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ABSTRACT

The Intensive Learning Centers were installed in
thirteen schools, eight of which were funded by ESEA Title I. The
educational program consisted of placing two certified teachers in
each classroom from kindergarten to grade two. High interest, high
activity materials and an optimum amount of audio wvisual eguipment
were used. Program evaluation consisted of pre- and post-testing at
each grade level. A random sample of all students in the program were
administered the Stanford-Binet Inteliigence Test on a pre- and
post-test basis. First graders were administered the Metropolitan
Readiness Test at the beginning of the year and the Metropolitan
Achievement Test Primary One at the end of the year. At grade two,
the California Achievement Test, lLower Primary was used. In addition,
subjective evaluation was carried on by parent survey and teacher
questionnaire. [Several pages of this document are not clearly
legible due to the quality of print in the original.] (Author/JM)
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TEVALUATION REPORT SF THE INTENSIVE LEARNING CENTER
ABSTRACT

The Intensive Learning Centers of Kansas City, Kansas were placed in five
schools funded by Model Cities' funds and eight schools funded by Titie 1 ESEA.
The Educational Program in the Intensive Learning Centers consisted of pldcing
two certified teachers in each classroom in the school at grades, Kindergarten,
One and Two. Special materials were used by the teachers which consisted of high
interest, high activity materials, and an optimum amount of audio visual equipment.

ED 060144

Unique in the program was the staggering of the beginning and dismissal times
of school so that half of the students arrived at 8:30 a.m. and the other half arrived
one hour later so that the two teachers in the classroom could work one hour with
half of the students in small groups for reading. The first group left an hour earlier
in the afternoon giving the teachers the opportunity to have small groups with those
who arrived later in the morning.

The evaluation of the program in the Intensive Learning Center consisted of
administering the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test at a pre- and post test basis to a
ten percent random sample of all students in the program at all three grades. In the
eight schools funded under Title I, ESEA, this sample consisted of 40 students at
Kindergarten, 44 at grade one, and 44 at grade two. In the Intensive Learning
Centers carried on under Model Cities' Funds, the ten percent random sample con-
sisted of 38 students at the Kindergarten level, 34 at Grade One, 36 students at
Grade Two. All Stanford Binet Tests were administered by a certified school psy-
chologists, or by a certified elementary counselors who were qualified to administer
individual intelligence tests based on University level course work. The evaluation
consisted of two separate segmepnts, .one for the schools under Model Cities! funding
and another parallel evaluation completed for schools that were funded from Title I,
ESEA. In addition to the Stanford Achievement pre and post test, the Metropolitan
Readiness Test was administered to first graders at the beginning of the year. The
Metropolitan Achievement Test Primary One was administered at the end of Grade One.
At Grade Two, the California Achievement Test, Lower Primary , focrm W was used
as a pre-test and the equivalent form X was used as a post test. At the Grade Two
level, the pre and post testing consisted of the reading sub-test, the arithmetic sub-test,
and the Language sub-test administered to all second grade students. All pre and post
test results were submitted to one way analysis of variance for all grades and for
each sub-test in each project. In the Title I ESEA funded projects, the increase in IQ
as measured by the Stanford-Binet was an average of 3.2 I.QQ. points per student at the
Kindergarten level, 4. 8 at Grade One and 3.9 at Grade Two. In the Model Cities funded
projects, the increase recorded was 4. 6 at Kindergarten, 5.1 at Grade One and 5.8
at Grade Two. These results are consistent with Results of evaluations of Intensive
Learning Centers in previous years.

L

X Some difficulty was encountered in attempting to compare the Metropolitan

: Readiness as a Pre-test with Metropolitan Achievement Test as a Post-test. In each
s

case, seemingly, the Post-test was lower than the Pre-test; however, because of

the lack of uniformity of reporting standardized score, it is doubtful that the two
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could be compared statistically and it is even doubtful if readiness and achievement
can be compared philosophically. The test of the evaluation; however, contains an
explanation of the statistical manipulation that was necessary, as well as, some
suspected reasons for the Post-test being lower than the Pre-test.

In Grade Two, the Post-test results of the Reading Sub-test of the California
Lower Primary Battery was greater than the Pre-test results at the one percent level
in all cases in the Title I ESEA Project, with the exception of one school which was
significant at the 5 percent level. In the Model Cities' funded projects four of the
five schools showed increases at the Post-test level significant at the one percent
level, and one school showed significance at the five percent level. In figuring all
schools combined for each project, the '"F /' ratio obtained on the California Pre and
Post tests exceeded 100 and was highly significant at the one percent leve.

The Arithmetic Sub-tests of the California Achievement Test showed signi-
ficance in six of the eight schools of the Title I ESEA Program and in four of five
schools in Title I Programs. Two schools were not significant at five percent level
in the Title I programs and one school was not significant at the five percent level
of Model Cities on the Arithmetic sub-tests.

Other tables in the evaluation show numbers of students who increased,
remained the same or decreased on each sub-test in each grade in each schools of
the project. In addition to statistical analysis of Pre and Post test, subjective
evaluation was carried on by parent survey and teacher questionnaires. Copies
of the survey and questionnaires are included in the evaluation with tabulated results

of each question along with text narrative interpreting both the parent survey and tte
teacher questionnaire.




Activity Description

Desceribe the activity including procedures and techniques utilized in implementation,
How were the participants selected?
What was the pupil-tencher ratio?

The Intensive Learning Centers were placed in eight schools using Title I . i

after one year of pilot study at Kealing FElementary School followed by a second
year of expansion at Kealing and Douglass Flementary Schools.

The results of the two year operation, upon evaluation, proved to be so
successful that the value of taking the program to other clementary schools could
not be questioned. . The eight schools sclected for the Intensive Learning Centers
were those that qualified for Title I Funds and on the bacis of the stud.nts who
attended the schools were most educationally deprived.

Because of the nature of the program, it is not feasible to isolate only those
who score below grade level since pre-test results show that the large majority of
students in each of the cight centers would be substantially below grade level based
on publisher's norms. 'There are several unique features to the Intensive Learnir :
Center. Two teachers are employed for cach classroom thereby assuming a ratio
-of approximately 14 students for each teacher. Begiﬂning times are staggered
with half of the students arriving at eight o'clock in the morning with both teachers
working with that half of the students. The other half of the students arrive at ninc

o'clock and remain one hour beyond the dismissal time for those who arrived early,

thus giving the late arrivers an hour work with both teachers. Lunch period times
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are also staggered thus creating four hours during the day when both teachesrs

work with half of the students.
During the time when both teachers are working with the smaller groups,

the Language Arts scction of the curriculum is taught. Team teaching is used for
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such subjects as Arithmetic, Science and Social Scicnce with all other subjects
being taught cooperatively by the tecachers employing the streangth of the teachers
in the particular subject matter arca. In this way, a teachcer weil versed in
teaching music or art might use her ecxpertise while the streongth of the second
teacher would be used in some other subject matter area with the entire group.

Another unique fcaturc of the Intensive Liearning Center is that prior to the
beginning cf each school year, all teachers who will be teaching in the Center goes
through an intensive one-week workshop so that new rnatefials develéped for the
program, as well as, audio visual aids and equipment. can be fairly analyzed so
that opéi:mum use may be made of them. FKEach of tire Intensive Learning Centers
has or’ie non-teaching consultant to work with the teachers of that Center to enable
teachers to have the benefit of an on-sight expert. Additionally, the consultant at
the Center would work with the deQe].opment of any new materials, as well as, working
with any pavticularly difficul: situstions in théir single classroom.

As a supmortive service to ine Ietensive Liearning Center, Elementary
Counselors funded 'inder Title I are assigned so tha.t there can be close liaison with
homes, as well as, adjustrnent counseling work with individual students can be

accomplished. FElementary counselcrs serve as liason personnel with referral

services if such are needed.




Merasurcment

Describe the mecthod used to determine the effectiveness of the training received
in this activity.

Several measures were used as instruinents to test the eflectiveness of the
Intersive Learning Center. Additionally, these micasures were used to justify
continuation of the program. At the pre-test level, they scrved to show rather
extreme ccducational deprivation,

The Stanford-Binet Igtclligence Test was administercd to approximately
130 students on a pre-test, post-test basis. The Stanford Binct was deemed to
be an appropriate test since the project itself leans towards correcting deficiercies
in R eadi.ng and Reading Ability; consequently, the non-reading Stanford-Binet was
administere‘d by certified clementary counselors and certified school psychologists,
to a sample of ten percont of the students at each grade level in the school.

