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THE PROGRAM .

@ - ’ ?

- The purpose of the program was to providgﬂinstruction in

e

the’English Language with emphasis on oral Englishlfot'éligible'
ndn*English epeaking pupils. enroiled in the Title I non-pnblic ;
schools. The major objective was to enable parficipating :
pupils to achieve competency and fluency in _ the use of the

English language and to aSSist them in attaining an achievement

o

hlevel appropriate for their grade level placement.

o

¥ , This was accompliehed by providing the stude;xts with ex- 3\
» _periences in 1anguage Wlth;% functional settings thropgh an

'audio—lingual approach in small gxoups of from four to eight for

a period af forty to Sixty minpteg for two to five days per week.

Varied and aporopriate learning materials and audio-visual equip-

L - ~
- - -

ment were used.- . ] .

q "

The program was in effect from September 197%¢ through June
30, 1975 and was implemented in ninety two (92) schools during )

the’ fall term and in ninety-five (95) schools during the spring

R . !
. . L2

"':"'""_H-"rterm .

S} totai‘of 3,808 eligible non-public schcol pupils from

grades kindergarten through twelve were serviced.and.were seclect-

ed on the basis of referrals from the principals, classroom

teachers, guidance counseliors, and on occasion from other Title
I teachers in-the school;. In addition the ESL teachers admin-
istered the total auditory test of the.Stanford Achievement Test
and gaﬁe an oral proficiency test to'each entering »u,il in

order to determine his need of ESL ipstruction. = 1

-~

. . -
2
- L] . [




) . " ° 'EVALUATION PROCEDURES

*

-

-+
4

Evaluation objective #1 This was to determine whether as a re-
su;t.gg participation.in’tuﬁ_program the competency and fluency
- in the use of English by the students would show a statistically °

significant difference between pre-test scores.and post-=test

. . : ; . o
scores.

Ll

Evaluation objective #2 Thi; was to aetermine the various ef-

- .

fects of treatment combination involvlng the support;ve servaes E

L]

L of speech and é%;nical guidance.

Sub;ects -~ All partlcipants in the program were’ tested

w

. Testing The Total Audltory Test of the 1974 Stanford Achlevement

Test was admlnlstered as a pre-test in April 1974 and’ also in .
—— L -
Seg;ember 1974. The primary-level form A was given’to grades Y ’

two through e;ght while the lntermediate level form A was glven

to grades nine through twelve. A nost test of the same test and

levels, form B was adminlstered to these students in late April

1975. o . <

L3 - . ! * -

The Test of Basic Experiences was administered as a pre-test in

~ January 1975 and as a post-test in Apgil"1975 to all kindergarten® -
" and first greae pupils.. '

ata Collection - Test data along with other pupil data requésted

by the evaluator were recordédﬂby the ESL teachers on optical
scannlng sheets, hand delivered by the teachers to the coordina-
tor's offlce, and plcked up by the evaluatoer the lagt week in Hay
bata .was cellected on 3,808 pupmls.:

6 | : | i
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. . . i
-~ Limitations on Data Analysis -~ A total of 2,987 pairs of pre and

post .test scores were analyzed. Pre br post ‘test scores were not
-\IJ
available for 440 pupils for a number of reasons. Sixty-~five

@t
(65) students were absent’ for either the pre -or post test, 216
were reported as transi@ntsﬂ 54 were withdrawn from the program

* hefore post tesﬁinq since they had made sufficient progress and
) . ]

no longér were in need of the service{ 71 entered the p}odram too
late té be §r9 tested,- 25 scores Qere considered invalid, 7 scores
were recorded iﬁaccurgtgiy and dat; on 2 studepts.were mispl;céd
by a feacher. The evgluator,rejected 381 ﬁ;irs of scores because

other necessary information such as the type of treatmﬂnt re-

oo
e P e i T i

ceived or the grade- level of the pupil was not available.

A true analysis of varlance was limited'by the fact that the

gr""dups reeeé.—vi-nq»-&he—t—hreev—&i—fferenbwtreatments'-we:e'"not'i&entw~~—;~w

icél at th? start of the progéam since some pupils were handi-
caoped by the need for eithgr‘guidange or speech.

