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ABSTRACT .

Ooriginally planned to open ip the fall of 1965 under
funding from the Office of Economic Opportunity, and continued over
the years with State Act for Disadvantaged-Children funds, Higher
Horizons 100 (HH100) vas from its inception conceived as a ninth
grade center where a compensatory program would work. Despite its
expansion from one team to a present total of four high school and

i four middle school teams, HH100 as a progras continued to"provide
articulated services geared toward skill remediation, guidance
services, and cultural exploration and these to groups of '
approxisately 100 urban youngsters ineach of the program's eight B
centers. While the cultural activity funds vere necessarily limited,’
team members were still able to provide youngsters with a number of
vocational, experiential, and career services as these vere
contemplated in the original and in subsequent proposals. As a model
for secondary school coapensatory education, the original format was
set up to enable the HH team to plan activities and programs in
conjunction with the students. Through a series of systematic formal
and -informal planning Sessions, teas members wvould receive continual
participant feedback and could use this information as a basis for
modifying the program so to better individually diagnose needs and
prescribe appropriate edtj,tional treatments. (Authot/JH)
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o 7 HIGHER HORIZONS 100

- The 'Ninth Year -

S

WHY "HH 100?2"

" If compensatory education was to come into existence for the first
time in 1974, in all brobability "HH 100" wouldn'i even happen. Too many
cards are stacked against'successful educational interventions at the sec~ -
ondary school level. In fact, much of the relevant literature seems to _point
out that to be really meaningful, a compensatory program should attack the
problems of educational deprivation as early as possible and preferably at
the l;re-school level.‘l;_‘ Given this smaller logical chance for success and
coupled to scarcity of finances, in all probability Higher Horizons would
- still be on the drawing board.

But, to paraphrase poet Bobby Burns, "the best laid plans of micz and
‘men oft:n go astray." And often good planning, a dedicated te.aching staff,
'and a desire to help youngsters will out distance an actuarial description of
success. "HH 100" was this zind of program. Originally planned to open in
;he fall of 1965 under funding from the Office of Economic Opportunit.y, and
continued ov.er the years with State Act for Disadvantaged Children (SADC)
' funds, "HH 100" was from its inception conceived as a ninth grade center
" where a compens'ato'ry program wquld work. Inherent _1n this concept was the

development of a model by which it could be demonstrated that the more perva-

sive effects of educational deprivation could be corrected and, contrary to
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some of the thinking which existed even at that time, at the high school
level to boot! Initiated at the Hartford Public High School (HPHS), the
program was oriented toward the remediation of reading and communication
skills; a focus which was supplemented by added emphases on the improve= -
ment of other skill areas, the development of a better student self-concepts,
and wider exposure to the educational, cultural, and vocational opportunities
which existed in" the Hartford area.

Patterned after the less than sucCessful New York City program of
the same name, Higher Horizons quickly gained a unique character of its own.
Unlike the New York program, Hartford's model worked. But since it did have
an unfavorable name coloration, the program was subject to a series of rigorous
evaluations over its first. four_l years of operation. The results of these evalua-

tions was highly salutary, they were so favorable in fact, that the program

received national recognition from the U, S. Office of Education and was

subsequently expanded from its initia_l ‘HPHS setting; first to the HPHS ninth

grade Annex, next to Weaver High/,School, and finally th_rough Barnard=Brown

to the Fox and Quirk Middle Scl)ools. These latter three expansions moved

. Higher Horizons program from the ninth grade level to encompass the seventh

and eighth grade level in the city's two middle schools as well. And finally,

during the 1973 74 school year, still another ninth-grade team was added at

the Bulkeley High Soﬁool Annex.
Despite its expansion from one team to a present total of four high

school and four,t'/niddle school teams, "HH 100" asa program continued to _

/
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p;ovidq art_iculated ser'vi_ces geared toward skill remediation, guidance
- services, and cultural exploration and these to groups of appljo;cimately 100
urbain youngstefs in each éf the program's. eight centers_.' And while ,'the'
cultural activity funds were necessarily limited, team mémbers were still
abl_e to provide youngsters with a number of vocational, exberiential, apd
cé,reer services as t"hese were contemplated in the original and in subsequent
'proposéls.
STATEMENT OF NEED

From its incé%tion, “HH 100" was viewed by its designers as a con- .
Stantly changing, rather than static program. As a model for secondary
school compensatory edqcation, the original format was set up to enable the
Higher Horizon; team to plan activities and pfograms in conjunction with the
students, and on the basis of the results of the yearly e\{aluation. VIn addi-
tion, through a series of systematic fomal and informal planning sessions,. .
team members -\-Nould receive continual pat’?ticipant feedback and could use this
information as a basis for the adaption of new methodologies, techniques, and,
materials so as to better individually diagnose needs ahd pfescribe appropriate .
educational treatments. This procedure, incidentally, was institutionglized
by "HH 100" long before its "terminology" hed been introduced into the educa-
tional mold. And while differential program changes do occur at each of the
team sites, five complementary focal'areas are _always kept in mind.

1. Team flexibility is recognized as the one vital ingredient which is

S necessary if an atmosphere is to be provided in which experimenta-
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tion, chan'ge; and prégram dévelopment can take place. To
- provide effectiveness to this flexibility, each team works with

the particular'pro_blef;ms <.)f approximately 100 ;elected educational‘ly
“§ . _ disadvantaged students; hence the name, "Higher Hor.izons 100." ‘ -
N 2. Students are helped to adjust not only t;a their regular school
. _ .' L program but also to program changes as these might logicélly

occur in future years. Here a long-ra/nge learning ~rientation is

inherent in program opex-:ion/é\

3. Youngsters cannot learn without the _basic skills which are necessary
for a subject's mastery. Thus the requiation of specific leérning
deficiencies, an_d fhese particularly in the basic skill areas of
reading, languagé arts, and mathematics must be provided.

4., Despite a shortage of cultural funds, available resources are
targeted so far as is possible to expand the exéeriential back-grounds
of the students. Here the emphésis is placed on developing educa-
tionall, vocational, and future life-sthyle orientations.

5. Last but by no means least, the program is oriented ;:oward helping -
youngsters to improve their own self-image. When a ydungster
recognizes his own worth and experiences success, then logically
‘higher educational, vocational, and life-style goals ~can be
expected. These in turn are furthered through the leamilng mastery

which is an inherent theme of the program.

“"HH 100's" five focal areas grew logically from a series of identified
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‘student need statemen;s: Wbile these have changed ’S‘iightly over the years,
: | their basic cdntent has rem-ainedl the same, §pec_ifically: |
1. Cognitive needs |
a. To overcome language deficiencies particularly in the
diagnosing and remediation of specific readipg disabilities
— and '1_1'1 the application of reading skills fo the content areas
of s¢ience, ﬁ;at'hematics, social studiesgapd .literat"ﬁfé.
b. To q.rovide’a significant increase in the mastery of the )
com;putation skills, concepts and problem-solving abilities

+

relative tc general mathematics and,-once mastery is

. demonstrated or attained, to begin Algdgra.

hY

C. To ;)rovide a test-table design for instructional development
and experimenta\tion so that thg particular aleaming problems
of these one hundred students can best be met.

