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I.

Abstract

An evaluation of the "Project Advance" program at the Morse Crisis
Intervention Center was conducted. Review of documents, formal and informal,interviews, questionnaires, and direct observations were the_methods
used to assess the correspondence between the objectives of the program
and its achievements. The evidence, based on findings from analyses of
all the data, points to a program which shows a high degree of correspondence between its objectives and its achievements.
Raw data, findings baied on analyses of these data, and conclusions
are included in the Final Evaluation Report.
Recommendations to continue
the program, with a few modifications of certain aspects of the program,
are provided in the Final Evaluation Report.
A discussion of the roles
of the inside and outside evaluators and a presentation of suggested ways
to improve the evaluation of this and other programs are also included
in this report.
II.

Purpose

The purpose of this report

V provide information concerning the

findings of the evaluation of ti?' '''.-roject Advance" program at the Morse
Crisis Intervention Center. A major issue is the amount of correspondence

between the objectives of the program and its accomplishments. A second
important issue is determination of the events or circumstances that have
influenced the achievement of program goals. A third issue is examination
of the techniques used by project personnel to perform the internal evaluation of the program. A fourth issue is the investigation of ways in
which the internal and external evaluators can collaborate to improve the
Iraluation of this program. A fifth issue is the presentation of suggested
ways to improve the evaluation of programs in general.
III.

Background

A critical problem that faces all school systems is the development
of alternative educational programs for those students who are unable to
function in the regular classroom. Students with both emotional and
behavior problems all too often have academic problems as well. The task
that faces educators is, therefore, a complex one. These students must
be provided with:- (1) assistance in personal and social adjustment, (2)
remedial work in many academic areas, especially reading and mathematics,
and (3) a learning environment that is capable of sparking their interest
sufficiently to compensate for the apathy and negative feelings toward
school that have developed through repeated failure to perform success-.
fully.
The available resources designed to work with such students (e.g.,special
education classes, resource teachers for remedial work, school-based
counselors) all too often are not able to provide the kind of long-term
intensive experience that is necessary in order to intervene successfully
in the patterns of failure that have been established and reinforced.

9

Clearly a comprehensive program that is designed to meet the special
and critical needs of these students is of utmost importance.
Morse School, a D.C. public school facility located on R Street in
the Northwest section of Washington, D.C., has had a four year history
of providing rehabilitative care to Black, inner city students identified
as unable to function within the regular school program.
During the course of their work with these youths, the staff of the
Morse School realized that additional and/or more intensive services would
have to be provided in order to meet the needs of the students currently
enrolled and to work with a greater number of students at any one time.
A strong psychotherapeutic program would be necessary in order to
assist the students with personal growth and emotional adjustment. The
majority of the students would need remedial work in both reading and
math. The wide range of abilities in different academic areas, coupled
with great diversity in reading level, would necessitate a highly individ
ualized curriculum. Since years of failure had reinforced an apathetic
attitude toward school and learning, a different approach to learning
would be necessary in order to arouso the student's interest. Sorely
needed opportunities for participation in sports activities and exposure
to cultural exhibitions and events, as well as career development educa
tion, would also be highly desirable components of a comprehensive educa
tional program.
A proposal for the development and implementation of such a program
was written by the Assistant Principal of the Morse School. The objec
tives of the program would be to provide 60 junior high school students
who were referred to the Morse Crisis Intervention Center because of
disruptive behavior in the regular school with (a) psychotherapeutic
services, (b) an instructional program that emphasizes individualization
through the modified Open Classroom technique, and (c) a program of
enrichment that will reinforce the educational program. The proposal
was submitted to the D.C. Public Schools, funding was granted and
"Project Advance" was operationalized in 1973.
IV.

Evaluation Design

The evaluation design included the development of hypotheses to be
tested, the selection of the variables to be measured, determination of
the quality of measurement, identification of the sources of relevant
data, processing of these data to obtain findings, and presentation of
the findings, conclusions, and recommendations relevant to the evalua
tion of the prcgram.
The bases for the development of the hypotheses to be examined and
the selection of the variables to be measured came from several sources.
One source was the description of the program provided to the evaluators
Another-important source
by the personnel of the D.C. Public Schools.
was discussions with the participants (students, teachers, and adminis
trators) of the project. Other sources of hypotheses were suggestions
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available to the evaluators from their readings abaut and discussions
concerning development of individualized curricula and their knowledge
of psychotherapeutic techniques.
These hypotheses were used to assess the correspondence between the
objectives of the program and its achievements. Each of the hypotheses
was examined by studying corresponding variables which are assessed by
the use of questions designed to focus on a specific hypothesis. The
hypotheses, with paraphrases from the description of the program given
to us by the Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation and with
examples of questions used in the face to face interview, the paper and
pencil questionnaire, and in some cases other procedures such as direct
observation techniques, are presented below:
Hypothesis I (as stated in the Program Description)
Sixty junior hizh school students willeparticipate in an
instructional ro ram that em hasizes individualization throu h
the modified Open Classroom technique.
In order to achieve this objective, the project personnel
will observe the students in a variety of settings in order to
determine their interests and abilities. An individualized
instructional program built around his/her interests and abilities will be developed for each student.
Classes in Mathematics, Language Arts, Social Studies,
Health Education, Shop, and Arts and Crafts will be held on
Monday, Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday. These classes will be
conducted using the Open Classroom technique and will allow
students to take an active part in their own learning.
Schedules for each student will be reviewed periodically with
the student to insure that his/her needs are being met.
The following questions, taken from face to face interviews (Attachments A and B) and paper and pencil questionnaires (Attachments C and D),
were among those used to determine whether such a program was implemented
at Morse School.
Question 9 (Teacher paper and pencil questionnaire):
An individualized
instructionaf program has been developed for each student.

Question 14 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire):
like it if T ask them questions during class.

My teachers

Question 9 (Teacher face to face interview): How, and with what frequency, do you evaluate the progress of students in your class?

Hypothesis II (as stated in the Program Description)
Sixty junior high school students will be provided with a
psychotherakoeutic counseling program that will focus on reducing
and/or efiminatingdisturbing behavior.

-3-
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In order to achieve this objective, a strong intensive
program of individual and group counseling and therapy will
-be conducted by a qualified psychiatric social worker. This
person will work closely with both the student and his/her,
parent in an effort to open avenues of understanding of problems in behavior and to provide assistance in coping with
such problems. He/she will also provide consultative help
to the staff.
The following questions, taken from face to face interviews (Attachment A and B) and paper and pencil questionnaires (Attachments C and D),
were among those used to measure whether the students have been provided
with the opportunity to participate in a psychotherapeutic counseling
program that focuses on reducing and/or eliminating disturbing behavior.
Question 18 (Teacher face to face interview):

How well do the

psychotilc consultants meet the needs of the students and the
objectives of the program?
I feel okay
-Question 25 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire):
about talking about what's on my mind during the Group Sessions.
Hypothesis III (as ststed in the Program Description)
Sixty junior high school students will participate in a
program of enrichment activities that include sports activities;
opportunities for carcier development; and art, music, and drama
activities.
In order to achieve this objective, every Wednesday will
be designated as "Special Projects Day." On these days, and
at other times during the week, students will participate in
sports activities such as bowliag and horseback riding; go on
field trips to museums, theaters, and other places of educational interest in the wetropolitan Washington, D.C. area;
and participate in special programs such as bake sales and
seminars, etc. An effort will be made to include the parents
of students in these activities. The activities will be
designed to provide the student with opportunities to release
tensions, expose him to cultural activities, offer him an
opportunity to familiarize himself with various careers, and
to gain an awareness of available job opportunities.
The following questions, taken from the student paper and pencil
questionnaire (Attachment C), were used to elicit information from the
students about the enrichment component of the program:
Question 19 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire): The places
we go to on our field trips are places where I can see and meet people
who work at different kinds of jobs.
Question 20 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire):

trips7M-N-3-chance to do some sports activities.

The field

Hypothesis IV (as stated in the Program Description)
All program activities will focus on the objective of
re arin the student artici ants to return to the re
ar
public schoo system.
Im order to achieve this objective the program will be
designed to provide students with services and support which
will PrePure them to function again in the regularpublic
school program. There will be sr
es for tranogram:
sition of a student back into
'

fed to the student.

a)

Student counseling will

b)

A school-based conference (including parents,
counselor, and administrator from the sending
school) will be held at the receiving school.
Procedures for programming for academic:and
eMotional support will be diaCussed.

Contact with departing students will be maintained by Morse Crisis Center personnel for a
period of one year after the student returns
to a regular program or leaves Morse School.
The following questions, taken from the paper and pencil questionnaires
(Attachments C and D), were among the measures used to determine whether
the focus of program activities was on preparing students to return tc
the regular public school program:
Question 24 (School personnel paper and pencil questionnaire): The
criteria by which a student is identified as ready for transition back to
a regular school program are clear and well defined.
Question 5 (School personnel paper and pencil questionnaire):
Students who are placed back into a regular school program receive followup service for at least one year.
Question 34 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire): After I leave
riky teachc.rs and counselor will keep in touch with mi.
Hypothesis V (as stated in the Program Description)

All members of the staff will participate in pre- and
in-service training seminars that focus on effective teaching
techniques..

In order to achieve this objective, the staff at Morse
Crisis Intervention Center will receive pre-service and inservice training from D.C. Teachers College and SPecial
Education Personnel in the specialized techniques 0f:. managing disruptive behavior in the classroom, teaching in a
modified Open Classroom setting, individualizing instruction

to meet the special needs of non-achieving and alienated
children, and the use of guided group interaction as a
counseling tool. In addition, staff development seminars,
which will focus on issues related to teaching in the
Morse Crisis Intervention Center, will be held on a
regular basis.
The following questions, taken from face to face interviews, (Attachments A and B) and the paper and pencil questionnaires (Attachments C and
D), are examples of those used to elicit information from project personnel
concerning their pre- and in-service training:
Question 16 (School personnel paper and perv',
iastionnaire): The
issues dealt with during the Wednesday in-service training seminars are
relevant to the objectives of 'Project Advance.'

Question 16 (School personnel face to face interview): Mat preservice training opportunities were available to you?
.

Hypothesis VI (as stated in the Program Description)
There will be ongoi.L.k 3sessment by roject personnel
of students' progress
: the functioning of-the program
as a who e.
In order to achieve the objective of ongoing assessment of students' progress, a formal pretdst will be administered to each student at the beginning of the school year
(or his/her date of arrival at the Morse Crisis Intervention
Center). Other informal assessment techniques, such as
progress charts for academic and social skills, student
interviews, teacher observations, psychological reports,
etc., will also be utilized. Each student's progress will
be assessed semi-annually by project personnel in order to
determine readiness for return to the regular D.C. Public
Schools program.
The functioning of the program as a whole will be
evaluated by the staff and the students through group
discussions, questionnaires, and written narrative reports.
In addition, professional services will be contracted for
the external evaluation of the project. The outside evaluation consultant will be under the direction and supervision of the Division of Research and Evaluation.
The following questions, taken from the face to face interviews
(Attachments A and B) and the paper and pencil questionnaires (Attachments C and D), were among those used to gather information about the
internal evaluation of student progress and the program in general:
Question 9 (School personnel face to face interview): How, and with
what frequency, do you evaluate the progress of a student in your class?
-.6-
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Question 12 (Student paper and pencil questionnaire):
checked by my teacher every day.

My work is

There
Question 22 (School personnel paper and pencil questionnaire):
is ongoing assessment of each student's social and personal adjustment.
V.

Evaluation Methods

(1) the program description pro
The data sources identified were:
vided to us by the Division of Planning, Research and Evaluation, (2) other
documents and records related to project activities, (3) student and staff
participants of the project, and (4) the observation of ongoing project
activities.
t were used to gather data were (1) face
The measuring instrumer
,Lacil questionnaires, and (3) direct
r al
to face interviews, (2) p
4,
ument was used to obtain information
observations. Each measuri
about more than one hypothesis. our search for information was,organized
around the hypotheses. Therefore, we identified variables that were
relevant to each hypothesis and addressed ourselves to these variables
in the development of our datagathering instruments. The face to face
interview, which served as a basis for the development of the paper and
pencil questionnaires, allowed us to obtain a richness of detail about
a participant's perception of a project that is difficult to achieve by
a structured questionnaire format.

The paper and pencil questionnaires,allowed us to obtain a large
quantity of information from a large number of persons and to standardize
the questions used to elicit such information.

Direct observations yielded a rich return of information about on
going activities, participar l-. interactions, and project documents and rec
They enabled us to assess the correspondence between what we heard
ords.
about the project from program participants and what we saw. The fact
that the presence of outside observers is likely to have some effect on
the manner in which the participants carry out the activity that is being
observed should be taken into account when examining data obtained from
direct observations.

The evaluation suffered from a general problem in the design of this
project. The evaluation component, both inside and outside Of the project,
did not provide for necessary comparison-and control groups and adequate
before and after measures. This deficit is common to many projects similar
to this one. A discussion of this general problem will be included in
section.
the conclusions
A.

Face to Face Interview
1.

Purpose

The face to face interview allowed us to obtain a large amount
of information about various aspects of the program and about the
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program in general from a limited number of participants. Although
the time expenditure on the part of the participants and the evaluators was greater than with other types of measuring instruments,
the richness of detail and the variety of issues addressed provided
us with information that would have been difficult to obtain by
measuring instruments with more structured response formats, such
as paper and pencil questionnaires. In addition to providing us
with invaluable information, the responses obtained from the face
to face interviews served as a base for the development of the
paper and pencil questionnaire.
2.

Development

The project personnel face to face interview was developed on
the basis of (a) information about program objectives and activities
contained ir 441.e. d4 zription of the program kiven to us by the D.C.
School'
'Inning, Research and EV4ivation, (b), the
t
hypothest. Lu be examined, (c)_observationsof projectfacilities,
activities, and particiPants, interactions, (d) informal interviews
with program participants conducted dufing the initial stages of
the current evaluation, and (e) earlier versions of the interview
which were used to develop the final version of the face to face
interview.
The student face to face interview was developed on the basis
of the sources listed above. Two informal interviews with students
were conducted prior to interviewing students formally. Occasionally, a word or two was exchanged with several students in the
halls or classrooms, but these contacts will not, for the purposes
of this evaluation, be regarded as informal interviews.
3.

