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ABSTRACT

: One purpose of this project was to develop positive
attitudes and knowledge of evaluation philosophy and techniques at
the local building level. A set of procedures and instruments was
devised through the efforts of the project staff to train
participants to plan and carry out activities appropriate for
assessing the particular educational needs in their school.
Evaluation activities were implemented by a building connittee formed
in each elementary school in conjunction with project staff. A
reading assessment instrument was provided as a basis for the
committee to plan the evaluation. The six sections contained in the
instrument were designed to aid the collection of information
concerning student performance, teacher and administrator strengths
and vweaknesses, adequacy of instruction materials, and parental
influences in the reading program. The results of the first year
procedure iudicated that the section of the reading instrument
concerning teacher strengths and weaknesses was useful to
administrations in planning for staff development programs. Also, in
schools where comprehensive evaluations based on the suggestions from
the student strength and weakness section wvere planned, a great
amount of time and thinking were required to collect data relevant to

, thelr gquestion.’ (WR)




FARE
REPRO
EW OR OPINIONS
€OF

NIZATION ORIGIN
CESSARILY REPRE

$§ RECEIVEO #¥ROM
vi

ATITUTE OF

EOUCAYION
TIONAL INSHTUT

HAS BEEN
$1TION OR POLICY ..

CTLY A
OR QRGA|
NE
NA

x
-
o
«
™
x
-
[~
>~
z
w
X
Lo
o
-«
e
-

DUCATION B WEL

]

[
NATIONAL IN

"X}
ENTOFFICIAL

ATING 1T, POINTS OF
EOUCATION PO

THIS DOCUMENY
OUCED EXA

THE PERSON
STATED DO NOT

H




. A Repcrt on
Elementary School Curriculum
Reading |
Project PRIMES c
Progress Research in Meeting Elementary Standard

ESEA Title III
1972473

Prepared by
Miriam merley; Evaluation Specialist

Under the supervision of
Dr, Dale Baker,
SUpervisor, Project PRIMES '

5 Undor tbe direction of »
~;*{;Dr. Damon Atbu‘y,‘nirector, :
‘ Rese hqand Planning




I,

11,

I11.

TABLE OF CONTENT

Specification of the Project
A. Statement of PUrpose « o o o o ¢ o o o
B, Procedures * o ; L R I

C. Instrumentation o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o

Results

A. Evaluation Activities of Participants

Summaxy and Recommendations
Ao‘ Vaiue Of, Outcomes © o 0 0 0 0 0 0 b s
B. Relevancy of Objectives . . . o e b e

Co ‘Recommendations P ¢ 06 90 0 0 0 o 0 U

E
o
—

11




SECTION 1 - Specifications of the Project

A, Statement of Purpose
Pfojoct PRIMBS\piovided facilitating and direct services to the public'

snd parochial schools in Columbus attempting to fulfill mandated evaluation
requirements for meeting Chio Standards for Elementary Schools: -

~ One purpose of the project was to develop positive attitudes and knowledge o
of evaluation philosophy and techniques at the local building level. A sot of G
procedures and instruments were devised through the efforts of the project staff
to train participants to plan and carry out activities appropriate;fo? assessing
the particular educational needs in their school. %

{
i

B. Prgcgdu:gs

Evaluation activities were implemented by 8 building committee formed in
each elementary school in conjunction with project staff. During the year,
1972-73, the curriculum component of school operation was the state mandated R
area chosen for assessment. From the various content fields the school committee
composed of principal, teachers and lay persons selected a focus for evaluation.
Reading, the most fraquent choice, was studied by 87 of the 151 participating

.schools, - . i ‘ o

The procedures planned for project implementation determined to some extent
the amount of staff assistance to individual schools. A single briefing for the
purpose of designating procedures and reviewing the instrument was required of
principals who chose to carry out evaluation activities on: their own. A second
approach was to provide evaluation planning asséistance to the building committee -
following the session with the principal. Finally, a procedure which sssured