_ d. To increase maétery of the methods of inquiry, laboratory
techniques,. mathematical skills and reasoning abilities.
At Weaver High School this'is being developed specifically
through laboratory-based physical science and social studies
progranis; at Fox through individualized seventh.'andeighth
grade programs.
2. Affective needs

a. To develop an improved self~concept which will hopefully

lead to higher educational, vocational and life goals.
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o / b. To develoup the achiev.'ement motivation concerned with a
striving for excellence in his educatioqal, vocational and :
life goals. -

c. To develpp or modify those patterns of behaviorcby whi.ch

;",‘,.h-_ B the student can achieve his educational, vocational end | .

life goals.

e .  d. To expand the experiential ba?:kgron_.xﬁds of the selected
A students beyond the ll—evels ‘whicr‘l are currentlyl attainable
in thelr out-of-school environment. e
In order that the goals of " HE 100" were met on both a team and program
basis, several criterion were used for participant selectic |

1. All students must reside in a validated' sch 3l area; they rpust - .
either be in grade 9 at Hartford ‘Public High School, HPHS Annex,
or Wea\_/er High School, or in grades 7 and 8 at the Fox or Quirk
Middle Schools.

2. Students should be of an "average" tested ability or be rated by
their teachers as students who could perform at an average leve_l
of achievement. | |

- 3. The recorded reading level for each member of the group is generally
from one to four years below the appropriate grade placement level. |
At the middle school level, tested levels in both reading and math
shc‘n..xld follo\.rv this pattern. - | ."

.

4. The students should be selected on the basis of emotional stah:
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In establishing this criteria, it was stressed that the participants
should not be considereé. serious disciplinary problems. | |

5. The studént age levels should be kept relatively homogeneous.

- This~facto.r was stressed at the high school level.
' /

6. All students must be screened and  .roved by their feeder school
counselor.

7. Flexibility in the c;riteria_ i{s stresse1: thus counselors can make
additional recommendaticms m special cases. All recommendations
are, of course, discussed with the appropriate "HH 100" icounselor

.’I and team? leader prior to ;he students’ final notification and selec-

~
L]

tion. - _ | -
8. Parental permission is required for participation in the "HH 100"
program. This apéfoval tends to facilitate the hecme-school

cooperation which has proven to be successful in the past.

OBJECTIVES

On the basis\of the preceding goals and need statements, and through

*

_ a series of on-going planning steps, it has been possible to develop a series

4

of program objectives. While these remain relatively constant, standards and

criteria are sometimes modified ds the result of cons“t‘a‘r{t' changes in the program

and on the basis of continued team, pupil, and parental feedback. To make

7
these changes, the general needs of the target population are assessed* on a

yearly basis, and in conjunction with the selection criteria which have been

spccified. Next, team members work with each to develop an individualized

S e



assessment so as -tO\ better. determine his specific needs, strengths, and

possible strategies for learning so as to provide help within the context of

overall team operations. Pinally group and individual objectives are assigned
f

- subject, of course, to further /modification as the youngster'° learning pro-

gresses. Note here that whi}e individualized objectives are particularly
important to the instruction71 process, thege are not by their nature amenable

5

to group ‘assessments becquse of the limited time and staff resources. Note
- also that as the objectiv7s change, so too does the program. And, of course,
these changes are usualiy not documented until the end of the project year.
To evaluate the/ overall "HH 100" concept, a series of program objec--
tives were developed fo represent "average"- behavioral changes, and serve
as a usable index bsy which one can look at overall prograrn attainments.
: . These objectives, n’ieasurement‘criterion and standards together with team
. variations as th‘es.,e were developed to meet particular team need patterns

were submitted fcf"r fpnding"as follows:

BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES
N 1. Objective. After having spent one year in ;'HH 100" with its
special emphasis on the mastery of language skills, the learner
will achieve month-for-month gains in reading achievement.
Criterion. Gains will be measured by a group comparisons of

the Metropolitan Achievement Reading Test subscores, adminis-

N\ tered either in May to May, or in September and May of the

current school year. Tn addition, H.P,H.S. and H.P.H.S.
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Annex will also utilize the Iowa :Silent Reading Test wi}ile
Weaver High. School_will admi,ni_-;tar the Célifomla. Reading -
- e Test according to the citéd s',cl?edule. ’
2. Objective. After having compl:‘eted one year of Higher I-{orizons
100 math instruction, the leamer m;ill achieve a month-for-month
- ‘mean gain in one or more of _,:‘ihe f&llowing areas.

Q

Criterion.

a. All teams will administer the Metropolitan Achievement

~ Test Computation and Problem Solving subtests in accord
X i . . . \ .

with the previously stated schedule.

[+

. b. W.H.S. will administer the Jowa Algebra Aptitude Test
[' tb students enrolled iq Algebra I.
c. Fox will participate in the W, H.S, math computation
testing program.
3. Ob}ec,tive. “After having_spent one year in "HH 100" with 'cc;ncen-
¢ tn'-:xted emphasis on pérsc%pal aéjuétment and academic improvement, |
, | .

the learner should achieye a more realistic self inage toward

i

Criterion. A pupil self-r%tlng scale will be constructed by the

school and society.

\. ‘ evaluation office and wul\\be administered to students at the end
\ . of the school year, In addition, and if time permits, the sca_ie
. i '\’ _
\ «
\ will also’be administered t'? an appropriate control population, .

and to a sample of "HH 100\ graduates at the succeeding grade
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level to ascertain if behaviofal gains are being cdrried-into

S _ successive years of high school. )

°

, e e 4. Obje.c'tive. ‘Given experience of yaried activities and learning

situations, the learner should achieve a better attendance record.

’

Criterion. A percent of attendance will be calculated and will be
used to compare “HH 100" éttendance' figures with:

-

a. Previous grade cumulative attendance records for the

v * - .,
. R Y

grouﬁ.
%. Overall grade attendance figures at-the. host school at
the end of the school year. -~ |
A mi;xim}xm 7% increase is éxpected. L
5. Obje'cti_v‘e. W.H.IS. After having spent one year in Higher' horizons
. .Introductory Physical Sciencé, the learners will show monthv-fo_r- |
month gains in their ability to use scientific inquiry methods,
probTem solving techniques and concepts relative to physical
y gs.c‘ience. ' S
Criterion. Gains will be measured by the Introductory Physical |
~'Science Achievement Test, form C, administered in September

and May-of the school year. !

DESCRIPTION ’ : E ' RN

v

In actual operations, each Higher Horizons team differed from the
overall model, and this on a day-to-day basis. Differences were occasioned

from various strengths whicii were inherent in each team, the extent to w: .

-
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as these changed over the course of the school year. Add to this the#fact

oy

W . -
) : ;
- hd “11" . ’

school facilities could be marle available, and the needs of the youngsters

-

. that e« ch team functioned under varying degrees of supervision from the . f

a2 . /
school principal with little for:nal centrali'zed direction. One can easily see/"
t
; ’ -
.that while the funding proposal did provide some degrge of overall program

uidance, the actual team operations were necessarily schgol rath'er than P

program onented. ) o 'y

‘In addition to scho'ol'and team oriented Operationaix_\diffmences, the
availability of outside funding also had its impact on tearn operatioris. At the
‘high school ievel "HH 100" teams were generally funded in their entirety

while at the middle schools, outside monies were minimal and these were

/

generally used for guidance services. An ohwvidus result here was thet the'~o‘

high school programs tended to operate more independently than did the middle

school teams. This indeﬁbndence seerned tr be reflected in operations,

\

planning strategies although not in the extent of planning, and in the use of -

available resources. The middle schools particularly tended to operate in a

similar fashion with the other school clusters within their building thus con-

formed more ~close1y to other school regulations and requirements.
A Despite“‘operational differences ‘each of the Highey HoriZons teams

continuod to maintain the overall philosophical construct of the Higher Horizons
B e

program. This construct was carried out using a number of proven methodologies '

.
1

which have shown success in tHe past.' Typically, these methodologies included

‘the follnwinA:
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~ supplemented by tutorial or other "outside" services.
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The use of Instmctional‘Teams. Teams made up of teachers,
other. spe_cialists, a_nd paraprofessionals’worked to motivate
and encourage each “"HH 100" youngster to react pésitively to
a program which was in all cases gtuqent-centered, but witp

\

varying degrees of individualization. Often the teams were \\‘

-

" Small group instruction. Since each team operated'in a "mini-

house" or cluster setting, its stufients could be taught in an
envﬁonment which allowed the students tb relaté intimately to
eacfh other and to the various teafn members. Becau;e this rela-
tionship was reciprocal, students seemed. better able to obtain

assistance in the solution of their specific learning and behavioral

problems, than had been the. case in their previous classrooms.