The Stanford-DBinet was given at the beginning of the project and again at
the end of the project to those who remained from the pre-tcsted. group, consisting
of 40 students at Kindergarten and 4-! students at both Grade I and Grade II. At
the First Grade leyel, the Metropolitan Readiness Test was administered to all
subjects at that grade level in each of the Intensive Learning Centers. As a post-
test, the Metropolitan Achievement Test was administered tc Grade ! during the
last month of the school year. Thdugh results will be reported, the Metropolitan
Readiness Tests did not prove to be adequate measure at the beginning of Grade onc
since norms are established on a random sample of students during 1964. Bet\;xrgerm the
time of the standardiz-ation and the present, a great deal has been done to upgrade
Kindergarten programs, consequently, the readiness tests at the beginning of Grade

One proved to be much too simple for students who had been through a normal
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Kindergarten in 1969 and 1970. Further problems developed with the Matropolitan
Readiness - Metrcpolitan Achievement Test comparisons, in that it is extremely di‘ti-
cult to match sub-tests for statistical comparison. In addition, the publisher re-
ports the iotal scores in the Readiness Tests in terms of peveentiles while the raw
scores of each of the sub-tests of the Achievement Tests rust be reported in
Standard Scores and Grade Levels. To extrapolate and put ecach of the scores in a
common measure requires some assumptions that may not prove valid on the basis

of the norming of 1964. In order to get into a total score, it is necessary to averaye
standard scores on the achieve;'nent» tes1;. Though, this is defensible statistically,
there is little relationship between the appearance of the two scores finally sub-
mitted to statistical analysis.

At Gr..de Two, the California Achievement Test Lower Primary Battery
was administered using Form W as a pr'e--test and Form X of the same battery as
the post-test. On this particular test, the norms are feportcd as beginning of the
year norms and end of the year norms with standard score equivalence to raw
scorerat each level. Consequcntiy, the test proved highly adequate and required
no interpclation of scores whatsoever. Upon submitting to analysis of variance,
results were quite encouraging at second grade level.

In addition to objective tests given at the end of the year program,
questionnaires were seant to all parents of students who had children in the Intensive
Learning Centers after the twenty-seventh week of school. These questionnaires
referred to the kinds of activities which increased achievement, the kinds of acti-

vities that created good attitudes on the part of the students and parents, and the
A
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part that audio visual equipment plays in learning. A second questionnaire was

given to all teachers who taught in schools where Intensive Learning Centers werc
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operating. This included all teachers at all grade levels, as wecll as, principals

and other certified personnel even though the Intensive Learningz Center was opervated
for only Kindergarten, grades onc and two. The results of the questionnaires are
reported in narrative following the statistical analysis.

The Analysis of Variance Program was used to compare all pre and post
test data. ot only was the Analysis of Variance completed for schools combined,
but Analysis of Variance was also used to compare each school's pre and post test
result on the Stanford Binet Intelligencz Test at Grades}Kindergarten, One and Twao,
the Metropolitan Readiness Te:st-the Metropolitan Achievement Test at Grade One,
and the California Achievement Test alternate forms at Grade Two.

In addition to the Analysis of Variance further work was done in establishing
numbers of studeats who scecred a'bovg Grade Level‘based on the National Norms
at the beginning of the prograzr;l.’ Further analysis was dcne in Grade placement

norms to indicat: arcas of strength and weakness vpon which the in-service pro-

gram for prospective teachers in future programs might benefit.




Performance Criteria

List the behaviorsl objectiqgs of this activity. (Objectives that can
be measured - What che student "cua do' or "will do" at the end of the
period »f{ training.)

1. Pre znd post measuremeant using the Stonford - Binet Intelligent Test
to show that IQ can be increascd at each grade level while the student is in
the Tolensive Learning Center.

2. Pie and Post Achievement Measure to show that achievement can be increased
over the rate of achievement® previously exhibited by the student.

3. To establish communication with parents so that they might be fully knowledgeabl«
about arnd invalved in the work of the student whiie he is in the Intensive Learning
Center. This is done by pre-mectings with parents, use of elementary counselors
as liasons and thz distribution questionnaires testing pareﬁt attitude toward the
program.




Analyzing Data

What was the basis for judging the progress of the group?
To what extent were the objectives achieved?

The Stanford-Htinct Intelligence Test was administe red to 10% random
sarnple of students al the pre-test level. Post testing with the Stanford Binet
after attrition from the program rcsulted in 40 students included in the pre and
post testing in Kindergarten, 44 at grade one, and 44 at grade two. Since the
random sample was miade at each school, some schools had a very small cumber
of students included in the sample. However, based on pre test and post test
averages, all schools at the Kindergarten le-vcl_ with the exception of one increased
in IQ wi1;h the average increase being appréximately one pcint which was not sig-
nificant considering the small number tested. At grade one, all schools had a
higher post test average than pre tcst average and for schools combined, the change
of 4.8 IQ increase was noted. At grade two, all schoois increased with the exception
of one which had a rather éubstantial decrecase. Investigation is being made into
this particular decrease since it seems unlikely that a decrease should have been
as large as that noted. Howiever, even including the decrease at the post test level
for one school, all schools combined had an average increase of 3.9 IQ points.
Using the Stanford Binet National Norms of 100, it should be noted that
of the 40 students ‘at the Kindergarten level, only 12 randomly selected students
were at or above the national norm. At grade one, only 17 of the 44 randomly
selected students were at ¢r above the nétional norm and at gra_.de two, only 14
of the 44 randomly selected students scored 100 or higher on the pre ‘test. Projecting:
the random selection to the total‘ population in the Intensive Learning Cente‘rs, it

should be noted that approximately 70 to 80% of students would be below the nationai



average for ability at the time of the pre-test. At the grade onec level, the
comparison of the Metropolitan Readiness Test as a pre test to the Metropolitan
Achievement Test as a post test proved inappropriate since the pre-test results

" placed the group at a percentile level above what might be expected from the
students in the Intensive Learning Center based on all other mecasures. However,
four tables were drawn up taking the sub test of the Metropolitan Achievement Test,
Word Discrimination, Word Knowledge, Reading and Arithmetic, with inedian scores
at the time of the post test indicated that the norm of 1.9 was achieved at several
schools on several of the sub testé. It must be assumed that the students achieved
rather sﬁbstantially during the first year. Since ability and other measures woqld
indicate that the near norm level on the post test was a substantial accomplishment.

At grade two, the California Achievement Test Lower Primary Level, Form V/.
was used as the pre-test and equivalent Form X was used as a post test. Standard
scores from the beginning of the year, Publisher's Norms were used for the pre-test
and compared with Standard scores obtained from end of the year Publisher's Norms
on the post test. The res.ults of the comparison showed that on Reading, there was
individual gain at each school which resulted in a "F''ratio from the Analysis of
Variance that was significant at the 1% level for all excei)t for one school which was signifi- |
cant at the 5% level. On Arithmetic, there was also a gain at each school; however,
of the eight schools tested, six were significant at the 1% level, two were not signi-
ficant. Further, a comparison of the results based on grade level showed that the ]
post test total who scoied at or above gradé level was, in each case,. greater than
those who scored at or above grade level on the pre-test. This was true of Reading,
Arithmetic, and Language. Further comparison showed that 34 students out of a

total of 455 scored at or above grade level in.all threc categories, Reading, Arith-

metic and Language. With these kind of data, at Kindergarten, gradc one, and

O
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grade two, therc is little doubt thal students are educationally deprived in the
eight schools at the pre-test level and that the gains over onc year in the Intensive
Learning Center has done nuich to overcome that deprivation.

The objectives of increasing IQ based on pre and post Stanford Binet Intelli-
gence testing was achieved al cach grade level. Though the increase at the Kinder -
garten level must be regar<ed as quite smalL the objective of increasing achieve-
ment over the rate obtained previously by the students in the Intensive Learning
Centers was achieyed beyond a. doubt by using the results of the California Achieve-
ment Test at grade two. Data presently é.vailable on grade one is less conclusive
though end of the year results would indicate that the nearness to grade level norms

showed substantial increase in achievement.
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KINDERGARTEN

Results of Pre and Post test average scores on the
Stanford Binet Intelligence Test. Results arc based
on ten percent random sample of students in the

project,
School Pre-test Post-test © Number Change F-Ratio
Average Average

Douglass 95.8 98.2 6 2.4 . 0515
Frank Rushton 96.8 102.7 7 5.9 .2404
John Fiske - 88.6 © 96,8 5 8.2 1.5821
Kealing 90. 4 | 92.5 8 2.1 . 9145
Lowell 101.7 102. 0 s .3 . 0009
Morse . 87.0 ' 93.0 1 6.0 . 0000
Riverview 100.2'. 107.4 5 7.2 .2408
‘Stanley - 92. 4 88.6 5 3.8 . 4076
All Schools 94. 6 G54 40 58—- . 9204

V% / ,.-5) ’ r:{-
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GRADE 1

Results of Pre and Post test Average Scores on the
Stanford-Binet Intelligence test., Results are based
on a ten percent random sample of students in the

project.
School Pre-test Post-test Number Change F-Ratio
Avprage Average
Douglass . 103.0 106. 8 5 3.8 . 1886
Frank Rushton 116, 2 117.4 5 1.2 . 0090
John Fiske 100.0 113, 7 3 13.7 . 6401
Kecaling - 87.4 91. 8 9 ' 4, 4 .4314
Lowell 99.1 109.1 8 10.0 . 6541
Morse 95.0 99. 7 3 4.7 .4100
Riverview ' 91.3 . 93.5 4 2.2 L0793
Stanley 94. 0 94, 7 7 7 . 0056

All Schools 97.4 102.2 44 4,8 1.4850




GRADE 1I

Results of Pre and Post test averages on the Stanford-
Binet Intclligence test., Results based on a ten percent
'sample of students in the project.

