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CHAPTER I: “HE PROGRAM

The program for Institutionalized Children, 197&—75 involved
approximately 2181 children in 35 institutions in the New York

//‘
City metropolitan area. There were 98 sites where the program was

conducted; these sites were the.institutions and group homes con-

nected to phem. Children come to be 'in the institutions for a
variety of reasons: they may be orphaned, neglected, dependent,

in need of supervision, or emotionally disturbed. Children in the
institutions and group homes were selected'toAparticipate in the’
program throﬁgh two different selection procedures. In the larger
institutiona, children were selected through test scores on |
snapdardized and teacher made tests. Ip,the.smal;er institutions,'
children werp selected through‘recommendations made by teachers

and through recommendations of institutional and group home super-

‘visors. For each child selected to participate in the program,

there was a demonstrable need for extra help ih-reading and/or

mathematics. These needs are found in an overwhelmingly high per-
centage of children residing in such institutions.

As a result of being in the program, children were expected

S S _ o

to show greater improvement in n measured achlevement in read1ng and/
or mathematics when compared, through:the historlcal regression meth—'

od, to increases in achievement that could be expected to occurfwith- .

_out benefit of the program. In order to accomplish this objective,

the program'was designed to provide regular after school tutorial
learning experiences for the children in reading and/or ms thematics.
The tutors, all licensed teachers selected by the Program Coordi-
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nator in conjunction with'the‘institutional supervisors, formed

the lieart of the program. While techniques_variédtéonsiderably
from tutof'to tutor, the clear similarity among the various |
techniques wgs-the establishment of personal,:individual relation-
ships between the tutors and each of their students. Tutoring took
place in the child's place of residence. The tuﬁors were, for the
most part, not connected with the children's regular schools. The
tutors attempted, in every case, to make.concrete and to personal-
‘ize the content that they gave the children. This one-on-one

situaticn, where an interested adult interacted with a child in a

~less formal setting than the child's regular school, was felt to

ey

be the setting most cond cive to achieving the objectives of the
progfam."The program operated from September 1,»197b'through
June 30, 1975. ' ‘




CHAPTER II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

Evaluation Objectives

\

1. "As a result of participation in the Program for Institu-
tionalizéd Children, the reading grade of the ‘'students
will show a statistically significant difference between
the real posttest score and the anticipated posttest
score."

2. "As a result of participation in the. Program for Institu-
tionalized Children, the mathematics grade of. the students
will show a statistically significant difference between
the real posttest score and the anticipated posttest

© score."

3. "To determine the extent to which the program is imple-
mented, and the extent to which the program conforms with
“the description in the project proposal."3

Evaluation Instruments

1. The Metropolitan Achievement Tes};.l‘b

e

2. The Site Visit Intérview énd Observation Schedule (see

Appendix C).

Data from the Metrqpp}ipén Achievement Test (MAT) were used to

_ evaluate Evaluation Objectives #1 and #2. Data from the Site Visit

Interview and Observation Schedule were used to evaluate Jvaluation

Objective #3.

Sampling and Evaluation Sequence

~————The-overall-plan for-this year's -evaluation of tie Program

;

b . = \ &

1. Williamson, W.E. An Evaluation Des.gn for: B/E #09-59636~
#09-59674 , Program for Institutionalized Children. New York::
- Board of Education, Office of " Educational Evaluation,
August, 1974, p. 3.

2. 1Ibid, p. k.
3, Ibid p. L.

L. Bixler H. H. et al. Metropolitan Achievement Test. New York:

Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, 1971

7

¢ .

L



for Institutionalized Children was to obtain pretest and posttest
scores on every child participat?ng in the program. Theoreticaily
a child would be pretested in September, 1974, and posttested in |
the last week oiﬁ;gy, 1975. . This testing sequencé was, however, .
impossible to méintain in all cases due\to a variety of reasons.
The most frequént reason was the mobility of many children in the
progfam. Because of court decisions, parenté taking cﬁildren
‘home , placemeﬁt in another institution or home, and children who
went A.W.0.L. from the institution, some children left the program
earlier than the June 30, 1975 closing date while-others entered
later than the September 1, 1974 beginning date. Thus, while the
majority of ¢hildréq¢in the Program were pretested in September
or October, 1974, and were postteséed in the last week of May,
1975, the span of time between pretesting and postfestingbfor some
children dig vary. Because of this variation, a separate analysis
was.prepared, based onA;he 1ength of time the children Were actually -
in the prdgram. | |

Another factor which disrupted the testing schedule and in
some cases made it impossible to conduct was the emotional com-
ponent found ih the behavibr of many of thé children. ATesting,was S
difficult and frequently impossible with institutionalized children.
'Takjng“a standardized test,iike the MAT appears to be very frustrat-
ing for emotionally disturbed children who are years below grade
level in reading and/or-mathematics. Several children did not
attempt to finish the pﬁgzest or the postﬁé;t while'others simplyﬂ
refused to take the tests at all. ‘Each reéson‘for missing test
scores was tallied. The nrumber 6f missing scores for each reason

8



is presented on the Data Loss Form in Appendix B.