. While some outside support was provided, in general the program

was carried on largely by the team members themselves.
Intensive counseling. In its original concept, a scbool counselor
was to be assigned to eaéh team on a full-time basis. Because
of funding limitations, the middle school teams shared counseling T
sefvices with o;her clusters. Here it was estimated that the

’
counseling load was about 225 youngsters.
Cooperative planning and dialogue. Through a continuing.'series

of both formal and informal gatherings, staff members were encour-

aged and helped in team settings to react, respond, and adjust. to
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the needs of their pupils. Here, again a majority of the "help"
stemmed from the teachers and the members of the ;:eam.
5. Cultural activities; In contrast to many programs, cultural trips

e and experiences were pre-plam_xed by the stu;ients and the teams,

| and these were evaluated as part of the total instructional process.
The actual composition of Hig_her Horizons teams tends fo vary each
year, although the program's focus on remed.iation, guidance, and self-
exploration has remained intact. During the 1973-74 school year, team
compositions were as follows:

1. H.P.H.‘S: The eight member team was composed of an English
teacher, two language arts specialists, science, math and
regional studies teachers, a project assistant, and a school
counselor who also served as team leader.

2. H.P.H.S. Annex: Here the seven member team was made up of a
teachﬁer o.f English, area studies, general science and mathematics,
a reading teacher, a_project assistant ar;d a guidance counselor.
The English teacher served as team leader.

3. Weaver High School: This seven member team consisted of an
English teacher, a ‘social studies teacher, a reading teacher,. a
science teacher, a mathematics teacher, a guidance counselor,
and a project assistant. At Weaver, the team leader was the

English teacher.

4. Bulkeley Annex: The team leader, a counselor, assisted five
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staff members and an aide.

5. Fox Middle School: One seven member team was made up of a
half-time counselor, reading teacher, teachers of the four
academic subjects and an aide. The second team was similarly
constituded although a second English teacher substituted for the
reading person. Team leaders ww-re both math teachers.

6. Quirk Middle School: Two seven membér teams each made up of
a half-time counselor, reading teacher, aide, and four academic
area teachers staffed the project. One team leader was a social
studies teachér and the ‘CJther a math teacher.

EVALUATION

When any program becomes,decentra.nlized to the point where it must .
operate on the basis of school by school requirements, and in response to the
) constraints Which will. emerge from divergent learning environments, it seems
logical that differential patterns of populations, programs, and gains will
necessarily result. The logic could certainly be applied to the Higher Horizons
100 program. With respect to student popglations, for example: :
1. The Quirk grade 7 team reported that teachers at some of the
feeder schools did not understand the criteria that students were
to have the poténtial to perform at an average level of ac  e-
. ment. In consequence, some students with little ability .. e

placed in the program. In addition, and because of school

placement and class size problems, other youngsters were added
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to the team. Parenthetic;xlly the tote;l. number of 106 students
repeated does not appear to violate the number criterion
excessively.

At the same Quirk 7 center, while the recorded reading level
was to have been.one to three ?ears below grade placement, in
practice some 24 students tested bel.ow the 4.0 level on at least

one of the two Metropolitan reading subtests given in early'fall .

Quirk 7 also reported that the criterion of emotional stability
was not totally consi.dered since several serious problems which
needed the attention of the scio0l ps'ychologis; and social
worker were either assﬁgned or added later to the prdgram .
S_everal students with serious truancy problems, one perceptually
handicapped youngster, and two belonging in Basic Studies were
also put under team Aaegis . s

While the eighth grade Quirk'team did not cite specific instances |
of guideline violations, they did peint out that preésure_s were
placed on the team to accept youngsters whe did not meet the
"HH 100" criteria. Apparently "many" of these children were
placed with the team since they also reported limited input into

3

student selection. : A

<
At Fox, both teams reported problems dcaling with the placements

.

of youngsters. One team pointed out that a lack of mobility into

and out of the ctuster kept improperly placed students in the
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program while at the same tin;é se_rv{ng:'to exclude several good
candidates. - Both teams reported that young sters with emotional
and social problems were incorrectly placed in the program to the
point that an inordinate amount of staff time was spent dealing

with these, rather than with instructional problems-.f One team
suggested that some of the inappropriate pl.acements. were occa-
sioned both by the Central PupilmApp_;a}sal Team and the school
administration although specific numbérs were not reported.
6. No specific problems with the pupil populatio:. were 'reported at the

high school level. On the basis of this la'qk of negative information

. © it is probably safe to reaffirm tﬁe suppogition that the high schools
had more autonomy in the operation of their programs while the middle

school programs were more responsive to other school and administra-

tive ‘considerations .

In terms of re‘ported program differences:
1. SADC money was used to totally staff the HPHS center, while
providing 5 team members at Weaver and 4 at the HPHS Annex.
2. Four SADC counselors were assigned to the four middle ;;:hool
“ teams but ea%h carried an added cli:nt load. In additi;n, a |
' projeét aide was provided at Quirk eind two team positions at
Fox. (

. 3. The Bulkeley Annex team received one SADC counselor.

As has already been reported, .the availability of funding had a differ-
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ential impact on the program. Since most of the funding related to staff
costs, an assessment of staffing patterns is indicated. Positions funded
under General and SADC budgets are shown by team and by program in the

following table. ' .

TABLE 1

Allocation of SADC and General Fund Positions

- School SADC General Budget SADC Funds
Fox Middle 1 | 5 | $ 16,620
Team 1
Fox Middle . 3 4 41,830
Team 2 i
Quirk Middle 1 6 18,170
Team 1
Quirk Middle 2 5 16,800
Team 2
‘HPHS ' 8 ) 0 110,070
HPHS Annex 4 : 3 _ 46,840
.Weaver 5 . 2 - 51,750
 Bulkeley Annex 1 - 6 . 13,160

" Note: All figures have been rounded.

’
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Each of the first two presentations should be considered separately since

the level of scores will differ from one grade level to another.

HIGH SCHOOL PROGRAMS

1. Question, After spending one year in a HH 100 program with its
" gpecial emphasis upon the mastery of language skills, did -
learners on the average achieve month for month gains in read-
.. ing achievement? ) -
4
W

Criterion. ~

Mean gains which were'measured by the comparison of Metropolitan

Achievement Test reading scores administered in Septémber and May
of the school year, are reported as follows. Note that these 'tést
scores have also been subjected to a test of statistical significance
to determine whether reported changes could logically be attriﬁuted
to program effects, or were due only to chance inst_gad . Where
significance levels of .0l or .05" are reported, here the statistical
probability that the change-occur,red due to chance is five out of
one hundred (*) or one in-é'né hundred. (**}; the reported change‘is

*

. ’ e
- 'probably a real one and not simply a mathematical fluke.

.‘l '
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TABLE 2

' Comparison of Mean Metropolitan Grade Equivalent Reading Scores by Team.
: School Year 1973-1974

| . Pre Post - Pre‘ Post :
Team N WK WK Dif. gijg. N Read Read Dif. Sig.

HPHS 84 .6.6 7.0 +.4 ** 84 5.2 6.7 4.5 %%
ANNEX 86 6.7 6.3 +.4 ** 86 5.6 6.3 +.7
CWHS 84 6.5 6.9 +.4 ¥ 84 6.2 6.9 4.7 ¥

BHS . 71 6.9 7.2 +.3 * 71 6.6 7.0 +.4 ¥

Criterion.