Description

The questions included in both the project personnel face to
face interview (included as Attachment A in the Attachment Section
of this report) and the student face to face interview (included
as Attachment B in the Attachment Section of this report) are openended in structure. The questions and the questionnaire formats
were designed to maximize the freedom of participants to respond
in whatever manner they chose and to give as'much or as little
information as they chose.
The questions contained in both interviews deal with various components of the program, such as the
psychotherapeutic services and the individualized instructional
program. The student interview contains questions specifically
designed to elicit information about observations of and attitude
toward the program and project personnel.
4.

Procedure

All participants were interviewed individually. All interviews were conducted by one interviewer. The setting of the
interviews varied, with interviews conducted in the Project

-8-
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Administrator's office, the Multi-Purpose room, and the offices
of project nersonnel. The interview time for students ranged
from five uo ten minutes. Interview time for project personnel
ranged from 15 minutes to one and one-half hours.
5.

Scoring

The responses received to the questions were categorized
according to relevance to the empirical hypotheses, and were
analyzed accordingly.
B.

Paper and Pencil Questionnaire
1.

Purpose

The paper and pencil questionnaires were developed in order
to make manageable and standardized the gathering of relevant
information from a large number of participants. They also
provided us with an opportunity to obtain a measure of the reliability of a data-gathering instrument. By administering the
questionnaire twice to selected subgroups of participants, we
were able to obtain two sets of responses to the same questions.
These responses were then examined for similarities and differences.
2.

Development

The student paper and pencil questionnaire was developed
(a) a description of the program and
based on several sources:
its objectives given to us by the D.C. School's Division of
Planning, Research and Evaluation, (b) the hypotheses to be
examined, (c) information obtained during face to face interviews
with participants, (d) observations by the evaluators of ongoing
program activities, and (e) an earlier version of the student
questionnaire that was pretested during the current evaluation.
This initial version of the student questionnaire, containing
both untested questions and questions which had already been
tested in face to face interviews, was administered to a subgroup
of four students. Feedback from the respondents enabled us to
revise and refine the questionnaire. Specific questions were
reworded, added, or deleted, and the format of the section
designed to elicit demographic information fran the respondent
was restructured. The instructions for responding to the questionnaire were reworded in order to make them more precise.
The project personnel questionnaire was developed based on
the sources listed above.
3.

Description

The student paper and pencil questionnaire (included as
Attachment C in the Attachment Section of this report) is composed
-9-

of questions with a Likert scale response format. The respondent
is asked to choose among five alternative responses that range
from an "All of the time" to a "None of the time" response. The
respondent indicates his/her choice by circling the number that
represents the frequency of occurrence of a specific iten. The
questions deal with aspects of the program such as Guided Group
Interaction sessions, freedom to move about during a class, field
trips, etc. The respondent is asked not only about whether
specific program activities occur but also whether or not she/he
enjoys and learns from them.

The project personnel questionnaire (included as Attachment
D in the Attachment Section of this report) contains queations
which deal with various aspects of the Project Advance prograi
as well as participants' views about specific activities and
the program in general. The response format is identical to
that of the student queitionnaire.
4.

Procedure

The unrevised student questionnaire was administered by an
evaluator to a group of four students in the Guidance Coanselor's
Office at Morse Center. The time required to explain the,purpose
and response format of the questionnaire to the students and have
them complete the questionnaire ranged from 14 to 22 minutes, with
the differences resulting from variations in reading, comprehension,
and response speeds of the students. In order to facilitate the
administration of the questionnaire to one student, whose reading
level did not allow him to read and comprehend many of the words
included in the questionnaire, the evaluator read aloud to this
student each question and its response alternatives. After the
questionnaires were completed, questions designed to elicit
evaluative feedback from respondents and the guidance counselor
about specific questions and phrases as well as the response
format itself were posed by the evaluator. The guidance counselor
was extremely helpful in offering suggestions for ways to revise
the questionnaire so that it could be read, comprehended, and
responded to by the majority of students.
The final version of the questionnaire was administered by
the evaluators to the student population. A tape recording of the
questionnaire was made and played in each classroom while the
students followed along on their questionnaire forms and circled
the response they chose. This was designed to give some additional
help to slow readers who would have been unable to answer the
questions independently.
The final version of the project personnel questionnaire was
administered to the teachers by an evaluator during a Wednesday
afternoon staff development meeting in late May. The time required
to complete the questionnaire was approximately 10 to 15rminutes,
depending on response speed of the participant.
-10-
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5.

Scoring

The response formats of both paper and pencil questionnaires
were designed in such a way as to facilitate computer processing.
Each was categorized according to relevance to the empirical
hypotheses and was analyzed accordingly.
C.

Direct Observation
1.

Purpose

Direct observations enabled,the evaluators to gain first hand knowledg
of many of the aspects of:the program listed in the description of
the program and discussed during interviews with program participants.
2.

Development

Prior to and during all site visits we tried to acquaint ourselves as much as possible with the various aspects of the Program.
Our readings about the program and initial discussions with program
participants, as well as our initial observations of the physical
facilities, onoing 9,tivities and participants' interactions,
a checklist of activities and materials
enabled us to deve:
relevant to our evaAuation.
'

3.

Description

The following aspects of the program were among those considered
relevant to our direct observations:
a.

Staff Development
documents and materials related to courses offered
(1)
as pre-service training
in-service training seminars and courses
(2)

b.

Physical Facility
flexible use of rooms and space
(1)
(2)
kinds and location of furniture
kinds and use of equipment and educational materials
(3)

c.

Educational Component
academic class schedules
(1)
classroom activities (e.g. Open Classroom aspects)
(2)
student-teacher interactions
(3)
student programs, folders, lesson plans
(4)
teacher-student ratio
(5)

d.

Psychotherapeutic Component
Guided Group Interaction sessions
(1)
schedules for individual and group therapy
(2)
interactions between consultants and staff
(3)

(4)

e.

procedures used to select students for individual
and/or group therapy

Enrichment Component
schedule of field trips
(1)
participant interactions and student behavior on
(2)
field trips
special projects and activities
(3)
parent involvement
(4)
communication methods (e.g. newsletters, bulletins,
(5)
etc.)

f.

4.

Internal Evaluation
(1)
formal pre and posttests
appropriateness, reliability and validity of
(a)
tests Lelected
schedule of administration dates
(b)
test scozes, including summary statistics of
(c)
the score
informal evaluation methods
(2)
progress charts
(a)
follow up records
(b)
staff questionnaires
(c)
staff conferences and discussion groups
(d)
semiannual assessment techniques and records
(3)
procedures used to determine students'
(a)
readiness to reenter a regular school program

PrOcedure

The evaluators,either individually or in pairs, visited class
rooms, attended a guided group interaction demonstration, and
examined records and other documents in order to make observations
of interactions, activities, and materials relevant to the eval
uation of Project Advance. The evaluators used discretion in their
observation activities so that their presence disrupted what was
going on as little as possible. Notes were taken at the time of
the observation.
Several methods of observation were used. General observations
are made of all activities and materials occurring during a specific
time period. Time, interval, and event sampling techniques were
also among the observation methods in use during the current eval
uation.

Scoring
Observations were categorFzed according to their relevance to
aline or more-empirical a priori hypotheses. Consideration was given
-±o the correspondence of observed events to proposed program
_activities as described in the description of the program.
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D.

Test - Retest Agreement of the Measuring Instruments
1.

Paper and Pencil Questionnaire

The final version of the student paper and pencil questionnaire
was administered twice to a subgroup of students. The number of
persons in this subgroup was small since we wanted to avoid overburdening too many people. The two administration =',-re separated
by a time interval of approximately
5 weeks. The date of ea
administration was choson to 04gee as little iboonveniuiloe as
possible to the participants. The evaluators did, however, take
into consideration the fact that it is preferable not to have
the retest given after a long time lapse. This is important
because differences in responses as a result of changes in program
emphases or achievements would be more probable if there was a
time lapse of several months between the two administrations.
Since all questionnaires were filled out anonymously, it was not
possible to match questionnaire to questionnaire. A comparison
of the responses of the pretest group (Group 1) to specific
questions with the responses obtained from Group 2 (main group)
during the main administration will be presented.
Tables xyI and XVII present a comparison of first administration and
retest administration responses by students to selected questions
from the paper and pencil questionnaire.
Questions were selected
in the following way:
Questions were grouped according to
relevance to a particular component of the program. At least
one question from each group was then randomly selected for
inclusion in the test - retest data analyses.

Examination of the tablmshowed that there is fair to good
agreement on the majority of the items. A portion of the nonagreement of responses may be due to the range of response
alternatives available, that is, for each question a respondent
was asked to choose among five alternatives. Some discrepancy
might be expected with such a range. A second-factor which made
it difficult to compare response percentages from one administration
to the next was the fact that the pretest group; was composed of
only three students. One response, therefore, carried much more
weight and could easily skew the group percentage for a specific
item. With these limitations in mind, a comparison of the percentages of "All of the Time" responses for the two groups showed
that the agreement level is fairly high.
Initial observations of facilities and participant interactions were made by two or more observers at the same time and
place in order to check for interjudge agreement in the observations.
Discussion of the observations made revealed a sufaciently high
level of agreement concerning specific interactions., behaviors,
equipment, and materials to allow the observers tommake further
observations individually.

2i.

E.

Validity of the Measuring Instruments

The validity of the measuring instruments led in the evaluation
lnalysis of the
tfli was determined b
of the Project Advano
relations among res,,,
yen by the same gra
respcmdentk to
'I"'
Interrelationsillps among the partidifferent measuring 14
'4
cipants' responses elicitea by questions from the face to face Utter,.
view and paper and pencil questionnaires, and the direct observation
data as reported by the evaluators, supported the hypothesis that the
various data gathering instruments were measuring the same variables.
The relationship of these reports to the stated objectives of the
project proposal supports the validities or meanings of the measuring
devices used in this evaluation.
,

F.

In-depth Observation of the Progress of a Subgroup of Students

The evaluators selected four students whose progress was "followed
through interviews, classroom observations, examination of test scores
and student folders. The data obtained from this in-depth study of
these four students was used to supplement the data obtained from-other
data sources and clarify our knowledge of program activities.
The four students were ahosen, with assistance from the
Director, on the basis of length of time in the program. In
to maintain confidentiality, the students will be designated
Boy B, Boy C, and Girl A whenever referenced for the purpose
discussion in this Report.

Project
order
as Boy A,
of

The length of time that these four students were at Morse Center
ranged from almost two school years to one month. 'At the end of the
1975-76 school year, Boy A and Girl A will have been at Morse Center
two months, Boy B for one month, and Boy C for almost two school years.
VI.

Results
A.

Introductory Remarks

Some general introductory remarks about the findingsobtained
from each data gathering procedure shall be made and then findings
will be discussed in terms of their relevance to the empirical
hypotheses.
The findings to be presented in the Mesults Section to follow
showed a progran that is well developed and has achieved_a high degree
of correspondence betweemits objectives and its accomplishments.
The majority of the programcomponents described in the original
proposal were implemented and have progressed nicely. Additional
support services that focus on: (1) helping the teachers develop
an educational technology based on the Open Classroom approach and
(2) modifying student-teacher interactions and student program
development to include increased emphasis on the use of behavioral
techniques would add to the effectiveness of the program.
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The program in general, however, is basically sound and functions
as a good intervention measure for the population it serves.
B.

The Data Gathered
1.

Face to Face Interview

Six formal and numerous informal face to face interviews
with school personnel were conducted by the evaluators. Formal
telephone interviews with the parents of four students who attended
Morse School at the time of the evaluation or during the three
year life of the project were conducted by the evaluators. Four
formal interviews were conducted with the four students whose
progress was being followed and several students were interviewed
informally as the evaluators interacted with them.in hallwAys or
classrooms during direct observation activities. Inteririews wereconducted
with
persons from two neighborhood business organizations who,
because of proximity to the Morse Center, were in a position to
have first hand knowledge of the Morse Center and its activities.
All nf the participants appeared quite willing to speak
frankly about their participation in and feelings about Project
Advance. The school personnel were particularly helpful and,
indeed, anxious to share with the evaluators their knowledge of
and attitude toward the project.
2.

Paper and Pencil Questionnaire
a.

Student paper and pencil questionnaire

The unrevised student paper and pencil questionnaire
was pretested with a group of four students. Based on their
responses and evaluative feedback about the questionnaire
format and specific questions, as well as consultation with
the Guidance Counselor, the questionnaire was revised slightly.

Thirtysix students responded to the revised paper and
pencil questionnaire. Thirtythree of the respondents were
The age of the students ranged
male, and three were female.
from 13 to 18 years old. Five and onehalf percent of the
One student, or
students who respoLied are 13 years of age.
2.7 percent of those who responded, is 18. The majority of
are between 14 and 16 years old.
the students (81:4)
of the mspon
Twentyeight of the.36 students. ( 80 1%.dents) came to the Morse Crisis Intervention Center from the
District of Columbia Public School3System. Three of the
respondents came from private special education schools in
the Metropolitan Washington, D.C. area. Three students came
from private special education schools located outside of
Nineteen students,
the Metropolitan Washington, D.C. area.
when asked what grade they are now in, said that they were in
Five and nine students believed that they
the eighth grade.
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were in the seventh and ninth grades respectively. Since
Morse Center operates on an ungraded basis, it is difficult
to know whether students are basing their grade level on the
grade in which they were in prior to coming to Morse or where
they feel that they should be because of chronological age or
length of time in school.
b.

