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CHAPTER To  THE PROGKAM

This was the successor to a 1974-7, Title I program which served learriryg
disabled children on a twice-1-week itinerant bacis in 92 different schools,
city-wide. In 1974-75, Title I teachers assigned to the program had little
opportunity to interact and consult with tax-levy staff on behal: of the

-children they served because of the itinerant nature of the Title I services.
Therefore in 1975-76, the program was re-designed so that each Title i
teacher was assigned full-time to one of 12 schools in & boroughs (excluding
Staten Island), as limited by funding constraints,

As set torth in the project proposal, the program sought to provide sup-
plementary individual and small group instruction to 360 youngsters diagnosed
as neyrologically impaired in grades 2-6, The project was subsequently
modified to include services to some children in Kindergarten and grade 1,
Title I teachers were to implement undlvudual educational prescruptlons‘deV|sed
by the Evaluation and Flacement Unit, which also confirmed the neei for such
services for each youngster in the program. Each child was %o be seen an
average of four times a week, Suppiemenféry instruction was primarily intended
on behalf of improving skills in reading and math, and made use of commercial
materials published by DLM, Sullivan, Stein, ldeal, etc., as well as teacher

.designed materials,

A noteable aspect of the program design was its inteﬁt to facilitate the
maintenance of served youngsters iH the regular-class '"mainstream," "This was
to be accomplished not only through the supplementary individual and small

group instruction which the program provided, but also through consultation



O

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- 2 -

wfth the youngster's regular classroom teachers and Title I teachers about
youngsters' educative strengths and weaknesses and instructional modalities
in this regard, “s noted alove, the full-time assignment of Title L tegchers
to a single site was predicated at least in part on the premise that this
would sharpen the rltlé I teacher's consultative role. In the pro}ect p}o-
posal, it was specified that consultative exchanges between Title T and tax~-
levy personne! would be accomplished through regular meetings and written
reports,
| As specified ir the project proposal, project staf% was to include 12

teacher-specialists (as-already noted), plus a guidance counselor to facili-
tate service provision and to act as liaison to the schools and related agencies,
a supefvisor to aswure program quality control, and a prdject Secretary.‘ The
supervisof was responsible for recruitment and traiﬁing of teacher-specialists,
who were to be selected for their educational background and experience with‘
neurologically impaired youngsters. Each teacher-specialist was to have a
caseload of approximately 30 youngsiers, |Initial training and orientation of
teacher-specialists took place in September, 1975, and there were several
addi tional feedback sessions throughout the school year,

To initially acquire youngstefs for the program, teacher-specialists
spoke to the principals, guidance counselors and teachers jn their assigned
schools and asked such tax-levy personnel to refer likely candidates for
supportive services, In several instances,‘the teacher-specialists observed
children as they functioned in their regular classes and made recommendations

for likely referrals, Subsequently, Evaluation and Placement personnel
evaluated project youngsters and typically confirmed the basis for placing

youngsters in the program.



CHAPTER TI: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

The objectives of evaluation for this project werefthree-fold:

1. To .etermine if, as a result of participation in the progrim,
neurologically impaired phpils achiev¢ a statistically significant improvement .
in their reading sconres. |

2. To determine if, as a result of particﬁpation in the program,
neurologically impaired pupils achieve statistically significant improvement
jn their mathematics scores.

3, To determine the extent to which the program as actually carried out,
coincided with the program as described in the project proposal.

The first two ohjectives were implemented by gdministering the Reading and
Math subtests of tiec Peabody Individual Achievement Test to youngsters in
grades K-3, and the Reading and Math subtests of the Stanford Achi cvement Test
to youhgsteré"in grades 4-6, on a pre/post-test basis. Pre-testirg was conducted
during October, 1975, while posttesting took place during May, 1976.

Data from the tests were analyzed by the ''Real (Treatment) vs. Anticipated
Posttest’ (Without Treatment)'' design. The differences between real posttest
and anticipéted posttest grade equivalent means were compared for statistical
significance with corré]ated t-tests. Separate anzlyses were conducted for
Reading and Math, grade by grade, and also for combinéd grades by academic area
according to the test which was administered (PIAT or SAT).

The third evaluation objective was implemented by means of visitations to
each of the 12 program sites, where the programﬂWas observed, materials were

inspected, and teacher-specialists and in some instances tax-levy personnel were

7
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interviewed, Etach site was visited twice, once during the Fall of 1975 and

again during the Spring of 1976. In addition, discussjons weére held with

Project personnel assembled at meetings close to the beginning and the

termination of the project,.



