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The Tlt]ezr Nonpublde Schoo1u Enq1lsh as.a Secord Lanouaga Progrmﬁ. e
v \" .

'p»also referred to as the ESL Program.,serVed 3'360 ponpublic, schoal Stu- -

" dents in grades K-8 at 86 sites.: _Af1 the sbudents were\Title I e11g1ble

,1" \ P

and exhibited deficiences 1n the use of Enqlish 1anquaqe ekills in tﬁw

‘,'areas of 11sten1ng, speaking, reading, and writing . 5tudent lanquage de-

o~k
ve]opment was measured by an,analys1s o# thefr spores

and posttests Ihe major compohent of the-progrﬁm was‘sma]* qroup 1nstruo-,

tion (Maxjmum of ten pupi]s) wi&h a 11censeq ESL teach r These groups
’ \

i
[het two to].five, tdmes per week fqr a maximum of 60 dtes per session dea
pend1 g*pn,the sever1ty of the Zénguage deﬁﬂcit. (9

e project funded sa1ar1e

kY \ v’M v ".‘

Ke & ,

he staff 1nc1uded one coord\nator one fieT superv1sor, 51 4

! J“',JVa1ent Ff%)‘gteacherss, qﬁ two FTE se¢retar1es The funds

A, “‘Q
posters) anﬂ Sﬁdio vjzuainesources (tape recorders, f11m str1ps, 1anguage
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master maqpines, recordfﬂ and tapes) were.a1so prov1ded by t%e program
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*FTE:

Full-time, equ1va1ent‘ one, Fe. 16 equ1v3ﬂent tg one fu]] _tine?staff
A pos1t1on Some'teachersfan the ‘program are. HﬁFEd on a parg-tiffe

or per diem, basis; therefofe -the amount of teaching service i$ ex-
presséed 4n FTE s ih lieu of ,re
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p0rt1ng the number of t%?chers emp]oyedt

g

for tgaehers shpetvisorsx an admfn1stra- ‘
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for‘teazﬂ\ng'materials;(1anguage g les; textbooks, workbooks, pictures an¢% u. hﬁ




UL DATAANASES
(

© Qbjactives 66&3Ta§ts Used

.Studsﬁ£9"w6re ;olimprovd in aud1£ory skﬁ]1g,asymansuved by their per~
formance o? tho language subtest of the 1970 Test of Basic Experience {TOBE),
lavailK‘for k{ndergﬂrten and ]eval L for grade 1; and their verformance on
,thd Tétd} Auditory subtest of thg 1973 Stanford'Ach1evément Test (SAT),
Primary 1, Forn A, for qrades 2-8.

) ' \ " ’ ) b
Reﬁ/;t And Ana1ys1s 0f Evaluation Results

- S tariddrdized tests. The program served 3,360 pupils ﬂCCOPd1"9 to re-;-

. cords. Data were subm1tted ‘for approximate]y 3, 333 pupils. Va11d pre- and
posttest data on the TOBE or the SAT Auditory were obtained for 3,077 stu-
dents./ In addition 48 students were pre- and posttested on the SAT Read-

~ing Tesf Primary I, Form A Total Read1ng '

a l',
- ) )

ATl raw score means 1ncreased fromrpretest to posttest” Correlated
t- tests‘were performed on the raw scores for each 1nstruments, Al gains

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

” The. program achieved. its stated objectives

......




~CHART I

" STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES FOR STUDENTS
IN THEESL PROGRAM, GRADES K-8

Al
i

Naw Score Means

Grade_Levels o Pre-test Postotest  Gaing
! « .
Kindergarten N= 412 b7 ¢ 16 8
TOBE Level L . .
Grade 1 Nw 940 10 | 17 7
TOBE Level L ,
Grade 2~ N= 716 26 ' 37 . 11
SAT Auditory \ ‘ , v
Grade 3 N= 366 M\, - 44 10
SAT Auditory ., ‘
i ) ¢

Grade 4 N= 206 32 42 10
SAT Auditory
Grade 5 Ne 145 33 , 44 11
SAT Auditory S ,
Grade 6  N= 107 33 45 12
SAT Auditory : .
Grade 7 N 97 32 o 45 13
SAT Auditory | 7 : :

* Grade 8 N= 88 ' 26 44 - 18

SAT Auditory

AN Grades © N=3077




RYEY. DATA AND TEACHER INTERVIEWS !