Findlly, some of the individual institutions and group hﬂmes
did not begin the program until the end of September, 1974, or, in
some cages; until the beginning of January, 1975,.Bécausé of prob-
lems in hiring personnel and in scheduling and space requirements.
The site visits were begun in January, 1975, when all of the sites
had functioning programs. These visits continued periodically »

‘until the middle of May. A total of 7, sites were visited,

Y



CHAPTER III: FINDINGS

v

Test Score Data

For the first statistical analysis of the data, the test scores
were grouped'by component code. For each component code«groﬁping
'-awone-Way analysis of'rariance‘was performed, comparing observed
posttest score means with prediéted posttest score means. Predicted
~means were generated using>tbe "bistOrical regression“ formula. |
Predicted'means were an -indication of.increases_in test scores that
could have been expected if the children had not participated.in
~ the program. The results of these analyses ar e'presented by com~
ponent code in Table 1, The component codes can be interpreted as
follows: the first three digits specify reading or matbematics
scores (608 = reading, 60§\= math); the fourth diéit indicates
public or private school attendance (1 = public, 2 = private); the
" last digit specifies grade level grouping (2 = kindergarten. 3 =
lst—;rd grades, 4 = Lth-6th grades, 5 = 7th-9th grades, 6 = 10th~
~12th grades). It should be noted that test scores for kindergarten
children are given in letter ranks rather than nnmerical scores,\
so there are no means or statistical tests for the component codes
involving kindergarten children.

Table 1 indicatesvthat for 13 of the 16 component codes,
statistically‘significant differences were obtained between pre-~
dicted and observed posttest means. The combonent code groupings
where nonsignificant differences occurred had very small numbers
) of subjects., It is quite possible that if there had been more

observations with accompanying increases in degrees of freedom,

»//
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A ~ Table 1 . . 7
- : R

ANALYSIS OF. TEST SCORE DATA BY, COMPONENT CQDE

‘.
o~

2

‘Historical regression-’analysis comparing predicted
posttest reading and mathematics scores on the
Metropolitan-Achievement Test; .all means given in
grade equivalents; dash indicates no mathematics
‘program; xx indicates non-numerical data for kin-
dergarten children; data grouped by component code.

Predicted Observed

Posttest Mean . Posttest Mean : '
~Mean X ~§Mean N | ‘lf’ P
Component Code. . | w
- 60812 XX 19 oxx 19
60813 2.49 124 2.73 12,  10.48 .01 q
60814 3.50 2L3 3.65 243 11.56 .01
60815 L .81 556 . 5.23 556 16.47 .01
60816 6.2 191 - 6.78 191 9.87 .01
60822 XX 6 - XX 6 o o
60823 251 39 2.69. 39 k.4l .01
6082, - - 3.4k 51 3.60 51 5.27 .01
~6082§j o 4.84 11 5.16 11 3.62 .05
160826 6.40 . 5 661 5 4.1 N.S.
60913 2.6, 5, 2.98 5,  15.0L .01 ..
60914 3.80 150 4.07 150  10:25 .01 C
60915 '5.28 <373 5.60 373 15.25 .01
60916 6.33 169 6.79 169 ~.9.81 .01 “ _
60923 ©2.69 11 .2.80 11 53.52- N.S. 4o
60524 3.8, 16 L2 16 5.13 .0l
60925 5.30 & 551 8 L. .05
60926 6.39 L - 6.66 ; L 5.12  N.S.
60912 o | o
66922 :




'significant differences could have been expected -for thése groups
also. : ; ~ . e
The second analysis~1nvolved grouping the scores according to

the length of time- children had participated in the program. Three

. grouplngs were used: 1-3 months, 4-6 months, and 7 9 months * For

-.each grouping 2 one-way analysis of variance was performed, com-

N

paring observéd posttest-scores with predicted posttest scores.
The results are presented in Table 2.
“Table 2 1nd1cates that s1gnificant differences between predict-

ed -and observed means occurred for both reading and mathematics

‘scores at every level of months in program. Further, it can'be

~observed that the magnitude of the differences increases as months

\ ! ~

in program ixcrcase. -

An analys1s of the kindergarten scores was done by . converting
the letter scores into ranks and using the Wilcoxon matched-pairs
signed-ranks test. Two such tests were performed - one for private
school kindergarten children (component code 60822) and one for

public school children (component code 60812). Both tests 1nvolved

' pre-reading scores, . since there w»re no kindergarten children

tutored in mathematics. The results of the tests werepa t value

of l 74 for the private-kindergarten ‘group (N.3. ) and at value ‘of
2 69 for the publicékindergarten group (p‘< 01).

Site Visit Interview and Observation Schedule (Evaluatlon ObJective

-7:‘3)

|

N / r
)

. ] ;
. A standard procedure was used for the site visits. The tutor

Y . N . . . i . . .
was interviewed, the materials he or she used were recorded, and

finally the tutor was observed in the actual tutorial session. .

a

12



Table.2
ANALYSIS OF TEST SCORE DATA B “GRAM

Historica}tyegression analysis cowmparing predicted

posttest/ reading and mathematics zcores on the

Metropolitan Achievement Test; all means given in
p//}g(ggg)équivalents; data groured by months in program.
{ ! - . ¢

N\
N
\

N

Predicted Posttest - Observed Posttest
Mean~ _ Mean o .
| Méan N - Mean N p -+ p
Months an ! . )
‘Program ' .
(reading) ) . A -
1 - 3 Mo. L.51 137 k.83 137 L5 .01
L - 6 Mo. 4 .67 2,9 5.02 249 6.41 .01 -
7 - 9 Mo. L.8h 859 # 5.22 859 |11.86 .0l .
(math) o o - R
1-3Mo.  4.65 86 0 533 86 4.7 o1
L - 6 Mo. L.89 159 . o 5:19 159 5.2 .01
7.~ 9 Mo. . - 5.15 540 ~ 5.67 54,0 9,88 .01 X
3
- IR

Fa)
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The results of therfirst regsponses to the schodule of questions given -
to 7i tutors were tallied, with the following results:

1. Characteristlcs of Populaflon Served. All 7! tutors -
(100%4) said that the population they served was dc® oy the
Proposal. Fifteen tutors (20.3%) added that at leas. ono.of théir