Project personnel questionnaire

The project personnel questionnaire was administered to
19 of the 22 regular full-time school personnel. Nine Classroom Teachers, four Teacher-Aides, the Guidance Counselor,
the Social Worker, tmo Resource Teachers, and two Administrative Aides responded to the questionnaire.
Analyses of the data from the responses to the student
questionnaire and the project personnel questionnaireare
presented in Tables I through XVI. The data are.grouped
according t° relevance to specific program components and/or
program objectives. Each table contains the data 'from analyses
of responses given to all questions dealing with one ofthe
program components previously identified as releiant to this
evaluation.
3.

Direct Observation

Thirteen site visits were made to the Morse Criisis Intervention
Center. During these visits, observations were made by means of
standard time, interval, and event sampling techniques. Among the
behaviors observed were student-teacher interactions, studentstudent interactions, class size, classroom activities, guided
group interaction activities, interactions among staff,and the
physical facility. Test scores from standardized achievement
tests and informal diagnostic tests were examined. Records, progress charts, student folders and other relevant documents were
examined.
C.

Results by Hypotheses

The quantitative
from the face to face
pencil questionnaires
analyses were blended
hypothesis.

study of the five hypotheses was based upon data
interviews, telephone interviews, paper and
and direct observations. The results of these
and discussed in relation to the relevant

Hypothesis I

'unior hi h school students will artici ate in an instrucSixt
tiona propain that emp asizes individua ization t ough the modi led
Open C assroom technique.
Examination of the data to be presented below will show that
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approximately 60 students participated in the instructional program
at Morse Crisis Intervention Centcr. The number of students who
were enrolled in Morse Center at any one time varied according to the
number of placements received from the D.C. Public Schools Pupil
Personnel Department and the rate of return of Morse students to
the regular school program. The findings obtained from the measuring
instruments showed that there appeared to be strong emphasis on the
development and use of an individualized learning program for each
student and that a modified Open Classroom approach was used at Morse
Center.
Examination of Table I (Question 10);which contains the number and
percentage of students endorsing specific aspects of the program thvt
are related to the use of an Open Classroom individualized instructional
approachi,showed
of the students who responded to
that 25 %
the paper and pencil questionnaire said that a situation in which
everyone in class is working on the same lesson at the same time does
not occur at the Morse Center.
only 8 percent of the student respondents endorsed "All of the
Time" as descriptive of the frequency of occurrence of everyone in
class working on the same lesson at the same time (Question 10). A
large majority of the students (47.2%) agreed that "Some of the Time"
everyone works on the same lesson at the same time.
Table II presents the number of endorsements and percentage of
school personnel endorsing specific aspects of the Morse Center Program
that are relevant to the objective of an "individualized instructional
program".
Examination of the data from the responses given to Questions 9
of the school personnel respondents said
and 10 showed that 47 %
that an individualized instructional program was developed for each
feel that an
student "All of the Time". An additional 47 %
individualized instructional program is developed for students "Most
of the Time".
Sixty-six percent of the school personnel respondents believed
that the majority of students work on the same assignment at the same
time only "Some" or "Little" of the time. Thirteen percent of the
respondents said that this occurs "None of the Time". Since one
identifiable characteristic of an open classroom approach is the
difference in ability levels within groups of students and the variety
of assignments that are therefore appropriate to each ability level,
the relatively few endorsements given to "same assignment", lent
further support to the hypothesis that a modified open classroom
approach was used at Morse Center.
Additional support came trom analyses of the data obtained during
face to face interviews with program personnel and student participants.
Examination of Table III (Items 1, 2, and 3) showed that all of the
six school personnel interviewed reported that both standardized and
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teacher-made diagnostic tests were used to prescribe and to indiviInterviews with program
dualize learning programs for all students,
personnel revealed that a diagnostic instrument, the Wide Range
Achievement Test, was administered to the students by the Reading
The Wide
Resource Teacher during their first day at Morse Center.
Range Achievement Test scores were then used by the Guidance Counselor
to develop a general program (examples of the programs of the four
students-whose progress was followed during the evaluation are included
as Appendix A in the Attachment Section of this report) including
homeroom and academic subject grouping, special interest areas, need
for remedial work, etc. for each student. These judgements ware
frequently refined by more detailed educational testing with booth
formal and informal tests. Examination by the evaluators of four
students' folders showed that the Wide Range Achievement Test was
indeed administered to these students during each student's first
day at Morse Center and that test scores were included as part ,ef
the student's folder. Throughout the school year, the*project personnel used informal diagnostic tests, observations, and conferences with
the students themselves to determine whether a student's-instructieinal
program was appropriate and continued to be appropriate, to his/her
needs.
Further examination of Tables III and I which present the findings
from analyses of relevant questions from the project personnel face
to face interview and the student paper and pencil questionnaire,
indicated that one-to-one tutoring was included as part of the individualized instructional program at Morse. Examination of the responses
to Item 4 of Table III showed that all of the school personnel interone-to-one tutoring was an important part of
viewed reported' that
the educational component of the program.
Direct observations of classroom activities showed that it was
not unusual to find a student working on an individual basis in the
classroom with an Educational Aide or a Classroom Teacher during the
class period.
It was also apparent that Classroom Aides had an important function in the classroom setting. Their presence made possible individual
tutoring during class time. It would be extremely difficult, given
the demands placed on the Classroom Teacher's time, to maintain this
type of individualized program without the direct support provided by
these Aides.
One-to-one tutoring was also provided by the Librarian and the
Reading Resource Teacher. A formal "remedial work" period with the
Reading Resource Teacher was often included in a student's weekly,
For example, Boy C (from the subgroup of students,whom we
schedule.
1.9)
followed closely) entered the program with an extremely
He
received
tutoring
from
the
Reading
Resource
Teacher
reading level.
on a twice weekly basis, and was reading on a grade level of 4.5 at
the time these data were collected (16 school months after Boy C
entered Morse Center.)
-18-

Examination of the materials used in the classrooms showed that
folders for each stiident containing current work assignments, completed
papers, and other materials had been established and were in use in
every classroom. We determined, through examination of the folder
and interviewing students and teachers, that these folders were used
to facilitate individualization of classroom activities in the following
manner:
Work completed by a student was corrected daily
and replaced in the student's folder along with new
assignments. This allowed the student to receive
feedback about his previous day's work and to get
new work which built upon his preceding success.
Examination of the folders of several children in each class
showed that among the contents of the folder were mimeographed worksheets for different lessons (such as alphabetizing, conjunctions,
etc.) and different ability levels. This lent further support to
the hypothesis that each student worked according to an individualized
program that had been developed for him/her.
Standard time, event, and interval sampling observational techniques were used to determine whether all students were working on
the same lesson at the same time during a class period. Table IV
presents the findings from analyses of the data obtained during direct
observation of student activities during various class periods.
During six observation periods at least two different activities
were occurring in each classroom simultaneously. During an observation period,_it was typical to find a teacher working with a group
of three to six students, one or two students working independently
on a different assignment, and an Educational Aide helping one student
with another lesson.
The evidence shows that a beginning level Modified Open Classroom
approach was used at Morse. Direct observations of classroom activities enabled us_to determine that there was flexible use of the_
classroom space and equipment, students seemed comfortable moving
about or changing seats during class, different lessons were occurring
simultaneously, and teachers were encouraging students to ask quest'ons
and help one another. However, there was little or no evidence of
learning stations and centers or of an educational technology with a
comprehensive, graduated and in-depth curriculum as a back up and a
basis for such stations and centers. For example, it was learned during
our interviews with project personnel that one of the educational
goals was to teach these students how to fill out forms such as
employment blanks. Although it was apparent that the teachers were
inventive and innovative in working toward this goal, no stepr seemed
to have been taken toward building this one series of tasks which
would permit students to climb the skills ladder.
Additional support for the use of a Modified Open Classroom
technique in the Educational component of the Morse Crisis Intervention
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Center was found in the analyses of the responses given by students
and project personnel to specific questions from the face to face
interviews and the paper and pencil questionnaires.

Examination of Table I, Question 8, showed that 25% of the stu
dents who responded to the questionnaire said that they could move
to a different seat during class. An additional 44.5% said that
moving to a different seat duxing class was acceptable to their
teachers "Most of the Time" or at least "Some of the Time". Thirty
one percent of the students endorsed "Little of the Time" or "None
of the Time" as descriptive of how frequently they were allowed to
Of
independently move to a different seat during a class period.
this 31%, almost half (5 out of 111 said that it would not be accept
able or appropriate for them to move to a different seat at any time
during class.
Sixtyone percent of the students (i.e.,22 of 36) said that
they were able to ask other students to help them with their work
during class at least "Some of the Time" (Question 9). Four of
these 22 students said that they could ask other students for help
during class "All of the Time". Thirtysix percent of the respon
dents, however, do not feel that this is something that they can
do during a class period.
Examination of the responses given to Question 11 showed that
students did not report having a great deal of autonomy in pacing
themselves in their work or moving from Gne lesson to the next.
Sixtyone percent of the students reported that they were supposed to
ask their teacher's permission "All of the Time" before going on to
a new lesson. An additional 11% felt that it was necessary to do so
"Most of the Time". If a "Most" of the time response implies that
the majority of the time they needed to ask their teacher's permission
but occasionally they did not, then a "Some of the Time" response
might be interpreted as "it is necessary to ask permission some of
the time but some of the time it is not necessary." If a "Some of
the Time" response is interpreted in this fashion, then 11% of the
students said that "Some of the Time" they could go to a new lesson
without asking permission. Only six percent of the students said
that it is not necessary for them to ask their teacher's permission
before moving on to a new lesson. An advantage of freedom-of move
ment,(physical and in terms of progression to new lesson0 is that it helps
students increase their selfdiscipline and develop responsibility
for their own behavior.
Examination of Table V showed that 69% of the students who
responded to Question 12 in the paper and pencil questionnaire said
that their work is checked daily by their teachers "All of the Time".
An additional 5% of the respondents endorsed "Most of the Time" and
19%, or seven students, of the 36 student respondents said that at
least "Some of the Time" their work is ohecked daily by their
teachers. bnly 5.5% of the students reported that their work was
never checked daily by their teachers.
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Sixty-one percent of the students repu:tstd (in their responses
to Question 13) that they receive daily feedback about their work
from their teachers at least "Most of the Time". An additional 30%
of the students endorsed "Some of the Time" when asked how regularly
they received daily feedback about their work. Eight percent of the
students said that they receive daily feedback from teachers "Little
of the Time" or "None of the Time".

Further examination of Table II (Question 14) showed that 40%
of the participants said that their work with students focussed "All
of the Time" on helping the students take an active part in their
own learning. An additional 53% said that "Most of the Time" their
work focussed on helping the students take an active part in their
own learning.
Fifty-three percent of the respondents said that a Modified Open
Classroom approach was used most of the time at Morse Center. An
additional 27% of the respondents said that an Open Classroom approach
was used "Some of the Time". Twenty percent (all of whom were classroom teachers) of the respondents felt that an Open Classroom approach
was used at Morse Center "All of the Time".
None of the participants
endorsed the categories of "Little of the Time" or 'Tone of the Time".
The evidence showed that the majority of the school personnel
who work in a teaching capacity with students felt that a modified
Open Classroom approach is used most of the time at Morse School.
The evaluators agree that many aspects of a modified Open Classroom
approach were used at Morse Center. However, as mentioned above,
there was no evidence that an educational technology, which is crucial
to further development,,maintenance, and smooth_ftinctioning of an
Open Classroom curriculum, had been developed. The techniques used
and the organization of the instructional program at Morse Center are
indicators of fine beginning steps in the development of a modified
Open Classroom curriculum. A more comprehensive, sequentially organized educational technology is needed to maximize the benefits to be
derived from an Open Classroom_approach.
Hypothesis II

unior hi h school students will be
Si
therapeutic counse ing program that will
eliminating disturbing behavior.

rovided with a us cho

The evidence to be presented below showed that the students were
provided with a psychotherapeutic counseling program. A major focus
of this psychotherapeutic counseling program was the reduction and
elimination of disturbing behavior.
Interviews with project personnel and examination of weekly
schedules (see Appendix B for an example of a Monthly Sohedule for a
typical month) yielded the information that there were several types
of psychotherapeutic counseling services available to Morse students.
-21-
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Several psychotherapeutic consultants provided individual and group
therapy on a regular basis to selected students and their parents.
Participation in Guided Group Interaction Sessions (which will be
discussed in greater detail below), was offered to all students.
These Guided Group Interaction Sessions were held on a twice a week
basis and were led by one of the several Morse Staff people who had
previously taken a course in Guided Group Interaction.
The School Guidance Counselor and the Social Worker also met
with each student on a regular basis to discuss academic, social,
and personal concerns of students. The frequency of these meetings
was determined by each student's individual needs. In addition, the
Project Director, the Guidance Counselor, and the Social Worker were
available for crisis intervention. Direct observations of the wsys
in which several crisis situations were dealt with by these persons
indicated that sufficient support was provided to the student and
assistance was given in helping him/her to explore other alternatives
and feelings. One example of such good intervention by the Project
Director involved an incident in which Girl A (one of the students
whose progress we are following in some detail) was feeling very
"new" at Morse and as a result felt very unhappy. The Project
Director calmed her, listened to her, and helped her gain familiarity
with the school and thus increased her comfort level. She did this
by talking with Girl A for a short period of time and then enlisting
her assistance as a temporary "office aide".

A demonstration of a Guided Group Interaction Session was obser
It was a "demonstration" session in that the session was open
to observers during an open house week and in that the session took
place in some special room in the school. Otherwise, the session,
its membership, its procedures, etc. were as usual as the participants
could make it. Direct observation of this demonstration as well as
interview information obtained from program participants revealed
that emphasis was placed on the areas of selfconcept, empathy, and
sensitivity to self and others. The primary focus of the Guided Group
Interaction Sessions was the reduction and elimination of ,disturbing
(1) respect
behaviors. The ground rules set up for the group were:
everyone's opinion and (2) do not "beat up on" each other physically.
The groups were based on the assumption that young people pay more
attention to what their peers say than to what adults say, and dis
cussions with peers is therefore extremely helpful. Each group
ranged in size from 4 to 12 students and were formed by grouping
students who shared the same homeroom. The sessions were 45 minutes
The group leader had an agenda, or a topic focus, that he/she
long.
maintained. Some of the topics, however, were suggested by the
students themselves.
ved.