Data were collected from 42 toachqrﬁ 'who completed a quastionnatr

at a\\?roup meqting at the end of the school year. The quéscl‘o‘nr{alru forms
wnroAéQnstructdd. pretested. and ravised by the Officg of Educational Etval-
vation Q@th the assistance of Title [ cantral~honpub11c~schaol admintstré- .
tors. . o E
Data fqr the interview sunﬁar1es wer; collected in eight schouwls. |
chh site v1§jt included an obseryation of the Tifla I class and an Intet-
view with the\QQAChg{. The sites for this evaluation were selected ran- |
domly from aJstht1f1?d sample of schools in the Title T English as a Sec-
ond Language;Prod%gm. The interview form wa® also constructed, pretested,
anq ﬁevisad~by tha'Off1ce of Educationa1.Eva]uation.with fhe assistance of

the $1t1e I ceﬁtral nonpub11cﬁﬁchool administritofs. The 1nterv1ewer was
traine& in tHe use of the form before the interviews began. The 1ntgrv1ew-
‘ ﬁé’d teachers were .informed of the purpose of the interview: to feé& ﬁaqk
information to the program'coqrdinators for‘adm1n1strattve and eva]uaiive
purposes.- The teachers were'assure& theie responses would be reported

\
k)
anonymously.

Information Apout Teacher Respondents o

B |

Teaching Experience. TeacherS\w?,&ked to indicate how many years

, SR . A
- of teaching experience they had. Responses to.the teacher survey 1ndipated

~ that 26% of the teachers had one to five years tqta) teaching experience;

43% had six to ten years experience; 21% had 117 to, 15 years experience; 2%

., T 9

a.
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Chad 16 to 20 yaars experience and % had more than 20 years teaching expe-
rlence. \

All 1ntenviawdd teachers had a minfmun of five years taaahlnn axpar |-
ence, Sixty-three parcent of the teachers had s1x to ten years experience,
13X had 11 to 15 yaans axpariance, 13% had 16 to 20 years experience, and
13% had mora than 20 years axparienca.

’Teadnlng Experiaence 'n the Title [' ESL Program. Twelve percent of

the survey respondents had been in the program one year, 15% had two years
experiencé. 14% had three years exper1anCe. 14% had, four years experiance,
and 52% had more than five years axperfience in the program. |
Thirteen percent of the interviewed teachers had taught 1n the pro-
gram for Five yearéR 6@% had been in the program for six to ten years, and

25% for 11 to 15 years.

- Educational Background."AThe survey ravealed that 12% of the teachers
hdd'on1y a BA/S .degree, 10% had a BA/S degree and graduate credits, and 79%
had a MA/S degree.

’ A1l 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 graddate credits in ESL. In addition, 50% of the
teachers wwth an MA/S degree had also taken 12 or more graduate credits be-

yond the MA/S degree

Professiona] Development and Activities. During the past three years,

86% of the survey requndents earned coP]ege'cred1ts, 12% attended Non-
Title I Board of Educat1cn1‘¢orkshops, 26% attended UFT courses, 74% partic--
' 1pated in Title I workshops, 43% attended 1oca1 and nationa] professional
courses, 48Y% part181pated in pub]isher S mater1a1s workshops, and 45% took

_other non-credit courses.




i
During the past three years, all titevviawsd Leachers Qare thvalved
1 some type of prafesitonal development. /5% of the teachars intarview
ad had taken courses for college credit, 50% indiﬂ;tnd they weire Involved
in some type of self-initiated prorassiopal activity; amd 8d% reparted
thay had attended c9nfnruncea ar professtonal meatings, particulariy the

Taachars of English to Speakers of Other Language (TESUL) dand the reglon

\

Y

al New York State English to Speakers of Other Language Wilingual tduca-
tion Assoclation meetinus., One teacher tauyht tSl to Ghinese adults and
Viatnamese "boat people” and another teacher had traveled to a Spantsh.

speak ing country. Al teachers had altended ;laff tratning program meeat -

.

tngs,

Pubil‘Proflle

Number of Students Taught. The survey data indicated that wsach teach-

ar was assigned approximately 59 students.

_,Infonnat1on gathared from the ?ntﬁrviey% showed the number of students
taught by any one teacher ranged from 52 to 65!. Seventy-five pércent of
the teachers taufiht at two sites and 25% of the teachers taught at only
one site.

Criteria for Selection; In interviews, most Title 1 teachers (88%)

resbonded that’"1imited Engliéﬁ‘.peaking"‘ability was a criterion for stu-
dent selectiop into the program. The recommendations'of the NPS classroom
teacher (75%) and the Title 1 teacher (50%) were also fdentified as select-

fon criteria. "

* ' :
These resylts are bgsed on the responses of seven of the eight teachers
teachers interviewed.

