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CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

NINTH GRADE PRODUCTION WORKSHOP

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Needs and Rationale

Among economically disadvantaged youth in secondary

schools, a disproportionately high number of students reflect

characteristics of the potential dropout. Apathy or hostility

toward education accompanies a history of achievement deficits

and adjustment prcblems. The educational survival of these

young people depends in part on the rapid development of appro-

priate school programs.

B. Summary of Operations

The Production Workshop Project was designed to promote

the educational rehabilitation, of selected ninth-grade students.

Programs in block-scheduled academic instruction were integrated

with vocational training in a Production Workshop setting.

The 1971-72 project activities served a total of 243

students--117 boys and 126 girls. Approximately seven out of

ten (68%) of these participants remained in the project for the

entire school year.

C. Historical Background

The project classes were inaugurated in February, 1968

in five Title I target junior high schools. For the next three

school years (1968-69 through 1970-71), project operations were

continued in four of the five initial schools. In the 1971-72



school year, the project operations were extended to a fifth

school.

In both the 1968-69, 1969-70, and 1970-71 school years,

participants demonstrated: 1) significant increases in school

marks, 2) significant improvement in attendance, and 3) very

positive feelings about the Production Workshop project.

D. Objectives

The overall objective of this project is to strengthen

the educational program for ninth grade students whose school

history shows evidence that they may be potential drop-outs.

Specific objectives to be achieved by this project are:

1. Given a standardized test of reading
vocabulary and comprehension, at least
75% of the students will evidence a
pre-post gain representing "normal"
progress--i.e., a pre-to-post increase
in grade equivalent scores corresponding
to the duration of pre-to-post instruction.

2. Given a standardized test of arithmJtic
computation, at least 75% of the students
will evidence a pre-post gain representing
"normal" progress.

3. Through intensive parent involvement and
the students' increased awareness of the
fundamentals needed to enter the main-
stream of education, participants' attitude
toward school will become more positive

as measured by:

a. Participants' attendance rate
during the year will be a min-
imum of 4 per cent above the
average attendance rate for all
grade 9 students in the Pro-
duction Workshop schools.
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b. The 1971-72 dropout rate among
participants will be lower than
the rate for the remainder of
the grade 9 group in the pro-
ject schools.

c. Students will evidence greater
involvement in extracurricular
activities (school year prior
to participation vs. year of
project participation.)

d. Participants will evidence im-
proved attendance (during the
year of participation.)

e. Participants will evidence im-
proved quality in written class-
work and homework assignments
(first six weeks vs. last six
weeks of school year.)

4. Participants will become familarized with
the world of work through:

. Using assembly-line techniques
in workshop

Evaluating all workshop projects
in terms of monetary value

. Going on field trips to various
industries

. listening to speakers from indus-
tries on topics such as work habits
and job requirements

. Filling out actual job application
forms

. Examining and discussing income
tax forms

. Role-playing job interviews (or
experiencing actual job interviews
if possible)

S. 2ue to com.tant positive reinforcement of
success experiences, participants' self-
image will improve significantly as re-
flected by pre-post responses.
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E. Focus of Evaluation

The project evaluation sought answers to the follow-

ing questions, representing operational indices of attainment

of the objectives:

1. Did the majority (75%) of students attain
a "normal" rate of progress in reading
while in the project?

2. Did the majority (75%) of students attain
a "normal" rate of progress in mathe-
matics while in the project?

3. Did students attain better school marks
while in Production Workshop than they
did prior to participation?

4. Did students evidence a higher attend-
ance rate (while in the Production Work-
shop program) than they did before
entering the program?

5. Did Production Workshop students evi-
dence a lower dropout rate than did the
other ninth grade students in the pro-
ject schools?

6. Did students improve the quality of their
written classwork and homework assign-
ments (beginning of the year vs. end of
the year)?

4



The DPPF ,er-pupil cost of the 1971-72 operations was

$1,218.* Since the average general-funds expenditure for a junior-.

high school student was $518 the total annual cost per participant

was $1,736.

, *Based on average daily membership of 204 students.

- 4a -



II. HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS

A. Did the majority (75%) of students attain ts. "normal" rate of

progress in reading while in the project?

Despite the marked initial deficits in reading skills

(mean pre-test scores of 4.4 in Vocabulary and 3.8 in Compre-

hension), over seven out. of ten (71%) of the students demon-

strated "normal" progress in Vocabulary during the project,

gaining seven or more months in test score during seven months

of instruction. Over half (56%) demonstrated "normal" pro-

gress in Comprehension skills.

Analysis of pre-post standardized test scores* reveal-

ed that both boys and girls made significant gains in vocabulary

and comprehension skills. Average changes were approximately

. four times as great as gains to be expected on the basis of pro-

gress rates at pre-testing. These findings indicate that pro-

gress rates accelerated markedly during the period of participation.

. Boys' Vocabulary scores increased from a
mean of 4.0 (pre) to 5.7 (post); girls'

Vocabulary scores increased from a mean
of 4.7 to 5.8.

. Boys' Reading Comprehension scores in-
creased from a mean of 3.5 to a mean of
5.0; girls' scores increased from a mean
of 4.0 to a mean of 4.9.

B. Did the majority (75%)of students attain a "normal" rate of pro-

gress in mathematics while in the project?

Approximately six out of ten (61%) of the students at-

tained "normal" gains of seven or more months in mathematics scores

during seven months of instruction.

* Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills-- Level 3
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Analysis of pre-post standardized-test data revealed

that both boys and girls made si,-inificant gains in mathematics

skills. The mean pre-to-post increase of approximately nine

months (in Computation scores) was twice as great as the gain

to be expected on the basis of the pre-test mean of 5.6. This

outcome reflected a marked acceleration in rate of progress.

. Boys' Computation scores increased from
a mean of 5.3 (pre) to 6.0 (post); girls'
scores increased from a mean of 5.9 to a
mean of 6.9.

C. Did students attain better school marks while in Production

Workshop than they did prior to participation?

For the total student group, final marks for the Pro-

duction Workshop year were significantly higher than the; had

been during the year preceding participation. Both boys and girls

demonstrated mean increases in grade-point average corresponding

to approximately one letter mark category.

