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' A SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION
™ OF THE 1980-81 TITLE I

INSTITUTIONALIZED FACILITIES PROGRAM
\

‘ This pré@ram provided ramediation, usually after regular school hours,
in reading, mathematics; and writing to approximately 2,000 children and
adolescents residing in 45 group homes or institutions for the neglected
and/or delinquent. The program, which used an individualized ‘diagnostic-
prescriptive approach, .employed 11 itinerant superVasors, 234 teachers,
and three paraprofessionals.

The program objectives proposad that, by June 1981, 80 percent of the
target population would master at least one skill in reading, mathematics,
and writing for 2ach six weeks of instruction. Although on-site inter-
views and observations revealed that the program was implemented as pro-
posed and operated smoothly quant1tat1ve data analysis indicated that the
three objectives were not me Specifically, the criterion of one skill
mastered for each six weeks of instruction was met by 65 percent of the stu-

\ dents in reading, 62 percent, in mathematics, and 27 oercent in writing.

In-depth data analysis/suggests that the discrepancy between“the quali-
tative (i.e., interviews And observations) and the quantitative findings is
largely attributable t6the transiency of the population (a limitation be-
yond the direct control of program staff); the mean number of days enrolled
was 28 days in the fall and 23 days in the spring. The correlation coeffi-

. cients between total skills mastered and total sessions attended were .41 for
reading and .34 for math; hence the program did have a meaningful impact upon
the acquisition of skilis in both areas. Indeed, the percentages of variance
in achievement accounted for by attendance were approximately 17 percent for
reading and 12 percent for math; these percentages are similar to those {b-
served for other Title I programs for the handicapped. Pupil achievemeé{\was
further limited by low levels of pupil gtivation. )

The conclusions of the evaluation lead to the following major recommenda-
tions: .

--the individualized diagnostic-prescriptive approach
anpears effective and ought to be continued;

--to improve student motivation, an integrated system
of reinforcement should be designed after consulting

-~
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with,p}dgram teachers. and agency staf?; and

--although mostiof the staff were highly experienced,
those requesting assistance should be provided with

additional training.

$
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I. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION .

During the 1980-81 school year, the Division of Special Educafipn of the
Mew York City Publiﬁ Schools used E.S.E.A. Title | funds to sponsor a p;ogram
of remediation in reading, maihematics, and wrifing for children and ado” ¢s-
cents residing in group homes or iﬁst}tutions‘far the néglected and/or delin-
quent. The target population consisted of approximately 2,000 students in
45 residential facilities. Reme¥ial' instruction was provided, -with a few
exceptions, after regular school hours. Progrgm staff included a coordi-

)
nator, 11 itinerant supervisors; 234 teachers, and three paraprofessionals.
Instruction was individualized using ; diagno;tic;BFesnripéive mefhodology.
The performance objectives of the program were that 80 percent of the pérti-

‘ cipants wﬁu]d master at least one new objective in reading, math, and writihg

For every six weeks of instruction.

* I1. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

A-qualitative evaluation of the program was conducted through site visits
and i;terviews by Office of Educational Evaluation (0.E.E.) field consul tants
to 21 randomly-selected program sites in which a total of 717 students (37
percént of the target population) were registered. The consultants observed
c]assroom’é&tivities, inspected facilities, examined student records, and in-
terviewed teachers,' Data were collected and recorded on structured observa-
tion and interview forms hich focused on the f)1lowing aspects of the program:
physical faéilities; st?> ~ instructional apprqaches; materiais; student re-

cords; and class size.
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" of these qualitative and quantitative data.
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A quamtitéfTVé evaluation é: pupil pregress in reading, mathematics, and
writing was performed through the collection and analysis of criterion-refer-

’

enced-test data. The following sections present the finding% from the analyses

i

-~ ~—

[TI. QUALITATIVE EVALUATION

PHYSICAL FACILITIES ‘ v

The program was housed in group homes and institutions. Instruction was >
provided in either study dens,.infoénal living-room areas, or dining roons.
At a typical site, furniture and equipment cpnsisted of moveable tables and
chairs, cabinets, and bookshelves. Storage space and lighting w2re adequate
“at most 1qcations. In geperal, physical facilities were repdrted to be sa-

tis%actory by both field consultants and teachers.

