact,

some of those who did resort to complex analyses could lay claim only to
rather minor real gains, and it was found necessary to examine the processing
carefully. In doing so, inappropriate or incorrect applications of techniques

ss(£ven to gross blunders in arithmetic or selection data) were found. In one
cade, the wrong data had been computed.

Several programs, understandably, sought assistance from outside
consultants, but not always to their advantage.

A simple but effective technique, too seldom seen, involved just
two-way or contingency tables, with chi-squares or critical ratios of some
sort.

Inferential statistics--A crucial requirement was the inclusion
of one-tailed significances at, or better than, the 5% alpha level. Tests

used could be critical ratios (for samples larrer than 100), t-tests, F-
tests, chi-squares, or one of the many so-called nonparametric tests, like
the Wilcoxon or Mann-Whitney tests. Multiple t-tests were suspect and in-
volved extra work in sorting out claims of effectiveness.

Once ir a while, cases were found whose claims were improved after
correcting their wrong use of t-tests for uncorrelated means with a single
'group, though this could occur only where even the wrong test showed signif-
icant gains. It is theoretically possible for some programs with real gains

to have been rejected because of a failure to use the correct formula.

Educational significance--This was a wis2 requirement of both
Right to Read Program staff and the uRP, and a principle with which
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AIR evaluators have always concurred. Mere statistically significant gains
are not enough; the gains must also be large enough to justify the effort
and cost involved in the program. It is difficult to set a firm criterion
here, but the somewhat arbitrary threchold of a gain of one-third of a stan-
dard deviation appears meaningful. In practice, over a wide variety of sit-
uations involving ratio measurement such as height, or weight, or lengths,
one-third of a standard deviation seems to be, if anything, smaller than a
just noticeable difference. In the behavioral fields, a shift in the per-
formance of a group of one-third of a standard deviation may Seem small, so
this can be regarded as a lenient measure, and appears to be a standard
adopted by the DRP as well. As further support for this limit, several of
the best designed and controlled programs with high PIF composite scores
produced gains ¢f this order.

The Dissemination Review Panel (DRP): Fourth Stage Screening

The final approval for the dissemination of the 27 programs recommended
for packaging by AIR rested with the Dissemination Review Panel (DRP) of the
Office of Education. The DRP sets reasonabie standards of sophistication in
evaluation for programs approved by it for dissemination. In the case of
this project, criteria establisued related to the same areas of achievement
oitcomes as those applied throughout the successive screening stages. These
were focused upon the contrast of gains for program participants with a non-
program comparison group, statistical and educational signficance, generali-
zability of the findings, and adequate size. In short, the main objective
of the DRP is to evaluate all evidence regarding each program and to decide
whether the totality of data indicates that the effect of the program is
related to the program processes and cannot be equally justified by rival
hypotheses. The basic question is quite simply for each review: Is this
a program producing improved cognitive gains, that is worthy of endorsement
by the federal government for replication by others?

Statistics in relation to the DRP decisions. Table 14 identifies the
27 programs recommended for packaging by AIR, and the results of their
review by DRP. Of the 27 programs recommended by AIR, DRP approved 14 and
action is pending on 2. Two of these were later rejected by Right to Read
because they were not quite suitable for packaging, as they haa already

received considerable and wide publicity.
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The mean PIF composite score of those accepted by the DRP was 47.85;
for those rejected, it was 42.50. The difference (5.35) was significant
at between the 1% and 2% levels (two-tailed), and yielded a biserial corre-
lation coefficient of .28. The standard deviation of the scores for these
was 6.1; for the whole group of 728, the figure was 9.0. Thus, the corre-
lation obtained was for a selected sample; after correction for homogeneity
it is .67 for the total group. It is pleasing to find this association
between PIF composite score and DRP decisions, and it is an indicator of the
validity of the PIF composite score.

The most frequent objection raised by the DRP pertained to the nature
of the baseline used, or to inadequacies about it. In one case, a school
district had had no way of showing that gains were not the result of an
influx of pupils of higher ability. In another, the comparison was only
with results of an alternative publisher's program. Smallness of samples,
or of numbers of independent sources of samples (e.g., classrooms), and
smallness of gains with big samples were also naturally suspect.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Right to Read staff, the OE Dissemination Review Panel, and staff of
the American Institutes for Research were substantially at one in the per-
ceptions of the aims of the study. These were objectivity and rigor, and
defensible standards for admissible evidence. Over the past decade, the ideals
of our society, backed by record-breaking economic commitment, produced a fer-
ment of innovation, in which practically any practitioner with a modicum of
thrust could put long-held ideals into practice. Too often claims for success
were later found to have been backed by inadequate evidence, by faulty logic,
and by special pleading. The evidence presented in this report is to a large

extent the outcome of a limitation in the expertise of educators.

Most educators are not researchers, and there is no reason why, in
general, we should expect them to be. Teaching is a full-time and demanding
profession in its own right, with aims and ethics which are often incompatible
with the aims and requirements of research. However, from the research view-
point, the needs for strong inference demand that the alternative to an inno-
vative program must be given a fair opportunity tu demonstrate a superiority

“to the innovation. But for the teacher, no group of pupils can deliberately

be put to possible disadvantage, so appearance of control groups is often
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fortuitous. Or again, research design must avoid introducing more changes
or variables than it can control for. But a good superintendent will allow
only lack of funds, staff, or time to limit the number of "changes for the
better" he can make. If he knows of a better testing program, he will
introduce it at the same time as innovation in teaching. Many more examples
could be given, but it all boils down to this:

* Good teaching practice can mean poor research, and vice versa.

® Quite normal educational circumstances can rob a sound innovation
of the opportunity to prove itself.

® Even with the best intentions, innovators will more often than not
lack the research sophistication to collect vital data, or to plan
a conclusive demonstration until it is too late 'to do so adequately.

Educators must be given research assistance at the time they need it
and only in the quantities that they need. Two important changes are called
for:

1. Contact between innovator and researcher must be made in time
for the latter to influence research design and collection of data before
insurmountable obstacles intervene. This would mean that initial contact

.between innovator and researcher should occur at least 12 to 18 months before

the crucial comparisons are to be made. It would involve no sacrifice of au-
thority on the part of the innovator; he would be free, both to make his own
suggestions for compromise, or to reject the whole investigation if he

feels that it is becoming a handicap to his primary function.

2. Evaluators need to take exigencies into better accourt. This
does not mean lowering the standards of research rigor. If anything, experi-
ence has confirmed the wisdom of the criteria set by all three investigating
parties in this study. But special provision needs to be made for recoghiz-
ing a class of innovation which, while setting high standards of control,
finds loopholes which it cannot close and therefore ends with an inconclu-
sive demonstration. Perhaps this is what was intended by references to
"promising programs" in the Right to Read request for proposal (RFP) for
this project. If so, the issue needs clarification and ground rules formu-
lated. Guidelines in this area will be difficult to develop, but the
effort has to be made. Without some circumscriptions, and given only an

overriding concern that deserving innovations may be ignored, future inves-
tigators will be swamped with unprofitable demands on their time. With this
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in mind, we make the following more specific recommendations.

Specific recommendations.

** Contact between innovator and researcher should occur well before
outcomes are to be assessed. This contact should start with
advertising intentions and inviting applications.

** Applications meeting certain minimum requirements would be fol-

lowed by correspondence and telephone conferences. Respondents
would commit themselves only to discussions and planning. They
should be free to withdraw at any point, and otherwise to over-
ride advice--at the risk, of course, of having their program
rejected from consideration in the end.

A series of modules of instruction should be prepared on selected
evaluation topics such as:

* Benchmarks by which to assess educational progress, e.g.,

comparison methods

Practical guides to methods of sampling, with their uses
and limitations

Choosing appropriate tests and measurement units

* Sources of bias in results, and ways of reducing or
compensating for them, e.qg., missing data

* Simple but effective statistics to use, with common sense
interpretation

Common and uncommon pitfalls, with examples and explana-
tions, e.g., regression to the mean

* profitable use of consultants, and when to use in-house
expertise

* Modern mechanical and electronic aids to educational
demonstration

Pleading special cases profitably, e.g., small samples,
large expenses, affective criteria, lack of controls

* Adequate reporting

*¢ Larger organizations and institutions would be free to use their
own in-house experts or to employ consultants. But funds should
be available, particularly for smail institutions, to have two or
three visits by those who would be presenting the evidence eventu-
ally. These visits would serve both to deal with special local
problems and to keep the study as a whole in competitive form.

52- 62




*® The use of local consultants should be determined. There should
be continuous communication between the institution and the re-
viewers.

Lastly, there should be a special class of innovation where normal
demonstrations of success are precluded. But special cases should
be kept to a minimum, and the reasons for the disability should
have been clearly demarcated for 1 year befcre the final scrutiny.
Moreover, there should be strong reasons other than statistical

for a presumption of success. These should include arguments under
specified headings such as:

* Clear formulations of objectives and rationales for
procedures, together with a unifying philosophy

Clear demonstrations of substantial and sustained
effort, such as preparation and use of materials,
on-the-job training, community support, and so on

Clear economies in specified areas, e.g., of time,
or of finances, or of personnel, without sacrifice
of achievement

* Systematic effort to collect hard data for future
comparisons, and to avoid problems in this area in
the future

® Satisfactory replicability and exportability

Early identification of possible sources of con-
founding, with real provisions for their assess-
ment (For example, it must be possible to elimi-
nate, or at least to assess, the contribution to
change of such possible explanations as change in
the population, or contribution by individual
teachers, or differences in tests used.)

®* Prime focus on cognitive, normative change
In summary, if in the end claims are to lack the support of hard
data, it should be unavoidable, and recognized at least a year
before the final scrutiny. None of the other criteria laid down
by Right to Read should be sacrificed. This perhaps will give
effect to the spirit behind the Right to Read concerns about "prom-
ising programs," wi thout injustice to those programs who had to
pass the more stringent controls. It would make it pussible to
apply more objective guidelines, with better control of the stan-
dards of those so selected.




Chapter V

DISSEMINATION PRODUCTS

Two major dissemination products were developed as a result of the
search and screening operations. These were (1) a set of packages present-
ing multi-media descriptions of exemplary reading programs, and (2) a cata-
log of reading program descriptions. Also, a guiderule that conveniently

summarizes 17 items of information for each of the packaged programs was
developed.

Packages

The primary criterion for package development was that the only pro-
grams packaged be those approved by the Office of Education Dissemination
Review Panel (DRP) as demonstrating exemplary status. A program package
was developed for each of 12 of the 14 reading programs approved by DRP.
Development of each program package required the assembly of information
into a framework that described major program elements or components. This
information was partly obtained from the PIF, from available program descrip-
tion and evaluation documents, from telephone consultation with program
staff, but primarily through a 5-day visit at each reading program site.

Specifications for basic program information. The basic program
information specifications for each package are contained in the Inventory
of Program Data (IPD) shown in Appendix E. Each item on the IPD focuses
on processes and aspects of a program that might be necessary to repeat if
it were to be implemented at another site. The format of the IPD provides
for indicating, at any point in the data collection process, information
that is still needed about the program.

From items on the IPD, outlines were prepared to guide authors of the
program handbooks for the packages. The IPD reference column in the
right margin of the<e writing guides indicates how each section is keyed
back to the IPD. The purpose of developing outlines and instructiens keyed
to the IPD was to ensure that authors would prepare program handbooks that
were adequately comprehensive for use by potential replicators. The Outline
for the Instructional Handbook and the Outline for the Program Management
Handbook are also included in Appendix E, following the sample IPD.
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Descri, tion of package components. Each program package was planned
to consist of a filmstrip with audio-cassette script, a handbook describing
the program management components, a handbnok describing instructional com-
ponents, and typically, two charts--onc a flow chart depicting program pro-
cess and the other, an objectives-activities-assessment chart. Thus, there
were two central target groups for the packaged information: first, educa-
tional managers such as superintendents, principals, and reading program
directors; second, instructional staff. However, the packaged materials
are also adaptable for a wider audience (school boards, parent-community
groups, students). Flexibility of use is built into each package component,
as summarized below.