. The boys' mean grade-point average (GPA)
rose from .89 (pre) to 1.91 (during par-

ticipation).

. The girls' mean GPA increased from 1.51

to 2.49.

Participants evidenced greater gains in final marks in

English than were obtained in mathematics, with boys' gains

exceeding those of girls in both subject areas.

. The average Engliih mark increased from
1.42 for the.1970-71 year to 2.29 for

the project year. The gain in mean mathe-

matics marks was from 1.20 (June, 1971)
to 1.89 (Jtine, 1972).
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D.. Did students evidence a hi her attendance rate (while in the

Production Workshop program) than they did before entering the

program?

Both boys and girls demonstrated improvement in atten-

dance during the project year.

. The boys' attendance increased from a
mean of 154.5 days or 85.8% (for the
1970-71 year) to a mean of 159.2 days
or 88.4% during the Production Work-
shop year.

. Girls' attendance rose from a mean of
152.0 days (84.4%) to a mean of 155.4
days (86.3%).

. The average"1971-72 attendance rate of
87.4% for Production Workshop students
surpassed the attendance rate of 85.6%
established by the total Grade 9 group
in the five project schools.

E. Did Production Workshop students evidence a lower dropout rate

than did the other ninth grade students in the project schools?

The Production Workshop dropout rate of 4.5% was

slightly lower than the school-year rate of 4.7% established by

all other Crade 9 students in the five project schools.

F. Did students improve the quality of their written classwork and

homework assignment (beginning of the year vs. end of the year)?

The proportion of completed assignments increased in

mathematics (from 74% completed.to 82% completed), but declined

in English (from 75% to 73%). Girls evidenced an increase in the

proportion of assignments completed in both English and mathematics.

Boys demonstrated a marked improvement in. mathematics completibn

(from 68% to 79%) but had almost as great a decline in English

completion (from 7S% to 65%).



G. Changes in Student Attitude

Students/pre-post survey responses revealed an increase

in positive views of "self as student," negligible change in

positive attitudes toward the "social aspects of school", and a

decline in positive "perception of teachers".

. BoW pre-post responses reflected a de-
cline in positive attitude for each of
the three factors. Girls' responses re-
flected an increase in positive feelings
about each of the three factors.

. Both boys and girls expressed the highest
level of positive responses for the fac-
tor "self as student", and the lowest
level for the factor "perception of teach-
ers". This pattern appeared in both pre
and post testings.

H. Students' Opinion About Production Workshop

Students' questionnaire responses reflected a favorable

opinion about the project. Almost seven out of ten (69%) of the

students indicated that they were "learning better this year...

than last year," 65% were "glad to be in Production Workshop",

and 62% thought that "students who aren't in the Production Work-

shop class wish that they were".

I. Implications and Recommendations .

The data revealed that the 1971-72 project enrollment

maintained the stability established in the preceding year. The

proportion of full-year participants was 68% during the 1971-72

period as compared to only 35% in 1968-69. This increase in

stability, reflecting more intensive efforts in the area of se-

lection of participants, increased the possibility of delivering

sustained assistance to students.



The 1971-72 outcomes were consistently positive and

surpassed the gains attained in the preceding years of project

operation. The most striking improvement appeared in stuJents'

progress in reading and mathematics skills as reflected by pre-

post test scores. In the two, reading areas (Vocabulary and Com-

prehension), both boys and girls exceeded the norm--i.e., gained

more than seven months in test scores over seven months of

elapsed instructional time. The previous year's eN nation re-

ported only negligible pre-post changes in reading scores. The

need for "more intensive focusing on the reading area" was cited.

The 1971-72 outcomes indicate that such focusing has been effec-

tive.

The 1971-72 progress patteru assumes greater signific-

ance when viewed in the perspective of the students' pro-test

performance levels. Mean pre-test scores in reading reflected

prior progress at approximately one-half the !Inormal" rate.

Student mean gains in reading during the pr3ject represented

progress almost double the "normal" rate.

A similar pattern of accelerated progress emerged in

the pre-post arithmetic results.

Satisfaction with the marked irprovtment in student5'pro-

gress must be tempered by recognition of remaining skills deficits.

Despite their striking gains, students' mean scores at post-

testing were 5.8 (in Vocabulary), 5.0 (in Comprehension), and

6.5 (in Computation). Initial deficits had been narrowed, but

not erased, in the vojeet year. Maint,ning the learning
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momentum of the Production Workshop experience would appear to

require some supportive program for students during their post-

project year.

The project appeared to have greater positive impact

on boys than it did on girls. Boys' mean gains exceeded those

of girls for four of the six indices used (vocabulary and com-

prehension scores, GPA, and attendance). This outcome repeated

the pattern that appeared in the previous year's evaluation.



III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. Procedures

Project operations integrated changes in both the con-

tent and the organization of instruction. A key element was the

involvement of students in production-oriented workshcps.

Work experiences for girls were developed in a combi-

nation food-and-clothing laboratory. Work units that were corre-

lated with clothing included health service, home nursing, child

care, and service projects for Red Cross. Work experience for

boys utilized an industrial arts shop with modifications in equip-

ment and materials.

As a motivating element, participants in the project

received 50 cents per hour for one hour per day for the work done

in the project workshop. The total amotnt per pupil was $2.50

per week, approximately $45.00 for the semester.

Class sizes were reduced with a maximum enrollment of

twenty students per project class. In order to provide close

supervision and individualized attention, a teacher's aide divided

his time between the class of boys and the class of girls in each

of the five schools.

Academic instruction was integrated in a four-period

block. English and social studies Were correlated in two conse-

cutive periods. Mathematics consisted of one period of class

work plus another of supervised study. Emphasis in English was

on communication skills. Experience on how to take orders, how

to approach people, and the study of advertising illustrated some

of the activities.



B. Participants

In each of the five project junior high schools, one

class of boys and one class of girls were organized. The average

enrollment per class was 20 students. A total of 117 boys and

126 girls participated, with 165 students (or 68%) remainii.g in

the project for the entire school year. This proportion of full-

year participants maintained the proportion established during

the previous year (1970-71), and was double the 35% proportion of

full-year participants in the first year of operation (1968-69).

