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THE QUALITY, FEASIBILITY. AND AFFROPRIATENESS OF A
NONFUELIC DAY SCHOOL SFEECH IMFROVEMENT FPROGRAM WERE AN
ASSESSED. EVALUATIONS OF THE RESULTS CF THE FROGRAM WERE
BASEC ON FUFIL PROGRESS REFORTS, CSSERVEC SFEECH IMFRCOVEMENT,
ANC RESFONSES TO STAFF QUESTIONNAIRES. SOME DIFFICULTY WAS
ENCOUNTEREC IN MEASURING THE IMPACT OF THE FROGRAM ON FUFIL
SFEECH IMFROVEMENT BECAUSE OF THE INACEQUATE IMFLEMENTATION
OF THE FROGRAM ANC ITS SHORT CURATION. IT WAS FOUNC THAT THE
FROGRAM SUFFEREC FROM FROBLEMS IN FERSONNEL RECRUITMENT,
PIFFERING INTERFRETATIONS OF OBJECTIVES, LARGE CLASSES, ANC A
LACK OF INTEGRATIOM INTO THE REGULAR SCHOOL FROGRAM. (NC)
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1. SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSAL

»

The proposal. for the project, Basic Speech Improvement Program for

Disadvantaged Pupils in Non-Public Schools - Regular Day Schools, described

two pkases:

a) A preliminary, or interim program running from April 1k, 1966 to
June 30, 1966, to be conducted in ten schools for approximately 7,000
children; and

b) A more complete program projected for the 1966-1967 academic year

to be conducted in 53 schools for approzimately 60,000 children,

This report is concerned with the preliminary, interim program. It was

hoped that the evaluation would revea% and analyze vwhatever unanticipated
problems and difficulties occurred in the execution of the preliminary
program so that the larger program, scheduled for the 1966-1967 academic
Yyear, could be more effectively conducted. Recommendastions at the con-

clusion of this report are based on the findings of the evsluation.

Objectives of a Basic Speech Improvement Program

According to the proposal, the Program was formulated to rectify the
inadequacy of the present approach to basic speech education. It was
argued that the poor, fragmented and inarticulate speech patterns of
pupils.coming from economically disadvantaged areas requires for its
improvement a program in which teachers wh6 are specialists in speech

-]
education work in cooperakion with classroom teachers. While classroom

teachers are considered to be ins&ﬁficiently prepared to carry out a speech

%

program, they are felt to be best equipped for relating spéech activities
all areas of instruction.
"Procedural objectives" of the Program (that is to say those

characteristics of the Program described as objectives in She proposal)

consisted of:
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a) The prov.sion of "an organized, sequential program of direct instruction
in the skills of speaking and listening for all pupiis in the selected schools;"
and
b) The proviéion of qppértunities "for self-expression and éultural enrichment
through experiences in the speech arts and applied forms of speech {group discussions,
orsl reporting, ete.).”
The educational cbjective of the Program (that is, the learning envisaged
for pupils) was the development of "the ability to use speech skills effectively
in.précttcal speaking situations.”
Ultimately, the project was expected to contribute substantially to
social mokility - £ dice” . antaged children by developing in them communication
skills that would enhance their sociagl effectiveness. Implicit in this social

aim of the project was the furthering of racial integration.

Projected Procedures of the Program 4

A team of two teachers of speech improvement, working in cooperation
with classroom teachers, was to provide each school in the Program with the
equivalent of five days of teaching time per week. In order to conduct an
organized sequential program of instruction in the skills of listening and
speaking the following activities were envisaged:

a) Teacher conferences for im-service training and cooperative
planning;

b) A series of demonstration lessons by speech improvement teachers
in each classroom;

c) Additional speech lessons by classroom teachers for integrating
speaking and listening skills with other areas of instruction;

d) Consultation aﬁd the provision of resource material by speech

improvement teachers to classroom teachers; and
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. e) A three-day orientation pz.'ograin for speech irprovement teachers.
Recordings and tests of pupils®' speech, as well as interim and final repcrts
cn various areas of the project, arve 1isted in the propesal with no speci-
f.’;ca.tion as to when, wkere, how, and by whom these were to be cbtained.

-Provisions for Evaluation |

The proposal provided for evaluation of the entire Progranm by th.e Center‘

for Urban Zducation. The approaches to t’h_g evaluaticn of the entire Program listed
" in the proposal ‘were:

a) Measurement of pupils' progress:

b) Observational assessments of pupils' progruss by speech improvement
teachers and classroom teachers; and

¢) Questionnaires to classroos: teachers, speach mrovehent teachers, and
school supervisors..

For the preliminary Program an irterim eveluation "utilizing stoandardized
Ytest results and special and regular school rccords and data” is mentioned in one
paragraph (page U of the Proposal). Elsewhere in the Proposal (page 5 ) the interim
evaluation is described as consisting only of "asscssments through observations of
pupils' progress...by classroom teachers and special speech teachers." This
inconsistency is, no doubt, to be attriduted to an editorial oversight. As no
cbjective test data were available, the presen'l': evaluatior is based essentially

on cbservations and interviews.

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION

The orgenization and planning of the evaluation of the preliminary Program
ocsurred on very short notice, after the Progran was already initiated end only
weeks before the Program was scheduled to termirate. It was impossible, therefore,
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to plan an elaborate evaluation that would focus on the essential object of the.
project-~the amount and kind of changes in speech skills the pupils’ exhibited.

It was deemed proper, instead, tc corduct an ev?.luatidn that would seek to achieve
the objectives listed below.

a) An assessment of the degree to which the program described in the proposal
vas in fact implemented and come indications of the quality, or the appropriaténcss
to objectives, of the implementatiom,

b) An analysis of the logic and feasibility of the educa%icnal objectives
of the Frogram and a rough assessment of the degree to which the conduct of the
Program w&s sppropriste to its 'o‘u:jectivas.

c) A specification of the problems encountered in the execution of the pre-
lininery ©rr Jram that might sugsest revisions and improvements in the plsn of
operation for the more complete Progrsm projected for 1966-1957.

No attempt was made to measure what learning had occurred. Ko test date of
any kind vere aveilable,nor was it deemed ?i‘easible to collect such data during the
evaluation of the preliminary Program. Data of this nature could not be compared
with mecsures made on participeting pupils prior to the Pr;:gran or with measure-
“erts on appropriate control gro,}ga and wouid, therefore, be mesningless. Further,
Speech programs of the kind deseribed in the proposal arc rather novel in American
schools and few, if any, adequate and appropriate tests or measures are available,

Indeed it was felt that the analysis of educational objectives cf the Basic _Speech

srovement Program might contribute to the development of such measures.
= 43

3¢ METHUDOLOGY

The scope of the prelininary Program was small. The objectives of the

evaluation were proportionately limited. The .valuntion prozeeded only by means of:
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a) Examining avallsble sypropriate documents relating to the Program;

b} Visits to the scheols in vhich the Frogram was condueied and observations
of classrovam instructions; and '

¢) Interviews and discussions with persomnel commecied with ‘he Program.

Three schools were vigited for whet amounied to tixe major part of the school
dey. Preliminary contact. #a5 established in a fourth zchool. Visits involved
cbservaticns, forusl interviews, and same informel interaction with adainistrators
and teachers in an sttempt to discover ™what was really going on.”

