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CHAPTER 1
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
As INTRODUCTION

During the summer of 1969, 153 elementary schools in New
York City participatad in a funded Summer Day Elementary School
{SDES) Program, a six-week, half-day program, designed to vro-
vide 37,502 children from disadvantaged careas with additional
instructional services.l Children were in attendance three hcurs
daily between the hours of 9100 A,M., and 12:00 noon for the peri-
od from July 7 through August 15.

Participation in the program was vcluntary. Attendance by
children was not determined by failing performances from the pre-
vious school year. The only general criterion was that childr=2n
who did attend reside within an attendance zone officially des~
ignated as located within a poverty area. Both public and non-~
public schorl children were eligible to participate. The proposal
limited class siz~ to 20 pupils.

The Board of Education preposal indicated that administrative
implementation and adaptation to meet local needs were to be de-
tzrmined by each district superintendent, with the following
prioritiesa

1. To improve the academic performance of children
retarded in reading, arithmetic, and other basic
educational requirements (Basic Unit).

2. To provide enrichment and challenge for the
academically gifted and/or talented (Gifted and
Enrichment Components).

3. To provide continuity for those mentally retarded
children whose parents wish to avail themselves
of a summer program (CRMD Gomponent).

4, To provide instruction in English as a second
language for those children who require it (ESL
Component),

B. ORGANIZATION
As stated in the Board of Education's proposal, as vell as

its report on the program, the various componenis were organized
in the following way:

runds were provided under the New York State Urban Education
program, An additional seven schools were funded by New York
City-

O
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1, Basic Unit--Reading and Mathematics

There were 105 Basic Units housed in 160 schools. (This
inzluded 100 state-funded units housed in 153 state~funded
schools and five city-funded tasic units in seven city-funded
schools.) Each Brsic Unit consisted cf a staff of 12 reading
teachers, three u.thematics teachers, one school librarian,
one school secretary, 16 educational assistants, two school aides
and one assistant principal or teacher-in-charge., The pupils
were recommended by their home school wrincipals on the basis of
retardation in reading and/or mathematics.

2. CRMD Component

Programs were located in centrally located schools. Each
unit consisted of two experienced CRMD teachers and twe educa-
tional aldese The teachers worked with no move than 15 children
each, These children were drawn from the group presently en-
rolled in CRMD classes,

3, Learning English as a Second Language (ESL)

In summer schools having a rubstantial number of non-English
speaking children, cne teacher was assigned to provide instruction
of English as a second language. She selected her pupils from
among the children participating in the other programs on the
basis of their need for instruction in English and generally
worked with them in small groups for part of the half day. There
were 47 non-English components located in schools which already
had a reading and math basic unit,

4, Gifted Component

The superintendent of each district developed the criteria
for admission into these classes, dependent upon the needs of the
district. The organization of each Gifted Component included six
teachers, six educational assist .t ts, one school aide, one secre-
tary. The program consisted of :nrichmeni in various :iurriculunm
areas, possibly involving a departmentalized program. The Gifted
Component was added to a school which already had the basic unit
(or part of a basic unit) of reading and math, There were 15
Gifted Units.

5. Enrichment Component (Music, Art)

The organizatlion of each Enrichment Component inciuded two
music and two art teachers, one school alde, four educational
assistants, and one secretary. Children not severely retarded
in reading were ~ligible for this program. The Enrichment Com-
ponent was added to schools which already had a reading and math
basic unit or part of such a unit. There were 31} Enrichment
Components.,

6



6, Central Staff

To administer the program centrally there were one coordi-
nator and ons assistant coordinator for 43 days, and itwo secre-
taries for 3% days. There were two central supervisors for the
CRMD component and one secietary. Personnel attended 34 days
for 3% hours per day.

Co FUNDING AND ADMINISTRATION

The Summer Day Elementary School program was fund:d4 with
State Urban Education Aid, in the amount of $3,254,887,

To implement the program, positions for supervisors,
teachers, secretaries. educational assistants and/or teacher
aides, and school aides were allotted to each district for as-
signment to specific schools by the district superintendent,

The district superintendent then selected participating
schools in his disirict and allocated the various positions and
decided on the subjects *aught in accordance with the needs and
resources available,

D, EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

The Board of Education's proposal requested that the eval-
uation agencies deal with the following general objectives:

1. to estimate the extent to which the program was implementec
in the scope suggested in the prapesal

2, to provide estimates of class size and attendance

3+ to assess the extent to which the program responied to
valid recommendations made in earlier evaluations

4, to provide evidence of carry-over or follow-up into the
succeeding school year,

Objectives specific to each component are described in the
section of this report dealing with the specific components.
Similarly, the evaluation procedures used in each will be described
in the chapter related to that component.

7
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CHAPTER 11
THE BASIC COMPONENT--READING AND ARITHMETIC

A, EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

The objective for the basic component as presented by the
Board of Education's proposal was "to improve the academic per-
formance of children retarded in reading, arithmetic and other
basic educational requirements." The goals and activities
indicated included an emphasis on reading assistance, particu-
larly for grade three children; development of attitudes favor-
able to learning in general and reading and mathematics in
particulars weekly scheduling of visits to the library; and
efforts to use special materials in reading.

Evaluation objectives were:

1. to determine pupil attendance

2., to assess pupil achievement i.: reading and mathematics

3. to assess pupil attitudes toward ma jor aspects of the
program

4, to evaluate the reactions of teachers and principals
to the program

5. to evaluate the quality of instruction by observation
of in-class activities

6. to evaluate the use of library facilities.

Be PROCEDURE
1. Sampling

A stratified random sample of schools was salected. The
schools were first stratified on the basis of borough lccationj
schools were then randomly sampled from within each stratum until
15 percent of the population (estimated on the basis of units)
was obtained, The final sample contained 1% schools, each with a
complete basic unit: five from Brooklyn, four from the Bronx, three
from Manhattan, two from Queens and one from Richmond.

2. Instruments and the Sample Base for Each Component (Appendix A)

a, Census Report

The census report was designed to determine pupil registers
and attendance at various points in the program. It was sert to
the 105 schools fur which complete information was available to
the evaluation staff, and returned by 26, a response of 25 nercent.

b. Metropolitan Achievement Tests Reading

Prinr to the administration of tests, principals of the
sample schools were asked to submit regisiers containing the
names, regular schools and last official classes of all third
and fifth grade pupils in their program so that results of the
of Education's spring testing program could Le obtained

8
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ac an estimate of reading achievement prior to the program,

Many of the 15 sample schools were unable to provide sufficiently
complete information on their pupils for our clerical staff to
locate spring testing results from the files of the Board of
Education,

Accordingly, the Netropolitan Achievemer+ Test was adminis-
tered during the fifth week of the program to pupils in 11 sampie
schools for whom a sufficient amount of springtesting scores were ob~
tained. Form B of the Upper Primary Level was given to third
grade pupils, fifth grade pupils received Form B of the Elementary
Level. Examiners were chosen on the bacic of experience in testing
small children. All but oune were graduate students in education
or psychology., In all, pre—(April% and post-(August} testing in
reading achievement were obtained for 106 third grade and 100
fifth grade children.

o Pupil Interviews

Pupil interviewers used a structured guide with rating scales to
provide both children's reactions and the interviewers' rating of
the impact of the basic program on the children. The areas of
study ware pupils' attitudes toward summer schocl, toward reading
and towards mathematics, percepticns of the litrary, comparative
evaluaticn of summer echool and regular school, and the self=-
appraisal of thz students as achievers and their expectancy of
future achievement. The interviewers were chosen on the basis of
ethnic background, experience, aud sensitivity to small childrens,

In general, black children were interviewed by dblack adults, and
Spanish-speazing children by bilingual adults. Because of incom=-
plete census cdata, small class sizes, and scheduling conflicts

with trips, pupils were not selected randomly as originally planned.
Available time and staff made it possible to coniuct Interviews in
12 of the 15 sample schools, In each of the 12 schuols visited,

all fifth grade pupils present that day were interviewed. Where
few fifth grades were present, samples of sixth grade pupils were
interviewed. In all, 125 pupils were interviewed, 101 fifth graders
and 24 sixth graders,

d, Teacher Questionnaire

The teacher questionnaire focused on teachers' evaluation of
recruitmeni, curriculum, facilities and materials; continuity of
the program with regular school strengths and weaknesses of the
programs ratings of gains in pupil attitudes and achievement; and
achievement in reading, mathematics, and learning in general. In
an attempt to obtain a greater percentage of return by tzachers,
twoe forms of this questionnaire were constructed with a corre-
sponding reduction in the number of questions asked each teacher.
The two forms were sent to a total of 958 teachers in 105 schools,
half receiving each form. (These were the teachers in the 105
schools for which information was received from the Board of
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Education prinr to the start of the program.) A total of 527
{Form Ar 25%5; Form 3: 272} questionnaires were returned, a
return rate of 55 percent.

e, Principal Questionnaire

The major areas this qu-stionnaire focused on as relevant
to the basic program were: 1ine extent to which the basic pro-
gram maintained continuity with pupils' home schonls; methods
of grouping pupils for instruction and the criteria on which
they were based; evaluation of the recruitment preccess, perform-
ance of staff, effectiveness of curriculum: and overall strengths
and weaknesses of the Basic Compcnent. It was sent to the
principals of the 105 schools for which Board of Education in-
formatio:. was available and returrned by 91, a percentage of
response of 87 percent,

f+ Individual Lesson QOtseirvation Report

The Individval Lesson Qbservation Report (ILCR) was used by
the observexrs to assess the quality of in-class instruction,
Vajor areas of interest were the qualities of the lesson, avail-
ability and use of instructional aids, and the amount and quality
of interaction between and among the t~acher and children. During
the third and fourth weeks of ihe program, lesson observations
were conducted by ten professionals in the field of education
from the staff of local college =nd university education departments.
Each observer spert about one hour in each classroom completing
three observations per morning. In all, a total of 85 classes were
randomly selected and observed in 15 schools., Of these, 52 were
in reading and 29 in mathematies, while four included instructicn
in both,.

g. Librarian Questionnaire

Th~ questionnaire surveyed the extent to which the library
rrogram played a part in the basic program. Areas of interest
wer2 the extent to which facilities were available, the amount
and quality of special materials on hand, the extent to which they
ware used, arnd the librarians' assessment of the sirengths and
weaknesses of the lidbrary program in general, It was sent to 101
librarians in the same number of schools and was returned by 65,

a response of 64 percent. (Four of th: 105 schools had no
library orograms,)

h, Educational Assistant Questionnaire

The educational assistant guestionnaire was administered in
the form of a group interview, and focused on the assistants' re-
lationship with the schools and communities prier to the SDES
program; their contributions to tine schoolsjand ways in which they
benerited frem iheir experiences in SDES. 1In all, a total of 125
educational assistantgswere queried in 12 of the 15 sample schools,
°“:rnximate1y 5 percent of those in the program.

ERIC
P 1 {)-



-7-
CHAPTER III
THE BASIC CONPONENT--FINDINGS

A, GENERAL ASPECTS OF PROGRAM

The data concerning general aspects of the program were
drawn primarlly from the teacher questionnaire (N = 527) and
principal questionnaire (N = 91).

1, Organization

When asked if the program was adequately organized prior
to its start, 60 percent of the principals said it was. Of the
36 (40 percent) who responded no, two points were made frequently,
First, %en noted that coordination of the SDES program with
pupll r:ide was seriously lacking; most noticeably in the areas
of providing a meaningful program for non~-English speaking
children and a program whereby holdovers of the previous school
year could advance themselves, Then, nine indicated that the
goals of the program were obscure and tha' *hey felt a nead for
Jjoint planning by principals of SDES ard feeder schools so that
clearly defined goals reflecting the needs of the children could
be established. 1less often (in five replies), principals in-
dicated a lack of continuity between SDES and feeder schools
which resulted in inadequate and/or inappropriate background
information on pupils necessary to the organization of SDESt and
a lack of explicit guldelines ocutlining information to be con-
tained in progress reports sent to the hLome school., The same
rumber (five) indicated a need for greater coordination between
SDES ang otheir community programs in order to reduce Zuplication
of service,

larger proportions of teuchers than principals were
satisfied with the orzanization of the program (81 percent
compared to 60 percent), Nineteer percent of the teachers
falt that the proxran was inadequately organized prior to its
start (N=98), Twenty-five of these were dissatisfied with the
pupil recruitment process, indicating that the program was not
sufficiently publicized, and that procedures for pupil registra-
tion were inadequate. Twenty of the teachers indicated that
pupil placement praocedures were 3inadequate and inappropriate,
citing large class size and a wide range of abilities within each
classyand 18 indicated that the time allotted for orlentatior”™and
preplanning was insufficient, Late arrival of materials was in-
dicated by 33 teachers as a reason for inadequate organization,

2. Census Report

Census information provided by the Board of Education »nrio:
to the start of SDES indicated that 150 schools (later changed
to 153) would participate in the basic program. Pecords of pupil
reglstration and attendance at various points in the progra were

11
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obtained from the 26 schools wnich responded to the census
questionnaire sent to the 105 schools for which information was
available, The data are summarized in Table III-1, with the low
percent of return limiting the generalizations to be drawn from
these data.

Approximately 80 pcrcent of the children who preregistered
were in attendance the opening day of classes, suggesting that
registration procedures were reasonably effective, Registration
continued after the program begar, as indicated by the increased
registration figures of the third week. However, attendance
figures showed a decrease in the percentage of students in attend-
ariced By the fifth week of the program registration figures de-
creased from those of the third week while the percentage of
students in attendance increased slightly.

3 Pupil Recruitment Process

Principals were asked to indizate the overall effectiveness
of +the pupil recruitment process. Sixty-five percent of the
principals rated the pupil recruitment process as "effective"
while 23 percent rated it as "adequate." The remaining 12 percent
considered the process "ineffective."

Principals' evaluation of the extent to which the SDES was
publicized among various groups within the school and community
is presented in Table I11-2, .

A nmajority, between 63 percent and 73 percent, considered
the program "well" or "very well” publicized among each group
listed. At the other end of the scale, publiicity was most fre-
quently rated as less than adequate among disadvantaged pupils
(18 percent), parents (11 percent), and community groups (23
percent).

Of the 24 principals who judged the SDES publicity campaign
as less than adequate, ten said publicity of SDES did not begin
early enough because of the last minute funding of thLe program,
and the same number indicated that the publicity campaign would
have been more effective if the mass communications media such
as television, radio, and newspapers, had been used to disseminate
information regarding the SDES program to parents.

4, Organization of Classes

Principals were asked to provide information on the manner
in which children were grouped within classes and the criteria
used when classes were formed on the basis of ability level.

lsome of this drop may reflect schools maintaining children
on register who preregistered but did not show up. There was no
program policy on drupping or maintaining such children.

ERIC 12
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TABLE 11I-1

RECORD OF PUPIL REGISTRATION AND
ATTENDANCE IN BASIC CCMPCNENT

Reauing Mathematics
Date Register Attindan%e Register Attegdanc%
?7/7 (opening day) 4536 3730 82 790 636 81
7/23 (third week) 6138 L2ké 69 1182 838 71
8/8 (fifth week) %838 k197 72 1109 819 74

Sourcet Census Reparts (N = 26 schools)

13



-10-

TABLF III-2

PRINCIPALS* RFEPORTING OF EXTENT TO WHICH SDES PROGRAM
WAS PUBLICIZED AMONG VARIOUS GROUPS WITHIN THE
SCHOOL AND 7 MMUNITY BY PERCENT

Extent Frogram Was Publicized

‘ Very Very
Groups Well Well Adequate Poorly Poorly
Administratnars 52 21 i8 8 1
Teachers 47 24 18 8 3
Disadvantuged pupils L7 17 18 16 2
Parents Lo 22 21 15 2
Community groupsl 29 24 22 19 4

Sources Principal Questionnaire (N = 91)

14
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The result of responses are given in Tables 1I11-3 and JII-4,

in interpreting the tables, it is important to note two facts:
some schools did not have a large enough register to justify
ability grouping; and the extent of departmentalization of
reading and arithmetic was not ascertained by this evaluation,
Some principals indicated that they were not able to group by
ability level for both reading and arithmetic when both subjects
were combined in one class. In every cass where this was indi-
cated, the principal chose to group on ability level in reading
instead of arithmetic. This would account to some extent for the
higher percentage of school grouping classes on ability level in
reading (46 percent) than in arithmetic (36 percent),

In Table III-4, the criterion "other" uvsed to group cn ability
level consisted of measurements of pupils obtained in the summer
school because of late registration cor inability to obtain adequate
information from home schools. These measures included diagnostic
tests and informal open textbook tests. For some pupils, it con-
sisted of the ability to read and write English,

5 Continuity of Program

Principals were asked to rate the availability and usefulness
of background information on pupils provided by home schools (Table
I111-5), The ratings of availability and »3sefulness of information
did not diffe~ significantly for arithmetic and reading. Approx-
imately one-third (29 - 35 percent) of the SDES principals
indicated that feeder schools made data on pupils "fully available"
to SDES schools, and more than half (53 - 57 percent) of the
principals indicated that data were made "partially" available,
However, of the principals who indicated that data were fully or
partially available, less than one-third (27 - 29 percent) felt
that the Jdata provided had been fully useful.

The intent to establish continuity in the other direction
(summer to regular school) was clearly indicated, for when asked
if progress reports on the rhildren would bz sent to their home
schools, almost all (91 percent) of the teachers responded "yes."
The contents of progress reports teachers indicated would be sent
to the home school are summarized in Table I111-6,2

6. Materials and Supplies

Materials and supplies were vrated by teachers as to their
avajlability (starting with the firat week), sufficiency for
effective learning, relevance to cultural background of pupils,
and appropriateress for ability level, The data appear in Table

-7

21t would be a useful follow-up to determine if indeed such
reports are routinely sent, since no systematic structure has
been estavlished for sending them,



-12-

TABLE I1I-3
CRITERIA USED FOR FORMINC CLASSES
BY PERCENT
Yes No No Response
By Grade Ievel
Math (N = 87) 54 39 7
Reading (N = 91) 59 33 8
By Ability Level
Math (N = 87) 36 Ly 21
Reading (N = 91) L6 30 25

Source: Principal Questionnaire (N = 91)

TABLE III-4

CRITERIA ON WHICH ABILITY GROUPING WERE BASED BY COMPONENT
: BY PERCENT

Standardized Teacher Teacher, Guidance
Test Results rades Supervisor Remarks Other

Math (N = 69) 32 58 62 20
Reading (N = 72) 55 67 65 21

Sourcetr Principal Questionnaire (N = 91)

Percentages total more than 100 because of multiple responses

16
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TABLE III-§

AVAILABILITY AND USEFULNESS OF BACKGROUND INFORMATION
ON PUPILS PROVIDED BY HOME SCHOCOLS
BY PERCENT

Availability Usefulness?
Extent Math Reading NMath Reading
Full 29 35 27 29
Partial 53 57 70 68
None 18 8 3 3
N = 77 83 63 76

Sources Principal Questionnaire (N = 91)

percent response to usefulness is based on the number responding
to either full or partial availability of materials.

17
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TABLE III-6

CONTENTS OF SDES PROGRESS REPORTS TO BE SENT TO HOME SCHOOLS
AS REPORTED' BY TEACHERS

BY PERCENT
Content Resnouse
Diagnostic information 86
Attitudes 24
Academic progress 23
Standardized test results 21
Recommendations for placement 19
Attendance 15
Mare than one of above 63

Sources Teache»r Questionnaire Form A (N = 255)

‘18
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TABLE III=-7

TEACHER RATINGS OF ASPECTS OF MATERIAL AND SUPPLIES
BY PERCENT

Percent Applying Rating Indicated

Yery

Aspect Good Good Fair Poor
Availability (starting with
the first week) 35 30 17 18
Surficient for effective
learning 36 42 12 10
Relevance to cultural
background of pupils 20 Ly 25 11
Appropriateness for
ability level 35 Le 14 6

Sourcet Teacher Questionnaire, Form A (N = 255)

19



-16=-

Four-fifths of the ileachers rated their materials as "gcod”
or "very good" in regard to appropriateness for their pupils®
ability level and sufficiency for effective learning., Availability
of materials, as well as their relevance to the cultural bvackground
of the pupils was "good" or "very good" by two-thirds of the
teachers. The positive perception of teachers was reinforced by
the observers who rated seven of every eight lessons (87 percent)
as having adequate supplies and materiaise.

When asked what additional materials, if any, were needed to
enable classes to function at maximum effectiveness, approximately
half of the 255 teachers (N = 122) indicated that no materials
were needed, Those who indicated a need for additional materials
mentioned materials related to reading and language arts {96); to
arithmetic (59); audiovisual material (26): basic supplies (24);
and educational games (17},

In light of the fact that previous evaluations indicated late
arrival of materials, principals were asked to rate the availability
and adequacy of regular school year materials for use in the summer
program. Generally they were available 1o the summer program, ‘or
58 percent of the principals indicated that *those naterials were
“fully" available, and 33 percent indicated their "partial" avail-
ability, Only 9 percent indicated that these materials were not
available. Of those who responded that regular school year
materials were either fully or partially availadble (82), most (80)
rated them a: completely (N = 36) or partially adequate (N = 44),
with only two principals rating the materials as inadequate.

Late arrivals of materials continued to be a major problem.,
Aithough 79 = 'rcent of the respondents sajd they were given the
chance to pre-order materials, and 77 percent indiczted “"total"
or "a great deal" oI say in what was ordered, 82 percent reported
that "all" or "some" of the materials were not received prior to
the start of the program. As shown in Table I1I1I-8, 35 percent
indicated that materials ordered never arrived and 19 percent
indicated that materials arrived after the third week of the pro-
gram making it unlikely that those materials could be incorporated
into the program in any meaningful way.

7 Problems Encountered in SDES

Teachers were asked to rate a list of ten potential problems
identified by_teachers and principals who participated in the 1968
and 1969 SDESJ Programs. The data are presented in Table III-9,

In 1969, no problem was seen as "moderate" or "major" by more
than half of the teachers, whereas "parental involvement" had been
in 1968, 1In 1969, as in 1968, attendance and sufficiency of sup-

3Summer Day Elementary School Program, David J. Fox, et al,
Center For Urban Education, December, 1968,
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plies were seen as the dominant problems, followed by attrition
of students, completicn of desired materials, and parental and
student involvement. Otherwise, no problem was considered
moderate or major by as many as 20 pevcent of the teachers.,

The allocation of paraprofessionals (10%), maintaining
quality of program (14%), tehavisr (11%), and disciplining (14
of students were seen as problems by no more than one in seven
of the respondents,

Teachers were asked to comment on ways in wnich the above
problems mignt be alleviated, While 232 of the 272 teachers
who returned Form B indicated that they considered at least
one of the above problems to be either major or moderate,
only 45 percent of these recommended ways of alleviating the
problems.

The recommendations mentioned most frequently to alleviat
the problem of poor attendance were by ivroviding pupils with
a greater variety of activities, hence stimulating their
interest in summer school (N=10), establishing more stringent
regulations such as corpulsory attendance (N=7), extension
of the regular school year {(N=5), and greater follow-up of
absentees (N=5).

Sufficiency of supplies was considered a problem because
of lete arrival and inappropriateness to the needs of the
children, It was suggested that late arrival of supplies
could be alleviated by utilizing suj 'lies left over from
previous summers, as well as by instituting ordering procedure:
that would insure the e¢arly arrival of supplies (N=29). The
problem of inappropria.eness of supplies could be alleviated
by allowing teachers to order their own materials (N=15),

. Twelve teachers suggested that alleviation of the problem
of attrition could be accomplished through increased publicity
of SDES and better recruitment procedures prior to the start
of summer school, and ten urged greater parental involvement.

Completion of des’red materials could be accomplished
by extending the program, either by lengthening the school
day or by increasing the number of weeks, according to three
responses} two others urged freeing teachers from non-teaching
activities to allow for the completion of desired materials,

B, QUALIFICATIONS AND FUNCTIONING
The data on teacher background information and function-

ing were drawn primarily from the Teacher Questionnaire and
the Individual Lesson Observation Report (ILOR),
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TABLE 111-8

DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOLS REPORTING ARRIVAL
DATES OF MATERIALS BY WEEK
BY ['ZRCENT

Naterials Arrived During

All Materials Week

Arrived on Materials

Time 1 2 3 4 5 6 Did Not Arrive
17 2 14 13 9 7 3 35

Sources Principal Questionnaire (N = 91)




-19-

TABLE 111-9

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS ON POTENTIAL PROELEMS
1968 AND 1963
BY PERCENT

Extent of Problem

Ma jor or

Moderate

Problem Minor Prcblem No Problem
Problem 19682 1969° 19662 1965 19682 1969P
Attendance 43 L6 24 22 33 32
Sufficient supplies 27 33 3% 30 39 37
Attrition of students 47 44 20 17 39 33
Completion of desired
materials (during summer) 23 28 34 20 43 43
Parental involvement
and participation 62 23 1é 16 22 61
Student involvement
and participation 17 20 30 18 53 62
Disciplining students 16 14 25 19 59 67
Maintaining qua:ity
of program 10 14 24 13 66 73
Behavior of students 14 11 29 27 57 62
Proper allocation orf
Paraprofessionals 23 10 16 10 71 80

8Data from evaluation of 1968 Summer Day Elementary School
Program

VSources Teacher Questionnaire, Form B (N = 272)
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1, Teacher ¥Frofile

All »f the 527 teachers who responded were licensed
teachers. Almost all (92 percent} held a license in Common
Branches, 8 percent in Early Childhoog Education, and 15
percent held licenses in other areas,

More than half (57 percent) of the teachers had five
years or more total experience, and half (51 percent) five
or more years of teaching experience in 1isadvantaged areas,
Only 21 percent of the teachers had less than three years
tezthing experience in general, and 17 percent had less than
three years teaching experience in disadvantaged areas. The
same number (21 percent) hzd more than ten years of teaching
experience (see Table III-10)},

Forty percent of the teachers taught both readirg and
arithmetic, while 38 percent taught only reading and 9 percent
taught only maths Seventy-~four percent of thi: teachers taught
only one grade and 23 percent taught more than one grade., Of
those teaching more than one grade (N = 123) 66 percent taught
two different grades, 23 percent taught three different grades,
and 11 percent taught more than three different grades,

Ninety percent of the teachers respondirg to a question
on Form A dealing with their backgrounds reported having some
specialized preparation in the areas of reading and/or math.
Seventy-nine percent received preparation in methods of
teaching reading, 71 percent in diagnosis of reading problems,
72 percent in m2thods of teaching arithmetic, and 58 percent
in diagnosis of arithmetic problems, As indicated in Table
I1I1-11, the major sources of specialized training in the areas
mentioned above were college training and individual study
with inservice courses and workshops mentioned less frequently,
It is interesting *to note that while effectiveness of training
received. in terms of preparing teachers to meet the needs of
the children with whom they were working, tended to be rated
either "very" or "moderately" effective regardless of source,
the highest proportions rated "individual study" as an
effective means of preparation,

2, Orientation

Eighty percent (423) of the teachers indicated that :hey
received sufficient orientation prior to the start of the
ﬁrogram. The content of the orientation as described by these

23 respondents included a general description of the program
(N = 24)), a discussion of goals and suggested procedures for

bThixteen percent of the teachers indicated they were licensed
in more than one area which is why the percentages total more
Q 1100 percent.
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TABLE III-10

TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF THE SDES TEACHER
BY PERCFNT

Teaching Experience
Total Teaching Experience |in Disadvantaged Areas

Number of Years Number Percent Number Percent
1-2 90 17 112 21
3-4 135 26 149 28
5-6 89 17 86 16
7-8 64 12 59 11
9-10 37 ? 41 8
11-15 50 10 39 7
16-20 37 7 14 3
20+ 23 4 8 2
No response 2 - 19 L

Sources Teacher Questionnaires, Forms A and B (N = 527)
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their implementation (N=317), and information pertzining to
the availability and use of materials (N=230)., Wenticned less
frequently were teaching demonstrations and sharing of

teaching techniques (N=59), backgrourd information concern-
%ng sgudent abilities (N=59), and organization of classes
N=72),

The remaining 20 percent of the teachers (104) indicated
that they did not receive sufficient orientation, Areas in
which these teachers felt that orientation might be improved
were identical to those content areas discussed above by the
teachers who indicated that they had received sufficient
orientation. A discussion of goals and suggested procedures
for their implementation was felt needed by 54 respondents;
information pertaining to the availability and use of materials
by 29; and adequate background information concerning students'
abilities by 21 teachers., Mentioned less frequently were a
general descripticn of program (14}, teaching demonstrations
and sharing of teaching techniques (9), and organization of
classes (10),

3, Classroom Functioning

a, Lesson Observations

Analysis of the ILOR ratings showed that of the 85 lessons
observed, 47 {55 percent) were in reading; 29 (34 percent) in
arithmetic; three (& percent) combined reading and arithmetic;
and six (7 percent) were in science, music, art and ethnic
culture. Observers felt that their presence had not changed
the functioning of the class, reporting that 98 nercent of
the lessons observed were either "completely typical” (47
percent) or a "reaso: ible approximation" {51 percent) of
normal functioning in the classroom. The lesson observed
typically was taught by the regular classroom teacher (95
percent), with the few others taught by several teachers,
usually including a specialist. Organization and planning
were evident generally (74 percent) and judged exceptionali in
15 percent of the classes, The remaining lessons, while not
as well planned, £till showed some signs of previovs teacher
preparation, Classroom climate was judged relaxed and cpen
(72 percent),

One promising development is the 41 percent of the lessons
observed in which the teachers were ra2ted "above average" in
the level of creativity demonstrated. This is double the
percentage so rated last year (20 percent). However, one-third
(36 percent) were judged "below average" in this aspect, 2
figure virtually identical with last year (34 percent).

