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! ABSTRACT

j This report provides evaluation findings of the ‘-

| 1981-82 Promotional Gates program, a program designed to bolster

| instruction and 1earn1ng in order to enable New York City public

| school students in grades four and seven to meet city-wide

i performance standards required for promotion. Altogether, there are -

| six chapters. The first chapter deals with how well the program has

| - been 1mp1emented and the degree of academic progress of Gates
students in reading and mathematics skills. Chapter two outlines
program activities which occurred prior to September 1981. Also

| discussed are issues of pupil accounting, student eligibility,

| selection of instructional programs, and selection and training of

| staff. Chapter three deals with program implementation, most notably, .
organization, support from central and district offices, teachers'
reaction to curricula, impact of the program on participants and

* * their recommendations. Chapter four analyzes achievement outcomes for
students who were held over as a result of the Gates program. Chapter
five presents synopses of four case studies of Gates participants in
a bilingual, a district-optional, a self-contained, and a
departmentalized Gates program, réspectively. The £1na1 chapter
highlights program organ1zat1on, adherence to guidelines, and
staffing. (WAM)
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ERRATA

-~ On page 44, the third‘sehténce of text should read: Only one (who
handled more than 50 classes on d half-time basis) spoke solely of ex-
cessive pressure, | . ' '

-- On page 65, the first sentence of,the third full paragraph should read:
LEP students who had been in English-language schools for more than four
-“years were subject to promotional criteria on the CAT. \ -

-~

-- On page 139, the second sentence of the second paragraph should read:
To do this, we examined test records of New York City fourth and seventh
graders in 1979-80, and selected those stidents whose pre-test scores were
comparable to those of Gates participants., ' .
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BACKGROUND

The Promotional Policy

' A SUMMARY OF THE REPORT

Cl

. A new promotional policy for the New York City Pub]Jc Schools
was promulgated on June 30, 1980 to "establish requ1red performance
standards and new city-wide curriculum standards." The policy reflects
the belief that "a comprehensive citywide competency-based “instructional
program will, over a period of time, increase the number of students ac-
quiring basic skills."™ The span from September, 1980 to June, 1982 was
a period of transition, during which various aspects of the .policy were
phased in.

b .
4 . -

The Promotional Gates Program

Promotional criteria were established for the fourth and
seventh grades in 1980-81, as specified in the Guidelines for Implemen-
tation (Chancellor's Regulation A-505), issued April 14, 1981. This

requlation also established the 1981-82 instructional program for stu-

dents held over in June, "1981. The policy states that students will

not move forward until they are able to perform at prescribed levels;
but as the guidelines point out, its intent is constructive and not
punitive. The Promotional Gates Program was created to bolster instruc-
tion and learning by providing:

, @ reduced class size (15 to 20 students);

® instructional strateg1es proven effective in New York -
City classrooms; ’ .

-~ experienced teachers;

o staff development aimed at helping teachers use the
instructional approaches;

e increased daily exposure, in terms of “time on task,"
to reading and mathematics instruction.

The promotional criteria enforced at the end of the 1980-81

school year were: attainment-of a reading score on the California
Achievement Test (CAT) of not more than one year below grade level in

the fourth grade (grade equivalent of 3.7), and not more than one and
one-half years below grade level in the seventh grade (grade equivalent
of 6.2). The Guidelines specified that students held over be given in-
tenS|ve 1nstruct1on in reading and mathematics.’
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Student ETigibility for the Promotional Gates Program

' A total of 24,737 students -- 21.6 percent of all fourth and
seventh graders tested in April, 1981 -- became eligible in 1981 for the
Gates program based upon 'performance on the CAT. This total included
1,127 students assigned to special education resource rooms, and 820
- limited English proficiant students, who did not meet promotional cri-
’ teria on the CAT. Of this total, 498 were exempted from Gates. Per-

formance on the CAT in August, 1981 resulted in the promotion of 4,672
Gates-eligible students. In this way, 19,567 students were identified
"for program participation at the beginning of the 1981-82 school year.
A total of 123 limited English proficient students participated in the
Gates program after scoring below promotional criteria on ‘the Criterion
Referenced Pnglish Syntax Test (CREST). Students took the CAT or the
CREST again in January and Aprii, 1982; those who met the criteria at
these points became eligible for promotion.

a

: Scbpe of this Evaluation

[N

T ) ' Two overriding questions have guided this assessment: how well
has the Gates program been implemented, and what has been the academic
progress of- hiates students? The first question takes into account the
complexity of implementing an instructional program of .this magnitude,
centrally conceived and administered, in a decentralized school system.
The second reflects the program's stress on basic skills acguisition.

an

& .
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

The Office of Educational Evaluation gathered information on
numerous facets of program implementation from district facilitators,
principals, teachers, and parents involved with Gates. Their responses
reflect the diversity inevitable in a program which operates at so many
‘sites.

Adherence to Guidelines -

During the 1981-82 school year, the Gates program was put into
operation at 543 schools in the five boroughs. The challenges of imple-
menting a new pregram of this magnitude were met with considerable suc-
-Cess: ,311 teachers and district-level staff were recruited, and Gates
classes were organized. Appropriate curricula -- exemplary/optional in-
structional strategies selected by the 32 community school districts --
were introduced. ~Most participants reported adherence to progranm guide-
lines, hut problems surfaced in several areas, including identification
of eligible students, recruitment of highly expert reading and mathe-
mafics teachers, and parental partitipation. « 3

: . -




Program Support ‘

The Office of Promotional Policy monitored the program and
maintained contact with participants in the field. As the guidelines
anticipated, district-level staff (facilitators) were the primary re-
sources for Gates principals and teachers, providing assistance in
staff development, acquisition of curricular materials, and other as-
pects of program implementation.

Gates staff agreed that ongoing teacher training is a key to
the program's effectiveness. The great majority of teachers felt sup-.
ported by their supervisors. At the same -time, t-hey stressed their
need for more training in specific strategies for individualizing in-
struction. Facilitators and pr1ncﬂpals thought that supervisors should
be receiving more training, and many fac1111ators wanted more training
‘for themselves as well. :

Reactions.to Exemplary Programs '

i

‘ Facilitators' reactions to exemplary programs corresponded to
the ‘number of reading and meth programs adopted in their districts:
those responsible for the fewest curricula were most confident about
the programs' effectiveness and their ability to implement them.

Principals -- particularly those who had participated in cur-
ricula 'selection -- were largely positive about the exemplary programs.
Retween the beginning and end of the school year, teachers expressed in- -
creased confidence in the curricula and their ability to apply them.

In both reading and math, teachers were most positive about district-
optional programs. Seventh-grade teachers gave ‘the curricula lower rat-
ings than fourth-grade teachers. Ratings of bjilingual curricula were
low among all groups. t ' '

s

Impact on Students

_ Teachers were asked about students' growth in self-esteem,
.social relations, work and study habits, and academic skills. .The vast
majority 'of teachers, particularly fourth grade teachers, reported sub-
stantial growth.in}a]] areas. Most parents who returned quest1onna1res
thought that the program had helped their children. Again, parents of
fourth graders were more enthusiastic than parents of seventh graders.

Mid-Year Promotion

Teachers ‘expressed mixed reaction to the policy of mid-year pro-
motion; seventh=grade teachers regarded this policy more favorably.
Those who approved:-of mid-year promotion considered it a matter of equity,

PR
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and stressed the importance of incentive; those who disapproved urged
the reinforcement of skills with a full year of program participation,
and ‘expressed concern about discouraging students who were .not promoted
mid-year. ' , - . §

4

- : - . A

Overall Reactions of Stafﬁ‘ ‘ : S .

Most facilitators and teachers said that they would choose to
repeat their Gates assignment the following year. A11lfacilitators, and
the vast majority of principals and teachers, agreed that the program
should be continued, although many suggested improvements. Expans1on of
.student services (e.g., guidance and hea1th) emerged as the program s
most pressing need. . Lo

N . . .

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT = _ A

Evaluation Questions

¢

The promot1ona1 policy which under11es the Gates program set a
concrete goal for participating students: promot1on to the fifth or
eighth grade at the earliest possible date by scoring at or above the
criterion for their grade on a standardized" reading test. Attainment
data constitute the most critical information in this evaluation. How-
ever, we also examined: gains in reading achievement by the total Gates
population and sub-groups; mathematics achievement; and attendance.

Highlights of Findings',) ' ' ’ _ &

e 69.5 percent of Gates eligibie students with complete test
records attained prometional criteria in either August, 1981,
January, 1982 or Apr11 1982. .

e Gates students were able to attain end- of-year promot1ona1
criteria in greater proportions than students in a comparison

- group. .. ,

kg

“e As a group, Gates students made s1gn1f1cant progress in read-
ing as measured on both the CAT and-another test, the Degrees
of Reading Power; their gains on the CAT were not subsfant1a|1y
d1fferent from those of students 1n a compar1son group.

e Students promoted in e1ther August, 1981 or January, 1982 made
higher ga1ns in read1ng;than full-year holdovers. 3Students
promoted in Apr11 1982 a]so made s1gn1f1cant gains.
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e As a group, students who failed to attain promotional cri-
teria and hecame double holdovers had pretest scores well
below those of their Gates classmates, and posttest scores
substantially below the promotional criteria.

v ‘. ) .

e Fourth graders' attendance has remained stable or has slightly
improved since they entered the program. The attendance of
seventh-grade Gates students was problematic; the atteéndance
rate for these students was lower in 1981-82 than in 1980-81.

CASE STUDIES: GATES 'IN OPERATION AT FOUR SITES

Observations detailed in case studies Jeave clear impressions
of the 1981-82 Gates program as it functioned in two elementary and two
intermediate schools. The following points suggest directions for future
evaluations, but do not necessarily reflect the program's operation city-
wide. ",

The Chanédellor's Guidelines for Implementation were in effect,
with few exceptions. At all sites, participant identification, class
size, instructional treatment, and administrative support conformed with
these guidelines. Parental involvement was an exception: most teachers
reported some initiative, but limited success in this area.

District-level commitment to the program emerged as an impor-
tant variable at these sites; guidance services, parental participation,
and provision of supplemental materials, ‘were related to this support.
Consistent encouragement from principals and well! informed supervision
were also important factors.

Exemplary programs selected by the districts were followed or
adapted at three of the four sites. Staff were generally satisfied with
the curricula. Classroom organization and teaching styles varied mark-
edly, but students at all sites were paying attention to instruction,
and evaluators observed that learning was taking place. <

The program functioned more effectively in the elementiry than
the intermediate schools. While fourth-grade teachers were generally

_ positive about the program, its impact on their students, and the sup-

port they received, seventh-grade teachers were lecs anthusiastic.

Most felt that identification and treatment of Gates ~tudents should -
take place earlier. , While some said they had benefit:d "rom the assign-
ment, others were frustrated at the.lack of support ‘services, and thought
that being held over had discouraged their students.

The case studies poinx.tbward a number Ef areas whiéh need fur-
ther attention: 1limited guidance services; partial 1so1atiop of Gates
students due to scheduling problems, especially in tpgiinte?médiate )

N ‘ .
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schoo]s and increased test anxiety and worries. about future prospects
among .some seventh- grade Gates students.

The program s strengths, as indicated by the studies, include:
strodg social bonding -- a sense of pulling together -- among Gates stu-
dents:; enhanced self-esteem stemming from individual attention and spe-
cial activitiesy espec1a11y among fourth graders; possibi]fties for small-

. group and one-td-one instruction; and multi-level support available to
Gates teachers.

.
] - v -

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS
Since 1980, the school system has made substantial progress in

articulating performance standards for its students and 1nstruct1ona1 ap-

prodches designed to help students meet those standards. In '1981-82,

a large-scale, complex program, which maintains curricular and promotion-

al standards wh11e allowing for 1oca1 input, has been implemented across

the system. . - ) . .

. The policy. established promotional Gates at grades four and
seven. Results of this evaluation indicate that the policy was more ef-
.fective and better received at grade four than at grade seven.

The guidelines for program implementation directed that each
student be assisted in "developing skills through a well planned 1nten-
Sive 1nstruct10na1 program not limited by the constraints of time." To
carry out this cpmmitment and assure equity, students.were offered the
opportun1ty to ddvance out of the Brogram at three pd¥ints during the
year. '

'
.

