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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

.

Introduction |

A\

» e Title I‘Individualized Mathematics Program was implémented~in
44 e} ntafy hnd,Zd junior high schools in grades four through eight.
Academic achiévemen; is most egvaref& retarded in an environment where
socio-econpmic conditions contribute to low achievement. Therefore:
compensi%ory\educational programs ehould be provided to meet the special
needs of pupils residing in' these areas.

Acquiring computati@n‘skills and concepts and learning th to réad
in the area gf mathematles are crucial needs of Titlé I puﬁils because
these abilifies are ﬁequiaite for learning independently aﬁd for func-
tiaﬁing in school and society. 'The incidence of learning difficﬁlty
in this area is mofe gevere among children in economically-deprived
~ en;iron;;nts, such as Title I attendance zones, than among “children in

less deprived areas. The Individualized Mathematics Program is designed

to provide ihstruction to meet the special educational needs of elemen-

tary 3%9 junior high c¢hildren im grades four. through eight.

g

The Imdividualized Mathematics Prograin was operated as a supple-
mentéry activity within the gramewBrk of the total curriculum. Instruc-

R

tion in pfoject~classes was designed to extend and reinforce the regu-
lar program in order to meet the edgpational needs of participating
children. 1

Students were released from their regular classroom for individual-

ized math lessons. Five or six classes were scheduled dai;y, for periods




N
3

of 50/60 minutes. For at;ééﬁts who participated in this individualized-

program, a variety of instructiohél'activities wereﬂgiPVided on the basis .

1

of diagnostic profiles.

¥

Participants Involved

Pupils in grades 4-8 who resided in Title I attendance aréas were
eligible to participate in the, program provided they met the following
educational criteria: . S

(a) Students who are 1.0 or more years below gréde
level in mathematics, with preference being
- given to.those pupils in greatest need of in-
tensive remediation for the development of ba- T
sic mathematics skills and concepts.

(b) - Students. of normal intelligence were selected.. .

Fourteenpercent (14%) of the pupils assigned to Title I math par-

ticipated for a second year, upon recommendation by the Title I teacher
}

and subject to the principal's appfoval. Priority was given té‘those

.~

puptls.

'

‘Data for student selection were available from several sources:

written referrals from classroom teachers, permanent records, achieve-
o .

ment test scores and screening tests. Data from other instruments and/

or informal teacher assessment were equally acceptable as evidence of

the need for compensatory instruction. | -
Aﬁproximately 4700 studentt from the sixty-four elementary and

junior hi;ﬁ scho@ls participated in the Individualized Mathematics Pro-

gram} A random,sample of these students were selected and assigned to

© an experimental %roup A random selection of students were selected

and assigned to.a contnol group. This group of students was similar

I
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to the experimental students in sex, academic achievement, poverty

'levels and grade classification. Students participatfng in any othet

‘ instructi nal Title I project or special education Were excluded from .,

a - )

the evaluation group. Since all of the teachers for this program were

'not hired by September, student identification was - delayed at a’ number

m-r—*"
v o .

of /,locations, «Therefore, the control-group studentsucould not be .
~ . - . . ]

selected at the beginning of.the academic -year. However, all except

five teachers were‘hired as of January,'and a conﬁrol group was selected.

Staff .

AL LA e

The Individualized Mathematics staff is composed of ong sxoject

L . Ly olm -
director, one resource teacher, one hundred four Title I teachers\and

‘one clerk-typist. Classroom teachers were asked ggvassist or to advise

Title I teachers regarding student selection, diagnqsis, prescripti n,

and.evaluation. All personnel were concerned with sécuring parental

i

support for instructional goals. Activities and assignments, both 1

&myﬁ%
the 6ath class and the regular class, related to and were - apprdpriate 4
4
for meeting the educational needs of each student. .
» 1Y ’
. ¢ .
. <




- 1. Total number of students referred to IMS classe

,2: “Total number

o - level:
ERs ‘a. Grade 4 , 1327
) b, Grade 5 S 1301 .
f, .v:l ) . c. Grade 6 1116 . : )
' ) d. Grade 7 5716 A\
‘ E .i ' ¢§° Grade 8 394 : -
' Total 4714 T

° .

SR S Total number of bOys enrolled in ™S: 2452; (522) T

- B

L -4, Total number of girls enrolled in IMS 2262 (48%)
- : s, Number of student:s participating :I.n IMS for a se‘cond year 654 (14%)

' ra
6. Number of students in IMS who are also participating in Title I
‘ Reading Improvement or Sequential Reading Development: 117 (16/ )

-

‘.

r
»
Y A4
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s product evaluation provided data pertaining to the success of the pro‘

\ -

gram in\terms of the performance objectives as measured at the end of
\‘ . - the. year. ‘Monitoring procedures were the responaib:l.lity of the project ’

- ) A,

v director, the regqurce teacher,, the research assistant, and the prin-

cipaks at each loca\ion. ' . o

ANALYSIS ' OF DATA | S R

Instrﬁnents Used : . T

A /

‘ | The following 1nstruments were used to measure student progress

MY U“.and to assess the ideas and opinioms of teachers, principals and parents

‘ in the Title I Individualized Mathematics Pro“éram. _ <.
‘ . N < -, Y. : N s

A. The Mathematics Subtests of the Metropolitan Achieve- .
R ment Test (MAT) were administered to separate groups ,
- . . of randomly selected fourth, fifth, sixth, seventh, ’ .
and eighth grade students in September, 1974 and , ‘1
Maxgh, 1975. _ . .

! ».
B Attitudg Inventory is a self report device designed ) \
2 ) to agsess the students self concept in relation to ’ : -

themselves and the mathematics program.

-

_ /c. Individual Proggess ngpnts were designed to assess
i a / and measure the students' progress in each content
area from the beginning to the end of the academic
/ year.

&
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Title I Math
Principals - these questionnaires were develgped
to assess the opinions of project teachers and prin-
cipals concerning the effectiveness of the program.

Title I Math (

-Ahalxéis‘of Student Objectives

_ Asses@ment. Procedures

‘tiplidation,-niviéion, Fréé ons, Applicatdbns, Money, Time, Measure-

" on a utu@ent profile form that showed student competencies 4

-tgntiqréaiénd at thegaefined‘lqvel of difficulty. As each student
| .

. this questionnaire was designed to asgess the opinions
. of teachers whose students attend Title I math relative’
' to.the success of the program. oS . ‘

. . ! . ;
- - B, 'Tiz&e I-Math Questionnaire for Parents - this question-
. paire was designed tq assess, the opinions and recommen-
dations of parents of children in the program relative

© to the program's success. .. : ' P
_The Title I Math ij:shop for Teachers - this instrument -
was administered to each Title I math teacher at the
completion of each workshop to determine the success of -
the presentations. . '

3 ’ A, . 4

P

- . . “aq
\ . .
s ; - .
.

[3

Objective 1 ‘

- By the end of the school year, the mean accomplishment o
a random sample of students in the Individualized Mathema-'. .
tics Program will be the successful - completion of 18 or :
mare content atrand units included in the program.- (Six-
teen units is equated to one year's gain in knowledge of
mathematics.) ' ' ., ‘

[N

t -
g
B

1‘( '
SR . -

a2’ . . |

/ o v ‘ ’ ’ !
n a placement test' to identify his beginning

£

Each student was giv

point at any'of nine levels of difficulty in each of the eleven content
areas.' These eieven areas were Numeration, Kﬁgition, Subtraction, Mul-

ment, and Geometty. The fesults of the placement testing were recorded

&

tﬁ;". [ . ) . -
s . Kl

hd ' t

19




ye

T

~ nastered gkill work in each of the levels of difficulty, he movad from

) |

lower levels to higher levels.

Progress reports were completed by each Title I math teacher on

4

a randon sample of students. Results of these progress reports indicate’

b
this objective vas met by all grades participating in the program

'

(Grades 4—8). The fourth grade students had a mean ncconplishuent of

21.8 units, fifth graders had a mean acconplishnent of 25.7 units, and

&

' the sixth graders had.aqnean nccomplish-ent.of<25.3 units. The seventh

éhd eighth graders had mean accomplishments of 22.9 units and 25.6 units,
’ - ' Q

respectively. The'fifth and eiéhth grade students had the highest mean

] lcconphishnents of all grades participating. :

Figures 1-5 of this report show the percent of students who com-

Vpleted 1-6 units, 7-12 units, 13-18 units, 19-~24 units, 25-30 units,

>

31-36 units, 37-42 units and 42 or more units in Grades 4-8 respectively.

- o el . |
For example, Figure 1 shows that 34% of the fourth grade students com-

~

pleted 19 to 24 units.