In only 11 percent of the classes was a "wide” variety
of teaching aids utilized, Half (%Y percent) used "some" aids
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and in the remaining fourth {24 percent) observers saw "little
or no" use of aids although the possibility was there. The
observers saw nc need to utilize . ids in the other 16 percent.
Where aids were used, they were generally rated as used
effectively. Wiile the percentage employing teaching aids in
quantity is low, it is a marked improvement over 19¢8, for in
tha* evaluation two-thirds of the teachers observed were rated
as making little or no use of teaching aids,

Observers rated almost all (95 percent) of the lesscns as
providing a foundation for future lessons and w.aving “some" or
“considerable" possitility for continuity (96 percent), and for
establishing a basis for independent work and thinking (81 per-
cent), Similarly, they saw lessons usually related to the
child's experience (64 percent) and often (68 percent) saw in-
dividualized instruction. Given these perceptions of continuity,
relevance and individualization, it is not surprising that in
two out of three lessons (66 percent) observers concluded that
the lesson they had seen successfully involved every or almost
every child in a meaningful learning experience, 1In an addi-
tional quarter of the classes (25 percent) the observers said
that at least half the children were meaningfully engaged;
only in 9 percent of the classes were less than half the child-
ren involved,

Questioning, however, was a problem as in previous summersﬁ
In 5 percent of the lessons observed, the observers said there
was no reason for the lesson to elicit spontanecus questions,
In the remaining 95 percent of lessons where interaction between
pupils and teacher should have taken place, 39 percent were
Judged successful in this aspect, eliciting questions from the
pupils "often" or "very frequently." Fifteen percent "occa-
¢ionally" elicited questions while 45 percent "rarely" evoked
any questions,

In Table 11I-12 are thu results of observers' ratings of
the lesson from two points of view, their professional judgment
of overall quality and their rating of ~hildren's responses,
Although these are not mutually exclusive criteria each adds
dimension to the other and when taken together provide an in-
teresting evaluation of the lessons observed. A comparison
shows the extent of agreement to be considerables -+, 0ss
tabulation showed that 71 percent of the lessoric observed re-
ceived the same rating on both criteria. The resnlts are more
positive than last years SDES evaluation where otscrvers felt
that, on these criteria, the .essons were generaliy averagse
with the distribution of ratings skewed slightly toward below
average, This year considerably more positive ratings were
obtained with half the lessons being rated above averags on
each criterion,

51t has also been a problem in regular year evaluations.

ERIC
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TABLE III-12

COMPARISON OF OBSERVER RATINGS OF LESSCONS FROM
INSTRUCTTONAL AND MOTIVATIONAL POINT OF VIEW

BY PERCENT
(N = 85)
Children's Interest

Quality of Instruction and Enthusiasnm
Cutstanding 7 10
Better than average L6 Lz
Average 28 28
Below average 17 15
Extremely poor 2 5
No response - 3

Sources ILOR (N = 85)
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The results of the observations were also analyzed for
each component separately. Generally the distribution of
results were compararle. When they were not, ratings tended
to be more positive in the arithmetic component. The largest
differences involved four criteria: 1., atmosphere (64 percent
of the reading classes were judged "relaxed and open" compared
to 79 percent of arithmetic classes); 2. creativity (“above
average" or "ouvistanding" levels of creativity were seen in 30
percent of reading classes in contrast to 59 percent of arith-
metic classes)s 3. pupil interest and enthusiasm (*above
average" or "outstanding" more often in arithmetic (68 percent)
than in reading (47 percent); and 4. overall quality (with 69
percent of arithmetic lessons "outstanding" or "above average"
compared to 42 percent of reading 1essons§

b. Strengths and Weaknesses in the Classroom

The most frequently observed strength (44 percent of the
classes) was the good rapport observed in the classroom.
Children were free to respond spontaneously in a relarxed,
comfortable atmosphere. In 41 percent of the lessong the
observer cited the content and methods observed in the classroom
specifying that original ideas and materials, such as games,
elicited thought-provoking guestions which were handled well.
Flexibility in grouping and planning were noted in 27 percent
of the classes with the observers indicating that classes were
effectively broken up into groups for individualized instruction.
Other strengths were motivated, involved pupils (20 percent of
lessons), effective use of educational assistants (13 percent),
and the gearing of the lesson to the children's ability with an
amphasis on understandins (1z percent). A lack of effective
features was cited in only 6 percent of the classes observed.

wnen they turned to weaknesses the observers most often
noted a mechanical, rigid approach (28 percent of the lessons
observed), marked by leck of interaction and observable en-
thusiasm in the classroom. In 22 percent of the lessons the
cbservers noted that children were bored because of poor
materials, poor use of naterials, or poor teaching in general,
while lack of interaction in the classroom cnd lack of indi-
vidualized instruction were observed in i3 percent of the
classes, A fallure to properly utilize educational assistants
was noted in 12 percent of the lessons, No weaknesses were
seen in 20 percent of the lessons observed.

A comparison was made with the vweaknesses cited last year
by observers. ‘The same classes of weaknesses were gencrally
mentioned but with slightly less, and in some aspects, sub-
stantlally less, frequency. Particularly noteworthy was the 42
percent in 1968 said to be stereoty-ed, uncreative and dull,
wli ch failed to take advantage of .idividual spontaneity. This
is the counterpart to the mechanicai, rigid anproach observed

30
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in 1969 in 28 percent of the lessons, No weakness was seen
in 20 percent of the lessons this year compared to 15 percent
last year. Noteworthy also for its absence this year was any
specific mention of "poor" or "no grouping® of children noted
in.25 percent of reading observations and 35 percent of the
arithmetic classes observed last year. Because of the in=-
herent imprecision in categorizing multiple response answers
which tend to overlap, further comparison would not be mean-
ingful as the differences in percent are not large enough,

It is sufficient to simply note what appears to be a trend
toward better classroom instruction in <his year's SDES
program,

4. Principals® Assessment

Principals were asked to evaluate the performance of
their professional staff and the effectiveness of the cur-
riculums. The data are presented in Table III-13.

Over 90 percent of the principals indicated that the
performance of the professional staff was either "very" or
"moderately"” effective, while the curriculum was rated as
being "very" or "moderately" effective by 83 percent. No
principal rated the curriculum or professional staff{ per-
formance as "moderately ineffective" or “very ineffective.,"
Thus by the definition of "effective” the principals used
in making these ratings, both professional staff and cur-
riculum were well thought of.

C. PUPIL PROFILE
The data on pupil attitudes and levels of achieveiient
were drawn primarily from the pupil interviews and Metropolitan

Achievement Test with some items coming from the Teachers
Questionnaire and Individual Lesson Observatiion Reports.

o Pupil Attitudes

A total of 125 fifth and sixth grade studznts in 12 of
the 15 sample schools were interviewed during the fifth week
of summer school. A large majority (86 percent) indicated a
positive attitude toward the program, expressing interest and
enthusiasm regarding their summer schonl experience. Half
(54 percent) said that they enjoyed summer school to a greater
extent than regular school and most others liked it equally
welly only 10 percent felt that they enjoyed regular
school more. These data indicate a particularly positive
attitude toward summer schoo., since on a separate question
79 percent of the children indicated that they like regular
school,

3.1
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TABLE III-13

PRINCIPAL EVALUATION OF STAFF PERFORNANCE AND
EFFECTIVENESS OF CURRICULUM

BY PERCENT
Performance of Effectiveness of
Professional Staff Curriculum

Very Moderately Ade- VE?y Noderately Ade-
Component Effective Fffective quate |Effective Effective quate
Math Ly L6 10 27 49 24
Reading 51 43 6 36 53 11
Weighted
average L9 L 8 31 52 17

LY

Source: Principal Questionnaire (N = 91)
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Equally large majorities reported specific positive
changes, Eighty percent of the children interviewed indicated
a positive change in "attitude towards reading" over the summer.
Seventy-five percent ¢f the children felt a "definite sense of
achievement" in reading and 78 percent indicated "improvement"
in reading over the summer months,

Similarly, in arithmetic, 74 percent of the children
indicated a positive change in "attitude towards arithmetic,"
72 percent felt "definite sense of achievement" in arithmetic,
and 7?4 percent indicated "improvement" in arithmetic over
the summer months.

2, Pupil Achievement

A measure of academic achievement was obtained by com-
paring reading scores from the Metropolltan Achievement Test
administered by evaluation staff during the fifth week of
summer school with scores obtained from the Board of Educa-
tion's Spring testing program in April, Achievement testing
took place in 11 of the 15 sample schools,

Distributions of scores from the Spring and August
testing for grades three and five are presented in Table III~
14, A comparison of medians between the August and Spring
testing for each grade indicates that the median level of
achievement in both grades was well below the norm; retardation
continued to characterize the children even after the summer's
instruction.

Mediar. change and percent of pupils whose grade equivalent
increased, decreased or did not change from Spring to August
are presented in Table III-15. Forty-three percent of the
pupils in grade three showed an increase in achievement level,
whereas 47 percent declined and 10 percent did not change.

In grade five, only 36 percent showed an increase in achieve~ -
ment level, while 59 percent declined and 5 percent remained
unchanged.

As in previous years, the objective test data indicate
no consistent improvement by children in the period April
to August.

Table 11I-16 presents the ratio of children gainirg to
those losing as a function of their level of retardation
upon entry into the program,

The ratio of gains to losses was directly related to the

children's level of retardation below expectation upon entry
into the program. This would seem to indicate that the pro-

nq
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TABLE I1I-14

DISTRIBUTION OF READING SCORES AND MEDIANS FOR
GRADES 3 AND 5

Grade 3 Grade 5

Grade Spring August Spring August
Equivalent Testing Testing Testing Testing

3+
=

O OO AN OO = «l:'\.aou OWO N D O
NN NDWWWW & &S oy
|_J
VI DWWW N OO

N OORNDIWNDWHEFOO

s o~
OV F I WIH~JUnNOOOODO

[ LI I
N
o

1O =

© O O MWW F LOW O3 AR 0
el

O £ OV

DD NDWWWEEESESnunue o
MO EJOWRY NN &30

= b
W o &
= b

N 106 106 100 100
Median 2.8 30? 30?

N
-
(0]

Expectation at end
of School year L,o 6.0

Relation of
Median to ‘
Expectation -1,2 =243

Sources Metropolitan Achlievement Test

34

———



4 s bt

& b 43

b Sm——_
'

(~——
h

)

-31-

TABLE III-15

MEDIAN CHANGE AND PERCENT OF PUPILS WHOSE GRADE EQUIVALENT
INCREASED, DECREASED, OR DID NOT CHANGE FROM SPRING TO

AUGUST TESTING IN READING

Grade 3 Grade 5
Number Percent Number Percent
Increase
1.0 and 3 3 6 6
+9-1,0 0 0 1 1
-?' c8 3 3 6 6
05" 06 11 10 8 8
l3- .u 12 11 6 6
ll" .2 17 16 9 9
Median increase «39 .Sk
Percent_ increase L34 _36%
No change: O 11 10 5 5
Decrease
1- .2 13 12 14 14
3= b 18 17 10 10
.5" .6 ? ? 8 8
o7~ .8 5 5 10 10
«9=1,0 2 2 6 6
1.0+ 4 S 11 11
Median decrease «38 .60
Percent decrease L% 59%
N = 106 N =100

Sourcer Metropolitan Achievement Test
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TABLE I11-16

GAIN~LOSS RATIO AS A FUNCTIORN OF
DEGREE OF RETARDATION

Grade 3 Grade 5
Intceval of Retardation | Number®  Ratio Numbera Ratio
More than itwo years
below expectation® 12 411 5Y bys
Between 1 and 2 years
velow expectation 52 11l 21 )13
Up to 1 year bvelow
expectation 21 1:2 11 1:1
At level crf expectation
or abova 11 1:5 7 0:7

8Phose children who remained the same are excluded in this

fain-loss table,

bExpectation is operationally defired as the norms provided
with the Metropolitan Achievement Test

Source: Metropolitan Achievement Test
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gram was most effective meeting the needs of those children
entering the program farthest below expectation and least
effective for thosg children who entered the program at or
abnve expectation,

Teachers were asked to approximate the percentage c¢J
children who made noticeable progress in academic performance,
developed positive attitudes toward school and education, and
showed higher expectations of success in the next school year.
The data are presented in Table III-17.

Approximately four-fifths (7?9 to 84 percent) of the
teachers indicated that at lzast half of the children made
"noticeable progress" in the areas outlined in Table I1I1-17;
and between one~half to three-fourths (50 to 77 percent)
indicated noticeable progress for most children.,

Seventy-seven percent of the teachers indicated that most
or all children made noticeable progress in the arez of devel~
oping positive attitudes toward schecol and education, a per-
ception substantiated by the observations of the pupil
interviewers. Fifty-six percent of the teachers indicarted
that most or all children made noticeable progress in the area
of reading,

D. EDUCATICONAL ASSISTANTS

Information from the teacher questionnaire indicated that
teacher-educational assjistant relationships were generally
good, Data frow the interviews with the assistants corroborate
this, and suggest further that the ascistants felt they fitted
comfortably into school activitiese.

Sixty-nine percent of the 125 educational as.istants
interviewed in 12 of the 15 sample schools said they were
residents of the community around the scho:l, 2nd 35 percent
had children attending the school in whkich they were working,
Seventy percent said they had had some sort of previous ex-
perience working for the !‘oard of Educativ. during the regular
school year,

1, UOrientation and Training

Only 23 percent of the educational assistants interviewed
said they had orientation sessions. Of the 17 who described
these sessions, five said they consisted of a general descrip-
tion of the summer program, six said the sessions provided
familiarization with educational and training procedures, and
six others were told of duties and responsibilities,

6rhis sameAbhenOmenon has characterized the Summer Jupior
Hich School Program for the past three years, including
the Summer of 1959,
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TABLE II1I-17
TEACHERS RATINGS OF PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN
MAKING NOTICEABLE PROGRESS
BY PERCENT

Few Some Half of the Mest All
Area Children Children Children Children Children
0-5% __ 25% 50% 75% 95-100%
Academic performance
in general 1 17 17 55 10
Reading abhility 2 16 26 48 8
Arithmetic ability 3 23 24 Li 6
Positive Attitudes
toward school and
education 2 11 10 49 28
Understanding and
use of library 8 13 14 18 27
Rise in children’'s
expectation of suc-
cess in the next
scheol year 2 14 18 49 17

Sourcet Teacher Questicnnaire, Form A (N = 255)
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Satisfaction with the orientation received was mixed.
Of the 24 who had either orientation sessions or other forms
of orientation, eight said the experience was "comprehensive"
or "very adequate," and six rated it as "adequate," while
ten rated it as "somewhat adeguate," or "inadequate."

Asked to identify the major sources of help in learning
%their jobs, 79 percert of those interviewed specified the
teacher with whom they worked. Twelve percent said previous
experience, nine percent specified themselves, 5 percent the
principal, 4 percent the youngsters, and only 2 psrcent of the
totai of 105 interviewed said it was orientation.’ (This
viould be 8 percent of those who had actually attended orien-
tation meetings,)

Although only 23 percent of the educational assistants
had had some form of orientation, )& percent felt they had
“more than adequate preparation" for their classroom duties,
and the great majority, 76 percent felt their preparation
was "adequate." These flgures suggest that orientation
sessiong are not seen as an important requirement for most of
the assistants to feel prepared.

2. Functioning and Duties

Seventy-two percent of the educational assistants in-
terviewed listed "working with small groups of children" as
their "major contribution" to the school., Fifty-six percent
listed “tutoring individual chkildren" and 50 percent "assist-
ing teachers in whole class instruction." Aiding with
preparation of materials, and with administrative ar. clerical
work were each listed by gB percent of those interviewed as
their major contribution.® This ranking was in substantial
agreement with that obtained from a question on Form B of the
teacher questionnaire asking the teachers to rank owvder the
ma jor responsibilities of their educational assistants. Table
I1I-18 presente the rankings and the yercentages.

The table indicates several clear br:aks in ranking of
duties, as well as the substantial agreement between the
teachers and the assistants on the duties of the latter. Both
groups agreed that small grouy instruction and tutoring in-
dividual pupils were the two most important jobs of the
educational assis*ant, and that aiding in the preparation of
materials and with administrative and clerical duties were
the least important.

7Percentages total mere than 100 percent because of multiple
responses,

8percentages total more than 100 rercent because of multiple
responses.,
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TABTE I11-18

RESPONSIBILITIES OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANTS
AS SEEN BY TIIEM AND BY TEACHERS
BY PERCENT

Rank Order of Responsibilities
of Educational Assistants as
Perceived by Teachers

————

Major Ma jor Minor
Contribu-| Responsibility | Responsibility
tion as
Seen by
Educational 1 +2

Assistants 1 2 Total 3 4

n

Small group

instruction 722 43 31 A Y 19 2
Tutoring Incividual

Pupils 56 35 40 75 |18 6 1
Assisting with Whole

Class Instruction 50 7 1 18 |24 15 43
Preparation of

Materials 38 10 6 16 |24 46 14
Administrative/

Clerical Duties 38 5 12 17 |20 23 4o

Source: Educational Assistants Interview (N

= 125) and
Teacher Questionnaire, Form B (N = 272)
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There was wide disagreement, howevay, in regard to the
question of the assistant's role in helping with whole class
instruction. Half (50 percent) of the zssistants 1isted this
a8 one of their major contributions, while only 18 percent of
the teachers ranked it as the first or second area of respon-
sibility, and 35 percent ranked it fifth classifying it as a
less important function of the assistants.

The teachers' ratings of the effectiveness of their
educational assistants was highly positive, as is shown in
Table III-19,

The teachers clearly considered their assistunts to be
most effective in the areas of their major responsivility,
#small group and individual instvruction, and in performing
administrative and clerical duties. At least three-quarters
of the teachers responding to these items rated their assist=-
ants "effective" or "very etfective” in dolng these jobs.,
Somewhat fewer (68 percent) rated their help with preparation
of materials as "effective® or "very effective." The fewest
(57 percent) rated the assistants' performance in helping witih
whole class instruction, the one area of disagreement bet.een
teachers and aides as to importance, in :hir top category.

The assistants felt that thelr supervising teachers had
allowed them to use their abilities "completely"™ or "mest of
the time" (89 percent), and most of the assistants (73 percent
to 86 percent) indicated they felt their work was "completely"
or "very much” appreciated by the principal, teachers, and
pupils in their schools.

Overail, the educational assistants felt they had enjoyed
the program and derived benefits from it. Eighty-five percent
sald they had enjoyed their Jjobs "completely" or  "very much,”
and 93 percent felt they had benefited from the program.
Forty-n?ne percent of those who felt the program had benefited
them said they had gained a better understanding of the ed-
ucational process, and 46 percent reported having gained a
better insight into children.

Fifty-eight percent of the assistants interviewed saild
their work as educational assistants had helped o: altered
thelr career goals., Thirty-six percent of this group said
they would like to continue as educational assistants, and
38 percent indicated they would like to become teachers.

3. Strengths, Weaknesses, and Recommendations

Strengths and weaknesses noted by the educational
assistants were substantially the same as those pointed out
by the teschers. Twenty-nine and 24 percent, respectively,
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TABLE III-19
TEACHERS RATINGS OF L'FFECTIVENESS OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANTS

BY PERCENT
RATING

"Very Effactive" "Very Ineffective

end Effective"  “Adequate™ and “"Ineffective"” N 2
Tutoring
individual ‘
pupils 84 12 5 230
Small group
instruction 79 13 8 229
Administrative/
clerical duties 75 17 8 182
Preparation of
materials 68 22 9 198
Assisting with
whole class
instruction 57 29 14 1R0

Sources Teacher Questionnaire, Form B (N = 272)

281n rach item, the difference between the N listed and the total
N of 272 represents non-respondents to this question.
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menticned the additional opportunities to learn and the
provision of remedial help as strengths, while 19 percent
mentioned small group and individual instruction.

The major weakness mentioned by the educational assistants
(23 percent) was the lack of enough time in the program, and
16 percent recommended that the program be extended. Only 8
percent mentioned the lack of orientation sessions for edu-
cational asszistants and recommended that such sessions be
instituted. Thirteen percent said there were no weaknesses.

E. LIBRARY PROGRAM

Data from questionnaires returned by 65 summer school
librarians in as many schools supplied the basis for the
evaluation of the 1969 summer library program. Additional
data came from questions on the library component in Form B of
the teacher questionnaire and from a supplement to the principal
questionnaire.

1. Librarians' Background Information and Qualifications

Although only 26 percent (17) of the respondents to the
librarians' questionnaire reported holding the MIS degree,
46 percent of those withéout the degree received some special
t-aining in library science. 3eventy-six percent held the
school librarians' license; 89 percent held common branches
licenses; 8 percent had licenses in early childhood: and 6
percent had other teaching licenses, Seventy-ore percent of
the summer school librarians had held ihe position during the
regular year, and 6 percent only during the summer; only 14
percent had no previous school library experience.

2, Orientation and Materials

Seventy-o~- percent uf the respondents felt they had
received "sufficient orientation®" for the summer program prior
to the start. Twenty~-eight percent of these had had confer-
ences with the school's regular year librarian, and 26 percent
said they had had discussions with the supervisors, while 15
percent said that their previous library experience was adequate

for orientation, Of the 18 (28 percent) who felt that
orientation had not been adequate, four said they did not need
any, and a few suggested that there be discussions of materials
and methodology.

Almost all (92 percent) of the summer librarians said
the facilities of the school's library were available to them
without complication and that the space allocated for housing
of library facilities and students was "totally" or "generally'
adequate (86 percent). Thirty-two percent (N = 20) had ob-
tained special books or materials for the summer program, such
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as audio-visual materials, educational games, or Spanish
language boous, with 15 indicating that the books and materials
ordered for the library had been received on time, a contrast
to the general situation, as indicated by only 17 percent of
the principals responding that materials arrived on time.
Eighty-nine percent of 45 librarians who had not obtained
special summer supplies said that the lack of these needed
materials hampered the library program's effectiveness, They
said that available books often were not relevant to the
children's ability level and cultural backgrounds, and that
they lacked audio-visual materials, recommending that books

and materials in these areas as well as basic supplies, be
ordered.

Consistently large majorities thought well of supvnlies
and materials. "Good" or "very good" ratings were given by
91 percent of the librarian respondents to the availability
of books, materials and supplies; by 88 percent to the adequacy
for effective learning; by 82 percent to the relevance of the
books and materials to the children's cultural background; and
by 82 percent to the appropriateness of the available tooks
and materials to the children's ability level.

3. Organization of Litrary Program

A1l 2ibrarian respondents said they had the major respon-
sibility fo. the teaching of library skills., (There were two
"no" answers. ) Typically (83 percent), the librarians said
they had assistants who they felt provided effective help: 81
percent said they provided "continuous effective assistance,"
and another 9 percent that they provided "sporadic but effective
assistance," Seven of the ten librarians who had no aides in-
dicated that they felt such assistance would have been helpful,.

Asked to describe the goals of the library vrograms at
their schools, they mentioned development of an interest in
good literature and of a desire to read for pleasure (85
percent), the teaching of library skills (54 percent),
circulating books to classrooms and children (15 percent), and
teaching research and study skills (14 percent).

Half (54 percent) of the respondents said "all" of the
students appeared enthusiastic about the library program;
and a third (37 percent) said "most." Only rarely {6 per-ent)
did a librarian feel that "less than half" of the students
were enthusiastic, Twenty-three percent of the lit-arians
said that the children came to the library individually during
official periods or reading classes, or after schocl., }More
often (80 percent), they reported that the children care as
a group either with or without the reading teacher,

ERIC
44



{ ot . §maras + o—
- , .

i

4]

They found a good response from teachers as well,
Eighty~-two percent of the librarians felt that "all" of the
teachers in the schools were enthusiastic about having their
classes use the library, and 62 percent of the respondents
felt that the teachers in their schools worked "effectively"
or "very effectively"” with the library program., Fifteen percent
felt that the teachers worked "moderately effectively" with
it, and only 5 percent felt that teacher cooperation was inef-
fective.

Eighty percent of the librarians felt that all of the
classes were taking full advantage of library facilities.
Fifteen percent felt that most were, ard only 3 percent felt
that half or fewer were doing so. Forty-two percent of the
librarians made use of memoranda to increase effective teacher
use of the livrary, 45 percent used staff conferences as a
medium, while 24 percent resorted to "private badgering" and
consulting teachers, and 8 percent provided the teachers and
their pupils time to select books for classroom use.

The librarians did suggest a number of improvements to
increase classroom use of the library: more coordination
between classroom activities and the library (22 percent): a
greater variety uf materials used (14 pe cent); and more
frequant scheduling (11 percent),

Only 18 percent of the respondents indicated that the
summer library program had made use of incal community re-
sources, and most often (ten) this was the local public
library.

Asked to assess the value of the summer library program,
80 percent of the librarians described themselves as "enthu-
siastic," 15 percent as "slightly positive but not enthusiastic,
and 5 percent as "slightly positive.,"

4, Teacher and Principal Assessments of the Library Program

Teachers thought well of the overall effectiveness of the
library programi: 21 percent of the 255 teachers rating the
livrary program rated it as "extremely effective," and 31
percent as "effective." Another 23 percent considered it
"adequate" so that only one in six (17 vercent) considered it
ineffectives

The teachers who rated the program positively were asked
to specify what they considered the sir ngths of the program
to be,s, Most often (34 percent) they noted that the program
stimulated and encouraged the children to read and introduced
them to various kinds of books; and 30 prercent listed instruc-
tion in library science and conduct and introduction to the
purposes of the library. Otherwise, at least 10 percent of the
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teachers mentioned the aid given to children in the selection
of appropriate books; the encouragement given them to borrow
{each mentioned by 17 percent}; use of a wide variety of
materials, including visual aids (15 percent); the wide variety
of activitier .ffered by the program such as story telling (11
percent); and the interest and qualifications of the school
librarian (10 percent).

A number of strengths were noted by the 21 principals
responding to a principals' questionnaire suprlement on the
iibrary pregram. These included the availability of a wide
variety of activities, such as story-telling and individual
reading (six); the use of audio~visual aids (four}; the in-
terest of the librarian, the utilization of a library specialist,
and a well-planned program (each noted by three respondents);
and the wide selection of bools, circulating class libraries,
and the enccurazement offered to read (each listed twice),

Seventeen percent (N = 43) of the teachers who rated the
program negatively were asked to list the rrogram's weaknesses.
"Inadequacy" or "non-existence" of library science instruc ion
was listed by 15 of these respondents, and the "lack of 2
formal prograr® by 13, while "infrequent scheduling of library
seesions" was cited by 11 of the respondents as a reason for
their negative ratings., The lack of story hours, and the
failure to offer guidance to the children in their selection
of books were each citrd as weaknesses by six of the respnsndents,
while eight said that the children 'ere not zllowed to borrow
books, and another eight, were critical of a lack of organization
in the program, Four respondents mentioned that the books
available were not appropriate to the children's ability
levels, and three indlcated that the librarian was uninterested.

Four principals licted the librarian's "lack of skill"
as a weakness; otherwise their criticisms tended to regpeat
those of the teachers.

The recommerdation for improvement made most frequently
by the principals was for trained librarians; four respondents
suggested it., ¥ better organized library and allowing children
to borrow books were ecach suggested by two vrincipals,
F. GENERAL EVALUATION OF THE BASIC COWPONENT

1. Evidence of Constructive Changes

0f the 62 principals who were in the SDES praorram prior
to this year, 69 vercent ( N = 43 ) saw evidence of construc-
tive change, Among the most frequently mentioned areas, each
cited by 15 principals, were the improved registration procedures
which resulted in higher attendance and greater community
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familiarity with the program curriculum changes such as the
introduction of a needed component (non-English and CRMD were
most often cited) or improvement of an existing component.
Other improvements cited were the added three days in super-
visors' time which enhanced the organizational aspects of the
program, the improved delivery of materials, the improvement
in staff through bvetter teach2sr recruitment and the increase
in trained educational assistants.

2. Value and Effectiveness

Principals were also asked to give their judgment of the
overall effectiveness of the basic component. As seen from
the Table III-20 the great majority considered this aspect of
the program to be better than adequate with no principal rating
either the reading or mathematics program less than “adequate®
in effectiveness. A comparison of the ratings given both
programs favors reading, Better than one in three principals
(37 percent) saw reading as “"very effective" as compared to
one in four (26 percent) so rating the mathematics program.
Correspondingly more principals saw the mathematics program as
just "adequate" in effect’veness (14 percent) than so perceived
reading (5 percent).

‘"he teachers were asked to rate the overall value of the
basic component. The great majority (89 percent) were "strongly
positive" or "enthusiastic." Only 2 percent felt slightly or
strongly negative.

The teachers were asked to rate the overall value of the
basic component. Positive feelings on the value of the program
were glven by 97 percent of the 527 teachers queried. Specifically,
55 percent were "enthusiastic,"™ 34 percent while not enthusiastic,
felt "strongly positive," and 8 percent felt "slightly positive.”
Only 2 percent had negative feelings on the value of the program.
The remainiing 1 percent falled to respond to the question.

3. Strengths of the Basic Component

Strengths noted by principals and teachers are summarized
in Table III-21. The most significant aspect of the SDES pro-
gram to the principals was the flexivility in organizatlion and
grouping of classes. Sixty-three percent cited this as a
8trength which allowed them to have “homogeneous grouping,”
"informal atmosphere™ and "individualized instruction.,” Fifty
percent mentioned the "competence" and "enthusiasm" of their
staff. Then thera were flve strengths cited by one in four or
five: the "avallability" and "interesting use" of material (27
gercent), the "motivation of the gupils" (26 Eercent). the "way

n which the educational aszisiants were used™ (25 percent),
the "flexible curriculum® which allowed for "experimentation

&7
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TABLE IT1-20

OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF THE READING AN™ MATHEMATICS
COMPONENT BASED ON RESPONSE OF PRINCIPALS

BY PERCENT
Rating Reading (N=91) Mathematics (N=87)
Very effective 37 26
Effective 55 59
Adequate 5 14
Ineffective 0 0
No response 3 1
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TABLE Iii-21

COMPARISON OF STRENGTHS IN PROGRAM
AS SEEN BY PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS

BY PERCENT
Area of Sirengths Principalg Teachers
Flexibility 1n organization and grouping
of classes 63 L4g
Competence and enthusiasm of staff 50 Co-
Availability and utilization of
interesting materials , 27 9
Motivation of pupils 26 12
Contribution of educational assistants 25 10
Flexible curriculum 20 18
Improved relationship with school
and community 18 -
Maintainance and continuity of
basic skills - 18
Developmc.at of reading skills - 13

Sourcess Teacher Questionaires, Form A and B (N=527)
Principal Questionaire (N=91)
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.nd innovation” including "teacher dlagnosis of puplil weak-
neas" (20 percent), and the rise of an *open achool" which
enhanced the relationship between the school and the community
(18 percent).

For the teachers tvuo, flexibility in organization was the
most frequently mentioned area of strength with 49 percent
citing the value of individualized instruction including re-
medial work. An additional 18 percent noted the flexiblility
in curviculum reflected in the varlety of activities utilized
in their schools, Factors enabling this flexibility to be
possible included the low pupil-teacher ratio (34 percent),
the relaxed atmosphere due to the voluntary nature of the
program (14 percent), the motivation of the children (12
percent), the contribution of the educational assistants (10
percent), and the variety and quality of materials on hand
(9 percent).