Were the same kinds of reading gains apparent when measured by

L 2

,. other means? Here the plan was for allnt’eams with the exception'

’
.

of WHS to use thé Jowa Silent Réading Test as a supplementary

measure. Weaver was to have used the California Reading Test

v and both tests were to have been administered over the September

rs

to May periocd. Since teams used the Jowa for diagnostic purposes

after initial screening with the MAT'S, this testing was not repetitive.

. Note that Weaver High School used the Jowa Silent Reading Test

in conformily with the testing patterns of the other high school

~teams,
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TABLE 3

Comparison of Mean Iowa Silent Reading Grade

Equivalent Scores by Team,

" School Year 1973-1974

' Pre Post .

Team N test te;t Dif. Sig.

- HPHS 83 5.9 8,1 42,2 k%

ANNEX 83 5.9 8.8 42,9 %

WHS 87 6.2 8,6 42,4 k¥

BHS 68 6.6 7.6~ 41,0 %% .

_ ‘?@

Findings.

a. When word knowledge and reading-when measured by the

Metropolitan , mean grade equivalent score gains at each

of the four high school é;aams generally fell slightly be_low

the standard stated in thé objective. Word kno;/vledge gains
rangeé from 3 to 4 months, although reading gains were some-
what hiqher, from\ 7 to 1.5 with the exception of BHS. Only
HPHS attained the standard (month. for month gains) on the
reading subtest, a_lthough thsy fell behind by 5 months on

the test of word knowledge.

All Metroplitan grade equivalent gains with the exception

. of BHS were statistically siantficant at the .01 level, Thus

. N
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it can be concluded that allltest changes were due to program

~

~ effects and not just to chance.

»

c. When the same objective was assessed on the basis of the

lowa Silent Read_ing Test, all teams met the standards and

all teams except BHS substantially' exc_eeded the standard
by at least 1..2 . All ;;ains were statistically significant
| at the .01 level.
Conclusion. d _

On the primary me:.sure - the MAT - objective standards were not met

either by the program or by other than oné team at the high school level. -
On the secondary measure, the standard ‘was met by the program and by

each of the teams.

2. Question, After qupleting one year of Higher Horizons 100 math in-
struction, did thé learners achieve mean month for month gains.in one
/O{mor*e of the following areas?

All teams received-the Metropolitar Achievement Test arithmetic
T computation and problem solving sub sections either in September and
May, or between May and May of the school year. These data are

reported as follows:

———————— = e e .
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TABLE 4

 Comparison of Mean Metropolitan Grade Equivalent Méthemath§ Scores by Team,

School Year 1973-1974

~

. Pre Post
" Team N AC AC  pif, S9- NS ps__ DU sig..
HPHS 71 6.5 7.0 4.5 % 72 6.5 8. 4.6 e
ANNEX 86 6.1 6.8 B R 8 6.4 6.8  +.4
_ wWHS B4 6.4 7.2 +.8 % B4 5.7 6.5 +.8
,-5;fBHS— 68 6.9 6.9 - 71 6.8 | 7.1 + .3 *
Findings.

a. Given an approximate testing span of eight to nine months (dependent,

- at Weaver High School was not reported.

of course, on the actual dates of testing), HPHS reached the standard

in problem solving, whilé WHS -achieved the objective standard in

both arithmetic computation and problem solving. Neither the Annex

nor BHS met the standard in either area although all gains to include

those which did not achieve the objective were statistically significant;

at the .01 level for all teams except BHS (.05).

Additional testing using the Iowa Algebra Test for Algebrg I students

- Conclusion.

.~

y The objective standard was reached at HPHS and at WHS.

© 3. Question. Did one year of Higher Horizons with.its inherent emphasis on

personal adjustment wiich woul 'l

- part from an associatced

»
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~ academic improvément generally hclp.youngstars tb achieve a more realistic

self-image towargi school and toward society?

Criterion, |

A.puml self—rat;ing scale was constructed Qy t_he évalqation office and this

was administered to students at the end of the s.choo_l year both at HPHS

;md at Weaver. | Sé:.o‘res ;Nere tabulated and converted to percentages by

{tem as shown on the following pages. Note: here that ovéral"l, a favorable

rating pattern was produced at each of the two sites. Rating sqalés were

[

not submitted by the other high schools.

L

A SN h -
———

i
.
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- WEAVER HIGH SCHOOL

FRQCTALL RATING FORil

Directions

L —— -

—————— ______;_HE

’
N =

PR

BUAILASLE

Read each question carefully.

carefully,.

Ansvrer each question
Lnswer each question by cheeking the

blank vhich lest describes your reaction to the

question,

Check only one blank for each question.

It is not necessary to put your name on this paper.

Do you think Hicher Horizons has
helped you a0 far this ycar to:

1.
2,

L3
e

4

Pe
6,

7.

2
2,
10,
11.

12,

13,

Inprove your reading ability?

Inprove your study habits?

Improve your attitute toward
learning?

Improve your’ classroon behaviOx?“

Improve your out-of-class
behavior?

Improve your geiting alon¢ vwith |
your teachers?

Learn more abogyt yourself?

Get specific help with your
school worka

Get help in working out your
personal preblems?

Vork toward a high school
diplma? -

Look forvard to an «ducation
training beyond high schoodl?

Identify some talents and
interests which are other
than acadenic?

Expcct to achieve at a hicher
level in school?

Do you think ilicher lorizons laf:

14,

15,

Inerraced your rarents? interest
in your school ?

Improved yqur rarents’! intevest
in ycur school work?

How would you rate youraelf?

16,

7o

1 do my hameworke

1 do not distur'. others i~ °*
clase vhen the are work..

iiuech Some None Sonme Cannot
s hdverse Judce
Eftecgs
. N=88
69% 26% 1% _0% _3%
34%  36% __ 4% __3% _3%
50%. 42% _ 3% 0% 4%
38% 38% _16%.0% 7%
38% 31% _17%_0% 13% E
37%  42% 12% 1% _7%_
37%. Al% _12% 1% _9%
31% 45% _15% 0% _6%
,28% 32% 39% 0% 7% w»
3
, [
58% 32% 4% 0% 6% g
51% 30% 9% 2% 7%
51% 30% 6% _0% 7% ”
Y
55% 23% 6% 0% 10%
59 55% 9% 0% 10%
60% 23% .6% 0% 8%
All the liost of Only liever Cannot
time the time same Judge
times .
60% 26% 5% 2% 6%
70% 20% 7% 3% 0%
-24-

e————
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m WPX nvmum . hll the 08t of Cnly Nover Cannot
' ‘ tinie  the time soame Judge
_ B g / \ . . times
» 16. I can easily explain my ideas

T\\\ to others, 50% _32% 10%_ - 1% 7%
L ’ > :
13. I ilake part in cluss discussions,” 4% 45%. . 10% 0% 5%