* Filmstrip--The filmstrip for each package serves multiple purposes.
It is not strictly a simulated site visit, but must, nevertheless, depict
major program highlights and essential features. It certainly serves as a
quick presentation of the total program; enabling a viewer to focus on the
program's central thematic elements and to view classroom activities.
Although a filmstrip with audio commentary cannot detail the many specifics
and the complexity of any reading program, it can motivate viewers to examine
the detailed information summarized in the two handbooks. Furthermore, the
filmstrip itself can also succinctly summarize program features for presenta-
tion to school and community groups whose endorsement and support is necessary
when planning potential implementation.

* Management Handbook--This handbook contains information about how the
program was planned, implemented, managed, budgeted, and evaluated. Essential
management and staff training techniques are included. Cost data provided
by programs are reported, but recognizing that new sites will have different
resources available, different salary scales, different administrative
structures, different local accounting practices, and different numbers of
students to serve, the emphasis is on budget options that may suggest other
ways of providing the required resources.

® Instructional Handbook--In the {nstructional Handbaok, informétion
about program activities is fi-st summarized quite briefly (Program Overview),
then expanded upon (Program Activities), and then selectively detailed

(Specific Examples of Instructional Procedures). In this way, teachers have
options for selecting the level of detail that serves their various purposes
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in reading this handbook. If they are scanning several programs or
approaches very superficially, they need read only Program Overviews,

If they are car :fully comparing options, the Program Activities section
will thoroughly acquaint them with classroom activities. If they are using
the program or some of its compunents, the chapter on Specific Examples of
Instructional Procedures will be a valuable, practical source of selected
details of program operation.

* Charts--Most packages contain two charts. A flow chart depicts the
program process. The specific nature of the illustrations varies according
to program characteristics. For example, a simulated classroom layout
showing a sequence of activities for a single child may be appropriate for
depicting one program, but a graphical representation of instructional
procedures or program structure may be more appropriate or effective
..for-another. The second chart has three columns in which are summarized
the program's objectives and the activities and assessment techniques
related to each. Together, the two charts present the program in capsule .
form, and may be useful devices in program orientation workshops or for
quick reference.

The Catalog of Reading Programs

A catalog was prepared consisting of 222 one-page descriptions of
reading programs. The purpose of the catalog is to present an overview of
promising practices throughout the nation in the field of reading instruction.
Programs in the catalog are grouped into four general areas: Elementary
Programs, Secondary Programs, Adult Programs, and Special Programs. Taken
together, the 222 program summaries exhibit an impressive array of approaches
for many target groups. |

It must be emphasized that the descriptions presented in the catalog do
not include programs endorsed as exemplary by the Office of Education. How-
ever, in selecting programs, and consistent with practical time limits for
the development of the catalog, a single scale was established dased upon
PIF items to determine candidates for catalog inclusion. Thus, programs whose
descriptions appear in the catalog do represent stronger evaluation components.
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The selection scale was based upon unit weighting of each of 10 PIF items
as follows:

Item 6 Instruction focused upon cognitive improvement
Item 7 Program in existence for at least 1 year

Item 8 Expectancy of at least 2 years' continuation
Item 9 Evaluation reports available since 1968

Item 12 Participant size of 30 or higher

Item 13 or 14 Evidence of success based upon reading tests

Item 20 Up-to-date program description available
Item 28 Per-pupil costs below $500
Item 44 Baseline reading skills measured routinely

More than 90% of the programs in the catalog had PIF composite scores above
the mean of 36 points. None of the remainder had scores of less than 33.

Catalog descriptions were confined to a single page and organized
according to common headings: Program Size and Target Population;
Year Started; Staff; Major Features; Facilities, Matcriais, Equipment;
Cost; and For Further Information. Instructions for preparing catalog
descriptions were developed for authors based on the unshaded IPD items
(see IPD in Appendix E). A1l writers were required to adhere to the one-
page 1imit and standard section headings. However, they were allowed to
adapt the IPD-based instructions for preparing these summaries to suit
program emphasis. This flexibility allowed them to convey to readers
each program's unique character. A sa.ple program description from the
Catalog of Reading Programs is shown in Appendix F.

Product Review Procedures

A11 products, when prepared, were reviewed by relevant parties and
when necessary, by required agencies.

Filmstrips and scripts for each program were prepared by AIR staff
on the basis of site visits and consultations with reading program staff.
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Filmstrips were reviewed by a task force composed of National Right to
Read Program staff and revised if necessary. Finally, approvals for

the filmstrips and audio commentaries were obtained from the Office of
Public Affairs of the Office of Education whose representatives viewed
all filmstrips prior to final production. Filmstrips were also reviewed
by two members of the AIR Advisory Panel, Dorothy Gaither and Ruth
Hessenflow. ‘

A11 printed materials (handbooks and charts) in each program
package were forwarded in draft form to reading program staff. Based
on feedback from their review, revisions were made. Revised handbooks and
charts for several programs were also reviewed by Dorothy Gaither and Ruth
Hessenflow. The National Right to Read Program staff was sent copies of
the final versions of handbooks prior to production.

Packages Proaut®d

Packages were produced for the 12 programs listed and summarized in
Table 15. As a group, the 12 programs exhibit a range of approaches, yet
all are directed toward improving reading skills reaardless of the age or
circumstances of their participants.
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Guiderule

One additional dissemination product was produced which summarizes in
a single circular rule 17 items of information for the 12 packaged programs.
. This guiderule permits one to quickly and conveniently obtain information
relating to the following items for each program:

(1) # Students

(2) Program Draws Students From
Inner City
Urban Residential
Suburban
Small Town or Rural

(3) Program Setting
: Public School
Private School
Community
Correctional Institution
Other Agency

(4) Age/Grade Level of Students
(5) Materiais Cost for Group of 30

(6) Program Duration

' Periods (hours)
Days/Vleek
Semesters
Years

(7) Time Spent in Grouping Patterns
Individual
Small Group
Large Group

(8) Program Emphasis
Readiness
Beginning Reading
Remedial
Accelerated
Teacher Training
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/ (9) Special Resources Required
Visual Equipment
Audio Equipment
Library or Resource Center
Museum

(10) Major Groups Included
Black
Indian
Oriental
Spanish-Speaking
White

(11) Special Parent Roles
Aides
Home Teachers
Advisory Committee

(12) Source of Materials
Commerical
District-Developed
Teacher-Made
Student-Originated

(13) Hours of Inservice Required For
Teachers
Paraprofessionals

(14) Staff Requirements
Teachers
Teaching Aides
Clerical Aides
Specialists/Consultants
Evaluators

(15) Tests Used
Achievement Pre -
Achievement Post -
Ability
Diagnostic
Criterion-Referenced

(16) Instructional Strategy
Decoding
Basal Reader
Language Experience
Linguistic/Oral
Programmed Learning

(17) Number of Sites Where Program is Operating




Diffusion Planning: A Look to tne Future

The efforts of this study have produced 12 information packages for
validated, exemplary reading programs, and a catalog of over 200 additional
program summaries. The information provided by the packages is for use by
staff at potential sites in deciding whether or not to copy all or part of
a program and in planning and implementing changes that are decided upon.
The catalog contains one-page summaries of reading programs that, taken
together, provide potential users with many ideas for upgrading their local
reading practices and approaches.

Merely producing these materials will not reduce America's reading
problem. Nor will the packages or catalog alone cause anything new to
happen. These products must be used in conjunction with other elements in
a sound field test plan in order to bring about change.

Once the packages are available, the problem is two-fold:

* Disseminating packages to sites that need and want to improve
their present practices in reading instruction

* Determining the kind and amount of assistance a site needs in
order to use the package to select, adapt, implement; and
evaluate the exemplary program or parts of it

An adequate field test plan must provide solutions to both aspects of the
problem--dissemination and implementation--if the packages are to have the
desired impact on local reading curricula.

Therefore, systematic pilot study planning would need to:
* Identify specifications for sound diffusion

* Design an adequate field test plan according to local site
specifications

* Provide needed assistance to potential users

Assumptions underlying diffusion planning. Identifying the specifi-
cations for diffusion planning is based on important assumptions. One

assumption is that the packages are more likely to promote improved reading
instruction and reading achievement if they are part of a delivery system.
The delivery system is made up of several components, only one of which is
the package material. Other components of the delivery system must provide




for identifying potential users and supplying them with the packages, and
bring to these potential users the support services they need to success-
fully select, adapt, implement, and evaluate the exemplary reading practices
or approaches detailed in the packages. Similarly, the catalog is most
Tikely to lead local staff to implement suitable modifications in their

reading programs if it is part of a delivery system that prompts potential
users to do this.

A second assumption underlying diffusion planning is the package con-
cept. This concept grew out of the criteria established cooperatively by
Right to Read and AIR for identifying exemplary reading progkams. The
package concept is important because it also reflects Right to Read's broad
goals for the study. These goals were to prepare detailed descriptive
materials that would faithfully document important features of the exemnlary
programs--features that could conceivably be crucial for successful imple-
mentations at other sites. Consistent with this emphasis, the package '
concept has these major features.

Only proven successful programs have been packaged.

Package materials are faithful to the program as implemented
at the successful site.

Package materials describe processes used at the site objectively
and literally so that new sites can copy these successful models.

Package materials describe essential elements of program opera-
tion in different degrees of detail. A filmstrip and wall charts
communicate program highlights. Handbooks for teachers and
managers provide program overviews and detailed procedures.

By supplying these levels of detail, potential users have
options for selecting the amount of information that serves
thair various purposes in reading or viewing these materials--
e.g., scanning; comparing, or using the program or some of its
components.

* Users are viewed as active change agents, not as passive recip-
jents who plug in the package and wait for results. Thus,
the package materials do not present descriptions in a tightly
prescribed, step-by-step format that might alienate or be ignored
by the user.
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®* To further avoid giving the impression that exact-copy replica-
tions are expected at new sites, the handbooks emphas‘ze pro-
visions the program makes for ongoing modificaticns bv feachers
and managers. Examples of changes made and their rationale or

justification are given to emphasize systematic approaches to
adapting the program to changing needs.

Elements of diffusion planning. The assumption underlying product

development in this study is that no dissemination materials are teacher-

or people-proof. The packages and the detailed information they provide

for teachers and managers should be regarded as one component of an adoption
plan. To increase the Tikelihood of successful implementation, they should
be used in conjunction with other components of the plan. Diffusion
planning consists of several elements:

® Objectives--The broad objective of di/fusing information about the
exemplary reading programs is to prompt changes in local programs
that will result in improvements in reading and reading instruction.
Diffusion planning therefore focuses on where this change is to
occur, in this case local sites. The focus on local sites means
that diffusion planning will have to identify the kinds of local
needs, and the means for check-1isting them, that potential users
must examine while they review the package materials. One element
of diffusion planning, then, is to consider the means for encourag-
ing potential users to match options (exemplary programs) to local
needs, preferably based on structured self-assessments of the
strengths and weaknesses of their existing programs.

Change agents--Change agents and change olans need to be defined.
This includes identifying a delivery system as part of the change-
«gent network. The main change agents will be those dealina with
potential adopters at local sites. Questions to be examined are
the one-to-one matching of roles of the ~hange agents with the
adopters (managers, teachers), and the role of national, state, and
regional agencies in supporting diffusion and implementation. The
purpose of this activity will be to define specifications for
designing ar adequate implementation system.
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* Materials--Still another element of diffusion plannina is speci-
fying those materials that will be needed to help users select,
adapt, implement, and evaluate the exemplary programs, practices,
or approaches. The packages are desiqgned to be a critical part of
the diffusion system, but they are not spontaneously replicable or
adaptable. Other materials to be considered would include news-
letters to publicize the packages, convention or conference sym-
posia to exnlain the search, selection, and packaging rationale,
preparation of workshop materials to diffuse change information and °
strategies chrough the Right to Read state networks, and needs

checklists for use by adopters to identify technical assistance and
other needs.