The characteristics of the participants define the

following profile:

1. The average P.L.R. was 86.1 with the
girls' mean of 87.7 slightly exceeding
the boys' mean of 84.4.

2. Pupils' performance on standardized
achievement tests* administered at
project entry confirm inadequacies
in reading and arithmetic skills.
Deficits between pupils' grade place-
ment at testing and means of obtained

scores were:

Deficits

Reading Vocabulary 4.7 grade equivalents

Reading Comprehension 5.3 grade equivalents-

Arithmetic Computation 3.5 grade equivalents

3. For the school year prior to project
particilation, students had a mean
grade-point average of 1.20 or
slightly better than a "D". Almost

one out of two (46%) of the students
had an average of "D" or less.

4. During the school year prior to the
project, the average attendance of
boys was 154.5 days (86%) and that of
the girls was 152.0 days (84%).

* Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Level 3, Form R administered

in September, 1971.
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IV. ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

A. Changes in Achievement

The assessment of changes in achievement centered on

analyses of the pre-post results of standardized tests of reading

and arithmetic. The analyses were designed to answer the fol-

lowing questions:

, Did the majority (75%) of the students
attain a "normal" rate of reading pro-
gress while in the Production Workshop?

Did the majority (75%) of the students
attain a "normal" rate of arithmetic
progress while in the Production Work-
shop?

Before preceeding with the results of the analysis of

findings "statistical significance" should be placed in proper

perspective:

A "statistically significant" pre-post
difference indicates that a "rear,change
has occurred--i.e., that post scores are
"really" different from the pre scores.
However, the statistic does not take into
account the time period during which the
change occurred. Thus, for example, a
gain of four months in test scores could
prove to be a "real" pre-post difference
regardless of whether the change had
occurred over one month or over ten months.
A pre-post change--be it gain or loss- -
that is not significant represents a
fluctuation that is within the range to
be expected through chance alone.

The significance-of-change statistic does
not take into account the relation of gain
scores to rate of progress at the point of
pre-testing. A student who attains a
grade-equivalent score of 7.0 when he or
she has an actual grade placement of 7.0
is considered to be "at norm." This
hypothetical student would be expected to
show "normal" progress of approximately
one month in test score for each month of



instructional time. However, a student
whose pre-test performance is only half
the "normal"--e.g., a score of 4.5 at an
actual grade placement of 9.0--would be
expected to gain at approximately half
the "normal" rate. Realistic interpre-
tation of gain scores must include recog-
nition of below-normal initial achieve-
ment of students.

1. Overview of Pre-Post Achievement Testing

The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills Level 3

Form R was administered to all Production Workshop students

in late September, 1971. Form Q of the same test was ad-

ministered in early May, 1972. The elapsed time between

pre and post testings was seven months, or .7 grade-equiva-

lent units. Analysis focused on the Vocabulary and Compre-

hension subtests in reading, and on the Computations subtest

in Mathematics.

Bo-., pre and post data were obtained for a total

of 105 students--48 boys and 57 girls--representing approx-

imately 64% of the full-year participants.

In order to compare students' actual score-changes

with score-changes to be "expected" on the basis of pre-test

rates, an expected gain-score was computed for each student.

E.g., a pupil with an actual grade placement of 9.0 who

attained a grade - equivalent, score of 4.5 had progressed at

a rate below "normal." For such a student, an expected

gain over seven months of'instruction could be approximated

as 4.5/9.0 x 7 months = 3.5 months of gain, rather than the

"normal" seven months. Differences between actual and

expected changes were analyzed.



a. Reading Results*

Over seven months of instruction, both boys

and girls evidenced significant gains in both Vocabulary

and Reading Comprehension scores. In Vocabulary

(Appendix B), the boys' mean score increased from a "pre"

of 4.0 to a "post,of 5.7. This average gain of 1.7 grade-

equivalent units was more than double the expected "normal"

gain of .7 and was approximately five times the boys'

expected mean gain of .3 based on pre-test progress levels.

Four out of five (80.0%) of the boys demonstrated gains of

seven or more months in test scores during the seven months

of instruction--i.e., made progress equal to or greater

than the "normal".

Girls' Vocabulary scores increased from a "pre"

mean of 4.7 to a "post" mean of 5.8. The average gain

of 1.1 grade-equivalent units was almost double the ex-

pected "normal" increase of .7 and was approximately

three times as great as the girls' expected gain of

approximately four months (.34). Almost two out of three

(64%) of the girls had gains equal to or greater than the

seven months (.7) that corresponded to "normal" progress.

For the total group, Vocabulary mean scores

rose from 4.4 to 5.8. The mean gain of 1.4 was double

the "normal" expected progress and four times as great

as the .34 gain to be expected on the basis of the pre-

* Appendix B



test mean of 4.4. Over seven out of ten (71%) of the

total student group had gains equal to or greater than

the .7 representing "normal" progress.

In Reading Comprehension (Appendix B), the

boys' mean gain of 1.5 (from 3.5 to 5.0) was double the

expected "normal" gain of .7 and was five times the gain

of .3 to be expected on the basis of the boys' pre-test

mean of 3.5. Almost six out of ten (55%) of the boys

equaled or exceeded "normal" progress.

The girls' mean gain in Comprehension scores

was 1.0 (from 4.0 to 5.0). This increase exceeded the

expected "normal" gain of .7 and was three times as

great as the gain of .3 to be expected on the basis of

the girls' pre-test mean of 4.0. Almost six out of ten

(57%) of the girls had gains equal to or greater than

the "normal".

For boys and girls combined, Comprehension

scores rose from 3.8 to 4.0, an increase almost double

the "normal", and four times as great as the expected

gain of .3 based on the pre-test level. Almost six

out of ten (56%) of the students made gains equal to or

greater than the "normal".

b. Arithmetic Computation Re.sults

Both boys and girls demonstrated significant

gains in Computation skills (Appendix C). The boys'

mean gain of .8 (from 5.2 to 6.0) equaled "normal"

progress and was double the expected gain of .4 based



on the boys' pre-test level. Almost six out of ten (56%)

of the boys had gains equal to or greater than "normal"

expectations.

The girls' mean gain of .9 was greater than

expected "normal" gain of .7 and was twice as great as

the increase to be expected on the basis of the girls'

pre-test performance. Almost two out of three (65%) of

the girls equaled or surpassed "normal" progress.