Data elaborated in thjs report indicate that the 70 percent of
Gates- e11g1b1e students who met the promotional criterion for their
. grade dur1ng the school year were, in terms of basic skills, hetter pre-
pared to handle work at the next grade level than they wou]d have been
in the ansence of the Gates progran.

ki

For the 30 percent .of Fates student’s who became dbuble hold-
overs, actually only five percent of all 1981 fourth and seventh graders,
: one year was not sufficient to close the pre-existing gap between thenm
and classmates who gained promotion. This was surely disappointing for
the ‘children themselves, .their parents, and for the Gates staff who
worked with' then However the very low pretest scores of this aroup
nade At difficuYt to measure accurately their actual-gains in reading.
Whilg they did not attain the same level of skill.proficiency as their:
peers, they may well have made progress in reading which test data do
not reflect. In addition, the promotiomal policy has focused the aiten-
tion of the system on their needs. Identification of the Specific dif-
ficulties which hamper the educational growth of this group of students
and determination of ameliorating treatment should be a high priority in

)
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1982-83. Particular attention should be given to the causes and improve-
ment of poor attendance patterns.

Finally, the promotional policy has required an unprecedented
degree of coordination between people who staff the school system's
central offices and people in the field. They have begun to work toge-
ther more closely to consider effective instructional approaches, to in-
troduce more specialized staff development, and to strenghthen the basdic
skills of the city's lowest achieving students. This concerted effort,
and especially the sharpened focus on low achievers' specific needs,
promises tp have a long-term salutory effect on the school system as a
whole. ’
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" PREFACE

The poet T.S. Eliot wrote, "Between the idea and the reality
...falls the shadow." So it is with the 1981-82 Promotional Gates
Program, a complex, large-scale effort which, even for close observers,
is probably obscured by the press of time and events. The purpose of
this report is to shed some light on the Gates program and therehy make
it more palpably visible to those interested in its implementation and -

“effects.

As the reader will soon discover, this is a long, detailed re-
port -- a fact which reflects the scope of the program itself and the °
great many questions -about Gates raised both inside and outside the
school system. Even so, not all questions are addressed and answered
here. Some must be left for future evaluations of the program.

We have made an effort to present, an enormous amount of data as
simply as possib]e. Nevertheless, some questions, to be answered cor-
rectly, require .the use of statistical procedures and test metrics which
may not be familiar to the general public. Parts of the report are sure-
1y difficult, but the persistent reader will be rewarded with a wealth of
information about the Gates program. -The chapter which summarizes our
case studies is particularly revealing, and should not be overlooked, be-
cause it adds texture-to the more conventionally analytic sections of the
report. . \

In addition to the authors listed on the title page, many other
people contributed to the evaluation effort. Armando Cotayo and Judy
Lawrence served as field consultants and contributed espec1a11y to the
case studies. Susan Morgulas and Eileen Leond&rd assisted in the develop-
ment of data collection instruments. Rivka 0Oldak and Bob Nenmark helped
solve some of the more difficult methodological problems. Chaya Navid,
Rebecca Goldstein, Navid Miller, and Joyce Negrin did the computer pro-
gramming. Marina Gorbis and Madeline Strum worked as our college interns
during the summer. Regina Illery and Wendy Glaude handled the production
of the report. Jackie Wong Posner and April  Singer produced the charts
and tables. ' ’

L)

-Richard Guttenberg
Director
Office of Educational Evaluation
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1. INTRODUCTION

THE PROMOTIONAL POLICY

The Promotional Policy for Students in Grades Kindergarten

Through Grade 9 of thé New York City Public Schools (Chancellor's Regu-

" lation A-SOl)‘was prpmu]gatedfon June 30, 1980. The stated purpose of

this regulation was to "establish required performance standards and
new citywide curriculum standards." The policy'reflects the belief that

"a comprehens1ve citywide competency- based instructional program will,

. over a period of t1me, increase the number of students acqu1r1ng bas1c

skills." The policy characterizes.the span from Septemper, 1980 to June,

1982 as a period of trans1t1on, during which var1ous aspects of the

[y

p011cy would be phased in, Dur1ng this trédnsition period, promotional
policies in effect prior to June, 1980 remained operative for all grades
except four and seven. The,polity established. promotipna] gates in

grades four and seven as of the 1980-81 school year. The regulations:

1
7

state:
Grade 4 was selected as a check point after a careful"
‘review of relevant literature which ‘suggested that the
sequence from reading readiness to reading comprehension
should be achieved by the end of the 4th grade. Grade 7
was selected as a check point because it allows for
remediation before students enter a terminal grade.

[

THE PROMOTIONAL GATES _PROGRAM -

The promot1ona1 cr1ter1a to be app11ed in the fourth and

seventh grades during '1980- 81 were spec1f1ed in the Guidelines for the

Inplementat1on of Promotional Policy for Students in Grade Four -and

Grade Seven (Promotiona] Gates), Chancel]or s Regulat1on A-505, hereafter




referred to as Guidelines for Imp]ementat1on) issued April 14, 1981,

Th1s regulation also estab11shed the 1981-82 1nstruct1ona1 pragrar- for

students held over in June, 1981. The Guidelines for Imp]ementat1on

1

state:
The intent of the Promot1ona1 Po]1cy is construct1ve
and not punitive. Each student is to be assisted in
developing skills through a .well planned intensive
instructional program not limited by the constraints
of time. .
The promotiona]lcriteria enforced in grades four and seven in
the 1980-81 school year were: attainment of a reading score (on the

California Achievement Test) of not more than one year below grade level

in the fourth grade, and nat more than'one and one-half years helow grade

level in the seventh grade. Limited English proficient students who had

)

been in an English-language school system for less than four years were

subject to promotional criteria on the Criterion Referenced English

Syntax Test. The Guidelines for Implementation state that, "All students

* who -are retained in grade four or grade seven because of failure to meet

required reading achievemént Tevels must be placed.in special instruc-

tional programs offering intensive remediation in reading, mathematics,

[and writing in 1982-83]."

SCOPE OF THIS EVALUATION

Th1s evaluation.of the 1981-82 Promot1ona1 Gates Program is the

last of four reports issued by the Office of Educational Evaluation in

¥
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I/-\’\

1981-82.*

Two overriding questions have guided these assessments:’ how

I

. . LN .
well has the Gates Program been implemented, and what has been the aca-
demic progress of. Gates students? The first question takes into(acéount
the complexity of imp]ement}ng an'instructional program of’thiﬁ'magni-

tude, centrally conceived and administered, in a decentralized school

system."The~§econd reflects the program's stress dh hasic skills acqui-

¥

sition.' Some important issues have not been fully addressed in this

year's evaluation, most notably: the non-academic effecfs dﬁfthe Gates -
program on students; and the effect of the promotional standard on stu- J
dents. who attained that criterion in 1981. These questions have been ' “

. left to future years' evaluations. : - ’ L o

vChﬁpter“II of the report, "Progfam Backérodnd," outiﬁhes program '
activities which occurred -prior to September, 1981. Chéptér III,."Program
Implementationg" reports reactions af program staff and‘parggﬁg fb Gates
inlﬁﬁactice; Chapter IV, "Student Achievement,” analyzes achievement out-

cémes igr students who were held over as a result of the Gates program.

3 «

Chapter_V\preSenté a synopsis of. four case studies conducted by the eval - .

uation team. These case studies are an attemRt to provide a school and
classroan-level view of the program. Conclusions are presented in

.Chqpfér VI, - \ . )

'

7

‘

*The three previous Office of Educational Evaluation reports are:’ "An
Analysis of Summer School Participation and August, 1981 Test Scores"

(October, 1981); "An-Assessment of Staff Training in the Exemplary Pro-
grams, August, 1981 (January, 1982); and. "Mid-Year Assessment and Analysfis
-, of January, 1982 Test Results" (March, 1982).. - ,

A
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I1. PROGRAM BACKGROUND: Ape}L - ABGUST, 1981

¥

9

SELEtTION‘oF STUDENTS

A1l fourth- and seventh gra<e students, including mainstreamed

spec1a1-educat1on students, were given the California Ach1evement Test

(CAT) Form D im April, 1981, The Chancellor's Regu1atioh set the promo-
, tiopa1 criteria at drade equivalent scores on the CAT of 3.7 in the

fourth gr%ge and 6.2 in the seventh grade. Limited English proficient

students who had been enrolled in an English- 1anguage schoo! system for

fewer than four years were ‘tested for promotion with the Criterion Refer-

enced EngJish Syntax Test (CREST).* Promotional criteria were set at

' different levdls for students who had heen in bilingual programs for

o ’ two, three, and four years.

APPEAL PROCEDURES

- "% Appeals for exehption from the promotional policy were initiated
in 1981-82 efther bx!parents or by a, school through 1ts principal. Those
. 1n1t1ated by pr1nc1pals were sent to the appropriate district superinten-
; dents. Appeals approved by the super1ntendents were forwarded to the
Office of*Promotional Policy for, review and approval in the name of the
‘Chancellor. Appeals initiated, by‘a principal .but denied by the district
super1ntendeqt could not be further appea1ed however, at this point, a
‘s parent could initiate an a]ternate procedure.

y

.Parents could appeal the,retention of their children to the

*The CREST, a 10ca11y developed criterion-referenced test, has been used
in-many of New YorkK City's bilingual and English as a second language pro-
_ grams since 1978. . , ,

'




school principal. If the principal supported the appeal, the process de-
seribed abo&e was put into motion; if not, the parent could still appeal
difect]y to the district superintendent. If denjed by the superinten-
dent, the parent could direct the gppea] to the cgmmunity school board
and, finally, to the Chance]ior via the Office of Promotional Policy.

The Gffice of Promotional Policy did not issue written direc-

tions for the appeal procedure for 1981-82. Insteéd, thé Assistant

_ Superintendent for Promotional Policy held individual conferences with

~

district superintendents who assumed responéibi]ity for publicizing this
information. The Assistant Superintendent personally reviewed all ap-’
peals whiéh reached the Office of Promotional Policy, relying heavily on

information provided by the-districts.*

1981 SUMMER SCHOOL AND AUGUST, 1981 TESTING

A six-week remedial reading program was conducted for Gates-
eligible students in July and August, 1981. Attendance was optiomal and

all holdovers were eligible to take the August, 1981 CAT regardless of

‘summer school particibatioh. The Office bf Educational Eva]uation con-

ductedfan assessment of the 1981 summer program and issued a report on
Qctober %, 1981. The report concluded that a large percentage of stu-
dents-benefited from re-testing in August and that regular attendance in -

the summer program was associated with improved student achievement.

™

+

*The Office of Promotional Policy has institutedah new exemptioh/apﬁea]s

‘process, more formal and rigorous, for 1982-83; the process will be des-

cribed and . assessed ir subsequent evaluation reports. , <




PUPIL AGCOUNTING

- The complexity of coordinating a'reporting systen involving
»

: severalzorganizational units, combined with the need for timely informa-
tion, made puﬁil accounting one oflthe program's more difficult tasks in
the early stages of implementation. Thé Promotional Gates Program re-
quired that‘individua] students’ test scores and information on program
e]igibi]ity be reported to schools and central offices more rapidly thah
the school s;stem had ever done before. It called for a new reporting
system, allowing for a high degree of interaction and cooperation among
at least four separate orgénizational units of the school system's cen-
tral administration and an independént tESt-scorinP contractor. As this
system was bgt in place, data on §tuden€re1igibi1ity and program parti:

cipaticn were treated as preliminary until all information was available

-
.

and analyzed.

In spring, 1982, the Office of Educatioﬁai Evaiuation created

LI

a file of all fourth- and seventh-grade students tested in April, 1981:
: S . T
August, 1981; September, 198} (makeup examinations); and January, 1982.

These records were matched, using two separate algorithms based upon
combinations o% d student's identification number, name, and date of
birth. This,file was then matched to the file of the April, A982 cityi
wide test administraéion fo} grades ﬁéur, five, seven, andfeight to
gather posttest scores and information on Gates program participation.
The resulting file is a coTplete test history of fourth- and seventh-
grade hoidover students in 1981-82,

Ana]ysi; of the completed data base permits more defiditive

¢

statements about program eligibility than were poséibie during the 1981-

-7
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. 82 school year. Despite initfa] problems, data on pupil eligibility and
program part1c1pat1on reported pre11m1nar11y during the school year are,
not at great variance with what appears in the comp]eted test- h1story

fiie. \ C 4 ' .