School Pre-test Post-test Number Change F-Ratio

Average - Average
Douglass 89.2 94.2 9 5.0 . 5547
Frank Rushton 106. 8 118.2 5 ' 11.4 . 9550
John.Fiske | 92.1 96. 7 7 4.6 2.5628
' Kealing 96. 0 89. 2 5 -6.8 1.4487
Lowell 92.6 102.0 5 9.4 - 2,0616
Morse 96.5 96,8 4 .3 . 0004
Riverview 91.3 96.3 4 5.0 . 3107
Stanley 89.8 90.2 5 .4 . 0019
All Scl‘llools 93.7 97.6 44 3.9 1,3675

v
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Number of Students at Grades K, 1, and 2 Who Are At or Above the Norm
On the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale Pre-Test

Kindergarten First Grade Second Grade

Douglass 3 3 2
Frank Rushton 2 4 4
John Fiske 0 2 2
Kealing 1 1 1
Lowell 2 4 1
Morse - 0 0 2
Riverview 3 1 1
Stanley 1 2 1

Total 12 17 ' 14

Total Possible 40 44 44

15




GRADE I
Metropolitan Readiness - Metropolitan Achievement

Results of Pre and Post testing with the Metropolitan
Readiness and Achievement tests. Results arc based
on interpolated standard score values for the Readiness
test and average standard score values for the achieve-
ment tests.

School - Pre-test - Post-test Number Change
- Average Average
Douglass 55,1 50.7 65 -4, 4
Frank Rushton 55.6 46. 4 78 -9.2
John Fiske 49.5 45,0 70 -4.5
Kealing " 51.2 48.9 73 -2.3
L(;well 53.1 45,3 , 72 -7.8
Morse _ 58.3 49.5 31 -8.8
Riverview 51.1 43.1 34 -8.0
Stanley | 50.8 48.2 72 -2.6 ’
All Schools 52.8 47.4 495 -5.4

16
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GRADE II - READiNG

Results of Pre and Prnst Achievement tests using the
California Achievement test, Lower Primary (Pre-
test, Form W; Post-test, Form X). Results based
on Publisher's national, standard score, norms.

School Pre-test Post-test Number Change F-Ratio
Average- Average
Douglass | 36.2 43,2 | 70 7.0 19.814
“Frank Rushton 39.8 46.0 3 6.2 9.091
John Fiske ' 33.7 43.7 66 ‘ 10.0 32;633
Kealing 39.7 46.5 69 6.8 23,581
Lowell ' 41.3 47.7 ' - 59 | 6.4 7.923
Morse 35.4 39.8 35 5.4 4.100
Riverview 35.8 46,6 36 10. 8 23,257
Stanley 40.2 53.7 55 13.5 © 39.551
All TitleI 38. 0 46.1 . 463 8.1 132,677




GRADE 1I
California Achievement - Reading

"F'' Ratios, Degrees of Freedom, and Probability
when comparing Variance of Pre and Post Reading
Achievement tests.

School _ "F'' Ratio Degrees of Probability
. Freedom
Douglass (Pre & Post) 19.8141 139 > .01
‘ Frank Rushton (Pre & Post) 9.0907 141 > .ol
John Fiske (Pre & Post) 32.6327- 128 = .01
Kealing (Pre & Post) | 23,5809 134 > .01
Lowell (Pre & Post) 7.9226 123 > .0l
Morse (Pre & Post) 4,1002 65 > .05
Riverview (PreA & Post) . 23,2570 74 > .01
Stanley (Pre & Post) 39.5508 109 > .01

All Intensive Learning
Centers (Pre & Post) 132. 6774 920 7 .01
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GRADE II - ARITHMETIC

Results of Pre and Post Achievement tcst using the
California Achievement test, Lower Primary {(Pre-
test, Form W: Post-test, Form X). Results based
on Publishers National, standard score, norms,

School Pre-test Post-test Number Change F-Ratio

Average . Average
Douglass 43.2 47.5 70 4.3 12.911
Frank Rushton 45,9 49.2 73 3.3 7.173
John Fiske 40. 8 48.17 66 7.9 37.150
Kealing 44.4 49. 8 69 5.4 18.437
Lowell 45.7 ' 47.5 59 1.8 1,375
Morse 46,2 47.0 35 0.8 0.356
Riverview 43.8 50.7 36 6.9 32,797
Stanley 47.1 57. 4 55 10. 3 46.973
All Title I 44.5 49.7 463 5.2 104, 629




GRADE It
California Achievement - Arithmetic

"F'' Ratios, Degrees of Freedom, and Probability
when comparing variance of Pre and Post arithmetic
achievemcnt tests.,

School | "F'' Ratio Degrees of Probability
: Freedom
Douglass (Pre & Post) | 12.9108 139 > .01
Fra'nk Rushton (Pre & Post) 7.1734 141 > .01
John Fiske (Pre & Post) 37.1496 128 — .01
Kealing (Pre & Post) 18,4374 | ‘ 134 > .01
Lowell (Pre & Post) 1.3749 123 < .05
Morse (Pre &.Pos‘t) . 0.3564 65 < .05
Riverview (Pre & Post) 32.7966 74 > .01
Stanley (Pre & Post) 46,9733 109 =~ ,01

All Intensive Learning
Centers (Pre & Post) 104. 6288 920 — .01
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Number of Students who are At or Above the norm in al!l three Categories
Reading, Arithmetic & l.anguage
at Grade Il on the California Achievement Pre-Test

Douglass

Frank -Rushton 1
John Fiske
Kealing

Lowell

Morse

Riverview

Stanley

U= VD W= =

TOTAL

w
S

J1



PAREﬁTS' SURVEY

In addition to rather extensive pre and post testing data, other measures
were used for project justification and project evaluation. After the completion
of twenty-seven (27) weeks of the project, a questionnaire was distributed to
parents of each child in the Intensive Learning Centers. One thousand, four hundred
seventy-five (1, 475) questionnairés were sent to parents, onc thousand, forty-five
(1, 045) or 70% were returned to the school. Of the 1,045 returned, 329 were from
parents of Kindergarten children, 368 were fron;i parents of grade 1 children, and
348 were from parents of grade 2 children. Though possibly lacking in sophistication
the questionnaire did attempt to get to the opinions of the parents in rogard to how
well their children like school, how interested they were in reading, writing, matcrials
and audio visual equipment being taught and being used in the classroom. Items, 12,
13 and 14 allowed parents to express what they felt to be good, bad 2nd ways-of
improving the program. The questionnaire with the talliéd results will be includcd
with this write~up.