Context of adoption--Diffusion planning will also consider the con-
text for bringing together the potential users, the delivery system,
and the materials discussed above. The definition of context must
account for local needs and information about unique student, in-
structor, and local variables that could obstruct or facilitate
changes in existing reading programs. The purpose of this activity
‘will be to set the stage for generating a realistic field test plan--
one that can accommodate the environment or constraints in which
change must occur. '

Evaluation--Finally, diffusion planning will involve some pre-
plannirg for evaluating the effectiveness of the dissemination and
implementation strategies and results. It would be expected that
these preliminary nlans will be modified and expanded when the field
test is implemented.

A Field Test Plan

Assumptions underlying a local field test plan. A local field test
plan will reflect the following assumptions:

* The packages and the catalog are more likely to promote improved
reading instruction and reading achievement if they are part of
a delivery system,

* The packages and the catalog are major components of their
A' ”delivery systems, but other components must bring needed support
services to users and prompt them to change local educational
policy and practice.
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® The delivery system should not compromise the original package
concept; the packaged programs are by definition proven successes
and should be presented faithfully. However, the field test plan
should encourage flexibility on the part of potential users in
adapting these programs to local needs.

* The field test plan should recognize that nearly all of the
changes made as a result of diffusion will be adaptations.

The field test plan should recognize that potential users are
active change agents and should provide them with a framework
they are free to use in order to systematically adapt the exem-
plary program or portions of it to local needs.

Components of a local field test plan. The components of a local field
test plan should include, but not be limited to, the following:

* Change agents. Who are they? At what level do they operate?
What are their roles?

* Context of adoption. How will sites be selected? How will key
site personnel be identified? What are local variables that may

facilitate or block diffusion and/or change?

® Change strategies. How will packages be brought to potential
uses? What services must be supplied to facilitate selection,
adaptation, implementation, and evaluation of the new program or
approach? Will there be a need for workshops or other hands-on
experiences in which the diffusion team and the user are brought
together?

* Packages plus supporting materials. The packages are viewed as

a major component in the delivery system. However, other mater-
ials will be developed to support the services required by the
diffusion implementation system. Materials could éonceivably
include needs-assessment checklists that will help potential
users specify the additional information and assistance they

will require to proceed with imp'ementation and evaluation.
Training materials for workshops on planning the program imple-
mentation and evaluation will also be developed. (See Evaluation
below.) Another category of materials will be those desigred
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to publicize the packages in order to attract potential users.

Evaluation. This component of the delivery system provides
technical assistance new sites need to develop sound evaluation
designs. This may require that a special training package on
evaluation be developed. The package would be aimed at personnel
in typical school districts or other agencies, people who impl2-
ment programs and must evaluate, but do not have a research ex-
pert's expertise in evaluation. The purpose of providing users
with help in designing evaluations before they implement programs
is to lay the foundation for eventually assessing the success of
the prcgram. It is recognized that evaluation of student achieve-
ment outcomes will not be appropriate or valid until the shake-
down period experienced by newly installed programs has passed.

Costs. A field test budget covering costs for activating the
field test plan will need t. be developed. Included will be
costs of technical assistance in implementing and monitoring the
field test and in evaluatir its outcomes. Also included are
associated costs for staff and materials.

Early, close coordination with the reading program staff at each of
the 12 sites will be necessary in order to develop a sound field test plan.
These sites are not necessarily equipped to offer exactly the same impie-
mentation support to new sites nor will the same diffusion format always
be appropriate in each case. A separate technical report has been prepared
which discusses these components in greater detail, based on the practical
experience of implementers who have sought to foster successful replications
or adaptations of innovative educational programs.
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Office of Management and Budget
No, 51 - ST3032
Approval Expires 31 December 1973

PROGRAM NOMINATION FORM FOR
OUTSTANDING READING PROGRAMS

* % % %« % * % DPLEASE USE A SEPARATE FORM FOR EACH PROGRAM NOMINATED * * * * * * %  *

i. Name of Program

2. Program Director Title

Address Phone

3. If Program Director is unknown to you, please give the name of contact

Name

Address Phone

4, Type of school or organization in which th2 program operates

Pre-School’ EMH
Kindergarten = Bilingual
Elementary School Adult Program
High School Other (Describe)
College
5. If the program oberates in a school, please give the name of the District
Superintendent.
Name
Address

6. “hat evidence, sign, or indication qualified this proaram as a success in
your opinion?

7. What are the major features of this program that contribute to its success
in your opinion?




Are vou aware of any documented, published, or unpublished evidence of .
effectiveness describing the program or its effectiveness? (Please nrovide

complete references if known.)

Nominators's Name

Address

Phone

Date

RETURN TO:

Right to Read Project
American Institutes * r Research
P. 0. Box 1113

Palo Alto, Calif. 94302




American Institutes for Research
Palo Alto, California
Right to Read Project

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF QUTSTANDING READING PROGRAMS

Population

Participants may represent any grade level from preschool through senior
high school, adult and community programs, and participants from programs
for special target populations, e.g., prison inmates, Head Start children,
handicapped students, adult illiterates, etc.

size
The program, in the case of a school district not concerned with special
target populations, must pe used throughout the school building with all

children at a given grade level or cluster of grades.

Innovativeness

The program may include practices recognized as new, creative, or unusual
as well as. traditional practices which are producing exceptional results.

Exportability

The various instructional materials, activities, services, organizational de-
tails, and key procedural information are amenable to wide-scale dissemination,

Location

The program operates within the United States, its possessions or territories,
or dependent schools. '

Longevity
The exemplary practice or program has been in operation for at least one year,

and there is no reason to expect that it will not continue for another two
years (through 1974-75). '

Evidence

Achievement in reading-related ¢kills has been substantially improved as a
result of the program.
Recency - Recent evaluation data are available (since 1 January 1968).
Availability - Descriptive and evaluative reports are available.
Completeness - Sufficfunt intormation is available to evalunte the pragram,




VERSION 1. Program Nomination Panel

AMERICAN
INSTITUTES
FOR RESEARCH

P.O. Box 1113 + Palo Alto, California 84302 ¢ (418) 493-3580 ¢« Cable: AIRESEARCH

The National Right to Read Program of the U. S. Office of Education

has selected the American Tastitutes for Research to identify up to 25
outstandingly effective reading programs that are now in use in Americaun
- 8chools and other institutions and to publicize these programs to other
school systems and institutions that may wish to adopt them.

You have been selected as a person knowledgeable about innovative and
exceptionally successful reading programs. We hope that you will be
willing to participate in this study by nominating one or more reading
programs that you know to he successful as candidates for inclusion in
the group to be publicized and "packaged" for distribution. We are
specially concerned about the process which will create a setting for
successful output from this project. 'Packaging' in the sense we are
using it is more broadly conceived than is generally interpreted. The
"packages" from this study will stress the total comprehensive planning
activity necessary to success{ully duplicate the program elsewhere, but
will not include the specific instructional materials used by students
and teachers in the classroom. Accordingly, I am enclosing several
Program Nomination Forms. If you should need additional copies of the
form, I shall be glad to send them.

The program or programs that you nominate may operate at any level from
preschool through adulthood. A program, for our purposes, is defined,
in the case of a nchool district, as one which is used throughout the
school building at a given grade level, in a cluster of grades, or for

a special population (such as a program that is being implemented through-
out the primary grades or in all eighth grades or for all deaf children).
An effort leveled at only one fifth-grade class where there are other
fifth-grade classes would not qualify as a program. Neither would the
efforts of a single teacher who is 'very successful in teaching reading"
qualify as a program. Very large units, such as programt being imple-
mented statewide, are of interest to us and may be nominated for con-
sideration. A program, like a package, is conceived of in a global

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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sense and includes all those things necessary to implement it success-
fuliy. They may be aimed at special subgroups at any of these age levels.
We are interested in programs funded by local tax sources and private
sources, e.g., business, industry, foundations, etc., as well as those
specially funded by states and the federal government.

A list of criteria for selection of outstanding reading programs is
enclosed. If you think a program might meet these criteria but are

not sure, please nominate it anyway. If you would like to nominate a
program which does not yet have statistical evidence of success, do so.
In either case, please give particularly careful thought to your answer
to Items 6 and 7 on the Program Nomination Form. Both items are designed
to identify reasonable, verifiable proofs of success for nominated pro-
grams. Evidence may include--but need not be limited to--statistical,
"hard" evaluation data; however, such evidence must be clearly defined.

Since we are working on a very tight time schedule, we would appreciate
a response from you at your earliest convenience. In order for us to
make the appropriate contacts with the schools you nominate, we must
receive word prior to November ,» sooner if possible.
—i{rl-\ \'"L/‘L_/'

Cordially yours,

S ) "‘g/‘

Project Director

A
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VERSION 2. State Level Nomination Sources

AMERICAN
INSTITUTES
FOR RESEAPCH

P.O. Box 1113  Palo Alto, California 94302 ¢ (415) 483-3560 ¢ Cable: AIRESEARCH

The National Right to Read Program of the 1. S. Office of Education

has selected the American Institutes for Research to identify up to 25
outstandingly effective reading prograﬁs that are now in use iun American
schools and other institutions and to publicizc these programs to other
school 'systems and institutions that may wish to adopt them.

You have been selected as a person knowledsecable about innovative and
exceptionally successful reading programs. We hope that you and your
staff will be willing to participatz in this study by nominating one

or more reading programs that vcu know to be successful as candidates
for inclusion in the group %v be publicized and 'packaged" for distribu-
tion. We are specially concerned about the process which will create a
setting for successful output from this project. '"Packaging'" in the
sense we are using it is more broadly conceived than is generally
interpreted. The "packages' from this study will stt¥ess the total com-

- prehensive planning activity necessary to successfully duplicate the

program elsewhere, but will not include the specific instructional
materials used by students and teachers in the classroom. Accordingly,
I am enclosing several Program Nomination Forms. If you should need
?duitional copie~ of the form, I shall be glad to send them.

The program or programs that you nominate may operate at any level from
preschool through adulthood. A program, for our purposes, is defined,

in the case of a school district, as one which is used throughout the
school building at a given grade level, in a cluster of grades, or for

a special population (such as a program that is being implemented through-
out the primary grades or in all eighth grades or for all deaf children).
An effort leveled at only one fifth-grade class where there are other
fifth-grade classes would not qualify as a program. Neither woula ‘2

‘efforts of a single teacher who is 'very successful in teaching rea ng"

qualify as a program. Very large units, such as programs being imj} -
mented statewide, are of interest to us and may be nominated fc o
sideration. A program, like a package, is conceived of in a gluba.s

An Equal Opportunity Empioyer
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sense and includes all those things necessary to implement it success-
fully. They may be aimed at special subgroups at any of these age levels.
We are interested in programs funded by local tax sources and private
sources, e.g., business, industry, foundations, etc., as well as those
funded by states and the federal government.

A list of criteria for selection of outstanding reading programs is
enclosed. If you think a program might meet these criteria but are

not sure, please nominate it anyway. If you would like to nominate a
program which does not yet have statistical evidence of success, do so.

In either case, please give particularly careful thought to your answer

to Items 6 and 7 on the Program Nomination Form. Both items are designed

to identify reasonable, verifiable proofs of success for nominated programs.
Evidence may include--but need not be limited to--statistical, '"hard"
evaluation data; however, such evidence must be clearly defined.:

We are particularly interested in knowing if you have statewide test data
which may help in the identification of schools that have outstanding pro-
grams,

Since we are working on a very tight time schedule, we would appreciate a
response from you at your earliest convenience.

Cordially yours,

;. . T 1\-

Project Director

A-7
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VERSION 3. Large-City Superintendents
Professional Organizations

Other Groups AMERICAN
INSTITUTES
FOR RESEARCH

P.O. Box 1113 ¢ Palo Altd, California 94307 ¢ (415) 493.-3550 « Cable: AIRESEARCH

The National Right to Read Program of the U. S. Office of Education

bhas selected the American Institutes for Research to identify up to 25
outstandingly effective reading programs that are now in use in American
schools and other institutions and to publicize these programs to other
scnool systems and institutions that may wish to adopt them.