Thirty-one percent rated aspects of the objectives of
the program as strengths in themselves, Specifically clited
were: providing for maintenance and continuity of basic skills
(18 percent), and concentration on development of reading
skills (13 percent), In the evaluation staff's judgment,
noteworthy for their relative lack of mention as strengths
were experimental and innovative techniques (3 percent),
the coniribution of the library program (1 percent), and
parental interest (1 percent).

L. Weaknesses of Basic Component

Weaknesses noted by teachers and principals are summarized
in Table I1II1-22, Responses were grouped in the areas of re-
crultment, publicity and attendance because very often respond-
ents indicated that thege were facets of one another. 1In
thie combined area, 34 percent of the principals and 45
percent of the teachers indicated weaknegsses. The breakdown
of responses was: children most in nced were not recrulted
(principals 10 percent; teachers 6 percent)?; lack of co-
ordination betwesn SDES and compasting programs (7 percent; ?
percent); attendance weak and sporadic (12 percent: 17 percent)i
and register (class size) too large (5 percent; 15 percent).

In the area of materials, 9 percent of the teachers
cited inadequate supplies. Both princtpals and teachers
mentioned late delivery of materials (38 percent; 10 percent),
and lack of innovative, exciting or varied materials (2
percent; 10 percent).

9Hereafter. when percentages are reported twice after a
statement, the first figure refers to the principal, the
second to the teachers.
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TABLE III-22

COMPARISON OF WEAKNESSES IN PROGRAM
AS SEEN BY PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS

Principals

BY PERCENT
Area of Weakness
Recruitment, publicity, attendance 34
Materials 40
Curriculum and instruction 10
Staff 13
Continuity 9
Length of program too short to
implement goals 11
No provision to feed students --
Lack of time for orientation of
staff 10
Facilities had to be shared 7
Lack of special fund administered
by principal 9
No major weakness 3

No response to question

Teachers
4s
29
35
18

15

17

Sources:
¢

Teacher Questionnaires, Forms A and B (N=527)
Principal Questionnaire (N=91)
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Curriculum and instruction were considered weaknesses
by only 10 percent of the principals as contrasted to 35
percent of teachers. In this area, specific weaknesses noted
were the lack of innovative curriculum and failure to provide
variety such as games, trips, music or art (4 percent) 21
percent) and a curriculum not geared to those most in need,
i.e. the most retarded (03 12 percent).

In staffing, teachers noted the lack of educational
assistants for all classes {1B percent), while the principals
cited inexperienced teachers (6 percent) and difficulties in
the recruitment of teachers (7 percent), specifically the
use of seniority.

When lack of continuity between the SDES program and the
regular home schools was mentioned, principals and teachers
noted a failure to adequately involve the home schools with
the SDBS program, with a consequent inability to ohtain
diagnostic and achievement information on pupils,

5+ Recommendations

a, Teachert.

The recommendations received from the teachers were quite
varied. Since 37 percent did not respond to this question, the
percentages Eresented below are based 8n the 332 teachers who
did make at least one recommendation.?!

The most frequent recommendations ocecurred in the area
of curriculum and instruction (26 percent), with calls for a
greater variety of activitles such as trips (18 percent), ex-
perimental instructional approaches (4 percent), more indi-
vidualized instruction (2 percert), and a specially designed
curriculum for SDES (2 percent).

In the area of supplies and materials (24 percent)were
calls for greater use of special materials (18 percent) and
the earlier ordering of materials and supplies with more
invelvement of teachers in celecting special materiale (6
percent}),

Recommendations related to recruitment and attendance
were made by 20 percent of the teachers, who asked for better
recrultment procedures such as earlier registration and
1imiting the program to those pupils most in need (5 percent),
and reduction of the pupil-teacher ratio through utilization
of student teachers and increasing the number of educational
assistants (15 percent),

105¢nce multiple responses are given the percentages add
to more than 100 percent.
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The area of continuity elicited responses from 15 percent
of teachers. They desired more adequate background information
on pupils for individual and group instruction, noting that the
short program does not allow much time for diagrostic or
achievement testing. To accompiisht this, it was felt that
there should be more involvement of the home schools with SDES.

bs Principals

The most frequent recommendation made by the principals
referred to the problem of materials (43 percent), As in~
dicated earlier, materials arrived, in the majority of cases,
too late to become an integral yart of the SDES program., The
principals felt that this problem could be alleviated if
materials were ordered directly from the publisher by the
summer school principal. An alternative solution, less fre-
quently offered, was the appointment of a strong district
superintendent, who, in addition to other tasks, would take
full responsibility for the ordering of materials, Related
to this was the statement of the necessity to plan for this
as early as larch.

The principals also expressed their desire to become more
involves in the planning of the program, such as with a com-
mittee of supervisors on the district level, meeting far in
advance to plan the program (18 percent) and/or improving
coordination among the district, the home and the summer school
(25 percent).

There were at least three aspects to this last point:
agreeing on the pupil data needed and standardizing forms
for purposes of communication both to the SDES schools and
back to the home school; devising means for follow~up on
pupils during the regular school year; and instituting special
provisions for holdovers who attend SDES.

Thirty percent made recommerndations with regard to ori-
entation of the staff. The most frequent was the need to
provide more time (23 percent) for orientation of teachers
and planning with the educational assistants. It was noted
that orientation would te markedly enhanced if the new
materials were on hand. An additional 7 percent recommended
that a training program for teachers be part of the orientation,
including experts to provide innovative instructional approaches
to build confidence and provide success for pupils necessary to
increase motivation. Additional staff to reduce class size
was noted by 13 percent,

One last recommendation concerned the advizability of
providing a special fund administered by the principal for
materials and services as the term progresses {15 percent),



-50-

-

Some of the services mentioned were providing trip money,
paying parents to work as school aldes, and purchasing snacks
for the children.,

6. Summary

In terms of content and material covered, the Summer Day
Elementary School Program is largasly a continuation of the
regular school year, and many of its strengths and weaknesses
can be attributed to this. It appears to differ in that it
allows smaller classes, greater flsxibility in organization,
and more innovation in materials and curriculum in a more
relaxed informal atmosphere than is possible in regular year
clasarooms. These factors were frequently cited by teachers,
pupila, principals, us well as by observers, as major strengths
of the summer program, and undoubledly flgure as well in the
observers' judgments which suggest more favorable learning
civcumstances in this summer's classes, Innovation, high
quality instruction and relaxed atmosphere were cited frequently.
Substantially more lessons were judged creative and corre-
spondingly fewer lessons were considered stereotyped and dull
this year than were reported by last year's observers. This
suggests that in this area, at least, the on-going processes
of the 1969 program was an improvement over last year's
summer program and perhaps made greater use of new materials
and approaches than is possible in the regular school year.,

Some of the program's weaknesses were famlliar from
previous years. late arrival of materials, as well as their
inadequacy, were noted as weaknesses by large numbers of
teachers and principals. Improvements in procedures for or-
dering supplies and materials are clearly needed. Another
continued and serious difficulty in the summer program, partic-
ularly in view of the stated objective of continuity of
instruction, was the almost total lack of communication between
the summer and home schools in regard to provision of information
on the children's backgrounds and needs. lacking this infor-
mation, it was difficult for the summer teachers to provide
appropriate instruction for each child. The breakdown in
communications also leads to lack of continuity in the content
of classroom instruction.

Achievement gains were a disappointment in the 1969
program as they had been in 1968. Once again, positive per-
ception of progreass by both pupils and teachers who partic-
ipated in the 1969 summer program, were contradlicted by
objective measures of gain (the MAT tests) which faliled to
show any consisten. changes the median scores for the children
tested at the end of the summer program remained the same as
they had been at the April adminlistration of the tests. The
only positive notes was the finding that the children who were

Q
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farther behind did show improvement: the greater the interval
of retardation, the greater was the improvement shown.

There were, however, several positive notes coming out
of the evaluation this year, in addition to the improved
classroom conditions noted earlier. These included an
apparent improvement in pre-registration procedures, as
evidenced by the large number of pre-registrants present on
the first day of classes, and the general overall quality of
the teaching staff, as noted by the observers and the principals.
The performance of the educational assistants and their assim-
ilatien into the structure and functionine of the schools, as
well as the apparently increased participation of parents in
the program, constituted further evidence of improvement,
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CHAPTER IV
CRMD COMPONENT

A. INTRODUCTION

Twenty CRMD units, each usually consisting of two
teachers and two educational aides, were set up in 23 Summer
Day Elementary Schools in 1969, a considerable reduction
over last year's 58 classes, Some schools had only one
teacher, 8o that there were 40 classes in 39 schools.
Responsibility for deciding on assignment of teachers lay ‘
with the District Office (upon referral by two supervigors
in the Central O0ffice). Thare were four to 15 children in
each class in the sample schools; an average of nine children
per class, 8 figure well below the maximum of 15 children
per teacher, Total CRMD enrollment was 425, drawn from
regular year CRMD classes.

According to the Board of Education's project proposal,
the objective of the CRMD component was to sustain and carry
forward the skills and other activities of the regular year
CRMD progran, The evaluation design provided for:

1. Observations and ratings of in-class activities
in terms of quality and provision for continuity.

2. Teacher rating of provision for continuity, in-
cluding information provided on children and on
regular program.

3. Teacler rating of availavility of appropriate
materials.,

4, Teacher summary of provisions for communicating
to regular teacher in the Fall.

Because of the emphasis put on the problem of continuity,
this was the main aspect stressed in the evaluation. Other
areag covered included assessment by observers of teachers'
classroor performance, and classroom facliljities.

B, EVALUATION PROCEDURE

Data for the CRMD evaluation were drawn from Individual !
Lesson Observation Reports, Observers' Summary Forms,
“,eacher pre- and post-ratings of children in social skills i
ageas, and from Teacher Opinion Questionnaires. (See Appendix !
B g

1. Teacher Questionnaire !

Q i
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Questionnaires were sent to 25 CRMD teachers participating
in the summer program. The 19 completed forms (half of the
summer CRMD teachers) returned provided the basis for ascer-
taining teacher opinion about the CRMD component of the Summer
Day Elementary School. The guestionnaire asked the teachers
for details of their background and qualifications in Special
Education, thelr assessment of the summer program and the
materials available to them, and their description and evalu-
ation of procedures for recruitment and insuring continuity
of information on the children. The teachers alzo were asked
to indicate what they felt the program's strengths and weak-
negses were, and to offer recommendations for improvement.

2. Pupil Adaptability Questionnaire

The teachers in the schools selected for the observation
sample were asked to fill out a pre-and post-rating of their
pupils on 11 social skills. Pre-~ and post-rating forms from
14 teachers rating 89 pupils were received.

3. Individual lesson Observations ard Observers' Summary
Forms

Five specialists in special education visited and evalu-
ated 15 CRMD classes in nine schocls during the third week
in July. They obgserved each class for perlods of one to one
and a half hours.

The observation schedule covered various aspects of
grouping, pupil behavior, classroom atmosphere and management,
and teacher performance and qualifications. Because of the
importance of the questiion of contiruity of information on the
children, the observers were also asked to request information
from the teachers on this matter, and to indicate their assess-
ments of the procedures involved.

In addition to the ILCR, when the ovtservers had finished
their viaits they were asked to fill out an Observer's Summary
Form, indicating their assessment of the summer CRND program
based on the schools and classes they had visited. The form
covered the same areas dealt with in the ILOR, but asked the
observers for a more general overview of the program.

C. FINDINGS
1. Teacher Background and Qualifications

Information from both the teacher questionnalire and
questions inserted in the ILOR indicate that as a %rou the
CRMD teachers in the Summer Program were well qualified in
the field.
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The 19 resvondents to the teacher questionnaire had from
one to 35 years of teaching experience, averaging eight years
of experience, (By contrast, the average number of years of
teaching experience of all teachers in the New York City system
wes five in the 1968-69 school year). Most had been teaching
CRMD in license for periods of from half a year to 26 years,
averaging seven years of CRMD teaching, six of which were in
license. Four of the teachers said they did not hold the CRMD
license; thase included two who were teaching CRMD for the
first time in the Summer program. The other two had been
teaching CRMD classes out of license for two or three years.
Three of the renpcndents to the Questionnaire held only the
Common Branches license, Another eight held the CRMD license
alone, while seven held both Common Branches and CRMD certi-
fication, including two who also had secondary licenszs. One
teacher had & secondary license only.

Information from the observers' discussions with teachers
corroborates that obtained from the teacher questionnaire: all
15 teachers observed told the observers they held the CRMD
position in their regular schools. They had been teaching the
retarded for an average of seven years, and had held the CRMD
license for an average of five years. The 13 who reported
that they had the license had held 1t for an average of six
years.

Information from the teachers' questionnaire indicated
that the respondents had bveen teaching Summer school for an
average of two years including the 1969 session, and that
reli had tauvght during the 1968 session.

Two of the teachera without the CRMD license had had no
special preparation for teaching CR¥D:. Of the 1?7 who had
received their preparation in college courses; a total of 15
had graduate courses, and six had had a combination of both
undergraduate and graduate courses, One of the latter group
had also taken in-service work in CRMD education.

2., Program Organization and Availability of Materials

Sixteen of the teachers responding to the gquestionnaire
felt that they had rezulved "sufficient orientation™ bvefore
the Summer program siarted, while two (11 percent) said they
had not. ((ne teacher did not answer the question).

0f the sixteen who felt they had been well oriented,
seven noted only that they had had orientation sessions, while
three had Bureau of CRMD meetings, and another three had con-
ferences with supervisors at which printed information was
distrivuted., Orlentation for another 19 percent consinted of
demonstration lessons and other teachers' suggestions in regard
to methodology.
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The two (11 percent) who had not rcceivad sufficlient
orientation sald that the needed informatlor. was elther late
or not forthcoming.

Recommendations for improvement in pre-program orientation
included those for door~to-door bus transportation and school
trips (made by five of the respondents) and for more supplies
(suggested by two of the respondents). Early advance planning
and smaller classes were also suggested., Nine of“the teachers
who responded had no suggestions for improving orientation,
probably reflecting the generally high level of satisfaction
with the orientation sessions they had received.

Most of the teachers, however, were dissatisfied with
the amount and adequacy of the materials they received. Only
seven of the respondents indicated they had received "adequate
and appropriate materials," while 11 had not.

Nine of the eleven who were dissatisfied noted that
supplies either did not arrive, or arrived too late to be
useful, Four sald they lacked basic supplies, arts and crafts
and manipulative material, and audiovisual equipment. Three
noted that they lacked materials appropriate for CRMD children.
It should be noted, however, that four of the 11 who reported
difficulties in delivery of supplies noted that they managed
to obtain supplies from the regular year equipment already at
hand in the school in which they teach.

3, Pupil Recruitment and Continuity of Information

Several different procedures were employed either singly
or in conjunction with each other to recruit children for the
CRMD program. Fourteen of the respondents reported that forms
or letters were sent to the parents of CRMI children, and nine
sald they or other CRMD teachers had gone out to the pupils'
homes to recruit them. Six noted that they used the telephone
as a means of contacting the parents. Contacts among CRMD
personnel, either through the Burcau of CRIVD or between teachers,
were cited as the means of recrultment by four of the respondents.
One said interviews were the source of recruitment, while two
elther did not know or did not answer,

Responsibility for pupil recruitment, as might te expected
from the preceding information, lay in large part with the
teachers. Twelve of the respondents seld that the teachers glone
did the recrulting, and another four sald that either the regular
year CRMD teacher or the Bureau of CRMD recommended the children.
Two either did not know or did not answer.

All children in the Summer CRMD came from regular year
CRFD classes. When asked what criterla were used for sclecting
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children, 12 of the teachers listed none other than CRMD
designation, Four cited cther criteria such as "greatest
need for extra classroom help,” or "inability to go to camp,”
Three either did not know or did not answer.

A number of recruitment difficulties were cited. These
included lack of transportation, mentioned by four,and three
each who noted apathy on the part of the children, and en-
rollment of children in other programs. Inadequate registration
and publicity efforts were cited by five (26 percent) of the
teachers. Two sald they had encountered no difficulties in
recruiting the children, and one did not answer.

Twelv., of the respondents felt that the children who
attended the CRMD Summer program were those most in need of
the extra work it offexred, Of the seven who felt they
weren't, aix said the children whose n2ed was greatest did not
register or attend, 'they noted that those who came tended to
be the high educables or better motivated youngsters whose
parents were most concerned., Those who were more apathetic,
or whose parents were not strongly involved, did not come,
although their need for ths exira help might have been greater.
One teacher said the main problem was transportation in that
only those children able to use the city buses could come,
since no special transportation was provided.

An average of five pupils per class (out of an average
class size of nine) attended the same school during the year
they were sttending in the summer. Six of the teachers said
the Summer school they were teaching in was thelr home school
as wall, While this does not insure continuity of information
regarding ths children, it should help,

Frequently, teachers had information on children they
already knew, but none on other pupils, Nine of respondents
sald they had not received any information on their summer
pupils, with two noting that since the youngsters were fiom
the same school, such information was not necessary. Nost of
the othera d4id not know why there had been a fallure of
communication in this area,

Ten of the rospondents had received information on the

upils, but two of these noted that they had not received

t for all ths children in their summer classes. Five said
information iransnitted was reading and math abillity; other
information received by one or two included social skills,
motor development, and general behavior, as well as such
routine information ar dbirthdays. 7Two of the summer teachers
sald they had had conferences with the youngsters' regular
CRMD teachers.
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Seventeen of the 91 respondents to the principals'
questionnalire had CRMD components in their summer program.
0f these, fourteen sald that the information freom the home
school was either "fully" or "partially” available. Two
indicated they did not desire &any, and one did not answer.
All but one of those who reported recelving information said
i1t had veen useful.

The observers' reports on this matter followingz direct
talks with teachers appear to be somewhat more negative then
the, anewers given on the questionnaires of bvoth teachers and
the principals. 1In 15 discussions between observers and
teachers in only four did the teachers tell the observers
they had recelved information from the home schoolss 11 had
received nones One observer noted that the reason no inform-
ation was transmitted was simply that it did not appear to be
the procedure to do so, Another observer reported that the
teacher had gone so far as to send special letters to the
home schools during the school year, but had received no re-
sponses. ILate recruitment of pupils was cited as another
reason for fallure to obtain information. Material on the
children which the observers felt should have been obtalined
included medical information, academic standing, bshavior,
and social and motor skills. One observer felt that the
child's full record should have been made available to the
summer teacher,

All the reapordents to the teacher questionnalre said
they intended to send information on the children back to
their home schools. Fifteen sald the Information would ccnsist
of some kind of progress report, with nine of these specifying
various kinds of academic and health-related information.
Two sald they intended to send the chilédren's work folder. One
had plans for.a conference with the regular year teacher,
while another did not specify what she planned to transmit,

The observers veported that all but two of the teachers
trey visited planned to transmit inforrmation to the home
school, In most cases they told the observers they planned to
include health, academic levels, and skille and motor devel-
opment. Planned means of transmission included anecdotal
records and rating scales.

Twelve of the 17 principals responding to the CRMD
section of the principalas' questionnaire did plan to provide
irformation to the home school in the form of standardiced
test results, diagnostic information, and recommendations for
placement.

Summing up their assessments of provisions for trans-
mitting Information, the observers evaluated them, with a
few exceptions, as erratic and inadequate in terms of both
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procedure and content of reports. Their recommendations for
improvement in this area included the expansion and standard-
izing of rating scales and report forms already beling used by
some teachers, more early planning to transmit information,
and making available the child's complete record, as well as
specific informatior ~n his performance in academic areas and
his health record.

L, Lesson Agssessment

The observers reported that in all cases, the class for-
got that the observer was present and showed no nervousness at
his presence., Methods used by the CRND teachers visited by
the otservers were largely informal, consisting of discussions,
use of the youngsters' experiences, efforts to elicit responses,
and verbal drill, as well as drill in workbooks and story-
telling., One teacher was rated as of "average effectiveness"
in her implementation of the methods she employed; all the
others were rated by the observers as "effective" or "very
effective,"

A1l the teachers ovserved were rated as "effective" or
"very effective” in their use of materials; which included
various picture and storybooks, workbooks, audiovisual alds,
and arts and crafts supplies.

In five of the classes ubserved, the teacher worked with
the children as a group most of the time, in seven she viorked
with them mostly &s individuals, and in two, she divided her
time about evenly between the group and individual youngsters,
All the lessons showed at least some sign of pre~plannings
most were considered by the observers to be organized and
indicative of planning, and two were rated as "exceptionally
w3ll organized and well planned.,” 1In all cases but ¢ne,
the level of work was descrived as bveing appropriate for
the level of the children in the class,

All curriculum areas but music were covered during the

observers' visits to the classrooms. In 12 of the classrooms,
at least some of the puplis' art work was displayed, The
classrooms were generally clean and free of hazards, with
charts and displays appropriate to the level of the puplls.
In six cases, however, the observers sald that charts were
not graded to allow for individual differences. With three
exceptions, the charts and displays were considered by the
observers to be related to the work being done.

Nine teachers were rated as "effective" or "very
effective" at encouraging verbalization, five were rated as
"average," and only one as "ineffective.," Six were rated
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"effective” or "very effective” at encouraging social inter-
action among the puplls; six were considered "average" and
three "ineffective," All the teachers were rated as "effec-
tive"” or "very effective" at maintaining discipline. Class-
room atmosphere was variously described by the observers as
"warm,"” "cheerful," "controlled," "friendly," "disciplined,"
and "relaxed."

On the basis of thelr observations, the observers judged
the teachers' qualifications in knowledge of methods, materials,
and children's areas of weakness to be "good" or “very good"
in nearly all cases,

S5» Puplls

For the most part, the classes visited were describved by
the observers as "somewhat" or "highly" homogeneous in re-
gard to the pupils' academic abilities and social skills.
However, four classes were rated by the observers as "not at
all homogeneous" in academic ability and one class was so
rated in social skills. 1In all cases, the children were con-
sidered to be "very much in need” of the CRMD program,

The interest of most of the children appeared to te sus-
tained most of the class period, and most of them were des-
crived as "well behaved” all or most of the time. Nost of the
youngsters participated in classroom activities "all or most"
of the time.

In eleven classes, the observers felt that the children
got along with each other "well" or "very well"; in four of
the classes, they were described as getting along "fairly
well." Distributions were virtually the same for how well the
children appeared to relate to the teacher, and in al) but
two classes, the children were described as responding "well®
or "“very well" to classroom management routines.

Information from the teachers' questionraire indicated
that an average of two children per class had dropped out of
the summer nrogram. Reasons cited by the teachers for attendance
d:fficulties included lack of adequate transportation, conflict
with other programs, and such individual circumstances as
necessary surgical and medical work.

Census information obtained from wvleven schools with CRMD
components and 21 CRMD positions indicated that CRVD registration
increased over the summer, while atterdance first rose, and then
fell., Table IV-1 gives the absolute figures as well as the
average attendance per school and class.
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TABLE 1V-1

PUPIL REGISTER, ATTENDANCE & POSITIONS
(N=11 SCHOOLS)

All Schools Average Attendance

Date Registered Attendance Per School  Per Class
?/7 97 71 6l 3.3
7/23 175 118 10.7 5.6
8/8 177 100 9.0 2%

Teachers were asked to provide pre-and post-test ratings
on their children on an eleven item pupil adaptablility scale,
The descriptive data for the eleven variables studied are pre-
sented in Table IV-2,

More than half (between 54 percent and 77 percent) of the
children were rated on the positive end of the adaptability
scale for all items upon entering the program. Comparisons of
pre~and post~ratings of adaptability show statistically
significant gains on the positive end of the scale in the areas
of relation with peers, adaptation to classroom routines, and
expected benefits derived from the summer program.

The percentage of children whose adaptability, as Jjudged
by thelir summer teachers, Iincreased, decreased, or remained
the same over the summer is presented in Table 1V-3., The
majority of children did not show &ny change in the areas
rated. Between 18 percent and 39 percent of the children showed
improved adaptability ratings while only 14 percent to 23
percent showed decreased adaptability. It is interesting
to note that while equal percentages of children increased
and decreased in regard to liking school in general, a
greater percentage of children increased than decreased in
regard to whether they liked summer school. Generally, the
directions of change suggest that the summer program helps
maintain social skills for over half the children, improves
social skills for approximately one-third and may negatively
affect one~sixth of the children.

6, Parent Involvement

A number of teachers commented that afathy or lack of in-
terest on the part of the parents caused difficulties in re-
cruiting children for the program. In view of this, it is
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interesting that none of the respondents said that parents
were not informed about the program. Seven sald that "parents
were informed but not involved,” while 12 reported that the
parents were both informed and involved with the program.

Eleven of those who said that the children's parents
were involved indicated that the involvement consisted of
attendance at parent workshops which discussed the program
as well as the problems and progress of individual children.

Several teachers reported that parents visited classrooms
to observe lessons, and visited individually with their
children's teachers.

The level of parent interest in the CRMD summer program
was described as "high" or "very high" by seven of the teachers;
elght described it as "average,” and two as "apathetic or
no interest." One indicated no basis for judgment, and one
did not answer.

?7. Strengths, Weaknesgses, and Recommendations

Seventeen of the 19 CRMD teachers described themselves
as "enthusiastic" or "very enthusiastic" about the value of
the sui.mer program. One had both positive and negative
feelings, and one did not answer. Strengths of the summer CRMD
program most frequently listed by the respondents included
opportunity to review learned materials {(N=6), and greater chance ;
for individualized instruction and emphasis in children's ‘
weak areas (N=?)., Opportunity for more time in arts and
crafts, for more emphasis on social and emotional development,
and the informality of the program were each listed as
strengths by three of the respondents. Other strengths men-
tioned included the half-day session and trips and hot lunches.

Ten principals with CRNVD components received and returned a
supplement to the principals' questionnaire dealing with the
CRMD program, Seven noted the excellence and experience of
the teaching staff as a major strength of the program. Five
listed the small group size and the opportunities it offered
for individualized instruction. Other strengths listed in-
cludeg the presence of paraprofeesionals and the variety of
materials.,

The main things listed by the observers as strengths of
the program were the generally high quality of the teaching
staif and the opportunity for maintaining and intensifying {
the pupils' academic, social and motor skills. o

The weakness most frequently listed by the Leachers was J
the lack of adequate facilities for transporting the pupils ‘
to school. Six of “he teachers listed thls as a weakness and /
included better transportation services in their list of re- {
commendations. Inadequacy and late arrival of supplies were '
a)-*\}‘sted by six of the respondents, with three recommerding i
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TABLE IV=-3

PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN PUPIL ADAPTABILITY RATINGS

(N = 89)
Percentage

Criterion Increased Decreased Remained the Same
Getting along with peers 37 11 52
Seeking friendship with
peers 39 17 Ly
Conforming to rules and
regulaticons of classroom 31 15 54
Adapting to classroom 32 13 55
rovtires
Getting along with teachers 18 13 69
Liking school at present 21 23 56
Participation in class
activities 24 17 59
Seeking friendship of adults 33 17 50
Acclimation to new situations 28 14 58
Liking going to summer school 25§ 14 61
Benefits derived from summer
school L 19 L7

Average 29 16 55
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improvements in ordering of materials. Recruitment pro-
ceaures were mentioned as a weakness by four ¢f the teachers,
with three recommending such improvements as earlier recrult-
ing. Poor attendance was listed as a weakness by two of the
teachers. Other recommendations included those for pro-
viding lunch, more trips, and for having clusters of CRMD
classes in selected schools.

Largely the same weaknesseS and recommendations were
listed by the principals. 1In addition, three felt that
they had not had sufficient time to meet with the CRMD
teachers, while somz felt that there should be cluser co-
ordination between CRMD teachere and CRMD supevvigors.

Based on their classroom visits and taiks with teachers,
inadequacies in registration and recrultment procedures and
failure to provide information from home schcol to summer
schecol were cited frequently by the observers as weaknesses,
Lack of direction and specified objectives were other weaknesses
cited, as was insufficient supplies. As might be expected,
their recommendations emphasized the importance of starting
publicity and recruitment for the summer program early in
the spring, a8 well as of pre-planning by teachers and super-
visors, They recommended also that provisions for trans-
mitting information on the children be tightened up.

8. Summary

The summer CRNMD teachers were well qualified and experienced
in Special Education, and the olservers felt that their level
of performance in the classroom was quite high. The fallure
to insure continuity of information from the hrme schools of
the children to their summer school teachers was perhaps the
program's major weakness, and was noted by observers and
teachers, The teachers were also diassatisfied with the nuantity
and appropriateness of the materials avallable to them, al-
though they did indjcate satisfaction with program orientation
and organization. All the teachers responding to the teacher
questionnaire indicated that parenit were at least informed
about the program, and a majority said they were involved in
it as well, They indicated that the level of parent interest
was average or highar. Repults of the pupil rating form in-
dicated that most of the children showed no overall improvement
in social skills as a result of the summer program.

op]
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CHAPTER V
COMPONENT FOR LEARNING ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE

5. INTRODUCTION

English as a Second Language (ESL) Programs were run in
47 Summer Day Elementary Schools. The stated objectives of
the program were (1) “to continue the instruction of the home
school ," and (2) "to identify and instruct other children who
are in need of the special services." Accordingly, the eval-
uation design provided for the following objectives:

l, Observations and rating of in-class activities about
quality and provision for contianuity,

7. Teacher rating of provision for-continuity of in-
formation provided on children znd on regular program,

3+ Teacher rating of availability of appropriate
materials,

4. Teacher summary of provisions for communicating to
regular teacher in the fall,

5« Estimate of number of children newly identified as
in need of services.

Responsibility for teacher celection anu supply provision
lay wi“ v the District Offices upon the allocation of units by
the central administrator, Most schools having the ESL compo-
nent had or.e unit consisting of one teacher. The participating
pupils were selected from among the children registered in the
basic program on the basis of their need for extra work in
English as a second language.,

Classes consisting of frc¢. four to 24 children met several
times a week, usuelly for abou. %5 minutes a period. Average
class size was 12, Each 1ieacher met an average of 27 childraen
dvring the school day., In some cases, children very much irn
need of the extra help spent the entire day with the ESL
teacher, while in a few schools teachers met with only one
group of pupils for the entire day.

B. EVALUATION PROCEDURE

The instruments used to evaluate the English as a Second
langua~< program were teacher opinion questionnaires, Indi-~
vldual Lesson OLsarvation Reports (ILOR) and Observer's Summary
Forms. (See Appendix T)
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1, Teacher Opinion Questionnaire

Qu.ztionnaires were sent to 42 <{eachers of English as
a Second Language participating in the summer progzram.
Twenty-six completed forms were returned, a return rate of
60%, and provide¢ the basis for estimating teacher cpinion
about the ESL component of the Summer Day Elementary School.

