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*PROJECT OVERVIEW

Having identified reading and language deficiencies among our coommunity and pri-
mary-age pupils (eges 4-9), a program was written which would remit those deficiencizs
over & three-year period. This objective will be effected by desling with four popu-
lation groups: pupils, teachers and atdes, management and parents. These populations
comprise four projcct components: Pre-School, K-3, In-Service, and management.

A. Pre-School Component

This component serves 50 four-and five-year old students (75% from the target
population and 25% from model homes) who typically function poorly in the primary f{a-
structional setting resulting from deficiencies in general language development (ex-
pressive and receptive), perceptual-conceptual development,. and perceptual-motor de-
velopment. The program attempts to acquaint the child with early learning perform-
ance rather thsn remediate failure later in the school setting.

These 50 children are divided into two instructional settings, 4A.M. and P.NM,

The pupils are bussed to and from a rented church facility for instruction, The Pre-
School is staffed with one Learning Director, two Instructional Aides, one half-time
Home-School Coordinator, in addition to efforts and advisements as offered by s spsech
therapist, a school nurse and voluntcer parents. The instruction mirrors a needs
assessment, small-group format. Behavioral objectives specify activities, conditions,
and levels of achicvement for the learnars. Learning grids track the students

through needs arcas. Program objectives provide guidelines for the total component.

B. K-3 Component
The K-3 program serves 130 kindergarten, first, second, and third grade students,
Two sites utilize a multi-media, small-group tutorial, diagnestie/prescriptive format

to alleviate deficiencices in language and reading.
Each site i8 staffed with a Learning Director and two Instructional Aides. The

overall organization of the two centers is the effort of the Centers Mancgger.
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Instruction {8 based upon 8 needs asscssment of each student as he ig diagnosed in
language and reading.

Students ar¢ 8cheduled daily into the centers for 30 minutes of intensified,
success-orientecd instruction. Instructional activitics arc based on the teach-test-
retecach triad as they are initiated by behavioral objectives. These lesrner -ctiv-
ities are determincd by the Learning Director as she detemir'nee instructional needs
and strategics and coordinates the cfforts of the two irstyuctional aides. Assisting
the staff are skill banks that cover word attack skills, inferentisl and i{teral com-
prchension as well as language development. These skills are filed in a sequential
taxonomized skill bank. '

Pro-tcots determinc area weaknesses, Diagnostic tests dctermine specific weak-
nesees within an arca. As spccific concepts sre introduced, pursued and cultivated,

assessments are made to determine directionality for the teacher, aide, and learner,

€. In-service Component

The In-service component serves each population (teachers, aidas, parents and
management) as an assist:

a) in keeping peoplc informed about the project and its component rationale and
objectives.

b) in oricnting aidcs and teachers relative to total project.

c) in training aides to function in thceir roles as instructional aides.

d) in training aides and teachers in the use of special programs (Distar, Alpha
I, Systems 80, ctc.) '

c) in effecting parent seminars and 'coffce clutches'.

f) in on-going curriculum development and designing effective instructional
strategies for implcmenting project c;bjectives.

g) in opening cormmunication between project personnzl and homeroom teachers.

h) in the development of a taxonomy of skills, and the development of a guide

of behavioral objectives in specific skills areas based on a hicrarchy of skills.
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1) in acquiring specialists rclative to carly childhood development for parent

and instructor groups.

D. Management Componeént

The monagement componcnt is the core of the total projeet, Operetion and orga-
nization radiate from this componcnt to the other components of the total project.
This component is staffcd by a Project Dircetor and Ceénters Manager. Other person-
ncl, although remaining independent of managemcnt opcration and organization, ar¢ an
integral part of the management component. Onc full-timc on-sitc evaluator provides
the evaluation design and thc anslysis techniquc and instrumentation for the 31 per-
formance objectives that govérn the projcct. The cvaluator's cfforts arc supplemented
by teennical assistance as offircd and contracted through Indiana Universitv's rc-
scarch department formally callcd the Burcau of Educatioqal Studies and Testing
(BEST). A projcct auditor providus dircctions relative to the total project and
specifically to the governing objcctives. A parent council assists the total project
in offcring survey assistance, population ncuds information, dircctional aiviscment
and consult:tio~. A projects officer housad in Hashtpgton, D.C, provides dircction-
ality to the management teaad,

. Linc and staff charts show the flow of tesponsibility of the total prcject per-
sonncl, Thosc peésonncl indicat.d on the flow charts have role descriptions as spec-
ified in thc projcct manual of opcration. Porsonncl indirectly involved in manage-
ment not having rolu descriptions arc und»f contracted servieces; this docs not in-
elude thce U.S, Offico Project's Dircctor.

Managenent is primarily involved in dotermining program, both offering direction
for and causing implenentation of program to occur, writing rol¢ decscriptions and
strengthening samc as necd ariscs, cvhluating koy personnel and offering construc-
tive criticism as 2 follow-up to cvaluation, working harnoniously with project

teachers and ~idcs, building principals and hom.room tcachcrs and aides to effect
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a continuum of communication relevant and vital to project and non-project education-

|

E al goals, make intelligent decisions as dircctions are offered by Projcct's Officer,

r Evaluator, Auditor, Community Council, Supt, of Schools, tcachers and aides; keep an

| appropriate and accurate accounting system of budgoting (proposed, :stimated, and
supplementary); and making other management changes and ad justments as necessary to

keep the project in pursuit of the objectives.

. *reproduced in part from Projcct Handbook, pp. 1-4.
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ABOUT THIS REPORT

Researchers are concerned with the discovery and building of principles. They
scek to develop rules, to uﬁderstand causes of things and the forces that interact
in the learning process. Although sharing these concerns, evaluation is primarily
corncerned with collecting information in order to improve management decisions about
the worth of the program. This cvaluation is concorned with finding immediately-
relevant answers for decision making, thus sacrificing the tools of manipulation
and control for the practicality of the immediate situation., This is central to the
report which follows.