5 11




Other/criteria of selaction repurted by Lhe alght Tulaerviowed [eachers

o
ware: gringipal v&qgmmgnﬂg(\qrg‘ Tow achiavery tn veadtng, low achilévars
in mati, Spanish/Engl tah spoken tn Lhe hawe, evarcly Ylaabhled readery,

and test rasults.

Participanta 1n delection. All lntarviewdi tedchers ldentified tie
Title i teacher a4 a participant tn the aclact tan nﬁirnild}en fur the pru
gram. Eighty-etght pevcent of the tca\hc;"a vacountsed Che « lassraom teacher
ang/or Title 1" guidelings as & detgrminant 1n the selection, |

()r» the 42 respondenty m the survey, 4YH1 l‘mlhatcd {hat the %!Hﬁ {
teacher partictipated in the Selecfion of the (hildren in the program, Yi
named the nonpublic achoo) principal, 1001 selected the \'!:u:wnnm teacher,
174 named the quidance counselor and 431 named athei itle | teachers,

Most Commom Learning Problems. the survey listed efght learning
problems and asked teachers to idcnt1fyuthn three most conmon.  The teach-
ers’ responses were 5% follows:  problems from other achlsvemsnt areas,
10%; attention problems, 191, lanquaye umblmnt..'mx; behavioral problems,
12%, poor listening skills, 34%; poor welf-image, includinge fear of fail-
ure, 35%, retention skKills, 33%, and general problems in l(_'ﬁh(_'@pt formation,
29%. '

The most commonly ifdentified learning problems reported by the eight
interviewed teachers were the four language skills; listening (86%),
ﬁsbeaking (57%), reading (29%), and yrit?ng (29%). These were the only
aréas identified by more than one teacher. Miditional prbblems ment i oned
-were motor:development, perceptual development, conceptual development,

§
auditory discriminatio%.égognitive skills, motivation, following direct-

ions, transition from Sbaq@;ﬁ to English, vocabulary and language struct-

ure, e
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Teaching Methodology - S e ~7 SO

N

Major Areas of Focus.: . The survey reduested'teachers to specify the
N .

maJor areas of focus for the1r 1nﬂtruct1on The responses were: develop

speak1ng sk111s, 100%, develop 11sten1ng ski]]s,‘QB%, conceptua] develop-
ment, 91%~ygeve10p cogn1tive sk11Ts, 83%; exper1ent1a1 deve]opment 86%;
deve]op wr1ting sk111s;‘64% and deve]op read1ng sk111s, 64%.

CA11. teachers 1nterv1ewed named the four: bas1c 11ngu1st1c sk11ls--i

11sten1ng, speak1ng, read1ng, and wr1t1ng, .as major areas of focus of. in-

h’struct1on, 25% of the teachers 1nd1cated cogn1t1ve development as an area

1

_ of focus. - 0ther areas of focus named by 13% of the teachers 1nc1uded

'«

cre t1v1ty and exper1ent1a1 development. ,
__Motivation: When asked "What methods or techpiqdesﬁdo ;ou‘use to
motirate ydur students?", surveyed . teachers responded' games 90.5%;.1.“

graphs for self-tracking, 11.9%; reward systems (stars, stamps, ;EZ\)

83 3%; use of manipulatives, 69.0%; and other pup11 se1f~eva1uat1ve tech-
niques, 31.0%. This question was followed by . "If you -have not1ced be- -~
hav1ora1 changes that indicate increased mot1vat1on, check the two most -
obvious ones." The responses were: 26%, ‘willingness to try more diffi-

cult materials; 71%, more pupi] participation in Tit]e I classroom activi-

ties; 17%, know what to do w1thout asking; 29%, more attentive; 1%%,

greater rapport with teacher, and 38% better se1f-1mage
When the eight interviewed teachers were asked what methods or tech--
niques were_used to mot1vate students, many teachers responded "anyth1ng
that will work." Specific motivation techniques inc1uded‘audio-visua1
aids (50%), games (50%), songs (38%), dramatizatfons (25%), language -
masters (25%), pictures (13%), and'purposefu1 errors (13%). ‘



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 Instructionx )

Teachers were asked if students were involved in peer tutoring, se]f-
evaiuations, or independenf study. On the survey, the responses were:
’ peer-tutoring, 52%; independent act1v1t1es, 57%; and self-evaluation, 0%
During ‘the 1nterviews most of -the teachers (88%) indicated that fheir
.students participated in peer tutoring. This was usually-informal, one
vstudent he]ping anotheru Seventy-five percentiqf the teachers repor;ed
vthat students evaluated themselves in sdme activities and 38% of;the
teachers indicated their students were involved in independen;:scudy (read-
ing books independent]y, playina games independentiy, and/or doing rexo-

graphs independently).