" i

STAFF -

Twehty—one‘teachers were intervieﬁed to dg;enTine their degree of pre-
,paration for.the program, elicit suggestions for improving services, and
assess the adequacy of supervisory support: Allhteachers appeared to Qe
qualified. both in terms 9f formal academic tra;ning and work experience.
. Eighty-one percent had completed graduate cou;se work in spec{al education
and 40 percent held masters' degrees in the }ield. Three teachers latcked
formal acadeémic training in special education, bLt had taught spectal edu-
cation for at least six years. Work experience for all 21 teachers was ex-
tensive: the mean number of years of overall teaéhing was 13 (ranging from
three to 25 years); the mean }n special educatioq was nine ytars (ranging‘from

-
three to 21 years); and the mean numher of years in programs similar to the

*




Institutionalized Facilities Program was five (ranging from one to 15 years).

~

When asked about acditional training and assistance needs, eight of the
21 teachers did not ci£e any ared in particular. 3ix teachers mentioned the
need for more instructional material, an issue which will be discussed at
greater length in a later section. Four teachers, none of whom had\masters'
degrees, indicated a need for additional training and/or more opportunities
" to meet with otherrteachers to share ideas. '

wﬁén aéked for nggestions as to how the program might be improved, most
of‘the'responseg related to the need for more intensive and varied instruction.
One teacher suggested that the program would be more effective if the students
received more instructional sessions each week. Twp others, at sites where
only reading and writing were taught, indicated the need for a mathematics
teacher. Almost all of those iqterviewed indicated a need for add{tiOna1
staff to reduce what they felt was an excessively high student to teacher
ratio. ' . .

Interviews revealed a goéd deal of variability among %he different faci-
lities in the amount of supervisory Support. Sixteen of the 21 sites haq
beén visitdd an averaée of «four times with a range 6f between two and eight
visits. Five sites had not been visited at the time of.thése interviews
(December, 1980) and four teachers at-these facilities indicated that they
needed' additional supervisory assistance, mostly to obta;n materials.

Two of. the teachérs interviewed indicated a need for better coordinationt

with the regular educational program of their respective institutions. These

teachers explained that tney dfd not have- an opportunity to consult with the

regular classroom teachers to ascertain the instructional goals and curricutum
. .

established by the agency teachers for the students that they served. Hence,

-

-3-
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they functioned in isolation and were hampered in providing an integrated

ot

proéram of services to en.ance and reinforce regular instruction.

Another limitation cited by two of the interviewees was the frequent turn-

e

over 0 the pupil population. Pupil transiency fragmented- and truncated in-

structmnc, ' 4

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROACHES

IndividualizZed instruction was by far the most common approach observed by

plete independently which were later checked by their Eeachers. In other set-

-

tings Students were tutored by either a teacher or paqaprofessional. Typically,
the tutor assigned the work; observed .the child, made corrections, and encouraged
the studedt to ‘attend togthe task. Individualized reading :nstruction con-

e

‘ centrated on comprehensionb/ph5hics, spelling, and composition. Math instruc-

&

field consultants. In several classes students were given assignments to com-

. tion focused upon bgsfé/bomputational skills. Observers noted that in most =~
e //
classps the atmosphere was conducive to learning, teaching was well organized,

- and instruction proceeded in an orderly fashion.

e

////’7'In addition to their observations of instruction, field consultants asked
teachers which instruc}ional approaches they found most e?@éctive. Consistent
with what had been observed, the wajority endorsed an indi&idualized-approach.
They indicated that it facilitated concentration, minimized students' embar-

. rassment when they made mistakes, and allowed a good student-teqcher relation-
Ship to develop. Additionally, teachers reported that the one-to-one approach
reduced diséipline'and behavior problems and allowed them to accomodate differ-
ent ability and achievement levels more easily. The respondents emphasized

. . ’
the importance of being sensitive to the affcctive needs of these students

-l.
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through a flexible approach-to instruction, the provision of social and

_ emotional supmort to students, the establishment of trust and rapport, and

the demonstration of an acti’e concern for tha students' lives outside of the

classroom. Some teachers stressed the need for teaching to the real-world

-

- needs of the youngs£ers through training in daily living and survival skills.