STUDENT ELIGIBILITY

The Gates data base inditates that 22,047 eligible students scored
below the promotional criteri? on the April, 1981 Ca]iforqia Achievement
Test,//&n additional 1,936 students who did not take the April, 1981 CAT

‘receiteawﬁcore§ below the criteria on the August, 1981 bAT. In addition,
754 stuQents (absent froq the April and August tests) who took makeup tests
in their schools in %epteﬁbert 1981 became‘eligib]e for the Gate§ program.
A total of 24,73? students (21.6 pefcent of all 1981 fourth and seventh
graders) were identified in 1981 as éligib]e for the Prpmotiona] Gates Pro-
gram based upon performance on the CAT. This total inc]qged,l,lg;\;tudents
(834 fourth ﬁraders and\§4i seventh graders) aésigned~to special eéucation

‘resohrce rooms, who did not mget the promotional criteria on the CAT.

Of-this total, ‘498 were exempted froQ,Gates by the Assistant
Super1ntondent for Promotional Policy. Perfdrménce on the CAT in}August,

' f 1981 resu]ted in the pr0mot1on of 4,672 Gates eligible students. In'thig

way, 19,567 students were identified for program participation by October,
1981. The.identification process and data are summarized in Table 1 and
Figure 1. ‘

In 5dditioa to those students who failed-to meet promotional cri-

tetia on the CAT, 123 limited English proficient students participated in the

Gates program-after having failed to meet promotignal criteria on the CREST.

-8-
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. : o TABLE 1 . P
Stydent Eligibiity for the Promotional Gates Program .
, . N ~ ' Total Graded . Grade7 -
Eligible students scoring below criterion in April, 1981 ‘ 22,047 " 9,653 312.394
N Appeals granted — dune, 1981 » ~ 498 '~ 269 - 229
Eligible holdovers — July, 1981 ‘ 21,549 9384 12,165
Students (with April scores) above criterion in August, 1981 -4,672 -2124 . -2,548
Studepts below criterion in August (Iacking'April scqfes) +1,936 +. 882 _+1,054
. o i 7 [
Eligible holdovers — September, 1981 18,813 » 8,142 10,671
Students below criterion in September, 1981 i(ﬁmakeu’ps) + 754 + 355 ~ + 399
A oy
Eligible holdovers — October, 1981 19,567 8497 . {1,070
FIGURE1
Number of CAT-Tested Students in Gates, April, '§1 to October, '81
APRIL/MAY " JUNE JULY ) AUGUST SEPTEMBER ~ _ OCTOBER '
498 : 4,672 |,
STUDENTS- EXEMPT STEJDENTS PRO-
FROM GATES MOTED AS RESULT
AFTER APPEAL OF AUQUST CAT
RS "4 _ S
22,047 21,549 18,813 19,567
STUDENTS NOT P GATES STUDENTS ! GATES STUDENTS || GATES STUDENTS | .
MEETING CRITERIA Y
ON APRIL CAT \
‘ | 1,936 754
STUDENTS NEW TO STUDENTS NEW TO
GATES, AS RESULT GATES AS RESUL
OF AUGUST CAT OF MAKE-UP TE%
-9-
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SELECTION OF 'INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS

. Before the Gates program started, ‘the Division of Curriculum
and Instruction designated as ekemp]ary four reading programs, two writ-
ing programe;* and two mathemaeics programs. ~Each prpgram'had been-used'

ucceszﬁl]y in a range of New York City community school districts, and

was endorsed by district administrators, superv1sors, and teachers. All

were‘Heemed appropriate for a broad range of urban 1nstruct10na1 settings.

Fram a practical viewpoint, each of fered ready materials for duplication,

, and required a manageable regimen of staff development. Optional pro-

gkams'se]ected by individual district superintendents for use by their

» 2} | .
schools had to meet similar criteria. Each reading program was to be .

embedded in a total communication-arts curriculum designed by the
- A

Division of Curriculum and Instruction or developed by district <urricu-

Tum specia1i§ts.. Appendix A contains a brief description of each exem-

plary instructiona]’program; Table A-1 indicates the 32 coamunity school
districts' adoption.of curricula, by subject and grade.
- The four readﬁnd programs -- Exemplary Center for Reading In-

struction (ECRI); High Intensity Learning System (HILS-11); Learning to
: . . : f
Read Through the Arts (L.R.A.); and Structured Teaching in the Area of
'@ .
Reading (STAR) =- were presented to district superintendents at borough
: ' A

. confeeences. Four selected ECRI, four chose HILS-I1, and two selected

- -

STAR for use by all Gates classes in their district. Fourteen districts
{

implemented. two or more reading programs, and seven districts imple-

mented cptional, district-developed reading programs in all their Gates

a.

*Writing programs were not mandated for the 1981-82 school:yéaf.

-10-
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classes. (Nne district which had implemented an optional program in.
- N . N
all Gates classes during the fall used HILS=II in all seventh-grade Gates

classes for the remainder of the year.) The.one remaining district based

\ v

an optional program on its Title I model, and employed ﬁhematic units
from Learning‘to{Read Through the Arts. ;
‘ . Fae
Two exemplary mathematics curricula -- NDiagnostic Prescriptive
Arithmetic (D.P.A.) and Real Math (R.M.) -- were présented to-districg
superintendents, Six districts selected D.ﬁLA. and four selected R.M.
‘for implementation in all Gates ciassesfr13 districtéiselecteq:U.P.A.
for some Gates classes and R.M. for others. Nine distriéts receiQed ber-
mi§sion to imp]gment optional, district-developed mathematics programs.
The Offiée of Bilingual Education developed a language arts cur-
riculum for bilingual Gates classes. Most bilinguai ;1asse§‘imp1emented

this curriculum in conjunction with the exemplary or optional reading

and mathematics programs used in their districts.

SELECTION AND TRAINING OF GATES STAFF

Selection and Background of Gates Teachers

~

The Chancellor's Guidelines for Implementation specified seven

ériteria for selection of Promotional Gates teachers. Teachers were
eligible if they:

1. had demonstrated effectiveness working with students who
function below the required performance standards in the
reading, writing, and mathematics basic skills areas;

2. had knowledge of a variety of teaching resoufces and tech-

“niques useful with students who function below the required
performance standards;

-11-
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3. were willing to participate in staff development workshops,
conferences, and training sessions;

o

4, were willing to hold individual conferences with parents as
\\\“ often as necessary and to encourage parent involvement;

5. hall three or more years of successful teaching experience;

6. were available for participation in paid staff geve]opment
activities during the last -two weeks in August;

7. had demonstrated skill in the appropriate curriculum for
fourth- or seventh-grade remediation classes.

Community school districts reported that 1,311 teachers taught

Gates classes in 1981-82, Completed teacher information forms were ob-

~

tained from 1,190* (90 percent) of these teachers, more of whom taught
seventh (675) than fourth grade'(SlS). Their responses suggest the ex-
tent to which selection of these teachers conformed to the gu1de11nes.
Srnce most (86 percent)'fourth-grade teachers taught both communication
arts and mathematigs, their responses are usually reported collectively
in thts report. Seventh-grade communication arts and mathematics teaca-
ers' responqes are reported separate]y where appropr1ate, since most (83
percent) teachers at this grade level taught only one or the other sub- *
Sect. Although some (14 percent) fourth- grade teachers taught only read-
ing or mathematics, and some (17 percent) seventh-grade teachers taught .
-"bszh reading and mathematics, grouping responses in this way simplifies

1 . .
discussion of staff characteristics. (See Table 2.)

A

*Cﬁhp]eted forms were obtained from an additional 366 teachers who attended
Gates tra1n1ng in summer, 1981 but were not assigned to a Gates class in
1981-82.

-12- ‘




TABLE 2 ,
Teaching Responsibilities of Gates Teachers ?

Subject area taught

Communications arts

Grade - Communications arts Mathematics and mathematics - Total )
N % N % N % . N '

Four 42 8% 30 6% 441 86% 513

Seven 347 52 21 K 115 -17 673

Total . 389 33% 241 20% 556 47% 1,186°

3 This table refers to teachers who completed information forms.

b Ari additional two tourth- and two seventh-grade teacners did not indicate their area of instruction.

Teﬁchers were asked to indicate whether they hadﬂvolunteered for

or were assigned to the Gates prbgram. More fourth- than seventh-grade ~;*’

téachers Yo]unteered (74 and 61 percent, respectively).

Fourth- and seventh-grade teachers' educations were comparable.
A11.possessed a bachelor's degree ana 76 percent had obtained a master's
degree. Almost half (46 percent) of the teachers had also completed’
credits beyond their masterIS degree. -

hates teachers' prior teaching expegience is comparable to thét
of the general population of New York City school teacheés. More than
90 percent had taught for at least four years prior to the1r Gates ass1gn-
ment. Often the1r teach1ng experience had been with students at the same
level as those in the1r 1981-82 Gates classes, Sixty-eight. percent of
the fourth-grade teachers had at least four yeérs of experience’ teach-

ing,ﬁ%ird, fourth, or fifth grade, and 81 percent of the ‘seventh-grade

teachers had taught sixth, seventh, or eighth grade for four or more years.

) «

-13- l \
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A significant number of Gates teachers gained experience in re-

medial instruction for the first time. Less than half t49 percent) of"

the fourth-grade teachers had taught a remedial reading class and fewer

(29 percent) were experienced with remedial mathematics instruction.

These figures are somewhat higher for sqyenth-grade.teachers. Sixty-nine /////
. percent of thdfi tepching communication grts at the seventh-grade level

had at least one year of experience teaching remedial reading, and 49

-

- percent of those teaching a Gates mathematics class had taught remedial
;maghematics_before. Although some Gates teachers had experience with re-
- medial instruction, few wege licensed (by the city) or certified (by the
state) for remedial reading dh mathematics instruction. (See Tables )3
g S
Y and 4.) | | ((

‘Pre-Service Gates Training .7

Gates teachers were asked about their familiarity with the exem-
p1$ry and dis;rict-optiona] programs se1eéted for the Gates classes in
their schools. The‘vast majority had Hot taught these curricula prior to
the 1981-82 school year. Ninety-two perésnt of the fourth—grade.teachers'«
and 86 percent of the seventh-grade reading teachers had névgr géught the

reading curriculum assigned to them. Similarly, 91 pércent of the fourth-

grade and 88 percent of seventh-grade mathematics téachers had no prior

experience with the mathematics curriculum assigned to theq.

Prospective Gategyteachers were expected to participate in pre-
service traiﬁing to prepare for their Gate$ assignments. Five half-days
of training in each of the exemplary reading and ymthematics péograms were

sponsored by theé Division of Curriculum and Instruction during the last -

I
-14-
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- TABLE3 ‘
New York State Teaching Certifications Held by Gates Téachers .

% of teachers holding certificates

‘ Fourth-grade teachers Seventh-grade teachers

Certificate . * Communication arts Mathematics

: ‘ (N*=483) . (N=44) (N=282)
K—6th grade ~ " 88% 28% 35%
Reading ‘ _ ' .9 19 .6
English . 1 38 19
Mathematics 0~ o 1 -~ 26
Special education 2 ' 2 1
Other . - : 8 _— 24 23
Total ® . 108% 112% ( S~ 10%
4 Number of teachers responding to question. Some seventh-grade teachers taught both communication arts and mathematics.
bThe percentages exceed 100 percent because teachers can hold more than one teaching certificate.

' .
. TABLE 4 _
¢ New York City Teaching Licenses Held by Gates Teachers
o " % of teachers holding license
Founh-g}\do teachers - Seventh-grade teachers
Licensas held Communication arts N Mathematics
(N*=483) (N=462) - (N=326)

Early childhood ) 9% 3% 2%
.Common branches 91 35 41
ES.L. \ 1 "1 0
English » 0 45 10
Bilingual common branch~es 10 - 4
Mathematics ' 0 ] 33
‘Other - ‘ 3 22 21
Total® 114% . 113% 11%

4Number of teachers responding to question. Some seventh-grade teachers taught both communication arts and mathematics.
bThe percentages excesd 100.percent because teachers tan hold more than one teaching license.