From interviews with school personnel, direct observations, and
reading of relevant literature concerning the Guided Group Interaction
Sessions it was learned that the theoretical assumption made was that
quite often the students cannot talk about their problems with their
parents. It was helpful to them to discuss such problems with peers
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and to discoverlow other students have similar problems. The group
experience can thiereeee be thought of as training in talking together,
communicatingthoushorts and feelings more effectively, and learning how
to think in a4swasbuteul way about oneself and one's actions. There
was concern not only that the students get content, but that they were
able to communicate their feelings about that content. The structure
and philosophy of the Guided Group Interaction approach seemed to be
consistent with the goals of the Psychotherapeutic Component of the
Morse program.
The Demonstration Guided Group Interaction Session led by a
skilled leader was observed. The group contained six members (five
boys and one girl). The session took place with the members seated
in a circle on comfortable living room furniture. Four of the six
members spoke quite frequently in the group; two members spoke less
frequently. In the beginning of the session most of the communication
went through the group leader. However, by the end of the session
the group members were communicating directly to each other.
The
session was definitely guided, and this was done by the leader in a
very skilled way. He started with a warm up exercise in which the
members were asked to think of a cartoon character that they like
and give reasons why they like that character. They were then asked
to choose what "disguise" they would choose if they could be any one
of the characters named. Some examples of students' choices, with
(1) Roadrunner (a cartoon strip and TV
the reasons chosen are:
character chosen because he is fast and it is difficult to catch him)
and (2) the Flintstones (also a cartoon strip and TV characters
chosen because they are comical and sometimes get into trouble just
as people do in real life).
The discussion in this demonstration group session moved to
several school incidents that involved inappropriate student behavior.
The group, after discussing the incidents, decided that jealousy was
one of the causal factors of the incidents.
The agenda for the demonstration which was observed is_presented
below:
(1)
(2)

(3)

Warm up exercise (focussing on identifying issues).
Discussions of current school incidentsiwith expression
of feelings about the incidents and positive resolutions
of these incidents which were achieved by the group.
Discussion of past behaviors in contrast with current
behaviors, discussion about returning to their former
schools and. what that would be like for them. The
following we examples of questions raised during the
course
e discuSsion: "How are you going to handle
teeing sea pour old friends?" "What are your expects
tions sod teheirs?"

(4)

A closing statement by the leader concerning the con
tinuatLon of this discussion at the next session.

In general, observations revealed that the session had clear
structure and focus, which were perceived not as limiting but as increasing the value and learning possibilities of the session. The
topics appeared to be discussed in a productive manner, with a sense
of continuity and responsibility that appeared to be helpful to the
members. The group leader's closing remarks about continuing the
discussion and his description af the agenda for the next meeting
were examples of such continuity. Another example was the policy
of having each Guided Group Interaction leader fill out a log recording his/her observations of the events that occurred during each
session. Appendix C is an example of the log used by Guided Group
Interaction leaders.
Table VI presents the number and percentage of school personnel
rating the frequency of occurrence of specific aspects of the psychotherapeutic counseling program at Morse Center. Fifty-seven Percent
of the 17 school personnel who felt that they had sufficient experience with or information about the Guided Group Interaction (G.G.I.)
sessions to respond to the question (Question 25) said that they
thought that "the majority of students enjoyed and benefitted from
participation in G.G.I. sessions "Most of the Time". Twentr-six
percent of the respondents said that the students enjoyed and benefitted from the G.G.I. sessions "Some of the Time". The'majority
of school personnel respondents said (to Question 24) that they
believed that the issues dealt with in the Guided Group Interaction
sessions focussed on helping students understand and cope with their
own behavior at least "Most of the Time".
There appeared to be a slight difference in the way in which the
school personnel respondents perceived the services provided by thepsychotherapeutic consultants who provide individual service and the
way in which they perceived the services of those who provide group
psychotherapy to students. More (68.4% to Q. 28 as opposed to 57.8%
to Q. 29) respondents seemed to feel that the services provided by
the psychotherapeutic consultants who work with children on an individual basis was more often'in accord with the needs of the students
and-iiith- program objectives than were the services provided-by-the
group consultants.

thasponses

Table VII presents data obtained from analyses of
given by students to questions relevant to the Guided Groupt.luterExamination of the table showed that 41.7%;cd'Ile
action Sessiuns.
students (am Q. 24) said that the issues discussed during, Ittat Group
Sessions were helpful and of interest to them "All of theArtme".. An
additional 16.7% of the students endorsed "Most of the Thadmiaarn
asked by the same questiouif the issues discussed were helkarul .to
them. Howeeer, 11% of the students said that the issues Alismuased
were helpful_ only a "Little of-the Time" and 8% felt that tibmiimmues
discussed were never helpful to them. The majority (80.61aa&the
students said that at least "Some of the Time" the time spleszt,SmEthe
Guided Group Interaction Sessions was helpful to them. There-are
approximately 19% of the respondents (7.of 36) who did not endorse
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the session topics as helpful at least "Some of the Time". Further
examination of the table (Q. 25) showed that approximately 19% of the
students did not feel comfortable talking about what was on their mind
in the Group Sessions at all or only on an infrequent basis. It
seems likely that there is some overlap between each group of students
who responded with a "Little of the Time" or a "None of the Time"
response to these two questions. There are several possible reasons
for this. If a studemt does not feel comfortable enough to participate in a discussions it might be difficult to divorce himself/herself
from these feelings of uneasiness enough to benefit from the.discussion of others. On the other hand, if a student feels that a discussion is without value and of no interest he/she would not-be likely
to contribute to it or share his/her feelings or thoughts. It is
interesting to note that when asked (Q. 36) whether they enjoyed the
Group Sessions, approximately 17% of the students responded with
"Little" or "None of the Time". It appears likely that again there
is overlap in terms of students who chose "Little" or "None" for the
questions dealing with comfort level (Q. 22) and perceived helpfulness of topics discussed (Q. 24) with students who enjoy the Group
Sessions "Little" or "None" of the time. The similarities between
the percentage of student endorsements that fall into the categories
of "All" to "Some of the Time" for each of these three questions
support the belief that although a small group of students did not
feel comfortable in the Guidance Group Interaction Sessions and said
that they enjoyed it little or not at all, the majority (approximately
80%) of the students enjoyed the group sessions, felt they benefitted
from the topics discussed, and were able to talk about what was on
their mind during the Group Sessions.
Similar findings were obtained from face to face interviews conducted with project personnel and students. The availability to
students of Group Therapy, Individual and Guided Group Interaction
counseling services was endorsed 1-y all the project personnel interviewed. one-half of the students interviewed reported that they enjoyed the Guided Group Interaction-Sessions. The remainder of the
_students interviewed said they did not enjoy them even though they
did participate in themr on a regular basis. When asked about the kinds
of issues discussed during the Guided aroup Interaction Sessions,
students mentioned the:following areast._!!fighting", "grades", "going
to a new school", "drugs", "stuiling", and "truancy".
Table VIII presenes the :number andpercentage of students expressing positive feeIftnes toward school. Examinatiomuf-the responses
to 4i.--tion 33 (I ntee_iuto trouble" less bere at Morse than I 4id
atJayaast school) iimwed that 61% of the students said that the above
statement was true for them atrleast MUnst" of the time. Almost half,
ora5nof the 36 students who responded,:to this question, said that
thei statement "I get into trouble lesszat Morsethanzttr4, last schout"
was true for them "All" of the time. These findings lent support to
the achievement of the program objective of "a reduction in.or elimination of disturbing behavior". However (and this is-also spplicable
to many of the achievements of the program) it is impossible to
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determine the causal factor(s) in this reduction in disturbing behavior.
It may be due to participation in the psychotherapeutic counseling
program, but the lack of control nnd comparison groups precludes attributing it to a specific program activity or even to the set of-ictivities entitled "Project Advance". Further discussion of this limitation in the original design of the evaluation of this project will be
discussed in the Conclusions Section of this report.
Hypothesis III

Sixtyjunior hish school students will participate in a program
of enrichment activities that include sports activitiesr opportunities
Air career develapment, and art, music, and drama activities.
Examination of the data to be presented below showed that all of
the students who attended Morse School were provided with the opportunity to participate in an enrichment program that included a variety
of recreational, cultural, and educational experiences.
Interviews with project personnel yielded the information that
the students, accompanied by the majority of the teachers, went on a
field trip every Wednesday morning. Among the activities that the
students participated in were sports activities such as Go-Karting
and Students vs. Teachers Volleyball games as well as tours of places
of historical and cultural interest in the Metropolitan Washington,
D.C. area. Visits were made to the U.S. Naval Museum, the National
Zoological Park, the Main Post Office, the FBI Building and other
places where the students would have the opportunity to observe and
speak with persons who are working in a variety of different jobs.
A List of the 1975-76 School Year Schedule of Field Trips and Activities=for the Morse Crisis Intervention Center is included in this
repo= as Appendix:D. Examination of this schedule showed that
adabional enrichment actimities, designed to facilitate parent and
community involvement.as -Wen as to bring the Morse students into
contact with schools located near Morse Center, were held regularly.
Crwr. mashes, bake 'sales, sad parties to which female guests from a

r*Whood junior high sehoal were invited were 4E-td-heId on-a
Theme parties served
athaaLpurpase studtzdzs reit only had a chance to broaden their
snr=al..=antactomnd int:Imams their social skills at the parties, but
ireguiler-,hasis duaing the 1975-76 school year.

-rhe-parties served as itrthinEorcers for appropriate scholastic behaviors
in-.0..hak the students mem:Table to "earn" the right to attend each
soc=1, event. Fier exorx3Tm4 a Bunny Hop was sponsored by Morse Center

duri=_April of 1976. 4West5 from Shaw Junior High School were indancing contests,,refreshments, and other activities of interest
viiow.i4
to Le= students were phormed. In order to attend the Bunny Hop, each
Marset-Center student needed:to earn, through good attendance and
puortnality, a specifir-mumber of points by the day-of the Bunny Hop.
Pon-dams advertising the Bunny Hop and progress charts showing each
strident's points were displayed throughout the Morse Center. It
that almost all students earned
wasaearned
theprivilege of attending the Bunny Hop. The inclusion of such
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activities that are contingent upon appropriate social behavior and
academic effort appeared to be characteristic of the Morse program.
It seems highly likely that an increase in such contingency-based
activities would result in even greater increases in students'
achievements.
Table IX presents the number and percentage of students endorsing specific aspects of the enrichment program. Fifty-eight percent
of the students reported in response to Question 17 that they looked
forward to the Wednesday field trips "All of the Time". An additional
16% of the students selected "Most_of the Time,' when asked whether
they enjoyed the field trips. The Wednesday morning excursions appeared
to serve as learning experiences for the majority of the students
(Q. 18). Approximately 70% of the respondents said that they learned
new things at the places they went to on field trips at least "Most
of the Time". There appeared to be some career development opportunities built into these trips. Forty-one percent of the students
in resmonse to Question 19 endorsed "Some of the Time" when asked if
field-trips gave them a chance to see and meet people who work at
different kinds of jobs, 30% endorsed "Most of the Time" and 22%
endorsed "All of the Time". Interviews with project personnel yielded
the information that many of the opportunities to meet people who
work in different jobs were serendipitous opportunities - that is,
the primary purpose of a specific excursion was not:to increase exposure to various jobs and persons who work in different professions.
Perhaps the number of field trips planned specifically for this purpose might be increasedi. An example of such an excursion wati the
field trip to the Post affice, which allowed the ". ents to-Learn
about the processing airmail and to observe people who work at various
Informal excursions to neighborhood
jobs in the posial facLaity.
businesses wenne another-way that the Morse School provided career
Interviews with persons
development opportunities for itE students.
from a local business establishment (i.e. a neighborhood-cleaners)
yielded the information-that Morse personnel frequerdaytnmught small
groups of students over for a tour of the cleaning ficilityandAts
operationsFurther examimacion of the data presented in Table IX Showed
that sportmactimi-_;--s were frequently scheduled (Q. 20). kt can be
seen that-41% of-trar students responded to Question 20 of the paper
and pencalluestionuaime by endorsing "Some of the Time" as ;descrip-,
tive of -time frequency with which the field trips gave-,:them a chance

to do some:sports activities. Thirty-six percent of±he students
said that-the field-trips provided them with such an !opportunity
"All of the, Time".

One of the major reasons why sports activities sneh as Soimmim
and Student-Tracher Valbeyball and Basketball,games were.thetdamt
locations other timuLAboxse Center was that Morse Zeribertioes.notizom
a gymnasium* a soimmiagg poolcrother Avsical educational facilitkes.
The staiants theemfare had to;po outside of the Cenmer in order to
swim ar-iphav basketball- As arresult, the opportunities to participube
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in such activities were usually limited to days when the field trip
activity scheduled was a sports activity.
It appeared that the students did not have much input into the
choice of where to go an field trips. Seventy-five percent of the
respondents reported (on Q. 21) that they helped choose some of the
places that they went to on field trips 'MOttle" or "None" of the
time.
Table X presents the nmmber and percentage of school personnel
endorsing specific aspects off the enrichment program at Morse Center.
Ninety-four percent of the respondents (on Q. 20) said that the
majority of students enjoyed and benefitted from participation in
field trip activities at least "Most of the Time", with one 'third
of these respondents (6 oa: of 18) endorsing the field trips as
enjoyable and beneficial to.: students "All of the Time". In Table XI
84% of the respondents said -that (on Q. 23) the field =dps provided
the students with oppo
-s to learn social and coping skills
necessary for a variety of ,-situations encountered in daily lif e at
least "Most' of the Time". The respondents were not quits as enthusiastic in their endorsements of the field terms as providing-the
students with opportunities lea nbtain information about: various
careers, although 31% of the school personnel who responded to this
item (see Table IX for Q. 22 of the paper and pencil limestionmmire)
said that such an opportunibty was available Vast of the Aldliet
However, 47% of the respondents felt tbat career development oppor-

tunities were built into the field trims cely "Some:cthe Time",
and one person (or 5.3% of -the respondestm) -fr.lt that =weer development opportunities were buiLt into -:dr: memdlohnentzprougraor "Little
of the Time. Career development is am:Important AMMMIM Mrking
with the student-population ce Xccese C'Parbete. Additional emphasis
in this area would serve to _improve; zocusamesdy fineprmgram of
enrichment activities.

