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" CHAPTER I - THE PROGRAM

The Supportive Services Program was ﬁaéigﬁeﬁ to reinforce the cogni-
tive growth of disadvantaged high school students who were participating in
one of three Title I'Pragramsz Skills Remediation in Reading(#09-69613);Remedial
Matﬁematics Skills(#@9sé§6lé);&n§ Native Language Arts, English as a Second Language
(#09-6961L). This component provided a coordinated program of counseling,
family visitation, consultation, raferrsi and follow=-up for those Title I
participants who were referred by teachers, other school personnel, parents,
or self, and who appeared to have problems that.ﬁere impeding their-academic
growthe
The program was in operation from September 8, 1975 to June 30, 1976.
It was conducted in 32 high schocls and was staffed by 36 caunsélcfs; 79 family
assigtants and li school neighborhood workérsg The target population consisted
of students referred from one of the three Title I components indicated above,
!It was expected that 8250 subjects would be referred.
- Specifically the program was designed to improve the :aadiﬁg;'mé;hes
matics and English as a second language skills of students who encountered
‘ . learning, adjustment, or attendance problems in the classrooms of the main
campanéﬁts of the Titlé T umbrella. o
In order to accomplish these objectives, the Supportive Services
personnel concentrated their efforts on students from the referred population
who were expected to aitend,rémeéiatian classes at’laast 50% of the time,
These intensive services consisted of a minimum af.lﬁrsﬁall group sessions or
12 one~to-one sessions. The small group sessions consisted of a group not
,iarger,than 10 and ran for sp?:axinately 35 minutes each, The in&ividQEl

sessions ran for a minimum of 20 minutes each., The intensive services



included tfeaﬁﬁént by ﬁhé cauﬁéeléfraﬁd ﬁﬁéqféiiiﬁréséis£;nﬁwandrincludeé
hame visitations as well as insschgci sessions, It was expeétéd that 2160
subjects of the target population of 8250 would receive intensive treatment,
and the other referrals would receive a variety of treatments including:
individual and group counseling of less duration; heme visitatiansréf,ane or
more times; referrals to outside agencies such as medical faﬁilitiesglréading
institutes, alternative schools, employment agencies, rehabilitative programs,
recreational programs, psychological clinies and/or social service agencies;
and/or ca%e conferences with other professional staff personnel,

GHAPTER IT - EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

This section specifies the evaluation objectives, the population
sample, the data collection procedures, the instrumentation, and the methods
of data treatment.

EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

There were two major evaluation objectives for this program which
were specified in the evaluation design dated April, 1976.
These objectives were: | '

l. to determine whether, as a resﬁlt of participation in the

Supportive Services Program, the average monthly gain of

the tregtment group willrsurpass the aférage monthly gain

of the control group at the .05 level of stazistical

significance for éach of the following achievement areas

specified within geparate ccmpéﬂanﬁ pr@géamsraf this umbrella: Skills

Remediation in Reading(09-69613);Remedial Mathematics Skills(09-69616);

Native Language Arts - ESL (09-6961L), R

2, to determine the extent to which the program as actually




carried out, coincided with the prograﬁ as described in the
project proposal.
THE SAMPLE
The program was designed to serviece 8250 Title I participants
referred by‘the camponent area teachers, other staff members or self,
Table 1 below indicates that tﬁe prcgraﬁ acﬁﬁally serficed fai more subjects

than it was designed for,

TABLE 1: NUMBER OF REFERRALS RECEIVED BY COUNSELORS AND FAMILY ASSISTANTS,
B SOUROE OF RE AL, e

e —— = —————— e =

— ——
A

SOURCE OF : . NUMBER RECEIVED  NUMBER RECEIVED
REFERRAL __~  BY COUNSELORS -~ BY FAMILY ASSIST,.

SR iReaﬁiﬂg Teachers ' 5621 13655} : .
Mathematics Teachers 333L | 3810
ESL Teachers 933 1133
Attendance Office | vf:llBO VﬁiDSi
Other Staff — - 971 1180

1007 982

Self —
Total 13,006 14,817

' The table shows tha£ the counselors handled 13,Dh§ referrals and
the family assistants handled 14,817 referralse
Ihe,treatmént‘gfcup Géﬂsisted Qf all subjects who reeaived intenéi€é 
. supportive services of at least 10 sessions in a small group or 12 individual
' sessiinsg and who participated in one of the»main‘campghents of “the umbrella
program, It was expected that 2160 subjects would receive intgﬁsiva treat-

ment either over the entire year or over one semester.