Pupil Assessment. Table 1 summari;es 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 -
p1annin§; 2%, recdrd keeping; 40%, diagnosis; and 12%, teacher self-evaluation.

Eighty-eiaht percent of the eight interviewed teachers indicated that the
Title I program assessment (Test of Ba51c Experience or the Stanford Achieve-
ment Test) was used to evaluate the pupil's -ability. 1In addition a11 inter-
viewed teachers repdrted that sfudents weré alsa formally assessed by means of
the Oral Teacher Interview and 63%.of the teachers assessed their students in-

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

'sions, games worksheets, etc.



TABLE 1 -

Percent of T1t1e 1 ESL Teachers Us1ng Varjous Assessments
At the Beginning of the Year and Dur1ng the Year

. . - ;
~. .
>

' Méthod used at Method used

: . beginning of -during year
‘Assessments - _ the year N
T1t1e I program assessment _ : - 55% ‘ ) ‘ 55% ’
An informal readtng test " a0 2% . 10%
A standardized norm referenced test 79 61%
A standard1zed cr1ter1on referenced test '10% _ P 12%
A teacher made cr1ter1on referenced test ',_j52% f 50%
Conference with classroom teacher | .‘. 76% “‘.f". .81% .
Classroom observatibh" - 0% R L

3

A11 of the+eight interviewed teachers used the resu1ts'of the initial
assessment to 1nd1v1dua11ze instruction, to organize group work, and to
plan 1ong range lessons. Fu1f1111ng 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 tne year through obseryations. Teachers observed class-
room performance as well as out-of-class language performance. Thirty-
eight percent of the teathers 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.
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Pupi] reassessments were used by a11 interviewed teachers to 1ndiv1d-
ulalize 1nstruction organize group work and--to fuTfill the Title ;,guide- o

1ines. . S , ) " -

Student,Records.\\Ail interviewed teachers kept records of attendance, .-
; R

tox

pre-;and‘posttest standardized scorgs,-individuai profite charts, and pupil's

- 'work folders. R
L ) b

: Most of the teachers kept records of parent conferences (88%), confer-’

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

~ vices. . p - - - ,
. v ’ : ' T (

Interv1ewed teachers were asked to 1dentify their duties reiated to

; teaching All teachers named the foi]oWing duties as related to teaohing

administer standardized tests, 1mp1ement the 1nstructiona1 program,acondyct

needs assessments, organize 1nstructiona1 groups, write Tesson plans, adapt

_or treate materiais maintain pup11 records, communicate whth parents, and
/ « - B

confer with ‘classroom teachers : o . e

-~ -

“Materials Used. A1l interviewed teachers were satisfied With‘the'ap- S

. propriateness of -the materials and many in fact, gave_high praise to the
choice‘of materials. All teachers.indicated thatAthe‘Titie*I central staff
and ﬁhé Title I teacher chose the materials t0»be used. Some teachers vol- -
unteered that it was ultimately a joint'effort between the central staff :
peop]e and the teachers ?% the program; this issue was)discussed at the oén_ .

eral staff meetings. - ‘ —

Eif Paraprofessionals. Of the six interviewed teachers who did not have
' paraprofessional a551stance. two said they would like to have this assis- _J
tance. It should be noted that paraprofessionais are empioyees of decéntra-
1izéd programs and as such, are hired, supervised and evaluated by commun-

. ity school district staff.

{
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-

( Paraprofessioha1 sta}fiwhen assigned by-cohmunity schoof districts
wi11,’under the gujdance of the Title I teacher: '(1)»work },th the.se1ec-. T
ted pupils on a one-to-one or small, group basis on specif%c111y pTanned B
activities geared to foster sk111s as diagnosed and taught my the T1t1e I

teacher; (2) ass1st with preparation of mater1a1s and (3) ass1st w1th
- ." _\L v

clerical and housekeeping tasks

Pup11 Se1ect1on The pup11 se1ectSon process was vi

ed as adequate

5by a11 tedchers 1nterv1ewed n {}.eu

Support Serv1ces The resu1ts of the survey ask1ng eachers to spec1-. G

fy aT1 those who refer pup1Ts to C11n1ca1 and Gu1dance S rv1ces were 9@%,

e
ESL Title 1 teacher, 81%, other T1t1e I teachers, 98%,
/

) - Extreme1y effect1ve - 1%%) / . :H N

S © Very effect1ve i-BZ? / . , -
o '_"' e ~Somewhat effegt1ve 7f35% . ﬁ PR _~ . _{{-; .
_-?_“?7 - Jﬁtkmw/_f{ —tﬁ.! = ‘ :

|
|

It was.reported by the interviewed teachers that pupils are referred

to CPinical.and Guidance Services by the classroom teacher (75%) or the

,T%t]e I teacher (63%). Often the ESL teacher would talk to the regufar
. . o . . [N .
classroom teacher. informally and then decide to joind]y request c1in1cal

