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The ',Title Noiipubllo School s Erigl i tih as ,a. Secorki Loguacjo Program,
.

also referred Ito as the ESL Prograni, 'served 3,360 nonpublic, school stu-
' 5 .

,cienti in grades K-8 at 86 Sites . All the students,;:were Title eligible
"A: ,

and exhibited colopciences"- the use of English language skills in tN
A '

'areas of listening; sijeaking, -reading, and wr,i.tin4., StUderit' langu.age
. . .

_de-

velopment was measured by an analysis ail the sTores
,

a*nd posttests. The major.collipo'nent of itheprogrislin was

nPstandardized pre-
i ,

smap group insruc-..
. 0

tion (MaXiiiium of ten pupils,) wilkh'a 11.Cansect ESL teacher` . these groups
4

tites per session, d n
..

t
.

`)..

.".Z ,?

net two to .five:tiMes per week- for' a Maximum of 60',

,7pendi" n\the severity of the I nguagedolfficit.'*

project funded salarle for teadhers, sUpef.w.isqrS\ aril admthistre-
. .

aft, he staff included-,pne:;coordViator; supervisor, 51-.4

4.-Valent (fT 'teachers ,:,arid two:,FTE secretaries. The fund§

material's. (language' gym es textbooks, workbooks , pictures an

posters)- anki audio- visual resource's (tape-recOrders, ftim-Istrips:, :language-
master machines; -,recsirdfr and _tapes) were, also provided fby ttce program.

c

..7

*FTE: Full-time equivaleh4 one, FTE".is equivalent to one full-tinie'rstaff
position. Some teacher'sr.iiLthe prOgraiii are_hirtd on a parpt e

or per diem, basis; therefore ,,,the amount of te4hing servi=ce i4, ex-
pressed 4n FTE's ih lieu of ,;reliortingfhe number of tQ4chers employed.

.



II. DAILIVI*1.11

Lives is use

,Studalita-wire to improve in auditory skills as measured by their per-.

formance on the language subtegt of they 1970 Test of BASIC Experience (TOBE),

level K for kindergarten and level L for grade 1; and their performanceon

the Total Auditory subtest of the 1973 Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), ,

Primary I, Form A,''for grades 2-8.

Re0Crt And Analysis Of Evaluation Results

Standardized tests: The program served 3,360 pupil's according to re-

cords. Data were submitted 'for approximately 3,333 pupils. Valid pre- and

posttest data on the TOBE or the SAT Auditory were obtained or 3,077 stu-

dents./ In addition 48 students were pre- and posttested.on the SAT RAad-
,,

ing Tesf Primary I, Form A Total Reading.

. All raw score means increased, frompretest to posttest. Correlated
J,

t-testsiwere performed on the raw scores fcir each instruments,401 gains

were statistically significant at the .01 level or better. (See Chart I.)

7 The. program achieved, its stated_ objectives.



CHART I

STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES FOR STUDENTS
IN THE;ESL PROGRAM, GRADES K-0

Kindergarten N. 412 7 15 8

TOBE Level L

Grade 1
TOBE Level L

Grade 2
SAT Auditory

Grade 3
SAT Auditory

Grade 4
SAT Auditory

Grade 5
SAT Auditory

Grade 6
SAT Auditory

Grade 7
SAT Auditory

Grade 8
SAT Auditory

N. 940 10

N. 716 26

N. 366. 34

N. 206 32

N 145 33

N. 107 33

97 32

7
88 26

17

37 11

44 10

42 10

44 11

45 12

45 13

44 18

All Grades N3077.
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Data were collected from 42 teachers 'who completed a questIonnalr

at a\group meeting at the and of the school year. The ouestftinnalre f rms

were,Cpnstructed, pretested. and revised by the Office of Educational Eval.

tuition with the assistance of.Title 1 central-nonpublic school admini

tors.

tra-

Data for the,interview summaries were collected in eight schocAs.