' No ;nalysis of variance was éerfofmed for grades 9, lp} 11
aéd 12 since the total was less than 30 .in each group. ‘
. No analysis was mgde:of the paraprofessional comb@nent sinée

less tﬁgn 30% of the teachers had full time assistance. ‘

‘pata ﬁnalysié - A correlated t test was performéd for cach of the

jisiintramiites =it gty SR s feiiniby —

~ grade groups. _Inh addition an analysis of variarce was performed
For ESL only vs £s5L with speech pnd“for ESL pnly vs HS@ with
guidance. Sevaratc anglvses were done for grades 2 and 3, 4, 5

and », 7 and 8. All data analyses were done hy combuter.

-
- -

o 7




' . Dvaluatlon ob}ectlve $3 In order,to determine the extent to

e . wthh the program was imp;emented in the schools the evaluator

Ty

v;sited 20 of the elementary schoole and both,high schools 1n-'
volved in the program. A ‘list of these schools was assigned
... to the evaluator by the director of the non-public school pro- .

. . ) R ' R - .
. grams and was therefoxe neither chosen nor randcmly—selected by

-
~ the'evaluator. Pre-visits were made to all twenty elementary o
schools durlng November and December while post visits to all

étwenty elementary schools .and both high schools were made in
Aprll, May. and ‘June. Two or three groups of students were ob-
served during eachzvisit and interviews ware conducted with more
2'than.ha1f of_the ESL teachers either in theirfschooka.or at staff
meetings. In addition interviews were conducted‘with'almost all

. " of the prrnclpals and many og,the regular classroom teachers and -

R

some of the Tltle I teachers in the Speech and Guidance compon=-

ents in the schools’visited. The researcher observed each of .

;L , ‘the ESL supervisors in the field and had numerous meetlngs with

4

e them and the project coordinator during the school year. In ad-
- ~ L3 8'
dltlon the researoher attended many. of the small group teachers‘

'workshops and large group staff meetings.
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. In order,to determine whether as a result of part;c;natwon vn.the nrogram there would be .

statistically significant difference ‘between the’pre and post test scores a qprrelated t test

€ »

.7 was performed for the various grade levels and treatments. The results Afe recorded in table 1 ' °
L below: ‘TABLE 1 - R R R
' = ' : . MEAN AND ‘F VALUES FOR GRADES INDERPﬁRTEN THROUGH TWELVE . A
: ' , ) " MEAN AND T _VALUES FOR KI?DERGARTEN (raw scores) ) “h T
o : . :
S T ~.Pre-test . Post—test lef Value Leval of Significance ‘
Treatment N Mean—-Score Mean Score of T i - &
. . N "'-\,_\\\\. L . ) a 7 - .
ESL only 104 9.2 S~ 4.1 .49 11.99 . . .001 i .
. MEAN AND T VALUES FOR GRADE 1-.(raw scores)
ESL only 617" 15.88  , 20.50 4.2 29.88 7/ . ool . -
ESL % Guid. 120  -15.85 "o 20,50 " 4.8 10,77 . L001 N .
. ESL & 3p, 200 ;§254 20. 64 4.1 15.09 "+~ y - .001
MEAN AND T VALUES FOR GRADES 2 & 3 (grade equlvalentsL ’
. .ESL only 569 1,12 1.73 -, .61 26.51 T Lol o
[T ESL 8 Gu g e eyl 2. e T . toeaB .13.13 s 001
ESL & Sp, 285 1.20 1.68 57 . 12.48 . 001 - -
MEAN AND ‘T VALUES FOR GRADES 48586  (grade equivalcnts) '
DSL only . 398 1.82, . 2.51 .69 19,52 ‘ , .001 '
ESL & Guid. 130. 1.93 : 2.54 .60 10.07 " 001
.ESL & Sp. 148 1.92 ~2:4637 7 .70 13.85: ¥ .00}
! . - i % . g. -
L] . - . 10




