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- o, Foreword - N
’'y . _ ' ‘\z'
This fjinal report- descripes the results of the first year of 3}

o

three year research project investigating the effects of using handicapped ’

students as tutors. In-the firit section of the report two main experiments

are described in which handicapped students tutored students from the

regular classroom. In the second éectiOn twoﬂidditional experimenfs are
reported in which handicapped students tutor other handicapped students.
Because each éxperiment can be viewed indebendeﬁtly,‘Eigures.and
tables are numbered within each separate part of the report, rather than
conéecutively.- Since somg of the instruments and brocedures are identiéal
from study to study, appendices containing these items are placed at the
ends of the entire report, rather than with each individual experiment..
An attempt has been-made throughout the report to présent a rich
mix of ail types of data collected durihg tﬁé year. While quantitative
"experiménfal" data form a central carps of each of the "ReSults"sec}iqns,
case studies of individual students, parent and teacher comments rgéeive

equal emphasis in the report. With the inclusion of many types of data

experimenters felt that the overall value of the resparéh would be greatly

. enhanced. Special educatjion research in the past has often suffered

from a total reliance on either inadequaté experimental -approaches or
descriptions of single case studies. One of the purposes of this report
is to show that experimental and naturalistic methods can be combined to

provide a more useful approach to research in special education. .

.
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Social rejection and academic deficiency are the two primary problems

, )
faced by hahdi_cap_ped students. - As many of these students have moved

into less restrictive educational environments, these problems have not

been solved, buf have presented new challenges. While there may be

-

greater opportuxii'tigs in a regular classroom for interaction between

handicaf)ped' and nonhandicapped students, there is also greater opportunity -

for social r%jecrig)nf' And . while handicapped students in the regular
classroom may t_l;)f.'ne'fit from 6bs'e.rving-.nonhandicapped students' academi‘c
béhaviog, t.here may be less,indiviQUalized' instruction tailored to the
specific needs of the héﬁdicapped students. |

‘Previous research conducted 'primar/i ly with nonhandicapped students

o

\

has suggested the following potential benefits of cross-age and peer
! J

‘tutoring (Osguthorpe, 1980): . ‘_ ’

2

1. The instruction can be individualized. Each tdtee ‘can move at

a separate individual pace. Instruction can be gailored to the specific
) i * R . ‘
needs of each tutee based on the results of diagnostic tests and

_parent/teacher recommendations.

* .2, Tutors are given decision-making responsibility for another
student. Since handicapped students are most often those who receive
service, tutoring provides unique opportunities for personal and social

. development .

£
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3. Peer tutors can 1nteracr wlth tutees in a socially st;uctured

setting. When handicapped students tutor their nonhandicapped peers,

1

new social behaviors may form because traditional roles have been reversed.

In spite of demonstrated social and academic benefits, fewwell-designed

stuydies on tutoring:have been c0nducted with:handicappedc?tuden;s. The
great maJorlty‘;rf tutorlng reseatch has focused on the nonhandlcapped
populatlon. The tutoring studles that have 1nc1uded handlcapped students
have nearly alwaxs used these students as‘!utees rather than tuiPrs. It
would appedr that the group of students who have the most to géin from
tutoring have been least likély to participate in the resear;h.

The purpose of this broject was to investigate the effects on both
academic achievement and social acceptance of involving handicépped
.students as tutors. Four separate gtudies were conducrgd. each employing
handicapped_studénts in one of the following tutoring confégurationsf

1. Handicapped children to tutor their nonhandicapped peers in sign

‘.

language.

2. Handicapped children to tutor younger nonhandicapped children
in reading. : T
3. Handicapped children to tutor younger handicapped children in
. . N ® "

N
reading. -

4. Hapdicapped children to tutor handicapped peers jn reading.

.
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' . Using each 'of the four tutoring ‘configurations, the: following

-~
4

questions were addressed during this first year of the project; -

- 'S L]

1. Wh&n'handiquped students funetion as sign language,furérs,- o

. . L . * -
: what are the effects on free-play interaction between.handicapped and e
nonhandicapped students during the regular.school ‘day? ;
b - S '
, ( 2. When handicapped students function as’ reading tutors, what )

[S -

are the effects on tutors' and tytees' reading achievement as measured

(AN

by standardized and criterion-referenced reading tests?

3. What are the effects of the four tutoring configurations on
\

nonhandicapped students' attitude toward.handicapped students? -

-

4. What are parents' perceptions and at titudes about thei‘r handicapped
. . h ) -

child's participation in the td}oring program?

" 5. What are the atritude§'of teachérs and sc?bol admiq}& strators
who have participated in and observed the tutoring programs as to the
strengths and relative effectiveness of the programs? ..

In the remainder of this report a full description will be given of '

each of the four maior studies conducted during 1983-84. Following the

AN

'~ accounts of indiyiduai'studies-a summary section will be included in -

which overall conclusions, recommendatjons and implications will be

emphasized. ' )
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Before describing eagh separate study, ,some summary ifipressions w

4 -

'S
-

¢ ' and statistics may be appgopriate. As researchers we have been extremely L
pleased with our reception in Davis DleFle Both regular and special
educanon staff have« Been refreshrngly cooperative and 'open to" the | QO

project. Because regular class students are essential to this project

N
-l =

.S tutees, this coopera'mon has been particularly important.

A total. of six e1ementary schools in- Davis District part1c1pated

4 n

. ' / .
, - during the..flrsr year. Of -these six, two were essentially for comparison .

1

groups -with four schooils implementing tutoring :progt“‘ams. 1uding both o

- am =8
t
.

4 . .
treatment and comparison groups, a toral of 115 handicdapped studefits

y ¥

-

, . 0 .
participated from Davis District.. Of rhese 115 30 were attending  » -
“

v A
self-contained classes for tntellectually handlcapped (IH) 25 were ‘in,

self-contained classes for 1earn1ng dlsabled (LD) 30 were in self-contained

-~

-~

-classes for behaviorally handicapped (BH) and 30 were artending a resource.
~ ' o
program. In addition to .the handicapped tutors, 82 first grade students ax

~\,

L

.
[Ee
| Sy
oo

I'and 50 upper gfade elementary students part1c1pated either as trearment“
,or comparisan rut:zes. If weﬂ\con51der that four tutots tutorlng for 15
minutes equa]« one person hour, approx1mate1y 800 rutormg hours of
r‘e.adin‘g instruction arid 400 tutoring hours of sign language instruction

hay€ been delivered as part of the studies conducted in Davis District. .

L]
[ 4
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The purpose of the first experlment wds to measug‘ﬁthe effecrs on "

- social accpptance of having handicapped students tutor their.regular
' ) M . ¢ - . L] * ‘ “ ' -
~ class peers ih-sign language. Specific research questions for this o
. . .. it . ) . "
) ¥ - , .
study are previously stated in the introduCrioﬂ‘of the‘report. Because

of the uniqueness of. the two sertlngs 1nvolved in experlment one, the

- -

o
resuits of the experlment are reporred in two* separate srudles In

e

Study 1 a group of_17 mentally retarded students paught'slgn 1anguage

Y

to their upper grade elementary peers from the regular'clasroom. In

study 2 a smaller gréup of 7 learning disabled 3tudents Part}cipated as
’ Ny .

sign language tutors for their regular class peers;

>
N

Y

‘ | ' - -
.- . . .
*

While the first study reported in this section is repllcatlon
and, extension of a previous .study (Osguthorpe and Custer, 1981), the

second study is unique in several respects. It is common knowledge that

-

sign language is frequentf?z;sed with retarded-students as a communication
aide and speech elicitor. With iearning disabled srudenr;, however,
signing ha§ seldp& been used in the ciassroom: In the initial planning
stages of the research one special educator felt that sign language would
be hlghly 1nappropr1ate for LD studenti\because it would further set
them apart as 'handlcapped There was also some concern‘yegardlng
parent reactions to their LD child learning sign langgage,'feducing the
T amount of time available for reading instruction which mghy view as

rheir child's most serious defigiency. For these reasons the data

collecred on 51gn language rurorlng are reporred separately Eor mentally

L
a
-~
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social acceptance. : Sign language was chosen as$ the topic for tutoring

[y

”

. 1
S
.

for the following 'reasons.:
1. Sign language C«as'a new and novel skill to most students,

» ' .
handicapped and nonhandicapped, and seemed encouraging to students

- in the past. "Such a new skill also enabled .the handicapped students,

-

with some. extra training, fto be more‘dvanced than the tutees in sign

L 4

) language. / '

2. It was noted in the Osguthorpe and Custer project that sign

language was one skill that fifth and sixt‘h grade intellectually handicapped

4

students were. able' to learn and teach. The following section describes

\ .
the experimental setting, students, materials, instruments and procedures

. » 13 ‘ '
used in.implementing the study.
Design

>

’ [}

Davis* School District, lqcated north of Salt Lake City, agreed fo
participate -in the study. The district is prfmarily Caucasian middle
class compdst;d of agriculrﬁre and ligh‘f Iindustry occupations. Meadowbrook
and Whitesides Elementary school's were elected to parrigipare in the
Sfudy based on\ the distribution of srudt;.nrs and similiarit} between the

t ’ ..
two schools. Meadowbrook was randomly selected from the schools in the

district having self-contaimed classes tb serve as the experimental

b school while Whitesides was selected as the control school. Both school,
although given the opporturity to decline, chose to participate. =<
7

.
« .

, S ;1 |

A ten-month project was proposed to investigate the effects that

using. handicapped students as tutors of nonhandicapped peers has on

n
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The experimental design can be seen as a version of a nonequivaient * .

control group design. ,»The main variance froma conventiondl nonequivalent .

control group design is that the posttests weré repeatedly administered
’ : i '

during the treatment period and the number of posttests administered to

the treatment group differed from the number of posttests administered

to the control. group. This is explained tn the procedures section.
) i "

Setting

As noted previously:'ar;angements were made with Davis School™

District for conducting the stud}. Two schools were involved in this

LY

study ; Meadowbrook Elementary as the experimental school and Whitesides -

Elementary as the control school. These schools were selected because

total enrollment and the ratio of handicapped to nonhandicapped students

-ﬂé;e comparablé: Meadowbrook enrolling 425 students with a ratio of 17

. 408 handicapped students, and Whitesides enrolling 626 students with a

ratio of.lb Y 610 handicapped to nonhandicapped-studenrs. Both
¢

s

self-contained IH (intellectually handicapped) classes represeated .

approximately equal portions of the school district: Meadowbrook bussing
students from the southern portion of the district and Whitesides bussing

students from the northern portion of the district. - Both schools had
similar populations, primarily Causasien middle class éamposed of

agricultural and light industry occupations.

\

Although the two schools were similar regarding administrator
L )

and teacher commitment to the program, the experimental and control

groups possessed unique characteristics. Meadowbrook'Elemenrary'(the

[

experimentai school) had many wianws creating a bright and pleasant

atmosphere when in the square-shaped building. One double sized classroom

15
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by this.room'on the way to recess.

4

. ¥y .
housing the intellectually handicapped was in the center of the school
with all of the other classrooms bordefing'it. Witﬁ-entranceﬁ into two

»

opposite hallways, students from most other classes in the school passed’

The interior of the IH classroom was decorated from floor to ceiling 4

in what appeared to be layers of arts and créf?ts.projec(s ceeated by the

students, Half of gthe room was ari‘anged with traditional rows of desi(s N
wi-th the teacher's de’sk, shared l.)y the Eu'IﬂI time aide, to the rear. The
centerpi-ece of “the 'orher&alf of  the, room was | two pa\nt spléttered
easels WhICh usually displayed their latest user's creations. Against the
far wall was a trampoline whtch when not covered with on-gging <craft
projects and a balance be_a}n. was pulled away from the wall for noon hour
recreation. One of the mc;s]f snji-king characteristics of the room-was
the variety of/brill"ren't' colors found irﬁ the nymeroqus student projecré | 'y
on the walls, other kal‘ll'hang.ings, the carpeting, ‘and the pobsters and

signs which were als“o a part of the layers 'of materials on the walls. Wh'ile‘ ¢

the classroom\ was Gl‘l;rtered and almb_sy chaotic, a .compensating order was

created by Mrs. Beckstein, the teacher. She allowed for a variety of

avenues ‘of exbression for the students while simulfaneotisly maintaining

a definitive system of rules, schedl‘Jle_ and procedure.

N .The _armosphefe'a( Whitesides Elementary's IH class was equally
un’ique. The IH class, ta'ught by Mrs. Hammer, was found at ‘the end of
the main hallway in tl}e schoolk/Traditionally. arranged desks were
centered in the room. Mrs. ‘Hammer s desk wds in the front wnr\h one

student's desk pushed upct/i‘htly against hers The back wall was wmdows\

with three foot high shelving beneath. The other three walls were

»
L}

e

-
Y
LY
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..col'orfully decorated witﬁ a bulletin board on one, posters on another

and art work oh thelother. The classroom aide's desk was placed at the

rear of the room wif a table adjacent. & A typewriter, used ajs_,'a reward

n N

for combleted work rested on the table. While the room's Ifllal;\)’ décorarions
revealed an element of freedom and creativity fostered.by ’this ciass, an P
atmosphere of rigid rules kept both the students ?nd teacher reserved

"and on schedule.

—_ Although bottll of the§'e teachers and their classroops differed

in style, they ghared concerns about their students' degree of social - ;
interaction andféncouraged an); activities, f8rmal or informal, to acﬁieve

positive social contact\wirh regular class students,

Students

v - .

Al.l of rhe' students in éath of the IH classes participated in the
'srudy: the experimental -group'of 17 .students at Meadowbrook and. the
control group of 16 ar\ Whitesides. These classes contained students
with several different handicaps according t(t) the state of Utah guilielines'
for classpi fying handicapped children: Meadowbrook haviné 11 intellectually
handicapped, 5 severely handicapped and 1 multiply-handicapped, whilcfv

all 16 students at Whitesides were intellectually handicapped. Meadowbrook's

[H s?udenﬁs ranged from fourth to sixth grade ‘level while Whitesides's

Y

IH students were all fifth graders.

The 17 nonhandicapped students incfuded as, tutees in the project
‘(stud;nrs at Meadowbrook) were selected from age n;a';';es of the har\dicapped
students in the experimental group. Three~ additional- nonhandicapped

students were also identified to be used as alternate tutees in case of

absences of any of the original 17.

10 K —
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Training materials for implementing the project were further developed
From existing materials utilized in previous research. Prompt cards
were useg.bn which the handicapped tut;raéaw a photograph of the object
or word, graphic representations of - the hand shapes (signs), and the
printed word to bg signed. The revérse side of the prompt cards consisted
of only the printed word to be signed. Groups of cards were bound with
large nings and mounted on small, ¢ardboard table easéls enabling the cards '
to stand independeptly'éhd the tutor to flip from one card to the next.

Two tablg gaﬁ;S wéré aisQ used -- ,a ;ersion of Binge and a simple
board game. The Bihéo game incorporated a stack of sign cérds consisting
of the graphic represennnjons and'printed words of signs._ Before
placing a token on the Bingo card, each élayer picked a camd and signed
the appropriate sign to the other players. Fiftf.of the signs being

learned were included on these cards. The other table game consisted of

a board omgwhich a colorful path of squares stretched from one side of

-

the board to }he other. Every third gquare had either a star or a
"question mark ‘on it " (an equal number of each across the 35 squéres).
TQB stacks of cards were created, one with stars on the Eigg'and one
with question marks. Graphic representations of various signs and their
fespectiée brinted words were found onxtﬁéineverse sides of the cards.
When a player landed on one of these special sngres. the appropriate

o
card was to be picked and signed. Dice were used to move small, plastic

¥

toys from one square to the next trying to reach the end of the path

as fast as possible.

~

1

-y . . . .
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Additionally, -study. packets were ‘created for each handicapped
student. These packets";nclucied graphic representations of the signs
. , T )

N -
A ™

along with the respective printed words.

numbers, colors, the alphabét. a number of complete sentences and 148
nouns and verbs familiar to the handicapp;ad children. The complete sign, .
languége vocabulary list used in these materials$ is shown in Appendix A;
the Meadowbrook Sign Language Test.

Instrugents:

Five instruments were used to assess either the degree to which the

l - The sign language vocabulary used in these materials included

.l. I'd I. -
treatment was being effectively administered —or the extent to which

social interaction was enhanced. Each instrument is Jescribed below.

-— AN

.I .
Free-Play Interaction Form. Free-play interadtion data between

haﬁdicapped and nonhandicapp'e'd studénfs were C011'Ected for each handicapped

tutor. These data included the date, the duration of time a handicapped

.

student was interacting with a nonhandic:apped student, how many students.

»

were involved in the interaction, the names of th‘tudents involved

-«

(when possible), rotation if the handicapped student ‘was interacting
S .

negative interaction judgement rating from the'observer.
. . . . - ]
Positive interaction was defined as follows; any time'‘'a handicapped
student experiences contact with @ nonhandicapped student in such a

manner that it reduces social distance, displays mutual friendshipping,

' : * with a tutee or children not in the tutoring program, and a positive or

' and/or dissolves subordinating or superordinating rdles between the

student. Negative interaction was defined as any instance of interaction

: | 7 .
' } | 0 12 ' )




.contrary to the a ove stated positive definition. An example entry is

shown below: ; | : .
~

Date: '3/2/84
Duration: 5 minutes R
No. of students: 3 students - 2 IH, 1 fifth grader

‘

Names of students involved:. Nancy and Donna

. ¥ .
&
-

Tutee or other: Tutee (1)

Judgement : + (positive)

>~

BN (See Appendix B for Frée-Play Intefaction.Form.).

v ;
Parent Phone Interview Guide. A parent phone inre;VTrws guide was

!

created consisting of 10 forced-choice and 5 open-ended questions. The

-

forced-c@piced questions elicited the parents' general reactions to the
tutoring program: their child's feelings.about rheir.turoring experience,
any noticeable changes in socjal interactions, and the parents' feelings -
and recommendations per}aining to the ‘program. Sucﬁ questions were.!
'"Did your.child mention anything to you about the tutoring program? Yes
d} No'", and, "How«would you describe your child's feelings roward\the
prdjecr? Very positive, positive, negarive.\Very negative, no opiniond.
The open questions elicited additional information pertaining to previously
answered forced-choice quest{onsf The interview was designea to fequire
no more tﬁan-lS minutes to administer (see Appendix C for the Parent

- /

" Tutee Interview Guide. A tutee interview guide designed to be

Phone Interview Guide).

~

1] WA GE A Th s em U W .

m
=

administered individually consisted of 18 open-ended quesggons«perraining
to the tutees' feelings toward handicapped children genérally. towards

_. those who were the tutors, and: their perceptions of any changes in the

13
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handicapped students' feelings or attitydes towards nonhandicapped
’ ' '

students. Such questions were, 'What have you learned abgut mentally

" refMded kids?", '"What do yod think the tutdrs learned from this ex-

perienced'", and, '"Do you feel differently toward mentally retarded kids
now that you've had this experience?' The interviews were designed to
require no more than 20 minutes to admirister (see Appendix D for the Tutee

Interview Guide). L L 1

-

L]
st

Tntoqigg_§kills Récord Form. Data were. cQ lected -for—€ach of the

handlcapped tutors pertalnlng to their success tutonlng sign 1anguage

For each session of tutorlng the, aide Judged the tutors' success on
eight variables such as,'"How well do they dembnstratg each sign? Poor,
good, §r excellent" and'ﬂknahmil do they monitor the learners performance?
Poor, good, or exceilent," (see Appendix E for the Tgforing Skills Record
Form?. e

Sign Language ' Test. A complete list of all vocabulary words.

letters and sentences taught to the tutors was compiled as an 1nstrument
for sign language skills. The ;;rds were organized_on the page in the
groupings used on'the prompt cards (see Appendix 'A for Sign Language Test’;
Ezocedu;eg o | | ¢ -4
The procedures used in selecting stidents for {he project, ;raining‘
tﬁe tutors, and cgnducting'fhe tutoring sessions are described below:
Additiona;-;l explanation of procedures used for adminﬁ;terihﬁ-eaéh'ir.lstrument
and analyzing the data is also given. 'For'a summérized schedule of the

proceddres.-see Appendix F.

Selecting the students. All of the 'students in each of the IH

classes participated in the study. The nonhandicapped students included

14
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as a part of the experimental group were selected by asking the regular

classroom teachers to nominate students whom they thought would benefit

L )

~from participating in the program and whose regular academic work would

" Tot suffer from participation.
” Parents of each student, nonhandicapped and handicapped, participating

‘in the stddy received written explanation of the study describing'their'

.child's potential involvement as a tutee or tutor. Parents who agreed

to have their child pdrt1c1pate in the study signed a Parental Consent

Form (see Appendix G). | . »

«

Training the tutors. Training of the tutdrs began two months prlor
) 3

to the actual tutoring. A special area for the sign language project

was“designated ang separated from the rest of the room by temporary wall’

d1v1ders During the first month of rfaining the handicapped students

*

MPEP taughr the alphabet, their names and several simple signs. Two
rralnlng 'sessions of approximately 30 minutes in length were conducted

. each week 1nv01V1ng “the entire group of 17 handlcapped students. No

materlals were used for the first three weeks of training as the sign

anguage reacher raughr the beginning signs by demonstrating one at a

~

ﬁfﬁime‘ The handicapped students were taught to be helpers by checking
LN .

{:-}jf each other to see if thelr c1assmates were 51gn1ng correctly. If a '

.’\;“4
s A *

»-classmate was not sighing correcrly rhe heiper ‘would demonsrrare the
* “‘ A

.:f‘

"{ i 51gn agaln. 1f the classmate contlnued to sign 1ncorrecr1y the helper
% fiwould demonstrate the sign again and, 1f necessary, help the classmate
' -_p051rion the hqnd correctly. Once the claSSmare signed correctly the

, . zjg i .
helper was encouraged to pralse cor{ect§s1gn1ng.. The sign language

“g

. . . o . N o
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teacher organized the "helper checking so that only one handicapped
student was chééking at a time. “
The sign language teacher also spbntaneously created a number of
sign langu:age learning games. One such game was a-‘_"Pass the Sign"

game. The teacher announced .what she was about to sign and with her

.
}

_hands, in the appropriate position, she touched one_'of the student's

hands. Th‘i student then created the sign and passed it to a classmate

in the same manner. This continued until all of the students had

demonstrated the sign.

- ) ; o

During the fourth and fifth weeks the-ciassroom aide~foqrthe proéram.

began working. The sign language instructor separated'the class into.
. /: . \ ! . .

' groups of approximately five or six students. The aide. began learning

the signs by joining the handicapped students' learning groups as well
as meeting with the signelanguage teacher for an additional 15 minutes

each training day. During these additional 15 minutes the aide was able

_to learn the tutoring procedure and enough signs to begin teaching the

handicapped students on a daily Hasis.

. Thé training period during the sixth, seventh and eighth weeks was

»

moreaindividualized -~ the a;ﬁe working with just one or two students at

a time for about 15 minutes each. Often during this time the handicapped

students worked with each other using the prompt cards interchanging

alternately the role of tutor and tutee. The aide taught the handicapped

L
students the procedure for tutoring as is shown below:

I
.

1. -The tutor demonstrates the particular hand shape (sign) for
the letter or word being taught. (This was provided on the prompt card.)

_ . . . ”
L. The tutor asks the tutee to do the sign with the tutor.
‘ \

_ L
16 .

* r
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. 3. The tutor asks the tutee to do the sign alone. - .*’71‘-'
) T
4.  After the tutee 'has. mastered a- group of ten signs, the tutor SRR Y
calls the aide for a mastery Eheck If the tutee has mastered the group

1of signs, the tutor is instructed to proceed to the next grouplof promt’
cards. ‘ LY

N .

Mrs. Beckstein permitted time for the aide to contihue"tfaining

throughout the duration of the year in order to keep the tutors ahead of '
the tutees in learning new 51gns. Two- th1rds ‘of the vocabulary were
aught to the tutors after the tutorlng 59551ons had begun

Because the aide was h1red part time for th1s pro;ect and,wofked han

well w1th the students. the school h1red her for the remalnder of
time dur1ng the week. This allowed the aide to develop relatlgg;h'b{'_v \
with each ch11d and to organlze the sign. 1anguage project to be compatlble %x..
~ with both the students' and the teachers' classroom schedules. |

[ P

Tuteting,sessieng, During a 10-week period the hand1capped students

tutored . the nonhand1capped students in 15-minute afternoon se551ons,.} .

three days a week. Five 15-minute sessions ‘with a S-minute transition

period between each was necessary in order for all of the students to tutor: - ;‘:f.
Prompt cards were orgadized by the aide;'assuring that each of the ;ﬂ;?{;;
companjtonships‘ worketl with each set of prompt cards. By usihg the.
prompt.cards the handicapped studeht had a constaht remindeg of how the
various hand shapes were to be made yhileithe honhandicapped child was
assured.to know what word or letter was-being taught.,, After fhe first
three;sets of cards Weg% learhed the companionships. were able to plaf a

sign game durlng the tutoring time once a week. These games were used e

such that the tutor, although playing the game w1th the tutee, maintained
' 17 a
' ' | - /} .
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the fut_oring- role. Throughout the tutoring the aide conducted Jrastery

A

" cards, The aide a¥so monitored the companionships to assure that the

_ 'handicapped’g;udents were staying on task -~ Eollbwing the basic tutoring

procedures, giving praise for correct signing, etc.

Free-play observationé. It was necessary for the qbserver to be

well acquainted with both the tutees and the tutors.in order to identify

~ them from various distances on the playground. Therefore, the aide was

trained- as the free-play observer. This allowed for a greater number”of

observations to be conducted as the aide was able to observe almost

every lunch and recess free-play time. A second observer also familiar

with the children conducted five observations to serve as a reliability
[} . - T

check. - Because no rating sea’l/e/s were included in the Free-Play Interaction

Form réliaﬁi@ity was cal\culate’d by determining‘t}ie percentage of all

-

. accounts of interaction noted and judged the same by both observers. This

resulted in a 98% reliability. .
: *
Observations were also conducted at the control school in the same

school-and the other being a third observer for the study. Agé inreliability

4

was calculated as déscribed above resulting in 99% reliability. Report.rs

¢

of observations of free-play interaction were also collected from the

handicapped 'studgnt‘s' teachers. Because of limited time and the logistics

of ' conducting observations. at recess time, when both schools had the

. same recess times, fewer observations -were conducted at the-contrdl

school. This, procedure was adopted after several observations and

teacher interviews were conducted at the control school which indicated
M ' /a:‘ s .

»

18

"--check.s before each compahionship proceeded tb,the next set of pr'ompf
. ) ' -

a

. manner by two observers; one being the second observer at the experimental
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there was ,gero interaction between the hénd}capped_and nonhandicapped

I ‘ 3 . ‘ . .

students. Therefore, one 'Pretreatment' and three -'during treatment"
. C< .

observations wer?Vconducted'ar the control school while 20 "pretreatment

bl -
L)

: . : .
and 68 "during treatment" observations were conducted at the experimental

school. "
Free-play observation data were analyzed by dividing the observations

into series of 10. This was_ddne in oréen to monitor change in interaction
both '"pre'" and ''during" treatment. - Eigl'l\ty-eight obsenvatvic.)ns were.
conducted at Meadowbrook; 20 'pre’'- and- 68 'during". Therefore, two
“series ‘of ten.observqtiéns were defiﬁed ”pfetreatment".hnd.seven series
‘of ten were defined as "dpring'treayMent". While the last sQries‘"during
treatment' had two less observations, the total minutes of observation
were compérable to the other sefiés.. The;following'iﬁformafion was

calculated for each series of ten observations. < .

.-
I »
o~

7
l.. Total number of positivg and negativé7incidents per student.
a N

e . A}

and for the total of 17 students.
2. Total amount of minutes of positive and negative interaction.

bl Y

per student and for the fotal of 17 students. .
‘0 K ’ i . !

3. . Total percentage of interaction minutes involving tuftees.

4. Percentage of total observation time each child was interacting

“

‘positively.

5. Percentage of total observation time each child was' ~ *

.o
"1
*

interacting negatively. ' .
I‘ . o ’ _s ‘
6. Percentage of total observation time positive interaction gecurred
. _ _ ‘ R R e
‘in the group of 17 students. - 4 vl

7. Percentage of tota] observation time negative inrer_act'rqn' pg:curn}l

4
v

»

in the group of 17 students. o o ), | R




f ’ "\..,-' - M . . <
" OnCe thlfs ;rinfcmnation was vcollected mean ‘scores reflecting the -

.above mformaf;on w@re calculated for the | two dlvhlons of these series

of observat1on3' " retreatment'-' and "durmg freatment" means.
P

v 'I‘wo palred t tests were calcula d omparlng "pretreatment" with
9

2 "durmg treatment" mean percentages’ of posnlve and negatlve interactions.

ﬂiﬂﬂl ;Merﬂgﬁ Durmg the 1ast wegek of school the tutors'

'y

parenfs were 1nterv1ewed over the phone by one of the research assistants

s..

whom the parents had met once bafore at an evening parents' meeting.

,me.- of the~- pgrentsq'of e'ach tutor. usually ‘the mother, was interviewed.

o

The mtervmws required approxlmately 15 minutes to administer (see

# Appendlx C for the Parent Rﬁone Interview Guide).

- {
v

Tutee intdrviews. At the end of the study the nonhandlcapped
‘tutees- were interviewed by two individuals unfamiliar with the children.

" ‘The interviews, conducted privataly in the teachers' lounge, followed

the Tutee Interview Guide found in Appendix D and required approximately

: : NN &
20 minutes to administer. '

"Analysis of both parent and tutee interviews required data analysis
for each item: the number of responses given for each possible response
for each ‘item. Qualitative data collected from open-ended questions

were analyzed by creating categories of responses given and categorizing
v . \ "’,‘_
B .
the various responses accordingly'. ,/Once catagorized, percentages of

-
.

responses in each category of each answer were calculared
.
S

»  Assessing tutgr;gg §L;11§ ’[‘he tutoring sk111$ of each of the

) 1ntellectua11y hand1capped tutors were assessed on the follow1ng items

!

as found on the Tutoring Skills Records Form p

[
How well do rhey demonstrate ‘each sign.

' How effective is their feedback to the 1earner <
20 .

-
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How well do they monitor learner performance of each sign.
How enjoyable is_the tutoring task for the tutor.
How enjoyable is tutoring for the tutee.

1] . -

-

Each tutoring day during the S-miqute transition period between each of
the five sessions,.thelajde evaluated the tutors. Analysis of data from
the tutoring skills record was made to-compare success rates of‘the five
different skill items rated. The three levels of rating were numerically
defined as follows; pdqf=1, good=2, excellent=3. Totals and means for
each question wefe.calculated for each day of tutoring. Grand means
were also calculafed for each of the five skills fepresenting the 30
'da}s of tutoring (see thé Tutoring Skills Record Form, Appendix E.)

Sign language testing. During the last.two weeks of school both”

the tutors and tutees were administered the Sign Language Test by either

-

. N H
the sign language teacher or a sign langudge specialist. Prior to

administering . the test, the sigh,%anguage specialist, sign language

teacher and the aide met to assure agreement for the correct signs

¢
il S OGS I G on G = aE e

elicited from the test, The"tésfefs then met individually with each

$
-

-
>

student. After asking the student to make each sign, the tester circled

" any that were signed iqcor}éﬁtry'pr not at all. If the student, particularly

a handicapped-student, appearéd.unsure about which sign was being elicited,

- the tegﬁpr useq‘thg corresponding ?rdhpt card showing the student the

photograph as an ﬁdditionar stimulus for what was to be sighed. Each
test required approximately 15 minutes to adminiéterl

! The Sign Langaugé Tests requirgd the calcplation offa percentage of

known signs, a word score mean and a sentence score mean for each child.

21
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These scores were then totalled and the mean calculated for each group,

tutors and tutees (see Appendix A for the Meadowbrook Sign Language Test).

N
-

- RESULTS
. )ﬂ .
The following section distusses the results obtained from the five

measurements administered in the study: Free-play observations, parent

interviews, tutee interviews, sign language tests and tutoring skills

records. A case study’ on one of the handicapped tutees is also ihcluded.
ee- ervations A ’

The amount of positive interaction which occurred in the experimental
and control grou;;s during ,observed Et‘ee-p{ay time 'pretreatment' and
"duhng treatment' is summarized in Figure 1. While the horizontal axis
represents the two points of ''pre' and "durjing'" treatment, the verticle
a)(i_s' represents.the group mean percentage of positive interaction. The
results of the "t-test indicated that the experimental group's mean percentage '
"during treatment" was significantly hig\her than the "‘pretreatmeﬁt"
mean. (T = 2.66, P = .017, DF. = 16). The control data indicate no.

-
significant difference between 'pretreatment' and 'during treatment''.
‘,Figure Z delineates further the mean percentages of positive
interactions across time for both the éxperimental and “control groups.
The horizontal axis is divided and labeled 1 through 9, representir{g the
9 slries of ten observations which were described in the procedures
section.” The first two series represent 'pretreatment" observations

while the remainder represent ohjseryations '‘during treatment!. The

vertical axis represents the mean percentage of interaction time. Figure

22
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MEAN PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE INTERACTION TIME
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Figure 1 - Comparison of experimental and contr
means for the 'pre-treatment'" and "
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ring treatment" observation periods.
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MEAN PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE INTERACTION TIME
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adross observatiqn series.

Comparison of experimental and control group pog&tive interaction
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2 shews the variance in positive interactions across time as well as the
significant difference between "prétreatme_nt" and 'during treatment"

observations for -the experimental group. It also shows the lack of

- variance and difference across time for the control group. Column 4 of

Figure 3 shows the mean gains of positive interaction for each student
in the experimental group demonstrlating that 41% of the 'experimenta,l\
group experienced a mean gain of at least 6% in positive interéctiOn'
while 58% of the expérimental group experiﬁnental groub e;(perienced negligible
change, gain or less. In calculating, any individual whose percentage of

change fell between -5 to +5 was considered negligible. No significant

difference in negative interaction is indicated between "pretreatment'' -

and "during treatment". (T = .91, P = ,374, df=16). It was also found
that 19% of the positive interactions experienced by the handicapped

tutors were with tutees in the program. Column-;-and Column 4 show
further that 13% of thé gains were experienced by 8 vérely intellectually
handicapped while 87% were experience by students classified as
inteLlectuéiiy handicapped. |

In order to clarify the nature of this data, excerpts are given

below. These excerpts typify the positive interactions in which a

-signifi“cant increase was indicated.
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COLIMN B W 2 3 4 —
. ) SOCIAL INTERACTION e
- . Mean Percentage Change From
: . . Pre-treatsent To During Trestment
* Pre=  During- R - A
Student - 'n-_utunz Treataent -10 v:,-s.. 0§ 10 15 2012530 -
Intellectually - | - :".i‘" .,V._
CRAIG  handicapped ", V' n SR N 2
Intellecwally . © - S ' N
MIA . handicapped 4  1n N . e
Intellectuslly '
huu}tuppd ot n .
Severely R veF
intellectually : . '
MIXE  handicapped 6% . 5" 12
. T r Q‘m R
Intellectually ‘ )
"BETSY  handicapped o 4} Lo
. L v -~ .-
Intellectually - =5
LINGA  handicapped N 16 . ° -y
Intellectually T )
RAY handicapped 4\ 1
. - -
Intellectually v ‘\fs
GINA  handicapped (1] n
MWiltiply ~ .
ADY . handicapped 120 1
Saverely ]
Intellectually
MELODY handicapped - ., 5% )
Intellectually )
handicapped 138 13
) Intellectually -
_ VINE  handicapped 6% n 8
Intellectunlly
TIFFINY handicapped 4 19
Teaverely :.u.)
Intellectually
BREDA handicapped OV o a8
Scn;oly §
Intellectually <
_PATTY  handicapped 3% m -
Severely . =
Intellectually >~
DUSTY  handicapped. SV ox §
Intellectually p—
MANCY  handicapped 20 m -
VERALL 71\ Experienced 8 Mean 'Eg
Gain 2
MEAN . " nus of at least GY,
Figure 3. wpretreatment,'" "During treatment,".
and changes in percentage of
4interaction for each handicapped
tutor.” tr
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12 21 Brenda sits on a bar on the jungle gym. A girl sits across from
her and talks to her. The girl moves a little closer to Brenda and
swmgs on an overhead bar. She continues to talk to Brenda as she
"swings. She asks Brenda if those are new shoes. Brenda looks at her
shoes and smiles. - They talk. Another girl joins these two and listens
as' Brenda and the first girl continue their conyersation. The second
girl:.seems to notice Brenda's shoes and compliments Brenda. 1 can't
tell what they continue to talk about but it seems very pleasant.
(Positive, 10 minutes)

12:31 Brenda and Nelly continue to be pushed on the swings by their
tutees. .At the baseball diamond Andy is up to bat. One boy is pitching,
another catching-and one waiting to bat. Andy swlngs

The pitcher calls, "strike."

‘The catcher says, "No Way! Give him another chance. That's no . .

strike." Andy gets another try "Strike
Andy gets another try.

"Strike again!'' says the ‘pitcher. A
*  The catcher replies, '"No way. That's g walk...okay, Andy, it's
okay. Go ghead and go to first." The p1tcher seems to agree now. The
atmosphere is friendly. Two more boys join in the game.- One goes to
first base. The other is waiting to bat. It's a pitch. and a hit., Andy
runs it in. The next boy is up at bat, hits it and goes to first.
Andy's turn to bat again. there are six klds playing 'now; two of them
tutees. Andy hits a ball and runs to first. The recess bell rings and
the game instantly dissolves into a crowd of children running for the
doors. (Positive, 15 mirnutes, Tutees)

 Parental Questjonnaires _’ . \

Fourteen (82%) of the parents (representing fourteen .families)'_

of the 17 handicapped tutors were interviewed at the conclusion of the
study. Three (18%) of  the parents were unavailable to be interviewed
The percentages reported here are based on the 14 parents who were

interviewed. When asked if their child mentioned anything about the
-~

!
tutoring program 93% (13) of the parents reported their child either

talking about the - program or demonstratinugu sign language at home as

shown in these excerpts: : ~N

"Brenda'didr}-'t really say much about it, but she signed at home and

t

tried to share it witl}i.,us." ;

27
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'"Mia said, 'It's qpatato learn sign language; now I can talk to

deaf kids who can't talk...and I get to be a teacher, - I get'to teach." .

' One parent (7%)_geported that the only knowledge she had of the

program was from the papers her child brought honle. Ih 'c}escribing
/

thei} child's feelings about the tutoring program_IOO% of the parents

reported that their child had positive or very positive feelings towards

the progranm, while 86% (12) expressed positive or very pos}tiveyperéonal

feelings about their child's participating in the program. The other

A

14% (Zfzgk the parents reported that they were unsure of the purpose |

and potential benefits of the program. Several parents expressed that
vig ‘
they were '"unsure'" of the program at. first, not understanding what its

purpose was and concerned that it would detract from other more important

school "‘activities. One mother commented "At first I wondered about it,’

but as I began to see the .benefits, I changed.'" One of the parents
reported still having concerns about her child's involvement saying,
"He's not really physically handicapped, so he really doesn't need it."

When asked if they had noticed any effects on their child's language

e

skills due to the program 50% (7) of the parents reported an effecr; .

These parents described improvements in creating sentences and in the

child's ability to express himself/herself. In discussing her daughter,

one parent described that, ''Signing has helped"her to express herself'

more cléarly."' The other 50% (7) of the parents reported that they had
not noticed any changes in language skills. | - >

Pertéining to self Esteem, 64% (9) 65 the parents reported a noticable
improvement. One pérent explained,;"Donna felt good that there was one

area that the other kids could lgarn ffbm her in." The remainder 36%
7 .
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(5) of ‘the‘.parents reported that they had not n_oticed'e change. Several

.of these parents noted that their child did not have a _problem, with ]

-

affected 71% (10) of the parents reported notlcmg a dlfference X

mother explamed "Andy s 1nteract10n3 wnh hls brothers and 51sters 1s

| 4

B,

' 3 ! [ 3
self-esteem and that noting a difference would be q-‘ifficult

When asked if their child's social 1nteract10n seemed to have been

4

nore mArure. ~“He deals yith everyone better:*- "Of----;he parents. interviewed,.

29% (4) reported that they did not notice an effect in- social interaction.

Concerning the amount of conversing the child does at home, 43% (6): -

of the parents reported noticing an .incfease while 57% .(8) of the par_ei')t.s-
reported that it had steyed fheke-an.]e.. Two perents expresse(.l\"the,t t‘l')ey
experienced frustration when their child wouid sfgn rather than verbalize,
but added that usually the signing was used as _a.supp-lemenf.'to verbalxizing.' ;

In reporting if they had'done anyfhing at home t'o-_suppleme_nt or
reinforce the signing skills being 1eafned 71% (10). of the parént..s ;
reperted pract;lcmg 51gn1ng with their child or encouragmg thelr handicapped
child to teach the other children in the famlly k

When asked, 93% (13:) of the parents reported that they would 1like
to see the program continuedd and have their child partic\ipate.ﬂ Seve"r}
percent (1) of the par*s re;‘)orted'that she didn't feel it.was a wor_t'hwhile
use of school time.. According to the teacher, this ':pé';‘fi.-cular parent
displayed a continuous difflculty is grasping various concepts of her
ch11d's educatlonal expenence. h]

Recommendations for improvements,.to the project’were also elicited

from the parents. The main suggestion for improvement was to involve

the parents more, perhaps by having a meeting early in the year explaining

4
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the program. One parent suggested that the'parents _be'“ taught some

. signs so they could work. with their children. . Another retommendation
- . * " .

was to take note of motor ;_kills and sentence structuring improvéments.