A dctailed descriptive report has been written for each of the 31 objective

surmarizations which follow, The reader should refer to these reporta if a more com-

rr-hensive study of each of the governing objeitives is desired.

i
|
|



GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

The results of the present cvaluation clearly indicate that an interveation
program can significantly compensate for patterns of delayed development in four-
year-old, Pre-School children. The rcsults of this evaluation indicate that a
cognitively-oricated preschoql curriculum {s a stimulating and motivating adventure,
much more so than other such programs based on lcarning through play. The results
of this program cleérly indicate that besides pupil behavior changes, there are other
educational outcomes which arc importang, such as changes in parental attitude, the
professional staff and community values. And, whilc many educators have been suc-
cessful in avoiding the precision-based, performance objective format, the results
of this evaluation indicate that such a philosophy carries particular appeal in
the education of yopng children.

Furthermore, the results of this cvaluation provide considerable evidence to
supporé and enhance programs incorporating a carefully planned rclationship between

specific deficit and remedial measurc--the diagnostic prescriptive process to

learning.




o I. PRE-SCHOOL COMPONENT

” For eight months Bauge Community Schools intervened into the lives of 50 four-
year-old children, many of whom, as suggested by federal guidelines, posscss deficfent
developmental experiences. Efforts were extended by both management and the {nstruc-
tional staff to challenge the nceda of children through oral languag:c skills, basic
concepts, visual-motor skills and affective development.
Iest Instruments and Techniques

Kephart Preschool Language Scale*--The PLS, yielding three sets of data, one

verbal, auditory and language score, was administered pre and post to 25 randomly-
selected students, PLS scores were obtained in the following three arcas:

1. Auditory Comprechension (AC)-tasks to determine whether a child can receive
auditory information, and can indicatc this reception by a meaningful, non-
verbal response.,

2, Verbal Ability (VA) -tasks to dctermine whether a child can verbalize ade-
quately, as measured by his responses to a series of graded tasks,

3. Language Age (LA)-a derived score obtaiged by summating the AC and VA and
dividing by two. The LA offors one an cstimate of an individual's general
language abilities.

The structured portion of the Pre-School day incorporated closc manipulation of the
learning situation so as to clicit corrcct responscs and provide reinforcement through
success and this test was a measurc of the success of this particular strategy., Fol-

lowing are the pre and post mean comparisons in years and ronths:

Pre Post Growth (months)
AC 4-8 AC 6-2 AC 18
VA 4-5 VA 5-8 VA 15
LA 4-5 LA 5-9 LA 16
‘I *CA 4-6 CA 5-2 CA 8
*Chronological Age

*Zimmerman, Irla Lee, Kephart Preschool Language Scale, The Slow Learner Series,
Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co. Columbus, Ohio, 1969.
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Bach of the 25 students grew the expeeted aix months in general language abil-

{
ities. The girls pcrformed generally higher then the boys, especially in vurbal abfl-

ity. Therc was evidence of slightly more growth in students whosc pro-test language
quotients were 100 or above as opposed to those pupils whosc language quotients were
below 100, Sixteen months mean growth wore reportad for the samplce group., (Sce

Appendix item I.A and I1.B)

*An Evaluation Scale for Four-gnd Fivg-Year-0Old Children--The Scale, whose de-
velopment was primarily an action rescarch project of the nursery school and kinder-
-garten tcachers of the University Schools was administered in April to a 60%, random-
ly-selectaed sample of Pre-School students. On the five-point scale, three is taken
as the mid-point which apportions the scale into "positive sclf-concept” and "nagative
self-concept’, Seven of the 30 children sampled rcceived & mecan rating less than 3,
suggesting that thcse students had not yet oxhibited the behavior usually {dentificd
with a positive self-concopt, The obscrvers had no direct mcasure of “"self-eoncept"
but drew inferences about an individual's sclf-concept from the behavioral descrip-
tions enumcrated on the Evaluation Seale, Seventy-seven percent of the students
sampled received a mean rating of 3.5 to 5.0. Within the limitations of the Evalua-
tion scale, dy intervening into the lives of fifty 4 and S year-old children, the
program appears to have affccted poasitive sclf-concepts in a majority of children.

Percegtua1—§g£g£.§2£!gx (LEA) - -Twelve pcréeptual-motor skills, along with many
othar ancillary itcms, were recorded on s grid-type log form. All students were in-
¢icated on the grid with their prourcss being tracked and coded through needs areas,
Subsequently, the evaluator was ablc to samplc skills identified with the larger body
of 1) wvisual training, including ey movement or focusing, form perception, eidetic

thinking and cye-hand coordination; 2)‘ auditory perception skills including language

*Annie L. Butlzr, School of Education, Indiana University, 1965.
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sounds, rote-lesrned sequence, and medning differentiation; 3) tactile discrimina-
tion and, 4) «ilnesthetic percoption. Results of the performance g:id and uvaluator
saopling indicate that £0% of the students have attained success with each skili liste
ed on the perceptual-motor grid.

Pre-School Agtendance~--Project pupils were expected to exhibit a 94% attendance
figure, excluding major iliness. A major {llness will involve any illnecss of five
consecutive days or more. Any illness of from 1-4 days following within three days
of 3 previous najor illness is considered major. The Pre-School puplls demonstrated
a 94.7 attendance figure for the first project year.

| gg;gggfzgggg_§gglg--nuring the year parents were afforded the opportunity to
dewrdop their skills in working with their children in a one-to-ona sitting by way
of non-conventional forme of ''take homes" or homework. The non-cusventional take-
home materials consisted of gamcs and activities of a perceptual, conceptual and
language development nature descigned for use with parent and child., The materials
were constructed by the Schrol-Home Coordinator, the Pre-School staff, and - ~rent
volunteers.

The Parent-Tutor Scale and accompanying semantic differential were administered
pre and post in the fall and spring. Twenty-aeven perents answered in the fall. Of
the 27, 22 parents'reaponded to the instrunments in the spring.

The Parent-Tutor Scale was desigued to measurc the amount of time spent, the
level of difficulty, and interest in the take-home learning assignments. This was
accurplished by asking the parents to respond to six questionnaire items.

To measure whether the parents were actually helping their children in these
tasks, the parents were asked to identify the corrcct response BY THE CHILD to four

of the learning assijnments.

1. When asked about the clarity of the instructions accotpanying the tasks, all
of the parents said that the instructions were either vary clecar or generally clear
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with only a few instructions being difficult to understand. This finding was true
for both the fall and epring administrations.

2. When asked whether they enjoyed working with their children, all of the pag-
ents responded that it was either fun or nmoctly intcresting. This finding was for
both fall and spring.

