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FOREWORD

. This report represents the final summary ofa three-year project which = -
involved many, many people devoted to the high ideals and concepts of the
project.

A brief review of the historical background of the progect gives
us the sense of determination that kept the project going in the face of many
recorded (and unrecorded) adventures in administration of a joint district
and State Department effort. Changes of staff at both levels; changes from
the original concept of delivery of services to children caused by court
rulings and district reorganization; and many other problems caused many concerns
and adjustments to meet the problems. Through all changes the project did
more forward and the results are here to see.

It is not possible to thank each and every one in this short Foreword
for their unique contribution. On Page 52, we have shown the names of all
those who contributed so much over the years. However, a few people need to be
singled out for attention. '

Dr. Marguer1te Dugger, Project Supervisor for the San Francisco
Unified School District, and Dr. Margaret Scheffelin, State Department of
Education and Project Director during 1971-72 and 1972-73, were the inspira-
tional team who designed the original project and gathered together the staff
who provided the sinews of strength that every project requires.

Acknowledgement is made for the leadership provided for the first two
years by Joyce Kohfeldt and then Jane Anderson for the final evaluation year.

This 1ast year of the project has not been easy! Tle First two
~ years of the project were the formative and experimental yﬁar: Much of the
materials used, many of the procedures of pupil assessment anu eu.c~tional
intervention had to be refined, and teacher training procedures examined. Not
" everything turned out perfect. However, learning was taking place and the final
evaluation can set the stage for future efforts and giving guidance to anyone
undertak1ng to replicate the work that has gone on in the project.

Because of the need to get organized data, the f1na] evaluation
report was contracted for through the State Department of Education, Office
of Program P1ann1ng, who in turn obtained the services of Dr. Theodore Alper
and Thomas Whalen. Their report has been included as Append1x H.

A final word of acknowledgement for the fine support given me by
the staff during the 1973-74 year. Their diligence and concern has been grate-
fully noted. And to Mrs. Edna Bowen, a special acknowledgement. While all of
us "fly about", she manages to keep all the bits and pieces together in San
Francisco, while maintaining the calm secretarial attitude. Her efforts have
“put the report together", and we all thank her.

K el

Charles W. Keaster
Project Director




ABSTRACT OF THIRD YEAR PROJECT

The objectives of the third year project were: (1) Enhancement
of pu;ila‘ bahavior; self-concept, and academic akills: (2) Development

of EH teachers' skills in planning and implementing intérventians, and

agsisting others in sharing instructional responsibilities: (3) Develop-
ment of regular teachers' skills in identifications, assessment and in-.
struetion of pupils with learning diffieultiesz (4) Implementing alterna-
tive pattérﬁé:af service b} éupﬁart personnel to pupils and teachers:
and (5) Working with universities to provide opportunities for teachers
to have monitored practicum experiences. 7

The pﬁrpcse of the third year grant was to (1) continue with
?efinément of the model as developed in the first two years: (2) design
“and implement the evaluation methodology: and (3) extend replication
aeﬁivitigs. |

The evaluation component of the project centered on: (1) direct
service to pupils with learning disabilities: (2) involvement of special
education and regular teachers, and support pérécnﬁél in educational
interventions: and (3) expanded university involvement in practicum
experiences. |

Dissemination activities ineluded planned presentations, demon-
strations and discussions with key leadership groups involved with learn-
ing disabled pupils. |

Project methodology included direet measurement of the degree
to which each of the five project objectives had been achieved. Sources
of data fDrKanalysis were interviews, réécrds, observation of technigques

and activities, and questionnaires,




Among the outcomes of the evaluation component the follow-
ing illustrate areas of change:
1. There were aignificant positive changes in problem
and work-related behaviors at the primary 1gvei
2. Pew significant changes in self-concept occurred
3. There was significant improvement in number
. recognition and math computation skills at the
primary and'intérmeaiate level. There was
significant improvement in alphabet and word

recognition skills at all levels.



1-1974

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 19

California was awarded one of eight federal grants to states
in 197lvfar developing énd operating Child Service Deménstrgtian Projects
under Public Law 91-23%0, Title VI, Education of the Handjicapped Act,
Part G - Specific Learning Disabilities. The State Department of Educa-
tion received a grant of $125,260 for the period from July 1971 through
June 1973. An additional $70,000 was approved for July 1973 through
June 1974 to develop the program evaluation component and to determine
the effectiveness of the five program objectives,
The original project proposed to improve services for children
with 1egrning,diéabilitiéa- The model was developed within the framework
' g% the California State Program for Edueéticnally Handizag%ed pﬁgils.
Géncurrent with direct service to children, the model offered on-site
in-service for reguiar teachera, support staff, administrators, and
special teacher in EH classes., As a regearch and development effort,
the project established a design for public seﬁéai services, evaluated
the delivery service, and assisted other districts with dissemination

and replication of validated components.

The projeet'ﬁas directed by consultants assigned State regponsg-
ibilities for the EH Program from the State Department of Education,
Bureau for Mentally Exceptional Children. The operation model, developed
co=jointly with the San Franeciseo Unified School Distriet, was managed
by the on-site Project Head with support from the Diastriet EH Supervisor.

Impetus for the proposal came as a result of difficulties
noted in’'large districts serving LD pupils within the Sﬁaﬁe Prégram for

Learning Disabilities, (Prégram for the Educationally Handicapped),



Some of the gpacific problems were:

1.

2,

6.

A time lag between referral of a pupil with problems
and direct classroom-asgistance for pupil and teacher
Limitation in teachers' ability to identify and pro-
vide for minimal to moderate learning disorders.

. Limited in-service programs for regular claasroom

teachers to acquire specific knowledge concerning
learning disabilities

Insufficient support ataff for follow-up because of
processing large numbers of inappropriate referrals

Emphasis on psychological tests for eligibility de-
cisions, with limited application for inatruetional
decisions

The required medical examination resisted.by some
parents, making screening and placement impossible to
comPlete T :

Need for EH teacher in-service to assure competance

The proposed model, preserving much of the standard EH opera-

tiona, incorporated concepts from an earlier Federal ESEA VI-A (later

changed t0 ESEA Title VI-B) project for in-service in the San Francisco

‘Unifiedq School Digtriet during the summers from 1968 through 1970. As

the trajning program shifted from theory to actual demonstration and

practice, teachers gained in skills and confidence. The District sought

to maintain a gimjilar plan for staff development during the academic year

but lacked fuhdé-;ﬁdVPEPSGhnél- The proposed VI-G project made it .

possible tO carry on staff development activities similar to those of

the earjijer VI.B project, but available during the ragular school year,

The Cchild Service Model for California emphasized:

1.
2.
3
b,

Coordination with general education

Comprehenaive educational asseasment of pupils
Excellence of instruction of regular and special teachers
Diassemination and replication activities



Innovative components proposed to Zrizlude a rasource teacher
specialist, and an intensive diagnostic center (laboratory). The labora-
tory also served as a training resource for teachers. Other in-service

. was concentrated at the site of the referrel in targetod achools.

: Procedures differed from the standard EH Program in these ways:
1. The resource speeialistéteacher responded initially to
;) the regular teacher's request for help with a pupil

2, Prelimiﬂary problem definition focused on the interaction
of pupil and elassroom

3. Immediate educational interventions were developed by
the referring teacher, pupil and VI-G staff for temporary
help

4, Additional clinical studies were requested as needed

5. The diagnostic center was used only when more intensive
gtudy or educational recommendations were indicated

6. Conferences held on-site on a regular basis msintained
the commitment of ataff to a pupil

7 Substitutes ér VI—é staff conducted classes to permit
teachers to participate in in-service activities

8. -Extenaive data gathering devices and p: ccedures wera i
developed in 1972-73

Finding was shared by local, state, and federal sources.
Federal funds covered salariea of the San Francisco Unified School Dis-
trict Project Head and Secretary, the evaluation component, consultants,

and substitutes. The 3tate prgvidéd usual foundation support for pupils

in various EH Program types. ?upils served in regular claases were not

labeled EH and were not claimed for apecial education State reimbursemesnt.
The local Distriet maintained its previoua financial effort by

providing salariesa for teachers, administrators, support staff, facilities,

materials, transportation, and the EH local supervision,

11
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Thg Leadership Training Institute for Learning Disabilities
at the University of Arizona provided additional services to California's
Child Service Project.

The primary task during the first year was to determine what
specifically needed to be done te achieve the propoged objectives, Dur-
ing the second year, the staff formalized procedures for getting the job
done. The final year focused on more efficient delivery of services and
execusing the evaluation design for the total program,

Certain conditions within the San Franciseco Schools prevented
full implementation of the model as originally proposed. A court order in
1971 introduced integration virtually overnight - distributing elementary
minority pupils among faculties unprepared- for major differences in culture,
communications, and behavior patterns of these newly assigned pupilsa,

Until teackers ﬁére more skilled in general classroom management under
these new conditions, they had, predictably, little energy 1§ft for a few
pupils with specific learning difficulties. Total ad justment was needed at
the elementary level because of elementary reorganization from a K-6 plan

to K-3 and 4=6 in'separate schools.

%The Tifle VI-G diagnostic centers (laboratories) were phased
out at the end of the first yeaf. It became appaﬁen? that plaeiﬁg pupi;s
in the segregated laboratoriez =ight delay the development of more complete
cooperation between general and gpeeiai education. In operation, the
centers tended to reinforce the entrenched cgﬁgépt that special education

should supplant (i.e. remove) rather-than supplement regular education for

moest pupils. Thus the model was revised,replacing the laboratories Ly
increased resource teacher service and by general workshops on diagnostic

and remedial techniques. 12 ‘

6



The pregeet prapaséd the fallawing abjectiv 8 fg the seéand

year, réﬁreﬁeating a refinement af-the first yésr?s-ebjectlvess

1. To enhance behavior, self-concept, and academic achive-
ment of pupils with learning/behavioral-disorders

2. To develop skills of EH teachers in planning and imple-
menting interventions for EH pupils; assisting other
on-site staff in sharing instruetional responsibilities

5.' To develap altarnatlvé patterné af servigs tc pupils

warhers, psyeh@laglats)
B 4, To develop skills of regular classroom teachers in
e identifying, assessing, and instructing pupils with
o learning problems

5. To provide practicum experiences for ﬁeaghers in pupil
assessment, instruction, counseling

By the end of the second year, the ataff had defined its pro-
eédurés, developed tentative instruments and forms for carrying on its
various funetions. The project staff conducted workshops which success-

* fully emphasized not only ccgnitivs activities but also pupils' feelings,

interest in 1earﬁingi differences in learning styles, and response to an
extensive fange of materials. Inter-disciplinary cooperation was enhanced
,through these activities with VI=-G support. Post=hoe evaluation was per-
fnrméd by review of data on activities and structured interviews of dis-

tr;ct staff by autside caﬁsultants.

Althaugh cantinuaus staff,dévelapment was prav;ded at target

schools, a aeries of wargshcps was also developed in the second year for
support staff, administrators, regular and special class teachers thraugh—

" out the distriect. These sessions provided brief deseriptions of problem
areas 333§ 35 Managing Environments, Diagnostic Tools, Language Development.

'§artieipants selected two of eight auch tcpics,faf in-depth study.: The

"ﬁkshapaleantiﬁued in the third year with on-site demonstrations described

Xin the third year report.

13




'Inbaiditignita iﬁeréasing sk;lla»af indiv;%ual pgrtigiﬁants,
 '%hf'warkshogs resulted in developing efféctivé working relationships
between special and general education.

With procedures stabilized, the Title VI-G staff focused on
documenting and evaluating its Qpe%atiaﬁs in the third yegr,"assistéd by
an outside professional evaluation team. Results of the evaluations are
summarized later in this report.

The project served as a model which could be replicated with
modificationa in thé an Area and elsewhere in the State and nation.
Adaptations have been.made in Oakland, Charter Oaks, Oxnard, Redlands,
Hacienda La Puente, Rowlands, Marin County.

3
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THIRD YEAR OF THE PROJECT

The over-all purpose of the project was to develop a model for

providing prompt analysis of learning disabilities, intensive specialized

teaching, support to parents and regular teaghers; and a practicum for

specialist teachers.

There were three components of the third year grant:
' Continued model refinement and ;mplementaf%pn
Expangion of evaluation methodology
Extension of replication activities
The full time ﬁrajéet staff included:
1 Projeet Head
5 Projeet Research Teachers
1l Secretary
Project supervision was provided by the San Francisco Supervisor
for Educatlcnally Handicapped Pragram and by the Project Director who is a
eunaultant from the Division cf Special Education, State Department of

_ Education.

There were five basic objectives in the third year continuation

1.0 Enhancement of behavior, self-concept and academic areas
+ for pupils with learning and/or behavior disabilities..
2.0 Development of EH teachers' skills in planning and imple-
menting interventions for EH pupils, and in asaisting
other on-site staff in sharing the inatruct;an&l
reaponaibilities

3.0 Development of regular teachers' skills in the identifi-
cation, assesament and instruetion of pupils with '
learning difficultiea

15
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4.0 Implementiﬁg altérﬂgtive patterns of service by suppart
personnel (prlncipals, aocial workers, sgLanl psychologists,
‘ete, ) to pupils and taaehers P

5.0 wgrkiug with teacher training instituticns to provide

. opportunities for teachers (pre-service and in-service)
to have monitored practicum experiences with students,
parents, and achool ataffs in pupil apgesszment, instruc-
tion and consultation

EXPANSTON OF EVALUATTON METHODOLOGY

The third year evaluation methodology was developed to asseas
project ijacti§ea; -

The resgansibilit} for the third year prajéét evaluation was
assigned to the Evaluation and Testing Unit-of the California State Depart-
ment of Eéueatian. An evaluation frgmewgrk—had been dgveleged whieh in-
eluded, but is not limited to:

a, 'Mégsﬁfement of attainment of nbjeotives

5;“ b. Qualitative and quantitative determination of products
develaped by the objectives

c. Identification of appraprigte data collection and
analysis méthaéolagias

d. A clear delineation of costs in relationship tg
outeome and benafita

‘e, Recommendations fgr modification ani implamantaticn
: af prujeet methgdelagiés -

EXTENSION OF REPLICZATIDN ACTIVITIES B

L 'V}f— Title~VI—G was- reapansible for the dissaminatién of materlals'm"'“““f

and teachiﬁg tsehniqués to numerous educatianal agencies, In addition,

 prajeet ataff time was allacated tc permit replicatign applicants to

participate in prcgact &ctivit;as.
The an—site replication districts for the third year were
R limited to:

1. = %akland Unified . thaal Distriet (innereity) Target pupils
C.aremont Junior High™ Echaal 7-=9 16

16 .

10 o




M;rin chnty School District (rural)

Target pupils

,»2;

Nieaaic; Sehaal K-8 . 20
Lincoln School o Koe 6 20
Laguna School K-8 20 -

. The primary thrust af'the'tbifd year Eantinugtian plan was ' to
davglépzénd'impieménﬁ‘effieieﬁt on-site models for support of teachers and
Gtheripersaﬁnel in thé delivery of services (recognition, definitian, diag~
Vnasia, interventian, f911QWhup) to ehildren with learnming prablama in
regular classes and in special programs far the educatianally handicapped.

The projeect continuation p;an apeeifieally defined the target

" population for Title VI-G services:

' ) ' & ' THIFD YEAR ACTIVITIES
X - . . iDCA.TIGNS AND PARTICIPANTS (EY FROJECT DEJ’ECTIVE)

Project Objectives San Francisco l Inner-City . l Urban & Rural l Totalsa
- Dnified Sechool Sehool T . =
-3chool District l Districts [ - Districts i
e - | }
T o g ] ' T
65 pupils |' 32 pupils ' pupila I 129 pug;ls
egular | Target | Target | Target -, | ;
L _té,‘ag'hgfé S Téaéhérgs F AR § N Teﬂéhéra 2‘ M“lﬁ TEEEhEI‘EE‘ e tEEEhErE e e e
SR Other *y - Other T Other , 185
k Teachars: 75 | Teacherss 55 I Teachers:’ I . teachers
. ‘f ‘,- 7 - s . B N . B . .
4.0 Involvement : R B ' } , o | .
of support personnel Prineipals: 12 ' Principals: 6 .Principals: 6 Principals- : _qv
TR T e Specizlists: 24 ! Speeialistsa: 15 l Speeialista: 15 ; Specialiata: =~ S
.0 Involvement of e
teacher training TQOTAL TEACHER ﬁ\m& I"I.:TI’I'UTIG‘QS PARTICIPATING: ‘5
i inst;tutians o TGTAL NU‘CE-ER PART;;CIPATIE\ CQ@HGL 5TUDZ‘ITS 200




The participating schools for on-gite delivery in the San

Fram:isec T.Tnified School District were as fallows-v )
Target pupils
Grade Leval (Sereened EH)

l.- Phosbe Apperson Hearst School K-3 3
2. Ecbert Louis Stevenson School K-3 10
3,  San Miguel School K-3 18
Lk, Edison School : 46 5
5. Lawton School " 6
6. Mark Twain School 4-6 2
) 7. Winfield Scott School b6 13
8. Aptos Juniar’HiégAgghaal . 7-9 i
9., Portola Junior High Schaal 7-9 6
10. 'HEA‘EEE; High School . 1@4-12 5
B. Initial proceduras for delivery of services

Prospective aites Hefe selected from

1. Reqﬁaats for éervieas |

2. Continuation of servieég from previous year
. 3, Eréviaus prafessicngl!gantaeta

4.;‘ éutééﬁe of nrienﬁsticn workshops

- .

Since the target pﬁpulatién was defined by the State,Depgfﬁment"

wauld receive Titla'VIsG'serviaas for 197§§74.
The screening process consisted of an initial_intefview with the

school pﬁineipal by the Project Head. The purposes of this interview were:

l, [Eatablishing rapport

2. Assessing the needs and the problems of that school

18
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: Defining the prihcipal‘a philasaphy af Educating .

the pupil with legrﬁing prnblems
Explaining Title VI-G and its rgle aa g,pragram

developer rather than a3 a crisis interventian

service

If the needs of the school matched the resources and the pro-

ject focus for Title VI-G, an informal contract was formulated to define

the responsibilities of the school and Title VI-G.

The principal's commitment was: .

1.

2.

3

4,

To support Title VI-G as a primary EH resource

To designate an on-gite coordinator for Title VI-G
aerv1¢as

To involve the staff in mesting the needs of EH pupils

To contimue the thrust toward developing a self--
sustained program

Title VI-G's commitment was:

5.

To select a Title VI-G ataff member with appropriate
skills to meet site needs

To develop a program to meet EH pupils needs at that
gite

Ta train on-site staff to meet the needs of pupils
with learning disabilities and/or behavicr dis-
abilities

To follow through with a continuing program of
workshops and specialized training in developing
materials for individualized instruction

To act as a liaison between San Francisco Unified
School Distriet Speeial Education Division and the
school site to facilitate consistent service

The on-site coordinator was one of the following:

1.

2.

-..EH teacher

Regular claasroom teacher

19
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3. Counselor
4, Principal
5. Social worker

..The Title VI—G5§%aff,mamber>assigﬁed to that school, together
” ’ v

—with thé.eaafdiﬁatar,zmadeué preliminaryvassessméﬂt of the needs of the

achaal on one of the three Teaeher Partici ation Request Forms (see

Appandix)

; Thease forms were distributed through the eaardlnatar to staff
membEPE:HhD had sereened EH pupils in their clagaraam.a Sereenad EH pupils
are thase whg have been previously identified by the Diatriet these pupils
may be in a regular classroom, a learning diaability elaasracm, or'a’ ‘

self-contained elassraem.

- . Targa% ‘EH-pupils -for the project were selected frgm classrooms

ment to Title VI=G,

Objective 1.0 - Enhancement of behavior, self-concept, and

C.

aeademic ‘areas for pupila with 1earniﬂg gnd/br behaviar

disabilities.

A defined gssassment paekage was used Hith a&eh target pupil ta 5~fo
datermiﬂé his needa iﬂ aeademie and behaviaral areas (sge Agpendix) _ Tth

infarmatian thained frcm this aasasgment was used. to develgp gﬁ interven-. P

tian pragram.

The intervention program was carried out by a Title VI-G staff

member or the teacher in the elgaarcam getting.

The same assessment package was used following the intervention - -

~pericd to determine pupil ehaﬁgé.

20

1y




V’planning and implementing interventiaﬁs far EH pupils
and ass;stiﬁg other Gnﬁslte staff in shar;ng the

instructional féEpGﬂElbilltiéE-

Through a series of workshops and on-site demonstrations

EH teachers were instructed in the administration and interpretation of
formal and informal diagnostis tools. (see Appendix). Training followed
in translating this information into specific 1an§;range and short-range

instructional activities. , -

At the site lééel the staff warkea with EH teaéhérsvin organ-

" izing the classrcom environment to fit the individual needs of the pupils.
Effective utili:atién of time, both in insﬁruetianal glanﬁing and ih pupil
sch§duling wés analyzed ;ﬂd modified when neceésafy for the particular
elasaréam‘strﬁctufe.

The Title VI-G staff examined a wide va;iEty of commercial
materials and chose those which best fit the pﬁpils‘ asaéssed needs and

the EH teachers' skills. Workshops and in-service training on sperific

ijectiva 2. D Develcpmant of EH teachera' ski 1S'inxr R

‘mgtérials'weré sponsored by Title VI-G. These workshops served to in-
f;:eréasé thé teachera' skills in the geléctiun, utiiizatlén, and evaluatian
':_éf instructional tools and techniques.

A valuable campanent of the pfajéct was the prgvlalan af

;substitute releasé time for teaehérs which enabled them to participate

iﬁ project activity and develop professional skills. Substitutes were

"_ alsa used by the praaéct staff in pupil assesament, interventions;—

presentations, and resource room development.

"E. Objective 3.0 - Development of regular eclassroom

teachers' skills in'the identification, assessment and

inatruction of pupils with learning difficulties.
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The services described under Objective 2.0 weée}ééiiveféﬁ ﬁé
regular elagsfaai teachera, In addition, Title VI-G staff members
assisted the regular clgssrcgm téaehefs in identifying early indicééians
of learning difficulties with appropriate diagnostic tools. In the
regular classroom special assistance was provided in developing individual
éragrams faf pupils with learning disabilities,

~Eeeau§e of the move toward mainstreaming in California, the
project émphasizéd bﬁESdening the scope of instructional options for
regular classrooé tegch&fs in order th§£’tHE§?hight be better éble to

respond to a wider range of pupil needs.

P

F. ective 4,0 - Implementation of alternative patterns

ob
éfgsefviée bj supparf personnel (principals, social
- workers, school psychologists, etc.) to pupils and
teachers,
The services described under Objectives 2.0 and 3.0 were de-
livered to sqppart personnel étaffg
| ﬁhére éaaéibie; Tiﬁie VIi-G assisted in grganiéing space, funds,
ﬁaterials and personnel support for tﬁe daily operation of an Evaragram
within a building;<~Thia&ccnsist§d of devéié%ing féaaﬁrge raaﬁsrwhere
leafning digabilities weré agsessed, instruetiaﬁai éeehniques were de-
,maﬁétrated, and instructional materiais disseminated.
With Title VI-G servieaséan—site. the time lag between a

request for help and the initiation of educational assistance was

.subgtantially reduced.

 Title VI-G staff worked closely with ancillary personnel in
the areas of screening, placement, admiésians, demissiona, and restruc-

turing of EH units in order to match the intensity of service to the .
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x,intensity af ngeds- =Titl§ I—G was éffective 1n obtaining from suppart '
”iTPErsgnnel Etaff a- cémmitment ta wcrk toward madifying the instructlanal

'*ipfcgygm‘so that the needs of the EH pupil could be met in the regular'

i

T_elaséraém. Ancillary persannél were enecuraged to manltar the pragress
25  : afvse 'éned EH pupils whg were not in an EH unit, so that these pupils
,might receive inatructional services which cauld rasult“in@fully imple~
ientiﬁg>the mainatreaming philosophy. |
- The'léarniﬁg team concept. of sharéd'réépansibility betﬁéén
teaching and support staff was developed to provide opportunities for

continuing e@mmunigétian in a learning environment.

G. ‘QE:EEtivef?.Q, - Wﬁrking with tageher training institu-
tions to provide opportunities for teachers, (pre-service “
and 1n—servige) to have monitored practicum experiences
with Etudents, parents, and school ataffs in pupll asgess=-
ment, iﬂétrugti:n and consultation,

Thé pfajeétlétaff provided an opportunity for infefns to

observe a variety of educational settings and instructional techniques.
.Th31r tralﬂiﬁg included using the prajéet's formal and informal diagngstle
;;"taals ‘and interpretiﬁg the data te establlsh 1nstrueticnal gaals. They
o .HEFE:EiVEﬂ the appgrtun;ty to share their previously acquired skills with
vthe classfaﬁm ﬁeaeher.' The interns aséisted the Title VI-G sﬁaff in
;;¥” “i§§£éﬁéﬁ£iﬁé*€he intervention pragrém for individual pupils, 'Thé-warkshOps
| §ra§ented or apaﬁs@red by Title VI-G provided opportunities for their

educational growth.
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CONCLUSTON - - S

Title VI-G was designed as a research project to develop a model
for effeetive service to EH pupils. ;The model delivery program which had
been developed and implemented during the first two years and refined and
gvalﬁated in theéthird year project proved to be a feasible andreffieient
delivery gyétgm at all grade lgvelsi The key to the success of the project
wa3d the gp-sgite déiiv2ry system. The distriet has made a commitment to a
centinuatieﬂ-ﬁf on-gite service as demané@rated(by the Title VI-G model.

AThE pProvigion -for trained sugéti¥;ges contributed to the success-
of thelﬁraJ§Gt by releasing teachers for profesaional develapment and
implementing Project activities.

Title VI-G wa8 also instrumental in obtaining a commitment from
general equcation teo share the responsibility for the education of the
pupil with 1é&fn1ﬁg disabilities (EH) so that he might function in a-
regular clagsroom with his peers. |

Tne Effﬁetivaﬂésa of the Title VI-G project was due in large
part fa 1ts acceptance as a non-threatening neutral reéauree to the
1@;a1 8chool staff, .The Title VI staff had a ﬁidé bgckgrﬂund in regular
and apecial sduéatlgn, experience in wgrhing with suppgrt persannel and
gkills Whlgh facilitated the develapment af an aﬁ-slte wgrking te&n. |
The most effective sehool on-site team was gémpésed of a special educa-

_ tion téaeher, a regular teseher,“a eounselor and/ér a éoeisl‘warher, and
the principal; this caardinated the school resources to meet the
1nd1Vidual neéds af pup;ls w1th learn;ng disgbllities. - |

Title V%aG has Provided Pupil Personnel Jervices (social workers,
eaunaélars?kp532haiagisés) with a vehicle for entrance into a classroom, ,
Pupil Personnel Services prcvided’an atmoaphere of suppaft for Title VI-G

24 .
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_sfgfI in‘£§eir-aEEEptan:é of thé model déliféé&-systém; fhis contributed.
1té:éimﬁ£ﬁgi'shérinéraf igaaﬂréés'in our taréétischagls,through warkshéps
'éﬁd;iﬁééerﬁieéjtraining.4 _ | -
» i Dufiﬁg l974n7§ Speciai Education, ngii Personnel and.General
Education sﬁaff wili mgnitarf%he'degree cf caﬁtiﬁﬁing team eacpera%ian at
the 52&@@1 site level. This monitoring effgrt will reveal the gffectiveu
| ness of the collaboration between special and general education ataff
' warking with San Franeisga Unified School Diatrict ehildren as teams in
order to improve educational programs,

The Assistant Superintendent Qf the Division of Special Education
gndcrsgd the ﬁhilasaphy of the model project through adﬁinisﬁrative
féeegnitién'and ineluded the Prajgg;sﬁéad in the Special Education Council,
réeagnizing the project as a vital component of the divisien. The San
Francisco Unified School Distriet Supervisor of the Eg'pr@gram wasa an
' integral part of the project. With the support Gf.thé adminisﬁrative
ataff the project ﬁéé’able to make greét strides in the district. Among
Title VI-G'as accomplishments was the establishment of a resource room:

‘ in the district's regular education Teacher Learning Center, Thia com-
ﬁiiiﬁinéd the resources and iﬁ—serviee tréining of both regular and special
%éﬁﬁéaﬁiqn at“éﬁé”ééﬁtfairiééatién which was one of the ma jor g@fes -
3,£award fﬁlfilling‘the cbjeativés of the California Master Plan for
' Special Education.
The Prajeet Direetar at the State-level prgvidgd on-site service
mwhich atrengt.hened the madel pro j 's primary faeus - "an—aité dellvery
of service at all levels." The Project Director braﬁght information
directiy to the project ataff relative to the implementation of the Master

Plan. In this way the staff was able to implement the philosophy of the
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Master Plan at their target schools. | | |

The iéadgrship Traiﬁing Inatitute, natianallﬁ rééagnized in the
field of 1emiﬁg iisabilities'preséﬁted the current findings in‘the’
field to the administration and teaching staff of the San Francisco
Unified School District. These contributions, through workshops and

consultation, gave national status to the local project.
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DEFINITION OF INTERVENTION TERMS

1. TASK ANALYSIS - defining problem
Procesa of defining the problem resulting in a speeifie definitidon.
A framework for organizing the structure of the clasarocm materials; -
content, and rewards in efforts to effect meaningful transactions
between teacher and child.

2. BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS - defining problem
Process of defining the problem objectively resulting in a ap321fic
definition. Level of behavior is observed and recorded, A method

or procedure is designed to improve or remediate the c¢hild's per-

formance.

FORMAL ASSESSMENT - use of standardized instruments/standard pro-

tocol (WRAT). Shows the range of performance within a desigmated

group, based on "grade" placement. . Standardization based on using

a "normal" population. '

4, INFORMAL ASSESSMENT - use of non-standardized in§truﬁents or
techniques with variable protocols; including observation and
megsuremEﬂt af number iﬁtensity and fréquenay of purposeful and

ol

5.  ACADEMIC QBJEGTIVESVﬁ tranglate diagnostic information and pupil
progreas into specifie long-range and short-range instruetional
activities; by adapting space, time expectations, quantity of
assignments, type of instructional approach used and amount and
type of teacher reinforcement. Individual preseription formulated
between staff and teacher to reflect pupil need diseavered in
assessment.

6. BEHAVIOR OBJECTIVE - translate diagnostic iﬁfﬁrmatian and pupil
progressa into aspecific 1ang-range and short-range behavior enhanc-
ing activities by adapting space, time expectations, type of
inatructional approach, type of interpersonal approach and amount
of teacher reinforcement, Individual preseription formulated
‘between staff and teacher to reflect pupil need discovered in
asseasment.

7. FROFESSIONAL SUPPORT PER3ONNEL - implementat;gn of altgrnative
patterns of service by support personmnel

a., providing general and specific staff development in re-
lation to learning disabilitieaz and their remediation

b, matehing severity of student needs to the amount, fre-
quency, duration and number of services of different .
paople required

¢, reducing the time lag between parent or school personnel
request for help and the initiation of educational

B intervention

d., obtaining educational assessment data which will result

in changes in the inatructional program

27
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10,

13.

14,

H\
W
L3

16.

17.

MANAGEMENT OF ENVIRONMENT - organization of space, time, materials,
and types of instruction to fit learning strengths of pupils.

Such management might include learning centera, flexible gcheduling,
individualized instruetion, peer tutoring, etc.

INDIVIDUALIZING INSTRUCTIONAL TECHNIQUES to assist learning dis-
ability students by adapting space, time expectations, quantity of
assignments, type of instructional approach used and amount and
type of teacher reinforcement,

INDIVIDUALIZING MATERIALS to assist learning disability studenta by
adapting quantity of assignments and type of instructional materials
used to the student's aspecific disabilities.

CONTRACTS .
- written - the student and teacher in written form determine the
' time and content for a given learning activity. See
non-commercial materials appendix.
= oral = the student and teacher, orally, determine the time
' allotment and content for a given learning activity.
LEARNING CENTERS IN CLASSROOM - - providing materials, information
and patterns for lndividualizatian within a regular classroom
setting,.  Stations are established for the activities followed in
the Center pattern. For a diagram see the non-commercial materials
appendizx, o ;

TITLE VI-G - Materials Dissemination Center

Reaources available to teachers to augment existing on-site instruec-
tional materials., 'EH teachers may borrow materials, use them in
the elassroom and becsme more selective in the typea of purchases
they determine.

PROJECT STAFF DEVELDPMENT - 3taff VI inereasing their knawledge of
learning disabilities in general and patterna for individualization
within a regular classroom setting and utilizing this knowledge

in the context of their resource work,

DEMONSTRATION TEACHING - on-site. The Title VI staff member takes
the teacher's student group and conducts a lesson or activity,
emphasizing the desired conecept.

'WORKSHO#:: (8 hours or less without credit)

Group activities planned for teachers or other staff members,
emphasizing‘skillsAccneepts or activities for teachers and pupils.

IN-SERVICE TRAINING - 7 hours or more intensive study in a given
area with in-service credit afforded the participants by the
school distriet.

PARENT . IVOLVEMENT - Any parent contact by Title VI staff or
teacher:. regarding acgdemica, behaviar, or attitudga.

VIDEO TAPING - Title VI gtaff taped (filmgd) the teacher in
activities emphasizing positive behavior.

22
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Z'Prafeet Dbreutiverﬂasﬁlaz

learning disabilitiesi '

o Enhaneement af babaviar, aelf—aanuept, and academic areas for pupils with

: What are the chgngea in the number, intensity and

frequaney,cf purposeful and n@n—purpaaaful pupil

oo ' Dbehaviors in the classroom?

Asswsement Tools

 Deacher Participation Request

L ;StudEﬂf Eehaviar Referral

_Pupil Qbservstiaﬂ Farm
- (high frequency behavigr)

,:Pupil Dbssrvatinn Farm
(low frequeney bahaviﬁr)

"chbservntian/variable protoeol

Igﬁervenﬁiﬁns
Behavior analysis
Informal asseasments

Behavioral objective -

‘Behavioral objective

Workshops - Video-taping

V'i: égtﬂqmgév
: The'Stﬁdent Behavior Referral Form was the instrument used to
'meaaure ehaﬁgés in behaviar.b Tegchéfa ragardeavthéir aﬁbjgc%ive evalua-
tlana of targat pupils in thé areas of problem behavior, wark—related
'*behgviar and at the acgdemie level.
7 Tha teachers' gssessment shawed that more significant pasitive
ehangas in behaviar appaared in primary pupils than in intermediate or
7’_‘s§eandary pupilg, The signifigant impravement in primary pupil problem
béhavicr aeeurréd_in.sueh items as running around the room, ecﬁplaining,
teﬁper tantrums gndvfighfing.’ Imprévament in wgfksrelgted behavior of
Vrpriﬁsry pupils cgguréed in i@fﬁiﬁé independently, attempting to do
"diffieult unrk, taking pride in wcrk, and. the ability to organize
v1: ffmgteria1s and work, ol
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bjective 1.,2: What are the changes in pupil self-concept (pupil)

attitude toward - self' school and 1earning,
teaehera, other achool stgff?) ﬂ

Agggsgmgnt,Taals » Inverventions

Self-concept Inventory Behavior analysis
Informal asseasment
Behavior objective
Workshops
e o (behavioral
Eqntr&etg (academic

Staff contacts épeeifie to this objective __ 3

Wa#kshap: contacts specific to this objective _64
Dutéémas
L Few measurably significant changes in self—caneept acaured in
: :target gupila as indieated by the Sglfgaaneept Inventary develcped by
" Title VI—G.staff. The degign af a reliable 1natrument for the maasureﬁ
'ment of selfﬁnﬂnaapt haa been a. diffiault researeh prablem. Hawaver,
’the infermgtian gaineﬂ fram the Titla VI-G aaaessment pinpainted prab- o
; 1em .areas in target pupils &nd gave diractian far interventiun by
staff members. The instrument alsa pravidad valuable insighta far
teaehera; ancillary staff and parentsi

" Objective 1,3: What are the changes in pupil academic per

- formance?

Assessment Tools . . Interventions
Teacher rating cf pup11 academic Task analysis
‘perfarmaﬂee - :
Work sampla Formal asseasment
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Interventions

 Assessment Tools
- HEAI_ ">‘ Informal assessment
ji¥  Réﬁed asééssment (math) (reading) Aﬂgdemic objectives
s Giiﬁgre_ﬂral‘ﬁaidiﬂg Tast Academic objectives
Management of environment

Individualizing instructional
taechniques

Iﬁdividualizing materials
Gaﬁtraéts S
Leafning Centers
Demonstration teaching
Sﬁaff contacts specific to this objective _!ﬁéz__ H
'f‘Wg§ksh§p gcntacta s§eeifievta‘this objective _ 104 _
 Quteomes
| ”:les méasured by a standa?dized instrument, significant ehanges
' :éeéu;ffed,iﬁ word recognition skills and math computation at all levels.
Significant impravemant in spelliﬂg occurred at the primary and inter-
‘mediate leféisg | |
" Mitle VI-G staff also developed two informal assessment tools to
ﬁeasure‘aggdémie growth; Rated Assessaent - Math, and Rated Assessment -
Headiﬁg. |
The Rated Assessment - Math - iﬁdigated significant impnggment
in number recognition at fhe primary and :h:rlf.arninét’ii;ai:!;e,liévels.i Primary
puplls improved in set recagnitiﬂn and simple subtraction skills; inter-
mediate pupils improved in 2 digit addition (carrying) and 2 digit
gubtraétiénl(bﬂrrcwing) skills.

- The Rated Asssessment - Reading - indicated significant improvement

e e

* in manuseript alphabet reeagnitign,héﬁdlmixed vowel word reading at all

‘ leifej.éi , E 31
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'Oral paragraph reading as mgasuréd by the Gilmore showed no
significant change at any level.

The teacherts subjective analysis of pupil aeédamié progresas
as indicated by the StudentrEehaviar Referral Form relected minimal

academic progreas in target EH pupils.

Eroject Objective No. 2:

Development of EH teachers' skills in planning and implementing inter-
vention fgr EH pupils and assisting other on-site staff in sharing the
inastructional responsibility.

Objective 2.1: Translate diagnostic information and pupil

progress into specific long-range (monthly) and

short-range (daily) instructional activities,

Assessment Tools Interventions
3taff Competency Rating of EH Teachers- Task analysis
(Evaluators Form) v

S e ' Formal assesament
 Self-Rating of Competency

. (Evaluator's Form) Informal assessment

Intervénti@ﬁ Checklist for Special Individualizing instruetional
Teachers (Evaluators Form) techniques
Teacher Participation Request Aﬁaégmie objectives
Behavior Referral Form : ' Behavior objectives
WRAT Individualizing materials
Self-concept Inventory 7 Contracts
Rated Assessment (Math-Reading) Title VI-G Materials

’ Disseminastion Center
Slingerland

Workshops
Markoff Informal Assessment
i . e In-service training
Modality Inventory

- ITPA ., 32
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: Aggggsmgnt Tools - Interventions

Santa Clara Development Inventory

Modality In%éﬁtary

 7Gb3Ervatian/%ariable protocol

‘Work Samples

Stgff cont&eta Egecific to this abjeetlve 133

Warkahap eantaets gpecific to this ebjeetive 19

:,Qgtggégs

’iA'éerieé of workshops and on-site demanétratiéns were offered to
EH teachers to inatruct them in the administration and use of a number
of assessﬁéﬂf tgélé. The infarmgtiaﬁ gained from the assessment tgéls
' praviééd a basis for Title VI-G staff members gnd EH teaahers‘in iesign—
,ing 1ang and Ehartgrange interventian pragrams and activities for pupils
with 1earning disabilitigs.

Tha interventién Checklist (Evaluatcrs Form) indicated that EH
\teachefs found the Title VI—G develaped Rated Assesgment and Self-concept
Igvent@r? to be of great value in providing infarmat;au about apecific
needs of EH pupilsa. |

'gb,gaﬁi?grgfgsv Organizing space, time, materinis, and type of

instruction to fit the learning strengths of
the pupils.