- students was emotionally disturbed. |
” 2."~Cross Reference to Othér Programs. Sixty-three tutors

(85.1%) knew of no .other remedial program involving their students.
Eight tutors (10.8%) noted that their studonts were involved in ‘
New York City High School Equivalency Programs.’ One-tutorl(l.B%)
described a work-study program sponsored by H.E.W. in-whioh_otudents
from N.Y.U. and CCNY worked with institutionalized children’in

counseling roles. ‘One tutor (l 3%). said a student of his was in
the College Bound program at the student's high school and one
tutor (1.3%) said her students received help from a homework helper

| volunteer program sponsored by the institution. | |

3. Objectives. A1l of the tutors said that their app*oaoh

to the*r work was defined by the objectives stated in the Proposal

of the Program for Institutionalized Children.w
4. Other Narrative Information.
a. Features that i ‘re outstanding contributors to the
achievement of the objectivés. ‘

(1). One-to-one tutorial sessions. Thirty-six tutors

(,8.64) stated that working with one student at a

time was the single most important feature of the

program.

(2). Rapport between student and tutor. Ten tutors-. _

—
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11

(13.5%) felt the rost important contributor to suc- oy

B

cess was the establishment of strong rapport between e

student and teacher.

(3). Cooperation of * itution or group home staff.
Eight tutors (10.° } At the working relation-
ship with the insticu. 1 or group home staff was

.the main contributpr toward success of “the program.

_(4). Other features. The other features mentioned

most frequently were: .the freedom of the tutor to

use the method he or she félt worked best with in-
dividnal students (7 tutors, 9.4%); use of games,
puzzles and other motivational devices (5 tutors,
6.7%) ,/involvement of students to the point that they
w;?% helping other students (5 tutors, 6.7%); and the
advantage of teaching children informally in a home
setting, using a humanistic approach (3 tutors, 4. O% .

If project failed to achieve major obgectlves, give

probable causes.

(1). Project not failing. Forty-six tutors (62.2%)

felt strongly that the project was not failing.
(2). Exceptional children. Twelve tutors (16.2%)

mentioned that they were failing with seledted children
who were‘psychotic; emotionally disturbed, brain
damaged or recalcitrant in the'tutorial situation.

These tutors noted that many of their students had no

homes or had been beaten or abandoned by their parents.

(3). Other causes for failure. The other causes



d..

mentionad most frequently were: high turnover rate
among students (7 tutors, 9.4%); problems in atten-
dance (5 tutors, 6.7%4); and the need for more tutorial
sessions per week (L tutors, 5.4%).

Unexpected -+ - . probable causer.‘

(1). No w  .usu wuccomes. Forty-one iutors

(55.4%) did not observe any.unexpected outcomes.

(2). Rapport. Twelve tutors (16.2%) méntioned the
unexpectedly strong rapport thap wa3 developed with.
the children. These tutors felt themselves quite per-

sonally involved with the success of their students.

(3). Dramatic improvement. Eieven tutors ' .9%)
cited drame:ic,ipc}eéses *n reading and/or ‘hematics
performanc hich they act. buted to their : ‘nts'
highly pos ._.ve response t the one-on-one - tal
situation.

(4). Other unexpected outcomes. Other unexpected

outcomes cited were: iﬁcréased school attendance (5
tutors, é‘"%), positive changes in the students' self
conéepﬁs (3 tutors, L4.0%), and the observatioﬁ that
hyperacti~ e chi'.dren are muxh more cooperative when
teaching .- uae-on-one (2 tctors, 2;7%).

Recommend .>ns to improve or redesign program for next

year's operatic:-.,

(1). Need for a diagnostic test. Eighteen tutors

- (24.3%) expressed dissatisfaction with the MAT as a

diagnostic teét. They felt that the evaluation of the

16
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ﬁrogram should involve a test that would allow
the tutors to;evaiuéte a student's specific

problems, rather than a test like the MAT that
only provides gross differentiation of problem

areas.

(2). Varied materials. :n tutors (13.5%)
sugggsted that the basis of the progrém's
success was foundiin_béing able to change
materials as rapidly as a student‘ﬁasteréd
or lost interss in the materials beiﬁg
worked on. |

r.week. Eight tutofs

D

(3). More ses:. .Zs

(10.8%) felt t .: - impact of the prograz

would bc¢ increased *—-+<h more tutorial ses-

sions per weeh per - udent. In the larger
institutions, : fsfﬁere_seen for a one

hour session . .= a week. Theitutoré

felt that,thre. -~ch sessions per wee%

‘would improve sccess of the pfoéfam“ ’

(h); Other r- o¢mme lations. Five tutors

(6.7%) said tt ... ded a more isolated
space to work with treir students. Four

tutors (5.4%) rsq.  ed more :>opera-



e.

tion from group home supervisors in scheduling tu-
torial sessions and in making sure students appeared
for them. Four tutors (5.4%) reQuested more trips to
) Q

serve as motivational devices.

Practical suggestions to a colleague in_establishing

a similar program.

(1) Obtain varied materials. Seventeen tutors (23.0%)

recommended that the most important preparation a new :

tutor could make was the assembling of a variety of

materials before beginning the tutorfal session.

3

.(2). Become acquainted with students. Sixteen tthrs

(21. 6%) ‘said that no tutoring could take place with ,
many of the institutionalized children until a per—g
sonal relationship was developed betweenvtutor and
student.' The tutors said that such chiidrenvtend to
be distrustful of adults. and need to learn to trust |

s

them before the students will commit themselves to

learning;

(3) Flexible tutors. Thirteen tutors'(l7.6%) sug~

gested that obtaining staff fer tutoring should 1n- CEN
volve the hiring of tutors who were flexible and .
could adJust to the varied needs of. children whose

attention spans were limited and for whom learning was

qfrequentiy'interrupted"by severe emotional problems.