Art and music activities:mud clanmes mere strongly- eumersed
(Q. 18 in Table X) as a part -(;--"the Muese Center program. /ighty-

nine percent af the school personnel reported that such opportunities
were available to students "All of the Time" as a part of °!:e school
curriculum.
Observation of selected activities that occurred am, port of a
May Week Open House led the, evaluators to conclude that there is a
pervasive attitude of "namoness" about the' program amd -its ,components
that facilitates not oa.i4ry ARecussion and:.sharing among anagram participants but also parent-arirF community imorivement. Durrug:the week
of May 10-14, 1976, Morse achool sponsoce=i numerous_ Opeet-House activities , including a garage, sale, a healtismoreening, a putaunk luncheon,
The ,objectives of this
and a guided group inteenation demoustratims.
May Week, as described_in -the mimeogr aphed -Myer sent too4rarents and
(1) acensint the schoalszand communityposted in the school, wereo:
at-large with the Morse Crisis Intervention Center and_ its program;
(2) give the families of morse students_anct:the communitr-at-large an

-28-

opportunity to join in with the students and staff at Morse in educational, recreational, fund raising, and other beneficial activities;
and (3) provide interested educators in the city an opportunity to
observe some aspects of behavior management techniques at Morse.
This belief in the value of sharing of ideas and coordination
of effort was demonstrated by the regular scheduling of "Home and
School Interaction Team" meetings. Parents were contacted via mail
and telephone and invited to attend parent-teacher meetings that not
only helped familiarize them with the Morse program, but helped them
to learn new skills in parenting and in the pravision of support for
their children's good work at Morse. Attachment 5 is a copy of the
agenda from oneof the 1975-76 school year Morse home and school Interaction Team Meetings. This particular meeting focussed on familiarizing the parents with the psychotherapeutic program at Morse Center.
Table XV presents some findingsderived from analyses of the
data relevant to the enrichment component obtained from formal face
to face interviews conducted with four students. It can be seen that
_all of the students interviewed reported enjoying the field trips.
:Three of the four students said they did "sports activities" while
on the field trips. One student said that he had learned about
difrent kinds of jobs as a result of the field trips. Two students
endorsed "going to museums and the zoo", and one student replied
that he did not know what kinds of things he had learned by going
However, this same student, although not able to
on field trips.
verbalize what it was that he had learned while on the field trips,
reported enjoying the field trips. Informal interviews with several
other students yielded similar kinds of findings. All the students
liked participating in the field trips and other enrichment activiThey seemed to feel that some of the "highlights" of the
ties
year's enrichment program were the Go-Karting trip, the StudentTeacher ball games, the visit to the National zoological Park, and
the Bunny Hop.
In general, the enrichment component of the Morse Crisis Intervention Center program seems to have been well designed. It emphasized a variety of recreational, cultural, and educational experiences.
It seemed to be one of the strengths of the program, since it was one
way of "making learning fun" for students who entered Morse Center
with a history of failure in academic performance and interpersonal
relationships.
Hypothesis IV
All Rrogram activities will focus on the objective of preparirl"
the student participants to return to the regular public school system.

One of the ways to prepare students for return to the regular
school system is to help them modify behavior that is inappropriate
to functioning successfully in that school system. In order to do
this, it is necessary to help students understand their behavior and
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"cope" with their emotions and impulses in a manner that is not
counterproductive to their own mental health and their success in
school and later life. Helping them to "cope" would take the form
of providing them with opportunities to learn and practice new behaviors
that will prove to be more congruous with success in school.
The data to be presented below support the hypothesis that all
Morse Center program activities focussed on the objective of preparing
the student participants to return to the regular public school system.
Table XI presents the number and percentage of school personnel
rating the frequency of occurrence of program activities related to
the objective of preparing the student participants to return to the
regular public school system. Examination of the responses to Quest
ion 15 of the paper and pencil questionnaire showed that 47% of the
school personnel respondents said that their work with students
focusses on helping students understand and cope with their behavior
An additional 21% of the respondents
problems ".All of the Time".
chose "Most of the Time" when asked how often their work focussed on
helping students understand and cope with their own behavior. The
majority (68.4%) of the school personnel said (on Q. 24) that the
issues dealt with in the Guided Group Interaction Sessions focussed
on helping students understand and cope with their own behavior.
Eightyfour percent of the respondents (16 of 19 school personnel)
reported (on Q. 23) that the enrichment component (in particular,
the field trips) provided the students with opportunities to learn
social and coping skills necessary for a variety of situations en
Of these 16,
countered in daily life at least "Most of the Time".
five respondents said that such opportunities were available "All
of the Time".

Direct observation by the evaluators of a Guided Group Inter
action demonstration supported the endorsements by teachers that the
issues dealt with in the Guided Group Interaction Sessions focussed
on helping students understand and cope w:th their own behavior.
During the demonstration session observed, emphasis was_placed on
the areas of selfconcept, empathy, and sensitivity to self and
others. The primary focus of the Guided Group Interaction Session
seemed to be the reduction and elimination of disturbing behavior.
Among the issues discussed were current school incidents that in
volved inappropriate student behavior, past behaviors in contrast
with current behaviors, and feelings about returning to former
schools. (Further discussion of the Guided Group Interaction Sessions
can be found above in the Results section for Hypothesis II.)
The objective of "preparing students to return to the regular
school" implies that the students are ready to return to a regular
"Readiness to return to school" is a concept that needs to
school.
that is, in what ways does a student's
be defined operationally
behavior need to change and what behavioral goals must be achieved
before the student can hope to be successful in a regular school
program?
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Interviews with project personnel yielded the information that
the criteria necessary for a student to be considered by Morse School
personnel as "ready for return to a regular school" were improvement
in academic performance and social behavior. During the 1975-76
school year data obtained from teacher observation, attendance records,
and pre and posttest scores were used by project personnel to assess
a student's readiness to return to a regular program. During the
first and second years of the project, additional sources such as
the Pupil Behavior Screening Instrument (D.C. Public Schools, 1972)
and the "How I See Myself" questionnaire (a Likertscale type question
naire developed by Ira J. Gordon of the Institute for Development of
Human Resources, University of Florida) were used to obtain data for
assessment of students' progress and readiness to return to a regular
program.
One of the major reasons why such instruments were not used
during the 1975-76 school year was that the project personnel felt
that the additional work involved in responding,to such questionnaires
was too demanding and of an aversive nature to the students and thus
might be superfluous since it might be possible to obtain data in a
way that does not involve as much work for the students. The project
personnel said that they planned to explore this issue further.
Further axamination of Table XI (Question 40) showed that 5%
of the respondents said that the criteria by which a student was
identified as ready for transition back to a regular school program
were clear and welldefined "All-of the Time". Fortyseven percent
of the respondents endorsed "Most of the.Time", and 31% of the
respondents endorsed "Some of the Time" when asked to respond to
It appeared that the majority of the school personnel
this question.
felt that the criteria for "readiness to return to a school syst,,m"
could be more welldefined. The evaluators also feel that there
needs to be some kind of-standard guidelines for categorizing a
student as "rea4y to return to a regular school". Perhaps the estab
lishment of specific amounts of improvement in specific areas as
criteria would serve to make the decision process easier and more
reliable.
_

Only fifteen percent ok the respondents reportd-(on-Q-,-4i)-participating "All of the Time" in the assessment of each student's
readiness to return to the regular school system. An additional 26%
of the respondents said that they participated "Most of the Time"
Seven of the
and 15% said that they participated "Some of.the Time".
nineteen persons who responded to the questionnaire felt that they
could not answer the question since their job responsibilities did
It is interesting to
not involve the area of student assessment.
note that one regular Teacher, one Social Worker, and three Teacher
Aides were among the seven who felt that it was a task that was not
appropriate to their role at Morse Center. It seems likely that
these people, who interact so frequently with the students, muld
have had much to contribute to the assessment of students' progress.
It was learned from interviews with school personnel that the
process by which a student was assessed as ready for return to a

regular school as well as the procedures involved in placing him/her
were often long and frustrating for school personnel, the student,
and the student's parents. The first steps involved a Morse staff
conference at which time the progress of those students who were endorsed by teachers as having made substantial progress in academic
amilsocial behaVimr vans discussed. Additional observations oftihe
stoSents' behavior sore then made before a decision yas reached by
If they felt that
the Project Direcnnr and the Guidance Counselor.
the student was rem* to return to the regular school system, they
recommended to the anion Personnel Office that a particular student
was considered by14se. Morse staff to be ready for return to a regular
school. At this yeint, any further decision-making as well as additional psychologicad_testing became the responsibility of a committee
comprised of representatives from the Departments of Pupil Personnel,
Handicapped Services4 Placement and other D.C. Public School Offices.
If the decision of-this committee was to place the student back into
the regular school system, the placement was made without consultation
with Morse .School personnel, the parents of the student, or the student himself. As a result, students were sometimes sent back to the
sahool from which they came. This may be undesirable since it places
a child back into =environment where he/she may be viewed not in
terms of improved current performance but in terms of not-so-good
past performance. For example, Boy C (who was one of the students
whose progressime followed in some detail) was identified.as being
ready to retract° the regular Public School System in Pal 1976.
He and his parents were notified by the D.C. Schools Placement Office
A
that he is toree placed back into the school from which he came.
telephone interview conducted with his parents by the evaluators
yielded the imebrmation that Boy C's parents viewed such a_platement
as highly undesirable in view of maintaining the improved behaviors
he learned whale at Morse. They feared that it will undo -the progress
he made to place him back among social contacts who reinforce his
inappropriate behavior and teachers who may view him strictly in
terms of his-Tast behavior. However, as the placement procedure now
stands, their, only recourse is to appeal this decision, which is
often a lengthy and nonrewarding prycess. This evaluation team feels
that, unless-the receiving-school-Is -barefully-s-eaddted-alid-tefaiffed
for the returning student, there art dangers in this procedure.
Another set of disadvantages of the current placement procedure
are the time deaays in placements that appear to,result from the
decentralization of various departments within the D.C. Public School
System. Ineffltrient or inadequatC-ihterdepartmental coordination
concerning thv.steps necessary to implement the placement often results
in a student languishing in the wrong environment, e.g., in an environment that fuelshe has outgrown, rather than prospering in a new
environment that is suited to his/her current needs. Data obtained
Irma both forma:Land informal interviews with Morse Center personnel
showed that Moose Center was considered by all the persons interviewed
They described the
'to be a "tempera-off placement" for all students.
:center as a placet:for students "who are coming from a regular school
.and going back toLa regular school".

,

Several of the persons interviewed spoke quite strongly of the
desirability of establishing close working relationships with school
personnel from both sending and receiving schools. Further diicussion
of steps taken by project personnel to establish such relationships
will be presented below.
The evidence obtained from analyses of the interview data supported
the hypothesis that Morse Center program activities focussed on preparing the student participanta to return to the regular public school
system. However, additional effort needs to be directed toward modifying the existing placement procedure so that the progress a student
makes while at Morse is not reversed because of long delays, an inappropriate placement, or inadequate training of the receiving school
personnel.
As soon as a student was notified of his/her placement, the Morse
Center Social Worker initiated contact with the receiving school in
order to exchange information and plan for the availability of an
appropriate support system for the student. Appendix H is an example
of an introductory letter sent by the Morse Center Social Worker to
the Counselor at the receiving school. A similar letter was sent at
the end of the First Advisory Period following the student's reentry
to the regular school system. The Social Worker, in addition to
communicating via telephone and the mail, also made site visits to
the receiving school to talk with the Guidance Counselor at the
receiving school and to observe the student in class. 'Interviews
with the Social Worker yielded the information that one of her major
objectives in visiting the classroom or home of a student who has
left Morse Center was to let the student know that the faculty at
Morse Center was still concerned and wanted to continue to help in
any way possible.
At the end of the school year, the Social Worker developed a
follow-up report that contains information about the progress of
those students who were returned to the regular school system'during
the course of the previous year. Appendix F, included in the Attachment Section of this report, is a page from the 1973-74 Follovi-up
Report that was developed by the Social Work staff. Information-,
about each student that was obtained during the course of,the followup activities of the past year as well as information obtained at
the time of the final one-year follow-up contact, was summarized" and
Presented in a table format. The result is a' brief but coMprehensive
picture of where students who have left Morse,SChool ire, and;how
well,they aredoing, at the end of the one year perioa. We'learned
Worker that 40176xfrimi our inteiViewi with th'e" Morse 'SchoOl
imately 60% of the students who were returned to regular schools at
the end of the first year of the program were still in school at the
end of their one year follow-up period. The findings from'analyses
of the data obtained from project personnel yielded the information
that all the persons interviewed reported that students who are
placed back into a regular school program received follow-up service
for at least one year.4

t'aeiar
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We learned from our interviews with school personnel and,our
examination.of follow-uP records for students who were"f011owedup
during the 1974-75 school year that (a) 60% of the st,U4enho-had
_been placed back into a regular school were still 'attending ,that
'school at the end ,of the one Year Periods'(b) that 251&,were in',some
voCational program or were working steadily and (c) 15%-llad.OoPped'

Morse Center had very little information aboUt the stUdents
who had dropped out.

.out.

In general, the evidence indicated that the project,personnel
felt strongly about the importance of preparing students to return
to a regular school system and that program activities were geared
toward achieving this objective.
Hypothesis V
All members of the staff will artici ate in pre,az.td in-service
training seminars that focus on effective teaching technlques.
,

All members of the Morse staff were providecrwith opt4ttinities,
for in-service training in areas relevant to effectiye teachinkj.n,
general and to the specific objectives of the Project'Advance,:piogram.

