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— ABSTRACT

y ¢
e

This report presents data gathered cinring the 1974-75 school year om

- the Austin Independent School District (Austin, Texas) implementation
of the ESAA II Pilot Project, locally known as Project Assist, in two
elementary schools (Metz and Palm) and one junior high (Martin). The
project was originally designed'to test the hypothesis that students. .
learning 1A schools with tr instructional - reading aides will read

. better than students'l b in schools with untrained general aides,
and better than students wofking in schools with no aides at all. o
Seven other AISD schools served as members of the two compatison groupd. -

After two years of intensive input, p‘oceu. and outcome evaluation,
the above hypothesis was rejected: trained instructional reading aides
were not’ found to improve the reading achievement of students with whom
‘they worked. HNor did the presenge of trained instructional reading
aides, in general, improve student attendance, self concept, student
spttitude toward school, or attitude toward reading.

Systematic classroom observations of teachers, aides, and students did
reveal some interesting differences in Processes among groups. Trained
instructional aides were observed to produce more individusltzation in
the classroom, whereas untrained instructionnl aides reduced the amount

- of, individualizatiop which occurred. Elementary instructiohal aides

were utilized more efficlently as instructional sides than were secondary
lﬂ“. - R - Lt

. Teacher, principal, and aide reactions wn

In general, the project, was 'hplem;d%he vay it was designed to be: .
materials vere purchased and placed’ in the schools, and aides veré\ .

trained and worked directly vith studénts in the area ol résding.

by the evaluation staff is that the |
8 be redesigned in order to meet the
student reading achievement.

\
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. KECOMMENDATION
» A

- DECISION QUESTIONS ADDRESSED

. .
- -
/ ’

mwcrmn"_' ‘ p L b
. . ' - . R
. Decision questiods can ultimstely be answered only by those  charged with -
decision-making responsiRility; however, this evaliation section attempts- g
to summarize as clearly as possible the information that has been gathered
-to assist in that charge. A recommendation by the evaluation,staff based

upon their Enovle«{ge apd interpretation of that information
each decisign question i3 included in this section.

staff and the
; The- questions are considered belov as they wvere =
Presented there in the folloving sequence: System-Level Decision Questions,
Program-Level Decision Questions, School end Classroom-Level Decision
Questions, Fe)dera.l-level Decision Questions. o

. .- i i ) '
SYSTEM-LEVEL DECISTON QUESTIONS ,
QUESTION ‘1 : .

Should the programbe contimued in the district?

’
- .
L3

ontinued in the didtrict in its present form.
ould be continued because it repregents resources
bould be revised to attempt other approach(es)
vhich might have more success in raising st achievement in reading.
This is especially recommended for the Juni'gﬁ“hiax school component of

the progranm. ~ - -
SUPPORTIVE DATA , ' T,

" There is currently a strong emphesis in the district on improvement. of
students' bhsic skills. Hovever, none of the evidénce collected during
the last two years indicates that the progran as ntly designed
contributes toward. izprovement in student achieveigent , attendance, or
attitude. (The data at the junior high el dr¢f particularly negative.)
It must be noted that principals and teach 1 very positive about
the prbgran as it now_operates.
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If student achiement is the sole criterion for decﬂl.ng vhether', .
aides are used .instructionally, there’'is no evidence wiiich suggests
7 that the district should invest local sonies in instructional atdes.
’ -Boweyer, if teacher job utistactionandindiﬂdnauutionmhi@-
rriorltysoahofthodistrict thenAISDaidushouldbemduh
Mmtmldmglfthnedmmmmhthe
Mcmuinvhichthqvinvork

L
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reveals no benefit in student learning derived from Project Assist
aldes' presencé in ‘the classroom. However, all three of the Project -
Assist principals were strongly in fawgr of AISD afdes being used as

ional personnel. Eight-three percent of the Project Assist
" teachers felt that AISD aides ﬁonldhmedprimrilyumtmtionﬂ
- aldes rather than’'as general and clerical aides. They stated that
the.aides' presence in the classroom allowed instruction tobe indivi- N
: Miudtoahi@erdegreethmifthetmhervgreimtructingalm
\7This opinion of teachers was definitely borne out through classroom
observstions by the evaluation staff. These observations revealed, ]
w.muuunmmewMﬂ&nu‘mngy_nmude'
vho vorks vith them in the classrocm has had training in the area of
resing instruction. . Untrained aides working as instructional aides
setuﬂlyredncethemmtoftuchermtmtimltm:pentvnh
. i
- . ‘ e 8 8 -
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QUESTION 3 A

What screening and hiring practices ohonldbcmodinhiringAISD
Mrnctioul aides? . v

REMDM_I.’IG .

The teachers with vhom the aides will work should have the major

o ibility for screening the instructional aide applicants

(a panel of ‘several teachers is recommended). The principal should
continue to have the final suthority for hiring personnel wvho work .
in ber/his school. -In additiom, the district should develop some
standardized method of screening inst ional aide applicants to
umotheircoqetencelesintheac ¢ areas in wvhich they will

e o .
. T
; .




¢ " Vhen asked what characteristics they would look for. in hiring an |

; instructiopal aide, teachers and’ principals gave many general kinds |
- aof cha.ractgristics. The most frequent ones mentioned were: .dependa-

‘bﬁdty,highvorkattendmce.asoodgrupof the English language, |

- average intelligence, ability to handle discipline, initiative, sbility 1

to work well with children, bilingual (vhere the situation calls for_ :

1t), and cooperative. Most of these characteristics are best pmsed |

byfnetofmintcdmﬁthagﬁofintmimrs - i

~n~*_ SUPPORTIVE DATA . . oL g S

K}

. Sixtm?mjectmmuduvgmtestedﬂthtbeccmkadingm

» " during the preschool workshop, after they were hired. ‘l’hreeotthue
aidesverefumdtobereadingbelmvtheeigbthgrade Commmity -
.peoplemthe!:SAAAdﬁsoryc«-itteehpnbeenadmtdnrhgm )
past year about instructional“aides ;lmr.lng adequate skills for instructing
‘and assisting in the instructioh o ;ninocrity students. The qnly
vay to assess these skills is .some ‘sort of standard measurement.
msmedwtbedmevithpencilmdpaper l.ltheughthiswonldbethe
mtmiemtm

T S - /:' . & @ ’ o .
}y'4' ’ ‘ " S ) ) Co - ,') o ,g'
r' QUESTION b ’

|

Should AISD provide specialized tmning for mstrucﬁmuhm, and
» - . - 1f so, vhat k:l.nd? .
; ) ' - [ )

: mdmmnmoa
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AISD a.ides vho are used as instructionsl a:ldes should receive training

prior to and/or during their work .as an aide. The topics vhich should

bee-phuizedintheirtrainingmsiomm m.uaroanmaselmt . -
y . apd "Instvionql Mhods,

sm’ommuk/ ) ‘ P

At the end of the secmd proJect year, ninety percent of the ProJect
Absist teachers recommended that instructional aides be given specialized
training. When asked in vhat areas instructional  aides should be
trained, teachers indicated that classroom management and instructional
i ., lethodsverethqtvomtneededtrdningtopicstobecmred -A
‘ third priority vas training in subject areas. Since the majority of
: these teachers had worked for tvo years vith an instructional aide,
their recommendstions should de ginn great ueight iu‘any future plans
. for aide trtining. .
‘ Classroom observations revealed that whether or not an aide had been '

,




trained prior to assuming duties as an instructional aide determined .

. how much the teacher was able to individualize while the aide was in
the room. (Teachers vho had the services of “trained aides were able to*
individualize more vhen the aide wvas in the room, but teachers vith - -
untra.'med aides 1ndividmized less with the. aide in the room.) ’

.
K . e 8. @
: -
» - /

qmsmps‘

."wmmbeiwtedinthesnemd/orotherachooh?-

- ) / i i .

RECOMMENDATION a . . < LT
Iffmded,theproaeétahouldmve—rrc-thecnrrentele@taryaehoola
toschoohwhichhaveapeaterneed.ofthespecialresmxrcesableto
be provided by the project. - Since there are no junior high schools in
- town which have & greater need for specisl resources than those currently
. served by the project, 1t13reeo—cndaathattheproaectrminin "
the two junior h:lds schools presently served.

. - .
M é .

-

SUMIVBDA!A

¥ given a chance, all three project. schaols would elect to parttcipaté -
in' Project Assist next year. Allthreeprhcipds indicated in spring -
interviews that the project had been beneficial for their school,

citing individualization and improved teacher skills as positive beneﬁts
from the project. Tedchers at all three schools were overvhelmingly -
positive about the project, indicating that the greatest effect of the -
project had been an increase in individualization of instruction.in the
clusrcon Aldes were eyually positive about the benefits of the
program. ' The elementary schools, however, are almost overloaded with,
special programs (each oftheelcuntu'yachoohhunolusthmlﬁ
special programs providing extra staffing, materials, and training .
Tesources). This flood of special progrsms in the schools contributed
to the low tofddoundtu.cheftrdniagcondnctedhytheproject,
due to there not being enough time available for the teach to be
trained by all thespecialprodqctstafrsvhoneededtovor with them.

QUESTION 6 . B
— Should local -monies be expended for Project Assisi type activities?
RECOMMENDATION =~ - - : '-_.

If community aides are used instiuctionally in AISD, trainthe for those
sides chould be providcd before and/or chn'ing their euploynent. . Compared -




y \
to the ‘cost of aide salaries ,- training for a.ides costs relatively
little more, and appears to make a signiﬁ.cant difference in the amount
of pupil-adult contact. It is recommended that any teather training,
centers estsblished in the Austin area also provide regulu( tra.i
for. instn\ctional aides, . It is not recommended that 1 A
extra reading materials be purchased and placed in c
cost is high, and no apparent benefit has.been observed’

SUPPORTIVE DATA )
Classroom obgervations revealed that trained jimstructional aides ol
increased the amount of individualization in the classroom, vhile ’ '

untrained instructional aides decreased the asmount of indjvidualization.:

However, there is no evidence that this increase in mdividualiuticn . e

. Neither is there any evidence.

S y
. . ) S \
PROGRAM-LEVEL - }
- : ) ‘ .
. ) . |

QUES;I'/I/O}/I-\ ‘ . 4 ' ‘
Should instructional aides be concentrated in particular subject areas - B

Rzoommpmon . - ., ' E

/It a.ides are utilized as instructional paraprofessionals, they should
Concentrate their efrorts in the area of reading and language art.s.

_and, if 80, vhat areas? _ - ) S l
. l
|

SUP’POR['IVE DATA

, At the end of the aecond project year, -Project Assist teachers telt
strongly that reading was the subject area in which instructional aides
wvere most needed. Mathematics was the second priority, with all other
areas perceived as ‘very lov priority for imstructional aides.

]
' _
’ ‘- .

QUESTION 2 '
Should instructional _g.ides be ‘concentrated in particula.r grade levels
and, if so, which? ' i R

. N e
RECOMMENDATION : - . : _ .

’

V. If priorities must be made, instructional aides should be assigned ta

.

4
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the elementary levels rather than to secondary Iévels, with an emphasis

on distribution of aides in the primary grades. (If no ,priorities must

be set, than all grade .levels could be equally seryed. *In this case,

an effort shg;ld be made to- improve the efficiency ot instructional
"~ aide utilization at the secondary level. )y

mvznm S

-

. . Pro,ject Assidt teachers vere asked at which grada levels instructiopal .
\ ‘aides should be concentrated. Understandably, & teacher generally felt
B that aides should be concentrated &t the grade level(s) at which that
teacher was working. Bowever, despite this general res e, an mrall :
trend toward recoimending that aides be concentrated at s K, 1, 2
. . arid ‘possibly 3, was observed. ’ -
Classroom observations revealed that elementary grades (at grades K-5)
. spent far more time in actual instructional time with students thah did
* secondary aides (Elementary - %, Secondary - £%). This indicates
. " that instructional aides are more readily and easily utilized
' instructionally at the elenentary level thu: at the Junior high school
level.

.« .- . N {

§uesTION 3’ . i . I
. \ v/
_ Should the current aide training progrem bé revised or'expa.nded/‘!/
z . L0 - . - /
’ RECOMMENDATION . R - / .
* fThe two week-preser¥ce training for aides should be oont:l;med,
if the training extended past the beginning of the school ‘year.(if the
program were funded late by USOE). The aide training program should be
‘expanded. to include more training on an inservice basig throughout the
year. In the future this iriservice should emphasize’ re working with - .
individual aides on deficiencies in skills noted the preschool !
. aide vorkshop and during classroom cbservations the program staff.
) ~” The program staff ndeds to 'give more personsl agtention to aides; both
— as & group and individually. A timeline of aide training sessions to
v be given out \the year would be useful to both teachers, aidehd,"
and principals ‘in ng school sch 8 am'ing the year. Teachers
sHould continue to ¢ their aides an informal basis, especially
making sure to include ides in the tructional planning which ocecurs

€

-

-

¥




preservice training. .'me Pro,),ect Assist aiden felt that the‘préserrice
T training bad been adequate. (However, the workshop evaluation revealed
E that there were. ‘certain areas of reading instiuction in vhich further
‘training vas neces$ary.) The aides also felt that-teachers vith vhom ~ . -
they worked had given them personal training and had encouragéd them to -
learn more about the field in vhich they worked. Lackofeommicatim ;
between pz-ogran staff and aides was the major disdppointment expressed | -
by &ides in. response to-a question soliciting their "biggest- disappointnent" 1
P . with Project Assist. Pridcipals and teichers felt that ther'e had mot. - o
_ been encugh ugistance from progran staff in the area of instructional -
L planriing with pmfenionals and paraprofessiona.ls ion of progras ' .
", calebdars revealed that very few days of inservice the a.iduhad \
— conducted. .However, baged on the inservice vhith they got, the - -
- Project Assist-aides felt that the training bad a.u:lated them-in their -
work as instructional reading aides. When asked-to recommend mt type -
of training their instructional aides should rece:ln, ‘teachers. gaid .
that "clasiroom mansgement” and "instrpctional methods" were the. top
priorities for aide traithing. It is of interejt to hdte that of the
- : elementary schogls in the project,thomvhtchshawed the greater .
: ading gains had aides with Higher reading vocabulary and comprehension
kills, vho attended grade-level meetings more, wvho learned more-{rom
he ervice training workshop, and vho received higher ratings trdn 07

! . t teachersontgeendof the yeu' teacher quest:lonnd.re. L
’l ) .. B ) \‘_‘. [ X £} * '
. N C k - L 9
’ . ' . .
QUESTIO!h N - - o
Shonldteachertreiningbereviudormded? v ]
FECOMMENDATION ' : I A A

. " Program staff should expand their ‘activities to deliver nou traintng .
~ to’ teachers in utilization of materials and in how to ntil:l.ze mmional al - |
, _ aldes in the classroom. The Coordinator and Staff Development Specialiat "
* should arrnage their schetlules 't spend moye €time in the schools to |, ‘
Gbeerve the progress of the progran and to offer assistance in the .
- . progrsa implementation. .Project staff and principals should work togethm‘
- . to guarantee thdt all teachers who will work in the project will attend
'y . the preschool teacher training vorkshog

Y
SBPPORTIVB DATA

* In am end bf the year questionnnre, teachers revea.led that less than
\ half of them had attended the preschool teacher training workshop dnr:lng
’ . which the project was introduced to teachers. Principals and teachers.’
’ : ", alike expressed opimions that. teacher training in utilization of
- materials and of instructiomal aides in the classroom'bhad been only
n partially: adeéquste throughout the year, They éxpressed particular
. A

o

1

~
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.. ) mhsppineps over not seeing the pro,ject staff in the schools enough.
o b:)pro.ject staff calendars revealed that indeed the pro.jeet ,
persoml spent relatively little time in the schools.on teacher ' - .
- training or .in classroom visitations. There also appeared to be room | - |
b . for improvement in the area of :l.nstrncting teachers concerning the
' . _objectives of the program. Many of theé teachers and aides were not’
mofa.utheob.jectimottheﬁrograumured opnaire
given st the end of the year. - )

[ . . ' ‘ R

.
- .
%
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. QUESTIN 5 S ..
Shoulétrd.ningforclulmobsmbereﬁsedarexpmdad?

