
I

ED 120 336

DOCUMENT RESUME

32 UD 015 922

AUTHOR Estes, Gary D. -
.-

TITLE Addendum to EsEA Title I Program Evaluation (Phoenix
Union High School System, Arizona].

INSTION Phoenix Union High School District, Ariz.
.---

SPOMs AGENCY Burtau of school Systems (DREW/OE), Washington, D.C.
riv. of Education for the Disadvantaged.

PUB DATE Sep 75
NOTE 19p.; For main evaluan report, see OD 015921

ErRs PRICY 'ME-$C.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage
DEsCPTPTOPS Comparative Analysis,; *Descriptive Writing: Direction

Writing; English Programs;qvaluation Methods;
Expository Writing; High schools; *High,Schbol
.students;. *Program Evaluation; School Role; Secondary ,

Education; *Writing Skills
Elementary secondary Education Act Title ICESEA
Title 2:; Phoenix Union High'school System

0 S

ABsTPACT
An Elementary secondary Education Act Title I

English/Writing project.was"continued at two Phoenix Union high'',
schools, Carl Haydibn and NorthtHigh Schools, in 19:74-75. Although the
objectives and irstructional method (individualized, diagnostic,
prescriptive approach) were the:same at the two schools, the entry
level skills-and abilities of the students, as well as the
instructional materials and procedures, were` different. The past
year, 1974-1975, was the first complete year for the Title I
English/Writing Program: in the Phoenix Union High School-system
(Hss). This report presents the results of the English/Writing
piograp on students' writing proficiencies. Two ,samples of students'
writing were collected at the beginning of the course and again at
the end of the course. The samples included unstructured personal
writing and structured order letter writing. Random samples for

--rathierfiT an independent rater were chosen from those students with a
complete set of pre andfpost writing samples. It is concluded that
students who were enrolled it Title I and Phoenix Union High School
system Englisfi/Writing classes improved their personal and order
letter writing skills. Compared to students in Phoenix Union High
School system classes, students in Title I classes made greater gains
in personal writing skills and simaar gains in order latter writing
skills. (Author/3M)

L

*******************************************************************4c***
Documents aclred by EPIC include many infoimal unpublished

* materials not avai able from other sources. EPIC makes every effort *
* to obtaiA the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *

* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the EPIC Document Peproduction Service (EDRS) . EDRS is not

responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* supplied by EDES are the bestt, that can be made from the original. *
It**********************************************************************



4

11

4

P

t

*

1'

Title I Program
Norbert J. Konzat

Director

-.-./

: ./. 2
as
tig
4.1
..)

)

ADDENDUM TO ESEA TITLE I

PROGRAM EVALUATION

..

Program Number 75-016

I

Phoenix .Union High School System
2526 W. Osborn Road

Phoenix, Arizona, 85017.

Prepared by

Gary D. Estes, Ph.D.
Federal Programs Evaluator

September, 1975

Research and Planning
Lloyd W. Colvin,irh,10.

Director

\

U s murky/Aviv eo HEALTH
EDUCATION 6 WELFARE

NA Tr0NAL INSTITUTE
OF

THUS DOCume
EDUCATION
rr r rra.S SEEN, REPROoucto e )(Act..., AS pezewer, roomr pit Ota Soh OR

DreGrr.ZATION DRIOANAV f0,00 T PM*, TS.0i VIEW JR OPHS1.0tISSO AT DO 040 ? rrt<E SSAR.LY RE PRrSt ATE 0/
D

f ( rA4 hATIONAt OAT rruTI OFtOIAAT04 PCP.T.0,r OR POt.tY

/

Federal Programs
Donald D. Covey, Ed..1),

Director j

a

I



Table of Cohtents

Introduction. .. 1

Program Description

Goal........ .......................1

Student Selection ... .........1

Student Description.. ... 2

Staff Description ... .........2

Summary of Cost .. ... ..... 2'

Instructional Procedures....... ...........2

Evaluation Design ..... ......... 3

Writing Sample Criteria ...

Sample .. .............. 6

Results

Personal Writing Samples .. ... 7-9 .

