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EVALUATYON OF THE MULYIGRADE QELPING RELATIONSHIP PROGRAM
TUIRD YRAR REPORT 1974-T5
Introduction

The Multigrade Helping Relationship Program funded by ESEA Title III,
conpleted its three year operation in June 1975. This project was initiated
in 1972. The Aprplications for Continuation Grants vere submitted in May 1973 &
1974, and were approved for the three years of funded operation.

The basic concept of the originai proposel, for fgnding under public law .
89;10, as amended Title III, Elementary and Secondary Education Act, remained
unchanged throughout the years that this program has operated.

Thé primary purpose of the project, Mulpigrade Helping Relationship Progrem,
was to raise pupil's achievement in reading end related skills. In order to
achieve the objectives of the project as expressed in the primary purpose, a
wide renge of personnel was involved in this progrem. These personnel included
%eachers, school counselors, administrators, perents, comnmunity representatives,
and students.

This final report will attempt to answer the major questions that were
posed by the original project proposal. In addition to these, some questions
were addea and included in the evaluation proposal. These are the qugstions to
be answered:

OBJECTiVE 1. TEACHERS VILL PARTICIPAfE IN Iﬁ—SERVICE PROGRAMS .
OBJECTIVE 2. EACH TEACHER WILL MODIFY AND REFINE EXISTING UNITS OF INSTRUCTION

AND WILL WRITE SIX MINI-UNITS.

OBJECTIVE 3. TEACHERS WILL USE AT LEAST ONE MAJOR SYSTEM AND ONE OR MORE

COMPATIBLE SUPPLEMENTARY SYSTEMS IN EACH MAIN SUBJECT AREA.

OBJECTIVE 4. FIFTY PERCENT OF THE PAﬁTICIPANTS IN BOTH GRADE LEVELS WILg Show

ANl INCREASE IN THE RATE OF GROWTH IN READING SKILLS OVER THAT OF THE SAME

¥

PUPILS THE PREVIOUS YEAR.

OBJECTIVE 5. ATTEUDANCE OF PUPIIS WILL IMPROVE OVER THAT OF LAST YEAR BY



COMPARED 7O THAT OF I\.’ON—WL“IGRAi)E PHIRD AWD SIXTH GRADE PUPILS.

ORJECTIVE 6. RESEARCH SKTLLS WILL DE DEVELODFD I CHILDREN.

OBJECTIVE T. EVALUATION OF CHILDREN'S ATTITUDES TOWARDS EACH OTHER, THE'SELVES,
AND TOWARDS SCHOOL. ’

OBJECTIVE 8. .TEACHERS WILL DESCRLBE THEIR COMFORT AND/OR COMPETENCE I& WORKING
WITH (A) COLLEAGUES, (B) CURRICUI.UM: (c) CHILDREH, (D) AIDES, (E) VISITORS,
AND (F) ADMINISTRATORS. ‘
The Multigrade Helping Relationship Progfam has been inibperation at the

Aldridge Elementary.School located in the Altgeld-Murray Public Housing Project

on Chicago's far south side from September . 1972 , to June 1975. The progran

has developed a procedure to allow children in sixth grade classrooms Eo work
closely with children in third grade classrooms using a tutoring partnership
relationshiﬁ. The older children worked with younger ones on & variety of
carefully structured tasks. The relationship went beyond & simple remedial

tutoring relationship in that children worked together on a variety of subject -

_matter units and projects as well as in skill development, both as partners

and as groups of partners. The children worked together more frequently in nath
and in reading than in the other subject areas. All the other areas were
included from time-to-time.

Six classroom teachers were involved in the project from its inception.
Three were third grade and three were sixth grade teachers. In addition,
four teacher aides were employed from the beginning of the program. The
aides worked with botn third and sixth grade teachers.

Although the nurber of pupils varied over the course of three years,

.about 50 third and about 60 sixth grade children were involved ih the project.

L

Children assigned to the participating teachers were asked to volunteer for
the tutoring program and were matched by choice and/or by ability. Both third
end sixth grade children were trained for the progrem at the beginning of each

year. Teacher aides were involved in the troining but functioned primarily

»

in freeing teachers to do most of the necessary work.

*




Objective 1, Teachers will narticipate in in-service programs .

This objective remains unchanged from the original 1972 project
proposal. The purpose of including‘this objective wes to encourage the
six teachers in the progrom to work together to plan and implement the
program. Over a threg year period, the six teachers (with one being
replaced by a new teacher at the beginning of the last year) met toéether
&s & group occasionally ‘ncluding other faculty, teacher aidés, evaluators,
parents, and resource éecple. A regular schedule was established so that
each day the teechers met regularly from }? to 12:30.

In the beginning, the primary group taéks included selection and
developmen% of teaching unitsj decisions about groubing pupils, the
training program for teacher aides, and the development of the evaluative
techniques in consultation with outside evaluators.

In the course of these discussions, some modifications were made in
several of the objectives of the program which were subsequently submitted
as part of tﬁé proposal for rengwal. In ad®ition to the revised objectives,
_twd‘additional objéctives were added becﬁu;e it was‘felt by the teachers

_. __ that these were pertinent to the thrust of the Multigrade Program. The
two obJectiveé not in the originhl proposal concerned the measurement
of children's attitudes and behaviors towards themselves and others, and
this last year, the self—perceptioh of teachers of their éompetence in
working with others.

Since the evaluator worked closely with the teachers in the project,

it can be stated with assurance that the objective was met.

Objective 2, Each teacher will modify and define existing units of instruction

and will write six mini-units.
The objective was achicved. Between September 1972, and May 1973,
five units of instruction were prepared. Although the initial schedule

" ERIC

o Provided by N \




N

suscested that a given unit would be taught over a two month peried of time,

4 . g _—
in zractice it was determined that wnits vould.teke pore €ime than was
* - AN

avallable. Conscquently, during the first year of operation, teaching units

Fl

- +
vere rescheduled for the end of the year or the beginning of the following
)
yeer.

From 1973 to 19Th, two unlts of 1ngtruct10n weve{developed. These |
vere implemented during that ycar in addltlon to continued use of those //
developed the nreccdlng year. For the thlrd and final funding year of ~—~—

the project, many unlts were derived from the previousiy developed longer

Al 2
W

teaching units. These were used with smal}E¥ groups of children and were
moéified as needed changes were identified.

Overall, the following units were developed,lmodifiéd and used;
5 o -
4

Map Skills, Leqrning‘abont the Earth, The Indians,IOuf Changing Earth,
The African Family South of the Sahara Desert, and Man's Dependence on-

Plents. Copies of these units were attached as gppendices to the Final

’

Reports of. the years 1973 and 197k, Overhll, the units developed by the

teachers were used extensively by all teachers, modified continually and
used as a basis for developing a number of mini-units.

1]

Objective 3, Tehcﬁers wilkl uée at least one major curriculum system and

one or more cbmnﬁtible suppl ementary system in each main subject area.
This objective was well met. During the first two years, of the project,

& variety of major and minor curriculum systems were used in the area of

¥

lerzuage arts, reading, math, science, and social studies. Teachers were
L3 .

consistently involved in examiniﬁg new systems, modi?ying old systems in

order to meke each system used appropriate to the leyels and interest igvcls

3 il

of tacir children. During the fiﬁal year of opersation, -those systems used

earlier continued to he used wlth 1ittle or q? modlflcution. Since the
\

teechers worked as a team, each teacher had complete access to curriculum




systems used by other teachers. The physicel arrangemenis of the classyooms

« were such that these materials wvere easily accessible to both children and

—

teachers of all grades.