CHAPTER 111: FINDINGS
Of the 458 children on program registers at one tim: or another tHroughout
the duration of the program, 363 children :ocecived both pre- and post-testing
in Reading and Math. The results of these tests, reported by grade, are ;hown

in Tables 1 and 2, for reading and math respectively.
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Inspection of 'Tables 1 and 2 shows that the prograé>objectives for improve-
ment in reading and ma;h scores of particfpating youngsters is achieved to a
statistically significaﬁt extent over what would be expected without special
treatment for grades 2-5, inclusive. Improvement in math on]y‘is statistically
significant for the small group of Kindergarten children. Improvements in
reading for Kindergarten children and in both reading and math for youngsters
in grade 6 are not significantly greater than would be anticipated without
special program intervention. . These results are generally supportive of
program effectiveness, although that evidently decreases with the grade level
of the children being served. 1t is noteworthy that when these results are
collapsed across grade levels (see Historical Regression Design Table in
Appendix A), those results which include 6tir-grade students are significant
for both reading and math. This {é similarily the case Ffor reading scores
when fhey are coliapsed across grades to include Kindergarten stﬁdents. Thus,
overall program effectiveness in terms of both reading and math is clearly

established,
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Table 1

MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENT READING ACHIEVEMENT, BY STUDENT GRADE LEVEL

: Predicted Actual |
o Test Pre-Test Post-Test Post-Test = Mean ‘
. Grade N Used Mean Mean Mean NDifference t
K ' 9 PIAT .73 L7k 1.17 .43 1,81

l 60 PIAT .95 1,26 ‘ 1.49 .23 2.58%
2 102 PIAT .34 15 2,00 b6 7.98"
3 71 PIAT 1.99 2,14 2,57 43 10. 82"
I 59 SAT 2,22 2,51 2,82 .31 3.53
5 37 SAT 2.69 2.73 2,94 .21 3.20"
6 25 SAT 3.32 3,44 ERY: .01 .08°

P< .05 "p<.01;  p<.00]

. b . .
9p < .20, not significant; p > .20, not significant
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Table 2

MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENT MATHEMATICS ACHIEVEMENT, BY STUDENT GRADE LEVEL

Predicted Actua]

: _ Test Pre-Test Post-test Post-test Mean

Grade N Used Mean.. Mean Mean Difference t
K 9 PIAT 0.0 0.0 42 ) 3.96
1 60 PIAT .52 .86 1.53 . .67 5.60"
2 102 PIAT 1.03 1.22 1.89 .67 8.91
3 71 PIAT 2,03 2.41 2,94 .53 7,627
4 59 SAT 2.33 2.55 2,99 il 458"
5 37 SAT 3.52 3.62 3.90 .28 2,54
6 25 SAT 3.74 v 3.8 3.9 .02 6
o< .05; T < 013 e < 001
aps .20, not significant; bo> .20, not significant
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Population Characteristics: |t should be noted that there was considerable

variation from site to site in terms -of the distribution of grades from wHiéH
youngsters served by the program were drawn, as well as in terms of the numBer
of youngsters served at <ome point by the program, Grade distribUtiohsfvsried
such that, for example, one teacher-specialist (of 12 in the prdject)‘séfved
all Kindergarten children involved in the program, three other teacher-"
specialists account for 2/3 of the iSt-graiers who. were served, and two still
different teacher-specialists account for almost a;?AOf’fhe 6th-graders who
were served, Since 6th-grade children did not show significant improvement

in their reading orjmath achievement scores, a possible linkage‘between
quality of services -and children served may be indicated. Further in this:
regard,bthe two sites which served the majority of 6th-grade childfen in the
program were invo'lved in turnovers of teacher-specialists about midway thfbugh
the program. Still further, when the number of youngsters carried at sng
point on the program registers at the various sites are compared, these r;;ge
from a low total of 31 to a high of 56, and the two highest numbers are the
same two sites with the majority of 6th-grade children just referred to.
Variations in the number of cases carried at some point on a site register are.
partly a function of variations in the case referral process from site té site.:
That is, it appears that in a fewléites there was a tendency to initially refer
some children to the special programIWho were achieving close to grade level

in one or both academic areas, Typically 6 these children were terminated in

the program and replaced with more appropriate cases who were in greater

negd of services,
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Despi te all of the foregoing, the possikility that modalities and techniquer
used in the pro9™" are inappropriate for 6th-grade children cannof be ruled
out, and this q¥®*Tior remains for evaluation of future cycles of this or a
similar program to ‘®termine.