Order Letters ..... .. 4_10-12

Summary and Conclusions .................. 13

Recommendations .. ..... ..14

Appendix A.... ...... .15

3



PHOENIX UNION /HIGH SCHOOL SYSTEM

TITLE I ENGLISH/WRITING PROJECT

..

A Title I English/Writing project was continued at two Phoenix Union

high schools, Carl Hayden and North High Schools, in 1974-75. Although the

objectives and instructional method (individualized, diagnostic, prescriptive

approach) were the same at the two schools, the entry level skills and abili-

ties of the students, as well as the instructional materials and procedures,

were different.
_..---

The past year, 1974-75, was the first complete year for the Title 1 Eng-

lish/Writing Programs in the Phoenix Union High School System, Results and

\
evaluation of the English/Writing Program were presented in the 1974-75 Title

I Program Evaluation for the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills-Language (ITBS-L) sub-

test scores. This report presents the results and evaluation of the English/

-WrIting program on students' writing profiCiencies.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Goal

To enable students in the Title 1 target group to improve their perform-

ance in the component skills of writing.

.

Student Selection

Students were identified as potential Title I students on the basis of

their ITBS-L scores. Students with ITBS-L scores below a 6.9 grade level con-

stituted the Title 1 target group. Teachers selected students for the Title I

classes from the target group on the basis of the ITBS-L scores and students'

writing samples. The writing samples were not scored but were evaluated for

4
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the purpose of determining which students were the poorest writers. Students

who were the lowest on the ITOS-1_ and were judged to be the most deficilnt in

writing ability were assigned to Title 1 classes.

Student Description

Using the above selection procedures, a total of 222 ninth grade students

(North = 143, Cari Hayden = 79) were directly 'served in Title I English/Writ-

ing classes. Students at Nor6, were enrolled in the Title 1 class for only

one semester. Students at Carl 'Hayden were enrolled for two semesters.

Students in District supported clasies were also indirect beneficiaries

of Title I assistance becuse the size of these classes was reduced When some

of the class members were assigned to a Title I class. A total of 576 nth

grade students (North = 353, Carl Hayden = 223) were classified as Indirect.

Title I students.

Staff Description

The following Title I staff was provided at Carl Hayden and North.

1.0 Teacher

1.0 Instructional Aide

1.0 Secretary, Service Aide, Community Aide

Summary of Cost

A total of $62,679 was expended in the Title I English/Writing program

in 1974-75. The per pupil expenditures were $282.34 for students served

directly.

Instructional Procedures

The teacher first examined samples of each student's writing to deter-

mine which writing skills the student needed to spend time on. The student's

2



curriculum was individualized in terms of mechanics (spelling, punctuation,

capitalization, etc.),, usage (standard forms of language), and communicative

qualities of writing (sentence structure, word choice, organization, etc.).

The students's time was pent working on skills specific to his Own needs, and-

his papers were evaluated against the set of objectives he was working toward.
1

,

1

Writing skills were faegety taught during th4 process_of writing rather

than in whole-class leCture/dicussion before writing or in comments after the

writing was finished, Units were introduced by the teacher who discussed the

writing unit objectives with students and gave the broad assignment. Students

1

' worked in peer groups of two to five. They interacted during /the whole pro-

cess of writing, htlping each other in formulating and finding focus for

topics, in developing the pieces of writing, and in acting as audiences for

completeepieces of writing.

During the class period the teacher and the instructional aide circulated ;

-

among the peer groups. Because the students were proceeding at different

rates, time was spent discussing tile objectives of the next project and ans-

wering questions. Since peer groups did part of the editing and the teacher

usually saw a paper several times during its development, a final evaluation\

took place in a brief tutorial--an individual conference between teacher and

student. This procedure offered the student a chance to defend a particular

word choice or the way hd chose to organize his ideas. It also offered the

teacher a chance to personally express interest in the student's ideas and to

offer more detailed suggestions for revision or elaboration than would be

possible in written comments.