For boys End girls combined, the pre-post gain

of .9 (from 5.6 to 6.5) exceeded the "normal" expected

gain and was double the expected gain based on the pre-

test mean of 6.5. Over six out of ten (61%) of the

students had gains equal to cr greater than the "normal".

c. Changes in School Marks

For each student, a grade-point average (GPA)

was computed on the basis of final marks in four subjects:

English, mathematics, social studies, and industrial arts/

home economics. Assessment of changes in GPA focused on

a comparison between the 1970-71 GPA ("pre") and the

1971-72 GPA ("post").

The analysis of pre-post GPA data (Appendix D )

revealed that the mean GPA had increased by approximately

one letter-mark category. Both boys and girls demonstrated

mean gains that were statistically significant.

The boys' mean GPA rose from .89 (or "almost

a D") to 1.91("almost a C"). During the pre-project year,

only 4% of the boys had a GPA above 2.0 or "C". During



the year of project participation, this proportion in-

creased to 47%.

The girls' mean GPA increased from 1.51 to

2.49. The proportion of girls with averages above "C"

rose from 18% (pre) to 70% (po3t) .

d. Patterns of Final Marks in Englisn and Mathematics

Analysis of grade-point averages was extended

to compare the distribution of English marks for the "pre"-

year (1970-71) with marks for the year ended June, 1972.

A similar comparison was made between the patterns of

mathematics marks.

The proportion of boys with a final mark of "F"

in English dropped from 42% (June, 1971) to 9% (June, 1972).

Conversely, the proportion of boys receiving marks of "A"

or "B" rose from 4% to 40%. Among girls, the proportion

of "F" marks in English declined from 11% to 9%, while

the proportion of "A" and "B" marks increased from 27%

to 55%. For the total group, the mean mark rose from

1.42 to 2.29, an increase of almost one letter-mark cate-

gory.

The patterns of final marks in mathematics

reflected similar shifts. The proportion of boyswith

"F" marks dropped from 42% to 27%, while the proportion

of "A" and "B" marks rose from 2% to 31%. The proportion

of "F" marks for girls declined from 11% to 7% while marks

of "A" and "B" increased from 16% to 39%. For the total

group, the mean math mark increased from 1.20 to 11.89.

- 18 -
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Findings related to school marks indicate that:

1. For both boys and girls, school
marks during project participation
were significantly higher than
they had been prior to project

involvement. On the average the
GPA gain corresponded to an in-
crease of approximately one
letter mark.

2. For both boys and girls, gains in
English marks were greater than
gains in mathematics marks.

3. Boys' gains in GPA, English marks
and mathematics marks exceeded
those of the girls.

2. Students' Completion of Assignments

As stated in its objectives, the Production

Workshop project was to effect "improved quality in written

classwork and homework assignmnnts" of the student partic-

ipants. Assessment of this objective was based on teacher

reports of the number of assignments given and completed

satisfactorily in English and in mathematics. Data (for

a sample of students) were collected for two-week periods

in November and in May.

Results (Appendix E) revealed that the proportion

of completed assignments increased in mathematics (from

74% completed to 82% completed) but declined in Engli5h

(from 75% to 73%).

Girls evidenced an increased in the proportion of

compieted assignments in English (from 76% to 79%) and in

mathematics (from 78% to 84%). Boys demonstrated a marked



improvement in mathematics completion (from 68% to 79%) but

had almost as great a decline in English completion (from

75% co 65%).

3. Changes in Attendance

Assessment of changes in student attendance focused

on a comparison between the 1970-71 attendance ("pre") and

1971-72 attendance ("post"). Data revealed that although both

boys and girls evidenced improved attendance during project

participation, the gains did not attain statistical signifi-

cance. Boys' attendance increased from s mean of 154.5 days

(during the pre-project year) to 159.2 days (during the year

of project participation). Corresponding attendance rates

were 86% (pre) vs. 88% (post). Girls' attendance increased

from a pre-mean of 152.0 days (84%) to 155.4 days (86%).

For the total group, the change in mean attendance was from

153.3 days or 85% (pre) to 157.4 days or 87% (post).

Data further revealed that six out of ten (60%) of

the students demonstrated better attendance during their Pro-

duction Workshop year than they had during the previous year.

Boys evidenced a higher proportion of students with improved

attendance than did the girls (64% improved among boys vs.

56% improved among girls).

- 23 -



During the 1971-72 school year, the Production Work-

shop average attendance rate was 87.4% as compared to a rate of

85.6% for the total Grade 9 student body in the project schools.

4. Dropout Rate

The Production Workshop participants evidenced a

school-year dropout rate of 4.5%. This rate was slightly below

the 4.7% rate established by the remainder of the Grade 9

student body in the project schools. The dropout rate was

computed using the following general formula:

Number of Dropouts
Dropout Rate

School-year Accountability

"Accountability" refers to the number of pupils for

whom the school has remained responsible during a specified

period. The "accountability" figure corresponds to the sum

of the June at-date enrollment plus the number of dropouts

during the year. (Students who transferred or withdrew to

other schools or school systems are deleted from the dropout

computation.) "Dropout" refers to any student who terminates

regular schooling, prior to graduation, for any reason ocher

than death.

Dropout data for the Production Workshop and for

the remainder of the Grade 9 student population in Production

Workshop schools are summarized in Table I.



TABLE I

Comparison of Dropout Data:
Production Workshop Project vs.

Remainder of Grade 9 Population in Project Schools

Dropout
Dropouts Accountability Rate

Production Workshop 9 200 4.5%

Remainder of Grade 9
Student Population 88 1,866 4.7%

5. Changes in Student Attitude*

The Survey of Pupil Opinion was administered in

all Production Workshop classes in October, 1971 and May, 1972.

The Survey instrument consisted of thirty items, with six of

the items serving as "buffer" questions and the remaining

twenty-four items tapping three factors or dimensions of

student attitude. Seven items reflected the factor of "social

participation in school". Nine items represented the factor

of "perception of teachers". The remaining eight items re-

lated to a student's perception of "self-as-student".

Pre and post data were obtained for 95 students- -

42 boys and 53 girls. Analysis of the attitude data for the

total group revealed that only negligible changes occurred

in students' attitudes toward the three factors. The pro-

portion of students with positive views about the "social

aspects of school" rose slightly from 38% (pre) to 39% (post).