(h) Other suggcstions. Six tutors (8.1%) recommend-

"ed that a 1earning situation should be established in

which any step a child makes in learning is reinforced

18



15
regardless of the cnhilc s actual level of performance.
Six tutors (8.1%) said that it was important to do a
precise diagnostic analysis of a student's problem
areas in reading and/or mathematics before beginning .

N ~

the tutorial program. Five tutors (6.7%) said it was
 very important to begin with a studengjat his or her
own level; Giving the Stud;nt too much too fast
almost guarantees failufe,'since the students' re-
sponse tends to be ~o shut off ahy communiéation or
attempt to learn. Five tutors (6.74) felt thap(an
orientation session for tutors is necessary in which
the type of child to be tutored would be discussed as.
well as appropriate methods for conducting the tu-
_ torial session. Threse tutors (4.0%) mentioned the
importance of obtain: ag materials which were relevantv
o -he culturalmilieu of the children. Three tutors
(4.0%) felt that new staff should be eﬁcouraged tc
“develop an informal approach to the-learning situation'
so asftoAdifferenéiate'the cutorial session from the
child's school eipérience.' k
f. Integration of effective practices developec in pro-
3"jeét intc regular school program.

(1) Problem area check list. ALl 74 tutors (100%)

use: a check list provided by the program coordinator.
Thi: was sent to the children's day échool teachers
‘whe indicated areas in which the students were suc-

cessful and areas in which they had problems. Twenty-




five of the tutors (33.8%) felt, hd&ever,.that the.
forms were not particularly useful because the areas:

to be evaluated were too general or because the stu-~
dents "lost" the lisbs befbre they could be -t

to the tutor. . g o

(2,. Constraints on homework help. Sesen tufOrs (9;&%)

felt their tutorial sessions and the student's work at
school would be more intsgrated if the tutor was given
the prerogatife to help children with their~homewofk
on specific occasioﬁs. Tncee tutors said vhat their
'studentc resented the ssipulation that tutors could
.not help with homework and that this. resentmeat
severely weakened the xupbort the tutors had established
g. Adequacy of the faciliuies and materials. In 69 of the
74 sites visited (93 2%), ‘the _acilities were observed to
be adequate. 1In five group hemes (6. 8%), tutors were as- o
signed work spaces by the group home supeivisors which
were inadequat= because the spaces were too public. These
inadequcte spaces were located in corners of larger living
room areas which were frequented by children and adﬁlts
not involved in the tutorial sessipn. The traffic‘thrbugh_d
the rocm and the distractions of the extra people in the
room tended to disrupt the tutorialiwofk. It is important
to note that children who are extremely behind in reading
and/or mathematics seem to be acutely aware of their in-
adequacy, and tend to be deferzzve about it. The defense

tnat tut:.rs most freguently obser#ed was an "I don't care"

2




attitude. This attitude was broken down in the pfivacy

of a successful tutorial session, but as soon as stu-

17

dent’s deficits in reading .., ¢ cheiatics were | oilc.y

vuserved by his or her peers, the attitude s reasserted.
It is of extrewme importance t: the success .i the program,
therefore, that the tutorial s-:zion de cor.ucted in as
private a situatisn as possible.

The materials‘ﬁsea by the tupors were adequate. -
Tutors frequently supplémgg@gd published materials 1like
SRA kits and reading and mathematics book-workbook series
with teacher made materials and with games and puzzles.
Several of the mathematics tutors found that hand-sized,
battery ﬁowered calculators ﬁer;'exceptionally good moti-
vational devices for their studenﬁs. Flash cards, pro-
jected materials, and projects constructed by sﬁudeﬁts_
were also friequently eméloyed bf tutors to involvg‘stu-
‘dents in non~threatening learning experiences. Every
tutor observed had more than enough mater;alvprépared for
each tut orial session. Eash tutor also had seversi alter-
native seps.of,material p;eparsd in case séudents'appeared
a\\l to heed a change”is msteriai dgring‘a given tutorilal
. sessioh-

Dis repShqz Analys’

The imslemented program dc- s coincizZe with the progrzm as des-

cri. :¢ in the beposal and, for the most part, is servicing the

‘needs of the target pogglation - institutionalized childre:r ranging

-from kindergarcen through\%?th grade who attend pub11c or -rivate
\ ) -

~
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schools. There is a discrep .. | :~er, in a ..ruvion of this
‘target population which is the result of the higa turnover rate of
children in four of the institutions. These four institutions
serve as temporary shelters and as distribution centers for the
childrén who are sent to them. The average stay for children in’
such institutions is frem two_weeks to two months. In the proposal,
such an institution might‘be assigned support to provide the pro-
gram to~20 children during the school year. The reality of the
situation, however, isfthattthe great majorityrofethese twenty
students will have left the institution within two months and will
dhave been replaced by other students.- Thus, onpaper, *he institu-
‘tion services 20 students per year while in fact ‘100 or 150 students
may come in contact with the program for & much shorter length of
.time. ‘ o ‘ _

Recommendations from Last“Prior Study

ma. There is a need for greater articulation between the .
. tutorial sessions _and the day school program that the
children attend. "5 ,
"b. There is a need for a wider range'of teaching méterials."éf

"c. There is a need for several assistant coordinators to be
available to the tutors. n7

The first recommendation has been 1mplemented in the 1974-75 -
program through the use of the check list sent by tutors to the day

. school teachers. The check list allowed day school teachers to

5., Gottlieb, J._ Evaluatioﬁ Report: Program for Institutionesized

Children, 1
of Eaucation, Office of‘Educational E‘Eltatlon, ‘Pe 5.