Objective 4, Fifty rercent of the pnrticivntion in both prade levels wili

show an increase in the rate of erovth in reeding skills over that of the

same pupils in the previous year.

2

This obJective has beeq modified each of the thr;e years of the prgject.
.The initial objective read "pﬁpi}; will raise achievement levels in reading
by participation in the program." To determine the achievement of this
objective in 1973, -two’ comparison gro;ps were established for third grade
children; the Muléigradé group of third graders was an experimental group
while the remainder of the third graders not involved in the program were
identified as a control group. The test used at that time was the

Metropolitan Achievement Test, Reading Subtest that was being used by .

. elementary schools in Chicago. A compariéon of posttest mean scores of

»
.

Y

the tvg

groups shoved a modest difference in favor of the céntrol group

and so it was suggested in the Final Report, 19%3, that particiﬁation in

the Program appearcd to make little difference in reading test scores.
For the 1974-T5 school year, Chicago schools discontinuéd‘the use of

the Metropolitan Achievement Test and began using the Iowa_Test_ of Basic

Skills. Since there were no levels low cnough in the Iowa Test to measure

third grade children, the California Achievement Tests, Form A, Level 2,
was used in the project. The original objecfive was modified somewhat so
'that during the second year it read "fifty percent of the children in each

l -
level will make greater growth in reeding skills as compares Lo a control

-
A

group." This specification of the fifty percent was made in nnticipation
the®\it could be achieved. Again, the Multigrade children were desipgnate?

as an experimental group and the other third grade children werc identiflied

AT N orantvyral rervmtin . Sty 0



- advantage t% the experimental group over~the control group. ' However, the
. i . A oo .

’

4
»

- [}

A comparison ef pSBLLcst scores between tiie two groups shgwod a slight »

-
- ¢ o - v

.
differcnce wes so slight,. it was not -seen as‘presenting anything,ﬁhab could
] * ’ | ) *.

'allow onc to say that the Multigrade children performed better. g

-

. The final rmodificdtion of the objective to compare the rate of growth 1

of qhildren to. thenselves would allow an inference to be made that if]tﬁe
. AN [ -
rate of growth this year was greater than that of the previous year, papt '

of the increase might be attributed to éarticipation in the Multigrade
Program. Pupils who were not in qttendance in the school during both years

were not included in the sample.

Inspgction of Table 1-showing third grade reading scores comparing

~median end mean scores for 1973 to 19Tk an&'again for 1974 to 1975, does

g ’

not indicate clearly vhether or not 50 percent of the total number of pupils

|
1
in the sample of 43 made gains greater the current year than they made the ' . }

preceding year. In expmining the U3 sets of scores, however, the differences

between the scores does indicate that 22 of the 43 pupils in the sample did

. ) / .

make gains in the current y;ir greater than those gains made the preceding i ’

year, Therefore, the obJect;>b for third graders was in fact gchieved.\ ]
h

For sixth graders, the same modification of objectives were made as ‘!

for third grade pupils. - The Metropolitan Achievement Test Reading Subtest

was used in 1973 and the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, Form 6, Level 10-11 was

used in 1974 and 1975. No important gains were made in 1973 or 197k,
Table 2 contains & summary of sixth grade reading scores for all three years.
For sixth grade pupils, the objective w;s achieved. Of the U7 pupils
in the sample, 26 of the children did show gain§ between 19Tk and i975
greater than those made between 1973 and 1974, Again, as with third gfhdcrs
a simple inspection of differcnces in median and mean scores does not indicate
\

the numbers of pupils involved in meking the gain. A direct inspeétion of




Y : - \

, . Table 1
‘ : . . . Third Grade Reading Scores . B Lo
‘ L ) California Achieyoment Test, Form A, Level 2 -7
' Ql ._L- . , . N . (/ '
. “May, 1973 . ' May, 19Th May, 1979 /
‘ _ , N=h3 . Nek3 N=b3
. g R&nge 102"'3.1 1.5—505 ~105"707
Medi&n . b : 1062 20’60 * . 3050
Mean , 1.73 2.69 3.65
. &
N o Mean Score Difference . . .96 ; 6%
#22 students.improved over their previous year v
. J
Table 2 . \
b Sixth Grade Reading Scores ) a

Iova Test of Basic Skills, Form,6, Levels 10-11

-

~

' “May, 1973 “May, 197k " May, 1975 -

) N=b7 - N=UT N=b7
. Range , T 1860 2.1-6.8 1.8-8.2
" Median B 3,30 ° 4, 30° 5.10
Mean 3.40 U4 5.29

s d . . V.

Mean Score Difference ..8T _ 1.02%. \

" /! ' N
. ; ]
p 1y

#26 students improved over their previous year

’ K




©,

+ * thes¢ specific scores does uhOV that the gains wern nade.n.‘ <0
ce 'y . . ' Cos

| . The nchievemcnt of thig ntw objective is very important for tne;pfbnram.

- ' ———— * [ ) . ’ . ) -

The individual objectlve was changed in order {o hypothesize that children

|
} . L] »
‘ v

who were involved in tﬁe Lultigrade Progrem would have their read%ng scores

-

not participents in the program. This has been achieved. Whether or not
. - 9 .

the Multigrade Program was a man fector 'in affecting these scores is not

.. ifgspxed as comnared to those same children dtring the i¥me that they were

ot

v

clear since no comparisons were made between Multlgrade participants and

; non-Multigrade participents. In' some future study, it” mlght 'be important to ,
i ) inspect all of these data and compare: them. . \ S ) G
ObJeetiVe 5,.Atéendancevof'pnnils ﬁij} improve over thet of last year by -
. 20'bgygent. In»add}tion, ettendance of pupils in toth eredes wil% be comnated"/
' to_thft of non-biuit;.\ggade third and sixth grade pupils. e " '
This oejeetive hae remained the sdme e§er the nroject‘s,th;ee years w%tn/;Lig
_xhé addition this year of thefesaba;}son of proJ;ct to non:projeet pupil ) |
attendance. . SRR ’ o :
‘The sample of pupils each year has always exdluded thosé ill or aUsent .
for more than one week 51nce extended absence due to conditions beyondfthe |
inf}uence of the school woule not have been a fafr.aseessment of the poesible -
‘ inéluence of the progrdm on sehool attendance. Actual possible Qa;s of_ .
1 attendance were counted from‘Septembet to May 30 each year. ° ‘, " s
. ) In the 1973 Finul Report, it was reported that attendance for the same'
- pupils improved 14.5 percent over that of the previous yeayi 1974 snowed_. e
- an increase in attendance of 15 5 percent .Informatibn about current
' Muitigmde children is listed belov: )
Number of pupils ineluded in attendance fignres, 92 "i ‘o
b [ l School Year 1973-19Th ' . .
‘ ;?‘ *+ Maximum possible attendance-l?l days . _— }
R School Year 19Th-1975 ' . .
O e, Maximum possible attendance-]68 days s . -

8- 12 T T e




§

Total absences 1973-197h 1593
l9?“-}9ﬂ5 1198
Decrease 395

Increase in attendance 25 percent.

The second part of Cbjective 5 calls for a comparison of the attendance

of Multigrade. children to the other third and sixth graders.

Maximum days of attendance-168

Number of non-Multigrade pupils 1974-1975
Numbey of Multigrade pupils 19741975

\
Maximum days attendance, non~Multig{ade
Absences y
Maximum days attendance, Multigrade
Absences
Non-Multigrade attendance 934%
Multigrade attendance 93%

109
92

18312
1433

15456
}198

The comparison of Multigrade pupil atténdanée between 19Th and 1975

hows a substantial increase in attendence. As indicated above, attendance

Py

‘-

has imprq?ed each year over‘that of the preceding year suggesting that the

® : -
program has:had some effect on attendance. This notion is not substantiated

when comparing attendance for Nultlgrade and non-Multlgrade children;
r-

’

attendance is almost identlcal

A comparison of atitendance by grade for Multlgrade to non-Multlgrade

shows little dlfference.