Interventions

Asseasment Tools

Intervention Checkliat for Special Behavior analysis
Teachers (Evaluation Form) : S ; S
' : Formal assessment

Teacher Participation Request

. o , _Academic cbjectivegz

‘Behavior Referral Form

o v . . M&nagement of environment

WRAT : o e :
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Assessment Tools Interventiang

Selfseancept Inventnry iﬁdividualizing inatructional
techniques

Rated Assessment (Math-Reading)

: . Individualizing inatructional

Slingerland . materials
Markoff Informal Assessment Learning Centersa
Modality Inventory : Title VI-G Materials Dissemina-

_ tion Center

ITPA

. : Workshops

Santa Clara Development Inventory
In-service training

Work Samples R

Staff contacts specific to this objective 173

Workshop contacts specific to thia_a&jagtifgi,:'

Quteamea
At tne site level Title vIaE Etaff mambers warked with EH eclassroom
| taaehars to arganize 1earning aenters and pravide far 1ndividualizad in-
, struetian for pupils with 1earnins disabilitiea. An individualized pragram

far an EH pupil was designed after assessing his 1egrning strengths and

"v weaknasses, uging aeversl gf the aasessment toals 1iatéd under ijeetive E lg L{f

~The selegtian af the gsaeaament taals depanded upan thg needs of the pupil
and the akilla af the VI—G staff gersnn aﬂd EH teacher,
Title VI-G Etaff helped the EH teagher to- nrganize glassrﬂam time
for an effeetive instructional program and efficient pupil aahgduling.
Materials disaeminatian from the Title VI-G Resource Gentgr, and
_warkshaps in tha use of individualised instruetinnal programs and m&teri?la'ﬁ
- were large cnmpanant of Title VI-G service. The EH teachars‘ gkilla in B
aelenting aﬂd evaluatiﬂg apprapriate émmmgrcial and teacher-made matériais
were developed by warkshcps and cn—aite training.
34
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On the Checklist of Interventions (Evaluators Form) EH teachers

indicated wide acceptance and use of the Title VI-G Resource Center,

':I Mobilize other school staff in planﬁing and
imﬁlementing a coordinated instructional
program for pupils served by various teachers,

Assessment Tools Interventions

- Interview quesfiannaire %FP regular Joint meeting with regular
~ class teachers (Evaluators Form) : staff and EH teachers
' Shared Réépansibility Packet ' Task analysis
Integvenﬁian‘Chagk%;Et for Special Behavior analysis
igggnars:(Evalggtarg F;rm) " Informal assessment
Teacher Partieipatign Request Academic objective
WRAT o - Behavior objective
Bélf_géngépt Invegtary ‘Individualized inatructional

Rated Assessment (Math-Reading) ‘techniques

Individualizing instructional

,Sliggerlandv materials

YVVMgrkcff Infarma; Assesament Workshops
Modality Inventory In-gservice training
ITPA
Santa Clara Development Inventory
Mﬁdélity Inventory
Work samples
Staff contacts specific to this objective _ 115
Workshop contacts specific to this objective j,§§ B
- Dutcomes
Title VI-G sttempted to develop the EH teacher's skills as a re-

‘source person for the entire school staff so that the needs of the EH

35
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In some target achool the resource room served as a demonstration

center for regular and EH teachers.

The team approach to meeting the needs of the pupil with learning

‘disabilities was developed and emphasized in a series of ataff meetings,

workshops, and conferences.

Objective 2.4: Provide information for general school staff re-

lated to (a) learning disabilities in general and

(b) patterns for individualization within a

regular classroom setting.

: Asgessment Tools
Teacher Partieiéatinn Hegquest
WRAT
Seifaéaneept Inventory
Rétéi Assessment (Math-Reading)
Slingerland
Markoff Informal Assessment
TMé&ality Iﬁvéntary
1tRA
Santa Clara bevelapmeﬁt Inventory

"Work samples

Intervantions

" Formal Assessment
Informal asséssmént
Aegdemig objectives
Management of enviranmgnt

Individualizing instructional
techniques o

Individualizing instructional
materials

Learning Centers '
Title VI-G materials
Dissemination Center
Project Staff Develcp@enﬁ
Demonatration Teaching

| Workahopsa

In-service training

- Staff contacts specific to this objective __ 91

Workshop contacts specific to this objective _ %4
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All of the workshops on learning disabilities given or aponsored
by Titlé VI-G were offered to the general staff of target sehaais_ With
the move toward the mainatreamiﬁg concept in California, the on-site

EH teacher has become an important resource to his school.

L]

Project Objective No, -

Development of regular classroom teachers' skills in the identification,
assessment and instruction of pupils with learning disabilities.

Objective 3.1: Identify early inﬁiaaticns of learning

disabilities,

s

Assessment Tools Intervention

WRAT i :Task analysis
Rated Aéaesémeﬁt (Math-Reading) Behavior analysis
Self-ganeept Inventory 7 Formal agsessment
Markoff Informal Inventory Informal assessment
Slingerland ,

Work samples .

Observation (Formal and Informal)

Staff contacts specific to this objective _ 161

Wérkshap contacts specific to this objective 24
Outcones

Tiélg VI-G attempted to give regular teachers proficiency in the o
usé of a small hattery of assessment 1ﬁstrumants which could be used in
" the regular classroom. Regular teachers weré given workshops and on-site
training in the administration of these instruments and the interpretation
raf data obtained from their use.
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Dbragtiya 3,2: Use diagnostic information in planning an

-individual student's program.

Interventions

A§§§§§mg§$;Tga1§
WRAT - | “;_' Task analysis
" Rated Assessment‘(Msth-Reading) Behavior analysis
Self=concept Inventory . : - Formal assessment
_ Markoff Informal Inventarf o Informal assessment
S.liﬁéériand Acadamic objectives

Work samplea i Behavior objectives
Observation (Formal and Informal)

Staff contacts specific to this objective 771§§,7

Workshop contacts specific to this objective _20

Qutoomes: - |

‘Regular teachers, along with EH teachers, were given on-site train-

ing and workshops in translating ﬁhe‘infafﬁgtian gained from the above

listed assessment tools iﬁta specific long and short-range instructional

programs to meet the neceds of individual students with learning disabilities.

informal assessment measures with due regard to
each pupil's cultural and linguistic experiences.

Asgessment Tools Interventions

Competency Rating for Regular Teachers Informal Asseasment
(Evaluator's Form)

' Workshops

" Self-Rating Competency R

(Evaluator's Form)

| Santa Clara Inventory Developmental Task
Self-concept Infentary'

~ Staff contacts specific to this gbjeg.ﬁivé 130




Outcomes:

Regular classrocom teachers along with EH teachers were given train- -
ing in utilizing and interpreting the informal assessment tools. The
data from the aaaeésﬁeﬁta were used in;individualizing programs, taking

b‘:;nté Eansiﬁaratien puplila cultural and linguistic experience.

Objective 3.4: Adjust the classroom environment to assist learn-

e ' ing disability students by ad&pﬁing'spaéé, time
expectations, quantity of assignments, type éf
instructional approach used and amguﬁt and type
of teacher reinforcement.

ools Interventions

WRAT 7 } Task analysis
Rated Assessment (Math-Reading) _ Informal asaessiént
Self-concept Inventory Academic objectives .
Markoff Informal Inventory Behavior objectives
Slingerland Individualizing materials
Work samples Learniﬁg Centers
Observation (Formal and Informal) Demonatration teaching
’c:kahcps
Staff contacts specific to this objective _167
Workshop contacta specific to ﬁhis objective _55
Outcomes: |
At the site level, Title VI-G staff members worked with regular
£éaehers to organize learning centers and provide for individualized
inatruction far‘pupils with learning disabilities. An individualized
program for an EH pupil in the regular classroom was designed after
_ :aaseasing his 1earning‘strengths and weakneséag ug%ng the tools listed
above, | 39 | |
| 33




legativgrﬁ;:; Create and use & wide array of intructional
“options.
' éggesggeﬁt Tools Intgfvanﬁipng
Checklist of Interventions Task analysis

(Evaluator's Form) -
' C Informal Assessment

_WRAT : -

: . Academic objsctives

"Rated Assessment (Math-Reading)----

[ “ Eehaviar objectives

Self-concept Inventory

Marksff»Infcrmal Inventory teehniquas

Slingerland . Individualizing materials
Work Samples | : : Learning Centers »
Dbservétian;(Fermal and Informal) | Title VI-G materials

Disseminatiaﬁvcenter

e
)

Demanstrati@n taaehiﬂg
warkshﬂps

Staff contacts spagifie to this abgective 191

W@rkghap ﬂﬂﬂt&ﬂts speclfle ta thia gbgectiva 52
. ;QEPEGEEEi ,,

“With the move taward the mairstreaming ganeept in Califcrnig, the :
régular c;assrggm teachar must assume an ineréasing shara Gf tha reapcns—'
‘:ibility far maeting the needs gf EH pupils. Titlé VI—G has gttempted ta  ;
'pravide the eppartunity for the regular teachér to develap a wide range B

af instruntignal tehniques through Hcrkshcps, anesite training and

The Intarventian Ghecklist (Evaluatﬁr—s form) indicated wide use of

Title VTsG—lntréduced matérials by regular teaghers.

’[Dbaentive 3,6:  Monitor iffectiveness of instructional interventions .

based on student interest and achievement.
R | 34




demanstrating assessment tcals and techn;ques aa that theaé teaaners

d diaeover individual naeds af EH pupils, pravide a remedigtian

:A-pragram and evgluata the results af instr‘uetianal a.ctivitias-
o Under ijeati’ve 1 3 will be found some of thE evalua.tit:n team's
”regults which indicate the success of Title ﬁsG'a intervantian program
‘°,Itargét pupils for the project were not in self-eantained units.

'?};Préjaét"chjeefrve NQ. Ls

1Implementatian nf alternativa patterns of service by support personnel
-"(principala, Eegial m:rlzers, school psyehalagists, etc ) to pupila a.m:l
teaehera. i _-

. nggcgéygﬁggkg Providing general and specific staff development

in relation to learning disabilities and their
reﬁedi&tién; : | |
41
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‘S8lingerland: '
R teehniquea

Prajéct staff develapment

 ’}f:*Dbfeetive”47E.. Allgcating Ep&ﬁy,.
suppart far the dgily ﬂperatian af an EH pragrgm
within a building. o

Intarventiﬂns

Task analyais
Eehaviar analysis

Praressicnal auppnrt persannel

Mapagemgnt of the enviranment.

Project staff development

Workshops

Staff contacts specific to this objective _ 128

Workshop contacts specific to this objective __ 11




- aerviegs af different peaple requirad.

WRA'I‘ S j A, L Taslt: analysis
;"Ra.ted Assesament (Math—-Reading) _ Eehgviar gmlyais

Markaff Infarmal Inventary oo o Asademic.ébjegtiﬁes

‘ ?; f5linger1and ) » » 'vPr§§é§§i§nél'support personnel

- : \'-Ménagamgnt'Qf‘enviranianf
o ' ' Indi#iduglizing materials
| Ergjegt-staff development
| “Wérkshapé
. .Staff‘§éntaeté specific to this objective _ 162
¥¥ﬁ§fkéhép{eantaetg specific to this objective 47 :;,
 Outcones: |

‘Title VI-G staff was instrumental in emphasizing to support per-.

. scﬁmel atafi‘s the necessity of evaluating the servieea required by a

;'Pupiliscgarding.ta;the severity of the pupil's needs. Support personnel
_ ‘were encouraged to enter the classroom and use their skills within a
__regular clagssroom setting.

Objective 4.5: Obtaining educational assessment data which will

3

result in changes in the instructional program.
7
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assessment instmetisn, snd ssnsultstisn?

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



W

U.c Hayuard e R ix'

Objective 5.2: What methgdalegiea (types and effeetiveness)
| were used to eatablish 1inkages between project
‘and teaehgr training institutions?

1. Caﬂtgeting'tsaéher trgiﬁEfs

as peraanglly (in cgnference aetting)
b, by telaphane
c. by letter

2. Project

a, dissgginafianlﬁf information about

Title VI-G to teacher trainers and

district personnel through workshops,

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ragm Batting at 'EEEhEF tr&iﬁiﬂs inatitutians.Af-:ﬁ

‘a"ijéétiﬁgi§§3=‘LWhat experieneea aré raquiréd té assist in bridga

7J”in5 the gap. between thecry ‘and. practieal applica— e

;f tian?

”"l; Pravida interns with an Qppartunity ta abserve

2. 4 Egrly inrintern 8 training pregram.’;
- base ﬁhis experience on. prablem aalving
in real Eitu&tians L

b. Qrdinate thegry with praetical Eituatign-

Theary ia most effectively learned and
utilised when there is a néed far it.

3. Increased emphasis on’ interns récarding DI

thair agtivitiaa and_relating their aetivitiés
to theory through conferences with supervisors,
instruectors, project staff and field site

-personnel.

4o




themtaasalst tudenta ; 7arents and- schrml staffe? .
1, inereased bankgraund in 1nstructianal teehniques-;; =
wiéer'repertaire ta foef_iﬁFEIﬁS"

2. awarenesas of inﬁerns expectations and géals

3, el@aer'ﬁcfk with intefnsbregardingvtheif 
individual needs: -

a. seheduies —beammuting.time, et§¢
b;'amuunt and type af direetian and suppcrt
i Ca eléar:view of role in field plaeement situgtian
i d. clear definition of who they are accountable

to and what expectations are to be met

,127 ,
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2.

o

8.

’feetivenegs\cf praaeet ataff members ta assist regular

7 elassrasﬁ +teachers to meet the needs ‘of learning disabled
f pupils within the -classroom will better assist the teachera

to aeaépt the move. tcward mginatreaming in California.

The learning team eenaept of shared responsibility between
teaching and auppart ataff will provide inereaaed Qppcrtuhities
t@ better meet indiv;dual needa.

g%lease t‘mg .ag nravided by trained substitutes, préved ta he
< an essential element in the’ project's operation. For any

praject to provide service, a release time eampunent must be

,ennsidered.,~

A defined pupil assesament package pravided the project staff
with a means of determining: appropriate interventions and

. also provided participating teachers with an. approach for
msasuring self—cancapt, behaviar, and aeademie pragreas.

.'The develapment af Educatlanally Handieapped (EH) teachers!
skills in planning and implementing interventions for EH
pupils provided the local school with Special Education teachers
Tag reeagnized resource persona to the regular teaching staff.
This will be especially valuabla in light of the mainstream-
ing concept. .

w o

' Pitle VI-G work with support personnel (principals, social

workera, psychologists, eto.) provided schools with additional
8kills service by peraonnel who are regularly inthe sehaals.

‘Relocation af Title VI-G staff and Resource Gsnter to a per-
manent existing centralized location provided the opportunity
+o combine the resources of Regular Education, Special Educa-~
tion, and EH in one building.

Ganeral Edueatian inereasingly aaeépted the Title VI-G
Prggeet as a resource for the General and Special Education.

48
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10.

f:fgInitiate staff aetivitiea f@r planning and arganizatian
,  ”Gf prejaet ;ctivitiea pricr to the aetual regular school

Staff eharaateriaties Ehuuld ba Ennsiatént with abjeet;ves
and naads of prujaet agtivitiess e .
A, “familiarity with the distriqt as well
. persannel with outside experience, -

;WE;-“the édueatianal baekgraundfshauld_beV”m

Q-'_Etaff membera Ehnuld be éxpérieneed
teaehera

Refinement of prajaat farms ‘and instrumEﬂts should be
éatablished prior to the advent gf praject activities,

On-gite ﬂoardiﬁatlén wlth taaeher-trainiﬁg instltutians
should be initiated prior to the school year and continued
throughout the school yaar ;f student—interﬂs are a part

. of the prajaet.

MMPersanalgeantaet~withnsehaeiwstgffmshguld«be~mad3mrather
" than depending on indirect means - telephone, notes, etec.

An on-going feedback and exachange syatem should be developed
batween the project and any replication districts,

The evaluation system should provide for on-going site staff
to asslst in interpretation of data.

State Department consultation Ehculd be continued at the
asite-lavel

Substitutes for teachers should be provided to enable

teachers to attend workshops and classroom observations,
-Bubstitutes should be trained in Title VI-G model pro-

cessea and ahould be maintained as a unit.
Workshop activities designed specifieally to include the
ancillary staff Ehauld be initiated early in the year to

better facilitate the ﬁﬁnitcfing of effectiveness in imple-
mentation of the workshop ideas in the on-going program.

4h
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SR - fTeam-wark by;severgl ‘ataff membars at-a a;ngle site was
.. often more productive in'light of support and varied skills
pravided. A team apgrnagn should be utilized as much as
‘possible, To facilitate interaction and continuity
~ within the team, regular biﬁmanthly staff meetings should
~ be required ' ,

135, Wbrkﬁbaps at the end of the year should be continued as
' ' they help teachers and -pupils to realize a "turned on"
attitude toward legrning even as the year ends, Those
. econducted during the year were natural mativ&tara and
“should also be cantinued '

. R — B B
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ThE'PPGPQEal waslmadif;ed ta exelude the 24 nQn pub]?c SChDD]

puplla 80 the target p@pulatian Qf dirggt aérvieerpupils was gd—.ﬂ»5i.’“

Justed ta 129 pupils.fj”

e




. :Requiring:. Direct: Servi;e D1rest SerV1ce Eradu ting
Spec1a11zed (S:reened) (Nat Sc ened) =i(No:L
He1p S e i o Re v
Patentia1 Dther Services

Stevensun S 22 28 =10 ... 18 20
SoecEdison oo R s B 8 L9 80 0 i
‘Winfield Scott. . 300 80 24 20 v280 3. -
‘Lawton . : o 480 B -1 R a 30 300 1
T Mark Twain 3 o120 0 16 ~ 3 2 30 -1
w0 Hearst - ' o160 15 5 12 - .20 - 5
.. Noriega. N 13 - 050 0 10 w0 2’
oo Portola - o o 14 14 6 0 0 0
- San, M1gue1 L - . . 23 18 . 5 -~ 0 1
- 45 . 2] 15 - 0. 30 1
125° 50 0 - -6 - 20 2
- 170 - ~. 95 . 16 23 67 - 3
.45 - 1, : ] 2 1
B B Gl R 1 1
f&_M.LaQUﬁE - 15 ' 1°. 1 1
ﬁai'Ichers‘e . :
. Bret-Hart R ‘ ' . _ 7
-~ TArgonne , .25 8. T 0 2 18 0
; Un1VEF31ty Mound . -2 20 20 . 0 0 0
- Andrew Jacksen - : 10 - 10 . 10 a 0 0
S Everett o ’ 100 60 -0 -0 0 0
- Lafayette- .. - . 18 18 - 6 0 0 0
. “Langley Porter 12 12 2 ' 2 .
....7-TOTALS . : 1,842 : 523 = [ 113 875 - 44
Workshops direct service to pupils: 611

,‘m
D3
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o umber of. staff persannelrreeaiving eantaet thraugh in-servige
o training this year via wofkahaps. T

o A;v{Regular Glassraam Teaehers

- B, Central office - Aﬂministratcrs
C. EH Teachers

D.- Dthers-

EMR Teaehara
State Staff

" Compensatory Ed’ Staff”"'““
Aneillary

. Para Prafgssianals

A Interns
Parents
Bilingual Teachers
T™tle VI - Staff ‘

Tneluded also
on ehart

2. How?

Werkshaps via modes of demgnstratian, abservaticn, 1eeture, discussion,

3,  With what frequeney? '
8l workshops/average of nine each month.
4,  Number of para professional trained.
48 contacts
5. How?
Workshope via modes of demonstration, lectures and audi-visual.
6. Frequency.

e Eiﬁmanthly

E

#* Peréang may have attended more than one workshop.
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nd evalugte all gr*partiﬁna ‘of . the egn“epts and materials in

a. Gcmpaﬁénts ta‘be uged:

5

4.

On-site aid fram regowrce or reseach teachers  ”T

-Use of outside and diatrict gansultants in reference to ob-
‘taining expertise in various areas relating to the learning
- disabled student.

Title VIEG Prqaact prapnaed to re- -

bals} Dakland) ‘and urban and rural Eahaals (Marin Ggunty).'?

Provision and ‘interpretation to regular clagsroom teachers
of diagnostic and prescriptive work-ups with readily usable
1eaacn plans (Paeifie Medical School interns)

, emphasia on teaaher mgde matgrials.

,”biﬁ;mTatalinumﬁermafﬁpupila.servedzm_EQ white andw7§fblacks,,,

: Egrin>Cauﬁt Schools

201 Tamal Vista Blvd.
Corte Madera, California -

a. Components to be usged:

1.

2.

3.
).

Develqpment of Leafﬁing Centers - math, reading.

Use of formal and infarmal asaesgsments to be used in prc-
gramming for individual students.

Use of resourca teacher for dem@ﬁstraﬁian teaching.

Workshops with interghangé between replication district
and San Francisco Unified Title VI Project.

b, Total number of pupils served: 75 Whité-‘

54
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HACIENDA-LA PUENTE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
15959 East Gale Avenue
La Puente, CA 91744

This district, replicating the Title VI-G project in San Francisco, was
funded under Title VI-B funds from the State Department of Education.
The objectives for 1973-74, together with the activities were:

OBJECTIVES

1. Accelerate academic aehiévément and/or level of adaptive be-
havior of educationally handicapped.

2. Increase skills of EH teachers in assesament, designing educa-
tional intérventigns and evaluation.

3. Increase assessment skills and instructional strategies of
teachers receiving students.

k., Increase substitutes and trainee's skills in environmental
management techniques,

5. Inerease level of parent gkills in using behavioral management
techniques with their children.

TYITIES

1. Student assessment work-up; selection of interventions and
writing of individual program.

2. Students placed in intensive Bervice class to facilitate academic
and adaptive changes.

5. Staff development activities in observation and recording, assess-
ment, instructional strategies.

4, Tield follow-up of students and teachers to assist applying
observation and assessment skills.

5. Field consultation to teachers to improve instructional programs
and management techniques,

6. Parent involvement in individual and group instruction to
develop behavioral management skills.

7. Dissemination of procedures and outecmes botn,

Totsl Pupils Served: 204 (57 8panish Surname )
Personnel Trained: 130 Teachersa

3 Teacher Aides

5 Specialists

Total Title VI-B Funds: $ 92,949
Total District Funds 1,129
State - Special Ed.




REDLANDS UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
P. 0. Box 1008
Redlands, CA 92373

This district, replicating the Title VI-G project in San Franeisco, re=
ceived funding for their project from the State Department of Education
under Title VI-B funds. The objectives for 1973-T4, together with the
activities, wera: -

OBJECTIVES
l. For each student processed with the Diagﬁaétic Service Center
(DSC), a detailed prescription for amelioration of identified
learning disabilities will be developed.

2. By the end of the 1973-74 school year, all DSC students will
demonstrate (a) significant academic progress and/or (b) more
appropriate adaptive behavior,

3. Training program for at least two teachers will be developed.

ACTIVITIES

1. Each student processed will spend an average of 5-8 weeks in
the Center.

2. Each receiving teacher will modify the plan when necessary.

tion of plan,
4. Teacher will identify specific behaviors that need to be
- changed in keeping with prescription and will carry out
specifie instruction.,

5. Teachers will establish performance eriteria for determining
progress toward terminal objective and use appropriate tests
to assess progress. .

6. Receiving teachers will record success of students in areas
described as learning disabilities or maladaptive behavior
in original prescription. '

Total Pupils Served: 75 (15 Spanish Surname)
(1 Black) .

Total Personnel Trained: 49 Teachers
lQZAidea

Total Title VI-B Funds: $40,028
Total Distriet Funds: 6,039
State (Special Education): 20, 89¢C
5,957
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STAFF‘ UTILIZATIDN CHABT

_ 1971 1972 1972 197;5 _l_S_?__Z? - 1_971*

Margarat Stheffelin Margaret Sr:heffelm/ﬂhaz‘les Keaster Charles xieaater
| Marguerite Dugger Marguerlte Dugger L Marguémte Dugge“ 9/73—1/71&
o _ 1 - hudrey Rodnan 4/714-5/74
| Joyes Kohfeldt , Joyce Kohfeldt o Jane Anderscn
Pladne Mache 9/M-2/72 | laboratory discontinved
lilton Bonsell Laboratory discontinued
_ Cha;‘les E’lﬂaf Laboratory discontinued

Jnse Drtega - Walter MDI‘I‘IS 111 Labs Discontinued o :
Potrerg Bill = Tom Sammon :

Carmella Cottonare 9/71-2/72 Marion Hiller
Aveline Coale 2/72-6/72 Beverly Couen : Rathleen Shimizu
Carol Lee 9/72-1/73 Jny Eggers

hny Eggers 3/73-5/73

dﬂiﬁb v ﬁgﬂﬁ%e T 'Dguglag Reed OIL10/TL Betty Tomas Betty Thonag
,rg?&%l " Sally Jorgensen 1@/71 6/72 .| Jehanna Petersen Victor ¥ilhozn
¢ _ Diane G’naratﬂ

Potrero Hill = Tom Sammon Potrero Hill « Tam Sammon Lawton = Marion Helmsath
| o3 o
Betty MeNamara, Director
Teacher Learning Center
2/7h - b/7h

szls Lee | Edna Bowen ‘ Edna Bowen

Tary Brekka | Ted Alper led Alper U e
Ton Whalen Ton Whalen s 58 8

Support staff: Susan Bwy R
. Paul Garels ., +

Dovid Uslan | Hex Law
’ Margaret Scheffelin




ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF

State level

Charles W, Keaster, Ed.D.,Conaultant
Bureau for Mentally Exceptional Children
Division of Special Education, California

Margaret Scheffelin, Ph.D. -Consultant in Testing and
Evaluation Unit, Division of Special Education
State Department of Education, California

Local level

Jane Anderson, Project Head

VI-G Model Delivery System

San Francisco Unified School District
~ September 1973 - June 19Tk

Marguerite oJugger, ED.D., EH Supervisor
San Francisco Unified School District
September 1971 - January 1974

Audrey Rodman, EH Supervisor

San PFranecisco Unified School District
April 1974 - June 1974

Joyce Kohfeldt, Project Head
VI-G Model Delivery System
San Francisco Unified School District
11971 - 1972
Labcratory Teachers ngl gz

Intermediate

Mlltan Bonsel -
Charles Eklof - Junior High

Elaine Fische - Primary

Laboratory Principals

Tennessee Kent - Robert Louis Stevenson (Primary)
Walter Morris - Jose Ortega (Intermediate)
Tom Sammon - Potrero Hill (Junior High)

ource Teachers - Elementary

Aveline Coale - 2/72 - 6/72
Beverly Cohen 9/72 « 6/73
Carmella Cottonare 9/71 - 2/72
Mary Crosby 9/72 - 6/73
Amy Eggers /73 - 6/T4

_ Carol Lee - 9/72 - 1/73
Marion Miller 9/73 - 6/7h

.. Kathleen Shimizu 59 9/73 - 6/74
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Resource Teacher - Secondary

Sally Jorgensen =~ Junior High 10/71 - 6/72
Vietor Milhoan - Junior and Senior High 9/73 - 6/Th4
Diane Onorato - Junior High 9/12 - 6/73
Johanna Peterson -~ Junior and Senior High 9/72 - 6/73
Betty Thomas ~ - Junior and Senior High 9/72 - 6/T7%

Administrators Title VI Officc Sites

Marion Heimsoth, Prineipal, Lawton Elementary School
| oM - 2/
Tom Sammen, Prineipal, Potrero Hill Junigrrﬁigh School
‘ : 19711973
Betty MeNamara, Director, Teacher Learning Center

2/74 - 6/7h

Secretaries
Janis Lee 1971 - 1972
Edna Bowen 1972 - 1974

Evaluation Consultants

Ted Alper, Ph.D. 1972 - 1974
Larry Brekka 1971 = 1972
Tom Whalen, Ph.D. 1972 - 1974

Evaluation Support Staff S

Susan Ewy . 1973 - 1974
Paul Gareis 1973 - 1974

State Department Consultants for Evaluation

Alex Law, Ph,D., Chief Office of Program Evaluation
and Research
State Department of Education

Margaret Scheffelin, Ph.D., Consultant in Office of
Testing and Evaluation, Division of Speecial Education

State Department of Education

David Uslan, Ph.D., Project Director,

Systematic Program Development for Educationally
Handicapped Pupils i

State Department of Education
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF DISSEMINATION ACTIVITIES

The following charts indicate in summary form the averall dissemination
activities thfaugh the three year project term,

Included are the types of activities incurred under the braad'catégéry of
dissemination (materials, intervention techniques, workshops, and pupil
assessment packages). These charts are arranged under the headings of:

. Other Districts

. Community Agencies

« Government Agencies

. San Francisco Unified School District

By Schools

Special Ed. Services Divislon
Superintendent and staff

Loa]
b

o8




o
h

Instructional Vaterials

(TR DISTRICTS

Intervention Techniques
Resource foon _OneSite

bolk County, Florida
Hghlands County, Florida -
Houston, Texas |
Fogter City

Berkeley Schools

Pacifica Schools

Santa Clara County
EH Department

an Yateo City & County Schools
South 3an Francisco Schools

Sunmgvale Sehool District
Y Dezartment

la Puente, Califormia

Redlands, California

 Faciends, California

Rovlends, California
Santa 3arbara County
 Omard Sehools
Castro Valley
T1linois Sehools
Boston, Massaehusetts
- Tulare County
XTSrranee, C;life_’rnia

CERIC

] Bl o} -t st Rl

] ol | Nl T T ot e

‘ e o e

1
1

Yo o foed o, ] Yo, fa b ] fomed] homed

Pupil Assessment

Workshops __Package

b4 bd bd b
P b bd bd Bd b

] ] =] —— -2 -] Sl -1 St 2] o]
B b bd Bl Bd Bd b bd bd bd b




(TR DISTRICNS Tndividuz]

(Contimed) | Intervention Techniques Pupil Assessaent
| Instructional Materials  Resource Room (neSifte  Horkshops __ Dackage

I
r

l Bay _;‘-_rea Learning Center
Tnion School District, ¥arin
" Dever, Colorado Schools
 Justin, Texas
| Los ingeles County

‘Sacrazento, California

bd bd b4 Bd . b4 Bd B

B4 b4 Bbd b4 bd bd B
bd  Bd Bd B Bd Bd b
I ‘o b

Cupertino, California

~ Duavall Home for Mentally R'etardéd,
Deland, Florida
Comnmity Nental Health Center
Edueation Department X ) : I
Sebring, Florida
Cougnmity Mental Fealth Center

. Bducation Department X 1 X
~ WinterHaven, Florida |

Tl
el "
el

2

Department of Special Education T 1 - f
Phoenix, ‘Arizona ' ' '
Devereux Schools ] |
Santa Barbara . . X
- Fountain Valley Schools . 1 | g
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listed are the three categories of workshops involving Title VI staff.

AI,

, TARGET SCHOOL WORKSHOPS

DISSEMINATION WORKSHOPS Page 68

Title VI staff disseminated materials and preject goals to regular class-
room teachers, EH teachers and administrative staff outgide of target
schools. The above personnel frequently attended workshops which were
given at target schools and other sites.

Page 80

Regular classroom teachers, EH teachers, principals, counselors, social
workers, interns and para-professionals from target schools received
in-service workshops through the Title VI-G staff. This involved 12
target schools in San Francisco (K-12), and 4 schools from the replication
districts (X-12). :

A III.STAFF DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOPS - Page 92

Title VI-G staff participated in workshops to enhance their own pro-
fessional growth and to act as a dissemination service for this information.

The following appendix includes non-commercial materials used in A I.
Dissemination Workshops A II. Target School Workshops A IIT. Staff Deve=
lopment Workshops.

On the right hand corner of each item are numbers indicating the specifie
workshop(a) in which these materials were used, This number ecorresponds
to the workshop number on the charts.

Published materials demonstrated in workshops are listed chronologically
in the bibliography. .The numbers following each item correapond to
workshop munbers as found in the left hand margin of each workshop chart.

Q0
P

67



A I. DISSEMINATTON WORKSHOPS

The following charts indicate the number of dissemination
workshops invelving the Title VT%G staff, The charts
.’ig@lude the workshop number, the site, the_presenter;

the mode in which the workshop was presenfed, the date

and time, the number of participants éﬁa the subject areas
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A ITI. TARGET SCHOOL WORKSHOPS

‘The following charts indicate the number of Target

' Sohool Workshops involving the Title VI-G staff. The
ehgrts inelude the workshop number, the site, the
Qresenter, the mode in which tﬁe wérkshap was preseﬁ%ed,
the date and time, the number of PEI%iQi?SEtS and the

‘subject areas covered.
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A III. STAFF DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP

The following charts indicate the number of Staff Development

workshops involving the Title VI-G staff. The charts include

the workshop number, the site, the presenter, the mode in which
 the workshop was presented, the date and time, the number of

participants and the subject areas covered.
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l‘“gantaets thraugh workshops to fulfill the broad abjectives af the

TITLE Vi—G WDRKSHDPS INVTARGETiAREAS

The chart of tatgl warkshgps showa the total number of staff

projecta in areas 1.0; 2.0; 3.0; 4.0; E.D. Theae wnrkshnps were pre-

. sentad during the school year September 1973 through June 1974 and

_were diregted taward staff imprDVEment in Title VI-G target Eehaals

~in San Franaisna and the two replication diatricts, Oakland and Marin

County.
Each unit represents a Title VI staff member, or addit;anﬁlzre-
source person hired for workshops in their spegifié area of expertise.

The charts fallawiﬂg the master chart represent the number of work-. .

- shops meeting specific cbjectives 1.1 2.1; 3.3 ete., held in grade

levels K through 12 and the replication-districts from Saptemberw197jﬁr- “‘”,”m_é;%
through June 1974, .

The large number of warkshayé are shown baeaﬁée.m;nyhanthe
workshops met more than one abjegtiveirtherefare the workshop was
listed whenever approprisate.

In maétiﬁg objeotives E 0 and 3, D thgra was ‘a high ratia of
workshops held for EVH., L.D.G. persannel. There are 123 E.H, L.D.G.
teachers within the 3,000 certificatgd pesltians in thg San Fr;ngisea
Unified School District and there was glsa a high ratia af ragulgr

teachers recelving in—serviee.tr;iningsthraugh Title VI-G warkshaps;__'
e ’ . . : :

E
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- 1in target schools,

)

070 VI-0 CRARD OF T0TAL WORKSEOPS

- Cuart of Sotal monthly vorkshops held fron Septeaber 1973 to June 1974 fulfilling project objectives -
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WORKSHO?PS TN TARGED ARGAS

1,0 Erhancement of behavior, self-concept and academic areas for pupils with learning and/or
behavior disabilities,
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WORKSHOPS IV TARGET AREAS

2,0 Development of EH teachers' skills in planning and implementing {nterventions for EH pupila .

and in assisting other onesite staff in sharing the instructional activities.
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VORKSHOPS I TARGED AFEAS

2.0 Developnent of EH feachers' skills in planning and implementing interventions for EH pupils and
in assisting other on-site staff in sharing the inatruetional activities,
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WORKSHOPS T4 TAUGET ARFAS

~ with learning Aiffieulties,
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WOMKCTIOPS T TARGET AiFAS

3.0 Develameat of requinr tescheral skills {n the idzntifieatian, sasesament and Instruetlon of pupils
vith learning difficulties,
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WORKSHOPS TN TWRGED AREAD

e by support personnel (prineipals, socisl workers,

h,0 Inplementing alternative patberns of gervie
school paychologlsts, ete.) to pupils and teachers.
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WORKEHQPS IN TARGET JREA3

L,0 Inplementing alternative patterns of gervice by support perannnel (principals, saeial wurkars,

school paychologists, ete.) to pupils and teachers,
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5,0 Working with

{negervice)

-

teacher braining in
to have monitored prac

pupl) assessmenty {nstruction and congultations

“ RHOPS N TARGED AREAS

tioun

stitutions to pravidé‘gppértunities
experiences with students, P
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WORKSHOPS TN TARGER ARRAS

5,0 Working with teacher training institutions to provide opportunities for teacher (pre-service and
" fneservice) bo have vonitored practicun experiences with students, parents and school staffs dn - B

pupi] assessment, instruction and consultation,
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x D

Appendi

TITLE VI-G_STAFF CONTY

The maaster chart indicaﬁes the total number of staff ﬂénta¢ts made
in tné target schools other than workshops. It indicates how manyAataff
ééntacts were made in servieing stédenfa, classrcom teachers and anéillary
and adminiatrative staff. Eéch unit of one represents a Title VI-G staff

member inveolved in on-site intervention, planning, and implementstian
within the general objectives 1.0; 2.0; 3.0; 4.0; aﬁd E.G.AAMWQ&%MHuWWM
The charta fcll@ﬁing the master chart indicate the unita of
Titie VI-G ataff time spent in on-site service within the specific objec-
ti%ea 1.1; 1.2; 2.1 ete., in grades K through 12 and the replication
districts fEQEVSeptamber 1973 through June 1974.
Here again in reference to the number of EH, LDG staff numbering
123 out of 3,000 certificated pgrsanngl in the San Francisco Unified
School  Distriet, it is evident that objectives E;D and 3.0 received a
proportionately high ratio of contacts from a basic staff of six

resource teachersa.
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T0TALS OF STAFF CONTACTS VITH TARGET AREAS OT:ER THAN W
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STAPP COMMACTS I SPECIFLC ACTIVITIES

1.0 Echancenent of behavior, self=concept, and seadenie areas for pupils with lessning and/or
babavier disbilities, -
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g CoNmers TN SECIFIC ACTIVIZEE

1,0 Enhancemant of behavier, self=concept; end acadenle

pehavisr disabilities,
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T CONTACTS T SPECIFIC ACTIVITIE
era? akills tn planning and irplenenting {ntervantions for B

5.0 Development af B tanch quplle
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STAFP COUACTE T SPECTFIG ACTIVINIES

3,0 Development of regular teachers' siills n the identifieation, assasament and Inatruction of
pipils vith learning difficulties.
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STAFF CONTACTS IN SFEGIPIC ACTIVITIES
1.0 Davelopment of regu’lg_r tenchern' okills in th {dentifiestion, asseaanent and instructien of

pustle with learning dil’l’icultieaf ) L |
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T cornicT I by
torng of service By guppert pt 36ne

to puptls &nd teacherds

3,0 Tnplepenting sitermative pat 1 (prineipald, soeial workers,
gehoal peyeiologlit: eté:)
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BTAFF. CO ACTE T EPECTFIC ACTIVITIES

2,0 Inplecenting alternatlve patiems of aervice by support peraonisl {principale, goeial workers,

school paychologhate, ete.) to pipile and teachera,
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' STAFF COTACTS [ SPECIPIC ACTIV 28

5.0 Working with teathar tralning inatitutlans to provide spporic.itles for teachers {pre-servics
and dn-nervics) to have oonitored practiom experience vith students, parentd nd sehosl ataffs

{n upll asezadment, natruction and pafisultation,
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STAFP COMIACTS 1y SPECIPIC ACTIVIVIES
3 for tesehors (presservics and
perenta, and achaal staffe in

5,0 Voriing with tancher tratning {natitubions to provide oppartuaitie
n-service) to have gonitored practieun experience vith students,
mpil aosesagent {ntruction and consultation.

s |t

i

L

Wt“n

—
L
-

|

ey,
-
™
o
i

3" Y i .
i x -4 ; i

-0 N O I =
. <, = B st A .

o b

o (o
R
AT B
™y | oo

=SS
T |

js Q"I 1 ‘lf—:
o Bl
SRER
L S B
O W'

N

P Ry F
S =
=RES
BRSNS
j —‘:T:'n
l-":::'!-:

P

-~ R
oo |
o~
SR

Sclololio o
—
R

-
5 R [ T B
u} S i M
tr
-
L
L
=

PRI




-
N
ul

§ TDE AMULYSIS - Seplesber 1073 throuch June 1974
e Eliﬂ wulysls expresses the units of Title VIO stoff tize spent in mh wai .
s Flanaing tles for workshops ‘ 1
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Appendix E

HORKSHOP_EVALUATION FORMS

These evaluation forms were used to collect feedback informa-
tion from workshop partieipants., Several included pre and post
questions and others were only post questions,
The nﬁébers in the right hand corner identify the workshop
for which the form was used (refer to the workshop Appendix B, Pg. 67, to

decode these numbers.)
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_ Title of Workshop

Kame

School Date_

T Assignment

Please use the 1, 2, 3, 4 scale in responding to the Tollowing questions.

Number 1 is "low"; number 4 is "high".
o PRE

1. How would you rate your willingnesas ﬁc participate in demonstrationsa

presented during a workshop?
1 2 .3 4
2. How frequently do you make your own instfuetiangl materials?
1 2 3 L

" 3. Please indicete the level of individualized instruction presently
implemented in your c¢lass,

1 2 3 4
b, Wnich of these items are appropriate to your needs?
the degree of appropriateneass - 1, 2, 3, 4)

Teacher mads materials Equipment

Commercial materials _
indicate by uasing 1, 2, 3, 4)

Behavior ___ Parent/school relations

Commnunication other
Professionals

Academic

(Please indicate

" Comments: _ ] e S —

10/73 192
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no

ZOST

What waa your level of participation in activities during this workshop?
1 2 3 h

How would you rate your receptivenesa to increasing your frequency of .
material development?

1 2 . 3 L
How effective wag)the planning and organization of the workshop?
1 2 3 4

Show which of the following activities were a part of the workshop and
indicate the effectiveness of each by adding the appropriate number
(1, 2, 3, %)

Panel presentation _ __ Demonstration _____

Small group discussion ___ Multi-medis techniques__

Lecture _____ , _ Project assignment

What is the likelihood of your implementing ideas gained from this
workshop? |
1 2 3 4
Comments: - _ _ W:,
,‘, m—— S——— S— e e
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X2 A-II 11, 14
| — 1

Name _ Title of Workshop

141

Ehﬂ@l o - i — . Date —— —
Assignment __ — -

PRE
A— s RS

Please use the 1, 2, 3, 4 scale in responding to tﬁgﬁfa;lcwing questions.

