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PURPOSE

The purpose of this study was to investigate short-term
and long-term effects of a cognitive education program on
school-related behaviors of mildly retarded, emotionally
handicapped, and learning disabled students. Although the
original project was written for a five year period, it was
funded for 27 months. As a result of the 27 month grant
period, this final report will present short term effects for
the two years of the project. The effects of a specific
cognitive education program, Instrumental Enrichment
developed by Reuven Feuerstein (1979), were measured.
Students participated in the IE Program during middle school
(seventh and eighth grades). IE Program effects on cognitive
functioning and school/class behavior during and immediately
following participation and its effects on school adjustment
during the first two years of high school (ninth and tenth

grade) were determined.

Significance and Rationale

Instrumental Enrichment

Description of Instrumental Enrichment. Instrumental

Enrichment (IE) is a content-free curriculum, designed to
correct deficient cognitive functions of "retarded school
performers" by providing them the prereguisites for learning.
It is intended as an intervention which elicits and helps to

organize thought processes for (and with) the older

elementary school child and adolescent in, primarily, a group




setting. It is stvongly anchored in a belief in cognitive
modifiability -- i.e., the human organism is an open system,
capable of change throughout the life span. IE assumes that
failure to learn is not due to lack of innate ability, but
rather to lack of sufficient experiences in fundamental,
specifically defined thinking skills.

There are six subgoals which guide the construction of
the exercises used and the applicacion of the program. These
include: (a) the correction of the deficient cognitive
functions; (b) the acquisition of the basic concepts, labels,
operations and relationships needed for mastery of cognitive
tasks; (c) the production of intrimnsic motivation through
formation of appropriate habits; (d) the production of
reflective, insightful, and introspective processes in the
disadvantaged individual; (e) the creation of task-intrinsic
motivation -- i.e., the enjoyment of a task for its own
meaning as well as its social meaning; and (£f) the
development of attitudes in the learner which result in self-
perception of self as a possible generator of information in
addition to a user of information.

The “"instruments” of the Instrumental Enrichment program
consist of units, a series of paper and pencil tasks, each
unit emphasiging a particular cognitive function. Each
instrument, however, deals with a number of cognitive
deficiencies and is aimed at contributing to all of the
subgoals. The 500-plus pages of paper-and-pencil exercises
are divided into fifteen "instruments" or units, fourteen of

which are used regularly in the program. The curriculum
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provides sufficient materials for a one hour session, three

to five days a week, over a two to three year period.

The IE curriculum was chosen as an intervention to be
studied for several reasons: (1) its assumption of cognitive
modifiability; (2) its content-free curriculum which allows
for application of the learning strategies to content areas;
(3) its appropriateness for the age of the target population;
{4) its delivery design which allows for improving the
cognitive functioning of students identified as slow
learners, educable mentally retarded, emotionally

handicapped, and learning disabled.

Research Design:

To assess short-term effects of the IE intervention, a
pre-test/post-test design was utilized. All students
participating in the IE Program and those not participating
were administered two instruments to assess cognitive
functioning at the beginning of their first year of IE
Program participation. Seventh grade students were
admini.tered .he same instruments at the end of their second
year of participation. Eighth grade students were
administered the same instruments at the end of their one
year of participation. To assess school behavior, three non-
Project teachers of each subject (during the previous school
year) rated student behaviors at the beginning of the first
year of program implementation. Seventh grade subjects were
rated by three non-Project teachers at the end of the second

year of program implementation. Eighth grade subjects were

rated by three non-Project teachers at the end of the one
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year of participation: ANOVA was utilized for the analysis

of the data.

Hypotheses. The hypotheses for short-term effects are

the following:

1. 1IE participants show improvement in ccgnitive
functioning while non-IE students show no improvement.

2. 1IE participants show improved class/school behavior
while non-IE participants do not.

3. Two year subjects show greater improvement on both
cognitive functioning and behavior than one year students.

4, EMH students improve more than the other two groups
in both cognitive functioning and behavior.

5. Subjects in consultation and part-time placements
across all categories make more progress in both cognitive

functioning and behavior than do full time subjects.
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Evaluation of Instrumental Enrichment Program

The Instrumental Enrichment (IE) program was implemented in
the 1984-85 academic school year in selected schools of the Wake
County Public School System _(WCPSS). Seventh and eighth
grade students receiving instruction in a special education class
for one or more academic subjects participated in the evaluation
of the effectiveness of the Instrumental Enrichment program.
Students were randomly assigned to either a treatment or control
condition. The treatment condition provided students with IE
training in addition to instruction in other academic and sup-
porting classes while students in the control condition received
instruction according to a normal special education class
schedule.

The evaluation study design provided for the collection of
several types of baseline data including intellectual aptitude
measures, behavioral ratings, course grades, and demographic
variables from each student participating in the study. At the
end of the first year, data collection involved the retesting of
participating eighth grade students with one of the intellectual
aptitude measures and the collection of end of year course
grades. This purpose of this report is to provide a description
of the students participating in the study using the baseline
data and to also assess the effect of the first year of Instru-
mental Enrichment training on eighth grade student intellectual
and school performance.

Data was available for a total of 324 students, 181 seventh
graders and 143 eighth graders. Students were randomly assigned

to IE treatment and control conditions within participating
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schools. The numbers of students within each area of exception-
ality for the two grades by treatment condition are listed below
in Table 1.

Table 1 - Frequency of Exceptionality by Treatment Condition

Grade 7 Exceptionality

EH EMH LD

n 7 n % n 2 Total
Coatrol 6 8.4 5 7.0 60 84.5 71
Treatment 8 7.3 19 17.3 83 75.4 110
Total 14 7.7 24 13.3 143 79.0 181

Grade 8 Exceptionality

EH EMH LD

n % n % n $ Total
Control 4 7.1 20 35.7 32 57.1 56
Treatment 10 11.5 .25 28.7 52 59.8 87
Total 14 9.8 45 31.5 84 58.7 143

As can be noted, the largest group of special education
students participating in this evaluation research was catego-
rized as LD or learning disabled and the next largest group of
students were educable mentally handicapped (EMH) while the smal-
lest group at less than 10 percent was the Emotionally Handi-
capped (EH). A comparison of proportions of students with each
handicap within the two conditions at the two grade levels showed
roughly the same proportion of control and treatment subjects
within each exceptionality category thus providing evidence of
the effectiveness of the assignment procedure. A comparison of
condition by race showed roughly comparable percentages of blacks

in the control and treatment conditions with blacks comprising 51
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and 65 percents of the seventh and eighth grade samples, respec-
tively. An analysis of the sex of the subjects by grades
revealed males to outnumber females by about a 2:1 ratio and that
roughly the same proportions of male and female students existed
in the treatment and control conditions. The numbers of stu-
dents in each of the race and sex categorizations are summarizied

below in Table 2.

Table 2 ~ Frequency of Students in Conditions by Sex and Race

Grade 7 Grade 8
Sex Sex
Condition Female Male Total Female Male Total
n £ n ' n n 2 n ' n
Control 25 35.2 46 64.8 71 20 35.7 36 64.3 56
IE 33 30.0 77 70.0 110 31 35.6 56 64.4 87
Total 58- 32.0 123 68.0 181 51 35.7 92 64.3 143

Table 3 - Frequeancy of Student Exceptionality by Sex and Race

Grade 7
Sex Race

Except Female Male Total Black White Total

n % n 3 n n % n % n
EH 5 35.7 9 64.3 14 11 78.6 3 21.4 14
EMH 10 41.7 14 58.3 24 17 70.8 7 29.9 24
LD 43 30.1 100 69.9 143 65 45.8 77 54.2 142
Total 58 32.0 123 68.0 181 93 51.7 87 49.3 180
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Grade 8

Sex Race
Except Female Male Total Black White Total
n 3 n 3 n n 3 n b n
EH 3 21.4 11 78.6 14 8 57.1 6 42.9 14
EMH 26 57.8 19 42,2 45 37 82.2 8 17.8 45
LD 22 26.2 62 73.8 84 48 57.1 36 42.9 84
Total 51 35.7 92 64.3 139 93 65.0 50 35.0 143

Table 4 - Frequency of Students by Race and Sex for Grades 7 - 8

Grade 7 Grade 8
Sex Sex
Female Male Female Male
Race n 3 n 3 total n 3 n E Total
Black 29 31.2 64 68.8 93 37 39.8 56 60.2 93
White 28 32.2 59 67.8 87 14 28.0 36 72.0 50
Total 57 31.7 123 68.3 180 S 35.7 92 64.3 143

While the random assignment of students to conditions
resulted in a balance of educational exceptionality within treat-
ments, such was not the case for the relationship of exception-
ality and the demographic variables of Sex and Race of the
students. As can be seen from Tables 3 and 4, males were more
frequently represented in each of the educational exceptionality
categories at the seventh grade level and for two of the educa-
tional exceptionality categories at the eighth grade level; the
EMH category had more females than males. An inspection of the
race by area of exceptionality categorizations for the two grade
levels revealed differential patterns of frequencies at the two
grade levels. At the seventh grade level, white students were
predominant in the LD category while blacks were relatively more

frequent ir the other educational exceptionality categories.




Blacks represented over half of students in the three educaticnal
exceptionality categories at the eighth grade level with a 4:3
ratio for beth EH and LD categories but a 5:1 ratio for EMH
students.