Each site vi it included an observation of the Title 1 class and an Inte

'view with the keacher. The sites for this evaluation were selected ran-

domly from a, stratified sample of schools in the Title 1 English as a Sec-

and lahguage,Progrem. The interview form wat alSo constructe,d, pretested,

and ievised by the Office of Educational Evaluation.with the assistance'of

the I central nonpublic school administrAtors. The interviewer was

trained in the use of the form before the interviews began. The interview-

ed :techers were,informed of the pdrpose of the interview: to feed back

information to the program coordinators for administrative and evaluative

purposes.- The teachers were assured their responses would be reported

anonymously.

Information About Teacher Respondents

1PrAk

Teaching Experience. Teachers w ed,to indicate how many years
',' c

of teaching experience they had. Resp ses to. -the teacher survey indicated

that 26% of the teachers had one to five years total teaching experience;

43% had six to ten years experience; 21% had ll'to,15 years experience; 2%

4



had ih :!0 year* a xilerien ce 404 /% h d irxirm than p l years taachiog expo,

Hence.

All interviewed teachers had 4 minimum or five years teachine experi-

ence, Sixty -three percent of the teacher* had six to ten Year* axPorlatica,

13% hod 11 to 15 .years experience. 13% had 16 to 20 year; experience. acrd

13% had more then 20 years experience.

rTeechin F ri ice in the Title 1 as Prnram. Twelve percent or

the survey respondents had been in the program one year, 15% had two years

experience, 14% had three years experience, 14% had, four years experience,

and 52% had more than five years expeOience.in the program.

Thirteen percent of the interviewed teachers had taught in the pro-

gram for five years, 61% had been in the program for six to ten years, and

25% for 11 to 15 years.

Educational Background.'4The survey revealed that 12% of the teachers

had only a BA/S.degree, 10% had a BA /`; degree and graduate credits, and 79%

had a MA/S degree.

All of the interviewed teachers had a BA/S degree. Seventy-five per-

cent had an MA/S degree, but the 25% teachers who did not have an MA/S de-

gree did have at least 30 graduate credits in ESL. In addition, 50% of the

teachers with an MA/S degree had also taken 12 or more graduate credits be-

yond the MA/S degree.

Professional Development and Activities. During the past three years,

86% of the'survey respTidents earned college credits, 12% attended Non-

Title I' Board of Education iworkshops, 26% attended UFT courses, 74% partic-

ipated in Title I workshops,,43% attended local and national professional

courses, 48% partiLipated in publisher's materials workshops, and 45% took

.other non-credit courses.

5



040110 thti thr00 yeOr*, oil lotOrViOwed tOocher4 wet@ Involved

In %0410 type of pofe#00041 development, of the Igwho' lotarVIew

od hod taken -0100* for collo er credit tiOt indicated they were Involved

in 40me too of 001f-initiated protio$Ionel giLtivitY erne 01% reported

they bed attended conferencea or prOf044101141 4100411'104 erttculerty the

foochori of Eng11.0 to Spookori of Other Language (4ESOL) and the regloo

al Now York State Eng11.411 to SpeakersAor of Other Lanou4vo tdoca-

tIon Association metttlnim. One teacher taunht t%I., to Ghlne%e adolt And

Vletnalawie "boat people" 4nd another teacher had traveled to 4 '414111.4h

weakInq country. All teet.heer,4 had attended :tett trainInq ro,:vam moot-

Pu pil Pro fl 1 e

.Number of 5tudentsTauht, The survey data Indicated that each teach-

er was assigned approximately 59 students.

Information gathered from the interviews showed the number of students

taught by any one teacher ranged from 52 to 65*' seventy -five percent of

the teachers taulht at two sites and 25% of the teachers taught at only

one site.

Criteria for Selection. In interviews, most Title I teachers (88%)

responded that "limited EnglisIpeaking"ability was a criterion. for stu-

dent selectiop into the program. The recommendations of the NPS classroom

teacher (75%) and the Title I teacher (50%) were also identified as select-

ion criteria.

These results are based on the responses of seven of the eight teachers
teachers interviewed.