The second factor ("perception of teachers") had the lowest

level of positive response on the pre-test (35%) and showed a

* Appendix G
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pre-post decline to 32%. The third factor, "self-as-student",

drew the greatest positive response (60%) on the pre-test

and had a further increase to 63% on the post(Appendix G).

For each of the three factors, the mean pre-test

score of the boys was higher than that of the girls. However,

boys' post-test scores reflected a decline in positive attitude

for each of the three factors, while girls' scores reflected

an increase for each factor.

The proportion of boys' responses indicating positive

attitude declined from 41% to 39% for "social aspects of

school", from 40% to 32% for "perception of teachers", and

from 66% to 61% for "self as student". The proportion of girls'

responses expressing positive feelings increased from 35% to

40% fo-- "social aspects of school", from 30% to 33% for "per-

ception of teachers", and from 55% to 65% for "self as student ".

Among both boys and girls, the highest level of posi-

tive feeling attached to the factor "self as student". The

factor "perception of teachers" elicited the lowest level of

positive response. These patterns appeared in both the pre

and post survey data.

6. Students' Opinions about Production Workshop*

A total of 95 students--42 boys and 53 girls--com-

pleted a ten-item questionnaire designed to tap opinions about

the project. The questionnaire was administered in May, 1972.

Based on the survey responses, students seemed

"glad to be in the program": 65% expressed affirmative posi-

tions vs. only 15% holding a negative view. Approximately

* Appendix I
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seven out of ten (69%) of the respondents thought that they

were "learning better this year than...last year". Almost

two out of three of the students felt that "students who

aren't in the Production Workshop class wish that they were"

(62% agreed vs. only 9% who disagr)ed). Over seven out of

ten (72%) of the students indicated that "Production Workshop

teachers are doing a good job". Students' generally favor-

able perception of Production Workshop was further reflected

by their willingness to "be in the same kind of program next

year": almost half (49%) approved vs. 23% rejecting the

idea. In addition the majority of the respondents felt that

the program should be retained: 58% rejected the suggestion

of dropping the program vs. only 15% who agreed with the

suggestion.

Boys' and girls' responses reflected similar patterns

of feeling about project participation. A difference of opin-

ion did emerge, however, in response to the premise that

"students learn better if the class is either all boys or all

girls." Girls evidenced greater agreement with this state-

ment (35% agreed) than did boys (only 23% agreed).

7. Opinions of Teachers*

Questionnaire data were obtained from seventeen Pro-

duction Workshop teachers, representing approximately 81% of

the project's instructional staff. The respondents represented

an average of 2.5 years of service in Production Workshop,

and 8.6 years of total teaching experience, Eleven of the

respondents (or 65%) considered project scheduling to be sat-

* Appendix J
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isfactory. Modifications suggested by the remaining teachers

included eliminating block scheduling (except in industrial

arts and home economics), grouping boys and girls together

for instruction in academic subjects, and providing oppor-

tunities for an elective subject (typing, public speaking,

etc.)

Seven of the respondents (41%) felt that the method

of selecting project students was satisfactory. Changes in

student selection suggested by the remaining teachers centered

on greater involvement of both students and teachers in the

project-placement decision, and on exclusion of "problem cases"

"chronic cutters and disciplinary problems".

Sixteen of the seventeen teachers (94%) considered

instructional materials and supplies to be appropriate to the

learning levels of the students; fourteen out of seventeen

(82%) considered such materials adequate in quantity.

The allocation of teacher-aide time was rated as

"very good" by 65% of the teachers, and as "adequate" by an

additional 29%. Teacher-aides' ability to do assigned work

was viewed as "very good" by 65% of the teachers and as

"adequate" by an additional 29%. Teacher-aides' willingness

to do assigned work was rated "very good" by 76% of the

teachers with the remaining 24% of the teachers viewing it

as "adequate".

Five out of ten (50%) of the teachers stated

that membership in the project increased students' sense of

"status" in the school. Approximately three out of ten (33%)



felt that project membership lowered students' sense of

"status", and the remaining 16% viewed participation as not

affecting students' status.

As the "single factor contributing most to pro-

ject effectiveness", teachers identified:

relevance of learning activities...
"not just academic exercises"

greater individualized instruction
because of reduced class size

services of the teacher aide

cohesion and sense of belonging
that develop among students in a
project class

incentives for regular attendance

As the "single factor most detrimental to project

effectiveness", teachers reported:

concentration of low achievers in
one class

. grouping boys and girls in separate
classes (making them "different"
from the rest of the student body)

inadequate teamwork among teachers

Teachers submitted the following recommendations

for project modification:

. grouping boys and girls in the same
classes

greater availability of instructional
materials and equipment

increased provision of guidance services

offering prospective participants more
information about the project, and the
option of not participating or of "con-
tracting" to participate.



8. Opinions of Teacher Assistants*

Questionnaire data were obtained from seven teacher

assistants serving the Production Workshop classes. The

teacher assistants reported that the greatest amount of their

time had been devoted to "helping pupils on an individual

basis", and "conferring with parents via home visits". The

least amount of time was devoted to "conferring with parents

via school visits".

The teacher assistants reported that they completed

telephone contacts with the parents of 99 students (or 41%

of the total served), visited homes of 106 students (44% of

the participants), and had school conferences with the parents

of 19 students (8% of the participarts). Two or more visits

were made to the homes of 44 students (18% of the participants).

The teacher assistants recommended that assistants

receive additional training and/or information in the areas

of child psychology and counseling, and that more intensive

efforts be focused on parent involvement.

9. Opinions of Parents**

To collect parents' opinions about the Production

workshop project, a short questionnaire (Appendix L) was sent

to parents of a random sample of 41 students. Despite efforts

to encourage parent response (provision of stamped, self-addressed

envelope for return mailing... anonymity of respondent,) the

rate of return was disappointing. Only six completed question-

naires--15% of the total--were returned. Although the six re-

* Appendix K
** Appendix L
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spondents expressed consistently positive views about the pro-

ject, the sample was judged too small to warrant detailed an-

alysis of the questionnaire data.