[N

OO




PERCENT OF STUDENTS

&

UNITS COMPLETED BY A RANDOM SAMPLE OF PARi%&IPANTS
IN IMS AT THE END OF THE ACADEMIC Y

GRADE 4, - {
. (n = 94) K
Mean Accomplighment - 21.8
. \\\ . 4 )
) Nt " |
L 34% )
b -8
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. PERCENT OF STUDENTS

-,

UNITS COMPLETED BY A RANDOM SAMPLE OF PARIICIPANTS
IN IMS AT THE END OF THE ACADEMIC YEAR\

E%i’

20%

(n = 87)

217

PIGURE 2

Mean Accompdishment - 25.7

a

/
7-12

i3-18

RUMBER OF UNITS COMPLETED

15-94

42 or more
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"UNITS COMPLETED BY A RANDOM SAMPLE OF PARTICU:’ANT
' IN IMS ATTHEENQOF THE ACADEMIC YEAR
GRADE 6
v
{ni= 93) “
\\ i .

. . 404 ‘ - *J * Mean Accomplishmant - 25.3
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F THE ACADEMIC YEAR
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(n = 79)

'RANDOM SAMPLE OF PARTICIPANTS |
GRADE 7
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-
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bjective 2 - oo

-

By the end of the school year, a\random\sample of students

~ o in the Individualized Mathematics Program will demonstrate \

a knowledge of mathematics by showing statistically signi-
ficant gains at the .05 level of significance compared to , T
a control group as measured by a standardized test in math-
ematics. , »

-

f

»

Assessment,Rrocedures‘

©

. The mathematics subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Test

»

L
were used%to assess this objective. These subtests were administered

to both experimengal and control groups in September, 1974 and.March, ,

1975. ‘ - : .

Tables 1-4 of this _report show the mean standard scores, standard
' x J )

deviations of standard scores, mean grade equivalents, and gain' in months -

~on each of the, four math'subtests for both groups (experimental and con-

i

trol).' » .

The analysis of covariance model was used on the Total Mathematics

standard scores to determine 1f there were significant differences

- -
N «

between the: experimental and control groups for each grade level parti—
cipating in the program% This design allows the evaluator to statistic— :
ally equate the tWo‘groups with respect to one or more variables which .
are relevant to the dependent variable (mathematics achievement).

In this report, pretest'scores on each of the subtests were con-*
sidered as the.control variables, and posttest scores on the subtests

were considered .as the criterion variaEles. Thus, it was possible to

N .
adjust a posttest-mean (criterion variable) on any subtest to compensate

N

for any differences in the pretest mean (control variable). . . |

’ - f‘
Tables 5-1% reflect the results of the analysis of covariance
model showing the posttest adjusted and unadjusted means, and the F '
. »
1

’ Y

: * : IE . . ) , N \
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a

-, -
-

_ratio for both groups. . Experimental students in grades 4-~7 made gains

buz/gxperimentallgrade 6 was the only grade level that made statistically

.

significant gainé it_thé .05 level of significance when compared to the

\

control -group students.

‘ .

Figures 6-10 of this report 'show the pre-and posttest grade

valerits for'Both gyperim%ntal and control

) . - . ig
level on the Total Mathematics Suth

Test. { %

group students for each grade

equiQA

)
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TABLE 1

| MEAN STANDARD SCORES, STANDARD
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS,
- _COMPUTATION SUBTEST OF

DEVIATIONS OF STANDARD SCORES,
GAIN IN MONTHS ON THE MATH
METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT

TEST FOR IMS.STUDENTS

) .AND CONTROL STUDENTS (C)

. .+ Pretest " Mean ] . Posttest Mean Gain
Grade & | Pretest Mean | Standard Grade Posttest Mean Standard Grade . in
onntnk( Standard Score | Deviation |Equivalegt [Standard -Score Deviation [ Equivalent | N, | Months
o J b . .

4f , 57.0 - 7.7 3.1 " 69.7 9.6 . 4.2 84 11

4 54.3 . 1.0 2.8 66.3 + " 8.8 3.9 - |61 11

SE . 67.8 10.9 4.1 77.9 6.9 5.0 |84 9

5c ¢ 67.3 ° 7.6 4.0 . 76.3 7.2 4,9 85 | ~ 9

6E 75.8 - " 8.6 4.8 83.0 10.1 5.6 85- 8
6C . 75.7 7.2 4.8 80.0 ° 7.6 5.3 87 5

7E . - 77,7 . 8.8, 5.0 . 8.4, 10.0 5.4 |75 4

1C. -74.3. ° . 7.8 < 4.6 81.3 8.8 5.4 70 8
8E . . 81.3 10.6. | 5.4 = 81.5 10.1 5. |e7| 1,

. 8C 81.3 ° 8.2 5.4 . 82.2 8.6 5.5 67 1
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TABLE 2 .
) MEAN STAMQAND 3CQRRS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS. OF STANDARD SCORES, .
. . MRAW GRADE NQUIVALEWTS, AND GAIN IN MONTHS ON TME MATH -
o ) CONCEPTS SUBTEST OF THE METROPQLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST .

- . . ~ FOR IMS STUDENTS (E) ARD CONTROL STUDENTS (C)

. Jﬂ.ﬁbﬁn — Hean TPosttest “Hean Taln i
'Grade &| Pretest Mean | Standard Grade Posttest Mean |Standard Grade in
i .onoc.m Standard Score| Deviation| Equivalent | Standard Score Deviation | Equivalent | N | Months; .

i 55.2 | 7.3 2.9 [ 63.4 8.9 3.4 |p 5

4c © 51.6 6.2 ] 60.7 8.4 3.3 61 7

SE 63.8 _10.0 3.5 7.9 1 44 . |84 9
. 5C . 6.3 3.3 69.6 4,1 85 8

6E - 7.5 |87 6.4 49 les | 6
_6C 69.4 - 5.4 - TLLE k2 187 L

. . “ R «,‘ ,..\ , .&...:..;&Z - T e .,

7E 71.2 | 8.6 75.1 < 4,8 751 6"
7C 66.9 8.1 74.2 4.7 70 9

. u, - . ﬂ - .

mm Qu.m * m.w NQOH . . m.m MOH. ’ m.N N

8c . 72.8 7.8 75.2 - 5.8 4.8 67 3

’ - o -
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TABLE 3

44

'STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF STANDARD SCORES;
ﬁEnﬁEmﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ.Eu?EHzéﬁﬁozémﬁﬁmgf

EM:SOLVING SUBTRST OF THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST

uﬁﬂ ™5 STUDENTS (E) AND CONTROL STUDENTS (C)

e

o ;mnonnm,n Mean . “[Posttest _ Mean Galn
Grade & mumnmmn ‘Mean | Standard Grade Posttest Mean |Standird Grade | . in
Group mnmbnmun Score | Deviation| Equivalent |Standard Score |Deviation | Equivalent | N nths
4E 58.4 8.5 3.0 64.6 10.0 3.4 84 4
4C - 53.0 7.3 2.7 61.6 11.6 3.2 61 5
S5E - 64,0 .. | 1137 3.3 70.6 9.5 4.0 84 7
mn mNou h m.o ° uoN mo.u Nom uom mm m
6E 70.5 11.4 4.0 . 76.8 9.7 47 8| 7
6C 70.9, 6.0 4.0 q4.7 7.3 4.5 |87 5
7E . 73.3,. 10.9 4.3 78.8 8.8 s.1 15| 8
7C 71.9 wo.np 4.1 Nm.m 8.4 4,7 70 6
8E 75.6 | 9.5. | 4.6 79.7 8.8 5.2 |67 | 6
8C 76.8 12.2 4,7 77.4 11.1 4.8 67 1
. - ’ / .
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Q
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TABLE 4 -

©

TANDARD SCORES, STANDARD DEVIATIONS ar mg SCORES,

MEAN -GRADE EQUIVALENTS, AND GAXN IN MONTHS ON THE TOTAL
MATHEMATICS SUBTEST OF THE "METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT
TEST YOR INS STUDENTS (E) AND CONTROL, STUDENTS (C)

- Pretest Mean , = Posttest Mean Galn
Grade & Standard Grader '|Posttest Mean [Standard Grade in
Group Deviation Equivalent Standard Score Deviation | Equivalent | N | Months

4 7.1 | 3.0 69.7 8.4 3.7 lsa | 7

4C . ‘m.d B 2.6 . 66.7 8.1 3.5 61 9
_5E . 5.7 4.6 |84 | 10
5C 6.0 4.4 85 - 8
6E - 8.3 5.1 85 7
6C 5.5 | 47 |87 3
7E 8.6 5.0 ‘|15 | 6
7C 7.0 4.9 70 8
8E 8.5 5.2 67 3
8c 6.4 5.2 |67 | &

o

Q

O A i Toxt Provided by ERIC

E




- TABLE 5 ' e

\ ANKLYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT o
“V¥ -« DIFFERENCES BETWEEN IMS.STUDENTS AND CONTROL I
‘ STUDENTS CONTROLLING FOR PRIOB
. MATHEMATICS WCHIEVEMENT - : |
e (G L4) . ) o, .
» - ' _
- Source of = Adjusted Sums Degrees of Mean F
Variation s of Squares Freedom Square. - Ratio gbi§
Between Treatments‘\:_' ' 1;0679 , .1 1,0679 0.0233“5 ;'4
Regression Coefficient 6.6978 1 V- 6.6978 - s
Within Treatments 64?1.68é7 - 141 46.0403 N ~
5 : ' !'i”', : o N . ) . :
Residual or Error %%” 6498.3805 142 45.7632
Total 6499.4485 143 . R
_ ; ~ - E . , :
NS - Not Significant ) ‘ - Kt
% o & b D . 0
. TABLE 6 '
PRETEST STANDARD SCORE MEANS POS;\EST ADJUSTED AND i
' UNADJUSTED STANDARD SCORE MEANS FOR IMS GROUP
' . ‘ AND CONTROL GROUP
¢ ' . - - (GRADE 4)
) / o
_ Criterion Control
Post-Achievement Pretest Achievement
n Adjusted Unadjusted C
IMS Group 84 68.4 69.7 - 59.7
Control Group 61 68.6 7 66.8 . ) 55,5 ) .
¥ .'?J -~
° AN




v ‘ TABLE 7
ANALYSIS OF GOVARIANCE FOR MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL

L ~ "STUDENTS CONTROLLING FOR PRIOR | . '
, , S MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT' N
- | . ) (GRADE 5) .
Source of = - Ad.justéd Sums Degrees of  Mean F
Variation . of Squares Freedom Square Ratio .
Between Treatments -~ 98.5249 1 98.5249 3.2436"
' Regression Coefficient  43.1178 -1 43.1178
| a - © Within Treatments = 4999.0552 165 30.2973
‘Residual or Error . 5042:1731 166 . 30.3745 6‘5
. Total . " 5140.6980 167 A
- Ty ‘ [ “a
NS - Not Significant
) o | -1 TABLE 8 ] S
| PRETEST STANDARD SCORE MEANS, POSTTEST'ADJUSTED AND
UNADJUSTED STANDARD SCORE MEANS FOR IMS GROUP
) | . .- AND CONTROL GROUP |
. - : (GRADE 5) , |
, o « . Criterion , Control ¢
: o Post—-Achievement ) Pretest Achievement
L. . . : on Adjusted Unadjusted
D . ~
. IMS Group 84 - 78.4 78.6 \ : 69.3 -
PN . _
Control Group 85 ~  76.9 6.7 . 61.8
— Q B
o Y |
97
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TABLE 9

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL

- B i | STUDENTS CONTROLLING FOR PRIOR
‘ ﬁ ‘ MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT

(GRADE 6). .
’ / ? ’ g
L 3 ]
“ Source of Adjusted Sums Degrees of Mean F
Variation of Squares Freedom Square Ratio
‘Betwgen Treatments 301.7084 1 301.7084 10.8678*
Regression Coefficient -26.4835 1 26.4835
' " . Within Treatments 46652080 168 27.7690.
3 OO Residual or Error . 4691.6916 169 27.7614
Total ) 4993.4000 170 i .
* p&L.05 .
3 _ o —
. -
' TABLE 10

N

“PRETEST STANDARD SCORE MEANS, POSTTEST ADJUSTED AND
UVADJUSTED STANDARD SCORE MEANS FOR IMS GROUP
_AND CONTROL- GROU?

] ' « ' T
E . - .
R -
E " ,'
‘ . ) 4 | -
W,

; (GRADE

Criterion

Post-Achievement

@

. Contxol

Pretest Achievement

[ et
3 o . n
o N )

- o

]

Adjusted Unadjusted .
(54 B

E)

21

IHS. Group 85 83.0  83.1 . 1.3
Contzol Group 87 80.3 80.1 6.8 .
% L]

o
o4

2R




b ' TABLE 11 -

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR MATHEMATICS, ACHIEVEMENT
‘DIFFERENCES BETWEEN IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL
STUDENTS CONTROLLING FOR PRIOR

N MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT
= . (GRADE 7)
- . .

Source of -Adjusged Sums Degrees of Mean F

Variation of Squares Freedon Square Ratio

Between Treatments  ~  47.5131 1 47.5131 5731

Regression Coefficient 1505 1 .1505
‘. Within Treatments 16365.3638 141 45,1444

Residual or Error 6365.5143 142 ! 44,8275

. , . .
Total 6413.0275 143
NS - Not Significant
TABLE 12 o
. ) PRETEST STANDARD SCORE MEANS, POSTTEST ADJUSTED AND
UNADJUSTED STANDARD SCORE MEANS FOR IMS GROUP, A
' _ 633 o AND CONTROL GROUP
, ‘ | Criterion Control
) Pogt-Achievement Pretest Achievement

A n -Adjusted Unadjusted

DiS Group 75 - 81.7 82.7 . 78.2
A ’ B .

Control Group 70 . 82.8 « 81.6 \ 74.3

. [
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- ‘ : _ *TABLE 13
_ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT
. DIFFERENCES BEIWEEN IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL
STUDENTS CONTROLLING FOR PRIOR ‘
' MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENE
’ . . (CRADE 8) ",
: ) ¥
’ ¥
Source of , Adjusted Sums Degrees of = Mean F -
Variation of Squares Freedom quare Ratio
Between Treatments . ,8.6826 1 8.6826 226288
. Regression Coefficient 1278, 1 1278 - :
‘ 4 v Within Treatments 5028.2931 ’ ‘131 38.6791
Residual or Error 5028.4209 132 38,3848
. . ' _ ’
Total - 5037.1036 .. 133
NS - Not Significant . . | : : i
TABLE 14
PRETEST STANDARD SCORE MEANS, POSTTEST ADJUSTED AND
UNADJUSTED STANDARD SCORE MEANS FOR IMS GROUP
AND CONTROL GrOUP
_ , (GRADE 8)
@ s | -
v Criterion : . ~ Control
. Post-Achievement " Pretest Achievement '
- n Adjusted Unadjusted . I '
IMS Group 67 841 84.2 . ., 8L.6
, Control Growp 67 . 840 83,5 - ° - BL3
=] . ) cia ’ .




S | FIGURE 6
IR ' o MEAQ\GRADE EQUIVALENTS ON THE TOTAL MATHEMATICS SUBTEST
. OF THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR FOUBTH .
o * GRADE IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL STUDENTS . - .

.

(FALL, 1974 and SPRING, 1975) .
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J ° FIGURE 7 i L
5 MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS ON: THE TOTAL MATHEMATICS SUBTEST &
| OF THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR FIFTH GRADE

E | IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL STUDENTS

-

| . ', .(FALL, 1974 and SPRING, 1975)
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' GRADE EQUIVALENTS

~ FIGURE 8 ‘
MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS ON THE TOTAL MATHEMATICS SUBTEST

OF THE METRGPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR SIXTH GRADE
IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL STUDENTS

6.04 N

W

" 5.8+ ' /. 5,

5.6+

5.41 oc ..

5.2:! 70 ) ."' .F 5.1 ‘ \_/

5.0¢
4.8 o ' . 4.7

PN W ‘ 4.4

4.44
4.24
4.04 o

3.8" - ks

.2.84

2.64

NS
.

i ] | Spring '75

MEN

A5 Fall'74 -

IMS STUDENTS 3
CONTROL STUDENTS R

SRE

(FALL, 1974 and SPRING, 1975) N




FI« E 9 : - ? , e

’ S . MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS ON THE TOTAL MATHEMATICS' SUBTEST
' OF THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR SEVENTH
! GRADE IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL STUDENTS

S

(FALL, 1974 and SPRING, 1975)
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FIGURE 10

 MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS ON THE TOTAL ‘'MATHEMATICS SUBTEST
OF THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR EI
GRADE IMS STUDENTS AND CONTROL STURENTS

(FALL, 1974 and SPRING, 1975)
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% .. end the mathematics program.

Objective 3 | 7 .;f

By the end of the school year, 75% of a random sample of stu-—
dents in the Individualized Mathematics Program will demonstrate
positivé attitudes: toward themselves and the mathematics pro-
‘gram as measured.by a locally-constructed instrument.

[y

-
v
»

Assessment Procedures

e - This objective was measured by an A;titude Inventory administered

-to the experimental group at_the'énd of the academic year to determine

[ 3

whether they demonstrated positive attitudes toward themselve and
the. mathematics program. The inventory consisted of thirtyl%:zz\?gﬁl

©

‘statements in which the students answered "true" or "false." Ninety-

four percent (9Ei)’of the fourth grade studénts had a score of 22 or

-

- more, 94% of the fifth graders had a score of 22 or more, 92% of the

~six_t'h gradefé had a score of 22 or ﬁorg, 857 of the seventh graders had

’

‘a score-of 22 or more, and 90% of the eighth graders had a score of 22

or more. Table 15 of this report shows the mean scores and standard

L)

! dgviatibns for all five gradEs respectiveiy. These results indicate

that 91% of the students demonstrated positive attitudes toward themselves

-

TABLE 15 . .o

. MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON THE

ATTITUDE INVENTORY b ;

- . / ' '
Gra%é] Mean ::::::I:n - N
4 - 25.9 46 %
5/ 25.8 R S 1
' 6 25,7 4.2 100
. 7 ' 2.1 - 4.3 98
B R 24.7 4.0 91
26 '




(1) Title I Hathf@ubﬁ;ionnaire for Project Teachers ;

This questionnaifpgyns.administered to all elementary and secondary

v,

teachers 1n,the'prograi,L,These data indicated the following major con~-

clysions:

L]

3 .