It is interesting to note that 903 parents reported that their child liked
school very much, while 9 reported that their child liked it not at all. Parents
also reported inéreas-ed interest in Reading and Writing and overwhelmingly reportad
that the use of the additio'nal equipment and materials in the claséroom were of
benefit to their child. On Item 13, What do you like best about your child's class
at school? . All eight of the Intensive Learning Centers reported that parénts liked
two teachers inthe classroom, | seven centers réported that the teacher®s personal
interest in the student and more time for reading were of significant h{’,elp;and over
half of the schools reported that the additional equipment was of grea:: value to the
child's class. In suggestions for improving the program, parents most often

requested more homework of the child and secondly,- that stronger discipline be

ERIC -
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rmaintained at the schoql. They also requested, in some cases, that closer communi-
cation beiween parents be established.
TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

As a part of the Project Evaluation and to ascertain the general feeling that
teachers have towards the Intensive Learnihg Center at the Primary Level, a
questionnaire was distributed to ail teachers, principals, consultants, and
counselors who worked in the schools at which the Intensive l.earning Centers
were operated. The results of this questionné.ire may be slightly contaminated
by the fact that some of the teache'r_s who are not working directly in the program
may be less than completely familiar with the materials used, the audio visual
equipment, and the objectives of the program. However, as the enclosed evalua-
tion composite sheet wi;ll show, certified personnel endorsed it wholeheartedly.
One .hundred sixty-one j(lél) teachers returned questionnaires. Of these, 136
téachers indicated that their pupils enjoyed school. Twenty-three indicated that
students enjoyed school somewhat, ‘and only two such students did not enjloyvs‘chool.
Of significance in planaiug, 82 of the teachers indicated yes and 29 somewhat to
the question, '"Do children s'eena to develop comumunications skills to a greater
degree than Previous years''. ' Only ten said No. In subject .matter areas and
teach;.ng procedures, one can judge'that in the opinion of teachers and other
certified personnel in the schools,. the Inteﬁsiye Learning Centers are outstanding
successes. The questionnaire indicated that communication's skills greai:ly improved,
children are more interested in books. The reduced teacher-ratio has helped
individualize instruction and the project is superior to other programs in Language

Arts. Teachers believe that audio visual aids increased lea rning, students feel

more successful in the program, and that parents generally approve of the Intensive
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Learning Centers.

On Item 13 where teachers were free to list changes, -ariations or improve-
ments that migtit be made, they suggested that it be extend .« to all the grades rather
than just the primary, that there be morc¢ planning time, that there be better in-
service workshops. Other suggestions were that consultant's dutics be more
clearly defined. The late reading time be changed and to use other Basal Series 1in
addition to the materials presently being used.

It is the opinion of the parents, as previously stated, and ccrtainly the
opinion of the principals and teachers in the schools in which the Intensive Learning
Centers.are located that the program is an unqualified success and needs to be

continued as well as expanded.

Q -
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RESULTS OF PARENT SURVEY
Taken after 27 weeks of operation
of the Primary Intensive Learning Centcrs

1. Number of qucstionnaires distributed 1475
2. Number of questionnaire«s returned 1045 = Percent 70
Kindergarten 329 , Grade |, 368 , Grade 2, 348

3. Does your child enjoy coming to school?
Very much 903 Very little 96 Not at all 9

4, Has your child shown an increased interest in reading books?
Very much 806 Very Little 175 Not at all _ 25

5. Does your child ""say' or repeat' poems, rhymes and stories lcarned
in school? Very often 617 Sometimes 377 Not at all 22

6. Has your child's interest in numbers increased through the usc of new materials
and equipment in the classroom such as the overhead projecctor, math drill

tapes and listening stations? Very much 818 Very Little 203 Not at all 3.

7. Does your child show an interst in numbers by counting objects, writing or
' saying combinations and repeating number poems? .
Very much 834 Very little 150 Not at all 23
8. Does having two teachers per room increase your child's chances to receive
more individual attention, therefore rnore learning?
Very much 826 Very Little 84  Not at all __22
9. Has the u se of the new Little Owl and Sounds of Language textbooks increased
your chiid's ability to speak out more readily than usual?

Very much 601 Very little 193 Not at all 66
10. Has yecur child's ability to write creatively increased?
Very much 635 ' Very little 246 Not at all 54

11. Has your chiid learned more through the use of additional equipumient and
materials in the classroom such as the tape recorder, listening stations,
overhead projectors, record players, etc?

Very much 725 Very little 126 Not at all 30
12. What does your child like best about his class at school?
Reading - 7 , Math 6 , Creative writing __6___, Audio visual _7_,
Spelling’ __l____ s Teachers _1____ , classmates __1___ ’

13. What do you like best about your child's class at school?
2 teachers in ciassroom _8_1_ Teachers personal interest _7 , small classes 2
writing 4 , additional equipment 4 , More time for reading 1 '
14. What suggestions do you have for.improving your child's Intensive Learning
Program?

More homework _3
Closer communication between parents __1
Stronger discipline 2

Dependable psychologist 1

Sumrmer school 1

Report _ 1
small classes _1_
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IL.anguage Bombardment Project Evaluation Questionnaire
For Principals and Teachers

An evaluation of all federal projects must be_.completed for a program to be
re-funded next year. This questionnaire is merely one phase of the total evaluation
plan. Please complete the questiOnriaire and return to your principal. Not all
questions can be answered by all teachers; however, be as candid as possible.

K- 6 - Special Ed.

1. What grade do you now teach? 161
2. Do your pupils seem to enjoy their school experiences? Yes 136 No 2
. Somewhat? 23

3. Do children seem to be developing communication skills to a grcater degree
than in previous years? Yes 82 No 10 Somewhat 29

4. Is oral communications improving as a result of this program? Yes 82
No 4 Somewhat 30

5. Has pupil attendance improved as a result of this program? Yes 37
No 29 Somewhat 38

6. Do parents gencrally approve of the project? Yes 103 No 6

Somewhat 14
7. Do children scem to be more interested in books because of this program?

Yes 108 No 4 Somewhat 19

8. To what extent has the rcduced pupil teacher ratio helped instruction?
Greatly 86  Not at all 7 Somewhat 29

9. Do you feel that this project is an improvement over the previous program in
Language Arts? Yes 94 = No 7 Somewhat 27

10. Are you familiar with the aims and Methods of the I..anguége Bormbardment
Progranmni? Yes 106 No 12 Somewhat 35

11. Does having more audio-visual aids in the classroom scem to contribute
significantly to learning? - Yes __UJ_ No 0 Somewhat 21 ‘

12. Is there a marked increase in the pupils' feeling of success whivh could be
attributed to this prograni? Yes 97 No 3 - Somewhat 29

13. List any changes, wvariations, or imiprovements that might be made in the
& s
Language Bombardment Program. Please be concise.

Extend program to all grades Change tinmie of the reading period
More planning time - Use basal serices and sounds of
Need manuals L.anguage as a supplementary text,
Better in -service training workshops Better in-sorvice training workshop
Parecntal involvemoent Better screening of tecachers.

Consultant's duties more dcfined
More audio visual

Q .
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Activity Description

Describe the activity including procedures and techniques utilized in implementation.

How were the participants selected?
What was the pupil-tracher ratio?

The Intensive Learning Centers were placed in five schools using Model
Cities' funds after one year of pilot study at Kealing Elementary School
followed by a second year of expansion at Kealing and Douglass Elementary
Schools funded under Title I ESEA. Result of the two year operation,upon
evaluation,proved to be so successful that the value of taking the program to
other elementafy s.chools could not b‘e questioned . The five schools selec
for the Intensive Learning Centers in the Model Cities area qualified for Federal
Funds on the basis of the educational deprivation of the studeats attending those
schools.

Because of the nature of the program, it is not feasible to isolate only
those who score below grade levels sihCe pré-tést results show that a 1ai-ge
majority of studenté iﬁ each of the five centers would be substantially below

1

grade level baSed'qn publishers' norms. i

There are several unique features to the Intensive Learning Center.
Two teachers are employed for each classroom thereby assuming a ratio
approximately 14 students for each teacher. Beginning times of the school
day are staggered with half of the students arriving at 8:00 o'clock in the
morning with both teachers working with that half of the students. The other
half of the students arrive at‘ 9:00 o'clock and remain one hour beyond the
dismissal time of those who arrived early.  This gives teachers a chance to
work an hour with those who arrivedlater.Lunch ﬁeriod times are also staggercd
thus creating four hours during the day when both teachers are working with

only half of the class.” The Language Arts part of the curriculum is taught
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during the time that teachers work with the small groups. Team teaching i3 used
for such subjects as Arithmetic, Sciences, and Social Science with all other subjects
being taught cooperatively, by employing the strengAth of the teacher in a particular
subject matter area. 1In this way, a teacher well versed in art or music might »
use her expertise while the strength of the other teacher might be used in some
other subject matter area.

Another ﬁnique feature of the Intensive lL.earning Centgr is that prior to
the beginning -of each school year, all teachers who will be teaching in the Center
go through an intensive one;week workshop so that new materials ¢leveloped for
the program might be studied. In a;.dditior_x, audio visual aids and equipment
can be analyzed so that optimum use may be made of them. FEach of the Intensive
Learning Centers has one .nqn—teacﬁing consultant to work with the tea-chers of
that center to enable them to have the benefit of an on-sight expert. Additionally,
the consultant works with the development of new materials, and in addition,
k;elps teachers with particularly diffi;ult situations in their classrooms.

