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Chapter I

THE PROGRAM

The Corrective Reading Services program was a component
within the umbrella program entitled, "ESEA Title I Nonpublic
School Programs," (Function #09-59625). The Corrective Reading
Services component was designed to serve approximately 13,769
eligible, educationally deprived pupils in 229 schools of
New York City during the 1974-1975 school year. The purpose

of the program was to improve the reading level of the students

the regular reading program of the schools served. The program
was recycled from the previous year.

The term '‘nonpublic schools' included schools of a numker
of religious deneﬁinatians; among them, Roman Catholic, Hebrew,
Lutheran, Greek Orthodox, Episcopal, Ukranian, Society of Friends,
and Seventh Déy Adventist. While the program alliowed for the
inclusion of non-denominational schools, there were none par-

ticipating in the program during the current school year.

Personnel involved in the program included: one coordi-
nator, one assistant to the coordinator, seven field supervisors,
241 teachers, one school secretary, one senior stenographer,
and two typists.

Daily programs of the teachers consisted of six hours
and twenty minutes at the assigned schools. Of this time, four

hours were devoted to classroom instruction, one hour to
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conference and professional time, and the remainder to lunch
and pre-class preparation.

Students in the program had to meet the dual eligibility
criteria of residence in a target attendance zrea (Federal

Regulations--United States Office of Education, 11/28/68,

csection 116.17d), and a level of educational achievement belcocw

=

minimum ¢rade level competency.

These primary target group students were identified
through a Title I Eligibiiity Survey conducted under the
supervision of the New York City Board of Education by Applied
Urbanetice, Inc. Children selected for Corrective Reading vere
required to understand the Engliéh Lancguage. The competency
of entering first graders, in schools where principals elected
to include first graders in the §raéramj was determined by a
total score of below 24, or a letter rating of E on the Metro-
politan Readiness tests, Form A or B,

Children in grades two through twelve were given appro-
priate standardized tests to determine their needs in the pré—
gram. Minimum levels of competency for eligibility, and
specific tests to be used in determining competency were
clearly outlined in internal communications from the cocordinator
of the program to the Ticle I reading teachers: ' Assessment
of pupil reading performance for placenent within reading
groups was completed on or before October 4, 1974. The groups,
usually of from five to ten pupils, met regularly from this
date until the second or third week in June, depaniing uron

the category of private school involved. Corrective Reading
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sessions were from 45 to 60 minutes in length, conducted twice
per weelk per student.
Emphasis in the selection process was placed on students

between grades one and six, although students above that level

[

who showed significant retardation were given service. The
final selection of pupils was determined by cooperative effort
of principals and teachers of the n@ngubli: schools, and
Title I teachers. First priority was given to those children
whose réading-needs were ¢greatest.

In addition to remediation in the basic skills of
reading and mathematics, the overall umbrella Nonpublic
School program provided the following suppgfti§e yervices:
Clinical Guidance; Speech Therapy; Homework Help. Students’
were required to be enrolled in one of the basic skills components
in order to qualify for assistance in the supportive services
components. According to need, a student could receive
assistance from all of the three supportive service. components.
One other supportive service was connected to the Corrective
Reading program, namely, that of paraprofessional assistance
procvided by the decentralized local school districts. A total
of 107 paraprofessionals worked with the Corrective Reading

teachers.
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Chapter II
EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

The Corrective Reading Services Component in the
umbrella Nonpublic Schools program was designed té supplement
the regular reading program in these schools in order to raise
the reading achievement levels of educationally deprived children
in grades one through twelve, reading one or more years below
grade level.
The two basic evaluation objectives of this report
vere: a) Analysis of the implementation of the program in
acc@rdanéé with funding proposal guidelines; b) Analysis

of pupil reading achievement on standardized tests.
IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation aspects of the Corrective Reading

s}
Hy

program were evaluated through a series of obsarvations
Cclassrooms of the program in cpe:atigﬁ. Twenty schoels were
visited, and the work of 23 teachers .and their students were
evaluated. Each of the schools was visited twice, once during
the winter and once in the early spring. The number of
schools in this sample constituted slightly less than

ten percent éf all schools serviced by the program.

