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I. Abstract

- An evaluation of the '"Project Advance" program at the Morse Crisis
Intervention Center was conducted. Review of documents, formal and infor-
w....mal _interviews, questionnaires, and direct observations were the methods . . . .
used to assess the correspondence between the objectives of the program
.-and its achievements. The evidence, based on findings from analyses of
all the data, points to a program which shows a high degree of correspon-
dence between its objectives and its achievements.

Raw data, findings based on analyses of these data, and conclusions
are included in the Final Evaluation Report. Recommendations to continue
the program, with a few modifications of certain aspects of the program,
are provided in the Final Evaluation Report. A discussion of the roles
of the inside and outside evaluators and a presentation of suggested ways
to improve the evaluation of this and other programs are also included
in this report.

II. Purpose

The purpose of this report iz i provide information concerning the
findings of the evaluation ef i&:» *“roject Advance’ program at the Morse
Crisis Intervention Center. A major issue is the amount of correspondence
between the objectives of the program and its accomplishments. A second
important issue is determination of the events or circumstances that have
influenced the achievement of program goals. A third issue is examination
of the techniques used by project personnel to perform the internal eval-
uation of the program. A fourth issue is the investigation of ways in
which the internal and external evaluators can collaborate to improve the
evaluation of this program. A fifth issue is the presentation of suggested
ways to improve the evaluation of programs in general.

III. Background

A critical problem that faces all school systems is the development
of alternative educational programs for those students who are unable to
function in the regular classroom. Students with both emotional and
behavior problems all too often have academic problems as well. The task
that faces educators is, therefore, a complex one. These students must
Le provided with: (1) assistance in personal and social adjustment, (2)
remedial work in many academic areas, especially reading and mathematics,
and (3) a learning environment that is capable of sparking their interest

- sufficiently to compensate for the apathy and negative feelings toward
school that have developed through repeated fallure to perform success-.
fully.

The available resources designed to work w1th such students (e. g.,speC1al
education classes, resource teachers for remedial work, school-~based.
counselors) all too often are not able to provide the kind of long-term
intensive experience that is necessary in order to intervene successfully
in the patterhs of failure that have been established and reinforced.
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Clearly a comprehensive program that is designed to meet the special
and critical needs of these students is of utmost importance.

Morse School, a D.C. public school facility located on R Street in
~_the Northwest section of Washington, D.C., has had a four year history
of providing rehabilitative care to Black, inner city students identified
as unable to function within the regular school program.

During the course of their work with these youths, the staff of the
Morse School realized that additional and/or more intensive services would
have to be provided in order to meet the needs of the students currently
enrolled and to work with a greater number of students at any one time.

A strong psychotherapeutic program would be necessary in order to
assist the students with personzl growth and emotional adjustment. The
majority of the students would need remedial work in both reading and
math. The wide range of abilities in different academic areas, coupled
with great diversity in reading level, would necessitate a highly individ-
ualized curriculum. Since years of failure had reinforced an apathetic
attitude toward school and learning, a different approach to learning
would be necessary in order to arousc the student's interest. Sorely
needed opportunities for participation in sports activities and exposure
to cultural exhibitions and events, as well as career development educa-
tion, would also be highly desirable components of a comprehensive educa-
tional progran.

A proposal for the development and implementation of such a program
was written by the Assistant Principal of the Morse School. The objec-
tives of the program would be to provide 60 junior high school students
who were referred to the Morse Crisis Intervention Center because of
disruptive behavior in the regular school with (a) psychotherapeutic
services, (b) an instructional program that emphasizes individualization
through the modified Open Classroom tecnnique, and (c¢) a program of
enrichment that will reinforce the educational program. The proposal
was submitted to the D.C. Public Schools, funding was granted and
"Project Advance" was operationalized in 1973.

Iv. Evaluation Design

“ The evaluation design included the development of hypotheses to be
tested, the selection of the variables to be measured, determination of
the quality of measurement, identification of the sources of relevant
data, processing of these data to obtain findings, and presentation of
the findings, conclusions, and recommendations relevant to the evalua-
tion. of the progran.

The bases for the development of the hypotheses to be examined and
the selection of the variables to be measured came from several sources.
One source was the description of the program provided to the evaluaters
by the personnel of the D.C. Public Schools. Another -important source
was discussions with the participants (studerts, teachers, and adminis-
trators) of the project. Other sources of hypotheses were suggestions
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available to the evaluators from their readings about and discussions
concerning development of individualized curricula and their knowledge
of psychotherapeutic techniques.

These hypotheses were used to assess the correspondence between the
objectives of the program and its achievements. Each of the hypotheses
was examined by studying corresponding variables which are assessed by
the use of questions designed to focus on a specific hypothesis. The
hypotheses, with paraphrases from the description of the program given
to us by the Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation and with
examples of questions used in the face to face interview, the paper and
pencil questionnaire, and in some cases other procedures such as direct
observation techniques, are presented below:

Hypothesis I (as stated in the Program Description)

Sixty junior high school students will participate in an
instructional program that emphasizes individualization through
the modified Open Classroom technigue.

In order to achieve this objective, the project personnel
will observe the students in a variety of settings in order to
determine their interests and abilities. 4An individualized
instructional program built around his/her interests and abili-~
ties will be developed for each student. -

Classes in Mathematics, Language Arts, Social Studies,
Health Education, Shop, and Arts and Crafts will be heid on
Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday. These classes will be
coniducted using the Open Classroom technique and will allow
students to take an active part in their own learning.
Schedules for each student will be reviewed periodically with
the student to insure that his/her needs are being met.

The following questions, taken from face to face interviews (Attach-
ments A and B) and paper and pencil questionnaires (Attachments C and D),
were among those used to determine whether such a program was implemented
at Morse School.

Question 9 (Teacher paper and pencil questionnaire): An individualized
instruct1on;I program has been developed for each student.

Question 14 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire): My teachers
like it if I ask them questions during class. : :

, Question 9 (Teacher face to face interview): How, and with what fre- |
quency, do you evaluate the progress of students in your class?

Hypothesis II (as stated in the Program Description)

Sixty junior high school students will be provided with a
psychotherapeutic counseling program that will focus on reducing
~ and/or eliminating disturbing behavior.

-3
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In order to achieve this objective, z strong intensive
program of individual and group counseling and therapy will
“be conducted by a qualified psychiatric social worker. This
person will work closely with both the student and his/her
parent in an effort to open avenues of understanding of pro-
blems in behavior and to provide assistance in coping with
such problems. He/she will also provide consultative help

to the staff.

The following questions, taken from face to face interviews (Attach-~
ment A and B) and paper and pencil questionnaires (Attachments C and D),
Were among those used to measure whether the students have been provided
with the opportunity to participate in a psychotherapeutic counseling
program that focuses on reducing and/or eliminating disturbing behavior.

Question 18 (Teacher face to face interview): How well do the
psychotherapeutic consultants meet the needs of the students and the
objectives of the program?

Qﬁest1on 25 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire): I feel okay
about talking about what's on my mind during the Group Sessions.

Hypothesis III (as staoted in the Program Description)

Sixty junior high school students will participate in a
program of enrzchment activities that include sports activities;
epportunities for carzer development, and art, mus;c, and drama
activities. .

In order to achieve this objective, every Wednesday will
be designated as "Special Projects Day." On these days, and
at other times during the week, students will participate in
sports activities such as bowling and horseback riding; go on
field trips to museums, theaters, and other places of educa-
tional interest in the wetropolitan Washington, D.C. area;
and participate in special programs such as bake sales and-
seminars, etc. An effort will be made to include the parents
of students in these activities. The activities will be
designed to provide the student with opportunities to release
tensions, expose him to cultural activities, offer him an
opportunity to familiarize himself with various careers, and
to gain an awareness of available job opportunities.

The following questions, taken from the student paper and pencil
‘questionnaire (Attachment C), were used to elicit information from the
~ students about the enrichment component of the program:

Question 19 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire): " The places
we go to on our field trips are places where I can see and meet people
who work at different kinds of jobs.

, " ‘Question 20 (Student paper and péncil questionnaire): The field
© trips give me a chance to do.some sports activities. L

-l
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‘kHypothesxs IV (as stated in the Program Descrlptlon)

;All proggam act1v1t1es w1ll focus on' the obJectlve of
z the?student p_rtlclpants to return to the ‘re ar

‘de51gned to ‘provide students w1th serv1ces and support;whlch'
will prepare ‘them to function again in the re ar ‘public

~ school program. There will be sr- for tran-
51t10n of a student back into *
‘a) 'Student counseling wiis '_student.

b)' A school-based conference (1nclud1ng parents,

-~ counselor, and admlnlstrator from the sending
‘school) will be held at the rece1v1ng school
‘Procedures for programmlng ‘for -academic and
“emotlonal support w1ll be dlscussed.‘r' '

c) COntact wlth departlng students w1ll be maln-~
tained by Morse Crisis Center personnel for a -
‘period of one year after the. student returns - v
to a regular program or leaves Morse School

The following questions, taken from the paper and pen011 questlonnalres
(Attachments C and D), were among the measures used to determine whether. =
-+ the focus of program activities was on preparlng students to return to
~‘the regular publlc school program. : :

: ggestlon 24 (School personnel paper and pen01l questlonnalre) The"a
cr1ter1a y which a student is: identified. as ready- for tran51t10n back to "
a regular school program are clear and well deflned. ‘ . :

Questlon 5 (School personnel paper and pen011 questlonnalre)

up serv1ce for at least one year.k-

. ggestlon 3 (Student papel and pencll questlonnalreL: A
here, ‘my: teachcrs and counselor w1ll keep in touch w1th me.

Hypothesls V (as stated 1n the Program Descrlptlon)

A1l members of the staff will artlci'ate in pre=' .
in-service tralnlng seminars: that ocus on e fectlve teac 1ng

“technlgues.

. In order to - achleve th1s obJectlve, the - staff at Morse
<‘Crlsls ‘Intervention Center will, receive pre-serV1ce and in-
‘fserv1ce tralnlng from D.Cs Teachers cOllege and Spec1a1

rvlng dlsruptlve behaV1or in the classroom; teachlng in'a’
;;modlfled Open Classroom settlng, 1nd1V1duallzlng 1nstruct10n

.
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to meet the special needs of non-achieving and alienated
children, and the use of guided group interaction as a
counseling tool. In addition, staff development seminars,
"which will focus on issues related to teaching in the
Morse Crisis Intervention Center, will be held on a
regular basis.

o The following questions, taken from face to face 1nterV1ews, (Attach- '
ﬁ,;:ments A and B) and the paper and pencil questionnaires (Attachments C and - -
~.:D), are examples of those used to elicit information from proaect personnel,

lconcernlng their pre- and in-service training: ‘ o .

, ~Question 16 (School personnel paper and penc.. .estionnaire): The o
+ . issues dealt with during the Wednesday in~service training semlnars are .
‘fjrelevant to the objectives of "Project Advance. SR

S Questlon 16 (School personnel face to face interview): xWhat‘pre- ‘
serv1ce tra1n1ng opportun1t1es were avallable to you? ‘ o

i
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| Hypothe51s VI (as stated in the Program Descrlptlon)

There will be ongo Jké ;sessment by prOJect personnel
of students' progress anc = . the. functioning of the program -
as a whole. T

In order to achieve the objective of ongoing assess-
ment of students' progress, a formal pretest will be. admini- ‘-
stered to each student at the beg1nn1ng of the school year
(or his/her date of arrival at the Morse Crisis Interventlon
Center). Other informal assessment techniques, such as
progress charts for academic and social skills, student
interviews, teacher observations, psychological reports,
etc., will also be utilized. Each student's progress will
be assessed semi-annually by project personnel in order to
determine readiness for return to the regular D.C. Public
Schools program.

The functioning of: the program as a whole will be
evaluated by the staff and the students through group
discussions, questionnaires, and written narrative reports.
In addition, professional services will be contracted for
the external evaluation of the project. The outside eval-
uation consultant will be under the direction and super-
vision of the Division of Research and Evaluation.

The following questions, taken from the face to face interviews
(Attachments A and B) and the paper and pencil questionnaires (Attach-
ments C and D), were among those used to gather information about the
internal evaluation of student progress and the program in general:

. Question 9 (School personnel face to face interview): How, and with
what Trequency, do you evaluate the progress of a student in your class?

—6
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Question 12 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire): My work is
checked by my teacher every day.

‘Quesfioh 22 (School personnel puper and pencil questionnaire): There

is ongoing assessment of each student's social and personal adjustment.

V. Evaluation Methods

The data sources identified were: (1) the program description pro-~
vided to us by the Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation, (2) other
documents and records related to project activities, (3) student and staff
participants -of the project, and (4) the observation of ongoing project
activities. :

The measuring instrumen '+ were used to gather data were (1) face |

to face interviews, (2) pi er ai ssucil questionnaires, and (3) direct

. observations. Each measuri - i+ ument was used to obtain information
__.about.more than one hypothesis. Our.search for information was. organized. .

around the hypotheses. Therefore, we identified variables that were =
relevant to each hypothesis and addressed ourselves to these variables

in the development of our data-gathering instruments. The face to face -

interview, which served as a basis for the development of the paper -and
penc11 questlonnalres, allowed us to obtain a rlchness of detail about -

a structured questlonnalre format.

The paper and pencil quest1onna1res allowed us to obtain a large
quantity of information from a large: number of persons and to standardize
the questions used to elicit such information.

- Direct observations yielded a rich return of information about on-

- going activities, participar® interactions, and project documents and rec-

ords. They enabled us to assess the correspondence between what ‘we heard
about the project from program part1c1pants and what we saw." “The fact
that the presence of outside observers is likely tc have some effect on
the manner in which the participants carry out the- act1v1ty that is being
observed should he taken into account when examining data obtained from
direct observations.

The evaluatlon suffered from a general problem in the'de51gh of this

project. The evaluation component, both inside and outside of the ‘project, .

did not provide for necessary comparlson-and control groups. and adequate.

before and after measures. This deficit is common to many projects similar

to this one. A discussion of this general problem will be included in
the conclusions  section.

A; Face to Face Interview

1. Purpose

The face to face interview allowed us to obtain a large amount .

of information about various aspects of the program and about the

-7=
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program in general from a limited number of participants. Although
the time expenditure on the part of the participants and the eval- |
uators was greater than with other types of measuring instruments,
the richness of detail and the variety of issues addressed: prov1ded
us with information that would have been difficult to obtain by -

, measurlng instruments with more structured response formats, such ;
as paper and pencil questionnaires. In addition to providing us
with invaluable information, the responses obtained from the. face
to face interviews served as a base for the development of the
paper and pencil questionnaire.