4 . »

MIOI

. The training .for classroom observers should be continued as it was R
- dm’ingtl?eputnar,withthememepti f-edding more training+ - - ../
+ °. on tife'uge of the observation systems used fiy' the office, to obtain
greater membserver consistency. . ' ) e
A test of intercbserver reiisbility conducted among the. observers
doing classroom observations for the Ject's uation. An overall J
intercbserver reliability on the observation i £ .80 was .obtained.
‘ This is a very acceptable level of ‘refiability for such an instrumenmt :
. ) (Systematic Classroom Observation Form - S8COF). However, several - P
. . individual items did -yield-considerably lower correlation coeffieients
) than the total, indicating that more extensive observer training should
-, be conducted with the instrument if the form is to be used for evaluation
- ©~ data .collection purposes (or that the items should be discarded). N !
None of the principals thought that tho, process evaluators obserrlns..in
the classrooms hampeped either the séHi or teachers in any va¥. D
Reactionnaires to classroom observations filled. out anamlously by
teachers and mailed in %o the Office of Research and Evaluation revealed
that teachers felt that the observers detracted little, if at_all, from
_the classroom activities. Tedchers also felt that”the observations were
conducted at convenient times, and that_tirg observation periods sampled -

1}
\\

g activities characteristic of the usual classroom activities.
- - . ., ' 4 - .
y | ‘ o s 4 . "
/ - . . ' : - ° R
-, 9 \: ) ) . ’
’ ma 6 ’ - ! ‘s‘ ) - \ ‘ .
o “Sbould the curricila provided by the project be chenged? ~ S, -
A. - - ) ! M - ‘ - 4
" : ' g ‘ ®
S 3 . . .13 ) :
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Teachers appear to be satisfied with the materials vhich were purchased
by the ptoject, and should continue to make the primary decisions on
” vhich materials should be purchased for use in their classrooms. The -~
Progyam staff should devote more time to assisting teachers in the
utilization of these materials on a one-to-one basis in the classroom. - .
The writing and book publishing activities of the language experience B
' hnad.iwshouldbeqphuisedmintheelqntuyscbools,-hutnc‘t
L : to™he exclusion of curricula vhich emphasize basic skills. ;

. SUPPORTIVE DATA

- i According $6 staff project interviews, the method used for selecting
project materials vas one of arranging for sales representatives to do
materials presentations on various individualized materials, In -
addition, the Staff Development: Specialist demonsjrated the use of :
’ .- these materials in the schools. The teachers, principals, and aides all o
A e mmmtmmmmwmmm@?émm~ -
. : ‘for the students' needs.. The Coordinator reported that the saterial )
' had been selected on the basis that "no one method best teaches all,”
- and an eclectic¢ approach had been used in selection of materials.
However, teachers and principals expressed dissatisfaction with the lowv
amount of assistance offered to them by the program staff in the
utilization of thesp materials in the classroom. At the elementary
school vhich emphasized language experience (students wrote and published
their ovn books, and a Young Author's Conference was held) student attitude
° toward reading improved but resding attitude declined at the other
. elementary school vhere student writing and book publication had occurred
very little. . ' ' ‘ : :

4 - . L ] ’ . -
.

* " QUESTION T C
Should the evalustion design be altered?
RECOMMENDATION
The evaluation désign should be altered to reflect the funding level
avarded to the evaluation component of the project for next year. This
: design would consist mainly of sumative outcome evaluation (end of the
‘ year reporting on student achievement). Minimal process evaluation

would be conducted through mansgement and educational audits by external
experts contracted by the Officg of Res€arch and Evsluation.

» SUPPORTIVE DATA g
T, If the project is funded for next year, the evaluation couponeht of the
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" QUESTION 1

"budget vill be funded for only three percent of the tot.dl project
budget (the formula currently recommended by USOE for conducting -
an evaluation of a federal program). Therefore, the current evaluation -
design vhich was carried out for the last two years and approved by
the panel of proposal reviewers for 1975-76 projects cannot be
implemented on such funding, and must be revised. The type of an

. evaluation design vhié¢h can be implemented on three percent of the

. -budget will be minimal, and will consist mainly of achievement testing

of students at selected grade levels, and will make impossible a
systematic e,ttelpt at any formative enlmtion or asjessment of program
implementation.’ L “,,x o

mIG 8 )
Sbonld the o‘bjectim of the program be changed?

Ilpavvaenfinstudentreadingachimtshmldrminthepﬂnry
objective oftheESMPilot Project in the AISD. EHowever, the project

activities cbanged to other approaches which hopefully would
be moTe success in meeting this objective’,

SUPPORI'IVB DATA
v -~ - .
The evidence coliected during the past two years of intensive evalustion
of Project Assist indicates that the program as currently designed is
bhaving little-or no success in raising reading achievement of students
(the main objective of Project Assist and of ESAA). Nor are the schools,
improving across the board on student attendance, self concept, attitude

- toward school, or sttitude toward reading, However, the project has met .

1tlproéul objectives snd input objegtives somewhat better . The
schools are receiving the services of tructional reading aides vho
are generally working directly with students in the area of reading, -
and the three project/schools have received close to $100,000 in reading
. materials during past tvo years. In other words, the program is -~
‘beingilplaented-oreorleuthemitmduignedtobeilplmnted.
but ‘students’ are not resading significantly detter in these schools, and
in.some cases they are achieving loyer.

T [ T SN J

SCHOOL AND CLASSROOM-LEVEL DECISIGN QUESTIONS

What materials should be supplied by Project Assist?

i 15 .
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Bzeamm:qm . ) ’
. Prineipals and Yeachers should determine what materials should be supplied

to their usroo-sbythepro,ject andcanmicatethosereqmtato .
program. directly. ' . _ . .

- '“' g’ - .
aETE2 ..y
Mttniningdocsn@luschoolstﬁfmdtoilplmthepmut
] P e N
nmn&:m -‘._ .

Allte&chers mdprincipd:invhoceschoohtheprojectﬂncporue
should attend thé preéschool training During this time the
project's objectives should be m.lyexpw.ned (to be repeated throughout
" the year). Inservige training sessions should be conducted during the
yectoucicttuchersin,tsingthenteziﬁ.spurchuedbytheproject
Subsequent inaerv:,ce ‘with teachers on an individual basis should de
conducted by :tdfinordertohelptuchmimoutm
specific difficulties in the use of project materials andlurutmu-
tiouoftheimtrnctionﬂ iidea‘lntheirclum

! a,i

mmaaeeforthnquutionisprettymchanputoftheeddmce
presented for a similar program level question. Less than half of the
. teachers reported attending the preservice session, and subsequently
stthaendofthapar.thoumunconﬁuionmgteuhersuto
vhat the objectiws of the gram wvere. Principels and teachers
alike expressed the feeling that teacher training in utilizatioa of

materials and utilization of instructional aides had been only partially .

.
® . adequate
..
X

N e e e J

thsna A : Lo . -
What tra.ining do/‘?roject Auilt""ﬁdes need to i.nplmnt the progrn?

3

-
z . 3
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/ RECCMENDATION - N 3 .
: Teachers should continue to tmn their aides informally on a one-to-one

‘basis, and encourage them to pursue additional training in their
vocstional field. Teachers should plan re instruction with
their ‘ajdes regularly (not on a'sporadic basis). Ins ional aides ,
should attend all grade level (or subject area) meetings held by the* -
teachers with whom they vork. This will incresse the amount of
teacher-eide planning and-instructional eodrdiution. Teachers and
aides should request usi,tance from project staff on specific topics

concerning utilization of instructional ildes in the classroom. A  ° A\

mte—ticnmofreqmtiundsquhelp(maw
basis) should be established’byprogrnsta.tf principa.ls teachm,
.and addes. . .

» .

surmmm

1 - ¥hen uked to reco-end vhat type of training their instructiomal aides
) should receive, eachers said thet "classroom msnagement” and "imstructional
. methods” were the top two priorities  for aide training. Over half of -
&t the téachers reported spending a half hqur per week or less plamning
reading instruction.with their aide, and the other half spent one hour
- . perveekornoreplminsviththei:.dda. Seventy percent of the
* ’ teachers reported devoting between one and fowr hours per month to
_ informal training with their aide. *The aides rated the training which
theirf.eacherdh&dgimthaﬂ:rou@:ontthencuhelpm and- .
nportedth;tthetrteachmhadencmedthenﬁomrsueadditioul
knovledge vhich would assist them to become more effective in the class-
" room. Leqpth.nhalfofthetemhmreponedincludingtheirddcsin
"," grade level or subject areamtinsa

2

qumnuk '
. Should the scbool continuo to part:l:cipcte in Project Assist?

It is recommended that current project schools continmue to Participate | -
> in Project Assist mext year if invited to do so. However, there appear
) "to be other schools in tovn {at the elementary level) wvhich could benefit
- more from a more equihble distribvution of specia.l proJects and resources.

BUPPOR!'IVB DATA .

It gifen the choic., all three project schools would elect to .participate
in Project Assist next year. . Principula teachers, and a:ldes were all

o

|

.(- ' . ) . ' :
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) - T \ N .
overvhelmingly positive in- their assessment of the program, indicating
that an increase in individualization of. instruction had been the - oL
greatest benefit of the projectw, However, the elementary project -

. schools vere overlosded with special programs, (Bsch of the elementary '

! schools had no less thanlﬁabecialp:ogrqapmﬂ.dingextnnsourm
in the form of meria.ls staff, and training.)’

.” ~ ' L ] .' . » - . i '- 3 ‘ Aa.
FEDERAL-LEVEL DECISION QUESTIONS | . . o
. . .t ‘ 3 :. . . ’. - )'
© QUESTION 1 . .
Should prograa be fefunded? gy . )

as ymmamummmwmu'wf
. 7 e
Stmmnm " - < < el >
- Themn,uduignedfortheputtvoyem,hasmtteenﬁ:msm
innisingstudentreadingazhim Howerver, the, program has .
generally been well administered by the distrie$, and the program
»  activities have, vith a few exceptions, been implemented as proposed.

QUESTION 2
Shonldtheprogruberevisedorexpm‘ud! T ¢

A

REM'DA’IIOU

) \
—ph

12 4

" Becsuse the program as duipedandinplmtedfortheputtvoyem
- ,mmwmmmmtofsmﬂsﬂwmnw
worked, it is strongly recommended that if the program is refunded, the <
program activities and resources should be redesigned in order to better
- achieve the main goal of ESAA: El ting the discrepancy between
ninority and majority group achi ‘ patterns, .
¢
SUPPOM’IY! DATA

Elimination of the discrepancy betveen minority ‘and nnJority group
‘ ; achievement patterns is the main objective of the Emergency Echool
~ T, Auhtnnce Act through wvhich this proJoct is funded. Banver. the

(< . < 14 18




evaluation of the project has indicated that the project as designed,
for the past two years has not succeeded in improving reading
achievement of minority youngsters vith vhom it has worked. Other
evaluation data collected by.this office during this year s

Should the program be eva.luated?

" RECOMMENDATION

!Baia project, like all specia.l projects, shonld be very cmmlly .
evaluated. The funding agency shéuld allocate adequaté funds for this

purpose. “(Three percent of the total budget is not adequate.)

SUPPORTIVE DATA ~

v
[

At the inception of £SAA, the émphasis om Pilot programs vas on‘%rying
out tev and promising approachey to old problens to see if the nev
approgches worked, and then promote the replicability of those ~
approaches vhich were suctessful through other funding sources, parti-
/ cularly local district monies. This philosophy required that the .
Pilot programs be carefully evaluated. However, the USOE's interpre-
tation of ESAA guidelines appears.to have chdanged to one of: Try out
.the innovatfon, but don't bother to find out if it is any good or not.
This nev philosophy is being applied not only to Pilot programs, but
to ESAA Basic and Bilingna.l/Bi:cultura.l prograns as vell., -

It is 1ot apparent to this eva.lnation ‘office how the federal government

.. or 8 local district vill ever know if a program should be continued,

: revised, or delet®d without knowledge of the effects it has on the -
sttulents and achools vhich the program addressea._ The majority of
innovative ideas, vhen implemented, do not achieve the hoped fore
effects. Hithout evaluation of these. programs, millions of dollars

vill continue to be spent omn educational approaches which, had they.
been adequately evaluated, would have been foundfto have no cognitive or
‘affective benefit to students or school sygtems. Such a neglect

of -accountability is puzzling, and should not be encouraged by

either the public or by Congress. . ,

Perhaps a better decision queation to ask here is: Should the funding
agency. allocate an adequdte proportion of the total program budget to
evaluation? It is the strong recommendation of this office that USOE
rethink its philosophy concerning the evaluation of federal programs,
nd that educational accountability again receive the e-phuis it must
have to improve the quality of edncation for the nation's educationally

duhdunuged youngst.ers .
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PROJECT _ DESCRIPTION

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION i

[
- . e
0 : >

Introduction:

Project Assist is a 1976-75.1:1:10: project, in the Austin Independent School
-District .(AISD) funded by the Emergency School Assistance Act (ESAA) for
"$28%,560 and is in its second year. The program was established in re-

sponse to a need to reducerthe discrepancy in reading achievement patterns between
majority and minority group students. The project focuses on- the use of

teacher aides as instructional reading aides who have been trained in.read-

ing instructional techniques using a specific.set of reading materials.

The project was designeg to test the following hypothesis: ,

Students who are in contact with teacher aides who have had specific
training! fn the area of reading instruction will learn to read better
than students who are -in contact with teacher aides who have had no.
reading training, .4nd- also better than students who are in contact

vith oo teacher es. - ¢

The above-described three groups of students -being measured in this study
are: - . © .

Experimental Schools #General Aide Schools No Aide Schools

Metz Elementary . _ Brobke Elementary Becker Elementary
Pala Elementary ' - Ortega ‘Elementary Dawson Elementary
Martin Junior High ' Allan Junior High Fulmore Junior High
, - ' Travis Heights Sixth
- L ’ Grade School
£ T x . ,
There are several components to the praject. . These will be described in
the following sections’ @ ' '

-

Jeacher Aides: . ¢ A o .

e 2 el .
The project ‘focuses on the use of instructipnal reading aides. ‘These aides ~
were to be selectéd from the schook netghborhoods and/or from minority-groups.
Each aide in the elementary schools worked with the teachers at one grade . -
level.” Aides at the junior high level’worked with classroom tedachers - (of .
either reading or English). All the aides were placed in schools to work
exclusively as instructional classroom aides on' the reading .task.

”,
Yo
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- Prior to the beginning of school, the aides were given intensive reading in-
strudtional training over a three week period. They received additionmal in-
sarvice training during the project year. Project teachers at the ;hree )

.. project schools also received training throughout the year on the use of read-
ing materials ‘placed in their schools and in'the effective utilization of the
Project Assist aides placed in their classrooms.

»

Reading Matetials R .

Reading materials which the aides were trained to utilize were e key feature

of the project. The faculties at each of the three experimental schools
selected the reading curriculum which was utiil;:d in their school. All
materials purchased were ’evaluated by project teachers and recommended prior
to’purchase of the materials with project monies\ :

Addes and teachers at the elementary level used a languagé experience approach -
curriculum called the Language ®xperience in Reading (L.E.I.R.), which was -
developed by Dr. Roach'Van Allen. Other instructional programs used were

the BRL Sullivan Programmed Instruction, the Hoffman System, SRA (Scientific
Research Associates) and EDL (Eductional Development Lab). The juttior high aides
and teachers used the Hoffman System, SRA, and EDL, as well ag a collection of <
other materials, e.g., the newspaper, audiovisual aids and programmed reading ~—— . ..
curricula, = ’ ) )

*

'Audig;13u31 equipment’ (recorders, projectors, record players, etc.) were
also plaged in the schools. Library books were bought. by- the project and
placed in the clagsrooms., Some consumable materials for students', addes',
and teachets’ use (student workbooks, paper, laminating film, etc) were also
purchased by the projecdt. Filmstrips and films were bought to provide expe-
riences from Shich students verbalized, wrote, and read. Professional re-
source books were also provided for teachers d aides. : .
Although there was not a funded parental involvement component in the pro-
trqn, Project activities initfiated parental involvement at one of the project
elementary schools.’ Parents were recruited and trained by the project and

school staffs to publish childrens' books—ia\;be Metz Elementary publishing
center. - ' ’ :

A Youmg Authors Fair was held in May 1975, at Metz to celebrate this vriting,
1llustraging and publishing of over 200 books at the school during theé project
year. The writing of these books was initiated by the L.E.I.R. curriculum, '
and the Fair was sponsored by the project. '

Evaluation vas also a component of the p}oject. A gééeription of its ac~
tivities 1s found in e following section. ' L

.
<
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" "EVALUATECON DESCRIPTION.