S e e .. . AN A ;\1.\ TR gy 3o ‘?r.ﬂ,_- (eyar: racivaces ts)
N e e ifetesy C s, - postotast . adfg, . Hlue Ttewal @f Wienific
- Treatment |, N ¢ dean qcorc 1+ Uean Score . % of T . . :
4 . - L “ -3 . . " s . .t . -
: ‘BSL- onl 109 2,12 - . 2.58 0 .43 5.95 .001
Y. CESL, & Guid., “ 44, P23 0 . 3.0 0 T v T4 4.6 . £001
I BSL & Sp. - ..32¢ / ‘1.5 - C 2.2 RV {( . 4.97 .001
. . . Al r'} . -
SN Sy “ooemL MEAN A‘ND T VALU'LS FOR GRADE _9 (grade equivale.nts) '
:* AL treatments 23~ T3pvs, . 0 .., A1 N .43 2028 Y S
grO{lped to_ Sy -.. * .t K] d ) * - ’ . ) [ h i
" géther - ."' b e T . . S : -
LT .t .- MEaN m T VALUES FOR ‘GRADES 10811512 (grade equivalents)
. . e RN T i ~% . -
All treatments 21 ° ° 4,07 'I.? 5.22 ‘1,14 ° 5.83 - T.001
grouped to- 2 e - . ® : . ' '
gether . Lt . . . . L. ‘-‘ . . . - . o . R

3
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. As‘- indicateQ in: Table 1 h:.gth sign:.ficant' improvement was made at all grade levels as indica-~
(- v

ted byu the correlated t test with s:.gniﬁcance at .thré 001 level. Gains of from almost -five mont:.hs
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11, order to determine t.e various effects of treatment compinations involving“the supportive

"services of clinical guidance and speech an analysis of variance was done. Raw scores were used

-

for first graders while grade equivalents were used for all others. The results are-recorded in

the Takle 2 below and are organized by grade Jroups and treatment received,

TABLE 2 | ° .
- ' AVERAGE MﬁAﬁ GAIN & F RATIO - ESL ONLY VS. ESL AND SPEECH ) .

N Total N - ' N ESL N Averége Mean Average-Meaﬁ _ F Level of
Grade N ESL only & SP, Gain ESL only Gain ESL & Sp. Ratio Significance
dst . 817 . 617 200, 4.6 4.1 2.80 .10
2 & 3- 854 569 285 e 61 > +37 ' .79 ; 37 °
45586 546 398 148 " +68 - e 71 ‘ .08 +68
7&8 142 109 32 o 41 . .70 . 3.7 .06

-

As indicated in Table 2 there was no significant differencé between the ESL only and the
ESL and Speech treatments. ) ”
_Although in the seventh and eighth grade group the average mean gain was .41 for the ESL

) only treatment and .70 for the. ESL with Speech treatment, the difference was not significant.

_ . TABLE 3 :
AVERAGE HMEAN GAIN & F RATIO - ESY. #NLY VS. ESL AND GUIDANCE ,

» ; ‘Total N ESL N ESL ‘ Average Mean Average Mean F . Level of
Grade < only & Guid. - -Gain ESL only Gain ESL & Guid. Ratioc Significance
st . 737 617 120 ‘8.6{raw score) - 4.8 .3 .58
2 &3 756 - 569 187 v e 61 . 3L 4,9 .04
15555 52¢ .398 130 .68. ‘ 61 - 1le2 <26

2.6 10

“s indicated in Table 3 there was no significant difference between the ESL only and the

%

ESL and Guidance treatments.

-
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- Juna. Serbice was pﬁovided_two days a week for 54% of the pupils

Evaluation Objective #3 1In order to achieve the implemeetation
objective the reseafcher studied@ data collected during observa-
tions and interv;ews and anaiyzed print-outs of student, teacher
and.program Lnformatlon. ‘The results follow.

Implementation - The program was fully implemented in 92 schools

LY

during the fall term and in 95 schoels_during the spring term.

It 'was in effect from the beginning of September to the end of

‘and three days a week for 35.2%., Only 5.5% received instruction

63,

five days a week. The averdge number of days in attendance was

-
-

¥
i

Staff q‘The'progfam brovided for 65,2 positions which were cov=-

¥

v;eredfbg 78 teachers approximately 35 of whom were licensed ESL

teacheré._ Almost all were gualified apd befy conscientiohs.

Approximately 80% were in the program for two or more years,

Many of the teachers, about thirty-five, were énrolled@ in an in-

service ESL course during the fall term and five were enrolled

»

in a masters program. , - L .
There were three'supervisors who observed and'assisted the

teachers in the fleld, conducted orientatlon meetings, small |

‘group workshops, and staff‘meetlngs during the year. They visited

each teacher about four t;meg and provided in-service training

and on the job assistance in areas of planning, grouping, teaching

methods, and learning materials, They also assisted with admln-

. -

-istrative affalrs at the central office.