Multigrade . :
Grade Pupils Absences % Abs®nce
3% L T 9
.6 51 - 73 o 7
92 1198

Puplls

55
_50

109

Non~Multigrade

3

Absences

628
805

1h23

-

% 'Absence

9
6

In concluslon, 1t appears the orlglnal objcctlve has been aurpasded

[

'whlle the additional ochctlvc has not been substantiated.




Objective ©, Research skills will be develoned in children.

In this,projcgt, research skills were defined as the use of reference
_materiels, text books other than rcsglar text books, library books, megazines,
pictures, materials frem home and other reference materials. In addition to

the use of reference materials, research skills werec also defined in terms of

scores oblained through use of the California Achievcmgné_gest » Study Skills
Subtest for third grade pupils and for sixth grade pupils the Iowa Te%t‘of
_Bagic Skillgujggptﬁ, categories Map Reading, Reading Graphs and Tablef, and
Knowledge ‘end Use of Reference Materials. -

In the first yeer of the prograﬁ, the develooment of research skills was
determined only by frequency of use of reference materizl. In 197k, skill
measurement “included standardized achievement test scores. No attemp£s
were made to obtain "hard" data over the three.year life of the project.
Instead, the goal was to have the children demonstrate that they were involved
in a learning process that could be defined as research skill. |

In each of the three years, children in both grade levels showed a
substantial increase in the frequency of their use of the variogs materials
from the beginning of the yea£ to the end of the year;

Teachers used a variety of approaches to eﬁcourage the use of these
materials including direct assignmgnts in various subject matter areas and
(Qe use of a theater ticket approach in which each type of reference materiai
was col;r coded. After using.the material, the student deposited a ticket in
a box which corresponded in color £o the ticket. Periodically, a summary of
the‘numbér of tickeis‘was posted on Q wall chart so that all students in the
class could see the frequency of use. ,
for third graders was decided in ordc; to obtain a‘rbugh approximation

whéthé?f;r not third graders improved in their ability to (a) Order Terms,

. \.\
utilize (b) Tably of Contents and (c) an Index. These tests wére-not used

~10- ]
e ) . 14




for eny purpose exce?t to give the teachers a better indication of some
achievement. Table 2 summarizes ccores for third graders on the California

Achievement Test, Z:vel 2, Situdry £xills Subtest.

- maw

As can be seen in Tablé 3, third greders gained substantially in ABC
Order use from pre-zsst to posttest in 19Th, but in 1975, they dropped in
their score from prs-iest to postiest. For both years, there was approxi-
mately the same amcnt of gain in the second and third categories, Table of
Contents, and Index. It can be said for third grade children there appears

to be some gain bus ~ot enough to warrant saying that this aspect of the

objective has been =chieved.

For sixth grgde students the Iowa Test of Basié Skills, Form 6 was used

in the categories: {z) Map Readirnz, (b) Reading Graphs and Tables, and
(¢) Knowledge and U:ze of Reference Materials, In 19Th, 'as shown in Table k,
there was a;slight £2in in Map Reading Skills and some drop i; the two other
categori;;. This changed sormewhat in 1975, showing a gain in Map Reading‘
Skills, a greater gzin in Reading Graphs and Tables, and & lower geain in
Knowledge and Use of 22ference Materials. The scores for this year would
seem to indicate thz: sixth graders have in fact, gained somewhat in their
research skills in :iese three categoéies.

Indices of the zzquisition of research skills as shown by the frequency

of use of materials zad standardized tests overall suggests that this

objective was achievei,

Objective T, Evaluzzisn of children's attitudes towards each other,

In order to assassvarious attitudes children hold toward ench other,
the Multigrade Prorraz; and their ieachers, six instrumenis or tools were

used. These are trz same tools thzat were used the previous two years end
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wvere ndébhcd Prom the tools found in the book Diﬂ;nooing.C1a0Jroom Learnin:

Environments by Robvert Fox, et al., Chicago, SRA 1966. Each tool was
selected to measure one particular aspect of the program that was deemed
important by teachers and evaluators.

The procedures for the administrstion of the tools were essentially the
same as that of previous years, All tools'were to be administered to both
third and sixth grade children during the months of October end again in May.
M1 tools were unsigned. Where deemed appropriate, third grade teachers
were to read certain items .to their children if there was a question of their
understanding the wgrds or meaning. In all cases the same teachers were
involved in adm{nistering the tools as in previous years, so it was assumed
there wouldige consistent administration of the instruments. Some modifi-

]
cations were made in Tool No. 3, Postcless Reactlon,, when teachers indicated

a concern that cnildren Stlll had some difficulty with the language of individual
items. The changes were made at” the beginning of this current year so that both

pre~-test and posttest results reflect the modification of_the tool. This tool

—

—

~—

gs well as all others used are included in the Appeﬁdix. : T
Since this is the third and final funding year of the project, the data
obtained from the various tools will be examined in terms of the relationship
between responses for third and sixth grade children for this year as well as
’ -

differences in responses to the same tools over the last three years.

Tool 1, Classroom Life, was designed to identify the extent to which

children appeared to like the tutoring class and how they felt about how

hard they worked in comparison to others in class. As cen be seen in Taeble 5,

-

third graders have made no drahatic shifts in their perceptions from the pre-
test to the posttest. As shown in Item 2, there was a slight shift to the
perception of "working less hard" at the end of the year than at the beginning
of the year. Other than that one item there was corsistency from pre-test’

to pogttest. .
17 &



Table S
Tool T - Classroen Life
t ! Sumnmary of I’rctest-l’osttc_st Responses
GRADE 3 GR\ADF‘, 6
Pretest §i = Sh. Posttest, N = 5h Pretest N = 53 Posttest N = 53
Item Nu-her Percent Humber Percent Item Number Percent Nunber Percent
la 36 67 39 T2 la 30 5T 21 39
b 16 30 12 22 b 21 4o 29 55
‘ ¢ 2 3 3 6 c 2 3 3 6
2a 36 67 29 5k. 2a 39 T X 51
b 17 31 22 41 b 1k 26 26 L9
c 1 2 3 5 ¢ 0 0 0 0
3a 32 59 29 54 3a ' 38 T2 . 29 55
b 14 26 21 39 b\ 13 25 22 1
c 8 15 N _ 7 c .2 3 2 N
ha 17 51 16 29 ha 17 32 16 30
b 28 52 30 55 b 31 58 34 6h
c 9 17" 8 16 ¢ 5 - 10 3 6
47
Sa 33 61 28 52 Sa 31 58 18 3k
b 17 31 21 ° 39 b 13 25 27 51
c R 8 5 9 c 9 17 ; 8 15
- 6a 43 80 b1 76 6a W 7 BT
\'\\N a7 12 .22 b 11 21 15 28
c 2 \3\\ 1 2 c 1 -2 0 0
3 ' T T
] -
Ta 15 28 20 37 Ta—~—12 23 18 3k
b 3 57 25 L6 b 37 T—T70__ 33 62
c 8 15 9 17 c L 7 \-\g\\ L
\
8a 27 50 27 50 8a 29 55 2k ks
b 21 -39 2k 4s b 21 ko 29 55
! e 6 11 3 5 c 3 5 0 0
9 15 28 % 20 | 92 1 a2 3 6
b 29 5} 28 52 b 35 66 37 69
c 10 18 10 19 ¢ T. 13 13 25
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For sixth graders there was a shift on Item 1 from "liking the tutoring
class" to "sometimes liking the class,™ in Item 2 from "working hard" to
"sometimes working hard," in Item 3 from being "very interested" to "sometimes
being intcrcsted,".ih Ttem 5 from observing that "most children do what the
teacher tells them" to "some of the students do vhat the teacher tells ﬁhem"

end in Item 9 from “pupils'always acting friendly" to an incrcase\gf "pupils

~

hgraly ever acting friendly." N

Grad; 3 pre—tést posttest éco;es were consistent witg those of thirg\
graders over the previous two years with‘the exception of Item 6. In the
past two years third graders were not convinced that the "teacher iike; it
& lot if they help each other in the tutoring class." This year students
agreed that the "t;acher d;es like it a lot." This would seem to imply that
the entire notion of the tutoring class has been accepted by children to fhe
extent that théltuﬁoring process is acceptable and students have no reluctance
to express that fact.