In the questionnaire, the teachers were asked to provide
information on their backgrounds in English as a Second lan-
guage, on various aspects of the progra.n and the children
involved, and on provisions made for insuring enntinuity of
inf;rmation from the home school to the summer school and
back.,

2. Individual lesson Observation Reports and Observer
Summary Form

Of the 47 schools having ESL components, elight were
selected randomly as *he sample for the lesson observatlions,
One of these schools had two ESL teacherss all the others had
oneg, A total of nine observations was carried out.

During the last two weeks in July, an observer famillar
with the ESL prograw visited the schools selected to conduct
the observations. The observer filled out the ILOR for each
observation, The ILOR dealt with methods and materials of
the ESL program, classroom management, children's background
snd apparent language abilities, teacher qualifications,
contiruity in communicating with the home school, and strengths
and weaknesses of the lessorn observed. In addition, the ob-
gserver filled out an Observer Summary Form for each school
giving her assisgment of the summer ESL program in these same
areas on the basis of all the classes she ubserved.

C+ FINDINGS

1, Teacher Backgrournd and Qualifications

Ninety-two percent of the teachers returning the ques-
tionraire reported having some previous experience working
with non-English speaking children, with an average of five
years of such experience. Of theas, ssventy percent had
actual experience in ESL teaching. Thirty-eight percent had
other forms of teaching experience with non-English speaking
children, including bi-lingual classes or teaching regular
classes of large numbers of non-English speaking children.
Thirty-three percent had other kinds of experience working
with the non-English speaking, such as parent-school liaison
work and familiarity with latin American culture,
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Fifty-eight percent of the respcndents indicated that
they planned to take the licenre exam in ESL; 35 percent had
no plans to take it; while only elght percent had already
taken i<¢.

In terms of training, 23 percent reported that they had
no formal preparation for teaching ESL, and 69 percent re-
ported having had college courses in ESL, including methods
and materials as well as linguisiice, while 31 percent had
taken in-service courses in ESL. These figures included 19
percent who had both college and in-service trainirg, accoun-
ting for the overlap in the above figures.

Bight of the nine teachers observed told th? obvserver
they had had elther college or in-service courses in ESL,
but only two told the obtserver that they held the TESL posi-
tion during the regular school year. Two were planning to
take the ESL license examination, four were not, one wasn't
sure, and two had already taken it.

2, Organization and Materisls

Asked whether they had received "sufficient orientation”
for the program, 62 percent of the teachers indicated their
gatiefaction with the informition they received. However,
several of thoue who felt orientation wae ndequate noted that
in part this was because they didn't really feel %he need for
any becavsge of previous expetrience with the summer program or
non-English teaching or both. Only three of the ESL %eachers
noted that they had had orientations specifically dealing with
the ESL program,

Thirty--one percent of those answering the guestionnaire
felt that the orientation provided was insufficient., of
these elght teachers, five felt that the orientation might
be improved by sessions dea)inrg specifically with ihe ESL
program, a suggestion also made by two of the 16 teachers
who reported their orientation was sufficlent,

The teachers divided evenly 11 regard to accese to
materials for the summer ESL programi: 50 percent reported
that they received "adsquate and appropriate materials”™ while
50 gercent sald they did not. Howevor, of the 13 who replied
affirmatively two notod that the materials arrived some four
weeka late., Of the 13 who replied negatively, spacific lacks
noted were Language Arts games and practice matevials (8),
lack of books for ESL teaching (6); insufficient audic-visual
equipment (6)s while two sald they didn't have enough in the
way of basic supplies,
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3¢ BSelectior, Recruitment and Progress

According to the teachers, pupil selection procedures for
the summer ESL program vaearlied from school to schnol. 1In 31
percent of the cases, the ESL teacher made the decision on her
own, while in another 23 percent she made 1% in conjunction
with the children's summer home room teacher or supervisors,
Thirty-five percent of the respondents reported that teachers
other than themselves, either the home school teachers or the
SDES regular teacher, made the decision, wnile 11 percent said
that supervisors had made the decisions themgelves.

The major criterion used in pupil seiection, reported by
73 percent of the respondents, was a dliagnosis of little or no
fluency in English, as determined by a variety of methods in-
cluding tedts, reading ability, intefviews. and the language
fluency scals used in New York City.! However, 19 percent
noted that pupils were taken into the program on the basis of
their regular classroom teachers' selection or recommendations,
without further diagriosis, while 15 percent reported other
criteria asuc' as shyness when using Znglish or recent arrival
from Puerto kico, and another 15 percent either dldn't know
or didn't answer,

But despite the wide variety of personnel and methods
employed in selecting the c¢hildren, all vut one teacher {96
percent) felt that the children selected were the right ones
for the program and were thuse who most needed the extra
help.

The otserver agreed with the teachers that, despite the
somewhat haphazard selection procedures, most of the children
in the classes she visited were in genuine need of exira help.
She rated only nine percent of the children she observed as
"very little in need of the extra help.” She did note, as a
weakness, however, that the classes she observed tended to Ye
somewhat too large and too heterogeneous in terms of Erglish
language a®'lity to allow for fully effective ESL instruction.

One stated objective of thre program was to identiiy and
instruct children newly identified as in need of the ESL
programa. ResBults of the teacher questlonnaire indicate that
an average of ten children per teacher had had previous ESL
instruction, Since the average number of children per teacher
was 27, this leaves an estimated 17 pupils per teacher who
were newly identified as in need of the program, Six of the
teachers reported that all their puplils were new to the ESL
program and the number of new ESL puplls per teacher ranged
uplfo 57« Clearly these data suggest this goal was achieved
well,

IThis is a teacher rating scale used to eatimate the number
of non-English speaking chlldren in the school system,
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The great majority (90 percent) of the 718 children
recruited in the achools of the respondents spoke Spanish as
their first languages othars spoke French (6 percent), and
other Eurogean languages (2 percent), or an Oriental language
(2 percent). In evary case, the teachers reported that the
Spanish-speaking children constituted a majority of those in
their classes.

The 26 responderits were asked how well they spoke the
first language of most of their pupils. One In three (32
percant) aaid they spoke fluently, another one (35 percent)
that they could "be understood,” Otherwise they spoke "poorly"
(28 percent) or "not &t all™ (& percent).

Discussing the level of pupil motivation, 25 percent of
the respondents described it as “high,™ and 15 percent as
"average.” MNone describved it as "apathetic.”

Adiministration of before and after achievement tests
during the 1968 summer program indicated no real gains; end it
was concluded that the six-week perilod of instruction with four
and one half weeks between tests was tn unrealistic interval
in which to expect changes in fluency to be indicated. Con-
sequently, no tests were given ihis year. However, on the
teacher questionnaire, teochers were asked to estimate the
progress made ty the children. The results of thelr ratings
are shown in Table V-1,

As might be expocted, the largest gains were shown in
vocabulary (whers 58 percent of tho teachrers rated the "typical
pupil® as showing "much improvement”), and in comprehension
and language patterns (in each of which 54 percent of the
teachers felt the typical child demorstrated "much improvement™).
Fewer childcen improved in verbalization skillss 38 percent of
the teachers fe)t “much improvement” had been mede in pronun-
ciation, 23 parcoent in overall fluency, and only 12 percent in-
dicated "much improvsment had t#en made in intonation." On the
other hend, while a few felt little or no Jzprovement was made
in pronunciation and intonation, virtually all the teachers
indicated that at lsast "some improvement™ was made in each
area,

4, Provisions for Continufty

The objective of continuity in instruction was not achleved,
since littls provision had bean made by the howe schools for
providing the summer school teacher with information on the
children. Only 19 percent said they had received information
regarding their children's work in ESL classes during the
ragular school year. Furthermore there were wide discrepancies
in the information provided and the procedures for communicating
it, although in all cases what they received was relevant to



-70-

TABLE V-1

Teachers' Ratings cf Pupi! Progrese in Different
Areas of the ESL Program for Summer School, 1969

In Percent
Typical Pupil Made:

Much Some Little/None Can't Judge
Area Improvement Improvement Imprcvement Improvement
Yocabulary 58 42 0 0
Comprehension gy 46 0 0
language Patterns sk L6 0 0
Pronunciation 38 54 8 0
Overall Flnency 23 77 0 0
Intonelon 12 73 12 L
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the zhildren's ESL status. The material transmitted included
the number of patterns introduced, as well a8 the wupil's age,
grede, level of comprehension in English, rating ¢n the fluency
scale, the duration of his stay in the U.S., and his previous
expotiure to the ESL program.

0f the 81 parcent {21 teachers) who had received no
information, three noted as the reason either that the children
were recent arrivals in the U.S. or had not previocusly been
enrolled in the ESL program. Another six indicated that the
rassonr for their not receiving information lay with the lack
of machinery set up for communicating it: ths home schools
failed to provide it, and they could not get access to the
home schools’ records. One rf “hese teachers al3o noted that
part of the jprovlem is that most of the children were not re-
ferrad by their home schools. The other 12 teachers who had
received no inforwation from the home schools did not know why,
or didn&tnanswer| as one teacher replied to the question, "I
wonderad.

Principals rad a different view on information availlability.
Forty-eix responderits to the prircipal’s questionnaire had ESL
conponents in thelr summer prograss. Fifteen sald information
from the home scinools had been "fully avallable;* and 21 that
it had been "partially available.™ Only 8 said it had not
been available at all, Two sald they had not wanted any in-
formation from the home school.

0f the 70 percent who said they had received inforration,
16 indicated it had been "fully useful,” and 19 that it had
been "purtially useful;” only one said it had not been useful,

The fact that 81 percent of the summe¢er ESL teachers reported
that they had received no information while 78 percent of the
principals said they had ﬁu%gests a further breakdown in com-
munications., Either the principals thought information had
been received when it had not been, or they had a diffeient
concept of "information," or else they failed to pass on to
the teaclers material they had obtained. 1In any event, this
is an aspect of the program which needs improvement in future
years,

Eighty-elight percent of the cummer school teachers,
however, indicated they planned to communicate inforpation
of the children to the home school teachers, and the othev 12
percent sald they did not plar %o transmit anything, Although
most of the e.immer school teachers did intend to transmit
information, the content of what they planned to include, as
well as how they planned to communicate it, varied widely.

0f those who planned to transmit information, 12 indicated
that they planned to do so through some kind of overall eval-

Py
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uation such as a report card, evaluation form, progresas report
or language card, or by an informal report to the home school
teacher. Eleven planned to transmit specific information such
as information on vocabulary, comprshension, language patterns,
reading abllity, and pronunciation. Six percent planned to
include information about the children's dehavior, their ad-
justment, (particularly new arrivals), and their effort,
ability and potential (26 percent), Three said they planned
to make recommendations in regard to the children's needs, and
suggest follow-up proredures for them, while another three
planned to send along only the fact of the child's attendance
in the sumner ESL program, Two intended to send information
about the content of the summer program, and one planned to
transmit the child's grade level in school.

The feeling of the teachers whe did not plan to commuriicate
any information is reflected in the stat:ment by one who said:

Tne & week grogram did not drastically change any child's
language ability, It is hoped rather that some of the
children gained more self-confidence and became more
willing to participate. It is hoped that this will be
carried over into the regular school yeir.

Information from the principals' questionnaire indicated
that a1l butl seven percent of those ESL components did plan
to transmit information on the children back to the homaz school.

Half intended to send dlagnostic info.mation, and half to
make recommendations for placement. Only two percent planned
to send results of standardized tests. Thirty-nine percent
sald they would send various other forms of informatlon, such
as the children's adjustment to the program and their pregress
in certain skills.

The observer's finding on provisions fer continuity repeat
those obtained from the teacher qu<stionnaires in no case had
a teacher observed received informotion on the childien from
their home schools. On the other hand, most of the summer
school teachers told the observer they did plan to communicate
some inforration to the regular year teacher.

5. lesson Assessment

This section will summarize the observer's overall judgments
regarding the program on the basis of the nine lessons ghe ob-
served.

The quality of the lessons was §enerall Eudged to be good.,
In all cases, the lesson was judged “approprlate® for the level
of the children, and only 2 and teachers, respectively, were
judged "“ineffective" in implementation of methods (2) or use
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The principale' eovaluation was similarly enthusiastic.
Seventy=-four percent of the respondents said they felt the
pupil recruitment procedures were "effective" or "very ef-
fective” while 83 percent to 87 percent felt the same about
the performance of the professional staff, the curriculum,
and the program's overall effectiveness,

On nher overall summary, the observer listed two major
strengths of the summer ESL program. First, she noted that
those teachers with some knowledge of ESL methods and mate-
rials generally conducted good lessons in which the material
presented was limited so as to allow the children to concentrate
on & amall area of knovledge and to grasp iv as quickly as
possible. Second, she listed the identification of new
arrivale and other children who need ESL help. She noted it
as "one of the most important features of the program in thzt
it helps prepare the pupils to do the best they can during the
regular year."

The weaknesses most frequently mentioned by the teachers
were not enough time (day too short, program did not last
long enough) and overly large classes with not enough time
for individualized instruction, Each was mentioned by 23
percent of the teachers, MNineteen p2rcent noted that their
classes covered too large a range in regard to language
ability, a disadvantage Jir. dealing with the children's
learning need3. Insufficient and inadequate materials, and
lack of follow-through and information on the children were
both mentioned as weaknesues by 15 perceny of the teachers.

The problem of teacher preparation in the field was a
factor In %wo of <he four weaknesses the observer listed in
the summary forme She noted "the uneven degrees of ESL
preparation of the teachers® as & major weak point, pointing
out further that the teachers were often chosen because they
were bi-lingual or knew some Spanish, leading in some cases
in her Jjudgment toza ‘tendency to use the children's first
language too much.“ She suggested that the teachers selected
for the summer ESL program should be better prepared and
experienced in its methods and approaches, and that both
teachers and pupils be eneouragsd to avoid classroom use of
the children®s native language.

However she felt that the problem of insuring continuity

2The length of the program ruled out a -ralid comparison of
learning in clasees with a differential use of Spanish,
Such a study would be needed to resolve this question.

37his particular comment reflects the observer's methodolog-
jcal orientation. There are other views on language teaching
which give greater weight to the bilingual teacher and lessons.

ERIC
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and fnllow-through was the major weakness of the sumner ESL
program, On the summary form, the observer Indicated that
provisions for transmitting informatlon were unsystematlc and
inadequate, noting that the summer schosl teachers usually
knew only that the home school had recommended +the ¢hild for
an non~Engllsh speaking class, She found furiner that ro
consistent information was being sent back to the home schools
oy the summer teacher. Information from both the teachers'
questionnaires and thé observer findings suggests that effective,
consistent machinery should be get up for communicating infor-
mation on the children from the home school to the Summer
school and back. The observer suggested that at the least the
chili's rating on the language fluency scale be included with
his summer school registracion material. Ideally, information
on Spgcial problems and genertl progress should also ve in-
¢luded,

Info.mation from the teachers' ques*“ionnaire reviewaed
earlier indicated that there were rn¢ set criteria or proce-
dures for selecting and placing ner-fnglish speaking childran
in ESL classes, a weakneas compounded by the failure to pro-
vide adequate information on the children's backgrounds and
problems. In terms of personnel, it would prudbadbly be
advisable for the ESL teacher, aszuming she has the nscessary
vackground, to make the seiectior., There should also be a
greater uniformity of criteria for making the cholces,

The observeor remarked that length of time in the tnited
States seems to have been, in general, the criteris used for
placinf the children. She noted that this was "an easy way
which 18 generally useful and acceptable” in the absenze of
better information from the home school or testing prior to
the beginning of summer school.

The observer ugreed with the teachcr that, despite the
somewhat haphazard recruitment procedu.es, most of the children
in the clasges Bhe visited were in real need of the extra help.
She did note, as a final weakness, however, that the classes
tended to be somewhat too large and too heterogeneous in terms
of English language ablility to allow for fully effective ESL
instruction,

The recommendations most frequently made by teachers con-
cerned materials and conflict with other programs. One in
three (35 percent) of the respondents said they could have
used more materials, including those relating specifically to
ESL work, and audio-visual aids, The same proportion recom-
mended changes in organization of the program, including the
elimination of conflict with other programs and sudbjects, more
contact among ESI, teachers, end one 7SL class a day instead of
several or more ESL classes. About one in four (23 percent to

5q-
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27 percent) recommended smaller classes, more parent partic-
ipation, bi- or trilingusl aides, and better training for
aldes. The need for better follow-through procedures ana
more information on the children was noted by 19 percent of
the teachers, the same proportion who suggested diversifying
the program by adding such activities as assemblies with
guest speakers from cultural organizations and more trips.
less frequent recommendations made by the fteachsers included
grouping according to language ability (3 teachers), provision
of faris or air conditioners, vetter procedures for selecting
pupils, and more teachars experienced in ESL work (each
suggested by 2 teachers).

7 Summar!

Most of the aummer ESL teachers had previous experience
in ESL teaching and some amount of formal preparation in the
field. The observer generally rated their classrooa performance
as good. Procedures for selecting the puplls who were to
rarticipate in the ESL program were somewhat haphazard, and
there was virtually no informetion transmitted from the home
schools on the children's backgrounds and ne:ds in English,
A rajority of the children, on the other hand, appeared to be
new to the ESL program, Judging by the teachers' ratings,
the summer program appeared to have a beneficial effect on
the children's vocabtulary, comprehension, and language patterns,
and was soxewhat less effective in improving pronunciation,
overz1ll fluency, and particularly intonation.
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CHAPTER VI
GIFTED CO¥PONENT

A, INTRODUCTION

A component for gifted children was operated in 42 Summer
Day Elementary Schools providing instruction in arithmetic,
art, foreign languages, language arts, music, reading, science,
an? gocial studies. Program objectives, as stated in the
evaluation proposal, were to provide challenge and stimulation,
broaden horizons, and provide experiences not encountered in
the regular school program.

Oriteria for admission to the gifted classes were
developed Y- each district superintendent, depending upon the
needs of his district. Some diutricts registered pupils who
would not typically be enrolled in gifted classes on the
assumption that expozure to brighter pupils and an enriched
program might enhance their self-image and increase motivation.

Units were al'ocatced by the central administrator, but
decisions on the distribution of units were made by each
district. The allocation of teaching poesitions per school
for the gifted component varlie”, Some received a full unit
(six teachers), and others received a partial unit. Some
schools with a full unit ran depar.mentalized programs,

Tne evaluation objectives were:

1) To determine pupil development in creative thinking
and reasoning,

2) To assess pupil attitudes %o major aspects of the
progran,

3) To evaluate the reactions of teachers and principals
toward the program,

L) To assess pupil attendance and class size.

B. EVALUATION PROCEDURE

1, Sample

The sample was a stratified random sample of ten schools
in the five boroughs (three each from the Bronx and Brooklyn,
two from Manhattan, and one each from Richmond and Queens),
Initial selection involved using the six schools already
selected for the reading and arlthmetlc component sample which
contained gifted classes, Four additional schools with gifted



-78=

components weres selected randomly to make up & sample of
approximutely 25 percent of the overall 42 units. 7Ten schools
participated in the lesson observation and pupil questionnaire
segment of the evaluation. In addition, teacher questionnaires
were mailed to 14 schools cutside the btasic sample, and all ten
gchools in the sample.,

Twenty principals, selected at random from schools with
gifted classes, were asked to evaluate the compchent.

2. Instruments
a, Individual _esson Observation Report (ILOR)

During the third and fourth weel of the program, 21
classes in ten schools were observed by educational consultants
and faculty members from local college education departments,
Each obgerver spent from forty-five minutes te¢ one hour in each
classroom, completing three classroom ctservations per morning.
The leasons were rated on 21 items grouped for purposes of this
evaluation into four areas: 1. planning and organization of
the lesson, 2, stimulation of interest, 3, creativity evidenced
in the lesson, and 4, stimulation of divergent thinking and
pupil responsibility. An overall rating of the quality of in-
struction was also obtained.

b, Pupil Questionnaires

Questionnaires were administered to 183 pupils in 16
classes during the fifth and sixth week of the program. Pupils
were asked a variety of questions dealing with the reasons for
thelr attendance, attitudes toward the program, and the program's
relevance to their nseds and interests.

¢, Teacher Questionnaires

Questionnaires were answered by 23 teachers while gues-
tionnaires were bveing administered to their classes, 1In
addition, questionnaires were mailed to 23 teachers not in-
cluded in the pupil 3uestlonnaire sample, Thirteen teachers
(57 percent) returned the questionnaire, ylelding a totai
sample of 36 for this phase of the evalvation.

The questionnaires focused on the program's major strengths
and weaknesses, curriculum planning, recrultment, adequacy of
supplies, teacher's *-ckground and training, variety of expe-
rie- g offered to ‘... children, progress of the childron, and
suggvotions for improvement.

d. Principal Questionnaire Addendum

Twenty principala received an addendum to the basic




principal's questionnaire asking :hem to evaluate the gifted
component in their school. Twelve (69 percent) returned this
addendum, which had questions dealing with major strengths
and weaknesses and suggesations for improving the program.

In addition, four questions in the basic principal's
questiornaire dealing wiih continuity, performance of pro-
fessional staff, effectiveness of curriculum, and pupil
recruitment had items relating to the gifted components and
the data from these items will be discussed in this chapter,

C. FINDINGS

1. Registration, Attendance and
Class Size

Census information provided by the Board of Education for
the week of July 7-14 indicated that 42 schools participated
in the gifted program, involving approximately 1000 pupils.
The pupil population goal stated in the proposal for this pro-
gram was about 300, and so 1t would appear that this objective
was attained.

Table VI-1 represents registration and attendance figures
reported by ten sample schools on three dates selected by the
avealuation team. These figures reflect a small inarease on
each date in both registration and gross attendance but a drop
in the proportion of registrants attending of 8 percent over
the four week interval.

Observers reported a total of 209 pupils present in the
20 classges observed for an average of 10,4 puplls per class,?
Based on the attendance reported by the ten sample schools,
class size also varied within this same rangs {10.8 to 12.0).

2. Quality of Instruction (ILOR)

As noted bvefore, the classroom obssrvations focused on
planning and organization, stimulation of interest, creativity
in lesson, stimulation of divergent thinking, and pupil
responsibility, with the last three used to determine the
objective to develop creativity and reasoning.

Of +he 21 lessons observed, four each were reading,
arithmetic, and science, three were social studies, four werec
nmusic or art, one was French, and one was creative writing.
All the observers indicated that the lesson was "completely
typical” or a "reasonable approximation” of normal classroom
functioni and none felt their presence had an effect on
classroonngunctioning.

lone obscrver did not complete the item on class size.

84 -
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TABLE VI-1

REGISTRATION, ATTENDANCE AND AVERAGE SIZE CLASS IN
TEN SAMPLE SCHOOLS (N=10), GIFTED COMPONENT

ttendance Teaching Pupils per

Date Registration # 4 Positions Position
July 7 437 336 77 31 10.8
July 23 koo 37 71 29 12,0
August 8 514 3sh 69 31 11.4

84
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Eight of the twenty-one classes observed were multi-
graded with the remaining thirteen classes homogeneously
graded,

Table VI-2 presents the percent of classes rated as
above average, or below average in overall quality, and in
the items comprising the first three areas studied. In 12
of the 21 lassons (57 pcrcent) the observers felt the overall
quality of instruction was above averzge and in all but two
of the other nine, it was considered average. _Within the
other three areas present, the major strengths2 observed in-
volved the existence of a flexible classroom (63 percent),
children's interest and enthusiasm (57 percent), and the
level of creativity and imagination evident in the lesson
{52 percent). Teacher-pupil, and pupil-pupil interaction was
rated below average (33 percent) almost as often as it was
above (39 percent)and the observers did not think teaching
alds were used effectively or creatively (58 percent below
average), '

Table VI-3 represents the data obtained for the 13 items
considered by the staff to be related to establishing & climate
for creative or divergent thinking. Of the 13, only five of
the factors were observed in more than half of the classes,
These were: & relaxed classroom, climate (90 percent), a
founda.tion for independent thinking (90 percent), individualized
instruction (81 percent), children permitted to work in small
grours or individually (76 percent), and student participation
in evaluation (57 percent). The othar eight aspects of
stimulating divergent thinking were rated negatively or absent
in 57 percent to 88 percent of the classes.

The riofile which emerges from these data is one of classes
housed in Slexioly arranged classrooms, with lessons reflecting
average levels of planning and organization ard provisions
for continuity both with the childrens background and future
lessens. In some, cnildren and teachers interact well, but
as often they interact poorly, nevertheless the children se¢enm
interested. The teachers evidence above average creativity
and imagination, and despite the poor use of teaching aids,
the quality of instruction is rated well, primarily because
of the high frequency of individuallzed instruction, the
development of the foundation for independent work and thinking,
student participation in the evaluation of their work, the
freedom given children to work within the classroom.

3. Observer Perception of Strengths and Weaknesses

The major strengths cited by the observers were to teacher

Zpesed on the majority of ratings veing above average.
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TABLE VI-2

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS ON ILOR,
ITEN.S RELATED TO QUALITY, PLANNING, INTEREST AND CREATIVITY,

IN PERCENT
N=21
Percent of Classes Rated as:
Above Not
Aspect Average Average Poor Applicable
A 1+ Quality of instruction 57 13 10 -
B Planning and Organization
1. Amount of planning
and organization 19 67 14 -
2. Foundation for future
lesson 38 57 5 -
3. Flexibility of seating 63 22 ls -

C Stimulation of Interest
1, Interaction with teacher

and/or pupils 39 19 33 9

2. Use of child's back-
ground and experience 29 38 19 14

3. Children's interest and
enthusiasm 57 33 10 -

D Creativity Evidenced in
Lesson
1, level of creativityv and
imagination 52 38 10 -

2., Effective and creative
use of teaching aids 14 - 29 57 -
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TABLE VI-3

DISTRIBUTION OF OBSERVER RATINGS
ON FACTORS RELATED TO
STIMULATION OF DIVERGENT THINKING AND PUPIL RESPONSIBILITY

IN PERCENT
N=21
Poeitive Negative
Aspect or Pr
1. Classroom climate relaxed
(ve. inhibited) 90 1c
2, Foundation for independent
work and thinking 90 10
3, Extent of individualized
instruction 81 19
4, Children permittied to work in
small groups or indlvidually 76 24

5. Evidence of student partici-
pation in evaluation 57 43

6., Children permitted to select
assignment from suggested
alternatives by 53

7. Provision of opportunity to get
different answers or offer different
ideas 33 38 29

8. Evidence of provision for
integration of unexpected 33 67

9. Children permitted to work on
individual work related to lessen 39 70

10.Children given opportunity to
direct mode of inquiry during
lesson 28 72

11.,Bvidence of opportunity for
children to determine areas
of projects being studied 18 82

12,Bvidence of children permitted
to evolve future plans 12 88

13.Children permitted to assune
responsib?lity for olassroom
presentations or curriculum
materials 12 88

87
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quality (8), and teaching methods (6), with the most frequent
refarence to rapport, ability to communicate, utilization of
teaching materials, and knowledge of teaching methods.
Strengths less often noted by observers included individualized
instruction (4), use of teacher aides (3), and class partici-
pation (3),

In eight of the 21 observations the observers listed no
weakness, The weaknessag cited in the remaining 13 observations
were most often a restrictive atmosphere (6) or routine,
uncreative, and uninteresting qualities of the lessons (4).
Other weaknesses cited were poor planning (2) and lack of
student involvement (1).

L4, Teacher Background and Perception

a, Preparation and Training

Thirty-three (91 percent) of the 36 teachers in the cample
held a common dbranch (K-§) license, with most reasonably ex-
perienced. Sixty-one percent have been te=ching in New York
City for more than five years, (a mean of 7.6 years) and 25
(69 percent) had previous experience teaching gifted children.
Most too (72 pc “cent) had attended a training or orientation
program for the _ 3769 Summer Day Elementary School project,but
only one {3 percent) had been given a curriculum guide to
follow for the summer,

b. Teacher Aldes and NMaterials

Thirty-one of the teachers (86 percent) had a teach:zr
aide in the classroom. The aides' major responsibvilities
were preparation of classroom materials, individual tutoring,
and clerical work, and most of these 31 teachers rated their
aidesr, as having been very effective in the performance of
these duties. Not one teacher rated his alde as poor,

Two-thirds of the teachers (67 percent) stated that
special materials were supplied for the program, Including
casettes, records, enrichment workbooks, puzzle games, and
SRA materials,

¢, Utilization of Community Resources

Teachers reported efforts to get beyond the wails of the
classroom either by taking the children out in the community
or bringing outside people in. Ten of the tecachers sampled
(28 percent) invited specialists to talk to their classes.
These specialists represented such areas as Spanish culture,
poetry, creative writing, science, math, and sports.

Twenty-two of the 36 teachexs (61 percent) took at least

88". ;
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one trip during the program, with one teacher taking seven
trips, four teachers taking eight trips, and one teacher
taking nine trips. The trips were most often to museums,
either in science (13), art (11), or natural history (eight}.
Otherwise children were taken to the zoo (five)}, to musical
(five) or theatrical events (four), to visit community/
neighborhood agencies (seven), and to industrial plants (six).

d., Teacher Estimatss of Progress

Teachers in the sample were asked to rate the progress
of their pupils relative to 17 academlic areas and various
other objectives of the SDES program. Table VI-4 presents
the data obtained from these ratings. Teachers ended the
program with a widespread feeling that children had profited
from the summer, for in 12 of the 17 items a large majority
(72 to 86 percent) of the teachers felt that more %han half
of thelr pupils made noticeable progress. The areas in which
less than half the teachers reported notlceable progress were
music (22 percent), art (39 percent}, science (4% percent),
and improvement of future school attendance (47 percent).

Twznty-seven of the sample teachers (75 percent) thought
that the children who attended SDES would do better during the
1969-70 school year than comparable non-attenders.

e, Strengths and Weaknesses

Twenty of the sample teachers clited aspects of the
classroom (small clrgs siwe, relaxed atmosphere, latitude
given teacher) as a mafor strength. Other major strengths
cited were administrative support (ei%ht). availability of
teaching materials (four), and emphasis on specific subject
aveas {four).