. ’

* * The program was directed by .one project coordinator,'who

4drinistrated and coordinated the program effectively,

C 17 -




Facilities - Facilities were generally verj‘gopd._\Mos; teachers

T

- " "had a classroom or a small room suitable for small groﬁp instruc-

—

—

tion and the storage of materials. In apérbximately 10% of the .
Lo schools the_progfam was not assigned a room and classes were sub-

séquently held in a section of the auditorium, gym or stage.

4 “ it . .. . M
- Supervision and Praining - Before classes began there were three ‘

-

orientation meetings for all ESL teachers. In addifion, each

|

teacher ha@.éne meeﬁing a month with the supervisor and a smu.ll

éroup of tégchers from the surrbﬁnging schools, These took ° .

— .

. .place at the newly formed storage sitié where materials and equip-

- . ment were made available for exchange

teachers were bery pleased with the aé;;tnq up of the storage

ong the teachers., The

sités, with the materials availabie and with the meetings where
thef were able to share ideas, Periodic large'grdup staff meet-

ings wqfe held for all teachers. As prevgbusly mentioned, the

I

sppefv;so;s visited each teacher approxima£é1y four times during

. N . . u S . T .
. the year, arranged for intervisitations, and conducted small group -

workshops whenlthejnon-public schoois were closed. Teachers in-

dicated that they would prefer more asézs;ance early in September.

-

They alse stated that intervisitations were very valuable and

R : .
~ - reguested that there be more of them perhaps by teams of teachers

-

arfd under the guidance of a superﬁisor. -

“Materials and Equipment - Appropriate and sufficient equipment

-~

and materials which were culturally oriented and interesting were

henérally available to all teachers in the program and additional

-

materials were made available throughout the year througs tac

kS

.
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N

storage sit xchange' method.. A few teachers indicatgd that some
N ’ - . )
ipment hid arrive late in the term Gue to poor delivery ,

‘ prectices on the part of companfes. A few teachers indicated the

E

need for more learning-equipment, especially the tape recorder.

fﬁ&“‘ﬂex; Most teachers used the materials and equlpment effectlvely while

a fEW“dld _hot make them.an integral part of the program.\\\\

T

Students - The progrgg serviced the needs of the specific target
population for phich it wégmaesiggegi It pfovided intensive in-

“struction in the English language to pupiIBHthgeﬁfative language

‘was other than BEnglish. Spanish was the native langai“ £ 71.7%
x/
of the students, Italian 8.8%, Creole 5.6%, Greek 3.4% Orlental ““we‘
“'-h...\\
C 2. 6%. French 2 3%, blav;c 2.2%, YlddlSh or Hebrew 9%. Portugues‘

T 4%, Hungarlan .2%, German .l% and other 1,7%. Approxlmately half
(51.5%) of the puplls were first and second graders and less than

-

1.5% were ninth through twelfth graders.'

Instruction - The classes as observed were conducted by generdllg
-competent teachers in:'small groups.ol from four to eigﬁt pupils. .

tmphasis was placéd on group instruction with less.atteﬁtidp

fgiven to individeai work. Teachers indicated that whén attend-

ance fell to three students in a group it was difficult to carry
out a lesson effectively since there was less opportunity for,
;hteraction. The most effective grouping was considered to be

r -

ixo - ’ : : : ."

v

‘¢:ross-reference and Impact of Other Programs - The Title I sup-

portive services of Speech and Clinical Guidance had direct

cross reference to and impact on the English asﬁa-Second Language

" ‘. . . .