One teacher noted that lessons had to be planned to ensure pupil suctess
and thereby avoid frust;ation; short instructional periods were most effec-
tive.

Host'tgachers seemed aware of and sensitive to the motivational pLroblems
of their students; lack of studen: motivatic was freqﬁent]y identified as
a majqor problem. In addressing the issue of poor motivation, teacherc .
offered two solutions. Some said the responsibility was primarily the
agency's; motivation might be improved by Setter scheduling of students'
class time, more effective use of reinforcement systems by agency personnel,
and greater emphasis on the importance of school by house parents. Otr'r
teachers viewed student motivation as primarily théir own responsibility.
They proposed more active teacher involvement for studenté who were résis- ‘

tant, apathetic, or distruptive, eithe: through more interesting and more

stimulatina instruction or counseling.

MATERIALS

Commercial materials were observed in use at all sites; they clearly
predominated over noncommercial and teacher-made materials. A wide variety

of items were observed by field consuftants, including: reading materials,

such as the Fountain Valley System, B.rnell-Loft Specific Skills Series,

~Critical Reading, the SRA Reading for Survival serias, phonics workshc-s

L
-5a



and worksheets; and vocabulary skills builders (e.q., Grow in Word Power.)
-4

Commercial math materials included the BASE Math System, Preliminary Math
and workbooks, and mini-workbooks in basic arithmetic. ‘

- Teacher-made or other non<commercial materials were in use at only three
sites. These materials consisted ot newspaper clippings, group-home news-
16tters, and exercises designed to follow the regular curriculum. *Audio-
visual equipment was observed at two sites. . ~ '

The majority of interviewees said that the materials ordered were useful.
Tt was apparent from beth observations and interviews that they preferred

cammercial materials to their own. The item considered most uscrul for

reading was the Barne.l-Lcft Specific Skills‘Series. Teachers said they

valued its*simplicity, focus on specific skills, and the fact that it was.

L

graded and appropriate for different Feading levels. Several teachers also

' -~ liked the Fountain Valley System, but a few others indicated that students o e

/
found 1t dull and .comp”icated. The SRA Reading ffr Survival series was also

popular, along with a variety of other materials in comprehension, phonics,

and vocabulary.
L

For math instruction, the BASE Math System was considered effecfive, al-

though one teacher noted that it only went as high as the e1ghth grade. The

Spectrum ser1es, Benton's Mastery Drills, Preliminary Math, and fhe Computa-

tion Workshop were also popular. While suveral teachers emphasized the value

of materials that could be individually tailpored to student needs, others

*
opted for materials which were consistent with ipstruction in the regular sch-

ool program.

Peading materials found ineffective-were stories with which students




“RECORDS

-=

could not identify, outdated texthooks, and items with too much instruction
in grammar. The only math material mentioned as ineffective was the Chal-
lenge Series, which one teacher said did not offer instruction in word pro-

blems.

s
%

A few teachers said they could tse additional materials not commercially

’

available. These included items related to survival skills,

£

writing skills,

the high school equivalency teést, and multi-level math instruction. °
~ 2 - ® t

Surprisingly, although most sites seemed well supplied and the teachers
indicated that their materials were effective, when asked to identify areas
where they needed additional assistance, materials were most frequently men-

tionad. Interviewees asked for 2 wider range of materjals such as magazines,
- . . . LY .