Table XII presents the number and percentage of school'perionnel
rating the frequency of occurrence of pre- and in-service tiainini
as part of the Morse Center program. Examination of the "data:obtained
from analyses of the responses given to Question 31 of the paper,and
pencil questionnaire showed that 73% of the respondents felt that the
pre-service training received was relevant to the objectives of the
Morse program at least "Most of the Time". It is clear-that the
school personnel viewed the training received as extremely helpful
and relevant. We learned from our interviews with Project Oereonnel
that the majority of staff development opportunities were available
subsequent to the start of the Project Advance funding period in
September, 1973 and therefore could not be described az "pre-service"
training. However, since many of the school personnel currently with
the Morse Center were carried over from the Boys Junior-SeniOr High
School program that was previously housed in Morse School, it may be
that when responding to Question 31 ("pre-service training was relevant") they were referring to training received long before the start
of Project Advance. However, in view of the fact that 'we learned
that many of the training opportunities mentioned in these interviews
were sponsored by Project Advance, it seems more likely that the
endorsements listed as pre-service training were actually references
to Project Advance in-service training opportunities.
Further examination of Table XII (Question 32) showed that 52%
of the school personnel said that in-service training and staff
development were emphasized at Morse School "All of the Time".
An
additional 42% said that staff development was emphasized "Most of
the Time". Interviews with School personnel, as well as direct observation activities and examination of relevant documents, yielded
information that supported these endorsements. We learned that a

weekly staff development mee ng was held each Wednesday afternoon.
During this time period, the school personnel discussed the program
in general, shared their ideas and feelings about specific aspects of
the program, discussed student's progress, and listened to guest alma
in-house speakers present talks on relevant issues. The topics discussed during these meetings, as well as the_ themesof seminars, workshops, and courses tkat school personnel Participated in since the
inception of the project appeared to be relevant to effective teaching
techniques in geneeal and to the specific objectives of Project Advance.
It can be seen from examination of the responses given to Queition 33
ef the paper and pencil questionnaire (presented in Table XII) that
84% of the respondents felt that the issues dealt with during the
Wednesday in-service training seminars wrre relevant to their work
Seven of these sixat the Morse Center at least "Most of the Timeu.
teen respondents said that the in-service training was relevant "Alla' the Time". Appendix I included in the Attachment Section of this
report is a list of the 1975-76 Staff Development Workshops that were
held as part of the in-service training program for Morse Center
personnel. Examination of this document showed that the topics scheduled were indeed relevant both to effective teaching techniques in
general and the specific needs of teachers at the Morse Center.
Morse School personnel have obtained training in such areas as
the Open Classroom and Guided Group Interaction. Summer workshops
(sponsored by the Special Education Department of the D.C. PUblio
Schools System))that were designed to train Educational Aides in the
development of learning stations and packages were also teld at Morse
Center.
An area in which the majority of the school personnel seemed to
feel the need for additional supervision was the role of Guided Group
Interaction (G.G.I.) leader. Although all of the persons who served
as G.G.I. leaders participated in a course in Guided GroUp Interaction
(offered at Federal City College by the person who was the Guided
Group Interaction Consultant to the Center), a desire was-expressed
by many of the G.G.I. leaders for additional ongoing,superVision in
this area. Further examination of Table XII (Question 27),shoWed
that while 57% of the respondents said that they received adequate
supervision in this area "Most of the Time", 26% of the respondents
said that they received adequate supervision 'only "Some of the Time.
Interviews with the Project Director and the Consultant conceraing
the G.G.I. Consultant's specific responsibilities yielded thcinformation that although he observed the groups and gave some, feedback
to the Teacher-leaders concerning their skills, there was little
opportunity for the leaders-to meet-with-the consultant cn irregular
basis for one-to-one supervision. Such individual sessions, if interspersed with training seminars devoted to Guided Group Interaction
techniques in which all the leaders participate, could provide the
Teachers with the additional support necessary to maintain and increase their skills as Group leaders.
A second area in which additional training for school personnel
might be helpful is in the use of behavior management techniques. The

4 3

I

faculty were already using, with success, some behavioral techniques
It is likely
such as contingent reinforcement of specific behaviors.
that increased frequency and sophistication in the use of such procedures would result in even greater successes in their work with
children. In order to maintain consistency and quality in the use
of such procedures, it would be highly desirable to devote some staff
development time to this topic. Emphasis on both the theory and the
application of behavior management techniques would seem appropriate
to the needs of the program.
In general, the evidence showed that there was a great deal of
staff development at the Morse Center and that the staff development
opportunities available to the school personnel were very relevant
to the objectives of the program.
hypothesis VI
There will be ongoing assessment by project personnel of students'
progress and of the functioning of the program as a.whole.

The findings from the data to be presented below showed,thab some
positive steps were taken in the assessment of students,' progress and
of the functioning of the program as a whole. However,,additional
emphasis needs to be placed in the areas of standardizing criteria
used to determine whether a student has progressed, developing new
ways to use test scores to assess student's progress, and developing
an internal evaluation design that enables the evaluators, whether
internal or external, to make definitive statements about causal relationships between findings and specific project activities. At
this point in the discUssion, only the data that is relevant to the
existence and use of such assessment procedures will be presented.
At a later point, the findings obtained from our comparison of pre .
and posttest scores from the 1973-74, 1974-75, and 1975-76 school
years will be discussed. The reliability, validity, and appropriateness of the test selected for use in the internal evaluation of
Project Advance will also be discussed.
The evidence obtained from face to face interview data, direct
observations, and paper and pencil questionnaire responses showed
that ongoing assessment of students' progress was a regular part of
the Project Advance program.
It was learned from examination of records and our interviews
with various School Personnel that the Wide Range Achievement Test
(WRAT) was administered-to each student during the Fall and Spring
of each school year (or at his/her dates of entry and departure).
The pre and posttest scores for each student were then used to determine whether progress was made. We also learned that informal and
formal tests in Mathematics, Reading (e.g. the Morrison-McCall tests
from the D.C. Public Schools Reading Clinic), and Spelling were administered to each student during his/her first few weeks at Morse
Center and then readministered periodically throughout his/her
stay.
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Direct observations also support the hypothesis that there was
During
ongoing assessment by school personnel of student progress.
examinations of student work folders, it was evident that students!
worksheets were corrected by the teachers and replaced in the stuIt was also noted that teacher-made progress charts
dents' folders.
of students' performance were on display in every classroom.
It was learned from interviews with school personnel that the
primary sources of data concerning student progress for the 1975-76
school year were the WRAT scores, teacher observations, and attendance
records. The Morse faculty feel that a good indicator of how well a
If a student attended
student is doing is his/her attendance record.
school regularly, they considered this regular attendance to be a
sign of progress since the majority of the Morse Center students had
a history of truancy. The assumption was made that an increase in
attendance behavior usually goes hand in hand with an increase in
positive feelings about school. In order to feel positively about
school or any environment, it is necessary to succeed in some way in
It is hard .to succeed in school when attending on
that environment.
a sporadic basis. Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that ,
regular attendance may in some way indicate student progress.
It
should not, however, be the sole source of "hard" or quantifiable
data about students' progress.
Several additional measuring instruments were used by project
personnel and outside evaluation consultants to assess students'
progress during the first two years of the project. Among them were
the "How I See Myself" Scale (developed by Ira J. Gorden of the University of Florida) which is designed to be administered to students,
the D.C. Public Schools Pupil Behavior Screening Instrument (designed
to enable the classroom teacher to assess students' behavior), and
several teacher-made parent and teacher mini-questionnaires. There
were several reasons why these instruments were not used during the
1975-76 school year. Apparently, the school personnel felt that
completion of these questionnaires and survey forms was (1) an aversive
experience to the students whom they felt disliked "committing" themselves in writing, (2) extremely time-consuming for both teacher6 and
students, and (3) perhaps not even necessary since it might be possible to obtain similar kinds of information in a less time-consuming
and disruptive fashion. With these thoughts in mind, a moratorium
was placed on the use of these and other available measuring instruments (such as a Student Survey developed by Commonwealth Learning,
Inc.) for the 1975-76 school year. It was learned during interviews
with school personnel that they plan to discuss at length the usefulness of such instruments prior to continuing to include them
among the instruments used to measure student progress at Morse.
The findings from analyses of the data obtained from the paper
and pencil questionnaire supported the hypothesis that assessment of
student progress was a regular part of the Morse program.
Table XIII presents the number and percentage of school personnel
saying that various activities relevant to the ongoing assessment of
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student progress occurred. Sixty-eight percent (that is, I:lout of
19) of the school personnel respondents said in response to Question
16 that they were able to review daily each student's work at least
"Most of the Time". Seven of these thirteen said that they were able
to review daily each student's work "All of the Time". Since four
people of the 19 school personnel who completed the questionnaire did
not feel that their particular job responsibilities at Morse Center
entailed reviewing students' work, the 13 school personnel (or 68%
of the total group) who endorsed at least "Most of the Time", represent an even larger percentage (13 of 15 endorsements, or 87%) of
those who responded to this question.
Further examination of Table XIII (Questions 37, 38, and 41)
showed that there seemed to be a definite delineation of job responsibilities with respect to assessment of student academic and social
progress. Six respondents said that they knew suchi assessment occurred but that they themselves did not participate in assessment
activities because such activities were "Not Approphate to Mir Role"Since examination of data concerning the 'roles of the respondents
yielded the information that only two of the respondents serVed in
an Administrative Assistant capacity, cne ean conclude that some
members of the Teaching, Guidance, or Social Work staff Xteea, that
assessment activities do not fall into their bailiwick. One4 the
assets of the Morse program is its small sizeArad the

creased opportunities ,for personal interactkons and relationaMps
with
between statT.and students. Since all personnel intera
students on2a frequent basis, it seemd at
prothe resourmam of all school personnel when
gress. Ws:purse, certain school personnel roles probabknamovided
more oppertmnities to assess a specific
(for example, Classroom Teachers and Educational Aides haeftequent
opportunities to assess academic progress) but it is important not
to overlook the fact that valuable contributions can be made by all
members of a staff.

best inefficiespore
assessing 813"

type of studentarwess

A larger percentage (47.4%) of the respondents stated that ongoing assessment of student social-personal adjustment (Question 36)
occurred "All of the Time" in comparison with the percentage of
respondents (36.8%) who stated that ongoing assessment of student
academic progress (Question 35) occurred "All of the Time". However,
further examination of the table showed that the percentage of respondents (36.8% and 47.4%) who endorsed either "All of the Time" or "Most
of the Time" for academic progress was equal to the percentage of
respondents (47.4% and 36.8%) who endorsed these same two categories
In effect, a
with respect to student social-personal adjustment.
comparable number of school personnel said that assessment of student
academic progress and and of student social-personal adjustment occurred at least "Most of the Time".
The next discussion will be the assessment of the functioning of
the program. The evidence to be presented below indicates that there
was some ongoing assessment of the functioning of the program.

However, the evaluators feel that a more comprehensive evaluation
design would allow the project personnel to increase the effectiveness of their evaluative ,efforts.
The findings from the analyses of the data obtained from school
personnel responses to questions relevant to ongoing assessment of
Included
the functioning of the program are presented in Table XIV.
in this table are the responses to questions that focussed on (1) whether school personnel implemented procedures to assess the degree of
correspondence between program objectives and program activities,
(2) whether the program had appropriate and adequate resources and
equipment, and (3) school personnel's observations and feelings about
specific aspects of the program and the program in general.
Examination of this table showed the distribution of responses
given by school personnel who were asked to evaluate whether the
psychotherapeutic consultant who worked with children on an individual
basis provided service that was in accord with students' reeds and
program objectives. Four of the 19 school personnel.Nwhovompleted the
questionnaire didamotAng. that thqy had sufficient imfarmation to
respond to this questiaax. Thirteen of- the 15 40,97%)peorde-who did
arespond felt-that theychotherapeatic consuMnantsproviited service
that-alas in accord withaLstudents' reeds and prmgramlibjectives at
least-ImMost of the Timet". However; it was also learned-Mat addilinwLalcommunication andvcoordination between the psychotherapeutic
cmposuitants and the school personnel would be desirable in:order to
maaimize the benefits derived from the services:of such consultants.
Taw of the school personnel respondents said that the service provided
was in accord with the students' needs and the objectives of the pro-gram only "Some of the Time". Four of the school personnel who were
questioned did not feel they knew enough about the consultative service
provided to respond to the question. It is evident that the service
provided by the psychotherapeutic consultant was looked upon favorably by many of the school personnel, but some school personnel did
not have knowledge of it. It would seem desirable to familiarize
all school personnel with the services provided and to develop some
guidelines to increase flexibility in revising the exact nature of
the services purchased as the need arises during the course, of the
school year. In this way the benefits derived from good consultants
can be maximized.
A second area that was extremely relevant to the-functioning of
the program was the asUalssment by the staff of their,own "team effort".
(Question 34) shows that the respondents
Examination of Table
appeared to, be enthusinatio_ about the amount of, support., and...,_ooPPera-_