2. Development

The pPOJeCt personnel face to face interview was- developed on
the basis of (a) information about program objectives andfact1V1t1es g
contained ir *+he de. uriptlon of the program iiven to us b =
School’ ¢ ot . 'anning, Research and Evliduatic )
~hypotheses o be examlned, {c).. observatlons D
act1V1t1es, and partlclpants"1nteract10ns, (d) 1nformal

the current evaluatlon, and’ (e) earlier versions of the 1nterV1ew
which were used to develop the f1nal ver51on of the face to face
interview. : .

The student face to face interview was developed on the basis
of the sources listed above. Two informal interviews with students
were conducted prior to interviewing students formally. .Occasion-
ally, a word or two was -exchanged with several students in the
halls or classrooms, but these contacts will not, for the purposes
of this evaluation, be regarded as informal interviews.

3. Description

The questions included in both the project personnel face to
face interview (included as Attachment A in the Attachment Section
of this report) and the student face to face interview. (1noluded
as Attachment B in the Attachment Section of this report) are open-
ended in-structure. The questions and the questionnaire formats
were designed to maximize the freedom of participants to respond
in whatever manner they chose and to give as'much or as little
information as they chose. The questions contained in both inter-
views deal with various components of the program, such as the
psychotherapeutic services and the individualized instructional
program. The student interview contains questions specifically
designed to elicit information about observaticns of and attitude
toward the program and project personnel.

4. Procedure
All participants were interviewed individually. All inter-

views were conducted by one interviewer. The setting of the
interviews varied, with interviews conducted in the Project

-8~
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'These responses were then examined for s1m11ar1t1es and differ-

_ based on several sources: (a) a description of the program and

Administrator's office, the Multi-Purpose room, and the offices
of project rersonnel. The interview time for students ranged
from five co ten minutes. Interview time for project personnel
ranged from 15 minutes to one and one-half hours. ‘

5. Scoring

The responses received to the questions were categorized
according to relevance to the empirical hypotheses, and were
analyzed accordingly.

Paper .and Pencil Questionnaire
1. Purpose

The paper and pencil questionnaires were developed in order
to make manageable and standardized the gathering of relevant '
information from a lagge number of participants. They also
provided us with an opportunity to obtain a measure of the relia-
bility of a data-gathering instrument. By administering the
questionnaire twice to selected subgroups of participants, we
were able to obtain two sets of responses to the same questions.

ences.
2. Development
The student paper and pencil questionnaire was developed

its objectives given to us by the D.C. School's Division of
Planning, Research and Evaluation, (b) the hypotheses to be
examined, (c) information obtained during face to face 1nterv1ews
with participants, (d) observations by the evaluators of ongoing
program activities, and (e) an earlier version of the student
questionnaire that was pretested during the current ‘evaluation.
This initial version of the student questionnaire, contalnlng
both untested questions and questions which had ‘already beenh_‘v
tested in face to face interviews, was administered to-
of four students. Feedback from the respondents enabled us to
revise and refine the questionnaire. Specific: questlons were
reworded, added, or deleted; and the format of the" sectlon '
designed to elicit demographic information from the respondent .
was restructured. The instructions for respondlng to’ the questlon-
naire were reworded in order to make them more preclse. ‘

The project personnel questlonnalre was developed based on
the sources listed above.

3. Description

The student paper and pencil questionnaire (included as
Attachment C in the Attachment Section of this report) is composed

=-9-
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~ trips, etc. The respondent is asked not ‘only about whether .

of questions with a Likert scale response format. The respondent
is asked to choose among five alternative responses that range
from an "All of the time" to.a 'None of the time' response.. The
respondent indicates his/her cholce by circling the number that
represents. the frequency of occurrence of a specific 1tem., The
questions deal with aspects of the program such 'as -Guided Group
Interaction sessions, freedom to move about during-a: class, fleld ‘

Spec1f10 program activities occur but also whether ‘or not she/he
enJoys and learns from them. : » ;

_ The prOJect personnel questlonnalre (1nc1uded as Attachment
D.in the Attachment Section of 'this report) contains: que
- which deal with various aspects ‘of the Project ‘Advanct )
as well as partlclpants' views about specific activities ‘an
the program in general.. The .response - format is’ Ldentl
- that of - the 'student questlonnalre. e

4, Procedure

The unrev1scd student questlonnalre was adm1n1sterediby an
evaluator to a group of four students in ‘the Guidance C
office at Morse Center. The time requzred to: exp1a1n
and response format of the questlonnalre to: the students
them complete the questionnaire ranged from 14 ‘to 22’ mzn‘
the differences resulting from variations in readlng, comp ehenslon,
and response speeds of the students. In order tn facilitate. the
administration of the questionnaire to one student, -whose readlng
level did not allow him to read and comprehend many of the. words.
included in the questionnaire, the evaluator read aloud to this
student each question and its response alternatives. After the
questionnaires were completed, questions designed to: elicit -
evaluative feedback from respondents and the guldance counselor
about specific questions and phrases as well as the response
format itself were posed by the evaluator. The guidance counselor
was extremely helpful in offering suggestions for ways- to revise
the questionnaire so that it could be read, comprehended, and
responded to by the majority of students. :

The final version of the questionnaire was admlnlstered by
the evaluators to the student populatlon. A tape recording of the
questionnaire was made and played in each classroom while the.
students followed along on their questionnaire forms and circled
the response they chose. This was designed to give some additional
help to slow readers who would have been unable .to answer the
questions independently.

The final version of the project personnel questionnaire was
administered to the teachers by an evaluator during a Wednesday
afternoon staff development meeting in late May. The time required
to complete the questionnaire was approximately 10 to 15‘minutes,
depending on response speed of the participant.

-10-
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1. Purpose

3. Description

5. Scoring

The response formats of both paper and pencil questlonnalres
were designed in such a way as to facilitate computer processing.
Each was categorized according to relevance to the empirical
hypotheses and was analyzed accordingly.

Direct Observation

Direct observations enabled the evaluators to gain fxrst hand knowledg
of many of the aspects of the program listed in the description of
the program and discussed during interviews with program partici-
pants.

2. DéVelopment

Prior to and during all site visits we tried to acquaint our-
selves as much as possible with the various aspects of the program.
our readings about the program and initial discussions with: ‘program
participants, as well as our initial observations. of»the\phys;cal )
facilities, ongoing z~tivities and participants' interactions,
enabled us to devei % a checklist of activities and materials
relevant to our eva.uaation.

The following aspects of the program were among those con51dered '
relevant to our direct observations: :

a. Staff Development
(1) documents and materials related to courses offered
as pre-serv1ce training
(2) in-service training seminars and courses -

b. Physical Facility ‘ :

(1) flexible use of rooms and space

(2) kinds and location of furniture

(3) kinds and use of equlpment -and: educat10na1 materlals'
c. Educatlonal Component

(1) academic class. schedules

(2) classroom activities (e.g. Open Classroom aSpects)

(3) student—teacher interactions :

(4) student programs, foliders, lesson plans '

(5) teacher-student ratio

d. Psychotherapeutic Component
(1) Guided Group Interaction sessions
(2) schedules for individual and group ‘therapy
(3) interactions between consultants and staff

-]l
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(4) procedures used to select students for individual
and/or group therapy

e. Enrichment Component

(1) schedule of field trips

(2) participant interactions and student behavior on
field trips

(3) special projects and activities

(4) parent involvement

(5) communication methods (e.g. newsletters, bulletins,
etc.)

f. Internal Evaluation
(1) formal pre and posttests
(a) appropriateness, rellablllty and validity of
tests sielected
(b) schedule of admlnlstratlon dates
(c) test scores, including summary statistics of
the scores
(2) informal evaluation methods
(a) progress charts
(b) follow up records
(c) staff questionnaires
(d) staff conferences and discussion groups
(3) semi-annual assessment techniques and records
(a) procedures used to determine students'
readiness to re-enter a regular school program

4. Procedure

The evaluators,.either individually or in pairs, visited class-
rooms, attended a guided group interaction demonstration, and
examined records and other-documents in order to make observations
of interactions, activities, and materials relevant to the eval-
uation of Project Advance. The evaluators used discretion in their
observation activities so that their presence disrupted what was’
going on as little as possible. Notes were taken at the time of
the observation. ‘

Several methods of observation were used. General observations
are made of all activities and materials occurring during a specific
time period. Time, interval, and event sampling techniques were
also among the observation methods in use during the current eval-
uation.

I. Scoring

Observations were categor’ zed according to their relevance to
@ne or more-empirical a priori hypotheses. Consideration was given
+o the correspondence of observed events to proposed program
cactivities as described in the description of the program.
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D. Test - Retest Agreement of the Measuring Instruments
1. Paper and Pencil Questionnaire

The final version of the student paper and pencil questionnaire
was administered twice to a subgroup of students. The number of
persons in this subgroup was small since we wanted to avoid over-
burdening too many people. The two administration: *“#ie separs*ad
by a time interval of approximatel € weeks. The date of ea
administration was chosen to vause as little inconvenieice as
possible to the participants. The evaluators did, however, take
into consideration the fact that it is preferable not to have
the retest given after a long time lapse. This is important
because differences in responses as a result of changes in program
emphases or achievements would be more probable if there was a
time lapse of several months between the two admlnlstratlons.

Since all questlonnalres were filled out anonymously, it was not
possible to match questionnaire to questionnaire. A comparison
of the responses of the pretest group (Group 1) to specific
questions with the responses obtained from Group 2 (m2in group)
during the main administration will be presented.

Tables XVI and XVII present a comparison of first administration and
retest administration responses by students to selected questions
from the paper and pencil questionnaire. Questions were selected
in the following way: Questions were grouped according to
relevance to a particular component of the program. At least
one questlon from each group was then randomly selected for
inclusion in the test -~ retest data analyses.

Examination of the tables showed that there is fair to good
agreement on the majority of the items. A portion of the non-
agreement of responses may be due to the range of response
alternatives available, that is, for each question a respondent
was asked to choose among five alternatives. Some discrepancy
might be expected with such a range. A second :factor which made
it difficult to compare response percentages from one administration
to the next was the fact that the pretest group:was composed of
only three students. One response,.therefore, carried much more
weight and could easily skew the group percentage for a specific
item. With these limitations in mind, a comparison of the percen-
tages of "All of the Time'" responses for the two groups showed
that the agreement level is fairly high.

Initial observations of facilities and participant inter-
actions were made by two or more observers at the same time and
place in order to check for interjudge agreement in: the observations.

- Discussion of the observations made revealed a suffiiciently high
level .of agreement concerning specific interactions; behaviors,
equipment, and materials to allow the observers tormake further
observations individually.

-13-




VI.

E. Validity of the Measuring Instruments

The validity of the measurlng instruments :=ed in the evaluation

of the Project Advanc “3m wah determined b 2nalysis of the
relations among respo: . .veri by the same gre’ ® respojidenti to
different measuring i. - sument Interrelationships among the parti-

c1pants' responses elicited by questions from the face to face ihter-
view and paper and pencil questionnaires, and the direct observation
data as reported by the evaluators, supported the hypothe51s that the
various data gathering instruments were measuring the same variables.
The relationship of these reports to the stated objectives of the
project proposal supports the validities or meanings of the measuring
devices used in this evaluatlon.

F. In—depth Observation of the Progress of a Subgroup of Students

The evaluators selected four students whose progress Was. "followed"g'
through interviews, classroom observations, examination of test scores "

and student folders. The data obtained from this in-depth .study -of.

‘hese four students was used to supplement the data -obtained- fromwothérvw:~v

data sources and clarify our knowledge of program act1v1t1es.,'

The four students were chosen, with assistance from the Project
Director, on the basis of length of time in the program. In order
to maintain confidentiality, the students will be designated as Boy A,
Boy B, Boy C, and Girl A whenever referenced for the purpose of
discussion in this Report.

The length of time that these four students were at Morse Center
ranged from almost two school years to one month. ‘At the end of the
1975-76 school year, Boy A and Girl A will have been at Morse Center
two months, Boy B for one month, and Boy C for almost two school years.

Results
A. Introductory Remarks

Some general introductory remarks about the findingsobtained
from each data gathering procedure shall be made and then findings
will be discussed in terms of their relevance to the empirical
hypotheses. '

The findings to be presented in the Results Section:to follow
showed a program that is well developed .and has achiewed:a high degree
of correspondence between:its objectives:and its accompilshments.

The majority of the program components.described in the original
proposal were implemented and have progressed nicely. Additional
'support services that focus on: (1) helping the teachers develop
an educational technology based on the Open Classroom approach and
(2) modifying student-teacher interactions and student program
development to include increased emphasis on the use of behavioral
techniques would add to the effectiveness of the program.
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The program in general, however, is basically sound and functions

as a good intervention measure for the population it serves.

B.

The Data Gathered
1. Face to Face Interview

Six formal and numerous informal face to face interviews
with school personnel were conducted by the evaluators. Formal
telephone interviews with the parents of four students who attended
Morse School at the time of the evaluation or during the three
year life of the project were conducted by the evaluators. Four
formal interviews were conducted with the four students whose
progress was being followed and several students were interviewed
informally as the evaluators interacted with them.in. hallnqys or
classrooms during direct observation activities. Interviews wereconducte
with persons from two neighborhood business organlzatlons who,
because of proximity to the Morse Center, were in a position to
have first hand knowledge of the Morse Center and its activities.

All of the participants appeared quite willing to speak
frankly about their participation in and feelings about Project
Advance. The school personnel were particularly helpful and,
indeed, anxious to share with the evaluators their knowledge of
and attitude toward the project. .

2. Paper and Pencil Questionnaire
a. Student paper and pencil questionnaire

The unrevised student paper and pencil questionnaire
was pretested with a group of four students. ‘Based on their
responses and evaluative feedback about the questionnaire
format and specific questions, as well as consultation with
the Guidance Counselor, the questionnaire was rev1sed Sllghtly.

Thirty-six students responded to the rev1sed paper and
pencil questionnaire. Thirty-three of the respondents were.
male, and three were female. The age of the students’ ranged
from 13 to 18 years old. Five and. one-half percen ‘of "the 'W
students who respor.ded are 13 years of age. ‘One’ qtudent, or
2.7 percent of those who responded, is 18. The maqorlty of
the students (81 %) are between 14 and 16 years old. - :
Twenty~eight of the 36 students. : ( 80 %- - 'of the respon-
dents) came to the Morse Crisis Interventlon Center from the
District of Columbia Public SchooksSystem. ‘Three of the s
respondents came from private special education schools in
the Metropolitan Washington, D.C..area. Three students came
from private special education schools located outside of
the Metropolitan Washington, D.C. area. Nineteen students,
when asked what grade they are now in, sald that they were in
the eighth grade. Five and nine students believed that they




were in the seventh and ninth grades respectively. Since

Morse Center operates on an ungraded basis, it is difficult

to know whether students are basing their grade level on the .
W grade in which they were in prior to coming to Morse or: ‘where:
g ’ they feel that they should be because of chronolog1ca1 age or
5t length of time in school =

b. Project personnel questionnaire
The progect personnel questicnnaire was adm’nist"red to

the Soc1a1 Worker, two. Resource Teachers, and two»»,
tive Aides respcnded to the questionnaire.-y_,-, Vi

prcgram ObJeOtheS.‘_

of responses given to all’ questicnsgdealing wi
program components prev1ous1y identified as. relevant to this
‘evaluation. ' ~ : S .