P .

Y t . \
o8

Elementary Level?ﬁi*~, .

a.
[

C.

Secondary Level Con 1
_ . _

C.

»

Ninety—se\ienv.percént'. (97%) of the elementary‘ teachers
rated the‘p:ogrqmldeéign for meeting the remedial needs
of pupils as ‘exeellent (482) and good (49%2) . ’

Seventy-niﬁgtéercent (79%). of the elementari teachers
rated the student selection criteria as excellent (23%)
and good (56%).

v & .
Ninety-two percent (92Z) of the elementary teachess
rated the pupil attitudes toward the program as excel
lent (31%) .and good (612). ~
Eighty-six percent (86Z) of the elementary teahheLs rated
the cooperation with regular classroom teachers as |
excellent (26%) and good (60%). '

All of the teé&heré responding indicated they would like..
to continue working in this program. R

° s
Ninety perce@t.(QO%) of the secondary teachers rated
the program design for meeting remedial needs of pu-\

pils as excellent (60Z) and good (30%).

L

All of the secondary teachers rated the studemt selec- !
tion‘criterie‘&s good (50%) and -fair (50%Z). : :

Eighty percen&”KBOZQ of the secondary teachers ratel the

pupil attitudes toward the program as excellent (10%2)

and good (70Z). . ' . S
| | (\

Ninety-five percent "(95Z) ‘of the secondary teachers SR

rated the cosperation with regular classroom teachers
as cxcellenté(GOZ) and good (357). E S ‘\

- \
S0 ; . .
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e. All but one of the secondary teechera would like to
continue uorking in this program.

(2) . Title I Math Questionnaire for Principals
' Jg ’ This questionnaire was administered to all elenentery and secondary
principals involved with the program. The followiné major conclusions

ware drawn:
E;elentary Level

a. Ninety-seven percent (97Z) of the elementary principals
‘ rated the program design for meeting remedial needs Qf
pupils as excellent (382) and good (59%). ° :

' ' b. ﬂinety-seien perceht (97%) of the elementary principals
‘ rated the effectiveness of individualized instructional
procedures as excellent (382) and good (597).

c. Ninety-two percent (922) of the elenentlry principals -
rated the student selection criteria as excellent (272)
and good (652).

. d. Ninety-one percent (912) of the elementary principals
. rated the program implementation in Title I math ‘class-
rooms as exce}lent (322) and good (59%).

. @ Eighty—aix percent (862) of the elementary priqgﬁpple
rated the pupil attitudes toward the progrem.g irteen
(13%) rate the pupil attitudes as fair.

rate the communication among regular classroom teachers
and Title I math teachers as excellent (382) and good
(352). The remaining twenty-seven percent (27%2) rated
it as-fair. -
s . o
g. All but one of the principals wish to continue this
. program in their schools.

. f. Seventy-ihree percent (73Z) of the elementery principals-

Secondary Level }
« ‘a. Eighty-seven percent (872) of the secondary principals \
' rated the program design for meeting remedial needs of
pupile as excellent (50%) and good (37%).
. "~ b. Eighty-seven percent (872) of the secondary principals
\ ' : : rated the effectiveness of individualized instructional
‘procedures as excellent (50Z) and good (37%Z).

o -t ©

IR




"c. All of the secondary principals rated the stﬁdent' se-
/f“ ~ lection criteria as excellent (19Z) and ggod| (g12) .\
.- A M . N . . . . 4} o <
oo d. Ninety-three percent (93%) of the secomdary principals
. © rated the program implementation in Title I math cliss-
‘ rooms as excellent (31%) and good (62%). ,‘ S
e. E:lghty-bnc percent (812) .of the secondary principals |
rated the pupil attitudes toward the program 2s excel-
lent (31%) and good (50%). The remaining eightaen
- percent (18%) rated tt as fair (12X) and pgor (62).
PR Eighty;ueven percent '(87%) of the secondary principals
o v rated the commmication among regular classroom teachess
2. and Title I math teachers as aiégllent- (372) and good
o \ (50%) . | o

: ' e o . g. All of f:he secondary principals wish to éontinue the = |
, . . “program in their schools. K : s,

/

Tk s .(3) Title I Math Questionnaire fot'Claaa:o/an Teachers
v b . : w

This questionnaire was administersd to approxisately two hundred

(200) classroom teachess whose students attend Title I math classes.

These data’indicated the following major conclusions: /

> a, Ninety-seven percent (97Z) of the smw.o received
math dnstruction in the regular classreom in addition
to ‘the Title I. math Instruction.: | -

X b[. Seventy-eight percent (783) of the teachers indicatéd

. . ‘ the Title I math teacher had shared diagnostic infor-

d ' 1 mation or reports of progress-in the Titlg)[ math
classes. i o

N

c. Seventy-three percent (73%) of the teachers saw evidence
of instructional progress as a regult. of *tl\fs program.

.d. Eighty ‘percent (80%) of the teachers indicated that the

’ combination of the regular class and Title 1 math, claas
o best meets the mathematics instructional needs of remedial
math students, o )

@ . . <

(4) Title I Math Parent Questiomnaire .

This quqstiohngira was adminia-terdd to approximately two hundred
. " . . . o . ' R :
. (200) parents of students participating in the program. The following

,

a
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major cenclusions were drawn: ‘ A -

a. Ninety-four percent (942) of the parents falt this .
progran had helpad their children do better i& school. 2

b. Seventy-four percent (74%Z) of the parents felt ﬁey
neaded to know more about !.'he Program. %
' o

c. Seventy-five percent (75Z%) of the perente mdi%eted
. their children talked about their experiences in this
- _ progranm. : P -
. R - d. Eighty-nine percent (89%) of the paremts thowght their
- . children were in one of the progra=a they need most.

: Y Y Seventy-eigﬁt? percent (78%). of the perente thought ' '
' o their children liked school more than leet year as a
A% result. of thie prograi. .

.rh

. Eighty—eight percent (88%) of the perente indicated
they would like for their-children to continue par-
ticipating in this program.

Add:l.tione-_ formation end comments from theee ueat:.onnaires are
. 3 g, .
.found 1n Tables 16-21 of th:l;s report. - : o

PR B ! Fraquent uoxiitor:ln*g' by the project director, rescvrce teacher end

o .
) ‘ ' _ the reeeerch assistant provided féedback on the Title I -eth classes.

« 3

o ..eporte fron the project director and eeeource teacher indicated that
| tl}eap\e\rfdrmce object:lvee were be:lng net :I.n ‘most of the Classes. B
Pxincipals and curriculum teachers were uLBOo encoureged to ﬁonitor all
aspécts of program operation.

;o

 Insarvice and Professionsl Growth Activities

, R _ . Saveral inservice activities were held for nevly assigned teachers.

: & . _
These teachexs were given an overview of the various aspects of Title

4 [

4

. . . ;/ | S ’ ) ﬂﬂ

e
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I. The re-aining dayo uere spent in vorkehops to acquaint the new
teechero with the Individunlized Mathematics System published by Ginn -
and CCI?Iﬁy, a Xerox Educetion Gronp Company. Repreeentativee from

Ginn en¢ Company, the project director, and the reeource teacher gave
inntrucéionn and aided the teachers .in bnplqnenting the progran in their
ochoole. An eveluntion inetrument was adudnietered to each particidpant
at the &onpletion of each inservice acti!ity‘to deternine the success

of the qreoentetiono, The anelysis of this 1not£onent indicates that

the 1neJrviée-act1v1tiee have béen eucceaefql in neeting the needs of

the tea;here. oReporte on the findirge of tho‘ineervice activities held

| ' ,
are found in-Appendices A and B of this report. One outstanding feature
|

‘of the licond 1neervice was the visitations by the new teachers to IMS

claeeee nlready in operation. Reeponeee from these teachers concerning

the vioite indicated this vas an 1nva1uable experience for them. (These

visits unre not made during the first inservice )
All Title I math teachere participated in a workrhop at the Reading

Center. This two-day session, plcnned in accordance with the system-

wide provinion that all teachers participete Fre uenter activities, was

designed -to provide -eth teachers uith 1nstructiona1 techniquee for

" selping pupils whose problens in math are compounded by reading diffi—

culties. Dr. Claire Benry, Director of the Reading Center, proviaed

these 1notructionel techniques to be used by the teachers in helping

their students. Dr. Henry also edminiotered a queotichnairi to the
teachers. These results are found in Appepdii C of this report.

‘m Professional growth meetings heve'also_been held fpr Title I math

. teachers since the program was implemented to deal with other topies

N\ N
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related to 1mp1ementic£5n, operacion,_inatruction; And suppor:ive ser-

“viceﬁ. At least 80X of the teachers have attended. each of these meet-
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TABLE 16 . ' .