20, I want to learn and to impiove

| nyself, BO% - 21% 15%. 0% %

i\\:*\\‘ ‘ 21, Vhen 1 come to school 1 am ready . .
. ~ “for the lecson and the tests of :
) the day. 33%._.35% _20% ._5% 5%
T22. 1 Afeql i am doinc bdetter in ) ' -
classworke. a0% . 35% 8% 2% .13%.
. ) - |
-5 . 23, I cet alon¢ with the other :
' students in my c}\sa. _ 38%_ . 35% 17% __ 3% _6%
24. 1 finish my work on’tine, S0%_ _20% 14%. ,_LQ_%_( 5%
25, 1 have confidence in myself, 48% 30% 12% 4% .. 8%
- 25. 1 do the “very lest I can. 35% _37% 15% __ 6% _3%
(]
27. 1 do my work witheul liaving to
be told to do it. . 33% 38% 5% 8% 16%
' < ¢ _,.\’P ’ .. ®
- . \ ’ . . -
. * ' >
N Vhat part of liicker Horizoris do you
think has helped you most?
‘ .
' that do you like-the nmost alout the
Hicher Horizons procran? N
- T
N
, Vhat do you like least about the
Hicher Horizons pro.ram?
- t ‘ . * . ) . r d
) 2 , - . . . -
M N -
- . -
o I“ . )
Vhat sucrestions cculd you make to
inprove Hichor derigens?
1 ] - .’. /
¢ 4
- Age Crade __________ Sext <
o . ———
<

"~ Figures furnished by team.

l‘.‘eéoarrh Ivaluation
PRF )1, A}




PRIGRAM RATING FORM

DIRECTIONS “Read each question’ carafully. Answer each quéstion care-
' ’ fully. Answer each question by checking the blank which

best descrlhcs,your reacétion to the guestion. Check only
° one blank for ‘each question. = o

e ' ¢

K

. - \ N . ‘
1t is not necessary to put your name on this' paper. .

-

. . Much Some None Some Cannot
" HARTFORD PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL Adverse  Judge

Effects

“Do you think Higher Horizons
i.helped you to:-

-

2. improve your study hab1ts’ 26%  61% 10% _ 0% 3% _
~3e Tmprove your attltude toward : '
lcarning? . ' 49%  43% 7% _2%_. _0%-
4. Viork toward a high school »
diplnma? 46%  43% _2% __ 2% 8% _
“5.-Lopk forward to ah education/ __— o
training beyend high scheol? 30% . 43% _10% 5% 13%
4. Zxpect to achieve at a higher | .
level in school? . 39%  49% 9% 2% - __2%

DO.YOh'think Higher Horizons hes:

LY

7. Ancreased your parents' interest

in your schesl® ~ . 25% 46% 13% 3% - 13%
"3. }mproved‘your parenfsn'interest B
'in your schcol work? - 40%  _45% 7% 5% - 3%
%
. [} ] . -All  Most Only DNever Cannot
How wouldﬁgou rate yourself? the of the scme Judge

time time times

n——

9.9 do iy homework, ' 23% . 52% 21% 5% _..Poé_

10. "do net'disturb others in the . | .
cla* SRPREISIE 3 ORI N : 13%. 3l1% .34% 2.0% 29

-lilo ) c&.ﬂ . -.15_; 1.'.,' ¢ T : - - N
to others, 169  44% _26% 7% 7%

— o at— v s ety St o ——————— o o

REST COPY, AVAILABLE

1. lmprova your read:ng ability? 57% 4]6 29 0% . 0% . N ",

TABLE 6

&
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. All Most Only Never - Cannot
ml‘.ﬂﬂ AVAILABLE the of the Somc Judge
, ' Time ¢time times
" 125 @ take parxt in class
.+ discussions.. 34% - 26%_ - 35% 5% 0%
13, wart to learn and to . :
'"j J.mprovc myself 46%  46%. 5% 3% _ 0% °
14 W'h..n I come to school I am
“ ready for the lesson and. the ' | :
tests of the day. 17%  53% 25% “S% ___0%__&1\
15. 7 feel I am’ dnlng better \
B in classwork. % _50% _18% 7% ° 3% . .
16 ﬁmlsh my work ‘on time. - _15% .62% _18% 2% 3%
“i%. 2 'have confidence in mysclf. 47% . 43% _ 7% _ 0% 3% |
17‘3 1 do the very best I can. 46%. _Al% - _8% - 3% 2%
! : ‘ ) 'l_‘
*19. 7 do my work without having e ".
té be told to do it. 8% _43% _25% __10% 5% b
| . ' - . . | .. | - ‘l
What part of Higher Ha‘fizqns: do you, think helped you most? M '
. N / 5 - : . \' Lo Y ‘ . u
Whatdid you like most abou’% the -Higher Horizons program?® o ‘
E l-" //

°_W'hat did you']_.’"ike least about the Higher Horizons program?.

. : “*
What suggestions cculd you make to improve Higher Horizons? | . \\
\\
. '\
|

Grade __ Sex S

- s . e Mam.4 mm . e, ——— e e -

~27-

——— e
L)
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Findings.
a. For the HPHS and Weaver Téams, a vast majority of the ratings ’

| could be characterized as providing "much" or "some" help to

the students. In no instance was a s.ubsténtial degree of
"adverse effects" _lx;eported .

At ghe same time, HH100 student ratings of work and study attri-
butes'., while positive, were somewhat more consewative. Here
the stgdents tended to oe somewhat critical of themselves in terms
of doing homework, disturbing others in class when théy are |
working, explaining ideas to others_;, taking part in class discus-.
sipns, and doing work without being told_.- The general tendency

was to rate these attributes as occuring " sometimes” or "most of

the time, " rather than "all-the time."

L

Areas which were rated by the HH100 students as being of most

help varied but a prepondérance of comments were concerned
with the four academic sﬁbject.;;.of English, Reading, Math énd
Science. The students also reported that they liked the tribs and
their teachers while disliking either reading . homewprk, or
"nothing at all." The fact that no adverse fatings were received
from less than 5% of respondents is a particularly significant
aspect of the youngsters positive perception of the program.

As to suggestions for the improvement of Higher Horizons, ‘these

were varied and pertained generally to a:--as such as too much
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- homework, more trips, etc. A substantial amount of responde.nts
‘made no sugge,st_ic-)ns for program lmpx;ovement however.
Criterion. |
As éart of the follow-up study, a Higher Horizons Alumni Form was
distyibutéd to Seniors who had been Freshmen i.n.the HH 100 program four
years ago. Oflthe- 50 forms which were distributed, 15 replies were
received. These were tallied and converted to percentages by the evaluation
office .;\t the same timg,_coﬁnselors were also asked to rate these HH 100
.a_lumnj in terms of their pfégress, a‘ttitudes, general citizenship, attendance,
and perceptions of parent attitudes towards school. .Counselors were also
asked io report whether the student had improved, regressed, or stayed the
~ same as in preceding years A‘lumni.data, followed by cqunselor reports,
are shown in Tables 7 and 8. |

.:‘
g
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7%

27%.

7%,

33%
0%, 47%
73%  20%
J43%. 21%
40% _ 40%.
33%. 20%
33%  47%.
0% 40%
-30-

. 14%

7%.

7%

7%

7%

7%

. 7%
. 14%
13%

. 13%

13%

- 13%

N=15

TABLE 7



16%.

18%

22%

7%

38%
15%
T%.

13%
4%

-31-

k)

33%

29%

. 18%

)  36%
. 36%  31% . 16% -
3% 26% 11% -
/27/ 20%  31% . .-
31% - 2%  60%
23% 38%
v 20% 65%
13% 80%
29% ..58%
4% . 93%
BEST COFY AVALABYE

TABLE 8
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: Criterion.

At HPHS, a Higher Horizons Parent Survey was also constructed
and this was mailed to the parenis of present Iuniors. who ha'.d been in
the HH 100 program as Freshm.en. Of the 52 forms which were distributed,
22 were returned and here a majority of the parents reported that the
I:{igher Horizqns proéram had p.rodu.ced "some" or “"much" student improve-

ment. Specific items and pefcentages of'responses are shown in Table 9.