The description of the Corrective Reading Services

component as described in the document, Evaluation Design,

1974-1975, Nonpublic Schools Program #09-59625, (Board of

Education of the City of New York, Office of Educational

'Evaluatigﬂ, July, 1974), constituted a guide for these

3
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evaluative observations. The Corrective Reading Services
component was described as follows:

"Approximately 15,180 pupils will be served by this
component . Licensed Board of Education teachers will
be assigned to conduct corrective reading sessions for
small groups of children in the nonpublic schools.
Standardized diagnostic reading tests will be administered.
From the Lecults of these tests, the corrective reading
teachers will diagnose the needs of the children and
prescrile individualized programs to meet these needs.
The corrective reading classes will be visited by field
supervisors and the coordinator acting as resource
reading specialists to aid and supervise the corrective
reading teachers. Teaching approaches will be varied
and materials of instruction will be geared to meet the
needs of the pupils.”

During each observation visit, twc procedures were
followed: a) the prircipal of the school was invited to
discuss the program with the evaluator; b) actual classroom
situations were compared with the above description of what
was to be taking place. In addition, interviews were held with

e
thénzb@rdiﬁator, two field supervisors, the teachers and
par=professionals in the schools visited. One training session,

conducted by a field supervisor for a small group of teachers,

was observed.
READING ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS

Objective: To determine whether as a result of partici-
pation in the Corrective Reading component in the Non-
public schools program, the reading achievement scores

of the students will show a statistically significant
improvement, using the real posttest score and the antici-
pated posttest score.

evaluation design for grades two to twelve, prescribed

The

n

the statistical technique of analysis of variance for repeated

measures to compare real posttest scores with anticipated post-

9



test scores. In addition, since the pupil participants may

have received services provided by other supportive components,
the same analysis of variance design was used to determine
whether the various supportive components had contributed to
reading achievement. Consequently, analyses per grade were

to be conductgd for each of the five reading achievement tests
administered in the program using the following supportive
component categories: (1) Corrective Reading only; (2) Correc-
tive Reading and Clinical Guidance; (3) Corrective Reading

and Speech Therapy; (4) Corrective Reading and Homework Helper:;
(5) Corrective Reading and two or more other supportive ccmpo-

nents. The final data analysis was conducted on four instead

of five supportive component categories because the category
'"Corrective Reading and Homework Helper® involved a very small
number of pupils ﬁith scmé grade levels having empty cells.

The evaluation design for grade one rééuired that the
real posttest géares be compared with the pretest scores instead
of with the anticipated posttest scores since these pupils had
not been in school long enough to develop a predicted post-
test score.

The statistical analyses of reading achievement were
to be cgnduétéd on all the pupil participants of the program.
The standardized reaéing'aihievement tests selected were admin-
istered according to pupil achievement level within a grade.

The tests administered were: Grade One - Metropolitan Reading

Readiness Test or Stanford Achievement Test Level I; Grade

Two - Stanford Achievement Test Level I1; Grade Three - Stanford

10
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Achievement Test Level I or Stanford Diagnostic Test Level T;
Grade Four -~ Stanford Diagnostic Test Level I; Grades Five
to Eight - Stanford Diagnostic Test Level I or Stanford Diagnostic
Test Level II; Grades Nine to Twelve - Iowa Silent Reading
Test Level II.

The Reading Comprehension score was used in the statis-

tical analyses of all the tests with the exception of the Metro-

i
(D]

politan Reading Readiness Test for which the Total reading score
was used. The Total Reading Score was analyzed in raw score
form whereas the scores of the other four tests were analyced
in grade equivalent form. The testing schedule for the school
vear 1974-75 consisted of the preprogram measure being admin-
istered in the fall of 1974 and the postprogram measure being
administered in the spring of 1975. For students who continued
in the program from the previous year, the posttest score of

the year 1973-1974 %as ugsed as the pretest score for the year
1974=75.

An addendum to the evaluation design was included to con-
sider the impact or contribution of paraprofessional supportive
assistance to pupil reading achievement. Thieg addendum was con-
tained in a letter sent by Mr. Wayne Williams (Cifice of Eéélug
ation) to Mr. Leo W. Rausch (N.Y. State Education Department),
dated July 25, 1974, stating that the above described question
wéula.be analyzed "where such services are deemed to be continuous
and substantial throughout the academic year."* The evaluative
procedures to be utilized involved a comparison of the data
collected with the specified criteria of "continuous" and "sub-

stantial" services.