© TITLE I MATH QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROJECT TEACHERS

- Q =

»

% 5 " ' o,

.
~ i *

1.” Grade Level - Elementary

. . s .
_— & Excellent | Good ' Fair Poor NR*
' F 21 F| % F. 2| F 21 F| 2

i » N R RE -

a. Program dqsign'fo£ meeting.
. remedial needs of pupils @;5

37 |48.1{38 | 49.3] 1| 1.3f0 | 01 Q.3

b. ELffectiveness of individ- i .
talized instructional pro- ‘ | . ' ’
cedures . ]38 }49.3135 | 45.5| 3 3.9}0 0|1 1.3

IéQ Sﬁudent selection criteria 18 23.4_ 431 55.8 r}S i9.5 1 1.3' 0 0

d. Pupil attitudes to&ard“this.'

-

program |26 | 31.2}477| 62.0] 5 | 6.5 1 [1.3 -/o@; 0
- ‘ p ,

‘e. Information and/or feedback | .
from personnel responsible L~ s ¥
for the operation and imple- ’ '

mentation of this program "1 52 69;5 .22 " 28.61 1 1.31 0 012 p.6 )

£. Coo%eratioh with regular N D e . i '

classroom teacher 120 | 26.0f 46 | 59.7{10-| 13.0| 1 .3 0 0
. . P Y - . . - — |

. . . » : N »®

*No Response R -
.o ' ) . ' "~ Total Number of Elémgnta;&
¥ ‘ . % Teachers Responding - 77

.\.
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2. What changes, if any, would you recommend in ~program design, imple%f
mentation, and operation? v )

Y : *

9 4 s

R ¢ feel that’the IMS Activity Sheets for each level s euld

~ be incorporated in the program. A gample of three o ﬁpese
kits-are utilized at Guthrie."

“There is a need for a different type cf record keepfhg
especially for the students. (Takes too much paper)."

"Evaluation form should be more like the student profile

form <
- ‘a

"It is hard conferring with classroom teachers, concerning

a child's progress, when our math programs don't coincide."
N .

"More manipulatives needed. Mistakes in folders and answer
sheets. should be corrected. Fractions III, Multiplication
v (distributive principle) and Numeration VI should be re-
evaluated.

"Supplementary materials coordinated with the IMS program
that offer some diversion from the regular folders."

"I think that. 1f not as much stress was put on completiﬁg a-

certain number of units, that more time could be spent
on teaching addition, subtraction, multiplication, and

~ division."

"Children selected by a resource team. Children graded on
basis of ability grouping in the (homeroom) classroom."

"I would like more~responsibi1ity in grading IMS students."

"Present program, 1s well-organized and seems to meet child-
ren's needs."”

"I think that at the beginning of the year, more time should
be spent on the multiplication facts and drilling them."

"Improved selection and grouping criteria so that seminar
activities could be more effective." -

"Student selection criteria - Many of the students that
were selected for the program were not academically able to
master the materials because of their academic ability
Therefore they demanded too much of the teacher's time
explaining things that they were just not able to under-
stand. I have three children that haven't learned to fill
out the prescription sheet yet."

Ar /.
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o / ‘
; . , "More orientation of classroom teachers and parents (Rack
on my part in some areas) "

]r .

. . S * "Each teacher should be required to teach only one grade."
"I would Iike some better method of getting pre-tests and -
. ‘post-testa. Some of the units (i.e. Frac. III and Niim.
i) are always rumning out because so many children need
them.’ Could we get a lirge supply of_ these key units '’
initially?" ‘ .

- "THe unit strands should be used in cooperationawifh the
homeroom teacher. (Ex. Eractions when the teacher is

" teaching fractioms.)"
"Begin,implementing program in the primary grades."

o "I would like for commereial math games to be provided for
use in the classroom so well as various measuring devices." ,

. "There would be better continuity of learning if it were
"~ posaible to teach a strand through all the levels before
teaching the next strand. Presently by the time a child
has finished one level ~ he has forgotten the strand for the
next level." - :

"More inservice in small groups with consultants who deve10ped
and/or wrote materials im skill folders." ,

"I feel the children need to be given homework to reinforce
what they have learned in class." . e RE
. - X
"Could we have interest groups at the city wide professional
growth programs rather than sitting in on reading sections?"
. ) .
"If possible, more consymable materials."

~»"get up specific dates for IMS teachers to visit IMS classes
. in different schools. Definite work dates after school when
we could use.the laminating machines at the reading center." .

"Since I have worked with the IMS only since April, 1975, 1
> ‘do not feel competent in giving a true evaluation of the pro-
gram. However, after 14 years of teaching, I can say that
I have found IMS to be seemingly one of the best programs
for individualized assistance. However, even then, mach
depends on the teacher and her ability to supplement and
maintain interest when necessary." .
"I think the program is very well designed. I have had no
problems, what-so-ever. Everything is running very ‘smoothly."

af//// ’ .
| . RR.
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¥
"Rename pre and post tests as Direction Finders or any name
that would eliminate the desire for students to cheat."

“Frections Level III needs to be redone to reflect what
post-test asks." :
§ . “ " A
"Several non-readers were selected for IMS at our school.

This ahould not occur nextiyear.”

> "Having eight students per session seems to look better thaq

any number above that."

3. Please state any additiondl comments, suggestions, or recommendation
which would assist us in evaluating this program. .

© UIf IMS students were tested on &ll the units they covered
in a school-year, we could determine how much of this in-
formation was retained by the student and how much progress
- wasg made,' : .

. "Work should be available that children can carry home so
that the parent can see what the child is doing. The re-
porting system should be improved upon. The present take '
home report does not give sufficient information for the
parent to see what the child is doing." , 0.

"The over—all program is good." o : ‘e

"It's too bad that you can't have a year's experience(when
you begin this program. I will feel much more comfo able
and confident next year with the pregrem and thke children."

% ) o

"1 think that at the end of the year, we should give the
placement test over, to see how much progress the students
have made." B

"Each school differs, but I feel hall passes for children
leaving classrooms would cut down on confusion."

"There should be another set of post-test for each topic."

"I think a more careful assessment of the needs of each

school should be made. For instance, my school has so

many POPS and resburce teachers, that it was very hard to find
enough youngsters to f111 3 cladgses. Meanwhile, there are
larger schools with no POPS, very few resource teachers,

and only one or two IMS teachers.

N
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" "If we knew at the beginning of the year what information
would be needed by’ research we could keep better and - ¢
<noreuaccqute\tecords. ’ -

"We need to have a workshop and provide materials for the
teachers to make the materials needed to play the games and
exerciese that are on the folder backs."

"I need suggestions to motivate pupils to better work and
*gtudy habits and better conduct. .

"Spring Collection of referrals should void delay in getting
started next fall." . :

MCE Tﬁe strong support from the principal helps to make a pro-
gram successful.”

"At the beginning of the year I would give addition, subtraction,
multiplication and division fact “sheets to be timed. Then

give the same tests at mid—term and again at the end of the -
year.

"I think there should be some type of reading test administered
prior to placing a student in the program., Some of the stu-

~ dents could do better if they were able to read with under-
standing. 0

"My children have been very interested .in the math program.

o Teachers have referred more children than I can take for
next year." .
"I think it is very good as' it is."
"Iimit class time of 4th graders to 50 minutes."

4, 1f you are teaching next year, would you like to continue working

in this program, either at your present school or another school?

L4

" Yes | 77 © 100.0
No - w0 ’ 0
¥ 4 )
)
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 TITLE I MATH QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PROJECT. TEACHERS o

@

1. Grade Level = Secondary

B S
Excellent | Good Falr | Poor. MR*
¥ %l ¥ 2|l r L AN T Y| %

N )
a. Program design-for meeting o
remedial needs of pupils 12 {60.0 | 6 | 30.0 21100} 0 0/]:0]0

" b. Effectiveness of individ-

ualized 1nstructiona1 pro- | - _ ‘ 1
 cedures <. i0 |50.0 |10 |00 of ofo | ofoqo
c. Student selection criterta |0 '| 0|10 500 |10 5000 | 0|00

*da_.Pupii attitudes toward this ’ . ‘
' program - - 2 ]10.0 | 14 | 70.0 3/715.0|1 |5.0 00

e. Information and/or feedback
: from personnel responsible
for the operation and imple- . 1 ) _

mentation of this program | 6 [30.0 | 10 } 50.0 241100 [ 1 |5.0 | 1 |5.0

f. Cooperation with regular | ' ‘
classroom teacher 12 |60.0 7 | 35.0 1 5.0 10 0/(lo01}]O0

|4

"#NR - No Rasponse

Total Number of Secondary
. ) Teachers Risponding - 20

a : : ¢ : : : .

2. What changes, if° any, would you recommend in program dcoign, imple-~
mentation, and operation?

"Y pelieve that the students should be taknn from their
arith-etic class instead of art or music."

"Need a better syptem of evaluating students and form for
' reporting students progress to parert. The present pro-
: gress report does not motivate the student. They want

grades reported.”

g'A ' v "'lA
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"There needs to be a wider variety of inatructional materials

- to auppleae t the GINN progran.
“Earlier selection of atudents' ‘bulletin board auggestiona.