3
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Class of

HIGHER HORIZONS PARENT SURVEY

Direétions

When your son/daughter was in the ninth grade at Hartford Publich High
School, he was in the Higher Horizons program. We would like to know
how you feel about this program. Please help us to learn more about the
program by answering the fpl\lowing questions. Answer by checking the
proper line. ' Then mail this survey back in the envelope that is enclosed,

It is not necessary to put your name on this paper,

Higher'Horizons student: Boy ' or Girl

Since completion of Higher Horizons, have you noticed that your son/daughter:

Much - Some Little or No
Improvement Improvement Improvement

| _1. Wants to go to school? 65% 30% . 2% .N

=22
2. Seems to understand his o ]
subjects ? - 50% 40% 10%
© - 3. GQets along better with )
other students? 60% . 35% 5%
4. Gets along better at home? 58% 37% 5%
5. Reads more? _ | 42% . 37% 21% o
. ' W3
6. Seems to talk and under- 5
stand more clearly? 65% 30% . 5% (>
7. Has become more interested
in getting an education? 70% 15% | 15%
8. Is proud of school accomplish-
~ ments? __67% 28% 6%
How do you feel about the Higher Horizons program? Please comment: »

-
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Finding. ' .
. . .Once again data collected from the three groups of respondents *
}. .
! f

indicate that the HH 100 program had perceived positive effects and in

terms of each of the items which were examine’d .

Conclusion.

The objective was attained at HPHS and at Weaver., Information

from the HPHS Annex and BHS. teams were not reported.
4, Question, Did the Higher Horizons experience with its-varied activities
andJearning situations result in a better attendance record for the young-
sters?

Criterion.

A percentage of attendance was calculated and compared with the

/

grade attendance figures of the host school. Because of an absence of
complete records, the original plan to compare attendance figures with

previous cumulative attendance records for each group was abandoned,
\ :
\

\
| | | | . 'Qz;s ’ \_' .
_ { . '

!
— —
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N : . TABLE 10
Comparison of Attendance by Percentages,

School Year 1973-74

Percentage of Attendance

5 School Grade 9 -~ HH Team
Bulkeley Annex 88% 95%
HPHS | 74% 87% )
HPHS Annex 84% 90%
Weaver High Schocl 76% '- 95%

Note: Figures have been rounded.

_.Finding,

‘In all instances the stan_dard for this objective was attained, and in
some instances exceeded. Note particularly the salutary attendance

patterns which could be reported at HPHS and at Weaver.High School.

o/
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MIDDLE SCHOOL PROGRAMS -

1. Question. After one year in a middie school Higher Horizons 100

. program, did the students achieve average month-for-month gains
' in reading achievement? : o P
. Criterion,

. Using the September to May testing cycle, reading skills were measured
by the admim}tfation of the Metropolitan Achievement Test reading sub-

:sections . . The resultant data are shown in Table 11, which follows.
//

bl < In this,énd in subsequent tables, and following previous procedure the

e /
N »

Y Quirk teams have been designated as Quirk 7 and-8 according to the "
grade of their students while the Fox teams while ungraded so as to
include both 7th and 8th grade students; have béen designated Fox 1 and

\Foic?. : . | . . . °

“TABLE 11
- ‘ t ‘: M .
Comparison of Metropolitan Mean Reading Grade Equivalent Scores by Team

1973 - 1974 School Year

2

. Pre . ¢ Post S Pre Post - -
~ Team N WK WK Dif. Sig. N Read Read Dif. Sig..
. . — ¥
Fox 1 91 5.0 5.5 ~ 4.5 *x 91 4,9 .57 +.8 **
Fox 2 85 5.1 5.8 ~ 4 .7 ** 83 5.1 -6.0 + .9 T¥*

Quirk7 73 4.8 5.6 +.8 ** .73 4.5 6.0 +l.5 ¥

R34

Quirk8 105 58 ~7.3 +l.5 %% 106 ,5.3 6.6 +1.3 " **




-

Findings. o "

T

a. Withno ékceptions , mean gains which ran from .5to 1.5 were
statistically significant at the .01 level. Only Fox 2 and Quirk 7
~achieved the month-for-month year standard (.8 - .9) in word

knowledge, although all teams met the standard in reading compre-

hension.

b. Quirk 7 was the only team which was composed exclusivély of

seventh gr_aderé . While pre test levels expected were below the

—— .

levels of the other teams which contained eighth grade youngsters, |

year score pattérns were generally-comparable to those achieved
. by eighth grade teams, and we're greater than those achieved by
the ungraded teams at Fox.

Criterion.

In addition to the use of the Metropolitan, ‘both of the Fox teams als'o-

measured reading achievement with the Iowa Silent Reading Test,

given in September and May of the school year. While testing was
used primax‘il_y‘for diagnostic and placement purposes, data were

available for analysis; these are shown as follows.
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9. o _ TABLE 12
Comparison of Mecan Iowa Reading Grade Equivélent Scores by Team,

— - School Year 1973 - 1974

Team N Pre Test .' Posi Test .le. Sig.
. Fox 1 91 - 5.4 6.5 1.1 e
Fox 2 - 102 / 5.8 6.5 +1.4 * v
. Finding. -

Given the eight to nine month interval between testings, both Fox teams

L

met the designated standard for this objective. In addition, recorded

gains of 1.1 ahd 1.4 were statistically significant at the .01 level.

Conclusions.
The st;atec_:i' ohjective was achieved.

. 2, Question, Aftér having completed one year of Higher Horizons 100,
. did learners achieve average month-for-month gains in. mathematics ?

Criterion.

@

All teams administered the Metropolitan arithmetic computation and

pro.ble,m subtests in conjunction with the préviously discussed reading

subtests in September and May of the school year.

/
»

2
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TABLE 13

< . e

Comparison of Mean Mctropo"li't'ém Arithmetic Grade Equivalent Scores by Team, .

bN

Schobl Year 1973 - 1974

. ‘ Pre Post ' Pre Post °

Team N AC AC Dif. Sig. N PS - PS Dif.  Sig.
TPox1 90 5.3 5.9 +.7 "k 91 4.5 4.9  +.4 **

. | 3

‘Fox2 85 5.6 6.8 +1.2 ¥k 84 - 4.8 6.0 1.2 ¥

Quirk 7 73 5.4 “6.4 1.0 * 737 4,9 5.4 4.5 I

Quirk 8 100 6.4 7.2 +8 * 96 5.7 6.6° +.9 wx

N
Finding., .

a. The I'ox 1 team failed to meet the objective standard in bofh areas
while the Quirk 7 team did not meet the standard tn problem solving.
-Gains which ranged- from .4 to 1.2 were statistically significant at

the .01 level. :

-

b. Participation in the W.H.S. math computation testing pfogram was

-~

\

not réported‘ by Fox.

Conclusion.

Both Quirk teams and Fox 2 met acceptable standards for objective attain-
ment, although Tox 1 did not achieve the objective. TFor the overall

proarar ‘' '~ ' - Vi~ctive was achjeved.

BEST m AVAILABLE -

.

—



' - . -40- .
™~ . - .

-

Quesnon. Given the MAT déta presénted in Tables 11 and 13, how
did these scores compare with those collected from middle school -
youngsters as a whole’?

L) . !

\ Criterion; Toe
Since Spring MAT Scores in the areas of reading and mathematics were
X _ )

available at both middle schools, averages were used. for comparative

purposes. These data are shown in Table 14 which follows.

‘ " . | TABLE 14 J"/

Comparison of Higher Horizons Grade Equivalent Scores with Schopl Averages,

. ._.,J 1o

oy
.

AR Spring 1973
/"i-
School WK Read AC PS |
Fox Grade 7 5.0 5.0 5.5 4.7
Fox Grade 8 5.9 5_.7 6.2 5.4
HH 1 6.2 5.7 5.7 5.3
HH 2 5.8 5.8 6,0 5.6 ,’[
Quirk Grade 7 5.5, 5.4 5.9 5.1
HH 7 5.5 5.4 6.7 6.0
Qu:rk Graue 8 5.9 5.7 6.2 5-54
HH 8 6.5 6.3 7.3

-
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Finding.

