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INTRODUCT ION

This is an interim report (Part I) of Phase I and II "A Program
For The Recruitment and Orientation of Beginning Educators (PROBE)".
Phase I was a two-week period of intensive preservice training and
orientation prior to the opening of school and the -assumption of teach-
ing duties =~ August 17-28, 1970. Phase II is a program of tcontinuous
support" involving direct assistance and in-service training through=~
out the academic year. Phase III (Part II of the Report) will comsist
of three workshop days of release time during the months of November,
December and Januarye

Background and Rationale

PROBE was the product of the efforts of the Model School Planning
Committee. The major area of emphasis within the Model School Division
has been the planning and implementation of programs designed to develop
and upgrade the professional staff. In recent years the concern has been
focused upon developing a strategy for preventing 'mew teacher failures"
‘and increasing the possibilities for success and satisfaction for the new
entrants to the teaching profession. The previous Orientation Program
for new teachers, 1969-70, provided four (4) half-day sessions. Teacher
comments following the program indicated the value of the program, but:
also noted that the period was too short and the area of greatest need
was reading.

Program Objectives

A. The major goal of the program is to provide the beginning teacher
with the support, assistance, and training needed for success during
the initial stages of a career in teaching.

B. The Specific Objectives are:

l. To provide a program of staff support and developmeht‘that is
intensive, continuous, and responsive to the specific, individual
needs and concerns of the new teacher.

2o To_increasevche’ihterpersdnal awareness needed for dealing effec-
tively with children and adults in the inner city school. The
aim is-toiprovide~teachers'w1th.human relations skills which
enable them to focus on their own roles and actions, and how

they affect children as learners. Specific skills stressed will

be: R

T a. fSkill‘tq7héaf and -communicate with other people

b.  Skill td understahd and comprehend interpersonal relation-

ships

 ¢5u §ki1l;in;the,flexibility and capacity to éc¢ept and
" espond to change

4 meablishing trust in the capacicy of others 7

1
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3. To develop skill in using varied approaches, materials, and equip-
ment in the teaching of reading sKills. The program will acquaint
the teachers with three approaches to the teaching of reading and will
aim to make distinctions clear between these and the basal reader
method with which teachers will be familiar. The specific reading
approaches in which teachers will develop competencies include:

a, Individualized Reading = Individualized reading approaches
will be employed which emphasize the organization of classe
room and materials for individual pacing, choice, and
learning stylese.

b. Language Experience - Language experiences will be provided
.which relate to the children's oral language and its devel-
opment as the core for building reading skill. This program
emphasized oral language, writing, the use of materials,
activities, and audio-visual equipment to enrich experiences
and become the subject for language practice.

ce Linguistic - Linguistic-based basal readers, and the theories
of linguistics and dialect which can be applied in wide-
ranging, flexible programs in oral and written language will
be utilized.

4. To train teachers in organizing students for individual learning.
This will be apprcached :hrough:

a. Instruction in the physical arrangement of classrooms.

be Instruction in the use of reading laboratories, listening
centers, science laboratories, mathematical learning cen-

ters in a classroom focused on individual learning.

5« To provide teachers with skills as follows:

- Ability to diagnose reading difficulties of pupils, using
simple tests and diagnoses of erroxs.

b. Ab111ty to deelde on the basis of this and general obser-~
vation of chlldren, approprlate methods and growth aims
for the 1nd1v1dua1 needs. ' '

‘f-—[ eusa l-»;-i..-v‘-;u'

 6e To assist" beg1nn1ng teachers in developlng an effectlve and pro-
duct1ve reach1ng style. : S :

,7. To. develop the teacher s competenc1es 1n the use of the follow-,-
T ing resources.‘*,j“-ff _ . i T

“ae WorkshOps
b. Innovatlon Team Members

‘Ce Resource people w1th1n the system (superv1sors, spec1a1
teachers, etc.)-w B . _ ,




d. Other teachers -
e, Parent and community people
f. Outside consultants

ge Professional materials, e.g., books, articles, etc.

The major geal (A) is om-going and will be obtained through P#ases I,
II and III. Under B, specific objectives numbers 1, 6 and 7 also are
on-going objectives, involving all three phases of the orientation pro-
gram. Specific objectives number 2, 3, 4 znd 5 were covered by Phase I,
and are not necessarily on-going objectives of the total program.

Purpose of study l

This report, (Part 1), will attempt to make an assessment of Phase I,
a two-week orientation program, and a part of Phase II, a continuing sup-

port program, based on the objectives stated. Part II will follow. Part II
will be concerned with Phase II and Bnase III, (one day follow-up workshops)

of th® orvientation program.

Delimitations

The task here is to try to make an assessment of Phase I of the pro-
gram after its completion. Therefore the evaluation is limited to the
responses of the director, the two instructors and the participants in the
two week orientation program.

PROCEDURE

Description of Sample

~ Eligibility requirements for participants are shown here as they were
stated in the proposal.

Ae. TParticipants in the program will.be beginning teachers in the Model
School Division, The number will be-limited to 35.

B. Recruitment will have been accomplished by the Personnel Office in
-the Model School Division with the hiring of new teachers during the .
preceding months. ‘ - o ’

C. All teaching personnel with,léss than one semester of teaching who are
‘ not recent graduates of tegpherﬂeducatiog:institutionsvwill be eligible
for participation in this program. In keeping with the philosophy of

the HOdelfSch001-Diqision‘aﬂd‘the'emphasis,on;thé prevention of reading

failuféafpriority‘willibbigiven.to*pfimary,grade teachers, especially
those assigned to:first gradee S I S

D. Substitutes who have féﬁdéred:satisfactOfy_éervicé;and who have not -
»  worked more than fifty percent of the time the'previous.yga;-will.also
_be‘eligiblg.j‘They:must’be';nterésted"in a career in teachinge

-

E. All will file written applicationss The PROBE Committee will make the

final selection. -

fjv33?;:ib§)€fl:
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From the applications received, the PROBE Committee selected 30 new
teachers and 6 substitutes to participate in the program. During the fol=
low-up evaluation an instrument will be designed to determine the extent
to which these participants met the above requirements. This data will be
reported in Part II of the evaluation report, which will be released at a

later date.

Instruments

Two program evaluation forms were devised by the Department of Eval-
uation. These were the Participants! Program Evaluation Form and the
Staff Program Evaluation Form. (See appendixes A and B)s Questions on
these forms were geared to obtain the individual's feelings on how well
each program objective was met. Items also were included to get informa-
tion concerning program content, attendance, methods of instruction, con-
tinuous support, overall program rating and suggestions for improving the

progranm.

: A personal, unstructured interview was held with the supervising
director of teacher education, Model School Division and with the program
divector of PROBE to get the necessary background material. A staff eval-
uation form was delivered to the director and the two instructors of PROBE
for completion. A participants' evaluation form was delivered to 33 of the
36 participants in the program for completion. Three of the substitutes

could not be located at the. time.