»

Athesauéuses,,graph paper, and a variety of high-interest books to improve
vocabulary. Twoteachers suggested that a materials workshop would be help-

ful for snaring ideas and comparing materials with teachers from other sitqg.

r3

7

Pupil records were generally wel) maintained. Individual folders were

s\ .
observed at every site and nearly all the folders that ware examined con-

tained test results, samples of students’ cldsswork and homework, and 10gs
of work completed and proposed. Additionally, some folders also contained

observations of 8tudents' behavior. The folders did not contain records
3

of, students' work prior to the current year.

7

Records were generally stored in locked drawers, closets, or offices.

+

Hovever, “wo teachers indicated that folders were in unlocked facilities

and four others transported the records between their sites and their homes.
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CLASS SIZE
About 60 percent of the clases at the 21 sites that were visited had
seven studen@s on register} the average regic<tz- of the remainder wasneight.

Thqs, all of-«these classes were well within the program guidelines of one
teacher per eight students. Nevertheless, teachers at three sites reported
that they;had too many students and neéded assistance. Student registers at

these sites were eight, “ive, and four respectivefy:

IV, QUANTITATIVE EVALUATION

i {
Data were reported for 2,048 students in grades kindergarten through 12
and in ungraded c]aséés:”bomp]ete achievement data were submitted for 1,822 P

students, or 89 percent of the pop:ﬂation. The majority of students were in \

.grade9¥§>through 12 (51 percent) or in ungraded classes (37 percent); il
percen£ weée in grades kindergarten through 7. Most of the students.were
gnglish speaking; only 7.7 perceét were bilingual.

Student enrollment for the entire school year ranged from zero to 143
days.E»The mean number of enroliment days was 28 and 23 for the fall and
spring semesters, respectively; the mode for each semester was 30. These
Q ow mean days of enrollment highlight the transient nature of the student
population #n the Institutionalized Facilities Program.

' The mean percentage attendance was 32 percent. Twenty-nine percent of

the students achieved 100 percent attendance in the fall;/ 36 percent achieved

the same in the spring, The mean number of absences was five in the fall and
4.8 1n the spring.
The following sections present the analyses of data to determine whether

the pré@ram objectives were .ichieved in reading, mathematics, and writing.

-8-
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READING

Instructiona! Time

Studants in tic program rec2ived classroom instruction from their regular
class teachers, as well as remedjal instructidn from the staff of the Insti-
tutionalized Facilities Program. Ninety-four percent of the students received
one hour of regular-class reading instruction five days a week. The number
of weeks of regular reading instruction for the entire school year rangefl
from zero to 40; the mean was 24, and the median and the modé were 30. .

The E.S.E.A. Title I-funded remedial read%ng sessions gveraged 60 minutes.
. Seventy-three percent of the students attended‘two sessions per week, 12
percent attended four \and 17 percent attended three. The nurber of weeks
of'remedial reading for the entire school year ranged from zero to 40 weeks;

.

the mean was 16 weeks, “he median 15, and the modé 30.

Reading Achievement

The reading otiective for the program proposed that by June 1981, 80 per-
cent of the studen.. would master reading skills at the rate of one new skill
each six weeks of instruction. Mastery of reading skills was measured by the

ongoing administration of the criterion-referenced Fountain Valley Reading

System. Reading skills were operationally defined by the test's short-term
objectives. Figure 1 nresents the cumulative frequency distribd&ion of these
data (i.e., the number of reading skills mastered by the target students per
six weeks of instruction). The intersection of the solid lines drawn perpen-
dicular to each axis symbolizes the criterion for the objective (i.e., 80

percent of the .Students mastering at least one new skill each six weeks). As

observed 1n Figure 1, vhe function for the rate of skills mastery paésed

-9.
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Figure 1. Cumulative frequency distribution of the number of reading objectives mastered every six
weeks by students in the Institutionallized Facilities Program (as measured by Fountain Valley).
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belgw the Ccriterion pGint. The agtual percentage of the population meeting
or surpassing the one-skill criterion rate was 85 perceqt. Thus, the pro-
gram objective for reading waﬁ not attaine&.