- b -
Table 2, below indicates that 2873 students received this treatment., Of
this number 1703 were in Reading;tgéh were in Mathematics and 206 were in
the ESL programs

TABLE 2: TREATMENT AND CONTROL GROUPS BY GRADE L7VEL, GDMPDNENI AREAS AND
TRENHH@F‘LENGTH; o 2 — N——

GRADE AND , READING MATHEMATICS ESL.
IREATMENT LENGTH T ~ C T c i

\‘I.’J

Grade 9 -
1 Year 216 117 205
1 Semester _ 398 159 43 2
Total ‘ 7 276 618 121 95

ff

'u-l

‘\|-" ‘
B o
)
AT

oo 1O

Grades 10-12
1 Year - 340 193 119
1 Semester .6h9 361 227
Total ' 989 554 3L6

o
L O

P—J

=

oo
[ lH (o]
Els
ML
Flo

VTﬂtgls; Treatment Groups N§28?35 Control Groups N=1061.

The control group was défiﬁed as a subset of the tréétmént'gr@up who
were in the same maja? component the previous year or semester, who did not
receive the intensive treatment during the previous period, and who had the
reguisite pre and post test data, A tharaughrsearch of the files of thé host
-program revealed that complete test scores were available for 1061 students
who were distributed among various grade levels, coitponent areas, and
'_tréaiment lengths as indicated in Table 2 ébave. An analysis of thié table
_shows that of the subjects who had cémpleténtast scores, 830 were in Reading;
212 were in Mathematics and 19 were in the ESL program,

DATA_COLLECTION FROCEDURES

A1l students participating in one of the Title I pragramé of
-~ remedial reading, and mathematics, were tested on apprapfiate‘instrumenié in

September, 1975; Jaﬁuafy; l9?5; and ﬁéy, 19?5§ 'Tha ESL students were ﬁesﬁed
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"o in  September, 1975 and May, 1976, The test data for subjects who received
intensive treatment from the Supportive Service component, were obtained
from these specified programs.

Data for the control groups were obtained as i;dicatéd above.

- The OEE evaluator made thirty-two field visits to schools conducting the
Supportive Service Progrém in order to assess the implémentation cf this
compcnéﬂt;

THE_INSTRUMENTATION

Appfépriate 1eveis of the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) in
Reading and Mathematics were aﬁministeréd for pre and post test data for
both treatment and control periods. The Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) in
Reading was utilized to assaés performancé in the ESL program in a similar

fashion, N

The data were analyzed by a pretest - posttest gain vs expected
gain without treatment (comparison group) dasigﬁg Correlated t tests were
applied t§ determine ifrthe diffarencésrbétween the average monthly gain of
the tfaatméﬂﬁ groups and the control groups were statistically significantly
different at the .05 level, _ , 7

All data weré’anaiyzgd by ceﬁpanentsg Jength of t?Eatmant and
grade levels or SED code levels, |

CHAPTER IIT ~ THE FINDINGS

‘This chapter reports on the findings for each gvaluatian object,
discusses the degree thatrthé program was serving the needs of the target
popﬁlatim andgimplemeﬁting the project proposal; comments on the i‘acilities

=rvand materials utilized in the project; and reviews the implementation of

the recommendations of the praviaﬁs years study.
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of the Supportive Services Program by comparing the average monthly gain
for a treatment vs control group design in each of the three subject area
corponents supported by this program., Table 3 surmarizes the results for

this objective by component area, treatment length and grade level.

TABLE 3: A COMPARISON OF THE CONTROL AND TREATMENT GROUPS AVERAGE MONTH
GAIN IN SUBJECT COMPONENT, BY GRADE LEVELS & TREATMENT LENGTH.

GRADE 9 | GRADE 10 GRADE 11-12

3

Reading: N ¢ T N € T N _C T
1 Year . 117 .03 .10% 1L .06 L1l 79 .06 L1l
1 Semester 159 .07 .1Lx 282 .08 12 79 17 .22 N.S.