For sixth greders there appeared to be a change this year as compared to
the preceding two years in Items 1, 5, and 9. These items concerned li?ing the
class, doing whafvthe teachers tells them to do, and friendliness of children
to each gthér. In each of the three cases, there was a decrease in the frequency
offbbservaﬁion. Taken collectively they would seem to\sugéest)their becoming
somewhat tired or disenchanted with certain aspects of Qhe’tutoring process.
All scores taken together woulé seem to indicate that both groups of children
saw the tutoring class as a place where thex liked to be, §here they worked
together,‘and where they seemed to enjoy the tutoring process.

My tggchcr; Tool 2, is an instrument that asked gow the children would
li;;\gﬁgii\tcachgé\ff change (see Table.G). Third graders wanted more help

. \\‘ N : .
with work as shqwh on the poﬁttest\ggmparcd to the pre-test and scemed to want

~—

—

the teacher to "smile and laurh less.” Other than thoge two items, scores were

consistent between pre~test and posttest. -

i0 . -

o



. Tuble 6
Tool IL - My Teacher -
. Swamary of Pretest-Posttest Responses

L

- - ——— —- - ——— .

GRADE 3 . GRADE 6
Pretest N = 53 Posttest N.= Sk Pretest N = 52 - Posttest N = 53 (
Item Number Percent Numnber ‘I’ercent Ttem Number Percent Humber Percent
1a 18 3k 29 53 la 12 23 22 b1
b 26 k9 21 39 b 38 73 © 30 57
c 5 9 N T c 2 L 1 2
NR#* L -
2a 5 9 10 18 2a 2 L 8 15
b 25 b7 19 . 35 b 27 52 28 53
c 22 L2 25 L7 ¢ 23 Lk 17 . 32 -
NR ) 1 .
3a 21 51 28 52 38 19 37 23 b3
b 20 38 21 39 b 30 58 29 - 55
¢ 5 9 5 9 c 3 5 1 2
FR 1 .
- ha 2k 45 23 43 La 26 50 19 36
b 19 36 21 39 b 2k L6 31 " 58
¢ 8 . 15 10 18 c 2. 4 -3 6
NR \ 2 : g
5a 26 L9 18 33 5a 21 Lo 2 39
b 18 3k 28 52 b 28 5k 29 55
c .9 17 8 - 15 . ¢ 3 6 - 3 6
" 6a 2l 45 28 52 6a 23 Lk 30 56
b 2l L5 17 31 b ‘25 48 18 3k \\
c - 5 10 9 17 e 3 6 5 10 -
. . NR 1
Ta 20 38 27T 50 Ta 19 37 19 36
b 28 53 23 . k2 b 30 58 30 " 56
c / 3 6 L 8 c 2 L L 8
NR 2 NR -1 .
8a 23 b3 20 52 82 20 38 18 3
b 21 Lo 2k Lk b 29 56 26 k9
¢ T - 13 2 4 c '3 ) 9 17
NR 2 \
' 9a 23 b3 25 3 92 25 h8 21 39~
b 22 b2 © 20 37 ) 26 50 . 27 51
c T 13 9 17 c 1 2 5 10

Q
EMC NR = No Response -~
T ‘ ’, ) ~16- o 0




' “ ) . ' - ' . T~
T  Sixth mraders wvanted the teaciier to "help then mérb:" ask them less about
how they will‘WOrk,\and vanted morefsmiling and laughing." By-and-larpe botis .
third and sixth graders were in agrecnent as to how they perceived thei£ Leacaer. -

In comparison with previous years, third graders wanted more help with work,

more "understanding from the teacher."

1 ’ "velling from the teacher " ditection from the teacher that work is’done, and

‘ Sixth graders wanted more help from the teacher this Year than in previous

years, also more 'yelling froa the teacher," and wanted the teacher to "make
them behave more." Taken together, third and sixth graders were in some agree-
ment that they wanted the teacher to assume fore direct involvement in the

operation of the class as corpared to third and sixth graders of previous years.,

Tool 3, Posttest class reactions,was designed to elicit responses from

stﬁdedtS“immédiately fol%owing a tutoring class. Because the responses follcwed
one class meeting, it is difficult to generalize about other tutoring classess.
In interp?etfng any differences between third and sixth graders, it should be
repembered that sixth grade children were tutoring third grade children and the .
nature of the tutoring relatiogship would suggest certain differences in
perception. Table T summarizes these results. )
With the exception of Item 2, "understanding why a lesson was being done,” ‘
third grade scores vere relaéively un;hanged from the pre-test to the posttest.
In any particular item.slighéuchanges vere in the direction of "understanding
~ a little less why a lesson was being performed."
\\\\ Sixth graders agreed with third graders'that they didn't Quite understand
T\\vgz\?he lesson was being performed, but other than that onc item, they were
consistent with their pre-tést perceptions. In comparing third grade to sizth
grade.perc :tions, sixth groders understood more why the lesson was pcinm

performed.

eeded much less help than third graders (but they were

tutoring third rraders_in the subject matter) and other than that were in

| .3

agrecment with their' third grade partners. ' &



Table

Y]

T
o Tool I ~ Postelisg Fenctions

Summary of Pretest-Postiest RQspoﬁées
<

. GRADE 3 > _GRADE 6~
Pretest ¥ = 51 Posttest W = Sh Pretest N = 52 Posttest H = 53
Item Numéer Percent Number Percent Iten Numbé}, Percent = Number Percent
la 36 71 36 61 la . 37 - 357 66
b 14 27 16 30 b 15 . 29 15 28
c 0 0 2"’ 3 c: 0 0 3 6
NR* 1 : .
2a 35 69 32 59 "2a ks 87 39 73
b 13 25 22 41 b T 13 11 21
c 3 6 0 0 c 0 0 3 6
3a 21« k1 2l 4 3a 38 3 TS
b 27 53 28 52 b 10 19 18 3L
¢ 1 2 2 3. c- 3 6 L S -
NR 2 NR . 1, .
© ha 13 25 13 2k La 1 2 4 8 \
b 31 61 25 46 b 33 63 25 47
c 6 12 16 30 c 18 35 2k 45
NR 1
\ Se. 16 31 18 33 Sa 13 25 16, J30. ]
——db 25 L9 25 46 b 29 56 30 57 :
c 10 20 11 21 ) ¢ 9 17 T + 13 .
v N N‘R 1 .~ )
6a 33, 65 . 29 5k 6a 30 58 32 60
b 7 i 20 37 . b 12 23 13 25 C
c 10 20 5 9 1. e 10 19 8 15
NR 1 : ‘ .
*NR = No Response ,
-18- _—
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In the preceding two years, third grade perceptions werg lowered somewhal

| .
| .
‘ R v

in their understanding of "why the lesson was being performed," in their "under-
standing the lesson" itself and increased gsomevhat in identifying “somebody .
needing help."
w
8ixth graders on the other hand "learned more" in the particular tuto?ing
class this year than in previous years, "understood it a little less," and
"saw others needing help" a bit more often. L

Tool 4, how this class feels, sunmarized in Table 8 was designed to have

the children describe how other children felt about five particular concerns
of the classroom.