V. IMPLICATIONS AND RECOWENDATIONS

The data revealed that the 1971-72 project enrollment main-

tained the stability established in the preceding year. The propor-

tion of full-year participants was 68% during the 1971-72 period as

compared to only 35% in 1968-69. This increase in stability, re-

flecting more intensive efforts in the area of selection of partici-

pants, increased the possibility of delivering sustained assistance

to students.

The 1971-72 outcomes were consistently positive and sur-

passed the gains attained in the preceding years of project operation.

The most striking improvement appeared in students' progress in read-

ing and mathematics skills as reflected by pre-post test scores. In

the two reading areas (Vocabulary and Comprehension), both boys and

girls exceeded the norm--i.e., gained more than seven months in test

scores over seven months of elapsed instructional time. The previous

year's evaluation reported only negligible pre-post changes in read-

ing scores. The need for "more intensive focusing on the reading

area" was cited. The 1971-72 outcomes indicate that such focusing

has been effective.

The 1971-72 progress pattern assumes greater significance

when viewed in the perspective of the students' pre-test performance

levels. Mean pre-test scores in reading reflected prior progress at



approximately one-half the "normal" rate. Student mean gains in

reading during the project represented progress almost double the

"normal" rate.

A similar pattern of accelerated progress emerged in the

pre-post arithmetic results.

Satisfaction with the marked improvement in students' pro-

gress must be tempered by recognition of remaining skills deficits.

Despite their striking gains, students' mean scores at post-testing

were S.8 (in Vocabulary), S.0 (in Comprehension), and 6.5 (in Com-

putation). Initial deficits had been narrowed, but not erased, in

the project year. Maintaining the learning momentum of the Production

Workshop experience would appear to require some supportive program

for students during their post-project year.

The project appeared to have greater positive impact on

boys than it did on girls. Boys' mean gains exceeded those of girls

for four of the six indices used (vocabulary and comprehension scores,

GPA, and attendance). This outcome repeated the pattern that appeared

in the previous year's evaluation.



APPENDIX A

SUN? ARY OF ENROLLMENT DATA

SCHOOL BOYS GIRLS TOTAL

ADDISON 27 27 54

KENNARD 25 28 53

PATRICK HENRY 24 30 54

RAWLINGS 21 20 41

WILLSON 20 21 41

TOTAL 117 1:6 243

MOBILITY OF ENROLLMENT

Number

% of Total

Served (N=243)

Remained Full Year 165 68%

Moved to Regular Program
or Another School 41 17%

Dropped Out of School 9 4%**

Status Uncertain 1 0.4%

**This figure should not be interpreted as the drop out rate. The
standard formula for computing dropout rate is Number of Dropouts

June At-Date Enrollment + Dropouts
1.-zA.:d en frocluction :.31-1.,s1;op rut.. .is
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APPENDIX E

Proportion of Assignments Completed
November vs. May

English Assignments

Student
Group

November I May

_
x Assign. x Assign. % Assign. x Assign. x Assign.

Given Completed Completed Given Completed
no Assign.

Completed

Boys 10.5 7.9 75% 9.6 6.2 65%

Girls 9.1 6.9 76% 9.5 7.5 79%

Total 9.7 7.3 75% 9.5 6.9 73%

Mathematics Assignments

Student
Group

November May

X Assign.

Given

x Assign.
Completed

% Assign.

'Completed

x Assign. x Assign.

Given Completed

% Assign.
Completed

Boys 8.8 6.0 68% 8.9 7.0 79%

Girls 6.7 5.2 78% 9.6 8.1 84%

Total 7.6 5.6 74% 9.3 7.6 82%
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APPENDIX G

PRODUCTION WORKSHOP PROJECT

Survey of Pupil Opinion
Proportion of Positive Responses

Pre vs. Post

Factor

No.

of
Items

Boys (N=42) Girls (N=53) Total (N=95)

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Social aspects
of school 7 41% 39% 35% 40% 38% 39%

Perception of
teachers 9 400 32% 30% 33% 35% 32%

Self as
student 8 66% 61% 55% 65% 60% 63%

TOTAL 24 49% 44% 40% 46% 44% 44%



APPENDIX H

Ion.. B-

Lureau of i:2.ucationa1 Research

Clevelnnd Scaoois

eruary, 1967

SlirVEY OF PUPIL OPINION

Here are solIC Stat tats about school. Read each statenent carefully

and then mark tht. spaze on ) ...r answer sheet that shaus hot. you *-ccl about the

statcl,ent. .Eiiir ;:re ne vre.,.,, ;a1;*:CrS. YOUY true °Pinion, h=latever it is, is

the right nnsl.er.

Mark only one ansher for each statement. Do not skip any questions,

Be sure that the nt_lber tt. ans%or sheet mtcheF the ouestion number .hen

your mark yi'ur Lttime limit. You will he 0iven as much

time us you need to an suer a,T the questions. When you finish one page, go

on to the next pane.

There are five answer snaces for each question. answer spaces

are lettered fron A to C like this: ABCD E.

Use this key to mark your ansucrs:

A-Always B-Most of C-Sometimes D-Hardly E-Never

the Time Ever

1. Chances are good that I'll succeed in school.

2. I like to read.

3. Teachers are fair.

4. School is a waste of time.

S. My parents look at my report card.

6. I think school is fun.

7, The school rules make sense.

8. I have a good time in school.

9. Students in this school are friendly.

10. I watch the clock during class.



For 8-1

Use this key to mark veur answers

A-Always 11-ost of C-Sonetimes D-Hardly E-N c.vor

the Time Ever

11. I think I'm doini better in school
this year than I did last year.

12. I do my assignments on tine.

13. Teachers expect too much of students.

14. I ask my teachers for help.

15. My teachers understand me.

16. School is boring.

17. I take my schoolwork seriously.

18. Teachers give me the help I need in school.

19. My teachers play favorites.

20. I like my teachers.

21.. My teachers p'ck on me too much.

22. My teachers can take a joke.

23. I look foraid to my classes.

24. Teachers are too strict.

2S. My parents like my school.

26. I get along well with my teachers.

27,. I wish I could quit school.