3. When asked how many times each weck wcre spent on the assignments, over half
spent xore than twice 2 week with their children. Slight change was evidenced dur-
ing fall and spring.

4. When asked how much time was spent on cach task, it usurlly was reported
that more than 30 ninutes were spent. There was no difference between fall and spring.

5. When asked whether the children cired about working the assignments, a cleer
najority of the parents reported that their children enjoyed working the assignments.

6. When asked whether the children found the 1gsignments difficult, the parents
reported that the tasks were very easy with few difficulties.

The results of the Parent-Tutor Scale show that the parents are beconing more
involved in the take-home learning assignments. In gencral the attitudes of both the
parents and the children are favorable.

The semantic differential was designed to measure the attitudes of the parents
toward both the teacher-learning situation and toward the concepts (content) t.° ;ht
in the take-home learning assignrixnts. Four stimulus items were presented and the
parents were asked to rate bi-polar descriptions for each itea. The 1§ descriptors
included five evaluative, five potency, and five ctivity orientation descriptors
which were scaled 1 to 5 (See Appendix iten I.C).

There was complete data on 22 p i+ %o in both f2ll and spring administrations.
An analysis of variance was performed .mploying a repeated measures nodel.

l. Changes in parental ~ttitude were in the same direction.

2. The sane stinulus was generally likad by all parents.

3. Stimuli disliked in the fall werc liked in the spring.

4. Sone itens were more strongly liked than others on E. P. and A,

From the ANOVA table it was indicated that there was a difference between the

overall fall and spring r-tings. If 3 lower scorec can be interpreted as being more

a9
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positive, then the spring ratings were in general more positive than those of the
fall. Pollowing are the mean total-scale scores for the eight stinulus items. The

lower the mean score value the greater the positive evalu tion of the iten, the

greater the iten's potency and the more goal-oriented is the itenm:

LEARNING NUMBER

E P E P
,: Fall 7.09 13.91 9.73 14.23

Spring 6.32 13.18 7.64  13.41
6,70 8.68  13.82

FAILURE

E E_ P
Fall  11.59 13.41 14.05

Spring 3.45 15.36 15.68
10.02 14.39 14.86

TEACHING
B P
7.18 14.05

6.32 12.59
6.75 13.32

CHILDREN

E P
12,29 Fall 7.45 15.05

11.35 Spring 7.68 14.64
11.82 ~ 7.57 14,84

OVERALL

E P A
Fall 9.17 14.48 12.44 12.03

spring  8.32  14.01  11.74  11.-6
8.74  14.25  12.09  11.69

All spring ratings were core positive than the fail ratings with the exception

of the concept of failure. The learner take-home materials did not appear to have

'(- effected a 20% change as indicated by parent response and as required by progran




coriunity.

objectives,

three scales.
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Following is a listing by rank order of the eight stimulus {tems by the

EVALUATION POTENCY
Pall Spring Overall Fall Spring Overz21l
Learning Learning Learniug Learning Teaching Teaching
Teaching Teaching Te~ching Failure Learning Learning
Children Color Color Teaching Nunber Number
Color Number Children Shape Shape Shape
Shape Children Shape Nuober Size Size
Number Shape Number Size Children Children
Size Size Size Children Color Failure
Failure Failure Failurc Color Failure Color
ACTIVITY
Fall Spring Overall
Teaching Teaching Teaching
Children Children Children
Learning Learning Learning
Color Number Nunber
Number Size Color
Size Color Size
Shape Shape Shnpe
Failure Failure Failure

The Coffze Clutch--0

to care for could attend.

Parent Opinion Survey--Parents were surveyed pre and post concerning their at-

ent responses in two broad areas:

children were participating in the Pre-School.

Meetings were effected in the morn-

"“school-to-parent”" format which the '"coffee clutch™ offered.

Pre-School fanilies attended a neighboshood coffce gathering.

ne ioportant aspect of the project was the encouragenent of
parents to involve themselves in progran activities at the Pre-School and within the
The neighborhood coffee gathering or "coffee clutch", organized and
scheduled by the School-Home Coordinator, was an effort to disseninate information

about the project (purposc, rationalz, present status, etc.) to the parents whose

ing, afternoon and evening so that thosc parents who worked or had younger children
The parcnts asppeared to appreciate the face-to-face,

Thirty-seven of the 50

titudes toward the Pre-School program. The questionnaire was designed to elicit par-

1) how the program affected the child, and 2) how
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" the program affected the parent. All parents who responded (41) indicated a favor-
able attitude toward the Pre-School program. The parents suggested social growth,

speech development, and kindergnrten readiness as the nmost icportant Senefits derived

by their children. The parent's concopiion of the Pre-Schonl's most outstanding fea-
tures included individual attcntion, staff expertise and social development. Few
progran weaknesses were noted other than referring to the fact that all four-year-
olds within the Baugo comunity could nnt participatz fn the Pre-School.

Verbal Intexaction Checklist--Pre-School students particpating in the Distar
Language/Reading progran were asscssed pre and post using a1 Verbal Interaction Check-
list. The l4-item scalc was scctioned into tnitiating items, response items and
spontaneous interaction items. Thc instrument requir:d the rater to observe each
student for two minutes noting one of the fourtcen behaviors every three seconds.
Results of the observations indicated that th:re was very little verbal interaction
among the Distar student and his peers and very little change in comunieation over
the year.

l. The grcatest increase, collectively, oceurred in the students' responding
behaviors, with initisting behavior and spontancous 1n.teractive behavior following
in that order.

2, The interaction category cvidencing the greatest incresse was “giving or
offering help, advice, demonstrntion/explanation.”

3. The tendency for interactivc behavior to be spontaneous evideneed little in-

crenrse during the year.