- T v -
v
-

Introduction
- The evaluation of Project Assist atteupted to answer the following major
" questioh: .
Y e ' )
Do students who are in contact with teacher aides who have had specific
training in the area of reading dnstruction learn to read better than
students who are in contact with teacher aides who have had no reading
. training, and .also better than students who are in contact with no
teacher aides? L .

*
. . *

Additional q:estions to be ansuered revqlve around several topics: -program
effects other than achievement, degree of program implementation, and doc-
umentation of extra-program activities which may affect the, progral and/or
evaluation of the progsan.

4 . - . P
The recon!endations to decision questions and the assessnent of objective
achievement i{s based on data gathered by questionnaires, classroom observa-
tions, interviews, and achievement and attitude test data. .

-

The following seccions will describe the Project Assist eﬁaluation design,

the evaluation staff aad their varidis activities, descriptions of the L

instruments used and thelr sdministration, and data, analysis conducted.
Vd

Evaluation Dgsign . ' ' o v

it

. The Project Assi&t evaluation design was drafted in.August “and September,
. 1974, and vas reviewed by school and program staff in October. This
draft of the design included: B .

Evaluption Activity Time'Line ) _
Decision Questions To Be Address‘ By The Project Assist Evaluation
s Program Objectives . ' S
o Data Collection and Analysis Overview

The evaluation activity time line deteils deadlines for all instrumeng

design, data collection, data analyses, and reporting activities’ for 1974-75,

There are three levels of decision questfonge system-level program-level

- and school-and classroom-level.: Answeref to the system-level decision ques-
tions are planned to assist the Board of Trustees and the Superintenderit in
making decisfons relsgtive to the continuance of the program. The informa-
tion would also be useful to other groups. Answers to program-level deci-
sion questions would assist those charged with implementing the program in

. mgking decisions. Answers to school and classroom-level questions should

assist those chdarged with making decisions at the. .chool and classroom level
e.g., princiﬁ,la and teachers: . . 3

r ' - -
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A

-~ 'The data collection and analysis overview sheets simply outline the appro-

.
s 7 . . \ v
-

- °

"The three kinds of program objectives developed for Prﬁject Assist are:

outcoé; objectives - the'levél of student behaviors which the progran
: is attempting to achieve - ’

k2

L 3

’ 'pfocess objectivgs - the ieyel of classroom activities which, 1if 4=
‘ . plemented, are expected to result in the achieves-

. . ment of the cpncurrent outcome vbjectives .
input objectives ~ the level of personné&,_training;,nateriéls, and
. extra-classroom-factors which, if ‘achieved, are : i
! , expected to result in‘the achievemeit of the ~
: concurrent process and outcome oquct}ves. —— e

A program objectives overview is presented on the following page. These
objectives ‘were developed Jointly by program staff amd evaluation staff.
Principals reviewed and appreved the cohp}et;j' aluation design document.
It is recommended that in the future school ‘fer el participate more

t

actively in the development of decisien questions, program objectives, and
evaluation strategies. T . :

R e

priate instruments and analyse3-necdssary to measure the program objectives.
Also included here aré populations to be deasured, dates and methods of

measuring, and persons responsible for these activities.
v Id »

The completed evaluation design is available for review ipbgpp_A.I.S:D.
Office of Evaluation. . .~ i T ' . 4// -

. -,
. . . .
-~ . B

Evaluation Staff:" ) i

-

kY ‘ M . N
The project evaluation staff is composed of the following positions:

1 project evaluator ’ - —_
. 2 process evaluators .
- - 1 secretary ) - ] .
The evaluator is respodsible for the evaluation of Project Assist, both \ N

formative and summative evaluation. She is responsible for the construc-
*° tiom of the evaluation design, Other responsibilities include: the choice
and/or design of all iastruments used, data andlysis, data interpretation,
and reporting (both verbal and written) to appropriate pérsons 399 groups.

The two process evaluators provide input to the above-described evaluation
activities. Their main duties consist of the recording of process data in
the.form of classroom observations, {ntervigws, and questiomnaires. Data .
coding, clerical work, data interpretation, and report writing are also in-
valved.iq;tbeir work.

~

,A e}!valuation secretary is responsible for all clerical work and for main- .
) ning account balances for the evaluation budget, ’
.“- . i _,f- s
19 23 -




~ Data Analyses: - ) .

" For the most part data werg analyzed using -the University of Texas.at Austin

Evaluation Instruments: ° - ‘ . .

.

The Project Assist evaluation involved measures from s:ﬁﬂenté, teachers, s, af
aides, and principals A master chart listing the various instruments-used
and the populations to whom they were administered is shown on the following |
page. - o . . . -

¥

' peécripéions of the 1n;trunents and the details of their igginiatrqtion are

found preceding each separate instrument report';n the Appendices. Also covered j
there are any problems with the instrument and/or its administration which might
affect the validity of the data gathered.

- 'l . 1
L .
A ' : - ’ |

- P SO S - s L, —

-

Computation Center facilities. Keypunching services were obtained fzom the
k.1.S5.D. Computation Center, the University of Texas Computation Center, and

the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory... Data coding was completed

by A.1.S.D. Qfficg of Evaluation staff and outside contractors. Some data
analyses were contracted by the project with Mr, Jim Sherrill of Austinm,

Texas: The University of Texas at Austin VSTAT! and SPSS¢ statistical ]
package programs were used for most of the statistical analyses. Detailed -

- analydis tgchniqdes ofi specific data are described in the corresponding

sepidrate instrument _reports in-the Appendices, -

.
- .
- - - ~ . - - € AW

”

VSTAT (Educational Statistics) is a library of computer programs for
statistical analysis of quantitative data, and was developed by I¥,J. Veldman
of the University of Texas at-Austin., It is active there as well ass in other
cogputer systems in the country. - ) . .

4

’

2SRSS.(Statistical Package of the Social Sciences) 1s also a library of -
)omputer programs for analyzing data with xespecy to the usual descriptive
statistics. ‘The original version was developed at Stanford University by’
Dale Bent and Norman Nie, but has been converted for use on the University of
Texas at Austin Computer System. ' "

' N hd




PAruitext provided by enic JIES

o N - R * K " P [ c 4 S o , L /e . -
Lo . ' - ¢ ' ' . - [
. . . . . . - ‘tﬁ»"*
Tl ot ' : - ) ) : :
v . . ’ . , \ N . - . ° o .
L . / . f] ’ . *
. . - L
. . . . .
33 - - ‘ / ' ! 4 » 4 4 : . . i . ) ” - .
[ ! - - . - . - - - v
_\ ) * . ~ _ ’ .c , '] . » . . —Wfé‘ ‘9 s . 5 , -
= - . c. . . ‘ - ‘ ' - . g
. ) .- - . R . o
M s < A . . . * - - . -
. .- . :
- . ‘ . ° t— L -
- B , . .
. . a3, . - - - -
4 N - [Y " - . . S .
: . " . ) - ' . . . ' ~ . - .
. e ~ s - oot
. e . - ¢ 4 ' .
- mmmmnmam_@&mmmmg . .
- N * - M » . N * ) - e . 1 .‘* . _
T e . .t v * - O < = .
. M » . v - ¥4
-, > . . IXSTRGENT . 4
» - Y —f— . v
. el - & gy S i : - ?
I = ™ T"" T marimes-| rane raa e FIOTEAR- sPronc s shame sTRixe rOST- - Te  Trest-
. m' O3STIVA- | RIADIWC A sCroOL nars TEACRER  [*Alne CALTTORNIA { CALIFORNIA™ { CALTFORSIA | TEACHER | AIDE n%m. PIIRS~PATRTIS | PLADTSC | SCron
. ’ s ATTITIDE § SDYTIMENT | €rip- DTRVIE | DTmvies | acizvees: | aciovearr | aciroveosr QUESTION- | QUESTION- | a7 SOLY-COSCIFT | ATTIY
: r‘ . =24 tnIx eraccor . , Test 11est et . | xane | | s o o e
U o B 1 X 1 F: 1 x x . x x Tz S z Tox X =
i . . -5 ¥ s . 3.6 3.4 2-3 S ora 1.3.8 3.4 2.3
.' ‘2 L M Y
Tt x x x x 3 x x x x x 1 x x x X x
z‘ Y N ’ . x-9 2.8 T4 ),L’ N 2-3 2.4 1.3.3 R . 3.0 2.5 3.4
) - - - T -
. A AT -3 . x x| x> . x x x 1 . 8
- - & : 2 6.2;¢ e ! .
- > o - ¢
. i oz’ . s z z X - .2 ‘g . - B x x x
. . ., 1-3 2.3 3.4 1 34 2-3 1.1 A M X 2.3 3.4
F] g
- n7TeA sz 4 x x X *ox x x- x
- - X
B 1-3 2,3 3.4 i 2-3 ’ 1,3,8 ) A 3.4 2.8 3,4 .
ILLAY 'S - - A " . o .,
- . -8 4 . .- 6.3.8 - )
- . 7 - ™
" B x LI R ¢ N . x "' e x . N . $ ' x X X
3-s 2.3 3.4 3.3 2-3 - 2.8 Ll i : \ 34 2.3 3.8 .
s o \
1 x L x x X, reed x x x - | x o X
' ) 1-3 2.3 2.4 3.4 2-3 7.8 Lo \ 3.8 2.8 3.4
. B L4 T —
fravs wicms 1 - N . . ~fs x . A -
1 , P ! U 3 & .
© - ruosg x . s . x ) | .-
. T e s 1.8 N \ .
- - b - - — -
- T T 4 . -
, . _ L ,
* . . . * N . LI - .
< . -. - P
. - - \ ¢ 4
- - L - - 1
B .
-~ - ) , '
P . . ' \
”
- . ‘ M
v o h Q Y ' ' - 2 6
\ * ' f - ’ o . . e
\ ‘
l“ . ] - -
ERIC - g T ‘ - ~
- . - - - ] [N




v

S

CONTEXT DESCRIPTION -

‘ -

, INTRODUCTION ' L

4 .

. ‘ - - »
A description of the context in which Project Assist operated -during it§ first
two years must include information about the school environments prior §p the
entry of the project into the schools. The first of the following four sectioms
will present prel973-74 information, while the second and third sections will
describe the context in which Project Assist operated during the 1973-74 and ]
-1974=75 school years. The fourth gection will address the question- of compara-
. bility of the designated experimental and’ control groups in terms of context.

'DESCRIPTION OF CONTEXT PRIOR T0 PROJESP ASSIST (1972-73)
. — S

S

AV 3

Physical Q?ntext )
The three school environments into which Project‘kssist.vas intrpduced can be
described as inher-cit- schools with predominantly Mexicaﬂzkncfican enrollments.
The project schools were ‘located in neighborhoods where incomes are low, and '

~ becoming lower, as economic migration out of the neighborhoods to more pros- . -
perous areas of the city increasingly occurs.. -

The fwo elementary physical facilities are quite old, while the junior high is ,
Telatively new. Palm Flementary, built in 1892, 1s the second oldest school
building in town, and Metz Elementary was built in 1916. Martin Junjor fligh
was constructed relatf¥ely recently in 1967.

Y
Special programs in a school can be of several types. Some programs offer ma-
terials only, while other programs may place special personnel in the building.
Still others offer materials and perscnnel and provide staff development as
well; athers offer only staff development in gpecial areas. The combinations

caf®vary, ind.therefore the impact of a program on-a school will vaij~fjfjfdin8

Special Programs Operating in the Schools

.

to the number of innovations carried in the program, .
Few special programs of any kind, however, had b, placed in the project [
schools prior to 1972-73: Migrant Programs w in operation, and some Title 1
aid had been funneled into the schools in the of extra personnel ahd mar
\fﬁiialsmA-Title I aid to Martin, however,'hqd‘b en discontinued.the year pre-
vious .to Project Assist's.entry into. the school: . )
4
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S r o ;
: Other programs operating at Haféin gere' University of Texas Tntoring Service;

University af Texas Social Workers; CVAE, a special vocational edncation pro-
gram that is-offered to some students in place of social studjes courses; and

Projpct Reality, a local project that places part-time personnel (two days a

‘week) in the school for special individual and group counseling sessions ¢ <ﬁ

(See Table IV-A.)

- -

* -

h}ﬂv-n $PECIAL PROCBAMS OPERATING IN MARTTN JUNIOR HICH SCROOL ‘ .

' L hal
7 N L

’ . - -
PROGRAM , . )
— rel973-74 1973-74 1974~75
Dt | ROGAM P _
. |Project Assist LY . )J . X 2
. (including extensive progras evaluation} ‘' . : C .,
-t >
™ ) - >
8gp. [ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural s x x :
g {iocluding M progras evaluation) - ¥ “
s
o . . .
: ESAA Tutoring Program ~ - C X X
= . ‘e : ‘
s X
- - Title I‘
&  |igraat Progras — . X x
% . .
4
‘é lcvaz Svocationn\l education prograa) - ‘X X X
- Special Education . . ¢ x
: P o ) N
- V4 . : .
- u.T. Socinl Hma R | X X X
e D 1.
- g Micy ‘m!ragz ’ \ . X
L J .
5 ~ x x
2 . {Project Reality Ji +
1 U,T, Tutoring Service - / X $ X X
MaterislaFduntain Valley Reading _ S i 3 X
{Pountain Valey Math - A X X

v

% The implementation of these inputs may vary from yesr to year nmf from class to class
wvithis the school, Ingervices are an utcg-ul pu't of that i.-pl.-tnution in miany c*“.

v .

Other programs at Metz were: Plan A, a Special Bducation program thaf main-

¢ - gtreams Special Ed children back into the classroom; University of Texas

Social Workers; University of Texas Student Teachers; University of Texas .
Student’ Observers‘ the SBDL Kindergigten Program, a set of kinﬂergartep

L

’
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[

saterials developa by Southwest Educational Development Laboratories. (See
Table IV-B.) - ° : ’ g

. e *

., ’
. . Iy -

Table IV-3: SPECIAL PROGRAMS OPERATING IN METZ ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

e eee—————————
F ad ! . .
. i : .

" . QI I
PROGRAM ’ : )
. PROGRAM . - .
INPUT* prel973-74 1973-74 1974-75
PP . : ~ .
- Project Assist 4 b 4
g 2
& ESAA Bilinguai/Bicultural . e SO ¢ , X
& | _(including extehsive prograp evalustion) z :
- ‘ - . ~__§ _ ¢
§ Y Intle: - X X ¢
- inclu )
.- = y
T |Migrent Progran X X X
Al. A.-l : . . 3 -,
. § | pjagnostic Intervention Progrsa ¢ X X :
. Special Education _ .
|’ Plan A ~ X X X
Teacher Corps ] X
) L1 Student Teachers X X X
PR -
. - g v 1 Workers (after school) I R X
H - . . x x X
L © B L J.1. Student Observers —t
- U], Tutoring from M,H.M.B, (safter school X X
° - X
- e Metz Publishing Company 1
. -l - " ‘ .
§  |rowcsin velley ych . :
! I3 v 1 »
1) .
) . Kindergarten Prograa X X X
" knservice : . g .. X
B Th . - - N
Only Reslity Therapy - . -
Domingo Dominguez SEDL Modeli+

* The implementation ‘of these inputs msy vary from year to year and from class to class
within the school. Inservices are an integral part of that implementation in many cases.
#% Pull isplementation of this model carries more than inservices; hovevem initial
insetrvices vere all that occurred at Jigty during 1976=75. ) )
7 v




°

The Poimtain Valley Reading prgran (a program of reaéing' instruction intro-
. duced by AISD) and the SEDL Kindergarten program were .the only programs opera-

ting at Pala Elementary
- Table 1V-L.» ,

y other thah Title I and the Migrant Program. (See

L 4

Table IV-C: SPECIAL PROGRAMS ‘OPERATING IN “PALM FLEMPNTARY SCHOOL .
=. - . L. . s . [ . -
.INPUT* PROGRAM prel973-76 | *1973-74 | 1974-74
» = . -
Project Assist . X A 4
< s including extensive evaluat .
% ESAA Bilipgual/Mcultural 4 X x
é (including extensive program evaluation)
Title I . , . q°
‘ik luding ext luation) X X . ¢
- Educatibn . . _
’_.: J’Plan A 7 . X . X
= - -
S | Migraat Program X X X.
3 . ¢ - 7 x x 1
Diagnostic Intervention Progras
- - | teacher ‘corps ~ ' X
g | menpover Atds Progam ' 1 x
3 I N . R
s’ U.T. Social Workers ' X X .
» . IV
AN LU, T, Tatoring frow M H.M.R, X
[ Pountain Valléy Reading - X X
- 3
-7 :.: Fountain VIflé Math . - X
] I E .
-8 SEDL Social Studies Pilot Profect X
2 ; : ' x I X /
SEDL, Kindergarten Prdf¥fram .
» - . o > <
. X
» L s 3 -
Inservice | Domingo Domingnez SEDL Model™® : .
Only . ] X "
Magic Circle P ‘

- v

+ .The ‘implesentation
within the school.