Number 1 is "low," number 4 is "high."

1., Please indicate the level of individualized instruction presently

i implemented in your clasaes.

o

1 2 3 b

2. How would you rate your ability to diagnose learning problems in the
classroom?

1 2 3 4

3. Which of the following are major problem areas for you? (Please indicate
the degree of appropriatenéss 1, 2, 3, 4)

Behavior_ e Parent/school relations _____ .

_ Communication with other
professionals i

Academic

4, How much'résauree help do you receive for children with learning problems
in your classroom?

1 2 3 L

5. Indicate your ability to provide effective intervention for behavior
problems,

1 2 3 y

6. Please indicate your familiarity with the identification and use of
- learning modalities -~ (i.e, visual, auditory, kinesthetic, ete.)

1 2 3 4

Comments : — — e — — —




l. Please indiecate the effectiveness of this warkahép in increasing your
knowledge or proficiency in:

A. Diagnosing learning problems :
1 2 3 4

B. Providing effective intervention for behavior problems
1 2 .3 y

C. Identification of learning modalities

1 - 3 4

2. What is the likelihood of your implementing ideas gained from this
workshop?

1 -2 3 k
3. What is the probability of your seeking more resocurce help?

1 2 3 b

”jcémmentss

— - - P— e

. S _ 12}5
Eﬂ&“;fﬁ,;i R : 128 S




WHAT'S HAPPENING IN LRARNING DISABILITIES

SEEE:‘.GE 7' ~ e 77A-M- or — — P.M.

- Please indicate the overall effectiveness of the first session

(Low) 1 2 3 4 (High)

What is the likelihood of your implementing ideas gained from this
program?

(Low) 1 2 3 4 (High)

To what degree did the group meetings pertain to y@ﬁr interesta?

~ (Low) 1 2 3 b (High)

To what extent were practical aspects of education dealt with?

(Low) 1 2 . 3 4 (High)

Session — AWM, Or — P.M.

.. Please indicate the overall effectiveness of the second session you

attended. :
(Low) 1 2 3 y (High)

What is the likelihood of your implementing ideas gained from this
program?

(Low). 1 2 3 4 (High)
To what degree did the group meetings pertain to your interests?
(ow) 1 2 3 y (High)
To what égtent were practical asg&ats of educatiaﬁ deal with?

(Low) 1 2 3 b (High)

196
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- Please respond to the following questions.

li

o
»

10.

- Do you prefer to participate or observe demonstrations?

1. Participate in

2, Observe

3. Both _

To what degree has information offered in the workshops been of use to you?
(Ltow) 1 2 3 4 (High)

What gaina do you feel you have made in regard to understanding

..-individual styles of studenta?

(Low) 1 2 3 L4 (High)

Please rate your ability to deal with behavior problems.
(low) 1 2 3 4 (High)

Have you made your aﬁn inatructional materials?

1. Regularly

2. Occasionally ___ _ —

3. Very seldom _

How would you rate the effectiveness of games as learning toola?
(Low) 1 2 3 4 (High)
How would you rate your ability to tutor for specific learning problems?

(Low) 1 2 3 4 (High)

: Hawmmueh@resaur§EThel§Aha?a you received for students with learning

problems?
(Low) 1 2 3 4 (High)

What types of additional workshops would be of interest to you?

1. - —

30 '

(Low) 1 2 3 4  (High)

Thank you for your attendance and cooperation. .

IToxt Provided by ERI
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LCURRICULUM RESQURCY 28X,

1. Do you think you will actually implement ideas gained from this
" workshop?

1. Yes

2. Not sure

3. Né, .

2, Did you take part in any gefivities during the workshop?

1. Yes _

2. 38ort of

3. Did this experience provide input whieﬁ you find helpful?

l. Yes o __

2., Not sure

3. No

4, Did you see any materials you would like to duplicate and use?

1. Yes

2. . Poasibly

5 No ____ e

5. Comments e e e

6., Name 1 item you would like to provide for you




CURRICULUM RESOURCE DAY

1. What type of workshop or inssrvieéé do yéu have an interest in or
feel a need?

R B . B .777

1. Participate in _____ __ o

2, Observe _

3. Both _ L e

3. How frequently do you make your own instructional materials?

1. Regularly __ R —

- 2, Occasionally _ ,"r”,ﬁ e

3. Very seldom ___ — _

4., How would you rate your receptiveness to increasing your frequency
of material development?

1. High _____ e

2, 80~s0 ______ —

3. Low e

Have you ever ussd learning centers in your classroom?

Yes ___ © No _

Occasionally __ _

FRIC. 199




s presentation been of

to understanding indivi-

;ijhat gains da yau'ngl yau have made iﬂ reg&rd
v_dual 1earning st 23 ef studgnts? :

(Low) 1 2 3 b (uten)

jf*iPlease rate y@u: ability to daal Hith behaviar problems.

(Law) 12 '3 (High)

;fE;i.Have you made yaur own instruetinnal mgterigls?

l. Regularly L | Y e

‘2;'Qcéasiona1ly _

3, Very seldgm

‘6. How much reaauree help have yau raeeived far studenta with 1earning
: }wﬁraslems? v

C(Lew) 1 2 3 & (Hish)

;;§75 7What types of additional preaentatigna W§uld ba af intersat to ycu°

2,

S S PRI,

8. Pleaéerfaﬁegiharéieféll Effeétivenssé of this presentation.

"(Laﬁ) 1 2 3 4 (High)

a consultant work in



E.H. HOMEBOUND TEACHERS
. Number responding to feedback 17 -l

Objectives:

To identify prablem areas of the homebound teachér and to
find alternative solutions,

To introduce multilevel materials to homebound teachers.
To find ways for provision of better cammunlcatlcn between

‘elassroom teaehers and hamebaund teachers.

- Population Participants:

Supervision of Homebound teachers and twenty-four Homebound
teachera who have very little contact with regular class-
room teachers and other ancillary staff.

Participating teachers teach student in both elementary and
secondary grades and are responsible for supplying instruetion
in all areas.

Students receiving services of Homebound teachers vary
greatly in academic abilities.




~...bissemination Workshops
" #6 E.H. Homebound ‘Teachers

SUMMARY OF PRE - POST TEST

L. How would. you rate your willingness to participate
in demonstrationsa presented during a workshop? 7 1 4 5

2, How frequently do you make your own instructional - .
~materials? . 2 5 6 y -

5. 'Please indicate the level of individualized
---inatruction-presently implemented. in your class. ... . 1 0 3 12

t.  Which of these items are appropriate to your needs?

© " Please indicate the degree of appropriatness 1,2,3,4,
Teacher made materials '
Commereial materials

- Equipment

. Staff resources

)« Which of the following are major problem areas for

" yoa? Please indicate by using 1,2,3,4,

- Behavior- 10
Academic 6
Parent/school relations ‘11
Communication other professionals 7

O =+
Lo R =g ) I g
o 0o oo

=N

O W

(S ASI gw
W oo

08T _ Low - High

;. ‘What was yaﬁr level of participation in activities
during this workshop? 3
'. How would you rate your receptiveness to inereasing
“your frequency of material development? .2
3,._Hawuéffé;tive was the planning and organization of
- the workshop? . = :
.. Show which of the following activities were a part
of the workshop and indicate the effectiveness of
each by adding the appropriate:number - Panel presentation
" Small Group discussion .
. Lecture’ .
- Demonstration
‘Multi-media techniques
. Project assignment‘
. Wnat is the likelihood of your implementing ideas
gained from this workshop? 7 4

Ty
o

S R
(NSRS SRS
PO O D R AL

o
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- COUNCIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN WORKSHOP
-7+ Number of feedback sheets 29

To disseminate information on California's Title VI Learn-
ing Disabilities. - :

203
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'TérgétTSchaél Workshops
#12 Caun21l for Exceptional Children Workshop
. Leadership Training Institute Component for Smorgasbord

"WEat's Happening in Learning Disabilitiea"

Low _..High
1 2 3 4
_li‘ Please indicate the cverall éffactiveness af the
: sessicn , 7 6 21 23
E; What is the likelihood of your implementing ideas _
-~ gained from this program? T 7 20 20
3. To what degree did tha group meetings pertain to _ E
your ;nterests? , 2 5 20 28
4, To what extent were practical asgects sf education ] -
dealt with? , -5 10 - 18 21

|

G i




A = 1T, 411 and #14 Test TEST. AN‘D LE.ABNING ASSISTANCE INVENTORY
o s C Annabelle Markoff Inventory

Number. of feedback sheeta 24

(Two Workshops)

Objectives:

l. To explore the use of test and learning assistance inventories
.that explore skills neceasary for academie achievement.

2. [To train teachers and ancillary ataff in the use of prescriptive
intervention and evaluation techniques.

Po ulatlan

’ElemEﬁtary énd secondary regular education teachera, elementary and
secondary ancillary staff, ESEA Rasauree Ieachers, E.H., L.D.G.
‘teachers elementary and secondary.




j"Ix Target Schoal Wgrkshaps

#‘11 and 14 Tests and Learning Asslstanee Inventory

SUMMARY OF PRE - PDST TEST

" PRE Low _____ High
L_.“i-v.,,yr;-,,,, - 1 2 3) )’"
- Directions: Please use the 1,2,3,4, scale in responding
¢ té6 the following quéstigns.vNumbET 1 is "low" number 4
1. Please indicate the level of individualized instruction B
W presently implemented in your classes 7 9 6
.2, How would you rate your ability to diagnose learning
= problems in the classroom? 14 9
‘'3, Wnich of the following are major problem areas for you?
- (Please indicate the degree of appropriateness 1,2,3,4,)
_ Behavior 7 6 5 1
~ Academic 6 5 b 1
. Parent/school relations 9 4 1
i Communiecation with other professionsals 7 4 4 2
ff&; "How much resource help do you receive for children with
. learning problems? ' : 5 11 8 1
inl Indicate ‘your ability to provide éffeetlve intervention
. for behavior problems 8 11 4
6. Please indicate your familiarity with the identification
s and use of learning modalities (i.e. v;sual, auditory,
- lklnesthetle, ete.) 3 8 10 4
- pOST Low High
1. Please 1nd;eate the effectiveness of this workshop
in increasing your knowledge or proficiency in:
. a. Disgnosing learning problems 3 7 10 L
b. Providing effective intervention for behavior -
problems ‘ 9 8 4 2
- e. Identification of learning modalities 11 8 k4
©2. What is the likelihood of your implementing ideas -
.- gained from this workshop? . 1 5 10 9
"3, What is the probability of your seeking more
" ‘resource help? . 1 2 8 13

206
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MODALITY TRAINING =~ -
Number: of feedback sheets 15

Objective:

To train claasroom teachers in assessing strengths and weak-
neases in the learning modalities of their pupils using
Slingerland ‘Sereening Test for identifying children w1th
gpecific 1anguage disabilities.

To train glaasraam teachers to use this information obtained
in selecting teaching methods and materials.

The population participating in the workshop were regular
‘education primary teachers, one E.H. teacher, Counselor and
Principal. The population were staffed in a site school that
received continuing services from Title VI staff,

207
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Number l:is “law"' ﬁgmbgrgitis."high““i; o
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INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTIDN E T
Learﬁing Center WQrkshﬂp

'J'Q§Téétives=

Mo demaﬁstrate ‘the use of materials for 1ndiVidu&lizéd
‘ lnstruatian. o

demcnstraté how . to use learning centers for 1ndividualized v
~1natrugtian. »

Po ulation:

' -Tegehers, counselors, principal of Title VI site school.

"' The staff of this school received continuous service from

: T;tla Vi staff and used Title VI resource materials. P
. They pEPtiEiF&%;Ea;n various wgrkshaps and were continuously
~involved with Title VI.




'"high"

o1
1 3 2
2 2
2 1 2
1 1 3
1 1 1 2
3 1l 1
. S 2 2 1 1
Académiél' _ 4 2
P :ént/échaol relatlons 2 1 3
2 2 2
Low . High
" during. 2 3 1
. " How wauld you rata _your receptiveness to lncreaslng ,
., your. fréquency of matefial develcpment” 1 1 2
.. How éffeEtiVé was the plannlﬁg and organization
af;the warEsbcp* 2 3
' V-Shyw;which -of the fallawing activities were a part
'je‘warkshcp and indicate the effectiveness of
; ci_by add;ng the: apprapriate number
"Panel presentation e .
/Small group digeuaaion - ‘ h R~ A R
Lecture - ' 1
Demanstraﬁl&n ,
~Mu1t1smedia techniques ‘ X

”Praject assessmént

,Whatrls thé 11kel;hoad af yaur 1mplementiﬂg ideas )
‘:{;gained_frcm this workshop? : 1 2 2 1

' ;3,4,752513 in reapanding ta the fgllaw1ng questians. B




' mTERIALs DAY .
Number  of evaluatiaﬁa frcm twc wcrkshaps,
lst Warkshap- 6 - 2nd-Workshop: 10

: Qb'actives.v

~ . To train teachers ta use instructional materials for individual-~
' 1zatian.

To démanstrate the use of contracts in obtaining behavioral and
academic objectives.

To provide on-site consultation to teachers.

To instruct teachers in making materials to be used in the
‘classroom. : :

Population:

. Regular and E.H. teachers and counselbrs at elementary site
- wschool. 3taff received on-going help from Title VI resource
teacher, consultants and partic;pated in various warkshaps
vpreaanted by Title VI.
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=IT Target Sehaal wérkahaps :
#EE‘Materials Day”“ L
L Sort of
Possibly
2s_Not sure . No

P

: Da yau thlnk yau will agtually 1mp1emént ideas
B galngd frgm this wgrkshap° o v 6.

i;.YDld you take part in any aetiv;tiéa during the , ,
i»warkshcp? S » ‘ ' 4 1 1

'  :f;D1d thia experlence prav;de input whieh yau )

4. Did ycu aea any materials yau wauld lzka ta v .
“ dupllcate and uae? - v . e 5 1

}f GGMﬁEETS;-'Thésé typesyﬁf'aetivitiés very necessary;
" EXCELLENT IDEAS; exaellént warkshap,
_:'eapecially the wark 1n thé clasaraﬂm

A—II Target School Wbrkshﬂpa

: L #36 Materiala Day = . v

fDé ygu thlnk you will actually 1mplement idaaa -

= ;galned from this workshmpq. 4 3 2

TDid ygu take part in any actlvities durlng _ : .
the,warkshop? G . o o ) 1 3 .5

: ,fD;d thls experienca pravide 1nput wh;ch you flnd ] :
-?jhelpfﬁl* RN 6 1 2

‘ijid you see any materials you wauld like to _ 7
;5duﬁlicate and use? _ 4 3 ' 2

?>GDMMENTS;. really appreciate what the demonstra-
o ‘tion teacher did; intend to use a lot

~'of theyideas presented




TARGET SGHGCL WQRKSHQPS .
Number respanding to f&edbagk 8

ijéctivess

To train volunteers in thé use of informal asseasment, gself-.
ccncept homemade games and materials for individualizing
instruetion fgr students with learning disabilities.

- Volunteer tutors for individual children.




y: get Sehaal Wbrhsheps

joibpswing Presentatian Materialssindividualizéd Instruction
:.#53 Individual Pragrams Regardlng Academic and Eéhaviar Skills
" #40° Presentation of Rated Assessment and Self Concept °

11#43 Praaeet Upawing Reading -~ Ratéd Aasessment

!Pléa e réspaﬁd ta the fallawing questigﬁs._
; :Da ysu prefér to partiﬂipate ar observe démanstratians

»_1 PartiEipatE in-i---i'i'-iii---Il.l-----‘-l.;i-i- 1
2 ObaEHEQQiilil!l;ii'liIllli'lilli!ll'ilIIIIIIlII l
§ Bgth---i------iaii,iii,é!gin--pi----------iiiii;ii 5

+.To.what degree has infgfmatian offered in the work-
. .shops been af‘uSE'tc'yau? : 1 1 6
' What galna do you feel you have made in regard to :

understanding ind;vidual léarnlng styles of gtudents? - : ,1 1 3 1

rEl;ea‘se- rate your ability to deal with behavior

1 4 1 1
il‘!"i‘!’i!"!iiiiiii-iij“"';‘!"‘."‘!---!iili 2 -
4
1
_ o 17
! ,»uld ygu rate yaur abillty to tutcr fsr
i fic learning prablems? 2 .3 2
8
_atudents with 1aarning prablems? 1 'y 3
What types af additinnal warkshaps would be of
r:ﬂcféétivlty, in classroom; behavior
~problems;: how children learn to read;
AT ~ terms of learning disabilities
P;egée”ratE'the overall effectiveness of the p
1 :

workshops you attended




A - II, #38 ORIENTATION MEETING FOR H. WONG WORKSHOPF
o MhltisMadla Happening
* Number of feedback sheets 33

in claasraam._

Provide communication between regular education and special
education in respect to specific learning problems,

Demanstrate the use Qi science concepts in working with
uninvolved students.

' Teachers, ancillary staff, supervision from District Office.
This workshop was given by a Title VI consultant and was
. -designed to promote communication between teachers and
- ancillary staff, '

215
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: -II Targét Sehcél Workshop

#38 Qrientatian Meeting for H. chg Workshop - Multi Media Happening

'Da y@u préfer ta part;Eipate or observe demonstra-

tiona? .
1. Particlpate s 1 « Y 3

. ODSET VB esonvsssescsosnsnsssasasssssssssnses Ll

3i B‘Dth---;-l-:i---ili;iiiii,na:ggillééééillii EG

To what degree has information offered in this

: presantatian been of use to you?

understanding individual learning styles of students?

Please rate ygur ability to deal with behavior
problems

What gains do you feel you have made in regard to

Have you made your own instructional materials?
1? Rggularlyl-iiii--igiii-f'@iiii-i-il.ll-!l!- 17

Ei‘ Qgggsigna11Yiilill'!!liiiill;éé-;i_!é::iiiéii lg
3; VEI'?A‘aéldom;--g--gii----g;a-:-iig-;g;-gag-- 3

How much resource help have you received for

- students with learning problems?

What types of additianal presentations would be of

. -interest to you?

- Special education and general education cooperation;

learning disabilities; reading; math; engineered

© ‘classroom; resource room materials; behavior problems,
- ete.

'Please rate the overall effectiveness of this
o presentatien :

How would you rate your receptivenesa to having a
: ccnsultant work in your own classroom or school?

216

\m“ ‘

11

17

23



A - II, #39 CURRICULUM RESOURCE DAY oo
‘ : Number responding to feedback: Pre 16, Post 7

Objectives:
To train teachers to use instructional materials for individual-
1zatisn. : .

To demonstrate the use of contracts in obtaining behavioral and
academi@jabjeetives.

Té provide eensﬁltaticn on-gite to teachers for programming of
ehilQEEﬁ,with learning or behavior prablems-

To instruet teachers in making materials for individualized
instruetian.

Pa’ulatian.

A Regula? classroom teachers, E.H. tegehars, counsgelors, prlngipala,
, tha ancillary and administrative ataff

217
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fanII ‘Target School Workshops
; #49 Gurricuium Resource Day

"1, What types of workshop or. inservices do you have
"~ an/interest in or feel a need?
- record keeping; self concept; contracting; learning
-~ center materials; training paraprofessionals;
- individualized instruction - reading and math;
science;" metric Eystem- actiV1tiés for remediation
of’ réading, etae,

2, Do yau préfer to 7articiiata in or abgerve
-demonatrations? :

1DPartiGipat% in.!liiiil‘!li;lll.liilliiiii.lﬁii_ l
; 2‘ObEEWEIIlllII!!II!Illllll!!Ii.li..i‘iililllil 2
3 Eth-.liili..ll'l‘lliiiil-IIlll-i-‘l-I.!D!D!ll 17

3.\EHQW fréquently da yau make yaur own inatruetional
,,materialsﬁ

M
U
ey
]
S
e
I-"'
Q-
2
P
=
=
<,
-
L]
-
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
-
L]
L]
L]
»
L]
L
'
L]
L
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
L]
-
L]
L]
L]
-
b
=\

' 5;: Have;yau ever used 1earning eentersrin yaur
classroom?

YEEI.iiiiililllll!.'!.li‘iiiii!l-ii..-.lliiiiiiii 7
NQI‘!IQll!-..iIIIQII!l‘iiiiiilllll.lil.lll'l“lii o
chagiﬂn&llyl O F ST B BB A E RS R RS EE RSO HEEFTEETS 7 Sgr‘t oii
i | Posaibly
CEmm : Yes, Not sure MNo
S Do you think you will actually implement ideas o
. - gained from this workshop? 8 0 0
2l Did you take part in any activities during the
Ly Vwerkshap? 8 0 0
.3, Did this experience provide iﬁput which you i : 7
© ' find helpful? ' : 8 0 0
r’-Dld you ‘see any materials you would 1ike to o : ' 7
~:'duplieate and use? v 8 0 0

,'CDMMENTS- very. gecd- need more of this kind of activity;
'”j many good ideas; same materials used for various
levels; liked. the time to make materials; "a shot in
B tha arm-“ .
i,Name one. itam you wculd ‘1ike to have us provide for you=
- more’ eapies of . ddeas; materials; inservice for complete
"fgeilities- different waya tq use - the sams matarials
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NON-COMMERCIAL MATERTALS USED TN WORKSHOPS

AT A II

_AIIT

{ORKSHOP NUMBER _
'TAL CONTACT SHEET

OR GOALS FOR TEACHERS AND CHILDREN
ACHER PARTICIPATION REQUEST
WALK TN ANOTHER PAIR OF SHOES

"THE- ANIMAL WORLD

'PRINCIPLES OF BEHAVIOR MODIFICATION
“TIME COMMITMENT

QDESERVING CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR
‘CLASSROOM EXAMPLES OF TARGET BEHAVIOR
?GRDUP DISCUSSION

gSUBJEcT MATTER GROUP MEETING

;’Tugz GUIDELINES

GAME GUIDELINES, cont.
INDIVIDUALIZED PROGRAMMING
 INDIVIDUALIZED PROGRAMMING, cont.
| OBSERVATION CHART

ADBSERVATIGN CHART, cont.

' WORK RECORD CARD

IMESE MEETING REPORT..
ADING-DAILY SEQUENCE CHECKLIST
TRAND 5: VISUAL SKILLS

ECOMING FAMILIAR WITH THE SEQUENCES
'YOU ARE A WINNER

;GAHE_GARDS FOR ABOVE

ELF-CDNCEPT EVENTQRY

ILE FDLDE? GQMPU’I‘ER

; ENTATIDN TO THE ENVIRONMENT
TNDIVIDUALIZING EDUCATIONAL GAMES
DRTH, SDUTH, EAST AND WEST

'INFORMAL OBSERVATION OF LEARNING MODALITIES

,6,20,25;35; 

12,45 9
1,12 9

2,5,6,7,8,14
2,5,6,7,8,14
2,5,6,7,8,14
2,5,6,7,8,L4
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,1%
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,14
2,5,7,8,14
4,13

4,13

4,13

4,1%

6,20,26,35,
45

8,40,42,49

45
6,2@,27!351
L5
6,9,19,1l;
40,45

8,40,42,49

16,29, 49

7

9,10,11
9,10,11
9,10,11

8,540,42,49




R@iﬁFéRCED USING THE DOMINO GAME

INTERVENTIONS

TAKE OUR HATS OFF

FEELiNG GROOVY

FEELING GROOVY, canti

CONFIDENTIALLY I THINK

HEAR YE, HEAR -YE

You SHQﬁLD 'BE FEELING GROOVY a1
CONTRACT - SCIENCE
INDIVIDUALIZED SPELLING PROGRAM
ING IT WORK AT THE OPERATIONAL
RESDﬁRGE ROOM PROGRAM =

OBERT LOUIS. STEVENSQN;RESDURCE ROOM
TLE VI-G RESEARCH TEACHING |
;'TED'ASSESSMENT INSTRUCIiONS; MATH

G CDNTRAGT'r- e

AT

9,10,11
9,10,11
17

- 24,26,35

24,26,29,35
2k,26,35
24,26,325

24,26,35

24,26,35
24,26,35
24,26,35,45
26

26

26
26 .
Eég§5,44,45

26,35, 4,45

,25135,44 45

26,35, k45

26,29,35

§26,29,35
© 26,29,35 "
- 26, 29,35_
26,29,35

26,29,35

© 26,29,35

26,29,35

26,29,35

26,29,35

Eég 29, 35.
26,29,35
26,29,%5

27

27,28
‘ 29145
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INDIVIDUALIZING EDUCATIONAL GAMES

Even thaugh you ¥now how to play the game - Jook at the instructions before
you gtart to play. ’
You and your child may learn a new skill each time you play a game together.

General Instructions:

Before you start a game, remember these three points -

.
b.

Ask your child only once a day if he wishes to play a game.
Review rules before playing - if the child wishes to change 2 rule - Ca
which makes sense - make it a part of the agreed game.

Set a time limit - stop at that time so that the child end you
will not lose interest - but rather will stop when interest is

. high - varies 15 to 20 minutes - 30

4, Verbalization is important part of learning any new skill -

A,

Use specific words when presenting the instructions. Try to tell
the child exactly what you want him to do - check eut to find if

“¢Ha~6hild understands clearly what you expact.

Examples:
1., Place the chips in a gtack to, your left.
Rather than: Don't scatter the chips all over the table.

2. Keep the blocks on the table. v
Rather than: We don't put blocks in our mouth, do we?

"3, You have some blocks. . You keep those blocks and let him

use the other blocks. _ o
Rather than: Wouldn't you 1ike to share your blocks with him?
4, Walk in the house. o
Rather than: Don't run in the house.
5, You push the table and I'll pull it.
Rather than: Don't hurt yourself.

6. Take turns.

Rather than: Be good

7. Follow the directions. Play after the other player finishes.
Rather than: Play nicely

Use specifie words to tell about position.
Example: The pegs are on the bottom shelf beside the puzzle.
Rather than: Right over there : '

Use specific words to tell about position
Example: We will stop at 6:00 .
Rather than: We will stop after awhile. .
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MULTT-LEVEL DITTOS

Multi- lavel ‘dittos can be used bcth for individualized instruction and with
_group instruction. In waing multi-level, please remember to prV1de fgr the
individuai différences of the students you teach.

Some ways to use multi-level dittoa:

A, Individualized instruetion.

[ : 1. A certain number of words or problems can be given to an
I - individual student depending on-his capability.

2. A certain task can be designated on individual basis - Example:
i A group of students may be using a particular multi-level
! ditto using words; however, an individual student may be
working on words from spelling social studies, reading, ete.

3, Additions to assignments done with multi-level dittos can be
assigned on individual basis Example After completing
- task assignad on mﬂlti—lEVEl dittas, you. may have a
'_ehaise of 1..
2.
3.
R

B. Group- 1natructign.

R 'Thé graupa can use multinlével dittca by u51ng different
- ,asaignments on same ditta. .

2. ,Graups;ean be assigﬁed to same assignment on different ditto.
3, Graﬁps can work on other pfsjeets usiﬁg mulfiﬁlevslvdittos
- as a part of projeet. '

EH Model Praject, 'I‘itle VI-G - 225
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Addit,ienal W.R.A.T. Informstion

: The Wide Range Achievement Test will be imoro valuable if the examiner alertly
unea into the student's behavioral and mechanical proceeses. The fellowing are a
ew suggestimla af additianal information that can be ggthared when glving the W.R.A.T.

1.  The W.R.A.T. is the second most frequently used inastrument in testing
réading by school psychologists and reading clinieés,

2. It is easy to administer and score. .

‘3. There are no contextual or picture olues ae in paragraph reading.

4, The rangs of ability is from nursery school to college.

1. It pmﬁ,des ouly a rﬂugh grade placement.

2, With a range from nursery schoocl te college, it ia obvisus that the
~_number of items per grade is limited and the number ef pupils per grade
sn which it hes been standardized 1s-likewise relatively smsll. 7
3. It .prevides nc measure of word cemprehension, A child may premounce the

‘word correctly but not comprehend it.
4, The standard .scores and percentiles are subject to guestion.

Check how the student belds his peneil, "Is he tensed or relaxed? Does 7
~ he have difficulty forming nuxbters? (This can be behavioral or mechanical.)
A% 2. Dﬂes the student subvpealize Hhsg he w&rka prnblema? How dependent is

he ugan verbalization?

.3, _Hew dpes the atudent use his. nnn—kritiug ham:l? ‘ -

4, Hew d9es the atudent approach aﬂthmetia? Does he give up aasily? I.s
5
6

he enthusiatie?
5. How Qoes the student deal with fallure?
. How' well does the student usge his time? 'If it is difficult for him to
" fin*sh a problem can be meve cnte the next problem after a reasonable
amourif of time?
'7; “Does ha give wild answers (an e.t’bamp‘b +o hide inadequacies)?

1. Dces the BtudEﬁt use concrete couating aids (fingers, marka, etc. )?
2. Does theé ptudent confuse place value when writing 'mmbe:‘a? Does he line
©up enswers correctly?
Doea the atudent carry the right number? Can he remember a number for
imediate use? :
Dees the student cenfuse processes? Adds when he sheuld subject, ete.
Is Le aware of written instructions? - How cluseiy does he attend to
"~ details? , .
5. - Does the E,udent reverse, invert, or transpose numbers?
, - Does the ‘dtudent need morc than the available working space?
. “Does he usve diffi aﬂty going from an.addition preblem to a subtraction
- problem?- Daeg ‘he tend te repeat. nunbera that Le has already vsed? =
Does he. 'E-end to work fram rigbt. ts left (dj;'eeuienal a:m‘usim)? PR




.gw R.A.T. Iniarmgtinﬂ

:pasa 2

B:ﬂr h.andwrit:.ng (visual-motor incc:ar\il.ﬁati@n)

2, Small, cramped handwriting (a withdrawn or constricted paersenality)

‘eonfugion; immature visual perception).

”Reversgls ef 1etters or wcrd.a, suf;h as "saw" far "wag"
(clireatignal canfusian, immature visual perception)..
_Paer. vaequeming ‘of latters, auuh as "flet" fer "fglt“ (psar‘ visu.al
seque : ,
- Misaing ‘the ":mer details of warcla ‘and guesamg ’b:r tha beginning atter
- ‘general -shape, such as:'black" for "blcek" or ."little" fa;' "letter" .
(poor: attention to details; immature visual percep‘bi@n)
“ Confusion of vcwel smmds, auch as "Jar“ for “;la.r“ ‘(pea };1:: 4 edge of
_vowel sounds): : o
. - Child reads si@ifiaantly be..tar on werd 1151:5, such as tha WHA‘I‘ Peading_“
- " ‘subtast, than hé docs -imiparagraph reading (ismature, visual’ per‘ﬂegr;inn, :
: !figure-baelggmmd disturbance whars c_-hilr:i is d;straated and aaﬁfused by
“additional visual ﬁtimul.s)

‘reading (heaﬁr reliance’ on gentextual and pioture clues).

Poor spatial argamgatiar end alignment of letters (viaual—mtar

incoerdinatien).

' Misspallin? his ovn name (paar attention to details, mature visual
n [ ]

perceptio
Reversed symbols, 1ettérs or wards, such as 'doy" for "bc:»y“ (dlzagt&gnel

-

Confusion ¢f letters which look Eamewhat gimjilar, Euéh ag "m" with “n“'

- (immature visual perception).

Poor aeguenaing of letters within words, sueh a8 “wacht" for "Veteh" :

_(;!DQI‘ visual or auditsry sequencing ability).
- Puttirig down the last letter of the werd only, such ss "m" fm:‘ "him"
- (peor auditory memory and sequencing ability).
" Ability to spell phonetically but incorrectly, such as. "nacher“ fc:r

"nature" (good awiitory Eamsi—ﬁaasmbnl abilby but pmr visusl memary

- of 'bhg ﬁt}:‘ﬁﬂ’b apalling)

Ildisﬂ fﬂ;l !lbisll

eing).

Child reads. aignificantly worse on ward :L:Lsts than ha daes in pa.ragraph '




d'me ‘about it.

] 'I did not know the book was being written

.
-

I am proud of the. efforts made

T want to show it te other members of the family

EmC’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' lcnew mzr san/ﬁaughtar was t-m ng the _baak. bacauae he/she

fE will not show it to other members of the family

pd
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



workbooks or other sources cfvpietures

b. - g'§ markers

—~. e,  rubber cement

d. clear contact paper as a protective
‘ coating for the surface = laminating
f;lm alsc W@fké

e, tiny teysita use as markers

f. flash eards

g. - -dice or spinner
h. scissora and ruler

i. card - various sizes

Po

ERIC:

JAruitoxt Provided



: gescrwpm@n, Preparation, and Uses

AN AWARD IS A WRITTEN

fhe CO‘(@U\ worker e

ACADEMIC GROWTH OR IMPR j
l:lLﬁjﬂzji (:A ’CZCJ ?23 ' BEHAVIOR s
/éj H-# )71} ), ‘L-Zé{ﬂg_f , o : ~Awards should veed _

B ' specify individual being
{-\Q\‘fimﬂ;_f/ {@Z?Q/egf ﬁf_s;v o ) EGmPlifﬂen‘bed

/éi; .‘-ﬁf;-’b?é L adics jﬂfz&?ysf ’ . state specific natlu‘é;:é_,

e — the ecmpliplé_n'b :

prsv:;de a place to ident,
gender and/ar witness =

Tiho choice of illustrations and sophistication of language will
depend upen the age and internsto of the consumer (students).
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*\:-_filmstrip 1|

MTIsFUNCTIQHAL WDEKSI—E‘I‘S ARE QPEN

WPEGH GAN EE-

* ENDED," MOTIVATEG, m WDRKS}EI‘S

1, ﬂSEE MORE L'IHAN ONCE WITH A

i GIVEN S‘I‘UDEQT DR,

2, USED WITH A GRDIIP OF sm:ms

"IN DIFFERENT WAYS DEPENDING
UPON THE STUDENT'S CURRENT .
-ETSTRIJGTIGI\LAL ms. A

V’Sfitgdan% B




I Knaw I“ havéy'a 3@&:\:;\.:1

w\\en ISR S

i Mnltisfunctieﬂal warkaheata . e ‘ :
' 1. allaw teaehera tﬁ individnalize their pragrams as desired.

E. éncauraga atudanis to appraaah péneil and paper taaka whiah 1aak
intéresting and appeaiing. :

0 3. prgvide ‘a’ relaxad format to- fastar better communication between
- pecpla (big and: iittle) who' share a legrning enviranment.
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" Some of your days could be

" THE PUPIL"SERVICE/GENERAL- EDUGATIO

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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“Pértlvlpants' Amn Garf;eld
" Sandra Dragin
Brunllda‘ﬁeilbrén

Partmipants Muriel Tarnapml
Jahanna Peterscn
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Participants:
Carlos Cornejo
Elaine Grady
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Room

Participants:
Marcia Anderson
Dorothy Rosenbergar
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teacgv_g, suvport t@ parents and rggulgr téachéra, and
Practicum tn apecialist teachers.

Cap;tcl Mall
Sacramento, California

San Francisco Unified School Diatriet
Special Educational Services Division
135 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, California
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SAN FRANCISCO TITLE VI-G. STAFF

Project Head: Jane Anderson
Field Research Teachera:

Amy Eggers Betty Thomas
Kathy Shimizu

* T Left My Heart in San Francisco"
(Courtesy of San Francisco Tourist and Convention Bureau)

VERVIEW:  Title VI-G

[

SHARED RESPONSIBILITY: Staff Presentation

Queation and Anawer Period

" 1974 Year of Dissemination and Replication "
Slide Presentation

MAKING IT WORK AT AN OPERATTONAL LEVEL

~ Amy Eggers

To present and discuss establishment
of two Resource Centera as an out
growth of Title VI-G.

MATERTJALS FOR INDIVIDUALIZING

Betty Thomas and Kathy Shimizu
for indiviéualizing instruetion in both
" regular and special education classes.

BAIED,g?SESgEEUZﬁggéggEDGE: _GAMES AS AN INTE
Jene MAnderson
To providé.an opportunity’to use Title:VI-Gés Rated
Assessment as a tool for programming activities-
uaing educational games.

(Materials Courtesy of Tom Wiseheart,
Audio Visual Services)
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INDIVIDUALI-
R ZATION:
MULTILEVEL

CLASSROOM :
COMMUNICATION: &
Speaking
Listeningf .’
Reading A
Writing /s

G SELF-
ENHANCEMENT

LEARNING
ENVIRONMENTS EDUCATION

# TUNING
./ INTO
“+ #BEHAVIOR
‘§ SIGNALS

DIAGNOSTIC Ny 3

{ DIAGNOSTICH
TOOLS

II ~ 39

** ORIENTATION 70 PHASE IIT
MOTIVATING THE EDUCATIONALLY
UNINVOLVED, SIGNING UP FOR
DESIRED PARTICIPATION, AND
SHARING CHINESE CUISINE

52 ESP WORKSHOP: EXPERIENGING
SUCCESSFUL PERFORMANCE FOR
IMPACT TEAMS AT INTERMEDIATE
AND SECONDARY LEVEL

CovEQ BY
V40 Wil APAG

“"WHAT'S HAPPENING-IN LEARNING
DISABILITIES: EVALUATION

LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT, CURRENT
"TRENDS IN DIAGNOSIS, AND
ADMINISTRATION AND TEACHERS

h 77 S - ] - - V -
=++ FOCUS ON PRIMARY EDUCATION

ALSO

y a2

INDEPENDENT STUDY

RANCISCE U
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TITLE: DEVELOPING THE LEARNING TEAM CONCEPT FOR SUPPORT AND TEACHING
' AS A HEANS OF MAINSTREAMING PROGRAM FOR THE INHERCITY CHILD

PURPOSE#o extend the learning team concept of shared responaibility
hetween teaching and support staff by providing opportunities for
continuing communication in a learning environment.

TABLE OF CONTENTS: '

May 1  ORIENTATION MEETING: MOTIVATING THE EDUCATIONALLY UNINVOLVED
Potrero Hill Junior High School and Teacher Learning Center
ESP WORKSHOP: EXPERIENCING SUCCESSFUL FPERFORMANCE

For Impact Teams at Intermedlate and Secandaty Level with

Hay 13—17 ‘and 27-31

May 8 WHAT'S HAPPENING IN LEARNING DISABILITIES

'|<

Sheraton Palace Hatgi. five presentations, each presented twice,
once in the morning and once in the aftsrmoon. Each participant,
therefore, chooses two of the following sessions:
EVALUATION DESIGNS
THE RESOURCE ROOM
LANGUAGE DEVELOFMENT
CURRENT TRENDS IN DIAGNOSIS
ADMINISTRATION AND TEACHERS
May 28 FOCUS ON PRIMARY EDUCATION
Teacher Learning Center: With Joyce Kohfeldt and Title VI Staff

THE_SMORGASBDRD SERIES: BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Q Independent Study can be arranged by signing up with "Special
Classes and Itinerant Services" during the Signup Period following

ﬁarry Wong's presentation.
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FPotreroc Hill Junior High School

Miastress of Carsmonies Juanita Smith
Elementary Counseling

THE SMORGASBORD SERIES Fern Kelly, Superviesor -
District Insarvice Fducation

MOTIVATING THE EDUCATIONALLY HANDICAPPED Harry Wong, Guest Speaker

ABOUT HARRY WONG: he ig teacher, textbook author, and director of a curriculum
project for the educationally uninvolved. He is in much demand as a speaker,
already booked into 1975. His presentations often end with a standing ovation,
His is a dynamic presentation expressing concern for and strategles for dealing
with the uninvolved student. Mr. Wong iz a practicing clasaroom teacher and
director of the IDEAS AND INVESTIGATION IN SCIENCE PROJECT. His message, howvever,
is equally applicable and relevant to all disciplines and grade levels.

AT 6:00 PM:

SMORGASBORD FOLLOWUP ACTIVITIES Jane Anderson
Title VI-G Project Head

SIGNUP FOR SMORGASBORD ACTIVITIES

1. May 7: Intermediate and Secondary Levels Jane Anderson
i Betty Thomas

2, May 8: What's Happening in Learning Disabilities Elaine Wolfe Grady
(Open to 25 persons in each of 5 groups) ,

3. Mey 28: Primary Education Amy Eggers

*4. Speclal Classes and Itinerant Services . Jane Criner
Marcia Dunn

#Those signing up for the fourth activity will be involved in independent
study using an approach to working on the aspects of mainstreaming as this
applies to Special Education classes and itinerant services. Those who are
interested may work as an independent team or slect to coordinate efforts
with a larger group.