The weakness cited by teachers most often (13) was the
inadequacy of materials, a characteristic which obviously
varied from school to schocl since flve teachers noted this
as a atrength. Four teachers each noteu peor attendance,
not enough money for trips, and the wide range of ability
in the classes.

f+ Rating of Program

Thirty-five of *he 36 teachers rated the value of the
program on & scale ranging from "enthusiastlic® to *strongly
negintive.” All 35 had positive views for no teacher felt
eithor "slightly” or "strongly negative” about the program.
Twenty-five teachers (71 percent) felt "enthusiastic" and
nine (26 percent) felt "positive, but not enthusiastic.”
And ths other one (3 percent) felt "slightly poslitive.”
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TABLE VI-4

TEACHERS FEELING THAT MORE THAN HALF THEIR PUPILS
MADE NOTICEABLE PROGRESS TOWARD PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

BY PERCENT
N=36

Program Objective Percent
1., Stimulation of new interests 86
2. Broadening of horizons 86
3, Rise in children's aspiration 83
4, Improvement of self-image 81
5. Positive attitudes towards school 81
§, Personal work and study habiis 81
?. Personality growth 81
8. Language Arts 81
9, Emotional Development 78
10, Arithmetie 75
11, Rise in motivation and effort 72
12. Rise in expectation of success 72
13, Social Studies 58
14, Improvement of next year's

attendance b7
15, Science b4y
16, Art 39
17. \MNusle 22

4o
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€, Principsals' Perceptions

P

Twelve principals responded to guastions on the gifted
component on an addendum to the basic principal’s question-
naire and 21 principals responded to four questions on the
basic principal'’s questionnaire.,

a., Continuity of Program

Princlpals were asked to rate the availability and
usefulness of information on the gupils provided by the home
schools. Ten of 21 principals (48 percent) said that such
information was “fully available,” and eight (38 percent)
that it was "partially avalilable." Moreover, all but one of
these 18 principals felt the information they had was either
"fully” (9) or "partially useful® (8),

Principals were also asked to indicate the type of in-
formation that would be provided to the home school follewing
the SDES program, and they reported provisions for continuity
in this direction as well. Twenty of the 21 sample principals
(97 percent) sald that progress reports were being sent to the
home schocls, Four (19 percent) were also sending standardized
test results; eight (38 percent) were sending diagnostic
information; four (19 percent) were sending placement recom-
mendationss and six (29 percent) were sending other information
(i,e., attendance, teacher-made test results, and examples of
pupils® work).

b. Grouping Practices

The principals were asked to indicate whether their
clagses were grouped homogeneously or heterogeneously and
to indicate the criteria upon whieh the grouping if done was
based. There was no consistent pattern, for seven principals
(33 percent) regorted that they grouped homogeneously by
grade level, while 12 (57 percent, reported grouping heteroge-
neously by grade level, Two principale (10 percent) did not
answer the question, Further grouping on the basls of ability
level was reported by 15 of the prinecipais (71 percent). But
here too there was varlation, for nine reported grouping
homogeneously by ability and six reported grouping heteroge-
neously by ability.

Multiple criteria fo~ grouping were reported such as
teacher, guidance, or supervisor remarks (13), teacher gradea
{11), standardized test results (ten), and occasionally their
own "judgment® (2),
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¢s Principals' Evaluation

Nineteen of the 21 sample principals responded to a
question asking them to rate the effectiveness of the overall
program and three specific aspectss pupil recruitment, perform-
ance of professional staff, and curriculum. Their ratings are
given in Table VI-5,

Principals indicated their belief that the overall program,
staff and performance were effective or very effective (76
percent to 86 percent), Theywere less satisfied with pupil
recruitrant, for one-third (33 percent) rated it only as
"adequate" and 15 percent as"ineffective"or "very ineffective."

d, Strengths and Weakn-sses

Nine of the 12 principals responding to thls aspect on
the “gifted"” addendum cited the opportunity for individualization
of instruction as a major strength. Five principals cited
excellence of professional staff while four cited the variety
and quality of materials. No other strength was cited more
that twice,

No one weakness was cited by more than three of the 12
principals. Those mentioned by two or three were: insufficient
time and difficulty in recruiting pupils (3), pupils' traveling
distance (3), lack of funds for trips (2), and materials not
available at beginning (2).

6, Pupil Background and Ferceptions

Forty-one percent of the 183 nupils answering the pupil
questionnalire had never been in a gifted class prior to this
summer and dldn't expect to be in a gifted class in ihe fall,
One-third (34 percent) had Leen in a gifted class during the
1968-69 school year, while 25 percent expected to enter a
gifted class for the first time during the 1969-70 school year.

Half the pupile (53 percent)} came to SDES to "learn more"”
or "improve my work." Fourteen percent came becavse of parental
conacern; 8 percent becaus2 they "liked schcol,” 6 percent
because they felt "weak" in some subject area, 4 percent
because they "falled" a subjest, and the remaining 13 percent
for various other ressons.

Asked in what way sumner school differed from regular
school, the pupils noted the trips (26 percent), the half-
de . of school (24 percent), and learning of "more" and
*different” ideas (12 percent).
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TABLE VI-5

DISTRIBUTION OF PRINCIPALS®* RATING OF EFFECTIVENESS OF
‘ PUPIL RECRUITMENT, PERFORMANCE OF STAFF,
CURRICULUM, AND OVERALL PROGRAM
{IN PERCENT)

N=19
_ ASPECTS
Performance
Overall of Pupil
Program Staff Curriculum ___Recruitment
Very Effective 52 63 L7 22
Effective 32 32 37 26
Adequate 16 5 16 37
Ineffective 0 0 0 10
~ Very Ineffectlve 0 0 0 5
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Judged by their answers to several related tut different
evaluative questions, the pupils enjoyed the summer and thought
it profitable. Sixty-three percent of the sample pupils re-
ported liking summer school "very much” while only 4 percent
"disliked it very much." Sixty-three percent also said thay
would like to come Yvack next summer. Sixty-two percent
thought summer school "helped them a great deal," while only
8 percent thought it “didn*t help them at all." None of the
14 pupils who felt that summer school hadn't helped them at
all were able to express why.

. Sixty-three percent thought they would do a "lot better
in regular school” after the SDES program and 78 percent
thought their summer school teachers "helped them a great
dsal."

Ninty-three percent of the pupils stated that they made
new friends in their classes and 61 percent reported playing
with these friends after school.

Forty-two percent of the children felt that the gifted
program was "very exciting," 11 percent felt that it was
"exciting," 33 percent felt that it waz "interesting," 5
percent felt it was "somewhat interestinrg,” and only one in
ten (9 percent) rated it "boring."

E. SUMMARY

Observers rated the overall quality of the lessons very
good in over half (57 percent) of the observations. They were
less enthusiastic in their rating of stimulation of divergent
thinking, since only five of 13 factors were observed in more
than 50 percent of the lessons. The major strength cited by
observer:. was teacher quality, while the major wzakness was
in the rc¢lated area of restrictive classroom atmosphere.

Teacher preparation and training was strongly evidenced
by the responses on “‘he teacher questionnaire, 7Tt would seem
that community resources could be utilized more often, nar-
ticularly in the area of cultural or academic speclalists. A
strong majority (72-86 percent) of the teachers felt that
their pupils had made progress toward most of the program
objectives. Classroom atmosphere was the major strength cited
by teachers, whlle iradequacy of materials was the major
weakness,

Principals ated performance of professional staff very
high, while citing pupil recruitment as generally in need of
inprovement.,

A majority (63 percent) of the pupils reported they liked
summer &chool and would like to return .next year. They said
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their teachers helped them a great deal and ‘they would do
much better during the next school yezr thiun they did last
year. Most of the pupils broadened their circle of friends

via the SDES program.

e .
' " st [ Sy ——

.t

The strengths and weaknesses of the program differ very
little from previous SDES evaluations. This would suggest
that the strengths have been maintained, dbut that a more
concerted effort must be made to correct the weaknesses.

]
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JHAPTER VI1
ENRICHMENT COMPONENT

A, INTRODUCTICN

The goal as stated in the IDnrichment Comporient was to
discover and develor aptitude in the areas of lusic and Art
through a variety of experiences in these areas, such as
playing erchestral and pre-orchestra class instruments,
vocal music, and songs and music theory, as well as training
in the use of various art media.

There were 31% Enrichment Components located in 60
schools, Reacommended class size was 20; information from
the ILOR indicates that the number of pupils in each class
rarged from six tc 26 with a median class size of 17.

B, EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The procedure for evaluating the Enrichment lusic and
Art goals include the following:

1. Observations and rating of nature or in-class activities
and trips in terms of specialty, possible effect on
"broadening horizons."

2. Teacher summary and rating of activities.
3. Teacher rating of pupil responses.
4, Observer rating of pupil respcnses.

1. Samgle

The Sample for the Enrichment Component was selected
where possible from schools with a basic unit in reading and
math. A sample of ten schools with 15 Enrichment units was

selected,
2. Instruments

The data for the evaluation of the Enrichment Program
were obtained from three sourcest: Individual Lesson Observations:
Individual Pupil Questionnaires, and Teacher Questlonnaires,

a. Individual lesson Observations

During the third and fourth weeks of the Enrichment Program,
the liusic and Art Programs of ten sample schools were observed
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over a period of ten days by specialists in lusic and Art.
Each observer spent a minimum of 45 minutes in each of the
15 Music and 15 Art classes visited. Individual lessons
were rated on several criteria. These were grouped accord-
ing to the "quality of the lesson," and "qualities of the
teachers.”

b, Pupil Quecstionnaire

During the fifth week of the SDES program, pupils’
attitudes were sought thr~ugh questicnnaires expressly
designed to elicit their feelings respecting the program
and their teachers., These questionnaires were administered
by graduate students to 116 children ranging from grades
3 - 6 in 30 Music and Art ciasses.

¢. Teacher Questionnaire

During the fourth and fifth weeks of the SDES Enrich-
ment Program, teachers' opinions regarding the strengths and
weaknesses of their program and thelr specific suggestions
for improving the effectiveness of the program's offering
werc sought through a Teacher Questionnaire administered to
15 Music and A{t teachers, who were involved in the eval-
uation sample.,

€. FINDINGS

1, Registration and Attendance

Records of pupil registration and attendance at various
times during the summer were obtained for -he art and music
facets of the Enrichment Component from 19 schools responding
to the Census questionnaire, The data are sumrai ized in
Table VII-1,

1An effo>t to obtain an additional sample of teachers by
mailing questionnaires to schools not in the sample did not
succeed since the majority of the questionnaires were dis-
tributed to tenclers in the basic component in reading and
arithmetic.
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The data indicate that 90 percent of the children who
pre-registered for art and 90 percent of those who cid so
for music were in attendance on the first day of summer
school, These figures suggest that registration and
recruitment procedures were effective. Registration and
gross attendance for the art classes went up in the third
week, then held steady for the rest of the summer, but the
percentage of children registered who actually attended
dropped to 67 percent in the third week and rose to 70 per-
cent the fifth., The figures for the music ~lasses show that
both registration and gross attendance were higher at the
third week but dropped at the fifth, vith the percentaze of
registered pupils actually in attencance 7) and 72 percent
comparable to the figures for art classes.

2. Individual Classroom Observations

as Fusic

The music observers spent an average of 92 minutes in
the 1% classrooms visited in ten schools, The average
music class had 12 students, the smallest class with four
children, the largest with 25. Thirteen of these music
classes were being instructed by a regular classroom
teacher while the other two were taught by a substitute,

The observers'ratings for the music classes observed
are summarized in Table VII-2 under the headings of:
Planning, Organization, and Depth of Lesson; Stimulation of
Interest; and Creativity in the Lesson.

The observers were impressed with the music lessons
seen, for consistiently large majorities (nine or more) of
the classes visited were rated at the positive end of the
rating scale for all but three of the criteria used. Thus,
according to the observers, there were favorable indications
of "Planning, and Organization" in most (12) of the music
lessons, with the same nunber of c¢lasses showing tangible
evidence of "depth of planning.”

The children in most . . the classes (9) were directly
involved both visually and kinesthetically *n the leston, and
the presentations were positively rated as systematic (14)
as well as consistent (13) while the quality of the lessons
wad rated positively.

In almost all of the classes (14) the children manifested
feelings of interest and enthusiasm which were sustained
throughout the lesson and the observers were in agreement
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TABLE VII-2

DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS, INDIVIDUAL LESSON OBSERVATION REPORT: MUSIC

N=15

Number of Classes Rated

Qualities of the lesson Positive Neutral Negative

Planning, Organization, and Depth
1. Indication of planning and

organization 12 2 1
2. Depth of planning indicated

by lesson 12 0 3
3. Extent of total involvement

called for: (use of eyes,

ears, kinesthetic sense and

feeling)® 9 L 1
L, Systematic 1k 0 1
5. Consistency of lesson presenta-

tion 13 2 0
6. Quality of instruction 13 1 1
Stimulation of Interest
1, Children interested and

enthusiastic 1y 0 1
2. Relating lesson to out-of-class

music activities 1 3 11
3. Extent of spontaneous student

participation in lesson 10 L 1
4. Lesson related to children's

background ar.l experiences 1 11 2
S. Appropriateness to age level,

aptitude of class 15 0 0
6. Allowances for individual

expression 11 1 3
7. Interest aroused and sustained 12 3 o
Creativity in Lesson
1. Creativity 10 3 2
2. Imagination 10 3 2
3. Level of creativit - ang imagina-

tion in presentation 13 1 0
4, Classroom clinate 12 0 3
5. Flexibility in adjusting to

classroom situations 11 1 3
6. Use of History, Appreciation,

and Theory introduced in lesson 3 0 12

otal is less than 15 because one observer failed to nmake this rating

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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that all the lessons were appropriate to the age and
abilities of the children.

Twelve of the lessons were rated outstanding in terms
of the teacher's ability to arouse and sustain the interest
of the chnildren even though there were few attempts
evidenced on the part of the teachers to relate the lesson
to either the"out of class music activities” (1) or to
their "background and experiences” (1). However, in most
of the classes (11) the obuservers noted that there were
many opportunities provided for "individual exprecssion”
while the extent of student participation was very favorably
rated in two-thirds (10) of the lesscns observed.

There was very little utilization of iiistory, Appreciation,
and Theory noted in most of the Music classes ohserved (3).

In two-thirds of all the classes visited there was
meaningful utilization of "creative" and "imaginative"
ideas {10) and the general over-all level of "creativity
and imagination displayed in the individual lesson presentations
was rated outstanding in 13 of the 15 lessons.

The classrouvm climate was rated positive in 12 of the
lessons observed and negative in three. Eleven of the
teachers were rated flexible in adjusting to classroom
situations.

b, Art

The average length of the 15 art observations made in
ten schools was 100 minutesj the longest session being 180
while the shortest was of 30 minutes duration,due primarily
to a previously schaduled special activity on the part of
the school.

The average art classroom contained 16 students ranging
from six to 28 children. Thirteen of these classes were
taught by a regular classroom teacher while two classes were
being instructed by a substitute teacher.

The observers' ratings for the art classes observed are
summarized in Table VII-3 under the headings of: Planning,
Organization, and Depth of Lesson; Stimulation of Interest:
and Creativity in the Lesson.

According to the observers, the art lessons observed
presented positive evidence of teacher planning and organizatior
(12) but about one-third of the lessons (5) failed to
clearly indicate depth of planning in the presentation.
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TABLE VII-3
DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS, INDIVIDUAL LESSON OBSERVATION REFORT: ART
N=15
Number of Classes Rated
Qualities of the Lesscn Positive Neutral Negative
A, Planning, Organization and Depth
1. indication of planning and
organization 12 2 2
2, Depth of planning indicated
by lesson 8 2 5
3. Extent of total involvement
called for: (use of eyes,
ears, kinesthetic sense
ang feeiing) 10 L 1
4, Systematic 9 L 2
5. Consistency of lesson presenta-
tion )3 1 1
6., Quality of instruction 13 1 1
7, Use of novel and innovative
materisls 11 3 1
B, Stimulation of Interest
1. Children interested and
enthusiasti: 9 5 1
2. Relating lesson to cut~-of-clasgs
art activities L 3 8
3, Extent of spontaneous student
participation in lessor 10 in 1
L. Lesson related to children's
beekground and experiences 12 2 1
5. Appropriateness to age level,
aptitude of class 15 0 8]
6. Allowan-es for individurl
expression a 11 1 3
7+ Tnterest aroused and sustuained 10 0 2
8. Student art work displayed 14 ! 0
C, Creativity in Lesson
1, Creativity 10 3 2
2. Imagination 10 3 2
3. level of creativity and imagina-
tion 1in presentation 13 1 1
L, Classroom climate 12 3 0
5. Flexibility in adjusting to
classroom aituations 11 1 2
6. Use of History, Appreciation,
and Theory introduced in
lesson 3 0 12
7. Flexible vs. structure 6 b 5
O

[E
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Most of the lessons observed were held to nave been
systematic (9) and consistent in their presentation (13)
and in practically all of the classes teachers employed
and incorporated the use of novel and innovative materials
in their instructional activities (11). 1In addition, the
children in these classes were involved both visually and
emotionally in the art lesson (10), and the quality of
instruction was rated positively in four-fifths of the
lessons observed.

There was unanimous agreement among the observers

that the lessons observed were appropriate both as to age
level and aptitude of the children receiving the instruc-
tions, Twelve of the lessons observed were rated positively
in terms of their relationship to children's background and
experieiice, Only four of the lessons, however, were felt

by the observsrs to relate art activities to life outside
the classroom.

In addition to the positive indlcations of interest
and enthusiasm exhibited on the part of the children (9),
in eleven of the lessons observed the observers found many
opportunities for individual expression as well as con-
siderable positive evidence of spontaneous student
participation (10). All of these factors combined to sub-
stantiate the feeling that the interest of the children
aroused initially was sustained throughout the lesson in
two-thirds (10)of the lessons observed., Six of the lessons
observed were rated positively in allowing for flexibility
and freedom, while five were rated negatively in this regard.
The level of creativity and imagination of the teachers
was rated as positive in 13 of the lessons observed. Only
three teachers, however, incorporated History, Appreciation,
and Theory into the lesson.

Eleven of the teachers were rated positively in their
abilities to adapt to situations arising in the classroom.
The observers felt the classroom climate was good in 1? of
the lessons seen,

3, Student Background and Perceptions

&, Background

Fifty~four percent of the 116 students who submitted
completed qQuestionnaires were boys and 46 percent were girls
with an average age of 10.3 years.,

Forty-seven pe#rcent of the students gave "to improve
both music and art work" as thelir reason for attending
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sumner school whiie 20 percent stated that they were coming
"because my parent(s) wanted m2 to go." Interestingly, 17
percent of the students attended summer school only part time
while 74 percent attended from the beginning.

Less than one-half of the students (45 percent) had had
both music and art in their regular school with more than 40
percent having had z2ither music or art before and 21 percent
of the students having had neither music nor art bvefore.

Over three-quarters of the students questioned (79 percent)
were enrolled in both the music and art summer Pprograms and
less than one-fifth were taking either music (23 percent) or
art (17 percent) but not both.

b, Perceptions of Music Segment

Nost of the students polled stated that they like thei
summer music classes (67 percent) and their summer teachers
“a little” (12 percent) or "a great deal® {?1 percent).

While one-half (48 percent} rated their summer music
classes better than their regular music classes,less than ¢
half of these students (42 percent) signified a willingness
take music in next years summer school,

Sixty percent of the children listed the summer music
opportunity as the first time they had actually played an
ingtrument while 40 percent had had previous musical experi

Many of the children did have a choice in selecting w!
particular musical instrument they wanted to play (62 percs
while others were less fortunate (38 percent) in that they
no choice of instrument,

Most of the students felt that their music teacher ha.
given them "some" (10 percent) or "a great deal of help"
(84 percent) and in their judgment indicated that the sumrc
experiences had helped them to improve their music "a grea-
deal™ (75 percent}.

Over three-quarters of the students (80 percent} felt
they had received "sufficient help ana attention in class'
it was their opinion that they had had an excellent opport:
"to do some of the things they wanted to do in class™ (88
cent), Many rated the progrnm "good" (18 perc:nt) to "exc
(63 percent% and they considered the program valuatle (86 f.
enough to be continued.

¢, Perceptions of Art Segment

Elghty percent of the children stated that they liked ° -~
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summer Art classes and liked them more than their regular Art
classes (57 percent). Over four-fifths of the students sig-
nified that they liked their summer schnol teacher "a great
deal” (83 percent) and half wald they would likes to take Art
in summer school again next year (47 percent).

Slightly more than three-fifths of the students (63
percent) felt that they had received “"a great deal of help"
from their summer school Art teacher while only 9 percent felt
that they had received "little" or "none."™ Well over four-
fifths of the children (88 percent’® felt that their Art work
had improved a "little" (29 percent) or a "great deal” (59
percent},

4, Teacher Background and Perception

a, Teacher Background and Qualifications

Fifty-three percent of the 30 teachers responding to the
questionnaire were teaching music, 40 percent were teaching
art, and 7 percent were teaching both.

The greatest number of the respondents (67 percent) held
only Common Branches Licenses. Ten percent of the 30 respond-
ents sald they held the Fine Arts License (this was 25 percent
of those who were teaching art in the summer proEram). and 23
percent indicated they held the Music License (44 percent of
those teaching music).

All the Enrichment teachers indicated they had previously
taught children with backgrounds similar to those in the SDES
program, Forty-seven percent sald they had five or more years
of such experience; the rest had had from one to four years.

b. Pupil Placement and Achlevement

Seventy percent of the teachers sald that a Lupil's
interest was one of the criteria used in placing purils in
the Enrichment classes. Forty-three percent mentioneu age as
a criterion, while 40 percent mentioned potential aptitude
and only 20 percent sald demonstrated ability. Seventeen
percent sald no apparent criteria we.c¢ used. Sixty-three
percent indicated varicus combinations of the above criteria,
acccunting for the fact that the at~ve flgures total more
than 100 percent.

In terms of achlevement, 87 percent of the respondents
indicated that the puplls' levels of creativity and imagination
were "somewhal” or "much® improved as a result of their partic-
ipation in the summer program, and the same numter felt that
the educrtional aspirations of the children attending the en-
richment classes would be higher than those of childven vho did

not attend.
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The project proposal listed several areas as possible
objectives of the Summer Enrichment program. Fifty-seven
percent (15 of the 16 teaching only music) felt that 75
percent or more of the children had made "noticeable progress”
in music. Forty percent of all the teachers responding (ten
of the 12 teaching only art) felt that more than 75 percent
of the children had made similar progress in art.

Other objectives listed included the development of
"positive attitudes towards school and education," where 87
percent of the resr - ndents felt that three-quarters or more
of their children made "“noticeable progress," and a rise in
educational aspirations, where half the *eachers (%2 percent)
felt .nat 75 percent or more had shown improvement. Forty-
six and 40 percent of the respondents, respectively, felt that
their pupils had shown "noticeable progress" in "personality
growth” and "emotional development.”

Eighty-seven percent of the Enrichment teachers said
they planned to send progress reports to the pupils' home
schools., Virtually all of these indicated the reports would
consist of certificates dealing with the children's aptitude
in art or music, progress made, effort put forth, and coop-
eration. :

¢. Prozram Organization and Onjectives

The teachers were asked to rank several objectives of
the summer program in order of their importance to them,
These rankings, tocgether with the teachers' assessment of
whether they had been achieved, are summavized in Table VII-4,

As can be szen in the table, 50 perceni of the teachers
ranked the development of "cveativity and self-expression”" as
the most important gnal, and 87 percent of the respondents
felt that the summer program had succeeded in achieving this
goal. PNearly all felt they had "encouraged interest and
aptitudee and developed appreciation and skill.” The en-
couraging of individual diffevences was clearly seen as the
least important of the four objectives, but ?7 percent of the
teachers felt it had been achleved.

Out of a 1list of ten potential areas of difficulty
derived from previous evaluations only three were identifled as
"ma jor" or "moderate” by 10 percent or more of the respondents.,
Thirty~seven percent of the Enrichment teachers ldentified
insufficient supplies as a "major" or "mcderate problen," 17
vercent checked attendance, and 10 percent the problen of
attrition of students. The difficulty with supplies would
seem to he uniquely serious in components which rely heavily
on the use of proper materials and equipment.

Eightypercent of the re ndents felt that the children
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summer Ai't classes and liked them more than their regular Art
classes (57 percent). Over four-fifths of the students sig-
nified that they liked thelr summer school teacher "a great
deal" (83 percent) and half said they would like to take Art
in summer school again next year (47 percent).

Slightly more than three-fifths of the students (63
percent) felt that they had received "a great deal of help"
from their summer school Art teacher while only 9 percent felt
that they had received "little" or "none." Well over four-
fifths of the children (88 percent) felt that their Art worx
had improved a "little" (29 percent) or a "great deal" (59
percent).

L4, Teacher Background and Perception

a, Teacher Packground and Qualifications

Fifty-three percent of the 30 teachers responding to the
questionnaire were teaching music, 40 percent were teaching
art, and 7 percent were teaching both,

The greatest number of the respondents (67 percent) held
only Common Branches Licenses. Ten percent of the 30 respond-
ents said they held the Fine Arts License (this was 25 percent
of those who were teaching art in the summer proﬁram). and 23
percent indicated they held the Music License {44 percent of
those teaching music).

All the Enrichment teachers indicated they had previously
taught child:2n with backgrounds similar to those in the SDES
program, Forty-seven percent said they had five or more years
of such experience; the rest had had from one to fowr years.

b, Pupil Placement and Achievement

Seventy percant of the teachers said that a pupil's
interest was one of the criteria used in placing pupils in
the Enrichment classes. Forty-three percent mentioned age as
a criterion, while 40 percent mentioned potential aptitude
and only 20 percent said demonstrated ability. Seventeen
percent said no apparent criteria were used., Sixty-three
pervcent indicated various combinations of the above criteria,
accouniing for the fact that the above figures total more
than 100 percent.

In terms of achievement, 87 percent of the respondents
jrdicated that the pupils' levels of creativity and imagination
wer: "somewhat" or "much" improved as a result of their partic-
ipation in the summer program, and the same number felt that
ths rducational aspirations of the children attending the en-
rici.ment classes would be higher than those of children who did

10t atteni.
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The project proposal listed several areas as possible
objectives of the Summer Enrichment program. Fifty-seven
percent (15 of the 16 teaching only music) felt that 75
percent or more of the children had made "noticeable progress"”
in music. Forty percent of all the teachers responding (ten
of the 12 teaching only art) felt that more than 75 percent
nf the children had made similar progress in art.

Other objectives listed included the development of
"positive attitudas towards school and education,” where 87
percent of the respondents felt that three-quarters or more
of their children made “"noticeable progress," and a rise in
educational aspirations, where half the teachers (50 percent)
felt that 75 percent or more had shown improvement. lorty-
six and 40 perc>nt of the respondents, respectively, felt that
their pupils had shown "noticeable progress" in “"personality
growth" and "emotional development."

Eighty-seven percent of the Enrichment teachers said
they planned to send progress reports to the pupils' home
schools. Virtually all of these indicated the reperts wculd
consist of certificates dealing with the children's aptitude
in art or music, progress made, effort put forth, and coop~-
eration.

¢, Program Organization and Objectives

The teachers were asked to rank several objectives of
the summer program in order of their importance to them.
These rankings, together with the teachers' assessment of
whether they had been achieved, are summarized in Table VII-4,

As can be seen in the table, 50 percent of the teachers
ranked the development of “creativity and self-expression” as
the most important goal, and 87 percent of the respondents
felt that the summer program had succeeded in achlieving this
goal. Nearly all felt they had "encouraged interest and
aptitudes and developed appreciation and skill.” The en-
couraging of individual differences was clearly seen as the
least important of the four objectives, but 77 percent of the
teachers felt it had been achieved.

Out of a 1list of ten potentiul areas of difficulty
derived from previous evaluations only three were ‘dentified as
"major” or "moderate" by 10 percent or more of the respondents.
Thirty-seven percent of the Enrichment teachers ldentifieqd
insufficient supplies as a "major" or "moderate problem," 17
percent checked attendance, and 10 percent the problen of
attrition of students., The difficulty with supplles wouvld
seen to be unliquely serious in coliponents whicg rely heavily
on the use of proper materials and equipment.

Elightypercent of the respondents felt that the children

Q
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TABLE VII-U
TEACKERS' RANKINGS OF GOALS OF ENRICHMENT COMPONENT
BY PERCENT
Rankings Percent Saying
ObJective Was
Goals 1 2 3 4 Achieved
Develop creativity
and self expression 50 28 16 8 87
Encoursage interest
and aptitude 31 Lo 20 8 g7
Develop appreciation
and skills 19 32 32 19 100
Encourage individual
differences 0 0 32 65 77
= 26 25 25 26

100
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spent an "appropriate amount of time" in music and art classes,
Thirteen percent felt they spent too little time in these
classes,

Trips were an important part of the enrichment component,
and 63 percent of the respondents felt that their classes
reacted "enthusiastically" or "positively" to them. Places
visited included Kennedy Airport and the Police Academy, s
well as museums and concerts.

Seventy-seven percent of the Enrichment teachers indicated
that the children's parents were informed about and involved
with the program. 1In the music classes, tiis participation
took the forms of helping children with their music homework,
visiting classes attending end of season concerts, and par-
ticipating in workshops. Parents of children in the art
classes attending art shows, visited classrooms, and went to
conferences dealing with their children's work,

Twenty percent of the respondants felt that parent in-
terest in the program was "high," and 43 percent that it was
"average." Twenty-three percent felt they had "no basis for
Judgment."

d. Positive and Negative Aspects of the Program

The positive and negative aspects listed by the art and
music teachers were sufficiently different to justify dis-
cussing them separately.

Seven of the 12 art teachers listed the development of
creativity as the major contribution of the summer errichment
program, while the development of a positive attitude toward
school was listed by four respondents. Three teachers men-
tioned the small groups and consequent opportunities for
individual help, while the development of solf-exvression on
the part of the children, the flexibility of the program,
and the availability of bvetter supplies and materials were
each listed by two teachers, One teacher said there were no
positive contributions.

The presentation of music as a hobby rather than a subject
was listed by seven of the 15 music teachers as a positive
contribution of the summer program., ¥Your teachers noted as
important the child's pride as a result of performing in front
of an audience, while two felt that the program helped btuild
self~-confidence.

The two respondents who were teaching both music and art
noted that the program helped create and stimulate individual
and group participation, as well as spontaneity, and led to
a? awareness of the rights of others,

v
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Negative aspects of the art program mentioned by the
teachers included lack of supplies %3), the lack of provisions
for follow-up information on the children (2), and overly
large classes, lack of adequate transportation for school
trips, and poor administration,each mentioned by one art teacher.
Three of the art teachers sald the program had no negative
aspects.,

T™wo of the music teachers mentioned inadequate supplies as
a weakness of the program, while the need for larger classes in
music and fer dividing the children on the basis of ability
levels were each noted by one respondent. Six of the music
teachers said the program had no negative aspects.

5. Principal Questionnaire

a, Art Component

Seven principals who responded to the supplement on the
Enrichment Component selected "the opportunity art afforded
the children to explore and work with various media never
vefore encountered" as the major strength of the program while
the utilization of "excellent teachers" was noted by six re-
spondents. However, two of the principals felt that if the
effectiveness of the instructional program was to be improved,
only “licensed art teachers" should be employed to teach art.
Four respondents listed "the pupil-teacher rapport”™ as another
major strength of summer school.