»
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Fifteen of the nonhandicapped tutees were - 1nterv1ewed at the end of
" the” study Table 1 represents the~ percentage “oF “vaRious. responses of
the t\}tees when asked what' they liked about 1earning sign language.

When dsked what they disliked about the program '93% (13) of the

- tutees reported there was nothing they disliked. The other 7% (1) of

tutees said that he was nervous the first time and that he didn't like that.

.l

~

L

When asked what _t'hey'had, learned from the experience 57% of the
tutees said sign :language was the main focus of their learning. Forty
t_hree percent of the tutees" reported tha:they had learned to appreciate
people mored; specifically, handicapped kids like those 'in Mrs. Beckstein's
class® R o | ' ; |

In describing- what they learned about mentally retarded kids, 82%

of the tutees' rges_ponses were pqsitive'reporting that they learned that
| mentally ret-arded kids have feelings. that they're niwce‘,' that they were
'_'smar't at some things. . The other 18% responded.neutrally, reporting that

L

.' they were unsure about what ‘they learned about mentally retarded kids.

N uhs TE T s B

When questioned hew it felt realizing that a mentally retarded
kid knew 'eomething more than they did, 64% of the tutees reported that -, -
they were pleasantly surprised. Eighteen percent of the tutees said
they felt uncomfortable d“tscoverin'g‘ that a mentally retarded kid knew™

more than they‘did while 18% of the tutees were unable to express how

S

3

-

they felt. | . o

} -

}
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Table 1 N D | ' "f oo

' Tutee Attitudes Toward Learning Sign Language = . - L fz

: Percent of Percent of
Type of Effect Frequency Total Responses Total N

~

. Learning to Sign - 8 v 0% ' 53%
Getting to Know Kids '
from Mrs. Beckstein's ’ s
~ Class B 7 o 38% . 47%
Learning something new 3. 15% 20%
Gettingrout of class 1 | 5% 6%

Talk to friends in .
class without voice 1 . 5% - 5% | - ’

Total Response 20 100%
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When asked how they felt being helped by a mentally retarded kid «in

..’.:

order to remember a s1gn, 91% of the tutees reported that - they felt
<

L _c‘omfortable. while 9% (1) of the tutees was unsure how he felt,

When asked if they had ever heard Mrs. Beckstein's students called
4

names, 92% of the .tutees said they had heard them called names Thirty-nine

percent qf the tutees have heard them called "'retards", 33% heard tpem
cell'e.d oth{pr negative names they wouldn't repeat, and 17% heard t.hem
ca;lled ".stupid'.'. Eleven percent oE the tutees said they cbuldn't remember
or had ne\ter heerd Mrs Beckstein's students called names. Of those who
had heard the mentally retard k1ds bemg made fun ‘of , 86% said they responded
to the teasers by say1ng, for example,' "Leave them alone and get out of
here.", or by responding directly to the hand1capped -kid saying, for

e'xamplé, "Don't listen.'

Jhen asked what tfley perceived to be the benefit for the mentally

~ 'retarded kids 75% -of the tutees were. able to express at least one benefit

for the mentally retarded students.. Further, 53’6 of these percelved '

beneflts relaagd to the mentally retarded student having the oppor tunity

»,

-to make Erlends and "fegl up with the rest". - The remainder of the

percelved benef1ts var1ed greatly, but centered around the 1dea that it

& L]

was a chance for the mentally retarded students to be d1sc1pl1ned enough

" " to -learn something mew, well enough, to share with others.

- i . %‘ ) .
After  being que.sticfned if they felt differently towArds their

tutors, 1004 of the tutees repérted that they felt differently and in a

L}

‘posiftive way. Remarks such as, "l u d to Eeel sorry for them, now I

jtfst-like. them", "I'm friends with her now, I don't ignore her anymore."

" "She scared me at. first, but now she doesn't 'b,other me at all' -are

i,
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indicgtiGé of these responses. Other than the variety of responses as

excerpted ahove, 54% of the tutees reported that the main difference is
tﬁét théy nokanow‘égch*Other and can bq;friends. When the tutees were
asked if they thought the tutors feelings abbut them had changéd, 100%
of the tutees said ;Z;y thought the tutor's feellngs had changed, and’
for the pos1t1ve. Seventy one percent of the tutees saig that the:
tutors like them now, whereas hefore they didn't seem to. One tutee

remarked, "He used to probably think I was means Now he's friendly with

.

.me. 1 mean we're friends.'" Twenty- nine percent of the tutees responded

- saying that the tutors were more relaxed about being around the tutees

towards the end of the study. ;
The tutees' last question elicited whether they would like to be in
the program again sometime: 100% of the tutees said they would. 'UR

liked learning sign language and making new friends", is representative

of these resppnses. All of the tutees expressed that their experience

.4

had been positive. | >
Sign uage Test

| Sign language tests were administerd to all 17 of the tutors and 15
of the tutees.-Two of the tutees were umavailgble for testing. The
results of the sign language test indicated that the tutors' overall
Meagehcore was 78% (SD=18) while the tutees overall mean sCore was 66¥

(SD=15.16). Two other scores were calculated from the test’ "?«;rd ore

s

mean and sentence score mean, The tutors' word score mean‘was 82% -
(SD=12. 737) while the tutees' mean for that score was 67% (SD=12 48).
The tutors' sentence score mean was 71% (SD=33.04) wh11e the tutees' ‘mean

score was “64% (SD=25). “
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Mean percentage of the total possible scores for thesentire group

of 17 tutors were calculated for the five questions on the Tutors'

o

Skills Record Form and are shown in Table 2.

In order to interpret these mean scores it should be noted that a
mean score of 33% would represent consistent "poorg ratm%s, with a mean
'score of 66% representlng cons1srent ""good" ratings, and a mean score oE

-» RS

100% represents consistent "excellent" ratings. All of these mean

B}

scores fall in the "'good" to "excellén(" range.
Case Study

\The following case study on Melody Jones is a synthesis of observer

.t

impressions and parental and program worker's reactions to her experience
with the program. -

'\' .

My first recollection of Melody as an individual distinct-from the

16 other eager faces vying for attentibn occurred the day that her

father came as a guest speaker to her class. As the children formed a
semi-circle with their chajrs, Mrs. Beckstein, the teacher; asked Melody

to introduce her father. to the students. With chubby hand extended, she

" moved toward him and confidently grasped his hand. Eyes on the floor.\

but with a shy smile of pride, she led him to the front of the room,

paused for a moment, then dropped his hand to take her place among the

circle of students. , The class listened quietly as Mr. Jopes, an ears, nose .

/ ‘ .
and throat spacijfist, gave a brief explanation of the fugction and

proper care of the\ears..

B
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Table 2

Results of the Tutoring Ski 1 ls Records ’

.-

~ Standard
Question Percentage Deviation
How well, do they
' demonstrate each sign? 74% 8.5
How effectjve 'is their
feedback for the learner? 69% 8.1
How well do they monitor
learner performance? 70% 5.7
How enjoyable is the (
.tutoring task for the tutor? 81% 7.8
How enjoyable is the
tutoring for the tutee? 70% 4.3
v
-«
v
N -~
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Melody was in:the sixth grade of the Meadowbrook ﬂself-‘con‘t.aine.d
unit‘ for the intellectually handicapped. A Down's Syndrdme child, her
curly browg hair framed a round face and large brown eyes 'glanced a; me
from. behind glasses as I talkeq Qith her after the presentation. By her
smile, she seemed pleased that I had noticed héI.‘. but she said little és'
I ‘toid her that 'I.wa{s happy to have met her father and that I will be
seemg her again when I come to teach sign language to the class. Her
eyes brightened at the words "Sign Language' and she responded by telhng
me that she had a Sesame Street sign language book I asked her if shc_al
knew some s1gns.ﬂ‘§h{noded an affirmative "yes" J '

As I returned to the class on subsequenf occasions to teach 1
noticed that Melody was attentive and willing to learn, but that she was
somet imes shy about demonstrating‘the signs. Academically, Mrs. Beckstein
told me that Melody can-decode simple words, but tﬁat she dwes. not
c'omprghend' much of what she reads. Man;' of the children in the class
cannot read, so most of the sign language matérials include photographs
along with p'rintec'i words and graph"m sign illustrations. Hopefully.
this combination of cues can strengthen the student's undérstanding of
the connection betweeﬁ,the words, the signs, and the subjects to which they
refer. Melody re;mired some repetition and practice before her short
fingers would form the proper configuraitipr}s but she was\'able to retain
phat she learned and over a two-month period, she mastered the- alphabet
her own fmgerspelled name, and various signs for famlliar nouns and verbs.

During the time that Melody was learning to sign at school she said
little about it to her family but she began signing a few words af

home. Her mother sometimes asked her if she knew the sign‘Eor a particular

3
&
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‘word and Melody was often able to exhibit her skills. As ‘mentioned

earlier, Melody had some pfior experience with sign language from learning

to-sign "Silent Night" the previous year. As a result of that experie‘ A

her siblings had also become “interested in sngmng She began to teach
them 51gns almost everyday and became the sign language "expert' at
home. Her mother felt that this had a powerful impact on her feelings

about herself and noted that "she really felt‘good about having & skill

and being the only one in the whole houée who knew and could answef‘

questions about it." Melody Qained'a sizeable signing’ voclabulary--by.

thle end of the year ihe had mastered approximately 175 different signs.
Mrs. Jones admitted that in the beginning she had some céncerns and

questions about ;rhy sign language had been introduced in the classroom.

Al though Melody had a sllght hearing loss. it was not severe enough to

interfere with normal oral communication, and her mother wondered if the

program could bé@_ of any value to her. Mrs. Jones stated that her

»

reservations 'about\ the program diminished over time because 'Melody"

loved sign language so much, and as I began to see the benefits, I éhange‘d

. . . Signing is so much a part of her life now that she uses it a few
times everday just when she talks. Sometimes *she will move her hands
and I will ask her whe“t‘;she is signing--she laughs at me because sometimes
she isn't signing anyt'hing!'; As one of the benefits of the program.'
Mrs. Jones noted a positive change in Melody s language skllls "Too
often, Melody leaves out connecting words and adJeCfIV;S This past
year. especially since Christma;;. she has made a lot of progreés. The

signing seemed to reinforce her language skills because she had to think

through what she was doing."
d
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™  As a tutor to a ﬁonhandicapped student, Melody .quickly adapted to
_ . : i

the role of the téacher. The aide who supervised the tutoring consistently

rated Melody as "excellent" or 'good" on her abilities to demonstrate

signs, to give effective feedback, and to monitor the perforﬁance of the

tutee. At the conclusion of the year, Melody's tutee (a fourth-grader) .

- described the sign language program as "fun'" and said that she liked

"learning with the special educations how you could talk." In additien

to learning sign language, the tutee responded. that she had learned -

thaf_the mentally retarded kids are "rgélly nice". When asked what she
thought of the students in Mrs. Beckstein's class before she became
involved in_tbe sighingnprogram combaféd with-her present feelings, shé
stated, "I kind of %elt'sorry for them, then I gtarted liking them." As
the ‘interviewer probed fbr the reason for the change in attitude, the
tutee explained, "I don't'khow, I just like them . . . they started

being nice to me. All through second grade and third grade and first

. grade and kindergarten I didn't .like special education ‘because I was

scared of them, but I jhst started liking them." Perhaps the tutee
learned something more valuable than sign language ‘from her association
with Melody.

§incq part of the sign lhnguage'project aimed at assesging the
handic;pped students social acceptance by their noh-handicapped peers,
Melody wés observed in her natural school setting. Althougﬁ-she genera&ly
got along Qell with the other students in her class, she often chose to
play alone at recess. " She enjoyed spending this free time singing,
daﬁcing, andwsngaging in imaginary diaiogue in an area near the swingset

4 : . - ,
which she had designated as her "stage'. Most of the negative interaction

¢
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that occurred with students from the other classes resulted from their

attempts to mimic her.. .The negative interaction was one way, for Melody
either “ignored them or was so involved in her own world that she was

unaware of the teasing. None of the sign language tutees weye ever

L4 [ 4

involved in these incidents. As the year progressed, sigged songs also

became a part of her recess repertoire.

According to observer comments, - Melody's soci l.interaction at
school did not increase during the year, but h abllity td sign won
recognition for her at church. Each child was asked to prepare a special

talent that could be shared with the others on a program. Melody and

her mother decided that she could show then orie of the signed songs that

she had.learned at school.. Her mother described the children's reactions
in this way:

Melody had a chance to share her sighing in Primary . . . I explained

about sign language and how Melody had been teaching another child in _

thee school how to sign. She had to be the teacher- and decide what to
teach and when'to go on. I told them that she had learned a signed song

‘at school that she winted to share with them. As the recording of
"Bless the Beasts and the Children' started and Melody began to sign,

the kids did not make a sound--they were really fascinated. Later many
of them came up to us and said, '"That's the“best talent we've ever had
on the program!' Beforeéfhis time Melody was often ignored, but since
the program, I've noticed a few more kids make an effort to smile at
her. One girl, without any prompting from her mother, baked cookies and
gave them to¢ Melody with a note that read, "I love your talent.' |

- N

fﬁoUgh Melody will be atfendihg a Jr. High School next year, we
asked he ‘ther.how she felt aboué the program and if she would like ;b
sedfi t continued in the:gchool. She rated the sign language program as
being 'very pésitive" and as a recommendation, she urged us to éxpand

the program with these cdmments, "I just think that the purpose of it

39
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) . .
was fantastic. I would love to see how it wou¥d work in a Jr. High--to-
see if the benefits would be as good." *
Melody's teacher also expressed her enthusiasm for continuing

the program and cites the benefits that she®has seen: '"Melody used'po

‘ ]
.look only at the floor. She would never look directly at the other

person and she could not interact with the other children effectively.
She is now interacting '‘beautifully' and doesn't rétreat to the floor as
often. Overall, when Ehe>chi1dren see other children in the halls there
is friendly interaction.'

- The worth of the signing'progranliﬁ?Melody{s life cannot be adequ;tely,
captured by quantitative méaurements. The evidence of the influence
that it has had in her-life is best understood by examining the commenfs
of her mother, her teacher, ?nd a newly found friend--her sién lanéﬁage
tutee,

) . i isabled nt

Because of the unique nature of the sign language studies, each is

(8]

‘reported separately. In this second study learning disabled studénts in

a self-contained classroom tutored their nénhandicapped peers in sign
lanéhége. The method and procedures were similar to those used in the
first sign language study, but the.studéﬁts and setting were substantively
different. The main question in this study, aé with the first study
dealt with social acc:%ptance. While measures were taken of signing ability,

tutee attitude toward the handicapped, and parent/teacher perception,

free-play interaction between tutors and regular class peers was the

primary dependent variable. ' . o \
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- Setting

Study 2 was also:conducfed imythe Davis School District. For this
study, 7 studentS attendéng a self-contained learﬁfgé disability*nit at
Créssview Elementary were compared with a control group of 16.students
at?endi:ng a self-contained unit at Washington Elementary. Total enrollment
at Crestview Elementary wés 492; total enrollment at W;shington was

546. The majority of handicapped students in both schools were bussed

. from surrounding areas. The population from which the students came was

previbusfy described in Study 1.

The classroom environments differed in several respects from those

in the first study. The rectangular room where the Crestview treatment

group met for class seemed too large and vacant for the teacher, the

aide, and the seven students. ‘Spacious windows on the outer wall overlooked

> , L |
a nearby street and parking lot. Inside the room, student. desks were

arranged in rows facing the opposite wall wheré the doorway and one of
the 1ar§e black boards wefe located. Discipline was str1cr1y enforced;
students who created a dlsturbance who did not complete thelr homework
from the previous night, or who failed to finish the morning's assignmept,
were not allowed out for recess. The students w?rked individually
on math and reading duriﬁé the morning hours; the afternoon was spent -
in‘group-féarnihg activities. The number of irudents gradually increased
rhrough the year as studefits who fell behind in other schools WPF;
transferped into the unit. '1 . ) [ ’
The thhingtdn Elementary schbol building was=1¥shape& with the
lower grade classroom wing perpendicular to the upper grade wings. Near
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" time to understand each student's disability.j

the end of the upper grade wing was Mrs. Ford's class for learning
disabled children in rhé .fifth.'an'd' sixth grades. The room was quite

large, twice the size of a regular classroom, with a space for the

traditional arrangement of desks, 4 rows of 6 desks across, an area with

{
table and chairs for learning groups to meet, and an open area for

 playing games or viewing films. The room had been carefully decorated with

proportional: ''white space'' between each of the studer_it art projects
that hung on the wall. The wall opposite the door and parallel with the

student desks was colored with & bright bulletin board that was changed

.on a monthly basis.or with the seasonal holidays. Facing the students'

- desks and near the door was a large blackboard in front of which Mrs. Ford

and her full-time aide had their desks aligned perpendicular to the *srude_nt.s '

‘desks. - One student's de.sk was forced up against Mrs. Ford's desk.

There was on'l')./ one smali. three-foot wide \(indéw in tﬁe-corner of the
room, but the lighting ;nd coloring of -the place compénsated comfort‘alﬁly
for the minimal'dayl'ight? _ | |

The schedule for the classr‘vl was rigid Aé_gd orde{éd although’
special times of the“day were designated for free time which the students
controlled themselves » within certain 1limits set by Mrs. Ford. The
students seemed to think that their environment was ''strict'',. judging

from théir reaction to Mrs. Ford and .their comments to ea§h other.

However, Mrs. Ford was accommodating to each student's needs and took

- L3

Students

The 7 students in the treatment group at Crestview were between the
' .

ages of 10 and 12. In the year prior to the study, these students had

42




LN

.
&
R

‘ . developed which required students ‘tq draw one card from a stack, make .

been involved in resource programs at their regular schools, but because

of inadequate academic achievement, they had been transferred to the

' hewly. establisht_ad learning disability unit. Although their I.Q..scores

were within the normal range, the majority of these students read on a second

or third grade level. Three additjonal students joined the class after’

the study had already begun. They were also involved in the sign language
tutoring but were not included as pért of the study. The control group
consisted of 13 fifth and sixth-grade learning disability. students at

L4 .

Washington Elementary. Seven nonhandica[;peq fifth-graders from Crestview
i .

were selecsed to serve as- tutees.

Materials _ o

Two copies of a sign language packet were prepared for each of the

7 students. The sign packets consisted of stapled sets of pages containing
A . ' .

__the words to be signed and graphic illustrations showing how the signs

were to be made. The vocabulary included the élphabet, the colors,

numbers, and a variety of othet simple words. In addition to single
words, combinations of preyious signs and new signs were formed inta
sentences and printed on several pages. Four sets of _these packets were

attached by rings to cardboard stands to bg"pllaced on the tables and

used during the tutoring sessions. A game similar to Bingo was alsd

. kY ‘n
the correét sign corresponding to the one shown on the card, then to

find and cover with small paber squares the same word and illus_trétion '

include'é"o'n the larger board cards.

S
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Instruments

Free - Play Interaction Form. Free-play observational data between
. ‘ . . N

the handicapped and the nonhandicapped students were collected by observers
A . t; . .

during morning and lunch recesses. These observations included the

date, the rames of the students, the type of interaction students were

involved iﬁ, the amount of time in each interaction, and a judgement

~about the positive or negative nature of ea£h interaction. A list of
students who were held in detentioﬁ each recess period wés also.'kept.
(see Appendix B). |

. Parent Phone Interview Guide. For a complete description of the

Parent Phone Interview Guide refer to Study 1 and Appendix C,

Tutee Interview Guide. For a complete description of the Tutee

Interview Guide refer to Study 1 and Appendlx D.

Non-Tutee Intervxewg In order to assess the attitudes of students

-

fot involved in the sign language 'program, interviewers modified the
interview qhestrions given to the 'tute_es and presented thefn to two groubs
of three fifth-g.,rad‘e students in Crestview El%mehtary who had not received
tutoring;

Sign Langauge Test. A complete list of vocabulary words, :letters,

" and sentences was compiled as an instr&nt for conducting a test (see .

Appendix H, Crestview Sign Language Test).

Procedures
Selecting the students. All of the original students in each of

the learning d1sab111ty classes parnmpate@ in the study The"

tey

nonhandifapped students who served as. tutees were selected by their

A




‘classroom teachers on the basis of academi¢ achievement that would allow

them-to-be absent from the regular classroom for short periods.
Parental Consent Forms' were obtained for each of the participants

as described in Study 1 or Appendix G.

T; ini gg'the tutors. The training of the tutdrs began the second
half of the year and two months prior to tutorihg. During the first
three weeks, the entire group of students were taught three times per

+

week in 30-minute sessions. The instructor would demonstrate the sign,
. . 4 "'- )

ask the students to copy the hand positions and finger configurations,
and monitor the correctness of their signs. Later, she would ask them

to demonstrate the signs from .memory without any prompting. Two sign

language packets were given to each student allowing one to be taken
home and the other to be left at school. The packets followed ' the

~sequence in which the signs were taught; the alphébet, the colof§,

family members, numbers, and other simple words were taﬁght seqpentiélly.
After the initial tﬁree weeks, ;he sign langhage instructor continued

to work‘several times eacﬁ week with the students on an individual basis
or in small groups of two or three. In these 20-minute session;; conducted
at a table located on ohe end of the room, the students were encouraged
to monitor their peers and to help bne Lnother when necessary. fhey-ﬁere
aiso prompted to give feedback and praise to each other.
. : )

A variety of methods were used to teach additional signs.' On
several occasions¢ the ihstpucfor would teach a series of new signs.:to
one student. After that student learned the signs properly, a second

student would come back to the table to be faught by the first. The

45




LY

&

B . N ’ -
. ' , s .
. .

[

L

L.

- 4
R

. learned the new signs.
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. students continued to rotate teaching until all of the class meﬁ"as had

i

In another review strategy, the'sign langgage teacher would hold up

a pr1nted word, seen only by the student, and ask him or her to sign the
'word, As the student signed the word the instructor would verbally

~guess the word that the student signed. If the student could not read

the word, or did not remember the sign, the student would make the sign
for "picture" ‘and the instructor would uncover the graphic illustration

that showed how to make the sign. The student would then make a second

attempt to sign the word correctly so that the instructor could name

it _lf the student was still unable to sign the word, which rarely
happehed, the instructor would demonstrate rhe'sign. This approach
emphasized reading as well as sign memorization skills.

Tutoring sessions. Three times each waek over a seven-week period,

" each of the ‘learning disabilitgystudents was paired with a non-handicapped

o

student for 15-minute tutoring sessions. Alternating between two rooms

whfcb were not being used on specific mornlngs. four sets of students

worked rogerher from 9:45 to 10:00 and the remaining sets worked together

from 10:00 to 10:15. Although each tutor was primarily assigned one tutee,

some changes were made due to student absences or to allow the tutees an
)

opportunity to get to know more of the tutors. -

<+

‘Each tutor taught using a sign language packet mounted on a cardboard
stand. This allowed rhe:rurors.ro‘proceedathrough the words in the same
order that rhey had ieafned them. The tutees could not see rhéiprinfed
h?ges in rhe,packer; therefore, they had to depend on’ thelr tutor tar

all information and feedback. The alde. who in this c1rcumstance was
. \ .
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the sign language tgacher, gave minimal direction to the tutors. She
answered an occ"asional question, rer;iindéd the tutors to review with
their tutees, and prompted themﬁto give feedback. For the most past,
the tutors were allowed to teach independently and to proceed at their
own pace..During the final month of the program the students also.played
a form of signed Bingo together approximately once each week.

Fgee-gfhy observations. It was necessary for the observer to be
acquajntéd with the tutors in order to identify them on the playgroﬁﬂdt
Therefore, the sign language instructor and teacher's aide from another
classroom were trained as free-play observers.. These two observers
alternately monitored the students duriné their free plgy time. Both
observers also noted which students were kept in.detentionainste;d of
being allowed out for receﬁs.

Observations were also conductéd at the control school in the same
manner by one of the observers mentioned in Study 1. In addition, the _f
teacher quﬁ.ha handicapped students contributed observations of her
§tudents' interaction witﬁ other students in the school. As explained
in Study 1, fewer observations were made at the cohtrol school because
no interaction was occurri ;ffmfherefore 3 "pretreatment' and 4 'during
‘tréatment" observation wefe made at the control school while 5 "'pretreatment"’
and 30 "during treatment" observations were conducte®at the éxperiﬁenyal

4

school. ’
‘ .,

Parent interviews. For a complete description of parent interviews

- . 1

refer to Study 1. ’ .
' \

Tutee jnterviews. For a complete description of tutee interviews

refer to Study 1.
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Non-tutee jnterviews. At the conclusion of the study 6 non-tutees
fromvthe'experimental school were interviewed by two individuals not
familiar with the students. These interviews were conducted in private

areas away from the classrooms and involved the same type of questions

‘regarding attitudes toward handicapped students that were included in

o L &
the Tutee Interview Guide. These interviews lasted approximately 20 minutes.
Sign language testing. At the conclusion of the year, sign language

y 2
tests were administered as explained in Study 1 except that theré were

no photographs for the students to work from. The vocabulary also
differed slightly. N
In order to avoid scheduling conflicts with the regular classroom
teachers, the tutees were administered a shortened form of the test
which included only 142 vocabulary words.
' J
Data Analysis
-~

Free-play observations. Free play interaction data were analyzed

by grouping the observations into series of fives. This allowed chénges
in interaction occurring in the .!'pre' and "during" treatment periods to
be monitored. At Crestview Elementary 5 "pre' and 30 "'during' observations
were made.

The following information was calcglated-ffan each series of five
observations: -

L. 2 . .

1. Total number of positive and negative incidents per student and for
the total of'7 students.

2. Total number of minutes of positive and negative interaction per

student .and for the total of 7 students.

r
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3. Percéntage of the total observafion time that each child was interacting

T positively. 3
4. Percentage of the total observation time that each child was interacting 3

1
- -~ 4

| |

' .

Jl negatively. ) . 1
5. “WPercentage of total observation time that positive .interaction N
occurred in the group of 7 students. | ,
6. Percentage of total observatidn time that negative interaction
occurred in the group of 7 students. |
7. Percentage of total observation time that each child spent indetention.

After~c011ecting this information, mean scori reflecting the ab%ye

information were'calcula'fed for the '"pre'" and '"during" o‘bserv'at.ion
periods. Using the 'pre" " and "during'' mean percentages of positive

interaction, two paired t-tests were used on the data to check for

statistically significant differences.

. of parental and tutee data analysis refer to Study 1.

Non-tutee interview data analysis. Non-tutee interview data analysis

was conducted in the same manner as the tutee interview data analysis

el

described in Srudg 1.

. l . Parental and tutee data analysis.  For a complete de§cript\xon ‘
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RESULTS o

Free- t
'Free-play time prior to and during the treatment is summarized
in Figure 4. -Thé horizontal axis represents the two points for '‘pre"
‘ and "during" per‘ic;ds; the vertical axis represents the group mean percentage
of positive interaction. Results of the t-test indicate that the
experimental g{gpp mean percentage ''during'’ treatment was significantly
higher than the '"pre' treatment at the .05 level (t=2.74, p,.025, df=6).
Figure 5 further clarifies th(; mean percentage of positive interaction

across time for both the experimental and control groups. The horizontal

axis, labeled 1 through 7, stands for ‘the series of observation sets

t\

described in the procedures section. The first set shows the "pre"

observation period, while the! remaining sets show the '"during" observation
period. The vertical axis represents the mean percentage of interaction
across time as well as the significant difference between 'pre'- treatment

and 'during" treatment observations for the experimental group. The

-

control group percentages ‘are also shown by the dotted line. Figure o *

6 describes the mean gains in positive interaction with non—héndicapped

™
peers experienced by each student in the experimental group contrasted

with the mean percentage of time that each student spent recess in

detention. Since each student had a 'pretreatment' interaction mean of

0%, the bars describing social interaction represent mean. increases

’ occurring in the 'during treatment' period. These increases are often *
. . \
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Figure 4 - Comparison of experimental and control group positive interaction means’
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inversely related [to the mean amount of free-play time that each student

spent in detentiqp The only student to experience no 1nteract10n_ga1n

was not allpwedjout for recess approximately half of the time. As a
group, 57% (4);65 the students were held in detention for over 20% of
their Eree-plq& time.
Parent térvie ,
._-"" . L] - .

A total of 6 (86%) Of the parents of the 7 handicapped tutors were

interviewéd at thé conclusion of the study. The percentages here are

based on the 6 parents who were interviewed.

When asked if their ch11d mentloned anything about the ‘tutoring
program a't home, 100% of the parents stated that their child had mentipngd
the signing program in favorable terms and 100% choose ''very positive"
or "positive' as the term that best described their child's f?élings

about the program. Also, 100% of the parent , chose "'very posxtxve" to

descrlbe their own Eeelxngs about thexr child's i volvement in the program.

From the three-part question asklng parenfs if the sign language
program had an effee¢t. on their child's languag: skills, self-esteem, .or
soc1a1 interaction, the f‘ilowlng<respbnses we*e given: 0% felt that
their child's language skills had been infernch; 100% felt that their
child's self-esteem ﬁad been infl%gnced positively; and 83% (5) felt
that their child's social interactionkhad beenkpo,itively influenced. Some
specific examples citéd l;y patjents concernihg how the sign language tutoring

program had affected their child are given below:

He often signed things like "I love you' and he showed his sisters
how to sign it. As the youngest child he sometimes gets puf down and

-signing was something he could do that his sisters couldn't. 1 think

that he realizes "I can do something ‘on my own.'" He can even sign some

. of the things that he sees on TV. : ’




‘

' think that he felt}épat he did well at that. He was excited
about learning. something thfit he could do well. He talked a little
about being special or different because of that. The only other time

has mentioned something like that was in third grade--and that was
be use he was the littlest--not a very positive thing. I think that he
is a little more confident about himself now. He has initiated more
conversations and talks a lot about sign language.

When he is given an oppor tunity to teach others it makes him more
positive towards himself. I don't know abut' the social interaction,
there are not many kids on the street his age.

I think that it helped him to feel like he was on top of something.
It was difficult for him going into a special class this year and I
think that it helped him to know 3pmething and to be able to teach -it.

'He also felt more at ease around hjs aunt and uncle, who are deaf

because he could communicate w1th them,

It made things a littlevbetter f&ﬁg her. She's more thoughtful
of others now. If she finds someone whq has a problem she doesn't
want to leave them out. If someone can't heag,she tries to involve them.
in 'a conversation. . :

Because of possible concerns that parents might have about whether

sign language would in any way be detrimental to their children's expressive .

~verbal skills, the parents were asked if the amount of conversing tha

their child did -at home increased, decreased or stayed thglsame: 33%
(2) said that the amount of conversing had increased; 67% (4) said that
the amount of conversing had stayed the same.

Although the parents ha&.not peqn asked to reinforce or supplement °
the program at home, 100% of them spontaneously proVided‘some support by"

allowing their child to demonstrate signs or to teach signs to family

. members. Examples of péféﬁfal reésponses are listed here:

At least every couple of days he would sit down and try to teach us
something. He'd also teach his little sisters, It was cute. He would
sit down and explain it to them, then show them the signs. He also used
it with Lydia and Leo (deaf aunt and uncle) whenever they were around.
He was the only one in the family that could really talk to them that way.

We had him show us what he learned. I noticed that he learned more
on some days than others and I asked him if he had it every day--he said
"No''. Anyway, on the days that he had it he would show us new words.
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He spots all kinds of things connected with sign language and shows them
to us. : .
-

_ In conclus ion, 100% of the parent¥ wanted to see the program continued
and would want their child to participate in it again. When asked for
additional comments about: the progra;n, sevéral of the parents made these
remarks:

When Dennis brought home the paper for me to sign he didn't say
much. But he was really happy when I signed the paper. I guess maybe
he didn't think that’ I'd let him be in it. His older brother was also
in resource and later had a chance to teach others in math. Thert gave
him a boost--he didn't feel like a dummy’ if he could teach someone
else. I think this is the same. _

Maybe we have a special interest in this because of havin§ relatives
who are deaf and knowing a few others who are deaf.. The common barriers
can be broken down by knowing sign language and how to communicate. It
makes our kids understand them so that they don't. treat the deaf as
different. I really liked .the program. ~ .

I'm a professional clown so I work around a lot-of different people.
1 have also done substitut® teaching and one time I taught at a handicapped .
school. I think that it is important to edify ouselves by learning and.
teaching. It was good for Pete to not always-have to ask Mom or his
sisters. It was a chance for him to know more and develop a feeling of
self-worth. , Anything that a person can .learn adds to that. -Wg used to
live in Califorhia and Sometimes we would see the deaf there. I really

hope that other parents understood the program and that you keep it next

l ) year. It is a fantastic, superb, Qrogram.

l Tutee and Non-Tutee InterVieﬁ‘
All 7 of the nonhandicépped tutees were interviewed at the end of -
l the study. In add'{tion, 6 non-tutees were asked similar ques:ion relating
to the sign language tutoring program and attitudes toward the leagning“
' disabled studeni‘s. -

'_l L When asked to describe their feelings about the program; .100% of
w ",‘? : the tutees stated that they liked.being in the sign ianguage tutoring

program. The two most commonly given reasons for why they liked it

were: 1) because it was fun to learn éign- language; and 2) because they
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were able to make new friends. Of the non-tutees, 100% reported that
they had heard positive comments from students who.had part1c1pated as
tutees. One non-tutee said, "It's fun, t‘hey brag about it. They have taught

some of us .a few signs." None of- the tutees stated that they disliked

anythlng about the program; none of the non-tutees said that they had

heard anythlng negative about the program from part1c1pants

In describlng general student attitudes toward the learning disabled’
students, 71% (5) of the tutees admitted that they had heard the.students’

~ from Mrs. Blandsbury's.class called names and felt that the other students

in the school felt negatively towards them. A sample of .their responses

are recorded here: . : »

§?me people call them dumb.

They just think they are really dumb and everythlng .isome of the
kids think they are smarter. :

“Mean kids call them "retards" and stuff.
They see them as different because'they don't know them.

They were called things...some were "stupid' and '"'dummy"’ and I
won't tell the rest because they,are dirty.

¥

The rema1n1ng 29% (2) said that they had not heard the learnlng disabled -

students called any names. Of the non-tutees, 33% (2) remembered having
heard other studentsimake fun of the learning disabled students, while

67% (4) had not. When asked in what way; the learning disabled students

- were similar to or different from the other students in the school, 100%

, of the tutees and non-tutees .felt that they'were similar in their -

personalitiés, their likes and dislikes, and their family bdckgrounds.

[
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. (Lorraine), which I did, I didn't know...We would bug her, you
know, because...if she accndentally bumped into me, I'd say "knock
it off" or somethmg

k 4

1 L
’ On questions relating to how they persomally felt about the learning ‘}J
' disabled students and whether they felt différently no-\;l iht'm' before, the )
‘ tut , answered: o |
I " They are .slow learners.
" They are handicapped...I h_pven't realiy thought about it. -
c The are not retards. They are a lot nicer than some qther '
. kids. .. “They're normal people.
. | Well, we used to think that they were weird and stuff ‘It took
- the first week, it was kind of Juneasy, and then the second week )
. we all got along. ‘ |
I learned to redpect the mentally retarded. I was 'surprised about ’
' . lwhatlfun it was. I thought it was going to be bad. | . ®
Mos’t of the non-tutees wc:re reluctant to express how they felt on the .
' subjett One of the nongtutees said the the learning disabled Students
' ‘acted "welrd" ‘but the others preferred not to.comment or simply said ;
.' that. they d1dn'.r,kno‘\;l them very well. :
', The tundes were, then asked how they 'felt. WhB;l they heard other
'student.;, calling the learning disabled students names and what they
l would do if they heaP;l that happen. Ale of them repiied that "it would
' feel pretty bad" or that they would ""feel sorry for them.'" Other comménts ' o
] ' included: | |
A pretty bz;d Eéeling. I didn't feel as bad as I do nbw....because
' “ I know them more. : '
| ’ -I don't know. | ' o
" | I would téll :hem that they weren't retards and that they were
' . really nice and they are picer than other people. They are.
‘ In a paf}iculérly candid state;ment. one of the tutegs said:
‘ ' ' ” I leame‘d not ‘to be mean to them.:.and like if I.used to bug her - ;

‘?
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The non-tutees also expressed that they felt 'bad" when they heard the

1earning)ig§5bied studénts called names. One of the'pon-tutees expressed

" his b¢11e£ thht the students who did partic1pate in the tutoring felt

"differently rhan those who did nq;'have the opportunity, A portion-of‘

his redarks are included in the following excerpt

Int: Do you ‘think the kids who learned signlng feel differently
about the kids in Mrs. Blandsbury $ class-now?

Boy:  Yes. They like 'em more. They're friends.

Ints What about you. Do you feel differently towards these

: « kids from the beginning of the year?

Boy : Well, yeh. I like them more. I know 'ema little better.

Int: Do you think you'd feel differently rﬁén you do if you
could have'been in the sign language program?

o

Boy: . Yes.
At the beginning of the year I didn't care and feel sorry
for them sometimes. But I don't really feel like I'm

e friends with them. . '

Int: | Why not?

Boy: There's just no chance‘to get. to know them.

. If T could be ina place where I-could get to know them I
would like them more and be petter friends. As 1t is, I
can't be very good friends.

(Pause...) Yeh, and I think if T~were friends I'd probably
‘feel real bad when I heard Randy mgde fun of
Nhybe d
-~ (Pause...)
Int: Maybe. . .What?
Boy : Well, I don't know. Maybe then I nnght not care if .

anybody made fun of me if I stood up for him.
.{4 )

, 4 .
to tutor had been a good experience for the learning disabled students
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A1l of the tutees and the non-tutees agreed that the opportunity
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because it had given them a chance to '"make new friends' and to '"feel
K
: J

good' about being able to teach something. The tutkes agreed unanimously

that their tutors had improved as tﬁé program continued and felt that
their tutors had done a good job of teaching sign language.

In general, 100% of the tutees said that they would like to be
involved in the tutoring pwlgram again; 100% of the non-tutees also said

o _
that they would like to have an opportunjty to participate in the future.

“Sign language tests inéluding vocébulary words (215 p&ints) and
simp}e sentences (107 péinfﬁ) were administered to the 7 tutors which
all&wed a maximum possible score of 322 poin;s. Results indicate that
the tutors' mean word score ﬁ;s 70% (SD=10) of the ?ossiblq scoré; the
mean sentence scdre was f?}-(SDaSS) of the possible score; and the mean
score for total points possible was 73% (SD=18). Because of time
limitations, the tutees were given a modified sign langﬁage test which
included only vocabuiary totaling 142 points. Th;'tutees mean scaore Eo:
vocabulary was %4% (éDaZO) of the total.
Case §t3ﬂz. .

Randy's placement in the self-contained learning disability unit at

-

Crestview Elementary came prior to Christmas and after a long series of

transfers between other schools. Because of family moves, Randy had

attended three different elementary schools by the time he began the

fourth grade. His resource teacher from the previous school 8uggested

that he be placed in the third gfade again, rather ghan the fourth,
. NG N
because of his academic defigiencies. ' The school followed that

recommendat ion for, two weeks, then returned him to the fourth grade because
Ji '3

-

\7
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his"la.rge physicél S{Ze made it difficult for him to be accepted by the

* other third-grade students. ‘ | o |
At this point, his teachers beéan 'ixoting behavioral. prqbléms that

they 'Eélt interfered with his learning. His behavior was monitored by
the resource team, a(:”l‘- the following year he was sent to a behaviorally

- handicapped unit. On Burke's Behavior Rpti}lg Scale, Randy was rated by

his father and his resource teacher as being significantly low in academics,

intellect, and attention. After attending the behaviorally handicapped
class for several months, however, his teache; there felt that his

: problems. were not severe enough to _warr}nt that classification and it
was decided that he would once again be transferred, this time to the
learning disability progrgn;l. |

Shortly thereafter I'-met_ Randy and the six other students in

several of the other students weie lf or 12 years of age, he was noticeably
larget ar;d heavier than the other students. After the initial sign-' ¢ .
language lesson, 1 stayed to work with a few of the students on _.,their.
other academic assignments. "‘On a conver‘sation.al level Randy was very
bright and loved to ta.'lk. Hé t_;ouldbdescribe in. detail, and with great
enthusiasm, the mov,ié that he saw on T.V. the previous night or a joke that_
“he recently heard, but as I helped him through his E.irstﬂ-grade—level
reading book,” his progregs was siow and pains‘taking. As eqch letter was
sounded out, each word mouthed, and edch sentence pieced together, I was
amazc_ed_at the tenacityl ;hat he ex}'\ibited for such an arduous task.

Randy's'signing skills de'veloped rapidly. I also noticed that his

reading improved when he signed words and sentences to me instead of
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l Mrs. Blandsbury's class. Although Ran‘\dy was only# 10 years old, and
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These kids were sitting there already doing it'. The tutee also admitted

focm&'ng on reading them aloud. The most difficult part for him was

'“'f_ingerspelling because he could not visualize thé correct letter order

. . . . ‘, .
without actually seeing the word in print. - During one visit I worked‘ . .

with the students individually and I notlced that Randy \I"oked unhappy

‘after struggling unsuyccessfully with some math problems involving d1v1s ion.