The data collection procedures for this study called {or the
collection of behavioral measures of students on a pre-basis with
teachers providing ratings of students to the 19 scales of the
Burks' Behavior Rating Scales form. These data were analyzed to
provide a descriptive basis for interpreting improvement demon-
strated by the students receiving the IE instruction. Of
particular interest were differences in ratings provided by the
teachers to students with different demographic characteristics
identified in this study. Analyses of variance were conducted on
the 19 scales using the treatment variable of IE versus control
condition and the demographic variables of educational exception-
ality, sex and race within grade level. Each scale value was
subjected to three different analyses.” The first only considered
treatment condition and school while the other two included
treatment condition and educational exceptionality along with
either sex or race as the third variable in a three way design.
Since differences among schools were likely anm artifact of the
adminstrative assignment of students needing special education
instruction, the scales associated with a significant school
effect will not be discussed in this report. However, the signi-
ficant effects associated with the treatment conéition and the
demographic classification variables of education exceptionality,
sex., and race are presented along with level means by grade in

Table 5. The entire summary listing of scale means by %the



design variables is provided in the Appendix of this report.
Table 5 - ANOVA Summary of Significant Burks' Scales
Grade 7
Exceptionality Effect Means
Measure F Value p< o EH EMH LD
Burk 11 4.21 .05
Burk 12 4.26 .05 12.28 7.75 8.99
Burk 15 5.36 .01 12.00 10.62 10.10
Burk 17 4.38 .05 12.00 8.09 8.12
Burk 18 5.80 .01 13.28 9.46 9.61
Sex Effect Means
Measure F Value pP< .o Female Male
Burk 7 13.59 .01 6.05 7.61
Burk 9 15.00 .01 9.91 13.05
Burk 10 6.33 .01 8.54 10.53
Burk 16 5.34 .05 6.61 8.33
Burk 17 11.66 .01 8.04 10.76
Burk 19 4.38 .05 10.60 12.87
Race Effect Means
Measure F Value p< o Black White
Burk 10 4.56 .05 10.64 9.10
Burk 11 9.38 .01 10.11 8.83
Burk 15 8.30 .01 9.30 7.42
Burk 17 9.76 .01 11.05 8.65
Burk 18 7.75 .01 8.94 7.15
Treatment * Race Effect Means
Measure F Value p< o B-IE B-C W-IE W-C
Burk 2 6.91 6.928.69 6.28
Grade 8
Treatment Condition Means
Measure F Value pP< o C IE
Burk 4 4.12 .05 7.60 8.63
Burk 13 9.33 .01 5.79 7.03
Burk 17 7.13 .01 8.45 10.56
6
13




Table 5 Continued

Grade 8
Sex Effect Means
Measure F Value P< o Female Male
Burk 7 4.68 .05 6.42 7.44
Burk 9 6.98 .01 11.16 13.66
Burk 10 11.26 .01 8.52 11.51
Burk 11 7.59 .01 7.30 9.84
Burk 17 8.20 .01 7.96 10.74
Burk 18 4.02 .05 7.20 9.06
Race Effect Means
Measure F Value p< o Black White
Burk 2 4.18 .05 6.67 7.79
Race * Sex Effect Means
Measure F Value p< o BF BM WF WM
Burk 4 6.19 .05 6.92 6.52 8.43 7.53

Major differences in significant effects for the seventh and
eighth grades were found for the Burks' Scales which are not
readily explainable. Both grades showed several Burks' scales
with significant differences in male and female means. However,
there were five scales with significant educational exception-
ality effects for the seventh grade students but none for the
eighth grade students. Also, five Burks' scales for the seventh
grade showed significant sex effects but only one Burks' scale
had a significant sex effect for the eighth grade. No seventh
grade differences in the Burks' scale means were found to be
statistically significant, however three scales were shown to
demonstrate statistically significant differences in IE and
control condition means for the eighth grade students. In spite

of the seeming inconsistencies between grade levels, the




differences found for classification variable level means were
usually consistent across scales and explainable.

Significant educational exceptionélity effects were obtained
for the seventh grade scores on the Burk Scale of Poor Impulse
Control (Burk 11), Poor Reality (Burk 12), Poor Anger Control
(Burk 15), Excessive Aggressiveness (Burk 17), and Excessive
Resistance (Burk 18). In all comparisons, the Emotionally Handi-
capped students were found to have had the higher means with the
other two groups showing essentially the same mean rating level.
It was not surprising to find that males were rated significantly
lower than females by their teachers on Coordina%*ion (Burk 7),
Academics (Burk 9), Sense of Persecution (Burk 16), Aggressive-
ness (Burk 17), and Social Conformity (Burk 19). The race clas-
sification variable means revealed the black students to have
been rated significantly poorer than whites on the behaviors of
Attention (Burk 10), Impulse Control (Burk 11), Anger Control
(Burk 15), Control of Aggression (Burk 17), gnd Resistance (Burk
18). The race by treatment interaction indicated that white
students assigned to receive the IE training were rated signifi-
cantly higher on the Anxiety scale than the other three race-sex
combinations.

There were fewer signficant Burk scale effects found for the
eighth grade students in comgirison to their youngez colleagues.
The eighth grade IE assigned stw.dents were rated to be signifi-
cantly more dependent (Burk 4), have less of a sense of identity
(Burk 13) and were more aggressive (Burk 17} than control stu-

dents. Since students were randomly assigned to either receive




the supplementary inst umental enrichment training or the normal
special education instructional prograux, it can be assumeld that
these are differences of chance variation. Indeed, an analysis
of the three scales showing significant differences does not
appear to provide a common pattern underlying the observed
differences.

The finding of sigrificant sex differences for the eighth
grade students is easier to understand since several oi the
differences parallel those noted for the seventh grade subjects
participating in the study. Males were found to have been rated
significantly more'likely to have a problem with the behavior
described in the Burks' scale by their teacher than were females
on six scales. These scales represented measures of a student's
Coordination (Burks' 7), Academics (Burks' 9), Attention (Burks'
10), Impulse Control (Burks' 1ll), Aggressiveness (Burks' 17), and
Resistance (Burks' 18). A significant race effect for eighth
grade students was found for only one scale in contrast to the
case for seventh grade where there were significant differences
on five of the 12 Burks' scales. The significant eighth grade
race effect was for Anxiety and resulted from the teachers rating
the white students as significantly more anxious than the black
students. The final significant Purks® scale effect was found
for the race by sex interaction for the fourth Burks' scala.
Black male students were rated to have less of a problem and
white female students more of a problem with dependency.

The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC IQ) was
administered to all study participants prior to the initiation of

the Instrumental Enrichment program. An analysis of variance of
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the WISC IQ scores classified by school and treatment condition
for seventh grade students revealed a significant school effect,
F(9,160)=2.37, p<.05, as well as a significant condition*school
effect, F(9,160)=2.26, p<.05. At the eighth grade level, only
t.le condition X school effect was significant, F(9,125)=2.09,
p<.05- Parental Socio-Economic status measures were obtained and
subjiected to an analysis of variance t¢ evaluate the condition
anGg school effects at each grade level. Only the condition X
schovl effect was found to be marginally significant for the
fathers of the seventh grade students. Since some of these
fathers were absent from the home and thus would not have a great
effect on student learning, this result should not be considered
as particularly meaningful.

The final determination of the effectiveness of the IE
program will be based upon performance in academic achievement
gain shown by students who had received the IE training as com-
pared to student controls. The design of the evaluation study
provided for the testing of the students with the Peabody Pigture
Vocabulary Test (PPVT) upon entrance into the program and upon
graduation from the eighth grade. Thus, eighth grade students
would have both pre and post PPVT scores while seventh grade
students would only have the pre PPVT measure. Due to the fact
that the seventh and eighth grade students represented two
differe .t waves iﬁ the study, program effect analysis procedures
could only be used with the eighth grade data. Per formance
measures are summarized in the Appendix by level of condition and

classification variables,




Since students were randomly assigned to IE treatment and
control conditions, no significant differences would be expected
on PPVT scores for students in the two different conditions. In
contrast, there was an expectation that a significant difference
in means among schools participating in the study and students
classified by race would be found. Three separate analyses were
performed on the PPVT pre scores at both grade levels. The first
analysis of variance evaluated the effects of treatment condition
and school in a crossed design. The school variable indicated
significant differenc~s among school PPVT means existed, 7th
grade F(9,161)=2.28, p<.05 and 8th grade F(8,122)=2.27, p<.05.
The other two analyses included the treatment condition and
educational exceptionality factor with sex serving as the third
factor in the first analysis of variance and race as the third
factor in the second analysis of variance. Both of the these
analyses of variance indicated that eduational exceptionality was
a significant variable, F(2,128)=5.95 p<.0l1, with the EMH
" students scoring about 18 points below the EH and LD students.
The race factor was also significant, F(l, 128)=4.66, p<.05, with
the white students scoring 10 PPV1 3core points above the black
students. Parallel analyses run on the seventh grade data showed
only a significant educational exceptionality effect with EMH
students scoring 18 roints below the other two groups,
F(2,169)=7.43, p<.0l.

In view of the significant among school effecés and the sig-
nificant educational exceptionality and race effects, it was
decided to use difference scores to evaluate the affectiveness

of the first year of IE instruction on eighth grade students.




The same three basic analyses of variance were run on the PPVT
difference scores for eighth grade students with the finding of
no significant effects in any of the analyses. However, an
analysis of the mean difference of 4.86 in pre and post PPVT
scores for all eighth grade students participating in the IE
evaluation program was found to be statistically significant,
t(129)=4.16, p<.0l. These results indicate that the eighth grade
students whether in the IE treatment or control conditions gained
on the average at about the same rate. Thus, these preliminary
results do not provide support for the assumption underlying this
research project, namely that students receiving the experiences
provided by the Instrumental Enrichment program would perform
better than students receiving instruction of the normal special
education program. However, it must be recognized that the IE
program has only been in operation for one year and that full
year evaluation data was only available for eighth grade
participants.

Grade point averages (GPA) were obtained for eighth grade
students to provide another measure of impact of the IE brogram
on special education students. Final grade point averages for
the 1983-84 and 1984-85 academic years provided a basis for
determining pre study comparability of student school achieve-
ment prior to the initiation of the IE program and after one year
of program implementation. The same analyses were performed on
the pre and post GPA measures as were performed on the PPVT test
scores. None of the analyses indicated a basis for concluding

the IE program treatment was related to an improved grade point




aéerage for eighth grade students receiving IE training as com-
pared.to eighth grade control students following the normal
special education program. The treatment group by school analy-
sis on the pre and post GPA measures showed a significant school
effect with differences in school mean GPA's. Subsequent analyses
on the treatment group by exceptionality by race and by sex
showed no significant differences on the pre GPA measures with an
overall weighted value of 2.68 for all eighth grade students.
The analysis 6f the post IE program GXPA measures using the treat-
ment group by exceptionality by race and by sex designs chowed a
significant exceptionality effect with EH GPA mean of 2.68 and
EMH mean of 2.75 substantially below the LD mean of 3.00. This
finding is rather surprisiﬁg in view of the nonsignificant excep~-
tionality effect observed for the pre GPA measures. The diffe-
rence in pre and post weighted GPA measures indicated the study
participants overall showed a statistically significant improve-
ment of 0.20 in GPA units, t(99)=3.02, p<.0l.

One final analysis was run using the PPVT difference score
as the dependent variable in a multiple regression model with the
Bu;k, WISC IQ score, Sex, Race, and Parental SES as imput varia-
bles while controlling for the different schouls participating in
the study. The regression analysis indicated that none of the
study measures were significan£ predictors of PPVT difference
scores and that the school blocking variabis was the only signi-
ficant variable in the model.