“Y think the IMS teacher should work on the same topicst that

te

are being covered in the regular math claaa at the same

’ time."
"There should definitely be either an IQ cut off or some way

of testing whether students can handle the mechanics of the
systen.
2 "I would like to have a.teacher's aide. Even though the
number of students is small they require a great deal of .
‘attention, often than one person can give."
"Secondary students should be pulled from Hathematics classes

only prior to the following school year."

"That a student be able to go from one level to another vhen

the need arise for gre ter understanding in an area."

"Funds- shouio be appropriated for special projects, such as
"

 field trips, outings, etc."
"I have been very pleased with all aspects of the program.

"Filmstrips for secondary level are needed for orientation

period." - - .

"Students should be given grades. Students should not be
pulled from any classes. Only those students who want to
improve, themselvea should be chosen. v o ,

"Some of the units (e.g. place values of numbers) require
too much teacher instruction before the children know what

fo do and how to do it." ,
"Give screen test to students that are recou-ended for a
are willing to work."

Also také only those who

second year.
"In junior high lavel I feel this program would be much
1ete1y removed from

more effective 1f students were c

regular math class." .

“Seventh grade students that don't ¢ mplete the folders

should go one semester in the eighyh grade and another
second semester.'

set of seventh graders should co
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3. Please state any additional comments, suggestiomns, or recommendations
which would assist us in evaluating this program.

“The students have a better attitude towar@ the program when
‘they come from their math class. They are willing to do
more work. ‘The teachers did not like the idea of the stu- B
dents having two math classes." ‘ 4

. ] - , ‘ o
"There needs to be another means of evaluating this program o
than the Metro Achievement Test. Also data should be com-
phled on all students and discussed."

" Mpeachers should be oriented soomer, have two weeks to pre-
pare, interview students." :

"It would be good to administer the IMS placement test during
the final exam week to see how they have retained the materials .
they have passed." : . , v

"Two units a month should not be the only criteria for eval-
uating - student progress. Consider a half and one umit also."
"Make note of beginning level and ending level on achi-'e-
- ment test. e sure each student has an opportunity to ;
. . work in all areas. . ) . .

"I d the program stronger (more effective) as I; myself,
become more comfortable’'with-it. I do feel, however, that
there should—be more "ratio and proportion“ for the better
students.'

v

“"Send a copy of profile results with the progressrreport
every six weeks, so the parent can see what the child is
doing." ,

"Parents should be sent notices from the Board about.: the
program and encouraged to visit school rooms twice a
month." -

"This program makes it easy to keep the interest of those
students who would be discipline problems in the regular
classroom; because they would not be able to keep up.
I'm impressed with the program.” :
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4. If you are teaéping next &éag, would ydu likef%o;continue working
in this program, either at. 'your present school or another school?

|3
|

Yes ., 19  95.0
If no, why not?
"Lack of academic control gﬁ‘studénts.' The IMS Program is
designed for students who have a desire to learn, and not
for those who are apathetic towards math.¥ The student don't

consider the program a "real class", and consequently do
not want to work." o - :

. ) . R .
.
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TABLE 18
. . :
TITLE T MATH QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRINCIPALS

Grade Level - Elementary

Numbgr of Teachers

. 1 10 27.0
. 2 17 &5.9
'3 "5 13.5 1
« . ) NR 5 13.5 ,
\ Excellent Good Fair Poor * NR*
- - F| % F| % F|] %2 | F|Z F
a. Program design for meeting e : 3
R remedial needs of. pupils 14 |37. 22 | 59.4 1}12.,7}101]0 0
b. Effectiveness of individ- '
ualized instructional pro-
cedures ) . 14 {37.8 | 22°| 59.4 112,701} 0 0
c. Student selection criteria |10 [27.0-| 24 | 64.9 | 3 | 8.1 |0} 0 o
. R . — _
7 d. Program implementation in o -/A '
Title I math classrooms 12 |32.4 | 22 | 59.4 2154100 1 12,7
e. Pupii attitudes toward - ' L 9 _
this program : 16 143.2 | 16 | 43.2 5113.5 10} 0 |0
~ f. Cbmmunication among regu-
lar classroom teachers and 1 3
’ Title I math teachers 14 {37.8 | 13 | 35.1 | 10 }27.0 00 0
g. Information and/or cooper-
- ation received from per-
- sonnel responsible for the
’ X operation and implementa- »
‘ tion of the Title I math . ,
program 24 64,9 | 12 | 32,4 | 1 ;2.7 100 0
° *No Response
Total Number of Elementary
Principals Responding - 37
| ,
/) RO




3.

In your opinion, was there adequate provision for teacher orienta-
tion and imservice?

F z-
Yes ° 35  94.6 e
: No o 2 5.4 :

In your opinion, what are some 6f the particular strengths of this
program2 .

"The fact that a child can succeed while moving at his own
pace." .

"Perhaps tHe greatest strength is that the small classes
allow the teacher to give more time to each studemt and
allow the students to feel freer to respond, therefore
allowing him QO do his best work. Another is that the
placement tests allew the teacher to diagnose specific
weaknesses and’prescribe work which will strenghthen the
weaknesses." . .

w

W, ‘ .
"The child can w&rk on his individual level, and develop
- confidence and better self concepts about his ability,

thius, becoming self-relient."» . ‘ C

§ @

“"Materials; supervision' selection of teachersf"

' "The whole program, success or failure, depends on the’
teacher. We were very fortunate to have had an excellent
‘teacher.” :

"It is easy to use a'variety of math activities each day."

"Individualization of imstruction allows each studént to
progress at ‘his own ability rate." .

- "The program design promotes positive attitudes toward math

and working indefiendently." . © e
% . .

"Most of the students are showing an interest and improve-
ment in the regular classroom carried over from the Title

I math."” }
In your opinion, what are some of the particular weaknesses of this
program? . v o

"The real weakness I gee 1s ‘the- fact that this math cannot
replace math instruction in regular classroom." '




Te

"lime it takes to get goiné in the fall."
4"I don't recall any weaknesses. . ‘

. , »if "Hore supplementary materials could be -utilized."
."Too limited needs to be expanded."

"Too much time spent on grading tests. Classes should re-
_ main as_small- as possible, More IMS  teachers are needed.
! ' : ~ Y"Elementiry children waste time going from the regular class-
room to the math teacher and coming back to the classroom." 1

-

"Student Selection.

oL . YSome material is too - difficult and needs more explanation, 5.
. - : ~° better wording- on tests; periodic test to evaluate their ..
_ o, - " performance during the year.' , . -

"Better correlation between Title I math content and regular | c
math content for individual student(s) " S S

- ~
I

& "Great teacher absenteeism. Too few students are reached.

"Since reading ability is not a criteria for selection of
participants in IMS, some students experience difficulty
with the reading part of the program."

: "Lack of parent concern. j ’ ’ ' 4 ‘ -
. | 8 S .
"Teachers of Title I math should give the grade on the RE-
‘ . PORT CARD for those students working on very low levels
. , . and are confused in. regular classroom math."

‘

5. What criteria did you consider {n" judging program effectiveness?

"Children's attitude and work habits. Carry-over to regular
classroom.‘ : .

"The majority of. the students have met the objectives set up

, in September by the teacher (IMS). The students are very <
- enthusiastic about the program and feel good about them-

selves because of the progress they've made.” The parents

have expressed g desire to have their children remain in.

IMS another year because they can see the progress made. .

"Observatibn of classroom."

"aschievement test scores."




"“Teacher conferences." .
“Teacher in-put and classroom participation. In addition
to the aforementioned improvement in math was shown on .
the Hetropolitan Achievement Test given in March."*

. “Comments from t:he regular teachers with pupils 1nvolved
in the program—relationship between Title I uath and’
regular classroom teachers.' _ “ : - .

-
>

6. What changes, if any, would you recommend in program design, imple-
mentation, and operation?

" R £l

]

g "Let this be the basic, rather than supplementary, math
program. Could it be extended to 3xd grade if there is
space? . e ‘
. "~ "Only that more skill—related concerete matérials be pro- ” ’
: : wvided for Levels I and II." , .
¢ o -7 o
“I am satisfied with the implementation and operatlon. e
"A teacher for 2nd, 3rd, 4th grades and one for 5th and
: 6th grade pupils.” . K )
_ "Add another teacher." ‘ - _ s
" "The operation of the program,should be flexible enough to . .
" allow the continued participation of those studemnts who ‘
are presently in IMS. No major changes are necessary.
"I'd like to see the math teachers work wirh the Title I
children in the regular classroom.
' ‘ “Elimination of teacher absenteeism. Enclusion of more | .
’ ) ‘ students." ) A . .
< AN notation on the report card stating progress of the sub-
.. je_Cto" .

7. Do you wish to continue this program in your school? : ' .

E z
&
Yes 36- 97.3
No : 1 2.7

5

~ If no, why not?

"Lack of space."

La
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8. Please state any - additional comments, suggesations, or recommenda—
tions which would assiat us in evaluating this program.

"We are very Pleased with the program as it is. If all
teachers could see the benefits of the program, I feel
we would have over-all cooperation." (

, - "I am happy with the Title I Individualized Mathematics
s : Progtam. ) L.
i "Children on grade 1eve1 and above can benefit from this
program.” .