M

and-guidance services. One teacher (13%) said she never involved herself

‘in referrals. All but one of the interviewed teachers (87%) felt the Clin-
ica1'and'Gu1dance Services Program was effect1ve. One teacher did not
know the effectiveness of the services because she had never referred stu- o

~

~dents to these services. . ‘ , - . | i\l'
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When asked what kind of support they received from the nonpub}ic \

N

school principal the eight dnterviewed teachers genera]iy spoke’ of the

v principal S'cooperationii A1l of the intenvieWed teachers indicated" that
the-principai providedeorientation tooschool/procedures. %Eighty-eight per-
cent of these teachers reported that the schdoi principais encouraged coor-ﬂ

dination w1th the regular c1assroom teachers, fnitiated or were ‘availible

o«

~ for diaiogue with the Title I teacher, and took care 6f~schedu11ng matters
- On the survey, 86% of the teachers stated that the Title I centrai
staff prov1ded administrat1Ve visits, 89% reported supervisory gundance,
95% specified staff trainina meetings, and 98% named 1nstructiona1 materi-

Qv

The Titie»J centra1 staff W§§ reported by the 1nterv1ewed teachers to

\'”

- prov1de administrative visits (88%), superv1sory gu1dance (88%), staff
' training (88%), and 1nstructiona1 matériais (65%). Vo ‘-
3 oo
,Parent Contact ) : ff 3 “_ .

' # o

Number and Frequency The resuits of the survey 1ndicate that the

AN

teachers meet ap average of 35% of the parents Thirty percent of .the
‘teachers reported seeing parents on‘a continuous baSis, either weekly or

'monthiy- lh 8% of the teachers saw some'parents week]y; 16 2% reported

month]y contact, 67 2% saw parents every reporting period }and 80. 8% saw

T The eight 1nterv1ewed teachers met w1th 5% to 95% of the parents (four
of the teachers met w1th 40%-50% of the parents) Seventy-five percent of
the teachers reported that' this contact was yeazfyf’onz 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

G =
Fd

: lg | \1
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telephone (12.8%), by written communications (35.2%), and by parent-tutorial
" workshops (28.0%). .. . ’ - 1 <

Interviewed teachers reported that they. communicated with parents in
-a vardety of ways: face- to- face (63%); telephone (38%), written communi-

cation/writteniprogress reports (100%); parent-tutoriaT (13%); and through
Injtiation Eighty three/percent of the Title I téachers indigcated
— .~

on the survey tha#t they 1n1tiated the“maJority of teacher parent contacts.

the classroom teacher (13%)

. B :
In additidn, 5% named the nonpubiic sch001 c1assroom teachers, 7% indicated

the parents; and 2% reported the pupi]s initiated the maJOrity of Darent-

' ¢h t . 4 T
 tea er contac S. [ | S | |

A1l of the eight 1nterv1lwed teachers' indicated that contacts were init- .

1ated by thegTitie f teacher! Oneﬁteacher.indentified parents as making init-

) ]

1a1 con\acts, and onesteache 1dent1f1ed the re0u1ar c1assroom teacher

o

Interviewed teachers 1nd1cated that parents are typnca]]y Ynvolved in

) "indiv1dua1 onferences to discuss the child's progress* Seventy five per-
’Cent of" the 1nterv1ewed teachers 1ndigated that parents visit the-c1assroom '
‘jto observe ) - ' ' )

. During - the 1nterv1ews the teachers were askedwif parents were invo]ved_ .
‘with their ch11dren in activities at home related to their c1assroom teach-z
ing " The teachers responded‘that they were sure some parents were invo1ved :
bécause notes to parents with suggestions for reinforcing communicative activ-
_ ities were qiven to the chi1dretho take home at 1east one time each year ”
'.ZThe -teachers, however, could not give a c]ear indication as to the deqree to

s
which these activities were actua11y carried out ¥v

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

.f parents were concerned that their children were approaching grade evel aca- ,

' demi\ performanc% (81%) Other concerns were promotion (0 5%, and obtaining |

special services (2%). o .
= . 139
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Interv1ewed teachers reported- that parents are concerned that their
ch11dren w111 master® the Enq11sh ﬂanguage.(63%), can read (38%), w111 be
ab1e to funct1on in regu1ar c1asses 525%5 will not 1ose the f1rst 1ang-
uage (25%), and w111 behave appropr1ate1y in the c1hssroom (13%) ..