A}
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two weeks of August] 1981. One to four days of summer training were pro-

vided by ihdiwidua] districts in district-optional reéding'and mathematics
programs. Abbreviated versions of these sessions were also held for Gates

supgrvisors.

«
-

Most of the teachers in the 1981-82 Gates brogram attended the
sessions sponsored by the NDivision of Curriculum and Instruction or those’
provided by their districts. However, more seventh-grade mathematics

teachers (27 percent) failed to attend summer pre-service training than

S~

those- assigned to feach seventh-grade reading (17 percent) or fourth-grade
reading (11 pe;:fnt) or mathematics (12 percent). Those teachers who did

not attend summdr sessions received in-service training during the school
. 4 N )

year.
\ : , -
Participants in the summer training completed evaluation forms

&

at the close-of the sessions.* For?s were obtained from 1,046 teachers

and 289 supervisors who received training in the exemp{ary_curricp1a,

and from 309 teachers who participated in d?stritt-sponsored trainiqg

. sessions. (Sée'Tab]e 5.) Participants' ratings of tra%ning in the dis-
trict:optibnal programs‘and the exemplary mathematics curricula were gen-
erall ﬁore Sosifive than ratings of sessions on exemp]afy reading cur-
ricula. Among participants rating staff development in reading, ECRI

teachers gave the lowest ratings. This maf’have resulted from the de-

tailed and prescr{ptive teaching behaviors which ECRE geachers are re-

- -

~ < ., 4

i

A}

<

*See the January, 1982 Office of Educational Evaluation report "The Promo-
tional Gates Program: An Assessment of Staff Traiging inm the Exemplary
Programs." ‘ ' : : '

~
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TABLES *
Teachers’ Ratings of Curricula after the
\ ' : August, 1981 Training
Reading curricula ,' Math curricula
. ECRI STAR HILS L.R.A.  Optional " D.P.A. R.M. Optional
_ Question C (N=147) (N=233) (N=215) (N=13) (N=216) (N=241) (N=197) (N=136) )
" Understand o X
the program 32% 33% 59% 46% 62% 52% 64% 73% i
Agree with
program . , .
philosophy 43 54 60 61 70 63 65 67
Agree with _ A ’ B :
program methods 39 54 58 54 69 64 64 69
Believe program : : o
. will- pe effective 49 55 59 61 70 67 60 74 °
Feel prepared . . . _ .
to teach program 20 \ 37 5 54 64 . 49 66 67 .

&
»  Teachers trained in optional curricula, botll in reading and mathematics, responded most positively
" in every area.

* e HILS and L.R.A. te2chers wera mors pcsitive than reading toachors trained in ECRI ‘or STAR. Only
one in five ECRI teachers folt prepared to teach the pragram at the end of summer training.

e The range of responses from teachers trainad in various math programs was relatively narrow;
~D.P.A. teachers wers somewhat less secure than others in other their: grasp of the program and
4 preparedness to teach it. o ] ‘
' e

"~ quired to use. In general, teachers'.responses suggest insecurity and

- \ . ‘ N + y . .
feelangs of unpreparedness at the onset of the Gates prodgram's first
7 . -

-

. year. However, as indicated in the next section of the report, teacher

insecurity abated c‘onsiderably once the school year got under way.

- * . i B - v




I11. PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION:  SEPTEMBER, 1981 - JUNE, 1982

SOURCES OF INFORMATION

The 0ff1ce of Educat10na1 Evaluation gathered information on
the Promot1ona1 Gates brogram -- its workings day -to- day, its strengths,‘
its limitations --Vfrom.the peop]e most directly involved with Gates"
studepts (teachers and parents§ apdvtpe individuals providing adminis-
tratige and technical support (distrﬁct facilitators and principa1s).

"Jhése participants were askqg to identify activities which heiped"or
hampered program implementation, and to address the following areas:
conformity to guidelines; staff development; administrative and techni-
cal support; curricu1a§ and the program‘s,impact onlits participants.
Recommendations were eticited as well. Strategies used to collect data

were designed to’capture the broadest poss1b1e representatlon at each

part1c1pant 1eve1 * -
\
Facilitators
.y ' Each of the 32 Gates district faci1ftatorsppas'ﬁnter@iewed'dur-
ing spring, 1982,
\ _
Principals
Survey forms were distributed to the 543 principa]s with Gates
classes in their schools at the annual spring, 1982 beorough-wide princi-
ﬁpa]s‘ meetings or mailed directly to. the schools. Responses were col-
_*Copies’ofdfield sprvey inéiruments_are available -on request from the
Office of Educational Evaluation. s, oot -
. . NG
X -19-
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Tected anonymously, bdt principals were asked to identify their districts
and the grade level of Gates classes in their schools. The %43'princi-

pa]s~who comp1eted the survey represented 45 percent of those with .Gates

13

classes. The rate af response’ varied by district -from zero to 83 per;
cent. This variance did not correspond to the number of Gates sites

per district, and apparentiy reflects some other district characteristic.

2
3

- Teachers ‘

¥

> ‘. - B4

Teacher survey forms were distributed through Gates district . ;

facilitators during spring, 1982, primarily at.district staff develop-.

-ment meetings. Faci]itators were also asked to distribute the forms to

teachers who had not attended the meetings and to encourage them to re-

sponcd. This method of'distribotion resu1ted in a very high response

rate. Completed forms were obtained'from 797 teachers, 67 percent of

the 1,311 Gates teachers:

The information provided anonymously by respondents to this sur-

v

vey was compared"with that provided earlier in the year on teacher infor-

.mation forms. As on the teacher information forms, two-thirds of the sur-

vey respondents reported that they had volunteered for their Gates posi-

tions. As prev1ous1y reported more fourth-grade teachers were vo]unteers.

Response to the survey apparently 1ntroduced sone b1as respon-

¢

dents were primarily those who attended workshops, wh1ch focused more on

4

commun1cat“on arts than on mathematlcs fourth-grade teachers were more

highly represented both at workshops'and in the survey (76.percent) than

were seVentthradejteachers (58 pércent). Table 6- indicates the charac-

teristics of teachens who completed the survey.




" TABLE 6
Responsa to Teacher Survey

4

—
Grade 4 Grade 7 Combined grades
Responsibilites . ~ Response to iosponsi to . Response to
Numberof = U™ Numberof __SunveY  Number-of survey
teachers®> N %  teachers® N %  teachers’ N %
N Communication~ans 42 18 43% 347 213 61% 389 2 59%
_ Mbthematics ) 30 13 . 4 21 81 38 241 - 94 39
Communication arts ' .
and mathematics 441 358 81 115 9 69 556 437 ~79
’ :
No information on grade level . " * * . * - . * 17 ¢
No information on , . : ' '
instructional area _ 2 2 - £ 2 s 16 . 4 18 J
. _— e _— s
Total 515 391 76% 675 389 58% 1,190 797 67%

‘were asked to take the survey home;

? Number of respondents compieting the teacher information form.

percent).
o The least represented group was seventh-grade mathematics teachers (38 percent).

K
3
1
. 5
\ >

.The response rate also varied by district from 34 percent to
. T '
100 percent.

classes to have a h1gher rate of response than those with more ‘Gates
\ 19
classes, but there were several exéept1ons to this. Some facilitators

\

were evidently more diligent or successfut than ot\ers in obtaining re-

)

spanses from teachers.

’

Parents
. '

In June,‘i982 the Office of Educational Evaluation distributed

K

a Survey in English and Span1sh to the parents of Gates students.

parents were asked to comp]ete the

-21-
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survey anonymqusly aﬁd return it in a postage-paid envelope. In addition
to their general reagtion to the Gates program,'parents were ‘asked about.'
théif contact wifh the school during the yeaF, and'theirlknow1edge of the
program prior to September, 1981. ‘

By mid-July, 2,352 parents (13 percent) had responded to thelsur-
vey. Sevénty-hine percent_of the respondents used the English version of
the survey and 21 percent used thé Spanish version. To be representative
‘of the numbers of Gates parents at each grade level, the number of re-

spons;s from phfénts of foUrfh; and seventh-gra&ers should have‘been ap-

ﬂroximately-equa1. This was not fhe case;“surveys were returned bj 1,529

parents of fourth-graders and 823 parents of Seveqth-gragers.‘

ORGANIZATION OF THE PROGRAM

The citywide Promotional Gates Program was centrally adminis-

o

tered. !nder the direction of the Neputy Chancellor for Instruction, the
Office of Promotional Policy (O;P.P.) monitored the program. Inst ruat i6n-
al support services werebprovided by the Divfsion of Curriculum and
Instruction. Community syperiétendents were responsible for implement-
ing the program in Eheir distr}cts; principals were responsible for class-
‘es in their schog]s..

%
As head of 0.P.P., the Assistant Sunerintendent for Promotional

[y

" Po{icy was responsibTé for monitoring'the program, interpreting policy,
and rb]ing on student exemptions. His six assistants visited schools,
Meeting'with Gates district facilitators(aﬁg school supervisors to re-
view problems, interpret program guide]inesﬁ“anq review student class-

room assignments. They also visited classrooms to determine the extent

R
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of program implgmentation, to check on the-avaiiébility of ma;eria!s,
and to address teachers' questions and concerns.

The'cent;al administratioh’funded a ha]fexiﬁe Gates facilitator
“position in eachlot the 32 disfficts. Eighteen districts contributed
additional funding and assigned the facilitator more than half-time to
Gates. . The proportion of the faciiitator's time assigned to Gates did
not-reflect the number of Gates clasées:in the district, and appears to
suggest, rather, the district's commitment to the program.

Selected by community superintendents, the facilitators were
~the primary resource and contact peréons in the districts. . The facili-
" tators were s%1ected on the basis of‘prior district-level experience in
administration, curriculum development, an sbaffVQevélopment. The fa-
cilitators' responsibilitiés included monitéring'and interpreting pol-
icy, providing matérials, imgtoving communication with parents, and as-
sisting teachers and supervisors on an individual basis.

Gates principals or their dek{gnated assistant principals were
responsib1§‘for the day-to-day supervision-of‘Gates classes in the schools.
The Gates‘supervisor;' resﬁonsibi]ities included the seiection of teach-
‘ers, organization of Gates c]as§es: provision of materials, jmp]ementa;
tion of cdrricu]g, parental ihvo]yement, and jmprovemen; of fnstruction.

Essentially, these are the same responsibilities fhat school supervisors

»

have for all classes.

CONFORMITY TO GUIDELINES

Student Placement

Two out of three resbonding principals repbrted some difficul-
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ties in implementing student eligibility criteria. CAT eligibility cri-

teria, a]Ehough c]eaﬁ]y delineated in tﬁé Guidedines for Implementation,

were problematic for 22 percent of priﬁciﬁa1§. Newly admitted students
. | . .

without test historie% po§éd problens for 42 percent. Twenty-two per-
cent fgynd criteria fo} placement of limited English proficient (LEP)
studegts (as specifieq in notices from more‘than one unit of the central
i administrat{on) confusjng or unfair;rspecia1 education eligibility cri-
teria, in the absence of‘eva1uation or placement, posed problems fof 24

o . percent.
4,

, T %
One-half of the district facilitators agreed that LEP criteria

were confusing or unfair, One-fourtﬁ‘of the facilitators thought that
special provisions for resource-room students constituted an unfair ad-

/

, 'vantage over other "unidentified" Gates students who were equally in

need of these provisions.

Class Organization

.

p District facilitators were confident that, after some initial

s

cdéfusion, all 'districts complied with fequirements for class size (15 to

20 students) spelled out in the Guidelines for Implementation. Only

eight péréent of the principals reported‘ény difficulty in adhering to
this guideline. Teachers' réports of their average class registers, how-
ever, did not completely agree with ﬁrincipa]s' reports: while 65 per-

cent of teachers reported-that the average siZe of their registers was

between 15 and 20, a third (32 percent) reported smaller registers and
three percent reported registers above"20. These data were collected .

at thé»end of the schop] year; class registers therefore do ‘not include
.’ N ' :

-24-
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‘seventh- than in fourth-grade classes.