Program. The ESL program identified those punils in need of

‘tﬁése supportive sarvices and vicq-verqa and worked with them
n meafing$the needs'of‘ﬁhese children. Analysis of the data
revealed that 56.5% of the participating students fgceived tﬁe
CSL treatment only, 19.7% received ESI, plus Speech, 14.4% re;‘

ceived ESL plus guidance,_and 9.3% recelved ESL plus Speech :

.and Guidance. The findings relating to the effects of the var- -

“ious treatments have alreadv been discussed. The District

N B

0ffices "plug-in" program for providing paraprofessional as-
sistance prov;ded foraextra individualization and additional aid

to teachers in a few schools. Anélysié of the data indicated

that 17.5% of the 3,808 ﬁupils received ful& time paraprofes-

’

. sional services., . -

M?“““xaéscrepancy Analysis - The program was fully and effectively

imszgagﬁfeduig;she schools and the aspects coincided with the ’
descriptions fou;EH;HHEﬁehprogggal. A discrepancy existed in

that during_ the fall the proyram was implémented in 92 schools i
. e H""‘\-._:\_ -
rather than the proposed 94. .During the spring term théﬁﬁiagram -

todk piace in 95 schools. - Since in one school theré was a

~strict dress. regulation it was difficult to assign a teacher.

The program was discontinued early in the fall-termyin the other

3Chool because of lack of facilitieé. ‘ _ : :

[N

L The program was to continue through June 30. However, wheén
‘tne non-public school closed before the official public school ’

closing, actual ESL tlasses were not held through the end of June.

-

instead the teachers engaged in other activities guch as conduct- T

:ng parent teachcrs workshops, working in district offices or,

20 - *

Qo ’ ' ’




»  teaching as substitutes in the public schools. Others attended

»

1
.o ] -

Tmnlementatlon'of Recommendatlons HMade in Prlor Studv « In the

nrev_ous -gtudy four major recommendations were forwaLded All

-v-

of these were lmplemented durlng this school year.
To satisfy the recommendation that another formal test be
used in’ addition to the standardized test to diagnose oral lang-

°

nage proficiency the ESL teachers utilized nroject Minimal

Language Goals. Fucrther development of this list ls under way
. since many of the teachers indicated the need for more specifie,
statements and methods of diaghosing and evaluating. In addi-

tion the TOBE was administered to kindergarten and first grad-

- ers. The test was chosen because’ it was a more appropriate

Qiagnostic,fest for fi;st gradere and suitable for kindergart-

éners.

In response to the suggestion that oriehtation sessions he
held for regular classroom teachers 1n the host schoolsr where~-

. ver poss;ble an orlentatlon session was provided if not at the

&

start of the year then during the term. 1In addition about 75% .

of the teachers participated in at least one meeting with the

non-public ‘school staff. ¢ ' . .

L]
. -~

Hére'and varied léw ability high interest materiale were

_otdered and sunplied to various sahoblé in conjunction with the

- -

recommendation. taterials particularly suited to high schoul

students were obscrved in use in bqth hlgh schools.

ESL meetings or made intervisitations. ) : R




L3

L] L

wherever possible in order to provide extra services where -

space was available and where there was. student need. As, a

result extended services were provided in ten schools,
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‘s;gnlflcance in lmprovement at the ,001 ievel for all'groups.

the EbEﬂenly'treatment and ‘the ESL with Guidance. Althbugh the
"seéenth and eighth grade'Qroup had an average mean éaih of 241
. for ESL Only ‘as opposed to an average mean gain ‘of 64 for ESL e —
. with Guldance, the F test indicated s;gn;f;cance at only the 10 '

“level. ‘ . . .

‘test. at only the .06 level, y ‘ ‘

- ‘the schools were without a room assignment. The, supervisocs and

-ceadners: were qualmf;ed and competent and thexe were hlghlv an=

SUMMARY OF FINDINGE; CONCLUSIONS, ARD RECOMMENDATIONS.

¥

2

Summary of Major Findings - - .

An analys;s of pre and post test scores revealed that all

grades made galns of from almost five to seven months with the
exception of grades ten, eleven, and twelve which mad a gain of

oﬁe vear and one month. The correlated t test indicated high ’

. There was no s;gnlficant dlfference 1n achievement between v 1

»

4,

- R
—— T

¥

L] N - *,

There was no significant difference in achievement.hetween
the ESL only treatment and the ESL Wlth Guidance treatment. Al-.
though the seventh and elghth grade group had a greater average

mean gain when they had a combination of ESL and Speech (.70) as

-

oppesed'to ESL only {(,41), sidnificeﬁce was reached with the F |

L4

-

The puplls ldentlfled as needlng supportive assistance in

e;ther guidance or Speech made as much lmprovement as tnose who

were not handicapned. ‘ s :
. r . . a - . - 3

The nrogram was effectively coordinated and fully implemented

B . - r . " . . - \ -
nw the schools. <lae facilities JEQe generally gond. Only 114% of

&
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'prqpriate'and sufgicient materials. These factors along with

_the small group instruction were the greatest strengths of the

nrogram ' , .