Marcia Dunn 928-7.77 Jane Criner 863-4680
- Ex., 287

CHINESE CUTSINE at 6330 PM at the Teacher Learning Center
1400 16th Street

S ' 247
o | | : 175




ESP WORKSHOP: EXPERIENCING SUCCESSFUL PERFORMANCE FOR IMPACT TEAMS AT
INTERHEDIATE ANDVSEGDHDARYVLEVEL th 7 1974';t Tegchar Lesrning‘Center

9:00 AM: +thia session, ‘conducted by Harry Wong, is a first step in the
to development of work strategles for teams composed of support and
3:00 PM teaching staff. Mr. Wong will be aided by the following Title
: VI staff membsra:
Jane Anderson
Marion Miller
Amy Eggers
Betty Thomas
Kathy Shimizu
Vic Milhoan
ARFAS FOR EMPHASIS:
1. How to achieve a 95% Succeas Pactor in the Classroom
2, Use of Contracts
3. Reducing the Dropout Rate
4. Techniques for Teaching Relevant Major Ccncapts
5. Impart&nce of Te&ching Styles

6. Developing Positive Self Concepts for Teachers and Students

FOLLOWUP $
=

Onsite consultation with Harry Wong wlll be available upon request
during the weeks of May 13-17 and 27-31. Mr. Wong will work with
both teachers and students in a learning context.




" 'WHAT'S HAFPENING IN LEARNING DISABILITIES
May 8, l??&_at tha ShgrataanalncetHbtel

Charleas Keaster, State Department
Special Education

Overview of California Title VI Learning Disabilities Projects: input
fram staff members from other areas within the State
10:00-12:00 SMALL GROUP MEETINGS: each of the five seasions 1listed below
: will be presented at the morning and the afternoon session. Each
and participant will, therefore, ba able to attend two of the fiva
sessions listed diractly balow:

1:30-3:00
1.EVALUATION DESIGNS ;Har%aretiseheffelin
' " "Calilorn’ tate Department af Edugatiﬁn ‘
Sacramenta, Califcrnia - o
Dava Ualan .
- Project Diractor, Systematie Program
Davelapment for Educationally Handi-
cgpped, Sacramant@, California .
2.THE RESOURCE ROOM Jo ea Kehfaldt

' -Tor Leadarship Training
Ingtituta, Sgn Franciaca, California

Loa Wiederhult
- Leadership ,*aining Institute
Departmant of Special Education
College of Educatian, Univarsity of
Arizona, Tucson

{ llia Navcumer
- ip Training. Inatituta in
Laarﬁing Disabilities, Department
of Special Education, University
of Arizone, Tucaan

3.LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT

4 .CURRENT TRENDS IN DIAGNOSIS

e Fro: essor, Galifcrnia
Stgta Univarsity, Hayward,

-5+ADMINISTRATION AND TEACHERS o J ann Carthy S '
o . ~-Lea 11p 'ra ning Institute,

Dapartment of Special Education

Callaga of Education, University of Arizena

177
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9:00AM Jayca Kohfeldt, Consultant, will bes the workshop leader and

will be aided by the following Title Vi staff members:
to
3:00 PM Amy Eggers

Marion Miller

‘Marilyn Stepney

PURPOSE: to plan for onsite implementation to begin May 29, BD and 31.
o The areas to bs covered are teacher-made materials, contracts,
rewvards, learning centers, resource room, learning games, self-
concept games, individualized instruction, and inventory.

A [PATED OUTCQMES; a basic working onsite plan for use at those sghaals
rapréganﬁé@’iﬁ participants will be developed at this initial meeting. A

part of the day will be given to a consideration of alternative approaches
designed especially to meet the needs of individual participating schools.

*Jayce aarved as Titlg VI Project Head during the 1?72-1973 school year
. Phases I and II of the Smorgasbord Series were planned and
implemantad as part of the Title VI Inaervice affort during that year.
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BACKGROUND: In the fall of 1973 the Project Head for Title VI-G reported to
the Supervisor of District Inservice Education that numerous requasts for an
integrated inservice opsration were being received from psrsons representing
the various sectors within Special Education, These requssts expressed a need
for increased communication batween Spacial Education Staff and between the
General Education and Special Education é#taffa.

A Planning Committee called The Pupil Service/General Education Staff Develop-
ment Committee representing the named areas, the Project Head for Title VI-G,
and the Supervisor of District Inservice Education attended a serles of planning
meetings beginning in the early fall of 1973. The outcome of this planning was
a two-session workshop called SMORGASBORD, designed as follows:

Purpose: exploring and operationalizing the askills of Pupil Service workers
as a basis for future sharing of knowhow betwsen Specisl and General Educa-
tion staffs.

Place: Potrero Hill Junior High School Time: December 7 (4:00-7:00FM)
December 9 (9:00-12:00 Noon)

Format: 8 input centers scheduled so that 3 could be experienced each of the
two ssssions. At the close of each ssssion check lista were completed which

indicated which area participants would like to explore in depth for PHASE II.
A video-tape documentary was made of the entire operation (27 minutes).

PHASE II: A majority of the participants indicated that they would like to
éipfére’in depth two of the original eight input sessiona. The two chosen
were MANAGING LEARNING ENVIRONMENTS and DIAGNOSTIC TOOLS.

PHASE III:

' to extend the learning team concept of shared responsibility between
teaching and support staff.

QBJECTIVES:

A N T

1. to organize an orientation meeting designed to extend awareness
amonig support and teaching ataff of the need for communiecation
relative to the learning procesa.

2. to organize teams composed of persons from support and teaching
staff to work closely with youngsteras at site level.

3. to bring together resources in personnel and materials in order
to review and consolidate theae into a relevant skills sequencing
for practical application

4. to establish a achedule of release time, funded by Title VI-G,
in order to allow freedom for collaboration between team members
ard for obsarvation and demonstration activities.

251 )
179
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from wrknhnp pu-t:lnim.nta. '

6. to monitor the affectivanasg of this inservice design in increasing
cooperation between support amd teaching staff.

 EVALUATION: Special Education/Pupil Personnel/General Education staff will
monitor during 1974-1975 the degree of continuing teem cooperation at school
site level. Title VI-G staff will prepare a written report for distribution
to the Superintendent, Board of Education Commissioners, the Office of District
Inservice Education, the Office of Special Education and to participants in
The SMORGASBORD SERIES: PHASE III. This monitoring effort will reveal vhether
- the following atated QOUTCOME has been achievedj namely, TO BRING ABOUT GREATER
COLLABORATION BETWEEN SPECIAL AND GE3 , EDUCATION STAFF WORKING WITH SFUSD
CHILDREN AS TEAMS IN ORDER TO IMPROVE EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS.

PLANNING COMAITTEE: PHASE III

Jane Anderson Project Head, Title VI, SFUSD
Mary Byrd Zone I Administrator, SFUSD
Jane Criner Bay Area Learning Center
Joe Dombek | _ - BALC Consultant

~ Marcia Dunn Speach Clinician, SFUSD
Amy Eggers Resource Teacher, Title VI, SFUSD
Elaine Wolfe Grady Supervisor, Pupil Personnel Services
Fern Kelly Supervisor, District Inservice

» Education, SFUSD

ngybéth King | BALC Consultant
Bob Parina District Secondary Counselor
Edith Pa;chal ~ Elementary Primary Counselor, SFUSD
Juanita Smith | District Elementary Counselor
Betty Thomas Resource Teacher, Title VI, SFUSD
David Jamieson Supervisor, Peychological Services
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San Francisco Unified School Diatriet EH Model Project
Special Education Division Title VI-G

DISABILITIES

May 8 WHAT'S HAPPENING IN

9:00 ~ 10:00 - Sheraton Palace Hotel | o
A. M. Greeting .Charles Keaster, State Department, Special Education
Overview of California Title VI Learning Dia;bilities Projeots

Small group meetings (aass;ané available 10:30 - 12100 and 1130 - 3:00 P. M,)
You may participate in two small group meetings.
Please indioate your choice No. A M No. ____P. M

Margaret Scheffelin
California State Department of Education
Sacramento, California v

Parlor @ Dave Uslan ,

Project Director (Systematic Program Development)
for Educationally Handicapped

Sacramento, California

1. BEvaluation Designs:

2. The Resource Room: Joyce Kohfeldt
"~ Consultant for Leadership Training Institute
San Francisco, California

Lee Wiederholt
Leadership Training Institute

Department of Special Education

- College of Education, University of Arizona
Tueson, Arizona

Parlor D

Phyllis Newcomer .

Leadership Training Institute in Learning
Disabilities

Parlor E Department of Special Education

College of Education, University of Arizona

Tucson, Arizona : '

3+ Language Development:

k. current Trends in Diagnoais:Donald D, Hammi1l
Researcher
Austin, Texas

Golden Gate Harry Overline
Associate Professor
California State Univeraity
Hayward, California

S+ Administration and Teachers:Jeanne McCarthy .
Leadership Training Institute
Uger Room - A.M. Department of Special Education
. . et — P 3 College of Education, University of Arizona
California Room - P.M. Tucson, Ardzona
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Thél“e war‘e 252 parent.s 1nvalved during the school year thrgugh v
inservice workshgps, observation of elaasrcam demonstrations, 'L;;
and actual gart;glpatien ln.administering examinations, :

Community Involvement

Several community-wide workshops were held, but attendance was
not kept. One specific community organization (Health Depart-
e e oment ) - attended: & workshop and’ 32 medical staff attended.

Advisory Counecil

The original project (1971-72, 1972-73) proposed three levels

of Advisory Councils (sﬁate—widé, local distriet, and technical).
The third year projeet did not prsgsée_the continuance of the
Advisory Couﬁéils since the third year was to evaluate the
effeetiveness of the five proposed objectives.

Hawefer, the laeai Advisory Council representing essentially
the»elementarv and secondary instruction division and Pupil
Personnel division provided coordination with regular education
and suppcrt services and assisted in planning join in-service

programs.,

The attached itemization preaénts in summary form the parent and community

involvement.
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10.

11.

1. . Learners

. Audience

Partici?atcrs

. Partieipants

Audience

Audience

Audience

Participants

Learners

Learners-Audience

Learners-Audience

NT_AND_

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

‘»»vr-;~»,¢- -- Activity -
“Presentation to Lawton P.T.A of

Title VI-G Model Delivery System,
Title VI-G services té Lawton School.
On-site series of demanstréfisns,

workshops, lectures in individuali-
zing instruection to pupils with

“learning disabilities.

~ Workshop for Sunshine School P.T.A on

individualized educational games and
self-concept inventory. '

Presentation to community members on
services and functions of Title VI-G
Model Delivery System.

Parents observing faculty demonstra-
tion of a science lesson presented by
a consultant to the Title VI-G project
at Second Community School, Noriega’
Home School, Potrero Hill,

‘Parents obaserving on-site demonstra-

tion of individualizing instruetion
for primary children, by a consultant
to the Title VI-G project.

Parents participated with Title VI
staff, Noriega Home School staff,

" P. A. Hearat School staff in adminis-

10.

11.
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tering Santa Clara Inventory of
Developmental Tasks. Kindergarten
pupils.

Community members attended Leadership
Training Institute Workshop, "What's
Happening in Learning Disabilities,”
Sheraton-Palace Hotel.

Workshop at Title VI-G Resource Center
pregented by a consultant to project,
"Motivating the Uninvolved Learner."

Community members attended "Multi-media
Happening" at Potrero Hill given by a
consultant to Title VI-G project.
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o Page 2

12,

| 13,
14,

1s5.

16.

Audience

Learners
Discussion Group

Discussion Group

Presenter

15,

16.
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Membera ‘of the cammunity attended wark-'
shop at San Francisco Mediecal Society
office, Title VI-G staff member.: : .
presented Self-concept Inventafy. : IR R
Title VI-G staff members were involved

in all day Health Education Workshop.-

Title VI-G staff warked with parenfs '

 from replication district on educational -

games.

On-site zone council meeting at Lawton
School. Discussion of behav;ar modifi-
cation techniques.

Part communication groups at Lawton
and Mark Twain Schools.

Through observation, worked out an
improved method of pupil-child
communication. Lawton School.
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AESTRA CT

i:{G1 The repart cantained hér21n describes the evaluatlan deaign,

i struments, “#nd resulta for ‘the’ Title VI=G project for the 1973-197%
,_:geademie'yegr. An intrcduetcry se&tign presents the calendar of events
“:,férnthg evalgéti@n agtiﬁitiea that were followed in this project. The.

' naxtfaegtién‘iﬁ:1ud§s a daseripticn of the target population and the

design of the evaluation program.
The major body of the report is organized to follow the
Title VI-G project objectives, Each of the major objectives and sub-

objectives is presented. Descriptions of instruments, the times of

their administration, the results, the discussion of results, and

‘aummary sections are also grouped according to tne objectives they

were intended to assesa. A section of Appendices followa that provides

a more in depth discussion of each of the instruments, their possible

fﬁséé, andﬁa sample of each of the evaluation instruments.

‘The results of the problem behavior assessments indicated
that the largest changes abaervéd were for primary level students
(Grades 1-3), At higher levels the number of changes observed were
significantly reduced in the problem behavior area.

The self-concept results indicated that few significant

changes were obtained at any level. However, the children involved in

4“ﬁhe-sample already had generally positive attitudes towards learning

prior to the inception of the study. When a comparison was made
between the taaeher}a;assessment of a student's self-concept and the
student's own rating of that variable a 1cw relationship waé I;und for
these twe measures. This indicates that future evaluatlana should

continue to assess the pupil's own feelings in order to obtain accurate

information. 2 6 4




The grade level measures of academic change showed significant

,inereaséa,far 7 of 9 variables assegsed. Specific criterion references

'f”measures of reading increased. far 15 of the 27 areas assessed whllé inu‘
math sigﬂificant inereases were only nated for 8 of 5@ posaible areas,

"x

The largest changes ware observed for the intermediate _group (Grades 4-6)

e e

on the academic measurea, Very few, if any, atudants were fgunﬁ to have
achieved-competency in any of the basic skill areas ghen their scores
were compared with previously determined Stéﬂdarda of proficiency. There-
fé?é in almost all cases the pupils involved in this study need further
remediation,

- The competency ratings of thé Special Teachers indicated they
were at a moderate to a high level of skill in both instruction and
aggesament areas. The resu;ts of all of the Special Teagher assessments
indicated a careful needs assessment need to be initiated prior to the
inception of any in-service training program. Very little correspondence
was noted in the expressed needs of the teachers faf future training and
the areas perceived by the project staff as needing follow-up.,

The competency ratings of the Regular Teachers indicated they
improved their prafieigﬁey in the target skill areas but.did not achieve
the level nacessary for independent utilization of the skills they were
tralned in. Again, a éareful needs assessment of both the needs per-
ceived by the Regular Tgacheré and the goals of the project staff is
indicated by the data. This would lead to a better pinpointing of
training areas 8o as to provide skills the regular teachers' both 'want’
and need to know.

Overall the data indicated that the gréject wag suecessfui in

making progress towards the goals as stated by the propesal. In no area

¢
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‘\ias a perfect score achieved but definite movement was recorded and

=

significant changes were obtained on some meagures in all areas.

g R

it
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Systematic Ehénges in pupil performance ﬁhrauéh the treatment
Afericd were not péree;ved by teachers in the three school levels., In
genérgl, teachers perceived pre-treatment student performance con-
.giée;ably below grade 1evel, and there were diserepancies in the
‘higher grades., The significant changes which did occur were not con-
sistent aerass'grade levels and were not always in a positive direction.
‘The intermediate level children were somewhat mixed, and secondary
children, with the exception of handwriting, regressed further in per-
ceived grade level standing. Pre-post correlations indicated that
reading, written languagg;iarithmetie, and spelling skills were rated
consistently by teachers. These coefficients ranged from .48 to .88
across all grade levels.
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" “Introduction

The evaluatars (Alper and Whalen) were first hirad in May 1973,

‘ »,'ta consult witﬁ the Tltle VI-G Pragect Staff in the San Franéisga Unif;ed

Schael District.. During a period of about one month we helped therstaffr

to finalize'its evaluation activities for the second project year and to -

begin planning a full-fledged evaluation design for the third year.

In September, 1973, thé4ev§1uatcfs were again retained for the
purpose of further refinement of the evaluation design and the develop-
ment of épeeifie measurement instruments for collecting data. Each
evaluator apentrlD consultation days dﬁring the fall quarter in these
activities.

In December, 1973, we were askéa by the Office of Pragrém
Eﬁalugtian, California State Department of Education, to submit a
proposal for the entire evaluation of the Title VI-G Pfcject; This
prcpgsai was accepted with further modification in February, 1974, at
which time we employed Susan Ewy as onsite evaluation coordinator and
Paul Gareis as’a data processing assistant.

During the month of ngrﬁary all pretesat instruments were
finalized and pre~intervention data were collected during the first two
weeks of March. Development of all post-teat instruments was alao
begun in Febru;ry anévwas completed bﬁ April 15, 1974, This phase of -
évéluatianﬁactivity regulted in anlinstrument pgghage which conaisted

of 20 separate forms, somé of which were unique to the project and

~ others which were modified- from existing standardized or informal

inventories.
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After the instructional intervention period, which began dur-
ing the middle of March and finished during the last week of May, we
collected, with the assistarnce of the project staff, all p@stéiﬁﬁéfven*
tion data. The data were then quantified, processed, and analyzeﬁ
during the months of June and July, 1974.

The evalustors would like to acknowledge the cooperation and
agsistance provided by the Title VI-G Project Staff. This evaluation
effort could not have been brought to fruition without the extensive
efforts of all concerned. We hope that these efforts can be built on
by other educators concerned with the education of the exceptional

child,



Evaluation Desig

- The model used was, for the most part, a one-group pre-test-
post test design, In some inatances only poat-test data were collected
and analyzed due to the fact that project intefve§tian5 had ecommenced
prior to the evaluators' official appointment as evaluation supervisors,

During our iéitial work with the project, we suggested the
posaibility of using one or more control groupa in the evaluation de-

gign. However, due to a number of constraints, this was not possible.

The cﬁiidren served by the project were lotated iﬂnlﬁ schools -
11 in San Franciaco, 2 in Oakland, and l_in Marin Cauntyi Academic,
behgvi@ral, and affeetive data were collected from 1@7:Ehildréﬁ in these
schools, They ranged in grade level from the second thfaugh the tenth
grade, There were 33 children at the primary level, 26 at the upper
elementary level, and 31 at the secondary grade 12?51% The crildren
were largely males and a significant number were frgmymingrity ethnic
groups, About tthEifGBrtéé of .the studeﬁta were males; there wéfe
64 Blacks, 3k Gaueasicﬁs, 5 Spanish, and 4 Asians.

Data were also collected from a large number of teachers and

administrators in the San Francisco, schools. Fifty-seven regular and

special teachérs, and 12 administrators and support staff responded
to various instruments designed to measure their cémpeiency‘lévéls and

reactions to the project.



- Dat

\m\

Analysis and Interpretation

Stugent data were grouped into three grade levels, 1-3, 4-6,
ang 7-12, iAll data coljected on a pre-post basis were analyzed through
the use of a'cﬂrrelated t-Model, which testa for the significance of
meéan differenggg betweey, Measurements while correcting for possible
cOnpelation between Meaps. _

Posy_gesgt-only daﬁ;‘were analyzed through the use of frequency
clunts, meaﬁgj Pércentaggsg aqd comparisons with established referents,
I pest caseai analysSeg wele made of all instrument itema, rather than
~ juag on t@tal gcores. rhe use of asterisks in Tables denotes t-values,
of gorrelatiy, coefficjent® significant at or beyond the .05 level. The
numpering of tgbles is opnsistent with the number of project objectives
ang the assi%ﬂmgﬁt of giphabet characters to instruments. For instance,
stlg Al.lb hravides Symmaly data collecéted with the Form A for Objective
1.1 and on ;5téfmediaté 1evel children (grades (4-6).

Daty sollection instruments are found in the appendices. Each
i8 preceded by 2 Erief ngQP?ptign of the instrument with suggestions
for 3pprapfi§t§ use, and with information concerning the psychometric

properties op yhe inStﬁumeﬂt, if known,
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OBJECTIVE ONE

Enhancement of Behavior and/or Academic Skills for Pupila with Learning
Disabilities and/or Behavioral Disabilities.

1.1 What are the changes in the number, intensity, and

fraquency of purposeful and non-purposeful behavior

in the elassroom?

Four instruments were designed for the purpose of measuring
thia objective: Student or Class Referral Form (A), Pupil Observation
Form (High Frequency Behavior - B), Pupil Observation Form (Low Fre-
quency Behavior - C) and Contract Counts (D).

0f the four inatruments, only one waa fully developed in time
for pre-and pastamgaauremeni. This was the referral form., Thus, the
data from this instrument will previde the bulk of evidence with which
to evaluate objeetive l.., Some information was collected, also, on
the use afkbehavicral or academic contracta between teachers and
children. These contract resﬁltg will be presented following the

regults of the Behavieral referral data,.

Problem Behavior

The first section of the referral form contains 16 items
measuring problem behavior. Examples are out of seat, yelling out,

and running around the room. For each pupil referred to the project,

problem behavior on a égpcint scale as high, medium, low, or never
occurring. At the end of the intervention periocd, the teacher again
rated the chil;'s behavior. Score distributions were then analyzed
‘by comparing pre- and post-intervention levels by use of a t-test

for correlated measures,



The same procedure was used for the second péfﬁuaf the form
which dealt with work-related student béhavi@ra This seetion was
represented by such items as: attends class, stays on task, works
independently, follows directions, ete. Since these items represent
positive behavior, the scale values were reversed so that on both
sections of this instrument, a score of 4 means the most positive
level of behavior, and a score of 1 indicates the most extreme of
ﬁegative behavior.

Results
Primary Level, Grades 1-3

Of the 16 problem behéﬁiars on the referral form, the most
frequent problem agccrdingsté teachera' ratings was out of seat be-
havior. The mean rating on this item for all primary children was
2.03, indicating a medium frequency of out of seat beravior for most
children. The'behavier which showed least frequent occurrence was
item 11, dgatrgys others' property. The mean for this item on the
pre-~intervention ratings was 3,4k, indicating a group average about
midway between low occurrence and never occurring on the l-point scale.
Most of the items were rated on the average between medium and igw
occurrence, Only 4 of the items were rated between low and no
occurrence. These were 9, 10, 11, and 15, which reiarred to sfealing,
destroying property, and lying.

The post intervention results (Table Al.la) show remarkable
improvement in reducing pupils' problem behaviors. A total of 13
behaviors showed improvement, and seven of these were statistigélly

significant at the .05 level. These behavior were (1) out of aeat,
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(2) yelling out, (3) running around room, (4) hitting and pushing,
f?) eémplaina, (8) fighting, and (16) temper tantrums. One of these,
out of seat behavior, showed improvement beyond the .00l level of
signiiicancs.Ar

On Part II of the referral form dealing with work-related :
atudent behavior, there were alao several significant improvements in
behavior for primary children. Items & and 7 shéwad improvement b;jéﬁd
the .05 level of significance. These items dealt with the child's being
able to work inéépéndéntly and working as a member of a group. Items G,
11, and 12, aﬁtempting difficult work, taking pride in work, and organ-
izing materials and work, were ali gsignificantly improved beyond the
.001 level of asignificance. All other items in Part II showed the same
degree of improvement with the exception of item?l, attends class, which

was rated slightly lower on post-measurement.
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Changes in Problem Behavior and Work-Related Classroon
 Behavior Among Primary Level Children
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Intermediate Level, Grades U4-6

Among upper elementary pupils, problem behaviors were not viewed
as seriously by-thé teachefa; Seven of the 16 behaviors received mean
ratings above 3.00 at time of referral indicating low occurrence fre-
quencies for fighting, stealing, destruction of property, talking back
to teaehér, lying, and temper tantrums.

The post-intervention data (Table Al.lb) shows significant change
on only Dﬂé;Periém behavior, item 15, excludes self from activity out-
gide elass. This behavior was significantly reduced at the .bl level,
indicating that by the end of the vear gtudents were participating in
outaide class activities at higher levels than before,

Among the weork related Eehavi@rs, Part II, teachers viewed items
9 and 12 as the most aericﬁs problems. These dealt ﬁith attempting
difficult work and organizing materials and work. Clasa attendance wasa
rated highest of all items, a mean of 3.41, indicating that teachers
perceived this as less of a problem than anything else. All other
items had mean ratings of between 2.00 and 3.00 at referral time,
indicating low to medium occurrence frequencies for the work-related
behaviors. The post-intervention results show eleven improvements
in_studéﬁt behavior. Howaver, none of these were significant statis-

tically.
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Table Al,1b)
Changes in Problem Behavior and Work Related Classroon
Behavior Among Intermediate Level Children

Ere—_.T___e_Et P@.,a:.tfs__Test Nean
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Secondary Level, Gradeauf—lg

Among the older children in the project samples, problem be-
haviors are much less frequent as viewed by teachers. Eight of the 16
behaviors received mean ratings of 3.00 or above at referral time. This
indicated that such behaviora as hitting and pushing, fighting, stealing,
destruction of property, tglking back, lying, and temper flare-ups, were
of generally low frequency.

In Paft II of the referral form, more concern was shown by teachers
for needed improvement in work-related behaviora., Only one item received
a mean rating above 3,00, attends class, Thus all other work-relatad be=-

haviors were viewed as having only low to medium occurrence.

Table Al.lc gives the results for the pre- and post-intervention
ratings. Only one item on batﬁ parts of the instrument changed signifi-
cantly over time. This was.item 11, Part I, destroys others' property.
There was a significant reduction in this behavior by the end of the

year.,
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Table AL.IC

Changes in Problem Behavior and Work-Related Classroom
Behavior Among Intermediate Level Children

Pre-Test Post-Test Nean
Iten N Mean . SD  Mean D Difference Correlation t-ratio
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It is evident from Tables Al.la, Al.lb, and Al.lc that the project

had its greatest apparent impact on primary level children, At that

o
¥ &

level there were many significant improvements in both préblém behavior
and work-related classroom behavior. ngever, at succeeding higher age
levelsa, the number of significant changes in behavior drops dramatically.

It is interesting to note that the pre-post item correlations at
all age levels are very high on the average. An average of Eézof 32
items at each lével show pre-post correlations significant at the .05
level or beyond. This would seem to.indicate that teachers are quite
congistent in t;eir rating behavior over time, and that the instrument
is reliable enough to produce accurate measures of student elassroom

_behavior.
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Contract Count (D)

The contracts employed by the projeet staff during the interven-
tiﬂﬁ period were analyzed by the evaluation astaff following the ending
of the school year. Form D (see appendix for description) was utilized
to record the type of contract (verbg% or written), duration of contract,
academic area of contract or behavioral area of contract, achedule of
rewards, type of reward, and the success or failure of the student to
meet the cGﬁtrgét. This form allowed the evaluation staff to analyze the
contract results without iﬁtefpfeting the original documents themselves.

The sample of contracts analyzed was 18 overall. This indicates
that either very few contracts were utilized by the project staff or
that the project staff was not consistent in their record kaepiﬁg on
Form D. The following list describes the major outecomes of the contract

count analysis.

s

1. Demographics of Contracts Sample--

a. 14 of the contracts were written for males and 4
- for females.

b. 4 were from the primary level, li from the inter-
mediate, 6 from the junior high level, and 4
from the senior high level.

2. Cép%;agj;gq:mééfs 61% of the contracts were written;
all the rest were verbal in format.

3. Contract Content-= 67% of the contracts were written to
change the inappropriate behaviors of the students.
33% of the contracts were designed to increase academic
performance.

4, Type of Reward and Schedule-- 67% of the contracts used
tangible rewards and all of the resat used a combination
of privileges and free time. 50% used a fixed ratio
schedule, 44% used a fixed interval schedule, and 6%
used a combination (fixed-ratio, fixed-interval).
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Contract Time Length-- The duration of the contracts was
from one week to five montha.

6. Contract Success-- T7B% of the contracts were succesaful
overall in that the student met the goal and received the
reward. All of thé non-successaful contracts were written
at the secondary level. They all focused on changing the
atudent's inappropriate behaviors and none of them used
tangible rewarda.

7. Use of Behavioral Principles in Contracts--

a, All of the contracts utilized positive reinforcement.

b. None of the projects suggested that any baseline data
was gathered prior to the contract being initiated.

¢. None of the contracts suggested the use of shaping
of the response requirements for reinforcement.

d. None of the contracts provided evidence that the
achedule of reinforcement was aystematically leaned
out over time.
The analysis of the data indicates that when used and reported

thé contracts were succesaful over 75% of the time. The major question
is since there were so few contracts recorded on Form D we may be
anélyzing an unrepresentative sample. The unsuccessful contracts might
not have been reported §y the project staff. The contracta' content
indicates that they were used as Eehgvigral control devices in a major-
ity of the EESE%; Therefore contracts were not systematically applied
as part of regular academic task assignments. This is further backed
up by the duration of the contracts which was one week or éare in all
cases. Rather than utilizing small rewards continuoualy for improvement
they seem to have been employed for only gross changes. All of the
comments in point 7 also lead on to make thé conclusion that the project

staff either did not know the underlying behavioral principles of con-

tracting, or were forced to violate them by the presaures of the real



classroom. The contracts as reported in this section are poorly
designed and would lead to only momentary econtrol rather than long
lasting behavior changes. Théy all seem to violate the idea of
atarting where the child is and movirig along with him by reinforeing

improvement.
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1.2 What are the changes in pupil self-concept?

This objective was evaluated through the use of two instruments,
the Inferred Pupil Self-concept by Teacher (Form E) and the Pupil
\éélf—EGHEEpt:InVéﬁtﬂry (Form F). Originally, both of these instruments
were intended for use on a pre-post baEiS-"HQWEVEF, Form E, the teacher
rating inatrument, was not completed before some aof the pretesting with
Form F had already taken place. Thus, a decision was made to utilize
the Pupil Self-concept Inventory (F) as the primary measure of change
for objective 1.2. The Inferred Pupil SElf—CQﬂEépt by Teacher (Form‘E)
was ut?lized on a post-test only basis for the purpose of determining »
to what extent pupils and teachers agreeé with one another on a specific
subset of items dealing with the pupils' attitudes toward school
activities., In this section, the results of the pupil self-report
ratings are presented first followed by the teacher ratings of pupils‘

attitudes.

Pupil Self-concept Inventory (F)

fied in 5 separate categories: (1) About ﬁe, (2) About School and
Learning, (3) Me and My Teachers, (4) Other Grownups and Me, and (5)

Mz and My Family. This instrument can be administered in paper and
pencil fashion, or it can be used in the form af a game. The game
utilizes a board similar to mcﬁéﬁaly; a deck of cards for each player,

a pair of dice, and four cups decorated with amiling and frowning faces.
The child roles a die and moves a piece around the board. He draws
cards from his deck and reads, or the administrator reads to him, the
staﬁémentz on each card. The statements correspond to the items on
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the printed form of the instrument. After reading the card, the child
places it in one of thé‘fgur‘cups corresponding to the Aipéiﬂt measur-
ing scale of affect. In the present atudy, most children were adminis-
tered the instrument in game form and played with one or two other

eh%idrén. The only restriction placed on this type of administration

was that a child had to play the game with the same number of children

on both the pre-session and post-session, though the individuals did

not have to be the same. The reason for this wag to attempt to control
for any "socialization" effect which might be present. A further re-
gearch study should be done to determine if children respond differently
with different numbers of c¢hildren playing the game, or whether they
respond differently by taking the inventory alone as a paper and pencil
exercise.

Results
Primary Level, Grades 1-=3:

Table Fl,2a gives the results for the primary level children,
There were 26 children in this group, althcugh some children did not
respanﬂ to all items on the inventory either on the pre- or post-
administration. This is reflected in Table Fl.2a by somewhat fluc-
tuating N's across the 33 items,

In the About Me category, pupils felt rather good about their
appearance (item A-1), somewhat unhappy about being alone (item A-2),
and when unsure about what people wanted them to do (item A-3). They
felt very unhappy if someone hollers at them (item A-4). All of these
feelings were elicited during the pre-intervention phase and did not

change markedly after intervention.
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In the About School and Learning category, there were 15 items

concerning many different phases of school activities. Surprisingly,
pupils indicated some measure of happiness on 12 Df:théaé items on

the pre-test. Only on items B-2, B-12, and B-13, reading aloud, being
late for class, and being asked to stay after school, were they some-
what unhappy (as a group). Only one item in this category showed a
significant group change at the end of the intervention period. This
was item B-6: going to art time. Even though students had a high
initial liking for this activity at time of pre-testing, their pleasure
in art work inecreased even more after intervention.

In the category, Me and My Teachers, most pupils indicated some

degreeﬁgi,pleasure about their relationships with their teacher. The
one exception to this was item C-5, if teacher visited my home, which
caused them mild displeasure. On the other hand, pupils as a group,
were extremely pleased to have théif teacher come to their desks.
After intervention, there were minimal changes on these items, none
reaching a significant level.

' The fourth category, Other Grownups and Me, showed one signi-

ficent change over time., This was item D-3, seeing your counselor.

togunselor" after intervention. Since primary level children do not
have counselors, it can only be assumed that they associated this
title with the Tit;e VI-G staff person who worked with them.

There wes also one significant change in the fifth item category,

Me and ! . Item E-4, playing with your brothers and sisters,

-_Pamil
showed a significant change in & positive direction. Before inter-

vention, children were mildly happy about playing with their siblings.
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This changed to much more pronounced happiness after intervention.
Interestingly, all other items in this category also showed positive,

though not significant, changes over time,
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Table Pl o S
- ‘Changes in Pupil Self-Concept, for Primary Levsl
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Intermediate Level, Grades U4-6:

The results for the upper grade elementary children are quite
different from their younger peers. Whereas the primary children showed
-éignificantly positive changes on three itema, the older children had
four Significant‘changgs in a negative direction, and only 6 changes in a
positive direction on the entire instrument. On items B-2, B3, C=3,
and E-1, the children as a group felt significantly less happy after in-
tervention. These items dealt with reading aloud, doing written work,
doing homework, and having the teacher talk to parents. It would appear
that these children were feeling the preggure of the intensive project
intervention at post-test time to a much greater extent than the younger
children. This s;tuatian is somewhat in accord with observations by the
evaluators, that intermediate level schools received more intensive help
from the project staff than other levels (see ijectiveﬁ4 following).

Another thing which must be considered in the interpretation of
these data is that in general, intermediate children responded at higher
affective levels on the pre-test than did primary ehi;dren. Thus, to
s;ﬁe extent, at least, there is a ceiling effect cpergtimg with some of
the items. On fully 26 out of 33 items the iﬁtermediate~eﬁildr5ﬂ scored
“higher than primary children on the pre-test.

A similar phenomenon was present with reapect to a comparison between
the intermediate children and a group of comparably aged children in a
Marin Countyv replieation school. In this comparison, the 3an Francisco
children scored higher on 24 of the 33 pretest items. It is diffiéult,
without further research to adequately explain these differences, But

it seems that the Pupil Self-concept Inventory doea diseriminate between.
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children of differing backgrounds to some degree., This situation is
brought out further in the results for the secondary pupils which

follow,
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Table F1.2b-

Changes in Pupil Self-Concept for Intermediste Level
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Sécandary Level, Grades 7=12:

two asignificant changes from pre- to post-intervention scores. These
were itemE‘Asa and A-3, being alone, and not being sure what people

want you to do. The first of these items showed a more positive poat-

other direction. At the end of the year, students felt significantly

lesa happy when they were not sure what other people wanted them to do,

Other changes for the secondary students were generally mixed
between positive and negative directions and were of a magnitude which
did not reach statistical significance at the .05 level. A check of
the results between the three different levels of students showed that
considerable differences existed bétgeen group means on the pre- aﬁd
post-tests for a large number of items. Although an analysis of
variance was naﬁ perfcrmeda it appears that items B-1, B-5, C-2, C-3,
c-4, c-5, D;E, E~1, and E-2, would probably generate significant
. F values indicating a strong difference in absolute affective levels

between the three age levels of children.
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Because of the relative few number of significant changes among the
three levels of children, and the fact that these changes were by no
means uniform across levels, it is tempting to say that the instrument
itself produces erratic and unreliable data. However, two facts mitigate

against this as the sole conclusion, First, a pilot study was conducted

with the instrument using non-project fifth grade students in 8&n Francisco

(see the appendix). This was a test-retest reliability study over a two,
week time perigd.' Though this study showed Ehat several items on the

- inventory are fairly unsteble, in the main, it showed that the instrument
has a fair degree of stability over time. Secondly, an analysis of the
pre-post item correlations for the project data show a similar finding,
at 1éast!at the higher age 1evels.-_Amang the secondary students, 19 of
33 items had pre-post correlations ranging from .50 to .96. At the
primary level, this figure dropped to 2 of 33 itemé with correlations
"abcve .50. There are two possible reasons for this extreme difference
in stability across levels: (1) the younger children, in general, had &

much 1angef_time between the administration of the pre- and.pastﬁtests
than did the older chiidren, (2) it 1s likely that self-concept, as a
:psychcl@gical c@nstfqet is much more fixed aﬂ% less amenable to ehénge
among older children.

In conclusion, it cannot be said with any certainty that the
Title VI-G project had a strong impact gﬁ children's attitudes toward
school aﬁd 1garning; What does seem to be apparent from this study,

however, is that LD children's attitudes toward education are not
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drastically low to begin yithg The great majority of children in this
sample appear ta have relatively healthy attitudes toward learning

. already,xat least as measured by the instrument employed here. This
finding tends to be in accord with some other recent studies which in-
vestigated differences in affective levels between minorities, disadvan-
taged children, and middle class white pupils. Perhaps the time has
come to stop worrying so much about students self-esteem and to con-

centrate more on raiéing their basie skill levels.



Inferred Pupil Self-=Concept
Rating by Teacher (E)

As mentioned previously, this instrument was not available for
use during the pre-intervention phase of the project. Thus, data were
not collected on children at the time of their referral. The results
presented here are for post-intervention ratings made by teachers of
their pupils' attitudes toward school and themselves,

Form E reguires that the teacher make an assessment of a child's
attitudes in 7 categories: (1) being in school, (é) being around teachers,
(3) arithmetic, (4) reading, (5)>héméWDFh, (6) his or her appearance, and
(7) overall sehalastic-ability (his or hers). The first six items are
rated on a b point like-dislike scale. Item 7 was rated on a 4=point
scale going fram "quite confident" (4 points to "lacking confidence"

(1 point)
| The reason féi églleeting and analyzing the data from Form E was
largely for reéé%rgh purposes. Since each of the seven items on thia
form wasvgeyad‘;a an eqﬁi%éient'itém on Form F, the Pupil Self-contept
Inventory, it would be possible to determine (1) if teachera' ratings

were in agreement with pupils' own ratings, and, therefore (2) whether
i

concept data provided by teachers.

In order to interpret the findings of this study, it is necessary
to refer to Figure El.2. This figure shows the items from Form E along
; with the matched item from Form F, the Pupil Self-concept Inventory,
It will be noted tbgt there ara substantial differences in the working
of some pairs of items between instruments. This was intentional, but,
of course, created a potential source of error in measurement of speéific
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gt£itudeag However, one of the intentions of this study was to determine
the-relative robustness and strength of attitudes and their associated
behavior patterns. In other words, we were interested in finding out,
for inatance, if a studént;s attitude toward taking a test (B5) was . ...
related to his teacher's perception of hias overall scholastic abilit?
(item 7, Form E),

Results -

Table El1.2 gives the results of item comparisons at the primary,
intermediate, and secondary levels. The coefficients gi correlation at
all levela are extremely low, énd quite often even negative. None of
the coefficients indicates statistical correlation at the .05 level of
significance. Thus it éanL;E concluded that teachers! péreeptions of
students' attitudes do not gérrespcnd to the self-reported attitudes of
the students, themaelves, It is also intereating;tc note that at each
level there are oné or more item pairs whieh differ from one another in
elevation, i.e., the mean rating given by the teachers is signifieantiy
higher or lower than the pupil mean rating. This is further evidence
that, in this single study at least, teachers do not appesr to be able
to correctly infer the child's attitudes toward themselves and their
school environment. Obviously, future program evaluations muat continue
to gather self-concept data directly from students; inferential teacher

ratings will not suffice.
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| 'Taaehe:- Iﬁema (B)
Item No.

6, His or her appearance

1. Being in school

L, Reading

3, Arithmetie

7o Overall scholastic ability
2, Belng around teachers

7. Overell acholastic ability

5 Home work

- HgreEl2 |
Item Pairs from Forus Eand F
Pupil Items-(F)

Tten No.
Al Vhen you laa’fc in a mirror
B.l Coming to school in the morning
B,2 Reading aloud
B} Doing arithmetic
B.5 Taking a test
0.2 Being around my teachers

. G\l Teacher shows your work to class

E.l Doing home work

Note: Iten 7 (Porm E) was paired with two itens, B,5 and C,} on Form F.




