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ABSTRACT

This six~veek summer program ass1sted 245 young
people; 151 men and 94 women, who were incarcerated at Rikers Island.
It vas designed to maintain and/or improve their basic reading.and
mathematics skills. In addition, guidance support services were
extended for the six week summer program so that positive attitudes
toward acaderic achievement could be-reinforced. The basic
instructional plan included a minimum of one hour of iptensive 'small
group and individvalized instruction in readi.;; and mathematics
interspersed with act1v1t1es in arts and/or crafts for a three and

_ _one half hour school- dayT~mhe~stuéents Wwere-grouped in ungraded

* materials not availabie from other sources. ERIC wnakes every effort * _

classes with a teacher-pupil ration of 1:14. The CROFT (Reading) and

BASE (Math) criterion referenced tests were administered to determine

student entry level skills and mastery of skill objectives. Results

indicate that 81.6% of the students mastered at least one

instructional objective in which they had previously shown

deficiercy. The data presented reinforced  the contention of many

teachers that the six~week program was too short for the mastery
teaching~learning model. Since the skills of many students were not

known to the teachers, a great deal of instructional time had _to._ be -

" spent pre-testing or diagnosing student deficiencies. (Author/AM)
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CHAFTER 1. THE PROGRAM

The program was designed to assist the young men and
women incarcerated at Rikers Island in.maintaining and/or
lmproving their basic reading and mathematics skills. 1In

addition, guidance support services for these students were

externded for the six week summer program so that positive ~
attitudes toward academic achievemént could bg reinforgéd.
The program was Eééaiiy funded by Title I funds; all equip-~
.ment and inst}uctional materials, however, were suppligd from
an inyentpry\of suppiies funded by tax levy monies. Speci-
fically the prégram objective was as follows: "To help pu-
pils achieve mastery of instructional objectives in reading
and maﬁhematics which they fail prior to .instruction as
measured by t;e CROFT(Reading) and BASE(Mathematics) cri-
terion referencecd testé."
The project was proposed to accomodate a population of

200 young men and womén, who wete either;sétving prison
sentences or awaiting trial in the likers island prison
complex. Public School 189X, within the Men's House of
Detentién, was to achpf 120 male inmates. Public School
23§x, within the Corréctional Institution for Wo=2n, was to
sérves80 women through the project. . The i. nged in
age from 16 to 21 Qea;é. Participation in.thu prog;am'wés
volgﬁtaryfpg,the=pért of the,students andza“seleftioﬁ“frbhwf
- these was made to attend iastfuctional classes during thei#
’sumhef confinement.

- The men selected for the.program gcored between 2.0

.

A :
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and 7.0 cn the Wide ,Range Achievement Teat(WRAT); the .
women scored between 2.0 and 8.5 on the Adult Basic Learning
Examination(ABLE)e The students werz also screened by school
and correctional officials for potentially violent benavior.

Each eligible student was to receive 28 days of addi-
tional instructions Although the instructional program,
acheduled_in each setting varied, the basic plan included
a minimum of one hour of intensive small group and indivi-
dualized instruction in reading and mathematics interspersed
w1th activ1ties in arts and/or craft: for a 3% hour school
day. The students were grouped in ungraded classes w;th a-
favorable‘teacher—pupil ratio averaglng 1:14. -The guidance

counselor was orni-call for consultation with studen*s and

teachers; teachers also provided students with individual

help especially—in crisiS“sifuafionEZ
A Thefproject was operational from July 1, 1975 through

August. 8, 1975. -
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" CHAFTER 2. EVALUATIVE PRTCEDURES

The three evaluation objectivVes are listed as follows:

- 1. "To determlne, as a . result of part1c1patlon in the program, if

70 percent of the puplls master at least one 1nstructlonal \

objective which prior to the program they did not master.”

2., "To determine, as a result of participation in the pro-
. ) \ 3 .
gram, the extent to which'pupils demonstrate mastery: of instruc—

tional objectives."
3. "To determine the extent to Wthh\the program as actually

carrled out, coincided with the program as described in the
\x

Project'Proposal." e o \\

During the first two days of the program, the‘reading.
\
and mathematics skills of all the male part&gipants at P 189X
. _— \ . '
were measured. with the Wide Range Achievement) Test(WRAT).