Most of the materlals and equlpment were qsed effectlvely

" — i —

although gome teachers hesitated to use some of the eou&nment

;and lndlcated that they could use more specific training in

the use of these machlnes WLth lnleldual and groups of pupils,

Thev all stated that their supervigion was excellent but sug- .

.
gested that they could benefit from more on-site assistance when

being given‘neé materials'and eqquipment. ' -

.

Some of the host schools were not completely familiar wlth

the goals of the ESL program and therefore were not as able to

3 work ins conjunction with the ESL teachers.

//The teachers considered the 1nterV1$1tatlons very valuable

and asked for more sucn vis;ts perhaps by a small team along T

with a superv;sor. This would’ provide for mofe interaction .

among teachers and more "quided analysls especlally for new

.

* a

teachers. : . ) ' .
Many of the teachers felt they needed a little more specif-
ic direction as to the goals “to work toward in the program. =

They suggested that a list of specific skills be developed and

made available to them or that the Minimal* Language Goals sheet .,

¥

* be’ further developed in more detail,

El
x

The teachers stated that the small groun workshops were

very helpful since they could share ideas and have more contact

. . - \ . i
L 3 . e

¥ . h . " . N
with otiler ESL teachers, fThe establishment of storage . Sites,
|

o 24 -




where macerials.and equipment could be stored and exchanged was

ﬂlso considered a Very valuable addition to the nrogram this

.,ear - . ) .

1] - - a -

The recommendationq from the prior study were implemenfed

. to a great—degreg_§§i§ school year.

e -Penelusions o _ - -

-

""h

The ESL program,proved to be effective. Prov1ding small

'qroup instruction to non-English epeakinc eupils uSLng the

S q' 'auuio-1rngﬁh$~apgrgacnhcan be'ﬁonn_dered an effective.way to

—

Ixmrove their fluency and competency_in the English 1anguage as

-y ' \ —_——
-

oot neasured by pre and pest test scores.
. e, .

|l

X aents where there was a combination of ESL and/or speeeh or
l
gu_dance or when the trdatment-was only ESL. The fact that

taere were no significant differences in improvement ameng
treatments suggests that the supportive gservices may have been

nelpful to those pupils who otherwise may not have functioned
: ]
as well in the ESL classroom.

* ¢

The success of the program may be attributed to the small -

-

.’

aroup instruction with opportunities for-oral expression and .

interaction, teacher competency, effective coordination and

]

.SupeerSlon 6f the program, and continuity of the teaching staff,

the availability of suitable materials and equipment.

. Recommendations ’ -, .
1 a i -

The ESL program should definitely be cohtinued since highly

o
siqnificant-improvement;was made. The supportive services might

"also be continued since punils with special problems were inelped

ts achieve to the same degree as the others. ¢

o A 925

'~

¢ * There appeared to be no significant difference among treat-

ﬁi‘-
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e The fol)owrhg suggestions are forwarded for cons;deration.-

. "L Puincxze the ESL program th:qggtout all the Title’r Non~'

Public schools so that the principals and staff can be bettér
e . informed of the goals and techniques of ESL before they are re-
N . . quired ‘to file their reguests for. serv1cess S !
" -2: Cnce the program’ is assigned to the host school its staff -
‘:shoulg be made thoroughly familiar with the program and have -
P 5cloeer contact with the 'ESL teackers so that ﬁ;th'may attain
\ a_bette}'ﬁnderstanding,of the needs of the students,and’how .
L. e S . - - .

these may be attained. Where possible the ESL supervisors

»

R . -
ar - - -

" should 'work with the teachers in.implementing this.
3 Encou:aée all ESL teachers €6 utilize the materials and ma-

chxneg' as an integral part of the ngogram. "Live dembnstrations

. - with pupils mag be valuable. o - e

™ ' L] i L]

4. Assist the teachers in diagnoéing morle specifically individ- °

ual pupil needs and‘in planning for more dividualization of

B instruction. . ) - L \ . L. )
5. Prov;de each teacher with a tanerecordér. - _ h ‘~'.
6. Further refine the Mlnimal Language Goals form to provxde "
SO for more spe01fie ldentlflcetlon of skills and more effective- - ]
" jothods of measurement. T - "<
" 7. Continue to increase’ the nuiber of &ntefvisitations'by A
: " teachers acecording to need aea feasibilit;. Wihen poseable at- . B