4. FINDIHGS

Degree of Implementation of Projected Procedures

Personnel, A table supplicd by the Board of Education of the City of New York,
Bureau for Speech Improvement showing the "Location of Non-Publie Schools by
Attendance Areas...” revealed that in the preliminary Basic Speech Irprovenent

Program seven tezchers of speech improvement were involved in eight schols. All
of these teacher.s served on a p&t—tMe basis and a count of the number of working
deys (in which notations such as "P.M."and "3 hours" were considered half-days)
revealed that at the time .the table was prepared the non-public schools were
supplied with a total of 12 days of speech-imérovement teaching time per week.
Discussicns with the Program Coordinator revealed, however, that teaching personnel
for the Program were not all aveileble on the scheéuled. first day of operation and
that some teschers began serving as much as two or three weeks loter. kven if the
last noted fact is discounted, 13 teaching days per week is merely outlined in the
proposal (i.e. teams of two teachers each providing 10 schools with a total of five
teaching days per week).
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(viously the recruitment of qualified personnel }pioved to be a major problem

in impiementing the Besic Speech Isprovement Progrem. The most lavish allocations
of funds for projects canunot assure adequete implemenf.ation unless the eppropriate
per3onnel can He assigned., Soveech improvenert progra;ns are still rather limited
for the New York Publi: Schools and the nuwmbers of teachers specifically trained

for such programs seems in general to be considersbly smaller than the demand.

Further, the pitfalls of attempting to initiate the Program in April, upon very
short notice, vhen rost q_u.—-.lif}éa'i xteachers are not availsble on the teachers'
lebor market are obvious. I+ may be pointed out, furthermore, that if there are
no effective preéaut:lons s recruifzent for a program 6f this natmje at the"proper"

or "conventional" time may result nierely in the re-allocation of generally scarce

but qualified teacher persormel from cue set of duties to snother. Unless
implementstion of special educational programs resmlts in reel increases in the
number of qualified participating individuals and the number of teacher-days, the
allocation of special funds for such programs may merely produce new edministrative
burdens without mat erially changing the total educational enterprise.

Interviews with four of the zeven teachers listed as participating in the
Program yielded the following information about their qualifications and backgrounds.

a) There was one teacher whc was specitically trained in the field of speech
improvement (on the Bachelor's degree level), She was on msadatory maternity leave
from the Few York City schools at the begimming of *he school year. When invited
to join the Progrem, she could arrarge to leave her infant for only a few hours a
week. A major portion of the .p.vailahl'e; $ime of this teacher was assigned to a
different speech program (a speech therapy program for Non=Pyblic Schools) at the
sume school vwhere she taught speech 1mpr§vement.
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b) There were two teachers who hed earlier in their careers taught speech,
language arts, or conducted speech therapy in the New York City schools but who
for personel or finarcial reasons preferred to remain in substitute or free-lance
relations with the City's school system., One of these. teachers, for example,
earned her livelihocd essentially from e private practice in speech therapy but
was availeble for limited, informal association with the City's schools.

¢) A fourth teacher wixo earned her livelihood as a dramatics coach proved to be

| totally unprepered for professional work as a teacher when observed in a classroom.

Ho more then one teacher wig; assigned to &gy, school. The nm;oion of assigning
Xeams of speech improvement teachers to each school seems to have been abandoned
entirely.

Numbers of Children Reached. In estimating that approximately 7,000 children

would be reached by the Program, the formzlé.tors of the proposal spparently estimated
reaching an average of 700 pupils in each school. No indications were given as to
how many minutes of instruction per day or per week were anticipated for each child,
the size of the groups for. teaching t'ﬁgf*;‘ic}nildren in, nor whether all the pupils
ﬁou_ld be in direct contact with speech improvement teachers or whether scme would
be rea.ched' only through the mediation of their classroom teacher. No meaningful
estimate may be offered here as to how many child¥en were, in fact, reached .'oy the
Progrgm. Pattens of instruction variad from school to school and even from day

to day within schools. Estimates based on registers would be confounded by incon-
sistencies in a) the amounts of time of contact with the Program, b) wicther the
cbnta:cts were directly with speech improvement teachers or only with classroom
teachers, c¢) the size of the groups in which the contact oé&u?ged, d) the quality
of the contact, ete, With these confounding factors in mind, it may be roughly
estimated, judging from classroom enrollments and numbers of periods taught by

those speech improvement teachers who wers observed that the speech improvement
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_teachers were seen by more than 1,750 children and less than 3,500, 'E‘E":e. more
then & quarter but less than & helf of the projected murber.

Strategy for Distributing Resources. In a preliminary program avowedly in neec

of eveluation, it would seem that_ the best estimate of the potential effectiveneés,
and thus the best strategy given the limited personnel, would have been obtained
from concentrating whatever resources were availsble in an optimal and uniform
fashi_cn upon & limited sample of schools and number of children. The proportion of.
r;sovfrces to schools and cﬁild.ren originqlly deemed appropfiaée might have been
‘mai':xta',ine@. It is to be noted that the,e.ppl‘ication of the alternative strategy of
spreading availeable resources thinly resulted partially from the faet that the
available teachers often had very explic_:it and restricting prefexex_xces as to where
they wished to teach and how far tﬁey were willing t» travel and partially from the
fact that the acuteness of the personnel shortage did not become apparent until
after initia.i assigments., on & 'spotty basis, had been made. Sincc less than 25 per
cent of i'.he Planned resources in personnel were distributed to 80 par cent of the
rrojected number of schools, it is unlikely-that the Program .‘esulted in a noticeable
or messurable impgct upon the pupils it did reach.
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Operation of E‘ lementation

Conference/s and Co-operative Plannin Conversations with speciai speech

impraovement téachers and classroom teachers indicated theif coiferences between
the two had oc_curred. The evaluator is not in a positicn to judge whether
these "conferences oécvrred with all"cla.ssi'oom teachers ir the schools n_or mnay
any statemen';s be made as to their possible effectiveness. .

One speech improvement: teacuier seems tc have met exclusively with the
principal of the school and the conferences consisted of selecting a graduation
play for tﬁe speech class which the speech improvement teacher proceeded o
coach. In two of the schools visited it seemed appareno that the Progra.m re-
sulted in no changes in the sc*xedules of the classroom teachers and that the
schedules of the speech improvement teachers (particularly the schedules of
those working in two schools or in two programs) were rather tasht. It is un-
likely, therefcre, that extensive conferences with all ~lassroom teachers 3
occurred.,

Demonstration lessons. The demonstration lessons seem to have been the
heart o° the Program. Since the speech improvement teachers were generally
experienced as speciallst teachers who conducted speech classes, it was to be
expected that they would interpret their role in the present Program ip a simie
iar maimer. Thus visits to the schools rex;ee.led that the speech improvement
teachers functioned mainly as specialist teachers conducting speech classes that
were labuled demoﬁstfation lessone and that én.}y seeondai'ily did some of‘- then

function as change sgents attempting to introduce their . =2cialty to the faculty

and intc;' the general curriculum of the schools at vhich they worked.
E ' The schools seem also fo have inberpreted the demonstration lessons as
5 special speech classes. Iw one instance it was observed that the clussroom
: teacher was called from the room for a lengbthy conference with the school prin- _ |

cipal during the demonstration lésson. In & second instance no classroom
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teacher was present with the speech teucher during e session of dramatics
coaching that extended for over an hour. In a third instaace, where the ad-
ministration of the school expressed interest in having classroom\teachers learn
B from the speech improvement ;eachgrs, the é]assrqom teacher stood silently with
felded hands and bent head throughout the démonstration lesson. Subsequent @is-
Y cussion with this teachez: revealed that she had but poorly followed the point
: ,5"5 of the lesson conducted.by the speech improvement teacher.