» | i . R \ »
The Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE) had been adminis-

tered to the majority of female participants at‘g 233X during

April, 1975 and the scores were utilized to deternine student.‘m@
need for the program. Farticipants entering the p pgram \
after the first week were ddministered the WRAT or tbe ABLE-
oepepding on their site participation. ] ;""\

It should. be noted that the proposal spec1f1ed a'target

population of 200 1nclud1ng 120 men and 80 women. Durﬁpg

“the_six weeks 1n which theptogram was in operatlon, 245 \

,studentsutodk part = 151 men and. 94-women. ‘\

After the WRAT was administered to young men at P 189£X
they were placed in classes witﬁ others of relati%elyvoompa—\
rable skill deficiency.. Subéeguehtly}”the CROFT(Reading) and
BASE(Mathf criterion reference tests were administered to de-‘

6



"and BASE criterion reference tests. The resulfs of pre- and

.
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~

:

terminre entry level skills for the;participants; As instruc-~

tion prcgregéeq and students shcwed appa;ent acquisition of a

skill; infermittenﬁ masterybtests of the CROFT éhd‘éASE were given.
The‘brog;am at P 233X varied slightly from the above.,

The participantsjwehe able Eo select among variéus learning

disciplines in which reading and math instruction were pro-

vided, i.e., Cooking, Music, Art, Business or Survival Skills.

Henqs,;tge"cbmposition of classes at F 233X was more hetero-

geneous as to instructional need and skill deficiency. The

<

CROFT and BASE criterion reference tests were administered

‘to determine entry~1eve1'skills of the women. Réading and

mathematics instruction progressed in the various classes

and during the last week of the program,‘mastery tests of the

CROFT and BASE were given to measure the particular skills
or objecfives which the students had or had not mastered.
Teachers at hoth sites recorded both passing(mastery) and

failing(entry) on pretests as well as passing(mastery) and .

-failufe(non-maétery) on post-~tests. Thus 245“stﬁu¢nts were

)

entered into the program through pre~testing with the CROFT

-

. .t-tests were used to evaluate the first ar. second evalua-

° v

tion objecﬁives thrbpgh'aeééripﬁiée statisticé and analysis.
The evaluation of the third objective was accomplished

through four half-day field visits. All but two of the 18

teachers were obéérved during instruction. -The teachers-in-

charge, the coynselor and the two unobserved teachers were
intefviewed.' Field visits were intcrmittent throughout the

programe. . g - 7_



o : CHAFTER 3. FINDINGS
The first evaluation objective stated: °  "To deter-

mine if, as a result of particioation in the program, 70 .
percent of-~the pupils master, at least one instructional
objectiv‘ whlch prior to the program they dld not master.”

Analysis of the data concerning the number of instructional.

objectives m stered after “instruction reveals that 200 »
J .

students of 245 or 8l.6 percent,'mastered at least_one in-

s

structional objective in;which they had previously shown

degﬁcienCy. ‘

 TABLE 1

P e . )

. Objectives Mastered byZStudents after Instruction

ObjeotiveszMastered -Number of Students | Percent of Students

One or More .2C0. - 8l1.6

None’ - LT ‘ 18.4 “
Total S 2451+ -100.0

The data,vas summarized in Table 1, revealed toat of
the 45 stude;ts not masterlng at least one objective after
instruction, (1) 18 did not take any post ~test; (2) 13
were not entered for any 1nstructlonal objective having

.. mastered all skllls measured in the‘preatest, and (3) 14
failed in attempts to demonstrate~any,ma§tery of objectives.'
Of the 245 students, 214 were fully entered into %éstruction
through pre—testing and 214 wereroeasured for dinstructional
mastery”of-entry”leiel skills via post-testing. z
""" . . . The second evaluation objective stated: | "To.deteﬁi

mine as a result of participation in the program, the
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e%tent to which-pﬁp;ls demonstréteh mastery of instructional
objectives." T;b1e 2 indicates the‘e;tent of noh—post;
testing with the participants. Of the 245 students, 5b or
nearly 23.percent, did not take a post—test'fOr some instruc-
tionai objective for which they had been entered. The ma-

.fg\jority Sf fﬁese students left only one or twa objectives
. K%Qmastered: 47 of the 56 had demonstrated mastery of ‘at

least one inSt:uctional?Qéi?ctiveoafter instruction. h

TABLE 2

Fupil Non-Mastery of Pre-Test and No Post-Test

9 - 10 1 -0.41
7~ 8 3 1.22 -
5 -~ 6 . 2 . 0.82
13- 4 : , 10 .4.08
1 -~ 2 - - 40 | 16.33
Total 56 . 22.86

\ L L
Reasons for students not being post~tested for certain

-objectives are‘some of the following: %

l. Early discharge from the correctional institution and
from the program.

2. Court appearance or consultatian with lawyer.

3. Absence due to other correctional activities or in~
M . / .
stitutional discipline. '

=t

4

4, . FPost~test not givén to a particular student because

“

of time constraints, or the majority of a class had
‘mastered the objective ca the pre-test.
5. Refusal by student. g.