(op8

Ibid, p. 5.
7. 1Ibid, p. 6. , | 22
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indicate to the tutors the areas of,neakness in reading and/or‘
mathematics of their students. However, as has been noted in item

L .f.(1) of the analysis of the Site Visit Interview and Observation

Schedule given above, the check list was not found to be satisfacto-" -
ry by 33.8% of the tutors.

The second recommendation has been impiemented, primarily
. through the availability of funds this year for books, workbooks,
projection devices, calculators,'and ganes and puzzles. Also the
.,ability of‘the tutors to create their own’materials_has,broadenedﬂwﬂr“
the range of materials used in the .program. |

The th1rd recommendation hasalsobeen implemented One special
‘assistant coordinator has been hired this year to supervise tutors at
the largest 1nstitution connected with the program. This coordina-

”tor has been quite successful in prov1ding leadership for those:*t:;

tutors for whom he is responsible and in serving as a resource

* person for :aose tutors. In addition the regular assistant co-
,ordinator of the projectvand four other part—time assistants h1red
.ispecifically to perform service functions for the tutors, shared

in the oversezing of the tutors' work and had regular conferences o

with the project ‘coordinator.

23
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CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
. AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Y

Test Score Data

- for growth.

The analyses of the test score data indicate that the Program
for Institutionalized.Children,°l97h-75, did inérease the reading
and/or}nathematics ability through the children's participation in
after school tutorial and.small group sessions. Significant in-
creases in observed mean scores, when compared to means predicted
if the children had not participated in the program, were observed
for 13 of the 16 component code groupings. For the two‘nonqnumeri-
cal sets of scores for-the public kindergarten and privateukinder-
garten component code groups, signiflcant increases were observed |
in rank for the public kindergarten. group. ’ '
© - ~When analyses were. performed using time in program as a group-

ing variable, significant ihcreases in mean scores were observed ey

at every level. The magnitude of differences between predicted

- and observed means increased as a function of time in the program,

suggesting that the impact'of the program is cumulative ~ the

longer a student is, in the progvam, the greater are the chances

Site Visit Interview and Observation Schedule

- The data from the Site Visit Interview and Observation Sched-

ule also indicate that the program was successful. One-to-one_

tutorial sessions and rapport between~student and tutor were felt

by the tutor.to- be central to success of the program. _Where

failure occurred, it was most frequently attributed:to.emotional\

disturbances of children, many of whom had a history of abuse,

s

S // | 24
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neglect and abandonment. The turnover rate of children in four B:
.the institutions was also a factor which reduced the effectiveness
of the progran. '

The tutors made the following main recommendations togimprove
the program for next year: (1) replacemert of 'the MAT, (2) extension
| ofnthe program to areas related_to'reading~and mathematicsy (3) more
direct contact between tutors and day school teachers-and (4) the
availability‘of varied materials.,
_ It is clear‘that the use’of:varied materials is also central
to, the success of the program since this.was;the most frequently
cited plece of advice tutors said they would give to a colleague
beginning a tutorial program. Almost as frequently given was the
‘adv1ce that new tutors first establish a personal relationship with R
their students before the actual tutorial sessions begin. Flexi-
"bility on the‘part of the tutors 'in devising work sequences'wasl
also felt to be importantf

Conclusions

On the basis of the test score data and the interviews and

'"observations, it can be concluded that the program is successful
in servicing the needs ofthe target population. It is particularly -
relevant that only ll of the 74 tutors interviewed knew of other
'remedial programs involving their students. None of these other

programs was specifically designed. to deal with problems in the

L basic areas of reading and mathematics.

Recommendations for Next Year's Operation

1. Given the large deficits observed for most of the institutiona-.

lized children in reading and mathematics, and the increases in

N o

P> Mred s — P .
Z‘) . . . \ T a

»



NE
o

' -, . . \\ -
,// ability resulting irom experience 1n the program, it is strongly
- recommenaed that the program be continued for next year. ' The
ability of the ‘tutors to establish strong rapport with their stu-

dents appears>to be. integral to the program, since these»institu-

R

tionalized children have lrequently had poor relationships with
adults. The establi nment Yof a strong relationship with the tutor
seems to effect positively the autitudes of children toward

advlts, to strengthen the cnildren's self-concepts through success

experlences, and ultimately to raise the children's achievement

.levels. : S

-

-~ 2. The evaluator should choose a diagnostic test or a criterion f o
referenced test to. evaluate the program. ;ouch a test would serve

the dual function of an evaluation instrument for the evaluator

and a diagnostic 1nstrument for the . tutors.

o

f' 3. Some prOV1sion should be ‘made’ in next year's program for Chll--

«

dren who, for any of a var1ety of reasons, ‘do not receive a full
year's experience in the program. Perhaps a special, ~ncated
- o program could be devised for them in conJunctlon with the use of

a diagnostic or cr1terion referenced test that would allow tutors

>

to pinpoint spe01fic deficits and to deal w1th them on a sessioq by

v

'session ba31s. K - L

4. Bncause of the 1u portance given to the use of varied materials,a

. >

ALY

it would seem helpful to establish a collection of resource- materials

-~ for the tutors. Such a central collection would allow tutorslto

~ N

- choose among the W1dest array of materials pos51ble as well as to | o

provide a place to file successful teacher made materials that

‘

> b'might be of use to other tutors. At present the tutors do have
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access to a special education resource center malntalned by the

Board of Education in Mld—Manhattan. Perhaps procedures could be
L3 /—,
. worked out with thls center to establish a collection of materials

specifically designed to meet the needs of institutionalized

i~

* children.