Observation of Ff29%an Aciivities

The genera’ SUCregs of the program in terms of meeting its objectives of
students' improV®MeNt ;. reading and math may be taken as a considerable
accomplishment iN Viey of some of the circumstances tinder which the program
‘was obliged to dperate, In 5evera].ih$taﬁéés, classrooms assigned to the
project were in?PP™OBristely located of f the gym or the cafeteria which must
have created diﬁtracting effects, |n most cases, the room was either too
large or too sma !l Sven for competent small group instruction. In one case,
the assigned roo™ Was a filthy place adjoining thé gym which was apparently
- also used for mime°9rephing School materials. Typically, the room was on a
high fioor, and since teacher-specialists had no paraprofessional help, they
weke obliged to deliver children from one qroup to their respective classes
and then pick uf Children for the next group from all over the building.

Despite the®® M®l5ted factors which tended to make their work physically
taxing, at the 1835t (oacher-specialists appeared to be responsfve, good-
humored and enef98tiC { their teaching. Furthermore, in almost éll instances, .
children seemed €98 to participate and reluctant to leave the resource room.
On S_'Qvel"a] occa§5i°WS during evaluation visits, children would come to the
door of a given resouhCe room asking if it was cime for their session. 4At the
very least, teaGher'sDeciauiSts had evidently been well-selected for their

wide-ranging resP"SThiities.
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Further in this regard, teacher-specialists were generally well prepared
for instructional sessions, varying routines and employing materials that
were appropriate for the speciffc groups they worked with, This was further
ré?lected in the folders of participating students, which were indeed individu-
‘alized in their contents and foci.

While in a few instances rooms were drab and unattractive, most teacher-
specialists had dgcorated their rooms attractively and functionally, often

incorporating charts to plot children's progress in several domains. In

general, teacher~specialists made the most of available space.

The Consultation Role, A primary focus of the program was to encourage inter-

actions between teacher-specialists and tax~levy personnel. The objectives cf
such interactions were multi-fold and included the need for continuity of
optimal services between resource room and regular classroom, the opportunity
to exchénge observations in order to validate or perhaps revise services
provided in either setting, increasing the sensitivity of regular~class teachers
to the needs of the children being served, increasing the regular-class teachers'
sensitivity to similar needs in children they might encounter in the future;
and enhancing tax-levy personnel!s confidence and skills in often being able
to respond to such needs.

" The quality of consultation vs}ied widely among the 12 settings. In all
cases, teacher-specialists prepared summary report forms on students they
served and gave or sent those to the regular-class teachers., However, these
were supplemented or %ollowed up with meetings which ranged from quite informal

encounters on a hit~and-miss basis, such as dUring‘lunch, to formally structured

14




~workshops sponsored hy the school's admiristration, during which the tcacher=
specialist provided training on characteristics of children with learning
disabilities and ways to meet their needs.‘ Such workshops took place in at
least two sites,
On the basis of interviews with teacher-specialists, it appears that
their performance as consultants was most effective when they were . aggressive
about that function in seeking out tax-levy personnel and when school admini~-

stration personnel were likely to be flexible as well as sensitive to the

needs ofl]earning_disabled children, In this case, the teacher-specialist o

would seek and find a sympathetic ear in the school principal who would then
establish enabling machinery for the teacher-specialist to optimize her
-consulting function. However, in too many instances in the program, school
administrators showed half-hearted support of the program's objectives, as
indicafed by their willingness to house the site's program fnapbropriately,
or in two separate fnstances, when administration office personnel did not
know where the resource room was located even when it was identified by the
teacher's as well as the program's name.

Extent of Implementation of Recommendations from 1974-75 Program Evaluation

In the evaluation report prepared by Philip Reiss for the 1974-75 version
of this program (Function No. 09-586]9), 8 recommendations were made. Each of
~those recommendations are listed verbatim below, together with an estimate of
the extent to which they were implemented in 1975-76.

1. '"Provide fhe program-only-in schools in which 10 or more eligible

children have been identified. This will enable the assignment of teachers



full-time (or at least for two full days) to participating schools." This
réecommendation appears to have been fully implemented.

2, "Simplifying the procedures by which children are identified s
eligible for the program. While full clinical evaluations are important,
their absence should not deny a child access to a needed service.' This
recommendation was fully implemented, but not without some negative effect,
since it was responsible for inordinately large and sometimes inappropriate

caseloads in some sites,

3. ''Increase the role of school staff in identifying children eligible: -

for this program.'' This was fully implemented, as related to Recommendation 2
above.