*See "Evaluation Design" cited on page 4 of this report.
4 4
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Chapter TIII

FINDINGS

The twc basic evaluation objectives investigated in

thi ) the extent to which the Corrective

L]
rt

were:

iy

repor
Reading Services component had been implemented in accordance
wvith funding proposal guidelines, and b) whether pupil reading
achievement, as measured Dy standardized tests, improved

significantly over the school year 1974-1975.
IMPLEMENTATION

Selection and Testing Procedures

Special efforts were made to determine if eligibility
lists were being adhered to. Results of this inquiry were
positive. Further, the field supervisors regularly checked
on the accuracy of student registers. These student lists
were up-to-date at the time of the evaluative vigits. The
total number of the students in the program, in all schools,
had originally been estimated at 15,180. Eventually, the number

‘s reduced to 13, 769. This reduction was due to requests
from a number of schools for more concentrated reading services
for smaller numbers of children.
| The standardized reading tests required for diagnostic-
and evaluative purposes wera adr ‘tistzred on schedule and in
accordance with proposal guidelines. Pupil tests were hand="
scored by the corrective reading teachers themselves, upon
the recommendation of the previous evaluator, in order to
save time and money. In the opinion of the current evaluators,
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economies pertaining to scoring time and scoring costs, while
important considerations, are only secondary to.the accuracy
criterion essential for valid diagnosis and valid evaluation.

Supervision of the Program

The coordinator of the program was gasily accessible
for evaluative'ccnférenées and provided ail necessary records
of the Ccrréctive Reading Services Cémpégént;wzihe coordinator
fulfilled the function of resource reading specialist in numer-
ous ways, including monthly visits to tﬁé schools to observe
teachers, establishing a resource center consisting of books
and materials used in the program, and holding conferences
for groups of tegéhersi The coordinator provided knowledgeable
and sympathetic professional leadership for the teachers ahﬂ

field supervisors as well as a smooth and extensive communica-

o

tion system with all program personnel and those in rglated
supportive fynctions ‘

The field supervisors were readily available wheﬁ needed.
‘Their visits were noted regularly on the Title r personnel
attendance sheets of the schools observed. Immediété assistance
was available for ﬁeachgrg through the office of the coordinator
where telephone contact was p@ssiﬁle before, during, and after
the school day.

The supervisors conducted local, on-going, in-service
training which supplemented the training sessions Ccndqétéd
periodically by the coordinator for all teachers of the program.
This training was not sératifiEd according to experience of the
teachers, as recommended in the previous evaluation report.

13
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Trairing sessions appeared to be détermined more by geography
tlan by experience level, a fact which was quite practical,

and certainly not deleterious to the utility of the sessions.

within the tctal program and demonstrated experience, knowledce,

sensitivity to “he needs of children and teachers.

o

an
An assistant to the coordinator ﬁas assigned in compliance
with the recommendation of the previous evaluation :epa:é, to
vork under the supervision of the coordinator. The assistant
to the ccafdinaﬁcr directed the acquisition and deliver? of
instructional materials for the schools in the program, %hich
undoubtedly contributed to the high efficiency of the pfcgram.
7 In the cample of 20 schools visited, 23 teachers were
observed. These teachers were all licensed by the New York
Uity Board of rducation. A spot check of the coordinator's
records. indicated that copies or the teachers' licenses were on
file. All the teachers visited had had public school teaching .
experience prior to entering the Corrective Reading program.
| The e¢ducation levels varied, with 16 of the 23 teachers inter-
viewed holding a masters degree. All the teachers had completed
appropriate levels of course work in the teaéhing of reading.
The teachers, in general, were pleasant, professional,
and notably p@sitive in attitude in dealing with students.
They worked tactfully and cooperatiivly in dealing ﬁith the
principals and other teachers of the host schools. Principals

were generally satisfied with the level of performance of the

teachers of the program. 14



Instructional Program

Instructional time varied from one school to another.
Classes ranged tn length from 45 to 60 minutes. The large
majority of students met twice weekly for their Corrective
Reading classes.

The instructional methods used by each teacher were
extremely varied.. Fundamentally, the teaching was geared to
meeting the needs of individuals. The results of student
testing were used to provide diagnosis of the needs of the
children. Teachers prescribed individualized reading

programsg as called for in the fﬁnding proposal. eachers
maintained current files on the progress of individual children.
Children were rewarded positively for their accomplishments,
both small and large. | |
- Teachers devoted time to word identification and

vocabulary development. Skills were developed both in group
and in individual settings. Application was made of phonics
analysis in the word identification process. Special attention
was given to development of vocabulary which was related to
other subjéét areas. Comprehension skil;s were similarly devel-
oped. Students were trained in recognition of main ideas,
draving inferences, and discriminating between fact and opinion
in written material. Time was also devoted by the teachers to
sequencing of ideas in a story and to the importance of punctuation.