-

®
3

the‘week . -‘}

Recommendat1ons S . o ' o
. I gg e ‘ )
Survgy results. On the survey, teachers were g1ven six recommenda-
‘ .

tions and asked to 1nd1cate which was most 1mportant for the improvement

' of the Title I Eng11sh as a Second Language Program The'responses were:

N
(1) More T1;1e 1 teacher 1nvo1vement in mater1a1s

Voo® selection - 38%* s

¢

“ (2) More opportun1ty for coord1nat1on with the c1ass-
o room teacher - 26% ' N

[

(3) More workshops based on T1t1e/I teacher 1npu§

B (re teaching techn1ques) - 17% . -
. (4) Fewer students more often - 129 §
‘ . (5)~No signfficant improvement is 'needed - 7%

E

, (6) More opportun1ty for coord1nat1on w1th other -
T1t1e I personnel - 2% AN

~

Genera1 Most teachers fnterv1ewed responded that they were satisfied

with the serv1ces g1ven to ch11dren in-the Tft1e I Nonpub11c Schoo1 Program.

)

Three. teachers answered that the students needed more contact hours during

o~
’

) )

Staff Deve1opment Most teaohers sa1d that the staff deve1opment proﬁ

vgram was veryfgood. ' Two (25%) said- that although the staff deve1opment was.

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

L

s

-

. ' g

*It should be noted that teachers may not always be aware of the restrict-
jons placed on the selection of materials by the Board of Education vendor
guidelines and the federal restrictions on the content of mater1a1s in
funded programs .

., " .\‘ L ‘ - P X4 . —}
oo - o .
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Coordination with Nonpublic School Classroom Teachers. The Title I

teécher confers periodﬁcaT]y with the nonpublic schoél classroom teacher
to ascertain the spec1f1c needs and weaknesses of the assigned pup11s
gyaluat1on of pupi] ach1evement and progress reports are reviewed w1th
nonpub11c 'school staff. It should be noted that Const1tut1ona1 limita-
t1ons and Jud1c1a1\dec1s1ons determine the extent to wh1ch Title 1 staff
are involved in the nonpub11c school 1nstruct1ona1 program.

(3

Coord1nat1on with Regu]ar C1assroom Teachers The coordinatiqn with-

. the regular classroom.teacher, although informal, was ongoing and ffexib]e.

"One‘teacher suggested the regular_c]éssroom.teacher could observe some ESL

¥

classes. , ’““:} X o
. - . g

B
-

~



.

IV. CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SUMMARY

Vo .
- B
% : ‘ ¢
v - . L

. C1assroom Characterist?cs

e

| Lightinq was usua11y adequate ‘In one particularly dark room, how- -
'ever{ he 14ghts shou1d have been turned on. Orderliness was apparent. tg;hvv
all.rooms. There were c1ear1y de11neated areas for different kinds of ac-
: tiv1t1esk ‘The same somewhat dark c1assroom mentioned above was a1so rather
small inﬁspace It seems to be a converted hall/staircase. It was, however,
be1ng used as resourcefu11y and-opt1ma11y as possible. Ventilation was gen;'-

.erally oo'd, with the exception of two classes which needed a‘little more

air.

" General Observations. Generally there was a greeting routine 1n‘wh1ch‘

the'days of*the we:L,'months‘of the year, and the nunbers - both cardinal

and ord1n§1\-’Were,practiced. The objective of most lessons was readily per-

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

ciﬁedhwith't'e‘1essons' objectives. Some teachers said their ESL methodo1ogy

was either au‘io1ingue1-or ec;eotic They dsed;Caro1yn Graham's jazz chants
‘ effective1y td develop pattern dr111s The students appeared to enjoy’ these

act1v1t1es ' ' o

'Observation Che k1ist° Teacher'

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

tiona1 mode1- S udents were observed to be attent1ve to the teachers as
they gave pre-act vity d1rections or orientation comnents The teachers
mode1ed appropriate 1ingu1st1c behavior and prov1ded encouragement and

L]

reinforcementlthrough a variety of oral and wxitten comments.