Gates participants who tested out of the program mid-year. Registers

below the stated minimum were more prevalent in fourth- than in seventh-

. grade classes; registers above the maxitnum were more prevalent in

&

Finding space for an increased number of smaller classes was a
pfob]em foé 12 percent of e]ementary and junior high school principals.
In other respects, organization of Gates classes proved probfematic for
junior high, but not fér elementary school principals. Thirty-one per-
cent of junior high principals reported problems in scheduling Gates
classes acaording to guidelines; for 19 percent, establishing seﬁf«con-
tained c1§sses posed diffi&g}ties,'apparently fe]ated to teacher recruit-’

ment problems.. 7 ] , ' ‘ AN

Teacher Selection

Teacher recruitment seemed to cause conside}ap]e’difficu[ty,
Half of the district facilitators stated that the guidelines were qog al-
ways followed, primarily because of shortages of well-qualified volun-
teers. 0n1y.55‘6ercént of the teachers considered-thé guidelines for
teacper selection clear and reasonable; 21 percent did not know that such
guidelines.existed, Fifty-six percent of responding prinbipa]s’51so re-

ported problems with teacher selection. (See Table 7.)

Parental Involvement

A1l facilitators reported that Gates teachers held the normally
requifed‘parent-teacher conferences. They encouraged teachers to make -

telephone calls and write 1ette;s to their students' homes. Two-thirds

-25-
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TABLE 7

* Principals’ Difficulties in Implementing“
Teacher Selection Guidelines

* , Schaol level
i Junior

Elementary high Total
Area of difficuity : : (N=161) (N=80) (N=241)
Obtaining applications to teach Gates classes 20% 33% 24%
Experience teaching reading ‘ 8 28 ' 15
Experience teaching mathematics 7 : 31 15
Experience teaching low-achieving students 0 21 g 14
Attendance at staff developmeht 1 31 18
Encouraging parent involvement 25 ° T 46 32

~ ® Junior high school principais reported far more dmlcuny with teacher solectlon and conformity to
guidelines than eiementary school principals.

e One-third of junior hlgh school principals found-it difficuit to obtain applications from qualified

teachers.
e Nearly haif of junior high school principals and a quarter of elemuﬁy school principals found
teachers refuctant to work at involving parents in the program.

of féci]itators reported that some schools provided additional activities
. for Gates parents including orientation meetings, wdrksﬁops, morning and
‘afternoon ﬁoffee-hours, and participation in class trips. Five districts
.he1d district-wide Gates meetings for parents. One district mandated
principal-parent conferences. Nonetheless, facilitators and principals

o~

were dissatjsfied,.and thought that more should be done to involve parents
in the future.
Data from the teacher survey also indicate some problems in im-

plementing thi"s aspect of the program. While time was provided for con-

ferences, teachers who met with more than half of Gates parents were a
" -26-
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minority. (See Table 8.) Teachers reported fhat fhe topics most fre;
quently digcussed in their Sgnferences with parents were stu&énts' work
and grades (for fourth graders).and attendance and tardiness (for);pventh
graders). Only 357 tgachers (45 percent) Eepdkted that a Gates pareni”
" orientation meeting had been held at thé,outset of the brogram. 0f

’

these, only 50 teachers (six percent of all\respondents) said that at

leést half of Gates parents had'attehded‘the meeting.

) ]

/ ' o )
/ . ‘ N
. TABLES  ° : B
Parent Attendance at Parent-Teacher Conferences
. : % of parents attending at lsasteag_conference
Number of teachers . . No @ents . 1-50 -- 51-100
Grade - responding . attended percent percent
Four . 298 2% Coae% 49%
Seven 316 L4 80 16
Total 614 3% 65% 32%

» Conferences were much more frequent with parents of fourth graders than with parents ot seventh
graders. ’ '

e About a third of the teachers reported conferences with more than half of Gates parents.

.AParents were aske&labout\thg\ggxaﬁt of their contact with the
schools in 1981;82.(’(See Table 9.) The majority (85 percent) reporteq
at least one indivi;ual meeting witﬁ/their children's Gates teachers.
This ;ate of coﬁtqgt would be acceptable to facilitators, principals,
and téachers,~but was apparently not representative of parental involve-

mehtéprogram-wide. It appears that parents who responded to the surVey

were also more likely to have had contact with the schools.
, N

P




TABLE 8
Plarents’ Reports of Program Involvement

% of parents attending at legst orie conference

. . Fourth Seventh Combined
' ’ (N=1,529) (N=823) (N=2,352)
Met alone with Gates teacher .
Never ' 13% 21% 16%
Once : o 1 23 15

Twice . 76 56 69

Attended Gatds meeting for parents
. » Never 6% . . 60% 51%

Once or more - : 54 ' 40 49

/

e  More than two-thirds of parents reported that they had met individually with their children’s Gates
/ teachers more than once. :

e Nearly half said they had attended group meetings about the Gates program.
e  More parents of fourth graders than seventh graders reported program involvement.

'Notification;té parents of the summer school for Gates holdover
students; while far from universal, was apparently more widespread than
notification of the apbea]s process. Nearly two;thirds of those who re-
sponded to the survéy -- presumably the most active and concerned parents
--"did" not know that thé decision to hold over Eﬁgi/ children could be

&
appealed. - This was a serious problem. (See Table 10.)

AR

SUPPORT FROM CENTRAL OFFICES

A11 32 district facilitators had contact at monthly meetings
with the Assistant Superintendent for Promotional Policy (head of 0.P.P.),

hig deputy, and the 0,P.P., assistants., The facilitators also reported




y

. ., TABLE 10
Notification of Parents About the Program

Last year, when were you motified that your child could go to summer school?

surveys May, June, '5:’3 July, Didn't No response
Grade returned 1981 1981 1981 know "to question
Four 1,529 7% 39% 1% 19% 14%
Seven 823 - 16 - 48 11 16 9
Total 2,352 17% 42% 1% 18% '1'2% )

Did you know you couid appeal the decision to hold your child over this year (in 1981-82)?

Total

surveys
Grade _returned - ’ Yos
Four 1,529 3%
Seven . 823 28
Total 2,352 30%

61%

67
63%

No response
_to_ question

8%
5
%

e Two thirds of fourth-grade parents and three-quarters of seventh-grade parents said that they knew

their children could go to summer school.

o About a third (31 percent) of fourth-grade parents, and even fewer (28 percent) seventh-grade
parents, knew that they could appeal the decision to hold over their children.

that, overall, the 0.P.P. assistants visited 87 percent of the'schéo]s ’

in which G{‘;‘tes classes were organized. Al1l 32 district facilitators

stated that this central monitoring was necessary, appropriate, and help-

ful. Half asked for more training for themselves and for more pupil ser-

vices,»including educational screening, guidance, and diagnosis of reading

_difficulties.

Fifty-eight percent of the Gates principals reported thgt the

N

0.P.P. site visits in.cluded meetings focusing on promotional policy,:
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class organization, teacher selection, ;taff déve]qpment, Gates curric-

. ula and matéria]s, or 1nd{v1dua1 student needs.  Most (63 percent5 re-
spondiﬁé priécipa]s required no;addit{ona1 suppirt from central offices.
Those who wanted more support asked for ﬁ{rect comhunication between

. the school and cehtra1 offices, more training and advice for théir teach-
ers, and additiona] gqidance and diagnosticjﬂérvices,for individual Gates
pupils. o |

Sixty percent of the“teacher respondénts reported thaf 0.P.P.
site visits had included visits to their classrooms. Since the O.P.P:
assistants functioned more as monitors than as resource people, it is

-’ \’é ’ .
/i/)not surprising that only about one-third of the visited teachers (38 per-

cené) found the 0.P.P. visits helpful to themselves.

- o

SUPPORT FROM{DISTRICT OFFICES . - o

Principals' Meetings with District Personnel - .

»

The primary’resource fdr Gates principals was the district fa-

cilitator: 92 percent of péincipa]s'r;ported meeting wfth~thé }aci1i£a-

tor to discuss Gates isihes. Most reported-discussions with other dis-
| . ;rict-1eve1\staff; including the district superintendent, a deputy super- ?
1 intendént, or a curriculum specja]ist. These discussigns addressed Gate ‘
| policy, c]éss orgahization, teacher selection and staff deve]bpment, cu{/i
ricula and materials, parent contact; or 'individual pupil ﬁegds. Princi-
pais said that thgse discussions met their ngeds 90 percent of the time.
Relatively few asked for adﬂitibnh] help from the districts; those who ]

did asked for more administrative hetp, more help for teachers, and more

- ,‘ . R . \
guidance and diagnostic services for-individual.pupils.
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Facilitators. Site Visits_

" The great majority 187 percent) of Gates teachers .‘requﬁzd that
. : \

they had rece'ived classroom visits from facilitators; most-\ (85'percven.t)

-

of those visited found the facilitators helpful. (Qe.e Table 11.) “

- a
b3

i

- TABLE M ,
Teachers’_nepdr.ts of District Facilitator Visits

. . " Helptulness of visits
Total % of responding : .

» ~ teachers teachers . Extremely Moderatsly - Not .
Grade responding visited helpful helptul . heiptul
Four 3913 92% . 39% 50% ' 1%
Seven 389 81 32 . 48 ‘ 20
Total 780 87% - 36% 49% 15%
“a poon

Three fourth-grade teachers did not answer the question about the heipfuiness of the vitiss

‘e More fourth- than seventh-grade teachers réported at least one visit by a district facilitator.

o  Eighty-nine percent ef fourth-grade teachers and 80 percent of seventh-grade teachers who
received visits from district facliitators found them moderately or extremely helptul. ;

©

Facilitators were generally dissatisfied with the amoynt of time
they could devote to site visits: 75 percent stafed that they did not
have sufficient timékto supﬁort instruction édequate]y. All faci]itagors
said that they had visited classrooms as often as possible, Sut"believed
that Gates teachers and subervisori_i7eéed more.individual supbori;
Twelve said they needed c]erici’ support from their di%trict§ to reduce
papef work, so that theyvcould spend more time visiting Gates c]assroomg.
Facilitators reported training %on gates supe:visors in 75 percent of'

the districts; almost half (47 percént) felt this training had beel help-

ful. Three-quarters considered suth training an ongoing prtority since
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_ ‘ _ e
facilitators themselves were often unable to visit\tll)schools, and (ac-

cordirg to a third of the facilitators) principats wéfe not as knowledge-

able abgh@ or ‘involved in\the'program~as they needed to be.
. - - ‘o 3
Teacher Training '

v

-Given the teacher recruitment problems they reported, it is not '

<

surprising that principals and facilitators considered staff development
foriteachers extremely important. Alj but one pr%nciga] reported special
training for Gatés teachers.A Eighty—fhree percent of elementary sﬁhoo]
principals and 80 percent of junior high school principals considered
thi's staff development helpful. ‘

- ’ Faci]it;torsﬂwere even more positive. The great hajority (88
ﬁéfcent) reported that Eﬁe staff development piavided for teachers was
extremely or modera}e1f~he1pfu1. Facilitators mentipnéd enhanced morale,
problem-solving in groups, reduced is&]ation, and better teaching as 6ut-

comes of this training. More than half indicated a need for even more

interpretation and dizmonstration of curriculum. -
?

.

Teachers were less enthusjas ic. Teéchers' responses were
group;d into those who felt the train?\g wasfgztreme1y or moderately
helpful and fhose who said it was slightly helpful, not helpful, not
available,, or gav2 no response. Positive responses (extremely or moder-
ate]y'hé]pfu]) are shown‘ih Table 12.\ (Negative response; to trainﬁng <

in parent involvement may ref]ect\]imited activities in this area rather

than the quality of training.) Table 12 aiso\indicates that teachers re-

Y::\ quested additional training in every.area.