Altho:~h ni-inal, an increase in verbal interaction between students did occur, thus

fulfilling the objective 2s indiczted in the e‘vailuatinn design. (See Appendix itenm IV)
Rules-Conformity Checklist--Early in September, the Pre-School Learning Director

subnitted a list of collectively-defined social order rules which they expected their

students to adhere to 90% of the timc. The students were observed pre and post and

boud
;




16
their adherence to the established rules was noted. On the basis of these observa-
tions, it was datermined that thc students were complying to the social-order rules

90% of the time. (A different form of the Rulcs-Confornity Checklist was administer-

ed pre and post at both K-3 Centers with like results).
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II. K-3 READING-LEARNING CENTERS COMPOMENT

One hundred thirty-one students from grales Kindergarten through three who at-
tended tha Title III Reading-Learning Centers were tested pre and post to ascettain.
the degree to which 1) respective program objectives had been attained and, 2) the
intervention process had affected both individual and group growth in reading. Spe-
cifically, nanagement had delineated three sets of sbjectives:

Kindgrgarten: B80% of all Kindergarten learnmers (attending the Center) will show
at least 'C" level achievement on the Metropolitan Raadiness Test &{n May,

Grade One: 80% of grade one students (attending the Center) . . . . showing a
"C" or below readiness level upon entering first grade will show at least 2 nean 1.6
grade placement in reading and language on the Metropolitan Primary 1 Achievenent
test administered in May.

Grade Two apd Three: 80% of students from grades two and three (attending the
Center) will exhibit at least a five months growth in both vocabulary and comprehen-
sien on the Metropolitan Reading Achicvement Tests adninistered in May.

Results:

1. All 19 kindergarten students attending the R-L Centers obtained at least a
"C" letter rating on the Metropolitan Readiness Test administered in May. Fifteen
of the students attained "B" level status or higher.

2. All but one of the 36 first grade students attending the R-L Centers attain-
ed 1,6 grade level status in Word Knowledge, Word Discrinination and Reading upon
posttesting (972 attaimnent as opposed to the 80% expectancy level). Mean grade-
level achievement for the first-grade students was 2.0 at posttesting.

3. Thirty-four of the 46 second grade students serviced by the R-L Centers
grev the five conths required by the progran objective (741). This figure is below
the expected level of 80%, although the nmean growth for the second grade was 11

oonths. When 2pplying the Standard Brror of Moasugenment to each student's subtest

Ve
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raw score results indicate 80% attainment of 1.6 grade level status.
4. Pourteen of the 30 third graders atteading thc R-L Centers grew the required
C A orT4
5 aonths as indicated by the governing progran objective, although mecan geede—pleca-
oent for these thirty students was six months. (Sce Appendix, Section II).
R-L Center Attendance--R-L Center students were olso expected to demonstrate a

94% attendance level at the cocpletion of the project. Major {illnesses were not in-

cluded in the tabulation of R-L Center attendance.

Holben Jintown
Total number enrolled (Sept.-May) 77  Total number enrolled (Feb.-May) 67
Total days enrollment 839% Total days enrol lment 4040
Total gtudent absences 471 Totsl atudent absences 314
Total days in attendance 7924 Total days in attendance 3726
Total percent of attendance 94.4% Total percent of attendance 92.2%
K-3 Parent Scmipars--ALL parents of students involved in the two R-L Centers
were expected to participate in scheduled seminars with school personnel. All par-
ents were asked to take part in ONE THIRD of the scheduled sessions. One parent sem-
inar was held at sach of the two Reading-Learning Centers. Both seninars were con-
ducted late in the year, the time and nuober of whieh (1 at each center) lef: parents
litctle opportunity to attend or choose alternate meetfng dates. Since the objective
indicated that parents must attend at least one-third of the scheduled seninars, a
oininun of three neetings had to be held for this objective to be fulfilled. Approx-
inately 22 (30%) parents attended each of the two sessions. This figure is consider-

ably telow the level of attainncnt requirad by the progran objective,

Learner's Independence Rating Scale--K-3 level gtudents participating within the

K-3, R-L Centers, after being given full opportunity for prescriptive {nstruction by
the learning director and instructional aides, are expected to have assumed some de-
gree of personal learning respousibility. Recgular homeroon teachers cocpleted, ore
and post, a behavioral observation forn noting the frequency of occurrence of 8 be-

havioral descriptions. Cocparative resulte are as follows:




Mean ratings of Learners Independence Pating Scale
Full Scale Total 24
Fall Mean 16.5

Spring Mean 16.5

naan s.d.
Kindergerten 16.52 9.

Grade 1 15.88 2.48

Grade 2 13.63

Grade 18.78 3.48
The Leerners In'spendence Ratings show the second grade receiving the lowest r-tin-~-,
te third grade the highest. The large standard deviation for the kindergarten e% -n
a wise range of ratings from iow to high for this group. Overall, there appe~is *-

hzva been very little change in personal learning responsibility during the year.




20
IIT. MANAGEMENT COMPONENT .

Project managenent ie expected to denonstrate its leadershiy in the pro;gram by
coordinating the ecfforts of all project personnel, by working x:téh the progran's audi -
tor and evaluator, by filling staff positions, directing in-service training, purchas-
ing and exenining current naterials, and by nsking intelligent and effective use of
final decision-naking authority. (The tem "managenent" refers to the Project Direc-
tor and Centers Manager).

Instrungnts and/or Jechniques

Managenent Rating Scale--This scale generally covered those characteristies which
are considered representative of effeective adninistrative abilgty, snong which are:
sincere interest, flexibilicy, enthusiasn, consistency, careful deliberation, etc.
Results of the scale, which was coopleted by all project personnel, indicate that man-
ageoent was strongly supported by some raters and clearly not supported by others.
This accounts for the relatively large standard deviation noted below. An individual
iten analysis was warranted to turn up the areas of satisfaction and dtouttafucttou,

Total possible score 126

Mean 88.18

Standard Deviation 29.41
The large standard deviation (29.41) indicates that the raters' attitudes, opinions
etc., are widely dispersed around the central core of thought (the nean) and that there
appears to be ninimal "oiddle-of-the-road" attitudes. Inspection of the seales show
that the raters were either supportive or non-supportive of ‘managenent pergonnel. The
mean itself (88.18) would 8ppear to indicate that there is little unsninity in extreme-
ly positive or extrenely negative attitudes regarding the nanagement tean.