o

The teachers worked a10q9 with the ch11dren wh11e singing Jazz chants, fre-k
. quently taking a pupil's role wh11e a pupil was the jazz chant 1eader Pup11s

were observed to be attentive to other pup11s during d1scuss1on per1ods and

-other activities. Pupils' work was d1sp1ayed in all c1assrooms

P

. TABLE 2 \
OBSERVATION CHECKLIST: TEACHER (N=8)

¢

Act1v1t1es . ‘ 4 % of Teachers Observed‘
"1." Encoarages cht1dren to work 1ndependent1y | | “75% e
-,?;" Encourages chi1dren to work. together " - 88%
.,3.' Talks w1th children about their act1v1t1es for ‘the
’ instruction per1od . N - N }OO%
4. Works a1ong with children | f . -t
5. Helps children so1ve academic prob1ems ‘ - ‘100%
6. Encourages/reinforces-chiidren in their work . 100%
7¥Z%‘ Gives feedback to'cﬁi1aren on their progfess' v " 100%
L4§. Pupil diagnosis/prescription | | 633
9. General discussion with pupils | .o o 13% | .
10. AT10ws fqr puﬁi1,thoi§e in activities WSO% ’
11. Displays children's work in the classroom | 100% /
. % — ) _ _
" ~ ) ) ) »
9 1 . ~
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.V SUMMARY OF INTERVIEW WITH ESL PROGRAM COORDINATOR AND- FIELD SUPERVISOR

Introduction ' | a

The interviews with the program coordinator and the field supervisor T)
were both two"and one- ha]f hours long. The coordinator has been involved -
w1th this Title I program for 11 years - two years as a teacher, three
years as a field supervisor, four years as acting coordinator, .&4nd one

year as coordinator The supervisor had been 1n the program as a teacher

for 51x years and as a field superv1sor for the past four fonths. \ Their

_responses are reported together when the two agree; when they disagree, .
their responses‘are differentiated. -~ ' . : .
Program Considerations | N

§991§; Both themiieid supervisor and the program coordinator identi-
fied the goal of the prooram to be instructioniin English - providing the
child with both a knoniedge.of the'1angdage as well as the cu1ture; They
added that the child is made to feel confident in ad3usting to the new en-
vironment by hav1ng teachers refer to the pupiis native culture and help
‘the child retain the native language. The development of these goa1s has
been on-going. fhe Title I coordinators, teachers, administrators and
general'staff contribute to this on-going process. The field supervisorl
stated that the imp]ementation of these goals has changed sinoe the begin-
ning of the program. In1t1a11y the focus of the instruction was audiolin-
gual; today it is ec1ect1c The field supervisor stated the curricuium '
has changed since the beginning of the program and the goals have .become

more comprehensive.

.
~ N




Streggthgyand Needs. The greatest strength 6f the program was iden-

tified ag 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 1ndiv1dda1 student, a resu1t of the teachers' input in ordering these

materials. - In add1tion, the good organizational structure was seen as a

.strength'of the program. When asked what parts of the instructional pro- -

LY

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

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

a

f1e1d respons1bi11ties wh1ch limited his time. The-program coordinator al-

so indicated -a need -for more time to see the teachers and make c1assroom///////////////

observations. ‘The program coordinator also felt that more teacher ‘train-
" ing demonstrat1ons were needed so0 that the teachers cou1q and wou1d 1mp1e-
‘ment the curr1cu1Um more effect1¥\\J '
Next year the curriculum is being revised. Some cognitivejgoa1s are
being expanded or combiried, and there wi}] be modiftcations in the sequenc-
ing of instructional items. |

\v

Purpose of the/Program Asséssment.»'The program assessments give an

overall pﬁcture of the students' achievement by testing the individoa1's
receptive and productive language. The program used stahdardized tests

and ora1 1anguage interviews to diagnose and assess pupil achievement. fhe’
program coordinator feels, however, that the informa].dayéto-day evalua-

tions provided the most meaningful assessments.

Instructional Considerations

* Approaches to Instruction. An eclectic approach to instruction is
. utilized in the ESL program. This inc1udes'speakers, demonstrations,

P

traditional teaching methods, jazz chants, textbooks, and silent readingQ

-

20
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5 | e
Teachers stated that they used'apy method that would help to motivate the
students. Audiolingua ethods are also used. ,
Daily Lessonf/'The daily lesson is correlated to the curriculum guide
and usual}y/includes a greeting, review of items,,audio-tisua1 presentations,
///ﬁaﬁfgge of newly taught items, and an evaluative summary. T
"Motivation. The coordinator and field supervisor were asked the quest-
. ion, "What methods and techn1ques are teachers expected to use in motivating

students?”. The1r~resp0nse was that“teachers use any.methodgand/or tethnique

that is appropriate to the 1eve1 the students, and that will serve to mo-

\

t1vate the. students.-

Overlap Between What 15 to be Ta ﬁt and What is Tested. Regarding

standardized program as§es§pent§, the overlap between what_is taughgland
what is tested is rather 11m1ted in the SAT test, but a bit more sat1sfac- |
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 readina. Mew ideas,
approachég; and topics were introduced after the initial assessment of need
,»aﬁa fo]lowed:by discussions, by groups of teachers interested in the curric-

ulum and proposed changes.