-of these inputs may vary from year to year and from class to class

- Inservices are an integral

#% Pull isplementation of this model carries hore

imsarvices were all that occurred at Palm during 1974-75.

of that implementation in many cases.
inservices; hovever, initial

L




' Despite the investment of
Title 1 wonies, rather
disappointing achievement
scores were measured in
Title I ‘schools dpring
the same years those

- monies were spent.
Students in Title I’
schools scored signif.-)
iciantly lower than
students in non-Title 1
schools on achievement '
tests. The achievement -
gap videned drastically,

_ as students became older,
and at grade eight thé
Title 1 students were
(zccording to Califormia
Achievement Test results
for Spring 1973) readin«
about three ye‘rs below
non-Title I studen;&.

d (See Table IV-D.)

Attendinée

ent attsndance wvas
extremely lov in the
three s¢hools in which
Project Assist was to
operate. . In 1972-73 Paln
Elementary students'
percent of daily atten-
dsnce (ADA)- vas 887, two
percentage points below
the non-Title I ele- *
mentary average. Martin
Junior High's percent
~ of ADA (82Z) was the
- lowest of. all the schools .
. . im towm, 1nchd1ng ele-
' mentary and secondary
schools.

(See Table 1IV-E.) -

Table IV-D: CALTPOSNIA ACHIZVEEST TEST READING SUSTEST

, RESULTS FOR A.1.S.D. T EICHT CRADERS
. FOR =
- ' 1973
. -
H vocAR- OTAL
L many’ % RZADTNG
Ghovr » Crude ' Grade . Grpde
Equiv, Equiv. Equiv.
Ticle I 532 5.7 6.10 s.88
Koo-Title I | 3287 8.73 . 8.82 | s.8L

~ 0

Table IV-t: PERCENT OF AVI

MM_L_
[TLE T AND WONCTITLE-1 ELBMENTARY

1972-73 POR TITLE T AKD -1 ELDESTARY
L) AND m M AND TdR THRYE FROJECT
_ Q; -
Jm HIGH
Z ADA
. i)
I Titls 1 I ]
L Non-Title 1 95 | 93
Pro joc: Assist Schools kl '
Palm - 3'8
o »
Mets 92 —
‘ Martin 82
e — .
y .

'
("\‘
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Drop-ont Rates

The drop-out rate at Martin Junior Bigh
for 1972-73 was the highest in the ’
district. The total drepout figure for
that schovl was more than  twice Bhat of
Allan Junior High, the school with the

’

’

| : next h:l.shest dropout rate. (See ’l‘able

4 IWF,

b ) \ ‘ .

A . . ~

. * . '

: . s ) i .

N ‘ t, ' (\’\/ -

S, .

| . L.

;» Parental Involvement

* Parental iivolvement at Pals Elementary

-and Martin Junior High was almost non-

‘ existent. Palm had two volunteers in
o 1972~73 and Martin had one.' The sit-

. uation at Merz was congiderably better;
.25 individuals volunteered their ser-

" vices to that school in 1972-73. PTA
eaxol] t vas also extrémely low in’
theu schools.

<7 There was much less parental involvement
at Title I #ehools in general during
the 1972-73 school year than there wis

.o at non-Title I schools, with the re-
ported number of 1972-73 volunteers

’ in Title I schools being less than ,

s " half the yer reported for non-Title
1 schools. (See Table IV-G.) - .

72-73 DATA FOR
EVERTH Ao TTGITH CRADES

.D. JUMIOR HICH

e

A.l.

Bedichex
Burset s . § s s
Dobie 0’ 1 1
Pamore | 2 | ¢ s
Limr ] o3 "6 ’
I Merchison] o ‘o )
0.Bery] o 0 0
I ‘Peazce 0 2 | 2
I Porter o | 9
Lu.» P 11«
. TR~ .
Table IVG: SIMSER OF .
) oLy T Ll SCRLS,
| PROJBCT ASSTST SCROOLS
™ 1972-7)

AN BN o) S g £ aieey )
B

»
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DESCRIPTION OF co:v'rz,g)nmnd THE FIRST YEAR OF PROJECT ASSIST @973—7&)

* i

: In addition to ‘the ext factors- outlined in the previoug section, :everal

actors over vhich Project assist had " no control. These

, ‘changes, ’e svchool level and some at the district level, drastieelly . ?
: alter 2 in which Project Auist operated during its fir!t year.
Special Programs -~ o

t

The 1973-74 school year saw the inclusion of several nevw’'programs into the
project schools, Project Assist among them. It must be kept in mind that
: new programs, while offering valuable services to school persomne}, aiso’
. \ - place burdens on those same people. Inservices are W are
- the interviews and questionnaires that descend on teachers and pals
' as progr-s seek needs assessment and evaluation information. Chahge itself,

for the better, can be a source of stress if too many changes come at
once. . . -

Bilinguai/Bicultural: Simultaneous vtth’the funding of - Project Assist ESAA
. (Emergency Sthool Assistan®e Act) funds were also .awarded for an ESAA Bﬂinguall
, Bicultural Project. Implemented in seven AISD, schools (three of which were
. "the schools in which Project Assist operated), the program emphasized stafs
3 “ development,; bilingual materials, and community involvement. It was a prograr.
that offered as nny innovations, if not more, than did Project Assist.

- . ESAA Buic Reading (Tutoring‘ Progran: -Another "ESAA Progran inole-ented in
1973-74 was a tutoring progras in Reading at Martin Junior High, where a
Reading Speoialist was placed to work with targeted students onll tutoriasg
basis. Peer tutoring was also an integral part of the pltn 80 that far more
.than the targeted studente were touched by the progran. ‘ \
¢ Q\‘ . s e .

' lAccording to Gene Hall, researcher in the area of innovation and author. of
The Concerns-bagsed Adoption Model: “ A Developmental Conceptualization of
the Adoption Process Within Educational Institutions (paper presented at the
Anerican uucationa Research Association, Anfiual Meeting, 1973), it is .

probeble that no more than three .innovations can'be managed at any one time.




C .

-~ . - .
¥ . -

A Diagnostic Intervention Progru'va.s begun at both H/etz and Palm. - This - '

*  program operates a Diagnostic !‘ntergention Center, out of which materials
- and personnel are availsble for counséling of individual children and ) .
- staff developpent of teachers in behavior modification techniques.

for the first time, and the initial implementation of Plan A took place in  ~ .
thad school ‘in 1973-74.¢ , o . »
Metz took on the Fountain Valley Reading Rrogram and acquired the services T
.  of University of Texas Tutoring from M.H.M.R. (Texas Department of Mental
Health and Mental Retardation), while Martin acquired both Pountain Valley
. Reading aad Fountain Valley Math materials. (See Tables IV-A, IV-B, Iv-C.)

|
l
k
I
|
|
[ ~The services of University of Texas Social Workers were included’ at Palm
|
|

.
. .
?* : - f
- ]

. Sixth Grade Schools

-
€ '

Prior to the beginning of the school year, AISD.implemented a Sixth Grade

School concept that affected elementary and secondary schools throughout

the city. The purpose of the plan was to provide racially integrated
. learning environments for sixth graders and to obviate the busing of ele-- e
’ mentary students to achieve this purpose. The effect this had on the

/ project and comparison schools was to remove sixth graders from the ele-

mentary buildings and to incorporate them into the junior high buildings,

_ thereby altering the organizational and social structuge at both levels.
Martin became one of the eight Sixth Grade Schools, in addition to com-
tinuing its 7th and 8th grade -programs. Additiomal staff, reassipgnment of
staff and space, and a w!riaa of other changes accompanied this innovation.

&

|

|

|

|

|

B Pupil/Teacher Ratio Reéduckion . N\ .
. ' . :

|

* *  Another change‘ wvas the reduction of the pupil/teacher ratio in Metz and Palm,

| a change that reduced the pupil/teacher ratio at Metz to 21.65 and to 23.42
| ‘at Pals. The reduction was not implemented, however, until after school
N . started, and additional teachers were hired {n September and Ottober. This
~ required a reassignment of many students, a procedure that caused conflict
’ and confusion for the teachers and students invdlved.

' Principal Reassignment _ ; v
Approximately two weeks before school started, Paim and letz were assigntd
© nev principals. Both were young men in their fixst administrative assign-

' ments. .

- ’
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NORMAL DEMANDS OM TEACHER ,
i . e
» /

ADDITIONAL DEMANDS ON TEACHER INTRODUCED ,

BY ONE LARGE-SCALE SPECIAL PROGRAM  °

.

ADOITIONAL DEMANOS ON TEACHER INTRODUCED,

. BY THREE LARGE-SCALE SPECIAL PROGRAMS
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. DESCRIPTION OF CONTEXT gg«: THE SECOND YEAR
OF PROJECT ASS ' (1974-75) .

 The context factors that imposed much cmém the project schools during the
"first year continued into the second year, while achievement, attendance, and
parental .involvement in the schools remained low., Martin's drop-out rate con-
tinued to’be sive. : . ’ .

Other sources of cHange, added in the second year to those .changes that were
carried over from the first year, caused "overloads” during the second year
that further confused the complex situation that Project Assist Evaluation .
and Program Staff faced in those schools. Inprovement (or lack of it).in |

the areas addressed by the Project Assist objectives could conceivably be .
caused by one or more of the other changes implemdnted in the schools along- °*
side Project Assist, sather than by the Project Assist immovations.

The added sources of change during tbe"secoud yeak vere in the f;:ru of further
programs in the gchools. v .

During the. second project year Palm Elementary saw the addition of more ial
personnel under the Teachew Corps Program, the Manpower Aide Program, and
University of Texas Tutoring from a Mental Health Mental Retardation organiza-
tion. New programs that placed materials in the school were also included at
Paln: Fountain Valley Math and SEDL Social Studies Pilot Project (a package
_of Social Studies materials developed by Southwest Educational Development.
Laboratory). Project Assist and ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural continued into -
their second year at Palm by placing materials and persommel in the school
and providing inservices as well. Inservices were also pyovided by Southwest
Educational Developsent lLaboratory for their Domingo Dominguez SEDL Model, in
anticipation of future use of that model at Palm‘School. (See Table Iv-c,)

5]

At Metz Elementary, Project Assist and ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural also continued
into the second year, providing.inservices and placing personnel and materials
in that school. A nev Teacher Corps Progras also placed extra personnel in

that school, wvhile the Fountain Valley Math Program and the Metz JFublishing
Company (a local pilot program that funded the publishing ef student-made works)
brought nev materials into the school. Some inservices on the Domingo Domingne:
SEDL Hodel also took place at Metz (as at Painm), and many inservices wére fead
as part .of the new Reality Therapy Prograa. : This Reality Therapy Program bad

much impact on the school, as it brought in s new and highly structured approach ~

to the modification of student behavior. (See Table IV-B.)

Martin Junior High also acquired the Reality Therapy éfogtﬁn in 1974-75, and
that school received special_personzel as well as rvices as part of the -
prograa. Plan A vas implemented there, and the Fountain Valley Reading Prograr

brought nev materials into the realinmg tlasses. (See Table IV-A:) T
- ' ' , .o _
. / 1
. s/ ¢
' /') : ' 36 .
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COMPARABILITY OF EXRERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS

Special programs vere also operating in the comparison schools during the first .
two:years of Project Assist, the nature of which rendered the™schools less :
. ] than optimal as comparison schools, while other.factors in those scheols also |
contributed to their being not entirely comparable. Charts IV-8 and IV-9 show |
comparability of the project and <omparison schools in terms of major prograns J‘
operating in the schools, principals, student ethmicity, teacher ethnicity, ,
percent of students from low-indome families, PTA. enrollment, percent attendance, |
and achieveément as measured by the CAT. gee Table IV-R and Table IV-I1.) o 1
|

k1

Perbéps the greatest deterrent -to comparability of Project Assist schools and
the comparison schools werec® .

g * L .

1) Dr. Frank %uuk's reading program at Brooke Elementary, a program sponsored
by the University of Texas that utilized approximately 80 part-time under-~
graduate tutors. . *

2) ° The ‘hjlghér socioeconomic status of the no-aide comparison groups compared
* to that of the Project Assist and general~-aide comparison: groups.

+3) The historically low achievepent scores and attendance pattbrns of those -
schools designated as Project Assist schools (no other ’schools in A.I.S.D.

were really comparable on these two counts).: :,
‘ - -
. F
- R o
- . |
. - ‘ ,
. ) ] - o
4
/
f— ¢ ' ’ —
- ,
» . \ L]

:"f_or a detailed study of the comparability of the Project Assist experimental

. - and control schoois, the reader is referred to An Ideal Evaluation Design in

- . a Public School Setting: or Where Are You Campbell and Stanlev Now That We
Need You?, a paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational.
R Tch Association, 1975, by Ann M. Lee, Ph.D., and Freda M. Holley, Ph.D.

.

' Sed Appendix P, Vol. II of.this'report. .

,
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. m ASSIST SCEOOLS - _ CERERAL ADZ\OSROL SCZ00LS . N0 ATDE CONTROL ScHooLs
. SC?_OOL - a_ —~ - : —
FEATURES HET? \ PALM . BROOKE \ ORTESA B2CRER DAWSON
) R . Title VII 3ilizgual  Fi2le VII Biliogeal || TIiic Vil Bilirgual [tle vII Silirgeal
-ther ¥ajor ISAA Bilingual ESAA Bllingual/ Prograz; Dr. Predk Prograx; Dr. Saacy Progred; Exteasive | Progras; Individually
Frograzs ~f] 32icultural Bicultural Guzax's (U.Tex.) - Roser's (U.Tex.) . Title I Beadizg Guiced Elucation (IGE
- . Prograz A\ Progran Reading Program; "Eeadirg Progras; - rogran; Distriect
N\ Cozmmication Skills | Com—micstion Sxills;| Rezding Prograzm »
' Priscipal 15t year ¥exican | 1st yea¥ Mexican 1st year Mexicaa .- Experienced 3lack Experienced Angle Experienced Anglo
Azerican zale . Aserican w3le Anerican fezale male femle female ¢
;\ el \‘
Studgat 932 M., : oL MA. - '98% M.A. 3% M., - . [169% M.a. 622 m.A.
Ezazicity 12 B, 1% B, 02 B. 91: 3. 121 B, 5 5% 2.
: iz A2 LA, 2% A. A. 152°A, 332 a.
- A\ -
w . . ;
W [eaczer 29% M.A. 202 Boa. 612 1.a. 302 M.A, 275 U.A. 135 MA.
Zthaiciry 2-% B. © %% 3, 1.2 B, 181 B, 233 B. 15¢ B,
% AL -/ 62% A. i - 45""\ 53 A, . 61% A. 72% A
. Aduics 9 - f X P ' 2.0 11 _ 1.4
" Jizstrucring 4a . ; ' i [“
KClessreca ’

- - e ~
ser{ezt sTuigens:

cenz teeodneeoe || 89,68 95.41 85.58 91.34 79.56 59.82

a4

“a

= +
Pomd * L rd
. fazilies Vorez . .