The nature and quality of the demons:.tra.tion lessons is discussed more ful];v
in the sections on "Interpretation and Implementation of Educetional Objectives"
and "Characteristics of Teaching,"

Additiona.l épeech Lessons and Integration of Sgéech Instruction with the

Curriculum. The evaluator did not attempt a systematic assessment of the degree

to which classroom teachers "ecarried through™ on the Speech Improvement Program

R

with additional lessons and in integrating speech skills with other aspects of

= : their curriculs. The limited scope of the Program and the unavailability of
baseline date made unfeasible extensive observations of classroom teachers to |
determine the extent of corryover. The observations of the response of the

-t \“ schools to demonstration lessons noted gbove, slone seem to provide an adequate

. indicetion that very little i_n the way of carry through and in_tegrat.ion with the

school curriculum could be accomplished .by the preliminary Program.

A group of classrocm teachers in one of the schools, where the greatest

effort to bensfit from the program was observed, concurred thab spéech 'imprdye-

ment teachers accomplished more with their pupils in the speech ares than the

classroom teachers had been sble to. Some attributed this success to the special

‘ski’.ls and techniqdes of the speech improvement teachers. uthers, perhaps be-

grudgingly, stressed the greater responsiveness of pupils to new and infreguently

visiting teachers. One teacher observed that in the speech improvement class

" the rank-ordering of students in respect to other school subjects changed,

.
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_ teachers was sub-standard and this factor alone would obviate effective inte-

- . ot ks g - ot et n gt s, et ok, - vekh = oam
TOTRT e s et g e e e M AT T T A Al W i -“S{'fm‘:&*\:ﬁ“-‘—‘&f’*‘x_“ - TR T s g . = * -
gl . P N

. N R S S E V. - 2 St B o OSSR T

-11-

suggesting that speech involved a special set of skills independent from those
involved in other acudemic subjects or that the special skills of the speech
improvement teacher effectively mobilized pupils who were otherwise apathetic,

The evalua.or also noted that the spgech of some of these very classroom

gration of the Progrém.
In general, the predominent attitude of the schools was one of acceptance . !
and welcome for the Program coupled with a policy that was, pérhaps inadvertently,

laissez-Taire and uninvolved.,

No consultation and provision of resource material was directly observed in the

Consultation and Provision of Rescurce Msterial by Speech Improvement Teachers.

evaluation. Such consultation could occur only in the setting of the conferences

discussed gbove. To the extent that indirect evidence of some conferences and 4

cooperative planning was gathered, it may be assumed that such coasultation oc- .‘
curred. _ |

One teacher proved to be acutely interested in the educational philosophies R
speech hebits and personality charac;ceristic's of the classroom teachers in the
school in which she worked, She seemed, therefore, ready to consult with these
teachers in their frame of reference and seems to have acquired her perceptions
of these teachers in consultative interactions. Othér speech improvement
teachers seemed considerably less cognizant of the teachers, programs and phil-
osophies of the sgl’lools in which they operated and, hence, less prepared to con-
sult with them. It may be assrmeti that they did, in fact, consult very little.
The texcher who seemed to have provided the most consultative services had con-
siderably more school experience in her background than the others.

Orieni;ation for Speech Improvement Teachers. The Program Director re-

ported thet all speech improvement teachers were given the orientation and pre-
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Program instruction specified in tha propesal. Sinece not all speech improve-
; . ment teachers were hired before the Program began, it is obvious that much
orientation occurred on an individual and informal basis. Workshops of other
- programs conducted by “he Bureau for Speech Improvement seem to have been

~ used to contribute to the orientation of teachers for the present Progran.

& Implementation of Educational Objectives

! Aneiysis of the Objectives. Given the context for which it was prepared,

Er the pro,ject proposal quite properly described the educational objectives of the
Program in very general terms, such as the "development of skills in speaking
and listening and relates these skills to the problems of disadvantaged chil-

dren. The evalua.tion of an educatz.onal progran, however, requires a very de-

" tailed statement of objectives. In preliminary (perhaps; superficial evalua-
tiens) such as the evaluation conducted here, the explicit formulation of the
objectives provides en opportunity for the evaluator to make his best guess
as to whether the educational processes observed are relevant to achieving
their objectives and are likely to be effective. In the more desirable, formsl
and objective evaluations, the specif:fcation of objectives is crucial to the
selection or develepment of appropriate tests and measures from which inferences
ma.y be made as to whether the obaectives of a program were in fact achi eved. An
ettempt to develop an exphcit analysis of objectives is, therefore, properly a
task for this evaluation. ‘

The objectives of educational programs in lin@istlc cormmication skilis
may be classified or located on a conceptual continvum extending from “concern
for skill in the function of language" at the opposite pole. The term "mechanics
of language" may include aveas such as phonetics, dialect variation, voice inton-

ation, morphology, syntax, "correct usage," ete. “Function of language" mey

"
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subsume the issue of coding (thet is the conversion of non-linguistic reality |

§ into appropriate linguistic form), décoding or comprehension, etc. Much
! current psycholinguistic thought is concerned with the interdependences and . |
facilitative _reciprocal relations between language and thought. Those as-
- 1'; éﬁ _ pects of the education of communication Skills that ~are concerned x‘vith the
. expansion of the intellect, the development of conceptusl schems through lan-
guage and vice-versa, may be said to be concerned with the developrent of

& skills in the "function" of language. At the "mechanics" end of the continuvm

= J there is concern for how something is said; at the "function" end there is
3 concern not only for how something iz said but also for what is said.
. It is gifficult to ascertain from the proposal for the Program under con- .
sideration where this Program may be located on the "mechanies-function”
. continuum. The term "speech" frequently refers exclusively to "how" things
N G are said, implying a basic concern for the mechanics of language. Since, how-

; ever, the proposal describes the speech of disadvantaged children as "inarticu-
late" and seeks remedy this defect, the Program seems to have been directed,
at least partially, toward the function end of the cont‘inmm. The expressions
"social effectiveness" and "social mobility" occur in several places in the

proposal, suggesting again concern for those mechanical aspects of langusge

associated with social class.:

In the case of disadvanteged Negro children, however, it would be fatuous
to anticipate that the "verbal class distinctions,” a la Shaw's on are
the relevant Shibboleths that mark them for denial of social mobility. (A
blaek Lizae Doolittle could not have been passed off as a BEuropean duchess. )

Nor would it befit an American educational system, dedicated to democratic
ideals, to pander to prejudices of narrow minds that see superficial aspects
such as dialeét ma.rkers.as reasons for denying equal opportunity to those whose
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speech is “non-standard.” It ié to be assumed, therefore, that the concern
of the present Program is not merely with the eradication of the bases for .
making prejudiced discriminations (any more than it could be for psiuiing red
roges white), but is directed at the more profound issues of more effective
~coding and the widening of intellectual horizons of disadvantaged children
through improving their command of their language.