As observed in Table 1, which presents these same data in tabular form,

‘ 3
the rate of mastery ranged from a high of 18 skills per six weeks (achieved

by ;even students or one perceﬁt of the population) to less than one skill

per six weeks (412 students or 35 percent). The moda! mastery rate was one, \ v
_achieved by 278 students (23 percent). Mastery rates of two and three skills

per six weeks were observgd'for 10 percent and 12 p%;cent of the population, ‘

respectively.

Table 2 presents the frequency distribution of total reading skills mas-

' tered by the program's students for the duration of the project. Total'mas- .
tery ranged froQ‘a high of 17 new skills (achieved by opé"student) to a low of
iero skills (332 students or 18.2 percént). The mean and median for total
skills mastered were 3.2; the mode was zero. More than 72 percent of the stu-
dents mastered at least two new reading skills and 82 percent mastered at
least one.

Th; transiency of the population and the resultant wide range of variance
in total instructicnil time, render the relationship between total skills
mastery and number o%»program sessions attended important measures of this
project's effectiveness. The observed PéarSOn product-moment correlation
coefficient between these two variables was .41, Approximately 17 percent
(1? = ,168) of the variance in total skills mastered was accounted for by
the total number of sessions attended. Thus, although the objective in
reading was not attained, attending the program had an important and mean-

L

ingful efrect upon reading skills mastery.

-11- r
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TABLE 1

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER
OF READING SKILLS MASTERED EACH

SIX WEEKS -
Nunber of Skills ’ Number of Relative Cumulative
Mastered per 6 Weeks Stydents Percent Percent .
18 A 7 1 0
12 22 : f 2 . 1
19 4 0 3
9 ' 17 1 4
8 17 2 6
7 10 1 7 £
6 81 T6 13
5 ’ 4 1 14
4 76 6 20
3 116 10 30
2 | 135 lé 42
1 278 23 65
Less than 1 a2 35 -100.0
~ 1179

NOTE: The dashed line.in this and subsequent tables represé@nts the
c¢riterion. .




\ )
- TABLE 2
. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTICN OF THE 10TAL NUMBER .
OF READING*SKILLS MASTERED ° ‘

Humber of Number.of , Relative ' . Cumulative
Skills Mastered Students Percent _ Percent

17 1 0.1 - 0.1

* 16 1 0.1- ' 0.2

15 0 0.0 0.2

14 0 0.0 0.2

< 13 - 0.1 0.3

B g8 - 0.4 0.7.

11 7 0.4 1

10 9 0.5 1.6.

9 58 3.2 4.8

g . 65 3.6 8.4

"7 67 3.7 12.1

6 113 6.7 18.3

5 - 169 \ 9.3 27.6

4 275 15.1 42.7

3 253 13,9 56.6

‘ 2 290 15.9 - 72.5

o 173, 9.5 82.0

0 332 18.2 100
1822 100.0
-13-
Qi .




"MATHEMATICS-

Instructional TAme
L
Data&on mathemdtics instructional time and achievement were submitted

for 1,013 students. These students received approximately one hour of
regular mathematics instruction five days a week. The number‘of week;
of mathematics instruction for the school year ranged from zero to 40;
the mean was 24 and the median and mode were 30.

These students received remed:al mathemgtics instruction from program
personnel each week for either twoc 45-minute sessions or four~30-minute
sessions. The total number of weeks of remedial reading provided to the

1)

students ranged from zero to 35; the mean and the median were 17 and the™._.=

mode was 30. ) .

Mathematics Achievement . <

The mathematics objective pfoposed that by June, 1981, 80 percent of the
target stude:}E‘would'master mathematics skills at the rate of at least. one

new skill each six weeks of instruction. Mastery of mathematics skills was

measured by the ongoing administration of the Basic Arithmetic Skills Eval-
éggigﬂ. Mathematics skills were operationally defined by the test's}short-
term objectives. Figure 2 presents the cumulative frequency‘distribﬁtion

of the mastery rate for mathematics skills acquisition. As observed, the
cumulative frequeicy function falls short of the proposed criterion: 62
percent of the students met the mistery-rate criterion. Thus, the program's
mathemat.ics 8bjective was not attained.