6 11



01J100,4iter14 a 40Iejloti COOFte4 4y the eight intavylawaci taacitat'*

wOr0, NrInOpol etkomman44(10,144 low llever; In 0044Int), low 4'ch1eVatu

In motH, 'illimi4h/014110 alnAlon In tha hciea, 41evarciy dt444Iad teeder4,

4,14 teat ra4Ulta .

e t c tl act ion All intary lowed taak.het I dant I rico the

Mid I tO4Cher At 4 participant in the teietion of ,-hildien for the proif
44M. tightY-Cight part ant of the taAthav4 reoonited the 'IA' FOOm tasChar

and/or title l'uuldelinam 4A a determinant 111 the leiection,

Of the 42 rewondertt tO the tUrveY, 9til itottated that the title 1

tai ha, irt it heated In the iviettIon of the htIdwan Iii the prourom, 91

named the nonpubilc %chooi prim Ipni, i001 -irtIo(ind Ihr .1:1:1,room taachec.

tit named the goidance counselor and 41% named othnt tItioI teat harli

MoNt C014110iM Learnintl_Problon s. the survey II P ad alqhf learnInq

problems and asked teachori to Identify the three most iooviti The tea(h-

ors' responses were AN follows' problems 1romother achievement ArION.

10%; attention problems, 19%; 1Anquaqa problems, 81%; behayioral problems,

12%; poor 1 I s ten i ng s k i l l s , 14%; poor sel f- image, P ru itid131, feiir of fi I 1

ore, "3!)%; retention skills, 33%; and vneral proh1Ffm% in crWicePt

29%.

The most commonly identified learning problems reported by the eight

interviewed teachers were the four language skills; listening ($6%).

speaking (57%), reading (29%), and writing (29%). These were the only

areas identified by more than one teacher. ANditional problems mentioned

were motor development, perceptual development, conceptual development,

auditory discrimination, cognitive skills, motivation, following direct-

ions, transition from SpaqiisV to English, vocabulary and language struct-

ure.

7



Teaching Methodology =

Major Areas of Focus: The survey requested teachers to, specify the

r.

major area' of fouls far thdir instruction. The responses were:, develop

speaking skills, 100%; develop listening sk1lls,s98%CcOnceptual develop-

91%;,41evelop cognitive skills, 83%; experiential development, 86%;

develop.wrttfng skii,-64%; and.develop reading skills, 64%.

All teachers interviewed named the four:basic linguistic skills --

listening, speaking, reading, and writing, as major areas of focus of in-

Struction; 25% of the teachers indicated cognitive development as an area

of fo6us. Other'areas of focus named by 13% of the teachers included,

crttiyity and experiential development.

Motivation: When asked "What methOds or techniquei do you use to

motivate your students?", surveyed teachers responded: games, 90.5%;

graphs for self-traaing, 11.9%; reward systems (stars, stamps, etc.

83.3%; use of manipulatives, 69.0%; and other pupil self-evaluative tech-

niques, 31.0%. This question was followed by "If,yoU have noticed be-.

havioral changes that indicate increased motivation, check the two most

obvious ones." The respohses were: 26%, willingness to try more diffi-

cult materials; 71%, more pupil participation in Title I classroom activi-

ties; 17%, know what to do without asking; 29%, more attentive; 1%, ,

greater rapport with teacher; and 38%, better self-image.

When the eight interviewed teachers were asked what methods or tech-

niques were used to motivate students, many teachers responded "anything

that will work." Specific motivation techniques included audio-visual

aids. (50%), games (50%), songs (38%), dramatizations (25%), language

masters (25%), pictures (13%), and purposeful errors (13%).

8
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The behavioral changes noticed by teachers that indicated increased

'motivation were-increased participation (50%), "happy faces" (50%), and

increased confidence (25%). Teachers also noted that students paid more

attention (13%) and they seemed more mature (13%).

Peer Tutoring, Independent Study, and Individualized Instruction.

Teachers were asked if students were involved in peer tutoring, self-

evaluations, or independent study. On the survey, the responses were:

peer-tutoring, 52%; independent activities, 57%; and self-evaluation, 0%.;

During the interviews most of the teachers (88%)°indicated that their

students participated in peer tutoring. This was usually-informal, one
, -

student helping another., Seventy-five percent,pf the teachers reported

that students evaluated themselves in some activities and 38,% of the

teachers indicated their students were involved in independent study (read-

ing books independently, playing games independently, and/or doing rexo-

graphs independently).