While six of the respondents were satisfied thrat in general
"supplies were sufficient™ and "on time" for summer school, the
same number scored "supplies" as the major weakness of the pro-
gram noting that some supplies were either "late in arriving"
or "never received."

There was very little accord as to how the program could
be improved, However, three principals did iist "more funds"
as being absolutely essential to improving its effectiveness
to expand the program, to include all children who have art
ability, "not just good readers,™ and to provide necessary
capital for field trips, visiting guest artistc, as well as
to supply carfare for those children who live far from the
summer school and who are unable to attend daily sessions due
to the cost of transportation.

The feeling was also expressed that more "samples of
projects which have proven interesting to children™ should be
presented to art teachers at in-service gatherings, together
with demonstration lessons by experienced art teachers. This
coupled with intervisitation of schools by art teachers could
provide "ideas" to fully implement & creative and interesting
art program, There was also a pervading sentiment that more
time should be allacated for planning and preparing the nec-
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egssary arrangements to make the summer school program a truly
meaningful and lasting experience in the lives of the children
who attend,

b, Music Component

All seven principals listed "excellent teachers” as the
outstanding strength of the summer music program and three
rated "children enjoyed the program" as a major strength.

Three were satisfied with the handling and distribution
of music supplies while four regarded this as the major weak-
ness.

The length of the class session disturbed three of the
principals but they were not agreed as to whether they were
too short (2) or too long (1).

A protracted 1ist of suggestions was offered for improving
the "effectiveness of ihe music program" but there was prac-
tically no area of general consensus. Changes in the length
of class sessions, more time for ordering materials, and more
foliow-up of summer school children by the regular school were
suggested by two of the principals. One principal was of the
opinion that only "qualified specialists in music” =nd "capable
educational assistants" should be employed for instructional
purposes, while "more publicity” and "better recruitment
practices" were suggested by another respondent.

D. ENRICHMENT SUMMARY

Nost of the summer enrichment teachers did not hold Music
or Fine Arts licenses, Despite this, the observers'
ratings of both the music and art classes were positive in
most areas, including lev:l of creativity, interest displayed
by the children, appropriateness of materials, and depth of
planning. Principals also noted the excellence of the teachers
as a major strength of the program, lost of the children had
had music, art, or both, in regular year classes, and about
half felt that the summer classes were better than thelr school
year classes in these subjects. A majority of the children
felt they had received a great deal of help from their summer
school teachers. Parent involvement with the enrichment program
was high, and took such active forms as participation in music
workshops and attendance at art shows,
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CHAPTER VIII
SUMMARY, ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES AND RECONMENDATICHS

A« OBJECTIVES CF PROGRAM

The purpose of the Summer Day Elementary School Program
was to provide continuity of instruction and additional aid
for poverty area children in the areas of reading and math-
ematics (Basic Unit), English as a Second language, and music
and art (Enrichment Component), as well as special help for
retarded pupils (CRMD Component) and those who are academically
talented (Gifted Component). The 105 different components
were distributed among 153 state-funded schools and seven city
funded schools in all five boroughs.

B. EVALUATION PROCEDURES

The evaluation procedure made use of several different
instruments for each component. Apprcpriate teacher ques-
tionnaires were sent to all or most teachers in each component,
while most SDES principals received the principals® question-
naire,

Eighty-five lesson observations, 125 pupil and 125 Educa~
tional Assistant interviews were conducted as part of the
evaluation of the basic Component, while MAT tests in recding
were administered to 206 third and fifth grade pupils. The
avaluation procedure for the CRKD Component, in addition to
the teacher questlonnaire, made use of 15 lesson observations
and Pupil Adaptability Forms filled out by teachers for £9
children« Nine lesson observations were conducted as part of
the ESL evaluation. Twenty-one lesson observations were con-
ducted in the Gifted Component evaluation, while 163 pupils
in the Gifted classes were interviewed. The evaluation pro-
cedure for the Enrichment Conponent utilized 30 lesson
observations and 116 pupil interviews, In additien to these
data, more information on each component was obtained from
the principals' questionnaire.

Instruments utilized in the evaluatio. focused on the
questions of pupll recruitment and rlacement, pupil achievement,
continuity of information provided absut the children and con-
tinuity of the summer program with the regular school year,
availablility and quality of materials and fuacilities, attitudes
of staff and children, and the respondents' assesaments of the
progran's strengths and weaknesses and suggestions for improve-~
ment.,
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C. FINDINGS

l. Basic Component

All the teachers in the Basic Component held Common
Branches or Early Childhood licenses, and more than half had
five or more years of teaching experience. The observers
were generally favorably impressed with the classes they
visited and the data indicated another positive aspect of
the program was the smooth way the educational assistants
fit into the program and the good relationships between
them and the teachers. Difficulties with attendance and in
obtaining sufficient supplies appeared to be major difficulties,
as they had been in previous years, while pre-program
publicity and pupil recruitment procedures also presented
problems. The major disappointment was the failure of the
NAT tests to indicate any positive gain in reading achieve-
ment by the majority of the pupils, although those who were
farther behind did show improvement. In contrast, both pupil
and teacher perceptions of the program and gains made were
positive. In reconciling these data one must consider that
perceptions and attitudes as criteria are different in kind
than objective tests and a "feeling" of progress and movement
may well precede a gain substantial enough to be reflected on
a test. An alternative reconciliation is that teachers and
pupils are subject to a “"Hawthorne Effect" in which the
general feeling of doing something produces a feeling of gain
which is not objectively demonstratle.

2. CRMD

The summer CR¥D teachers were well qualified and ex-
pertenced in Special Education, and the observers felt that
their level of performance in the classroom was quite high,
The failure to insure continuity of information from the home
schools of the children to their summer school teachers was
perhaps the program's major weakness, and was noted by ob-
servers and teachers. The teachers were also dissatisfied
with the quantity and appropriateness of the materials
avallable to them, although they did indicate satisfaction
with program orientation and organization. All ihe teachers
responding to the teacher questionnaire indicated that
parents were at least informed about the program, and a
majority said they were involved in it as well. They indicated
that the level of Earent interest was average or higher.
Results of the pupll rating form indicated that most of the
children showed no overall improvement in social skills as a
result of the summer program.
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3. English as_a Second language

Most of tnhe ZSL teachere had previous experience in ESL
teaching and some amount of formal preparation in the field.
The observer generally rated their classroom performance as
good. Procedures for selecting the pupils who were to
participate in the ESL program were somewhat haphazard, and
there was virtually no information transmitted from the home
schools on the children's bvackgrounds and needs in English,
A majority of the children, on the other hand, appeared to
be new to the ESL program. Judging by the teacher's ratings,
the summer program appeared to have a beneflicial effect on
the children's vocabulary, comprehension, and language
patterns, and was somewhat less effective in improving pro-
nunciation, overall fluency and particularly intonation.

4, Gifted

Observers rated the ovetrall quallty of the lessons very
good in over half (57 percent) of the observations. They were
less enthusiastic in their rating of stimulation of divergent
thinking, since only five of 13 factors were observed in
more than 50 percent of the lessons, The major strergth
cited by observers was teacher qualitv, while the major
weakness was in the related area of restrictive classroom
atmosphere,

Teacher preparation and training was strongly evidenced
by the responses on the teacher questionnaire, It would seem
that community resources could be utilized more often, parti-
cularly in the area of cultural or academic specialists. A
strong majority (72-86 percent) of the teachers felt that
their pupils had made progress toward most of the program ob-
jectives., Classroom atmosphere was the major strength cited
by teachers, while inadequacy of materials was the major
weakness,

Principals rated performance of professional staff very
high, while citing pupil recruitment as generally in need of
improvement,

A majority (63 percent) of the pupils reported they liked
summer school and would like to return next year., They said
their teachers helped them a great deal and they would do
much betier during the next school year than they did last
year, Most of the pupils broadened their circle of friends
via the SDES program,
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The strengths and weaknesses of the program differ very
little from previous SDES evaluations. This would suggest
that the strengths have been maintained, but that a more con-~
certed effort must be mades to correct the weaknesses.

5. Enrichment

Most of the summer enrichment teachers did not hold lusic
or Pine Arts licenses. Despite this, the observers' ratings
of both the music and art classes were positive in most areas,
including level of creativity, interest displayed by the
children, appropriateness of materials, and depth of planning,
Princlipals also noted the excellence of the teachers as a
ma jor strength of the program. Most of the children had had
music, art, or both, in regular year classes, and about half
felt that the summer classes were better than their school year
classes in these subjects, A majority of the children felt
they had received a greet deal of help from their summer
school teachers. Parent involvement with the enrichment pro-
gram was high, and took such active forms as participation
ir: music workshops and attendance at art shows.

D. ACHIEVEKENT OF OBJECTIVES STATED IN PROFPOSAL

The 1969 Summer Day Elementary School Project stated
goals to improve academic performance of children retarded
in reading and arithmetic in the Basic Component, the pro-
vision of enrichment and chillenge in the Gifted and Enrich-
ment Components, continuity in the CRID Component, and in-
structioT in English as a Second language in the non-English
programs,

One of the goals related simply to the fact that in-
struction would be provided {(in English as a Second language}
and it was, as indicated in Chapter V. A second stated the
nature of instruction to be provided in the Enriched and
Gifted Components, describing it as providing “enrichment
end challenge,” and the data in Chapters VI and VII indicate
that the instruction provided in these components was
certainly "enriched" in terms of the standard elementary
school program, and that it had substantial components of
"challenge" as well.

The objective related to the CRID program, to ". . .
provide continuity. . ." was reallzed ir. the sense that the
children attlending the summer program did have an additional
six weeks of instruction bridging the gap from one academic
year to the next. It was not fully realized in the sense
that instruction provided during the summer could not be a
continuation of that provided during the preceding year
since large vroportions of summer teachers reported having

o lProposal for Summer Day Elementary School, New York City

Board of Education, 1969, ».l,
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1ittle or no information about the pupils in their classes.
This aspect of continuity must be achleved if the summer CRIND
component is truly to be one which will ". . . sustain and
carry forw%rd the skills program, etc. for mentally retarded
children."”

The objective of the Basic Component to improve achieve-
ment was evaluated in the area of Reading, While the goal
was achieved for some children, as many or more lost ground,
so that overall at the end of the program in mid-August there
was no change in the reading achievement level of the pupils
tested from the levels achieved at the city-wide testing in
April.3 The analysis of the data on change in reading level
does suggest that the most severely retarded children who
entered the summer program two or more years below grade
expectation were more likely to profit from the summer, than
those who entered close to, or at expectation,who were more
likely to decline.

This suggests that the remedial program of the Summer
pay Elementary School is not attunied to the needs of the
child who is already doirg reasonably well when he enters.
This aspect requires further study, but even In this interval
the staff developing this program for 1970 should consider the
possibllity of separate programs of instruction for children
who enter the summer program at different levels of retard-
ation., They should also consider ways to improve pupil select
so that childr.n who in Apri. were listed as reading at or
sbove grade level are enrolled in other than remedial classes

in reading,

The fact that in some instances the observers rated
some components or the quality of instrvetion higher ir arith-
metic than in reading classes made the evaluation staff re-
gret the decision made early in the project to evaluate
gains in achievement only in reading. While this decision
was & sensible one in terms of staff availability, budget,
time, and sampling problems, it does leave us at this point
unable to deal with the issue of whether in arithmetic classes
the more highly rated instruction had any more positive im-
pact on children's achievement. This should be tested in

1970,

21bid, p. 2.

3The April data were used as a pr:i-measure since discriminable
difference in reading achievement from the first to the sixth
week of the summer program is unlikely in the lower grades,
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E. RECOMMENDATIONS

Within each of the chapters devoted to the separate
components of the Summer Day Elementary School program we
have suggested specific changes which follow from the data,
such as th2 provision within the Basic Component of separate
levels of instruction for children at or near grade level
and those well belcw level. Similarly, we have noted the
need for improved continuity vetween summer and regular
programs in the CRMD Componcont, or the need for more con-
sistent selection of teachers with background and experience
in the methodology of teaching English as a Second Language
within that component.

But the evaluation team believes that these and other
specifics are insignificant in comparison to the basic rec-
ommendation which follows from much of the data: that
significant improvement in the success level of the summer
program requires the year round attention of some person or
persons working with an early commitment of funds, Were
this to be done, it would then be p0551b1e to talk about
such procedures as:

1., Establishing clearly defined goals reflecting the
needs of the children to be recrvited.

2. Identifying the number and type of components
appropriate to the needs of the children.

3. Publicizing the SDES program among disadvantaged
children, parents and community groups.

4, Ilmproving recruitment procedures with particular
emphagis on recruiting those children most in
need,

5. Selecting ch.ldren participating on the bvasis of
criteria relevant to each specific component.

6. Developing strategies to effectively enlist the
cooperation and support of parents, commu' ity
agenclies and competing programs.

7. Establishing procedures to provide for continuity of
information on participating children, including:

a) Provision of appropriate tackground information
on pupils needed to provide effective individ-
ualized and small group instruction in SDES.

b) Provision on pupil progress to be sent to the
home schools.
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8, Insuring the early arrival of materials and supplies
gelected through joint consultation between teachers

and administrators.

But all of these are contingent on the designation of
administrative responsibility and the early commitment of
funds and staff, and this is the basic recommendation.

F. A FINAL CONMELT

The ultimate test of the impact of the summer program
in achievement and other areas can only be tested with a
thoroughly designed follow-up of children throughout the
ensuing school year to see if the summer's experience had
any carry-over and altered achievement patteriis of previous
years. We urge that provision for this be made in future

evaluation budgets for summer programs so that it can be
designed as part of the summer evaluation and considered when

samples are chosen and testing plans evolved.
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APFENDIX B
INSTRUMENTS

READING AND ARITHMETIC COMPONENT
Educational Assistants Questionnaire
Librarian Questionnaire
Individual Lesson Observation Report
Teacler Questionnaire - Form A
Principalts Questionnaire
Pupil Interview

CRMD COUPONENT
Teacher Questionnaire
Pupil Adartability Questionnaire Pre and Post Form
Individual Lasson Observation Report CRMD Compcnent
Observer's Summary Form

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE COMPONENT
Teacher Questionnaire
Individual Lesson Observation Report
Observer's Summary Form

ENRICHED COMPONENT
Individual Lesson Cbservation Report
Pupil Questionnaire
Teacher Questionnaire

GIFTED COMPONENT
Teacher Questionnaire
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Census Form
ILOR: Gifted Component Supplement

SUMMER DAY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 1969
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Record of Pupil Register, Attendance and Positions
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Sumer Day Elementary Schonl Program--1969
Reading and Arithmetic Component

Educational Assistants Questionnaire

you have an orientation session?
Yes

No

Yes, but did not attend

If yes, what occurred?

Please rate the orientation received in terms of Lreparing you

for
ll
2,
3
&,
5

Who
1,
2,
3

How
1.
2,
3
4.

your job.
Comprehensive
Very adequate
Adequate
Somewhat adequate
Inadequate

was the major source of help to you in learning your job?
Teacher I worked with
Principal

Other (please specify)

prepared do you feel you were to assist in the classroom?
More than adequate preparation

Adequate preparation

Less than adegquate

Not propared

Check as many of the following categories which describe your
relationship with this school prior to the progranm:

1,
2,
3.
4,

lesident of the community around school
Parent of chlld who attends or attended this school

Employee of the Board of Education during regular school year

Other {please explain)

What was your major contribution as an educationsl assistant to

the
1.
2,
3.
4,
5-
6.

school?
Assist teachers in whole class instruction

Working with small groups of children

Tutoring individual ctildren

Assisting with preparation of msaterials

Assisting with administrative details/clerical work
Other (plesse specify)
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9.

10.

11.

1z.

13-

14,

15.
16.

B2

To what extent do you feel thst your supsivising teacher per-
mitted you to utilize your sbilities?

1, Completely

2, Most of the time

3. Some of the time

L, Very little

How well do you think your job was appreciated by the: (please
check)

Very Not Very Not At
Completely Much Some Much All
10 Scl’bol —
2. Principal
3. Teachers
4, Pupils

5. Other staff

Bow Lelpful do you think you were to the pupils?
1l. Very helpfid

2, Helpful

3. Somewhat helpful

4. Unhelpful

5. Very unhelpful

Spacifically, how do you feel you have helped the students in the
classroonm?

How much did you enjoy your job?
1. Completely

2. Very much

3- Somewhat,

4. Not very much

5. Not at sll

Do you fesl you have benefited from the program?
1. Yes
2. No

If yes, in what ways?

Has this experience tenefited or altered your caresr goals?
1. Yes
2. No

If yes, in what ways?
What do you feel are the major strengths of this progra ?
What do you feel are the major wesknesses of the progran?

What are your suggestions to improve the Summer Day Elementary
School Progranm?
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School--1969
Reading and Arithmetic Component

1ibrarian Questionnaire

Circle all of the following licenses you hold.
1) early ctildhood

2) common branches

3) teacher of library

4) other (please specify)

Did you receive your graduate degree in library sclence?

Yes No

If no, did you recsive any specialized preparation in the area
of library science?

Yes No

How mary years of experience have you had in the area of library
science?

Do you feel you received sufficient orientation prior to the
start of the sumer school program?

Yes No

If yes, what occurred?

If no, in what areas do you feel that orientation right be
improved? ‘

Please describe the goals of the library program at your school,

In your school, who has the major responsibility for teaching
library skills?

1) libririan

2) librarian assistant

3) Reading teacher

L) Reading teacher assistant

5) Other (please explain)

6) No one
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8,

9.

10.

11.

B

Rate the books, materials, and supplies you have been given for
use in the library using the scale at the right:

Aspect Very good Good Fair Poor
1. ,Avallability (starting with
first wesek)
2, Sufficient for effective
~_learning
3+« Relevant to cultursl
background of pupils
4, Appropriateness for
abllity level

Were special books, materials, and/or supplies obtained for the
summer library progran?

Yes No

If yes, 1) What were they:

2) Were they received on time? Yes No
If no, 1) Did the lack of materials hinder the effectiveness
of the library program? Yes No

If yes, in what ways?
2) what special materials do you feel are needed in order
to have your progran function at maximum effectiveness?

Wore the facilities of the school library available to you without
complication?

Yes No

If no, please explain:

Please rate the space allocated for housing of library facilities
and students.

1) Totally adequate

2) Generally adequate

3) Barely adegGuate

4) Generally inadequate

$) Totally inadequate

Do you have any assistants?

Yes No

If yes, please rate the effectiveness of the assistance they have
given you.

1) provided continuous effective assistance

2) provided sporsdic but effective assistance

3) provided continuvous but ineffective assistance

4) provided sporadic end ineffective assistance

If ro, do you feel that assistants would have been helpful?

Yes No

124



12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

B5

On what basis did children ususlly come to the library?
1) Individually during officldal periods

2) Individually from reading class

3) As a group with reading teacher

4) As a group without reading teacher

5) Individually after school

6) Other (please specify)

Please rate the following aspects of the library program:

A1l Most Half Some
95-1008 __75% 0% 25%

Few

4) Number of students seem-
ingly enthusiastic about
the library program

B) Estimated number of
classes taking full advan-
tage of library facilities

C) Number of teachers ernthus-
iastic about having their
classes make use of the
library

How effectively were the teachers in your school working in
accord with the library program?

1) Very effectively

2) Effectively

3) Moderately effectively

4) slightly ineffectively

5) Ineffectively

What efforts were made to increase teacher's effective use of
the library?

1) Memoranda

2) Staff conferences

3) Private badgering

4) No effort

5) Other (please specify)

How do you feel about the value of the SDES library progran?
1) Enthusiastic

2) Strongly positive but not enthusiastic

3) Slightly positive

4) Slightly negative

5) Strongly negative

)b
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17. What improvements would you suggest for class use of the library?

18, Was there any use of the resources of the cemmunity of which this
school 1s a part?
Yes No
If yes, please give a brief description.

19. What are your suggestions regarding the structure of the SDES
library program for the future and how it can be improved?
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School--1969
Reading and Arithmetic Component

Individual Lasson Observation Report

School Borough Class Grade Date
Teacher's Name Sex Approximate Age (Cirels) 20-29;
30-39;
40-49;
504
Observer's Name Length of Observation

Number of Children in Class

—

If this is & joint observation, check here, » and record the
name of the other observer: + Joint observa-
tion should be reported by each observer without conswultation.

1. Content of lesson observed:
1. Reading
2. Spelling
3. Arithmetic
4, Science
5. Social Studies
6. Music or Art
7« Other

2, Did you see the entire lesson?
1. Yes
2. No, I rissed the beginning
3. No, I missed the end

3. Do you feel that your presencs as vbserver had an effect on the
normal functdoning of the class?
1. No
2, Yos
If yes, how and to what extent

4, how typical do you think this lesson was of normsl functiondng in
thds classroom?
1. Completely typical
2. Reasonable approximatdo:n
3. Lless than reasonable approximation. Why?

-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

5

6.

11,

Bg

Who taught this lesson?

1,
2.
3,
4,
5

Regular classroon teacher
Substitute teacher

"Cluster® teacher

Special staff. Irdicate who:
More than one mamber of the staff. JTndlcate whn:

wWhat amount of planning and owvganization was evident in this
lesson?

q
L

2.
3.
4,

Lesson was exceptionall; well organized and planned
Lesson was organized and showsd evidence of Planning
lessor sho.;ed some signs of previous teacher preparation
Lesson showzd few or no signs of ovganization or planning

The classroem clirate Was:

1.
2
3.

Relaxed and open
Somewhat restrained
Inhibited

How would you characterize the teacherts level of creatdviuy and
imagination evidenced in this lesson?

l.
2.
3.
u.
5.

Extrenely creative

Moderately creative y
Average

Somewhat stereotyped

Very uncreative and stereotyped

If you rated the lesson as "moderately" or "extremely c(reative"

pleass explain the basis for the rating:

To
l.
2,
3,
4.
5

To
1,
2,
3
i,

To

what extent, and how effectively, were teaching aids utilized?
Wide variety used creatively and effectively

Wide varlety used bul not particularly effectively

Some used creatdvely ard effectively

Some used but not particularly effectively

Iittle or no use of teacher alds

what extent did this lesson lay a foundation for future lessonst
Considerable possibility for continuity

Some opportunity for continulty

Iittle or no possibility for continuity

Question not applicable. Explain:

what extent did this lesson lay a foundstion for independent

work and thinking?

1,
2,
3.
4,

Considerable pvssivility for independent wor!:
Some possibility f-r independent work

I1ittle or no possibility for indepsndent iyork
Questior not applicable., Explain:
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To what extent did {he lesson provide for interaction with
teacher and/or pupils?

1. Very frequent elicitation of questions

2¢ Oftern elicitation of questions

3« Only occasionally elicited yuestions

4, Rarely elicited questions

5. No reason for lesson to slicit spontaneous question

What uss of the child's background and experience was evident

in this lessgn?

1. Consistent opportunities for chlld to relate lesson to his
own experience and/or brirg experiences to lesson

2, Some opportundty fer child to relate lesson ta 1ls experience
and use eXperience in lesson

3. Leasson was remote from child's experis..ce

4. Question not applicable. Explain:

To what extent were meombers of the class actively engaged in some
neaningful learning experlence lesson?

1. Every or almost every child

2. More than half the class

3. About half the class

4, Less than half the class

5. Few chllidren

How would you ratu the lesson you have just seen considerding thre
quality of instruction?

1. Outstanding

2. Better than average

3., Average

4, Below average

5. Extremely pcor

How would you rate the lesson you have Just seen judzing from tho
children's interest and enthusiasm?

1. Outstanding

2. Better than average

3+ Average

4, Below average

9 Extromely poor

How much individualized instruction was obrerved?
1. considerabls
__2. some

3. none

Were there adequste materials and suprlies availeble for the
lesson observed?
1. Yes
2. No
If no, please oxplain:

t—
]
P

~—
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COMMENTS

What vere ihe major effective features in the classroomt In
answering this question, please consider msthods of instruction,
structure and organization of the class and lesson.

What were the major wesknesses of the classroom you visitedt

Additional comments:
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THE CITY OOLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School--1969
heading and Arithmetic Component

Teacher Questionnsire--Form A

School __District Borough___ -
Teacher's Name Date R
Subject(s) Teaching Grade Teaching e

1. Please indicate which of the following licenses you hold.
1( ) early childhood
2{ ) cormon branches
) Jurdor High School (subject)
4( ) Hgh School (subject)
) Other (specify)

2., How many years have you bean teaching?

3. How many years have you been teachiny in disadvantaged areas?

4, Did you receive specislized preparation in the areas of reading
and/or math?
1{ ) Yes
2( ) No
I1f yes, please indicate the source and effecliveness of the
preparation received in terms of preparing you to meet the needs
of the children with whom you were working using the following
scale:
1. very effective
2. nmnoderately effectdve
3+ 1inoffective
4, not applicable

Source
College 1Inservice Individual

Preparation Traindng Courses Workshops Study
Methods of teachir,, reading { ) { ) () ()
Disgnosis of reading rroblems ( ) ( ) () { )
Methcds of tesching

arithnetic () () () ()
Dagnosis of arittmetic

problems () () () ()
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Do you feel that you received sufficient orientation prior to the
start of the summer school program?

1( ) Yes

2( ) No

If yes, what occurred?

I{ no, in what areas do you feel that the orientation might be
improved?

In general, do you feel that the program was adequately organized
prior to its start?

1( ) Yes

2( ) No

If no, please explain

Please rate the following aspects of the materials and supplies
you have been given for use in your classes using the scale
provided

Scale

Asrect. Vory good gocod fair poor

1 2 3 4
Availability (starting with the
first week) ¢ ) ¢ ) ) ¢
Sufficient for effective learning () ¢ ) ) )
Relevance to cultural background
of pupils () ) Yy ¢
Appropriateness for ability level C ) ) ) ¢

Whit materials, if any, do you need that you don't presently have
to enable your class to function at maximum effectiveness?

1( ) None needed

2( ) I need the fcllowirg:

Please 1list any instructional or administrative innovations that
you think ought to be otuilt into the summer program to strengthen
it.

) -2
o
oo
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The proposal under which the SDES is funded lists improvement
in the following areas as objectives of the summer program.
Using the following code, indicate the approximate percent of
children wno made noticeable progress in these areas.

1, Few or no children (0-5%)

2, Some children (25%)

3, Half of the children (%X%)

&k, Most children (75%)

5. All children (95-100%)

6. Not relevant

as. Academic performance in general « o+ « &« o » + & o o (G
b, Reading ability o o v o o o v s ¢ s v 4 0 o 0 o o ()
Co Arithmetdc SbITALY 4 4 b o b 4 e b b e e e v e . ()
d. Positive attitudes towards school and education . , ( )
e. Undsrstanding and use of 1ibrary . ¢ o« + o o o & ( )
f. Rise in children's expectation of success in the

next school Y8Ar 4 & 4 o « o 4 2 4 4 o s . 00 a ( )

How do you feel about the value of the Summer Day Elementary
School Program?

1( ) Enthuslastic

2( ) Strongly positive but not enthustastic

3( ) Slightly positive

4( ) Slightly negative

5( ) Strongly negative

What do you feel are the strongest aspects of the Summer Day
Elementary School Program?

What do you feel are the weakest aspects of the Summer Day
Elementary School Program?

What are your suggestions regarding the structure of the Summer
Day Elementary Schonl Program for the future, and how can it be
improved?

Will progress reports ¢n the children be sent to the hrome schoolt
1( ) Yes

2( ) No

If yes, which of the following information will be included in
the progress reports?

1( ) Standardized Test Results

2( ) Recommendations fer place.ient

3( ) Tnformation regarding specific strengths and wesknesses

40 ) Other (please specify) _
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THE CITY OOLIEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School--1969

Principalts Questionnaire

Scheol Borough and District

Prircipal*s Name Date

1. Please indicate all comporients of the SDES program which you have
in your school: -

1( ) Reading

2( ) Mathematics
3( ) Gifted

4( ) Music

5( ) Art

6( ) CRMD

7( ) Non-English

2. How many years have you been a principal in the SIES pregram
(including this year)?

3. If you were in the program last year, have you seen evidence of
any constructive changes in the program since then?
1( ) Not in program last year
2( ) No, but I saw no reason for change
3( ) No, although I would have liked to sse changes in:
4L( ) Yes, in:

ORIENTATION AND ORGANIZATION

4, Do you feel you received sufficient orientation prior to the start
of the summer schcol progranit
1( ) Yes
2( ) Mo
If no, Please explain:

5. Did you have sufficient time to orient your summe: staff?

1( ) Yes
2( ) Yo
6, Have you read the evaluation of the 1968 SDES program?
1( ) Yes
2( ) No
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l 7. Dd you receive any cormunications from any sources regarding
recommendations or comments made in previous eveluations?

- 1( ) Yes; scurce
2( ) Yo
If yes, what was ciressed?

8. 1In general, do you feel that the summer program was adequately
organized prior to its steart?
1{ ) Yes
2( ) No
If no, what was wrong and how do you feel it might be improvedt

MATERTALS AND FACILITIES

9. Please indicate below your rating of the availability and
adequacy of tha regular school yesr materials and facilities for
the summer schocl program at your school according to the fol-
loving code:

Avallability Adequa
ls Fully available 8. Completely adequate
2, Partially available 7. Partially adequate
3. Not available 8. Inadeguate

Availability Adequacy
Materiuls @ ¥ 8 s 4 8 a4 8 &8 s 8 e a (
FBC'ilitieS a8 & & 5 8 & & 8 s & & ( ) ( )

10. Were you given the opportunity to order materials in advance of
summer school?

1( ) Yes
2( ) No
1l1. How much say did you have in what materials were ordered?
1{ ) Total
2( ) A great deal
3( ) Sorme
4( ) Very little
5( ) None
12. If not totally from you, from whom did the orders for materials
; originate?
) 13. Were the materials youv ordored delivered on time?
i 1( ) Yes
: 2{ ) No
If no, how late were they?
L 14, Vere the materials you received the ones you ordered?
1( ) Yes

2( 3 No
If no, please discuss.,
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CONTINUITY OF PROGRAM

Please i1ate the availability and usefulness to you of information
on pupils provided by home schools for sach component in your
sumner school program using the following code:

Avallability Usefulness

1. Fully available 1. Has been fully useful

2. Partially available 2. Has been partially useful

3. Not available 3. Has not been useful

4. InTormation not desired 4. TInformation not desired

5 We have no program in 5, We have no program in
thls area this area

Unit Availability Usefulness Commernts

Math () ( )

Reading () ()

Gifted ( ) ( )

Music ( ) ( )

Art () ()

CRMD () ()

Non-English ( ) ( )

Do you plan to transmit progress reports on the children to
their home schools?