I asked him if he was frustrated with math and he said 'Yes', so' I

showed him the sign for "ft:tlstrated". I asked him a few other questions'

_ about’ what he liked and he replied that he '"didn't know'". I then

showed him the s,igns for "know" and, ""don't knéw". After that, his mood
improved and we continued signing a conversation about his dogs. I
observed on later occagions that his moods ;:ould fluctuate rapidly ovet;
a short period of time. . - . ) »

Randy seemed: ro partlcularly enjoy the opportumty to.tutor another
studant and with his sense of humor, his tutees seemed to enJoy him.
In an intefnew with one tutee, a fifth-grader, the _1ntervu_¢wer asked
what oth‘ef kids in the school thoﬁght of ‘the student's in Mrs. Blandsbury's
room. {th some)hesitatiqn' Hf';.repied ."Um .some 'l;eople call .them
dunb. " Ihn sranng his own opinion, however, the tutee asserted 'Well

they're not dumb...she (the sign language 1ntructor) was havingl us sing

a song in sign language and I went ‘in there and I didn't even know'it.

that hé had heard negative labels applied to many of the s"tudeh_,nrs and | )
that he had specifically heard Randy cailed "Chubs'. As the interviewer-
quesr ioned the tutee on what he would do if he heard Randy. being called
names now, the tutee answered that he would say, "I'd just bet anything

rhat he's’ smarter than you.' The tutee ‘sensed that the benefits of the ‘

7’
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signing program went beyond just learning to sign. When asked if he

thbught rhat’; the opporrunify ‘to.tutor had been good for Randy, the tutor

’

replied that it ha;i- bel:atj‘se "He' started liking me. #. Randy's' social

7 .

" interaction did 1ncrease dramatlcally during the perlod of tutoring:

During observar ions made before the tutoring began, Randy did not interact

14

at a11 with his nonhandlcapped schoolmates; during recess observations made -

during the tutoring pq‘t'iod.f." 19% of his free play time was spent interacting -

with nonhandicapped students. Randy became a regular participant in

baseball games played with students from qther classes. )

Parental support for the program also reflected the positive impact

that signing and tutoring had-on Randy's life. His mqtl;}ef‘ notgced that -

Randy was always excited about learning sign language and said, '"It's

3

-the one thing that he would come home from school and practice o without

being reminded. He was always signing something and sa):?ing "'"Look, Mom,

do you know what this means?'' She expressed her surprise over how

p .
;.
4

readily Randy was able to develop signing skills:

I was really impressed by the program. I was impressed that he
could learn it so easily when he's never been able to pick up most
things in school. It made me feel better to realize that he is not
lacking in knowledge--that although he has specific disabilities,
he is generally intelligent.

Although Randy has problems in reading and in math, he was -

able to look at the sign language visuals and do it. I didn't know
that he was tutoring other students before, but I think it was good
for him to do that--to know that he could help someone else. He
gets tired of being the one that doesn't know things. With this,
he could help himself and others to learn. It was something that
he could excel at. I would be 1nrerested -in" finding out if there
are possibilities for him to pursue thi§ either for a profession or
just so that he could volunteer and help others.

Randy likeNrestviea Elementary qQuite well. Most years he really
slows down in school from January to May. This year he yent up
one-and-a-half years in math. The only negative comméhts he made about
scho'l wete that his reacl;sr didn't like¢ him, She gave him too
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much to do. Most years he complains about people: picking on him.
But he didn't in this school. Being involved with your program may
have helped. ‘ _ , :

Randy's successful social integration into the new séhool_setting"
was not matchéfa by all of°his classmafes. . The ways. in which his involvement
;n'the sign language program contributed to that acceptance by nonhandic’appéd

| peefs can only be inferred from the infdrmatipn presented-hére. |
Mnecdotal |

 The social worker, who had not been informed about the program

previously,‘noticed improvements in the.students' self-esteem that she

attributed to the program: »

Shortly after we began the signing program some of the students
began signing some words while she was involved in various activities
with the group. She asked them what they were doing and they proudly
respond that they knew sign language. They stopped what they were
doing that day and she allowed the. students to show her a few signs
and how to spell her name. Lorraine was particularly proud of her
new skills and announced: 'We can sign, you know. We'll teach
you, but it's hard!" Mrs. Powers said that that was the first
positive comment that she had ever heard Lorraine make about herself.
She also mentioned that each of the students portrayed an enthusiasm
for .signing. <TEven Ray, who generally refused to interact wtih
activities in the group, became animated when talking about signing. \

On subsequent days the students asked her if she remembered
how to sign her name. They often took the last few minutes of time
together to have the students show her .more signs. She believes
that the program has been excellent for the studentg' self-esteem
and emphasized the pride that the students showed in their signing
abilities. - Another specific incident she related occured while she

. and Randyjwere walking down the hall together. Randy made her. stop
. in front 'of .a bulletin board that the students put up using hand
configur&tions from- the manual alphabet to spell "Have a safe and
happy summer'. Randy aked her if she could read it and helped heg
when she réad part of At incorrectly. Later Lorraine did the same
+ thing. ' :

Mrs. Bowers is ghthusiastic about the signing program and
the positive influefce ‘that it has had on the students. She would like

v to see the prografl repeated and expanded.
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Experiment 2:

" Handicapped Students Tutoring Younger
Nonhandicappéd Stuaents in Reading

There are three "general purposes -for this study in addressing
the previously described research problems: i

1. To sfstémat iCally examine the effec ts on both academic achievement
and self-esteem when handicapped students tutor non-handicapped students.

2. To carefully and systematically examine the academic effects 6n
the non-handicapped students who are tutored by hand?capped tutors.

3. To more fully understand the attitudes and,perceptions of parenté

and teachers concerning reverse-role tutoring program.

‘Research Hypotheses and Questions

To meet the previously described general purposeé of the study,
three specific research hypotheses will bé tested: \

1. Reverse-role tutof;ng will significantly improve the reading
achievement of ﬁandicapped stugents. as measured by standardized andx~
criterion redding achievement tests. |

2. - Reverse-role tutoring will significantly enhance the general and .
academic self-esteem of hahdicapped étudnet, as meaﬁured by standardized
self-concept instruments.

3. Reverse-role tutoring will significantly improve.as méasured by
standardized and criteridn reading tests.'

This study will also address two specific research questions:

1.  What are parén.ts' perceptions and attitudes about their handicapped

child's participation in the reverse-role tutoring program?

7
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2. What are the attitudes of teachers of the handicapped tutors .

and non-handicapped tutees concerning the strengths and relative X
‘effectiveness of the reverse-role tutoring program. : /
L] ) . /
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METHODS

N,
Students selected for participation in this study came from Utah's

third largest school district, Davis County School District. The district

is comprised primarily of suburban schools. Four elementary schools

were selected for -participation in the study because they contained’the

——

‘special education classes and students needed for the study.and also

because the four schools represented a ;ross-section.of special education
students in the state. A total of 78 special education students were
involved in this studyz-- 39 students e>hh in the treatment and control
groups. The handicapped students in this study came Erog ¥hree typeé of
spécial education classes -« self-contained behavioraliy haﬁdicapped
(BH):'self-contained learning disabled (LD), and resource students.
Twenty-fdur BH students from two self-contained classes (12 students

in each class)- participated in the study. These $tudents were assigned

to a self-contained behaviorally handicapped class on the basis of-

-./J‘Wkecdo:al ri;;;dS'of teachers, and administrators that indicate serious

disciplinei//.havioral and/or emotional problems. Placements,were done
upon the recommendatlonwof $chool special education a551gnment teams
which were comprlsed of the principal, resource teacher, speech therapist,
psychologist, nurse, and social worker. The recommendation for placement
: . : Y . .

in a self-contained clas? must also be app?oved by the district placement
committee. |

BH students have typically been assigned to éélf-containéd classes

i
as a result of long-term, aggressive belavior and/or academic motivational

problems. Of the 24 BH students in this study there were 21'b0ys and

f
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three gi#&s;'three fourth graders, nine fifth graders and 12 sixth
graders. Academic achievement was not a consideration in the placement
of BH students to self-cdntained classes. As a resulf there were soime
d1verS1ty of age W1th1n the classes and considerable academ1c d1vers1ty
among-the students with reading achievement ranging from fi¥st to twelfth .
grade levels. |

Also included among the-78 speC1a1 education students of this_ study
were 26 learning disabled (LD) students from two self contalned classes.
-- thirteen students from each class. Placement in a self-contatned LD
class was based on a serious learning deficiency. in both aehievement
level and grade placement. The Davis County School -District criteria
for placement in a self-contained LD class requlred a 40% def1C1ency‘qﬁ
stanﬁardlzed achleVement tests and a 40% below- grade- level performance .

in at least two academic subJect areas. These subject areas were (a)

-

writing abiiity, (b) reading, (c) spelling, and (d) math. Placement
in a self-contained LD class was sjmilar to the placement proéess of BH
students. The student mu-st be recc_mﬁnended by the school special education |
team and be approved by the district placement commi'ttee ) The 26
self- contalned LD students in th1s study were comprised of six glrls and\
20 boys; 16 fifth graders and 10 sixth graders.

" The remaining 28 special education students in this study came from
the -resource classes at Washington .and Crestvu?w Elementary schools
Fourteen resource students from each‘ school were selected for participation v
in the study. The group of 28 resource students was COmprised of 10

girls and 18 boys; eight sixth graders, 12 fifth graders, and edght

¢ !
fourth graders. A resource student can be clhssified eitherdas learning

! | b&ig o ‘
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disabled or behaviorally handicapped. Of the 28 resource students in

this study 19 were classified as LD and the other nine were identified
i

as BH. Resource students were assigned to regular classrooms but were

*ired to attend a remedial resource class for a certain period of

time each day determined b% the severity of the handicap. P‘}acement in

~a resource setting as opposed to a self-contained class was determined

)

1

by similar, yet less stringent criteria. For example a student that is

40% deficient in achievement or below grade level in only one subject

could qualify for resource placement, but would not qualify Eob,'r“"'

self-contained placement. Similarly, placement of a BH student to

resource would indicate less severe aggressive behavior or mot1vat1'ona1

b problems, althougp serious problems would still exist. Although the

N1
W

resource students had less severe léarning or behavioral handicaps, they
were identilfied as special education students and were assigned to
resource for remediation upon the _‘recon;mendation of the school special
education team. ' Q’?

All of the fourth, fifth, and sixth grade resource'students from
Washington and C:/éstview elementary schools were selected for partic.ipation
in this tudy. This was done to correspond the self-contained LD classes
also included in the study.

Besides the 78 special educatiop students in this study, there were
also 82 first graders who participated in the research.- Each of the ten
first grade teachers from the three schools, where a spec,ialletiUCation
treatment g_rou; was located, identified 8-10 students who were not
classified as special education students, but were below grade level in

reading skills. >

/.; - | 81 ¢
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Alsa\included in the study as :important sources of .data were the

ten first grade teachers, the’ four special education teachers, and the -

parents of the 39 special education tutors in the treatmeﬁ‘?ﬁroup. y

Research Design
Due -to the constraints of self-contained classes, one BH class and

one LD class were randomly assigned to the treatment group. These two

classes were from J. A. Taylor Elementary-and Wasmington Elementary K

schools reSpectively. The other two self-contained Class were assigned

to the control group.. These were Sunset Elementary and Crestview Elementary

respectively. This design was determined to be preferable to complete -

randomizat ion due to the threat of contamination that would occur with random

assignment of students from the same class to the different groups.

Because the 28 resource students weré in regular clasées and attended
resoufce onlyhpa'rt-time. it was more feasible to randomly assign these
students to the treatment and control group.s.'

FI'OII‘I the total group of 28 resource students, 14 were randomly
assigned t§ the treatment. group and the remaiﬁing 14 students were
controls. Eight resource students from Crestview School and six from
Washington School were assigned to be tutors.

. With the inclusion of these four self-contained classes in the
study, a quasi-experimenta'l design was selécted because the self-conta'ihed
classes -formed naturally*assleml')l-ed, interest groups rather than
randomly-created groups. Since all of the subjects were not assigned

randomly to either the treatment or control groups, a 'mon-equivalent

_conrroi groupHes.ign was used (Campbell and Stanley, 1966). This

design utilizessa pretest and postreSt for hoth the treatment and control

70
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groups used -to control for differences between groubs due to history,

[

maturation, testing, instrumentation, and other threatsﬁto validity.

From the pool of 82 first graders selected for partiﬁipation in the

. .

' . study. 39 were randomly assigned to be tutored by the handrcapped students

with the .rest serv1ng as controls. Twelve first graders were assigned

2
-

to the treatment group from Taylor Elementary schools, along with 19 and

o

eight first grade tutees from Washington and Crestview Elementary'Schools

. respectively. These number corresponded to the number of handlcapped

+
-

tutors at each school. . ' ‘ . .

!

Shortly after the study commenced. two first graders were rransferred,
. upon parental requests, from rhe treatment to the control group. This
resulted -in fne treatment group- being comprised,of 37\tutee with 45
first graders assigned to the control group.

>

Since the first-grade tutees and controls had been randomly assigned

¢ 1}\

v

use a similar, yet slightly modified, ''non-equivalent control group'!
design to contfol for any initial difterences between groups and across
school or §ocio-econ2mic strata. By making the research designs similar

. fof both groups of the study, consistency in data analysis was also insured.
, Sw

Ingtrgggntg Used

-

three separate self-esteem 1nstruments.. The three d1£ferent types of

-

. .
o~
< R
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to therr respectrve graups, a posttest only research design could have

appropriately been utilized for that group. It was, however, decided to ~J

.

Four instruments,were used with the handicapped subjects to measure

_the dependent Variables-h-one standardized reading achievement test and’

‘self-esteem tests were ut111zed in response to- the congerns - raised in

theglrterature regarding -the difficulty of measuring selfresteem. S

4
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For the first graders in.this study, only one dependent
variable--reading achievement, was measured. Two separate. reading

tests were utilized--~-one standardized and one criterion test.

y

Subtests 13, 14, and 15 of, the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational

Battery, Part 2: Teﬁts’of Achievement, were administered before and

after the treatment as pretests and posttests respectively. Subtest 13
was used to measure the students' letter and word identification skills,

: a, '
subtest 14 was used as a measure of word attack skills, and subtest 15

was used to measure passage comprehension. A speciman copy of the answer

-

booklet for thig standarized reading achievement t”t is found in Appendix

H. . = - ’

' The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale Entitled, "The Way I

Feel About Myself'" .a self-report - instrument designed to measure the

general self-concept of children over a wide range. of grade levels

administered. When administered .as a group test, it requires only a
[ 4

¢

third-grade reading ability. The scale is comprised of 80 statements to
be marked with'a "yes' or '"no'" answer. The student ‘marks 'yes' if the
statement is like him most of the time and "no" if it is not like him.

. . .
Included in the géneral self-concept scale of eighty items are six subscales:

behavior, intellectual and school status, physical appearance, anxiety, -

' ) .o ‘_
popularity, and happiness and satisfaction. This study examined not

only the total score of general self-concept, but also three of the
] \\\ ' , ! . -

subscales -- behavior, intellectual and school:status, and happiness and
satisfaction. Time required fpr testing is approximately twenty minutes,

however, there is no time limit for this test (Piers, 1969).
A speciman copy of this instrument is f{)und in Appendix J.

’ "
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The Student's Perception of Abjlity Scale (SPAS) is similar to .the

Piers-Harris scale in.its self-report format céhprised of 70 statements
. A4 . . ‘

that th& child determines to be ''like' -or "un-fike" himself. . The child

marks ''yes' if the statement is like himself and 'no" if the statement

-

is unlike himself. This instrument: was developed to measure a more

specific part of the overall self-concept of elementary school children

-- the academic self- concept. This academic self-esteem 1nstrument has

been utilized with success among elementary school ch11dren and has been

spec1f1ca11y tested using special education students (Boersma and Chapman,
. . H

1978; Boersma, Chapman, and Maguire,. 1979; Boersma, Chapman, and Battle,

@

. iV
ontained in the instrument are six subscales designed to measure

1979

ifferent aspects of the total academic self-concept. These subscales

include: academic ability, arithmetic, school satisfaction, reading and

spellihg. benmanship. and confidence. This study focused on the total

score and three subscales believed to be most directly related to the

treatment -- academic ability, school satisfaction. and reading/spelling.

A spec1men copy of the Students' Perception of Ability ggale is,

¥

Eound 1n Appendxx C. : ) oo

Each of the two previously described selficoncept instruments

are self-report instruments with studenté'reporting their own perceptions

of self. A”different type of self-concept instrument was'ahgg_selected

for use in thjs,étudyl‘ The Inferred Se;£~§ongept Scale (McDaniel, 1973)
' »

was developed with the underlying assumption that self-esteem can be'

inferred from behavior. This'assumption seems especially important for

use with handicapped students. The Inferred Self-Concept Scale consists

I 4
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of thirty statements about student behavior that the teacher rates on a

five point rating scale. Scoring is accomplished by adding)t e /numbers

. in each colym to give a total inferred self-concept score. The total

hscore can be thought of as a point on a cé&tinuum betweeq 30 and 150

with 30 representlng a soctally undesirable or negative self-conpcept and

N e
T

150 representlng a socially d051rab1e or positive self-concept. Besides

the total score, this study also examined the two subscales. Subscale

A, comprised of 13 iteis is designe' to measure "Self-Conformance'" or -

Sy

interpersonal relationships. Subscale\B consists of 11 items and measures -

"Self-Attitude." ' e
. .‘3

A speciman copy of the Inferved 1f -Concept Scale=t% found in

et

Appendix L. - \ .

~

' The Qgg_l_wﬂg Reading I (Harrlson.‘980) criterion diagnostic

test was given as a pretest.and the criterion po est was admlnlstered
8 p p

- at the conclusion of ¢he treatment period. The Beginning Reading I

criterion posttest consists of five parts: consonant sounds, short vowel

sounds, ;ombination sounds, blending or decoding, and sight words. The -

. . ' . . ® . - .
. sight words section of the criterion test was not administered as part

-

of this study. A speciman copy of the test instructions and ‘the actual v

criterion Beginning Reading ] tests is found in Appendix M. : 2
~ , . , .

Unlike ‘the Beginning Reading I criterion tests that were used as

both-pretests and posttests with the first grade tutees and controls,

the WOodcock-Johnson reading subtests previously described were qduiin'istered .
. . .

.to the Elrst-graders as a posttest only s

»

Each of these 1nstruments has3been widgly used and has demdnstrated

\

acceptable levels for reliabllnty and valldity _An in-depth summary of
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the available validation date for each of tt}e three self-esteem instruments

is found in, Appendix“N. ' }

The jnstructional materials and the tutor training procedures

4

(: . .-
*epe‘- adapted from the Beginning Re.gdig_g [ structured tutoring program

developed by Grant Von Harrison (1980). The structured. tutoring manual
was originally developed to be uséd by parents, aides or _older.studer;ts;
Tutor training was designed to be sé_lf-instruc*ional with the guidance
of the training manual and a supplemental'training a\[io tape. For this

particular study, the handicapped tutors could not be trained by the

\

- self- instructional manual because most of the tutors+themselves were

deficient in reading skills. As a result of this unique challenge, the
handicapped tutors were trainedtcollectively following the procedures for

training@agdicapped tutors suggested by Osguthorpe. (1984). The tutor
training consisted of demonstrati-ng and practicing four important tutoring
skills:- demonstrating the learning task, prompting the tutee as needed,

monitoring tutee performance, and providing praise and corrective _Eeedback.\»

Three one-hour training sessions were conducted with the handicapped

. tutors. The tutors were given the opportunitf/as part of the training

sessions to practice the t“utot‘_ihg skills under the supervision of a
paraprofessional aide who had been trained using the training manual and
tapf’ supplement. After the training sessions and several in-clasg
practice sessions, each of the_handicapi)éd tutors underwent a mz;stery
check of their tuforing skills. Each of the handicapped tutors demonstraﬂted
their mastery. of the tutoring skills before they could actually begin

tutoring a first grade tutee.
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The paraprofessional aide was trained in the tutoring skills outlined

in the training and instructional materials. The aide was also trained
in administrative skills oE'ecord keeping and monitoring student progress;

such as tutor log which reco.rded‘da'tes; length of tutoring ses\sions',

““lessons covered, and completing the learning gains summary sheets. The

»aide_was also oriented to dealing with the handicapped tutors and the

unique challenges associated with each type of special -education tutor.
The paraprofessional aide also supervised the tutoring sessions and

provided on-going- inservice for the tutors as needed. Such inservice

_included meeting with the tutors to review tutoring skills and discuss

student progress and problems encountered and solutions to those challenges.

General Brocedures.‘

Written "permiss'ioﬁ for participation in this -study was obtgined
from the parents or guardians of all of the students involved in;' the
study. Separate parental consént letters and permission Eoi‘m‘s were used

for tutors, tutees, and the students in the.control graups. Copies-of

« ¢

. e .

the information letters and the parental consent fqrms are found in

Appendix 0. After parental consent was obtained, ez of the groups of

handicapped students were pretested with the reading and self-esteem
I v. .

| 4

instruments. R

Those handicapped students in both the treatment and control groups who

scored less than at a third grade level on the Woodcock-Johnson reading
_ : S Q

= tests were also given the Beginning Reading I diagnostic criterion test.

Each of the 82 first graders whe had been selected for participation

_in the study 4nd had been granted parental permission to be in the study

. o
awr Was given the Beginning Reading I diagnostic criterion test. This
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could indeed benefit from the tutorlng trea%ment and also to insure

statistical .equivalence of the treatment and control groups. Hav ing

of the study was completed. Ihe next phase of the study was the training
of thd tutors and the-mastery check%pg of their tutoring skills. This
phasp wa$ completed within two.weqks. After finalizing the scheduling
~of the tutoring groups with the first grade teachers tutoring began.
The handicapped tutors and first grade tutees were divided into'pairs or

tutoring teams. Three or four tutoring teams would tutor per éach

session. The aide would accompany the teams to the tutoring location,

‘the tutoring session. Each team of tutors would work on the assigned

i3

tutoring~assignment for a period of 15-20 minutes. At .the conclusion of
the session each tutor would report the tutee's progrédss and each of the
students would return to their classes. When the first group of tutors

,completed their session, the aide would then takeé the next group of

tutors at each og the three schooys had completed their daily tutqging
assignments. This proceddﬁg waslfoliowed four days a weekhfor a treatmept
period of 14 weeks, or:approximately 18-20 hours of "actual treatment.

- To make_the time on reading fask5'comparab1e to the treatment

group, the first - grade coiitrol group of students received additional

»

. .

help by part1c1pat1ng in a program of reading to flfth graders from the

diagnostic pretest was administered to determlne that the first grader

obtained parental consent and tompleted thé pretesting, the first phase

would have the daily tutoring assignment for each téqm and then éuﬂlrvise.

tutoring teams.. This process was repeated until all of the groups of -

_ reading help. The first grade teachers reported that the control étudents

received approx1ﬁately the same amount of time in addltional teading




‘5 and reliability of these telephone 1n‘terV1ews, a structured 1nterV1ew.

13

1 ” . .
regular classes and recexvmg additional, individual help from the

teacher or a teacher's aide. W

] fa

At the conclusion of the 14 week treatment period, the self-esteem

H4o-

and reading posttests were administered to the handi- capped tutors and
controls. The .handicapped students who were pretested at below a third . -

grade'reading level on the Woodcock- Johnson reading_ battery Qerénalso

!

e e

given the Beginning Reading I criterion posttest. ‘The 82 'fi_rst grade
;‘utees and controls were posttested with the BeEinning'Reading I criterion - o
posttest and also the Woodcock-Johnson yeading subtests. :

. ' xS o
After the posttest data were gathered, the researcher interviewed

the parents or guardians of the handicapped tutors, the ten first grade

)

téachers who had students who received- the tutoring treatment, and the 4.

special educat ion teachers of the hand1capped tutors. To insure c;{ns 1stency
!

schedule was- developed and utilized to gather information concerning

teachet_' and parental'perceptions of the tutoring experience; The use of \
the structured interview schedule also facilitated easier summarization

and categOriz—a‘tion of the interview data for analysis. ‘ A speciman copy

of each interview schedule may be found in Appendix P.

Vi

Two important conditions existed with this study that dictated

the type of statistical analyses that could be 'appropriately’ used.

First, the research design called for & pretest/posttest'ﬂdés*fn with
non-equivalent control grbups With this type of d051gn, it was 1mportant K
that an analysis of covariance. be conducted The use of the analysxs of

covariance procedure was to control statisticallynfor initial differehces
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which might have been presént and which might hévexconfounded the post-
treatment differences between the two groups of: students (Huck, Cormier
andr.Boun'ds, 1974). This type of arialys-is provides a more sqensi»ti\}?
.sratigtical analysis than merely analyzing the poSttest data. |
: .‘Se'c'ondly,-beit_‘ause of the potential for a relationship between . s
many variables, such as reading ability and self-esteem; and that the

P data ‘included simultaneous measurements on many variables of interest a °

. ’ \
multivariate analysis is required (Johnson and Wichern, 1982).
\ These conditions and the types of data collected made it necessary -

to conduct three types of statistical analyses: 1) multivariate analysis

o

of covariance, 2) simple one-way analysis of coyariance, and 3) content

-

' analyses of the qualitative data.

Myltivariate analysis of covariance made it possible td simultaneously -

-

measure ‘treatment effects on and relationships between many variables.

) o

Coviariates are used to control ‘for initial differences and are selected

by the criterion of being 'highly'correléted until the variables of
N » 1 .,;1;?)

interest-. For analysis of the handicapped students' data, two covariates

were selected as being the most highly correlated variable (using Pearson >

correlation coefficients) ---SPAS Total Score and the Woochéck--Johhson -

Total reading score. Thm two covariates were used in the multivariate

2
b

“» analysis of self-esteem and reading achievement, respectively.

In testing the first two research: hypot’heses,, three multivariate
. S -y

m N

analyses of covariance were conducted, This was done to examine the

effects of “Treverse-role ‘tutoring on.'both reading achievement and

self-esteem. The first analysis examined the three self-esteem posttest
: P .

by . . a..,. ) s
total scores: and the Wqodcock-Johnson reading posttest total scorés.

’ L
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Since both the dependent variables of rez\i‘dmg achlevement and self-esteem

were. being examined simultaneously both covarlates were included.in the - !
. Y Y
_ana1y51s. This first multivariate analysis of CO\Variance yielded a ‘

general or 'overalll pictnre of the effects of the tutoring treatment on

~

the - total scores of self-es'_t_eem and reading achievement. ‘
In_ continui'ng' to test the. first two research hypot‘heses, it was
g . .
- decided te& conduct additional analyses to examine more exactly the
effects of the tutoring on specific aspects of self-esteem and reading
3  skill.. To @ik this separate multivariate analyses of cc;variance were I

conducted. A second multivariate analysis of covariamce wad conducted

i

\ S\
to examine the treatment effectmlec}sgd s f-estgem subscales.

p)

Smce this analysis was only concerned ‘with self esteem variables, a

w

single covariate was___'used (SPAS Total pretest score) _1_th the reading .
covariate being dropped 'fiomughe'kmodgl. “‘i R

The third multiva;iatg analysis of covar.:iance was an additional
test- of t.he' hyppthe§is_that' reverse-role tutoring would significantly
improve reading achievement .- 'I‘he effects of the tutoring on spec1f1c

reading SklllS as defined by the Woodcock-Johnson readlng subtest, were

«

examined.  Bince thiséhalysis only examined reading achievement the

~
-~

self-esteem covariate was dropped from the model and only' the ..'

Woodcock -Johnson total pretest score was used as the single covariate.

As an additional analysis of reading achievement a simple one-way

‘ analysis of covarlance was conducted the Beginning Readi Decodmg
<

postrest&data for the 50° handlcapped tutors and controls who were below

a third grade reading level when pretested with the Woodcock -Johnson o

&' Reading bartery‘.‘ A simple one-way analysig of covariance was done _ -

b

S e

.
s\
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because only one \zarlable was being examined--decoding SklllS The

ﬂgwm_mg_&_g_mg_l Decodmg‘ pretest score served as the cova.r1ate to

control for the initial differences between the two groups This stat 1stmga’lh

“ﬁ;’) P

procedure also produced for comparison purposes adJusted or estlmated

- posttest mean scores for each group. , l Py

Since the study did not examine the effects of the tutoril{g on the. '-", L
eelf-'esteem of the first grade tutees and controls, two separate multi-
variate analyses of covariance were conducted to measure readmg achievement
in general. and specific read1ng skills affected by Kthe treatment. ’I‘ne
Beginning Reading I Decoding pretest score was used as the covariate for
] . ‘ *

both analyses. The fifst analysis examined the effects of the treatment

on the four subtests of the criterion posttest, Beginning Reading 1.

These four subtests ef interest were Consonant sounds, -Slior~t Vowel

sounds, Combination sounds, and Decoding or blending skills. A second

¢

analysis was conducted examining the treatment effects on the six variables
of the norm-referenced Woodcock-Johnson Reading battery. These sik '

variables of interest wer'e Word Attack raw score, Letter-Word Identification
‘\

/7
raw, score, Passage Comprehension raw score, Total Score, AdJusred Grade

Level and Adjusted Age Level. Included-in the mu1t1var1ate ana1y51s of

covariance procedures is a statistical procedure that.gives an adjusted -

posttest mean for both the treatment and control groﬂp on each of the
. . . .

variables of interest. The adjusted means for the t

groups represent
the best possible estimates as to the mean scores. the groups would have
actuallp'bbtained on the posttest if théy had started out With identical

pretest scores. : i

81 ‘o
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The content of the qualitative data gathered through the structured
interviews with parents and teachers was analyzed in two ways. First,
. o . _
frequenciegy and percentages of responses were reported for certain

e

) . 4 ;. :
cq;ego_r;es. ,Secondly," verbatim responses, examples and anecdotal

14
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RESULTS

~ _
This section will report the findings of the study in three separate

.
areas of the research: (a) self-esteem and reading achievement of the
handicapped tutors and controls, (b) reading achievement of the first
graders wno serVed;as tutees and controis, and (c)-parental and teacher

« perceptions of the effectivencss and benefigs of the!tuforing program.
Self-Est d Readi iev t of Hanﬁ Students

The firet multiv;riate analysis of covariance showed that tnere'was
indeed a significant difference between the treatment and control groups
due to the tutoring. The multivariate tect of significance indicated
that on at least one of the.thﬁﬁ; self-esteem total scores and the

Woodcock-Johnson reading ttoal score significant differences existed

—

. betwegn the fréarment'and control groups. The Hotillings T2 multivariate
testis significanCe level was .003. By=exanining the univariate F-tests
and the pretggr. posttest and adjusteg means, it can be seen that there
wns indeed a significance difference betwécn the groups on the
Woodcock - Johnsan reading total score. Table 3 snmmarizes the univariate -

j/-tes'fs and gives, the pretest, posttest and adjusted means for each of
the variables. It can be seen chat there were no statistical significance
differencesbetwécn the groups on.the Selfjesteem total scores: bnt a
strong significant difference (p=,.001) existed between the grounQ on

the Woodcock- Johnson Reading pretest totalnscore. The adjusted poéttgsf

mean for the control group was 477.5 compared to the treatment group's -
adjusted mean of 485.5. .

~

The second multivariate analysis of covariance examined .the effects

due fo the treatment on the selected self-esteem subscales. Once again
. .

¢ ' —

4
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Able 3

'ugg_Ly_q_g Multivariate Analysis of Covarlance of the Treatggnt

mmary of Pretest,
Significance

°

and 'P tal Sc s of the
ne t;he Tota ‘ ore . . —

een_and Reading Standardized Tests '
i’mmary of Multivariate Analyxsis of Covariance ~ |

- _ L . ) I
lpe of Test Value Hypoth. df Etror df " F Signif.
Hotelling's T2 . 252 4 AN . 4.49 . 003
"ik's Lambda .798 - 4 71 4.49 .}.Q)S
) — ¥ :

Posttest and Adjusted Mean Scores and Univariate F-tests

Pretest Posttest Adjusted
'riable Group M SD M SD M F
jers-Harris  Treatment 53.4 12.6. 54.7 12.6 52.7
tal Control 50.0 13.7 52.8 13.5 54.8 .65
SPAS Treatment 41.7  11.8 ~43.8  11.3  40.6 ,
!rtal Control 34.8 15.1 37.7 . 15.5  40.9 .03
ferred Treatment 102.6 15.9  104.3 10 s . 8
1f-Concept , . L
tal Control 104.5 10.5 104.4 13.6 104.0 .08
odcock- Treatment 479.0 20.7 489.9 18.1 485.5
hnson o : :
ading Control 468.9 16.6  473.2 17.5 477.5  17.79%
Total . b . s
. - '\ -
Treatment Group N=39 rkp .\, .01
i ntrol Group N=39 ;
agt "’:l ° .
) N
' e © BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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' \{g the treatment on two of the variables. of infcrést -- SPAS General S

v by

v

the Hotellings T2 multivariate test showed that there were significant

differences between the treatment and control groupf on af least one of

the self-esteem subscales Cp;,017). A carefu1 examjnathx1'of the

multivariate F-tests showed that there were significant differences due
a’ . S ,
'

.....

Ability (p=.024) and the SBAS Reading/Spelling ‘Subscale (p;.049). There
were no stabisticaily significant differences betyeen the‘groups dn/;ny, .

of the othér self-esteem subscales. Table 4 summarizes the pretest,
posttest, adjusted posttest scores.'andzthe univariate F-tests of

’ -

significance for each of the self-esteem subscale scores. From Table 4,

»

it can be seen fha} the adjusted posttest means for each group on the

SPAS General Abllity subscale is 5.6 for thé cgntrol grbup compared g

7.3 for fh(;. treatment group. The adjusted means on the SPAS,Readihg/Spelli'ng

subscale were 6.3 for the cbd}rols goup and 7.6 for the treatment group.

Pretest and posttest scores as well as the levels of\significance for

all the other self-esteem variables canebe seen in greater ‘detail in

Table 4. ' o - -
Probably the strongest and most conclusive data in the study were

regarding the reading achieyement of the handicapped tutors. The third

multivariate analysis of covaria&ce showed a strong significant<jffference A

(p=,.001) between the experimental groups on at least one of the subtgstg '

or variables of interest of the Woodcock-Jdknson Reading battery. An

—

examination of the univariate F-tests show that there were significant
differences betwben the treatment and control groups on three of the
five reading achievement variables of interest -- Word Attack (p=.001),

Pagsage Comprehension (p=.004), and the Adjusted Grade Level (p=.041).

+
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Table 4 .

.Ihgmary of Multivgriate Analysis of Covariance of ﬁhe Treatment and Control

i;'oug.g' Performance on Selected Self-Esteem Subscales _/ ' .
. /
:0 -——-——-—«—-—--——‘—'-~-——-—-———-~:~-—---—-—-—-——-————-—~—--—-—-—--———-——-—-—-—~-~—~-—-—-———~.—-‘-—-«-—-——~————--—;——————'—-—-j—-———-—-"-—--——-——
"'mmar)' of Multivariate Analysis .of Covariance - '
"pe of Test Value ° °  Hypoth'.df Error df ~ F °  Signif.
Hotelling's TZ 301 8 TTTTTTIITTeRIT T TTTTTINGE T T TTTIOLY
tk's lambda. - .768 B ¥ 8 o 68 2.%6 - .017
— o~ - ’vl . — *
ummary of Pretest, Posttest and Adjusted Mean Scores and Univariate F-Tests
Significance oo ’ )
’ - _ ) ' Pretest Posttest ‘Adjusted
lr-iable Group M .- SD M SDh . M . F
i ____....._-..____..__.__.'____A_'._____"______;______ —_ — - ——— H —— ‘
lers-Harris:, Tre?ﬁment 11.2 3.7 I'L.8 , 3.4 11.5
*havior . Control 10.8 3.0 11.0 y 3.6 11.3 12
daiers-Harris: Treatment 11.2 3.6 11.5 3.4 ° 10.9
tellectual § :
hool Status Control 10.5 4.5 ° 11.0 3.8 11.0 .96
l:e'rs-Harr-is: Treatment g5 4.3 8.0 2.1 o+ 7.8
ppiness * Control 7.5 2.3 7.8 2.1 8.0 .33
AS: _ Treatment 6.1 2.7 7.6 3.1 7.3
neral Ability Control 4.6 3.1 5.3 3.6 5.6 5.32¢*
WPAS T \ Treatment 7.7 2.8 8.1 2.9 7.6
ading/Spelling Control 5.5 3.8 5.8 3.7 6.3 4.01*
SPAS: Treatment A7 L.4, 4.8 2.1 4.4
nfidence- gontrol 3.7 2.5 4.4 2.5 4.7 .61
Inferred T Treatment 46.4 11.9 45 .8 7.0° 45,9
lf-Concepts_ , v » _ 7 '
lf-Conformance Control 46.1 7.5 43.3 8.9 Yy 43.2 2.00
) . . ot .
[nferred Treatment - 35.7 6.2 36.5 5.4 0 36.3 o
1 £-Concept: : ’ <
1f-Attitude: Control 37.5 4.9 38.0 5.4 38.2 2.19
_,.._.._..a_.:___.-'_:.__....__.-_.__...._._.._.___,__,_____“_A‘-__..:_H.ﬁ..ﬁ..___.____,,.-_-_.--'_._.,..-,,. ______ Y J‘
eatment Group N=39 - ' .o, .05
ntrol Group , N=39 |
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Only the subtest Letter-Word Identification and the Adjusted Grade Level

»
variables showed no significant differences due to the treatment. Table.

o't
A -
5 summarizes in detail the pretest, posttest, adjusted posttest scores
. :
and the 'signjfitance levels for each group on’the separate variables.
( Al

On the Word Attack subtest, the adjusted posttest mean for the control

(

group was 8.8 compareg_to a significantly different treg}&gnt group's

~

adjusted posttest mean of 14.3. On the Passage Comprehension subtest,

-~ ¥

the adjusted posttest mean for the control group was 11.0 as comparéd to
the treatment group's adjusted mean of 12.5. This is a very Dmportant
refult because Passage tbmprehensibn is usually the most difficult of

\ - .
thé reading skills to significantly affecf with a short-term treatment

L]

L
L

intervention.. On the adjusted grhde level variable, it can be seen that?

o"
there Qés a half-year differiaif in reading ‘level as a result of the

v

v
tutoring treatment. The adjusted post-treatment grade level of the

*

control group was 3.3 as compared to a 3.8 adjusted'posftest mean grade .

level for the treatment group: For the handicapped tutors and controls

who were initially belbéw the~ third grade reading level, an analysis of

covariance showed a significant difference between \rhe ,treatment and
: \ ;

. » '
control groups on the Beginning Reading [ criterion Decoding posttest,

Table 6 illustrates the difference due to treatment at .001 1level.

s 1

Table 6 also gives the adjusted mean scores for both groups which controls |

. \
for the initial differences that existed on the Beginning Re;hiug I

‘criterion Decoding preieSt. The treatment group had an adjusted criterio?

L

decoding mean of 51.5 compared to 30.9 for the control group.

y

-
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Table 5

I 4
iroups' Performance on the Woodcock-Johnson Reading Subtests and Selected

|

|

' \ : ) ) yo— ' &ﬂ
'gmary of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance of the Treatment and Contrql

Ty

ariables ' : .

mmary of Multivariate AnalyWis of Covariance

pe of Test Value Hypot,h.df Error df © F Signif.

— e i em i — e —— e e e . —— e e — ————— e ————— e —————————— e ————————— ———— -

i

|
telling's TZ .803 5 71 11.40 ,.001"

|

\

4

Wilk's lambda N .555 5 P 71 11.40 é , 001

1

———— _ , - e -

qul

Summary of Prétest, Posttest, and Adjusted Mean Scores and Univariate F-Tests

[ 3

i Significance
—_—:—-—“— - D - - ..

Prestest - Posttest * Adju§§ed
riable ~ Group M SD M - SD M © F
Lettér-Word ~ Treatment 28.5 6.9 30.5 6.0 29.0
’ l!entification Control v 25.7 5.9 27.4 5.9 ~28.9° .04
rd Attack Treatment *10.0 4.5 15.0 4.5 14.3
P Control 7.6 3.2 8.1 3.9 8.8  49.75#%
.lssage ' Treatment 11.3 4.0 13.3 3.8 12.5
Comprehension Control 9.2 - 3.4 10.2. 3.4 11.0 8.99#*% .
'.ade Level Treatment 3.4 1.9 4.2 2.3 3.8
Control 2.7 . .9 2.9 1.1 3.3 - 2.03 v
‘/— R ———— S
eatment Grou) N=39 **g‘,.OI-
Control Group N=39 , _ -

,
l- - -\
it

-
-
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| ll‘nmary o£ Analysis of Covariance_of Belou”hlrd Grade Reading Level 'l‘uto,rs'
|

and Controls' Performante on Criterion Begmmng Readlng I Decoding Skills

I\
osttest R

L - »

. ] .
! ‘ '
, : | /v , s

'mmary of Analysis of Covariance ‘ |

_______ . ¢ . - . 4 * - “ TN 7

lurce o ' SS ' df . MS ’ F Significance

y - ) »

!eatment 5226.76 - 1 5226.76 59.3 , V01 %% .
gression 1149.59 C 1149.59 > '13.0 7001

lwariate 13766.26 I - 13766.26 156.1 .00l

Errot 4144.53 47 - 88.18

! _—__"'_"_—T"'_"—'—"'-“"'_—‘-——‘—"“—_—-—_""“""_"_—"————'—“"“""“‘“‘“"“"“‘,“H_;—“ '
ummary of Prestest, Posttest, and Adjusted Posttest Means on Criterion Beglnnlng

ey . i o ———— i - e, T Y — — L

'tdlng I Decoding Skll»ls Test

| 4 Pretest ‘ Posttest . .
l i ~ Obtained Adjusted
.§Kperimental Group N M SD ~ M SD M
/________,__*_‘____‘_..______'.-__.______.____~__.____;*--__...__.__.,___._1_.,____-_-_..__.__.__-._____
'eatment : 23 22.3  11.0 52.1 8.8 s1.S
/
ntrol # 27 19.6  14.0 - 30.4 11.8 30.9
e e e & e
AAp . 01
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Reading Achievement of First Graders . | . \

- . 3 . - .
. For the first grade tutees and controls, separatg md&tivariate

.

analyses of covariance were conducted on the results of the criterion

>

posttest and the standardized reading achievement test. In each case

significant differences due to the treatment dfid control gfoups. Table
< . « . -

"~ 7 shows a summary of the hultivariate.analysis of covariance of the
' ‘.