-3
~



(
k\\,//‘

CHAPTER V: EXEMPLARY PROGRAM ABSTRACT

The Frogram for Institutionalized Children 1974 75, operated
in 98 sites (1nstitutions and related group homes) in the New York
Netropolitan area from September 1, 1974 through June 30, 1975 .

:The following component code groupings showed " statistically signi-
ficant differences between observed posttest means and posttest
means predicted on the, basis of the growth expectedrif the children

had not been involved in the program:

Reading, Activity Code 720 Mathematics, Activity Code 720
Public School - Public School N
Grades Component Ccde Grades. Component Code
K 60812 K (no program)
1-3 60813 1-3 60913
L=6 60814 K L-6 60914
7-9 . 60815% 7-9 60915
10-12 - 60816 - 10-12 "60916
' Reading - Mathematics -
Private School Private School
Grades \ ‘ : Grades : o
. K 60822 (N.S.) K ~ (no program)
i3 60823 . 13 60923 (N.S.)
he6 6082, . . kb6 - 6092L
7-9 60825 79 . 60925
. 10-12 60826 (N.S.) 10-12 | 60926 (N.s.)

The factors which appeared most instrumental in producing the
mean increases 1n-measured abili+ v R tutors in a one-
to—one teaching situation and - ..+ rapport which tutors and

students developed as a result of continuous contact of a supporta.

~ tive adult with a child in an informal learning situation.

"k Exceeded one year's growth in reading.
' 9 Q : L o
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APPENDIX A: M,I.R, FORM : ‘ ;
| o | Function No, 09-59636-74

ge 3o 76, for Historical Regression Design (6-step Fornula) for Reading and Matnemstics.

" 96, Standardized Test Results

= the Tabie below, enter the requestes essessment infornation about the tests used te eValuatefth
offectiveness of major project component/activities in achieving desire¢ objectives. This form re-

* qulres means obtained from scores in the form of grade equivalent units 25 processed by the 4-step
formula, (see District Evaluator's He dbook of Selected Evaluation Procedures, 1974, p. 29-31) Be-
fore completing chis table, read all fcotnotes. At <ch additional sheets if necessary,

‘ E/ Provide data for the following groups separately: N lected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D), and

"Test , |Number Predicted | Actual |Obtained
 Component | Activity |{Used | Form | Level |TotaliGrou Tested| Pretest |Posttest |Posttest | Value |Sub-
Code Code l/ Pre{Post|Pre|Post|N _f 1D 3? ‘ ﬁ/ Date| Mean| Mean Tpate|Hean of F[Grovy
slolsl 224 712 [0 | war- ' - ‘ score given ip letfer ranksi -
, 1T | p| 6 Prifee| 2] 12 | 19 {974 " | Mo numerfeal ata,
6081370 T |2 O,Mfﬁ- o) g m w0 | 1 | wa (o 21T) T48 JSITSILT3) 1048
‘ fnp ol ol g, : H
6lofsl1l4 | ol | £l 303 14 | 243 | " [3.060 3.50 [, " [3.65 11, 56+
oo wlnfn njnfn . ‘ ‘ -
. glolall Int| Tnt| 706 | 15 | 536 | " [4.08] 481 4| " {5.23] 487
PR winn v | by |Int[lnt o ' P o R R
clolalile | Ady ady] 225 | 16} 181 | |5.92) 6,28 | " [6.78) 9.8+
winfnw [ owfw o score -giyen 1p letfer ranks
6l0/8l2 207 petf peil% | $27{6 | " |- | Monmmerfcal fata,|
-1 // nlinfn RN o L P 5/15
8 6{018|2| 377, ' ol [ELS EL| 46| 23 f 39 | " |24 2.0 2.69] 4. 4L
N L nifn nofn JAft 1 ‘ 'I o ! h
EED e CJRLJEL 6L [ 24 P51 ] " 13.29) 3,40 ~ {3,601 5,27
1/ Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-58, CAT-70, etc.). o R (0L
2/ Total nusber of participants in the activity, - O *p 03

| Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, gréde 5}, Where several grades are cog- .
* bined, enter the last tuo digits of the conponent cdd2, A

4/ . Total number of participants included’in the pre and posttest ‘cafeulations, . s
/ )

Handicapped (code as H). Place the indicated code le;ggr in the last column to signify thq sibgroup, . -

~evaluated, | _ e .
W, . : -1 ) N ' ¥
/ . - S S o
LV ¥ 5 o g . s o

- =Z



Y A INSTITUTIOMALTZED CHIDREN, 197675 B!
APPENDIX A - p. 2 Fuse-fon N - b0 W
2. Stendardized Test R )
Test Numberf Predic:engActuall CGrhalne
Component | Activity |Used | Fcv w2l | Tozal Group| Test-' retest |Posttect |Posttestj slue  Sub-
Code . .| Code Pre . g0t N | ID jed  .tejmean |Mean Date [Meanj of fp  Group
slofsfals| \[ 72| o [T o e T T mdear] wes losislsas| e
, ‘ n v -t |
slolselel N P O R I é%‘?/f}t/ s l26 |5 | (6d2] 6o | 6.6l <41
: .r - I ‘w‘ :‘.l,lVJ. ‘
6101913 oy np o | T [65 |13 sk | 225 D6k | (28611500,
slofoftfel ool e fo b g e f1so |t [k 380 " |60 10.25%
- o . ~4 L N
eloffifsy pepr el e (w915 | | [soL]Lsa8 (st 1525
AN - ‘,"_'"_‘t I t . . . K Lo
LN ERE ;ﬁ;vAgv/ 18716 | w69 | " [5.97f 635 " [6.e3f 9,00k
P £ . L
CSeloolels| [ elel el [0 g B fu | {uan] 26 | [2800 3.2
ool | e fod ol [0l ;Fl g f19 % |6 " las0] ae | fzf 5. ]
6lofglasy ol ot w8 B L8 | ESAL] 830 [ sl AL
3] R R S B T S s -4--;-. ] .- i : - - l-m.-.u-” -1’———- : -
gfofalals] |yt el le e [ fene) 638 |4 6| s ’
. P | ; S ) , : 04
: 4 ,' i o - -
**'p<.01
X P <'05 .
»