In summary, the analysis of data collected at the beginning
of the first year of the IE project in thz Wake County Public

School System revealed significant differences between schools on




the performance measures of PPVT and WISC for both seventh and
eighth grade students and on the grade point average measure for
eighth grade students. The PPVT measure analysis also showed
other significant classification variables such as Educational
Excentionality and Race with the poorest performance shown by the

EM' and Black students, respectively. The end of the first year

of program operation indicated a significant effect for eighthv/

grade student Exceptionality GPA with the LD students earning
higher GPA's in comparison to the other two categories of special
eduation students. Also, there was a significant gain of 0.20 on
the weighted GPA measure for eighth grade students participating
in the study. 1In view of the significan£ relationships between
" the study design classification variables and PPVT pre study
performance, it was decided to use the difference scores for the
eigyhth grade students who were the only students to be tested at

the end of the first year of program operation. The analysis of

the PPVT difference scores showed no significant effects for any”

of the variables considered in the study although a test of the
PPV. test score gain was significant. Thus, it was not possible
to demonstrate thaf é éignificant effect resulted from the
IE training. Aéditionai analyses were performéd on other varia-
bles collected prior to the initiation of the IE project.
Included were the Burks' Behavior scale ratings provided by
teachers, family SES measures, and the WISC IQ measure. Signifi-
cant e.fects were found for several classification variables when
analyses were per%ormed on the teacher ratings obtained from the

Burks' Scales which were, for the most part, explainable while
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the only significant effects on the pre SES and IQ measures were
related to the school or school X condition combinations. The
pre measures were then used in a regression analysis to sce if
they could provide some help in explaining eighth grade student
PPVT gains. The result of the regression analysis was disap-
pointing when the only significant effect was found to be the

classification variable of school attended.
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APPENDIX A
Summary Statistics for Study Measures

by Levels of Treatment Condition

Within Grade Level
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VAP [4ZLE m mEAN ERIRHIE L
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SorKl =3 5 FZ113z03 = 23270
FUNAZ Iz S F2452830 n Z19E2%:
IURKT sz B &U277358 s .21333
IoRaAd oz T &23773SS = 235361
ZofK3 iz 12 054339&S TOZ43050
S.Rtg 3 &. 22301e87 1OEH4%33
QiEE7 33 5 S24505e: = =i337%
Fiirwg 32 13 GP433562 2 113834
R 33 13. 0935339462 3 TRZa5g
SURPLD S3 10, 2703554604 3 353349
ZUEaly 3 8 339&2264 R L RN
IUsk12 3 10 193467929 S LLPAT12E
SURR1Z 33 3 75245283 1 433a%31Y
2Rk14 232 7. 24337623 311381031+
SURKLD 3 7. 847055490 3 ARYRIVT
SURK1A =3 b 77353491% o SEFQAZOd
gk 7 3 g £3538301% 3, t3737804
BoRA 18 =2 7. 75471498 3 odsiaETo
EURRKI? 33 11 413507434 4 =33:1&240
PREPEVT 53 104, 58579245 7 24010511
POSTFPYT 59 112, 20408143 ¥ 34TTI150
PPVTDIFF 43 S. 125C02C0 e 3342156197
wISCIG Ss 82, 232143288 1 SEV313%0

m—-===—=cee-——e GRADE=8  GROUPSE ==-mm=n=—mmcmeem

BURK1 87 7. 22988506 2 731270802
5URK2 7 7. 137923103 3. ¥5828910
5URK3 87 9 47125437 3. 78352907
BURKE a7 8. 62218391 321853513
JURKS 37 14. 18390305 . 53500957
BURS 37 6. 54367816 3 €3797s72
BURKZ 87 7. 37931034 3. 80455303
ZURKS a7 13. 31375310 5. 37133332
FURKO 37 12. 56321839 5! QO2G5d50
BURK 10 37 10. 41379310 3. 83780352
BURKI1 37 9. 29835057 5. 13016320
BURK12 37 10. 97701139 3 23924252
200K 87 7. 074482376 S 838247433
ZIRK1L 87 10 £4022959 3. 11573259
BORK1S 87 8. 85557471 343277062
GURKLA a7 7' 53620690 3 35347759
3URK17 37 10. 56321839 5. 311681523
BURK19 37 8. 78160920 2 375670556
EURK1S 37 12, 556321839 T 02934239
PREPAUT 87  193. 15091954 13, 5590873,
FOSTEPVT €2 108. 17073171 19" 51096959
FPYTDIFF g2 4. 07317073 12, 22303937
wISCIQ 87 79. 0639655% 13 7£523065
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VAR IABLE Y ME AL STANDARD
SEVIATION

mmmmmemmewm—e OPADEST  EXCEPTEEH == emmrm e e
SURK 1 14 § 20080600 3 7e215977
BURKD i3 7. 54535714 3 53313539
FURK3 13 % 32857143 5 3355545+
GURKS id 7. 78571433 ;23536810
BURRS 14 14] 35714286 5 03233343
BURKG 14 6 071312357 3 233530:4
SURK7 14 7. 42857143 3. 15331995
BURKS 14 12 78571429 3. 83880352
BURKY 14 1114385714 S 23728533
ZUBK10 14 1207132857 5 31065713
SURRE 14 12 23571359 % 72462333
BORK1D 12 1309609960 3 H2z3Zhe
BURK13 14 7. 35714285 3 49855731
EURK13 14 1257142857 5. 59483571
EURK1S 14 12.50060000 5. 33649325
BURK1 & 14 9. 2,714285 S 15174534
BURK17 14 1333571429 5 2a8e080w
BURK13 14  11.32857143 Z 93349373
BLRK19 14 15 35714395 3 16753455
FEEPPVT 18 1Gh. 35714286 15 65734733
2CSTPPVT 0 .
PRYTDIFF d . .
WIF2IQ 13 &5. 30769231 3 73297330
------------- CRADES7  EXCEPT=EMH —wm=—mmmmmmmee
BUAK1 24 6. 70823333 2. 98516383
GURK2 24 7. 20833333 3. 34333553
BURK3 34 9. 55000000 3162456165
BURKS 24 9. 12560009 4’ 21500241
BURKS 24 13 70833353 5. 55601504
BURK& 24 5. 45823333 2. 16652731
BURK? 34 7. 12500000 3. 38313823
BURKS 24 1304165567 5 55345455
BURKS 24 1341666667 5. 30791561
BURK1O 24 5. 65666667 532100144
BURK11 34 7. 75000000 3. 50259311
EURK12 24 10. 52500000 3 13355725
BURK13 24 6 29164667 1 52332719
AIRK1 3 24 9. 66265567 i 17799814
BURKIS 24 8. 041486567 3. 62274455
BURK1& 24 7. 53333333 3 54305621
BURK17 z 9. 45833333 s 5155235]
BURK18 24 8. 16555567 3. 33965847
BURK1S 34 11.041565667 S 21718042
FREPPYT 24 9208332333  1i. 15840623
FOSTPPVT 0 .
BEYTDIFF 0 . .
WISCIG 24 49 £25C0000 7 73925835
-------------- CRADE=7  EXCEPT=LD —m—mmwmrom e o
BURK] 143 6. 96503497 Z 34929535
BURKD 143 7. 35663324 3. 30472373
5URK3 i43 8. 73426573 2 51445917
BURK S 143 8. 21678353 3.3145977¢
SURKS i3 12.§3916084 . £78691561
BURKé 143 5. 33965035 2. 24602873
BURK?Z 143 7. 06993097 3. 2333273
BURKS 143 11 63937063 3. 23376647
BURKS i43 1187412587 4 54172481
3URK10 143 9. 70629371 4. 702160329
2URK1 { i43 3. 993005699 5. 10108552
BURK12 143 10. 10389510 2. 76984081
BURKi 3 143 &. 32657343 3! 63635081
BURK13 143 10 03496503 4. 00600257
BURK15 143 8. 11863112 4. £0534833
BURK14 143 7. 67832168 3. 06759239
BURK17 143 9. 0839161 4’ 92330635
BURK1S 143 7. 72727273 3. 37028012
BURK19 143 1200000009 6. 32683150
PREPPYT 143 10804895105  1&. 00366537
POSTPPVT o . .

Q recte 148 87 37762238 10’ 58578095
" . ‘o

ERIC o1y 873776 857




VAR TARLT Ry MEANM . ITANDARD
SRV TATVIOH
s e S e b .- Cu,Aj_:E:B X E:T:.:.',.; ...................
TOALSIERS
. 237404
= 1344553
- £21170
5 e Ta
i = L2293

1

LIGIe= (GO ST 3310l

CHIN DDA O3~ (- 1310
(V] (TR Y AT A RN ATy & B TR

(R R B P T N I R TI TR T 4

CCUEURAE Pl B3 Y
QCHOrs

A 13 5. de: £

z 13 & 275 i3

A3 13 2. 538 33

(= 12 a. 3384 25

“3 13 3 C7s 75
A5 i3 S. 257 1587530%a
{7 13 8 592 713274298
EAE 13 i2 24¢ 3 FETEE2SS
FRS 13 12 513 < 223351345
"nil 13 i3 592 15545983
ARl 13 13 24¢ ToavE17337
Fu12 13 i1. 276 G JFe32&£30
RK13 13 g. 000G 4 25041575
SKLS 13 13. 0CC020C0 s 23771778
BR13 13 11.07&92343 5, 03309113
SRR & 13 7 59230759 < 2E775047
SR ALT7 3 ig. 23076223 s 77192543
BURR1S 23 12. 23074923 7. 37368516
BORKE D i3 ic. 33846154 1D 22793947
PREREYT 13 111. 33846154 id4 779977043
ROSTPPYT 13 120. 30759231 17 53£33675
FEVIDIFF 13 3. 763923077 = 48818423
WISCIG i3 8€. 14285714 12 25210208
mme s ——n—e—e—— GRALE= EXCEPT=EMH ——=~--—————————
BUPRY 45 7. 35858556 = T14904a2
3iRK2 43 7. 05656667 = 23197128
BURK3 45 Q. 93333333 3. 33405720
BURKS 45 8. 466&6667 3 13049317
JiIJRAS 45 13. 95555556 3 323938573
BUERKS 435 6. 97777778 . 800072195
BURKY 49 7.19555956 2. 30732269
2UURKS 435 14, 800C0000 S $98701:5
RJRKS 495 13. 55939555 . 47538198
sURR10 49 10. 42222222 +. 13130447
BURK1 L 45 8. 13353333 3. 74530007
SURK12 3 10. 55555594 2. 33685424
BURKLZ 2 6. 595555356 i F9424Z10
al.FAld 45 10. 3535595 3 <12282737
- 2UFK13 43 8. 79555956 3. cSCoasa s
3iLRAL o 35 7. 48883889 =. 773022364
SURKLT 45 9. 22222222 1 zZ74070z2
BURMKLIE a3 7. 82222222 3. 20006313
BURKLY 495 11..622222322 5.13583174
FREPPVY 45 72 11111111 15, 93346351
PISTPPVT 42 94. 61904762 19.87239318
FPYTDIFF P 1.07142857 12, 1242752
WigCIg 45 68. 733233333 13, 1678087

emm——me---——- GREDE=Q  EXCEPT=LD ——=—m—=—m - —mee e

BLRKL az 7. 17073171 >, 54193319
FURK2 g3 7. 10975510 2 542061
EURKS 22 3. 75609755 3 aaqqsgz?
FURKS &2 8. 085365835 I 51519467
3IRKS 23 13. 36535346 5. 22933840 -
BLiRKG 2 b6. 36585345 2.1170221%
SURK7 2 &6. 55265354 2. 52944122
5URKS =H] 12. 57317073 5 13047176
BLRKT g2 12. 365852458 5. 54912112
BUEK10 g2 10. 17073171 5§ 14914543
SUAX1L 52 8. 63414534 1 45418986
BURKLZ = 10. 58534585 Z 73402255
BURKLS 52 6. 34146341 2 18937294
BRK]4 82 9. 85585366 3 15134912
BURKLS a2 7. 50243302 3. 72382969
SURKLA 2 7. 09754098 3. 68964721
GURKLT 2 9. 67073171 3 763684652
JURK12 a2 3. 09756098 3 23276399
SURK19 g2 t1. 70731707 S §0014423
BREPPVT g2  109.01219512 15 099884123
PISTPPI 75 116 08009900 1% 25371193
PRYTHIFF 25 75 4. 25233333 13 99526303
WwISCIQ o 34 &5. 20238295 O 394725&8
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Summary Statistics for Study Measures
by Sex Category
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APPENDIX D
Summary Statistics for Study Measures
by Race Category