Beginning Reading I criterion posttest. The Hotelling's T2 multivariate

test of significance (p= .001) indicates a strong statistical significance

on at least one of the criterion subtgsts. As can “also be seen from

‘ Table 7, all of the Beginhiqn Reading I criterion subtests showed a

- . )
, significant difference between the treatmenf and control groups dué’?g the

./ tutoring. treatment. . On the subtest-Consonants,. the treatment ‘group's

adjusted posttest mean was 19.1 compared to 17.6 for the control group-.
¢ ) -

For ‘the  subtest - Short Vowels, the adjusted or estimated posttest

.means, adjusted to control for initial differences, were 4.5 for the

- treatment group and 3.1 control group. On the posttest measuring

Combinations, the rreatmehr group scored significantly higher tpan the
control group with adjusted means of 4.3 and 3.1, respecrively. On the
important subtest which measured Decoding skills, the adjustea mean of
therrearmenrgroupwasdlfz.whichhassignifidantlyhigherthanrheconrrol

g;gap's adjusted mean 06;24.7.- The adiisted posttest means for each of

the four criterion subtests showed strong significant differences between

‘the treatment and control groups.

While it could be assumed that the treatment group would make

*
\ .

significant gains on a criteérion measure, the results also show that
; leas

thefe were likewise significant differences between the experimental
N
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Table -7 v - AR N

4 e : -
.lmmary of Multivari-at‘:'e Analysis of Covariance of the First Grade Treatment

-

and Centrol Groups' Peyforhance on the Criterion Begihning Reading I Posttests

-

. 0 S .

!umnary of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance )

~

e e - - 4 e
tpe of Test "Value ‘Hypoth.df Error df" " F ™ Signif.
E{é.fi—i‘r;g‘"snfzm —————— . 482 T4 “—_—‘“.-“-“75“-‘_'“—‘9‘.-0‘4“_—-,_.‘(_)‘(7147‘_“
' 4 . '

1k's lambda .675 75 9.04 ,.001"

———— - s g e . —— e st — — P

-

]

!,-mmary of Pretest, Postte\t, and Adjusted Mean Scores and Univarlate F-Tests
A "

Significance _ ¢ N .
' _ y "+ Pretest Posttest Adjusted ;
Variable  _ - Group M SD M SD "M F . -
!onsonants - Treatment  15.3 3.8 19.1 1.7  19.1 A
Control 15.4 3.7 . 17.6 2.0 17.6 15.07%*%*
!’lort Vowels  Treatment 2.6 1.6 4.5 1.0 ‘ 4.5 ‘ \\ i
Control - 2.4 1.7 3.1 1.6 3.L 25.53%%7
" ~ ® ,
‘ 'ombinations Treatment 1.2 1.2 - 4,2 1.1 4.5 :
Control - 1.1 1.2 3.3 1.2 5.2 23.40%x -~
‘ ’ : . ' ' - N ¢
codi-ng Treatment 3.3 ~ 3.0  40. 17.2 41.2 :
Control 4.5 7.5 25. 18.3 24.7 ° 24.17%%
K;atment Grou'p' - n=37 ' ' ) . **Q_ ,-01)
Control Group n=45 | . .
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| groups on the standardized Woodc&ck-Johnson Reading subtests. Amultivariate

s ha

analysis -of covariance showed that 'there was a signif\icanr ,differencé

‘ - A
due to tre_atme;x} on at least one of the standardized test variables of
interest. Table'8 summarizes the _multivar@at'e test of signifi’cance.ahd
the univariate” F-tests with the ;:il?tained' and adjusted posttest mean
scofes. No bfe;est score is given becaus:e the Woodcock- Johnson _stanc_iariQ;‘ed
reading test was given\' as a posrtesr\‘pnly and was analyzed using the
criterion Decoding p'rete'st as the covar_iate; It can be seep from Table .

8 that only the Woodcock- Johnson Subtest: Word Attack showed a significant

L J
=.‘
,

difference due to treatment between the two groups. This difference was
51gn1f1cant at ,.001 level.- The adjusted iNord At tack po'sttes’t mean for
‘the .treatment group was 10.0 compared to 6.8 for the control group

In summary, the- results show that the first grade students who
parncqpated in the reverse-role tutorlng experlence made significantly
greater gz;lns on the four criterion subtests ¢Consonants, Sho;t Vowels, ‘
Comb’ihations, and Decoding) and.the standarized Word Attack subtest than

’

. the students who were not tutored by the handicapped tutor{. -

"Parent_and Teacher Perceptions of the Tutoring Pfggam -
. ‘ ' : ’
¢ - Thirty-four (87%) #f the parents of the 39 handicapped tutors were

interviewed at the conclusion of the -study. Parents of five (13%)
vhanaicappéd tutors were unable to be -interviewed. The percentages -

reported here are based on the 34 parents who were interviewed. o

-

——  When asked to describe how their child feld about their partxmpatmn |
as turors in this study, 25 (73%) reported that ‘their child felt 'Very
Positive'' about the program, 7.(21%) wWeported that their child had

. y
"Positive' feelings about it., Only one (3%) parent parent reported that

-
- .
-
. . . . .
v M R
A .
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Table 8

<4

|mearz of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance of the First Grade Treatment

oupsL

| td Control Gr
btests C

. - —— e e ot i T . - A Yo

I[mmary of Multivariatg‘Anilysis of Covaxjiance

(p(_g of Test - Value
wtelling's T¢ . . 257
lk's lambda .743

A

Performance on the Woodcock-Johnson Standafdized Reading

‘

—

e . i . = o " D s i - A -

e ——

Hypoth. df Error df F Signif.
TTTTTTTTIIs7 T TR TTTTTTTTTTRR T TTTeNE T T or
4 76 .001

6.58 -

-

"

—

lkmmary of Posttest and Adjusted Mean Scores and Univariate F-Tests of

gnificance

Variable

] "'"‘""'-'-" - T :
!etter-Word - Treatment *

ientification

rd Attack

’!ssage
omprehension

'tal Score

' [eatmen't Group n=37

Control Group

N .
: Posttest - - Adjusted ’ .
Group M sD . M . Fo,
. _
20.0 4.4 ., 20.2
Control 20.1 ‘ 3.6 ‘20.9 .07
' Tr&itment 9.8 4.0 10.0 |
Control 7.0 3;§ . 6.8 17.13** _ \
Treatment 6.2 2.4 6.3 - .
Contn§1 7.4 6.0 7.3 1.07
Treatient 457.2 13.0 457.4
Control 444 .6 68.5 444.5 1.24
**p , .01
n=45 , .
M
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f}their chld had."Negative" féefihgs about the- tutoring experience. One.
" parent (3%) report "No Opinion" because the child'had made no comments.
about the progrgb. None of the parents reported "Very Negative' feelings

from their children concerning the tutoring. ,Even the parent who réported

.0

that their child had.negarive'feefings about the progfam qualified her
, response by_sayinggrhat even though he felt negative about it, hit was’
good for hip to parricipare." |
In reporting their own personal feelings as'parents about their
child part1c1pat1ng in this reverée role tutoring PXperlence no parents--
. reporr '"Negative' or '"Very Negatlve" feellngs In contrast, 28 (83%) of
the parents reported ‘that their feellngs were ''Very Postitive" and 6
(18%? of the parents responded that their feelings could be cla¥sified
as ”Posit{ve." This overwhelmlng p051t1ve parental perCeptlon of the
tutoring program was not 1n1t1a11y so positive. Several of the parents -
commented that they were very apprehensive about ﬁaving their child, who
had special -academic needs, taken out of their regular cla;s to tutor

others. Some fkared that their child would not be able to tutor because

N ~ L d .
(\7 of their academic limitations. All of these parents reported that these

1n1r1a1 concerns dissipated as thelr ch11d spent more time-in the tutoring

\

Iexperlence
When asked whether the turorlng program had had observable effect$

on their’ ¢hild's readlng ab111ty, selﬁ-esteem. and SOC1a1 interaction, o

.rhe responses of the parents were somewhar mixed. Twenty-seven (79%)

parents réported rhat the tutoring experlence had p051t1ve1y affected ' \

their Shlld' ‘readlng ab111ry compared to seven (219) who felr tiat e

thére .had been no observable efﬁecr on readlng ablllry Concernlng the

3 , -
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affected most p051t1ve1y by the tutormg expenence

‘Closely assocxated with this effect was a marked

' had more

v

tutori;g prog~ram's effe‘cts o.h the self-esteem 6f the héndic'apped tutors..
the parents were overwhelmingly in agreement that self- esteem had been
" Of the 34~ parents
1nterv1ewe$l. 31 (9,1%) reported observable lmpr‘ove.ments in fhe self-esteem
of their c_hi}d. Only three_vparer'\'ts (9%) indicated that they had seen no

change, either positively or negatively, in fheir child's self-esteem.

Of these’ three characteristics, the parents indicated that so;xal 1nteracnon

~ skills was the least likely to be affected as a result of the reverse- role

turormg 'I'he parents were quite evenly sp11t in thexr respKnSes with

]

15 (4496) citing positive effects on social interaction as compared to 19

.parents. (56%) .that felt that there had been no observable change as a

result of the tutoring.
. % . -

Table. 9 reveals the specifié types of effects. of the tutoring

.-

program-éited by the parents could cite more than one effect and sone

parents did not cite any. As 'a result,

based -on the total numB_er of effects cited and the total number of

/

parents interviewed "it can, be seen in Table 9 that" improvement in

readmg skills was the most commonly c1ted effect on readmg (47%)
xmprove.me.nt in the

students' attitudes about reading in generalt(29%).

- effect of the tutoring experiehce on self-esteem,. as reported by 85% ‘of

the parents, was an increased feeling-o'f self-worth and capability. The
in_ost commonly cited effect on socia‘l.interacﬁo\n was in;:reased firendliness
and beling' more outgoing (23%), with parents also citing that their children
| 'involve.me.nt with others

in activities and games since the

tutoring {21%).

95 | | T
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N
" Table 9 :

,ﬂ

¢ N

llummarxof Parental Responses Concerning Spec1f1c Types of Effgcts of the

Tutorlng Program on Readlng:Abllg_y. Self- Esteem and Social Interaction Sk1lL§

I . | 4
ype. of Effect _ Frequenty Percent* Percent**’
_ - (N=34) Parents Responses
x‘ . — —— —
Increased amount of reading ‘ 5 15% .- 13%
proved atti'tude about readlng 10. 29% . 26% .
proved reading skills . 16 - 4N 42% . .
Improved comprehension 5. 15% 1-3%
'reater confidence about reading 2 N 6% 5%
————— e ’..._.. - : - e J. & . -__._.._._._-_._._._._._.-_._.-...__..--._-__
Total Responses ' 38 100% . *°
SELF-ESTEEM:
‘ 'ncreased academic .conf rdence , 8 23% 19%
Greater feeling of self-worth N\ ‘
nd- capability et 29 , 85%° 69% :
'etter attitude about school 5 T 156% 12% ] |
l Total Res.pon_ses . 42 L& 100%
pr - o e e
!OCIAL INTERACTION SKILLS: & ‘
etter .relationship with family ] 4 125 13%
elt like and acce d more by othets 6 18% 19%
reater involvemefit in activities
d games wé#th others ’ 7 21% 23%
Increased friendliness and- -
'ore outgoing personality _ 8 23% 26%
ncreased desire to help others 5 15% 16%
Improved communication skills 1 3% 3% -

Total Re5ponse§~

v

LU U U SV UV SIS g S G B AR R SRR BB O B EHE e el i

&

interviewed.

L3
*

. T P Ny S T

* Percentages in each category are based on the numbers of parents
The table of percentages exceede 100% becausec many
parents gave more than one response.
** Percentages in each category'are based on the number of effects
cited rather than on the number of parents 1nterV1ewed

e’ 96
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¢ While ,the table can 111ustrate¢the frequencms and percentages ' S
' of respoi’\ses, the anecdota{ responses'%f -parents glve eve/ grea*ter T
‘ ' L 1n51ghts 1nto the percelved benefits of this study on the handlcapped .
’ tutors. It would be vmfually 1mp0551b1e .to cite a11 of the verbat1m .. Con
' - accounts of the parents, but a few anecdotal‘accounts of parents will be ‘ . Y
. hlghllghted m this report’which represeng the feelmgs .and responses of ’ )
. the parents 1nterv1e’(¢ed e .o I

- v

One mother of a sixth grade, '1e5rning. disabled student said that as

a result of this tutoring experfence, '"For the first' time since he has

been in school, he was able to sit down and read a book to me.' ~Another
. . ¥ ' . )

mother of a learning dlsableg tutor reported that singe her daughter has.

now mastered some of the basic reading mechanics she has started reading

iy )

’ -
more difficult and challenging books that she would not have even attempted

@
»

a few months ago. Besides the actual reading improvement, many parents

~

repof'ted an improved atfitud? about reading. One of the parents )
ng

that her son practiced.reading a lot

g characterized this by Tteport
: 0 .

more at home to make sure that he would be a good tutor. This additional
practice led to reading many more books and as a result, reported this
mother, '"Our son discovered that he enjoyed reading."

Magy specific examples of how self-esteem had been affected by the

~.tutoring experience were also given by the parents. The parents, of a

fifth-grade LD tutor stressed the increased feeling of self-worth.
fFrom previous experiences in school® he thought of himself as a real

-

dummy." reported the  parent. "This made him feel capable -' that he

.

could actually do something impor_tant in school. Now he loves to go to .

. '-‘
.\.

“school and even enjoys dding his homework and he used to just hare ir."

ﬁ
A
[y
<o
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- Another parent emphasued this increased Eeellng of self-worth as she

told of her LD daughter decoratlng her room w1th the small r1bbons.

L]
stickers and recogmtlom that she had received in the tutoring program.

"She constantly talks about the tutoring," the parent said. "She is
ng p

ﬁ-

very proud of herself and what she.,was able to do She,, took this tutering

‘'very seriously. It was the Righlight of her school year." Another

~mother an LD/BI student stressed the value of this experleace A ehlpmg

her son Eeel competent and he1p1ng raise his aCademlc sights. ""He

really Eoels like somebody now. ‘He told usnlat h1s_ goal now 15‘ to be a
doctor. Ll;e wer‘e- taken back by this lofty goal from a sixth grader ‘who
ean.oarely read. IWe' told him thatf he Qould have to have really good
grodes ‘in school. He responded by saying, 'I'm doing a lot better in

cheol now because I'm teaching another kid to read.' He now feels he

. can- achieve academically."

The parent of a BH student reported that 'this tutoring experience
had helped her son feel accepted and liked by others. 'He: viewed that

little first-grader as one of his best friends," she said. '"He used to
v .

be resentful of school because he was so often ostractized and made fun

~of, but now there is a feeling of acceptarce and importance.'" Other,

parents discussed the social intera;:tion benefits from participation in
the tutoring. One mother of a Resource LD students reported fsat her
son became: much easier to get dlong with at home. '"He used to be so |
resentful of his four year old brothsr. but he now shows greater iﬁterest
in him. He really enjoys readin,o, stories to him." Another parent reported
that the handicapped child now has been teaching his younger first grade

sister how to read, using the tutoring skills he learned. Other social

-
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interaction benefits were also highlighted by the parents. - The grandmother 2

of a fourth grade Resource student reported, "He used to be quite withdrawn,

afraid to try new things to get involved. But I have seen a big change
.sifce this tutoring. He is much more willing to be involved .in all

kinds of activities in and out of school. It has really helped bring

him out of "his shell." -

e

.\Anofher interesting result of participation in’ the tutoring program '
reported by the parents was the dramatic increase in the amunt of
reading that the handicapped tutors did at home. Of the 34 parents
interviewed."none of them'reporteda decrease in the amount of reahing
their child did at home. Nine parents (26%) said they saw no‘change as
comparéd to 25 parents (74%) who felt' their child did conside?ably more
reading at home since the tutoring program begéh. " This 'increase in the
amount of reading can be interpreted as a benefit of the tutoring éxperience
in and of itself. Thi‘S increase is closely related to t-he actual reading
skills improve‘[[lerit and the improved attitude toward reading. _As one
mother of a BH sfudeht reported.‘ '""Al1 of a sudden he started on his own

Vs ~. ..
, to read about things in the encylopédia. It was totally self-initiated."

Ty

e

- Another parent reported that their son had received over 80 Disney
storybooks from his grandparents, but had never read any of' them on his
own. He now was reading the books each .night before bedtime. She

reported, '"He even had his grandfatheri take him to the library to get a
L g

N

library card so he could check out books from the library. Before- the
tutoring, -he wouldn't even read the books he had at home.'
When asked if they would ljke to see this type 'of reverse-role

' ~
tutoring program continued and/or expanded in the schools, 33 parents_

99
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(97%) expressed the desire thaft it be continued and expanded. Only"one

parent (3%) said that she would not want to see it expanded or continued,

because she felt that students were being taken out of their classes too

much for sgecial programs.

a

The parents were similarly very positive about™ having fﬁéir-own |

children participate again in the tutoring program. Only three (9%) of

R E‘ v . .
the parents “did not dant their children to participate again in the-

" pregram as obmpared to 31 (91%) who said they definitely want their

child to participa\xe again ’fhis type of tutoring experience. The
three parents who did not want their child in the program-again because
their children had gotten behtind in their-academic work because of the
time out of their regul&f‘éiasses.for tutoring. . ’

il ,
The parents were also asked to,make recommendations as to how the

tutoring program could be enhanced. The majorit& of the parents (19 -

parents or 56%) said they had no recommendations and felt that it should
be continued as it Wa§ done in this research srudi. Of the remaining 15‘
parents (44%) who cir;d recommendations, the two most commonly cited
suggestions wereyto (a) educate parents more about the tutoring program
so they could 61 more supporriVe at home (47%), and (b) imbrove the
scheduling to'reduce the amount of time out of class and minimize missing
out on ;cademic work (26%).

&biﬁﬁ%rs of the students-involved in this sfggy,.borh first grade
tutees and handicapped futors, were strongly supportive of the reverse-role
tutoring experience. All 10 (100%) of the first grade teachers reported

that their students felt 'Very Positive'" about participating in the

program. Seven (70%) of the first grade teachers reported their personal

100
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feelinés about the tutoring .program as 'Very Positive' with threé~f}0%)

citing "Positive'” feelings.~ It is also interesting to note that séven

of these first-grade teachers reported that ;hey,had strong apprehensions
y  or negative feelings about reverse-role tutoring before the s{udy aétually

began. " In coptrast fo these initial negative perceptions, none - of - the

teachers reportéd any negat{ve feelings about the rutéring program at
= the coiiclusion of the study. -

¢

The four special educatiyn teachers .also shared these positive

~y

’

feelings about the ﬁutoring program. Two (50%) of the teachers reported
that their hand%ﬁapped stbdeﬁts felt "Very Positive" abduf-tﬁgir
participation wif%lrhe other two (50%) reporting ”Pési}ive" student
“feelings.” One teachif qualified her'refponse by saying }hat hér students
were_.initially quite negatiﬁe about the progrgm. but as it progressed
qéﬁx . and as they received awards and rgcognirions for their efforts, their
feelings became Qeryqpositive. '
Reporting on whether the tutoring program Lad had observable effécts
"on the tutees, nine first grade te;chers (90%) felt that there were
indeed observable effects due Zo the tutorihé. None ofﬁthe reacﬁéfs
said that there had been no effects. All Eou; (100%5 of the special
edUcathn teachers reported that the tutoring had had gonsiderable.
observable effects on the handicapped tutors.
Table 10 gives the specifiq types of efflects éf'the tutoring program
on_the Eirst grade rﬁtees and the hapdicapped tutors as cir?d bv the
fourteen teachers. The teachers cited reading skills.improvement as the

most obvious effect on the first grade tutees. It was cited most frequently

% - by the teachers (60%). The teachers' most frequently cited Pﬁfects of -

.
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Table 10

14

| IL!!QIY of Teachers' Responses Qoncerning_§peci§jé Types qf Effects of "the

and Handicagpéd Tutors

o

| rutoringProgfhngnFirst Grade Tutees

f- %
]
ype of Effect . : : | " Frequency Percent* Percent®* -
. of ~ of
s ' * (N=l4) Teachers Responses
'RST GRADE TUTEES: - L I .
Reading skills improvement _ 3 12 36% . 60%
nfroved“attitude about reading o 1 7% 5%
ater academic confidence 3 21% 15%
proved self-esteem 2 14% 10%
ositive social interaction ,
with older students 1 . 7% 5%
Wre difficult to work independentRy 1 7% 5%
: " :
' . Total Responses . ' - 20 : 100%
'\NDICAPPED TUTORS : : | | | . i
Imp?@&ed self-esteem 7 50% 28%
creased sense of responsibility 5 T 363 20%
creased kindness/coyrtesy . -—
, (appropriate social 'interaction) ~ 5 36% 20%
proved school behavior ' 3 21% 12%
@hproved freading skills 3 21% . 12%
ot behind in academic work 2 14% . 8%
Total Regponses : 25 T 100%

- —— > — -l o o s [PRSESY - — e o -~ —— ik it e e A A i A s i A, T ot A R i 2 e gt ——

* Percentages for each group are based on the number of achers who
cited the. effect. The total of percentage’ exceeds 100% because
winany respndents cited more .than one effect.

a* Percentages for each group are based on the number of effects o
cited rather than on the number of teachers interviewed. .
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“tutoring on ‘the handicapped students were- (a) improved self-esteem

- L]

(50%), (b) increaseﬂ/responsibcl'iéy.{,l'é’s), ‘and (c) incteased kindness

and courtesy toward others (36%

Table 11 shows the specific "Strengths" and ''Weaknesses' of the

s

B . i . ot S
reverse-role tutoring model as cited by both the first grade and spe;c_i/al
education teachers. Most of the teachers cited several strengths and

v
weaknesses and some did not cite any. As a result, the percentages

reported in the table are divided into two categories: 1) the percentage

of the total number of responses: 2) the percentage of the teacheir$ who

cited the specific response. -dt can be seen from Table 11 that the ~

teachers felt that the three most imponfant strengths folf reverse-role

tutoring, §s done ‘in this study, are (a) academic growth ﬁo\il: groups

- (64%), (b) individualized instruction (SO%)'and (c) providing an aditional

resource program for the benefit'of students (43%). The primary weaknesses
of this program, as repdrted by the teachers were the difficulties |in
scheduleing (57%) and that studentst may get behind in their schoolword

’

because of being pulled out o}/class to tutor or be tun‘(SO%)

In responding to whether they would like to see this typ€ of tutoring

program continued and/or expanded in the schools of the future, 13 (93%)
wanted it continued and expanded. - None of the teachers expressed the

desire to see the program discontinued, but one teacher (7%) was "undecided"

because she felt that she did ndt know 'enouéh‘ about the program or its(

benefits. All 14 teachers expressed an enthusiastic desire to have
students from their respective classes participate again next year in

this type of tutoring experience;
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'able 11

'nggry of Teachers' Resppnsqs Concern1ngﬁ$trengths and Weaknesses of the . (\
 _Reverse- Role “Tutoring Program n \
) | | |

. »

Frequency _Percent

* Percent*®

e e e e e . e e e e

l ** Percentages for each

-
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. . of of
. (N=14) Teachers" Responses
"RENGTHS: . / v

" * Academic érowth for both géoups ‘ .
(reinforcement/review of reading) 9 64% 28%
mdividual‘ized instruction , 7 503 223
ditional resolrce program -6 43% 19%
Improved self-esteem for both groups 5 . 36% 16%
taching responsibility to tutors ) 2 14% 6% ¢
sitive social interaction between
handicapped and non-handicapped 3 F21% 9% -
' Tob@l Responses. 32 100%
AKNESSES:
heduling 8 57% 40%
king students out of clas$ causes them Y, :
to miss or get behind academically 7 - 50% 35%
- p@sruptive to classes and classgoom
W instructional activities ’ 4 29% 20%
nagement/Adm1n1strat10n . 1 7% 5%
AR Y
' : Total Responses 20 100%

* Percentages for each category are based on the number of teachers who
cited the response. The total of percentages exceeds 100% because many ’
teachers gave Mmore tth one response.

ategory are based o the number of responses
cited rather than on the number of teachers interviewed.
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.their studentd were doing and what paterials were being used. This was

many in both groups expres3®dninitial apprehensions and fears abouv;

t!

Suggestions for improving the tutoring experience for both teachers”
¢ ¢ ;
and students, as cited by the 14 teachers'centered on three important
recomnendations. First, the teachers felt strohgly that the scheduling
of the tujoring had to be improved to lessen the disruptiveness to their .
A F .
inswl activities and to .insure that students were not’ missing
out in important ,instruction or assignments in their classes. This was

the most’frequently' cited recommendation (31%). iea;ndl)’, the teachers

called for greater education of both teachers and parents regarding the

tutoring program. They felt is was very important toyknow exactly what
. r . e

e ~

the second mos t Erequehtly’ cited suggestion (27%). The third most'
frequently cited recommendation for im- provement was calling for a
closer coordination of tﬂe tutoring with the actual «eading ins_truction K
of the first grade classes (15'96)'.

Ivmarizing the perceptions of the pargnts and teachers concerning

o .
the effectiveness and benefits of this reverse-role tutoring experience,

~N

-

it can be stated that bgth groups were -overwhelmingly positive. While

having handicapped students tutor/younger non-hnadicapped students in an?
: o ,
academic squect. they overwhelmingly approved of the c?ncept ukd\expressed

a strong desire that such a system be continued in the schools with their /

-

* .
students. ,The primary benefits of the reverse-roli tutoring experience
' L

1

L

cited by both groups was the dramatic increase im reading ability by
A . \ - N :
both tutees and tutors and the increase in feelings of self-worth among _ -

_the handicapped tutors. While the quantitative data results indicated

reading improvement as the greatest beneficiary of this study, the .

~qualitative data gathered from parents and teachers seemed to indicate

\.
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that the affective domain, such as self-esteem and’ attitudes about
E . 3 . ~
reading and school in general, were benefitted most from the reverse-role
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EXPERIMENT 3: , : - -
"LEARNING DISABLED AND BEHAVIORALLY.

L4

DISORDERED STUDENTS AS PEER TUTORS

L]

'The‘pbﬁective of this part of the project was to dgfermine whethef
handicappéd students could effectivedy tutor oiher handicappg&’gtudents.‘
’ Outcomes invesiﬁgated in tﬁié study includgd acigsmic (reading) functioning
and sociai/emqtionai functioning s measured by attitudes toward self, :
school, and~Teading. fIn this investigation, tutors were expected to be - ﬂ.'
similar in age and ability level, although all were‘expeCted to be
functioﬁ?ng‘well be low grade 1eie1,ac$demical]y and/or socially.
| Although handicapped students ha{e.ofteﬁ beén_employed as tutees™in -
'investigations such ;s this, researchers have rarely addressed thevuse of

» learning disabled or beﬁ::ii:}lly disordered students as tutors tytoring

other ﬁahdicapped students—see literature review in Append i x Q). The

’ - ¥

benefit of peer tuzoring in special educqtion sgttings was expected to be
that (a) both stddeéts“of each tuforing pair would ostensibl& be directly
workimg-on material at an optimé]_academic Tevel for'eéch tutor; and (b) -
because,«particulaily‘in resourcé rooms, students tefd to be schedﬁleq to
resource settings and ability groups, it was feit.that peer tutors could
more easily Se fit into regular academic schq&u]inq. In addition, it was
thought thét the beer tutoring intervention might be of particular benefit
to the rgsoﬁrce or self~contai3ed teacher ‘in that, if pigperly implementegr
}ht teacher coyld rely upon students to tutor each other while the teacher -

z{v

himself or herself was directly quégihg other students ,in teacher-led

\
instruction. To this extent, peer tuforing in these settings-eould be

regerded as a potentialiy more effective way to mon i tor practicé activities

~ before.or after teacher-implemented ;gfsons in the cia§srogm.
- © 10 ’
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. Althoudh the‘ki: of beers as tutors was thought to be beneficiaijin-:"

*many Wayse several drawbacks were.hypothesized at the beginning'of thfgiﬁ_ - "
project. These potential.drawbacks inc]uded'the'fo1ioﬁ?ng. %(a) thatéi L :
neither student would _necessarily be'function§hg at a level of mastery on‘- - %.:

" the materials and, therefore, the possibility of difficulties with f%ﬁf'f;

appr0priate corrective feedback or the potentiai for errors not to be '

,corrected would be expected to be much more substantia] than in; cross age |
‘tuto;jng, anqh~\i since previous researchers such as Allen (1976) have.t-.’

- 1{ind¢/ated that one benefit of tutoring was the fact that the younger tutee

may look up to the older tutor, ¢hi£ benefit would not be obtainable in a ,?

peer tutoring sétting. In addition, there was the-potentiaiuthat this las.“rﬁ
of a predetermined ”tutor” could result in some difficulties oarticular]y
with respect to the observed deficits in social functioning and maturity
common 1y observed in learning disabled and behaViorally disordered students
(Bryan & Bryan 1981). ) o

The outcome of the fo]lowing tutoring intervention therefore, was far ﬁ‘.{.
from a foregone conclusion. Literature reviews conducted by the present ~
investigators (see Appendix Q) failed to shed light on the particular issues ' -
of importance to utilization of age and ability peers as in tutoring _ ’ .. TQ’H
interventions in special educatton. In_ addition, the choice of aopropriate-
academic and socidl measures for this prOJect was in some question due to
the often conflicting evidence of benefit on self- esteem and attitude toward
schaol measures (c.f. Allen, 1976; Cohen, Kulik, ) Kulik, 1981).- It was
thought’necessary, therefore, to emp]oy'a pilot investigation in which a
small sample of handic!bé}d students would be chosen to act as peer t;tors |
to each other so that an opportunity would thus be gaingd to investigate and,

to evaluate the effectnveness of this type of program on a small scale and
f : .
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~also tb investigate the effectiveness of potential measurement deviges to be o

I

sensitive to this_type of intervention. The piJot‘investigation was

!

¢

conducted on a smaiT scale so that it could be observed carefylly and

.- decn51ons couTd: be made regarding the best method to proceed with the larger

-

r:
peer tutoring experimenta1 study later-in the school year. Although it was/

: ~ . N

. [ p
’ not possible to employ a control gnoup-in a small study of this size, it was* .
possible to gain insight into the manner in which this'type of tutoring
“intervention might proceed and the ability.of selected measures to record .
| . o | | | | _ Al -
‘ _any progress.’ SN : - AN
N B " Pilot Study
: N \
f \\§ubgects . B \ = '
Subjects were four elemeptary-age students inv61ved in two $utoring j
\ .

pairs from each of two schoo]s in the Cache School District. These four

L 4

students represented grade levels 2 ‘through 5 and had all been identified as K

t

—~

learning dilsabled (LD} by Public ng 94-142 and 1oca1 school district

Criteria which included a 40% discrepancy between actual performance and o

I

ability in each of at least two(specific academic content areas. These two

e

pairs had -been recommended by each of two teachers in the two separate
R 'schools as "having potential for effectively 1mp1ementing this\%utoring

’ procedure. Three of the subjects were boys and one was a\girl

Materials

—_— ' ’ “

Tutoring materia]s. Materials to be used during the tutoring ”

intervention were Grant Von Harrison's "Beginning Reading" materials (1979).

These materials had been developed and previously employed in intervéntions

-referred to as, "Structured Tutoring” (Harrison, 1976) :and had been found
G | 109 |
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effective in m@eting several necessary requiremepts of effective tutoring

2"
o

LY

L

intervenfions

-

1. These materials follow a.specific scope and sequence in lesson =
. Ectand
fprmat with individual steps in¢luding letter sounds ,» letter blends,
nonsense words, whole words sight words, sentences, and, finally,'stories

that are read in carefully sequenced drder. In these materials, one skill

N

builds directly upon previously acquireduskills and also reviews those

~

fashion have been found in.the past to be particularly useful with students

in_special education pldéemqgts.

. 2. It was ‘important to use a matergdqs that was not being currently

-

" used in the regular claseroms fof two reasons: (a)‘Lt could proVide a

4

v source of continuity ross settings where otherwise 'ferent materials may

be employed, and (b) an gains.an these measures whic were observed could

.
N et
’ [ : R o — "
-
i -

not $o easily be interprdted as -having been learned in the students‘ regular

-

-

reading program since, ostensibly, other materials were bbing employed

v

outside the tutoring intervention. One major difficulty foreseen in the use

of reading as a'sugiect\anea, even though it has great content validity, was

classroom instruction would facilitate the evaluation of tutoring effects.-
? In spite of the overall dcceptability of. the Harrisbn materialsg'one

major probf%m remaiped The Harrisdn materials as published were iniended

many notes, Comments, and directions to the tutor interspersed thnoughout

dy
.

the materials. Learning disabled and behaviorally disordered eleMentar
. ! . X * .4..

‘/ff—\\\\vstudents could not be expected to be-able to read and 0 these
“ . | . » 110
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ski111s-which have previously beenjlearned;‘ Materials presented in this /,/"/'

the fact that much reading jnstruction ‘was concurrently taking place in the -

'classroom; therefore, it was thought that a material not directly related to

for use for the adult or parent tutoring‘a younger child and therefore, had |




y -

: directibns,Vandfthere?was some concern that the superfluous material might

‘ 1

act as a distracting:influence on-students already kﬂbwn for exnibiting' -
distractibility (Hallahan & ReeVe, 1980). In addition, since it had been
determined that students would be pre-tauggt on tutoring skills using simple
instructionalﬁsequences! the simplest presentation method .possible would be
the best. »&ﬁerefore, Beginning Reading I.and Beginning Reading II were
redesigned by the investlgators.to exclude all extraneous information and:
directions-to the tutors, and to’ﬁresent as'clear, simple and

1) * ﬁ

straightforward a procedure as the materials themselvesuwould allow. This

_was relatively easily accomplished, and the result Was a set of materials

dhich followed clearly'simple steps and lessons and which could easily be -
followed by learning disatled and behaviorally disordered students in _
tutoring settings.

Academic measures. Two basic measures were included to be used as

evaluation procedures for the tutoring interventions. One measure was taken
from the Von Harrison materials and was intended to be a direct criterion-
referenced measure of the exact content taught in the tutoring program. The
dther measure was a more general norm-referenced instrument expected to test '_
for generalized gains of the tutoring program to a more global measure of ° |
reading competence. Although-the most direct measure of the ability of
studentsmto tutor each other would be the criterion-referenced measure, an
additional measure of tne abilify of students to apply siich information from
tnese materi;ls to more general reading tasks was also employed. .
The criterion test was taken directly from Von Harrison's materials and
con51sted of a set of tests of consonants, voyels, digraphs, basic sight

words , decoding, and two tests of $ight words. These words were taken from

the criterionQreferenced test for the Reading I book. Students involved in

123 '
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Reading II would be administered a diagnostic test relevant to the second

book which also 1ncluded a test of letter-sounds, basic sight words,-and two
parts decoding, phonetic.skills, modjfied vowels, word segments, and sight
words. ’These tests were not exhaustive with respect to all the material
covered by the tutors, but they were representative of the'type of material
being covered in the reading program, The norm-referenced test chosen was.'
the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educattonal Battery and was chosen for several

reasons: (a) it was an individually administered test which would servé to

"minimize error variance, and (b) it did-allow a direct assessment of reading

competence in each of three areas: sight word reading, word attack sk111s,
and reading comprehension assessed via cloze passages. This meaSure has
been assessed to have h{gh reliability and validity. In addition,'it is
relatiyely simple to use and has a carefully-standardized procedure which
would help reduce variance across diffewent administrators (see Append{x I).

Attltude measures. The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (Coopersmith

1958) was chosen to be used as a measure of self- esteem for thts particular
project. The Coopersmith Inventory has in-the past generated: adequate
reliabilitx'and validity and goeSfprovide for measures of attitddes towards
self, home, and school The$e are reflected in questions contained within
the measure’ which allow for test comparisons. The Coopersmith has often

been used as a dependent measure in tutoring interventions (Cohen, Kulik &

Kulik, 1981), although benefits as measured by the Codpersmith Inventory

have been equivocal 1n tutoring programs In additton an'Inferred Self-

Concept Inventony was given to the partiCipating teachers to fild out pre-
and post on the students' inferred measure of the teacher's perception of

the student's perception of himself and consisted of seweral statements’

followed by a Likert rating scale (See Appendih R). ' \
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Procedure ' _ J/r/’

Project personnel met with the students involved in the pilot study

1ndividuaf1y,.administered the pre-tests, and introduced them to the :

. tutoring process. After the pre-tests had been administered and some

rapport established between the student and the investigator, basic rules
for tutoring were outlined: : - . |
1. Sit ne;;*£94~rather than;across from, the stegent ybu ere tutoring. .
. 2. Remember to give positive feedbackkand praise a§ pften as possible,
and never criticize or ridicule the other studeg;}s performance, | |

3. Be certain that the student has mastered the material in each step .
before proceeding to. the ne£1 step.

4. Nhen a student does make an error, cosrect him or her immediately
and ask that the sfudent read the woré'or words correetly immediately
following the correctlon by the tutor. E . ‘ )

After the basic rules for tutoring ‘had been outlined to the student,
the investigator and the student.role -played a tutoring situation in which
the investigator was the tutor and the student the tutee. Following several
“minutes of this, in which the student declared that he understood the
situation, the roles were reversed, and-the student was asked to be the
tutor. , By this method, moée]s for promptiné, correcting, modeling and
praising student responses were given to the student, and he/she immediately’
was able to‘practiee them. Finally, when the student had exhlblted to the
satisfaction of the investigator comeetenée as a tutor, he was asked to
tutor with the other student under observation of the investigator. After
four weeks of dally intervention which took piace for a period of 1/2 hour, -
and was implemented wiﬁh each student acting as putor for half of the
period, students were both post-tested on the criterion measures. Results

' 113
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_progress was due to the tutoring intervention

of the post-!Lsts are &1ff1cult to interpret unequivocally due to the lack
of a comparison grodp and the fact that some ongoing feading {nstructiézta;w
the resourte teacher may have influenced the posttest score. It can be
stated,mhpwever, that substantial progress wa§ documented be;ﬁeen b}e-_fig

post-testing'on'the criterion measure, and it'As thought that much of this

Improviments on various

subtests of the criterion -measure were noted ad\ ran ng from 10% to 73% with

\
no decrease found on any posttest measure. In fact, on the level I
posttest, both students scored close to ceiling levels. It was noted that
the attitude measures were not sensitive enough to pick up adequately the

students' attitudes, and a ceiling effect was anticipated. All four

-« ‘students responded extremely positively on the Coopersmith Self-Esteem

Scale.

As stated previously, it is not known for certain whether all of the
observed gains .on the criterios measures were due to the tutoring
intervention. However, considering thé fact that ‘the tutoring materials
were different froﬁ the classroom materials; that the tutoring ipterVention
Was of relatively short duration, ;nd that similar gains have Been observed
in other pilot investigations, it was felt that peer tutoring as employed in

this instance has provided a strong supplement to the students' educational

)
program,
. ) A
Igglications | \
The implications of the pilot 1n9estigation indicated to the v

L e

investigators that the tutoring intervention as designed was a viable-one .
with which to investigate a larger sample of students under appropriate

controls. [t was reported by the teachers that they thought up to three

pairs of students could be involved in & tutoring project at one time
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without unduly disturbing the classes. The pre-post gain scores were
encouraoing to the investigators and indicated that handicapoed students
could be effective teachers of each other with respect to critical reading
skills. The woodéock -Johnson Test was not used as a posttest because of the
general nature of the test and the tutoring project d::;Q so short, but the
measure was considered adequate because of the performance levels of the
students and the fact that strong reliability and validity had previously

been established on this test. It was determined however. to ngg use the

g

Coopersmith Self- Esteem Scale because (a) many of the questions did not

directly reflect on any attitudes or‘behaviors which were likely to be

affected by tutoring interventions (i.e., “My mother yells at me at home").

It was decided, then, to uge a different measure of attitude in the
experimental,study. For this meausre, the#inuestigators chose the Attitude

Towards Self, School:‘and Reading Measure developgd by Marascuilo and Levin

(1968). This test directly assesses attitudes of direct bearing to

elementary-age students and for which the potential for tutoring to modify I
the attitudes scale was thought possible, This measure has guod reliability

and has been seen to significantly discriminate between good and poor

readers {{Marascuilo & Levin, 1968, see Appendix S).