At this point, however, it is extrémely important to note that the notion
of laproving one's intellectual commetence through improving one's command over
his language involves a number of assumptions that are in want of verification.
The designation of the speech of the Gisadvantaged as "inarticdate” may be
merely an artifact of the fact that those who have labelled it as such do not
understend it. It i: conceivable (and some linguists subscribe to the notion)
that this kind of speech is extremely well suited for communication within the
community in vhich it is used. Thers is, indeed, considerable discussion of
"b3-dlalectism” among Americsn sub-cultures, psychologically ekin to bi-

lingualism, implying thet the speech of some sub-cultures is different, but

not inferior, to the speech of other cultures. |
It would seem that research appropriate to the testing of the implicit J
assumptions underlying the present Program should, and caa, constitute an integ- i
ral part of the Program. Such research would te addrese=d to the question:
Does the training in language skills in fact expand the intellect of the pupils
trainei? One criterion of the evaluation would then become_ "inteliectual ex-
| pansion” which might be measured by tests of intelligence and the like rather
than by tests of speech.
The entire issue of ‘what{ constitutes effective communication is, further-

more, in want of definition. The question as to whether the Jjialects of sub-
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cultures are inférior to other dialects or whether Chey are merely different
but equal modns of communication needs the devi:lopment of objective, clearly
operationglized; valid, and widely accepted syaliems of measurement. The
development of such measuring systems would rightfully occupy a position in

& résearch progres sttached to an sducational program such &s the present

ons. 'Furthcr, since the educational Progrum is soncerned with the development
of 2 mmber oi related but alightly different matters of language and intellect,
it provides 2 possible setiing for the validation of such measures,

In the absonce of any explicit dsta for confirming the underlying assunp-
tions of the proposal and vaiid measuares of articulateness, commnicative effec-
tiveness or efficiency, the present evaluation proceeded with an intuitive
approximation for scaling what in the Program was intellectually broadening and
what was merely mechanical. Ia this scheme, the question as to whether an in-
dividual used /a%/ in the place of the diphthong fel/ in the word time, for
example, would be a purely mechanical matter, but the dropping of a tense marker
that might lead to a misunderstanding, the inability properlq dinguistically to
code a condition contrary to Zact, or the absence of adequate vocebulary to deal
with some problems of affect would be regarded as functional matters of great
inteliectual importance.,

Interpretation of Objectives by Program Personnel. Discussion of the ob-

Jectives of the basic speech improvement program with the personnel involved in
the Program revealed variations in interpreting the ob;]ectiveg stated in the
proposal. The Progranm CQDthor interpreted the objectives as being essentially
the development of langusge function skills. Speech improvement was seen as an
integral conmopent of language azis programs. Further, in line with current
theoretization about the relation between mastery of one's langusge and the ac-

quisition of reading skill, it vas suggested that a major benefit of the Program
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could be ascertained in a controlled experineant where measured gains in reading
skills could be attributed only to the Program. Yet, social considerations and
the mechanical aspects of speech .mprovement wese not neglected, inasmuch as pains
were taken to point out to Progran: personnel and even to participating pupils that
gpeech sk}.lia were important in miking the proper impressicn in importent life
situations sﬁch as applying for a Job. i L

Administrators and classroom teachers were not very articulate in their

1nter:pretatioi: of objectives. Pragmatic benefits froa speech programs--such as
preparation for job interviews--gseem to have appealed to their imaginat.ons. .
Though no specific evidence was gathered to substantiate the impression, the
evaluator felt that the school personnel he comunicated with were themselves
attempting to discover the ob,jectives of the Program by observing how its
curriculum was implemented in the classroom. It seemed that their avowed pleasure
with the Program and gratitude for it ims hased on the fact that this essentially
unsolicited city-run, federally-aided program made it possible for them to keep
their schools ebreast with an educational development that miglt otherwisz have by-
passed then.

Most of the speech improvement teachers interviewed nominally interpreted
the objectives of the Program in a manner very similar to that of the Program
Coordinator. ff.ince the interpretapiop of objectives by speech improvement teachers
was crucial in deterrning the actual nature of the Program, the most scute probes,
including observations of their activities in the classroom, were applied to these
individuals. ) |

When obsérweci in operation, concern for mechanical matters such as pronunciation,
intonation and appropriate level of loudness were revealed to be an important com-
ponent of the Trogram. Teachers of Negro children were concerned with whether they

h
seid [ta m/ o» /taim/ and a teacher in a Yeshivah was very much occupieé with
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-

¥iddish intonation and with whether the children said fduiz/ or /duink/.

(The evalustor noted, incidentally, thet Negro girls were more likely to say
/té?m/ while the boys tended to say /taim/ suggesting that these mechanical
matte;s might be related to some profound and complicated factors of personality

and cultwre that ﬁould.be of considersble educational sigrificance in terms of

linguistic "functioning" if properly teased out.)

One teacher, who devoted much attention to the pronunciation of English
vowels, did so in an exercize that seemed clearly to be directed toward developing
auditory discriminstion and motor control; skills that are of high transfer velue
since they are relevant to general sensitivity to langusge, to foreign language
learning end reading. Interestingly the vowels selected for study were not
specificaelly those that cheracterized the Negro speech of her pupils. Her
lesson on appropriate voice level seemed to be about to introduce some elementary
concepts of the nature of communication rets aud interpersonal activity. ‘

The term "listening skills,” which was frequently quoted from the proposal,
seemed to give teachers considerable trouble. When probed, definitions of the

term were vegue and it wes difficult to extract from any of the speech improvement

teachers specifications of behavioral correlates that might be olserved in a pupil

who had acquired listening skills. The term seems to have become confounded with }

i 9 1

other terms such as “hearing,” “"attention,” "comprehensica,” "distraction,” ete.

It is to be noted that all these terms night be defizned in education and a confusion
of the two sets of analysis ancl definition is likely to occur. (In education
"attention” may mean attention to the teacher; in psychology it may mean attention
to anything relevent to the organism.) It is the evaluator's impression that the
term "listening skills" has crept into the parlance of speech educatio. without

being subjected to the appropriate critical analysis (for which there is no room
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in this report) that would yield a clear and meaningful definition. Yet in one
/ class, where pupils actéd out in pantomine s story that had been tcld to them,

LW attempting 0 interpret in bodily movemeuts tiue personali’y characteristics of the

characters of the story, one valid and meaningful definition of the "development
of nstening skills" was clearly implied '

Characteristics of the Teaching

The observed teaching by the speech improvemernt teachers ranged from excellent
to very poor. The chief difficulty for a2ll teachers seemed to be’ in ma%ing

- i instruction meaningful to each child vhen class registers ranged from 30 to 50

PSSR

children. .In a »rogram directed at thg development of skills, practice is

obviously an important compcnent. A forty minute period occur ~ing once or twice
a week cemnot succeed in providing each child with more than a minute or two of
individualized supervised practice. Further, if a totally individualized approach ‘
1s followed, each child mey waste some 90 to 95 per cent of his time waiting for his

tt::rn (although some children may Ve cbserved practiciang while their classmates are |
supervised). Yet many instances of series of totally individualized teaching were
ohsarved.