As can be seen from the preceding tabie, Higher Horizons teams
generally _equaﬁled and frequently better:ad the averages which were
" produced by their rgrade levels as a wﬁole. -At Fox, teams were

S 'non-g;adr 1 so that actual comparisons with either grade 7 or grade | .:
8 averages aré difficult to make; these scores can only be used as
guidelines. . At Quirk, on the other hand, teams followed grade 'level
patterns and here accurate éomparisons were possible. Again,
Higher Horizons equaled or excelled overall grade scores.
4. Question, Following one year of experience in the Higher Horizons 100

program, did youngsters generally appear to achieve a more realistic
self-image toward school and society? &

Finding. T

While a pupil self-rating scale had been constructed by the evaluation
office and was used in previous year, neither the scale nor any-criterion
was used by teams at the middle school level,

S. Questlon. Given the varied activities and learning situation which are
inherent in the ngher Horizons program, did youngsters on an average
achieve a better attendance record than that of the host grade as a
whole?

Criterion,

Two criterion were to have been utilized. First, a percentage of attendance
would be calculated for each Higher Horizons group. This was to have
been compared with previous cumulative groub attendance records. Once

again this procedure proved to b: ‘mpractical. Since many student records

were incomplete and you.ngs‘ters entered the middle school téams through-
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/

out the,_year, even when pre_vious attendance records were available
logical corﬁx;arisons could not be_made. Instead, a second criterion,
: . . t6 compax:e the percentage of attendance with sending grade figures
was used and he;e a standard of a minimum 7% increase was
gstablished. Comparative pe.rcen.taqes of attendance for sending

school grades and for middle school teams are shown as follows:
" TABLE 15
_' Comparison of Attendance by Percentages,

School Year 1973-74

Percentage of Attendance

School Crade i HH Tea_\m
Fox Middle 88% (ungraded)
HH1 | 92%

HH? (9,{%

Quirk Middle

Grade 7 86%

Grade 8 85%

HH 7 91%
HHB ' . 94%

Note: Figures have been rounded.




‘ "43-

Findings .

a. In all instances, teém percentages of attgndapce ek_ceeded'thos_e
which weré reported for the appx:opriate host schoollgrade levesl.
All but one of the percentages fell above the 30% mark.
" b. ‘At the same time, the obiecti(fe standard - to exceed the gx‘éde. . \
attendance percentage by 7 or more points - was not reached by
any of the four tean{s. Because all percentages appeared to be
"topping" the possible .level of expectancy, a sliding. scale has

been suggested as the basis for standard This recommendation

will be incorporated into the evaluation next year.

©

-

Conclusion.

While the objective standard was not met by any of the middle school
teams, the essence of the objective - to improve overall attendance -
. was met. v

6. Question. What other avaluative data were gathered by the various:
teams? . '

\
A
.

Findings.

s \

1. At the Quirk eighth grade t?am", the Specific Langﬁ'age Disa.bility \.\
Test was given to selected ;;tude-nts-. éf these 21 students, 16
were found to be perceptuall_y héndicapped in varying degrees. .\
While it was reported tbgt attempts were made by the team to help.

these children recognize and cope with their particular problems,

no informatio» was submitted "regarding the effects of these

\

‘\l‘/
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activities eit'her on the children or on the program as a whole.

2. At the Fox Middle School, the Individualized‘Com.putatio'nal

gram was used with each student “plugged"” into specific
P skill areas. While recordkeeping was reported as being extensive,
no actual data were furnished.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

By the end of the ninth':year of operation, Hartford's Higher Horizon
100 program had grown from a single ninth grade demonstration center located

at the Hartford Public High School to a project which now encompassed four

-

high school and four middle school programs. While all teams operated

"

under a unified concept and philosophy, differendes did occur in the various

team operations; these were occasioned largely by differences in grade levels,

in team and in school c.omposi.-tions,. and in degrees of operational autonomy.

-

Despite these differences, hocwever, a number of common findings could be

reported at the end of the project year.

For the high.school teams:
1. The standard of month-for-month mean reading gains was

achieved only at Hartford Public High School on the\brimary

4

achievement measure, the MAT. On the secondary measure,

-~

the Iowa Silent Reading Test, the standard was met and T

exceeded by ealch'of the fbur high school teams. All gains
were statistically signiricant at the .0l level.

2. Month-for-month mean mathematics gains were achieved by
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the teams at ‘Hartford_ Pubiic -.High Séhool and at Weaver.

Team gains with the exception of Bﬁlkeley High School were
statistically éignif.icant at the .01 level._ The Bulkeley team
gains reached only the .05 level.

A vast majority of queried Weaver High School ar}gi Hartford |
Public High School participants reported that thé program
helped them and in a number of different ways. 'Thése‘ students
élso x;eportedAthat they were attending.to a number of activities
which had been deemed necessary for school success. In
addition, questions dealing with future aspirations and with
thé effects of the program upon parental interest were a-lso rated
quite favorably _by respondenté .

Alumni surveys from parents and students who had participated

in the Higher Horizons program at Hartford Public High School reported

that the effects of the program were continuing in subsequent
high school years. Counselors of these students reportgd
similar patterns, although to a }esser extent. |

In all instances, HH team percentages of attendance ex-
ceeded those at comparable grade lévels. at the host school.
Because attendance .flgures were "peaking", team averages

did not exceed school averages by 7% percentage points.

-

' ‘Here a sliding standard scale has been rec;o‘mmended.
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x, | At the miCdle school level:

\\ -~ 1. Alfour middlé school teams made month-for-month-gains in
* \\ e one or more of the measured areasz of x_‘_eading; one team at

L \._\-\ each school reached the standard on both MAT subtests,

« l_\\.\ | " while Fox also met the standard in them. All gains were

statistlcally significant at the .0l level.

2. Inarithmetic, VPox 2 and Quirk 8 teams made month-for-month
average gains in both testéd areas while Quirk 7 met the
standard in computa.tion only. Generally the objective

standard was met.

.".

3. Middle school Higher Horizbns teams generally equaled and
frequently bettered the achievgment averages in reading and
in arithmetic which were produced by their host school

grade levels.

4 In all instances, middle .school team attendance averages
exceeded those which were reported by host school grade
levels For all teams percentages exceeded grade level per-
centage levels by 7 or more points .‘ the stan.dard for the objec~

tive.
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| On the basis .of the da-ta v:rhich were collected, it can be conclude:d

. onqe aga‘in th_a; the Higher Horizon program ha_s substantially met a majority
of its specified objectives during this, its ninth conse;cutive project year-
Moreover, Higher Horizons through its series of con‘inuing successes

has shown to Ha;tford, -and through various dissemination effort.s., the
nation as a whole that compensatory educétton can and does work at the
sec':onda.ry schéol le_vel. These achieved goals were original reasons

for Higher Horizons; reasons which have been justified over nine years

of successful program operations.

Evaluation Office
October 11, 1974

_\‘
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o Date October 22, 1974
o " 1973-7 SADC - TITLE I ESEA PROJECT EVALUATION |
Town Hartford . ' Pericd of Program: Project Number: 64-1
Prgm D'rector __ Robert Barry, Dino ( x)seh yr only ‘ Program Funds:
: , ‘ S H %aliax{o ( )summer only SADC: 8 314,375
249 High St., ‘Htfd., Conrm-, '
o Pram Evaluator Robert J. Nearine Program len%th in ,
L | Hghet Horizons 100 T > —_
| Pro;m.'l'itle Hig rer Horizons . \ (fpecify any other) ..
."\7\ " s Program Participants 2. Schools where programs tock piace:
. \ . 1
Total public school pupils 830 HPHS, HPHS Annex, Bulkeley Annex,
: i _ :

A
Y
v

", . Total nonpublic ad;:hool pupils Weaver, Quirk, Fox Middle ‘

(A

[

‘Grade level breakdowr for all pupils served:

T 11121 3] 15|67 ]89]|10]|1n]|12] otner!