GRADE 9 GRADE 10-12

Mathematics: N G T N c T

1 Semester 121 .23 .27 N.S. 91 15 023 NoS.

GIADE 9 "GRADE 10-12

3

ESL : N ¢ N __c T

1 Year 8 .07 .05 N.S. 11 .02 .0l N.Se

e e i

%\%ignﬁicaﬁt at the .05 level; N.S.: Not significant at .05 level.
An analysis of Table 3 reveals the following findings:

l)‘ The subjects serviced from the ﬁeading component had statistically signifi-
cant improvement in all grades when the treatment length was for a year;
and in gfédes 9 and 10 w:hen the treatment length was 1 semester. VF@::* N
this later treatment length, grades 11 and 12 showed an improved gain
but it was not significant at thér.OS level,

2) The subjects serviced from the Mathematics component revealed an improved
monthly ‘gaingr however, these results were not significant at the .05




-7 -

3) _ The number c*©. sp,bjg’cts‘availabla..frOm.Atha.fgL,campcnentfwas extremely small, -
and the results did not déﬁcﬁ%trate statisfigallyvsignificant gains,

Complete results of this evaluation objective are contained in the
Iﬂi forms found in Appendix B.

Evaluation objective #2 was designed to determine the extent ‘ck;
which the implemented pfagram a@tﬁally céincided with the project proposal.
This objective was assessed by means of thirty-three site visits made to
the field schools and training sessignsgr |

THE TARGET POPULATION

The program was in éperati@n in each of the specified schools aﬁd
was servicing disadvantaged students in the 9th, 10th, 1lth, and 12th grades.
The proposal estimated that the program would service 8250 students who ﬁculci
be referred. (The counselors actually received 13,046 referrals and the
family assistants received 14,817,)

THE DE'..IVE,Y SYSTEM

The E:,te visits revealed that all the schools had implemented the
service aellvery system specified in the program prepcsal. The Supportive
Servicefcounselors were supplementing the tax levy counselor and serviced
the referred Title I participants. The counselors: conducted individual and
small group counseling sessions; made program adjustments and appf@priaté
fei‘erralé to'rsoc;!ial; psy&hiatricr anclr educational agencies; conferred with
other staff porsonnel on a need Ezrasis; observed stﬁdaﬁts’ in the classroom;
monitored the activities of the family assistants; and kept appropriate
I‘écyﬂfds . o
The fsmﬂy assistant? made home visits; contacted parents by
telephone; acted as a liason between the home and the schoolj; pI‘QV‘.LdEd

sc;hc:al pers@nnél with pertlnent feedback gbaut the hame back.ground and
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and fanily relationship; and in some cases assisted counselors in counseling
and/or advising individual students,

The Supportive Services Program gave a great deal of assistance to
nany students and their families; and the Title I content area programs made
extensive use of this program. Table 1 on page 3 indicated tha! the program .
actually serviced more thanrthe exgegteérnumBEP of students.

An analysis of Table L, below, shows that counselors received an

average of 362 referrals, and the family assistants received an aﬁerage

of 188 referrals.

TABLE li: CASE ACTIVITIES OF COUNSELORS AND FAMILY ASSISTANTS.

COUNSELORS (N1=36) FAMILY ASSISTANTS (N=79)

ACTIVITY © MNUMBER ACTIVITY

Referrals Received 13,046 Referrals Received 14,817
Stﬁdents Interviewed 8,359 _ Students Seen in School 8,198
Parents Interviewed 2,239 farants Seen at lome 10,031
Classroom Visitations 90l Home Visitations 14,730
Case Conferences 590 Parents Contacted by Fhone 6,140
Faculty Meetings Addressed 33  Interpretation Cases | 2,070

Group Sessions- - ~1,101 Cases Escorted ; 659

Table 5 reveals that a key to the solution of many of the stiudents problems
required outside assistance. Approximately 20% of the cases referred to
the school counselors were ultimately referred to other agencies, clinics,

and programs.



TABLE 5: REFERRALS MADE TO OTHER AGENCIES, CLINICS, AND FROGRAMS.