28. I come to school on time.

29. J get along well with other students.

3(1. ;,;(
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SURVEY OF I::';TMCTIO:.AL STU':

PRODUCT10.: .J1.1.S1 OP P::OJECT

(N.17)

SCHOOL DATE

APPENDIX J

1. Years of Service in Production 1%or1;shop Project (including present

year)

2.47 year(s)

Years of teaching experience s,6, year(s).

2. The scheduling of project classes:

Is satisfactory as is YES

Should he r'odified in the followilv, way: ..li:linntehlocLI:eriods

(exccnt in. ',01):)._7:11d dsccla I lv r"1 is ei al a,i es

b) t '1,1C

class 0.1 Gce.1..:(2..1.iiCt!ier or not

cl:i,;:1; di C CS n

e) Chan:',e iih cla. s fro tYo di ClereLt teachers

to ::cd_s tudv..

_period for-_*ot!, sections so .that_tyirin- m.ay J>e_tal.;,on.

Attitudes of Stu:lents

3. For the majority of students in Production Workshop class, me:.lbership

in the project see:1s to:

50% Increase participants' sense of "status" in the school

17s Not affect participants' Sense of "status" in the school

3 ..)% Lower participants' sense of "status" in the school

CTIALNT5: ne,:ative feclin-s ehalv.'od to nositive as course

pTgLrcsvd,. :n

:.oce C) sLa-ents

shouid he oC f:.:-Lici;-atin' or not. ; didn't ;'ant to

he in d) ,a:n fe.21in of ci-rect responsi:Iilitv and exhibit

an air of

Selection of Students

4. The selection of students for the project:

Is satisfactory as is: r.:S NO 59

Should he modified in the folic-wino way: a) Don't place problem children

" . _

.; a 1t .1.; .101. ter L.,)

1.;v_schcol; Li rss tchers civell sole.s.etioi-lorfr ass.

- 43 -



S. Instruction.t1 materiz,lf and sunnlics in your subject arca (tctbooks,

wor;. ;:ail, etc.) .re:

94% 6%Appropriate to learni;r levels of students

Adeq.late in q',,ntit- 727-

COMENTS: a) perni,,i ;aidprojestnrinacersvonlcr=f"ti:Lc andhelnful;
'b) lee :1 co;ide to `C "1:sin" 15 Ver,. 'oOci S , tI o fleet: fOr

_ . .

Home Lo'ne ic . or, ',o')1 cl -o-- or t:- io- o-dr( 2 .11, ye-s-

but never rived e- tire ilosters, nr:cs, etc.) ; d) cencral ':ath

were e) ofvisaalaidesand rl.p,)lclentary :witeri;is

for and el :sses;

for1L1 ; :ore readin_;.:Ialertals

.studentswit!: a lower veadj.nl,jevel,

6. Teacher Aide Very Good Adequate Inadequate

Time allocated to Production Workshop 65% 29 6%

Ability to do assined work
Willinness to do assi:ned work -7677-27: -,-

7. In your opinion, what single feature of the project has contributed :lost to

project effectiveness (in terms of improving pupils' learnin,,,, and adjust ent)?

a) tasks and activities are relevant(nr,t_onlyacadeic_exercises);
thri):atlituCe_:ake_the:rejeeteffeetive; c)hlock_

acp.de,lic %,:1c;1 c) ti_e_Coat tyacher_canbc_with students_

kin.diial_attpntjmi sensec_2y d)

and 111e help of t:le teac:ler ass i5taat e) !.now that what they

are exp:-ctc,(1to,:oin_notabove f) certain
incentives or reul ar attendance

8. In your opinion, what single factor has been most detrimental (or contributed

least) to pupils' learning and adjustment?

a) incompetent teachers and principals who assi these teachers,

b) disciplinary factor: c) nunils attitudes towards the rroJran; d) _too_

many low achievers in one class; e)1,:cl, of ordered sunplics r) classes

are too lon-: lack_oLpdc2uate materials2eai:cd to_lov_achievers:

fxlv-zItien aro i) indifference ip,-^,tiYit- lro

unayarohy>.s 0.1 j) lac, o:_co:.,::unteatienbuteen

tean

9. Would you recolmend that the Production Workshop project be:

6% Discontinued at the end of this semester

290 be continued next year in its present form

65& Be continued next year but with the following chanes: a) include

more areas of homeLal,ing; b) Classes in Prod. Work, ahouldbeintheA.y.,
rather_than P.1, c) should have study vui,..e for curritutul; u) Qet

11-,-,plics at t!-e. 1.-.cf:nnin of the year; e) !len:!rnte clafses, one teacher

lor et't; :; entv naveonQ
fo,e:.Lin-,,c1c.ss in

3''.;...h) (on't se:,irate i)ovs ;.ro:1 firls; 1) Increase oul,:auce

and counseling j) institution of team leaders; L) follow proc,ram



C...i.:i.lAn n'LIc -1.;:n?IS

Ilivi!jon of c,--e,arch :,:it: l)evelo-,,:ont

1:)7142

SCI UL

SURM OF TEACHER A.-JSISIS
TITLE 1 Xa; DPP'? PLOJLCT' CLSSLS

Project which your serve:

Transition

7 Proclucii:.n i.o-2!s !,op

Leamin,i, 1.1)(,r,,t(,).y

APPENDIX K

Null)er of sc-,,esters (inclu. the present sc::ester) that you hate served as

a tezehcr assistant in Ihi:-. 1.0:c.-L:........_________

14% One Seme:,ter
43; T.:(1 S::.:estcYs'

_j 'three Se:,::,,;ers

:,:ore thml Tired Se,aesters

In a typicvl weill, do your assifpents include duties that do not serve the

students in the Project you c;::,i;,cd above?

-0- Yes

If "yes":

Nature of duties

100, No

Average ntmber of periods per week

...

*

Transition, Production Workshp, Learning Laboratory



Yon kl::VoSHALIY11:ti IN l'!1F, MiLCT

Below are listed var'ous activities of teacher assistutts.

1) In the c,)11r.'n heac:ed ".:ot kolic:1)1(", rlarl, an X for any

activity L:1 U7r .11V in volir
, .

2) In the .colwn headcd "Jost", cheek the two activities
you priori the., talc tp the uc:'ter,t ;7ount of your tine.