Student Considerations '

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

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

parents at varidus‘times during the year through progress reports (See Appen-

-

dix), parent meetings,.and demonst;ation lessons. The principal as well as




-

thE’?Tassroom teacher gets on-going feedback on the proaress of- the oupils.

fRetention~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 long a student may remain in the program, but it is usua11y no more than

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

) - ¢ .
contact. . - ‘
. » P N ?
- ‘ : .~-car .g’
Personnel Considerations : o

Supervisory Staff's ResponSibiTities " 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 stated phat she meets regularly with the other Title I coordinators
In addition, the supervisory staff meet with the princ1pais the Title I staff
the paraprofessionaTs and parents to discuss aspects of the prOgram and pos-~

sible changes

-

Strengths and Needs of Instructionai.étaff The teachers' enthusiasm,
their wi11ingness to innovate, and'their training are seen as the strengths
of\theiinstructionaT.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 Ehis area. The fieid supervisor
indicated that the teachers need to expand their awareness of the cultures
of the pupi1 target popu1ation.

A

Recommendations . . ' .

General. The program coordinator suggested that there be earlier
identification of T1t1e I eligible students, as well as an earlier allo-

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

@ RSP A AR

withftheeinitia1 teacher p1acements because of budgetjry problems.

22 0




gtaff Development. .Add1t16na1 training, sessions were :eigymended for

the teachers. The field supervisor suggested more 1np m outside agen-

‘Materials. It washréiommended that more monies be aT]ocated to allow

a wider ;ariety and a 1arger number of materf&ﬁs, espec1a11y textbooks.‘

: Parafprofessional Services. The f1e1d supervisor recommended that para-

professiona1s assigned to this program be screened adeguate1y for linguistic
preparation in order to serve as models for the pupils even though the T1t1e
I program has no contro1 over the selection of para-professionals. This se-

lection is made by the Community School Districts.

Pup11 Selection. No recommendations were made in this area. 'Both the
program coordinator and the fie1d.superv1son felt sat{sfied with ‘this process.

Coordination with Regular C1assroom'Teachers, A]though there is 1nfor3';

mal contact, the program coordinator suggested that structures be studied
within the constraints of the present regu]ations to increase the communicat-
-fon 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 recormended that the .
guidance persdnne1 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.
{ ’ '




_VI. EVALUATION: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS |

"The T1t1e 1 Eng1ish as a Second Language Program offers teachers a
wide varieey of mater1a1s and approaches to utilize in teaching English.
The "teaching approach was characterized by the teachers and the program
coordinator as eclectic. Overall, teachers appeared enthus1ast1c about

the program and offered praise for the materials and st

-j}deve10pment
- received dur1ng the year. '
| Inall c1assrooms visited, teachers were observed encouraging and
reinforcing children at work. - The atmosphere in many of the c1assrooms
was Tively. Jazz chants were used effectively to develop pattern dr111s,
ch11dren appeared to espec1a11y enJoy this act1v1ty ST

A recommendation voiced by 26% of the teachers and the proaram coor--
dinator was¢that efforts be made, within the program gu1de11nes, to_1h- .
crease communications”between the classroom teachers and English as a Sec- -
ond'Language. The.evaiuatiOn teamlsupports this recommendation.

Regardtng the implementation of the revised curriculum during the
1980-1981 year, the following recommendations are offered: 1) efforts
should be made to mon1tor the implementation of the revised curriculum,

. 2) tain feedback .on the effect1veness of the curr1cu1um from classroom -

: tea:iers, and 3) the impact of the curriculum on program ObJECt1VES
shouﬁd be, assessed.

| The last recommendation relates to the deve1opment -of the proaram
assessment ‘instruments. The. program coordinator stated the’ 1nformat1on
presented on the standard1zed test, did not adequate]y over1ap with the

' program s curr1cu1um and 1nstruct1ona1 obJect1ves Therefore, it is rec-

onmended that the program’ adm1n1strators begin to deve1op more appropriate

program assessments. o
| ' 24 ‘
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