1( ) Yes

2( ) No

If yes, please indicate the information you expect to provide the
homa school for each coriponent of the SDES program in your
school using the following codet

1. Standardized test results L4, Cther (specify)

2. Diagnostic information 5. No report being sent
3. Recommendations for placement 6. No program in this area
Unit Contents of Progress Reports

Math () () )

Reading ) () )

Gifted ¢y ) )

Music ) ( ) ()

fre () ) )

CRVD ¢y ) )

Non-English ¢ ) () ()

T3
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Listed below are methods of forming classes and criteria on
which they might be based, For each component in your SLES
prograr, pleecse indicate whether classes were grouped homoger.e-
ously or heterogeneously according to grade level (Column 4)
and ability level (Celumn B), by circling the number in the
appropriate column.

Column 4 Column B

Grouping on Basis Grouping on Basis

of Grade Level of Ability Level
Component Homogeneous Heterogeneous Homogensous Heterogeneous
Math 1 2 1 2
Reading 1 2 1 2
Gifted 1 2 1 2
Music 1 2 1 2
Art 1 2 1 2
CRIMD 1 2 1 2
Non-English 1 2 1 2

Now, in Column C, fcr each component please :indicate all criteria
on which ability grouping was based by circling the number in the
appropriate column(s).

Column C
Teacher, Guidance

Standardized Teachor or Suporvisor Other
Component, Test. Results Grades Remarks {tmatt)
Math 1 2 3 4
Reading 1 2 3 4
Gifted 1 2 3 4
Musiec 1 2 3 4
Art 1 2 3 L
CRMD 1 2 3 4
Non-English 1 2 3 i

RECRUITMENT, CCOMMAUNICATION AND PUBLIC RELATIONS

How well do you think the SDES progran was publicized among the
following groups prior to the beginning of the program?

Very Vory
Well Vell Adeguately Foozrlv Poorly
1 2 3 + 5
Administrators ( ) () ( ) () ( )
Toachel s () () () ( ) ( )
Disadvantaged pumils C )y ) () ) ( )
Parents C ) ) () ( ) ¢ )
Community groups ¢ ) ) () () ()
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20. If your judgrent resulted in & rating of less than adequats,
plezse indicate what the deficlersy was and how you think the
publicity program could be improved,

21, W)l progress reports b9 sent to the varents:
1( ) Yes
2( ) No

22. Were rarents encouraged to come to the school and volunteer their
services in any capacity?
1( ) Yes
2( ) No

23, 1If yes., how many parents wolunteered?

244, Was Lhere any use of the resources of the community of which this
school is a part?
1{ ) Yes
2( ) Xo
If yes, please give a brief desecription.

25. Please rank the four functions below genersily assigned to school
aides during the 1968 SDES program, on a 1-4 scalu, with 1 repre-
senting their major task and 4 their least important task.

() Assisting with class instruction

() Assisting with preparsticns of materials
() Assisting with patrol duty
() Assistirg with clerdcal work

26, Vhat other important fincticns did the school aides perferm in
your school tlds summert?

El{lC 133
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EVALUATION

27. TFor each component in your SLES program, please indicate ycur
overall judgment of each or the four aspects listed below
according to the following code:

1. Very effective

2. Effective

3. Adequate

4, Ineffective

5. Very ineffectiwve

6. Nct relavant--we did not heve this component

Pupil Performarice R fectiveness Overall
Recruit- of Profes- of Effectiveness
Component, ment stonal Staff _Curricwlum _ _of Progream
Math () () () {9
Reading () ( 2 () ()
Gifled () () () ¢ )
Music () ) ( ) (2
Art () () () ()
CAD () () () ()
Non-Fnglish ( 3 ( ) ( ) ( 3

NOTE: At this point we woulid like to get your evaluation of the
strengths and weaknesses of individusl components in your
~rogram and any changes you feel woild be desirabls. To
1irmit your burden we are asking sach principal to evaluste
the basic component plus one additionzl component assigned
cn a randon basis smong schools that have the :articular con-
penent,, Please be assurad that all comporents will be
evaluated by an adequate sample of principals.

1. ‘wbat would you say are the majer strengths of the Basic Component?

2. Wnat are its major weaknesses?

3. In what ways do you thirk the tusic component could te improved
for next year's program? DPlease discuss fully. If extra space

i1s needed, vse the reverse side of this paper.

Component,

1. What would you say are the major strengtns of <he
component?

2. Vnhat are its major weaknesses?

3. Can you suggest ways in which the component might
be rac¢ riore 2ffectivert

ERIC
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Thank you for your cocperation, snd our vest wishes for the rest ¢ the
summer and next year. If you wish a copy of the swwiary of our report,
plezse indieate the address to which you wish us te mail it belov,

NAME

ADDPESS__

O

ERIC
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THE CITY COLLEGE
0ffice of Research and Evaluation Services

Swmer Day Elementary School--1969
Reading and Arithaetic Component

Pupil Interview

I. Attitude Toward Summe.* School

Sample Questions: Yow dic. you feel sbout summer school when you first
came nere?

Now thet you have been hare for fowr wesks how do
you feel about summer school?

Are you happy you came?
Corments:
Ratings: 1, Attitude toward summar school:

e 2 3 1 5
positive neutral negetive

2 Interest in summer scheol:

1 2 3 4 5
intearested and neutral no interest
enthuslastic and apathetic

2. Change in echild's attitude toward summer school

1 2 3 b4 5
positive rookral r.-gati-e

II. Reading Attitude .nd Achievemeirt in gerersl:

Sample Questions: How did you feel about reading 3n regular school?
How do you feel avout resding now?

How well did you rsaa compared to classmates in
regular school last year?

How woll do you read compared ¢o your classmaves
in summer school?

how well do you now think you will read compared
to your classmates in regular .chool?

tow much did you improve in reading this summer?
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Cumments:

Ratings: 1. Child's attitude toward reading:

1 2 3 4 5
very reutral very
pesitive negative

2. Change in child's attitude toward reading over summer

1 2 3 4 5
positive neutral negative

3. Cuild's sense of achieverent in reading

1 a 3 4 5
very zood 80~50 vary bad
4, Child's sense of improvement in swamer school
1 2 £ 4 b
very mich  quite a Just a almost none

bit little nothing

I1I. Swuamer Schocl Reading Attitude Compared to Ruzular Reading
Attitnude:

Sample Questicns: Did you do anything different in reading in summer
school?

Did you learn to read botter in summer schocl than
regular school?

Do you like reading better in summer school than
regulur school?

Did vou learn a lot of readinrg in surmer school?

Corments:
Ratings: 1. PRwadi.g in summer cchool 1is than in regular schcol:
1 2 3 L 5
very much no different much worse
better
2, <¢Child's rezding teachker in summer school is ____ than in

regulatr schcols:

1 2 3 4 5
totally no different totally
different same

ERIC
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3. Amount learned in reading this summer:

1 2 3 4 5
very much same nothing

IV. Arithmetic Attitude and Achievement in general:

Sample Questions: How did you like arithmetic in regular school?
How dn you 1like arithmetic now?
How well are you doing in arithmetic?

How well did you do in arithmetic cemparsd to your
classmates in regular school last yeart

How well did you do in arithmetic compared te ycur
classmates in summer school?

Now how well do you think you will do in srithmetic
compared to your classmates in regulsr school?

How much did you improve in arithmetic this summer?
Comments:

Ratirgu: 1. Child's sttitude toward arithretic:

1 2 3 4 5
very neut1al very
positive negatie
2., Change in child's attitude toward arithretic over the
summers
1 ? 3 L 5
positive neu%tral negative

3, Cidld' s sense of achievement in arithmetic:

1 2 3 b 5
very good 50-50 very tud

4, (hild's censs of improvement over the summer session:

1 2 3 b 5
very gvod S0-30 very bad
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V. Summer School Arithmetic Attitude Compared to
Regular School Arittmetic Attitude:

Samnle Questlons: Did you do enything different in arlthmetic?

Did you leari arlthmeti: better in summer scl.ol
than in regular scnool?

Do you like srithmetic better in summer school
than regular school?

Do you like your arithmetic teacher better in
summer school than in regular school?

Did you learn & lot of arithmetic this summer?
Comments:

Ratings: 1. Arithmetic in summer school is than in regular

school:
1 2 3 4 4
very much no different much worse
better
2. Child's srithmetic teacher is ___ than in regular
school:
1 2 3 4 5
very much no different much worse
better

3. Difference in methods in arithmetic in surmer school
from regular school:

1 2 3 4 b
totally no different totally same
different

VI, Jegular School vs, Summer School:

Sample Questions: How do you feel about vour regular school?

Do ynu 13ke it as much, bvetter than, not as much
as summe:* school?

Has summer school been different from regular school?

Comments:
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Retings: 1, Chlld likes regulsr school:

1 2 3 4 5
very much neutral hate

2, Summer school is _ than regulsr schocl:
1 2 3 4 5
very much same as nuch worse
better
VII. Self Apprajsal:
Sanple Questiens: Overall how do you feel vou did in summer school?
How well did you do in reading?
How well did you do in arithmatic?

Ratings: Improvement

very well 50-50 very bad
1. general 1 2 3 4 g
2. reading 1 2 3 4 5
3. arithmetic 1 2 3 b 5

YIII. Achievement Expectancy:

Sampie Questions: How well do you think you will do in school next
year? (In generalj In reading; In aritimetic?)

Do you think that you will do bstter than last year?

Do you feei that becsuse you went to school this
sumner you will do better nexi year?

Corments:

Ratings: 1. Achlevement expectancy:

vary high aversage very low
In genser:l: 1 2 3 4 5
In reading: 1 2 3 4 5
In arithmatic: 1 2 3 4 5
2. Extent of help of summer program:
1 2 3 4 5
very much some no help
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Library progranm:

Semplo Questionst Did you know how to use a ldbrary when you came to

surrier school?
Did you learn to use the library at summer schoolt
Did you read any books on your own in regular school?

Did you take any books home to read from regular
school?

Did you use the summer school library a lot?
Do you like to read tooks now?
Do you take books homs now?

Do you vread books for fun or because you hrave to?

Library usage:

1 2 3 4 5
very much average never

Arount, of pleasure readiag:

1 2 3 4 5
very much average never

Change in child's interest toward libraiy cwer summer:

. 1 2 3 [ 5
positive neutral negative
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School __ Distriet and Forough
Teacher's Name Date
1. How rany ysars have you been teaching?_ .
2. For how long hLave you held the CRMD licens.?
3. How long have you been teaching CRMD?
4. Including this year, how many years have you taught CRMD in the
summer school program?___
Did you teach in the program last year?
1. ( ) Yes
2. ( ) No
5. What type of preparation have you recelived in CRMD and special
education and where have you received it?
1. ( ) No special preparation
2. ( ) In-service courses
3. ( ) College course. Degree. College
4, ( ) Graduate course. Degree, College
6. dnich of the following certifications end 1icenses do vou hold?
1. E ) Comrmon Branches
2, ) CRMD
3. ( ) Secondary (which areas?)
7. Do you feel that you received sufficient orientation prior to the
start of the summer program?
1. ( ) Yes
2. () Mo
If yes, what occurred?
If no, please explain why.
Have you any suggestions for improvement?
8. DiG you recaive adequate and appropriate materials for the surmmer

B27

THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Surimer Day Elementary School--1969
CRMD Componsnt

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

CRMD program?
1. ( ) Yes
2. ( ) No

247
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9. If your answer to #8 was no, please explaein what was lacking.

10. What was the inv.lvement of the children's rarents in tre CRMD
program’
1, ( ) Parents were not informed about the program
2. () Parents were informed but not involved with the program
3. ( ) Parents were informed sbout the program and inveolved in
it

11. If the answer to #10 was (3), in what ways were the parents
involved?

12. How would you describe the level of parent interest in the

program?

1. ) Very high

Z. ( ) High

3. { ) Average

&, () Apathetic or no interest
% () No basis for judgment

13. How were the clildren recruited for participatior in the CRIMD
program this summer?

14. Who was responsible for recruiting the children

15, On what basis were the children chosen for participation in the
CRNMD program? What criteria were used?

16. VWere any difficulties encountered in 1ecruiting the children?
What were they?

17. Havirg worked with these children during the summer, do you feel
that tke children selected were those (RMD youngsters most in necd
of the extra work provided by the summer progr.m?

1. { ) Yes
2. ( ) No

18. 1If your answer to #17 was no, please explain,

19. low many classes do you see a day?

20. How many children are in your class(es) nowt____

21, How many children have dropped out of the program since the
sumnier tegan?

22, What are uome of the problems you have encountered in repard to
attondance and attrition?

ERIC (48
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30.

31.
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Have you omployed sny methcds and materiale in the suwrsr program
which you do not use during the regular school Yyear?
1o () Yes. (what?) -

2. ( ) No

Is the summer school you are teaching iu your home school during
the year?

1. ( ) Yes

2. ( ) No

How many children in your summer class 2o tc this school during
the regular school year?

Have you received any informstion from the children's home schools
in regard to their work in CRMD during the regular scnool year?

1. ( ) Yes. Wnhat information?

2. ( ) No. Why not?

Do ynu plan to communicste zny information to the children's lrome
schools in regard to their “work in CAMD during summer scicol?

1. ( ) Yes. What informetion?

2. ( ) No. Why not?

Overall, how do you feel about the value of the summer session
program in CRMD, in te.irs of tne henefits 1L provides to the
children?

1. ( ) Very enthusisgstic

2. ( ) Enthusiastic

3. ( ) No particular feeling

4. ( ) Negative

5. { ) Very negative

What are the strengths of the CRMD summur program?
What are its weaknesses?

What recomiendations would ycu make for the next yvear's sumner
CRMD progran?
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THE CITY COLLEGE
O0ffice of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary Schoel. -1969
CRMD Component,

Fupil Aduptability Questionnaire
Pre and Post Form

DIRECTIONS: This questionnaire consists of eleven multiple choice
guestions concerning the adaptsbility of the pupils in your class.
Read each question and decide whdch of the choices following each
question best describes the pupil's behavior. Then check the one
appropriate to your choice. The data will be used foi research pur-
poses onlty and will be kept strictly confidential. Thark you.

Nare of Pupil Class and School

Teacher Date

1. fGenerally speaking, how well does the pupil get along with his

peers?

a. vary well d. pocrly

o well a, very poorly

Ce fairly well f. insufficient information

2. Generally speaking, does the pupil seek out the friendship of
cther puplls in the class?

a. very often d, rarely
b. often e, not at all
Ce______Occasionally fo_ insufficient infor.ation

3. Does the pupil readily conform to Lhe rules #nd regulations of
the classroom?

a. very often d.___ _rarely
b. often e. not at all
Ce occasionally fo_____insufficient informstion

4. Fow does the pupil general’y adapt to classroom routines?

a. very vell d. poorly
b, well e, very poorly
C. fairly well f. insufficlent information
Q
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10.

11.

331

How does the pupil generally get along with his teacher?

a._____very well d._____poorly

b._____well e, very poorly
c._____Taivly well f, insufficient informatiun
How well does the pupi) like school at presentr?

a._____very well d. little

be_____well e, not at all
ce_____fairly well f. insuffiecient information

r—

Generally speaking to whal extent dves the pupll participate in
class activities?

a.____very often d. rarely
be_____often €. not at all
c. occasionally f. insufficient information

A ——

Generally speaking, does the pupll seek out the friendship of
adults?

a, very often d. rarely
be often e.____ not at all
Cs occasiorally f. insufficient information

How well does the pupil acclimste himself to new situations?

a. vory well d. little

b. well Q. not at all

Ce fairly well £, insufficient information
How does the pupil Jike the idea of going to Summer School?
a. very well d. poorly

b. well e, not at all

C. feirly well f. insufficient information

How well do you think this pupil (will benefit) (has benefitted)
from the susmer progran?

a. very well d. poorly
be_____well o, not at all
c, fairly well f. insufficient information

]
o
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Surmmer Day Elementary School--1969

Individual Lesson Ovservation Report
CRMD Compcnent

School Distriet and Borough_
Teacher's Name Grade Level

Class Number of Children Boys Girls
Observ.r's Nams Date

Length of Observation

DIRECIIONS: Circle appropriate numbers for each Question.

Part I

1.

3.

How homogeneous were the pupils in this clas, in regacd to
social skills?

1. Highly

2. Sonewhat

3., DNot at all

If you rated this 2 or 3, what are the reasons for your judgment?

Bow homoganeous wers the puplils in this class in regard t»
academic abilities and zptitude?

1. Highly

2. Somewhat

3. Not at all

If you rated this 2 or 3, what cre the reasons for your judgrent?

Bow would you describe the level of interest displayed by the
children?

1. Most of the children interested all of the time.

2. Most of the children interested most of the ti.e.

3. Most of the children interested about half of the time.
L, Most of the children unirterested most of the tirme.

5. Most of the children uninterested all of the time.

152
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6, How well do most of the Lupils appesr to relste to the teacher?

1. Very well
Ze Well

3« Fairly well
4, Poorly

5« Very poorly
7. What are the raasons for your judgmentt

8. How would you describe the overall behavior of the pupils?
1. Most of the children well-behaved all of the time.
2. Most of the c¢hildren well-behaved most of the tine.
3. Most of the children well-hehaved about half of the tims.
4, Most of the children poorly-behaved mcst of the time.
5+ Most of the children poorly behaved all or the time.

9. What are the reasons for your judgment?

10. How would you describe the extent of participation by the chdl-
dren in classroon sctivities?
1. Most of the c¢hildren participated all of the time.
2, Moct of the children participated most of the tine.
3. Most of the children participated atout half of the time.
+. Most of the children didn't participate most of the time.
5 Most of the children cdidn't participate all of the time.

11, Overall, how well would you say tlie children appear to get alorg
with each other?

1. Very well
2. Well

3. Fairly well
4, Poorly

5« Very poorly

12, EBow well o rost of the childran appear to resvond to classiocn
management routines?

1. Vory well
2. Well

Jo  Fairly well
4. Toorly

3. Very poorly
13. What are thre reasons for your judgment?

14. To what extent do the children in this class appear to be in need
of the CRMD prcgram?
1. Number of children very much in reed
2. Number of children somewhst in nesd
3+ Number of children very little in need_ _




NOTE:

15,

B34

The information for gquestions 15, 16, and 17 should be obtained
from the teacher.

Has the swamer teacher received any information from ¢’ = chil-
dren's home schools in regard to their school experierces and
work dwring the regular school year?

l. Yes. What ¥dnd of informationt

2. Neo. VWhy rot?

16, Is there additional information she should have obtained (either
i your, or rer judgment)t
1. Xo
2, Yes, specdfically:

1?7. Does the summer school teacher plan to cormunicate any informa-
tion to the children's home schools in regard to their work in
the summer schrool program?

1. Yes. VWhet kirc cf information?
2. No. Why nci?
18, Is thewe any additional information she should communicsts, in
yeur judgment?
1, No
2, Yes, specificslly:
19, How did the class re-ct to the presence of the observer?
1. Class fcirgot tre observer was present after 2 few minutes.
2. Class sppoared anxious or agitated dus to observer'!s presernce.
3. Other. What? - —_

Part 1I

20. ‘What methods did the teacter employ i giving the lesson?

2i. How effmcti-e was she in implementing them?

1. Very effective

z. Effactive

3. Avorago effectiveness
4. Ineflective

5. Vory ineffuictive

22, What kinds of naterisls did the teacher make use of in giving the
lessont

23, How effective was she un utllizing them?

i+ Yery effective

2. Effective

3. Average effectiveness
4, Ineffective

5. Very ineffective
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l 24, Did the teacher work with the children in a group or as
individuals?
1. Worked with the group all of the tima.
{ 2, Worked with the group most of the time.
- 3. Time about evenly split between group and individual children.
L, Worked with individual children most of tne time.
i 5. Vorked with indiddual children all of the time.

. 25, What)vas the plysical arrangement of the classroomi (Furniture,
’ etc.

_ 26, Was the physical arrangement of the classrcom appropriate to the
g overall conduct of the class?

1. Yes
2. For the most part

1 3. No
27, What are the reasons for your judgment?

?8. Has the pupils' artwork besn displayed in the classroom?
1. Yes, a great deal of it
2, Yes, some
3- No

i 29, Can you describe some of the pupils' efforts in art? (i.e., describe
1 pictures they have done)

] 3C. How appropriate was the level of the work for most of the chil-
- dron in the groupt

. 1. ‘oo high

{ 2. Appropriate

- 3. Too low

i 31. If your rating was 1 or 3, what are the reasons for your judgment?

32, What curriculun areas did the teacher cover during your

‘ observation?
Amount of Tims on Each

. 1. Reading/Language Arts
} 2., Arithuetic

‘ 3. Sclencs

4, Social Studies

5. Social Skills

6. Music

7. Art

8. Other, What?

} e

!




B36

33. What amount of plarming and organization was evident in this
lesson?
1. Lessorn was exceptionally well organized and well planned.
2. Lesson wss organized and showed evidence of planning.
3. Lesson showed some signs of previous teacher preparation.
4, Lesson shoired few or no signs of organization or planning.

34, How effective was tie teacher at encouraging verbalization?
1. Very effective
2. Effestive
3. Average effectiveness
4, Ineffective
5+ Very inefTective

35. If your rating was 4 or 5, what are the reasons for your judgment?

36. How effective was the teacher xt encouraging social interaction
among the pupils?
1. Very effective
2. Effective
3. Average effzctiveness
4, Ineffective
5. Very ineffective

37. If & or 5, what are the reasons for ycur judgment?

38, How effective was ths teacher at mai-itaining disciplinet
1. Very effective
<. Effective
3. Average effectiveness
4. Ineffective
Z. Very ineffective

39 & W would you describe the atmusphere of the classroom?
For
Completely lost Part No
(1) (20 ()

40, The classroom is free of hazards.
4i. The classroonm is clean.

42, Charts and displays are appropriate
to levels of childrsn.

43, Charts and displays are graded to
allow for individual differences.

44y, Charts and displays are related to
the work being done.

\‘1
ERIC )
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46,

47,

jk‘}l
49.

51-

52,

B37

Information for questions 45-48 and 50 should be obtained from
the teacher.

What are ths teachers' qualifications for teaching CRMD?
1, Degrse and/or college courses
2, In-servics training
5. Other. Wwhat?

Has she he® . the CRMD position in her home schowl?
l, Yes
2. No

If yes, for how long has she held the position?

For how long has she held the CR#D license?

How would you judge the teacher's gqualifications in the following
areas of the CRMD program?
Very Very
Good Good Average Poor Poor

a. Knowledse of methods

b, Knowledge of materials

¢, Knowledge of children's
weak areas

To what extent are ths parents involved in the program?
l. To a great exteit

2, To som= extent

3. Not at all

Yhat were the major strcng points of the lesson?

What were the major weak mini,s of the lescon?
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Dffice of Research and Evaluation Services

Surer Day Elementary School.-1969

Observerts Summary Fornm

Observer

Schools Visited

We would very much appreciate your taking the tirme to surnarize your
overall assessment of the CRMD component based on the classes you have
observed. We are especially interested in the following areas.

1, Wha% 1s your evaluation of the steps taken to provide for con-
tinuity of unfermation from the child's homs school to lds sumrer
school and back to the home school in the fall? Flease insver as
fully as possible.

a) Do they appear to be systematic and adequate?

b) Is the right information being previdedy

c) Have you any suggestions for improvemei. either in the proce-
dure foc transmitting the infermaticn or in repgerd to what

information should be communicated?

2. Did the chkildren generally appear to be in aeed of the ertra help
provided by the summer CRMD progranm?

3. How well qualified are the teachers? Do they handle their classes
vell? What about their formal preparation and credentials sas
teachers of CRMDt Plesse be as specific as rossible.

L. Whzt would you say are the rajor strengths of the CRMD compoiient
of the Summer Day Elementary School Programi

5+ What would you say are its najor wesknecses?

6. Have you any suggestions for irmprovement in any aspect of the CRID
program, based on wiat you have seen and heard?

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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THE CITY COLLEGZ
0<fice of Rese.rch and Evaluation Services

Surmer Tay Elementary School--1969
English as a Second Lan»uage Component

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

School District and Borough

Teacher's Name Date

1.

2.

Which grade levels have you been teaching in the summ~r program?

Have you had experience woridng with non-English speaking chil-
dren prior to this summer?
1. () Yes

2. { ) No
If yes, what type of experience have you had?

For how long?

Do you plan to take the license exam for the English as u Secend
Language position?

1. { ) Yes

2. ( ) Neo

What type of preparation have you received in teaching English as
a Second Language, and where have you received it?
1. ( ) No special training
2, { ) College courses in
a. ESL methods and materials
b. Linguistics
c¢. Other (what?)
3. In-service courses in
a. ESL methods ¢ ! matertals
b. Linguistics
c. Other (what?)_ _

Do you feel that you received sufficient orientation pricr to the
start of the summer prograr?

1. ( ) Yes

2. ( )Mo

If yes, what occurred?

if no, please explain why.

Have you ary suggestions fcr improvemen:.?

y
1]
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8,

10.

11.

12.

13.
1.

15.

16.

17.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Did you receive appropriate and adequate materials and supplies
for the summer N-E program?

1. ( ) Yes

2. ( ) Yo

If you answer to #8 was No, please explain what was lackirg.

What was the invelvement of the children's paronts in the English

as a Second Language programt

1. { ) Parents were not informed about the program

2. () Parents wers informed but not involved with the program

3. () Parents were informe2 stout the program and involved in
it.

If the answer to #10 was (3), in what ways were the parents
invoived?

How would you describe the level of parent interest in the
program?

1. { ) Very high

2. ( ) Hgh

3. () Average

I, ( ) Apathetic or ro interest

5. { ) No basis for judgment

Who was responsible for selecting tle children for participation
in the program in the English as a Second Language Program?

On what basis were the thildren selectud? What criteria were
employed?

Baving worked with the clildren during the summer, do you feel
that the right children --those who most needed the extra help--
were selected for participation?

1. ( ) Yes

2. ( ? No

If your answer to #15 was no, please explain.

How would you descrite the level of pupil motivation?
1. ( ) Hegh

2, ( ) Average

3, { ) Apathetic



18.

19.

20.

21,
22,

23,

24,

25,

B4l

While it is difficult to judge progress over such a short period
of time, would it be possible for you to estimate the extent to
which the typical child in your groups has improved in the follow-
ing areas during the summer program?

Much Little/ Impossible
Irprovement Some _Nons to Judge
a. Vocabulary (extent, etc.) Y ) (
b. Pronunciation () ¢ ) () ()
¢, Overall fluency ( ) () () ()
d, Comprehension ¢ ) ¢ ) €3 ()
e, Intonation {rhythm,
stress, pitch) () ) ) ()
f. Langrage patterns ( ) () ) ¢ )

What 1s the first language of the children in the classes you
teach?
Number of childrer who speak it

1. ( ) Spmsh
2, ( ) Chiness
3. ( ) Other (specify)

How well do you speak the language spoken by the majority of the
children?

1. ( ) Fluently

2, () Can be understood

3. ( ) Poorly

How many classes do you iLeach per day?

How long does each class last?

How many children do you meet each day?

a, children in esch cless (average class size)
b, tctal number of children
C» number who have had previous instruction in ESL

Have you receivsd any informstion from the children's home
schools in regar . to treir work in English as a Second Language
during the regule~ school yeer?

1. ( ) Yes, What information?

24 ( ) No, w}w not?

Do you plan to communicate any information to the children's home
schools in regard to thelr work in English as a Second Languags
durlng summer school?

1. ( ) Yes, What information?

2, ( ) No., Why noti

161



26.

28.

29-

B2

Overall, how do you feel about the value of the summer session
program in ESL, in terms of the benefits it provides to the
children?

1. ( ) Very enthusiastic

2. ( ) Enthusiastic

3. ( ) No particular feeling-~don't know--indifferent

4., ( ) Negative

5. ( ) Very negative

What are the strengths of the English as a Second Language in the
summer trogram?

What are its weaknesses?

What recormendations would you mske for the next year's summer
ESL program?

[N
c
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Resesrch and Evaluation Services

Surmer Day Elemsntary School-~19569

Individual Lessor Observation Report
English As A Second Language Component

Schoc’ District and Borough
Teacher's Name Grade Level
Length of Clas% Perlod Humber of Children
Observer's Name __Date

Length of Observation

DIRECTICNS: Circle appropriate numvers fer each question.

Part I

F

2,

3.

S

What methods did the teacher employ in giving ths lessont
(E.g,, drill, word or other games, etec.)

How effective was she in implementing them?
1, Very effective

2. Effective

3. Average effectiveness

4. Ineffective

5. Very ineffective

What kinds of materlals did the teacher make use of in giving the
lessont?

How effective was she in uvtilizing them?
1., VYery effective

2, Effective

3, Average effectivoness

4, 1.~ffective

5. Very ineffectlive

Did the teacher work with the children in a gioup or as individuals?
1, Worked with the group all of the time.

2, Worked with the group most of the time.

3, T4me about evenly spldt “etween group and individual children.
4. Worked with individual). cnildren moct of the time.

5. Worked with individual children all of the time.



10-

11.

1z,

13.

14‘

1s5.
16I

Bl

‘hat was the physical organization of the classroom?

Was the physical arrangement of the classroom appropriate for
the overall conduct of the lesson?

1l, Yes
2. For the most part
3. No

What are the reasons for your judgment?

How appropriate was tle level of the work for most of the
children in the group?

1, Too high

2. Appropriate

%« Too low
What are the reasons for your judgment?

Did the lesson arpear to be well planned and well orgsnized?
L, Yes

2. For the most part

3. Mo

What ore the reasons for your judgment?

How would you describe the level of interest displayed by the
children?

1. Most of the children interested all of the time.

2, Most of the children interested most of the time.

2., Most of the children interested about half of the time.
4, Most of the children uninterested most of the iline.

5., Most of the children uninterested all of the time.

How typical do you tMnk this lesson vas for the non-English
comporent?

1. Completely typical

2. Reasonable approximation

3. Less than a reasonable approximation

What are the reasons for your judgment?

Do you hava any other commenis to make in regard to the lessont



Part I1

17-

18,

19.

20,

What is the first language of the children in the class? (You
right want to echeck this with the teacher.)

Languags Number of_ fhildren
1, Spanish
2, Chinese

3. Other (specify)

To what extent do the children appear to be in nned of the
English as a Second Language Program?

1. Number of children very much in need.
2, Number of children somevhst in need.
3+« Number of children very little in need.

Would you say that the right children were chosen for the program?
l. Yes

2. For the most rart

3. No

What are the ressons for your judgment?

The information for querstions #21 and #22 should be obtained from the
teacher.

21,

22,

23,

2“.