Wcrkéstﬁdy habits were emphasized. _Students were taught
the organization of a book, and the use of each of its various

parts. They were taught to locate information and to follow
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printed directions. Scanning and skimming of textual materials
were also taught.

In accordance with a recommendation contained in the
previous year's evaluation report, fifstvgradé classrﬁbm teachers
referred pupils in need of additional readiness experience to
the corrective reading teachers for formal diagnosis and prescriptive
readiness experiences.

Paraprofessionals were not present in the majority of
the classrooms observed. Where they were in attendance, they
provided useful supportive services for the teachers; performing
instructional tasks as assigned by the teachers, as well as
a number of purely mechanical and clerical details, which
thus provided the teéchers more time for instruction. Teachers
and supervisors provided on the job training for the paraprofession-
als. In accordance with a recamméndatlon contained in the previous
year's évéluaticn; the coordinator also organized training sessions
for paraprofessionals upon request by individual local school
districts.- | -

Materials and Facilities

There were abundant printed materials available to the
Classes. Bcgk: in paper and hard-cover ed;tlang, as well
as expendable materials were constantly being added to the
already adequate libraries in each of the classrooms. Audio
and ﬁiSuaiimaﬁérials had good distribution throughout the
scﬁééls, Most schocls were equipped with the following: tape
recorder, Language Master, Microfiche, and Rexograph machine.

Since the students were eager to use the reading machines,

16



teachers were abié to use the machines as an additional means
of reward. In no case was the use of machines substituted for
the basic function of the teacher.

In the limited time spent in each school evaluatiéht
it was noted that:teécﬁérs showed some preference for one
machine over another. Different machiﬁes had greater utility
for different teachers.

Facilities provided by the host schools were generally
good. In cases where the rooms ﬁére small, they neverthuless
ripre.cnted more than a fair share of the school's limited

resgources.
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READING ACHIEVEMENT RESULTS

The Corrective Reading Services component was dééigned
to achieve a statistically sign f£icant increasevin pupil reading
achievement over the period of the school year 1974-1975. A
two-way analysis of variance for repeated measures was‘used

rences between real and antici-
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Corrective Reading; Corrective Reading and Clinical Guidance;
Corrective Reading and Speech Therapy; =and Corrective Reading
and Two or More Zupportive Services Components.

Examination of the analysis of variance results presented
in Table I revealed highly significant differences between real
and anticipated posttest reading cgmpréheﬁsion scores at all grade
levels witﬁ tﬁé exception Qf-grades ten and twelve. (See also
Appendix A for MIR tables.) Since the analysis of variance
computed was a two-way desién, the significant mean differences
reported between real aﬂé posttest scores occurred within all
of the féﬁr ccmp%;ént categories utilized in the analysis. .

. Mean gains between pretest and posttest scores were
obtained by 12 out of 18 grade-test type catevories ranging
from six months to 15 mgnths for £he school year. Ten of the
12 grade levels involved reported meaﬁ gains of seven mgnths
or marevthus éarning exemplary program status. The exemplary
program status was calculated to be seven months gain for seven
months of program treatment, namely, the duration between pre-
test and pcsttest administrations. At grade one on the

Metropolitan Readiness Test the mean was 40.0 raw score points

18



Table I

Analysis of Variance of Reading Achievement
Using Real Versus Anticipated Posttest Scores

Grade Test N Source Mean Squares | df F Ratio
One Hetropolitan 416 | Pretest ve, Posttest | 2356,662 1| 102,710
Resdiness Test Interaction 4.492 3| 5gl4me
One Stnnic:d_“ | 143}  DPretest vs, Posttest 50,840 1 223,629
Achievenent Test | Interaction 202 3 881
Primary Level I
Tvo Stanford ) 173 |  Real va, Antlctpated | 835,909 1| 2058,131408
Achievement Test Interaction 2,24 3 5,47544
Primary Level 1
Tree | Stamford | 691| Real ve. Anttcipated | 69380 | 1 | 108,764
Achievenent Test | Interaction 0550 | 3 1,589
Primery level 1 ;
‘Three | Stanford 1359 | Real vs.“Antictpated | 72,349 1 | 502,430%
Didgnostic Test Interaction 133 3 926
Level 1
Four Stenford | 1833 | Real va, Anticipated 22,468 1| 110,1418#¢
Dingnostic Test Interaction 520 3 2,541
Level 1 *
Mve Stanford | 867)  Real vs, Anticipated 12,72 1 58,8254%%
Dlagnostic Test Interaction 0,731 3 3,345¢
Level 1
Five | Staford | 41| Rea) vs, Antieipated | 160,080 1] a0
Dingostic Test Interaction N 3 0.64
Level 11
Note 1: Interaction reiers tu the cambingd E!fEEtE of campunent cltegnrius, Carr!etive Haiding nnly,
Corrective Reading and Clinical Guidance, Corrective Reading and Speech Therapy, Corrective
Reading and Two or More Supportive Comronents, and Real vs, Anticipated Posttest scores,
Note 2: Analysis of Variance for Grade One involved Pretest vs, Poattest scores rather than Real vs,
o Anticipated Posttest Scnres. Interaction for this grade referved to the cowbined effacts of