Y

”I would like to select a teacher, possibly from m;'present

I -~ - staff to teach an additional class next year." = . .-
. - B - ,"We have had the program only this semester and it is some-
. ) what early to tell about pupil progress," , » -
) ) "“' . "Keep. Good Teachers!" . o a . l :
2 y N
_ "Principals should get oopies of non-instructional materials
i S that are sent to teacher,"

o ' "There should be some kind of test to measure progress at
. » .. - the end of the" year. - : , ’

a L "Eliminate questionnaires that ask for eomment and others
as much as possible. .

I

Se




"TABLE 19 °

TITLE I MATH QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRINCIPALS

- ’

Grade Level - Secondary

Y . N

[Excellent Good | Fhif 1 Poor NR*
' . F | 2 | F| = [F- | 2] F F ZlF 1%
a. Program design for meeting : | _ -
. remedial needs of puplils 8 150.0 6 137.5 11 6.2 O 011 }6.2
b. Effectiveness of individ- | . 4 '
. ualized instructional pro- 1 N
- cedures 6 |37.5 8 15001 1 [.6.2] 1 16.2.}] 0 0
 c. Student selection criterta (3 18.7 |13 | 81.3 ] 0 of o | olo ] o
’ ~ - “ ) . - & N
: d. Program implementation in . T ’ .
o e . Title I math classrooms 5 131.2 |10 | 62.5 | 0 0] 1 16.2-} 0" 0
. . €. Pupil attitudes toward this R E 1 -
w program ° 5 |31.2 8 | 50.0 | 2 J12.5| 1 6.2 | O 0

£. ‘Communication among regular
} : classroom teachers and Title g » al . ,
: ‘ . I-math teachers - - |6 fB7.5 | 8 {5002 |12.5] 0 | 6]0 | ©

g. Information and/or cooper-
X
) ~» ation-recelved from per- :
sonnel responsible for the ,

° :; : operation and implementation . , .
- . - . of the Title I math Program {9 56.2'| 6 | 37.5 | 0 of o 0{1 (6.2},
) [y ) ‘d ~ : ’ _
N
*No Response K :
’ : E : , Total Number of Secondary
. B N Principals Responding - 16
o b .
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2. 1In your opinion, was there adequate provision for teacher~orienta-
tion and inservice?

. E z
Yes 14 ° 87.5 .
. No 1 6.2
NR . 1 6.2 ’
3. In your opinion, what are some of the particular strengths of this
program? :
" "Small classes provide more individualized attention. The A

method of selecting materials and students. -The ‘attitude
of the IMS teacher is conmendable."

o - ' . "Establishes a one-to-one relationship between pupils and
. : teacher." : .

// ~ "The program gives youngsters who have been lost in iath
. for several years an opportunity to pick up where they left
o , off and catch up." : _ o .

oL ‘ «"The teacher, program director and the materials.
- 'The design and structure of the_ program is good "

: \”Provided apprOpriate remediation. The students enjoyed
3 - _attending the class." -

4. In your opinion, what are some of the particular weckncsses of this
pragram? -

‘ - . "Having the =ight person working the program at the school
’ * levela .

"Facilities for meeting the ‘class were less than satiafactory.
. "The progranm failed to clearly establish criteria that would
" distinguish Resource child from that of a Title I student.
Guidelines should be clearly stated so that a margin of
success can be more carefully predicted."™

"Teacher can only reach fifty children.

"Grading between regular classroom teachers and Title I
teachers has contributed some problem. _ -

"The program has a stigma of being the place “for dumb
éhildren and/or retarded children."

RR




5.

3

What criteria did’ you consider in judging program effectiveness?

"pergonal observation. Conversations with Title I teacher."

"The attitude of students in the program. The response of
teachers who referred students for the program,” .
"Observation of clase-familiariza ion with materiala—peraonal
knowledge of studentsrprogress intlregular claseses. Observa-
tion of teacher." ‘ . '

"Pupil-teacher relat{onships, cognitive growth affective
_growth."

"Metropolitan Achievement Test Scores."

6. What changes, if any, would you recommerid in program design, imple-

. mentation, and operatiomn? .

. h ] .
"consider allowing this work to substitute for regular math
course; while enrolled."

"Earlier identification of students-larger class assignment

s as a class subject and graded."

A consulting teacher be employed to work in and out of class-
room where students are having problems."

"As in most funded progtams, the building principal needs
to be in on the planning; changed with monitoring proce-
dures and feedback activities."

"A communication system with the parents and children that
certainly would eliminate prohlems

"Provision for the program to include a teacher 8 aide,
Addition of another Title I math teacher."

"School administrators and counselors should Be assured
that the program will be in operation at a particular
school for the following school year."

7.. Do you wish to continue this program in your school? .

o

P2
' Yes : 16 "100.0

No 0 - O
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8. Please state apty additional cbmments, suggestions, or recommenda-
tiona which wnuld assist us in evaluating this program.

\"Thia cburse could replace the regula: math class for some
-, stﬁdents, thus allowing them to experience success more
readily.on their level, I am in favor of this program and
would like to have another position added."

"Please pick the teachers with-a little more care."

The program worked very well since students were pulled
from math classes only, and given grades for assignments.

-

“Give us more programs that are specific in purpose and are
.evaluated in terms of pupil progress."

R |
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TABLE 20

*TITLE I MATH QUESTIONNAIRE FORvCLASSROOH TEACHERS*

.

1. What' grede leval do you teach? | , A ’ o

Grede(s) E -
/,
4 70 37.6
5 60 . 32.3
6 51 27.4
4&5 2 1.1
5&6 2 S O
4,546 1 o5

2. 'Eow -any of your students attend Title I classes? 1685

3. How many of these students also receive mathematics instruction in
- your classroom? 1644 (972)

4. When were your students first assigned to Title I math classes?

b | F B 1

Prior to January, 1975 ~ 132 71.0
Beginning January, 1975 51 27.4
No Reeponee ' 3 1.6

5. ‘Has the Title I math teacher shared with you any diagnostic infor-
mathon (profile sheets) or any reports of progress in the Title I

math classes? L . P
0 E 3

“ - Ck T '
- Yes L -~ 146 » 78.5
N ‘No : 40 21.5

’

#*Total Number of Teachers Regsponding - 186

.




6.

7.

8.

N

Do you see any evidence of instructional progress as the result of
your students' participation in Title I math?

F 2
Yes S ‘ 137 . 73.6 -
> No : 15 8.1
3

Undecided : . 34 18.

Which of the following best meets the mathematics instructional
needs of remedial math students in your class?

F 2 .
(a) Regular class only 19 10.2
(b) Title I msth 6nly 13 7.0
(c) Combination of regular
.class and Title I math 150 ~  80.6
(d) No Response ] 2.1 -

If you have additional comments or suggestions relative to the
Title I Math Program; please note them below.

{ .
"] feel the Title I Math Program is very helpful to stu-
- dents due to the fact the teacher works with math only
and can give all the time needed to problems.”

" "There should be more correlation between the Title [ math
class and the regular classroom math., I can't see much
progress that the students have made.”

. ' ’
"I feel that the children whc attend the math program should
have follow up work in the regular classroom.”

"It would be helpful to know what the students are doing in
Title I class - more communication between teachers.”

"I believe that this is a worthwhile program and has been
beneficial to my students.”

."If the math teazher could work more with the grade curricuiun,
the children might get more benefit and it might hlep the
‘teacher more." '

"Perhaps, scheduled periods in which the teachews share diag-
aostic information and reports of the student's progress."
"In trying to accommodate all pupils who at end special classes
these children do miss other subject areas that I consider

‘dmportant also." :

RO
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"More eligible students should be included in the program.
Some students continued the program this schbol year because
they were in it last year. They could have been placed in

their regular classroom for math." o LR

L3

"The Title I Math Program seems to be working very well for °
the four students in my class. I think this 1s because
they are all on different levels in Math and this propram
enables them to learn at their own rate.” .
"Math teachers. should reinforce regular classroom work or
math teachers should be totally responsible (inéluding
grades) for students attending their classes."

. "Some activities seem somewhat unrelated to strengthening of

math.processes in: dancing, pipe stem cleaner art, ete."

"] feel the Title I program would be more effective if we
could ability group - So that a child does not come back
into a multi-group and be ‘expected to perform on grade
levél and receive "grade level" grades. Levels should be
shown on report cards." :

"Really wish there was more opportunity to coordinate the two
math programs. My students have really enjoyed and benefited
fwom these classes." ,

"Most of my children are not getting the basic skills, such
as. addition, subtraction (regrouping)y multiplication and
division. They work on geometyy and things of that nature."”

"I think this is an excellent program.. I wish more 4th :
graders cosld be included next year."

"This 48 the best special program I have ever seen in the
{ Memphis City Schools. My students have made tremendous

gains!" -

/. R '
"I feel they are doing an excellent job. The pupils love
to go. They are eager to share what they've learned."”

"This ﬁfégrams helps to providé for individual differences.
The children enjoy attending this class. It is a good
gupplementary program." : -

"It is great! iA Salyation!"