As a supportive service to the Intensive Learning Centers in the'Model
Cities'! area, elementary counselors funded under both Title I ESEA apd Model
Cities are assigned so that there can be close .diaison with homes. Additionally,
elementary counselors work in adjustment problems of individual students.
A third function of the elementary counselor is to serve as a liaison with other

community agencies who may be of assistance to students and parents.
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Measurement

Describe the method used to determine the effectivencss of the training received
in this activity.

The Stanford Binet Intelligence Test was administered to approximately
120 students on a pre-test, post-test basis. The Stanford-Binet was deemed to
be an appropriate test since the project itself leans towards correcting déficiencies
in Reading and Reading Ability. Consequently, the non-reading Stanford-Binet
was administered by certified Elementary Counselors and certified School
Psychologists to a sample of ten- percent of the studgnts at each grade level in
the project.
| The Stanford—.Binet was given at the beginning of the project and again at
the end of the project to those who remained from the pre—teéted group, which
consisted of 38 students at the Kindergarten level, 34 students at Grade I,‘ and
36 stude;nts at Grade II.
At the first grade, the Metropolitan Readiness Test was administered
to all subjects at tl:le grade level in each of the Intensive Learning Centers. As
a post-test, the Metropolitan AChieveﬁxent Test was administered to Grade I
during the last month of the school year. Though results will be reported,
the Metropoiitan Readiness Test did not prove to be an adequate mecasure at the
beginning of Grade I since norms are established on a random sample of students
during 1964. Between that time of the standardizati on and the present, a great
deal has been done to upgrade Kindergarten programs, consequently, the readi-
ness tests at the beginning of Grade One proved to be much too simple tfor students
who had been through a normal Kindergarten in school year 1909-1970, Jurther
problems developed with the Metropolifan Readiness - Metropolitan Achievement
Test comparisons, in that it is extremely difficult to match sub-tests fOr. statis~
Q
‘ comparison. Publisher reports the scores in the Readiness Tests in terma
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of percentiles while the raw scores of each of the sub-tests of the Achievement
Tests must be reported in Standard Scores and Grade Levels. To extrapolate’
and put each of the scores in a common measure reguires some assumptions
that may not prove valid on the basis of the rrming of 1964. In order to get
into a total score, it is necessary to average standard scores on the achieve-
ment test. 'Ihough, this is defensible statistically, the.re is little relationship
between the appearar.xce of the two scores finélly submitted to statistical analysis.

At Grade Two, the Califdrn.ia Achievement Test Lower Primary Battery
was administered using Formm W as a pre-test and Form X of the same batte ry és
the pos-test. On this particular test, the norms are reported as beginning of the
year norms and end of tbe year norms with standard score equiv;lence to raw
scores at each level. Conseqﬁently, the test provéd highly adequatc and req.uired
no interpolation of scor es whatsoever. Upon submitting to analysis of variance,
results were quite encouraging at the Secona grade level.

In addit.ion to objective tests, given _at the end of the year program,
questionnaires were sent to all parents of students who had children in the
Intensive Learn.ing Centers after the twenty-seventh week of school. These
questionnaires referred to the kinds of activities which increased achievement,
the kinds of activities that created good attitudes on the part of the students
and parents, and the part that audio visual equipment played in learning. A
second questionnaire was given to all teachers who taught in schools where .
Intensive I.earning Centers were operating. This included all teachers at all
grade levels, as.well as, principals aad other certified personnel avoen though
the Intensive Learning Center was operated fer only Kindergarten, grades one,
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and two. The results of the questionnaires are reported in narrative following
the statistical analysis.

The Analysis of Variance Program was used to compare all pre and post
test data. Not only'was the Analysis of Variance completed for schools combined,
but Analygis of Variance was also used to compare each school's pre and post test
results on the Stanford Binet Intelligenée Test at Grades, Kindergarten, One and
Two, the Metropolitan Readiness Test, the Metropolitan Achievemeﬁt Test at
Grade Oné, and the California A.chievement Test alternate forms at Grade Two.

In addition to the Analysis of Variance further work was done in establishing
numbers of students who scored above grade level bgsed on the National Norms
at the beginning of the Iprogram, as well as, the end of fhe program. Further
analysis was done in grade placement norms to indicate areas of strength and
weakness upon which the in-service program for prospective teachers in future

programs might benefit.

1
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Performance Criteria

List the behavioral objectives of this activity.

(Objectives that can be measured-

What the student ""can do'' or '"will do'" at the end of the pekriod of training.)

Pre and post test measurement using the Stanford-Binet Intclligence Test

to show that I can be increased at each grade level while the student is in
the Intensive L.earning Center.

Pre and Post Achievement Measure to show that achievement can be increased
over the rate of achievement previously exhibited by the student.

To establish communication with parents so that they might be fully knowledge-
able about aund involved in the work of the student while he is in the Intensive
Learning Center. This is done by pre-mecetings with parents, use of elemen-

tary counselors as liasons and the distribution questionnaires tésting parent
attitude toward the program.
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Analyzing Data

What was the basis for judging the progress of the group?
To what extent were the objectives achieved?

The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test was administered to 10% random
sample of students at the pre-test ilevel. Post testing with the Stanford-Binet
after attrition‘from the pregram resulted in 38 students included in the pre and
post testipg in Kindergarten, 34 students at the first grade level, and 36 students
at the second grade level. |

Si‘r.xce the random samplies was made at each school, some schools had a
very sn%all number of students included in the sample. However, based on pre-
test, post-test averages, all schools in Kiridergarten level, with the exception‘
of one, incrceised in IQ with the average increase being appro‘ximately 4. 6 1Q
point. At grade one, again all scAhools showed an increase, with the exception
‘of one, with the overall analysié showed that the average increase in IQ at
Grade One was 5.1 I{) points. Again, at Grade Two, onc school showed a very
small decrease in IQ but the overall average for the five Model Cities' Schools
at Grade Il showed an increase of 5, 8 IQQ points.

Even though individual schools do not always measure up to the‘results
of the schools as a whole, the increase in IQ at Kindergarten, Grades Dne and
Two.was highly encouraging and extremely noteworthy.

Using the Stanford Binet, Norm of 100, it should be noted that of the
38 students at the Kindergarten level, only 11 scored at or above the Stanford
Binet norm. Of the 24 at Grade One, only 6 registered scores higher than.
the norm and of the 306 students at Grade Two, only 8 were ol the norm of

100 or above. Projecting the randomiselection to the total population in the

Td\‘rensive Liearning Center, it should be noted that approximately 70 to 809
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would be below the National average for ability at the time of pre-~-test . This
statistic alone certainly justifies the necessity of having special programs in the
Model Cities' schools.

At the Grade One level, the comparison of the Metropolitan Readiness
Test as a pre-test to the Metropolitan Achievement Test as a post test proved
inappropriate since the pre. - test results place'd the group on a pcrcent‘ile level
above what might be expected from the students in the Intensive Learning Center
based on all other measures. However, four table s were drawn up taking the
sub-test qf :he Metropolitan Achievement Test , word disc.riminatiOn, word
knowledge , Reading and A;ith.rnetic wi1.:h median scores at the time of the post
test indicated that the norm of 1.9 was achieved_ at several schools on several
other sub-tests. Considering all other data, it must be assumed that the
students achieved rather substantially.during the year in the Intensive Learning
Center. Since ability and other medsurés would indicate that the near norm
level on the post test was a substantial accomplishment. At Grade II, the
California Achievement 'l'e.s_t,- Lower Primary , level form W was usecd as pre-
test and the equivalem.: form X was used as a post test . Standard scores for the
beginning of t'he year, Publishe:s’. Norms were used for the pre-test and compared
with the standard scores obtained from end of the year publishers norms on the
post test, The result of the comparison showed that on Reading there was an
individua: _jain in each school which vesulted in an "F'' ratio from the analysis
of variance that Qés significant at the 1% level in four of the five schools and at

the 5% level in one school. On Arithmetic, there was also a gain at each school
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but that gain was not significant at one ci the Model Citias' schools. All of the
four other schools had increascs in Arithmetic that were significant at the 1%
level using one way analysis of variance . Further analysis was done with the
individual student and their ranking conﬁparative grade placemoent at pre test
level and again at the post test 16,;\_/e1.

Combining the five schools, there were approximately 300 students
who took the pre-test with only 32 of those placing above grade leavel. Upon
completion of the program , 81 students scored above gradec level with another
16 scoring at the gr.ade level for Reading. Analysis of tables on 1\ritllmetic
and Language gives again the same picture,. In the case of all three sub-tests,
more students 'séored at or above grade level at the end of the program using
end of the year normrs than scored at or above grade level at the pre-test time
using beginning .of the year norms. A general statement then can be mnade
indicating that not only were increases maintained but increases in achievement
were accelerated over the year of the Intensive I.earning Cenater.