Number of Objectives |Number of Fupils | Percent of 245 Pupils
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. . The data reinforces the contention of many teachers

thaﬁ the six-week program was, somewhat short for the mastery
teaching~learhing model, especially since the skills of mahy
séudentggWeré-not‘knoWn?to.thé‘éeacberé.‘ H;nce, muchtinstrpéll;
tional time had to be-spent'pre~teéting or diagnééing stu-
- 'deht Uéficiencies.; MIR TaﬁleAjo (Apﬁehdfx) indiceztes that;
,1307.objectives (about 5.3 objectives per student) were mas- .
;ered by Eﬁe éarticigéhts‘prior“to instructi&ﬁ, Table 3
rgﬁeals that nearly 46 percent of the studénté ma;teredamofe
than SO percent of the instruqtional objectives they attempted

.on the pre-test,

TABLE 3

o

Pupil Mastery of Cbjectives Frior to Instruction

Fercent of Mastery Number of Pupils Fercent of Pupils
76 - 100% * 45 18.37 "
51 - 75% 67 27.34
i 26 - 50% : 51 : ' 20.82
0 - 25% 82 S 33.47
- Total I 245 T 100.00

-
(24

Other staff members in the p:ogbam accepted these same
results, i.e., the hiqﬁ high degree of mastery of objectives
prior to instruction, as a bonus for the students; ipassing
gﬁe-pre-tests démonstrated to students that they had, in-
deeq,mastéred andNPOSSeSSed scme very important'mathematids

and reading skills.
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o " TABLE 4 |

Pupil Mastery by Objective as a Result of Instruction

inStructional Ratio of Number of Pupils Achieviﬁg Percentage
Cbjective Mastery” to Number Attempting Mastery | of Mastery

1101 - 52/60 : 86.7
1102 : 80/93 o 89.1 -
1103 : . ' 42792 | : 58.4
1104 20/29 , : 69.0,°
1105 4/4 - | - 100.0
1106 ' 19/26 . ‘ < 7341
.'1107 | , : 42/55 L 76.4
1108 o : 34/47 - - 72.4
1109 . | 31747 i . 66.0
1110 o 31/59 _ o ~ 53.4
1111 3/3 , . 100,0
1201 - . 1/1 | 100.0
1202 o 3710 .. . 30.0
1205 - 10/22 45.5 .
1208 " 3/3 | ©.100.0 .
1302 L 14/26 ; 53.8
1305 g -2/3 66.7
- . 1306 2/% o | 66.7
2 1307 - ' o/% | : : 0.0
1601 | 1/1 - 100.0
1602 3/6 . 50.0 .
1606 © 5/13 | o , ~38.5
1901 , - 58 L . , 62.5
1902 - 4/20 ' - 20.0
2101 ° 17/17 ' ~100.0
2102 o 13/13 ~ 100.0
2103 : Y2 100.0
2104 " 27/27 » ~100,0
2105 L 14716 . - ' 87.5
2106 . 11/11 - 100,0
2107 | 5/6 : _ 83.1
2201 - " 4/4 | _ 100.0
2203 ) - 2/2 - \ 100.0
2401 : 22/31 o 7%.0
.. 2402 : 33/54 - o 6l.1
i 2403 21/25 | 84.0
2404 S " 73/115 63.5
2406 66,104 . . - 63.5
2408 o 12/16 | 75.0
2409 19/24 . - 79.2
2413 : | Y ) 100.0
1t




entered and attempted by the targef population and the areas .

"vision, -Reading 1nstructlon was focused toward ‘overcoming

- least one objective after instruction,-69 or128 percent

~9~

Table 4 indicates that 41 instructional objectives were'

‘in which the teachers focused thelir mathematics and’ reading
1nstruction. The bulk ‘of math instruction uas apparently
plac%& on the mastery of objectivés 1101 t6 1103 gg%;llOG

to 1110;these objectives include'the math concepts of Equi- .

valence, Whole Numbers, Fractions, the Real Numbers and - the

Operations of addition, subtraction, mgltlplication and’di— .

defici:ncies withAobjectiveq 2402 to 2406. These objectives

Aincluded‘Comprehension Skills suth; ds Classifying, Inferences,

Facts ‘and Details, Following Directicns and Main Ideas. Ge- )

nerally,- if more than 40 students attempted an objective,

,the majority of instructors directed their students toward

~
K

mastery of that objective.
N TABLE 5 . o e
Number of ObJectives Mastered by ?up‘ls after Instruction

..