B Table £1.2 |
- Correlations of Item~pairs from the Pupil Self-concept Inventory (F)
and the Inferred Pupil Self-concept Rating by Teacher (E)

| Mean
ItemPairs N Correlation ~ Difference teratio
Al
B.l
- B2
Primary B4
level B
C.2
C.h
El

2] AT -0.03 15
27 Ak M0 1.65
26 -0,00 80 3,05 *
% % 00 00
26 -0,18 0.8 1,18
% 0,31 153 LY
26 -0.18 -0,50 1,43
% 019 -0.16 A2

LW R I e R RN~ o s

2% 0,19 0,68 2,65 ¥
2 : 18 0,04 .
% ! b 2,97 *
2k 0 0,58 L7
2 -0,) 0,56 1.73
2l 05 ~0,08 Jl
2 15 -0.56 Ly
2k 0.3 0,87 2,03 %

Al
B.l
‘ B.E
Intermediate B4
"\% Level BS 7
(.2
0.
Bl

WV Tl P T gl T

10 0,02 0 00
12 15 006 A}
12 28 B 1,07
12 2) 0,75 2,01
12 14 «0.25 76
12 0,04 00 00
12 24 50 1.5
2 00 0.9 1,00

ALl
B.l
B2
Secondary  B.4
Level B.5
| 0.2
N C.h
El

Ll IS R g e =

L B

Note: A positive mean difference indioates the texcher ratings were more positive, 307
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1.3 What are the changes in pupil academic performance?

This objective was viewed by the evaluators and also by the
project staff to be of relatively greater iﬁpgftance than most other
-project objectives. For this reason, it was assessed through the use
of many différéntAinstrumgnts-and procedures. This section will gi#é
the results of six separate méasures of academic performance (see Forms

G, H, I, J, K, and L in the appendix).

Teacher Rating of Pupil Academic Performance

In addition to collecting data on actual student achievement, it
was felt that the teacher's perception of a student's progress was
aisa an important dimension of the project's impact on teachers; thus
a short rating instrument was designed to collect sueh information.,
This instrument (Form G) was administered on a p%e—past basis. It  .._.
contains eight subject areas: (1) reading, (2) oral language,

(3) written language, (4) arithmetic, (5) spelling, (6) handwriting,
(7) science, and (8) social studies. Each teacher was asked to assess
a student's ability in these areas at time of referral to the project
and again %ﬁ the end of thg intervention period (end of school year).
The rating% were mage:énra &apaint scale anghcred_tgﬂgradé ieﬁel
standing. A student whosue pergeived’pérfarmance wasd "more than

2 grades below" his current grade level was gévéﬁ a score of 1, A
score of 2 was assigned a rating "below gﬁ%%iglevel." A rating of
"within grade level' received 3 points. And ﬁerfarmanee "above grade

evel merited 4 points on the scale.
308
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Results

Primary Level, Grades 1-3

Téaehers_gereeived written language performance as the weakest
- of the academic areas measured. Their average rating of 1.56 indicated
average performance closge to two years below grade level for the 16
children in this sample. Their highest rating was for oral 1an§uage
ability, which received an average rating of 2.47 at time of referral.
This indicated that teachers viewed the‘ehildren somewhat below grade
" level in this area but not too far below. All other pfeeintér??ﬁtiaﬁ
ratings were between these two extremes, mostly hovering around 2.00,
with the exception of reading which received a 1.64 mean rating. To
summarize, then, most children were rated "below grade level" in
most éreaa with the exception of written language and reading which
approached two levels beléw,‘and oral language which was just slightly
belgw grade level,

Thé posat~-intervention ratings showed positive changes on 3 items:

' reading, written language, and science; negative changes on 2 items:

handwriting, and social studies. Only one of these changes was statis-
tically significant at the .05 level, and that was in a negative direec-
tion. Oral language was rated as sié@ifieantiy poorer on the post-
intervention scores. It should be nﬂgéd that this item had the lowest
pre-post Earrelatian,;indieating that it is probably less reliably
measured than most performance areas. Thua, this siéﬂiiieant negative

change should probably not receive much emphasis.
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Written
Language

Arithmetic

- Spelling

Handwriting

- Seience

Social |
Studies

=

17

16
17
17

Table G1,3%

Pre- Post-Intervention Changes in Teachers' Perceptions

Pre-Test

1,64
2,47
1,5

2.1l

188

2,06

2,12

i

0

19

62
65
0
.08

Jl

15

of Primary Pupils' Academic Behavior

PostTegt

1,76

)

61

65

05

Hean

Difference

0.1l
A7

0,06
00
05
00

-0,06

.00

Correlation

(2
b
51

Leratio

1,00




Intermediate Level, Grades 4-6:

It is interesting to note (Table G1.3b) that on all measures
teachers' ratings of intermediate pupils averaged about on-half
péiﬂt lower than for §rimary pupila. This w;uld seem to agree with
past research which has shown that LD children tend to fall further
behind their classmates at eaeh succeeding 1eveii These pre-inter-
vention ratings, which average between 1;é5 and 1.80, reflect teacher
perceptions éf pupil performances which is géﬂéf&lly}clase to two or
more years below grade ;éveli

The post tést data iédicaﬁed»perceived positive changes on
seven of the eight items. Only spelling changed in a negative direc-
tiani:gnd then only very slightly, One of the positive changes,
arithmetic, was significant at the .05 level; and two other changes,

reading and written language, approached statistical significance,



Table 01,3

Pre= Post-Intervention Changes in Teachers' Perceptions
of Intermediate Pupils' Academic Behavior

Pre-Test - Pogt-Test Nean
Mean - 5D  Mean D Difference Correlation  t-ratdo

=

Reading % 130 S L6 % 0,15 £ 16

Oral o o |
LEnguagE 25 liBg iBl 2;00 ;85 ‘0520 . ;23 .96

Written _ | -
Language % L b 1B -0,11 76 1.8

Arithmetie = 26 LW 88 LM M <0,%0 55 2,50 #

.1

Spelling 5 L% 6. LRl 04 6 43
H;ndwriting 2% 15 6 16 73 0,15 Vi ol
Sedence A L6 0 LB 0.8 2 5

Social , ’
~ Studies L8 5 L0 LTS «0,12 b 6




Secondary Level, Grades 7-=12

The pre-intervention ratings for secondary pupils (Table Gl.3c)
show further reductions in relative performance for math, handwriting,
seience, and social studies. These four items, in fact, are seen as
the poorest academic areas for the students in the sample. Average
ratings on these items and on most others reflect general academic
férférﬁangé more than two grade levels below the norm for these
children.

Post test data showed relative gains on only one performance
area, héﬁ§WTiting, This improvement, represented byra mean increase
from 1.20 to 1.70, was statistically significant beyaﬁd the .05
level. Five other items showed shome change from pre- to post-
measurement, but all were in a ﬂegativé direction. Reading, oral
language, written language, arithmetic, and spelling all showed
slight decrements in relative perfaréaneei The science and social

studies items showed no mean changes.



* Table 0%

Pre- Post-Intervention Changes in Teachers' Perceptions
~ of econdary Pupils' Academic Behavior

CPredest  PostTest lean
ean D Mean  £D Difference Correlation  $-ratio

=
=
o
g
=

Reading 1 1.%5 93 L18 M0 2] Rl 1.%9

Oral _ _
Language 18 8 1k 68 36 M3 1%

Written _ )
Language 1 L7 6 1,09 N 8 88 1.49

Arithmetic 1 118 b 1.0 .00 18 1.4

Spelling T N N TSN R a8

%

Handwriting 0 1,20 .63 170 .48 -0.50 2l 2,03 #
Stience T VR R I 0 1,00 00

Socdal : .
Studies 9 1.1 g5 1 o33 .00 -0,12 00




Systematic changes in pupil performance were not perceived
by teachers in the three school levels. In general, teachers per=
ceived initial student performance considerably below grade level,
and this relative measure worsened as children progressed through
the grades, The significant changes which did oceur were not
consistent across grade levels and were not always in a positive
direction. The intermediate level children were somewhat mixed,
and secondary children, with the exception of hanéwfitiﬂg, regressed
further in perceived grade level standing. Pre-post correlations
skills were measured consistently by teachers. These coefficients
ranged from ;48't§ .88 across all grade levels. Thus, it is
probable that the small number of signifieant changes noted in the
data was not primarily due to the unreliability of the measurement

procedure.
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Work Samples (H

A random éelectian of work samples was analyzed by the project
evaluators following the conclusion of the school year. Forty-four
geparate samples were selected for the analysis. All of the samples,
except one, were in the arithmetic_and reading areas, Our inspection
of the samples revealed that their utility as an evaluation device was
very limited. They were structured tagks, requiring prescribed re-
Spcﬂées, but the complexity and size of aggignment varied greatly from
pre- to paat-infervgntigng Teacher evaluations of the work samples
were not very aystematic and were only made infrequently. Therefore,
we had a great deal of difficulty in defining any meaningful improve-
ment index for the data presented, The use of work samples for both
feedback in instruction and as evaluation instruments in the Title VI-G
project was not well enough defined to produce any meaningful data.
The major conclusion that can be made based upon the data in the work
samples is that much more structure is needed to make them worthwhile

evaluation devices. Also, the project staff indicated that work

a@ples should be formative measurement devices and should be required

1t least once every two weeks to serve as feedback both to the referring

teacher and the consulting project staff member,

3i9
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Vide Range Achievement Test: Reading, Math, and Spellin

Insert Table II. 1. 3a
The results of the pre-post WRAT achievement test acorea for
primary students are presented in Table TI. 1. 3a., All of the in-
creases for reading, arithmetic, and spelling were significant. The

primary students were involved in the project for an average of 6 and

{. one=third montha, Their pragfess during this time was 6.2 meonths in

reading, 7.6 months in spelling, and 6,2 months in arithmetic. This
indicates that while in contact with the project iﬁtefventians, the
students gained at least one month achievemet for one month of
instruction. This result is a favarabie one in light of the student!s
lower rate of gahiévement prior to the project. The correlations
between pre- and post scores were all significant indicating that the
changes observed were consistant across this group.
Insert Table II, 1. 3b

The pre-post WRAT achievement teat scores are presented for
intermediate students in Table I. 1. 3b. All of the imprgveménts for
:eading, spelling, and math were significant. The intermediate stédaﬁts
were involved with the project for a period of 7 montha. Their progreas
during this time was 7.2 months in reading, 9.3 months in arithmétie,
and 4.1 months in spelling. Their gains while in contact with the

project were

42
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Table TL%

N's, Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, Difference Seores and
Critical Ratios of Pre-Post Wide Range Achievement Tests

for the Primary Students

Peft  fostlet e

=

ReadingGrade 26 LT .5 23 107 06
Spelling Grade 26 Y. BRORNY il 0.7

Arithoetic |

Day of | |
Adninistration 26 5053  49.15 17488 b76 <115, 34

KEY:  * = indlcates & statistically significant differents = .05
M = {ndloates a statistically significant difference = .01

Yo M 5 Difforence

Carrelatian

Crifical
Ratio

n

/56

T5

0,54

1,68 #

7,00 ¥

b8 w

1.7}




- Bpelling Grade
. Lavel 2

T Ulrithmetie
Grade Level 25

- Dayof
- Aduinistration 26

T . Ta’bleII.jb_ Lol
o s, Means, Standard Deviatians, Carralatinns, Differenee Sccres

and Critical Ratina of ‘Pre-Post Wide Range Achievenent
L ' Tests fa»r Intemsdiate Btudents

kl\!z"' o

e
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Differenca .
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'Dill‘l
“0193
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BAY: % = indicates a statistically significant differense = ,05
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: Prg-'reat | Pgat-Test Mean . T Critical
:\,_H MEan D !@%ﬂl éﬂz;i{f Difference j - Correlation Ratia |

! "‘ - ﬁ: i? W :’

.='23 ,.' ';#-28_- “2.01& Bl e B

VZ_‘ ISQIEiijvinfg”Grade S | - -
Cleel A 3Bl 3% L M 2w

- pitwete o
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g

‘ .58 e e b B 0.2

) KEY: * = inlostes & statdstioally sigmitioant difference - 5
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over éne;mantﬁ.aéh;eféientvfaf_ane—m;nth of instruction for both
‘réadiﬁg aﬁd éfifhmetiai' 1ﬁ'these tﬁa areés studenﬁ échié;égéﬁtr,

, rate'ﬁgs above that:abserveé p?icr»tarpraject iﬂterveﬁtian. The
inter—ﬁest éérfelgtians were significant indicating the ehaggés

' §Eéé§ved were consistent across thé-grcup.

Insért Table I.1l.3%e

The pre-post WRAT achievement test scores for the junior high

S ‘and high school students are presented in Table I.1.3c. The spell-

ing grade level change was the only significant increase observed for
the étudént group. The junior high-high school students were in con-
tact with-the project for 3 and two-thirds months. Theif pfagresa dur=-
ing that time was 2.4 months in reading, 4.6 months in spelling, and
3,1 months in arithmetic. Their rate of change approached or exceeded
one-month gain'fcr one-month instruction for both the spelling and
éfithmetie scores, The rate in these areas of achievement was well

e —ahove -the gtudent achievement rate prior to the project. The pre- and

pcstgachievemanﬁ test scores were highly correlated indicating that

the changes observed in all areas were consistent across students,

Summar

The WRAT scores improved significantly for 7 out of 9 variables
measured pre-post across the aﬁﬁdent groups, The ééhievement gain ratio
was equal to or exceeded one month's gehiavementrfar cﬁé month's in-
struction for 7 of 9 variables as well., All pre=§§5t measures were

ignificantly correlated indicating that when changea occured they

L]

were consistent across the student groups. Both the primary and
intermediate groups made the largest gains overall but they also were
327
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iielved Hith tha prgjeet fer a mueh 1enger time (3 and twe-thirds

menthe ve. 6 menthe) » Ae ell of the pupile invelved with the project

- were te Eeme degree belew grede level their inereeeed achievement
: ;per-menth was a fevereble euteeme. Eeth the intermediate end Junior-

: highreeheel etudente,were_etill well below grade level expectancies |

at the end of the pregrem; This is ﬁet the fault of the project but -

indicates that more time must be allocated for intervention in order

to eieee such a large achievement gap. It is also possible that

eetehlﬁg up with peere mey be an unrealistic geel for all students. =

e

Instead we might work towards mastery of survival academic skills.




Rated Assessment: Reading and Math

e iﬁ;rédﬁgticn

‘The rated asseésmaﬂt tasks in reading and math wera administered
" pre- and past- praject interventian- ‘Rate- af response was determined
by dividing the number cf carreet and ‘error respanses separately, by
s ﬁhevnumbgr Qf-minutesntaken t@ eamplete the taskgle earrect,and error
‘rate géf4minﬁt§ is pfeséntéd 1n'£he.tabie for each of the tasks.

Every table includes infarmatiﬂn as to the specific taaks assessed by

. 1evel, sample size, pre— gnd pgsti mean cerrect rate, pre— gnd ppstg

mean error rate, pre- and post-standard dévigticns, gerrelgtiangvbe; R

:tween the pre- and post-measures, the mean difference between the pre- -
and past-megsuPEI, thg ‘eritical ratic, Eigﬂificanee 1eve1 af the

change, the percentage of carrect responses, and the accu:aey ratio,

iy The discussion of the Qata:revie?s the significant or nearly
significant shifts in the data. All the data were analyzed to
determine if a masﬁery level had been achieved, Mastery levels are
rates of correat and‘errgr reaponse that indicate a student has
achieved praficienéj in a specific 8kill area. When mastery is
reached no further ﬁraining is neceasary, ‘Tablés of mastery levels
are provided in the Appendix, The mean correct and error falﬁes for
each skill were compared to the mastery level prescribed on the tables.
The accuraecy ratios are also presented in order to provide
information as to the relation bétﬁeen'esrrect and error rateé. Accur-
. acy ratios are calculated by dividing the larger of the rates by the
s smaller of the ratea. The percentage of accuracy is then determined

by dividing the correct rate-minute by the total number of responses




“"ould be

_made per-minute (correct rate + error rate). For example, if the

'-éérféet rate is 2/minute and the error rate is 1/minute accuracy ratio

would be 2/1 = 2 and the percentage of accuracy would be 2/3 or

- 66 2/3%. If the correct rate is larger, then the accuracy ratio

‘assumes a times funotion which is denoted by an X (in our exampie, we

would have a 2X). If the error rate is larger, then the accuracy

~ ratio assumed a divide-by function which is denoted by an 3. (If

errors were 2/minute and correct rate was 1l/minute the accuracy ratio

2).

In the discussions which follow, results from the rated assess-
ment of oral reading using a form of the Gilmore Oral Reading Test
(see Form L in the Appendix) are incorporated under the overall re-

sults for reading achievement, objective J1.3 immediately following.

Rated Assessment - Reading (Form J)

Insert Table J1.%a (Part One & Part Two, Pg. 51-52)
The results of the pre-post rated assessments of oral reading

& Part Tﬁa). Significant increase in the correct rate was obtained far.
alphabet reé@gnitian_ Decreases in the error rates were significant for
reading Aalettar—mixed—medigi vowel words and deleh sight words. The
decrease in error rate for 5-letter-mixed-medial-vowel words also
approached significance, There were highly significant correlations
between correct rate measures (pre-post) indiecating that the changes
observed in this variaﬁlé;;ere consistent across the treatment group.
Error rate correlations were also high for the area in which a signi-

ficant change was observed, again indicating a consistency of change in
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this;area acroas the treatment group. None of the gpeeifie skills
we?gAat'a mastery raté. Acéurgey ratios and peregntgge‘;f accuracy
improved for 6 or 7 variables assessed. Ihig!indiaates that students
imﬁ:@ted in acaﬁraey of response as well aa speed of response. The

" oral raading 1éve1'gf the primary group overall was at the 2.1 grade

level. Their oral résdiﬁg rate at this level was only 32 correct -

9 errora / minuté. These levels indicate that a great deal of remedia-

tion remains to be done in all of the reading aréaa. Proficiency has
;;;;w“—~~uv-.frﬁat'been»reaehed'in'any of “the reading subskills nor in reading in con-

text.
Insert Table J1.3b (Part one & Part Two, Pg. 54)

The data from the pre-post assessments of oral reading skills for
intermediate students is presented in Table J1.3b (Part One & Part Two).
Significant inoreases in correct rates were obtained for all reading sub-
8kill areas ineluding'alphabetireadiﬂg; 3-, 4=, and 5-letter-mixed-medial-
vowel words, A significant reduction in the error rate of 3-letter~ -
mixed-vowel words was also obtained. All thé carreeﬁ rate results were
significantly correiated from pre to post., The correlation for the
pre-post error rate results was also high in the area in which a signi-
ficant change was ab?erved.‘ This decrease was also consistent aerésa
the treatment group as well. None of the specific subskills were at a
mastery rate. Both the accuracy ratio and the percentage of acguracy
improeved for all six vggigbles assessed, Therefore imﬁrgvements in

accuracy accompanied increases in rate for all of the reading areas,
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e 0, 3a (Pa.rt oe)

N 9 Megns, St&ndard Deviatiﬁna, Carrelatinna, Difi‘erence Scores
©and Critiaal Ratios of Pre-Post Rated Assessments in
Reading for Primary Studénta '

:Pre-Test» ‘ Past%Teat_ | Mean S Critical

T s i y——

It N Msan 8 Yean S0  Difference  Corelation Ratio

bt O MM 28 mS AR ,90 3,29
Recoguition - B2 358 bl 300 . 26 0 8 59 117

| '}Léttef_ Mixes-

© Modal Vowel L ﬁ// | | |
Words c19 68 1626 o 1o 0% G B
El9 705 LR 52 3y 1,94 2l 1,70

- LaLetter Mixed- o o
. Nedial Vowel ¢ 9 wWH 1B 9 & 1,66 7 !
o Wors B9 6 3T e LB 3% <00 2gk+

*  Selatter Mixed- | : .

* Medial Vowel C5 12,20 17 Bl 1372 -3,20 92 1%
- Hords ES 1.2 1.5 500 25 6,20 il 2,28
- Doleh e W0 6.8 We B 5.8 2 Y

Hords List B 1A 5% 39 AR 3,30 A 2,01

+ (Oral Reading 62 20 1R 23 4 -0.09 I 9
~'in Context c2 266 7 R5 228 =590 g8 175
o £ 818 L 75 3B 68 M6 B

KAY: C = correct reate/iinute
E = error rate/mnute
G = grade level

¥ = indioates a statistioally siguifieant difference = 05
# = indicates 2 statistically significant difference = (01




3+ Lettar Mixed-Nodial
Vowel Words

ke Letter Hied-bital
Vowel Hurds

" Vowel Words
Dolch =Wérds

g

“Alphabet Ratoguition

:S_Letter Mi_xgd_MEdial e e s i e e e e

Table I, 3a (Part Twa)

Aecuraey Rntias and Pereantages of Aceuraey for the Rated
Asaessments in Reading of Primy Students '

Past-Test

PPEtTEEt | ,
A&nurac'__’ Ratic

loouragy Ratlo

Péraanta 8 af .

' s o B3 .
X7 | 6 - 13,0 75

.l 52 | ¥3,08 7
RS 8l .43
B i %
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:iﬁgjéééi:feadiqgllével for tﬁE’intérmediate grcup.was at the 2.4 grade
. fi§§él_ -Their oral reading rate at this level was 5% ccrrectiﬁ%7757 érrafg 7
o / minute, - These levels afé well below. the zrade level expectancies for
xi thése,stud§nts; The rates on the specific reading subskills and the

.. reading-in-context rate both indicate remediation must be continued,

Insert Table J1.3c (Part One & Part Two, Pa. 56,57)

The pre-poat rated asseéémeﬁt data for the junior high-high

school atudents iu‘preaénted in Table J1.3¢ (Part One & Part Two). There
oo WeT@--gignificant inersases in-the correct.rate for 3-and 5 letter-mixed- -

medial-vowel words, and words read in context. The correct rate incfgase
for 4 letter-mixed-medial vowel words and words read in context also were
very close to being significant. The pre-post Earrelatians_fcr all
phonic subskills were signifieant. Therefore, the changes observed were
conaistent across all members of the group. Accuracy ratios and pereeﬁs
tages of accuracy improved for 5 of 6 variables assesvad. In almost
all easeé improvements in speed of response was asscciated with improve-
‘ments in accuracy. The oral reading level for the JUnior high-high
school group was the 4.4 grade level. At this level their oral reading
rate was 83 words correct - 4,5 errors/minute. The oral reading rate
obtained by this group approaches a mastery level (100 words correct -
0-1 errors/minute) for words read in context., Other reading subskills

were below a mastery rate.
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Alphabet
Recognition
FLetter Mixed-
Medial Vowel
Words

l-Latter Mixed=
Medial Vowel
Words

SLetter Mixed-
Medial Vowel
Words

Doleh
Words iist

Oral Essdisg
in Context

KEY:
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G

T

J
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¢al

Eal

¢15
E 15
¢ 25
E 25
G 26
C 2
E 25

Table J1,% (Psrt Ons)

Critissl Rstiss of Prs-Psst Hstsd Assessment sf Rssding

Pre-Tagt
Ms&n ég
9% 4

WM 5%
19,64 13,75
1438 13,09

9.4 6,62
1,66 10,62

6,46 LB
24 23,15

7.2 573

2,8 89
51 o0 2772

correct rate/minute
error rete/minute
= grade level

Pogt-Teat
o 9
.00 17,3
156 1.5
b0k 179
1795 12,79
790 8,09
17,66 15,23
Les 289
R 5%
6,2 511
2,46 B
53,61 29.20
768 5.9

* = indicates a statistically significant difference =

* = indicates a statistically significant difference =

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

| [Kc

Diffssssss

05
01

for Intermediate Students

6.3
1.8

-0,07
2,61
-0.68

Correlation

69
16

92

93

o2
10
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- Variable

Alphabet Recognition

JeLetter Mixed-Medial
Vowel Words

40 Letter Mixed-Nedial
Vowel Words

=t

Vowel Worda
Doleh Worda

Oral Reading Rate

SeLetter MixedsMedial

Table J1,% (Part Two)

Aceuracy Ratios and Percentages of Accuracy for the Rated
Assessments in Reading of Intermediate 3tudents

Pre-Test Pogt-Test |
hoouragy Ratlo age of - Accuracy Ratio Percentage of

Acouracy

X20,5 % X874 | %
2o 67 X3, m
1.5 N 2.2 59

1.8 d X379 7

o
w3

16,9 i 8,77

=5

X7.3 68 16,98



 Table J1,% (Part One)
N'a, Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, Difference Scores
and Critical Ratios of Pre-Fost Rated Assessments in
Reading for Junior High-High School Students

: Pre-Test Post-Teat ~ Nean Critical

. Lten N Mem D Jem D Difference  Corvelstion  Ratdo
Hghabet ca Bl 20 08 1806 - P o,
Recognition Bl 2% 242 109 19 Lk 57 3,20 #
JeLetter Mixed- 7

Medial Vovel (27 3.5 2009 5.5 18,00 -bJh -t 3,56 #
Words B 18 652 80T 56 LT 56 L »

deLatter Mixed |

Medlal Vowsl €26 348 2L.05. 336 21,52 - =323 90 L1T
Words E26 13,06 6TF 105 629 3l 12 2,26 *

g S=Letter Mixed-

D Medial Vowel €22 2,00 1hTb 2150 1678 5.0 95 b7 »
Words E2 WS 76 1.0 6,55 3.5k 59 2,54 #
Dolch ¢ 758 10,63 7ab 48 203 5 A9
Words List E27 WAl L9 5l 5.6 0.5 <0,07 10

Oral Resding G20 BF® 205 by 208 004 99 1,00
in Context ce5 heo 8 BL% G AN LI (¢ T8 1,92
Be5 6,76 3,83 4 i 359 2.8 -0,05 2.1

" KEY: C = correct rate/nimte
E = error rate/minute
G = grade level

i1 ¥ - indloates o statistically significant difference = .05
' # = {ndlcates a statistically significant difference = .01




Alphabet Recognition

JLetter Mixed-Medial
Vowel Words

beetter Mived-Medial
Vowel Words

heletter Mixed-Medial
Vowel Words

-

Dolch Words

Oral Reading Rate

 Mable JL.% (Part Two)

Acouracy Ratios and Percentages of Accuracy for the Rated
Assessments in Reading of Junior High-High School Students

Pre-Test PoatTest
Aocuracy Ratdo  Percentage of  Acouracy Ratlo
Aceurasy

Fezventage of

13,13 q M2 %
12,7 0 hip )
2. 0 B T

1,5 50 12,50 N
116,64 94 X431 93
110,98 02 118,29 %



The results show that signifieant changes were found for 15
of the 27 measures of oral reading subskill across the treatment
groups. Accuracy ratios and the percentages of accuracy improved for
17 of 18 variables assessed. This indicates that the students im~
proved in both their speed and accuracy of responding. They read both
more rapidly and made fewer errors proportionately.

The intermediate and junior high-high school students' data
produced a majority of these changes. This could indicate that the
reading approaches presented by the project ataff are more effective
with older and more retarded readers but regression tcwafds the main
could also be used to explain the results. As the older students were
more regressed from their respective mean groups, larger changes

could be expected from the older group as well,

‘of the groupe were below mastery levels., Mastery levels indicate
when training is no longer needed and are defined by a combination of
correct and error rates (Alper, 1973; 1974;. Their oral reading |
levels were also well below expectency for all of the groups. Remed-
iation procedures should be continued for a majority of students in-

volved in this program,
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Insert Table K1,%a (Part One & Part Two, Pg. 60,61)

The results of the pre-post rated math assesshent of primary
students are presented in Table Kl.3a (Part One & Part Two.) Correct
rate increasea were significant for number reading 0-100, counting
sets of deots 0-9, and subtraction remainders 1-18., There were no
significant decreasea in error ratea, but reductions in errvors did
occur in 7 of the 8 variables assessed. The correlations between
pre-=post correct rate data were significant for 6 of 8 areas. The
changes observed in the correct rates were, therefore, fairly con-
siastent across the treatment groups. Accuracy ratios and the
percentagea of accuracy inereased in 7 of 8 cases. This indicates
that atudents improved in speed of response as wéll as aeeuraéy of
responae for a large majority of the variables. In no case did the
average correct-error rate obtained for any of the variable approach
a mastery level. Training in all variables should therefore, be
continued for a majority of the members of the group.

Insert Table X1.3b (Part One & Part Two, Pg, 62,63)

Table K1.3b (Part One & Part Twé) pﬁesents the results of the
pre=post rated asaesamenta of math skills for intermediéte students.
Thére were significant increases in the correct rates for number
reading 0-100, double-digit addition with carrying, and double-digit
subtraction with borrowing. None of the incorrect rates showed a
significant increase or decrease, The correlations between pre- and
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Table K1.3a (Part One)

N's, Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, Difference Seores and
Critical Ratios of Pre-Post Rates Assesaments in Math
for Primary Studenta

Pre-Test PogteTest Hean Critical

Lt N Mem & Yen D Mffeewe  Correlation Ratlo

Oral Comting €25 W6 .60 W% 28 180 83 70
0-20 E% 656 83 5 L8 b Jh 1f;8

CralComting 02 859 L3 B 138 481 86 1,07 #
1-100

Counting C 25 6 16 M0 7.0k -3.64 9 39T #
Sets 0-9 E 25 K7 BN X R | 68 10 157
Miitlon Sms 024 925 7.6 106 7.0 0,91 il 86
1-18 E2) 350 5k 298 38 95 A7 73

.mg

Double Digit :
Additione Cll 9,09 T.02 963 - 1.9 =054 3 2l
Carrying El 350 625 2k 3A 1,09 Al 52

627 hOT M0 bA -1.13 03 213 *
572 882 a2 6 AW 81 1.9

Subtraction ¢2
Remainders 1-18 R 22

Double Digit
Subtraction-

¢ 8 Ly a2 325 2% 1.7 bl 1.5
Borrowing E 8 3 1N 2

2 306 L2 3% 5

YngleDigit €5 7.0 3l &0 AP L0

Wltplestion £ 5 260 39 1k 8% 8.8 3l 1,12

KEY: C = correct rate/minute 34
E = error rate/mnute 34

3 AT
347 ¥ = {ndicates & statistically significant difference = .05
# - indicates & statistically significant difference = 0l




Oral Counting
020

Oral Counting
1100 :

Counting Seta

0-9

Addition Sums
1-18

o Double Digit Addition.

=4

Carrying

" Subtraction Remainders
1-18

Double Digit Subtraction
Borrowing

- Multiplication

349

Table K1.3 (Part Two)

Aecuracy Ratios and Percentages of Accuracy for the
Rated Assesaments on Math of Primary Students

X7.3

X219
X 2.6
12,6
.1
£1.9

1.8

Peroentage of

Accuracy Ratio

72

12

5

ol

7

19.6
19.3
X975
X3.94
K393
O
1,4

139

- Dercentage of

9

91

%

66
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Table K1.% (Part One)
N's, Means, Standard Demtmns, Correlations, Difi‘erence Scores

" and Critioal Ratios of Pre-Post Rated Asaessments in
Math for Juni_ar High-High School Students

% Pre-Teat S Past-@‘eat o Mean ” Critical
- Lten ! Newn D  Mean $  Differene  Correlation " atlo
jAdditmn Sums | Co 7.8 10 2.8 14,10 | =2,00 80 51
118 E6 IR 00 8 00
CDeitleDigit | | |
o Addition. 06 1906 706 243 1L 5,16 Jh 1.7
- Carrying E6 b L3 L0 126 «0.33 b1 .79
| “'Sﬁbtraetic'n _ | o
Remainderse ¢6 1200 547 2016 9.8 8,16 R I N L
o Double Digit S o
" Subtraction- 5 260 68 wh 7k 7 1.8y
Borrowing E5 2l 4B 2k 3 Ao 61 25
Single Mgit €5 b 978 200 - 005 Lk g 0
‘Multiplication E5 2,20 2,28 2,20 1.6l ,00 85 00
Double Digit  © 4 800 163 1375 5.6 5,79 79 2,59 *
Wiltiplication E 20 23 30 35 -1.00 81 92
Single gt 04 1.0 2 195 B 085 . i
Division £l 2% 30 AT LD 0,50 T2 Jo
~ Double Diglt €2 .00 b2 1,00 9.8 -b,00 1,00 1,00
Division B2 L0 LWL LW 00 100 2,00
REY: = C=c rrect rate/minute , 959
E = error rate/mmte :

* = {ndicates & statistically significant difference = .05
* - indicates a statistically significant difference = ,01




Oral Counting =
~ Oral Counting 7

1100 08,k
© Addition S -

118 R A
"~ Double Diglt Addition-

Carrying 13,6
Subtraction Remainders :

1-18 B2

Borrowing X2.0
Single Diglt
¥ultiplicetion 18,0

- Double Mgl 7
Multiplication 1.8

Single Digit Division 3.7
~ Double Diglt Division 43,3

 Jecuracy Ratio . Percentage of

o fT&biEn K% L
- heouracy Ratios and Percentages of Aocuracy for the
Rated Asgessments on Math of Intermediate Students

64

79
%

Aecuracy Rablo ~

113,03
W12

¥6,62

Rarcentage of

)
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pcsiirates were gignificant on 8 of 11 casea. This indicates that the

| group. Aeeurgéy ratias‘aﬁd théxpefceﬁtégé éf accuracy impravéd for
5 of 11 variables. Therefore, for the intermediate group an increase
in sﬁeed of response was not always accompanied by an inerease in
accuracﬁg The average rates obtained by the intermediate students
were below mastery levels for all skills, Further reﬁéaiéﬁian would
therefore be necessary for a majority of the membefé of this group
on all of the variables aasessged.
Insert Table Kl.3c (Part One & Part Two, Pg. 65-67) - -~

The data from the pre-poat rated assessments of math skills for
Jjunior high and high school students is presented in Table Kl1.3c
(Part One & Part Two). There were significant increases in the correct
rate for subtraction remainders 1-18 and multiplication with carrying.
Subtraction wi%h borrowing was also close to being significantly higher
in correct rate. There were no signifiecant differences in error rates.’
The correlations between pre- and post-test rates were all significantly
high. The correct rate increases were, therefore, consistent across the
student group. Acocuracy ratios and the percentage of acecuracy remained
the same or increased for 4 of 8 variables. The increases in speed
observed were again not always followed by inereased accuracy for this
group as a whole, The average rates gﬁtainediby the Jjunior high-high
school students were at, or close to, mastery for single digit addition
with carrying. All of the other variables were below mastery levels
for the specific skills. Training on all basic computational skills be-

gides addition should therefore be continued for a majority of the

399

studenta in this group.
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~ Oral Counting
S0

- (Oral Counting

§ ; 0

L e

L

Counting Sets

Addition Sums
118

Double Digit
Addition-
Carryiog

Subtractions

hgfﬁﬂgmﬁindgrs
. 118

Double Digit

* Subtractions

Barrowing

Single Digit

Double Digit
Multiplication

Nﬁﬂ_

¢ 23
B2

o oh

E 2k

¢ 23
£ 23

C 2l

LEA

(22

E2

T

E2l

C 14

El4

o

ElT

13
EL}

Prg—Teat
Mhan S0
R 165
0 359
425 18,04
234 6,4
iDq' ;EO
1816 151
!83 i91
T T
218 Y
12,9 10.8
lih? Eilg
357 b7
L8
16,05 177
2,05 3,91
500 5.8
2.8 3,13

Table Kl 3@ (Part Qne)

N'g, Meana, Standard Deviatians, Ggrrelatiana, Difference Sccres
and Critical Ratios of Pre-Post Rated Assesaments in
| 'Math fcr*Intafmediate,Studentg

Postelest
Mean i;; ﬁ

0.5 18he
313 39
18,58 1570
212 2,5
8.5  9.ko
B0 L1
19,00 10,56
1.5 2,46
12,00 878
L2 2.5
11,76 8.2
2.85 515
6.8 562
278 Ly
“16576 13.17
22 3%
755 6.6k
3,07 h,76

Mean
Differenee

-0.73
1_36.

-3}
2

iliéo
ED!}A

0,87

0,62 -

b3l
9

2
1,38

271
ilioe

~0.70
IR

"2!53
0,23

Correlation

e ——

T4
24

82
b

A6
=007

69
EOQDO

35
W15

T
17

Critical

Bt

20
5

37

e
L4y

2,44 3




| : Bosklest  bem  ritiea)
A M - Mew 5 Differewe  Comelsbon  fatlo

8. BH 16 BE 8 Ay ==i69 8
8 3y 6% B 1B % 1

A am 3 o L
528 T8 Lo T00 L 87 8

L=

Double Diglt

T
—~3

R (- carfect‘raté/minuts
- E = ervor rate/ninute

L3

¥ - indloates a statistioally signitieant difference
= indicates a statistically significant difference
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Mle K (Part™e)

Aceuracy Ratios and Percentages of Acouracy for the
Rated Agsessments on Math of Junior High-High Sehool Students

Pre-Test Rost-Test
Accurscy Rablo  Percentage of Aecuracy Ratio Percentage of
Aecuracy . ~ hocuracy

Addition Suns .75 98 Y4b, 75 98
1-18 |

* Duble Digét AdditHone |
Carrying X28.75 9 %24,33 %

Subtraetion-Remainders

LB 6.5 B 6.3 B

Double Diglt Subbraotion- | | |
Borrowing X271 (5 1h.92 B

2o

Single Diglt
Multiplication 19,92 9 19,09 %0

Doubie Digit 7 7
Multiplication 14,00 B0 Y4,58 B

L
Ml

Single Digit Division 8.4 0.0 .

5 11,00 R

flace)

Double Digit Division 17,00

A FuiToxt Provided by ERIC

CERIC.



The rated math asseasments provide evidence of significant

ehanges in eight specific egmputatianal'skilla; All the significant
énanges were inereases in the correct rate of performance. Error
rates overall showed alight increases or slight decreases but there
were no significant shifts. Accuracy ratios and percentages of
accuracy inecreased or remained the same for 18 of 25 variables measured.
In approximately two-thirds cf the variables speed inereages were
accompanied by accuracy increases for the treatment group. When changes

i were observed they were conaistent acroas the treatment gr@upé. The
specifie areas of change were related to the grade levels aasseased.
Students in the primary grades changed in the more basic skill areas,
while intermediate and junior high-high school students changed on the
more complex skilla. This outcome is probably due to a differential
emphasis in the interventions attempted in upper grade levels. The
infrequency of changes in error rates could be due to a restriction in
*the range of such scores. As errora approach zero they lost their
gensitivity to the effects of remediation programa. Correct rates are
more sensitive because they are less likely to approach their ceiling
and therefore can reflect change over a longer period of time. As
mastery levels weré-nat attained on almoat all the variabies'gssessed,
continued training would be required for a majority of the atudents.

The rates obtained did increase by grade level but a majority of the
group, at all grades, would benefit by further remediation in this

area.,
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DEJECTIVE TWO

Development af EH teachers' skill in planning and implement;ng inter-
vention for EH pupils and assisting other on-site staff in sharing the

instructiana;;;egpcnsibilitx.

2.1 Translate diagnostic information and pupil progreas into
: specific long-range (monthly) and shcrt-tarm (daily)
instructional activities.

Three separate devices (Forms M, N, and 0) were utilized as
pogt-intervention measures for this objective, These forms are de-
scribed in the Appendix. In the following seétion the data from each
of the forms is presented separately. A summary .section, highlighting
the major overall findings, follows thia discussion. o

The data from the Competency Rating of Special Teachers are

presgentad in Tables M2,la and M2.1b. This form was completed by the

v project staff as an evaluation for each of the special teachers who

had s significant amount of contact with project personnel. Each
item on the instrument covers a specific behavioral competency in
pupil‘asaessmsnt, pupil instruetion, and behavior management. The
form is divided into two sections. The first section covers competen-
cies in all the previocusly mentioned areas, The sgconﬂ section

focuses on the special teacher's competency in formal and informal

. asgsessment for ten separate areas.

Items 1-17 (Section One) were rated on a separate three-point

gcale, unique fa? each item. In general a l-rating indicated the

.teacher did not apply or did not know about the competency area, A

2-rating indicated the teacher had knowledge of and used the competency
skill to a limited degree, and a 3-rating indicated the teacher was

competent in the skill and utilized it to a high degree. Inspection

3063
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of the actual. items is neceéaary, for each item, in order to deter-
mine the actual wordings used (see the Appendix). There were two
SEParate ratings for the aséafssment afeés presented in items 19—27
(Section Twﬂ,;. Each teacher was evaluated as to his ébility in both
formal and informal assessment for each area. A four-point scaie was
utilized for rating these items. The scale is presented in Table M2.1b.
Competency Rating of Special Teschers
Insert TableM2 .1a

Inaspection of Table M2.la indicates that the prajéét staff's
average ratings of the special teachers! competencies (for Section One)
were quite high overall. The average ratinéé for 16 of 17 items were
2.5 and above., In 12 out of 17 items the average ratings were 2.75
and abevé. As the scale only has a top point of three, the ratings
appraaehed a high degree in knéwledge of and utilization of the com-
!petenciés fg; almost all of the areas. The only item th;t was below
the 2.5 level was "use of behavioral ijeetivés for each student"
(mean = 2.25). The standard deviations for 14 of the 17 items were
low, This indicates that there was a low spfead in the ratings across
the group of special teachers. The itg@s with the largest amount of
variability in ratingalweré_thnse deaiing with the use of behavioral
gbjecﬁives, utilization of reinforcement programs for social behavior
problems, and the utilization of reinforcement programs for academic
probiems. The project staff found cverali that the average special

teacher had knowledge of and applied the specific competencies in

assessment, instruction, and behavior management measured by the form.
70
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Table }2.1a
Means and Standard Deviations for Competency Ratings of
Special Teachers by Project Staff

Post Ratiny

b=

1, Selection of diagnostic instruments to 10 2,80 2
fit the childs' ability and/or disability
Alag

2, Use of diagnostic tests results to generate 9 2.8 33
individual pupil programs

3. Use of behavioral objectives for all g R 70
areas for each student

4, Individualization of pupil objectives 8 2,62 Sl
in terms of this pupils' strengths and
wWealknasses

=]
=&

5 Nonitoring of pupil progress 8 2,75 6

based upon pupil progress

7. Uses a wide variety of instruetional 9 a7 Al
sppreaches for the individual student

8. Uses a wide variety of instructional N 2,85 7
approaches for groups of students

9, Utilizatlon of individual reinforcement 9 2.5 J2
programs for social behavior problems

10, Utilizstion of individusl reinforcement 9 y 2,66 0
programs for academic problems :




=24

6

-

11, Involvement of the student in

i,

15,
16.