Management Timelings--Inherent in any accountability codel is the establishnent
of timelines or detailed schedules of dates upon which various pProject events are to

occur. Both menagement and evaluation estadblished timelines early in the project.
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Report dates, visitation dates, materials development, cormittee meetings, and mail-
ing deadlines were all delineated in the m&nagement timeline and disseminated to pro-
Ject personnel. Inspection of the Mznagement Installation and Operation Timeline in-
dicated that 80% of all management activities =nd respongibilities were effected
within the limits imposed by the activity schedule and required by the governing pro-
gron objective. 1Inspection of the Evaluation Timeline indicated that 80% of said
activities had not been effected as schefuled. Instrunent adminjstration and data
collection dates were closely adhered to; the analysis and reworting of the data
often occurred later than the Jete indicated on the activity schedule,

Mcnagenent -Evajuation Quality Control Log--Evaluation's responsibility to the
project and to management ir particular is to neasure, analyze, and report on the
"condition" of each of the thirty-one governing objectives so that redirection can
occur if and wvhen it 18 needed. Ten recommendations are on record, and each has ef-
fected action on the part of the management team. Recormendations include selecting
students by randono sample; the exclusiosn of two objectives from the program; adding
to existing test batteries at the Pre-School; clarification of roles and responsibil-
ities. The mansgement-evaluation relationship has been satisfactory in light of
1) a basically sound evaluation dasign; 2) a complete understanding of one-enother's
responsibility in the project, and 3) rutual concerns in the education of young
children.

Menagecent Support Personnel--Project management has enhanced the overall effec-
tiveness of the Title III progran by incorporating support group persomnel into pro-

gran functions.

A. D¢, David Pankake, Superintendent of the Elkhart Cooounity Schools, Elkhart,

Indiana, and professor of Educational Adoinistration at Indiana Universicy,
provided consultant services in relating progran cooponents to needs assess-

went, objectives, budget and evaluation. Dr. Pankake also assisted in the

01

LR &
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August pre-service workshop in the area of contingency contracting.

B. Dr. Robert Seitz, Director of Special Education at Ball State University as-
sisted project personnel to refine and objectively state performance objec-
tives in the area of language and speech development in four and five-year
old cHildren; provided counsel and general asgistance in devel~ping gzosls for
dealing with functionally retarded, disadvantaged children ages four and
five, and offered suggestions as to the instructional materials useful to
the Pre-School workshop participants.

' C. Dr. Richard Benjaain, Director of Evaluation and Research for the Lansing,
Michigan Public Schools and consultant for the Institute for the Devel opment
of Bducational Auditing of Arlington, Virginia, provided valuable counsel
and technical assistance with project writing and direction en budgeting.

D. Dr. Clinton Chase, chaiman of the Department of Educational Psychology and
Director of the Bureau of Bducational Studies and Testing, Indiana Univer-
sity, has given consultation and instrumentation to the evaluator.

E. Ton Surface, Distar instructor, Ullery School, Elkhart, Indians, offered one
week's Distar instructional training to scveral teacher aides during the
sutmer pre-service workshop. One additional day of in-service training was
provided the aides at the Ullery Schozl location.

F. Mr. Jack Sanders, Director of Project Inage, Ullery School, Blkhart, Indiana,
assisted in Distar demonstrations and video taping of the trainees during
the pre-service workshop.

Pre-service Workshop--Managenent provided a two-week workshop, prior to the pro-
gran’s begiuning, in August of 1971. Workshop participants imcluded the entire
Title III staff and wmanagement cuppor£ personnel. Items for study included project
purpose and rationsle, learning theory, contingency contracting, phonics and lang-

uage development, building routine, and line-and-staff relationships. BEach content
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area, as well as the total workshop, was assessed and cvaluated by the cvaluator.
Additional in-service trainirllg was provided for both instructional ailes and teachers
hired during the school year.

Keleased-tioe In-service--Managoment provided released time for project person-

nel to visit other relevant projocts within the cormunity or area.

1. Distar instructors - February 1, Ton Surface and the Ullery School personnel
assisted in additional refinement of techniques in both Distar Reading and
Language.

K-3 Staff and Centers Manager - November 3 visitation to Project SCIPS,
Indianapolis, Indiana.
Pre-School Staff, Project Dircctor, Evaluator - A February 29 visitation to
the Preschool Centers, Gary, Indiana.
Management - Visitation to PROJECT IMAGE, Elkhart, Indiana.
5. Centers Manager, R-L Cznters Staff - Trip to IRA Convention, Kokowmo, Indiana.
Managenent~Cooounity Council Questionnairz--Comounity Council members were ques~
tioned pre and post to 1) assess the degree to which ganagenent 3ad involved itself
in council activities end, 2) to elicit some introspection, some self-evaluation,
fron the Community Council members concerning their srganization. The sunmated rat-
ing scale employed a set of attitude itens to which the council menbers responded
with degrees of cgreement or disagreement (intensitv). Obviously, the scale was used
to allow for intensity of attitude expression. Subjects can merely agree or they can
agree strongly. The derived nean score of 4.3 indicates that the respondents agreed

vith the attitude items listid on the questionmnaire, but not strongly. Although

liitle variability exists, the .ntensity of che respondent's attitudes can be assess-

ed by the nean score’s proxinity t> the scale numeral 5. Comunity Council members
listed numerous satisfactions and dissatisfactions concerning their organization.

Dissatisfactions: a weakness in dissemination; too much repetition in council peet-

ings; lack of interest in soce menbers of tho courchi .
RV
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Q Disgemination--Project managers, through data compiled by project staff, the
gv&luator, Cormunity Council, Advisory Committee, principals and related homeroon
teachers, were expected to develop cormunication skills with relevant audiences both
inside and outside the project area. Management has been very effective in develop-
ing coonunication skills with relevant audiences within the connunity as evidenced
by the information disseminated:

a. PRE-SCHOOL LEARNING DIRECTOR, PROJECT DIRECTOR ani EVALUATOR: Ncvember pre-
sentation of project rationale and Pre-School component to the Baugo Lions
Club (oral presentation and slides).

b. CENTERS MANAGER: Mr. Randolph Wicker, on Decenber 8, delivered a forual
presentrtion of the philosophy, organization and materials, equipment and
special techniques of Baugo's Title III Project to the Northeastern Indiana
Elementary Principal's Study Council.

c. CENTERS MANAGER, HOLBEN R-L CENTER LEARNING DIRECTOR, PROJECT DIRECTOR: Jan-
uary presentation of K-3 component to the Baugo Lions Club (oral and nlides!.

d. SCHOOL-HOME COORDINATOR: Mrs. Ressler nade a.prosentation, in January, re-
garding project rationale and learnecr take-home naterials to a class of
kindergarten and preschool education students at Goshen College, Goshen, Ind.

e. EVALUATOR: Mr. Snith, in January, nade a formal presentation regarding pro-
Ject status to the Community Council and interested members of the comxunity.

f. PRE-SCHOOL LEARNING DIRECTOR: Prescnted the Pre-School progran to the Won-
en's Society of Jamestown Methodist Church - slides and oral presentation.