Within Grade Level

e ——— =



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ GRADE::7

BUEKY ?3 &
FusKg 35 &
GURA3 33 &
IuSag 3 =
JURES $3 i3.
IURAS 32 &
JURRY 33 7
FURRE 3 12,
SLERY @3 12.
2 _’:.:’-'LC‘ 93 IID
3Rkl 93 iC.
BURK12 23 19,
SURK13 93 &.
BURK L& s32 10.
ZURR1S 23 =3
2URKLs Z3 8.
BURR1T 23 11.
BURK1S 5z 2.
BURK1? 93 12
PREPPYT 33 101,
FCSTRPPVT 0 )
FPEVTDIFF 0 )
WISCIQ g3 80.

e aemee—— oo CRADE=7

SURK1 37 &
BURK2 87 7
BURKS 87 9
EURK4 57 8
BURKS 87 i2
BURKS 87 )
BURK?Y &6
3UEKE 87 i1
BURKS 37 11
BUPK10 87 e
BUrRKILL 87 8
BURK12 87 10
BURKLS 87 &
BURK14 g7 10
RBUBK1S 87 7.
BURK16 87 7.
BURK17 87 8.
BURK1S g7 7.
BURRK19 87 i1.
PREPPYT 87 111
PCSTPPVUT 0

PPVTDIFF 0 .
WISCIQ 36 89.

EAN TUARDAED
GECTATTEN

RACE=E ~— s e e e -
92924731 3 55012323
$1357517 I 73308383
£37:3973 3 sil3izes
21505376 3 837¢azaa
51256323 € 3zeliasg
07526662 L S5471901
255064352 s 7372444
S&851413 5 23359734
72493521 5 4130167
5451£129 P 33145443
10752468 5 73866324
49462366 3 13335372
S0537634 S 1E899320
25905452 3 53996041
30107527 5 32955013
17203301 S 33233913
05376344 3. 7a32E213
73548357 & 32581393
53623556 T 11306959
10752668 13 17829985
91397349 g 37853893

RACE=H ~=wmemr e

. 96551724 - 3. 26874791
. 80459770 3. 59738777
. 13753103 3 91530216
. 55632184 3. 36452445
. 52873563 3. 81480053
. 643467816 2 51494457
. 96551724 2. 356560443
[ 78160920 4 14760151
. 27584207 4. 02724403
. 10343828 4. 23273519
1 03348275 1. 34285539
- 11494253 2. 65312920
| 44827566 - 85607724
02258851 3. 82761390
43528736 2 94624397
37931034 3. 17423264
65517241 3 92021471
14942529 3. 33245447
29885057 6. 33762283
56321839 13 08091331
16279070 12 78129190




VAR IABLE N MEAN g;::r:r*f)é\f‘; D
ZEVIATION
e e == e - CRADE=S RACE=R ==t e e
BURK1 g2 T 2782607 2. 413260512
BURK2 72 &, 67391304 = 124CL8es
BURK3 G2 2 Q32505790 S 40375132
SURKS 32 7.392391304 g 38931269
BURKS g2 12332173713 3. 0A979474
BURKG I2 &, 250000QCC =. U44841 358
EBURK7 g2 &. 90217391 2.43174872
‘BFIRRS G2 13. 3575£322 S 45252717
BUFKRY 92 13 010845957 3. 47420437
GURKLT 92 10 3806423473 1 AZ821297
BURK11 52 ?. 19545217 <. &2491349
BURK12 92 10. 43913043 2. 248791091
BURKIS 92 6. 43478261 2.061174617
BURK1 < 92 10. 04347224 3. 37G54764
BURALS g2 8. 82608695 4 05322404
BLRK1S 22 7 30433733 3. 10879338
BURK17 52 9. 96739130 3. 80716257
BURK13 2 8. 37608496 4 25417508
3URK1LS 72 12. 35869565 & 2627122
PREPPYT g2 100, 29347826 13. 61032205
POSTPPUT 85 105, 52941176 17. 03608791
PPVTDIFF 85 4. 62352941 13. 089451454
WISCIQ 53 76. 90322581 12. 61043781
---------------- GRADZ=3 RACE=W —=w——memm e
BURK1 48 7. 20833333 2. 92428084
BURKZ2 48 7.791666467 3. 17542448
BURK3 48 9. 354164647 3. 72735479
BlURK4 48 8. 85416467 3. 300480843
BURKS 48 14. 250C00C0 S. 69247357
BURKé& 48 7. 000CO0QCH 2. 70939257
BURK?7 483 7. 416664647 3. 10684442
BURKB 48 13. 145&3333 4, 92492395
BDURK® 48 12. 2916646467 4. 94203995
BURK10 48 10. 552800C0 S5.275014637
BURK11 48 8.4373500C0 5. 16084378
BURK12 48 11041666457 3.01032502
BURK13 48 4. 81252000 3. 15322361
BURK14 48 10. 83333353 4, 43071154
BURK1S 48 7. 79166667 4. 08920912
BURK16 48 7. 22916667 3. 13687460
BURKL?Z 48 9. 375C00CO 4. 99201490
BURK138 48 8. 041656467 4. 89879852
BURK19 4g i1 68750000 é&. 25063827
PREPPVT . 48 110. 562500C0 20. 56945292
POSTPPVT 45 117. 20000000 20. 42013267
PPVTDIFF 45 2. 22222222 13. 63132904
WISCIQ S 86. 640CC0CO id. 51636454
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~
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APPENDIX E
Summary Statistics for Study Measures

by School Within Grade Level
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me——e——e—-w=w~ GRADE=7
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a
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728333323

. 23906000
. 00009050
. 00G000C0
. 458333233
. 42333333
. 66656467
. 04166667
. 29166667
. 900C00C0O
. 79166667
. £6HEL6ET
5. 98333333
. 9000900C9O
. 20833333

2300G000

. $25C00C0

. bLbbb6L67
SCHID=360

. 125000C0
. 375C00C0
. 437590000
. 25000000
. 96230000
. 000C00CO
. 81250000
. 875000Q0
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EVALUATION
SUMMARY AND EVALUATION OF SECOND YEAR ACTIVITIES

1985-86




An Assessment of the Implementation of the Instrumental
Enrichment Program in Selected Wake County Middle Schools

. John L. Wasik

An evaluation of the effectiveness of an intervention
program must make the assumption that the program was being
implemented as designed by the program developers. This situa-
tion is of major concern when the evaluation of the program has
not found an positive effect due to the program. Without formal
evidence of appropriate implementation of an intervention
program, it will not be possible to state conclusively if the
measured results of the program reflect failure of the program to
produce the desired effect or a failure to implement the program
correctly.

The Wake County Public School System (WCPSS) implementation
of the Instrumental Enrichment (IE) Program for middle school
students with learning and/cr emotional handicaps included
periodic observation of teachers involved in teaching the
program. A Lesson Observation Form was developed by WCPSS
personnel for the purpose of assessing the extent to which
teachers were implementing the IE program instructional strate-
gies during the IE classes.

While the observational data collected during classroom
visits was used by WCPSS personnel for program monitoring pur-
pcses, it was concluded that a statistical analysis of the data
would also represent an opportunity to demonstrate the extent to
which the program was being implemented in the classroom as

designed.




PROCEDURE

The'monitoring plan established by the Director of the WCPSS
Instrumental Enrichment Project called for periodic visits by a
member of the Project Staff trained in IE teaching strategies to
classes where the IE Instruction was being provided. The staff

member utilized the Instrumental Enrichment Lesson Observation

Form to record the extent to which the observed lesson followed
IE instructional principles. A copy of the Lesson Observation
Form can be obtained from Ms. Hermina Hunter of WCPSS.

A total of 12 classroom observations were made in the class-
rooms of 11 different teachers during October of 1984 at which
time the program was getting unaer way and represented the only
observations available for the first year of program operation.
The remaining 41 classroom observations were made in the class-
rooms of eight different teachers during the second year of IE
program operation starting in September of 1986 and_ending in
March of 1986.

The statistical analyses performed on the data included
comparisons of mean number of students and time spent in teaching
IE lesson components for the %ime periods of October, 1984; fall,
1985; and spring, 1986. In addition, frequency counts and per-

centages of IE instructional lesson characteristics found on the

Instrumental Enrichment Lesson Observation Form were tabulated

for the 1984-85 (actually October of 1985) and 1985-86 academic
years. '
RESULTS
Table 1 gives a summary of mean number of students taught

per lesson for the three time periods of interest.
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Table 1
Summary Statistics for Numbers of Students per Observation Period

Year ‘
1984 1985 1286 |

Mean St. Dev. N Mean St. Dev. N Mean St. Dev. N

11.1 3.67 11 8.4 3.98 14 9.75 3.34 24

An inspection of mean class size revealed a slight amount of
variation around the overall mean ciass size of 9.67 students

(st. dev.=3.68). Moreover, an analysis of variance performed on

"the means of the three groups revealed no significant diffe-

rences, F(2,46)=1.67, p=.20. (Some of the observations foand
within an observation year were of the same teachers. However,
it was assumed that the number of students attending class would
represent a random process beyond the control of the teacher and
that these repeated observations of the same teacher could be
assumed to represent random replicates.)