You have been selected as a person knowledgeable about innovative and
exceptionally successful reading programs. We hope that you and your
staff will be willing to participate in this study by nominating one

or more reading programs that you know to be successful as candidates
for inclusion in the group to be publicized and "packaged" for distribu-
tion. We are specially concerned about the process which will create a
setting for successful output from this project. '"Packaging'" in the
sense we are using it is more broadly conceived than is generally
interpreted. The "packages" from this study will stress the total com- -
prehensive planning activity necessary to successfully duplicate the
program elsewhere, but will not include the specific instructional ,
materials used by students and teachers in the classroom. Accordingly,
I am enclosing several Program Nomination Forms. If you should need
additional copies of the form, I shall be glaq to send them.

The program or programs that you nominate may operate at any level from
preschool through adulthood. A program, for our purposes, is defined,

in the case of a school district, as one which is used throughout the
school building at a given grade level, in a cluster of grades, or for

a special population (such as a program that is being implemented through-
out the primary grades or in all eighth grades or for all deaf children).
. An effort leveled at only one fifth-grade class where there are other
fifth-grade classes would not qualify as a program. Neither would the
efforts of a single teacher who is "very successful in teaching reading"
qualify as a program. Very large units, such as programs being imple-
mented statewide, are of interest to us and may be nominated for con-
sideration. A program, like a package, is conceived of in a global

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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sense and includes all those things necessary to implement it success-
fully. They may be aimed at special subgroups at any of these age levels.
We are interested in programs funded by local tax sources and private
sources, e.g., business, industry, foundations, etc., as well as those
funded by states and the federal government.

A list of criteria for selection of outstanding reading programs is
enclosed. If you think a program might meet these criteria but are

not sure, please nominate it anyway. If you would like to nominate

a program which does not yet have statistical evidence of success, do
s, In either case, please give particularly careful thought to your
answer to Items 6 and 7 on the Program Nomination Form. Both items are
des.gned to identify reasonable, verifiable proofs of success for
nominated programs. Evidence may include--but need not be limited to--
statistical, "hard" evaluation data; however, such evidence must be
clearly defined.

Since we are working on a very tight time schedule, we would appreciate
a response from you at yorr earliest convenience.

rdially y é,
“ /
/ '1.«..‘*‘4--—./] -

hn E. Bowdé;
Project Director
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VERSION 4. Adult/Special Education Contacts

AMERICAN
INSTITUTES
FOR RESEARCH

P.0. Box 1113 ¢ Palo Alto, Callfornia 94302 ¢ (415) 493-3550 ¢ Cable: AIRESEARCH

The National Right t Read Program of the U. 5. Office of Education

has selected the American Institutes for Research to identify up to 25
outstandingly effective reading programs that are now in use in American
schools and other institutions and to publicize these programs to other
school systems and institutions that may wish to adopt them.

You have been selected as a person knowledgeable about innovative and
exceptionally successful reading programs. We hope that you and your
staff will be willing to purticipate in this study by nominating one

or more reading programs thot you know to be successful as candidates
for inclusion in the group to be publicized and "packaged" for distribu-
tion. We are specially concerned about the process which will create a
setting for successful output from this project. '"Packaging' in the
sense we are using it is more broadly conceived than is generally
interpreted. The "packages'" from this study will stress the total
comprehensive planning activity necessary to successfully duplicate

the program elsewhere, but will not include the specific instructional
materials used by students and teachers in the classroom. Accordingly,
I am enclosing some Program Nomjnation Forms. If you should need

-additional copies of the form, I shall be glad to send them.

A program or programs that you nominate may operate at any level from
preschool through adulthood. We expect to receive hundreds of nomina-
tions for state and federally funded school-based programs, We have
contacted you because we also want nominations for programs which
serve special subgroups ‘f the population. Specifically, we are
seeking reading programs for adults, including those for teenagers

who have dropped out of schnol, and reading programs for children in
special education classes. We hope you will consider as nominees pro-
grams which may be funded by local tax sources and private sources,
e.g., business, 1 'ustry, foundations, etc., as w~1l as those funded
by states and the federal government.

9 1 An Equal Opportur 'ty Employer
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A list of criteria for selection of outstanding reading programs is
enclosed. 1f you think a program might meet thuse criteria but are

not sure, please nominate it anyway. If you would like to nominate

a program which does not yet have statistical evidence of success, do
so. In either case, please give particularly careful thought to vour
answer to Items 6 and 7 on the Program Nomination Form. Both items are
designed to identify reasonable, verifiable proofs of success for
nominated programs. Evidence may include--but need not be limited to--
statistical, "hard" evaluation data; however, such evidence must be
clearly defined.

Since we are working on u very tight time schedule, we would appreciate
a respunse from you at your earliest convenience.

Cordially yours,

-

n E. Bowers
Project Director
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Dr. Leon Williamson
Dr. Mavis Martin
Nancy B. Davis
Sister Beverly Bell
William Durr

Merri Warren

John Manninq
Clarice Millam
Thomas C. Hatcher

| Vernice Hubbard

H. Alan Robinson
David Yarington
Egon Guba

Irene J. Athey
Marie Hackett
Edward B. Fry
Dolores Durkin
John Follman
Morton Botel

Helen Huus

Marjory S. Johnson
Jerry Walker

Roy Butz

Laura Zirbes
Constance M. McCullough
William Sheldon
Theodore L. Harris

" Robert Bradfield

Mrs. Charlotte Brooks
Dr. Lilyan Hanchey
Bonnie McCullough
Joseph Fisher

Or. Eric Thurston
Louella Burmeister

PROGRAM NOMINATION PANEL

Dr. Wesley Mieirhenry
Dr. Asa Hillard
Terrell Bell

Dr. Ester J. Swenson
Russell Jackson
Albert Harris

Helen Kyle

Fred Strodtbeck
Doris Entwistle
Fredelle Maynard
Edward L. Palmer
Gerald S. Lesser
Alton Raygor

Harry Singer

Edmund Gordon
Albert N. Hieronymus
Warren Finley

Rev. C. Albert Koob
Milaaros Agquino
Meyer Weinbergq
Alcnzo Perales
Nancy St. John
Richard T. Miller
Leon M. Lessinger
Wilbur J. Cohen
Boyd McFand]ess
Leon Hall

Roland Nagle

Robert Hess |
Edward C. Pino
Grayce A. Ransom

~Anne McKillop

Barbara ..ateman
William Cruickshank
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Richard L. Carner

Dr. Harvey Goldman
Walt Wolfram

Lila Gleitman

K.S. Goodman

Albert J. Kingston
Eleanor J. Gibson

Jack W. Lombard

Mrs. June Durand
Richard L. Smith

Br. Thomas Fitzgibbon
Dr. Samuel Messick
Scholastic Test Service
Teachers College Press
Lyons, Carnahan, Inc.
Mary McNulty

Hon. Alonza Bell

Hon. John Dellenback
Hon. Edwin D. Eshieman
Sen. Peter H. Dominick
Sen. Jacob K. Javits
Sen. Richard S. Schweiker
Hon. Carl D. Perkins
Hon. E11iott Hagan

Hon. Daniel J. Flood
Hon. Edith Green

Hon. John Brademas

Sen. Warren G. Magnuson
Sen. Claiborne Pell
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PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHER GROUPS*

Adult Education Association of the U.S.A.

Adult Education Regicnal Programs*

American Association of Mental Deficiency

American Association of Publishers (and other publishers/companies)
American Association of School Administrators

American Federation of Teachers

American Library Association

American Speech and Hearing Association

ASCD Urban Curriculum Leaders*

Association for Cn11dhood Education International (now called Cooperative
Development Program)

Association for Children with Learning Disabilities
Assaciation for Supervision and Curriculum Deyelopment
Association of Black Psychologists

Association of University Evering Colleges

Council for Basic Education

Council for Exceptional Children

Deans of Continuing Education*

Institute of the Bluck World

International Reading Association

Joseph P. Kennedy Foundation

Junior College Organizations*

Literacy Volunteers of America

National Affiliation for Literacy Advance

National Association for Public Continuing and Adult Education
National Association for Retarded Children

'ational Association of Black Students

National Association of Elementary School Principals
National Council of State Education Associations
National Council of Teachers of Engiish

National School Boards Association

National Society for Autistic Children

National University Extension Association

Negro 3ibliographic Research Center
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Regional Right to Read Representatives*

Special Education Personnel in State Education Agencies¥*
State Administrators for Junior Colleges*

State Association of School Administrators

United Cerebral Palsy Association

*Many of these groups were contacted as part of AIR's intensified search
for adult programs, special education programs, and programs operating in
the community rather than in school settings.
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APPENDIX D

Program Information Form

Cover Letters:
Version 1. School Programs
Version 2. Superintendents of Schools
Version 3. Non-school Programs
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Office of Management and Budget
No, 5 - 73009
Approval Expires 30 June 1974

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH

Center [or Research and Fvaluation
in the Applications of Technology in Education

PROGRAM INFORMATION FORM

Identifying, validating and Multi-Media Packaging
of Successful Reading Programs

A Project sponsored by
The National Right to Read Program
U.S. Office of Education

IMPORTANT NOTICE
P]easg answer each item carefully and completely
before you return this form. The information you
provide will be used for evaluating your program for

further consideration in this study.
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PROGRAM INFORMATION FORM

SECTION ! -- ldentification Information

Program Title

Program Director Title

Address Phone

Sponsor (school district or other)

Supor1ntendent-or director

Address Phone

Address wheré your program is operating

If you know any, please 1ist one or two other school districts br sponsorina
institutions where the total program named in Item 1 {is being duplicated.

Educational Facility Address and Zip Code

ERIC | 100
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| page 2 o~
SECTION Il -- Program Screening Information

In this section, all questions are numbered at the right-hand edge; pledse answer
edch by marking the letter X in the appropriate box.

Is cognitive improvement in readiiq . ' "YES  NO
and reading-related skills a major : *h (6)
focus of your program?. '

Less than a vear | . {7)
How ]0"9 has your program » At least a year hut less than —~|
been operating continuously? two years - !

Two years but less than three

Three vears or more

None of these
(1f none, indicate whv)

Do you plan to keep your program "~ YES ND
operating for at least two more _ | (8)
yoarg?(through the 1974.75 academic (If no, indicate why not) 4
year

None available and none *o(9)
planned |

None available but initial
steps taken

Are evaluation reports (e.g., Available put not published
baseline test data, re-test ,

data, measures of the program's Most recent publication
effect) available? prior to 1/1/68

Most recent publicatfon
since 1/1/68

Three years or more | (10)

More than two years, less
than three

More than one year, less

Evaluation data are available than two -

for how long?

Only one vyear

Less than one year

‘ 101 Not available | "
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More than one site (e.9.,

more than one school) C (1)
c
Are the data evaluating you: ' £:::
total program approach available Your site only L
for one or mare sites? r
Not available i
Less than 10 ,__j ")
10 to 29 )
How many participants or 30 to 49
individual records are in- -
cluded in the evaluation? 50 to 99 u_j
100 to 199 Fj l
200 to 499 ]
500 or more B ;,J“

*

*.** If you marked any one of :these boxes, do not complete this form or send program documents. l

INSTEAD, please detach the first 3 pages and return them so that your response can be recorded.

Analysis of nationally YES NO
standardized reading [::]

test results

(13)

Analysis of locally
developed reading test (14)
results '

Analysis of nationally '
standardized general (18).

What measures have been ability measures

analyzed to show the success .

of your program? _ Analysis of locally .
developed general (16)
ability measures

Analysis of other program .
success indicators (e.g.,[ !
observations, affective ]
measures, teacher records,
questionnaires)

(an

Other procedures
(Please specify) "—]

(18)

Measures not yet
analyzed (19)
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Are up-to-date program descriptions available (e.g., : |
staff, participants, schedules and activities)? |

YES NO

(20)

What kind of improvement or gain

by program students was found?