tion that e5cisted among staff members. Fifty-seven percent or.the
school personnel endorsed "All of the Time" when asked to describe
how often they received support and cooperation from other staff memNone of the
bers. An additional 36% endorsed "Most of the Time".
respondents chose the "Little of the Time" or the "None of the Time"
response alternatives.
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Table XIV also presents data relevant to how school personnel
viewed the Morse School physical facility (Question 47) and the
available equipment and learning materials (Question 48).
The majority of the school personnel respondents said that the Morse Centpr
physical facility was inappropriate for the needs.of the program.
Seventy-three percent of those questioned said that the physical
facility was appropriate to their needs "Little" or "Noneu_of the
time. However, 21% of the respondents felt that "Most of the Time"'
it was appropriate for the needs of the program. Feelings about the
adequacy of the program's supplies and equipment also varied, with
26% of the respondents endorsing them as adequate "Nast of the Time",
47.4% of the respondeats endorsing them as adequalter 'Scree of the
Tine% and 21% who fait that Ithey were adequate 'Mattle of the Time". ,
It use learn ed. from interviews with school personnelzthat the general
feeelim is that the Norse School facility was inadequate in several
illPociwst areas for -the seeds of the Program. One deficit was the
Isalmileta gyweasium_and swimming pool - both of which are resources
available in public` junior high schools. As ,a result, the
Messestudents had to be tmansperted to various other facilities in
onieerfor the program objmutive of "providinglepportnnitieS for
pastiodgation in sports entivities" to be met. Sinceit was necesismy7for the students tealeave the school grounds,and since arrawitments with other schools or commercial establishments for the
usmtosfequipment or a facility had to be prearrangedzby school persaamel,such opportunities were not always.readilravailable to the
students. A second inadequacy of the Morse facility was its lack
of one-way observation mirrors, counseling offices, time-out rooms,
and other items that would have provided support to the psychotherapeutic component of the program.
It was learned from the Project Director that it is rumored
that the Morse Center program is to be moved to a new facility in
the near future. The proposed site is, like Morse Center, an elementary school building. It does not have the necessary equipment
for the psychotherapeutic or physical education components of the
program. One of the major differences between the Morse Sehool
facility and the facility being considered to house the Morse program
in the future is size - the proposed site is quite a bit larger than
Morse. An increase in the size of the physical space is not viewed
as an asset. The population which Morse Center serves-requires careful monitoring so that the more aggressive student does not harrass
or harm the more timid student. It would be impossible to provide
this kind of monitoring, given that the small size of the faculty
remains stable, in a larger area. It seems that the Morse faculty
have not been-given-the opportunity-to-give-input-into-any-plans---that may exist for relocation of the Morse Crisis Intervention Center
program.
It would seem appropriate, in fact even highly desirable,
that these people who are most familiar with the needs of the program be consulted on this issue not only for the relevance of their
ideas but also for the increase in staff morale.
Additional data that supported the hypothesis that ongoing
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assessment of the functioning of the program occurred was obtained
Several times
from face to face interviews with school personnel.
during the 1975-716 school year the entire staff met for discussion
of their relationships and Interactions. These group process sessions
were led by the Guided Group Interaction consultant. Specific issues
relevant to the functioning of the program were often discussed at
the Wednesday Staff Development,Seminars. On June 9, 1976, the agenda
for the Staff Development meeting was 'comprised of items that pertained to the evaluation of the program's functioning. Attachment 9
is a list of the topics that were scheduled to be discussed that day.
The Project Director-verified that these discussions did in fact
occur.

The Wide Range AchievementTest (WRAT) will be discussed in terms
of (1) its appropriateness for the way it was used in the Morse program and (2) its reliability and validity. Data from the 1973-74 and
1975-76 pre and posttest administrations of the WRAT will also be
discussed. The findizgs from these data and suggestions by the evaluators for additionalzanalyses will follow.
The Wide Range Achievement:Test has been found to be of value
in many areas of knowledge and -their practical applications (WRAT
Manual, J.F. Jastak,and S.R.,Jastak, Copyright, 1965, by Guidance
Associates of Delawsme, Inc., Wilmington, Delaware). The following
areas are relevant to the objectives of the Morse Center program:
(1)

(2)

The accurate diagnosis of reading, spelling, and arithmetic
disabilities in persons of all ages,
The determination of instructional levels in school childreh,

(3)

(4)

The assignment of childirmm to instructional groups prowessins lit similar Pates and their transfer to faster
or slower groups in keeping with individual learning
rates;'ind
The comparison between:school achievement and other:abilities-in, all-individuais, especiallY those who are disturbed
or maladjusted.

Since the WRAT was used at Morse Center to diagnose the reading,
math, and spelling levels of students, and to prescribe appropriate
programs and group students according to ability levels', the, rationale
for its selection can be supported. However, because the,WRAT cannot
diagnose for specific kinds of skills needed with an academic area'
(for example, the WRAT can tell one that a child is below expedted _
grade level in reading, but it cannot tell ini'e-/ih-ihas,drffl
with short vowels or consonant sounds), it should be used in conjunction with tests that can make these kinds of distinctions. The
Morse School personnel insured that such distinctions were obtained
when it administered to students the Morrison-McCall Reading Test
and other appropriate tests.

,

Another advantage of the WRAT is that it can be scored immediately

9

t`.'

by the school Tmrsonnel with a minimum of time and effort. The interviews with Merse personnel yielded -the information that:this was among
Since their perthe factors cmnsidered mhen they selected-the WRAT.
sonnel resourres were limited, and since it was cruciallto be able to
diagnose ability levels of each incoming student as soolzzas possible,
the WRAT was an appropriate instrument to select.

The WRAT satisfies quite adequatelythe statisticaL:conditions
of reliability. The reliability coefficients derived from split-half
forms of the same test range from .01 to .976, dependiegg on the
chronological age. The authors of the test caution that-these reliability coefficients do not necessarily represent accurately the
clinical reliability of the scores. They-report that onethe basis of
clinical experience and some validity calculations, thramost reasonable guess concerning the clinical re4ability of thetOMMT is an
aVerage reliability of .93 with a range of .90 to .95.
The validity of the WRAT varies according to themethods used to
estimate the validitY. The WRAT is considered-to havemakfairly high
It has obvious content validity for,the assessment%of
validity.
academic achievements. The three parts of the test-are,core'..Parts
of a standard school curriculum. The,items within 'each parOtre:
sequenced well in terms of difficulty from very easy to,verY difficult.
The high positive intercorrelations among tIle three parts of the WRAT
and other measures of academic achievemeet 4imauding,-411000'
9
internal
school grades themseixesJ
and external validikr with a wide variety of validity criteria.

provide excellent evidence eta*

The findings obtained by Morse School.personnel fromeithrir analysis of the WRAT pre and posttest data from-the 1974-75:m114;a:975-76
school years show thatthe4Morse School personnel did compii e. and use
these data to assess the progress of the Morse Center students. The
way in which the Morse School personnel did this was to ask the question - What percentage of the total group improved? Examination .of
the WRAT summary data sheet (a portion of this summary sheet is included in this report as Appendix X) showed that the school personnel
determined that "98.1% of the students who attended Morse during'the
1974-75 school year improved".

For
The meaning of this statement seems somewhat ambiguous.
example, does "improved" mean that there has been an increase in
grade level from pretest score to posttest score in all three (Spelling, Math, Reading) content areas? Or does it mean an increase in
at least one content area? The criteria for classifying-or consider-

--ing-a--student-as-"improved"-must-be-clearly-definedyOonsideration-must be given not only to specifying the precise number of content
areas in which an increase in test scores must occur but the size of
the increase itself must be operationally defined. This definition
should include a statement that describes improvement as a Specific
amount of academic improvement in years and months increase for a
corresponding interval of time from pre to posttesting. Sode improvement, or increase in posttest scores, is to be expected simply because
of the passage of time.

Let us assume that a student entered Morse School in September
and was returned to the regular school program in June of that same
school year. How much of a grade increase in his/her test scores was
to be expected over that ten month period? A reasonable assumption,
based on criteria used by the majority of school systems, is a one
academic year, or one grade level, increase. However, we know that
in their school careers to date the Morse students did not progress
at the rate of one grade level per year, otherwise they would not be
behind academically. An assumption made is that the students (1) started behind at grade K, (2) progressed slowly from K to current grade,
or (3) both. A big problem in this discussion which makes calculations very suspect is the type of scale that grade level is. It is
probably an ordinal scale, with no zero point and no equal intervals.
However, our argument is still approximately correct, since it is
necessary to make certain assumptions when trying to analyze data.
We will assume that a child starts out at the "0" point in terms of
It'might
grade level when he/she starts kindergarten or first irade.
be helpful at this point to present an example of an alternabkway to
analyze the test data that takes into account the,studentfs pest,performance when determining what "improvement" means for a particular
student. The amount of grade increase that is "improvement" for one
studeaateay not be "improvement" for a second student.

A

,

/n order to make such an analysis it is necessary to know a
student's chronological age, his actual grade level at tho,time of
the pretest and his grade level scores on the Pre and,pOsttest. We have
such information about the four students wbose progress we heve been
following more intensively at Morse School. The information we have
concerning "Boy C"willbeused as an example of away to'Use these
test scores to measure student progress. Boy C is 10i Years old.
(The fact that he has remained in school for % year past the age at
which he could legally drop out is, in the evaluator's belief, an
endorsement of the quality of the Morse School progrem and the, people
who are part of it.) He was in the 7th grade prior to-entering:
Morse School. He was at Morse from the end of November.of1974, to
June, 1976, which is a total of a little over 1 amd,2/3 school years
or 17 school months. His WRAT test scores for 1974-75*and 1971776
pre and posttests are-presented below:
Spelling

1975

Reading

Math
Pre

Post

Diff.
Diff.

2.6

3.6

+1.0

Diff.
Pre

Post Diff.

2.2

3.2

+1.0

'Diff..

Pre

Post Diff.

1.9

3.3

+1.4
,

1976

2.3

3.2

+0.9

3.9

5.2

+1.3

3.9

4.5

+1.6

since Boy C was in the seventh grade at rage, 16.5 years and
since it is reasonable to assume that he entered Grade 1 at,age six,
it is also reasonable to assume that he has made an inereise o? seven
grade levels in 10.5 years. This works out to be 2/3 of a'grade"
level in one year. Since school years are comprised of 10 Months,
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he averaged an increase of 6.6% of a grade level each month prior to
attending Morse Center. We can then say that his average rate of progress prior to attending Morse was 2/3 of a grade level each 10 month
period. Any increase over this amount might be considered "improvement.
His 1974 to 1975 pre and posttest scores can then be examined in order
to compare any grade level increase with the criterion grade level
increase,(i.e. more than 2/3 of a grade level in any 10 month period)
that has been established as necessary in order to say that he haa
"improved".
Examination of the Boy C's 1974-75 WRAT test scores shows an
increase, from the September 1974 pretest score to the June, 1975
posttest score, of one school year in his Spelling and Mathematics
test scores and a 1.4 school year increase-in his Reading score.
Each of these increases is greater than the criterion increase of .
2/3 of a school year, therefore, we can say that Boy C "improved"
in Spelling, Mathematics, and Reading during the 1974-75-school year.
During this school year, he progressed in all three content areas at
a more rapid rate than he had been Progressing Prior to coMtng to
Morse School. Examination of his 1975'16 school year wRAT pre ama
posttest scores also shows that (bY the criteria presented above)
hecan be said to have "improved". In fact, his rate of improvement
for 1975-76 was greater in two of the three content areas than it
was for the 1974-75 school year.
,

The informal and preliminary analyses of this*data that was done
by Morse School does not provide this kind of detailed information
about student's progress. In effect, Morse School personnel 'were net
using the information about students' orogress,that wae available to
them and by doing so, shortchanged the program of credit due it.
Substantial progress was made in Spelling, Reading, and Math by this
particular student during his first year at Morse, and even greater
progress during his second year.
We propose that improvement scores be calculated for each of the
In this
three content areas (Math, Spelling, Reading) of the WRAT.
way, Morse School personnel can determineAin which area a child is doing
Also, such
very well in or which area additional work is needed.
analyses will provide data relevant to the strengths or weaknesses of
specific components of the academic curriculum.
VII.

Conclusions
A.

By Hypothesis

The discussion of the conclusions will be organized around the
empirical hypotheses.
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Hypothesis I
Sixty junior high school students will participate in an instructional program that emphasizes individualization trough the modified
Open Classroom technique.
An individualized instructional program was developed for each
student within the first few days of his/her arrival at Morse. Test
scores from the Wide Range Achievement Test and other formal and informal diagnostic tests were used to prescribe a student's general
program and his/her need for remedial or accelerated work in specific
areas. Throughout the school year, teacher-made diagnostic tests,
observations and conferences with the students themselves were used
to determine whether a student's program continued to be appropriate
to his/her needs.
One-to-one tutoring was an important aspect of the instructional
program. One-to-one tutoring was provided by Classroom Aides, the
Reading Resource Teacher, the Librarian, and the Classroom Teachers.
The Classroom Aides had an important function in the classroom setting. Their presence made possible individual tutoring during class-.
/t would have been extremely difficult to maintain this type
time.
of individualized program without the direct support provided by
these Aides.
A beginning level Modified Open Classroom approach was used at
Morse. There was flexible use of classroom space and equipment.
Lessons on different levels occurred simultaneously, with students
working on specific lessons according to their ability level. However,
there was little or no evidence of learning stations and centers or
of an educational technology with a comprehensive, graduated and indepth curriculum as a back up and a basis ftir such stations and centers.
The lack of these stations and centers made it difficult for students
to work independently.
The Classroom Teachers and Aides were enthusiastic, dedicated,
and innovative. A good rapport seemed to exist between them ind the
students. Contingency-based behavior management techniques were'occasionally used in working with the students. Their successful Use,
coupled with the special needs of the Morse population, is 'an endorsement for the development and use of a comprehensive behavior management program that focusses not only on academic skills, but 'also on
self-management and social skills.
-Hypothesis-II---

Sixty junior high school students will be provided with a psychothera eutic counseling proam that will focus on reducing and/or
e iminating disturbing behavior.
Several kinds of psychotherapeutic services were available to
Morse students. The majority of students participated twice a week

in Guided Group Interactions (G.G.I.) Sessions. The theoretical basis
for and the structure of these Guided Group Interaction Sessions seemed
to be consistent with the goals of the psychotherapeutic component of.
the Morse program. The GGa. sessions focussed on the areas of self
concept, empathy, and sensitivity to others as a way of reducing and
eliminating disturbing behaviors. The sessions provided the students
with an opportunity to share and discuss ideas, communicate thoughts
ancLfeelings more efOlectively, and think in a planningfulmay about ,
themselves and their actions.

The G.G.I. leaders (Morse School Personnel who had received some
training in group coumseling techniques) appeared to be respensiblelo
creative people who knew how to structure the sessions wtfiat'isSnes'
were discussed in a productive manner- They need to be provided 3.4ith
continued training and supervisim in group counseling so that'thei'r
"
skills will be maintained and increased.
?