Pupil Assessment. Table 1 summarizes the teachers' responses on the

survey to pupil assessment methods. Surveyed teachers were asked to indicate

the two major purposes of the initial pupil assessment: 38%, to individualize

instruction; 40%, to organize group work; 21, to evaluate progress; 48%, lesson

planning; 2%, record keeping; 40%, diagnosis; and 12%, teacher self-evaluation.

Eighty -eight percent of the eight interviewed teachers indicated that the

Title I program assessment (Test of Basic Experience or 'the Stanford Achieve-

ment Test) was used to evaluate the pupil's ability. In addition, all inter-

viewed teachers reported that students were alsa formally assessed by means of

the Oral Teacher Interview and 63%.of the teachers assessed their students in-

formally during the first weeks. school through observation, picture discus-
Ft

sions, games worksheets, etc.

9
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TABLE 1

Percent of Title I ESL Teachers Using Various Assessments
At the Beginning of the Year and-During the Year

'AssisSments

Method used at
beginning of
the year

Method used
uring year

Title r Oogram assessment
.

.

An informal reading test

A standardized norm referenced test

A standardized criterion referenced test

A teacher made criterion referenced test

Conference with classroom teacher

Classroom observatfon

55%

2%

79%

10%

52%
_...

76%

0%

i

'55%

10%

67%

12%

50%

81%

74%

All of the4eight interviewed teachers used the results of the initial

assessment to individualize instruction, to organize group work, and to

plan long range lessons. 'Fulfilling Title I .guidelines and diagnosis were

other purposes the teachers reported for the initial assessment.

During the interviews it was found that all teachers evaluated the

students during the year through observations. Teachers observed class-

room performance as well as out-of-class language performance. Thirty-

eight percent of the teachers indicated they administered teacher-made or

unit tests, 100% used the Spring administration of the SAT or TOBE test

for reassessment, 25% distributed and evaluated rexograph sheets and 25%

of the teachers based their reassessment on the evaluation grid.



Pupil reassessments were used by all interviewed teachers to'individ-

ulalize instruction, organize group work, and-to fulftll\the Title iiguide

lines.

Student.Records.--All interviewed teachers kept records of attendance,

pre-And,posttest standardized scores,. individual proffle.charts, and pupil's

.'work folders.

Mbst of the teachers kept records of parent conferenEds (88%), confer-
,

ences with nahpublit school staff (88%), and referrals to supportive

.-- vices.
f % c

Interviewed.teachers-were asked to identify their duties related to' -

. -

teaching. All teachers named the following duties as related ;to teaching:
-

administer standardized tests, implement the instructional program, conduct

needs assessments, organize instructional groups, write lesson plans, adapt

or 'Create materials, maintain pupil records, ,communicate with parents', and

confer with classroom teachers.

Materials Used. All interviewed teachers were satisfied with the ap-

propriateness of the materials and many in fact, gave,.high praise to the

choice of materials. All teachers indicated that the Title central staff

and the Titlellteacher chose the materials to be used. Some teachers vol-

unteered that it was ultimately a joint effort between the central staff

people and the teachers the program; this issue was discussed at the gen-

eral staff meetings;

41.
Paraprofessionals. Of the six interviewed teachers who did not have

paraprofessional assistance, two said they would like to have this assis-

tance. It should be noted that paraprofessionals are-employees of decentra-

lized programs and as such, are. 'hired, supervised and evaluated by commun-

ity schoOl district staff.



. \\

Paraprofessional staff when assigned by 'community schoo districts °

`N.

will,' under the guidance of the Title I teacher: (i) work pith the selec-.

I

ted pupils on a one-to-one or small_group basis on specificjlly planned
...-7,

activities geared to foster' skills. as diagnosed and taught by the Title. I

teacher; (2) assist with preparation of materials; and (3) /'assist with
N

1

clerical and housekeeping tasks.

Pupil Selection. The pupil selection prdcess was vi as adequate :

by all teachers, interviewed :' ,.