The summary statistics. of minutes spent in each of the four
IE lesson components is presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Summary Statistics of Time Allocations of

IE Lesson Components in Minutes

Year
1984 1985 1986
Comp. Mean St. Dev. N Mean St. Dev. N Mean St., Dev. N
1 11.7 3.26 12 10.0 2.77 14 11.5 3.67 24
2 20.0 2.67 8 16.7 8.62 12 16.0 6.26 22
3 14.5 7.24 10 15.7 6.46 14 14.0 8.18 24
4 5.9 2.18 10 4.3 1l.61 12 3.7 1.28 22




As can be noted from an inspection of Table 2, the ranking
of mean time per IE Lesson component was remarkably consistent
over the three observation pericds. Students in IE classes
typically spent more time in independent work and somewhat less
time participating in class discussion. The ﬁext‘greatest amount
of class time was utilized by the teacher in introd. cing the
lesson at the beginning of the class while the least amount of
time, typically about five minutes, was spent in summarizing the
lesson at the end of class.

Analyses of variance were performed on the time reports
between years for each of the lesson components. The results are
presented below in Table 3.

Table 3

Summary of ANOVA of Time Spent on Lesson Components
Between Years Within Component

Lesson ANOVA SUMMARY

Component Source daf MS F

INTRODUCTIO§ Years 2 12.70 l1.13
Error &7 11.20

INDEP. STUDY Years 2 46.68 1.08
Error 39 43.32

DISCUSSION Year 2 . 12.47 0.22
Error 45 56.81

SUMMARY Year 2 16.25 6.29"
Error 41 2.5¢

* p < ,05.

Only the between year component of an IE Lesson showed a
significant difference between years and seemed to reflect a
tendency for teachers to spend less time on summaries over the

three observation periods.
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school year by item and are presented in Ta

. of omitted responses on several of the items.

Table 4

1984-85
Total (N=12)
Item Missing Yes No
I. INTRODUCTION
l. Comp. to other Work 9 100 0
2. Voc./Concept Form
a) introduced 6 100 0]
b) weli-defined 6 100 0
c) student defined 7 100 0
d) examples given 6 100 0
e) student examples 7 100 0
/ £f) related to page 11 109 0
3. Definition of Problem
a) read./exp. by tchr. 5 89 11
b) students contribute 4 100 0
c) focus on Prob. 9 100 0
4. Anticipation of Diff.
a) by teacher only 13 50 50
b) by students 15 100 0
5. Strategies Developed
a) by teacher only 10 71 29
b) by student i1 100 0
c) various strategies 9 100 0
d) why they work 40 100 0
f) self checking 23 100 0
6. Principles
a) introduced 8 100 0
k) examples given 7 - 100 0
7. Question
a) does tchr. vary 3 100 0
b) tchr. use probes 4 100 0
8. Mini Summary Used 6 100 0

P —

ble 4.

Year

The percentage of responses to the item options providing a

description of an IE lesson Wwere summarized within academic
Percentages

were used for analysis purposes since there were varying numbers

Percentage of Lesson Characteristics Cbserved
in IE Classrooms by Academic School Year

1985-86
(N=43)

Yes

94

94
94
94
94

94

95
95
91

97
68

100
100
100

83
100

100
100

100
100
100

No
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a)
b)

Table 4

Total

Item Missing
II. IDEPENDENT WORK PERIOD

l. Student Att'n. Focused 15

a) few
b) most
c) all
2. Student Work Checked
a) by teacher 15
b) by students 45
3. Students Helped.
a) by teacher 14
b) by students 47
i 4. Strategies and Cues Dev.
; a) by teacher 13
b) by students 23
5. Insight Developed
a) by teacher 15
b) by students 25

6. Activit. for Finishers 41
III. Discussion

1. Discuss how prob. solv.

a) by teacher 7
b) by students 5
c) diff. discussion 6
d) process discussion 6
e) var. proc. accepted 5
f) correct answer anal. 5
g) errors analyzed
h) alt. sol. intro. 11
2. Connection to Main Prin.
a) present 10
3. Bridges Used
a) by teachers 12
b) by students 16
c) approp. to prin. 12
d) across 2+ areas 17

4. Questions

tchr Vary Across 2+ 7
tchr use problems 13

Continued

1984-85
(N=12)
Yes No

100

100
100

oo

100 0
100 0

100 0
100 0

100
i00
100

(o NeoNe]

50 5
100
100
100
100
100

oNeoNoNoNeNe)

100

(o]

100

100
100
100
100

[oNoNoNo] o

100
100

OO

Year

1985-86
(N=43)

Yes

42
58

100
83

100
80

100
100

100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100
100
100
100
100

100
100

No

oNoNel

oNoNoNe] o o oNeoRoNoNoNe)

[oNe]




Table 4 Continued

Year
1984-85 1985-86
Total (N=12) (N=43)
Item Missing Yes No Yes No
IV. SUMMARY

1. Summary Present 11 100 0 100 0
2. Student Contribute 14 100 0] 100 0
3. Connect Principle

a) to page 18 100 0 100 0

b) to bridging 25 100 0 100 0
4. Mention Process 18 100 0 96 4
V. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS
1. Praises 9

a) seldom 0 0

b) sometimes 0 39

c) often 100 61
2. Accepts 12

a) seldom 0 0

b) sometimes 0 33

¢) often 100 67
3. Rejects 16

a) seldom 100 88

b) sometimes 0 12

c) often 0 0
4. Pacing Appropriate 8 100 0 97 3
5. Blackboard Used Effect. 7 100 0] 94 6
6. General Atmosphere Pleas. 5 100 0] 97 3
7. Interaction Constructive 32 100 0] 92 8

Aun ingpection of percent yes responses to the various items
on the Instrumental Enrichment Lesson Observation Form suggests
that the teachers were conscientious in following the
Instrumental Enrichment curriculum guide in presenting the course
content to middle school grade students with exceptional educa-
tional needs. These results further indicate that trained obser-
vers were able to identify the various elements of the instrumen--
tal enrichment lesson and to assess the existence of prescribed
instructional strategies. This finding provides evidence that the

Instrumental Enrichment curriculum was implemented as planned.




The perusal of the observation data within lesson component
provides further evidence that teachers were implementing'the
specific instructional activities described in the curriculum.
It was noteworthy that ali of the listed instructional activi-
ties wh;n observed were found to have been used ninety percent
(90 %) or more of the time within the four lesson bmponents.
However, it can also be seen that therz were some potential IE
lesson instructional characteristics which were not seen in a
substantial number of the observed clasrooms. For example, the
introductory lesson component typically did not provide the
teacher with an opportunity to demonstrate why a particular
instrumental enrichment strategy worked and often did not indi-
cate that there could be self checking of the developed strategy.
It may be that some of the lessons did not lend themselves to
demonstration of the "why" or the "how to check" for the
strategy under study. An inspection of the number of missing
responses in the independent work lesson component of instruc- .
tional lessons suggests that the ma-ority of the observed lessons
did not provide opportunities for obsu.ving the use of the
student as an instructicnal rescurce. For example, there were
few classrooms where an opportunity existed for the student to
assist in the instructional activities such as checking other
students work or by helping other students to understand
something about thz lesson as;ignment. Also, there were few -
situations where a stvdent could be expected to be finished with
their independent work component of the lesson and thus there was

little need to have other planned activities. These findings

suggest the teacher still served as a principal instructor in the

o
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classroom situation and t™at most of the time available for inde-
pendent study was taken up with students working by themselves on
the day's 1lesson.

The examination of the percentages of activities for Part
III of the Lesson Observation Form indicated teachers were able
to implement the IE instructional philosophy during the Discus-
sion Component of the lesson. The emphasis during this portion
was on how to do problem scolving. Also, students were much more
involved in this part of the lesson in comparison to the indepen-
dent work period. Finally, it was .oted that twenty percent of
the lesson forms failed to contain reference to a summary lesson
component. However, lesson summaries were appropriately'imple-
mented when observed.

Thus, the general characteristics of lessons were found to
follow the IE instructional model.in all of the 1984 observa-
tions as well as those in 1985-36. However, there was iess
demonstratiaﬁ of the use of affective support features of the IE
instructional program in the second year as opposed to the first
year (i.e., Praises often: 100 % in 1984 vs. 61 % in 1985-86; and
Accepts often: 100 % in 1984 vs. 67 % in 1985~86). Teacher
rejection remained at a desired low level for both years.

In conclusion, the Instrumental Enrichment instructional
model does appear to have been appropriately implemented by Wake
County Public School System Special Education teachers in selec-
ted middle schools. The evidence of the effectiveness of this
instructional procedure can therefore be validly based upon the

academic and behavioral evaluation measures used in this study.
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An Evaluation of the Instrumental Enrichment
Program's Second Year of Operation

John L. Wasik
BACKGROUND

The Instrumenta; Enrichment Program (hereafter designated as
IE Program) was implemented at the seventh and eighth grade
levels of selected Wake County Public School System middle
schools (hereafter designated as WCPSS) during the 1984-85 acade-
mic school year. A federal grant obtained by WCPSS was used to
provide support of the implementation of the IE Project. Train-
ing of teachers was accomplished through attendance at workshops
run by WCPSS personnel and project consultants. The IE Project
workshops began in the summer of 1984 and continued throughout
the 1984-85 and 85-86 school y-=zars.

Students assigned to the treatment conditions received IE
instruction in a class from the teachers who had participated in
the IE training workshops. The remainder of the IE student's
school day was to lLe spen£ in taking normal middle school acade-
mic and/or special education courcses. Control students only
took academic and/or special education courses as specified in
their individual educational program.

METHOD

Evaluation Design

The evaluation design for determining the effectiveness of

the IE Project specified the random assignment to treatment and

control conditions of seventh and eighth grade students identi-
fied as emotionally handicapped (EH). educable mentally

handicapped (EMH), and learning disabled (LD). A second cohort




of seventh grade special education students was enrolled in the
study during the 1985-86 academic school year. Random assignment
procedures were aiso followed in allocation of students witkin
the second cohort to treatment and control conditions. Withdra-
wal requests made by parents of IE Program participants were
honored whenever presented to project administrators. This
resulted in a small number of study dropouts which accounted for

less than five percent of the total study population.

Instrumentation and Data Collection Procedures

Standardized measures of intellectual status were obtained
on project participants to provide an indication of the impact of
the IE instructional program. The Otis-Lennon School Ability
measure was administered on a pre and post basis to eighth grade
IE project students during the 1984-85 academic schocl year and
to seventh grade IE project students during the 1985-86 academic
school year. The 1984-85 seventh grade students and 1985-86
eighth grade students were administered a post test cnly in 1985
and 1986, respectively. In addition, the Peabody Picture Vocabu-
lary Test was individually administered by trained psychometri-
cians to all treatment and control students within the seventh
and eighth grades of both project years.