3. Direct Observation

Thirteen site visits were made to the Morse Crisis Interventiony
Center. During these visits, observations were made by means. of - 3
standard time, interval, and event sampllng techniques. AmOug the
behaviors observed were student-teacher: interacticns, studentr, -
student interactions, class size, classrocm activ1t1es* gui‘edﬂ
group interaction activities, interactions among: staff, and the
physical facility. Test scores from standardized ach1eveme_t\7
tests and informal diagnostic tests were exam.ned. Reccrds, prc-
gress charts, student folders and other relevant documents Were
examined. SRS

i | C. ‘Results by Hypotheses N

The quantitative study of the five hypotheses was based upcn data
from the face to face interviews, telephone interviews, paper and
pencil questionnaires and direct observations. The results of these
‘analyses were blended and discussed in relation to the relevart
hypothesis.

Hypothesis I

Sixty Jjunior higgfschccl students will participate in an. instruc~
tional program that emphasizes individualization through the modified
Open Classroom technique.

Examination of the data to be presented below will show that
-16=




approximately 60 students participated in the instructional program
at Morse Crisis Intervention Centsr. The number of students who
were enrolled in Morse Center at any one time varied according to the
number of placements received from the D.C. Public Schools Pupil
Personnel Department and the rate of return of Morse students to

the regular school program. The findings obtained from the measuring
instruments showed that there appeared to be strong emphasis on the
development and use of an individualized learning program for each
student and that a modified Open Classroom approach was used at Morse
Center. ;

'Examination of Table I (Question 10),which ccntains the number and
percentage of students endorsing specific aspects of the program thzt
are related to the use of an Open Classroom individualized instructional
approach,showed that 25 % of the students who responded to
the paper and pencil questionnaire said that a situation in which
everyone in class is working on the same lesson at the same time does
not occur at the Morse Center. . '

Only 8 percent of the student respondents endorsed 'All of the
Time' as descriptive of the frequency of occurrence of everyone in
class working on the same lesson at the same time (Question 10). A
large majority of the students (47.2%) agreed that "Some of the Time"
everyone works on.the same lesson at the same time.

Table II presents the number of endorsements and percentage of
school personnel endorsing specific aspects of the Morse Center Program
that are relevant to the objective of an 'individualized instructional
program''.

Examination of the data from the responses given to Questions 9

and 10 showed that 47 % . of the school personnel respondents said
that an individualized instructional program was developed for each
student "All of the Time'. An additional 47 % feel that an

individualized instructional program is developed for students "Most
of the Time".

Sixty-six percent of the school personnel respondents believed
that the majority of students work on the same assignment at the same
time only '"Some" or 'Little'" of the time. Thirteen percent of the
respondents said that this occurs 'None of thé Time'. Since one
identifiable characteristic of an open classroom approach is “the
difference in ability levels within groups of students and the variety
of assignments that are therefore appropriate to each ability level,
the relatively few endorsements given to ''same assignment' lent
further support to the hypothesis that a modified open classroom
approach was used at Morse Center.

Additional support came from analyses of the data obtained during
face to face interviews with program personnel and student participants.
Examination of Table III (Items 1, 2, and 3) showed~thatvallvof the
six school personnel interviewed reported that both standardized and

Al
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teacher-made diagnostic tests were used to prescribe and to indivi-
dualize learning programs for all students. Interviews with program
personnel revealed that a diagnostic instrument, the Wide Range
Achievement Test, was administered to the students by the Reading
Resource Teacher during their first day at-Morse Center.. The Wide: ,
Range Achievement Test scores were then used by the Guidance: Counselor B
to develop a general program (examples of the programs of the. four .
students-whose progress was followed during the evaluation -are. 1nc1uded_r'
as Appendlx A in the Attachment Section of this report) 1nc1ud1ng ‘
homeroom and academic subject grouping, Spe01al interest areas,: need o
for remedial work, etc. for each student. These Judgements ‘were . -
frequently refined by more detailed educat10na1 test;ng with’ both;f e
formal and informal tests. Examination by the evaluators of: four .
students' folders showed that the Wide Range Achlevement Test. wang}‘ﬂ;
indeed administered to these students during ‘each’ student" Firs .
day at Morse Center and that test scores were 1nc1uded -as_part
the student' folder.‘ Throughout the school year, the proa ct

program was appropriate and contlnued to be approprzate, to hls
needs. , I

Further examination of Tables III and I, whlch present th 8
from analyses of relevant questions from the project personnel: fac
to face interview and the student paper and pencil questlonnalre, ; ,
indicated that one-to-one tutoring was included as- part of the indiv- .-
idualized instructional program at Morse. Examination of: the . responses]
to Item 4 of Table III showed that all of the school personnel inter— .
viewed reported ' that  one-to-one tutorlng was an 1mportant part of
the educational comporent of the program.

Direct observations of classroom act1v1t1es .showed that it Was
not unusual to find a student working on an individual basis in the RS
classroom with an Educational Aide or a Classroom ‘Teacher durlng the\ £
class period.

It was also apparent that Classroom Aldes had an important: func— g
tion in the classroom setting. Their presence made’ possible 1nd1v1dua1ff
tutoring during class time. It would be extremely difficult,-given = -
the demands placed on the Classroom Teacher's time, to maintain this .
type of individualized program without the direct support prov1ded by
these Aides.

One-to-one tutoring was also provided by the Librarian and the
Reading Resource Teacher. A formal 'remedial work" period with the
Reading Resource Teacher was often included in a student's weekly
schedule. For example, Boy C (from the subgroup of students whom we =~
followed closely) entered the program with an extremely low (grade 1. 9); g
reading level. He received tutoring from the Reading: ‘Resource Teacher
on a twice weekly basis, and was reading on a grade level of 4.5 at: :
the time these data were collected (16 school months after Boy c
entered Morse Center.) g

~18-~




Examination of the materials used in the classrooms showed that
folders for each student containing current work assignments, completed
papers, and other materials had been established and were in use in
-every classroom. We determined, through examination of the folder
and interviewing students and teachers, that these folders were used

to facilitate individualization of classroom activities in the following
manner:

Work completed by a student was corrected daily
-and replaced in the student's folder along with new
assignments.  This allowed the student to receive
feedback about his previous day's work and to get
new work which built upon his preceding success.

Examination of the folders of several children in each class
showed that among the contents of the folder were mimeographed work-
sheets for different lessons (such as alphabetizing, conjunctions,
etc.) and different ability levels. This lent further support to
"the hypothesis that each student worked according to an individualized
program that had been developed for him/her.

Standard time, event, and interval samp11ng observational tech—
niques were used to deteimine whether all students were working on
the same lesson at the same time during a class period. Table IV
presents the findings from analyses of the data obtained during direct
observation of student activities during various class periods.
During six observation periods at least two different activities
were occurring in each classroom simultaneously. During an obser-
vation period, it was typical to find a teacher worklng ‘with a group
of three to six students, one or two students working independently
on a different assignment, and an Educational Aide helping one student
with another 1esson.

The evidence shows that a beginning level Modified Open Classroom
approach was used at Morse. Direct observations of classroom activi-
_.ties_enabled us to_determine that there was flexible use of the

classroom space and equipment, students seemed comfortable moving

about or changing seats during class, different lessons were occurring
simultaneously, and teachers were encouraging students to ask quest‘ons
~and help one another. However, there was little or no evidence of
learning stations and centers or of an educational technology with a
comprehensive, graduated and in-depth curriculum as a back up and a ‘
basis for such stations and centers. ' For example, it was" 1earned dun;ng
our interviews with project personnel that one of the educatlonal

goals was to teach these students how to fill out forms. such as’
employment blanks. Although it was apparent that the teachers were
inventive and innovative in working toward this goal no step° seemed

to have been taken toward building this one series of tasks whlch

would permlt students to climb the sk111s ladder. : RUR TR

Additional support for the use of a Modified Open Classroom o
‘technlque in the Educational component of the Morse Cr1s1s Interventlon e

27
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Center was found in the analyses of the responses given by students
and project personnel to specific questions from the face to face
interviews and the paper and pencil questionnaires.

Examlnatlon of Table I, Question 8, showed that 25% of the stu-
dents who responded to the questlonnalre said that they could move
to a different seat during class. An additional 44.5% said that
moving to a different seat during class was acceptable to their
teachers "Most of the Time" or at least "Some of the Time". Thirty-
one percent of the students endorsed "Little of the Time' or 'None
of the Time" as descriptive of how frequently they were allowed to
independently move to a different seat during a class period. O0f
this 31%, almost half (5 out of 11) said that it would not be accept-
able or appropriate for them to move to a different seat at any time
during class.

~ Sixty-one percent of the students {i.e., 22 of 36) said that
they were able to ask other students to help them with their work
during class at least '"Some of the Time' (Question 9). Four of ’
these 22 students said that they could ask other students for help
during class "All of the Time". Th1rty-s1x percent of the respon-
dents, however, do not feel that this 1s somethlng that they can
do during a class period.

Examination of the responses given to Questlon 11 showed that
students did not report having a great deal of autonomy in pacing
themselves in their work or moving from cne lesson to the next.

Sixty-one percent of the students reported that they were supposed to

ask their teacher's permission "All of the Time" before going on to

a new lesson. An additional 11% felt that it was necessary to do so

"Most of the Time". If a '"Most" of the time response implies' that

the majority of the time they needed to ask their teacher's permission

but occasionally they did not, then a ''Some of the Time' response

might be interpreted as "it is necessary to ask permission some of

~ the time but some of the time it is not necessary." If a "Some of

. the Time" response is interpreted in this fashion, then 11% of the =
students said that "Some of the Time" they could go to a new lesson
without asklng permission. Only six percent of the students said

that it is not necessary for them to ask their teacher's permission

before moving on to a new lesson. An advantage of freedom-of move-

ment. (phy51ca1 and in terms of progression to new lessons} is that it helps
students increase their self-discipline and develop responsibility

for their own behavior.

Examination of Table V showed that 69% of the students who
responded to Questlon 12 in the paper and pencil questionnaire said
that their work is checked daily by their teachers '"All of the Time'.
An additional 5% of the respondents endorsed 'Most of the Time" and
19%, or seven students, of the 36 student respondents said that at
least ""Some of the Time" their work is checked daily by their
teachers. Only 5.5% of the students reported that the1r work was
never checked daxly by their teachers.
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....derived. from an Open Classroom approach._ .

Sixty-one percent of the students repirizd (in their responses
to Question 13) that they receive daily feedback about their work
from their teachers at least '"Most of the Time". An additional 30%
of the students endorsed "Some of the Time'" when asked how regularly
they received daily feedback about their work. Eight percent of the
students said that they receive daily feedback from teachers "Little
of the Time" or '"None of the Time''.

Further examination of Table II (Question 14) showed that 40%
of the participants said that their work with students focussed "All
of the Time" on helping the students take an active part in their
own learning. An additional 53% said that '"Most of the Time' their
work focussed on helping the students take an active part in their
own learning.

Fifty-three percent of the respondents said that a Modified Open
Classroom approach was used most of the time at Morse Center. An
additional 27% of the reSpondents said that an Open Classroom approach
was used "Some of the Time". Twenty percent (all of whom were class~
room teachers) of the respondents felt that an Open Classroom approach
was used at Morse Center "All of the Time". None of the participants
endorsed the categories of "Little of the Time" or '"None of the Time'".

The evidence showed that the majority of the school personnel
who work in a teaching capacity with students felt that a modified
Open Classroom approach is used most of the time at Morse School.
The evaluators agree that many aspects of a modified Open Classroom
approach were used at Morse Center. However, as mentioned above,
there was no evidence that an educational technology, which-is crucial
to further development,. maintenance, and smooth functioning of an
Open Classroom curriculum, had been developed. The technlques used
and the organization of the instructional program at Morse Center are
indicators of fine beginning steps in the development of a modi fied _ R
Open Classroom curriculum. A more comprehensive, sequentially organ~ = .
ized educational technology is needed to maximize the beneflts to be R

Hypothesis II

Sixty junior high school students will be;prov1ded w1th a psycho- .~"ﬁ
therapeutic counseliing program that will ?3Eus on reduclqg and/or ‘ L
‘e11m1nat1ng4§1sturblnggyehaV1or.

The evidence to be presented below showed that the students Were
. provided with a psychotherapeutic ‘counseling program. ‘A -major: focus
of this psychotherapeutic counseling program was: the reductlon and
ellmlnatlon of dlsturblng behav1or._v. : - S

Interv1ews with progect personnel and examlnatlon of weekly T
.schedules (see Appendix B for an example of a Monthly Schedule . for'a " '~
typical month) yielded the information that there were several types
of psychotherapeutlc counsellng services avallable to Morse students. .
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Several psychotherapeutic consultants provided individual and group
therapy on a regular basis to selected students and their parents.
Partlclpatlon in Guided Group Interaction Sessions (which will be
discussed in greater detail below), was offered to all students.
These Guided Group Interaction Sessions were held on a twice a week
basis and were led by one of the several Morse Staff people who had
previously taken a course in Guided Group Interaction.

The School Guidance Counselor and the Social Worker also met
with each student on a regular basis to discuss academic, social, o
and personal concerns of students. The frequency of these meetings o
was determined by each student's individual needs. In addition, the '
PrOJect D1rector, the Guidance Counselor, and the Social Worker were
available for crisis intervention. Direct observations of the ways
in which several crisis situations were dealt with by these persons
indicated that sufficient support was provided to the student and
assistance was given in helping him/her to explore other alternatives
and feelings. One example of such good intervention by. the Project
Director involved an incident in which Girl A (one of the students
whose progress we are following in some detail) was feeling very
'"new”" at Morse and as a result felt very unhappy. The. PrOJect
Director calmed her, listened to her, and helped her gain familiarity
with the school and thus increased her comfort level. She did this
by talking with Girl A for a short period of time and then enlisting
her a551stance as a temporary "office aide'.