- the assistance of the project staff throughout the total schedule of evaluation

activities was possible. Of thea 87 schools selecting to study Féhdingagﬁé*y*yé»kjuﬁl»
principals decided to direct the evaluation activitiss themselves, 19 asked for
‘help in planning with their committees and staff, and 16 reques ed assistance

~ through the total evaluation process. Reading evaluation requirements were
- waived in 2 schools* where pilot programs requiring evaluation were not under
. way. At the end of the year four schools had failed t fulfill ! )

. buring the planning meeting the comittes reviewed the Instrument and
. decided upon the sections they would use. The collection snd tabulati
ges to the various sectlons was co-ordinated and reported acco

" respo L oa specl fleatln
ttee specification




Table I

Butlding Evaluation Committees Selection of
Sections of Reading Assessment Instrument

Type of Information o Number of Schools*
Pupil Performance and Attitudes 39
Teacher Strengths and Weaknesses 76
Administrator Strengths and Weaknessee 64
" Mequacy of Materials 67
‘Parent Questionnaire : 68

Factors Pxeventing Optimum Program , B )

*Tne‘totei number of schools completing evaluations of the reading program was 81,

SECTION 11 = Results

A, _xg;gg;;gn_jL; vit 8 of Pa ic

The information gathered was intended to serve the purpose of individual o
~ schools in planning for educational improvement, thus data particular to @
‘given school was interpreted and presented in the school’ s evaluation report.
Results from participating schools were compiled for this report and in general
f‘present [ positive view toward reading programs accross the school system. -

o Information is presented in. relation to the various sections of the
5 reading assessment instrunent.

_1; ugil Strgngthe and Wegkngg g

Section A of the assessment instrument lieted sevoral suggestiono”,fff'
. for gathering information about the level of student performance in

~ reading. Building committees were not required to use this section inkg'.;,i:?55

~ the evaluation design. ' If they did choose, one or more of the ftems:

~ could bo selected as a basis for student assessment. There were 39

~ schools in which one or another of the suggestions were discussed and 3»w~
© " determined, Specific suggestions and the number of schools which *

£ ;reported tue collection of such date are shown in rable 2. e




Table 2

Types of Student Information Reportedly
Used to Assess Pupll Strengths and Weakresses
' in Columbus Elementary Schools.

Infofmation Used for Assessing Students Number of Schools

Ly

l. Comparison of grade level achievement
scores with grade level potential (based on
mental maturity testing) 29

2. Identification of number of under-achieving
students in each Llasqroom . : 32

3. Identification of specific areas of reading
difficulty (e.g. meaning vocabulary as shown ~
by standardized test printout) 28

4, Identification of specific weaknesses for
individua) children as shown by standardized

test printout 28
%. Use of item=analysis provided for grades 4-6 to
show difficulties in vocabulary or comprehen~ ;

6+ Use feading‘readinéss tost in assessment of _ o 20

kindergarten program

7. Cbnsidet pupii attitudés toward reading | 5 »




Table 3

Frequency of Negative and Positive Responses
By School¥* From Teacher Self-Evaluaticn

- methods .

o " |

Num of Sch rt
Iten Yeos No
le Genuine interest in teaching reading 70 0
2. Training:
a) general course in elementary
teaching 69 0
b) 1language eérts methods course 69 0
¢) languege axte end reading methocds 67 !
d) puychology of reading 29 a0
e¢) a reading methods course 64 K|
f) children literature 68 |
g) corrective reading 18 51
“h) ine-service course on reading o 14
3, Experiencel ,
a) class as a whole 1n basal reader - 60 9
b) reading groups in basal- reqder 69 0
¢) individualized reading program 5 13
d programmed reading 20 49
e I.T.A. 3 66
f) Linguistics 13 5
'g) team teaching 1% 54
~h) co-operative teaching 36 33
i \'departmentelized teaching 16 - 53
J) Joplin Plan 8 61
k) “teaching machines 12 57.
1) tutoring 43 26
4. Knowledge and understanding of total o -
reading program : ~ :
~3) goals ’ S 64 5 -
b} sequence of. skill developnent ; 65 -4
~.¢) necessity of teaching ” L L
. individual students £ 6T 2
8
-+ Wes