Teachers provided ratings on each of the IE study partici-

pants utilizing the Burks' Behavior Rating Scale at the end of

the two project academic school years. The sit:udy design called
for the 1984-85 eighth grade cohoct to follow a normal curriculum
based upon their IEP in the ninth grade. These students were
followed up through the administration of an activities checklist

designed by WCPSS personnel specifically to identify the level of

2
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participation in ninth grade school activities of both IE
instructed and control student:s.

Student demographic information was obtained from student
cumulative folders on file at the individual schools. Missing
information was obtained threngh teacher and/psychometrician
interviews with the students. Among the demographic variables
collected for possible analysis were student sex, race, and
previous individual IQ score. Information collected on the
parents included individual parent sccio-economic-status and
presence/absence in the home.

A final set of measures included the grades earned and
recorded absences in courses taken by the control and IE students
during the 1985-86 academic school year. Grade listings were
obtained from the WCPSS Data Processing for all former project
students from the 7th through éth grades and weighted according to
a scheme developed by IE Prcject personnel that provided higher
weights for grades that were obtained in non-special education
courses. The weighting procedure was described on Pages 31-32 of
the project proposal.

A schematic of the study design as carried out by Wake
County Public School Sysiem IE Project personnel during the 1984-
86 academic school years is presented as Figure 1. The diagram
follows the conventions developed by Campbell and Stanley for
describing educational research studies (C=Control; E=IE;

=Random Assignment; O=Observation/Test; and X=Intervention of IE

Treatmenz.).

25 :
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FIGURE 1-
Schematic of IE Project 3Zvaluation Design

Academic Schce: Year

1984-35 1985-8¢
C o] C o] 0

7th. Grade R
E o] E O X O
C 0 0 C 0

8th. Grade R
3 0O X O X 0
C 0

9th. Grade R
B 0

The primary purpose of this report is to assess the impact

of IE instruction on the intellectual and behavioral functioning

of special education students in middle school grades.

A secon-

Gdary purpcse was to assess the relationship of demographic varia-

bles and student program impact measures.
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RESULTS

Sample Description

A demographic description of the IE project students can be
determined from an analysis of the data collected from
participating students in the 1985-85 academic school year.
Tables 1-3 provide the frequency distribution of scudents by
demographic characteristics of exceptionality, sex and race
within the IE treatment and control conditions by grade.

TABLE 1

Numbers of Students Categorized by Exceptionality and Treatment

Grade 7
;
Exceptionality
BH EMH LD Total
Condition n $ n 3 n 2 n
Control 5 4.6 7 6.4 25 22.7 37
IE Instr. 10 9.1 12 10.9 51 46.4 73
Total 15 19 76 , 110
Grade 8
Exceptionality
EH EMH LD Total
Condition n 2 n ¢ n 3 n
Control 2 2.5 4 4.9 24 29.6 30
IE Inst>x. 1 1.6 10 12.4 40 49.4 51
Total 3 14 64 81
Grade 9
Exceptionality
EH ) EMH LD Total
Condition n 3 n ' n n
Control 3 2.7 13 11.6 23 20. ., 39
IE Instr. 3 2.7 26 23.2 44 39.3 73

Total 6 39 67 112




TABLE 2

Numbers of Students Categorized by Sex and Treatment

Condition
Ccontrol
IE Instr.

'Total

Condition
control
IE Instr.

Total

Condition
Control
IE Instr.

Total

Grade 7
Sex
Female Male
n s n %
11 10.0 26 23.6
20 18.2 53 48.2
31 79
Grade 8
Sex
Female Male
n % n 3
12 14.8 18 22.2
18 22.2 33 40.7
30 51
Grade 9
Sex
Female Male
n 2 n %
19 13 5 35 25.0
31 22.1 55 39.3
50 90
Table 3

Total

37
73

110

Total

30
51

8l

Total

54
86

1490

Numbers of Students Categorized by Race and Treatment

Condition
Ccontrol
IE Instr.

Total

Grade
Race
Black
n 3
23 20.9
37 33.6
60
5.

7
White
n %
14 12.7
36 32.7
50

Total

37
73

110




Table 3 Continued

Grade 8
Race
Black White Total
‘Condition n % n 3 n
Control 18 22.2 12 14.8 30
IE Instr. 23 28.4 28 34.% 51
Total 41 40 81
Grade 9
Race
Elack White Total
Condition n % n 2 n
Conrtrol 39 27.8 15 10.7 54
IE Instr. 53 37.9 33 23.5 86
Total 92 48 140

The original design of the IE Project called for the enroll-
ment of 150 students in the IE condition and control groups at
each grade level of interest. However, it can be noted that this
goal was not achieved for any of the groups. The largest number
of project participants were found to be ninth grade students who
had been exposed to the IE curriculum in the eighth grade. The
next largest group was the seventh grade students of the 1985-86
cohort while the 1984-85 seventh grade cohort represented the
smallest group from which data could l.e obtained. An inspection
of the exceptionality categorization of students within the
control and IE instructed conditions revealed two to three times
as many Learning Disabled students as +he two other categories
combined. Students identified as educable mentally handicapped
were next most frequent while students with emotional handicaps

typically represented les: than five percent of each group.

7
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Consistent patterns were also found for students categorized

by sex and race across grade levels. Males comprised the
greatest proportion of students for whom a sex designation was
available. Also, there were more black than white students at
each grade level within the project.

Tables 4-6 provide a summary of the relationships among
demographic characteristics of the students provicing evaluation

data.
Table 4

Numbers of Students Categorized by Exceptionality and Sex

Grade 7
Exceptionality
EH EMH LD Total
Sex n ' n ' n ' n
Female 5 4.6 7 6.4 19 17.3 31
Male 10 9.1 12 10.9 57 51.8 79
Total 15 19 56 110
Grade 8
Exceptionality
EH EMH LD Total
Sex n $ n 3 n 3 n
Female 0 0.0 6 7.4 24 29.6 30
Male 3 3.7 8 9.9 40 49.4 51
Total 4 14 64 81
Grade 9
Exceptionality
EH EMH LD Total
- Sex n % n S n S n
Female 1 0.8 24 18.9 22 17.3 47
Male 9 7.1 17 13.4 54 42.5 80
Total 10 41 76 127
8




Table 5

Numbers of Students Categorized by Exceptionality and Race

Race
Black
White

Total

Race
Black
White

Total

Black
‘White

Total

Race
Black
White

Total

EH
n $
4 3.4
11 10.0
15

EH
n 3
2 2.5
1 1.2
3

EH
n 3
6 4.7
4 3.2
10

Grade 7
Exceptionality
EMH
n 3
14 12.7
5 4.6
15
Grade 8
Exceptionality
EMH
n 3
10 12.4
4 4.9
14
Grade 9
Exceptionality
EMH
n 3
34 26.8
7 5.5
41

Table 6

43
33
76

29
35
64

44
32
76

LD

LD

LD

39.1

30.0

35.8

43.2

34.7

25.2

fotal

61
49

110

Total

41
40

81

Total

83
42
1.7

Numbers of Students Categorized by Sex and Race

Grade 7
Sex
Female:
n $
18 16.4
13 11.8
31
9

39.1

32.

7

Total

61
49

110




Table 6 Crntinued

~7
Grade 8
Sex
Female Male Total
Race n $ n $ n
Black 12 14.8 29 35.8 41
White 18 22.2 22 27.2 40
Total 30 51 81
Grade 9
Sex
Female Male Total
Race n $ n $ n
Black 37 26.4 55 33.9 92
White 13 9.3 35 25.0 48
Total 50 90 140

The learning disabled categorized students were also found
to be most frequent when the sex or race of the IE Project
participants was considered within grade level with one
exception. There were more educable mentally'handicafped than
learning disabled females at the ninth grade level. Finally, the
breakout of student sex by race categorization within grade level
indicated that more males than females and more blacks than
whites were to be found at each of the grade levels. There was
less consistency of ranking of size of groups within the four sex
by race combinations. Black males represented the single largest
grouping of students at each of the three grade levels; white
males represented the second largest grouping for seventh and
eighth grades while black females comprised the second largest
group of students in the ninth grade sample.

Summary statistics of the individually administered intelli=~




gence test scores obtained for special education classification
purposes from the student files are presented in Table 7.
Table 7

Summary Statistics for Intelligence Test Score by Treatment
and Results of Analysis of Variance

Grade Condition Mean St. Dev. N F af P
Control 83.40 15.79 37
7 0.91 1,95 .34
IE Instr. 86.04 13.52 73
Control 81.47 9.60 30
8 0.29 1,69 .59
IE Instr. 82.90 12.25 51

An analysis of variance of the group means revealed no
significant Z2ifferences in mean WISC-R IQ for the control and IE
treatment conditions at the two grade levels. This finding pro-
vides support for a contention that the random assignment proca-
dure was effective in establishiné equivalent groups prior to the
initiation of the Project.

Impact of IE Instructional Program

While there was an expectation that IE instruction would
result in an increased level of academic performance, the program
was also expected to effect student school behavior. These
results are presented separately by type of measure.

Academic Aptitude

A comparison was made of control and IE instructed middle
school grade students perfcrmance on the Otis-Lennon School
Ability Test and Peabody Picture Voacabulary to provide a measure
of impiact of the IE project on academic aptitude. As noted
earlier, an analysis of variance was performed on the treatment

conditions with the individval schools serving as a blocking

11
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factor in a randomized block design. The analysis of both
measures indicated no statistically significant difference in
student performance in the two treatment conditions for either
grade level. Summe , statistics for both groups of students are
summarized below in Table 8.

Table 8

Summary Statistics for Academic Aptitude Measures by Treatment

Otis Lennron PPVT
Grade Condition Mean St. vev. N Mean St. Dev. N
Control 28.32 11.32 37 108.51 18.83 37
! IE Instructed 27.98 10.38 67 109.37 16.40 73
g Control 28.96 10.01 25 107.53 16.6% 30

IE Instructed 30.40 13.13 48 111.90 17.44 51
Significant School effécts were found for both academic
aptitude measures at the 7th grade level: Otis-Lennon No. Correct
measure F=(7,86)=3.53,p<.01 and PPVT F=(7,95)=2.70,p<.05 and for
Otis-Lennon raw score at the 8th grade, F(6,62)=2.99, p<.05; the
PPVT measure approached significance for eighth ' students,
F(6,69)=2.08 .05<p<.10. The significant, and almost significant,
schocl effects resulted from the fact that different middle
schools attracted students of diffecring mean academic ability.
Partial support f£or this conclusion is provided by the signifi-
cant between school ‘fect noted for the seventh grade students
on the WISC-R IQ Test scores obtained prior to the initiation of
the IE Project.
The reanalysis of the Otis-Lennon and PPVT test scores
according to a treatment by exceptionality factorial design

revealed no statistically significant differences in treatment

12

6%




again as would be expected but that there were differences in
student exceptionality group. The summary statistics -nd tests
of significance are summarized in Tabie 9.