17.

planning their own program

, Utilizatiun of other personnel in

planning and instruetion for students

13, Exhibit confidence in sharing ideas

with other staff members pupils work
with

Redpongiveness to new ideas
Identification of learning modalities

Ability to looate and utilize resource
materials appropriate to clasa

Ability to locate and utilize resource
persomnel appropriate to ¢lags

10

)
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If the data derived were to serve as a needs assessmgnﬁ for
future training, some tentative recommendations can be made, The
special teachers do have the knowledge and ability to use a majority
of those practices considered appropriate for education of the learn-
disabled child., The greatest need in the future seems to be in the
area of feedback énd reinforcement for the teachers themselves, In
order to move the ratings even higher and reduce the within-group
variability even more, systematic application of feedback and rein-
forcement for use of their already good skills seems to be in order.
Conaultation should focus on what the teachar is already doing well
and increasing their application af these approaches. Introduetion of
new and more varied skills might serve to weaken and confuse the
teachers ig those areas in which they already are recefving high ratings,

Insert Table M2.lb, Pg. 75

Table M2,1b presenta the ratings of the special teachers by
the project ataff on apecific competencies in formal and informal assess-
ment., Again the overall ratings were quite high; None of the ratings
waa below 3 on a four-point scale. 1In the area of formal assessment’
devices Phe mean ratings for 9 or 10 items were %.55 and above., On the
informal assessment devices, the mean ratings were a'.l above 3.77.

5 of 20 rating categories had 4.0 mean ratings, the highest score
posaible on the acale used, The standardfdsviatian for 16 -of 20 items
were alao quite low. In 5 of 20 rating areas the standard deviation
was zero, This indicates that there was low variability in these high

ratings across the special teachers on a majority of the items,

7>
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The special teachers were systematically rated higher in com-
Petency and use for the informal techniques (19 of 20 cases). This

8 not a surprising outcome as teachers utilize informal techniques

on a much more regular basis than formal instruments.




Table M2,1b

 Means and Standard Devistions for Competency Rating of
* hogegament Skills of Special Teachers by Project Staff

Instrunent Type
formal Informal
Mean & 8 Yew

E——— ——— N e

Asgessuent Area

g =

18, Behavior 8 312  H 9 3 W
19, Auitory Pereeption 9 315 R 9 M
| éG. Visual Perception | 9 355 2 9 3 W
21, Motor Development 9 MM

22, Language 8 382 .5l

Rl

Lo o} M0

S S
—

o2 3

)

23, Memory | - 6 3% .7 6

L
Mol
—
Ly

=~
u

2h Cognition T koo .00

o

Aot
[y

-3

9
%, Reading o 5 18 3 8 hw .0
26, Math 10 3% 31 9 Lo .00

2]  Spelling 10 4,00 00 9 boo 00

RATING KEY:

1, - Doesn't know of any informal or formal methods in this ares,

2, = Knows of a single informal or formsl method but does not utilize.
Jv = Knows of & single informal or forma] method and uges with hasie competency.
b, « Knows of & variety of methods and uses one or more with high proficiency,




These ratings indicate that the average special teacher served
by the project has knowledge of and is able to apply at least one
formal and informal aésessmént technique for all major areas of
interest. The éata provides evidence that many of the teachers are
also able to apply more than one technique with a high degfee of
akill. Future training in assessment should therefore focus only
very selé@tively on assesament ;fcééduresi; A careful diagnosis of
each teachers! needs prior to training would be necessary in order to
avoid covering areas in which the teachers did not already have a

high degree of knowledge and skill.



Special Teachers' Self-Rating

‘The special teachers éémpleted forms N and O at the end of
their years contact with the Title VI project personnel. The E@ntéﬁtr
and construction of these forms is described in the Appendix. Both
of Ehese instruments were deaigned to serve as self assgésmEﬁt devices,
The ratings on these forms correspond with the rétings given by the
project staff on form M (Competency Rating of Special or Regular
Teachers). As similar areas are covered by these forms the corres-
pondence of self-ratings with outside ratings can be determined. In
the following discussion the data for each of the forms (N and 0)
are presgnﬁed separately. A summary section p%esenting the corres-
pondence between forms M. N. and 0 follows this presentation.

Trainee's Self-Rating of Competency (N)

Insert Table N2.1, Pg. 80

The méan ratings of competeney by the special teachers were at
or above the moderate skill 1evei for 9 .of 10 areas, The only item
below this level was locating and utilizing resource personnel approp-
riate to your needs (it was close to moderate, as well). The standard
deviations of the ratings for item 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 were
all threegfaurths of a point and above. This indicates there was a |
large amount of variability in ratiﬁés for the special teachers on
these items. None of the mean ratings were at or close to the top
of the scale. The special teachers therefore do not fesl they are
expert in any of the competency areas. They did receive their high-

est gcore on determining learning strengths and weaknesses through
374
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formal and informal aspessments, This item fell between moderate and

atrong on the scale,
Trainee's Self-Rating of Competency Change (0), Table 02.1, Pg. 82,83

The nean ratings for competency change by the special teachers
fell between some and moderate change for 9 of 10 items. Their rizgheat
perceived area of change was locating and utilizing materials appropriate
to your needs. The standard deviations of the items was qutE high over-

all. Therefore, some of the feachers rated their change as large and
others rated their change as small, In no case did the mean ratings for
the special teachers éppfaach a high degree of change in any area.

The project staff rated the special teachera at higher levels
overall than the self ratings would indicate., The prgjectlstaffs‘ fétings
were at or close to a eo@petency level in all areas except the utilization
of behavioral objectives and reinforcement programs. The special teachers!
ratings were at a moderate level and were significantly below a strong
skill on almost all items. The variability of the ratings was also highe:;
for the self—ratiﬁgs of the teachers than for the project staffs! ratings
of teachers, The project staff perceived a greater degree of homogeneity
within the group of teachers than they perceived themselves. The greatest
areas of convergence was that of assessment skills. Both self and outside
ratings iﬁdiaatei the special teachers were at or very close to a com-
petency level in assessment skills. The greatest areas of divergence in
the re%ings were in the use of behavioral objectives znd the use of
reinforcrment programs. The teachers saw this as a maﬁerate skill ;rga

but the project staff rated the special teachers' as only being minimally
375
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competent in their knowledge-application :E.E»f these techniques,

The areas of agreement and disagreement in these ratings again
point to the need for a careful needs assessment prior to the incep-
tion r:pf‘ any training program. The project staff can and does have
different views of what the special teachers need in such training.
In order to provide the greatest degree of overlap between servines

and needs a pre-assessment is reguired.
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Table Ne.1

N's, Means, and Standard Deviations for the Special Teachers
JelfeRating of Competency

b=

1, Deternining Learning Strengths, and' 1 3,54 R
Weaknesses Through Formal and Informal |
Asseasments

. 2, Identifying Learning Modalities for 1l 3,18 75
. Fach Student

3, Developing Realistie Academic i 1,18 07
Behavioral Objactives
b, EelatingEStudant Instructional Programs 1l _,3§18 0

gg to Assesgment Information

5+ Utilizing Effective Techniques for 11 el 1.00
Behavior Management

6, Keeping Track of Student Progress 1 3,09 9k

7. Locating and Utilizing Resource 11 2.72 1,10
Personnel Appropriate to Your Need '

B, Locating and Utilizing Yaterdals 11 3.2 1.00
~ appropriate to Your Need

9, 3tructuring the Classroom Environment 1 . 3.0 J7
to Facilitate the Use of Resource
Materials in the Individualization of
3 7 7 | Instruetion




Iten N Hean )]
10, [eveloping the Sharing of 11 3,27 90
Reaponsibility with Other School
Personnel in Meeting the Needs of
Learning Disability Students
- PATING KEY: 1 = very little skill
2 = gome skill
3 - moderate skill

} o gtrong skill
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Table 02,1

N's, Means, and Standard Deviations for the Special Teachers
Jelf-Rating of Competency Change

1,

Determining Learning Strengths, and
Weaknesses Through Formal and Informal
Assessments

Identifying Learning Modalities for
Each Student

Developing Realistic Acadentc
Behavioral Objectives

Relating Student Instructional Programs
to Assessment Information

Utilizing Effective Techniques for-
Behavior Management-

Keeping Track of Student Progress

Locating and Utilizing Resource
Personnel Appropriate to Your Need

Locating and Utilizing Materials
Appropriate to Your Need

tructuring the Classroom Environment
to Facilitate the Use of Resource
Materials in the Individualization of
Instruetion

i

14

13

1

14

13

14
1

14

1

Nean

2,47

2%

2.2

b

105

1,05

1.05

1,12

38



10, Developing the Sharing of 13 2,46
Responaibility with Other School

Personnel in Meeting the Needs-
of Learning Disability Students

RATING KEY: 1 - very little change
2 = gome change
3 « moderate change

} « largs change

1]
Ui

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



2.2 Organize space, time, materials, and type of instruction to the
learning strengths of the pupils.

teachers who had a significant amount of contact with the project. Each
item on the checklist represented a specific approach-to diagnosis, in-
structional planning, teaching technique, instructional material, behav=-
ior management techniéuei or a motivational appf@gch. The teachers rated
each item on the form utilizing the following scale:

1. That you used item prior to Title VI intervention,

2. That the item is not appropriate to your teaching
situation.

3. That you feel you need more help for competency in use.

4, That your understanding of item was furthered by Title VI
and you will use,

The responses to each item were tallied and percentages of reaponses
in each category were caleculated, Table P2.2 presents the ifém deserip-
tions, the sample sizes, the rating categories, and the percentages of
ratinga by category.

_ Insert Table P2.2, Pg. 85,86

The data in Table P2,.2 were analyzed to determine the medel re-
aponse percentages for each item. When there were ties in the data no
model response was computed for the item. The following discussion
reparté the results of this analyais. |

| Inspection of Table P2.2 intervention reveals that the model per-

ceﬁtage for the greatest number of intervention items (n=15) was category

84
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Table P2.2

Percentages of Ratings for Intervention Procedures

by Special Teachers

Intervention

1

Y

10,
11,

12,

Rehavior Management Techniques
Academie Gantrécts

Behavior Contracts

Learning Centers

Multi-Level Learning Naterials
Teaeherl}riade Games

Materdals Froa the Resource Center
Individualized Instruetion

Informal Diagnosis of Learning Styles
Writing Acadamic and Behavioral Objectives
Fia{:ed Asgessuent I,‘i‘cox:‘rrﬁs=

Regular Staff as a Resource

Self-Coneept Inventory

Techniques for Utilizing Work Samples

Behavior Observation Techniques

N

13
11
13

12

Y
1
1

12

11
12
10

12

1

62

[
T
15
T

s
5

k2

2

0

- 3

- Rating -

3
2

15
b

1o

23

Percent

i
15
0
3
17
Y

%
27
5
20

%

10



oy
O

Intervention N 1 2

16,

2,

Rating -

Anabel) Markoff Tnventory § B
Language Masters 10 5% 10
Widelﬁange*Aghievément Test 13 6 0
Gilnore Oral Reading Test 2 B 8
Slingerland 10 % 10
Develomental Learning Matertls 1 T3 0

Task and Behavior Analysis TN 0

KEY RATING CATEGORIES:

1 - That you used 1tem prior to Title VI intervention,
2 - That the item i not appropriate to your teaching sitnation.

5 - That you feel you need more help for competency in use,

L - That your understanding of item was furthered by Title VI and you will use,

5 - That you have mastered the item and are now using,

Percent

]
13

2
29

!
2

0



one, This indicates that ﬁﬁé épecial teachers knew about a large involve-
ment with the Title VI project staff. This is further supported by the
fact that over 50% of the special teachers made such a response on 9 of 22
itema,

The largest praporfian of special teachers rated three of the other
intervention items as being ones in which they felt more traiﬁing was
needed for competency in use (rated assessment forms, techniques for
utilizing work éamplea, and Slingerland). There were only two interven-
tions (materials for the resource center and self-concept inventory) for
whieh the modal response indicated the speeial teachers felt their under-
standing was furthered by the Title VI project. It should also be noted
that there were no items for which the modal response indicated that the
special teachers felt Title VI had helped them to master a technique.
Also, none of the modal feép@naes indicated that the special teachers
felt the approaches presented by the Title VI pfcject were iﬁapﬁrapriate

to their teaching situation.

The 1argést percentage of special teachers rated 15 of 22 interven-
tions as being previously known to them. There were onily 3 of 22 inter-
ventions that their modal rating -dicated as needing more training.

In only 2 of the 22 cases did the modal reaponse indicate that the special
teachers felt Title VI had furthered their understanding of the interven-
tions and that they would use it in the future. The special teachers did
not find the approaches presented by the Title VI project irrelevant.
These results are not surprising given the fact that many special ﬁeaghETE
now have an extensive history of pre. and in-service training in special
education appraagnes; They do indicate the importance of a pre-assessment

390
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of the teachers needs priar!ta the in-service training or consultation.
Based on such a needs assessment, training can be tailored to those
areass in which interest is highest and the need for help is the greatest.
The data from Title VI project this year would indicate that the largest
percentage of épéciai teachers would like instructional help in the
following areas:

a, Rated Assessment Forms

b. Techniques for utilizing work samﬁles

¢, Slingerland Inventory

4, B8elf-Concept Inventory

e. Materials from resource center

Tuture work with the teachers in the current sample could focus
in on thess specific interventionsa. The result would be time more
efficiently spent and higher percentages af teachers would rate the

they find relevant to their classrocom.



2.3  Mobilize other school staff in planning and implementing a’
. coordinated inatructional pragram for pupils served by various
teachers. SR

Although a single interview schedule (Form Q) was intended for

, uéé in evaluating this objective, data pertinent to the programmatic
goal of shared reaponaibility for LD children among a variety of staff
tyﬁes is available through forms N. O, and 8, as well. In fact, this
cbjgctive receives coverage in section 2.1 and 4.1 of this report; and,
consequently, the reader ias referred to those sectiona for additional
findings.

It was our observation that the concept and implementationbgf
shared responsibility for the instruetion of disabled and handicapped
pupils through the use of special agd regular teachers, counselors,
the pr@jéet staff. ngever, because of the relatively few pgychglc—
gists, caunaelars, and social workers who were affillated w1th the
_project, we cannot state that a major effart in this direction was
made. There was, of course, a g:éat deal cf evidence of cooperation
between special and regular tegchers. But, for the most part, any
further involvement cf other staff types was not achieved. Perhaps
it ig not wise to attempt a total Eaardinatiag of all relevant staff
until smooth pfacedufes can be worked out between special and regular
teaehers; On the other hand, until psychologists and counselors modify
their views concerning shared rasponsibility and maiﬁstréaming of
‘special students, changes in the instructional programs for these

~children will not proceed with great dispatch.



OBJECTIVE THREE

;Devélapmant of regular teachers' akills in identification assessment,
and instruction of pupils with learning disabilities.

3.1 Identify early indications of learning difficulties.

3.2 Use dlagnostic information in planning an individual student
program,

3.3 Select, and with monitored practice, administer informal

assessment measures with due regard to each pupil's
cultural and linguistic experiences.

Tﬁéfé'éeparate devices were utilized as post-intervention
measures of these sub-objectives. These forms are described in the
AppendiX (see forms M. N, and 0)., In the following section the data
from each of the forms is presented separately. A Suggafy section,
highlighting the major overall findings, follows. this diséussiani
The data frcﬁ the Competency Rating of Regular Teachers aré
. presented in Tables M3.1la ana(HEglb- Thias form was completed by the
project staff as an evaluation for each of the regular teachers who
had a significant amount of contact. with project ﬁéfsaﬂnel. Each
item on the instrument covers a speeific behavioral competency in.
pupil assessment, pupil instruection, and behavior managemspt. The
form is divf&éd into two sections. The first sections GGVEf specific
eampétencies in all the prévicﬁsly mentioned areas. The second see-
tion focuses on the regular teacher's competency in formal and informal
agsessment for ten separate areas,
Items 2-17 (Section One) were rated on éeparaté three-point '
gcales, unique for each item. In general a l-rating indicated the
i
teacher did not apply or did not know about the competency area, a 2~
rating indicated the teacher had knowledge of and used the competency
8kill to a limited degree, and a 3-rating indicated the teacher was
90
393« ¢




insgeetian of Tablé M3.la indicates that the project staffs!
avétage rating of the regular teachers for section one competencies
were only moderately high. In 15 out of 17 items’thé ratings fell be-
tween limited skili and a moderate degree of skill. Only two items,
those aéaling with the application of reinforcement programs for aca=
demic and ssciallbehavicr had mean ratings below the limited skill level.
The regular teachers' mean ratings on those items dealing with a sharing
of the responaibility and 1aea§ing-rescurges for instruction of the
1earni£g diaaﬁled child were all close to a maximal level, The varia-
bility in ratings was mcderatély high. This provides evidence that the
ratings were not uniform across the regular teachers' group (e.g., some

had high ratings and others had low-ratings).

Summary

The data from this table show there is still a need for maré train-
ing in the assessment, inst%ueti@n, and reinforcement areas for the
regﬁlaf class teacher. This is especially true in the area of contingency
management for both academic and social areas, The utilization of behavioral . -
objectives was also close to the limitéd‘gkill level as well, and should
require further training. In no case did the regular teachers competency
levels equal that of the special teachers. It is probably unrealistic to
axpe;t no differences between a group untrained in special education énd
a group previously trained on such a competency scale, However, minimal
levels of competency should be attained by the regular teachers in all

areas if mainstreaming is to become effective, At present what these

91
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Table 3.1
Means and Standard Deviations for Competensy Ratings - ,
of Regular Teachers by Project Staff | o

Post Rating g

Nean )

=

1. Use of dlagnostic teste results to _ :
generate individual pupil programs 18 2,2] D

2, Use of behaviors] objectives for each
student 2L, 20066

s 3o Individualization of pupil objectives in :
i - terns of pupils strengths and ;qealcnesaea 21 2,23 )

b, Nonitoring of pupll progress 19 2,2 56

|5, Modification of instructional objectives o
! based upon pupil progress 19 2.3 5

26

6, Uses & wide variety of instructionsl ‘ |
approaches for the individual student 20 2:20 61

7, Uses a wide vartety of instructional
approaches for groups of students 2l 2,28 il

B, Utilization of individual :ééinfereemgnt _
prograns for social behavior problens 20 L4 3

9, Utilizstion of dndividual reinforcenent; |
““““ prograns for acadenic problen ‘ 20 L0~ T5
10, Inval#ement _c;xf the atudent in planning -
- their om progran - 19 2.1 6

1k 1L Utilisation of ofher persomel in o
“ - planning end dnstruction for students 0 . 2% 60




;*'f Bxhibit confidence in sharing deas
with other staff members pupils work
owith o

- i, Rg'spoﬂé_ivenegg to new ideas

Tdentifioation of learning nodalities

15, . Ability to loeate and utilize resource

‘material appropriate to class

6. Abdlity to looate and utilize resource

 personnel appropriate to class

2

22

2,68

1] ! -




minimal levels are has not been determined. Research that will identify

competency levels in all areas covered by Form M would help to define

goals for future training of the regular teacher ié>spécial education
gkill areas,
Insert Table M3.1lb

Table M3.1b presents the ratings of regular teachers by the
project staff on specific competencies in formal anqﬁinfarmal asgsegsment,
Tﬁe mean ratings on the fcrméim;ésessment instruments that deal with
bagic abilities (i.e., perception, memory, cognition) were low in 7 of
10 areas. Only those ratings of formal academlic aasessment devices
(fér readiﬁg,‘math, and spelling) were at a level that indicated the
teacher could utilize them with a basic level of competency. The
ratings for the informal devices were consistently higher. 1In 9 of 10
;greaé the regular teachers were rated at a basic competency level or
above. However, tﬁe regular teacher wou}§ be limited to the applica-
tion of only one asseassment device with only a basic degree of com-
petency in all the non-academic informal assessment areas. Again the
regular teachert's gkill in informal asseasmént of academic skills was

approaching a high degree of skill and knowledge.

In relation to the objectives of the project the regular
teachers' can administer at least one informal assessment'@gvice with
”gt least a basic level of competence for 7 of 8 basic ability areas
(ice., perception, memory, cognition). Their ratiﬁgs for academic
infcfmél assessment instruments werashigher and approached the top

competency level, The standard deviation of these ratings indicates

9

]
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Table M}.lb

Means and Stand&rd Deviatians far Competency Bating uf
Asseasment Skills of Regular Teachers by Project Staff

Instrument Type

| Formal | Iricarmal

hasesnent res I Hm DN w2
18, Behalor B 1B 0 13 k0 L0
19, Auditory Perception ‘ T 2.8 9 9 30 86
20, Visual Perception - 7 2.8 95 9 30 B
21, Motor ﬁevela;tﬂent | o 37' 2.1 1,00 9 U 2
2 Language | 0 2% LA 1 %0 9
2% Memory 8 23 118 .9 2.8 | 9
2k, Comitive o2k 9 U 3 LG
,th Reading - 18 3.4 B a3y
%, Wath | ) /A R D ' D T B . AN (¢
21, Spelling | t:J LA N B . R
RTIG BY:

1 Daesn't lmaw of any n,nfémal or formal metheds in this ares,
' 3 Knﬁws of ¢ 8 single 1nft:rmal or fﬁmal methad a.nci uses with baaic cgmpetency.
4 - Knows of & variety of wethods and uses one or more with high proficiency.




ségé a largé amount of within group variability. Therefore,

that there

some teachers still need a great deal of training while cthers are
probably competent. VThé regulaﬁ teachers' skills in formal assessment
devieeé were low in all the basic skill areas. More training would

be needed if the reguiar teachers are to be expected to administer
assessment devices were not specified project objectives this may be
an unrealistic area to expect thé regular teachers' to become sgkilled
in.

Self-Ratin

.8_of Competency

The regular teachers completed forme N and O at'the end of their
gear's contact with the Title VI project personnel. The content and
" conatruction of these forms is deseribéd in the Appendix. Both of
thege instruments were ggsigﬁed to serve as ‘self assessment devices.
The ratings on these forms correspond with the ratings given by the
project staff on Form M (Competency Rating of Special or Regular
Teachers). As similar areas are covered by these forms the corres-
pondence of self-ratings with outaide ratings can be determined.
In the following discussion the data for each of the forms (N and' 0)

are presented separately. A summary section presenting the corres-

pondence between forms M. N. and O follows this graagﬁtaticn-
Trainee's Self-Rating of Competency (N)
Insert Table N3.1 .
The mean ratings for ﬁhe regular teachers were between some skill:
and a moderate skill for all of the items. There were no items on’

which the teachers perceived themaelves as having a strong degree of
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L,

Deternining Learning Strengths and

Weaknesses Through Formal and
Informal Assessments

Tdentifying Lesrning Nodalities for
Fach Student '

 Developing Realistic Aeademic

Behavioral Objectives

Relating Student Instruction
Programs to Assessment Information

Utilizing Effective Techniques for
Behavior Management

Keeping Track of Student Progress

Locating and Utilizing Resource
Personnel Appropriate to Your Need

Locating and Utilizing Materials
Appropriate to Your Need |

Structuring the Classroom Environ
ment to Pacilitate the Use of
Resource Materials in the Indivi-
dualization of Instruetion

1=

i

i

1

B

g

B

3

s, Méans; and Standard Deviations for the Regular Teacher
'  Self-Rating of Competency

Y

&.7)

2,67




10, Developing the Sharing of
Respongibility with Other School
Personnel in Meeting the Needs of
Learning Dissbility Students 2

RATING KEYs
1 = very little skill
2 - oo skil]
J - moderate skill

I « strong skd]l

\D
@
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skill. The three highest scores, all at or slightly above the moderate
skill level, were in determining learning strengths and weaknesses,
keeping track of student progress, and locating and utilizing resource
materials appropriate to your needs. The lowest skill areas, fated
betweén some and a moderate degree of skill, were in utilizing effective
téchniqués for behavior management, identifying learning modalities,
materials, and developing a sharing of responsibilities to meet the
needs of learning disability students. The standard deviations for

the items were all three-fourths of a point or above on a four-point
scale. This indicates the teachers' ratings were spread out across

the seale. Therefore, some teachers rated themselves well above the
mean rating and others ratéd.themselves considrably below the mean
rating.

Trainee's Self-Rating of Competency Change (O)

Insert Table 03.1

All of the mean ratings'on the self-rating of competency change
scale were at or close to the '"some change" level. There were no
ratings significantly above or below that level. Tﬁe standard devia-
tions of these ratings were all quite high, ranging from .86 to 1.0l
on the four-point scale. Again the teachers' ratings were spread
ascross the amcale, but in this case they ran very 1little change to
moderate change, These ratings indicate the regular teacher's per-
ceived the projeot training experience as being only minimally help-

ful in upgrading their skills to work with learning disabled students.



Table 03,1

N's, Means, and Standard Deviations for the Regular Teacher
SelfsRating of Competency Change

Ies

1, Determining Learning Strengths and
Weaknesses, Through Formal and
Inforna] Assessments ke 197 g2

2, Identifylng learning Modalities for |
Each Student i} 2,07 98

3. Developing Realistic Academic |
Behavioral Objectives - 7 1.97 92

b, Relating Student Instructionsl Programs
to Assessment Information I 2,07 .86

0oL
":_:rm

Utilizing Effective Techniques for | |
Behavior Management 1 1.9 .96

6, Keeping Track of Student Progress L) 2,16 1,01

7, lLocating and Utilizing Resource Persomnel
Appropriate to Your Need | bl Q%

8. Locating and Utilizing Materials
hppropriate to Your Need ] 2.29 95

9, Structuring the Classroom Enviromment
to Facilitate the Use of Resourge |
Materials in the Tndividuslization of 4¢
Instruetion ) - 2,89 R I -




jes

10. Develaping the Sharing nf

Reapnnaibility with Other School

Persomnel in Meeting the Needs of |

~ Learning Dieability Students ] 2,19 90

- RATING Y
1. irgrjy little change

2 « ome change ',
3 = noderate change

} « large change




The data from forms M, N, and O indicated there are two major
areas of expertise that the regular teachers have need for further
training and help, The first area is that of behavior management
techniques and the utilization of reinforcements for academic-social
behavior change programs. Both the self-ratings and the outside
ratings were lower for these skills than for the other areas overall.
The regular teachers' also felt a need for more competence in assess-
ment of learning modalities, and the outside ratings indicate they
have little competence in the application of formal assessment devices
for these areas. It is questionable how much we can expect the
regular classroom teacher to know in the formal assessment area,
Usually this area is the realm of the school psychologist and requires
at least two years of graduate training in various assessment skills
and procedures. Therefore, formal assessment techniques are probably
beyond the skill and competence of the regular teacher without a great!
deal of training, more than any one year program can provide. However,
it is important that the regular teacher understand the regults of
these assedsments for inatructional planning. Training should focus on
application of results from such formal aéseasments rather than admin-
istration - independent of these instruments.

3,4 Adjust the classroom environment to aassiat learning dis-
ability stgﬂents by adapting source, timerexgeetatians,
quantity of assignments, type of instructional approach
used, and amount and type of teacher's reinforcement.

3.5 Create and utilize a wider variety of instruectional
options. .
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Checklist of Intervention for Regular Teachers

This instrument was administered post-intervention to all regular
teachers who had a significant amount of contact with the project. Each
item on the cheeklist represented a specific approach to diagnosis, in-
strueticﬁal planning, teaching technique,instructional material, behavior
management technique, and a motivational approach. The teachers rated
each item on the form utilizing the fallaﬁing scale:

1. That you used item prior to Title VI intervention.

That the item is not appropriate to your teaching
situation.

My

That you feel you need more help for competency
in use,

"ﬁ:},‘Jl

4. That your understanding of item was furthered by
Title VI and you will use,

5. That you have mastered the item and are now using.

These items represent intervention approaches that can be utilized
by the classroom teacher to create an instructional program that is
better tailored and mare.fespcnsive to0 the needs of learning disa-
ability students.

The responses to each item were tallied and the percentages of
response in each category were'calculated. Table R3.5 preaents the
item descriptors, sample sizes, rating categories, and the percentages
of ratings by Eatégéryi The data in Table R3.5 were analyzed to
determine the modal response percentage for each item. When there
were ties in the data no modal response was computed for the item.

The following discussion reports the results of this analysis.




Insert Table R3.5

The regular teachers rated nine of the items as being ones they
were previocualy familiar with based on their modal ratings. These
items ineluded bah&vigr management techniques, behavior contracts,
teacher made games, individualized instruction, learning eenteré, ete,

It i

[

not surpriéing that regular teachers had heard about or prac-
ticed these techniques as they have become part of regular education.
Their modal ratings indicated the following seven items were relevant
but that they needed more training to become éampgtént in their use
of these interventiona:

a. Academlic Contracts

b. Writing academie andzbéhgviar objectives,

¢. Anabell Markoff Inventory

d. Rated Assessment Form

e. Language Masters

f. Gilmeore Oral Reading Test

g. Slingerland Inveﬁtary
At least 4 of these iﬁterventiéns have an origin in apecial education
and therefore were less familiar to the regular teachers. The regular
teachers' modal rating was Category 4 (understanding of the item was
furthered by Title VI and you will use) for "materials from the
resource center." The help they raééived in terms of extra and spec-
ialized materials from the Title VI-G project staff was therefore an

important asgéet of the program for regular teachers,
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15, Behavior Observation Techniques

Table R3:5

Percentages of Ratings for Intervention Procedures by
egular Teachers -

Bating - Deroent

Intervention N 1 2 3 4

1, Behavior Management Techniques * B ok 0 % 1
2, heademic Contracts o o
3, Behavior Contracts * ¥ o9 % B
4, Learning Centers B % § N 2
5, Milti-Level Learning Materials o 8 3 B B
6, Teacher Made Games * oo 10 2
7. Materials fron the Resouce Center b % 8§ 1 B

8, Individuelized Instruetion * b % 5 10 2

9, Infornal Diagnosis of Leamming Styles ol 5 23 3

10, Hrkting Aoadende and Behavioral
Objectives 7 o7 U % U

11, Rated Asseasment Forms 25 B2 86 1

[fpmet
[
P
-

12, Regular Staff as a Resource * - H o5 U

"

13, Self-Concept Inventory | B 9 15

14, Techniques for Utilizing Work Samples % 2 8 5 1



| Bt - P
Intervention \ | = : |

16,  Amnabell Markc;ff Inventory 0 a4 28 B W
17, language Masters 29 A 28 B 10
18, Wide Range Achievenment Test B B9 1
19, Gilnore Oral Reading Test 6 b ok s 0
20,  Slingerland - % 8 23 515

21 Developnental Learning Masters 5 R Y BV

KEY RATING CATRGORIES:

=k
8]
- &

oy

1 = That you used item prior to Title VI intervention.

2 - .That the item is not appropriate fo your teaching situation,

3 = That you feel you need more he_l_p for competency in use,

4 - That your understanding of item was furthered by Title VI and you will use,

5 = That you have mastered the item and are now using.




SR, 1 aﬁpraximates-thé type- ﬂf béhav;ar -teachers-will -have to-emit-when — -~ -

- The regular téaehers were aware of almost half of the interven-

i.tiﬂﬁﬂ pFESEﬂtEd by the Title VI pfaqéat prior to this vear, They did

find seven new areas which relate to the instruction of eduégtigﬁgllj

' handicapped children. Iﬁstéad'af'béééming“égmpetEﬁt'thé teachers were

made aware of their importance and are interested in more training to be
able to use them. They also became aware of and utilized the resource

materials provided by the prcjegt staff. This is an important step as

mainstreaming becomes mandated. Pre-assegssment afféégular teachers is
an important step prior to inserviece or pre-service training as this
data has indigated. If the projeet staff could focus on the seveﬁ
areas pinpointed by a 3-rating above a more effective and efficient

program would result,

419
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OBJECTIVE FOUR

Impleﬁeﬁt&tign of altarﬂgtive»ﬁgttérns of service by sup§gft personnel

" (prineipals, sgeigl'warkers,,sahacl.paighalcgistsg etei)

L

4;1, Allqcating space, funds, materials, and personnel support: fgr
the daily Dperatinn of an EH pregfam within a Echcal building.

In order to avaluate the faurth program abjeetive, the evsluatcfs
conducted interviewa of a repfesentatife sample of school aémiﬂistratars,

special and regular teachers, and support personnel in the eleven San

. Franecisco schools served by the project.

o m ST TrzEl etz £ o e S SO ——— P —

The sample for these interviews was se;ected as fallgws* the

‘prcjéct staff was informed of the need far and nature of the inter#iews-‘

They were aakéd to provide a list of 22 individuals from the eleven
schools auch that an overall balance would be reached among administrators,
teachers, and aupgart peﬁsannel_ Originally, the intent was to ievelcp

é random sample derived from a list of all school personnel who had

‘made contact éith the project during‘ﬁhe past year., However, when this

aﬁrategy was émpléyéd, it became readily apparent to the project staff
and reasonably so, that not all of these individuals had had similar
levels of contact with the prajecti-aﬁd thus, had highly varying degrees
of knowledge about the project. Therefore, a decision was made to employ
the criterion of familiarity with the project as an important dimension
in the sample salectiﬁp process, The result of this procedure was a

list of 22 school personnel, two fraireaeh of eleven schools, Sélééﬁéd

by the prﬂjeeﬁ staff on the basis of their contact with and familiarity
about the projeect activities. The sample waa composed of 10 principals

and assistant prinecipals, 5 EH or LDG teachers, 5 regular teachers,



" its atren

ffl counselor, and 1 social worker.
i “ Although the interviews were based upon a structured interview

s;hedule'(sée Appendix), the nature of some of the questions was

_ _sufficiently open-ended to elicit a broad range of responses from the

interviewees. The intent of the evaluatéré was to gain specific informa-

“tion eancerning the kind and quality of service rendered as well as more

general information pertaining to the perceptions of school personnel

... about the overall goals g@ the project and possible reasons underlying

;;gjaﬁaxﬁéaknésséséhm«am”wJMWMMWT“m e e e

All interviewees were asked the same set of questions in the same
order, except that school administrators weré éskéd an additional question
ééﬁééfﬁiﬁgw%ﬁéféilééétian of additional space or funding as a.rgsult of
the project (see Objective 4,1). The interview results were as follows:
Question 1: What is your perception of the role of the

Title VI-G Project as it relates to your
school?

The intent of this question was to determine to what extent the
project staff had articulated its goals and objectives to school per-
sonnel and to determine if perceptions varied across schools and types of
personnel. Due to the open-endedness of the item, content analysis was

~ employed in an effort to categorize the variety of responses received.
In our judgﬁent, the responses could be-summarized under five major areas:
(1) classroom management, (2) instruetional resources, (3) diagnosis and
. prescription, (4) inservice tréining; and (5) mainstreaming procedures.
Table 4.1a shows the results for question 1. Across the top of the

table are listed the various types of school personnel interviewed., The
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Clasaifieafieﬁ'af-.'Intérﬁe.weéa';‘R’espénae'a t the Question: "Mhat 19 your
perception of the role of the Title VI-G _Eréjeet,_a_.s it relates to your school?"

Personnel T

Admin * FH Teacher Reg. Téaﬁhéf_ Support  TODAL

B R O R

I, Glassi‘ogm Management 7 3 1 0 - 1

0, Tstructiosl
- Resources | 1k

—
o]
L )

I Disgwsls and ‘ ‘

- N, Inservice Trafming 1 0 2 1

V. Madnstreanng | |
- Procedures ) 1 0 | : )

L
:-1

VI, Don't Know 3 Sl 0 1 5

e
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dfife;éétégériesvaf reépenses are shown on the left. Response frequencies
'-g£éaéﬁiiéd aeréés columns and rows to indicate differeneeé amaﬁg cate-
géﬁiésgr It is 1mpcrtant ta nate that a single interviewee's verbal

E respgnse tc thls questian could have dwelt on only one of the five
”eategarles,:ar, pgtenti&lly, cguld have contained elements of all five

categoriea. For this reason, the sums of rows and columns do not equal

tr@lling'far group sizes, it would appear that EH teachers, on the
average were the most prolific in their responses. Their average of

two response categoriea per person was the highest in all personnel
categoriesa. Thus it would appear that EH teachers were somewhat

better informed about the goals of the project thag;atﬁer school

workers., As a group they were followed by administéatcrs, regular
teachers, ang support persgnnel. Thése.data egineidé with the subjective
feelings of the. interviewers. It should be added, though, that there

was considerable individual variation within Pefsannel categories and
aérass gschools. As can be seen from Table Y4,la, a total of 5 individuals
admitted to such little participation with the project that they eculd not
state its goala. There were athgr individuals in each grpup who were
extremely well informed and who had participated at a high level.

Table 4.,la also indicates that different personnel had somewhat
different views as to the major goals ;f_the,projeet_ While adminis-
trators tended to perceive clasaroom management as the most important
gaa}, with maiﬁstreaﬁing of secondary importance; other school pérsannel
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were more varied in their responses. EH Teachers considered instruc-
tional resources as the primary goal followed él@sely by glassrcam
management, and regular teachers emphasized inservice training somewhat
~over other goals. It is interestingto ééﬁﬁare these perceived goals
view,

Question 2: What kinds of help did you (or your staff) receive
during the past year from the Title VI-G Project?

-This question was posed initially as stated above so that re-
pondents would not be constricted in the types of help they testified
to. When the respondent concluded his initial statement, the evaluator
probed further to ascertain levels of help in specific areas which the
respondent may have overlooked.

The kinds of help received by school personnel were categorized

into five general areas:

1. ' Teacher Consultation: ongoing discussion with
teachers which provided guidance and feedback to
them concerning their efforts toward remediating
learning difficulties of children in their classrooms.

2, Student Instruction: direct service to individuals or
small groupa of children in terms of diagnosis,
‘prescription, instruection, and monitoring of
progress,

3. Classroom Management: working with the teacher to
restructure the classroom environment and the
instruetional process to alleviate inappropriate
student behaviors and to promote individualization
of instruetion.

4. Curriculum: providing the teacher with new resource

.materials and instructional strategies which would
aid their teaching of cognitive and affeective skills.
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5;: Insérviee Training: praviding professional instructicn
for teachers designed to augment their theoretical and
',pragtigal knowledge of special education.
chm Table 4.1b it éan be seen that eansidérable variation existed
 between‘indi§idua1 schools as well as between levels of schools on overall
-hélp reeeivedg. There was also substantial variation between help cate-
gories from school and even over all schools combined.

’In terms of help categories, teacher consultation was offered at
a higher level agroéé.all schools than other types of nelé. Help with
-eurriculum and:insérviee training followed closely behind, however, and
probably representvna significant difference ff@ﬁ teacher consultation
help across éll schools. Only one of the eleven schools, Stevenson,
received no help in these three categories. All other schools received
some or cansideraﬁle help with regard to teacher consultation, curri-
culum, and inservice training. |

Help withlstudant inatruction varied considerably across schools.
At three scﬁacls it received primary emphasis, and at three others it
received little or no emphasis. Help in the classroom management
category was emphasized considerably less than other forms of support in
all achools, recgiving little or no coverage in 5 5ehaals, and moderate
coverage in the other 6 schools.

In terms af-sebaal levels, there were also differences between
the overall amcunté'af help received and between levels of help in-
different categories. For instance, teacher consultation was provided
at véry‘high levels in most intefmediate-and secondary schools but to
a much lower degree at primary elementary schools. Almost the same

phenomenon occured with category (2), student-instruction. With .
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Prinary (§-3)
Hearst
Noriega
San Miguel .
Stevenson

Internediate (i)

Lawton

Mark Twain

Seott
zean

Secondary (7-12)
- Aptos
HeASeer
Portola
mean

Help Categories:

Table 4,1b
Classification of Interviewees' Responses to the Question
"What kindg of help did you (or your staff) receive during
the past year from the Title VI-G Project?"