Table 3 (Cont'd)

Item ' ~ ‘Number of Schools | Reporting
Strong Weak
| 6« Able to diagnose strengths and weaknessos
in individual students 67 2
7. Able to prescribe instructlon to mest !
individual student needs 64 )
8. Able to evaluate program effectiveness 67 2
11. Able to co-ordinate existing reading
services effectively
a) pre-kindergarten 21 48
d) reading resource teacher 49 20
6) reading clinic 36 33
f) speech therapist 63 ' 6
g) educational aides %0 19
h) volunteers 41 28
1) tutors 54 15

16+ Read aloud to class daily 65 4

* Diocesan schools are not included in Table presentation

s At 76 ochools teachers responded to questions concerning their training A
. and. experiences in teaching reading, - Self-evaluative responses about knowledge =
_ - of various program components and instructional expertise were collected, also.
o ‘clagsroom teachers, university preparation included 1) a gonerallcourso
’ y 2) a language arts 10d  COUrs ort
regding method course and




LR T

Experiencaa in teaching reading reported by classroom teachers were
1) c¢lass as a whole in basal readers, 2) reading groups in basal readers, 3)
ind'vidualized reading programs, 4) co-operative teaching and 5) tutoring.

Tha najority of raspondents said thay had had no experience with programmad |
reading, ITA, Linguistics, team teaching, departmentelized teaching, the Joplin
‘Plan, and teaching machines. '

- Teacher raaponses ‘{ndicated confidence in their knowledge and undaretanding :
of the total program and in their ability to instruct and evaluate in reading,
Satisfaction was indicated with the results of referrnls made to supportive ser~
vices for pupils with problems. Efforts to co-ordinate the services of reading
teachers, reading resource teachers, speech therapiats, educational aides,
volunteers and tutors were said to be effective. Difficulty was noted in efforts
to use effectively the services of pre-school programs and reading clinics. :

Based on the high number of positive responses to items 1 and_ 14 elementary'
reading programs in the schools represented would seem to expese pupils to good
adult ettitudes and interest in readings. S i

o Inall the schools teachera reported that they communioated with parents e
by note and telephone in addition to progress reports and conferences. Some e
,teachera in all but nine schools had made home visits,

| | 3 Adminigt;a;or St;gngths and Ngakngggg

Implementation of the raading instrument, Seotion C, was ~'*’
accomplished by sixty building evaluation cowmittees. e

Ferty~one of these schoola asked ths administrator to respond i

in a self-evaluative manner. The remaining 19 schools had. teachers i
. respond according to thair impressions of the administrator. Both
- approaches resulted in favorable views of the principai's ability,
. to provide . leadership for the schoo) reading program. Table 4

~ .depicts some of the important items and the frequency of positive

. and negative responses to them (Parochial schcol data not included
';bacause of difference in compiling).kga TR dhEaan s

Another item in the questionnaire was concernad with reasons why pupila G
did not raceive dcquate aupport services.. SRy » e




Table 4 ? | 7

.Frequency of Responses by Principals or Staff to
Items from Section C Administratéer Strengths and

Weaknesses
; Administrators| Staffs
Thoms Yes_ No_ | Yes No
1, Knowledge and understanding of -
total reading programs
a) difficulties of teaching individually 40 0 15 0
b) sequence of skills 35 6 14 i
¢) methods 36 5 14 )|
d) materials 3% 6 14 1
e) goals ' 39 2 15 0
f) - evaluation 38 3 12 2
g) organizational patterns 35 6 15 0
2. Loadershlp provided by
a) encouraging experimentation 'y
or innovation 37 4 13 0
b) provision for material and use 40 | 14 1
¢) in=service programs 31 10 13 2
d) constructive suggestions 37 4 13 2
e) flexible organizing for instruction 40 1 15 0
3. Provide assistance for teachers having ,
problems with reading instruction 37 4 12 3
4, Coordinate existing services: : :
a}t reading teacher 40 1 15 0
b) speech therapist 39 2 15 0
¢} psychologist 40 1 14 1
d) reading resource teachers 37 4 14 1
e} educational aides* - 30 4 4. 1
f) tutors | : 3% 5 14 1
g}  library aides* 27 7 10 21
h) volunteers* ~ 32 6 131
1) _Right to Read '; 20 1) 2.3

x Not applicable in some schools
4, Instrgctioggl !a;ggiglg_

: “The section listlng a variety of instructlonal materials; S»ction D.
o was’ 1ncorporated in the assesrwent plan of 66 participating schoo]s‘, Courses
- of study and curriculum guides as well as basic tests were said by m
1>'*k“schools to be 1n adequate supply. However a large numb f the cho