A demonstration of a Guided Group Interaction Session was. obser—
ved. It was a "demonstration' session in that the session was open
to observers during an open house week and in that the session took
place in some SpeClal room in the school. Otherwise, the session,
its membership, its procedures, etc. were as usual as the participants
could make it. Direct observation of this demonstration as well as
interview information obtained from program participants revealed
that emphasis was placed on the areas of self-concept, empathy, -and
sensitivity to self and others. The primary focus of the Guided Group
_Interaction Sessions was the reduction and elimination of disturbing
behaviors. The ground rules set up for the group were: (1) respect
everyone's opinion and (2) do not '"beat up on" each other physically.
The groups were based on the assumption that young people pay more
attention to what their peers say than to what adults say, and dis-
cussions with peers is therefore extremely helpful. Each group
ranged in size from 4 to 12 students and were formed by grouping
students who shared the same homeroom. The sessions were 45 minutes
long. The group leader had an agenda, or a topic focus, that he/she
maintained. Some of the topics, however, were suggested by the.
students themselves.

SRR S

From interviews with school personnel, direct observations, and
reading of relevant literature concerning the Guided Group Interaction
Sessions it was learned that the theoretical assumption made was that
quite often the students cannot talk about their problems with their
parents. It was helpful to them to discuss such problems with peers

-2
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and to discover Tmumz other students have similar problems. The group
experience can theerefore be thought of as training in talking together,
communicating thmughts and feelings more effectlvely, and learning how
to think- in ‘= meaminmgFful way about oneself and one's actions.. There
was concern not only that the students get content, but that they were
able to communicate their feelings about that content. The structure
and philosophy of the Guided Group Interaction approach seemed to be
consistent with the goals of the Psychotherapeutic Component of the
Morse program.

The Demonstration Guided Group Interaction Session led by a
skilled leader was observed. The group contained six members (five
boys and one girl). The session took place with the members seated
. in a circle on comfortable living room furniture. Four of the six

members spoke quite frequently in the group; two members spoke less
frequently. 1In the beginning of the session most of the communication
went through the group leader. However, by the end of the session
the group members were communicating directly to each other. The
session was definitely guided, and this was done by the leader in a
very skilled way. He started with a warm up exercise in which the
members were asked to think of a cartoon character that they like
~and give reasons why they like that character. They were then asked
to choose what "disguise" they would choose if they could be any one
of the characters named. Some examples of students' choices, with
the reasons chosen are: (1) Roadrunner (a cartoon strip and TV
character chosen because he is fast and it is difficult to catch him)
and (2) the Flintstones (also a cartoon strip and TV characters
chosen because they are comical and sometimes get into trouble just
as people do in real life). .

The discussion in this demonstration group session moved to
several school incidents that involved inappropriate student behavior.
The group, after discussing the incidents. decided that Jealousy was
one of the causal factors of the incidents.

. _ . The agenda for the demons+rat10n which was observed is presented
below:

(1) wWarm up exercise (focussing on identifying issues). N
(2) Discussions of current school incidents,with expression -
of feelings about the incidents and positive resolutions :
of these incidents which were achieved by the group.
(3) Discussion of past behaviors in contrast with current
behaviors, discussion about returning to their former
schools ané what that would be like for them. The
following =mwre examples of questions raised durlng the
course of tite discussion: 'How are you going to handle :
heing miitk wour old friends?" "Ivhat ‘are your,'exp'ecta— ) T
tions .2nd theirs?" R
(4) A closing statement by the leader concernlng the ‘con-
tinuation of this discussion at the next sessxon.
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In general, observations revealed that the session had clemr
structure and focus, which were perceived not as limiting but a= in-
creasing the value and learning pOSSlbll;tleS of the session. The

topics appeared to be discussed in a productive manner, with a sense

of continuity and responsibility that appeared to be helpful to the
members. The group leader's closing remarks about continuing the
discussion and his description ¢f the agenda for the next meeting
were examples of such continuity. Another example was the policy

of having each Guided Group Interaction leader fill out a log record-
ing his/her observations of the events that occurred during. each
session. Appendix C is an example of the log used by Guided. Group
Interaction leaders.

Table VI presents the number and percentage of school personnel
rating the frequency of occurrence of specific aspects of the psycho-
therapeutic counseling program at Morse Center. . Fifty-seven percent S
of the 17 school personnel who felt that they had sufficient experi- = - ¢
ence with or information about the Guided Group Interaction (G.G.I:)
sessions to respond to the question (Question 25) said that they '~’~“
thought that "the majority of students enjoyed and benefltted from
participation in G.G.I. sessions "Most of the Time''. Twenty—szx .
percent of the respondents said that the students enqoyed and bene~
fitted from the G.G.I. sessions "Some of the Time". .The’ magor;ty '
of school personnel respondents said (to.Question 24) that they
believed that the issues dealt with in the Guided Group Interactxon
sessions focussed on helping students understand and cope wmth the;r ‘
own behavior at least '"Most of the Tlme"

There appeared to be a sllghf difference in the way in which the
school personnel respondents perceived the services prov1ded by the..
psychotherapeutlc consultants who prov1de individual service and the
way in which they perceived the services of those who provxde group

~ psychotherapy to students. More (68.4% to Q. 28 as opposed to 57.9%

to Q. 29) respondents seemed to feel that the services provided by
the psychotherapeutic consultants who work with children on an in-
dividual basis was more often'in accord with the needs of the students '

“and with program objectives than were the services prov1ded by the -

et s st Ay

group consultants.

Table VII presents data obtained from analyses of the =sponses
glven by students to questions relevant to the Guided Groum FEnter-
action Sessions. Examination of the table showed that 41.7% of the
students (on Q. 24) said that the issues discussed during the Group
Sessions were helpful and of interest to them '"All of the:TSume'. An
additional 16.7% of the students endorsed '"Most of the Tim*when
asked by the same question if the issues discussed- were heBpiEal to
them. Howemer, 11% of the students said that the issues: discussed
were helpful only a "Little of the Time' and 8% felt that the Smsues’

- discussed were never helpful to them. . The majority - (80,624} wf the

students said that at least "Some of the Time' the. time spmsi--im-the
Guided Gromp Interaction Sessions was helpful to them. There are:
approximat=ly 19% of the respondents (7 of 36) who did not enduorse
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the session topics as helpful at least "Some of the Time". Further
examination of the table (Q. 25) showed that approximately 19% of the
students did not feel comfortable talking about what was on their mind
in the Group Sessions at all or only on an infrequent basis. It :
seems likely that there is some overlap between each group of students
who responded with a '"Little of the Time" or a '"None of the Time"
response to these two questions. There are several possible reasons
for this. If a studemt does not feel comfortable enough to partici-
pate in a discussion, it might be difficult to divorce himself/herself
from these feelings of uneasiness enough to benefit from the discus-
sion of others. On the other hand, if a student feels that a dis-
cussion is without value and of no interest he/she would not-be likely
to contribute to it or share his/her feelings or thoughts. It is
interesting to note that when asked (Q. 36) whether they enjoyed the
Group Sessions, approximately 17% of the students responded with
"Little" or "None of the Time". It appears likely that again there

is overlap in terms of students who chose "Little'" or '"None" for the
questions dealing with comfort level (Q. 22) and perceived helpful-
ness of topics discussed (Q. 24) with students who enjoy the Group
Sessions "Little'" or '"None" of the time. The similarities between

the percentage of student endorsements that fall into the:. categories
of "All" to "Some of the Time" for each of these three questions .
support the belief that although a small group of students did not
feel comfortable in the Guidance Group Interaction Sessions and said
that they enjoyed& it little or not at all, the majority (approximately
80%) of the studemts enjoyed the group sessions, felt they benefitted
from the topics discussed, and were able to talk about what was on
their mind during the Group Sessions.

Similar findings were obtained from face to face interviews con-
ducted with project personnel and students. The availability to
students of Group Therapy, Individual and Guided Group Interaction
counseling services was endorsed ty all the project personnel inter-
viewed. One-half of the students imterviewed reported that they en-
joyed the Guided Group Interaction: Sessions. The remainder of the
students interviewed said they did not enjoy them evem though they

T did participate in them on a regular bamis. When aslged about the kings

of issmes discmssed during the Guided Zroup Interaction Sessions,
students mentioned the £ollowing areasx: ."fighting'", "grades", “going
to.a new school’, "drugs", '"stealing", and "truancy".

Table VIII presenis the number and percentage of 'students ex-
pressimg positive feslimgs toward school. Examination:of the responses
to Question 33 (I "me:r-into trouble" less here at Morse than I.did
at myast school) Stmmed that 61% of the students saiid that: the above:
statement was true for them at least "Mist" of the time. .Almost half,,
or15 wf the 36 students who respondedizo this guestiam, said that -
thes'statement "I get into trouble lesszat Morse than st my:.last school
was: true for them "AIl" of the time. These findings Fent -support to
the achievement of the program objective of "a reductfon in or elimi-
nation of disturbing behavior". However (and this is:also.applicable
to many of the achievements of the program) it is impmssille to
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determine the causal factor(s) in this reduction in disturbing behavior.
It may be due to participation in the psychotherapsutic counseling
program, but the lack of control and comparison grmups precludes attri-
buting it to a specific program activity or even to:the set of activi-
ties entitled "Project Advance". Further discussion of this limita-
tion in the original design of the evaluation of this project will be
discussed in the Conclusions Section of this report.

Hypothesis III

Sixty junior high school students will participate in Qrogram
of enrichment activities that include sports activities, quortm:.t:.es
- for career development, and art, music, and drama activities.

Examination of the data to be presented below showed that all of
the students who attended Morse School were provided with the oppor-
tunity to participate in an enrichment program that included a var:.ety
of recreational, cultural, and educational experiences.

Interviews with project personnel yielded. the information that .
the students, accompanied by the majority of the.teachers, went on a
field trip every Wednesday morning. Among the act:.v:.t:.es that the

and Students vs. Teachers Volleyball games as well as tours of places
of historical and cultural interest in the Metropolitan Washington,
D.C. area. Visits were made to the U.S. Naval Museum, the National
Zoological Park, the Main Post Office, the FBI Buzlding and other
places where the students woukd have the opportunity to observe and
speak with persons who are working in a variety of different jobs.
A Iist of the 1975~76 School Year Schedule of Field Trips and Activi-
tims=For the Morse: Crisis Intervention Center is included in this
report as Appendix:D. Examimation of this. schedule showed that
addfitional enrichment actiwities, designed to facilitate parent and
commmmity involvement:as wefl as to bring the Morse stmdents into
commact with schmwls locztme near Morse Center, were meld regularly.
Carmmashes., bake *:sales. mud parties to which female gmests from a
neigiBorhoad junior high stheel were invited weére a@So heldon a
wesnilar-hasis dering the 1975-76 school year. These parties served
azgmsdl mmrpase- — studenmts mmt only had a chance to broaden their
mLmn‘tacw zand  inrweease their social skills at-the parties, but
+he-parties serwsd as reinforcers for appropriate scholastic. behaviors
dnowhast-the students meres:able to "earn' the right to atitend each
soczzi =vent. For examire, a Bunny Hop was sponsored by Morse Center
durimz April of 1976. #mests from Shaw Junior High.Schaml were in-
vifee: dancing contests,. refreshments, and other activities of interest
to ~ti== students were pi=mme=d. In order to attend the.Bunny Hop, each
Morse=iCenter student needed:to earn, through good attendance and
pumctiality, a specifix: mumber of points by the day-of the Bunny Hop.
Paostters advertising the: Bunny Hop and progress charts: showing each
stadent's points were dispIayed throughout the Morse Center. It -
was_learmed that almost all students earned’
the:privilege of attend:mg the Bunny Hop. The inclusimn of such
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activities that are contingent upon appropriate social behavior and
academic effort appeared to be characteristic of the Morse program.
It seems highly likely that an increase in such contingency-based
activities would result in even greater increases in students’
achievements.

Table IX presents the number and percentage of students endor-
sing specific aspects of the enrichment program. Fifty-eight percent
of the students reported in response to Question 17 that they looked
forward to the Wednesday field trips '"All of the Time". An additional
16% of the students selected '"Most.of the Time" when asked whether
they enjoyed the field trips. The Wednesday morming excursions appeared
to serve as learning experiences for the majority of the students
(Q. 18). Approximately 70% of the respondents said that they learned
new things at the places:-they went to on field trips at least '"Most
of the Time". There appeared to be some career development oppor-
tunities built into these trips. Forty~one percent of the students
in resmonse to Question 19 endorsed ''Some of the Time' when asked if
field trips gave them a chance to see and meet people who work at
different kinds of jobs, 30% endorsed '"Most of the Time'' and 22%
endorsed '"All of the Time'. Interviews with project personnel yielded
the information that many of the opportunities to meet people who
work in different jobs were serend:.p:.tous opportunities - that is,
the primary purpose of a specific excursion was not-to increase ex-
posure to various jobs .and persons who work in diffierent professions.
Perhaps the number of field trips planned specifically for this pur-
pose might be increased& An example of such an excmrsion wasthe
field trip to the Post @&ffice, which allowed the stmdents to learm
about the processing of mail and to observe people who work at various
jobs in the pos#al faciflity. Informal excursions to neighborhood
businesses were amother:way that the Morse School provided career
development opportunitims for its students. Interviews with persons
from a local business esstablishment (i.e. a neighborhood.cleamers)
yielded the information-that Morse personnel frequengly brought :small
groups of students over for a tour of the cleam.ng ﬁcll.r(:y and.:its
..operations. s SO R

Further examims-ion of the data presented in Talvle IX showed
that sports actiwvizies were frequently scheduled (Q. .20). It can be:
seen that 41% of fime: stimlents responded to Question 2D of the: paper
and pencil guestiommaire by endorsing '"Some of the Time' as descrip—
tive of -the= frequency with which the field.trips gave=them a chance
to do some :sports actiwities. Thirty-six percent of -the students
said thatthe field trips provided them with such an mpportunity
"All of the Time'.

One of the major reasons why sports activities sweh as Swimminmg
and Studemét~-T@acher Velleyball and Basketball jgames were:held at
1ocat:r.ons om thmmrse Cemter was that Marse Cenirer: -does 'not ave:

a mziagg pool., .or other physical edusatiomal facilities.
The smm then&fm ‘had tomp outside of the Cenemr in order to
swim or-pimgy basketball. As arresult, the opportuniizies to participamfe-
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in such activities were usually limited to days when the field trip
activity scheduled was a sports activity.

It appeared that the students did not have much input into the
choice of where to go an field trips. Seventy-five percent of the
respondents reported (on Q. 21) that they helped choose some of the
places that they went to on field trips "Little" or "None'" of the
time.