THird graders were remarkably unchanged in their perceptions from the

pre-test while sixth graders showed an increase in their perception of Item 1
> [4 -

-

"that almost all children feel it is good to take‘part as much as poséible in

)

classroom work." Other than that one item, sixth graders scores were unchanged

¢ L]

@
- . 3

from pre-test scores.
In comparing third grade to sixth grade perceptions, there vas only Item L
vhere there was substantial disagreement. Third graders perceived more children

v

"enjoying their school work" than did sixth graders. \

This year compared to the preceding two years,.third.gr;aers pérceived
"asking the teacher for help is a gooa thing to do" m;éh more often than in
previous.yearé. A most”dramai%p;drop ;ccurred in Item‘3; "it is good to ﬁelp-

»?uﬁils withrtheir school work except during testsh from almost 100 percent the
previous two ;ears to 47 percént the presenf year. Other than that item, they
vere fairly co;sistcnt in their responses over the three-yeaf period. As with
Tool 3, third graders and‘sixth hra@ers wﬁre in close agreement on most of the

items describbg‘”by the particular tool.

- Tool 5, How do you feel about these things?, is summarized in Table 9.

This tool was desipned to allow a comparison io be made between children's

23 ‘ * -

percentions of how others felt with their perception of their own feeliniys




Table 8
Tool IV - How "his Class_ Feels
Surmary of Pretest-losttest Responses

GRADE 3 GRADE 6
Pretest N = 52 Posttest N = Sh Pretest N = S} Posttest ¥ = §3

Item Number Pé}cent Number Percent Item Number ferccnt Number Percent '~
la 21 52 28 52 la 25 L6 30 5T

b '15 29 15 28 : b 20 37 <1b 27

¢ 10 19 11 20 c . 9 17 9 16
2a 28 sk 2 59 2= 27 50 31 59

b 11 21 18 34 b 16 30 19 36

¢ . '13 25 L 9 ¢ 1 20 Y 5
3a:r 17 33 T 20 37 3 20 b1 25 A7

b 14 27 15 28 b 17 31 15 29

¢ 19 37 19 35 e 15 28 13 2L
NR¥ 2

La 27 52 18 3k ba 16 30 12 23
b 10 19 14 26 b 2k 4l 24 45

¢ 1L 27 22 Lo c . 14 26 17 22
NR 1 K : : 3

' = ]

5a 27 52 28 .52 Sa 24 - Ll 27 51

b 13 25 19 35 b 20 .. 37 18 34

¢ 11 21 7 13 ¢ 100 = 19 8 15

* NR 1. .

-

¥NR = No Response.

4
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- " Table 9
' o ' Tool V - How Do You Feedl About_These: Things?
, Summary of Pretest-Posttest Responses

GRADE 3 GRADE 6
Pretest' I = 52 Posétest N & Sk | Pretest N = 52 Posttesp =53
Item Number Percent Number Percent Item Number Percent Number Percent
la 38 73 29 54 la Lo 7 34 64
b ~12 23 * 22 41 b 9 7. - 18 34
c 2 Y ‘3 5 ¢ 3 6 1 2
2a 38 13 25 b7 2a 39 75 3k 64
b * 8 5 26 .48 b 10 19 18 34
¢ p) 10 3 > - ¢ 3 6 1 2
NR 1 .
' »
/ ) V
- t
"NR ="No Response ' -

8 rronan
. e

Lit),
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on two. items from Tool k.

For thirld and sixth pgraders there was u substantial drop in their agreement

+

. o ” ] \
with both items froa pre-test to posttest. In reviewing the preceding two years,

the scores for both Grddcs was coqsistent on ithe pre-test and posttest. This

v

apbarcnt shift in their feelinés suggestg some change in their understanding

14

of what was to occur in class as part of the futoring program, It should be

v

pointed out‘however, that even though there was a reduction in their perception
-

.

that it is good to "teke part in clessroom work" and to "ask teacher for help,"
a majority of childrencin both classes agreed that theée.xgxe,appropriate

types ofbehavior: . : . T

-

Comparing the results on those two items for Togls 4 and 5, one is struck

by the consistency of the children's percebtion of how they saw others in the

. ! .
class in comparison.to themselves; they saw themselves.the same as others.

Table 10 contains a summary of responses to Tool_6, How do you think the

teacher feels? This tool asked the same‘two.questiong of pupils ‘as Tool 5

and the first twd items of Tool k4, but it was trying to deteﬁpina how they

viewed their teacher's perception. °
Third éraders showed a drop in their perception of her agréeing that "it

is good to tdake part as much asiﬁossible in classroom work" as well as a drop
x H /

oo ' b : . ) - ' » -~
in "asking the teacher for help is a good thing to do."

‘' A

A

Sixth graders on the, other hand, shoved a substantial increase in perceiving

that the teacher would almost always agree that "it is good to'take part in clas’s-

%

room work," but showed a consistent perception of Item 2. T

» ] ¢
3 »

The. substantial disagreement between third and sixth graders might be
< B .

explained-in part in that bixth graders are assuming the "role of teacher"
for the tutoring process while third graders are still in the role of "student."

This role difference night allow the-sixth graders to ideatify more closely

v

i . .

‘with the teacher's role.
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1 . s -~

In order to compare the perception of the children with the actual

°

perccpfion of teachers, each teacher wag asked to complete Tool 6 for each
cliild in their tutoring class. This allowed a direct comparison to be made

betveen the children's perception of the teacher and the teacher's perception.

5

The resuwlts ere summarized in the same Table 10.
For third gfaders, teachers changed somewhat from the pre-test to the

posttest, increasing Item 1 from 0 to 11 percent in that she would not agree

4

most of the time. There was also & similar drop in Item 2 reducing from 52

€ -

to 37 peréent in that she woulﬁ‘almost alﬁdx§ agree tgat "asking the teacher
for help is a good thiﬁg to do." T;aghers remeined fairly consistent in their
perception of sixth grade responses.

The compérison of the children's perception of teacher and the teacher's

'§erception was remarkably consistent for both sets of pupils and teachers self-

1Y

. " perceptions. This accuracy .of perception is substantially greater this year

!’ v . .
than in the preceding two years for both grade levels. -

*

It should be recalled that the objective evaluations of children's

~

attitudes towards each other, themselves, and towards school, was added to the

origi;gl proJéct pfoposal as a result of consultations between this evaluator
. . N .
and project staff. It was added because it was thought important to try to

3

determine what certain attitudes children held in relationship to certain

aspects of the program over a three~year period of time. The data available

through instrumenté designated as Tools 1 through 6 strongly support the idea

that children share the perception of teacﬁers as to appropriate goals and

1

behavior withinfthe Helping Relationship Prbject. Children seem to enjoy

the tutoring qlass, their tutor, qﬁd'seem to share with each other and with %.
Q s . .

the teacher that one can learn and enjoy learning if the rules operating within

a classroom and ‘a program are clearly understood. .

There has been little substantive change in these perceptions over three .