Tiile I survey) . : . - TN
Y |i574-75 Pasio 0.10 0.13 0.2
of parezis . ' - L . N
esrolXed in PTA/ . .
gtilsnts 4n thet
27koal \ j
} - - .
© Ja573-Tk Percent 9 8 91 91 *89 - 93
f2leniance

1973-7h CAT

1.9% 2nd grade Fo coaparsble data Fo comparable data
- |reswics 2.88 4th grade

88
p

W
»~
Ea

ERIC

f
. PAruiitex: provided by ERiC . A

-, - .
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. ‘Teble IV-I: CMPARABILITY OF JUNIOR HIGH (CRADES 6-8) PYPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL SCROOLS . .
~ '—‘ . ~ ¥ . ' ~ ] ] .
\'/J P — ] - - - : — -
L ™ ] sceooL % PROJECT ASSTST SCHPOL _  |{  CENERAL AIDE CoTROL SCHOOL N0 AIDE CONTROL SCHOOLS -
1 - FEATURES [ . RS o
- o " MARTIN : ALLAX TRAVIS EEIGHTS B . FULMORE _
Other ¥ajor ESAA Basic Reading Program; || ESAA Basic Reading P;—ogzn; Title VII Bilinguai ESAA Basic Resding Program .
) Prograzs -~ -| |ESAA Bilingual/Bicultural ESAA Bilifigma}/Bicultural ' . .
- e Progras - Program
. ." | Principal ) Experienced Anglo male.. Experiences Black male - 'zxp.nm.a Anglo male i’:pertencu‘ Azglo zale
—t = 2 _ - r - - . — -
L - |lsos wa, - $HA L : 85 WA M5 H.A,
4 Student -1l 658, . . B, 158, 1] 108 B,
Ethnicity S T Y o 3% A : L8 A, - ' 265 A,
* 4 - _ .‘-‘ 2 ) hd R - = B —
' - : H 115 M.A. 195 M.A. - 0% M.a, - T TE M \
« | Teacher ’ %30 . ° 1] 135 8. 121 3, . 1c3 B,
v, | Etknietey - 11825 a, - -1 675 a. 118854, | D 833 4,
é;» o - - . ¢ - _ .
1975-75 Patio of parents ) -
ezroiled in PTA/students|| -08 .- .06 ‘ -3 - 51
1n‘ th;t school . ., . ’
. quacent Studeats from 64,51 - 69.09 . ) 52,66 . 33.48 e/
» | bow -Incoce Faxtites 4 . . . ' ‘ 3 D ‘
e F1973-T% Percent. a - o 8s ' 9 s & )
Attesdance: \ . ’ R
g . . ' 5.48 Tt grade ]} 5.80 Tth grade ' - S ' 6.55 Tth grade :
19‘3‘“ CAZ Results 1] 5.62 8th grate . ‘ 5.81 8th grade - Yo data . 7.27 8th grade -
- N :ﬁi
N . " i [N
. - - - - 4




: AT LEAST 60% OF THE STUDERTS IN THE PROJECT SCHOOLS AT GRADES 2, 3, ° :

,‘éH'EVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES A

-

7 'm table on the next page sma.rizes the objectives and their level of

attainment. Although the level of attainment of some objectives vas difficult

to categorize as either aéequatg or inadequate, a determination was made by -

the evaluator in-erder to assist the district in decision-making concernins the -

project and its activities. This summary, thus, dfoes not allov the differen~

tiation between objectives fully achieved or not achieved, and thode just ° -
] barely missed, Just barely mét, or open to mterpretation. X

7A full listing of these objectives and the evidence on wvhich the levels of
attainment were based is included in this chapter. Additional data and more .
detailed analyses wvhich vere used to measure these obJectives are reported in
the Teehn:lca.l Report.

.
£

."COGNITIVE OUTCOME OBJECTIVES ’ S

I.1. OUTCOME OBJECTIVE: _ : . - ,;

A, 5, 7, AND 8 WILL BAVE INCREASED THEIR ‘READING LEVEL ONE MONTH
FOR EVERY MONTH: OF- IESTRUCI'M‘HEE PRE AND POST ADMINISTRATIORS
OF THE READING SUBTEST OF THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMERT TEST (CAT).

“Level of ltt&innent' Not Achieved '_ , S

Bvidence : ) - :

N ,California Achievenent Test

-

The percentages of ‘students at

Projept Assist schools who gained TERCINT OF FROJECT ASSIST STUDEWTS WO CAIMED AT
,at least one month for every momth or “m"mw'm;‘;f_;?’m PER »peTy

‘of instruction during the second . . .

yro,ject year are shovm in the : crAE ;ﬁsg’ o METZ PN maxTIN
. opposite table. The only grade o, : -
- level at which this objettive Sremer s, 3 ™
‘was consistently achieved was at the ] ;“:’**; 1974 44e ITY3
'second grade. (This was also-the 4% "october ;gu ST T :
only grade level at the four elemen- ——aooruary, 15
tafy comparison schcols at which et G2
_ this percentage exceeded 602). N |77 ey, 19 .
X - o . L [ Yebryary, 1974 . 313 -
Therefore, since this objective & February, 75 . : .
was met at only one of the seven oo . +

grade levels for which the .
objective vas set, this objective

must be Judged not achieved. . -
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' ) OVERVIBJ, OF THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES FOR ESAA 23Of PROJECT ASSIST, 1974-7%

-
N ‘1 ... omecrws- o wer” W uET
. ——y - — .
e ] »w | 1. Improved reading achievement ‘ x
. [~ P =
) | = |2 1mproved self concept T / s X
/ .
; S. 3. _1-‘proved attitude toward school’ : B
_ : &, Improved atteMe ' - X
o ". . ° | 5. Improved reading attin;li“ . ’ . x‘
- : 1. Aides worked in rea;ij,ng 901 ° e '-"X
0
| : 2. Aides worked with students 707, X
| - & 3. Higher classroow social cli-étfe ‘ X
. o’ ‘;. 'Ip;iiitdualuation .®, "y
3 °1, &
| . : 4. Ix?JepeMent studant learaing ) x
5. Poblect materials “27_ , X .
s . 1 Staff hired ou time X &
ot n:tnor'n.y atdés hircd x. \ .
| i 3. Haterial bag»ght 7 ’,; ’ X
4. MHaeeria _f?c’e.ived .o * X
i 5. .Hai:er;a appropt::laue - Lj X .
6. “Aldes y ;T;ed &service training ‘x'
‘ - | ‘1 7. A’it‘ieé ecze‘i?ed ir's:x:i‘ce traini:ng X
E | 8. Teachers reoceivéd px"e.service training X.
, - . - * N 4
. : 9. Teachers rggei:redt;nser'v;ce trainilg ’ . X
: 10. ’:Teachcrs and ajides recefved training in X
- .- lnscift;iorx_al' planningg’ ' " ‘
| 11, Schbol\s'tgffs 't;ai.u'e n use of materials " X )
R 12, ¢ Schools instnfct.ed’ in project obje;tives . ’ ’X )
: o 13. " Schools given evalu,-at.iox; feedback X
| .M': Tlachers an.d‘a‘idcs planned together X'-
) - -e 1;, Ai:el‘tnioed by teachers - b 4
| : 16.-" Good aide-school relationshlp.é X
LY‘.‘ ' |17, *schools viewed projcct as beneficial b
- 18, C;crd.ination betaecn pr;j.icc; and p;incipals;‘ X
: - — - N

¢

L3
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o THE -AVERAGE SCORE OF STUDENTS IN THE 2, kb, 6, 7, AND 8 GRADES IN THE

:WSGMWAHMMMIMGOPMMDGWOP
] THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST WILL BE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER THAN ON
- Ammmmaormsmmmammwsm

‘uvuofm:m Not Achieved .

. -« Evidence:

California Achimt 'l'ect )

‘ The results of the aigniﬁmce tests run to measure this object:lve'
» are shown in the tsble below. It can be seen here that there vas no
significant difference between the achievement of second and fourth
. S grade Projéct Assist students during the first project year and
v the second project yeer. Bowever, among the comparison schools there
- . were some significant hpruvsents in achievemeht of students at those
gradeaﬁutheﬁrsttotheaeeondprojectyear

menqdingseomofetud&ts at grades 6, T,mdBmsigniﬁcuﬂth
- lwerdurhgthesemdprojectyearthndm'ingtbetirstym.
N . However, this logy vas seen at only on€ of the six comparison grade

Comparison of Reading Levels at Grades 2, 4, 6, 7, and 8 fbr 1973-74 vs.
1974-75 Midyear Soores on the California Achievement Test for aH ProJect
Assist and Comparison Schoo]s ) ,

-
- [

]

. . -
( _ Was removed due to very small type.
L .y ™
\\V ‘_ . N
% S
) .
3 ~ . _
1 L. —
Summary
' ) Additional achievement data on individual schools and grade levels for
T the past three years is available to the interested reader in the
Technical Report. Howvever, the above information makes it e,lear that
-~ . the oquctive vas not met,
- . w . . ) ‘ L]
3 Q Li ’ - ; 31 44




' Elemen Re Attit

v

The average school means for.Projgct Assist and comparison groups
mwmtormnmtqmmuwmrmm
Project Assist students scored higher on. all subscales snd the
than did the general aide and =0 aide comparison groups. -
Hobever, the differences were not statistically significant.

}' "~ . Evidence: : T ,

. Elementary Reading Attituldinsl Test ,

. . - ] .
. TherJectnsistmmdthegemralddemshmdmsht—
- declines in resding sttitude ‘during the 197Th-75 school yesr, vhile
themddeeaplrimmﬁpshé!edtgd.n. None of the differ'
in gains/losses on total scores between groups are statistically
significant, however. — ial s —
-As can be seen in the graph opposite, 7.6
the decline from pretest to ?oottect 7.8
- in the Project Assist group an overall
| ' loss of -.31) can bé attributed to 1.2
tfie losses experienced by students, 1.0
at Palm Elementary, vhereas students .5
* at Metz Elementary (the other Project .
3 Assist school) shoved a small gain / ’ .
from pretest to posttest. The 6.4
e . *  extresordinarily high pretest scores 6.2
- gor these schools should be noted. . ,
. , . 18 - } ‘ ‘
| ‘
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I.3.

' _N'_"? As measured by the Elementary Resding Attitudinal Test, reading

uv;ldfmnn-nt letAchievgd.

L3

L]
—

attifudes in the Project Assist schools suffered a decline dwuring

the 19Th-T5 school year, as did reading attitudes in the general - ~

aide group, vhile the no aide group showed gains in this’area. ’
. Posttest scores for Project Assist _were higher than those ©f com-

_parison groups, but not significantly so. Project Assist did not, )

therefore, meet its objectives in the }rea of reading attitude. . '

Ped

o

-

OUTCOME OBJBCTTVE:- Y . - U

(

FERCENT ATTENDANCE AT EACH OF THE THREE PROJECT SCEOOLS WILL BE HIGHER d
DURING THE TWO PROJECT YEARS THAN DURING THE YEARS PRIOR TO THE PROJECT X
THMPLEMENTATION AS MEASURED BY INSPECTION OF AISD PUPIL ACCOURTING RECORDS e
DURIEG AND AT THE END OF THE SECOND PROJECT YEAR.

Level of Attainment: Not Achieved "

Bvidence: . . . Nt o : : ) -

Pupil Attendence Dats . ) .

At only one of the threé schools was this objective met, and that.
was at Palm Elementary, vhich raised its percdnt attendance from 83 .
percent in 1972-T3 to 90 percent in 197=T5 for a twvo percent gain.
Metz Elementary suffered a one percent loss from 1972-T3 (92%) to -
1974-75 (91%). Martin Junior High fell from 83 percent in 1972-T3

to 80 percent in A97k-T5 for a three percent loss. Clearly, at
neither Metz nor Martin was the sttendance objective pf the project
met, and overall, this objective mist judged as not met. -7

OUTCOME OBJECTIVE: - T

THE GAIN IN SELF CONCEPT OF THIRD AND FOURTH GRADE PROJECT STUDENTS WILL

BE SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR THAN THAT OF THIRD AND FOURTH
GRADE COMPARISON STUDENTS AS MEASURED BY SCORES ON PRE AND POST ADMINISTRA-
*I08S OF THE PIERS-HARRIS SELY.CONCEPT SCAIR. - .

- . .
~ - . -

.

. Plers-Harris Self Concept Scale i 2

Scores on the Piers-Harris Self Concept Scale revealed a general
decline (an overall loss of -1.55) in the self concept of third and /
fourth graders st Project Assist schools (Metz and Palm) and overall




~ 4

-

1

» . . ' .
improvement among students in the comparison schools. The gains
in both the general aide group (Brooke and Ortega) and the no aide-
group (Becker and Dawson) vere significantly higher than the gains/

losses that o_ccurrEd in the Project Assist group. ¢

* ~ : . ' - A /
It cah be in the graph N .o .
opposite the Project ) . -

Assist decline can be attributed
_‘—g—gﬁ‘dhfxw,_ - .
vhereas Elemsntary showed . ¢

= & very slight increase. All .

‘four comparison schools exhibited
increases, wvith Brooke Elementary

shoving the least increase and’

Ortega Elementary shoving most

improvement. : ] L -

THE SELF CONCEPT OF THIRD AND POURTH GRADE PROJECT STUDENTS BE

SIGNIFICANTLY HIGHER AT THE END OF THE SCHOOL YEAR THAN THAT OF THIRD
AND FOURTH GRADE COMPARISON STUDENTS.AS MEASURED BY SCORES ON A POST
ADMINISTRATION OF THE PIERS-HARRIS SELF CONCEPT SCALE.

—————— ———

_ Level of Attaimment:

Evidence: - ' - | - . -

.Pietp-Harris Self Concept Scale )

hemnpschoglmtor?rojccth-h}mdmmaﬂ
*  on the postigst 6f the Piers-Hayris Self Concept Scale show that the
Project Assist total average setre was lower than the total averages
. of both comparison groups. The differemce between the Project Assist °

, posttest average and the gerieral side group was statistically s -
ficant. ~
i;"-"_-ll 5

r

s, . . -
Self concept scores in the Project Assist group declined dwring the *
school year, vhile self concept scoreés in the comparison schools
improved. The comparison group posttest average scores were higher

_ (significently so in terms of the general aide group), agd the gains_
in both comparison groups vere significantly higher then the gains/
losses incurred in-the Project Assist group. Project Assist clearly
did not meet its objectives in the area of self concept.

'I.M. OUTCONE OBJECTIVE: . :

, THR GAIN IN ATTTTUDE TOWARD SCBOOL OF THIRD AND FOURTH GRADE PROJECT  °
~ STUDENTS VILL BE SIGNIPICANTLY HIGHER DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR THAN THAT
) 47
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ormmmmxmmmswmmnsmmnswmos, . o,
PRE AND POST ADMINISTRATIONS OF THE SCHOOL SENTIMENT INDEX.. . 3

Level of Attainment: Not Achieved ’ B
Evidence: ‘
' School Sentiment Index - | ' ..

M P
Project Assist schools in calpn.ridon to no aide sciidols scored a
sign:lﬁ.cmft].y higher gain during the school year 1975-75. Project
schools shoved 4 gain of .36 points, andﬂxenoaideschooltabaved
a 2.0k point loss. As compared to the general aide schools, Project
Assist schools scored an almost significant gain. Project -&hoon
“—  gained .36 and the general aide schools icored a loss of 1.13.
The probability level for the project and mo aide schools wis .00;
thepmbnbmtylmlforthepmjeetmdgwdddzschooﬁm
0T.. Msupectofthescboolattit‘ndeobjectiumnet ’

Ascm-t{_eseuinthosnph n‘"“?‘"
opposite, Metz Elementary 76 |- Brooke *
\Lm-um

8 . showed 'a slight loss 28
from pretest to posttest, vhile .[
-

Pala Elementary made significant 24
gains. All comparison schools
« decreased from pretest to 2 ) —
* posttest in tttitnde towvard 2l S
school as measured by the - —
Primary School Sentiment Index. 2 E

‘ . ) Feli 1974 . rmnn‘
mmmmmsmormmmmmmmsﬁm
WILL BE SICNIFICANTLY HIGHER AT THE END OF THE SCHOOL YEAR THAN THAT OF
THIRD roonfxmmmsonmmﬁnsmmmsmmmn
msmmmmaormsmmmnm

Lenloftttaimt lotkhieni A

Evidence: : . »
School Sentiment Index | -
SN - .
' Project'hshtmwondlonru.mdntbepott‘ustor -

mmmmmmuammm The Project
Assist posttest total vas 23.86, as compared to the higher total post-
tettscoreorzhﬂlror’thenouda-choohmdatommtseore
of 24.53 for the general aide schools. For neither comparisen
(Project Assist vs. general ajde, Project Assist vs. no-aide) vere .
the probability levels significant. This objective was clearly not met.