,

A psychotherapeutic consultant provided individual therapY to =.
selected students who had been identified aaneeding:a_m6/4--intensiye,
therapy program and whose parents approved of their Chil&s partiC1-pation in such a program.. At times the parenti
dents also participated in family therapy sedsions" pi.04idekWthia;
consultant. A two Person psychotherapeutic:team; comprised of, a
psychotherapeutic consultant and the GUidanceCpUnselor,'previded',
group therapy to selected students on,a, weekly basis. .-Thia-Consuitant
was not paid out of Project Advance funds but rather from Medicaid.'
Accordingly, one of the selection criteria for participation was
eligibility of a student for Medicaid payments. The criteria for,
identifying students in need of the Group and/or Individual Therapy
seemed to be an informal assessment by School Personnel of students'
needs for more intensive psychotherapeutic service.
The School Guidance Counselor and the Social Worker also met
with each student on a regular basis to discuss academic, social, and
personal concerns of the students. The frequency of these meetings
was determined by each student's individual needs.
The Project Director, the Guidance Counselor, and the Social
Worker (as well as the remainder of the Morse Staff if the need arose)
were available for crisis intervention. These persons demonstrated
a capability to provide support to a student while helping him/her
explore feelings and alternatives.
Hypothesis III
Sixty junior high school students will partici;pate in a program
of enrichment activities that include sports activities, opportunities

for careercient,and art, music, and drama activities.
All students who attended Morse School were provided with the
opportlinity to participate in an enrichment program that included a
variety of recreational, cultural, and educational experiences.
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Every Wednesday morning was designated as "Special Activities"
The majority of these Wednesday mornings were used for field
trips, which gave the students a chance to participate in sports
activities (e.g. GoKarting, Swimming, Volleyball games), and to
visit places of historical and cultural interest in the Metropolitan
Washington, D.C. area (e.g. the National Zoological Park and the U.S.
Naval Museum).
Several of the sites for field trips were chosen
primarily to give the students an opportunity to observe and speak
with persons who work in a variety of different kinds of jobs (e.gvthe
FBI Building, the Main Post Office for Washington, D.C., cleaning
establishments, etc.). Students seemed to very much enjoy these field
trips, even though they seemed to have little or no input in the selec
tion of the sites.
Day.

Activities designed to facilitate parent and community involvement
were emphasized at Morse School. A Morse Home and School Interaction
Team was established and met regularly. Additional activities, such
as Bake Sales, an Open House, and Health screenings, were also included
among the parentcommunityschool liaison component.
Opportunities to participate in social activities (e.g. a school
picnic and Bunny Hop) that were contingent upon appropriate social
and academic behavior were included in the Morse enrichment program.
Such contingencybased activities seemed to result in an increase in
positive behavior. It is reasonable to assume that the continued use,
and even accelerated use, of such, contingencybased activities would
result in even greater behavioral gains for students.
Hypothesis IV
All program activities will focus on the objective of preparing
the student artici ants to return to the re ular ublic school s stem.
One of the ways in which to prepare students to return to the
regular school system is to help them modify behavior that is inappro
priate to functioning successfully in that school system.
In order
to accomplish this, it is necessary to provide them with opportunities
to learn and practice new behaviors that are more likely to be con
gruous with success in school. The objective of "preparing students
to return to the regular school" needs to be defined operationally.
That is, what behavioral goals must be achieved before a student can
hope to be successful in a regular school program? Morse School de
fined these goals as improvement in academic performance and social
behavior. The means of achieving these goals were provided through
the various aspects of the Morse program. For example, the instruc
tional program was individualized to better meet each student's
academic needs. The psychotherapeutic program helped the student
increase his/her ability to cfammunicate with others, acknowledge
and deal appropriately with feelings, and think about himself/herself
in a meaningful way.
The Morse School developed a set of procedures to Facilitate
the adjustment of a student who was returned to a regular school.

Included among these procedures were conferences with the student and
his/her parents, conferences with the Counselor at the receiving school,
visits to the receiving school, as well as additional followup contacts
with the student and the faculty at the receiving school. These follow
up activities lasted for a one year period following the placement back
into the regular school.

The Morse faculty's lack of input into the decisionmaking concer
ning the actual placement sometimes resulted in placements that were
not advantageous to the student. For example, frequently students were
sent back to the school from which they came. This may be undesirable
since it places a child back into an environment where he/she may be
viewed not in terms of improved present performance but notsogood
past performance. A second set of disadvantages of the current place
ment procedure are the frequent delays in the decisionmaking about
placement that seems to result from inadequate interdepartmental coor
dination among the various D.C. Public School departments jointly res
ponsible for the decision and its implementation. The result was
that a student is left to languish in the wrong environment or in an
environment that he/she had outgrown rather than prospering in a new
environment that would be better suited to his/her current needs.
HipteIhesis V

All members of the staff will partici ate in re and inservice
training seminars that focus on ef ective teaching techniques._

All members of the Morse staff were provided with opportunities
for inservice training in areas relevant to effective teaching in
general and to the specific objectives of the Project Advance program.
School personnel participated in coursei (offered by Federal City
College and other educational institutions in the local area) in such
Slimmer
areas as the Open Classroom and Guided Group Interaction.
workshops, sponsored by the Special Education Department of the D.C.
Public Schools System, designed toAtrain Educational Aides and Teach
ers to develop learning stations and packages, were also held at Morse
School.

Staff Development Seminars were held at Morse School each Wednes
day afternoon. During this time period, the school personnel discussed
students' progress and the program in general, shared their ideas and
feelings about specific components of the program, and listened to
presentations on such topics as Mainstreaming" and "Classroom Meetings
as a Group Process" from guest and, staff speakers.
Some supervision relevant to the role of Guided Group Interaction
leader was provided to the Morse staff. However, additional training
and perhaps onetoone supervision from the Guided Group Interaction
consultant would be highly desirable as a means of maintaining and
increasing their skills as Group Leaders.
Training in the use of behaviorally oriented teaching and behavior
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management techniques would providt the school personnel with the
skills necessary to develop and implement contingencybased, sequen
tially ordered academic and social skill programs for students.
Staff development was strongly emphasized at Morse School. The
staff development opportunities available to the school personnel
were very relevant to the objectives of the program.
Hypothesis VI

There will be on oin assessmentim_prolect_personnel of student's
ro ress and of the functionin of the ro ram as a whole.
Some positive steps were taken in the assessment of students'
progress and of the functioning of the program as a whole. Additional
emphasis needs to be placed in the areas of standardizing criteria
used to determine whether a student has progressed, developing new
ways to use tc.3t scores to assess students' progress, and designing
a comprehensive internal evaluation plan that allows the evaluators
(both inside and outside) to make definitive statements about causal
With
relationships between findings and specific project activities.
out such statements the D.C. School system has no basis for deciding
to texelinate, modify or continue a program or any of its aspects.

A formal diagnostic test (the Wide Range Achievement Test) was
administered to each student during the Fall and Spring of each school
year (or at his/her dates of entry and departure). These scores were
used to help build a general program for each student and to assess
his/her progress. Additional tests of both a formal and informal
nature, were administered to each student during his/her first few
weeks at Morse and then readministered periodically throughout his/her
stay.

Attendance records were also used as a source of data about
students' progress. While an increase in attendance can in and of
itself indicate that a student has progressed from nonattendance to
regular attendance, it is important to use other sources (i.e. tests,
observations, etc.) in order to determine whether progress in specific
academic or social areas has occurred.
The method used by school personnel to analyze data derived from
the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) was perhaps tco informal and
preliminary to provide sufficient informatidn'about students' pro
It did not make use of all available data. An alternate way
gress.
to analyze the WRAT data was presented in which the evaluators exam
ined the test scores of a student who had been at Morse almost two
years. The analysis of his test scores showed that he had made pro
gress in all three content areas of the WRAT that was greater than
the grade progress he had made prior to coming to Morse School .
fact, he progressed at a more rapid rate during the second year of
his stay at Morse than he did during his first year. As stated above
in the Results section, Morse School will continue to shortchange

ifself if it does not analyze the data sufficiently to identify the
good work it is doing.
B.

Discussion of Role of Evaluators

As stated in Section A above, one of the disadvantages of Project
Advance's internal evaluation design was that it did not allow for the
determination of causal relationships between specific program activi
ties (or even the program itself) and student progress. It was deter
mined by the evaluators that (a) Morse School implemented the majority
of the program components described in the Project Advance proposal,
(b) Morse students participated in these activities, and (c) the stu
dents seemed to have improved both academically and in terms of social
adjustment. However, it is not known whether (o) is a result of (a)
and (b)
that is; that participation in certain program-activitiesresulted in improvement in, for example, academic effort or achieve
ment.
What is needed in order to make such a determination is the use
of control and comparison groups. That is, some students would parti=.
cipate in Project Advance activities and others, also identified as
unable to function in the regular school system, would not (they, might
perhaps be placed on a waiting list control to be admitted to the
Comparisons of the progress of these two groups
activities later).
of students after a specific time period could then be made. The
students who did participate in the program might have changed in ways
(hopefully, positive ways) that the students who did not attend Morse
This would then tell us that participation in the Project
did not,
Advance program results in changes in specific behaviors in students.
With enough eligible students different patterns of activities could
be offered to several groups of students.
Such an evaluation design could be taken a step further. A
design could be developed that would let us determine which, if any,
of the different components of the program (i.e. the Academic, the
Psychotherapeutic, etc.) are effecting students in specific ways.
For example, let us start with a group of 25 students who have been
identified as unable to function in the regular public school system.
Let us leave
Let us randomly assign them in groups of five students.
five students perhaps on a waiting list in the regular school system.
They will receive no additional treatment. Let us leave an additional
five students in the regular school system but provide them with
psychotherapeutic counseling at that school site that is identical to
what they would receive at Morse School. The third group of five
students would go to Morse School and participate only in its academic
program. The fourth group would go to.Morse School and participate
in the psychotherapeutic counseling program. The fifth group would
go to Morse School and would participate in both the psychotherapeutic
counseling program and the academic program. By comparing through
use of assessment procedures already in use at Morse, the differences
and similarities among these five groups, we could determine whether
a specific program component (or set of components) was beneficial to
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-the students.

Such an evaluation design, although not complex, requires much
forethought, planning, and coordination among schools and school
officials. A plan for the development and implementation of such an
evaluation design must be constructed early in the life of the pro
gram.
It should, in fact, be developed well before the program begins.
This is an area where a coordinated effort on the part of the
inside and outside evaluation teams can be most beneficial.
The in
side evaluator has the opportunity to do an indepth and sensitive
study because of his closeness to and familiarity with the project.
An even more important reason for the special role of the inside
evaluator is that, being part of the team that designs and operates
the project, he can be sure that the design and operation of-the,
project permits a meaningful evaluation. For example, care must be
taken (1) to define comparison and control groups, (2) to obtain
crucial measures before the start of the program, and (3) as appro
priate, to make provision for these measures at or after the end of
the program.

There is a need for the services of the outside evaluation con
sultant, who can serve in an advisory capacity during the initial
planning snd development of the program and can assist the inside
evaluator in determining whether program guidelines are being met
and objectives achieved. The emphasis, however, must be on the
development of a working relationship early in the life of the pro
gram so that the necessary coordination between the inside and out
side evaluation components occurs.
VIII.

Recommendations
1.

Continue with existing academic program. Begin to develop learning
stations and an integrated educational technology appropriate to
an Open Classroom approach.

2.

Incorporate behaviorally oriented behavior management and teaching
techniques into the repertoires f the Morse School staff. This
will involve providing them with inservice training in the theory
and use of behavior management techniques.

3.

Continue with the use of contingencybased program activities for
students. Develop academic and social skills programs that are
built on a series of sequential steps and that include cleirly
defined goals and appropriate reinforcers for success for all
students.

4.

Continue with existing psychotherapeutic program.

Offer additional

training opportunities (i.e onetoone supervision, seminars)
to Guided Group Interaction leaders to maintain and improve their
leadership and group counseling skins.

IV.

5.

Continue with procedures used to assess a student's readiness
for return to a regular school. Develop standardized criteria
for defining "improvement".

6.

Continue with existing program of enrichment activities. Place
additional emphasis on career development opportunities when
selecting sites for field trips. Allow the students to have
some input into the selection of field trip sites and activities.

7.

Continue with existing parent and community involvement program.

8.

Continue to develop lines of communication to schools where Morse
students are placed when they are rea4y to return to a regular
program. Try to increase Morse staff input into the decisionmaking concerning student placements.

9.

Continue with follow-up activities, particularly direct contacts
with.the students themselves.

10.

Upgrade the evaluation of the program. Develop an evaluation
design that defines and uses control and comparison groups.
In
order to develop such an evaluation design, a working relationship between the inside and outside evaluation teams must be
established very early in the life of the program. This is necessary to insure that coordination between inside and outside
evaluation components occurs and information needed to make
decisions about the utility of tin program and its components
is obtained.

Summary

An evaluation of the "Project Advance" program at the Morse Crisis
Intervention Center was conducted. Review of documents, formal and informal interviews, questionnaires, and direct observations were the methods
developed and used to assess the correspondence between the objectives of
the program and its accomplishments.
Five students and six members of the teaching and administrative faculty at Morse School were interviewed. Various other school personnel were
interviewed informally. Telephone interviews were conducted with the parents of four Morse students. Interviews were conducted with several persons
who worked in commercial business establishments in the Morse School neighborhood. A paper and pencil questionnaire was administered to the majority
of the students. A similar paper and pencil questionnaire was administered
to the school personnel. Direct observations of classroom and hall activities, guided group interaction sessions, participant interactions, materials,
equipment, and the physical facility were made.
The findings derived from formal analyses of available data showed a
program that achieved a high proportion of what it set out to achieve. An
area that needs additional attention is the internal assessment of students'
progress and of the functioning of the program as a whole. A discussion
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c&ways of improving the evaluation of this program and programs in general,
with emphasis on the role of the outside evaluator as consultant to the
inside evaluation team, is included in this report. The results of the
analyses of the data, conclusions, and recommendations to contiLue some of
the practices while modifying others are provided in this final evaluation
report.
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