Table 3 presents these same data in tabular form. The number of skills

mastered per six weeks varied from-a high of 12 (achieved by six students)

-14-




six weeks by students in the Institutionalized Facilities Program (as measured

Skills ;valuation).

™
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figure 2. Cumulative frequency distribution of the number of mathematics objectives mastered every

by the Basic Arithmetic




TABLE 3

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF “THE NUMBER -
OF MATHEMATICS SKILLS MASTEKED EACH,

SIX WEEKS
Number of Skills © . Number of Relative Cumulative
Mastered per 6 Weeks Students Percent - _Percent
12 6 K o - 0
11 .0 , 0 .0
10 Y 0 0 0
g 2 0 1
8 2 - 0 1
7 0 0 1
. 6 46 6 7
5 4 0 7
4 52 7 14
3 ne - 13 . Y
2 126 5 42
1 166 20 62
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FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIO“ OF THE TOTAL NUMBER
OF MATHEMATICS SKILLS MASTERED

Number <of »  Number of 7

Ski"1s Mastered Students
15 15 :
) 14 11
13 30
12 25
11 50
10 32

. 76
T 47

Relative
Percent

1.5

1.1:

3.0
2.5
4.9

3.2

7.5
4.6

Cumulative
Pertent

23.7

1.5
2.6
5.6
81 . %
13.0 L
16.2° -
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to a low of 12ss than one (318 students or 38 percent of the population).
The modal rate was one skill, achieved by 166 students (20 percent). Forty-
two percent mastered two or more skills each six weeks; 27 percent mastered ~

at least three. The mean mastery rate was two skills per six weeks and the
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median was 1.4 skilis.
Table 4 presents the frequency distribution of the total number o} mathe-
matics skills mastered. Total mastery varied from a high of 17 new skills
(one student) to a low of zerc skills (332 students or 18.2 percent). At least
one new math skill was mastered by 82 percent of the students; at least two
were mastered by 72.5 percent and at least three by 56.6 percent. More than
one-quarter of the students (27.5 pcrcent) mastered five or mere skills.
The total number of mathematics objectives mastered corre]éted .34
with the number of sessions attended. Thus, attendance accounted for

almost 12 percent (3? = .116) of the variance in mathematics achievement.

HRITING

Instruciional Time -

Data on writing achievemert were reported for 277 students; data on
language arts achievemant were reported for 68 students. These students
received reqular instruction in these skills for one hour, five days per
week. The number of weeks of writing instruction varied from zero to 40;
the mean and the mode were 50,

Remedial sessions in writing and language arts rar for 30 minutes for
60 percent uf the students and 60 minutes for 21 percent. Ninety-seven
percent of the students received remedial inst icticn two days per week

ard three percent received it once a week. The number of weeks students
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received remedial writing ranged from zerc to 35; the mean was 29.4 weeks,

the median 30.1 weeks, and the mode 30. s

Writing Achievement

The mastery of lanyuage arts and writing skills was based upon.teacher >
judgment., These skills were operationally defined by the State Education
Department's taxonomy of skills. '

For those students reheiving lanquage arts instruction, the number of
writing objectives mastered every six weeks ranged from zero té 1.5; for
those receiving writing instruction, it ranged from zero to three. The
mean number of 1an§uage arts objectives mastered in each six-week period
was .77; the mean mastery rate per six weeks for writing was .66.

'Twenty-seven percent of the students mastered one new language arts -
cbjective every six weeks; twenty-t.> percent mastered one writing objective
for the same time period. Both of these mastery rates were well below the
program objective of 30 percent mastery.