Support Services. The results'of the survey asking /eachers to speei:,
..

fy all those who refer pupils to Clinical and Guidance Serrvices were: 08%,

ESL Title I teacher; 81%,,otner Title I teachers;98%.,'classroom teathert;
., ,t,. , (

.81%, principals; and 21%, parents: When akked to rat Clinical and ..

A

4

. -

(Guidance-Services,thesurVey 'respbndents indicated: 11

Extremely effective - 49%-
/

Very effective =.37%

Somewhat effective -.35% .

. DOA 9%

c

It was reported by the interviewed teachers than pupils are referred

to Clinical.and Guidance services by the classroom teacher (75%) or the

Title I teacher (63%). Often the ESL teacher would Ilk to the regular

classroom teacher informally and then decide to jointly request clinical

and guidance services. One teacher '(13q said she never involved herself

in referrals. All but one of the interviewed teachers (87%) felt the Clin-

ical and Guidance Services Program was effective. One teacher did not
. ,

know the effectiveness of the services because she had never referred stu

dents to these services.

12

1t,



When asked what kind of support they received from the nonpublic

school principal, the eight interviewed teachers' generally.spoke
>
of the

' principal's cooperation. All of the interviewed teachers indicated' that

the principal providedsortentation to-school-procedures. lEighty-sight per

cent of these teachers reported that the.scheol principals encouraged coor-

dination with the regular classroom teachers, initiated 'or yere 'available

for dialogue with the Title I teacher, and took care of scheduling matters.

. On the survey, 86% of the teachers stated that the Title I central

staff provided administrative visits, 89% reported supervisory guidance,

95%specified staff training meetings, and 98% named instructional materi-

els:

The Title;4 central sta,ff W rePorted:by the interviewed teacheryto

provide: administrative visits (88%), supervisoli guidance (88%), staff

training (88%), and instructional matqrialS (65%).

cPartnt Contact

Number and Frequency. 'TW results of the survey Indicate that the

teachers meet an average of 35% of the parents. Thirty percent ofthe

-teachers reported seeing parents on a continuous baSis, either weekly or

monthly: 14.8% of the ,teachers saw some parents weekly; 16.2% reported
,

'rnonthl y 'cgrttact; 67.2% saw parents every reporting period-,!( and 80.8% saw

par A onalyearly basis.

The eight interviewed teachers Set with 5% to 95% of the parents (four

of the teachers met with 40%-50% of the parents). Seventy-five percent of.
. 4

the teachers reported, that this contact was year , one teacher indicated

weekly contact with some parents.

,

Method. Teachers, responding to the survey, indicated contact

with the parents was face-to-face (78.3% of the teachers reporting); by

13



telephone (12:8%), by written communications (35.2%) and by'parent-tutorial

workshops (28.0 %).

Interviewed teachers reported that they., communicated with parents in

a Variety of ways: face-to-face (63%); telephone (38%); written communi-

cation/written progress reports (100%); parent-tutorial (13%); and,through

the classroom teacher (13%).

Initiation. Eighty-threeipercent of the Title I teachers indicated

on the survey that they initiated thOajoritY of teacher-parent contacts.

In additidni, 5% named the nonpublic school tiassroom teachers; 7% indicated

the parents; and 2% reported 4he Pupils initiated the majority of parent;

teacher contacts.

,----,:/ ,

All of the eight interviewed teachers, indicated that contacts were init-

iated by theoTitle I teacher.i One teachenindentified pare nts as making init-

ial contacts, and one identified the regular classroom teacher.
-.. I.

.-,

,

Inierviewid teachert indicated that parents are.typically involved in

/i
,

"individual onferences to discuss the child's brogress' Seventy-five ,per
1

,-

Centof-the interviewed teacers:fndicated that parents visit the.tlassrocin

'to observe.

During the interviews the teachers were asked,y parents were involved

with-their children in activities at home related to their classroom teach-
- s,

ing.- The teachers'responded"that they were sure some parents were involved
At,

because notes to par'ents with suggestions for reinforcing communicative activ-

ities were given to the children Ito take home at least one time each year

The teachers, however, could not give a clear indication as to the degree to

which these ctivities were actually carried out.