Table 9

Means and Sample Sizes and Tests of Significa..ce for
Exceptionality Factor

Otis-Lennon PPVT

Grade Except. Mean N F atg P Mean N F daf p
EH 31.78 1* 116.73 15

7 EMH 17.94 18 11.93 2,95 .01 90.95 19 16.66 2,104 .01
LD 30.00 69 112.10 76
EH 24.00 3 99.67 3

8 EMH 21.57 14 3.96 2,67 .05 94.78 14 5.86 2, 75 .0l
LD 32.20 56 114.17 64

The inspection of .ne tests of significance resulting f£rom
the analysis of variance revealed statistically significantly
different levels o~ intellectual aptitude performance for the
groups. At the seventh grade level, the EMH showed a signifi-
cantly lower level of performance relative to the EY and LD
students on both measures. While the EMH students also scored
lowest at the eighth grade lavel, it is noted that the EH stu-
dents also scored substantially lower than the LD students
although still performing above the EMH students. With only
three EH students, one cannot have a great deal of confidence in
the observed n for this group. Thus, it is not possible to
state whether the observed mean is characteristic of eighth grade
EH students or a function of sampling variation. I[lcwever, it is

quite clear, due to the results observed at both the seventh and
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eighth grades, that EMH stvdents performed substantially below

the LD students on the intellectual aptitude measures used in the
study and that such findings were consistent both within the
control and IE instructed groups.

The availability of pre and post measﬁres for the seventh
grade students provided an opportunity to calculate gain scores
across groups and to determine if differential rates of growth
resulted from exposure to IE instruction. Use of the randomized
block design with condition as the treatmeat variable and school
as blocks resulted in a nonsignificant difference in gain of No.
correct from the fall to the spring for the control ard IE
instructed students,F(1,75)=0.60,p=.44,(Control:Mean=3.19, St.
~2V.=6.76;IE Instructed: Mean=2.86,St. Dev.=6.45). School was

not a8 significant variable in this analysis. The reanalysis of

,the gain scores as a factorial design with condition and student

exceptionality as factors confirmed the similarity of gain shown
by control and IE instructed students and indicated no statisti-
cally significant differences in mean gain in students cate-

gorized by their exceptionality, F(2,84)=0.53, p=.66.

IE Instructional Program Effect on student Behavior

Teachers rated students using items comprising the 15 scales
0f the Burks' Behavior Rating Scale Form during the spring of
1986. These scores provide another means of assessing the effect
of IE instruction on middle school grade students with spenial
educational needs. The statistical analysis procedures utilized
in this portion of the study f£ollowed closely the procedures
utilized in the analysis of the academic cognitive measures

described in the section above. The summary statistics on the
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control and IE instructed groups of children for the 19 scales is

presented by grade in Table 10.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.

18.

19.

Table 10

Burks' Behavior Rating Scales Summary Statistics by Group

Scale
Excessive Self Blame
Ecessive Anxiety
Excessive Withdrawal
Excessive Dependency
Poor Ego Strenagth
Poor Physical Strength
Poor Coordination
Poor Attendance

Poor Academics
Poor Attendance
Poor Impulse Control
Poor Reality Control
Poor Sense of Ident.
Excessive Suffering
Poor Anger Control
Exces. Sense of Pers.
Excessive Aggres.
Excessive Resistance

Poor Social Conformity

Grade 7
Control
(n=37)
Mean St. Dev.
7-32 2.33
7.24 3.26
8.54 3.0¢
9.30 3.78
13.70 5.40
6.94 2.30
7.40 2.73
13.78 5.24
13.57 4.49
10.51 4.86
9.19 5.06
10.70 2.73
6.46 2.40
10.76 3.73
8.78 4.87
8.70 4.86
9.40 3.76
8.86 4.98
12.22 5.50
15

IE Instructed

(n=73)
Mean Si.. Dev.
7.18 3.25
7.27 3.54
9.40 4.94
8.44 2.98

14.01  5.79
6.34 2.32
7.11  -2.92

12.53  5.92

12.05 4.90

10.08 5.96
8.53 5.38

11.00  3.59
7.41  3.67

11.20 5.42
8.75 4.95
7.64 4.29

*..41  5.85
9.03 5.36

13.00 6.45
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Table 10 Continued

Grade 8
Control IE Instructed
(n=30) (n=51)
Scale Mean St. Dev. Mean St. Dev.
l. Excessive Self Blame 6.70 2.55 7.31 3.64
2. Ecessive Anxiety 7.10 3.71 8.04 4.13
3. Excessive Withdrawal 8.10 3.62 8:84 4.25
4. Excessive Dependency 7.27 1.41 8.43 3.25
5. Poor Ego Strength 11.50 3.78 12.84 5.10
6. Poor Physical Streng.h 6.23 2.80 6.35 2.21
7. Poor Coordination 6.13 1.68 7.20 2.54
8. Poof At tendance | 11.67 4.80 12.59 4.80
9. Foor Academics 11.10 5.20 12.86 5.09
10. Poor Attendance 7.83 2.92 8.56 4.36
11. Poor Impulse Control 7.63 3.76 7.61 4.17
12. Poor Reality Control 10.03 2.75 10.86 3.88
13. Poor Sense of Ident. 6.00 1.68 6.67 2.90
14. Excessive Suffe:ing 9.93 4.29 10.53 4.50
15. Poor Anger Control 8.37 4.68 8.04 4.57
156, Exces. Sense of Pers. 6.60 3.02 6.84 3.03
17. Excessive Aggres. 8.73 4,37 8.59 4.06
18. Excessive Kesistance 7.80 3.92 7.90 4.08
19. Poor Social Conformity 10.90 4.74 12.04 6.05

The analyses of variance revealed no statistically sig . fi-
cant differences in IE instructed and control ztudents on the
ratings provided by the teachers at either grade level. Using a

score of greater than 10 as representing an exceptional score, it
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| is interesting to note that IE Project students in both grades
were ranked poor on the scales of Ego Strength, Intellectuality,
Academics, Reality Contact, and Social Conformity while the
seventh grade students were additionally rated as exceptionally
poor on Attendance and showing Excessive Suffering. The results
of this set of bhehavioral ratings do not present any evidence of
the effectiveness of the IE instructional program ir improwing
middie school grade special education student behavior in a class
or school setting.

The two complementary analyses of variance carried
additional inforwation on the variables School and
Exceptionality. A total of 9 of the seventh grade School Effects
and 12 of the eighth grade School Effects -f the possible 19
scales were statistically significant at the .05 level or better.
Since the School Variable served as a blocking function to
provide a more powerful statistical test of the treatment effect,
the analysis suggests substantial differences in the bebavioral
rating mean level of the schools serving in the IE Project. ]
Tne results of the statistically significant tests and associated
means ot Burks' Rating Scales for the ﬁxceptlonality factor are
presented in Table 11.

It is noted upon inspection of the seventh’grade means that
Emotionally Handicapped students were rated highest on 7 of the 8
scales with a significant Zxcentionality Effect while the EMH
were rated highest on the Poor Physical Strength Scale. The - :
eighth grade significant Exceptionality Effect in all cases
resulted from the higher ratings given by teachers to Emotionally

Handicapped students. Finally, the Burk Scales of (11) Poor




Impulse Control, (15) Poc: Anger Control and (18) Poor Social
Conformity were found to have significant Exceptionality Effects
at both seventh and eighth grade levels. These scales
particularly describe characteristics that would be noticeable
in observation of EH students.

Table 11

Exceptionality Factor Tests of Signficance and Group Means

Grade 7
Exceptionality Means
Burks Scale F(2,104) P EH EMH LD
1 3.12 .05 8.80 7.53 6.84
J 4 3.80 .05 9.33  9.94 8.30
) 11.43 .01 6.13 8.79 6.06
: 10 4.54 .05 14.93  8.68  9.68
11 17.94 .01 18 7 7.58 7.76
15 13.60 .01 14,33 8.10 '.87
16 4.50 .05 11.20 7.05 7.60
18 6.17 .01 13.27 7.84 8.41
Grade 8
Exceptionality Means
Burks Scale F(2,104) p EH EMH LD
11 3.63 »05 13.33 7.36 7.41
15 4.35 .05 14.67 8.71 7.73
17 4.56 .05 16.33 8.64 8.28
18 3.68 .05 13.67 7.50 7.67
‘ 19 5.92 .01 21.67 9.86 11.53

IE Instructional Program Effect on Student Ninth Grade Extracur-
ricular Participation

Ancther set of data included ninth grade IE Project partici-
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pant responses to items on an individually administered question-
naire asking about their levels of participation in extra-curri-

cular antivities. The questionnairce is attached as Appendix A.

Of the 140 ninth grade students contacted as ‘:rt of the IE.

Project evaluation activities, 86 wevre identified as having

received IE instruction as eighth grade students with the
remaining 54 students identified as formally serving as eighth
grade controls. Inspection of the questionnaire forms indicated
that 30 (35 percent) of the IE instructed students reported par-
ticipating in ore or more extracurricular/non-academic courses
activities as ninth grade students; the corresponding figures for
the >ontrol students weére 16 (30 percent) participants. However,
the five percent difference favoring IE instructed students was
not statistically significant, 2z=0.64, p=.52.

Additional analyses were performed on the data provided by
ninth grade samples. These analyses were the same as those
performed on the ~demic aptitude and behavior ratings. The
measures available for analysis included number of activities

reported by each student and mean level of activity for the

students who reported performing one or more activities. The

summary statistics for these two measures are presented below in
Table 12 for the two ninth grade groups.
-Table 12
Activity Participation Measure Summary Statistics by Group

No. of Activities Level of Particip.

Group Mean St. Devw. N Mean St. Dev. N
Control 2.42 3.5C 54 3.25 0.76 16
IE Insty. 1.88 2.98 86 2.83 0.74 30
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Although inspection of means revealed the control groups to

have had the higher means, the analyses of variance indicated
that the differences were not statistically significant, No. of
Activities F(2,121)=0.69, p=.4l; Mean Participation Level
F(2,38)=0,93, p=.34.

The complementary variables used in the two analyses of
variance were found to be significant in the case of exceptiona~
lity for number of extracurricular activities, F(2,121)=4.70,
p<.0l. In this particular analysis, emotionally handicapped
students reported substantially higher levels of participation
(Mean=4.30) than did the other two groupé (EMH Mean=1.15,
LD=1.79).

Table 13 summarizes ninth grade student activity levels.