- Table X presents the nmmber and percentzge of school personnel
endorsing specific aspects =f the enrichment program at Morse Center.
Ninety~four percent of the mespondents (on Q. 20) said that the
majority of students enjoy=# and benefitted from participation in
field trip activities at l=mst "Most of the Time', with ane third
of these respondents (6 omt.of 18) endorsing the field trips-as
enjoyable and beneficial tm :students "All of the Time". In Table XI
84% of the respondents saifl that (on Q. 23) the field =xips provided
the students with opportunities to learn social and coping skills
necessary for a variety of :situations encountered in daily life at
least '"Most' of the Time". The respondents were not quits as enthusi-
astic in their endorsements’ of the field txdms as. provﬁhxg"the :
students with opportunities ‘o wbtain informstion about various
careers, although 31% of the school persomneil who respended to this
item (see Table IX for Q. 22 of the paper-and:pencil qgmestionmmEre)
said that such an opportunitty was avaikable ™#iost of -ifre Time™
However, 47% of the respondemis felt timat caseer dewsimpment appor-
tunities were built into the fisld trims onily "Some:mZ-the Time",
and one person (or 5.3% of :the mponhﬂ&) falt thet career de_vel-
opment opportunities were bmilt imto fhe mnrichment:prograsr '"Little
of the Time.- Career developmmnt = am-inportant :ars=a Zm warking
with the student-population. of Morse Center. Additimmal emphasis
in this area would serve:to . improwe am:already fine:prmpras of
enrichment actiwities.

Art and music activities zmmd cla=ses were strongly emsorsed

~ (Q. 18 in Table X) as a part—af the Morse Center propzem, Eighty-
nine percent af the school permonnel reported that such oplpntttmltles

were available to students "All of the Time" as a part .of izhe school

curriculunm.

Observation of selected activities that occurred as pmrt of a
May Week Open House led the evaluators to conclude thax there is a
pervasive attitude of "mmemmess" abmut the program .and .its.components
that facilitates not onily dEscussion amdzsharing among spregeram parti-
cipants but also parentuamit community Imeoulvement. Dweimgp-the week
of May 10-14, 1976, Morse:School sponsur==t:nunerous: Opesm House activi-
ties, including a garag=:sale, a health-=creening, a pmgt duck luncheon,
and a guided group intezmction demomstwatiom. The :objizctives of this
May Week, as described:im the mimeogramhed Zlyer sent tvozparents and
posted in the school, wese~to: (1) acmmini the schodis:and community-
at-large with the Morse:Crisis Intervemtion .Center anc its program;
(2) give the families of Morse students:and-the commumity=at-large an
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opportunity to join in with the students and staff at Morse in educa-
tional, recreational, fund raising, and other beneficial activities;
and (3) provide interested educators in the city an opportunity to
observe some aspects of behavior management techniques at Morse.

This belief in the value of sharing of ideas and coordination
of effort was demonstrated by the regular scheduling of "Home and
School Interaction Team' meetings. Parents were contacted via mail
and telephone and invited to attend parent-teacher meetings that not
only helped familiarize them with the Morse program, but helped them
to learn new skills in parenting and in the provision of support for
their children's good work at Morse. Attachment 5 is a copy of the
agenda from oneof the 1975-76 school year Morse home and school Inter-
‘action Team Meetings. This particular meeting focussed on familiar-~
izing the parents with the psychotherapeutic program at Morse Center.

Table XV presents some findingsderived from analyses of the
data relevant to the enrichment component obtained from formal face
+to face interviews conducted with four students. It can be seen that
-all of the students interviewed reported enjoying the field trips.
Three of the four students said they did 'sports activities' while
‘on the field trips. One student said that he had learned about
diffierent kinds of jobs as a result of the field trips. Two students
endarsed ''going to museums and the zoo'", and one student replied
that he did not know what kinds of things he had learned by going
on Tield trips. However, this same student, although not able to
verbalize what it was that he had learned while on the field trips,
reported enjoying the field trips. Informal interviews with several
other students yielded similar kinds of findings. All the students
liked participating in the field trips and other enrichment activi-
ties. They seemed to feel that some of the "highlights" of the
year's enrichment program were the Go-Karting trip, the Student~-
Teacher ball games, the visit to the National Zoological Park, and
the Bunny Hop.

_ In general, the enrichment component of the Morse Crisis Inter-
vention Center program seems to have been well designed. It empha~ o
sized a variety of recreational, cultural, and educational experiences.

It seemed to be one of the strengths of the program, since it was one
way of "making learning fun" for students who entered Morse Center
with a history of failure in academic performance and interpersonal
relationships.

Hypothesis IV

'All program activities will focus on the objective of preparing ™ .
the student participants to return to the regular public school system.

One of the ways to prepare students for return to the regular
school system is to help them modify behavior that is inappropriate
to functioning successfully in that school system. In order to do
this, it is necessary to help students understand their behavior and
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"cope' with their emotions and impulses in a manner that is not

. counter-productive to their own mental health and their success in
school and later life. Helping them to "cope'' would take the form

of providing them with opportunities to learn and practice new behaviors
that will prove to be more congruous with success in school.

The data to be presented below support the hypothesis that all
Morse Center program activities focussed on the objective of preparing
the student participants to return to the regular public school system.

Table XI presents the number and percentage of school personnel
rating the frequency of occurrence of program activities related to
the objective of preparing the student participants to return to the
regular public school system. Examination of the responses to Quest-
ion 15 of the paper and pencil questionnaire showed that 47% of the
school personnel respondents said that their work with students
focusses on helping students understand and cope with their behavior
problems "All of the Time". An additional 21% of the respondents
chose '"Most of the Time" when asked how often their work focussed on
helping students understand and cope with their own behavior. The
majority (68.4%) of the school personnel said (on Q. 24) that the
issues dealt with in the Guided Group Interaction Sessions focussed
on helping students understand and cope with their own behavior.
Eighty-four percent of the respondents (16 of 19 school personnel)
 reported (on Q. 23) that the enrichment component (in particular,
the field trips) provided the students with opportunities to learn
social and coping skills necessary for a variety of situations en-
countered in daily life at least '"Most of the Time'. Of these 16,
five respondents said that such opportunities were available "All
of the Time".

Direct observation by the evaluators of a Guided Group Inter-
action demonstration supported the endorsements by teachers that the
issues dealt with in the Guided Group Interaction Sessions focussed
on helping students understand and cope with their own behavior.

During the demonstration session observed, emphasis was placed on W_M.;..”;”w 

the areas of self—concept, empathy, and sensitivity to self and
others. The primary focus of the Guided Group Interaction Session
seemed to be the reduction and elimination of disturbing behavior.
Among the issues discussed were current school incidents that in-
volved inappropriate student behavior, past behaviors in contrast
with current behaviors, and feelings about returning to former
schools. (Further discussion of the Guided Group Interaction Sessions
can be found above in the Results section for Hypothesis II.)

The objective of "preparing students to return to the regular
school" implies that the students are ready to return to a regular
school. '"Readiness to return to school" is a concept that needs to
be defined operationally - that is, in what ways does a student's
behavior need to change and what behavioral goals must be achieved
before the student can hope to be successful in a regular school
program?
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Interviews with project personnel yielded the information that
the criteria necessary for a student to be considered by Morse School
personnel as "ready for return to a regular school! were improvement
in academic performance and social behavior. During the 1975-76
school year data obtained from teacher observation, attendance records,
and pre and posttest scores were used by project personnel to assess
a student's readiness to return to a regular program. During the
first and second years of the project, additional sources such as
the Pupil Behavior Screening Instrument (D.C. Public Schools, 1972)
and the '"How I See Myself" questionnaire (a Likert-scale type question-
naire developed by Ira J. Gordon of the Institute for Development of

- Human Resources, University of Florida) were used to obtain data for

assessment of students' progress and readiness to return to a regular
program. One of the major reasons why such instruments were not used
during the 1975-76 school year was that the project personnel felt
that the additional work inveclved in responding to such questionnaires
was too demanding and of an aversive nature to the students and thus
might be superfluous since it might be possible to obtain data in a
way that does not involve as much work for the students. The project
personnel said that they planned to explore this issue further.

Further csxamination of Table XI (Question 40) showed that 5%
of the respondents said that the criteria by which a student was
identified as ready for transition back to a regular school program
were clear and well-defined "All -of the Time". Forty-seven percent
of the respondents endorsed '"Most of the Time", and 31% of the’
respondents endorsed 'Some of the Time" when asked to respond to
this question. It appeared that the majority of the school personnel
felt that the criteria for 'readiness to return to a school system"
could be more well-defined. The evaluators also feel that there
needs to be some kind of standard guidelines for categorizing a
student as '"ready to return to a regular school". Perhaps the estab-
lishment of specific amounts of improvement in spec1f1c areas as
criteria would serve to make the decision process easier and more
reliable. -

only fifteen percent of the respondents reported (om Q. 41)-
participating '"All of the Time" in the assessment of each student's
readiness to return to the regular school system. An additional 26%
of the respondents said that they participated '"Most of. the. Tlme" ‘
and 15% said that they participated "Some of .the Time". Seven of the
nineteen persons who responded to the quest1onna1re felt that they
could not answer the question since their job- respon51b111t1es did
not involve the area of student assessment. It is interesting to
note that one regular Teacher, one Social Worker, and three Teacher-.
Aides were among the seven who felt that it was a ‘task that was not
appropriate to their role at Morse Center. It seems 1likely. that
these people, who interact so frequently with the students), would ‘
have had much to contribute to the assessment of students progress.

It was learned from interviews with school personnel that ‘the .
process by which a student was assessed as ready for return to a




regular school as well as the procedures involved in placing him/her |
were often long and frustrating for school personnel, the student,
and the student's parents. The first steps involved a Morse staff

conference at which time the progress of those students who were en- . . =

‘dorsed by teachers as having made substantial progress in academic

and social behawior was discussed. Additional obserwations of the
stuidents' behavimer were then made before a decision was reached by

the Project Directmor and the Guidance Counselor. If they felt ‘that
the student was remdgy to return to the regular schoscl system, they
recommended to the Pupil Personrel Office that a particular student -
was:. considered by tie Morse staff to be ready for return to a regular
school. At this pe®mt, any further decision-making as well as addi- . o
tional psychologizsil testing became the responsibility of a: comnuttee '
camprised of represemtatives from the Departments of Pupil Personnel,
Handicapped Services:, Placement and other D.C. Public School Offz.ces. R
If the decisian of dixis committee was to place the student back into
.the regular school system, the placement was made without consultata.on :
with Morse :School persommel, the parents of the student, or the. stu-' -
dent himseX¥f., As a result, students were sometimes- sent back to the
school from which they came. This may be undesu'able since it places
a child back into am -environment where he/she may be viewed not in
terms of improved current perfomance but .in ‘terms of not-so—-good

past per{ormance. For example, Boy C (who was one of the: students

whose progress we followed in some detail) was identified.as being =
ready to returm ito the regular Public School System in Fa@l 1976. |
He and his paments were notified by the D.C. Schools Placement 0ff1ce
that he is to: e placed back into the school from which he:came.: A
telephone inte==view conducted with his parents by the. evaluators
yielded the irfiormation that Boy C's parents viewed such a:placement '
as highly und=sirable in view of maintaining the improved ‘behaviors

he learned whtile at Morse. They feared that it will undo the progress E

he made to p¥ace him back among social contacts who reinforce his
inappropriate= behavior and teachers who may view him strictly in

terms of hispast behavior. However, as the placement procedure now
stands, their only recourse is to appeal this decision, which is
often a lengthy and nonrewarding process. This evaluation team feels

that, unless the receiving school Es carefully selected and trained
for the returmimg student, there are dangers in this procedure.

Another set of dzsadva.ntages of the current placement procedure
are the time delays in placements that appear to_result from the
decentralizatimm of various departments within. the D.C. Public School
System. Inefficient or inadequate interdepartmental coordination ,
concem1ng the steps necessary to implement the placement often results
in a studemt lamguishing in the wrong environment, e.g., in an env1r- '
onment that hefshe has outgrown, rather than prospering in a new
senvironment thmt is suited to his/her current needs. Data obtained
From both formal and informal interviews with Morse Center personnel =
showed that Morse Center was considered by all the persons interviewed
*to be a 'temporamy placement" for all students. They described the
Center as a plac=for students 'who are coming from a regular school
and going back toxa regular school". :

R $21

46




e Several of the persons 1nterV1ewed spoke qu;te strongly of the
* " desirability of establishing close work1ng relationships with: school -
- 'personnel from bcth sending and receiving schools. Further d1scuss1on
' of 'steps taken by project personnel to establlsh such relatlonshxps- :

- will-be presented below. , ‘

The ev1dence obtalned from analyses of the 1nterv1ew data supported
the hypothesis. that Morse Center program act1v1t1es focussed on: ‘pre=_ -
-paring the student part1c1pants to return to the regular: publ1c 'school

~'”system. However, additional - effort needs to be ‘directed toward mod— .
ifying the existing placement procedure so that the progress awstudent
makes .while at Morse 'is not reversed because of long delays, an in- " .
appropriate placement, or 1nadequate tra1n1ng of the rece1v1ng school
personnel. :

-'As soon as a student was notified of h1s/her placement the Morse‘
Center Social Worker initiated contact with the receiving school in '
order to exchange information and plan for the. ava11ab111ty of ‘an-

appropriate support system for the student. Appendlx H:is an’ examplev‘[
of an introductory letter sent by the Morse Center Soc1al'Wbrker to
" the Counselor at the rece1v1ng school. A similar letter was :

~ 'the end of the First Advisory Period following the. student's"
" to the regular school system. The Social’ Worker, in: add1t', : ;
‘commun1cat1ng via telephone and the mail, also made site.v 51ts to
the rece1v1ng school to talk with: the Guidance Counselor -at the
.receiving school and to observe the student: in class., Interv1ews
with the Social Worker yielded the 1nformatlon ‘that one of: her’ maJor
objectives in visiting the classroom or home of a student who has
left Morse Center was to let the student know that the faculty at
Morse Center was still concerned and wanted to- cont1nue to help in.
‘any way possible. - :

At the end of the school year, the Social Worker developed a
follow-up report that contains information about ‘the: progress. of.
those students who were returned to the regular. school syst
‘the course of the previous year. Appendlx F, 1ncluded’

: Report ‘that was developed by the Soc1al Work staff
‘about each student that was obtalned durlng the.
. up activities of the past year as well as informat
" the ‘time of the final" one-year follow-up . contact,
presented in a table format. ' The result is-a. bri

m~p1cture of where studcnts who have left Morse Sch ol
_well they are. dolng, at the end of the one year Y
" from our interviews with the Morse 'School Soci
imately 60% of the students who ‘were returned to»regular. ]

. the end of the first year of the program were still in schoo
-~ end of their ore year follow-up period.” The’ flndlngs from
'of the data obtained from project personnel yielded: the i
that all the persons interviewed reported that ‘students_ who. are o
placed back into a regular school program recelved folloWHup service
" for at least one year.:.:
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'f“,vocatlonal program or were worklng stead11y and’ (c) 15% ha dr
. .oouty Morse Center had very 11tt1e 1nformatlon about the stu
inwho had dropped out.v o ‘ AR

o In general the ev1dence 1nd1cated that the pPOJ 
ffelt strongly about the: 1mportance of preparlng studen
©" to a regular school system and- that program act1v1t1esﬁ
"’iptoward ach1ev1ng thls obJectlve. . R

vt»‘:Hypothe51s v

= ‘ All members of the staff w111Agart1cxpate n
; !tra1n1n3_¥em1nars that focus ‘on effect1Ve¥teach1n

All members of the MorSe staf"wer
. fjfor ‘in-service tralnlng in areas’
g ’;general and ‘to the. spe 1f10 obJectlve

"as part of the Morse Center program.a
’_from analyses of the responses glven to

Morse program at least: "NMost -of- the Time'',:
school personnel V1ewed the tra1n1ng recelved as ext
and relevant.

of PrOJect Advance. HOWever, in view of the fact that we“l arn”d1‘ e
that many of the training opportunities mentioned in’ these 1nterv1ews‘ ’,
were sponsored by Project Advance, it seems more likely that ‘the. o
endorsements listed as pre—serv1ce tra1n1ng were actually references .
"to Project Advance in-service tra1n1ng opportunities. .