——

Sumnary : . ' A

Despite the significent gain at one of the elementary project - -
nchooh,theremadccreue at the other school. Data -
) ) collected by this office through snother evfiuation at the
* ' project junior high school revealed that school attitude had -
m@vnthhymmdmlmrﬂnattheco.pnﬂmschoolp ‘_j’
n Based ofr-all the evidanee, the cbjectiye vas not achieved,
‘ . .
RIC » \ 48
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- . PROCESS OBJECTIVES
. v . - {/’ .
1.1. @omg - \f -
2 - - ~ "(( . .
- TUENTY-THREE. READING WILL VORK'Al AVERAGE.OF AT LEAST 90% OF
) SCHOOL CLASS T IX ACTIVITIES AS MRASURED BY CLASSROOM .
. QBSERVATIONS THROUGEOUT THE SCHOOL YEAR AND BY AIDE AND TEACHER
) QUESTIONNATIRES ADM IN FEBRUARY 75 AND NAY T5. °
Level of Attainment: lotAchiﬂod’
Pvidence:- T *

they were observed. Martin sides averaged 9% percent in resding

instruction, Palm ai averagsd 100 percent, snd Met:z aides 85
{the school where this objective vhere this objective
vas not achieved). There is apoiaibmty,w::omm
indicates this, that these figures are biased. Teachers and aidas
Mwoftm'mmymmmwum,mdw'hm
consciously or unconsciously -arvanged their schedules sccordingly. .

Spring Tescher Questionnsires

Project Assist teachers at Mets said their aides worked in reading

¢ . uuuuuamtofm-tm,rmmmt.mww
. . m,mdmmammiﬂ~m'ww
this question was .T3 percent. .

"mnu Questiomnaires -
<\When uwmmthcymd'inrudin;wtidttu each day, Mets

. ' atdes estimated 78 percent, Palm T8 percent, and Martin 82 percent.
: 'n:emr-pfornllddn'uﬁ-tumww.-

Summary

Allowing for differences mmong the observation data and tescher and
ddcutintqofthemtoftiuddumtwﬂinsinrem
-activities, it sppears that aides probadbly d4id not work quite ninety
percent of the time in reading actifitfes. Eighty percent probadbly

hY

i -

comes closer to the actual aide time spent.each dsy in resding sctivities

' which is less than the ninety percest objective set by the progrea
start. ) ’

P . X

] . . b

N 49
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- 1.2, PHOCESS OBJECTIVE: . . ’ ‘
, m“mmmmmummorhn@dﬂors@bn
CLASS TIME-IN DIRECT INSYRUCTIONAL CONTACT WITH STUDENTS AS MEASURED BY

L - CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS CONDUCTED THROUGHOUT THE SCHOOL YEAR AND BY AIDE
- QHIB!IDIIAIHIB ADIIIIB!!HID IN FEBRUARY T5 AND MAY 75.

T Icvul of Atgggggggg Achieved ' . _
- : ‘Vim: - - ’ ~— . - S,
. . Systematic Classroom Obscrvutionl T~ -

i Classroom observatiocns by the evaluation st-rr tbund the Palm aides '
: working in direct instructiomal contact with students an average of
S 88 percent of the time, Metz aides 97 percent, and Martin aides
' T2 percent of the time. The overall average for all Project Assist
vas 85 percent of the time (that they were observed) spent vorking
in direct instructional contact with students.

-

+

E,

- - !7uject Assist teschers at Metz said their aides 'orked in direct
instructional contact withstudents Th percent of the time, Palm 79
percent, and Martin 91 percent. The average of all Project Assist

- teachers' response to this question was 81 percent.

2

Aidc cnnairec . K4 , CoT "

¥hen -.kod hovw long- they worked in direct instructional eoutact‘vith
students each day, Met: aides estimated 65 percent, Palm 86 percent,
- and Martin 82 percemt. .
- -

E

-— < .
*  All the evidence nlpportl ‘the ea:clulicn that Project Assist aides
woiked over 80 percent of class time each dxy in direct instructional
s contact with students. This figute ezcsods by percent the
M objective set by the program staff.

. 1.3. P 4: '
_:~‘mxmormmmmnmnmmnmmm
BOCIAL CLIMATE IN COMPARISON CLASSROOMS AS MEASURED BY CLASSRQOM OBSERVATIONS -
mmmsmnmm , . N :
i B."L‘!M’ Nog: Achieved

-~ - - t
. - s

- w50
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Evidence: : ,
Systematic m' m Observations /

v level between Project jasist classrooms and comparison classrooms

- in the amowst of studes$ disruptiveness in the class, nor in the

) smount of teacher negating resctions to student dehaviars. There

vas soms evidence, though not significant, that comparison teachers

and aides vers more overtly supportive of studest responses than were

Project Assist teachery and aides. -

[

- - . L.
At the secondaxry level, Project. Assist students vere more disruptive |
than comperison students, though not significantly so. Project |
Assist teachers and sides were more negating of students’ bdehavicrs |
than teachers and aides in either of the compariscn groups. i

Summary .

‘The social climates in Project Assist classrooms, ss measured by
the categories of studerit disruptiveness and teacher and aide
supportive/negating bebaviors, vere no better than the comparfson

M ‘

p—

* CLASSROOMS THAN IN COMPARISCN CLASSROOMS AS MEASURED BY CLASSROOM
) mmmmmmnng.

Level of Attaimment: Achiéved -

.
=

- “Bvidence: .-
Systemgtic Classroom Observstioms . _
Classroom observatioms by the jpation staff gathered data on

- three behsvicrs vhich are measures of this objective: the amount

of time students. receive belp from sn adult, the smount of time & .
student talks to an sdult, and the amownt of time adults work wvith -
mnmcndinﬂm-tduu.mmuthdﬂ- '
ferences observed betweea Project Assist classes and comparisocun
classes on_these bshaviors are outlined in the tahle on the
following page.

.




ELEVEXTARY | " SECONDARY

- |Project Assist { Project Assist' Project Assist{Project Assist

N

_ !

C

+

-

This evidence indicstes that, overall, there were more student- ~—

adult contacts in Project
and this objective was met.

Assist classes than in comparison classes,

The Project Assist Jjunior high classes

were particularly successful in meeting this objective.

It is

of interest to note that st the elemsntary level, Project Assist
students received less bhelp from adults even though there was more
student-edult talking going on. . ot

[

Spring Principel Interviews .

" Tvo of the three Project Assist principais n;ntioned‘dm-ing their
. intervievs that the instructional aides in their schools had helped

to provide more individual attention to studemts in the classrocm.
-— . -~

Teacher ionnaires
Teachers at all three Project Assist ochooh overvhtllingly indicated

that the one great effect of the project had been the ucreuein
Mﬂdnalimion in the chssroc- ;

ggril_:g Alde Questionnaire - )
When asked about the beneficial effects of Project Assist, aides :

R —

‘0

~ . -
. . .

¥

-




said that individual attention children reeeivg vben the aide is .
in the room, either from the aide or the teacher who is freed by

the alde's presence to give more individual help, is a benefit of
thepro.‘lect

L3N

All evidence indicates that Project Assist students did have more
, both relative to comparison schools and relative
vhat would have ctcurred in the. Project Assist schools had the

1.5. Pmcmsommn

snmnmmmmsm&rmcnmasmmmms -

Level of Attainment: Achieved

’

-

mm“o - ) .

Systematic Classroom Observations ) ‘ .
m.objectinmutbythcpm-ltdfdnetotheirm

- Mnmmdumﬁthextnpeﬁmelwdmnmtmmml

attention might become overly dependent upon the adults in the

. clusmfordinctioa,andnotrehmtheirmmtdm
in those situations in the -lesrning process vhich require self-
direction. In order to assess this, the evaluation staff recorded
the nusber of student-initisted instructional moves, e.g., wvalking
toﬁerefcrmeeboohtolookupcdeﬁniﬁm,procurugiutrmwml
materials at his owmn initistive, etc. There were no significant .t
differences opserved between Project Assist and camparison students
on this measure. In fact, at the secondary level, Project Assist
stutents mide more self-initiated instructional moves than did ..
. comparison students, allbough the difference was not.significsnt. '

It should be ‘f&ctthcronrealsomnadnlt-diroctedimtmtional
moves by student (not ugniﬁcanth oo)
" Swmary ) e

Project Assist students appear to function as independentl;.u
comparison students, and do ot show evidence of an excessive
dcpendmce for their learning on the adults vho work with thea.

1.6. Pmcnssonuu?rm . .
nmmmmmmmmmwmzﬁnm
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= mmmmmammmxum
i,orai" . nmmoismmmmmmmm
L muot’ttdmt Achimd ' -
L O .
> ‘ °M¢hneo:4:
g - -

; s aummimbymuuimnm(mumamm T o

- during reading ion) recorded the kinds and variety of materials
PR being used by st Project Assist and comperison classes. A%

<. ‘thaelemtarylm biggest differences observed were thst :
Project Assist uded more andio-visual materials end fder

: . 'temtbocks, 1ibrar} books, sndsself-scoring materials than- o
[ parison students. .Since. Ject purchased a consi amoun
of audio-visual ng. als, this difference probably reflects

the use of cf. Euj.’t purchased sudiowsisusl materials
in project

: were
N ‘ : mmaamwMummjmw - There vas nd

. afff#rence between Project Assist snd comparison clisses in the
) variety of materials used. Inm:her ;mmmw
N © were svailable to tealhers, they @ to individualize the

muwuimmmunqmm

nmmw,mmmmmnmumw
tobeuingtcm»ndio—ﬁmmmmdwﬁbm,ndfm
. ) tatbgnksthmmimm This definitely refle¢ts s high
L umeraroaectnsmwmo-ﬁmlmmmmc—d
Mngiutmticuliorkboon
S B - ' :
- tionnaire . . - -

‘ Vhen asked how often Proaoct Assist materials were used dy their 2%
. - students, Worthtmnponodummmm
v . . ! m )

i

M

-
- . ~

Aida tionnaire

-~ Mthoddumuhdhovoﬂenﬂ-uymdmaoctulutmm,
) . Qﬁmtoddthqmdmumimmrydq.

-~ ) ‘. - b‘ /%! T ~~ .. q
) ] " The availadble .idcnee indicates that students did in doo; ProJoct
b Asgist materisls vhile vorking on the reading task dzc

‘ ) muutthatatﬂuelmtuvlﬂelthuwwul beinpronda,,

.

0 * - -
. , . : ) N




A
. Iclt
K
_" I».z.
T &
) =
1030.

mmom:mn:

mmammnmasm,mumnma
or rmoummormusnwsmomcxmmwm

PROGRAM DIRECTOR. . ) -

. -

MM " Achieved

——t

Bvidence: 4

- ‘
mm: - t - -
srummmmmsszmm AS)EASUREDB!M@OFAISD T
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Inspection of program records.indicate that ajdes hired were
representative ol school néighborhoods and student populations
served. Of the thirty aides listed as having completed the school
year, eighteen vere Mexican American or Chicano, eleven vere -

- Afro-American or Black, and one wvas identified as Anglp ‘The
ethnicity approximates student populations and school neighborhoods
served. . / ; . .

E!@Eﬂ“ - ) . . . “ ‘
mmorﬂnmmmmmnmnsmamnmm
mmormnmsmm " . .

E’L.i fAttd. .‘Achimd N \ T )
- y .,’\_o -

. gt . - .0 . e . ,
-' 557 L el

A8 ~ z

3




o . Progras Records N : :
' - Inspection of program records ipdicates: that - fully $46,586 vas .

spntthmghthehatdqor.lmmry the end of the first’
. unuter ] .

o Spring Puncig' Intervievs

Principals indicated in their interviews that since materials had beem °°
delivered on schedule, they assumed the materials had been purchased
: o time. Mnrehi@xlycclplwwthes’beedvithvﬁch .
. ma had been purchased. -

e T . - . .
Prograa records and principal interviews indicate thctnsterials
. , were indeed requisitioned as statedintheohjective.
/
. Lk, mowmm ' - ‘ .
/—
ﬂ9o&6mmormncummmﬁmnpmmmu- .
PLACED IN THE SCHOOLS BY APRIL 1, 1975 AS BY PRINCIPAL INTERVIEWS,
coemnmagmvm:s mrrmvzmnm m:znvmcs AND

“  level of Attainment: -Achieved

Level of Attatoment _
el .

N

.
Vi -

Spring Principal Interviews ¢ ot

" . Principals in their intervievs with evalustion staff asserted .that °
o mnuﬂal:hadheﬁphcedﬁtmthcirschoohbytboenﬂof :

. Sprivg ngn Sta.ft Intervievs

Both the coordinator and the Staff DeVelapent Specialist stated’
b that specified materials vere being placed in the schools on schedule.

‘ !"roﬂ an Becords -
Purther inspection of program records reveals that fully $48,273 vorth -
. of reading materigls vere paid. for and placed vithin the project a
) ) schools by the end of March.
Swumary. S )
L4
| . All evidence sources indicate that materials vere plmd in the
. . schools by the spec:lt:l.ed date. , g
A ; > .
. ’ - g ’ ' hg ) ‘ * ’
\)4 K l. . .? ) . Y ’ 56 ‘ .:




: L . . - . ;s |
1,5. . INPUP OBJECTIVE: , e | : g
3 .+ . WATERIALS PROVIDED BY THE PROJECT WILL EE APPROPRIATE PUR STUDENTS'
_. READING NEEDS AS MEASURED BY PRIBCIPAL, COORDINATOR AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT
SPECIALIST INTERVIEWS, AND mm AIDE QUESTIOQNNAIRES. - . -
o . . / - ( . . |
¢ Level of Attainmssit: Achieved —~ : |
- BN S . .. _ . ° .!
T . . =
Principals st all three #chools wnanimously agreed that the materials |
placed within their schools were appropriate for their students’ 1
. resding needs. - ) ) :1
mm&ﬂ Intqri'm"-. ]
Both the Coordinator and the Staff Development Specialist feli\t 1
. materisis vere indeed smited to meet students’ reading needs since
= . the materials lad been selected by the teachers themselves through
R extmin»gvdmtonndn:tfw.mim. ,
Spring Tescher Questiomiaires - o i
feachers gemerslly felt that msterials were adequate. Metz Elementary
: * teachers were lower in.their ratings of project als. Palm and
. “Martin Junior High teachers viewed materisls more favorably. The

rall rating of all teachers in all three schools wes 3.6 out of
e 'maximm of 5.0. . ) .

-
-

’ . © Spring Alde Questigpnaires

' " Ades felt modarstely strong in rating project masterials provided
by.the project. The overall average of all aides in all thres
schools was s b.3 rating out of s possible 5.0.

. e | .

Principal and prograa staff interviews indicste a higher feeling of

' - , materials adequacy than do respouses of teachers and aides in theit
| . - ,quettionmim. ‘Despite the varying degree ofwrating the materials,
- the msjority of the project and school staffs agreed that the materials
hed met the students' needs. ' ‘

-

>~

. < ‘
I.6. INPUT OBJECTIVE: ‘ : o

zmm'mmwmmmwmnmormczﬁmnc ‘.
IN READING INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNIQUES AS MEASURED BY INTERVIEWS WITE -

o o ‘ . 8
N s 50




- /‘. ' ) . i ‘i -
P fcoomnma. STAFF DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST, mum AND BY INSPECTION .
. orswmmmxzcoms ) - .

1evel of Attainment: Achimq.

- Bpring Progrem Staff Intervievs - ' ’

According to program staff (Coordinator, Staff Development.Specialist)
three weeks of .preservice training were provided before school start®
for Project Assist aides. Eléven days of those three weeks were spent
in direct instruction’ by program staff, vhileth&reni.ningfourdvl
_,vmspntmmﬁthmiﬁiﬁmm“ﬁthmmddu .
vwldbewxﬂng&ringthaschoolmr Seven and three-fourths days
were spent vith aides in the preschool vorkshop on reading instructional

m- . : ’ . N . - B
. . . . F
. Progras Records ' : : < .
. - : . N : S~
- Staff development ‘records shov that, as part of the three veek preservice ~

training session, 7k hours and 45 minutes of training time was devoted .
to training aides in rpeding instructional techniques. . . . .

Aide ionnaires ) ..

Responses to the Aide Questfonnaires administered in April, 1975,
N indicated that 18 of the 22 aides (82%) had attended the preservice .
training offered-by Project Aasist. Tvo Metx aides) mdd.cthrtin.

- ey The quutionnaire iten dealing with, the guality of preservice aide v
Co - training generallyselicited positive responses from the aides. ¥Martin
aides rated their predervice tralning considersbly lowver than dd the
project elementary sides. It sBould be noted that the Martin aides
had received much more of their preservice training from their teachers
j .+ (rather than the aff) than the Mejz and Palm aides had.

— ) 8_;-_-5, .
Becme‘three wveeks of p:uerrﬂ.‘! training for ProJect Assist aides
vas offered, and pearly 75 hours of training in resding instructional
4/ techniques was deliverkd during that time, it can be said that Project
*Assist met its objectivd in this area. :

e T B
. ! R
¥ ) ~ . . 58 - PR




1.7. INPUT OBJECTIVE: N .

- ATDES VILL RECEIVE READING INSTRUCTIGNAL TRAINING THROUGHOUT THE YEAR -
. . AS MEASURED BY INTERVIEWS WITH AIDES, STAFF DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST AND
THE COORDIBATOR, AND BY INSPECTION OF THE STAFP DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST'S
" RECORDS. - - L.