Table 5 presents-the frequency distribution of the total number of ,writing ‘
skills mastered. At least three objectives were mastered by 25.7 percent of
the students and at '.ast two by 29.3 percent. These data were not tabled
for languaje a~ts mastery due to the low frequency of mastery.

The nwnber of writing skills mastered correlated .23 with total number of

sessions attended. Thus, approximately five percenc of the variance in writing

skills nmastered (12 = .053) was accounted for by sessions attended.
V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAT [ONS

Data fron observations and interviews suggest that the 1980-81 [nstitu-
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TABLE 5

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIOMN:OF THE TOTAL NUMBER OF
WRITING SKILLS MASTERID

°

Numbe/ of Skills Number of Relative Cumulative
Masterfed per 6 Weeks Students Percent Percent
\
’/ .
/ 7 1 0.4 0.4
-~
N 6 5 1.8 2.2
5 8 2.9 5.1
- 4 25 < 9.0 14.1
3 32 11.6 25.7
2 1Q 3.6 . 29.3
0 : 196 ~ 70.8 100.1
! ) 277 S00.0
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tionalized Facilities Program functioned eﬁiectively and operated smoothly.
However, the results of .the quantitative ansxxfes!ef achievement data in-
dicated that the proposed percentagé 6¥ the pop:T;tion (i.e., 80 nercert)

did not attain the criterion mastery rate (i.e., one skill per six weeks) in
either reaeding, mathematics, or writing. One factor which must be considered
when reviewing these finQings is the transient nature of this student popula-
tion. It is apparent from attendance information and teacher interviews

tﬁat the actual instructional time for the students was quite limited. As
indicated in the previous section, the mean number of days enrolled was’only
28 days in the fall and‘23 days in the gpring. Since much of this time was
spent in establishing cperationa! routines and gathering base'ine data, the
actua) number of sessions of direct instruction was less than the days en-
rolled. Evidence that the program did have a meaningful impact upen the
population is the substantial positive correlation between skills mastery

and sessions attended (r = .41 for reading ;nd r= .54 for math). These
correlations are similar to those observed for most of the Title [ reading
and mdth models for the handicapped in the New York City Public Schools.

(See Final Evaluaticn Report for the Title I/PSEN Individualized Reading

and Math Services for the Handicapped Program, 1980-81).

A summary of conclusions ard recommendations which might enhance the
program are delineated below.

--Physical Facilities. The physical facilities were
general ly adequate except for poor lighting at two
sites. Due to the fact that protlems in this area,

o~ unless they are major, are usually overlooked, super-
visors should be sensitive .to physical conditions
that might adversely affect learning.

--Staff. The teachers were qualified for the program
in terms of hoth academic background and experience.

|
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In addition, most of the te.:hers appeared to receive
sufficient supervisory support. However, a small

nukber of teachers expressed a need for addjtional
training and it seems that this could be pursued on

an individual basis next year. In addition, a review
should be made of the need for increased mathematics
instruction at several Siies. “

--Instructional Approaches. The individudlized diag-

- nostic prescriptive approach appeard to be effec-
tive. The major problem related to ins*truction was
poor student motivation and population insiency.
Communication between teachers, Superv.>.rs, and
agency staff about ways to enhance student motivation
would be fruitful. Some suggested strategies are im-
proved student scheduling, the development of an eifec-
tive reinforcement system, greater cooperation with house
parents, and counseling.

--Materials. Although the findings were equivocal, many
teachers indicated a need for a greater variety of ma-
terials. Perhaps a more detailed discussion of materials
at orientation and greater flexibility dyring the prec-
gram's operation would increase the use of less conven-
tional materials and grant teachers more autonomy in ma-
ials selection.

--Recerds. Student records appeared to be well-maintained
at nearly all the sites visited. Aneffort might be made,
however, to include the students' prior educational his-
tory.

*

--Class Size. In general, classes were small enough to
effectively implement individualized instruction. At
three sites, however, teachers felt they had too many
students. Perhaps supervisors could make a site-by-
site review of teaching loads and discuss this problem
with individual teachers.
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