8. CENTERS MANAGER, PRE-SCHOOL LEARNING DIRECTOR, HOLBEN R-L CENTER DIRECTOR:
Presentation of Badgo Title III Project on WISH Channel 8 TV, Indianapolis,
Indiana,

h. Eight Title III articles have appeared in the Elkhart Truth (4 required).

i. Three Title III articles have appeared in the South Bend Tribune (0 required).
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J. Pive articles have appeared in The Inforner (5 rejuired) .

k. A number of professionally-printed panphlets entitled EXEMPLARY EDUCATION
FOR BAUGO CHILDREN, showing pictures and describing rationale, are available
for dissenination.
Copies of all printed dissemine tion gaterials are available from both the Pro-
Ject Director and Evaluator. It is this writer's judguent that manzzement has not

only fulfilled its responsibility in disseminating project rationcle and status to

relevant audiences, but has surpassed the minimun requirements.

v e s e . ——
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’ IV. TEACHER AND TEACHER-AIDE COMPONENT

Three Learning Directors, six Instructional Aides, and one School-Home Coordina-
tor were evaluated pre and post during the project year.

School -Home Coordinator--Provided instructional guidance and materials designed
and correlated to pupil's instruction within the center's setting, the School-Home
. o Crordinator will make visitations into the homes »f parents and assist the parents in
being able to instruct their children. It was determined early in the year that thgee
visitatinns would be made to the homes »f those children evidencing special language

needs (50% of Pre-School population), and that »ne visit would be made to the remain-

der or balance 2f the Pre-Schonl popultion. As visitatinons were being made, a brief

description of each home visitatisn, regardless of number, was made on each of the 5Q

individual forma.

. Initial visitations to each >f the 50 homes were completed by early December.

The nature of the first-round visitations, as evidenced by careful inspection of the
logs, consisted of completing Personal History Frms and establishing rapport with
the parents. The environnental and physical conditiosn .of the home was noted at this
time. Second and third visits consisted mainly »f providing assistance to the par-
ents in completing several forms required by the evaluator, and individual instruc-
% tion using the learner take-ﬁome materials. The Home-School Coordinator visited the
| homes of 31 parents more than once, among which are included the three required visi-

; tations 3ade to the homes of students who were identified as having special language

needs. Since pupil attendance was the responsibility >f the School-Home Coordinator,

many home visitations were made to retrieve children who had missed the bus, to de-

liver children to babysitters, and to generally assist both parents and children with

their personal welfare problems.

During the first project year (specifically between August 1971 and April 1972),
the School-Home Coordinator made a total of 148 home visitations. The evaluator in-

terviewed by telephone 14 randomly-s®lected parents, all of whom responded affirm-
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@ atively t> the following jueries: 1) Were the visits t~ your home by the School-Home

Coordinator worthwhile and informative? 2) Would ynu, as a parent, recommend this
service for the parents in next year's project? 3) What were the topics of discussion
during the visitation? 4) How many times did thz Schonl-Home Coordinator visit your
home? Several of the parents interviewaed indicated they would welcome more frequent ‘
visitations by the School-Home Coordinator. i
Instructional Evaluation Rating Scale--The two R-L Center Learning Directors
were cvaluated using the above-mentioned scale, a 40-iten, 1-10 rating scale. The |
total scale consists of items categirized to yleld item scores and mean scores in
five quasi-independent areas: Expisitory items, diagnostic-prescriptive process

items, general items, and Title III-related items. Both Learning Directors were ex-

pected to ebtain a mean rating of 7 >n the post-evaluation.

Instructinnal Evaluation Rating Scale

Full Scale Total 400
Mean Full-Scale Score 343
Mean Rating (1-10) . 8.5
Expository item mean 8.4
’ Diagnostic-Prescriptive item mean 9.0
General item mean 8.1
Title III-item mean 8.6

Instructional Aides

Physiological Needs--Instructional /iides were avaluated pre and post on their
Dilities to attend to the physiolaogical needs of children. The utiliéy of this ob-
jective was much more apparent at the Pre-School, although it was assessed at both of

the K-3 Centers as well. Through evaluator-observation it was apparent that instruce

tional aides at both centers and the Pre-School were attending fully to the physio-

logical needs of children. The only change in the post-evaluation appeared to be
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less-frequent assistance at the Pre-School level which can most likely be attributed
to increased student maturity and independence in self-help skills. The evaluator
rated the attendanca to physiological needs as a frequent occurrence >f all the in-
structional aides at each level excluding thise items which are only seasonally appli-

cable.

Prescription Activity Fulfillment Scale--In demonstrating their instructional

responsibilities, the instructional aides (K-3) were to engage the learner in activi-
ties in pursuit of the fulfillment 5f the learning prescriptions and objectives.
Using the LEA Prescription Activity Fulfillment Scale, the evaluator rated each of
the four R-L Center instructional aides. Aidas weore expected to demonstrate a mean

rating of 7 on the April assessment.

Total Scale Score 150 (15 items x 109-point scaie)
Aldes' mean score 137.7
Mean Aide rating 8.78

All four instructional aides achieved a mean rating »f at least seven on the April
evaluation,

Aides' Skills Evaluation Scale--The Aides' Skills Evaluation, a Likert Scale aud
Semantic Differential, yielded ratings similar t-> thase n~ted previously,

The Likert Scale contained general items which described aide efficiency, de-
livery, presentation and ability to relate to children. The total possible score of
75 was closely approximated with thz s5ix instructional aides receiving a mean rating
of 70.18 with a standard deviation of 2.92. The total scale mean indicates an ap-
proximate mean individual rating of 4.7 on the scale >f a possible 5.

The Semantic Differential offered evaluation over four specific concepts: en-

[y

thusiasm, poise with children, team effort, and instructional helper. (Highest

score possible=42)
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& nean s.d.
< Enthusiasm 34.83 2.67
Poise with childiren 37.58 2.2%
Team effort 37.25 2.74
Instructional hilper 39.08 2.48

In general the raters marked the aides very high. Ratings were slightly lower for

enthusiasm, higher for instructional helper. Raters appear to be generally pleased

with the work of the aides.