Belp. Categorien

Teacher Gonsultation Numeric Code: 0 = little or no help

1.0

1.2
1.4
1%

1.2
1.4
0.8
1,13

1 = some help -
2 = considerable help 428

(1)
(2) Student Ingtruction
(3) Classroon Management
(4) Currioulun

(5) Inservice Training




fesﬁégtité help with classroom management, the reverse was true:

“though this form of help received relatively lower levels of assistance

across all schools. The two types 5} project assistance which appeared

to oceur with greatest regularity across all school levels were those

in the curriculum and inservice training areas, Overall, it was our

impressian that intermédiatesaehqals received the mosat help followed

Question 3: (For administrators only) To the best of your

knowledge have added funds or space been allocated

__to your EH or LDG program since involvement with

Title VI-G?
This question was posed to each of. the 10 administrators in the
intervieﬁ sample. Their responses were in total agreement. With the
exception of indirect funding to provide release time for teachers to
attend project workshops, there were no additional allocations of funds
or space for the EH or LDG programs in their schools.
Question 4: Please give me your opinion of the effectiveness

of the Title VI=G Project during the past year

by indicating some of its strengths and weaknesses.
Because the responses to this question were so diverse in
nature, and in order not to obscure the conereteness and spontaneity of
reactions through our subjective iﬁtergrétaticnsg we have decided to
present the verbatim respanéés given by the interviewees to this

queation.

-~ dedicated ataff; willing to go beyond the call of duty.

- N0 ego trips they put the kids first

-- flexibility - willing to try to work it out in best possible way

-~ honesty; no bullshit; no blaming

-- important tools have been made available which will enable us to
carry on

- scmebady cares about teachers
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- stimulatlng new ideas far teachers

-- good inservice workshops - stimulated interest in new ideas

-~ direct service to teachers and children

~= ongoing consultation very valuable- good to have someone to talk
to who cares

. == access tp new materials ‘

-~ helped in reducing isolation of teachers and served to stimulate
the forming of groups of teachers with similar interests

-~ reassures teacher and builds self confidence

-~ release time very valuabls to get a glimpsee of other programs
and techniqueg

-- they went beyond expectations - reinforced what we were trying to do

== added to the morale of the school

== very positive, supportive; helped with individualizing instruc-
tion; offered valuable workshops

-~ provided very valuable feedback for what I was doing

== terrific, really enjoyed having them; good impact on the achool ;
dynamic, poised, capable, no friction

== breath of fresh air from the outside = extremely beneifcial

== provided exgellent curriculum materials

-- extremely helpful in consulting role; very reliable

== very efficient, honest, reliable, good organizational ability

- == the consultants were really teachers

Weaknesaes

== not enocugh time to go into depth.

== lack of continuity; too temporary

-- more time needed - late entry into school

-- goals weren't spelled out; structure of the project wasn't clear
-- no bridging between years of the project - too many personnel

changes < poor coordination
-~ things not focused well enough; tried to do more than humanly
possible

~= disorganization; not enough continuity or follow-through

== good ideas, but execution not so hot

== disappointed in lack of interms

=~ administratively not handled as well as it could have been

== models are not realistic at the grass roots level

== was not clear as to who could use project resources

-~ more practical work, less theory; not so much lecturing in
workshops - have more how-tc kinds of demonstrations

== didn't get the same mileage as last year

-- no time for consultation except over a cup of coffee

-- in order to do precision teaching, need more time for consultation

-- need regular visits one day a week - more feedback on what is
done with children

== program should be more people-oriented and less materials
oriented

== follow up inservice training, rather than a one-shot deal
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i to do = & brochure

It was our impressian that the pﬂsitiVé attributés gf the

»ﬁJ.prajeet far autweighted its negative aapeets. But, af egurse, there

»ia alwgys room fﬂr impravament‘ It was rgadily apparent that the

staff did nct do g eonsistgntly good jﬂb of artieulating ita purpose

’ and modus Qperandi across all the Echacla. Sehéal peraanﬂél were not

‘always clear about the ‘philosophy “and” averalI“gdalﬁ“éfLthé?prbjéét;”

In terms of the kinds of help provided by the project staff,

there appeared to be an expressed need at several school sites for -

méré aﬁg@iﬁg supervision, teaching, and training. This situation is
almost certainly‘a reflection of the grcjeet'a attempt to serve a
large number of achools, rather than to congentrate its help to a
smaller ﬁumber of schools on a more intensive basis. |

‘In conclusion, it was certainly apparent that much of what
the project ataff had to offer was well accepted, but thgt their
ability to bring teachers to optimal levels of competency and to re-
shape the attitudes of admiﬂiaéfatars, teachers, and support personnel
toward a feeling of éhared respénaibility for disabled learners
suffered gomewhat due to a numEer of factors inecluding late entry into
the schools, nat enough fallag through activities with teachera and
children, and limited coordination of activities among various members

of eaéh school site.
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DEJECTIVE FIVE

Working with teaeherétraining'institutigna to provide éppartunities
" (pre-service and in-service) to have monitored practicum experiences

with studenta, parents, and school staffs in pupil assessment, in-
atructian and consultation, .

S;l To what extent (frequency, duration, and quality) was the
project able to provide practicum experiences with pupils,
parents, and school staffs in pupil assessment, instruction
.and consultation?

On the basis of a strong and rather succesaful effort by pro-
ject staff during the first two years to establish relationships with
1@3 1 callegea and univeraities to prav1de internsnip gxperienees for
teacher traineea, én instrument was Eanstructed tg assegs thé quality
of this experiencé, Form T, College/University Studant—in—Trginlng
Activities Questionnaire., In &diiti@n, it was our intention that
student-in-training would alse respond éé forms N éﬁdrc, the self-
rating forms of competency and.ccmpeteney change. T

Due to the heavy emphasis on research and evaluation during
the third year of the project, and the concomitant requirement that
project staff participate quite actively in that effort; a decision
was made early in the year to deemphasize pre-service training of
teachers, Thus, there were only two teacher-trainees who partieci-
pated with the project during the past year. (there were also two
research-and evaluation trainees, but their goals and activities were
quite different from those intended for teacher»trgiuees);

Questionnaires were administered to all trainees at the end of
the academic iear; Hawever, because of the extremely low number of

individuals responding, and because their reasons for project affilia

tion were considerably different, we cannot reasonable report the
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queationnaire findinga. Suffice it to say that these four individuals
indicated that they benefited from their contact with the project and
were generally satisfied with the supervision they received.

In terma of inservice training Qf;teaehérs there were extensive
workshops provided by the project. However, in the main, these wefe
not provided on an inatitutional credit basis. Such an arrangement
might have been worthwhile for achieviﬁg & longer-term program of

instruction for districet teachers,



SUMMARY

cademic Achievement:

The standardized measures of academic achievement in reading,
math, and spelling showed significant increases for 7 or 9 variables
assessed. The largest degree of change on the instruments was observed
in the primary and intermediate groups. These groups were also involved
with the project for a signifieantly longer period of time than the
secondary students. Specific measures of oral reading subskills in-
creagsed in 15 of the 27 areas measured. The intermediate and secondary
students had the greatest improvement in these measures. The project
students aignificantly inereased their math computational skills for
8 of 60 areas assessed across the groups. The project intervention
procedures had little effect on the teachers' perceptions of their
students academic levels. The Work Sample data was also not reflective
of changes as it was too unstructured to analyze. The major overall
area of change from the data was in reading at all levels. However, in
only a very few instances did the average scores obtained by tbé préjee£
students indicate a profieiency level had been achieved in any éf the
academic areas., Further remediation is neceasary, in almost all areas,
for all students in the basic academic skills. Since the project staffs'
interventions were of a short duration overall, this is not a surprising
finding. It does, however, indicate that it takes longer than three

month period to produce significant differences in pupil achievement

overall.
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ilar Teachers:

The regular teachers' gelf-and outside ratings showed some to
ﬁaderate improvement in skill levela. The regular teachers perceived
that they!did shange in proficiencies but not to the degree necessary
for full implementation of the skills. The competency ratings in-
dicated the following areas need further training: application of
behavior modification to academic behavior, and assessment of learning
modalities. The regular teachers were interested in receiving training
in a wide variety of assessment areas as well. This mismatch between
the competeney ratings and the needs perceived by the regular teachers
ééses an interesting problem. The areas they wish to receive training
in are different from the ones that are their lowest areas of competence.
Posaibly a combination @f.high interest and low competency areas
should be tried.in designing further training. It is also abviégs that
regular teachera will need further training to @pérate in a mainstream-
ing ?r@gram effectively. In order to bring them to such levels it will
take additional intensive training beyond what has already been provided
by the project.

Special Teachers:

The aself-and outside ratings of competency for the special
teachers ranged from a moderate to a high level of skill overall., The
apecial teachera rated their change in skill as being from a small to
a moderate increment for the past year. The major area of improvement
was in the provision of materials to meet the learning needs of their

studenta, There were differences in the areas rated as needing fur-

ther tréining between the project staff and the special teachers.
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The project staff indicated that the special teachers needed further
help in writing behavioral objectives and the application of behavior
modification techniques. The special teachers indicated they wanted
further training in the assessment iﬂstrumenﬁs that had been introduced
by the project staff this past year., These differences in ratings
indicated that speecial needs assessment should be implemented prior to
any in-service training for special teachers, The needs assessment can

erve to pinpoint areas for future training and focus the project

Ly

staffs' activities more effectively.
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Instruments developed by Title VI-G Project Staff to measure changes in
pupil behavior, self-concept, and academic performances:
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Teacher (E) E-1 to E-2
Pupil Self-Concept Inventory (F) F-1 to F-8
Teacher Rating of Pupil Performance (G) G-1 to G-2
Nork Samples . (H) H-1 to H-2
Wide Range Achievement Test (1) I-1 to 1I-4
Rated Assessment Reading (J) J-1 to J-11
Rated Assessment Math (K) K-1 to K-21
‘Rated Assessment - Oral Reading Gilmore (L) L-1 to L-4
Competency Rating of Special or ,

Regular Teachers (M) M-1 to M-7
Trainee's Self-Rating of Competency (N) N-1 to N-2
Trainee's Self-Rating of Competency Change (0) 0-1 to 0-2
Intervention Check List for Special

Teachers ' (P) P-1 to P-3
Schedule for Interviewing Special or , :

Regular Teachers (Q) Q-1 to Q-2
Intervention Check List for Regular

Teachers (R) R-1 to R-3
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DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF INSTRUMENTS

The instruments for measuring changes in pupil behavior, self-
concept and academic performances were developed by the Title VI-G
staff, Each instrument is included in the Appendix, together with an
explanation of its use,

The instruments were administered to target pupils as a pre-
tesat and égain as a post-test following an intervention by Title VI-G
staff. The intervention periods and numbers of target pupils were
as follows:

Intervention Number of
Grade Level __Period Target Pupil:

K=3 138 Calendar Days 3]
4-6 7L " 26

712 . 74 " W 31

~

The following chart indicates the time spent by Title VI-G staff
in developing and'impleméntiﬁg the assessment instruments for measur-
ing pupil change.

The chart also reflects Title VI-G staff time spent in developing
the forms used by the evaluation team to measure the effectivéﬁess of

the project,
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STUDENT OR CLASS REFERRAL FORM (A)

The referring teacher filled out this form for all individuals or
- groups of students who were served by the project. The form was
de;elgped to deseribe the gpecific behaviors of concern for each re-
ferred pupil (or group) and the degree of intensity of these behaviors.
This form can be used on a pre-post or pre-during-post intervention
basis to determine if the referring teacher perceives any changea have
The first section of the form is Problem Behavior. It consaists
of 16 items describing socially inappropriate pupil behaviors, .Each
item is rated on a four point scale ranging from l-high frequency of
occurrence to 4-never occur. The lower the score on this half, the
more aevere the pupil's behavior problems. The second section on this
form is Work Related Behavior. It consists of 16 items describing
.pupil work habits and task completion related behaviors. Each item
iz rated on a four-point seal&vrgnging from 1l-high frééuenﬁy of
- occurrence to 4-never occur. The lower the score on this half the
more severe is the problem. A number of the items on the referral
form were selected from one developed by the CORBAH project at the
University of Oregon (1973).

An inter-rater reliability was derived on the form by measuring
the agreement between gpecial teachers and reguiar teachers ratings of
the same child on the form. The mean correlation was ,61 between the
two raters overall. In 19 out of 22 cases the agreement between the
two raters was statistically significant. In comparison with other

standardized inventories of pupil behavior this level of relationship

443
A-1



is a highly favorable one. However, we should point out that, although
inter-rater reliability was high, there was a definite difference in the
way the two groups of téaehers used the four-point scales. On almost
all items, the special teachers rated the children higher (more positively).
On half of the items these differences were statistically significant.
Another interesting phenomenon is that much greater agreement existed
between Spé@iai an§ regular teachers on Part I, Problem Behavior, than
on Part 1II, Work-Related Behaviora. We suapect that this situation is
due to a classroom envirorment effect since work-related behaviors are
more situational=specific than problem behaviors. However, further re-
gearch is required to substantiate this. The important point here is
that, in terms of future evaluative use of this instrument, pupil ratings
should be made by the same teacher (special or regular) for both pre-and
post-intervention measures. Otherwise, if ‘children were rated by

regular teachera at the time of referral and‘by special teachers at the
end of intervention, many spurious improvements might be noted which, of

course, would not reflect the true situation. (Note: these results are
based on a combined analysis of this instrument and Form G, Teacher
Rating of Pupil Academic Performance, which follows,)

The form was utilized on a pre-post treatment basis on the project.
The teachers rated all pupils on all beha#iars covered by the form.
Change scores were computed between the pre-and post-ratings. A corre-
lated T-test was used to test for the significance of a difference

between the ratings.




CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

Title of person gampleting form ______ . —

Date

(PRE - POST - OTHER)

A. Student's name_ ___/orB, Classroom _______ —

" Birthdate = Grade ___ Subjeet

Teacher _____ . _ Person Servicing __

Dates - Pretest____ Interim Test ________ Post Test__

Scale~Frequeney (Circle appropriate)

_High . Medium _ Tow . Never
I. PROBLEM BEHAVIOR |

1. Out of seat ___ H M} L N

2. Yelling out ____ H 1 M L | N

3. Running around room __| H | M L 1 N

4, Hitting and pushing __ | H M 1 L N _

5. Ignores teacher's _

directions

6. Ignores other 18w | v | 1 | N

adult's directions

=
C:o
(o
=

7. Complains ____ ) — : —

[

o

t—tl\

?. Stealing _ H |} M I N




11.

12,

Deatroya own

High

Medium

H

e

property

Destroys others__

e

property

Talks back to _

teacher o -
Lies ____ JH 1 M L N_

Excludes self from _

activity in class

Excludes self from

activity outaide .
¢lass

Temper tantrums

WORK RELATED STUDENT BEHAVIOR

Vo

Attends class — —

Is able to work with

classroom distractions ___} H M L N____
Begina work __H I M L N
Stays on task _ _ H_ M__ _L_ N
Completes class H M L N__
work

Works independently H | M _L N
Works as a member H _N L N __
of a group

Completes homework ___ H_ M L N __
Attempts difficult H M _L _N _

work



10'

1.

12.

13.

14,

Takes pride in ____ H M L_ N_
work
Organizes _ __H M _L N
materials/work
Follows ___ ] H_ M L N
directions .
Helps other _ _H M L __N__
students
Accepts correction _ H__ M L N
of work '

. Accepts transition H M L_ N

Works qﬁietly

_Medium

&
z

;I‘tf"‘

Periods

e~

ng;]'




PUPIL OBSERVATION FORM (HIGH FREQUENCY. BEHAVIOR) (B)
This form is ﬁtilized when specific behavior change programs are
- being planned or are in operation for an individual student or a group -
aflstudents. The referring teacher utilizes this form to record fre-
quency counts of specifie problem behavior that have a minimum frequency
of occurrence of at least once per observation period. The form con-
sists of five columns of numbem from 1415. Each column represents one
day of the school week fr@m_M;nday_thraugh Friday. Every time the tar-
* . get behavior occurs a mark is ﬁade through the number on the form, or a
.Separate count can be obtained by utilizing other procedures (i.e., wrist
ccunters,vcheck_eard, ete.) and then transferred to the form. In this
way a daily count of the total frequency can be obtained from the form
and day-to-day changes in frequency can, be determined by inspection of
the data recorded. Similar forms have been utilized in a number of
behavior modification programs and are standard devices in the applica-
tiansevaluétian of such interventions.

Frequency counts can be obtained on a pre-post or a pre-during-
post (continuous) intervention basis. The counts can be analyzed by the
use of a mid-median (Lindsley, 1968) or a median-slope analsys (Whits,1971).
Through the application of such statistical procedures the probability
and significance of changes in behavior due to specific iﬂterventian

programs can be derived.
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT

PUPIL_OBSERVATION FORM - HIOH FREQUENCY
OF OCCURRENCE OF PROBLEM BEHAVIOR

Student ____ o - School ___

Referred behavior __

Period ____ . Obvserver . o
(TEACHER, AIDE, OTHER)

Date

(PRE - POST - OTHER)

OBSERVATION TIME:

s
1k

- -

O Wl

B b

O NG
oy
DGl
e el
H M
S e
MG

FREQUENCY OF BEHAVIOR
OBSERVATION
w_m
=P F O~ COND O
)
MG SO T o0 O

H LU V3 000
PO £ O] O0hD

Month: ____ Mon. _ Tues. _ Wed. Thurs, ____ Fri.

* Circle the number of times the behavior occurred within the selected
period. ' :

"Eil
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PUPIL, OBSERVATION FORM (LOW FREQUENCY BEHAVIORS) (C)

}

This form is applied when apecific behavior change programs are
»beingAplanned or ars;in operation. The referring teacher uﬁilizes this
form to record eritiea; incident counta of specific problem behaviors
that occur less fhan one time per-observation period for an individu%%‘ -
student or for groups of students. The form is divided into two halfs,
A.M. and P.M., and covers one school week. The teacher records the
time of day when the specific prcblém behavior Qecurég Examples of
low frequency problem behaviors ineclude tantrums, physieal fights,
property destrustion, ete. The form can therefore be applied to record
both the time of oeccurrence and frequency count for any low frequency
problem behavior. The d;£a can be used to pinpoint if time of day is

a variable that determines the occurrence of any behavior, and can

therefore féad“tg some refined intervention programs.

The freguency counts can be obtained on a pre-post or a
pre-during-post (econtinuous) intervention basis. The counts can be
analyzed through tﬁé application of a mid-median test (Lindsley, 1968).
This statistical procedure can help to determine the significance of

changes produced by any specific intervention programs for low fre-

quency behaviors,

450
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

PUPIL OBSERVATION FORM -

Student ___ R Sehool

Referred behavior . 7 . —

Date

AM

FREQUENCY OF BEHAVIOR

P. M.

~Wed.,

Month: Mon. ____ Tues. _

* Record the time the behavior occurred.

451

- Thurs.

Fri.,
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CONTRACT COUNT (D)

The teacher uses this form to keep track of the number, goal,
reward, and effectiveness of learning-behavior change contracts made
with an individual pupil. The form is divided into four columns that
allow for the deseription of each contract and the recording of all

contracts on a cumulative baais. The first column records types of

_contract (verbal or written), the second the behavioral requirements

(aim), the third the reward (payoff), and the fourth the outcome (if
goal was reached). The form provides an ongoing record that allows
t;e teacher to evluate contract-mediated interventions with each
pupii;

The form can be analyzed for an individual pupil or for groups

of pupils. The percentage of successful contracts overall and the out-

comes of specific génfracts by type can also be determined. For
time payoffs could be compared with tangible payoffs, and the effectives
ness of contracts on specific tasks (reading vs. writing) could also
be.determined. AThe data could lead to more effective intervention
planning for an individual child or §ar a whole classroom. Comparisons
of this nature would be done by computing percentage of sueeeés in
each category and then comparing those percentages. |

Each contract can be classified iptc nine (9) and possibly
more categories. Within each category a éumbET of subcateé&gies might
exist. (For example, Grade Level could be divided in K-3; 4-6, 7-9,
and 10-12 subcategories).

Following is a liast of ecategories and within each category the

noninclusive liat of aubcategories.

D-1
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CATEGORY I: - Area of Improvement Desired

« Math
Reading
Spelling
Behavior
Self=Concept

~1 T o DO e

CATEGORY II: Type of Reward for Sueccessful Contract

Bonus Points
Free Time
Recognition

OV %00 B
L]

CATEGORY III: Duration of Contract

1, One day

2., One week

3. One month
o 7
5, . —

CATEGORY IV: Grade Level of Pupil

K-3
46
. T7-9

£ N

CATEGORY V: _ Contract Task

. Homework Assignments
+« Orderly behavior
» Completion of eclaaswork

WA

CATEGORY VI: Contractor

. Title VI Staff
. EH Teacher
Classroom Teacher

WAl b

453
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CATEGORY VII: Contract Used For

« . Individual
Class Group
Boys Group
Girls Group

-

CATEGORY VIII: Sex of Contractee

1. Boy
2., Girl

CATEGORY IX: Contract Outcome

1, Bucceaaful
2. Unsuccessful

CATEGORY X:

Interpretation

Through the format ocutlined above, the contracts can be inter-
preted and analyzed in a number of productive ways as listed below:

1. Sﬁgcessful vs. Unsuccessful contracts could be compared
overall. (IX) ’

. 2. 3pecific "areas of improvement" desired: could be analyzed
geparately. (I)

3, Specific "grade levels" could be analyzed separately. (IV)
4, Six differences could be analyzed. (VIII)

5. Other anélysis ag desired.

154
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

CONTRACT COUNT

Title of person completing form

Date —— —
(PRE - POST)

Form: w=written Ait: behavior Payoff: Goal Reached:
V=varbal time Yes-No

iiDll
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INFERRED PUPIL SELF CONCEPT RATING BY TEACHER (E)
This instrument was developed to measure teachers' opinions-
of their pupils' self-concepts. Further@are, we sought to determine
if teachers' opinions were correlated with children's actual self-
ratings. Thus, this form cén be used in conjunction with Form F
(which follows). Each of the seven items on this form is keyed to
a similar item on Form E (see section 1.2 of the report for a
complete discussion.)
ﬁased upon our finding, in the presentvpraject evaluation
. that teachers! éergéptiuns do not correspond at all to their pﬁpils
gelf-ratings, we would not recommend the use of this-instrument in
isolation. Further research is necessary to completely discount its
:wruséfullnesg, however. 1In conjunction with this, we would recommend
a alight modification of this instrument so that its results could
be compared with our suggeated revisi@ﬁ to Form F (see next section).
We suggest changing the items in this form to:
. Coming to school in the morning.
Reading aloud in class.
Doing arithmetic.
Being called on in class.
My visiting his/her home.

Doing homework
. His/her parents visiting my classroom.

~1 O i) M
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

INFERRED PUPTL SELF - CONCEPT RATING BY TEACHER

‘Student's name ____ v Date

School _ — ) _ _ Rater _ g .

R Grade/room ) ___ Relationship B

EH Teacher,
Regular Teacher,
Counselor

Instruetions:

(1) Fill in all of the above information.

(2) Check appropriate blank between like and dislike to
indicate your appraisal of the student's attitude
for each item, = ' B

PLEASE GIVE YOUR IMPRESSION OF HOW THIS PUPIL CURRENTLY FEELS ABOUT:

1. Being in school Dislikes — R Likes

o Likes

2. Being around teachers Dislikes

e
ot
]
=
e
-
A
¥:]
L]

3. Arithmetic

:___ Likes

‘4, Reading Dislikes : BN Y Likes

5. Homework Dislikes KR 4_;5 _ Likes

i Likes

6. His or her appearance Dislikes

7. Overall scholastic Lacking ____ : __ i __ Quite
ability (his or her) Confidence Confident

COMMENTS:

) liEH
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PUPIL SELF CONCEPT INVENTORY (F)

This instrument was developed initially by project staff and

later revised by the evaluators on the basis of an informal item

analysis. The origin cf many of the items is égscurég many of them
were créaﬁéd by project géfEOﬁnel and some, undoubtedly, were taken
from other informal inventories used by other researchers.

During the first two years of the project, the inétrumeﬁt con-
tained many more items than the present form. .At the end of the

second year, an item analysi= was done on the pre-post data collected

during the second year. 8Several itema were discarded which did not

elicit response frequenciea amenable to change, i.e., they were
characterized by a ceiling effect on the pre-test and thus, were
incapable of showing improvement over time.

The present instrumént, composed of 33 items in 5 different
categories, has been extensively analyzed on the basis of two test-
retest reliability atudies with non-project children during-the
197374 academic year.

The first pilot study was carried out in November, 1973, at
Lawton Elementary School, San Francisco, using a sample of 18 fifth
grade pupils. The 3Z-item instrument was administered to the subjects
in paper-and pencil fashion with items read aloud by the administrator.
This précedure wag repeated with the same children two weeks later.

The results of this first study showed that, on the basis of
an item-by-item analysis, approximately two-thirda of the items had
test-retest reliability coefficients (Pearson) significant at the

.05 level or beyond. When total scores for each child were correlated
158
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the overall reliability coefficient was ,75 for the entire inventory.

Thé second relia 11 ity study was done at the same eleméntary
school with a different fifth grade class in May, 1974. The reason
for carrying out this second pilot study was to determine if a pupil's
knowledge of his prior resgansés (a ;}écedufe used in the first study)
might have influenced his second set of responses (retest). The re-
sults of the second study agreed closely with those from the first,.
Abcut ‘the same proportion of items had significant testsreteat
coefficients of reliability. When the item coefficients were summed
and averaged uéing Fisher's z-transformation fcrmgla, the average item
tegt—retest coefficient of correlation was .51. It was noted, however,
that some item correlations differed markedly on the two separate
studies. Whether these changes were due to the differences in test
adm%nistration noted above, or whether they were the result of measure-
ment error is not entirely certain.

On the basis of our fairly extensive analysié of this instrument
we recommend that the number of items be drastically reduced to thosze
which (1) had significant test-retest r's on all administrations, (2)
have means which generally fall between 2 and 3 on the l-point scale,
and (3) fall under the specifie rubiec of education, rather than psychology

in general. Suech an instrument would be composed of the following items:

1. Coming to school in the morning
2. Reading aloud in class.

5. Doing arithmetic,

4, Being called on in class.

5. If the teacher visited my home,
6. Doing homework.

7. If my parents visited the school.

459
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This instrument would be mueh%shorter and easier to administer;
and it would reflect attitudes which could be changed through educa-
tional intervention. We suapect that a summed score based upon re-

of a student's "educational" selféenngépt.




CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

PUPIL SELF - CONCEPT INVENTORY

st 2nd
esgion o Session

Date and time of day Date and time of day

Recorder * Recorder

Other players, if any e . 7”;;:j; —

Inatructions: This game may be played wiith one, two, or three
children. Be sure to indicate the names of all
children who play at one time above. Fill out
one summary sheet for each child and be sure to
record the color of his card deck., All items
should be read aloud by the child or, if he
cannot read, by the teacher. For research
purposes, the second game session must be played
with same number of players as the first, though
not necessarily with the same individual children.

.. Firat Second
QUESTIONS Seasion Segsion Change

ABOUT ME ITEMS -

1. When you look in a mirror

[ — S —

2. Being alone

3. You are not sure what o
people want you to do \




Ira

)

QUESTIONS

First
Seasion

Second
Seasion

Ed

4, Someone hollers at you

SUB TOTAL SCORE i , -

ABOQUT SCHOOL AND LEARNING _ — e

5. Coming to school in the
morning

6. Reading aloud - | |

7. Doing written work ) 7

9, Taking a tést o o ) B 7

#Di Going to art time o |

11. Time for music o - 7

12, P. E. time 7 7 )

,15.Time for séi%ﬁce 7 - 7

14, Leaving your classroom N 7 7 o
to get special help




o  First Second
QUESTIONS Seasion Sezaion Change

15. Social Studies time
16. Being late for class
17. Being asked to stay

after school
18. When there is no school
19; On report card days
SUB TOTAL SCORE
ME AND MY TEACHERS
20 Being called on in class
21l. Being arc:.:nd my teachers
22. Your teacher calls and

talks to your parents
23. Teacher shows your work

to the reat of the class
2k, If teacher visited my
' home




Second
Seasion

25. Teacher comes to my desk

SUB TOTAL SCORE

OTHER GROWNUPS AND ME

26. Seeing or hearing the
principal, vice=
prinecipal, or dean

27+ A sub-in your room

.8, Seeing your counselor

SUB TOTAL SCORE

Mt AND MY FAMILY

29. Doing homework at home

30. Parents visit school

31l. Walking in your front
doaor

32. Playing with your
brothera and sisters

ki



RGN NN ¢

. First Second
QUESTIONS Session Seassion
35, Bating together as a
family
SUB TOTAL SCORE
GRAND TOTAL

Observations: Please note any infarmati@nréancerning the responae
pattern or other behavior of the child which you
feel is important. )
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TEACHER RATING OF PUPIL ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE (G)

At the time of referral the teacher fills out this form to
rate the pupil's academic skill levels in reading, arithmetiec,
apelling and language. These ratings are to serve aslééasures of
the teacher's perception of the academic performance levels of the
pupil. The ratings are made on a continuum ranging from one to
four points. These levels can also serve to pinpoint priority
areas for academic remediation,

The form was used on a pre=-post intervention basis in the
current project. It can also be used on a pre-during-post basis.
The ratings were analyzed for changes in level. The statistical
procedure applied wasdthe correlated T-test. (See the description
éf Form A, Student or Clasa Referr‘alvF@rﬁir for a discusasion of

inter-rater reliability).
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC S5CHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

TEACHER_RATING OF PUPIL ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE

Title of person completing form

Date

(PRE - POST ~ OTHER)

A, Student's name — /or B. Classroom

Birthdate_ o e _ — -
Teacher - _ Person Servieing ___ —

More than 2 Below Withia Above
levels level grade grade

III. Academic Level below grade level level

Reading ___ — — N —

K]

Language

2a, Oral ___

2b, Writtem | I R s R

Arithmetic R N R I

.

4, Spelling _ ___ _} o 1

5. Handwriting __ ) .y 1
6. Science — 7 i — L —

7. Social Studies _ o N e

. ne
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WORK SAMPLES (H)

Work samples serve as idographic measures of student progress
in specific academic areas. Eaaeiiﬂe work samples can be defined
for tasks such as arithmetic computation, reading ecmprehensian,.
handwriting, and written expreasion. These samples should be de=
fined conjointly by the project staff members and the referring
teacher at the inception of a remedial program. The specific

‘criteria to be used in evaluating pupil progress should also be
de§ined prior to the remediastion program as well., The eriteria
should be individualized so as to fit each student's entry level
skills and the goal the referring teacher wished to set.

Analysis of the results of the work samples could be done by

types of task, pre-remediation level, and post-remediation level

criterion on the post-remediation evaluation. Individual student's
projects could also be analyzed to determine changes in error

responses and correct responses.

468
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

WORK_SAMPLES

Title of person collecting e o

Date _ -

Check one of the following:

Pre sample

Post sample _ __

Other

H-2
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WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST (WRAT) (I)

The WRAT (Jastak, Baer, and Jastak) was administered to all
pupils referred to the project prior to their involvement in any
intervention programs. The test was selected as a gtandard measure
of grade level achievement in Peadiﬁg word attack skills, arithmetic
computation, and spelling. The WRAT is widely used and is a standard
measure for admigsion, retention, and evaluation of almost all
students' enrolled in speecial education programs in California.

The WRAT was administered on a pre-post interventién basia.
a gaiﬂfﬁgnth acore was Gémputéd in each ares fo: each pupil so
agssesaed, Tﬁerdifferéhee between the pre-post achievement scores
was first determined and then this was divided Ey the number of
months the pupil had spent in the program. Then, a mean gain/month
was computed by level (i,e., primary, upper elementary, and junior

'highssegandary) and by area (reading, arithmetic, and spelling).

I-1
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(see test manual for instructions)

471

I-2

HI"



WIDE RANGE ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic from Pre-School to College
By J. F. Jastak, 5. W, Bijou, 5. R. Jastak

COPFYRIGHT,
Cuidanes Asso
of Delaware, Ine.

6 Gilpin Avenue
singten, Delaware

Wit

N‘amé
School.
Referred by......................

vvon....Birthdate.............................M.F, Chron. Age.... ...

~ . Grade

.Grade..

_Stand-Sc... ...

(::raflt 1.

Printed in U3.A,
1937, 1946, 1963

Revized Cdition

1965

ile

Parcentiles and Standard Scores corrasponding to grade ratings sand sge may bs found in the Manusl.
Lavel 11=Spelling—CGrade Narma,
Seure Grade

Lavel I—5pslling=—Crades Morma.
Zeure Grade| Soore Grade
1z Kgt 1.5
by 3 1.4
13 1.7
15 1.8
14 4.4

17

i1
35
46
7
48
49
1
41
4
A
£1]

¢4
26
27
¥4
£ 4]
an
1
k]
33

e Rl e

"

-

Seure Grade

hE)]
HA
8]
Ly
ERY
$.¢
%]
4.7
5.0
5.1
5.5

Seore Lrade

45
4
47
44

57
4.0
i3]
.5
8.3
7.4
7.7
82
87
LR
8.7

Srore Lrude

At
A7
50
a9
a0
ui
a4
[iE]
i3]

0.
10.9
1.3
4.4
140
148
14.5
154
| F.8Y
18.7

Seore Grade
Ky 11
£
14
4
15
1
17
15
1
20

Seare Greadel

21
1]
23
4
45
H
27
iH
k44
3t

a.7
iR ]
7.0
T
T4
7.8
TH
H.1

8.7

41
K4
Bk
L3
H3
44
47
=4
Eii
40

Seare Grade

Wi
0.4
o4
04
i
LS
104
11.¢
1.6
4.0

Senre Grade

41
+
¥
131
5

48

14.4
144
14.¢
[EX]
14.0
144
15.0
157
1.4
172
180

Spelling Scores

Level 1
Cumul
Teat Score
Copying
1 fnint i
pEr 1o
mark 18
Name
1 letter
2 letiers
Spelling
I paint
Pro
ward

14
0

21
Lo

a5

Level 11
Cumul
Test Seore
Copying
49 1
14-17 2
18

Name
1 leter 4
2 letters B
Bpeilling
1 jsint &
e o
word Al

- -

-

— [/ INJox[Jlv«[A]r [a]D]ulv]C|m

C]

420

43..

I SO — S . 28 IS — — e
e e 29 A
U | { N — . e

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



£

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Page 2. Arithmetic

LEVELLOralPart @ - @ @& & @ © ® @& © © &6 & ® ® © -

0 I 9 S £ 3 Fingers, 8 fingers, 9 or 62 42 or 282 1

3 pennies, spend | 2____ . __ 3+ 4apples?._______ _: 9 marbles, lose 37 . 20

Written part. :

14+ 1= ___ 6 5 X2 = 23 29 75
3 ,

| B
E=1 .
Wi

2 — 3 +
4 -1 = _____ — E— —— " = -
- _ B o ) . - e o - 29

_ _ i ’ l_ S = .- ——
452 $521i0'4. 14 hr. e __min, 6) 968
137 6 + 2 = ___ ___ — 5.3 0

35

b
'

I
i
!
L
]

|
'-<:
oy
It
3
=
<
E
=3
o
-3
¥~
L=t

27)384 7 i

L
i
!
)
|
il
Copms

24 doz. =
flﬂ

Which is more? Find the average of Write as a percent

tor 1Y Ans, 24, 18, 21, 26, 17 4 X35 = .

a4
r

Ans, 2= _____ % . e

Write as decimal:

2 = _ 209 of 120 = __.__
56

. 7Changg tc}amilar

£.2)62.703 numerals: (-5 ) (+9)=___

MCXLII =

Find interest on Solve: Find square root: ' 3 3 4.8 9

$200 at 449 for 7 mo. y+(9~8) =65

Ans. . y = . - 6

Arithmetic=Lavel I=Crade Horms. Fercentlles and Standard Scores corresponding to grade rating and age may bs found In Marual.

Seore Lrwle | Seure Grade [ Seore Grade ! Soore Gole | Seore Geade {Sgore T w2 i Gride 1 8eore Gralde 1 Heore Griule
i ! i ]

i3t 21 jfzi 48 | R 27 Lae e 164
2 L 40 - de LN ceolap Wy
. i

N4 0 4 Kpl fll.'. Kgh
HA 8 Red i Gelo

1
3 [ E X
4 Pk 10 Ked (17 Le

i

3

U RO B ; S L L O TR T AT ¥
24 e 1.3 I H HE B oA 1Rl
d A H 4T LE s - TR
o0 ime o an [ e B8R s 13 I
W om2 i a2 lae oas Lo one b 1w

Pe?d 111 Kgt il8 it
Pkt 12 Kga (19 18
i a1 Kesoid 1M

}
!
i
i
{
I
i
;
|
7 Ped o1 Kp7 14 (R




RATED ASSESSMENT READING (J)

All pupils referred to the project who evinced reading problems
were given the Rated Assessment Reading prior to remedial programs
being initiated. The Rated Assessment tasks are based on a precision
teaching measurement system (Kunzelmann, 1971; Alper & White, 1972,
et.al, 1973). The pupil is given a one-minute timed trial on specific
eriterion-referenced reading skill sheets (i.e., letter sounds,
3-letter c-v-c~ words, Y4-letter c~v-c- worda, S-letter c-v-c words and
Doleh words). Correct and errors per migute are computed for each
sheet separately. In thié way the effects of specific remedial pro-
grams can be monitored. Grade level measures lead to global assess-
ments and are not criterion referenced. The rated assessment provides
a skill specific measure of pupil growth. The rate also has advan-
tages over pércentagés or simple frequenecy counts in that it provides
both a measure of speed and accuracy. As many referred pupils are slow
and non-fluent readers, their rate of performance is an important
eriterion in evaluating the éuecesg-af;rémédial programs.

The rated assessment-reading was administered on a pre=post
intervention basis, Specifié instructions for the administration of
the agsessment are included with the instrumeﬁt, Separate correct
and error rates, for each subject on each skill, were computed in both
asgeasments, The mean correct and error rate was detéfmined by level
for each skill pre-and post-project intervention (primary, intermediate
Jjunior high and high school). A correlated T-test was completed

separately for the correct and error rate means, by level, to deter-

mine any significant shifts in rate.
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tery rates provide a correct and error rate range that indicates when
a student is proficient in a specific oral reading subskill. The
combination of correct and error rates specifies both fluency and
accuracy for each skill.

An accuracy ratio and percentage of accuracy (Pennypacker,
Koenig, and Lindsley, 1973) were computed for each skill both pre-and
post-training. Tﬁe aceuracy ratios and percentages of accurary pro-
vide information as to the relation between carrect-and érror rate.
Accuracy ratios are éO@pﬂtgd by dividing the larger of the iwo rates
by the smaller of the two rates, For example, if the correect rate is
2/minute and the error rate is 1/minute the accuracy ration would be
2/1=2. 1If the correct rate is larger then the accuracy ratio
assumes a times function which is denoted by an X (in our example we
would have a X2). If the error rate is larger then the accuracy
ratio assumed a divide-by function which is denoted by an 4+ (If errors
were 2/minute and correct rate was 1l/minute the accuracy ratio would
be 2/1=#2). The percentage of accuracy is then determined by dividing
the correct rate/minute by the tgtallnumber of responses made per/
minute (correct rate = error rate/minute). As in our example with

a correct rate of 2/minute and an error rate of l/minute, the accuracy

ratio would be 2/2+1-2/3 or 66 2/3%.



Sounds

CRITERION PERFORMANCE RATES

Mastery
" Correct

a. Consonants : 90/min
b. Vowels 90/min

Note:

We have started the ehild
on three letter words
following their reaching

a rate of 40/min of con-
sonants and vowels. We
8till continued to work

on the sounds only stopping
after the child reached
80/min on both.

Alphabet Names - (optional) 80/min

Phonetically Predictable

80-85/min

(3)
Words - (3, 4, 5 letter) ghg 70-75/min
5,

60-65/min

Sight Words - (Predictable 60-80/min
and unpredictable)

Reading in Book - (at all 100-120/min
grade levels)

Minimum Rate for Choosing _ 50/min

a Book

=N
~
<

Incorrect

1-2/min
1-2/min

1-2/min
1-2/min
1-2/min
1-2/min

1-2/min

1-2/min



CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

RATED ASSESSMENT - READING

Introduction: HAVE SOME_TIME TO SPEND TOGETHER - WITH ME

WHAT T YOU HAVE L@ABNED'AEM LE‘I'I‘ERSAND WRDSE;E;\I
YOUR TEACHER AND I WILL BE ABLE TO GIVE YOU TASKS

THAT YOU_ CAN DQ AND TASKS WHICH WILL_EELPVYDU

LEARN TO USE7MDF, DIFFICUIE WORDS.

Item 1 Manuseript Alphabet Recognition

Place the stimulus sheet for Manuseript Letter Re-
cognition in front of student. Place the acore
sheet in such a way that the student is not dia-
tracted by the scoring process.

Verbal diréetiéﬂs to Etudentz

Point to the first one.)