Experimentéi Study

Subjects
. Subjects for the larger -experimental study were 30 elementary-age

learning and/or behaviorally disordered students attending five different

)

elementary schools in the Cache Valley public school system. Participating

. . . .

Aeachers in‘the Cache District were asked to identify pairs of students who

/*)' wouid be approprigjte for the peer tutoring intervention (i e., for each
115
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pair teachers were aske\\to select students who would get along well;, read
at about the same level while being in the same grade level, and pairs of

students who would-not present substantial scheduling difficulties). In

this menner' a total of 16 1earhing disabled and behaviorally disordered

oy
children were identified for tutors and tutees in the experimental group. |

In addition, 16 childrenswere selected for use as control students.' These

. students were taken from the same settings, same sehools, and same teachers

as the experimental students, Qithxthe only exception being either

scheduling er matching difficulties preventing them from easily being
. -

integrated into'the tutoring program. This sample of 30 elementary-age
. V4 . .

students included 11 second-grade students, 8 third-grade students, 4
fodrth-grade stﬂaents; and 7 fifth-grade students. "Average reading
percenti]e assessed by the_Noodcock-Johnson pre-test was 19. In addition,
all students had been officially classified by the school district as
learning disetled and behaviorally disordered accor;fng.to Public Law 94-142

)

and local ichool district criteria.
.’-/
Materials // ‘

Tutoring materials. . Tutoring materials were the same as employed in

the pilot investigation.” Four books were compiled’weich were modified from
the two‘Begihning Readieg books by \Harrison (1979). The first two'books/\
represented the'éohtent taught in B gineing Reading I, while the third and
foerth tutoring books represented the first and second half of Beginning
Reading I1 (see Appendices M and R). h | |

Academic measures. The criterion tests from the Harrison materials

were again employed as pre- and post-measures of direct reading skills being

»

' taught in the tutoring setting. In additﬁon, probe shee{s were developed

116
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| progress which may have_oécurred in reading skills dufing the course of the

and post-measures, it was also felt that an adaptation of these criterion

based upon 100 randomly ée]edted words covered during each reading book.

1

These probes wére expected to be used as contihuous measurement to document

‘ | )
program. Although it was thought that the criterion tests were good pre-

tests administered as one-minute timings at frequent 12tervals would give a
good indication of gnéoing progress which may have occurred during the |
tutoring intervention.» Copies of fhe probes used and criteriga tests ére
given in Appendix J e Three sebarate versions of each probe wére developed
so that students wouid not simply be able fq memorize the order.of the words
in each probe."l-"iﬁa'] ly, the three.reading subtests fo;' the HoodC(;cCJonnson

T :
Psycho-EducatiSﬁf] Battery were administered as pre-post measures: Word

attack, sight word reading, and reading comprehension (see Appendix 1).

Attitude measures. The Attitude Towards School Measures‘develdpeq by

Marqscui]o and Levin (1968) were employed as measures of attitude change for

the expdrimental study. An example of this measure is given in Appendix

. '

Procedure o | - | . ;o
The~&n$a*‘;eer tutoring intervention lasted on the average 10 weeks \47

including one w ek of pretesting and tutoring iﬁstructions, eight weeks of

direct QEtoriﬁgfand‘one week of posttesting and feedback. First, all’

exberimenta]’gﬁdcbntro] subjects were administered all the measures L

described above. Thén, students identified as'peér tutors were met with ; ' ‘

individﬁally by project staff and introduced_to the methods 'of structured

tutoring as outlined in the pilot study. It was not intended that even a

one- or two-meeting orientétion with supervised practice would be sufficient.
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to completely teach all that.was needed to learn about tutoring. It was

;git, nowever, that the.best exercise was tutoring itself. Therefore, the

tutoring started soon after general instruction with the assumption that
correctivecfeedback along t?e way in the best practices of tutoring would be

most helpful. Although the amount of time spent for most tutdring sessions

“remained the same across the district at 30 minutes per session, the number

’

of sessions per week varied considerabl . Therefore, six experimental
students were involved in tutoring intervention five days a week, four
experimental-students were invoived in tutoring_four days a week,-and six
experimental students were involved in tdtoring only two days a week. The.
tutnring occurred during the spring semester of the school year, dnd each

session was directly supervised by.project-staff who, witnout actually

delivering the lessons, nere available when students had questions about a

word or to deliver corrective feedback on tutoring pngaedures. At regu]ar

intervals, tutors and tutees were administered one-minute timings on the

‘criterion probes, and numbers correct were recorded for each_student. Small

stickers were used to supnort good performance by the tutors .~ At the end of
the eight weeks of direct tutoring sessions, students were met with
individually, given all posttest.measures; given feedback on the tutoring,'
and admini!tered a questionnaire regardlng their own feelings about

tutoring. This questionnaire is inc{uded in Appendix y .
\

Results - ,

13 [N

 Results on acadeniic measures. Number of words read per minute on the

-=brobes administered for formative eraluatiqn were Pisted in tabular form.

Different forms of these probes were employed to prevent students from
memorIZing word order. Because the different forms of the probe represented

118
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Jskills in. this population.

' ,
l .
‘l '

-

doubtless differentialJy difficult items for each student: depending upon

which woads were presented ﬁirst versus last oe the 1Jst,_data are presentee_
1n:graphic form as a moving average (N = 3)." In otﬁgk words, each data

point on the following charts indicates the score on a g1ven day weighted

with the score of the previous assessment plus the following.assessment )
This method of moving averages does not allow a ﬁrecise assessment of day--
to-day functioning, but does remove much of the observed variability'dve to

) \
as assessed by these measures was observed on virtuMlly all pairs of

different forms. As can be seen in the charts beTow{ substantial progress Qﬁk,'

students. Also. interesting -to note, when tutoring pairs data are preseﬁted
together, is that the slopes of acquisition of reading skills seem to
parallel each other very closely. Although these are not single- subject *’ L
charts in a purely experimental sense (i.e:, no baseline measures were .

taken, and reversal or alternate treatment measures were not administered),

it still seems qufte.possible from these measures: to infef that handicapped

students can, in fact, tutor each other tn'critical reading skills and learn

from each other in this'manner. On the‘gne chart in which it seems that

very little, if any, Brogress on these particular probes were made (Figure

2), it must be noted that these students were involved in the intervention

of-the very least intensity, i.e., two da;s a week, 15 minutes per day.

From the data oh this chart, it does seem to appear that tutoring sessions

of this level of frequency may not be optimal for facilitating reading

Data from pre- and post-measures are given in  Table 1. Yn the | _

criterion test, percentage of words correctly read was computed on pre- and

.posttest scores. The pretest score was subtracted from the posttest score,

and a new variable,gain score on a diagnostvc measure, was developed,
119
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TABLE ONE
' . © CACHE DISTRICT RESULTS
| . _ PRE _ pOST PERCENT GAIN | POST_ | EFFECT
NlOX (o) | X (S0) | X (S0) [ADJ. X | SIZEY
l Letter Sounds - Test 1 . '
1 : 13 | 27.92 (1.71)] 29.23 (1.30)| .04 (.05)] 29.82 82
C 10 } 27.40 (1.35)] 27.80 = (2.44)] .01 . (.11)| 27.82 '
l Sight Words - Test 1 R '
E 13| 77.15 (19.58)| 86,23  (16,41){ .08 (.09){ 91.51 .30
¢ . _ ~ |10 | 87.40% (25.18)| 90.40 (20.39)} b3 (.09)] 85.31
l Decoding Nonsense Words - Test 1 . _ . - <
3 ‘ . ' 13 | 12.23 (8.76)f 18.23 (9.28)] .19+ (.22)] 21.41 97
C : : 10°} 21.20 (5.41)] 15.20 (9.73){-.19 (.29)1 12.02 |
' Sight Words' - Test-z ; - : d
) PN 2 {105.00 (7.07)}117.00 (2.83)| .09 (.07){120.10 .93
_ C 4 1117.00° (6.48){117.00 (6.68){ .00 (.03)|113.90
l Decoding Nonsense Words - Test 2 ‘ _ , -
. E 2 | 22.00 (9.90)| 27.00 (7.07)] .10 (.06)| 28.63 .32
: c ' J 25.50 (12,50){ 26.25-  (12.42)| .01 (.05)| 24.63 |
Overall Gain on Diagnostic Tests 7] - -, '
£ 115 | .10* (.07) 1.18*
) - C . 1 ' 15 " "003 ’ (oll)
. Overall Gain on All Decoding \ - -
. - Subtests - Tests 1 & 2 ' - - !
. : £ 15 . : ; .18* (.21) 1.20+
. o : 15 -.12 . (.25) -
l.. Overall Gain on All Sight Words _ d
Subtests - Tests 1 & 2 - -
£ 15 _ ‘ .08 (.09) .pG'
. c : : 15 ) Fy . .oz (007)
l _ PRE _ PosT _ GAIN POST_ | EFFECT
N X (SD) | «x (S0) | x (S0) |ADJ. x | "SIZE
WJ Letter/Word-10 : : : i ' . .
© E : 15 | 22.67 (3.72) 23.80 (4.46)]1.13 (2.17)] 26.02 -.05
C ) 15 |} 25.27 (4.61)| 26.47 (5.08)(1.20 {3.21)| 25.25
NJ Word Attack . . - " .
E : 15 7.93 (3.37)] 10.07 (4.06)}2.13* (2.88)| 10.59 .19 _
C _ i5 9.00 (4.02)f 10.20 (4.90)}1.20 (2.37)}" 9.67
* . ’
WJ Passage Comp, : . : -
: ' E 14 8.29 (3.41)| 8.57 (2.95)) .29 . (2.13)1 8.97 -.36
: o 15 9.40 ,; (3.14)| 10.53 (3.230)11.13 (2.39)] 10.14
WJ Percentile Score '
_ £, 14 | 15,86 (14.99)| 15.79 (9.98)(-~.07 (9.83)] 17.18 -.16
' C ] 15 20‘9‘3 (16.92)| 20.87. (14.55){-.01 (12.83){ 19.47
- Attitudes 4 : ' | '
' : E ) ~ 115 | 27.73 (6.56)] 29.00 (6.22)}1.27 £3.53)| 30.18 “.15
- c. 13 | 31.62 (3.50)1 32.07 (4.70)| .46 (6.28)] 30.90
l ‘Effect size computed by dividing the experimental-control difference by standard deviation of control group
posttest. . . ,
| *Statistically slcjntfigant (p < .05) difference on/ adjusted means or pre-post gain?
' - : _ | 128
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Accordfn§ to this measure, students in the experimental group gained an

] i ' |
average of nearly 15% on the diagnostic measure (SD = .12), while the
control group gained virtually none (3%; §g_;}.06). These diffefences in |
gdin scores were higﬁly significant, p < .003. In addition, the

experimental group gained 2.1 words on the word attack subtest of the

: NpodcochJohnson, while the control group gained only 1.2 ddring the same

time peribd. This increase was highly statistically significant for the
experimental group (t = 2.87, p < ?5!7, but only approached significance for;
the control group (t = 1.96, p < .07).

$oc1a1 measures. The teacher survey results were completely positive
in that all teachers involved (7) thought futoring was a good idea in

special education, thoughf thé students benefited from this project, and

" believed that tutoring catyd help improve social skills. "Although two

teachers tﬁought the tutoring materials employed were somewhat Jimj;edlin'

that they may have represented an interest level lower than*the age of the

sfudents, all teachers were .in favof‘of tutoring interventions as applied 1h
special education and suggested several other interventions 1né1uding math,
.

spelltng, and writing.. All students reported enjoying the intervention, and'_

-thought that it was a good thing to do in school. Two children reported

some soc}el difficulty with their particular'tutoring companioh.
Effects of tutoring on student attitude were nonsignificant, with
students in beth experimental and control groups repo?%{gg highly positive

attitudes in personal, school, and reading areas.

. < Results and Discussion

E)

-

Information from the individual progress charts as well as the strong”

pre~-post differences on the criterion measure and the significant gains in
. ’
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word attack on the Woodcock-Johnson strongly suggest that learning disabled .

‘and behaviorally disordered students are able to teach each other in peer

futoring settings and learn critical reading skills via this type of .
structured tutoring. The gaiu scores were considered tolbe.particularly ,
strong, considering seveéral of the tutor pairs were not involved‘as\often as
the project thought optimal It must'also be mentioned that the students

involved “in peer tutoring were not taken away from their regular resource

‘room or self-contained direct instructional time, but were involved in

instructional activities supplementary to the reading programs they were g

already receiving. Since scheduling these pairs of students across a wide

.variety of settings was a complex task, it is not possible to specify

exactly thevactivities of the control students: Indeed, this would be

. impossible'to assess as experimental students tutoring was undertaken at

differing times from early ,in the morning until late in the afternoon ~
depending upon the school and the tutoring pair. It was known, however

that control students received an equal amount of time in resource and self- :
contained settings and that it is highly unlikely that tutoring students
received any{additional allocated time for the task ofireading. In fact,

the control'a 1ivities most commonly replaced by the tutoring'intervention

were indi 1 seatwork or teacher-led instructioh To this extent, then,

it can be ‘ en th the tutoring gains were quite strong and represented a
positié:;alterna‘;;e to alternate activities of special education students
when not engaged directly by the teacher in one-to-one teaching-or small- ;
group instruction. This infqrmation'is considered to bé of substantial
intereSt “because commonly, teachers in resource or éelfacontained settingsf

do not have time or scheduling convenience to be completely on-task with all

students at all times. This type of peer tutorimg, then, apparently can .

| ¢ )
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meetgthe needs of teachers to (a) provide students¥with additionai practice-
activities in a structured setting, and (b) provide a method for monitoring
their activities without being in direct contact with then. i

One difficulty in interpreting the present results as compieteiy !
generaiizahle was the fact that_project personnel from outside the classroom'
supervised the'tutoring, rather than the teacher. This was done for two
reasons: First, to provide additional assistance to teachers whose
schedules were already demanding, and secondly, to monitor the tutoring.
sessions in a fashion which will be consistent across the many different
schoo] settings utilized by the investigators. To this extent, and
particularly in the schools in which oniy one pair of students may have been

13
involved in tutoring at one time, the. superVision may have been more intense

than could be reasonab‘y expected were these interventions appiied dirzotiy
in special education settings. It was demonstrated in the study, however,
that one indi%iduai who could have been a teacher's aide, could monitor as
many as three pairs of students at one time, and that monitoring even one
pair of stude_nts‘ could provide those students an opportunity to practice
positive social responses in addition to the regular reading skil]s}v It
must also be mentioned that in an jnformal sense, much off-task behavior was
observed in severai tutoring pairs, particularly ones below fourth-grade'
levei,.and that the level of social maturity necessary for effectiye
tutoring performance is something which needs to be investigated by -
researchers and individual teachers in designing and implementing these
tutoring programs. However, it was observed that although in some settings,
on-task behavior and appropriate responses were less than might have been

considered optimally desirable, an examination of individual progress charts

indicates that virtually all students, in fact, gained reading competence
132 : '




from'tne intervention. ThiS'assertion is also supported by the'fact that

_all students indicated gain on the pre- and post measures..

That the students did not show significantly different gains on the
Woodcack-Johnson Total Reading Score is disappointing, but not pqpticularly '
surprising. First, the major question in hand was whether handicapped
students in same-age peer tutoring situations could be successful in
teaching critical reading skills at all, and tp this extent, the project was
quite snccessful. The issue of whether,generalized reading gain, as |
measured on a norm-referenced test, was made is vulnerable tn two specifie

threats: (a) students in control group conditions were also receiving a

similar, if not equivalent, amount of readingfinstrUEtion in other content

areas which could also be expected to transfer to the norm-referenced

measure, and (b) the issue of whether the result of a tutoring program

resulted in general gains on ‘an overall reading achievement test is more an

_issue of generalizability than specific training in and Specific assessment

of the tutoring-process. That is, did the knowledge acquired through the
tutoring proéess and demonstrated. to have been acquired through this process
generalize to another reading task? This question_is gnmewhat removed frnm
the question of whether students can, in fact, impart éritical reqning
skills to each other even though they are at a similarly inw level of

reading themselves. To this extent, the outcome was uncertain and can

hardly be dismissed as an interfention because-of this Tack of gain over an

- eight-week and sometimes very short-term program. It was noted, however,

that the experimental group gains in the word-attack subtest did, it fact,

surpass thoSe-of the control group. -Cnubled with the significent results of

‘the criterion test and the individual progress charts, this does lend weight

to tne assertion that, in fact many of the skills did genera?\te to the
Ve

norm-referenced measure,

'133 14()
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~ attitudes of handicappeo students toward themselves have traditionally been

The ?act that students did not score differently on the measures of
attitudes was also not surprising for two reasons:

(1) A1l students at pretest -were seen to have extrgmely positive
attitudes which they expressed toward themselves, their schools and reading
content areas. These attitudes were positive irrespective of level of
reading'proficiency, which in all cases, could be assumed to be low. These
positive attitudes, then, probably reflect the high level of community:NTJ '

organization and parental involvement found in schools in the Cache District

and arg probaoly reflective of this fact more than others. Although the

reported as being low, it is clear from this iniestigation that this need
not be a blanket assumption of all special education children. In fact, the
results of thisuperticular'investioation indicote that-in some toses: at
least, attitudes of mildly handicapped students’ can be quite high. | - '\\ :
(2) It is also likely that, given toe nature of the peer tutoring :
intervention in which neither.student‘is clearly "in ch%rge" and both

students were of similar age and ability levels,-positiie changes in

attitude were less likely to result than in othenpconfigurations.

In summary, therefor;;jthis tutortng project can generally be stated ’
to have been a highly sutcessfdl one. Leerning disabled and behaviorally ;
disordered students were able to'sucoessfully tutor each other as'peers_ond

gain critical reading skills in the process. T:fse gains were significantly/?;

greater than those made by control students. The gains made by students in

“word i;tack skills as‘measured'by 4 norm-referenced test ware significant,

while the same wos'not true of controls over the same time period. Although

gains made by.students acting'as both tutors and tutees were strong, no

~ apparent benefit to student attitude was observed. This lack of improvement

. : 134




in attitude may have been a function of the particular nature of the

intervention or the fact that general attitudes on the part_pf‘this

particular population were already quite high.




EXPERIMENT 4.

LEARNING DISABLED AND BEHAVIORALLY DISORDERED
STUDENTS AS CROSS-AGE TUTORS

4

The objective of this particular_indﬁstigation was'to determine
'Jnhetner older.handicapped students could effectively tutor you..ger i
handicapped stydents in the area of reading, QOutcomes investigated in this
, studx inciuded'the same as those, in Eéperiment'3: academie functioning and
'socia]/emotional functionino,'as measdred by attitudes toward self, school,
‘ and n!Fding. In this investigation,'tutors were chosen to be different in
.age and ability level, with a ciearly defihed tutor functioning well above
' the reading level of the tutee. Although handicapped students have often
been employed as tutees in investigations such as this (Jenkins, Mayhail
y o ﬁeschka & Jenkins, 1978), researchers have rarely addressed the use of
learning disabled or behaviorally di$ordered students as tutors tutoring
othEr handicapped stydents (see literature ?eview in Appendix Q) The \\\’
benefits of cross-age tutoring in special education settings was expected to )
be that (a;"one memben of the tutoring pair w301d he expected: to have
maste;y'of the matenial-being tutored and, therefore, could be expected to
be quiteteffective in'delivering corrective feedback without a great deal of
sopervisio,n, and ‘(b) since orevious reSea%ers such as Allen (1976) -
indicated that one benefit of tutoring may be the fact that the younger
.tutee may look up to the older tutor, this affective benefit would be . 1?
potentialiy obtainabie in a cross’ége tutoring setting To this extent
cross-age .tutoring in snecial education settings could be regarded as

potentially a very effective way of suppiementing direct individual teacher-

led instruction in the classroom. .Although the use of cross-age tutors was'"
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thought to be beneficial in the above ways, several drawbacks were
hypothesized at the beginning of this project. These potential drawbacks

included the fo]]owing:; (a) only one student of each tdioring.patr wou ld

' dstensibly be directly working on material at an optimal academic-1eve1;

and (b) since resource rooms tend to schedule around ability groupings,
scheduling of this type of tdtoringiinté}iéntibn may present problems. If,
in fact, it could not'be demonstrated that the tutor had also benefited on
reading'mehsures, then the use of the tutor's time would be difficult to |
Justify, particu]af]y since the tutors themse?ves in the.present instance

would be gréat]y in neéd of reading instruction. In addition,'if'schedu11ng

1

of students at different ability levels to be in the resource setting at the -

same. time presented great difficulties, this type of cross-age tutoring may

not be feasible even if the benefits could @é demonstrated. It can then be.

conc¢luded that, although the cross-age tutoring intervention addressed some
of the problems particularly hypothesized for the peer_tutoring, (i.e., more
controlled monitoring of behavtgr by ‘the tutor and better corrective

Teedback), it also brought with it additional prob]éﬁs with respect to
. - . ! ¥

w

scheduling and potential benefits.»

Outcome of the cross-age tutoring 1ntervent16n,.thenefore, was far from

. a foregone conclusion. Literature searches conducted by the present

investigatoré failed to shed light on the particular issues of importadte to

utilization of cross-age tutors in tutoring interventions in gpecia]
education. In addition, similar problems formthe use of appropriate

academic and social measures as Experiment 3 were also evident. For this .

reason, a pint investigation similar to that employed in Experiment 3 was

conceptualized and conducted. The pilot.investigation paralleled the pilot®

investigation in Experiment 3 and intended to provide information concerning

\
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the potent¥a1 of this type of tutoring 1ntervention and the potential of the
Lo .
proposed measurement devices to uncover gains made by this ., ~

1ntervention.

h

Pilot Investigation

. Subjects . w -

Subjects were six elementary-age students involved in three tutoring
_dyads from one school ia Logan'§chopl District. These six students
represented grade levels 2 through 5 and had all been identified as learning
disabled by Public Law 94-142 and local school district criteria whizh
"included a 40%_discrenancy between actual performance and ability in each of
“at least two sneclfic academic content areas. In’addition, one of the.sii
students had add1tiona11y been referred for behavior problems. These thrge
pairs had Been recommended by the resource teacher in this particular schoo!
as hav1ng potential for benefiting from a tutoring fnterventlon. Three of
the Subjects were boys and three were girls. One tutoring pair was composed '
of two girls, one was composed of a gjrl tutoring a pr, and one pair was ot

composed of one bey tutoring one girl.

/Materials
H

Tutoring materiafs. Materials to be chosen for use during the pild& .

investigation were the same as those in Experiment 3: Grant Von darrison's
“Beginning Reading Materials" (1979). These materials had been previously

“selected as effective in meeting the requirements of “structured tutoring“

(Harrlson 1976) and had been thought to be of potential for being effect1ve

- as high aS'that in Experiment 3. Again, these materials were chosen because

thay followed spec1fic sequenced skills that could be easily utwllzed by
138 N
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students with iearning disabilities or behavior disorders, and they

presented phonetically relevant information in a manner that has been found

in the past to be particularly useful with students in special education

‘ 4
placements. It was also important as in Experiment 3 to provide materials

. which would provide some conﬁinuity across schools and yet teach some

specific skills not necessarily being covered by the regular”teacher}s

. regular matenials, For' this reason, it would be much easier to evaluate the

effects of the tutoring materials per se and not effects of the general .
reaaing program in the particul&r school. These materials, as in Experiment
3, were also edited to remove extraneous notes, comments, and directions to
the tutor which were interspersed throughout the materials. Although it was
thought that the tutors would be on a higher.level of reading and}méturitx.
€han th; tbtees, it was also felt that their level was not necessarily higﬁ
enough to beﬁefit from the written feedback and directions provided
throughout the tutoring materials, and that, in facf; these directions may
provide a gource of distraction to the tutors. The resulting materials, .
theh- follow/a éﬁ'ar and simple steps, and lessons were easily utilized by
learning disabled and behavioraliy.disordered students as tutors in tutorlng

settings (see Appendices M and R).

Academic measures. The two measures included for use as evaluation

7

procedures for the tutoring interventions were the same & those used in

Experiment 3: that is, a criterion-referénced measure of the exact co t

being taught in either beginning feading level 1 or beginning reading leveT‘

2 materials. Although again this would provide the most direct measure of

. the ability of students to tutor other students in these particular skills;

howéver, an additiona1 measure of the ability of students to apply suth

information from the materials to more general reading tasks was also
139
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Procedure

employad, in ﬁhe'woodcock-Johnéon Psycho-E&ucational Battery, Reading
subtests, These were also considered impqrtan;.materials to use in this
particular investigation because the tutors themselves may have been
assessed on a higher level of the criterion measures than the actual '
méterials they were tutoring on, and evaluation of tutor"gain in this case
would be considered to be more complex. It was thought that the use §iJ£he
Noodcock-dohnson in this case would as;ist'in making evaluations of any .

tutor gains which might be seen in reading (see Appendix I).

A;titudé measures. Again, the Coopersmith.Self-Esteem Inventory was

chpsen to be used as a measure of self-esteem for this particulhr project.
The Coopersmith Inventory has, as mentioned before, in the past generated ‘
adequate reliability and validity and did provide forrmeasures of attitude

»

towards self, home, and school.

2

Project personnel met with the students involved in the pilot study
individually, administered the pretests, and.introduced them to thé tutoring
process. After the pratests had been administered and some rapport
established between the students and the investigators, investigators met
with individual tutors énd outlined basic rules for tutoring whicﬁ were the
same.as Experiment 3. | | '

1. Sitgnext to, rather than across from, the student you are tutoring.

2. Remember to give positive feedback and praise as often- as possible,

eﬁd never criticize or ridicule the other student's performance.

3. Be certain that the student has mastered the material in each step

before proceedin§ to the next step.
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4. When a student does make an error, cofrectqhim or her immediataly
and ask that the student read the word or words corractly immediately

- following the correction by the tufor. : ,

In addition to the-above four rules, which were the same as those
delivered to students in Experimén; 3: students in this investig%tion wefe
informed that some students may makg*progress slowly and that the tutor
should be particularly éertain to exhibit patience and not to expect the
student to make strong gains in very short pefiod; of time. . The importance

of the student's role as tutor was also emphasized to the student, and the

importance of his role in making important changes .in the.tutee's academic

!

functioning was also underlined. ~

After the basic rules for tutoring had been outlind to the student, the

h ]

-
- .

investigator and thé Studént roleplayed a tutoring situation in which the
invesfigator was the tutor and the student, fhe:tutee. Folloﬂiﬁg several
minutes of this in which the student declared that he understood the

. situation, the roles were reversed, and t;e stddent was aske& to be the )
tutgr. By this method, model.for prompting, correcting, modeiing, and

/praising student responses were given to the student and he/shg'immediately

was able to practice them. Finally, when the student had exhibited to the
satisfaction of the inv;stigator competencé as «a tutor, he wag asked to-

tutor with the tutee who was brought in to be tutored under the observation

i) N O A an ap s Ny N .S

of the 1vvestlgator. When it appeared that ipe .tutor exhibited appropriate
behaviors to the tutorlng situation, the tutoring intervention was

implemented. These tutorlng sessions were like those in Experiment 3 in _ Y
that they took place for a 30-minute period, but were unlike those of

Experiment 3 in that one “student acted as a student for the entire 30

\\ - minutes. The pilot study was conducted” in the Logan School District for a

v /
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period of six weeks in addition to one week of pretesting .and training and
one week 6f follow-up. As in Experimemst 3, results of thé post-tests were
difficult to interpret unequjvocally due to the lack of a tomparison group

and the fact that some ongoing reading instruction by the resource teacher

‘may have influenced post-test scores. As in Experiment 3, however,

substantial prdgress was documented between pre- and post-test measures on
the criterion measure, part}éularly on the part of the tﬁtees, and it is
thought that much of this progress was due to the tutoring intervention.
Less progress was documented on the part of the tutors, although it must be
acknowledged that tutors in most cases Eeceived a criterion measure

different from that which they had been tutoring on and were clearly

performing at ceiling levels. The attitude measures as repérted on the

Cooper-Smith Self-Esteem Inventory as in the pilot investigation of .

Experiment 3 were also found to belextreme1y positive and to reflect 3

~
i

potential for a geiling effect in a 1érger study.
"As stated previously, it wés not known for!certain whether the observed
gains on the criteridn measure were due to the tuforing intervention;
however, considering the fact that tutoring materials we;e djfferent from_
the classroom materials, the tutoring sessions were of relatively short
duration, and that simifar gains had been observed in other pilot
investigations, it was felt that peef tutoring as employed in this instance
has provided strong supplement to the students, particularly the tutees’
educationil program, The Noodcock-Johpsoh test, althoqgh it was determined
to be acceptqplé“for use as a pre~post-mea5ure. was not employed as 5 post-
test measure because of the §10ba1 nature of the asse;;ment and the fact
that only a few short weeks had passed bétweeb pre-testing.

o o
-
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Implications

Implications of this pilot investigation indtcated to therinyEstigators
that the gross-age tutoring ihtervention as designed was also a viable one .
with which to investigate a larger sample of students under appropriate
controls. The teacher reported being extremely positive aboot the tutoring
intervention; in fact, was reluctant'to discogkinue the tutoring
interventijon at the end of the pilot study. This teacher felt that three
pairs of students could easily be managed at one time without unduly
disturbing the class. The pre-post gains were encouraging to the
1nvesxigators and indicated that handicapped students cou]d be effective &
teachers of yourger handicapped students with respect to critical reading
skills. It was determined also not to use the Coopermeith Self-Esteem
Scale ﬁor the same reasons as those given in the pilot investipation of
Experiment 3, that (a) many of the questions did not directly reflect
attitudes or behaviors which-were likely to be affected by tutoring, and (b)
the very positive attitude approaching a ceiling effect were observed on

this measure. It was decided to use a different measure of attitude in the

experimental study. This maeasure was the scale developed by ﬁarascui]o and

Levin (1968) which was employed in the third experiment peer tutoring, and

has been demonstrated in the past to discriminate successfully between good
and poor readers and to exhibit strong 1nterna1¢consistency and va]id1ty

On of the basis of the pllot lnvestigatlon it was found that with <« ¥ & h
relat1ve1y sma]l mod1f1cations, a larger experimental study could be |
involved. It was decided to proceed with the tutoring intervention as

outlined, but to change only the attitude measure as described above~

o
(see Append%. ) :
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i Experimental Study: Experiment 4

Subjects

Subjects for the larger experimental study were 47 elementary-age
learning and/or behaviorally disordered students attending five different
elementary schodls in the Logan publie schoof system, Participating
teachers in the Logan District were asked to id!ntif;hpairs bf students who
would be appropriate for cross-age tutoring intervent1ons (i. e., for each
pair, teachers were asked to select students who would get along well, read
at a differing. level with one student easi1y exhtgiting mastery of content
and to select pairs of students who would not present substantial scheduling
difficulties. In this manner, a total of 27,1earning disabled and
behaviorally disordered children were ide#tified for tutors and tutees in
the experimental group. In addition, 20 children were selected for use as
control students. 'fhese stddents were taken from identical settings in the

identical schools and using the same resource and regular class teachers as

those in the experimental schools, with the only exception being scheduling

or matching diffdculties pfeventing them from being easily integrated into
the tutoring program.~ These 30 boys and 17 girlsrincluded-9 first grade
students, 9 second grade students, 5 third grade students, 8 fourth grade
students, 11 fifth grade students, and 5 sixth grade students. Average

percentile reading level across all students as assessed by the Woodcpck -

~ Johnson Pretest was 23 (50 = 8.2). In addition, all students had been

"

off|c1ally classified_by the school dlstricy as learning disabled and
behaviorally disordered according to Public Law 94-142 and local school

district criteria, which, for the LD children,-ine1uded a 40% discrepancy
betweenaac‘ievemEnt and ability,

i . N . -
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Materials

-

Tutoridg matenials. Tutoring materials were the same as those employed
in the pildt investibation. Four books were compiled which gere modified
from the two beginning books by Harri;oh'(1979). Tre first.two -books
presented.the content taught in BePinning‘Reading_I, wh#1e the third and
fourth tutoring books represented the first and second half of Beginning -

Reading II'(see Appendices M and R).

Academic measures. The criterion test from the Harrison materials wefre .

again employed as pre- and postmeasures of correct reading skills being
taught in the tutoring setting. 1In eddition, probe sheets were developed
besed upon 100 randomly selected.words cevered during each reading bbbk,

and used in the experimental study of Experiment 3. Three forms of probes
for each book were used as coqtindeus measurement to document progress which
may have occurred in reading skills during the course of the program.
Although it was thought that the criterion tests were good pre- and
postmeasures by themselves, it was also felt ;han an annotation of these
criterion tests administered as one-minute timings at frequent interyals
would give a good. indication of ongoing progreés-ehfch may have occurred
during tﬁe}tutoring intervention. Copies of the probes and criterion tests
are *given in Appendix 7. As can be seen, three separate ver;ions of each

probe were developed as in Experiment 3 so that the students would not

simply be able to memorize the order of the words in each probe. Finally,

the thrEe reading subtests from the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational

Battery were edministered as pre-post measures of word. attack, sight-word ’

reading, and reading comprehension.

Attitude measures. fhe Attitude Toward School Measures developed by

Mariscuilo and Levin (1968) were employed as measures of attitude change for

- . B
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- the experimental study. (see Appendix §).
- .

-

Procedure . : :

The tntai.peer tntoring intervention lasted 12 weeks, including one.
week of pr;festing and tutoring instruction, ten weeks of direct tutoring,
and one week of posttesting and feedback. First, all experimentai and
control students were administered all measures described above. Then,
students identified as tutors were met with individuelly by project staff
and introduced to the methods of structured_tntoring-as outlined in the
pilot study. It was not intended that even a one- or tno-meetiné

orientation with supervised practice would be sufficient to teach all there

" was to learn about’ tutoring. It was felt, however, that the best exercise

nas';uforing itself, Thereforea the tutoring started soen after generadl
instruction with the assumption that‘corrective feedback aionb the’way on
the part -of project personnel in the best practices of tutoring would be
mos t heipful Although the amount of “time Spent for tutoring sessions were

made similar across the district at 30 minu es per session, the number of

sessions per week varied considerabiy. Th refore, 6 experimentai.studentsA
were involved in tutoring interventions fie days a week. Two were invoived
four days e week, and 19 were involved in tutoring.two or three days a week.,
These tutoring sessions occurred during-the spring semester of the school
year, and each session-was~direct y.supervised by project‘staff who, without
actually delivering reading lessons or content, _were avaiiabie when students

had questions about a word or were available to deliver corrective feedback

on tutoring procedu.es At regular.intervais, tutees were administered one- . -

minute timings on the criterion probes, and numbers correct and errors were

reportgd for each student. Since the tutors had already. demonstrated

\)
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form as a moving average (N = 3), Qs in Experiment 3. In other words, each

mastery of the tutoring matefriais and it seemed inappropriate to grobe on
materials not being involved in the tutoring intervention, the tutee only in
this case was\given regular probes, and not the tutotr. At the end of 10
weeks of direct tutoring sessions, students were met with individually,
given all posttest measures, administered the questionnaire regarding their

own feelings about tutoring, and given feedback on the tutoring project. A

questionnaire was also given to the teachers involved in the tutoring

project. Both questionnaires are 1ncluded in fopendix U.

- Results on -academic measures. Number " words read correctly per

‘minute and number of errors per minute on the probes were coiiected, and

samples of these charts “are given in the individual progress records which |
follow.: Because the’ different forms of the probe represent doubtless | ﬁ

differentiaiiy difficult items for each student dependfng on which words

were presented first versus last on the list, data are presented in graphic

data point on the following charts indicates the score on a given day

weighted with the score of the previous assessment plus the following
assessment., In this manner a smooth moving average was computed which

provides a measure of progress unaffected by the fiuctuations of different
probes being used. As can be seen on the charts which follow, substantial .
progress as assessed by these measures was observed on all tutored students.
Although, as in Experiment 3, these are not singie-subject charts in.a . l

purely experimental sense and individual data points do not represent

skills,

-*
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I ' o TABLE TWO
g ' LOGAN DISTRICT RESULTS )
v _ PRE _ PosT PERGEYT GAIN | pOST_ | EFFECT
l N X  (50) X (s0) | -w, "7y (50) [ADJ. X | SIZE*
Letter Sounds - Test 1 . N ‘
Tutees . 11 | 24.45  (2.90)] 209 (2.47} .09 (.10)]| 27.75 .45
Tutors jl27.3) (3,06)| 26.00 (1.00)|-.04 (.J2)p24.60 § - -
' Control 12 | 24.33  (4.50)| 24.58  (5.32)} .01 (.11){ 25.33
Sight Words - Taest 1 : :

. utees . 11 ] 31.82  (19.59)] 51.45  {25.90)| .17 (.16){ 65.85 .06
| Tutors 3| .00 (22.000] 71.33 119.55)] .00 (.33)] 55.53 -
| ' Control 12] 48.67 (41.75)] 62.50  135.00)| .12 1(.12){ 63.91

' Oecoding Nonsense Words - Test 1t - " * _ .
. Tutees | sfs (s.m| 13.64 5 (9.91)] 260 (.22)]-15.60 33
Tutors 3] 11.00 (8:54)]| 12.004, (9.54)] .03 (.29)] 8.80. -
' Control 12| 6.00 (8.05] 11.0g®™ 110,09 16 . (.20)] 12,32
Sight Worfls - Test 2 . e S
Tutees - 1{131.00 (-) | 85.00 («) |-.35 (-) | 78.91 .
. Tutors 10 {122.00 (12.93){130.40  (12.87)| .06 (.08)]131.59 28
' . o Control 7 117,43 (16.78)[122.86  (16.87) .04 (.04)|127.75
. . -, '.;.
ty Oecoding Nonsense Words - Test 2 , ' ‘
Tutees 1| 38.00 («) { 32.00 (-) |-.11 RSN 151
Tutors 10 | 29.50  (7,35)f 34.30 (6.38)| .09 {.06)| 26.12 42
I Cmn’rol . 7] 28.14 . (12.60)] 27.57  (10.36)]-.01 (.11)] 30.43
OVQ“‘lj‘ Gain on All Oecoding - '
Subtgsts - Tests 1 & 2 -
Tutees 13 T 21 (.24) - .87
. Tutors . 14 .07 (.13) -.09
i Contro) |20 ' .09 . (.21)
‘ e )
; Overall Gain on All Sight ¢
| Words - Tests 1 & 2 ' .
‘ . Tutees 13 A2 (.2%) 27
- Tutprs e .05 (.15) -.36
| Control _ 20 _ - .09 (.11)
1 Overall Gain on Oiagnostic . i i
| Tests 1 & 2 : “ -
| . Tutees 13 ; 13 (.16) $ .70
: Tutors 14 .06 (.11) .00
' Control ’ 20 .06 (.10)
% .~ = £ - m::mmmz: frretreye
' | ‘ . ) _ PRE _ post _ GA POST | EFFECT
‘ Nl X s X (S0) [ « (SD) |ADJ. X | SIZE
/ W) Letter/¥Word ID '
Tutees - - N3} 17.46 (6.13)] 19.3 (4.57)] 1.85 ().600| 24.20 | -.06
Tutors 14| 29.86  (6.07){ 30.00  (5.11] .14 (2.96)| 25.28 .07
X Control . 120 § 24.00  (9.43)| 24,90 (8.24)] .90 (2.90] 24.72
| : N .
| WJ Word Aftack ' o :
| Tutees 13| 5.2 (4.8 7.54. (470} 2231 a9 9.1 13
| & Tutors 14| 11.29 (4.50] 13.79 (a.85)| 2.50+  (3.019] 1.50 .62
| Control 0| 710 (6.0 1.75 (5.23)| .65 (3.700] 8.27
| Passage Comp. : g4 !
X - -~ Tutees 13| 438 (38| 6.54 (3.76)| 2.16 (3.02){ 10.45 | .08
| Tutors 1| 13000 (edy| 13.07 (40| 07 (1.86)] 9.20 | -.16
Control 20| 875 (6.12)] 10.20 (6.13)] 1.45 (2.09)] 10.17
“ ' WJ Percentile Score P ”
Tutees 13| 21.5¢  (20.82)| 22.77 (2161} 1.23  (18.32)] 22.32 .00
. Tutors 14 ] 19.14  (16.85)] 19.71  (16.70)] .57° (19.38)f 21.12 | -.05
Control 20| 22220 (19.30] 23.15 (lo.saq 95  (M.sn| 22,19
| Attitudes . . : s
‘ Tutees 13 27.69 (9.76)) 30.38 (4.96)| 2.69* .07 .36
Tutors 14| 29.86  (5.68)] 28.87 (5.42)|-1.29 2193 | -.15
| Control ' , 20 ) 28.90 ' (5.40)| 28.90 (6.16)| 0.00 28.85

*tftect size computed byMjtviding the tutor/tutee-control difference by the standard deviation of the

control group posttest. )
§

*Significant (.05) group or gain score differsnce. ‘ : BEST COPY AVA"_ABLE
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Scores on all pre« and post measqees are given in Table 2; on the
Criferionntest, percentage ofowords correctly read was computed on pre- and
“po:ttest scores, as in Experiment 3. The pregest'§core was‘subtfacted f}om
the posttest score and a new vgriable, gain score on the diqgnéstic measure,
was developed. On this’megsure, gains of the tutees (21%) was double that
of the control students (10i§?~ These diffefénceg weFe statistically

significant (p < .05): The gain score of the ‘tutors made on this dig;nostic
Ch.7,1nstrument, however, was only 8%, comparablé ¥o that of the control R
‘.z students. In addition, the gain score exhibited by tutors and tutees on the

Woodcock -Johnson Word-attack subtest (means of 2.75 versus 2.83
respéctively) was substantfally higher than the mean gain of control
students (.65); Tutors and tutees both exhibited significant gains bn.tﬁe
Word-attack subtest (t = 3.16, p < .004), with tutors independently
exhibiéihg significant gains (t = 3.11, p < .003). By cortrast; confrol
students did not exhibit significant gains (t = .78,‘é < .44). Significant
differences fpr tutees, tutors, or control students were not obseryed on

word reading, reading comprehension, or total reading subscorés of the

Woodcock -Johnson.