Distar-Instructor Evaluation--Tw> instructisnal aides, >ne at the Pre-School and

one at the Holben R-L Center, scrved as Distar instructors. The instructors were
observed and evaluated by both the evaluator ani/or the centers manager and project

director using the Distar Skills Evaluation Sczle. Items on the scalc were classi-

fied int> Management, Expository, and General Skills. Both instructors received mean
ratings of at least 7 on the final cvaluation as required by the program objectives.
Mean scores for the respective categories were as follows: Management, 8.2; Exposi-

tory, 8.0; General, 8.0.

Center Influence Scalc--The Reading-Learning Center is one means for making in-

‘@8xhction more effective for both the pupil and the regular classroom teacher. Real-
izing the potential »f the Learning Director's experiences, regular classroom teach-
ers were encouraged from the start to utilize these experiences to modify their ex-
isting instructional procedures by secking counscl and sharing successful instruction-
al strateglies. The efficiency >f these efforts w2s appraised by the evaluator through
; a classroom visitation record and a R-L Center Influence Rating Scale.

\/ The homersom teachers appear to belicve that the center has only a moderate ef-

{ ‘ fect on the homeroom. Some of the homer-om teachers, in fact, felt little impact of

the center,

f

; Total possible score 70

{

g Mean 46.87

13

| 5.D. 16)6
- -,, f‘d

I
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It is the evaluat~or's judgment that the potential and utility of the R-L Centers are

far from being realized by the regular class teachers and that. ¢his area alone should
. present as much of a challenge as any one particular objective.
. LEA Objective Criteris Analysis--Unless goals are clearly fixed in the minds of 1
both learner and instructor, neither will be ablz to assess the degree to which they
have been successful in their achievement of course objectives. With this notion
clearly in mind, the project director and centers nanager nbserved their respective
learning centers on a monthly basis noting the dcgree to which the following objec-
tive criteria had been incorporated into the instructisnal setting: A) the conditions
for learning performance; B) the learning outcome; C) the desired level of achieve-
ment. Considerable improvement was noted on nearly avery monthly report. On the

final observation record, both raters indicated that sufficient evidence existed to

assert the following:

Teachers are....(in varying degrees of compluxity)

1. classifying instructional sbjectives by fitting them into various class-

es nf behavior.
2. {identifying variosus subtasks inhcrent in the learning process.
3. planning their procedures arsund their “bjectives.

4. 1informing students bef-rehand so> that they can better direct their

attention.

{ 5. showing evidence that factors or elcments identified as conditions in

the objective are evident in instruction.

Pt am e s e e

6. stating levels of performance which are both sbtainable and realistic.

7. making provisions for those students who did not achieve the minimum

v

ey

level of performance.

8. 1identifying concepts upon which post-instructional learner performance

was low.
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9. determining the adequacy of instruction based on results of student per-
formance assessment,
10. making provisions fir both intermediate and terminal performance.

11. displaying consistency in determining conditions in both the written ob-

jective and performance assessment.

12. avoiding trivia in the instructional setting.

The transition to accountability in instruction has been deliberate in regard to
numerous adjustments which must be made by both teacher and student. Observers agree
that it may take another year to realize full maximization »f this instructional
concept,

Graduate Coursework--48 8 result of the innovative procedures ewident in Baugo's
Title III project, 40% »f all teachers, K-3, are to attain Master Degree status by
September of 1974. The September 1971 survey indicated that sne-half of these teach- .
ers had six hours of graduate credit or less completed. All teachers (except those

who are exempt under Bulletin 94 and 192) are currently enrolled in degree-seeking

graduate coursework.
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Pre-test

Comparative summarizations of Pre-test and Post-test Data.

Fost-test

No. AC

VA LA

AC

VA

1 6-0
6-3

5-4%

6-0

24 2-10%
25 2-10%

6-0 630
5-105  6-0
6-6 5-9
5-1%

5-6

5-10%

5-4%

4-4X

4-1%

4-4k

4-0 '

4-1k

4-6

*sample replacements

7-9
7-9
7-6
7-6
7-6

7-9

6-3
8-0
6-1%
6-0
5-10%
5-7%
5-10%
6-9

6-0
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. I1.B. Total months growth for Auditory Comprehension, Verbal 4Abi licty, and Language
3 Ability.
Student No, ac Vi La
1 21 3%* 12
2 18 25.5 21
3 25.5 4.5 11
| 4 10.5 10.5 10
5 22.5 4.5 13
6 31.5 3 14
7 S 6 8.5
8 22.5 28.5 25
9 3 22.5 12
10 13.5 18 18
11 8.5 25.5 19
12 10.5 25.5 19
13 18 9 14 ?
14 16.5 18 1_6 E
15% 21 12 18 |
16 8 13.5 11 !
17 15 18 18 E
18 10.5 16.5 13 §
19 10.5 Jexax 23 ’
; 20 16.5 - 27 20
t 21 19.5 21 21 |
> 22 18 21 20
S 23% 18  16.5 19
24 24 20 22
25 31.5 13.5 22
**lower range score
} ***upper range score
Q a0 4
ERIC el g
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I.C.

Descriptor Pairs, Scales,

Scoring Schems for Parcnt-Tutor Scale

DESCRIPTOR SCALE
excitable l----5 calm Activity Orientation
constrained 1----5 free Potency
cold 5----1 hot activity Orientation
shallow 5----1 leep Potency
wise l----5 foolish Evaluative
bad 5----1 good Evaluative
ugly S5~==-1 beautiful Evaluative
important l----5 unimportant Evaluative
soft 5~----1 hard Potency
moving le---5 still Activity Orientation
meaningful l1----5 meaningless Evaluative
difficult l-=---5 easy Activity Orientation
aimless S5-=---1 motivated Activity Orientation
weak 5----1 strong Potengy
masculine l----5 feminine Potency

35
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I:.D. Analysis of Variance: Repeated Mcasures - Parent-Tutor Scale %
SOURCF id 1S r -

Pf% Sutjcctr (S) 21 (2,72 --

£d:-faistracion (T) 1 120,02 L ,94

Stiruvlus (1) 7 257, R/ 15.5¢

Scale (F) 2 2705,02 85.75

ST 21 24 .28 -

SI 147 1€, 3¢ --

Tl 7 32.n6 3.3

v &2 31,56 .-

1oy 2 2,23 £l

Ir 14 (€, 2 11.10

ST1 147 11.52 .-

STr 42 a.en .-

SIF ¢t 5.¢8 --

TIF 1/ ¢, 14 <!