Fucther examination of Table XII (Question 32) showed that 52%
of the school personnel said that in-service training and staff
~development were emphasized at Morse School '"All of the Time'. An
additional 42% said that staff development was emphasized 'Most of
‘the Time'" Interviews with School personnel, as well as direct obser-
. ‘vation activities and examination of relevant documents, yielded
. information that supported these endorsements. We learned that a.
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- -said that they: ‘received adequate supervxszon only

: weekly staff development meet ng was held each Wednesday afternoon.‘f»
During this time period, the school personnel discussed: the: program :
in general, shared their ideas and feellngs about speczfzc aspects of -
the program, discussed student's progress, and listened to guest and’
‘in=-house speakers present talks on relevant issues. The t0p1cs dis- "
cussed’ during. these" meetings, as well as the “themesof semlnars, work—

- shops, and courses that school personnel partlczpated 1n s1nv :

‘It can be seen from examznatlon of the reSponses glven to Que‘ :
of the paper and pencil. questxonnalre (presented in Table XII) that
84% of the respondents felt that the issues dealt wzth durln” the
Wednesday in-service tra1n1ng seminars were. relevant to. thexr'work
at the Morse Center at least "Most of .the Timev. Seven of these six~
teen respondents said that the in-service training was: relevant 1AlL"

_ of the Time". Appendix I included in the Attachment Section.of this
report is a list of the 1975-76 Staff Development WOrkshops ‘that were '~
held as: part of the in-service training program for Morse Center

personnel Examination of this document showed-that the. top1cs ‘sched- o

_ uled were indeed relevant both to effectxve “teaching’ technzques in -
general and the speczflc needs of teachers at the Morse Center. R

'Morse School personnel have obtazned tralnzng in such as as
the Open Classroom and Guided Group Interaction. . Summer: workshOps
(Sponsored by the Special Education Departmeént of the D.C. Public
Schools System) jthat were designed to train Educational’ Azde in. the :
development of learn;ng stations and packages were also held at Worse
Center.

—-—

An area in which the maqor:ty of the. school personnel seemed to..
feel the need for additional supervision was the role of- Guided: Grcup )
Interaction (G.G.I.) leader. Although all of the;perso th serVed
as G.G.I. leaders participated in a course in Guided act
(offered at Federal City College by ‘the person;wh A,
Group Interaction Consultant to the Center),. -a,des:
by many of the G.G.I. leaders ‘for'additional ‘o gozng

- this' area. Further examination of ‘Table :XII' (Quest1
that while 57% of the respondents -said that the‘ i
supervision in this area 'Most of the Time", 26% o  ‘th

: Interv1ews wzth the ProJect Dxrector and the,

_ basis- for one-to-one supervzslon. Such 1nd1v1dual sesslons,,xhainter— ‘

spersed with tralnlng seminars devoted to Guided Group- Interaction.

" techniques in which all the leaders participate, could provide  the
Teachers with the additional support necessary to malntaln and in- -

crease their skills as Group leaders. . : :

A second area in which additional training for school personnel‘
might be helpful is in the use of behavior management techniques. The
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' ‘faculty were already using, with success, some behavzoral technlques.":

' children. In order to maintain consistency and quality in the use

‘development time to this topic. Emphasis on both the theory and the o

'Hypothesls VI

: progress andggfgthe ctlonlng of the ‘program as: a-whol

' emphaszs needs to be placed in the areas: ‘of

-and posttest scores from the 1973-74, 1974~75, and 1975-76 school

such as contingent reinforcement of specific behaviors. It is likely .
that increased frequency and sophistication in the use of such pro- .
cedures would result in even greater successes ir their work with

of such procedures, it would be highly - de51rab1e to devote some staff,

application of behavior management technlques would seem approprlate :
to the needs of the program. : v

In general the evidence showed that there was a great deal of
staff development at the Morse Center and that the staff deVelopment _
opportunities available to the“school personnel were very relevant B
to- the ob]ectlves of the program. : : ‘ .

There W111 be on olng assessment;;y_prodgct p;rsonnel”of stndents

‘The. f1nd1ngs from ‘the data to be p
pos1t1ve steps were ‘taken in- the assessmen o
of ‘the functzonlng of the’ program as’ ‘a whole

used to- determine whether a student has’ progressed d
ways to use test scores to assess" student's ‘progress,: p
an internal evaluation deszgn that enables the evaluators; whether -
internal or external, to make definitive statements ‘about - causal re~
lationships between findings and specific. project activities. At
this point in the discussion; only-the-data that is relevant to the
existence and use of such assessment procedures will be’ presented.
At a later point, the findings obtained. from our comparison of pre.

years will be discussed. The re11ab111ty, validity, and appr0pr1ate;
ness of the test selected for use in the internal ‘evaluation of -
Project Advance will also be discussed.

The evidence obtained from face to face interview data, direct
observations, and paper and pencil questionnaire responses showed
that ongoing assessment of students' progress was a regular part of
the Project Advance program.

. It was learned from examination of records and our 1nterv1ews
with various School Personnel that the Wide Range Achievement Test
(WRAT) was administered—to-each-student-during the Fall and Spring
of each school year (or at his/her dates of entry and departure).

The pre and posttest scores for each student were then used to deter-
mine whether progress was made. We also learned that informal and
formal tests in Mathematics, Reading (e.g. the Morrison-McCall tests
from the D.C. Public Schools Reading Clinic), and Spelling were ad-
ministered to each student during his/her first few weeks at Morse
Center and then readministered periodically throughout his/her

stay.
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Direct observations also support the hypothesis that there was
ongoing assessment by school personnel of student progress. During
examinations of student work folders, it was evident that students'
worksheets were corrected by the teachers and replaced in the stu-
dents' folders. It was also noted that teacher-made progress charts
of students' performance were on display in every classroom.

- It was learned from interviews with school personnel that the
primary sources of data concerning student progress for the 1975-76
school year were the WRAT scores, teacher observations, and attendance
records. The Morse faculty feel that a good indicator of how well a
student is doing is his/her attendance record. If a student attended
school regularly, they considered this regular attendance to be a
sign of progress since the majority of the Morse Center students had

a history of truancy. The assumption was made that an increase in

attendance behavior usually goes hand in hand with an increase in
positive feelings about school. In order to feel pos1t1ve1y ‘about
school or any env1ronment, it is necessary to succeed in some way in
that environment. It is hard to succeed in school when: attending on
a sporadic basis. Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that ',
regular attendance may in some way indicate student progress.f It
should not, however, be the sole source of "hard” or quantifiable
data about students' progress.

Several additional measuring instruments were used by project -
personnel and outside evaluation consultants to assess students'
progress during the first two years of the project. Among them were
the '"How I See Myself" Scale (developed by Ira J. Gorden of the Uni-
versity of Florida) which is designed to be administered to students,
the D.C. Public Schools Pupil Behavior Screening Instrument (designed
to enable the classroom teacher to assess students' behavior), and
several teacher-made parent and teacher mini-questionnaires. There
were several reasons why these instruments were not used during the
1975-76 school year. Apparently, the 'school personnel felt that

completlon of these questionnaires and survey forms was (1) an aversive

experlence to the students whom they felt disliked "commlttlng" them-
selves in writing, (2) extremely t1me-consum1ng for hoth teachers ‘and
students, and (3) perhaps not even necessary since it mlght be pos- :
sible to obtain similar kinds of information in a 1ess t;me—co sum1ng
and disruptive fashion. With these thoughts in mind, a‘'mo
was placed on the use of these and other available: measurlng n: ‘ru—
ments (such as a Student Survey developed by Commonwealth'L -
Inc.) for the 1975-76 school year. It was learned- durlng int ]
with school personnel that they plan to discuss at length the use-'
fulness of such instruments prior to continuing to include them -
among the 1nstruments used to measure student progress at Morse.

The f1nd1ngs from analyses of the data obtalned from the paper
and pencil questionnaire supported the hypothesis that assessment of
student progress was a regular part of the Morse program. ,

Table XIII presents the number and percentage of school _personnel
saylng that various act1v1t1es relevant to the ongoing assessment of
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'members of the Teaching, Guidance, or. Soclai_

student progress occurred. Sixty-eight percent (that is, 1Z-out of
19) of the school personnel respondents said in response ‘to ‘Question
16 that they were able to review daily each student's work at least
'"Most of the Time''. Seven of these thirteen said that they were able
to review daily each student's work "All of the Time". ~Since four -
people of the 19 school personnel who completed the questzonnalre did
not feel that their part1cu1ar Jjob responsibilities at Morse Center
entailed reviewing students' work, the 13 school personnel (or 68%

of the total group) who endorsed at least '"Most of the Time", repre~ ‘
sent an even larger percentage (13 of 15 endorsements,- or 87%) of
those who responded to this question. :

Further examination of Table XIII (Questlons 37, 38, and 41)
showed that there seemed to be a deflnlte delzneatlon of Job’respon-_

Since examination of data concernlng the:ro‘
yielded the information that only two of the
an Administrative Asszstant capaczty, .one’c

assessment activities do.not fall into their. ban11w1
assets of the Morse program is its small size.amd the. resal¥
creased oppartunities far: personal interactions and rel&t;onsﬁigs
between stafff and students. Since all. personnel interackad with
students onm frequent-basis, it seems at best lnefflclelﬁmtnllgpore
the resomrces: of all school personnel when assessing stusdesiits' pro-
gress. Of mourse, certain school personnel roles probabfigrmmovided
more opportmnities to assess a specific type -of student mmmgress
(for example, Classroom Teachers and Educational A;des~a‘umﬁ;-quent
opportunities to assess academic progress) but it is important not

to overlook the fact that valuable contributions can be made by all’
members of a staff.

A larger percentage (47.4%) of the reSpondents stated that on~
going assessment of student soc1al—persona1 adjustment (Questlon 36)
occurred "All of the Time" in comparison with the percentage of
respondents (36.8%) who stated that ongoing assessment of" student
academic progress (Question 35) occurred "All of the Time'. However,
further examination of the table showed that the percentage of respon~-
dents (36.8% and 47.4%) who endorsed either "All of the Time'" or 'Most
of the Time" for academic progress was equal to the percentage of IRt
respondents (47.4% and 36.8%) who endorsed these same two categorles
with respect to student social<personal-adjustment. 1In ‘effect; a
comparable number of school personnel said that assessment of student
academic progress and and of student social-personal adjustment oc-
curred at least '"™Most of the Time'".

The next discussion will be the assessment of the functlonlng of
the program. The evidence to be presented below indicates that there
was some ongoing assessment of the functioning of the program.
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. However, the evaluators feel that a more compreirensive ewvaluation
" design would allow the project personnel to increase the effective-
ness of their evaluative .efforts.

The findings from the analyses of the data obtained from school
personnel responses to questions relevant to ongoing assessment of : 5
the functioning of the program are presented in Table XIV. Included R
in this table are the responses to questions that focussed on (1) wheth- e
er school personnel implemented procedures to assess the degree of
correspondence between program objectives and program activities,

(2) whether the program had appropriate and adequate resources and
equipment, and (3) school personnel's observations and feelings about
specific aspects of the program and the program in general.