. Number of Instructional Number of .. Percentage
Objectives Mastered . . Pupils of Pupils
None _ ' 45 © 18,37
1 -2 - : 69 . *  28.16 .
3~ 4 ' R 6Q - . - 24.49 2
5 -6 - : .48 | 19459 L
7 -.8" . c 17 - . . 6.94
9 -10 ' - _ 2 - . : 0.82
11-12 : | 3 . 1.22
13-14 = o : A, 1 0.41
Total . ) ~ 245 - ' 100.00

’

H ' : ' "

' Table' 5. 1ndicates the number of 1nstructiona1 objectives g

from none to 13 mastered after instruction by the target e B i

students.~ of the 200 students(81.6 percent) mastering at

12. . S e | "



.'...10.-

mastered 1 or 2 objectives; 60 or 24.5 percent mastered 3

“or 4 objectives; and 48 or 19.6 per« :d 5 or 6 ok-
jectives. The mean number of ob- ed after in-
struction by the 245 participants . . .+.oximately ithree

(3.02) objectives per student.

. _TABLE 6
Percentage Levels of Mastery\ Achieved by Pupils
N
Obiectives achieved " Number of Percentage
Percent of Gpjectives attempted | ' Pupils J of Pupils
90 -100% | 101 41.22
80 - 89% . 27 : 11.02
70 - 79% : ) 14 . 5.71
60 = 69% 25 10.21
50 = 59% ' 12 4.90
40 - 49% ' 2 0.82
30 - 39% : 9 3.67
20 - 29% 6 2.45
10 - 19% : ) 4 N\, l.63
0 - 9% 45 N 18.37
Total - T 245 100,00

.

Table 6 attempts to demonstrate the distribution of
percentagé of pupil mastery. It is to be noted that 179 of

>

200 students,masterizg/at least one objective, mastered at
least 50 percent or/more of the objéctives attempted. Itc
may be inferred tnat if the studeﬁts liave a learning skill
designated and specified, they will more readily attempt to
master that skill — and receivg'mggeﬂsatisfaction'in doing so.
The third~eva1uatiéﬁygbjective stated: "Te determine
the %xtent to which the program, as actually carried out,
coincided with the program as“Qescribéd in the Project Pro=-
posal." The program implementation did parallel the Pro-
gram‘Pfoposal in Werms of (l? dates of operafion, (2) the

objectives, (3) the activities, and (4) the instrumentaticn.

13
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The minor deviation from.the propbsal was iﬁ terms of the
target population. Although the proposal specified a target
group of 200, 245 students were ;dmitted to instruction.
It was impqssible to accurétely predicc the - jeC pOpuU=
lation within a detention setting; it seems .ontrary to
the program objective to limit the number of students since |
doing so:might withhold instruction to those needing it most.
All volunteers fitting the guideiihes were accepted as tar-
get students.
The staff lacked a teacher qualified to utilize drama-
tics in teaching, as called for by the proposal;‘ Late fun- .
dihg prevented the imployment of such a teacher at P 189X.
‘Hence all eleven teachers conducted classes in reading,
writing activities and mathematics classes. At P 233X, of
"the seven teéchers-involved in instructional'program, five
e conducted classes; two teachers were utilized to provide
| individualized ihstructional attention and crisis interven-
tion with the women. | X
The facilities were generally adequate. However, the
pre- and bost-testing haterials were entirely inadequate
N cauSing unneeded loss of teécher time in making- up for the
" lacke. Finaliy,,the proposal made no prdviéion for téa¢her
tgaining; the program based on a mastery teaching-learning
model necessitated much new ‘and add;tional preparation by
teachers. Materials keyed to the instructional objectives
were unavaillable. At the P 189X site, teachers cooperated

'effectively in staff preparation for the program. _Teachers
T

.\\

14
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at P 233X workcd more independently in preparing interesting
lessons and materials. A major criticism of the program
involved the simplistic and elementary content of ‘the CROFT
which caused students undue distraction and wore away their
motivation and patience “ "1g. A number of the famalc
students refused or need. _nconragement in taking the
reading pre-~ and post-tests. The teaahers of both sites
worked well at‘serviCing the needs of their respective tar-
get populations. |
Recommendations of the Summen, 1974 evaluation study
for thé Rikers Island project were the following:
1. "This program should be recycled due to its success,&

This recommendation was accomplished.

“ 2 ...The development of a scale or the employment of some

existing instcrument to reasure attitudinal change." Positive
attitudinal chenge. though desirable, was not a direct ob-
jective of this projeét; hence, méasurement was not included.
3. "An increase in the number of counselors and an evdlua-
tion of their impact should be considered." The counseling
program was not expanded due to budget restrictionse.