‘not in the program

The mean test score of YES NO

the students exceeds a

specified norm

A mean gain over

exactly one year is
bigger than expected

A mean gain for less

than one year is
bigger than expected

~ The mean of students in

the program exceeds
that of comparable stu-

dents not in the pro-

gram

“The mean gain of stu-

dents in the program
is greater than for

comparable students

Some other improvement,
not one of these

(Please specify)

(21)
(22)

(23)

()

(25)

(26)

How significant were the statis-
tical results showing the effect
of your program?

103

No tests of significance

were made

No significant diffe.‘ences

found yet

The program showed differences

significant between the 5 and

10 percent one-tailed (10 to
20 two-tafled) level

The program showed differences

significant at better than the

5 percent one-tailed (10 per
cent two-tailed) level

The program showed differences

significant at bettex than the

ona percent one-tailed (two per
cent two-tafled) level:

~(27)
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Less than $50

(28)
$50 to $99
$100 to $199
By what amount does the annual $200 to $299 .
per-pupil cost of this program $300-to $399
exceed that of the reguiar
district program? $400 to $499
$500 to $999
$1000 or more
Unselected cross section |ﬁ§ fm' (29)
Mentally retarded (30)
Bilingual (31)
For what target population of
students is your program designed? Disadvantaged (32)
' Physically handicapped
(deaf, blind? etc.g (33)
Instituticnalized (34)
i Other groups |
(P1ease specify below) (38)
- ~ YES N
American Eskimo, Aleut, (36)
or Indian
Black (37)
Are 20 percent or more of your Oriental or Asian (38)
program students in any of the
following categories? Spanish-speaking (39)
‘ | White (40)
A1l others (41)

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




page 6

In which area do the majority of
the program students 1ive?

Rural and small town

. of less than 10,000

Small city of 10.000-199,000
Small city suburbs

Inner area in large city
of 200,000 or more

Residential area in large city

Suburbs of a large city

(42)

What is the average family income
level of students in the program?

Low income (under $6,000)
Middlc income ($6.000-$15,000)
High income (above $15,000)

(43)

Are specific diagnostic tech-
niques or instruments used to:

Determine each studeht's
level of reading readi- YES
ness or skill (e.g., his

NO

reading grade level)?
(1f yes, please specify)

Determine each student's YES
strengths, weaknesses,

NO

and difficulties in lan-

' ?uage and reading skills

e.g., difficulty with
decoding)?
(If yes, please specify)

(44)

(48)

In this y.rogram, how many hours
per week are scheduled for the
subject Language Arts?

~ 106

Less than 2 hours

2 hours to 3 hours 59 minutes
4 hours to 5 hours 59 minutes
6 hours to 7 hours 59 minutes
8 ﬁours to 9 hours 59 minutes

10 hours to 11 hours 59 minutes

12 hours or more

(46)




YES NO ‘
Means or medians (47
Standard deviations _
or variances (48
Covariances or cor-
What summary statistics were relation cosfficients (49
o 32:2?1n the gnalysis of program Frequency counts, per-
| centages, or propor- (80
e tions
Significance tests ‘s]f
Methods not mentioned '
above (52
(Please specify)
One-tenth of a standard
deviation unit (53
One-fifth of a standard
deviation unit
One-quarter of a standard
How large was the estimated deviation unit
program effect on achievement
(i.e., the average gain of One-third of a standard
students in the program over : deviation unit
and above the gain expected —
in a comparison group)? One-half of a standard
(}f nore :?an one estimations | deviation unit
ve the her f )
g gher 1guro.only Better than a half SD
Gain cannot be given .his way

R YES  NO_

9 (54
Which of these factors were taken Sex (85
into explicit account in the
analyses of BOTH program AND Grade level __j (36
comparison data? L

Ethnic proportions

in group (87

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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How similar were the
pre- and post-tests used to

determine gain in reading
ski1ls?

Were parallel forms of a
single test

Were consecutive forms from
the same source

Were similar in form, but
from different sources

'dﬁly one test has been
applied

Tests were not of reading
skills:

No tests were applied

Between .6 and .69 (58)
Between .7 and .79
Between .8 and .89
what was the relfability co-
efficient of the test used .9 and over
to measure reading achieve-
ment for this program? Given by publishers
for standardization
group only as over .8
ot yet determined
No such test was used
Was 15 percent or more (59)
Was between 10 and 14.9
percent
What percentage of annual
attrition or foss of students Was between 5 and 9.9
from the program was allowed percent -
for, to correct for bias in
statistical analysis (e.g., by Was netween 0 and 4.9
eliminating from consideration ~percent
gorsons who start the program
ut do not finish)? “No allowance was made
for losses
No losses occurred
Were {dentical (60)

107




SECTION [I]l -- Brief Descriptive Information

In what year did the program begin operation?

(6
Year

How many program particinants and classes (groups) are there in your program? (6
If this is a school-based program, indicate enrollment by class and grade Tevel,

Grade or Number of Number of Classes

Other Level Participants or _Groups
Plgase 1ist the major instructional strategies used to help clients improve (6
their reading-related skilis. Briefly escribe, if necessary.
Are there any major program features (e.g., parent involvement) which are ('

not included in your 1:st of instructional strategies above and are not
included in your 1ist uf key program objectives in the chart at the end of
this questionnaire? 1If so, please 1ist up to three (3) of these major pro-
gram features. Briefly describe, 1f necessary.
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Please 1i~t up to five (5) kinds of materials and/or equipment which are (68)
absolutely indispensable for your program, noting their availahility as

"commercial," "district,” "teacher-prepared," "student-prepared," or other
appropriate comment.

Most Essential Items of Materials Quantity for

and/or_Equipment _ 30 Students Availability
Where are program activities physically located? If any special features (66)
were provided to suit these facilities to the program, briefly note.
Location of Program Activities Special Features

What is the total coslL of instructional materials for a class of 307 | (67)

$ for a class of 30, to the nearest dollar

To the nearest dollar, roughly what portion of the funds currently required (68)
to maintain the program come from the following sources? Please specify
the exact source for each category, e.g., Title III. .

$ . Federal
$_ State _ — ——

| $ Local
$ Private

-~

What 1s the average, annual ?Or-pUp11 cost for the district's regular schoo! (69)
program (i.e., cost per pupil for students outside the special reading pro-
gram described herein)? .

$ , per-pupil cost for regular program

109
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Return to:

John E, Bowers _
American Institutes for Research
P. 0. Box 1113

Palo Alto, California 94302

We would appreciate it if you
would return this form by
First Class mail. Documents

~ may be sent under separate
cover.

B Q- | 112




VERSION 1. School Proyrams

AMERICAN
INSTITUTES
FOR RESEARCH

P.O. Box 1113 ¢ Palo Alto, Californla 94302 ¢ (418) 493-3880 ¢ Cable: AIRESEARCH

The National Right to Read Program of the U, S, Office of Education
has selected the American Institutes for Research to identify up to 25
outstandingly effective reading programs that are now in use in American
schools and other institutions and to publicize thesc programs to other
school systems and Institutions that may wish to adopt them.

Your district has been nominated as one which may qualify as having
a reading program ameng the best in the nation. Ve hope you will be
willing to provide information on your program so that we may consider
it along with other nominces.

Information about the 25 programs selected for special publicizing
will be packaged and made available to describe the exemplary models to
other school districts. In addition, .many more programs will be described
in a nationally disseminated catalog of reading programs. 1If your program
is selected, full credit and acknowledgment will be given to you and your
district in the catalog or package. Packaging in the sense we are using
it 18 more broadly conceived than is generally the case. The packages
produced in this study will stress the plans and activities necessary to
duplicate the program successfully, and not just the specific instructional
materials used by students and teachers in the classroom. Similarly, a
program will constitute the total gset of conditions we wish to identify
and package.

As is implied by these broad definitions, part of our task ls to
collect detailed information con programs being considered for this study.
For the purpose of collecting initial information about your program, we
have enclosed a Program Information Form. We have also enclosed a list
criteria so that you mav judge whether your program qualifies as a candidate
for our study. 1If you feel your program meets these criteria, we ask your
cooperation in carefully and accurately completing this form. We realize
that the form is long and will require some expenditure of effort on your

An Equal Opportunity Employer |




part. However, the potential payoff for you and your district is also
considerable if your program should be selected.

Many of the items on the Program Information Form deal with statis-
tical and evaluative techniques which may not have been used in your
program. Please do not conclude that your program must meet overly severe
standards of evaluation rivor in order to qualify for this study. We
realize the practical Llimits within which real programs must operate. We
will therefore be catalogiung and packaging a wide range of reading prosgrams.
1f you feel that your program has special merit, we cncourage you to com-
plete the form. All programs returning completed forms will receive
careful consideration for cataloging and packaging.

We wish to base our cvaluation of your program on as much information
as possible, While the Program Information Form does glve us a good
starting point, we also wish to examine whatever written documents You
have describinyg your program. We are especially interested in seeing thu
‘results of any evaluation vou have made. For this reason, we ask that
vou send us. as complete a set of written documents as posstble when you
return the Program Information Form. :

[n addition to programs in schools, we are interested in finding
outstanding programs which may be functioning in or necar your community
through other agencies. 1f you know of any such programs, we would
appreciate knowing about them and whom to contact. A Program Nomination
Form is enclosed for this purpose.

There is some urgency in receiving a prompt reply from you since we are
scheduled to begin packaging ac an early date. 1n order for a program to he
considered, the Program Information Form together with all printed reports
about your program must be received by us no later than 15 February or
sooner if possible. '

Should you have questions, please call me or Mrs. Peggie Campeau at
(415) 493-3550 or at (408) 354-9088.

Sincerely,

n E. Bowers
Project Director.

P. S. As you complete the Program Information Form, please note that in
a YES/NO item, either YES or NO should be marked for every pair of
boxes in the numbered response column.

114
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VERSION 2. Superintendents of Schools

AMERICAN
INSTITUTES
FOR RESEARCH

P.O. Box 1113 ¢ Palo Alto, California 94302 ¢ (418) 4¥3-3580 ¢ Cable: AIRESEARCH

REIRE 5

The National Right to Read Program of the U. S. Office of Education
_has selected the American Institutes for Research to identify up to 25
outstandingly effective reading programs now in use in American schools
and other institutions. In-depth information packages on the programs
selected will be made available to other educators as exemplary models
with full credit and acknowledgement to program staff and school district.

In your district an outstanding reading program has been nominated
which may qualify for our study. Our time schedule requires very rapid
identification of those exemplary programs for which we will be compiling
information packages. Therefore, we have taken the liberty of contacting
the staff of the above program. They should receive a letter and a
questionnaire, the '"Program Information Form," about the same time this
letter reaches you. We would of course be most grateful for any action
you or your staff may wish to take that will expedite the return of the

information we need.
Sincerely yoursg,
/t John E. Bowers //

Project Director

Thank you for your cooperation.

‘ | An Equal OpBo:glu;m Employer | l 1 5




VERSION 3. Non-school Program

' AMERICAN
- INSTITUTES
FOR RESEARCH

P.O. Box 1113 ¢ Palo Alto, California 94302 o (415) 493-3850  Cabie: AIRESEARCH

The National Right to Read Program of the U. S. Office of Education
has selected the American Institutes for Research to identify up to 25
outstandingly effective reading programs that are now in use in American
schools and other institutions and to publicize these programs to other
school systems and institutions that may wish to adopt them.

- Your agency/institution has been nominated as one which may qualify
as having a reading program among the best in the nation. We hope you
will be willing to provide information on your program so that we may
consider it along with other nominees.