The three performance objectives that were indicated ecarlicer in this

evaluation have then been met. The first to increase I'Q of students in the

-

Intensive Liearning Center was proven at all three grades. The objective of
accelerating achievement though slightly vague at grade one was emphatically
proven at Grade II. based on pre and pbst tesi data and the questionnaive along
with counselor contacts in the Model Cities' area did much to accomplish the

third performance objective.

.
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KINDERGARTEN
Results of Pre and Post-Test Average Scores

on the Stanford Binet Intelligence Test.
Results are based on a ten percent random sample of students in the project.

Pre-Test FPost-Test

SCHOOL Average Average Number Change ' -Ratio
Abbott 90.2 93. 6 | 7 £3.4 . 9648
Dunbar | 91.0 97.0 9 460 . 7465
Fairfax ' 93. 3 93.2 4 6.1 | . 0000
Grant 97.3 101.0 3 +3.7 .1130
Hawthorne 96.1 100. 8 ’ 14 +4.,7 1.8634
Total Model Cities 93.2 97. 8 38 4. 6 2.8753

46



FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY p

GRADF 1

Results of Pre & Post Test Average Scores
on the Stanford Binet Intelligence Test,

Results are based on a ten percent random sample of students in the Project

Pre-Test Fost-Test

SCHOOL Average Average Number Change F-Ratio
Abbott ‘ 96.7 94.7 4 -2.0 .0215
Dunbar 91.1 98.73 7 7.2 1.5524
Fairfax , 90.5 . 92.5 4 2.0 .0210
Grant ‘ 89.3 90.7 6 1.4 . 0065
flawthorne 92.2 100. 5 13 8.3 4.665
Total :viod=! Cities 91.9 | 97.0 - 34 5.1 2.1598
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GRADE II

Results of Prec and Post Test Average Scores
on the Stanford Iinet Intelligence Test
Results are based on a ten percent random sample of students in the project

Pre-Test Post-Test :
" School Average Average Number Change F-Ratio

Abbott 99.6 99.'2 5 - .4 .0016
Dunbar | . 86.1 90. 5 8 4, 4 ) . 6850
Fairfax " 90.2 93.8 5 3.6 L1530
Grant 85. 8 98.5 4 12.7 16.2902
Hawthorne 87.0 96. 8 14 9.8 1.6330
All Model Cities 90.6 . 95. 8 36 5.8 3.4179




NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN GRADES K, 1 and 2

Who are at or above the Norm on the Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale
At the Pre-Test Time

:SCHOOQOL KINDERGARTEN GRADE 1 GRADXE IL

* Abbott 1 1 | 2
Dunbar ‘ 1 A 1 1
Fairfax 1 1 2-
Grant 2 1 0

_ Hawthorne | 6 2 3
: Total 11 6 8
Total Possible 38 34 36




GRADE I
METROPOLITAN READINESS-METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT

Results of Pre & Post Testing with the Metropolitan Readiness

and Achieverment Tests. Results are based on interpolated standard
score values for the Readiness Test and average standard score
values for the Achievement Tests.

Pre-Test Post-Test
SCHOOL Average Average Number Change
Abbott 48.9 43,3 59 - 5.6
Dunbar ‘ 49,6 - 43,0 76 - 6.6
Fairfax 57.2 51.0 42 - 6.2
Grant 56.1 42.4 53 -13.7
A2 o d |

Hawthorne 2 facer w 522 127 - 5.1
All Schools 52.0 44,1 357 - 7.9




Results of Metropolitan Achievement Test at End of Grade I
(Norm - Grade Placement 1.9)
WORD DISCRIMINATION

Grade

Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant l{awthorne TOTAL
1.0- 1 1
1.0 1 1 2
1.1 2 3 5
1.2 4 10 5 13 32
1.3 2 12 6 9 29
1.4 9 6 2 7 16 40
1.5 5 i0 1 2 17 35
1.6 4 3 2 10 19
1.7 8 4" 4 7 14 37
1.8 1 4 5 2 3 17
1.9 6 5 3 2 8 24
2.0 2 6 3 5 o 22
2.1 2 3 3 5 13
2.2 2 2 1 8 13
2.3 3 3 <} 10
2.4 l 2 2 1 1 7
2.5 i 2 1 2 4 10
2.6 2 4 1 2 9
2.6+ 2 5 8 3 10 28

TOTALS 55 77 40 49 152 353

Median 1.7 2.1 2.0 1.7 1.7




Results of Metropolitan Achievement Test at End of Grade 1
(Norm - Grade Placement 1.9)
WORD KNOWLEDGE

Grade

Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant Hawthorne TOTAL
1.0 -
1.0 1 1
1.1 1 1 1 3
1.2 2 1 2 2 7
1.3 2 12 1 2 9 26
1.4 4 4 1 4 12 25
1.5 5 12 2 10 13 42
1.6 9 9 2 6 27 53
1.7 10 6 5 2 14 37
1.8 10 6 8 9 11 44
1.9 6 10 5 5 11 37
2.0 2 2 2 5 11
2.1 1 2 2 5
2.2 1 1 1 2 7 12
2.3 0
2.4 1 1 3 2 3 10
2.5 1 2 3 t 10
2.6 0
2.6+ 3 T 5 2 5 22

TOTALS 54 75 40 50 126 345

Median 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.7




™~
Results of Metropolitan Achievement Test at End of Grade I

(Norm - Grade Placement 1.9)

READING

Grade »

Placement Abbott PDunbar Fairfax Grant IHawthorane TOTAL
1.0~ 0
1.0 2 2
1.1 1 2 1 5
1.2 4 1 1 1 7
1.3 ) 8" 1 4 6 19
1.4 2 1 4 5 12
1.5 7 9 1 10 14 41
1.6 8 16 3 8 16 51
1.7 8 13 7 8 28 64
1.8 6 6 7 3 14 36
1.9 7 5 1 4 R 25
2.0 5 2 5 1 8 21
2.1 3 5 | 2 1 4 15
2.2 2 2 6 10
2.3 1 1
2.4 0
2.5 1 1 4 3 9
2.6 0
2. 6+ 2 10 4 1 11 28

TOTALS 5& 79 38 49 125 346

Median 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.6 1.7
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Results of Metropolitan Achievement Test at End of Grade I
(Morin - Grade Placement 1. 9)

ARITHMETIC

Grade
Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant Hawthorne TOTAL
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TOTALS 54 76 39 50 129 ' 348

Median .9 2.0 2.4 1.9 2.0
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Grade IT - READING

Results of Pre & Post Achievement Tuoats using the Calitoraia Achievema>nt Test,
Lower Primary (Pre-test, Form W. Post Test, Form X). Results bascd on
Publisher's National, Standard Score Norms. :

Pre-Test Post-Test
SCHOOL Average Average Number Change F-Ratio
Abbott 35,3 45.8 61 10.5 49,8195
Dunbar 35.9 42.4 77 | 6.5 20. 8004
Fairfax 43.7 49.2 42 5.5 7.£202
Grant 346, 4 40,4 38 4; 0 © 4.0708
Hawthorne 39.6 ’ 50. 2 123 10. 6 52. 8280

All Model Cities
38.0 46.3 341 8.3 111.2519
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GRADE II

California Achieverment - Reading
nF" Ratios, Degrees of Freedom, and Probability wher comparing Variance
of Pre & Post Reading Achievement Tests

SCHOOL HE" Ratio Degree of Probability
Freedom

Abbott (Pre & Post) 49.85195 119 >.01

Dunbar (Pre & Post) 20. 8004 149 .01

Fairfax (Pre & Post) 7.8202 | 78 7..101

Grant (Pre‘ & Post .4. 0708 76 — .05

Hawtherne (Pre & Post) 52.8280 | 244 —> .01

All Model Cities
(Pre & Post) 111. 2519 670

N

.01
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GRADE II ARITHMETIC

Results of Pre & Post Achievement Test using the California Achievement Test,
lL.ower Primary (Pre-Test, Form W; Post Test, Fam X}. Roesults based on
Publisher's National Standard Score Norms

: Pre-Test Post - test
SCHOOL Average Average Number Change "E'" Ratio
Abbott 42.0 49.3 61 7.3 27.7984
Dunbar 42.1 ' 49.8 | %7 7.7 29. 2639
Fairfax - | -45. 9 | '52.2 42 6.3 17.2577
Grant 42.6 41.7 38 ~ .9 o0.2582
Hawthorne 43.5 46.8 | 123 3.3 50.2282
All MNodel Cities 43.0 48.8 341 5.8 95, 8988