4. "Vocational_shopa, such aa building maintenance, should

be operated." 'Vocationallemployment is available to both |
male and female inmates on an availability basis; these

jobs were npt, however,~tied—in to the ongoing summer program.
Se "Suggéstions to'one.beginning.a program center around
planning prior to the start of the program." Prior planning
was apparent, however, teachers again requested that they
haQe'major.input in the design of a program.

'

o
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CHAPTER 4. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The firs): evaluation objective, concerning the méstefy
of ét_least one instructional objective after instruction
by 70 percer.t of the pupils, was accomplished. Of the 245'.m
target pupils, 200 or é1“6 percént”maétered at least one.
instructional ‘hich they had pre- ously sl.own
deficiency. The second evaluation objective determined the
extent to wh}ch pupils demonstrated mastery of instructional
objectives. Students mastered anywhere fron one to 13 ob-
jectives in the six week program; the average nunber of
‘objectives mastered was approximately th;ee per studentu’

Although 41 different inst;dttional objectives were ate

temptgd; students, and presumably teachers, focius d on eighz

mathematics obj: ives and “..e -=ading objecti- Finz11lw
56 students or . 9 percent shcwad deficiency or or more
objectives f. - - .:ch no post-test was given. Of 2 56,

47 had demonstraced mastery of one qrﬁmore other »ojectives
‘but had neglected to take one or more‘mastery tests. Of the
200 Students mastering one or more objectiveé, 179 sucééeded
with-SO percent or more of the cbjectives they attempted.
Lastly, the pfcgram implemantation parallel«d the Pro-
gram Propsss . Zince the evalua:ioﬁ objectiﬁes wore achievea‘
to more thtzn =z : _.isfactory degree, it is st}ongly recommen=—
ded that the p —ram bé recyclgd " |
Recommendat.ons in'redesigning thé project are as fol-
lows: 1. A guidance counselor is needed for each sitej
the guidance person s@rould be one familiar with the pépu—
lation to be serviced. . 16

-13e
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2¢ If criterion reference tests are to be utilized, the
céntent of thesevtests should be apprépriate for the target
students to be serviced.

3. Avmore varied érogram_is necessaryfat F 189X including
sucﬁ activities as physical education, induétria; arté; arts
and crafts and the use of the library.

4. More direct input of .e teaching staff 1s necessary in

planning and organizihg the project from its inception.

17



“Summer Program ... on Rikers Island
g Function No, 09-61604

10, Criterion Referenced Test Results: In the table below, enter the requested {aformation about criterion re-

' ferenced test results used to evaluate the effectiveness of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in reading -
or mathematics. Use the instructional objective codes provided on pp.2-4 of the instruction manual, Provide
only those instructional objective codes.which were addressed by the treatment and provide separate data for
each test used and each level tested, Use sdditional sheets if necessary. Record in columns 2, 3 2nd & only

. those participants who compleed bott tests. \

Prétest ‘Postfesp“__~_ .fiﬂ
No. of Pupils  (No. of | No,of T
. Component ' ' Pupils | Pupils
Code Tnstructional | Publisher Level |+ Code Subgroup| Passing Failing | from |  [rom
Objective NV 1col. 2 | Col. 2
L | 1 | @ Passing | Failing
Pre-operation L AR | ‘ |
1101 | Concepts BASE 11T 00916 | - H 43 60 32 6"
102 | Whole Numbers | Base - 1-7| goolg -l H | 69 | 93 |80 L6 .
. L | % |
1103 | Fractions BASE Q-7 60916 L H 58 12 42 B
. x | . : - ! '
1104 | Decimals BASE . 1 - 71 60916 H | 25 129 | 20 1
Negative - . : | R N : |
1105 | Nunbers * BASE 1706096 \# | -t o4 L4 0
1106 | Real Nunbers | BASE - |1-1 coone | 8 | 38 | 26 119 |
07 {agition o |omse |1l eows B Lo LSS L0210
L Ty, I , ’ : .
1108 |Supbraction | ‘BasE " [1-71 eowe | B . 9 L 4 110
109 Lwottiotication] mse {17, o6 | B | 8@ 1w | m LS
-~ 1100 | Division aase |1-7| 60916 | R L 65 b 59 | 31 |17
- Properties of - . |
1111 | operations | BASE . |1 - 71 60916 | H 7 3 3 0
Number ' - 1o -
112 | systems _{ BASE -2l gom6 | # L 8 | 0L 0 L0
N = S = L

1/ Indicate the component code used. in previoﬁs sections of th
2/ Provide data for the following groups separately; Neglected (code as M), Deli
o “code as B) and Handicapped (code as’H). Place the indicated code letter in the last column Lo ¢ anify the

subgroup evaluated, - . ' ' .