An alternative approach to supervised individuslized practice--given the
large class registers--is thc use of a class period to teach techaniques for practice
and to develcy in the pupils mastery of the criteria cha.racteriziné acceptable
performances. Given this approach, considerable time will be spent desciribing
skills vhat ought to be practiced and'teachers will have little feed-back as to
whether pupils are learning and able to apply what is said to t};em. This type
of teaching msy be _made somzwhat more effective by involving some chil.ren with
making sample performances and involving others with making critiques as to the
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|
adequincy of each performsnce. The’ effectiveness of this approach would seem

to depend on the degree to which pupils accept the criteria for good performances

as applicable to fheir own behavior and on the amount of practice the pupil

ccaducts out of school. The second type of teaching yith emphasis of description
ané criteria was observed to occur with approximately the same frequency as
‘supervised individual practice. No assignments or suggestioné for outside ﬁractice N
however, were noted in the classes obscrved,

An alternative to the two afoi'ementioned approaches would consist of extensive
sub-group teaching., The speech improvement teacher might work with a griup of 10
pupils at a time for short periods while the classroom teacher would work with the
-remainder of the class on some other subject of their curriculum that lent iLtse.fo
to 'individualiz;ad o éub-éeo@ teaching. Thé;e is reason 'to believe t‘nat‘in an
area such as speech improvement, where changes in attitude anq the practice of
skills make crucial close pupil-teacher interaction, 10 minutes of instruction in
a group of 10 would be more beneficial for each pupil than 50 minutes of instruction
in a grdup of 40 or 20. When the possibilities of this approach were explored with
one of the speeéh improvement teachers, it was noted that this approach would
a priori defeat the concept of demonstration lessoms, Futher, the approach was con-
sidered unfeasible, because it was felt that &) time would be lost in shuffling
pupils, b) neithgr the teachers nor the schools were prepared for tl_xe possible
c.:omp]:exities in schedluling, this \approach might entail, and c¢) the scliouls could
not provide adequate space or facilities for this procedure. An eatire program of
"demonstration lessons" extending over a school year would obviously degenerate,
however, into a program of specialist teaching in which the classroom teacher would
be afforded an unproductive free period in which she would be constrained to
remein in her classroom. Tlius, if the technical difficulties could be overcome,
there is much to recommend the frequent use of a sub-group tesching plan on &t
least an experimental basis.
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RELATION OF THE SPEECH TMPROVEMENT FROGRAM TO THE SCHOOL SYSTEM

As noted previously, the concept of & speech improvement program does not

v —
[ L

_ seem to have originated at the non-public schools ‘where it was observed. Thus,
there is little reason to expest--especiaals'bnly after a very short and desultory
pilot programr»tham any real integxation with the regular curriculum.had occurred.
I% wonrld be of consider&ble interest 10 observe whether in the ¢nhu ag academlc
year ar attempt will be made by the non-public schools to integrate the speech
imvrovement Program with the general curriéulumwan@ whether any attempt -will be
made to integrate with eack other the various programs of the Elementary and
Secondery Education Act (ESFA). TFor example, will an attempt be made to coordinate

readine, language arts, and speech programs o that eagh facilitates the others and

none encroaches on the proper purview of the others? The prognosis this

evaluator would tentatively suggest is that the schools will seek as much help
from these programs as possible, accepting this help with passive, uncritical
gratitude until the large number of uncoordinated programs threatens to wreck

the equilibrium and normal functioning of the schools. In one schcol, a harassed

principal was caught in a dilemma of scheduling interviews with the evaluators

of two different programs toth of whom were present in the school at the same
time. It was reported that problems of this nature in conngction with Program
Coopdinatqrs had begun to appear when each of the ESEA programs was initiated.
(Since not all of the programs were able to begin simultaneously on schedule,
this problem did no%t become as acute_as it might have become had +here been
greater efficiency.)

Generally speaking, teachers were bbserved deporting themselves in a
professional wanner attempting to give ﬁie children they enccuntered the
best of their sérvices, despite certain clearly noticeable undercurrents of g sense
of strangeness public school teachers experienced in parochial settings of the

non~public schools.
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" However, one instance was noted that ugfierscor_es a8 more general problem
of confent o:f' mé.terial used Tor speech ing:)m.vement. In this instance, in
splte of clea,r :).nstructlon_s to the coerrary from the program supervisor, one
texcher us-ed ma.terlal m+h hlghiy‘ religious content "'or insuruct‘onal
purposes. :Also, the : gula.; cla.ssr'oom ueao:uer was absent dur:.ng this program,
vhich was counter to instructions ._ Oovious}‘_y, this aspect will require careful
monitoring in ﬁtwe programs of this type. Because of some ui the sensitive

issues invelved in %these types of new programs, caution must te exerted to

comply with legal arnd professional requirements.
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Learning by Pupils

As noted,. no effort was mace to assess formally what pupils had
learned frcm the Program. Classroom observations revealed that many pupils
leerned those facts that were tcught and those skills that were drilled.
| But the possible effects of this learning on test scores: remains unknown.

The sugéestions in the proposal providing for the use of school records, H
recordings, assessments through observations by teachers and standardized
test data were ignored for the reasons listed below.

(2) The program was in progress by the time the evaluation was
initiated and no pre-post or control-versus experimentsl-group assessments
were possible.

(b) No assessments throvgh observations by teachers seemed avail-
able, possibly because of lack of specificity in the proposal as to how these
were to be collected.

(¢) The lack of specificity in the description of the objectives

made it impossible to specify, select, or construct measures tnat would be
applicsble to the Program. (Participents in the Program reported that the
field of speech improvement was generally in need of developing appropriate
measures for assessing learning in speech improvement programs.)

The inccmplete, spcity, and thin impiementation cf the Program as well
as the cbserved diversity of procedures suggested to the evaluator that it
was véry unlikely that a formal evaluation, using tests and measures, would
have revealedlany tengible effacts. Experience with educational programs

indicates that intensive and extensive training of pupils are necessary if

statistically significant differences on standardized instruments are to be

found. Nevertheless, fairness to any educational plan demands that a
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4l 5, RECOMMENDATTONS
o3 ' o <

The following recomendatiéns are offered on the basis of the findings .

of this evaluation.

i (2) The Program should not be ai:tempted unless the problem of

| personnel is satisfactorily solved. It is conceivaeble that approaches
other than the employment of speech improvement teachers may be feasible.
It is perhaps possible to train highly competent school aides for a-. special
teaching role in institutes conducted by leading authorities in speech
improvement. Or, curricula specific to the objectives of the program might
: be prepared by authorities in the field, working as consultants, and imple-
mented as part of the language arts curriculum using available school per-

sonnel. (The second approach would merely involve & modification in curricula

(b) An assessment as to how meny qualified participants can be

recruited should be made before attempting to implement the Program. Imple-

{
! °
)
|
|
¥

mentation should occur in only as many schools as can be adequately served
by available personnel. Only an intensive Program can be effective. An
extensive but thinly implemented Program creates many problems, the solutions

- of which are not warranted by the limited possible benefits of such a Program.