- ‘ - .
tumnt to obscrve as a team of two teaciers and a3 sunervisor

L]
-

30 taat there nav iwv.more guided obscrv-tionsg, lrarning and ¢ .,

intepactidn.
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f\) 8. Increase tne number of schools receiving five day service.
R 9. Provide for a full time secretary to-assist with the many’
] administrative gdetails. . e
LW . .
£ .. .. 10, Develop an. evaluatiqﬁ design which will more accurately an-
- alyze the impact of the supportive services of speech and
- . gquidance,’ . )
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Use Table 28 for norm referenced achievement data not applicable to Table 26. (See "Instructions” Item 5 before
) h ¢ completing this table.) ‘
28. Standardized Tesc Results . ] o <A . .

' '

&

y
In the table below, enter the requested assessment information about the tests used .to evaluite the effect-
iveness of major project components/activities in achieving desired ObJECC1VES. Before conpleting this form, Iz |

. read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets if necessary. . | 4
‘ . Number . ‘ Statistical L
Component Activ-iTest Form Level (Total|Group!_ Tested Pretest Posttest Data Subgroup
Cede ity |Used . 1. (w27 (p.3/- 4/ t 5/ Y 6/ 4 -8/ 9/
Code 1/ |pre|Post|PrejPost N Date|Mean{8D [DatejMean|SD [Test|Value .
611l 5 o *T?ggq L | L PrimPwin | 127 | kg. | 104 6 {1/79.2 W THR/TS |1, 1# 100¢ 11199 tn‘.umt 1 -,
RN b o5 | o |1 Prowpron {un|ast [ oz | 6 1rrsfed beadips 3°°§J" 2, [200 | fredment H,
SA'}_ :‘ . ll ll od . é 1 66 079 “w‘
6 |14 P C {ygy |48 }°”1'+'i‘~ w23 ot | 2 |SARUAR | BB s 1ogSloETl ¢ 1iTa esiaent M1
. ' SAT - . . ; . L] u 08
\ 6 (1[b l'=’° Tk LA | B l’ri}rin ses| 2 | 676 | 1.(8/7k}:83 .3&&/?5 353158 » (12 Sreatment Il ""”f):u»
' . yul ® * . . . . . N
6 [a4] b b A% | o | B brimbrim| 261 708 | 385 | 1 |873K)3:3 h3hurs B3:6 }HF 3.8 | prestweet II thent I1 °
b/Th J i
6 [afn 2 0 ‘m- AlB fotot.] 20 9123 |2 Qgh 3.7 2.24!'»/75-1;.19 2,43 ¢ |2.28 | Wﬂ
: ] . - 4 /14 , - | all trextments
6 1114260 1o | AT B nt.Lnt. 28| 26 | 21 1 fori 5.22 2.2$ ¢t 15,83 m-mm‘a__.]P
1/ Ideatify test used and yeer of publication (MAT-58; CAT-70, / SD = Standard Deviation ‘
: “ . ) 7/ Test statistics (e.g., t; F xz) R W
2/ Total num articipants in the activity. 8/ obtained wvalue
3/ Identify the part:é&pq\fs by specific grade level (e.g.,, E} Provide data for the following groups Sepatately:
grade 3, grade 5). Wheie-several grades are combined, Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as|D)
enter the last two d;g&ts of thé component code’, and Handicapped (code as H). Place the in
&4/ Total number of participants, 4nc1uded in the pre and - " dicated code letter in the last column tv
posttest cglculat*ons . sigaify the subgroup evaluated,
3/ 1 = grade’ equivalent i= perceﬁt11e rank; 3 = z score; ! ! i '
- 4 o= Standard score {publigher' s) -5 = stanine, 6 = raw * . CODE
score; 7 = other. . . treatment I ESL L
atme - only
NOTE: 11 cases vere recordedgr ““’)tm 12%erade - freatment II - ESL and Speech
oa {error in recording on opscan) - | " trestwent II - ESL and Cutdence
) . : . '
EKTC 5 cases recorded as blanks ' ’ : s
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" In tiis table enter ali Lata Loss infermation. Betveen MIR, item #30 and this form, all participants
im each activity cugt be accounted for. The component and activity codes used 'in completion of item £30
akould be used here so that the twé tables match. See defipitions below table for further ‘nstructions. . Lt

e . .o

— v .