«

-/ years. AL the start the children enjoyed thetﬂnss,“thc tutoring relationship, | .
T . . \

- ! - ) Cd




teacher's aides to assist them within the program, and in their relationships

- same period. The building principal continues to support the program to the

~_ ¥

- -

~

and teachers perceived this enjoyment. One mipght expect that as teachers

became more familiar wih the program, clarified tcéﬁﬁiﬂ cs,ip using vérioqs’
materials produced for <he prosram students would incrdase ih their enjo;méét

and value the £utorin5 relationship more than indicgted in the Tools. fﬁig B ~
apparently has not been ihe caéé. In trying to suggest why this hasn't .4
happened, one obtains informaticn zot from the Tools(but from personal o£ser—

vations and conversaticns with the teéchers. In these conversations, téachers

indicate consistent sa:isfactiO% Lo working within the program, in haéing . c

with each other. This 2zpears to be relatively unchanged over the past three
years. Only one teacher from the original group left the progr;m, and she was
replaced by a new teacher in the bBeginning of this }ear. The change of one
teacher did not seem to affect the vorkiné relationship among the others.

Consistency over three ¥ears may be reflected in children's scores for the

maximum and has been consistent in that support over the entire life of the
project. Tﬁé fact thas there has been no decrease in that support would

suggest another reason as to why there has been so little change.

The apparent lack of dramatic change does not reduce the value of the

program in terms of the data shown by:the Tools. In order t- accurately

assign some value to these results, one would have to compare the children
involved in the tutorinz progfﬁﬁ with children not involved in the program.
That data has not been collected and therefore no comparisons may he made.

However, a worthwhile research prov {ect undertsking would be to follow-up the

¥

. children who participated in the éutbring program over the past three years

e b
and'compare their scores on standardized tests as well as their continuing
. . ‘
attitudes towards schecl with a comparable group of children from the Aldridee

’ R I'4
School who did not participate in the program. On that basis, long term results

B

might dermonstrate and support the contention that this has been a valuable PR




experience both to the children and to the teachers.

—— - —

Objective 8, Teachers will describe their comfort and/or comprtence in workine

with (1) collenruzs, (b) currteulum, (¢) children, (d) aides, (c) visitors,

-

and (f) edmiristrators.

This objective was added as a result of diécussiqns held by the evaluator
with the teachers. For each of the categories given below each teacher wes
asked to descrite comfort and/or discomfort in working within eagh of these

areas, before they perticipated in the program as compared.to the present

time. Of the six teachers porticipating in the program, onc was added during

-~

5

the past year, therefore, that teacher's perceptions were expected to vary
somevhat from those of other teachers who were involved in the original development
and implementatibn of the pfogram.

As migh% be expected, there was very little change in the perceptions of

the teachers as reported in October and again at the present time. In part,

-
—

this lgck of changé may be due to the fect that each teacher was asked to
recall'hoy'they felt before and after perticipating in the program.
A. Colléagues )

By and large all teachers agreed that they now had a great deal of comfort
in asking other tcam members for help in a variety of areas ranging from

~ % N

curriculum to working with individual children:
B. Curriculum ) .

Initially, meny problems were encountered in develoving curriculums in
s§cial studies, science, reading, and methematics. By working together, the
problemé were gradually resolved as the results achieved alliowed each teacher
tolfeel greater satisfaction at the end of the year tg;n they did at the
beéinning.

C. KChildren .

xAll teachers réported a greater depree of comfort in working with both

|
third and sixth prade children as o result of their participabion in the

| \] . -26- ' 3 N

v




)

progrem. They did express Some concern about howu %hcj‘would feel in the
futurc if they were to work el some grade level other than grade three or
six.
D. Teacher Aides

Teachers felt great comfort in working with tcacher aides es a result of
their experience in the program. The only reservetion they expressed was how

they might get along without teacher aides in the future as a result of the

advantages accrued in the past.
i"

E. Visitors ‘ /////’

" A1l teachers indicated comfort in having visitors in the classroom as

»

a;reséii of the e#perience in the progrem. Aithough visitors were more
S frequent when the“program began, there continued to %e a trickle of visitors

ov;r the f%nal year ofa;hg program,
F. Adrinistrators

M1 but the newest teacher jindicated considerable comfort with the
administrators in their school. They still felt some concern with outside
administrators who would visit, but they indicated that their administrators
would support them if a sgtuation arose that required a particular level
of support.
éonciﬁsion

The original purpose of the Multigrade Helping Relationship Program was
to improve reading and other basic skills of third end sixth grade children

-

by providing a program in which sixth grade children tutored third grade

children. Three classrooms of third grade children and three classrooms of |

sixth grade children were involved in this endcavor over a three-year period

61 time.

Six original objectives and two supplementary objectives were proposed.

~ To the greatest extent these objectives were achieved. Teachers did

-21- 31




articivate in in-scrvice pro-~rams extensively. They developed and modified
© pro-. ) >

" wnits of inctruction and they utilized a variety of major curriculum systemrs,

The main purrose of the project, however, was to improve certain skills
of ¢hildren. These were’not met to the same extent es might have been hoped.
Reading scores did not improve dramitically. During the first two years of
the project there were minimel reading scoré;gains. However, during the finnli
year of the project with a modification of the objective it was shown that
more than one-half the children in each.grade did gain more than they had
the p;eceding yedr. Wnether or not thése gains can bé attributed to the
program activities is difficult to estéblish. '

. The mogp impressive gain was made in attendance of the children each
year. Children improved their attendance by at least 14 percent and in the
final yea;,.attendance improved Sy 25 percent. Agein the question as to
whether or not the program influenced the e~ -~ndance increase is nét clear.
In an attempt to clari?y this, Multigrade paerticipants were compared in their
attendance to non-!‘ultigrade participants. In this comparison no differences
were sho&n. However, the fact the Multigrade children é;d attend school with

great regularity can be seen as important whether or not it was attributable

to the progran.

Research skill gains remained an objective of contention among the teachers.

Iniﬁiaily their desire was to show that children acquired skills defined as
"research skills." In an attempt to document this with "hard" data,suﬁtest
scores on achieverent tests were u§ed as were counts of frequency of material .
use. In these endeavors, children showed considereble gains in terms of
fregyency of usapre of materials but minimal.gains score on the various $ublestis.
It might be said this objective was achieved at a mipimum level.
An objective added at the beginning of the proJect; that of trying to

determine the extent to which children's attitudes towards cach other, them-
selves, and school misht ;hanne over time as part of their propram partici-

pation was uocurented. Children liked what they wore doing and each other
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betier over a period of tine. ,Accurntc documcntakion of long term cﬁunhcs
or gains in attitudes could be determined only by a long term g9110w~up
stuﬁy of these children over at least a three i; ;ix-year period 6f time.
The newest objective added, that of asking teachers to deseribe their
self-perbebtions in relation to other teachers, curriculum, teacher aides,
visitors, and qdministrators deﬁonstrated consistency of positive feelingé
about themselves and the‘program over the life of the pfbgram. It was noted

in the Interim Report 1975, that teachers were asked to recollect how thé§

thought they felt about these items at the beginning of the project and to

compare that recollection with their current perception of their feelings."‘

-~

This process is at best highly suspect but it was only intended to document .

After three years of evaluating this project, this evaluator feels
that the hard data is not present that might be desirable to enable one ts .
say that the tutoring relationship was successful. As one looks at bits
and pieces of data, examines observations of the tutoring process as weli
as conversations with teachers, chil@ren, administrators, oﬂé must come to
the conclusion that there was a sensé of'accomélishment in the project;

vhether or not it made the desired gains is an open question.
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APPENDIX

Tool 1. Classroom Life
| 2. My Teacher
3. Postclass Reactions
k. Hov this Class Feels

5. How Do You Feel about these Things?

6. How Do You Think Your Teacher Feels?
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DATE |
'YOUR NEBER ' -

CLASS

CLASSROOM LIFE -

HERE 1S A LIST OF SOME STATEMENTS THAT DESCRIBE LIFE IN THE
CLASSROOM,  CIRCLE THE LETTER IN FRONT OF THE STATEMZNT THAT
BEST TELLS HCOW YOU FEEL ABOUT THIS CLASS. IHERE ARE NO RIGHT

QB ]:mzl": eth" ER .