Mental Herlth Agencies & Clinics L23
Physical Health Problems ' 380
Alternative Schools | ' L87
Employment Agencies 389
BCG: Learning Disability Diagnosis _ 186
Other Agencies: Learning Disability Diagnosis - 110
BCG: Emotional Problems 7 7 7 193
Bureau of Child Welfare: Social Services 61
Bureau of Child Welfare: Child Abuse - 9
N.Y.S.0ffice of Vocational Rehabilitation | 90
Recreational Programs & Agencies 85

Total Referrals : ' 2L13

—— e mie— s s E—c— et i = e ———_
= = —————— = e, e S —— — ———

Title I teachers, assistantﬁpringigalsg and principals who were
interviewed in the fieldrsshools reported ﬁighly‘positive attitudes about the
program. They repc;ted that the program was having é very pésitive effect
in several ways:

l. that many students whg were f?equéntly truant were returning.
t@'schéa1, albeit, iﬁ some cases for briéf periods;

2. thnt parents wére'gaiﬁing a better understanding of their
children, the school and the program offerings available _ .-

in New York City: '

3, that many Stuﬁénts‘ﬁéfa having medicalrénd psyéhoiogical

problems attended to that may not have been naticed§'~r‘



= 10-=

' vv'1mproved their relatlanships with school parsonnel,

”. dlsc1pl1nary pr@blams were reduced, and studénts appeared '

ki”to have a more p051t1vé Eélf 1mage%r

that other:studants were being‘serviééd:byé réééiviﬁg~’A

::bh 1p in obtainlng gabs, b31ng raferrsd to. more apprcpriatebr!
iédﬂGathﬂal prggrams, or Speclal agencles such ‘as’ Q,V.R.gl_v‘
that 1mpedlments to lea:n;ng were mlnxﬁlzed by hELplng‘»,‘v

students cope more effe:tively with 1anguage prablems, -:v

paor home env1ronment-'and other cultura;, scclal and/or 7

,; psychglagical prgblems.»

: Iﬂ the maln; the staff reported that ‘the Support;ve Serv1ces pefsgnnel’were,v 
7? wark;ng w1th the hardest-casea in their schoals'and‘thgt“an'effectlve evalua-
r>ftlan should be bgsedion sugcassful cases handled ‘rather than on the global wéff

;achlevément Success Qf the treaiment 1cad for whom test Scores may be -

avallable. '

,Thé dalivefy systém was ﬁnt withcﬁt-its'prdbléms, First, there waSv
;a large turnover of perscnnel. Fifteen of the 35 counselors were répiaced
--idurlng the academ;c year becausé of ex38551ng and laycffs Df educgt;onal
”irpersonnel Ey the Board af EFu ition, Seéand, there was some r3513tance on
7 the patt:afﬁs few pe:sonnei to 1nvglve themselves ;n group cgunsellng and

kV-iﬁténsive éasevléads - b@th cf thGh ‘Were new for them, Th;rdg there wWas

e feel;ng of 1mpatence w;th som staff members wha haﬂ difflculty in dealing

VTT;'Hlth cllents whcse edueaxlonal hlSthY was one. of rgpeated fa;luré, WhOSE
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Fifth, in some achééls s the counsélars ,é:ld family

tagsistants evidenced minma:lteamv efforts and provided biiatara service.
wherein ,fhe family b’assi_stants handled attendance‘refe:fr?alis and the counselor
he’méled a;L’L ‘othér behavibr and léarning refari‘alsgr Finally, the program o
d331gn whlch EpeCiflEd that tha pragram Hbuld anly serVice referred Eubgects
was a handics§ lnsofar as it precludéd Eounsalars from early 1dentiflcat1an
of students whc could benefit from an 1nten51ve caunséllng program,

Ths lml:)act ,of thfese. problana was rrlinmlzed by tl;e supervisory
' staff and the training prngrams indicated bélgw. |
SUPERVISIDN ANB TRAlNING

= The :ASuppartiva Sérﬁgés Program was supérﬁ_sed by two eoar&inator—sa
Dﬁé Wwas respér;sibléfcf the supervision éi‘ the school counselors, the Aéthez‘ |
for the suﬁ:erxiéioﬁ- of the farrﬁ,ly'assistants. The supemscrs advised
~ school éﬁnﬁgistraﬁors on théi gﬁidélinés” fér mplementlng the. ﬁf@gra}ﬁ; con-
' ducted tralning prcgrams for thélr respgctlva pefsannel' v151ted the sch@ 13»7
;-on é regular basis to Suparv1se the Operatloﬂs Qf the program, and pérfofmed
: gther leadershlp and gacrdinatlve functlcnsa The superv1sor$ were ass;sted 1n ,
“the perférmance of th21r tasks by two 3551stant eaardiﬂatars.
The PounSElars were réqulred to attend tralning SESElﬂﬂS ‘held
| twice manthlyﬁ ‘These sessxcns facused on: the Socic=psychaiaglcal and
ultufal backgrgﬂﬂd of Hlspanle and Black students, the ways tg diagnase
various types gf léarﬁlng pr@bléms and 1earning disabilltlas, the psyﬁhas
dynam;cs cf fam;ly life and 1ntéraztlon, the 1ncraased 1nterpersonal sens;bil;ty}
vrand selfsawareness of caunséLarS, and tha eﬁhanc;ng §f both ;ﬁdLVLdual and -
- group caunselmg sklil;Ls 1:1 wcrk:ng mth targgb papulat-mn student.s. ‘I‘he ’