the above described cumpuﬂant cntegnries and Fretaut va, Posttest BCores

W
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Table I (cont,)

Grade Test N

Source

Mean Squares

df

- F Ratio

Six Stanford . 44
Diagnostic Test
Level 1

aix - Stanford 1609
Disgnostic Test
Level 11

Stanford 100
Diagnostic Test
Level 1

Seven

Stanford 1178
Diagnostic Test
Level 11

Seven

Stanford'_ 21
Diagnostic Test
level |

- Elght

Stanford | 768
Diagnostic Test
Leve] II

Elght

Nine Towa 5ilent 278
Reading Test

Ten [owa 5ilent 167
Reading Teat

Iowa 5ilent a0
Reading Test )

[owa Sllent 64
Reading Test

*#5ignificant beyond the ,01 level,
JfSienificant beyond the 05 lovel,

RIC

WText Provided
L

=

_ Real vs, Anticipated
Interaction

Real vg, Anticipated
Interaction

Real vs, Anticipated
Interaction

Real va, Anticipated
Interaction

Real vs, Anticipated
[nteraction

Real vs, Anticipated
Interaction

Real vs, Anticipated
Interaciion

Real vs, Anticipated
Interaction

Real va, Anticipated

* Interaction

Real vs, Anticipated
Interaction

6,374
113

202,981
1,902

2,186
156

94,833
1.161

24,301 %2
431

406, 133#4+

3,805+#

8,310%

106 ,84%#+*
1,309

No value could be computed
due to empty cells for two
component categories,

54,119
552

45,951
2,118

3,015
954
14,582
.960

3,332
881

40,721 #%%
A1l

35, 6BTH*x
1,645

3.762
1032

11,055+

128

3,390
1,040
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corresponding to a letter rating gain from E to D level.

Significant F ratios for the Interaction factor reported
in Table I for the following uvrade levels, one (Metropoulitan
(stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Level I) and si: (Séanfgré
Diagnostic Réading Test Level II), suggested the need for
further analysies of the mean differences involved. The Inter-
action factor comprised the produét of mean differences of com-
ponent categories and the mean differences between real and
anticipated posttest scores for the same component categories,
within a particular test-type-grade level. The S:heffgpfcst
Hoc Test of Mean Differences was y:z:ed ﬁ@ investigate the signifi-
cance of the mean differences between four component categories.
The results are reported in Table II.

A comparison of the component category means for antici-
rated and real posttest scores with computed Scheffé values
revealed no consistent pattern of differences between the com-
ponente at the four grade levels involved. The specific vari-
ations obtained are presented within grade levels. Grades Cne
and Two (1) The components, Corrective Reading Only (CR),
Corrective Reading and Clinical Guidance (CRCG), and Corrective
Reading and Speech Therapy (CRST), entered the program at com-
parable levels.as demonstrated by the anticipated posttest
means. (2); On the real posttest, CR gcored significantly
higher than CRCG and Corrective Reading and Two or More Compon-
ents (EEQTEEM).“ (3) CRST scored the second highezt'amgﬁg the

components on the real posttest at grade levels one and two and

23




Table II

Computed Scheffé Values for Component Anticipated and Real Posttest Means Per Grade and Test Type

COMPONENT CATEGCRIES

Corrective | Corrective Corrective | Corrective

Reading Reading and | Reading and | Reading And
Grade Only (linicsl Speech Two or More | Scheff? Values
and Mean Guidance Therapy Supportive