L, "Restricy nligibility for the program to children for whom main-
streaming has been recommendéa; children awaiting special class“;;;;ements
should not be included.' This recommendation was generally impleﬁented, al-
though assesément of individual cases attached to the program‘by the Evaluétion
and Placement Unit did lead to placemenr of éome children in special classes.

5. ''Replacement and/or additicnal staff selection should be based on
experience and knowledge in the education of learning disabled brain-injured
children.,'" This waé fully implemented.

6. '‘Increase the opportunities for teacher consultation and in-service
meetings by including some time allocation for such activities in itinerant
teachers! schedules.' This recommendation was implemented in spirit if not
in practice. There was a clear emphasis iﬁ the 1975-76 program on consulting
activities, but the loss of paraprofessional support personnel led to an

increase of work load to teacher-specialists which may have been difficult to

overconme in terms of specific time allocation for consultation purposes.

16



7. ‘'Change the title of the program to avoid attaching labels with
negative connotation to clildren served. A neutral label, such as "Supportive
Reading and Arithmetic! might be considered." This was generally impiemented,
since the program's title was changed from '"Reading and Arithmetic for
Mainstreaming Brain=Injured Children' to '"Mainstreaming - Supportivé Educational
Services for the Learning Disabled," and many teacher-specialists put signs
on their doors referring to "Supportive Services" without negative labels,

8. '"Extend the duration of the program and begin it as early as possible
in the school year." This was fulfy»implemented since the 1975-76 program ran
for the full school year.

Teacher Training. It should finally be noted that the orientation sessions

conducted by the program supervisor were highly informative and exceptionally

well-organized, as well as providing a free and open forum for resolution of

teacher-specialists! problems.

17



- 14 -

CHAPTER 1V: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of findings. Pupils in the program overall showed clear gains in

reading and math skills, that are attributable to the program's interQentibn.
although when resu'ts were examined one grade at at time, students in grade o
did not show significant improvement over what would be anticipated withnat
intervention. This latter finding may be attributable to a combination of
difficulties in 2 of the 12 sites where the program was located. While

quality of instruction appeared to be uniformly high, consulting services by

' teacher~specialists across the program sites was more uneven, High performance '~ =

in the latter regard appeared to be associated with both the aggressiveness
of teachér-specialists in pursuing their consultant roles and the willingness
of administrators at the various sites to facilitate the consultant function
for teacher-specialists.

. Conclusions. The reading and math skills aspect of the program was geﬁerally
successful, but the continuity of program effectiveness from special settfng
to the regqular class is less clear,

Recommendations

1. This program should be recycled because of its success in significant-
ly improving basic academic skills in a large numbgr of students who are re-
garded as learning disabled, .

2, Skil]s on behalf of the consulting function by teacher-specialists
should be sharpened through specialized training. Budgetary considerations
permi tting, a teache?-trainer who is expert in consultation of the type re-

quired by the program should be retained.

¢
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3. Schools selected as progrém sites should be chosen on the basis
of clear evidence of the school administration's cooperation with and
sharing of the program's objectives.

Lk, The liaison function in the program sﬁouid be expanded to increase
contact between the program and the local comﬁunity, as well as witﬁ other
specialized programs in the school (e.g., ESL) whose collaboration would

lead to enhanced program effectiveness,

5. Opportunities should be provided for inter-visitation between

19



: APPENDIX A

Table 9 Iii: touical Regression Deslgn (6-step Fornula) fot reporting norn reforenced achlevenent tests
in Rnading and Mathematics,

In the Table: bo]ow, enter the rcquestgd assessment” inforvation about the tests used to evaluate the

~ effectiveness of wajor project cowponent/activitics in achioving gognitive objectives, This form res
quites means obtained from scores in the form of grade cquivalent units as processed by the Gestep
formula, (see District Evaluator's Nandhook of Selected Evaluation Procedures, 1974, p. 29-31) De~
fore completing this table, read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets if necessary,

O f flog-fer 00 Mainglregning - Supporkive Bdueabiongl fuerviens for Uhe Learnin - izablel