3]
Level of Attaimment: Not Achieved =

Evidence: ‘ ’ L
mm&mh‘uﬂ evs

According to progras staff, 105 hours of program staff time vas spent
in-delivery of instructional training (including preservice training)

to aldesg throughout the year.
vith reading topics.

Program Records

0f those 105 hours, 97 were concerned

&

L

. Program staff records indicate thst

7% hours end k5 minutes of the 97

by program staff were hours spent “in preservice training. After
subtracting those presgrvice hours from the total, a figure is derived
of 22 hours and 15 minutes of progran staff time spent delivering aide
inservice. N oY

-

°‘/j » -—"hours of aide trzining hours (devoted to reading topics) quoted above
\

Aide

. W . ‘
%
i -
.
3

; AVIRACE 0. OF ]
o - e 1o | | o e o2

. AIDES 7 I~

_ Pull deys 11 =2 3l 1
Questionnaiye, is-presented in the

‘ accompanying table. It should Ralf dove !} 28 L 16 ] 1.6
& be pointed out, hovever, that | 1o class 0 ) 23 }
e the number of insprvices offered | After_school 1.4 T Y 21

varied from s to school, due .
to in-school factors. o .

~ " The two questionnaire items dealing with the quality of aide
: training generally elicited positive responses from the aides.

d , Summary

The extremely small number of inservice hours devoted to aide
imstructional training, particylarly- after the first quarter of the
scho6l year, and the lov average number of inservices gtt'ended by the.
aides, leads the evaluation staff to the conclusion that this.
objective wvas not met by Froject Aesist.

”

- ., . Y

" . ) ’ ) 52 59

ERIC ~




1.8. INPUT OBJECTIVE: S .

mmmnw-mnmormmooﬂmnnanm
UTILIZATION OF READING AIDES AND PROJECT READING MATERIALS AND CURRICULA
AS MEASURED BY INTERVIEWS AND QUESTIOMNAIRES CONDUCTED WITH TRACHERS, -
STAPF DEVELOPMER? SPECIALIST, AND THE COORDINATOR, AIDBYIISPW ‘
OF THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST'S RECORDE. -

level of Attainment: Tot Achigyed T

N ' According to program staff, teachers were oﬁ>red four days of
) preschool training in the utilization of reading aides and project
materials and curriculum. Twenty-five of the 53 Pro Project Assist
teachers attended 6&% preservice training.

- Y .

-

- - . - . ° s e s

Staff records show that 18 hours and A5 minutes of training in the
Autiliza’tion of reading-aides and project resding materials and
curricula vas delivered to project teachers dm'ingthepreservice’
wvorkshop. . )

—~
Teacher ionnaires .

Low teacher attendance ht the preservice vbrkshop vas reflected in :
reshonses toteacbdrqmtionndre items Aealing wvith preservice
training. Sixty-three percent of the Palm teachers did not attend
any of the preservice training, while Metz had a 5T% non-attendance

‘3 - record. Fifty-three perecent of teachers at Martin did not attend.

| | / . -
' Although rvice trainingmmd.emilabletotmhers. "
the small of teachers taking advantage of it leads the e
evaluation to clude that this objective was not sttained i
by Projett Asuist.  Attendance would surely have reached an acceptable .
Cos level if had been made with principals for mandatory —

sttendance .by teachers, but the multiplicity of programs operating-

in the eimtary schools probably made that arrangement difficult,
if not impossidle, for those schoo

i,.9. INPUT OBJECTIVE: , 7 : .

' TEACHERS VILL RECEIVE INSERVICE TRAINING THROUGHOUT THE YEAR ON THE
UTILIZATION OF READING XIDES AND PROJECT READING CURRICULA AS MEASURED

53 ' .

Q ] 60




- tttebdedbythooemponding B

- L neettheirneeds . '

" - e

A
P . . P,
. - - .
BY INTERVIEVS AND QUESTIONNAIRES WITH TEACHERS, STAFF DEVELOPMER?
SPECIALIST AND THE COORDINATOR, AJj,BY INSPECTION OF THE STAFF ,
mmnnmsmogursr'sm
Zevel of Attaimment: Not Achieved K
Evidence:® ../ a » o

mmmgmﬂm ) . .o ]

AceoﬂingtotheBtaﬂ'Denlapentheciaﬂct 512hmand55
dnutuofmuﬂeemsimmpmvidedwmtheschool
ywhthemuof'ntmzatimofddea'md'trdninsonthem
of resding-materials sad curriculmm.” The majority of this time ~-
wwmmimwmmmmmmmu -
on how to use programmed reading materials. 7This figure also includes
out of town‘visits Ly school staff to reviev possible nev curricula, -
and reading conferences sponsored by professional orgamizations.

¢ .t s ,

Program Records )
Staff development records shov that the 512 hours and 55 minutes .
referred to by program staff includes formel training sessions by

consultants and inf ions by program staff such as class-
room observations, ons, conferences, and school visits.

Spring Teacher M- iomdm ‘ .

Buedmtbeteachersvbompondedtoa-qnespimmeituqmyihs

teachers sbout the number of inservice sessions mttended during the *
'year.it:ppuuthatattendncemnothi@nthemerﬂm
that vere offered. . -

The table opposite gives
the average nusber of days

teachers.

3

.
L - . S
-

Vhen asked if the inservice training sessions had bhelped to improve
ajde utilization in the clusroc-, most teachers indicated that the
. inservice efforts of the program staff served to less than partially

. . . . '

‘Training in ‘the area of utilization of’ rea.ding -aides and project -
curricuh vas delivered by the progras, but it was not judged by the
] teachers themselves as being ud‘equate

A )
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" 1.10.

P

Attendance at the inservices was low, perhaps to ‘the mltiplicity
of special programs operating in"the schools, and the efforts of the -
mstatrmdutheymmsed The total mumber of
bours expended in inservice effort fell far short of vhat could, and
probab],yabodld be expected. Teachersexprusedthmghqnestiomdres
nwthmmdﬁemﬂﬂh&escboh.

-

/

INPUT OBJECTIVE:— : . .6

mmmm&mhmncnmumammor
mmwmmmmmmmm -
TEACHERS,, AIDES, PRINCIPALS, COORDINATOR, ms:mmzmmsmmsr

Level of Attaimment: Not Achieved . - ' ",

ki

Evidence: <

The Coordinator-estimated during her interviev that, on the average,
mhmrmdahalfotfomlplmingwokplmwethbemen -
uchtuchermdddemteachs&ool

,-’ )
Bugdcnvh:taiduwreporbedtoherumiuerﬁcemsion,

plaeeveeuyateachschool. Bowever, shepontedouttbatthe
ﬁ;nruvu-ygreatlyfrmdﬁtodde. i .

Princi In ev:"

In response to sn interviev question on whether teachers and aides
planned together adequately, $wo pringipals said that planning had’
' vell, and that there wvas variance in the amount of time
One of the two principals felt that his teachers and
al planned on the average a minimum 'of two hours per veek,
vhile the other estimated that an average of three hours per week
spent planning. The third principel said thit not enough planning
taken and that improvement vas heeded. He did not give -
.mmutMormmdtmwﬁmpmim-
) ﬁuchera andaides were planning together {n his school.

hnrucber In‘be'rlen

e

Inter'den-eondncted with Project Assist in the fall showed
that, according to teschers, daily plamning "taking place in
Project Assist schools. fore gnd after school sessions vere the
most used methods for ‘sdnuy.plming, although four teachers

-

¢ -




ﬁMWMMWMMm&WMh
ﬂththeiru&l -

Teacher Questionnaires

_—

'mmmm.mimunnmmmm
what amount of time they and their aide(s) spent plannihg resding

instruction together. Most teachers reported between half am hour
tomhonrperveek,vithﬁﬂresyondingthattbqspentone-hm
hourorleneachveekinplmingre&dinxvithmeirdde(ﬂ

Fall Aide Mm ’ 7
Interviews conducted with Project'hgisi aides in the fall corroborated™

_mu of teachers vith regard to teacher-aide planning. Aides
 J

as did4 teachers, thnddlytmher-udeplmingm
takingplminutinstmces

Spring Alde Questjonnaires ~ .

Alde responses to a questionnaire distributed in late spring showed .
that the amount of time that Project Assist aides and teachers spent
planning reading instruction together varied greatly from school to
school. Generally, teachers and dides in the project elementary
schools planned together more than did the teachers and aides at .
the secondary level, and Metz tenchersandaideaplmedtogether
loretbmd.idthel’a.hteachersmdtheiraides .JFifty percent

- of all the aides, however, estimated that they spent half an hour

or less per week in planning reading instruction vith the teachers
they worked with, ] ~ %

~— ] -~

- - »
. Summary :
o Y

° 1.2, INPUT

Although progrea staff and principals estimated that aides and teachers
planned together anyvhere from 30 minutes to three hours- per wveek, |
and aides and teachers reported daily planning in most cases during .

.the fall, the average obtained fram teacher and aide responses to

mi_ng questiannq.im shoved that as many as one-half of, teachers
and one-half of aides actually planned one-half hour or less together
vith their aides/teachers vo-k].r This objective therefore, camiot.

be stated as met. / .

OBJECTTVE: : . N

b Jd

THE EVALUATION STAFP WILL PROVIDE INSTRUCTION TO SCHOOL AND PROGRAM STAFF
* CONCEFAING THE OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAM, AS MEASURFD BY QUESTIONNAIRES *
AND INTERVIEWS WITH TEACHERS, AIDES, PRINCIPALS, THE COORDINATOR AND,STAFP
DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST, mht;!snmon OF THE STAFF DEVELOPMENT
mmsw'smnnsmzvmm'xm STAFP RECORDS.

>
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.7 B e
Level of Attaimment: Rot Achieved \
Evida;eg.'{ ’ ) _-

‘ m('mstmw

mmmmwwwmmfmh
positive responses to the interview questions dealing with evaluation .
eﬂmmmmuhqmﬁmm-uvdth v
objectives of the program. Vhen asked whether evaluati the

_ program staff sware of the objectives, their responses ] that
they felt evaluation had done a very adequate job in ares.; In

teras of teschers and aides, however, their respouses r -

of the project schools felt that objectives instruction’
, and one did not think so.”

- " +Wben asked on a teacher questiomnaire ‘administered in the spring
- vhether the evaluation staff had kept them informed of the progress
ofthﬁrsmmmmmobjectimormm.
teachers responded vith an average. rating of 3.0 (on & scale of 1 to 5),
- indicating that enlultim'l efforts hndbeanpcun.u; ld’equm

- - Inonlertodeterd.mhov'm had been informed of the ]
objectimof?roject Assist, an 1 was included in the questiomnaire’
that asked them to pick from a list major objectives of the program.
Only 66 percent knew that to sttendance vas & major

. . ob3 ve of Project Assist, and 59 ¥ mistakenly thought that
) "to commmity relations” vas an objective. The percent eorrect

- _« ~ responses to other items on the list~(some valid objectives of Project
. h:ht.mmt)rupdfru%pemttoloomrcent

- '

Alde ionnaires

T Addes also _gave an average rating of 3.0 (on a scale of 1 to$5) toan .
item asking them vhether Project Assist Evaluation had kept them informed .

-

- ¢ -
5164 -~
PR 1




-

-

_ofthemoftheirs&ooltwnr&ﬂnachimtofm
objectives. Theif responses to an item asking them to pick the major
objectives of Project Assist vere also similar, vith only 59 percent
mmmwmmmm«m
hlmmmtm‘toime—nﬁyrehum
was an objective of the program. ?ourotﬂnddunevd.tﬁn'of
theobjectimofthem,vhihlsmvfmottha &mddu
knevm]qthmofthoobjectlm.

fh
i
ki
:
!
£
E
|

achieving the objectives of the
mdtheirperfomeoindmoﬂngtbeeomctobjectimof?roJ
Assist wvas mediocre. mmm,mmumm
total of only two hours and M5 minutes of instruction by evaluation
starf provided to the schools, Mltothecmcluimthatthis
Qjectinmnotm

E
bt
[i
i

N . .
Level of Attaimment: Not Achieved

Eyidence:

mm&mMM‘ - © . -

mmmwmmmmwwmmm
o mixed feelings vhen asked if the Project Assist evaluation staff had
‘ prvﬂdedadeqmtefeedbacktothathmmmschoolm The )
© .7 Coordinstor felt that the feedback had not been totally sdequate, but
' she vas favorsbly impressed vith the formative/reports s that had been
- issued. The Staff Development Specialist wvas-flesw enthusiastic about
- the formative reports and indicated that she would have like more
feedbukmmtmhappeuiuintheichoohvithregardto
staff development needs of aides. -

Inretponutos&h‘itionﬁemngvithﬂwadequqofev&lul;im

> o=




=

e

~

i

rmummmmwwmurenm
hdbmu-chteedba&uteupéimudorhadﬂnuml
with, and the Coordinstor felt would never be “"adequate™
feedback to tesachers mtil teachers’ ves had written obJectim
fwwwmmmm&lﬁﬁ objectives-related

All three project principals felt that feedback was provided them

evaluation

their

stare.

One mentioned that the staff ought to

inforntionndneetviththeprincipallpd

to effectuate the results of evaluation studies.

"

il

§

asked vhether the ‘evaluation staff had kept them informed of
the pregress of their school tovaxrd achieving the objectives of -

-

s the program, teachers gave an average rating of 3.0,1nd1cat1ng
that the efforts of evaluation in this area had been only partially
Alde jcinaires .

" Aldes likewise felt that evaluation efforts to keep then informed

throughout the school year were only partially successful. 'l'be;r

overall rating to aques:ttennd.re 1tadealingv1¢h this area
=iyas also a 3.0. i

Summary v -

Although principals felt that evaluation efforts to provide feedback
. vere adequate, teachers and aides gave ratings that indicated only

partial accomplislment in that area, and program staff voiced dis-

satisfaction wvith some aspects of evnluation's efforts. | The
., objective vas not sdequately met. .

'1.13. el onm

nmswmnizncwmmvsuomcmmﬁoasmmmmmmcnms.
.PRINCIPALS, OTHER AIDES, AND STUDENTS AS MEASURED BY QUESTIONNAIRES AND
‘nmwsnmmcmrs PRINCIPALS, AIDES, AND STUDENTS.

5966
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R . P
Leyel of Attaiment: Achieved - .
. ) - ' ‘
* 60

: ARKAOFIISTRUCTIO!ALPLMIHGAS)EASUREDB!QUETIG!AIRESHDW

Evidence: . |
Sprihg Program Btaff Intervievs - . .
mmmmmmw alist felt that ,

- mlhmstddeshdexﬁtmly;oodmkiﬁgnlattmhipsﬂth

Generally, teachers felt strongly positive concerning aides and their
_vorkfg relationships with aides amd aide working relaticdships with
principals snd students and other teachers. Ap overall rating of
¥.5 (on a scale of 1 to 5) indicated positive teachfr attitude

tovard aides and their vorking relstionshipe. :

Adde tionhai o I
, Aldes generally responded that they had experienced little or no
difficulties wvith anyone or any group. They gave remarkably high
average ratings to gquestions dealing with wvorking relationships with
.other staff. An overall xverage rating of M.7 indicated effective
wrnmnhtiomh;p-mndaamdotherIMI staff and students,.
as perceived by the aides. . . ‘

All sources of opinion stMMHJMt aide working relation- .
. :hipoverehi@];{é}tin. R

INPUT OBJECTIVE: - , B .
mmmmmmmmmsxmhnmmrmsmn:smm

VIEWS VITH AIDES, TEACHERS, A!DPRIICIPAIS,AIDBIIRS#ECTIOBOFSTAFF'
SEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST'S AND COORDINATOR'S RECORDS. .
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AMSthough no forie.l inservice was pravided 1n the area of metmctiona.l

4

£

<>,

i

planning, program staff reported that they did 'glve assistance “in

this ares. The Staff Develomment Specialist was in charge of this

effort st the elementary level. .and felt that it had been beneficial .
enever the teachers asked for the assistance. At the seconda.ry .

level, ‘the Coordinator did much instructional planning with teachers

and fe}t that it had been relatively effective.  Teachers had gone ’

- into & Reading Lab approach utilizing learning centers, and many

conferences weére held with teachers in order to make the change.