Methodology and Analysis of Data

_ Data obtained on the program evaluation form were tabulated. Total
responses for each item are shown. Means and percentages were computed
where appropriate and presented in tabalar form. ‘

l Coliection of Data
|

.Staff‘Prbgraﬁ'EQaIUatibn

i : A"'_complété.d'program évalué‘tion was reicei\,fed~ fromfea_Ch of the ‘three
" staff member. Part A concerned the program objectives. The items are ’
‘listed below. fo . A R ‘
a A  _ A. ' Objectives
"1;ﬁ'The;o;iehtétiOniﬁtégrémfinqtéased;'ff ‘l] f“
. ai-awarenéss of children's reading-neéds

bility to hear and communicat

rsonal relationships




2. Developed skill in .
a. using the Individual Reading approach-
b. using the Language Experience approach
c. using the Linguistic approach )
d. organizing students for individual learning

e. diagnosing reading difficulties

f£. using reading inventories

I
I
|
I
|
! g determ:.nlng appropriate reading methods for individual needs
h. creating learning centers or statlons
i i. the physical arrangement of classrooms
j. making materials
] 3. Developed competancies in the use of the following resourcess
! as wotkshops
be Innovation Team Members
i

¢. resource people within the system

de other ‘peop l'e

! L . e ,parents and n..ommunlty people-
i ’, o ,‘: S , f. outs1de consultants ’
7 g profess1ona1 materlals, €eBes books, articles, etc.

2! ‘. o B Yhi._ audlo v1sua1 a1ds

T The staff 1nd1cated how well the program met each of the above itemsS.
g - Their ratings were based on the follow1ng scale. The results are shown in

Table I. o : o .

S TR To A R To some ‘ .. Not : No
g R T ‘\‘:EiTOtally | Great Degreel “ Extent '- At A11 Response

o S A




TABLE 1 .
staff Ratings of How Well Program Objectives Were Met. |
Item Single Number of Responses
Number | Item Mean 1 |2 |3}¢]0
l.ae. 240 3
be | 2.0
Ce - 3.0 3
d, 2.3 2 11
e. 2.6 1|2 |
2¢a. | 2.6 112
be 2.0 3 |:
Ce 2.3 2 11
d. | 2.0 11211
2e 1.3 2 1
f. 1.3 2 |1
g 1.6 1112
he 2.0 3 .
i. 2.0 3 !
je 2.0 3
3.ae 2.0 3
. be 2.0 2 1
el 23 ] 21 | ?
a | 2| 12} {
",f;"ifs_}3;q . | 3| j
lgl”a:f”'z;oehlff_ibff':33'v:i" :
Mean ;(A11 Items) 2 2
Part B of the staff evaluatlon form indlcates che staff ratlngs on
how well, ‘the. program covered certain’ toplcs. Thelr responses are shown -
coooin Table II.: Follow1ng the*table are - some general conmmnts-made by the =
'259 staff supportlng thelr ‘resp - : : » ‘




TABLE I .-

Staff's Response as to How Well Certain Topics Were Covered

Topics Very| Fairly | Poorly| Not At No ]
' Well| Well -1 ail Response

1. Information 3
2. Skills 3 | %
3. Experiences 2 1 ﬂ ‘

4. Attitude Formation 3

5. Project Development 2

e —— —
————

Percentages of total résponse 67 27

Commentss
1. Information and skills were the main topics of zmmphasis.
2. Teachers wanted needed skills for carrying on a reading program.

3. Teachers were interested in information about the Clark proposal
and the Model School Division.

4, A wealth of information was shared with the participants to enable
them to identify their basic needs.

o In part C of the staff evaluation form the staff indicated the attend-
~ ance of the participants'durinthhe-two week program as being 90 to 100
_ percent. oL - oo . :

staff commEnts-cpncerningfevalua;ion’du:ing’the*two week. program.

1. What,fifﬂany,‘6n7goingfevéluationﬂwas there?

Answers:

1. There was periodic evaluation between staff and participants
. to:assess}needs;and,t0‘determipe’if.changes‘in the program were.
a "uheceséaryﬂﬁa5s,~i?-""7' F LI S -

A daily dssessment of the program was made by the staff.

2. Results of the evaluation ifamy: |

l o part D has to do with evaluation during the program. Following are the 3

:~Chéﬁgesuln‘thé*aéily-se§SiQﬁsgw¢re_mad§stc méét.vainnggnéédS‘laf

o of the grow.




2. An overall evaluation at the end of the program by staff and
! participants jndicated that the program met about 90 percent of

the needs stated in the beginning.

The staff gave an overall rating of the program by using the fol-

g '..
. lowing scale. This scale compared part E of the evaluation form. See

Table III. 1
{ SCALE . |
" o Excellent . Good Fair Poox %
" ‘ 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3- 2 1

hak ety

TABLE IIX

Staffis Overail Rating of the Program

* Rating Value - Number of
1 Responses
L Excellent 12 0
. Excellent 11 1
a Excellent 10 2
“Good . 9 « 7 0
Fair : 6 - 4 0
gf Poor 31 0

Part F of”thé stafffévaiuation form.providédithe staff the oppor-
.. - tunity to make,_Qmmentsxabout'the‘program,as a whole. These comments are .
g ~ _shown in Table IV. E RN R




TABLE 1V

Comments Made by the Staff

Comments ) Number of
Responseés
1. No Comment 1 ‘

2. This, of course, was the first time for such a pro-
gram. It was very valuable for participants and
staff. The staff was able to become to know the \
strengths and weaknesses of the new teachers and

prepare for follow-up assistance in the classwoom. 1

3. The group was very enthusiastic and anxious to see
materials and strategies for teaching skills and
concepts. The participants utilized resources
within the group and were very anxious to share
previous experiences with others in the groupe. 1

Total 3

Part G of the staff evaluation form obtained the staff's assess-
ment of the amount of continuous support given the participants fol~
lowing the two week program. This is presented in the following Table.




TABLE V

Stsff Response To Continuous Support

Has Available Will Be

Been Not Not . - Availablie
Given | Requested Available Later

1. Direct assistance 3
%2, In-service train-~}. 3
ing

3. Close supervision| 3

4. Individual con;a

ferences 3
%*5- Workshops 2 1
6. Demonstration 3

7. Acquisition of
" npeeded materials 3

8. other support
: services 3

rv——

Percentageé of to- : : 1
tal response | 83 0. _ o 17

* Gomments by . the staff were made on these two 1tems.

1. The flrst one day workshop is scheduled for November 2, 1970.
All particxpants W111 attend.

2.'dSome particxpants»have_already beenViﬁV61ved in in-building -
training sessions; ' ‘ AU - :

‘Participants' Program Evaluatlon.‘

s Completed evaluat1on forms-were returned by 30 of the 33 partici-
c3fpants who recelved the forms ‘for completlon._ Part A of the. partlcipants'

EJJ:form, coverlngithe obJectives of ‘the program, was identical to Part A .

l:f‘thelr feellng

'(see page 4" for the 1tems)‘p'The particlpants 1nd1cated

ts obJectlves using the

'ﬂ}scale below.
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SCALE

To A -To Some Not No
Totally Great Degree Extent ~At All Response

1 1 2 3 4 0
(1 to 1i4) | (1.5 to 2.4) | (2.5 to 3.4) | (3.5 to b4.4)

TABLE VI

Participants' Ratings of How Well Program Objectives Were Met

1 Item Single Number of Responses
Number | Item Mean 2

3
216} 6
6
7

l.a.
b.
C.
d.
e.