Examination of this table showed the distribution of responses
given by school personnel who were asked to evaluate whether the
psychotherapeutlc consultant who worked with children on am individual
basis provided service that was in accord with students' meeds and
program objectives. Four of the 18 school personnel:who zompleted the
questionnaire did mot fe=l that they had sufficient Snfommation to .
respord to this questizmmx. Thirteem of the 15 {87%) meopd= vho did
respami felt-that thezmsychotherapemtic consulkants mrovifled service
thiat-wmas in accord witistudents' meeds and prumgram mbjecitives. at
I=mst-"Most of the Time#'. However, it was also:learmed-that add1-
“tional communication amircoordination between the psychotherapeutic
corsu¥tants and the schwol personnel would be :desirable:in-order. to

' mmpimize the benefits derived from the services=of such. cunsultants.
Twm: of the school persunnel respondents said that the service provided.
was in accord with the :students' needs and the objectives of the pro--
gram only "Some of the Time'". Four of the school personnel. who were
questioned did not feel they knew enough about the consultatlve service
provided to respond to the question. It is evident ‘that the service
provided by the psychotherapeutic consultant was looked upon: favor-
ably by many of the school personnel, but some school. personnel -did

* not have knowledge of it: "It would seem desirable to familiarize

all school personnel with the services prov1ded and to- develop ‘'some

guldellnes to increase flexibility in revising the exact nature:of

the services purchased as the need arises during. the course:of the:

school year. In this way the benefits derived from good consultants

can be maximized. o

A second area that was extremely relevant to the: functlonrng of L
the program was the asmwSsment by the staff of their+<own "team-effort".’
- Examination of Table XMV (Question 34) shows that the respondents ‘
. appeared. to_be. enthusimstic_about the amount of -support _and. coopera-_ -
tion that ekisted among staff members. Flfty—seven percent. of*ithe
. school personnel endorsed "All of the Time' when asked to describe
how often they received support and cooperation from other staff mem-
bers. An additional 36% endorsed "Most of the Time'". 'None of the
respondents chose the '"Little of the Time" or the "None of the Tlme"
response alternatives.

b A o A
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O e

1ty of the school personnel respondents said that the Morse Centpr

Imckwoiza: gynna51um :and :swimming pool - both- ‘of whlch

thmsesstudents had o bextnansported to. varlous othen

‘studznts A second 1nadeqnacy of the Morse fac111ty was 1ts;la0k

Table XIV also presents data relevant to how schoollpersohnol
viewed the Morse School physical facility (Question 47) and the
available equipment and learning materials (Question 48). The major-

physical facility was inappropriate for the needs of the. program..
Seventy-three percent of those questioned said that the physical
facility was appropriate to their needs "Little' or 'None' of the .. =~
time. However, 21% of the respondents felt that "Most of the 1me"';.

it was appropriate for the needs of the program.’ Feelings: ‘about’ the
adequacy of the program's supplies and equ1pment also varied, W1th DS
26% of the respondents endorsing them as adequate *Mast. of.th Tlme" T
47.4% of the respondents endorsing them as' adequake ™Some o SR
ng!jg and 21% who f‘el% that: 'ﬁxey were adequate 'Bittle ‘of th

1nponh-mt areas for the n==ﬂs of. the. program.. One  def

Iily=available in- pubkmc:aunlor hlgh schools.

of one-way observation mirrors, counseling . offices, tlme-out rooms,
and other items that would have provided support to the psycho- o
therapeutic component of the program. RS

It was learned from the Progect Director that it is rumored ’
that the Morse Center program is to be moved to a new fac111ty in .
the near future. The proposed sité is, like Morse Center, an ele~
mentary school building. It does not have the necessaryvequlpment
for the psychotherapeutlc or physical education components of :the
program. One of the major differences between the Morse ‘School ™ .
fac111ty and the fac111ty being considered to house ‘the Morse program -
in the future is size - the proposed site is quite a‘bit larger than -
Morse. An increase in the size of the physical space:is not: v1ewed o
as an asset. The population which Morse Center serves- requlres care-
ful monitoring so ‘that the more aggressive student does.not harrass
or harm the: more. t1m1d student. It would be 1mposs1b1e to prov1de

remains stable, in a larger area. It seems that the Worse faculty e
have not-been-—given- the-opportunity- to~g1ve~1nput~1nto*anymplans , N
that may exist for relocation of the Morse Crisis Intervention Center
program. It would seem appropriate, in fact even highly desirable;
that these people who are most familiar with the needs of the pro-
gram be consulted on this issue not only for the relevance of their
ideas but also for the increase in staff morale.

Additional data that supported the hypothesis that ongoing
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assessment of the functioning of the program occurred was obtained
from face to face interviews withk school personnel. Several times:
during the 1975-76 schmol year the entire staff met for discussion

of their relatiomships and :interactions. These group process sessions
were led by the Guided Gromp Interaction consultant. Specific'issues
relevant to the funetioning of the program were often discussed at

the Wednesday Staff Dewelopment:Seminars. On: June 9, 1976, the agenda
for the Staff Development meeting was comprlsed of items that per-
tained to the evaluation of the program's functioning. Attachment g
is a list of the topies that were scheduled to be discussed that dayx
The Project Director -verified that these discussions d1d in fact
-occur.

The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) will be d1scussed in terms.
.of (1) its appropriatemness for the way it was used in the Morse pro~
gram and (2) its reliability and validity. Data from the 1973-74 and
1975~76 pre and posttest administrations of the WRAT will also be -
discussed, The findimgs from these data and suggestlons by the ‘eval~
uators for addltlonal:analyses w111 follow.

‘The Wide Range: Athievement: Test has been found to be of value
in many areas of kmowkedge and their practical applications (WRAT
Manual, J.F. Jastak. amil S.R. Jastak, Copyright, 1965, by Guldance
Associates of Delawars, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware). The follow1ng
areas are relevant to the ObJectheS of the Morse" Center program
(1) The accurate dlagn051s of readlng, Spelllng, and arlthmetle
disabilities in persons of all ages,
(2) The determination of instructional levels in sehool chml-
dren,
(3) The a551gnment of chxkﬁm&n to instrugtional groups pro-
gressimg st similar pates and their transfer to faster
or slower groups in keeping with 1nd1v1dual learnlng
rates; and
(4) The .comparison between school achlevement and othermablll-‘ -
ties-in all- 1nd1v1dua1s, espeelally those who are dlsturbed :
or maladJusted. ‘ Sl w

programs and group students accordlng to ab111ty levels:
 for its selection can be supported. However, becaus “the
~ dlagnose for specific klnds of skills needed with an
{for example, the WRAT can’ tell one.that a'child is: below.

grade level in reading, but it cannot tell if he/she ha *diffvwwlty
with short vowels or consonant sounds), it: should be'used '
tion with tests that can make these kinds of d1st1nct10ns.t,
Morse School personnel insured that: such distinctions were obtalned
when it administered to students the Morrlson—McCall Readlng Test
and other approprlate tests. ; m,htmwfmewmgh o

Another advantage of the WRAT is that it can’ be scored 1mmed1ate1y



by the school personnel with a minimmm-of -time and effart..  The inter~
views with Moxse personnel yielded tiee information that-this was among
the factors cmnsidered when they selected:the WRAT. Simme their per-~
sonnel resourses were limited, and =ince it was crucial o be able to
-diagnose abiXity levels of each incmming student as soom=as poss1b1e, '
the WRAT was an appropriate instrument to° select. ,

The WRAT sat1sf1es quite adequately -the stat1st1ca&;nond1t10ns
of reliability. The reliability coeBficients derived: frpm: spl
forms of the same test range from .SZ1 to..978, dependxqgr on

" chronological age. : The authors of the test. caut1 - h
ability coeff1c1ents do not necessanlly repre nt
clinical re11ab111ty of the scores.. epo!
~clinical’ experlence and some va11d1ty calculations
‘able guess. concernlng the c11n1ca1 relﬁahllltylo
”9

“,zestlmate the Valldlty ;
. validity. It has obv1ous éor
7' academ1c achlevements.,,

. and other measures of ‘academic: achleVemeut it
school grades themselmes) prowide excellent ew of
and external val;ﬂiiw"umth a wide var1ety of va11d1ty cnxtenza

ys1s of the WRAT pre and- pmsttest data’ fromrthe 1974-75w d- 1975~ o
school years show that-the:¥orse School personnel did’compiile and. use
these ‘data to assess the pnngzess of the Morse Center students‘ :

the WRAT summary data sheet (a portlon ‘of this’ summary‘s eet’
cluded in this report as' Appendix K) showed that the” school X
deternined that "98.1% of the students who attended Morse dur1ng the
1974-75 school year 1mproved" : :

example, does "1mproved" mean. ‘that there has been.an inc ‘ :
grade level from pretest score: to . posttest score in: allLt ee (Spell-,-
ing, Math, Reading) content areas?- Or does it mean an'incr dn-C
o ‘at least one content area? The ‘eriteria for classifying:or ' :
“ff”“”ﬁ”lng*a“student*as""1mproved"“must*bewclearlyﬂdefanedewCons1derat10nwwwwww’
must be given not only to speclfylng the precise number of content
areas in which an increase in test scores must occur: but “the size: of
the increase itself must be 0perat10na11y defined. - This def1n1t10n ,
should include a statement that describes 1mprovement as a spec1f1c.7‘~
amount . of academic improvement in years and months increase for:a -~
"“correspondlng interval of time from pre .to posttestlng. ‘Some - 1mprove-7.
' ment, or increase in posttest scores, is to be expected s1mp1y because
e of the passage of time. S




Let us assume that 'a student entered Morse School in September.
and was returned to the regular school program in June of that same
school year. How much of a grade increase in his/her test scores was

to be expected over that ten month period? ‘A reasonable assumpt1on,
based on criteria used by the maJor1ty of schoel systems, is a’ one
academic year, or one grade level, increase. However, we know that

in their school careers to date the Morse students did not- progress

at ‘the rate of one grade level per year, otherwise they would not be *
behind academically. An assumption made is that the students (1) start-
ed behind at grade K, (2) progressed slowly from K to’ current grade,

or (3) both. A big problem in this discussion ihich makes calculaw=

‘tions very suspect is the type of scale that. grade level i s

~ probably an ordinal scale, with no zero: p01nt and ' no- equal nte“,als..f

- However, our argument is still. approxlmately correet sinc 1§
necessary to make certain assumptions when try1ng to ¢
We will assume that a child starts out at the "0!" p01ntl
“grade level when he/she starts kindergarten or first rad
be helpful at this point to present an example of .an a
analyze the test data that takes into" account the

formance when determ1n1ng what "1mprOVement" ’

~ student's chronological  age, his aetual grade lev‘
the pretest and his grade level scores on the pre,
such information about the four students. whose- progre:
“follow1ng more intensively at Morse School. Thé?infoz at
concerning. ""Boy C'"will beused as an example- of ‘a; way..to
test scores to measure student progress.‘,Boyfc’i -16

‘who are ‘part of 1t ) He was in th"WYth gra
Morse School. He was at Morse from the: ‘end
" June; 1976, which is a total-of-a little ove d-2/
" or 17 school months. His WRAT test scores for.197u 7
' pre and posttests are“presented below. Sl

Spell1ng ,' Math S0 TRea

| o Diff; o Diff,,}j | i

Pre Post Diff. Prev(Post;:Diff;‘;‘:
1975 2 2 3.2 41,0 v2;§’ 3.6 +1.0°} 1.9

,1976, 2.5 3.2 +0.9 | 3.9 5.2 ,+1;3A

: Since Boy C was in the. Seventh grade atw4‘
- since it is reasonable to assume: that he- ente e

’“5fgrade levels in 10.5 years.~ Thls works out to,be 2/
7fﬁwleVel 1n one year. Since school years are: eomp<



- using the information about students' progress. that was available to

vII.

"attend1ng Morse Center. We can then say that his average rate of pro- -
~gress prior to attending Morse was 2/3 of a grade level each 10 month o
- period. Any increase over this amount might ‘be considered’ "1mprOVement"" :
His 1974 to 1975 pre and posttest scores -can then be examined in order [

. .that has been establzshed as necessary in order to say that he has
-,"1mproved"

- increase, from the September 1974 pretest score. to the June, 1975

L xDurlng th1s school ‘year, - he progressed 1n al
» .. ’a more rapid rate than he had been progressing
<JMorse School

".Was for the 1974-75 school year.

- way, Morse School personnel can determlne,\ln which' area a child is ‘doing

: emp1r1ca1 hypotheses.

hevaveraged an increase of 6.6% of a grade level each month‘priorfto

to compare any grade level increase with the criterion grade level =
increase. (i.e. more than 2/3 of a grade level in any 10 ‘month perlod)

Exam;natlon of the Boy C's 1974-75 WRAT test scores shows an

posttest score, of one school year 1n hlS Spe111ng and Mathelatlcs :

Examlnatlon of his' 1975-76vs'hooe '

The ‘informal and’ prellmlnary analyses of th1s data that
by Morse School does not prOV1de this kind of. detailed inform
about student's progress. .In effect, Morse School’ personnel ‘were not

them and by doing: so, shortchanged the program of credit due it..
Substantial progress: was made in Spelling, ‘Reading, and Math by this
particular student during his first year at MorSe, and even ‘greater
progress during his second year. : . o

We propose that 1mprovement scores be calculated for each of the
three content areas (Math, Spelling, Readlng) of the WRAT. In thls'

very well in or which area additional work is needed. ‘Also, such
analyses will provide data relevant to the strengths or weaknesses of
specific components of the academic curriculum.

Conclusions

A. By Hypothe51s

The d1scu551on of the conc1u51ons w111 be organlzed around the
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' Hypothesis I

Six junior high school students will participate in an instruc-
tional program that emphasizes 1nd1v1dua112at10n tﬁroggh‘fﬁé modified

. Open Classroom technlque.

mwm - w—ﬂxpothesl s uII e e ,.m.,....’,;w..a.- s e ot i e 8 e »,.,,.

An individualized instructional program was developed for each -
student within the first few days of his/her arrival at Morse. Test
scores from the Wide Range Achievement Test and other formal and in-
formal diagnostic tests were used to prescribe a student's general
program and his/her need for remedial or accelerated work in specific
areas. Throughout the school year, teacher-made diagnostic tests, .
observations and conferences with the students themselves were used
to determine whether a student's program continued to be appropriate
to his/her needs.

One~to-one tutoring was an important aspect of the instructional
program. One-to-one tutoring was provided by Classroom Aides,. the
Reading Resource Teacher, the Librarian, and the Classroom Teachers.
The Classroom Aides had an important - function in the classroom set- .
ting. Their presence made possible individual tutoring during. class~-
time. It would have been extremely difficult to maintain this type -
of individualized program without the dlrect support prov1ded by
these Aides. .

A beginning level Modified Open Classroom approach was used at
Morse. There was fiexible use of classroom space and equipment.
Lessons on different levels occurred simultaneously, with students
working on specific lessons according to their ability level. --However,
there was little or no evidence of learning stations and centers or
of an educational technology with a comprehensive,.graduated and in-

depth curriculum as a back up and a basis for such stations:and. centers..a;;

The lack of these stations and centers made it d1ff1cu1t for students
to work 1ndependent1y. : : S

v The Classroom Teachers and Aides were enthu51ast1c, ded1cated,

and innovative. A good rapport seemed to exist between them*and'the o
students. Contlngency-based behavior. management techniques re.
sionally used in working with the students.- Their’ successful
coupled with the special needs of the Morse pOpulatlon, is) :
- ment ‘for the development and use of ‘a comprehensive: ‘behavior’ manage- SR
ment program that focusses not only on academic skllls, but also on’
selfbmanagement and soclal skllls. :

. Slxty junior high school students will be prOV1ded w1th a psycho-}“o*
‘therapeutlc counSellng program that will focus on ' reduc g and/gi ‘
"llmlnat ng dlsturblngibehav1or.

; Several klnds of psychotherapeutlc services were avallable to'
‘Morse students. The maJorlty of students partlclpated twlce a, week
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'11n Guzded Group Interactlons (G.G. I ) Sessions. 1he theoretlca 'ba51s
‘for and the structure of these Guided Group Interaction Sessions.
to be consistent with the goals of the psychotherapeutic compone
the Morse program. The G.G.I. sessions focussed on the areas:o

~' concept, empathy, and sensitivity to others as a way of. reduc1ng;”ﬂ’“kA

yﬁ‘;ﬁandmﬁeellngs more ef!hct1Vely, and thlnk in a plannlngfulk

- "'consultant. _

e11m1nat1ng dlsturblng behav1ors.' _The se551ons prOV1ded th

themseIVes and therr'actlons.