'famﬂy ass;stan'ts were réqu::ed t-a attend mnthl? trg;m;ng sesslons wh;ch

focused on teehm.@es cf wark@g with parants and students H mdindual and
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resources and services. Approximately 60% of the family assistants received

fifteen additional training sessions in group counseling and workshops in -

'case processing. Furthermore, those assistants whc were warking on a career

. ladder were gfanted threa hours of released trna each week in crder ta

pursue their formal college educatlon;_

The superv1sars of the program carried out their missiOﬁfwithA ,
ccﬁsumméte skills. They were highly regardéd,hy field pefscngél and school
adﬁinistrétofsg>.1ha trainiﬁg ?rdgrgms were 'weli:runbang provided wogthy
examples of in-service education, This informaﬁian was ;ﬁared ai,faculty -
meetings and informal discussions with regﬁlsr tax levy counselors. |

FACILITIES AND MATERIALS

Every school provided an @ffice for SuPportivg Services personnel,

‘and in most schools the counselors were able to locate space for small group

sounseling sessicﬁsi' ilowever, the quallty and the adequagy of the faclllt;es

VaI‘lEd :E‘rom school to school. Several schools had e;tc;ellent fac::.ilties 3

' the magorlty of the schoels pronded good or adeqpate fac;lltles, and some

‘Schaols had extremelj poor and 1nadequaie facilltlesa', Maﬁy of these

c@nditi@ns were outside the control af the Suppgrtive ServiceszProgram.
Several of the high schools are overutilized and good space was not currently
available. However, steps could be taken to improve the conditions at

those schoals,where the EQEESElOFS and ismily assisﬁantsishared small, naisy,

' paarly'vent;lated cublcles. In general the fagilitles appeared to be excellent :b

in 2 schools, gaod in 13 schools, adequate in 13 schaols and pcof in h Schoals.;j
The staff rePOPted that thay were able to obtain appraprlate

materlalsﬁ

PREVIOUS RECOIR{ENDATIONS -

The evaluation rapart ‘conducted far the l97h—l975 academ;c year a

- maﬂe four reccmnendatlons. These were:
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1, thaﬁ high schools shauld be all@weé tg’vgiunieéf’tc servé"'“' E
s;tes fgr the pr‘ogram and the princlpals Ehould réca.ve
' copj.es of t.he guldellnes and ~sign statemants lndicating
that they understand the tegns,
: 2;' that time 5Eaﬂld be allowed for each Séh@@lvﬂﬂ davelop a
. working tegn m@dal and that family assistants should 7
partlclpate in groups,»' ‘ -
3. that greater flexibility should be availéi::le for utlllzatlan ,
‘of family assistants - some should be alloﬁéd'té'dd cognseiﬁ
~ing in séhbois; athérs should develop community resguréeég
and others make home contacts, Three hunﬁred visits are
too many for every family assistant to make and more |
fegﬁléf ﬁseréf—ﬁhe”télephonévshoﬁld be instituted;
. ‘that c@unsel@rs should crganizerthénéélves int@;b@raugh
" teams with some members tal{ing a resource rgle in each
~ rigf the fallowing areas Adiunistrat.mn—pragram pglicles 3
 ESréér'EQﬁnSeliEg§ Group cgunsellng; gnd'Léarnlng problans,f
B ThéSé recamendatlons were mplane:ited 1n tha faﬂcwa.ng ways:-
1, AIL Title I h:.gh SEh@OlS have thg cptlan af havlﬂg the pro=
g:am; the guldellnes ware-d;stributedrto all prlﬁcipals
~and confefences were held with aﬂminiétrative'personnél .
" who d;d nnt. uﬂderstand or who dlsagreed m_t.h the gm.del;ﬂes. ‘
E, Time was ajlim‘ed i‘m:' team mgdels to deﬁrelop.r ‘Faml;yr
- assistants were provided with training in group’ﬁféi
cedurssk"aﬁdr same‘casésiactad asco—leaﬁars in £h,é éctuai e -

group counseling sessions.