Has the surmer school teacher received any information from the
children's home schools in regard to their work in English as a
sscond language during the regular year?

1. Yes. What information?

2, In some cases

3, No. Why not?

Does the summer school teacher plan to communicate any information
to the children's home schools in regard to the work they have
done in English as a Second language during the summer school
program?

l. Yese What information?

2, In some cases

3- No. mv not?

Do you have any further commeits and recommendations in regard to
the questions of cormunicating information on the cidldren's
progress?

What are the teacher's qualifications for teaching Enelish as a
second language?

1. Degree and/or college courses

2, In-service traliing

ey
ce
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25. Does she hold the TESL position during tb~ regular year in her

home school?
1- Yes
2- No

26, 1If yes, for how long has she held the positiont

27. Is she planning tu take the examination for the position?
1, Yes
2. No
3. Isn't sure

28, How well qualified would you judge the teacher to be in the follow-
ing areas of teaching English as a second language?

Yery Very

Good Good Average Poor Pocr

1, Knowledge of methods Cy Ty Yy )Y U7

2. Knowledge of materials )Y )Y () (¢ ) )
3. Xnowledge of children's

areas of weaknesses ) )Yy () ) ¢ 3

29, Do you have any further comments to make in regard to the
teacher's performance and qualifications?

30, What were the major strong points in the lesson?

31, What were the major weak points in the lesson?

ERIC 166
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l THE CITY COLLEGE
) 0ffice of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elsmentary Schcol Program--1969
Observer's Summary Form

é' ESL Component

Observer

Schools visited

We would very much appreciste your taking the time to summarize your
. overall assessment of the ESL component based on the classes you have
[ observed. We sre especially interested in the fcllowing areas.

1, What is you" evaluation of the steps taken to provide for con-
tinuity of information from the child's home school t¢ his summer
school and bzack to the home school in the fall? Please answer as
fully as possible,

a) Do they appear to be systematic and adequate?
é b) Is the right informastion beaing provided?

, ¢) Have you any suggestions for improvement either in the proce-
% dure for transmitting the information or in regard to what
) inforr.ation should be commundcated?

% 2. Did the children generally appear to be in need of the extra help
: provided by the summer program? Pleaue answer as fully as possible.

! 3. Heve you any suggestions for improving the criteria oy which the
‘ children are selected for participationt If "none" please write
{ "none, "

L, How well qualified aro the teachers? Do they handle their classes
i well? What about their formal preparation and credentials as
‘ teachers of ESL? Please be &8s specific as possible.

5. What would you say are the major strengths of the ESL component of
{ the Summer Day Elementary School Program?

! 6, What would you say are its major weasknesses?

7. Have you any suggestions for improvement in any aspect of the ESL
[ program based on what you have seen and heard?

167/
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THE CITY (CLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School--1969
Individual Lesson Observation Report
(Enriched Component)

School Borough __Art Class Music Class
Grade__ Date
Teacher's Name____ Sex Appro¥imate Age (circle)
20.29
Observer's Name 30-39
L40-49
504
Length of QObservation Activities observed

Number of cklldren in class

1, Describe the content of the lesson observed,

2, Did you see the entire lesson?
1, Yes
2, No, I missed the beginning
3. No, I missed the end

3. bow typical do you think this lesson was of normal functioning in
this classroom?
1. Completely typical approximatior
2. Less than reasonable approxiiation Why

4, Who taught thds lesson?
1. Regular ¢lassrovm teacher
2, Substitute teacher
3. "Cluster" %Yeacher
4, Special steff. Indicate who:
5. More than one member of tho staff., Indicate who:

5. What amount cf planning and organization was evident in this
lesson?
1. Lesson was exceptionally well organized and planned.
2. lesson was organized and showed evidence of planning.
3., lesson showed some evidence of previous teacher planning,
L, Lesson showed 1ittle or no evidence of orgsnizstion and
planning.

18&
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11.

B4Y

How would you characterize the level of creativity and imaginstion
evidenced in this lesson?

1. Extremely creative

2. Moderately creative

3. Average

L. Moderately stereotyped

5. Very uncreative and stereotyned

Plsase explain the basis for the rating.

How would you rate the lesson you have just seen, considering the
quality of instruction”

1. Outstanding

2. Better than average

3. Average

4, Below average

5. Extremely poor

What use of the child's background and experience was evident in

this lessont

1. Consistent opportunities for child to relate lesson to his
own experience and/or bring experience to lesson.

2. Some opprortunity for child to relate lesson to lis sxnerience
and use experlence in lesson.

3. Lesson was remote from cnild's experiance.

4, Question not applicable, Explain:

| ——

How would you rate the lesson you have just seen judging from the
children's interest and enthusiasm?

1. Outstanding

2, Better than average

3. Average

4, Below average

5. Extremely poor

Were the instructions and lesson flexible enough to allow for
indiviiual self-expression?

1. Extremely flexdble

2, Flexible

3, Slightly flexible

4, Somewhat restrictive

5. Very restrictive

How frequently did the teacher in some way point out the relation-
ship of the lesson by means of differences snd similarities to
common events and everyday activities outside thre classroom;
neighbtorhood activities, concerts at lincoln Center, art exhibi-
tdons in park, ete.?

1. Very frequently

2, Flexible

3, Sometimes

4, Rather infrequently

5- Not at all

16y



13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

16.

B50

What did the classroom cli..ate, in general, appesr to be?
(relaxed and infcmal) (Were the students unafraid to make
errors or mistakes?)

1. Very relaxed

2. Sonewhat relaxed

3. Rather inhibited

4. Very inhibited

How frequently did the lessnn appear te be a multisensory and
lifelike experience? (Were the students required to involve the
use of thelr eyes, ears, kinesthetic sense and fealings?)

1. Ve:y frequently

2. Frequently

3. Sometimes

4, Rather unfrequently

5. Not at all

Was there any history, appreciaticn and theory introduced in the
lessont
1. Yes
2. No
If yes, how were they Irtroduced?
1. As the central focus
2, Incidentally

What emphasls does there appear to be on the many different
methods of working wlth one specific media, such as clay, papier
mashe, paints, etc.?

1. Very much

2. Somewhat

3« None at all

How structured does the art lesson swem to be, stressirg the
realism end detail of the traditional schools,or does it seem
to be very flexible in that it allows for much freedom and
abstractness?

1. Very structured

2. Structured

3. Slightly structured

L., Not structured at all

How much of the student's art work is displayed sbout the room?
1. Much

2 . Some
3. little
4. None

170
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School-.1969

PUPTL QUESTIONNATRE (Enrichment Component)

THIS IS NOT A TEST. No one from this school or your winter school
will ever see what you write on this paper. When the class has
finished with these questions, we will put them in an envelope and
take them to City College whare they will be read by people who have
nothing to do with thds school or your winter school.

We would like to know what you think atout your summer music and art
classes., There are no right or wrong answers to these questions. We
just want to know what you think so that we can tell the people who
run this program why you liked or did not like some things. If you
are not sure how to answer a guestion. you may ask us as many ques-
tions as you wish and we shall help you.

1. I am a boy « I am a girl . (Check one.)
2. I am _____ years old.

3. Why are you attending summer school this year?
1. Because I wanted to improve toth my musle and art work.
2. Because I warted Lo improve my art rork only.
3, Because I wanted to improve my music work only.
4, Only because my parent{s) wanted me to attend.
5. Only because someone vlse suggested that I should attend.

4, I attended swummer sclool
1. fron the beginning
2. for part of the time

5¢ I missed days because

nurber

6., Did you have both a music and art class in your regular school?
1, I had both music and art classes.
2, I had just a music class.
3. I had just an art class,
4, I had neither an art or music class,

7. Did you have both a music and ar art class in swwer school?
1. I had both music and art classses,
2. I had just a music class.
3, I had just an art class.
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IF YOU 1{AD A SUMMER ART C1ASS, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 8-15.

8‘!

Did you like the swmer art classes?

1. I liked the summer art clacs a great deal.
2. T liked it a little.

3. I disliked it a little.

4, T disliked it a great deal.

9. Tell why here:

10. Did you like the summer art teachart
1. I liked the teacher a great deal.
2. 1 liked the teacher = litile.
2. I disliked the teacher a little.
4, I disliked the teacher a great deal.

11. Tell why here:

12, Which art class did you like better, the regular or the summer?
1. I liked the regular and summer art classes the same.
2, I liked the summer art class better.
3. I liked the regular art class better.

13. Tell why here: - —

14, Would you like to take art in summer school next yeart
1. Yes
2- NO
3. I don't know

15, Tell vhy here:_

16. How much help did your summer art teacher give you?
1., A great deal
2. Some help
3. Hardly any
4, Very little

17. Do you think your art work has improved in summer schoolt
J. I think my art work has improved a greatl, deal.
2, I think my art work has improved a little.
3. I think my art work has hardly improved at all.
4, I think my art work has not improved at all,

IF YOU HAD A SUMMER MUSIC CLASS, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 18-25.

18, Did you like the surmmer music classt
1. I liked the swimer music class a great deal.
2. T ldked it a little.
3, I disliked it a little.
4, I disliked it a great deal.

19. Tell why here:
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20, Did you like the summer music teacher?
1. I liked the teacher a great deal
2, I liked the teacher a little
3, I disliked the teacher a little
4, I disliked the teacher a great desl

2], Tell why here:

22, Did you like the summer music ¢lass better than the regular
scheol music elass?
1, I liked the winter and summer music classses the same
2. I liked the summer music class hetter
3. T liked the winter class better

23, Tell why here:

24, Would you like to take music in summer school next year?
1. Yes
2. No
3. I don't know

25, Tell why here:

IF YOU ARE IN AN INSTRUMENTAL CLASS, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONS 26-29.

26, The instrument I played in summer school is the

27. Is this the first time you have played this instrumenty
1. Yes
2, No

28, 1If no, how long have you been playlng this instrument? .
29, Did you have a choice of instrument.s, or was trds the only one
you could use?
1. This was the only instrument I could use.
2, T did have a choice,

ALL MUSIC STUDENTS, VOCAL AND INSTRUMENTAL, SHOULD ANSWER QUESTIONS
30-31.

30, How much help did your music te:zcher give yout
1, A great deal of help

2, Some help
3, Hardly any
4, None

31. Do you think ycu have improved in music in surrer scrool”
1, I think I have improved a great desal
2, I think I have improved a little

3, I don't think I have improved at 3all
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Please rate the summer enrichment program on the basis of just
how valuable you feel thls program was for yeu.

Not too
Excellent Gecod Fair Good Bad
1., Do you feel you received
sufficient help and
attention in class? 1

nY
)

&
\n

2, Did you have an oppor-
tunity to do some of
the things you wanted
to do in class? 1 2 3 4 5

3. How would you rate the
surmer enrichment program? 1 2 3 L 5

4, Do you feel that this Program
is valuable enough to be
continued? yes no uncertein

What do you feel should be included in this program which could
meke it more interesting?
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THE CITY 0LLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School--1569

Teacher Quectionnaire
Enrichment Component

Neme of School Borough Date

Teacher's Name

b,

What subject(s) and grade(s) were you teaching in this progrant
In what area(s) do you have your license(s)?
Have you taught children from similar backgrounds befcre?

1. Yes

2. No

If YES, check the number of years experience.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5+)

FLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IN TERMS OF THE SUBJECI(S} YOU

ARE TEACHING.

de

Rank these listed summer enrichment objectives in their order of
importance with respect te your major_goals for the summer progran
and check those objectives that you feel were or were not aci. zved.

Objectives ) Rank Achieved Not dchie: >d

1. To develop appreciation and
skills

——

2. To encourage interest and
aptitude

3. To develop creativity and
self-expression

4, To encourage individual
differences

5. (Others)

[y
~2
c’- .



2,

10.

11,

3.

B5S

The following are a list of problems which might have occurred
this sumsr., To what extent did each category present a problem?
Indicate your respons> by cdrcling either (1) No_proilem;

(2) minor problem; (3) moderato problem; (4) major problem; or
(0) not relevant.

No Minor Moderate Major Not
Problem Prohlom Problem Problem Relevant
Attendance 1 2 3 4 0
Attrition 1 2 3 4 0
Attrition of staff 1 2 3 iy 0
Sufficlent supplies 1 2 3 4 0
Parental involvement
and participation 1 2 3 4 0
Student involvenent
and participation 1 2 3 4 0
Discipline 1 2 3 4 0
Rehavior 1 2 3 4 0
Maintaining quality
of program 1 2 3 4 0
Completion of
desired material 1 2 3 “+ 0
List below any other
problems you consider
to be of possible
importance
2 3 4 0

In your opirmion and frem what ycu have observed gbout your pupdls,
what criterla were used for placement of students in the enrich-
ment classes? (Cirele all that apply.)

0. no apparent criterla

1. age

2, interest

3. poteniial aptitude

L, demonstrated ability

5. other -

How would you characterize the improvement in the level of
creativity and imagination evidenced in your class?

1. much improverent

2. somewhat impro-red

3, 1little or no improvement
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5. Rank order the major areas of responsibility of the educational
assistants as well as their effectiveness in each area. Please
rank in terms of (1, 2, « + .), with 4 representing their most
nmajor area of rcsponsibiltity, entering a O if & particulsr area
i1s not_applicable. Rate each area effectiveness from low = 1
to high = 4, with 0 if not applicable.

1. Very ineffective

2. Slightly effective

3. Effective

4. Very effective

0, Not applicable

Effectiveness
Not
Low High Applicable

Rank Areas 1 2 3 4 0

8, assisting teachers in whole
class instruction

b. working with small groups
of children

C. tutoring individual children

d._ asslsting with preparation
of materials

e. assisting with administrative
detail

f. Others (please specify)
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6. The projsct proposal lists the following aress as prssible
objectives of the summer program. (Circle the spproximate number
of children who made noticeable proiress in these areas,
Indicate your responss by circling either:

1. If few or no children made noticeable progress in any given
area;

2, If some children {sbout 25%) made noticeable progress;

3. If about half of the children made noticeable progress;

Lo If most children (about 75%) made noticeable progress;

5. If all children made noticeable progress;

0. If not relevant,

Some Host
Few or Children Half of Children
no (about the (about A11 Not
Children _25) Children _ 75%) Children Relevant
1. Art 1 2 3 4 5 0
2, Music 1 2 3 4 5 0

3. Emotionsl
development, 1 2 3 4 5 0

L, Personality
growth 1 2 3 4 5 0

5. Positive atti-
tude towards
school and
education 1 2 3 4 5 0

6., Rise in chil-
dren's educa-
tional aspira-
tional level 1 2 3 4 5 0

7. list below any
other areas in
which your chil-
dren have made
noticeables
progre 3s:
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10.

11.

12.

13.

lul

15.

16.
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How did your class resct to school trips?
1, enthusiastically

2. _positively, but not enthusiastically
3. _slightly positively

4, slightly negatively

5. strongly negatively

List *he class trips taken thls summer,

How do you feel about the amount of time children sperd in Music
and/or Art classesi]

1. too much time spent in Music and/or irt
2. too little time spent on Music and/or Art
3. appropriate amount of time

Wore the parents informed of and involved with the program?

2, No

If YES, how?

Select the phrase that best describes parents® interest in the
program:

1. apathetic

2. 1ittle interest

3. average interest

b, high interest

5. no basis for judgment

Compared with comparable non-zttenders, do you think the educational
asplrational levels of the children who attend this program wilil
be: {Circle one)

1. lower than comparable non-attenders
2. the same as comparable non-attenders
3. higher than comparable non-attenders

1ist what you consider to be the more positive contributions of
the enrichment program you are engaged in.

Iist what you conslder to be some of the negative aspects of ths
program you are now engaged in.

Will progress reports be sent to the pupils! fome school?
( ) Yes
()Xo

If the answer to Question 15 is YES, what information 1s included”
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THE CITY COLLEGE
0ffice of Research and Evaluatior. Services
Summer Day Elementary School, Summer 1969
Teacher Questionnaire

Gifted Component

Name of School __ __Borough District

Teacher's Name__ Date

1. What subject(s) and grade(s) have you taught before this program?
2, How many years have you been teaching in New York City Schools?

3, Have you taught gifted classes before?
1( ) Yes
2( ) No
If yes, for how lorg?

4. Did you attend any Lrairing or oriercation progrem for this

project?
1( ) Yes
2( ) No

5. In which area(s) and grede(s) do you have your license?

Please answar the following qiestions in terms of the subject(s) you
are teaching now in the summer program.

6. Were you givel a curriculum guide to follow for the sumer?
1( ) Ye:
2( ) No
If you were given a gulde, what v.. its name?
Was the gulde ccmpiled specifically for use in tlds program?
1( ) Yes
2( ) No

7. In what way were the children provided with expewiences threy had
not encountered prior to Lthe program?
1( ) Children had many new experiences
2( ) Children had scme new experiences
3{ ) Children had few new experiences

6. Were special materials suppliec by the school in your subject

area?
1y ) Yes
2( ) Yo

If yes, what were these naterials?

O

ERIC 180
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10.

11.

2.

13-
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Did you have an educational eide?
1{ ) Yes
2( ) No

If you did have an educational aide, rank his or her responsibili-
ties using the number 1 to indicate the area of greatest responsi-
bility dowvm to the number 5 for the area of least responsibility.
( ) Clerical
( ) Preparation of classroom materials
( ) Individual tutoring
{ ) Group instruction
( ) Other. What?

How effectively did your educational aide perform his/her duties?
1( ) Very well

2( ) Well

3( ) Acceptsbly

4{ ) Poorly

5( ) Very poorly

6{ )} Does not apply--no educational aide

Were specialists invited to talk to your classes?
1( ) Yes

2( ) Yo

If yes, in which zreas?

How frequently did they core?

1{ ) Once a week or more

2( ) Once a month or more

3( ) Does iot apply--no visitors

How many trips did your class nake? —_—
How many trips were taken to each of the following places? If
none, please enter "(Q,."

( Science Museun

( Art Museum

Hstorical Huseun

Zoo

Musical Events

Theatrical Events

Community/neighborhoed agencies (e.g., fire station, police
station, bakery, library)

Indusirial Areas

Other. What?

PN~
s s N N N N et e

—~

181



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

14,

15.

16.
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The project proposal lists the following areas as possible
objectives ot the simmer progrem. Enter the number 1 after any
area in which jou think at least half of the children rade
noticeable progress. Enter the number 2 if not relevant to your
progran,

A) Language ATTS o v v o v 0 0 0 s o s 0 s s s e 8 4 0 e (
B) Aritimetic « 4 v 4 o 4 0 4 e s e 6 8 a e e e e (
C)Art-..................------ (
D)MuSiCn-nv-n.-.----.----n----- (
E) SCAONCE v v v v v o o o o s s s s s s s+ 8 8 8 o 4 o s (
F)SOCialstUdi()S ® o 8 s # s s 8 s s 5 s e 8 o s 8 o (
G) Emotional Davelopment » « « « o o« o s o o 4 & o & & s (
H) Personality Growth o & « s o s s s o s o o s o o o (
1) Fositive Att’tudes toward school and education . » . (
J) Riss in Children's educational aspirational level . . {
K) Rise in Children's expectation of success in the

next school year + o+ o o+ ¢ o o 4 o o o 1 4 1 1 o« s e (
L) Improvement of Children's average daily attendance

in the next school YEar « + o o 4 o o & & 4 & & & o s (
1) Improverment cf child's self-image « o o + o o s & + o (
N) Stimulation of new interests in children . + + « & & (

0) Rise in amourt of rotivatior and effort towards

SChOOL WOTK + v+ 4 4 o o o o o s & & s 8 s 2 o o o & » (
P) Broadening of children's horizons and experience . . (
Q) Personal work and study habits + « o 4 s 4 o + o « & (
R) Lis% below any other areas in which your children

rnade rioticeabile progress: (

Ploase enter the number of children in your class who are in the
following categories:
Have attended rezdar gifted clauses in the past.

~—onrs L s ~

vH1l enter a gifted class for the first time in the Fall.
ot now scheduled to enter gifted class, but should.
Total ckildren in class.

How well do you thirnk the children who attend this program will
do in academlc performance next Fall compared to comparable non-
asttenders?

1( ) Crdldren who attend will not do as well ss comparable non-

attonders.

2{ ) Chdldren who attend will do as well as comparable non-
attenders.

3( ) Children who attend will do better than comparable non-
attenders.

Will rrogress reports be seit to the pupils' horie schools?
1( ) Yes
2( ) No
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20.
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22,

B63

If the answer to #17 is yes, what information will be included?__
What were the major strengths of the program?

What were thy major weaknesses of the program?

What suggestions do you have for the program next summer?

How do you feel about the value of the summer school program?

1{ ) enthusiastic
2( ) positive, but not enthusiastic

3( ) slightly positive
4( ) slightly negative
5( ) strongly negative
Why?
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THE CITY OOLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services

Summer Day Elementary School--1969

Pupil Questionnaire (Gifted Component)

THIS IS NOT A TEST. No one from this school or your winter school
will ever see what you write on this paper.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to allow us, at City College, to
know what you think about your Swummsr School class (classes), thus
there are no wrong or right answers to the questions., We just want to
know what you think so that we can tell the people who run this pro-
gram why you liked or did not like some thingsj in this way we hope

to improve next year's program., If you are not sure about an answer
you may ask as many questions as you wish and we shall help you.

Thank you for helping us.

l. I amaboy { ) Iamagirl ( ) (Put a check next to one)

Ll

2, My summer school is P.S.___

3. My regular school is P,S.

be I am _ ] years old,

5. Circle as many of the following that apply to you.
a. I am going into the gifted class in September
be I was in a gifted class last year,

c. 1 have never been in s gifted class.

6. I came to summer school because

7. I attended summer school: {circle ons)
a. from the beginning
b, for part of the time

8., I missed days because

9. In what way was swmner school different frem regular schoolt
10. In what way was summer school like regular schoolt?

11. My favorite activity in summer sclool was:

12, Why did you like this?

13. What did you like least about summer school?
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15.
16.
17.

18.

19-
20.

21,

22,

23,

24,
25,
26!

Why didn*t you like this?
What new things did you do in summer sclool?
What new things did you do on your own?

If you could change summer school, what would you
a. add

be drop

How much did you like summer school? {(Circle one)
as I liked it very much

b. I ldked it

¢, I liked it Just a little

de I disliked it a little

e. I disliked it

f. I disliked it very much

Tell here what you liked about summer schcol.

Tell here what you disliked about swmamer school.

Would you like to come back to summer school next yeari (Circle

one)
a. Yes
b. No

Tell why here.

How much has summer school helped you with your scheol work?
(Circle one)

a. I think that summer school has helped me a gre-t dual.

b, I think summer school has lLelped me.

¢ I don't think that summer school). has helped m~ varyv nuch.
de I don't think that summer scheol has heljed ..s al all.

If you think sumrmer school has helped you, tell why lore.

If you think it hasn't, tell why here.

Do you think you will do better in winter schocl % is ear thlan
you did last yeart (Circle one)

8, I think I will do a lot better in winter ¢:hool.

b. I think I will do better.

ce T think I will do 2 1little better.

de T don't think I will do much better.

. I don't think I will do better.

18;)’
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27. How much did your summer teacher (teachers) help you? (Circle
cne)
a. My teaclir(s) helped me a great deal.
b. My teacher(s) helped me a iittle.
c. Ny teacher(s) didn't help me very much,
d. My teacher(s) didn't help me at all,

28, My favorite subject in winter school is: (Circle one)
a. sclence
b. mathematics
¢. reading
ds language arts
e. physical education
f, art
g. music
h. other (What?)

29, In what subjects do you usually get good marks in regular school?

30. How many of the chlldren in this class did you know when this
class started? (Circle one)
a. I knew most of the children in this class.
b. I knew some of the children in this class.
¢, I did not know any of the children in this class.,
d. I came to the summer school with my friend (friends).

31. Did you make any new friends in this summer school class?
a. Yes
b, No. If not, why not?

32. Did you play with some of your friends from this class after
school? {(Circle one)
a. Yes
b, No

33. How would vou describe your interest and feelings about this
summer gifted program? (Circle one)
a, VYery .xciting

b. Exciting

¢, Interesting

d. Somewhat interesting

e, Boring
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THE CITY COLLEGE
OffMce of Research and Evaluaticn Services

Surmer Day Elementary School--1969

Census Form (Gifted Component)

Name of School

Borough

Principal or Supervisor

Please fill out information pertinent to your Gifted Comporent. Where
classes are formed on criteria other tnan grade level please cross out
the grade level numbers and write in the criteria used on the appropri-
ate line.

. Grade Number of Number of Number of

(1967-68 classes at Public Non-Public Number Number of
school year each grade School School of Educational

grade) level Pupils Pupils Teachers Aides

Criteria of grouping if other than grade level?

What criteria were used in selecting purils to participate in the
gifted classest
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25

26,

2?-
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Summer Day Elementary School--1969
ILOR: GIFTED COMPONENT SUPPLEMENT

Brlefly describe the content of the lesson,

The
a,
b.
C,

The
&e
b.
cl
dl

The
&,

b,

Co

lesson:

vwas an isolated presentation

was part of an on-going sequence

emerged from and was closely related to a current group
interest

lesson:

gave insufficient evidence of pianning

adhered strictly to a predetermined plan

made provision for the integration of the unexpected
lost direction and focus becsuse of the unforeseen

structure of the lesson emphasized:

Reproduction rather than production. Children wers given new
information.

Fixed answer problem solving. Causes and consequences were
explored,

Hoving from the known to the unkrown: There wWas opportunity
to get dAfferent answers or to offer different ldeas,

Generalizations, relationships and main concepts were:

a, not emphasized

b. provided by the teacher

c. verbalized by the children

d, developed and reinforced through the process of inquiry

{simple to complex, concrete to abstract)

There was evaluation of Evaluation was done
cooperatively by
teacher and group

a. a general product or idea by teacher or individual

vwhich was an integral

part of the lesson a.
b. the product or idea of

the group b,
¢c. the product or idea of

an individaal c.
d. group participation and

progress d.
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29, Evaluation was generally:
a. omitted
b. critical or nagative
¢. not done in terms of criteria
d. not supported by suggestions for improvement
e. included
f. encouraging or positive
¢+ done in terms of criteria
h. supported by suggestions for improvement,

30. The children: (circle all that appiy)
a. wera seated in a row on row arrangement
b. were seated flexibly
¢. remained in their seats
d. were permitted to move about the room to pursue projects

a 31. 7he teacher:

a, remained at the front of the class most of the time
i b, moved around the room looking at individusl work or helping
- individuals or groups

| 32. Questions asked by the teacher solicited responses requiring:

- Once or twice More than twice
i during obs. during obs.

a. recall, identification,
) specificity of facts
‘ b. analysis and synthesls

c. evaluation and interpretation

f d. speculation and inquiry

33. Children asked questions of
‘ a. the teacher e
: b. other ckildren and/or the group
] 34, Children's contributions and
) responses were directed to

a. the teaclher

1 b. other children and/or the group

35, Children asked questions
a. for information
b. to clarify instructions
c. for explanation
d. to test ldeas or interpretations
e, to compare reactions or

l evaluations

|
L
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Unce or twice More than twlce
during obs. during obs.

36, Children's responsesi

a. were short and factual

b. listed several closely
connected ideas

¢. elaborated on a single idea

d. explored alternative solutions

e. contained some original or
unexpected aspect

——
[ Y
——
——n.
——

37. Were there incddences when children: (circle all that apply)

a. reacted to each other

b, argued with the position taken by others

¢. suspended judgment until further information could be
obtained

d. proposed ways of testing ideas

e. thought through the needs of a situation and developed a
Plan of their own

38, Was there provision for children to: (cirele all that apply)
a. work in small groups or individually
b. work on their own during the lesson (independent work but
related to lesson)
¢. consult as a group or individually with the teacher
d. ocontinue to ,ursue tasks or projects in which they were
involved beyond the time allocated during the lesson

39. During the lesson connection was made with: (circle all that

apply

a. previous lessons or learnings in this class in this subject

b. experiences of the group or individuals in the group

¢. experiences of the teacher

d. learnings or experiences in other curriculum areas during
the summer

e, event- in the school or immediate school community

f. current events (city, national or international)

ge future lessons or learnings in this class in this subject
matter

40, What evidence was there of the following opportunities for chil-
dren to make decisions?
None Scme Substantial
a. Determine areas or projects being
studied
b. Direct the mode of inquiry
utilized in the lesson
¢. Select assignments or independent
projects from suggested alternatives
d, assume respeonsibility for classroom
presentations or curriculum materdals
e, Evolve future plans
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hl. Pupil's work (was) (was not) displayed on bulletin boards and in
centers of interest.

42. The products displayed:
a., were repetitive examples of assigned work
b. illustrated a variety of activities undertszien
¢. emphasized the recognition of individuality and self

initiative
43. Was any equipment or special material used during the lesson?
a. JYes
b. No
If yes, list o

ldy, If any equipment or materlals were in the roorm but rnot used for
the lesson, please list.

45, (ircle which of the following apply to tre materials and equip-

ment in the room:

a. sufficient in quantity

b, easily accessible to children

¢, avallable for manipulation and/or observation

d. suppertive of current group interests and projects

e, illustrative of more than one facet or concept of a cur-
riculum area

1301
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THE CITY COLLEGE
Office of Research and Evaluation Services
Summer Day Elementary School--1969

Census Form

Name of School School Librarian
Borough ] Recruitment Aide
(Fill in name below:) Secretaries

Prinecipal or Supervisor
(F111 in numbers below:)
General Assistant

Please i1l out information pertinent to your school organization.
Also please separate those classes which are receiving reading or
mathematics only fror those which are receiving reading and mathe-
matics together, if situations of this sort exist. There are rows
available for the various possibilities.

Number of Number of Number of

- classes at Public Non-FPublic Number of
each grade School School  Nurber of Educational
Components Grade  level* Pupils Pupils Teachers Aldes
1
2
Reading 3 ——
only b
5
6

Criteria of grouping if other than grade level:

Reading and
llathematics

v W N

T

Criterla of grouping if other thsn grade level:

lathenatics
only

i

[0aS G R =l WL B B

Criteria of grouplrg if other than grade level:

ERIC
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! Number of Number of Number of

classes at Public Non-Public Number of
each grade School School Number of Educationsl
Components Grade level* Pupils Pupils Teachers Aides
English 1
Instruction 2 )
for Non- 3
English i -
Speaking 5 ~
Children 6

Criteria of grouping if other than grade level:

Music

11

O\ EW N

Criteria of grouping if other than grade level:

CRMD

O\ o o

T

Criteria of grouping if other than grade‘level:

*Where classes are formed on criteria other than grade level please
cross cut the grade level numbers and write in the criteria vsed on
the aprropriate line.
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