Tegt Type Type Components

. Levels

N Mean | N Mean | N  Mean | N  Mean 00l 0L

Grade tne 81 | Anticipted | 22 20.62 | 61 2039 | b9 2k | W 1027 | i g
Real 22 6hBo | b7 9B.03 | 69 63.29 | W8 Sbo2 | T T
Grade Tvo SRAT | Anticipated | 764 1.2b | 319 1,23 | 350" 115 |30 1,06 18

Prigary I | Real M 2,35 | 9 20|30 2.2k [ 213 193

—B I

Grade Five SDRT| Anticipated | bbo 3,03 | 213 2,78 | 83 2.83 {131 2,70 " | 180
level I | Real o 320 |23 2.9 | 8 316|131 2.7 - e

36 | sy

Grede Six SIRT | Anticipated | 870 3,91 | k29 3.66 | 132 3.6
118 b3

3.9 3
Level 11 Real [ 00 h65 | kg b3k 132 b,

M Az
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significantly higher than CRCG and CR&TorM) at grade one.

did not enter the prggraﬁ at comparable levels as demonstrated
by the anticipated posttest means, with the CR component scoring
significantly higher than the CRCG and CRST QémPQneﬁts. (2) On
tﬁe real
and CR&TorM components. (3) CR scored significantly higher
on the real posttest than CRST at grade six, whereas QRSTMW ”
scored significantly higher than CR.at grade five.

A criterion reference analysis was conducted on grade
one scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test. The selected
criterion required that 95 per cent of the population involved
would increase from a D or E fating on the pretest to the next
‘highest letter rating on the posttest. An examination of the
data revealed that the Corrective Reading Services component
scored far béyond-criterién expectations. Specifically, the

population wag comprised of 416 pupils, 373 (89.7%) scoring

~an E rating and 43 (10.3%) scoring a D rating or the pretest._ .. . .

The posttest scores showed 402 out of the total §16 pupils,
that is, 96.6% of the population, improving in reading achieve-
ment to the extent of moving up one or more ietter ratings.v
The puﬁils moved to either D, C, B or A ratings. The fact that
Grade,éﬁé data analysis, whether norm referenced or criterion
referenced, showed sizeable achievement gains, f@féb@des well
for the future.

Concerning the effect or impact of paraprofessional

supportiveservices upon pupil achievement, several complic-
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ations were experienced. Analysis of the data indicated that

he program pupils had been in classes

t

only 32.2 per cent of

serviced by paraprofessionals. Further, in these classes,

wide variations in terms of type and degree of paraprofessional
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assistance rendered wvere recorded. Some paraprc

provided individual tutorial instruction as well as clerical

supportive assign-
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ments. Consequently the reported raraprofescicnal assistance

to be neither "continuous" nor "substantial®.
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Chapter IV
SUNMMARY OF MAJOR FIKDINGS, CCNCLUSICNE AND RECOMMELDATICHS

IMajor Findings

1. TIn congidering the implementation aspects of the program,
it was found that the program wac well within the limite estab-
1ished bv the funding proposal. The instructional program
observed was of high quality. Standards were clearly stated
and the administrative and supervisory staff worked closely
with the teachers and paraprofesssionals of the Corrective Read-
ing Services component to provide an exemplary reading progranm.
Some of the principal implementation findings were:
A; There waes a highly individualized, diagnostic-

prescriptive model of instruction in the area of corrective

jatl]
R

reading. This individualized instruction tock place in
setting of uniformly small groups of students.

B. Therc were efficient proc :dures for the supervision

of teachers.
C. The teacher training program was excellent. This
program of training included guest speakers vhose talks broadened

the outlook of teachers to include related areas such as linguistics,

a second language, language development, learning

ke
pay
o
n

nglish

disabilities, and other topics related to the central theme

ol

of reading.

D. Abundant, new, and exciting materials were constant-
1y being added to the classroom libraries.

E. The coordinator had establiched an effective
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system of communication between the coordirator's office
and personnel in the Corrective Reading Services program.

F. Teachers were free to use many methods in their
work with children. They were encouraged to adapt themselves

to the needs of pupils.

[l
9]

ichers used a system of fregquent rewards for

]
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the children, thus developing in them an evident 1like
for reading.
2. CQutstanding resulte in the area of reading achievement
characterized the pupils in the Corrective Reading Services
component, thereby meriting eremplary program status.

A Camparizanz between anticipated posttest scores
on standardized reading tests showed pupil achievement to be
significantly higher than anticipated for all grades with the
exception of grades 10 and 12.