2.a.
b.
Co
d.
e.
£.
e
h.
ie
je

3.a.
b.

ce

- de
 e.
f.
8

- he

15
14
151 &
15 &4
15110
151 6
10{1C
11|14
12 {10

- 10§11
14} 9
10} 7
10} 9
141 &
3

0]

6

15

13

11

5

6
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18

13
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‘ Part‘Bfoflthe‘participantS' evaluation form was designed to get the
- ,fpa:ticipantSW]réactionsfasﬂtofthe'efﬁectivéness‘of the methods of in-
";structionmuSEdvdﬂtiﬁgwthe,ptogram;_ The methods were rated using the
“]éamégscaléjusedeor”rating the,objéctiVesyih‘Paft‘As"The results are
: Shdwnbinffablé VII" e s i oo e L o




TABLE VII

Participants' Responses To The Methods of Imstruction Used

Single Number of Responses
Methods of Instruction Item
Mean 1 2 3 4 0
1. Demonstrations 1.5 16 13 1 0 0
2. Lecture 1.8 8 17 4 0 1
3. Laboratory Experiences 1.9 7 18 5 0 0
' |
4. Discussion Groups 1.5 16 13 1 0 0!
5. Readings 2.2 5 14 8 2 1
6. Writing 2.4 5 10 13 2 0
7. Attitude Statements 1.9 6 16 0 2
8. Video Tape 2.2 7 13 7 3 0
9. TInstructional Television
Project Equipment 2.3 4 10 10 4 2
10. Films 2.3 6 10 13 1
Mean (All Items) 2.1
In part C the participants indlcated their satisfaction or dissatis-
faction with the major aspects of the program. The results are shown in
Table VIII.




Participants' Response To The

TABLE VIIL

Major Aspects of The Program

Very Moderately Not No
Item Satisfied Satisfied gatisfied | Response
1. Leadership 27 2 1 0
2. Subject Matter 23 6 1 0
3. Program Plan 20 9 1 0
4., 1Instruction 23 6 1 0
5. Materials 24 6 0 0
6. Facilities 22 7 1 \)
—e e —— zwww:
Percentages of .
Total Responses 77 20 3 0

The participanté' overall ratings of the total program are shown in

Table IX. This information was supplied in Part D of the evaluation form.
The scale used in this rating is shown below.
SCALE
Excellent Good Fair Poor
12 11 10 9 s 1 6 5 4 3 2 1
13

| 19



TABLE IX -

Participants' Ratings of The Overall Program

A Number of
Rating Value Responses
Excellent 12 2
11 5
10 10
Good 9 8
8 1
7 0
Fair 6 2
5 2
4 0
Poor 3-1 0
Mean 10.7

part E offered the participants the opportunity to give comments
about the program as a whole. All comments are listed below with the
number of times each comment was made. The percentages of total comments
are also shown.
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TABLE X

Comments Made By The Participants

Comments

Number of
Respaonses

Percentages
of Total
Respons?s

1.
2.

4.

Se

6,

7.

8.

9.

11.
12,
- ‘_[faffasy;héﬁwgﬁkéhdﬁﬁmeétingHahyQof;thé o

' needs T have now; it'didn't help much.}. e
‘Gould have been more specific. . | T

A f1h$1

No comment

Very interesting and rewarding,
helped me become a more effective
teacher.

Enjoyed the program, hope to get an-
other opportunity to enroll in a
similar programe

The program should be continued for
another year. -

Was not relevant to preschool
teachers. They should have been
excluded.

The rapport and perceptiveness of
the leaders and the warmth of the
participants overcame tne limita-
tions of time and materials and
made the program successful.

The leaders were great in providing
solutions to classroomAproblems.

It is rare to find a program of this
nature move SO smoothly and in such

" a defined way..

Teéching'math through.discdvery, as
demonstrated, was most useful to me.
Excellent for begimming teachers.

I am looking forward to the follow=-upe

Helped in some areas more than. m

college method courses. o

f‘WOnld Iike;togbe cOntactéd by the.
follow—up team;.; o AR .

The instructors were great, but as =

. 'PROBE gave far too ittle actual’ first|
and gpé;ieﬁcegwith;¢hildt¢ﬁ,ggji R I

and ‘e

14

41

15 |




In Part F the participants indicated the extent to which they had
received continuous support from the Innovation Team since the two week
program through October 2, 1970. The Table below gives the results.

TABLE XI

Participants' Responses To Continuous Support

A ' Not Any
Great None Requested - No
Deal |Some Requested'Not'Received Response

1. Direct assistance 3 14 13 -0 i 0
2. Tn-service training] & 4 20 '
3. Close supervision 1 6 20 0
4. Individual ‘

Conferences 3 5 22 0 A
5. Workshops 2 3 24 0 o
6. Demonstrations 3 4 .22 0 1

7. Acquisition of
needed materials 3 14 8. 5 0

8. Other support ser-
vices A 2 6 17 0 5

Percentages of Total
Responses 9 23 61 2. 5




In part G of the program evaluation, the participants made suggestions
for improving the program. All suggestions are listed below. The zmumber
of times each suggestion was made and the percentage of total suggestions
are shown belowe.

TABLE XII

Participants! Suggestions for Improving The Program

L Percentages
umber of | of Total
Suggestions Responses | Responses

l. No Suggestion 16 47

2. Longer program to provide more time for each
aspecte 4 12

3. Include more time for actual work with . '
children. 2 6

4., Make the program available to all new teachers
regardless of their background in education. 2 6

5. Continue the program.

6. Provide small group instruction by grade
levels. 1

7. Include daily written evaluation.

8. Provide more specific skills in reading
approaches. 1 3

9. Emphasize the children's ways of life; how to
meet needs of problem children and non-
readers. Co ' ’ 1 3

lQé._More'classrodm follow through to help with
: -_long'range:planning,»espe;ially in _
mathematics. S IR R 1 3

11. Part of PROBE should be extensive work with
reading and mathematics -and the other half
geared to give teachers first hand experience
with children. _ : o R

12. Continue to re-orient participants at sub-

. sequent sessions, presenting the latest
techniques and revisioms. ~ :

‘13. - Greatér~$cigtiny_iﬁffhé;selection of o -
. participants. . o T o 3

BRS | AR



DISCUSSION - |

The responses of both staff and participants indicated that the
program objectives were met. The mean of the participants! rating |
of objectives being met was 2.1. The staff mean rating was 2.2. Each mean
falls into the "To A Graat Degree' category on the rating scale. S%e Tables
T and VI Rated lowest by the staff, in the 'To Some Extent'" category
were: The orientation program increased ability to understand and dompre -
hend interpersonal relationships (mean 3.0); Developed competenciesiin
the use of the following resources - other people (mean 2.6), parent
and community people (mean 3.0), and outside consultants (mean 3.0).
Rated lowest by the participants, in the '"To Some Extent!' category were:
Dewveloped skill in organizing students for individual learning (mean
2.5)3; Developed competencies in the use of the following resources = parents
and community people (mean 2.6), and outside consultants (2.8). i

949 of the staff's response indicated that all of the topics in the
program was covered fairly well or better. See Table II.