239 ] 230} 361 N
» ‘
3, Economic and educational criteria used to select pupils for services of the
programs :

v ~ a. Reside in a validated school area.. (continued on next page)

L. Number and type of staff to whom SADC or Title I funds were paid: ’
15 Teachers, 7 Counselors, 2 Paraprofessionals,

: .7 Clerical ' _ . .
5. Principal objectives related to pupils' achievement and attitudes:
a. Month-for-month measured gains in reading and math.

b. Improve self-image.
- c. Improve atteadance, 7% above grade norms.
6. Description of program activities and services: |
Bricfly stated, Higher -Horizons 100 continues to function as a secondary
. school urban demonstration area which is intended to prove that some of
the most salient ravages of educational deprivation can effcctively be
corrected. The program

.

e
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continuation

g

Of average testing ability or rated by teachers as being
able to perform at an average level of achievement.

Reading 1 to 4 years below grade level.

e 2

v
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- 7. Evaluation of the principal goals of t.he program, measures used, results,
and an interpretaticn of what the results mean.

For the high schools:
~r a.. Month- for-month mean reading gains were achieved at HPHS
e ‘eon the MAT. This standard was also met and exceeded by

each of the four teams on the Iowa Silent Reading Test. All
_gams ‘were s1gmflcant at the .01 level,

b. HPHS and Weaver made month~-for-month gains on the MAT
reaching the .01 level of significance. Bulkeley did not
meet the month-for-month standard, although gains were
significant at the .05 level.

c. At WHS and HPHS a majority of participants reported that the ~
- program helped them and thafthey were attending to activities
, which were deemed necessary for school success. Items
dealing with future aspirations and the program's effect upon
parental interest also received favorable ratings.

'd. An HPHS alumni survey of parents and students reported that
the effects of the program were continuing in subsequent
school years, Counselors verified this item, although to a
lesser extent.

e. In all instances, team percentages of attendance exceeded those
of comparable grade levels. Teams did not meet the standard

of +7 percentage points, but since attendance was "peeking,"

a sliding standard scale is recommended. '

.

For the middle schools: _ \

a. All teams made month-for-month gains in one or more of the
measured areas of reading on the MAT, while one team at each
schqol reached the standard on both MAT subtésts. Fox also .
met the standard on the Iowa. All gains \ins reached the .01 level.

b. In arithmetic, Fox 2 and Quirk 8 teams made month~for-month
average gains while Quirk 7 achieved standard in computation
only. ' ‘

c.. Team reading and arithmetic achievement averages generally -
equalled and frequently bettered comparable averages produced
by the host sc_:hool grade levels.
d. In all instances attendance averages exceed those reported by
the host school grade level by 7 or more percentage points.

b



" BEST COPY AVAILABLE ak
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. 8., Title I funds are provided to serve children from low-incunc. arcas regard-
less of whether they auvtend-public or private schcols. If children ¢ oing
t¢ nenpublic schuuls resided in the schocl attendance areas validate? for
Title I ESEA scrvices in ycur communlty. provide the fellowings .

<~

- _...1,___- :

a. Where Title I scrvices were rendered, indicate the number cf c‘ulf‘rc"
and the nam\.(s) of the nenpublic schools they attended.

] . not applicable
I b.. Duscribc the specific services nonpublic schecl children received.
" not applicable ’

i Ce Indmat.c the dollar amount of Title I, ESEA funds used for the
t . above services. !

~ hot applicable

\
\

9.’ Aside from the evaluation made of pregram cbjcctives, indieate any suecissful
cutcomes resulting from Title T or SADC efforts in the tewn during rhe past
yoar, -

None

"10. aside from the evamatlnn made of progran cbjectives, indicate any prebloms
resulting from Tltle I ur SADC effor tq in the town dur mr thc past ycar.

‘See pages 14 - 16.

| -
+ 1’

, \ I
¥ \
- \

L}

]

11. State the reeommendatisns for the future censider atlon\ of the prugrams.

Base the, recmrrg.ndatlcns Ul the findings aud concldusicus of this ¢valuaticn

repcrte

1p Rigorous attention to the evaluation design, with particular respect. .

to follow-up studics should be instituted.
. : 2. Rigorous attention should be given to placemcnt critena " particularly
at the middle school level.
3. Administrative coordination of the various activities should be centralized.

12, Report the standardizod test results for program pupils ocn the following

- pages. Report results so that pre- and post-test scores are for the sare
pupils. Repcert results for enly those pupils who werc administcred the
appropriate levels of the test for the pupil's schcol grade placement.

The test results are oryanized to help in a statewide analysis ¢f SADC

and Title I. Report sceres for a single subtest in reading, math, cr
lanruage where.these arc related to the pregram being offercd. . Notc that
group seeres have been requested for specific grade levels only on page 4y
while page § has been organized for all other test information“which cnﬁnut
bc included on page L.

‘ o 3\



STANDARDIZED TEST INFORMATION FOR READING, MATH, AND UENGUAGE'

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Town Hartford Proj. # 64-1,2 Type Program Skill' Development
. . 4 V . ’
-'A‘g\ . . : - e Raw Scores
c "~ Test Instrument Inforﬁgiion _ and Grade Fquivalence
CGr Lvl - — Pre &| Pre & Time - Mean Time Mean
for. ame of Test  Post | .Post 0. off (of Scores | of - Scores :
"Group [and Year Name of | Test | Test pils Pre o] Te82 -7 | Post r.s, o~
blished Subtest | Lvls | Forms| [Tested Test® | —~"g.e. | Test® | -~ z,0°
—’j‘*-&.;ag_% ‘/’ ///',_ ’/ -
-gr 1 . L~ ' s - . i
G!‘ 2 _// / / i /"/ . ':
. . - - ,/.”- ,./’ |
Gr 3 / i = S
A o - -
Gr 4 e . e -~ e K
< . 2, / - - = —i
. SR} e =
, — —
Gr 6 Ve S A,
adv.¢” | BM.-~ , ¢ - A
Gr 7| MAT '70 Read ,-Advy ~AM| | 73 7.1 .-475 | 7.8 | 670
B " qAV T B — = s
Gr 8 | MAT'70 Read .~advl ~am |106 8.1 ~573 | 8.8 | 66 .
Math . ..
G!' 1 / . // “ ¢ o . - - t
,.’ . \ / /‘l
Gr 2 et ﬂ - T e
6r 3 ‘//,/’-///, | L - !
3 / . pea ) l
 Or 4 // / . / ' ,/_,
* i ” . - —ﬂ‘ /7’
Gr 5 P ) // o }
LGr 6 /”’/. /’/2? !
R ~ v TR — i
Lg; 72 | MAT'70 AC _~advl, M 73 7.1 5.4 | 7.8 | .6.4
. dav,~BM — -,
{@r 8 MAT '70 AC /43"-.//\1% 100 8.1 6.4 | 8.8 //772 |
A | Mean CA Mean |
t Scores | at Scores
re T8, Post | r.s.
_languare — est i Test MA !
// 7 i e ]
1.Pk ad - / el i
- . ) . ./,-
Record date of testing in grade equivalent units. If the pretest is between Septem-
ber 15 and October 14 for fourth graders, record it as 4.1, for example.. If the

post-test is between May 15 and June 14, record it &s 4.9.
use the same raticnale. /

If during other months,
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