T
3. More fléxibilitf_in the‘raleé of fémily assistants ﬁas
'_inétitgtadg Some faﬁilyrsgsistants’actgﬁ as s;?ﬁgrtivef"l
ccunseiors;,aﬁhérénﬁérﬁiéipateafin_thé gfdﬁp process
and,afherslééncéntrated on therhémeséommﬁnity'Séhéol ,
liaison role. Each familyiéséiétéﬂt Was ﬂat rééuired-tév
visit 30@ hames and the telephane was w1dely anplayed
in cantactlng the hgne._" : V
VHL.V Gaunsél@fs met twice a mgnth far tralnlng éesslans un
a-blsbafough baszsg and 1nd1v1dL il couﬁselafs assumed
leadership responsibilities in these sessians which
cavsreé speéified areas as well as ather égntact_araasg
CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The test results reyealed that the pféjéct:éid have an impact on

~ academic achievémenﬂ in ‘certain gampﬁnént areas and not in ctheréi Stéiis—

tlcally signlilcant gains were obtained for readlng, for all grade 1gvels ;T,___ e

Whgn the treaiment length was for 1 year and fcr graﬂes 9 snd lD when the ’

treatment 1ength was for 1 senester. lmpraved Scares were tha;ﬂed for

reading in grades 11 and 123 .and mathgmatlcs in 11 grades Hhen thé treats :

ment 1ength was 1 semester, hcwaver, thesa later 1mprﬂvément$ were not

éstatistlcally 51gﬁlflgant, Thé ESL- samplg was very small - and yleided no

5tatistlcally signiflcant results.rr' 7
The 51te v1§1ts revealed that the progect was stafféd by persannel whg

;ﬁéré?highly mativated;,had:st;ongﬁidentlflcailan with the program;_knéwrthe;r,

 project's goals and implementation criteria, and cared a great deal about

she students who were referred.




'thém.

- méasured by standard;sed tgst scores.

IntETViEHSVHith.kéy schcél personnel shéwéﬂ tb% Pf@gfaﬁ'wés Aafiﬂg
an exgalléﬂt 1mpact on the "hard to reach and hard to teaeh“ stuﬂents that |
'th1s pragram ras desagned to help. The 1nterv;ewa revealed that manY Students
were attending classes that heretofore had been tfuant; parents were ga;nlﬂg
ra batter understandlng cf their chlldrﬂn and the sehaols, many students N
were féféfféd to appropriate outside agencies that probably would not have

been ass;sﬁed, and that maﬂy individuals who manifest serlous impediments

- to 1earnlng had these handicaps minimized and in several cases overcame

Several observations were made tﬁaﬁbéppéaréd to detract from the
'prujéctls accomﬁlishiﬂg grEaféf gééls; The study found that: theré was a
large turna%ér af personnel; some personnel had dlfflculties in ;nvolv;ng
themselves in what Was far them new aﬂd unsure technlques, Same persannel
became dlsllluslaned after repeatéd fallures in wéfklng w1th these dlfflcult
cases; there was some confu51an in the rale of Suppnrtlve QEFVIEES persannel'
some schools had a bllateral rather than a caardlnated tegm apprnach and-

that the referral system had built jin llmltatlgns.' It was further observed

'that pacr Tacilities exlsted in sevaral of the sgha@ls, The éxaellént

3

“mize: thesa llmltatinns.