(¢) The Pregrem Director and Speech Improvement Teachers should
:: £ arrive at a clear, specific, and explicit formulation of objectives. Implicit
assumptions should be identitried. The objectives should be related to
specific curricula. '

(d) The development of objectives should be closely linked w_ith

evaluation. Indeed, if the Program is %o be effectively evaluated, the
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participation of the evalﬁator is necessary in every phase of the planning.

: (e) If the plan for using speech improvement eachers hired by
the New York City Board of Educai:ion is retained, the notion of a consultative
role should be abandoned in the proposal since it will inevitably be sbandoned
in practice. The program should be z:ega.rded as a specialist's program --
. such as music, art, shop, etc. -- and any influence speech improvement

teachers may exert on classroom teachers may be considered completely as

though it were a bonus.

(£f) The use of languege laboratories, tape recorders and other
Play-back equipment in the execution of the Program should be explored.
The use of special equipment, with carefully prescribed procedures, coupled

with flexibility in classroom organization, may improve the characteristics

of the teaching in the highly crowded conditions in which it occurs.
(g) Consideration should be given to coordinating the Program
with programs in allied areas -- reading, language arts, foreign language,

etc. -- and with other ESEA programs. Coordina.tion. with allied areas is

pecessary for the sake of sound education, Coordination with other ESEA

programs is an administraetive necessity.

(r) Machinery for monitoring the professionelism of teachers
in respect to undue assistance to parochial education should be instituted.
The specific procedures can be deveioped by the Board of Education in con-
sultation with legal authorities on civil liberties and constitutional law.

Legal council may be supplied by the municipai and federal governments in-

volved in ESEA programs.
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AGlexierally speaking , it is the opinion of this eyalustor that if adequate
planning is not completed in time for the impleme;"rrba_ti:on of the Program, it
) would be wiser to expend a limiteé. portion of allocated funds to preparing
| tﬁé Prog:r;'a.ni thé.n to expending all the fun;is on a slipshod implementation.
A short , small seale, well-Zormilated program is Aipfinite]y more likely to

achieve ét leaét a péx:tion of the ob,jec'i',ives for which the,_Prbgram was c¢on-

“ceived then any ‘éxtensive , but iil-formla.ted Program.
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i 3 CENTER POR URBAN EDUCATION Division of Educatioﬁa.l Pz:iétices
- 33‘wgst h2ng St?eet, KYC 10036 Title I Evaluations
July, 1956 . .
' SUMMER INSTLTUTE FOR TEACHING OF THE DISADVANTAGED CHILD
PARTICIPANT'S EVALUATION QUFSTIONNATRE
instructions

-

The Center for Yrban Education, an independent educational research organiza-
«tion, has beéen assigned the task of appraising the Summer Institute for Teachers
of the Disedvantaged Child with a view to improving future programs. As part of
this research we are asking the participants in the Institute to give us their
reactiors to it, favorable as well as unfavorable, Since at the time you complete
this questionnaire you may have participated in more than one session of the Iasti-
tute, we would like you to focus your replies around the session you asre currently
attending, '

Please answer all questions as specifically as you can, and feel free to use
vae back of the page if not enough space is provided for your answers.

In order to obtain a full aud open response, we are requesting that you do
Dot sign your name to this questionnaire. '

1. What were your purposes in attending the Institute?

10-
11-
2. What specific understandings and techniques did you gain from attending
the Instituté? (Please state fully.)
\ ‘ : l2-




3. Iisted below are the vericus aspects cf the Institute’s program. Please rate

each one in terms of how valusble you found it to be by ecircling one of the

"2 »
.

numbers from =3 to +3. If you feel it wae of no value, circle -3; if you feel

1% was extremely valusble, circle +3. If you Teel that it was somewhere in bebween

cirele one of the numbers from -2 to +2, Then kindly explain your reasons for

this rating in the space provided below the rating scale.

Of no : , . . : Extremely
Yalue - a. Guest Speakers _ valusble
-2 -2 -1 +1 2 +3 14
Reasony for reting:
15-
- 16-
b. Demonstrations of Special Equipment, such as Projectors, ete.
-3 -2 '_l . +1 +2 +3 17-
Reagsons for rating:
18-
" 10-
&
¢. Demonstration Lessons
-3 - -2 T sa o2 +3  20-
Reasons for rating:
21-
22-
d. Other Staff Prpsentatio_ns
-3 - -1 +1 +2 +3  23-
Reasons for ratiug: ’
iy
) 5.
€. Small Groi_zp Discussions
-3 C -2 -1 +1 2 +3 26
Reasbgg,'_,fqr- rating: ‘ - . — -
b - .., 27‘




v .
» 0f no : L Extremely
value Yaluable
f. Field Trips -
-3 - ‘2 -l . .~——-%]: +2 +3 29-
Reasons for rating: '30-
31-.
8. Reading Assignments
-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 32-
Reasons for rating: .
33-
3k
h. Instructional Materials
-3 T -2 -1 +] , +2 +3 , 35-
Reasons for ratings
36-
37~
i. _Institute Library
-3 =2 -1 +1 +2 ©+3 38
Reasons for rating:
39-
LQ-

k. What recommendations would you make for chenges in the Institute's
- brogram, facilities, meterials, schedule, organization or staffing?

Mo o e p s D —_




hl
D . .How would you rate the level of communica.ica between staff and
partlclpantsrat the Institute?
 Very. -
poor . Excellent
-3 ' -2 = +1 +2 +3 k3~
. : . .. v - . . .
Reasons for rating: i 2
by

b. FHow valuable was the opportunity you had to discuss problews ang 1deas
with other participants at the Institute?

Of no Extremely
value Valuable
-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 45-
Reasons for rating:

L6

.

6. Do you feel that as a result of &our attendance at the Institute you are
better prepared to teach a class of disadventaged children? (If "yes," How?
If "no." Why not?)

47-

L48-




5.

fo @. Would you be interested in attending a future Institute for ‘eachers
of the disadvantaged?

Yes 50-1
No -2
| ‘ Not sure -3
b. (For those responding with "Yes" or "Not sure" to Question 7a): |
Would you be willing to attend: . (check one)

Only with remuneration 1-1
Even without remuneration -2

CLASSIFICATION DATA

Center at which Institute is being held - 52-

Institute course being completed in current session:
English 53-1

History & Social Studies

Urban Studies

Math & Science

% Number of sessions taken to date: GL <
Total number of sessions you are registered for this summer.......: 55~
‘Present school éssigpment:
(check one)
Public school 56-1

Non-Public school -2 %
Grade level taught 57~
Total years of teaching experience __ 58-

Total years of teaching disadvantaged children 59-

. . Today's date 60-
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- D O Center for Urban Education
o g . 33 West 4ond Strest
© A o : New York, New York 10036 -
L B S | ' Hducational Pradtices Division
’ - I ' Title I Bvaluations
2 - : o Avgust 1966
) ; : S . Sunmer Institutes for Teachers of the Disadvantaged
03 : STAFF EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE
Note: Please use reverse side of page if more space is needed for your answvers.
1
i
— & 1. Of the several objectives of the Institute, which did you persomally feel
. ¥ was the most important? second most important? etec.
5 }
i .
3
R |
|
N i
.
| y
B
L -3 2. In your copinion, which aspects of the Institute program (i.e. speskers, demonstra-
- tion lessons, small group meetings, trips, etc.) were of most value to participants?
5 #hy?) - : —
j’

! I 3. Inyour opinion, which aspects were of least value? (Why?, )
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Sta.ff Eva.lua.tlon Quest:.onnaire

L,

(Su;mner Institutes for Teachers of the Disadvantaged)

page 2

If you were setting up the Institute again next year, what changes would

you make concerning each of t'ne following areas?

a. Selection of participants

b. Prcgram content

c. Organization end time schedule




3 .
. Staff Evalustion Questionnaire page 3
" . (Summer Institutes Por Teachers of the Disadvanteaged) :

k. (continued)

d. Staff

e. Faeilities and equipment

f. Guest speakers
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. Staff Fvelustion Questionnaire V page b
(Summer Institutes for Teachers of the Disadvantaged)

5. What other suggestions for changes do you have?

6a. How would you rate the level of communication and cooperetion among the members
of the staff at your center? (Kindly explain and illustrate.)