A1 32 facilitators supported the need for ongoing teacher train-

~
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TABLE 12

. Teachers’ Reactions to Gates Training
— i
Grade 4 ~ Grade 7 _ Total
' (N=391) - (N=388) - (N=1797)
oo ‘ % Need. % Need % Need
" Training area . positive more positive more positive more
. :responss  fraining  response  training  response training
Program methods/techniques/ - - _ -
Iessops/materials 65% 31% 59% 28% 63% 30%
Pupil diagnosis/préscription/ . '
progress records 49 29 - 41 29 45 29
Classroom management : 44 26 40 20 43 23 ,
. Supplementary activities - : 56 21 <41 24 49 43 " \
, Parent involvement 24 % 13 26 19 26
R . - : g ( e
NOTE: Seventeeh respondents did not indicate grade level. These per%bmages indicate teachers' responses to y/separale but related Questions
- about’ Gates training. \ -
. B ! . , e
‘ * Fourth-grade teachers waere slightly but consistently more positive-about the training they received
than seventh-grade teachers. - : .
* Both groups wers most positive about training in exemplary-optional program-methodology. \
* Both groups were least positive about training related to parent involvement. ~ . .
-
ing. Facilitators whose districts implemented more than one reading or ’
Lt ' . ' . . . N~
. mathematics program felt that achers needed additional training, and

suggested borough-wide.sessions on specific programs. Fourteen facilita-

tors (44 percent) tﬁoﬁght that staff development should fogus more in-

Q

tensely on how to meet students' individual needs.
Support from School Supervisors a T~

Teachers wetge asked to describe the suppoct they had received

from their school supervisors (either the pfincipal or assistant princi-

pal). Responses of fourth-grade and seventh-grade teachers were remark-




J

L

aply similar, varying only by one or two percentége poinfs. 'Eightx-oné

percent of all teacher rgspondents felt highly or moderately supported.

B

Needg oflTeacheré
Teachers were asked in whic¢h of six different areas‘they needed
further assistance. (See Table 13.) "As woula be expecteh, teachers'who,
* had not been visited dr supported by a district facilitater, 0.P.P. assist-

ant,“ﬁr school supervisor were more likely to answer that they needed ad-

ditional help. The d}screpiancies were largest between teachers who felt

TABLE 13 | Y
Teachers” Needs in Relation to Suppori”
Received from Supervisors

% teachers needing additional helip

\ Respondents Respondents
indicating lacking
. . Al * supervisor's - supervisor's
el
respondents .support support -

Area ) (N=T74) (N=630) (N=144)?
Discuss student needs 34% 29% - “57"/\
Interpret or demonstrate curricutum . 29 . 25 " 44
Monitor class size and student placement ~ 27 ' 22 48
Review parent-teacher contacts 26 . 23 .43
Facilitate delivery of materials N 20 . .17 34
Convey policy directives 17 , 14 33

3in addition to the 17 teachers who failed to specify their grade of instruction, nine fourth-grad(and 11 seventh-grade teachers did not answer this
question. .

o The highest percentage 5 teachers'thought that more attention shouid be focused on students’
needs: 57 percent of those who lacked supervisory support, and 29 percent of those who had sup-
port, indicated this need. :

e Teachers expressed the least nead for assistance i‘n acquiring materials and receiving poticy
directives. ’
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supported or unsupported by their supervisors, and were consistent.acro;s
each of‘six surveyed areas. They were especially marked among fourth-
grade téach%rs; seventh-grade teachers who could ‘consult with other Gates
teachers i?“ihe same chco]ﬂappanent]y fared better in the absence of
supportive supervision. Visits by district facilitators and 0.P.P.

»

assistants did not-appéar to have as strong an impact.

EftMPLAﬁY/OPTIONAL PROGRAMS K/\

Community superintendents se]ected'exemp]ary/optiona] reading
: y

and mathematics programs for use in their distriéts' Gates classes.*
-3
One-third of the facilitators indicated that only district-level staff

contributed to the decision. Facilitators reported~that principals were

included in the decision procef@wﬁﬁ,about'half the districtyﬁ six facil-

-

itators reported that principals and their staffs were allowWed to select

from among the exemplary programs identified Centraliy. About half of

- \1‘— A
the principals confirméd that they had input into program selection, and

an additional 17ﬂpercent reported that Gates teachers were also ¢onsulted.

,

Eighteen percent of teacher respondents agreed that. they participated 1in
the selection of programs.

- ’{\N
Facilitators' Reactions to Programs

Facilitators were asked to assess the effectiveness of the_read-

ing and mathematics progrgms implemented in their districks, and their

*Appendix A contains descriptions of the instructional programs, and in-
dicates the program(s) selected by each district.

- -35- |
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preparedness to assist these programs. Those facilitating district-‘

\

‘opt1ona1 prograqf expressed the most*conf1dence, saying a]most without

exception that th? programs were effect1ve and that they felt well pre-

pared to fulfill their responsibilities. Given the choice, they would

ﬁmp]emeht the same programs in 1982-83. Facilitator's confidence related

"most clearly to the number,of reading and mathematics programé implement -

-

ed in the district. Those responsible for one exemplary read1ng and one
exemp]ary mathenat1cs program felt that the approaches were reasonably
effective,,and were uuite secure in their ability to coordinate them.
Facilitators iﬁ”f;e ten disgrtég§ which had implemented two or more
reading programs andﬁfwo or more mathematics programs were least likely
to feel confidént; they w;uld reduc;}the number of programs imp]ementéd
in their districts in'1982-83. -

The 18 facilitators in districts wjth bilingual Gates classes

were not well informed about the bilingugal language-arts curriculum.

Only four facilitators felt they understood it. Thirteen of the 18 ) N

S
facilitators explained that teachers of bilingual Gates classes were

also using the exemp;ary/optional reading program chosen ;gr other Gates
classes in their schools. Only ten of the 18 facilitators offered a
judgment on the effectiveness of the bilingual curriculum: six termed
this curriculum sufficiently or Very effective, three-thought it was

somewhat effective, and two thought it not at all effective tn preparing

students to meet the promotional criteria.

A

Principals’ Reag;ion% to Programs

In order to gauge their satisfactiou with the reading and mathe-

’ .
»
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matics programs used in their schools, principals we;e asked if they
would use the same programs in their Gates classes in 1?62-83. Overall,
threé-qﬁarter§ of the responses t; this question were positive. STAR,
L.R.A., distriét-optiona] programs, and HILS received consistently high

ratings, but only 58 percent of principals implementing ECRI would use

» it again. Grdde level generally did not affect responses; however, ele-

mentary school pFincipa]s implementing optional programs were more posi-
ny

tive (77 percent) than junior high principals (67 percent).

Principals expressed equal-satisfaction with various Mathematics
curricula. Seventy-two percent would use the same projram again. As
with reactions .to reading programs, there were few differences between
elementary and juﬁior high principals who implemented. an exemplary mathe-
matics éurricu]um, but school level did make a difference among princi-
pals using district-optional mathematicslprograms. Although 84 parcent

of the elementary school -principals would retain their district-optional

program, only 50 percént'of those at the junior high level would do so.

kel N

Principals' Input and Preferences

* - Those principals’ who said they had input into program selection

were more likely to express interest in using the program again the fol-
lowing year. (See Table 14.) .
As Table 15 indicates, a principal's input into the curriculum
4

selection process was crucial to acceptance of ECRI, This'patterh was

characteristic only of ECRI-schools, and suggests that districts plan-

~ning to use this program should solicit: principals' input and Arepare

carefully for its implementation,




TABLE 14

Curriculum Preferances ot Principals with
or without Input into Selection

Principal’s input into program selection

" A great deal Soms | None Total
Curriculum preferance c - (N=SO) | N=T77) (N=59) (N=226)
Would re-use reading program 86% 78% 54% 73%
Would re-use math program . 76 75 61 72

Note. Fiften principals did sot indicate how much input they had into selaction of the Gates curricula. Only 17 actually said they would preter not to
use the readirg curriculum and 20 said this about the mathematics program. The others were undecided. -

TABLE 15

Principals’ Input into Selection of ECRI and
Preference for its Re-use

'c , Lavel of InputJ :
. A great deal Some None Total
Preference for re-use (N=12) (N=14) (N=11) . (N=37)}
Yes - 83% NN% 18% 57%

No or undecided 17 29 8 43

2 )ne ECRI principal did not indicate the leve! of input.

¥

o Only 18 percent of principals who had no input into the selection of ECRI wanted to use it again.
o Most (83 percent) of those that participated in the declsion to adopt ECRI would do s0 again. '
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" TEACHERS' REACTIONS TO CURRICULA

At the end of’the August, 1981 Gatas pre-service training,
teacher pa;ticipanté were‘gurve;ed regarding their readinegs for assign-
ments and their reactions to the exemplary programs. Several of the
~August, 1981 questions were repeqted iﬁ the spring, 1982 t.eacher survey:

Teachers' responses (comB%neq for grades four and seven since there were
few differenges betweén the two) to questions about the reading curric-

ula are displayed in Table 16.

) ‘ Teachers' responses to questions about mathematics curricula_

B +

are displayed in Table 17; here substantial differences between grades
four and sévenAwere'observed and warrant discussion.°;'

| Similar data were collected in spring, 1982 from teachers of
bilingual Gates classes but had not been collected at the summer, 1981

. training. Results are discussed but cannot be compared to prior ratings.

Teachers' Rating of Reading Curricula

Reading teachers Qho completed the survey -- primarily those
who attended training sessions -- reported increased confidence between
summer, 1981 and spring, 1982. (See Table 16.) At both data éo]]ection
points, ECRI and STAR teachers indicated the weakest understanding and
least sense of preparedness of all groups offreading tgachers; teachers

of district-optional programs reported the greatest understanding and

strongest sensé of preparedness. At the same time, ECRI and STAR teach-
' ers, along with L.R.A. teachers, made the greatest gains in confidence.
These self-reports underscore the difficulties inherent in implementing

new approaches to curricula and the importance of experience and train-
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TABLE 16
Increases in Positive. Rgsponses by Teachers to _ ) (
-Questions about the Reading Curricula ' '

% positive responses to curriculum

Question | | ECRI  STAR  HILS  L.R.A. Optional  Tofal ~
August, 1981: (N=147) (N =23'3) (N=215) (N=13) (N=216) (N=824)
Spring, 1982: (N=98) (N=203) (N=178) (N=31) (N=167) (N=677)
Undgr.stand'tho program | _ '
August, 1981 32% 33% 59% « 46% 62% 47%
Spring, 1982 65 89 91 93 90 86
Feel prepared to teach program
August, 1981 20 37 56 54 64 46 ,
Spring, 1982 60 82 89 83 , 89 82
Agres with program phllosophy |
August, 1981 43 54 60 61 70 58
Spring, 1982 47 . 78 70 62 78 70 .
L-id
Agree with program methods '
August, 1981 39 54 58 54 69 56
Spring, 1982 ‘ 45 A 68 62 76 67
Program will be (is) effective ' .
August, 1981 ‘ 49 55 59 61. 70 59
Spring, 1982 42 62 56 52 70 - 59

NOTE A response was positive if the teacher checked either ‘sutficient or “'very much,’* The other possible responses were ‘'to some extent’" and
“‘not at all.”* The percentages of positive responses were computed on the basis of the number of people who answered the question (but did not
answer with “'not applicable’’). .

e Teachers using all programs reported marked increases (25 percentage points or more) in their
grasp of and readiness to teach the curriculum.

e Teachers using STAR and HILS reported increases of 24 and 10 porcentage points, respectively, in
agresment with program philosophy. Teachers using other programs indicated mors modest
increases in this afpa. N

* In terms of agreement with program methods, teachers registered increases ranging from slx
percentage points (ECRI) to 17 points (STAR). =

e ' Teachers’ judgments about the etfectiveness of these programs did not change substantially
‘between the beginning and the end of the year; teachers of ECRI, HILS, and L.R.A. became
slinhtly less positive.




ing in developing expertise ahd confidence.

Teachers were a]soﬁasked if, given the choice, they would use
the same ﬁea&ing programjégaﬁn in 1982-83. OQverall, 63 percent of the
teacher; replied affirmétive]y. STAR teachers were most positive: 74
percent woul& use this”program again. Sixty-four percent of HILS teach-
ers, 58 percent of teachers using d%strict-optiona] programs, 55 ,percent
of ECRI teachers, and 45 percent of L.R.A. teachers would use these pro-
grams again, $ <

‘v 7 Little difference was found in the responses of ECRI,‘STAR,h
and HI{S teachers when grouped by grade level. Substantial differences
on ai] question; were found for L.R.A. teachers and teachers of district-
optionaf programs, however, Seventh-grade teachers of L.R.A. ;ﬁd of
optional programs were consistently far-less positiwe than fourth-grade
teachers; fheir rate of‘positive*responses‘ranged from 10 to 30 percent
below that of fourth-grade teachers. Theée two groups of seventh-grade

teachers merit further attention.