CRICS ORIV L « DT L[ 5 27
/PPENDIX B, {atrach to )R 0 Function # A 08306 4-74
a his teble Loporagoss dafer ) oo e MR, dtem 4300 ¢ Uis form, all ~coelelp 3
in each activity st ¢ coaty fore The o at end vty codes use ox,pletion of .- 1 #30
should be used here so na: tha tio tables roch  ee ¢ i ..ons belos tabj: further ‘nstruc ions,
CTT@ o 7 NG .
Compenent “|Activity | oy Test |Total Num .77 on.pants | Reasor students wer: % te:red, or If
’ Coiz | Code o, sed | N Test.:/| it Testedf © v L were not ar:lized
! Analyzed  =al-zed Humber/
‘ o _ i b Reason
1, Dischar.:'l, 2. Refused o rake tesf, /#Y,
‘ \ ' | 3, Transfes .Aéj Wrong zast, 1/#2
6|0 81112371 2{0) 2 Dwur-tij 22 ¢ I L 5, Placement, 6, emotionaily unable,
! % T N0, L .
| | '8, Entesed noogran too lace
9, Doceased
6 {0 8 1 3 nin It 13 '4' 140 124 16 | ) ggg: Z;ﬁz
| | 3148
T S S A L A B 1 I O I 0 | R 19/#1,4/42
! | | | . o3, 10/#
| ‘ . , : B 1/45,11 /46
e | . C | 241,1/48
* L : ' . se/81, 11/8, 1683
YR B L I T T N (RS O RS * AL, 285, 2646,
3 e | | : ‘ . LI, 1148, 1A
L g . .

(1) Id@uuify the participants by spzcific grade level (e.2., grade 3, grade 9). Where several grades are combined,

© 'entes the last tio cigits of the comprment code, : ' ,

(2) Identif the test used acd year of publi_ation (MAT-70. SDAT-74, ete,), - t | “ 3:}
(3) Number of participants in the activity, ' :

(4) Nuzber.of participants included in the p:: and posttest ~albulations found on it.mi30,
(5

(6

v
i

) Nuzber and percent of participents not tosted and/or now analyzed on item0. | :

) Specify all reasons why stucats were no- tested andfor analyzed, For each reascn speci: .., provide & geparate
mezber count, " If any further documerzation 15 availzble, please attach to this form, If further space {s
needed to sggcify and explain dats locz, attach add*tional pages to this form, -

’

.3575
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count.

If any Zurtler ..
eded to specify ané =plodn oot loss, grtach adaitional‘page, -0 this form,

‘ Cr UG T n‘.’:’thI{}:I . 28
PEND Y B p. (dteach o NI Lem#30)  Fuscxlon §_09-29636-74 .
1 :3 table enter a1l potayads §lerm len, Bewveen MIR, fzem 130 and this¢form, ell participanta
{2 each et oy wust be acc.mnt ¢ fore Tae co oot and Zetivity oo las used in complation of {ten 430
snould @ ouse here s Lbau the o tables nat cee definitions to .o table for lurther ‘nstructions,
W @@ - 0) (®) |
Cozp ment  [Activity | Srovp Test Totaf} o | Parcicipants | Zeasor why students were ol testec, It If
Co.c Coca | I.D. Used | ¥ '7 Yor Te: -7/ test.d, were not analyzed ‘
| | Arelvo o Nuzber/
i . | & 1 Reason
, | ‘ | | : . 9/, 3
‘ j { 1 - ny e
G108 o o) 7120 1 JMAT-TW 21| . b - DTl l:z:(g;idr e LR [
I ‘ j' E“;n aferred | LS, THS
ORI S B S S ; S 1/#7, 5/48
| ! A T W.‘.‘Jﬂg Laoe :
' P ' 5. Placement
3 Ny n E ‘ " ;
Ju .8 Lo L ’ ‘6 0 — Ty T imoriomrityund T -
| o 1 b Eﬂtéfﬁ’d‘ " L T .
‘ | : PIVETEN o0 Late AL,
BLOVS 23yt ' T | 1)
| i L/#8
| !
| I TR
A ERERUS I A E TR B T R 2fe, 28
" | S | L8
T | Ui
61018 25" """ 1L 2
. - | ‘
(1) Ider:.fy the narticipants b specific - - .evel (e.g,, grele 3, ada 9), iherc wuv ozl grades are combined
' eroer the last two cioits of the ¢v o e, |
(2) Tdenoify the testused am wecy of oo ow o 70, STATSTA, ) 36
(]) Numboz of parti;ipanus TToTacoac Loy . ‘
(4) Yuzb.o of participants mnzlucel .. the : posctest celeulatic @ Zounc on item -0,
(5) huwum“ and percent of periicien a0l ’s_ed and/or not enalyzed (1 temid0,
(6) Spec-Z¥ all reasons why students  ve mut zestad andfor analyzed, Tor edch repsor upecified, provide 8 geparate

cumintecior 16 available, pleass zttack to this form. If further space is

315



| OFFICS CF EOMCATICUAL RUALUATION = DTA LC3S FGRM 8
APPENDIX B-p. 3 } .(attaCh to MIR,_itém #30)-' Funct?on #~09—§9636 7 B |