{s report used'to.describe treatment and pbpulation.
Delinquent (code as D), Bilingual




Summer Program ... on Rikers Island
| . Function No, 09-61604
10, Criterion Referenced Test Results: In the cable below, enter the requested informaticn about criterion re-
ferenced best “esults used to-evaluate the effectiveness of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in reading
or mathematics, Use the instructional objective codes provided on pp.2-4 of the instruction manual. Provide
only those instructional objective codes which were addressed by the treatment and pruvide separate dat for
each test used and‘each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary. Record in columns 7, 3 2nd 4 only

those participants who completed both tests,

r ' “ A. Pretest Mo - 5{)‘]
| Moot e Y o T
: Compor * Gopew ) bupils o o
Code Instructional | Publisher Level i «o woup| Passing Failing | from | from
Ob"'ECEiVE . ‘ l/ . '2_/ Col. 2 l Col, 2
(1) (2)  lpassing | Failing
—( FOLATS, LINEs - ‘
1201 | and Rays BASE 1-7 6096 | H 0 1 | 1 10
Farallel & Per+ . - _ .
1202 | Pendic. Lines | BASE 1-70 60006 | ® ¢l 30 | 10 | .3 |1
1205 | Polygons . | BASE 1-70 60906 | H | 32 | 22 110 |3
1208 | Polyhedra . BASE 11=7] 60976 | 24 13 310
“English | ] o R o
1301 | System | BASE l1-70 60906 | H | 1 o | o o
1302 |Metric System | BASE 1-70 60916 | B | 4 | 28 |34 17
[ Monetary | o - '
1305°| Systen | BASE 1-70 60316 | & | 8" | 3 [ 2 |
1306" | Time & Date | BASE ‘1~ 7060916 | H. y D IO RO RO O B T
T [WetriciGiopetny | b
1307 |& Trigonometry | BASE 11~ 7 60916 B L 0 1 o
TTTdeRtLTICaton | - | T
1601 | of Sets BASE 1 -7} 60916 ROl 0 ¢ 1 4 114 ’
Empty sets . » | | ‘
1602 | and Subsets | BASE 1 -7 60916 B |1 S I N B
1606 |Solution Sats .| BASE 1-- 7] 60916 f 25 1 13 1 s 15§
| Foalysls o2 [+ = o
1901 | Problems ... | BASE 11 - 171 6096 B | 3. | -8 5 11
-, [Solution of 1 | ! N |
1902 | - Problems . | BASE ~ = 11 7] 60916 H A4 20 4 7

1/ Indicate the éomponent code used {n previous sections of this report used to describe treatment and pOp_Ulr?iiion,
| Provide data for the folléwing groups separately: Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D)‘,\ Bilingu 1.
code as B) and Handicapped (code as H), Place the indicated code letter in the last colum to signify th:

subgroup evaluated.” y \ | i e 21

o,




o | ~ " Sumer-Program.,, on Rikers Tiland -
Function No, 09-61604 )

10, Criterion Referenced Test ~»'rg: In the tableh , enter the requested information about criterion -re-
ferenced test result tuate the effectic = of shor .r-fments (less than 60 hours) in reading
or mathematics, Use - ~ ne! objettive « svided on pp.. -4 of the instriction menual, Provide.
only those instructional ., .. 28 ohich ‘wer. audressed by tho ticatment and provide separate data for

‘each test used and each level ter ed, Use additiznal sheets if necessary, Record in columns 2, 3 and 4 only
those participants who completed bott tests. ' :

4

Pretest ' Posttest = [25}:
"o, of Pupils (Mo, of | Mo of ¥
] Component ST ' Pupils Pules' -
Code Instructional | Publisher Level | Code Subgroup| Passing | Failing from “from
' _ Objective | I ) - {Cols 2| Col, 2
e o | (1) (2) Passing | Failing
- |Letter | , : |
2101 |Recognition | CROFT 1146086 | #4121 | 17 ] 11 .0
' Initial - e B . ,
2102 |Consonants . | CROFT 11 =~ 4 | 60816 H 30 3113 10-
|Medial . ; R B .
2103 |Consonants | CROFT 1 =4 | 60816 f 1L N D I
~[Final Consonants , | | | ol
2104 | and Blends | CROFT -4 60816 | H | 19 27121 10O
o Consonant | | | - ' R . .
2105 Blends | CROPT 11 -4 !608l6 ! K 22 15 \m1d 12
- [Vowels: Single | -~ ] O S
2106 '~ Letters CROPT . |1 ~4 [608l6 .| 11 N1t
- Vowels:. More | \ N '
2107 |than 1 Letter | CRCPT 1 --¢ {6ogi6 4 Bt 19 L 8 g |0
. {compound o o T | o}
2201 Words’ CROFT |1 ~4 {60816 B[ 15 4 4 10
| | _ |
2203 |Endings | CROFT 1-gleogs | 8 | 181 2 0 2 Lo )
. | ‘, R
)
> \ ) vty o |t