-

Teachers' Rating of Mathematics Curriculum

Teachers of mathematics were also asked to rate their currich]a;
their responges‘}n spring, 1982 were compared to those at the end of
training in Augﬁst, 1981. (See Table 17.) While mathematics teachers'
cénfidence grew substanfia41y during the year, the increase Was less dra-
matic than that of reading teachers because they began the year with more
confidence, ‘ |

As with the readjhg programs, district-optional programs were

rated higher than either of the two exemplary mathematics curricula, al-

ou
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/ TABLE 17 ) "

Teachers’ Jud'gment of the E’ffectivaness of Mathematics Programs
by Grade Level Taught

Program raurth grade ' Seventh grade
. N % positive response o N Y% pasitive respdnse A
D.PA. 158 . - 52% 51 S 9% o
R.M. Co ) 80 55 43 .
Optional 80 81 .8 64 ‘ —

Yy L

" NOTE. Thirty-tive teachers did not answer the quegtion or did not indicate grade level. A response was positive if the teacher checked either “*suffi-
cient’ or “‘very much.”' The other possible respdnses were ''to some extent’ or “not at all.” '

« Only 29 percent of seventh-grade 0.P.A. teachers and 43 percent of seventh-grade R.M. teachers
. considered these curricula effactive. )

« Only half (52 percent) of fourth-grade D.P.A. teachers thought that the program was effective.

though the differences between Real Math (R.M.) and the distnict-éptioﬁa]
programs were generally slight. D.P.A. teachers wereileast 1ike1y to:
understand their program in spring,\}982, least likely to feel prepared
to teach the program, and least likely to judge it effective. In terms
of preparedness, only D.P.A. teachers varied substantially by grade Tevel
taught, wfth fewer seventh- (46 percent) than fourth-grade teachers (65
percené) feeling well prepared. Belief in the effectiveness of the D.P.A. *
" program declined from 67 percent in August, 1981 to 47 percent in sp?#ng,
1982, resu]ting in an overall decrease in teachers' belief in the effec-
tiveness of their mathematics programs from 66 to 61 percent.
Consistent and éxtreme dkfferencgs by grade level were found,
however, for teachers"confidence in the effectiveness of the mathema-

tics programs they were using. Seventh-grade teachers were consistently

1éss‘positive than fourth-grade teachers. The problems of these teachers,
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and of fourth-grade D.P.A. teachers,‘perit particular investigation,

Teachers' Rating of the Bilingual Curriculum

Bilingual teachers' ratings of their curricula were lower than
those nade by either reading or irathematics-teachers: - only half (49 per-
cent) of the 43 Gates bilingual teachers who responded to.theﬂsyriey in-

dicated they understood the curricula and only half (51 percent) felt

o

prepared to teach it. Forty-two percent considered the curriculun ef-
fective in helping their students meet the CAT reading $tandard. Most\‘
of the Gates bilingugj teachers, however, were supplementing the biling-

ual curricula with an exemplary or optional reading pr?gram geared to

meeting this standard.

IMPACT OF PROGRAM ON PARTICIPANTS

Impact of. Program on Students : _' e
While the primary goal of the“Gates program has Been to in- '
crease students' academic achievement, theée are additional ‘ways to as-
sess its success. Teachers were asked to indicate how much growth they
perceived in their‘studehts in four different areas: se]f—e;teem; §o-
cial relations; work h&its and study skills; and academic skills. (See
Table 18.) All teachers who answered the questions perceived student‘
growth in three areés and the great majority perceived growth in fhe
fourth as well, . \
In general, parent respondents thoughp that the éates progran

had helped their children, é]though more so for fdurth graders than

seventh graders. (See Table 19).

-43-

. 5




. TABLE 18

Teachers' Perceptions of Students’ Growth .
, - . Percent of teachers

Student .« Substantial Moderate ~ Little or no
growth area ' growth growth growth No response
Self-esteem . )

Grade 4 \ 61% 34% 5% . :

Grade 7 ~ 46 38 15 1% .
Social relations -, ; v

Grade 4 45 43 - - 12

Grade 7 . 39 43 ™ * - 18
Work habits, study skills ' °

Grade 4 49 46 . . 4 £

Grade 7 32 52 . Y16 ¢
Academic skills .

Grade 4 45 50 * . S

Grade 7 ) 28 57 . 15

NQTE. The numbers in this table indicate the percentage of teachers estimating vanous levels of growth in dheir studems 394 fourth-grade and 389

seventh-grade teachers responded: * indicates less than one percent. p

 Fourth-grade teachers were more likely than seventh-grade teachers to report substantial growth in
each of the four areas.
e The majority of fourth- and seventh-grade teachers reported growth in their students’ self-esteem.

. &
o~
H

Impact of Program on Facilitators . w

P

Twenty-five of the 32 facilitators said they would aék for this
assignment again iﬁL}982-83; five facilitatars were undecided; only two
would not ask for this assignnent again. Even those faci1itatqrs who
felt overburdened by their responsibilities agreed that this had been

an opportunity f@f professional growth. Only one (who handled more than
50 classes on a half-time basis) spoke sorely Bf excessive pressure.

The other facilitators spoke of increased knowledge of curricula, en-

hanced superviso?y skills, and greater knowledge and appreciation of

the total school system.

-44-
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TABLE 19
Parents’ Reactions to the Promotional Gates Program i

Is the Promotional Gates Program helping your child?

/

v Total '
. surveys Not at A Very
' Grade returned all little much No response
Four 1529 8% 22% 64% 6%.
Seven 823 9 . 33 o4 4
. Total 2.352 8% 26% 61% 5%
Does your child iike to go to school more this ‘year than last year?
- f Total '
‘surveys ' co
Grade returned Less Same More No response
Four - 1,529 5% 34% 59% 2%
Seven 823 14 : 37 47 2
Total 2:352 8% c 35% 95% 2%
Does your child feel that he or she is learning more this year than last year?
) Total
o . surveys i .
Grade returned Less Same More No response
Four 1,529 3% 15% 80% 2%
| Seven. 823 “10° 20 68 2
| Total 2,352 6% 7% 2%

75%

e

-

* The majority (61 percent) of responding parents thought the program was helping their children

“‘very much’’; only eight percent said it was ‘‘not at all"’ helpful. *

More than half (55 percent) of responding parents said their children liked tg go to schosi-more

this year than last.

Three-quarters of the parants said that their children felt they were learning more this year than

last.
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Impact of Program on Teachers

Seventy-two penc,nt of Gates teac@ers said they would choose
a Gates assignment again in 1982-83, 16 penéent were undecided, and 12
percent would not. SeJenth-grade teachers we}e slightly less inctined
«o0 teach a Gates class again than were fourtgﬁﬁfade teachers. Eighty-
seven percent of the teachers said that their experience.in the proé?am
had had an impact on them professipna]]y. Most comments were positive:
teachers mentioned that .they had become acquainted with new teaching
methods, had learned to respond to students' differences.and to address

individual needs, and generally had become rore creative and resource-

ful, better organized, and more conscientious in their work.

PARTICIPANTS' RECOMMENDATIONS

.Continuation of the Program

A1l facilitators, 83 percent of principals, and 87 percent of

teachers agreed that the Gates program should be continued. Junior high

L
¥

school principals and teachers were slightly less positive than elemen- .
tary school principals and teachers. Of the relatively few participants

who were not clearly positive, more were undecided than negative.

of those part1c1pants who were positive about the program, more’

than half character1zed 1t as an effect1ve program that was meeting stu~

dents' needs. Others stated that standards are necessary, that the
schoo] system is obliged to he1p students meet these standards, and that
there is valye in program continuity. Many of these respondents sup-

ported continuatioh of the program with modifications and 1mprovegents.

0f those who were undecided or negative, most expressed concern for,

_46- o
5i ’

$




those Gates students who were not making sufficient progress and might

A

not be promoted at the end of theé school year.

Mid-year Promotion

Reactions to the mid-year promotion of Gates students were
mixed. More than‘half o% responding péinﬁipals and teachers approved
of mid-year promdtion of eiigible Cates students, hbut more than half of
the district facilitators djd not. Seventh-grade teachers_and princi-
pals were more favorable to.ihis policy than were their c;:Lterparts in
elementary schools. ‘

Those who approved of mid-year promotion felt that it was an
incentive for students as well as a matter of equity. Those who disap-
proved said that mid-year promotion did not allow students enough time
o0 consolidate gains”beforé facing a moée difficult curriculum in situ-
ations offering less support, and that it was discouraging fo those

other students who were not promoted.

Student Services

Facilitators, pr{ncipals, and teachers offered a variety of
suggestions for improve;ent of the Gates program, primarily concerning
expansion of seryices to students. All three groups recommended an in-
crease‘in guidance services, in educational and physical screenihg, and
in clinical reading and mathematics services. All suggested career-

oriented curricula for seventh-grade Gates students, connecting their

learning more closely to life experiences.

o




SUMMARY ' et
we’have gathered information on numerous facets of program im-
plementation from district facilitators, principals, teachers, and

N

parents involved with Gates. Their responses reflect the diversity in-

evitable in a program which operates at so mapy sites, under such vary-
ing conditions. DNespite this diversity, we offer a number of sum-

mary statements.

)

’

Adherence to Guidelines

4

During the 1981-82 school' ear, the Gates program was put into
operation at 543 schools in the five boroughs. The challenges of imple-
menting a new progr%m of gbis magnitude were met with a fair amount of
success. Some 24 thousand eligible students Qere identified, 1,311
teachers and district-level staff were recruited, and thes classes were
orgqnized. Appropriate curricula were 1ntrodUced; Most participants
reported adherence to program guidelines, hut problems surfaced in seve-
- ral areas. Many principals reported difficulties in applying student
eligibility criteria, particularly in relation to new admissions and LEP
students. (lass organization presented fewer problems, especially for
elementary school brincipa]s. A shortage of highly expert reading and
mathematics teachers among volunteers hampered teacher recruitment.
Facilitators, principalg, and teachers were dissatisfied with parental

o

participation. Parents' questionnaire responses 1qﬁicated that most

knew that their children could attend summer school, but did not know

that the decision to hold over their children could be appealed.

<
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Program Support

A11 facilitators, §nd a majority of principals and teachers, re-
. (

ported contact with the 0€?ice of Promotional Policy. Rut as the guide-
1ines anticipated,. district faci1ita£ors were the primary resources for
Gates principals and teachers. .Most principals and teachefs reported
helnful visits from facilitators; the facilitators themselves, however,
were often dissatisfied with the time they had avaik§b1e for site visits,
and appeared to need more clerical support.

Faci1ifators and principals adreed that additional training for
supervisors should be a priority, and that ongoing teacher training is
a crucial aspect of the prGQram. Many facilitators wanted'more training
for themselves as well. th1e facilitators and principals considered
staff developrment helpful in the progran's first year, teachers (espe-
cially at the seventh-grade level) were less enthusiastic, and indicated
a need for continued training. At the same time, nearly two-thirds of
surveyed teachers said that they fe]t supported by their supervisors,
Teachers stressed their need for additional training in spegific strate-

- 1
gies for individualizing instruction.

. -\
Reactions to Exemplary Programs

Facilitators' reactions to exemp1arx programs corresponded to
the number of reading and math programs adopted in their districts:
those responsib1é for one reading and one math curriculum were most con-
fident about the program's effectiQeness and their ability to implement
them; those overseeing four or more programs felt less secure.

.

Principals -- particularly those who had participated in cur-

~49-
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r{cu1a selection -- were largely positive about the exemplary prograns.
Those principals who gid not have input into the adoption of ECRL by
their districts were least positive. Retween the beginning and end of
the school year, teachers generally expressed increased confide%ce in
tge curricula aﬁd their aﬁility to apply then. .In hoth reading andvmath,
teachers were most positive about district-optional progﬁams. éeventh—
grade teachers gave the curricula lower ratings than fourth-grqde teach-
ers. Reading teachers were least.positive about ECRI. Ratings of bi-
lingual curricula were low among all groups; teachers of bilingual gates
classes tended to supplement tRe bilingual curricula with exemplary/

optional reading programs used in their district or school,.