Results on.the social measures. ‘On the attitude instrument, tutees
were seen to gain significantly more fhan the éontrol group with mean gain
scores of 2.69 versus .Ob, respectively. fhis seems to indicate a :
significant differeptial gain on thé part of tutees. The attitude gain was
statistically significant (t = 2.08, p < .05) on the part of the tutees, and
non-significant on the part of controls‘(g-< 1.00) or tutors (p > .20).

Results

In summary, the information gained on the criterion tests, the norm-
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'referenced academic tests, and the attitude measunes indicate that cross-age . ?

tutoring is a potentially productive and effective intervention which can be

.

be implemented in special education classrooms with reJatively little
difficulty. It was seen that tutees appeared to gain substantially more

’ than tutors, although the tutors did not differrfrﬁh control students on the
whole. The eiception to this vas the differentially superior performance-of
the tutors on -the woodcock-Johnson_word-attack subtest. It was thought that

the tutors gatned substantially o this measure. Because'of the highly

2

differential amount 6f corrective feedback on decoding skills, they were
required to tutor studehts severalntimes a week for a period'of over 10

. weeks. In fact, the tutors were descriptively lower than control groups in

gain score on other subtests'offthe Woodcock -Johnsan, hut'tﬂbse dif ferences
were not'statisticaily significant' and, in fact teacher reports gave no .
evidence to believe that "tutors differentiaiiy lost reading skills compared
with students who did not tutor on these other measures

The individual progress charts and the significant gains in the
diagnostic instrement on the'part of the tutees indicate that handicapped
students %an, in fact "be quite potent as tutors of other handicapped |

In < ) : |

students and that the net result of this tutoring may be to take a ¢ |

substantial amount of pressure off.the resource or special class teacher. § L'

Lo
e
—
hd

. <’

»

experiment was that, in fact, it was project staff and not resource tedchers

~(. . '. - .
,
.

As mentioned in Experiment 3, one iﬂter‘pr‘etive,difficuity involved in this B <¥

—~ -
———

" .
- wr N

who were actively monitoring the tutoring project. The extent to which

.

teachers themselves:-could, in fact, monitor these pairs and conduct their

" own ‘nstruction was not determined through the present investigation,

- -

"y although informaliy teachers expressed no concern that this could be done .
|

‘\cnd in fact, on several occasions, when project staff wer; not available

S
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for ‘supervision, did*tete over thfs reSponsibiﬂity with no apparent
difficulty. 4In addition, the schedu]ing difﬁiéu]ties which were foreseen as

causing prob]ems with cross age tutoring were not apprec1ab]y realized, and
' those difficulties which did occur were overcome re]atively easi]y. The

~result of these findings indicates then that resource and self-contained

special education teachers woyld benefit well from interventions in which
some ofutheir handicapped studeqt§ setved as tutors for stedents who were |
1es§ high functioning. A]thOug;:the academic benefits to these. tutors were
less prominent than they were to the.tutees,.they were nonetheless tangible.
It is also possible that the tutors themselves could be utilized as tutees
in other investigations to help give them added additional individualized

@ o

instruction,

The finding of significant gains in attitudes on the part of tutees but

not tutors came as Somewhat of a surprise to the investigators, particularly

in light of the commoniy exeressed notion (A]]en,'1976) that tutors would be
the individual expected tc gein most in self-esteem'and attitude (see \\‘
literature reviews and appendix); Strodtbeck, Renchi, anleansell t1976),
however, provide a ratibnale-fbr the observed differences in attitudes of
the tutees. }hese authors suggest that a student who is employed as a tutee
which 1nvolved a tutor to whom that student looks up may, in fact feel more

posit1ve towards him/herse]f because of the positive attentlon he/she

receives from the older tutor. In other words, a student may feel that

y &!nce he/she ,receives this positive tutoring support, he may be more subject

.tbgit1ve self- attltudes. It must he maintained,fhowever, that findings

¥ e

s:mllar to the s ame -age tubqung project were found in that all students,

‘experimental and control, scored very high in attitudes on the;pre and post

measures. In ;adk, it could be asserted that althbugh special'educationj

.o
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students have typically been considered to exhibit li& self-esteem and boor
attitudes, in fact, students in this rural community of northern Utah do
not. And, although this study indicétes that these attitudes cﬁn.be
improved even highqaﬁthan’they are, it does appear thaf the priority fb;

.jmproving.attitudes'in this pa}ticular geographical location may be lower

than othéf,settings, for example, urban settings..

All students interviewed expressed enthusiasm for the tutoring project,

both tutors and tutees alike, and thought that it was a useful intervention

1S

.

in helping students learn to read better in special education settings.

i

Although all students responded positively to questions about their
enjoyment of the,tutoring'situation,fin fact, informal observation on the} S
part of project staff and teachers 1ﬁdicated that there may be a limit
beyond which enthusiasm for tutoriﬁg programs tends to dwindle and this
limit;méy be pfaded at from one tg«two mbnths. In fact, a recent meta-
analysis of tutoring in the regular grades (Cohen, Kulik, & Kulik, 1983)
indjcates that the relative effects of tutoring after the First month tend
to dissipate. Tﬁisffinding is congruent with the obsérvations of many of
those whoykorked zn school séttings but not alwaysﬁsupported by researchers |
whose investfgationﬁ are, in fact, often necessa?ily'short: students,
teachefs, and other school personnel often rebort that.students have a
preferencevfor novelgy and any intervent)on,_no mat ter how powerfuj at
first, may tend to.wﬁne in interest after ESZSTalﬂweeks. In fact, it was
remarked to one of the project staff by one of the teachers that the
'.tutdring ;ﬁtervention itself would be a useful procehure because the sefond
~semester of the year had b gun-and.studenté had begun to'becomé‘t1red of

"the same old thing." AY what point tutoring itself becomes "the same old ¢ ,
A . . )

- thing," ‘however, cannot be assessed from the results of the study.
. ' - N
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In addition, all teachers alike expresged enthusiasm for the tutoring=
interventions and expre§sed many settings in which this type of'tutoring may
be appropriate and materials which could”fe used. A few isolated criticisms
of the materials sipilar to‘those>1n Experiment 3 were notice&: that
al?hough the reading leve].was appropriate, the interest level of some of .
fhe materials,fdesigngd for very young students, may have been too low for
some of the students in special education.-'Thisvapparently did not bother
the tutors who saw themselves as teachers, but may have been a negative
influence “in some cases on thé tutees themselves. Nevertheless, all
teachers aéreed that tutoring had been a pogitive intervent;on and was an
dppropéiate use of the special education student'§ fimeﬁ . Although one
regular classroom teacher expressed coﬁcern that the tutor received as %uch

reading instruction as possible, in fact, no special education teacher

reborted concern for loss of educational time to the tutor.

160
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Summary and Conclusions
The purpose of this research was to measure the,effycts
on reading achievement and social acceptance of involving handicapped

students as tutors. A total of 105 handicapped students were

¥

trained as tutors with an equal number in comparison groups:-

who ‘did not tutor. In addition to the‘tutors, 70 regular class -

students and 15 handicapped students particpated .in the project

" as tutees. /

Four separate experiments were conducted in which. upper

elementary grade'handicépped studenis tutored from three to

five times each week for a total of between 10 to 14 weeks.

Tutoring sessions typically lasted 15%®to 20 minutes./ In the

"l

first experiment self-contained mentally retarded and.learning

disabled students tutored nonhanditapped peers ifi"sign Tanguage.

Z;g/primary purpose of this study was to determine the effects

£ tutorihg on fhe social acceptanceipf handicapped tutors through

multiple obsifyation of free-play interaction dﬁriﬁg\re;ess.
In the second experiment h;ndica?ped tutored first grade
nonhandicapped students in reading. A cogbination of behaviorafly
handicapped and learning disabled students in both self-cont ined
and resource setpingkparticipated as tutors and comparison sfhdints.
To measure effects ?p-reading achiévement and self-c@nceptma
variety of standardfzed.and criterion refe;enced tests were,
administerd to tutors and tutees in both the treatﬁent and comparison
groups. bxperiment -three was\similar to the second expériment,
except thgt handicapped. students also participéted as tutees.

W
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In the fourth experiment reading was again chogen as thq‘tutoring
: \

1topic; but handicapped students engaged in a form of cbmpanion
study in which each continually traded role$. as tutor and tutee.

In all four experiments measures were taken of tutee performance

as well as that of the tutor. %f

a ~~

The follgowing conclusions can be drawn from the research conducted

during this first year of the project:

-

1) When given appropriate tfaining’ags supervision, handicapped

students can function effectively as tutors. .They can learn

o, YA ‘ . )
to demonstrate .instufctional content, monitor tutee performance,-

-

and givé appropriate feedback. While some students develop
. . . ) e .

these skills more readily than other sutdents, even those with

more severe handicaps were able to function in the tutoring

role.

tutw Those in

signing vocabula

¢ sign language study developed an impressive

in a relatively short period of time. Those

in the reading studies usflally showed more growth }n.feading~

than comparison Stpdehts. This conclusion is important because
]

it implies that teaching someone else is an effective,- but seldom

7

It /

used strategy for improviing learningVamong a wide variety of

v

handicapped’ students.

3) Socially isolated handicapped studentsloften,experience
increased socgil acceptance.as a resulg of tutoring nonhandicapped
peers. While all of the haddicapped tutorsiné:he sign langu;ge

study did not show marked increases jn social interaction, some

]
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2) Both tutors and-tuteej{experience growth in the topic
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made impressive gains. When tho gains are compared with otner , ~\
students in similar self-contained settings, tHe @m;rovements

. are éipecialiy meaningful. In other words, self-containéd students
(whether LD or EMR), wifhout'some intervention like-reverse-role
tutoring, usually have little if any interaction with their
peers in the feguldr classroom.

4) For a variety of reasons conclusioiis.regarding the

N

effects of tutoring on self-concept'cannot be st;%d nith as
much confidence as the Conclusions concerning academic achievement

~and soc;Tl acceptance. Data from the secon“exper1ment showed
that handicapped tutors improved (over coéltrols) in their. perceptlgg;, 2
of ab111ty in b(plcs related to the top1c tutored (readlng and’
spelllng). In experiment four handlcapped tutees showed 51m11ar
gaings over stnden5;1n a comparison group.f While measures of
general self-concept did not showgsignificant gaing for Students
in treatment groups, parents and teathers roporf%d that éelf;concepf
was in their opinion the primary benefit;of the progranm. )

5) Parents, teachers, and tutees perceive reverse-rolé\-
tutoring as an effective intervention sérategy in special education..
They believe thot handicapped as.well as nonhandicapped students
receive a varietf of academic and social bo:efit$ from their
participation in the program. ‘Most-parents reporo benefits v
they hav;guoticed at home in addition to the observed benefits

measured in the school setting. _ A #

Future arch e f' b \

-

& N\
he following questions should beﬂaddressed ‘future studies

o d
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involving handicapped students as tutors:

W

1) How does reverse-role tutoring compare with other carefully
define@ﬁiﬁétruétiohal treatments. In the present project tutoring
was of ten compared with a var)éty of forms of classroom instruction,

, &
& .
rather. than a single, carefully controlled treatment. Future

fow=--

data could give special educators more information concerning

the worth of the tutoring strategy,”’when compared with alternative '

apprqaches under considerétiqn.

) Is there a novelty effect of reverse-role tutoringf
With more,repgated measures of tutor and tutee-qerformahce_during
the tytoring seésion53 is there an optimum time period for tptor{ng
to oé%u;. With longer treatment’time this question could be

, addressed.

3) In what odther content areas is reverse-role tutoring
effective? thle-sign language and reading have Sh'%? real
promise %n the present project, would other content areas be
as effective or even more apprbpriqﬁc? .
. 4) Are there o;hJ&'sidg benefits to reverse-role tutoring>
not measured in the present research project? Does sign language
ST

improve handicapped sutdents communication skills with spoken

English? Does reverse-role tutoring increase the social sensitivity

of Behaviorally hahdicapped tutors? ) .

e
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APPENDIX A

Meadowbrook‘Sigh Language Test
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COLOR

lBLACK

'PURPLE
BLUE '

.FATHER

'SISTER
IST_AND

SLIDE

.CORN

Student:

. 'Examiner :
* 4

'Draw a line through each incorrectly signed word.

RED
BROWN
YELLOW

l|1 2 3 4 5 6 7-
lIA B¢, D E F G H I
N O P QR S T U V.

MOTHER

'BROTHER

SIT

SWING

ICE CREAM
PIE

SHOES
SMILE

FLAG
BREAD

Age:

ORANGE

.-
WHITE
GREEN

PINK *

9 10 11

K L M

GRANDFATHER
BABY

WALK

ROLLER SKATE

SANDWICH
ORANGE

COAT
TELEPHONE
TOOTHBRUSH
BANANA

173
RE

,‘/.

“w

GRANDMOTHER

FRIEND

RUN

ICE SKATE

T,

COOKIBS |

CANDY -

BOOK
RAIN -
SOUP .

'BOTATO

186




N L

POPCORN - JAM/JELLY
b SLEEP DANCE CRY . 7
.LOVE . DRINK. SWIM . BICYCLE ,
BIRD . CAT . TIGER " LION |
'ELEPHAQI - : - | | 4
DENTIST JDOCTOR . . NURSE  TEACHER
l L, '5<N1FE' | FORK SPOON
 mSHIP _ SHEEP ' COW | TURTLE
'WORM W spIDER TYPEWRITER ~ JUMP ROPE
'BU’I‘TERFLY ” FISH DUCK ”, POLICEMAN
LETTER - BASEBALL HORSE FOOTBALL
Boscetoae  ameiane ¢ o RABBIT |
DOG . | | <L
lHAPPYA BIRTHDAY SPRING - SUMMER
R . WINTER " HELP " MOUNTAIN
EAT ~ WORK ~ CLEAN SCHOOL | a
"BEAR / TREE " TABLE - CHAIR
- MUSIC, PLAY MONEY WATER | .
'FREN_CH FRIES CHOCOLATE MILK CHEESE  EGG -
.,SEW (TV) TELEVISION WAGEH o YES '
Noo c 0~ TO L _ DEAR | )
-lnow" © "WHERE . WHAT . B RN
ARE . LIKE - FINE e
YOUR w7 ow.
LIVE - NAME .. |
HAIR EYES -




‘ IHow OLD ARE YOU?

WHERE DO YOU LIVE?

"lWHAT IS YOUR NAME?

WHAT IS YOUR

IlNHAT IS YOUR FRIEND'S NAME?

WHAT FooD DO YOU 'LIKE

'luow ARE YOU?

,"WHAWO YOU LIKE TO DO?

WHAT COLOR
'WHAT"' COLOR
WHAT COLOR
IWHAT COLOR
WHAT COLOR
lWHAT COLQR

DO YOU LIKE?

ARE. YOUR SHOES?.

IS YOUR HAIR?
ARE YOUR EYES
IS YOUR €OAT?
IS YOUR HOUSE?

I

TEACHER'S NAME?

o

AM
[LIVEIN .
MY NAME IS

MY NAME IS

MY FRIENDS'S NAME IS
"g LIKE ‘
I AM FINE. |
[ LIKETO § ' |
I LIKE

-

MY SHO?S,ARE. L
My HRIR IS
. " MY EYES ARE
MY COAT IS | . | o
MY HOUSE IS | ' | B

X
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APPENDIX B

Free-Play Interaction Form
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A | X
Woate: - C%
'DURATION: - ~

- mNO. OF STUDENTS: // )
NAMES OF STUDENTS:

*_ TUTEE' OR OTHER: -
JUDGMENT:
W DESCRIPTION OF INTERACTION:

199 .
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PARENT PHONE INTERVIEW GUIDE ~

’

Name . * Phone
Student's Name _ : Date Interviewed
School ; \ . Class
) v J‘ _ i l\\ .
a. Did lyour child mention anything to you about the tutoring
program that he/she was participating in? yes
no.
b. What types of things did your child say &bout the program?
c. v How would you describe your child's feelings about this tutoring
program’ _ u 3 .
. , I 'ﬂ ‘f\"x -
very positive positive .. negative fery negative _,
no opinion '
d. How would you describe your feelings as 'a parent about your child's

participation in this tutoring program?

‘

very p051t1ve positive negative very negative
‘ -

R I Bl N B S .. - . S Bl .-
- p— . %,
: e . A . .

no opinion ,
[ ﬁh.‘
a. Based on anythlng you noticed about your child, do you feel
' that this tutoring program had any effects on your ch11d
the following ways:

Types of Effects ' Yes No

IlZ.

Languag Skills . - - e
‘How he/ feels about himself (self- esteem) —

Relating to other kids § people
(social interaction)

If yes, give spepific exapples:
[3 ) _ - ™
Has the amount of conversing yqur child does at home:

increased decreased _. -, stayed the same -

SR R Y




, S . .

1 o ]
3., © ™Did you do anything-at home to supplement or reinforce the skills
I! being taught and: practiced by the tutoring program? :

yes no ..)

L

l If yes, what types of things did you do?

~f*

l a. Woulg you like to see this tutoring program continued in the .

?
chool A

*

yes J no o Lo

b. . Would you like to see your child participaté in this program again
next year?

’

yes no __ ' -

»

Recommendations: What would you recommend we do differently in
the future to make this tutorlng program more succesful?

6. Any additional comments:

)
1

!

I

'

)

'

. -
1

|

9

1
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13%.

16.

17.

18.

.
. .
3
N
"
-
: a
.
. . »

What was s/he like at first?

\\ 3 ] ‘ .

a) Is s/he different or seem
different to you now?

1) In what ways? _ o

2) Do ydp feel differently
\ , . toward him/her now?

'3) What did yoéu learn about
. him/her that you wouldn't
have known 1'f you didn't
do this? ;
o p

-b) What did s/he learn?

\& ¥

Y

What do you think the kid who tutored you
felt toward you before this.experience?

a) Do you think they feel differently A
toward you now? <A

w

b) In what ways?

A S

Do you feel differently towards
mentally retarded kidi now. that
you've had this experlence? >

a) In what ways?

Would you do it again?

Yo
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TUTEE INTERVIEW GUIDE : .

L

Interview Questions

1. What did you like about ;
- learning sign language? '
|

. ) . .r
2. What did you dlsllke \ |
~about it? .
i
"3, What do you think, those of . o S |
you ‘who have "done _this } i
have learned? // |
4. What have you léarned? '
5. What have you learned about
Mrs. ‘ kids?
,
\ , \
6.- Did anything surprise ybou?
: ¢
7. Did you ever feel like your. tutor ' ' v
knew-a lot more than you? -
b3
8. How did you feel when you realized
that Mrs. . kid knew
more than you? ‘ X
A\J , W‘
9. Did you. ever forget how-:to sign some- _
thing or had some kind of trouble - =
learning a sign? . ' : :
a) Eow did you feel being hqlped ' N
. ' _ your tutor? : N . '

¢ AN . .
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k]

w

» | -y e ' | )
: , - - _ -
| .
N .

11.

12,

13.

14,

" learned from tutoring?

\
+ N |
-
|
\

Have you ever heard Mrs. _ g

~kids called names?

a) , What names? . . '
1) What is this class ca11ed7

b) Were these names negative or
positive? ¢
FA | J
c) What did you' do when you heard,
« them being called names?

d) Do you think you'd do anything
- 'different now7 | '

1) What?
In what ways are thésp kids N
different from other kids, say
in your class? .
a) Feelings? .
b) Families? - _ .
c) Looks? : | . | " , I

d) Do at recess?

e) Likes and di#likes?

£) Personalities?

In what ways are these kids, ,

all alike in the areys we've '

yjust discussed? (S®€e a - f above) ,

How;do you think this has helped Mrs.
kids? What have they

a): Why do «think we had Mrs.
kids tutor the other kids in
sign language? Why not the
other %?y around?

]

Who did nost of the tutoring for
you?
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. . ‘.. *  TUTORING SKILLS RECORD FOIRM

; : e " .
i Date .
i - N -

How well do they
demonstrate each
sign

How effective 1is their
feedback to the learner

i\'How well do they .monitor - ’
learner performance of

l each sign

)
lHow enjoyable is the

, tutoring task . -
for the tutor

'How enjoyable is the
tutoring for the
tutee

ERIC | _ 186 199
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December

hl

~ -

I . ) - . .
P. NN EHE N W an my WS N E = e
.
A
.

November .

"~ January

Fqbruari

SCHEDULE OF PROCEDURES .

1. Prepare training materials.
2. Send home parental consent ‘forms.
3, Begin training handicapped students in sign

language. .A\)

1. Continue creating materials.
2, ontinue training in sign language.
”

1. ‘.grlent the classroonm aide.

rain aide in 51gn language and tutoring
procedures. :
3,7 Aide trains handlcapped students in sign
"# language and tutoring 'skills.

4.  Aide conducts free-play time observations.

1 Train aide in sign language.

2. Aide continues training tutors.

3. -Aide continues observations.

4 Prepare additional ttutoring materials.

1. Train aide in sign language.

2. Aide continues training tutors.

3. Aide continues observations.

4 Meet with fifth grade teachers to enlist
tutees.

5. Send home parental consent fornms w1th tutees.

6. Begin tutoringr-

n
-

1 Train Aide in 'sign language.

2. Aide contuinues to train tutors.

3. Aide continues observations.

4. Tutoring continues.

5. ConduCt meeting with the parents of tutees.

1 Train aide in sign language.

2. Aide continues to train tutors.

3. Aide ¢ontinues observations. g
4. Tutoring continues and-completes.

5.. Administer sign language tests. -

6. Interview tutees.

1. Interview parents.
2. Synthesize and analyze data.
5 Write report

1. Complete writing report,. " {/
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Parental Consent Form
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We believe that your child w111 receive great benef1ts}

from participating in this program. . These bengfits wo 1d include
/1mpro£§d interpersonal relationship sk1lls and increased awareness
of handicapped students. :

?

.

. . R : . . e ‘ . -
i l Dear Parent, o ' C //
. - 2 ’ . . . ’ ‘ )
- Your ;h11d »_» has been - 7
selected fof part1c1pat1on in a spec1al peer tutorlng research .
. project at our schaol. = -, ; _ KAy
_ Your ¢hild will be the recipient-of tutor1ng in 51gn laﬁguage.
from an upper grade 'special education student who has received '
_ special tutor training. Your child will be tutorcd for fifteen
m1nutes three times a week. - : *M' . .

, It is 1mportant ‘that we recei¥e your permission before-
. your. child Cﬁ? part1c1pate in this program.. Enclosed is a pareatal ~
~.permission form o be filled out, signed and returned to your o
. child's, teachet by - . If you do not approve .
of our child's participation in ,this program please contact |
us before that' date. If we do not ‘hear from you before thd't ,
date, we will assume that .you grant permission and we will alLow T
your child to participate. '

i L ' °

L =8

-We appreciate your prompt consideératien of thls matter
and look forward to a great experience with this project. 1f
you have questions or concerns about this project, please feel
free to contact either your child's pr1nc1pa1 “or teacher.

7/

\ - _ Thank you, ., | . Va

>
¢
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Date

. ué’ﬂ ereby give conserit to have my’chlld -
participate in ‘these activities of the special education ch11dren
as tutor$ research project. The project has been explalned
completely to me. I understand that my child will be serving
"as a .tutor (or tutee) of another child in the area of sigmlanguage.
I further understand that my child will be using pro;ect supplled
materlals and W111 be praperly superv1sed

I understand that I may W1thdnaw my ch11d from the study
ax any time if I so de51re .

Signature o ‘

‘- Witness *
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CRESTVIEN SIGN LANGUAGE TEST

Student:

Examiner:

. ‘ .
Draw-a line through edch incorrectly signed word.

. - L 4
A B C D E F G H
N OP Q R S T U

. . %B

Agef

I J % L M
VW X Y 2

BLACK BROWN TAN WHITE
PINK RED COLOR  / GREEN
PURPLE BLUE 5 YELLOW ORANGE
A B | -
MOMER FATHER - GRANDFATHER
SISTER éROTHEB . . BABY'

MI LK PIE

CAKE ICE CREAM
YES . NO

HAPPY . BIRTHDAY
WHAT » HOW

YOU . : YOUR .
‘ARE -~ IS

T T Ty TP . SOy

COOKIES. ,
ORANGES

HELLO
“THANK-YOU
WHERE

MY

AM

206
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12

GRANDMOTHER

. ~

13 14 15

CANDY
SANDWICHES
[4
i
BOOK ’ _
DO ’
I o
IN.




*

~

LIKE
COAT

FINE

 ANIMAL

FISH

"RABBIT

HUNTING
SPIDER

ACTIVITY

DANCE
KICK/SOCCER

EAT
SPAGHETTI
FRENCH FRIES
FORK

WARM

TIME

YEAR

WINTER
NIGHT

TOMORROW

KID

" CLASS/GROUP

FAMILY

»
HOUSE ~ HAIR
SHOES' . NAME
LIVE FOOD
DOG c CAT
COW HORSE
LION * TIGER
FISHING . SWIM
COME PLAY
BICYCLE BASEBALL
GO
POPCORN
POTATO DOUGHNUT
CO0K MEAT
SPOON HUNGRY
TOOTHBRUSH e
HOUR WEEK
SPRING/GROW ~ SUMMER
MORN ING NOON
ALL NIGHT YESTERDAY
" LATER
DOCTOR NURSE s
FRIEND POL [CEMAN
TELEPHONE FLOWER

194

EYES

" TEACHER

OLD

BIRD
TURKEY
ELEPHANT
BUTTERFLY

BASKETBAL
MOTORCYCL

WATER

HAMBURGER

KNIFE
HOT

MONTH
FALL
AFTERNOON
TODAY

OPERATION

MEET"
TREE

L
E

’



A

ATRPLANE

‘
.

BURN/FIRE

CLOSE
LEFT
LOUSY
DISLIKE
y

PON'T/NOT

AFRAID
SLEEPY

CAR/DRIVE "

»

BATHROOM

~

 TELL/SAY

TABLE

FAST
SMART
GOOD

ME

”CRY

SICK

PAPER .
MOVIE

~ MORE

NONE/NOTHING

(TV)TEEEVISLON

SLOW

CAN'T

MAD/GhOUCHY
CURIOUS
FUNNY

RAIN
MUSIC/SONG

_SMALL

LARGE

HAVE




e anes

HOW OLD ARE YOU? - [ AM
WHERE DO YOU LIVE? [ LIVE IN
WHAT IS YOUR NAME? " MY NAME IS
| N |
/ {
WHAT IS YOUR TEACHER'S NAME? MY NAME IS . - |
WHAT IS YOUR FRIEND'S NAME?# . MY FRIENDS'S NAME IS
WHAT FOOD DO YOU LIKE? f' I LIKE
HOW ARE YOU? I .1 AM FINE.
WHAT DO YOU LIKE té DO? ? "I LIKE TO ' *
WHAT COLOR DO YOU LIKE? U I LIKE
WHAT COLOR ARE YOUR SHOES? MY SHOES ARE
WHAT COLOR ‘IS YOUR HAIR? MY HAIR IS
WHAT COLOR ARE YOUR EYES | MY EYES ARE
‘”wyAg,COLoR IS YOUR COAT? MY COAT IS
WHAT COLOR IS'YOUR HOUSE? MY HOUSE IS
8
S
/ Ve
y S "-' 196
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. Testing ’ Reason
EXAMINER Date - - for Tesling _n

- &
- .
. . . .
.
.

\
‘

-

&

U

WOODCOCK-JOHNSON PSYCHO-EDUCATIONAL BATTERY

o oo o . . REY RO e b 2 L AR A o] g
RESPONSE : e (VG PV p .' SR AL Ty Xy e "{gﬁ_;.‘";,.} b BRI R4 ;f,,.'w..';:, Ty _'-_.;:”:\
* BOOKLET ¥ ; STS.0R e S A o O S T A (L O LR
| B S TER R TN e Yt D S S £ LY
n 4 L "’g RN N iy ‘:_‘ DO » " s
3 Ny {90 g vy R T H

By Richard W. Woodcock and M. Bonner Johnson

, - NAME - — : SEx MO FO |
PARENT : ' "
GUARDIAN ‘ - ' BIRTHDATE
SCHOOL TEACHER | : - ' ) '
AGENCY : DEPARTMENT -
] o [
CITY , STATE l AGE___. =™ _ __
. ! Yrg Mos -
ADULTS: Occupation ' GRADE :
. ! P . .
* Education L LACEMENT -

v

PERCENTILE RANK PRbFILE: Norms based on (O] subject's Grade Placement ________

DOther A

’ {Local norms. some other grade level. etc |

: ) ’ ‘
' 1 2 [ BT .20 30 40 %0 60 80 : "0 98 es 99
READING e 0 A ‘ .
’ . . ' v -

DSubiect's Age

MATHEMATICS ' el SO
WRITTEN LANGUAGE ’ )
KNOWLEDGE
' SKILLS ipraschoon
! |
SCHOL INTEREST . . |
NONSCHOL INTEREST d |
1 L) 10 20 "30 40 S0 60 70 L 1] 90 98 99 |
' : e |
*©1977 Teaching Resources Corporation ’ Yea |
Reproduction or duplication of this Response Booklet in any . g gﬁ Resgaiggs ‘
manner is a violation of copyright law. | o > .
The Inside and outside dover pages of fhis booklet contain all test ' . 50 Pond Park Road ‘
summary dats and proflles and may be removed for filiny Hinghd’m MA 02043
purposes. .
A,

. " BEST Copy .

s | 198
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[0 Subtest 13

P e T T

.

O Subtest 14 .

O Subtesti5

Letter-Word Identification | Word Attack Passage Comprehension »
~ {
Basal § consecutive correct ; Basal lten 1 Basal _§ consecutive correct
Ceiling 5 consecutive lalled Ceiiing 5 consecutive lailed Ce:hng‘ 6.consecutive lalled
1—0 31 __ ordinary A __ nat A __ man
2.8 32 __ knowledge B__ib T
-3 —R .33 . bounties- 1 ult — hat
4__ 7 34 ___ knead, 2 : hap 2 . book
‘s g . 35 . thermostat 3 nan 3 . box
6 — H 36 . moustache 4 __. mell 4 s
7 —U 37 . courageous 5 — jox 5_.__ tme
8___ s . gg —-acrylic 6 __ leck 6 — books
9__ go — sufficient 7 — theh'l 7 at
10 1o 40 ___ significance . 8 __ chur / 8 __ s
1 n 41 ___ therapeutic - 9 leap ; 9 ___ cites
12Ty 42— shovate 10— ws 0 s
'3 —— not v 4 deubns palily 11 __ shomble . 11— turtles
‘14— gel 45 _ ll’lVIalltl‘BS 12— yosh 12 — ship
1S _~had , —— 13 . mibgus 13 shoe
16 his - 46 ___ pinochle 14 ___ splaunch 14 I
- 47 debutante 15 __ saist — paper
17 - keep i 15 . water
48 __ stochgstic T
18 ___ must 3 16 . wroutch
19 > got 49 ___ trico 17 __ knoink 16 .. round
50 __ argot 17 ___ read
20 . part 18 —— quog 18 __* by
21 light 51 __ satiate 19 _-_ lindify — but :
22 - once . 52 . kopje 20 whumb 19 __ alphabet .
27 : Knew 53 .___. enceinte 21 __ phigh 20 . foresis -
24 __ pont 54 ___ puisne 22 __ hudned 21 __ nomads
25 ___ whole ' 23 ___ malfreatsun 22 ___ ‘capnals
24 ___ cythe . 23 . excepl
26 .. piace 25 . coge 24 ___ fear
27— shoulder 26 depnoniel —
28 __ sland - .25 — though
29 ___ whose 26 ____ by
30 . announcer 14 RAW
SCORE 15 RAW -
. 13 RAW SCORE
SCORE ) '
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“THE'WAY | FEEL ABOUT MYSELF” *

N\

» | . | - - ' .
. . N
5 . . 1
.
. . . . .
. »

The Plers-Harris C‘hlldreh"s Self—Concept Scale |

Eilen V. Rier\s. Ph,D. and Dale B. Harris, Ph.D.

*

Published by -

. WESTIRN PSYCHOLOGICAL SERVICES
. Publishery and Otetrnbutors R .
. 12031 Wishurs Boulevard . . .
. Los Angeles, Califorrva 90029

t

Name: : - - Today's Date:

) Age: . i . Sex (circle one):.  Girl  Boy Grade:

e

’

School: _ — Teacher's Name (optional):

kY

Directions: Here are a set of statements that tell how some people a
feet about themselves. Read each statement and decide whether or ' '
- potitdescribes the way you feel about yourself. If it is true or mostiy-
“true for you, circle the word “yes” next to the statement. If it is false or
| _most/y false for you, circle the word “no.” Answer every question,
- | . evenifsomearehard tp decide. Do not circle both “yes” and “no" for
.]. the same statement. ) -
“ 1. - Remember that there are no right or wrong answers. Only,you BN
-1 eantell us how you feel about yourself so we hope you will mark the '
l :""""way you realty feel msude -

‘e

s “TOTAL SCORE: Raw Score Percentile__" Stanine____ " ot -
o CLUSTERS: I N W v '

/
&

&

"Reproduced by permission of Western Psychological Services
12031 Wilshire Blvd., Los Angeles, CA 90025."

P Copyright @ 1969 Ellen V le and'Dale 8. Harris
Not to be rcpmduccd in whole or in part without written permission ol Western Psychoingical Services *
All rights reserved. 234567089 Printed n U.S.A.
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2. lam ahappyperson ...5.............eeeeL, e yes

3. “is hard for me to make friends . ...... et eeerens yes

.
o
3
=
=
@
3
@
o
a
-
.
<
@
7]

' 8.'M'y$' -Il;ol;s botherme......... A ....... I oene-yES
I | 9. When | grow up, | will be an important person......... yes

10. | get worried v;hen we have tests inschool ........... yes
' ‘ 11. lam unpopular .................. v T innnaas yes
l 12 I am we.ll 6ehaved inschool .................... EED L
v 13. itis usually my fault when something ;;oes wrong ..... yes
' 14. Ic;use frouble to my tamily.......;. ................. yes'.
' 15. 1am strong ....... . e TP PRRTES ....yes

. « i :

i 16. Ihavegoodideas ..................ccevvurenvnnnnn. yes
' "~ 17. 1 am an important member of my family .............. yes
l 18.‘I'usu;uy wantmy own way ... ..............o., yes

o 19. Ia:n gd at making things:v_v_ith_my hands .......... ~yes
3
. 21 give up easily ........ PRI | SO a---YEs
. ! 5

o

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no -

no

ﬂO_

no

no

no

no

no

‘no

no

)
21. 1 am good in my school work ... .... TR yes
21 .do many !;ad thiNgS .. oovveeeenenn e .yes
23. Icandraw well ....... A e, e yes
24. 1 am good in music.......... e yes
_ 25‘ | rbehave badly at h;)me ............... Qe eeenns yes
26. I am slow in ﬁnlshiné my school work....... t,:_; ...yes
’ N [ ]
2r. lam én important met?ber ofmyclass...............yes
‘28. | ;m nervous ......... e yes
29. | have prétty BYBS .. i yes
30. | can give a good report in front of the class .......... yes
- 31. Inschool | am a dreamer ......... P e ._.,.yes
. | pick on my brother(s) and sister(s) PRI e yes
33. My triends likemyideas........................ ....yes
34. | often get into lrouble; ...... e, e yes
35. | am obedigfit at home . .I ............................ yes
36. lamlucky ... yes
37. lworry alot...,.. ’. Ppeeseeese yes
38. My parents expeci mo'much ofme............... . .yég
:;9. Hike bejnvthe way ;am e e, . . .yes
40. | fe?l leftoutofthings ..................... o yes
\ X

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no
no
no
no
no
l_lo
no

no

“no

no

no




| ' \
1 ' ,
4 ' . '
- 41 lhavenice hair ...............ccooeevneuin i, yes
' 42. | often volunteer Injchool .......................... yes
' 43. Iwishlweredifferent .............................. yes
44, Isleepwell atnight ...................... yes
' 45. lhateschool ...............coovvuivuininn i, yes
l 46. | am among the last to bé chosen for.games .......... yes
47 lamsicka lotgZ. . ..o, yes
‘ - ) ’ I
l 48. | am often mean to other people .................... 1yes
. X
l 49. My classmates in school think | have good ideas ... ... yes
) 50. I. AM UNNAPPY ..t ee it yes
: ' 31. I'have many friends ......................oovvo. ., yes
' 52. lam cheerful ............... S e yes
53. 1 am dumb about most things .......... s 7. .yes
' 5. 1 am good-looking ............ cheeneees Ceieeeeenes yes
' 55. Ihave lots 0f pep ......oooviieneenne e yes
\
56. 1 get'into alotof fights .................o.ooooooi... yes
" 57. 1 am populas witﬁ-boys T R yes
' 98. Peoplepickonme ................... ... . ... ... yes
) My amily is disappointedin me ..................... yes
l B0. I'have apleasantface .............................. yes
l -
-
- Y -
- '
- _
Q
-

" no

216

R :
S
) ) <
61. When | try to make something. everything seems to
QOWIONG ....vneniinninennn il e e yes no.
N9 1. 62 Iam picked on at home...;.‘..’. et Y8 NO
I I -
no 63. | am a leader in games and sports u,{',i;.-'.f_..-. e yes no
no 64. | am clumsy ...... . PR " e yes no
no 65. In games and sports Iwatch Iqstead of play .......... yes - no
ho 66. | forget whatllearnx ..... ,/‘yes -~ no-
o L
no 67. | am easy to getalong with ... S N yes no
o 68. | lose my temper easily F S .....ygs' no
no 69. | am popular with girls .....:........ T .‘.ye:" VN0
no 70. lamagoodreader .................:0.c00uuunnnn.. \«es no
. ./ .
no 71. | would rather work alone than with a group .......... yes no
s .___‘ : ‘
o 72 lllke my brother (sister) ........................ v..yes  no 3
no 73. I have.a good figure .......... e, L o yes no,
no 74. 1 am often afraid . ....... . ceeees ..yeé”’;'f'-n_o" .
no 75. | am always dropping or breaking things ............. yes nq
"0 -1 76 1canbetrusted.. ... ..o yes  no
no % Iam different from other people ..................... yes no
no 78. I'think bad thoughts ... .......... I PR Y S T
no 79 1Cry 0aSily ... .yes no
no ',_ao. I'am a good person ...................... ceeeie....y8S  NO
. . .
203 ”
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- -I think my school work

: ' ¢ 2

. .
. > STUDENT'S PERCEPTION OF ABILIYY SCALE

Frederic J. Boersma and James W. Chapman

Name ‘ Birth Date

n.

Boy Glrl  Grade. ‘School

"'DIRECTIONS:

This booklet has a list of statements about, how you: feel about school. Some of these are

true and some are not. Circte the YES if the §tatement is usually true of you. Circle the

NO if the statement is not usually true of you. Read each question_carefully and answer

every item, even if it is harqd to decide which answer is most like you. Do not circle both
answers. Circle one answer for each statement. This is not a test so there are no right /

- or wrorig answers. Pfease marl exactly how you really feel inside about school.

1. ialways unders:tand c'\)rythlngl rgfnd. ) - .~ .YES : NO ¢,
2. My school work gusually un B | - YE§ * NO
.3. All new words are easy fgr)?::o spell. . | -? o " YES NGO,
4. :I find it.h_ard to unc_iel;star\gi:.}vhat I haVe to dd. - ” ‘ ._ - YES NO

s really good. . 5. “YES NO
6. [ usually have problems u erstandipg/ what I read. ”
7. I am one of the smartest ‘ in/the class..
. .1 have neat printing. -
9. ldsuquy“ﬁnish*my schoolwork.

1'0. I am unhappy with J\owl\rn/q, | v . .
11 I like reading. - o L
12, My printing Is perfect. *
13. I am good at spelllng.

14. [ make many mistake.s in s_chool.ﬂ
15. I have problerﬁs In }pe!llng.'

16. I like to read to my parents. -

17. 1 am happy with the way I spell. .