Evaluation Design

A 2 (Title I vs Indirect Title I) X 3 (Hayden all year, North first sem-

ester, and North second semester) X 2 (pretest vs posttest) design was used.

6 3



This design was used to answer the following questions:

I. Does the writing ability of students who receive

instruction in English/Writing classes improve from

the beginning to the end of the course?

2. Do students who received Direct Title I assistance

gain more or less than students who received only

Indirect Title I assistance?

3. Are there differences in writing abilities among the

three groups of students (r.e., Hayden all year, North

first semester, and North second semester)?

A 2 X 3 X 2 analysis of variance with repeated measures was used to

analyze the data obtained from student writing samples. All analyses were

completed at Arizona State University Computer Center with computer pi nrams

maintained in the statistical library. 1

Writing Sample Criteria

Three samples of students' writing were collected at the beginning of

the course and again at the end of the course. The samples were:

1. Unstructured personal writing. Students were asked

to write an essay of their personal reactions in

response to tape recorded sounds, (e.g.,'children

at play, dog pound, etc.).

2 Structured writing. Students were asked to write

an order letter in response to advertisements for

a T-shirt and a bracelet,

3. A blank form. Students were asked o complete

a job application form.
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It was decided by the English Supervisor and Evaluator that the application

forms would not be used to 'evaluate students' progress. The Job application

was designed for use by adults and did not appear to be useful in measuring
,..

students' improvement in written communication.

The personal writing and order letter writing samples were evaluated by

an independent rater according to the following criteria and points:

Personal Writing Order Letter

Criteria Points Criteria Points

Coimunicative Qualities 12 Communicative Qualities 12

Usage 6 Date 1

Vocabulary 6 Inside Address 2

Spelling 3 Greeting 1

Capitalization 3 Name Address of Sender 4

Punctuation 3 Zip Code of Sender 1(

Sentence Structure 3 Closing 1

Margins . Spacing 2

Total Points 36 Spelling 3
Capitalization 3
Punctuation 3
Sentence Structure 3

Total Points 36

1
w

The formjin Appendix A was used by the rater to record the scores for each

student's writing sample. The total scores for the personal writing samples

and order letters were used as two measure of students' writing ability.

//

8
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Sample,

Random samples for rating were chosen from those students with a complete

.set of pre and }post writing samples_(i.
\

e.,,a pre order letter, a pre personal

writing sample, a pcitt order letter, and 'a piclt personal writing sample).

The final sample consisted of the sample sizes listed below:

North North Carl
First Semester Second Semester Hayden

Title I N = 14 N =213 N = 23

Indirect N = 25 N = 25 N = 22'

I.

It was hoped that a sample of, 25 could be obtained for each cell. How-

ever, North first semester =14) was below 25 due to the fact that many of

the pretest personal writing samples did not have names. The other cells were

less than 25 because it was discovered after all papers were rated that some

of the data was not complete for students chosen (e.g., what was thought to

be a matched set of pre and post writing saivles was missing a 14 personal

writing sample). Although equal cell sizes were not obtained it Was decided

the above sample sizes were sufficient to answer the questions in lithis eval-

cation.
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Personal Writing Sample's

Means of students' pretest and posttest petsolial writing samples are

presented in Table 1. There was a significant improvement in students'

personal writing ability from the pretest td the posttest (F = 138.04;

df = 1,127; p < .001). In other words, the mean gain froni 21.9 to 25.7 in

students' personal writing samples was highly significant.

TABLE/ 1

Means for Students' Pretest and Posttest
Personal Writing Samples by School-Group

and Title I vs Indirect Title I

Title 1 Indirect Title I Total
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

North

mammal

1st Semester 26.6 31.4 27.6 29.6 27.1 30.5

North
2nd Semester 20.7 25.8 22.5 24.1 21.6 . 24.9

Carl

Hayden 17.0 23.0 17.0 20.5 17.0 21.7

Total 21 .5
t

26.7 22.4 24.7 21.9 25.7

10 7
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Question 2 was also answered affirmatively for students' personal writ-

ing samples. Students who received Direct Title I assistance gained signif-

icantly more (F = 20.69; df = 1,127: p< .001). from 21.5 to 26.7, ,than stu-

dents 1ho only received Indirect Title I assistance, from 22.4 to 24.7. The

results are illUstrated in Figure 1 where it is evident that Title I students

started slightly below Indirect Title 1 students on the pretest but were

1

slightly greater on the posttest. However, the differences in Title I and

Indirect Title I students' pretest personal writing samples were not sig7

(F = 1.51; df = 1,127; p) .20).