6b.

How would you rate the level of commurnication and cocperation between astaf
and participants at your center? (Kindly explain and illustrate)




- Staff Evaluation Guegtionnaire - | pege 5
" (Summer Institutes for Teschers of the Diudva,ntaged)

T: What is your estimate of %he impact of the program on the participants?
(On what spesific observutione do you bsse this estimate?)

8- Hcw has the Institute affected your own professional growth? (Please explain)

e Qe Ingtituba sonben mmhaw T S
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- CERTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 West Lond Btreet

Rew York, New York 10036 July, 1966

. SUMMER INSTITUTE FOR TEACHERS OF THE DISADVANTAGED CHILD
TAI INVERTORY

Esch of the statements 1listed below expresses an attitude or concept concern-
ing the disadvantaged child. Kindiy indicate the extent of your agreement or

disagreement with each by circling one of the four numbers to the right of each
statement, as follows: . X

If you agree strongly, circle +2
if you ggree somevhat, cirele +1
If you disagree soméwhat, circle =1
If you disagree strongly, circle -2

Please work quickly, since first impressions are usually the best. In order

to minimize "expected" replies we are requesting that you do not sign your name to
this questionnaire.

IBM
Col.
No.
1. Even the most creative teacher of disadventaged children ‘
can expect to attain only very limited geins with them. -2 =1 +1 +2 11
2. Since the disadvanteged child's verbal ability is so poor
the teacher should take every opportunity to correct his
gpeech errors. . -2 =1 +1 +2 12
3. The ¢isadvanteged child is not a guwod subject for
"inductive" teaching. -2 -1 41 +2 13
L. Few teachers prefer to work with disadvantaged children. -2 -1 +1 42 14
5. The curriculum for disadvantaged children should con-
sist of self-contained activities which sre minimally _
related to what has gone before or vhet is to come. -2 -1 41 42 15
6. The teacher of the disedventaged child should avoid
references to the child's home end community in her
lessons because these are likely to be painful and
unpleasant subjects for the pupil. - =2 -1 +1 42 16
T. Mcat teachers are fearful about teaching in dis-
advantaged neighborhoods. -2 <1 +1 +2 17
8. Since the disadvanteged child learns best through §
constant repetition of the same material, the “spiral® ’
approach is not applicable to him. -2 -1 +1 +2 18

9. Because of his overly-concrete mode of thinking, the |
disadvantaged child is rarely capahle of handling
abstract concepts. -2 =1 +1 +2 19




" - -2- oM
Col.
: . Jo.
10. The disadvantaged child's frequent outbursts of hostility
are really havd to take. -2 =1 41 +2 20

1., In reachingi the disadvantaged child, the teacher's per-
sonal contribution is .more important than having the
proper curricula materials. \ -2 =1 41 42 21

12. One of thz hardest things to get used to about teaching
disadvuntaged children is thet most of them come to

school. quite unclean. -2 «1 41 42 22
13. The disadvanteged phild's capacity fur learning is A
pretty well set by the time he reaches school age. -2 =1 41 42 23

1k, Most school administrators would probably not be very
enthusiastic about a teacher's attempts to use new
methods with disedvantaged children. -2 -1 41 42 2k

15. The new curriculum approaches developed for gifted
children have little relevance for teaching the
disedvantaged child. | -2 -1 +1 +2 25

16. The disadventaged child hag o greater need than others
for a structured classroom routine. -2 =1 +1 +2 26

17. The search for new curricula for the disadvantaged child 4

iz too ricent to have provided approaches of concrete
value to the teacher. -2 -1 41 +2 27

18. & teacher of disadventaged children should focus on

reading and give only residual attention to other
curriculum areas, -2 =1 41 42 28

19. The disaé.vantaged child's ability to observe is not as
impaired as his verbal ability. - -2 -1 +1 42 29

20. Because the disadvantaged child is unused to intellectual
stimulation, he should be exposed to it in very small doses. -2 =1 +1 #2 30

. 21. One of the frustrations in working with dissdventnged
] children is thet they do not really appreciate your

X efforts. =2 =1 +1 +2 31
% 22. The disadvantaged child has a greater need to experience
: success in school than the middle class chkild. <2 =1 1 +2 32
23. Most disadvanteged children do not have the “stick-to-it-
: tiveness" to use programmed self-instructional devices. -2 =1 +1 +2 33
S - 24, Tt is unrealistic for the teachier of the disadvantaged
. child to set her sights high. -2 =1 +1 +2 3k
- 25. Teaching disadvantaged children can be as satisfying
: an experience as teaching advantaged children. <2 <1 41 42 35

o 26. The disadvantaged child should not be made to feel that

‘ - middle class values are more..nccepteble to the teacher

g than lower claez values. -2 =1 +1 42 36 :

- - - ", mmmmmm = o T
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28.

29.
30.

31.

33.

3k,
35.
36.

37.

38¢

39.
ho.
8.

h2.

43.
kb,

45,

-3 -

It's discouraging to try new teaching approaches with the
disadvanteged when the children do not even vay attention
to what the teacher is ssying. -2 <1 41 +2

Having been raised in a ghetto the disadvantaged child is
not aware that his culture is different from that of
society-at-large. -2 -1 +1 +2

The ‘disadvnntaged child requires a consistent enviromment;
Therefore team teaching is not a suitable approach for him. -2 -1 +1 42

Teaching the disadvantaged child is truly & matter of
all work end no play. _ -2 =1 +1 42

The teacher of disedvantaged children should stick to
recormended techaniques and avoid experimentation. ~2 «1 +1 42

Th? disadvantzged child is usually awere of everything
being 38id by the teacher even though ke mey not appear
to be actively listening. -2 -1 +1 42

Beca.gse the disadvanteged child displays a delayed learn-
ing "readiness" more complex concepts should not be

introduced until the later grades. -2 -1 +1 +2.
A teacher at & disadvantaged school runs substantial

risk of being physically harmed. -2 =1 +1 +2
A disadvanteged child's use of "hip" expressions should

be corrected immedistely. -2 -1 41 42

Rele-pleying is not suitable for the disadvantaged child
because of his difficulty in expressing himself. -2 -1 +1 42