Information about the 25 programs selected for special publicizing
will be packaged and made available to describe the exemplary models to
other agencies/institutions. In addition, many more programs will be
described in a nationally disseminated catalog of reading programs. If
your program is selected, full credit and acknowledgment will be given to
you and your agency/institution in the catalog or package. Packaging in
the sense we are using it 1s more broadly conceived than is generally the
case. The packages produced in this study will stress the plans and
activities necessary to duplicate the program successfully, and not just
the specific instructional materials used by students and teachers in the
classroom. Similarly, a program will constitute the total set of conditions
we wish to identify and package.

As is implied by these broad definitions, part of our task is to
"collect detailed information on programs being considered for this study.
For the purpose of collecting initial information about your program, we
have enclosed a Program Information Form. We have also enclosed a list
of criteria so that you may judge whether your program qualifies as a
candidate for our study. If you feel your program meets these criteria,
we ask your cooperation in carefully and accurately completing this form.
We realize that the form is long and will require some expenditure of

Q . 11 6 An Kqual Opportunity Bmployer
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effort on your part. However, the potential payoff for you and your agencyv/
institution {s also considerable if your program should be ‘selected.

Many of the itcms on the Program Information Form deal with statis-
tical and evaluative techniques which may not have been used in your
program. Please do not conclude that your program must meet overly severe
standards of evaluation rigor in order to qualify for this study. We
realize the practical limits within which real prozrams must operate.

We will therefor: be -atualoging and packaging a wice range of reading.
programs. If vou feel that your program has special merit, we encourage
you to complete the torm. All programs returning completed forms will
receive careful consideration for cataloging and packaging.

We wish to base our evaluation of your program on as much information
as possible. While the Program Information Form does give us a good
starting point, we also wish to examine whatever written documents you
have describing your program. We are especiallv interested in seeing the
results of any evaluation you have made. For this reason, we ask that
you.gsend us as complete a set of written documents as possible when you
return the Program I[nformation Form.

We are especially interested in finding other outstanding programs
which may be functioning in or near your community through other agencies.
If you know of any such programs, we would appreciate knowing about them
and whom to contact.

There is some urgencv in receiving a prompt replv from you since we are
scheduled to begin packaging at an early date. [n order for a program to be
considered, the Program Information Form together with all printed reports
about your program must be received by us no later than
sooner if possible.

Should you have questions, please call me or Mrs. Peggie Campeau at
(415) 493-3550 or at (408) 354-9088.

Sincerely yours,

Y e
S £

ect Director

P. S. As you complete the Program Information Form, please note that in a
YES/NO item, either YES or NO should be marked for every pair of
boxes in the numbered response column.
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- APPENDIX E

Inventory of Program Data
Outline for the Instructional Handbook
Outline for the Program Management Handbook
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PROGRAM CODE NO.

INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD)

R AW R h R ddedrded ded sl dede il Wt ot e e el e s et de e dr e e de ot e Wt e e e ek e de s s e e e e e el s e s s s de e e de et s s e ek

VALIDATOR(S): AS A RESULT OF OUR IN-HOUSE VALIDATION, THIS
PROGRAM 1S RECOMMENDED FOR (check one box):
. HIGH priority--ee-
WRITER(S) CATALOG onlye__
~MODERATE priority-

. IGH priority--:--
SITE VISITORS: _ PACKAGE

T MODERATE priority- [

1.00 IDENTIFICATION

don

XEROX AND AFFIX THAT PORTION OF PAGE 1 OF THE PIF |
WHICH SUPPLIES THE FOLLOWING IDENTIFICATION INFOR-
MATION:

PIF Item 1: Program Title

PIF Item 2: Program Director's Name, Title, Address,
and Phone

PIF Item 3: Sponsor, Superintendent or Other Direc-
tor's Name, Address, and Phone

PIF Item 4: Address Where Program Operates
PIF Item 5: Other Sites |

Eﬂh E-1 119




INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) .PROGRAM CODE NO.

Shaded right margin indicates that the question should be
ignored for CATALOG programs and answered for PACKAGE programs.

=

1.01 For further information:

For CATALOG program, name and address which should appear
in the "For Further Information" section (Nnte below.)

.-------------------------------------------------------------------------mm;;

For PACKAGE program, name and address of person who
coordinates visits (Note below.)

Complete the information below for each person contacted in the course of -
program validation or preparation of the PDF or INFOPAK.

Name and TitTe Address Fﬁéhe Why Contact?

Person who filled
out PIF

b-----------------‘o-----‘#------------------ poocscsscesoaces

Pocoocoseccoeeeoseende e e

Person who should ap-
pear in the "for fur-
ther Info" section.




1.02 Program documentation: (Also 1ist AV documentation, if any, andﬂits‘cost
and availability.)

NVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) . PROGRAM CODE NO,

ocunent Number T ‘Eibfiogrqphic Reference
PIF | (Program Information Form)
1 (Notes from phone contacts, document review, site visits.)
---------------------------------- SeececsccescscescccccrenccccscccanegRateacanacan
2
(etc.)
{0 24
-3 121
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) _ PROGRAM CODE NO.

See key, OR
IPD p. 3 REF.

poC. WO PAGE @

2.00 PARTICIPANTS

2.01 Age/grade and special characteristics on PIF PIF 29.35
agree with documents 62

'2.02 Selection procedures

(diagnostic tests, parent request, admission
panel, referral system, etc.)

2.03 Selection criteria
(qualifications, background, skills, etc.)

r 3,00 PROGRAM SIZE

3.01 Program enroliment data on PIF agree with PIF 62
documents

4.00 OBJECTIVES

4.01 Key objectives on PIF agree with documents PIF 6;i64




VENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (1PD) | PROGRAM CODE NO.

BOC. NO | PAGE || NEED |
See key, OR ?ORS
NFO- |

IPD p. 3 | REF.

5.00 LOCALE (DEMOGRAPHY)

5.01 Demographic background of participants on PIF 36-43
PIF agrees with documents B

5.02 Population characteristics of locale which
affect program:

Transiency

------------------------------------------------------- dl----u-----lr------ib---------

Second language or strong dialect 1nfluence;-

-...-. .......................... L L L L L L T L] X L L L LN X ¥ ] L L L L L Y ¥ ¥ J oo es “------..-

O%ther

5.03 (Question for PACKAGE program operating
IN SCHOOL:)

Characteristics of school district
which affect program:

------------------------------------------------------- h...g......_ﬁ....'-.- posannasen

District policies SEURTIORI D _;[::]::

mndistnuen

Q E-5
Ef{g:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD)

PROGRAM CODE NO.

See key, OR MORE
IPD p. 3 | REF, INFO
6.00 PROGRAM HISTORY
6.01 PIF and documents agree with respect to year PIF 61
program started
6.02 Inftial stimulus for program:
Iﬂx
Effort of key person (get contact info) L
Outgrowth of earlier effort (Any modifications?) |
------------------------------------------------------- T rrYY Y 1 P..-..- n--..-‘-..
Other I

-------------------------------------------------------

Useful materials for gackage
(e.g., questionnaires

pooocooeoee

pracsschoccvnsnne

w~v~"

posoveePovecesses

r-....-- ...-.....'T....-..‘..

e R By

g

E-6

©
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VENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) PROGRAM CODE NO.

s W [a) NEEU
See key, OR MOR
IPD p. 3 | REF, INFO

6.04 Planning process (before program began):

Major steps
------------f ------------------------------------------- (A LI I T I T YTYYIrY YT T YT YYIY YY)
Key persons/roles in major planning tasks
Useful materials for package (e.g., flow charts) | :
|
6.05 Implementation process:
Major steps
------------------------------------------------- LU L X X ¥ I.....-...-p....-.a.-.-.....
Key persons/roles in major implementation tasks
----------------------------- --------------------------.‘-.--.-.--&.--.--.---....-Q
Effective/Ineffective procedures
---------------------------------------------------- .---l.........’.-.--.#--.;:::"

Useful materials for package (e.g., schedules)

6.06 If program has changed from original plan:

How? - -
(changes in goals, activities, staff, etc.) [::] :
""""""""""""""""""""""" badeiabadadobabadedb e ;"'l"".“"#"‘."..:ﬂ.-. -".Ql'
Why7 ) ff:.._- ; ﬁ%
(recruitment problems, community pressure, L BN P [::] g

budget cuts)

6.07 Program's growth since it began

0 E-7 |
e 125
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD)

PROGRAM CODE NO.

WVwe I ’ W N
See key, OR MORE
IPD p. 3 | REF. INFO
7.00 STAFF REQUIREMENTS
7.01 Staff requirements on PIF agree with documents
(highlight essential qualifications; double- PIF 70
check for consultants and volunteers)
7.02 Inservice training (additional details):
Specific objectives
------------------------------------------------------- LTI YT YIYTYYY Y YYYYTYYY -...Q..
Key persons/roles in planning/conducting B
-------------------------------------------------------- LT YT Y Y I YT e YY)
When and where (get schedule)
Instructional methods/activities
-------------------------------------------------------- -..f.....b........*...‘l.'u.b;;ﬁ
Assessment of staff proficiency in skills taught [::};ﬂ
7.03 Problems in recruiting or maintaining staff:

Incentives to attract staff

...................................................

}......,....

josssacsanad
! .

o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




VENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) PROGRAM CODE NO.

DOC. NO PAGE | | NEED
See key, OR MORE
IPD p. 3| REF. LINFO
8.00 PROGRAM MANAGEMENT N .
fW*
8.01 Chain of command:
Protocol for who tells whom what (get organization ]
chart)
-------------- b------------------------------------------q-..-.-----0.-----.-#.....-.qo
Day-to-day situations in which above routine
is modified to facilitate program management
--------------------------------------------------------- L LTy T Y Py Y Y Y T Ll
Procedures for decision-making re unsolicited
advice from teachers, students, and parents
8.02 Periodic review of program (process evaluation): o ,
Program procedurcs assessed .
-------------------------------------‘-----J ---------------- P.-...-.IIIGD.--...-.”‘.--Q‘.O
Who does what? (key persons/roles)
----------------------------------------------------------- ...-....--0.9......?‘.‘..‘..‘
Method/instruments used
---------------------------------------------------------- b.fg......buoo----pﬂna-.g,.’o
Measurement schedule/frequency (get schedule of PR
checkpoints/other records) N , N T -
---------------------------------------------------------- ?.-fnoononﬁuooonnﬂqﬁtww
Major decisions made on basis of review - | | [::]fﬂ
---------------------------------------------------------- bf...---q.&-..6.-.-L.,ﬁdd--bo
Who makes these decisions | . ~ |
8.03 Opinfons re most essentiai management techniques o  r—
for replicatin? program (Indicate identity of L ~
person expressing opinion)

ER\(]
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NVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD)

PROGRAM

CODE NO.

DOC. NO
See key,
IPD p. 3

NEED
MORE
INFO

9.00 THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

9.01 sStrategies and features on PIF agree

with documents

PIF

63, 64

Instructional activities (more detail):

Teaching techniques (specific examples)

Feedback techniques

T XXE XN Y J

Grouping patterns used:

Purpose of each type of grouping

Nescribe an event for each grouping

pocscoanaaes

cccsesssafocsnbane

9.04 Typical schedule of program activities (Indicate
period, day, week, other unit of time covered by
schedule; minutes or portion of time per activity;

whether schedule rotates.)

Obtain or produce a time 1ine which shows the
sequence of program activities for a typical
participant from the time he enters the program
until he completes the program. Also indicate
the range of weeks per activity which might be
required due to the range of participants’
abilities.

r---------.

O

©

ERIC
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NVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) PROGRAM CODE NO.

DOC, NO | PAGE
See key, OR
IPD p. 3 REF.

9.05 On-going diagnosis and assessment of participants:

Specific reading-related skills/problems measured

Who does what (key persons/roles)

Method/instruments used to measure each
skill/problem (See also PIF 44, 45)

Obtain sample copy of individual's diagnostic
record or profile

Decisions based on measurement:

Prescribe individualized instructional program

-------------------------------- P = o o=

-------------------------- -----dr----

- ® ® o ® o ® ® o ® o ® % & ® o o ® & o & & o o & & b e o o o & o 0 oo
.