) . ) W @ 3 @3) (4) (5) - (6) '
Cozponent Activity | Group | Test [Total | Number Participants Reasons why students were not teated or if P
. Code i Code I.D. Used [ N © | Tested/ ; Not Tested/ - tested, wvere not anslyzed
) ’ e ;o . Avalyzed  Analyzed . . ' Nuzber/
; e, v’ ! N A ‘Regson
- T . _ . absent for elthey pre or post test 65
6l1lnlalai7 jo 10| xe. |TomE'7d 127 | 100 23 - |18% , = -
’ . .. |trensient : 216

6 |aiwfaislr 2 {o| ) froBetdaa3s | 937 |19k . |17.2% ——

® M N . 1
-,

6 p T- 2{3 1 [2 |0 |(e+3)> | sAT"TN.2371 [ 30k | 330 [ 2Uf :
|- * made sufficient progress and vas |

) g ‘Y - ' ' vithd wn before post teatins . Sk
6iaf{ufaf{uir 2 lo ‘_"- 6) SAT"TH 865 76 189 | 21.8% -
2k : .
efaluteisfrle o [T {aarrfny | 185 | s6 7| 23.25 . Lenterst program late . — 1
b 25 | N ‘ invalid score Lo 25

(1) Identify cthe participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9). Where several grsdes sre combined,-
enter the last two digits of the component code. -~
_ {2)-1déntify the test used ard year of publication (MAT-~70, SDAT-74, etc.) . ; /
(3) Number of participants in the activity. R -
{4) Number of participants included in the pre and posttest ealculations found on itemf30.
‘(5) Nucber and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on item#30. :
(6) Specify all reasoms why students were not tedted.and/or snalyzed. For each reason specified, provide a geparsts
. number count. If any further documentation is available, please attach to this form. If further spice is .
reeded to specify and explain dsta loss, attach additional pages to this form. . - 39 -
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. " In l:his table entér alt Dc-m Loss information. Between MIR, itém #30 and this form, all P“*ticipanu
. Ndn each activity cust be accouisted fore The componeq: and sccivity codes used in Completlon of item #30

-should be used here ag that“:he'two tables match, See definicioms below table for further :nscructions, . *,
- - M @7 &1 @ [ (5 - 6 . '
.. (:o ponent JAccivity Group -Test |Total | Number Parcicipants Reasons why students were not tented or if
. Coge I Code |'T.D, |Used | N Tested/ Not Tested/ tested, weve not analyzed
* ‘ _ - . : | Analyzed  Analyzed K . . Bumhgr? [
. . N 7. L. ' Ressdn ., -
. I : ‘ (9) : . ' 1 : .| Rejected by researcher - - (trostment
6lrini2is |1|2]0 eqhl . _ ~ : ;
. L . . 25 SAT!T4 29 23 6 20.6% received was nd indicated) . Y2
4 . : o ~ | Besected (indicated> grade 12) . 11
61als |2 f6 | 1]2 o (2032

SAT'TH 28 | 2 2
o T 2 2 )T 5%

. | Rejected (d1d not indicate gnde 1cm) 5 1

. . o Recorded reason for no test 1naccm'at y T

LYY

Rejected- Had 8 combination 6f all

treatments (grades 2 - 8) .323

Data misplaced by teacher 2 '

-
. LR
h | . L}

. -
o . r -

o
T = —

B ¢5) Identify the parcicipants by speciffc grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9). Where several .grades are combined,
' enter the last two digits of the ccmponent code. : '

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-70, SDAT-74, etc. Yo

__{3) Number of participants in the activity. .

" (4) Numwber of participants included in the pre and posttCest caleulations found on item#30, e

(5) Nuzber and percent of participants not tested and/or rot-snalyzed on item#30.

.{6) Specify all all reasons why students were not tested . zand/or analyzed, For each reason Specified, provide a separate
number count, If any further documentation is available, please attach to this form, If further apaca is ’

needed to specify and explain data loss, attach additional pages to this form, .o 34
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