As long as the parents of disadvantaged children remain
apathetic and irrespcnsible, the teachers can expect to

accomplish very little with these children. <2 =1 +1 +2
Audio-visuel aids, it improperly used, might reinforce
The passivity of the disedventaged child. -2 =1 +1 +2

A teacher cannot be expected to mitigate intellectual
dsmage suffered by a disadvantaged child by the time he
reaches school age. -2 =1 +1 +2

A disedvantaged child should be helped from the beginning
to understand thet his language is not the language he is
expected to use in scheonl. -2 <1 +1 +2

Especially with di. staged children, the teacher should
check to see if ever, acmework and elassroom assigoment has
bern completed. -2 =1 +1 42

In the battle to overcome his difficult environment, the
disadventaged child has.not developed a sense of fair play. ~2 -1 +1+2

Teachers in disadvantaged areas should be given a substan-

tial salary increment in recognition of the difficult job
they have. =2 -1 #1 42

The discdvanbaged child's curriculum should emphasize only
he most essentiel skills and knowledge he will need to
get along. -2 =1 +1 +2

If a teacher succeeds in motivating only one out of five
in a class of disadvantaged children, she is doing well. =2 <] +1 +72

38

39

L0

41

42

43

by

45

46

W7

L8

k9

50

o1

o2

53




Center for l:!rbaxi Education
33 West 4ond St.N,.Y.C. -

Educational Practices Division
Titlg I Evaluations

Project: SUMMER TNSTITUTES FOR TEACHFRS OF THE DISADVANTAGED CHILD

Ttem

20

15

L5

33

23

Loading
5

52
.50

45

.36
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(Dr. M. Gewirtz)
FACTOR I
Gortent
%cause- the disadvantaged child is unused to intellectual

gtimxlation, he shouid be exposed to it in very smali
oses,

It is unrealistic for the teacher of the disadvantaged.
child to set her sights high.

Even the most creative teacher of disadvantaged children
can expect to attain only very limited gains with them.

The new curriculum approaches developed for gifted
children have little relévance for teaching the disad-

vantaged child,

Because of his overly-concrete mode of thinking, the
disadvantaged child is rarely capable of handling
abstract concepts,

The disadvantaged child is not a good subject for
"inductive" teaching.

Since the disadvantaged chilci learns best through
constant repetition of {he same material, the "spiral™®
approach is not applicabie to him,

If a teacher succeeds in motivating only one out of five
in a class of disadvantaged children, she is doing well.

The disadvantaged child!s curriculum should emphasize
only the most essential skills and knowledge he will
need to get along.

The curriculum for disadvantaged children shculd consist
of self-contained activities which sre minimally related
to what has gone before or what is to come.

Because the disadvantaged child displays a delayed learn-
ing "readiness" more complex concepts should not be
introduced until the later grades,

Most disadvantaged children do not have the tstick-to=ite
tiveness" to use programmed self-instructional devices,

~ gcontinued -




34 |
33
33
32

27

FACTOR I (eontinued)

Gentent.
The search for new curricula for the disadvantaged child

is too recent to have provided approeches of concrete
value o the tescher,

One of the hardeat things to get used to about teaching
disadvantaged children is that most of them c¢. > %o
school quite unclean.

A teachsr of disadvantaged children should focus on
reading and give only residual attention to other
curriculum areas,

One of the frustrations in working with disadvantaged
children is that they do not really appreciaie your
efforts,

The disadvantaged child's capacity for learning is
pretty well set by the time he reaches school age.

*




FACTOR IT

Item # Lording  Content

3 <50 The teacher of disadvantaged children should stick to
recommended technigues and avoid experimentation.

35 .50 A disadvantaged child's usec of "hip" expressions should
be corrected immediately.

6 A2 The teacher of the dissdvantaged child should avoid

, referenzes to the child's home and coammunity in her
lessons because these are likely to be painful and
unpleazant subjects for the pupil.

30 .39 Tenching the disadvantaged child is truly a matter of
all work and no play.

36 .39 Role-playing is not suitable for the disadvantaged
child because of his difficulty in expressing himself,

L0 .39 A disadvantaged child should be helped from the begin-
‘ning to understand that his language is not the i
language he is expected to use in school.

29 .37 The disadvantaged child requires a consistent eaviron-
ment; therefore team teaching is not suitable approach
for him,

2 37 Since the disadvantaged child'e verbal ability is so

poor the teacher snould take every opportunity to
correct his speech errors,

39 37 A teacher cannot be expected to mitigate intellectual
damage suffered by a disadvantaged child vy the time
he reaches school age.

52 .36 In the battle to overcome his difficult environment,
the disadvantaged child has not developed a sense of
fair play.

A 28 31 Having been raised in a ghetto the disadvantaged child

is not aware that his culture is different from that
of society-at-large.




FACTOR 11

Item # lLoading  Content

22 41 The dissdvantaged child has a greater need to experience
success in school than the middle class child,

25 .33 Teaching dissZvantaged children can be as satisfying
ep experience as ttaching advantaged children.

19 ,

W)

2 The disadvantaged child's ability to observe is not as
inpaired as his verbal ability. .

26 .28 The disadvantaged child should nct be made to feel that
middle class values are more gcceptable to the teacher
than lower class values.

k1 .28 Especially with disadvanteged children, ths_teacher
should check to see if every homework and classroo
assignment has been completed,

1 .28 In reac;hing the disadv.éntaged child, the teacher's
' perscnal contribution is more important than having
the proper curricula materials.
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FACTOR IV
ITtem Ioading Content
- 10 5B The disadvantaged child!s frequent outbursts of
hostility are really hard to take.
L 42 Few teachers prefer to work with disadvantaged children.
7 C Wbl Most teachers are fearful about teaching in disadvantaged
neighborhocds. ' '
3k .39 A teacher at a disadvantaged school runs substantial

risk of being physically harmful.

EY4 35 As long as the parents of disadvantaged children
remain.apathetic azd jrresponsible, the teachers can
expect to accomplish very 1ittle with thesz children,

27 a2 Tt's discouraging to try new teaching approaches with
the disadvantaged when the children do not even pay
attention to what the teacher is saying.




S "Plan for Follow-up Study on

: 1666 Summer Institutes for Teachers of Disadvantaged

A. Objective
To obtain a measure of the impact of the 1966 Summer Institutes

experience on the classroom astivities of the participants at the Institutes.

B. Study Desien

Experimental group: 60 teachers who participated in Institutes .- ~
divided equally among four courses and by
public school and non-public school.

4 ' .
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Control group: 60 teachers who applied for but did not attend
Institutes and who are matched with the experi-~
mental group by type of school, courses taught,

j grade level, years of experience, and sex.

e Ee

C. Instruments and Procedure

1. Observation of classroom activities: by experienced observers
employing medified form of Anderson's "Classroom Observation Guide".
.; (They should have no previous knowledge of whether teacher is in

experimental or control group.)

A copy of above guide t§ be filled out by teacher's regular super-
Vvisor.
3. An open-ended questionnaire to be filled out by teacher herself on
her classroom activiiles. Among former participants, this would include

questions on specific uses of Institute experience. (This should be

mailed to teacher after observations are made.)

D. ggalysis

1. "t" tests would bz ccnducted for differences between experimental

A and control groups on means of ratings of observation guide.

2. Qualitative analysis would be made st replies to open-end

questionnaire.