Participants attendance was good throughout the program. It was
indicated to be between 90 and 100 percent. This seems to indicate the
degree of interest in the program.

Although the staff said there was periodic evaluation between staff
and participants, one staff member suggested there be daily written
evaluation. :

In the overall rating of the program the staff's mean was 10.3. The
participants' mean was 10.7. Both means fall into the "Excellent'" cate-
gory on the rating scale used. See Tables III and IXe

The staff indicated that continuous support has been given. Thirty-
two percent of the participants stated that they have received continuous
support. Sixty-one percent had not requested any. Of the remaining 7
percent, 5 percent did not respond to the question. The remaining 2 per-
cent indicated that they had requested support, but had not received it.
 This 2 percent amounted to 5 people who requested help in acquiring needed
' materials, but as of the 2nd of October the materials had not arrived. '

Seventeen of the participants did receive some needed materials. See Tables
V and XI. R ’ - ' '

The participants rated.thelméthbds‘of~inStructi0n in the program as
effective to a great degree (mean 2.1). Demonstrations and discussion
groups got the highest rating (mean 1.5). See Table VII.

, ‘Ninetyfseveh,pe:cent of the participants were satisfied with the
- major aspects Qf,the'prdgramsh*See»Table.VIII.v Of the twenty comments

~ made by the participants on1y threeIW9regnegétiﬁe. See Table X. The

" main suggestions were for longer programs, more time alloted for working

7:  difect1y5withﬂchildreniand ¢6ntinuing the“p:ogram ihglﬁding all.new

 teachers. See Table XIT.. . ..

“1TR



CONCLUSIONS .

The data indicates that the large majority of people involved in
the program said the program:

1. Provided the support, assistance and training needed for success
during the initial stages of a career in teaching.

2. Increased the interpersonal awareness needed for dealing effec-
tively with children.

3., Developed skill in using varied approaches, materials and equip-
ment in the teaching of reading skills. '

4, Helped to train new teachers in organizing students for individ- -
ual learninge '

5. Provided the participants with skills necesz=ry for diagnosing
reading difficulties.

6. Developed competencies in the use of workshops, Innovation Team
Members, resources and materials.

In general the responses indicate tkat the pr&gzﬁm;achieved“many
of its objectives. It should be noted that the resuliis of this evaluation
were based on an anonymous evaluation form which show:id have reduced any
perceived obligation on the part of tl.2 respondents €m appear more favor-
ably disposed toward the program than was truly the case.




RECOMMENDATIONS T

Comments and suggestions for improving the program leads to the
following recommendations:

1. Whenever possible, teachers should be given more opportunity to
work with children in actual training situationse.

2, Teachers should have more opportunity to become effective in
using consultants. : ,

3, More direct contact with parents and .community people would be
helpful to new teachers.

4, Specific information should be geared to the kindergarten and

preschool teachers. Instructional breakdown by grade levels might
be helpful. '
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& Program For The Recruitment and Orientation of Beginning Educatoré
graff Program Evaluation
(Directors, Instructors, Consultants)

Number Date

This is a foilow~up evaluation of the training program keld August 17
tswough 28. Please complete this form thoughtfully and return it to the
Ditvision of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Room 1013, 41% - 12th Street,

N. W. Thank you. \
A. Objectives: |

Indicate the extent to which the orientation program's cbjectives
were met by using the following rating: 1 = Totally; 2 = To.a great degreaz;
3 = To some extent; 4 = Not at all. :

1. The orientation program increased:

a. awareness of children's reading needs

b. ability to hear and communicate with other people
c. ability to understand and comprehend interpersonal
relationships
d., ability to accept and respond to change
e, ability to establish trust in the capacity of others
,2' Developed skill in
| a._~using th§.individﬁal_Rééding a?proach _ X .
b. using»thé”Language'E$pefiencé appro#ch
c. ﬁsing fhg-Lingﬁistic app;oach
ﬂd; drganiziﬁg stﬁdents for individﬁal‘léa:ning
_ e.A"diagnoéingﬂreading diffiéuities»k _
 £.# u§iggf£63diﬁg iﬁééﬁf&;iés "  - '

g ;ffgg;igf@;ining‘-_fappxopgiatéf reading methods for individual

“;>h;fﬁcféatiﬁg 1earhingJééntét$7or sgations.‘}::'

0"
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2. (continued)

j. the physical armzmgement of classrooms
j. making matexrials
3, Dewezloped competencies in the use of the following resources:
a., workshops
b, Imnovation Team Members
c. Tesource people within the system
d. other people
"e. parents and community people
f£. outside consultants
d g. professional‘materials, e.g., books, articles, etc.,
g h. audio visual aids

B. Program Content

Indicate with an "X" in the appropriate column, how well the program
operated in providing the following:

Fairly Not at

=<
)
="
-

Poorly All

1. Information

'\

3. Experiences

4, jAttitude_Formation

EEREN:

np——————-
e— ——
o — a—————

‘5. Prdject’DeVelopment

IRREN

' Comments

PR Y - .- St - e




C. Attendance

How would you === the attendance for the program? Indicate with an
"X" in the appropciat= space,

90 to 100 percent
90 to 95 percent
85 to 90 percent
80 to 85 percent
75 to 80 percent

Less than 75

D. Evaluation during che two weeks

1. What if any on-going evaluation was there?

Results of the evalfuaiion if any:

" E..  Record your overall evaluation of the two-week orientation program as a
whole by placing an "X" in the appropriate box on the scale,

L - ~ - . -
. B e . T -

- Excellent. v?*'Good" a”'u“' B ‘Fair = . : | " Poor




F. Comments:

G. Continuous Support '

To what extent is the following services being offered the participants
since August 28?7 = Indicate with an "X" in the appropriate column.

Has Available Will Be
Been Not Not Available
Given Requested Available Later

1. Direct assistance

2. In-service training

3. Close supervision
[ . b Individual conferenceé
;5. Workshopsv
>6. 'De@pnstratién

7. Acquisitibn of
" needed materials

8. Other support
services

HEEEREE
|

- . L

-
-
[. . 
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A Program For The Recruitment and Orientation of Beginning Educators
Participants' Program Evaluation

Number Date

This is a follow-up of the training program held August 17 throth
28, It is an important means of enlarging and upgrading programs of ﬁhis
' type. Please help us by completing this form thoughtfully, and returning
it to the Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation, Room 1013,
415 - 12th Street, N. W. Thank you. ‘

|

A. Objectives:

Indicate the extent to which the orientation program's objectives
were met by using the following rating: 1l = Totally; 2 = Tc a great degree;
3 = To some extent; 4 = Not at all.