33

31

29

27
a_

24 5

0
23

21

O 19

17

15

Title I .

Indirect Title

Pretest Posttest

Fig. 1. Pretest and posttest personal writing sample means
for Title I and Indirect Title 1 students.
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There'were significant differences (F = 66.76; df = 2,127; p .001) in

the three school-groups, i.e., North first semester students, North second

semester students, and Carl Hayden students. It was anticipated that the

highest would be North first semester and the lowest would be Carl Hayden

because; (1) ,Ithe'better students at North took English/Writing first semester,

and reading second semester, and (2) students at North were higher than stu-

dents,at Car) Hayden on the needs assessment. However, these three groups of

students did not make differential gains kF = 1.94; df = 2,127; p > .15).

This is illustrated in Figure 2. Note that the lines indicating the gain

from pretest to posttest are approximately parallel. This indicates that

changes from pretest to posttest were practically equivalent for the three

groups of students.

33

31

29

a, 72

25
0

23

21

19
:g

17

15

North 1st Semester

North 2nd Semester

A Carl Hayden

I I

Pretest Posttest

Fig. 2. Pretest and posttest personal writing sample means
for three school-groups.
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Means of students' pretest and posttest order letters are presented in

Table 2. Th.-re was a significant improvement in students' order letters from

fix: pretest to the posttest (F = 466.69; df = 1,127; p 4.001). The mean

gain of 11.2-from 18.6 on the pretest to 29.8 on the posttest for order letters

is even more impressive than the gain observed in personal writing. It is

likely that the technidal writing skills needed to complete a structured

ordtt letter are easier to develop than, the skills needed and used in personal

writing.

TABLE 2

Means for Students'' Pretest and Posttest
Order Letters by School-Group

and Title I vs Indirect Title I

mmmmMUWAC -' -772

Title I indirect Title I TOtal

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest rosttest

North
1st Semester 26.0 33.1 21.4 32.2 23.7 32.7

North
2nd Semester 15.7 29.2 16.9 30.5 16.3 29.9

Carl I

Hayden 15.3 28.8 16.2 24.6 15.7 26.7

Total 18.2 30.t, 19.0 29.1 18.6 29.8

10
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Students receiving Dtrect,Title I assistance died not gain significantly

more in order letter writing skills than students only receiving indirect

Title I assistance (F = .20; df = 1,127; p ,.60). Although the Title I

students did not gain significantly more than Indirect Title I students,

Figure 3 Illustrates that the trend is the same as for personal writing.

That is, Title I students began slightly below and ended slightly above In

direct Title I students. Title 1 students had a mean gain of 12.2 (18.2 to

30.4) while the Indirect Title .1 students had a mean gain of 10.1 (19.0 to

29.1). It is possible that the lack of significance is partly attributable

to the qualities of the measurement instrument. As with the:personal writing

samples, there were no significant differences in Title I and Indirect Title

1 students' pretest order letters (F = .59; df = P,.55).

4.0

33

31

20

4m. Title I
Indirect Title

27 //

44
225

0
23

_an
21

Ez 19

15

1 1

Pretest Posttest

Fig. 3. Pretest and posttest order letter means
for Title I and Indirect Title I students.
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Order letter differences among North first semester students, North

second semester students, and Carl Hayden students were significant (F = 38.02;

df = 2,127; p <.001). Figure 4 illustrates that North first semester students

were highest and Carl Hayden students lowest. Gains in order letter writing

skills were significantly different for the three schools V = 6.78; df = 2,127;

p <.001). The significant difference in gains appears to be that North second

semester students {gain of 13.6 from 16,3 to 29.9) gained more than either

North first semester students (gain of 9.0 from 23.7 to 32.7) or Carl Hayden

students (gain of 11.0 from 15.7 to 26.7).. -it might be noted that Carl Hayden

students were in a year-long program and North students were in a one-semester

program,

1

33

31
...,

44 29
.5
o 27
a.