. 4 .
"I wish more children could be included. I have several
more that would qualify." = . \

9




"] feel the Title I Math Program is excellent in helping stu-
dents reach their potentials in math. I have one student

in my class who was in the program last year and no longer
needs it. . He is dodng excellent in math."

"I do not think a student should be excluded from math
(Title I) because he 1s in the Resource Program."

"My math class is individualized and this simply interferes
with their daily schedule."

\ "I feel the students would benefit trenendously if they were
given a longer class period.”

<
.

"No for #6 based on fact that subject matter for the program
unrelated to that in the classroom." .
"I do not feel that we have had the program long enough'to
_give a complete evaluation."

)
"My evaluation is not E;o accurate. I've only been working
with these students since February 24, 1975."

“"The Title I Math teacher at our particular school always
get together with me for a conference as to what 1is hap-
pening in math class and set aside sometime of the week to
enhance what 1is being taught in the classroom, and this has
helped tremendously.

"Remedial instruction should begin in primary grades."

"I have only one student from my math class who attends this
program. I think the teacher is doing a very good job,

>

but the chiid is just not able to retain. Some of my basic .

language arts students go to this class and I have noticed
a carry-over in that they ‘are able to go to the programed
reading kit and select materials independently. I think
their training in the math program has helped them in this
respect."

"Math kits or ready to use math materials used in Title I
Math class be given to regular classroom teachers as a
follow~up of what Title I Math teacher has worked on or
presented." :

"I would like to see the ﬁi;h Program used last summer im-
plemented in this program:"

"Students have shown much more interest in regular classroom
and are improving rapidly."
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"This program aids instructional progress best when the #io—
grams of the classroom teacher and that of the Title I Math

_ teacher augments each other."
i . S

i




TABLE 21

TITLE I MATH PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Question : Yes . No . NR*

1. Do you think tha;klhia program has !
___helped your child do better in school? |143 |94.7 { 5 | 3.3 |3 }2.0

' N - F&E? feel you need to know more , 1 g . l .
‘ ' |___abod the program you child is n?  [113 |74.8 }33 |21.8 |5 ,}3.3

i

3. Have you talked with your child's
N Title I math teacher this year? :
- (either by phone or personal contact) ‘64 42.4 {85 {56.3 {2 {1.3

4, Does your child t: about his experi—

ences in this program? 114 |75.5 |33 |21.8 4 2.6
5. Do you think the Title I math progran . _ ol
" is one of the programs your ¢hild needs| '

most? 135 |89.4 | 9 | 6.0 |7 j4.6

6. As a result of the program, do you
think your chidd likes school more than

o . last year? 118 |[78.1 |25 |16.5 |8 5.3
‘ 7. Would you like' for your child to be in |
: the program next year?. . 133 |88.1 |12 | 7.9 |6 |[4.0

\ : | ~
‘ T * NR - No Response

Total Number of Parehtsl
Responding - 151
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PLEASE%KE ADDITIONAL commms OR succzsnons yﬂu YOU HAVE concmm-
mc THE PROGRAM. , / .

. 7 _ . .///f__ L (
"As a result of this clgss, Jeffrey‘e’math has improved."

"I will try to help her with her math. But she should be made
to study harder."

"I think the program.is good and I would like for Tyrone to
participate in this pronram next, year.. R

p ay ‘
"I have no comments but hope Jackdée keeps wp the good work.

"I would like in the following/ year to keepin touch with my
son's math teacher and to be/kept up to date on his prcgram.”

"Very pleased with the program." R s

‘We appreciate all that's been done and thank yon.

"This program has been especially good for ‘a. The teaching

is done on-a more individual basis. _ A

"My comment is that he has no homework. I think a child needs i

homework where his or her parents could help them. That would
help them ta improve. . . ,

"Sandra says_she really loves math this year. 4And it really
has helped her. She wants to be in the math program next
year. She'really likes it. I would like for her to be in
the math program next year to. Thank you."

"I feel I need to know more gbout,the prcgram and how it
-~ operates. Reginald f¢is really impwoved. I just wish you had
some type of reading program doing the same thing."’

"I'm really glad Tommy was in the Title I Math program this
year. It has helped him a lot.' He makes better grades in
math this year than eyer befiore. I hope he can be in it again
next year. '

"I hhink this program is a great help to larry, and he likes
it very much. I am hoping Larry will do as wei; in the pro-

.~ gram in the future as he has in the past.'

-~ —

‘"I think it's a real nice program. There should be more pro-
grams like it. And I certainly want him to be’in as many
programs like this as possible.”

]
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"I think that the program is wonderful and very helpful. They.

should try to get .a program like this in Jr. High. Thanks a

. *million for putting my child in this Title I math class."

L

-"Math is my son's weakest course in sthool$ and I feel that he

has, greatly progressed from heing in the Title I nnth class,
especially in the latter part: of this school year,"

"The program has certainly enhanced Karlb mathematical abilities.
He's become much more acquainted-with the subject, naturally .
making him more enthused. I hope he can continue in ‘the,pro- ‘
_gram, because he’s enjoyed.this school year much more than
the past year. - Mathematics is his weakest subject and with '
this he1p I think in the future he will do even better."

o«

D"If this program will_help'Rickey I think he nqeds it."

. % . ] - .- - .,
‘"Any timm a child gets personal help they need it. I was no

help because I stopped at the llth grade. God Bidéss you and -
I hope you keep up the good work." - R
. “‘ ) . . . . .

"I feel that this program has given' Amy much needed confidence
kin underctlnding and working math probYems. Thdnks'"

"] want to know if you all teaeh other courses too. If so I o
"would like for hin to participate in them all." ‘

'~"She has not made any improvements to me. I do not feel it is

Helping her at .all. I can tell the difference. .She doesn't
show any progress.” ' :

"Donna has enjoyed participating in the math class this vear.
She "has more self confidemnce, when doing her math lessons."

"Andre’ Qpes not like schoot. I have talked to him, trying t
make him see that his education means more to lulm than any—
thing in the world. With your help I think together we can
put him through. S

"Mark complains that he has to go to math at the time they are-
having artthmetic in his homeroom; as a result he misses out
on some of the instructions the teacher gives. It would be
nice if.it was held during some of his free time,"

»

"Michele needs this-kind of program because she has paased»from
. grade to grade without learning what was being taught. I feel

that this has partly been the blame of the teacher because
they have refused to take time with those children who do not
learn rapidly. Howpver when Michele has to leave her regular
class, she misses some of the lessons there which $he has
homework on and she comes home unable to do this homework.

£R - s
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"1 must coﬁfess that I am not completely informed about Title
I math, but from the little I've leatned after talking to

Barbara's teacher, it is a great access,

to our children that

- R . are in school and having diff
' - always been weak in her math.

iculty in math. Bdrbara has
1 feel and believe that Title

I is wonderful for her and will benefit her in the end. I
. appreciate all the efforts that the Board and our teachers - - v
Qﬁ are trying to do in educating our children and giving them

o

an equal chance for quality education." .
N . . ) ' . ' . . . °
e ‘ . .
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°  Based on the findings in this report;'the following conclusions
0 ; N . o ’ . ’ .‘_‘; . - B .
overe drawn: ‘ T oS . .
) < » x ",9 . v
= Ce - . ° 1. All grades participating in the program achieved . .
T e o Objective 1. - (mean acco.plishment of 183 T
. . [
2 Only grade 6 made statistically significant gains over-
“the control group students, thus achieving Objectivc .

Grades 4-7 made gains but they were not statisticalﬁ&

. ¢ “ s*gnificmto
o ﬁ . [ » LI : . ° v - . .
. _’ = " 3. .All grades in the program demonstrated positive atti-
‘ 2, 7 . tudes toand themselves and the math program; therefore
g _ " Objective?3 was accomplished. , e '
Y , . . o
&, Studepts, parents, project teachers, classrobﬁ teachers, °
. and principals were very supportive of ‘the program. *

R - - RECOMMENDATIONS S e o "
@ - ‘r

o o
.- . s

. . P .
o X v . \ = o
.

- w7 . . . .
@ . - * <

o s | As anresult of this study, the followin%,recdqmendations are made:

: 1. Continue to°improve communications among project
: o 0 _ - personnel, principals, regular, claasroom teachers,
, ‘ . - general insgtructional congultants, and gthern - °
5 . administrators iw an effort to provide coordi- o
- nated services to meet special educational needs
o An mathematics; plan series.of informal workshops
- for this purpose. @ - ) “
. e ° ' ©
2. Intensify individualized instructional services,
with supplementary activities for identified:
children, both iri the Title I and regular class-
rooms, and through parental involyement. '

‘ 3. Implement classes as early as possible, without'.
. excesgsive loss of time for student selection and
' orientation. e . Lo
bl -
s 4, Allow secondary pupils to receive credit for grades
’ for Title I instructional: activities. . , ' . °

~ + / 4

" 5% Revise report form for parents to reflect pupil
progress during each .report period : _ o

i - .
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All Concerned
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Please delete Table 15 on Page 29, This table was inserted

'Thank you for your cooperation.
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