1. The orientation program increased:

a., awareness of children's reading needs

b, ability to hear and communicate with other people

c. ability to understand and comprehend interpersonal
relationships -

d., abiiity to accept and respond to change

e, ability to establish trust in the capacity of others

2, Developed skill in:

a, using the Individual Reading approach

b. usihg thé‘Langﬁage Expe?ience“a?proach‘v

c. using the Linguistic épprQaCh 

d. organizing students for individual learning

" e. diagnosing readingrdiffiCulties

f. -using reading inventories o .

ERARENE

%l'. g _detérminiﬁgiéﬁpropfiaté rééaing*methods fqr_indi#idual
% . needs T e e e ST
g . h. creating lesvning centers ur stations .

Coar




2,

3.

B.

methods used in the orienta
1=

1,

2,

3. .

4.

(continued)

i, the physical arrangement of classrooms

j. making materials

Developed competencies in the use of the following resources:
a, workshops

b. Innovation Team Members

c. resource people within the system

d. other people

e. parents and community people

f. outsidé consultants

g. professional materials, e.g., books articles, etc.
h., audio visual aids

Program Subject Instruction:

)

T

Indicate the degree of effectiveness of the following instructional

tion program by using the following rating:

Totally; 2 = To a great degree; 3 = To some extent; 4 = Not at all.

Demonstrations
Lecture
Laboratory Experiences

Discussion Groups

- Readings

Writing

Attitude Statements

Video Tape

Instfuctional ?e}evisigq_P?oject equipment

Films

8

A




Gewotien  Masiime

famyl ety

C. To what extent were you satisfied with the following aspects of the
orientation program. Place an "X" % the appropriate column.

Very . Moderately Not

satisfied Satisfied Satisfied
i. Leadership — _;______;;
2. Subject Matter —— —_ —_—
3, Program Plan o e e
4. Instruction — _—___' —
5. Materials e — S
6. Facilities e - -

D. Record your overall evaluation of the oriemtation program as a whole
by placing an "X" in the appropriate box on the scale.

Excellent Good ) Fair : Poor

&
Wl
(3]
'—I

13 11 10 g B 76 5

E, Comments

F, Countinuous Support

Since August 28 until the present time, to what extent have you received
the following: Indicate with an "X" in the appropriate column,

A Great _
Deal Some . Not Any
- _ . None Requested
e - S - Requested = Not Received
1. Divect assistance o — —
2. In-service training NS . o
3. Close supervision S -

i MR RO



Continuvous Support {continued)

A Great
Deal Some Not Any

None Requested
Requested Not Received

Individual Conferences

Workshops

Demonstrations

Acquisition of needed
materials

Other support services

Suggestions

Please list any suggestions for improving the orientation program,

s e

36
30

P —
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INTRODUCT ION

hrotonmmmes 4

Background

This report is Part II of an evaluation of a Program for the
Recruitment and Orientation of Beginning Educators (PROBE). Part I
covered the two-week summer scssion held in August 1970, known as
Phase I of the Program. This report covers the first of three one-~ i
day workshops which make up Phase IIT of the PRCBE program. Phase I
of the program is one of continuous support and is included in.both
parts of the evaluation report.

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this report is to make an assessment of the one- j
day workshop held on November 2, 1970 and to see to what extent the i
needs and concern of the participants were met in the workshop.

Program Objectives

1. The major goal of the program (PROBE) is to provide the be-~
einning teachér with the support, assistance, and training
needed for success during the initial stages of a career
in teaching. ‘

2. The specific objective is to provide a program of staff
support and development that is intensive, continuous,and
responsive to the specific, individual needs and concerns
of the new teacher. ' s

to list aréeas of special needs and concerns they would like to have
covered in the one-day workshop. Lists received were compiled by tle :
workshop staff. The areas of greater concern were found to be:, 4

1. Individualizing reading instruction

a. Handling heterogenous grouping
b. Reading skills :
¢. Tlanning enrichment activities

2. Individualizing mathematics instruction : i

a. Handling heterogenous grouping

b. Skills to be taught on specified levels
c. Planning enrichment activities

l In keeping with these objectives, PROBE participants were asked 3




I

i

Duc to the one-day time limitation, staff focused the workshop
on these specific concerns. The instructions were presented throug
the use of a film, a lecture, a demonstration, group discussion and
small group activities. '

EVALUATION PROCEDURES

Sample

The one~day wcrkshop was inrended to serve the thirty-six .ed-
ucators proviously enrolled in the two week PROBE summer program of
which thirty of the participants were regular teachers in the Model
School Division and six were substitutes teachers in the Model School
Division, Only twenty-nine of the regular teachers and two of the
substitutes attended the one~day workshop. Substitutes were obtained
by the Model School Division to hold the classes of the regular teach-
ers attending the workshop.

Instruments

A questionnaire was constructed for completion by the participants.
An observation checklist was also constructed for the observers,

Collection of Data

The observation checklist was used by cach of two evaluators
whe attended the one-day workshop. At the end of the workshop, time
was alloted for each participant to complete a questionnaire. In
order to insure anonymity, names were not used on the questionnaires.
It was hoped that this would lead to a freer expression on the part
of the participants.

Analysis of Data

Information from the two instruments was compiled and: is described
in narrative form and in tables. Percentages and means were comput-
ed. A t-test was used to test for significance on the section that
called for "Before" and "After' responses by participants.

RESULTS
PART I

- The following resultsﬁerecompiled from the questionnaire adminis-
tered to the participants. . (See Appendix A.)

The first,part of the questionnaire was designed to get background
information relevant to each participant, : '

-2
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Tsble I shows the age range of the participants.

TABLE I

Age Range of Workshop Participants

Age-Range Number of Participants
20-30 25
30-40 6
40 -+ 0

Total 31

-

" Table II shows the types of degrees held by the participants.
TABLE IIL

Types of Degrees Held by Workshop Participants

Degree Number of Participants

B.A, or B.S, 21
M. A. 8
M.F.A, 1
M.H.L. 1

Total ' 31

ERIC , - 44
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Table III gives a breakdown of the present grades taught by the
participants.

TABLE III

Grade Level Workshop Participants Are Currently Teaching

Grade Level ' . Number of Participants
/

Pre-Kindergarten 2
Kindergarten 2
1 3
2 6
3 6
4 3
5 4
5-6 (Combincd) 1
6 2
Substitute K-6 2
Total , 31

Tahle IV shows a breakdown of the participants into categories
according to their prior teaching experience both within the Model
school Division and cutside the Model School Divisiom., -The outside
of the Model School Division experience is shown in three categories:
in the District of Columbia, in other U.S. Cities; and Overseas. 1In
the discussion of the results this data will be compared with the
selection criteria for the PROBE program.