9.06 Special provision for teacher planning (regular
meetings to plan each individual's program, etc.?)

9.07 Provision for teachers to modify features
of the program

o N
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA ~ PROGRAM CODE NO.

baco IIUO rAuL - -
See key, | OR | | MORE
IPD p, 3 | REF, INFO

9.08 Parent/community involvement:

‘Specific nature of involvement

-------------------------------------------------------- p--....’...v.-..-.U..-...---

-------------------------------------------------------- dSoaavacas SPonccavfacnaatenen

Measures taken to secure their support

10.00 FACILITIES

10.01 Description of program facilities on PIF PIF 66
agrees with documents

10.02 Special construction/altcrations required
for program facilities

11.00 EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS

11.01 Equipment and materials data on PIF PIF 65
agree with documents

11,02 Purpose/procedures for use of each

key {tem
(Relate to sgec1f1c instructional events/

. objectives

ERIC | 130 £2
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) ' . PROGRAM CODE NO.

Doc . "6. (4]
See key, OR MORE
IPD p. 3 | REF. INFO

12.00 COST

12.01 Materials cost and regular district cost
data is complete on PIF PIF 67{69

12.02 Compute the percent of program funds
obtained from each source indicated in PIF 68
PIF 68. Enter percents on PIF next to
dollar amounts.

(SEE NEXT PAGE FOR 12.03)

©

, £-13
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) R PROGRAM CODE NO.

. WOTE:  This chart s to be completed for PACKAGE programs only. Write directly on the
o fom, !I necessary, complete tables for eich grade level or other group to be
e e fn the packaged information. (Xerox additional charts, if needed.)

12.03 START-UP COST: Include every type of cost paid by the program to initiate it and carry
it through its first year of operation (or other appropriate period).

. Per-pupil cost

Total START-UP cost paid for by program : § :
$ * paid by program

Number of participants included in figure:

Period of time covered by figure:
Grade or group: {e.q., academic year, '70-"77)

Directions: Circle either 1, 2, 3, or 4 for each row of boxes, using the code below.

1. The program USED {tems in this category AND PAID ALL COSTS.

2. The program USED items in this category BUT PAID ONLY PARTIAL COSTS.

3. The program USED items in this category BUT DID NOT PAY ANY OF THESE COSTS.
4. The program DID NOT USE items in this category.

Use these {f

Standard Budget Categories: possible. -

Other Budget Categories*#+

ADMINISTRATION/SUPERVISION

(salaries, contracted services) OB IR0
INSTRUCTION: |
Salaries Q ®
Books and Materials Hil- ]
Equipment U@
ATTENDANCE/HEALTH SERVICES:
Attendance Services &
Health Serivces O30 ®
PUPIL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES:
(mostly salaries, contracted :
services, insurance, vehicle @
replacement)
OPERATION OF PLANT
(mostly salaries, contracted @

services, utilities, etc.)

?AINT%NANCE 05 PLANT 1
mostly salaries, services \
replacement of equipment) @@

FIKED CHARGES o
employee benefits, rental o . ,
land and buildings, etc.) ®

"’If it is necessary to use Other Budget Categor.es, show category in CAPS and examples of

pltens fncluded n the category In PATENEISSES. (12,03 IS CONTINUED ON THE NEXT PAGE)
ERIC 132 e %
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (1PD) PROGRAM CODE NO.

12.03 START-UP costs, continued:

For cateqories for which you checked Columns 2 or 3 on the chart, please 1ist major
items for which you paid only part of the cost or none of the cost.

If inservice tra1n1n was not covered by the categories shown in the chart, but was
required for the program, who paid for 1t? .

Items which were one-time start-up costs: (E.g., building remodeling.)

Other comments on interpreting start-up cost data supplied by the program:

(SEE NEXT PAGE FOR 12.04)

e 133 E18
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) | PROGRAM CODE N,

NOTE: This chart is to be completed for PACKAGE programs only. Write directly on the
forwm, J_( necessary, complete tables for each grade level or othér group to b
included in the packaged information. (Xerox additiomal charts, 1f needed.)

12.04 CONTINUATION COST: Include every type of recurring cost pa1& by the program after {ts
first year of operation (or other appropriate period used 1n 12.03).

, Per-pupil cost

* paid by program

Total CONTINUATION cost paid for by program: $
Number of participants included in figure $

Period of time covered by figure:

Grade or group: (e.g., "72-T73 academic year]

Directions: Circle either 1, 2, 3, or 4 for each row of boxes, using the code below.

1. The program USES items in this category AND PAYS ALL COSTS.

2. The program USES items in this category BUT PAYS ONLY PARTIAL COSTS.

3. The program USES items in this category BUT DOES NOT PAY ANY OF THESE COSTS.
4. The program DOES NOT USE items in this category.

Use these if

possible Other Budget Categories**+

| standard Budget Categories:

ADMINISTRATION/SUPERVISION

(salaries, contracted services) s @ B

INSTRUCTION: '
Salaries @
Books and Materials Q08
Equipment @ 8

ATTENDANCE/HEALTH SERVICES:
Attendance Services D30
Health Services b 1]

PUPIL TRANSPORTATION SERVICES:

(mostly salaries, contracted

services, insurance, vehicle D@3

replacement) .

OPERATION OF PLANT

(mostly salaries, contracted D20

services, utilities, etc.)

?AINTENANC? 05 PLANT 1
mostly salaries, services, cl 5
replacement of equipment) IR0

fIXE? CHARGES Lot
employee benefits, rental o 5
land and buildings, etc.) UL R

w#+If it i3 necessary to use Other Budget Categories, show category in CAPS and examples of
items included in the category in parentheses. |
Q

ERIC 134 E-16 (12.04 1S CONTINUED ON THE NEXT PAGE)




INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) ' PROGRAM CODE NO.

12.04 CONTINUATION costs, continued:

........... .--------------------------------------------------------------------------q

For categories for which you checked Columns 2 or 3 on the chart, please 1ist major
items for which you pay only part of the cost or none of the cost.

If inservice training is not covered by the categories shown in the chart but is
required for continuation of the program, who pays for {t?

~ |What was the replacement cost for a class of 30 for consumable {tems Qinpaterial and
equipment that must be replaced each year? : A

For materials and equipment that were used for more than one year, what was the re-
placement cost of these reusable_items for » class of 30 at the end of:

2 years?
3 years?
§ years?
5 years?

e Y T L L PP PR P L L LR L L L R LD Dl L Dl bl Lol e itedndabedebabiadbdi

Other comments on 1nterpret1ng continuation cost data supplied by the program:
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INVENTORY OF PROGRAM DATA (IPD) PROGRAM CODE NO.

————

UUC . “Uo PA E W
See key, OR MORE
IPD p. 3 | REF, INFO

13.00 MODIFICATIONS PLANNED FOR FUTURE

13.01 Are modifications in the program planned
for the future?

ERIC 136 F&1°

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




Audience:

Format:

OUTLINE FOR THE
INSTRUCTIONAL HANDBOOK -

This handbook is prepared mainly for those who carry out the instruc-
tional component of the program. Teachers, and to a lesser degree,
principals, supervisors, and coordinators of reading instruction would
be included in this group.

Headings in ALL CAPS below should be used in the handbook if at all
possible. Use sutheadings which best organize the materials you pre-
sent. REFER TO HANDBOOKS FOR ALPHAPHONICS AND FOR THE ALL DAY KINDER-

‘GARTEN for additional format ideas unti] more handbooks are written.

IPD references are given to shortcut your search for relevant material.
In addition, the POF WRITEUP and the OE PRESENTATION will be very
valuable references, since they incorporate much of the material in-
dexed on the IPD.

IPD_REFERENCE

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

Instructions

This section can be written almost entirely from the PDF
sections which are based on the IPD items noted below.
Keep the overview to 300-400 words, or no more than 2 1/2
pages of letter gothic (large) type, double spaced. Do
not use subheadings. You do not have to follow this
sequence, and you can combine points any way you wish.

A. Identification (very briefly). . . v « v v v v o v . 1PD 1.00, 6.01
1. Year started
2. Location name
3. Program title ,
4., Program area (reading, reading readiness, job
literacy, etc.)

B. Objectives, main program features/instruction.l
strategies . . . . . . o 0 e e e n s e e e e e IPD 4.00, 9.01

C. Participants . . o v v v v v v v v e e IPD 2.00, 3 .01, 5.0

1. Age, grade, demographic background, special
characteristics

2. Selection procedures (test, request, referral,
admission panel) :

3. Selection criteria (qualifications, background,
skills)

4. Number of participants

D. Locale . v ¢ ¢ ¢ v o s o o o v o 0 0 o e « « + + . IPD5.02, 5.03

1. Pcpulation characteristics of locale which
affect program

2. Characteristics of school district or insti-
tution/agency which affect nrogram

E-19 137




IPD_REFERENCE

E. Methodology (may be combined with B above) . . . . . IPD 9.00
F. Personnel . . . v ¢« v v v o v v o 0 e e e e e e e IPD 7.00
G. Evaluation Results (very brief and nontechnical) . .  (VALIDATOR)

II.  STAFF REQUIREMENTS

;rInstrucHons

Do not reproduce the POF chart because it is in the Program
Management Handbook. Instead, summarize this information
Tn short paragraphs, one for each staff category. If 1in-
service training was provided, summarize it without going
into the detail provided in the Program Management Hand-
book. Refer the reader who wants more detail to tnat
source,

A. Project staff by category: summarize type, number,
time devoted to program, qualifications/experience,
activities/duties . . . « ¢« ¢ v o v e e e e IPD 7.01

B. Inservice: summarize type and extent of {nservice
training (objectives, training methods/activities) . IPD 7.01, 7.02

III. TYPICAL SCHEDULE/TIME LINE IPD 9.04

Instructions : '

Decide on some telegraphic presentation of how program
activities ara sequenced. You may want to use the schedule
from the PDF. You may want to develop the sort of time
1ine which could also be used for the Flow Chart of a par-
ticipant's progress from program entry to exit (one of the
package components). Accompany the graphic presentation
with a descriptive, brief narrative which explains it.

Refer to the Instructional Handbook for Alghaghon1cs for
an example of presenting and explaining a day's schedule.
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IPD REFERENCE

IV.  PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Instructipns
ATthough gﬁis section will vary widely for different pro-

grams, use this general approach: Describe activities
generally, then zero in to very specific examples. In
Alphaphonics, this section begins with a general summary
of acgivifies for a day and a week; a sample lesson plan
and worksheet are reproduced (Plates ] and 2). Then a
more detailed description of activities is presented for
each day of the week in turn. The last part of the sec-
tion de:cr;?:soothzg geatures of the instructional pro-
gram. In a ndergarten, most paragraphs or sub-
sections incTude a genergTdescription and specific

examples. However you organize this section, cover the
following points:

A. ' Instructional activities . . . . . ... ... « .. 1IPD9.02
1. Teaching techniques (specific examples)
2. Classroom management/motivation techniques
3. Feedback techniques

B. Grouping patterns used . . . . . ¢ ¢ s o 4 e 4 e .. IPD9.03
1. Purpose of each type of grouping
2. How frequently used
3. Description of an event for each grouping

C. On-going diagnosis and assessment of participants . IPD 9.05
Specific reading-related skills/problems measured

Who does what (key persons/roles in diagnosis)
Method/instruments used to measure each skill/problem
Measurement schedule/frequency

. Sample copy of individual's diagnostic record or
profile (if it would make a good 11lustration)

6. Decisions based on measurement (e.g., prescribe
individualized instructional program, group
students, release from program, other)

o W NN —
.o e e e

D. Special provision for teacher planning (e.g., regular
meetings to plan each individual's program, other) . IPD 9.06

° E-21
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IPD REFERENCE
V.  SPECIFIC EXAMPLES OF INSTRUCTIONAL PROCEDURES IPD 9.00

Instructions

Sections IV and V should be a valuable resource for a
teacher implementing the program at a new site. Important
procedures should be described so clearly that a teacher
new to the program could try to imitate them, Draw on
points under Sections III and IV and elaborate. (See

cs and ADK.,)

VI.  PARENT/COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT (if applicable) IPD 9.08

Instructions

There may not be enough to say about this aspect of the
program to warrant a separate section. For example, in
A1l Day Kindergarten, a paragraph on parent involvement
B %nc!u&e& at the end of Section IV as an incidental
program feature. However, if this is a well developed

component, consider making it a separate section. Cover
the following points at least:

A. Specific nature of involvement
B. Concrete results

C. Measures taken to secure their support

VII.  EQUIPMENT, MATERIALS, AND FACILITIES

Instructions

may be more appropriate to cover facilities (C) in sec-
tion IV without separating your description from the discu
sfon of activities. See A1l Day Kindergarten for an exam-
ple of how A and B can be covered to maLe this a very use-
ful section for the teachers in your audience.