Outs{fie'consultants were brofght in to assist further in that

mtimw°8: , - / /\ L e
Px;oq Becords “g : :
According to staff development records 72 hornrc 15 minutes of

assistance to prefessionals and paraprofessionals the area of.
i.nstructional planning was d.elivered by program staff. ‘

P - ‘.

’

Spring E‘incipa.l Interviews ’ . .

Asked: during interviews vhether progran staft han offe‘red their

, professional and paraprofessional personnel information regerding.

, two other principals qualified their angwers.

' Sﬂgg 'l‘eacher ggstionna.ires *

" © ALl three principals

instructional planning, one principal ansvered affi ively. The

One #aid that planning °

instruction had been good at the school year's inception but that

the efforts had decldined iceably as the school year progyessed,

and the other said thai second semester/ assistance had been inadequate.

#aid that-instructional planning information -
staff during inservice vorkshops, facilty

erences., ?

vas g:lven by the
meetings, snd private

. K ’
Vhen a.sked vhether Project Assist staff had essisted then in mproving

- their instructional skills,.teachers responded with mn average rating

52.7 less. then partially adequete for the prograu staff's efforts.
g;pg_ng' Alde Q\gstionna.izg )

- -
.

e

- The q.ne.qnestion, in tem of aides, was directed a aides on a

Spring Aide Questionnaire, and the responses were far more positive.

“An average rating of 1.0 was given by the aides, nea.ding tigt they rated

. progranm staff's efforts to assist them im the area ‘of instructional

-

.

.61
.88




S 'of this object th teachers raung _program staff's efforts’
i.mgqu and two ortheprincipaloter#ngﬂ:a

to. JAssistance to aides was rated positively by the aides,

ndmst.qtrhm ‘documented, over T2 hours of assistance -
et fn-the -area, Prinéipals admit. that. assistance was given

) inservice workshops, faculty meetings, and private cmferenoes
. ) fore, though teachers and principals wvere not completely

satisfied with the efforts in Jpis area, other evidenee indicates
© . that program staff did -meet the objective of provi tructional

. assistance to-professional and paraprofessionals in project.

~ . 4
” . o

L% Y .

3
]

. 1.15.,m0'romm _ =~ .
9. "
g ) mnmmmmmmmmmnmmsmm
. \mmmamxmmm&m
© . MEASURED BY INTERVIEWS WITH PRINCIPALS, COORDINATOR AND STAFY DEVELOPMENT ° .
S m,mmmxorcoomm'smmmmw
» smcmsr'swéoans o

Level of Attalmment: Not R \

. Byidence: . ) ' R .

mecoorainatorindiutedmtaﬁuptsmndemthepmor
the program stiff to hold mumercus.sessipns vithin facilty meetings,,
‘oné-to-one conferences with principals,-and grade-level meetings vith
. pqncipals Bovenr,dnetotheabmdanceotprogrmin’the. .
elesentary Project: Assist fchools, it was almost impossible, .
" according to “the coordinptor, to ‘foll,oir throngl\ ‘with coordingting
S activities. .+ - i S
" _ %he Btaff nenlopumt Specia.litt indicated that u:ere had Been’
I some- eoord.in;tion 4t the elementary. level’ in the scheduling of- mides,
- - . in instructional plamning; and in discussions ‘of, implementation of -
% - 7 ' the progrim. . At Martin the coord;naﬁns aetivitiea were pr:lnur:ua )
- CoL concerned vith mlmntation of the program. - .. .8 c .
’ "] . ' ; A - - ' S

T ' Progrn uewds shov that’ throughg&t the-year 1@15 ‘hours wvere - ,:
: gpent .in coriference with three dffrerent principals, an svenge '
OfGOShmrlﬂtheﬁ\wﬂ\nd - L et

a
. . ~
- -

Spriog Priseipal Interviews -, . . L T

,' . Mofthethreepﬁ,ncipals qzute thxt !rosrn sta.ffhad in. s oL
‘ fnct ttte-pted to plm vell so as more succesjruuy hplenen‘t B

ol , , . .-
; . ® ., .. ’ ‘ B 2
H ., - . . . N
. ST R ’ 62 2 vt I ?
,‘\ . i - ) Y -,69 "\ ) . ', |
. A : K S, o .
* "’t had 4 @ . ) \\_,}
- . 5 i ‘
- - -P.' M .. J . . : '




the project. . One principa.l was not so positive and offered
critieisms of progrsa staff.

Althoushtvoofthethreeprincipdsltd;edthd.goodemdimtion
.- plwethemeprimiptlvhodilwdmstmgly

by the very lov number of hours speat by program staff in

vith principals. This objective vas, theretore. deemed not to

hnvebeennct - -

* . - -
- . . ’ /

mmsrmuux\ssmmnmmm EVALUATION, -
. AND EFFECTIVE UTILIZATION OF INDIVIDUALIZED READING MATERIALS AS MEASURED
BY QUESTICHNATRES AND INTERVIEMS WITH PRINCIPALS, COORDINATOR, STAFF -
DEVELOPMENT SPECIALIST, TEACHERS, mnmwmw

.'smcm.ls'r'smcoomnma'smms - ;

Level of AM: l!ot Achiand .

Evidence:

Mh‘ognsuﬁ Intervim’

In order to essist teacbu's :[qthe idmtiﬁcation and evaluation gy
,0f individualized materials, program staff arranged for numeroys o
gales fepresentatives to do uter:la.ls presentations on various
individualized materials. The Staff Development Specialist tqok
materials into the schools and conducted group e individual

_ sessions, and some teachers were sent to other cities for materials
and/or program evaluation. Further, an jnstrument for assessing
materials vas dmlopedbythe erdins!:Ortousist teachers -,\'
dn choosing ‘materials. _ /s . —

4 -

Assistange in the effectiye utmuticn or uterfa],g purchued vas
given to teachers through demonstratjens and one-to-one conferences

... by the Staff Development Spéciul:lst and tants provided by
progu staff. , . ) ;

\\ - .l v

e .\“._,/ : ‘

'AtotdothlpurnandmninM of pfOgram staff time vas spent
in assistifig teachers in the identificationevaluation,’ and effective
utiliza‘rion of fndiyidunlized‘ readi.ng materials. .

(9

Prii rvievs S N

-

The- pri,ncipﬂs generally kYt that although propn staff hnl.,
provided at least nqeq’tte\ppportmity Zor-temcher input into

(




LR
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L R g
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“a

. the ,enluatim and identificatien of materials, there vas not
an effective effort on thiparv of prograa staff in the utilization’
. of those materials, "¢

“ .

v

- ‘Spring Teacher E‘ stionnaires ° ‘ S -
Teachers averaged sn overall 2.8 rating (on e'séale of 1 to'5) of
.prograa staff on this objective.- Such a rating designates partial
achievement of an objective. ) )

:!‘eachersmaubpnrraﬁ:nptoposrulstaffon/thisobjectin )
snd were joined by not as equally critical principals. The principals’

-mcmmomtrdninsinntmmm,m-them
v - nmmdamntmumam‘mmmw
byprogrﬂs'ta.ffthroud:mttﬁhe that topic.

- QUESTIONNAIHES AND INTERVIEWS WITH TEACHERS, PRINCIPALS, %, STAFY ~

Evidence: : o . ,
. ; - - i .
\ Spring _P_rm'sufflnter!ﬁevg R :
. ~ .o L .
-hnwwmmﬁmwugmmmmm -
’. mmoftmtmlmﬁﬂ&mirt?maoww
basis during the year to assist them to become- ectiv_ergadins

2 (on the averagé) 30 minutes to two bours weekly. . s .

| J
Spring Principal Interviewvs ’ <
R . All three Project Assist principals felt tbat their ted®hers had ‘
" . . ._provided instraction to their aides aon how they could become betten
. . resding aides. One of tie principals stated specifically that the
' -+ . Anstruction vas primarily on a one-to-one dasis and oceurred-in the
{ndividusl(classrooms, vhile the two other principals stated M\\\
there had been group activity as wvell as one-to-cue 1nstrncj:‘ipn in
their schools. BHowever, one of the principals grce.ind that\ 355‘7'
o - - ~

o = T o . -6k
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1.18.  INPUT OBJECTIVE:

-

twelve hours per month.
mmwmmgmmq-mtomu . ’

H
-

VWhen asked vhether the teachers that they worked with had given
them training in reading instructional methods, most

aides gave ly positive responses. The average rating for .
all aides wvas 3.9 on & Likert scale of 1 to 5 (1=not at all,

w). - ’

e

- Mmcemmminu@utw.dw.itv‘unotq .
much as could "5 Boped for, Project Assist aides did receive assistance
*@.mmuwmwmweﬁmcw

-mme'ffectinteqlinsddu.- ) ot ,

$ . /

(o

oy

4 e

. g ' ¢
SCHOOL PERSOMNEL VILL EAVE A POSITIVE ATTITUDE TOYARD PROJECT ASSIST
mmmmmmmmmymrmmus,m, .
AND AIDES., . . . .

. . -8

Spilng Principal ‘Intervievs @ - Thoen

‘- Principals wife aiked hov they felt about Project Assist and bow they
perceived that their teachers and aides felt about the project. ’
One: principal said thst his aides had a strong and positive attitude
towards the project, vhile the two other principals felt that their )
‘aides felt more a pari of their school staffs this year and tke
principals ssv this as an indicator of positive attitude. '

-y

. Asked about their Eiacher’a' attitudes, one : ‘said that -his .
. teachers were grestly pl with the project. second principal
thopeht his teachers attitudes had grestly improved from last year
and that their attitndes vere nov strongly positive, especially .
. wvhen teschers came to realize and fully jate the value of their ‘
aides. The third principal said that ers' attitudes toward theé




3

L'

&

even negative in some cases. EHe felt fhat half of his teachers
m.wunmimwwwmmmmw
yuhplpoa:ltive. ) ) . T ) —

Aldes shgred m even higher sstisfaction and positive attitude

" toward the project vhen they, too, asked vhether they fel®
Project Assist had been beseficial for school. Their

(as pereeived by the principal), all school s

positive feelings toward Project Assist vhen asked how they felt

about the project. The ion staff feels, therefore, that '
L. ¢ T~

this cbjective was met.

S .
.- - * -
- ‘ ‘ ~ '\.
? - ‘ » .
» ; X -» . .
/;\ .
- . B}
Vs
. . )
- / :/," - \‘
. ‘({ . \
~
, e 13l |
. . N o‘\\ h /
» . . s/



-

g

mfucimlc&h“moftbunﬁuﬁmemdm‘

. work im this program. This hypothesis should, however, be regarded
- with .some caution because this "relationshiply is based on the
difference between only two schools.

During the second project year, gain (loss)

attendance and gain

(lm)isuhimcwwbctehtedonaschoollcnl This

This a ti-t a program nuff is visible
-~ in the jc_ct‘umicnmm'cmw-ﬁpmipm
in those schools'f jprojoct njlyt the project staff.

 learn mrc_if_rw come to school wmore.
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GLOSSARY

. .‘

affective - a term used to Whe feeling or emotion instead of
. thought.‘ )
- \
wifmia Achimt!ut-mimtmtvhichm .
abﬂityiomtmdﬁhmt
matérial presented, particularly

. o . Inglish vocabulary and comprehension,
) . in progressively d.ifficnlt .
T s:l.tud:m

| ’ ~ N
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cognitive - a term used to describe mental processes of thought.

context ~ the situation in vhich the project functions; factors, both
: positive dnd negstive, that prevailein the expirimental amd
cmt:vlsitmtim,mvhichtheproﬂecthuaomtrol

CIPOen.lmtim-odel Cmtexﬁinput&oeesmm thcnodelmed
wmmmw&mmmam« .
of Research and Evaluation to evaluate the
_performdhice, bof.hon-goi.ngmdﬁml of an
ednutiomlprosxu .

decision q'nutiau qnestiau concerning the effectiveneu of the

program, posited by system, plogram, smd school
ltam lndfcrvhichdstahnlppliédhythe

L enlutionstlrf

ESAA - hrgenchhoolAuistanceAct passedbycongreuinl973to
ddschoolsmdergoingthedcsegremionyroms

ESAA Advisory O_d.tteo heﬁency Bchool Auistance Act-, an ethnically
wmorwrmm
ofthccmityvhoujobistomtmd .
advise on ESAA programs. .

evalmionduign qnm:tlineofamtabyuhichtbeevalmtimcfs ‘
(progrnviuproceed . :

formative g’a:hntiou ongoing evaluation vhich provides ; for the-
} . revisicn of a propn oa a. short- basis.

!

-pin\-sstatistical ucnue, usually deﬁnedutbedifference betveen .

aweocora and a poﬂm:ore
gmcr-ld.de personvbooe eandtrainihgisdirected .
‘tovard overall assistance to-students and teachers,
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'Hoﬁ'nan mtel-anechnnizedlzmingandreadd.ngprogrn.

inputf - resonrcessuchueztrastafr training, andproject T
activities vhich occur outside the classroom. .

MQW-W£MM¢;3~MW3M0£
the instructional phase of a program.

Mnnent-ate:t; a measure; an evaluation tool.

mwmuw(m)-amwmu
Metz and Palm schools, LEIR accepts the languege that
a child brings to school and acts wpon that. This

based on the philosophy that what s child thinks can be

d, vhat he says can be written, and vhat he writes can

ncdbym.eltndcthers. ! N -
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Likert-type sca.le»aquest:lcnfomtvhich contains a statement =
folloved by'a coutinuum of respeuses from vhich g
person is asked to choose and designate the

. _ most like his/hers on the statement. , , f&*

Example 7 Bovhchdoymmmhojectbsistudetorndfng
lnstructiuul act«iv;ltiu? .
- 1 2 .3 K s
. never - rarely sometimes often .. alwvays s

nedn-themrageofasetoi’m-bez‘s

_l-asy-boldenatingthenmberof\nitlinam

observation - a period of time during vhich a process evduator/ )
classroom observer wvitnesses and records, torthepurpose
’ * of evaluation, the various functions, resources, end
A activities of a -classroom,
outcomes - the multsoftheprodect definedintemofstudent )
) Bthavior: and achievuents.

(p< %)-aqﬂolmedtoducrﬂnmeventvhichislinlyto
occurbychancenonoreﬁnﬁmthesontofahmdred.

pilot prpject - a8 term’ nsed to characterize an experinental progran,
the effectimess of vhich is being ascertained.

posttest - a second adninistration of a test after an interval of time

in order to measure 1nd1vidual gain or loss in areas covered
by the test. .

pretest - an initial adainistratfon of a test that is to be administered
again at _a later date order to measure 1nd1vidua.1 gain or
loss in areas covered by the test.
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probabiuty an t.r:l.th-etical expression deacr:lbing the likelﬂ:ood of

/"‘-

an occurrence of an event. For example, a probability
of .05 means that the difference in scores between two
poupaemldbeeqectedtooccurdnetochmcew
on:lyﬁnt:l.neswtofshundred -

A

. processes - in reference to Project mist the classroom activities

which utilize the projedt mpuu and strive to yield
the ym:dct outcomes, .

proeeuenluator admimpeﬁomlvbose principaltuksmto
- ptherdmtsbymiousinstrhentsandobum’
behsvior in a classroom situation.

hv:ect Assist aide - person vhoqe purpose and training is directed
, towerd giving reading instructional assistance
to teachers and students.

mdaoelection-ssuple of the members of some total populstion o
selected in such a' way that every member of the
populstionhuanequalcbaneeofbeingincluded

reading lab - specially equipped rooms staftea and furded by Project
Assist and TitleFl resources, provided for the benefit

of those students vho need individualized ipstruction
.readi.ns skflls. i

ulfconcept-aphruensedtodescﬁbeﬁedegreeotpmomlntea
that a student holds for himself.

lisniﬁcmt dﬂ’ference - a phrasé used to sipify that the difference
. between two statistics is not likely to occur
more than a certain predetenined nuaber of
ti-es by chance.

ttatistica.uy ugniﬁ-cmt - a phrase used to describe an important
pumerical difference betveen tvo or, more
statistics. ;

PR

sumative evaluation - sn evaluation donducted at the end of a program,’

attempting to report the degree of success of
that effort.

t-fest - a statistical co-pt'rtition used to determine vhether or not ’
.- two different..lmmict are signifimtly diffex‘-ent. -

Young Antbor'o Conference - event beld at the.end of the 197k-75 school
year at Mets Elementary School. [Books written by fifth grade .
_.students (during LEIR activitigp) vere dnplqed and honored in

\ the presence of guests. .
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