18. I like making up endings to stories.

19. My teacher thinks [ write poor stories. |

v v

"N\ . 05

T T T ST
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20. lam pogr-’at( .iybtracti"bn. “ - - YES  NO
el 21, 1 like to answer questions, ' - ' " YES "‘NO
' vw 2. Working_.with my hands Is hard. ‘ ~ YES NO
o 23. 1 like doing printing. . L  YES NO
' 24, ihdve trouble drawing pictures. ' * _ YES NO
o 25. lam poo;_(?g.f‘d;ilent reading, ) | . YES NO
; ' ) " 26. Ihave problems printing neatly. - | ' YES NO
| 27. 1 am good with my.times tables. _ YES NO
, '.. . 28. L am good at gitfawing. ' ' . _ YES NO
' ' - 29. When school ée-ts.tough I give up. . - . © YES NO
. g 30, .l like to do story pr_oblems. , - " o YES NO
' 31?‘ My friends read better than I do. | "YES - 'NO
‘ " 32, Iam good at printing. } | YES NO
..' 33. Ialways do neat work. g YES | NO.
L 34. [ have difficulty getting my arithmetic finished on time. YES NO
' . 35. I have difficulty working with numbers..‘ | ~ YES aNo
' ' " 36. 1 like spelling.,'_r v e . YES NO
7. | like arithmetic, - | o YES NO
' 38. [ am a messy writer. . | o | YES NO
P | 39. Tests are easy for me to take. ' ~ YES NO
' , 40, 1 like to sound out words. . <« | YES NO
’ 41. My teacher often makes me write my work again. YES NO
\ ' 42, [ have difficulty 1oo{éng up words in,the dictionary. a o, 'YE-S NO
43. 1 like to use big words when [ talk. . YES ~ NO
. ' . L8 .‘"I like telling my friends about school work. YES . NO'
l 45. My teacher thinks [ am dumb in arithmetic. ' & ‘ YES. NO
' 46. 1like going to school._ - o ’ YES NO
| ' X ~ i
" ERIC o - | 206 219. B
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48.
. JQ9.
’O.

51,

. 32,
33.
34,
33.
36.
J7.

59.
60.
61.
62.
S S &
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.

- 70.

1 .

' J8.

I like playing speiling games. ¢

[ have ditficulty thinkifg up good stories.
My spelllng is always right. . ‘
Saying. new words Is hard for me.

[ am unhappy with how I do arithmetic.

[ am a smart kid.

[ have difficuity doing what ‘my teacher says.
[ find spelling hard. _ |

I usually get my arithmetic right.

I find reading hard. .

[ am unhappy with my printing.

[ am a good reader.

[ am slow at spelling.

¢

I am'a slow reader.

In school T find new things difficult to learn. ©

[ usually _sp;u words right.

M'y teacher thinks I am good at printing.

All new words are hard for me to/ understand.
[ have trouble telling others whaf I_mehn.

I am good at aritﬁmetic.

I like to tel stories)in class. |
[ feel | oftengay the w;rong things..
I ﬂpd multipliication fun. ‘

I always get eperything in arithmetic right. .

207
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YES

YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO

.NO

NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO,

NO .
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WESTERN PRYCHOLOGICAL SIAVICES
Pubiishers end Ojstnbulory .
12031 Winhre Soueverd

Los Angeles. Califorrve 90039

Information on Chjid

Name B Ethnic Group
Date of Birth Age Sex )
School ‘ Examiner " Date
- ( |
Supplementary Information (As Desired for Research)
Test Scores ;
1. Mental Maturity Test ( ) 2. Achievement Test ( )
Date - - Date Reading Arithmetic
Language Non-Language Total (Comprehension) (Computation)
1.Q. Raw Score _

Standard Score

Standard Scpre(T)

Grade Equivalent

Classifying Data (Check where appropriate)

O Male (O Female [} Only Child (O Oldest Child (J Middle Child (0 Youngest Child

DIRECTIONS

You are asked to describe your perception of a student's self-concept in terms of the following items. Please indicate your rating on each
item by circling one of the five numbers at the right of each item. .

Never  Seldem  Sometimes

) Usually Always

1. Enjoys working with others. For example, student may smile, laugh, or look

pleased when engaged in productive group actity . . .. .. .. \ 2 k| 4 5
2 Exhibits sell-confidence. For examplé, student imtiates activities, goes

“ehead i work and play without direction . ... .. ... l 2 3 } 5
3. Plays with smaller or younger children. For example, student seeks simple :

play activities in order to excel or dominate peers ... ...oo.o....... § 4 3 2 I
4. Evidences strong pleasure in good work. For example, student wiblumanly

redoes poor or sloppy constructions, paperwork, coloring, etc. unless he

.18 satished (may smile, chuckle, sigh, look pleased) with his product .. l 2 3 4 5
5. Is antagonistic to adults. For example, student talks back, refuses to obey, .

balks in the presence of adulls ............i——— 5 4 3 2 1
6. Has unrealistic expectations for himself. For example, spudent sets minor

and/or major goals, academically and /or pliysically, which he 18 incapable \

OF BUBINING ..o eeseeeeeeeess s se e se s 5 4 3 2 1

1. Is easily discouraged. For example, student ceases activity when minor -
failure or nushap occurs ... Eeteett e eseseaeres oo e enneees 5 4 k] 2 1

8. Appears unsociable. For example, student plays and works alone. He may
leave setting or activity when others join hum . ... . . ... . ...

-

Copyright © 1972 by WESTERN PSYCHOLOGICAL SERVICES
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. - ~ ‘ ' " Newls Seidom  Sometimes  Ushally Aways

9. (fn'es easily. For example, student “puckers up” or tears com to his eyes
when he has a mishap, failure, or difficulty with activity (wotk or play) or
with interparsonal relationships . .

10. I unfriendly to-classmates. For example, student works and plays alone.
~ He leaves activity when others appear and refuses (with words or gestures ‘ :
or logks) friendly overtures ... .. ... 5 4 3 2 1

11.  Tries to dominate or bully. For example, student attempts to lead activities
even though this-is counter to desires of group. He attempts to force his

i wishes, verbally and/or physically on others . 5 4 3 2 l
12.  Fights .. - 5 4 3 2 1 -
13. Talks compulsively, For example, student does not await his twn, nor stop
) talking when his turn is.over. He has to “have his say” to peers and adults 5 ‘ 3 2 1
14.  Seems afraid of teacher. For example, student naver disagrees with teacher. , |
He does not voluntarily speak up or perform and seems to withdraw
. Physically from any contact with teacher ... __. " 5 4 3 2 1

15 Feels he is "picked on” by ciassmates. For example, student claims others
treat him “unfairly.” He claims they make him do more “work” (and have -
less “fun") , So08 4 1 P

16.  Gives up easily. For example. student meets difficulty 6: hisMp with work
or play by ceasing activity .

17 ls defiant. For example, student rejects criticism. He may do so verbally

(sas3) and /or nonverbally 4tear up work, destroy game, disrupt group .

activity, fight) : N 5 4 3 -2 1
18.  Thinks he is right. For example, student does not seek verification of his -

procedures in work or play. He proceeds when his own goal is satisfied .. l 2 3 4 -9

19. Is ready to accept blame when at fault. For example, student does not try ’
' to shift accusations or rebukes to others for his%actions 1 o2 3 4 5

. 20. Is trusting. For example, student has unquesﬁoning reliance in statements,
actions, and justice of others. He is ng\t‘suspicious of their motives ... # 1 2 3 4 5

- 21 Seems lo have a "chip” on his shoulder. For example, student misinterprets
expressed thoughts, motives, and actions of others in both work and play o
as being opposed to his best interests : 5 4 3 2 1

{
22 Is quarrelsome or argumentative. For example, student may taunt others &
and/or disagree with the statements of others : 5 4

23. s “oversensitive”. For eiamplo. student may -cry or withdraw or become
rlent when his statements or actions are questioned 5 4 3 2 1

EE

24.  Provokes hostility from classmates. For example, studemt may tease others
and/or disagree with staterhents by others. He may do these things : .
verbally or non-verbally ; cenmeerer e : 5 4 3 2 1
25.  Thinks his teachdyr likes him. For example, student acts happy (may smile,
work, or play as if contented) when in presence of teacher .. . 1 2 3 4 5
26. Tattles. For example, student tells teacher of statements and actions ,
which were not intended for teacher to know about .. .. .. 5 4 3 2 1
2]. s mlhdtam’ng. For e;amplq, student does not play and/or work with , o .
peers ... ... reeesmsessent e e 5 -4 k| 2 l
28. Is fearful. For example, student bachs away or withdraws from routine. m
aclivilies (work and/or play) where he could”be hurt, or where he might -
undergo stress or be embarrassed ... ... .. A 5 - . ] 2 l
29.  Seems salisfied with level of performance. For example, student does not ,
- withdraw from work and/or play situations and appears visibly lo be ; :
l COMMBME . .ottt A l 2 ’al k) 4 5
0. Appears worned. For example, student may have an anxious “look” . i
(e, furrowed brow, “cowed™ expression) .. ... 5 A 3 2 1
} i

. TOTAL SCORE = = + +H |+ +
[ .
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‘General Instructions and Testing Procedures

General Instructions

The three pretests are given before you begin’ to tutor. The pretests will provxde a

measure of the student’s reading ability before he is tutored.

The three posttests are given after you have covered all the lessons in the manual or if for

some reason fou will not be able to contjnue to tutor the student. The posttests will provide a
measure of the student’s reading ability followmg the tutoring.

Proparnﬂon ’ ‘
CL

Make sure you can correctly pronounce the sounds and nonsense words in the pretests
before you administer them. (Note: Refer to the pronunciation and 'sound guides on
pages 26, 27, and 28.)

Be sure you know the general and specific testing procedures before you test the student '
For example, know how to mark the test, know what is considered a correct response,
and know what is considered an incorrect response. ’ e

-Testing Procedures

1.
2.

- 3.

11.

Before you meet with the student review the directions for scoring each test on page 2.

Before you administer a test, ask the student two or three simple questions about pets,

hobbies, or special interests.-

If the student has not yet entered ﬁrst grade, administer only Part 1 of the first test
producxng sounds). ‘

If he is in the first grade, admxnxster Test 1 and 2 the first time you meet with him.
Administer Test 3 the second time you meet with the student.

Whether or not you admtinister all three tests at one time is dependent upon the student s
attention span. ,

Make it a point to speak in a friendly voice while you are testing the student.

Read the “student directions” to him before each part of the test.

As you have a student respond to the items on a test, point to each item with the end of
your péncil. -

Do not tell the stydent his answer is nght or wrong.

. Mark each item (e.g., &, th, said, faf) to which the student responds either correct or

incorrect. (Note: Make the difference betweew the marks for correct and incorrect
responses clear enough that someone other than yourself can interpret the student's
performance).

Praise the student generally at the conclusion of each part of the test. \f

3 { L]
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Scoring
Tests 1 and 3

If the student responds corrcctly without hesitation (wnhm one sccond) circle the lctter
or word(e.g., ). His response is considered incorrect if he responds in any one of the

following ways: (1) responds incorrectly, (2) hesitates longcr than one second before
responding correctly, or (3) does not respond. If a resporse is incorrect for any of these
reasons, make this mark around the letter or word (e.g.. @ ). If he hesitates longer than
two seconds before responding, mark the item incorrect and go on to the next item and say .

w.sometl'ung hkc “Don’t worry if you don't know it; let’s try the next one.’

Test 2 . +
Allow the student two attempts to correctly decode (sound out) a word. In order for a
response to be considered correct, the student must blend the sounds in the word without
drawing out the word or making a break between the sounds. For example, if the word is muf,
the student should respond “muf” or “mmmuuu...f; muf” to be considered correct. If on his
second attempt he is sull drawing out the word, consider it mcorrect
Note: If the student misses eight or more of the nonsense wOrds in aky group, discontinue
administration of Pretest 2 and proceed to Pretest 3.

© 1980 by Grant Von Harrison
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o -DicgnosTiC Tests

PRETEST 1 — PART 1: PRODUCING SOUNDS

Consonant Sounds b

Student Directions (read to the student): “When I point to a lcttcr. tell me wirat sound the -
letter makes. For example, if I po&n to the letter z, make the zzzzz sbund. If you don't know

the sound, say, ‘I don't- know Don’t worry if there are some sounds you don't know." - .

n . f |

g d

N 7\_'0‘&;3

< U @
s X U0 ™

y J

£
©

-

Short Vowcls

Student Directions (read to the student): “When 1 point to a vowel, you tell me the short
sound of that vowel. If you don'g know the sound_t.hc vowel makes, say, 'l don't know.’ Don'’ t
worry if there are some sounds you don't know."” . e

U - O

a

Dlgrcphs cnd Combinoﬂons

Student Directions (read to the student): “When I point to the letters, you tell me what sound
the letters make when they are together. If you don't know the sound, say, ‘I don't know.’
Don't worry if there are some you don't know."

th sh ch wh  qu

© 1980 by Grant Von Hargison
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~ Group 1

‘v

PRETEST 1 — PART2: BASICSIGHT WORDS

Student Dzreétwm (read to the student): When I pomt to a word, read the word out loud. If
you don't know a word, say, ‘I don't know it." Don't worry if there are some words you don't

.know

I - the you : s
Is ~ that  my sée

said  fo are this |
where . there  was -~ were
| .they ~ he = have  could

PRETEST 2: DECODING

. Student Directions (read to the student): “The words on this page are not real words; they are

what we call nonsense words. I want yo to try to sound out these nonsense words. Don't worry
:f there are words you can't read; just day, ‘I can’t read that one,’ and go on to the next one.’

Note: If the student migses eight or more of the nonsense word in any group, discontinue

administration of Pretest 2 and procccd to Pretest 3.
R

Wf  heg __jif we'x‘ dap vin
sab kem riz° nuc yeg bot

+

-\ Group 2

chut  quem'. shof nwhingﬁ‘#;zofh

shink nesh  thang  whub, fick

© 1980 by Grant Von Harrison
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Group 3

5

- en a8 =

slef s’rc’rq “brum  clack blun
plonk stum = grash fleb  dring

k Group 4

!
£
|, o

“pent thand rel  shust fest
_zist _meip  bint__

Group 5

/

twest  smill

strant  prant  spint shuff  tremp
- frush - sprish plunt

Group 6

Pk §

plonslam

branlemming

whumfan  fladstil
clunshet, mokling

chelprib  thexcon ™

drezquit

- - - ‘- ‘- - - . -!
. . 1
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o Posttests

POSTTEST 1: PRODQCING SOUNDS

Consonant Sounds
Student Djrections (read to the student): “When I point to a letter, tell me what sound thc

- letter makes. For example, if I point to the letter z, make the zzzzz sound. If you don't ‘knoW

the sound, say, ‘I don’t know,” Don't worry if there are sorne sounds you don't know."

' .
o .

noof
|

g X O~

S
I I8
g 4 h
y ] v

L

Short Vowels

Student Directions (readfto the student): “When I pomt to a vowcl you tcll me the short_
sound of that vowel. If you don't know the sound the vowel makes, say ‘I don’ t know.’ Don't’
worry § 1f there are some sounds you don't know."”

Ida.

-

u e o

o

Digraphs and Combinations L

Student Directions (read to the student) ‘When I point to the letters; yl;u tell me what sound
the letters make when they are together. If you don't know the sound, say. ‘'l don't know.’
Don't worry if there are some you don t know."” .

4

th  sh ch wh qu

©1980 by Grant Von Harrisan
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y 'posmsr'zg "(DE-CODING

Student Dzrectwns (read to the student): The words on d)xs page are hot real words; they are
what we call nonsense words. I want you to attempt to sound out these nonsense words. Don't

. vorry if there are words you can't rcad simply say, ‘I can't read that ohc ! and go on to the
oo :1e‘<t one.’ 4

-sroup 1 ‘ &. ‘ _ . - i

oy . N

LI -. .
- A S .

- _furﬁ . hig - ~ tam | wep
dat  nov ., sak | leb
viz - .Cug  yop bit ¢

. '/.'-Grou.p 2

| chink quof 5 shan “whick  zash
shem thut ~ vang nath  ming

Group 3

siank ~ trum  spash gleb  fring
plef* - stog - grum - flam  drun

- Group 4 |

o B B PR -
‘I———'—“"’ - . .. |‘- N
\ T
& : . N

nant  pand zel  fust  shest
gast- il tist  dup sont |
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T bluntling d.r:izsl;'wo’r .C?,hOpThim 1
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~ thexprum  yebstend = brunting

”

© 1980 by Grant Von Harrison _

219




* 'POSTTEST8: SIGHT WORDS

Student Directions '(read to the student): “When'I point to a word, yo.u read the word out
lolid. For example, if I point to this word (point te. was), you say, ‘Was.’ If you don’t know a

"o ' ’ * AP RS : : . e
. .t . “' N . ..," P Y -
- £ . .
) . . R & . .
3 : PO - - a ? .
L ]

\ - from

“word, say, ‘I don’t know it." Don't worry if there are words you don't know."

'
.

I
my-,
to. -
there
they
“could
any
- be
gj:'dme
do
fly

. 9o’
_day

this
Is

are
Was .
‘he
you .
busy
blue
_ come
' down
for
funny
gOesﬁ ’
of |

i

 the

that

| sqid—

where
were

- have
~all

away
by |
does

five
four
gve
e_dsy
good
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POSTTEST 2—SIGHT WORDS (Continued)

has nere. IS
ow into - like ¢
little long *  look
her me  no
now ' once our
idea or among
play - pretty  read
saw say she
SO take too
two 'very' -walk
we what who
your “about after
again always around
" ate been because
gefore both . brown
buy cary - clean'
- cold done don't "
R . |  ©1980 by Grant Von Harr-son
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- POSTTEST 2—SIGHT WORDS (Co‘t.xtinucd) |
draw eat eight
~every -~ fall far-.
first found “full
gave those three
going  green grow
hold hurt keep
kind ‘<novxk/ laugh
light ve made
make many- many
much 'myself“ new
off old one
~only open out
over | own pledse
pull right round
ide seven shall
show (’ sleep some
soon _Their these

©1980 by Grant Von Harrison
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POSTTEST 2—SIGHT WORDS (Continued)

223

today , try ’i ~ together
upon . use - ' ‘warm
wash ‘why white
work would 7yelow
write. yours ours
put .- people: through
“another should different
between  Mrs. Mr
while .  might ~ thought
enough since answer
- word either same -
even *  place  number
- hame picture sentence-
second house above:
pegun almost page
story sure ~ knew
~change  few become
looked ~ large open sy
A - w
s 236 |
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~)‘\.ppéndix B.

g

was normed

in the Pennsylvania Public Schools with 1183 students. NU"'

mean of the normative sample was 51.84 and the standard deviation

was 13.87. Reliability data indicatelihat coefficients of equal

-

difficulty of items range from .78 to .93. An application of

-

the Spearman-Brown odd-even formula resulted in reliabilitf

coefficients of .90 and .87, respectively. Stability was determined

by retestiné fifth grade students after a'four month period.
The four month test-retest coefficient was .77, giving the Piers- '
Ha gg;s thlg;gg s Self-Concept Scale internal con51stency and
temporal stability (Piers, 1969).

| Content validfty‘wﬂs designed into the scale by defining
the domain to be measﬁféa as the areas about which children
reported qualities_tﬁky most liked and dis{iked about themselves.
Using an item analysﬁ§,,non-discriminating items were dropped
from the scale A speciman copy of'this instrument of found in
!

Normative data for The Students' Peréeggign of Ability

Scale (SPAS) were coﬂlécted from 642 deviatipn of 11.71, and

a standard error of measurement of 4.77. Subscale scores with
the exception of Confidence, vary E;om 91.17 to 7.89 for means,

from 3.01 to 2.78 for standard deviatlons, and from 1.51 to

L »

1.31 for standard errors of measurement. For the ten-item Confidence
M ’
swhscale, the mean was 4.21, the standard deviation 2.25, and

the standard error of measurement 1.l4.

_ J . .
Estimates of internal consis t$1ce were determined by Cronback's

»”
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"alpha for'children‘}n Grades 2 through'%, The average Full

Scale alpha was .915, wherea’s Apithmetﬂk; Reading/Spelling,
and Pgnmanship/Néatness estimates were bgtween .822 and .855.
F?r General Ability, ‘the alpha was .785, School Satisfaction
efficientssindicate that items within individual subscales are
relat}vely homogenous, and that all items pooled together appear
to be measuring'a common domain. ;- | | |

Tegtjretest reliability data were géllected‘frbm'603 students

over a four to six week interval. The stability coefficient

for the Full SPAS was .834, whereas subscale values ranged -from

.714 to .824. The_mosl stable and internally consistent subscale

is Reading/Spelling. Thesé test-retest data indicate that academic
selé«concept.is, as measuréd by the SPAS, a relatively stable
construct over time. ‘In an eff;rt to establish discriminant
validity and to suppSrt the idea that the SPAS measurés academic
self-concept distinct froé general self-concept, scores on_the
Piep§-H9{ris scale were correlated with the SPAS flor 622 children.
Correlation coefficients between the SPAS and the Piers-Harris

scale ranged Erom,-.029 to .079, with none being significant

'ag the .05 level. These data indicate that the two scales are

measuring two:distinct domains, and are'supportive of the idea
that academic self-concept (Chapman and Boersma, 1979).

Internal consistency of The Inferred Self-Concept Scale

was .741, and Confidence'.686. Considered together, these co-

" was examined byvusing a split-half qeliability«coefficien;s'

2
betwe?n the sum of the 15 even numbered items and the sum of

15 odd numbered items for 1) counselors, 2) teachers, ani for




v
- 1
. . .o .
N
. -

3) counselors-teachers.combined. The obtained correlétion co-

efficients were, respectively, .8614, .8567, and .9026. These

correlatié&s indicate that this instrument is internally consistent
. : .

.and that jtems do achieve a satisfactory degree of homogeneity.

" The test-retest reliability was established with 180 subjects

" over a six-month pertod. The overall test-retest reliability

coefficient for the Inferred Self-Concept Scale is .66, which
is signifcant beyond the .01 level. These finding suggest that 
the same  attribute has been measured and that the students have
changed very little in status within the sample on the variable

measured (McDaniel, 1973).

» . .
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Dear Parent:

. Your child, ‘ , has been selected for
participation In a special peer-tutofing research project at our school.

This will Involve your child in receiving speclal training In reading skills and
techniques for tutoring younger children. Your child will then tutor a younger student
with reading difficulties about fifteen minutes three times a week;

We belleve that participation in this special tutoring program will bring great

, benefits not only to those students recelving the tutoring, but also to your child who will

serve as a tutor. We expect these benefits to include Improved reading ability and
interpersonal relationships. ; ,

It is Important that we receive your permission before your child can participate in
this research project. Enclosed is a parental permission form to be filled out, signed and
returned to your child's teacher before . If you do not approve
of your child's participation in the program please contact us before that date. If we do
not hear from you before that date, we will assume that you grant permission and we will

< allow your child to participate.

We appreciate your prompt consideration of this matter and look forward to a great

experience. If you have questions or concerns about this project, please feel \free to
tontact either your child's principal or teacher. ‘

Thank you,




e
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January 23, 1984

Dear Parent:

Your child has been selected for participation in a special research
project that is being conducted at our school. The purpose of the research
project is te find ways to 1mprove the reading skills of elementary school
students. aQ\\\ '

Ypur child's participation in this”ptoject will, involve being tested
in reading skills. These tests will ocacur at least twice during the
remainder of the year. o _ ’

It 13 important that we receive your permission before your child can
participate in this project. Enclosed is a parental permission form to be
filled out, signed and returned to your child's' teacher by
If you do not approve of your child being tested as a part of this project
please contact us before that date. If we do not hear from you before .
that date, we will assume that you grant permission. :

We appreciate your prompt consideration of this matter and look for-

ward to a great experience with this pgoject. If you have any questions or '

concerns about this project, please feel free to contact either your
child's teacher or the principal.

. ]

v Thank You

,Enclosure

bRt S et b i+ QRS D W e
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-+ INFORMED CONSENT SPECIAL EDUCATION CHILDREN AS TUf'ORS PROIECT

[ Nersby give consent to have my child, R
participgts in thess activities of the special education children as tutors research
project. \The project has been explained completely to me. [ understand that my child
will be setying as a tutor (or tutee) of another child in the area of reading. I further
understand that my child will be using project supplied matarials and will be properly .
supervised. : " :

ﬁ.

¢

[ understand that 1 méy withdraw my child from the study at any time If I so desire.

Slgnatﬁre '

™
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"HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AS TUTQRS PROJECT"

»
. Parental Interview
| - % oo
) Name » l , . - Phone'.. '\
Student's Name ~ ___Date Interviewed
. School Class )
1. a. Did your child mention anything to you abqut the ﬁutoring program that
he/she was participating in?  yes no
b. What types of things did your child say about the program?
Cu
c. How would you describe your child's feelings about this tutoring program?
véry positive positive hegative : very negatiVe
ho opinion i ' L
d. How would you describe your feelings as a parent about’ yoqr child's
participation in this tutoring prog;am?
very positive .- positive negative very negative |
' e . N .
no opinion ) _ ‘ |
. R N . . . &
2. a. Based on anything you noticed about your child, do you feel that this
) tutoring program had any effects on your child;gn the following Ways:
_ | Types of Effects ~ Ye No
Reading Ability ' ‘
How he/she feels about himself (self—esteem) =
Relating to other kids & people (social interaction)
If yes, give specific examples: | A
. v
o L "
b. Has the amount of reading your child does at home: b .

-

i reased decreased stayed the same

.




. 2
..
- _ e .
' N ) 2 > -
3. Did you do anything at home to supplement or reinforce reading oi&e
skills being taught and practiced by the tutoring program?
yes no
If yes, what types of things did you do? L
S

_ How‘much time djd you spend reading with him/her during the tutoring
. \program? - o _

4. a. Would you like to see this tutoring program continued in the schools?

yes no .

b. Would you like to see your child participate in this program again
next year? ' i
. . - . |
yes o c E > I

4

rS ‘Recommendations: What would ﬁu recommend we do differently in the future - |

to make this tutoring program more successful? : . ,

-




-
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L

Name

Date Interviewed

1‘

£

3.

""HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AS TUTORS PROJECT"

1st Grade Teacher Interview

¢ » '
School . ‘8

Briefly, but speéifically, explain your schedule of class in8truction (give

examples of work that-students are doing).

i
4

Did any b£ the children in your class who were identified as having
reading difficulties, but who were NOT tutored, receive any additional

reading help in class?

Yes - . No

1f yes, what kindg of extra reading helps were used?

in

’

Describe the instructional methods that you use in your,cléss to teach
reading skills (i.e., phonics, etc.)? L

¢ . \
L} . . . ‘
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How would you describe how your students who have participated in the
\‘tutpring generally feel about the program?

very positive positive negative very negative
no opinion

What kinds of comments have you heard any of your students make about
the tutoring program?

2

‘How would you describe your'own personél feelings, as aj;eacher, about
the tutoring program? '

A\l

very positive positive - negative very negative

don't know/no opinion
Based on your observations, has this tutoring program had effects on:
lst Graders . yes_, no Don't know

Handicapped tutors yes no Don't know_ : ‘

S
1f yes, what types of effects (negative or positive) have you observed

as a result of the tutoring program?

' 1st Graders:

Handicapped tutors:

What do you consider ,to be the primary STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES of this
tutoring program?

STRENGTHS: '

BT R Y
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WEAKNESSES :

Would you like to see this type of a tutoring program cottinued and/or
expanded in the schools in the future? ; -

yes no

Why or why not?

Would you like to have children from your class next year participate «
in this tutoring program? '

yes no

Why or why not? ' )

Recommendationg: What would your recommend that we do differently in
the future to make this tutoring program more successful?

. _ N
: [ 3

.
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"HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AS TUIORS PROJECT"
v .

lg “
B b

' Speci‘ml Education feacher Interview | b

Nane School

Date Inten)iewed ’ v

1! a. How would you'describe how your students who have participated in the
tutoring generally feel about the program?

very positive positive negative very negative
no opinion -

What kinds of comments have you heard any of your students make about
the tutoring program?

How would you descnbe your own personal feelings, as a teacher,
about the tutoring program?

very positive positivL. : negative .. very negative
{ don't know/no opinion
2. a. Based on your observations, has this tutoring program had effects
) on: : T

lst Graders yes' no Don't know
Handicapped tutors vyes no__ - Don't know,

b. 1If yes, what types of effects (negative or positive) have you
observed as a result of the tutoring program?

1st Graders:

;oo . Handicapped tutors:.

-3
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3. what do you consider to be the primary STRENGTHS and WEAKNESSES of this L
tutoring program? ;0

TN
' STRENGTHS:
N '
WEAKNESSES:: | T
N
4. a. Would you like to see this type of a tutoring program continued
- and/or expanded in the schools in the future?
yes no
Why or why not? ¥
N
. b. Would you like to have children from your class next yeax participate
f in this tutoring program?
yes -, No
Why or why not?
- -~
5. Recommendations: What would you recammend that we do differently in the
future to make this tutoring program more successful?
A
4
i [ 4
. \ ' hd
L } \
{ S | -
. : * .n
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‘Abstract

Twenty-four empirical investigatiqns of tutoring interventions

. were evaluated in order to determine the nature of actual data

regafding such interventions. Although all authors clearly
favored the use of such interventions, equivocal results were

reported. . Particularly weak were substantiqted reports of social
benefits to tutors or tutees. Methodokggical p}oblems associated

[

with such research in field settings are discussed, and

implications for future research are given.

-
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Tutoring Intervention with Learning Disabled Students:
. ' -‘ A Critical Review e
Although the concept of peer tutoring in education is not new
(Allen, 1976), there has recently been a surge of interest
generated in the utility of employing schoolchildren as tutors of

other children (Devin-Sheenan, Feldman, & Allen, 1976a). Many

“potential benefits have been described ‘egarding such

interventions,
The most obvious potentiel benefit of tutoring is the
individualization it can afford to learners of differing needs

(Harrison; 1976). To this extent, teachers can prozide for

DY S

students' individual needs without sacrificing the learning of
others in the class. It may be argued, on the other hand, that
schoolchildren, enrolled to study and not to teach, may lose _
valuable learning time fnvo]ved in activities for which the
teacher, not the student, had been hired. Some have replied to
this argnment that tutors often are repo;fed‘to”gain as mucn'as,
or more than, the student being tutored (Hassinger & Via, 1969;

McWhorter & Levy, 1971). In addition, such tutoring is‘thought to

develop responsibility (Allen, 1976b), social skills (Argyle,

1976), self-esteem (Strodtbeck, Ronchi, & ﬁaniiéé, 1976), and

improve attitude toward school (F@Rdman, Dewin-®heehan, & Allen,
1976). Harris and Aldridge (1983) have argued that tutoring (a)

allows the teacher to move ahead with instruction with those who

243
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are ready for it, (b) forces the less able student to ehare
responsibility for his or her own learning, and (c) fosters
cooperation, empathy, and understanding gmong students involved in
tutoring activities. |

‘Such benefits would appear”§o be ideally sulted to children

" identified as learning disabled (LD). Cristoplos (1974) )

considered peer tutoring to be a critical condition of
mainstreaming such children into regular classes. He maintained
that peer tutoring could (a) alleviate pressure on teacher time,

(b). allow LD"children to work in one tp one-relationShips,,and (c)

‘cou]d he]p develop cooperative attitudes and mutual self- Héspect

ki

ﬁbng studeats. Watts and Cushion (1982) argued that gyven

adequate preparat1on, supervision, and follow-up, the u#e of peer

tutoring could enhance the se]f—concept of LD ado]escedfs. Gerber

and Kauffman (198{), in the most thorough review of tyforing in

Vspecig] education settings to date, concluded, "peeq/tutoring is. a

technique that may provide educational benefits to,@bth the tutor

and the tutee® (p. 182). - /

. /
¢iven such outcomes, peer tutoring interventions would seem

ideally suited for €hildren exhibiting learning disabilities (LD).
L

" As tutees, they could be provided with much needed 1ndividua1

~

attention. As tutors, they could gain social skills,
responsibility, and self-esteem so commonly reported to be lacking

in tqfs population (e.g., Bryan & Bryan, 1981). Clearly, the
'J\ .
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claims of tutoring benefits for learning disabled.children are
encouraging., ‘But what evidence is there that-tutoring is so
effective with LD students?' Although several investigations have
been conducted,  no review of these findings has yet been
completed. In addition, major reviews of peer tutorgng have
intentiona]iy omitted dis;ussion of such interventions with

handicapped children (Devin-Sheehan, Feldman, & Allen, 1976).
Although Gerber and Kauffman (1981) described a'wide range of

i

interventions involving LD students. The purppse of the following

tutoring studies, they directly referred to oniy four

investigation then, was to locate as many studies as possibie

which inciuded LD children in tutoring interventions and

synthesize findings of these interventions. Th ough these
methods, it was hoped that some light could be ' ed on the
realities of peer tutoringlwith LD students.
T. Procedu{e ' ' i
Several procedures were used to locate as many studies as
possible which investigated the use of LD chiidr in tutoring-
interventions. The subject area was¥irst limitdd to

investigations which empioyed'LD students ‘in aCtuai pedagogical

interventions with peers. Use of peers in deiivering reinforrers,

_or as behaViorai models, therefore, were- excluded from this

investigation., |In addition, Students must have been described'es

“learning disabled", "reading disabled, or have been described as

245
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Vfuq\tioning at least two years below grade 1eve1 without mention

of accompanying deficit in abi]ity. : 3,

Studies were 1ocated by first conducting a computer-assisted

search of Dissertation Abstracts, Psychological Abstracts, and °

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) data bases.

§tudies found in this manner were EXQQined to determine whether
they contained references to other su} ble artic1es.~ Previous
works on tutoring (e.g., Allen, 1976; Str%@n, 1981) were a]so
examined for additional studies. Through these procedures,
twenty-four empirical studies of the effects of tutoring
interventions 6n academic and/or social performanEe of LD students
were located. |
Each study was coded for several variables, including
descriptions.of tutors and tutees, research design, level of
intervention, comparison groups, procedures,  and results, .and is
given in Table 1. Interreter“cons}stency was achieved by having
two. independent raters eva]uate'eaeh article and resolve’any

disagreements by discussion.

L
Insert Table 1 about here

Results and Discussion
4

Descriptions of each tutoring investigation are given in

Table 1. As can be seen, a wide variety of tutoring interventions




v

P

) gam
'

&

'
| ' '
: .
..
' ’
PR
.

*

LD/Tutors
7

S
and evaluations were employed: eleven .employed LD or reading

disabled students as tutors, while 13 did not; most (14) used
reading as a subject area.“but others used speJling (2), math (5),
or library.skills (1). .Although nearly all studies (20) djrectly
assessed poss1b1e academic benefits to tutees, many other
variables were assessed, including academic benefits to tutors (9)
and'social benefits to tutors (5) as well as tutees (5). Social
benefi'ts examined included on-task- behavior, self—concept,
attitudes towards school' cooperation, and social behavior. °

Variable also was the type of research des1gns employed.
While a number of different designs could be conside:;d
'satisfactory, each would tedd to address a different type of
quest1on Pre-post designs (in which the exper1menter tests one
group of students 1mmed1ately prior to and following tutoring -4¢‘
interventions) can be used to document gains made by students
during the intervention, but may say little about other possible
contemporaneous sources of learn1ng or relative effectiveness of
other competing instructional strategies. Studies emp;oying a no;
treatment ccntrol group are able to-account for contemporaneoqs
sources of learning, ;ut. if control group activities are-not
clearly documented, these studies cannot allow for:a comparison of
possible competing instructional strategies. For example,

.Mellberg (1981) found greater academic gain for tutors than for

students in a no-treatment control group. The addition of a no-

247
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treatment-controt group helps demonstrate that the academic.gatn
woL]d not have occurred without the tutoring pfogram. However,
since .the corresponding activities'df the no-treatment group were
not cleenﬂy sbecified, it is not certain how the tutoring
intervention ma} have compared with ; specific alternative
learning strategy. Only those studlgs which Spec1f1ed contro]

group treatments aIIOW such a comparison. For example, Epste1n

" (1978) compared the effects of a peer tutering condition in

reading with four different control conditions: peer tutoring
math, self-instructional, teacher-instructed;-and no treatment
contro]i Such comparisons, {f carefdily documented, could provide

much information on the relative effectiveness of peer tutoring{

.However, it can be stated that group dESIQnS are well suited for

eva]uatlng the general effects of competlng instructional
strategies (1nclyd1ng peer tutoring), while single subject designs
are well suited for documenting specif;c details of ineiviﬁual'
learner perforhance under different conditions (including peer

tutoring). Results of these different types of investigations are

-given below. g .

Pre-nost Designs

Seven 1nvestlgatlons emp]oyed pre-post group deSIgns, and one
@mployed a s1ng]e subject AB design, Al) of these reported that
the tdtoring had been successful ln‘iqueasing academic

performance. Four (Jones, 1981; Land}um, 1970; Lane, Pollack, &

948 26 | |
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Sher, 1972; "Willis, Morris, & Crowder, 1972) compared observed

acnievement with.an estimation of “expected" aghievement, and
reported in all cases tnat measured achievement levels surpassed
those that would have been estimated based upon previous learning;
Three of the four employed tutors with learning or behavior ‘
disorders all reported gains for tutors as well as tutees.
The ingle s:iect pre-post design (Mandoli, MandoH &

- McLaughlin, 1982) reported 1ncreased spelling performance as a
res%1t of peer tutor1ng. The remaining three pre-post group

designs (Csapo, 1975' Pr1ce & Dequine, 1980; Weiner, Goldman,

$

Leo To]edano & Rosner I974) simply reported that- -positive
changes had occhrredat
Of the seven group investlgatlons, f1ve reported "that tutors

or tutees had‘beneﬁted socially or. emot1ona11y Among gains
reported were fewer delinquencwes 1mprovement in attitude toward
school, cooperatlon, self-esteem, greater motivation, fewer anti- -
} : social .acts, and exhibition of less hosti]ity toward authority
figures None of: these findings, however, were supported .
“empl 1cally A]though some of these variables may be difficult to
quantify, empirical evwdence supporting these part1cular benefits
is necessary before these commonly reported benefits of tutoring
. ‘ can be completely accepted. _:‘ . ,

C " Nor can the findings of the above studies be regarded as

~-cofclusive with respect<to academic gains. The argument of many,
L3 [ ] - ‘

*}*11'
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that observed gains excaeded expectations provides some evidence
for the effethQEhess of tutoring prgrams but is far from
conclusive. Such evidence may be confounded;gjth other

educational treatments being undertaken concynrently, The fact

~that all of the investigators who directly compared actual with

i

expected performance reported that students tn tutoring
interventions had achieved ahead of expectations does lend weight
to the claims of tutoring benefits. An examination of other types

of designs, however, would give more’ckedibilit& to these claims.

.Experimentai Designs

Studies employing a no-treatment control group. Etight of the
o :

" studies reviewed employed group designs in which the control-group

activities were not clearly identified, This design is more

B

. powerful than the pre-post design 'in that it controls for

concurrent variabies in the school experience which could explain
part or all of the gains attributable to tutoring in the latter
design. For example, students' academic gains attributable to

tutoring in a pre-post design may have in fact reflected a new

K

teacher or princidﬁl that year. The use of a no- treatment control,j

groug/allows researchers to make comparisons between gains due to
tutoring interventions and gains which were realized in a'group

whicn was not involved in tutoring. On many occasions, Lhe exact
alternati{e activities are not specified, not completely'known, or

i R .
berhaps the control subjects were separately involved in many
1

i
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different activitigs which would resisf careful documentation,
This latter case may emerge in special éducation tutoring research
in which the usually small numbér of special education students
Fneegssitatés the involvement of experimental studenfs under the

type of scheduling constraints which often characterize special

educatien programming. The presumption fn this case is that

students intgontrol condftiong'received an equivalent amount of

Wnstructiond1 time as'typically delivered.in that particular
school, and any gains attributable to tutoring reflect an
imprgvement over that particular schpol;s general program. If, in
fact, tutors Were involved during non-aﬁademic period¢ of the day
(e.g., lunch, recess), the independent variable may be nothing
more ihan-time-on~t§sk. The weakness of such a design is that the
relative worth of tutoring compared with specific rival
instructional strategies remajns uncertain, .

A1l seven of the no-treatment control group studies reported 1
that the tutoring {nterQention had been successful in some way.
Unfortunately, only three (Mellberg, 1981; Singh, 1982; wingerf,
1981) of the seven offered evidence that these performance gains
were “"statistically significant" (i.e., the differences exceeded
those expected by sampling error). All the reported.sjgnificant,
effects were found in-academic areas and involved secondgry~aged
tutors tutoring younger LD children, Although several

A

invesfigations reporfed social benefits, none offered statistical

Ta 251
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The studies which employed no-treatment control groups offer
some evidence that tutoring can result in positive academic

effects for tutors and tutees. Without specification of control

. 14

group activities, however, it is difficult to determine the
precise effects of tutoring other than in some cases it apparently
is a positive supplement to regular 1nstructionaiiprogramming. In

order to further refine the effects of tutoring interventions, useg

. of specific competing instructional strategies is necessary.

Research designs in which a]ternative‘vnstructional

activities are Spec1f1ed Six of the total 24 tutoring

investigatiqns involved groups of,tutoninb pdirs and compared the
performance of these pairs with group§ of students ;nvolved in
nlte native instructional activities. Of these six, three (Kane &
Afley, 1980; McCracken, 1979 Sindelar, 1982) failed to
delmonstrate that tutnning produced learning superior to
alternative instructional conditions. Kane and Alley (1980)
compared peer tutorial instruction with teacher-led instruction
and found no statiﬁtically significant di}ferencec between tnzﬁTWb
conditions, McCracken (1979) tompared peer tutorial fnstruction
with teacher- led instruction and found no significant difference
between the two (although an effect for data-based vs. non-data-
based instruction was found). Sindelar (1982) compared three

tutorial procedures with each other and with teachenlled smali

N
N
B2

L
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group 1ns€ruc-tion. His "hypothesis/test" tutorial group scored -

* significantly higher on a cloze reading cbmf)rehension measure than .