A. Major items of equipment and material required for
program [ ] [ [ [ [] [ ] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [] [ [] [] [] [] [ ] [] IPD ]] .o]

B. Purpose/procedures for use of each key item (related .
to specific instructional events) . ... ... .. 1IPD11.02

C. Description, special construction/alterations
required for program facilities . ., ... ... .. IPD 10.01, 10.02

VIII.  PROVISIONS FOR TEACHERS TO MODIFY FEATURES OF THE PROGRAM  IPD 9.06

E-22
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IX.

X,

.| qarten for examples of this section.

QUOTED SOURCES (documents)

IPD REFERENCE

IPD 1.02

Instructions.
UsTng correct bibliographic format, give entries for any
documents from which you 11fted material to include in

Lifting means quoting words or using pro-
111us§rat1ve plates. .

this Handbook.
gram material as

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION (program contacts)

IPD 1.01

Instructions
Indicate for one or two contacts which you have cleared
with program staff. See Alphaphonics and A1l Day Kinder-




OUTLINE FOR THE
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT HANDBOOK

Audience: This handbook 1s prepared for people with the authority to make or to

‘Format:

recommend changes in existing educational practices. Superintendents
of instruction, reading supervisors and coordinators, and principals
would be included in this group.

Headings in ALL CAPS below have to be used in the handbook. Use sub-
headings which best organize the material you present. REFER TO HAND-
BOOKS FOR ALPHAPHONICS AND FOR THE ALL DAY KINDERGARTEN for additional
format ideas until more handbooks are written. :

1PD REFERENCE

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

Instructions :

Without omitting important information, shorten the same
Program Overview you prepared for the Instructional Hand-
book to 200-300 words. This 1s about T plus pages of
Tetter gothic (large) type.

HOW THE PROGRAM DEVELOPED

Instructions

Report Information which is important, not just nice, for
the audience to know. See this section in the Program
Management Handbook for All Day Kindergarten and Ai ha-
gﬁonlg;,?or the sort of Tnformation that 1s ronsidered

essentiai background.

A. Initial stimulus for program (effort of key person,
outgrowth of earlfer effort) . . . . . . . ... .. IPD 6.02
B. Needs assessment (if applicable) . . . ... ... . 1IPD 6.03
1. By whom
2. Methods/instruments
3. Needs selected for program (priorities)
4. Who makes these decisfons
5. Useful materials for package (items that would
make a good {llustration) )
C. Planning process (before program began) . ... .. IPD 6.04
1. Major steps
2. Key persons/roles in major planning tasks
3. Useful materials for package (e.g., flow charts,
time 1ines, calendars, or other {tems which could
be reproduced as 1llustrations)
E-24
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1PD_REFERENCE

D. Implementation process . . . . . . . e e e e e e e IPD 6.05
1. Major steps
2. Key persons/roles in major implementation tasks
3. Effective/ineffective procedures
4. Useful materials for package (e.g., C3 above)

E. Changes in program from original plan . .. .. .. IPD 6.06
(1f applicable, this may fit better under D unless
changes were very substantial and deserve discus-
sion in a separate section,)

1. How (changes in goals, activities, staff, etc.)

2. Why (recruitment problems, community pressure,
budget cuts) -

F. Program's growth since it began . . .. ... ... IPD 6.07

III. HOW THE PROGRAM IS STAFFED -

Inservice '
Reproduce the chart from the PDF except for the column on
Qualifications. Number the X's in the chart. Below the
chart, use corresponding numbers for paragraphs which ex-
plain the X's. If there is a 1ot of information on inser-
vice training which calls for a separate section on that
component, try the format {llustrated in the Program Man-
agement Handbook for the A1l Day Kindergarten.

A. Tabular presentation of type, number time devoted to
program, and special requirements re role or inservice
tratning . . . . 0 s e e s e s e e e e e e e e IPD 7.01
. (PDF)

B. Problems in recruiting or maintaining staff
(incentives to attract staff, teachers allowed to
Teave Program) . ¢ v ¢+ ¢ e e e e e b e e 0 e e IPD 7.03

C. Inservice training in detail (may call for separate
SECLION) . ¢ ¢ . vt i e e e e e e e e e e e e e IPD 7.02
1. Specific objectives
2. Key persons/roles in planning/conducting
3. When and where (sample schedule)
4. Instructional methods/activities
5. Assessment of staff proficiency in skills taught

ERIC
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IPD REFERENCE

IV, HOW THE PROGRAM IS MANAGED

Instruction
There wiTT be wide variation among programs in this sec-

tion. Two extremes are exemplified by the Program Manage-
ment Handbooks for Alphaphonics and for the I11 Da¥ K!naer-
garten; however, in each case there was important invor-

mation which could be presented for A, B, and C.

A. Cha1n Of ccmand L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L) L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] IPD 8.0]

1. Protocol for who tells whom what (chart {f appro-
priate)

2. Tay-to-day situations in which ttis routine is
modified to facilitate program management

3. Prucedures for decision-making re ursolicited
advice from teachers, students, and parents
B. Perfodic review of programs (process evaluation) . . 1IPD 8.02
1. Program procedures assessed
2. Who does what (key persons/roles)
3. Method/instruments used
4. Measurement schedule/frequency
5. Major decisions made on basis of review
6. Who makes these decisions
C. Opinfons of program staff re most essential management

techniques for replicating programs (indicate identity
of person expressing the opinfon) . ... ... .. IPD8.03




IPD REFERENCE

o

|

V. HOW THE PROGRAM IS BUDGETED

Instructions

The 1PD cost charts: You may or may not have been able to
complete the top of the charts, but
certainly you were able to get some
inkl1ing of how the program was
budgeted by getting information for
the rest of the chart. A special
case {s the program which {s paid
for out of the regular district
budget. See below.

Presenting cost data: Present whatever information you
rould obtain in a way which will help
the reader budget the program in his
own situation. If the kind of infor-
mation you got can be presented under
cost categories, use the ones in the
charts plus additional ones you need.
Refer to the format for the A1l Day
Kindergarten cost section if you
were a§1e to make use of the IPD
charts. If your program did not
require funds beyond the money pro-
vided by the regular school program,
Just talk about budgeting for neces-
sary program supplies or activities.

See PLC for assistance on this sec-
tion if you want to.

Ao Start'up Cost ® & o 0 4 & + 0 0 0 0 o & & 0 & e & e IPD ]2003

1. Give cost data at top of IFD chart if program
gave it to you :

2. Interpret cost data via supplementary information
you got in fi111ng out rest of chart and in answers
to questions on IPD page 15

3. if 1 and/or 2 are not possible, summarize what you
cid get (e.g., major items of expense which should
be considered {n budgeting the first year of the
program)
B. Continuatfoncost . .. ... ........... IPD12.04
1. Same as Al
2. Same as A2, except refer to questions on IPD page 17

3. Same as A3, but hopefully there will be something
to say under each mu.:or cost category when you do
B2

5 B2
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IPD REFERENCE

C. Summary (POF)
If yours is a fairly long cost section (see A1l Da
Kindergarten), ?ull together the most important po*nts
the reader should keep in mind in budgeting for this
program, Refer back to the cost section of the PDF
which may contain information not yet covered in <1e

preceding cost paragraphs. The Summary could go at
either end of the cost section.

VI. HOW THE PROGRAM IS EVALUATED

Instructions

Get a validator to write this according to the format used
in the Program Management Handbooks for Alphaphonics and
.the A11 Day Kindergarten. In general, this section covers
the ToTTowing: tests used, comparison methods, and data
analysis. The style should match your style.

VII. MODIFICATIONS PLANNED FOR FUTURE | IPD 13.00

Instructions

Any possibly important future modification--of staff util-
ization, program design, classroom activities, inservice
training--should be mentioned in this section.

VIII. QUOTED SOURCES (documents) IFD 1.02

Instructions

UsTng correct bibliographic format, give entries for any
documents from which you 1ifted material to include in
this Handbook. Lifting means quoting words or using pro-
gram material as 111us§rat1ve plates. '

IX. FOR FURTHER INFORMATION (program contacts) IPD 1.0

Instructions
Indicate for one or two contacts which you have cleared

{with program staff. See Alphaphonics and A1l Day Kinder-
garten for examples of this section.
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Sample Program Description for the
Catalog of Reading Programs
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Sample Program Description for the
Catalog of Reading Programs

ENRICHED AND EXTENDED SCHOOL YEAR PROGRAM

PROGRAM SIZE AND
TARGET POPULATION

YEAR STARTED

STAFF

MAJOR FEATURES

FACILITIES,
MATERIALS,
EQUIPMENT

COST

FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION

EAST CLEVELAND, OHIO

About 1,500 children from S elementary schools are in this program. Almost
100% are black and come from an inner-city community in which family income
is low. with 50% of the school children from welfare families.

The program began in 1971,

The administrative staff consists of a program coordinator, a coordinator of
supportive services, a budgetary manager. and an evaluation adviser. There arc 60

" teachers. assisted by 10 paraprofessionals, all of whom participate in ongoing

inservice training sessions. Thirty specialists in the fields of art, music, drama,
science, history. and health provide additional instruction,

Children selected for this program show a deficit in reading achicvement
equivalent to 14 years or more. The program focuses on strengthening reading,
vocabulary. and communication skills through the addition of nontraditional
settings for instruction and the extension of the school year through July. The
extended year is organized into six 6-week segments. Each segment includes 4
weeks of traditional classroom instruction, | week of special instruction at one
of several community cultural institutions, and 1 week of vacation. Scheduling
varies, but all classes spend S days, not necessari'y consecutively, within each
o-week period at one of the institutions. The teacher and specialist from each
cultural center use part of the I-week vacation time to plan activities for the
following instructional period. The activities are designed to enrich classroom
expericnces while also teaching vocabulary and oral communication skills. For
these 5 days, the institution specialist becomes the teacher, and the teacher
becomes an active participant in the program. At the end of the 5 days, both
teachers meet for a feedback session. Participating cultural centers are the
Clevelund  Art Museum. the Music Settlement House, Fairmount Center for
Creative and Performing Arts, the Cleveland Health Museum, Hiram College
(Center of Biological Studies), Western Reserve Historical Society, Cleveland
Zoo. the Cleveland Natural Science Museum, Resident Camp, and Karamu House
Theatre. Integrated into the regular classroom curriculum is time for the children
to write about their expericnces at these institutions. They are encouraged to use
their new vocubulary in diary entries, and learning to read by writing augments
their regular reading lessons. In addition to planning activities, teachers schedule
parent conferences and tutor students during the 1-week vacation periods.

This program uses the facilities of the cultural centers already mentioned. This
includes classroom. gallery. and workshop space and supplies and equipment for
special projects.

The total cost of instructional materials for a class of 30 is $6.000. In addition,
cach cultural center is paid an average of $15 per pupil per week of instruction.
The average. annual per-pupil cost for the regular district program is $1,000. The
annual per-pupil cost of this program exceeds that by $200. '

Lawrence R, Perney

Assistant Superintendent

East Cleveland Board of Education
18308 Terrace Road

East Cleveland, Ohio 44112
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