TABLE IV

Teaching Experience of Workshop Participants

Categories of Experience

Number of Participante

New Teachers in the Model School
one semester experience or less

2. 2 months ¢nly 12
E. 2 months plus 1 semester or less - 3
II. Teachers new to the Model School Division
with more than one semester prior experi-
ence
A. in the District of Columbia 2
B, in other J. S. Cities 9
C. overseas 1
ITI. Teachers with more than one semester
prior experience in the Model School
Division 2
IV. Substitutes -2
Total 31

experience in The Model School Division; District of Columbia, other

Categories two and three of Table IV are examined in greater
detail in Table V which gives the breakdown of participants' prior

than The Model School Division; Other Cities; Overseas; and Total
Experiance. ’ '

=5




TABLE V

Length and Location of Service of Workshop
Participants with Prior Teaching Experience

No. Years In Model School D. C. other Otherx Overseas Toal
Division Than M.S.D Cities
i-2 : 2 3 7
3-4 3 1 4
5-6
/-8
9-10 2 2
11-12 1 1
T OT AL 2 2 9 1 :. 4 <

% The two teachers who served as substitutes are not included here.

PART II
Sections 1 and 2 on the questionnaire deal with the types 'of class-
room groupings and reading approaches used by participants this school

year, 1970-71. Each participant checked several possibilities in
ecach section. The responses are shown in Table VI and VII.

47
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TABLE VI

Types cf Grouping Used In Classroom Actiwvities
By Workshop Parcicipants

Types of Grouping

Number of Teachers Using
this Grouping

Conierence
Social

Pal reading
Permanent
!Interest
Homogeneous
Heterogeneous
Special purpose
Skill need

Total class

Individualized

No response

12

18

23

21

26

48
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Rezading Approaches Used by Workshop Participants

T

Reading Approaches

t

Number of Teachers
Using Approach

Basal series
Linguistic/Phonics
Programmed /Structured

anguage experience

-t

Individualized
Supplemental materials
Other (specify)

(magazines, newspapers, ITA, readiness Kkit,
experience charts, weekly readers)

No response

20

17

3

15

15

PART III

In section.3 of the questionnaire, the participants rated the
one-day workshop. The yating was based on how well the workshop met
their specific teaching”concerns. These concerns were expressed
to the workshop conrdinateors byrthe participants during the week prior
to the workshop. rhe following scale was used in the rating. Mean
ratings were computed on the responses. " The results are shown in

Table VIII.

Totally To a great To some Not at No
extent extent all response
1 2 3 4 0

49
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TABLE VIZIZI

P icipants' Opinions About the Extent to ¥Wnich

art
The Workshop Met Thelir Present Teaching Needs

Number of Responses
1 1 2z 3 &
Single | Totally | To A Great) To Some| Not No
Item Item Mean Zxtent Extent { At All|Response
A. llow wcll did e «now =
led zes and expoclences
gained in this workshop
mnect your prescent needs
in: )
1. individualizing read- 2.3 2 16 10 0 3
inz instruction?
2. individualizing math- 2.6 2 8 16 2 3
emrtics instyuction? 1.
3. recognizing specifig 2.3 3 14 10 1 3
+eading skills to bs
taught? ' ‘
{ . recognizing specifig 2.7 L 10 14 3 3
math skills tc be :
taught?
5. planning activities 1.9 8 : 16 4 0 3
to enrich reading
needs?
6. planning activities 2.3 5 11 ‘ 9 2 &
to encich math needsf
B. How satisfied were gcu 2.1 5 16 7 -0 3
~witch all aspects © '
workshop?
!
- .
Overall -Mean = 2.3

-9~




Guestions pertaining to the participants overall teachinz practices
and expericences during the current school year were presented in section
four. Participants were asked to rate ecach question as follows: once

in the "Before" column and once in the "After' column. In the "Befoze"
column participants indicated their feelings and expectations about

each question before their experiences in the one-day workshop. In the
"After" column the participants indicated the degree of fullfiliment of
their expectations concerning each question as a result of having euper-
ienced tiie one-~day workshop. The rating was based on the following scale.
The responses are shown in table IX.

Very
Often Often Sometimes Seldon Never
1 2 3 4 5

Q Eil!
ERIC | ~10-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TADLE IR

n Their Teaching Experiences

Participants' Responses to Cwerell Practices
1

Questi - 7S

Numbey of Resnpons:

@

ba)

0

Sometimes

a.

c.

O

ERIC

. T

BEFORE

low often did you meat with a
Y

resdivg related prebhlem yo o werd
hard pressed to solwvae?

tow often have you felt less
than sure of yourself as a
reading teacher?

How often have you felt less
than sure of yourself teaching
math? . '

How often have you had diffi-
culty in individualizing read-

ing instruction?

How often have you had &iffi-

.culty in individualizing math

instruction?

How often did you receive pro-
fegsional assistance from the
Innovation Team?

How often were you offered pro-
fegsional assistance from the
Innovation Team?

AFTER

How often did you meet with a
reading related problem you were
hard pressed to solve?

How often have you felt less
than sure cf yourself as a
reading teachex?

How orten have you felcr less
than sure of yourself teaching
wath?

(%1

9

4

10

4

™~

0

o

o




TABLE IX (cont

! .umber of Respoenses

Very
Cuestions Otften Often Sometimes

| Seldon

nNever

AFTER (cond '£)

d. How often have you had diffi-
culty in individualizing read-
ing inscvucition? 3 7 6

(e5]
—

How often have you had diffi- i
culty in individualizing math
instruction?

[p)

~._ :ﬁ
~J
[es}
oo
N

How often did you receive pro-
fossional assistance from the :
Inaovation t'eam? 4 7 12

1]
B

w
L

g. How often were you offered pro-
fessional assistance from the’
Ins. .tion Team? 6 8 10 2 3

Each response was weighted according to the number values assigned
on the scale above. For questions "“f' and 'g" the number values were
reversaed. The number of responses in each category was multiplied by
the value of that respons'. to get a total score for each question in
the "Before" column and in the "After'" columa. The totals are shown
in Table X.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Tetal Velu2s of Responses T0 Ihe Qverall Praccilcees
In Teaching Experiences
Questions ! BexXore | titer | Differcnca T
; i —_
a. 51 59 9
b. .59 74 15
<. 67 77 10
’d. 59 72 i3
e. 76 81 5
£. 75 93 18
<. 82 99 17 i
L L
TOTALS 469 | 556 87
i i

A mean score was computed Zor the "Before'! and the "After''responses.

A t-test was applied to tast the significence of ~he difference between
mean scores. The results are shown in Table XI.

TARLE XI

The Means and t~Score Of Participants' Responses

Before Mean 67.0
Aftexr Mean 79.4
Mean Difference 12.4
t-S8core 7.0
cection 5 of the gquastionnaire consisted of one question - "As a

resuls of the workshop do you plan to make any changes in your teaching

metioda or techuniques?" Participants' responses are shown in Table XIT.