Major Concerns ,of Parents. Most teachers indicated on the survey that

parents were concerned' that their children were approaching grade level aca-

demi% performance (81%). Other concerns were promotion (0.5%, and obtaining

special services (2%).

14



Interviewed teachers reported that parents are concerned that their

children will master'theEnglish language(6),' can eead,(38%), will be

able, to function in regular class6S,(26%1, will not lose, the first lang-

(
t

uage (25%), and will behave appropriately in the Classroom (13%).

Recommendations
i

Survey results. On the survey, teachers were given six recommenda-
Ai

tions and asked to indicate which was most important for the improvement

of the Title I English as a Second Language program. The responseS were:

(1) More Tide I teacher involvement irimaterials
selection - 38%* :1

(2) More opportunity for coordination with the class-
room teacher - 26%

(3)_More workshops based on Title., I teacher input*

(re: teaching techniques) - 17% 2

(4) Fewer students more often - 12%

(5)-No significant improvement iS'needed - 7%

(6) More opportunity for coordination with other
Title I personnel - 2%.__

General. Most teachers interviewed responded that they were satisfied

with, the services given to children inthe Title I Nonpublic School Program.

Three teachers answered that the StudentS needed more contact hours during

the-week.

Staff.Development. - Most teachers Said that the staff development pro-:,

gram was very good. :Two (25%) said that although the staff development was

good, they would like to have even more of it.

.

It should be noted that teachers may not always be aware of the restrict-
ions placed on the selection of materials by the Board of Education vendor
guidelines and the federal restrictions on the content of materials in
funded, programs.

0 C.
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Coordination with Nonpublic. School Classroom Teachers. The Title I

teacher confers periodically with the nonpublic schoc51 classroom teacher

to ascertain the specific needs and weaknesses of the assigned pupils.

Evaluation of ptpil achieveMent and progress reports are reviewed with

nonpublic school staff. It should be noted that Constitutional limita-

tions and judicial\decisions determine the extent to which Title I staff

are involved in the nonpUblic school instructional program.

Coordination with Regular Classroom Teachers. The coordination with.,

the regular clAssroom.teacher, although informal, was ongoing and flexible.

One teacher suggested the regtlar classroom,teacher could observe some ESL

classes:,

16



IV. CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SUMMARY

Classroom CbaracteristItcs

Lighting was usually adequate. In one particularly dark room, how-

evert 14ghts should have been turned on. Orderliness was apparent.inj'.1

all.ro s. There were clearly delineated areas for different kinds of'ad:='

tivities The same somewhat dark classroom mentioned above was also.rather

small in\space. It seems to be a converted hall/staircase. It was, however,

being used as resourcefully and optimally as possible. Ventilation was gen-
t

.erally go d, with the exception of two classes which needed allittle more

air.

General Observations. Generally there was a greeting routine in which'
4

the days o the week, months of the year, and the numbers - Lot1 cardinal

and ordinal -'were practiced. The objective of most lesSons' Was readily per-
t

ceived. The materials were adequate for the lessons. The-activities coin -

ci*ied with't e lessons' objectives. Some teachers said their ESL methodology

was either au lolingual or ec;ectic. They usedCarolyn Graham's jazz chants

effectively td develop pattern drills. The students appeared to enjoy these

activities.

Observation Che klist: Teacher'

The ESL cla ses were conducted according to a small group instruc-

tional model. S udents were observed to be attentive-to the teachees as

they gaVe pre-act vity directions or orientation comments. The teachers

modeled appropriaie linguistic behavior and provided encouragement and

reinforcement through a variety of oral and written comments.

-17-

"2



The teachers Worked along with the children while singing jazz chants, fre

quently taking a pupil's role while a pupil was the jazz chant leader. Pupils

were observed to be attentive to other pupils during discussion-periods and

-other activities. Pupils' work was displayed in all classrooms.

TABLE 2

OBSERVATION CHECKLIST: TEACHER N=8)

.Activities_ % of Teachers Observed

.