E 1/ Indicate the conponent coce used i1 previous sections of this report used to describe treatment and population.
I/ Provide:data for the following groups separately: Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D), Bilingual
code as B) and Handicapped (code as K). place the indicated code letter in the last column to signify the _ ..

) subgroup evaluated, . . S . _
[ Yoy . . )




30, Criterion Refefénced Test Results: In the table below; enter the requested information about criterion re-

1

|

.

Summer Program ... on Rikers Island - -
Function No. 09~61604 '

oy

~ ferenced test results used to evaluate the effectiveness of short treatments (less than 60 hours) in'reading
ot mathematics. Use the ingtructional objective codes provided on pp:2-4 of the instruction manual. Provide
only those instructional objective codes which were addressed by the treatment and provide separate data for

each test used and each level tested, Use additional sheets if necessary, Record in colums 2, 3 and 4 ‘only
those participants who completed both tests,

%

f

) ___ Pretest | Posttest T {551
_No, of Pupils _INo, of | Do, of
: p : Component ‘ Pupils | Pupils
Code Instructional | Publisher Level | ‘Code Subgroup| Passing | Failing | .from from
Objective - L Y ‘. col. 2 | Col. 2
e a (1) (2)  |Passing | Failing
| Reality and : | S '
2401 | Fantasy CRORT 1-6] 60816 | H 0 | 3| 22| 6
2402 | Classifying | CROFT 1 -6,.60816 | W | ‘gl | 540 3313
2403 | Inferences CROFT 161 60816 | W29 | 25 | 2
{ Facts and - o |
2404 | Details _ CROPT 1-6| 6086 . H 29 | 118 |13 |24
. 2406 | Main Ideas CROFT 1 - 6! 60Bl6 H 1 104\ . 66 .19
— [Drawlng B | -
2408 | Conclusions™ | CROPT 1-6| 60816 | H 0 161 120 4
2409 | Sequence CROPT . | 1= 6| 60816 | 'H ] 2 |19 5
2413 | Context CROFT. 16| 6086 | W | 18 | 4 410
_’_/l//' ' .
, ’- e .
| H-‘// "‘ w‘ v .
/ !

1/ Indicate the component code used in previous sections of this rgport used to describe treatment and population.

- Z/ Provide data for the following groups separately: ‘Neglected-(code as ), Delinquent (code as D), Bilinggfl/dr_,wr
code as B) and Handicapped (code as H), Place the indicated code letter in the last colqu’Fgfgign%fy‘the |

subgroup evaluated,

I
e

—

T

et
e
o
s

e

e

Y
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Measures of growth olher than Stindardized Tests ~ _ o T,

I N . \

31. " This question is designed to dcseEIBe the attainment of approved objectives.
not normally associated with measuremint by norm referenced standa1d1/td
aéhievement tests.” Such obJectjves usually deal-with behavioT that is - .
indirectly pbserved: especially in the affective domain. For example, a
reduction in truancy, a positive change in attifude toward earning, a
reduction in disruptive behavior, an improved attitude toward self (as -
indicated by repeated interviews), etc., are frequently held to be prerequisite
to the shift toward increased academic achiegvement by dlsadvantaged learners,

Where 'your approved measurement devicés de not lenu “hemselves to reporting on .
tables 26,.27, 28, or 29; use any combination of items and report on separatelj‘

pages. Attach add1t10nal pagés, if necessary.

“~

. ., Component nge; . Activity Code Objective Code

6lojs |1 ‘u(ﬂ" v b2 o'i gl ol 1

- L8
v

kY

Bi 1ef[mscr“nlop Results of pre-— qnd/posf:tESting on a;
crlterlon reference— est, CRCFT, was used to agssess whether 70

- ' - td .
o oz v f e

By

“Number of cases obéerved:[::[::Eijg:] Number ofﬁcasee in treatment:l ] 21}1J$_J

_‘_Pretreatment index of behav1or (Speclfy scaleeused) Early diaqnosis was
. PR 2

Ran e,Achievement Test(WRAT)

(2N

X Wig

and at 233X with the Adglt Basic Learnlnq Exemlnation(ABLE).