3) In tlie coluan headed "Least", check the two activities
you perfora that tare up the le::.t v.lou.at o vc.ur

(N.7)

1. Clerien1 v.,;sistce
papt.:rs,

etc.).

2. Helping pupil on an individual
basis.

3. t;orking with pupils in sinall

groups.

4. Supervising cl.,ss (dui-in r; study

sessions, lunch period, etc.).

5. Conferrini: with parents via
telephone

6. Conferrin7. with parents via
hoLle visits.

7. Conferring with parents via
school visits.

8. Conferring with teachers of
pupils in project.

9. Other (please specify)

(Fog nkNSITION ASSISTA;;TS ONLY)

To what uxtent have thc services

intrenoly
Helpful

Not Annlicle

14%

21%

of the

r1Vrry
Helpful

Tine Givcn

Most
(chech no nor: than
two in cash column)

57% 2q%

71%

29% 29",

14% 29%

_71%

43%
14"s

29% 71%

57%

141:

1

social worker 1).-.:en of help to you?

Of Sone Of Little
Help Help



I Cc-

Please indicc.te the ne:.:Jei of sLudents in the project classes whose

paitts have bccn involved in the following types of conferences with you

during the current school year:

Dp° of -ntact Parents of

Telephone
Visit to student's hr ,me

ConferenLo in the
Other (!,i'..cify)

41`-'0 students
stucie,tts

8Ystudents
students

Nu;;1)er of hemes you have visit ."c.' r;DYC than once 18%

What types of z1.1ditional anO/or infor:lation would be of service to

you in your woiL in teacher assist;:nt in this projoct?

. Traininc, in Child Psycholoily, and Counseliw: of pupils.

What :v been the greatest problem you have encountered in your duties as a

teacher assistcnt?

. Lack of classroom discipline

. Need for correlation of rules of teacher and teacher's aide

. Getting parents involved with the program

What changes would you recommend to improve this project?

. More needed current materials
More potential involve; ent

. Special Readinl and ::ath Programs

. Give hn-eork

. Discipline



Please indiccie the nu::scs.' cc students in the Frojcct classes whose

h:ben involv,,.d in the fu210.;ing tyr.:.s of ccrere:xes with you

Outing thL cu:rcnt schaal ycr:

Type of Contact Parents of

Tel( stu'i ntsphone
Visit in :tit 'S hcr:e
Confe....,u.e 1,.c :c;:col o, Sttl, L::t!:

studentsOther' (:.pr ci

Nmber of you 11;.vc C TI:Ine than once

yhat typ:s of vd6iti6:,:ll train:n -11,/of of sc:viee to

yo..1 in yolir wol as It tcacher in this project:

Troinin^ in Child PsyCholoi-,y, and Couln;eling of

1.:hpi ):n' hr-n the Fretest problcn you have enzounterc,: in your duties cs a

teacher as:,i:;tz3nt-?

Laci, of Cassroon discipline
Need for c,rn.IJ:ion of of tcaner and teciler's nide

Gettin parents involved with the prop-i

What chanies would you recoend to impiove this project?

More needed current LI,terials
Nolo potential involve; ent
Srecial Ve.)din; an6

Give hcr.eworh

Disciplihe



Chh':Li.-.D I'd 'AC S,.::.;:r,s

Di-..i:. ... C.. ,.... (,:..,..:. : :.% ...-,.,_!10..-.::t

y, i.,";._

quusTtcy.:-.N.1:.:: 1:3:1 '...1t..:.IS

Op STiii,,.:,1:.. 1:, .,..1._ (.1',.:) i ..s1,:,..:,:1.-3

APPENDIX L

1. Nos your dlild t;.1Lci. to you ;,:)out (hillhe5-; rd:ocl pro:-.2.-r.: this ye::r?

r Yes No

2. ho l: does your child :,(.:: to feel clout (hir./Ler) school pfo:.r..la thi!, year:

Seeds very satisfied

Sees more or less satisIW,

Doel.n't li.Lc it

(Don't knot: -- haLn't sa: much ahout it)

3. Coraparing this year to Icst year, does your child seen to:

C

-----
Be more inteiested in school this year

Be less interested

have about the sane interost

4. Comparing this year to last year, do you thf_nk your child:

Spends more tic on ho:!er.or this year than last year

Speni le :-,s time or hmerork

Spcm:s abeut the sallo amont of time on homework

5. As far as you cim toll, do you think your child:

--- Is &Ana b,: tier in school this year flu .n last year

-___ Isn't doing as well this ¶:.:1-

T. ,!.-:;:--___ -.'0' 1!. 1--e i';:. ,,--0 :,.. 1.---,t yr-r



C. Do y01! 1:137:1.

Doing an excellent job in ec:ucatin:; your child

Doing a toed jcb in cduca...ing your child

Doing a fair job in educo'..inz your child

Doing a poor job in educa'An:i, your child

7. What do you see as the most ii:nrtzInt coT:51 hy your child might not

do as well in school as he or is able?

S. Did you Lnow that your child w:s in the Lea rain ;, 1 :.horatory Piogram

in school this year?

Yes No

a. If "ycs", did you re( ci ye inforil;:ti:):1 :bout the pro:Iron

Printed infer.:ation bulletin, etc.)

Telephone conversz.tion with sor%eone from school

Visit to the school

Visit to your ho:.:e by smcone from school

What your child h ::s told you

Other (please specify)

b. Do you feel:

The program is a good thing

The progrom1:ay be a good thinft but not sure

_ The prollram is not a good thing

Why did you zlnr..cr as you did -- i.e whv dn yoU feel the pro-r n
''is a good thing" -- or ",.lay be a food or ''is not a good .hinti"?



C. 1;e..; yo : z v.r in ;::

I think it's z vzv aoosi

It's a 1)v bo, lie if

I don't of t

(I. i;11%. y011 hot '1 i 11 .:n..c.: 1. 1.0 V. :-.; 1. yr:.1:.:* C:: id's c) :-,f,? Ycr. No......_ _
liay.-.- von ')..-.:: = :v c! to t.; '..(s :1..1t. -.;:: .:.y :Ici.-3 v; t ..:,::F. rc.l. , .. 2 .",o yoll)
chi 1 U'F, cia

Pic osc us: tl.c re i:tinins; for any fu- ii .c to off..sr.