1.'1. Encurages children to work independently 75%

2., Encourages Ohildrento work, together 88%

3. Talks with Children about their activities for,the

instruction period 100%

4. Works along with _children 88%

5:' Helps, children solVe academic problems 100%

6. Encourages/reinforces children in their work. 100%

Gives feedback to children on their progress 100%

8. Pupil diagnosis/prescription 63%

9. General discussion with pupils 13%

10. Allows for pupil 'choice in activities 50%

11: Displays children's work in the classroom 100%

a
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SUMMARY OF INTERVIEW WITH ESL PROGRAM COORDINATOR AND FIELD SUPERVISOR

Introduction

The interviews with the program coordinator and the field supervisor .)

were both two and one-half hours long. The coordinator has been involved

with this Title I program for 11 years - two years as a' teacher, three

years as a field supervisor, four years as acting coordinator, and one

year as coordinator. The supervisor had been in the program as a teacher

for six-years and as a field supervisor for the past four ,Months. \, Their

responses Ore reported together when the two agree; when they disagree,

their responses are differentiated.

Proven Considerations

Goals. Both the field supervisor and the program coordinator identi-

fied.the goal of the program to be instruction in English - providing the

child with both a knowledge of the l'angUage as well as the culture. They

added that the child is made to feel confident in adjusting to the new en-

vironment by, having teachers refer to the pupils' native culture and help

the child retain the native language. The development of these goals has

been on-going. The title I coordinators, teachers, administrato'rs and

general staff contribute to this on-going process. The field supervisor

stated that the implementation of these goals has changed since the begin-

ning of the program. Initially the focus of the instruction was audiolin-
.

gual; today it is eclectic. The field supervisor stated the curriculum

has changed since the beginning of the program and the goals have become

more comprehensive.
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Strengths/ and Needs. The greatest strength Of the program was iden-

tified as" the high level of teacher training and dynamics - all teachers

-:have ESL skills. There afe a variety of materials to meet the needs of

the individUal student, a result of the teachers" input in ordering these

materials. In addition, the good organizational structure was seen as a

.strengthof the prOgram. When asked what parts of the instructional pro- /

gram were in need,of strengthening, the field supervisor felt that he need-
, 4

ed to spend more time in the field; he felt that there were too many non-

field

1,

responsibilities which limited his time. Theprogram coordinator al-

so indicated,a need-for more time to see the teachers and make classroom

observations. 'The program coordinator also felt'that more teaCher_train-

ing demonstrations were needed so that the teachers could -and would imple-

ment the curriculum more effecti

Next year the curriculum is being revised. Some cognitive goals are

being expanded or combined, and there will be modifications in the sequenc-

ing of instructional gems.

Purpose of the Program AssOssment. The program assessments give an

overall picture of the students' achievement by testing the individual's

receptive and productive language. The program used standardized tests

and oral language interviews to diagnose and, assess pupil achievement. The

program coordinator feels, however, that the informal day-to-day evalua-

tions provided the most meaningful assessments.

Instructional Considerations

'Approaches to Ins.6-uction. An eclectic approach to instruction is

, utilized in the ESL program. This includes` speakers, demonstrations,

traditional teaching methods, jazz chants, textbooks, and silent reading.
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Teachers stated that they used any method that would help to motivate the

students. Audiolingual264hods are also used.

Daily Lessor The daily lesson is correlated to the curriculum guide

and usually includes a greeting, review of items,.audio-visual presentations,

practice of newly taught items, and an evaluative summary.

'Motivation. The coordinator and field supervisor were asked the quest-

.ion, "What methods and techniques are teachers expected to use in motivating

studentt?". Their response was thatteachers use any methodandlor iechnique

that is appropriate to the level the students, and that will serve to mo-

tivate the .students.,

Overlap Between What is to be t and What is Tested. Regarding

standardized program assesrents, the overlap between what is taught and

what is tested is rather limited in the SAT test, but a bit more satisfac-

tory in the TOBE instrument. However, informal teacher assessments address

themselves completely to the content that is taught.

Introducing New Ideas, Approaches, Topics. In the past three years,

there has been a shift in the methodology from an audiolingual focus to one

that is more eclectic, including greater emphasis on reading. Clew ideas,

Oproachti, and topics were introduced after the initial assessment of need

grid followed -by discussions, by groups of teachers interested in the curric-

ulum and proposed changes.