GRADE II

California Achievement - Arithmetic

ngEn Ratios, Degrees of Freedom & Probability when comparing variance of
Pre & Post Arithmetic Achievement Tests

Degrees of

SCHOOL g Ratio . Freedom Probability
Abbott (Pre & Post) - 27.7984 119 = .01
DUNEAR (Pre & Post) 29.2639 | 149 > .01
Fairfax (Pre & Post) 17.2577 78 | ~ .01
Grant {Pre & Post) - .2582 76 ‘ < .05
Hawthorne (Pre & Post) 50.2282 244 ~ .01
All Model Cities  95.8988 670 > .ol
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Grade Placement of Students in Grade II Based on Pre-Test Data

Norms obtained from Publisher's /National Norm Table
|

READING !
3

Grade Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant Hawthorne TOTAL
1.0 1 1 2
1.1 1 5 1 7
1.2 3 6 3 7 19
1.3 7 10 1 6 12 36
1.4 8 10 1 9 16 44
1.5 13 9 4 1 15 42
1.6 9 9 -5 3 11 36
1.7 6 4 5 6 10 31
1.8 2 3 3 2 12 22
1.9 1 2 3 3 7 17
2.0 1 6 4 1 7 19
2.1 2 1 2 1 1 7
2.2 1 2
2.3 1 1 1 4 6
2.4 1 1 2
2.5 1 4
2.6 1 1 3
2.7 H 1
2.8 1 1 2
2.9 1 3 4
3.0 1 1
3.1
3.2 i 1
3.3 1 1
3.4 2 2
3.5
3.6
3. 6+ 1 L

Below Gr. 54 59 26 34 a2 264

Placement :

At Grade 0 6 2 1 7 16

Plicement

Above Grade T o

Placement 1 4 5 2 20 32




Grade Placement of Students in Grade II Based on Post-Test Data
Norms obtained from Publisher's National Norm Table

READING

Grade Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant Hawthorne TOTAL
1.0
1.1 1 1 2
1.2 1 1 2
1.3 2 1 1 4
1.4 3 3
1.5 1 3 3 1 8
1.6 2 1 3 4 10
1.7 3 3 5 & 17
1.8 2 2 1 5
1.9 3 4 3 4 8 22
2.0 2 7 i 2 5 17
2.1 1 5 2 3 4 15
2.2 6 4 1 1 5 17
2.3 4 6 2 1 2 16
2.4 2 3 6 6 7 24
2.5 9 2 3 2 2 18
2.6 - 4 1 6 11
2.7 4 7 1 6 18
2.8 3 4 1 7 15
2.9 5 3 1 1 o 16
3.0 3 1 1 4 11
3.1
3.2 1 1 3 1 4 10
3.3 3 6 9
3.4 4 3 3 9 19
3.5
3.6 2 1 3 8 14
3.6+ 2 2 1 15 20

Below Gr.

Placement 42 58 21 33 66 220

At Grade

Placement 5 3 1 1 é 16

Above Gr. .

Placement 11 8 11 5 46 81




Grade Placement of Students in Grade II Based On Pre-Test Data.
Norms obtained from Publishers National Norm Table

ARITHMETIC
Grade Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant Hawthorne TOTAL
1.0 1 2 1 2 6
1.1 2 3 5 10
1.2 4 6 4 5 19
1.3 8 7 3 2 15 35
1.4 7 9 1 6 11 34
1.5 7 4 5 4 8 28
1.6 10 7 4 6 10 37
1.7 1 7 3 2 10 23
1.8 4 10 7 8 19 48
1.9 2 2 2 6 ) 12
2.0 2 5 3 3 15 28 .
2.1 1 4 1 6
2.2 1 1 3 5
2.3 1 1 3 2 7
2.4 5 7
2.5 1 1 1 1 4
2.6 2 2
2.7
2.8
2.9
3.0
3.1
3.2 1 1
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.6+
Below Gr : :
lacement 49 57 28 33 g2 258
. At Gr.
Placement 1 5 1 3 15 25
Above Gr,
Placement 4 7 4 1 I3 29
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Grade Placemcnt of Students in Gradlc; II Based On I’::{-Test Data
Norms obtained from Publishers National Norin Table

ARITHMETIC

Grade Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant Hawthorne TOTA“%

1.0

1.1 .

1.2

1.3 1 3 2 3 2 11

1.4 1 2 1 1 5

1.5 2 1 %4 8

1.6 1 2 3

1.7 2 1 3

1.8 1 3 1 3 3 11

1.9 2. 4 1 3 2 12

2.0 2. 3 2 4 8 19

2.1 3 2 4 4 7 20

2.2 2 3 5

2.3 9 3 1 3 6 22

2.4 3 6 3 2 13 27

2.5 5 1 2 3 5 16

2.6 3 7 2 4 4 20

2.7 5 5 2 2 8 22

2.8 4 5 1 5 15

279 4 7 2 3 3 19

3.0 1 6 7

3.1 1 .5 5 8 i5

3.2 2 2 2. 1 11 17

3.3 4 2 1 10 i

3.4 1 2 1 S 15

3.5

3.6

3.6+ 1 1 3 5

TN

Below QGr.
Placement 42 49 21 33 74 218
At Grade -
Placement 4 7 2 3 3 19
Above Grade
Placement 8 . 13 10 1 43 75 —
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Grade Placement of Students in GradelIl Based on Pre-Test Data
- Norms obtained from Publisher's National Norm Tabie

LANGUAGE
~ !

Crade Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant flawthorne TOTAL
1.0 3 3
1.1 . 3 1 4
1.2 5 . 1 2 8
1.3 3 5 2 4 14
1.4 8 7 3 6 7 31
1.5 o 10 5 2 11 34
1.6 S 12 12 .4 19 56
1.7 5 3 5 10 13 36
1.8 6 7 2 8 12 35
1.9 3 9 1 7 20
2.0 2 7 3 2 11 . 25
2.1 "2 1 1 7 11
2.2 ' 1 2 3
2.3 1 1 1 5 8
2.4 2 1 1 2 5
2.5 1 4 5
2.6 1 1 1 3
2.7 2 2 4
2.8 4 4
2.9 2 2
3.0
3.1
3.2
3.3
3.4
3.5
3.6
3.6+

Below Gr.

Placement 49 56 31 33 79 248

At Grade :

Placement 0 7 1 2 11 21

Above Gr.

Placement 5 6 1 2 29 43
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Grade Placement of Students in Grade II Based on Posi-Test Data
Norms obtained from Publisher's National Norm Tabte

LANGUAGE

Grade Placement Abbott Dunbar Fairfax Grant HHawthorae TOTAL
1.0 1 1
1.1
1.2
1.3 1 1
1.4 1 1
1.2 2 1 2 5
1.6 1 2 2 H l 7
1.7 1 -2 2 5 30 13
1.8 3 T 3 2 2 17
1.9 1 3 5 2 11
2.0 5 s 2 1 2 15
2.1 P 2 2 3 3 12
2.2 2 3 5 4 14
2.3 2 3 2 2 5 14
2.4 -4 4 3 2 2 15
2.5 4 4 2 6 16
2.6 2 4 1 3 6 16
2.7 4 6 1 4 15
2.8 4 3 1 2 3 13
2.9 4 2 1 2 5 12
3.0 3 1 1 2 6 13
3.1 2 2 1 g 13
3.2 1 7 10 i8
3.3 4 1 2 7
3.4 1 2 3
3.5 1 3 9 13
3.6 1 2 7 10
3.6+ 2 2 1 29 35

Below Grade

Placement 34 50 29 32 41 186

At Grade ‘

Placement 4 2 1 2 5 14

Apove Grade

Placement 16 17 3 3 73 112




Number of Sturdents al or above Grade Level on all Three Suh-Tests,
READING, LANGUAGE AND ARITHMETIC (Pre & Post) Califoruia
Achievement, Lower Primary

GRADE i1
SCHOOL Pre , Post
Abbott 1 -
Dunbai 6 7
Fairfax ) 1 2
Grant 2 4
Hawthorne 13 31
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PARENTS' SURVEY

In addition to rather extensive pre and post testing data, othuer mceasures
were used for project justification aud project evaluation. After the L‘on\plc.tion
of twenty-seven (27) wecks of the project, a questicnnaire was distributed to
parents of cach child in the Intensive Learning Centers. Onec thousand, sixty
questionnaires were sent to parents, seven hundred thirty six were returned
to the schc')o_l-. Of the 736 questionnaires returned, 271 were {rom the parents
of Ki.ndergarten students, 227 from parents of First grade stu.dents, and 238 from
parents of Second grade students.