While the test results damonstrated that the program'was h371ng a
51gn1£1cant 1mpact in 1mprav;ng aﬂhigvement chres in ‘some areas and not ‘in -
others, the slte ?151ts and the 1ntervﬁéws with key staff persunnel revealed

that tha pragrﬁm 15 ascgmpl;shlng other slgnifleant humanistic gaals not

‘The project should be contingéa_bésea‘upén the findings reported

" above., However, there are several recommendations which the ﬁréjéet,




| 'Lr_

"r.bath the program supervisor and ‘the host pr;nclpsl, ln the plage—frﬁ— * R

f;menﬁ nf perSDQQEl 1ﬂta thé pragram,,.;'

- airegtors should congider for the future. Théy areé;

Expand group caunsel;ng aﬂt1v1ties - Serlcus thought uhQﬁld

~ be given to making each counsélor or team resgan51ble for.
raonduﬂtlng a mlnjymmxnumber af graups aach semester, depend-

1ng upaﬂ expér;ence, expartise of the cﬂuﬂselar and the

facilities available inrsghéols

'Hodifj the réferral‘proceduré so that each dcunséléf'af team,
',worklng with Title I personne.lg identify a mlnlmum of 1@9

VStudéﬂtS who might benefit from 1ntansive treatmenta This

effort should be a major thrust-durlng tha éarly part-of

- each semester;

- Haintain the in-service training programs for both counselors.

aﬁtﬁf@ﬂyﬁﬂﬁmﬁinﬁémﬁﬂﬁ@%SEQﬁﬁﬁ,

" and in effective team approaches. Gounselqrs shauld cantinue

to fece;ve tra;ning in group counseling and more axten51ve

'tralnlng in u51ng anﬂ SHPEPVlSIHg paraprafesslgnals.'

Explore various methods wh;ch Would énsure Eioser prcf3551anal

" dialogue between.Supportlve Serv1cas personnel and Tltlefi :,

teachers;

- Institute, on a limited basis, interschool visitation -

_activities so that effécti?Q practices and techniques are

Shareé;
Encourage 1nnavat1ve practlces such as grgup caunsellng

pragrams far students and their parents;

. Imprave the fag;lltles in. s;hools th:h hgve lnadéquaté quartersa,,"

'Instltgte, where pass;ble, a team selectlgn pracess, involving
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, The Suppartive SEFViLES Pragram szV1ied a. cgardlnated program éf
- supplémentary counseling and family" consultation to d;saﬂvantaged high
" school "students who were referred from-one of three Title I programs:
Remedial Reading (#09-69613); Reredial Mathematics (#09-69616); and
Native Language Arts, English as a Second Language (#09-6961L). The. .
fpragram concentrated its efforts on students who attended the re- .
" mediation classes at least 60% of the _time, and was designed to re-
~1ﬂfarce thé student‘s GDgﬂltiVE growth in these rémed;al a:easa‘*'

, The treatmant group can51sted of all subjécts who re:alved in- -

- tensive services of at least 10 small group sessions or 12 individual
sessions(N=2873)., Of these 1703 were referred from Readlngg 96}
from Mathematics and 206 from English as a Second Language, . The-
.control group consisted of a subset of the treatment group who par-

. ticipated in the Same main campanent in the previous year or: semester -
~and who did not receive intensive service during the previous period
(N=1061), Of these 803 were from Reading; 212 frmm Mathemat;cs and
19 i‘r'c:m EBL. . :

Carrelated t tests comparing the average monthly gain pf the
-tfeaiﬂent vs control: grcups revealed +he fcllgw1ng flndlngsi '

1. The SubjEGtE serviced from Remedlal Readlng shawed statist;cally _
' significant improvement in grades 9, s10,11,and 12 when the treat-f
“ment length was for 1 year; and in grades 9 and 10 when the
. treatment length was for'l semester, Grades 1l-and 12 showed
: ‘an’ improved monthly gain but Etatlstlgaé s;gnlf;canca‘was not’
- - reached. at the .05 1eveln ' : :

2, The subjects serviced ‘Trom ﬁémedial'Eathemaiicsishéwed an -
improved average monthly gain, however these gains were
not stat;stlcally :1gn1flcant at the EQE 1eve1E

3. Tha muitber of sub;ects ‘available from the ESL population was ,;
- extremely small, N=19, and the results dld not reveal .
statistécally Signlf;cant galnsn

The s;te v151ts and 1nterv1ews with key staff memb3fa revealed that R
the: program was having a significant positive effect in improving: attendance ST
- .- . and home-school 1='alaty;1n5h;psi, making appropriate reiérrals to mediesl,
SRS psychalog1&al, educational and vocational agencies; minimizing - 1mped1-i-7

, Aments tc learﬁlng, and enhancing Pﬂaltlve att;tudlnal chaﬂgesa
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