Student Considerations

Reporting of Student Progress. Student progress is reported to stu-

dents by immediate feedback and unit-endassessments. Feedback is given to

parents at various'times during the year through progress reports (See Appen-

dix), parent meetings,. and demonstration lessons. The principal at well as

21
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thillassroom teacher gets on-going feedback on the progress of-the pupils.

Retention-of Students. Retention of students is'done according to the

mandate to serve those with the greatest needs. There is no set rule,for

how longa,student may remain in the program, but it is usually no.more than

three years. The total time may depend upon the amount of student-teacher

contact.

Personnel Considerations

Supervisory Staff's Responsibilities. The supervisory staff makes site

,visits for the purpose of giving additional assistance and monitoring the

program. Every teacher is formally evaluated once a year. The program coor-,

dinator statediat she meets regularly with the other Title I coordinators.

In addition, the supervisory staff meet with the principals, the Title I staff,

the paraprofessionals and parents to discuss aspects of the program and pos

sible changes.

Strengths and Needs of Instructional Staff. The teachers' enthdsiasm,

their willingness to innovate, and their training are seen as the strengths

of thenstructional.staff. The program coordinator stated that teachers

need to become stronger in the area of record keeping. New forms were to

be developed this coming year to help in Teilis area. The field supervisor

indicated that the teachers need to expand their awareness of the cultures

of the pupil target population.

Recommendations

General. The program coordinator suggested that there be earlier

identification of Title I eligible students, as well as an earlier allo-

..,

'cation of monies. The field supervisor added that there is interference

with the initial teacher placements because of budget ry problems.
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Staff Development. Additional training,sesiions were recorpmended for

the t achers. The field supervisor suggested more input r m outside agen-

1Mate ials. It was r mmended that more monies be allocated to allow

a wider ariety and a larger number of materOis, especially textbooks.,

Para-professional Services. The field supervisor recommended that para-

professionals assigned to this program be screened adequately for linguistic

preparation in order to serve as models for the pupils even though the Title

I program has no control over the selection of para-profestionals. This se-

lection is made by the Community School Districts.

Pupil Selection. No recommendations were made in this area. 'Both the

program coordinator and the field supervisor -felt satisfied with'this process.

Coordination with Regular Classroom Teachers1 Although there is infor-

mal contact, the program coordinator suggested that structures be studied

within the constraints of the present regulations to increase the communicat-

ion between the ESL teacher and the regular classroom teacher.

Coordination with Other Title I Staff. The program coordinator felt

that this coordination was good. The field supervisor recommended that the

guidance personnel address the ESL staff. He also suggested that there be

more interaction of cognitive skills gained in the ESL classes with those

gained in reading, language arts, mathematics, etc.
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VI. EVALUATION CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS

The Title I English as a Second Language Program offers teachers a

wide Viriiiy of materials andiapProaches to utilize in teaching, English.

The'teachiig approach was characterized by the teachers and the program

coordinator as eclectic. Overall, teachers appeared enthusiastic about

the program and offered praise for the materials and st4development

'received during the year.

In all classrooms visited, teachers were observed encouraging and

reinforcing children at work. The atmosphere in many of the classrooms

was lively. Jazz chants were used effectively to develop pattern drills;

children appeared to especially enjoy this activity.

A recommendation voiced by 26% of the teachers and the prograM coor-

dinator was that efforts be made, within the program guidelines, to in-

crease communications 'between the classroom teachers and English as a Sec-

ond Language. The.evaluation team supports this recommendation.

Regarding the implementation of the revised curriculum during the

1980-1981 year, the following recommendations are offered: 1) efforts

should be made to monitor the implementation of the revised curriculum,

2) tain feedback.on the effectiveness of the curriculum from classroom

teac ers, and 3) the impact of the curriculuM on,program objectives

should be, assessed.

The last recommendation relates to the development of the program

assessment. instruments. :The program coordinator stated the'information

presented on the standardized test, did not adequately overlap-with the

program's curriculum and instructional objectives. Therefore, it is rec-
.

ommended that the program administrators begin to develop more appropriate

program assessments.
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