1. | |
A, | LIKE THIS TUTORING CLASS.
B, SoMeTIMES I LIKE THIS TUTORING CLASS.
C. 1 DO NOT LIKE THIS TUTORING CLASS.

A, 1 VORK HARD IN THIS TUTORING CLASS. | - !
"B, SoMeETIMES | WORK HARD IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.
C. I DO NOT WORK HARD IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.




A.- 1 AM VERY INTERESTED IN THIS TUTORING CLASS, -
B, 1 AM SOMETIMES INTERESTED IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.
C, | A NOT INTERESTED IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.

. )
4, ‘
A. | WORK HARDER THAN MOST OF THE: CHILDREN IN THIS
TUTORING CLASS.
B, 1 VWORK AS HARD AS MOST OF THE CHILDREN IN THIS
TUTORING CLASS., '
C, | DO NOT WORK AS HARD AS FOST OF THE CHILDREN
IN THIS TUTORING. CLASS.
: Sl . ’ i -
A, MosT OF THE GiLCREN IN THIS.TUTORING CLASS DO
-, WHAT THE TEACHER TELLS THEM TO DO.
B, SOME OF THE CHILDREN IN THIS TUTORING CLASS DO
© WHAT THC TCAGHER TCLLS THEM TO DO,
C. NoT MANY OF THE CHILDREN IN THIS TUTORING CLASS
DO WHAT THE TEACHER TELLS THEM TO DO.
6.

Al

A. THE TEACHER LIKES IT A LOT IF WE HELP EACH OTHER
WITH OUR WIORK IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.

: : N\
B, THe TEACHER SOMETIMES LIKES IT IF WE HELP EACH
OTHER WITH \R WORK IN THIS TUTORING Cl ASS.

C, T i samretSonags Lha FEh HEIP FAT CIHER
WITH OUR WORK IN T(us TUTORING CI/SS.
¢ \\
\\
T \\\\

. (
\\ »
\\\ .
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8.

3

A

B,

.

A

B,

A,

B.

'Ct

.Dl TE AN

»

My WoRK 1S MUCH BETTER THAN MOST OF THE OTHER
CHILDREN IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.

¥ WORK IS ABOUT THE SAVE AS MOST OF THE omER
CHILDREN IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.

MY WORK 1S NOT AS GOOD AS MOST OF THE OTHER
CHILDREN IN THiS TUTORING CLASS.

PUPILS IN THIS TUTCRING CLASS HELP EACH OTHER -
WITH THEIR SCHCOLWORK MOST OF THE TIME.

PUPILS IN THIS TUTORING CLASS SCMETIMES HELP
EACH UTHER WiTH THEIR SCHOOLWORK.

PueILs 1N THIS TUTORING CLASS NEVER HELP EACH OTHER
WITH THEIR SCHOOLWORK. : ,

PUPILS i THIS TUTORING CLASS ALWAYS ACT
FRIENDLY TOHARD ONE ANOTHER.,

[ el al

[ la Y iadn ol 4
lUI"lLD N mlo IUIUKH‘{U \.L}\DD QUL IR

ACT FRIENDLY TOWARD ONE ANOTHER.
PUPILS IN THIS TUTORING CLASS HARDLY EVER

ACT FRIENDLY TOWARD QNE ANOTHER




MY TEACHER

DAIE
(ASS

3

(DoN'T WRITE YOUR NUMBER ¢
JE_YOU DON'T WaNT TQ) =

PRETEND THAYT YOU CQULD HAVE YOUR TEACHER CHANGE IN SOME WAY

FOR EACH NU-BER.

WOULD LIKE YOUR TEACHER TO ACT IN THIS TUTORING CLASS.

CIRCLE THE ANSWER THAT BEST TELLS HOW YOU

-34~

' A More Tiaii she B, SwE as sHE C. LlEss -
1. HeLp wITh vioRK- DOES NOW DOES NOW SHE DOES NOW ‘
2 YeLL AT us A More THaN sHE  B.- Sawe as sie C. Less Thaw
+ DOES NOW DOES NOW SHE DOES NOW. -
3, Make swre - A, More Ty sHE B, Same as she- C. LEss TrHan
WORK 1S DONE DOES NOW DOES NOW SHE DOES NOW'
Y, Ask us TG ‘A More THAN sHE B, SaE As sHE C. LESs THAN
DECIDE ABOUT DOES NOW DOES NOW SHE DOES NOW
”ow WE WILL
ORK - }
- ’, .
5 SMILE AND A, More THaN SHE B, Save As sHE C, Less THaN
LAUGH DOES NG - DOES WOW SHE DOES NOW
6. Make us BeHave A, Fore THaN sHE B, "Save As sHE C. LESs tHan
" DOES NOW DOES NOW SHE DOES NOW
7o TRUST US -Gi A, FORF THAN SHE  DB. oAF AS SHE 0. LESS THAN
OUR Ofi DOES NOW DOES NOW SHE DOES NOW
. 8, MAKE Us vioRK A, More THAN sH= B, Same As sHE C. LESs THaw
HARD DOES NOW . DOES NOW SHE DOES MK
4 B i - o
9, Sug AT sHE Ao More v sHE B, Save As sE C. LESS THAN
UNDERSTALINS DOES NOK DOES NOW  *  SHE DOES MW
HOW WE FEEL .
33 '




. DATE
T YOR MABR
- LSS

_ P(BTCLASS REACT IC?iS

HERE ARESCYE. QUESTIONS ABOUT WAT W\PPEIU) IN CLASS TODAY, CIRCLE
THE LETTER IN FRONT CF THE STATEFENT THAT PEST'TELLS HOW Y0Y) FEEL
ABCUT VAT HAPPENED, THERE ASE 10 RIGHT £} VA0S ANSHERS,

I :
A1 LEARED A LOT TODAY IN THIS TUTGRING CLASS,

B, I LEARVED.A LITILE TODAY IN JHIS TUTCRIV CLASS,

C. 1 DID MeT LEARN AWTHIRG TODAY IN THIS TUTCRII CLASS,
" PLEJSE VRITE WHY YOU FEEL THIS WY, ‘ e

R ' ot

A, 1 UKDERSTAYD-VERY WELL VY HE HERE DOING TODAY'S LESSON
* INTHIS TUTGRING CLISS, -

B, I-UNDERSTAND A LITILE BIT HN VE iERE mlm TODAY S -
LESSON IN THIS TUTORIRG CLASS, ‘.

C. 100 NOT UDXRSTAD AT ALL WHY VE VERE DNIKG TODAY'S,
LESSON IN. THIS TUTGRIKS CLASS,

W{AT DO YOU THI!K HAS THE REASON VE DID WAT WE DID? -

31 | _- | ., - \\,\s-
A, T UNDERSTOND TODAY'S LESSON MOST OF THE TIFE;

Q - A
- .- , 3!3 ~ . . ~



Y

B, 1 U:DERSTON) TOOAY'S LESSCH SGE OF THE TI.'"E.
C. 1 DID KOT GBERSTARD TODAY'S LESSOH AT ALL
H{'\T MADE YOU FEEL YU DID'NOT Lmswm?