The questionnaire was an attempt to get the opinion of parcnt.s in regard
to how weil their children liked school, hew interested they were in Reading,
and Writing and how :i:« parents felt about the nﬁaterials and avdio visual equipment
being used in the classroom. Items 12, 13, and 14 of the Questionnaire allowed
parents to express what th:eay felt to be good, bad and ways of uimiproving the program.
The questionnaire with the taliied results wili be included with this narrative.

It is in'teresting to note that 610 parents reported their children iiked schoo!
very much. Sixty-six reported their children like school very littc, and seven
reported their childrea did not like schocl at all. Parents also reportced increased
interest in Reading and Writing. An overwhelming number reported that the use
of additional equipment and materials in the classroom were oi.binefit to their child.

On Item 13, What do }.rou like best about your child's class a1 school?

All five of the Intensi~e Learning Centers reported that parents: likerd for two teach: v
to be in the classroori. Ther personal interest shcwn to studeni » Ly tcachers an s -

new equipment being used by teachers as teaching aids.

ERIC -
6



Al
\

FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABIV.‘IH-:MCOPYN

In sugyestions for improviag the program, Item 14 on the Questionnaire,
parents most often reque;ted that more homework be given te the chiliiren and
that stronger Jdiscipline be :naintained at school. They also {¢lt that mnrore
field trips would be beneficial to students.

It would be beneficial for any reader of this report to take a rather thorough

look at the composite tabulation of responses on the questioanaire distributed to

arents to get a full picture of the parent's feeling of the program.
o g ¢ g Prog

O
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KANSAS CITY, KANSAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

TO: Parents of Children Attending Model Cities Schools in the
Primary Project Area

FROM: Paul L. Mobiley, Director of Model Cities Projects
SUBJECT: Project Evaluation

Your child has been attending school in the special "Language Bombardment
Project" or Intensive Learning Centers in the Model Cities' area for the last eighteen
weeks. During this time, we hope you have observed your child's progress closely

enough to help us evaluate his/her progress in these Intensive ILLearning classes.

It is important that Srou complete and return the enclosed qucstionnaire with
your child's grade card. Thank you for co-operating with the school.

Please do not sign the guestionnaire.

{
1. What Model Cities school does your child attend?

Abbott x Dunbar X Fairfax X
Graat X Hawthorne X ’

2. What grade is your child?

Kindergart n__ 271 First 227 Second 238

3. Does your ciild enjoy coming to school?

Very rmuch 610 Very little 66 Not at all 7
4. Has your child shown an increased interest in reading books?
Very much 487 Very little 118 Not at all 14
5. Does your child '"'say'' or "'repeat' poems, ‘rhynles and stories learned at
school? : ‘ ' ’
Very often 444 . Sometimes _ 264 Not at all 13

6. Has your child's interestin numbers increased through the use of new
materials and equipment in the classroom such as the overhead projector,
math drill tapes and listening stations? )

Very much 498 Very little 158 Not at all- 18
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7. Does your child show an interest in numbers by counting chjects, writing

or saying combinations and repeating number poems?

Very much _ 564 : Very little _120 Not at all 10

8. Does having two teachers per room increase your child's chmnces to receive

more individual attention, therefore more learning?

Very much 579 Very little 54 Not at all 20

9. Has the use of the new Little Owl and Sounds of Language tcxtbooks increas d

your child's ability to speak out more readily than usual?

Very much _397 Very little 145 Not at all 25

10. Has your child's ability to write creatively increased?

Very much __433 Very little _ 184 Not at all 25

11. Has your child learned more through the use of additional egquipment and
Materials in the classxoom such as the tape recorder, listening stations,

overhead projectors, record players, etc. ?
Very much __482 Very little 97 Not at all 14
12. What does your child like best about his class at school?
Reading, Math, Drawing, Music, Games
13. What do you l?ke best about your child's class at school?

Two teachers per room, additional equipment, parents like the teachers
because they show personal interst in students.

14. What suggestions do you have for improving your child's Intensive
I.earning Program? '

Need more discipline in classrooms.
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

As a part of the Project Evaluation to ascertain thc.gen(:ral leeling that
teachers have towards the Intensive Learning Center at the primary level, a
gquestionnaire was distributed to all teéchers, principals, consuliants, and
counselors who worked in the schools at which Intensive Learning Coenters
were operated.

The results of this Questionnaire may be slightly contaminated by the
fact some of the tea..chers who are not working directly in the program may be
less than completely famili'ar with the materials used, the audio visuz;.l equipment
and the objectives of the program; However, as the enclosed evaluation composite
sheet will sho“-r,' certified personnel endorsed wholeheartedly. ©One ‘fwundred and
twenty teachers returned questionnaires. Of these 105 teachers indicated that
the children in the program liked school and enjoyed their school experience,

15 irndicated that students liked school somewhat, and only one ieacher indicated
that students did not like school.

Tﬁe Language Bombardment Program emphasizes communications' skills.
43 teachers indicated that they believed children were developing communications'
skills to a greater degree than previous ';/ears. 39 teachers inéicatcd that they
believed that this development was somewhat better than previous ycars, only
9 teachers indicated that they did not believe Language Bombardment was an
improvement over previous programs.

In subject matter areas and teaching procedures, one can judge that in
the opi-nion of the teachers and other certifi;’:d persoanel in ti. <l 7. the

Intensive Liearning Centers are outstanding successes. The questionnaire

Q . '



ndicates tnnal COINIINIUNRIC ALLUIL aRkLrd0 H4FSF2y 222 0=7 27 &7
ntercsted in books. Reduccd student ~teacher ratio has helped individualize
nstruction and the project is superior to other programs in the Language.Arts'
area. Teach.ers believe that audio visual aid increased learning. Students feel
more successful in the program and parents generally approve the Intensive
l.earning Centers.

On It¢m 13, where teachers are free to list changes, variations or im-
provements that might be made, théy suggested that parent - teacher conferences
b.e held on school ti.rne; that Language Bombardment be cornbined with other basal
texts; that there be moré emphasis on phonics.

Again, the reade; o.f this rep(')rt is encouraged to study the composite
of the Teacher Questionnaire thoroughly to get the overall picture of what the
teac-hers re=lly I2el about the su.-ccess of the L.anguage Bombardment programs
in the Model Citi:s' elementary schools.

It is the opinion of the' parents, as preﬁously stated, certainly the
opinion of the princ.ipals and the teachers in the 'sc?hbols in which the Intensivg
Learning Centers are located that the program is an unqualified success and

-

needs to be continued, as well as, expan'ded.
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KANSAS CITY, KANSAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS

TO: Principals and Teachers in Modei Cities Schools Wherc
Language Bombardment Program is in Operation

FROM: Paul L. Mobiley, Director of Model Cities Projeccts
SUBJECT: Project Evaluation

An evaluation of all federal projects must be completed for a program to be
re-funded next year. This questionnaire is mierely one phase of thc total evaluation

plan. Please complete the questionnaire and return to your priccipal. Not all
questions can be answered by all teachers; however, be as canclid as possible.

Do not sign questionnaire

1. What grade do you now teach? "120 (Kiadergarten through 6)
. Do your pupils seem to eanjoy their school experiences? Yes 105" No. 1
Somewhat? 15 :
3. Do children seem to be developing communication skills to a greater degree
than in previous years? Yes 43 No 9 Somewhat 39

4. Is oral communications improving as a result of this program? Yes _47
No 13 Somewhat 29 '

5. iians pupil attendance improved as a result of this programn? Yes 17
No 31 Somewhat 18 '

6. Do parents generally approve of the project? Yes 49 No 8 Somewhat 2
7. Do children seem to be more interested in books because & this program?
Yes 53 No 10 Scmewhat 23

8. To what extent has the reduced pupil teachers ratio helped instruction?
Greatly 49 Not at all 6 Somewhat 22

9. Do you feel that this project is ‘an improvement over the previous program in
Language Arts? Yes 48 No 14 Somewhat _ 20

10. Are you familiar with the aims and methods of the Language Bombardment

Program? Yes _ 65 No 15 Somewhat 31 .

11. Does having more audio-visual aids in the classroom seem tc coatribute
significantly to learning? Yes _ 79 No. 2 Somewhat 13

12. 1Is there a marked increase in the pupils' feeling of success which © uld be
attributed to this program? Yes 50 No 12 Somewhat 19

13. List any changes, variations,; or improvements that might be made in the
Language Bombardment Program. Please be concise.

Parent-teacher conferences on school time.

[
L]

2. Alility grouping

3. Teacher Aides needed

4. Combining Language Bombardment. with basal text.
5. More emphasis on phonics.

6. Agnoviher test in place of California Achievement Tes:

72