‘ _ Tcéz-' - | Mumber | Predicted| -+ Actual Odeincd
Compenent: | Actlvity (Used | Fern | Level |Total|Group |Tesced| Pretest | Posttest | Posttest | Value
Code Cole | L/_|PrciRostiPro|Post!n 2/ |10 3/ | &/ [Date[Mean | Mean [Date[Mean | of ¢
ol e e e o e | 1A oSS | LT ) 209 e, p(.OOl
OO T e 0 |TIAT | A oI I B Vs BT B W R LT 1h.02, ri 001
B V6 S B 1 - R I IW%EJﬁ 2,65 |5/70 &W‘e,ap“m
ol LM T2 0 oA |ala 125 | 1|0 po/mi3es | hB2 {s/i6f 5. "-‘1",‘p5.001j‘
—uu_;...{p.....{.. o 1
! ‘ a_“ '
|
-+
N
T
i

1/ Tdentify the test used and year of publication (MAT-58, CAT-70, etc.).

2/ Total number of participants in the activity, ‘

3/ . Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 5)e Where several grades are coue
‘ bined, enter the 4th and 5th digits of the conponent code, .~

A/  Nunber of pupils for whom both pre and post test data are provided.
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APPENDIX B
PROGRAM AGSTRACT
Component Code Activity Code - objective Coge .
A.  [BToy7 -[if=1 (7] 2] ¢C 3 1

03]
[0
-

o
]

[
La

[¥]

[

Mainstreamirg - Supportive Educational Services Tor the Learﬁing
Disabled (DSEPFS) ‘

‘ The program operated in 12 centers, locateq in public
schools distrivuted throughout 4 New York City boroughs. The
‘teacher for each center drew students rom regular clgsses into
swesll remedial instructional groups, following the resource Troon
mcdel, Each teacher worked with 30 - 35 students from an averaze
of 15 different classes. Aside from providing direct instrictiong] .
Services, program teachers also consulted with regular clasS %teacp-
ers about problems for students of mutusl concerr, s jpndicated jip
the project proposal. However, evaluation of this Drogram require.
ment showed that the quality of consultation varied as an aPParent
Joint function of program teachers' experience and the extent of
support given the procram by school administrators in the vaTioyg
centers. Program objectives of significantly improveq reading apg
mathematic sxills for participating studerts were generally 2chieyad.




‘ J b APPEIDIY ¢ Olel 01‘Illur/\lwnm,lvm,lmmm - DATA 1055 FORy
9 o (ﬂLLﬂvh Lo III\RIU‘\HV D Fuetlon 7
l | | — |
} In this tabTn eutor all pata 1oss lnforuﬂtlou Brtween the MR sud this form, a1l part{rlp1nts fn cach activity
At be accomied £ The omponent and act (vity eades wsed {n completion of the MIR should be used here so that
tin two Luiles match, oo doffnfttons below table for further {ngtructlons,
I B T : e Tt
T Toleol o & T o ()
Component | Actlvity |Croup |Test | Total { Mumbar | Participants {Reagong Wiy Students Were Not Tested,
Code Code  [T,D, {Used | N Tested/ | Not Testoed/ Ot IE Tegteds Were yot Aunlyzed
| | Analyzed | Analyzed S
e = e mf A~ e N N A . - Numbet
111 L VINL
SOBR T 2 o) e Jor | 309 | s | || - 12143, 614
145, 14T
|
il 1l
s
f 6_Q _8-] B_l} 6]___2_ 0| 4 [SAT | 125 8 1 38 30,4 | CODE: . ' 2/&#—3_/&2
’ | Lo ITlness :
|-L—entered t90 late for prestest &‘124&5
‘ ‘ 3. moved out Of district ’
A [ e ‘ b, aSSIq;edA,9.Qlffgjﬁ_l_ﬂ_ggjﬂn_______ [#6,21%
5. dropped from prognam‘
g. truancy
. 1o el UnﬂwnJA|nﬂd~lgﬂﬂ;§§Im absence

(1) 1dentLfy the partictpanta by spectlic grade lovel (e,p., prade 3, grade 9). Where seversl prades are comhined,
enter Lhe last twe diglts of the component code, |

() Identily the teat uaed and year of publication (ur-70, SPAT-Th, Youghton leflin (U’MS) UBVEI l etc )
(3) Number of participants {n the activity,

(4 Numbher of participants fncluded in the pre and posttest calculntionq
(3) Number and parcent of partlclpantn not teated and/or not analyzed,
(6) Speclly all reaons why students vere not tested and/or analyzed, If any furthier documaneatlon s availnhle

| plcase attach Lo thls form. If further space {a needed to specify and explain dato los¢, attach additional
pageo Lo Lins for .

For esch teagon aperifled, provide a separate number count.
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