B. DMean gains from pretest to posttest exceeded seven

months or more, for 1C out of 18 grade-test type categories

C. Comparisons between component anticipated and real

pezttest means with CcmputéE Scheffe values revealed tho absence

of any consistent paﬁte:n of significant gain for any component

E. Paraprofessional supportive services were administered
to only one-third of the pupil porulation. Wide variations
f type and degree of services rendered, resulted

]

in terms

G

in the evaluation that the servicegs were neither *"continuous"
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nor "substantial®.

Conclusgions_and Recommendations

The Corrective Reading Services component of the

[

Nonpublic School umbrella program attempted to improve
the reading achievement level of educationally deprived
rurils in grades one through twelve.

Investigation of the extent “o which the component

revealed a high degree of corregponderice vhile the area of
pupil achievement in reading revealed outstanding performance
on the whole, the only exception being grades 10 and 12.

The following recammendatiéng are designed to endorce
the pagitivé features already in operation and to suggest
changes for features or practices that are considered guestion-
able.

1. Because of the program's observed instructional

effectiveness and outstanding pupil achievement in reading,
the Carrective Reading Services component of the Nonpublic
School program should be recycled for the 1975-1976 school
year.

2. wxpand and extend. the program to include the
Title I eligible pupils currently excluded.

3. Expenditures for materials and supplies should be
continued at the proportional levels observed in the operation
of the program during the 1974-1975 school year. |

4. The major function of the assistant to the coordi-

nator was the distribution of educational supplies and egquip-
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on would insure efficient

ment. Contirnuation of this posit

diztribution essential

program.
Teacher preferences si.ould be considered with

S & =
selection of equipment to be allocated to

;ard to the
ar school.
€. Pupil achievement on standardized tests to be

machine rather than hand scored by program personnel in order

to minimize scoring errors and to maintain objective assessment

procedures.
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CORRECTIVE READING SERVICES IN NONPUBLIC SCHCOLS ESEA TITLE I 1974-1975

Funetion No. 09-59626

Use Table 30A, for Historical Repression Design (6-Step Formula) for Reading (English); Math (Englien); Reading (Non=
English); Math (Non-English).

J0A, Standardized Test Results,
In the Table below, enter the requested information about the tests used to evaluate the effectiveness of major ]ZEI
project components/activities in achieving desired objectives, This form requires means obtained from scores - .
in the form of grade equivalent units as processed by the 6 step formyla (see Digtrict Evaluator's Handbook of

Selected Evaluation Procedures, p. 45-49), Before completing this table, read all footnotes, Attach additional
sheets if necessary,

 |Statistical Data
Component | Activity|Test |_Form | Level |Total Gr@ug_ Number | Pretest |Predicted| Actual |{Obtained Legglgj
Code Code  [Usedl/ [Bre[Bost|Pre [Fost| N&/ | 1,D,3'|Tested® Date |Mean | Posttest Posttest | Value |signif-

_Mean |Date[Mean| of [ |licance

6018 3T Crdad B~ LS 7141____é/é-‘§/74 Q04— |ghsgos} o ool #
eelgla |3 702 olwral a3 wd T IA3LS |3 |00 T — bl msigeonlt
EOl8 213171310 ien A | B [ENT 964 Aed 11778 |9\ | 117 |yfsosigespinenn
Loy a3zl eluran 3 B 7s03% | 49/ 5/7;, 131] glh Z/;;a-q 14524 <ot

tle 8137 410 er o T 12 s 3% Liagd 901 00 hshsiltnale

Ele 8115071310 brradn |1 [T L looes 1% 11323 3{/74 329 60 _4/,/25‘;‘73 o s |2 my

Ele[8 71l 1 IZ1 19791 5% | g4 ?j/ﬂ‘ 1) 183 ?//753,% P

1/ ldentify the test used and year of publication (MAT-58, CAT-70, etc,),

2/ Total number of participants in the activity,

3/ Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 5), VYhere several grades are combined, enter
~the last two digits of the component code,

4/ Total number of participants included in the pre and pbsttest calculations.