-

G‘ H -
o4

B )



Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
-~

Responsces To Coange Ta Teacning wethods And Technigues
1

§ Item i Yo Responses [
' i
i N0 response 3 |
i >
1 Yes 27 \

No ‘ 1 !
\ ' l
| TOLAT ‘ 31 )
L

Tn scction 6 the participants wore asked to list any special concerns
chey might have hod at the beginning of the workshop which were not mct.
These concerns are shown in Table XIIL. Some participants listed more
+han one concern., Percentages were computed on the total responses.

TABLE XII1

Participantsf Spacial Concerns Xot Met By One-Day Workshop

) Total L Percentaggw
Concerns Number of Total
1. No concermns 25 76
2. Discipline problems 2 5
3. Classroom management . 1 3
4, Diffefent value systems oL pupils/teachers ) 3
5. Groupilng 1 3
6. Individualizing math. 1 3
7. Reading and math skills to be taught in
kindergarten and first grade 1 3
8. Certain types of administratiﬁe problems | 1 3
’ TOTALS 33 100

Participants were asked to offer suggestions for improving the next
one~day workshop in section 7, Again some participants made more than
one response. All respouses are shown in Table XIV. Percer ages wcre
again computed on the total responses.
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Ways In Which The Next Workshep Can Botter Meetk
Participants' Needs
Total | Perccont
Suggestions No. of Totel
1. No suggestions : i1 32
2. Movre on traching reading; readiness.approaches,
_oguence cf skills, individualizing, etc. 7 21

-

3. Separate instruccions geared to pre-school 1
and kindergarten teachers: 2 6

0w

L. More free-type group discussion wherein

t participants can relate cliassroom experi- - 2 6
crces %
5. Help in teaching math; individualizing, se-
quence skills, etc. 2 6
6. IMoxe organization; pre-arrangement with the
principal ' 1 3
7. TFoster a greateir sense ¢f accomplishment 1 3
8. Learning centers 1 3

9. By helping us to come to some concréte con-

clusions about teaching 1 3
10. By more exposure to teacher-made materials 1 3
11. Demonstration of teaching method 1 3
12. Morc "ime to focus ... specific problems 1 2

i3. Helr in acquiring needad materials; teacher :

zides 1 3
14, Help with the problem of disruptive children 1 3
15. Discuss psychological reasons . opathy
other than poor motivation or ooredom 1 3
Totals _ 34 101
ks
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Backprouv” Information on the participents reveals that most of
chep are L1 the 20 to 30 years of age group. Twenty-onc iiold paclhclor
dovreas o b orer hold maslters. All arce now working in clementary schools
withh nirvereen teachig pre-kindergarcen throuch third grade. ‘fhe cmpha-
sis of the P»OBE se:-~coion committee was to include more teacners of tne

on participants teach the intermediate grades and cwo

4
irules workiis. in grades K-6. Sce Tables I, II and ITI.

According to the selcction criteria for the PROBE program, all par-
ticipants were to be beginning educators with no more than one- semester
aching experience in the Model School Division. The data in Table IV
.d V. reveal that only fifrcen of the participants could be called begin-
ning educators. The other fourtecn, excluding the two substitutes, had
cus teaching experience ranging from one to eleven vears. Two of
ourtcen had taught from one to two years in the Districz of Columbia
c Schools outside of the Model School Division. Two »H»ihers nad
- {rom one to two years within the Model School Divis.on. Three

i
£
i

C
Publ
taug!
paiitly

1
articipants had over nine ycars total tecaching ecxperiercc. All of the
‘ticipants, however, excluding the two substitutes, were cither hired
or ro-hnired since December 1969, and thus were entered in the Model
School Division's noew tcacher file. Thus, in the selection prowess
teachers with previous expericnce were chosen,

-

ax

—r
-

To the observers of the one-day workshop, it appeared that the par-
ticipants had two distinct sets of concerns. One group seemed to have
real beginning teaching problems such 'as classroom organization, disci-
pline, grouping and individualizing instruction. The other group appeared
more inrerested in being presented with new idezs, procedures and in-
structional methods. Perhaps the background experience of the partic-
ipants made this difference in the expressed concerns and needs.

Participants,. according to Tables VI and VII, have used a multitude
of classroom greupings and reading approaches during the current school
year, 1970-71. Listed according to the frequency with which they were
mentioned, the groupings used by more than half the PROBE participants
were: individualized groups, skill need groups, total class, and heter-
ogeneous groups. Among the participants the least popular grouping
method was permanent groups. Of the reading approaches, the basal series,
mentioned most frequently, was used by only two-thirds of the woxkshop
participants. The other approaches used by more than haif the partic-
ipants were the linguistic/phonics approaches: the individualized approach,
and the language experience approach, in that order. The least fre-
quently used approach was the programmed/structured approach.

The findings of both of these questiorns indicate that the PROBL
teachers lean heavily toward flexibility in classroom organization,
Tndividualized instruction both in reading and in general classroom:
work ranked high in frecquency of use amoag the participants. The more

T
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"?:’,s‘t;l !c;.iv_"od _m)p.oro lCth
y uscd nlv'could bL a rcLch—v
' 'PROBL woxk hop. '

: ‘ To: 1gn1f1cant at the ! _ _ o
1eve1 of conrlde” ;“ ﬂ    t S 7 1s needed - The ootalned tis

  7 O Therefore,

ompared w1th thelr teachlng experlenc
eadingp”




Lho ond

: : . estlons Lof'th  ,
Jorksnop were offered,by the par;ig;pants suggestSVth 1 workshop_fo

de51gned to'touch“d number of,areas in small group act1v1t1es_m1gh




vays of alrlng_thelr adm1nlstrat1ve complaints.

comertég ls‘scheduled to report during rhe next one day workshop ,
' 1970 ‘
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2.

i
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‘ . RECOMMENDATIONS =

Future ”ROBE (A Program
Bcglnulnos
educators .with‘no more ‘than one semester of: total tea_hlnb
cxpellence.';- ERRNE o i”’ o :

.‘}.

VeLeLan teachers new to«the Wodel School DlVlSlOn should be
given at 1east a. one day orlentatlon to the Wodel School
DlVlSlon.*f : . S

The " one- d .follow—up wo:kehop should present .moxre spec1f1c
1nLormat10n geared to pre -k and klndergarten 1nstruct10n.~“

ime'should be a17oted at the workshop“for d1scuss1n0 technlques
‘of handling~and solv:Lncr dlsc1p11ne probTems.rQ;,'.'.