STIF 2¢C¢: 4.77 .-
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1I1.B,Holben R-L Center Grade two pre-test and post-test comparisons
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IX.C.Holben R-L Center Grade three pre-test and post-test comparisons

Student Pre-tegt Post-Epsg
No. Word Know, Rcading Word Know, Roadian
1 3.1 3.4 6.1 4,2
2 2,7 2.6 2.3 3.7
3 2.9 2.6 2.¢ 2.5
& 2.7 2.2 3.6 2.4
S 3.0 3.1 5.7 5.7
6 2.9 2.1 2.7 2,7
7 2,6 2.5 S.7 4,0
8 2.¢ 2.7 K | 2,2
9 2,2 2.6 3.4 3.6
10 1.7 2.¢ an 3.3

Jimtown R-L Center Grade three pre-test and post-test comparisons (based on
three months of instruction).

Student Pre-test Pogt-test
No. Word Know. Reading Know. Reading
1 2.6 3.0 3.4 2.7
2 4.3 4.0 3.3 4.3
3 3.8 4.5 4.7 4.4
4 2.8 3.0 2.7 3.4
5 3.2 3.5 3.1 3.5
6 3.4 2.2 3.7 3.6
7 2.3 3.0 2.1 2.°
(4 3.4 3.0 3.7 4,0
9 2.3 3.1 2.6 3.1
10 2.2 3.5 1.9 2.6
11 2.5 2,3 2.0 2,4
12 3.4 2.6 2.7 2.4
13 3.5 3.0 3.7 3.9
14 2.4 3.0 1.2 2.2
15 2,7 3.0 3.1 3.0
16 2.7 2.3 2.2 3.4
17 3.2 2.5 3.7 3.6
17 3.0 3.2 4.1 4.3
19 3.1 2.8 t.5 3.€
20 3.1 3.4 3.6 4.0

I
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I1.D.Grade Two individual pupil growth

40

in Word Knowledge, Word Discrimination, and

Reading (in months).
Q Pupil Holben Jimtown
No, tYlord Know, Word Disc.] Reading Word Know, Word Disc. Readinp
1 13 2 24 6 7 -3
2 7 1¢ 12 3 11 9
3 1¢ s 22 -4 7 -5
¢ G 5 1€ 1 15 11
5 ¢ 1¢ it} o 1 -5
¢ 4 24 1¢ 7 15 7
7 16 3 13 £ 21 6
0 23 22 20+ 0 2 -7
¢ 10 12. 17 -5 ~12 10
10 13 10 13 10 4] 8
11 17 19 7 0 -2 -5
12 17 24 4 ¢4 1 4
13 18 22 30 4 4 -4
14 14 12 20 ¢ 15 2
15 -3 10 27 11 e 7
16 10 10 19 -2 -1 -3
17 10 17 20 1 0 -5
18 13 36 12 7 1 6
1¢ 4 8 2 7 6 3
20 7 22 13
21 12 14 3
22 5 12 5
23 12 11 17
V24 17 23 26
25 6 10 1¢
26 17 21 15 Ag_L
27 8 7 27
Grade Two Mean Months of Growth
Holben Jimtown
Word Know, Word Disc. Reading Word Know. Word Disc. Reading
11.3 15.3 15.7 3.9 &.3 1.¢




. Grade Three individual pupil growth

in Word ¥nowledre and Reading.
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Holben

Jimtown

Word

Know,

Peading

Word Know, Reading

12
13

1
11
o1
-2
27

7
14
25

10
14
-1

2
30
-1
1S
-5
12
11

10 -5
-7 3
11 -1
-1 4
-1 0
3 1€
5 -4
12
0
~11

o

1
[

1
-2
c

’

-10
0
13
13
13
10
6

W O NV D W

—
MW

W

(=]
p—

6.7

Pre-test and post-test grade level rean comparisons.

Uord Know,

Holten Center

Jord Disc.

Reading,

Jimtown Center
lord Know, Word Disc.

Pre J Post

Pre | Post

Pre

Post Pre Post Pre Post

2.1 ] 2.8
2,5 | 3.5

1.9 3.2
N.A,

N.A,

1.7 2.1
2.6 3.t 3.0

3.0 2.5 2.5 | 2.¢

2.7 N.A. | N.A,

Total Project Students pre-test and post-test mean comparisons in Reading,
Word Knowledge, Word Discrimination.

Grade
Grade
Grade

One:
Two:

Grade
Grade

Two

Grade Two

Three:

(N=36)
(N=46)
(N=30)

Three

Pre-test

READING
Post-test
2.0

Growth
NA

1. 2.8 11

2. 3.3 6

NA

.

WORD KNOWLEDGE
1
n

2, 2.
2. 3.

WORD DISCRIMINATION
2,2 3.1
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Categories S T
I R S| I R s
10, Pre  #| O 1 O 0 0 o0
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Post #| 0 3 of 0 1 o
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l1.Pre #| 0 0 o0[10 9 o
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Totals Differences
% 4% ¢%
(Sum of post pre
percentageh
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1 R S I R S
.01 .11 ,06
104 119 ;06
.65 .30 O
.12 1,61
.11 1*82 o

.01 3.03
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IV Visitors to the Baugo Title III Project

Iniiana University South Bend

Ball State University

Indiana State University

Goshen College

Manchester College

Riverview Elementary School (Elkhart)

Ullery Developmental Center (Elkhart)

Daly Elementary School (Elkhart)

Rice Elementary School (Elkhart)
Cleveland Elementary School (Elkhart)
Bristol Elementary School (Elkhart)
Woodland Elementary School (Elkhart)
Principals (Elkhart)

Psychometrists (Elkhart)

Reading Consultants (Elkhart)

Concord Community Schools

Wa-Nee Community Schools

Indiana Department of Public Instruction Titlc III Evaluation Team
Lagrenge Community Schools

Middlebury Community Schools

R sk il e bkl T