Table B

Number of Schools Reporting Instructional
Materials to be Adequate or Insdequate

' Number of Schools | Reporting!
Types of Materials T Yo
1. Course of study, curriculum guide 62 4
2. Basic Texts : 6% 1
3. Diagnostic instruments to determine
approach :
8) sight- 42 22
b) phonetic ‘ 4] o)
¢) kinesthetic 27 39
d) combination 3l 3%
4, Diagnostic instruments to determine
pupil strengths and weaknesses 52 14
5. Materials for basic reading skills - ;
: motor 39 - 14
 visual {pre-reading L) 10
~auditing o 52 12
concepts-meaning vocabulary - 59 7
sight vocabulary 60 6
compréhension : 59 . LT
study skills - , 56 . 9
flexibility of rate ' - - 49 1%
6. Btaic audio-viaual equipwent and mate- , '
rials o
Y ;tape-recorder‘ o ; . %8 8
b$ earphones o : 56 10
¢} movie projector ; L o 64 o 2
d) filmstrip projector T 64 , 2
; record player i ‘ : 62 , 4.
B f TV , 60 , 6 R
e High Interast-low read-ability books 4 8 ] B
- 8, Paperback library : A 24 | 42 Lo
~a9@5'Reading games and devices  ’»T'“""'V”‘ 49 e e
"onal Reading







.“ qzlt is notod that tha above numbors rofor to schools reportin ,
responses. - Thus data from particular schools might %ivq somewhat differch
views than that presented in the chart, Project staff attempted to aid

evaluation committeo in interpreting d a;from particular school; hich
mi ht reflect parental dissatisfacti ‘disinter everal

0 or more of tho item got | aﬁy;

‘11y‘a majority, attgm {

‘ ‘This was a&:open nded quootion to which thirt' five schoo
.. .responded- for assessment purposes, Table 7 displa o factor
*;;{F“ﬁlistod conoistently bz res’ nding hgo!s as arge ¢l ;
£ nal apd tut ¥




- SECTION III » Sumnsry and Recommendation

'ﬁ  le;'he firet Yeer Procedure and instrument provided on

of participation for the schools fulfilling the eveluation

e Tequired and the level of skill needed for implementing

iﬁegeptebl\ ¢ to elementary principals and staffs, Quite fre ehtly‘“ﬁ7? s

ities based on evaluation cutcomes were meahingfully planned
at - ,”;ildinjp_ﬁ‘ + The section of the reading in
aNng ‘weaknesses was espeoielly useful to
‘programs.;;s~ e

1 da ‘colleoted with. the«reeding instrument tended to Presen« a .
v  ”with enphasis on teacher characterdstics ;"d instructionsl

xeflec "eingthe'asseesment;‘“‘i ;
sed on suggestions from th tudent strength and
t was discoveredfthatfa great amount of[time

ollect data relevant ' :
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Prodoc* aotivitios and ovaluation outcomos 309908t oeVQral Xevols of

-'wﬁji education to whir‘ 9commendations might be. addrosseda

—,‘a,a;;sotvl s of the project staff be more efficlently distributed
o askin 1?ngwag' 5 ifqﬁ :The basis for consulting ads}

the amount of service. requested

i i¢ -0
;-i;';sspeeific achoolq:to-acconplish ovaluation activitleskrath*
fi<:pi8Uij°t 4108 _selected for sssessr The services

' ajority of the participatin

ﬁ;~sv01 A rocommendation for tho projoct is that the' co ;f; AQ I