A, 1 NEEDED A LOT 07 EXTRA HELP DURING THIS TUTORIN: PERICD ToAY,
B, T NEEDED A LITILE KELP GICE GR nncr: DURIN? THIS THTORING
PERICN TODAY., S . L -
. .1 IEEDED 10 HELP DURING THIS TUTCRING PERICD TODAY,
WHAT KIND OF HELP DID YOU NEED?_

.\\A’

A TS ’CB(")Y KEEDING A LOT OF HELP IN THIS TUTARING CLASS TUDAY

B, I SAY SOVERCDY NEEDING HELP A FEY TI""'S IN-THIS TUTCRING CIASS :
TODAY,

€. 1 SAW NOBODY KEEDIKS HELP' IN THIS TUTORII\G CLASS TONAY.
- HOW COULD THEY BE HELPED?

“A, T WAS VERY SATISFIED WITH WHAT MY PARTIER AMD 1 TALKED ABOUT

DURING THIS TUTORIRG CLASS TCDAY,
B, WAS-PRETTY SATISFIED. WITH WHAT MY PARTRER /\h’D [ TALKED ABQUT -
DURING THIS TUTORIMG CLASS TODAY,

G T WAS MOT SATISFIED WITH WHAT #4Y PARTIER N{D | TALED /\BﬂJT

- URING THIS TUTCRING CLASS TaDAY,

WY DO YOU. FEEL THIS WAY? - .




« -TOOL 4

" Datc

e YouR NUMBER ' ‘. .

Cuass _ s

HOW THIS CLASS FEELS

SCHOOL CLASSES ARE QUITE DIFFERENT FRGM.ONE ANOTHER "IN HOW

PUPILS THINK /4D FEEL ABCUT SCiiCOLINORK. ABOUT OME ANOTHER,

AND ABCUT TEACHERS, ow DO YQU THINK YCUR CLASSMATES FEEL

. ABOUT The FOLLOWING THIPCS. PpT A CHECK IN ONE OF THE BOXES
-, WNDER "HOW MALY FEEL THIS WAY?" FOR EACH OF THE STATE! x._NTS

BELOH, ML_ALNW

/,‘/ I R How MANY CHILEREN IN THIS CLASS FEEL.THIS WAY? ‘ ~
\ 1.7 1115 600D TO A AwvosT . B, Asour C. Oy
7 TAKE PART-AS MUCH ALL HALF | A FEW
/" * AS POSSIBLE IN
: - CLASSROOH ORK,
haY L] . ¢ . \ ‘ ’ T T ‘1
’ © 2. PSKING THE TEACHER A Avost /" -B. Mot ™ . C. Owy
I FOR HELP IS A AL HALF " A FEW
GOOD THING TO DO, , /-
. M - - s T ‘ : : - .
3. 17 1s goop 10 A Avost © B, Asour C Gy
HELP OTHER PUPILS N TRY. HALF A FEW
vqu HCIR SCHOCL- ’ '
,HORK EXCEPT DURING ' /
TESTS, , Xy
. 4 o
Y, ScHooLviogk 1S MORE - A AuibsT B, Asour C. Owy
OFTEN FUN THAN IT ALL . HALF A FEW
IS NOT FUN, - ; :
-5, (uk TEACHER REALLY A Purosy B. Asour C. Ony
: UNDERSTANIDS 1o CAd HALF A FEW

PUPILS FEEL,
1 ¢




Put A cHECK IN THE JOX THAT TELLS HOW YOU FEEL ABOUT EACH OF THE

STATEMENTS BELOW, fIHERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG AUSHERS.

DATE

Your NUMBER

Cass

HOA DO YOU FEEL ADOUT THESE THINGS?

I AGREE B.

1. It 1s coop TO A, I AGREE C. Imw
TAKE PART AS ALMOST ABOUT NOT AGREE
MUCH AS POS- ALWAYS HALF THE MOST OF
SIBLE IN ' ] TINE THE TIME
CLASSROOM WORK. :

2. AsKING THE ‘Ao | AGREE B. 1 Acree C. Ino
TEACHER FOR ALMOST ABOUT ¥NOT AGREE
HELP IS A ALWAYS HALF THE MOST OF
600D THING TIME THE TIME
T0 DO.

“\
1
— id
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DATE

YOUR NUMBER
g - . (ass

HON DO YOU THINK YOUR TEACIER FEELS?

Put A cHECK IN THE BOX THAT TELLS HOW YOU THINK YOUR TEACHER.

‘FEELS ABOUT EACH OF THE STATEIENTS BELOW. v RIGHT
OR HRONG AHSHERS.
1, Ir1s eoop 10 A, SHe B, SHE C, SHE
TAKE PART AS WOULD ~ WOULD WOULD
MUCH AS POS- AGREE AGREE NOT
SIBLE IN ALMOST ouT - AGREE
CLASSROOM WORK, . ALWAYS THE MOST OF
/ ‘ o TIME THE TIME
2. Aswins THE A, Sy B, Sue C. S
TEACHER FOR " WOULD WOULD WOULD
HELP 1S A AGREE AGREE NOT
GOOD THING . ALMOST ABOUT AGREE
o DO, " ALWAYS % THE MOST OF

THE TIME




MULTIGRADE HELPING RELATIONSHIP

Aldridge School

The three years of the project have given us some signifi-
cant inéights into the tutorial relacionship. For one, there -
are optimium levels beyond which children from the two different

age groups prefer not to be together; on the ather hand they //////’///
definitely, with few exceptions, want to be part of the prqcess:
This, we feel parallels a sibling relationship with its usual

ambivalent feelings. Secondly, and this is perhaps obvious

though overlooked, very specific tasks must be established for

“f

the tutoring process in which the pupils can expérience actual
improveqpnt‘in skills rather than the perfunétory process of
getting through a workbook or playing‘education?l games. Finally,
in working with the multi-age groups on the ;cience and sacial
studies units, it is not practical to have a total unit‘designed
for the tuto;idl.relationship. Rather, it is feasib;e to work
with several mini-units over shorter perioés of time, allowing
each group to work independently on ﬁnits designed for each age
level.

In watching the groups working together, we were gratified

at the ease with which they.comiugled. During the three-year
project period, we worked with a diffgrent set of pupils eath
time and there was .never any evidence-of rancor or resentment
at being together; the atmosphere in many instances could be

only described as protective.



Since data this last year indicated that we had achieved

our objectives, we feel that it is necessary to continue the

concept, if only in a modified form. We are currently in the

process of requesting a coordinator for the project through the

Area A discretionary fund. If a coordinator position is granted,
we can extend the tutorial relationship to more pupils ,and use
the regular séhool time for fhe program. We also plan to use the
8:30-9:00 a.m. segment to provide the pupils withﬁadditional
s tutoring time,. . ' _ ‘ ’
I1f, however, we ére unaSIe to secure exéra ;ersonnel, we ‘ ¢
~ will establish helping relationships between likel; rooms and
encourage the teachers to devise, if only in a limited form,
some tutoring sessions for their most needy pupils, using

materials and processes originally devised by the staff of the

project.

Program dissemination was in three parts =- oral reports to

I3

various groups, brochures, and an issue of The Chicago Principals

|
Reporter ("Title ITI in Chicago") in which the program was out-
\
|
lined. (The magazine has a. circulation of 3000.) Talks pre-

sented to groups reached interested people in a more concentrated
. form. - .

The following items were disseminated:

-~ Chicago Principals Reporter, Spring 1973, vol. 63, No. 1

[¥3 3
-~ Brochures
i

- Sample units

"~ Booklet with illustrative material highlighting facets
of program '

~ Special display booth designed for the project and
presented as a donation to the school.

4 .
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