14- 25
0

23
L
W 21
.0
e
= 19
z

17

15

North 1st Semester

//

P'

..,,. North 2nd Semester ..';''

//, ..P Carl Hayden

/ ..

1 1 .

Pretest Posttest

Fig, 4. Pretest and posttest order letter means
for three school-groups.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Students who were enrolled in Title 1 and Phoenix Union High School

i
System English/Writing classes improved their personal and order letter

eN

writing skills. Compared to students in Phoenix Union High School System

classes students in Title 1 clas.ses made greater gains'in personal writing

skills and similar gains in order letter writing skills. There were differ-

ences in the three groups of students. Any differences in gains for the three

groups of students are more likely attributable to initial differences as

opposed to differences in length of time in English/Writing classes.
4,.. ..

71,

Although teachers selected students for Title 1 classes partly on the

basis of pretest writing samples, there were no significant differences in

the Title I and Indirect Title I students on the writing pretests in these

analyses." Wmight be that this lack of difference is due to variable(s) re-

lated to the characteristics of students who had complete sets of writing

samples, i.e., only certain "kinds" of students might have complete data
t

Another factor might, be that Iowa Tests.of Basic Skills-Language and writing

proficiency are unrelated.

The methods used for assessing students' proficienies in writing are

useful in detecting studrnt changes over time and differences in groups.

These methods are probably best described as a combination of criteriory-re-
\.

ferenced and applied performance tests. Further work is needed to rev,ise

and improve the utility of these procedures.
1

i
1

The-support provided through Title 1 funds in the area of English/Writ-

ing appears to assist students with their writing abilitius. Particularly

16 13



in personal writing samples, it appears the fiscal support, specialized mat-

erials, and individualized instruction are making a difference in students'

progress: While these data do not provide a conclusive answer, they certain-

ly provide encouragement for further development and use of the Title 1 Eng-

lish/Writing Program.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based upon the.data reported in the previous pages the following

recommendations are made:

1, Continue the development and use of the materials

and procedures in the Title'I English/Writing program.

2. Further revise and improve the criteria for assessing

writing proficiency so.that a sensitive and reliable

assessment of students' skills is possible.
ls

Continue to work toward a'completely individualized

curriculum.

4, Consider implementing and carrying out an evaluation

design which will:

a, provide a clearer assessment of the

impact Of Title 1 funding, and

b. provide data to ascertain the relatton-

ship between scores on a standardized

test (ITBS-and writing proficiency.

Sm"
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CODE TITLE I WRITING SAMPLE EVALUATION

- 1

PERSONAL WRITING
ru

.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Communicative Qualities

1 2 3 4 5 6. Dolga

1 2 3.4 5 6 Vocabulary

. 1

Mechanics

1 2 3 Spelling

1 2 3 Capitalisation

1 2 3 Punctuation

1 2 3 I 1 Sentence Struct&e

I0 A ToLui

1

0 1 2 3 4

03.

0- 1 2

01

0 1 2 3 4

o

01

0 1 2

0 1 2 3

0 1 2 3

0 1 Z3

0 1 2 3

U

1

1

%1

1

1

3.

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

5 6

5 6

5 6

rosT

7 8 9

Q
DEstimated Word Count

5 6 7 8 9 10. 11 12

ORDER LEITER

rbr

qualities 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Form

bate 0 1

Inside Address 0 1 2

Greeting 9.1

'Aims and Address of Sender 0 1 2 3 4

Zip Code of Sender 9 3.

Closing 0 1:

Margins and Spacing 0* 2

I

Mechanics

Spelling 0 1 2 3

Capitalizati.on 0 1 2

,Punctuation 0 1 2 3

Sentence Structure 0 1 2 3

I Total )

19
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