Verbal directions to student: 7
READY - BEGIN (Begin timing for one minute)

Time for one minute.

Verbal direction to Student:

3TOP

Make a positive statement based on observed
performance.

Example: (You worked for a minute)

Mark on a duplicate sheet each error and the
place where the student stopped. Record on
the score sheet the number read correctly, the
number read incorrectly and the date,

If the student has difficulty with an item, ask
him to try the next item. Count omissionsa aa
errors, Count the student's firat response

in scoring.

. Items 2-5 Three, Four, Five - Letter Mixed Vowel Words
(1 minute sample) and Dolch Sight Words (30
second sample)

Place the stimulus sheet in front of the
student

Verbal directiona to student:
READ EACH OF THESE WORDS OUT LOUD. BEGIN HERE.

int to the first one.)

Q. ’ . A Hyn




Allow student to read in the direction he
chooses and indicate with an arrow student's
cholice of direction.

Verbal directions to student;
READY - BEGIN (Begin timing for one minute - or

30 seconds for Doleh sight words.) -

Time for one minute,

Verbal directions to student:

STOP e
Make a positive statement based on observation.

Mark on a duplicate sheet each error and the
place where the student stopped. Record on
the score sheet the number read correctly, the
number read incorrectly and the date,

If the student hesitates on an item, ask him
to try the next item. Count omissions as
errors. Count the student's first reaponse in
secoring.
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RATED ASSESSMENT-READING (ONE MINUTE PER TASK)

Ere

Mid

Corr. Err. Corr. Err.

1. Manuscript Alphabet
Recognition

2, 3 Letter Mixed
Vowel Words

3, 4 Letter Mixed
Vowel Words .

k, 5 Letter Mixed
Vowel Words

5. Doleh Sight Words

6. Oral Reading

Comments:
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sat
bus
rid
keg
rat
pod
bug

maT

beg
fig
mug
bog
wed

~am

hub
Top
Win
vet
gal

keg

rip

nap
pod

sun

jam
PEG
| 1d

Tug

doT

pup

Tin

hot

bum

had

net -

sin

loT
gum
nab

beg
481

deb
cub
fad
pig
mob

cud

hum

'sad

men
him

rod



hunt
shop
fink

self

sang

bend
trim
Tang
pump
cost
wish

vest

that

glen
slit

drag

blob

gusT
shop
shut
crop
Thin
besT

hunt

long

slid
stem

glad
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| ump
pond

slip

Tent

gang
spun
flop

rink

then

span
fled
mink
chop
vasT

vesT

crab
shot

fFé%

CTwig

bond

junk

twin

’besfﬁ

- paTh

gush
| imp
losT
mesh
plum

sung



Thiﬂg'

blast
grant
plush

flesh

drank

stunk

sling

Trend

blush

slang

_chesT

fling
clunk

plant

flush

bland

quesT -

spliT

sTank

swept

drunk
brink
grand

fresh

blinkv

spend
slanT
cbeéT

chunk

drink

Thank

spenT

 stink

flunk
cramp

Trend

blind

skunk

cramp



and | is litTle

can red l ook

come sgid | make
fasT | | Sf@p not
geT this | - play
ride To : up
see wanT what
the we

d | work

for | you

go big

green E blue

help ~ down

here funny

I | have
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RATED ASSESSMENT MATH (K)
tion problems were administered the Rated Asaeasment Math prior to
remedial programs being initiated., The Rated tasks are based on a
precision measurement system (Kunzelmann, 1971; Alper & Whité,.1972§
Alper, et.al, 1973).) The pupil is given a one-minute timed trial
on each of the sﬁégifig arithmetic computation skill sheets (i.e.,
reading numbers, counting groups of dots, addition single digit,
addition with earrying, subtraction with borrowing, multiplication
single digit, and division single digit). Correct and error rates
per minute are computed on each sheet. In this way the effects of
specific remedial programs in arithmetic computation can be monitored.
Grade level measures grebaften too glaﬁal and are ngt criterion re-
ferenced. Tﬁé:rated agsessment provided skill apecific measures of
pupil growth. The rate of performance alsc has advantages over per-
centage or frequency counts; it provides both a measure of speed and
accuracy of responding. VAs many referred pupils are often sigw and
inaccurate in their basic computations rate is an important criterion
in evaluating thersuzcess of remedial programs.

The rated assessment math was administered on a pre-post interven-
tion bagis. S8pecific instruetions for the administration of the assess-
ment are included with the inatrument. The same data analysis procedures
were utilized for the rated assessment math as for the rated assess-

ment reading. (see Form J)




CRITERION PERFORMANCE RATES

Counting in Secuence-~
child requested to count
(child goes from 0-15,
then back to O and begins
again.

Note: child should be able to
count all numbers in sequence
before he is expected to add
them.

Write Numbers in Sequency=-
(from memory, on request)

Mote: If entry rate below
5, try coping or tracing.

Write Numbers Out-of-=Sequence-
(from memory, on request.

Write Numbers for Legibility
and Accuracy.

Note: In order to solve add,
subtract, multiply, and divide
at 30/min, the child needs to
be able to write numbers at
least 48/min. This would be
minimum proficiency before
number faeta could reach
eriterion. Number writing is
usually times 1.6 the rate of

number facts (48 n.w. mastery is

1,6 times 30 n.f.)

Read Number - (0-9, 0-20, -
either in or out of sequence)

Note:

Reading numbers in sequence

is a separate skill from reading

out of sequence, Each should
be assessed separately.

Count Groups = (like number con-

cepts e.g, 111, 1, 11)
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K-2

Mastery
Correct

80-100/min

60-80/min

5-~70/min

20-40/min

60-80/min

Lo/min

Incorrect

1-2/min

1-4/min

1-4/min

-
1]

2/min

1-2/min

1-2/min



Mastery

Noute: Before a child can
add a program in counting groups
or jdentifying groups of objects
might help to teach number

_concepts.,

Computation = (+, -, x, <) 30/min
of single digit numbers

Note: If a child is unable to
perform on a sheet of number
facts at a median rate of 20
in the firat 3 days then you
have to slice your program,

If teaching auma 0-9 alice

to sums 0=3,

Computation = (+, =, x, =) 20-25/min

with borrowing or carrying
in one digit.
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Correct

Incorrect

1-2/min

1-2/min -



CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

EATEDV ASSESSMENT - MATH

Introduction:  WE HAVE SOME TIME TO SPEND TOGETHER - SHARE WITH ME
. WHAT YOU HAVE LEARNED ABOUT LETTERS AND WORDS THEN
YOUR_TEACHER AND I WILL BE ABLE TO GIVE YOU TASKS

THAT YOU CAN DO AND TASKS WHICH WILL HELP YOU

LEARN TO. USE MDRE DIFFICULT WDRDSfi

Item 1-2 Number Eeading (0-20), (OﬁlDD). Use. with students at
grate levels 1-3; and with students who score 10 or
. less on computation..

Place the stimulus sheet in front of student. Verbal
directions to student. :

READ THESE NUMBERS ALOUD. EEGINIE-‘LE (Point to
the first one. -

IF YOU FINISH BEFORE I SAY STOP GO _TO THE TOP OF

THE PAGE AND CQNTINUE READING

;Verbal diréctiaﬁa ‘to student: 7
- BEGIN. (Begin timing far one minute).

Timé fer .one miriute
Verbal direetions to Etudent

STOP
Make a positive statement based on observations.
Example: (You did 12!)

Mark on a duplicate sheet each error and the place
where the student stopped. Record on the score
sheet the number read correctly, the number read
incorrectly and the date.

If the student has difficulty with an item, ask him
to try the next one. Count omissions as errors.
Count the student's final reaponse 1in scoring.

Item 3 Number - Set, Use with students at grade levels 1-34
. and with students who score 10 or leas on computation.

Place the three worksheets in front of the child-
one on top of the other,

MARK THE NUMEEB THAT MATCHES THE DOTS IN EACH BOX.
BEGIN HERE. '
Point to the first one.)

Verbal directions to student:
READY - BEGIN (Begin timing for one minute.)

e . o 4238
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After one minute -

Verbal directions to studént-

STOP

Make a positive statement based on observations.
(Example: You finished 20!)

Reeard on the score Ehéet thg number correct, the

In the event he changed a reapense, caunt the
final response of atudent on each item.

Items 4-11 Computation (Addition, subtractian, multipl;catlon,
division)

Place the stimulus sheet in front of the student.
Ask the student which format for simple addition
and subtraction. facts he prefers, vertical or
horizontal.

(This will help the examiner in determining which
stimulus sheets to present the student.)

"Verbal directions to student:
WORK THESE FROBLEMS,

BEGIN HERE, ’Pgint to the first one.)

Verbal directions ta student. .
READY - BEGIN. (Begin timing for one minute.)
Time for one minute.

Verbal directions to Student:

STOP

Maké a positive statement based on observation.

Addition/Subtraction involving carrying, borrowing
or remainders - score 2 points each (1 point for
one's column and 1 paint for ten's column) (Two
point maximum)

Multiplication = acore 1 point for one's column and .
1 point for remaining place ().

(Two point maximum)

Division - score 1 point for whole number in quotient
and 1 point for remainder. (two point maximum)

If the student hesitates on an item, ask him to try

the next one. Count omissions as errors. Count
final response on each item.
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___PBa — MiA — Poate
Corr.} Err. CorrJ Err

1 Number Réading (QéEG) . ]
g ‘Number Reading (0-100) |
3 ~ Number - Set o , R .
!+7 Addition (1-18) - i N I ~
5., 2-Digit Addition-Carrying N I -
6, Sutraction (1-18) B N A I
7 2-Digit Sgﬁtraeticéagc?raﬁ,ngi _ _ _ _ _
8, Mtiplicatian(o-lo) B . 7 _ e
9 mzltiplicatinn—Cai‘rviﬂs 7 ) o —em
i‘f‘]:(j.:Di‘v:i.vaiDnéﬁmplE o o 2 I I T
11 Division-Remainder _ ) -
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74

94

86

4 | 41

57

,16

31_'

90 | £

_‘.'?93

13

42

32

23
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-
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17

69
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o
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q+6=

7+2=

9+2=

Y+8=

7+43=

5+ | =
5+8=
5+5=

6+2=

0+7=

347=

| +8=

y+3=

5+7=

. 9+6=
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[

9+4=

_q+7=

5+7=

7+4=

3+2=

Y+3=
 7+8=

R

5+5H=

6+3=

6+ 1=

b+9=



32
+49

| 9
+46_

48

+15

27
165

43
19

34

+19_

38

.__._34
+59_

+1Y¥

57
3¢

23
+98

67

yq

+3]

36

£15

67

+26

+1

t

29
8

36
¥26

25

29
+23

59
+39
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- 2-0=
|O-6; .

|6-8=

15-8=

R
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31 53 66 74 92
-17_ -3Y | -48 -26_ -64

- 63 45 73 - 38 67
fzq; !36 f47 flqj‘ qu

57 77 85 o . 37

. 61 58 31 70
?23_ ﬁBZ ' V{Jq,, ?'21, QEBW.?

71 81 55 67 T
=kl =34 =26 -38 =27
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7x0= 3xk= 3x9= - 5x2=

9X72 Ix2= | 2x|= 3Ix6=
2

5x3=  dxy= 7x7= 6x6=
502
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98x5= H3x6=

79x2= 7Ux3=

38x4= | 38x7=

503

36x5=



21+3=

12+2=

3+3=

8)56

3) 12

30+h=

35+7=

4)28

9)27

12+2=

| G+2=

3)6

L)L
9+63=

|6+l4=

7)28

2) 16

81+9=

|6+2=

6)54 5)10
36+9=

/2+8=

5Y5  7)42
| 8+9=

20+10=

9)72  6)5L
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4)25

3)28

7)48

9)78

9)85
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RATED ASSESSMENT - ORAL READING GILMORE (L)

The Rated Assessment Oral Reading was administered to all
pupils referred to the project who evinced réading problema. The
oral reading task was desaigned to be a measure of oral reading rate
for words in context. Each pupil was given a timed trial in reading a
word passage taken from the Gilmore Oral Reading test both pre- and
poat- project intervention. A 30-second period was allowed for pass-

ages grades 1-U4 and a l-minute period for passages grades 5-7. The

Reading Seore. If the pupil scored at the 1.0 grade level he was given

the 1.0 grade level passage from the Gilmore. When the pupil's score
was at the 1.5 grade level he was given at 2.0 Gilmore Oral Reading
passage. The same procedures were used to define grade level passages
for atudents reading on the WRAT ét any level. Therefore, in all cases
when the pupil read at .5 or more above the grade level score on the
WRAT we rounded off to the higher grade level to determine the Gilmore

Passage appropriate for him. The same passage was administered on

-~ the pre- and post-tesat.

The Rated Assessment Oral Reading was scored in the same way
as all of the other rated reading tasks. Pre and post- inter?enticn
correct and error rates/minute were computed. A T-test for correlated
means was computed to determine if the changes in either correct or
error rates were significant from pre-post intervention. ‘Aécuraey
ratios and percentage of accuracy weré computed (see discussion of

oral reading rate in appendix).




CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

RATED ASSESSMENT - ORAL READING (GIIMORE)

Student — . S5chool

Person completing form

Date

(PRE - POST - OTHER)
Item 6 Use Gllmore Oral Reading Test

Select paragraph appropriate to student's reading level
based on WRAT ascore - round off high (1.6=2 etc.)

Time student for 30 seconds on paragraphs 1=4; and

1 minute on paragraphs-5=10,

Enter scores on Rated Assessment - Reading Summary
Sheet, Item #6 (Form J).

Q a : "




RECORD BLANK
FormC

allmore

by JOHN V. GILMORE.
EUNICE C. GILMORE

’ HARCOURT, BRACE & WORLD, INC.,
ddd rNEW YORK CHICAGO SAN FRANCISCO  ATLANTA DALLAS
Copyright« 1968 by Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc. All rights reserved, Printed in U.S.A,
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‘The girl has a cat.
The girl is Mary.
The cat is Puff.
Puff is gray.
Father

Father works hard.

TIME________Seconds

1. What is the girl’s name?
2. What is the cat's nama?
3. What color is the cat?
4. Who is in the yard?

is in the yard.

Mispronunciations -

Words pronounced by examiner

Disregard of punctuation

Insertions ] o
Hesitations ,, o

Repatitions

‘Omissions

Total Errors
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COMPETENCY RATING OF SPECIAL OR REGULAR TEACHERS (M)

This form was utilized by the project staff to rate the special
teagheré and regular teachers who had intensive contact with the program,
The form can be used both prior to and following contact with a training
program. Each item on the instrument covers a specific behavioral com-

"y
petency considered important for teachers of educationally handicapped
children. A content analysis was completed on the items and they were
found to represent all Df the specific skill areas that were outlined
from the project objectives. The items were also found to be weighted
in the same way as the project objectives. No one instructional theory
i3 represented by the items although they do reflect a Clinical Teach-
ing model as put forth by Lermer (1972). The basic steps in such a
model are: diagnose, plan, teach, evaluate; and the questions follow
this sequeﬁgei

The trainee's skill in each of the major objectives is
evaluated by the staff member who has had the greatest degree of con-
tact with the trainee, The ratings are supposed to be completed
after observation of the trainee in the teaching situation. The
ratings are not to be shared with the trainee in order tarreduce any
sensitization effects but they can be used by the project staff to

_ pinpoint areas for consultation, training, and follow-up.

The form consists of two parts. The first section is divided
into seventeen specifie queations. Each queation covers a step in
the assessment, data interpretation, objective statement, structuring
the learning situation, teaching, reinforcement, and evaluation sequence.

Every quesation has a separate set of deseripters for each level of

5i0




skill competence and use. These descriptors are arranged on a three
point scale and the staff member rates the trainee on this acale.

The second section consista of one question with eleven subparts.
Each sﬁbpart i3 related to a specific learning modality area, academic,
subject, or behavior. The ataff member rates the trainee, in this
gection, on his skill in assessment of each of these areas. Every
area receives two ratings, one for formal assessment techniques and
the second for informal assessment teéhniques. The scale for this
area ranges from l-no knowledge of skill, to 4-knows a variety of
methods and uses one or more with pf@ficiency,

The form was utilized on a p@stitraining‘bagis in the current pro-
Ject. The data was analyzed to compute means and standard deviation
on each item for the entire group of trainees following training; It
can be administered on a pre-post basis and then the data could be
analyzed for difference scores by item across the trainee group. Tﬁé
pre-post data could also be analyzed utilizing a correlated T-test

to determine the significance of changes for each item,
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT

COMPETENCY RATING FOR SPECTAL OR REGULAR TEACHERS

Title of person completing this form __

Date

( PRE -~ POST - OTHER)

Introduction: This form should be used for teachers from the selected
site schools.

Instructions

1. Read all of the questions on the form before answering.

2. Make a visit to the teacher's school location to obtain both
the observational and verbal information required to complete
the rating.

3. Obgerve the teacher working with individual students snd with
groups, : '

4, Review teaching plans for individual students with the
teacher.

(Data for points 2, 3, & 4 may be obtained during your .
normal contact with the teacher. s

5. All teachers should be rated on as many questions as are
appropriate. : .

RATE THE TEACHER ON THE BASIS OF BEHAVIORS CURRENTLY DEMONSTRATED

1. Does the teacher know how to select the appropriate diagnostic
instrument (assessment tool, test) to fit the child's

"ability and/or disability area? (delete when rating regular
teacher)

1, Shows little discrimination in choice of tesats.
2. Shows adequate discrimination in choice of tests.
3. Shows high degree of discrimination in choice of tests.

2. Rate the teacher's ability to use diagnostic test (assessment)

results tc ; znerate individualized programs in regard to
student strengths and weaknesses.

1. Does not utilize any assessment data in planning for
students.

512 N
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2. Uses diagnoatic teat information to a limited degree in
planning for students.

3. Makes maximum use of diagnostic test information in
planning for students.

Rate the teacher's use of instructional objectives for each
student in his or her teaching plan. (An instructional

objective must include a statement of the behavior, situation,

description of the learner, and a criterion level)

1. Teacher does not use inatructional objectives.

2. Teacher has instructional objectives for some students,
but not for all areas or for all students (Areas=reading,
math, spelling)

3. Teacher specifiea instructional objectives for all
students in all required areas (i.e., reading, math,
spelling)

Are the teacher's instructional objectives individualized in
terms of each student's strengths and weaknesses (as deter-
mined by formal and informal student assessments - see #18)7

1. Teacher does not take the student into account (i.e., the
objectives do not match up with the diagnostic data)

2. Student objectives show a small degree of individualiza-
tion. (i.e., in one area or for a small number of
students)

3, Student objectives are clearly related to individual
patterns of ability and disability. o

Do the teacher's records show evidenee'that he or she monitors
student progress towards the objectlives?

1, There is no indication that the teacher monitors student
progress.

2. There is some evidence of informal monitoring of student
progress.

3, There is strong evidence that the teacher keeps on=going
progregs records for each student (records might include
objectives based checkliats, routine rated assesaments,
ete.)

Does the teacher modify the instructional objective, based
upon student progreas?

1. Instructional plans are adhered to without modification.
2. Instructional plans are infrequently modified when student
either makes progress or fails to make progress.

3. Instructional plans are continually evaluated and changed
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Does the teacher utilize a wide variety of instructional
approaches for the individual student?

~3

1. Teacher utilizes one approach in each area.
2. Teacher utilizes a few different approaches in each
area (maximum of 2)
3. Teacher utilizes a wide variety of approaches in each
R area.,

“Dﬂ‘

Does the teacher utilize a wide variety of instructional
approaches for groups of students?

1. The teacher utilizea one approach in each area.

2. Teacher utilizes a few different approaches in each area
(maximum of 2) ‘

3. Teacher utilizes a wide variety of approaches in each
area.

9. Does the teacher develop and utilize individual reinforcement
programs for student's social behavior problems? (see #10)

1. Teacher does not use reinforcement systematically.

2. Teacher uses reinforcers on a limited basis (with 1 or 2
students) ,

3. A majority of student behavior problems are dealt with
using a contingency management program,

* A teacher who phases from tangible to social reinforcements should
be rated highly. We are not just looking for the use of tangibles
with studenta, only those who require them,

10. Doea the teacher develop and utilize individual reinforcement

programa for gstudentsa' academic problems (e.g. employs contracts,
tokens, etc,) *

1. Teacher does not use reinforcement approaches systematically.

2. Teacher uses reinforcers on a limited basis (with 1 or 2
students) :

3. A majority of student work is related to a reinforcement
program.,

11. Does the teacher involve his student's in planning their own
program?

1. Not at all.

2, Teacher asks students only infrequently about their
preferences, .

3. Teacher frequently involves a majority (% or more) of the
students in planning their own programs.,
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12.

13.

15.

16.

17.

Does the teacher utilize other personnel in planning and instrue-
tion for his students? (e.g. aides, learning center teaghers,
peer and cross age tutors, etc.)? -

1. Teacher does not use other personnel at all.

2. Teacher uses other personnel on a limited basis, (not daily)

3., Teacher uses other personnel to a high degree. (dally and
with more than one student)

Does .the teacher exhibit confidence in sharing ideas with other

:teachers on the staff with whom his atudents are involved?

‘1. Teacher works alone and does not communicate with other

teachers involved.

2,...Teacher.has limited communication with _others inveolved with _

student (only when formal re-evaluation is requested or
required)

3, Teacher has a high degree of communication with other
teachers involved with the student.

How responsive is the teacher to acknowledging new ideas?
. Not open to new ideas.

. Will listen to new ideas but won't try out.
. Will listen and try out new approaches,

ol MO

Rate the teacher's ability to identify learning modalities
for each student.

1. Teacher does not know any of the basic learning modalities.

2. Teacher knows all of the basic modalities but cannot
identify.

3. Teacher knows all of the basic learning modalities and

can identify all of them.

Rate the teacher's ability to locate and utilize materials
appropriate to the needs of the class.

1. Teacher does not know of the resources for appropriate
levels or learning materials,

2. Teacher knows of the resources for appropriate levela of

- learning materials, but does not utilize.

3. Teacher knows of resources and utilizes. them.

Rate the teacher's ability to locate and.utilize resource
personnel appropriate to the needs of the class,

1. Teacher does not know how to locate resource personnel
for her clasa. '

2. Teacher knows how to locate reasource personnel for her
clasas, but does not utilize them.

%. Teacher knows how to locate resource personnel for her
class and doesa utilize them.

015,
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.18, Rate the teacher's ability to utilize an appropriate instrument
" for the following learning areas, Remember, one instrument
may measure more than one area (e.g. ITPA measures both

visual and auditory channels) '

The numbersa used beiaw indicate thé following:

1

Doesn't know of any informal or formal methods in this area.

Knows of a single informal or formal method but does not
utilize.

2

1
had
1]

Knows of a single informal or formal method and uses with
basie competency. ‘

=
[}

high proficiency.

4 -

Behavior 1 2 1l 2

Auditory Perception 1 2 1 2 b

Visual Perception 1.2

e
™

Motor Development 1 2

Language ’ 1 2
Memory : 1 2
Cognitive : 1 2

Reading _ i 2

]

Math ° 1

et
4N
L Y I WY I U L W A W BN T Y

no

T R S L T = I e
o
na

wou W W

Spelling 1
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TRAINEE'S SELF-RATING OF COMPETENCY (N)

This form is a gself-rating device given to the regular teachers,
special teachers, and support workers and can be administered_;ricr
to and following their involvement with the prajeeﬁ. It was developed °
to assess changes in the competency areas considered impoftant for
the develapment of programs for learning, dié&bled and edueatigﬁally_

handicapped children., The areas covered on the device correspond

»with-thQSEﬁasseased”an'Férm"M‘;”Céﬁﬁéféﬁéymﬁééiggjgfwéﬁecial and

Regular Teachers. The format of the device consists of ten items
covering the areas of assessment techniques, intérpretatign of asaess-
ment infcrmation developing behavioral abject;vea, relating objectives
to assessment information, use of contingency management, skill in
keeping track of student progresa, locating resource materials for
instruction, strueturing the learning énviranmént and sharing the
responsaibilities for instruction., The trainee rates his own skil;’
level in each of these previously monitored areas on a four point

scale that covers the following range: l-very little 8kill, 2-some
skill, 3-moderate skill, and U-strong skill. 1 %

The form was used only on a post-training basis in the current
project. Mean ratings and standard deviations of rafingg were computed
for each item., If the form is used on a pre-poat basis difference |
Scores for each item can be computed as wall, Following this, a corre=.
lated T-test would be used to assess the signifieance of change for
each of the items. The information on this form can also be related to
fhe ratings on Peorm M Competency Rating of Special or Regular Teachers,
in order to determine the relationship between these self-ratings and

the ratings obtained in the-major competency areas by an outside observer,
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"CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PRDJEG‘:L‘

-P’LELIF" SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

TRAEE'S SELF—RAT]NG OF CDBE’E’I‘ENCY ]
Title of pérsan completing form ”m;;, — e
Date _ .

(PRE - POST - OTHER)

“areas. Circle t.hé res;anse number.

() VERY LITTLE SKILL (2) SOME SKILL (3) MODERATE SKILL
(4) STRONG SKILL

1, DETERMINING LEARNING STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES THROUGH FORMAL AND
INFORMAL ASSESSMENTS

1 2 3 4
2., IDENTIFYING LEARNING MODALITIES FOR EACH STUDENT

1 2 3 4
3. DEVELOPING REALISTIC ACADEMIC BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES

1 2 3 4
4. RELATING STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS TO ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

1 2 3 4
5. UTILIZING EFFECTIVE TECHNIQUES FOR BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT

1 2 - i BT R
6. KEEPING TRACK OF STUDENT PROGRESS
~ 1 2 3 4
7. LOCATING AND UTILIZING MATERTALS APPROPRIATE ‘TO YOUR NEEDS,

1 2 3 4

8.  LOCATING AND UTILIZING RESOURCE PERSONNEL APPROPRIATE TO YOUR NEEDS.
1 2 3 4
9.  STRUCTURING THE CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT TO FACILITATE THE USE OF
RESOURCE MATERIALS IN THE INDIVIDUALIZATION OF INSTRUCTION
1 2 - 3 ok

10.  DEVELOPING THE SHARING OF RESPONSIBILITIES WITH OTHER SCHOOL PER-
SONNEL IN MEETING THE NEEDS OF LEARNING DISABILITY STUDENTS.
1 2 3 Y

518 |
. K "yt

[ A ]



TRAINEE'S SELF-RATING OF COMPETENCY CHANGE (0)

‘This form is a éelf—rating device given to theéragular teachers,
| apeeial'teaehe§s, and support Qérkers following théir'invo¥vement
with the project-wjit was developed to assess the_degree-éf»ékill
improvement each of the trainee's perceived had occured during

their project contact. The items are exactly the same as those

rated on Form N - Trainee's Self-Rating of Competency. The format -
consists of these same ten items but the rating scale used is
different. The ratings cover a U point scale ranging from l-very
little change, 2-some change, 3-moderate change, and k—lérge change.
The form was used on a post-training basis in the current pro-
jeet. Mean change ratiﬁgs-and standard defigticns of'ehaﬁgebratings
were computed for each item. The data from this form were compared
with the data from Form N to determine the relationship between the
degree of change on each item and the level of competency perceived
by each trainee on each item. This was done by grouping the trainee

ratings, item by item, on both forms gamﬁuting correlations.
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

SELF-RATING OF COMPETENCY CHANGE (POST ONLY)

Title of person completing form _ B
Date _ - - -
Inatructions:

Please indicate the effectiveness of this year's Title VI Project staff
. in.inecreasing your. knawledgé or.proficiency in each of the following
areas,

(1) VERY LITTLE CHANGE (2) SOME CHANGE (3) MODERATE CHANGE (4) LARGE

CHANGE
1. MINING LEARNING STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES THROUGH FORMAL AND
INFORMAL ASSESSMENTS
1 2 3 y
2. IDENTIFYING LEARNING MODALITIES FOR EACH STUDENT ,
1 2 3 -y
3. DEVLLOPING REALISTIC ACADEMIC BEHAVIORAL OBJECTIVES ,
1 2 3 4
4, RELATING STUDENT INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAMS TO ASSESSMENT INFORMATION
1 2 % 4
5. UTILIZING EFFECTIVE TECHNIQUES FOR BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT
1 2 3 4
6. KEEPING TRACK OF STUDENT PROGRESS
1 2 3 4
7. LOCATING AND UTILIZING RESOURCE PERSONNEL APPROPRIATE TO YOUR
NEEDS
1 2 3 y

8. LOCATING AND UTILIZING RESOURCE MATERTALS APPROPRIATE TO YOUR
NEEDS
1 2 3 Y

9. STRUCTURING THE CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT TO FACILITATE THE USE OF
RESOURCE MATERIALS IN THE "INDIVIDUALIZATION OF INSTRUCTION

T 2 3 4

10. DEVELOPING THE SHARING OF RESPONSIBILITIES WITH OTHER SCHOOL PER-
SONNEL IN MEETING THE NEEDS OF LEARNING DISABILITY STUDENTS
1- 2 3 b
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INTERVENTION CHECKLIST FOR SPECIAL TEACHERS (P)

This form was utilized by the trainee's to assess the utility of
the S§egific.intervgntian procedures that wére presented to them by
the project staff; Each of the items represents a specifie ﬁsséssment
‘dEViEé; instructional approach, reinforcement technique, instructional
material, or teaching strétegy- There are 21 items. on the form with
" additional space to add items that the trainee's wished to add, "The ~. "~
additional i@ems would be those that were introduced through the pro-
jeet only ta‘spe&ifie trainee's because of their own individual needs.
Each item wés rated by the trainee on a 4-point scale., The ratings
are not continuous but do represent mutually exclusive evéluétiﬁns

for eéeh item presented. The ascale ia as follows:

2-the item is not appropriate to your teaching situation
3=you need more help for competency in use

Y-your understanding of the item was furthered by Title VI
and you willl use.

This form was administered on a post training basis in the
current project, The percentage of responses, in each category, for

each item was determined.



CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

Instructiona: Plaase rate each of the following activities, approaches
or interventions listed below. We are interested in determing which
portions of your Title VI involvement have been most useful to you.
Place a number in front of each item to indiecate:

1 That you used item prior to Title VI intervention
2 That the item is not appropriate to your teaching situation
3 That you feel you need more help for competency in use
4 That your understanding of item was furthered by Title VI
and you will use
5 That you have mastered the item and are now using
1. Behavior management techniques
2. Academic contracts
3. Behavior contracts
k., Learning centers
5. Multi—level learning materials
6. Teacher-made games
« Materials from the resource center

7
8. Individualized instruction
9

. Informal diagnosis of learning styles

10. Writing academic and behavioral objeetives

1ll. Rated assessment forms

12. Regular staff as a resource

__16, Anabell Markoff inventory

_17. Language Masters
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18, Wide Range Achievement Test

. 19. Gilmore Oral Reading Test

_ 20, Slingerland

— 21, Developmental Learning Material:

_22. Task and Behavior Analysis
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SCHEDULE FOR INTERVIEW.

NG SPECIAL OR REGULAR TEACHERS (Q)

'This form consiasts of only three items and is designed for

a 15 to 20 minute administratien. The-questions are quite broad

~ in nature, and are intended to elicit a variety of responses from
teachers, Because of Ehe lack of specifieity of the»items,-exeept :
for question E,Ethe verbal data elicited are not easily summarized.
However, through the creative use of content analysis it is
possible to quantify the data in a number of ways, and to utilize
stétistieal tests to determine whether there are differences between
schools, grade 1évels, types of teachers, etec. (See section 4.1

of the report for specific examples of data analysis.)




CALIFORNIA TITLE VIYG PROJECT
- PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

SCHEDULE FOR INTERVIEWING SPECIAL OR REGULAR TEACHERS

1. What is your perception of the role of “the Title VI-G Project
as it relates to your school? .

2. What kinds of help did you receive duﬁing the past year from
the Title VI=G Project?

After initial response, probe theae specific categories:

teacher consultation
student instruction
c¢clasgaroom management
curriculum

inserviece training

e

3. Please give me your opinion of the effectiveness of the Title VI-G
Project during the past year by indicating some of its atrengths
and weaknesses.,

HQW
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INTERVENTION CHECKLIST FOR REGULAR TEACHERS (R)

* El

' This form was utilized by the trainee's ta assess the utillty of -
the specific interventlon procedures that were présented to them by
the project staff, Each cfrthe.items represents a specifle agsess-
ment device, iﬁstructiaﬁéiyappraach, reinforcement technique, in-
structional material, or teaching strategy."There are 21 itéms on
“the form with additional space to add items that the ‘trainee's wished'"”‘““w"”ﬂw“
. to add., The additianal'itema would be those that were intradueed
thraughéﬁhé project only t@lsgeeifi; trgiﬁEE's because éf‘thgirvawn
individual needs. Each item was rated by the trainee on a h-éaint
scale. The ratings are not continuous but do represent mutually
—EL—?Twexelusive evaluations for éach ifemxpresentéd. The scale is as
falléws:
l-you used the item prior to Title VI intervention
2-the item is not appropriate to your téaehing situation
J=-you need more help for competency in use

4-yaur Uﬁderstanding of the item was furthered by Title VI

5-you have mastered the item and are now using
This form was administered on'a post training basis in the
current project. The percentage of responses, in each category,

for each item was determined,




CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

INTERVENTIONS CHECKLIST FQE,REGULAR TEACHERS

Instructions: Please rate each of the following activities, approaches
or interventions listed below. We are interested in determining which
portions of the Title VI involvement has been most useful to you. Place

a number in front of each item to indicate:

1 That you used item prior to Title VI intervention
2 That the item is not appropriate to your teaching situation
3 That you feel you need more help for competency in use
4 That your understanding of item was furthered by Title VI
and you will use
5 That you have mastered the item and are now using
—_ 1. Behavior management techniques
2. iAeadeﬁic contracts

Behavior contracts

—— b Learning centers
5« Multi-level learning materials
—__ 6. Teacher-made games
— T Matérials from the resource center
8. 1Individualized instruction
9. . Informal diagnosis of learning styles
. 10. Writing academic and behavioral objectives
__11. Rated Assessment forms
12, Regular staff as a resource
13, Self=concept inventory
14, Techniques for utilizing work samples
15. Behavior obaervation techniques
__16. Anabell Markoff inventory
- 17. Language Masters

HR"
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8, Wide Range Achievement Test

_19. Gilmore Oral Reading Test

. 3lingerland

« Developmental Learning Materdial
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SCHEDULE FOR INTERVIEWING SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS (S)

This form consists of four items and is designed for a 15 to
20 minute administration. The form is quite similar to Form Q, the
interview achedule for teachera. The questions are quite broad in
nature, except for question 3, and are intended to elicit a variety
of responses from administrators. Becauase of the lack of specificity
of the items, the verbal data elicited are not easily summarized.
However, through the use of content analysis, it is pgssible to
quantify the data in a number of ways, and to utilize statistical
£égtg if desired to probe differencesa béiWéén-seheals and within
schools. (See section 4.1 of the report for specific examples of

data analysis).
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

SCHEDULE FOR_INTERVIEWING SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS

1. What is your perception of the role of the Title VI=G Project
as it relatea to your sachool?

2, What kinds of help did you receive during the past year from
Title VI-G Project?

After initial response, probe theae specific categoriesa:

« teacher consultation
student instruction
. clasaroom management
curriculum

. ingservice training

AN =i PO -
L

3, To the best of your knowledge have added funds or space been
allocated to your EH or LDG program since involvement with
Title VI-G?

4, Please give me your opinion of the effectiveness of the Title VI-G
Projeect during the past year by indicating some of its atrengths
and weaknesaes,

HS"
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COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY STUDENT IN TRAINING
ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE (T)

This instrument was developed originally by the project
director during the second year. After being administered to a
group of interns at the end of that year it was revised by the
evaluators to inelude additional information, and to provide for
ease of scoring and statistical analysia.

The first part of the form requires the respandent to indicate
his type of involvement and his overall feeling about the amount of
time spent - too long, adequate, or too short. If a reasonable number
of students were involved as trainees, these data could be analyzed in

the form of a two-way chi-square contingeney table with<txpe,g£,gffilia—

Spent as the other. Other non-para-

tion as one variable and time

metric teats are possible, as well, but most likely this information
would be used mainly “to classify students inte various groups for
purposes of analyzing other parts of the questionnaire,

The second part of the instrument is an activities checklist,
The purpose of thié section is to find out exactly what experiences a
trainee had during his internship experience, Frequency counts can
be made for all respondents in order to determine which activities
received greatest emphasis, Or, as alluded to above, comparisons in
frequencies could be made across the affiliation categoriesllisted
in the first section of the instrument. Again, non-parametric
analysis=, such as chi-square would be appropriate, since thébdata are
in the form of raw frequeney counts.

The thifd section of the report, "Rating of Internship

Experience," is really the heart of the instrument. This section

531



contains 10 items which elicit responses on continuous 4-point scales.
Thus, for analysis purposea, one might compute means and standard
deviations for in«iividuai items. This would allow the statistical
comparison of various groups of respondents, such as paid substitute
vé- volunteer trainees on any number of items using the t-gtatistic.
Multiple groups of trainees could be compared using an appropriate
analysis-of=variance model, provided the necessary assumptions for
the data could be met.

Another possible procedure for analyzing the data might be
the computation of an iﬁtere@rrelétian matrix for the 10 items.
Such a matrix of coefficients of correlation would provide informa-
fi@n on the relationships between item responses. One important
question whieh this technique would help to answer would be "What
aspects of the internship experience (items 1-8) are significantly

related to a positive (or negative) overall experience (item 9)? -
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CALIFORNIA TITLE VI-G PROJECT
PUBLIC SCHOOL MODEL SERVICE CENTER

[VERSITY STUDENT-IN TRAINING ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE

College — . Level o
(junior, graduate, ete.)

TYPE OF INVOLVEMENT WITH TITLE VI-G PROJECT:

Number of days per week
Number of months per year
Nature of project affiliation (check one below)
College credit

_ Volunteer basis

Paid substitute

Combination paid and volunteer
Ccmblnatlan pald and college credit

GENERALLY, HOW DO YOU FEEL ABROUT THE AMOUNT OF TIME YOU HAVE SPENT WITH
TITLE VI IN TERMS OF DEVELOPING YOUR COMPETENCIES?
Too long

Adequate
_ Too short

Please cheeck those activities below which you have engaged in during your
internahip at Title VI.

Observed staff working directly with students,

1.
2, Assisted staff working with students.
3, Cooperated with staff in planning lessons for students.
4, Independently planned and carried out lessons.
5. Observed students being evaluated.
6. Assisted in administering and scoring formal and informal
assessment techniques. '
7. Independently administered and scored standardized tests.
8. Used commercial and project-developed curriculum

materials in instruction.
. Independently created teaching materials to meet aspecific
needs of atudents.
10. Used commercial and project-developed curriculum
. materials in inastruction.
11. Independently created teaching materials to meet
specific needs of students.
12. Assisted in conducting a workshop for a group of teachers.

) . ) Hpn
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13, Conducted a section of a workshop.
14, Worked with students having learning difficulties in
their regular classroom.
15, Worked with students in apecial eclasses.
______ 16, Met with social worker, psychologist, or other
' specialist concerning students.

RATING OF INTERNSHIP EXPERTENCE
Please szircle the appropriate reaponse,
1. The practioum experience has related to my college coursework.

1. Greatly

2, Fairly often
3. Rarely

4, Not at all

2. I have had the opportunity to work with students and teachers
in professional taska.

1. Conaistently

2. Fairly often

3. Inconsistently

4, Never
3, Title VI staff have been available to work and plan with:
Whenever necessary
Fairly often

+ Inconsistently
. Hardly ever

0l DD

4, The variety of experiences offered have been

1. Challenging and many
2. Challenging and few
3. Boring and many

4

. Boring and few

5. The opportunity to work independently and assume responsibility
has bheen provided

. Guite often
. Falrly often
. Seldom

. Never

A=l Y

6. My experience in relation to assessing individual student's
needs have reaulted in my being
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10,

1. Confident of my skills

2, Confident but needing more practice
3. Somewhat unsure of my abilities

4, Very uncomfortable in this situation

My experience in relation to teaching students with learning

.difficulties have resulted in my being

1. Confident in my skills

2, Confident but needing more practice
3. Somewhat unsure of my abilities

4, Uncomfortable in this situation

My experience in relation to teaching students with behavior
difficulties have resulted in my being -

1. Confident in my skills

2, Confident but needing more practice
3., Somewhat unsure of my abilties

4, Uncomfortable

My overall rating of the Title VI internship experience is

1. Outstanding

2. Worthwhile

3. Less than optimal
k., A waste:of time

My experience included opportunities to serve regular and special
children in the following proportions:
Regular EH
1. 10% S0%
2. 30% 70%
3. 70% 30%
b, 90% 10%

COMMENTS: Please write below any reactions you have to your intern-
ship which were, perhaps, not assessed by this questionnaire. Focus

on both good and bad experiences, and make recommendations for improve-
mentsa.
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