1

>

?

Criterﬂnwof success: Passinq CROFT msstery test after lnstructlon'

.. . one . .
B on_ ats least = deficment _skill or ohlectlve.- ‘ S g
Wa's obJe(‘tive fully met? Yes - No [:] If ye‘s,'by what criteria do you

SIS know See Page 4 of Pindangs. '

3
A

The evaluatlon desmgn mandated pre- and post testing by

1

-Comments

the CROFT criterion ‘referenced test.‘ The ana1y51s of the

e -résﬁ%%ﬁ¥ﬁt£f&zed~éese§$§%éversta-i-tquA S LN

. ”s) o Yoo L - " . TSI > ¥ < S TR S R
FRIC - o T 0026 e




L :,' . > ' sSummer: Proqrum ese ON Rikers Tzland
Yoo Functlon No. 09-61604

Munsurusryf groyth other than Standardized Tests

31. This question is designed to describe the attainment of approved.objectives
not normally associated with measurement by norm referenced standardined
achievement tests. Such objectives usually deal with behavior that is
indirectly observed, especially in the affective dowain. For ‘exanple, a -
reduction in truancy, a positive change in attitude toward learning., a
reduction in disruptive behavior, an improved attitude toward self (as
indicated by repeated interviews), etc., are frequently held to be prerequisite
to the shift toward increased academlc achievement by dlqadvantaged learners .

Where your approved measurement devices do not lend themselves to 1eporting on
tables 26, 27, 28, or 29, use any combination of items and report on _separate

pages. Attach addj tional pages if necessary.

Component Coae Activity Code Objective Code
6|09 116)] IR P Y B S T
- "¢ Brief Description The pre-~ and post-test results,of the BASE : |

criterion reference test was‘ufilized to meésurgﬁwhetger.‘70

“ - . percent of the students mastered at least one objective after

Pty

1nstructlon. ” \\ s . : b

+ Number of cases observed: Numbe r o.f/ cases i\\treatment [ ]2T4J5J

Bretreatment index of behavior (Specify scale ysed): Pré-—program dlagnOSls

was carrled out at P, 189X w1€§\the Wide Range Achlevement TESt

(WRAT) and at P 233X w1th the ADult Basic Learnlng Examlnatlon

I3

5 ) ( ABLC:) .

» ' Q : - . L . - . a

-

] Criterion of success: FPasging the BASE mastery'Eest after instruc-
.. , . o - ‘ _ - i B
e tion on at least one deficient'skil; or objective®. - ' -
,"..I aWas obJective fully met? Yes [Zl No ", by what criteria do you
> know?gee Page 4 of Flndlngs.u , I '
.!.\ .'-‘. ' | t
Pa ' s _
) émmwngs; The evaluation design mandated pre- and post-testing .
* - - .

o < e . o X o
by the BASE(math) criterion réference test. The. analysis

of: thé”?péultg'ntilized descriptive statistics. S

../ ‘_ Cor _;‘ . -\ ) ‘)7 N Lo .. o .




PRCGRAIY ABSTRACT

The six-week summer program assisted 245 young people —
151 men at P 189X and 94 women at P 233X — incarcerated at
Rikers Island in maintaining and/or iwproving their basic read-
ing and math skills. The pedagogical plan included a minimum
of one hour of intensive small group and lnleldLalized instruc-
tion interspersed with activ1ties in arts and/or crafts for a

-

3/ hour school day. At F 189X, the WRAT was administered

.and men were ‘placed in classES with others of relativély .om-

parable skill deficiency. At P 233X -the women selected among

various learning_disciplines in which reading and math instruc-

-

tion were provided. The CRCFT(Reading) and BASE(Math)- criterion

referenced tests were administered both to determine entry

level skills and mastery of skill sbjectives.
Concerning the first evaluation objective, 200 target -

pupils or 8l1.6 percent mastered at least one instructional ob-

"jective after‘instruction. With resrect to-theasecond_eValu—

ation objettive,.the average numbéer of objectives mastered
was approx1mate1y three per stucdent., . Cf the"200 students
mastering one or more obJectives, 17¢ succeeded with 50 per—

cent or more of the objectives they attempted.. Cf the 45ﬂstu—_

:dents not mastering at least ‘one objective, only 18 did not

take any post-test, 13 were nat entered for any instructional

.

objective and 14 failed the post-tests.
The program implemente ‘or 11 1e Program PFro-
posal; It 1s strongly | zhat the program be re-

Cycled. The positive. results of the program can be traced

. mainly to the grouping of target students at P 189X accor-

ding to comparable skill" deficienc1es._

o B . . ” . b

9 Rk