5/ Specify level of statistical significance obtained (e.g., p % .05; p<.0l),

¥ :4}%[’731!’ {L&.MHLL HEY i’wl’u;fd o %fé&’fﬂ 7:)5'3’ ﬁdf foeﬂﬂ
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CORRECTIVE READING SERVICES IN NONPUBLIC:-SCHOOLS ESEA TITLE T 1974-1975

| Function No. 09-59626
Use Table 304, for Historical Repression Design (§-Step Formula) for Reading (English); Math (English): Reading (Von-
English); Math (Non-English),
304, Standardized Test Results,
In the Table below, enter the requested information about the tests used to evaluate the effectiveness of major iz*,
project compenents/activities in achieving desired objectives, This form vequires means obtained from scores =
in the forn of grade equivalent units as processed by the 6 step formula (see District Evaluator's Handbook of
Selected Evaluation Procedures, p. 45-49), Before completing this table, read all footnotes, Attach additional
sheets if necessary,
T 1 B - ) Statistical Daty
Conponent | Activity |Test | Form | Level |[Toral Gfou§, Number | _Pretest |Predicted| Actual |Obtained| V¢l
Code Gade  |Usedl/ [BroPost [Pee [Post| W&/ | 10,3/ |Tested®| Date [Nean | Postrest|Bostrest | Value signi -
i , i Mean _|Date|Nean| of  |icance
| P R
Ty 5 . i o = = 7 4 = ] / i 4 b i s AW, ;
ElCIY L7 Clopra b X (LT (9701 9% | %4/ 5’/.79&-?&3&3 ,4;/7;3'97 1L AT R
, 0 Y R S U O N O O # R |
61018 W I 7| C iRy | 4 [T L (3890 67 | J44 ?/rg 378 495 ,4;/75 3 30 2 100
. L = = = o i . = = - "lf g E f - . . s '
£10% 1Y G718 C e v | XL 1751 b2 |fked f/?# 343 3-75 4;/7.5 g0l geki3 le e
0| Ao Ml e (7l = aal 9k in 1ol 1uail o as :
IO |5 71 C i | x (LT |1881] 7= | oo f/ﬁf A9eL A0 39 1ipsl3a9 831 e ey
, % L
COI% o3| 718 Cloeraen | X LT 3is) 72 L lioe ?/ﬂ/ boll §:33 |obslda e85 |« o
: ! & € V2 | = L0,
; - . : . - - - . '_ T |
o103 81703 0 o |1 EL T I 8% ) 3y o= = Dl = — | — [suntr
e | A I
0% 14151718 Opraid | ¥ T 17761 6% | 248 5/_7_%__45!55 w83 dfil el oo

1/ ldentify the test used and year of publication (HAI 58, CAT. 70 ete.),

2/ Total number of participants in the activity,

3/-dentify the participants by specific grade level (e, ge, grade 3, grade 5), Where several grades are combined, enter
the last two digits of the component code,

4/ Total number of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations,

3/ Specify level of statistical significance obtained (e.g., p < .05} p<.01),

el Bl il b el s ol fr s omprod e
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CORRECTIVE READING SERVICES IN NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS ESEA TITLE I 1974-1975
Function o, 09-59626

Use Table 304, for Historical Regression Design (8-Step Formula) for Reading (English); Math (Englien); Reading (Non-
English): Math (Non-English). ,

304, Standardized Test Results.
In the Table below, enter the requested information gbout the tests used to evaluate the effectiveness of major ,Z§l
project components/activities in achieving desired objectives. This forn requires means obtained from Scores =
in the form of grade equivalent units as processed by the 6 step formula (see District Evaluator s Handbook of
Selected Evaluation Proceduves, p, 43-49). Before completing this table, read all footnotes. Attach additional

sheets if necessary.

Statistical Datd

Component | Activity Test | Form | Level |Total Gr@ug Number | Pretest |(Predicted| Actual |Obtained Légﬁlil
Code Code  |UsecL/ [Pre|Post [Pre [Post| N/ | 1,0,2/ |Tested™/ |Date |Mean | Postrest Posctest | Value |signif

Mean |Date|Mean| of F |lcance

Glels i lslzlale osrag | p 01T gex [ 9% 378 5/74 L8150 b b 356 ot

1018 1 161 70alo el [T (9| 0% | J6] Ty 50 494 L///rééfz;/ 376 ggqqm ;
elg e e rae | ATV L g 0% | 90 (op o] 665 Lhezn fios lcot]
(el b el e [ 217 g 0|t ok s 32 il 540 e
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1/ Tdentify the test used and year of publication (MAT-38, CAT-70, ete.),
/ Tatal ﬂumber af participaﬁts in the attivitv,
the 1ast two dlglts Gf the Campansnt cnde.
4/ Total nunber of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations.
5/ Specify level of statistical significance obtained (e.g., p < .05; p<.0l),