' a "word reading" tutorial group, but not hi%her than small group

instruction. No differénces vere found betweén groups on measures.

i
B
i
i
i

o of word reading, oral reading, or a standardized measure of
' ' ' rEading'co}nprehensian. ) : . v
l » | In Spite"?of'the lack of posittve findings, the authors

- remained optimis’tjc ébbut thelvalue of peer tu’f:o'rfin'g v}ith LD

l ' students. Sindel.;r asserted, "the evidence supporting the use of |
| cross-age tutoring as 3 means of providing supblemental
l -« instruction cor'ltinu-es to grow" (1982, p. 205). McCréckéﬁ (1979)
' and Kane and Alley (1980), acknowledging non¥s;gnificant |
hdiffe'rences between tutoring and ncm-tutoring‘ groups, relied upon
. pre-post data to maintain that tutors and t‘eacher-ihstructed_"
-groups hag both made progress in ,reédin‘g. Unfortunately, such

pre-post results are subject to validity threats outlined above.

l . ‘' Also, it thould be pbinted out that a finding of non-significankt

=y
C-

differences should not be interpreted to mean that both treatments " s
l'> : ~ were equally effect‘ive. When - two i:reatme;lts_ are fiot found to

( ' ' differ significantly, hypotheses other than "équa]“ are possible;

i for example, that neither t.reatment exerted a tangible effect on

3 . o

l P the dependent measure. Another possibility is that the
b experimental desigh lacked sufficient power to detect real

\ differences. At best, a findi'ng of non-significant differences o o\

*
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means any possible differences between groups was not observed.

C In spite of .the above equiQoCai findings, however,rtﬁreé

investigations which compared tutoring with spec{ficlglfernative
strategies indicated that tutoring had been more effective. King
(1982) employed high achievipg 6th graders tutoring LD classmates

~in social studies conteht. Compared with students studying

independently, LD tutees scored. higher on a class examination.
Lamport (1982) involved 6th grade LD students as tutbrs of younger
remedial reading or LD sfﬁdepts and reported that tutors and-
tutee; alike had gained in reading.skills and school atfif%dés ;g
compared with+a teacﬁerQinstructed control group attendidg
remedial reading classes or learning disabilities classess

Epstein (1978) embloyé& LD primary-level tuto}s_tutoring each

other in reading. In this study, four control groups were \\

. employed: (a) peer tutaring in math (apparently to control for

the. effects of tutoring -group per se), (b) teacher-instructed, (c)
. . .

.self-instructed, or (d) control who received no treatment other

than the_normally assigned reading prog;am. Epstein reported that

_the reading thtoring group performed sigﬁificantly better than all ®
" control groups on a criterion measure of reading. Epstein

"*5;:'conc1uded.that it was important for the tutors to have a thorough

i
I

~ e

In addition to thQ\abbve gwoup designs, two studies have | S
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involved single subject Methodology to compare instructional ;
strategies, g%cludiﬁg tutoring, as a within-subject variable
(Higgins, 1982; Jenkins; Mayhall, Peshka, & Jenkins, 1974); Both
reported that the tutoring intervention had been successful,
although the LD students in Higgins' investigation did not appear
to learn more under tutoring conditions than they had learned by
free stud&. Jenkins et al. emplayed a multiple treatment design
and concluded that in éach of several expefiments, students had

 J
learned more in tutoring sessions than in teacher-led groups. In

the Jenkins et al. investigatian, older, non-handicapped children

served as tutors. This investigation supported the notion that

“individual tutoring resultd in learning superior to small group

teacher-led instruction. Higgins' investigations, on the other

-hand, did not support the notion that: learning disabled studehts

can learn more by tutoring each other than the] can by independent ]
stuﬁy. |
~ Conclusion
The findings of contemporary resea?chers in the area of
tutoring_interw?ntions involving LP studgnts have provided
important information for future researchers and practitioners. .
réin unanswered. Althou'gh much-of the
pubiished research hag indicated LD children éan and -do Tearn inl

tutoring situations,/specific circumstances under which tutbring

is most effective gre still not completely known. Whether
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tutoring is better for LD students' fn the capacity of tutor vs.

-tutee has not been established. Whether tutoring can be more

‘profitably employed in specific skills tasks (e.g., multiplication
.facts) or as general supplements to curricular prog;ams (e.q.,
basal reading) has yet to be detenninedﬂ Also, specific
instructional techniques found to be less effective than tutoring

interventions have yet to be identified. It would be important to

,
e, 53

know, for exahple, whether a special éducation teacher could more
profitably use his or her‘time teaching Spelling words in small
groups using direct insﬁruction and choral responding, or whether
monitoring tutor bairs drilling each other, or perhaps some
combination, is most effective. Although some studies have |
addressed alternative instructional stfategies, the precise _k'
components of these strategies have not always been clearly \ .
specified, aﬁg/;he ques tion “betfér thaﬁ what?" remains
unanswered. | : ' : 3
Finally, the social benefits to be derived from:tutoring

interventions with LD students remain to be documented. Although

_gnecdotal reports abound, clear documenéation that tutoring can
improve attendance, attitudes toward school, socialization, and-

self-esteem is simply not availdble. ‘Specific social benefits for

) tutors and tutees remain to be established.

In spitevof the fact that benefits of tutoring interventions

with LD students are as yet equivocal, two important points are

A
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- worth noting. First, tutoring research is most often éhployed as

a pragmatic intervention in a real world (school) setting. As /
such, this reséarch i; rich in ecological validity but subject to
huch of‘the‘same experfmental validity threats common to program
evaluations. . To this exfent, the fq&eanch has not been poorly
conducted as much as subject to interpretative difficulties which
common 1y arise when large—scéle interventions are attempted in a
real school setting. These_samefmefhodolbgical difficulties have

been encountered in studies involving non-disabled students-

-(Feldman, Devin-Sheehan, & Allen, 1976).

The second point yorth-noting:1s_that‘3pparently all
professionals who write about tutoring interventions in learning
disabiljties reseaéch appear equally convinced of _the merits Qi__
such interventions, regardléss of whether their particuiar studies
provided empiricaldsupport for such me(fts;' In fact\\it seems
difficult to Vmagine another instructional intervention in the
complex field of learning diﬁabilities which meets with such
unqualified enthusiésm and yet fo; whjcﬁ'researéh is so o
incomplete. It must also be stated thét the?préSent authors have ’

also encountered both the methodologicél challenge and the 'i

bt

conviction that peer tutoking is an intervention of gréat power
and utility in speciéﬁ-education (Osguthorpe, Scruggs, & White, | y
1983), Onfy through further research can this complex issue be

finally clarified.

\
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lPreparation of this*manuscript was subported in part by a

grant from the Department of Education. The authors would like to

. thank Ursula Pimentel, Mdrilyn Tinnakul, and Ji11 Barry for their

assistance in the preparat1on of this manuscrlpt Address

requests for reprints to Thomas E. Scruggs, Ph.D., UMC 68, Htah
State Univers1ty. Logan, UT 84322,

2Gerber and Kauffmann (1981), in fact, 1nd1cat1bthat the

Weiner et al (1975) project after initial successes

\ appears to

have “eventua]]y disintegrated“ (p. 179).
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Group in¢luding . lgraders, 2-years Jeducation for ment controljeducation ¢lassroom to |graders improved mqre than
reading, pre- behind academi- students in 6 months, help tutees with th groders in schaddl and
vocat ional arts fically, aygressivejself-contained |including ‘ﬁ\ assignments and class fsocial behavior. Play on T
or withdrawn. classroon. 2 month - projects. Ko messure- [the playgroud was
. training ments vere reported. *friendlier®, Tutees felt N
- per {00 ¢+ |Control group was more accepled. A
B +  |mentioned but not '
o described.
Csapo, 1975 Pre-post Reading Adolescents on Reading levels [Oaily, None Tutors were paid to Tutors and tutees improved
. : probation, readinglat least 2 years]10 weeks tesch reading to on reading schievement
levels 3 to § behind age-grade younger childreg during{tests and showed o N
years behind age- [enpectancy level summer school.? Pre- increase in number of
?rade enpcclanc{ ages B-9, and post-tests in words ‘réad per minute.
R evel, ages 13-15,In=8 ’ readigg were Tutors made more positive
nsb administered to tutors Jremarks, were involved
and tutees. ODats was |in fewer delinquencies,
) collected on several and came home earlier
( : tutor behaviors, at night,
§ Dequin and Experimental, Library skills  |ath, 5tK, and 6th [2nd graders, 2to 4 No §reatment|Tutors received 1§ Mean test scores remained
. Smith, 1980 Gro (using card raders, LD nonhandicepped, |times percontrol training sessions and |almost constant acrogs R
. . |cotalogs,.. =j2 . qncl2 week | met with tutees as soon|the 3 administrations
ruaning S v as fhey had mastered | [for control group. Mid-
. projectors, etc) eachiskill, Tests werpltest scores increased "
’ administered ot the for tutors and tutees '
beginning of the study jover pretest scores. ’
3 ("pretests™), after the[lncrdaseAvas greater
B final tutoring session |for tutees. Posttest
e , ("midtests®), and 2 s¢EBres ‘were lower then
- 4 \ weeks later (“post- midtest scores,
. tests"), especially for tutors.
o Posttest scores were:
. ' . lower for futors than
for tutees.
' tpstesn, 1978 {Experimental, Reading 10 in self- LD in self- 15 min, 1. peer 1Students scoring low 1. Experimental group
Group contained class- Jcontained cfass-]datly, tutoring jon word recognition performed significantly
room, n*100 rooms, primary [lst half math test were tutors. better than control -
‘ ledel, n*100 - Jof 2. teacher- |Tutees were randomly groups on criterion- o
ac ademic instructed]assigned to experi- referenced test, ~
. ' year' ). self- mental and control 2. Caperimental gruup -
* fnstructed|conditions. covered more words than f_:' ’
. 4, blind control group J but not O
« control control group 2. [N 3.
' 3. There were no signifi- (,_;? w
AN cant differences between
“ . the groups on time used
1 . . . 1o cover the words.
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Manley, lell hp.-rmenlal Subject area 9th graders, aca- |Mainstreamed Bth|18 weeks |No treatment|Pre- and post-interven-|"Tutees® mean al tast be-

and Andrews, [Group, varied, time-at-|denically and and 9th graders to acade-|contro) (5 jtion data on atteading |havior equalled or sur-
19681 . task was depen- [socially outslan- n-lJ . mic yesr [controls peribehavior werd recorded passed that of the control

P dent measure ding, n=14 ’ tutee) . group”

- - - T T . -

Wigats, 1982 [Single subject, Spelling LD in self-contained classrooms 2 weeks | treat-, Both interventions used|Both interventions were
. ’ alternating alternated as tutors and tutees, o ments: (1) [team learning technique|significantly better than

. treatment design n-a . peer tutor- [called *"Student Team comtro) condition in in-
. . . ' . ing; (2) in-]Achievement Divisions® |creasing spelling perfor-

. . B ) . dependent mance, There were no dif-

. ' study; (3) ) - ferencks in the titoring

no remedia- condition as compared to
SO0 tion control the Independent study con-

dit fon, Serving as tutee
resulted in signifidantly

. . 4 . NN . better gpelling performance
- _ ' ' than did serving as tutor

deakins, May- [Single subject, (1) Word recog- |0lder, nonhandi- |(1) LD and EMR, |2 10-min.|Teacher-in- [Each ch))d was involved)in each study, children
hall, Peschka, [multiple'treat- nition; capped thildren ages+]-10, n=1);[sessions Jstructed in daily sessions under|made greater gains in tu-
v and Jenking,  jments design (2) Spelling; (2) Ird graders,|datly small groupsiboth one-to-one cross- {torial condition,
[\ 1974 ’ [} Hultlpllca‘ JJLD, n=4; (k) 4 to | : age tutprlng and smal)
f3)) \ ) tion i v (3) atn grader? 8 days; group cofiditions. Stu-
o _ . referred to re- "|(2) 4 dents were tested after
’j . ) source room for jdays: each seg;lon
' ’ assistance in (3) % .
. . - . multiplication, |days . ,
. ne% g . B
. . )
' Jones |, 198 Pre-post Reading - Students (usvally [6th and 7th gra-|45 min. |[None Gates McGinitie pre- Tutees and tutors made sig-
(‘ S former Llulees) at [ders scoring 2 |per days, and posttest scores nificant reading gains over
v least 2 years nr more years 4 days were analyzed for tu- |expected gains. Anecdotal
ahpad of tutces in|helgw grade lo- Jper week . tots and tutees, Inter- improvements in self-con-
. r reading . vel on Gates M views, questionnaires Jcepts, attttu;es toward
McGinilte Rea- and surveys were also  [school, attenflance, cooper-
ding Test used ation and self-confidence
: were also reported.
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hNaoe and Alleyltaper imental, Math Nonhandicapped LD residing in |daily, feacher-in- {Each math class Tnhlch There were no significant
1940 Group students residing minimum security]8 weeks |[structed was composed of LD and |differences in achievement
in minimum securi-{correctional in- group nonhandicapped sty- test scores between peer-
ty correctional stitution, ages dents) had two tutors Jtutored: and teacher-in-
institytions, ages|12-17, n«38 who worked as finstruc- {structed groups,
15-17 tional delivery agents,
* Peer tutor to LD stu-
dent ratio was 1 tol
or 1l to2
? Ling, 1987 Exper imental, (chial studies ]6th graders 6th graders, t0 |30 min, |Independent |Tator/tutee pairs Tutored students scored
: Group (classmates of (major area of (17 days s tudy worked in resougce sigoificantly higher
. tutees) above & |disability was room 8cating IW text- |on class examination
i grade level , |reading) book and learning the [than control group,
’ : ne20 answers to 60 social :
’ N studies Questions. 1
Lamport, 1982 [Experimental, Reading 6th ?raders. Elementary 30 min., [Control Pr'e- and’ posl-lnealnht Tutors achieved significat-
Group reading disabled, |[school students |3 days group atten-|measures were taken on |1y higher scores in phone-
~ ) o ne24 in remedial per week,|ded remedia)]auditory vocabulary, tics analysis skills and
R ’ ¢ reading or LD 8 weeks reading phonetic analysis morg. positive reactions to-
class cless skills, reading compre-Jward school than control
% - ) hension, classroom dis-|Ss. Tutees achieved higher
o - ¥ turbance behaviors, scores in auditory vocabu-
& withdrawm-inattentive |lary and more positive re-
. behaviors and reactionsactions to schoo) than
_ toward school " students in thelr control
' . : groups,
Landoun and [Pre-post Reading - high school stu- [4th, 5th, and 2 hours |None '_ I;t)rs were paid to Tutors galnéd 8.) months in
Martan, 1970 dents with reading{Gth graders, per day, work with tutees duringjreading. Tutees gained 4.7
‘A scores 2 years or |reading disabled|6 weeks summer school months, =
‘ more below grade | P ]
placement, drop- N ,
outs or excessive s " - # )
dbsenteeism, lpw .
iy - family income, o=
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Lane, Pollack,|Pre-post Reading 8th and 9th gra- |3rd and 4th 2 days None Pre- and posttest Tutors gained 19 months and
and Sher, 197/ - ders with "mal- grade patients <{per week, scores of Metropolitan {tutees f‘ months on reading

adaptive behavior*|at community 1 months Achievement Test were [scores. Teacher ratings of
according to the [health center, analyzed 4 tutdr behavior improved.
Burk's Behasior referred for Reported changes included .
Rating Scale, n*8 |learning or be- greater motivation to
havior problems, achieve in class, less hos-
~ n-8 tility toward authority fi-
gures, exhibition of more
mature and goal-oriented
. behavior, fewer antisocia)
- \ acts fn school,
Mc(rachen, Experimental, Reading Secondary level, |Secondary level Oaily, Teacher-1n- |Tutees were tutored (1) There was no significapt
9 Group nonhandicapped, in specia) edu- 112 weeks [structed daily either by tea- difference between teacher-
n=15 . cation resource cher or peer tutors, taught and peer-tytored
. program, n=5] with half of the Ss graups on word recognition
using data-based in- or reading comprehension
. struction which involv-|scores.
N ed datly self-charting |(2) Students taught by tea-
! of progress (Subjects [chers using data-based ins-
- were assigned to treat-{truction scored higher ({_n
ment conditions based |[word recognition than s u-
on intact predetermined|dents not using data-base
. groups), S were pre- [instruction taught by peers
Y and post-tested on the Jor teachers. .
- Slosson Oral Reading (3) There were no signifi-
Test and a teacher -made[cant differences betweén
' r.omprghension test reading comprehension scores
1 . . of students taught using
. > data-based instruction and
L students Laught not using
. 9 , ) data-based finstruction,
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Mellberg, 19811 xperimental, Reading, arith- fconomically dis- Clementary age |7 weeks INo ‘treatment]Pre- and postiest Academic achievement was .
’ Group metic advantaged adoles- control scores of Wide-Range significantly greater for .
. cents, one sub- . oo Achidvement Jest (Rea- [tutors -than control group. » .
group was handi- ; didg kKM lon and  |There were ng significant o
capped (LD and Ari tggbubtests)  |differences between: handi- o
) § " |were analyled capped and nonhandicapped
) : tutors. Tutees uught.'lz N s e
Y handicapped tutor did DAL O
i EL differ significantly %f
N 1 N . demic achievement from .:7*'}(, 8
- tees tayght by nonhands '_\,,“
I 158 toed (LeRFs, Apparent 1y, ¥ 7N
“|tees had significantiy A
' ' greater achjevement than =17 @i bf \ ;
‘ : non-tutored controls, (A" ,“J,J_l,'bﬂ".':“.r“",.& ®
. : . thor dges not make this, . ,';';,-‘,?‘}5:0.9,:*}_ ‘b‘,"ﬁ
I ) clear.) RS 5 .“,.,,
Price and Pre-post (anec- [English as a LD students Non-English 30 min./ |None Tutors used Wiiisman AMter several months of tu- %
Dequine dotal) second )anguage speaking dﬂ' : Language Tutor Program Jtorin + the tutees started
. - Students ' to teach non-English spcaﬁ?ng some English. Tu-
. - . speaking students tors reportedly gained
, self-esteem.
. Sindelar, 1982 Experimental, Reading + jElementary 2nd, Ird, L ath 20 15-min|Students Subjects were pretested{The H/T tutorigl ‘group
N Group students - graders In |, lsessions Jreceivin and posttested on non- [performed significantly
)] : [ ‘ resource program hypothesis/ {standardired measures better than the WR
0o for reading “ [test of MR, OR fluency, and |tutorial group on the
instruction |clore comprehension cloze comprehens ion
‘ : from peer and comprehension as  [measure. Al) oWfer ) .
AR tutors were {measured by the para- fcomparisons yielded aon- & ' .
' compared graph meaning subtest significant results, . - .o
- ) with groups [of the Stanford Thus, the tutored H/T . R, J .
receiving: |Achievement Tept, children scored at . - SR
- (1) ora) - © 7 |Yeast as well as, though: :
. : reading (OR) . not better than, the N . <
practice children receiving H/T . -
from tutors small group fnstruction. oo <
. . {(2) word . . .
. recognition Co )
. training . S .
from tutors | AP N
(3) hypo- e - o .
. Lhesis/test » : - R N
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)
Sygh, 1982 Exper iment al Math 11th and 12th 9th13“ml 10th 15 min. No treatment|Pre- and posttest Tutees made significant
Group graders, LD graders, LD per day, |control scores of California gaips on both subtests -
{(Tutors and tutees . 4 days Achtevement Test over non-tutored LD
combined: n=100) per week, (math computation and |{students. Tutors made
. 9 weeks math concepts/applica- {significant gains on
N " , tions subtests were concepty/applications
analyzed for tutors subtest over non-tutored
and tutees) LD students.
Swenson, 1975 | Experimental , Arithmet ic Group 1: “Slow “Slow learn'lnq" 6 weeks [No treatment|4th grade subjects were{No significant differences
Group . “|learning* 4th Ird grade hoys » control randomly assigned to were found between
grade boys inte- group 1, group 2, or experimental and contro)
grated in regular ' control group. Pre-, [groups.
classrooms. mid-, and posttest ,
n=24 {measures on sociometric
Group 2: High S arning* v status, self esteem, -
achieving 4th qt e boys |. and arithmetic achieve-
- grade boys, in regular ment were taken for
ne24 ~| classrooms, each subject.
Weiner, Pre-post Not specified 4th and 5th 2nd graders with|]l day per|None Three undergr aduate Anecdotal fmprovements
Goldman, Lev, |(necdotal) ’ graders, n=6, specific week, : students supervised in behavior, self
Yoledano, and 4 had learning learning pro- 4 to 6 the tutoring sessions. {concept, and grades
Rosner, 1924 and behavior blems but with {weebs of tutors were reported.
problems no severe
behavior pro-
blems, n=6
— e L - v .
Wilhs, Pre-post Reading Normal mgrade 4th grade LD, 30 min. |None Six students tutored |[Bolh groups made academic
Morrery, and n+8 daily, each other under super-{gains greater than
trawter, 1972 15 weeks visiop of an ¢lder expected.
- student, Four students
Y were tutored indivi-
dually by an older
o~ -~ student. '
hoivgert, 198 |Experimental, Readina High school tlementary ?5 min. [No treatmenl[Pre- and posttest There were no significant
Growp ¢ students school students {daily, control scores of E-B Beginning]differences on WRAMT.
: . - in self- 10 weeks : Reading Placement Test [Tutees made significantly
] contained class- and Woodcock Reading greater gains than
rooms and Mastery Test were controls on €-8BRPT,
-L‘ reseurce rooms, analyred fof tutees Tutees mastered at
‘) and control grouvp, least 84X of all skillg
5 utor,
s S R IR R S Latght by tuto
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Dear Dr'. Newcomeg:, ' _ - .
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Please consider the enclosed menuscript, "lJtoring
v - _ Interventions with Learning Qisabled Studenta: - . _ . N
ACritical Review,” for publication in your journal. ‘ |
-Four coplei of the,manuscript are duly enclosed. ‘
.1f you have any questions, please feel fltee to call
me. Thank .you. .g

B
: »
.Sincerely,

- _ Thomas E. Scruggs, Ph.D.
Research/Evaluation Specialist

JES:ﬁﬁt ’ - . A Coe * A

)
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@ THEEWANDUECOMBINATIONS

L | v - :
{' ‘.~

!, | _
' 'LESSON 1 , | ] .
I A . . Stepl =

v L] : ’ '
'# When the tetters "ew" or "ue" are together in a word, the ysually have .
. - the "00" sound as in "boot"., For example: : - .
‘ ' -glue stew . e ’
{ f ' ' "o o
. , ) ‘ \ »
. s - ~

- But sometimes "ew" and "ue" have the "oo" sound as in "cue" and "few". . . .
,'| There is no rule to-help you to-know which sound to say. The only way . ,

v+ to learn these words is through practice and memorization. ; A
] | /

: | : : -

| he r~ - ‘Step 2
| | : . i
.' oo \ few ° nephew threw - new true

¥ ’ ~ cué - glue chew grew © View .

o, B , o - . l. . . .
' ‘ “blue statue flue - | jewel drew
! e : . K
L flew  sue hue blew strewn
~ kney . pew renew due mew
o stew clue  unglue  crew - - strew \

-

\
e
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-~
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- s -
:

R mssonz |

.

v
-
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Do . Stepl

N
s
i

‘Dr. . cherefore allr_eady"
% scissors schedule - /' wound 7
.g:uarantce. . use : o . definitely -

h a3 | gauze . min

| N
o .Sup2
wonder - ' .said ' t.hrough
necessary might really k
shrick "some . medicine
; could v " read ing ‘
j . y ' fxnger o
| again- -, . .only : - ome | . <
. * : ’ S . |
Step3 &
. : > ¢

The Adventur.es of Howard and Lois _

Part3 ' _
A | would like to 'sbeck with Dr, Drew, * said Dod Dad waited for

@ minute ond then.said, “Dr. Drew, this is Mr. Stewart. My litfle girl,

Lois, was bmen on the hnger by a molse a “fow minutes ago. We
wondered if,you thought it necessary o bring her in?". - - "
“Did the mousp chew ot her fmger"" Dr, Drew csked.

" "No; we can only see one looth mark,” replied ng

v

- e ol , : B, wi ¥
. . .
: ~
. .
- - - . - - - . N »
. . )
) 3
.
»

s it blue'zround the nite?" Or.Crew cged.




S TS & mEm,

S . “4“
- - . II| . iI a

'BEST COPY AVAILABLE.

C . .
“Alittle,’ said Dad.’ o - . | ¢«
- “You better bri‘ngher to my office and let me look at it,” the:
 doctor told Dad. o | e
- ""You réolly thin[ itis necessary?”’ asked Dod ‘
_ ' “Well she definitely needs a tetanus shot 1herefore, | mnght as
welltokeolook at it,” said Dr. Drew. L ' : .
"Thonks, Dr. Drew. Can you - fit us mto your schedule? Good. .
Come on, Leis, The doctor would like to look otyourfmger

“I don! twont to go to the doctor,” shrieked Lois again. “’Please,
Doddy, don’t make me. go to the doctor Neose,‘ Mommy, | don’t
‘want to go to the doctor. | olreody feel better. Il stop crymg in

’
Y

a few minutes.’
- ""Lois, you hove to go. Come on.” ‘ ‘
. _ At the _dootor’s office, Lois wer';tg'nto a little room, and pretty
~soon Dr. Drew came in 1o take a look. He squeezed the bite: very’
hard to make it.bleed and then scrubbed it with soap and woter.' He
put some médici'né oo the Qoqlnd that smelled like glue and covered.
it with gauze. Then he took some scissors and cut some tape.fo’ hold
-~ the gauzein ploce
Lois said, “‘Peeuuu, that medicine smells like glue
“’Don’t worry about the smell; there are few. medncnnes for bites
as good & this one,” said Dr. Drew o
“My nurse, Sue, will glve you a shot to make.sure you don’t’
get sick from the bite. | think the mouse had a good reason !o bite
you. If | were a mouse;’d try to bite you, too. Never play with wild
animals. again, will you Lois? They couid hurt you very badly. You
- ‘were I'ocky this time. It won't take long, and | guarantee’ yoU will be
. s good as new. You'll be ready to use that finger again in less
than a,week;” said Dr. Orew. -
“T.honks, Dr. Drew, for fixing my finger all better. I'll never play”

with wild animals again,”’ replied Lois. ,
~ . . A
\

”. v ; B . 'Step|4 ) . | * R v

1. Why did Mr.Stewart call Or. Drew? |
2. What guestions did Dr. Qrew ask Mr. Stewert? :
3. Tell me the story in your own words frem 'he sart when A,

‘Siewgrirelo Lois tne dector won:eg'gj ook et her finger.  *

I . T
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PEESEY L . . .
- -
N .

L T,

. - ~

.
~
-

.

g v
-

. .

Group 10

Group 11
Group iZ

Group 13

. Group 14

BEST €0

stime
meap
hold
coth
‘stamb

knith

Group 7 - gillet

writh

gry

ronkey

“For this group of words, read each word twice. First read the word using the most
common sound for y: then read it again using the other sound of y." ~

~ prady
smyfit
prim |
goiter |
look

" tHrew

PY AVAILABLE *

 REVJEW CHECK #6

N "
Partl

strilp vide thipe
fent weent fex

ming ~ sdold frold

cish _ ceth ricim

fub - slomb -'-fam.p

knas. - kam " knish
. gelit '. | strig ' sigim
wrish wras wust
glay ny smay
fey . mly. Wha.}'" |

. chingy  zinky

. hyfrum  myshin pvclop

nerk - fram furmp

broil - pound = ° I.lqin K

&
- broom moose  hoot
true . knew flew

" glue stew’

-

matrify . mengf ! prarhy- |

snypht . fystoc
nf _ stirker
shout ,' pouch

st'ood took

e
N
\
’ .
o ) .
shﬁ;e ‘milp S
voant " s;roan;p: - .
mald  vld l’
bracit- car.h- o
sli#tp- ‘-r.xar'nb o
knam ..koi :
mog illigim
wriﬁt _' : wx"\op . ¢
kx;a)'r | smy
thay ‘c'by
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. Common Word Segmenis

—

v -
. e . ' :
‘ + - UNITTEST:
S N
“ab ~ “able R II:'m: \ ack | ad
© ag age aid = il + ain
ake_ RN " all | : 'a,m ame .amp
| "' . and . ane ang ‘ank  ‘ -ant
|  ape~ ar ard-‘_' " ark’ arm
,‘ | ;rt ase ash  ast at
‘atc_ *ave . aw ay. aze
" each eak cal - cam' I ean
T et eck ed e eed
e;n _ | eep eet ~  eg | v ell
elt ) ::m en 3 end = ent
. | |
ess est . et ew . ib
ick . id . ider [ ife iff
ig  ike . ik ill im
- . ine .ing " ak ip - ipe
S ‘isa it itch © ite ive
- ment oad oan ob ockli‘.
oil ) oke old ole ~one
op ope ork : orn . ose
ost ot .oz | -‘oy,"" ub
cud ue \"uff', ug - ull
. \ ump .un unch | ung - unk
- . - 277 wx 296 u

EETEEA e

og "
ong -

0ss

uck

um

- unt

BEST COPY AVAILAR: ©-
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~ -
H

r .l | . < .
-' . YOUN 1s I o as well as most students 1in my Classes. |
_ Y, N - 2. In.school my teachers 90 t00 fast forme ~. 7 o~ -
i ' ., to understand them. e
| S My’ teachers give too much homework.
' YN 5T like to do homework. |
' _ '~Y N < 6. 1 llk.e my teac‘hers.: o ‘
Y N 8. My teachers misunderstand what I say
A Y. W9y teachers pay attention tome. - y
@ - Yo M 10, Schodl is a waste of time. |
l | Y- Nl School grades mean a lot to me,
'. YN | 12'.'-_/ Homework assignments are 0o diffituit. T
Y. N 14" Wy teachers pick onme.r - . /.
.—' _ Y N 16. Most books we Fead in school are for younger Deogle
Y N 17. Ienjoy reading. - . "
_' Y. N-° .18, I-like td,read magalines. | |
. Y N 19., I like to read comic books. - - ot
| Y N 200, 1 11ﬂ<e to reac the newspapér. - 7 ..
| ' -_Y Noo21. read only in schoo] . |
| ' . Y N | 23. 1 lme to read love storles . R
Y N T 24, T likeNto read adventure stories. o
l Y N- 2% 1 lik:*\b read sports' storles N
g ¥ N . 29 I.like to use the library, o
| ' | YN 34 ] bring boo:<s to class
B

e
5
L]




|
_—

1 _
L .

-
Y .36.
ll_«‘ YOLUN 38
YN e
! .Y N_'. ‘
e Y N 42,
Y IR 45
-‘ Y N 47,
2 I vN 59,
.Y . N 60.
] v v e
-. .Y N 63,
':|| Y N 65,
Y N *
.'l S
l\
1 ..

. 'MathematICS‘ls useful - '/‘

: -Scnool books are- too difficult to read

oo ] can answer auestions about what I reao\‘
.1 like to tell people- about what -1 read. '
.1 like to talk about TV orograms o o

‘ I ‘stay home from school when I can.
I get bored in- class.

My friends think readlng is a waste of/tlme
I enjoy readqng to younger klds

The DUbllC library is bor1n9

There are too many rules. at school

My frlends help me with school oroblems
Teachgrs will helo you wnen you need 1t
Other kids chk on me.

I am frlendly

I get ooor grades~

‘0

8

. The ﬁblks at'home ask e. about my reoort card.
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e .Diagnostic Tests -,
: 'PRETESTIQPKRT I: PRODUCING SOUNDS«

'Consonuni Sounds '
" Student Directions (read to the student): “When I point to a letter, tell me f(;t sound the
letter makes. For example, if [ point to theletter z, make the zz22z sound. If you don't know
.- the sound say. ‘l don't know.’ Don't worry if there arg some sounds ‘you don’ t know

f
- -\
hd “~

” n. - f S m, T
: N R -
g d horoo ke ox
N % Z W
¢ ﬂF"\ | T R 7 ‘
Short Vawols )

Student Directions (read to the student): “When I. point to a vowel you tel ne the short
sound of that vowel. If you don't know the sound the vowel makes, say. ‘I don't know.' Don't
worry if there are.some sounds you don’t know."” :

[
»
v A

a i u .e o |Z

~1

~ Digraphs and Combinotlons ; ' o
Student Directions (raad to the student): “When | point to ) the letters, you tell.me what sound
the letters make when they are together. If you don't know the sound, say, 'l don'tknow.’ L
Don't.worry if there arc some you don't know.” - ‘ . _ ;
|
|

|
|

th [sh.‘ ch - wh q’u.' ’“;




]
L]

¢

¢

know." C .
. b
. J . ,

. - .
[ 4 . ] -

- PRICEST | — PART2: ' BASICSIGUT WORDS  +

Student Directions (read to.the student): * When I point to a word, read the word out loud. If
you don’t know a word, say, 'l dén't know it. Dont worry if there aresome words’ you don't

®

Is  that ~ my
sad ~ to | are
| where there ' was
they -~ he ° have.

I - the~  you @~

this
were
~could

\
4

k ~ PRETEST2: DECODING

administration of Pretest 2 and procecd to Pretest 8.

)

*Gro up 1 «

. .

' ~N ) . -. .

Groz;pz |
- shink  nesh -’rhongfwhub*

B

Student Dircctions (read to the student): “The words on this page dre not rcal words; they are
what we call nonsense wotds. | want yo to'try to sound out these norsgnse words. Don’t worry
if there are words you can't read; just day, ‘1 can't read that onc.' and go on to the next one.™

fick G

‘3

f

Note: If thie student misses eight or inore of the nonsense word in any gxoup dnscouunuc -

If  heg jit ~wex dap vin 7




. - - .
' . v : . _
{ y': - N . - . . ‘ w' .
N ‘ ) - K 8 N
¢ 4 ’ 4 .

Group 3 |
9

~

W

slef

stath brum  clack  blun © 7

7 - _ . C
' Group 4. : - re . . B

. : .
R Y . /

o - ’ﬂ IR S g
“chast il Zst  melp - bint |
g Group,s"' ‘

Cn;qu' .
‘1.

oranlemming ¢ whumfan fladstil
Plonslam  -clunshet - mokling

i

- llllll‘)l-‘lll l-l -!"-'1ll'|ll.lll°’ll s s 1-, —_— I!Eg?ll;

286

304
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Note: I[ the studlent is six years of.age, administer Pretest 3 at the second meeting with hiny,

| PRETEST3:" ADDITIONAL SIGIIT WORDS -

! T~

. \ , . . ] . ’ . n - i
tudent Directions (read to the g,tudvnt): ‘“When Lpoint to a word, read the word outdoud. -,

For example, if [ point to this word (pofnt to be), you say, be.’ If you don't know a yord, say,

. away

Y

does /
.-' . .ﬁ

four

easy (

our

“among

sho

“Ldon't knowit," Don’t worry if there are some words yoy don't know.”

*

be

-

of

e

[
!
! b

. ]

¢

blue

down

funny' .;__
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a

[

Sowalk
after
’” ' .
been
~ clean

eight
keep

new

- pouf

- round

soon

K
- g
£
2

- grow }

made
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LY 3 .
i

'\Ne

._Ogom.-'

 bekxe
CQKY

every

gave-

hold
kind

make - .

off
over \
ride

their

 PRETESIS—ADDITIONAL SIGHT WORDS (Coptinued) -
¢ . . oo

- both

whal”

always
N B

“done .

‘ -

~ “oshall

al
those .
~hurt
© know
Mciny
old ;
Mo,

OWNe

P
these

kS



) u . -
. r § _ :
. P |
-‘l-" .. N .
F- ! - .
L] Fl . 3

_L
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ww
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Upon

worle

et 2

-

- while

word.

- name

seven

" knew

L

~another

R

differe.ﬁ'l'

N might

. picture ..

begun

" PRETLST $—ADDITIONAL SIGIT WCRDS (Continued)
.',:. ’ ;... . S ., ( " ] .

“w

! U\S@ - o | an‘n

would- yellow

people ikrough |
beTWeen .
1houghf

ame
"secomd\

either

... dmost

¢ A -
change  Wecome -

) >

. { .

_ L
IN _’ -

. 288
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 DIAGNOSTIC TEST 2: BASIC SIGHT HORDS.

<

this |
there
busy .

. e N
- - five

" day
 his*
v - NOW

Ve

." . Say |

4
e

clean '

- first
" hurt
mey
over
slesp
Y warm
put -
-might

- story o
L, nuther

(

.-befor§‘° '

Is
Was

anay |

fly

of -
how

~hce
“she

your

.both
. cold
.. found

keep
much

own

same
wash

people |
thougnt

-~

sure
namne.

Is
. were

be
- for

»

goed
in;gL,

our

O
about

brown-

dore

) full.

... kind

“myself

please
soon

why

through‘
enough

| _knew |

308
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e . v

| 't')ranlenm'lng | muﬁrang

" DIAGNOSTIC. TEST 3: (DECODING

fladstill

‘ plonslan_ jﬁ s

 drezauit  cllnshetted  crererib . yakling

_'thc-zxcono . blenthink - _t'radstiil |

. DIAGISTIC TEST &

e

A _{
Grobp 1 *.nid

Grow 2 *  pref <
Grow 3-  jold

JGrow4 s

Gop 5 . stum

~ thexorum

PHONETIC KIuS ® -

‘-o

- jute
“meash

soth

6 T Kot .
D |
- Grow 7 ‘bidger

. Grow

Grow 8 - wakket
c ) 0 ‘

Grow 9 bly

Grow 10 . tabby

fronky




. DIAGNOSTIC TEST 5: MODIFIED VOWELS &

| BN

- furt

clgivm {

- o -

doon 7
!/ _

chew "

-

J1oo3T teration

’darm'

couch

hoof

hue

S bleld
farge N

mork
count
stool

v

flew

. krought
shantive

L, -7 - DIAGNOSTIC TEST 6: WORD SEGENTS

ler

4 SPoil_

mim

dow -

) . \ . ' ‘ .

_hoot

Cue =

)

boost .

-

S0 . bould
A \.\\ . :

"\

o Udoubtedly

. motheratical
‘ _

cogratulate

- ) o ) B ’ . J .
- . . . , ~ s
v 1 . 1 i
) . o g - I .
1 .- .
4 . !
f ’ i . ) - .
N e ‘ :
s, . - : :

Tas

. sild

- :'"pufbernlckel'

- _nevertheless

_s;’m‘:licl‘ty

201

. 4

B

- ( - daste

k4

L " DIAGNOSTIC TEST 7: MULTIPLE-SYLLABLE WORDS

. - Instructional.

exceedingly

1]

sutgtroa'ic'al'

L}




field

Part 1
| ' adventures

J

. " other -
& board:
~ blood
. ned ther
science.
bear
- medicine
- . cae

- we'll
~ child _
orilliant .

chotolate"-

basis -

LEE

" DJBNSTIC'TEST 8:: SIGHT WORDS:

ago .-
| ﬁkeék:.
heart
toward
'_fufnlture' :
 instead
- phone .
ourselves'. (

dhead

astronaut

- breath -

curiosity

conscious. -

- magazine.
notice
marriage ..
against
"~ ansver
- .Detone
- cause’
again
~don't

¥

~ heaven

~ imagine
ligble "y
sufficient

. Wnited .

. tournament - -
loose
2" ve
isn't ¢

'
e
WasSh

] '\-

thieves
these
unit. -

'- ééograahy

quide

- fﬂ?esistiblej

museun -
he’ll
they’ve

i
&

dgesn't .

L BN
L}
\
4
L]
P
-
-~




" ! \. ‘ - . M‘
| DIAGNOSTIC TEST 10 READING RATE R --

Ike vies Sick of sittlng around the house He had been watching T. v R ‘..

all day. He was sick of watchlng T, V 1here JUSt wasn't anything fun te

viatch. Ike asked his mother Af he could go over to Mr, Blake S field and

fly his kite. "His mother: asked, “How far is it Ike ahswered, _"Nine PR
blocks " "Yes, you may go If you are home by dinner time,” she. sa1d "-' ! S

203 '/.’_"E"‘ S °‘

- Ike ran out of, the house: as fast as he could run and JUTDEO on hlS btke. Ll

| - When Ingt o the first. stoplignt, he SaW hlsjfrlend, ZTeke; commg
| out of the drug store | : S
! _
}.‘ - 3 . _ /.
l - . % , ) A_J ] )

’

' ¢ .'L\_.‘
i ] S
1 l R o
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2.

-

3.

E? you think your students benefited from this project?

.app11ed f" spec1a] education? ot .

x?Tgacher Sufvey
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‘Do you think tutoring is a\good-idénl}nﬁsbecfal_eddcation?
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Do you think tutoring could help imbrove social skills? . . -',
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tutoring cou]d be helpful?

Can you think of anywﬁthen\app]ications (beside§\:eading) fof.whiéh"
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Do you think the materials we employed were appropriate?’
- a0 o

~

A )

. Can you think -of any 11nﬁtat10ns of tutoring 1ntervent1ons*§i\\ -
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