Impact on Students

Teachers were asked about students' growth in self-esteenm,

social relations, work and study habits, and academic skills. The vast

| majority of teachers, particularly fourth-grade teachers, reported sub-

stantial growth in all areas. Most parents who returned gquestionnaires
thought that the program had helped their children. Again, parents of

fourth graaers were more enthusiastic than parents of seventh graders.

Mid-Year Promotion 5

Teachérs expressed mixed reaction to the policy of mid-year
promotion; seventh-grade teachers regarded this policy more favorably.
Those who approved mid-year promotion considered it a matter of equity;
and stressed the importance of incentive; those who disapproved urged

the reinforcement of skills with a full year of program participation,

by
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and expressed concern about discouraging those who were not promoted
. . \
nid-year.

e
M

Overall Reactions of Staff

N

Most facilitators and teachers said that they would choose to
repeat their Gates assignment the following year. A1l facilitators, and
the vast majority of principals and teachers, agreed that the progran

should be continued, though many suggested improvements, Expansion of

student services emerged as the program's most pressing need.
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"IV. STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

HIGHLIGHTS OF FINDINGS

69.5 percent of Gates-eligible students with complete test
records attained promotional criteria in either Augqust, 1981,
January, 1982, or April, 1982.

Gates students w%re able to attain end-of-year promotional
criteria in greater proportions than students in a comparison
group. :

As a group, Gates students made significant progress in read-
ing as measured on both the CAT and another test, the DNegrees
of Reading Power; their gains on the CAT were not substantially
different from those of students in a comparison group.

Students promoted in either Augqust, 1981 or January, 1982 made
higher gains in reading than full-year holdovers. Students
promoted in April, 1982 also made significant gains.

As a group, sStudents who failed to attain promotional criteria
and became double holdovers had pretest scores well below
those of their Gates classmates, and posttest scores substan-
tially below the promotional criteria.

Fourth graders' attendance has remained Sstable or has slightly
improved since they entered the program. The attendance of
seventh-grade Gates” students was problematic; the attendance
rate for these students was lower in 1981-82 than in 1980-81.

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Criteria Attainment .

The promotional policy which underlies the Gates program set a

concrete goal for participating students: promotion to the fifth or

-

eighth grade at the earliest possible date by scoring at or ahove the

criterion for their grade on a standardized reading test. Attainment

N
data constitute the most critical.information in this evaluation, for

~they answer the questions:
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-- what proportion of Gates students was successful in
meeting the promotional standard?

-- at what point in the school year were these students
successful?

-- how did their success compare with that of a compari-
son (non-Gates) group?

We have asked these questions about the'entire Gates population -- some
24 thousand students in 543 schools. We also analyzed critéria attain-
ment by sub-groups of the population with special characteristics or
needs:
-- limited English proficient (LEP) students: those
whose native language is not English, and who

scored below the twenty-first percentile on the
English version of the Language Assessment Battery;

-- resource room students: mainstreamed special educa-
tion students who have been assigned to resource
rooms for remedial work, and are subject to promotional
policy; .

-- potential holdovers: those who were in the fourth or
seventh grade for_the first time (and technically are
not Gates-eligible) but who were considered by school
staff to be at risk of retention in 1982-83.

Student Achievement

The Promotional Gates Program-focused‘on reading achievement:
Gates students received instruction in both fead{ng and mathematics, bhut
reading scores alone determined whether a student would be held over and
placed in a gates class or promoted to the fifth or eighth grade. Our
review éf'studen; achievement therefore stressed reading, but looked at
performance in mathematics as well.

To assess student achievement, we analyzed the scores of Gates
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students on standardized tests.* Looking at ﬂhe perfdrmance‘of the ’ |
whole group of Gates-eligible students, we asked:
-- what were their gains in reading achievement? -

-- how did these gains compare to those of a comparison
{non-Gates) group? -

*

-~ were gains in reading achievenment gonfirmed when a

) representative sample was given a reading test other
than that used for program selection?

-- what were students' gains in’@athemaﬁics achieveﬁent?‘

We also wanted to know ahout the reading achievement of differ-
ent segments of the total Gates population. Né examinedlthe scores of
the sub-groups listed above, and reported the achievement of the small
nunber of holdovers who were not assigned to Gateé classes. . In addition, .
we analyzed the gginé of‘the various promotiona1 categories of fGates-
eligible students: - ’

-- students promoted in August, 1981;
-- students promoted in January, 1982;

-- full-year holdovers promoted in June, 1982;

-- double holdovers (those who did not meet the
criteria on the Aprii, 1982 CAT).

We examined ﬁeading scores from two more viewpoints. In order
to assess gains of full-year Gates participants more closely, we looked
at reading scores across the several reading programs. We also examined

Fﬁfding achievement by district.

*See Appendix F: Testing Schedule.




Attendance
Attendance data were collected on Gatés fourth and seventh - s
graders. We have comparéd these attendance rates with those of their
grade peers .(non-Gates fourth and seventh graders in the same schools)
and with tﬁeir age peers (fifth and eighth graders). 1In addition, the
Office of Educational Evaluation conducted a survey of selected schools
to find out whether Gates students' attendance differed significdhtiy he-
tween 1980-81 (the school year prior to program participation) and 1981-

g2.

DESCRIPTION OF THE DATA BASE

The Analytic Group

The data that support this evaluation include gnformation on
first-year Gates-eligible students; The. Office of Educational Evaluation
aggregated the test records of 24,239 students who initially scored below
the promotional criteria in April, 1981 (or on a makeup test in August or
September, 1981), and who were not exempted from the promotional- policy;
holdovers represent 21.6 percent of a]l'fdurth and sevenfh graders tested.
This report evaluates the progress in 19€1-82 of this nrigiﬂalygroup of
Gates holdovers. |

The vast majority of these students were selected on the basis

of the California Achievement Test (CAT); only 123 students of limited

English proficiency (LEP students) were held over based on performance

“on the Criterion Referenced English Syntax Test (CREST).

The proportions of fourth and seventh graders, among those

originally held over, were 44 ‘and 56 percent respectively.
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The promotional policy allowed Gates holdovers fb exit the pro-

-~

gram in August, 1981 or January, 1982 if they met the promotional standard.

(A small number of students who attained the-criteria in August or January

[

were nevertheless held over at the discretion of parents 6r school staff.)
This report presents data on students in _various promotional categories:

those 4,672 who attained the criteria in August., 1981; those 1,722 who at-

Ve

tained the criteria in January, 1982; those 12,209'Students who remained

-

eligible for the Gates program after the.January, 1982 CAT administration,

> ~

In this report, we refer to the last group as full-year holdovers.

Missing Data

Some data_wj]l inevitably be incomplete in the evaluation of’
any prograi -- particu]aq]y one of this magnitude. Some students with
pretest sc§>es will lack posttest scores for various reaséns. Nf the
total sangle of Gates-eligible students, 18,653 had hoth p:?— and post-
test’scores availahle for analysis. |

We can account for many of the 5,586 students 1ackiqg posttest

. scores. A total of 720 were ahsent or excused from the April, 1982 test. .
To locate the remaining 4,866 students, A search ofiphe school 'systen's
Biofile was conducted. This process febea]ed that 1,051 students had

! been discharged from the school system between pre-‘anq'posttesting.

An additional 319 had heen assigned to self-contained spedial educatjon
'clasées; 652 were found in regular (neither Gates nor special education)
c{asses. |

The remaining 2,844 5tudent§,were notifound on the Riofile: " We

can only conclude that inaccuracies inh student identification information
-57-
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on the_pfetﬁsf answer document s made 1t 1hpos§ib1e to match their test
records;‘ Fhese'missing data represent 11.7 percent’of our original tar-
R get group. . S | . ) ‘\?3
The pretest scores of students with incomplete test records
did not differ significant]y fron those of students with both'pre- aéa
posttest ;cores in both grades."The.differences were not large enough

to have altered the results of .our analyses.

We ana]yied criteria attainment data for 18,652 students.

fFxclusion nf Students from Analyses /

0f the 18,653 Gates-eligihle students with pre- and posttest
scores, 2,480 were exc]uded.from ou}’ana1y§es of reading achievement.
(See Tahle 20.) Full-year holdovers who had not taken part in the Gates. «
progran for any reason (for example, those who had heen transferred to
self-contained special education classes) were not inc]uﬁed, even Fhough
they had complete test records. Stuhents.who had tékeh makeup tests in
September, 1981 wererexc1uded because hoth the time and thé conditions’
nf test administration varied, and because we have received only thq?f.

i . 4 - . :
grade-equivalent scores, whichtshou1d not be used for. computation.

-

Scores for students. who took makeup posttests (after April, 1982) were

.

submitted too late for consideration in our analyses.
A'total of 16,173 students witﬁ.pompTete test records were in-
cluded in our analyses of reading achievement by the entire Gates popu]é- .

tion.




TABLE 20

) Exclusion of Students from Analyses of CAT Scores
Total Grade 4 Grade 7
Students onginally held over? 24.239 ‘ 10.621 13.618
-Students lacking posttest scores : 5.586 2.187 3.399
) Students with pre- and posttest scores 18,653 8.434 10,219

Students éxcluded from analyses: ' .

Special education 512 340 ‘ 172
Septeniber pretest score 719 345 374
‘ No indication of program participation ~ 213 90. 123
- Late posttest . 386 144 242
‘ August or January promotions with no Aprit 1982 score 650 . 278 372
Total excluded 2,480 1.197 1.283.
TMa!anaWZedﬂ 16.173 7.237 8.936

*Stugents sCOnNG Delow Critend m eier Apn. August or Septemper 1981 exc!udlng sfudents granted exemptions

. 3

ATTAINMENT OF PROMOTIONAL CRITERIA: AN OVERVIEW

Attainment of Promotional Crif®dgia on the CAT
T . [ 4

- 0f the 18,653 Gates-eligible students with complete test records,

g™

12,970 (69.5 percent) met the promotional criterion for their grade level

on one of the three dates that the California Achievement Test (CAT) was

agministered: August, 1981, January, 1982, or Apri]t 1982. ‘A greater
proportion of fourth graders (77.0 percent) met the criterion than
seventh graders (63:4 percent). A total of 5,683 students (30.5 percent)
were unable to attain the criteria and became double holdovers* at the

?

*We are using the term double noldovers to refer to students who, on the
basis of April, 1982 CAT results, became eligible for continued partici-
pation in the Gates program at the end of the 1981-82 school year. The
number of students actually held over for the second time was smaller,
since some were subsequently granted exemptions, and others tested out

. -of the program in August, 1982.

Y




end of thé- 1981-82 school year. Table 21 presents these hroad find-

ings; Fft‘gure 2 illustrates then.

TABLE 21
Criteria Attainment on the. CAT
by Gates-Eligible Stutients through June, 1982

-

Total Grade 4 . Grade 7

Students originally held over? 24,239 10,621 13,618
Students lacking posttest scores 5,586 . 2.187 3,399
Students with pre- and posttest scores ) 18,653 8,434 10,219
Students meeting criteria — August, 1981 4,672 2,124 2,548
Students meeting criteria— January, 1982 1,772 488 . 1,284
Students meeting criteria — April, 1982 6,526 3,884 2.642
Total meeting criteria— 1981-82 : : 12,970 6.496 . 6,474
. o (69.5%) (77:0%) (63.4%) ¥
Double holdovers —June, 1982 5,683 ’ 1,938 3,745

2Students sconng below critena in either April, August. or Septmeber. excluding students granted exemptions.

. About 70 percent of program students met the promotional criteria; about 30 percent became
double holdovers.

* A larger proportion of fourth-grade than seventh-grade eligible students met the promotional
~ criterion at all testing points axcept January, 1982, -

e 5.8 percent of Gates fourth graders and 12.6 percent of Gates seventh graders (with complete test
records) were promoted mid-year.

o

@

Most of the 4,672 stud