, The G.G.I. leaders (Morse, School Personnel who had,re’
*traznzng in group coumseling technlques) appeared to ‘be res
‘creative people who lmew how to structure. the session: that
were: d1scussed in a pnoductlve manner." They need;to '

“dents also part1c1pated in- fan1¥'”
A two -person psych C

rgroup “therapy to selected’ students on’
was not ‘paid out of Project Advance. funds’ bu “rathe di
Accordingly, one of the ‘Selection cr1ter1a forvpartlc »ation
eligibility of a student for Medicaid: payments;;“v‘ ’
identifying students in need of :the. Group -and/or. nd1v1dual .Therapy. .
seemed to be an informal assessment by School Personnel of studonts"
needs for more intensive psychotherapeutlc serv1ce« e e

The School Guidance Counselor and the Soc1al Worker also met :
with each student on a regular basis to discuss academic, social,’ and S
personal concerns: of the students:- -The frequency of these meetlngs
was determ1ned by each student's 1nd1v1dua1 needs. ' ,

The Project D1reetor, the Gu1dance Counselor, and the Soclal :
Worker (as well as the remainder-of the Morse Staff if the need.arose)
were available for crisis intervention. These persons. demonstrated
a .capability ‘to provide support to-a student while’ helpzng hlm/her
explore feelings and alternatives.

Hypothes1s ITI

Sixty junior h1gh school students WJLl partlcypate in a. program
of enrichment activities that include sports. activities, opportunltles:“"
tfor career development, and art, mu51c, and drama aot1V1t1es.v‘1 ; B

All students who attended Morse School were prov1ded w1th the R
- opportunity to participate in an enrichment program that 1nc1uded an o
var1ety of recreatlonal, cultural and educatlonal exper1ences. '
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Every Wednesday morning was designated as '""Special Activities"
Day. The majority of these Wednesday mornings were used for field
trips, which gave the students a chance to participate in sports
activities (e.g. Go-Karting, Swimming, Volleyball games), and to
visit places of historical and cultural interest in the Metropolitan
Washington, D.C. area (e.g. the National Zoological Park and the U.S.
Naval Museum). Several of the sites for field trips were chosen
primarily to give the students an opportunity to observe and speak
with persons who work in a variety of different kinds of jobs (e.g.; the
FBI Building, the Main Post Office for Washington, D. C., cleanlng
establishments, etc.). Students seemed to very much enjoy these field
trips, even though they seemed to have little or no input in the selec-
tion of the sites.

Activities designed to facilitate parent and community involvement =

were emphasized at Morse School. A Morse Home and School Interaction
Team was established and met regularly. Additional activities, such

as Bake Sales, an Open House, and Health screenings, were also included
among the parent-community-school liaison component.

Opportunities to participate in social activities (e.g. a school
picnic and Bunny Hop) that were contlngent upon appropriate social
and academic behavior were included in the Morse enrichment program.
Such contingency-based activities seemed to result in an increase in
positive behavior. It"is reasonable to assume that the continued use,
and even accelerated use, of such contingency-based activities would

result in even greater behavioral gains for students.

Hypothesis IV

All;program activities will focus on the objective of preparing
the student participants to return to the regular pub11c school system.

One of the ways in which to prepare students to return to the
regular school system is to help them modify behavior that is inappro-
priate to functioning successfully in that school system.  In order
to accomplish this, it is necessary to provide them with opportunities
to learn and practice new behaviors that are more likely to be con-
gruous with success in school. The objective of 'preparing students
to return to the regular school" needs to be defined operat1ona11y.
That is, what behavioral goals must be achieved before .a student can
-~hope to be successful in a regular school program? - -Morse School de-
fined these goals -as improvement in academic performance and social
‘behavior. The means of achieving these goals were. provided. through
the various aspects of the Morse program. For example, the instruc-
tional program was individualized to better meet each student's
-academic needs. The psychotherapeutic program helped the student
increase his/her ability to cummunicate with others, acknowledge
‘and’ deal appropriately with fee11ngs, and think about hlmself/herself
in a meanlngful way. T

The Morse School developed a set of procedures tc facilitate
the adjustment of a student who was returned to a regular school.
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Included among these procedures were conferences with the student and
his/her parents, conferences with the Counselor at the receiving school,
visits to the receiving school, as well as additional follow-up contacts
with the student and the faculty at the receiving school. These follow-
up activities lasted for a one year period following the placement back
into the regular school.

The Morse faculty's lack of input into the decision-making concer-
ning the actual placement sometimes resulted in placements that were
not advantageous to the student. For ex~mple, frequently students were
sent back to the school from which they came. This may be undesirable
since it places a child back into an environment where he/she may be
viewed not in terms of improved present performance but not-so-good
past performance. A second set of disadvantages of the current place-
ment procedure are the frequent delays in the-decision-making about - -
placement that seems to result from inadequate interdepartmental coor-
dination among the various D.C. Public School departments jointly res~
ponsible for the decision and its implementation. The result was
that a student is left to languish in the wrong environment or in an
environment that he/she had outgrown rather than prospering in a new
environment that would be better suited to his/her current needs.

Hypothesis V

All members of the staff will participate in pre- and in-service
training seminars that focus on effective teaching techniques.

All members of the Morse staff were provided with opportunities .
for in-service training in areas relevant to effective teaching in
general and to the specific objectives of the Project Advance program.

School personnel participated in courses (offered by Federal City
College and other educational institutions in the local area) in such
areas as the Open Classroom and Guided Group Interaction. Summer
workshops, sponsored by the Special Education Department of the D.C.
Public Schouols System, designed to,train Educational Aides and Teach-
ers to develop learning stations and packages, were also held at Morse
School. :

Staff Development Seminars were held at Morse School each Wednes-
day afternoon. During this time period, the school personnel discussed
students' progress and the program in general, shared their ideas and
feelings about specific components of the program, and listened to
presentations on such topics as '"Mainstreaming' and '"Classroom Meetings
as a Group Process" from guest and staff speakers.

Some supervision relevant to the role of Guided Group Interaction
leader was provided to the Morse staff. However, additional training
and perhaps one-to-one supervision from the Guided Group Interaction
consultant would be highly desirable as a means of maintaining and
increasing their skills as Group Leaders.

Training in the use of behaviorally oriented teacﬁihé and behavior
—48-
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management techniques would provide the school personnel with the
skills necessary to develop and implement contingency-based, sequen-
tially ordered academic and social skill programs for students.

Staff development was strongly emphasized at Morse School. The
staff development opportunities available to the school personnel
were very relevant to the objectives of the program.

Hypothesis VI

There will be ongoing assessment by project personnel of student's

progress and of the functioning of the program as a whole.

Some positive steps were taken in the assessment of students'’
progress and of the functioning of the program as -a whole.- Additional
emphasis needs to be placed in the areas of standardizing criteria
used to determine whether a student has progressed, developing new
ways to use tust scores to assess students' progress, and designing
a comprehensive internal evaluation plan that allows the evaluators
(both inside and outside) to make definitive statements about causal
relationships between findings and specific project activities. With-
out such statements the D.C. School system has no basis for deciding
to terwuinate, modify or continue a program or any of its aspects.

A formal diagnostic test (the Wide Range Achievement Test) was
administered to each student during the Fall and Spring of each school
year {or at his/her dates of entry and departure). These scores were
used to help build a general program for each student and to assess
his/her progress. Additional tests of both a formal and informal
nature, were administered to each student during his/her first few
weeks at Morse and then readministered periodically throughout his/her
stay.

Attendance records were also used as a source of data about-
students' progress. While an increase in attendance can in and of
itself indicate that a student has progressed from non-attendance to
regular attendance, it is important to use other sources (i.e. tests,
observations, etc.) in order to determine whether progress in specific
academic or social areas has occurred.

The method used by school personnel to analyze data derived from
the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) was perhaps too informal and.
preliminary to provide sufficient information’ about students' pro~
gress. It did not make use of all available data. . An alternate way
to analyze the WRAT data was presented in which the evaluators exam-
ined the test scores of a student who had been at Morse almost two
years. The analysis of his test scores showed that he had made pro-
gress in all three content areas of the WRAT that was greater than
the grade progress he had made prior to coming to Morse School.  InZ.- -
fact, he progressed at a more rapid rate during the second year of
his stay at Morse than he did during his first year. As stated above
in the Results section, Morse School will continue to shortchange
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ifself if it does not analyze the data sufficiently to identify the.
good work it is doing.

B. Discussion of Role of Evaluators

As stated in Section A above, one of the disadvantages of Project
Advance's internal evaluation design was that it did not allow for the
determination of causal relationships between specific program activi-
ties (or even the program itself) and student progress. It was deter-
mined by the evaluators that (a) Morse School implemented the majority
of the program components described in the Project Advance proposal,
(b) Morse students participated in these activities, and (c) the stu~
dents seemed to have improved both academically and in terms of social
adjustment. However, it is not known whether (¢) is a result of (a)

resulted in improvement in, for example, academic effort or achieve~
ment. )

What is needed in order to make such a determination is the use
of control and comparison groups. That is, some students would parti-
cipate in Project Advance activities and others, also identified as
unable to function in the regular school system, would not’ (they might
perhaps be placed on a waiting list control to be admitted to the.
activities later). Comparisons of the progress of these two groups
of students after a specific time period could then be made. The
studznts who did participate in the program might have changed in ways
(hopefully, positive ways) that the students who did not attend Morse
did not. This would then tell us that participation in the Project
Advance program results in changes in specific behaviors in students.
With enough eligible students different patterns of activities could
be offered to several groups of students.

Such an evaluation design could be taken a step further. A
design could be developed that would let us determine which, if any,
of the different components of the program (i.e. the Academic, the
Psychotherapeutic, etc.) are effecting students in specific ways.

For example, let us start with a group of 25 students who have been
identified as unable to function in the regular public school systenm.
Let us randomly assign them in groups of five students. Let us leave
five students perhaps on a waiting list in the regular school system.
They will receive no additional treatment. Let us leave an additional
five students in the regular school system but provide them with
psychotherapeutic counseling at that school site that is identical to
what they would receive at Morse School. The third group of five
students would go to Morse School and participate only in its academic
program. The fourth group would go to-Morse School and participate
in the psychotherapeutic counseling program. 'The fifth group would
go to Morse School and would participate in both the psychotherapeutlc
counseling program and the academic program. By comparing through
use of assessment procedures already in use at Morse, the differences
and similarities among these five groups, we could determine whether
a specific program component (or set of components) was ‘beneficial to

ton
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- the students.

Such an evaluation design, although not complex, requ1res much
forethought, planning, and coordination among schools and school
officials. A plan for the development and implementation of such an
evaluation design must be constructed early in the life of the pro-
gram. It should, in fact, be developed well before the program begins.

This is an area where a coordinated effort on the part of the
inside and outside evaluation teams can be most beneficial. The in-
side evaluator has the opportunity to do an in-depth and sensitive
study because of his closeness to and familiarity with the project.
An even more important reason for the special role of the inside
evaluator is that, being part of the team that designs and operates
-the project,; he can be sure that the design and- operation-of-the... . " ... ... ...
project permits a meaningful evaluation. For example, care must be -
taken (1) to define comparison and control groups, (2) to obtain
crucial measures before the start of the program, and (3) as appro-
priate, to make provision for these measures at or after the end of
the progranm. :

There is a need for the services of the outside evaluation con-
sultant, who can serve in an advisory capacity during the initial
planning and development of the program and can assist the inside
evaluator in determining whether program guidelines are being met
and objectives achieved. The emphasis, however, must be.on the
development of a working relationship early in the life of the pro-
gram so that the necessary coordination between the inside and out-
side evaluation components occurs. ° :

VIII. Recommendations

1. Continue with existing academic program. Begin to develop learning
' stations and an integrated educational technology appropriate to -
an Open Classroom approach.

2. Incorpcrate behaviorally oriented behavior management and teaching
techniques into the repertoires of the Morse School staff. This
will involve providing them with in-service training in the theory
and use of behavior management techniques.

3. Continue w1th the use of" cont1ngency—based program act1V1t1es for -
students." Develop academic and social skills programs that are
built on a series of sequential steps and that. ‘include clearly -
defined goals. and appropr1ate relnforcers for. success for all
students. : - : S

4. Continue with existing psychotherapeutic program. Offer add1t10na1 o
training opportunities (i.e. one-to-one supervision, semlnars) ‘
to Guided Group Interaction leaders to malntaln and 1mprove the1r
fleadershlp and group counselzng skills. S
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5. Continue with procedures used to assess a student's readiness
for return to a regular school. Develop standardized criteria
for defining "improvement".

6. Continue with existing program of enrichment activities. Place
additional emphasis on career development opportunities when
selecting sites for field trips. Allow the students to have
some input into the selection of field trip sites and activities.

7. Continue with existing parent and community involvement program.

8. Continue to develop lines of communication to schools where Morse
students are placed when they are ready to return to a regular
program. Try to increase Morse staff input into the decision-
making concerning student placements.

9. Continue with follow-up activities, particularly direct contacts
with .the students themselves.

10. Upgrade the evaluation of the program. Develop an evaluation
design that defines and uses control and comparison groups. In
order to develop such an evaluation design, a working relation-

" ship between the inside and outside evaluation teams must be
established very early in the life of the program. This is nec-
essary to insure that coordination between inside and outside
evaluation components occurs and information needed to make
decisions about the utility of the program and its components
is obtained.

Iv. Sunmmary

An evaluation of the 'Project Advance' program at the Morse Crisis
Intervention Center was conducted. Review of documents, formal and in-
formal interviews, questionnaires, and direct observations were the methods
developed and used to assess the correspondence between the objectives of
the precgram and its accomplishments.

Five students and six members of the teaching and administrative fac-
ulty at Morse School were interviewed. Various other school personnel were
interviewed informally. Telephone interviews were conducted with the par-
ents of four Morse students. Interviews were conducted with several persons
who worked in commercial business establishments in the Morse School neigh-
borhood. A paper and pencil questionnaire was administered to the majority
of the students. A similar paper and pencil questionnaire was administered
to the school personnel. Direct observations of classroom and hall activi-
ties, guided group interaction sessions, participant interactions, materials,
equipment, and the physical facility were made.

The findings derived from formal analyses of available data showed a

- program that achieved a high proportion of what it set out to achieve. Aan

area that needs additional attention is the internal assessment of students’
progress and of the functioning of the program as a whole. A discussion




with emphasis on the role of the outside evaluator as consultant to the
. "inside evaluation team, is included in this report. The results of the
" analyses of the data, conclusions, and recommendations to contirue some of
. the practices while modifying others are provided in this final evaluation

report.
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