The worksnop should 1nc1ude ‘an - 1ncreased number of small group

for Lne Recru1tment and Orlentatlon o;
Educators) t,o—week programs shourd be 11m1tcd to

AT

act1v1t1es des1gned to mect the spec1a1 needs of the part1c1pants.




et W




=

A PROGRAM FOR THE RECRUTTMENT AND ORIENTATION OF S
| "BEGINNING EDUCATORS (PROBE) ~ PART IT -~ = = = =

Nunbes Date L R

The purpose of this AuﬁoenyAAta~datenmine,the,uaﬁaefqé'xhefaneédagfﬁo££owf
wo workshop £n Light of the parnticdpants needs. ALL nesponses wilL be kepi
congidential. Please hrespond as -candidly as possible. . -

&

—ea

Your age (check) 20-30 30-40 - . © 40 ox .above

Degree(s) held: L ey . , Present grade:taughtf

\

Teaching experience (D.C.): " SchoolFYears : . momnths o e,

Teaching experience (other than D.'C,i: Place

Grade . ‘No. School years ' ' months

1. The following items_arevconcerned'With classroom activities. Check the
~ omne(s) that-indicate the types of grouping that you have used this year.

skiil need

-conference . R I . interest

social . - . o . ‘homogeneous . total class

ﬁpalfreadingff7 : ‘heterogeneous cindividualized

|

jfpérméﬁeﬁﬁf5" 'ffsﬁé¢i§17pﬁr§gse  udtherJCQPGCifY)

>

 fﬁ¢a$wiﬁﬂ_téadiﬁg;éﬁ§rdé¢hés;.;Cﬁéck-the ;' “_h
u‘havéf@ééd[tﬁideeaf: Tf“;f;__:ngjg,tw  S

'aLangPagé‘exﬁerieqce.

i

dividialized .

“:.’ othef (épecify) ‘

oA
E

i

5

E -
B

S




To rate the followﬂnn statement use thls rating 1 Totglly,,.
2 = To & gzaat QXtént; 3= To some ex tent- L = Vot at a;l erte tne
mumber 1u uhe bLank- R '

a. “How Wcll Qld the knowledges and eéxperiences gaimed in this workshop

meel youx preseﬁt needs ln,;'

1.“iindividua1izinc readino'insﬁructidn?'...}....;..,.....:fff:

' 2. *ndlvldudllzlng mathematlcs 11structlon°,,...;;;.......,.,.

3. reCOSnieiha specifﬂc read:.n0 sklllsvto be tauOht°J...;;;;..,
4, treco°n121na spec1f1c math skllls,to be taugh },.,i.Q,Qyﬁ,l
p.' pl‘anniﬂo CthltleS to enrlch readlnc needs7;;,.;L;,;;:5;..
6. planning actlvitles to enrlch math need87 g;.{,;;.....;;.t.
;b.' How satleled Were you Wlth all the aspects of the WOrkshep7 .
Lhe follow;ng statements deserlbe overzll pracLlces 1n‘your teaching

experiélces this year. The "before" column indicates your response
prior to this workshup. The "after" column indicates what you expect

in the future. Circle one number in '"each' column for each statement.

Use the following scale for your ratiug: 1 = Very often; 2 = Often;
-3 =_Soﬂet¢mes;'4 = Seldom, 5 = Never e Co

Before
a,"HoW‘ofteﬁ did you meet: With‘a reading related ‘ :
prOblem you were hard pressed to solve? , - 1234 5"
b,h“HdW often have you felt lesw thaﬁ sure. o:bypur— o
self as a. readlno teacher7 e ,33-, 12345

’HOW often have;you felt less than sure of your—
- selfbteaehlng“math2 : :

,jHoW often have<You‘had 1ff1culty ln 1nd1v1dual—'“7i
~hlzlnc readlncA-nstru tlon? Lo :

;fHoW OLten havefyou-had dlfflculty'ln nleldual—
1n8kmath :.nstruc:t:.on‘7 : '

-

After




Are there special concerns you had:
were notymet? - If so, please state:-

at the beginning of

them here.”

this wo

rkshbp;which

.7ff-in what way(sj

can the next workshop bette

r meet your needs

Y

(Spe

cify)

4.,“‘.

P
- - E
.

. . E

i

'
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APPENDIX B




) : . Observation Cheeklist. o
’ instruction : :
II. . Topics covered '.

. . - v ’

Participants’ involvement ’ '
IV. Attendance '

‘Enthusiasm throughout ‘the day - ,
Problems encountered
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2) their famiiiarlzation with £ilms d'
vexperience lessons. ~During the first ‘part’ of the morning about half

“gestions ranged from a candy machive designed to stress the concept of

e b e e i ey PR A Y T s 4N 4 4T i v N, o emmrye e ittt s O U O P et

PART TI1I

Phase III of the PROBE program, a one-day follow-up workshop, was
concluded in December and January. Because of the difficulty of ob-
taining substitutes, half-day instead. of full-day workshOps were held
December 11 and’ January 12, About 25 nf the original PROBE: partic1L

~pants attended the sesszons, slightly fewer than had- attended the: first
,followuup workshop.. Both sessions 1nvolved an exchange of ideas among
“the participants and an, introduction to new materials and approaches to

teachlng. v
At the December 11 1970 workshop Dr. Mary Ann Hall, guest con—- . o

“sultant from the University of Maryland, lectured on the language ex- -
L:perience approach to. the: teaching of. reading an fled ‘a: ‘discussion on i
‘the topic with: the participants.n Prior tothe’
.;had rece1ved a: copy of" Dr._Hall's book ‘Teach' ReadinggAs ‘A "Langua ge _
h*E erience, which served asva base for the discussion, - Participants

ession each’ participant‘ ‘

L they - found Dr.’ Hall'w‘f"
During‘ he'afternoon the
:d at ‘the: Innovation Team renter

o

main areas-. 1) an ex- N

the participants freely shared some of - their classroom ideas -- sug-




B

menticned at the final workshop. It made a report at the December
workshop, but seemed by January to have ceased- functioning. In
addition, the differences in the concerns of the participants, which
has established a tension at the first workshop between those  con-
cerned primarily with diséip}inary,methodsﬁand structural procedures
and those concerned primarily with:teaching techniques and sug- ‘
' gestions, Were not in evidence. ‘Although some participants did not

éhate'theiF};each;ngfideésiﬁith}th@igtdup”aé;a whole, all weré atten-

g tiveﬁdq#ingfphefégChangégdf'sgbsténtivgiggoﬁcretelsugggstiqnsgforpf~
fclaéSrbdm-aCtivitigs.j'Signifiééntlyché?e@wefgiﬁo attempts. to divert
the discussions into’grievanéaﬂSQSSiqns;;Hfﬂ‘1‘41 N

JERE)

- In conclusion, participants indicated their satisfaction with

theJresponse”of the“Innbvafidﬁ:Téam;td%;heirﬁindiViduél needs. ~Some o

" noted specifically how quickly their requests for certain teaching
“materials had been met. gWhétherftﬁgsegtéaéﬁéys?ﬁill,iﬁffact'cﬁque '

 to stay with the D. CT school system remains’to be seen. ‘It is clear,
" though, that they have received“support and intensive training from.
.jAchéfPRQEE%pféggam;5ahdgtﬁisf5ypport~andytrgining]Wilchertgih1y7Bé“a
" factor influencing their decisioms.’ ~ - T o
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