Table 13

Repor*ed Frequency of Activity Participation by Group

Forn Group

Code Activity Control IE Instructed
b Basketball: Girls 1 2
d Basketball: Jr. Varsity 1 3
£ Chorus 2 1
g Cross Country 1 1
i German Club 1 0
k Gymnastics Club 0 1
1 Football: Jr. Varsity R 4
m Football: Varsity 0 1
r Homecoming Activities 4 10
t Interclub Council 0 1
v Intramural Aghletics 2 3

20




able 13 Continued

Form Group
Code Activity Control IE Instructed

bb Marchi.ng Band G 3
ee Photography Club 0 3
££ Soccer Team 2 1
ii Spirit Week 6 14
mm Tennis Team 0 1
PP Vv.I.C.A., Club 1 1
aq Volleybkall Team 0 1
rr Wrestling Team 0 1
ss Other Activities 4 9

A total of 20 different activities were reported by one or
more nir.th grade IE Project students. An inspection of Table 13
reveals the greatest levels of participation were in school spon-
sored spixit building activities such as Homecoming and Spirit
Week. Par:icipation in sports was the next most often frequently
reported school related activity with a total of 8 reported
having played either Junior level or Full Vafsity Football while
5 other students reported having participated in intramural
athletic programs. There was little reported participation in
academically related clubs which .s not surprising in view of the
aducational characteristics of IE Pro,..t students.

Program Impact on School Grazdes and Attendance

One of t - expecteu outcomes of exposing students to the IE
curriculum would be improved school performancer. The two most
important characteristics of school performance considerrd in

this evaluation were student weighted-grade-point-ave.age (WGPA)
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and schuol attendance (ABS). 1In addition, project personnel were

interested in determining if participation in the project would
result in special education students meeting the acadenic course
requirement through taking non-special education academic
courses (ACAD). The number of course hours taken ifor the total
academic year (HRS) represented a final variable available for
analysis,

Two sets Of analyses were performed on these four variables
separately for students i.. grades seven, eight, and nine. The
first set of analyses compared Control and IE student 1levels on
the four schocl course/attendance measures through use of the
independent groups "t test" while the second set of analyses were
concerned with the determination 2f relationships among the four
variakles through the rfalculation of Pearson Product-Moment
Correlations.

Table 14 presents the summary statistics and the results of
tr2 test of lifference between groups for the four school course/
attendance measures by grade.

Table 14

Summary Statistics and Tests of Significance by Grade.
for Course/Attendance Variables

Grade 7
Control (N=53) IE(N=73) t
. Variable Mean Et. Dev. Mean St. Dev. .
WGPA 2.45 1.09 2.58 0.92  -1.29
ACAD 1.38 1.78 0.99 1.16 1.49

ABS 14,51 16.29 12.46 13.90 0.76




Table 14 Continued

Grade 8
Control (N=38) IE(N=53)
Variable Mean St. Dev. St. Dev.
WGPA 2.80 0.92 0.74
HRS 23.96 1.38 2.25
ACAD 1.62 1.€5 1.44
ABS 15.13 12.08 11.66
Grade 9
~ Control (N=30) IE(N=61)
WGPA 2.18 0.96 2.17 1.05 0.09
HES 23.17 5.15 23.06 4.04 0.10,
ACAD 2.07 1.98 1.20 1.61 2.24
ABS 17.47 18.07 17.18 19.94 0.06
( * p<.05
Inspection of group aczdemic grade performance reported in g

Table 14 reveals no significance difference in the weighted GPA
(WGPA) which was based upon approximately the same number of
course hours (HRS) for the two groups at each of the three grade
levels. However, the significant difference for the AUAD
variable at grade level. eight and nine indicated the control
students elected‘a greater number of non-special education acade-
mic courses to meet the core curriculum requ.rement.

No reliable differences in mean absences of the two groups
were found although a slight increase in mean absences was noted
as the grade level increased. The student mean absence rate was
approximately seven percent for the seventh and eighth grades and
approached cen percent for the ninth grade.

An additional level of analysis was performed where sex 2=nd

-

school were used as control variables in two analyses of variance
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of the four school measures with group as the treatment variable

of interest. Sex was a significant variable only at the seventh
grade level for weighted GPA, F(1,108)=9.49, p<.0l, and course
hours, F(1,108)=4.42, p<.05. Females had the higher grade point
average (Females Mean=2.98; i‘ales Mean=2.40) and higher number of
course hours for the academic year (Females Mean=23.69; Males
Mean=22.26).

Seventh grade students at the praject schools differed in
number of elected non~-special education academic courses,
F(9,108)=2.53, p<.0l; number of total courses over the academi=z
school year, F(9,108)=2.29, p<.0l; and

number of absences,

F(9,108)=3.57, p<.0l. The number of non-special education acade~
mic core courses elected by IE Project participants also differed
among schools at the eighth grade, F(9,72)=2.35, p<.05 and ninth
grade, F(9,108)=3.57, p<.0l. levels. The significant bhetween
school effects likely reflect differences in school course sche-
duling policies and school student body characteristics.

Thus, the IE instructional experiences provided to special
education students did not achieve two of the goals of “he origi-
nal project proposal; (1) to increase academic performance levels
as represented by GPA and (2) to increase the number of non-
special education courses taken to meet core curriculum
requirements.

Since there was no significanf group differences for three of
the variables, the decision was made to pool the data from the
the control group and IE treatment group within grade. Table

15 presents the intercorrelations among the four stidy variables

separately by grade.




Table 15

Intercorrelations Among Course/Absence Meaasures by Grade

Grade 7
WGPA HRS ACAD ABS

WGPA 1.00 009 032 -055
HRS 1.00 006 -014
ACAD 1.00 -.25
ABS 1.00

Grade 8
WGPA l . 00 . 04 . 40 e 22
HRS 1.00 .07 .20
ABS 1.00

Grade 9
WGPPL l . 00 . 21 . 49 e 68
HRS 1.00 .18 -.27
ACAD 1.00 -.19
ABS 1.00

Similar patterns in significant correlation coefficients
were noted for students in the three grades.‘ Statistically sig-
nificant negative correlations were observed between weighted
grade point average and absences at all three grade levels; 7th
grade r=-0.55; 8th grade r=-0.22; and 9th grade r=-0.68. This
finding indicated that failure to attend class resulted in lower
end of year course grades. Another consistent finding was the
positive correlation between number of non-special academic
courses elected and weighted grade point average. However, this
finding represented an artifact of the method used to compute the
weighted grade point average. (Students received, on a per credit
hour basis, two additional points for passing non-special educa-
tion core academic courses and one additiona. point for passing

general education courses in the computation of a weighted GPA.)
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SUMMARY

The evaluation of the second yeazr of operation of the IE
Project was performed with data collected on exceptional educa-
tion students in grades seven through nine who received IE
instruction in the seyenth and/or eighth grades or served as
contact csntro}s. The statistical analyscs of school aptitude
test méasures, school grades and absences, and behav’ -‘al ratings
scales for students in the seventh and eighth grades indicated no
statistically significant differences in mean perfcrmance of IE
instructed or control students. However, analy.es dia reveal
significant differences in sex for grade point average and for
number of course hours in favor of females at the seventh grade
level. 1In addition, statistically significant differeﬁces were

found between schools and type of special education student

students performed at lower levelg on the school aptitude
measures than did the emotionally handicapped or learning
disabled students in both IE instructed and control groups.
Diffexences were also found for several Burks' Behavioral Rating
Scales for students in the exceptional education category. These
analyses revealed the FMH students to have been rated as having
more Of a problem with behavioral control in sccial interac’:ion
situations. Finally, control students at the eighth grade levels
selected a statisticallf significant greater rumber of non-
speéial education academic core courses than c¢id the IE
instructed students at this grade level.

The level of absences, number of core academic courses,

grade performance, and extracurricular activity level of ninth
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participating in the IE Project. Educable mentally handicapped’




grade students who had previously participated in the IE Project
through receiving IE instruction or as contact controls were also
assessed as part of the evaluation effort. There were no statis-
tically signficant differences found in ninth grade IE instructed
and control student rates of absenteeism or grade point average
weighted to reflect participation in non-special education core
academic courses., However, control students were found to have a
significuntly higher mean number of non—specigl education core
academic courses in comparison to the IE instructed students.
While IE instructed students reported a somewhat higher rate of
extracurricular participaticn than did the control students, the
difference in rates was not statistically significant nor were
differences in student reported numbers and levels of excurricu-
lar activity.
In conclusion, exposure of middle school exceptional educa-
; tion students with learning and emotional handicaps to IE
instruction did not result in significant gains in schooi-acade-
mic aptitude ability, grade point average, level of absenteeism

or behavior over that which would be expacted of students taking

a normal special education program. These results were consis-
tent with the findings reported in the 1984-8% IE Project Evalua-

Report.
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APPENDIX A

- Extracurricular Participation Survey Form




ACTIVITIES

firsit semester.

Always

a) Art Club 4
b) Basketball: 4
Girls®' Team
c) Basketball: 4
Varsity Tea'n
d) Basketball: 4
Jr. Vrxsity
e) Cheerleaders: 4
Jr. Varsity

F) Chorua (either

>

of them)

g) Cross Country
h) Drama Club

i) German Club

j) Graphics Club
k) Gymnastics Team
1) Football:

LS N O S - )

Jr. Varsity

m) Football:

o

Varsity

n} French Club

Gy FSLA
pj FHA

;¥ HERO Club
r) Homecoming

b o D b

Mctivities

s) Hope Haven

>

futorials

EXTRICURRICULAR PARTICIPATION SURVEY
DIRECTIONS: Below are extracurricular activities that +ook place in your school during the
(1) _adicate the extent to which you participated by circli 3 the appropriate number.
(2) Indicate what you did in the space provided. (Member: President, Secretary, etc.)
EXTENT OF YOUR PARTICIPATION TYME/YOUR CONTRIBUTION
AND/OR OFFICE HELD
Did Not
Often Somet imes Participate
3 2 1 a)
3 2 1 b) .
3 2 1 C) ;
3 2 1 d) "
3 2 1 e)
3 2 1 £f)
3 2 1 q)
3 2 1 h)
3 2 1 i)
3 2 1 3)
3 2 1 k)
3 2 1 1)
3 2 1 m)
3 2 1 n)
3 2 1 o) _
3 2 1 P)
3 2 L q)
3 2 1 r)
3 2 1 s)
85 :




uj

x)
y)

z)

aa)

bb)
cC)

ee)

££)
g99)

hh)
ii)
33)

Interclub
Council

International
Club

Intramurals
(Which ones?}

Junior Achieve-
ment
Latin Club
Literary
Mzgazine:
Marchina Band
Monogr..« Club
Oracle (News—
paper Staff)
Photoarapt.y
Club
Soccer Team
Sophomore Class
Activities
Spanish Club
Spirit Week

Student Advisory

Council
Student Council
Swim Team
Tennis Team
Torch (Yearbock

Staff)

TV Production
v.1.C.A, Club
Volleyball
Wrestling Team
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