Tn this tsble :nter a‘l pata Loss information, B5§40en 17, item 430 and this form, all participanta
a each activity mus be atcounted fors The component and activity codes used in completlon of {ten #30
should be used here 5 that the two Lables match, See definitions belos table for further ‘nstr Lction%/

| {. I3

| oo @ 6 ] ) J
- Cozpenent | Activity | Group | Test Total | Numbet ‘Participants | Reasons why students weve not tested, or if
. Code Code |I.0. |Used [N |Tested/! ot Tested/ | - tested, were not analyzed
| ' Aralyzed Analvzed | ’ o Nusber/ |
- Nl ! Reason
| ; B b | 1 Dlscharged : 12181, 1
G0(9 (1|3 7]2:0 |13 |MaT-Td 65 5% |11 L2, Refused to take test 213, 3y
| | - A 3, Tranaferred 2146, 1/#8
i | SR ' ;N 4, Weong Test N
2 | o ' K o 5. Placement R L MELE
6LO9 (L& ™|" I "o 173 150 23 | 6, Fmotionally unable ° {3, A
R : R B R P omL TEe, T
" 8. - Entered progxam tod late | 3/#8
I : - . il 2441, i L
GLofo st " |1Ls L AU T I e 943, 12/#
1] : ' I A o - 1/?5 15/ip
R ‘ T - SRRt 241, 98
T i , o .. M, 2R
6lOf9(Ljef"t" "6 "L 18T 169 |18 u § SR R AT
o ol | | | 6/46, Lf#1
| a 1AL, 1
61019 272 N " X 13 11 2

(1) Identify the oarticipants by SpECIflC g*ad level (egs, “grade 3, grade 9). Nhe;e‘several grades are conbined,
*onter the last two ¢iglts of the component code, - o A
(2) Tdéatify the rest used and year of p fublicatlon (AT~ 70 SDAT T4, ete.), SR 38
+(3) Kuzder of participants in-the activity, : ,
(4) Buzber of participants included in the pre and postiest calculations found on 1ten#30
~(5) Nuzbér and percent of participants not -tested' and/or not enalyzed on {ter 130, ' )
(6) Specify all reasors why students vere not tested and/or analyzed, For each reason specified, provide a separate
nihet ¢ count, If anys further documentation {s available, please attach to this form, If further s space in
" needed to spec sy and explain data loss, attach additional pageq to this forms

. o
1]
b




l . FRT0T QP NOUCATIONAL EVALUATION - DITA LCS Fold : R 30
APPENDIX B - p. 4 (atfach to VIR, item #30)  Function ¥ no.5636.74

a
In this table eazer 21l pata Loss information. Detween IR, item 430 and chis form, all participants
{n each activity must be accounted fore The component and activity codes used in cozpletion of itez #30-

should be used here so that the tvo tables match, See defimitivns belew table for further ‘nstructions,

>

M) @ @ @ (5 | (6) Do

Cozpenent - |Activity | Group | Test Total | Nuzber | Perticipants | Reasons why students were not .tested, or {f
Lole Code | I.D. |Used | N Tested/ | Mot Tested/ tested, were not analyzed .
Analyzed  Analvzed " _ Nugber/ - |
LN 11 | : ' .. Resson
. [ | A : | 1. Discharged . |UAL, L4
6lol9 |2, 417]2l0] 2% w19 16 |3 2, Refused to.thke test 148
: - | 3, Transferred
-4, Wrong test
: .5, Placement
6. Emotiomally unable
7. Ao . -
8. Entered program too late

(1) Tdentify the pert{cipants by specific grace level (e.g., grade 3, grace 8). Where severzl graces are cocbined, -
enter the last two digits of the component code, ; N B

(2) Ideatify the test used and year of publication (HAT-70, STAT-T4, etc.), | o S 4(

(3) Nuzber of participants in the activity, ’ S - “ '

(4) Ruzber of participents included in the pre and posttest calcylations found on itemf30,

(5) Nuzber and percent of participants not tested aafor not analyzed on itemi30, ' |

(6) Specify all Feasons Wiy students.were not tested and/or analyzed, For'each reason specified, provide a sepsrate a

mzber count. If any further docurentatiop i avajlable, ‘please sttach to this fomn, If further space is
needed to gpecify and explain daca loss, attach adéitional pages to this form, ' '
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APPENDIX C
.SITE VISIT INTERVIEW AND OBSERVATION SCHEDULE

PROGRAM FOR INSTITUTIONALIZED CHILDREN - 1974-75

N

1. Institution 8 : ! . ‘

. -Addressl B "g'V . S —

. Date of Visit

1
2
3.. Person Interviewed ;
L
5

5. Characteristics of Population served

6. Cross reference'to other programs

- ' N

7. Objectives (if different from original proposal)’

I
!
'

8. ‘Other narrative information
a. Features that were outstanding contributors to- achievement of

objectives a gy .

'b. If project failed to achieve .major objective(s), give probable
causes . .

. Unexpected outcomes and probable'reasons/

S . '
d. Recommendations to improve or redesign program for next year's

operation

i

v

e. Practical suggestions to colleague in establishing similar
' program (admin.,,staff) .

£ Integration of effective practices developed in project into

~

regular school program - ) R

ve : g
» e . /

9. Materials .

~/

10. Observations - ‘ 1
U a1
Q \,/" A ) | { .

g e



